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EAGLE.  The  eagle  of  EV,  the  GREAT  VULTURE 
of  RVm£-  (lyi  ;  deros),  is  identified  by  Tristram  with 
Gyps  fulvus,  the  Griffon,  not  a  true  Eagle  but  a 
member  of  the  family  Vulturidse.  Griffons  are  still  very 
common  in  Palestine,  which  is  about  the  centre  of  their 
area  of  distribution,  whence  they  spread  across  Asia, 
around  the  Mediterranean  area  and  through  Northern 
Africa.1  They  are  noble  birds  of  large  size,  and  form 
conspicuous  objects  in  the  landscape  as  towards  evening 
they  perch  on  the  peaks  of  rocks  or  cliffs  (Job  39  28  29), 
or  when  soaring.  The  comparison  of  invaders  to  a 
swooping  vulture  is  often  employed  in  the  OT  (cp  Dt. 
2849  Job  826  Hab.  18  Jer.  4840  etc.).  They  are  carrion 
feeders  and  sight  their  food  from  afar.  Their  head  and 
neck  are  bald,  a  fact  which  did  not  escape  the  notice  of  the 
prophet  Micah  (Mi.  1 16).  They  nest  in  colonies,  some  of 
which  contain  a  hundred  pairs  of  birds.  They  are  said  to 
be  remarkably  long-lived,  probably  attaining  a  century  or 
more  (allusions  in  Ps.  103s  and  perhaps  [see  65]  in  Is. 
4631).  The  Himyarites  had  an  idol  nasr  which  was 
in  the  form  of  a  Vulture  (cp  ZDMG  29 600),  and  the 
same  worship  among  the  Arabs  is  attested  by  the  Syriac 
Doctrine  of  Addai  (Phillips,  24). 2 

The  Gr.  aeros  may  be  applied  to  vultures,  and  the  Romans 
seem  to  have  classed  the  eagle  among  the  family  Vulturidce 
(see  Pliny,  HN 10  3  13  23).  Is  there  any  connection  between 
atTOS  and  13 ]V  (see  BIRD,  §  i)?  Possibly  the  bird  found  on  the 
Assyrian  sculptures  (see  the  illustrations  in  Vigouroux,  s.v. 
'  aigle ')  and  on  the  Persian  (Xen.  Cyr.  vii.  1  4)  and  Roman  (Plin. 
HN  13  23)  standards  is  meant  to  represent  not  the  true  eagle  but 
a  vulture.  In  Christian  art  the  Egyptian  phoenix  appears  as 
an  eagle  and  becomes  a  symbol  of  the  resurrection  (see  Wiede- 
mann,  Rel.  qfAnc.  Egyptians,  193).  In  the  fifth  century  A.D. 
the  eagle  became  an  emblem  of  John  the  evangelist  (see  Diet, 
of  Chr.  Antiqq.,  s.v.  'Evangelists')-  A.  E.  S. — S.  A.  C. 

EAGLE,  GIER.     See  GIER  EAGLE. 

EANES  (MANHC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  9 21  =  Ezra  10  21 
MAASEIAH,  ii. ,  n. 

EARNEST  (&PP&BCON).  the  warrant  or  security  for 
the  performance  of  a  promise  or  for  the  ratification  of 
an  engagement,  is  used  thrice  in  NT  (z  Cor.  122  5s 
Eph.  Ii3/. ),  but  always  in  a  figurative  sense  of  the 
gifts  of  the  Holy  Spirit  bestowed  upon  the  apostles  and 
Christians  generally,  as  a  pledge  that  they  should 
obtain  far  greater  blessings  in  the  future.  See  PLEDGE. 

EARRING.  For  Judg.  824  Prov.  25 12  etc.  (D», 
nezem}  and  Ezek.  16  12  etc.  (^jy,  'dgll)  see  RING,  §  2, 
and  for  Prov.  I.e.  cp  BASKET.  For  Is.32o  etc.  (em1?, 
IdhaH)  see  AMULETS,  RING,  §  2,  and  MAGIC,  §3(3). 

The  tip  of  the  ear  (Tmn,  tenuklf)  was  specially  protected  by 
sacred  rites  (see  SBOTon  Is.  66  17). 

EARTH  AND  WORLD.  The  conception  of 
'  universe  '  is  usually  expressed  in  OT  by  '  heaven  and 

1  For  hieroglyphic  picture  of  vulture  see  EGYPT,  §  9,  n.  12. 

2  Cp  the  Syriac  name  anniW  C"  NSR  "  gave'),  and  see  We. 
Held.  20  (Heid.W  23),  and  WRS  Kin.  209,  Rel.  Sem.V)  226, 
n.  3  ;  ZDMG  40  186  ['86]. 
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earth'  (e.g. ,  Gen.  li  2i  14 19),  though  there  is  a 
still  more  complete  expression  :  '  heaven  above,  earth 
beneath,  and  the  water  under  the  earth1  (Ex.  204,  cp 
Gen.  4925).  So  in  Assyrian  eldti  u  Saplati  'things 
above  and  things  below,'  or  (Creation -tablet,  i.  if.) 
'  the  heaven  above,  the  earth  beneath,'  to  which  1.  3 
adds  '  the  ocean.'  There  is  also  (Is.  4424  ;  cp  45?)  a 
general  term  ^3,  'everything'  (iravra),  corresponding 
to  Assyr.  kullatu,  gimru. 

'  Earth  '  of  EV  represents  three  Hebrew  words.     ( i ) 

jnx  ('<?res),  properly  the  earth,  including  Sheol  ;   hence 

_.       either  the  visible  surface  of  our  earth  (Gen.  26, 

,  '     , ,   ,  and  often)  or  the  nether  world  (e.g. ,  Ex.  15 12 

eartn.  ls  ^^  294).     (2)  HCTN  (dddmdh),  [i.]  the  soil 

which  is  tilled,  Gen.  2s  817  etc.,  [ii.]  the  ground,  Gen. 

125  620  etc.  (3)  ~\'sy('dphar),  properly  earth  as  a  material 

(Gen.  27),   then   the  earth   (Is.  2 19),    then   dust   (Gen. 

814),  then  the  nether  world  (Job  17  16  Ps.  30g  [10]  etc. ). 

@  renders  (but  not  universally)  all  three  words  by  777. 

Whilst  the  AV  uses  '  world  '  as  a  synonym  for  '  earth  ' 

both  in  OT  and  in  NT,  it  is  only  in  NT  (see  below,  §  3) 

_,.        that  it   occurs   in  the  sense  of   'universe.1 

,  '      .  ,e,    The  reason  is  that  Jewish  writers  had  adopted 

'     a  much  more  convenient  term  than  '  heaven 

and  earth '  to  express  an   expanded  conception  of  the 

'  universe. ' 

First,  however,  let  us  note  the  Heb.  words  rendered 
'  world. ' 

1-  Tj$i  heled,   Ps.  17  14  49  2  [i].     If  the  text  is  correct,  we 
have  here  a  singularly  interesting  transition  from  '  lifetime '  to 
'  the  world  of  living  men '  ;  for  the  primary  sense  of  heled  (if 
the  word  exists  at  all)  is  '  life-time  '  (Ps.   396  [5],  8948  [47],  Job 
11  17  and  emended  text  of  10  20).!     Unfortunately  heled  in  Ps. 
17  14  is  certainly  corrupt.    '  From  men  of  the  world  whose  portion 
is  in  life '  is  an  expression  both  obscure  in  itself  and  unsuitable 
to  the  context.     In  Is.  38  ii  heled  is  read  only  by  critical  con 
jecture  ;  the  text  has  hedel,  which  means  neither  '  world  '  nor  any 
thing  else  :  there  is  no  such  word.-   The  true  reading  is  doubtless 
tcbel '  world,'  and  so  too  we  should  read  in  Ps.  49  2  [i].     Hymn- 
writers  do  not  generally  select   the  rarest  and   most  doubtful 
words.     There  is  but  one  pure  Hebrew  word  for  '  world  '  (see  3). 

2-  '!!!?,  hedel,  Is.'  38  ii,  on  the  assumption  that   'cessation' 
(the  supposed  meaning)  is  equivalent  to  '  fleeting  world.'     Many 
critics,  with  some  MSS,  including  Cod.  Bab.,  read  "Pn,  heled. 
See,  however,  no.  i. 

3.  73B,  tebel,  '  mother-earth  '  ? — a  word  of  primitive  mytho 
logical  origin  (Gunkel,  Hommel),  hence  never  occurring  with 
the  article.  Once  it  is  used  in  antithesis  to  midbar,  '  desert ' 
(Is.  14  17) ;  but  generally  it  is  quite  synonymous  with  '/res, 
'  earth.'  Thus  in  i  S.  2  8  (RV)— 

1  In  Job  11 17  it  is  an  improvement  to  read  "]~J:>n  T3',    '  the 
days  of  thy  lifetime  (shall  be  brighter  than  noontide),'  and  in 
10  20   'iVn,   '  Are  not  the   days   of  my  lifetime  few  ? '   but   we 
should  most  probably  read  -tart  and  »Vart,  'thy  fleeting  days.' 
(Che.  Exp.  Times,  10381  ['99]). 

2  Cp  Ps.  39  5  [4],  where  EV  has  '  how  frail  I  am,'  but  where 
the  Hebrew  has,  not 'frail, 'but  'ceasing'  (Dr.  Parallel  Psalter). 
"rin,  hddel,  too,  is  probably  not  a  real  word. 
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For  the  pillars  of  the  earth  are  Yahwe's, 
And  he  hath  set  the  world  upon  them  ; 
And  Prov.  8  26  (RV), 

While  as  yet  he  had  not  made  the  earth,  nor  the  fields, 
Nor  the  beginning  of  the  dust  of  the  world.1 
In  Job  37  12  RV  we  have  the  strange  expression  '  the  habitable 
world'  (AV  'the  world  in  the  earth');  and  in  Prov.  831  RV 
'  his   habitable  earth '  (AV  '  the  habitable  part  of  his  earth '). 
The  phrases  are  the   same,  and  are  due  to  corruption  of  the 
text.'^    <&  impartially  renders  both  rn«  and  ^n  sometimes  by 
yij  sometimes  by  rj  oiieou^ie'n/. 

4-  D^iy.  'oldm,  a  difficult  word,  meaning  (i)  antiquity, 
(2)  indefinite  length  of  time.  The  etymology  is  doubt 
ful.  Most  connect  it  with  c^y,  '  to  hide  '  ;  but  probably 
D-  -dm  is  a  noun-ending  (so  Earth).  Compare  Ass. 
tillu,  '  remote, '  in  the  phrase  ultu  ulld  '  from  of  old  ' ; 
ulldnu  'far-off  time,'  i.e. ,  'past  time'  (Del.  Ass. 
HWB  f>4/.).  For  a  less  probable  view,  see  Lag. 
Uebers.  115.  Twice  rendered  'world'  in  AV :  Ps. 
73 12,  '  Behold  these  are  the  ungodly,  who  prosper  in 
the  world,'  RV  (better)  'and  being  alway  at  ease' 
(D^iy  '1^?n)  I  Eccles.  3n  (so  also  RV),  'Also  he  hath 
set  the  world  in  their  heart'  (<5H,  cr6/j.iravTa.  rbv  aiwva), 
a  riddle  which  admits  of  more  than  one  solution 
(see  Che.  Job  and  Solomon,  210).  However,  even 
if  man  is  a  microcosm  we  cannot  expect  to  find  this 
advanced  idea  in  Ecclesiastes,  and  the  occurrence  of 
'oldm,  'world,'  in  Sirach  is  improbable.  Ha  oldm 
needs  to  be  emended. 3  We  must  give  up  the  '  micro 
cosm  '  and  the  '  desiderium  seternitatis '  and  take  in 
exchange  an  assurance  that  the  '  travail '  of  the  student  of 
God's  works  is  good  :  '  I  have  seen  the  travail  which  God 
has  given  to  the  sons  of  men  to  exercise  themselves  there 
with.  He  has  made  everything  beautiful  in  its  time;  also 
he  has  suggested  all  that  travail  (pprr^STlK  ;  ©  attests 
Va)  to  the  sons  of  men  (read  Q-JN  '33^,  not  '^30  Da^a). 

By  NT  times  the  word  'oldm  must  have  received  the 

new  meaning  '  world, '  for  aldiv  =  n^iy  is  used  in  this  sense. 

„   „       .        We  can  doubtless  trace  this  new  develop- 

',.  ...e.am?°  ment  to  the  rise  (under  Persian  stimulus) 

of  olam  in     f      ,   ,•/••• 

fjm  i-  of  a  belief  in  'new  heavens  and  a  new 

times.  eartll'  ^see  EscHATOLOGY,  §  88,  and  cp 
Che.  Intr.  Is.  370  ;  OPs.  405),  and  the  intercourse  of 
educated  Jews  with  Greek-speaking  neighbours  would 
confirm  the  usage.  It  is  true  the  sense  of  '  time '  is  not 
entirely  lost ;  but  a  new  sense  has  been  grafted  on  the 
old.  '  This  'oldm  '  is  not  merely  '  this  age' ;  but  the  earth 
which  is  the  theatre  of  the  events  of  '  this  age, '  and  '  the 
coming  'oldm  '  is  not  merely  the  great  future  period  in 
itiated  by  the  Divine  Advent,  but  the  new  earth  which 
will  be  the  theatre  of  the  expected  great  events.  Hence 
the  author  of  Hebrews  can  even  say  (Heb.  12),  'By  whom 
also  he  made  the  worlds '  (TOVS  aiuvas  ;  Del.  and 
Biesenthal  niDSiynN),  and  again  (Heb.  11 3),  '  we  under 
stand  that  the  worlds  (ol  auDves)  have  been  framed  by 
the  word  of  God.'  The  phrase  ol  alwves  means,  not 
the  ages  of  human  history  (as  in  Heb.  926,  cp  i  Cor. 
10n),  but  the  material  worlds  which  make  up  the 
universe4  (iravra.,  Heb.  1  2  ;  TO  @\firofj.fvoi>,  11  36). 

On  the  Jewish  references  to  the  two  'olilmlin  see  Dalman,  Die 
Worte  Jesu  (1898,  pp.  121  ff.~),  where  it  is  pointed  out  that  the 
famous  saying  ascribed  to  Simeon  the  Righteous  (circa  280  B.C.), 
respecting  the  three  things  on  which  '  the  world '  (aViyrt)  rests, 
cannot  be  authentic.  Dalman  also  denies  that  Enoch  486 
49  idff.  71  15,  where  the  creation  of  '  the  world  '  is  referred  to, 
belong  to  the  original  Book  of  the  Similitudes.  As  to  71  15 
there  can  be  no  question  ;  chap.  71  is  '  most  certainly  a  later 
addition '  (Charles).  At  any  rate,  45  5  refers  to  the  renovation 

1  The  text  needs  emendation  (see  next  note).     Read  probably, 
Ere  he  had  made  the  land  and  the  grass  (-rxm) 
And  had  clothed  with  green  (NBH<I)  the  clods  of  mother-earth. 
P  See  Che.  JQR,  Oct.  1897,  pp.  i6/ 

3  The  latest  commentator  (Siegfried,  1898)  holds  that  D7Jn 
means  '  the  future  ' ;  but  this  is  hardly  to  be  proved  by  2  t6  3  14 
96  12$.  Somewhat  more  plausible,  but  still  improbable,  is 
Dalman's  paraphrase,  '  die  unabsehbare  Weltzeit.' 

*  Note  also  that  oi/covjueVr)  in  Heb.  2  5  corresponds  to  alwv  in 
C  5  (Dalman). 
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of  the  heaven  and  the  earth,  on  which  see  above.  In  72  i  73  3  8 
82  i  5  7,  the  conception  of  the  created  world  no  doubt  occurs, 
and  in  4  Ezra  '  saeculum  '  (Syr.  NoVj?)  occurs  frequently.  From 
the  end  of  the  first  century  A.D.  onwards  Q->IJ;  is  used  so  often 
in  the  sense  of  '  world  '  that  we  cannot  doubt  its  universality. 
It  has  even  penetrated  into  the  older  Targums.  Cp  6  TOU  KOO>OU 
/3acriA.evs  (2  Mace.  7  9);  6  xvpios  TOU  KOOOU  (2  Mace.  1814); 
oWirdnK  irdo-ijs  rijs  KTiVeus  (3  Mace.  2  2).  '  Lord  of  the  world  ' 
occurs  in  Enoch  81  9  ;  Ass.  Mos.  1  n  ;  Jubil.  2023.  These  and 
similar  appellations  are  never  found  in  NT  (Dalman,  142). 
In  the  NT  we  find  (a)  77  olKovpfrr),  (6)  6  /cicr/xos,  (c) 


. 

(a)  TI  OIK.  is  the  habitable  globe  (Mt.  24  14  Rom.  10  18  etc.)  ; 

also  the  Roman  Empire  (Acts  17  6)  ;   also  = 

4.  Terms  for    al^v  (Heb.  2  5),  see  above  (§  3). 

'  earth  '  and        (b)  6  KOO-/XOI  is  the  earth,  or  its  inhabitants 

'World1  in  NT.  ((*•••  Mt.  48  5i4    Mk.  16i5l  Jn   129);  also 

the  universe  (TO  o\oi>  TOUTO,  JPlat.  Gorg.  408 

A),  as  in  ctTrb  <ca.Taj3oAi7«  KOO-JU.OV  (e.g.,   Mt.  1835  [not  in  best 

MSS.],  cp  24  21)  ;  also  with  OUTOS=  '  this  'oldm  '  (Jn.  1  12,  opp. 

to  fwij  aiwcios  ;  so  Jn.  18  36  i  Cor.  3  19,  5  10  and  Eph.  2  2,  where 

note  the  strange  compound  phrase  Kara.  TOV  a'uava.  TOU  xoV/xov 

TOVTOU).     6  KOO-JUOS  without  OUTOS  in  i  Jn.  215^  817;  and  in 

the  derived  sense  of  '  worldlings  '  (cp  the  phrase,  too  probably 

incorrect,  "l££P  CTlp  in  Ps.    17  14).      With  OUTOS  in  Jn.    1231 

14  30  [not  Ti.]  16  ii  i  Cor.  819;  without  OUTOS  in  Jn.  771  Cor. 

1  21  and  often.      Hence  the  adjective  KOO-JOUKOS  ;    in   Heb.  9i, 
TO  ayiov  Koo>uK6V  as  opposed  to  the  heavenly  antitype  of  the 
tabernacle  ;  Tit.  2  12. 

(c)  KTi'o-ts,  the  universe  (cp  Wisd.  617  19  6),  Mk.  106  13  19  ; 

2  Pet.  3  4  Col.  1  15  Rev.  3  14.     In  Heb.  9  n  '  this  KTI'O-IS,'  and  in 
Gal.  6152  Cor.  5  17,  Kaiyri  KTC'O-IS.    The  latter  phrase,  however,  is 
applied  morally  and  spiritually  (cp  Jn.  857  Rom.  64,  and  the 
phrase  /caivb?  avSpiairos  .   .  .,  Eph.  215  424).      In  the  sense  of 
'  the  coming  'oldm  '  it  does  not  occur  in  NT  (but  see  Enoch 
72  1  Jubil.  1  29  ;  and  cp  Bar.  32  6  4  Ezra  7  75).     We  have  the  new 
heavens  and  the  new  earth,  however,  in  2  Pet.  813  Rev.  21  1  ;  and 
if  we  had  to  render  ev  TTJ  TroAiyyei'eo-i.'iji  (Mt.  19  28)  into  Aramaic 
or  Hebrew  we  should  have  to  follow  Pesh.  which  gives  '  in  the 
new  world  '  (KD*?y)-     The  Greek  phrase  quoted  is,  in  Dalman's 
words,   'the  property  of  the  evangelist."     On  'the  elements  of 
the  world  '  (thrice  in  NT)  see  ELEMENTS.  T.  K.  C. 

EARTH    (FOUR     QUARTERS).       Like  the  Baby 

lonians,    the    Hebrews   divided    the  world   (i.e.  ,   earth 

,        .     and  heaven)  into  four  parts.     We  find 

16  the    phrase     'the    four    skirts    (nisia,1 
Divisions. 

TTT^pvyes)  of  the  earth,'    Is.  11  12   Ezek. 

7  2,  cp  JobSTsSSis;  and  in  Rev.7i  208,  'the  four 
corners  (yuviai)  of  the  earth.'  Probably,  too,  'the 
four  ends  (nisp)  of  the  earth  '  could  be  said  ;  cp  Jer. 
4936,  '  the  four  ends  of  the  heaven.'  The  four  quarters 
could  be  described  also  as  'the  four  winds'  (as  in 
Ass.):  see  Ezek.  37  9  (especially),  Dan.  88  11  4  Zech. 
26[io]  iCh.  924  Mt.  2431.  Similarly,  'to  all  winds' 
means  'in  all  directions'  (Jer.  4932  Ezek.  61012,  etc.). 
The  east  was  called  'the  front'  (en/:)  ;  the  west,  'the 
back  part  '  (ninx)  ;  the  south,  '  the  right  '  (pp'  ;  Aq. 
Sym.,  5e%idv  [Ps.  89  13]);  and  the  north,  'the  left' 
(^XDK1).  The  N.  is  called  also  pss,  which  is  perhaps 
to  be  compared  with  Ar.  saban  (from  sabawun,  east 
wind,  E).2  The  S.  is  also  D'vn  (root  uncertain)  ;  the 
E.  usually  rnip,  '  the  (region  of  the)  sun-rising,'  and  the 
W.  either  tr,  'the  sea,'3  or  mj?p,  'the  (region  of  the) 
sunset';  sometimes  also  (^.^.  ,  i  Ch.  924),  improperly, 
3.3ji  strictly  the  '  dry  '  S.  region  of  Palestine  ;  see, 
further,  GEOGRAPHY,  §  2.  We  now  turn  to  the  appli 
cation  and  associations  of  the  several  terms. 

2   North        North    and    south    are    applied    (a)    to 
and  South  cluarters    of    tne    heavens.       So    Job  26? 
'          '  (crit.  emend.  )  — 

1  Cp  the  Ass.  phrase  kippat  same  irsitim,  usually,  '  the  ends 
of  heaven  and  earth  '  (Del.  Ass.  HWB,  s.v.  rps).    The  ideogram 
SAG-GUL,  however,  elsewhere  =sikkftni,  'bar'  (Del.)  or  possibly 
'  hinge  '  (Stucken).     Perhaps  the  Ass.  phrase  means  '  the  bars 
(or  hinges)  of  heaven  and  earth  '  (Stucken,  Astralmythen,  1  38), 
and   consequently   the   parallel   Hebrew  phrase  '  the   bars  (or 
hinges)  of  earth.' 

2  So   Earth,    Etym.    Stud.    26  ;    Ko.    Lehrg.  2  128  ;    but   cp 
GEOGRAPHY,    §   2.      At  any  rate  fgs  is  '  to  hide,'  not  '  to  be 
hidden.'  'East'  in  Hebrew  may  mean  NE.     The  interchange 
of  3  and  3  is,  of  course,  no  difficulty. 

3  <B  nearly  always  renders  D^,  6d\a<rcra.,  even  where  '  west    is 
meant. 
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(Before   him)  who   had   stretched   the   north   region  (of  the 

heavens)  upon  space, 
Who  has  suspended  the  earth  upon  nothing.1 

The  passage  has  been  well  explained  (after  Del.  )  by 
Davidson  :  2  '  The  northern  region  of  the  heavens,  with 
its  brilliant  constellations,  clustering  round  the  pole, 
would  naturally  attract  the  eye,  and  seem  to  the 
beholder  to  be  stretched  out  over  the  "  empty  place,  " 
—  i.e.  ,  the  vast  void  between  earth  and  heaven.' 
See  DEAD,  §  2  (a)  for  an  explanation  of  the  context. 
The  N.  region  of  the  heavens  is  the  '  station  '  of  Bel. 
Also  Job  37g  (crit.  emend.), 

From  the  chambers  of  the  south  (comes)  the  storm, 

And  from  the  north-star  cold, 

(When)  by  the  breath  of  God  ice  is  given, 

And  the  wide  waters  are  straitened.* 

There  is  no  '  south  pole  '  in  Babylonian  astronomy 
corresponding  to  the  north  pole  (cp  Jensen,  Kosmol. 
25)  ;  but  there  is  a  region  of  Ea,  and  this  is  called  in 
Job  '  the  south,  '  as  the  region  of  Bel  is  called  '  the 
north.'  The  constellations  in  the  region  ('path')  of 
Ea  are  called  '  the  chambers  of  the  south.  ' 

EV  has  in  v.  gl>,  'And  cold  out  of  the  north.'  '  North  '  = 
D'lID,  which  Ges.  Di.  explain  (after  Kimhi)  as  '  the  scattering  '  — 
a  name  for  the  north  winds,  which  dispel  clouds  and  bring 
cold.  Not  very  natural.  We  evidently  require  a  constellation. 
The  Heb.  m2zari»i  may  perhaps  be  the  Ass.  (kakkab)  inisri. 
Read  'IB'D  \  'he  corruption  was  caused  by  a  reminiscence  of 
mazzdroth.*  The  (kakkab)  miSri,  which  we  provisionally 
translate,  with  Hommel,  the  'north-star,'  was  associated  with 
'  cold,  hail  (?),  and  snow  '  by  the  Babylonians  (Jensen, 
Kosmol.  50).  Vg.  ab  Arcturo  ;  <@  0.77-6  aicpwnjpiW  (read 
apxTwait).  On  Ezek.  14  Eccles.  16,  see  WINDS. 

N.  and  S.  are  applied  (6)  to  quarters  of  the  earth. 
Ps.  89  12,  '  The  north  and  the  south,  thou  hast  created 
them.  '  Here  '  north  and  south  '  represent  all  the  four 
quarters  of  the  earth. 

The  N.  was  encompassed  with  awe  for  the  Hebrew. 

(1)  From  the  N.   came  the  invaders  of  Palestine,  and 
'  the  north  '  is  a  symbolic  term  for  Assyria  (Zeph.  213),  or 
Babylonia  (Jer.  1  14  466102024  Ezek.  267  Judith  164). 

(2)  Religious  considerations  added  to  the  feeling  of  awe. 
In    the   mountainous    north    th«  people   localised    the 
'mountain  of  El5him,'  of  which  tradition  spoke  (Ezek. 
14  Is.  14  13;   some  would  add  Ps.  48  2  [3]);    and  since 
God   dwelt   there,   a  poet   says   that   manifestations   of 
God's  glory  came  from  the  N.  (Job  37  22,  crit.  emend.  : 
see    CONGREGATION,     MOUNT    OF,    and   cp    BAAL- 
ZEPHON,  i).     According  to  Ewald  (Alterth.    59),   this 
was  the  reason  why  sacrificial  victims  were  to  be  slain 
'before  Yahwe1   on  the  north  side  of  the  altar  (Lev. 
In).      Yet,    according   to    the   older    Israelitish    view, 
which  lasted  into  post-exilic  times,  the  sacred  mountain 
of  Yahwe    was   not   in    the    N.    but    in    the   S.      The 
•mountain    of   God'    was    Horeb    (Ex.  3i   4  27,    etc.); 
Yahwe's  progress   into  Canaan  was  from  Seir   (Judg. 
64  cp  Dt.  882),  or,  as  a  late  Psalmist  says,  from  Teman 
(Hab.  83).     See  WINDS. 

Of  E.  and  W.  less  has  to  be  said.  East  and 
west,  in  Mt.  811,  represent  all  the  four  quarters  of  the 


earth>  like  '  north  and  south   in  Ps- 


east 


west  '  's  a 


3.  East  and 

West 

symbolic  expression  for  an   immense  dis 

tance  (Ps.  103  12).  When  all  mankind  unite  in  festivity, 
'  thou  makest  the  outgoings  of  morning  and  evening  to 
ring  out  their  joy  '  (Ps.  658  [9],  Driver).  The  expression 
has  been  admired  ;  but  it  is  only  the  morning  sun  that 
'goes  forth.'  The  true  reading,  could  we  recover  it, 
would  probably  be  finer.5  The  Babylonians  believed 
that  the  celestial  vault  had  two  gates,  one  by  which  the 
sun  '  went  forth  '  in  the  morning,  and  another  by  which 

1  flD'^a  is  commonly  taken  to  be  a  compound  (Ko.  Lehrg. 
2418),  but  without  any  adequate  grounds.     The  right  reading 
must  be  D'73n  ;    the   plur.,    to    express    'intense   vanity1    (cp 
Eccles.  1  2). 

2  Budde  and  Duhm,  perhaps  unwisely,  follow  Dillmann. 

3  Che.  JBL  17  io5/:  ['98]. 

4  Ibn    Ezra   (and    so    Michaelis)   identified    mezdrim    with 
MAZZAROTH  and  MAZZALOTH  (gq.v.).     Aq.  has  u.a.Covp. 

5  See  Che.  Ps.M,  ad  loc. 
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he  '  came  in '  in  the  evening.  In  the  E.  was  the  isle 
of  the  blessed,  with  Par(?)-napisti,  the  hero  of  the 
Deluge-story  ;  in  the  E. ,  too,  was  the  Hebrew  paradise 
(Gen.  28).  The  W.  had  no  such  pleasing  associations, 
for  there  was  the  entrance  of  the  realm  of  the  dead  ; * 
there,  too,  the  great  Lightgiver  disappeared. 

Still,  a  Psalmist  in  the  full  confidence  of  faith  can  declare 
(Ps.  1399,  crit.  emend.), 

If  I  lifted  up  the  wings  of  the  sun,2 

And  alighted  at  the  utmost  part  of  the  west  (D'  lit.  sea), 

Even  there  thy  hand  would  seize  me,3 

Thy  right  hand  would  grasp  me. 

He  does  not  say  (as  MT  and  AV  may  suggest)  'would  lead 
me  to  my  own  peace  and  happiness.'  At  any  rate,  it  is  much 
that  he  is  not  cut  away  from  Yahwe's  hand.  He  whom  God 
grasps  cannot  go  to  destruction.  T_  K.  C. 

EARTHENWARE.     See  POTTERY. 

EARTHQUAKE  (B?in,  ceiCMOC,  cyNceiCMOC- 
Syria  and  Palestine  abound  in  volcanic  appearances 
(cp  PALESTINE).  Between  the  river  Jordan  and 
Damascus  lies  a  volcanic  tract,  and  the  entire  country 
about  the  Dead  Sea  presents  unmistakable  tokens  of 
volcanic  action  and  of  connected  earthquake  shocks 
vaster  and  grander  than  any  that  are  known,  or  can  be 
imagined,  to  have  occurred  in  the  historic  period. 
At  the  same  time,  the  numerous  allusions  in  the  Bible  to 
phenomena  resembling  those  of  earthquakes  show  that 
the  writers  were  deeply  impressed  by  the  recurrence  of 
severe  seismic  shocks.  Not  improbably  some  of  these 
were  recorded  in  the  lost  royal  annals. 

i.   Real    or    supposed    historical    earthquakes. — (a) 

1  S.  14 15  'And  there  was  a  terror  in  the  camp,  in  the 
1.  Real  or  sup-    garrison-  and  amonS  a11  the  P^ple, 

posed  historical  and  the  raiders  also  wer<!  terrified-'4 
earthquakes.  lhlf  was  on  account  of  Jonathan  s 
exploit.  Suddenly '  the  earth  quaked, 
whence  there  arose  a  supernatural  terror.'  Doubtful. 
(b]  Am.  1 1  prophecy  of  Amos,  '  two  years  before  the 
earthquake.'  Doubtful.  On  this  and  on  (c)  see  AMOS,  §4. 
Josephus  (Ant.  ix.  104)  draws  on  his  imagination,  (c) 
Zech.  14s  'Ye  shall  flee  as  ye  fled  before  the  earth 
quake  in  the  days  of  Uzziah  king  of  Judah. '  A  post-exilic 
notice,  (d}  Am.  4 1 1  '  I  have  wrought  an  overthrow  among 
you,  as  at  the  overthrow  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah.' 
Historical,  (e)  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  5  2.  In  the  seventh  year  of 
the  reign  of  Herod,  there  was  an  earthquake  in  j'udaea, 
'  such  as  had  not  happened  at  any  other  time,  and  brought 
great  destruction  upon  the  cattle  in  that  country.  About 
ten  thousand  men  also  perished  by  the  fall  of  houses. ' 
The  calamity  encouraged  the  Arabs  to  acts  of  aggression 
(see  HEROD).  For  later  catastrophes  see  Renan,  L'Ante- 
christ,  336. 

ii.    Unhistorical  narratives. — (a)  Gen.  1925  'and  he 
overthrew  those  cities.'     Possibly  implying  a  primitive 

2  Unhistorical  tra<^'t'on  °f  an  earthquake.      See,  how- 
narratives      ever'  DiIImann  and  CP  SODOM.   (6)  The 

giving  of  the  Law(Ex.  19i8).  (c)  Story 
of  Korah  (Nu.  1631).  (d)  Elijah  at  Horeb  (i  K.  19n). 
It  is  the  earthquake  that  the  pious  imagination  constantly 
associates  with  a  theophany.  See  ELIJAH,  §  2.  (e)  The 
crucifixion.  '  The  earth  quaked  ;  and  the  rocks  were  rent ; 
and  the  tombs  were  opened,'  when  Jesus  '  yielded  up  his 
spirit '  (Mt.  27 si/. ).  Not  in  the  other  gospels.  Accord 
ing  to  Mk. ,  the  cry  which  Jesus  uttered  when  he  gave 
up  the  ghost  so  impressed  the  Roman  centurion  that  he 
exclaimed,  '  Truly  this  was  a  Son  of  God'  (Mk.  1639 
RVm&-).  Mt. ,  however,  explains  this  confession  as  the 
result  of  fear  at  the  earthquake  and  the  accompanying 
phenomena.  Similar  portents  are  said  to  have  marked 

1  Cp  Karppe,  Journ.  asiat.  9  139  ('97). 

2  MT  has   "in^,  '  the  dawn ' ;  but  of  a  bird  of  the  dawn  we 
know  nothing  ;  and  how  does    the  dawn  alight   in   the   west  ? 
Read  surely  Din  (Job  9  7),  and  cp  Mai.  3  20  [4  2]. 

3  Reading  '3n^B  (Gra.,  Duhm). 

4  The  text  is  corrupt.     See  SLING. 


EAST,  CHILDREN   OP   THE 

the  death  of  Julius  Caesar,  revered  as  a  demigod  (Virg. 
Georg.  \w\ff.}  However,  the  evangelist  may  have 
thought  not  only  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  but  also  of  the 
exceptional  wickedness  of  those  who  put  Christ  to  death. 
'  Shall  not  the  land  tremble  for  this,  and  every  one  mourn 
that  ilwelleth  therein?'  (Am.  8  8).  (/)  Paul  and  Silas  at 
Philippi  (Acts  16  26).  The  essence  of  the  story  is  that 
I'.ml  and  Silas  were  praying  with  such  earnestness  that 
all  in  the  prison  could  hear,  and  that  an  extraordinary 
answer  to  prayer  was  granted.  No  stress  is  laid  on  the 
earthquake. 

The  references  in  prophecy  and  poetry  are  imagin 
ative  in  character  and  symbolise  the  dependence  of  the 
earth  on  its  Creator  :  Judg.  64  Am.  88  Hos.  4s  Is.  296 
Ezek.  38  19/  Joel  2io  Nah.  Is  Hab.  36  Zech.  144  Ps. 
187  [8]  296  974  H44  Rev.  61285  Ili3l6'8. 

Jerome  (on  Is.  15)  writes  of  an  earthquake  which,  in  the  time 

of  his  childhood  (circa  315  A.U.),  destroyed  Rabbath  Moab  or 

Areopolis  (see  AR).     Mediaeval  writers  also 

3.  Later  earth-  Spc.ik  of  earthquakes   in   Pajestine,   stating 

quakes  in       that  they  were  not  only  formidable,  but  also 

Palootino         frequent.     That  of  1202  (or  1204)  was  among 

the    worst.      Baalbek,  being   so    near    the 

Lebanon    and  Antilibanus,    has    always    suffered   much    from 

earthquakes;  that  of  1759  did  great  damage  to  the  ruins.     In 

1834  an  earthquake  shook  Jerusalem  and  injured  the  chapel  of 

the  Nativity  at   Bethlehem.       The  great  earthquake  of  1837 

(Jan.  i)  did  little  harm  at  Jerusalem,  which  was  not  near  enough 

to  the  centre  of  disturbance.     Safed  and  Tiberias,  however,  were 

nearly  destroyed.     Cp  Tristram,  Land  of  Israel,  581. 

T.  K.C. 

EAST,  CHILDREN  OF  THE  (Dlf)  M3  ;  01  yioi 
K€Ae/v\  [BXAQ])  is  a  general  term  for  the  people, 
whether  Bedawln  or  pastoral  tribes,  of  the  country  E. 
(or  NE.,  Gen.  29  1  AN&TOAcON  [ADEL])  of  Palestine, 
who  were  regarded  by  the  Israelites  as  near  relations, 
descended  from  Abraham  by  Hagar,  Keturah,  and  other 
concubines  (Gen.  256  D"l£  ]HN  ;  eic  fHN  ANATOAooN 
[ADEL]).  For  textual  criticism  see  REKEM. 

In  Ezek.  264  («[«5]i)[/x]rvid.)  I0  they  appear  to  the  E.  of 
Ammon  and  Moab  (crj  Is.  1114);  in  Jer.  4928  they  are  men 
tioned  with  the  Kedarites.  In  Judg.  8  10  (aXKo$v\<av  [B],  viol 
ai'aroAoii'  [AL])  the  phrase  has  a  wider  reference,  including  all 
the  Bedouin  (Moore),  and  in  Job  1  3  (riav  a<f>'  TjAi'ou  avaroMav 
IBNA]),  i  K.  430  [5io](ira.i'TiavapxaCtaviLV0p<aw<av['B\L])lt  seems 
to  include  the  Edomites,  for  the  Edomites  of  Teman  were  re 
nowned  for  their  wisdom.  Cp  MAHOL.  T.  K.  C. 

EAST  GATE  (rn{»n  1WJ>),  Neh.  829.  See  JERU 
SALEM. 

EASTEE  (TO  TTACX&).  Actsl24  AV.  See  PASS 
OVER,  and  cp  FEASTS. 

EASTWIND  (DHjrn-n),  Ex.  10  13.  See  WINDS, 
EARTH  (FOUR  QUARTERS),  and  GEOGRAPHY,  §  i. 

EBAL  (?T|?  ;  plausibly  connected  with  Bel  by  Wi. 
Gf  1  120  n.  2  ;  Gray,  Acad,  aoth  June  1896  ;  r-AjBHA 
[BADEL]  ;  cp  EBAL,  MOUNT). 

1.  One  of  the  sons  of  Shobal  b.  Seir  the  Horite  ;  Gen.  8623 
i  Ch.  1  40  (yao/3i)A.  [A],  ovjSaA  [L]). 

2.  A  son  of  Joktan  i  Ch.  122  (where  eleven  MSS  [Kenn.]  and 
Pesh.  read  "?aiN  ;  om.  B,  ye/xtai/  [A],  r)/3j)A  [L],  Jos.  Ant.  1.64 
T)/3aAo«  ;  HEBAL).      In  Gen.  1028  the  name  appears  as  OHAL 
(VjiV,    Sam.  'n'J?,   om.  ADE  ;    euoA   [MSS  ;  see  HP],   ye/3aA 
[Compl.,   MSS],  yai/3oA  [L]  ;    EBAL).      Halevy  connects  with 
the  local  name'  Abil  in  Yemen  (Mtl.  86).     Cp  Glaser,  Skizze, 
2426.     The  name  may  be  a  miswritten  form  of  ^ND^N,   which 
follows  (Che.). 


EBAL,  MOUNT  ?yu  1H  ;  OROC  r<MB&A  [BAFL]  ; 
Jos.  Ant.  v.  1  19  HBhAoc  [>•  i  fHBHAoc]  ;  Ant.  iv.  844 
Bo  YAH  ;  MO.VS  HKBAL}.  Possibly  Ebal  should  be 
Ebel  ;  -bel  may  be  a  divine  name,  '  ...  of  Bel.  '  The 
dedication  of  a  mountain  to  Bel  in  primitive  times  would 
not  be  surprising.  Cp  Ebal  (above),  Harbel  (Num.  34  n, 
see  RIBLAH).  There  is  of  course  no  connection  between 
Ebal  (i,  above)  ben  Seir  and  Mount  Ebal. 

Ebal  is  a  mountain  3077  ft.  above  the  sea-level,  which, 
with  Gerizim  (on  the  south),  incloses  the  fertile  valley 
in  which  Shechem  lies.  Both  the  mountains  and  the 
city  were  doubtless  sacred  from  remote  antiquity.  There 
is  an  indication  of  this,  so  far  as  regards  Ebal,  in  the 
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direction  respecting  the  solemn  curse  to  be  deposited 
there,  ready  to  fall  on  the  disobedient  (  Dt.  11  29  cp  2713-26), 
and  respecting  the  placing  of  the  great  stones  inscribed 
with  the  (Deuteronomic)  Law  and  the  erection  of  an 
altar  to  Yahwe  on  the  same  mountain  (Dt.2?4-8).  The 
latter  passage  is  specially  important.  As  Kuenen  (Hex. 
128)  and  Driver  (Dt.  295)  have  pointed  out,  there  was  an 
injunction  respecting  a  national  sacrifice  on  Mt.  Ebal  1  in 
the  older  work  (JE)  upon  which  the  late  Deuteronomic 
writer  builds.  The  view  that  any  disparagement  to 
Ebal  was  intended  by  Dt.  1129  is  therefore  in  itself 
improbable,  nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  mountain  is 
even  now  sterile  to  the  degree  which  a  popular  prejudice 
demands. 

Maundrell  in  1697  observed  that  '  neither  of  the  mountains 
has  much  to  boast  of  as  to  their  (its)  pleasantness.'  Corn  grows 
on  the  southern  slopes,  and  there  are  traces  of  a  thorough  system 
of  irrigation  in  ancient  times.1'  Mt.  Ebal  is  228  ft.  higher  than 
Mt.  Gerizim,  and  commands  a  more  extensive  view,  which  is 
fully  described  by  G.  A.  Smith  (HG  119-123).  Its  position  was 
thoroughly  but  not  unnaturally  misunderstood  by  Eus.  and  Jer. 
On  this  and  other  points,  see  GERIZIM.  In  the  Pap.  Anast. 
(Travels  of  an  Egyptian  in  Syria,  Palestine,  etc.),  Chabas 
and  Goodwin  render  (i.  21  6)  '  Where  is  the  mountain  of  Ikania? 
who  can  master  it  ?  '  (RPN  2  1  1  1).  This  should  rather  be,  '  Where 
is  the  mountain  of  Sakam(a)  or  Shechem?'  —  i.e.,  either  Ebal  or 
Gerizim  (As.  u.  Eur.  394).  In  the  fourteenth  century  B.C.  the 
latter  names  do  not  seem  to  have  been  widely  known. 


EBED    ("1217,   i.e.,  servant   [of  God],  §   50; 
[AL]). 

1.  Father  of  Gaal  (Judg.  926-41,  i<o/3»)A  [B]  v.  31  ajSeA.  [A], 
35  o-ajSer  [A])  according  to  MT  ;  but  see  GAAL. 

2.  b.  Jonathan  of  the  B'ne  ADIN  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  2  ;  ii.,  §  15  [i]<O  Ezra  86  (a>/3r)0  [B],  laftf,  [A],  [A/xii/]  a«a|3  [L])  = 
i  Esd.  832  (OBETH,  ou/V  [B],  <o/37)e  [A],  [A/our]  a«a/3  [L]). 


EBED-MELECH  (  vP^^i  '  servant  of  the  king  ' 
[i.e.  God],  §  41  ;  occurs  also  in  Phoen.  ;  aBAe/weAex 
[BKAQ]).  An  Ethiopian  eunuch  at  the  court  of 
Zedekiah,  who  obtained  leave  to  draw  up  Jeremiah  from 
the  cistern  into  which  he  had  been  cast  by  the  princes 
(Jer.  887^).  He  was  rewarded  by  a  prophetic  assur 
ance  that  he  would  be  preserved  at  the  capture  of  Jeru 
salem  (39  is/:). 

Jewish  legend  reckons  Ebed-melech  among  the  nine  (or, 
some  say,  the  thirteen)  who  entered  Paradise  without  passing 
through  death  (see  Gaster  in  MGIVJ,  1881,  p.  413). 

EBEH  (H2N),  Job  926  AV'ne-,  RV™e-  REED(?.I/.  5). 


EBEN-EZER  pWrrjnK,  '  the  stone  of  help,' 
ezep  [BAL]). 

1.  The  site  of  the  battle  in  which  the  Philistines  slew 
the  sons  of  Eli  and  took  the  ark  (i  S.  4i  5i,  afievve^tp 
[A];    in  5i,  -vvrjp  [B]).       The   battle  seems    to  have 
been  followed  by  the  destruction  of  Shiloh  (cp  Jer.  7 
12  14),  and  the  subjugation  of  central  Canaan  by  the 
invaders.     This  Eben-ezer  was  near  Aphek,  which  lay 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  plain  of  Sharon. 

2.  The   stone   which    Samuel    set    up    between    the 
Benjamite  Mizpah  and  Shen  in  commemoration  of  his 
victory  over  the  Philistines  (i  S.  7  12).     This  is  quite 
a  different  part  of  the  country  from  that  in  which  (i) 
lay,  and  the  two  Eben-ezers  cannot  be  made  one  without 
inventing  a  new  Aphek.     See  APHEK,  3  (c\       On  the 
other  hand  there  is  no  reason  why  more  than  one  sacred 
stone  should  not  have  borne  so  appropriate  a  name  as 
'  the  stone  of  help  '  ;  3  the  story  of  i  S.  7  comes  from 
a  document  of  no  historical  value,  and  is  probably  an 
aetiological  legend  giving  an   innocent  explanation  of 
what  was  really  a  rude  stone  idol.  w.  R.  S. 

EBER  ("ay,  eBep  [BADEL]).  i.  That  Eber  is  not 
an  actual  personage,  but  an  ethnological  abstraction, 
is  shown  elsewhere  (see  HEBREW  LANGUAGE,  §  i). 
He  is  in  fact  the  eponym  of  all  the  Hebrew  peoples  — 

1  The    Samaritan    reading   'on    Mt.    Gerizim,'   adopted    by 
Kennicott,  is  obviously  a  sectarian  alteration  of  the  text. 

2  See  Early    Travels   in   Pal.,    ed.  Wright,   433  ;    Conder, 
Tentwork,  1  67  ;  Rob.  BR  3o6  ;   Grove-Wilson,  Smith's  DBV\ 
1828. 

3  Cp  Abnll,'  stone  of  El,'  RSV],  210,  n.  i. 
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'all  the  sons  of  Eber'  (Gen.  102i  ;  tfiop  [E]).  Genea 
logically  he  is  the  father  of  Peleg  and  Joktan,  and  the 
grandson  of  Arpachshad  (i.e.  ,  the  Hebrew  peoples 
came  from  Chaldaea  ;  see  ARPHAXAD),  Gen.  1024/1 
i  Ch.  1  iS  f.  24  f.  ;  cp  Gen.  11  13-16.  _The  name  is 
properly  a  geographical  term  —  in:n  13J?.  Eber  han-nahar 
—  i.e.  ,  '  the  farther  (?)  bank  of  the  river  '  —  which  appears 
in  Ass.  in  the  form  ebir  nari  (first  indicated  by  Wi.  GJ 
1223,  n.  i  ;  cp  Hommel,  AHT  196,  255,  326),  l  and, 
Hommel  thinks,  was  originally  applied  by  the  Canaanites 
to  the  region  on  the  W.  bank  of  the  Lower  and  the  Middle 
Euphrates,  including  Uru  (or  Ur)  and  Borsippa.  The 
designation  Eberites  or  Hebrews  would  naturally  still 
adhere  to  those  tribes  which  came  westwards  into 
Canaan.  According  to  this  scholar,  the  name  '  Eber  ' 
is  also  used  once  in  the  OT  (viz.,  in  Nu.  2422-24; 
ej3paiovs  [BAFL],  efiep  [Fa  m£-])  of  Palestine  and  Syria 
with  the  exception  of  AshurorS.  Judah  (see  ASSHURIM). 
His  arguments  are,  however,  not  very  solid.  It  is 
not  certain  that  ebir  nari  in  the  inscription  really 
denotes  Palestine  ;  Hommel  shifts  his  ground  in  the 
course  of  his  book  (see  AHT  196,  326)  ;  and  after 
all  it  is  not  a  Canaanitish  inscription  that  he  gives  us. 
It  is  even  more  questionable  whether  Hommel  can 
claim  i  K.  424  [54]  as  proving  an  early  Israelitish  use 
of  'Eber  han-nahar  as  an  expression  for  Palestine. 
This  passage,  together  with  iK.  42i[5i],  seems  to 
belong  to  a  late  idealistic  editor,  who  lived  at  a  time 
when  'Eber  han-ndhdr  ('Abarnahrd],  or,  in  old  Persian, 
Arbciya,  was  the  constant  phrase  for  the  region  between 
the  Euphrates  and  Gaza  (see  CCELESYRIA,  §  i). 

Hommel's  restoration  of  Nu.  I.e.  may  be  sought  in  his  book 
(AHT  245/1).  He  is  not  wrong  in  supposing  that  the  text 
needs  emendation  ;  but  in  deference  to  an  archaeological  theory 
he  has  unfortunately  neglected  the  most  important  recent 
suggestion  —  viz.,  that  of  D.  H.  Miiller(see  BALAAM,  §  6)  —  which 
makes  Nu.  24  23^  an  oracle  on  the  kingdom  of  Sam'al  (NE.  of 
the  gulf  of  Antioch).  Starting  from  this,  it  will  be  plain  that 
Assyria  and  Eber  must  be  referred  to  in  the  little  poem  as  the 
enemies  of  the  N.  Syrian  kingdom.2 

The  sense  of  Eber  has  to  be  obtained  from  the 
context.  It  may  mean  either  the  region  beyond  the 
Euphrates,  or  that  on  this  side  the  river,  near  Aleppo 
(Ass.  Halvan).  In  defence  of  the  rival  theory  (that  of 
Hommel)  it  is  urged  that  the  phrase  'Ibr-nahardn 
(pn:  -nj?)  in  a  Minasan  inscription  means  '  the  region 
E.  and  N.  of  'Asur,  practically  therefore  the  trans- 
Jordanic  country  and  Syria  '  (Glaser).  Winckler,  how 
ever  (AOF  Is37/i  ;  (7/1  174,  n.  2,  and  192),  thinks  that 
the  Mincean  'Eber  han-nahar  was  the  land  of  Musri 
(see  MIZRAIM,  §  z  b),  which  received  a  second  name 
from  the  stream  that  formed  its  frontier,  whilst 
Marquart  (Fund.  75)  is  of  opinion  that  'Ibr-naharan 
can  only  be  the  Persian  province,  'Abar  nahra  (see 
above). 

2.  b.  Elpaal,  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (§  9  ii.  j3),  one  of 
the  founders  of  Ono  and  Lod  and  its  dependencies,  i  Ch.  8  12 
(HSrji  [BA],  a(3«p  [L]). 

3.  A   priest,  the  head  of  Amok,   temp.    Joiakim   (EZRA  ii., 
§  6  6,  n),  Neh.  12  2o(aj3eS  [Nc'a  mg-  inf'  L],  om.  BN*A). 

4.  AV  HEBER  (RV  EBER),  in  a  genealogy  of  GAD,  i  Ch.  5  13 
(u>/M   [B],  ico/3.  [A]). 

5.  AV   HEURK  (RV  EBER),  b.   Shashak,  a  Benjamite,   i  Ch. 
8  22  (u/SSij  [B],  wfrfi  [A],  a/3ep  [L]).  T.  K.  C. 
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,  Josh.  1920  RV,  AV  ABEZ. 


EBIASAPH  (*)D£N),  i  Ch.  623  [8],  etc.     See  ABI- 
ASAPH. 

EBONY  (Kt.  D^aiH  ;  Kr.  D»32n  ;  true  vocalisation 
uncertain  ;  Egypt,   heben  [Lieblein,   AZ,,    1886,  p.  13], 

1  Its  use  eBeNOC  (not  in  ®-  but  in  Symm.  Ezek. 
27  15),  HEBEN  VM;  a  loan-word).  The 
word  occurs  in  MT  only  once  (Ezek.  27  15)  ; 
but  there  are  traces  of  it  in  perhaps  four  other 
passages  (see  below,  §  2).  From  i  K.  1022  we  may 
almost  certainly  learn  that  Solomon  imported  ebony 

1  Cp  also  Wi.  Mu$ri,  Meluhha,  Ma'tn,  pp.  51^!  ['98]. 

2  See  Che.  Exp.  T.  8  520  (Aug.  '97),  and  10  309  (June  '99). 
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as  well  as  ivory,  and  from  i  Ch.  29  2  that  he  was  be 
lieved  to  have  used  it  in  the  decoration  of  the  temple. 
If  our  emendation  of  Is.  2i6£  is  right  (below,  §2^), 
ebony  was  especially  used  at  Jerusalem  in  the  construc 
tion  of  thrones,  for  Isaiah  appears  to  threaten  destruc 
tion  to  '  thrones  of  ebony.'  Possibly  Solomon's  famous 
throne  (i  K.  10  18)  was  made  of  ivory  inlaid  with  ebony. 
The  passage  that  needs  no  emendation  (below,  §  2  a) 
occurs  in  Ezekiel's  grand  description  of  Tyrian  commerce. 
Ebony,  as  well  as  ivory,  was  brought  to  Tyre  by  De- 
danite.or  possibly  Rhodian,  merchants  (see  DOUANIM). 
The  uses  to  which  ebony  was  put  by  the  Egyptians 
are  well  known.  It  was  employed  both  for  sacred 
and  for  secular  purposes  ;  shrines,  palettes,  and  many 
objects  of  furniture  were  made  of  it.  From  the  time  of 
Ti  (tomb  at  Sakkara)  to  that  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus  it 
finds  frequent  mention  in  the  Egyptian  records  (Naville, 
Deir  el-Bahari,  1  24  ['94]).  The  Babylonians  and 
Assyrians  too  knew  this  wood,  if  Jensen  (AT?  837) 
is  right  in  supposing  that  it  is  meant  by  the  term  usu, 
which  is  applied  to  a  precious  kind  of  wood,  derived  by 
the  patesi,  or  priest-king,  Gudea,  from  Meluhha,  or  NW. 
Arabia. 

There  seems  no  reason  to  doubt,  notwithstanding  Sir 
Joseph  Hooker's  hesitation,  that  the  'ebony'  of  Ezek. 
is  the  heartwood  of  Diospyros  Ebenum,  a  large  tree  of 
S.  India  and  Ceylon,  which  has  been  exported  from 
early  times.  It  was  no  doubt  one  of  the  articles  of 
Phoenician  commerce  through  the  Red  Sea,  like  so 
many  other  products  mentioned  in  OT. 

We  will  now  examine  the  biblical  passages  in  which 
reference  is  perhaps  made  to  ebony. 

(a)  Ezek.  27  15  was  understood  in  very  different  ways  by  the 
ancients.     ®'s  bSovra.?  eA.e<£ai/T<.Vovs  indeed  supports  'n  'p  ;  but 

TOIS  elo-a-yofie'i/oi?  implies  some  word  beginning 
2.  Biblical  with  *?,  and  Pesh.  reads  the  whole  phrase  filJIp 
evidence.  njiaSl  JOBS  'horns  of  oil  and  frankincense.'  Still 

the  ordinary  text  and  the  ordinary  rendering  are 
probably  correct  ;  Smend,  Cornill,  and  Bertholet  are,  on  this 
point,  agreed. 

(b)  The  present  text  of  i  K.  10  22  cannot  be  correct.     ©BL  only 
gives  (as  its  rendering  of  MT's  Q"3ni  D'E1/?1  D'3njB')  *at  Ai'Swf 
TopevTwy  K<xi  TreAotijTO)!'  (an-cA.  [L])  —  i.e.,  it  read  the  first  word 
D'33K-     This  is  probably  older  than  the  reading  substituted  for  it 
in  <BA  ;  but  although  the  Chronicler  may  have  read  DW  '33N  for 
D'SniB*  [see  (c)],  MT  is  probably  nearer  the  true  text.     Only, 
following  Ezek.  27  15,  we  should  restore  D'}3ni  |Bi,   '  ivory  and 
ebony  '(see  Gesenius  and  Rodiger,  Thes.).  It  is  not  very  probable, 
however,  that  Q"3nl  D'SID  's  correct,  ingenious  as  the  explana 
tions  given  of  these  words  elsewhere  (Ai'fi)  certainly  are.     n"DH 
has  probably  arisen  out  of  a  dittographed  rj'33,Yl  (it  is  remarkable 
that  in  Ezek.  27  15  Tg.  actually  reads  Q"3in  instead  of  MT's 
G'33in)'     D'Slp  may  in  like  manner  have  arisen  out  of  an  early 
scribe's  correction  of  the  text  ;  he  probably  wrote  flWp-     If  so> 
we  should  read  the  whole   phrase   G'33ni  \W  DUIpl  f]D31  3HI> 
'gold  and  silver,  and  horns  of  ivory  and  ebony.' 

(c)  In  i  Ch.  292  Dnfe"  '33N,   'onyx  -stones,'  which   does   not 
come  in  very  naturally  in  the  list  of  David's  building  materials, 
should  rather  be  C'33W  J2*.     Perhaps  2  Ch.  9  21  originally  made 

the  ships  of  Tarshish  bring  cnty  'J3N,  not  Q»3,tjtf.  See  Che. 
Exp.  T.  10  240  (Feb.  '99). 

(d)  In  Cant.  3  10,  where  EV  has,  absurdly,  '  the  midst  thereof 
being  paved  with   love,'  we  should  certainly  read  'its  centre 
inlaid  with  ebony  '  (o']3n  for  rQnx).     See  LITTER. 

(e)  In  Is.  2  166  monn  nV3B"  cannot  possibly  be  right.     The 
whole  verse  should  probably  be  read  thus  (SBOT,  Addenda), 

f  tprt  nbDnX'Sa  Sj-'l,  and  on  all  palaces  of  ivory, 

D'33n  niND3-l73  Vyi,  and  on  all  thrones  of  ebony. 

Cp  Am.  3  15,  and,  on  thrones  of  ebony,  see  above  (§  i).    A  similar 

emendation  seems   to   be  needed   in  Ps.  48  7  [8],  where    rivw 

B>'Ehn  should  almost  certainly  be  D'ytJH    niaiD.     Cp.  OPHIR. 

T.  K.  C. 
EBRON  (P?r),  Josh.  1928f,  RV.     See  ABDON. 


EBRONAH  (nrqr),  Nu.  33  34  AV,  RV  ABRONAH. 

ECANUS,  RV  ETHANUS  (Ethanus),  a  scribe  (4  Esd. 
1424).  The  name  possibly  represents  ETHAN  [4]. 

ECBATANA  (CKBATAN  A  [BNAVL];  Jos.  Ant.  x.  11  7 
xi.  46)  is  the  Gk.  form  of  the  name  (i  Esd.  622  Judith 
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1  1  f.  2  Mace.  9  3  Tob.  3  7  )  which  appears  in  Aramaic 
(Ezra  5  17)  as  ACHMETHA.  Its  modern  equivalent 
is  Hamaddn.  See  further  GEOGRAPHY,  §  22,  and 
PERSIA. 

ECCLESIASTES 

Name  ($  i).  Date  (§§  11-13). 

General  Character  (8  2/).  Integrity  (§  14). 

System  of  Thought  (§§  4-8).  Canonicity  (§  15). 

Character  of  Author  (§  <)/.).  Literature  (8  16). 

Koheleth,   EV  '  Ecclesiastes  or  the  Preacher'  (Heb. 
J"l/np,   Kohtleth,  eKKAHClACTHc[HNAC],  Jerome,  Con- 

j,  .       cionator),  is  a  word  of  rather  uncertain 

.  ame,  etc.  meanmg  being  the  /em.  participle  (in 
the  simple  form)  of  a  verb  usually  employed  in  the 
causative  and  signifying  '  to  gather  together  an  assem 
bly.  '  It  possibly  means  '  he  who  addresses  an  assembly,  ' 
as  English,  '  the  Preacher.'  It  was  taken  in  this  sense 
by  the  Greek  translator  and  by  Jerome.  The  name 
is  applied  to  Solomon  (lua).  The  fern,  form  of  the 
word  has  been  variously  explained.  By  some  it  is 
supposed  that  Koheleth  is  -wisdom  (which  is/em.)  per 
sonified  ;  but,  Koheleth  is  construed  as  a  masc.  (7  27 
should  be.  read  '  'dmar  hak-Kohtleth,  as  128),  and  wisdom 
would  hardly  say  '  I  applied  my  heart  to  search  out  by 
wisdom  '  (1  13  ;  cp  1  17  23).  It  is  easier  to  suppose  that 
ihe/em.  is  to  be  understood  in  a  neuter  sense,  the  subject 
which  exercises  the  activity  being  generalised,  that  which 
addresses,  with  no  reference  to  its  actual  gender  (Ezra 
25557),  the  form  having  possibly  an  intensive  sense,  as 
in  Arabic.  The  book  is  written  in  prose,  though  inter 
spersed  all  through  with  poetical  fragments,  when  the 
author's  language  becomes  more  condensed  and  elevated. 
It  is  only  in  comparatively  modern  times  that  any 
real  progress  has  been  made  in  the  interpretation  of 

„    ,   ,  ,.         Ecclesiastes.      The  ancients  were 

2.  Interpretation.  too  timid  to  allow  the  Preacher  to 

speak  his  mind.  Modern  interpreters  recognise  a  strong 
individuality  in  the  book,  and  are  more  ready  to  accept 
its  natural  meaning,  though  a  certain  desire  to  tone 
down  the  thoughts  of  the  Preacher  is  still  discernible  in 
some  English  works.  One  thing  which  has  greatly  con 
tributed  to  the  misunderstanding  of  the  book  and  the 
character  of  the  Preacher  is  the  introduction  of  Solomon. 
To  consider  all  those  passages  where  the  Preacher  refers 
to  himself  as  '  king  in  Jerusalem  '  and  the  like  to  be  in 
terpolations  (with  Bickell)  may  be  unnecessary  ;  but  it 
is  necessary  to  understand  that,  as  in  all  later  literature, 
Solomon  is  merely  the  ideal  of  wisdom  and  magnificence. 
It  is  in  this  character  alone  that  he  is  introduced. 
Neither  his  idolatry  nor  his  supposed  licentiousness  (the 
term  skiddah,  2  8,  RV  concubines,  is  of  uncertain 
meaning)1  is  alluded  to  ;  nor  is  his  penitence.  The  con 
ception  of  a  Solomon  in  his  old  age,  a  sated  and 
effete  voluptuary,  looking  back  in  penitence  upon  a  life 
of  pleasure,  and  exclaiming  Vanity  I  is  wholly  unlike 
the  Preacher  of  the  book.  There  is  not  a  word  of 
penitence  in  the  book.  The  Preacher  is  anything  but 
weary  of  life.  He  has  the  intensest  desire  for  it  and  en 
joyment  of  it  (11?),  and  the  deepest  horror  of  death  and 
the  decay  of  nature  (122/1).  Far  from  being  outworn 
and  exhausted,  he  complains  throughout  the  book  that 
the  powers  of  man  have  no  scope  :  he  is  cabined,  cribbed, 
confined  by  a  superior  power  on  all  sides  of  him.  Neither 
his  natural  nor  his  moral  being  has  free  play.  Indeed, 
in  his  consciousness  of  power  the  Preacher  appears  to 
demand  a  freedom  for  man  nothing  short  of  that  prom 
ised  in  the  words  '  Ye  shall  be  as  God.' 

Amid  all  the  peculiarities  of  the  book  certain  things  are 

clear,      i.   The  book  has  a  general  idea  running  through 

3   General    il>  and  is  no  mere  collection  of  fragments 

character.     or  of  occasional  thoughts.     The  connec 

tion  of  the  reflections  sometimes  seems 

1  (Many  analogies  suggest  that  nilEM  ,TTE>  is  only  a   mis- 


written    repetition    of  niTO)  D"W,  'men-  singers  and  women- 
singers.'] 
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loose, — the  author  was  not  a  literary  artist, — but  there 
is  in  his  mind  a  general  idea,  which  all  his  musings  and 
examples  illustrate. 

2.  From  the  name  which  the  author  assumes  it  is 
evident  that  he  desires  to  play  the  part  of  an  instructor. 
He  has  his  fellow -men  before  him,  and  feels  that  he 
has  a  lesson  to  convey  to  them.     True,  there  is  a  large 
personal  element  in  the  book — it  is  the  author's  con 
fessions,  and  he  takes  his  readers  largely  into  his  con 
fidence  ; — but  he  is  not  solitary  in  his  perplexities,  and 
he  has  social  and  religious  considerations  which  he  de 
sires  to  address  to  his  contemporaries. 

3.  Further,  the  author  is  everywhere  in  earnest.      He 
is  not  a  mere  clever  dialectician  playing  intellectually 
with  great   problems  or   human    interests,    setting    up 
opinions  only  to  overturn  them,   or  broaching  theories 
only  to  reduce  them  ad  absurdum.      If  he  sometimes 
appears  to  speak  on  both  sides  of  a  question  it  is  due  to 
this,  that  the  conditions  and  stations  of  human  life — such 
as  poverty  or  riches,  servitude  or  ownership,  royalty  or 
the  place  of  subjects — have  two  sides,  and  in  his  prac 
tical  philosophy,  which  consists  in  inculcating  a  spirit 
of  equanimity,   he  sometimes  seeks  to  show  the  good 
that  there  is  even  in  things  evil,  and  on  the  other  hand 
the  drawbacks  incident  to  those  things  which  men  covet 
most.      He  has  also,  perhaps,  different  moods.      He  is 
so  overcome  by  the  thought  of  the  miseries  that  oppress 
human  life  that  he  thinks  it  better  to  die  than  to  live,  or 
best  of  all  never  to  have  lived  ;  but  at  other  times  his 
mood  brightens,  and  he  counsels  men  to  throw  them 
selves  into  whatever  activity  offers  itself  to  their  hand  and 
to  pursue  it  with  their  might,  and  to  seize  whatever  enjoy 
ment  is  yielded  by  the  labour  or  by  its  reward.     The 
ground-tone  of  his  mind  is  certainly  sombre.      He  is 
oppressed  by  the  intellectual  and  the  practical  limita 
tions  to  which  human  life  is  subject.     Man  cannot  under 
stand  either  the  world  in  which  he  lives  or  the  work  of 
God  amid  which  he  is  set ;  neither  can  he  by  his  efforts 
accomplish  anything  which  is  a  permanent  gain  either 
to  himself  or  to  the  world,  nor  break  the  fixed  and  in 
exorable  order  of  all  things,  of  which  order  he  himself 
is  part.      His  chain  is  very  short,   permitting  only  the 
narrowest  range  of  work  or  of  enjoyment,  and  all  he 
knows  is  that  this  work  and  enjoyment  is  the  portion 
which  God  has  assigned  to  him.     This  is  the  funda 
mental  idea  of  the  book,  repeated  many  times,  and  the 
author's  position  appears  to  remain  the  same  throughout. 
Although  his  mood  varies,  his  verdict  or  judgment  is 
stable  (128).     There  is  no  evidence  of  a  struggle  in  his 
mind  between  faith  and  doubt,  in  which  faith  achieves 
a  victory  ;   much  less  are  the  apparent  discrepancies  of 
view  in   the  book  to  be  explained  on  the  assumption 
that   it   contains    the  utterances   of  'two  voices,'   one 
doubting  and  the  other  believing. 

The  book  consists  of  what  might  be  called  the  author's 
two  philosophies,  his  theoretical  philosophy  and  his 

4  Main  Pract'ca^  The  theoretical  principle  is  :  All 
principles  's  vanitv :  what  Sain>  result>  is  there  to  man 
'  in  his  labour  or  life?  The  practical  prin 
ciple  is  really  all  that  is  left  possible  by  the  theo 
retical  one  :  Life  has  no  gain  ;  but  God  has  given  life 
to  man,  and  he  has  to  live  it.  Therefore,  there  is  nothing 
better  than  that  a  man  eat  and  drink  and  let  himself 
enjoy  good,  for  this  is  God's  gift  to  him.  Naturally 
there  is  a  third  thing.  This  enjoyment  of  good  is  the 
only  sphere  in  which  a  man  has  a  certain  freedom  : 
it  partly  depends  upon  himself  and  his  own  demeanour. 
Some  principle  to  regulate  his  conduct  and  mind  in  life 
is  therefore  necessary.  This  regulating  principle  the 
Preacher  calls  wisdom.  As  a  mental  quality  it  is  prac 
tical  sagacity,  insight  into  things  and  situations,  enabling 
a  man  to  act  prudently  ;  as  a  temper  it  is  equanimity 
and  moderation.  These  three  ideas  or  conclusions  had 
already  been  arrived  at  before  the  author  sat  down  to 
write  his  book  ;  they  are  constantly  present  to  his  own 
mind,  and  much  of  the  obscurity  of  the  book  arises 
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from  his  insisting  upon  them  not  separately  but  simul 
taneously. 

Without  circumlocution  the  Preacher  states  his  funda 
mental  idea  :   '  All  is  vanity  :  what  gain  is  there  to  man 
.in  all  the  labour  in  which  he  labours 
5-  Theoretical  under    the    sun?,      In  other  words> 

pmiosopny.  human  life  is  without  result.  In  this 
it  is  like  the  whole  order  of  things,  which  goes  on  in  an 
eternal  round,  accomplishing  nothing.  All  things  recur, 
and  there  is  nothing  new  under  the  sun  (1  i-n).  Then, 
in  chap.  1  f. ,  he  gives  an  account  of  the  experiments 
which  led  to  this  conclusion.  He  inquired  into  '  all 
that  is  done  under  the  sun,' — by  which  he  means  not 
merely  the  whole  variety  of  human  activity,  but  also  all 
the  events  that  happen  to  man  in  his  life,— and  he  found 
that  all  was  without  result.  He  found,  too,  that  the 
knowledge  gained  during  the  enquiry  was  equally  result- 
less  :  '  In  much  wisdom  is  much  grief  (1 12-18).  Then 
he  tried  pleasure, — not  as  a  sensualist,  for  his  wisdom 
remained  with  him  (23-9),  but  as  an  experimental 
philosopher, — and  he  found  pleasure  equally  barren  of 
result :  '  I  said  of  laughter,  It  is  mad,  and  of  mirth, 
What  doeth  it?  '  (22).  Wisdom,  indeed,  carries  a  certain 
advantage  with  it ;  but  it  is  no  permanent  gain  to  a  man, 
'  for  as  the  fool  dieth,  so  dieth  the  wise  man. '  There 
fore,  there  being  no  profit  or  permanent  gain  in  life, 
howsoever  it  be  lived,  the  practical  conclusion  is,  Let 
yourself  enjoy  good  (224). 

Such  is  the  author's  meaning  when  he  says  that  all 
is  'vanity.'  It  is  not,  as  we  are  apt  to  suppose,  that 
the  world  is  unsatisfying  and  that  the  human  soul  craves 
something  higher  than  the  world  can  give.  All  is 
vanity  because  man  is  confined  by  a  fixed  determination 
of  everything  on  all  sides  of  him  by  God.  All  the 
events  of  human  life  are  in  the  hand  of  God  :  man  has 
no  power  over  them  more  than  he  has  over  the  wind 
(88).  There  is  a  time  to  be  born,  and  a  time  to  die  ; 
a  time  to  weep,  and  a  time  to  laugh  ;  a  time  to  love 
and  a  time  to  hate.  All  is  '  in  the  hand  of  God  ;  whether 
it  be  love  or  hatred  man  knovveth  it  not — all  is  before 
them  '  (3 1-9  9 1).  It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  this  means 
that  there  is  a  proper  or  suitable  time  for  everything  ; 
it  means  that  there  is  a  time  fixed  by  God  for  every 
thing,  a  time,  not  when  things  should  be  done,  but 
when  they  must  be  done.  Even  the  injustice  in  the 
judgment  seat  and  the  oppressions  against  which  men 
are  helpless  are  ordinations  of  God.  There  may  be  a 
time  for  judging  them — -there  is  a  time  for  everything  ; 
— but  their  object  in  God's  hand  is  to  bring  home  to 
man  a  true  idea  of  what  he  is — that  he  is  nothing 
and  that  God  is  all.  Their  object  is  to  prove  men  and 
teach  them  to  fear  God,  and  that  they  may  learn  that 
they  are  but  beasts  ;  for  one  event  happeneth  to  them 
and  to  the  beasts  :  all  go  to  one  place,  all  are  of  the 
dust,  and  all  turn  to  dust  again  (3 16-20) — 'Who  knoweth 
the  spirit  of  man  whether  it  goeth  upward,  and  the 
spirit  of  the  beast  whether  it  goeth  downward  to  the 
p  .  .  earth?'  (821  RV).  Obviously  nothing 

MI  °  v!   is  left  to  man  but  to  take  what  j°y out 

'sopny.  of  life  is  posses,  for  that  is  his  portion 
(224  81222  5i8-2o  815  Qy-io  llgfi).  Even  over  this 
man  has  no  power  :  it  also  is  in  the  determination 
of  God  (7is/).  Power  to  enjoy  life  is  the  gift  of 
God  (224/  813  5 19)  ;  and,  though  it  may  generally  be 
assumed  that  he  desires  men  to  have  this  enjoyment 
(9y),  there  are  instances  where  he  denies  them  the  gift 
(226  62-8).  The  Preacher  is,  of  course,  no  sensualist. 
The '  good,'  enjoyment  of  which  he  recommends,  consists 
of  the  simple  pleasures  of  life  :  eating  and  drinking,  the 
consolations  and  supports  of  wedlock,  the  pleasure  to 
be  derived  from  activity  in  work  or  in  business  (9  7-10  11 
1-6910).  How  could  the  pleasures  recommended  be 
those  of  riot  and  excess  when  they  are  '  the  gift  of  God,' 
the  '  portion '  he  has  given  to  man  in  the  life  which  he 
spends  as  a  shadow  ?  It  is  just  in  these  enjoyments  that 
man  comes  nearest  to  God :  he  meets  God  in  them,  feels 
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his  favour,  and  knows  that  in  them  God  is  '  responding 
to  the  joy  of  his  heart ' l  (5  20).  This  is  the  old  view  of 
the  Hebrew  mind,  which  looked  on  prosperity  and  the 
blessings  of  life  as  in  a  sense  sacramental,  as  the  seal 
of  God's  favour.  The  Preacher  is  a  God-fearing  man 
(56/8 12),  a  man  of  righteous  life  (8 13),  thoughtful,  and 
dwelling  by  preference  on  the  serious  side  of  life  (7i-6). 
He  believes  in  God,  and  in  a  moral  rule  of  God,  who 
'  judges '  the  righteous  and  the  wicked.  No  doubt  this 
rule  is  incomprehensible  and  full  of  what  seem  moral 
anomalies.  It  appears  arbitrary  (226)  :  under  it  all 
things  happen  alike  to  all,  to  the  godly  and  to  the 
ungodly  (9 1-3):  the  race  is  not  to  the  swift  nor  the 
battle  to  the  strong  (9n):  there  be  righteous  men 
unto  whom  it  happeneth  according  to  the  work  of  the 
wicked,  and  the  contrary  (814).  Nevertheless,  the 
Preacher  will  not  abandon  the  general  idea  of  such  a 
moral  rule  (8i2/. ),  though  he  laments  that  the  delay 
and  uncertainty  of  God's  'judgment'  encourages  men 
in  their  wickedness  (811),  and  increases  the  evil  and 
madness  which  are  in  their  hearts  (9s) ;  for,  though  God 
made  man  upright,  man  has  sought  out  many  inven 
tions  (729).  Such  anomalies  in  Providence,  however, 
always  drive  the  Preacher  back  to  his  practical  counsel : 
'  Wherefore  I  commend  mirth  ;  for  a  man  hath  no 
better  thing  under  the  sun  than  to  eat  and  drink  and 
to  be  merry'  (815). 

Man  is  speculatively  unable  to.  comprehend  the  world 
(3  ii  724  817),  and  practically  helpless  to  obviate  its 
evils  ;  he  is  bound  within  an  iron  system  which  is  un 
alterable.  From  a  modern  point  of  view  it  might  be 
asked,  Does  the  Preacher  acknowledge  the  possibility  of 
a  progress  of  the  individual  mind  within  the  bounds  of 
the  system  which  fetters  him,  of  a  culture  or  discipline 
within  the  limitations  imposed  on  him  by  God?  He 
does  so  in  a  certain  sense.  The  evil  of  life,  man's 
ignorance  of  what  is  to  befall  him,  teaches  him  to  fear 
God  (814)  ;  and  in  his  survey  of  the  work  that  is  done 
under  the  sun  he  acquires  '  wisdom,'  or,  to.use  a  common 
phrase,  'culture.'  But  the  'vanity,'  the  resultlessness 
of  life,  lies  here  :  in  that  a  man  can  neither 
retain  these  gains  nor  transmit  them,  and, 
after  all,  life  is  without  profit.  ( i )  Man  cannot  retain 

his  gains,  for  death  surprises  him  :  the  wise  man  dieth 
even  as  the  fool,  and  there  is  no  remembrance  of  either 
of  them  for  ever  (2i6  ;  cp  217-23) ;  in  the  grave  there 
is  no  work,  no  knowledge,  no  wisdom  (9io)  :  the  dead 
know  not  anything,  neither  have  they  any  more  a 
reward  (9s).  The  Preacher  strikes  here  the  saddest 
note  of  his  feeling.  It  is  obvious  that  his  complaint 
that  life  has  no  '  profit '  because  man  cannot  retain  its 
gains  is  a  complaint  that  man  cannot  retain  himself — 
'  What  shall  it  profit  a  man  if  he  gain  the  world  and 
lose  himself?  '  The  Preacher's  cry  is  for  continuity  of 
the  individual  life,  that  he  may  still  carry  with  him  the 
gains  which  his  spirit  has  accumulated.  He  appears 
to  be  aware  that  immortality  of  the  individual  spirit  is 
believed  in  by  some  ;  but  either  the  ground-tone  of  his 
own  mind  is  too  sombre  for  him  to  accept  the  idea,  or 
the  evidence  for  it  seems  insufficient  (819-21  9i-6). 
His  book  is  unintelligible  if  this  belief  formed  part  of  his 
creed.  Hence  he  has  been  called  a  '  sceptic. '  The  word 
is  relative.  All  the  OT  saints,  if  they  lived  now,  might 
be  called  sceptics.  The  belief  in  immortality  was  not 
until  very  late  times  an  assured  doctrine  of  the  OT  (cp 
ESCHATOLOGY,  §  33).  We  observe  it  in  the  process 
of  arising,  as  the  necessary  issue  of  two  things — the 
living  fellowship  of  man  with  God  here,  of  which  it  is  the 
continuance ;  and  the  anomalies  of  providence,  of  which 
it  is  the  reconciliation.  The  Preacher  is  unable  to  reach 
it  on  either  line.2  (2)  Further,  life  is  without  result 

1  Probably  we  should  render  a  difficult  phrase  thus  with 
Delitzsch. 

2  The  use  of  the  word  '  spirit '  in  the  OT  is  obscure,     (i)  It 
means  the  '  breath,'  the  visible  sign,  of  life.     (2)  It  is  what  we 
call  the  'principle  of  life.'     Life  and  the  continuance  of  life 
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because  the  wise  man  cannot  transmit  the  fruits  of  his 
labour  or  of  his  wisdom  :  the  man  that  cometh  after  him 
may  be  a  fool.  The  idea  of  an  advance  of  the  race 
through  the  accumulated  gains  contributed  to  it  by 
individuals  does  not  occur  to  the  Preacher.  The  tide 
of  personal  life  flows  too  strong  in  his  heart  to  permit 
him  to  acquiesce  in  his  own  absorption  into  the  race, 
even  if  the  race  had  a  great  destiny  before  it.  Of  this, 
moreover,  he  sees  no  evidence.  To  his  mind,  in  the 
mood  in  which  we  find  him,  mankind  has  neither  a  pro 
gress  nor  a  goal.  The  analogy  of  nature  oppresses  him. 
Its  monotonous  daily  round  of  sunrise  and  sunset,  of 
veering  winds  and  rushing  streams,  produces  no  result. 
The  history  of  mankind  is  the  same — one  generation 
goeth  and  another  generation  cometh.  The  universe  has 
no  goal;  God  has  no  purpose,  and  mankind  no  destiny. 
This  general  scope  of  the  Preacher's  logic  (howsoever  his 
heart  recoils  from  it)  defines  the  sense  in  which  he 
speaks  of  God's  'judgment.'  He  hardly  has  the  idea  of 
a  general  judgment,  such  as  that  of  the  'day  of  the  Lord  ' 
of  the  prophets,  when  God  brings  in  his  perfect  kingdom 
and  bestows  eternal  blessedness  on  his  people.  The 
Preacher's  'individualism,'  common  to  him  with  all  the 
writers  of  the  Wisdom,  makes  this  unlikely.  Neither 
could  he  have  spoken  of  the  universe  as  a  continuous 
flux  without  a  point  of  attainment  if  he  had  thought  of 
it  as  moving  towards  this  great  goal.  The  '  judgment ' 
is  to  him  merely  part  of  the  moral  government  of  God, 
which  he  maintains,  howsoever  imperfectly  he  is  able  to 
perceive  it. 

We  have  seen  already  that  besides  his  theoretical 
and  his  practical  philosophy  the  Preacher  had  a  regula- 
8  Princinle  tive  Prmc'Ple  °f  conduct,  which  he  called 
of  d  ct  w'sd°m-  Much  of  the  book  is  devoted 
'  to  showing  the  advantage  of  this  prin 
ciple.  It  teaches  a  man  how  to  bear  himself  before 
God.  Even  in  religion  a  man  ought  to  be  calm  and 
meditative,  and  to  restrain  over -impulsiveness  (5 1-7 
7 16/. ).  So  in  regard  to  rulers  :  even  if  despotic  and 
evil,  a  wise  man  will  not  act  hastily,  seeing  that  power 
is  on  the  side  of  the  ruler ;  nor  will  he  rashly  enter  into 
plots  or  conspiracies.  Discretion  is  the  better  part  of 
valour.  He  who  digs  a  pit  may  fall  into  it.  Skill  is 
better  than  force.  If  you  have  trees  to  fell,  grind  your 
axe  rather  than  'put  to  more  strength'  (81-9  10i-n). 
And  be  not  surprised  if  you  are  oppressed  and  plun 
dered.  Society,  or  at  least  government,  is  an  organised 
oppression  :  those  who  oppress  you  are  oppressed  by 
those  above  them,  and  these  again  by  their  superiors, 
and  so  on  to  the  top  of  the  pyramid  (58).  Wisdom,  how 
ever,  perceives  the  '  vanity '  of  all  this  :  for  example,  he 
that  loveth  money  will  not  be  satisfied  with  money,  and 
he  that  increaseth  his  substance  increaseth  those  who  eat 
it  (610-69).  Wisdom,  on  the  contrary,  is  as  good  as  an 
inheritance,  or  better  than  that ;  for  it  preserves  the  life 
of  him  who  has  it  (7 12)  ;  it  supplements  the  defects  of 
righteousness,  and  avoids  '  the  falsehood  of  extremes ' 
(7 15-22)  ;  it  is  stronger  than  ten  rulers  in  a  city  (7 19)  ; 
and  preserves  men  both  from  sentimental  dreaming 
over  the  good  old  days  and  from  over -anxious  fore 
casting  how  their  business  ventures  will  turn  out  (11 1-6). 
There  is  much,  however,  that  wisdom  is  not  equal  to 
even  in  human  things  (7  24),  and  no  wisdom  can  find 
out  the  'work  of  God'  (817).  Moreover,  the  wisdom 
of  the  poor  man  is  neglected  or  forgotten  (9 13-16),  and 
a  little  folly  is  stronger  than  much  wisdom,  even  as  a 
dead  fly  will  cause  a  pot  of  ointment  to  stink  (10 1). 
are  the  effect  of  a  divine  influence;  the  cessation  of  life  is  the 
withdrawal  of  this  influence.  The  '  spirit '  in  this  sense  is 
nothing  but  an  effect.  All  questions  where  this  'spirit1  goes 
when  taken  away  by  God  are  irrelevant.  It  goes  nowhlre  : 
taking  away  of  it  is  merely  the  cessation  of  the  divine 
influence  of  which  it  is  the  effect.  (3)  It  is  the  immaterial 
subject  (not  substance)  in  man,  which  lives.  The  boundary 
lines  between  (2)  and  (3)  are  confused.  The  passage  3  21  seems 
to  incline  to  (3),  though  without  firmness  (5  19),  whilst  12  7  prob 
ably  goes  back  to  (2),  being  on  a  line  with  Ps.  104  20  f  Job  34x4 
Cp,  further,  LSCHATOLOGY,  §  ig/.,  and  SPIRIT. 
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Occasionally  the  author  uses  the  term  '  wisdom  '  in  the 
sense  of  comprehension  of  the  universe  or  work  of  God. 
For  this  man  is  altogether  incompetent  (cp  Job  28). 

The  above  analysis  shows  the  Preacher's  main  ideas. 
The  Preacher  himself  is  more  difficult  to  explain.  The 

__  difference  between  him  and  earlier  writers 

of '  the  Wisdom '  lies  in  his  tone.  To  catch 
this  truly  would  be  to  find  the  key  to  his  book.  The 
existence  of  the  book  is  evidence  of  dissatisfaction,  of  a 
sense  of  want.  The  Preacher  is  driven  to  acknowledge 
that  man  is  '  like  a  beast  with  lower  pleasures ' :  he  could 
not  have  added  '  with  lower  pains.  '  His  book  all 
through  is  a  cry  of  pain — just  that  he  has  no  portion 
but  lower  pleasures.  His  conclusions  are  in  a  way 
positivist;  but  his  whole  book  is  a  protest  against  his 
conclusions — not  against  the  truth  of  them,  but  against 
the  fact  that  they  should  be  true.  Job  flung  himself 
against  the  moral  iniquities  of  Providence ;  to  the 
Preacher  the  '  crookedness  '  of  things  is  universal.  Job 
raged ;  the  Preacher  only  moans  and  moralises.  Job  is 
an  untamed  eagle,  dashing  himself  against  the  bars  of 
his  cage  ;  the  Preacher  looks  out  with  a  lustreless  eye 
on  the  glorious  heavens,  where,  if  he  were  free,  he 
might  soar.  He  knows  it  cannot  be,  and  he  ventures 
also  to  murmur  some  advice  to  men  :  Enjoy  good  ;  do  not 
think  (620).  His  admonitions  to  himself  and  others  are 
quite  sincere,  not  ironical  ;  they  are  the  human  soul's 
efforts  to  ancesthetise  itself — dull  narcotics  numbing 
pain.  The  Preacher's  mood  may  be  a  complex  thing  : 
partly  temperament,  partly  a  mode  of  religion,  and 
partly  due  to  the  wretched  conditions  of  human  life  in 
his  time.  It  was  an  evil  time.  Judges  were  corrupt, 
rulers  despotic  and  debauched,  the  people  oppressed  ; 


10.  A  product  of 
OT  religion. 


and  society  was  disintegrated.      It  is 
unnecessary  to  have  recourse  to  Greek 


philosophy  to  explain  the  Preacher's 
ideas  and  feelings  (cp  HELLENISM,  §  6,  and  see  below, 
§  13).  The  practical  '  wisdom '  which  he  recommends 
may  have  a  certain  resemblance  to  the  '  unperturbed- 
ness,"  the  'mean,'  and  the  'nothing  too  much'  of  the 
philosophers ;  but  both  it  and  all  other  things  in  the 
Preacher  are  a  natural  development  of  the  native 
Hebrew  Wisdom.  There  is  nothing  in  Ecclesiastes 
which  is  not  already  in  Job  and  the  older  Wisdom. 
Indeed,  one  may  say  that  the  OT  religion  was  bound  to 
produce,  at  some  time  and  in  some  cases,  a  phenomenon 
like  the  Preacher.  The  OT  religion  consists  of  two 
things  :  first,  ideas  about  God ;  and,  secondly,  a  living 
faith  towards  him  and  sense  of  fellowship  with  him. 
Without  the  latter  the  former  brings  little  comfort  to 
the  human  mind,  even  though  certain  fundamental 
beliefs — such  as  the  personality  of  God  and  the  moral 
being  of  man — be  still  retained.  For,  first,  the 

fundamental  principle  of  Hebrew  religion  that  God  is 
in  all  things  that  happen,  whilst  in  times  of  prosperity 
and  well-being  it  gave  unspeakable  joy  to  the  pious 
mind,  with  a  vivid  sense  of  its  fellowship  in  life  with 
God,  when  the  times  were  evil  and  articles  of  a  creed 
had  taken  the  place  of  an  emotional  piety,  gave  rise  to 
a  sense  of  impotency  in  the  mind.  Man  felt  environed 
on  all  sides  by  a  fixed  order  which  he  could  do  nothing 
to  ameliorate.  God  became  a  mere  transcendent 
force  outside  of  human  life,  pressing  upon  it  and 
limiting  it  on  every  side.  The  different  feeling  which 
the  same  conception  of  God  produced  in  the  pious 
mind  and  in  the  reflective  mind,  respectively,  will  appear 
if  Ps.  139  be  compared  with  Ecclesiastes.  It  would  be 
false  to  say  that  '  God '  to  the  Preacher  was  nothing 
more  than  what  the  '  world '  or  '  nature,'  or  that  which 
is  outside  a  man,  is  to  many  minds  now.  His  faith  in 
a  personal  God  is  never  shaken  ;  atheism  or  materialism 
is  not  conceivable  in  an  ancient  Oriental  mind.  At  the 
same  time,  his  faith  is  no  more  suffused  with  the  life- 
colours  of  an  emotional  confidence,  and  he  could  not 
have  said  with  the  Psalmist,  '  Nevertheless  I  am  con 
tinually  with  thee1  (Ps.  7823),  nor  with  Job,  'I  know 
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that  my  Redeemer  liveth,  and  that  I  shall  see  God ' 
(1925).  Secondly,  it  was  from  'piety,'  the  sense 

of  fellowship  with  God,  not  from  reflection,  that  all  the 
great  religious  hopes  in  regard  to  man's  future  arose. 
They  were  projections,  corollaries,  of  an  emotional 
personal  religion — such  as  the  hope  of  immortality,  the 
faith  in  a  reign  of  righteousness,  and  the  incoming  of  a 
kingdom  of  God  upon  the  earth.  When  piety  declined, 
and  reflection  took  its  place,  these  hopes  of  the  future 
could  not  sustain  themselves.  They  survived  in  the  com 
munity,  whose  life  was  perennial  ;  but  the  '  individual 
ism  '  of  the  Preacher  felt  them  slipping  from  its  grasp. 

The  date  of  Ecclesiastes  cannot  be  determined  with 
certainty.  It  is  later  than  Malachi,  for  the  priest  called 
_  ,  in  Malachi  '  messenger  of  the  Lord  '  (Mai. 
.  e.  27^  js  simply  named  'the  messenger'  in 
56.  It  is  probably  earlier  than  Ecclesiasticus  (circa 
200),  for,  though  many  of  the  coincidences  usually 
cited  have  little  relevancy,  Ecclus.  186  seems  certainly 
a  reminiscence  of  Eccles.  814,  and  Ecclus.  4224  of 
Eccles.  7 14.  The  book  may  belong  to  the  oppressive 
times  of  the  later  Persian  rule,  or  it  may  be  a  product  of 
the  Greek  period.  Perhaps  the  language  would  rather 
suggest  the  later  date  (see  next  §).  In  the  beginning 
of  the  book  the  experiments  on  life  are  represented  as 
being  made  by  Solomon  ;  but  this  transparent  disguise 
is  speedily  abandoned.  Solomon  is  mesely  the  ideal  of 
one  who  has  unbounded  wisdom  and  unlimited  resources 
with  which  to  experiment  on  human  life — a  man  whose 
verdict  of  'vanity,'  therefore,  is  infallible.  In  the 
Epilogue  the  Preacher  is  merely  one  of  the  wise  (129). 
The  state  of  society  amid  which  the  author  lived  has 
no  resemblance  to  the  state  of  society  in  the  times 
of  Solomon.  There  was  corruption  in  the  judgment 
seat  (3i6),  cruel  oppression  from  which  there  was  no 
redress  (4i^),  and  a  hierarchy  of  official  plunderers 
one  above  another  (58),  with  a  system  of  espionage 
which  made  the  most  private  speech  dangerous  (102o). 
The  author  had  witnessed  revolutionary  changes  in 
society  and  strange  reversals  of  fortune — slaves  riding 
on  horses  and  princes  walking  on  foot  (104-7). 

Such  a  time  might  be  the  late  Persian  period.  It 
could  not  well  be  the  early  Greek  period  when  the  Jews 
enjoyed  the  beneficent  rule  of  the  early  Ptolemies.  It 
might,  however,  be  the  more  advanced  Greek  period, 
when  Palestine  became  the  stake  played  for  by  Antioch 
and  Alexandria,  a  time  when  the  people  suffered  severe 
hardships,  and  when  the  upper  classes,  especially  the 
religious  leaders,  were  deeply  demoralised  and  self-seek 
ing.  On  the  other  hand,  the  book  must  be  earlier  than 
the  uprising  of  the  national  spirit  in  the  time  of  the 
Maccabees.  Gratz  indeed  places  the  book  in  the  time 
of  Herod  (8  B.C.)  ;  but  the  date  is  part  of  his  theory  of 
the  book,  which  has  no  probability.  The  most  probable 
date  perhaps  is  the  latter  part  of  the  third  century  B.C. 
(cp,  however,  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  ch.  v. ). 

Both  the  language  and  the  modes  of  religious  thought 
in  Ecclesiastes  suggest  that  it  is  one  of  the  latest  books 


12.  Language. 


in  the  canon.       The  language  has  the 


peculiarities  of  such  late  books  as 
Chronicles- Ezra -Nehemiah,  and  Esther.  Indeed,  it 
belongs  to  a  much  more  degraded  stage  of  Hebrew 
than  either  of  those  books  exhibits  ;  and  in  the  forms  of 
words,  in  the  new  senses  in  which  older  words  are  used, 
and  in  the  many  new  words  employed,  it  has  many 
similarities  to  the  Targums  and  Syriac,  especially  to  the 
Mishna  (circa  200  A.  D. ). 

The  characteristic  forms  of  Hebrew  syntax,  such  as  the  van 
conversing  have  almost  disappeared  ;  constructions  of  classical 
Hebrew  have  given  place  to  those  of  Aramaic  ;  and  in  general 
the  language  has  lost  its  old  condensed  character,  and  become 
analytic,  with  a  multitude  of  new  particles.  Details  may  be 
seen  in  Driver's  Introd.,  and  in  the  commentaries  of  Delitzsch, 
Nowack,  or  Wright. 

The  ideas  and  the  mode  of  religious  thought  in  the 

1 1  THn        book  also  bear  witness  to  the  lateness  of  its 

date.      In  the  Preacher  the  religious  spirit  of 

Israel  is  seen  to  be  completely  exhausted.      It  can  no 


more,  as  in  Job  and  Ps.  49  and  73,  use  the  problems  of 
life  in  order  to  rise  to  lofty  intuitions  of  its  relation  to 
God.  It  sinks  back  defeated,  able  only  to  offer  a  few 
practical  rules  for  ordinary  life.  The  idea  of  Tyler, 
who  is  followed  by  Plumptre,  that  the  book  is  a  blend  of 
the  Stoic  and  Epicurean  philosophies,  seems  extra 
ordinarily  superficial,  and  is  supported  mainly  by  what 
appears  misinterpretation  of  its  language. 

The  passage  3  if.,  '  there  is  a  time  to  be  born  '  (etc.),  does  not 
inculcate  the  doctrine  of  living  '  conformably  to  nature,'  or  teach 
that  there  is  a  fit  time  for  doing  everything  :  it  teaches  that 
there  is  a  necessary  time,  for  the  time  of  everything  has  been 
determined  by  God.  Even  the  most  astute  opportunist  would 
have  difficulty  in  securing  that  he  should  be  born  and  should  die 
at  the  fitting  time.  Again,  the  passages  19815  and  many  others 
certainly  teach  that  there  is  nothing  '  new  '  under  the  sun,  no 
progress  in  nature  or  history,  that  things  recur  ;  but  they  teach 
nothing  about  recurrent  'cycles.'  Determinism  is,  of  course,  a 
prevailing  idea  in  the  book.  That,  however,  is  just  the  funda 
mental  idea  of  the  Wisdom,  or  indeed  of  the  Hebrew  mind  —  that 
God  is  the  causality  in  all  things  —  with  the  inevitable  develop 
ment  which  time  gave  it.  At  first  sight  the  phrase  '  to  do  good  ' 
in  the  sense  of  '  to  see  good,'  to  enjoy  life  (3  12),  has  a  startling 
resemblance  to  the  Gk.  e5  irpaTTeiv  ;  but,  after  all,  the  senses 
of  the  two  phrases  are  somewhat  different,  and  there  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  the  Hebrew  expression  to  be  an  imitation  ; 
though  not  occurring  elsewhere,  its  opposite,  '  to  do  badly  '  (i.e., 
be  sad),  is  used  in  early  literature  (2  S.  12  18,  and  perhaps  Eccles. 
5  i  [4  17  (5  i)]),  and  possibly  the  phrase  itself  may  be  ancient. 
(H.  Zirkel,  Unters.  iib.  den  Prediger,  1792,  was  the  first  to  dis 
cover  Graecisms  in  Ecclesiastes.) 

There  have  been  attempts  to  identify  the  '  old  and 
foolish  king'  (4  13^)  and  the  city  the  siege  of  which 
was  raised  by  'the  poor  wise  man'  (9  13^),  and  to 
verify  the  possible  historical  reference  in  the  passage 
(104-7)  about  slaves  on  horseback  and  princes  walking 
on  foot,  and  in  such  passages  as  810,  with  a  view  to 
fixing  the  date  of  the  book  more  accurately  ;  but  nothing 
has  resulted  beyond  conjectures  more  or  less  plausible. 

The  ingenious  theory  of  Bickell  that  the  apparent 
want  of  connection  in  many  parts  of  Ecclesiastes  is  the 
resu^  °f  an  accident  which  befell  the 


T  t       '\ 
.  integr  ty. 


at  some  eariy  time,  and  threw  the 


sheets  into  confusion,  has  little  probability:1  the  want 
of  connection  complained  of  disappears  in  many  cases 
before  a  more  careful  study  of  the  author's  line  of 
thought.  In  a  book  such  as  Ecclesiastes,  however,  —  the 
line  of  thought  and  (particularly)  the  tone  of  which 
diverge  so  greatly  from  the  other  OT  writings  —  it  was 
to  be  expected  that  there  would  be  some  interpola 
tions  :  qualifications  which  the  reader  or  scribe  felt 
constrained  to  add  to  the  author's  somewhat  strong 
statements.  The  probability  that  11  9^  is  an  addition 
rests  not  so  much  on  the  idea  expressed  as  on  its 
unnaturalness  in  the  context  ;  for  the  view  of  some  that 
the  passage  means  that  God  '  will  bring  into  judgment  ' 
any  one  who  neglects  to  enjoy  the  natural  pleasures  of 
life  is  too  absurd.  There  is  less  objection  to  817 
(perhaps  the  last  word  of  the  verse  should  be  read  sdm, 
'hath  appointed').  8  10  i2/.  also  are  in  some  way 
corrupt.  So,  certainly,  12  1,  'Remember  thy  creator.' 
The  words  disturb  the  connection  between  11  10  and  the 
rest  of  12  1.  The  reading  suggested  by  Gratz,  'Re 
member  thy  fountain  '  (  =  thy  wife,  Prov.  515-19).  strikes 
a  lower  note  than  is  heard  anywhere  in  the  book,  and  is 
to  be  rejected. 

The  Epilogue  falls  into  two  parts,  12g-i2  and  12  is/  ; 
and  it  is  questionable  whether  either  part  (especially  the 
second)  is  original.2  On  the  one  hand,  the  book  reaches 
its  natural  conclusion  in  128,  where  the  burden  of  it  is 
restated  :  'All  is  Vanity'  ;  and,  secondly,  whilst  in  the 
rest  of  the  book  the  author  speaks  in  the  first  person, 
in  w.  9-12  he  is  spoken  about.  On  the  other  hand, 
though  the  verses  contain  some  peculiar  expressions, 
their  general  style  agrees  with  that  of  the  rest  of  the 
book,  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  author,  dropping 

1  The  theory  of  dislocation  was  first  proposed  by  J.  G.  van 
der  Palm  in  his  Ecclesiastes  philologies  et  critice  illustratus, 
Leyden,  1784.     The  theory  and  arrangement  of  Bickell  is  repro 
duced  in  Dillon,  Sceptics  of  the  OT,  '95. 

2  On  interpolations  in  Eccles.,  see  also  CANON,  §  55,  col.  671, 
n.  4. 
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his  literary  disguise  of  Solomon,  might  have  added  some 
account  of  himself  in  his  actual  character.  The  picture 
is  certainly  not  just  that  which  would  have  suggested 
itself  to  a  mere  reader  of  the  book  :  it  implies  a  fuller 
acquaintance  with  the  author  than  could  be  got  from 
his  work.  In  w.  13  f.  the  whole  matter  is  said  to  be  : 
'  Fear  God  and  keep  his  commandments,  for  this  is  the 
whole  of  man.'  The  last  words  may  mean,  This  absorbs 
or  should  absorb  man :  all  his  powers  should  be  directed 
toward  this  ;  or  they  may  mean,  This  exhausts  man  :  his 
powers  reach  no  further — e.g. ,  to  understand  the  '  work 
of  God '  (Job  28).  Verse  14,  which  says  that  God  '  will 
bring  every  work  into  judgment,'  attaches  itself  better 
to  the  first  sense.  The  '  judgment '  also  seems  a  larger 
and  more  general  one  than  that  seen  in  God's  ordinary 
moral  rule  of  the  world.  Possibly,  therefore,  w.  13  f. 
come  from  the  same  hand  as  llej^.  If  the  verses  be 
an  addition,  they  are  still  comparatively  early,  for  they 
are  referred  to  in  the  disputes  of  the  Jewish  teachers 

„  over    the    canonicity     of     the     book. 

15.  Canonicity.  Ecdesiastes  is  not  quoted  in  the  NT( 

and  even  in  the  second  century  A.  D.  its  right  to  a  place 
in  the  collection  of  sacred  books  was  a  subject  of 
controversy  in  the  Jewish  schools.  The  exact  state  of 
the  dispute  appears  to  be  this :  Practically  the  book  had 
long  been  combined  with  the  other  '  sacred  writings ' ; 
but  voices  which  expressed  doubt  of  the  propriety 
of  this  combination  continued  to  be  heard.  That  this 
is  the  state  of  the  case  appears  from  the  facts  (i)  that 
Ecclesiastes  must  be  included  in  the  twenty-four  books 
of  4  Esdras,  and  in  the  twenty-two  of  Josephus,  toward 
the  end  of  the  first  century  A.D.  ;  and  (2)  that  in  the 
time  of  Herod  the  Great  and  of  Gamaliel  it  is  quoted 
as  '  scripture'  (Bab.  Bathra,  43,  Shabb.  30$),  whilst  the 
objections  to  it  continued  to  be  heard  100-120  A.D. 
(Yad.  85).  The  school  of  Hillel  held  that  it  'defiled 
the  hands'  (was  canonical) ;  that  of  Shammai  rejected  it. 
The  former  opinion  finally  prevailed.  See  CANON,  §  55. 

In   addition  to  general  works  such  as  Driver's  Introd.  and 

Kue.'s  Ond.  (2)  iii.  may  be  named  the  comms.  of  Ew.  Dichter 

des  Alt.   B unties ;    Hitzig,    Exeg.    Hand., 

16.  Literature.   '47,    (2),    by    Now.    '83;     Ginsburg,    Cofie- 

leth,  '61  ;  Gratz,  Koheleth,  1871 ;  Del. 
Hohesliedu.  Koheleth,  1875 (translated);  Plumptre,  Ecclesiastes 
or  the  Preacher  (Cambridge  Bible),  1881  ;  Renan,  L'EccUsiastc. 
1882;  Wright,  The  Book  of  Coheleth,  1883;  Volck,  Kurzgef. 
Kotnm.  (Strack  u.  Zockler),  1889 ;  Sam.  Cox,  in  Ex.  Bib.,  1890. 
Helps  of  a  more  general  kind  :  Nold.  Die  AliLit.,  1868  ;  Bloch, 
Ursprung,  etc.,  des  Buches  Koh.,  1872  ;  Tyler,  Ecclesiastes, 
1874  [(2)  '99];  Taylor,  Dirge  of  Koheleth,  1874;  Engelhard, 
_'Ueber  den  Epilog  des  Koh.'.S*.  A>.,  1875;  Kleinert,  '  Sind 
in  B.  Koh.  ausserheb.  Einfliisse  anzuerkennen  ? '  St.  Kr.,  1883  ; 
Bickell,  Der  Prediger,  1884  ;  Schiffer,  Das  B.  Koh.  nach  der 
Auffassung  der  Weisen  des  Talmud,  etc.,  1884  ;  Bradley,  Lect. 
on  Eccles.,  1885  ;  Pfleiderer,  Die  Philos.  des  Heraklit,  1886  ;  A. 
Palm,  DieQohclet  Literatur,  1886  ;  Che.JobandSolomon,  1887  ; 
Jew.  Rel.  Life,  Lect.  vi.  1898  ;  S.  Euringer,  Der  Masorahtext 
des  Koh.,  1890  ;  Wildeboer  (in  KHC  '98).  On  the  Gr.  text,  Di. 
SBA  W,  1892  ;  E.  Klostermann,  DeLib.  Coh.  Vers.  Alex.  1892  ; 
Tyler,  Koh.  1899.  A.  B.  D. 


Ond.ffl  §§  104,  105  ('93  ;  Germ,  transl.  Einl.,  '93):  note  especially 
the  discussion  of  proposed  dates  later  than  200  B.C.  ;  Haupt, 
'The  Book  of  Ecclesiastes,'  Oriental  Studies  (Or.  Club  of 
Philadelphia,  '94),  pp.  242-278,  holds  that  the  contents  have 
been  deliberately  disarranged,  and  that  many  glosses  have  in 
truded  into  the  text ;  he  gives  a  translation  of  the  final  section 
as  restored  by  himself. 

Ko.  Einl.  ('93),  432  jTt,  and  Leimdorfer  (Das  heil.  Schrift- 
werk  A  ohelet,  '92)  ably  plead  for  a  date  in  the  reign  of  Alex- 
ander  Jannaeus. 

Siegfried  (in  HK.  '93)  also  thinks  that  Eccles.  is  full  of  con 
tradictions,  indicating  the  work  of  at  least  five  writers.  A 
redactor  attempted,  with  little  success,  to  bring  order  out  of 
chaos.  He  gave  the  superscription  (1 1)  and  a  concluding  word 
(128);  129-19  is  due  to  three  epilogists.  The  date  of  the 
original  book  is  placed  soon  after  200  B.C.  The  glossators  may 
have  gone  on  till  nearly  100  B.C.  ;  allusions  to  the  Essenes  (see 
e.g.,  92/*)  also  point  to  this  period.  The  kernel  of  the  work 
may  have  been  known  to  Ben-Sira  (after  170  B.C.). 

Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life  ('98),  183-208,  favours  Gratz's  hypo 
thesis,  and  while  admitting  that  the  date  of  Ecclesiastes  needs 
further  examination,  he  finds  no  period  which  so  fully  illus 
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trates  the  book  as  that  of  Herod  the  Great.  He  admits  great 
disarrangement  and  interpolations. 

It  may  be  added  that  the  text  of  Eccles.  is  in  a  bad  state. 
There  are  still  gleanings  to  be  had  in  some  of  the  most  difficult 
passages,  which  may  considerably  affect  the  criticism  of  the 
book  (see  Critica  Biblica,  and  cp  KOHELETH).  Bickell's 
emendations  have  hardly  been  appreciated  enough.  He  has 
further  done  good  service,  not  only  by  his  suggestive  rearrange 
ment,  but  also  by  his  attention  to  the  poetical  passages,  e.g.,  no 
one  has  made  so  clear  to  the  eye  the  most  probable  meaning  of 
11  ioa  and  12  la  (cp  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  192). 

Wi.'s  essay  on  '  Date  and  Author  of  Koheleth '  (AOFW  143- 
159)  gives  a  general  sanction  to  Siegfried's  analysis,  and  as 
cribes  the  kernel  to  ALCIMUS  [y.v.].  The  'old  and  foolish 
king '  is  Antiochus  Epiphanes.  The  statement  on  p.  146  that 
the  author  must  have  been  either  one  of  the  kings  of  the 
Herodian  house  or  else  one  of  the  heretical  high  priests  before 
the  Hasmonaean  dynasty  is  a  valuable  recognition  of  the  period 
within  which,  as  more  and  more  critics  think,  the  date  of  the 
original  book  must  be  placed. — T.  K.  c.] 

ECCLESIASTICUS 


Title,  etc.  (§  i/) 
Text,  etc.  (§§  3-6). 
Date  (§§  7-9). 
Fortunes  (§  10). 
Structured  uf.) 


Sources  (§§  13-15). 

Form  and  Contents  (§  i6_/!) 

Religious  teaching  (§§  18-22). 

Ethical  (§  23). 

Greek  thought  (§  24). 


Literature  (§  26). 

Ecclesiasticus  (abbrev.  Ecclus. )  is  the  usual  Latin 
and  English  name  of  one  of  the  deuterocanonical  books 
of  the  OT  (see  APOCRYPHA,  §§28).  It  is  not  probable 
that  the  author  himself  gave  his  book  a  title  ;  later  it  is 
_,.,.  referred  to  under  various  names.  In  the 
'  Talmud  it  is  cited  simply  by  the  name  of 
the  author,  as  '  Ben-Sira'  (NTD  p)>  or  by  the  formula 
'  the  sages  say '  (though  this  last  may  point  not  im 
mediately  to  our  book,  but  to  material  from  which  it 
drew).  Jerome  (Prczf.  in  Libr.  Sal. )  declares  that  he 
had  seen  a  Hebrew  copy  entitled  '  Parabolas '  (o'Vrc), 
and  this  designation,  natural  and  appropriate,  is 
employed  also  by  Saadia.1 

In  the  LXX  the  book  is  called  '  Wisdom  of  Jesus, 
Son  of  Sirach '  (2o0£a  Irjcrov  viov  2[e]tpdx  [NAC]  ;  B 
incorrectly  2.  S.  ;  but  in  the  subscription  B  agrees  with 
NA.  The  title  of  the  Prologue  in  C  is  irpoXoyos  St/mx). 

This  form  (found  also  in  the  Syriac  Versions  and  in  some  MSS 
of  the  Vet.  Lat.)  was  the  one  generally  used  by  the  Greek  writers, 
as  is  expressly  stated  by  Rufinus  (Vers.  Or.  Horn,  in  Nu. 
xviii.  3).  The  title  2o$i'a  occurs  also  in  other  combinations: 
in  the  honorary  name  '  All-virtuous  Wisdom  '  (^  Travaperos  2o<|u'a) 
given  to  the  book  in  patristic  writings  (Jer.  Prczf.  in  Lib.  Sal.), 
as  also  to  Proverbs  (Clem.  Rom.  i  Cor.  57;  Clem.  Alex.  i.  1085; 
Eus.  HE  iv.  22)  and  to  Wisd.  of  Sol.2  (Epiph.  iii.  244) ;  and 
in  the  more  general  designations  '  Wisdom  '  (Orig.  In  Matt.  184) 
and  '  Wisdom  of  Solomon  '  (Cypr.  Test.  iii.  20). 

With  regard  to  the  term  HDDH  applied  in  the  Talmud 
to  the  work  of  Ben-Sira  it  is  uncertain  whether  it  is 
used  as  a  title  ;  but  it  appears  to  have  been  employed 
as  a  descriptive  term.  Possibly  it  was  an  old  Jewish 
designation,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Greek  Christians 
as  a  title  ;  in  the  case  of  the  Book  of  Proverbs  Hege- 
sippus  (in  Eus.  HE  4zz)  refers  the  term  to  unwritten 
Jewish  traditions. 

On  the  Talmudic  use  cp  Blau  (in  J?E/35zi),  who  cites  Jer. 
Sota,  2+c :  '  after  the  death  of  R.  Eliezer  the  rtD3rlfl  'D  was 
buried  (TJJJ).'  It  seems  probable  that  the  expression  'n  'D 
includes  Ben-Sira. 

Whilst  the  Greeks  thus  named  the  work  from  the 
nature  of  its  material,  the  Latins  preferred  a  title  descrip 
tive  of  its  relation  to  the  Church  services.  The  term 
dKK\ri(naa'TiK6s  is  used  by  the  Greeks  of  the  KO.VUV  of 
the  Church  (Clem.  Alex.  Sir.  6125),  and  generally  of  what 
was  in  accord  with  the  Church.  Adopted  by  the  Latins, 
the  term  was  employed  by  them  in  a  like  general  way 
(pacemecclesiasticam,  Tert.  De Pudicit.  22),  and  came  to 
be  used  especially  of  books  which,  though  not  canonical, 
were  regarded  as  edifying  and  proper  to  be  read  in 
the  churches  (Ruf.  Comm.  in  Symb.,  §  38,  Vers.  Orig. 

1  The  Oxford  editors  of  the  Hebrew  Fragments  (see  below, 
8  4)  refer  (Preface,  ix,  n.  4)  to  a  statement  of  Saadia  (S'adyah) 
('17Jn  130'  ed-  Harkavy,  p.  151,  /.  \if.~),  that  Ben-Sira  wrote  a 
Book  of  Instruction  (IQIO   IBD^-     This   expression,    however, 
seems  to  be  rather  a  description  than  a  title. 

2  Probably  given  first  to  Proverbs,  and  then  to  all  the  supposed 
Solomonic  wisdom-books. 
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in  Num.  183  ;  Ath.  Ep.  Fest.,  sub  fine).     So  high  was 
the  esteem   in  which  our  book   was   held   that  it  was 
termed  '  Ecclesiasticus,'  the  '  liber  ecclesiasticus  '  par  ex 
cellence  (Cypr.  Test.  2i  3i  ;  Aug.  De  Doct.  CAr.2i3). 
The  name  of  the  author  is  given  variously. 

The    Hebrew    text   has,    in    5027,    '  Shim'on   b.   Yeshua'   b. 

Eliezer  b.  Sira'  (so  also  Saadia,  I^Jfl  'D»  US1),  ar>d  in  61.30  the 

same  formula,  and  also  'Shim'on  b.  Y.,  called 

2.  Author,  b.  Sira' ;  ©B  5027  ITJO-OUS  v.  veipax  (cripa^  [A], 
a-eipa/c  [N]),  eAeafap  [in  other  MSS  -pos  or  -pou] ; 
S'aK  subscription  :  '  Yeshua'  b.  Shimeon,  who  is  called  Bar 
Asira  '  fin  some  MSS  '  Sirak  '],  and  in  the  title  '  Barsira  ' ;  Swal, 
title  :  '  Y.  b.  Shim'on  Asira,'  and  also  '  Bar  Asira  '  ;  Book  of  the 
Bee  (A need.  Oxon.,  Sem.  Series  i.  279):  'Shim'on  b.  Sira'; 
Talmud,  '  Ben-Sira.' 

In  this  medley  of  readings  two  things  seem  clear.  The 
author's  name  proper  was  Yeshua'  (Jesus) :  so  he  is  called 
by  the  Greek  translator  in  his  prologue  ;  and  his  familiar 
surname  was  Ben-Sira,  as  all  ancient  authorities  attest. 
The  significance  of  the  other  names  is  less  clear. 

The  Hebrew  text  and  Saadia  must  be  changed  so  as  to  read 
'Yeshua'  b.  Shim'on'  (cp  Zunz,  GV 106),  and  the  whole  name, 
as  given  by  them,  may  then  be  accepted  (so  Harkavy,  Stud.  u. 
Mittheil.  6200;  Blau  in  REJ^zo,  and  Kautzsch).  In  that 
case  we  may  suppose  that  ©  and  S  have  abridged  the  genealogy, 
and  that  the  form  in  the  Book  of  the  Bee  is  defective.  This 
seems  to  be  the  most  natural  construction  of  the  data.  It  is 
less  probable  that  '  Shim'on  '  (Simon)  and  '  Eleazar '  are  scribal 
additions,  the  former  made  in  order  to  connect  the  author  with 
the  famous  high  priest  of  that  name  (50  i),1  the  latter  in  order 
to  connect  him  with  the  high  priest  (the  brother  and  successor 
of  Simon  I.)  to  whom,  according  to  the  'Letter  of  Aristeas, ' 
Ptolemy  Philadelphus  sent  his  request  for  the  translation  of  the 
Torah  (Fritzsche).  This  sort  of  invention  of  a  genealogy  would 
be  very  bold,  and  would  hardly  be  called  for  by  Ben-Sira's 
position  as  a  sage.  Nor  is  it  likely  that  '  Eleazar '  is  another 
name  of  Sira  (Krauss,  in  JQR,  Oct.  1898).  It  is  simpler  to 
suppose  that  Simon  and  Eleazar  (the  names  are  common)  were 
men  otherwise  unknown — father  and  grandfather  of  the  author.2 

We  may  thus  assume  that  the  name  of  the  author 
in  the  Greek  Version,  Yeshua  Ben-Sira,  rests  on  a  good 
tradition.  The  origin  and  signification  of  the  '  Ben- 
Sira  '  are  not  clear  ;  the  most  probable  view  is  that  it  is 
a  family  name,  though  we  know  nothing  of  how  it  arose. 

Blau  (in  REJ  35  20)  refers  to  the  family  names  Bcnc  Hezir 
(Chwolson,  Corp.  Inscr.  Heb.  65)  and  Bcne  Hashnwnai.  Of 
'  Sira'  nothing  is  known  ;  the  word  (apparently  Aram.)  may  mean 
'  coat  of  mail '  or  '  thorn '  ;  it  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  this  form 
as  a  proper  name.  The  '  Asira '  of  Pesh.  seems  to  be  a  scribal 
error  (cp  the  '  Barsira '  of  the  title  in  Slag).  Krauss,  however 
(in  JQR,  Oct.  1898),  holds  '  Sira '  to  be  an  abbreviation  of  an 
original  '  Asira '  =  Heb.  TDK;  'bound,'  which  occurs  in  lists  of 
priests  (Ex.  6  24  i  Ch.  3  17).  This  is  possible  (Krauss  cites  ex 
amples  of  similar  abridgments);  but  the  testimony  of  the  primary 
Vss.  is  against  it ;  and  the  Ar.  Vs.  (as  Edersheim  points  out), 
which  commonly  follows  Syr.,  has  '  Jesu'  b.  Sirach.'  The  Gk. 
form,  with  final  x  (or  K),  is  best  explained  as  intended  to  show 
that  the  foreign  word  is  indeclinable  (see  Dalm.  Gram.  161,  n. 
6);  cpaKeASa/ouxx  =  NOT  ^pn  (ACELDAMA,  §  i). 

The  genealogies  in  50  27  51 30  have  only  the  authority 
of  tradition — they  are  not  from  the  hand  of  the  author. 
He  is  described  in  50  27  in  the  Greek  and  Latin  Vss. 
as  a  '  Jerusalemite,'  a  statement  in  itself  not  improbable 
—it  is  in  keeping  with  the  detailed  description  of  the 
high-priestly  ritual  in  50  ;  but  since  it  is  not  found  in 
the  H.  and  S.  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  certain.  One  Gk. 
MS  calls  him  a  '  priest ' ;  but  this  is  merely  a  scribal  error. 

Instead  of  lepocroAvjuem)?  N*  has  tepeus  o  <roA.  This  error  seems 
to  have  given  rise  to  further  unwarranted  statements  (see  below). 
Cp  the  argument  of  Krauss  in  JQR,  Oct.  1898. 

As  to  Ben-Sira's  life  we  have  only  the  general  conclu 
sions  which  may  be  drawn  from  the  nature  of  his  thought 
and  from  a  few  references  which  he  makes  to  his  ex 
periences.  He  seems  to  have  been  a  Palestinian  sage, 
a  philosophical  observer  of  life,  an  ardent  Israelite  and 
devoted  lover  of  the  Torah,  but  probably  neither  a  priest 3 

1  So  Bar-Hebrseus. 

2  On    the  Eleazar  b.  Irai  (Iri)  from  whom  Saadia  ('l^jrj  'D 
ed.  Hark.  178)  quotes  a  saying  which  is  attributed  in  the  Talmud 
to  Ben-Sira  and  is  found  in  our  Greek  (32if.),  see   Bacher, 
Agad.  d.  pal.  Amor.  2  n  n.  5,  C.  and  N.,  Eccles.  n,  and  Blau, 
in  R JT/3524.     It  seems  likely  that   'Irai'  is  a  corruption  of 
'Sira'  (see  the  full  name  in  the  Hebrew);   the  work  cited  by 
Saadia  was  possibly  a  different  recension  of  Ben-Sira  (Blau). 
But  this  Eleazar  cannot  be  the  Talmudic  doctor    Eleazar  b. 
Pedat,  who  frequently  cites  Ben-Sira  (Harkavy,  Bacher). 

3  Schiir.  (Hist.  5  25),  referring  to  the  erroneous  statement  of 
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(Zunz,  Noldeke)  nor  a  safer  (Fritzsche)  (see  SCRIBE), 
unless  that  term  be  understood  in  a  very  wide  sense  (see 
§  21 ).  He  had  too  wide  a  circle  of  interests  to  be  easily 
identified  with  either  of  those  classes,  though  he  was  in 
close  relation  with  them  both  ;  and  he  may  perhaps  be 
best  described  as  one  who  sympathised  with  that  mode 
of  thought  which  after  his  time  developed  into  Saddu- 
ceeism.  He  early  devoted  himself  to  the  pursuit  of 
wisdom,  travelled  much,  was  often  exposed  to  danger, 
and  sometimes  near  to  death  (34n/.  51),  and  his  book 
was  probably  composed  in  his  riper  years. 

Until  quite  recently  the  work  was  known  to  modern 
scholars  only  in  scanty  citations  and  in  translations  (Gk. , 
^r' '    and   vers'ons   derived   from 


3.  Original 
language. 


them).      According  to  the  Greek  trans- 


lator's  preface,  it  was  originally  written  in 
'Hebrew,'  a  term  which  might  mean  either  Hebrew 
proper  or  Aramaic.  On  this  point  the  citations  of 
Rabbinical  writers  (Pirke  Aboth,  Pirke  of  R.  Nathan, 
etc. ) — sometimes  without  acknowledgment,  sometimes 
under  the  name  of  Ben-Sira,  sometimes  in  Hebrew, 
sometimes  in  Aramaic  or  debased  form — were  not  de 
cisive,  since  it  was  not  certain  that  they  came  from  a 
Hebrew  original ;  and  even  the  quotations  of  Saadia 
(loth  cent.),  which  are  in  classical  Hebrew,  were 
similarly  open  to  suspicion.  After  this  the  traces  of  a 
Hebrew  text  of  Ecclesiasticus  become  indistinct,  and 
knowledge  of  such  a  book  did  not  reach  the  Christian 
world  (see  Cowley  and  Neubauer's  Ecclesiasticus}.  Still, 
that  its  language  was  Hebrew,  not  Aramaic,  had  been 
inferred  by  critics  from  certain  obvious  errors  in  the 
Greek  Version — for  example,  24  27,  '  light '  for  '  Nile ' 
(IN>)  ;  25 15,  '  head  '  for  '  poison  '  (tn)  ;  46 18,  '  Tyrians  ' 
for  'enemies'  (nns).  It  was  thought  probable,  also, 
that,  since  the  Palestinian  vernacular  of  the  time  was 
Aramaic,  and  Hebrew  was  a  learned  language,  the 
author's  vocabulary,  whilst  based  on  the  Hebrew  Sacred 
Writings  (with  which  he  was  familiar),  would  contain 
late-Hebrew  and  Aramaic  words  and  expressions. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  was  natural  that  the 
discovery  of  a  Hebrew  text  of  part  of  the  book  should 

4   Wphrpw  M«?<?    awaken    keen    interest.       One    leaf 
rew  MSS.  (containing  39  I5_40  ^  with  a  hint  of 

v.  8)  was  brought  from  the  East  to  Cambridge  by 
Mrs.  Lewis,1  and  in  a  box  of  fragments  acquired  for 
the  Bodleian  Library  (through  Sayce)  Cowley  and  Neu- 
bauer  found  nine  leaves,  apparently  of  the  same  MS 
(409-49n);  eleven2  leaves  (363-7 29<z  1134-5  12a-1626 
of  a  second  MS  [A],  30n-31n  32ifc-333  35g-2o  36 1-21 
3727-31  38 1-27  49 12-51 30  of  the  first  MS  [B])  were  dis 
covered  by  Schechter  in  the  fragments  brought  by  him 
from  the  Cairo  gZnizah  ;  and  in  matter  recently  acquired 
by  the  British  Museum  other  fragments  (of  MS  B)  were 
found  (31 12-31  3622-3726)  ;  these  all  together  give  the 
greater  part  of  chaps.  3-7  12-16  30-32  35-51,— about 
one-half  of  the  book. 3 

The  texts  discovered  down  to  the  end  of  1899  4  appear 
to  belong  to  at  least  two  different  MSS,  A  and  B. 

Syncellus  (Chron.  ed.  Dindorf,  1,  525)  that  Ben-Sira  was  high 
priest,  remarks  that  it  must  have  arisen  from  the  fact  that  in  the 
Chronicle  of  Eus.  (ad  Ol.  137^),  which  Syncellus  used,  Ben-Sira 
is  mentioned  (though  only  as  the  author  of  Sapientia)  just  after 
the  high  priest  Simon  II.  Other  untenable  opinions  are  that 
he  is  the  unworthy  Jason  (=Jesus,  high  priest  175-172  B.C.),  or 
that  he  was  a  physician  (inferred  by  Grotius  from  38  1-15).  See 
Wette,  Spez.  Einl.  in  d.  dwterokan.  Bitcli.,  Edersheim. 

1  The  recognition  of  this  text  is  due  to  S.  Schechter,  Reader 
in  Talmudic  at  the  University  of  Cambridge,  now  also  Professor 
of  Hebrew  in  University  College,  London. 

2  On  the  two  leaves  discovered  later,  see  below,  n.  43. 

3  The  first  Cambridge  leaf  and  the  Oxford  leaves  were  pub 
lished  by  Cowley  and  Neubauer,  with  the  Gk.,  Lat.  and  Syr. 
texts  ('97),  the  eleven  Genizah  fragments  by  Schechter  and  Taylor 
('99),  and  the  Brit.  Mus.  fragments  by  G.  Margoliouth  (mJQR, 
Oct.  '99).     See  below,  §  26  a. 

4  [a.  Early  in  1900  Schechter  found  two  leaves  (<x. — 4231$  y>f. 
64-7  9-13  36  iqa  ;   j3. — 25  si  13  17-24  26  i  20)  of,  apparently,  a 
third  MS  (CSchech.  :  published  mJQR  12456-465  [Ap.  1900]). 

b.  About  the  same  time  I.  Levi  discovered  fragments  of  two 
MSS  :  (i.)  apparently  a  third  leaf  of  the  MS  just  spoken  of, 
Schechter's  C  (L£vi  calls  it  D),  containing  6  is-7  25  in  a  recension 
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The  one,  A  (chaps.  3-16),  is  written  without  metrical  division 
of  lines,  'its  marginal  notes,  corrections  of  obvious  scribal  errors, 
are  few  (only  four,  beskles  the  iii>crtion  of  an  omitted  ver-M:),  and 
its  abbreviation  of  the  divine  name  is  triangular  (,O  I  the  other, 
B  (chaps.  30-51),  is  written  stichometrically  (except  4617-20), 
part  of  it  (to  45  8)  has  numerous  glosses  (among  them  four  in 
Persian),  and  its  abbreviation  of  the  divine  name  is  horizontal 
(>V).  In  A  there  is  predominant  agreement  with  the  Syriac  ; 
in  B  (except  in  chaps.  50  /,)  the  agreements  with  the  Greek 
against  the  Syriac  are  more  numerous  ;  in  chap.  51,  after  v.  12 
is  inserted  a  hymn  which  is  not  found  in  the  Vss.l 

The  MSS  (assigned  by  Cowley  and  Neubauer,  and 
by  Schechter,  provisionally,  to  the  nth  cent. ),  with  the 
exception  of  a  few  passages,  are  very  carelessly  written, 
abounding  in  errors,  not  all  of  which  are  corrected. 

The  scribes  appear  to  have  been  not  very  well  acquainted 
with  Hebrew ;  they  sometimes  make  several  futile  attempts  at 
the  correction  of  particular  words  or  expressions.  In  the  glossed 
portion  the  annotator  seems  to  have  been  a  man  whose  ver 
nacular  was  Persian  ;  at  85  20  he  notes  in  Persian  the  omission 
of  a  verse  ;  at  40  22,  where  the  margin  gives  a  saying  ascribed 
in  the  B.  Talmud  (Sank,  icoi)  to  Ben-Sira,  he  remarks  that 
this  was  probably  not  in  the  original  copy  [of  Ben-Sira] ;  and  at 
the  point  where  the  glosses  cease  (458)  he  explains  that  this 
MS  reached  thus  far.  This  last  remark  appears  to  mean  that 
the  MS  which  he  was  copying  ended  here ;  and  in  that  case  it 
is  probable  that  the  remainder  (through  chap.  51)  belongs  to 
another  MS.  With  the  supposition  that  the  copyist  or 
annotator  lived  where  Arabic  was  spoken  accords  the  fact  that 
several  Arabisms  occur  in  the  MS  :  p^n  in  the  sense  of  '  create,' 
81  13  (doublet),  31  33  (doublet),  38  i  3925  40  i  ;  perhaps  njn  as 
=  '  honour,'  38  i  ;  in  43srf  Vtyo  —  U"j*+  '  presenting  one's  self,' 
is  an  explanation  or  correction  of  the  word  in  the  text,  tislD  • 
Hi.  of  p-\\y  as  = '  shine,'  43  9  (marg.)  ;  perhaps  in  42  lie  a  scribe 

understood  .0^.0  as  Arabic  ('  lattice  ').  The  MS  has  evidently 
not  only  suffered  from  the  ordinary  carelessness  of  copyists,  but 
also  passed  through  the  hands  of  an  ignorant  Arabic-speaking 
man  who  freely  inserted  terms  of  his  Arabic  vocabulary. 

If  we  omit  Arabisms  and  other  scribal  faults,  the 
diction  of  the  text  is  that  of  a  man  who,  while  his 
vernacular  is  that  of  an  incipient  late-Hebrew,  similar 
to  that  of  Koheleth  (Eccles. ),  is  familiar  with  the  greater 
part  of  the  Hebrew  OT,  and  freely  quotes  or  imitates 
its  language.2  According  to  Bacher  (JQR,  1897)  and 
Schechter  (of.  fit.  28)  the  text  exhibits  post-Talmudical 
mosaic  (paitanic)  features,  that  is  to  say,  a  number  of 
ready-made  expressions  and  phrases  borrowed  from  the 
OT.  This,  however,  seems  to  be  too  strong  a  state 
ment — the  language  of  Ben-Sira  rarely  produces  the 
impression  of  being  artificial  or  lacking  in  spontaneity. 
Nor  can  it  be  said  to  contain  midrashic  elements  (so 
Schechter,  op.  cit.,  29 /f),  if  by  'midrash'  is  meant  the 
style  of  the  Talmud. 

As  examples  of  mosaic  work  Bacher  cites  45  n  (cp  Is.  54  12) 
46  9  (cp  Dt.  23  29)  39  27  (cp  Job  9  5)  47  20  (cp  Gen.  49  4)  44  2 1  (cp 
Ps.  72  8)  48  2  (cp  Lev.  26  26),  etc.  ;  Schechter,  4  28  (cp  Ex.  14  14) 
14  23  (cp  Judg.  5  28)  35  15  (cp  Lam.  1  2)  49  16  (cp  Is.  44  13),  etc. 
These  are  cases  of  adoption  and  adaptation ;  but  they  hardly 
deserve  to  be  called  mosaic  work. 


political)--!!  may  be  based  on  Job  42  3  ;  puns  (6  17^  a  22  i)  are 
common  in  OT  :  15  9  (cp  Ps.  33  i)  and  47  22<r  (cp  Ps.  145  20)  are 
commonplace'  inferences;  in  167  the  allusion  (Gen.  61-4)  is 
not  to  the  '  sons  of  the  Elohim '  but  to  the  '  Nephllim '  (cp  Ezek. 
32  27)  ;  the  lesson  derived  in  38  5  from  Ex.  15  24  is  very  simple- 
there  are  many  such  interpretations  in  Wisd.  of  Sol.,  and  so 

different  from  that  in  Camb.  MS  A  :  the  text  is  abridged  by  the 
omission  of  620-2729-34367:  73  5  6<r-i6  17-1922  ;  (ii.)  a  leaf  of 
apparently,  a  fourth  MS  (CUv.),  containing  36  24-88  i  :  it  is  thus 
parallel  to  most  of  the  second  Brit.  Mus.  fragment  (of  MS  B)  and 
the  upper  part  of  the  following  Camb.  leaf  (of  B).  It  gives  in 
its  text  some  of  the  glosses  on  the  margin  of  the  Camb.  B  and 
has  one  verse  (37  3)  punctuated  and  accentuated. 

Both  Uvi's  fragments  are  published  (with  facsimile  of  the  new 
MS  [n.])  in  REJ  40  1-30  [antedated  Jan.-Mar.  1900] 

c.  Lastly,  E.  N.  Adler  discovered  the  two  leaves  of  MS  A 
musing  between  A2v  and  A3r-viz.,  7  29-12  .  (82  showing  A>. 

Kl^h"  T,  •eKV7a  .™:,t\emg ,s«PPMed  with  vowels  and  accents)  : 
published I  (with  facsimile)  in  JQ K  12  466-480  (Ap.  TOOO).] 

1  For  detailed  descriptions  of  MS  B  see  Cowleyknd  Neu- 
bauer   Smend    L*vi  (befow •   |  26  a  i.) ;  for  description  of  MSS 
A,andB,  Schechter  and  Taylor  (below,  §  26  a  ii  )      [For  the 
other  MSS  see  preceding  note.] 

2  Schechter,  in ,  his  Ben  Sira,  I3^,  gives  a  long  list  of  paral 
lelisms,   some    of   wh.ch,    however,    are    common    expressions 
familiar  to  every  educated  Jew.     In  the  prologue   Ben-Sira  "s 
said  to  have  been  a  diligent  student  of  the  Scriptures. 
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of  the  legend  possibly  alluded  to  in  the  obscure  statement  in 
44  16  ;  the  borrowing,  in  45  15*:,  of  the  expressions  of  Ps.  89  30 
is  not  remarkable  ;  that  Samuel  was  a  Aazirite  (46  13*:)  is  a 
natural  inference  from  i  S.  1  u — there  is  no  need  of  the  formal 
Rabbinical  rule  niB*  ,TPU — and  the  simile  in  47  2  (cp  Ps.  89  20 
Lev.  4  8)  is  equally  natural  for  a  man  interested  in  the  temple- 
ritual  ;  text  and  translation  of  47  loc  are  doubtful  (the  couplet  is 
lacking  in  S.),  and  the  comparison  with  the  Talmudic  legend  (of 
Uavid  awaking  at  midnight,  Bcr.  3  b)  is  precarious  ;  49  i  may 
be  based  on  Cant.  1  3  (so  Schechter),  or,  what  is  equally  probable, 
it  may  come  from  the  same  literary  tendency  that  produced  the 
simile  in  Canticles.  The  passages  above  cited  may  be  taken  to 
show  the  beginning  of  the  mode  of  thought  that  later  produced 
the  Talmudic  midrash.  In  this  sense  only  can  we  adopt 
Schechter's  conclusion  :  '  if  he  thought  like  a  Rabbi  he  wrote 
like  a  Paitan.'1 

Over  and  above  these  characteristics  of  the  Hebrew 

MSS  the  question  has  been  raised  whether  the  text  is 

Relation     substantially  the   original    Hebrew   or 

to  Original      °nl^  a  translati°n'  and  both  views  are 
'     strenuously  maintained  by  competent 
critics.     Those  who  regard  it  as  a  translation  refer  it 
either  (i. )  to  a  Persian  or  (ii. )  to  a  Syriac  source. 

i.  The  opinion  that  it  is  the  rendering  of  a  Persian 
version  (which  itself  is  held  to  have  been  derived  from 
the  Syriac  and  the  Greek)  is  based  partly  on  the 
presence  of  Persian  glosses,  partly  on  the  supposition 
that  certain  doubtful  or  incorrect  expressions  result  from 
the  misunderstanding  of  Persian  words  ;  the  hypothesis 
is  that  the  Syriac  version  used  was  revised  from  the 
Greek,  and  this  revised  text  was  rendered  from  Persian 
into  Hebrew  by  an  unintelligent  Persian  Jew  who  knew 
neither  Syriac  nor  Greek.  This  theory  is  incompatible 
with  the  known  facts  :  the  agreements  (often  literal) 
and  the  disagreements  of  the  Hebrew  with  the  primary 
Versions  make  it  practically  inconceivable  that  it  could 
have  arisen  in  the  way  described.  The  alleged  explan 
ations  of  obscure  Hebrew  expressions  as  misunder 
standings  of  Persian  terms  must  be  regarded  as 
accidental  coincidences,  or,  possibly,  as  in  some  cases 
due  to  a  Persian-speaking  scribe.  So  far  as .  the  theory 
supposes  a  Syriac-Greek  basis  for  the  Persian  version  it 
falls  in  with  the  other  view  that  the  Hebrew  is  a 
translation  of  the  Syriac,  on  which  see  below. 

The  argument  for  a  Persian  origin  of  the  Hebrew  is  made  by 
D.  S.  Margoliouth  in  his  essay  The  origin  of  the  ''original 
Hebrew '  (>fEcctesiasticus(i%i)i)).  His  points  are  not  convincing. 
The  Persian  glosses  merely  show  the  hand  of  a  Persian  copyist 
or  annotator,  who  was  a  critic,  as  appears  from  his  remark  on 
the  addition  at  4022  (see  above,  §  4).  The  absurd  or  impossible 
Hebrew  words  cited  by  Margoliouth  are  scribal  errors,  and  may 
be  got  rid  of  by  emendation  (e.g.  40  2fo  16  43  6  17^  22  42  14  41  12 
47346ii);  cp  Smend  and  Kautzsch.  Prof.  Margoliouth  does 
not  distinguish  between  author  and  copyist ;  the  latter  may 
have  used  Arabic  words  (43981/4).  The  most  striking  case  of 
apparent  rendering  from  Persian  is  in  43  13,  where  G  has  'snow' 
(Pers.  *_ »jf)  and  H  2  '  lightning '  (Pers.  Ji^)  —  obviously, 
says  Margoliouth,  H  misunderstood  the  Persian  ;  but  the  force 
of  this  argument  is  practically  destroyed  by  Margoliouth's 
remark  that  ©  is  corrupt  and  should  read  'storm,'  which  may 
represent  an  original  Hebrew  p-Q.  Other  such  cases  cited  are 
forced  (4326174:22).  Margoliouth  adds  (Exp.  T.,  Nov.  1899) 
that  the  Cairene  text  cannot  be  genuine,  since  it  was  known  to 
no  mediaeval  author  but  Saadia ;  3  in  reply  Konig,  Schechter, 
and  Abrahams  point  out  (Exp.  T.,  Dec.  1899)  that  such 
ignorance  of  a  book  is  no  proof  that  it  did  not  exist  (e.g.,  Rashi 
seems  not  to  have  known  the  Jer.  Talmud),  and  that  Ben-Sira 
was  probably  used  by  the  Synagogal  hymnologists  (paitanim). 

ii.  The  apparent  dependence  of  the  Hebrew  on  the 
Syriac  presents  a  more  serious  problem.  There  are 
certain  cases  in  which  the  reading  of  H  seems  inexplic 
able  except  as  a  misunderstanding  of  S.  The  cases  are 
few  in  chaps.  1-16  (which  are  written  as  prose),  more 
numerous  in  30-51  (written  stichometrically).  On  the 
other  hand  H  sometimes  agrees  with  G  against  S, 
sometimes  differs  from  both,  sometimes  appears  to 
account  for  one  or  both.  Further,  in  a  considerable 
number  of  cases  certain  Greek  MSS  (especially  j<c-a, 
and  No.  248  of  Holmes  and  Parsons)  agree  with  H 
(and  often  with  S  and  L)  against  the  Vatican  Greek 
1  On  the  pa.ita.ns,  the  late  Jewish  hymn-writers,  see  Zunz 


Even  this  he  now  questions  (JQR  12  502-531  [Ap.  1900],  '  The 
Seplter  Jta-GalSy ').     Cp  Noldeke  in  Z/i  TW  20  81-94. 
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text.  Add  to  this  that  not  a  few  citations  in  the 
Talmud  and  in  Saadia  agree  with  H  (sometimes  against 
©  and  S),  and  it  becomes  probable  that  H  represents 
a  genuine  Hebrew  text  of  Ben-Sira,  which,  however, 
has  been  altered  in  some  places  so  as  to  agree  with  the 
Syriac,  and  bristles,  besides,  with  errors  of  copyists. 
The  result  is  that  many  passages  present  perplexing 
problems,  and  the  details  of  the  history  of  the  text  have 
yet  to  be  made  out. 

The  following  are  examples  of  passages  in  which  H 
seems  to  follow  S  : — • 

3  13  aitp=' pardon,'  after  S  patj>  (unless  'y  be  late  Heb.); 
31  15,  H  =  (B  nearly  (for  rixjB'  read  J\*wy)i  and  doublet  of  IS<T  = 
S — to  this  last  is  attached  the  line  =  ©  S  160.  with  marginal 
variant  nearly  =  S  16^ ;  of  5  16  there  is  a  doublet  very  corrupt. 
Margoliouth  (Origin,  etc.,  157^)  cites  42  ne,  where  H  a^tt'N 
'lattice')  may  be  a  misunderstanding  of  S  pat?  (in  Arab.  = 
'  lattice '),  and  43  2,  H  no  as  misunderstanding  of  S  KJO  (but  H 
may  be  merely  a  scribal  error).  Levi  (REJ,  July  1899)  regards 
the  acrostic  in  chap.  51  as  translated  from  S  :  v .  28  the  unintel 
ligible  Q'ai  is  a  misunderstanding  of  S  «JD  (?'•  2?)i  and  is 
transposed  so  as  to  obscure  the  initial  jy  of  i*.  28,  and  v.  14  =  8 
which  is  composed  of  lines  belonging  to  two  different  couplets  ; 
there  are  doublets  in  which  one  verse  =  G,  the  other  S  (30  17  20, 
etc.);  and  in  30  20  H  jDNJ  =  '  faithful '  (a  sense  here  inapposite) 
is  a  reproduction  of  S  N3DTID  '  eunuch  '  (which  the  connection 
requires).  Bickell  (in  WZKM,  18251-256  ['99])  takes  the  same 
view  of  the  acrostic  as  Levi,  and  further  instances  12  n,  where  H 
HNJp  'jealousy,'  he  holds,  is  a  misunderstanding  of  S  flNJlp  'has 
made  black  '  (from  /cuaveos). 

These  examples  (to  which  others  might  be  added) 
appear  to  show,  not  that  H  is  a  translation  of  S,  but 
that  it  has  passed  through  the  hands  of  a  man  or  of 
men  (of  some  of  whom  Arabic  was  the  vernacular) 
familiar  with  S,  and  in  places  has  been  conformed 
thereto  in  text  or  margin. 

Where  the  three  (HGS)  agree,  no  conclusion  as  to  priority 
can  be  drawn.  Where  only  two  agree,  the  third  may  be 
preferable,  as  in  6  22  where  S  '  fools  '  suits  the  connection  better 
than  HG  'many.'  The  numerous  cases,  however,  in  which  H 
agrees,  wholly  or  in  part,  with  G  against  S  indicate  a  Hebrew 
text  independent  of  S:  see,  for  example,  5 $6a  1^  12ioi8 
14  1017  l£>2yC  17  16  6  323  15  39  16.  It  is  possible  in  such  cases 
to  suppose  a  correction  of  H  after  G ;  but  the  hypothesis  of 
emendations  derived  from  both  S  and  G  is  a  complicated  one. 
Moreover,  in  some  passages  H  seems  to  be  better  than  G  and 
S  :  cp  4  6  roc  14  26f.  161419  1614. 

On  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  still  (March, 
1900)  unpublished  fragments  (see  above  col.  1166,  n. 
4),  see  SIRACH. 

Of  the  ancient  Versions  the  Greek  and  the  Syriac  are 
__  .  renderings  of  Hebrew  texts,  the  Latin  is 

6.  Versions.  a  translation  from  the  Greek. 

Critical  editions  of  the  Greek  and  Syriac  texts  are  still 
desiderata,  though  valuable  remarks  are  made  by  Fritzsche, 
Edersheim,  Levi,  Bacher,  and  others. 

The  Hebrew,  soon  after  its  composition,  was  translated 
into  Greek  by  the  author's  grandson  (see  his  prologue), 
who  had  gone  to  live  in  Egypt,  and  desired  to  make 
the  work  accessible  to  his  Greek-speaking  fellow-citizens. 
He  was  clearly  a  man  of  piety  and  good  general  culture, 
with  a  fair  command  of  Hebrew  and  Greek — a  consistent 
Jew,  yet  probably  not  unaffected  by  Greek  influences. 
His  translation  is  not  seldom  obscure  from  its  literalness 
and  compression  ;  in  the  prologue  his  style  is  freer  and 
more  ambitious.  His  name  and  history  are  unknown. 

By  Epiphanius  (I.e.)  he  is  called  'Jesus,'  and  in  a  second  pro 
logue  or  preface,  found  in  the  Synop.  Script.  Sanct.  of  Pseudo- 
Athanasius  (and  in  Cod.  248  and  Comp.  Polygl.),  'Jesus  son  of 
Sirach.'  Neither  Epiphanius  nor  the  confessedly  late  second 
prologue  (see  Fritzsche's  Comm.)  can  be  considered  authoritative 
on  this  point.  The  statement  may  be  true,  but  is  more  probably 
a  guess,  or  based  on  a  misunderstanding  of  Ecclus.  50  27. 

The  Greek  represents  a  faithful  translation  of  the 
original ;  but  its  text  is  not  in  good  condition,  and  in 
many  cases  it  is  hardly  possible  to  do  more  than  give  a 
conjectural  emendation.  A  similar  remark  applies  to 
the  Syriac,  which  likewise  is  based  on  the  Hebrew,  but 
may  in  some  places  have  been  influenced  by  the  Greek. l 

1  The  book  has  been  translated  into  Heb.  by  J.  L.  Ben-Zeeb 
(Breslau,  1798  ;  Vienna,  1828)  [by  Joshua  b.  Sam.  Hesel  from 
German  (Warsaw,  1842)],  and  by  S.  J.  Fraenkel  (Leipsic,  '30) ; 
chap.  24  by  Bishop  Lowth  (reproduced  in  Fritzsch's  Comm.)  and 
by  Wessely ;  chap.  51  by  Bi.,  and  some  verses  by  D.  S.  Mar 
goliouth  (Place  of  Ecclus.  in  Sent.  Lit.,  Oxf.,  '90). 
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For  an  account  of  the  MSS  of  G  see  Fritzsche,  Edersheim, 
Hatch,  Schlatter,  Nestle  (in  PKEP),  s.v.  Bibeliibersctzungen), 
and  Kautzsch  (below,  g  26).  All  appear  to  go  back  to  one 
archetypal  text,  for  the  displacement  of  chapters  (see  below)  is 
found  in  all  except  No.  248,  and  this  has  probably  been  cor 
rected,  (a)  The  great  uncials,  B,  K,  C,  and  partly  A,  though 
comparatively  free  from  glosses,  give  an  inferior  text ;  (ft)  the 
better  form  is  preserved  in  V  (Cod.  Venetus=No.  23  of  Holmes 
and  Parsons),  in  «c'a>  in  part  of  A,  and  in  certain  cursives,  of 
which  the  most  remarkable  are  Nos.  248  (followed  in  Compl., 
Poly,  and  Eng.  AV)  and  253  (which  agrees  strikingly  with 
SH),  though  these  have  many  glosses.  The  history  of  these 
two  subdivisions  is  obscure ;  the  first  (a)  has  been  called 
Palestinian,  the  second  (|3)  Alexandrian  ;  but  this  is  not  certain.1 
With  the  second  agree  largely  L  and  S.  These  Vss.  then  appear 
to  represent  a  text  earlier  than  that  of  the  Greek  uncials ;  and 
our  Hebrew  fragments,  which  so  often  accord  with  S,  may  have 
a  history  like  that  of  the  Greek  cursives — they  may  represent 
an  early  text  which  has  been  greatly  corrupted  by  glosses, 
though  they  have  suffered  more  than  the  Greek  from  scribal 
miswriting.  The  Gk.  glosses  resemble  those  of  ©  in  Proverbs ; 
they  are  expansions  of  the  thought,  or  Hellenizing  interpreta 
tions,  or  additions  from  current  collections  of  gnomic  sayings. 

The  Peshitta  Syriac  is  now  considered  by  scholars,  with 
scarcely  an  exception,  to  be  a  translation  from  the  Hebrew ; 
see  especially  Edersheim.  It  is  a  generally  faithful  and 
intelligent  rendering,  not  without  misconceptions,  expansions, 
condensations,  and  glosses,  but  on  the  whole  simple  and  intel 
ligible.  In  some  cases  (as  in  43  2/.)  it  agrees  curiously  with 
the  Greek ;  but  it  is  a  question  whether  in  such  cases  S  follows 
G  or  the  two  follow  the  same  Hebrew. 

The  Vss.  derived  from  ©  are  valuable  primarily  for  the  establish 
ment  of  the  Gk.  text,  sometimes  also  for  the  Heb.  For  particular 
discussions  (Old  Lat.,  Copt.,  Eth.,  Hexapl.  Syr.,  Arm.),  and 
for  Pesh.  Syr.  see  Edersheim,  Nestle,  and  Kautzsch. 

In  the  body  of  the  work  there  is  only  one  mark  of 
date  :  the  list  of  great  men  (44-50)  closes  with  the  name 
of  the  high  priest  Simon,  son  of  Onias, 
who,  because  he  stands  last  and  is 
described  at  great  length  and  with  great  enthusiasm, 
may  be  supposed  to  have  lived  somewhere  near  the 
author's  time.  There  were  two  high  priests  of  this 
name :  Simon  I. ,  son  of  Onias  I.  (circa  B.C.  310-290),  and 
Simon  II.,  son  of  Onias  II.  (circa  218-198):  lack  of 
material  makes  it  hard  to  determine  from  the  name 
which  of  the  two  is  here  meant. 

(a)  Of  the  first,  Josephus  relates  (Ant.  xii.  2  5)  that,  on  account 
of  his  piety  and  kindliness,  he  was  surnamed  '  the  Just ' ;  the 
second  (Ant.  xii.  4  io_/C)  intervened  in  the  quarrel  of  the  sons 
of  Tobias  and  the  banished  Hyrcanus,  though  it  does  not  follow 
that  he  was  friendly  to  the  worse  side  of  the  party. 2 

(6)  Another  datum  is  found  in  the  Mishna-tract  Aboth,  i  2,  in 
which  it  is  said  that  Simon  the  Just  was  one  of  the  last  members 
('TB'n)'of  the  Great  Synagogue  ;  the  Talmud,  further,  surrounds 
this  Simon  with  a  halo  of  legend.  Though  the  '  Great  Synagogue ' 
is  largely  or  wholly  legendary  (cp  CANON,  §  18),  the  high  priest, 
Simon  the  Just,  is  doubtless  a  historical  and  important  personage ; 
but  is  he  to  be  identified  with  Simon  I.  or  with  Simon  II.?  Jose 
phus  favours  the  former  possibility  ;  but  the  authority  of  Josephus 
on  such  a  point  is  by  no  means  unimpeachable.  In  the  Talmudic 
tradition  Simon  seems  to  represent  a  turning-point  in  the  national 
fortunes  :  after  him,  it  is  said,  the  signs  of  divine  favour  in  the 
temple  service  began  to  fail ;  but  this  condition  of  things  may  be 
referred,  not  without  probability,  either  to  Simon  I.  (Edersheim) 
or  to  Simon  II.  (Derenbourg).  In  the  list  of  bearers  of  the  tradi-  • 
tion  in  Aboth  Simon  is  followed  by  Antigonos  of  Soko,  and  he  by 
the  two  named  Jose,  who  belonged  in  the  second  cent.  B.C.  ;  this 
would  point  clearly  to  Simon  II.  as  '  the  Just,'  if  the  chronology 
of  the  tract  could  be  relied  on  ;  this,  however,  is  not  the  case — 


7.  Date :  Simon. 


the  letter  of  Antiochus  the  Great  (Jos.  Ant.  xii.  13  3)  concerning 
the  finishing  of  the  temple,  thinks  that  this  identifies  Ben-Sira's 
Simon  with  Simon  II. ;  Edersheim  answers  that  the  city  needed 
fortifying  in  the  time  of  Simon  I.,  but  not  under  Simon  II. ;  and 
Bois  insists  that,  though  the  temple  may  have  been  finished 
under  Simon  II.,  it  may  none  the  less  have  been  repaired  under 
Simon  I.  Compare  Halevy  (Rev.  Sent.  July,  '99)  and  Kautzsch. 
(d)  Halevy  (I.e.)  argues  for  Simon  I.  on  the  jjround  that  a 
considerable  time  between  author  and  translator  is  required  in 

1  In    fifty-six    quotations    by    Clem. Alex,    from    Ben-Sira 
Edersheim  found  five  which  corresponded  markedly  with  the 
text  of  No.  248. 

2  The  story  of  him  in  2  Mace.  3  is  obviously  a  legend,  but  may 
perhaps  bear  witness  to  the  esteem  in  which  he  was  held  in  later 
times. 

3  Cp  A.  Geiger,  Nachgelassene  Schriften,  4  286. 

4  Simon  is  not  called  '  the  Just '  in  the  present  text  of  Ecclus., 
perhaps  (Bois)  because  the  epithet  had  not  yet  been  applied  to 
him.     Gratz,  however,  discovers  the  term  in  6024,  following  the 
Syriac  ('with  Simon'  instead  of  'with  us'),  only  reading  ,TDn 
for  rnon  (Gesch.  tier  Juden,  2235  n.). 
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order  to  account  for  the  errors  in  the  Greek  text  and  for  the 
fact  that  the  translator  had  lost  the  tradition  of  the  meaning  of 
the  Hebrew.  This  ground  is  not  decisive.  Whether  in  the 
translator's  time  the  exegetical  tradition  had  been  lost  cannot 
be  determined  till  we  have  a  correct  Hebrew  text ;  and  the 
scribal  errors  of  <8  are  due  to  copyists  after  the  translator's  time. 
Further,  on  Halevy's  own  ground,  an  interval  of  fifty  or  sixty 
years  would  account  for  much. 

(e)  Finally,  the  connection  of  Ben-Sira's  discourse  may  seem 
to  point  to  the  earlier  high  priest,  for  Simon  (50)  really  follows  on 
Nehemiah  (49  13),  the  intervening  verses  interrupting  the  chrono 
logical  order,1  and  we  should  then  naturally  think  of  Simon  I. ; 
but  here,  again,  the  Jewish  conception  of  chronology'  makes  the 
conclusion  uncertain  :  the  author  may  easily  have  passed  on  a 
century  later. 

Of  these  data  the  most  that  can  be  said  is  that 
they  slightly  favour  the  second  Simon  as  the  hero  of 
Ben-Sira's  chap.  50. 

A  more  definite  sign  of  date  is  found  in  the  preface 

of  the  Greek  translator,  who  says  that  he  came  to  Egypt 

_  'in    the    thirty  -  eighth    year    iirl    rou 

8.  fcuergetes.    ^fpy^TOV  0acriX<?wj.  •     This,  it  is  true, 

may  mean  either  the  thirty-eighth  year  of  the  life  of  the 

writer  or  the  thirty-eighth  regnal  year  of  Euergetes  ;  but 

there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the  translator  should 

here  give  his  own  age,  whilst  the  mention  of  the  king's 

year  (the  common  OT  chronological  datum)  is  natural.2 

If  this  interpretation  be  adopted,  the  date  of  the 
translation  is  approximately  given.  Of  the  two  Ptolemies 
called  Euergetes,  the  first  reigned  only  twenty-five  years 
(247-222)  and  is  thus  excluded  ;  the  second,  surnamed 
Physcon,  reigned  fifty -four  years  in  all,  partly  as  co- 
regent  (170-145)  and  partly  as  sole  king  (145-116).  It 
appears  that  in  his  thirty-eighth  year,  132  B.C.,  the 
translator  reached  Egypt,  and  the  translation  was  in  that 
case  made  a  few  years  later.  The  author's  date  may 
thence  be  fixed  ;  for  in  the  prologue  the  translator  calls  the 
author  his  irdirwos,  a  term  which  is  here  most  naturally 
taken  in  its  ordinary  sense  of  '  grandfather. ' 3  The  com 
position  of  the  book  would  thus  fall  in  the  first  quarter 
of  the  second  century— a  date  which  agrees  with  that  of 
the  high  priest  Simon  II. 

This  date  is  further  favoured  by  indications  (i)  in  the 
book  itself :  by  the  picture  of  national  oppression  given  in 

9   Internal    233  33'"3  36 16-22  (EV  36 1-17)  (up  to  the 
. ,  end  of  the  third  century  the  Jews  enjoyed 

evidence  •          •  , f      ,     » »        , 

comparative  quiet,  and  for  the  Maccabean 

period  we  should  expect  a  more  poignant  tone  of  suffer 
ing)  ;  by  the  traces  of  Greek  influence  on  the  thought — • 
as  in  the  personifications  of  wisdom  in  chaps.  1  24 — and 
by  the  acquaintance  with  Greek  customs,  as  the  having 
music  at  feasts,  35 3-6  ;  (2)  in  the  translation,  by  signs  of 
acquaintance  with  the  LXX  version  of  the  Torah,  as  in 
17 17  (after  the  Greek  of  Dt.  328/),  44i64  (<&  Gen.  624)  ;5 
and  (3)  in  the  translator's  preface  by  the  reference  to 
three  divisions  or  canons  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures.6 

1  The  section  49  14-16  seems  to  be  an  addition  by  a  scribe  or  by  an 
editor  (possibly  by  the  translator)  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
names  (Enoch,  Joseph,  Shem,  Seth,  Adam)  omitted  by  the  author. 
Chap.  44  16  (Enoch),  wanting  in  the  Syr.,  may  be  a  late  addition. 
In  the  Hebrew  a  scribe  has  repeated  173  in  i6«;  in  the  rest  (55  = 
H,  except  that  for  riyT  (perhaps  taken  as  = '  thought ')  it  has 
|ierai/oi'a;  (perhaps  an  error  for  tyyotoc)  ;   166  seems  to  be  in  part 
copied  from  49  14,  in  part  a  repetition  from  44  14.    The  expression 
'  an  example  of  knowledge  (or  thought)  to  all  generations '  is 
strange  ;  we  should  in  any  case  omit  '  knowledge  '  (with  <B253  SH). 

2  The  Greek  construction  (absence  of  article  before  CTTI)  has 
been  objected  to  as  hard  ;  but  Hag.  1 1  2  i,  Zech.  1 7  7  i,  i  Mace. 
18  42  14  27  prove  that  it  is  possible  (see  note  by  Ezra  Abbot  in 
Amer.  ed.  of  Smith's  DB).     For  examples  of  this  use  of  firl 
in  inscriptions  see  Deissmann,  Bibelstudien,  255^  ['95]. 

3  It  sometimes  means  'ancestor';  but  in  such  cases  the  con 
nection  usually  indicates  the  wider  sense  (Seligmann). 

4  Ecclus.   44 16  is,   however,   probably  an  interpolation  (see 
above,  §  7,  last  n.). 

5  See  also  20  29  (Dt.  16  19)  44  17-21  (Gen.  69  17  4  22  18)  45  8/ 
(Ex.  38  35y:  ?)  49  7  (Jer.  1  10)  46  19  (i  S.  12  3,  cp  Gen.  14  23). 

8  This,  of  course,  does  not  imply  that  the  canons  were  com 
pleted  in  his  time.  The  omission  of  the  names  of  Ezra,  Daniel, 
and  Mordecai  in  the  list  of  great  men  is  to  be  noted.  Daniel,  if 
he  had  been  known  to  the  author,  would  certainly  have  been 
mentioned  just  before  or  after  Ezekiel  (498/1);  49i2./,  near 
which  we  should  expect  the  other  two  to  appear,  are  not  found 
in  our  Hebrew  fragments,  but  the  versions  show  no  sign  of  a  lost 
passage.  I  f  the  three  had  been  inadvertently  omitted,  they  would 
probably  have  been  added,  as  are  Enoch,  Joseph,  Shem,  Seth,  and 
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(4)  Another  note  of  date  might  be  drawn  from  the  relation 
of  Ecclus.  to  the  books  of  Proverbs  and  Ecclesiastes  ; 
but  to  exhibit  it  clearly  would  require  a  detailed  examina 
tion  of  those  two  books.  The  three  appear,  by  their 
thought  (Proverbs  in  its  latest  recension),  to  be  the  pro 
duct  of  a  well-advanced  stage  of  Grasco-Jewish  culture. l 
The  book  was  never  admitted  into  the  Jewish  and 
Christian  canons  (CANON,  §§  39,  47).  Among  other 
reasons  it  is  enough  to  mention  that,  un- 
likesome  other  late  books  (Cant. ,  Prov. , 
Dan. ,  Eccles. ),  it  was  not  issued  under 
the  authority  of  a  great  national  name  :  the  schools 
accepted  from  Solomon  what  they  would  not  accept  from 
Joshua  ben-Sira.  The  work,  though  not  canonised,  was 
highly  esteemed,  and  is  frequently  cited  in  Talmud  and 
Midrash,  sometimes  byname,  sometimes  anonymously. 2 
There  are  also  many  coincidences  of  thought  between 
Ecclus.  and  the  Talmud,  which,  however,  do  not  neces 
sarily  show  that  the  latter  borrowed  directly  from  the 
former.  Further,  not  all  the  citations  in  the  Talmud 
are  now  to  be  found  in  our  text  and  versions  of  Ecclus. ; 
these  latter  are  perhaps  incomplete,  or  perhaps  Ben-Sira 
became  a  name  to  which  anonymous  proverbs  were 
attached.  Later  he  is  cited  by  Nathan  (gth  cent.)  and 
Saadia  (loth  cent.).  There  is  a  second  collection,  en 
titled  '  The  Alphabet  of  Ben-Sira,'3  apparently  compiled 
late  in  the  Talmudic  period,  in  which,  along  with  genuine 
material  (cited  in  the  Talmud),  there  are  sayings  that 
seem  not  to  belong  to  Ben-Sira.  The  translation  of 
some  of  his  proverbs  into  Aramaic  and  the  spurious 
additions  to  his  work  show  the  estimation  in  which  he 
was  held  by  his  co-religionists.4  He  was  not  less 
esteemed  by  the  early  Christians.  It  is  not  clear  that 
he  is  cited  in  the  NT  ;  5  but  he  is  frequently  appealed  to 
in  post-biblical  Christian  writers,  under  a  variety  of 
names,  or  anonymously,  and  with  different  introductory 
formulas.  Though  his  book  was  never  formally  recog 
nised  as  canonical  (it  is  found  in  no  canonical  list),  it 
is  quoted  as  'scripture,'  'divine  scripture,'  'prophetical,' 
and  was  appealed  to  in  support  of  church  doctrine. 

The  first  example  of  its  use  is  found  in  the  Ep.  of  Barnabas, 
19;  cp  Ecclus.  431.  After  this  it  is  quoted  by  Clem.Alex., 
Orig.,  Cypr.,  August.,  Jer.,  Greg.Naz.,  Greg.Nyss.,  Chrys., 
Cyr.Alex.,  Joan.Damasc.,  Theophyl.,  Leo  the  Great,  Greg.  I., 
Alcuin,  though  not  by  Justin,  Iren.,  or  Eus.  Athan.  (£/*.  Fest. 
39)  distinguishes  it  from  the  books  called  'apocryphal,'  and 
August.  (Civ.  Dei  17  20)  declares  that  only  the  unlearned  ascribed 
it  to  Solomon.  Jer.  seems  to  have  been  the  first  to  draw  the  line 
sharply  between  it  and  the  canonical  books.  Aelfric,  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury  (see  Westcott,  Bible  in  the  Church,  209),  speaks  of 
the  book  as  read  in  the  churches.  By  Luther  and  other  Protestant 
writers  of  the  sixteenth  cent,  it  was  treated  with  great  respect.8 
The  book  naturally  divides  itself,  according  to  the 
subject-matter,  into  sections.  Chap.  1  is  a  general 

Adam,  in  49  14-16.  The  natural  inference  is  that  our  books  of 
Daniel,  Esther,  and  Ezra  did  not  exist  in  Ben-Sira's  time. 
Noldeke  (ZA  TW,  2088 /.)  would  add  to  these  Chron. 

1  For  further  discussions  of  the  date  of  Ecclus.  see  Fritzsche's 
Comm.  (in  KGH),  Derenbourg  (Geogr.),  Seligmann  (U'eisk.  d. 
Jes.  Sir.),  Edersheim  (Comm.  on  Ecclus.  in  Wace's  Apocr.),  Bois, 
Orig.  de  la  phil.  judeo-alex. ;  Kautzsch  (Af>okr.\  Halevy  (Rev. 
Sem.,  '99) ;  and,  for  the  relation  between  Ecclus.  and  Proverbs,  O. 
Holtzmann  in  CK/(Oncken's  series),  2  202  ;  Che.  Job  and  Sol.  184. 

2  For  a  list  of  quotations  from  Ecclus.  in  Talm.  and  Rabb. 
literature  see  Ecclus.,  ed.  Cowley  and  Neub.,  where  also  are 
given  references  to  Bacher,  Gaster,  Schechter,  and  others.    Cp, 
further,  Dukes,  Rabbin.  Blumenlese,  GdgeT,Al>ot/i  (in  his  Nach- 
gelass.  Schrift.  iv.).    In  his  Secrets  Charles  cites  passages  in  that 
work  which  appear  to  be  taken  from  or  based  on  Ecclus. ;  cp 
Ecclus.  1  2  with  Secrets,  47  5  ;  24  with  51  3  ;  7  3  32  with  42  1 1 
51 1  ;  14  19  with  65  n,  etc. 

3  See  Zunz,  Gottcsd.   Vortr.;   Dukes,  ut  sup.\   Cowley  and 
Neub.,  Ecclus.;   Steinschneider,  Alphabet.  Sirac.  utnimquc. 
The  work  consists  of  two  alphabetical  lists  of  proverbs,  one  Aram., 
the  other  Hebrew,  with  commentary.     Another  late  collection 
is  given  by  J.  Drusius,  Proverbia  Ben  Sira,  Franeker,  1507. 

4  The  Talmud  seems  not  quite  sure  of  the  work,  placing  it 
sometimes  among  the  external  and  forbidden  books,  sometimes 
among  the  c'^lriD  (citing  it  with  the  formula  TJNJC')- 

5  Among  the  more  promising  passages  are  Ja.  1  2-4(cp  Ecclus. 
2  1-5),  Lk.  12  \gff.  (cp  Ecclus.  29  i2/.)  and  Ja.  1  19  (cp  Ecclus. 
5n). 

6  On  the  attitude  of  modern  churches  towards  the  OT  Apocr. 
see  Bissell,  Apocr.  (Gen.  Introd.),  and  Zockler,  Einl.  in  vol.  ix. 
of  Strack  and  Zockler's  Kurzgef.  Koinm. 
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introduction  ;  33  (361-17)  is  a  prayer  for  Israel ;  42 15- 
5626  is  a  separate  discourse  (praise  of  great  men)  ; 

11  Structure  50*7'29  is  a  colophon  (probably  by  an 
'  editor)  ;  and  51  is  an  appended  prayer 
and  exhortation.  In  the  body  of  the  work  new  starting- 
points  are  indicated  at  1624  [22]  24 1  and  39 12,  and  there 
are  further  paragraphal  divisions  (marked  by  the  address 
'  my  son ')  at  2 1  3  17  4 1  6 18  23  32,  etc. ,  besides  the  sub 
divisions  obvious  in  the  subject  matter  (see  the  headings 
in  the  Greek  Version).  Beyond  this  paragraphal 

and  sectional  arrangement  it  seems  impossible  to  dis 
cover  any  plan  in  the  book.1  It  consists,  like  Proverbs, 
of  a  mass  of  observations  on  life,  put  together  in  the 
interests  not  of  logical  order  but  of  edification. 

A  curious  arrangement  of  material  is  found  in  most 

10   TV  1       f       Greek  MSS  (in  all  hitherto  examined 

I1L  on  this  point  except  No.  248  of  Holmes 

and  Parsons) :  the  section  33 16-36  n  is  placed  after  30 24.2 

The  right  order  is  given  in  the  Pesh.,  the  Latin,  the  Armenian, 
and  the  G  MS  No.  248  (which  is  followed  by  Complut.,  as  this 
last  is  followed  in  EV).  The  cause  of  the  derangement  was  prob 
ably  the  displacement  of  rolls  of  the  G  MS  from  which  most 
existing  MSS  are  derived,3  or  possibly  of  the  Heb.  MS  from 
which  the  Gk.  translation  was  made.  Similar  instances  of  dis 
placement  are  mentioned  by  Fritzsche  (Comm.  170)  and 
Edersheim  (Comm.  i54>.4  The  Pesh.  was  made  from  an  inde 
pendent  Heb.  MS,  which  had  the  right  order.  The  Latin  may 
have  been  made  from  a  G  MS  earlier  than  that  from  which  our 
present  G  texts  are  derived ;  it  may  have  been  corrected  after 
the  Heb.  ;  it  may  come  from  a  corrected  G  text  like  that  of 
No.  248. 

As  to  the  author's  sources  nothing  very  precise  can 
be  said.  Whilst  his  own  experience  and  observation 
13  Sources  ProDakly  furnished  a  great  part  of  his 
'  material,  it  is  possible  that  he  drew  also 
from  books  or  from  unpublished  discourses  of  sages. 
There  are  not  a  few  resemblances  between  him  and 
Proverbs  ;  but  the  most  of  these  are  best  explained  as 
independent  treatment  of  common  material.  The  same 
thing  is  true  of  the  points  of  contact  between  Ecclesiasticus 
and  Ecclesiastes. 5  If  our  author  quotes  those  two  books, 
he  apparently  treats  them  as  wisdom-books  having  no 
more  authority  than  he  himself  claims.  There  was, 
no  doubt,  much  that  might  be  considered  common 
property,  which  different  moralists  would  use  each  in 
his  own  way  :  the  maxim,  for  example,  that  the  be 
ginning  (or  root,  or  completion,  or  crown)  of  wisdom  is 
the  fear  of  God  must  have  been  an  axiom  in  the  teach 
ing  of  the  Palestinian  sages.  A  comparison  between 
Ecclus.  24  and  Prov.  8  shows  how  differently  the  two 
books  treat  the  same  general  conception. 

The  traditional  account,  which  represents  the  book 
as  composed  by  one  man,  seems  on  the  whole  to  be 
supported  by  the  character  of  the  contents.  There  are, 
indeed,  differences  of  tone,  as  in  various  paragraphs  on 
14  Dnitv  women  (25  and  26),  and  on  the  happiness 
*"  and  misery  of  life  (39 16-35  and  40  i-n),  and 
in  general  there  is  a  contrast  between  the  geniality  of 
some  passages  and  the  cynicism  of  others,  and  between 
the  conceptions  of  wisdom,  on  the  one  hand  as  a 
universal  divine  influence,  and  on  the  other  as  common- 
sense  shrewdness.  The  diversities,  however,  do  not  go 
beyond  the  bounds  of  a  single  experience,  and  in  the 
book  as  a  whole  there  is  an  evident  unity  of  tone — the 
attitude  toward  God,  life,  wisdom,  theTorah,  is  the  same 
throughout.6  The  authenticity  of  chap.  51  has 

1  For  proposed  plans  see  Eichhorn  (Einl.),  Ew.  (Gesch.  4300), 
Fritzsche  (Einl.  in  his  Comm.),  Deane  (^.r^w.  1883),  Edersheim 
(Introd.  in  his  Comm.),  and  cp  remarks  of  Herbst  in  his  Einl. 

2  Or,  according  to  the  verse-numbering  in  Swete's  Sept. ,  the 
two  sections  3025-33  IT,O.  and  33  13^-86  160.  have  changed  places. 

3  This,   Fritzsche's   suggestion,    is   now  generally  accepted. 
See  Deane,  Expos.  1883,  and  Swete,  Sept.  vol.  ii.  p.  vii. 

1  Tisch.  retains  the  Greek  order  ;  Swete  gives  the  Latin. 

B  The  comparison  between  Ecclus.  and  Proverbs  is  made  most 
fully  by  Seligmann  (Weisheit  d.  Jes.  Sir.),  and  that  between 
Ecclus.  and  Eccles.  by  Wright  (KoheletK).  See  also  Montefiore, 
in/@/e  2430.^,  and  Toy,  '  Proverbs  '  (in  Internal.  Crit.  Com.). 
The  difference  between  Ben-Sira  and  Pirke  Aboth  in  form  and 
style  indicates  an  earlier  date  for  the  former. 

6  On  the  enigmatical  Eleazar  ben-Irai,  a  possible  double  of 
Ben-Sira,  see  above,  §  2  (n.  2). 
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been  questioned  ;  but  the  case  has  not  been  made 
out. 

There  seems  to  be  nothing  out  of  keeping  with  the  rest  of  the 
book,  and,  as  to  the  insertion  of  a  prayer,  we  may  compare  the 
one  (very  different  in  tone  from  this)  in  Wisd.  Sol.  (9).  There 
is,  indeed,  a  striking  resemblance  between  Ecclus.  51  13-30  and 
Wisd.  Sol.  7  1-14 ;  but  if  there  be  imitation  here,  it  is  not  clear 
that  it  is  on  the  part  of  the  passage  in  Ecclesiasticus. 

The  psalm  (an  imitation  of  Ps.  13C)  which  is  found  in  the 
Hebrew  after  v.  12,  and  does  not  appear  in  the  Vss. ,  may  be 
doubtful.  Schechter  suggests  that  it  was  omitted  in  the  Greek 
because  the  mention  of  the  Zadokite  priestly  line  was  considered 
to  be  inappropriate  under  the  Maccabees.  This  consideration, 
however,  would  not  apply  at  all  to  the  Syriac  Vs.,  and  the 
omission  of  a  single  couplet  would  have  sufficed  in  the  Greek. 

How  far  the  author's  work  has  been  added  to  by 
scribes  and  editors  is  a  more  difficult  question.  It 

IB  Intesritv  's  c^ear  that  tlle  Hebrew  anc^ tne  versions 
°^  *"  have  suffered  in  the  process  of  trans 
mission  (see  above,  §  4).  In  various  passages  one  or 
another  of  the  texts  shows  additions  or  omissions  ;  each 
case  must  be  treated  by  itself.  In  general,  as  between 
a  Greek  conception  in  one  text  and  a  Jewish  in  another, 
the  preference  is  to  be  given  to  the  latter  ;  though  it  is 
obvious  that  this  rule  must  be  applied  carefully,  so  as 
not  to  prejudge  the  question  of  a  Greek  influence  on  the 
author.  When  the  final  text  obtainable  by  MS.  evidence 
has  been  reached,  there  will  still  remain  the  question 
whether  this  gives  the  author's  thought  accurately,  or 
has  itself  been  coloured  by  editors.  By  some  the  Greek 
translator  is  supposed  to  have  made  additions  to  his  text 
in  the  interests  of  Jewish  Alexandrian  philosophy ;  others 
see  evidence  of  Christian  interpolation.  The  evidence 
for  those  conclusions  is  not  distinct. 

Alexandrian  passages  need  not  be  additions  of  the  translator, 
and  of  the  cases  cited  by  Edersheim  (Comm.  23),  1  T,f.  and  24  31 
are  not  non-Jewish,  whilst  to  call  28  2  ('  forgive  and  thou  shall  be 
forgiven  ')  a  Christian  addition  on  internal  grounds  is  to  prejudge 
the  question.  The  evidence  is  stronger  in  the  case  of  4827 
(^JH  Nl.T,  TO  irav  ecrnv  OVTOS)  and  44  16  (Enoch  is  called  mx 
fljn,  i;roSeiyjua  jxeTaiWas  [evvoias]),  both  omitted  by  Pesh.  The 
first  expression  is  Hellenising,  and  may  be  an  addition  by  the 
author,  or  by  a  Hebrew  scribe,  or  it  may  have  been  made  first 
in  <S,  and  thence  transferred  to  H  ;  the  second,  something  like 
a  parallel  to  which  is  found  in  Philo  (De  prtzm.  et  pa?n., 
Mangey,  24io_/;,  where  'Enoch'  is  explained  to  be  true  man 
hood,  based  on  hope  in  God),  may  be  Jewish  (see  Siegfried, 
Drummond,  Bois),  or  may  be  a  Hellenising  expression  of  the 
author,  or  an  allegorising  remark  by  a  scribe.  (The  expressions 
'  was  found  perfect '  and  '  knowledge  '  appear  to  be  scribal  addi 
tions.)  After  the  omission  of  all  probable  additions,  however, 
there  remains  enough  to  fix  the  author's  relation  to  Greek  thought 
(see  below,  §  24). 

The  book  is  arranged  in  short  discourses  or  para 
graphs,  each  of  which  consists  in  general  of  distichs  or 

16    Literarv    tetrast'cns  I  tne  unes  are  mostly  ternary 

,         ^^    (with  three  ictus)  or  quaternary,  though 

in    this   respect   there   is    considerable 

variety.     The  parallelism  is  less  antithetic  and  looser, 

and    the   discourse    more   flowing    than    in    Proverbs. 

Bickell  (Zt.f.  kath.  Theol.  1882)  regards  51 1-20  (in  the 

Heb. )  as  forming  an  alphabetic  psalm. x     The  attempt 

to  discover  metre  in  the  work   (Bickell,    Margoliouth) 

must  be  pronounced  unsuccessful.2 

An  irregular  strophic  arrangement  results  from  the 
author's  method  of  dividing  his  material  by  subjects  (cp 
Prov.  1-9  22-29  ).3 

Ecclesiasticus  belongs  to  the  category  of  Wisdom - 
literature  ( Hokma) ,  which,  in  contrast  with  the  prophetic, 
priestly,  and  legal  points  of  view  (for  all  of  which  the 

17    p     a.     i      nation  Israel  is  the  centre),  gives  a  uni- 
'  versal  moral-religious  criticism  of  life. 
The  history  of  the  genesis  and  development  of  the  Hokma 
demands  a  separate  treatment.     (See  WISDOM  LITERA 
TURE.  )     The  nationalistic   tone  of  a  few  passages   in 

1  Bickell  worked  with  his  translation  into  Hebrew  from  the 
Greek  ;  Taylor  (in  Schechter  and  Taylor's  Ben  Sira)  goes  over 
the  lately  discovered  Hebrew   text,  and   discusses   the   initial 
letters  of  the   couplets,  in   support   of  Bickell.     The   acrostic 
form  is  in  itself  not  improbable  (Prov.  ends  with  an  alphabetic 
poem),  but  it  is  not  yet  clearly  made  out. 

2  On  metre  in  OT  Heb.  see  the  works  of  Ley,  Bickell,  Briggs, 
Gunkel,  D.  H.  Miiller,  and  the  art.  of  Grimme  in  ZDMG,  604. 

3  For  an  attempt  to  make  out  a  regular  division  into  groups 
of  50  or  too  couplets  see  Schlatter  (below,  §  26  a,  i.). 
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Ecclesiasticus  does  not  affect  the  general  character  of  the 
book.  The  material  is  so  varied  and  so  loosely  arranged 
that  a  table  of  contents  would  take  more  space  than  can 
here  be  given.  It  deals  with  all  the  ordinary  social  and 
religious  duties  (cp  Che.  Job  and  Sol.  190-193).  The 
style  is  for  the  most  part  bright  and  vigorous,  and  not 
without  a  gleam  of  humour.  The  author  shows  wide 
acquaintance  with  men  and  things,  and  his  advice  is 
usually  full  of  good  sense.  Without  claiming  for  him 
self  special  inspiration,  he  speaks  as  an  independent 
teacher  of  religion  and  morals,  citing  no  external 
authority  for  what  he  says,  but,  like  the  sages  in  Pro 
verbs,  assuming  its  truth  and  obligation,  and  making 
his  appeal  to  reason  and  conscience. 

In  accordance  with  the  tone  of  the  later  Judaism,  Ec 
clesiasticus  regards  God  as  the  lord  of  the  whole  world  of 

A   T?  r   '          things  and  men,  the  absolute,  righteous 
18.  f\.  KeilgiOUB  of 


.     .  judgC(    the   author    of  all  conditions 

"•  and  changes  of  life  (chaps.  16-18  33/  ). 
It  has  not  the  full  conception  of  divine  fatherhood  ;  but 
it  gives  a  description  of  divine  forbearance  toward  men 
(181013)  which  is  identical  in  spirit  with  that  of  Ps.  103. 
Concerning  itself  with  the  visible  facts  of  life,  Ecclesi 
asticus  (like  Prov.  )  takes  little  account  of  subordinate 

...  .  supernatural  beings.  Angels  are  not 
°  '  mentioned  in  the  Hebrew  (not  in  43  26), 
and  in  the  Greek  only  in  citations  from  the  OT.  In 
38  140  the  intercession  that  in  Job  8826  is  ascribed  to  a 
heavenly  being  is  ascribed  to  a  physician.  In  4821  (a 
statement  taken  from  2  K.  1935),  in  which  the  Gk 
(followed  by  Lat.  )  has  dyyeXos,  the  Heb.  has  nsis> 
'plague,'  and  the  Syr.  JK^>»  jicuoo,  'a  heavy 
blow.'  In  another  passage  (17  17),  quoted  freely  from 
Dt.  328/.  as  in  (S,1  the  term  '  ruler  '  (rryovfj-evov)  seems 
to  be  substituted  for  <§  '  angel  '  (Kara  api.Qij.bv  ayyt\wv) 
—  here  a  divine  (angelic  ?)  head  of  every  nation  except 
Israel,  whose  guardian  is  Yahwe.  '  Spirits,  '  good  or  evil, 
are  nowhere  mentioned.2  Whether  there  is  mention  of 
Satan  is  doubtful.  In  21  27,  where  (5  has  '  The  ungodly, 
when  he  curses  rbv  traravav,  curses  himself,'  the  context 
(see  v.  28)  and  Syr.  favour  the  sense,  '  adversary,'  or  a 
reading,  'neighbour,'  for  aa.Ta.vav  (and  for  'ungodly' 
we  should  probably  read  'fool').  Further,  the  author, 
if  (as  Cheyne  thinks)  he  means  Satan,  seems  to  identify 
him  with  the  man's  own  evil  impulse,  a  conception 
foreign  to  the  whole  pre-Christian  time  3  as  well  as  to 
the  NT.  In  general,  Ecclus.  may  be  said  to  anticipate 
Sadduceeism  in  holding  aloof  from  angels  and  demons, 
whose  agency  in  actual  life  it  does  not  recognise. 

The  central  moral  -  religious  idea  of  the  book  is 
wisdom,  in  the  conception  of  which  Ben-Sira  is  sub 
stantially  at  one  with  Proverbs.  He  treats  sometimes 

20  'Wisdom,'  the  human  attribute,  sometimes  the 
divine.  As  a  quality  of  man  it  is  theo 
retical  knowledge  of  the  right  and  ability  to  embody  it  in 
life.  Nothing  is  said  of  the  origin  of  this  capacity  (it 
is  treated  as  an  ultimate  fact);  but  it  is  identified  with 
the  'fear  of  God'  (1  14,  etc.)  —  that  is,  the  wise  life  is 
directed  according  to  the  divine  commandments,  or,  as 
it  may  perhaps  be  put,  human  wisdom  comes  from  the 
communion  between  the  mind  of  man  and  the  mind  of 
God.  The  unity  of  the  divine  and  the  human  attributes 
(implicitly  contained  in  the  book)  appears  to  involve  the 
conception  that  the  divine  wisdom  fills  and  controls  all 
things,  including  man's  mind,  and  thus  manifests  itself 
in  human  thought. 

1  MT  has  VNIC"  '33,  for  which  ©BAL  reads  c'rt^N  'J3,  clearly 
the  right  reading. 

2  The  vvn^ara  of  39  28  (Syr.   JL*O>,  Heb.  almost  obliter 
ated)  are  '  winds  |  (so  Fritzsche)  ;  iv.  29  f.  give,  not  the  definition 
of  the  term  'spirits,'  but  a  parallel  list  of  natural  agencies. 

3  Cheyne  (Job  and  Sol.  189,  cp  297)  and  Edersheim  (Comitt.) 
refer  to  a  Talmudic  passage  (Bafia  Bathra,  \da)  which  identifies 
Satan   with   the   jn  ns'  ;  cp  also  Weber,  System  der  altsyn. 
Theol.  228f.     The  y-\  is'  appears  to  be  personified  (Trocrjpbv 
trMfOgUL)  in  ©  37  3  ;  but  H  and  S  are  here  very  different,  and 
the  text  seems  to  be  corrupt  beyond  recovery. 

"75 


ECCLESIASTICUS 

As  a  quality  of  God,  wisdom  is  almost  always  personi 
fied.  It  is  called  eternal  (li),  universal  (246),  un 
searchable  (16),  the  formative  creative  power  in  the 
world  (243),  yet  created  (14  24g)  and  established  in 
the  midst  of  Yahwe's  people  in  Jerusalem  (24io_/i), 
where  alone  there  was  obedience  to  Yahwe's  law.1  This 
nationalistic  conception  of  wisdom  (involved,  but  not 
explicitly  stated,  in  Proverbs)  is  noteworthy,  but  not 
unexpected  :  the  pious  Jews  of  that  time  could  hardly 
fail  to  find  the  highest  expression  of  the  divine  wisdom 
in  the  guidance  of  Israel  through  the  Law.  Ben-Sira's 
treatment  of  divine  wisdom  is  personification  (as  in  Prov. 
and  Wisd.  Sol.),  not  hypostatisation.  In  one  passage 
(243,  'I  ...  covered  the  earth  as  a  mist')  there 
appears  to  be  an  approach  to  this  position  2  :  wisdom  is 
identified  with  the  creative  word,  as  Wisd.  Sol.  further 
identifies  it  with  the  Stoic  Logos.  Like  Wisd. ,  Sol. ,  and 
Philo,  however,  Ben-Sira  lacked  a  historical  figure  with 
which  to  identify  his  philosophical  conception. 

Greater  prominence  is  given  to  the  Law  of  Moses  in 

our  book  than  in  Proverbs.      It  is  glorified  in  the  per- 

T,     T          sons  °^  M°ses  and  Aaron  (45 1-22)  and 

21.  ineijaw.  gimon  (50i-2i).  The  author  was  by  no 
means  indifferent  to  the  ritual  of  sacrifice  and  song. 
He  dwells  with  enthusiasm  on  the  details  of  the  high 
priest's  costly  dress,  on  the  offering 'and  the  singers; 
he  counsels  men  to  come  with  full  hands  to  the  altar 
(32[35]  i-u),  though  he  adds  a  warning  against  attempt 
ing  to  bribe  God  with  unrighteous  gifts  (v.  12).  His  philo 
sophical  view  of  life  does  not  prevent  his  taking  joyous 
part  in  the  outward  service  of  God,  which  he  possibly 
regarded  as  being  a  symbol  as  well  as  a  prescribed  duty. 
He  shows  similar  friendliness  toward  the  scribes  (8824-34 
39i-n),  who,  in  contrast  with  handicraftsmen,  devote 
themselves  to  the  study  of  the  law,  the  prophets,  and 
paroemiac  sayings  (a  reference  to  parts  of  our  book  of 
Proverbs?),  listen  to  the  discourses  of  famous  men 
(teachers  in  the  legal  schools),  travel  in  foreign  lands  to 
find  out  good  and  evil  among  men,  open  their  mouths 
in  prayer,  and  ask  forgiveness  for  their  sins.  This,  the 
earliest  extant  description  of  the  life  of  a  safer,  gives  a 
picture  of  wide  activity,  and  shows  that  the  law-students 
of  that  time  did  not  confine  themselves  to  Palestine. 
With  such  scribes,  not  hagglers  over  words  and  letters, 
but  cultivated  and  liberal  students  of  the  earlier 
literature,  our  author  would  naturally  find  himself  in 
hearty  sympathy.  As  to  the  term  'law,'  it  appears 
that, 'when  used  of  the  Israelitish  code,  it  may  stand  for 
all  the  Jewish  sacred  books  ;  but  it  is  sometimes  em 
ployed  for  law  in  general,  as  in  35 [32]  24  36  [33]  1-3. 

The  preceding  citations  show  Ben-Sira's  warm  national 
feeling.  This  is  expressed  most  distinctly  in  chap.  33  [36], 
in  which  he  bemoans  the  afflicted  state  of  Israel,  and 
prays  that,  in  fulfilment  of  his  promise,  God  would 

22  A  n'  gather  all  the  tribes  of  Jacob  and  make  the 
'. .  ^  people  possess  its  land  as  in  times  of  old  (cp 
4421  47 1 1  48 10).  He  looks  for  no  special 
deliverer  (not  even  in  44-50),  and  hopes  only,  in  general 
accordance  with  the  earlier  prophets,  for  national  quiet 
and  prosperity.4  He  is  so  much  absorbed  in  this  desire 
that  he  does  not  think  of  the  conversion  of  foreign  nations 
to  the  worship  of  Yahwe.  We  have  no  right  to  take 
him  as  the  representative  of  the  whole  nation  in  this 
regard  ;  but  we  may  fairly  suppose  that  he  expresses  a 
current  opinion.6 

1  Wisdom  seems  not  to  be  exactly  identified  with  the  Mosaic 
Law.     The  Greek  text  of  24  23  is  difficult  (raura  m-ayra  in  app. 
with  j3t'0Aos),  and  we  should  perhaps  read,  with  Pesh.,  'in  the 
book."     On   the  other  hand,  cp  Bar.  83641,  and  see  notes  of 
Edersheim  (on  Ecclus.  24  23)  and  Bois  (O rig.  zoo/.). 

2  Ecclus.  243-6  is  an  imitation  of  Prov.  822^,  from  which 
L  here  introduces  additional  matter.     The  '  mist '  may  be  taken 
from  Gen.  26,  or  it  may  be  an  independent  figure. 

3  The  sin-offering  is  not  mentioned. 

4  In  51  10  H  and  S  show  that  the  reading  of  <E>,  '  the  father  of 
my  lord  '  (cp  Ps.  110  i),  is  erroneous. 

5  In  the  generally  peaceful  and  prosperous  life  of  the  third 
century  B.C.,  the  Jews  seem  for  the  time  to  have  given  up  the 
expectation  of  a  special  interposition  of  God  in  their  behalf. 

1176 


BCCLBSIASTICUS 

Ben-Sira's  scheme  of  life,  like  that  of  Proverbs,  or 
Ecclesiastes,  of  the  Law,  and  of  the  prophets,  is  confined 
to  the  present  world.  In  Vtwf.  he  repeats  the  senti 
ment  of  Is.  38  iSf.  He  speaks  neither  of  the  resurrection 
of  the  body1  nor  of  the  immortality  of  the  soul  (14 16 
21 10  41 4,  etc.).  He  belonged  to  the  conservative 
priestly  party  (though  probably  not  himself  a  priest) 
which  adopted  the  social  but  not  the  religious  ideas  of 
Gentile  neighbours.  He  retained  the  old  Hebrew  con 
ception  of  ShSol  (see  SHEOL),  whilst  the  progressive 
portion  of  the  nation  (represented  later  by  the  book  of 
Daniel)  adopted  or  developed  the  idea  of  resurrection. 

Ben-Sira's  ethical  scheme  is  that  of  the  greater  part 
of  the  OT  (if  we  omit,  that  is,  such  passages  as  Jer.  31 33 

23   6  Ethical  ^z'  ^2fi  ^s'  ^'     ^m  's  the  transSres' 
j         .   .      sion  of  the  divine  law  ;  righteousness  is 

Meas  conformity  thereto.  The  moral  life  is 

considered  in  its  external  aspect  as  a 
mass  of  acts.  Nothing  is  said  of  the  inward  life,  of 
disposition  of  mind,  of  motives,  ideals,  aspirations, 
struggles.  Those  were,  doubtless,  not  absent  from  the 
author's  thought ;  but  he  does  not  regard  them  as  practi 
cally  important.  What  is  important  is  the  outcome :  men 
are  known  by  their  fruits.  Sin  is  accepted  as  a  fact, 
which  began  historically  with  the  first  woman  (the  same 
view  is  given  in  i  Tim.  2 14  in  contrast  with  that  of  Rom. 
5)  ;  but  there  is  no  attempt  to  explain  its  psychological 
origin.  Conscience,  freedom,  and  responsibility  are 
assumed  (15 11-17  and  pass. ).  On  the  other  hand  (as 
throughout  OT  and  NT),  the  absolute  control  of  man  by 
God  is  everywhere  taken  for  granted,  and  in  one  place 
(8813)  distinctly  affirmed.  The  motive  for  righteous 
living  is  the  well-being  it  secures :  the  good  man  prospers, 
the  bad  man  suffers,  in  this  life.  There  is  no  reference 
to  inward  peace,  consciousness  of  rectitude,  and  com 
munion  of  soul  with  God.  Ben-Sira's  point  of  view 
(sometimes  called  hedonistic  or  utilitarian)  is  that  of 
Proverbs  and  the  OT  generally.  It  is  determined  partly 
by  the  old  Semitic  external  conception  of  life,  partly  by 
the  absence  of  belief  in  ethical  immortality  (cp  Wisd.  Sol. 
2-5).  The  old  nationalism  of  the  prophets  it  rejects  in 
favour  of  a  pronounced  individualism  :  it  does  not  recog 
nise  the  well-being  of  humanity  as  an  aim  of  life.  The 
moral  code  of  the  book  is  that  of  the  OT  :  it  inculcates 
honesty,  truthfulness,  purity,  sympathy,  kindness2 — all 
the  virtues  of  the  civilised  society  of  that  time.  The  limit 
ations  are  either  those  of  the  time  (national  narrowness, 
24  3  ;  treatment  of  slaves  as  chattels,  8824-31)  or  those  of 
all  time  (selfish  prudence,  12 1-5).  Pride  is  denounced 
(10?  12  f. )  as  in  Proverbs,  and  humility  (3  18)  and  forgive 
ness  (282)  are  enjoined.  Almsgiving  (as  in  Tob.  49-11 
Dan.  427  [24]  Mt.  61)  is  identified  with  righteousness — a 
conception  that  naturally  arose  when  the  care  of  the 
persecuted  poor  became  the  most  pressing  moral-religious 
duty  ;  4 — but  this  does  not  exclude  in  Ben-Sira  the  higher 
idea  of  righteousness.  His  treatment  of  social  relations 
and  duties  is  fuller  than  that  of  Proverbs.  He  lived  in 
the  midst  of  a  highly  developed  civilisation,  and  is  in 
terested  in  all  sides  of  life.  He  gives  directions  for  the 
governing  of  the  household,  the  training  of  wife,  children, 
and  servants,  dealing  with  debtors  and  creditors,  deport 
ment  in  society(daily  intercourse,  feasts),  bearing  towards 
rulers  and  rich  men — he  recognises  many  distinctions 
and  classes  of  men — he  is  familiar  with  the  temptations 
of  city-life,  and  praises  agriculture.  He  gives  special 
warnings  against  sexual  licentiousness,  against  becoming 
security  for  other  men's  debts,  against  involving  one's 
self  in  other  people's  affairs  ;  in  general  he  counsels  an 
attitude  of  caution  toward  men,  on  the  ground  of  personal 

1  The  raising  of  the  dead  by  Elijah  (48  5)  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  doctrine  of  resurrection,  and  19  19,  which  speaks  of 
immortality,  occurs  in  a  paragraph  (p.  18  f.)  which  is  found 
only  in  No.  248  of  <B,  and  appears  to  be  an  interpolation. 

'-  On  its  ethical-religious  vocabulary  see  Merguet  and  Hatch 
(as  below,  §  26).  The  golden  rule  does  not  occur. 

3  50  2$f.  (though  in  H<SS)  is  probably  an  interpolation. 

•*  So  the  position  assigned  to  almsgiving  by  Mohammed  was 
suggested  by  the  conditions  of  the  Arabian  society  of  his  time. 
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comfort  (3222/. ).  On  the  same  ground,  he  advises  the 
observance  of  the  social  proprieties,  such  as  a  decent 
show  of  mourning  for  the  dead,  failure  in  which  brings 
one  into  ill  repute  (38 16/  ).  He  is  friendly  to  physicians 
— seems,  indeed,  to  defend  them  against  doubts  and 
objections— and  approves  of  music  and  the  temperate 
use  of  wine.  See  especially  chaps.  7  13  18  31/.  38,  and 
Seligmann,  Deane,  and  Cheyne.  He  is  generally  acute, 
sometimes  a  little  cynical,  never  pessimistic. 

A  real,  though  not  very  well  defined,  Greek  influence 
is  to  be  recognised  in  the  book.     The  author  does  not 

24  Relation  accePl  the  Greek  philosophy  (his  thought 
to  Greek     's  in  the  main  of  the  Practical  unphilo- 
thoueht       sophic  Jewish  type);  but  he  is  affected  by 

°  '  general  Greek  culture.  In  this  respect  he 
stands  between  Proverbs  and  Wisd.  Sol. ,  but  much 
nearer  to  the  former  than  to  the  latter.  Palestine  was 
at  this  time  (c.  180  B.C.)  not  without  a  Greek  atmo 
sphere,  and  Ben-Sira  had  travelled  in  Greek-speaking 
countries  (cp  Che. ).  The  traces  of  Greek  influence  are 
found  in  certain  general  conceptions  in  his  book.  He 
does  not,  it  is  true,  go  so  far  as  Wisd.  Sol.  and  Philo  ; 
he  does  not  allegorise,  as  they  do,  nor  make  so  near  an 
approach  to  hypostatisation.  His  conception  of  human 
liberty  and  divine  predetermination  and  his  reference  to 
Enoch  (44 16),  if  it  be  genuine,  are  probably  Jewish.  We 
|  cannot  adduce  particular  words  and  phrases  in  proof  of 
j  Greek  influence,  for  these  may  be  scribal  additions.  The 
expression  in  4827,  for  example  (bon  Kin,  TO  irdv  iffriv 
ai/ros),  found  in  the  Heb.  and  the  Gk. ,  though  not  in  the 
Syriac,  might  be  regarded  as  of  doubtful  genuineness,  and 
in  general  the  possibility  of  editorial  modification  must  be 
admitted.  After  we  allow  for  such  a  possibility,  however, 
there  remain  broad  touches  which  cannot  well  be  re 
garded  as  spurious,  and  which  have  a  Greek  tone.  The 
most  marked  is  the  identification  of  virtue  with  knowledge 
(a  point  for  the  full  treatment  of  which  see  WISDOM 
LITERATURE).  This  conception,  though  not  without 
roots  in  the  older  thought,  has  here  been  developed 
under  the  stimulus  of  Greek  philosophy,  with,  however, 
a  marked  Jewish  colouring.  There  are,  according  to 
Ben-Sira,  only  two  classes  in  society,  wise  men  and 
fools.  These  are  often  identified  with  the  righteous  and 
the  wicked  ;  but  the  intellectual  basis  of  men's  natures 
and  judgments  is  constantly  insisted  on.  The  divine  law 
is  recognised  as  the  rule  of  action  ;  but  it  is  not  different 
from  the  wise  man's  thought.  Hence  the  importance 
attached  to  instruction,  the  one  thing  necessary  for  men 
being  discipline  in  the  art  of  right  thinking  ;  and  all 
God's  dealings  with  men  may  be  viewed  as  divine  train 
ing  in  the  perception  of  moral  truth.  Similarly,  the 
stress  laid  on  moderation  in  action  (821-24  31 /! )  reminds 
us  of  the  fj.-r]dev  &yat>  of  Koh^leth  and  of  the  Greeks. 
In  another  direction  we  have  the  conception  of  wisdom 
in  chap.  24  (nearly  identical  with  that  of  Prov.  8),  which 
contains  the  Greek  ideas  of  the  cosmos  and  the  logos 
(cp  tK6<rfj.i]ffti>,  1627  422i  ;  in  42zi  Heb.  has  pn). 

A   complete  critical   edition  is  yet  in   the  distance. 
Only  about  a  half  of  the  Hebrew  text  being  known,  we 

25  Critical  are  ^S^Y  dependent   on  the  Vss. ,    the 
edition       texts  of  which  are  not  in  good  condition. 

A  selection  of  works  on  Ecclesiasticus  is  all  that  can  be  given. 

(a)  For  the  text  of  the  Hebrew  fragments  :  (i.)  The  Oxford 
fragments  and  first  Cambridge  leaf:  Cowley  and  Neubauer,  The 
original  Hebrew  of  a  portion  of  Ecclesi- 
26.  Literature,  asticus,  etc.  ['97]  (also  collotype  facsimile 
ed.  ['97]),  and  R.  Smend,  Das  hebr.  Frag 
ment  d.  Weisheit  d.  JS  ['97] ;  Schlatter,  Das  neugefundene 
Heb.  Stiick  des  Sirack  ['97] ;  cp  Israel  Levi,  L' Ecclesiastigue, 
tcxte  original  hebreu  ['98] ;  and  see  the  critical  remarks  on 
the  text  in  REJ,  Jan. -Mar.  '97 ;  the  Expositor,  May  '97 ; 
WZKM\\  ['97];  cp  the  literature  cited  in  AJSL,  1642  n.  2 
['98];  Kau.  Apokr.  1257-9.  ('i-)  The  1897  eleven  Cambridge 
leaves  :  S.  Schechter  and  C.  Taylor,  The  H  isdont  of  Ben-Sira, 
Portions  of  the  Book  of  Ecclesiasticus  from  Heb.  MSS  in 
the  Cairo  Genizah  ['99] ;  two  new  leaves,  JQR  12  456-465  [Ap. 
1900].  (iii.)  The  two  British  Museum  leaves  :  G.  Margoliouth, 
JQR  12  1-33  [Oct.  '99]  (also  separately  [Williams  and  Norgate]). 
(iv.)  The  two  Paris  leaves  :  I.  Levi,  REJ  40  1-30  [1900].  (v.)  The 
two  Adler  leaves  :  E.  N.  Adler,  JQR  12466-480  [Ap.  1900], 
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(b)  Among  commentaries,  those  of  Frit/sche  (Kurzge/.   Ex. 
1 1  Much.)  and  Edersheim  (in  Wace's  Apocrypha)  are  especially 
to   be  commended ;    Bretschneider  (1806)  is    full    of    material 
and  suggestion. 

(c)  For  text-criticism,  see   Horowitz  in  MGWJ '14;    Dyser- 
inck,   De  Spreuken  van  J.   den   Zoon   v.   Sir.   ['70] ;    Hatch, 
Essays  in  Bibl.  Grk.  ['89] ;  Bickell  in  ZKT,  '82  ;  D.  S.  Mar- 
goliouth,  Place  of  Ecclesiasticus,  etc.  ['90]  (criticisms  of  Mar- 
goliouth's  position  by  Dr.  in  Oxford  Mag.,  Che.  in  Acad.,  Schiir. 
in  TLZ,  and  reply  by  Margoliouth  in  Expos.,  all  in  1890);  H. 
Hois,  Essai  sur  torig.    d.   I.  j>hil.-jud.  alex.   ['90]  ;   I.   Levi, 
L. '  Ecclesiastique  ['98]  and  art.  in  REJ,  July  '99  ;  Margoliouth, 


2081-94  (1900). 

(d)  General  works  :  Hody,  De  Bibl.  text.  orig.  [1705] ;  A.  T. 
Hartmann,  Die  enge  Verbind.  d.  AT  tnit  d.  JVeutn  ['31]; 
Zunz,  Gottesdienstl.  Vortr.  d.  Juden  ['32],  new  ed.  ['92] ;  Del. 
Gesch.  d.  hebr.  Poesie  ['36] ;  Derenbourg,  Hist,  et  Gfog.  de  la 
Pal.  ['67]. 


^iicenienre  aes  D.jes.  oir.  l  74J  ;  oengmann,  ir  eisneii  a.  j  es. 
So/in  d.  Sir.  in  s.  Verhdlt.  zu  d.  Salomon.  Sprtichen,  etc.  ['83]  ; 
Deane  in  Expositor,  '83  ;  Che.  Job  and  Sol.  ['87]  (sections  on 
Sirach). 

(/)  On  Greek,  especially  Alexandrian,  elements  in  Ben-Sira  : 
Gfrorer,  Philo  ['31);  Dahne,  Darstel.  d.  jifd.-alex.  Religions- 
phil.  ['34];  J.  F.  Bruch,  H  'eisheitslehre  d.  Heb.  ['51];  Frankel, 
Einfluss  d.  paliist.  Exeg.  auf  d.  alex.  Hermeneutik['s\\\  A. 
Geiger,  U'rschrift  ['57]  ;  Nicolas,  Doctr.  relig.  d.  JuifsV]  ['66]  ; 
Siegfried,  Philo  i>.  Alex,  als  Ausleger  d.  AT  ['75]  ;  Drummond, 
Phiio-jud.  ['88];  Bois,  Orig.,  etc.  ['90]. 

(j?)  On  other  versions  :  H.  Herkenne,  De  vet.  latinct  Eccclesi- 
astici  capit.  i.-xliii.  Una  cunt  notis  ex  ejusdem  libri  translatt. 
sEth.  Arm.,  Copt.,  Lat.,  alt.  Syro-Hexaplari  dcpromptis. 
Dr.  Norbert  Peters,  '  Die  Sahidisch-Koptische  Uebersetzung 
des  Buches  Ecclesiasticus,'  Biblische  Studien  ['98]. 

C.  H.  T. 

ECLIPSE.     It  is  possible  that  the  words  of  Amos 
(89),  '  To  cause  the  sun  to  go  down  at  noon,  and  to 
_    _.  .      .     .     darken  the  earth  while  it  is  yet  day,'  1 
.      istoricai     rej-er  j  eclipse  of  the  sun  on 


eclipses,  Am.  89 
Jer.  15g? 


JunC| 
ASSYRIA,  §  19). 


AMOS_  § 


If  so,  the  prophet,  in  reproducing  from  memory  the  discourses 
which  he  had  delivered  in  N.  Israel,  introduced  a  reference  to 
a  subsequent  event,  which  seemed  like  the  beginning  of  the 
'  end  '  spoken  of  in  S  2.  Amos,  who  is  so  fond  of  references  to 
contemporary  circumstances,  may  very  well  have  referred  to 
this  particular  eclipse,  which  is  also  specially  recorded  by  the 
Assyrians.  Possibly,  too,  one  of  the  details  in  Jer.  log  may  be 
suggested  by  the  famous  solar  'eclipse  of  Thales  '  in  585  B.C. 
(Herod.  1  54  Pliny  24  2  53).  I'v.  6^-9  may  have  been  written  (by 
whom  we  cannot  venture  to  say2)  in  the  year  after  the  fall  of 
Jerusalem. 

No  other  prophetic  passages  can  safely  be  taken  to 
relate  to  any  particular  eclipses.  The  phenomenon  of 

2  Figurative  an  ecliPse  was  a  Periodically  recurring 
',     6  excitement    to    the   unscientific    mind, 

language.      and  Am  g  jg  2o  M;C  g  g  Zeph  1  15  Ezek 

30i8  327/  Is.  13io  2423  Joel  2io37  815  Zech.  146 
cannot  with  any  probability  be  connected  with  historical 
eclipses.  The  language  is  conventional.  It  pre 
supposes  the  phenomena  of  eclipses,  but  is  merely 
symbolic,  and  such  as  naturally  suggested  itself  in 
descriptions  of  judgments.  Is.  388  (in  a  late  report  of 
a  supposed  prophecy  of  Isaiah)  has  been  much  mis 
understood  by  Bosanquet.  To  his  theory  that  the  solar 
eclipse  of  689  B.C.  is  referred  to  there  are  strong 
chronological  as  well  as  text  -  critical  and  exegetical 
objections  (see  Che.  Intr.  Isa.  227,  and  DIAL). 

Almost  all  modern  scholars  have  found  a  reference 
to  the  phenomena  of  eclipses  in  Job  858  31  13.  Thus 
Davidson  paraphrases  '  the  blackness  of  the  day  '  (Job 
85  AV;  '  all  that  maketh  black  the  day,'  RV)  '  eclipses, 
supernatural  obscurations,  and  the  like,'  and  remarks 
on  v.  8  and  26  13  that  '  there  is  an  allusion  to  the  popular 
mythology,  according  to  which  the  darkening  or  eclipse 
of  the  sun  and  moon  was  caused  by  the  serpent  throw 
ing  its  folds  around  them,  and  swallowing  them  up  ' 
(Job,  I9/.  ;  similarly  185).  Unfortunately  the  two 


1  Reading  DV  lijO  (Cp  Jer.  15  9).     See  Che.  Exf.   T.  10336 
(April  1899). 

-  Giesebrecht,  too,  doubts  Jeremiah's  authorship  of  vu.  6l>-ga. 
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most  significant  words  in  w.  58  appear  to  be  corrupt,1 
and  the  illustrative  material  derived  from  Babylonian 
mythology  is  inconsistent  with  the  view  that  the  Hebrews 
(like  the  Indians)  believed  in  a  cloud-dragon  which 
seeks  to  swallow  up  the  sun  and  moon.  What  we 
have  before  us,  as  Gunkel  was  the  first  to  show  fully, 
is  one  of  the  current  applications  of  the  myth  of  Tiamat. 
The  text  of  Job  3  is  a  matter  for  critical  discussion. 
See  Dillmann  and  Budde(on  the  conservative  side),  and 
see  further  DRAGON,  §  5,  BEHEMOTH,  §  zf. 

Most  of  the  NT  references  (Mt.  2429  Acts  220  Rev. 
6128  12)  are  sufficiently  explained  as  the  conventional 
i  NT  rAfprAnP«a  phraseology  of  prophetic  writers. 
*•  Nor  would  most  persons  hesitate  to 
explain  the  '  darkness  over  the  whole  earth  '2  (or  '  land,' 
Mk.  15  33  Mt.  27  45)  as  an  addition  to  plain  historical 
facts  involuntarily  made  by  men  brought  up  on  the 
prophetic  Scriptures,  and  liable,  too,  to  the  innocent 
superstitions  of  the  people.  When  Yahwe  was  sore 
displeased  with  his  people,  the  prophets  constantly 
described  universal  nature  as  awestruck,  and  poets  like 
David  had  a  similar  sense  of  the  sympathy  of  nature 
when  great  men  died  (2  S.  l2i).  It  is  Lk.  ,  a  non- 
Israelite,  who  involuntarily  rationalises  the  poetic  tra 
dition  of  a  sudden  darkness  over  the  earth  at  the 
Crucifixion.  In  Lk.  234S/  we  read  (in  RV)  according 
to  the  best  form  of  the  Greek  text,  '  A  darkness  came 
over  the  whole  land  [or  earth]  until  the  ninth  hour,  the 
sun's  light  failing  '  (rov  i)\iov  eVXetTrovros).  No  doubt 
the  evangelist  believed  that  a  solar  eclipse  was  the  cause 
of  this  naively  supposed  phenomenon,  though,  according 
to  his  own  narrative,  Jesus  died  at  the  Passover  season 
when,  there  being  a  full  moon,  a  solar  eclipse  was  im 
possible.  Origen  indeed  ('Comm.  in  Matth.,'  Opera, 
ed.  Delarue,  892/1)  rejected  the  reading  now  adopted 
by  the  Revisers  on  this  very  ground,  regarding  it  ae  a 
falsification  of  the  text.  Lauth  (TSBA,  4245)  frankly 
admits  that  no  ordinary  eclipse  can  be  meant,  and 
thinks  that  the  '  darkness  '  was  probably  caused  by  the 
extinction  of  the  '  star  '  of  the  Magi.  T.  K.  c. 

ED  (11?,  'witness'),  the  name  of  an  altar  of  the 
eastern  tribes  in  EV  of  Josh.  2234  (not  in  MT  or  ©). 
The  text  being  imperfect,  and  the  choice  of  a  name 
partly  open,  Dillmann  would  supply  GALEED  (q.v.  ,  2). 

It  is  at  any  rate  impossible  to  identify  the  'Witness  Altar' 
with  Karn  Sartabeh,  —  (i)  because  this  bold  bluff  is  on  the 
western  side  of  the  Jordan,  and  (2)  because  it  is  not  certain 
whether  any  part  of  the  story  of  the  altar  belongs  to  either  of 
the  great  narrators  J  and  E.  See  GALEED,  2. 

EDAR,  TOWER  OF.     See  EDER,  TOWER  OF. 

EDDIAS  deAAiAC  [A]),  i  Esd.  826  AV  =  Ezra  1025 
AV,  JEZIAH. 

EDDINUS  (eAAtejiNoyc  [BA]),  i  Esd.  Ii5  RV, 
AV  JEDUTHUN. 

EDEN  (H#).  A  Levite,  temp.  Hezekiah  (2  Ch.  29  12, 
tuSav  [BA],  -ua.8.  [L];  31  15,  o8o/x[BA],  ia5av  [L]).  The 
right  form  is  probably  JEHOADDAN  (q.v.  ).  T.  K.  C. 

EDEN  (py).  For  Gen.  28,  etc.  (Garden  of  Eden) 
see  PARADISK.  For  Amos  1  5  ('  House  of  Eden  '  EV)  see  BETH- 
EDEN  (so  RVmg-)-  F°r  Ezek.  27  23  see  CANNEH. 


EDER  (TW,  '  flock'  ;  Ap&[BJ,  eApAi  [A],  eBep  [L]), 
a  city  in  the  S.  of  Judah,  close  to  Edom  (Josh.  15  21)  ; 
probably  no  more  than  a  village  with  a  '  tower  of  the 
flock'  (see  below);  cp  Nu.  1819  2  K.  188  2  Ch.  26  10. 

EDER  (AV  Edar),  THE  TOWER  OF  (-niT^p, 
i.e.  ,  'tower  of  the  flock'),  a  place  (perhaps  a  village) 
to  the  S.  of  Ephrath3  (see  BETHLEHEM,  §  3),  '  beyond  ' 
which  Jacob  pitched  his  tent  after  the  death  and  burial 
of  Rachel  (Gen.  35  21).  It  was  so  called  from  a  watch- 

1  '1"1D3  is  improbable,  because  there  is  no  genuine  root  173 
'to  be  black';  DV,  because  the  parallelism  requires  D\    'sea,' 
'  ocean  '  (cp  Ps.  74  13/1  Is.  27  1.    See  Che.  Expos.,  '97  a,  p.  404^). 

2  The  rendering  '  earth  '  is  to  be  preferred  ;   the  crucifixion 
had  a  significance  for  more  than  the  little  country  of  Juda;a. 

*  See,  however,  EPHRATH. 
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tower  built  for  the  protection  of  the  flocks  against  robbers 
(see  EDER  i. ,  and  cp  CATTLE,  §  6),  and  according  to 
Jerome  (OS  101 19)  was  about  i  R.  m.  from  Bethlehem. 
The  same  phrase  is  rendered  in  Mic.  4  8  '  tower  of  the 
flock,'  no  actually  existing  tower  being  referred  to.  The 
description  is  symbolical.  Either  Jerusalem  '  is  in  siege, 
standing  alone  in  the  land,  like  one  of  those  solitary 
towers  with  folds  round  them'  (GASm. ;  cp  Is.  18),  or, 
on  the  analogy  of  Is.  32 14,  we  have  before  us  a  picture 
of  the  desolation  of  the  already  captured  Jerusalem, 
which  is  no  longer  a  city  but  a  hill  on  whose  slopes 
flocks  may  lie  down.  The  latter  view  is  preferable, 
even  if,  with  G.  A.  Smith,  we  assign  Mic.  48  to 
Micah  as  its  author  (see  Che.  Micah^  [Camb.  Bib.], 
1882,  p.  38;  cp  p.  33/- )•  Micah  has  previously  said, 
not  'Zion  shall  become  like  a  tower  of  the  flock, 
like  a  besieged  city'  (cp  Is.  I.e.),  but  'Zion  shall  be 
ploughed  as  a  field.' 

In  (5  there  is  a  similar  variety  of  rendering.     In  Gen.  35 16 
{the  notice  is  transferred  thither  from  v.  21  ;  see  Di.)  we  have 
(e7reK«>/a)  TOV  irvpyov  ydSep  [BDL],   .  .   .  -yajSep  [E] ;  in  Mic.  48 
'       f  H  \  0 1 

EDER  (VU;,  eAep  [AL]). 

1.  Apparently  a  post-exilic  Benjamite  sept,  mentioned  along     j 
with  Arad  and  many  others;  i  Ch.  Sist  (BENJAMIN,  §  9  ii.  /3):    | 
AV  ADER  (T$  ;  wSrjS  [B],  coSep  [A],  aSap  [L]). 

2.  A   Levitt:    iCh.   2323  ("-^a.9  [B])  24 30  (rjXa  [B]).     The 
name  may  be  derived  from  EDER  i. 

EDES,  RV  EDOS  (HAoc  [B]),  i  Esd.  9 35  =  Ezra  10  43, 
RV  IDDO  (ii. ). 

EDNA  ( eA N&  [BAN]— i.e.,  nrw  ;  ANNA),  the  wife 
of  Raguel  and  mother  of  Sara  Tobias's  bride  (Tob. 
72,  etc.). 

EDOM 

Name  and  origin  (§§  1-4).  History  (§§  6-10). 

Country  (§  5).  Civilisation,  etc.  (§§  11-13). 

Edom  (am  ;  eAcoM  [BAL],  lAoyM&iA  [BNAQF],1 
whence  AV  IDUMEA  in  Is.  34s/  Ez.  35 15  36s),  and  EV 
IDUM^EA  in  Mk.38  [Ti.  WH,  lAoyM&iA]). 
from  an  older  form  addm,  may  possibly  be 
rightly  treated  by  Baethgen2  as  a  variation  of  dddm 
'  mankind  '  (origiiftilly  adam)  ;  similar  terms  have,  in 
fact,  often  been  used  as  national  names.  As  applied  to 
the  nation,  Edom  always  has  a  collective  sense,  the  only 
exception  being  the  somewhat  late  passage  (Ps.  137?)  in 
which  the  Edomites  are  called  '  sons  of  Edom. '  The 
resemblance  between  the  national  name  Edom  and  the 
name  of  the  god  contained  in  D~IN~QJ;  (traditionally  read 
OBED-EDOM  [y.w.],  but  of  uncertain  pronunciation)  is 
probably  an  accident.  On  early  traces  of  a  name  equiva 
lent  to  Edom,  see  below,  §  3. 

The  Edomites,  according  to  the  OT,  were  descend 
ants    of  Esau,  who   is    represented    as    identical   with 
Affi    •+•        f  Edom,  the  eponym  of  the  nation,  just 
2.  Affinities  oi  as    jacQb    is    represented    as    identical 

au'  with  Israel.  The  story  of  the  rival 
brothers  Esau  and  Jacob  symbolises  the  history  of  the 
peoples  of  Edom  and  Israel  respectively,  in  their  varying 
relations  to  each  other  (cp  EsAU,  §  2).  In  form  it  is 
purely  legendary,  and  Esau,  with  whom  we  are  here 
specially  concerned,  has  been  identified  by  Tiele  (  Verge- 
lijk.  Gesch.  447)  and  many  others  with  the  Phoenician 
mythic  hero  Usoos  (OiVwos  ;  Philo  Bybl. ,  ap.  Eus. 
PrcBp.  Ev.  i.  lO?).  The  statements  of  Philo  must,  no 
doubt,  be  received  with  caution.  His  work,  as  far  as 
we  know  it,  is  by  no  means  purely  Phoenician  in  origin, 
though  he  claims  for  it  the  authority  of  the  ancient 
writer  Sanchuniathon.  It  is  a  medley  of  Phoenician 
and  Hellenic  myths,  combined  with  theoretical  inter 
pretations  and  arbitrary  fancies  of  his  own.  Never 
theless,  it  appears  certain  that  Usoos  was  borrowed  by 
Philo  not  from  the  OT  but  from  Phoenician  tradition, 
and  several  parallelisms  in  the  story  of  Esau  and  in 

1  In  several  places  and  in  more  than  one  MS  'lovSaia.  and 
'ISovfiaia  are  confused  in  <S. 

2  Beitr.  10  ;  cp  ZDMG  42  470  ['88]. 
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that  of  Usoos  seem  to  the  present  writer  to  point  to  a 
common  origin  of  the  two  legends.1  In  this  case  the 
original  form  of  wy  or  Usoos  will  probably  have  been 
~\vy,  'Osau  (cp  ESAU,  §  i,  HOSAH).  Another  suggestion 
has  been  made  by  W.  M.  Miiller.  He  connects  Esau 
with  the  desert-goddess  Asiti,  a  Semitic  name  mentioned 
in  two  Egyptian  inscriptions  (As.  u.  Eur.  316 f.}.  It 
is,  at  all  events,  probable  that  Esau  was  originally  a  god 
whom  the  Edomites  regarded  as  their  ancestor  ;  Israelite 
patriarchs,  Abraham  and  Jacob,  also  seem  to  have 
been  gods  at  a  very  early  period  (cp  ABRAHAM,  §  2, 
JACOB). 

According  to  an  Egyptian  papyrus,  some  of  the  Sasu 
(a  term  nearly  equivalent  to  'Bedouins')  belonging  to 

_  .  (the  land  of)  Aduma  (i.e. ,  Edom)2 

/£  J  C6S  received  permission,  in  the  twelfth 


of  Edom  or 
Seir. 


century  B.  c. ,  to  pasture  their  cattle  in 


a  district  on  the  Egyptian  frontier  (see 
WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  135)— precisely  what  happened  in 
the  case  of  the  Israelites  according  to  the  tradition 
contained  in  the  OT.  About  1200  B.C.  the  Sasu  of 
Sa'ai'ra  were  defeated  (ib.  136).  Here  Sa'ai'ra  is,  of 
course,  Seir3  (Heb.  Se'ir)  ;  but  whether  the  Edomites 
or  some  older  inhabitants  of  those  mountains  are  meant 
is  uncertain.  In  any  case,  it  is  not  permissible  to 
infer  (with  WMM  op.  cit.  137)  that  the  Edomites  took 
possession  of  the  district  in  question  only  a  short  time 
before  the  period  of  the  Israelite  kings  :  the  list  of 
Edomite  kings  (see  §  4),  with  the  names  of  places  con 
tained  in  it,  bears  witness  to  the  contrary. 

It  is  true  that,  according  to  Gen.  146  8620  Dt.  21222, 
the  mountains  of  Seir  were  occupied,  before  the  time  of 

1  In  both   stories  we   have  a   strife   between   two   brothers. 
Usoos,  like  Esau,  is  a  hunter  ;  his  brother  is  <ra;iiT)jU.po{JjU.os  6  <cai 
v^iovpa.vio'i,  where  the  former  name  is  obviously  CfTO  'CB*.    The 
myth  of  the  stone  of  Jacob  (Gen.  28  12  17)  may  perhaps  here  be 
compared.     The  stone  lies  at  the  foot  of  the  heavenly  ladder, 
and  may  thus  represent  the  '  gate  '  or  entrance  of  heaven. 

2  [Name  of  Edom. — The  equation  Edom  =  (the  land  of)  Udumu 
or  Udumi  (for  Assyrian  references  see  KA  T(%)  150  =  COT  1  136) 
is  undisputed.     But  it  is  unwise,  wherever  a  name  resembling 
Edom  occurs  in  the  Assyrian  or  the  Egyptian  inscriptions,  to 
insist  on  identifying  the  two  names.      In  the  Amarna  tablets 
(iSth  cent.  B.C.)  we  find  a  city  in  the  '  land  of  Gar '  called  Udumu 
(Wi.  237  [L  64]  24).     It  would  be  bold,  however,  to  speak  of  this 
city  as  the  'city  of  Edom' (so  Sayce,  Pat.  Pal.  153;  cpWi.  below), 
and  to  proceed  to  a  further  combination  of  both  names  with 
Adumu,  the  capital  of  mat  Aribi,  conquered  by  Sennacherib 
(see  DUMAH,  i).    Yakut,  the  Arabic  geographer,  knew  of  several 
places  called  Duma,  and  it  is  probable  that  a  similar  name  had 
several  references  in  antiquity.     Even  in  the  famous  passage, 
Pap.  Anast.  vi.  4  14,  where  a  high  official  (temp.  Merneptah^II.) 
asks  permission  for  the  entrance  into  Egypt  of  tribes  of  Sasu 
(Bedouin)  from  the  land  of  Aduma  (Brugsch,  GA  202;  WMM 
As.  it.  Eur.  135),  there  is  still  a  doubt  as  to  the  reference  of 
Aduma  (Wi.   Gl  1  189).      More   reason  is   there    to    question 
the  identification  proposed  by  Chabas,  Brugsch,  and  Maspero 
of  the  land  of  Adim  or  Atuma  (so  read  by  these  scholars  in  the 
story  of  Senuhyt ;  RP&  2  n  ff.)  with  the  land  of  Edom.     As 
E.  Meyer  (GA  182)  and  other  good  judges  (including  Maspero 
himself)  now  assure  us,  the  right  reading  of  the  name  is  not 
Adim  but  Kdm  (see  KEDEMAH),  and  Prof.  Sayce  has,  therefore, 
in  Pat.  Pal.  206,  silently  retracted  what  he  said  in  his  earlier 
attack  on  criticism  (Crit.  ATon.  203).     Winckler  (I.e.)  thinks  it 
not  impossible  that  the  Edomites  may  have  derived  their  name 
from  the  region  of  the  city  of  Udumu  (he  calls  it  here  Adumu), 
where  they  may  by  degrees  have  formed  settlements.     This  he 
illustrates  by  the  often-quoted  passage  in  the  Harris  Papyrus, 
where  Rameses  III.  claims  to  have  'destroyed  the  Saira  among 
the  tribes  of  the  Sasu '  (Brugsch,  203;  WMM  I35./;  cp  240). 
Here  the  name  Saira  is  evidently  later  than  the  name  (Mount) 
Seir.    Winckler  does  not,  however,  adhere  to  his  own  suggestion, 
and  thinks  the  two  names  Adumu  and  Udumu  are  more  probably 
unconnected.      It  only  needs   to  be  added   here  that   in  1879 
Mr.  Baker  Greene  brought  the  passage  in  the  Anastasi  Papyrus 
into  connection   with  the    settlement   of   Hebrew  tribes,   such 
as   the   Josephites  and,  as  he  thinks,   the  Kenites,   in   Egypt 
(Hebrew  Migration,  37,  117,  IQO,  310);   and  that  W.  M.  Miiller 
considers  that  the  Saira  of  the  Harris  Papyrus  are  a  race  distinct 
from  the  Edomites.     According  to  this  scholar,  the  Saira  are 
the  same  as  the  Horites — the  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  the  land 
of  Seir.     This  involves  bringing  down  the  conquest  of  Seir  by 
the  Edomites  much  later  than  is  consistent  with  Dt.  3  Nu.  20. — 

T.  K.C.] 

3  According  to"  Zimmern   (ZA  6251),  Seir  seems  to  occur  in 
the  Amarna  tablets  in  the  expression  mat  scri. 
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the  Edomites,  by  '  the  sons  of  Seir  the  Horite '  or  '  the 
Horites.'  W.  M.  Miiller  (I.e.),  however,  rightly  observes 
that  the  word  Hori — i.e. ,  Troglodyte  (cp  Job 306) — is 
not  properly  the  name  of  a  nation,  and  serves  only  to 
express  the  idea  entertained  by  later  generations  con 
cerning  their  predecessors.  In  like  manner,  '  the  sons 
of  Seir '  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  a  national  name, 
since  Seir  denotes  nothing  more  than  the  mountain 
range  'in  question.  We  must,  however,  suppose  that 
among  the  Edomites,  as  among  the  Israelites,  there 
survived  remnants  of  older  peoples  ;  and  the  lists 
in  Gen.  36  seem  clearly  to  indicate  that,  after  the 
analogy  of  what  happened  in  Israel,  the  '  Horites ' 
frequently  mingled  with  the  Edomites — just  as,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  find  manifold  traces  of  a  mingling  of 
Edomites  and  Horites  with  the  neighbouring  Israelite 
tribes  (see  Nold.  Unters.  178  /.  and  We.  De  gent.  29, 
38  f. ).  It  should  be  noticed,  in  particular,  that 
remnants  of  the  small  nation  known  as  Kenaz  were  to 
be  found  both  among  the  Edomites  and  among  the 
Israelites  (see  K.ENA7.).  Similarly,  a  portion  of  the 
Amalekites  was  merged  in  the  Edomite  people  (see 
AMALEK,  §  4). 

It  is  shown  elsewhere  (see  ESAU,  §  2)  that  the  Israel 
ites  had  a  consciousness  of  their  lateness  as  a  people 
__.  in  comparison  with  the  Edomites.     The 

n^s>       tradition,  which  was  sound,  illustrates 


Tribes,  Clans. 


the  statements  in  Gen.  8631-39.      Even 


if  the  first  four  of  the  kings  there  enumerated  are 
mythical  (see  Nold.  Unters.  87  n. ),  the  last  four 
are  certainly  historical.  There  is,  however,  a  doubt 
whether  they  are  arranged  in  strict  chronological 
sequence,  and  whether  all  of  them  ruled  over  the  whole 
nation  (see  BEL  A  ii. ,  i).  The  other  lists  in  the  same 
chapter  also  are  of  great  historical  value,  though  the 
details  are  often  obscure.1  That  inconsistencies  occa 
sionally  appear  is  quite  in  accordance  with  what  we 
should  expect  in  lists  drawn  up  at  various  times  or 
under  the  influence  of  conflicting  notions  ;  for  it  would 
be  a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  tribes  and 
families  were  separated,  by  absolutely  rigid  limits,  one 
from  another.  So  far  as  we  can  judge,  however,  there 
is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  traditions  embodied  in 
the  lists  above  mentioned  are  later  than  the  overthrow 
of  the  kingdom  of  Judah.  Of  the  localities  enumerated 
in  Gen.  36,  either  in  the  form  of  tribal  names  or  as 
possessions  of  the  various  chieftains  (see  especially  vv. 
40-43),  all  those  which  can  be  identified  are  situated  in 
the  ancient  territory  of  Edom,  not  in  the  region  occupied 
by  the  Edomites  after  the  fall  of  Judah.  The  antiquity 
of  the  title  (IJ^K.  'alluph,  EV  '  DUKE  '  [q.v.])  given  to  the 
Edomite  princes  in  this  chapter  appears  to  the  present 
writer  to  be  proved  by  Ex.  1615. 

In  the  OT  the  territory  of  Edom  (properly  speaking) 

is  Mount  SEIR  (q.v. ,  i).    It  is,  of  course,  to  be  supposed, 

_        ,          however,    that    the    Edomite   country 

IM        t  's      )    sPread  out  both  to  the  east  and  to  the 
'  '"  west  of  the  mountains,   and  probably 

varied  in  dimensions  at  different  periods.  The  sites  of 
a  very  few  Edomite  towns  can  be  determined  with  pre 
cision  ;  the  sites  of  others  (for  example,  that  of  Teman — 
i.e.,  'south,'  'southern  place' — which  is  often  mentioned, 
and  appears  also  as  a  grandson  of  Edom)  can  be  deter 
mined  at  least  approximately.  In  general,  however, 
the  country  of  Edom  is  still  very  imperfectly  known. 

The  name  Seir,  applied  to  the  mountain-range,  signifies 
'  hairy,'  a  meaning  to  which  the  narratives  in  Gen.  allude 
on  several  occasions  (Gen.  25  25  27 1123).  If  we  may 
judge  by  analogy,  '  hairy '  must  here  be  equivalent  to 
'wooded,'  or  at  least  'covered  with  brush-wood'  :  in 
Arabia  there  are  two  distinct  localities  where  we  find  a 
mountain  called  by  the  equivalent  name  al-As'ar,  '  the 
hairy,'  whilst  a  neighbouring  mountain  is  known  as 
al-Akra'  or  al-Ajrad  '  the  bare'  (cp  the  mountain  called 
Sa'rfo  in  Assyria). 

i  [Cp  WRS  /  Phil.  9  V)ff. ;  Ndld.  ZDMG  40 168^  ('86).] 
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At  the  present  day  the  region  of  Seir  is,  for  the  most 
part,  barren  ;  but  it  contains  some  fruitful  valleys,  and 
in  the  country  immediately  to  the  E.  of  it  are  to  be 
found  districts  covered  with  luxuriant  vegetation,  as  both 
ancient  and  modern  authorities  attest  (see  Buhl,  Edomi- 
ter,  i$/.  ['93]).  It  is,  therefore,  hardly  necessary  to  take 
the  prophetic  utterance  on  Edom  in  Gen.  27  39  (see  ESAU, 
§  2)  as  any  thing  other  than  a  blessing — which  is  the  most 
obvious  interpretation.  Nor  is  the  benediction  incon 
sistent  with  the  fact  (which  agrees  with  the  conditions  of 
life  to-day  in  some  mountainous  districts  of  Arabia) 
that  the  Edomites  were  largely  dependent  upon  the 
chase  for  their  sustenance. 

According  to  Gen.  324  368,  Esau  took  up  his  abode 

on  Mount  Seir.      Hence  it  is  that  in  one  passage  Jacob, 

„  ,  ,    when  on   his  journey  from  Gilead   to 


Israel :  earlier 
times. 


Shechem,    passes   southward  over  the 
Jabbok,    although    in    reality   he   had 


nothing  to  do  in  that  region  and  would 
gladly  have  avoided  Esau ;  the  story,  however,  requires 
that  the  two  brothers  should  meet.  See  JABBOK,  §  2. 

What  were  the  relations  between  the  Israelites  and 
the  Edomites  at  the  time  of  the  Exodus  is  a  matter 
about  which  the  narratives  of  the  Pentateuch  leave  us 
in  doubt.  According  to  one  story,  the  Israelites 
marched  straight  through  the  Edomite  territory  (cp 
Nu.  3337/!  42/1 )  ;  according  to  a  more  detailed  account, 
they  avoided  it  altogether  by  performing  a  circuit  to 
the  south  (cp  WANDERINGS,  §  13).  It  must  be  re 
membered,  however,  (i)  that  it  is  quite  uncertain 
whether  at  that  time  the  Edomites  were  already  in 
possession  of  the  country  which  they  afterwards  occupied, 
and  (2)  that  the  immigration  of  the  Israelite  tribes  was 
probably  not  a  single  united  movement,  but  a  series  of 
separate  undertakings  which  followed  different  lines  of 
march  (see  ISRAEL,  §  7). 

One  of  the  ancient  kings  of  Edom  is  said  to  have 
defeated  the  Midianites  on  the  Moabite  table-land  (Gen. 
8635  ;  see  MIDIAN,  and  cp  BELA  ii.,  i).  Whether  the 
brief  mention  of  Saul's  victory  over  the  Edomites  in  i  S. 
1447  is  historical  we  cannot  determine:  the  fact  that 
his  chief  herdman  was  DOEG  the  Edomite  ( i  S.  2 1  7  [8] 
22  [BA,  offvpos];  cp  Ps.  522)  does  not,  of  course,  imply 
any  dominion  of  Israel  over  Edom.  David,  however, 
subdued  the  Edomites  after  a  severe  contest. 

A  short  account  of  this  war  may  be  obtained  by  combining 
2  S.  8  \if.  (where  the  text  is  in  part  very  corrupt  ;  cp  «B)  with 
i  Ch.  1811-13  a"d  Ps.  602  (©  omits  'Edom'),  to  which  we 
should  add  i  K.  11 15^;  but  much  still  remains  obscure.  A 
great  battle  was  fought  in  the  Valley  of  Salt,  by  which  is  prob 
ably  meant  the  northern  extremity  of  the  vast  barren  lowland 
usually  called  the  Ariibah  (cp  Buhl,  Edomiter,  20 ;  but  for 
another  view  see  SALT,  VALLEY  OF).  Joab,  David's  general, 
is  said  to  have  extirpated  all  the  male  Edomites  in  the  course 
of  six  months.  This  is  unquestionably  a  gross  exaggeration, 
for  had  such  been  the  case  the  nation  could  never  have  re 
appeared  in  history.  There  can  be  little  doubt,  however,  that 
David's  conquest  gave  rise  to  the  deadly  hatred  afterwards 
manifested  between  Edom  and  Israel  or  at  least  between  Edom 
and  Judah.  See  DAVID,  §  8  c. 

A  prince  of  the  royal  house  contrived  to  escape  to 
Egypt  (on  cnxD,  cp  HADAD  i. ,  2),  and  his  son  GENU- 
BATH  (q.v. )  regained  the  sovereignty  of  Edom  after 
David's  death  (i  K.  1114-22,  to  which  last  verse  <@BL 
rightly  appends  the  second  half  of  v.  25,  with  the  read 
ing  Edom  fcnx  or  oi.x]  instead  of  '  Aram  '  [DIN])-  The 
statement  that  Solomon  included  Edomite  women  among 
his  wives  (i  K.  11 1)  does  not  seem  irreconcilable  with 
the  foregoing  account ;  but  the  extensive  traffic  which  he 
carried  on  with  Ophir  from  the  port  of  Elath  (at  the 
NE.  extremity  of  the  Red  Sea)  certainly  implies  that  he 
was  master  of  the  intervening  territory.  We  may 
suppose  that  the  kingdom  of  Genubath  included  only  a 
part  of  the  Edomite  country,  or  else  that  the  new  king 
recognised  the  king  of  Judah  as  his  superior.  In 
any  case,  the  Edomite  state  cannot,  at  this  time,  have 
been  really  powerful  :  a  few  generations  later  we  find  the 
same  seaport  in  the  hands  of  Jehoshaphat  king  of  Judah, 
and  it  is  expressly  stated  that  the  Edomites  were  then 
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without    a   king    (i   K.  2247  [48]  /. ).  It  would, 

therefore,  seem  that  the  narrative  of  the 
campaign  undertaken  by  Jehoram  and 
uiviucu  jehoshaphat  against  Mesha  king  of  Moab 
arcny.  can  scarce]y  jje  correct  in  representing  a 
king  of  Edom  as  taking  part  in  the  expedition  (2  K.  3). 
This  story,  as  a  whole,  doubtless  rests  on  genuine 
tradition  ;  but  it  contains  much  that  is  fabulous  (cp 
JEHORAM,  §  $/.}.  The  utmost  that  can  be  conceded  is 
that  the  '  king  of  Edom  '  was  a  prince  subject  to  Judah. 
Moreover,  the  statement  in  i  K.  22  47  [48]  must  be 
taken  in  connection  with  another,  according  to  which 
the  Edomites  rebelled  in  the  time  of  Jehoshaphat's  son 
Jorani  and  set  up  a  king  of  their  own.  The  attempt  to 
subdue  them  afresh  proved  a  failure.  (The  details  of 
the  narrative  in  2  K.  820-22  =  2  Ch.  2l8-io  again  present 
difficulties  of  interpretation. )  The  Blessing  upon 

Esau  (Gen.  27 39  f- ),  at  least  in  its  present  form,  probably 
dates  from  this  period  of  independence — Esau  will  serve 
Jacob  [cp  Gen.  2623] — but  the  following  words,  presum 
ably  added  somewhat  later,  state  that  if  he  makes  an  effort 
he  will  shake  off  the  yoke.  The  narratives  of  Genesis 
assign  the  pre-eminence  to  Jacob,  nor  do  they  fail  to  re 
cognise  the  enmity  between  the  two  brothers  ;  but,  at  the 
same  time,  the  character  of  Esau  is  treated  with  respect, 
and  much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  final  reconciliation. 
All  this  seems  to  represent  the  feeling  of  those  who 
desired  to  see  peace  permanently  established  between 
the  two  peoples ;  or,  possibly,  the  sentiments  here 
expressed  may  proceed  rather  from  subjects  of  the 
Ephraimite  kingdom,  to  whom  the  dominion  of  Judah 
over  Edom  appeared  a  matter  of  no  great  importance. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Judahite  prophets  Joel  and 
Amos — of  whom  the  first  is  now  usually  regarded  as 
post-exilic,  whilst  the  second  undoubtedly  belongs  to 
the  period  which  we  are  at  present  considering — threaten 
the  Edomites  with  a  severe  chastisement  from  God 
on  account  of  their  crimes  against  Israel  (Joel  3  [4]  19 
Am.  ln/i).  The  view  that  the  latter  passage  is  not 
really  by  Amos  (see  AMOS,  §  9)  does  not  commend 
itself  to  the  present  writer  ;  but,  with  regard  to  Am. 
9 11-15,  which  predicts,  among  other  things,  that 
Judah  is  to  dispossess  'the  remnant  of  Edom'  (<S1!A'-i 
TU>V  dvdpuTruv),  it  is  plain  that  there  is  grave  cause  for 
doubt.  This  was  the  period  of  the  war  in  which 
the  hostile  Moabites  burned  the  bones  of  a  certain 
king  of  Edom  '  to  lime '  (Am.  2i).  There  is  reason  to 
believe  that  a  great  trade  in  slaves  was  then  carried  on 
by  the  Edomites  :  we  read  of  whole  troops  of  exiles 
being  delivered  over  to  Edom  by  the  inhabitants  of 
Gaza  and  Tyre  (see  We.  on  Am.  169). 

Amaziah  king  of  Judah  again  subdued  Edom  and 
captured  the  town  of  Sela — i.e. ,  '  Rock"  (see  AMAZIAH, 
i,  JOKTHEEL,  2).  Buhl's  denial  of  the  equivalence  of 
Sela  and  Petra  is  hardly  justified  (see  PETRA).  Whether 
this  conquest  was  maintained — and,  if  so,  by  what 
means — through  all  the  disturbances  which  soon  after 
wards  arose  in  Judah  we  cannot  say.  In  the  reign 
R  Tarpr  °^  -^az'  Rezm  king  of  Damascus  restored 
da  s  of  Elath  to  the  Edomites  (2  K-  166,  where 
monarchv  we  shou^d  read  '  Edom '  [DIN]  and  '  Edom- 
'"  ites'  [cranx]  with©):  hence  we  may  conclude 
that  till  then  the  men  of  Judah  had  been  in  possession  not 
only  of  the  town  in  question  but  also  of  the  country  to 
the  N.  of  it,  or  at  least  of  some  route  whereby  it  could  be 
safely  reached,  a  route  which  perhaps  lay  partly  outside 
of  the  Edomite  territory.  The  statement  in  2  Ch.  28 17 
seems  to  be  a  modified  form  of  the  tradition  relating 
to  those  events.  To  the  same  (or  possibly  to  a  much 
earlier)  period  we  may  assign  the  ancient  fragment  which 
is  found  in  Ps.  608-n  [10-13]  (  =  Ps.  108 8-n  [10-13]),  em 
bedded  among  quite  late  pieces  :  here  occur  the  scornful 
words,  '  Over  Edom  will  I  cast  my  shoe '  (see  SHOES,  § 
4  [6]),  and  '  Who  will  lead  me  to  Edom? ' l  Moreover, 

1  In  the  critical  analysis  of  Ps.  60  the  present  writer  agrees, 
in  the  main,  with  Ew.,  who  assigns  ZT'.  1-5  10  (except  'wilt  not 

1185 


several  of  the  discourses  uttered  by  the  prophets  against 
Edom  appear  to  date  from  about  this  time,  after  the 
nation  had  recovered  its  independence — e.g. ,  the  piece 
which  (as  Ew.  pointed  out)  is  partially  reproduced  by  the 
post-exilic  prophet  OBADJAH  (q.  v. ,  ii. ),  as  well  as  by  his 
predecessor  Jeremiah  (ch.  497-22).  The  details  of  the 
prophecy,  however,  are  no  longer  intelligible.  Similar 
utterances  are  found  in  Is.  11 14  Jer.  925  25  21  497-22  (cp 
Jer.  27s).  On  the  other  hand,  the  author  of  Deuteronomy 
emphatically  teaches  that  Israel  has  no  right  to  the  ter 
ritory  of  Edom,  and  likewise  recommends  a  friendly 
treatment  of  the  kindred  nation  (Dt.  2  5-8  23?  [8]/. ). 

In  the  Assyrian  inscriptions  Kaus-malak  king  of  Edom 
appears,  together  with  his  contemporary,  Ahaz  king  of 
Judah,  as  a  tributary  of  Tiglath-pileser  III.  (745-727 
B.C.);  see  KB  ii.  21.  Similarly,  Malik-ram  king  of 
Edom  (ib.  291)  paid  tribute  to  Sennacherib  (705-681 
B.C. ),  and  Kaus-gabr  king  of  Edom,  as  well  as  Manasseh 
king  of  Judah,  paid  tribute  to  Esarhaddon  (681-668 
B.C.)  and  to  Astir-bani-pal  (668-626  B.  c. )  :  ib.  149  and 
239  ;  cp  Del.  Par.  295,  Schr.  KATW  149  / 

At    the   approach    of    Nebuchadrezzar,    the    nations 

bordering   on    Judah  —  the    Edomites    among    them  — 

—   ...        sent    envoys    to    Jerusalem    to    consult 

and    ost     to£ether  (Jer-  273>-     After  the  destruc- 

tion  of  their  royal  city,  many  Jews  sought 

me  times.  refuge    jn    Edom   (jen  40ll).    but    the 

Edomites,  as  was  natural,  hailed  with  delight  the  over 
throw  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah  (Obad.  11-14  Lam.  4  21 
Ps.  137?).  They  seized  the  opportunity  to  occupy  part 
of  the  territory  of  Judah  (Ezek.  863),  though  perhaps 
another  partial  cause  for  the  migration  may  be  suggested 
(see  NABAT.*:ANS).  At  a  later  period  we  find  them  in 
possession  of  S.  Judaea,  to  which  the  special  name  of 
Idumaea  was  given  ;  this  term  occurs  as  early  as  312 
B.C.  (Diod.  Sic.  xix.  98,  a  passage  based  upon  the 
contemporaneous  testimony  of  Hieronymus  of  Kardia). 
Hebron,  the  ancient  capital  of  the  tribe  of  Judah, 
within  an  ordinary  day's  march  of  Jerusalem,  became 
an  Edomite  city  (r  Mace.  065  Jos.  BJ  iv.  9  7).1  We 
can  scarcely  doubt  that  from  the  time  of  the  Babylonian 
Exile  the  Edomites  held  this  territory,  which,  though 
for  the  most  part  not  very  fertile,  was  preferable  to 
their  original  home. 

The  exilic  and  the  post-exilic  prophets  and  poets  of 
the  Israelites,  as  we  might  have  expected,  denounce  the 
Edomites  in  no  measured  terms  (see  Ezek.  25 12-14  35 14 
863  Obad.  Lam.  4  21  Is.  34  63 1-6  Ps.  137?  Mai.  12-S). 
Similar  were  the  sentiments  of  Jesus  Ben-Sira  (who  wrote 
about  the  year  190  B.C.)  ;  in  5026  the  Cairo  Hebrew 
fragment  (see  ECCLESIASTICUS,  §  4)  has  TJW  'acr;2 
we  must  suppose  the  author  to  have  made  use  of  an 
antiquated  phrase  no  longer  applicable  to  the  Edomites 
of  his  own  time.  The  author  of  the  book  of  Daniel 
(167  or  166  B.C.)3  appears,  on  the  contrary,  to  have 
been  less  unfriendly  to  Edom,  as  well  as  to  Moab  and 
Ammon,  following  in  this  the  example  of  his  predecessor, 
the  Deuteronomist  (see  Dan.  11 41).  There  is,  it  may 
be  remarked,  no  ground  for  the  assumption  that  the 
Edomites  had,  during  the  intervening  period,  retired 
from  S.  Judaea  and  had  afterwards  taken  possession  of 
it  a  second  time  (see  Buhl,  Edomiter,  77).  The  list  of 
places  in  Neh.  11  25-36  is,  at  any  rate,  not  contemporary 
with  Nehemiah,  and  if  authentic  in  any  sense  must  be 
borrowed  from  a  pre-exilic  source.4 

thou,  O  God,  which,'  RV  mg.)  ii  f.  (EV's  numeration)  to  a 
psalmist  shortly  before  Nehemiah,  and  irv.  6-9,  and  the  opening 
of  v.  10,  to  David  (warring  against  the  Aramaeans).  The  Davidic 
origin  of  those  words  is,  however,  highly  questionable.  (Cp 
PSALMS.) 

1  [On  the  Edomites  in  Judah  in  the  early  post-exilic  period 
see  Mey.  Entst.  114^.] 

2  It  has  now  been  proved  therefore  that  Fritzsche  and  others 
were  fully  justified  in  reading  '  Seir  '  (oTjei'p). 

3  [See  Mold.  A  T  Lit.  223  ('68) ;  but  cp  DANIEL  ii.,  §  18.] 

4  [Several  critics — e.g.,  Torrey,  Francis  Brown,  and  E.  Meyer 
— have  lately  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  catalogue  in  ques 
tion  is  a  fiction  of  the  Chronicler.] 
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Judas  the  Maccabee  fought  against  the  Edomites  on 
the  territory  which  had  formerly  belonged  to  the  tribe 
of  Judah  (i  Mace.  6365).  They  are  mentioned  as 
enemies  in  Ps.  887  [6],  which  was  composed  about  this 
time.  Cp  Judith  78  18  of  the  same  period. 

At  length  Judah  gained  the  victory  over  Edom.     John 

Hyrcanus  first  wrested  ADORA  (q.v.)  and  MARESHAH 

_    ,    (q.v.)  out  of  the  hands  of   the   Edomites 

f  Ed          (J°S>  Ant-  X"i-  9l>  BJL  26)-       Ab°Ut    the 
01       om.  en[j  QJ.  t^e  seconcj  century  B.C.  he  compelled 

the  whole  Edomite  nation,  it  is  said,  to  adopt  the  practice 
of  circumcision,  and  the  Jewish  Law  (Ant.  xiii.  9 1  xv.  7  9). 
Henceforth  they  were  included  among  the  Jews  (ib. , 
Strabo,  760).  Idumaen  is  several  times  mentioned  as  a 
district  belonging  to  Judaea  (e.g. ,  Jos.  BJ  iii.  85)- 

The  conquest,  however,  did  not  prove  a  blessing  to 
the  Jews  ;  for,  in  consequence  of  those  events,  it  came 
about  that  the  ill-starred  family  of  Antipas,  the  dynasty 
of  the  Herods,  whom  we  should  no  doubt  regard,  in 
accordance  with  the  common  opinion,  as  of  Edomite 
origin  (see  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  lOa,  BJ  i.  62  ;  cp  Mishna. 
Sota,  vii.  8),  made  themselves  masters  of  Judrea  and  of 
all  Palestine,  and  thus  were  enabled  to  plunge  the  Jews 
into  great  misfortune.  The  Edomites  also  had  reason 
to  regret  their  union  with  their  former  rivals.  Consider 
ing  themselves  Jews  in  the  fullest  sense,  the  fierce  and 
turbulent  inhabitants  of  Idumeea  (Jos.  BJ  iv.  4i  5i) 
eagerly  joined  in  the  rebellion  against  the  Romans,  and 
played  a  prominent  part  both  in  the  intestine  struggles 
and  in  the  heroic  but  altogether  hopeless  resistance  to 
the  enemy  (ib.  iv.  4/  81  9s/  v.  92  vi.  26  82).  Thus 
Edom  was  laid  waste  with  fire  and  sword,  and  the 
nation  as  such  ceased  to  be.  Even  the  fact  that  the 
Edomites  had  at  length  become  Jews  was  soon  completely 
forgotten  by  the  exponents  of  Jewish  tradition.  The 
frequent  denunciations  of  Edom  in  the  OT  caused  the 
name  to  be  remembered  only  as  an  object  of  hatred, 
and  hence  the  Jews  came  at  an  early  date  to  employ  it 
as  a  term  indicating  Rome,  the  most  abhorred  of  all 
their  enemies.  And  yet  many  of  the  Jews,  it  would 
seem,  must  have  had  Edomite  blood  in  their  veins  ;  for 
we  may  reasonably  assume  not  only  that  the  Edomites, 
after  they  had  adopted  Judaism,  intermarried  largely 
with  their  co-religionists,  but  also  that  those  Edomites 
who  survived  the  final  catastrophe,  whether  in  the  con 
dition  of  slaves  or  otherwise,  were  regarded  as  Jews  both 
by  themselves  and  by  the  outer  world  (cp  CHUZA). 

With  respect  to  the  habits  and  intellectual  culture  of 

the  Edomites  we  possess  scarcely  any  information.      In 

_.   ...     ..         spite   of  their  ferocity,  to  which   the 

ai.  oivi  isation.  QT  ^^^5  ^  well  ^  the  accounts 

of  the  closing  struggle  bear  testimony,  the  Edomites, 
and  especially  Teman,  appear,  strangely  enough,  to 
have  enjoyed  a  reputation  for  great  wisdom  (Obad.  8  = 
Jer.  49?).  It  is  not  without  reason  that  in  the  Book  of 
Job  the  sage  who  occupies  the  foremost  place  among 
Job's  friends  is  called  Eliphaz  of  Teman,  after  two  of 
the  most  important  clans  of  Edom,  Eliphaz  being  the 
first-born  of  Esau  and  Teman  the  first-born  of  Eliphaz. 
Perhaps  Job  himself  also  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
Edomite,  since  his  country,  the  land  of  Uz  (q.v.  ;  see 
also  JOB  [BOOK],  §  4),  is  mentioned  in  connection  with 
Edom  (Lam.  4  21  [<S  omits  Uz],  cp  Gen.  3628).  At  all 
events,  we  may  conclude  that  at  a  tolerably  early  period 
some  portion  at  least  of  this  people  acquired  a  certain 
civilisation,  as  was  the  case  with  the  later  occupants  of 
the  same  district,  the  NABATVEANS  (q.v. ).  In  all 
probability  this  was  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
trade  route  from  Yemen  to  Palestine  and  Syria  passed 
through  the  country  in  question. 

Of  the   ancient   religion    of   the    Edomites    nothing 

definite  is  known.     Whatever  legends  they  may  have 

_  ..   .          possessed   concerning   their  ancestors, 

mgion.    Abraham  Sarah|  and  Esau>  have  wholly 

perished.  Josephus  (Ant.  xv.  7  9)  mentions  A'ose  as  an 
Edomite  deity  ;  the  name  has  been  identified  with  that 
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of  the  Arabian  god  A'ozah  sacrificed  to  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  Mecca,  after  whom  the  rainbow  was  called  by 
the  Arabs  '  the  bow  of  Kozah '  (cp  WRS,  Kin.  296). 
Nothing  more  has  been  ascertained  respecting  him. 
Still  less  do  we  know  about  the  god  who  figures 
in  several  Edomite  proper  names  under  the  Assyrian 
form  A'aul,  in  Kau$-malak  and  Kaus-gabr,  and  the  Greek 
form  Kos,  in  Kostobaros  (Jos.  Ant.xv.7g)  and  some 
other  names,  which,  however,  are  not  actually  stated  to 
be  Edomite  ;  the  same  god  appears  in  the  Nabatoean 
inscriptions  at  al-Hegr  as  op  in  jruop.  Kocrvdravos  (i.e. , 
•  Kos  has  given')  whilst  in  the  Sinaitic  inscriptions  the 
name  is  spelt  nip,  in  -nyoip  (i-t-,  'Kos  has  helped'). 
Malik,  '  king,'  in  the  proper  name  Malikram  (see  above, 
§8),  is  a  general  title  of  Semitic  deities.  The  heathen 
feast  celebrated  at  Mamre  near  Hebron,  at  length  sup- 
preated  by  Constantine  (see  the  interesting  account  in 
Sozom.  HEI^},  was  perhaps  mainly  of  Edomite  origin. 
It  is  even  possible  that  on  this  soil,  hallowed  by  patri 
archal  legend,  there  may  have  survived  some  rites  which 
had  teen  practised  long  before  in  ancient  Israel,  rites 
which  might  well  seem  heathenish  both  to  the  later 
Jews  and  to  the  Christians. 

From  the  statement  that  the  practice  of  circumcision 
was  imposed  upon  the  Edomites  by  John  Hyrcanus 
(Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  9i)  it  might  be  concluded  that  there  was 
no  such  custom  among  them  previously.  This,  however, 
is  extremely  improbable.  The  OT  assumes  that  all 
descendants  of  Abraham  were  circumcised,  and  since,  in 
later  times  at  least,  this  practice  was  universal  among 
the  Arabs,  we  can  hardly  believe  that  the  whole  Edomite 
nation  had  abandoned  it  in  the  course  of  ages.  Prob 
ably  Josephus  was  here  misled  by  a  statement  that  the 
Edomites  had  adopted  the  religious  customs  of  the 
Jews,  and  himself  added,  with  his  usual  inaccuracy,  the 
special  reference  to  circumcision,  which  was  considered 
the  most  important  characteristic  of  Judaism.  Or  per 
haps  we  are  to  understand  that  the  Jewish  rite  of  circum 
cision  shortly  after  birth  was  substituted  for  the  rite  in  use 
among  the  kindred  peoples,  namely  circumcision  shortly 
before  puberty  (cp  CIRCUMCISION,  §  4/. ),  the  former 
alone  being  recognised  as  real  circumcision  by  the  Jews. 

How  thoroughly  the  Edomites  were  at  length  trans 
formed  into  Jews  is  shown,  for  example,  by  the  fact 
that  among  the  very  few  names  which  are  mentioned  as 
having  been  borne  by  Edomites  in  those  times,  that  of 
Jacob  (the  brother  and  rival  of  Esau  !)  occurs  twice 
(Jos.  BJ\\.  96  v.  61  vi.  26  83).  We  find,  moreover, 
the  characteristically  Jewish  names,  Simon  (ib.  v.  61 
vi.  26),  John  (ib.  v.  65),  and  Phinehas  (ib.  iv.  42). 

The  language  of  the  ancient  Edomites  probably 
resembled  that  of  Israel  at  least  as  closely  as  did  the 
..  language  of  the  Moabites.  It  is  pos- 

13.  Language.  &^Q  {hat  the  Discovery  Of  some  in 
scription  may  throw  further  light  on  the  subject ;  at 
present  our  information  is  derived  solely  from  a  few 
proper  names  of  persons  and  places.  In  the  later 
period  of  their  history  the  Edomites,  like  the  Jews, 
doubtless  spoke  the  Aramaic  language,  which  was  in 
common  use  throughout  all  Syria.  T.  N. 

EDOS  (HAOC  [B]),  i  Esd.  9  35  RV,  AV  EDES. 

EDREI  (^ITTtN,  deriv.  uncertain  ;  cp  Arab,  midhra  , 
land  between  desert  and  cultivated  soil  ;  also  Aram, 
jm  to  sow,  as  if  analogous  to  ?NJT)T* ;  cp  Bedawi 
name  below  ;  eAp&eiN  [B],  -M  [A],  &Ap<M  or  eA-  [L])- 

(i)  A  chief  city  of  Bashan,  one  of  the  residences 
of  Og  '  who  dwelt  at  Ashtaroth  and  at  Edrei '  (Josh. 
124  181231  ;  cp  also  Dt.  14,  'in  Ashtaroth  at  Edrei,' 
where  probably  '  and '  has  fallen  out).  Along  with  Salcah, 
which  lay  far  to  the  E. ,  it  is  given  as  the  frontier  of  Og's 
kingdom  (Dt.  3io).  According  to  the  deuteronomist, 
Israel  reached  it  on  the  way  to  Bashan,  and  found  Og 
and  all  his  people  planted  there  to  meet  them  (Dt.  3i 
Nu.  2133-35  Josh.  1812);  Og  was  defeated  and  slain. 
The  town  fell  to  the  half-tribe  of  Manasseh  (Josh.  1831  P), 
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but  is  not  mentioned  again.     It  appears  to  be  the  'Otara'a 
of  the  Egyptian  inscriptions  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  159). 

Edrei  was  the  "Adpa.  of  Ptolemy,  the  'Adpaa  or  Adra 
of  Eusebius  and  Jerome,  and  the  Adraha  of  the  Peutinger 
Tables.  The  position  to  which  it  is  assigned  by  all 
these  (Ptolemy  puts  it  due  E.  of  Gadara,  Eus.  24  or 
25  R.  m.  from  Bosra,  and  the  Tab.  Pent.  16  m.  from 
Capitolias,  the  modern  Beit-er-Ras)  closely  agrees  with 
that  of  the  modern  '  Edraat  (Adri'dt,  Der'dt,  Der'd, 
Deraa;  in  the  Bedawi  dialect  Azradt},  about  22  m. 
NW.  from  Bosra,  6  m.  SE.  from  el-Muzeirlb,  and  15 
NE.  of  Beit-er-Ras.  The  site  is  strong,  on  the  S.  of 
the  deep  gorge  that  forms  the  S.  boundary  of  the  plain 
of  Hauran,  6  m.  E.  from  the  present  Hajj  road.  This 
agrees  with  the  data  given  above,  that  it  was  a  frontier 
town,  and  on  the  way  into  Bashan.  The  gorge  winds, 
and,  with  a  tributary  ravine,  isolates  the  present  city 
on  all  sides  but  the  S.  The  citadel  is  completely  cut 
off,  on  a  hill  which  projects  into  the  gorge  and  may 
have  held  the  whole  ancient  town.  The  ruins,  probably 
from  Roman  times,  cover  a  circuit  of  two  miles. 

The  most  prominent  are  those  of  a  large  reservoir,  fed  by  the 
reat  aqueduct  (Kanat  Fir'aun,  Pharaoh's  aqueduct)  which  runs 
rom  a  small  lake  near  Yabis  in  Hauran  via  Edrei  to  Gadara,  a 
distance  as  the  crow  flies  of  40  m.  ;  but  the  aqueduct  winds.  There 
is  a  building,  44  yards  by  31,  with  a  double  colonnade,  evidently 
the  Christian  cathedral  of  Bosra,  but  now  a  mosque.  Some 
Greek  inscriptions  are  given  by  Le  Bas  and  Waddington  :  the 
present  writer  found  another  of  the  year  165  A.D.  (HG  606,  n.  2). 

The  most  notable  remains,  however,  are  the  caves 
beneath  the  citadel.  They  form  a  subterranean  city,  a 
labyrinth  of  streets  with  shops  and  houses,  and  a 
market  place  (Wetzstein,  Reisebericht,  47  f.:  cp  Porter, 
Five  Years  in  Damascus). 

Wetzstein  says,  '  The  present  city,  which,  judging  from  its 
walls,  must  have  been  one  of  great  extent,  lies  for  the  most  part 
directly  over  the  old  subterranean  city,  and  I  believe  that  now, 
in  case  of  a  devastating  war,  the  inhabitants  would  retire  to  the 
latter  for  safety.' 

The  OT  makes  no  mention  of  so  great  a  marvel, 
which  probably  dates,  in  its  present  elaborate  form,  from 
Greek  times  ;  but  such  refuges  must  have  been  always 
a  feature  of  a  land  so  swept  by  Arab  raids. 

It  is  puzzling  that  Edrei  appears  neither  in  the  E.  campaign 
of  Judas  the  Maccabee(i  Mace.  5);  nor  is  it  in  Pliny's  list  of  the 
original  DECAPOLIS  (g.v.).  However,  it  was  early  colonised 
by  Greeks,  and  (on  the  evidence  of  a  coin)  De  Saulcy  dates  its 
independence  from  as  far  back  as  83  B.C.  (Numism.  de  la  Terre 
Sainte,  374^).  After  Pompey  it  belonged  to  the  Roman 
province  of  Syria,  and  after  Trajan  to  that  of  Arabia.  Its 
inhabitants  worshipped  Astarte  and  the  Nabatsean  god  Dusara. 
Eus.  and  Jer.,  who  describe  it  as  a  notable  town  of  Arabia  (OS 
1184  21837),  place  it  in  Bararaia.  Its  bishop  sat  at  the  Councils 
of  Seleucia,  Constantinople  (381)  and  Chalcedon  (451).  The 
Crusaders  who  besieged  it  (Will.  Tyr.  16  10)  called  it  Adratum. 
Other  authorities  are  :  Porter,  Five  Years  in  Damascus,  whose 
theory  ((1),222i/:  ;  (2),  271^),  that  Og's  city  is  the  modern  Ezra 
or  Zorawa  on  the  W.  limit  of  the  Leja,  is  unfounded  ;  Schu 
macher,  Across  Jordan(\^off.)\  Wright,  Palmyra  and  Zenobia, 
284  ff.;  Merrill,  East  of  Jordan,  349^;  A.  G.  Wright,  PEFQ, 
95.  P-  T*ff\  cp.  ZDMG  29431435. 

2.  An  unidentified  site,  one  of  the  fenced  cities  of 
Naphtali  (Josh.  1837:  acnrctpei  [B],  eSpaet  [A],  a3. 
[L]).  Conder  suggests  Ya'tir  (PEF  Mem.  1203205). 

G.  A.  S. 
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I.  Before  Ezra  (§§  1-4). 
II.  Ezra   to    ben-Shetach 


III.  To   end  of    Jewish  state 

(§§  13-23). 

i.  Elementary  (§§  14-20). 
Synagogue  (§  6).  Teachers,  etc.  (§§  15-17). 

'  Scribes  '   and   the  '  Wise  '  Studies,  etc.  (§§  18-20). 

(§  lf-\  ii.   Scribes'  College  (§  21). 

Prov.  and  Ecclus.  (§  g/.).  Education  of  girls  (§  22). 

Greek  influence  (§  n).  Conclusion  (§  23). 

Details  1  (§  12).  Bibliography  (§  24). 

Systematic  education  among  the  Jews  may  be  traced 
to  the    influence    of    Hellenism.     The    foundation    of 

i    i>.._;..jn     Alexandria  was    an    event  as  important 
1.  Periods.    ,.  .  . 

lor    education    as    for    the   development 

and    enrichment    of    Jewish     thought.       Consequently 

there  are,  properly,  two  periods  in  the  history  of  Jewish 

education  in  biblical  times,  the  first  lasting  to  the  end 

1  For  Hebrew  terms  sea  §  3. 
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of  the  Persian  rule,  the  second  beginning  with  the 
Greek  and  continuing  into  the  Roman.  Within  the 
first  period  there  are  two  notable  breaks,  the  one 
caused  by  the  growth  of  commerce  and  luxury  among 
the  pre-exilic  Israelites,  the  other  by  the  rise  of  Judaism 
as  a  book-religion  ;  within  the  second  there  is  but 
one  break,  marked  by  the  reported  introduction  of 
compulsory  education  by  Simon  ben-Shetach  (noe*)- 
We  have  so  little  definite  knowledge,  however,  about 
the  early  part  of  the  first  period  that  we  may  con 
veniently  group  the  facts  which  we  can  collect  under 
three  heads,  viz. :  (I.)  down  to  the  time  of  Ezra;  (II.) 
from  Ezra  to  Simon  ben-Shetach;  and  (III.)  from 
Simon  ben-Shetach  to  the  end  of  the  Jewish  State. 

On  oral  instruction  see  below,  §§  3,  12,  20. 

I.  Before  Ezra. — In  primitive  times  education  was 
purely  a  domestic  and  family  concern  (see  FAMILY,  §  13). 

2   Earliest   ^e  ^ome  was  tne  onty  scn°ol  and  the 

Practice  Parents  trie  only  teachers.  The  parental 
authority  and  claim  to  reverence  forms 
part  of  the  earliest  legislation  (Ex.  20 12,  cp  also  21 1517 
in  the  '  Book  of  the  Covenant ' )  and  is  reiterated  in  the 
later  literature  (Prov.  1926  2620  and  often).  In  the 
purely  agricultural  stage  it  must  have  been  a  primary 
object  with  fathers  to  train  up  their  children  to  share 
the  labours  of  husbandry,  or  to  carry  on  the  skill  in 
useful  arts  which  had  become  hereditary  in  certain 
families.  We  may  be  sure,  however,  that  even  such 
instruction  was  given  in  a  religious  spirit.  Among 
the  Israelites,  as  among  other  early  peoples,  tradi 
tional  methods  of  work  were  traced  to  a  divine  origin 
(cp  AGRICULTURE,  §  14).  For  this  idea  we  may 
compare  the  parable  of  the  ploughman,  Is.  28  23  ff, 
(which,  whatever  be  its  date,  is  antique  in  feeling1), 
and  the  evidently  primitive  stories  in  Genesis  about 
the  rise  of  civilisation  (see  CAINITES,  §  "$ff.). 

The  religious  sense,  however,  was  no  doubt  specially 
cultivated  in  the  minds  of  the  children.  The  boys 
would  in  due  time  be  initiated  (-;:n)  in  religious  rites 
(cp  Ex.  138  Dt.  4g,  etc. ;  see  CATECHISE,  and  cp  DEDI 
CATE),  and  all  children  would  be  instructed  by  the 
mother  in  the  primary  moral,  as  distinguished  from  the 
ritual  and  institutional,  elements  in  the  old  religion 
(e.g.,  reverence  for  elders,  and  the  like).  At  a  later 
time  the  mother  is  expressly  mentioned  as  the  giver  of 
moral  instruction  (see  below,  §  5)  ;  this  is  clearly  a 
survival  of  a  more  ancient  custom.  The  'omen  (JON  ; 
RV  'nursing  father')  or  iraidaywy6s  (tutor)  was  also 
no  doubt  an  instructor  of  the  children  under  his  charge2 
(see  NURSE). 

The  introduction  of  commerce  with  its  attendant 
luxury  brought  about  great  social  changes  by  the  time 
3  Higher  °^  t^le  ear"est  prophets  whose  discourses 
,.°  are  preserved  to  us.  According  to  Isaiah 
grave  social  evils  had  arisen  (WRS 
Proph.'N,  204;  OTJCW,  349_/\);  but  we  may  venture 
to  assume  that  the  high  culture  of  which  this  prophet 
is  himself  an  example  was  not  unconnected  with  the 
inrushing  of  new  ideas  and  habits  caused  by  an  in 
creased  knowledge  of  other  peoples  (see  WRITING). 
A  knowledge  of  books,  it  is  true,  is  not  now,  and  never 
has  been,  essential  to  culture  in  the  East.  '  The  ideal 
of  instruction  is  oral  teaching,  and  the  worthiest  shrine 
of  truths  that  must  not  die  is  the  memory  and  heart  of 
a  faithful  disciple,'  and  the  term  Torah,  which  ultimately 
came  to  be  applied  to  the  Written  Law,  was  originally 
applied  to  an  oral  decision  (OTJCW  299^).  Cp 
ISRAEL,  §  61  ;  LAW  AND  JUSTICE,  §  i  ;  LAW  LITERA 
TURE,  PRIESTS. 

Not  much  can  be  said  here  on  the  specialised  training 

1  That  the  ancient  sentiment  lingered  late  may  be  seen  from 
the  fact  that  several  treatises  of  the  Mishna  deal  with  agriculture 
(cp  Vogelstein,  Die  Landiuirtttschaft  in  Palastina  zur  Zeit  d. 
Misc/tna,  i.  '94). 

2  Cp  the  later  identification  muSayiayos  Gi;nB)  =  ?1DN  =  wisdom 
=  Torah  (Buxtf.,  1698),  which  illustrates  Gal.  824  (see  Taylor, 
Pirke  AbothW,  173). 
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of  certain  persons,  such  as  craftsmen,  prophets,  and 
priests  (see  HANDICRAFTS,  PROPHETS,  PRIESTS).  It 
is  enough  to  remark  that  prophets  and  priests  were  in  a 
very  true  sense  'stays'  (Is.  3i)  of  the  social  structure, 
not  only  on  account  of  the  awe  they  inspired  but  also 
because  of  the  teaching  which  they  gave  to  their  disciples 
and  hearers. 

It  is  well  known  that  in  Mishnic  Hebrew  the  characteristic 
word  for  both  '  to  learn '  and  '  to  teach '  is  rMB'i  s&nak,  '  to 
repeat ' ;  whilst  njtyOi  '"ilnah  (prop.  '  repetition  ')  is  '  instruc 
tion  '  (see  further  below,  §  20).  It  is  noticeable  that  in  Bib. 
Hebrew  .-ijgf  does  not  occur  in  this  special  sense.  The  biblical 
words  are  -\j^j,  lainadh,  'to  learn'  (Pi.  'to  teach');  nes 
iinnen,  '  to  inculcate ' ;  min,  horah  (v/m')>  '  to  instruct '  (mid 
mdreh,  '  teacher  ')  ;  pan,  hebhtn  (['30,  mebhln,  '  teacher  ')  ; 
S'DK',1,  hisktl,  also  meaning  'to  teach."  In  this  connexion  the 
following  quotation  from  the  final  tablet  of  the  Babylonian  epic 
of  Creation  (Reverse  1.  22./C)  is  interesting  : — 

Let  them  stand  forth  (?) — let  the  elder  enlighten  ; 

Let  the  wise,  the  learned,  meditate  together  \ 

Let   the   father   rehearse  (sdn&,  sunnii=  njc1),  make    the   son 

apprehend  \ 
Open  be  the  ears  of  Shepherd  and  Flockmaster  (z'.^.,the  king).' 

The  publication  of  the  Book  of  Deuteronomy  (621 
B.C.  )  had  far-reaching  consequences  for  popular  educa- 

4  Systematic  tio"'     Thf  pufblic  rec°gnitio"  ^ing 
J         .  and   people  of  a  written  code  of  law 

'  which  was  intended  to  cover  the  whole 
nstruction.    life  of  a  dtizen(  both  on  its  reiigjous 

and  secular  side  '  (C.  G.  Montefiore,  Hibb.  Lect.  188) 
involved  a  conception  of  life  which  was  akin  to,  and 
prepared  the  way  for,  the  later  Judaism.  Under  its 
influence,  some  time  in  the  seventh  century,  an  attempt 
was  perhaps  made  to  enforce  upon  each  Israelite  '  the 
necessity  of  instilling  right  religion  and  morality  into  his 
children  and  household  '  (Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  130,  citing 
Gen.  18 17-19  which  probably  belongs  to  this  period). 
The  exhortations  in  D  to  instruct  children  in  the  sacred 
history  and  law  (4g  6720  11 19)  point  in  the  same 
direction,  though  the  date  of  these  passages  may  be 
later  than  621  B.C.,  and  the  ideal  which  they  set  forth 
was  not  fully  carried  out  till  after  the  time  of  Ezra. 
There  were  also  in  the  pre-exilic  period  some  anticipa 
tions  of  the  '  wisdom '  ideas,  first  expressed  by  Isaiah 
(312),  which  later  played  so  important  a  part  in  the 
development  of  the  educational  system  (see  further  Che. 
op.  cit.  130  f.). 

II.   From  Ezra  to   Simon  ben-Shetach  (75  B.C.). — 

The  period  which  extends  from  the  fall  of  Jerusalem 

to  the  arrival  of  Ezra  was  a  period  of  extraordinary 

_  ,       activity,   both   moral   and    intellectual, 

o.  becona      m    the   Ch0jcest    p^   ^   tne   jewjsn 

Petri°75B  CZra  Pe°Ple-  <The  task  which  now  de' 
.O.  volved  on  the  nation  was  the  inventory 
ing  of  the  spiritual  property  of  Israel '  (Cornill,  Proph. 
Isr.  125).  Hence  quite  naturally  there  arose  a 
literary  class,  the  SCRIBES  (q.v.},  who  were  not  only 
students  but  also  teachers  of  law  and  sacred  literature, 
and  may  perhaps  be  connected  with  the  growth  of  an 
institution  closely  identified  at  a  later  time  with  the 
educational  movement — viz.,  the  SYNAGOGUE2  (q.v. ). 
Henceforth  the  Jews  became  emphatically  '  the  people 
of  the  book.'  The  sacred  writings  became  the  spell 
ing  book,  the  community  a  school,  religion  an 
affair  of  teaching  and  learning.  Piety  and  education 
were  inseparable  ;  whoever  could  not  read  was  no  true 
Jew  ( Wellhausen).  Surely  we  may  say  that  we  are  now 
assisting  at  the  birth  of  a  truly  popular  education,  rooted 
and  grounded  in  morality  and  religion.  Even  if  the  ac 
count  of  Ezra's  introduction  of  the  Law  in  Neh.  8  is  not, 
as  it  stands,  historical  (see  EZRA  i. ,  §  8),  it  may  serve  as 
a  record  of  the  beginnings  on  Palestinian  soil  of  the 
synagogue,  of  which  Ezra  is  the  traditional  founder. 
(Note  the  description  of  the  reading  and  exposition  of 
the  Torah  by  Ezra  and  the  Levite  teachers,  especially 

1  Ball,  Lis^ht  from  the  East,  17.     The  opening  expression  is 
uncertain  (Del.  Wcltschdff.  160). 
-  Cp  Montefiore,  op.  cit.  230. 

IIQI 


EDUCATION 

the  phrase  0*3*30, *  '  caused  [the  people]  to  under 
stand.') 

As  to  what  constituted  the  new  popular  education,  we 
may  safely  say  that  it  led  up  to  an  accurate  knowledge 
of  the  sacred  history  and  the  Law. 

It  may  be  regarded  as  highly  probable  also  that 
however  prominent  was  the  part  taken  by  the  father 2 
in  the  early  religious  instruction  of  the  child,  the  mother, 
as  in  the  earlier  period  (see  above,  §  2),  and  always, 
exercised  an  important  influence. 

'My  son'  (i.e.,  my  disciple),  says  a  wise  man,  'keep  the 
commandment  of  thy  father,  and  forsake  not  the  instruction 
(rnin)  °f  tnV  mother'  (Prov.  0  20 ;  other  passages  speaking  of 
the  torah  of  the  mother  are  1  8  623  ;  cp  31  1-9,  which  seems  to 
be  a  poetical  embodiment  of  such).  A  NT  writer  refers  (2  Tim. 
1  5)  to  the  religious  influence  exercised  on  Timothy  by  his  mother 
and  grandmother. 

Throughout,  it  is  oral  instruction  that  is  presupposed 
(see  esp.  Dt.  67).  No  doubt  reading,  and  in  a  less 
degree  writing,  became  increasingly  important  and  more 
widely  diffused  as  time  went  on  (see  below,  §  19). 

The  importance  of  the  synagogue,  from  the  edu 
cational  point  of  view,  lies  in  its  character  as  a  teaching 
_,  institution.  Schiirer  remarks  (GJV  2  357^ 

Svnasoie  ET4«/-).  that  'the  main  object  of  the 

J  <*&"°  *'  sabbath  day  assemblages  in  the  synagogue 
was  not  public  worship  in  its  stricter  sense — i.e. ,  not  devo 
tion — but  religious  instruction,  and  this  for  an  Israelite 
was,  above  all,  instruction  in  the  Law.'  With  this  agrees 
the  evidence  both  of  Philo  and  of  the  NT.  The  former 
calls  synagogues  '  houses  of  instruction '  in  which  '  the 
native  philosophy '  was  studied  and  every  kind  of  virtue 
taught  ( I'it.  A  fas.  827)  ;  whilst  in  the  latter  a  character 
istic  word  applied  to  the  activities  centred  in  the  syna 
gogue  is  SiddffKfiv  (Mt.  4  23  and  often). 

The  scribes  (D"IBID,  sophtrim — i.e. ,  homines  literati) 
were, from  theMaccabean  timesonward,  '  the  real  teachers 

TVi  <!  'V>  of  the  people,' and  what  complete  sway 
>es>  they  bore  over  the  people's  life  may  be 
seen  from  the  NT.  We  must  remember,  indeed,  that 
the  scribes  of  the  Herodian  age  were  in  some  respects 
very  unlike  the  earlier  scribes  ;  but  the  point  in  which 
the  scribes  of  all  ages  agreed  was  their  character  as 
teachers. 

'  Teachers '  and  '  scholars  '  are  proverbially  opposed  in  i  Ch. 
25  8  b  (cp  DISCIPLE,  §  i).  '  Teachers  of  the  people  '  (C^  ^'2C'P) 
— i.e.,  probably,  scribes — are  mentioned  in  Daniel  (11  33  35  12  3), 
and  a  company  of  scribes'  (crvi'aytoyr)  •ypa/u.^aTeW)  in  i  Mace. 
7 12.  For  the  references  to  the  scribes  in  Ecclus.  see  next 
section. 

Were  the  'scribes,'  then,  the  only  teachers?  The 
wise  men  of  Proverbs,  who  cultivated  the  art  of  teach- 
„_  ,^jj.  ,  ing  with  so  much  enthusiasm  and  in 
Prov.  5 13  are  actually  called  '  teachers  ' 
(DHa^p,  D"ib),  were  hardly  'scribes.'  They  were  ear 
nestly  religious  men,  who,  feeling  that  'wisdom'  was 
a  practical  thing,  devoted  their  energy  to  instilling  it 
into  the  minds  of  the  young. 

The  disciples  are  to  them  as  their  own  children  (Prov.  1  8  2  i 
3  i  4 1,  and  often;  cp  Ps.  34n[i2]);  and  the  teaching  which 
they  impart  is  called  '  the  words  of  the  wise  '  (n'CDn  "m>  Prov. 
I622i7[cp  2423],  Eccles.  9  17  12  n  ;  cp  the  Mishnic  >iai 
DHS1D,  applied  to  the  dicta  of  scribes  of  a  former  age. 

These  sages,  no  less  than  the  scribes,  seem  to  be 
regarded  as  a  special  guild  (Prov.  16  13i4  22i7  24z3 
Eccles.  12n),  though  'we  are  left  almost  entirely  in 
the  dark  as  to  the  formation  and  constitution  of  these 
societies,  the  extent  and  the  methods  of  their  investiga 
tion '  (Kautzsch,  Outline  of  Hist,  of  Lit.  of  OT  151 ; 
cp  also  BDB  Lex. ,  s.v.  DDH).  On  the  other  hand,  the 
guild  of  the  '  wise '  was  already  organised  in  pre-exilic 
times  (see  Che.  Job  and  Solomon,  123,  and  elsewhere) ; 

1  Neh.  7  7.     The  same  phrase  is  rendered  'teachers 'in  Ezra 
8i6RV. 

2  According  to  the  later  enactments,  as  soon  as  a  child  could 
speak  (i.e.,  in  his  third  year)  he  was  to  be  instructed  in  the 
Torah  by  his  father  (Sitkka,  42  a).     In  the  Talmudic  period  the 
child  did  not  attend  the  elementary  school  before  his  sixth  year 
(Kethutoth,  50  a  \  see  further  below,  §  18). 
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in  the  later  period  their  attitude  to  the  Law,  though 
by  no  means  unsympathetic  (see  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life, 
138  /.),  was  hardly  that  which  would  characterise  the 
disciples  of  Ezra.1  On  the  whole  it  is  best,  perhaps, 
to  suppose  that  the  soph/trim  and  the  '  wise '  formed 
two  distinct  but  allied  classes  in  the  Persian  and  the 
early  Greek  periods,  but  that  by  the  time  of  Ben-Sira 
the  distinction  had  largely  disappeared  (so  We.  //Gl1' 
154,  n.  i  ;  sage  and  scribe  are  identified  in  Ecclus. 
3824/.;  cp633/  9i4/  14 2o/). 

Though  distinct,  however,  the  earlier  sophZrlm  cannot 
have  bpen  uninfluenced  by  the  '  wise '  ;  they  may  even 
sometimes  have  adopted  their  literary  style  (see  Che. 
OPs.  348),  and  in  any  case  were  saved  from  the  barren 
literalism  which  begins  to  characterise  the  scribes  of 
the  post-Maccabean  age.  For  the  victory  of  the  Law 
which  crowned  the  Maccabean  struggle  foreshadowed 
the  close  of  the  OT  literature.  Contrast,  from  a  literary 
point  of  view,  the  Pharisaic  Psalms  of  Solomon  (written 
63  B.C.  ?)  with  the  canonical  Psalms. 

Whatever  be  the  true  view  as  to  the  mutual  relation  be 
tween  '  scribes  '  and  '  wise,'  the  latter  played  a  great  part 

p    ,  .in  educational  matters  during  the  period 

•    ,°°£1     under   review.     Some  of  the  results   of 

wisdom  \       i    •        «        •  •  •  •     • 

p  their  psedagogic  experience  are  enshrined 

in  the  Book  of  Proverbs.  These  can 
only  be  summed  up  briefly  here. 

Ihe  idea  of  life  as  a  discipline  (inusar,  ^D^O>  thirty  times  in 
Prov.)  is  fundamental  in  the  book  ;  '  God  educates  men  and  men 
educate  each  other'  (Holtzmann,  quoted  in  Driver,  Introd.®) 
404).  The  foundation  of  all  instruction  is  emphasised  in  the 
precept  '  The  fear  of  Yahwe  is  the  beginning — or  the  chief  part 
(RVm^-) — of  knowledge  (I?)';  the  instructors  of  the  child  are 
his  parents,  reverence  towards  whom  is  again  enforced  (184  1-4 
6  20  13  i  SOi;). 

The  development  of  the  child's  character  is  to  be 
studied  (20  ii ),  and  the  educational  means  employed  are 
to  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

Among  these  means  the  use  of  the  '  rod  '  is  constantly  recom 
mended  (13  24,  '  he  that  spareth  the  rod  hateth  his  son ' ;  cp 
23  IT,/.  291517);  but  the  correction  is  not  to  be  too  strict 
(19  18  RV),  and  it  is  recognised  that  to  an  intelligent  child  a 
rebuke  is  of  more  avail  than  '  a  hundred  stripes  '  (17  10).  The 
sovereign  remedy,  however,  for  expelling  the  innate  '  foolishness  ' 
of  children  is  the  'rod'  (22  15).  A  'fool'  who  does  not  prove 
amenable  to  this  treatment  seems  to  have  been  considered  hope 
less  by  the  Jewish  teachers  [2V  22,  'even  if  thou  pound  a  fool  in 
the  midst  of  his  fellows  thou  wilt  not  remove  his  foolishness  from 
him'(crit.  emend.);  see  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  136].  Cp  FOOL. 

The  importance  of  a  good  education  is  repeatedly 
emphasised.  A  well-educated  child  is  a  joy  to  his 
parents  (lOi  2824  ;  cp  1725).  In  wealthier  families  (cp 
Ecclus.  5128)  the  child,  if  he  aspired  to  'wisdom,' 
would  pass  from  the  parents  to  professional  teachers 
(013) — viz.,  the  sages — who  would  inculcate  the  higher 
teaching  current  in  the  circles  of  the  '  wise '  (for  an 
account  of  this  see  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  iss/. ). 

The  other  great  manual  of  posdagogic  principles  is  the 
work  of  Ben-Sira  (200-180  B.C.),  who  in  spite  of  his 

10  Ecclus  ^ate  anc*  cosmoPol'tan  training  seems  to 
have  been  comparatively  uninfluenced  by 
the  surrounding  Hellenism  (for  which  see  below,  §  n). 
As  is  the  case  in  Proverbs  (on  which  his  book  is 
modelled)  '  the  wisdom  of  Joshua  ben-Sira '  or  '  Ecclesi- 
asticus '  is  an  ethical  manual.  The  same  points  are 
insisted  upon  as  in  the  earlier  book,  sometimes  with 
added  emphasis. 

Thus,  e.g.,  the  '  fear  of  the  Lord '  is  not  only  '  the  beginning 
of  wisdom'  (1  14),  but  also  wisdom's  fulness  (1  16)  and  crown 


tly 

standing,  get  thee  betimes  unto  him,  and  let  thy  foot  wear  out 
the  steps  of  his  doors.'     Cp  8  &/.  9  15,  etc.,  and  Aboih  1  4). 

Though  perhaps  there  are  more  direct  references  to 
organised  religion  (e.g. ,  7  29  :  '  Fear  the  Lord  with  all 
thy  soul  ;  and  reverence  his  priests,'  cp  2423)  than  in 
Proverbs,  the  religious  and  ethical  tone  of  Ecclesi- 
asticus  is  distinctly  lower.  Of  this  the  unbending 

1  On  the  priestly  character  of  the  earliest  sopherlm  see  We. 
Sketch  of  Hist,  of  Isr.  and  Jud.  ('91),  131. 
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severity  recommended  towards  sons  and  daughters  is  an 
instance  (7  23  f.  30i-i3).  Among  other  points  that  call 
for  mention  here  are  the  interesting  reference  to  oral 
instruction  (  4  24^  :  '  instruction  by  the  word  of  the 
tongue'),  and  the  disparagement  of  manual  labour,  as 
being  inconsistent  with  the  pursuit  of  knowledge,  which 
'cometh  by  opportunity  of  leisure'  (8824;  with  8825, 
however,  '  how  shall  he  become  wise  that  holdeth  the 
plough  '  ?  contrast  7  15).  Among  the  subjects  of  his  dis 
course  is  the  etiquette  of  dining  (31  16-21).  The  im 
portant  references  to  the  scribes  have  already  been 
pointed  out  (§  8). 

The  Greek  period,  which  commenced  with  Alexander 

the  Great's  conquest  of  the  Persian  empire  (332  B.C.) 

_       k   mar^s  ^e  r'se  °f  wholly  new  educational 

.    ;.       '        influences.    The  Palestinian  Jews  were,  how- 

mnuence.  eyer>  affected  by  this  far  less  than  their 

brethren  abroad,  especially  those  who  became  citizens 
of  the  new  Greek  city  of  Alexandria.  Still  the  reflex 
influence  of  the  Greek-  Egyptian  capital  (not  to  speak  of 
the  Greek  towns  that  began  to  grow  up  on  Palestinian 
soil)  must,  for  nearly  a  century  and  a  half  after  332, 
have  been  considerable  even  in  Judaea.  Slowly  but 
surely  Hellenic  ideas  penetrated  to  the  centre  of  Judaism 
till  the  crisis  that  precipitated  the  Maccabean  revolt 
was  reached.  In  the  reaction  that  followed,  Hellenism 
was  so  far  overcome  that  it  ceased  to  be  dangerous  to 
to  the  root-ideas  of  Judaism  (see  ISRAEL,  §§  68ft). 

There  is  good  reason  to  suppose  that  during  this 
critical  time  Greek  educational  methods  found  their  way 
to  Jerusalem.  This  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that 
just  before  the  Maccabean  rising  there  was  there  a 
gymnasium  ephebeum  (i  Mace.  1  14  /!  2  Mace.  4912). 
Doubtless,  too,  the  education  afforded  to  his  children 
by  the  notorious  Joseph,  son  of  Tobias  (Jos.  Ant. 
xii.  46),  was  of  the  Greek  type.  At  a  later  time  Herod 
also  probably  attended  a  school  of  similar  character  (see 
below,  §  14).  A  good  instance  of  the  ultimate  extent 
and  limitations  of  Greek  influence  can  be  seen  in  the 
author  of  Ecclesiasticus,  who  wrote  when  Hellenising 
influence  was  at  its  highest  in  Judaea.  In  essentials  he 
is  untouched  by  it.  Still  his  emphasizing  of  leisure  as 
the  condition  of  wisdom  (8824)  is  distinctly  Greek,  no 
less  than  his  comprehensive  view  of  a  wise  man's  culture 
(39i-s). 

To  the  questions  as  to  practical  details  that  suggest 
themselves  only  hesitating  answers  can  be  given.  The 
scribes,  doubtless,  gave  instruction  in  the 
synag°gues=  the  Talmud  speaks  of  the 
bells  which  were  rung  at  the  beginning  of 
the  lessons  (Low,  Die  Lebensalter,  287,  421  ['75], 
quotes  Shabb.  58^).  From  Prov.  l2o/.  we  might  infer 
that  the  city-gates  or  the  adjacent  city-squares  or 
'broad  places'  on  which  the  streets  converged,  were 
the  places  where  the  wise  men  awaited  their  disciples. 
Perhaps,  however,  it  was  in  private  houses  that  instruc 
tion,  both  by  scribe  and  by  sage,  was  most  often  given 
(cp  Ecclus.  626  quoted  above,  §  10,  and  the  other  re 
ferences  there  given).  Regarding  the  methods  employed 
there  is  greater  uncertainty.  Oral  instruction  (  Ecclus. 
4.246)  and,  probably,  frequent  repetition,  would  be  in 
vogue.  The  use  of  acrostic  (Ps.  119,  etc.)  and  other 
mnemonic  devices,  such  as  Athbask1  (cp  Jer.  2626  51  1) 
and  the  'numerical'  proverbs  (Prov.  30  11-31,  cpA&otA  5) 
also  may  be  assigned  to  this  period.2  That  reading 
was  a  widespread  accomplishment  at  the  beginning  of 
the  Maccabean  age  (  167  B.  c.  )  appears  from  i  Mace.  1  57. 

III.  Simon  ben-Shetach  (75  B.C.)  to  End  of  Jewish 
State  (70  A.  D.  ).  —  The  ideal  of  education  is  well  ex 
pressed  by  Josephus.  Contrasting 


13.  Third  period 
75  B.C.-70  A.D. 


the  Israelitish  system  of  culture  with 


that    of  the   Spartans,   on    the   one 

1  The  reader  substitutes  for  each  Hebrew  letter  in  a  word  a 
letter  from  the  other  half  of  the   alphabet,   the   letters   inter 
changed  being  equidistant  from  the  extremes.     Thus  in  English 
A  and  Z,  B  and  Y  would  interchange. 

2  So  Kennedy,  as  cited,  §  24. 
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hand,  who  educated  by  custom,  not  by  theoretic  in 
struction  (ZOtaiv  (Trai8fi>ov,  ov\6yois),  and,  on  the  other, 
with  that  of  the  Athenians  and  the  rest  of  the  Greeks, 
\\lio  contented  themselves  with  theoretic  instruction,  and 
neglected  practice,  he  says :  '  But  our  law-giver  very  care 
fully  combined  the  two.  For  he  neither  left  the  practice 
of  morals  silent,  nor  the  teaching  of  law  unperformed' 
(c.  Ap.  '2i6  /.  quoted  by  Schiirer).  The  knowledge 
and  practice  of  the  Law  thus  set  forth  was  to  be  the 
common  possession  of  the  whole  nation,  and  the  life- 
work  of  every  Israelite.  It  began  in  early  youth  in  the 
family  circle,  was  carried  (as  we  shall  see)  a  stage 
further  in  the  school,  and  continued  in  the  synagogue, 
to  which  was  also  attached  (for  higher  studies)  the 
scribes'  college  (Beth  ham-midrash  ;  see  §  21). 1 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  necessity  of  (orally) 

instructing  the  children  in  the  written  Law  was  insisted 

Th         upon  comparatively  early  (see  the  exhorta- 

elementary  tionsinD  enumerated  above,  §4).  This, 
,  ,.,J  as  has  been  pointed  out,  would  be,  as  a 
rule,  the  duty  of  the  parents.  From  the 
great  importance  attached  to  the  early  education  of 
children,  however,  even  in  Proverbs  (e.g.  226) — and 
this  would  naturally  be  enhanced  with  the  elaboration 
of  scribal  traditions — it  was  inevitable  that  some  system 
of  popular  elementary  education  should  be  organised. 
When,  then,  was  this  effected?  According  to  the 
Jerusalem  Talmud  (Ktthubuth,  8n,  p.  32  b}  it  was  the 
work  of  the  famous  scribe  Simon  ben-Shetach,  the 
brother  of  Queen  Alexandra  (reigned  78-69  B.C.). 

Simon's  ordinance  runs  thus  :  '  That  the  children  shall  attend 
the  elementary  school'  (ison  JV31?  J'sSin  mpimn  Vn'tf)-  I' 
has  been  pointed  out  (e.g.,  by  Kennedy,  as  cited,  §  24)  that 
the  meaning  of  the  regulation  is  not  free  from  ambiguity.  It 
'  may  also  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  attendance  on  schools 
already  existing  was  henceforth  to  be  compulsory.' 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Simon's  enactment  is  the 
second  of  three  (apparently  closely  connected)  marriage 
regulations  added  by  him  to  the  statute-book  (see 
the  passage  in  full  in  Derenbourg,  Hist.  108),  it  is 
natural  to  suppose  that  it  refers  to  attendance  at  existing 
schools  rather  than  to  the  institution  of  such  schools  for 
the  first  time.  The  context  certainly  suggests  that  a 
hitherto  neglected  or  half-performed  duty  was  to  be 
henceforth  rigidly  enforced.  If,  as  is  possible,  for 
the  higher  (professional)  teaching  of  the  scribes,  colleges 
(BTIDH  Ti3  ;  see  below,  §  21)  had  already  come  into 
existence,  it  is  hard  to  suppose  that  preparatory  schools 
for  these  had  not  been  organised  already,  especially  when 
it  is  remembered  that  schools  of  the  Greek  type  had  been 
established  in  Jerusalem  for  a  long  time  (see  above,  §  1 1 ). 
It  is  quite  in  accordance,  also,  with  the  forward  movement 
of  the  Pharisaic  party  in  the  reign  of  Alexandra  that 
measures  should  have  been  taken  for  extending  the 
scope  of  these  schools,  and  thus  more  widely  diffusing 
Pharisaic  principles  among  the  people  (cp  ISRAEL,  §80^). 
May  it  not,  too,  have  been  designed  by  means  of  them 
to  check  and  counteract  the  more  extreme  forms  of  the 
surrounding  Greek  education  ?  There  seems,  therefore, 
no  good  reason  for  rejecting  the  tradition  respecting 
Simon's  efforts  on  behalf  of  popular  education,  though 
Schiirer  dismisses  the  famous  scribe's  claims"  with  un 
usual  curtness.  'This  Simon  ben  Shetach,'  we  are 
told,  '  is  quite  a  meeting-point  for  all  kinds  of  myths ' 
(GJV 2353  =  ET  449).  The  same  scholar  following  the 
tradition  of  the  Babylonian  Talmud  (Bdbd  Bathrdzia] 
ascribes  the  complete  organisation  of  the  elementary 
school  to  Joshua  ben-Gamla  (Gamaliel),  who  was  high 
priest  about  63-65  A.D. 

1  Unfortunately  the  earliest  Hebrew  literature  dealing  with 
these  subjects  (the  Mishna),  though  it  contains  earlier  material, 
was  not  as  a  whole  compiled  and  written  down  till  the  second 
century  A.D.     The  quotations  from  the  .Mishnic  treatise  Pir^e 
Al'oth  (cited  as  A  both)  are  numbered  in  this  article  according  to 
Strack's  edition  of  the  Hebrew  text. 

2  Heb.  icon  rt'3»  bfthhassipher—1  House  of  the  Book.'     For 
other  names  see  §  17  end. 
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The  passage  nins  as  follows:  'Truly  may  it  be  remembered 
to  this  man's  credit  !  Joshua  ben-Gamla  is  his  name.  If  he 
had  not  lived,  the  Law  would  have  been  forgotten  in  Israel. 
For  at  first,  he  who  had  a  father  was  taught  the  Law  by  him,  he 
who  had  none  did  not  learn  the  Law.  .  .  .  Afterwards  it  was 
ordained,  that  teachers  of  boys  should  be  appointed  in  Jeru 
salem.  .  .  .  But  (even  this  did  not  suffice,  for)  he  who  had  a 
father  was  sent  to  school  by  him,  he  who  had  none  did  not  go 
there.  Then  it  was  ordained  that  teachers  should  be  appointed 
in  every  province,  and  that  boys  of  the  age  of  sixteen  or  seventeen 
should  be  sent  to  them.  But  he  whose  teacher  was  angry  with 
him  ran  away,  till  Joshua  ben-Gamla  came,  and  enacted  that 
teachers  should  be  appointed  in  every  province  and  in  every 
town  (-]>jn  vy  *?331  .i:"IDl  fUHD  *?33).  and  children  of  six  or 
seven  years  old  brought  to  them.' 

As  the  measures  of  Joshua  obviously  presuppose  that 
there  had  been  boys'  schools  for  some  time  (Schiirer, 
ibid. )  the  two  traditions  are  not  really  inconsistent. 
It  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  Simon's  earlier 
efforts,  especially  as  regards  the  provincial  schools,  had 
been  attended  with  only  partial  success,  owing  to  the 
political  and  religious  troubles  of  the  time.  Certainly 
if  Josephus's  statement  regarding  Herod's  attendance 
at  school  (Ant.  xv.  10s)  be  correct — though  doubtless 
the  school  in  question  conformed  to  the  Greek  rather 
than  to  the  Jewish  type — we  may  fairly  infer  that  some 
time  before  40  B.C.  schools  had  been  instituted,  at  any 
rate  in  the  larger  towns.  That  they  existed  in  the  time 
of  Jesus,  '  though  not  as  a  general  and  established 
institution,'  is  admitted  by  Schiirer.  It  is  decidedly 
curious  that  the  word  '  school '  should  not  occur  before 
the  NT,  and  in  the  NT  only  once — viz. ,  of  the  lecture 
room  of  a  Greek  rhetorician  at  Ephesus  (crxoXi?,  Acts 
199). J  The  explanation,  probably,  is  that  the  school 
(in  both  its  elementary  and  its  higher  forms)  was  so 
intimately  associated  with  the  synagogue  that  in  ordinary 
speech  the  two  were  not  distinguished.  The  term 
'synagogue'  included  its  schools.2 

Thus  it  is  said  {Jalfcnt  Jes.,  §  257)  that  the  synagogues  in 
Jerusalem  had  each  a  Beth  Sefher and  a  Beth  Taint  fid  (i.e.,  the 
lower  and  the  upper  divisions  of  the  school). 

The  statement  that  Jerusalem  was  destroyed  because  schools 
and  school  children  ceased  to  be  there  (Shabbath,  119),  is 
obviously  only  a  rhetorical  way  of  emphasising  the  importance 
attached  to  the  school  in  the  Talmudic  period  ;  as  also  the 
similar  one  :  '  Jerusalem  was  destroyed  because  the  instructors 
were  not  respected  '  (ibid.).  According  to  the  Jalkiit  Jes.  (I.e.) 
Jerusalem,  about  the  same  period,  possessed  480  schools  ! 

There  is  no  doubt  that  during  the  period  under 
review  either  the  synagogue  proper  (which  was  to  be 
found  in  every  Jewish  town  and  village  of  any  import 
ance)  or  a  room  within  its  precincts  was  used  for  school 
purposes  (the  references  are  BZrdkhoth,  ija,  with  Rashi, 
Ta'anith,  23^,  Kiddushln,  300). 

The  teacher's  house  also  was  sometimes  requisitioned  (hence 
the  name  N1SD  1V3  '  teacher's  house  ' — i.e  ,  school :  Hamburger). 
Special  buildings  also  were  built  as  children's  schools,  but  how 
early  is  quite  uncertain.  According  to  the  Targum  (Jerus.  i. 
Gen.  33  17)  the  patriarch  Jacob  erected  a  college  (Numo  '3)  'n 
Succoth  ! 

The  classical  passage  for  determining  the  gradations 
of  the  teaching  profession  is  found  in  the  Mishnic 

treatise   Sotd  9  15    (ed.    Surenh.  3  308 ; 

the  passage  can  be  seen  also  in  Buxtorf, 
Lex.,  ed.  Fischer,  3780). 

It  runs  as  follows:  '  R.  Eliezer  the  Great  says:  Since  the 
destruction  of  the  Temple  the  sages  (i>rD3n)  have  begun  to  be 
like  the  scribes  (NHSD),  and  the  scribes  like  the  master  (of  the 
school,  Njtn),  ar>d  the  master  like  the  uneducated.'  It  has  been 
usual  to  identify  the  hazzan  (master)  of  the  school  with  the 
hazzan  (minister)  of  the  synagogue  (npJSH  |}n  =  vinqpirris 
'minister,'  Lk.  4  20).  Thus  Buxtorf  (I.e.)  renders  the  second 
clause  of  the  above  'et  scribae  sicut  minister  synagogse.'  It  has 
been  pointed  out,  however,  by  the  latest  writer  on  the  subject 

1  The  '  schoolmaster  '  (iraiievrrjs,  Rom.  2  20)  is  however  men 
tioned,  as  well  as  the  '  tutor '  (Traiiaywyds),  and  the  '  teacher ' 
(£i6<i(r»caAos). 

2  'Curiously  enough  in  the  Latin  documents  of  the  Middle 
Ages  the  synagogue  was  also  termed  Scola  (school)';  J.  Jacobs, 
Javish  Year  Book,   '96,  p.   191.      So  also  J.  Simon  (L'ediica- 
tion  cliez  les  Juifs)  who,  speaking  of  the  synagogue  as  it  existed 
in  France  in  the  early  Middle  Ages,  says  :  '  La  synagogue  etait 
une  ecole  autant  qu'un  lieu  de  culte.      La  priere  n'avait  d'ef- 
ficacite  que  si  elle  6tait  accompagnee  de  1'etude.' 
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(Kennedy)  that  '  Jin  is  a  word  of  general  application,  meaning 
"overseer,"  "inspector,"  or  the  like  ;  and  its  exact  significance 
has  to  be  decided  by  the  context.'1  The  context  of  the  above 
passage,  as  also  of  the  other  Mishna  passage  usually  cited  in 
this  connection  (Shalilxith  1  3),  in  the  absence  of  the  qualifying 
word  riD33n  ('synagogue'),  requires  us  to  render  'overseer'  or 
'  master  (of  the  school).'  That  the  two  offices  were  not  identical 
further  appears  from  the  fact  that,  whereas  the  hazzdn  of  the 
synagogue  occupied  a  low  position  in  the  social  scale  (he  was  a 
kind  of  sexton,  and  his  duties  included  such  menial  offices  as 
the  whipping  of  criminals  {Makkath  3  12]),  the  hazzdn  of  the 
school,  being  a  teacher;  would  share  the  social  prestige  attaching 
to  the  teaching  profession. 

The  three  grades  of  teachers,  then,  are  sage  and 
scribe  (who  taught  in  the  scribes'  college),  and  the 
elementary  school  teacher  officially  designated  hazzdn 
(the  general  term  is  nipirn  nD^D  or  nn^D  alone).  From 
the  manner  in  which  the  three  classes  are  connected  in 
the  above-cited  passage  Kennedy  infers  that  \hehazzdn, 
no  less  than  the  scribe  and  the  sage,  belonged  to  the 
powerful  guild  of  the  scribes,  called  in  the  NT  '  doctors 
of  the  law,'  vofj.odi5d<TKa\oi. 

This  would  help  to  explain  the  fact  that  '  doctors  of  the  law ' 
or  teachers  were,  according  to  Lk.  (5  17),  to  be  found  in  '  every 
village  (KU/J.JJ)  of  Galilee  and  Juda:a.'  Whilst  every  village 
would,  with  its  synagogue,  possess  an  elementary  school,  it  is 
impossible  to  suppose  that  there  were  colleges  for  higher 
teaching  in  equally  large  numbers. 

The   extraordinary   honour   in    which    the    teaching 

16  Their  Pr°fess'on  was  ne^  in  this  period  is  shown 
status      ky  tne  respectful  form  of  address  employed 

by  the  people. 

The  usual  formula  was  '  Rabbi '  ('3i,  rabbi,  never  a  title  in  NT) 
'  my  great  one  '  = '  my  master  '  (see  further  under  RABBI).  Rab 
gradually  acquired  the  meaning  'teacher.'  It  is  thus  used  in  a 
saying  attributed  to  Jeshua  ben-Perachiah  (2nd  cent.  B.C.): 
'  make  unto  thyself  a  Rab'  (Aboth  1  6).  In  the  Mishna  Ral> 
and  Talmud  are  master  and  scholar  (see  e.g.,  the  passage  cited 
below). 

In  the  interview  with  Nicodemus,  Jesus  himself 
recognises  the  high  distinction  of  the  teacher's  office 
(Jn.  3io):  'Art  thou  the  teacher  (6  5i5d<rKa\os  =  a2n, 
the  highest  grade)  in  Israel  ? ' 

In  later  times  this  was  carried  to  an  even  greater  extent. 
Thus  R.  Eliezer  (and  cent.  A.D.)  says  :  '  Let  the  honour  of  thy 
disciple  (Talmld)  be  dear  unto  thee  as  the  honour  of  thine 
associate  and  the  honour  of  thine  associate  as  the  fear  of  thy 
master  (Kab)  ;  and  the  fear  of  thy  master  as  the  fear  of  Heaven ' 
(A  both  4  12).  The  honour  to  be  paid  to  a  teacher  even  exceeded 
that  due  to  parents  (Hdrdyoth  13  a).  [See  further  on  this 
subject  the  notes  in  C.  Taylor,  AiotMtyji,  or  Spiers,  School 
System  of  the  Talmud,  idf.  ('98).] 

17  Oualifica-       ^'ie  ^ater  ru^es  re&ardmg tne personal 
t'ions      .  qualifications  and  competency    of    the 

'        '      teacher  are  elaborate  (see  Spiers,  op.  cit. 
I3/)- 

For  our  purpose  little  can  be  quoted.  According  to  a  saying 
ascribed  to  Hillel,  piety  and  learning  go  together  ;  and  an  even 
temper  is  essential  to  a  teacher  (Aboth.  2$).  So  according  to 
i  Tim.  822  Tim.  2  24  Tit.  1  7  an  en-iV/con-os  should  be  SI&XKTIKOS 
and  not  opyi'Aos  (Taylor  op.  cit.  31).  The  former  of  HillePs 
maxims  may  be  illustrated  also  from  Aboth  de  Rabbi  Nathan,  ii.  : 
'  Woe  to  him  who  is  occupied  with  the  Torah  and  has  no  fear 
of  God.'  According  to  a  dictum  ascribed  to  R.  Eliezer  an 
unmarried  man  was  not  permitted  to  teach  in  the  schools  («o 
D'lfllD  ID1?11  N1?  new  I1?  TNt?  Mishna,  Kiddushln  413).  A  woman 
also  was  ineligible  (ibid.). 

According  to  the  rule  of  the  profession  all  the  work 
of  the  scribes,  both  educational  and  judicial,  was  to  be 
gratuitous.'1  '  Make  not  them  (the  words  of  Torah)  a 
crown  to  glory  in  ;  nor  an  axe  to  live  by  '  (Aboth  4  56), 
well  expresses  the  principle.  In  practice  its  observance 
was  difficult— perhaps  possible  only  in  the  case  of 
judicial  work  (cp  Mishna,  Btkhdroth  46).  It  is  impossible 
to  suppose  that  the  elementary  school  teachers  in  the 
provinces  can  have  laboured  without  fee  or  reward. 

Paul  (i  Cor.  93-18  etc.)  certainly  claimed  the  right  of  mainten 
ance  from  those  to  whom  he  preached,  though  he  preferred  to 
live  by  practising  his  trade.  Similarly  the  teachers  of  the  Law 

1  In  the   inscriptions  of  Tiglath-pileser  III.   J^azdnu   is   the 
regular  official  designation  of  the  governor  of  a  city.     Similarly 
in    the   Amarna  letters   it    is   an   official    title   of   honour  (  = 
'  governor '). 

2  '  So  the  modern  teachers  at  the  great  Cairo  "  university  "  [el- 
Azhar].'    (Che.  Job  ami  Sol.  124.) 
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— especially,  perhaps,  some  of  the  rich  doctors  in  Jerusalem — 
may  have  sometimes  taught  gratuitously.  This,  however,  can 
hardly  have  been  the  rule,  though  the  rabbis,  like  Paul,  had 
usually  learned  and  practised  a  trade.  The  combination  of 
study  with  a  handicraft  is  strongly  enforced  {Aboth  2  2 : 
'  Excellent  is  Torah  study  together  with  worldly  business,  for 
the  practice  of  them  both  puts  iniquity  out  of  remembrance.' 
Contrast  Ecclus.  38  25  f.  :  '  How  shall  he  become  wise  that 
holdeth  the  plough,'  etc.).  See  HANDICRAFTS. 

In  the  Aramaic  of  the  period  *O2D  (=Heb.  ns'lD  'scribe') 
probably  already  means  '  teacher,'  since  NiSD  jv3  (i.e.,  '  house  of 
the  teacher  ')  is  one  of  the  early  names  of  the  elementary  school. 
Cp  also  i  Ch.  25  8  Targ.  Another — apparently  a  general  and 
later — name  for  school  is  1^13DN  =  <''X0^'?-  The  supposed  mention 
of  'schools'  in  Sdhi9g  (Surenh.  8291)  rests  upon  a  mistake. 
The  passage  states  that  since  the  time  of  Jose  (?  140-130  B.C.)  the 
niSlDOK  ceased;  but  niSl3DN  here  can  hardly  mean  'schools.' 
See  Schurer,  GJVW  2,  §  25  n.  135  [  =  ET4  357  n.  135], (3)  §  25, 
iv.  n.  16. 

(a)   Entrance -age    and  previous    training. — As  to 
18  Organiza-  entrance'aSe  the  available  evidence  is 
unfortunately  of  too  late  a  date  to  be 
of  much  value  for  our  purpose. 

The  passage  usually  cited  here  forms  an  appendix  to  Aboth 
(621),  and  belongs  to  the  post-Talmudic  period  (Schurer).  It 
runs  as  follows  : — '  At  five  years  old,  Scripture  («npo)  I  at  ten, 
Mishna  ;  at  thirteen,  the  commandments  ;  at  fifteen,  Talmud  ; 
at  eighteen,  the  bridal,  etc.'  The  universal  Talmudic  rule  is 
expressed  in  the  advice  of  Rab  (Abba  Areka,  begin.  3rd  cent. 
A'.D.)  to  the  elementary  schoolmaster:  'Do  not  receive  a  boy 
into  school  before  his  sixth  year  '  (Kethuboth  50  a). 

A  certain  amount  of  instruction  had,  however,  been 
given  in  the  earlier  period  by  the  father,  from  whom 
the  child  would  learn  to  repeat  the  first  verse  of  the 
SMma  (Dt.  64),  and  other  short  sentences  of  Scripture 
(Bdbd  Bathrd  21  a,  Sukkd  42  a).  Though  the  Law  was 
not  in  the  strict  sense  binding  upon  children  they  were 
accustomed  to  its  requirements  from  an  early  age. 

Thus,  according  to  the  Mishna,  the  elders  were  to  enjoin  upon 
children  sabbath  observance  (Shabbdth  16  6);  one  or  two  years 
before  the  legal  age  fasting  preparatory  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Day  of  Atonement  was  to  be  begun  (Ydmd 8 4).  Children 
were  bound  to  the  usual  prayer  (an  earlier  form  of  the  Shcmdneh 
'Esreh),  and  to  grace  at  table  (pTBH  H313,  Berakhoth  3  3). 

The  utilisation  of  certain  rites,  within  the  domestic 
circle,  for  educating  the  child's  religious  consciousness 
is  already  a  feature  of  the  pentateuchal  precepts  (Ex. 
1226 /.  138,  passover;  cp.  Dt.  620,  Josh.  46).1  This 
was  also  extended  to  public  worship.  Boys  had  to  be 
present  at  the  tenderest  age  in  the  Temple  at  the  chief 
festivals  (Chag.  1 1)2  ;  a  boy  'who  no  longer  needs  his 
mother'  must  observe  the  feast  of  tabernacles  (Sitkkd 
28).  At  the  first  signs  of  puberty  (Niddd  6  n)  the  young 
Israelite  was  bound  to  the  strict  observance  of  the  Law, 
and  henceforth  was  (what  in  the  later  period  was  called) 
a  Bar-misvah  (nisD  13,  i.e.,  subject  to  [son  of]  legal 
requirements  [the  commands]). 

As  knowledge  of  the  Law  was  the  chief  thing,  and  as 
great  importance  was  attached  to  the  public  reading 
19  Subiects  °f  k  in  the  synag°Sue— a  privilege  which 

'f  <3t    H         was  °Pen  to  any  competent  Israelite  (cp 

y*     Lk.  4i6/.)— it  follows  that  reading  was 

one    of   the    principal   subjects   of    instruction    in    the 

elementary  school    (cp  Actsl52i).     Writing  also  was 

taught. 

With  this  agrees  the  testimony  of  Josephus,  who  says  :  '  He 
(Moses)  commanded  to  instruct  children  in  the  elements  of 
knowledge  (•ypaju/u.aTa  =  the  elements  of  knowledge,  reading  and 
writing),3  to  teach  them  to  walk  according  to  the  laws,  and  to 
know  the  deeds  of  their  forefathers'  (c.  A/>.li2;  for  other 
passages  see  Schurer,  op.  cit.  2357  [ET447_/]). 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  writing,  being 
a  much  more  difficult  art  than  reading,  would  be  less 
widely  diffused. 

1  The  questioning  by  the  child,  only  in  an  expanded  form,  is 
still  a  feature  of  the  Passover  rite.     Cp  The  Revised  Hagada, 
ed.  A.  A.  Green,  27. 

2  It  may  be  inferred  from  Lk.  242  that  those  who  dwelt  at  a 
distance  from  Jerusalem  would  not  take  part  in  the  pilgrimages 
till  their  twelfth  year. 

3  In  Jn.  7  15  ypapnaTa.  means(sacretf)  book  /frtr«?'«^-(especially 
as  pursued    by   the   scribes;    cp  •ypajuju.aTev's)  rather    than    the 
elements  of  learning.     Cp  Acts  2*124. 
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The  '  swift  writer '  of  the  Psalmist  (TTO  1S1D>  PS-  45  i  [2])  no 
doubt  belonged  to  a  learned  class.  In  the  period  of  the  Mishna 
also,  the  '  writers '  evidently  formed  a  special  guild,  something 
like  that  of  the  'scriveners'  of  the  Middle  Ages  (cp  Shabbiith 
\2  where  'the  writer'  ["T''2J^  =  libeUarius}  'with  his  reed' 
[iD!07ip3  =  KoAafiO«]  is  mentioned.  Such  a  statement,  therefore, 
as  that  during  the  Bar-Kokhba  revolt  the  cry  of  the  school 
youth  in  Hethar  was  :  '  If  the  enemy  comes  against  us  we  will 
go  up  against  them  with  these  writing  styli  in  order  to  poke  out 
their  eyes  '  (Git tin  60  a),  must  he  read  critically. 

Probably  the  elements  of  arithmetic  also  were  taught 
in  the  elementary  school. 

See  Ginsburg  in  Kitto,  Bibl.  Cyc.,  art.  '  Education,'  and  note 
that  a  knowledge  of  the  arithmetical  method  of  exegesis  called 
geinatria^  [N"ncD3  =  ye'lJMf'''pt(i]  is  presupposed  on  the  part  of  his 
readers  by  the  writer  of  Rev.  13  17  f.  See  NUMBERS. 

As  the  name  House  of  the  Book  implies,  the  one 
text-book  of  the  schools  was  the  sacred  writings  ;  and 
this  to  a  Jew  meant — and  means — above  all  else  the 
Pentateuch,  which  has  always  enjoyed  a  primacy  of 
honour  in  the  Jewish  canon.  That  the  rest  of  the  OT 
also  was  read  and  studied  is  shown  (to  take  an  in 
stance)  by  the  large  use  made  of  the  prophetic  literature 
and  of  the  Psalms,  for  popular  purposes,  in  the  pages 
of  the  NT. 

Not  improbably  instruction  in  the  Law  at  this  period 
(as  later)  commenced  with  Leviticus,  acquaintance  with 
which  would  t>e  important  to  every  Jew  when  the 
Temple  sacrifices  were  actually  offered.  When  these 
had  ceased  the  reason  given  for  beginning  with  Leviticus 
was  a  fanciful  one  ( '  Sacrifices  are  pure,  and  children 
are  pure  [from  sins] ;  let  the  pure  be  occupied  with  that 
which  is  pure '  Midra.sk  Rabba). 

Great  care  was  evidently  taken  that  the  texts  used — 
at  any  rate  of  the  Pentateuch — should  be  as  accurate 
as  possible  (cp  Mt.  5i8,  Pisdchim,  112  a;  and  note 
that  the  LXX  conforms  to  the  received  Hebrew  text  in 
the  Pentateuch  more  strictly  than  elsewhere).  This  care 
would  extend,  too,  to  the  reading  aloud  of  the  Sacred 
Books,  accuracy  of  pronunciation,  etc.,  being  insisted 
on  ;  the  books  themselves  were,  of  course,  read  (as  in 
the  public  services)  in  the  original  '  sacred  tongue ' 
(Hebrew),  though  the  language  of  everyday  life  in 
Palestine  was  already  Aramaic,  which  was  employed 
(in  the  synagogues)  in  interpreting  the  sections  of 
Scripture  there  read  (see  TEXT). 

Though  it  is  evident  from  the  statements  of  Jose- 
phus  (Ant.  xx.  11  2)  that  the  systematic  study  of  foreign 
languages  formed  no  part  of  a  Palestinian  Jew's  regular 
education,  the  fact  that,  during  this  period,  the  popula 
tion  of  Palestine  outside  Judrea  was  without  exception 
of  a  mixed  character,  consisting  of  Jews,  Syrians,  and 
Greeks  intermingled,  whilst  Jerusalem  itself  was  con 
stantly  being  visited  by  foreign  -  speaking  Jews  and 
proselytes  (cp  Acts  2 sf. ),  who  even  had  their  own  syna 
gogues  in  the  Holy  City  (Acts  6 9),  makes  it  practically 
certain  that  Greek  at  least  cannot  have  been  altogether 
unfamiliar  to  the  (Aramaic -speaking)  Judaeans  (cp 
HELLENISM,  §  3). 

For  the  abounding  indications  of  indirect  Greek  influence  on 
Jewish  life  of  the  NT  and  earlier  period  see  Schiirer,  2  26  f.  (ET 
3  29_/).  On  the  question  discussed  above,  his  conclusion  is,  '  it 
is  probable  that  a  slight  acquaintance  with  Greek  was  pretty 
widely  diffused,  and  that  the  more  educated  classes  used  it 
without  difficulty."  It  should  be  noted  that  the  inscription  on 
the  cross  was  written  in  Hebrew,  Latin,  and  Greek  (Jn.  19  19/1). 
According  to  tradition  (Sank.  170)  a  knowledge  of  Greek  was 
essential  in  order  to  qualify  for  membership  of  the  sanhedrin. 
Possibly  Hebrew  with  an  admixture  of  Greek  words  (cp  the 
language  of  the  Mishna)  was  still  spoken  in  learned  circles.  To 
illustrate  the  later  estimation  of  Greek  two  quotations  must 
suffice  :  '  What  need,'  says  Rabbi  (i.e.,  Judah  the  Holy,  Compiler 
of  the  Mishna,  2nd  cent.  A.D.),  '  has  one  in  Palestine  to  learn 
Syriac  (i.e.,  Aramaic,  the  language  of  the  country)?  One 
should  learn  either  Hebrew  or  Greek  '  (Sotfi  49*1).  '  The  Torah 
may  be  translated  only  into  Greek,  because  only  by  Greek  can 
it  he  adequately  rendered  '  (Jerus.  MtgillaJk  1  8). 

Both  the  extent  and  the  limits  of  Greek  influence  on 

1  The  reader  substitutes  for  a  word  another  the  sum  of  the 
numerical  values  of  whose  letters  is  the  same.  Thus  666  — 
Casar  Nero  (pi:  -®p). 
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Palestinian  Jewish  life  can  be  very  well  illustrated  by 
the  Jewish  view  of  games,  gymnastics,  etc.  (see 
HELLENISM,  §  5).  It  is  well  known  that  the  erection 
of  a  gymnasium  in  Jerusalem  by  the  Hellenisers  in  the 
Maccabean  period  called  forth  the  indignant  protest  of 
the  strict  party  (see  above,  §  n).  This  continued  to 
be  the  attitude  of  legal  Judaism,  even  Josephus  de 
nouncing  the  theatre  and  amphitheatre  as  un-Jewish 
(Ant.  xv.  81).  In  time,  however,  even  the  most  pious 
modified  this  rigid  puritanism,  and  tales  are  actually 
told  of  the  gymnastic  skill  of  famous  Rabbis  (e.g. ,  Simon 
ben-Gamaliel,  Sukkd,  58  a).  The  bath,  originally  a 
Greek  institution,  became  entirely  naturalized,  and  was 
given  a  Hebrew  name  (j'rre)-  We  even  find  a  Talmudic 
precept  enjoining  every  father  to  teach  his  son  swimming 
(Kiddfishin,  290)* 

The  characteristic  method  both    of  teaching  and  of 

M  rh    ri       f  ^e!irn^nSwa-scons^anfref>e^^on-     Hence 
'.,  nyp,  prop,  to  repeat,  comes  to  mean  both 

Study,  etc.  ,       .         / 

J'  to  teach  and  to  learn  (see  above,  §  3). 

The  following  dictum  is  ascribed  to  R.  'Aklba  (2nd  cent.  A.D.)  : 
'  The  teacher  should  strive  to  make  the  lesson  agreeable  to  the 
pupils  by  clear  reasons,  as  well  as  by  frequent  repetitions,  until 
they  thoroughly  understand  the  matter,  and  are  able  to  recite  it 
with  great  fluency  '  ( F'.rnbln  54  b).  The  pupil  was  to  repeat  the 
lesson  aloud  :  '  Open  thy  mouth  that  the  subject  of  thy  study 
may  abide  with  thee  and  live'  (Erfibin,  54 a). 

Oral  instruction  is  often  referred  to  in  NT — e.g. ,  in 
Rom.  2i8;  cp  Lk.  14  (cp  CATECHISE).  In  Jerome's 
time  (4th  cent.  A.D.)  Jewish  children  in  Palestine  had 
to  learn  by  heart  the  alphabet  in  the  regular  and  the 
reverse  order.  He  reproaches  the  Pharisees  with  always 
repeating,  never  reflecting. 

Jerome  notes  the  remarkable  powers  of  memory  thus  de 
veloped  :  '  In  childhood  they  acquire  the  complete  vocabulary 
of  their  language,  and  learn  to  recite  all  the  generations  from 
Adam  to  Zerubbabel  with  as  much  accuracy  and  facility,  as  if 
they  were  simply  giving  their  names '  (see  S.  Krauss  in  JQR 
6231^,  where  the  reff.  are  given).  The  '  endless  genealogies ' 
of  i  Tim.  1  4  may  be  a  further  illustration  (but  see  GENEALOGIES 
i.,  §  4,  second  note).  Repetition  with  fellow  scholars  is  recom 
mended  (Ta'iintth  7 a).  In  teaching,  mechanical  devices  for 
assisting  the  memory  were  used  (nieinoria  technica  :  cp  Mishna, 
Sliekallm  v.,  and  elsewhere,  and  Buxt.  Lex.  [ed.  Fischer,  677  b\ 
s.v.  ppnou)- 

The  idiosyncrasy  of  the  pupil  was  to  be  considered 
(Prov.  226,  'AbBdA  Zdrd  19 a).  Instruction  was  to  be 
methodical  and  givenjwith  a  high  sense  of  responsibility 
(Pfsdchim  30,  and  Aboth  3  n). 

Regarding  school  discipline  the  later  rules  are  elaborate. 

Perhaps  the  following  may  be  mentioned.  Partiality  on 
the  part  of  the  teacher  was  to  be  avoided  (Ta'anith  24^). 
Punctuality  is  insisted  upon  (Kcthfibdth  1 1 1  b).  Punishments 
were  mild,  the  Rabbinical  rules  in  this  respect  showing  a  marked 
advance  on  the  ideas  of  Ben-Sira.  Thus  reliance  in  the  case  of 
older  scholars  who  proved  refractory  was  placed  in  the  chastening 
effect  of  the  public  opinion  of  class-fellows  (Bdbd  Bathra  21  a). 
In  the  case  of  young  children,  when  punishment  was  necessary 
it  was  to  be  administered  with  a  strap  (ibid.). 

The  pa;dagogic  ideal  of  the  period  was  realised  in  R.  FJiezer- — 
a  preceptor  of  R.  'Aklba — who  is  compared  to  '  a  plastered 
cistern  that  loseth  not  a  drop'  (Aboth  280). 

That  the  usual  position  of  the  scholar  was  on  the 
ground,  facing  the  teacher,  appears  from  Acts  22  3 
(wapa  roi>s  TroSas  Ya/j.a\Lr)\). 

Cp  Lk.  246  1039,  ancl  tne  saying  ascribed  to  R.  Jose:  'Let 
thy  house  be  a  meeting-place  for  the  wise  ;  and  powder  thyself 
in  thedust  of  their  feet  (Aboth  14).  Benches  (^ys^  =  svbsellia) 
were  a  later  innovation  (Bfrnkhoth,  28  a).  In  some  cases  it 
would  be  convenient  for  teacher  or  taught  to  stand  (Acts  13  16 
Mt.  182);  but  this  was  not  the  rule.  These  remarks  largely 
apply  to  the  scribal  college. 

Besides  the  elementary  school  there  were  also  colleges 

for  higher  training,   where  those  who  were  to  devote 

_     .,      ,  themselves  to  the  study  of  the  Law  (both 

.  ben     B   wr;Uen   an(j   orai)   attended   (emen  rva, 

Colleges.  B-fh  ham.midrasht  -house  of  study'; 
another  name  is  pan  »a,  Mtgilld  280).  These,  too, 
were  usually  attached  (at  any  rate  when  the  system  had 
been  developed)  to  the  synagogues.  No  doubt  they 
grew  out  of  assemblies  in  private  houses  (cp  Aboth  1 4 
cited  above),  which  probably  still  continued  to  be  used 
in  some  cases  for  this  purpose.  In  Jerusalem  the 
temple  (i.e. ,  the  colonnades  or  some  other  space  of  the 
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outer  court)  was  often  so  utilised  (Lk.  246  Mt.  2X23 
etc. ).  Thus  the  famous  scribes  and  '  doctors  of  the 
law '  taught,  their  instruction  being  chiefly  catechetical 
— a  method  which  has  left  its  impress  upon  the  style  of 
the  Mishna.  Questions,  asked  and  answered  by  teacher 
and  disciple  alike,  counter-questions,  parables,  debates, 
allegories,  riddles,  stories — such  were  the  methods  em 
ployed.  They  throw  an  interesting  light  on  NT  forms 
of  teaching. 

Thus  (for  instance)  the  Rabbinic  parables,  like  those  of  the  NT, 
are  commonly  introduced  by  some  such  formula  as  '  To  what  is  the 
matter  like?'  (Y'rtoS)-  The  fuller  consideration  of  these  and 
other  points  (.e.g.,  the  extent  of  the  studies  pursued  in  the  Beth 
Hammidrash)  belongs  to  the  article  SCRIBES  (ff-v.). 

What  has  been  said  above  applies  exclusively  to  boys. 
For  the  education  of  girls  no  public  provision  was  made. 
ot  TM  f  From  birth  to  marriage  they  remained 

Of  (Ms        under  the  mother's  care-     With  their 
brothers  they  would  learn  those  simple 

lessons  in  morality  and  religion  which  a  mother  knows 
so  well  how  to  instil.  Special  care  would,  of  course,  be 
given  to  their  training  in  the  domestic  arts  ;  but  the 
higher  studies  (both  sacred  and  secular)  were  considered 
to  be  outside  a  woman's  sphere.  Reading,  however, 
and  perhaps  writing,  were  taught  to  girls,  and  they 
were  made  familiar  with  the  written,  but  not  the  oral, 
Law.  Strangely  enough,  too,  they  were  apparently 
encouraged  to  acquire  a  foreign  language,  especially 
Greek  (/.  Pe'dh.  26).  That  great  importance  was 
attached  to  girls'  education  from  an  early  period  appears 
from  Ecclus.  7 247. ,  26 io/.,  42g/ 

Above  all,  the  ideal  of  Jewish  womanhood  was  that  of 
the  virtuous  (or  capable)  wife,  actively  engaged  in  the 
management  of  her  household,  and  in  the  moral  and 
religious  training  of  her  children  (Prov.  31 10-29). 

It  must  not  be  supposed  that  the  system  of  education 
sketched  above  was  the  only  one  to  be  found  in  Palestine 

23.  Conclusion.  JUring  thf    Period;     As   ^already 

been  pointed  out,  there  were  doubtless 
Jewish  as  well  as  Greek-speaking  centres  within  the 
Holy  Land  where  schools  of  the  Greek  type  flourished. 
Among  the  Jewish  communities  abroad,  too,  which 
doubtless  possessed  schools  with  their  synagogues, 
Greek  influence  would  be  especially  felt.  Still,  in  all 
Jewish  centres  the  dominant  note  was  the  same.  Educa 
tion  was  almost  exclusively  religious.  Its  foundation 
was  the  text  of  Scripture,  and  its  highest  aim  to  train 
up  its  disciples  in  the  fear  of  God  which  is  based 
upon  a  detailed  knowledge  of  the  Law.  The  noble 
precept  '  Train  up  a  child  in  the  way  he  should  go,  and 
even  when  he  is  old  he  will  not  depart  from  it '  ( Prov. 
226)  is  re-echoed,  in  more  prosaic  language,  in  the 
Talmud  :  '  If  we  do  not  keep  our  children  to  religion 
while  they  are  young,  we  shall  certainly  not  be  able  to 
do  so  in  later  years  '  (  Yomd  82  a).  The  means  by  which 
this  could  be  accomplished — as  the  Jewish  teachers  were 
the  first  to  perceive — was  a  system  of  definite  religious 
training  in  the  schools. 

In  thus  endowing  its  children  with  a  possession  which 
lived  in  intellect,  conscience,  and  heart,  Judaism  en 
trenched  itself  within  an  impregnable  stronghold.  For 
it  is  undoubtedly  the  love  of  sacred  study,  instilled  in 
school  and  synagogue,  that  has  saved  the  Jewish  race 
,  from  extinction.  The  beautiful  saying,  attributed  to 
R.  Judah  the  Holy:  'The  world  exists  only  by  the 
breath  of  school-children,'  has  its  justification — at  any 
rate  as  regards  the  Jewish  world — in  the  later  history  of 
the  Jewish  people. 

On  the  subject  generally  the  following  works  may  be  referred 

to  :    Oehler,    '  Padagogik   d.    AT,'   in   Schmid's   Encyclof>ddie 

d.  gesammten  Erziehungs-  und  Unter- 

24.  Bibliography,  ricktswtttn.  vol.  5  ;    Hamburger,   REJ, 

'96   (reprint),    vol.    1,    art.    'Erziehung'; 

2,  '  Lehrer,'  '  Lehrhaus,'  'Schule,'  'Schiller,'  '  Unterricht,' etc. 
(a  mine  of  information,  but  mainly  for  the  later  period) ; 
Schurer,  C/K(3),  2  305  ff.,  'Die  Schriftgelehrsamkeit '  (ET, 
Div.  ii.  vol.  1,  §  25),  24197?.  'Schule  und  Synagoge'  (ET, 
Div.  ii.  vol.  2,  §  27,  where  the  literature  is  given);  Ginsburg 
In  Kitto's  Bibl.  Cyclop.$),  art.  '  Education '  (conservative,  but 
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is  also  discussed  in  Edersheim,  Sketches  of  Jewish.  Social 
Life,  etc.  (chaps.  7  /.),  Life  and  Times  of  Jesus,  etc.  \  225/1, 
and  History  of  tlie  Jewish  Nation  (ed.  White),  277^:  ['96], 
(Jewish  philosophy,  art,  and  science  are  also  fully  discussed  in 
this  volume);  Laurie,  Historical  Survey  of  Pre-Christian 
Education,  69-105  ['95]  ;  L.  Low,  Die  Lebensalter  in  d.  jiid. 
Literatur,  iy>f.  ['75]  ;  and  S.  Schechter,  Studies  in  Judaism, 
343/1  The  relevant  sections  in  Benzinger  and  Nowack  (HA), 
also,  should  not  be  overlooked. 

Of  monographs  and  special  treatises  the  following  are  the 
most  important  :—  J.  Lewit,  Darstellung  d.  theorctischen  u. 
praktischen  Piidagogik  in  jud.  Altertum,  '96;  E.  van  Gelder 
Die  Volkschulc  d.  jud.  Altertums,  '92  ;  J.  Simon,  L'  Education 
et  f  instruction  des  En/ants  chez  les  Anciens  Juifs1?},  '81  ; 
Seidel,  Ueber  die  Padagogik  d.  Pr&ierbien,  '75  (with  which 
compare  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life);  M.  Duschak,  Schulgesetzgebung 
und  Methodik  d.  alien  Israeliten,  '72. 

For  the  Talmudic  period  (in  English)  Spiers,  The  School 
System  of  the  Talmud1^),  '98,  may  be  mentioned.  There  are 
many  books  on  Jewish  education  of  this  later  period  (see  Strack, 
Einl.  in  den  ThalmudP),  128  titles).  Other  references  have  been 
given  in  the  body  of  the  present  article.  G.  H.  B. 

EGG  (fl-PS),  Deut-  226  ;  see  FOWLS,  §  4,  SCORPION. 


EGLAH  (rPjy,  'young  cow,'  §  68  ;  &r\&  [AL]  ;  in 
?S.  Aip-AA  [B],  -r&c  [A]  ;  in  i  Ch.  AA<\  [B],  er.  [L]  ; 
|~A.AA  [Jos-])-  Mother  of  David's  son  ITHREAM  (y.v.  ), 
28.  85  i  Ch.  83.  It  is  doubtful  whether  'wife  of 
David  '  in  2  S.  3  5  is  correct  or  not.  '  David  '  might  be 
a  scribe's  error  for  some  other  name  ;  Abigail  (v.  3)  is 
called  'wife  of  Nabal  '  (her  first  husband).  So  Well- 
hausen,  Driver,  Budde.  According  to  a  late  exegetical 
tradition,  however  (see  Jer.  Qucest.  Hebr.  on  2  S.  3s 
623,  and  Lag.  Proph.  Chald.  p.  xviii.  ),  Eglah  was 
Michal,  daughter  of  Saul,  David's  first  wife.  This 
view  is  also  that  of  Thenius  and  Klostermann,  and  is 
plausible.  To  stop  short  here,  however,  would  be 
impossible.  No  early  writer  would  have  written 
Eglah  meaning  Michal.  The  most  probable  explana 
tion  is  suggested  by  2  Ch.  11  18.  n^y  is  a  corruption  of 
V'rraNp  'Abihail,'  the  name  given  to  the  mother  of 
JERIMOTH  (q.  v.  ),  or  rather  Ithream,  ben  David,  in 
2  Ch.  I.e.  We  now  understand  ©B's  reading  arya\ 
(cu^aX?)  in  28.  3s,  and  can  do  justice  to  the  late 
Jewish  tradition  respecting  Eglah.  For  almost  certainly 
Sa»D  (  '  Michal  '  )  also  is  a  corruption  of  'rrrax,  '  Abihail.  ' 
See  ITHREAM,  MICHAL.  T.  K.  c. 

EGLAIM  (Dv?N,  probably  'place  of  a  reservoir'? 
—  or  a  softened  form  of  DvJJJ?  on  form  of  name  see 
NAMES,  §  107  —  AfAAeiM  [B],  -AA[e]i/v\  [NAQ], 
GALLIM],  a  town  of  Moab  (Is.  158),  mentioned  together 
with  BEER-ELIM  in  such  a  way  as  to  suggest  that  it  lay 
on  the  S.  frontier.  Beer-elim,  however,  should  rather 
be  read  '  in  Elealeh  '  (close  to  the  N.  frontier).  Eglaim 
must  therefore  have  been  on  the  S.  border,  and  Eusebius 
and  Jerome  identify  it  with  a-yaXAet/x  (  Agallim),  a  village 
8  R.  m.  S.  from  Areopolis  (OS,  228  61  98  io).  T.  K.  c. 


EGLATH-SHELISHIYAH   ( 

tioned  in  the  RV  of  the  prophecy  against  Moab,  Is. 
155  (AAM&AIC  .  .  .  TRIGTHC  [BXAQF])  Jer.  4834 
UrreAiAN  c<\AAceiA  [B],  om.  N*,  <\.  eic  c*Aic<\ 

[Nc'a],  -AlA  [AQ],  CAAlCIA  [A],  CAAACIA  [Q])- 
The  rendering  adopted  by  Graf  and  others  '  the 
third  Eglath  '  implies  that  there  were  three  places  of 
this  name  near  together.  Whether  such  a  title  as 
1  the  third  Eglath  '  is  probable  in  a  poem  the  reader 
may  judge.  Duhm  and  Marti  take  the  words  to  be  an 
insertion  from  Jer.  I.e.  ;  Cheyne,  however  (see  LUHITH), 
supposes  .TB'^B'  rtay  to  be  a  corruption  of  c'^Jj;  rtSyc. 
'  the  ascent  of  EGLAIM  [ff.v.~\,'  cancelling  as  a  dittogram 
'the  ascent  of  LUHITH  [q.v.  ].  '  According  to  the 
rendering  of  AV  and  of  RVme-  (  '  an  heifer  of  three 
years  '  )  the  crying  of  Moab  is  compared  to  a  thwarted 
heifer,  one  which  in  its  third  year  is  on  the  point  of 
being  broken  in  ;  others  regard  '  heifer  '  as  a  meta- 


EGLON 

phorical  description  of  Zoar  (cp  Hos.  10n)  ;   but  one 
expects  npVrip  rtajj,  cp  Gen.  ISg.1 

EGLON  Cfh^tf,  §  77  ;  cp  EGLAH,  EGLAIM,  erAooM 
[HAL]),  the  king  of  Moab,  who  oppressed  Israel  for 
eighteen  years.  He  was  finally  killed  by  the  Ben- 
jamite  EHUD  \tj.v. ,  \.  (i)],  who  at  the  head  of  his 
tribesmen  destroyed  all  the  Moabites  W.  of  Jordan 
(Judg.  3 12-30).  That  Moab  was  aided  by  Ammon  and 
Amalek  is  probably  an  exaggeration  due  to  D  ;  cp  Bu. 
Ri.Sa.  99.  From  the  fact  that  Eglon  seized  Jericho 
(v.  13)  it  is  often  assumed  (cp  e.g.,  Jos.)  that  this  was 
the  scene  of  his  assassination.  This,  however,  does  not 
agree  with  the  finale,  and  since  Gilgal  lies  between 
Jericho  and  the  fords  of  Moab,  we  must  assume  from 
w.  i8/".  26  that  his  residence  was  E.  of  Gilgal,  most 
probably  in  Moab.  See  JUDGES,  §§6,  i6(beg. );  SEIRATH. 

EGLON  (|V??1J ;  ©1!AL  commonly  oAoAAAM  :  €5L  in 
Josh.  1036  12 12  1639,  epAcoN),  a  town  in  the  ShCphelah 
of  Judah,  mentioned  with  Lachish  and  Bozkath  (Josh. 
1539  lAe<\A<\AeA  [BA]).  Debir,  its  king,  joined  the 
league  against  Joshua  which  was  headed  by  ADONIZEDKK 
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[g.v.],  and  perished  with  the  other  kings  (Josh.  10i-37 
\y.  5  oSoXXox  (A)  ;  v.  36  BAom.]  ;  cp  12i2  aiXa,u  [B], 
ty\uv  fF],  -/J.  [A]).  That  Adullam  takes  its  place  in  <§ 
of  Josh.  10  is  plainly  a  mistake,  which  has  led  Eusebius 
and  Jerome  astray  (OS 253 45  118 21).  The  name  of 
Eglon  survives  in  that  of  A'A.  'Ajlan,1  16  m.  NE. 
of  Gaza,  and  2  m.  N.  of  Tell  el-Hesy  (LACHISH). 
On  this  site,  however,  '  there  is  very  little  extent  of 
artificial  soil,  very  little  pottery,  and  what  there  is  shows 
Roman  age.'  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  tell,  3^  m. 
S.  of  Tell  el-Hesy,  the  site  of  which  Petrie  considers 
only  second  in  importance  to  that  of  Tell  el-Hesy,  and, 
though  he  has  not  explored  it,  he  pronounces  it  to  be 
the  ancient  Eglon.  So  far  as  can  be  seen  on  the 
surface,  Tell  Nejileh  (so  it  is  called)  is  of  the  same  age 
as  Tell  el-Hesy,  though  it  may  have  been  ruined  earlier 
(PEFQ,  '90,  p.  162).  Unluckily,  however,  it  is  wholly 
covered  with  an  Arab  cemetery  (Flinders  Petrie  PEl-'Q, 
'90,  p.  226).  Tell  'Ajlan  may  represent  the  ruins  of 
a  later  town,  built  after  the  overthrow  of  the  ancient 
city  ;  this  is  a  suggestion  which  may  or  may  not  be 
confirmed  by  excavation.  T.  K.  c. 
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Name  (8  i). 

Description  (§§  2-9). 

People,  Language,  etc.  (§§  10-12). 

Religion  (88  13-19). 

Literature  (§§  20-26). 
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Institutions  (8§  27-32). 
Trade,  etc.  (§§  33-35). 
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History  (§§  41-44). 

MAPS 


1.  Egypt  proper  (after  col.  1240). 

2.  Oases  (see  Nos.  i  and  4). 


3.  Course  of  Nile  (after  col.  1208,  No.  i). 

4.  Nile  and  Euphrates  (ib.,  No.  2). 


Old  Empire  (88  45-48). 
Middle  Empire  (§§  49-52). 
New  Empire  (88  53-60). 
Dynasties  20-25  (§§  61-66). 
Dynasties  26-34  (§§  67-74). 


5.  Geological  (after  col.  1208,  No.  3) 

6.  Egypt  and  Sinai,  pluvial  period  (col.  1205). 


The  name  used  by  us,  after  the  example  of  the 
classic  nations,3  for  the  country  on  the  banks  of  the 
Nile,  seems  to  have  been  really  the  designa- 
tionof  the  capital  Memphis  —  Ha(t}-ka-ptah, 
cuneiform  Hikubta  (Am.  Tab.  nos.  53,  37),  translated 
'H0euoT/a  =  Egypt  —  and  more  primitively  that  of  its 


.- 
1.  Name. 


1  See  Dietrich  in  Merx,  A  rchiv,  1  342^ 

2  Repertories  for  Egypt  in  general  are  Jolowicz,   Biblioth. 
Aeg.  1858-61,  and  Prince  Ibrahim  Hilmy,   The  Lit.  of  Egypt 
ami  the  Sudan,  1886-88.     The  current  literature  is  given  in  the 
Orientalische  Bibliographic.     For  scientific  investigations,  the 
following  journals  must  be  consulted:  Zt.  f.  Acg.  Sprache  ». 
Altertutnskunde  (Leipsic),  Recueil  tie  trav.  rel.  a  la  philol.  et 
arch.  Egypt,  et  Assyr.  (here  cited  as  Rec.  trav.),  and  Rev. 
Egypt.  (Paris),  and  Sphinx  (Upsala).     In  England,  scattered 
contributions,  especially  in  TSBA  and  PSBA  and  Archa-ologia, 
etc.     On  the  monuments  of  Egypt,  the  memoirs  of  the  Mission 
Franchise  au  Caire,  of  the  Egypt  Exploration  Fund  (through 
which  also  the  admirable  '  Archaeological  Survey  of  Egypt  '  has 
been  set  on  foot),  and  Prof.  Flinders  Petrie's  Egypt  Research 
Accounts,  as  also  the  Catalogue  des  Monuments  et  Inscriptions, 
begun  recently  by  the  Egyptian   Government   (edited  by  De 
Morgan),    are   in    progress   of  publication.      Of  older   works, 
Lepsius,  Denkiiiiiler  aus  Aeg.  u.  Aeth.  (1849-58,  a  large  and 
beautiful  publication),  Rosellini,  Monutncnti  dell'  Egitto,  etc. 
(1842-44,  faithful),  Champollion,  Monuments,  etc.  (1855-45,  with 
Notices  Manuscrits  as  supplement),  also  the  publications  of  the 
Museums  at  London  (Select  I'apyri,  etc.,  ed.  by  Birch),  Leiden 
(by  Leemans,  1839,  foil.),  Berlin,  Turin  (Papyri  by  Pleyte  and 
Rossi),  Bulak  (Mariette),  are  most  useful  for  illustrations  and 
inscriptions  ;  the  Descr.  tie  I  Kgypte  of  Napoleon's  expedition  is 
in  part  quite  antiquated,  and,  generally,  hardly  anything  earlier 
than  Champollion  continues  to  be  of  use.     Philological  studies 
very  quickly  become  antiquated  owing  to  the  rapid  progress  of 
the  young  science.     So  far,  none  of  the  popular  books  on  Egypt 
in  relation  to  the  Bible  can  be   recommended  (this   is  true  of 
I'.rugsch,  Steininschrift  utu/  Bibehvort.  1891).     Ebers,  Aeg.  u. 
ifie  Biicker  flfosis,  1868  (antiquated),  was  never  completed.     An 
Egyptological   counterpart  to  KA  T  is  promised.     Here   only 
a  selection  from  the  immense  mass  of  literature  can  be  made, 
preference   often   being    given    to    the    less  highly  specialised 
works,  and  those  written  in  English  or  translated  into  it. 

3  Aiyvn-Tos  (Lat.  .•Egyptus)  occurs  first  in  Homer,  where  it 
denotes,  as  a  feminine  noun,  the  country,  as  a  masculine,  the 
river  Nile. 

1203 


chief  temple  (see  NOPH).2  On  the  Semitic  name3  see 
MIZRAIM,  §  i.  Poetical  names  in  the  OT  are  Rahab 
and  '  land  of  Ham '  (see  RAHAB,  HAM,  i. ). 

The  Egyptians  themselves  called  their  country 
Kemet*  Coptic  KH/v\e  or  XHM€S  (Northern  Coptic 
KHMl) — i-e-,  'the  black  country' — from  its  black  soil 
of  Nile  mud,  in  contrast  with  the  surrounding  deserts, 
the  defret  or  '  red  country. '  This  etymology  is  given 
correctly  by  Plutarch  (De  hide  33,  xw'a  =  fJ-f\<iyytios  ; 
see  also  "Ep/jioxti/juos,  Steph.  Byz. ,  by  the  side  of  jueXd/u- 
/SwXos).  Poetic  names  were,  e.g. ,  (P}-to-mere,  '  (the)  land 
of  inundation '  (Steph.  Byz.  IlTt/iiyjjj,  equal  to  AAra), 
in  later  time  Beket  (perhaps  '  land  of  the  baket 
shrub').  The  most  common  designation  was,  how 
ever,  simply  '  the  two  countries,'  tout,6  referring  to  the 
division  of  Egypt  into  S.  and  N.  country  (see  below, 

§43)- 

Egypt  is  situated  in  the  NE.  corner  of  Africa  ;  but 
the  ancients  reckoned  it  more  frequently  to  Asia  than 
2  Land  to<  Libya' — i.e.,  Africa.  It  lies  between  N. 
'  lat.  31°  35'  (the  Mediterranean)  and  24° 
4'  23"  (the  first  cataract  at  Asuan).  Longitudinally 
its  limits  may  be  given  as  from  Solum,  28°  50'  E. ,  to 
Rhinocolura,  the  modern  el-'Arish  (see  EGYPT,  RIVER 
OF)>  33°  5°'  E.  ;  but  the  limits  of  cultivable  ground 

1  The  mod.  'Ajlan  occurs  frequently  to  the  E.  of  Jordan  (cp 
EGLAIM). 

2  First  proposed  by  Brugsch,  Geog.  Inschriften,  \  7383.     For 
the  manifold  senseless   etymologies  from  Greek,   Semitic,  etc., 
see  the  classical  dictionaries,  s.v.     Cp  also  Reinisch,  SWAW 
30  397  8647,  '  On  the  names  of  Egyrjt.' 

3  It  occurs  in  hieroglyphics  only  in  names  of  foreigners,  such 
as  Ma-sa-r-A—i.c.,  Hfesrai  (Rec.  de  Trav.  1462). 


.     Rrtigsch's   Diet.    Gfog.    (1877-80)  contains    the 
g^  names  of  Egypt,   its  divisions,    cities,   etc.  (to  be 
&  used  with  caution  ;  his  Geographische  Inschriften, 
1867,  is  antiquated). 
s  Absolutely  unconnected  with  Noah's  son  HAM  (q.v.  i). 
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would  rather  fix  the  frontier  at  about  32°  32'  (the  site 
of  ancient  Pelusium).  It  is  not  correct  to  include  in 
Egypt  the  large  deserts  of  stone  and  sand  lying  on  both 
sides,  or  even  the  N.  parts  of  the  Sinaitic  peninsula — 
regions  of  more  than  1,000,000  sq.  m. ,  which  are 
wandered  over  by  only  a  few  foreign  nomads.  Egypt 
is,  strictly,  only  the  country  using  Nile  water,  N.  of 
Syene  (Asuan),  as  it  was  correctly  defined  even  by 
Herodotus  (2  18).  If  we  reckon  only  cultivable  ground 
(Nile  Valley  and  Delta),  Egypt  has  an  area  of  not  much 
more  than  13,000  square  miles.1 

The  extent  of  land  really  under  cultivation  changes  continu 
ally.     Under  the  bad  government  of  the  Mamluks  in  1797,  it 


SKETCH    MAP  OF 

EGYPT,  SINAI,  &c. 
in  the  Pluvial  Period, 

after  Map  in 
The  Survey  of  Western  Palestine. 

Scale  of  Miles 
40 


MEDITERRANEAN 


Bay   of 
Lower  Egypt 


Longitude  East  33°  of  Greenwich 


was  estimated  at  5469  sq.  m.  ;  recently,  over  11,000  were  assumed 
as  cultivable,  of  which  9460  were  really  in  cultivation.  The 
census  of  1887  gave  20,842  sq.  kil.  (12,943  sq.  m.)  as  arable,  of 
which  Upper  Egypt  (some  parts  of  Nubia  even  being  included) 
has  the  smaller  half.  In  antiquity,  the  amount  was  certainly 
not  more,  probably  less. 

The  surrounding  deserts  make  access  to  Egypt 
difficult,  and  explain  its  somewhat  isolated  history. 
The  shape  of  the  country  may  be  likened  to  that  of 
a  fan  with  a  long  handle.  The  handle,  Upper  Egypt, 
from  Memphis  to  Syene,  is  a  narrow  valley,  averaging 
12  m.  in  width  (near  Thebes,  only  2^-4  m.). 

The  view  of  ancient  writers  that  Egypt  north  of 
Memphis,  the  so-called  Delta  (from  its  form,  like  an 
inverted  Gr.  A),  was  originally  a  gulf  of  the 


3.  Geology. 


sea  and  was  filled  in  by  the  deposits  of  the 


1  The  total  area  of  Belgium  is  11,373  square  miles,  of  the 
Netherlands  12,648,  and  of  Switzerland  15,976.  See  the 
Statesman's  Year  Book. 
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Nile,  is  correct  (see  the  accompanying  sketch-map : 
fig.  i)  ;  but  it  is  an  exaggeration  to  place  this  process 
within  historic  time.1  As  far  as  our  historical  know 
ledge  goes,  the  country  has  always  been  the  same  ;  the 
yearly  deposits  have  raised  the  bed  of  the  Nile  slightly. 
(On  exaggerations  of  the  fact  that  the  river  had  formerly 
a  greater  volume  of  water  than  now,  see  below,  §  7, 
note. ) 

The  fact  that  the  level,  e.g.,  of  ancient  Alexandria  is  now 
below  that  of  the  sea  is  to  be  ascribed  to  a  sinking  of  the  sandy 
north  coast.     The  Burlus  and  Menzaleh  Lakes  are  indeed,  in 
part,  recent  formations,  caused  by  the  influx  of  the  sea,  although 
the  Edku  and   Maryut  (Mareotis)  lakes  are  old,  and  ancient 
inscriptions  speak  continually  of  the  'swamp-lands,'  n-aif/tou', 
Na0w  (Herod.)  Neovr  (Ptol.) 
in  the  N.     Strabo  knows  the 
Balfih  lakes. 

The  substratum  of  the 
Northern  Nile  valley  and 
the  characteristic  stone 
of  the  tableland  of  the 
Libyan  (Western)2  desert 
is  limestone  in  different 
formations  ;  the  material 
of  the  great  pyramids  is 
tertiary  nummulitic  lime 
stone.  The  valley  is  shut 
in  by  limestone  crags, 
about  300  ft.  in  height, 
which  sometimes  come 
very  near  to  the  river. 
Above  Edfu,  the  sand 
stone  formation  that  pre 
vails  through  Nubia  be 
gins,  forming  also  the 
first  natural  frontier  of 
Egypt,  the  mountain-bar 
at  Silslleh.  This  quartzy 
stone  furnished  the  excel 
lent  material  used  for  most 
of  the  ancient  temples. 
The  first  cataract  at 
Aswan  is  the  result  of  the 
river  being  crossed  by  a 
bar  of  red  granite,  syenite, 
and  other  rock,  from 
which  the  famous  obelisks 
were  taken.  The 

Eastern  (Arabian)  desert 
is  of  varying  formation, 
full  of  mountains  which 
rise  in  part  to  a  height 
of  over  6000  ft.  (The 
highest  point  is  Jebel 
Gharib. )  See  geological 
map  (no.  3)  facing  col. 

I207/ 

These  mountains  furnished 
the  rich  material  for  the  finer 
sculpturesof the  ancient  Egyp 
tians — diorite  (near  Hammfi- 

milt),  dark  red  porphyry  (Jebel  Dokhan,  6900  ft.),  black  granite, 
alabaster  (near  Asyut),  and  basalt.  Emeralds  (Jebel  Zabara) 
and  gold  (Wady  'Allaki)  also  were  found  there,  but  few  useful 
metals  (there  were  some  iron  and  insignificant  copper  mines  in 
Nubia).  In  antiquity,  therefore,  metals  were  imported.  Other 


1  [Cp  '  Report  on  Boring  Operations  in  the  Nile  Delta,"  Proc. 
Roy.  Soc.  '97,  p.  32.  The  Royal  Society  carried  out  borings  in 
the  Delta  to  try  to  get  down  to  the  bed  rock.  At  ZakazTk  they 
reached  345  feet  or  319  feet  below  sea-level  without  striking 
solid  rock.  At  115  feet  there  was  a  noteworthy  change.  Below 
that  depth  was  a  mass  of  coarse  sand  and  shingle,  with  one 
band  of  yellow  clay  at  151  feet;  above  115  feet  it  was  blown 
sand  and  alluvial  mud.  Totally  different  conditions  must  have 


ds  is  not  yet  determined.  I  he  pebbles  ot 
which  they  are  composed  all  belong  to  the  rocks  found  in  situ 
in  the  Nile  Valley.  The  coast  at  the  mouths  of  the  Nile 
appears  to  be  sinking,  the  coasts  in  the  Gulf  of  Suez  to  be 
rising.] 

2  Cp  Zittel,  Ceol.  der  lilysclten  Wiistc,  '83. 
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minerals,   such   as   salt,    alum,    natron   (this    from  the  Natrun 
valley  S.  of  Alexandria),  come  more  from  the  Libyan  desert. 

The  Oases  (avdfffis,   Egyptian  wah,  modern  Arabic 
_  wah,    meaning    unknown)    of    the    Libyan 

desert  are  depressions  in  this  barren  table 
land  where  the  water  can  come  to  the  surface  and  create 
vegetation.  See  maps  after  cols.  1240  and  1208. 

Their  present  names  (from  N.  to  S.)  are  :  (i)  Slwah  (Oasis  of 
Amon  ;  perhaps  also  called  sekhet  atnu,  '  date-field  ' ;  but  this  is 
quite  doubtful),  very  far  to  the  west ;  (z)  Bahriye,  the  small 
oasi.s ;  (3)  Farilfra  (7'o-e/ie,  'cowland');  (4)  Dakhela  (Zeszes)  \ 
(5)  The  (ireat  Oasis,  now  called  '  the  exterior  oasis,'  el- 
khar(i)geh  (anciently  Heb,  Hibis,  or  the  Southern  Oasis). 

In  ancient  times  these  islands  in  the  desert  be 
longed  politically  to  Egypt  (from  Dyn.  18?)  ;  but  their 
inhabitants  were  Libyans  and  became  Egyptianised  only 
later.  The  population  of  the  remote  oasis  of  Amon, 
however,  although  it  adopted  the  Egyptian  cult  of 
Amon,  remained  purely  Libyan,  and  has  retained  to 
the  present  day  the  Libyan  (Berber)  language. 

The  population  of  these  five  oases  is,  at  present,  about  58,000. 
The  Fa(i)yum  also  (see  below,  §  50)  is  really  an  oasis.  On  the 
Wady  Tiimilat,  see  GOSHEN  i. ;  on  the  Fa(i)yum,  below,  §  50. 

The  climate  is  extremely  hot,  but  has  great  changes, 
especially  during  the  night.  The  ancient  Egyptians 

_    _,.  prayed   that    after   death,    as    in   life,    they 

5   Climate.     •  ,  -  .  , 

might  have  the  '  cool  north  wind,  consider 
ing  this  the  greatest  comfort.  This  wind  blows  in 
summer  for  six  months.  On  the  other  hand,  at  intervals 
during  the  fifty  days  preceding  the  summer  solstice, 
there  blows  a  terrible  hot  wind,  now  called  Hamstn 
(i.e.,  'fifty'),  full  of  sand  from  the  Western  desert. 
At  most  other  times,  proximity  to  the  deserts  renders 
the  air  very  dry  and  salubrious.  The  yearly  inundation 
has  dangers  which  explain  why  so  frequently,  from  the 
time  of  Moses  onwards,  the  plague  has  found  a  home  in 
Egypt  (Am.  4  10).  Eye  diseases  caused  by  the  abundant 
dust  were,  and  are,  very  common. 

The  Nile,  the  only  river  of  Egypt,  seems  to  have  its 
present  name  (Gk.  NetXoj)  from  the  Semitic  nahal 
....  (Sm),  'stream,'  this  designation  (*nehel}1 
being  probably  due  to  the  Phoenicians. 
The  Egyptians  called  it  Ha' pi  (w0t,  of  uncertain  ety 
mology),-  in  poetry  ueru  ('  the  great  one')  ;  but  in  the 
vernacular  language  it  was  simply  '  the  river '  yetor 
(later — after  2000  B.C. — pronounced  ye-or,  yd  or],  or 
else  'the  great  river"  ye(t}er-o,  yar-o,  Coptic  eiepo. 
Of  the  last  two  expressions  the  former  became  in 
Hebrew  -ijr,  whilst  the  second,  according  to  the  N. 
Egyptian  pronunciation  (i&po),  is  found  in  the  Assyrian 
Yaru'u,  '  Nile.'  On  the  Heb.  name  Shihor,  and  on  the 
phrase  'the  river  of  Egypt,'  see  SHIHOR,  and  EGYPT, 
RIVER  OF. 

This  river  is  the  second  longest  in  the  world  3  (its 
source  now  being  assumed  at  3°  S.  lat.  ;  for  the  whole 
course  of  the  river  see  map  2,  on  opposite  page), 
although  not  so  majestic  and  voluminous  (1300  ft. 
wide  at  Thebes,  2600  at  Asyut)  as  some  shorter  rivers. 
It  forms  the  principal  characteristic  of  Egypt,  '  the  gift 
of  the  Nile'  (Herod.).  The  Egyptians  believed  that 
it  sprang  from  four  sources  at  the  twelfth  gate  of  the 
nether-world,  at  a  place  described  in  ch.  146  of  the  Book 
of  the  Dead,  and  that  it  came  to  light  at  the  two  whirl 
pools  of  the  first  cataract,  the  so-called  Kerti  (Kp£>(f>i  and 
fj.u><t>i,  Herod. ).  Even  in  the  latest  times,  when  they 
knew  the  course  of  the  river  beyond  Khartum,4  their 
theology  still  held  that  primitive  view. 

The  Nile  divides  N.  of  Memphis.  Of  the  seven 
branches,  however,  which  once  formed  the  Delta  (see 
large  map  after  col.  1240),  only  two5  are  really 

1  The  asterisk  indicates  a  conjectural  form. 

2  Later  theology  combined  it  with  the  Apis  (Hapi)  bull.     He 
was  allowed  to  drink  only  from  wells,  not  from  the  Nile. 

*  Perthes,  Taschen-Atlas,  statistical  tables. 

4  But  hardly  the  source  from  the  'mountain  of  the  moon,' 
known  in  Roman  times. 

6  Viz.,  the  first  and  the  third,  counting  from  the  west — con 
tinued,  however,  in  their  lower  portions,  in  the  channels  of  the 
second  and  the  fourth  respectively.  The  latter,  the  Bolbinitic 
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left,  the  rest  being  more  or  less  dried  up.  A  branch 
(now  called  Bahr-Yusuf),1  losing  itself  in  the  Libyan 
desert,  forms  the  oasis  of  the  Fa(i)yum  in  Middle  Egypt. 

The  annual  inundation  is  produced  by  the  spring 
rains  in  the  Abyssinian  highlands  and  the  melting  of  the 
_  .  mountain  snow,  which  cause  an  immense 
.  "  increase  of  the  Eastern  or  Blue  Nile  (now 
P"  •''  el-Bahr  el-Azrak,  from  its  turbid  water), 
whilst  the  principal  stream,  the  White  Nile  (el-Bahr  el 
Abyad,  from  its  clearness),  has  a  more  steady  volume  of 
water.  In  Egypt  the  increase  is  felt  in  June  ;  July 
brings  rapid  swelling  of  the  reddening  turbid  stream  ; 
the  slow  subsidence  of  the  waters  begins  in  October. 
During  winter,  the  stagnant  water  remaining  on  the 
fields  dries  up,  and  the  Nile  mud,  originally  the  dust 
washed  from  the  Abyssinian  mountains,  settles  upon 
the  soil,  acting  as  a  valuable  fertilizer.  Thus  in  course 
of  innumerable  years  the  sand  or  stone  of  the  valley  has 
been  covered  with  from  30  to  over  40  feet  of  black  soil. 
This  shows,  usually,  an  astonishing  fertility  :  Egypt 
looks  like  one  great  garden  (Gen.  13io)  ;  but  a  'small 
Nile' — i.e.,  an  insufficient  inundation  —  has  always 
brought  years  of  dearth.2  Even  a  'great  Nile,'3 

however,  cannot  cover  the  whole  valley  and  reach  all 
fields.  Dykes  have  to  be  built,  and  canals  dug,  in 
order  that  the  water  may  be  distributed.  A  good 
government  has  to  give  great  care  to  such  public  con 
structions,  the  neglect  of  which  will  make  the  desert 
reconquer  vast  regions.  Higher  fields  always  had  to  be 
watered  by  (primitive)  machinery,  such  as  the  con 
trivance  called  at  present  shaduf.  (On  Dt.  11 10  see 
below,  col.  1225,  n.  10. ) 

After  all,  Egypt  had  much  more  regular  harvests  than 
Palestine  and  Syria,  where  the  only  irrigation,  by  rain, 
very  often  failed.  The  abundant  inundation  of  Egypt 
was  proverbial  among  the  Hebrews:  cp  Am.  88,  and, 
as  some  think,  Is.  59 19  6  (SBOT).  We  repeatedly 
find  Egypt's  Asiatic  neighbours  depending  upon  its 
abundance  of  grain.  The  Egyptians  knew  quite  well 
that  their  country  owed  its  existence  entirely  to  the  good 
god  Nile,  whom  they  represented  as  a  fat  androgynous 
blue  or  green  figure.4  Being  nearly  (but  not 

completely)  rainless,  Egypt  depends  upon  the  Nile  not 
only  for  the  irrigation  of  its  fields,  but  also  for  its  drink 
ing-water  (which  is  very  palatable,  and  was  kept  cool, 
then  as  now,  in  porous  vessels).  The  OT  prophets  know 
no  worse  way  of  threatening  Egypt  with  complete  ruin 
than  using  the  symbolical  expression,  'The  Nile  will 
be  dried  up.'  The  river  was  also  the  chief  highway 
of  the  country. 

The  flora 8  was  poor  in  species.     Ancient  Egypt  had 

not    such    a   cosmopolitan    vegetation  as  the  modern. 

8   p.  Forests  were  quite  unknown.      Besides  fruit- 

"    trees — viz.,  the  date-,  dom-  (now  only  above 

Asyut)  and  argiin-palm,  fig,  sycomore,  nabak  (Zisyphits 

Spina  Christi,  the  so-called  Lotus-tree),  and  pomegran- 

and  the  Bucolic  mouths,  are  said  to  have  been  artificial  canals  (?). 
The  Bucolic  of  Herodotus  (217)  is  called  Phatnitic— or  rather 
Pathmetic(thns  Ptol.and  Pomp.  Mela) — j>.,the  Northern (fa-to 
m/iitf) — by  other  writers. 

1  Not  from  the  biblical  Joseph. 

2  Such  calamities,  sometimes  in  several  successive  years,  are 
mentioned   repeatedly.     A   legend   from  the    Ptolemaic  period 
(inscription  at  the  first  cataract,  found  by  Wilbour,  translated  by 
Brugsch,  Die  Biblischen  7  Jahre  der  Hungersnot,  1891,  and 
by  Pleyte)  reports  seven  years  of  famine  before  3000  B.C.     The 
strange  water-marks  on  the  rocks  of  Nubia,  25  ft.  above  the 
modern   level,  are   difficult  to  explain.     They  cannot   well   be 
used  as  a  proof  that  former  inundations  were  so  much  higher, 
for  that  would  involve  our  assuming  that  all  ruins  now  existing 
were,  in  antiquity,  under  water. 

3  Of  the  so-called  Nilometers— wells  with  measures  marked 
for  use  in  official  estimates  of  the  rise— that  of  Phils  remains 
from  antiquity. 

— (wearing  water  flowers  on  the  head,  and  offering 
fresh  water  and  water  flowers). 

8  See  especially  Loret,  La  Flore  PharaoniqucV-}  ['92]; 
Woenig,  Die  Pflanzcn  iin  alt.  Aeg.  ['86] ;  and  various  essays 
by  Schweinfurth. 
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ate1 — only  a  few  tamarisks  (ose\_i],  cp  WN),  willows, 
and,  especially,  various  kinds  of  acacias  (sonsef  uiONT€  ', 
cp  nap,  Egyptian  loan-word ;  see  SHITTAH)  grew. 
Timber  had  mostly  to  be  imported  from  Nubia  and 
Syria.  As  principal  fuel,  dung  was  used,  as  now.  The 
vine  was  always  cultivated  ;  but  the  national  beverage 
was  a  kind  of  beer.  The  chief  cereals  were  barley  (yot), 
most  important  of  all,  wheat  (SHO),  and  the  African  millet 
or  sorghum,  now  called  dura  (bodef).  Cp  Ex.  9si/.  '  flax, 
barley,  wheat,  spelt '  (this  perhaps  for  dura  ?).  The 

principal  food-stuffs  of  the  modern  inhabitants,  legumin 
ous  plants — viz.,  lentils  (Egyptian  'arsan),  and  beans 
(Egyptian////),  perhaps  also  peas  (Coptic  <\poo).  lupines, 
and  chick-peas — have  Semitic  names,  and  were  declared 
unclean  by  the  priests  even  in  Roman  times ;  but 
among  the  peasants  they  had  already  become  popular 
as  early  as  the  i4th  century  B.C.  Of  vegetables,  onions, 
leeks,  and  garlic  were  as  much  in  demand  then  as  now  ; 
there  were  also  radishes,  melons,  gourds,  cucumbers, 
bamia  (Hibiscus  esculentus ;  resembles  American  okra), 
meluhiya  ( Corchorus  olitorius  ;  '  a  mucilaginous  vegetable 
[somewhat]  resembling  spinage  ' ),  etc.  ( Cp  the  lamenta 
tion  of  the  Israelites  over  the  lost  delicacies  of  Egypt, 
Nu.  lls.)  Of  °ily  plants,  sesame  and  olives  were  not 
very  popular,  olive  oil  being  mostly  imported  from  Asia. 
Unguents  were  taken  from  several  balsam -shrubs,  especi 
ally  the  baket ;  for  cooking  and  burning,  castor  oil  (see 
GOURD)  was  most  commonly  in  use,  as  now  among  the 
Chinese.  The  cultivation  of  flax  was  very  extensive  ; 
whether  cotton  also  was  grown  is  quite  doubtful. 

Wild  vegetation  grew  only  in  the  many  marshes — the 
common  reed  (see  REED,  FLAG),  the  papyrus  (see 
PAPYRUS),  and  the  beautiful  blue  or  white  lotus-flower 
(so[s~\sen,  from  which  Hebrew  |BhE> ;  see  LILY).  The 
papyrus  and  the  lotus-flower  are  now  found  only  in  the 
Sudan.'2  All  these  wild  plants  were  utilised — even  the 
lotus,  the  seed  of  which  was  eaten.  The  papyrus,3  in 
particular,  was  of  the  greatest  importance  for  ancient 
Egypt,  furnishing  the  material,  not  only  for  writing  on, 
but  also  for  making  ropes,  mats,  sandals,  baskets,  and 
small  ships  (cp  Ex.  2s  ;  Is.  18z  ;  Job926).  The  desert 
vegetation  consists  mostly  of  a  few  thorny  shrubs. 

Of  domestic  animals,  the  ass,  an  African  animal,  was 

used  more  as  a  beast  of  burden  than  for  riding.      Horses 

„     .         4  (sesmet,5  later   htor),    introduced   by  the 

9. /.ooiogy.    Hyksos  after  jgoo  BC)  for  chariots  of 

war  and  of  pleasure,  were  never  very  common,  pasture 
being  scarce  ;  but  their  race  was  good.  Cp  Dt.  17i6 
i  K.  1028/  (but  see  MIZRAIM,  §  2 ;  HORSE,  §  3).  The 
biblical  passages  which  speak  of  the  camel  in  Egypt 
(Gen.  12 16  Ex.  9s)  seem  to  need  criticism,  for  this  un 
clean  animal  was,  to  all  appearance,  foreign  to  ancient 
Egypt  and  became  a  domestic  animal  only  after  the 
Christian  era  (see  CAMEL,  §  2).  Cattle,  of  a  hump 
backed  race,  were  more  common  than  now  ;  likewise 
goats  ;  but  sheep  (es'ou,  Sem.  word,  nb,  Arab.  Xd.')  were 
rare.  Swine  (rire],  the  most  unclean  of  animals,  '  offen 
sive  to  the  Sun-god,'  seem  to  have  been  kept,  in  biblical 
times,  only  in  the  nomos  of  Eileithyia  (now  el-Kab), 
perhaps  because  of  Nubian  elements  in  the  population. 
In  the  earliest  period  they  seem  to  have  been  more 
generally  bred.  The  dog  was  held  in  esteem.  Strong 
greyhounds  for  hunting  were  imported  from  the  southern 

1  That   this   tree,  at  least,  was   an   importation  from   Syria 
in  historic  times  is  shown  by  the  name  (k)erman — i.e.,  }E>\     The 
persea  (faubet ;   Coptic,   soue\be\,  Mimusops  Schimperi,  after 
Schweinfurth)  and  other  trees  may  have  had  a  similar  history. 

2  Whether    the    Eragrostis   abyssinica,   a   species   of  grain, 
called  tef  in  A.byssinia,  the  poisonous  'oshar  (Calotropis  pro- 
cera),  and  other  plants  of  modern  times  were  known  is  uncertain, 
but  probable,  as  they  are  African  plants. 

3  ' Pa-p-yoor,'  'the  (plant)  of  the  river.'     Cp  Bondi,  in  ZA 
3064  ['92]. 

4  Not   much   investigated.      Hartmann's   studies,  ZA    1864, 
were  not  continued. 

5  The  word  is  related  to  o^p  (Assyrian  sisii,  Aram,  susya,  etc.) ; 
but  the  relationship  is  not  (juite  clear. 
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countries.  The  cat  became  a  domestic  animal  first  in 
Egypt  (but  rather  late),  perhaps  by  the  side  of  the  weasel 
and  ichneumon.1 

Noblemen  undertook  hunting  expeditions  into  the  desert 
where  most  wild  animals  of  Africa  were  found.  The  various 
antelopes  of  the  steppe  (especially  the  gazelle),  the  oryx,-  the 
ibex,2  etc.,  were  caught  and  then  domesticated,  or,  at  least, 
fattened  at  home.  It  is  not  certain  whether  the  hare  was  eaten. 

Of  wild  animals  the  jackal,  the  fox,  the  hyaena,  and  the 
ichneumon  reached  Egypt  ;  in  the  earliest  times  also  (but 
only  occasionally)  the  lion,  the  lynx,  and  the  leopard. 
The  tusks  of  the  elephant  and  of  the  rhinoceros  (both 
called  Yebu*)  were  only  imported  from  Nubia — Yeb(u), 
'  Elephantine '  (i.e. ,  '  ivory  place '),  on  the  first  cataract, 
being  the  emporium  for  this  important  trade.  The  Nile 
was  infested  by  malicious  hippopotamuses 5  and 
crocodiles,  both  now  extinct.  That  the  name  Behemoth 
(Job  40 15)  is  by  no  means  a  Hebraised  Egyptian  word, 
as  has  frequently  been  asserted,  may  be  noted  in  passing 
(so,  independently,  BEHEMOTH,  §  i). 

The  marshes  were  covered  with  innumerable  birds  in  winter — 
especially  wild  geese,  cranes,  fishing  birds  (such  as  the  pelican,8 
the  ibis,' and  others),  and  smaller  birds  of  passage  from  Europe. 
The  pursuit  of  these  was  both  a  favourite  sport  and  a  useful 
occupation  ;  they  were  fattened  at  home,  but  (with  the  exception 
of  the  pigeon)  not  domesticated.  The  domestic  fowl  became 
known,  it  would  seem,  only  in  Greek  times — Diod.  (1 74)  and 
Pliny  (1054)  describe  hatching-ovens  as  in  common  use  in  their 
day.  Of  rapacious  birds,  the  bald-headed  vulture  8  was  most 
common.  Bats  in  immense  numbers  filled  the  mountain  clefts. 

Many  kinds  of  fish  (as  also  the  soft  tortoise,  trionyx)  were 
obtained  from  the  Nile,  and  were  incredibly  cheap — cp  C3n,  '  for 
nothing'  (Nu.  lls;  cp  Is.  19s); — but  they  are  not  praised  by 
modern  travellers.  Some — e.g.,  the  oxyrhynchus  9  (i.e. ,  'sharp- 
snouted'),  and  the  na'r^  (a  silurus) — were  unclean.  The  later 
theology,  at  least  in  ./Ethiopia,  tried  (though  without  success)  to 
declare  all  fish  unclean.11  Air-dried  fish  were  much  eaten. 

Multitudes  of  frogs,  lice,  flies,  scorpions,  and  locusts  remind  us 
of  the  '  ten  plagues. '  Of  poisonous  serpents,  the  uraeus  ('ar'at)  12 
enjoyed  special  veneration  (see  SERPENT,  §  3). 

Owing  to  the  fertility  of  the  country,  it  has  always 
been    very    thickly   peopled :    the    present    population 
amounts  to  six  millions — i.e. ,  it  exceeds 


10.  People. 


even  that  of  Belgium  in  density  (cp  §  2). 


The  ancient  writers  who  speak  of  30,000  towns  (!),  and 
seven  (or  even  seven  and  a  half :  Jos.  BJ  ii.  16  4)  millions 
of  people,  somewhat  exaggerate. 

The  race  of  the  ancient  Egyptians,  who  called  them 
selves  romet, — i.e.,  '  men' — is  admirably  determined  in 
the  Table  of  Nations  (Gen.  106),  where  they  are 
classified  with  the  Hamites — i.e. ,  the  light  -  coloured 
Africans.  They  were  consequently  relations  ( i )  of  the 
Libyans  (see  LUBIM,  LEHABIM),  extending  from  the 
Senegal  to  the  Oasis  of  Sfwah,  at  present  interrupted 
by  many  Arab  immigrants  ;  (2)  of  the  Cushites  (in 
linguistic,  not  in  biblical,  sense),  who  now  extend  from 
the  desert  of  Upper  Egypt  to  the  equator,  comprising 
(a)  the  Bisharln  and  Hadendoa,  (b]  the  Afar  (Danakil), 
and  Saho  on  the  coast  of  Abyssinia,  (c)  the  Agaii  tribes 
of  Abyssinia  (Bogos  or  Bilin,  Khamir,  Quara),  in  the 
S.  called  Siddama  (Kafa,  Kullo,  etc.),  and  (d)  the 
Somali  and  Galla. 

Anthropologically,  the  Egyptians  seem  to  have  been 
more  closely  akin  to  the  Cushites — who  all  show  a  slight 
admixture  of  Negro  blood,  received  at  a  very  remote 
date — than  to  the  purely  white  Libyans.  They  were 

1  'jinn,  later  Hebrew  for  'weasel'  (TSSA,  9i6i,  and  see 
CAT),  Egyptian  Hatul,  oeoA'  '  ichneumon'  (cpPSBA, 7 194 

[•64]) 


4  Compared  by  some  scholars,  following  erroneous  transcrip 
tions,  such  as  ' abu,'  with  Heb.  Q'anOeO  'ivory.'     Etymological 
connection  is  not  probable. 

5  6 


1OT 

11  Worshippers  were  always  advised  to  abstain 
from  fish  some  time  before  appearing  before  the 
gods  to  sacrifice.  See  below  (§  19),  on  the  laws 
of  purity.  See  FISH,  §  8^ 
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tall  and  lean,  with  strong  bones,  small  hands,  thin 
ankles,  reddish -brown  skin  (coloured,  on  their  own 
paintings,  in  the  case  of  men,  dark  red,  and  in  the  case 
of  women,  yellow),  with  long  but  slightly  curled  black 
hair,  scanty  beard,  very  slightly  prognathous  chin,  full 
lips,  almond-shaped  black  eyes,  and  long  (?)  skulls. 

Linguistically,  Egyptian  is  not  the  bridge  between 
Libyan  and  Cushitic,  as  one  might  expect  it  to  be  :  it 
forms,  rather,  an  independent  branch.  The  Libyan- 
Cushitic  and  the  Egyptian  branches  both  show  affinity 
with  Semitic,  apart  from  the  strong  Semitic  influence 
upon  both,  an  influence  which  dates  partly  from  pre 
historic  periods,  partly  from  about  1000  B.C.,  and  partly 
from  Islamic  times.1  Which  branch  separated  itself 
first  from  the  Proto-Semites  (in  Arabia?)  remains  to  be 
shown.  (In  Egypt,  however,  no  Asiatic  immigration 
can  be  found  in  historical  times  :  see  §  43. )  Some 
Egyptian  traditions  point  correctly  SE. ,  not  to  Nubia 
(erroneous  traditions  of  Greek  time),  but  to  the  coasts 
of  the  Red  Sea — i.e.,  Punt  (see  below,  §  48) — and 
indicate  affinity  with  the  Hamitic  Trog(l)odytes.  On 
the  other  neighbours  in  the  South — viz.,  the  Nigritic 
Nubians — see  ETHIOPIA,  §  -z/. 

The    language2   was,     therefore,    by    no    means    a 
primitive    stammering,     or    a    monosyllabic    language 
T  like   the  Chinese,    as  was  asserted  by 

11.  Lia  gu  ge.  earjjer  scholars  who  derived  false  con 
ceptions  from  the  writing.  Egyptian  has  preserved 
something  of  the  vocalic  flexibility  of  the  Libyan  and 
Semitic  against  the  agglutinative  tendencies  of  the 
Southern  Hamitic  languages.  It  shows  the  system  of 
triliterality  more  clearly  than  any  other  Hamitic  branch. 
The  assertion  that  it  contains  elements  from  Negro 
languages  is  unfounded :  the  Hamito-Semitic  roots 
only  underwent  great  changes.  The  sounds  (e.g.,  'Ain, 
h,  ft,  s)  confirm  the  view  of  the  relation  of  Egyptian 
here  adopted.  The  vernacular  dialect  used  from 

1400  to  1000  K.C.  in  letters,  etc.,  is  called  by  modern 
scholars  Neo-Egyptian.3  The  inscriptions  tried  more  or 
less  to  preserve  the  archaic  style  of  the  earliest  periods 
— not  always  successfully,  after  500  B.C.  wretchedly. 
For  the  rest,  even  the  earliest  language  is  less  concise 
and  much  less  obscure  than,  e.g. ,  Hebrew.  On  the 
many  loan-words  from  Semitic,4  see  below7,  §  39  (end). 
Coptic — i.e.,  the  language  of  Christian  Egypt  (Arabic 
Kibt,  Kobt] — is  the  same  language  as  that  which  used 
to  be  written  in  hieroglyphics,  but  much  changed  (many 
forms,  e.g. ,  being  shortened),  as  might  be  expected, 
after  a  development  of  3000  years. 5 

1  Nothing  trustworthy  has  been  written  on  these  relations, 
nothing  at  all  on  the  position  within  the  Hamitic  family.  It 
is  to  be  wished  that  the  only  competent  scholar,  Prof. 
Reinisch  of  Vienna,  would  address  himself  to  this  question 
soon.  Ethnographers  (e.g.,  Hartmann,  Die  Nigritier)  generally 
exaeeerate  the  fact  that  all  white  Africans  pass  gradually 


oerman  anu  n,ngusn;.  rsrugscn  s  iiicrogiypniscn-LJcmoiiscncs 
WSrterbuch,  1867-80,  is  the  leading  dictionary,  but  must  be 
used  with  the  greatest  possible  caution.  Those  of  Birch  (in 
Bunsen,  vol.  5),  Pierret,  and  S.  Levi,  cannot  be  recommended. 
A  Thesaurus  verborwti  sEgyptiacorutn  by  Erman  and  other 
scholars  is  in  preparation.  The  stage  reached  by  Egyptian 
philology  is  best  characterised  by  the  statement  (after  Erman) 
that  '  the  age  of  deciphering  is  at  an  end,  we  [begin  to]  read.' 
It  is,  however,  a  great  exaggeration  to  state,  as  some  have  done, 
that  we  read  Egyptian  as  a  Latinist  reads  his  Cicero.  See,  e.g., 
below  (col.  1232,  note  i),  on  the  difficulties  of  transliteration. 
A  better  analogy  would  be  the  way  in  which  good  Phoenician 
inscriptions  are  read  ;  but  the  greater  excellence  and  abundance 
of  his  material  gives  the  advantage,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
to  the  Egyptologist. 

8  See  Erman,  Neuagyptische  Gramtnatik  ('80),  who  has  also 
published  a  treatise  on  the  earlier  vernacular  style,  Die  Sprache 
ties  Tapyrus  I  f'estcar  ('&<)). 

*  A  small  collection  by  Bondi,  Dem  hebriiisch-plwnizischcn 
S prachzivcige  angclwrige  LehnwSrter,  etc.,  1886.  An  exhaus 
tive  dictionary  by  the  present  writer  is  in  preparation. 

6  The  standard  grammar  is  Stern,  Koptische  Grain.  (1880). 
(Steindorf's  small  grammar  in  the  Porta  series  ['94]  may  also 
be  used  :  no  older  book).  The  best  dictionary'  is  still  that  of 
Peyron,  Lex.  Lingua  Copticcf,  1835  (reprinted  1896)  ;  but  a  new 
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Coptic  has  four  principal  dialects  (Sahidic  —  i.e.,  $a'Jdl  or 
Upper  Egyptian  —  Middle  Egyptian,  represented  best  by  the 
papyri  of  Akhmim,  Fa(i)yumic  —  formerly  wrongly  called  Bash- 
niuric  —  and  Boheiric  or  Lower  Egyptian),  diverging  sometimes 
strongly  ;  already  about  1300  B.C.  a  payrus  states  that  a  man  from 
the  N.  frontier  cannot  well  understand  an  Egyptian  from  Ele 
phantine.  (On  Coptic  dialects,  see  further  TEXT,  §  37). 

As  the  vowels  in  ancient  Egyptian  were  in  general 

not  indicated,  their  determination,  though  it  is  sometimes 

_,  possible  through  late  Egyptian  (Cop- 

ICB-  tic),  and,  in  the  case  of  some  proper 

names  (see  below,  col.  1232,  n.  i),  through  Greek  and 

other  authors,  cannot  usually  be  effected  with  precision. 

Certain  grammatical  terminations  («  and  i),  however,  were 
sometimes  indicated  by  the  signs  for  the  consonants  iv  and  y,  and 
later  the  ideographic  sign  for  the  dual  assumed  a  vocalic  value 
(i  or  I). 

Foreign  words,  however,  demanded  exceptionally 
complete  representation  of  the  vowels. 

In  the  Middle  Empire,  accordingly,  sprang  up  the  practice  of 
using  the  symbols  for  w,  K,  and  »  and  the  signs  for  certain 
syllables  ending  in  these  consonants,  to  indicate  the  vowels 
in  the  transliteration  of  foreign  words,  often  in  direct  imitation  of 
the  cuneiform  vowels.  This  has  been  called  the  syllabic  system.1 

The  24  consonants  distinguished  in  the  script  were 
originally  the  following  : 

)  (N,  not  always  consonantal,  never  =  'ain),  I  (better  y,  to  ex 
press  both  '  and  [later]  K  !  the  Middle  Empire  created  a  special 
y)>  'i  "'i  btfi/i  ft,  u,  r  (distinguished  from  /only  in  Demotic), 
//,  h,  h,  h  (from  very  early  times  not  distinguished  from  K),  s  (from 
early  times  not  distinguished  from  s),  s,  s,  >fr,  k,g,  t,  t  (an  unknown 
sibilant),  d  (not,  as  sometimes  maintained,  originally  =  e),2  d 
(better  z  or  /),  similar  to  Semitic  s  (cp  the  Ethiopian  s  later  (s). 

The  principles  of  transliteration  of  Semitic  names 
in  the  New  Empire  have  not  been  completely  explained 
yet  (see  As.  u.  Eur.  chap.  5);  but  the  following 
are  the  commonest  equivalences  that  are  not  obvious. 

N  is  represented  by  the  /;  3  by  f  (K)  or  k;  -\  by  d;  \  by  t,  s; 
Bbyf(orrf);  D  by  1  (rarely  s)  ;  tj  by  /  or  (never  [in  early  texts] 
initially)/;  x  by  rf  (2  or  .?)  ;  iy  by  j  (/)  ;  and  y  by  s  or  (before  two 
consonants,  etc.)  s. 

The  hieroglyphics  which  constitute  the  national  system 

of  writing  (called  'the  scripture  of  sacred  words,'  and 

_  .  .         said  to  have  been  invented  by  the  god 

12*.  Writing.    Dhoutj   0wi;r_a  name   less  correctly 

written  Thot)  have  arisen  from  a  pictographic  system 
very  much  like  that  of  the  Mexicans,  just  as  did  the 
Babylonian  (to  which  it  is  very  strikingly  analogous) 
and  the  Chinese  writing.  Our  '  rebus  '  is  based  upon 
the  same  principles. 

A  man  Vy&  (route  f),  a  '  head  '     fi\    (def),    or   a   '  tree  ' 

(am)  can  easily  be  painted  entirely.  'Wood'  (hct)  can  be 
represented  by  a  twig  **^-r~  ,  '  water  '  (inou)  by  three  water  lines 
/vww>>  and  —  here  we  pass  over  more  and  more  to  symbolism  — 
1  night  '  by  '  star-on-heaven  '  '  ^  *  ,  '  to  go  '  by  legs  _f\^,  '  to 

bring  '  (inet)  by  a  vessel  +  going    l\  ,    'to    give  '    (dy)    by 


sacrificial  cake  (?)  in  a  hand 


'  to  %h'  '  ('/:')  by  weapons 


in  use   [_h—  J>    'to  write'   (ss)  by  the  writing  materi; 
Thus  a  great  many  ideas  may  be  symbolised. 

This  would  lead,  however,  to  top  many  combinations,  besides 
leaving  it  uncertain  how  to  read  signs  which  admit  synonymous 
translations,  and  providing  no  means  for  the  expression  of  any 
inflection.  Some  further  contrivances,  therefore,  were  necessary. 
Hence,  just  as  an  English  pictograph  might  perhaps  express  '  I  ' 
by  an  '  eye  '  J^^.  ,  homophonous  words  are  expressed  by  one 


sign,  heny  'to  row'      \^,  e.g.,  standing  also  for  henu  '(to  be) 

turbulent.'      Thus  this  symbol  becomes  a  syllabic   sign,    /;». 
Similarly        II    kap,    '  claw,'  is  used   also  for   kop   '  to   hide,' 

kope  'to  fumigate,'  etc. — i.e.,  as  a  syllabic  sign  =  ty,  etc. 

Finally,  some  of  these  syllabic  signs,  consisting  of  only  one 
firm  consonant,3  came  to  be  used  for  single  consonants.  In  this 
way,  e.g.,  *^c=*^fay  (three  consonants,  but  two  of  them  semi 
vowels;  in  Heb.  letters  something  like  •«£;),  'slug'  (originally 

one  is  a  crying  need  (those  of  Tattam  and   Parthey  are   un 
trustworthy). 

1  Cp  WMM,  As.  u.  Eur.  58-91. 

2  Finally,  all  sonant  consonants  were  confounded. 

3  The  only  exception  is  — N —  s,  from  sts(~>),  '  bar  of  a  door.' 
The  popular  explanation  by  an  acrophonic  principle  is  incorrect. 
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'bearer'),  became  the  simple,/;  ^d,  kay,  'high  ground'  (repre 
senting  a  declivity),  became  the  letter  k,  p  ;  and  so  on.  By  such 
letters  (from  24  to  26  ;  Plutarch,  25),  all  inflections,  and  many 
words,  were  written.  (On  the  treatment  of  the  vowels  see  above, 

§  I2«.) 

As  an  additional  safeguard  a  syllabic  sign,  such  as 

mentioned  above,  is  commonly  followed  (sometimes  preceded) 
by  an  alphabetic  sign  (in  this  case  an«)  for  the  sake  of  clearness 


\    >J 

V-<     fyn 


(thus  XT   hn  +  «).     This  is  the  so-called  phonetic  complement. 

/WWW 

The  last  element  of  the  system  consists  of  what  are  called  de 
terminatives,  the  method  of  employing  which  will  appear  from 

the  following  examples  :  —  Thus,  e.g.,  Tjlol  means  'to  write.' 
Followed  by  the  determinative  '  man,'  thus  rjl  i  Vwi  .  it  means 
writer — i.e.,  'scribe.'  If  we  place  after  it  a  'book,'  ll,  thus 


,  it  means  writz«,f  —  i.e.  ,  '  book  '  (both  words  from  a  stem  ss, 

r/g^     j     (     . 
a>  nno,  but  differently  vocalised).     Again  ^jj-j)   ^T^i  *-f-, 

an  elephant  +  a  piece  of  skin  (where  the  second  sign,  the  de 
terminative,  could  also  be  omitted),  means  'elephant'  (jrebu); 

but  in 


©  the  sign  of  a  city  indicates  that  Yebu,  the 
city  (Elephantine),  is  meant.  Similarly  M£  marks  the  end  of 
every  man's  name,  _w  that  of  a  woman's  name  ;  words  for  small 
plants  receive  ^Jv  at  the  end,  trees  M  ,  and  so  on.  This  is  a 


great  help  to  the  reader,  and  compensates  somewhat  for  the 
absence  of  vowels. 

Thus  a  very  perfect  system  was  formed  whereby,  by 
the  employment    of  several  thousand  signs  (of  which, 
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FIG.  2.  —  To  illustrate  the  development  of  Egyptian  writing. 
Partly  after  Erman  and  Krebs. 

however,  only  a  few  hundred  were  in  common  use), 
anything  whatever  might  be  expressed  —  a  complicated 
system,  it  is  true,  but  not  so  complicated  and  ambiguous 
as,  e.g.  ,  the  later  Babylonian  cuneiform  writing.  The 
accomplishments  of  reading  and  writing  were  not  rare.1 
The  hieroglyphs,  or  sculptured  writing-signs,  were 
admirably  suited  for  monumental  and  ornamental 
purposes  ;  but  when  used  for  writing  books  upon 
papyrus,  they  had  to  be  abridged  and  adapted  to  the 
pen,  exactly  as  our  written  letters  differ  from  the  printed 
forms,  (i.  )  Thus  the  picture  of  a  lion 


1  Such  papyri  of  non-magic  character  as  are  found  in   the 
tombs   are   mostly  old    copy-books   used    by   the   deceased   in 
their  schoolboy  days.      The   mention  of  women   bringing   the 
meals  for  their  sons  to  the   school   proves   that  the  poor  also 
aspired  to  the  advantages  of  education. 

2  This  word  may  be  taken  as  an  illustration  of  the  old  con- 
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became  in  cursive  writing  y     ,  the  man  Vfp,  C^ ',  and 


so  on.  This  is  called  Hieratic  writing  —  so  called  as 
being,  like  the  hieroglyphic,  a  sacred  script,  though  not, 
like  it,  designed  for  monumental  use.  (ii.  )  In  course 
of  time  was  developed,  by  the  progress  of  abridgment, 
a  regular  shorthand,  called  by  the  Greeks  Demotic 
or  popular,  because  in  their  time  it  was  the  style  of 
writing  used  in  daily  life.1  It  is  also  called  epis- 
tolographic,  or  letter-style  (Egyptian  shay-en-$ay).  In 

this  script  the  lion  becomes    /  or  /  .    The  illustration 

(fig.  2)  gives  three  letter  signs  and  two  word  signs  :  in 
hieroglyphs,  in  five  forms  of  hieratic,  and  in  demotic. 

All  cursive  writing  runs  from  right  to  left  (like 
Heb.  etc.  ),  hieroglyphics  in  both  directions  (though 
never  bustrophedon)  ;  but  originally  both  ran  mostly 
from  top  to  bottom,  like  the  oldest  Babylonian  and  like 
Chinese.  The  opinion2  that  the  Semitic  (Phoenician) 
letters  were  derived  from  the  hieratic  script  has  become 
very  popular,  but  is  in  every  way  improbable.  The 
latest  hieroglyphic  inscription  is  one  at  Esneh,  giving 
the  name  of  the  Roman  emperor  Decius  (250  A.  D.  )  ;  the 
latest  demotic  text  is  one  at  Philae,  dated  453  A.  D.  If 
the  earliest  translations  of  the  Christian  Scriptures  into 
Coptic  —  i.e.  ,  Egyptian  in  its  latest  form  —  were  made,  as 
is  usually  assumed,  about  200  A.  D.,3  there  should  be 
a  continuous  tradition.  As  a  living  language,  Coptic 
died  out  about  1500  A.  D.  ;  at  present  only  a  very  few, 
even  of  the  Coptic  priests,  possess  any  understanding  of 
the  Coptic  liturgic  service.  Coptic  is  written  with 
Greek  letters  and  six  demotic  signs  (  CJ  f,  <gK  h, 

O  h,  *£.  dj,  O  gj  [a  palatal  sound  of  doubtful 
value,  later  pronounced  like  //or  ^.],  ft-  ii}.* 

The  knowledge  of  the  earlier  systems  of  writing  was  com 
pletely  lost,5  after  the  whole  country  was  subjected  to 
Christianity.  The  key  to  the  decipherment  of  the  hiero 
glyphic  and  demotic  was  at  last  recovered  by  F.  Champqllion6 
in  1822,  by  the  help  of  the  Rosetta  stone  with  its  trilingual 
inscription  (a  decree  of  Ptolemy  V.  Epiphanes  in  Egyptian  [in 
hieroglyphic  and  demotic  characters]  and  in  Greek  ;  found  in  1799, 
now  in  the  Brit.  Mus.).  Thus  the  decipherment  was  indirectly  a 
consequence  of  Napoleon's  expedition  to  Egypt  in  1798. 

The  chief  writing  material  of  ancient  Egypt  was  papyrus, 
a  kind  of  paper  made  from  papyrus  stalks,  which  were  sliced, 
beaten,  and  pasted  together.  Its  colour  was  brown  or 
yellowish  brown.  The  chief  defect  was  its  brittleness  ;  never 
theless,  the  writing  was  often  washed  off  and  the  papyrus 
used  again.  Both  sides  could  be  written  on.  Red  ink  marked 
divisions  and  corrections,  as  in  mediaeval  MSS.  Books  were 
in  roll  form.  (Among  the  Hebrews  the  same  writing  material  was 
in  common  use  :  cp  Jer.  8023.)  Documents  of  great  importance 
were  written  on  leather,  drafts  mostly  on  potsherds  (pstraca). 

The  religion7  of  Ancient  Egypt,  always  retaining  so 

many  remnants  of  barbarous  primitive  times,  stands  in 

_  .     ...        striking  contrast  to  the  high  civilisation 

13.  rrmutive    of  tha{  country      Originally  it  was  not 

gion.        ver    Different  from  the  low  animism  or 


nection  between  Hamitic  and  Semitic  (cp  §  n)  ;  it  is  prehistoric 
in  Egyptian  and  may  have  sounded  lawe().  Cp  Hamitic  lubak 
(Saho  and  Afar),  libdh  (Somali),  with  Semitic  lain  '  lion  '  (which 
migrated  back  to  Egypt  as  A&BOl),  Heb.  N'27. 

1  The  Demotische  Gram,  of  H.  Brugsch  ('55)  is  quite  anti 
quated.  The  scholar  who  has  paid  most  attention  to  demotic 
lately  is  E.  Revillout  {Chrtstomathit  Demotique,  etc.  ;  to  be 
used  with  caution). 


hieroglyphic  letters.     See  WRITING. 

3  See,  however,  TEXT,  §§  36,  38,  where  a  later  date  (circa  300) 
is  argued  for. 

4  Dialects  preserve  the  ancient  /;  <JJ— "^  as  ^^' 

5  The  few  traditions  about  the  hieroglyphics  found  in  Greek 
writers  (especially  Horapollo,  Hieroglyphica)s.rzno\\  recognised 
as  being  all  more  or  less  correct ;   but  for  the  decipherment  they 
were  in  various  respects  insufficient. 

6  The  attempts  of  Th.  Young  (1819),  which  came  near  finding 
the  key,  but  nevertheless  missed  it,  have  been  well  estimated  by 
Le  Page  Renouf,  PSBA  If»i88  ['96]. 

7  Le   Page    Renouf,   Lect.    on   the    Origin   and  ..Growth  of 
Religion  ['82] ;  Wiedemann,  Die  Rel.  der  alien  Agyfter  ('90, 
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fetishism  of  the  negro  races.      Every  locality  had   its 
own  spirit  haunting  it. 

Such  a  demon  appeared  here  as  a  jackal,  there  as  a  lion,  bird, 
frog,  or  snake,  or  in  a  tree  or  a  rock.  We  can  understand  why,  in 
the  lakes  of  the  Fa(i)yiim  and  in  the  whirlpool  of  the  first  cataract 
at  Elephantine,  a  crocodile  was  the  local  deity  (Sobk  and  Hnumu) ; 
why  the  god  Amip(u),  leading  the  dead  to  Hades,  originally  (it 
would  seem)  in  the  Memphitic  (!)  necropolis,  was  the  black  jackal 
of  the  desert ;  and  so  on.  We  cannot  easily  understand,  however, 
why ,  at  Busiris,  a  wooden  fetish  of  strange  form,1  the  Dad,  signified 
the  highest  local  god,  and  why  at  a  later  date  a  he-goat  represented 
there  the  'soul(?)  of  the  Dedi'  (Bi-n-ded[i],  MfVfys— '  Dedi ' 
meaning  '  inhabitant  of  the  Dad"),  or  why  the  earliest  symbol  of 
Osiris  was  a  wine(V)-skin  on  a  pole2  (which  caused  the  Greeks 
to  identify  this  dead  god  with  their  joyful  Bacchus),  and  so  on. 

Originally,  sun,  moon,  and  stars  were  considered  to 
be  divine  ;  but,  with  the  exception  of  the  sun-god  Re',3 
the  local  gods  had  more  temples  and  enjoyed  more 
worship  and  sacrifices.  At  Memphis,  the  chief  god  was 
Ptah,*  styled  by  his  own  priests  the  'master-artisan,' 
and,  therefore,  the  creator,  who  with  his  hammer  opened 
the  chaotic  egg-shaped  world  ;  but  even  the  western 
suburb  of  the  city  belonged  to  a  different  god,  Sokari, 
a  hawk  sitting  in  a  sledge  shaped  like  a  ship.5  Thus 
the  gods  were  almost  innumerable  in  the  earliest  times. 
Their  forms  (human,  animal,  or  mixed),  colours  (Xeith 
is  green,  Amon  blue,  and  so  on),  symbols,  etc.,  are  of 
perplexing  variety. 

Fortunately,  the  superior  splendour  of  the  deities  in  the 
large  cities,  with  their  great  temples,  led  to  the  worship 
of  the  tutelary  gods  of  the  villages  and 
14.  unanges.  sniau  towns  being  more  and  more 
abandoned.  Am(m)on,9«.jr. ,  the  god  of  the  later  capital 
Thebes  (called  NO-AMON  \_q.v. ~\,  '  Amon's  city,'  in  the 
OT),  thus  became  the  official  god,  and  so  the  highest 
in  the  whole  kingdom,  circa  1600  B.C.  (sacred  animal 
the  ram).  The  Egyptians  themselves,  indeed,  seem  to 
have  been  puzzled  by  their  endless  pantheon.  They  tried 
to  reduce  it  by  identifying  minor  divinities  with  great 
and  popular  ones,  treating  them  as  one  being  under 
different  appearances — e.g. ,  the  lion -headed  Sohmet 
(wrongly  called  Sehet  or  Paht)7  of  Leontopolis  and  the 
cat  of  Bubastus  were  identified,  the  one  being  explained 
as  the  warlike,  the  other  as  the  benevolent,  form.  Very 
old  is  the  system  of  uniting  several  local  gods  into  a 
family,  usually  as  father,  mother,  and  child  (in  Thebes, 
e.g. ,  the  solar  Amon  and  Miit,  and  the  lunar  Honsit]. 
Subsequently,  out  of  such  triads,  circles — especially  of 
nine  divinities  (enneads) — were  formed,  and  whole 
genealogies  elaborated. 

Even  in  prehistoric  times,  the  progress  of  thought 
showed  itself  in  the  tendency  to  make  forces  of  nature, 
especially  solar  divinities,  out  of  the  old  meaningless 
fetishes  ;  but  these  attempts  did  not  lead  to  a  reason 
able,  complete  system. 

To  enumerate  some  of  the  earliest  results  :  Osiris8  of  Abydos 
becomes,  as  the  setting  sun,  the  god  of  the  lower  world,  king 
and  judge  of  the  dead.  In  this  function  he  is  assisted  by  the 
Moon-god  Thout  (Dhouti),  an  ibis  or  an  ibis-headed  god9 — origin- 

ET  'g6;  useful),  brief;  also  Brugsch,  Rel.  K.  Myth.  [1884-88] 
(the  fullest,  but  labouring  under  the  great  defect  of  following  by 
preference  the  systems  of  the  latest  Egyptian  theology) ;  Lie- 
blein,  Egyptian  Rel.  ['84] ;  Maspero,  La  myth.  £gyptiennc  ['89  ; 
critical];  Petrie,  Religion  and  Conscience  in  Anc.  Egypt 
['98];  Lange  in  Chantepie  de  la  Saussaye,  Rel.-gesch.V},  vol.  i. 
For  pictures  the  best  work  of  reference  is  Lanzone,  Dizionario  di 
MitohgiaEgizia  ['8i](cp  alsoChampollion,  PantheonEg.,  '25). 


On  vocalisation,  see  below,  §  40  n. 

The  '  Tomb  of  Osiris,'  discovered  near  Abydos  in  i? .  . 
is  an  ancient  royal  tomb.  According  to  some  scholars, 
Osiris  is  mentioned  as  "TDK  (read  *  TDK)  in  Is.  10  4, 
and  Apis  as  *F)n  in  Jer.  4615.  On  these  readings  see  notes 
in  Heb.  edition  of  SSOT.  Cp  also  AHIRA,  PHINEHAS,  ASSIR, 
APIS,  HUK,  HARNEMIER,  and  NAMES,  §  68. 
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ally  god  of  Hermopolis —  who  becomes  a  god  of  wisdom  and 
writing.  Aim  bis !  assists,  leading  the  dead  to  OsirU,  like 
Hermes  Psychopompos.  Osiris  himself  (son  of  the  goddess 
Nut)  had  been  sent  down  to  the  dark  region — i.e.,  murdered — by 
his  wicked  brother  Set,  2rj0  (Typhon  in  Greek),  the  local  god  of 
N.  Ombos,2  who  is  figured  as  a  poorly-sculptured  ass(V).s  This 
malicious  god,  who  eventually  (though  only  very  late)  became 
a  kind  of  Satan,  was  explained  as  god  of  thunder  and  clouds 
(therefore  identified  with  the  cloud  (?)-serpent  'Apop),  in  the  latest 
period  also  as  the  sea  or  the  desert — i.e.,  all  nature  hostile  to 
man.  He  is  punished  by  Hor(us)4  (of  Edfu),  the  young  son  of 
I  sis  (HCG),5  the  wife  of  Osiris  (worshipped  especially  at  Phila, 
often  identified  with  Sothis,  the  Dog-star),  who  reunites  the  body 
of  Osiris  (the  sun),  hewn  in  pieces  (the  stars)  by  Set.  The  form 
of  the  myth  which  makes  Isis  go  to  Phoenicia  in  search  of  Osiris' 
body,  carried  to  Byblus  by  the  Nile  and  the  Ocean,  is  evidently 
quite  late,  identifying  her  with  Heltis-Astarte.  She  educates 
Hor,  hiding  herself  from  Set  and  his  seventy-two  followers  (later 
explained  as  the  seventy-two  hottest  cays)  in  the  Delta-marshes. 
Her  sister  Nephthys*  (Nel>t-h6t)  is  the  wife  of  Set  and  the 
mother  of  Anubis  (by  Osiris). 

It  was  this  circle  of  divinities  that  gained  most 
popularity  and  became  known  even  outside  of  Egypt. 
Possibly  it  is  simply  by  accident  (?)  that  we  possess  only 
fragments  of  the  myths  that  grew  up,  representing  those 
connected  with  the  Osirian  circle  ;  the  rest  of  the  gods 
might  not  look  quite  so  lifeless  if  we  knew  the  mythology 
referring  to  them. 

We  can  see  under  what  difficulties  Egyptian  theology  laboured. 
Not  only  had  it  to  admit  that  in  the  morning  the  sun  was  called 
Hej>re1  (a  beetle  rolling  its  egg  across  the  heavens),  later  Hor  (a 
cleity  of  whom  there  are  seven  forms),  at  noon  AV,8 — both  Hor 
and  Re'  being  hawks  and  evidently  representing  the  sun  flying 
across  the  heavens, —  and  in  the  evening  Atuin  (at  Heliopolis, 
where  he  was  represented  in  human  form  sailing  in  a  ship  across 
the  heavenly  ocean) ;— but  it  had  also  to  acknowledge  that 
other  solar  divinities  were  appearances  of  the  same  being. 

Some  were  cosmical  gods — 

Nun  (Nouv)  or  Nuu  is  the  abyss  from  whom  all  gods  and 
things  came— chaos.  The  earth  is  the  god  Seb  (or  Ceb '!)  ;  the 
heaven  or  celestial  ocean  bows  herself  over  him  as  a  goddess,^ 
Nut;w  their  child  is  the  sun  (  =  Osiris).  The  space  between 
them  is  the  god  Su  (Sow,  2ws),  a  lion.  His  companion,  Te/nut, 
represents,  perhaps,  the  celestial  moisture. 

Other  gods  assume  other  special  functions — 
On  Thout  (Dhouti,  moon)  and  Ptah  as  protectors  of  scribes  and 
scholars  and  of  artisans  and  builders,  see  above  (§§  i  -26, 1 3).  Imhotep 
of  Memphis  was  the  god  of  physicians.  Ithyphallic  Min11 
became  a  harvest  deity,  like  the  serpent  Remute(t),  and  as  god 
of  Coptos,  the  master  of  the  Trog(l)odytes  in  the  Nubian  desert, 
just  as  Neit  of  Sais12  ruled  over  the  Libyans.  The  cow  Hat- 
/tar  (i.e.,  abode  of  the  Sun-god)13  became  mistress  of  love  and  joy, 
but  showed  her  solar  nature  in  ruling  all  Eastern  countries. 
Warlike  gods  were  Onhur  of  This,  Mantu  of  Hermonthis,  and 
above  all,  the  malicious  Set,  whose  worship  was  abandoned  more 
and  more  after  1000  B.C.  (see  above  [first  small  type  passage 
in  this  section]).  This  distribution  of  functions,  however, 
is  so  contradictory  that  nowhere  does  an  intelligent  system 
result. 

The  sacred  animals  belonged  to  two  categories — 
Some,  such  as  the  black  bull  called  Apis 14  (IJapi)  at  Memphis, 
that  called  Mnevis  at  Heliopolis,  and  the  crocodile  Sobk  (Sovxos), 
were  considered  miraculous  incarnations  of  the  local  god  (pure 
fetishism) ;  but  at  other  places  every  cat  was  sacred  (as  at 
Bubastus),15  or  every  letos-fish  (as  at  Letopolis),  and  so  forth 
(totemism?).  So,  while  the  crocodile  was  worshipped  at  some 
places  (e.g.,  Ombos),  it  was  sometimes  persecuted  from  a  sense 
of  religious  duty,  even  in  a  neighbouring  city  (as,  e.g.,  at  Edfu). 


'•ta* 


2  He  must  have  played  a  most  important 
part    in    prehistoric    times.       The    sceptre 
which    all    divinities    hold   in   their   hands 
,  seems  to  bear  his  head.     His  sacred  colour  was  red, 
and  red-haired  men  were  despised  as  'typhonic.' 


«  The  heaven  is,  besides,  frequently  represented  as  a  cow-, 
because  the  abyss  on  which  the  earth  in  its  chaotic  state  floated 
was  the  cow  Meht-weret. 

J*  (fetish  — aoo- ).     12  Symbol 


!•»  On  a  probable  OT  ref.  to  Apis  see  above,  col.  1215,  n.  8. 
15  Hence  the  large  cat  cemetery  near  the  modern  Zakiizlk  (now 
commercially  exploited  for  manure). 
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The  great  mass  of  the  people  never  advanced  beyond 

the  traditional  worship  of  the  local  idol  (the  '  town  god  ') 

_      ,  .    .          or  sacred  animal.      Among  the  priests, 

15.  ran        sm.  thg  most  a(jvance(j  thinkers  came,  it 

is  true,  to  the  result  that  all  gods  are  only  different  forms 
of  the  same  divine  energy,  —  a  conclusion  which,  how 
ever,  did  not  lead  them  to  monotheism,  as  might  have 
been  expected,  but  to  a  kind  of  pantheism.  Such  ad 
vanced  thought  remained,  of  course,  the  property  of  a  few 
educated  persons,  though  it  was  not  treated  as  a  mystery. 
Other  rationalists  followed  somewhat  euhemeristic  lines, 
treating  all  gods  as  deified  pharaohs  of  the  earliest  period. 
On  early  traces  of  the  deluge-  and  the  paradise-traditions, 
see  DELUGE,  PARADISE  ;  of  borrowing  from  Asia  there 
is  here  no  question. 

In  the  sphere  of  cosmogony  no  reasoned  system  was 
ever  developed  :  besides  Ptah,  the  potter  Hmtm(u)  of 
Elephantine,1  as  well  as  other  gods,  claimed  to  have 
been  creator.  Nowhere  can  any  uniform  dogma  be 
found  (cp  CREATION,  §  8). 

It  is  interesting  that,  after  1600,  the  Egyptians  had 

a    strong    tendency    to     increase    their    already    end- 

p       .        less  pantheon  by  adding   foreign   divini- 

.,     °     ties,   especially  gods  of  a   warlike  char- 

CUltiS-        acter.2 

We  find  the  god  Suteh3  of  the  Hittites  (not  of  the  Hyksos  ; 
see  §  52)  so  popular  as  almost  to  displace  Set.  The  Semitic 
god  Raspu  ('lightning,'  f]Bh),  the  goddesses  'Anut,  'Astart 
(rratfj;),  Kedesh  ('the  holy  one,'  Bhp),  Beltis  of  BybJus-Gebal, 
'Aslt,  Adorn,  etc.  were  recognised.  Ba'al  and  Astarte  had  their 
temples  at  Thebes  and  Memphis.  Whether  the  strangely  figured 
Bes*  was  a  foreign  (Babylonian  ?  Arabian  ?)  divinity  is  doubtful. 
This  protector  against  wild  animals  and  serpents,  and  patron  of 
dancing,  music,  and  the  cosmetic  art,  had  at  least  a  much  earlier 
cult.5 

If  we  find  various  accounts  of  the  creation  of  the 
world  and  of  man,  various  explanations  of  the  daily 
course  °f  ^e  sun.  etc.,  we  need  not 
wonder  that  the  belief  in  life  after 
death6  was  never  reduced  to  a  dogma. 
According  to  the  opinion  of  later  times,  the  dead  went 
down  to  the  dark  lower  world  (Amentet,  'A.fj.tvdris  —  i.e.  , 
the  west),  passed  obstacles  of  every  kind,  opened  many 
closed  gates,  and  satisfied  various  guardians  of  monstrous 
form  by  the  use  of  magic  formulas  previously  placed  in 
the  coffins  for  this  purpose.  Finally  the  dead  man 
reached  the  great  judgment  hall  (iveshet)  of  Osiris,  into 
which  he  was  introduced  by  Anubis.  His  moral  life  was 
tested  in  a  cross-examination  by  the  forty-two  monstrous 
judges  (the  answers  denying  the  forty-two  cardinal  sins7 
were  ready  prepared  in  his  magic  book),  and  by  the 
weighing  of  his  heart  in  the  balance  of  Me'it,  the 
goddess  of  justice.8  Those  who  were  declared  to  be 
wicked  were  sent  to  a  hell  full  of  flames,  and  were 
tortured  by  evil  spirits  (some  seem  to  have  supposed 
that  they  assumed  the  form  of  unclean  animals).  The 
good  were  admitted  to  '  the  fields  of  Aaru-  (or  YaaruJ) 
plants,'  where  they  sowed  and  reaped  on  fields  irrigated 
by  the  Nile  of  Hades.  Small  figures  of  slaves,  or  rather 
substitutes  for  the  dead,  made  of  porcelain  or  other 
material,  were  placed  in  the  coffin  to  assist  the  deceased 
in  this  peasant  life.  Originally  it  may  have  been  only 
persons  belonging  to  the  highest  classes  who  claimed 
to  ascend  to  heaven  upon  the  ladder  of  the  Sun-god, 
and  to  become  companions  of  the  sun  during  his  daily 
voyage  over  the  heavenly  ocean  ;  but,  later,  this  was 
anticipated  for  every  one  who  should  be  'found  pure.' 

2  See  Ed.  Meyer,  ZDMG  31  717  ['77]  ;  WMM 
As.  u.  Eur. 


17   life  after 

death 


3  On  his  representations  see  Griffith,  PSBA 
1687  ['94]. 

5  But  Hat-hor  has  nothing  to  do  with  'Astar  ;  nor 
has  the  (Nubian?)  deity  'Anuket  f»  at  Elephan 
tine  anything  to  do  with  'Onka,  a  )|  as  Semitists 
have  sometimes  asserted.  \\ 

6  Wiedemann,  The  Ancient  Egyptian  Doctrine  of  t!ie  Im- 
m  -rtality  of  the  Soul  ('95),  a  popular  manual  by 

E   A.  W.  Budge,  etc. 

7  Murder,  adultery,  slander,  theft,  fraud,  robbery 
of  the  dead,  sacrilege,  etc. 
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Every  deceased  person  was  even  expected  to  become 
Osiris  himself,  and  is  addressed  as  '  Osiris  So-and-So. ' 
The  dead  were  allowed  to  visit  the  earth  occasionally — 
not  at  night  but  in  the  day-time — assuming  the  form  of 
different  animals.1  At  night  they  returned  to  their 
tombs,  or  to  the  lower  world, — places  which  are  rarely 
distinguished  in  a  clear  way. 

Various  conflicting  doctrines  are  intermingled — e.g.,  the  belief 
that  the  souls  of  the  departed  are  the  stars  or  dwell  in  the  stars 
(which  are  by  others  explained  as  the  dispersed  members  of  the 
slain  Sun-god  Osiris  :  see  above,  §  14),  that  all  shadows2  must 
live  in  darkness  and  misery  in  the  nether-world,  persecuted  by 
evil  spirits,  so  that  it  is  best  for  the  dead  person  to  become,  by 
witchcraft,  one  of  these  evil  monsters  himself,  and  that  the  soul, 
in  the  form  of  a  half-human  bird3  (bat),  lives  in  or  near  the 
grave,  hungry,  and  dependent  entirely  upon  the  offerings  of 
food  and  drink  deposited  at  the  tomb.  Sometimes  the  oases  of 
the  Western  desert  are  identified  with  the  fields  of  the  dead. 
The  Egyptian  priests  never  put  themselves  to  any  trouble  to 
harmonise  these  and  other  contradictory  traditions ;  they  con 
tented  themselves  rather  with  providing  that  magic  formulas 
and  prayers  adapted  to  each  of  them  were  made  and  collected. 
On  these  collections,  see  below,  §  20. 

The  care  bestowed  upon  the  worship  of  the  dead  is 
very  remarkable.  The  huge  pyramids  of  the  most 
ia  W  V  anc'ent  kings,  the  detached  tombs  of 

of  the°deadP  their  officials  <now   called    ^   Egypt°- 
'  legists  mastabas — an  Arabic  word),   the 

interior  of  which  was  covered  with  sculptures,  and  the 
long  rock-galleries,  especially  at  Thebes,  testify  that  the 
Egyptians  devoted  greater  zeal  than  any  other  nation  on 
earth  to  the  abodes  and  the  memory  of  their  dead,  and 
to  the  sustenance  of  their  souls  by  sacrifices.  This 
care  is  shown  also  in  the  practice  of  embalming  ;  *  cp 
EMBALMING. 

Originally  only  the  nobles  were  able  to  pay  for  mummifica 
tion,  with  its  costly  spices  (and  natron)  and  its  skilful  wrapping 
in  layers  of  linen,  by  which  means  some  mummies  have  sur 
vived  4000  years  without  great  change.  Later,  however, 
cheaper  methods,  such  as  dipping  the  body  into  hot  asphalt, 
made  the  custom  almost  universal.  The  'forty  days  of  embalm 
ing'  (Gen.  50  3)  after  removal  of  the  intestines  (which  were  then 
placed  in  the  four  jars,  erroneously  called  canopes,  representing 
often  four  tutelary  demons)  and  the  brain,  and  the  '  seventy  days 
of  lamenting,'  are  usual.  The  face  was  frequently  gilt ;  the 
wrapped  body  was  put  in  one  or  two  cases  of  wood  or  carton- 
nage,  of  human  form,  more  or  less  painted  and  ornamented  ; 
wealthy  people  enclosed  these,  again,  in  large  stone  sarcophagi. 

All  this  seems  to  point  to  a  primitive  belief  that  the 
soul  would  live  only  as  long  as  the  body  existed,  though 
this  is  indeed  nowhere  expressly  stated.  Later,  the 
reason  was  given  that  the  soul  liked  to  be  near  the 
body,  and  would  sometimes  even  return  into  it  or  into 
a  statue  of  the  dead.  The  distinction  between  the  soul 
(bai],  the  shadow  (haibef),  and  the  double  (ka]  which 
always  accompanies  a  man  in  life  and  seems  to  receive 
the  soul  after  death,  was  by  no  means  clear  even  to 
Egyptian  dogmatists,  and  is  quite  obscure  for  us. 

The  tombs  had  annexed  to  them  a  chapel  for  offering 
to  the  statue  of  the  ka,6  which  stood  in  an  adjoining 
small,  dark  room,  the  latter  connected  with  the  chapel 
by  a  small  window  or  hole  in  order  to  let  the  smell  of 
incense,  etc. ,  penetrate  to  the  soul  in  the  statue. 

Besides  real  offerings,  pictures  of  food  were  given ;  these 
had  the  advantage  of  durability,  and  were,  by  the  help  of 
magic,  as  efficacious  as  real  bread  and  meat.  Often  a  basin 
of  water  before  the  tomb  furnished  drink  for  the  soul,  and 
trees  were  planted  round  it,  '  that  the  soul  might  sit  under  their 
shady  branches.'  The  sarcophagus  was  deposited  in  a  pit, 
which  was  filled  up  with  stones  and  sand  (except  in  the  case  of 
rock  tombs,  already  safe  enough).  The  poor  were,  of  course, 
less  luxuriously  housed.  They  were  massed  in  simple  pits 
leased  by  undertakers.  All  tombs  were  situated  in  the  desert, 
the  arable  land  being  much  too  scarce  and  costly. 

Whilst  it  can  hardly  be  proved  that  the  religious  ideas 
of  the  Egyptians  ever  influenced  the  belief  of  the  Hebrews 
(the  so-called  'golden  calves'  [see  CALF, 
§  2]  were  certainly  no  imitation  of  the 
Apis  cult,  all  kinds  of  animals  being  sacred  at  one  place 
or  another  in  Egypt),  it  cannot  well  be  denied  that  the 

1  This  was  misunderstood   by  the  Greeks.      A  migration  of 
souls  in  the  Indian  sense  was  unknown  to  the  Egyptians. 

2  Ci          3     6\  4  See  The  Mummy,  by  E.  A.  Wallis 

iv\         Kudge,  1893. 

&fflfc     50r;^LJ. 
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ritual  laws  and  laws  of  purity  of  the  Hebrews  often 
seem  to  follow  the  analogy  of  the  later  Egyptian  customs. 
The  priests  had  to  observe  scrupulous  cleanliness,  to 
shave  all  hair  (hence  their  bald  heads,  imitated  in  the 
Roman  tonsure),  to  wear  only  linen,  and  to  abstain 
from  all  unclean  food,  this  being  very  much  the  same  as 
among  the  Hebrews.1  See  above  (§  9)  on  the  unclean- 
ness  (especially)  of  the  swine. 

Some  parts  of  every  animal  (the  head  ?)  were  forbidden.  Eggs 
were  not  to  be  eaten.  Contact  with  dead  bodies  defiled,  notwith 
standing  the  cult  of  the  dead.  Embalmers,  therefore,  were 
unclean.  Circumcision,  for  which,  as  for  all  ritual  purposes, 
only  stone  knives  were  to  be  used  (cp  Josh.  5  2),  was  general 
for  both  sexes  from  time  immemorial  (see  CIRCUMCISION).  The 
method  of  killing  and  offering  animals,  the  burning  of  incense 
(upon  bronze  censers  of  ladle  form2),  the  ablutions,  and  many 
other  ritualistic  details,  were  similar  to  those  practised  among  the 
Israelites.  Human  sacrifices  occurred  in  the  earlier  times  (see 
ISAAC)  ;  later,  cakes  in  human  form  seem  to  have  been  sub 
stituted. 

The  priests,  called  'the  pure,'3  u'lb(u),  formed  a 
well  -organised  hierarchy  in  four  (later  five)  classes 
(<j>v\a.l),  with  many  degrees,  from  the  common  priest 
to  the  high-priest  ruling  over  the  principal  temple  of 
the  nomos  or  over  the  temples  of  several  nomes.4  The 
priestly  career  seems  to  have  been  open,  theoretically,  to 
every  boy  of  Egyptian  descent  who  studied  the  canon  of 
sacred  books  (forty-two,  according  to  Greek  tradition)  in 
the  temple-school  ;  whether  this  was  the  case  in  practice 
we  do  not  know.  The  highest  dignities  at  least  were 
more  or  less  in  the  hands  of  certain  families  of  the 
aristocracy.5  Women  were  not  admitted  to  the  regular 
priesthood.  Priestesses  appear  later  only  under  the  title 
of  '  singers  '  of  the  divinity.  They  formed  the  choirs. 

The  religious  literature  was  not  so  rich  as  the  masses 

of  manuscripts  from  the  tombs  might  lead  one  to  suppose. 

.    _  ..   .          The    catalogue  of   the   library  of   the 

20.    USURIOUS     ,  ,  r*   ,r 

...        .  °  large  temple  at  Edfu  enumerates  only 

1  a  ure<  thirty  -six  books,  mostly  ritualistic. 
The  earliest  texts  would  be  the  old  books  from  which 
come  the  inscriptions  (of  about  3000  lines)  in  five 
pyramids  belonging  to  dynasties  5  and  6  (see  below, 
§  46)  which  were  opened  in  1881.  More  than  any  other 
religious  texts,  they  bear  a  magical  character.  After 
2000  B.C.  another  large  collection  came  into  use,  the 
1  Book  of  going  out  in  daytime,'  now  commonly  called 
the  'Book  of  the  dead.'6  This  is  not  a  theological 
compendium,  '  the  Bible  of  the  Ancient  Egyptians,'  as 
it  has  been  very  unsuitably  designated.  It  contains 
mostly  magic  formulae,  often  of  a  very  nonsensical 
character,  for  the  protection  and  guidance  of  the  dead 
in  the  lower  world,  and  the  confusion  of  doctrines  of 
which  we  spoke  above.  Thousands  of  copies  —  some 
over  a  hundred  feet  long  and  with  very  elaborate  pictures, 
and  others  brief  extracts,  giving  one  or  two  of  the 
chapters  —  are  among  the  chief  attractions  of  our 
museums  of  antiquities.7 

1  These  laws  were  less  scrupulously  observed  in  earlier  times. 
See  above  (§  9  n.)  on  the  restrictions  with  regard  to  fish.  Those 
offering  sacrifices  had  to  abstain  also  from  game,  evidently  be 
cause  it  was  not  properly  bled. 

3 


•*  The  Ptolemaic  documents  and  Clem.  Alex.,  Strom.  VI., 
would  give  us  the  following  classification  :  high  priest,  prophet, 
stolist  (superintending  the  clothing  of  the  idols  and  the  offerings), 
two  classes  of  '  sacred  scribes  '  (the  higher  one  being  that  of  the 
irrepo<£6poi  or  feather-  wearers),  the  horoscopist  (the  name  has 
been  wrongly  explained  as  meaning  'astronomer';  the  correct 
meaning  seems  to  be  '  a  priest  officiating  only  occasionally  '),  the 
singer.  This  classification  is  neither  exhaustive  nor  applicable 
to  earlier  times. 

5  The  fact  of  the  king  officiating  as  priest  at  sacrifices  confirms 
the  view  that  there  was  no  priestly  caste. 

6  De  Rouge  incorrectly  called  it  '  le  rituel  funeraire.' 

7  The  text  was  published  after  very  late  and  bad  copies  by 
Lepsius  and  De  Rouge  (both  reprinted  by  Davis,  '94).     Of  fac 
similes  in  colours  the   Papyrus  of  Ani  in  the  Brit.  Mus.  ('93, 
etc.)  is   best  known   (also   Deveria,   Pap.  Sutimes,  a  copy  in 
Leemans,  Monuments;  Pap.  Nebked,  etc.).     The  great  edition 
of  Naville  ('86)  has  shown  the  immense  textual  corruption  of 
all  manuscripts,  which  leaves  much  work  to  future  scholars. 
Best  translation  by  Le  Page  Renouf,  The  Egyptian  Book  of  the 
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The  Book  of  respiration  (Tay  n  sonsen),  the  book  May  tny 
name  flourish,  and  the  Book  of  passing  through  eternity  \  are 
shorter  imitations.  The  large  Book  of  that  ivhich  is  in  the  nether 
world  (atni-duat,  Lanzone  ['79]  2)— a  very  fanciful  and  mysterious 
book,  more  of  pictures  than  of  texts,  which  ornaments  many  sar 
cophagi — still  awaits  a  critical  edition  (abridg.  version,  Jequier). 

The  scientific  side  of  theology  is  represented  by  a 
fragment  of  a  commentary  (Berlin);  other  commentaries, 
consisting  of  symbolical  expositions,  form  part  of  the 
ttuok  of  the  Dead  (ch.  17).  Sacred  geography  was  a 
favourite  study  (Pap.  of  Tanis  and  of  Lake  Moeris).3 
Rituals — such  as  that  for  burial  (ed.  Schiaparelli,  82), 
that  for  embalming  (Maspero),  and  that  for  the  cult  of 
Amon  and  Mut  (Berlin) — are  found,  and  many  hymns  in 
praise  of  gods  or  temples.  They  are  of  little  originality.4 
On  contemplative  and  speculative  religion  not  one  line 
has  been  preserved,  and  certainly  there  was  not  much  of  it. 
The  priests  were  too  content  with  the  old  traditions. 

The  didactic  literature  bears  a  practical  character  and 
is  entirely  secular.  'The  Exhortations  of  Any'  (Pap. 

,     TV-J     A-    Bulak  4,  transl.   by  Chabas  in  /' E'evpto- 

21.  Didactic  ,     •  .     ,,•  •     ,      , ,      , 

,  logie ;  also  by  Amelmeau  in  La  Morale 

literature.  £gypt^  are  a  really  beautiful  collection 
of  moral  rules.  Small  demotic  ethical  papyri  have  been 
published  by  Pierret  and  Revillout.5 

The  Praise  of  Scholastic  Studies  (Pap.  Sallier  2, 
Anast.  7)'  is  full  of  sarcastic  humour,  but  too  prosy  for 
modern  taste  ;  the  '  Papyrus  Prisse '  (Chabas,  Virey, 
partly  Griffith  ;  see  f  Vorld' s  Best  Lit.  5327)  is  of  stilted 
obscurity.  All  these  works  belong  to  the  classical 
period  of  the  Middle  Empire. 

Several  later  imitations  of  the  Praise  of  Scholastic  Studies 
were  frequently  used  as  copying  exercises  for  schoolboys,  in 
order  to  instil  love  of  study.  For  the  rest,  the  many  school- 
books  contain  .exercises  of  rhetorical  aim.  The  'Story  of  the 
Eloquent  Peasant '  (Griffith  it,),  and  '  The  Man  tired  of  Life ' 
(Erman  ['96])  belong  to  this  category. 

We  see  from  inscriptions  and  other  representations 
that  the  Egyptians  had  a  tolerable  knowledge  of 

22.  Science,  astronomy-the  high  priest  of  Heliopolis 

was  called  the  '  chief  astronomer.  We 
owe  to  them  our  modern  (Julian)  calendar  ;  but  they 
themselves  used  in  common  life  a  year  of  twelve  months 
(of  thirty  days  each)  and  five  epagomena,  or  additional 
days  (without  any  intercalation).  The  astronomical 
year,  called  Sothic  because  marked  by  the  '  rising '  of 
Sothis  (Sirius),  was  known,  but  not  in  popular  use.7 

Ptolemy  III.  found  a  reform  of  the  calendar  to  be  an  urgent 
need.  His  attempt  to  effect  it,  however,  in  238  B.C.,  proved  a 
failure.  Much  superstition  in  regard  to  these  matters  is  dis 
cernible  ;  cp  the  Calentiar  of  lucky  and  unlucky  days  (transl. 
Chabas,  '70).  The  hours  were  determined  by  observing  the 
position  of  the  celestial  bodies  with  the  instrument  figured 
below. 8  No  scientific  astronomical  work  has  come  down 
to  us ;  but  we  have  a  mathematical  handbook  (London,  ed. 
Eisenlohr)  which  shows  that  the  Egyptians  were  not  so  far 
advanced  in  mathematics  as,  e.g.,  the  Babylonians. 9  High 
admiration  of  Egyptian  medicine  was  shown  throughout  the 
ancient  world,  and  even  mediaeval  medicine  is  full  of  Egyptian 
elements.111  The  medical  papyri  (Berlin  ed.  Brugsch ;  un- 

Dead,  '06  (those  by  Birch,  "67,  and  Pierret,  82,  are  antiquated  ; 
Budge,  '98,  is  less  critical). 

1  These  three  books  have  been  edited  by  Brugsch,  Lieblein, 
and  Von  Bergmann  respectively. 

2  Also   in    Bonomi,   Sarcophagits  of  Oitneneptah   ('64),  and 
(from  the  walls  of  the  royal  tombs)  Mission  franc.  II.  and  III. 

3  Petrie  and  Mariette  ;  the  second  discussed  by  Brugsch  and 
Pleyte. 

4  That  on  Amon,  translated  by  Grebaut,  is  considered  the 
best.     It  is,  however,  anything  but  an  original  composition.     It 
is  reprinted  in  RP  '2  121.    (This  English  work  gives  translations 
of  almost  the  whole  literature  of  Egypt  ;  but  in  the  first  series 
these  are  often  of  very  questionable  character.      The  second 
series  shows  improvement  in  this  respect.     Excellent  translations 
by  Griffith  of  a  large  part  of  the  Egyptian  literature  have  just 
appeared  in  The  World's  Best  Literature  [1897],  p.  5225^  [the 
hymn  in  question,  p.  5309]. 

8  In  Rec.  de  Trar.  1,  and  Rn;.  Egypt.  1. 

6  Transl.  by  Maspero  in  his  Etudes  sur  If  genre  fpistolaire. 

7  The  astronomical  and  the  common  year   coincided  every 
1460  years — a  so-called  Sothic  period  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  19). 

g  |— j^__- ]  *  Arithmetical    fragments    also    in    Griffith's 

'T'  Kahun  papyri. 

»  lo  Shown  first  by  Le  Page  Renouf,  ZA  11 123 

['73].  How  this  came  (through  the  Arabs?)  is  discussed  by  G. 
Ebers,  ZA  33  i  ['95]. 
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published  MSS  ot  Berlin  and  London  ;  treatises  on  female 
diseases  and  veterinary  art  in  Griffith's  Kahun  papyri ;  above 
all,  the  great  papyrus  Ebers  at  Leipsic,  written  about  1600  B.C.) 
show,  however,  little  practical  knowledge,  and  a  surprising 
ignorance  of  anatomy,  as  against  an  abundance  of  superstition 
and  silly  sorcery.1 

There  are  a  good  many  books  of  magic  (with  many 
religious  and  some  medical  elements) — partly  lawful 
TVT  '  mag'c  (CP>  *•£•>  Chabas,  Le  pap.  Magique 
°  Harris,  '57),  partly  forbidden  witchcraft 
( Leyden ).  The  latter  was  threatened  with  capital  punish 
ment  (cp  pap.  Lee).  Thus  we  see  that  the  country  of 
Jannes  and  Jambres  (2  Tim.  3  8)  was  the  true  home  of  all 
kinds  of  magic  (Is.  19s).  It  would  be  quite  wrong, 
however,  to  ascribe  the  miracles  performed  by  the 
pharaoh's  magicians  (Ex.  7,  etc. )  to  anything  else  than 
jugglery  (see  SERPENT,  §  30),  for  there  was  far  less 
knowledge  of  natural  science  in  Egypt  than,  e.g. ,  in 
Greece. 

Even    historiography    was    not    highly    developed. 
There   were    chronicles  of  single   reigns — a  panegyric 
_..   .  specimen  has  been  preserved  in  the  great 

'*  papyrus  Harris  I. ,  referring  to  Ramses  III. 
(about  the  largest  papyrus  in  existence  ; 
ed.  Birch) ;  on  the  lists  of  kings  see  below,  §  41  ;  but 
no  larger  works  of 
scientific  character  were 
in  the  hands  of  ManStho 
when  he  undertook  to 
compose  a  history  of 
Egypt  for  the  Greeks 
(see  below,  §  41 ).  The 
poverty  of  his  material 
forced  him  to  use  even 
popular  novels  as 
sources.  Nor  was 

grammar  ever  studied 
in  a  scientific  way,  or 
textual  criticism  ap 
plied  to  the  sacred 
writings.  All  literary 
works  were,  accord 
ingly,  more  exposed  to 
corruption  than  they 
were  in  any  other 
country  of  antiquity. 

If  we  find  all  ancient 
nations  filled  with  bound 
less  admiration  for  Egyp- 
tian  science,2  we  can  ac 
count  for  this  only  by  the 
mysterious  difficulty  of  all 
Egyptian  writing,  into  the 
secrets  of  which  a  foreigner 
could  rarely  penetrate. 

In  fact,  the  Babylonians  as  well  as  the  Greeks  were  far  superior 
to  the  Egyptians  in  everything  that  required  serious  thinking. 

What  Egypt  produced,  however,  in  the  way  of  litera 
ture  designed  to  amuse  and  entertain  is  worthy  of  our 
OK    To  loo  ST.A   highest    admiration.       The  number  of 

<iO.     J.O.16S  cillCl     r          -r    i     .     -,  ..  ,, 

etrv  fanciful  tales,  very  similar  to  those  of 
the  Arabian  Nights,  and  of  historical 
novels  (with  much  imagination  and  little  true  history)  is 
considerable,3  and  some — e.g. ,  that  of  'The  Doomed 
Prince '  (a  papyrus  in  London) — are  of  charming  form. 
Moreover,  in  their  popular  poetry,  especially  in  their 
love  songs,  the  Egyptians  come  much  nearer  to  our 
taste  than  do  most  oriental  peoples.4  Many  hymns 

in  praise  of  kings  and  their  deeds  have  survived.  The 
only  attempt  at  an  epic,  however,  is  the  song,  inscribed 
upon  so  many  temple  walls,  commemorating  the  battle 

1  They  seem  to  show  that  Herodotus's  assertion  about  special 
ists  for  every  part  of  the  body  is  exaggerated. 

2  Soine_  find  evidence  of  this  also  in  the  apparent  pride  with 
which  it  is  stated  that  Joseph  had  married  a  priest's  daughter 
from  On.     See  also  i  K.  4  30  [5  10]  Acts  7  22. 

3  They  need  not  be  enumerated  here,  as  they  can  be  consulted 
easily  in  the  collections  of  Maspero,  Contes  pop.  de  FEgypte 
anc.  ['82],  and  Petrie,  Egyptian  Tales  ['95]. 

4  Collected   by   Maspero,  Journ.  As.  ['83],  and  by  WMM, 
Die  Liebespoesie  der  alien  Agypter  ['99]. 


FIG.  3. — Asiatics  bringing  tribute  ;  a  painting  (fragment)  in  the 
British  Museum. 


of  Kadesh,  won  by  Ramses  II.  ;  for  modern  taste  it 
lacks  vigour  and  is  too  long.  The  other  eulogies  do 
not  come  up  to  it. 

A  satirical  poem  on  bad  minstrels, 1  and  a  collection  of  stories 
on  animals,  embodying  ^Esopic  fables  (which  seems  to  show  that 
these  fables  originated,  possibly,  in  Egypt),  are  to  be  found 
only  in  demotic  copies.  All  poetry  followed  the  parallelism  of 
members  (like  Hebrew  poetry)  and  certain  rude  rhythms  (count 
ing  only  words  with  full  accent,  and  disregarding  the  number  of 
syllables)  ;  it  sometimes  observed  alliteration,  but  never  rhyme. 
Much  more  may  be  expected  from  recent  finds. 

Of  the  music  connected  with  this  poetry  we  cannot  say  much. 
All  oriental  instruments  were  known — the  simple  monochord,2 
the  large  harp,s  the  flute,  the  tambourine,  etc.  Clapping  of 

26  Music       nancls  and  shaking  of  the  sistrum  (ereio-Tpoi',  a 

metal  rattle)4  accompanied   the  simple  tunes. 
The  professional  musicians  were  mostly  blind  men.     See  Music. 

The  government  was  the  most  absolute  monarchy 
known  to  antiquity.  The  despotic  power  of  the  king 

27  Go     rn    was  Sreatest;  m  dynasties  4  to  5  and  18 

,  to  20  (also  26) — the  periods  of  complete 

centralisation.  On  the  decentralising 
tendencies  of  the  counts  or  nomarchs  (hereditary  under 
weaker  dynasties),  and  on  the  changing  royal  residences 
etc.,  see  below,  §  41^  The  most  influential  officer  of 
the  kingdom,  the  administrator  of  the  whole  empire,  or 
grand-vizier,  was  the 
erpati.  The  (a'ti  had 
the  general  adminis 
tration  of  justice. 

Among  the  titles  of 
courtiers  that  of  '  Fan- 
bearer  at  the  left  of  the 
king"  carried  with  it  the 
greatest  honour.  After 
dynasty  18  the  'cup-bear 
ers  (wate,  uba)  of  the 
king,' although  often  only 
foreign  slaves,  became  as 
influential  as  the  Mamluks 
of  the  Middle  Ages,  be 
cause  they  were  charged 
with  the  most  confidential 
commissions.  The  titles 
of  the  court  and  of  the 
officials  of  the  royal 
palace,  harem,  stable, 
kitchen,  brewery,  etc.,  are 
just  as  abundant  as  the 
offices  for  the  administra 
tion  of  the  country  and 
its  counties  (f.g.,  royal 
scribes,  inspectors  of  the 
granaries,  clerks  of  the 
soldiers,  scribe  of  the 
nomos,  etc.).  Most  of 
these  scribes  were  at  the 
same  time  priests.  The 
king  generally  gave  aud 
iences  from  a  balcony  of 
the  palace. 

Of  the    laws   we    do    not    know    much.     We    have 

sufficient  material  in  the  shape  of  legal  documents  only 

„_    ,  in  demotic  papyri  from  dynasty  26  down- 

'    wards.5     These  documents  are  based  upon 

the  code  of  laws  given  or  collected  by  the  great  legislator 

Bocchoris  (about  730  B.C.  ;  see  below,  §  65). 

Former  institutions  are  less  known.6  We  find  (only 
after  2000  B.C.)  the  remarkable  institution  of  the  jury,7 
a  committee  of  officers  and  priests — i.e. ,  educated  men 
— appointed  by  the  government  for  every  day  to  sit  in 
judgment.  They  were  paid  by  the  litigants. 

On  criminal  law8  we  possess  acts  relating  to  spoliations  of 

1  Ed.  Revillout  and  Brugsch.  The  satirical  vein  of  the 
Egyptians  is  often  discernible  in  art  (see  caricatures  in  the 
papyri  of  Turin,  partly  given  in  Lepsius,  A  usiuaht)  and  literature. 


5  Several   works   of  E.    Revillout   on   these — Chrestomathic 
Detnotiqite  ('So),   Nouvelle  direst.  Demotique,  etc.     The   de 
cipherment   is   in   part  much  disputed  ;    cp    §  12.       For  some 
earlier  material,  see  Griffith,  Kahun  Papyri. 

6  What  Diod.  writes  about  Egyptian  laws  is  not  all  certain. 
On  those  of  the  Greek  period,  see  Wessely,  SIVA  IV,  Bd.  124, 
Abh.  9. 

7  Earlier  inscriptions  speak  of  thirty  judges  for  the  country. 

8  Spiegelberg,  Stud.  u.  Mat.  zuin  Rechtsivesen  ('92). 
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tombs,  to  conspiracy  against  the  king,  and  to  forbidden  sorcery. 
Criminals  were  examined  by  means  of  torture  and  blows.  The 
rod  was  used  as  much  as  the  kurbaj  is  at  present.  Bastinado  (up 
to  100  strokes)  upon  hands  and  feet,  cutting  off  the  nose  and 
the  ears,  deportation  to  frontier  places  (khinocolura,  e.g., — see 
EGYPT,  RIVER  OF,  g  i— had  its  name  from  the  exiles  with  '  muti 
lated  noses '),  to  the  oases,  or  to  the  gold  mines  in  the  glowing 
Nubian  desert,  and  impalement  ('hanged,'  KV  of  Gen.  4022  is 
incorrect),  were  the  punishments.  In  the  case  of  persons  of  higher 
rank  suicide  was  allowed  to  take  the  place  of  capital  punishment. 

In  civil  law,  we  are  struck  with  the  fact  that  woman 
was  on  a  perfect  equality  with  man  and  occupied  a  higher 
position  than  she  did  in  almost  any  other  country  of  the 
ancient  world.  For  example,  a  married  woman  could 
hold  property  of  her  own,  and  might  lend  from  it  to  her 
husband  upon  good  security,  such  as  his  house. 

In  marriage,  the  greatest  divergence  from  later  Hebrew 

custom  was  in  sister-marriage,  which  in  Egypt  was  as 

__       .          common  as  marrying  the  cousin  is  among 

29.  marriage.  the  Semites       The  majority  had  their 

sisters  as  wives  :  there  seem  to  have  been  no  forbidden 
degrees  of  relationship.  Polygamy  was  permitted,  but 
occurred  rarely.  Marriage  was  usually  concluded  on 
the  basis  of  a  financial  agreement,  such  high  indemnities 
being  fixed  for  the  wife  in  case  of  divorce  or  polygamy 


judge  by  the  many  complaints,  the  great  host  of  officers 
in  the  service  of  the  king  or  the  temples  were  even 
more  corrupt  than  the  bureaucracy  of  other  oriental 
states.  Speaking  generally,  neither  bravery  nor  honesty 
seems  to  have  been  a  national  virtue.1 

Even  in  the  cult  of  the  dead  strange  contradictions  are 
visible.  Paupers,  of  whom  there  were  many,  broke  into  most  of 
the  tombs  of  the  wealthy  soon  after  burial,  and  no  military 
protection  could  prevent  even  the  royal  tombs  from  being 
ransacked.  Even  the  educated,  who  expected  to  be  examined 
by  Osiris  if  they  ever  disturbed  the  rest  of  any  dead  person, 
would  often  appropriate  for  their  own  mummies  the  property, 
tomb,  or  equipment  of  a  deceased  person  who  was  unprotected. 
Foundations  of  real  estate  for  the  support  of  the  dead— i.e.,  for 
furnishing  the  sacrifices — never  lasted  long. 

The  best  part  of  the  population,  undoubtedly,  was 
to  be  found,  not  in  the  haughty  '  scribes  '  and  priests 
(ideas  for  the  most  part  coinciding),  but  in  the  peasants. 
These  were  just  as  simple  in  their  habits,  just  as  laborious, 
just  as  poor,  and  just  as  patient  under  their  continual 
oppression,  as  the  modern  felldhin.  Most  of  them  were 
serfs — of  the  king,  or  of  temples,  or  of  landowners. 
Their  worst  oppression  was  the  hard  taskwork  described  in 
Ex.  1.  Serfs  were  branded  with  the  owner's  name.  The 
cities  held  a  large  proletariate — the  free  '  working  men.'2 


30.  Character. 


FIG.  4. — Ramses  II.  storming  the  Hittite  fortress  of  Dapur 
See  interpretation  in  Erman, 

that  expelling  her  without  the  most  serious  reasons 
should  have  become  impossible.  A  wife  with  such 
legal  security  was  called  '  mistress  of  the  house,'  and 
well  distinguished  from  the  concubine  (called  'sister'). 
Nobles  maintained  secluded  harems  intheAsiaticmanner; 
but  the  '  wife '  always  enjoyed  as  much  liberty  inside 
and  outside  of  the  house  as  our  women,  as  is  shown  by 
the  story  of  Potiphar's  wife.1  Veiling  the  face  was 
unknown.  Adultery  was  followed  by  capital  punish 
ment  for  both  offenders  (contrast  Gen.  39  20,  J). 

It  will  be  seen,  especially  from  our  review  of  the 
literature,  that  the  prevalent  views  with  regard  to  the 
national  character  of  the  Egyptians  are 
erroneous.  They  were  quite  religious 
(i.e. ,  superstitious)  according  to  the  views  of  such  super 
stitious  nations  as  the  Greeks  and  the  Romans.  Far 
from  being  contemplative,  however,  they  were  rather 
superficial — not  only  in  religion,  but  also  in  science, 
literature,  etc. — and  more  inclined  to  the  gay  side  of 
things.  We  nowhere  find  deep  thinking,  everywhere 
full  enjoyment  of  life.  Their  art  is  full  of  humour  ; 
even  the  walls  of  their  '  eternal  abodes '  or  tombs  are 
partly  covered  with  drinking  and  playing  scenes  and 
with  jokes  for  inscriptions.  Their  morality  was  rather 
lax.  Drunkenness  seems  to  have  been  not  rare.  To 

1  Accordingly,  no  evidence  has  been  found,  thus  far,  that 
eunuchs  were  kept.  Lepsius,  Dcnkm.  2  126,  etc.,  represents 
fat  old  men,  not  eunuchs.  This  fact  has  not  yet  been  considered 
in  its  relation  to  the  designation  of  Potiphar  as  D'lD  in  Gen.  39 1. 
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{Da-pu-ni)\  from  a  wall  picture  on  his  temple  at  Thebes. 
,  533.     After  Lepsius. 


It  was  formerly  assumed  that  there  were  castes. 
This  is,  however,  a  mistake.  The  sons  of  the  many 
priests  would  naturally  acquire  more  easily  than 
_.  others  the  learning  which  distinguished 

8>  their  fathers.  The  eldest  son,  too,  of  a 
soldier  inherited,  with  the  field  of  his  father,  which  was  a 
fief  from  the  government,  also  the  duty  of  serving  as 
/j.dxitAos—t.c.  ,  soldier,  or  policeman.  The  tombstones, 
however,  frequently  represent  families  of  whom  one 
member  was  a  soldier,  another  a  priest,  another  an 
artisan,  and  so  on.  If,  in  the  time  of  Herodotus,3  the 
shepherds  were  despised  and  did  not  intermarry  with  the 
rest  of  the  people,  the  explanation  lies  in  their  unclean 
foreign  descent  ('A  me,  'Asiatic,'  was  synonymous  with 
'shepherd';  cp  Gen.  4832).  Swineherds  had  a  still 
lower  position.  The  same  may  hold  good  of  the 
sailors,  merchants,  and  interpreters  of  foreign  origin  ;  at 
that  time,  too,  the  soldiers  were  mostly  descendants  of 
foreigners  (Libyans). 

Formerly,  when  foreign  elements  in  the  country  were 

few,  the  distinctions  just  referred  to  were  less  marked  ; 

.  only  the  soldiers  always  had  a  strong  foreign 

^'    element.     The  Egyptians  were  not  warlike, 

1  Cp  the  characteristic  explanation  in  Steph.  Byz.  alyvirna^etv 
—  ra  navovp'ya.  Kal  £6Ata  KOI  vTrovAa  Trpdrrfiv. 

2  Interesting  accounts  of  great  strikes  of  the  working  men 
employed  by  the  government  have  come  down  to  our  time.     Cp 
Spiegelberg,  Arbeiteru.  Arbeiterbczvegung  (^f)^). 

3  He  gives  seven  classes  ;  Plato  and  Diodorus,  five. 
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and,  even  in  the  earliest  times,  they  employed  by  prefer 
ence  mercenaries. 

The  first  to  be  employed  were  negroes  and  brown  Africans  (the 
name  of  the  Mazoy  archers  from  the  Red  Sea  became  synonymous 
with  'police');  after  1500  B.C.  Syrians  and  Europeans;  after 
1200  B.C.,  in  increasing  numbers,  Libyans  (MasawaSa,  etc.),  who 
became  the  privileged  mercenaries,  and  rebelled  continually 
against  the  competition  of  Carians  and  Greeks  after  650  B.C. 
(cp  the  mixed  armies  of  Egypt,  Jer.  4(5  9  Ezek.  27  10,  etc.).  The 
charioteers,1  however,  were  mostly  Egyptians.2  Besides  small 
fiefs  of  ground,  the  native  soldiers  seem  to  have  received  at 
least  their  maintenance  during  active  service.  The  mercenaries 
had  agricultural  holdings  also  as  part  of  their  pay.  Horses 
and  equipment  were  lent  by  the  government.  The  officers  passed 
through  a  training  school  (zahabu,  Semitic  ?)  as  youths. 

The  national  weapons  were  bow,  throwing  -  stick  3 
(only  before  1600),  war  -axe,  club,4  scythe  -  formed 
sword,5  short  spear  (rarely  javelin),  and  straight  sword.6 
Apart  from  the  shield,7  not  much  armour  (coats- 
of-mail  —  of  leather,  or  thick  linen,  sometimes  with 
metal  scales)  was  used,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
charioteers.  In  sieges,  the  testudo  and  the  battering-ram 
of  the  ancients  appear,  but  none  of  the  complicated  war- 
machines  used  by  the  Assyrians.  The  soldiers  marched 
to  the  sound  of  long  hand-drums  and  at  trumpet-signals. 
They  were  divided  into  regiments,  each  with  its  own 
standard,  usually  a  god  or  divine  symbol  upon 


Rosellini. 


Lack  of  personal  courage  made  the  sea-trade  of  the 
Egyptians  also  very  insignificant. 

The  import  of  olive  oil  (from  Palestine),  wine  (from  Phoenicia), 

beer  (Asia  Minor),  wood,  metal,  wool,  etc.,  and  the  export  of 

grain  (usually  monopolised   by   the  govern- 

33.  Comm6rC6.    ment),  linen,  papyrus,  small  works  of  art  in 

glass,  porcelain,  metal,  and  ivory,  were  mostly 

in  the  hands  of  the  Phoenicians.     Naval  expeditions  on  the  Red 

Sea  for  incense  were 
rare,  owing  (partly)  to 
the  great  scarcity  of  wood 
in  Egypt  and  on  the 
desert  coast  of  the  Red 
Sea,  where  the  ships  had 
to  be  constructed. 

Not  till  Persian 
times  did  the  import 
ant  commercial  posi 
tion  of  Egypt  —  as 
forming  the  connect 
ing  link  between  the 
Red  and  the  Mediter 
ranean  Seas,  and  be 
tween  Europe,  Asia, 
and  Africa  —  begin  to 
be  realised. 

The  majority  of  the 
people  always  had 
agricultural  occupa 
tions.  Originally,  the 
holdings  of  the  priests 
(and  soldiers)  were 
exempt  fromtheheavy 
taxation  of  one-fifth 
(Gen.  47  20  ff.  ;  see 

JOSEPH  ii.  ,  §  9)  ;  later  this  immunity  was  interfered  with 

because  it  withdrew  too  much  from  the  income  of  the 

34   Aeri    Sovernment-     In  agriculture,  the  most  primi- 

culture     live    implements    were    always    used,    such 

as  wooden  hoes,8  and  ploughs9  drawn  by 

oxen  or  by  men.     Such  simple  appliances  presupposed 

the  softening  of  the  ground  by  the  yearly  inundation. 

The  irrigation  of  the  higher  fields  was  likewise  effected 


2  Riding  on  horseback  was  unknown — 
as  among  most  nations  of  ancient  Western 
Asia. 

4     f\       This  combines 
^-'X     club  and  axe. 

See  AGRICULTURE, 
§  3,  fig-  i- 
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with  simple  machinery.1  Harvesting  (in  March — with 
some  growths  two  harvests  are  possible),  treading  out 
the  grain  by  cattle  (rarely  threshing  with  the  threshing- 
wain,  nic).  winnowing,  etc.,  were  carried  out  very  much 
in  the  same  way  as  in  Palestine  (cp  also  AGRICULTURE, 
§§  2-10).  On  the  granaries2  see  PITHOM. 

The  industries  were  highly  developed.     The  renowned 
Egyptian  linen  (the  best  kinds  being  called  pa,  fjfaffos — • 

,    ,    ,      ,    .        a   Semitic  word  it    would    seem — and 
35.  Industries.     .  .  T->  »•  T          \ 

e>&,  Egyptian  ses ;  see  LINEN)  was  manu 
factured  especially  by  the  poor  bondsmen  of  the  temples, 
shut  up  at  certain  times  in  an  athu  or  '  workhouse '  for 
weaving.  The  temples  drew  a  large  portion  of  their 
income  from  this  linen  manufacture.  Cp  Is.  19g  (and 
v.  10,  where  read  .Tntf  with  ©,  see  SHOT,  ad  loc.),  Pr. 
7i6  Ezek.  27?.  In  pottery  only  the  more  common 
ware  was  made.  Glass  seems  to  have  been  not  a 
Phoenician  but  an  Egyptian  invention  (cp  PHOENICIA, 
GLASS,  §  i ).  The  so-called  Egyptian  porcelain  or  glazed 
pottery  (faience),  mostly  green  or  blue,  in  imitation  of 
the  two  most  precious  stones  (malachite  and  lapis  lazuli), 
furnished  the  material  for  small  figures,  amulets  (especi 
ally  in  the  form  of  scarabs— beetles  that  were  supposed 
to  bring  good  luck),  and  other  ornaments,  which  found 
their  way,  through  the  Phoenicians,  westwards  even  to 
Spain.  The  products  of  the  goldsmiths,  who  also  em 
ployed  enamel  very  skilfully,  are  admirable  ;  the  ivory- 
carvings  were  renowned.  In  general,  the  smaller  articles 
(utensils,  ornaments,  etc. )  display  the  best  taste  ;  all 
minute  ornamentation  was  the  delight  of  the  Egyptians. 
The  art 3  of  Egypt  exercised  a  most  powerful  influence 
upon  all  surrounding  countries,  especially  upon  Phoenicia, 
Art  wnere  an  imitation  of  the  Egyptian  style 
'  became  the  national  art.  Solomon's  temple 
was  in  Egyptian  style.  The  Egyptian  ornaments,  derived 
from  the  plants  and  flowers  of  the  country,  especially  the 
lotus  and  papyrus, 
penetrated  the  whole 
ancient  world.  The 
paintings  4  ( preserved 
mostly  as  wall  deco 
ration)  have  a  very 
childish  appearance, 
from  their  lack  of 
perspective  and  of 
shading;5  but  they 
possess  the  merit  of 
great  faithfulness  — 
e.g. ,  in  all  represent 
ations  of  animals, 
foreign  nations,  etc. 
(compare  Fig.  3). 
The  decorative  sculp 
tures  (rarely  in 
relief,  mostly  incised 
or  in  a  sunk  relief, 
always  painted)  ex 
hibit  the  same  odd 
principles  of  per 
spective,  in  accord 
ance  with  which,  e.g., 
the  face  was  always 
represented  in  profile,  but  the  eye  as  though  seen  from  the 
front,  the  shoulders  from  the  front,  the  legs  in  profile, 
and  so  on.  This  was  not  awkwardness,  but  a  principle 
traditionally  handed  down  from  the  childhood  of  art  ; 

1  Cp  §  7.      Water-wheels   cannot  be  proved  to   have  been 
known.     The  explanation  of  Dt.  11  10  as  referring  to  such  wheels 
turned  with  the  foot  is  questionable  ;  most  probably  '  watering 
with  the  foot '  means  carrying  water. 

2  HO  3  Consult  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Hist,  of  Art 
[\|  Ji_y|          in  Anc.  Egypt  (ET),    2  vols.   1883;   Maspero, 

Egyptian   A  rchceology  (ET),   '93  ;    Fl.   Petrie, 
Egyptian  Decorative  Art,  '95. 

4  The  colours  are  in  part  made  of  ground  glass  (blue  and 
green),  and  are  all  very  durable. 

5  Petrie,  Amarna,  pis.  i,  12,  is  no  exception,  but  an  imitation 
in  painting  of  sunk  relief. 
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Fir,.  6. — Statue  of  Ramses  II.  at 
Turin.     After  Riehm-Lepsius. 
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and  we  can  still  observe  how  some  sculptors  struggled 
against  this  strait -jacket.  In  spite  of  this  disad 
vantage,  some  artists  of  the  earliest  times  (dyns.  4-6) 
drew  scenes  full  of  vivacity  and  of  delicate  execution, 
much  superior  to  the  similar  Assyrio  -  Babylonian  and 
archaic  Greek  sculptures  (which  all  had,  by  the  way, 
similar  perspective).  Later,  art  became  more  and 
more  conventionalised.  The  superiority  of  the  earliest 
period  appears  also  in  the  statues.  The  realism  of  some 
of  the  earliest  portraits  was  never  again  attained.  As 
early  as  1600  u.c.  the  portraits  began  to  lose  in  vigour 
and  to  betray  a  suspicious  similarity  one  to  another. 
The  New  Empire,  in  marked  contrast  with  the  Middle 
Empire  (dyn.  12),  looked  more  to  quantity  than  to 
quality.  After  dynasty  26,  art  sank  to  a  very  low 
level.  (On  the  realism  of  the  '  Reformation  period,1 
and  the  archaic  renaissance  in  dynasty  26,  see  below, 
§  67. )  Of  course,  the  statues  (almost  invariably  painted) 
have  only  a  few  conventional  positions.  The  technical 


FIG.  7. — Ramses  II. 's  Great  Rock  Temple  at  Abu-Simbel. 


perfection,  however,  was  always  great  (see  Fig.  6),  and 
it  was  for  a  long  time  a  mystery  how  diorite  and  basalt 
could  have  been  cut  and  polished  with  copper,  bronze, 
and  flint  instruments.  It  seems  that  for  the  hardest 
work  diamond  or  corundum  cutters  were  used  (see 
DIAMOND,  §  i ).  (On  the  excellent  material  available  for 
sculptors,  see  above,  §  3. )  It  may  be  mentioned  here  that 
in  daily  life  flint  instruments  were,  for  reasons  of  economy, 
used  long  after  2000  B.  C.  The  stone  and  the  bronze  ages, 
therefore,  coincided,  and  touched  upon  the  iron  age  (iron 
prevailing  after  1000  B.  C. ,  copper  preceding  the  bronze). 1 
The  architecture  is  well  known  for  its  massiveness. 
This  was  relieved  by  the  abundance  of  ornaments  upon 
walls  and  pillars,  and  by  the  polychromy. 

That  the  ornamentation  was  originally  derived  from  the  forms 

of  certain  plants  is  seen  especially  in  the  ornamental  columns'-' 

__     *__t.j       with    capitals.3       They    represent     the    lotus- 

61  •  ArC*"-      flower  both  in  full  bloom  and  in  bud,  bundles 

tecture.        of  papyrus,  and  palm-trees  (often  strongly  con- 
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ventionalised),  and  betray  that  their  origin  is  to  be  sought  in  ancient 
wooden  constructions.  1  The  sloping  walls  show  that  originally  Nile 
mud  was  another  material  in  general  use  for  all  kinds  of  buildings. 
The  arch  was  known  from  the  earliest  times(dyn.6?),  but  was  rarely 
used  for  stone  structures.  The  elliptic  arch  was  preferred  in  the 
caseof  buildings  ofbrick.  The  foundations  of  temples,  threatened 
by  infiltration  of  ground  water,  were  laid  on  thick  layers  of  sand. 

Some  characteristic  features  of  temple  architecture 
may  be  mentioned. 

A  pair  of  obelisks  2  stood  at  the  entrance  (the  surface  often 
gilt,  the  pyramidal  top  frequently  of  metal :  their  religious — 
probably  solar — meaning  was  forgotten  ;  but  they  remind  us  of 
the  iiiassirbas  of  the  Semites  ;  cp  Is.  19  19  Jer.  43  13  3)  ;  galleries 
of  sphinxes*  —  the  symbol  of  wisdom — and  of  similar  sacred 
beings  led  to  the  gate  which  was  crowned  by  the  symbol  of  the 
winged  disk;*  broad  'pylons'"  resembling  fortress-walls  pro 
tected  the  entrance  on  either  side. 

The  largest  existing  temple,  that  of  Karnak,  was 
originally  only  a  modest  building  of  dynasty  12.  Every 
great  king  added  a  new  court  or  a  hall,  and  the  entrance 
pylons  finally  came  to  stand  in  the  interior  of  the 
complex.  Many  temples  had  a.  similar  growth.  The 
divinity,  however,  dwelt 
not  in  these  courts  or 
halls,  but  in  a  small  dark 
chapel  in  the  centre, 
where  it  usually  sat  in 
a  sacred  boat.  Sacred 
lakes  near  the  temples 
were  frequent. 

The  principal  temple  ruins 
are  at  Karnak,  Luxor, 
£urna,  Medlnet  Habu  (all 
included  in  ancient  The 
bes),  Abydos,  Edfu,  Esneh, 
Ombos,  Philae ;  in  Nubia 
at  DabOd,  Kalabsheh,  Bet 
el  -  Wali,  Dendur,  Gerf 
Husen,  Dakkeh,  Sebua, 
'Amada,  Abu-Simbel,  Soleb. 
Jebel-Barkal  (Napata)  and 
Meroe  are  imitations  by 
Ethiopian  kings. 

Secular  architecture 
was  much  lighter,  the 
only  materials  used  be 
ing  wood,  and  Nile  mud 
mixed  with  stubble  (Ex. 
5  n )  made  into  sun-dried 
bricks.  The  many  royal 
palaces  have  on  this  ac 
count  all  disappeared, 
although  some  of  their 
sumptuous  ornamenta 
tions  (mosaics  and  glazed 
tiles)  have  remained. 


1  Bronze  was  called   hesmen,  a  word  connected  with   7CB'n 
Brugsch),  which  may  be  an  Egyptian  loan-word  (cp  METALS). 

2  rt       V  t7         5  After   the   manner   of   the   caryatides  of 
A        M    A      Greek   art,  figures  of  Osiris  are   frequently 
Li      ii  ii      used  ;  but  these  always  lean  against  a  pillar. 


Wealthy  subjects  had  the  same  kind  of  house  (with  an 
open  court  in  the  centre)  that  we  still  find  in  the  modern 
East  ;  the  poor  dwelt  in  mere  clay  huts,  such  as  those 
occupied  by  the  modem  felldhln. 

The  tombs  had  an  architecture  of  their  own.  Where  possible, 
they  were  long  galleries  hewn  in  the  rock  (especially  at  Thebes). 
The  pyramid  '  was  the  characteristic  form  of  royal  tombs  from 
dyn.  3  to  dyn.  12,  and  was  frequently  imitated  by  private  persons 
on  a  smaller  scale,  and  in  brick  instead  of  stone. 

The  question  has  very  often  been  asked  how  the 
Egyptians  erected  edifices  of  such  stupendous  size,  and 
monolithic  monuments  8  that  would  tax  the  skill  even  of 
our  age  of  improved  mechanical  appliances.  It  would 
be  very  wrong  to  ascribe  these  achievements  to  the  use 
of  complicated  machinery.  Everything  was  done  in 
the  simplest  possible  way,  by  an  unlimited  command  of 

1  This  can  be  said  also  of  the  famous  fluted  columns  of  Beni- 
hasan,  which  remind  one  strongly  of  the  Doric  column. 

3  So  Wi.  ;  see  BETH-SHEMESH,   4  ;  and 
tehen.  cp  MASSEBAH. 


\ 


Female  sphinxes  (re- 
presenting  queens) 
are  rare. 


The  head  of  Hathor  (with  cow's  ears) 


(perhaps  origin 


ally  an  ox-skull)  as  a  capital  for  columns  is  the  only  other  ancient 
instance  of  the  human  form  being  employed  in  architecture. 


;  __  a 

7     A  .8  F°r   example,  an  obelisk   at   Thebes  108   feet 

I   \        high,  or  the  colossus  of  Memnon  (height  64  feet, 

r       S     weight  1175  tons).     Fragments  of  a  statue  found  at 

Tams  indicate  a  figure   originally  80-90  feet  high. 

Each  of  these  objects  was  sculptured  from  one  stone. 
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human  forces  ;  and  we  have  to  admire  far  more  the 
energy  than  the  engineering  skill.  Pictures  show  how 
immense  monolithic  monuments  were  moved  over  wooden 
rollers,  smaller  stones  on  a  sledge  (see  Fig.  8). 

The  influence  of  Egyptian  civilisation  upon  Syriaappears 
strongly  in  its  metrology.  For  example,  the  Egyptian 
38  Measures  corn-measureEphah  (©otyi,  Egyptian 
»•  dpe[t]—i.e.,  'measure')  and  the  liquid 
measure  Hin  (Egyptian  Aain(u),  'pot')  were  adopted  by 
the  Hebrews.  The  weight  system  (i  deben — i.e. ,  90-96 
grammes  or  £  Ib. — had  10  kidet  of  140  grains)  was 
decimal,  in  opposition  to  the  Babylonian  sexagesimal 
system.  The  cubits,  however, — the  large  or  royal  cubit 
of  0.525  metres  (about  20^  inches),  and  the  small  cubit 
of  0.450  metres  (about  17^  inches),  which  existed  side 
by  side  (subdivisions  being  the  span,  palm,  finger,  etc. ) 
- — are  said  to  be  borrowed  from  Babylonia  (?).  The 
subject  is  very  complicated,  and  some  measures — such 
as  the  largest  measure  of  area,  the  ffxqivos  (said  to 
contain  12,000  cubits?) — present  great  difficulties. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that  in  Egypt  a  form 
of  money  very  similar  to  our  present  coin  was  used — 
rings  or  thick  wire  in  spiral  form  (deben) l  originally  of 


The  shape  of  garments  constantly  varied,  according  to  fashion  ; 
but  we  can  observe  that  in  the  earliest  times  men  were  satisfied 
with  simple  raiment,  a  short  skirt  being  sufficient  even  for  noble 
men.  Later,  these  wore  several  suits,  one  over  another,  skilfully 
plaited.  The  fanciful  and  archaic  dress  of  the  king,  with  his 
manifold  double  and  triple  symbolical  crowns,1  would  require  a 
chapter  for  itself.  Dignitaries  were  distinguished  by  their  staffs,2 
also  by  the  flagellum,3  the  signet-ring,4  and  the  necklace.8 

For  men  and  women  alike  the  commonest  adornment 
was  the  wearing  of  ornaments  of  precious  metal,  or  at 
least  flowers,"  round  the  neck.  Such  collars  of  gold 
were  the  principal  decoration  given  by  the  king  as  a 
reward  to  faithful  officers  or  brave  soldiers.  Princes 
and  some  priests  had  their  hair  tied  in  a  tress  7  on  one 
side  of  the  head.  Painting  of  the  eyelids,  which  in 
Syria  was  reserved  for  women  (2  K.  930),  was  practised 
by  both  sexes.  A  black  stripe,  formed  by  the  so-called 
stibium  (see  PAINT),  outlined  the  eyes  above,  a  green 
stripe  below.8  Unguents  for  the  hair  and  body  played 
a  great  part.  Sandals  (especially  of  papyrus)  were 
common  ;  shoes  were  rare.  At  night,  the  African  head 
rest9  was  used  (originally  in  order  not  to  disarrange  the 
artificial  head-dress),  and  the  face  covered. 

The  Egyptians  were  just  as  ceremonious  as  other 
Orientals.  The  common  mode  of  salutation  was  by 
dropping  the  arms  ; 10 
prostration  ( '  kissing  the 
ground  ')  marked  highest 
respect ;  in  prayer  the 
hands  were  lifted  up.11 

Of  their  amusements  the 
following  may  be  men 
tioned  : — fowling  (with  the 
snare,  or  with  the  boomerang  _ 
or  throwing-stick),  fishing, ' 
and  various  games,  such 
as  that  called  mora  by  the 
modern  Italians,  and  a  kind 
of  checkers,  of  which  they 
were  so  fond  that  they  sought 
to  secure  it  by  magic  for  the 
souls  of  the  dead.  Dancing 
was  left  chiefly  to  women, 
for  the  delight  of  spectators. 
Although  religion  de 
clared  all  foreigners  un 
clean,  the  Egyptians  were 

-T,,                                                                            ,  ,      ,                  ,.                                               .,  ,  not     hostile    to    foreign 
The  statue,  resting  on  a  sledge,  is  being  dragged  by  four  rows  of  men  supposed  to  be  in  parallel  .     .                         . 
lines  on  the  ground.    Above  them  are  '  the  whole  population  of  the  city  '  come  out  to  do  homage.    The  associations     and     inhu 
man  standing  on  the  knee  of  the  statue  gives  the  signal  to  the  men  below  ;  the  man  on  its  foot  pours  ences.       In  dynasties  18- 
water  on  the  ground  in  front  of  the  sledge.     Above  the  latter  is  Her-heb  with  a  vessel  of  incense  (?).  2o     indeed     imitation   of 
Below  the  statue  are  men  with  water-buckets  and  wood,  also  three  overseers  ;  behind  the  statue  the  .    '. 
retinue  of  the  governor.  Asiatic  manners  became 


FIG.  8. — Dragging  a  statue  of  Dhut-hotep.     After  Lepsius. 


copper,  later  also  of  gold,  finally  of  silver.  This  metal, 
'  white  gold,'  2  not  being  found  in  Africa,  had  originally 
highervalue  than  gold,  but  after  1600  B.C.  it  became  more 
frequent,  and  soon  was  the  common  standard  of  money. 
The  manners  and  customs  of  Ancient  Egypt,3  which 
the  Greeks  found  to  be  in  as  direct  opposition  as  possible 

__    -.  to  their  own,  were  less  different  from 

39.  Dress,  etc.  .,  r    .,          ..,    ,    0  ~, 

those    of    the    settled    Semites.      The 

Egyptians  prided  themselves  on  their  great  cleanliness 
(cp  Gen.  41i4).  They  shaved  their  faces  and  clipped 
their  hair  (the  priests  shaved  it  off),  wearing  artificial 
beards4  (at  least  at  religious  ceremonies)  and  wigs. 
Indeed,  the  chief  decoration  of  the  upper  classes 
consisted  of  wigs  of  enormous  size.  Garments  were 
made  not,  as  with  the  Semites,  of  wool,  but  mostly  of 
cleanly  white  linen. 

1  •)          2  This  is    what    the    hieroglyphic    expression 

_       means.     It  would  seem  that  'electron,' gold  with 

'          -       an  admixture  of  silver,  called  ivesein  (the  initial  is 

doubtful,  the  connection  with  do->;/xos  improbable) 

also  had  higher  value  than  gold. 

3  On  this  and  most  of  the  preceding  subjects  see  Erman, 
Egyptian  Life  (ET  1894).  The  admirable  pioneer  work  of 
Wilkinson,  Manners  and  Custotiis  ('36),  is,  in  its  text  at  least, 
completely  antiquated  ;  as  also  is  the  second  edition,  by  Kirch 
('78).  Very  concise,  and  (in  part)  very  readable,  is  Brugsch, 
Die  sEgyptologie  ('81)  ;  but  he  is  too  much  averse  from  Erman's 
critical  division  of  periods.  It  would  be  out  of  place 
here  to  attempt  to  trace  the  various  developments  of 
Egyptian  manners  during  3000  years  ;  the  biblical  period 
(1600  to  500  B.C.)  is  what  chiefly  concerns  us. 
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such  a  fashion  that  the 
educated  had  to  a  large  extent  Semitic  names  and  spoke 
a  mixture  of  Egyptian  and  Canaanitish.  A  strong  re 
action,  however,  seems  to  have  set  in  especially  after 
800  B.C. 

The  names  used  by  the  Ancient  Egyptians  12  were  less 
poetic  than  those  of  the  civilised  Semites.  Simple 
names,  such  as  'little'  (sery)  —  sometimes 
even.dwarf  (WOTi^]r^)_.fajrface>'.big 
headed'  (sisoy),  'cross-eyed'  (komen),  prevail,  especially 
in  the  earlier  period.  '  I  wished;'  '  I  saw,'  'he  cried,'  etc. 
refer  to  circumstances  of  birth,  etc.  '  Maternal  uncle'  (sen- 
mau[et],  '  mother's  brother  ')  is  not  uncommon  (see  KIN 
SHIP).  Some  names  are  intended  for  good  omens  or  to 
express  parental  pride  :  —  hou  nofer,  '  the  good  day  '  ; 
nefer-  (or  was-}hau,  'good  (or  prosperous)  circum- 


M 
40.  names. 


A 


c\    (originally     the 
£   common  sign  of 

c,  boyhood)-  6 

The  Asiatic  custom  of  painting  the  nails  red  with 
hennah  was  also  known. 

' 


12  The  material  is  collected  in  Lieblein,  Diet,  efe  noins  ('71 
and  '92).  The  fullest  discussion,  comparatively  speaking,  will  be 
found  in  Erman,  Egypt. 
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stances  ';  usertesen,  '  their  wealth'  (i.e.,  of  the  parents)  ; 
'mother's  ornament'  (bcs-n-mauet),  'the  land  in  joy' 
(ta-m-refout),  'gold  in  Heliopolis,'  'gold  on  the  way,' 
'  coming  in  peace'  (or  '  luck,'  y-m-hotep).  Names 

of  animals  of  all  sorts  are  used:  not  only  'lion,' 
'  monkey,'  'dog,'  'frog'  (krur),  '  tadpole'  (hefe/iu),  etc., 
but  also  names  of  unclean  animals  :  '  mouse  '  (pin)  and 
'  pig '  (riret)  are  favourite  girls'  names.  Comical 

names,  such  as  we  should  have  expected  a  superstitious 
nation  to  dread  as  ill-omened,  are  met  with.  Thus,  e.g. 
(Liebl.  1784),  an  unfortunate  infant  retained  for  life  the 
designation  'offal-swallower'  ('m-bwd').  The  Egyptians 
evidently  attached  less  importance  to  the  name  than 
was  usual  with  other  nations.  The  many  senseless 
syllables — mere  babblings,  such  as  Ay,  Ata,  Teye — 
which  can  be  explained  only  as  pet  names  (like  the 
English  Bob,  Tom,  and  Dick) — confirm  this. 

Names  with  a  religious  signification  were,  of  course, 
quite  frequent.  They  praise  a  god  (Ptah  is  beautiful, 
powerful,  etc.) — e.g. ,  Set-naht(e)  '  S.  (is?)  strong.' 
A  men-em-he' t,  '  Amon  in  the  first  place,'  extols  a 
local  god  over  the  others.  '  Beloved  by '  or  '  loving ' 
a  god  (mer  [vulgar,  mey-,  mi-~\  Amun,1  me(r)-en(e)- 
Ptah),  'Amon  is  satisfied'  (Amen-hotep),  etc.,  are 
common  ;  even  '  dog  of  Horus  '  occurs.  Sobk-em-saitf, 
'the  god  S.  (stands)  behind  him,'  and  the  like,  boast 
of  divine  protection.  The  '  sons '  and  '  daughters  '  of 
all  possible  gods  are  very  common  ;  but  of  '  brothers ' 
of  a  god  only  two  or  three  doubtful  examples  are  known. 
Amenv,  Setoy,  'of  Amon,  of  Set,1  ns(i)-Bi-n-dede, 
'belonging  to  Mendes,'  and  the  thankful  p-ed-Amun, 
whom  '  Amon  gave, '  belong  to  the  same  category.  '  Amon 
in  (his)  ship,  in  (his)  festival  (cp  Har-em-Jiebe,  of  Horus), 
and  in  (his)  rising,'  may  be  intended  as  comparisons. 
In  '  Isis  in  the  marshes'  and  'Horus  in  the  lake'  we 
have  examples  of  mythological  allusions — Ra-mes-su 
('Pa/xecrcr^s),  'the  sun  begot  him,'  Dhut(i)-mose,  'the 
god  Thout  born'  (i.e. ,  incarnate),  say  a  good  deal. 
Very  remarkable  is  the  late  usage  of  employing  the 
name  of  the  divinity  itself — e.g. ,  /sis,  Hor  (not  Osiris, 
which  would  be  too  ill-omened),  Har-pe-hrad  (H.  the 
child),  Har-si-esc  (H.  the  son  of  Isis),  Hons(u) — deities  of 
the  Osirian  circle  and  the  goddess  of  love  Hat-/wr, 
(paraphrased  in  'mistress  of  Byblos  ';  cp  §  14)  being,  in 
particular,  very  common.2 

The  more  complicated  names  were  introduced,  for 
the  most  part,  by  the  kings  (e.g. ,  Nefer-ke-re  ,  'fine 
is  the  double  of  the  Sun,'  etc.),  who,  from  dynasty 
5  onwards,  always  had  two  names ;  these  and  the 
various  regular  titles  and  surnames  were  imitated  or 
exaggerated  by  loyal  subjects.  Loyalty  is  frequently 
expressed  by  names  such  as  '  King  X.  is  satisfied,  well, 
powerful,'  which  were  regarded  as  specially  suitable  for 
holders  of  office.  Sometimes  these  names  are  as  long 
as  Babylonian  names.  Of  foreign  names,  Semitic 
formations  were  quite  popular  from  dynasty  18  onwards 
(see  §  39),  Libyan  names  even  before  dynasty  22  ;  later 
we  meet  with  Ethiopic  and  other  names. 

In  treating  the  history3  of  Egypt,  we  find  the 
greatest  difficulty4  in  the  chronology.  The  Egyptians 

1  Standing  alone,  or  at  the  end   of  a  compound  name,  the 
god's  name  was  probably  pronounced  Amon,  later  Amun  (Copt. 
AMOyN);  elsewhere  (cp  Heb.  construct  state),  Amen. 

2  In   the  earliest  examples,  however,  the  possessive  -  ending 
•y  may  be  supplied.     This  could  be  suppressed  in  writing,   as 

as  the  case  in  the  earliest  Hebrew  orthography. 

3  Maspero's   huge    History   of  the   Ancient   Orient    (three 


material  and  the  best  available  work  in  English.  An  English 
Meyer,  however,— i.e.,  a  readable  history— by  the  side  of  the 
English  Wiedemann  (Petrie),  is  still  a  desideratum. 

4  Another  great  difficulty  is  the  transcription  of  names.  The 
reader  must  hear  in  mind  that  Egyptian  was  written  (like  primi 
tive  Hebrew,  only  still  more  '  defectively ')  without  vowels.  It 
is  full  of  abbreviations ;  letters  (especially  liquid  consonants)  are 
often  suppressed ;  and  some  confusion  of '  and  «,  r  and  1,  etc.,  is 
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had  no  eras,  but  reckoned  by  the  years  of  their  kings. 

41  Sources    For    Practical  use    long   lists   of  kin8s 

of  Hi  torv      ^ac*  to  ^  kept-      '^e  on'y  l'st  preserved 

™*     (at  Turin)  is  very  fragmentary,  and  the 

extracts  from  Manetho  (Mave^uiv;  Maveflujs  in  Euseb. ), 

a  priest  of  Sebennytos,1  about  270  B.C. ,  the  only  Egyptian 

historian  in  the  Greek  language,  have  come  down  in  a 

greatly  corrupted  state.  '2    Besides,  even  in  their  original 

state,  both  sources  (especially  Manfitho)  seem  to  have 

been  far  from  the  attainment  of  absolute  correctness. 

For  convenience  sake,  we  retain  Manfitho's  reckoning  of 

thirty-one  dynasties  (down  to  the  Ptolemies),  although  his 

dynasties   are    not    always   correctly    divided,    and   his 


FIG.  9. — Part  of  Sety  I.'s  tablet  of  kings  at  Abydos.  The  king, 
preceded  by  his  son  Ramses  II.  wearing  the  princely  lock 
of  hair  over  his  ear,  advances,  censer  in  hand,  to  present 
offerings  to  Ptah-sokar-Osiris  on  behalf  of  76  famous 
ancestors. 

First  line  :  Mny,  Tty,  etc. 

Second  line  :  Merenre'-Meht-m-saf,  Neterkare',  etc. 

Third  line  :  Sety  I.  repeated. 

chronological  data  cannot  be  safely  used  without  a 
searching  criticism.  The  attempts  to  use  astrological 
dates — e.g. ,  the  fixed  or  Sothis  year  (see  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  19) — have  been,  so  far,  not  very  successful.3 

Champollion  placed  the  beginning  of  dynasty  i  in  5867  n.c., 
Roeckh  in  5702,  Mariette  in  5004  ;  Petrie  has  placed  it  in  4777  ; 
Lepsius  brought  it  down  to  3892  ;  and  some  have  tried  to  bring 
it  down  much  lower  than  3000  B.C. 

An  accurate  chronology  for  Egypt  is  possible, 
accordingly,  only  after  700  B.C.  (CHRONOLOGY,  §  20). 
Approximate  dates  can  be  given — thanks  to  the 
synchronism  afforded  by  the  'Amarna  tablets— back 
to  about  1600  (ib.,  §  22).  Thus  far,  there  is  no  hope 
that  the  gaps  in  the  Hyksos  period  and  the  preceding 

allowed.  The  Coptic  forms  are  our  greatest  help  towards  re 
covering  the  pronunciation  ;  but  they  frequently  differ  from  the 
ancient  language  as  much  as  might  be  expected  after  a  develop 
ment  of  3000  years.  Hence  the  greatest  confusion  reigns  in 
Egyptological  literature,  some  names  being  current  in  as  many 
as  a  dozen  forms.  Every  change  of  philological  theory  brings 
about  a  change  of  transliteration,  and  those  who  see  the 
trouble  which  this  causes  are  returning,  as  much  as  possible,  to 
the  Greek  transliterations,  where  there  are  such,  of  Herodotus, 
Manetho,  etc.  Where,  as  often,  there  are  none,  this  way  of 
escaping  the  difficulties  of  wild  guessing  at  the  pronunciation 
fails.  [How  a  different  theory,  which  has  the  same  object,  works 
out,  may  be  seen  from  Petrie's  History  already  referred  to.]  The 
present  writer  has  tried  to  be  as  conservative  of  customary  forms 
as  possible. 

1  Hardly  'high  priest  of  Heliopolis,'  as  later  sources  state. 
His  dynasties  are  arbitrary  groups  of  kings  disagreeing  with 
those,  e.g.,  of  the  Turin  papyrus. 

2  Extracted  by  Julius  Africanus,  Eus.,  and  Sync,  (also  partly 
in    Jos.).      Handy    editions    in   C.    Miiller    (Historici   Gra-ci 
Minores,  ii.)  and  Bunsen,  Egypt's  Place  in  Universal  History, 
i.     The   Turin  fragments  are   best   edited  by  Wilkinson  ['51]. 
Selections  of  kings' names  in  the  '  tablets'  of  Abydus  (2)(Seti  I.  ; 
see  above,  fig.  9),  Sakkarah  (private,  temp.   Ramses  II.)   and 
Karnak  (Thutmosis  III.).     Cp  De  Rouge,  Recherches  sur  Ics  6 
premiers  dynasties  ['66].     Also  Brugsch  and  Bouriant,  Le  livrt 
des  Rot's  ['87]  (Lepsius,  Kffnigsbuch  ['58],  antiquated). 

3  Lepsius,  Chronologic  der  Agyptcr  ('49),  etc.,  all  antiquated. 
Recent  attempts  by  Mahler,  ZA,  '897^,  are  followed  by  some, 
e.g.,  by  Petrie,  but  disputed  by  others  ;  cp  §§  50,  56. 

1232 


42.  Periods. 


3  They  were 

called         ?S*Q     \\      _ 
(pronounce  approximately  ebyati). 
Griffith  in  Kenihasan  3,  9  (Arch.  Survey,  v.). 
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dynasties  (13  and  14)  will  ever  be  filled  up  so  as  to 
allow  similar  certainty  for  the  earliest  times,  although, 
e.g.  ,  dynasty  12  is  fairly  well  known  now  [but  see 
col.  1237,  n.  3].  Modern  writers  have  therefore,  for  the 
most  part,  given  up  trying  to  form  complete  chrono 
logical  systems.  The  material  at  command  is  in 
sufficient.  At  present  the  efforts  of  scholars  are  directed 
to  finding  minimum  approximate  dates. 

Apart  from  the  division  into  thirty-one  dynasties 
(down  to  Alexander,  according  to  Mangtho),  Egyptian 
history  is  commonly  divided  into  three 
great  periods  :  i.  the  Ancient  Empire 
(Memphitic),  dynasties  1-6  ;  dynasties  7-10  may  already 
be  reckoned  to  ii.  the  Middle  Empire  :  dynasties  11-13 
(Theban  period)  ;  the  New  Empire,  from  dynasty  17-18 
to  the  end  (Theban,  Bubastide,  Sai'tic,  etc.  periods). 

The  earliest  history  (before  King  Menes  ;  see  below)  is 
filled  by  Egyptian  tradition  thus  :  first  with  the  successive 
reigns  on  earth  of  the  various  gods  (on  the  chronology 
the  Egyptians,  of  course,  disagreed  very  greatly),  and 
then  for  13,400  years  with  those  of  the  Semsu-Hor, 
'followers  of  (the  Sun-god)  Horus'  —  an  expression 
absolutely  equivalent  to  'ancestors'  (Mangtho  renders 
it  awkwardly  by  v^-i/ey  or  ?}/>wej).  Egyptologists  are 
agreed  that  most  probably  this  long  period  of  kings  too 
obscure  to  be  enumerated,  was  the  time  during  which 
Egypt  was  still  divided,  and  that  the  first  historic  king 
was  the  ruler  who  united  the  two  kingdoms  ;  but  see 
below  on  MENES,  §  44. 

The  Egyptian  traditions  are  unanimous  that  originally 
there  were  two  kingdoms.  The  first  was  that  of  '  the 

43.  Prehistoric.  Southem  Land''  *"*(')•  °™?'  with 
the  twin  cities  Nehbet  (Eileithyia,  now 
El-Kab)  and  Nehen  (Hieraconpolis,  opposite  Eileithyia) 
for  capital,  and  a  king  styled  s(nf)tni,  who  wore  the 
white  crown.1  It  had  as  emblem  a  kind  of  rush.2  The 
second  kingdom,  whose  rulers3  wore  the  red  crown,4 
and  resided  in  Buto  (anciently  Pe),  was  to-emJivt(i),  '  the 
Northern  Land,'  which  had  as  its  emblem  the  lotus(?)5 
plant.  B  Even  the  Roman  emperors  were  still  styled 
'  king  of  the  Upper  and  the  Lower  country,'7  and  were 
represented  as  such  with  the  two  crowns  combined.8  It 
is  unlikely,  however,  that  any  monument  yet  discovered 
goes  back  to  the  period  of  the  separate  kingdoms. 

Still   older   is   the   division  of  Egypt   into  forty  -two 
vofjioi  or  counties  (thirty-six  to  forty-seven   in   Roman    I 
times  after  many  changes),   twenty-one  of  Upper  and    j 
twenty-one  of  Lower  Egypt.      Each  nomos  had  its  own 
god  (and  totem?)  and  its  own  capital,  and  kept  its  dis 
tinct  frontiers,  its  coat  of  arms,  etc.  down  to  very  recent 
times.      We   may  see    in    these   counties,   accordingly, 
traces  of  prehistoric  kingdoms  or  tribes. 

The  beginnings  of  Egyptian  civilisation  reach  back 
to  this  remote  period.  On  the  other  hand,  some 
barbarous  survivals  from  it  may  be  found  in  the  later 
religion  (see  above,  §  13),  as  also,  among  other  things, 
in  the  decoration  of  the  king,  who  always  wore  a  leather 
appendage  fastened  to  his  short  skirt9  (the  whole  re 
minding  one  of  a  lion's  skin  with  tail).  The  recent 

attempts,  especially  those  of  Hommel,  to  prove  the  proto- 
Babylonian  ('Sumerian')  origin  of  the  whole  primeval 
culture  of  Egypt,  imply,  at  least,  great  exaggerations. 
Some  Semitic  (not  Sumerian)  elements  of  culture  seem 
to  be  noticeable  in  prehistoric  times,  and  one  or  another 
trace  of  indirect  Babylonian  influence  (through  the 
Semites)  might  be  admitted  ;  but  all  these  influences 
are  very  insignificant  in  comparison  with  the  elements 
of  native  origin.  Thus  the  general  conception  of 
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pictographic  writing  might  perhaps  be  borrowed  from 
the  Euphrates  valley  ;  but  not  a  single  sign  taken 
from  the  Babylonian  system  can  be  found.  Egyptian 
writing  bears  a  thoroughly  African  stamp,  no  less  than 
Egyptian  art,  manners,  etc. 

Recent   investigations  have  revealed  many  traces  of 
the  earliest  population — that  of  about  the  time  of  the  first 

44  First  historical  dynasty-1  The  Egyptians 
_.  '  , .  were  more  pastoral  then  than  later  ;  their 
ynas  les.  f00(j>  tnejr  burjai  customs,  and  so  forth 
were  still  barbarous.'2  Already,  however,  they  possessed 
the  art  of  writing  (greatly  differing  in  detail,  indeed,  from 
the  later  system),  and,  at  least  at  the  courts  of  the  kings, 
most  arts  were  practised  (though  not  as  highly  developed 
as  in  dyn.  3).  It  is  still  an  open  question  whether  the 
tomb  (not  the  burning-place)  of  the  first  historical  king 
Meny  (Menes  of  the  Greeks)  has  recently  been  discovered 
at  Nakadeh,3  near  the  old  city  of  ftubt  (or  Nebut,  the 
same  name  as  Ombos),  the  abode  of  the  god  Set  (cp 
§  15  ;  fig.  9  shows  a  tablet  found  at  the  same  place 
bearing  in  archaic  writing  the  word  mn).4  Tombs  of 


FIG.  io.— So-called  Tablet  of  Menes. 

An  ivory  plate  found  by  De  Morgan  at  Nakadeh  :  a,  from  a 
photograph ;  fr,  outlined  from  a  photograph  (/'  after  L. 
Borchardt,  Sitzungsberichte  der  Berliniscken  Akademie 
tier  Wissenschaften,  8810547:  ['97]).  It  figures  and  de 
scribes  the  funereal  outfit  of  the  deceased  king. 

eight  kings  (of  about  dyn.  i )  have  been  excavated  near 
Abydos  (at  Umm  el-Ga'ab)  and  the  names  of  several 
other  kings  found  there.5  We  see  now  why  Mangtho 
said  that  dynasty  i  proceeded  from  This  (Egyptian 
Tini,  modern  Girgeh?),  near  Abydos.  That  would 
explain  the  superiority  of  Upper  Egypt  over  the  northern 
country,  perhaps  also  the  spread  of  the  Osiris-worship 
of  Abydos  over  all  Egypt.  As  regards  the  unification 
of  Egypt  see  §  42,  although  it  may  be  that  the  later 

1  See  (with  reserve)  De  Morgan,  Recherches  sur  les  origines 
tie  F  I'-gypte  ('96  and  '97).   He  correctly  refers  Petrie's  excavations 
in  '  Nagada  and  Ballus  '  ('96)  here. 

2  For  example,  even  the  hyaena  was  fattened  and  eaten.     The 
cannibalism  that  some  have  alleged,  however,  seems  to  be  only 
the  second  burial  (i.e.,  reburial  after  cleaning  the  bones  of  flesh), 
a  practice  that  is  still  to  be  found,  e.g.,  in  New  Guinea,  and  is 
to  be  connected  with  the  first  attempts  at  embalming.     Cutting 
the  dead  in  pieces  in  imitation  of  the  fate  of  Osiris  (cp  §  14) 
was  also  customary  during  the  first  dynasties.     That  several 
early  kings  were   burned   with  their  whole  tomb,  although  the 
later   Egyptians  dreaded  nothing  more  than  incineration,  is  a 
theory  that  has  not  been  confirmed.      Most  of  the  cities  of  Egypt 
go  back  to  this  primeval  period;  within  it,  Heliopolis  (On)  was, 
evidently,  the  most  important  city  ;  at  least,  its  religious  author 
ity  reached  far. 

:)  De  Morgan,  Recherches,  ii.  ('97),  and  SB  A  W,  '97,  p.  1054. 

4  The  word  inn  seems  (so  Wiedemann)  to  designate  the  tomb, 
not  the  king. 

5  Amelineau,  Fouilles  cT Abydos  ('96^);  more  exhaustively, 
'99.    Quibell's  finds  at  Hieraconpolis,  1900,  Petrie,  Royal  Toinl<s. 
An  accurate  arrangement  and   chronological  determination    of 
the  earliest  names  of  kings  is  not  yet  possible  ;  neither  can  their 
names  be  transliterated  with  certainty. 
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Egyptian  scholars,  in  beginning  history  with  Menes,  I 
acted  arbitrarily  or  on  unknown  grounds,  omitting  those 
of  Menes'  predecessors  whom  they  were  unable  to 
classify.  It  is  not  impossible  that  some  of  the  ancient 
kings  of  This  precede  him.  On  the  tradition  that 
Menes  built  Memphis,  and  on  the  great  sphinx  near  that 
city,  cp  MEMPHIS. 

Of  dynasty  2  (six  to  nine  kings)  we  knew  before 
only  that  the  temple  and  worship  of  the  kings  Sendy 
(Sethenes  in  Manetho)  and  Per-eb-sen  are  mentioned 
perhaps  a  century  later. 

From  dynasty  3  (nine  kings)  we  have  on  monuments  (hardly 
contemporary)  the  cult  of  Neb-ka  or  Ncbkau-re .  King  /.oser 
built  the  remarkable  stepped  {i.e.,  unfinished)  pyramid  at 
Sakkfirah.  (The  pyramid  as  a  form  of  royal  tomb  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  known  in  dynasties  i  and  2.)  His  name  has  been 
found  engraved  upon  the  mountains  of  the  Sinaitic  peninsula. 
We  may  conclude  that  the  copper-mines  of  the  Sinaitic  desert, 
from  which  the  Egyptians  drew  almost  all  the  copper  so  neces 
sary  for  tools  in  the  copper  age,  were  already  in  the  hands  even 
of  more  ancient  pharaohs.  Later,  various  stories  were  carried 
back  to  the  kings  of  the  first  three  dynasties  ;  sacred  books  were 
reported  to  have  been  written  by  them,  or  found  by,  or  under, 
them  ;  but  all  these  traditions  seem  to  be  apocryphal. 

The  lists  of  kings  drawn  up  in  the  fourteenth  century 
B.C.,  upon  which  we  have  to  rely  for  many  names,  are 
mere  selections  (not  trustworthy  even  for  the  succession 
of  the  names).  The  whole  period  of  dynasties  i  to  3, 
therefore,  probably  included  at  least  600  years  (779, 
Manetho),  possibly  double  that  time.  Thus  Menes 
might  be  placed  near  4000  B.C. 

Dynasty  4  lies  in  the  full  light  of  history  (soon  after 

3000  B.C.?).      King  Snefru(i),  who  founded   it,  seems 

,.    _.          to  have   been    a   great    ruler.       Later 

45.  ten  BJH.   stories  report  that  he  had  to   fight 

with  Asiatic  tribes  attacking  Egypt  near  Memphis, 
where  already  earlier  pharaohs  had  to  build  a  large 
fortification,  'the  king's  wall,'  against  raids  through 
Goshen.  Some  places  founded  there  by  Snefru(i) 
confirm  the  essentially  historical  character  of  these 
reports.  At  Wady  Magharah  in  the  Sinaitic  peninsula, 
he  opened  a  new  mine  for  copper  and  greenstone 
(malachite,  which  the  Egyptians  held  in  strange  esteem). 
His  tomb  is  the  irregular  pyramid  of  Meidum. 

The  next  kings,  the  Cheops,  Chephren,  and  Mycerinus 
of  Herodotus  (Hufu(i),  Ha'f-rc',  and  Men-ka(u)-re'  of 
the  monuments),  are  the  builders  of  the  three  largest 
pyramids  at  Gizeh,  stupendous  works  which  were  never 
surpassed  (see  MRMPHIS).  Evidently  the  strength  of 
Egypt  was  overtaxed  by  these  gigantic  constructions, 
for  the  pyramids  of  all  subsequent  kings  (Rd-ded-f, 
£epses-ka-f,1  etc.)  show  a  considerable  falling-off. 

Dynasty  5  is  called  Elephautinic  by  Mangtho.  This 
would  indicate  that  the  warlike  Nubians,  already  em 
ployed  as  mercenaries  in  that  early 


46.  5th  Dyn. 


time,   acquired   sufficient    influence    to 


establish  their  leaders  as  kings.2  This  dynasty  (nine  to 
eleven  kings,  reigning  about  150  years)  marks  the  zenith 
of  Egyptian  art  (see  above,  §  36).  The  last  king,  Unas 
( \Venvs  ;  Onnos,  ManStho),  built  the  earliest  of  the  five 
pyramids  at  Sakkarah  which  have  preserved  in  the  in-^ 
scriptions  on  the  walls  of  their  burial  chambers  so  valu 
able  a  collection  of  religious  and  magical  texts  (see 
above,  §  20),  texts  dating  in  part  from  prehistoric  times, 
and  already  in  dynasty  5  not  all  perfectly  intelligible.3 

Unas  has  left,  in  the  so-called  Mastabat-el-Far'aun  (Pharaoh's 
bench),  near  Sakkfirah,  the  basis  of  one  of  those  strange  colossal 


1  The  romantic  queen  NitOcris  of  Herodotus  is  legendary. 
She  is  a  disfigured  princess  of  dynasty  26. 

~  The  hypothesis  that  Egypt  was  ever  conquered  by  Nubians 
or  Trog(l)odytes  as  a  nation  cannot  be  upheld.  The  soldiery  of 
Egypt,  however,  was  derived  mostly  from  the  southernmost 
counties,  where  the  people,  from  the  mountain  range  of  Silsileh, 
were  of  some  what  mixed  character  (exactly  as  now),  and  therefore 
more  warlike. 

3  Maspero,  Les  Inscriptions  ties  pyramided  de  Saqqaralt, 
1894  (reprinted  from  Recueil,  3  to  14),  gives  these  texts  along 
with  meritorious  attempts  at  full  translations.  The  grammar 
of  the  pyramid-texts  remains  to  be  written.  Their  archaic  style 
has  preserved  many  inflections  lost  in  later  Egyptian. 
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monuments  of  half -pyramidal  character1  which  were  erected 
by  many  of  the  kings  of  that  time.  Their  purpose  is  obscure; 
we  only  know  that  they  were,  like  the  obelisks,  for  the  cult  of 
the  Sun-god. 

Dynasty  6  (five  kings,  about  140  years,  beginning 
with  Tety  or  Atoty)  had  powerful  rulers,  especially  Pepy 

47  6th  Dvn     (read    Apopy?>    !"  a    great    builtler' 
*   '    the  founder  of  Memphis  proper.      He 

waged  war,  not  only  with  the  '  sand-dwelling '  nomads 
of  the  Sinaitic  desert,  but  also  in  Palestine,  which  he 
seems  to  have  been  the  first  (?)  to  claim  as  tributary  terri 
tory. a  The  kingdom,  however,  was  more  and  more 
decentralised,  and  at  the  end  of  dynasty  6  went  to  pieces. 
It  must  be  mentioned  that  under  Pepy  (Apopy)  II.  Nefer- 
ka-re  (reigning,  according  to  the  best  traditions,  ninety- 
four  years,  perhaps  the  longest  reign  in  the  world's 
history)  we  find  records  of  a  great  commercial  expedition, 
a  nomarch  of  Elephantine  being  sent  by  the  king  to  the 
Sudan  near  Khartum  to  obtain  one  of  the  dwarfs  from 
the  woods  of  Central  Africa  '  for  the  sacred  dances. '  * 

Most  kings  of  dynasties  3-6  (Manetho  calls  dynasty 
2  as  well  as  dynasty  i  Thinitic,  dynasties  3,  4,  and  6 
Memphitic)  had  their  residences  near  Memphis,  though 
not  at  the  same  place  ;  many  kings  built  '  their  city ' 
afresh,  a  work  rendered  easy  by  the  light  material 
employed. 

The  practice  was  for  each  king  to  build  his  pyramid  west  of 
his  own  city,  in  the  desert ;  it  is  this  alone,  in  fact,  that  enables 
us  to  guess  the  site  of  the  city.  Gradually  Memphis  proper 
became  the  permanent  capital. 

Dynasties  7  to  1 1  form  an  obscure  period  (only  about 
twenty-five  kings  known,  many  more  lost),  full  of  the 

_  struggles  of  the  Nomarchs,  the  princes 

48.  .Uyns.  7-11.  of  the  small  counties 

Dynasties  7  and  8  are  called  Memphitic,  9  and  10  came  from 
Heracleopolis  in  Middle  Egypt  (see  HANKS).  These  Heracleo- 
politans  had  unceasing  wars  with  rival  kings  in  Thebes,  whom 
they  seem  never  to  have  completely  subdued.  Manetho  mentions 
only  one  great  king  among  the  Heracleopolitan  kings,  Achlhoes 
(Egyptian,  Hty ;  pronounce  Ehtoy),  whom  he  describes  as  cruel — 
i.e.,  a  powerful  warrior. 

Finally,  the  Theban  rulers  from  whom  the  eleventh 
dynasty  descended  gained  the  superiority. 

Almost  all  these  kings,  whose  number  is  doubtful  (Petrie  nine, 
others  five  or  six)  had  the  name  Antef  or  that  of  Mentuhotep. 
Of  the  last  king^  of  this  dynasty,  S'anh-ka-re '.  we  know  that  he 
sent  an  expedition  through  the  desert  east  of  Koptos  to  build  a 
ship  on  the  Red  Sea  and  to  sail  to  Punt  for  incense.  Such  ex 
peditions  to  Punt  (the  Abyssinian  and  Somali  coast  of  our  days) 
occur  under  several  kings  of  the  next  (twelfth)  dynasty :  the 
earliest  mentioned  is  one  under  Assa  (Yssy)  of  dynasty  5. 

The  new  line,  of  seven  kings,  was  founded  by  A  men- 
em-he' t  I. ,  who  subdued  the  rebel  nomarchs  after  hard 

./•.i-uT-v         fighting.     One  of  the  classic  books,  'the 
49    12til  L)VH.    •  •  f    .  *    *   *    /  - 

J  instructions  of  Amenemhet  (i.e.,  in 
structions  how  to  rule),4  professes  to  have  been  written 
by  him  when,  tired  of  reigning,  he  abdicated  after 
escaping  a  conspiracy  against  his  life.  His  son  Usertesen 
(Wesertesen)  /.  erected  the  temple  of  which  the  obelisk 
of  Heliopolis  is  the  only  trace.  He  was  buried  in 
the  pyramid  of  Lisht.  Usertesen  II. ,  who  succeeded 
Amenemhe't  II.,  built  the  pyramid  of  Illahun.  His 
workers  inhabited  the  city  on  the  spot  now  called  Kahun, 
where  Petrie  found  valuable  antiquities.8 

Usertesen  II.  seems  to  have  begun  to  favour  the  part  of 
Egypt  now  called  Fa(i)yum — i.e. ,  '  the  lake,'  in  antiquity 
r  rwn        to-sei,  '  the  lake-country  ' — the  Arsinoite 
l>   nome  of  the  Ptolemies'.     This  is  a  de 
pression  in  the  Libyan  desert  into  which  the  branch  of 
the  Nile  now  called  Bahr-Yusuf  flows,  forming  a  lake, 
now  called  Birket-Karun,  and  irrigating  one  of  the  most 
fruitful  parts  of  Egypt  (properly  an  oasis  ;  see  above, 

1  t\     A  similar  monument  from  dynasty  5  has  been  found 
I       ^  near  Riga. 

2  See  the  so-called  inscription  of  Una,  RPC&'i  i-io.     For  the 
reference  to  Palestine,  see  WMM,  As.  n.  Kur.  33.     Petrie  found 
in  Deshfisheh  pictures  from  a  similar  war,  which  seem  to  belong 
to  the  same  time  (OLZ  1  248). 

3  Tomb  at  Aswan  ;  inscription  first  published  by  Schiaparelli. 

4  Best  translation,  Griffith,  ZA,  '97,  p.  35  ;  World's  Best  Lit. 
5323. 

8  The  collection  of  the  '  Petrie  or  Kahun  papyri '  (ed.  Griffith, 
'97),  to  which  we  have  so  often  to  refer. 
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§  4).  The  Nile  had  been  flowing  into  this  depression 
even  in  prehistoric  times  ; 1  but  some  improvements  must 
have  been  made  in  irrigation  by  the  kings  of  dynasty  12, 
especially  by  Amenemhet  III. ,  who  succeeded  Usertesen 
III.  At  least  he  is  the  king  Moeris  to  whom  Herodotus 
erroneously  ascribed  even  the  digging  (!)  of  'Lake 
Moeris'  (thirty-five  miles  long  even  now,  much  more  in 
antiquity);  his  'two  pyramids'  (i.e.,  large  bases),  with 
colossal  statues  of  'king  Moeris,1  were  discovered  by 
Petrie  near  Biahmu.2  The  pyramid  of  Amenemhe't  III. 
stands  at  Hawara,  where  only  insignificant  remains 
betray  the  site  of  the  labyrinth  built  by  the  same  king. 
The  classical  writers  describe  it  as  a  gigantic  structure 
equal  to  the  pyramids  of  Gizeh.  Amenemhe't  JV.  and 
a  queen  Sebk-nofru  (or  -rtef/vzv)  close  this  dynasty  (194 
years,  beginning  about  2100  B.C.?),3  which  the  Egyp 
tians,  not  without  justice,  considered  as  the  greatest  of  all. 
The  land  was  flourishing,  art  well  developed,  and 
literature  in  its  golden  age, — at  least  according  to 
Egyptian  taste.  Most  of  the  works  used  as  classics  in 
the  schools  were  written  while  this  dynasty  reigned  (see 
above,  §  21).  Many  temples  and  public  construc 
tions  were  erected.  Conquests  were  made  in  Nubia  (not 
in  Syria  ; 4  only  the  old  copper  mines  near  Sinai  were 
used).  All  kings  were  active  in  subduing  Wawat  (N.  of 
Nubia)  and  Kosh  (Cush  of  the  Bible,  in  the  S. )  for  the 
sake  of  the  gold  mines  of  that  country  ;  Usertesen  III. 
finally  fixed  his  frontier  south  of  the  second  cataract 
and  fortified  it  by  two  large  fortresses  (now  called 
Semneh  and  Kummeh)  on  the  two  banks  of  the  Nile. 

For  the  student  of  the  OT  the  most  interesting  monument  of 
this  period  is  the  famous  wall-painting  of  Beni  Hasan  (part  of 
it  given  in  colours  in  Riehm,  HlVBV'i)  which  was  formerly  ex- 

Slained  as  representing  the  immigration  of  Abraham  or  Jacob  (cp 
OSEPH  ii. ,  §  8).  The  inscriptions  that  accompany  the  painting 
inform  us,  however,  that  a  caravan  of  '  37  Asiatics  from  the 
desert-country'  came,  not  as  immigrants,  but  as  traders9  with 
metallic  eye-paint  (inesdcniet ;  cp  §  39),  evidently  from  the 
copper  mines  near  Sinai.  The  chief,  Ab-sa(y)  (i.e.,  ABISHAI?), 
presents  two  ibexes  to  his  customer,  the  nomarch.  In  Middle 
Egypt  such  direct  commercial  relations  seem  to  have  been  less 
frequent  than  in  the  north.  The  illustration  of  the  costumes 
of  the  age  of  Hebrew  immigration  is  most  valuable  (observe  the 
weapons,  the  war-axe,  the  boomerang — an  elaborate  one,  as  the 
sign  of  the  chief — the  travelling  shoes,  the  lyre,  etc.). 

Dynasties  13  and  14  again  show  the  consequences  of 
decentralisation — anarchy,  wars  of  nomarchs  competing 
51  13th  a  d  ^or  l^e  crovvn>  some  kings  ruling  only  a 


14th  Dyns. 


few  months,  altogether  at  least  140  princes, 


many  evidently  contemporaneous.  The 
names  of  many  kings,  which  imitate  the  names  of  dynasty 
12,  or  at  least  point  to  the  Faiyum  and  its  god  Sobk 
(such  names  as  Sebk-sauf,  Sebk-hotep],  show  that  they 
claimed  descent  from  dynasty  12.  Dynasty  14  is  said 
to  have  come  from  Xois,  in  the  W.  Delta,  and  perhaps 
shows  us  Libyan  elements  penetrating  into  Egypt. 

At  the  height  of  this  confusion  (about   1800  B.C.?) 
came  the  foreign  invasion  of  the  so-called  Hyksos  (or 

Hykussos?),  who  overran   Egypt  easily. 


62.  Hyksos. 


Much    has    been    conjectured  as    to    the 


origin  of  these  mysterious  strangers ;  but  nothing  certain 

1  Maspero,  Dawn  of  Civ.  447. 

2  Petrie  (Illahfin)  thinks,  with  Major  Brown,  that  the  special 
merit  of  these  kings  consisted,  not  in  digging  basins,  but  in 
dyking  off  ground  from  the  lake.     The  inscriptions  furnish  no 
evidence  one  way  or  the  other.     At  present,  the  surface  of  the 
lake  is  considerably  below  the   level  of  the   sea.     Some  urge 
that  this  is  due  to  the  hollowing  out  of  the  bed,  and  that,  in 
antiquity,  it  may  have  been  high  enough  to  allow  use  of  the 
lake  as  a  reservoir  for  the  irrigation  of  the  country  with  the 
help  of  sluices,  as  described  by  classical  writers  (Strabo,  etc.). 
This  view,  however,  is  now  more  and  more  abandoned. 

3  Recently   discovered   papyri   seem  to  furnish  (by  a  dated 
rising  of  Sirius)  an  exact  astronomical  date  for  Usertesen  III. 
According  to  this  the  beginning  of  his  reign  fell  between  1876 
and  1873  B.C.     This  would  assign  to  the  i2th  dynasty  the  period 
1996-93  to  1786-83. 

*  It  is  very  questionable  whether  the  story  of  the  Egyptian 
nobleman  Se-nuhyt  (spelt  also  Sanehat,  etc.)  who,  under  User 
tesen  I.,  fled  to  Palestine,  and  as  adventurer  became  a  prince 
there,  contains  any  considerable  historical  element.  It  is  trans 
lated  in  KPV)  2  ii. 

S  See  WMM,  As.  u.  Eur.  36. 
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can  be  stated.  It  seems  that  they  were  not  Semites  (the 
etymology  Hyk[u]-sos,  '  shepherd -kings,'  is  probably 
not  from  Mangtho  himself),  but  Mitannians,  Hittites,  or 
similar  intruders  from  Eastern  Asia  Minor,  who  con 
quered  Syria  and  then  Egypt.1  The  Hyksos  kings 
Heydn,  etc.  (seven  mutilated  names  in  Manetho)  ruled 
over  all  Egypt  and  northwards  as  far  as  N.  Meso 
potamia.  Later,  they  permitted  Upper  Egypt  to  have 
its  own  viceroys  of  Egyptian  blood.  These  viceroys 
of  Thebes  (dynasty  17,  three  to  five  kings)  finally  threw 
off  the  yoke  of  the  Hyksos  Apopy  II.  The  kings  Skenen- 
re  (III.?)  and  Ka-mes  (or  -mose)  died  (the  former,  it 
would  seem,  in  battle)  during  the  long  war  ;  finally 
Amosis  I.  ('Ah-  or  Y'ah-mose)  took  the  last  stronghold 
of  the  foreigners,  their  large  fortress '  Avapis  ( Ha[t~\wa  ret], 
on  the  eastern  frontier  S.  of  Pelusium,  somewhat  after 
1600  B.C.  (Mahler- Petrie,  1583). 

The  duration  of  the  Hyksos  period  is  very  uncertain  ; 
it  seems  necessary  to  abandon  Manfitho's  corrupted 
traditions  (500  to  800  years  in  three  dynasties)  and  to 
estimate  it  at  about  200  years (?).2  The  foreigners  are  said 
to  have  worshipped  their  own  (?)  war-god  ;  3  in  all  other 
respects  they  were  soon  Egyptianised.  The  immigra 
tion  of  Israel  has  been  assumed  by  patristic  writers 
and  many  modern  scholars  (partly  on  very  feeble  grounds) 
to  have  occurred  during  their  rule  (under  an"A7rw</>ts). 

Amosis  I.  (see  above),  the  founder  of  dynasty  18, 
begins  the  New  Empire,  a  period  in  which  Egypt  shows 

53  18th  Dvn  ^er  Power  as  a  conquering  nation. 
^  '  The  warlike  spirit  had  been  aroused 
by  the  long  war  of  independence  ;  an  army  had  been 
created  ;  and  the  country  was  thoroughly  centralised  (the 
hereditary  monarchs  having  given  place  to  royal  officers). 
All  energy  turned  outwards,  especially  towards  Asia. 
Amosis  pursued  the  Hyksos,  and  conquered  Palestine 
and  Phoenicia.  Amenophis  I.  (Amenhotep,  circa  1570 
B.C.  ;  Mahler -Petrie,  1562)  occupied  Nubia  again,  at 
least  to  the  third  cataract.  This  king  and  his  mother 
Nofret-ari  (or  -ere]  became,  later,  divine  protectors  of  a 
part  of  the  necropolis  of  Thebes,  and  are,  therefore, 
frequently  painted  black  as  divinities  of  the  nether 
world.  Thutmosis  I.  (Dhut[i]-mose;  the  transliteration 
Thothmes  found  in  many  books  is  not  correct),  circa 
1560  B.C.,  completed  the  conquest  of  Nubia  and  pene 
trated  into  Syria  as  far  as  to  the  Euphrates.  We  may, 
however,  doubt  whether  he  gained  lasting  results  in  the 
North.  Even  during  his  lifetime,  the  princess  ffa't- 
sepsut  (or  sepsewet,  but  not  Hatasu,  as  was  formerly 
read)  or  Makare  came  into  power,  and,  after  his 
death,  she  reigned,  recognising  her  co- regents  Thut 
mosis  II.  and  III.4  at  best  as  puppets. 

After  her  death  Thutmosis  III.,  in  fierce  hatred,  tried  to  blot 
out  her  memory.  Many  monuments  show  her  as  a  male 
king  (with  beard,  etc.),  a  fact  which  has  been  explained  perhaps 
too  seriously.  Formerly  Egyptologists  concluded  that  she  had 
an  unusually  strong  and  active  mind  ;  she  may  have  been  only 
an  instrument  in  the  hands  of  a  court-party.  She  built  the 
magnificent  temple  of  Amon  at  ed-Der  el-Bahrl,  commemorating 
in  it,  as  one  of  the  greatest  events,  the  sending  of  several  ships 
to  the  '  divine  country,'  the  frankincense  coast  of  Punt  (cp  §  48). 

1  The  only  inscription  referring  to   their  nationality  (Stabl- 
'Antar,  Rec.  trav.  6)  states  that  they  brought  with  them  many 
'ante — i.e.,     Syrians    or    Palestinians — but    were     themselves 
'foreigners' — i.e.,  of  a  different  race.      All   alleged  sculptures 
with    Hyksos   portraits   really   belong   to   earlier   periods :    no 
Hyksos   type  has  yet  been  found.      The   Kassite   invasion  of 
Babylonia  hardly  reached  so  far  west.     See  on  these  questions, 
WMM,  Mitt.  I'orderas.  Ges.  '98,  p.  107^ 

2  If  we  adopt  the  recently  proposed  date  for  the  i2th  dynasty 
(§  50  n.)  we  can  assign  the  Hyksos  only  about  100  years,  or 
even  less,  beginning  about  1680  H.C. 

3  We  have,  however,  no  evidence  that  they  tried  to  force  this 
cult  as  a  monotheism  upon  the  Egyptians.     The  later  tradition, 
that  their  god  had  the  Hittite  name  Sutek,  seems  erroneous :  he 
was  nothing  but  the  Egyptian  form  of  Set  worshipped  in  Auaris. 

•*  The  succession  and  relationship  of  these  three  regents  have 
recently  been  much  disputed.  According  to  some,  they  were 
all  children  of  Thutmosis  I.,  and  Ha't-sepsut,  the  legal  heiress 
to  the  crown,  was  married  to  Thutmosis  III.  More  probably 
she  was  the  wife  of  Thutmosis  II.  and  the  aunt  of  his  son  (by 
a  concubine),  Thutmosis  III. 
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Thutmosis  III.  (who  reigned  alone  from  about  1515 

B.C.  [Mahler,  1480],  his  official  23rd  year)  was,  of  the 

84    Th   th     Pharaohs,  the  greatest  warrior.      He  de- 

'  .    Jiy       fcated    an    alliance    of    the    Syrians    at 

rnosis  ill.      Megiddo  and  made  Syria  ^  far  ^  the 

Euphrates  tri 
butary,  taking 
Carchem  ish, 
and  ravaging 
even  north 
western  Meso 
potamia  (Mil 
an  n  i  ;  see 
ASSYRIA,  §  28, 
and  MESOPO 
TAMIA).  Hisre- 
ports  of  fourteen 
campaigns,1 
and  his  lists  of 
subjugated 
Palestinian 
cities,2  of  em 
bassies  from 
Asiur,  Sangar 
(middle  of  N. 
Mesopotamia), 
Cyprus,  etc. , 
are  valuable 
sources  of  in 
formation  on 

FIG.  ii. — Amenhotep  IV.    Supposed  head  of  ancient     West- 
the  'mask'  that  covered  the  mummy (?).  .    •  ~,, 

(After  Petrie.)  ern  Asia.        1  he 

enormous  spoils 

and  the  tribute  he  commanded  enabled  him  to  be  an 

active  builder,  especially  in  Karnak. 

Amenofihis  II.  (about  1485;  Petrie,  1449)  maintained  his 
Syrian  dominion,  which  n-ached  to  the  city  of  Ni  (on  the 
Kuphrates  or  Orontes?),  subduing  revolts;  so  did  Thutmosis 
Jlr.,  who  also  fought  in  Nubia.  The  latter,  in  consequence  of 


FIG.  12. — Amenhotep  IV.  (and  his  wife)  worshipping  the  solar 
disk  ;  the  rays  proceeding  from  which  end  in  hands.  (After 
Krman-Lepsius.) 

a  dream,  dug  out  from  the  sand  which  covered  it  the  great 
sphinx  near  the  pyramids  —  a  pious  act  which  was,  of  course, 


1  Translation*   tf/>(l)2i7    (doubtful);    Griffith    in    Pctrie's 
History. 

2  See  KP»)  .125,  but   with   caution.     The    editors   are   not 
Egyptologists.     Maspcro  treated  parts  in    Trans.  I'ict.  lust. 
and  /.A,  1881,  p.  119.     The  present  writer  hopes  to  publish  a 
detailed  study. 
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Amenophis  (Amen-hotep]  III.  (1450?)  is  remark 
able  for  the  love  shown  by  him  everywhere  to  his 
fair  wife  Teye,  a  (Libyan?)  woman  not  of  royal  blood. 
The  great  find  of  Tell  el-'Amarna,  an  archive  of 
_  Amarna  cune'^orm  taDlets  *  containing  despatches 
Tablets  fr°m  Princes  of  N'  syria'  Assyria,  Baby 
lonia,  Cyprus  (Alasia),  and  from  Amen 
hotep'  s  vassal-kings  in  Jerusalem,  Megiddo,  etc.,  gives 
us  a  wonderful  insight  into  his  diplomatic  relations,  and 
into  his  marriages  —  e.g.  ,  with  two  princesses  of  Mitanrii 
(Osroene,  capital  probably  Harran)  —  but  also  shows  a 
growing  neglect  of  his  Syrian  provinces,  which  fell  to 
pieces  under  his  successor.  Amenophis  III.  built  a 
large  temple,  before  which  were  erected  the  famous 
colossal  statues  one  of  which  became  the  '  singing 
image  of  Memnon  '  of  the  Greeks. 

As  we  may  conclude  even  from  his  portraits  (figs.  10 

and  n),  Amenophis  IV.   (i4is2  B.C.)  was  no  ordin- 

56    Amen     arjr   man-       Being   dissatisfied    with    the 

hot      jy  "    confused  religion   of  Egypt,   he  had  the 

"       '     amazing  boldness  to  introduce  the  wor- 
ctrca  141  c.      ,  .  ,.  . 

'     ship  of  the  sun-disk  as  the  only  god,3 

persecuting  especially  the  worship  of  Amon,  whose 
name  he  tried  to  have  erased  from  all  monuments 
where  it  occurred.  He  changed  his  own  name,  in 
consequence,  into  Ahu-n-aten  (or  Yeh(u)-n-aten), 
'splendour  (or  spirit)  of  the  sun  -disk.'  This  great 
religious  reform  was  accompanied  by  a  revolt  against 
the  traditional  conventionalism  in  art,  which  was 
supplanted  by  a  bold  and  ugly  realism.  The  change 
in  religious  literature  is  not  less  remarkable.  The 
hymns  now  composed  in  praise  of  the  Sun-god  are  the 
best  productions  of  Egyptian  religious  literature. 
Amenophis  even  gave  up  his  palaces  at  Amon's  city  of 
Thebes,  and  built  a  new  capital  (at  the  modern  el- 
'Amarna  in  Middle  Egypt),  called  'horizon  of  the 
sun-disk.'  All  these  changes  met  with  much  resistance, 
and  hardly  had  he  died  (about  1397)  when  all  the  results 
of  his  life-work  were  lost.  His  successor,  Ay,  had  to 
return  to  the  old  traditions  ;  the  temples  of  the  sun-disk 
and  the  monuments  of  the  heretical  king  were  razed 
to  the  foundations,  and  Egyptian  religion  became  more 
than  ever  mummified. 

Amenhotep  IV.  's  son-in-law  Sinenli-  (others  read  S'a-)  kn-re  ', 
the  former  priest  ('divine  father,'  a  low  rank)  Ay,  and  Tuet- 
'anh-iimun  did  not  reign  long  in  this  turbulent  time  ;  f  far-cut- 
lu'bi  (1380  B.C.?),  formerly  general  and  governor,  established 
peace  and  a  firm  government.  To  the  delight  of  the  priests, 
he  completed  the  religious  reaction. 

With  Ramses  (Ra'messu)  I.  we  begin  dynasty  19 
(about  1355  ;  Petrie,  1327).  Sethos  I.  (often  called 

>Setil  £gyPtian  Set°y'  X35°  B-C-).  like 
his  father,  did  not  reign  very  long  ;  but 
he  was  active  as  a  builder  (Abydos,  Thebes)  and 
in  foreign  politics.  He  drove  nomadic  tribes  (re 
minding  one  of  the  Midianites  and  Amalekites  of 
the  OT)  away  from  S.  Palestine,  and  tried  to 
regain  Middle  Syria.  The  Hittites  (Heta  of  the 

1  Best  and  most  complete  translations  in  KB  5  by  Wi.  ('96). 
Knudtzon  has  published  the  results  of  a  fresh  collation  of  the 
tablets  in  licitr.  zu  Ass.  4101-154  I  991-  The  language  of  these 
letters  is  Babylonian  (the  pharaoh's  own  foreign  despatches  were 
written  in  this  language  of  diplomacy),  mixed  with  Canaanitish 
words  or  phrases;  often  in  a  very  faulty  style.  Some  specimens 
of  the  non-Semitic  languages  of  Mitanni  and  Cyprus  occur. 

a  This  approximate  date,  serving  as  a  basis  for  our  chronology 
of  dynasties  18  and  19,  is  inferred  from  the  Babylonian  synchron 
ism  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  g  22).  BurnaburiaS  II.  and  Amenhotep 
IV.  seem  to  have  come  to  the  throne  about  the  same  time. 
Assyriolonists  must  obtain  a  better  agreement  on  Burnahurias 
II.  and  Iris  predecessor  KadaSman-Bel.  From  an  exclusively 
Kgyptological  standpoint,  the  present  writer  would  determine 
about  1380  (Petrie,  1383)  as  the  minimum  date.  1415  may  be  a 
trifle  too  high,  but  not  much.  Wi.'s  date  for  Burnaburias  (14^6 
B.C.)  seems  decidedly  too  high  ;  likewise  Host's  date  (Mitt. 
I'orderas.  Ges.  2228),  1438. 

3  This  must  not  be  ascribed  to  Asiatic  influences.  Although 
the  Syrians  were  advanced  enough  to  recognise  the  forces  of 
nature  in  their  gods  more  clearly  than  the  Egyptians,  the 
monotheistic  idea  was  entirely  a  new  creation. 
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Egyptians,  Hatte  of  the  Assyrians)  from  E.  Asia 
Minor  (Cappadocia)  had  conquered  N.  Syria, — 
beginning  in  the  reign  of  Amenophis  IV.  when 
"Egypt  was  too  weak  to  resist  them.  Their  influence 
reached  even  to  Palestine,  and  Sethos  became  en 
tangled  with  them  in  a  war,  waged  in  the  Lebanon 
_  ._  region  south  of  Kadesh.  This  war 

was  taken  up  more  energetically  by 
T34  73-  Ytis  son  Ram(e]ses  II.  (Sesostris,  circa 
1340-12736.0.;  see  figs.  6,  12,  and  4).  He  reconquered 
Phoenicia  as  far  as  Beirut  in  his 
second  year,  and  in  his  fifth  at 
tacked  the  most  important  city 
of  central  Syria — Kadesh  'in  the 
Amorite  country  '  (i.e. ,  near  the 
N.  end  of  the  Lebanon ,  on  the  Or- 
ontes).  His  victory  there  over 
the  Hittite  force  of  war-chariots 
became  (greatly  exaggerated) 
the  subject  of  many  pictures 
and  inscriptions  (on  the  epic, 
see  above,  §  25),  because  the 
king  was  (against  his  will)  per 
sonally  engaged  in  the  fight. 
The  war  went  on,  however,  till 
his  twenty-first  year,  and  Egypt 
was  not  always  victorious — 
otherwise  all  Palestine  would 
not  have  revolted.  Ramses 
had  to  take  the  strong  mountain- 
cities  of  Galilee  (year  8),  to 
punish  the  territory  of  Ephraim 
ar*d  Dan,  and  even  to  storm 
Askaluna  (Askelon)  and  Gezer 
in  the  S.  The  treaty  of  peace 
(engraved  upon  a  silver  plate 
and  preserved  in  a  copy)  was, 
however,  favourable,  leaving 
Palestine  (inscriptions  of  Ram 
ses  have  lately  been  found  east 
of  the  Jordan)1  and  half  of 
Phoenicia  to  Egypt.  Ramses 
married  a  daughter  of  Hetaser 
the  '  great  king  '  of  the  Hittites. 
The  rest  of  his  long  reign 
(sixty-seven  years  altogether) 
was  peaceful.  The  conquests 
from  Scythia  to  India,  there 
fore,  ascribed  to  him  (Sesos- 
FIU.IS.— MummyofRam-  trjs)  by  the  Greeks,  are  pure 
geraph.  Afteraphotl>  fiction-a  mere  inference  from 

his  many  buildings. 

As  a  builder  (temples  of  Luxor,  the  Ramesseum, 
Abydos,  etc. )  Ramses  surpassed  all  other  pharaohs, 
although  the  amazing  multitude  of  monuments  bearing 
his  name  is  largely  due  to  his  erasure  of  the  names  of 
the  ancient  builders  and  usurpation  of  their  works. 
Nubia  also,  which  as  far  as  Ben-Naga,  S.  of  Khartum, 
had  long  before  his  time  become  an  Egyptian  pro 
vince,  was  favoured  with  many  constructions — e.g. , 
the  huge  rock-temple  at  Abu-Simbel  (see  fig.  7).  The 
special  favour  of  this  great  king,  however,  was  directed 
towards  '  the  land  of  Rameses '  or  Goshen  (see  GOSHEN, 
i.  §  4).  This  desert-valley,  which  was  formerly  reached 
only  very  irregularly  by  the  Nile,  he  rendered  fruitful 
by  a  canal,  colonised  it  (with  Syrians,  too,  and  among 
them  the  'Apuri,  frequently  alleged  to  have  been 
Hebrews),  and  built  several  cities  in  it,  including  a 
royal  residence,  the  city  of  Rameses.  Thus  he  would 
seem  to  be,  according  to  Ex.  In,  the  pharaoh  of  the 
oppression  ;  and  his  son  Menephthes  (Me\r~\neptah , 
see  fig.  13;  about  1273  B.C.)  has,  thus  far,  been 
generally  assumed  to  be  the  pharaoh  of  the  Exodus. 

1  The  so-called  'stone  of  Job,'  ZDPV,  '92,  p.  206, ZA,  31  100 
('93).  An  Egyptian  officer  worshipped  a  Canaanitish  goddess 
(called  approximately  .£7-£a«a(?)-2(or  f)apant)  on  this  spot. 

41  12.11 


59.  Israel. 


The  recent  discovery  of  Meneptah's  inscriptions 
mentioning  Israel  as  defeated,  and  evidently  dwelling 
in  Palestine,  makes  this  view  very 
questionable.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the 
present  writer  that  any  chronological  system  of  the 
Exodus  must,  at  least, 
sacrifice  Ex.  1  n  (Pithom  .^-* 

and     Raamses),     which  f       - 

might    be  a  gloss,   and  f         \ 

other  details.     Attempts  /          IT 

to    discover    the    name  /  ' 

of  Moses  (the  alleged 
1  Mesu')  in  the  time  of 
Rameses  II.  have  failed. 
There  are  indications '  '  ^ 

that  the  Israelitish  nation 
or,  at  least,  some  tribes  FIG.  14.— Head  of  Meneptah,  from 
—  e.g.,     ASHER      (q.  v. ,  a  bas-relief  at  Thebes.'  After 

§  i)— were  resident  in  Lepsius. 
Palestine  at  the  beginning  of  dynasty  19,  perhaps  earlier 
(cp  ISRAEL,  §  2).  It  must  be  left  to  future  excavations 
to  determine  how  far  the  biblical  accounts  need  a  critical 
revision,  and  whether  the  Exodus  can  be  referred  to 
earlier  periods.1  That  the  Habiri  of  the  Amarna 
tablets  (under  Amenophis  III.  and  IV.,  see  above, 
§  SSf' )  are  identical  with  the  immigrating  Hebrews 
does  not,  however,  seem  to  be  satisfactorily  proved  (cp 
ISRAEL,  §  3). 

Me(r)neptah  had  for  long  to  fight  hard  both  with 
Libyans,  who  plundered  the  western  part  of  the  Delta, 

60  MeneDtah  and   with    Pirates   who    ravaSed    the 

,     "      •'  coasts    of   Egypt   and  Syria.      Finally 

these  pirates  from  Asia  Minor  (Jsakarusa 

and  Luku — i.e. ,  Lycians)  and  Europe  (Sardena,  Akai- 

wasa    and    Tur(u)sa — i.e. ,    Sardinians,    Achasans,    and 

Etruscans,)2  joined  the  Libyans  and  marched  against 

Memphis,  in  sight  of  which  they  met  with  a  crushing 

defeat.3 

The  reigns  of  kings  Sethos  II.,  Aiiten-inesse,  Meneptah  If. 
or  Siptah  were  short  and  inglorious.  One  of  them  is  called  a 
Syrian  usurper,  which  points  to  his  being  a  royal  officer  who 
had  originally  been  a  Syrian  slave  or  mercenary.  Perhaps  the 
reference  is  to  Meneptah  II.,  who  became  king  by  marrying 
queen  T-usoret.  After  '  years  of  anarchy,'  dynasty  20  united 
the  country  again,  under  King  Setnaht(e)  and  his  son 
Ram(e)ses  III. 

Ram(e)ses  III.  (somewhat  before  1200  B.C.)  cleared 
the  Western  Delta  of  the  Libyans,  who  had  settled 
there.  Several  attacks  were  repelled,  the 
Syrian  provinces  maintained,  and  the 
territory  of  the  "Amorites  and  of  petty 
Hittite  kings  N.  of  Palestine  ravaged. 
(The  great  kingdom  of  the  Hittites  had  broken  up.) 
He  fought  also  against  the  piratical  Pulaste  or  Philistines 
who  had  settled  in  Palestine4  (in  the  territory  of  the 
Avvim,  Dt.  223),  and  ravaged  Phoenicia  as  well  as  the 
Egyptian  coasts. 

Ramses  III.  sought  to  imitate  also  the  architectural  achieve 
ments  of  Ramses  II.  during  his  reign  of  thirty-two  years;  but 
his  buildings  (especially  Medlnet  Habu  in  Western  Thebes) 
cannot  be  compared  with  those  of  his  predecessor.  The  kings 
who  followed — Ram(e)ses  IV. -XI I.,  the  so-called  Ramessides — 
were  short-lived  and  weak  rulers  (they  ruled  hardly  over  eighty 
years). 

The  Egyptian  possessions  in  Syria  were  lost.  For 
400  or  500  years,  with  small  intermissions,  Palestine 
had  been  tributary  to  the  pharaohs,  and  Egyptian 
garrisons  had  occupied  several  fortified  cities  (e.g. , 

1  Manetho's  Exodus-narrative  is  a  worthless  distortion  of  the 
Hebrew  account. 

2  The  DTH  of  Gen.  102   (read   D1in>   Turs).     They   are   no 
where  else  mentioned  in  MT.      [Perhaps,  however,  the  name 
originally  stood  also  in  Ezek.  38  2  39  i.     See  ROSH,  1.] 

3  Me(r)neptah's  wars  with  Palestinian  revolters  do  not  seem 
to  have   been   important.     The  '  Israel   inscription  '  speaks   of 
Ashkelon,  Gezer,  and   Yenu'ama.     The   last  mentioned   place 
seems  to  have  been  in  S.  Lebanon  (but  cp  JANOAH,  2).     There 
is  another  new  text  (A*,    trav.  17  159),   which   speaks   of  him, 
as  'forcing   down  Gezer.'     This  looks  as  if  S.   Palestine  was 
at  the  head  of  a  rebellion  against  the  Egyptian  dominion. 

4  See  now  MVG,  1900,  i. 
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Zaratuna ;  see  ZARETHAN).  It  must  not,  however,  be 
assumed  that  this  loose  relation  influenced  the  in 
habitants  of  Palestine  in  any  considerable  measure. 
The  Egyptians  did  not  often  interfere  in  the  continual 
feuds  of  the  many  petty  kings.  For  evidence  of  this 
and  the  unsafe  character  of  the  land,  see  the  Amarna 
letters. 

A  fact  of  importance  for  the  Exodus  question  is  that 
the'Apuri,  for  whom  a  connection  with  the  Hebrews  (nay 
—  "ny)  has  so  often  been  claimed,  still  appear  in  great 
numbers  in  Egypt  under  these  kings.  Under  Ram(e)ses 
III.  they  inhabited  whole  towns  near  Heliopolis — i.e. ,  at 
the  western  opening  of  Goshen.  The  last  word  on  this 
question  has,  evidently,  still  to  be  said,  and  it  is  not 
safe  to  decide  either  for  or  against  the  Hebrew 
records. 

In  this  period,  the  paupers  of  Thebes  began  systematically 
to  plunder  the  royal  tombs,  as  is  shown  by  many  documents 
referring  to  spoliations  and  the  measures  taken  to  repress  them. 

The  weakness  of  the  later  kings 
was  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
temples  had  amassed  an  unreason 
able  amount  of  property  by  bequests 
— the  high  priest  of  Amon  possessed 
such  a  large  part  of  the  country, 
owing  chiefly  to  the  liberality  of 
Ram(e)ses  III.,  that  he  surpassed 
the  pharaoh  in  wealth.1  This  led 
finally  to  the  deposition  of  Ram(e)ses 
XII.  by  the  high  priest  Herihor 
(about  1 100  B.  C.  or  somewhat  later), 
who  himself  assumed  the  crown.2 

.     Herihor,      however, 
62.  Dyn.  21.  was  •  not    able     to 

maintain  it ;  and  king  Smendes 
(Nes-bi-n-dedi)  of  Tanis  (Zoan, 
Egyptian  Sa'ne)  founded  a  new 
dynasty,  the  twenty -first  (seven 
kings,  some  130  years),  about  1090 
n.C.  These  princes  were  prudent 
enough  to  give  the  important 
jffice  of  the  Theban  high  priest  to 
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Solomon's  empire  he  made  an  expedition  against  both 
Judah  and  Israel  (perhaps  to  secure  the  throne  to 
Jeroboam?),  an  expedition  recorded  in  i  K.  14zs  and 
on  the  monuments  of  Karnak  (see  the  extract  given 
in  Fig.  14).  Cp  SHISHAK. 

It   is  very  doubtful  whether  the  other  kings   of  the 

_  Libyan,  or  twenty-second,  dynasty  (from 

64.  Dyn.  22.  ^ubastus?1)  retained  a  hold  on  Palestine. 

They  bear  for  the  most  part  Libyan  names — Sosenk  (the  name 

of  four  kings   altogether),  Osorkon  (Wasarken,  two   or   three 

kings),  Tikel<Xore?)ti  (Greek  Takelothis:  two  kings),  Pemay(one 

king)— and  the  whole  dynasty  seems  to  have  reigned  (nominally) 

about  200  years.     On  the  Zerah  of  Chronicles  cp  ZEKAH,  5. 

They  first  mark  a  tolerably  quiet  period  of  Egyptian 
history;  but  about  800  B.C.  their  dominion  began  to 
become  weak.  The  generals  commanding  the  large 
garrisons  of  Libyan  soldiers  in  the  great  cities  assumed 
the  role  of  the  ancient  nomarchs  or  counts,  and  the 
pharaoh  had  little  power  over  them. 


FIG.  15. — One  line  from  Sosenk's  list  of  Palestinian  places  on  a  wall  of  the  great  temple 
at  Karnak.     After  Lepsius.     The  names  (nos.  14-31)  read  thus  : — 

14  Ta'an(a)kfi  (TAANACH),  15  Shanema  (SHUNEM),  16  Biti-sanra,  17  Ruhaba  (REHOB), 
18  Hapuruma  (HAPHAKAIM),  19  Ad(e)rumam (?),  20  .  .  .,  21  Shawad(i),  22  Mahan(ai)ma, 

0._  r 23  K(e)ba'ana  (GIBBON),  24  Biti-hwarun  (BETHHORON).  25  KadfrtW  Kar]t(e)m  (KiRiA- 

their  own  sons.      Nevertheless,  the     ™AIM),  26  A(i)yulun,  27  Mak(e)do  (MF.r.mno),  28  Adir(u),  29  Yud-h(a)maruk  (Yad-ham- 

melek?;  see  SHISHAK).  30.  .  .,  31  Ha-u-n(e)-m. 
Tanitic  dynasty  was  not  strong. 


circa  950. 


By  these  kings,  all  that  remained  of  the  mummies  of  the  kings 
of  dynasties  18-20  were  finally  hidden  in  the  hole  near  Der-e!-bahri 
where  they  were  discovered  in  1881 — so  powerless  were  they  to 
protect  the  royal  necropolis.  To  their  prudence  we  thus  owe 
the  preservation  of  the  bodies  of  Ram(e)ses  II.  and  III.,  Thut- 
inosis  III.,  etc.3 

After  the  time  of  Ramses  III.  the  immigration  of 
Libyans  began  again,  and  Libyan  mercenary  troops 
had  now  become  so  numerous  that  the  '  generals  of  the 
Masawasa'  (a  Libyan  tribe)  came  next  to  the  king  in 
power.  About  950,  one  family  of  Libyan  officers  had 
become  so  influential  (also  by  intermarriage  with  the 
high  priests  of  Memphis)  that  they  could  venture  to 
i  .  V  T  Put  one  °^  tnemse^ves  uP°n  the  throne, 
Sosenk  I.  This  pharaoh,  the  con 
temporary  of  Solomon  and  his  son  (see 
SHISHAK),  who  reigned  at  least  twenty-one  years,  was 
more  energetic,  and  again  exercised  influence  upon 
Syria.  He  seems  to  have  assisted  Israel  against  the 
Philistines,  who  evidently  still  raided  the  Egyptian 
coasts  (see  i  K..  9i6  and  cp  DAVID,  §  7);  possibly 
he  was  the  pharaoh  (it  was  hardly  his  predecessor 
P-sii-(ia-m-ni or  Psusennes  II. )  who  gave  his  'daughter' 
to  Solomon  as  wife  (see,  however,  GEZKR,  §  i).  A 
loss  friendly  attitude  is  shown  in  i  K.  11 18  (but  see 
HADAD  i. ,3;  TAHPENES)  ;  and  after  the  division  of 

1  For  a  suppressed   'rebellion   of   the  high   priest'   against 
Uam(e)ses  IX.  or  his  predecessors,  see  Spiegelberg,  Rec.  Trav. 
Wot. 

2  The  papyrus  GolenischefT  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  395)  reports 
the  adventures  of  an  embassy  sent  by  Herihor  to  king  Zakarba'al 
uf  Byblus  (to  buy  'Lebanon  wood'),  which  visited  also  Dor,  Tyre, 
and  the  queen  of  Cyprus.    [See  nowAVc.  trav.  276,  Mi'G,  1900.] 

3  On  this  great  find  see  Maspero,  '  Les  Mommies  royales,'  1889, 
frlfm.  Uliss.  I-'ran(.  i.  pt.  4. 
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This  weakness  of  the  kingdom  caused  the  Ethiopians 
to  attack  Egypt.      Ethiopia  (q.v. )  had  been  an  Egyp- 
r+vr  l'an    Province  down   to   the  beginning 

65.  Ltm  pian  of  dynasty  2I  since  that  timei  owing 
Supremacy.  tQ  the  struggle  between  the  secular 
rulers  and  the  high  priests  of  Thebes,  it  had  become 
an  independent  kingdom.  The  kings  of  Napata 
were  able  to  take  possession  of  Thebes.  Middle  and 
Lower  Egypt  were,  nominally,  under  the  dominion  of 
dynasty  23,  the  successors,  or  rather  the  contemporaries, 
of  the  last  members  of  the  twenty-second  (Bubastid)2 
dynasty.  Really  the  country  was  divided  among  about 
twenty  petty  rulers  of  Libyan  descent.  About  75o(?) 
B.C.  the  Ethiopian  king  P(i)'anhy  tried  to  subdue  them. 
He  met  with  little  resistance  from  the  nominal  ruler, 
Osorkon  III.  of  Bubastus  ;  but  the  prince  Tefnaht(e)  of 
Sai's,  who  had  already  subjugated  central  Egypt,  was  a 
formidable  enemy.  He  submitted  nominally  to  the 
Ethiopian,  after  the  latter  had  taken  Memphis;  but  the 
Delta  remained  in  his  hands,  and  Tefnaht(e)'s  son  Bok- 
en-renf  (Bocchoris  of  the  Greeks)  was  able  to  extend  his 
power  again  southwards.  Bocchoris  left  the  reputation 
of  having  been  a  great  legislator  (cp  above,  §  28).  The 
new  Saitic  Dynasty  24  (consisting,  in  Manetho,  only  of 

1  Naville,  Bu/'astis,  questions  their  being  from  this  city. 

2  Manetho  seems  to  be  wrong  in  calling  them  Tanitic.     They 
reigned  in  Bubastus.     His  enumeration  of  four  kings  must  be 
viewed  with  suspicion.      The  third  (*aixju.ous)  and  the  fourth 
(Xrjr  ;  read  EJJT)  seem  to  be  simply  the  Ethiopians  P'anhy  and 
his  son   Kseta  (or  Kesta),   contemporaneous  with  dynasty   24. 
Consequently,  only  Pedubast  (reigning  at  least  nineteen  years) 
and  Osorkon  III.  remain,  apparently  belonging  to  a  branch  of 
dynasty  22.    Their  chronological  relation  to  these  kings  (Sosenk 
IV.)  is  not  certain. 
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Bocchoris),  however,  was  shortlived.  The  Ethiopian 
£  ,  .  king  Sabako,  the  son  of  Kesta,  invaded 
l6'''  ^O^0-  the  country  N.  of  Thebes,  and  took 
Hocchoris  prisoner  (according  to  one  tradition  he  had 
him  burned  alive)  about  7o6(?).  Now,  for  the  first 
time,  the  Palestinians  and  Phoenicians,  who  observed 
the  approaching  Assyrian  colossus  with  growing  anxiety, 
saw  in  the  new  dynasty  of  Egypt  (25th)  a  power 
equal  to  the  Assyrian,  to  which  they  could  appeal 
fur  help.1  On .  the  ambassadors  sent  by  Hoshea  (to 
the  governor  of  Lower  Egypt),  and  on  the  governor 
Seve,  who  appeared  in  Syria  to  asbi.it  king  Hanno 
( Hanunu)  of  Gaza,  but  was  defeated  at  Raphia,  S.  of 
Gaza  (ISRAEL,  §  34,  SARGON),  see,  however,  So.- 
About  696  Sabako :i  seems  to  have  been  followed  by 
Sabatako  (the  Sebichos  of  Man£tho?),  who  in  691  was 
66A  Taharko  suPPlanted  b?  the  usurper  T(a)harko  (see 
•  '  TIRHAKAH)  in  Napata.  At  first  the  new- 
king  was  compelled  to  be  passive  as  far 
as  northern  affairs  were  concerned.  This  was  the  time 
of  the  revolt  of  the  Philistines  and  of  Hezekiah  from 
Assyria  (702)  ;  see  ISRAEL,  §  34.  Whether  the  kings 
of  Musri  who  came  in  701  to  save  Ekron  from  the 
Assyrians  and  met  with  a  complete  defeat  at  Altaku 
(Eltekeh)  were  Ethiopian  vassals  from  the  Delta  (or 
Arabs  ?)  is  again  doubtful.  On  the  plague  in  Sen 
nacherib's  army,  by  which,  according  to  2  K.  19  35, 
Jerusalem,  and  consequently  also  Egypt,  were  saved, 
and  on  the  distorted  Egyptian  tradition  in  Herodotus 
(2i4i),  see  HEZEKIAH,  §  2.  The  tranquillity  of  Egypt, 
however,  was  soon  to  be  disturbed.  In  671  or  670 
B.C. ,  after  Taharko  had  instigated  the  Phoenicians  (Baal 
of  Tyre)  to  a  new  but  fruitless  revolt,  the  Assyrian  king 
Esarhaddon  marched  against  Egypt ;  in  his  passage 
through  the  arid  desert  west  of  the  '  brook  of  Egypt,' 
which  always  formed  Egypt's  best  protection,  he  was 
supplied  with  water  by  the  Arabs.  It  seems  that  an 
earlier  attack  upon  Egypt  (in  673)  had  failed.  Now, 
however,  the  Assyrians  had  a  complete  success.  Taharko 
was  driven  into  Nubia  ;  Memphis  was  stormed  ;  and 
Egypt  was  parcelled  out  among  twenty  kings,  descend 
ants  of  those  Libyan  nobles  whom  we  have  already  met 
(§  63^).  Among  them  Necho  (Niku)  of  Sa'i's,  of  the 
family  of  the  princes  forming  the  twenty-fourth  dynasty, 
again  stood  first.  Thus  ManCtho  dates  the  twenty- 
sixth  dynasty  even  from  his  grandfather  Stephinates 
(  =Tefnahte;  see  §  65).  Taharko  invaded  Egypt  again 
about  669  or  668  (see  TlEHAKAH),  and  his  nephew 
and  successor  Tan(u)tamon  (in  cuneiform  writing  Tan- 
damani,  not  Urdamani)  in  667  ;  *  but  the  Assyrians  on 
both  occasions  maintained  the  Delta,  quelled  revolts  of 
the  Egyptians  in  Sai's,  Mendes,  and  Tanis,  and  finally 
drove  the  Cushites  back  to  Nubia.  The  reason  was  that 
the  Ethiopian  kingdom  alone,  with  its  scanty  population, 
was  unable  to  raise  armies  equal  to  those  of  Assyria, 
as  it  had  always  been  powerless  against  united  Egypt. 

Necho's  son  Psa(m)etik  (Psammetichus)5  began  his 
reign  (663)  as  a  vassal  of  the  Assyrian  king  Asur-bani- 

67   Psametik    pal       !t    Illay   have    been    about    66° 
:  "-        (but  this  is  uncertain)  that  he  felt  strong 
circa  660.  '. 

enough  to  renounce  his  allegiance.     As 
syria  was,  in  fact,  sinking.     The  rival  kings,  the  Dodec- 

1  Whether  the   1000  soldiers   from  Musri,  who   assisted   the 
allied  Syrian  powers  at  Karkar  in  854,  were  Egyptians  (sent  by 
Sosenk  II.?)  is,  however,  very  questionable;    later,  the  small 
kingdoms  had  no  power  to  meddle  in  Syria.      See   MIZKAIM, 
8  2  (a\ 

2  Wi.  Ml'G,  1891,  p.  28,  assumes  with  probability  that  the 
governor  Sili'i-So  represented  an  Arab  kingdom.      The  usual 
chronology  (Sabako  728,  T(a)harko  704)  is  certainly  improbable. 

•!  The   chronology   is   not   clear   in    every   detail.       (Cp    Wi. 
Unters.  91  jff.  and  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  at). 

4  Wi.  AOf'ltfi. 

5  The  name  is  written  -]E'rDB.  with  Aramaic  letters  (CfS  2  no. 
148).    It  isof  Libyan(not  Ethiopian) derivation.    Onthealleged 
intermarriages  between  the  Sa'ites  and  the  Ethiopians  see  ZA 
35  29  ['97]. 
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archs  of  Herodotus,  had,  of  course,  been  previously 
subjugated  by  him,  with  the  help  (it  would  seem)  of 
Carian  troops,  sent  to  him,  perhaps,  by  Gyges  of  Lydia. ] 
He  strengthened  unmilitary  Egypt  by  introducing  a  great 
quantity  of  Greek  and  Carian  mercenaries.  The  terrible 
Cimmerian  invasion  was  warded  off  by  bribes  and 
presents  (about  620?). 

The  new  (26th)  dynasty  is  a  period  remarkable  for 
the  revival  of  art  (largely  following  archaistic  tendencies) 
and  architecture.  In  general,  this  last  period  of 
Egyptian  independence  seems  to  have  been  flourishing. 
The  days  of  Egypt  as  a  conquering  power,  were,  how 
ever,  past.  Nekau  or  Neko  II.  (the  Pharaoh-Necoh  of 
fiS  N  h  IT  2K.  2829),  who  succeeded  Psammetik  in 
'  609,  tried  to  profit  by  the  distress  of  the 
Assyrian  empire  during  the  ravages  of 
the  northern  barbarians  (see  ASSYRIA,  §  34).  It  was 
easy  for  Necho  to  occupy  Syria  as  far  as  the  Euphrates 
in  608.  On  his  victories  over  king  Josiah'2  (and  the 
Assyrian  governors),  and  on  the  taxation  which  followed 
the  victory,  see  JOSIAH  i,  §  2/  ;  JEHOIAKIM.  The 
Egyptian  conquest,  however,  lasted  only  to  604. 
Defeated  at  Carchemish  by  Nebuchadrezzar,  the 
Egyptians  were  driven  back  for  good  (2  K.  24?),  and 
had  no  better  policy  than  that  of  first  instigating  the 
Syrians  to  rebel,  and  then  letting  them  suffer  through 
Egypt's  remissness. 

The  most  important  construction  undertaken  by  Necho  was 
his  digging  the  canal  (completed  :  not,  as  Herodotus  believed, 
abandoned)  through  Goshen  to  the  Red  Sea,  partly  on  the 
track  of  the  canal  which  Ramses  II.  had  led  from  the  Nile 
only  to  the  Bitter  Lakes.  In  connection  with  this,  he  sent 
Phoenician  ships  to  circumnavigate  Africa.  He  was  followed 
by  his  less  energetic  son  Psam(m)etik  II.  594-588  B.C.  Whether 
the  second  or  the  first  Psammelik  led  an  expedition  against 
the  weak  Ethiopian  kingdom  is  uncertain  (Greek  inscriptions  at 
Abu  Simbel).3 

Apries(Uah-eb-re'),  588-569,  took  the  last  active  steps 
to  check  the  Babylonians,  by  aiding  the  Tyrians  and  the 
Jews  in  their  resistance  to  Nebuchadrezzar 


69.  Apries. 

588-569. 


(cp  BABYLONIA,  §  66).      An  interruption 


was  thus  caused  in  the  siege  of  Jerusalem 
(Jer.  37s).  The  revolt  against  GEDALIAH  (q.v. ,  i) 
also  must  have  been  instigated  from  Egypt,  whither  so 
many  Jews  fled.  From  a  fragment  of  his  records  it 
would  appear  that  Nebuchadrezzar  was  still  at  war  with 
the  Egyptians  in  his  thirty-seventh  year  (568-567). 
Whether  he  attacked  Egypt  herself  is  not  quite  certain  ;  4 
at  any  rate,  the  expectation  of  the  prophets  that  he 
would  punish  faithless  and  insolent  Egypt  was  not 
fulfilled  in  the  measure  expected.  Defeated  and 
humbled  everywhere,  Egypt  maintained  her  independ 
ence.  One  more  reign  has  to  be  chronicled,  and 
then  follows  the  catastrophe.  Amasis  II.  ('Ahmose), 

1  That  he  besieged  Azotus  (Ashdod  ?)  in  Philistia  for  twenty- 
nine  years  (Herod.  -157)  is  a  statement  of  very  suspicious 
character. 

-  At  present  the  preference  is  mostly  given  to  the  Magdolun 
of  Herodotus  (2159)  over  the  Megiddo  of  the  Hebrew  text 
(Wi.  and  already  Mannert  and  Rosenmiiller).  At  any  rate, 
Migdal  could  not  be  the  Egyptian  town.  Josiah  was  unable 
to  penetrate  through  Idumaea  and  the  desert  and  to  invade 


1898,  p.   163.     Josiah   fought  (it  would  seem)  at   Megiddo  as 
subject  of  the  Assyrian  governor. 

3  The  report  of  the  migration  of  240,000  (!)  warriors  to  Ethiopia 
under  Psammejik  I.  must  be  greatly  exaggerated  (Herod.  2  30). 
Still,  desertions  on  a  moderate  scale  are  known  to  have  occurred 
(see  ZA,  228693  ['84];  the  garrison  of  Elephantine,  for 


Hamites). 

4  The  fragment  (published  by  Pinches,  TSBA  7  218;  better  by 
Strassmaier,  NabucJwdonossor,  194)  has  been  discussed  in 
greatest  detail  by  Wi.  (AOF\  511).  It  seems  to  speak  only  of 
the  preparations  for  war  by  king  (Am)asu.  The  hypothesis  of 
Wiedemann  (Gesc/i.  Aeg.  von  Psamntetich  /.  etc.,  169),  that 
Nebuchadrezzar  conquered  Egypt  as  far  as  Syene,  is  now 
generally  rejected  (cp  Maspero,  ZA,  2287-90,  Brugscb,  ib. 
93-97  ['84])- 
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who  dethroned  Apries1  in  569,  was  a  man  of  low  birth, 
who  obtained  the  crown  through  a  rising  of  the  native 
warriors  against  the  Greek  mercenaries.  Amasis  placed 
restrictions  both  on  the  mercenaries  and  on  Greek 
commerce,  but  very  prudently  left  Naucratis  to  the 
Greek  merchants  as  a  port  and  settlement.  He  closed 
a  prosperous  reign  in  526,  and  was  succeeded  by  his 
son  Psammetik  III.,  who  did  not  reign  one  full  year. 

In  525,  after  the  battle  of  Pelusium,  Cambyses  con 
quered  Egypt.  Apart  from  the  (possibly  unhistorical) 
cruelties  of  Cambyses,  the  treatment  of 
the  province  of  Egypt  by  the  Persians 
was  at  first  not  unfair.  In  particular,  Darius  I.  (521- 
486)  built  temples  (the  largest  in  the  S.  Oasis,  which 
he — or  Cambyses? — seems  to  have  conquered);  he 
repaired  Necho's  canal  to  the  Red  Sea,  in  order  to 
make  Egypt  more  accessible.  Under  Xerxes  (see 
AHASUERUS,  i)  the  Libyan  class  of  warriors,  led  by 
Khab(b)ash,  rebelled  for  the  first  time  in  487,  and 
drove  the  Persians  from  Egypt.  They  could  not, 
however,  long  hold  out  against  Xerxes  ;  the  country 
was  again  reduced  to  submission.  A  new  revolution 
was  set  on  foot  (460-450)  by  Inarus,  a  Libyan  of 
Marea  (near  Alexandria),  who  was  aided  by  the 
Athenians.  A  more  successful  rebellion  was  that  of 
Amyrtceus  in  404,  which  made  Egypt  independent  down 
to  342.  This  period  was  filled  not  only  with  hard 
fighting  against  the  Persians  (Artaxerxes  II.  Mnemon 
[405-362]  and  III.  [362-338]),  who  continually  tried  to 
win  Egypt  back,  but  also  with  internal  discord.  Three 
dynasties  (28-30 ;  from  Tanis,  Mendes,  and  Sebennytus), 
and  at  least  nine  kings,  of  whom  only  Nectanebus  I. 
(better  -nebis  ;  Egyptian  Neht-har-heb)  and  Nectanebus 
II.  (Nehte-nebf)  are  remarkable,  are  mentioned.  The 
Greek  soldiers  constantly  made  their  influence  felt,  and 
showed  their  bad  faith  during  these  troublous  times. 
Because  of  the  incapacity  of  Nectanebus  II.2  (360-343), 
Artaxerxes  III.  Ochus  (362-338)  conquered  Egypt 
again,  and  punished  her  cruelly.  It  is  not  surprising 
_  .  that  the  destroyer  of  the  Persian  Empire, 
71.  ureeKS.  Alexander  (336-323),  was  welcomed  in 
Egypt  (332  B.C.)  as  a  deliverer.  The 
history  of  Egypt  after  Ptolemy  I.  the  son  of  Lagus  had 
in  305  become  a  king  instead  of  a  Macedonian  governor 
or  hsatfapan — i.e.,  'satrap'  (as  he  is  styled  in  an 
Egyptian  inscription  of  314  B.C.) — belongs  to  that  of 
the  Hellenistic  world.  Under  the  Macedonian  kings 
or  Ptolemies,3  the  Egyptians  were  perhaps  less  op 
pressed  than  they  were  under  the  later  Persians  ;  but 
as  a  class  they  were  always  treated  as  inferior  in  legal 
position  to  Macedonians  and  Greeks.  They  were  never, 
therefore,  completely  Hellenised.  They  were  also 
severely  taxed.  The  great  contrast  between  the  native 
people  and  the  foreign  rulers  —  who,  for  the  most 
part,  did  not  condescend  even  to  learn  the  language 
of  their  subjects,  and  from  Alexandria,  their  Hellenic 
capital,  followed  anything  but  an  Egyptian  policy — 
was  but  little  mitigated  during  the  rule  of  this  last 
dynasty.  Hence  the  various  revolts. 

The  great  re  volution  of  the  native  soldier-class  against  Ptolemies 
IV.  and  V.  deserves  special  mention.  It  lasted  twenty  years 
(206-186)  and,  for  the  last  time,  placed  nominal  kings  of  Kgyptian 
speech  on  the  throne  of  the  ancient  pharaohs.  Those  who  held 
their  ground  the  longest  ruled  in  the  Thebaid.  This  revolution 
was  quenched  in  torrents  of  blood  in  186  B.C.  As  a  punish 
ment  for  assistance  sent  by  the  Ethiopians  to  the  rebels,  the 
N.  of  Nubia  was  occupied.  Previously,  the  kingdom  of  Meroe 
(Napata  was  abandoned  as  capital  some  time  before)  had  been 
on  good  terms  with  the  Ptolemies ;  economically  weak,  it  naturally 
fell  under  Egyptian  influence. 

Ptolemy  II.  caused  a  marvellous  development  of  the 

1  The  theory  that  the  battle  at  Momemphis  only  forced  Apries 
to  accept  Amasis  as  co-regent  (Wiedemann,  Gesch.  A  eg.  von 
Psam.  120)  is  successfully  attacked  by  Piehl,  ZA  28g  ['go]. 

2  Said  to  have  fled  to  Ethiopia.     Cp,  however  (on  his  tomb 
near  Memphis),  Rec.  trav.  10  142. 

3  On   the  succession   and   chronology  of  the  Ptolemies,  see 
below,  §  73 ;    Mahaffy,  The  Empire  of  the  Ptolemies,   1895  ; 
Petrie,  Hist,  v.;  Strack,  Die  Dynastic  der  Ptolemiier^i). 
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trade  on  the  Red  Sea,  exploring  and  colonising  the 
African  coasts.  The  growing  commercial  importance 
of  Egypt  increased  the  immigration  of  Jews 
and  sarnaritans.  They  gathered  especially 
at  Alexandria  and  on  the  Eastern  frontier,  in  the  ancient 
Goshen.1  Under  Ptolemy  VI.  they  even  built  at  Leon- 
topolis  a  great  Jewish  temple  (see  DISPERSION,  §  8). 
In  Alexandria  they  became  strongly  Hellenised  :  hence 
the  Alexandrian  version  of  the  Scriptures  ;  hence  too 
the  gnostic  tendencies  in  Judaism.  See  ALEXANDRIA, 
§  2  ;  DISPERSION,  §§  7,  15^  ;  HELLENISM,  §  10  ; 
TEXT. 

The  Ptolemies  possessed  Palestine  from  320  down 
to  198  B.C.,  when  Ptolemy  V.  Epiphanes  lost  it  to 
Antiochus  III.,  the  Great,  of  Syria,  Already  his  father 
had  defended  it  against  the  Syrians  with  difficulty,  and 
had  kept  it  only  by  winning  the  battle  of  Raphia 
(216  B.C.),  whilst  Ptolemy  III.  Euergetes  had  been 
able  to  conquer  the  whole  Syrian  empire  for  a  short 
time  in  238. 

The  succession   is  as   follows  :  —  Ptolemy  I.   Soter  (323-284). 

Ptolemy  II.  Philadelphus  (so  called  because,  after  the  Egyptian 

custom,  he  married  his  own  sister  Arsinoe), 

73.  Ptolemies,   to  whom  the  exploration  of  Eastern  Africa 

was  due  (285-247).  Ptolemy  III.  Euergetes, 
the  husband  of  the  famous  Berenike  (a  princess  of  Cyrene), 
the  conqueror  among  the  Ptolemies  (247-222).  Ptolemy  IV. 
Philopator  (222-205)  waged  war  with  Antiochus  the  Great.  It 
was  under  this  dissolute,  cruel,  and  incompetent  ruler  that  the 
great  revolution  began.  Ptolemy  V.  Epiphanes  came  to  the 
throne  at  the  age  of  five,  in  205,  under  the  tutorship  of  the 
dissolute  Agathocles.  After  the  murder  of  his  guardian  by  the 
Alexandrian  mob,  other  generals  held  the  post.*  The  Asiatic 
provinces  were  all  lost,  although  Ptolemy  retained  their  revenue 
by  marrying  Cleopatra,  the  daughter  of  Antiochus  III.,  the 
Great,  of  Syria.  After  subjugating  the  rebellious  Egyptians, 
Ptolemy  became  more  and  more  dissolute  ;  he  was  poisoned 
while  preparing  war  against  the  Syrians.  Ptolemy  VII.  3 
Philometor  (181-146)  was  a  nobler  personality,  but  unfortunate. 
Antiochus  IV.  Epiphanes,  of  Syria,  took  him  captive  at 
Pelusium,  and  would  have  conquered  Egypt  had  it  not  been  for 
the  brusque  intervention  of  the  Romans  (171).  Ptolemy  Philo 
metor  had  to  accept  as  co-regent  his  younger  brother  (Euergetes, 
ironically  called  Kakergetes  or  Physcon),  by  whom  he  was 
exiled  in  163  ;  the  Romans,  however,  brought  him  back.  The 
ambitious  Euergetes  became  the  ruler  of  Cyrene.  After  the 
death  of  his  brother  Philometor  (killed  while  intervening  in 
the  struggles  of  Syrian  princes)  and  after  the  short  reign  of 
Ptolemy  VIII.  Neos  Philopator,  the  restless  Euergetes  came  back 
to  Egypt  as  king.  In  130,  however,  he  was  expelled,  and  his  wife 
Cleopatra  (widow  and  sister  of  Philometor)  assumed  the  supreme 
power.  In  127  Euergetes  (Ptol.  IX.)  returned  from  Cyprus.  After 
his  death  (117)  ensued  a  long  period  of  ceaseless  struggle,  which 
strengthened  the  influence  of  Rome.  Ptolemy  X.  Soter  II.  ruled 
from  1  17-81,  his  brother  Ptol.  XI.  Alexander  I.  (against  him)  106-88, 
Ptol.  XII.  Alexander  II.  81-80,  Ptol.  XIII.  Neos  Dionysps  (or 
Auletes)  80-51.  The  history  of  all  these  rulers  is  complicated 
and  repulsive.  The  famous  Cleopatra  ruled  first  with  her  brother 
Ptol.  XIV.  under  the  guardianship  of  the  Roman'  senate  ;  ex 
pelled  by  Ptolemy  in  48,  she  was  brought  back  by  Caesar  in  47. 
Her  younger  brother  Ptol.  XV.,  co-regent  47-45,  was  murdered 
by  her,  and  Ptol.  XVI.  Ctesarion,  her  son  by  Caesar,  became 
her  nominal  co-regent.  For  ten  years  (41-31)  she  captivated  the 
Roman  triumvir  Antony,  and  thus  maintained  her  kingdom  as  a 
typical  Ptolemaic  ruler,  not  less  able  than  wicked. 

74.  Rome.  The  sea-fight  at   Actium  and   Cleopatra's  tragic 

death  brought  Egypt's  independence  to  an  end. 
It  now  became  a  Roman  province  under  prefects  (o-Tparrryoi),  and 
its  history4  is  devoid  of  interest,  till  the  Arab  conquest  in  640  A.D. 
(preceded  by  a  Persian  conquest  in  619-629).  Many,  but  insig 
nificant,  rebellions  (one  as  early  as  30-29  B.C.),  chiefly  directed 
against  the  excessive  taxation,  could  be  enumerated.  On  the 
popularity  of  Egyptian  religion  in  Western  countries,  see  §  14. 

On  the  introduction  and.  progress  of  Christianity,  and 
on  the  Egyptian  or  Coptic  versions  of  the  Bible,  see 
TEXT.  In  62  Annianus  was  bishop  of  Alexandria 
(Mark  was  the  legendary  first  bishop).  The  last 
remnants  of  heathenism  were  suppressed  by  Justinian 
(527-565)  on  the  island  of  Philae,  where  the  rapacious 
Ethiopian  barbarians  (the  Blemmyans  and  Nobates) 
had  maintained  the  worship  of  Isis.  \v.  M.  M. 

1  On  Jewish  settlers  in  the  Fayum  and  the  Thebaid,  see 
Mahaffy,  86  ;  on  Samaritans,  178  ;  on  their  infrequency  in 
Memphis,  358. 

-  The  alleged  guardianship  of  the  Roman  senate  does  not 
seem  to  be  a  historical  fact. 

3  Here  Ptolemy  Eupator  is  inserted  as  sixth  king  in  official 
documents.  He  does  not  seem  to  have  reigned. 

*  Compare  J.  G.  Milne  in  Petrie,  Hist.  v.  ('98  ;  very  readable). 
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EGYPT,  RIVER  OF.  The  'Wady  (or  'Torrent') 
of  Mizraim'  (D'nVP  ^™  ;  AV  RIVER,  or  [Is.  27 12] 

STREAM,  OF   EGYPT  ;    RV   BROOK 
1.  Identification.  OF   EcypT .    but  both  versjons  of 

TT1J  are  misleading),  or  simply  'the  Wady'  (n?HJ, 
with  !T  of  direction  ;  AV  RIVER  ;  RV  BROOK),  Ezek. 
47 19  4828  (see  RV,  and  cp  Toy,  '  Ezekiel,'  SBOT),  is 
frequently  mentioned  as  marking  the  boundary  of 
Canaan  towards  the  SW. 

See  Josh.  164  [P]  <j>apdyyos  aiyvirrov  [BAL]  ;  1047  \eifjidppov 
aiy.  [BAL];  Nu.  84s  [P]  -ppov  aiy.  [A],  -ppovv  aiy.  [BFL] ; 
i  K.  865  e<os  TTOTO/UOV  aiy.  [BA],  e.  bpiov  TTOT.  aly.  [L] ;  2  K.  247 
airb  rov  \eifidppov  [BAL];  2  Ch.  78  eals  \.  aiy.  [BAL];  Is. 
27 12  eio?  pivoicopovpiav  [BbXAQF]. 

The  identification  suggested  by  (§ a  in  the  last-cited 
passage  and  adopted  by  Saadiah  in  his  version  of  Isaiah 
is  manifestly  correct.  The  Wady  of  Egypt  is  not  the 
Wady  Ghazza  (the  '  torrens  ^Egypti '  of  William  of 
Tyre,  and  perhaps  Milton's  '  stream  that  parts  Egypt 
from  Syrian  ground')  but  the  Wady  el-'Arish,  which 
with  its  deep  water-course  (only  filled  after  heavy  rains) 
starts  from  about  the  centre  of  the  Sinaitic  peninsula 
(near  the  Jebel  et-Tlh),  and  after  running  N.  and  NW. 
finally  reaches  the  sea  at  the  Egyptian  fort  and  town  of 
el-'Arish.  Here,  in  late  classical  times,  was  an  emporium 
of  Nabataean  traffic,  to  which  the  name  Rhinocorura  or 
Rhinocolura  was  given.  Here,  too,  travellers  halted 
on  the  route  from  Gaza  to  Pelusiurn.  Titus  rested  here 
on  his  way  to  Jerusalem  (Jos.  BJ  iv.  US)  and  as  late  as 
the  fourteenth  century  A.  n.  the  place  was  much  visited 
by  travellers  (Ibn  Batuta).  Owing  to  the  fact  that  as 
the  boundary  of  Egypt  and  Canaan  we  find  in  two  OT 
passages  (Josh.  183  i  Ch.  13s  ;  see  SHIHOR  OF  EGYPT) 
an  arm  of  the  Nile  (the  Pelusiac),  and  in  a  third  passage 
(Gen.  15 18)  the  'river  (in:)  of  Egypt'  (which  surely 
must  mean  the  Wady  el-'Arish),  some  (following  Abul- 
feda,  Descr.  s£g.,  ed.  Michaelis,  1776,  p.  34,  no.  68 )2 
have  supposed  that  the  Wady  el-Arish  was  taken 
for  an  intermittent  channel  of  the  Nile  (cp  Jer.  on  Am. 
6 1  ;  Reland,  Pal.  285/1  969^)-  Niebuhr  the  traveller, 
on  the  other  hand,  seeks  the  Torrent  of  Egypt  in  the 
largest  of  three  small  streams  that  run  into  the 
Mediterranean  from  the  large  lake  (baheire]  which,  he 
says,  extended  from  Damietta  eastwards  towards  Gaza 
(Descr.  de  V Arable,  360^).  All  this  speculation  is  need 
less.  If  a  stream  in  the  neighbourhood  of  el-Arish  is 
referred  to,  it  can  only  be  the  wild  torrent-stream  that  in 
December  suddenly  covers  the  banks  of  the  Wady  el- 
'Arlsh  with  verdure  (cp  Haynes,  Palmer  Search-expedi 
tion,  262),  which  could  never  have  been  confounded 
with  a  channel  of  the  Nile  (so  also  Ebers).  As  for  the 
expression  '  the  river  of  Mizraim '  ('D  nnj)  in  Gen.  15 18, 
either  the  original  reading  was  Sro  '  vvady,  torrent ' 
(Lagarde,  Ball),  which  was  altered  into  inj,  '  river  (of ),' 
by  an  idealistic  editor,  who  placed  the  SW.  boundary 
of  Canaan  at  the  Nile,  or  else,  if  Winckler's  inference  3 
from  a  Minasan  inscription  (Hal.  535)  is  correct,  -in: 
was  applied  in  N.  Arabia  and  its  Palestinian  neighbour 
hood  to  the  Wady  el-'Arish,  which  historically  at  any 
rate  was  not  undeserving  of  the  name.  The  latter  view 
seems  preferable.  It  seems  to  derive  support  from 
Gen.  8637  Nu.  22s  when  emended  (see  REHOBOTH, 
PETHOR). 

We  have  still  to  account  for  the  name  ( '  The  Wady 
[or  Torrent]  of  Mizraim  ' ).     The  ordinary  explanation 
2   Name    ma^es    'l    equivalent    to    '  the   wady  which 
parts  Canaan  from  Egypt.'     At  the  mouth 
of  the  wady  la)'  an  Egyptian  fortress,  which  might  seem 
to  neutralise  the  fact  that  the  wady  belongs  geographic 
ally  to  N.  Arabia.     That  this  explanation  was  prevalent 

1  Cp  Epiphan.   Hter.  2  83,  Pti/OKOpoupa  yap  ep/nrji-eueTai  NeeA 

(Sm>. 

2  See  Ritter,  Erdkunde,  xiv.  8141^  ;  Guerin,  Judee,  2  240- 
249. 

*  AOF\  36  337  ;  GI  \  174,  n.  2. 
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in  later  Jewish  times  is  certain  ;  but  does  it  correctly 
represent  the  original  meaning  of  that  phrase?  This 
question  cannot  be  answered  without  considering  the 
Assyriological  data.  That  the  nahal  Musur  of  inscrip 
tions  of  Sargon  and  Esarhaddon  1  means,  not  the 
Egyptian  wady,  but  the  wady  which  runs  through  the 
N.  Arabian  land  of  Musri,  seems  to  us  beyond  doubt, 
unless,  indeed,  it  can  be  shown  that  the  extended  use 
of  the  term  Musri  or  Musur  had  gone  out  in  that  king's 
time.  To  assert  this,  however,  would  be  entirely 
contrary  to  the  evidence.  '  Mizraim  '  should  rather  be 
'  Mizrim  '.  The  land  of  Musri  or  Musur  in  N.  Arabia 
was  repeatedly  referred  to  by  the  OT  writers  ;  but  the 
references  were  misunderstood  by  the  later  scribes. 
See  MIZRAIM,  §  2  (6).  T.  K.  c.  —  s.  A.  c. 

EHI  ('PIS  ;  Arx€ic  [BA],  -6IN  [D],  AAXeic  [L]),  in 
the  genealogy  of  Benjamin  (Gen.  462if)  ;  see  AHIRAM,  i, 
and  BENJAMIN,  §  9,  i.  i  Ch.  86  has  T1PIN,  EHUD,  ii. 


EHUD  O-1PIN,  AcoA  [BAL]),  a  Benjamite  name, 
which,  according  to  We.  (GGN,  1893,  p.  480;  cp  Gray,  ffPJV, 
26,  n.  4)  is  from  °NiV3l<  Abihud  (also  Benjamite).  Probably 
•n-TK  should  be  read  ;  cp  Pesh.  'ihiir  i  Ch.  7  to  ;  'abihfir,  ib.  86 
and  -ny'K  for  iTJ7'3K 

i.  b.  GERA  \q.v.  ],  a  Benjamite,  the  champion  of 
Israel  against  Moab  (  Judg.  3  12-30  ;  avu8  [superscr.  v] 
Ba-b  in  830  4i).  The  story  is  thoroughly  archaic  in 
tone,  and  is  a  popular  tradition  (so  Moore,  Bu.  ).  It 
tells  how  Ehud,  with  a  sword  concealed  under  his 
garment,  came  bearing  tribute  to  Eglon,  king  of  Moab, 
at  his  residence  E.  of  the  Jordan,  and  sought  a  private 
audience.  Being  left-handed  he  was  able  to  get  hold 
of  his  sword  without  exciting  the  king's  suspicions. 
In  this  way  he  quickly  wrought  Israel's  vengeance,  and 
made  good  his  escape.  Fleeing  by  way  of  Gilgal  and 
the  pillars  there  (see  QUARRIES)  he  called  the  Israelites 
to  arms  and,  by  seizing  the  Jordan  fords,  cut  off  the 
retreat  of  the  Moabites  on  the  W.  of  the  river,  and 
slew  them  every  one.  See  EGLON. 

The  historicity  of  the  narrative  was  questioned  in  1869  by  No. 
(Untersuch.  179),  mainly  on  the  ground  that  both  Ehud  and 
Gera  are  clan-names  (cp  2,  below).  More  recently,  Wi.  (Gesch. 
1  158)  has  drawn  attention  to  the  improbability  of  a  Benjamite 
having  been  tribute-bearer  for  Ephraim,  and  points  out  that 
there  is  little  to  support  the  existence  of  Benjamin  before  the 
time  of  Saul.  But  the  mention  of  Ehud's  origin  is  due,  it 
would  seem,  to  RD  (so  Moore,  SBOT),  and  may  very  probably 
be  a  later  trait.  That  the  kernel  of  the  story  itself  is  not 
homogeneous  has  been  shown  by  Wi.  (Alttest.  Vnt.  5$  ff.)', 
a  satisfactory  analysis  has  yet  to  be  made.  Cp  BENJAMIN,  §  4. 

2.  b.  Bilhan,  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (a.v.  §  9  ii.  a)  i  Ch. 
7  10  (aoofl  [BL],  a/ueiS  [A],  'ihfir  [Pesh.]). 

EHUD  p-irtN,  AcoA  [BL],  OJA  [A]  ;  AttAud[Pesh.]), 
in  genealogy  of  Benjamin  (i  Ch.  86f).  Gen.  46a 
has  EHI,  on  which  see  AHIRAM,  and  BENJAMIN,  §  9,  i. 
The  name  is  doubtless  the  same  as  •HHN  (see  above). 


EKER  ("l^I/,  the  pointing  is  uncertain  ;  Pesh.  reads  o 
in  the  first  syllable  ;  &KOP  [BA],  IK&P  [L]),  ben  Ram, 
a  Jerahmeelite  (i  Ch.  227). 

EKREBEL  (erpeBH\  [B]),  Judith  7  i8f.  See  AKRA- 
BATTINE  (end). 

EKRON  (ppr;  AKKARGON  [BAL];  so  Jos.  also 
A(K)K&PO>N  ;  these  [cp  the  Assyr.]  suggest  the  pro 
nunciation  pipy,  'Akkaron). 

The  gentilic  is  Ekronite  ('^IpViJ)  :  Josh.  13  3  (cue/capo^  e]tn)s 
[BAL]),  i  Sam.  5io  (aopicaAwi'[e]iT))s  [BAL]  ;  see  below,  §  2). 

Ekron,   the  most  northerly  of  the  five  cities  of  the 

Philistines,   was   first  identified   by  Robinson   with  the 

„..       modern  'Akir,  in  3i°5i.s'  N.  lat.  ,  4^  m.  E. 

1.  Site.  fTQm  Yefrnd  (JABNEEL,  i)  and  9  m.  from  the 

sea  ;  in  a  pass  which  breaks  the  low  hills  that  form  the 

northern  boundary  of  the  Philistine  plain  (PEF  map, 

Sh.  xvi.  ).      Its  position,  inland,  and  not  on  the  trunk, 

but  on  a  branch,  of  the  great  line  of  traffic  northwards, 

is  probably  the  explanation  of  the  fact  that   its  name 

1  See  Del.  Par.  310;  Wi.  Musri,  Meluhtja,  Main  ['98],  $f. 
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is  found  in  the  early  Egyptian  records  of  conquest  and 
travel  only  once  (Lists  of  Thotmes  III.  tfPW,  650)  as 
Aqar.  Not  25  rn.  from  Jerusalem  as  the  crow  flies, 
it  lay  nearer  Israel  than  did  any  of  its  sister  towns  ;  but, 
though  it  was  assigned  to  Judah,  '  with  its  towns  and 
villages  from  Ekron  to  the  sea'  (Josh.  1545/1  [P]),  and 
again  to  Dan  (ib.  1943  [P]).  we  find  (ib.  132  [D,  but 
probably  from  older  sources])  '  all  the  regions  of  the 
Philistines  as  far  as  the  north  border  of  Kkron  which  is 
counted  to  the  Canaanite '  specified  as  part  of  the  '  much 
land '  that  still  remained  to  be  possessed  after  the 
conquest,  and  this  last  representation  best  accords  with 
all  the  known  facts. 

Like  her  sisters  Ekron  possessed,  along  with  a  market, 
the  shrine  and  oracle  of  a  deity — BAAL/.EBUB  (q.v.), 

w.  .  2  K.  la.  In  i  S.  5 10  612 /  16  it  is  said 

2.  History.  that  from  Ekron  the  ark  was  returned  to 

the  Israelites  by  the  level  road  up  the  Vale  of  Sorek 
to  Beth-shemesh,  not  12  m.  distant.  <5BI-,  however, 
in  this  passage  reads  X<TKO.\UV  in  each  case  for  Ekron 
(cp  6 17  and  see  Dr. ,  H.  P.Sm. ,  ad  loc. ).  Padi,  king  of 
Ekron,  remained  aloof  from  the  general  revolt  of 
Philistia  in  704  B.C.  against  Sennacherib,  whose 
prism-inscription  gives  the  name  as  Am-kar-ru-na. 
Padi's  subjects  delivered  him  to  Hezekiah ;  but 
Sennacherib  in  701  restored  him  to  his  throne. 
The  next  notices  of  the  town  are  by  Esar-haddon 
(KAT(-),  164)  and  Asur-bani-pal  (Del.,  Par.  289);  and 
the  next  (apart  from  the  general  history  of  Philistia,  Jer. 
2520  Zeph.  24)  not  till  i  Mace.  10 89  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiii. 
44),  where  it  is  said  to  have  been  given  in  147  B.C.  by 
King  Alexander  Balas  to  Jonathan  the  Maccabee  for 
services  against  Apollonius  the  general  of  Demetrius  II. , 
an  incident  supposed  by  some,  but  on  insufficient 
grounds,  to  be  referred  to  in  Zech.  95-7  (see,  however, 
ZECHARIAH,  BOOK  OF). 

After  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  the  Romans  Jews  settled 
in  Ekron.  See  OS  (91 6  218  57)  where  it  is  spoken  of  as  a  large 
('grandis,'  fteyion;)  village  between  Azotus  and  Jamnia,  Jerome 
adding  that  some  identified  Accaron  with  Tunis  Stratonis 
(Caesarea).  In  noo  A.D.  King  Baldwin  marched  from  Jerusalem 
to  Ascalon  by  Ashdod  '  inter  quam  et  Jamniam,  qua;  super  mare 
sita  est,  Accaron  dimisimus  '  (Fulch.  Carnot,  23,  in  Gest.  Dei 404, 
quoted  by  Robinson  ;  cp  Brocardus,  10  186  ;  Marin.  Sanut.  165). 

When  visited  by  the  present  writer  in  1891  'Afa'rwHS  a  small  but 
thriving  village.  It  lies  in  a  slight  hollow  by  a  well  ;  Petrie 
doubts  whether  the  ancient  city  can  have  been  of  much  size 
(PEFQ,  'go,  p.  245).  Built  of  mud,  like  most  of  the  towns  on  the 
plain,  it  contains  hardly  any  ancient  remains  (Robinson  and 
PEFM  2  408).  The  plain  about  it  is  fertile  but  only  partially 
cultivated  ;  the  railway  from  Jaffa  to  Jerusalem  passes  to  the 
north.  G.  A.  S. 

The  connection  between    Hezekiah  and   Ekron    has 

long  attracted  the  attention  of  students.      Sennacherib, 

TT      V  Vi  wh°se  reference  to  Padi,  king  of  Ekron, 

la     has  been  already  mentioned,  states  in  the 

cincl  xjKron.  , 

same  inscription  that  as  a  punishment  for 

Hezekiah's  revolt  he  cut  off  parts  of  his  territory  and 
gave  them  to  certain  Philistine  kings,  one  of  whom  was 
the  king  of  Ekron.  This  statement  has  been  taken  by 
M' Curdy  to  refer  to  certain  towns  and  villages  originally 
Philistine  which  Uzziah  had  taken  from  the  Philistines 
(as  the  Chronicler  probably  means  to  assert  in  2  Ch. 
266),  which  Ahaz  had  lost  (2  Ch.  28 18)  and  which,  as 
we  may  infer  from  2  K.  188  were  retaken  by  Hezekiah. 
The  earlier  statement  respecting  the  surrender  of  Padi 
implies,  according  to  the  same  scholar,  that  Hezekiah 
was  recognised  by  the  people  of  Ekron  as  their  suzerain 
(Expos.,  1891  b,  389/1).  So  much  at  least  appears  to 
be  highly  probable, — that  in  the  early  part  of  the  reign 
of  Hezekiah  the  king  of  Ekron  was  a  vassal  of  the  king 
of  Judah,  and  that  he  regained  his  independence  only 
through  the  humiliation  inflicted  on  Hezekiah  by  Sen 
nacherib.  Hezekiah,  however,  might  console  himself 
by  the  reflection  that  Ekron  had  been  captured  by  the 
Assyrians  and  Jerusalem  had  not. 

In  the  reigns  of  Esarhaddon  and  Asur-bani-pal  we 
hear  of  a  king  of  Ekron  called  Ikausu  (with  which 
WMM  compares  the  name  Achish),  or  Ikasamsu,  who 
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paid  tribute  to  the  great  king  (COT  241  KB  2149  240). 
Soon  after  this  a  Hebrew  prophet  declares  that  Ekron 
'  shall  be  rooted  up, '  suggesting  an  etymology  natural 
from  an  Israelite  point  of  view,  names  being  taken  as 
prophetic  of  the  fortunes  of  their  bearers.  The  modern 
name  'Akir  suggests  the  far  more  probable  meaning 
1  sterile'  (so  Guthe  ;  cp  Ar.  'akara,  Heb.  'atdr).  The 
dreary  nature  of  the  plain  close  to  Ekron  may  serve  to 
account  for  the  name.  G.  A.  s. ,  §  if. ;  T.  K.  C. ,  §  3. 

EL  (^X),  ELOHIM  (D'H^N).     See  NAMES,  §  \\±f. 

ELA.     i.  (N^N)  i  K.  4i8  RV,  AV  ELAH.  (q.v.  6). 
2.  (7)Aa  IBA])  i  Esd.  927;  =  Ezra  1026  EI.AM  ii.,  i. 

ELADAH,  RV  ELEADAH  (fini^X  §  35  ;  A&&AA  [B], 
€\£AAA  [A],  -A  [L]).  a  clan-name  in  a  genealogy  of 
El'HRAlM  (q.v.  i.,  §  12)  individualised  (i  Ch.  7  20).  On 
the  story  of  an  ancient  border  contest  in  which  Eladah 
fell,  see  BERIAH,  2. 

Other  forms  of  the  name  are  found  :    EI.EAD,  r>.  21  ("1J//N  ;  om. 

B,  fAeoi  [A],  AooS  [L])  and  LADAN  -.<.  36  RV  (f^'S,  for  J^N  ; 
\aSSav  [B],  yoAaaia  [A],  \aSav  [L]);  cp  also  ERAN,  EzER 
ii.,  3.  See  further,  KPHKAIM  i.,  §  12. 

ELAH  (H7K,  and  i  K.  4i8  fcON,  an  abbreviation  of 
some  name  beginning  with  ?N  ;  §  51  ;  HA&  [BAL], 
HAANOC  [Jos.]). 

1.  An  Edomite  duke  or  perhaps  clan  (Gen.  3(141  rjAos  [ADELJ, 
i  Ch.  152  ijAas  [BA]);   no  doubt  it  is  the  well-known  EI.ATH 
(Aila),    cp    EL-PARAN   (wilderness    of   Paran,    Gen.  14e;    see 
PARAN)  and  ELOTH(I  K.  9z6  2  K.  16e;  see  ELATH).     See  Di. 
Gen.,  ad  loc.,  and  Tuch,  ZDMG  1 170. 

2.  Son  of  Baasha,  king  of  Israel  in  Tirzah.     After  little  more 
than  a  year  he  was  killed  by  Zimri  ;  his  armed  men  and  captains 
were  busied  at  the  time  in  the  siege  of  Gibbethon,  a  Philistine 
city:  i  K.  1«>6  8  13^  (r)Aaai/  [B  v.  6]  Jos.  Ant.  viii.  124). 

3.  Father  of  Hoshea,  king  of  Israel  (2  K.  1^30  17 1  18  i  9). 

4.  A  son  of  CALEB  (f.v.) :   i  Ch.  415  6is  (aAa  [A],  aSai,  ofia 
[B]).     See  KENAZ. 

5.  b.  Uzzi  in  list  of  Benjamite  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (see 
EZRA,  ii.  §  5  [<*]  §15(1!  a),  i  Ch.  9s  (om.  B.  TjAo  [A],  r)Aou  [L])  ; 
not  mentioned  in  ||  Neh.  11. 

6.  Father  of  SHIMEI  [3]  (i  K.  4i8  N^N  RV  ELA).     His  name 
should  be  restored  in  2  S.  23  n  in  place  of  the  MT  reading  NSN 
(see  A<;EE),  .and  possibly  also  in  v.  33  for  Shammah.     Cp  the 
ingenious  discussion  in  Marq.  (Fund.  20  f.). 

ELAH,  VALLEY  OF  (PI^P)  pOtf,  '  Valley  of  the 
Terebinth,'  cp  <SAI-),  the  scene  of  the  combat  between 
David  and  Goliath  (i  S.  17 2),  and  of  the  rout  of  the 
Philistines  (2l9[io]). 

(S's  readings  are  :  in  i  S.  17  2,  tv  TJJ  KoiAaSi  auroil  [BA],  njs 
Spvo<;  OVTOI  KO.I  OVTOI  [L],  <c.  T>]«  Spuos  (Aq.  Theod.];  in  v.  19 
ec  TTJ  K.  Trft  fipuos  [AL,  om.  B] ;  in  21  g[io]  K.  TjAa  [BAL]. 

Assuming  that  '  in  Ephes-dammim '  and  '  in  the 
valley  of  Elah '  mean  the  same  thing,  we  have  the 
names  Socoh  and  Azekah  (5i)  to  guide  us  in  de 
termining  the  locality,  also  the  implied  fact  that  the 
valley  ran  westward.  No  doubt  the  valley  meant  is  the 
\Vady  fs-Sanf,  one  of  the  landmarks  of  the  country, 
which  begins  near  Hebron,  runs  northward  as  far  as 
Shuweikeh,  and  thence  westward  by  Gath  and  Ashdod, 
to  the  sea,  joining  the  N.  Sukerer.  On  the  positions 
of  the  opposed  armies,  see  EPHF.SDAMMIM.  Accord 
ing  to  W.  Miller,2  who  has  made  a  special  study 
of  the  country,  the  valley  of  Elah,  or  '  of  the  terebinth,' 
is  the  gentle  ascent  with  a  watercourse  which  leads 
up  from  a  break  in  the  line  of  heights  to  Bet  Nettif 
(nearly  opposite  Shuweikeh,  but  more  eastward). 
'  In  the  valley  beneath  barley  is  already  ripening. 
The  torrent  is  nearly  dried  up  (see  EPHESDAMMIM), 
its  bed  is  strewn  with  smooth  white  pebbles,  and 
the  red  sides  of  the  bed  are  in  places  so  steep  that 
you  might  call  it  a  valley  "within  a  valley."  It  is 
this  torrent-bed  which  the  narrator,  with  perfect  know 
ledge  of  the  country,  refers  to  under  the  name  of  the 
ravine;  "the  ravine"  (N'jn),  he  says,  "was  between 
them."'  The  suggestion  for  the  explanation  of  N<:n 

1  Read  OVTOI  ?  (,lVt<) 

~  The  Least  of  all  Lands,  iy>ff.  \  so  Che.  Aids.  S$/. 
3  Che.  Aids,  8s/ 
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is  due  to  Conder  (PEFQ,  '75,  193).  Some  of  his 
other  identifications  are  hardly  correct  (see  EPHES- 
DAMMIM,  SHAARAIM,  i) ;  but  he  has  here  thrown  great 
light  on  the  narrative.  See  also  GASm.  HG  226  ff. 

One  advantage  in  Miller's  theory  of  the  valley  of  Elah  (see 
above)  is  that  it  offers  a  simple  explanation  of  the  twofold  name 
of  the  valley  which  was  the  seat  of  war.  A  very  fine  specimen 
of  the  butm-tret  (terebinth)  grows  on  the  slope  leading  up  to 
Bet  Nettlf.  It  is  conceivable  that  the  name  of  the  great  valley 
as  a  whole  was,  even  in  antiquity,  '  valley  of  the  acacias  '  (sant  = 
acacia,  or  rather  mimosa).  Wellhausen  supposes  the  Wady  es- 
Sant  to  be  meant  by  the  Valley  of  Shittim  in  Joel  3[4]i8.  It  is 
a  pity  that  we  can  hardly  explain  Q'm  'n  D'DT  DEN  as  a  corrup 
tion  of  O'BE'-  See  EPHES-DAMMIM.  T.  K.  C. 

ELAM(DW;  AiAAM[BKADQL]).  Geographically, 
the  name  describes  the  great  plain  E.  of  the  lower 
Tigris  and  N.  of  the  Persian  Gulf, 
together  with  the  mountain  districts 
which  enclose  it  on  the  N.  and  E. ,  and  to  which  the 
Hebrew  name  Elam  and  the  Assyrian  Elamtu1  (note 
fem.  ending)  refer.  It  is  nearly  equivalent  to  the  Susiana 
and  Elymais  of  the  Greeks,  and  the  mod.  Khuzistan. 
The  native  kings  of  this  country  called  themselves  lords 
of  Ansan  (or  Anzan)  ;  so  late  a  king  as  Cyrus  still  calls 
himself  king  of  Ansan.  This  name  was  originally 
borne  by  a  city,  the  conquest  of  which  by  Gudea,  '  vice 
gerent '  (patesi)  of  Lagas,  between  3500  and  3000  B.C., 
is  recorded  in  an  inscription  (KB  3  39);  it  afterwards 
designated  a  district  in  Elam  (see  CYKUS,  §  i).  Leav 
ing  the  geography  of  this  region,  which  has  been  fully 
treated  from  cuneiform  sources  by  Fried.  Delitzsch  (Par. 
320-329),  we  pass  to  the  references  to  Elam  in  the  OT. 

The  earliest  of  these  is  that  in  Is.  226  (e\a,u.[e]iTcu 
[BANQ]),  where  Elam  and  Kir  are  mentioned  together 


1.  Geography. 


2.  Biblical 
references. 


as  entrusted  with  the  duty  of  blockading 
Jerusalem.     The  difficulty  in  this  passage 


is  that  the  Elamites  were  never  loyal 
subjects  of  the  Assyrians,  and  are  never  mentioned  in 
the  inscriptions  as  serving  in  an  Assyrian  army,  but 
often  as  allies  of  the  Babylonians  (Del.,  Par.  237; 
Che.  Intr.  Is.  133;  cp  Proph.  Is.  1132/1 ).  Inter 
polation  has  been  suspected  ;  but  this  is  not  the  only 
admissible  theory  (see  '  Isaiah,'  SBOT}.  The  next 
certainly  dated  passage  is  Ezek.  8224  (eXa/i.  [Q]),  where 
'  Elam  and  all  her  multitude '  are  mentioned  in  a  grand 
description  of  the  inhabitants  of  ShS5l.  The  fate  of 
Elam  preoccupied  more  than  one  of  the  prophets  ;  '  all 
the  kings  of  Elam'  are  referred  to  in  Jer.  25 25  (om. 
N*A*)  immediately  before  'all  the  kings  of  Media,' 
and  a  special  prophecy  against  Elam  is  given  in  Jer. 
4934-39  (v-  36  eXa/*  [X*])  ;  but  we  cannot  with  any 
certainty  ascribe  these  to  Jeremiah  (see  JEREMIAH, 
BOOK  OF).  In  Is.  21 2  (eXa/^eJcrcu  [BANQ],  late 
exilic)  Elam  is  named  with  Media  as  the  destroyer 
of  Babylon,  and  a  plausible  emendation  introduces 
Elam  ('go  up,  O  Elam')  into  a  passage  of  similar 
purport  in  Jer.  50 21  (late).  In  Dan.  82  (tuXa/i  [BAQG 
Theod.],  f\v/j.a.i5i  [87])  Shushan  is  referred  to  as  in 
Elam,  though  in  Ezra  4  9  (ijXa/xcuoi  [BA],  aiXa/ztrcu 
[L])  it  is  seemingly  distinguished  from  it ;  and  according 
to  Is.  11  ii  (cuXa/ufeJmoi'  [BA],  eXa/a.  [KQ],  late), 
Esth.  96i3  (Shushan)  Acts  2p  (eXa^emu  [Ti.  WH]), 
Jewish  exiles  resided  in  Elam  in  the  post-exilic  period. 

We  come  lastly  to  Gen.  1022  [P]  (cuXaS  [E]),  where 
Elam  is  mentioned  immediately  before  Asshur  as  a 
'son'  of  Shem.  How  is  this  to  be  accounted  for? 
Not  by  the  supposition  that  the  Elamites  were  Semitic 
(as  we  now  use  the  word)  either  in  language  or  in 
physical  type,  or  that  at  least  a  primitive  Semitic  popu 
lation  was  settled  in  the  lower  parts  of  Elam.  Not 
by  referring  to  the  early  conquest  of  Babylonia  by  the 
Elamites  ;  this  might  account  for  the  description  of 
Babylonia  as  a  'son  of  Japheth,  but  not  for  the  case 
before  us  :  nor  yet  by  the  fact  that  a  Kassite  dynasty 

1  Jensen  connects  Elamtu  (Elam)  with  illamu,  '  front,'  and 
explains  '  east  region  '  (ZA,  '96,  p.  351). 
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ruled  in  Babylonia  in  1726-1159  B.C.  —  a  reference 
which  would  only  be  in  point  if  P  were  pre-exilic  ;  but 
rather  by  the  undoubted  fact  that  Elam  was  repeatedly 
chastised  by  the  Assyrians,  and  that  parts  of  it  were 
annexed  by  Sargon  (A'Z?2y3).  P  was  enough  of  a 
historian  to  know  this  ;  he  may  indeed  have  inferred 
it  from  Is.  226.  The  view  of  De  Goeje  (Th.  T., 
'70,  p.  251)  that  Elam  in  Gen.  lOza  is  the  Persian 
Empire  is  therefore  to  be  rejected.  As  De  Goeje 
himself  remarks,  it  is  strange  that,  if  Elam  has  this 
meaning,  Media  should  be  a  son  of  Japheth  (v.  2).  It 
is  true,  however,  that  the  prominence  of  Elam  in  the 
Persian  empire  explains  the  precedence  which  it  has 
among  the  sons  of  Shem,  and  the  insertion  of  Lud  (i.e.  , 
probably  Lydia)  after  Arphaxad  may  receive  a  similar 
explanation  (see  LUD,  i). 

The  history  of  Elam  is  closely  interwoven  with  that 
of  primitive  Babylonia,  and  subsequently  with  that  of 
the  Assyrian,  the  Babylonian,  and  the  Persian  empires. 
See  ARIOCH,  3;  ASUR-BANI-PAL,  §  6;  BABYLONIA, 
§42^;  CHEDORLAOMER,  CYRUS,  NANEA,  PERSIA, 
SHUSHAN.  T.  K.  c. 
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[BA],  M\.  [Lj). 


i.  The  b'ne  Elam  were  a  family,  1254  in  number,  in  the  great 
post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9,  §  8c),  Ezra  2  7  (juaAan.  [B], 
atA.  [AL])=Neh.  7  12  (eAajj.  (K],  cuA.  [BAL])=i  Esd.  612 
(icuAafios  [B]).  In  a  passage  from  the  '  memoirs  of  Ezra'  (Ezra 
727-834;  see  EZRA  ii.,  §  5)  the  number  of  those  in  Ezra's 
caravan  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2  ;  ii.,  §  15  [i]  d)  is  given  as  seventy, 
Ezra  87  (i7Aa  [B])=i  Esd.  8  33  (aaju.  [B],  eA.  [A]).  One  of  the 
best  known  members  of  this  clan  was  SHECANIAH  (g.v.,  4), 


(see  EZRA  i.,  §  5,  end),  Ezral026=i  Esd.  927  (ijAa  [BA]);  and 
the  clan  was  represented  among  the  signatories  to  the  covenant 
(see  EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  20  14  [15]. 

The  name  '  Elam  '  for  a  Jewish  family  or  temple-guild 
is  highly  improbable.  There  is  abundant  evidence  that 
names  containing  the  root-letters  ohy  were  Benjamite. 
One  of  these  is  nD^y  (Alemeth)  which  may  have  been 
written  'cby.  If  the  mark  of  abbreviation  were  over 
looked  it  would  be  natural  to  insert  »  or  i  after  y. 
Alemeth  is  identical  with  Almon,  the  name  of  a  priestly 
city  in  Benjamin  (Josh.  21 18  P).  Notice  also  the 
occurrence  of  the  name  in  3  below. 

2.  The  children  of  the  'other  Elam'  (inN  D^'j;)  'n  Ezra  231 
=  Neh.  734  (Ezra,    rjAajutap    [BA],   Neh.  rjAajnaap    [BA] ;   [vioi] 
aiAafi  ere'pou  [L])  are  unmentioned  in   ||  i  Esd.  5,  and  seem  to 
have  arisen  from  a  needless  repetition  of  v.  7  ;  the  numbers  are 
identical  (cp  Be.-Ry.  18). 

3.  b.  Shashak,  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (g.v.,  §  9,  ii.) : 
i  Ch.  8  24  (aiAa^.  [B],  ar,A.  [A],  i,A.  [L]). 

4.  A  Korahite  doorkeeper  ;  i  Ch.  26  3  (twAa/u.)  [BA]). 

5.  A  priest   in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall 
(see  EZRA  ii.  §  13^),  Neh.  12  42  (om.  BN*A,  euAa/u.  [Kc.a  mg.]). 

T.  K.  C. 

ELASA  (&AACA  [A]),  i  Mace.  9  5  RV.  see  BEREA.I. 


ELASAH  (nt2>lpK,    'God   hath   made,'    §    31  ;    cp 
Asahel;   6Ae«\CA  [ALQ]). 

1.  b.  PASHUR  (q.v.,  3)  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see 
EZRA  i.,  §  5,  end),  Ezra  10  22(r)Aao-a)=  i  Esd.  9  22  (TALSAS,  RV 
SALOAS  ;  <raA0as  [B],  -Aoas  [A]). 

2.  b.  Shaphan,  together  with  GEM ARI AH  (i),  was  sent  by  Zede- 
kiah  to  Nebuchadrezzar,  king  of  Babylon  and  bore  also  at  the 
same  time  Jeremiah's  letter  to  those  in  exile  there  ;   Jer.  29  3 
[<&  36  3]  (eAeao-ai/  [B*H  -£ap  [Bam£-  «],  -(rap  [A]). 

3.  EV   ELEASAH,   b.    Helez,   a  Jerahmeelite,    i    Ch.  239.7: 
(cuas  [B]). 

4.  EV  ELEASAH,  a  descendant  of  Saul  mentioned  in  a  gene 
alogy   of  BENJAMIN   (§  9,    ii.   |3) ;    i  Ch.  837   (eorjA  [B])=943 
(«rar)A  [B],  e<n)A  [A]).     Cp  LAISHAH. 


ELATH  (J"l,  cp  nN  in  the  Sinaitic  Inscr.  [Eut. 
551];  AlAAG  [BAL];  Dt.  28  AiAoJN  [BAFL]  ;  2  K. 
1422-co  [B],  eAu)9  [A] ;  166  AiAAM  [A]),  also  ELOTH 
(ni^N,  i  K.  926  2  K.  166  A|AAM  [A];  2  Ch.  817 
262,  AlA&M  [B]),  an  important  Edomite  town,  whose 
connection  with  Elah  the  phylarch  or  clan  in  Gen. 
8641  is  fairly  obvious.  Elath  or  Eloth  (i.e.,  great 
trees,  perhaps  date-palms?)  is  probably  but  a  later 
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designation  of  EL-PARAN  (see  PARAN) — i.e.,  Elath 
which  lies  on  the  desert  of  Paran.  It  was  situated  on 
the  NE.  arm  of  the  Red  Sea,  in  the  J£\a.n\l\c  Gulf 
(which  has  derived  its  name  from  the  place  itself),  and 
was  close  to  EZION-GEBKR  (<j.v. ). 

According  to  Pliny  v.  11  12)  it  was  situated  10  m.  E.  of  Petra 
and  150  m.  SE.  of  Gaza.  The  region  has  always  been  famous 
for  its  date-palms  (cp  Strabo,  Iti  776) ;  and  Mukaddasi  Ibn 
el-Benna  (1000  A.D.)  in  his  geography  says  that  Waila  (Elath) 
is  '  the  harbour  of  Palestine'and  the  granary  of  Higaz— rich  in 
palms  and  fishes  '  (cp  ZDPV1  171,  and  Wetzstein  in  Del.  If  oh. 
u.  Koh.  168).  Owing  to  its  commanding  situation  and  central 
position  the  possession  of  Elath  has  in  all  ages  been  fiercely 
contested.  According  to  Hommel  (AHT  195),  the  ancient 
town  and  port  Mair  mentioned  upon  old  Bab.  contract-tablets, 
which  gave  its  name  to  ships  and  textile  fabrics,  is  the  same  as 
Elath. 

Apart  from  its  occurrence  under  the  form  EL-PARAN 
(see  PARAN)  (Gen.  146),  it  is  mentioned  as  one  of  the 
last  stages  of  the  Israelites  (Dt.  28  ;  see  WANDERINGS, 
§§4,  ii,  13).  It  is  mentioned  also  in  I  K.  926  2  Ch.  817, 
in  order  to  mark  the  position  of  EZION-GEBER  (g.v. ). 
It  passed  through  various  vicissitudes.  It  was  repaired 
by  Azariah  (2  K.  1422;  see  UZZIAH,  i,),  but  was  at  a 
later  time  recovered  by  Edom  (2  K.  166  :  with  Kloster- 
mann  cancel  '  Rezin '  and  read  'Edom'  for  'Aram,' 
and  '  Edomites  '  [kr.]  for  '  Aramites  '  [kt.]  ;  but  cp 
EDOM,  §  8).  Jerome  and  Eusebius  state  that  Elath 
(Ailath,  cu\a,u)  in  their  time  was  a  place  of  commercial 
importance,  and  the  seat  of  a  Roman  legion  (OSW  8425 
21075).  It  was  renowned  for  its  trading  with  India 
(Theod.  Qucest.  in  Jerem.  10049;  Procop.  Bell.  Pers. 

Ii9). 

Elath  was  the  residence  of  a  Christian  bishop  and  of  a  Jewish 
colony.  After  suffering  at  the  hands  of  Saladin  it  dwindled 
away.  Abulfeda  (1300)  knows  of  it  only  as  a  place  deserted 
save  for  a  castle  which  was  built  to  protect  the  pilgrims  who 
journeyed  along  by  Elath  between  Cairo  and  Mecca  on  the  road 
made  by  Ahmad  ibn-Tulun,  who  reigned  in  Egypt  in  the  latter 
half  of  the  ninth  century.1  It  is  known  now  as  'Akaba  ('de 
clivity ').  Little  is  left  of  the  former  'gate  of  Arabia'  but 
some  heaps  of  ruins,  and  the  castle,  which  is  still  occupied  by  a 
few  soldiers.2 

EL-BERITH  (Jin?  ?N),  Judg.  946  RV.     See  BAAL- 

BERITH. 

EL-BETHEL  (^X'JV3  h$,  'the  god  of  Bethel1), 
the  name  given  by  Jacob  to  the  sacred  spot  at  Luz 
where  he  had  built  an  altar  (Gen.  35?).  @ADEL,  Vg. , 
Pesh.  read  simply  '  Bethel ' ;  but  this  is  against  Gen. 
28ig.  Perhaps  we  should  read  El-berith  ('covenant- 
God  '),  or  El-berith-Israel,  '  Israel's  covenant-God.' 

T.  K.  c. 

ELCIA(eAKei&[BXA]).  Judith  81  AV,  RV  ELKIAH. 

ELDAAH  (H1TJ7I?  'God  calls'?  cp  the  Sab.  form 
"jKjrr,  ZDMG2764.3  87399),  a  son  of  MIDIAN  (Gen. 
25  4;  i  Ch.  133). 

(5's  readings  are  :  in  Gen.,  flepya^ia  [A],  i.e.,  Togarmah  ; 
(0)epn-afi(a)  [B],  pnafna  [£»>  rescr.],  paya  [L],  ap.  [E*],  eop. 
[EaL] ;  and  in  Ch.  «A.Aa5a  [B],  «A.Saa  [AL]. 

ELDAD  ("n'pX,  §  28  ;  eAA&A  [BAFL] ;  see  ELIDAD 
and  cp  DOD,  NAMES  WITH)  and  Medad  (TVD,  Sam. 
Yll»,  cp  MOOAAA  [BAFL],  whence  read  "HID,  'loved 
one '  ?  §  56  ;  cp  ALMODAD)  were  two  Israelites  who 
prophesied  without  being  locally  in  contact  with  Yahw& 
in  the  Tent  of  Meeting  (or  Revelation)  where  Yahwe 
was  present  in  the  cloud  (Nu.  1 1 26-29).  Moses  rejoiced 
at  the  favour  accorded  to  them,  and  longed  that,  not 
only  the  guides  and  directors  of  Israel,  but  all  Yahwe's 
people  might  become  prophets.  The  story  (which  is 
related  to  Ex.  887-11  Nu.  11 16/.  12 1-15  ;  see  MIRIAM, 
§  i)  was  written  by  one  of  the  latest  members  of  the 
Elohistic  school,  whose  aspirations  are  most  nearly 
paralleled  by  Jer.  3l34Ezek.  llig/.  Joel  228/[3i/] 

1  Cp    Rob.    BR  \  237  241  ;    Niebuhr,    Beschreibungen    von 
Arabien,  400;  Buhl,  Eciomiter,  39  f.  ;  and  for  an  illustration  of 
this  castle  see  Ruppel,  Reise  in  ffubien,  248. 

2  According  to  Jos.  (Ant.  viii.  64,  lAaveus,  ix.  12  i,  TjAaOovs, 
ed.  Niese),  Elath  in  former  times  was  called   Berenice.     The 
ordinary  editions,  it  will  be  noticed,  refer  this  remark  to  Ezion- 
geber,  which  is  less  suitable. 
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(Kue.  Hex.  247/1).  The  names  Eldad  and  Medad 
(which  perhaps  do  not  belong  to  the  original  narrative) 
were  probably  selected  from  a  store  of  old  traditional 
names  for  the  sake  of  assonance  (cp  Bera,  Birsha  ; 
Jabal,  Jubal,  etc).  It  is  not  at  all  certain  that  the  names 
are  almost  identical.  See  APOCRYPHA,  §  23. 

In  its  present  form  the  prominent  feature  of  the  story  is  that 
these  two  men  (alone  of  tne  seventy  elders)  for  some  unknown 
reason  remained  behind,  and  prophesied  without  going  into  the 
tent.  Moses'  answer  shows  clearly  that  the  real  point  is  that 
prophecy  is  not  to  be  restricted  to  the  few.  In  v.  26  the  words 
nSriMil  IKS'  N^l  D^inDn  nani  are  probably  a  gloss.  1  A  late 
scribe  took  exception  to  the  idea  that  the  power  of  prophecy 
could  be  given  to  anyone  outside  the  seventy  elect,  and  so  in 
serted  the  gloss  with  the  above  effect.  The  inclusion  of  Eldad 
and  Medad  among  '  those  that  were  written  down  '  does  not 
seem,  therefore,  to  belong  to  the  original  form  of  the  story. 

ELDERS  (D^pT),  Ex.  3i6.  See  GOVERNMENT,  §§  16, 
19  ;  LAW  AND  JUSTICE,  §  8  ;  and  (for  the  Christian 
eldership)  PRESBYTER. 

ELEAD  OlPN),  i  Ch.  721.     See  ELADAH. 


ELEADAH 


,  i  Ch.  720  RV,  AV  ELADAH. 


ELEALEH  (iTX,  and  NN  Nu.  32  37,  'God  is 
high  '  ;  eAe<\AH  [BNAL]),  a  Moabite  town  always 
associated  with  Heshbon  (Is.  154  169,  eA&AHCeN 
[Bab  AQ  cp  Sw.  ad  loc.~\  ;  Jer.  4834  om.  BS,  eAe&Ah 
[AQ]),  and  assigned  in  Nu.  32s  37  to  the  Reubenites. 
Eusebius  (0S<a>  26833)  places  it  i  R.  m.  N.  from 
Heshbon. 

Probably  Elealeh  should  be  restored  for  the  questionable 
D'Sx  INta!  in  Is.  15s.  To  invent  a  place-name  Erelayim 
(Perles,  Marti)  is  imprudent.  It  is  quite  true,  however,  that 
the  initial  3  ought  to  be  the  preposition. 

Elealeh  seems  to  be  the  modern  el-  A  I  (  '  the  lofty  '),  an 
isolated  hill,  with  ruins,  ^  hr.  NNE.  of  Heshbon.  See 
S£Pli6-ig;  Tristr.  Moab,  339  /.  ;  Bad.'3>  174. 

T.  K.  C. 


ELEASA,  RV  Elasa  UA&CA  [A],  eA-  [KV]  ;  ,l 
Elesa  [It.],  Laisa  [Vg.]),  an  unknown  locality  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem,  where  Judas  the  Maccabee 
encamped  before  the  encounter  which  resulted  in  his 
defeat  and  death  (i  Mace.  9s).  Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  11  1) 
places  Judas's  camp  in  Berzetho  (the  readings  vary  : 
frOu,  jiLpfaOw,  pap.  and  (3-r)p.);  but  this  may  be  in 
error  for  the  Syrian  camp  which  (i  Mace.  94)  was  at 
BEREA  [i]  (Syr.  Birath}.  A  suggested  identification  is 
Kh.  n'asd  between  the  Beth-horons  (PEFM  3  115). 
Reland,  however,  suggests  ADASA  (q.v.). 

ELEASAH  (nb^N)  i  Ch.  239/  837  EV.  See 
ELASAH,  3,  4. 

ELEAZAR  OTtf'pX-  '  God  has  helped  '  §§  23,  28,  84  ; 
eAe&Z&p  [BAFL]  ;  cp  Eliezer,  Lazarus,  and  Phoen. 
"ITJHOE'N,  iTjDjn,  etc.  ,  Sin.  "HyDIp,  etc.  ).  BothEleazar 
and  Eliezer  are  very  common  names,  especially  in  post- 
exilic  times  and  in  lists  of  priests  ;  with  regard  to  the 
authenticity  of  the  latter  see  EZRA  i.  §§  i,  2,  5  end  ;  ii. 

§§  J5  (iK  *3& 

i.  The  third  son  of  Aaron  and  Elisheba  (Ex.  623 
[P])  is  mentioned  often  in  P,  but  only  twice  in  JE, 
according  to  Driver  —  viz.,  in  Dt.  106  and  Josh.  24  33.  2 
What  we  learn  of  him  is  to  this  effect.  He  discharged 
priestly  functions  together  with  Aaron  and  his  brothers 
Nadab,  Abihu,  and  Ithamar  (Ex.  28i),  and  after  the 
two  elder  brothers  had  died  childless  Ithamar  and  he 
were  left  to  carry  on  the  duties  alone  (Nu.  84),  Eleazar 
himself  becoming  the  '  prince  of  the  princes  of  the 
Levites  '  and  superintending  those  that  had  the  charge 
of  looking  after  the  sanctuary  (Nu.  832  ;  cp  1637^! 
[172^]  193/).  His  special  duty  with  respect  to  the 


.T  applied  to  persons  is  a  late  expression,  and  the 
words  nSriNrt  INS'  N1?!  are  omitted  in  H-P  16,  52,  73,  77  and  in 
the  first  hand  of  131. 

2  From  Dt.  106  Di.  and  Dr.  infer  that  JE,  as  well  as  P,  knows 
of  Aaron  as  a  priest,  and  of  Eleazar  as  Aaron's  successor. 
Robertson  Smith,  however,  holds  (OT/Cf2),  405,  n.  2)  that  Dt 

1256 


ELEAZAR 

things  necessary  for  the  sanctuary  and  its  service  is  de 
tailed  in  Nu.  4  16.  Shortly  before  Aaron's  death  he 
was  invested  on  Mt.  Hor  with  his  father's  garments  of 
authority  (Nu.  Wtisff.  ;  cp  Dt.  106  [D]).  He  now 
appears  as  Moses'  coadjutor,  taking  the  place  of  Aaron  ; 
together  they  took  the  census  of  the  people  (Nu.  2663), 
and  divided  the  spoil  of  the  Midianites  (Nu.  31  12^).  It 
was  to  them  that  the  daughters  of  Zelophehad  came 
to  sue  for  an  inheritance  (Nu.  27  1^),  and  the  b'ne 
Reuben  and  b'ne  Gad  for  a  pasture-land  for  their 
flocks  (Nu.  32  2  /~.).1  The  charge  was  given  to  Joshua 
in  the  presence  of  Eleazar,  who  was  '  to  inquire  for  him 
by  the  judgment  of  Urim  before  Yahwe  '  (Nu.  27  &  /•  )  ; 
just  as  his  son  Phinehas  is  said  to  have  done,  previous 
to  the  assault  on  Gibeah  (Judg.  2028).'2  Henceforth  in 
the  accounts  of  the  dividing  of  the  land  etc.  Eleazar 
is  mentioned  before  Joshua  (Nu.  8228  34  17  Josh.  14  1 
1?4  19si  21  1).3  At  his  death  he  was  buried  at  Gibeah 
of  Phinehas  (Josh.  24  33  [E]),  which  had  been  given  to 
his  son  in  Mt.  Ephraim.  He  married  '  one  of  the 
daughters  of  Putiel  '  (Ex.  625),  and  the  priesthood  is  said 
to  have  remained  in  his  family  till  the  time  of  Eli,  and 
again  from  Zadok  till  the  time  of  the  Maccabees  —  state 
ments  which  need  a  strictly  critical  examination.  See 
ZADOK,  i.  s.  A.  c. 

2.  Son  of  Abinadab,   temp.  Samuel.      According  to 
a  comparatively  late  story  the  ark  was  deposited  for 
twenty  years  in  the  house  of  Abinadab  at  Kirjath-jearim 
under  the  guardianship  of  his  son  Eleazar  (i  S.  1  if.}. 
Eleazar  in  this  '  idealisation  '  of  history  is  intended  as 
a  contrast  to  that  other  son  of  Abinadab  (Uzza)  who 
proved  wanting  in  the  reverence  essential  to  a  minister 
of  the  ark  (2  S.  636).      His  name  is  probably  meant 
to  suggest   this   contrast.     Observe  that    Eleazar   was 
specially  '  sanctified  '  for  his  functions.      See  ARK,  §  5. 

T.  K.  c. 

3.  b.   Dodo  the  Ahohite   (i  Ch.  11  12),   or   b.  Dodai 
b.    Ahohi    (2  S.  23g  ;    but   see   AHOHITE   [2]),    one    of 
David's  '  three  '  heroes.      His  great  exploit  (which  was  in 
the  valley  of  '  Rephaim  '  :  see  PAS-UAMMIM)  is  recorded 
in  2  S.  23g/.   (@1!,   however,    has  e\eai>av)  and   i  Ch. 
11  13/1      In  both  passages  the  text  has  to  be  emended  ; 
but  there  is  much  difference  among  critics  (cp  Klo.  , 
Marq.   Fund.    16,   and   H.    P.   Smith).     The  name  of 
Eleazar   does    not    appear    in    i  Ch.  27  4,    though    we 
expect  to   find  him,   not  Dodai,   in  high   command   in 
David's  army.      Compare,  however,   DODAI,   and  note 
that  an   Eliezer    b.    Dodavahu   occurs    in    2Ch.2(>37. 
See  ELIEZER  (3). 

4.  A  Merarite  :  i  Ch.  232i/  (cXtafap  v.  21  [A])  2428. 

5.  i  Esd.  8  43  =  Ezra  8  16,  ELIEZEK  [10]. 

6.  In  Ezra  8  33  an  Eleazar,  son  of  Phinehas,  is  mentioned  as 
superintending   the    weighing   out   of   gold   and   silver   in   the 
temple:   i  Esd.  863  and  (om.    BN*A,  but  eAec^ap  Nc-amff-   L) 
Neh.  l-242. 

7.  A  priest  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  Send),  i  Ksd.  9  19  (eAea£xpos  [BA])  =  Ezra  IDiS,  ELIEZER  (7). 

8.  An  Israelite  (i.e.,  a  layman),  son   of  Parosh  :   Ezra  1625 
i  Esd.  926. 

9.  The  fourth  son  of  Mattathias  (i  Mace.  2  5),  who  bore  the 
surname  Avaran  (cp  AuRANUs).4     According  to  2  Mace.  823^." 


(the  words  after  '  Moserah  ')  is  plainly  a  late  and  unauthor 
ised  gloss  ;  he  refers  to  v.  8,  where  the  institution  of  the  Levitical 
priesthood  is  assigned  to  a  later  stage  of  the  wanderings.  It  is 
of  ELIKZER  that  the  older  tradition  speaks,  as  a  son,  however, 
not  of  Aaron,  but  (together  with  Gershom)  of  Moses.  In  fact, 
in  JE,  Moses  has  the  prior  claim  to  the  priestly  office,  and  in  J 
Aaron  originally  is  not  mentioned  at  all.  In  the  genealogies  of 
P  even,  one  main  branch  of  the  tribe  of  Levi  is  still  called 
Gershom,  and  another  important  member  is  called  Mushi  —  i.e., 
the  Mosai'te  (see  We.  Prot.W  i&S;  ET  i^f.). 

1  32  1-17  is  of  composite   origin.     How  much  belongs  to  P 
(more  precisely  Po)  is  disputed  ;  but  the  mention  of  '  Eleazar  the 
priest'  beyond  question  comes  from  this  source  (see  Dr.,  Intr. 
64;  Holzinger,  flint.,  'Tabellen,'  10). 

2  Judg.  20  in  its  present  form  is  post-exilic,  and  vv.  2-jb,  z8a 
are  no  doubt  glosses  (see  Moore,  Judges,  434  ;  Kue.  Einl.  §  20, 
n.  10). 

3  All  in  P  ;  in  JE  on  the  contrary  Joshua  is  always  represented 
as  acting  alone  ;  cp  146  17  14  etc. 

4  ©  [ANV]  avapav,  Jos.  (Ant.  xii.  C  i)  avpav,  apayand  afiapav  ; 
Syr.  pin-     In  643  ©  gives  a-avpav  which  is  probably  a  mistake 
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his  brother  Judas  appointed  him  to  read  aloud  the  sacred  book, 
and  with  a  variation  of  his  own  name  as  watchword  ('  the  Help 
of  God  ')  he  led  the  first  band  of  the  army  against  Nicanor  and 
completely  defeated  him;  in  2  Mace.  1815  this  is  credited  to 
Judas  himself.  In  the  fight  near  Beth-zacharias  against  An- 
tiochus  Eupator(i63  u.c.)  Eleazar  nobly  sacrificed  his  life  (see 

1  Mace.  643). 

10.  A  learned  scribe,  who  at  the  age  of  ninety  years  suffered 
torture  and  martyrdom  at  the  hands  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes, 

2  Mace.  618-31  (eAeafopo?  [VA]).      He  was  designated   by  the 
early   Christian   fathers    '  proto-martyr    of    the   old   covenant,' 
'  foundation  of  martyrdom  '  (Chrys.  Horn.  3  in  Mace,  et  al.). 

The  narrative  in  3  Mace.  (5  has  apparently  borrowed  the  name 
Eleazar  from  this  scribe.  See  APOCALYPTIC,  §  66. 

11.  Father  of  JASON  (<?.i>.,  3),  i  Mace.  817. 

12.  Sirach    Eleazar,    father    of    Jesus     (Ecclus.  6027) ;     see 

ECCLF.SIASTICUS,  §  2. 

13.  b.  Eliud,  placed  three  generations  above  Joseph  (Mt.  1 15). 

S.  A.  C. ,    I,   3fr  ;    T.  K.  C. ,   2. 

ELEAZURUS,  RV  ELIASIBUS  (eAi&ciBoc  [A]), 
i  Esd.  924  =  Ezralfj2i  ELIASHIB,  4. 

ELECTRUM  (^Wn),  Ezek.  14  RVme-,  EV  AMBER. 

EL-ELOHE-ISRAEL  (S?^  <in't?N  ^S,  '  God,  the 
God  of  Israel'),  the  name  given  by  Jacob  to  the  altar 
which  he  had  built  at  Shechem  (Gen.  33  20).  Perhaps 
we  should  read  'God  of  the  tents  (<l?nN)  of  Israel'; 

1     -TiT'.' 

'  his  tent '  (iVnx)  precedes  in  v.  19.  T.  K.  C. 

EL  ELYON  (i'l^l?  *?N),  Gen.  14 18.  See  NAMES, 
§  118. 

ELEMENTS  (CTOIXEIA;  elementa).     "LroLxelov,  from 

crroixos,.  '  a  row,'  '  a  line,'  '  a  rank,'  means  literally  what 

_  ,  belongs  to  a  row  or  line,   a  member  of  a 

8ra.  series,  a  part  of  an  organism.      This  funda- 

is  ory  0  mentai  meaning  gives  the  key  to  the  ex- 
ceedingly  interesting  history  of  the  word  from 
its  use  in  Plato  down  to  Modern  Greek.  All  the  special 
senses  in  which  it  is  employed,  whether  '  usual '  or 
'  occasional ' 1 — some  of  them  very  remarkable — can  be 
carried  back  to  this,  though  between  the  meanings  '  one 
of  a  row  '  and  '  demon  '  is  a  long  way.  It  conduces  to 
clearness  if  we  keep  in  mind  its  three  special  concrete 
applications. 

(a)  It  denotes  a  '  letter,'  as  one  of  the  series  of  letters 
constituting  a  word  or  even  a  syllable — i.e. ,  not  a 
written  sign  (ypa-n^a.}  but  a  speech-sound  (Plato,  Deff. 
414  E  :  CTOixeToj'  <f>wvfjs  <f>uvji  dcriVfleros  :  similarly 
Arist.  Poet.  20).  Thus,  for  example,  the  letter  p  is  rd 
pcD  rb  ffTotxe'tov  (Plat.  Crat.  426  D),  the  alphabet  is  T& 
<rroixe?a,  and  '  alphabetical '  is  /card  (TTOIX^OV. 

This  concrete  meaning  explains  the  metonymy  by  which  the 
plural  is  so  frequently  used  to  denote  the  beginnings,  rudiments, 
or  '  elements '  of  a  science  or  art — the  ABC  as  we  say  ;  cp  the 
by-name  Abecedarians  given  to  a  group  of  Anabaptists  at  the 
Reformation,  and  see  the  Oxford Engl.  Diet.,  s.r.  It  is  enough 
to  recall  the  title  of  Euclid's  work  (oroixeta)  on  the  Elements 
of  Geometry.  Many  other  examples  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Lexicons. 

In  this  sense  the  word  is  met  with  only  once  in  the 
Bible,  '  ye  have  need  again  that  some  one  teach  you  the 
rudiments  of  the  first  principles  of  the  oracles  of  God  (ret 
(TToixela.  TTJS  apxfy  r^v  ^oyiwv  rov  0eoC),'  Heb.  5 12, 
where  the  words  T?}S  dpxys  intensify  the  idea,  '  the  be 
ginnings  of  the  elements.'  2 

(6)  Shadow  of  the  sundial  (e.g.,  Aristoph.  Eccl.  652  : 
orav  77  deicd-irovv  rb  ffToi-xelov,  '  when  the  shadow 
measures  ten  feet').  The  shadow  is  here  doubtless 
thought  of  as  a  line  which  hour  by  hour  grows  longer 
or  shorter  and  by  degrees  marks  the  progress  of  the 
day.  'SiTotxeiov,  properly  speaking,  is  a  fraction  of  this 
line,  and  then  by  synecdoche  becomes  the  line  itself. 
This  meaning  is  not  met  with  in  the  Bible. 

(c)  '  Groundstuff , '  'element,'  as  constituent  part  of 
an  organism.  In  this  sense  it  was  not  used  (so  ancient 

for  eAeafapos  avpav  ',  <SNV  corrects  to  avpav.  The  meaning 
is  doubtful.  Some  connect  with  -|in  '  be  white  '  and  refer  it  to 
Eleazar 's  white  complexion ;  others  understand  it  to  mean 
'  beast-sticker'  ;  see  Stanley,  Jewish  Church,  8318. 

1  On  this   distinction   see   H.   Paul,  Prinzipien  d.  Sprach- 
gesch.V),  1898,  p.  68^  ;  cp  ET  of  2nd  ed.  (Strong,  '90,  p. 

2  Cremerl8),  909. 
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tradition  has  it)  before  Plato  ;  but  from  his  time  onward 
it  became  a  current  meaning.  The  early  philosophers 
assumed  sometimes  one,  sometimes  more  than  one, 
primary  constituent  element  of  the  universe.  Em- 
pedocles  reckoned  four  —  fire,  water,  earth,  and  air. 
Many  citations  from  non-biblical  writers  will  be  found 
in  the  Lexicons  ;  and  Philo  and  Josephus  also  use  the 
word  in  this  sense.  In  the  Greek  Bible  the  following 
examples  occur  : — Wisd.  7 17,  '  For  he  himself  gave  me 
an  unerring  knowledge  of  the  things  that  are  ;  to  know 
the  constitution  of  the  world  and  the  operation  of  the 
elements  (avcr-aaiv  /crfcr/iou  Kal  Ivepyeiav  aroi'xtlwv}'  ', 
19 18,  'the  elements  changing  their  order  one  with 
another  (Si'  favrCiv  yap  TCL  aroi^la.  ne6apfj.o£&fj.fva) '  ; 
4  Mace.  12 13  '[the  tongues  of  men]  of  like  passions 
with  yourself,  and  composed  of  the  same  elements ' 
(roi>j  opoioTraOe'is  Kal  fK  T&V  avrCiv  yeyovAras  aTOi\eluv  ; 
cp  2  Mace.  7  22,  'the  first  elements  [ffroixeiuffiv]  of 
each  one  of  you');  and,  according  to  most  exegetes, 
2  Pet.  3 10,  '  the  day  of  the  Lord  will  come  as  a 
thief ;  in  the  which  the  heavens  shall  pass  away  with  a 
great  noise  (0Toix«a  ^  Kawovneva  XvOr/fferai  [AKL, 
etc.,  \vd-qffovTai\),  and  the  earth  and  the  works  that 
are  therein  shall  be  burned  up '  ;  also  v.  12,  '  the  day 
of  God  by  reason  of  which  the  heavens  being  on  fire 
shall  be  dissolved,  and  the  elements  shall  melt  with 
fervent  heat '  (5i*  T)P  oupavol  Trvpov/Mevoi  \v8r)<rovTat 
Kal  ffTOfXfla.  Ka.vffovneva.  T-f]Kfrai).  The  rendering 
'  elements '  here  gives  an  excellent  sense,  and  it  would 
be  mere  pedantry  to  ask  why  the  elements  are  named 
along  with  the  heavens  and  the  earth  ;  the  writer's 
purpose  is  to  depict  the  last  day  in  the  boldest  colours, 
and  he  seeks  to  heighten  the  effect  of  his  picture  by 
bringing  in  the  ffroLxeia.  At  the  same  time  the  inter 
pretation  which  takes  the  word  here  to  refer  to  demonic 
life-spirits  (see  below,  2)  is  entitled  to  attention.  Though 
the  sense  of  'rudiments'  or  'beginnings,'  alluded  to 
above,  is  'hardly  to  be  traced  to  this  last  concrete 
application  of  the  word,  the  very  usual  metonymic  sense 
of  '  fundamental  condition,'  'thesis,'  'principle,'  'rule' 
— of  which  there  is  no  example  in  the  Bible — is  doubt 
less  to  be  taken  from  this  meaning.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  biblical  passages  receive  much  light  from  another 
part  of  the  history  of  the  word  :  the  concrete  sense  in 
which  in  late  Greek  the  word  ffTOixfta  is  specialised  to 
mean  the  planets  (as  being  the  '  elements'  and  so  to 
say  'supports'  of  the  heavens)1  and,  more  widely, 
the  stars.2 

Now  every  element  has  its  god  ;  3  so  also  every  star. 
In  the  Orphic  Hymns  the  personified  ether  is  called  the 
'noblest  element,'  orotxeio^  apiffrov  (64),  Hephaestus 
is  called  the  '  perfect  element,'  ffroixelov  afie^es  (604), 
in  the  great  Paris  magic- papyrus  v.  1303  the  moon- 
goddess  is  the  '  immortal  element,'  ffToixtiov  &<f>6apTov, 
and  in  the  so-called  'nymph  of  the  world, '  the  K6pr) 
K0(r/j.ov  of  Hermes  Trismegistus  (ap.  Stob.  Eel.  i. 
385 12^! ),  the  aroi.\f.l.o.  come  as  gods  before  the  supreme 
God,  and  make  their  complaint  of  the  arrogance  of 
men.4  Conceptions  such  as  these  perhaps  owe  their 
origin  to  eastern  influences  ;  but  at  any  rate  they  have 
their  analogues  in  the  Jewish  idea  that  all  things — as,  for 
example,  fire,  wind,  clouds,  stars — -have  their  proper 
angels  or  spirits,5  a  thought  which  is  operative  in 
primitive  Christian  literature  also  ;  see  Rev.  7 1  (four 
angels  standing  at  the  four  corners  of  the  earth,  holding 
the  four  winds  of  the  earth),  14 18  (another  angel  .  .  . 
which  hath  power  over  fire),  16s  (the  angel  of  the  waters  ; 

1  Dieterich,  61.      The  present  writer  regards  as  much  less 
probable  the  conjecture  (see  Pape's  WorterbucK)  that  the  planets 
are  so  called  as  having  a  controlling  influence  upon  the  affairs 
of  men. 

2  It  is  further  applied  to  the  signs  of  the  zodiac,  and  even  to 
the  entire  heaven  with  its  system  of  stars  ;  the  metonymic  signi 
fication,  ' great  stars '=' great  men,'  also  occurs. 

3  Dieterich,  57,  6t. 

*  All  the  above  examples  are  taken  from  Dieterich,  bof. 
5  Spitta,   Der  zit-eite   Brief  des  Petrus  und  der  Brief  ties 
Judas,  1885,  p.  265^ ;  Everling,  70^! 
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cp  Jn.  64),  19  17  (an  angel  standing  in  the  sun).  It  is 
from  these  notions  probably  that  we  ought  to  explain 
the  peculiar  meaning  of  ffroixeiov,  in  which  it  stands, 
by  synecdoche,  for  'divine  being,'  'spirit,'  'demon,' 
'  genius.  '  At  what  period  this  use  first  arose  is  obscure  ; 
but  doubtless  it  is  comparatively  old.  Our  main  ex 
amples  l  are  found  in  the  Testamentum  Salomonis  (see 
APOCRYPHA,  §  14),  which  in  its  present  form  bears 
evidence  of  Christian  editing,  and  by  K.  A.  Bornemann 
is  attributed  to  the  time  of  Lactantius.2 

Seven  female  spirits  (n-i/ru/iara)  come  to  Solomon,  and, 
questioned,  reply  :  '  We  are  some  of  the  thirty-three  genii  of  the 
ruler  of  the  underworld  .  .  .  and  our  stars  are  in  heaven  .  .  . 
and  we  are  invoked  as  goddesses'  (WKI?  e<rfiei>  fK  riav  rpiaxov-a 
Tpiiav  <rrOL\eiiav  rov  KOiTfj.oKpdropO';  rov  CTKOTOVS  .  .  .  <cai  ra 
iarpa  yfiiav  iv  ovpai/to  et<rix  .  .  .  Kal  uis  Seal  KaAovficda  ; 
Fleck,3  I2o_/).  Afterwa'rds  come  six  and  thirty  spirits  (n-i/ev/naTa) 
to  Solomon,  and,  questioned,  make  answer  :  '  We  are  the  thirty- 
six  genii,  the  rulers  of  this  underworld,  .  .  .  since  the  Lord 
God  has  given  thee  power  over  every  spirit,  in  the  air,  upon 
the  earth  and  below  the  earth,  therefore  we  also  like  the  rest 
of  the  spirits  stand  before  thee  '  (i^ieis  fa-fiev  ra  rpiaKovra  iff 
(TTO<.\(ia  oi  KO<Tfj.oKpaTopfi;  rov  GKOrovs  TOUTOU  .  .  .  iirei&r) 
Kvpios  o  $eby  UStaKC  <rot  TTJV  f£ovo~iav  firl  iravros  irvfVfj.aro'; 
acpiov  re  Kal  iiriyfiov  Kal  Kara\9oviov,  Sia  rovro  Kal  I7fift« 
irapitrra.fj.eda.  ivuiniov  <rov  o»«  ra  XotTra  irveyfiara).  The  first 
calls  himself  the  '  first  decan  of  the  zodiac  circle  '  (rrpuiTos 
&fKavo<;  rov  £<a5iaKOv  KVK\OV  ',  Fleck,  I29/.).  Plainly  stoicheion 
here  is  absolutely  synonymous  with  '  god  '  and  '  spirit,'  and  we 
are  here  dealing,  in  part,  with  star-gods.  Further,  the  usage 
of  writers  of  the  Byzantine  period  has  to  be  noticed.  Sophocles 
(Greek  Lexicon  of  the  Roman  .and  Byzantine  periods,  memorial 
edition,  1888,  p.  1012)  gives  under  trrot\dov  'genius,'  'the 
spirit  guarding  a  particular  place  or  person,'  also  '  talisman, 
Theoph.  Cont.  379  14,  Leo  Gram.  287,  Anon.  Byz.  1209  C. 
Cp  the  same  Lexicon  also,  s.w.  aroixeioAaTpijs,  <rroi.xti.6ia  ('  to 
perform  talismanic  operations  upon  anything  '),  <rroix«.o>p.ariK6<; 
('  talismanic  '),  0Tocx«'wo-t?  ('  the  performing  of  talismanic  opera 
tions  upon  anything  '),  and  o~roi\ei<i)TiK6$  ('talismanic  ').  Most 
instructive  of  all,  however,  is  the  usage  of  modern  popular 
Greek.  The  ordinary  name  by  which  the  local  tutelary  spirits 
are  designated  in  modern  Greece  is  (rroi^fio  (TO)  —  i.e.,  o-roixfiov, 
'element.'4  Skarlatos,  AefiKOK  .  .  .,  gives  the  meaning  '<c<rroi- 
KiSia  Saifioi'La  f/  fyavratrfiara  '  {it.).  All  sorts  of  trroixtia  occur  ; 
the  oToixeio  of  the  threshing-floor,  the  rock,  the  river,  the  bridge, 
and  so  on  (ib.  187-9);  <rroi\tuaii.evos  may  mean  'one  under  the 
protection  of  a  oroi^eio  '  (it.  196).  This  employment  of  the 
word  for  '  tutelary  spirit  '  is  a  specialisation  of  the  more  general 
meaning  of  'spirit,'  and  speaks  for  the  relative  antiquity  of  the 
latter  use  ;  in  the  ideas  and  vocabulary  of  the  common  people, 
as  Jacob  Grimm  among  others  has  shown,  the  conception  of  a 
remote  antiquity  will  often  be  found  to  survive. 

Here  then  is  the  historical  line  of  progression  from 
the  original  meaning  of  the  word  to  that  of  tutelary 
spirit  :  member  of  a  series,  element,  elemental  deity, 
deity  (demon,  spirit),  tutelary  deity. 

In  Gal.  43,  where  Paul  says  :'  ...  so  we  also,  when 
we  were  children,  were  held  in  bondage  under  the  ele- 
_  .  .  ments  of  the  world  '  (uirb  ra  ffTot\eta  rou 
'r.ni  9a«?  K6ff/j.ov),  and  in  v.  9,  where  he  says,  '  But 
now  that  ye  have  come  to  know  God,  .  .  . 
how  turn  ye  back  again  to  the  weak 
and  beggarly  elements  (tiri  TO,  dcrOfvij  Kal 
'a)  whereunto  ye  desire  to  be  in  bondage 
roixeia  is  taken  by  most  interpreters  as 
meaning  '  rudiments  '  (so  RV)  in  the  sense  indicated 
above  (i  a)  ;  Paul  is  supposed  to  mean  the  crude  first 
beginnings  of  religion  in  those  who  belong  to  the  /c6o>tos. 
Others,  however,  start  from  the  meaning  given  in  §  i  c 
and  take  Paul  to  be  speaking  of  the  elements  of  the 
world,  '  world  '  being  here  taken  in  its  well-known 
ethical  sense  ;  kosmos  is  the  central  idea  ;  '  under  the 
elements  of  the  world  '  (virb  ra.  ffroixeia  TOV 


l.  282 

(and  2  Pet. 
3 10 12) 


over  again,' 


1  Dieterich  (Atra.ras,  61)  holds  that  in  Wisd.  7  17  (see  above) 
'  demon  '  is  a  possible  rendering  as  well  as  '  element  '  ;  this,  how 
ever,  is  not  probable,  the  jri/tv/tara  (not   'winds'  but  'spirits  ) 
being  named  in  v.  20. 

2  Ztschr.  fur  die  hist.  Thcol.,  1844,  Hft.  3,  15.     An  edition 
and  discussion  of  this  hitherto  much-neglected  writing  would 
be  very  welcome  and,  in  view  of  recent  discoveries  in  the  field  of 
oriental  Greek  magic,  most  opportune. 

3  F.  F.  Flecki  Anec(iota(l*\p*\c,  1837)=  F.  F.  Fleck,  IVissen- 
schaftlichc  Reisedurchdas  stidl.  Deutschland,  /(alien,  Sicilien, 
Frankreich,  23. 

4  Bernh.  Schmidt,  Das  Volkslebcn  der  Neugriechcn  u.  das 
hellenische  Alterthum,  1  183  ('71).     For  the  history  of  the  word 
Schmidt  refers  to  Korais,  "ATOKTO,  iii.  2  549. 
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is  merely  an  amplification  for  '  under  the  world ' 
rbv  icb<r/j.ov). 

This  last  interpretation  is  certainly  open  to  the  objection  that 
in  v.  g  only  o-roixeta  are  mentioned,  whereas  if  Ko<7/iios  had  been 
the  main  idea,  we  should  have  expected  the  shortened  phrase  to 
run  VTTO  TOV  .  .  .  Ko<rfj.ov  and  not  virb  TO.  .  .  .  oroixeia.  The 
first  interpretation  also,  however,  is  not  free  from  difficulty.  In 
v.  3  it  is  the  law,  in  one  sense  or  another,  that  is  being  spoken 
of:  this  is  shown  by  the  context  (cp  especially  v.  5  :  vn-o  vo/j.ov)  ; 
but  in  :•'.  9  the  topic  is  the  gods  of  the  Gentile  Galatians.  It  is 
not  easy  to  understand  how  Paul  can  here  be  speaking  of  the 
law  as  rudiments '  after  he  had  so  shortly  before  been  referring 
to  it  (3  24)  as  a  '  tutor '  (iraiSayiayos)  and  likening  it  (4  2)  to 
'guardians  and  stewards'  (en-tYpon-cu  and  <H<COI>O/OUH)  ;  nor  is  it 
easy  to  see  how  he  can  say  of  '  rudiments '  that  they  are  aaSevij 
(cat  7TTa>x<*  ;  '  a  weak  and  beggarly  ABC '  is  not  a  very  happy 
phrase.  Further,  the  whole  context  in  both  places  points  less 
to  conceptions  of  material  objects  than  to  personal  beings ;  see 
especially  v.  9. 

In  view  of  these  difficulties,  there  is  much  to  be  said 
for  the  interpretation  which  takes  the  word  in  the  other 
sense  (see  §  if,  end)  of  '  spirit,'  '  demon.'  Paul,  in  this 
view,  is  speaking  of  cosmic  spiritual  beings,  and  by  them 
he  understands,  in  v.  3  the  angels  by  whom,  according 
to  3 19,  the  law  was  '  ordained, '  and  in  v.  g  the  heathen 
deities  whom  the  Galatians  had  formerly  served.  Jewish 
bondage  to  the  law,  as  being  bondage  to  angels,  and 
Gentile  service  of  strange  gods  as  being  bondage  to 
demons,  are  alike  slavery  to  the  powers  of  the  world 
(die  kosmischen  Machte).  This  interpretation,  the 
essence  of  which  consists  in  taking  <rroixoa  as  meaning 
personal  powers  (personliche  Machte)  has  been  upheld 
with  a  large  variety  of  modifications  by  Hilgenfeld,1  A. 
Ritschl,2  Holsten,3  Klopper,4  Spitta,5  Everting,6  A. 
Dieterich,"  whose  allusion  to  '  all  the  modern  theological 
commentators  '  seems  hardly  called  for. 

It  may  fairly  be  conjectured  that  the  phrase  the  'elements 
of  the  world  '  (oroide la.  TOV  KOCT-JU.OU)  is  a  technical  expression 
which  does  not  owe  its  origin  to  Paul.  That  it  was  a  current 


(T 
KOO>iOKpaTOpos. 

In  Col.  2820,  also,  this  last  interpretation  seems 
preferable  to  the  rendering  '  elements  of  the  world ' 
or  'rudiments  of  the  world.'  The  context  is  in  both 
places  similar  to  that  in  Gal.  43.  By  the  (rrotxe?a  rov 
K6fffj.ov,  which  he  brings  into  sharp  contrast  with  Christ, 
Paul  intends  in  one  sense  or  another  the  law  ;  but  he. 
mentions,  instead  of  the  law,  the  personal  cosmic  powers 
standing  behind  the  law,  the  angels  ;  whom  indeed,  he 
goes  on  expressly  to  name  in  Col.  2 15  as  the  '  princi 
palities  and  the  powers'  (rds  apx&s  /cat  rds  f'fowri'as). 
We  thus  obtain  a  surprising  light  upon  the  much- 
disputed  passage  in  Col.  2i8,  where  mention  is  made 
of  a  'worship  of  angels'  (0pr/ffKfla  rCiv  dyyt\ui>)  :  by 
the  '  angel  service '  of  the  Colossians  he  means  their  '  law 
service'  (cp  Gal.  819) ;  all  the  learned  discussions  about 
one  particular  kind  of  angel  worship  or  another  now 
become  superfluous. 

That  in  2  Pet.  3  10  12  the  rendering  '  elements '  is  an 
adequate  one  has  already  been  shown  (§  i  c).  Yet  it  is 
not  impossible  that  personal  powers  might  be  meant 
here  also,  as  Spitta8  and  Ktihl9  suppose.  The  main 
objection — that  the  expressions  '  dissolve '  and  '  melt ' 
(\v0ri<reraL,  Tr/Kerui)  could  hardly  be  used  of  personal 
spirits— is  well  met  by  Spitta,  by  a  reference  to  the 
Test.  xii.  Pair. ,  Levi,  4  (ed.  Sinker,  140),  where,  in  a 
similar  way,  in  the  description  of  the  judgment  day,  it 
is  said  '  the  whole  creation  being  agitated  and  the 
invisible  spirits  melting  '  (xal  irda-r/f  Kricrews  K\ovovf^vi)s 
Kal  rCov  dopdruv  Trvevfjidruv  TTIKO^VUV}. 

Literature.— Resides  the  commentaries  on  Gal.  and  Col.,  and 
various  occasional  contributions  on  the  subject,  cp  Schnecken- 
burger,  Theol.  Jahrbb.  7  ('48),  445-453 ;  Kienlen,  Beitr.  z.  d. 

1  DerGalaterbr.,  1852,  p.  66;  ZWTh.,  1858,  p.  99;  1860,  p. 
208  ;  1866,  p.  314. 

2  Christl.  Lehrc  von  der  RcchtfertigungC*\  2  252^  (  89). 

•  Das  Evangel,  ties  Paulus,  i.  1  i68/  ('80). 

*  Der  Br.  an  die  Kolosser,  360^  ('82). 

»  As  above,  265^  6  p.  JOjf.  7  p.  6iyc 

8  As  above,  265^.  9  Meyer's  Kotitm.^)  12 4507-:  (97). 
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theol.  WisscMschaflcn,  ed.  Reuss  and  Cunitz  ('51),  2  133-14-; 
Schaubach,  Commentatio  qua  exponihir  i/iii,/  oroiYfia  TOW 
KotTiiov  inNTsibi  vclint,  1862;  Blom,  7V;.  7',  1883,  iff.  ;  Ever- 
ling,  Die  faulinische  Angelologie  u.  Diitnonologic  ('&&),' 66  ff~.  • 
Albrecht  Dieterich,  Abraxas;  Stitdien  ziir  Rel.-gesch.  del 
s/>iiterenAltertn}>is('<)i),  bojff.;  Cremer,  Bibl.-theol.  Worterb.W 
[9Sl,  9°7^-  :  K-  v-  Hincks,  'The  meaning  of  TO.  aroixfia  TOV 
Koo-fiov'  in  JBL  15  ('96)  i^ff.  ;  Hermann  Diels,  Elementuiit  • 
K/ne  Vorarbeit  ztim  yriec hisclicit  und  lateinischen  Thesaurus, 
'99.  This  work  provides  abundant  material  for  the  history  of 
o-ToixeiQK  and  elcmentum,  if  it  does  not  contribute  anything 
really  neV  bearing  on  the  biblical  passages.  The  present  article 
was  written  before  the  appearance  of  Diel's  book  ;  but,  on  the 
whole,  it  represents — as  far  as  it  comes  into  touch  with  this  far 
more  comprehensive  work — the  same  ideas.  GAD 

ELEPH  (*]?Nn,  Ha-eleph,  i.e.,  '  the  thousand,'  Josh. 
1828)  is  supposed  to  be  a  Benjamite  town,  and,  according 
to  Conder  and  Henderson,  is  the  modern  Lifta  ;  see, 
however,  NEPHTOAH. 

<S>  reads  KO.I  oTJAeAa^)  [Al,  K.  creAaeAa^  [L],  to  which  apparently 
corresponds  B's  (reArjKaf  (variants  from  H-P  are  oTjSoAeA^ 
erijAaAejii,  o-eAaAajc,  <r«t>a\eO  xeAaeAe^)  ;  Pesh.  has  NT3J  perhaps 
punctuating  as  *]?K  '  a  chieftain '  ? 

Before  '  identifying,'  it  would  have  been  well  to 
examine  the  text.  The  two  names  before  '  Jebus ' 
in  <§B  are  /cat  ffe\rjKa.v  (cat  dapetjXa — i.e.  nSsnm  y^  ; 
KO.V  is  a  duplication  of  /cat ;  <re\ri  corresponds  to  jj^. 
Zela  and  Taralah  therefore  answer  in  ©"  to  Zelah  and 
Ha-eleph  in  MT.  Ha-eleph  (which  is  an  impossible 
name)  must  be  a  corruption  of  Tar'alah  or  rather  (see 
TARALAH)  of  Irpeel  (Wv)  ;  p,S«  comes  straight  from 

7NS.  T.  K.  C. 

ELEPHANT  (eAe<J)Ac).  The  word  'elephant'  occurs, 

outside  the  Apocrypha,  only  in  the  AVme-  of  Job  40 15 

1    Early       for  BEHKMOTH  [</•*•'-.  §  i]  and  in  the 

references      AVmp'  of  r  K'  1022  2  ch-  921  (<el°- 

i  C1C1  CULL-Cb.  i  )  IIV/-T  r  -• 

phant  s  teeth  )  for  IVORY  [g.v.].  It  is 
an  elephant  of  the  Indian  species  that  appears  on  the 
Black  Obelisk  (see  below) ;  but  the  African  elephant  also 
was  no  doubt  known. 

The  two  species,  Elcfihas  indicus  (tnaximus')  and  E.  afri- 
canns,  together  with  such  fossil  forms  as  the  Mammoth  (name 
probably  from  Behemoth),!  the  Mastodon,  and  others,  consti 
tute  the  Mammalian  order  Proboscidea.  The  Indian  elephant 
is  now  found,  in  a  state  of  nature,  in  India,  Burmah,  the  Malay 
Peninsula,  Assam,  Cochin  China,  Ceylon,  and  Sumatra,  frequent 
ing  the  wooded  districts  ;  its  African  congener  lives  throughout 
Africa  south  of  the  Sahara  desert,  but  is  retreating  before  the 
approach  of  civilised  man.  In  Pleistocene  times  it  spread  as  far 
north  as  Europe. 

The  Indian  species  has  been  domesticated  since  pre 
historic  times  and  is  still  largely  used  in  the  service 
of  man.  The  male  alone  as  a  rule  has  tusks.  The 
African  elephant  is,  in  the  male,  larger  than  the  Indian, 
the  ear-flaps  and  the  eyes  are  larger  and  the  forehead 
more  convex,  there  are  two  finger-like  processes  on  the 
trunk  instead  of  one,  and  the  pattern  on  the  teeth  is 
different  ;  both  sexes  have  tusks.  In  temper  this  species 
is  usually  fiercer  and  the  animal  is  undoubtedly  more 
powerful  and  active  than  its  Indian  relative. 

It  is  certain  that  elephants  were  known  to  the  old 
inhabitants  of  Egypt  and  Assyria,  by  whom  they  were 
sometimes  hunted  for  the  sake  of  their  ivory  and  their 
hides  (KB  139,  Tiglath-pileser  I.  ;  As.  it.  Eur.  263, 
Thotmes  III.  ;  Houghton,  TSBA  8 123^ ).  There  is  an 
elephant  among  theanimals  figured  on  the  Black  Obelisk2 
of  Shalmaneser  II.  (858-824).  Of  course  there  may 
have  been  more  than  one  elephant  in  the  tribute  from 
the  land  of  Musri  ;  but  one  was  enough  for  the  purpose 
of  representation. 

Elephants  in  warfare  first  appear  among  the  Persians. 
Darius  at  Arbela  (331  B.C.)  employed  15  of  them. 

2   Use  in  They  were    often   used    by   the    Seleucids, 

warfare    frecluent   mention    of  them    being   made  in 

the  Maccabean   wars    (cp   i  Mace.  834  630 

86    Ils6  2  Mace.  11 4    1815   etc.).      These   elephants, 

The  b  may  have  become  tn  through  Slavonic  influence. 
2  The  term  used  for  'elephant 'in  Shalm.  Obel.  Epigr.  III. 
is  baziati.     The  word  al-af>  also  occurs,  but  in  the  sense  of  '  ox  ' 
not  'elephant'  (Wi.  KB  1  151).     Houghton  suggests  the  wild 
buffalo.     Cp  IVORY. 
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some  of  which  carried  towers  (i  Mace.  637/1 ),  were 
almost  certainly  of  the  Indian  species.  Special  mention  is 
made  of  the  Indian  driver  (6  Ivd&s,  i  Mace.  ib. ).  The 
war  elephants  were  placed  under  the  care  of  a  special 
officer  (2  Mace.  14i2).  In  classical  times  the  African 
species  was  tamed  by  the  Egyptians  and  took  part 
both  in  the  Carthaginian  wars  and  in  the  Roman  shows. 
Since  in  recent  times  the  natives  of  Africa  have  not 
shown  sufficient  ability  to  tame  this  somewhat  restive 
animal  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  Carthaginians 
imported  their  animals  from  the  East ; J  but  there  is 
little  reason  to  doubt  that  the  true  E.  africanus  was 
employed  in  the  Punic  wars  and  even  accompanied 
Hannibal's  army  across  the  Alps.  The  presence  of 
African  elephants  in  modern  menageries  proves  that 
this  species  is  capable  of  domestication  and  education 
in  the  hands  of  competent  trainers.  The  elephant 
rarely  breeds  in  captivity.  A.  E.  s. — S.  A.  C. 

ELEUTHEROPOLIS  (eAeYOeporrpAic,  '  free  city.' 
with  play  on  double  meaning  of  DHH,  '  Horites '  and 
_.  .  '  free  men  '  ?  cp  Ber.  rabba,  42),  the  name 

1.  History.  Bestowed  about  A.i>.  200  by  the  emperor 
Septimius  Severus  on  Betogabra,  now  Beit  Jibrin,  an 
important  place  in  Judaea,  mentioned  already  (see  BEN- 
HESED,  §  2).  How  central  it  was  appears  from  the  fact 
that  Eusebius  in  the  Onom.  often  reckons  the  distances  of 
other  towns  with  reference  to  it.  It  was  in  fact  the  capital 
of  a  large  province  during  the  fourth  and  the  fifth  cen 
turies  of  our  era.  It  was  also  an  episcopal  city  of 
Palestitia  Prima  (Notifies  Ecclesiastics,  6).  In  the 
Talmudic  period  it  had  a  large  Jewish  population,  and 
produced  some  eminent  Rabbins. 

The  Talmudic  name  is  Beth-gubrin  (Neub.  Geog.  122^). 
The  '  Doctrine  of  Acldai '  (yd  cent.  A.D.)  expressly  refers  to 
Eleutheropolis  as  called  Betgubrin  in  the  Aramaic  tongue 
(Nestle,  I'Efr'Q,  '79,  p.  138  ;  see  ELKOSHITE,  3).  The  name 
Betogabra  OaiVoya./3pa)  is  given  to  it  by  Ptolemy  (v.  16  6).  It 
also  appears  in  the  Peutinger  Tables  as  Betogubri,  and  we  can 
hardly  be  wrong  in  correcting,  in  Niese's  text  of  Jos.  BJ  iv.  8  i, 
UijrajSpip  into  Br)Taya/3pti'.  Whether  the  name  alludes  to  pre 
historic  'giants,'  is  beyond  our  knowledge. 

For  some  centuries  the  Grnjco- Roman  name  sup 
planted  the  older  designation  ;  but  when,  150  years  after 
the  Saracenic  conquest,  the  city  was  destroyed,  the  latter 
revived  (Reland,  Pal.  222,  227  ;  Gesta  Dei  per  Francos, 
1044). 

On  this  site,  which  they  called  '  Gibelin  '  (a  corruption  of  Ar. 
tBeth-]gebrim),  the  Crusaders  in  the  twelfth  century  built  a 
castle.  After  the  battle  of  Hattln  (1187  A.D.),  it  fell  for  a  time 
into  the  hands  of  Saladin.  Retaken  by  Richard  of  England,  it 
was  finally  captured  by  Bibars,  and  remained  in  possession  of 
the  Saracens  until  its  destruction  in  the  sixteenth  century  ;  ruins 
of  it  still  remain  (see  Porter,  Syria  and  Pal.,  256^). 

The  site  of  Eleutheropolis,  in  spite  of  the  minute 
definitions  of  early  writers,  passed  so  completely  out  of 
„.,  mind  that  Robinson  had  to  discover  it.  All 
the  early  statements  point  to  Beit  Jibrin, 
which  is  now  a  large  village,  N.  of  Merash,  situated  in 
a  little  nook  or  glen  in  the  side  of  a  long  green  valley. 
Near  it  begin  the  famous  caverns,  to  the  excavation  of 
which  the  limestone  of  the  adjoining  ridges  was  very 
favourable.  We  may  not  follow  the  Midrash  which 
ascribes  their  origin  to  the  HORITES  [</.v.] ;  but  the 
antiquity  of  their  use  can  hardly  be  doubted. 

Jerome  already  noticed  their  wide  extent  (Comm.  in 
Obad.  1),  in  which  indeed  they  rival  the  catacombs  of 
Rome  and  Malta.  They  have  been  explored  by  Robin 
son,  and  more  fully  by  Porter,  who  compares  them  to 
'subterranean  villages.' 

Eleutheropolis,  or  Beth-gubrin,  stands  in  close  histori 
cal  connection  with  MARESHAH  (q.v. }.  G.  A.  Smith 
has  put  this  in  a  very  forcible  way  (HG  233).  If  from 
the  first  to  the  sixteenth  centuries  Beit  Jibrin  (  =  Eleu 
theropolis)  has  been  prominent,  and  Mareshah  forgotten, 
we  may  infer  that  the  population  moved  under  com 
pulsion  from  the  one  site  to  the  other.  On  the  caves 

1  At  all  events  there  seems  a  close  resemblance  between  nagt 
and  n&ga,  the  Ethiopic  and  Indian  words  respectively  for 
elephant  (Meyer,  CA  1  226). 
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spoken  of  above,  besides  Robinson  and  Porter,  compare 
Lucien  Gautier  (Souvenir  de  la  Terre-Salnte,  63-67). 
He  is  of  opinion  that  such  caves  have  been  in  use  for 
different  purposes  at  many  periods.  Elsewhere  a  refer 
ence  to  them  has  been  traced  in  a  corrupt  name  in  i  K. 
4 10,  in  the  original  text  of  which  Mareshah  may  have 
been  designated  Beth-Horim  (see  BEN-HESED,  §  2). 

T.  K.  c. 

ELEUTHERUS  (eAeyeepoc  [ANY]),  a  river  of 
Syria  (i  Mace.  11?),  the  mod.  Nahr  al-Kebir.  See 
PHOENICIA. 

ELHANAN  (»($$  '  El  is  gracious,'  §  28  ;  cp  Baal- 
hanan  and  I'alm.  jrVfl73,  |lTfl7y3  ;  eACAN&N 
1  In  Sam  tBA]'  CAAAN&N  [L]  ;  Jos.  €<pAN  [var. 
N6<J)&N]).  (i)  The  slayer  of  Goliath; 
one  of  David's  warriors  (ben-Jair).  The  MT  of  2  S. 
21 19  reads  (RV),  '  And  there  was  again  war  with  the 
Philistines  at  Gob  ;  and  Elhanan  the  son  of  Jair  the 
Bethlehemite  slew  Goliath  the  Gittite,  the  staff  of  whose 
spear  was  like  a  weaver's  beam.'  The  document  to 
which  the  passage  belongs  (2  S.  21 15-22,  and  288-39) 
is  an  extract  from  an  ancient  Israelite  '  roll  of  honour,' 
and  deserves  more  credit  than  the  later  story  which 
ascribes  the  slaying  of  Goliath  to  the  youthful  David. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  criticise  the  theory  of  Sayce  (Mod. 
Rev.  5  169^.),  which  is  a  development  of  Boucher's,  that  David 
and  Elhanan  are  the  same  person  (cp  Solomon — Jedidiah).  This 
is  in  fact  precritical  in  its  origin.  The  Targ.  on  2  S.  21 19  states 
that  Elhanan  was  '  David  the  son  of  Jesse,  who  wove  the  curtains 
(cp  Jaare-oregim)  of  the  sanctuary' ;  cp  also  the  Targ.  on  i  Ch. 
205(EAA<xi-[B]). 

We  have  next  to  remark  that  definite  information  as 
to  the  time  when  Elhanan  slew  Goliath  is  wanting  ;  in 
fact  the  meagreness  of  tradition  as  to  the  details  of  the 
Philistine  war  has  excited  a  very  natural  surprise  (see 
DAVID,  §  7).  All  that  is  certain  is  that  David  was  no 
longer  in  the  prime  of  life,  for  an  exploit  similar  to  that 
of  Elhanan  was  performed  by  the  king's  nephew  Jonathan 
(2  S.  2l2i),  and  in  another  episode  of  the  same  struggle 
David's  warriors  vowed  that  he  should  no  longer  en 
counter  the  risk  of  a  single  combat  (v.  17). 

The  place  where  Elhanan  fought  is  mentioned  ;  but 
the  reading  is  uncertain.  MT  says  that  it  was  at  GOB 
(q.v.)  ',  but  the  first  of  the  three  combats  related  (v.  18) 
was  possibly,  and  the  third  certainly  (v.  20),  at  Gath. 
We  may  feel  sure  that  Gob  in  v.  19  is  a  false  reading. 

The  name  of  Elhanan's  /ather  also  is  slightly  un 
certain.  In  2  S.  2824  i  Ch.  1126  we  read  of  '  Elhanan 
ben-Dodo,  of  Bethlehem.'  It  is  true,  this  Elhanan  is 
sometimes  (e.g.  in  BDB  ;  but  not  in  SS)  distinguished 
from  the  slayer  of  Goliath  ;  but  the  grounds  do  not 
seem  to  be  conclusive.  DODO  is  certainly  a  personal, 
JAIR  (q.v. ,  ii. )  may  be  a  clan-name.  It  is  tempting  to 
suppose  that  the  circumstance  that,  according  to  one 
tradition,  Elhanan's  father  bore  the  name  DODO  (i. ), 
facilitated  the  transference  of  Elhanan's  exploit  to  the 
youthful  David. 

The  description  of  three  out  of  the  four  single  combats 
related  in  2  S.  21 15-22  recurs  in  nearly  the  same  form 
_.      in   i  Ch.  204-8.      It  is  to  this  version  (see 
2.  In  Cn.    v^  ^  tjiat  we  are  jncjebted  for  a  correction 
of  the  impossible  name  Jaare-oregim  in  2  S.  21 19  ;  the 
name  should  undoubtedly  be  read  Jair  (i.e.  not  nj?'  but 
vjr).     The  surprising  appendage  oregim  (i.e.  'weavers') 
is  an  accidental  repetition  of  the  closing  word  of  the  verse. 
The  statement  of  Chronicles  that  Elhanan  '  slew  Lahmi 
the  brother  of  Goliath '  need  give  us  no  trouble.      The 
words  TIN  'DfiS  (Lahmi  the  brother  of)  have  been  intro 
duced  by  the  Chronicler  to  harmonise  this  passage  with 
the  story  of  David  and  Goliath. l     At  the  same  time  the 
Chronicler  omitted  the  statement  that  Elhanan  was  a 
Bethlehemite  (betk-hallafimi).      Naturally  enough  ;  for 
from  the  latter  part  of  this  designation  he  obtained  the 
name  which  he  affixed  to  Elhanan's  giant.      He  would 
not  however  deny  that  the  giant  had  some  connection 
1  This,  however,  is  denied  by  Klostermann. 
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with  Goliath  and  so  he  (or  his  authority)  made  Lahmi 
Goliath's  brother.  All  this  is  to  be  regarded  not  as 
conscious  depravation  of  the  text,  but  as  a  supposed 
restoration  of  what  must  have  been  the  historical  fact. 
The  only  way  to  avoid  this  conclusion  would  be  to 
assume  that  Lahmi  was  derived  from  the  names  of  the 
gods  Lahamu,  Luhmu,  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of 
the  Babylonian  epic  of  creation  (Jensen,  Kosmologle, 
268,  274  ;  cp  RPV\  1133),  already  brought  into  con 
nection  (not  unplausibly) 1  with  the  name  Bethlehem  by 
Tomkins  (PEFQ,  1885,  p.  112).  For  other  discussions 
of  this  subject  see  Ewald,  Hist.  870  ;  Stade,  Gesch.  1228; 
Kohler,  Bibl.  Gesch.  ii.  1294;  Che.  Aids  to  Criticism, 
10  8 1  125.  Compare  Driver,  TBS,  272  ;  Budde  and 
Kittel  in  SBOT.  See  also  GOLIATH. 

2.  One  of  David's  '  thirty  '  heroes  ;  mentioned  second  on  the 
list  (ben  Dodo);  2  S.  2824  i  Ch.  11 26.  Perhaps  the  same  as 
no.  i  above.  It  is  very  improbable  that  David  had  two  warriors 
of  equal  rank,  both  named  Elhanan,  and  both  Bethlehemites. 
Compare  the  case  of  SIBBECHAI  (the  slayer  of  Saph),  also  given 
in  the  list  of  the  '  thirty ' ;  cp  Jos.  Ant.  vii.  122.  T.  K.  C. 

ELI  (hi),  'high,'  §  49;  cp  Palm.  ^,  and  Nab. 
?Nvy,  '  El  is  high,'  and  the  numerous  Sab.  names  com- 

H'  tor  pounded  with  vJJ  [cp  Ges.  (n>  ad  loc.  ];  the 
*"  un- Hebraic  character  of  the  names  Eli, 
Hophni,  and  Phinehas  may  be  remarked  ;  nAei  [BAL], 
but  HAei-  i  S.  Ig  [A],  4n  [A*  vid],  and  Aeyei.  14s 
[BA]),  priest  of  Yahwe  at  the  temple  of  Shiloh,  the 
sanctuary  of  the  ark,  and  at  the  same  time  judge  over 
Israel — an  unusual  combination  of  offices,  which  must 
have  been  won  by  signal  services  to  the  nation  in  his 
earlier  years,  though  in  the  account  preserved  to  us  he 
appears  in  the  weakness  of  extreme  old  age,  unable  to 
control  the  petulance  and  rapacity  of  his  sons,  Hophni 
and  Phinehas  (i  S.  1-4  143  i  K.  227).  While  the  central 
authority  was  thus  weakened,  the  Philistines  advanced 
against  Israel,  and  gained  a  complete  victory  in  the  great 
battle  of  EBENEZER  \_q.v. ,  i],  where  the  ark  was  taken, 
and  Hophni  and  Phinehas  slain.  On  hearing  the  news 
Eli  fell  from  his  seat  and  died.  According  to  MT  he 
was  ninety-eight  years  old,  and  had  judged  Israel  for 
forty  years  (i  S.  4 1518).  ©  gives  but  twenty  years  in 
v.  18,  and  seems  not  to  have  read  v.  15,  which  is  either 
a  gloss  or  the  addition  of  a  redactor  (cp  SBOT,  ad  loc. ). 

After  these  events  the  sanctuary  of  Shiloh  appears 
to  have  been  destroyed  by  the  Philistines  (cp  Jer.  7,  and 
see  SHILOH),  and  the  descendants  of  Eli  with  the  whole 
of  their  clan  or  '  father's  house '  subsequently  appear 
as  settled  at  NOB  (i  S.  21 1  [2],  22  uff.,  cp  14s).  The 
massacre  of  the  clan  by  Saul,  with  the  subsequent  de 
position  of  the  survivor  Abiathar  from  the  priestly  office 
( i  K.  2  27),  is  referred  to  in  a  prophetic  passage  of  deuter- 
onomistic  origin,  such  as  might  (the  narrator  thought) 
have  been  uttered  in  the  days  of  Eli  ( i  S.  227  ff.  3 1 1  ff. ; 
see  Bu.  SBOT). 

Now  Zadok  (from  whom  the  later  high  priests  claimed 

descent),  who  appears  in  i  Ch.  612  [638]  as  the  lineal 

2   The       descendant  of  Aaron  through  Eleazar  and 

''„.,.    Phinehas,  was   not    of  the  house  of  Eli 

priesthood.  (lK-227.35).  and  in  lCh  24  Ahime. 

lech,  son  of  Abiathar,  is  reckoned  to  the  sons  of  Ithamar, 
the  younger  branch  of  the  house  of  Aaron.  Hence  the 
traditional  view  that  in  the  person  of  Eli  the  high-priest 
hood  was  temporarily  diverted  from  the  line  of  Eleazar 
and  Phinehas  into  that  of  Ithamar  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  v.  Us 
viii.  13,  and  for  the  fancies  of  the  Rabbins  on  the  cause 
of  this  diversion,  Selden,  De  Succ.  in  Pontif.,  lib.  i. 
cap.  2).  This  view,  however,  is  at  direct  variance  with 
the  passage  in  i  S.  2  which  represents  Eli's  '  father's 
house '  or  clan  as  the  original  priestly  family,  and  pre 
dicts  the  destruction  or  degradation  to  an  inferior 
position  of  the  whole  of  this  '  father's  house,'  not  merely 
the  direct  descendants  of  Eli.  Ahimelech,  moreover, 
1  The  place-names  of  Palestine  must  in  many  cases  have  an 
origin  very  different  from  what  the  later  inhabitants  supposed, 
and  a  primitive  divine  name,  famous  in  Babylonian  mythology, 
is  likely  to  have  found  a  record  in  Palestine. 


who  is  the  only  link  to  connect  Eli  with  Ithamar,  is  an 
ambiguous  personage,  whose  name  has  arisen  from  a 
textual  corruption  (see  ABIATHAR,  end),  and  it  is  evident 
that  the  priestly  genealogy  in  i  Ch.  5  f.  merely  en 
deavours  to  show  that  the  sons  of  Zadok  derived  their 
origin  in  an  unbroken  line  of  descent  from  Aaron.  The 
book  of  Chronicles  wholly  ignores  the  priesthood  of  Eli. 
[So  much  at  any  rate  is  indisputable — that  in  the 
pre-regal  period  the  family  of  Eli  discharged  priestly 
functions  at  the  sanctuary  of  Shiloh.  That  it  had  a 
levitical  connection  is  implied  in  the  name  of  Phinehas 
borne  by  one  of  Eli's  sons  (HOPHNI  is  only  a  variation 
of  this),  and  also  in  i  S.  227-36.  Eli's  sons,  however, 
do  not  appear  to  have  entered  into  the  original  tradition  ; 
they  are  only  introduced  in  the  interests  of  later  theory. 
That  Eli  belonged  to  the  family  of  Moses  is  at  any  rate  not 
impossible.  The  explanation  of  HOPHNI  as  an  outgrowth 
of  PHINEHAS  leads  to  the  suggestion  that  for  ^y,  'Eli,' we 
should  perhaps  read  TJlPVjIi  '  Eliezer '  =  iryVx,  '  Eleazar.' 
Eleazar  and  Eliezer  are  both  Levite  names,  though  the 
former  is  the  ordinary  name  of  the  father  of  Phinehas.  ] 
See  further  LEVITES,  PRIEST,  ZADOK,  §  zff.  As  HELI 
(i)  Eli  comes  into  the  genealogy  of  Ezra  (2  Esd.  1 1). 

w.  R.  s. — T.  K.  c. 

ELI,  ELI,  LAMA  SABACHTHANI,  and  Eloi, 
Eloi,  Lama  Sabachthani.  The  last  words  of  Jesus 
(  =  Ps.  22 1  [2])  according  to  Mt.  27  46,  Mk.  1534;1 
followed  by  a  translation,  '  My  God,  my  God,  why  hast 
thou  forsaken  me. '  Evang.  Pet. ,  however,  gives  (ch.  5), 
['  And  the  Lord  cried  out.  saying]  My  power,  my  power, 
thou  hast  forsaken  me '  (i)  di/va/jiis  /aou,  i]  d6va/MS, 
/careXeti/'ds  /J-f),2  which  is  quite  different.  The  number 
of  various  readings  of  the  text  of  Mt.  and  Mk.  is  sur 
prisingly  large. 

As  to  the  word  for  '  my  God,'  in  both  Mt.  and  Mk.  WH  give 
eAcoi,;  Treg.  prefers  rjAi,  in  Mt.,  eAun  in  Mk.  ;  Ti.  and  Zahn 
prefer  rjAei  in  Mt.,  eAon  in  Mk.  For  the  verb  all  agree  in  adopt 
ing  a-apaxOavfi.  (Zahn  -vi,  an  unimportant  variation). 

Epiphanius  (Haer.  6968)  remarks  on  Mt.  2746  that 
the  words  17X1  7/Xi  were  spoken  by  Jesus  in  Hebrew,  the 
rest  of  the  passage  in  Syrian. 

Lagarde,  too  (GGA,  '82,  329),  referred  to  this  passage  as 
proving  the  systematic  correction  to  which  even  our  oldest  MSS 
had  been  subjected.  Certainly  eAwi'  (or,  more  completely 
Aramaic,  eAai.',  or  aAai')  is  what  we  should  have  expected  ;  but 
in  citing  a  passage  like  this  it  was  not  unnatural  to  use  the  well- 
known  Hebrew  term  7K  'el. 

Dalman,  who  holds  this  'word  from  the  cross'  to  be 
historical,  thinks  that  Jesus  most  probably  used  the 
Hebrew  form  ('elt),  just  because  it  is  a  little  less  obvious. 
The  variation  £a<£0a«i  3  ;n  D  Lat.  both  in  Mt.  and  in  Mk. 
is  very  singular.  o-a/Sax&n/ei  is  good  Aramaic  =  '3Ep3C>. 
£a$0a.i/ec,  or  rather  a.£a<j>6avei,  is  a  Hebrew  substitute  for  the 
Aramaic  verb,  due  to  one  who  wished  to  make  the  whole 
passage  a  quotation  from  the  Hebrew.  The  original  reading 
a£a<j>8a.vfi.  was  presumably  altered  into  (Ja^Oarei  =  ^risyi  (rendered 
uivei$ia-<i<;  fie  in  cod.  D.,  Mk.  1634)  by  scribes  who  only  under 
stood  Syriac.  See  Chase,  Syro-Lat.  Text  of  the  Gospels,  107, 
JTh.S  1  278,  and  E*p.  T  11  3347:  T.  K.  C. 

ELIAB  pN^X,  '  God,'  or  '  my  God  is  father,1  §  25  ; 

cp  ^N»3K  ;  eA[e]iAB  [BANL]). 

1.  b.    Helon,   prince  of  Zebulun   (Nu.  lg  2?  72429 
10 16). 

2.  b.  PALLU  (q.v. ),  father  of  Nemuel,  Dathan,  and 
Abiram  (Nu.  16  i  12  268  Dt.  116). 

3.  Son  of  Jesse  and  brother  of  David.     According  to 
i  S.  166  i  Ch.  2 13  he  was  the  eldest  son  of  Jesse  (cp 
171328).     In  i  Ch.  27 18  mention  is  made  of  a  certain 
ELIHU  (q.v. ,  2)  as  one  of  the  brethren  of  David  (this 
name  is  inserted  by  Pesh.  in  i  Ch.  2 13  and  occupies  the 
seventh  place,  David  being  eighth).     Elihu,  however,  is 

1  In  Mt.  See  fiov  flee  uou,  iva-ri  [Lva.  TI,  WH]  jte  eyicaTe'Aiire? 
[Ti.  WH] ;  in  Mk.  6  Oeos  u.ov  6  Seos  MOV,  eU  TI  evcaTe'AiTre's  u« 
[Ti.  WH]. 

2  Syriac  (Pesh.,  Sin.,   Hcl.)  in  Mt.  gives  the  words  of  the 
exclamation  alone,  but  in  Mk.  adds  a  translation  as  in  the  Gk. 

3  The_  transliteration  of  3  by  <j>  before  6  is  analogous  to  that 
of  p  by  \,in  <ra.^a.\Qavf(..     See  Dalm.  Gram.  304. 

1266 


ELIADA 

undoubtedly  a  variant  for  Eliab ;  so  @BAL  and  Jer. 
Quasi.,  ad  loc.  His  daughter  ABIHAIL  (q.v. ,  4)  is 
mentioned  in  2  Ch.  11 18  (EXiav  [B]),  where,  however, 
'Eliab  b.  Jesse'  may  be  incorrect  (see  ITHREAM, 
MICHAL). 

4.  b.  Nahath,  a  Kohathite,  a  descendant  of  Korah  (i  Ch.ii  27 
[12]  BAL).     In  v.  34  [19]  the  name  appears  as  ELIEL  (q.v.,  5), 
and  in  i  S.  1  i  as  Ei.mu  (q.v.,  2). 

5.  One  of  David's  warriors;  i  Ch.  129  (see  DAVID,  §  n  [«] 
iii.). 

6.  A  Levite  porter  and  singer;   i  Ch.  15  18  (eAio/3a  [BNi1)], 

eAi/3a[N*]),  15  20  16  5. 

7.  b.    Nathaniel,    an    ancestor    of   JUDITH,    Jud.  81    (ei/o0 

tKl). 

ELIADA  (yTvtf,  §  32,  '  God  knows.'  or  '  whom  El 
deposits,'  see  BEELIAIJA  ;  also  a  Sabean  name  [Halevy] ; 
eAeiAA  [B],  -AiAA.  [AL]). 

1.  A  son  of  DAVID  [q.v.  §  n  d  (&)},  2  S.  5  16  (/3oaAeiMa9  [BA], 
-AiAafl  [L]);  i  Ch.  38  (eAi«8a  [A]).       In   i   Ch.  147  he  is  called 
BEELIADA  (q.v.) — his  true  name. 

2.  A  Benjamite  captain,  temp.  Jehoshaphat  (2  Ch.  17  17). 

3.  AV  Eliadah,   father   of   REZON,    i  K.  1123   (eAiafiae   [A], 
om.  BL).     Winckler  (Alt.  V 'at.  74)  supposes  that  the  name  is  a 
Hebrew  translation  of  the  Aram,  name  SxaD.  TABEEL  (i). 

ELJADAS  (eAiAAAC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  928=Ezra  10=7. 
ELIOENAI,  5. 

ELIADUN,  RV  ILIAUUN  ([e]iAi&AoyN  [BAL]), 
i  Esd.  5 58.  See  MADIABUN. 

ELIAH  (nTjl?X).      i.   Ezra  1026  AV,  RV  ELIJAH,  3. 
2.    i  Ch.  827  AV,  RV  ELIJAH,  4. 

ELIAHBA  (KjjinvX,  '  God  hides  '  or  '  protects,'  §  30 ; 
cp  HABAIAH,  JEHUBBAH  ;  but  compound  names  where 
an  imperf.  follows  a  divine  name  are  rare  and  chiefly 
late  :  *  cp  Gray,  HPA'zi-j,  who  suggests  JOIT?^),  the 
Shaalbonite(seeSHAALBiM),  one  of  David's  'thirty'  (2S. 
1832  GMACOY  [B].  eAlAB  [A],  CAAABA0  [L]  ;  i  Ch. 
1133  CAMABA  [B],  6AM.  [K].  eAlABA  [A],  -AlB.  [L]).2 

ELIAKIM  (D^K,  'God  establishes,'  §§  31,  52; 
eAiAK[eli/v\  [BKAQFL]). 

1.  b.   Hilkiah,  a  governor  of  the  palace,  and  'grand  vizier' 
under   Hezekiah   (2  K.  18  18   19  2   Is.  36  3  22  37  2).      See   RAB- 
SHAKEH,  SHEHNA. 

2.  b.  Josiah  (2  K.  2834  2  Ch.  864).     See  JEHOIAKIM. 

3.  A  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall  (see 
EZRA    ii.  §  13  g),  Neh.  1241  (eAiaxifx  [Nc.amK.],  om.  BN*A). 

4.  b.  Abiud  ;  Mt.  1  13  (eAta«cei>  [Ti.  WH]),  and 

5.  b.   Melea  (Lk.  3  30),   in   the   genealogy  of   Joseph.      See 
GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  3. 

ELIALI  (eAiAAeic  [B],  eAiAAei  [A],  cp  Eliel,  i  Ch. 
820?),  i  Esd.  934  =  Ezra  1038.  BINNUI,  5. 

ELIAM  (D^1?^'  §  46-  '  God  is  kinsman' ;  cp  AMMIEL 
and  Phoen.  DJPX  [CIS  1 1.  no.  147,  /.  16]  ;  eAlAB 
[BAL]). 

1.  b.  Ahithophel  the  Gilonite  (see  GII.OH);   one  of  Davids 
heroes;    2  S.  2834   (oveAi<x0   [A],    o   eaAaaju.    [L])=i   Ch.  1136 
(where  '  Eliam  the  son  of  is  omitted  before  '  Ahijah  the  Pelonite,' 
itself  a  corrupt  reading  ;    see  AHITHOI-HEL,  end),  and  perhaps 
the  same  as  2  (below). 

2.  Father  of  Bathsheba  (2  S.  11  3  ;  called  in  i  Ch.  3  5  AMMIEL, 
a/oiit|A  [BA],  »)Aa  [L]).     See  AHITHOPHEI.. 

3.  Possibly  to  be  restored  for  ANIAM  (q.v.). 

ELIAONIAS  (eAiAOONiAC  [A]),   i  Esd.  8 31  =  Ezra 

84,   EHEHOENAI,   2. 

ELIAS  (HAeiAC),  Mt.  11 14  AV,  RV  ELIJAH  (q.v.). 
ELIASAPH    (SlD^vN,     'God    increases'     [i.e.,    the 

family'],  §§  27,  44  ;  eA[e]lCA(J>  [BAFL]).    ' 

1.  b.  DEUEL  or  REUEL  (2) ;  chief  of  Gad  ;  Nu.  1 14  (-$a.v  [L]), 
2 14  (-<|>[a>>]  [L]),  74247  1020. 

2.  b.  LAEL;  chief  of  Gershon  (Nu.  824). 

ELIASHIB  (3WN,  i.e.,  'God  brings  back,'  §§  31, 
62,  82  ;  but  <5L  except  in  no.  i  reads  211^^'N,  '  God 

1  In  all  the  Aramaic  inscriptions  only  two  examples  of  this 
form  occur,  viz.  jnvrta  a°d  jrvnSi?3>  both  Palmyrene. 

2  For  these  forms  cp  Marq.  Fund.  20,  who  shows  that  the 
initial  <r  is,  in  each  case,  due  to  the  following  <raAo/3a>'t,  and 
that   the  \L   is  a  corruption  from  Ao  (M=AA);    thus   e/j.acroi', 
0-afj.a.^a,  etc.,  stand  for  eAao/3ou  (  =  «inbN)i  aAaajSa,  etg. 
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returns'  (or  'turns');  cp  Is.  528,  and  prop,  name 
JASHUB,  old  Aram.  dmS'K,  '  Assur  returns,'  CIS  2, 
no.  36,  and  Sab.  '?K3in,  Hal.  485  ;  eAl&COyB  [L]. 
€A[e]iAC6iB[ASB]). 

1.  A    descendant    of    Zerubbabel  ;     i  Ch.  824    (a<m/3    [B], 
lAiacr.  [L]). 

2.  Eponym    of    one    of    the    priestly    courses  :     i  Ch.  24 12 
(eAuijSmlB]). 

3.  High  priest  in  list  of  wall-builders  (see  NEHEMIAH,  §  \f., 
EZRA,  ii.  §§  16  [i],  15  d),  Neh.  Si  (eA(e)to-oi;/3  [BNA]);  32o/ 
(^r)6-eA(e)icrovj3  |I'l,   -aiAeio-ou   and   -ouAierou/3  [N],  -eAei  a.(rerovfi 
and  -eAicKTou/J  [A]  aA-  [L])  mentioned   in  pedigree   of  Jaddua 
(see  EZKA,  ii.  §  6  l>),  12 10  (eAia<ri^  [K]).     In  Xeh.  10  he  is  not 
mentioned  among  the  signatories  to  the  covenant. 

4.  5,  and  6.  A  singer,  Ezra  1024  (eA(e)t<Ta^  [BKA]>=  i  Esd. 
924,  AV  ELEAZURUS,  RV  Eliasibus  (eAcao-t/Sos  [B],  -i^os  [A]); 
one  of  the  b'ne  Zattu,  Ezra  1027  («A(e)io-ou|3  |  BA],  «A«rou  [N]) 
=  iEsd.  !)28  ELISIMOS,  RV  Ellasimus  (eA(e)ia<r(«)iMo«  [BA]); 
and  one  of  the   B'ne   Bani,   Ezra  1036  (eAei«crfi^>  [B])=iKsd. 
834,  ENASIBUS  («i>a(r(e)i/3os  [BA],  x«Atotrou/3  [L]);   all  in  list  of 
those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5,  end). 

ELIASIS  (eAl&ceiC  [BA]).  i  Esd.  9 34  =  Ezra  10 37, 
JAASAU. 

ELIATHAH  (HnX^N*.  in  i  Ch.  25 27  !"in$N  ;  §  35  : 
cp,  however,  HKMAN  ;  HAl6<\  [L]). 

A  '  son  of  Heman,'  the  name  of  the  twentieth  of  the  classes  of 
temple  singers,  I  Ch.  204  (TjAioflofl  [B],  tAioSa  [A]),  also  v.  27 

(aiti.ada  [B],  eiAaS  [A];  Pesh.  ••^-NV/)  i-t-,  Eliab;  Jerome, 
Quo-si.,  Eliba);  but  see  HEMAN. 

ELIDAD  (Tvh$.  §  28  ;  £AA&A  [BAFL]),  a  Ben 
jamite  prince,  Nu.  342i,f  P).  The  name  seems 
traditional  (cp  ELDAU)  ;  its  meaning  is  disputed. 
Some  connect  it,  like  BILDAU  and  BEDAD,  with  the 
divine  name  Dad  ( —  Ramman)  ;  thus  it  would  mean 
'  Dad  is  (the  clan's)  god'  :  the  name  Dad-ilu  is  borne 
by  a  king  of  the  land  of  Kaska  (Schr.  COT  1 244 /.  ; 
Del.  Par.  298).  However,  Elidad  may  also  mean  '  God 
has  loved  ' ;  cp  Sab.  htrrn.  D.  H.  Miiller,  ZDAfG,  1883. 
p.  15  ;  and  see  NAMES,  §  28.  Incidentally  this  avoids 
the  apparent  incongruity  of  giving  a  heathen  name  to 
an  Israelite  ;  but  heathen  names  such  as  Elidad,  Hur, 
Ash-hur,  Ash-bel  (?),  may  have  been  borne  by  men 
who  knew  nothing  of  the  heathen  gods  whose  names 
entered  into  their  own,  or  who  at  any  rate  did  not 
worship  them  (cp  MoRDECAl,  i).  Gray's  explanation 
(HPN,  61)  'a  kinsman  (uncle)  is  God'  seems  less 
probable  ;  see  DOD  [NAMES  WITH].  T.  K.  C. 

ELIEHOENAI  (so  RV ;  ^l?in^>N ;  also  written 
Tl?vbx  ;  the  spelling  in  MT  may  be  intended  to 
emphasise  a  particular  view  of  the  meaning  of  the 
name  ;  for  the  [probably]  true  name  see  ELIOENAI). 

1.  AV  ELIOENAI  (eAiwi/ais  [B],   -u»)i<ai   [A],  -tavaj.  [L]).     A 
Korahite  Levite,  one  of  the  doorkeepers  of  the  sanctuary,  i  Ch. 
263. 

2.  AV    ELIHOENAI   (eAiavo   [BL],    -iaav.    [A]),    one    of   the 
b'ne  Pahath-Moab  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2  ;  ii.,  8  '5 
[i]if);  Ezra  84=1  Esd.  831,  ELIAONIAS  (eAioAufias  [B],  -a.iav. 
IAJ,  eAia»/a  [L]).     Compare  ELIOENAI. 

ELIEL  (?KvK,  eX[e]iijX  [BAL]) ;  a  man's  name 
somewhat  frequent  in  Chronicles,  but  not  found  else 
where  in  the  OT.  It  means  '  My  God  is  El, '  §  38  ;  or, 
perhaps,  '  El  is  God.'  In  i  Ch.  634  [19]  Eliel  is  sub 
stituted  for  Elihu  (  =  '  He  [Yahwe]  is  God1).  Both 
names  are  virtually  identical  with  Elijah  ( '  Yahwe  is 
God,'  or,  'my  God').  Compare  the  royal  name 
Iluma-ilu,  '  llu  is  god,'  where  the  second  ilu  takes 
the  place  of  this  king's  special  deity  (KB  884,  Hommel, 


1.  '  The  Mahavite '  [q.v.}  (C']nSH  ;   A[t]i^A  |BK],   ceAirjA  [A], 
injA  [L]),  one  of  David's  warriors  (i  Ch.  11 46!),  and 

2.  Another   of   David's    warriors    (SaAeujA   [B],   aAiijA   [A]), 
iCh.  Il47-t     See  DAVID,  §  n  a,  ii. 

3.  A  Manassite  prince  (i  Ch.  62  and  st). 

4.  In  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (y.T..  §  9  ii.  3):  b.  Shunei, 
i   Ch.   8,    and   (eAt^A[e]i    [BA]),    p.    20. t       b.    Shashak   (<rAo;A 

[BA]),   22.t 

5.  A  Kohathite  (eAia/3  [L]),  i  Ch.  634  [19].     Cp  ELIAB  [4], 
EI.IHU,  2. 

6.  A  Gadite,  one  of  David's  warriors  ;  perhaps  identical  with 
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(i)  or  (2);  but  the  name   is  eA[e]ta|3  in  BA  though  tAiijA  in  L 
(iCh.  12n).t     Cp  ELIAB,  and  see  DAVIU,  §  n  a,  iii. 

8.  A  son  of  Hebron,  one  of  David's  Levites  (enjp,  ->/A  [L!], 
-nA.  at>e\T)n  [«]),  I  Ch.  15  9  n.t 

9.  One  of  Hezekiah's  Levites  (ie[e]i7)A  [BA]),  2  Ch.  31  i3.f 


(TrvN  ;  otherwisevocalisedasELiOENAi), 
b.  Shimei  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.  ,  §  9,  ii.  /3)  ; 

1  Ch.  820  (eAiooAiAA  [B],  -coeNAi  [A],  HAICONAI  [L.])- 

ELIEZER  CVjr^J,  'God  of  help,'  or  'God  (or, 
'my  God')  is  a  helper'  ;  see  EUCAZAR  ;  eA[e]iezep 
[BAXL]). 

i.  Abraham's  chief  slave  and  steward  (Gen.  ISa). 
The  clause  in  which  he  is  referred  to  is  a  piece  of 
E's  work  and  perhaps  originally  followed  v.  -$0.  (Bu.  ). 
It  states  that  Abram's  most  trusted  servant,  in  lieu 
of  a  son,  would  inherit  his  property  (cp  i  Ch.  234^). 
It  should  be  noticed,  however,  that  the  other  narrator 
(J)  does  not  give  the  name  Eliezer  (see  242),  and  the 
text  is  evidently  in  some  disorder.  The  most  probable 
way  of  emending  seems  to  be  to  read  yy>  '^,-TN  J3!T31 
'  and  my  tent-dwelling  will  be  deserted  '  (see  Che.  Exp. 
T..  11  47  [Oct.  '99]). 

Kalisch  thought  that  the  full  name  of  the  steward  was 
Danunesek  Eliezer,  and  RV  implies  the  same  theory.  Gram 
matically  the  rendering  'is  Dammesek  Eliezer  '  ((5OL,  euros 
Aafj.a<TK.o<;  EAie(Jep)  is  no  doubt  inevitable  ;  but  how  absurd  it  is  ! 
The  text,  therefore,  must  be  incorrect.  The  words  pi;'^  *«•"!, 
'  he  (or  it)  is  Damascus,'  are  taken  by  some  to  be  an  intrusive 
marginal  gloss  on  the  word  pOB  which  the  glossator  misunder 
stood  (although  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  he  would  have  construed 
Tl'3  pt?Q~l  Kin)-  So,  long  ago,  Hitzig  and  Tuch  ;  unfortunately 
the  existence  of  a  word  pjs'O  (or  ^B'D)  'possession'  is  extremely 
doubtful.  Hall's  rendering  'and  he  who  will  possess  my  house 
is  a  Damascene  —  Eliezer,'  is  not  much  more  plausible  than 
that  of  Hitzig.  See  Exp.  7'.,  I.e.  T.  K.  C. 

z.  Second  son  of  Moses  and  Zipporah  (Ex.  222),  so 
called  because  '  the  God  of  my  father  was  my  help  ' 
(184).  The  Chronicler  assigns  him  an  only  son 
Rchabiah  (i  Ch.  23I5  17  2625/).  See  ELEAZAK  (i),  n. 

3.  A  prophet,  b.  Dodavah  of  Mareshah,  temp.  Jehoshaphat  : 

2  Ch.  20  37  (eAeiaSo.  [B]).     Gray  (I/PN  232)  suggests  that  the 
name   may  have  been  derived   from  a  good  historical   record  ; 
but   the   prophets    of  Chronicles  are   often   of   such   doubtful 
historicity  that  the  suggestion  seems  hazardous.     Was  not  the 
name  more  probably  suggested  by  '  Eleazar  b.  Dodai  (or  Dodo)  ' 
in  28.  239  iCh.  11  12?     See  ELKAZAR  (3). 

4.  A  Reubenite  '  prince  '  (i  Ch.  2V  16). 

5.  A  Benjamite  (BENJAMIN,  §  9,  ii.  a),  i  Ch.  7s. 

6.  A  Levite(iCh.  15  24). 

7.  8,  and  9.  A   priest,  Ezra  10  18  =  i  Esd.  9  19,  ELEAZAR  [7] 
(eAeafapos  [BA]);  a  Levite,  Ezra  1023  (eAiafap  [N])=i  Esd.  023 

IONAS  [2]  (iwapa?  [BJ,  laj^as  [A])  ;  and  an  Israelite,  b.  Harim  : 
Ezra  1031  =  1  Esd.  9  32  ELIONAS  [2]  (eAiuSa;  [B],  -wrat  [A]),  in 
list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end). 

10.  Head  of  family,  temp.  Ezra  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2;  ii.,  §  15  [i]  ii), 
Ezra  8i6(eAea£ap  [BA])=i  Esd.  843,  ELEAZAR  [5]  (-pos). 

11.  Son  of  Jorim,  in  the  genealogy  of  Jesus  (Lk.  829  eAicfep 
[Ti.  WH]).     See  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  3. 

ELIHOENAI  Ortfin^N),  Ezra  8  4  AV,   RV  EI.IE- 

HOENAI  (2). 

ELIHOREPH  (sp'ri^K  ;  eAiAcp  [B],  eN&Pe<J>  [A], 
eAl<\B  [L]  ;  true  name  perhaps  Elihaph  [cp  @i!],  i.e.  , 
'God  is  Haph'  [—Apis,  see  AIMS],  of  which  Elihoreph 
may  be  an  alteration  on  religious  grounds  ;  cp  Ahi- 
shahar,  from  Ahi-hur?  so  Marquart),  one  of  Solomon's 
'scribes,'  son  of  Shisha  (i  K.  4s).  The  text  of 
vv.  1-20,  however,  is  in  much  disorder,  and  v.  3  needs 
emendation.  }r.  2  promises  a  list  of  'princes.'  The 
first  prince  (v.  2)  is  Azariah,  son  of  the  priest  Zadok. 
The  next  should  be  '  Elihoreph  '  (Elihaph?)  and  Ahijah 
sons  of  Shavsha  the  secretary  '  (  Klost.  ).  See  SHAVSHA. 

T.  K.  c. 

ELIHU  (N-inVN,1  'God  is  He'  [Yahwe];  eAloy 
[AL],  in  Job  -c  [BXAC]). 

i.  One  of  the  interlocutors  of  the  Book  of  JOB 
('/•».,  §9)- 

1  The  final  N  is  omitted  in  i  Ch.  20?  (Kt.),  27  18  (Kt.),  and 
once  or  twice  in  Jon. 
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2.  b.  Tohu,  in  the  genealogy  of  Samuel  (i  S.  ]i 
ijXetou  [B],  etAi  [L]).  Samuel's  pedigree,  however,  is  com 
posite  (see  JEROHAM  [i],  TOHU),  and  Elihu  of  the  clan 
of  Tahan  (so,  forTohu  ;  cpEi'HKAiMi.,§  12)  corresponds 
to  ELK  AN  AH  [q.v. ,  i]  of  the  clan  of  Jerahmeel  (so  for 
Jeroham).  In  i  Ch.  627  [12]  Elihu  is  called  ELIAB 
(q.v.,  4)  and  in  i  Ch.  634[i9]  Eliel  (q.v.,  6);  whilst 
conversely  ELIAB  (q.v. ,  3),  David's  eldest  brother, 
seems  to  be  called  Elihu  in  i  Ch.  27 18,  where  ©BAL 
reads  Eliab.  Perhaps  some  early  divine  name  has 
been  excised  (in  various  ways)  by  editors  ;  the  name, 
e.g. ,  may  have  been  Elimelech  (cp  REGEM-MELECH 
beside  RAAMIAII),  and  it  is  probable  that  this,  rather 
than  Elkanah,  was  the  true  name  of  Samuel's  father. 
So  Marq.  Fund.  12  f. 

3.  A   Manassite,   one  of  David's  warriors;    i  Ch.  12 20  [21] 
(eAi^ovfl  [BN],  eAiovS  [A]).     See  DAVID,  g  n,  a,  iii. 

4.  A  porter  of  the  temple,  i  Ch.  207  (evvov  [B]). 

ELIJAH,  in  Mt.  11 14  AV,  ELIAS  (lil^N  [sixty-three 
times],  §  38,  or,  as  in  2  K.  1  3  4  8  12  and  in  Mai.  823 

(4s),  HvX  ;  i.e. ,  '  Yahwe  is  God,1  cp  Joel ;  HA[e]lAC 
[BAL,  Ti.  WH])  was  among  the  greatest  and  most 
original  of  the  Hebrew  prophets  ;  indeed  it  is  in  him  that 
Hebrew  prophecy  first  appears  as  a  great  spiritual  and 
ethical  power,  deeply  affecting  the  destiny  and  religious 
character  of  the  nation.  He  lived  and  worked  under 
Ahab  (circa  875-853),  contending  with  heroic  courage 
for  Yahwe  as  the  sole  god  of  Israel,  and  refusing  to 
make  any  terms  with  plans  favoured  at  the  royal  court 
for  uniting  the  worship  of  the  national  god  with  that  of 
the  Tyrian  Baal.  Thus  he  vindicated  the  true  character 
of  the  religion  of  Israel,  and  is  not  unworthy  of  a  place 
by  the  side  of  Moses.  We  shall  be  better  able  to  appre 
ciate  his  position,  however,  when  we  have  examined  the 
legendary  narratives  in  which  his  history  is  enshrined. 

i.  In  i  K.  17-19  we  have  a  varied  and  singularly 
vivid  account  of  his  conflict  with  the  foreign  Baal- 
1  Date  of  worsmP-  II  is  from  tlle  hand  of  one  who 
1  K  1"  19  was  a  sut)Ject  of  the  northern  kingdom, 
and  must  therefore  have  written  before  the 
conquest  of  Samaria  in  722  B.C.  Otherwise  in  mention 
ing  Beer-sheba  (19s)  he  would  scarcely  have  taken  the 
pains  to  tell  his  readers  that  it  belonged  to  Judah,  or  at 
least  would  not  have  expressed  himself  in  that  way. 
Again  the  type  of  his  religious  thought  is  clearly  older 
than  that  of  Hosea  or  even  Amos.  Not  only  does  he 
speak,  or  make  his  hero  speak,  with  reverence  of 
Yahwe's  altars  in  N.  Israel  (19 10),  but,  in  spite  of 
abundant  occasion,  he  makes  no  protest  against  that 
worship  of  Yahwe  under  the  accepted  symbol  of  an  ox, 
which  provoked  Hosea's  bitter  scorn.  Accordingly,  we 
may  acquiesce  in  Kuenen's  suggestion  (Ond.  i.  225) 
that  he  may  have  flourished  in  the  ninth  century,  within 
a  generation  or  two  at  furthest  from  the  lifetime  of 
Elijah.  Only  we  must  allow  time  for  the  creative  work 
of  popular  fancy  and  the  rise  of  partial  misconception 
as  to  the  points  at  issue  in  the  deadly  struggle. 

The  narrative  has  been  mutilated  at  the  beginning, 
and  hence  the  abruptness  with  which  the  prophet 
appears  on  the  scene  :  otherwise  we  might  have  attri 
buted  to  dramatic  art  the  sudden  introduction,  adapted 
as  it  is  to  the  meteor-like  character  which  Elijah's  appear 
ances  preserve  throughout.  The  story  must  have  begun 
with  some  account  of  the  quarrel  and  its  origin  in 
Ahab's  religious  innovations  ;  but  the  editor  of  the  Book 
of  Kings  had  already  given  an  account  of  Ahab's  de 
fection  (1629-34)  in  his  own  way  and  naturally  refrained 
from  explaining  the  matter  over  again  in  the  words  of 
the  older  document  which  he  used.  Hence  Elijah  of 
Tishbeh  in  Gilead  (®BAL  17 1;  but  cp  JABESH  [i.]) 
is  brought  at  once  before  us  as  if  we  were  already  familiar 
with  him  and  with  his  cause.1  He  confronts  the  king 

1  [The  statement  that  Elijah  was  'of  the  inhabitants  (rather, 
'sojourners')  of  Gilead'  is  vague  and  improbable.  Either  we 
must  read  '  of  Tishbeh  in  Gilead,'  or  else  (cp  JABESH  i.,  §  i)  the 
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with  a  message  from  Yahwe  '  before  whom  he  stands  '  in 
constant  service.  No  rain  or  dew  is  to  fall  for  '  these 
years '  save  at  the  prophet's  will  or  declaration.  Straight 
way  the  scene  changes  to  a  lonely  wady  called  Cherith  (?) 
(so  most  ;  but  see  CHERITH).  Here,  in  or  near  the  wild 
and  pastoral  land  of  his  birth,  Elijah  is  shielded  for  a 
time  from  the  famine  which  followed  the  drought. 
Ravens,  forgetting  their  natural  voracity,  bring  him 
bread  and  flesh  morning  and  evening.  Thus  his  supply 
of  food  was  constant  and  beyond  the  needs  of  life  in  the 
East,  where  flesh  is  eaten  only  on  festal  occasions.  In 
time,  however,  the  stream  of  water  fails,  and  Elijah  at 
the  bidding  of  his  God  passes  beyond  Yahwe's  land  to 
Zarephath,  a  Phosnician  city  to  the  S.  of  Sidon  (but 
here  again  the  name  and  situation  of  Elijah's  place  of 
refuge  is  disputable :  see  ZAREPHATH).  At  the  gate 
of  the  city,  where  markets  were  held  and  remnants 
might  be  strewed  about,  a  widow,  who  worshipped 
Yahwe1  (i  K.  171224),  was  gathering  sticks.  Water 
she  gives  at  the  prophet's  request,  but  being  asked 
for  bread,  protests  that  she  has  but  a  handful  of  meal 
and  a  little  oil,  with  which  she  is  about  to  prepare  for 
her  son  and  herself  the  last  food  they  will  ever  eat. 
Finally,  however,  she  does  the  prophet's  bidding  and  is 
rewarded  by  the  fulfilment  of  his  promise  that  neither 
meal  nor  oil  shall  fail  while  the  drought  lasts.  Nay, 
when  her  son  dies,  not  of  famine  but  of  natural  sickness, 
the  '  man  of  God  '  bending  over  the  corpse  brings  back 
by  his  prayer  the  life  which  had  fled. 

Elijah  returns  to  Israel  at  the  divine  command  and 
meets  the  prefect  of  the  palace,  Obadiah.     This  courtier, 

2.  The  contest  ,who  '  {f^  Yahwf  and  had  saved  *e 
with  Ahab  es  a  lmndred  prophets  from  the 
fury  of  Ahab's  queen,  was  engaged  like 
his  royal  master  in  seeking  fodder  for  Ahab's  horses  and 
mules.  He  falls  down  in  reverence  before  the  prophet, 
but  refuses  to  consent  to  let  Ahab  know  where  Elijah  is, 
till  the  prophet  has  sworn  that  he  will  keep  his  tryst, 
instead  of  suffering  himself,  after  his  work  is  finished,  to 
be  carried  away  by  the  spirit  of  Yahwe  and  thus  leave 
Obadiah  to  bear  the  brunt  of  Ahab's  disappointment. 
'  Is  it  thou,'  says  Ahab,  '  thou  troubler  of  Israel  ? '  'I 
have  not  troubled  Israel,'  is  the  fearless  answer,  'but 
thou  and  thy  father's  house,  in  that  ye  have  forsaken 
Yahwe  and  thou  hast  followed  the  Baalim.'  Thereupon 
Elijah,  the  solitary  champion  of  Yahwe,  challenges  the 
450  prophets  of  Baal  ( '  the  400  prophets  of  the  Asherah  ' 
have  been  added  by  an  interpolator  in  1819  and  in  the 
<SBL  text  of  v.  22)  to  a  memorable  contest  (see  CARMEL, 
§  3  ;  DANCING,  §5).  One  bullock  is  to  be  laid  on  the 
wood  for  Baal,  another  for  Yahwe,  and  the  god  who 
without  human  aid  kindles  the  fire  of  his  sacrifice  is  to 
be  '  the  God' — i.e. ,  the  sole  recognised  God  of  Israel. 
In  vain  Baal's  prophets  invoke  him  with  wild  dances 
and  cries,  and  gash  themselves  with  knives  to  appease 
the  burning  fury  of  the  sun-god,  while  Elijah  mocks 
their  pains.  Then  they  desist  and  at  Elijah's  prayer 
the  lightning  of  Yahwe  consumes  the  victim  on  his 
altar  and  '  licks  up '  the  water  which  had  been  poured 
over  and  round  the  altar  to  enhance  the  marvel.  Baal's 
prophets  are  slain  by  the  Kishon,  and  now  that  the 
heart  of  the  people  is  '  turned  back,'  the  rain  will  come. 

Already  the  prophet  listens  in  spirit  to  its  welcome  splash. 
*  -  yet  in  spirit  only.     He  crouches  down  on  Carmel  with  his 


small  as  a  man's  hand.'  Soon  the  heavens  are  black,  the  king 
drives  at  full  speed  to  Jezreel,  fleeing  before  the  terror  of  the 
storm.  Borne  by  Yahwe's  hand,  Elijah  runs  on  foot  the  whole 

whole  description  must  be  read  thus,  '  Elijah  the  Jabeshite,  of 
Jabesh  in  Gilead  (Klost.).  The  latter  is  the  more  probable  view. 
In  either  case,  the  second  part  of  the  description  seems  to  be  a 
gloss] 

1  [It  is  usual  to  suppose  that  the  widow  was  of  a  strange 
religion  ;  so  e.g.  Strachan  in  Hastings,  DB  1  688  b.  This,  at 
any  rate,  cannot  be  proved  by  her  words  'Yahwe  thy  God,' 
which  are  merely  an  acknowledgment  of  the  superior  religious 
standing  of  the  prophet  (i  S.  15  30  2  K.  194).] 
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distance  of  something  like  16  m.,  but,  true  to  his  Bedouin  in 
stincts,  refrains  from  entering  the  city. 

The  momentary  triumph  at  Carmel  does  but  fan  the 
persecuting  zeal  of  Jezebel ;  and  Elijah  sets  out  for 
Horeb,  as  if  Yahwe  had  forsaken  his  land  and  with 
drawn  to  his  ancient  dwelling-plnce.  In  the  wilderness 
beyond  Beersheba  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  26),  weary  and 
desperate,  he  sits  down  under  one  of  the  retem  bushes 
(the  retem  is  a  species  of  broom  ;  see  JUNIPER)  common 
in  that  region  and  prays  for  death.  The  angel  of  Yahwe, 
however,  bids  him  rise  and  eat.  He  finds  at  his  head 
a  cruse  of  water  and  a  cake  baked  on  the  coals,  and  in 
the  strength  of  that  he  travels  for  forty  days  and  nights 
to  Horeb,  the  mountain  of  God.  (If  the  text  is  right1 
the  narrator  is  remarkably  vague  here,  for  the  distance 
between  the  southern  boundary  of  Palestine  and  the 
Sinaitic  peninsula  is  only  about  50  geographical  in. ,  and 
the  earlier  view  of  Horeb  made  it  not  very  far  from  the 
S.  border  of  Canaan. )  Here  on  the  sacred  mount,  when 
hurricane,  earthquake,  and  lightning  have  cooled  the  air, 
Elijah  in  the  rustling  of  a  gentle  breeze  discerns  Yahwe's 
presence.  He  had  believed  that  the  cause  which  he  had 
held  dearer  than  life  was  lost,  and  that  he  had  better  cease 
the  unavailing  struggle  and  die.  Not  so.  He  is  to 
anoint  new  kings  and  inaugurate  new  dynasties  for 
Damascus  and  Samaria.  He  is  to  anoint  Elisha  as  his 
own  successor.  Each  of  these  changes  is  to  hasten  the 
calamity  which  hangs  over  Israel,  and  only  the  7000  who 
have  not  bowed  the  knee  to  Baal  are  to  escape.  Here, 
as  at  the  beginning,  the  narrative  fails  us  a  second  time. 
We  do  indeed  learn  how  Elijah  calls  Elisha  to  the 
prophetic  office  ;  but  in  the  text  of  the  Book  of  Kings 
as  it  has  come  down  to  us,  Elisha  takes  no  part  in  the 
deeds  of  violence  which  brought  Hazael  and  Jehu  to  the 
throne.  On  the  early  and  very  striking  story  of  Elijah's 
ascent  (2  K.  2)  see  ELISHA,  §  3  ;  and  on  the  true 
scene  of  the  legendary  narrative  in  i  K.  171-78-24 
194-i8,  see  CHERITH,  ZAREPHATH,  JUNIPER. 

2.  Little  need  be  said  concerning  the  prediction  of 
Ahaziah's  death  when  he  consulted  Baal-zCbub  of  Ekron 
3.  Other  in  his  sickness-  and  tne  nre  fr°m  heaven 
stories  which  consumed  two  companies  of  soldiers 
sent  to  arrest  the  prophet.  The  story 
(2  K.  la-i/)  with  its  perverse  supernaturalism  and 
sanguinary  spirit  may  safely  be  assigned  to  a  period  when 
the  true  notion  of  prophecy  had  grown  confused  and 
dim.  The  portrait  of  Elijah  with  his  robe  of  goat's  or 
camel's  hair  and  his  leathern  girdle  is,  perhaps,  the 
solitary  fragment  of  genuine  tradition  which  it  contains. 
Very  different  in  value  and  in  date  is  the  striking  history 
of  Naboth's  judicial  murder  in  i  K.  21 1-18  20  (to  be 
compared  with  and  partially  corrected  by  2  K.  925/1). 
Naboth,  probably  on  religious  grounds,  refused  to  sell 
his  ancestral  vineyard  at  the  king's  desire.  He  was 
condemned,  on  a  false  charge  of  treason  against  the 
god  and  the  king  of  Israel,  by  the  elders  of  his  city  ; 
for  the  kingly  power  in  Israel  was  no  Oriental  despotism, 
and  the  authority  of  the  city  sheiks,  who  had  replaced 
the  sheiks  of  the  tribes,  had  to  be  respected  (cp 
GOVERNMENT,  §  24).  Death  was  the  penalty,  and  it 
fell,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  time,  not  only  on 
himself  but  also  on  his  family.  There  was  a  judgment, 
however,  higher  than  that  of  the  earthly  court.  In  after- 
days  Jehu  remembered  how  he  heard  the  divine  sentence 
pronounced  against  the  unrighteous  king  :  '  I  have  seen 
yesterday  the  blood  of  Naboth  and  his  sons — it  is  the 
oracle  of  Yahwe — and  I  will  requite  thee  on  this  plat. ' 

3.  Such  in  brief  outline  are  the  early  legends  of  the 
prophet's  life,  but  we  have  still  to  estimate  the  residuum 
of  authentic  history  and  through  the  mist  of  tradition 
to  see  the  prophet  as  he  was.  We  must  not  charge 

1  [Wi.  (67  1  29  n.)  plausibly  suggests  that  'forty  days  and 
forty  nights  'are  a  later  insertion.  A  later  glossator,  who  may 
have  had  a  different  view  of  the  general  situation  of  Sinai,  can 
more  easily  be  accused  of  geographical  vagueness  than  the 
original  narrator.] 
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Ahab  with  conscious  apostasy  from  Yahwe.  He  had 
great  merits  as  well  as  great  faults.  He  was  a  chival 
rous  and  patriotic  king,  and  in  the  very  names  which  he 
gave  to  his  children  he  professed  his  allegiance  to  the 
god  of  his  people.  Nor  can  we  believe  that  even 
Jezebel  seriously  endeavoured  to  exterminate  Yahwe's 
prophets.  Some  four  hundred  of  them  gathered  round 
her  husband  at  the  muster  for  his  last  and  fatal  cam 
paign  (i  K.  226),  and  the  success  of  Jehu's  revolution 
proves  that  only  a  very  small  minority  of  Israelites  could 
have  devoted  themselves  to  the  foreign  worship.  Ahab, 
however,  did  build  a  temple  of  Baal  in  his  capital.  No 
doubt  it  seemed  to  him  the  natural  and  fitting  acknow 
ledgment  and  consecration  of  the  alliance  between 
Israel  and  Tyre.  Elijah  would  brook  no  such 
amalgam  of  worships  radically  diverse.  He  was  not 
indeed  a  monotheist  after  the  fashion  of  the  later 
prophets.  To  him  Yahwe  was  the  sole  god  of  Israel, 
in  whose  land  Yahwe  was  all  or  nothing.  No  wonder 
then  that  he  looked  on  the  drought  as  a  sign  of  Yahwe's 
anger.  Here  by  the  way  we  are  on  firm  ground.  The  fact 
of  the  drought  is  attested  independently  by  Menander 
of  Kphesus  (ap.  Jos.  Ant.  viii.  182),  according  to  whom, 
however,  it  lasted  only  one  year  and  was  stayed  by  a 
procession  of  Phoenician  priests  (cp  HISTORICAL  LIT.  , 

§5)-. 

Elijah's  devotion  to  Yahwe  was  something  infinitely 
higher  than  mere  patriotic  attachment  to  hereditary 
religion.  To  him  Yahwe  and  Baal  represented  two 
principles — viz. ,  worship  of  national  righteousness  and 
the  sensual  worship  of  nature.  Again,  the  '  sons  of 
the  prophets,'  like  bands  of  dervishes,  stirred  the 
enthusiasm  of  the  people,  and  encouraged  them  to 
believe  that  Yahwe  must  fight  for  Israel.  Elijah,  in  the 
best  and  earliest  accounts,  stands  alone  or  with  a  single 
disciple.  He  saw  Yahwe's  work  not  so  much  in  national 
victory  as  in  national  calamity.  He  was  able  to  believe 
that  Hazael,  the  scourge  of  Israel,  had  been  raised  to 
power  by  Yahwe  himself.  Thus  he  opened  a  new  era 
in  the  religion  of  Israel.  Malachi  speaks  of  him,  823 
[4  5],  as  the  minister  of  judgment  and  purification  within 
Israel,  the  herald  of  '  Yahwe's  great  and  terrible  day.' 
)esus  beheld  the  spirit  of  Elijah  revived  in  the  stern 
and  solitary  Baptist,  and  on  '  the  holy  mount '  Moses 
and  Elijah,  representing  the  law  and  the  prophets,  bore 
conjoint  testimony  to  the  transfigured  Christ.  For  the 
closing  scene  of  Elijah's  life,  see  ELISHA,  §  3. 

A  few  words,  supplementary  to  the  article  KINGS 
(§  8),  may  be  added  on  recent  criticism  of  the  Elijah- 

„    rm.    m"   v.    narratives.      The  late  character  of  the 

4.  Tne  Elijah-  ..      •        T,   , 

narratives      narraUve  m  2  K-  l*-i7««  «  generally 

admitted  ;   but  Kautzsch  in   his  essay 

on  the  Book  of  Kings  in  Ersch  and  Gruber  (Allgem. 

Encyk. )  attributes  the  rest  of  the  biography  to  one  writer. 

On  the  other  hand  Wellhausen  and  Kuenen  separate 

1  K.  17-19  21,  where  the  prophet  stands    alone,   from 

2  K.  2i-i8    (which,    however,    Kuenen    observes,    can 
hardly  be  much  later  than  i  K.  17-19)  where,  instead  of 
being  a  wanderer,  he  has  a  home  with  Elisha  at  Gilgal, 
and  where,  too,  he  is  associated  with   '  the  sons  of  the 
prophets.'    Further,  Kuenen  separates  i  K.  17-19,  where 
Elijah  contends  against  Baal-worship,  from  21  where  the 
contest  turns  upon  a  judicial  murder  without  so   much 
as  a  passing  allusion  to  foreign  idolatry.     The  reason 
is  far  from  cogent,  and  there  is  a  similarity  of  language 
between  17 17  and  21 1,  18 1  and  21 17  (cp  Benzinger,  p. 
106).      In  St.   Kr.,   1892,   Rosch  has  endeavoured  to 
show  (cp  Stade,  GVK^  1522,  n. )  that  all  the  narratives 
are  post-exilic,  a  theory  which  in  the  face  of  the  reasons 
given  above  seems  absolutely  untenable  (cp  KINGS,  § 
8  ;   Konig,  Einleitung,  266). 

[In  Moslem  traditions  Elijah  is  identified  with  the  mythical 
personage  el-Hadir — i.e.,  the  evergreen  or  youthful  prophet  (for 
fables  see  Weiland,  Legenden,  177)  who  has  become  the 
guardian  of  the  seas,  but  was  at  an  earlier  time  spoken  of  as 
dwelling  'at  the  confluence  of  two  seas  (rivers?),'  as  the  guide 
of  the  Israelites  at  the  Exodus  (equivalent  therefore  to  the 
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Eillar  of  fire  and  cloud).     Originally  he  was  probably  the  rescued 
ero  of  the  Deluge-story.     See  L)ELU<;E,  §  15  (col.  1062),  and 
cp  Clermont-Ganneau,  Key.  arch.  32388^] 

The  monographs  on  Elijah  are  mostly  out  of  date.     His  life 

and  character  are  given  from  a  critical  point  of  view  in  the  recent 

Histories  of  Israel  by  Stade  (vol.  i.),  Kittel 

5.  Literature,   (vol.  ii.),   and  Wellhausen  ;  also  in  Smend's 

AT  Relig.    (152  ff.^\    175^).      See  also 

Cheyne's  Hallowing  of  Criticism  ('88),  and  Gunkel's  article  on 

Elijah,  Preuss.Jahrb.  '98,  pp.  18-51.     On  the  apocryphal  Apoca 

lypse  of  Elijah  and  its  interesting  connection   with   i  Cor.  2  9 

and  Eph.  5  14,  see  Harnack's  Altchristliche  Litt.  853^,  and 

APOCRYPHA,  §  20.   Fabricius,  Cod.  Pseudepigrapk.  VJ\  1070^, 

has  illustrated  the  place  of  Elijah  in  Jewish  folklore. 

2.  A  priest,  temp.   Ezra;    Ezra  10  21  (eA[e]m  [BA],  -s  [L]). 
Omitted  in  i  Esd.  92i  ;  (0L)  however,  has  «Aeias. 

3.  A  layman,  temp.  Ezra  ;  Ezra  10  26  (AV  ELIAH  :  ^Ata  [AB], 
-S  [L]),  called  in  i  Esd.  9  27  AEDIAS  (aijS[e]ias  [BA],  rjAias  [L]). 

4.  A  Benjamite  (BENJAMIN,  §  9  ii.,  /3),  i  Ch.  827  (AV  ELIAH, 
rjAia  [BAL]).  w.  E.   A. 


ELIKA  (Ni2>?N  ;  probably  corrupt).  In  the  first 
of  the  two  lists  of  David's  '  thirty'  we  find  (2  S.  2825 
MT)  '  Elika  the  Harodite  (rather,  Aradite).'  This  item 
is  absent  from  (5BL  (but  <SA  gives  evaKa),  and  from 
the  list  in  i  Ch.  11.  Hence  Driver  (note  on  2  S.  2839) 
would  omit  it,  thus  making  the  number  of  David's 
minor  heroes  exactly  thirty,  but  reducing  the  total 
of  the  heroes  (including  in  this  the  five  major  ones) 
to  thirty-five.  The  total  given  in  v.  39  may  be  due 
to  a  late  editor.  Marquart  (Fund.  19)  agrees,  regarding 
'  Elika  the  Harodite  '  as  an  (incorrect)  gloss  on  v.  33^. 
Wellhausen  and  Budde,  however,  retain  '  Elika  the 
Harodite,'  remarking  that  the  framer  of  the  list  likes, 
when  he  can,  to  couple  two  warriors  from  the  same 
district.  (Arad  and  Beth-palet,  however,  may  very 
well  be  combined.  )  Another  name,  it  is  true,  is  still 
wanting  to  produce  a  total  of  thirty-seven.  See 
ELIPHELET,  2,  and  cp  DAVID,  §  ii  a,  i.  T.  K.  c. 

ELIM  (D^N;  AiAeiM  [BAL];  Elim  ;  Ex.  15  27, 
Nu.  889),  the  second  station  of  the  Israelites  after 
crossing  the  sea,  where  there  were  twelve  fountains 
and  seventy  palms  (the  term  '  Elim  '  covers  palm-trees  ; 
see  ELATH).  On  the  usual  theory  of  the  route  of  the 
Israelites,  Elim  is  now  generally  identified  with  the 
beautiful  oasis  in  Wady  Gharandel,  63  m.  from  Suez, 
7  from  'Ain  Hawwara  (Ordnance  Survey  of  Sinai  ,  1  151). 

ELIMELECH  (^Ip^X.  'God  (or,  'my  God')  is  king,' 
§§  24,  36,  cp  Malchiel;  A.Ai/y\eA6K  [A],  ABeiMeAex 
[B],  eAi-  [L]),  a  Bethlehemite,  husband  of  Naomi 
(Ruth  12).  See  RUTH. 


ELIOENAI  COWK  and  »J,  §  34,  i.e.  ,  '  towards 
God  are  mine  eyes,'  or  [We.]  Elioeni  [Eliaueni],  '  God 
brought  me  forth'  [from  Aram.  Ntf*  =  Ny*],  but 
analog}'  suggests  that  the  word  is  corrupt.  The  true 
name  may  be  yotrW  (Che.  )  —  <y  coming  from  &,  and 
'j  from  D  (cp  JUSHAB-HESED)  ;  eAicoHNAi  [A],  -CGNAI 
[L])- 

1.  b.   Neariah,  i  Ch.  323_/C  (eAeiOara,   -v  [B],  7>.   24  f\uavva.i 
[A]). 

2.  A  prince  of  SIMEON,  i  Ch.  436  (eAiwfat  [B],  -1071  [A]). 

3.  b.  BECHER  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (g.~'.  §  9,  ii.  a), 
i  Ch.  7  S  ((\ei6aivav  [E]). 

4.  One  of  the  b'ne  PASHHUR  (q.v.  3)  among  the  priests  in  the 
list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5,  end),  Ezra 
1022  (eAiwi/a  [B],  -tcuoyai  [L])=i  Esd.  922,  KLIONAS  (eAuoi'ais 
[B],  -as  [A]). 

5.  One  of  the  b'ne  ZATTU  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives 
(EzRA   i.,   §   5,  end),   Ezra    1027   (eAiuii/a    [B],  e\i<ai>av   [x])= 
i  Esd.  928,  ELIADAS  (eAiafia?  [BA]). 

6.  A  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall 
(see  EZRA  ii.,  §  13  g),  perhaps  the  same  as  (4),  Neh.  1241  (om. 
B).     See  ELIEHOENAI,  ELIENAI. 

7.  i  Ch.  -26  3  AV,  RV  ELIEHOENAI. 

ELIONAS  (eAicoNAC   [A]). 

1.  i  Esd.  9  22  =  Ezra  1022,  ELIOENAI,  4. 

2.  i  Esd.  932  =  Ezra  1031,  ELIEZER,  9. 

ELIPHAL  (^S^N),  i  Ch.  11  35  ;  AVme-  ELIPHELET 
(q.v.,  2). 
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ELIPHALAT 


ELISHA 


ELIPHALAT.      i.    i  Ksd.  933  (eAei(J)<\AAT  [BA]) 
=  Ezra  1033  ELIPHKLET,  5. 
2.  i  Esd.  839  RV  (e\cuf><i)<.a.  [B])=Ezra  813,  ELIPHELET,  4. 

ELIPHALET.      i.    (D^7|J)  2  S.   5i6,    RV  ELI- 

PI  I  HI,  KT,    I. 
2.  i  Esd.  8  39  AV  =  Ezra  8  13,  ELIPHELET  (4). 

ELIPHAZ  (TSvN,  probably  a  corruption  of  an  old 
name,  but  see  §  38;  eA(e)i<}>*.C  [AL  in  Gen.,  B  in 
Ch.  ],  -A.Z  [AL  in  Ch.  ,  E  in  Gen.]  ;  z  rarely  becomes  c)- 

1.  Son  of  Esau,  and  father  of  Teman,  Omar,  Zepho,  Gatam, 
Kenaz,  and  Amalek  (Gen.  864  [-<£a£,  L],  10-16  [v.  n  -<j>a6,  E  ; 
v.  15  -<t>a£,  D],  i  Ch.  1  3$S-)-     See  AMALEK,  §  4,  EDOM,  §  u. 

2.  A  Temanite,   one   of   Job's    friends  (Job  2  n    [cA[f]ic£a(J', 
BNAC],  and  often).     See  JOB  i.  and  ii. 

ELIPHELEH,  RV  Eliphelehu  (in^N,  §  27; 
eAidi&A  [L]).  A  Levite  name,  i  Ch.  15  18  (eAei<t>efsi<\ 
[BN],  eAKHAA  [A])  ;  21  (eiM<t>AN[AllAC  [BN],  eAi- 
<J>&A<M<\C  [A]). 

ELIPHELET  (D?D^N,  '  God  is  a  deliverance,'  §  30  ; 
eA[e]l({>&AeT  [ANL].  According  to  Cheyne  a  similar 
name,  Ahiphelet,  was  borne  by  'the  Gilonite,'  David's 
treacherous  counsellor,  /<•/£/,  '  deliverance,'  being  altered 
by  tradition  into  tophel  —  i.e.  ,  lit.  ,  '  brother  of  insipidity  ' 
or  'folly';  cp  2  S.  1531). 

i.  A  son  of  David  born  to  him  in  Jerusalem  (z  S. 
5  16  i  Ch.  38  147).  According  to  2  S.  ,  David  had  eleven 
sons  born  to  him  in  Jerusalem  ;  but  by  a  textual  error 
(which  occurs  also  in  (5BL  of  S.  )  this  number  is  increased 
to  thirteen,  by  the  addition  of  NOGAH  and  another 
Kliphelet:  i  Ch.  36  14  5  (oSs^K,  ELPALET  [AV], 
ELPELET  [RV]).  The  latter  is  omitted  by  Bertheau, 
Thenius,  and  Wellhausen  (Gesch.W,  216,  ET  it.  ). 

(5's  readings  are  2  S.  5  16  eA[e]i(|>aa0  [BA  it's],  eA<f>aAaT 
[BA],  -Jar,  <fAi<f>aAaa  [L]  ;1  i  Ch.  38  eAet^aAa  [B],  eAt(J)aa6  [L]  ; 
i  Ch.  14;  «ju0aAeT[B],  ey.  [N],  eAi^aAar  [L]  ;  I  Ch.  3  6  eAet<J>aA»)0 
[B],  e\i<f>a9  [L]  ;  i  Ch.  14  5  eAei^aAefl  [B].  See  DAVID,  §  n  (d). 

z.  One  of  David's  '  thirty'  (2  S.  2834  ;  in  i  Ch.  11  35 
the  name  is  given  by  error  without  the  last  letter  :  MT 
Eliphal,  VET^N)-  The  name  of  his  father  is  variously 
given  as  Ahasbai  (28.  in  MT)  and  as  Ur  (i  Ch.  in 
MT)  ;  see  DAVID,  §  n  (a)  i.  / 

Both  forms,  however,  are  evidently  corrupt  ;  and  to  recover 
the  original  name  we  must  not  (with  We.)  omit  *  the  son  of 
before  'the  Maachathite.'  p  and  713,  ri3  and  ri'3  were  easily 
confounded;  the  words  which  now  follow  '3DnN,  '  Ahasbai,' 
in  MT  should  probably  be  read  (according  to  Klo.)  'n3JPB,Tn'3, 
'  a  man  of  Beth-maachah.'  And,  if  Klo.  is  right  in 
supplying  HEPHER  (ii.,  i)  before  the  gentilic  noun,  we  can 
hardly  doubt  that  he  is  right  also  in  regarding  ^onN  73  (EV 
'  son  of  Ahasbai  ')  as  a  corruption  of  a  gentilic  noun  formed 
similarly  to  'r)3J?Cn"n%3-  If  SCS  tne  original  list  ran  thus,  '  Eli- 
phelet,  a  man  of  Beth  -  ;  Hepher,  a  man  of  Beth-maachah.' 
The  number  thirty-seven  in  2  S.  23  39  is  thus  accounted  for  (Che.). 
The  '  Ur  '  of  i  Ch.  might  be  a  corrupt  fragment  of  the  lost 
place-name.  For  a  more  tentative  view  see  Driver,  Sam.,  284, 
and  for  a  bolder  but  very  ingenious  view  Marquart,  Fund.  22. 
The  versions  are  equally  obscure  (2  S.  2834;  aAei^oAefl  [B], 
<>4>eAAt  [L.I  ;  i  Ch.  11  35,  e\<j,ar  [BN],  eAic^aaA  [A],  -<J>aeA  [L]). 

3.  b.  Eshek  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9,  ii.  /3), 
i  Ch.  839(<:Ai<f>aA«s[B]). 

4.  One  of  the  b'ne  ADONIKAM  (?.<•.)  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see 
EZRA  i.,  §  2  ;  ii.,  §  15  [i.]  d),  Ezra  S  13  (aAei</>aT  [B],  eA^aAa— 
fletrjA,   for  Eliphelet  and  Jeuel  [A],  eAi^aAar  [L])=i  Esd.  839 
ELIPHALET,  RV  ELIPHALAT  (eAet^aAa  [B],  eAt^aAaros  [A]). 

5.  One  of  the  b'neHASHUM(y.7>.)  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign 
wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5,  end);  Ezra  1033  (eAei^ai-eS  [B],   -<£aA. 
[BabN],  eAia<£>aAeT[L])=j  Esd.  933,  ELIPHALAT  (€A«<f)aAaT). 

ELISABETH  (eAe  i  CABer  [Ti.  WH]  ;  i.e.  ,  ELISHEBA 
[y.f.]),  the  righteous  and  blameless  wife  of  Zacharias, 
and  mother  of  John  the  Baptist  (Lk.  \sff.). 

ELISHA  (UK^N  :  '  God  is  salvation,'  §  28;  the  name 
JK^N  occurs  on  a  seal  from  'Amman,  prob.  of  seventh 

1.  Relation  to  cTmry   "'rT^^r  L5?*  -('97^ 
eAeiCAie   [B]    -Aicc-   [AL]  ;    in   NT 

eAic[c]<MOC).    Elijah's    successor    in 


Eliiah 


1  See  also  DAVID,  §  n  (a),  col.  1032.  The  copy  upon  which 
L  based  his  translation  seems  to  have  been  corrected  to  agree 
with  Ch. 
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his  prophetic  work,  and  for  about  half  a  century 
the  '  father  '  and  guide  of  the  northern  kingdom  in  its 
struggle  for  national  life  and  independence.  We 
have  in  the  books  of  Kings  a  considerable  collection 
of  anecdotes  illustrating  his  history.  We  'cannot  be 
surprised  that  much  of  this  material  from  which  we  have 
to  construct  our  view  of  the  manner  of  man  he  was, 
bears  clear  marks  of  its  legendary  nature.  In  this 
respect  the  traditions  about  Elisha  do  not  differ  from 
those  about  his  master  (cp  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE, 
§  5).  Unfortunately,  however,  in  the  case  of  Elisha  it 
is  much  harder  to  recover  the  kernel  of  literal  fact, 
and  we  miss  the  clear  and  bold  lines  in  which  the 
portrait  of  the  true  Elijah  stands  out  on  the  canvas. 
The  difference  springs  from  the  vastly  superior  origin 
ality  of  Elijah.  The  ideas  which  came  straight  to  the 
master's  heart  were  taught  to  the  disciple  by  outward 
word  and  example.  He  learnt  as  others  might  learn. 
Moreover,  he  sympathised  more  than  Elijah  had  done 
with  the  natural  thoughts  and  desires  of  his  countrymen, 
and  was  much  more  on  a  level  with  them.  For  these 
reasons  there  is  great  difficulty  in  distinguishing  the 
genuine  history  of  Elisha  from  the  overgrowth  of 
popular  imagination. 

Reference   is    made    elsewhere    (see    KINGS,    BOOKS 

OF,  §  8)  to   the  disorder  and  chronological  confusion 

0  _..        ,         ,  which  characterise  the  bundle  of  anec- 

31  dotes    on    Elisha'  s    life.       It    may    be 
the  Anecdotes.  well  to  add  a  few  details 

In  2  K.  5  the  story  of  Naaman's  cure  implies  that  the  rela 
tions  between  the  Aramaean  and  the  Israelite  kingdoms  were 
ostensibly  peaceable.  Then,  without  any  explanation  of  the 
change,  we  are  introduced  in  68-23  to  tne  very  midst  of  the 
warfare  between  the  nations.  In  the  closing  verse  of  this  section 
we  are  told  that  the  Aramaeans  made  no  further  invasion  of 
Israelite  territory,  whereupon  in  624  we  find  the  Aramaean  king 
besieging  Samaria.  In  5  26  ./I  Gehazi,  Elisha's  servant,  is  said 
to  have  been  struck  with  life  -long  leprosy,  which,  however, 
does  not  offer  any  obstacle  to  his  familiar  intercourse  with  the 
king  in  8  1-6. 

There  is  no  unity  therefore  in  the  stories  as  a  whole, 
though  some  of  them  are,  no  doubt,  connected  with  each 
other  (so  816  48-37  38-41  42-44.  See  also  KINGS,  §8). 
Further,  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  editor  made  his 
selection  on  any  definite  principle,  for  the  assertion  that 
he  has  related  twelve  and  only  twelve  miracles  of 
Elisha  cannot  be  maintained  save  on  an  arbitrary 
method  of  reckoning.  In  any  case  he  failed  to  under 
stand  Elisha's  connection  with  contemporary  events. 
By  placing  all  the  anecdotes,  with  one  exception,  before 
Jehu's  revolt,  he  has  reduced  the  greater  part  of  Elisha's 
public  life  to  a  mere  blank.  Yet  how  energetic  and 
fruitful  in  result  that  life  was,  we  learn  with  unimpeach 
able  evidence  from  the  exclamation  of  the  king  who 
stood  by  the  aged  prophet's  death-bed  (2  K.  1814). 

Nevertheless  the  stories,  despite  their  legendary  char 
acter,  are  early  in  date.  They  belong  to  the  literature 
of  the  Northern  Kingdom  and  to  the  eighth  century 
B.C.  Thus,  even  when  they  cannot  claim  to  be  treated 
as.  sober  history,  they  are  of  great  value  for  the  light 
they  throw  on  the  manners  and  beliefs  which  prevailed 
at  the  time  when  they  were  written  ;  and  sometimes  at 
least  we  are  justified  in  the  confidence  that  we  have 
before  us  fragments  of  tradition  which  will  bear  the 
test  of  criticism. 

Elisha  was  the  son  of  Shaphat  and  belonged  to  ABEL- 
MEHOLAH  (q.v.  )  :  it  was  there  that  Elijah  found  him. 

„..  .  ,  ..  The  meeting  occurred  some  time  after 
3.  Elisna  s  call.  Elijah.s  return  from  Horeb  .  for  the 

route  from  Horeb  to  Damascus  (i  K.  19  15)  would  not 
lead  through  Abel-meholah,  and  the  word  'thence'  in 
v.  19  must  refer  to  some  place  mentioned  in  a  section  of 
the  narrative  which  stood  between  w.  18  and  19,  but  has 
been  omitted  by  the  editor.  Elisha  had  twelve  pair  of 
oxen  ploughing  in  the  field  before  him,  and  was  himself 
driving  the  twelfth  pair.  This  implies  that  he  was  a 
man  of  substance,  and  far  (therefore)  from  the  common 
temptation  to  '  prophesy  for  a  piece  of  bread  '  (Am. 
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7 12).  Still,  when  Elijah  threw  his  mantle  upon  him,  he 
was  ready  to  leave  all  and  only  asked  leave  to  bid  his 
parents  farewell.  The  leave  was  given,  but  with  the 
added  warning  to  remember  the  sacred  service  to  which 
he  was  now  bound  by  the  fact  that  Elijah  had  thrown 
his  mantle  over  him  (for  this  seems  to  be  the  meaning 
of  the  obscure  words  in  i  K.  19 20).  Returning,  Elisha 
slew  the  oxen,  kindled  a  fire  with  the  wood  of  the 
plough,  and  made  a  sacrificial  meal  for  the  people  about 
him.  From  that  time  forth  he  was  known  as  Elijah's 
disciple,  as  one  who  had  '  poured  water  on  his  hands ' 
(2  K.  3n).  His  call  had  come  mediately,  through 
Elijah,  not  immediately  from  Yah  we.  So  also  by 
Elijah's  instrumentality  he  was  perfected  for  the  graver 
and  more  independent  duties  which  awaited  him  when 
his  master  was  gone. 

He  is  said  to  have  followed  his  master,  when  his  end  was 
near,  from  Gilgal  in  the  centre  of  Palestine  !  to  the  sanctuary 
of  Bethel  and  thence  to  Jericho.  Elijah  smites  the  Jordan 
with  his  mantle  and  the  two  comrades  cross  dry-shod.  '  Ask 
what  I  shall  do  for  thee,'  says  Elijah,  'before  I  am  taken  from 
thee.'  The  disciple  indulges  no  idle  hope  of  becoming  a  second 
Elijah  ;  but  he  would  receive  'a  double  portion  '  of  his  master's 
spirit — i.e.,  the  portion  of  the  first-born,  comparing  himself  with 
other  'sons  of  the  prophets,'  not  with  his  and  their  mighty 
father.  Even  that  is  a  '  hard  thing '  to  ask  ;  but  he  is  to  gain 
this  pre-eminence  if  he  is  enabled  to  behold  the  parting  form, 
as  it  is  borne  upward  in  the  storm  and  lightning.  He  sees  the 
wondrous  ascent  ;  he  gazes  on  his  '  father '  till  he  vanishes  in 
the  height,  and  rends  his  clothes  in  grief  for  his  bereavement. 
Then  he  lifts  the  mantle  which  had  fallen  from  the  ascending 
prophet's  shoulders,  smites  the  river  with  it  and  divides  the 
waters  in  the  strength  of  Elijah's  God.  Other  members  of  the 
prophetic  guild  seek  anxiously  for  their  lost  leader  in  hill  and 
dale.  Elisha  has  the  calm  assurance  that  Elijah  is  gone  and 
that  he  is  the  heir. 

The  ascension  of  Elijah  introduces  a  group  of  miracles. 
One  miracle  is  stern  and  cruel  ;  he  curses  the  youths  at 

.    __.       ,         Bethel  who  mock  him,  and  forty- two  of 
4.  Miracles.  , 

them    are    devoured    by    two    she-bears 

(223-25).  Another  has  at  least  a  penal  character ; 
Gehazi  is  struck  with  life-long  leprosy  for  his  covetous- 
ness  (52o_^).  The  rest  are  deeds  of  beneficence. 

Elisha  heals  with  salt  the  waters  of  Jericho  (2  19-22),  makes 
poisonous  gourds  (see  GOURDS  [WILD])  wholesome  by  sprink 
ling  meal  upon  them  in  time  of  famine  (4  38-41),  multiplies  bread 
to  feed  a  hundred  guests  (442-44)  and  oil  to  save  the  poor 
widow  of  a  prophet  from  the  creditor  who  would  have  seized  her 
sons  for  debt  and  made  them  slaves  (4  1-7) ;  he  brings  the  bor 
rowed  axe  up  from  the  river-bed  and  makes  it  swim  on  the 
water  (6  1-7).  With  exquisite  tact  he  enters  into  the  sorrows 
of  the  Shunamite  woman  who  had  given  him  hospitable  enter 
tainment,  and  restores  the  life  of  the  son  whose  very  birth  had 
been  a  token  of  the  prophet's  power  and  gratitude  (4  8-37).  He 
cleanses  the  leprosy  of  NAAMAN  (?.v.)  the  Aramaean  statesman 
(chap.  5) ;  and  even  after  he  has  been  laid  in  the  grave  the 
touch  of  his  bones  restores  a  dead  man  to  life  (13  20  f.) 

It  may  be  noted  that  these  miracles  are  in  part 
connected  with  the  prophetic  colonies,  that  they  are 
modelled  to  some  extent  on  the  wonders  ascribed  to 
Elijah  (cp  2  K.  2 14  with  v.  8  ;  2  K.  ±\  ff.  with  i  K. 
Vl^ff. ;  2  K.  432/1  with  i  K.  17  ^ff.  ;  2  K.  810^  with 
14),  and  that  so  far  as  they  embody  the  spirit  of  active  love, 
they  contribute  a  Christ-like  element  (which  is  missed, 
however,  in  Ecclus.  48  12-14)  to  the  ideal  of  prophecy. 

Though  both  Elisha  and  his  master  were  wonder 
workers  and  champions  of  Yahwe's  exclusive  worship, 
5  Polit'  1  Elisha's  career  presents  points  of  marked 
influence  contrast  to  that  of  Elijah.  Instead  of 
appearing  and  disappearing  like  a  meteor 
flash,  Elisha  could  be  found  readily  enough  by  the  people 
who  consulted  him  in  the  leisure  of  New  Moons  and 
Sabbaths  (2  K.  423),  or  by  princes  who  sought  him  in 
person  (2  K.  812  633).  The  strife  with  Baal  was  over 
and  Elisha  exercised  decisive  power  in  court  and  camp. 
Thus,  Elisha  accompanied  the  combined  armies  of  Israel, 
Judah  and  Edom,  then  a  vassal  state  under  Judah,  in  an  ex 
pedition  against  Moab,  and  saved  them  from  perishing  of  thirst. 

1  2  K.  2  i.  We  have  assumed  that  the  Gilgal  here  intended 
is  Jiljilia  SW.  of  Shiloh.  See  further,  GILGAL,  §  4.  If  we 
identify  Elisha's  Gilgal  with  the  famous  sanctuary  by  the 
Jordan,  then  we  must  suppose  that  there  is  some  confusion  in 
the  text,  and  make  Elisha  start  from  his  home  in  Samaria. 
Robertson  Smith  (KINGS,  BOOKS  OF,  in  EB)  held  this  to  be  the 
original  intention  of  the  narrator  (see  v.  25). 
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The  story  is  historical  in  substance  (cp  JEHORAM,  g  "$/.)•  The 
allied  army  marched  round  the  Dead  Sea  and  crossing  the 
Nahal  ha-'Arabim  (see  ARABAH  ii.)  attacked  Moab  from  the 
S.  This  was  just  the  course  which  would  suggest  itself.  Moab, 
as  we  now  know  from  Mesha's  altar-stone,  had  recovered  and 
fortified  cities  on  the  N.,  the  Arnon  presented  an  obstacle  to 
invasion  from  that  quarter,  and  the  Aramaeans  farther  N.  still 
might  have  cut  off  all  possibility  of  retreat.  '  Dig  trenches  on 
trenches  in  this  valley,'  said  the  prophet,  a  rational  method  of 
reaching  the  water  which  filters  through  the  sand  to  the  rock 
beneath,  and  one  which  still  gives  its  name  to  the  Wady  el- 
Ahsa  at  the  S.  end  of  the  Dead  Sea  (see  W.  R.  Smith,  OTJCV) 
147).  We  may  perhaps  doubt  whether  the  Moabites  really 
mistook  the  water  under  the  sun  for  blood  shed  in  the  quarrel 
of  the  allies  among  themselves,  though  Stade  (GVI  1  536)  sees 
no  reason  to  question  the  truth  of  even  this  feature  in  the 
narrative. 

For  his  political  influence,  however,  Elisha  paid  a 
heavy  penalty.  He  felt,  and  was  sometimes  worsted  by, 
the  temptation  to  use  means  which  his  predecessor  would 
surely  have  disdained.  We  may,  indeed,  on  consider 
ing  the  relations  between  Samaria  and  Damascus, 
question  the  representation  in  87-15  that  he  was  largely 
responsible  for  the  murder  of  Ben-hadad  by  Hazael  ; 
but  he  certainly  was  a  prime  mover  in  the  revolt  by 
which  the  crafty  and  murderous  Jehu,  a  man  with  no 
character  for  religion  (note  especially  10  18),  seized  the 
throne  of  Israel  (see  JEHU).  He  bore  a  nobler  part 
under  other  kings  of  Jehu's  line. 

If  we  follow  Kuenen's  plausible  conjecture  (Onderzoek,  1  2, 
§  25,  n.  12,  but  see  JEHORAM,  §  2),  it  was  in  the  time  of 
Jehoahaz  that  the  Aramaeans  besieged  Samaria,  till  the  famine 
within  the  walls  made  women  devour  their  children,  and  the 
king,  despairing  of  help  from  Vahwe  and  attributing  the  evil  to 
Elisha's  supernatural  power,  sought  the  prophet's  life.  Elisha, 
we  are  told,  with  a  confidence  like  that  of  Isaiah,  predicted 
victory  and  plenty.  His  prophecy  was  fulfilled  ;  the  Aramaeans, 
terrified  by  a  rumour  that  their  own  land  was  invaded  (see 
JEHORAM,  §  2),  fled  and  left  their  supplies  behind. 

There  came  a  turn  in  the  tide.  The  Aramceans, 
struggling  for  life  against  Ramman-nirari  III.,  could 
no  longer  hope  to  subjugate  Israel  ;  and  Elisha,  now 
stricken  in  years,  saw  in  spirit  the  dawn  of  a  brighter 
day. 

It  is  said  that  on  his  death-bed  he  bade  king  Joash  stand  by 
the  open  window  and  shoot  an  arrow  eastward.  The  prophet 
laid  his  own  aged  hands  on  the  hands  of  the  young  king,  and 
cried,  as  the  arrow  sped  :  '  An  arrow  of  Yahwe's  victory  ;  yea, 
an  arrow  of  victory  over  Aram.'  Moreover  he  told  the  king  to 
strike  the  ground  with  the  arrows  and  when  he  did  so  declared 
it  was  the  sign  of  three  battles  to  be  won,  chiding  him,  however, 
because  he  did  not  double  the  strokes  and  so  double  his  success 
against  the  foe. 

Well  might  Joash  lament  over  Elisha  :  '  My  father, 
my  father  !  Israel's  chariots  and  horsemen  (art  thou)  '  ! 
His  guiding  and  animating  spirit  had  been  worth 
many  a  troop  to  his  people.  Here  lay  Elisha's 
strength  and  here  also  its  limitations.  No  new  idea 
came  to  the  birth  through  him.  He  was  a  faithful 
disciple,  a  true  patriot,  a  man  of  loving  heart.  He 
worked  for  Israel,  scarcely  through  Israel  for  the  world  ; 
and  it  is  not,  perhaps,  by  mere  accident  that  in  the 
NT  he  is  mentioned  only  once  (Lk.  427). 

All  the  modern  histories  of  Israel  —  especially  those  of  Stade, 
Kittel,  and  Wellhausen  —  treat  of  Elisha;  Smend,  AT  Relig., 
also  may  be  consulted.  w.  E.  A. 


ELISHAH  (ilKN  ;  eA[e]ic&  [BADEL],  in  ©L  of 
Gen.  104,  eAlCC6.).  a  son  °f  Javan,  occurs  elsewhere 
only  in  the  combination  'N  *?.N,  Ezek.  27?,  'coast-lands 
of  Elishah'  (ismccoN  eA[e]iCAl  [BAQ]),  whence  violet 
and  purple  stuffs  were  brought  to  Tyre.  The  two  most 
plausible  identifications  are  that  with  S.  Italy  and 
Sicily,  where  were  Greek  colonies  (Kiepert,  Lag.,  Di., 
Kau.  ;  cp  TIRAS,  end),  and  that  with  Carthage  or, 
more  widely,  the  N.  African  coast  (Schulthess,  Stade, 
E.  Meyer  \GA,  1282]).  Both  regions  were  famous  for 
the  purple  dye  (cp  PURPLE).  The  latter  is  favoured  by 
the  name  ;  Elissa,  princess  of  Tyre,  was  the  legendary 
founder  of  Carthage,  which  was  perhaps  originally  called 
Elissa.  On  the  other  side  Dillmann  quotes  the  gloss  in 
Syncellus,  'Elissa,  whence  the  Sicelots  '  (  Atercra  ^£  oO 
cri/ce\ot  ;  Eus.  Chron.  Arnten.  213);  but  this  seems 
to  tell  against  the  identification  of  Elishah  and  Sicily. 
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Dillmann  urges  that  Carthage,  being  a  Phoenician 
colony,  would  not  be  represented  as  descended 
from  Japheth ;  but  this  would  have  as  much  force 
against  Tarshish  or  Tartessus  (cp  TIRAS).  It  may 
be  granted,  however,  that 'N  "K,  '  coast-lands  of  Elishah,' 
would  be  perhaps  more  natural  of  S.  Italy  and  Sicily  ; 
Tg.  on  Ezek.  27?  indeed  explains  this  phrase  by  'the 
province  of  Italy.'  A  decision  is  difficult  ;  but  perhaps 
Carthage  has  the  more  in  its  favour.  F.  B. 

ELISHAMA  (VDB^N,  '  my  God  hath  heard,'  §  32  ; 
eA[e]iCAMA  [BAL]). 

1.  b.    Ammihud,  prince  of  EPHRAIM  (q.v.,  i.)  (Nu.  1  10  2i8 
7  48  53  10  22),  i  Ch.   7  26  (eA(i^a<rat  [B]).     Cp  TRIBES. 

2.  Son   of  David   (28.  5i6   lavaB  era/uvs   [L] ;   i  Ch.  38  147, 
<^r  itrafj.it  [B]),  and 

3.  Another    son   of  David,    mentioned    in    i  Ch.  36  (eA«i<ra 
[B])  =  aS.  615  i  Ch.  14s,    EI.ISHUA,   which    name    should   be 
restored  here,  as  it  is  scarcely  conceivable  that  two  of  David's  sons 
should  bear  the  same  name.     See  DAVID,  §  n_(rf).  _ 

4.  A  Judahite,  son  of  Jekamiah,  i  Ch.  241,  identified  by  some 
with 

5.  Grandfather  of  the  royal  prince  ISHMAEL  [2],  2  K.  2625, 
(fAio-a/iai/ [L])  Jer.  41  i  (©,   48 1;  «Aa<ra   [B],  -e<ra  [K],  <Aea<ra 
{Q]>.     Cp  Sayce,  Crit.  Mon.  380^ 

6.  Jehoiakim's  scribe,  in  whose  chamber  Jeremiah's  roll  was 
laid  up,  Jer.  30 12  20  21  (©  43,  cAtto-a  w.  202i[B]). 

7.  A  Levitical  priest  introduced,  by  the  Chronicler,  into  his 
life  of  Jehoshaphat,  aCh.  178. 

ELISHAPHAT  (DQ'^N,  'God  [or,  my  God]  hath 
judged,'  §  35  ;  cp  Jehoshaphat  and  Ph.  BCKvlH  ; 
eAeiC<Mj>AN  [B],  eAlCA({>AT  [AL]),  b.  Zichri,  a 
captain  in  the  time  of  Jehoiada  (2  Ch.  23 1). 

ELISHEBA  (inK^X,  'God  is  an  oath,'  or  perhaps 
rather  'God  is  health'  (Che.),  see  ABISHUA,  ELISHUA, 
and  cp  BATHSHEBA,  BATHSHUA;  similarly  ELISABETH, 
JEHOSHEBA,  §§  33,  50  ;  eA[e]ic&Be9  [BL],  -Ber  [A], 
-Be  [A*F]),  wife  of  Aaron  and  daughter  of  Amminadab 
{Ex.  623!?).  She  is  also  styled  'sister  of  NAHSHON,' 
and  '  Nahshon  b.  Amminadab '  in  P  is  the  well-known 
chief  of  Judah  in  the  desert  march.  P  hardly  derived 
the  Aaronids  from  a  Judahite  mother.  '  Sister  of 
Nahshon  '  is,  therefore,  most  probably  a  gloss  (Rp) 
which  has  arisen  from  a  confusion  of  Elisheba's  father 
with  the  Judahite.  It  was,  possibly,  to  avoid  this  con 
fusion  that  the  writer  of  i  Ch.  622  [7]  mentions  a  son 
of  Kohath  (Aaron's  grandfather)  named  Amminadab, 
whose  place,  however,  is  elsewhere  taken  by  Izhar  (cp 
ib.  28).  The  tribal  connection  of  Aaron's  wife,  there 
fore,  is  as  obscure  as  that  of  the  wife  of  his  famous  son 
ELEAZAR  [q.v.,  i]. 

The  name  Elisheba  may  well  be  pre-exilic  (see, Gray,  HPN, 
206),  and  with  regard  to  the  difficult  question  of  the  origin  of 
Levitical  names  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  in  this  case  a  name 
of  parallel  formation  is  borne  by  a  devout  follower  of  Yahwe, 
the  wife  of  the  priest  Jehoiada  of  Judah.  See  JEHOSHEBA. 

ELISHUA  (INE^K,  'God  is  a  help,'  §  28 ;  cp 
Elisha;  eAlCOye  [L]),  '  a  son  of  David  '  [q.v.,  §n</(/3)] 
(28.  615,  eA[e]icoyc  [BA] ;  i  Ch.  14S,  €KT<\e  [B], 
eAic&y  EA])-  In  J  Ch.  36  for  ELISHAMA  (q.v.,  3) 
Elishua  should  be  restored  (so  @B  eXacro). 

ELISIMUS,  RV  ELIASIMUS  (eA[e]ic[e]i/v\OC  [BA]), 
i  Esd.  928  =  AV  Ezra  1027  ELIASHIB,  5. 

ELIU  (HAeioy  [UNA],  HAioy  [Bc],  i.e.,  N-IH^N, 
ELIHU),  a  forefather  of  Judith  (Judith  81). 

ELIUD  (eAioyA  [Ti-  WH].  *•*-.  T-IH^.  'God'  [or 
'my  God']  is  glorious';  cp  Ammihud,  Abihud),  sixth 
from  Zerubbabel  in  the  ancestry  of  Joseph  (Mt.  IH). 
See  GENEALOGIES  ii. ,  §  2  (c ). 

ELIZAPHAN  (|By?K.  i.e.,  'God  [or,  my  God] 
shelters';  cp  Elzaphan  ;  eA[e]lCA(J)AN  [BAL]). 

1.  A  Kohathite  prince,  according  to  Nu.  830  P  ;   but  in  i  Ch. 
158  his  name  is  co-ordinated  with  that  of  Kohath  (eA«i<ra</>aT 
IB]).     He  is  also  named  in  2Ch.  29 13.     See  GENEALOGIES  i., 
«  7  (i-). 

2.  A  prince  of  ZEBULUN,  Nu.  342$  P.     See  PARNACH. 

ELIZUR  p-W^K,  'God'  [or    my  God']  is  a  rock,' 
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§29;  cp  ZURIEL,  PEDAHZUR;  eA[e]icoyp  [BAL]),  a 
Reubenite  prince  (Nu.  Is  2  10  73035  10  i8f).  See 
ZUR,  NAMES  WITH. 


ELKANAH  (HK.  'God  hath  created  (him)'  or 
'  God  hath  bought  him,'  §  36  ;  eAKANA  [BAL]). 

1.  The  father  of  the  prophet  Samuel  (i  S.  li).      He 
was  the  son  of  Jerahmeel  (see  JKKOHAM  [i])  according 
to  one  form  of  the  genealogy  of  Samuel  ;    but  the  name 
of  Samuel's  father  is  also  traditionally  given  (it  would 
seem)  as  Elihu  or  rather  (see  ELIHU,  2)  Elimelech. 

2.  Eponym  of  one  of  the  three  divisions  of  the  Kora- 
hite  Levites  (Ex.  624;    see  KORAH  [3]),  the  others  being 
ASSIR  (i)  and  ABIASAPH.     In  i  Ch.  6  the  genealogy 
of  the  sons  of  Korah  is  given  in  two  forms,  both  differ 
ing  from  that  of  Exodus,  and  Samuel's  father  is  repre 
sented  as  a  descendant  of  the  Korahite  Elkanah.      This 
may  mean  either  that  the  descendants  of  Samuel  were 
actually  incorporated    after    the  exile   in   the   Korahite 
guild  under  the  name  of  sons  of  Elkanah,  and  that  an 
older    Elkanah,   son   of   Korah,   was   inserted    to  give 
symmetry  to  the  genealogical  tree,   or  simply  that  the 
Korahite  guild  of   Elkanah  was  led    by  its    name   to 
claim  kinship  with  the  prophet  Samuel  and  incorporate 
his  ancestors  in  its  genealogy.     See  GENEALOGIES  i.  , 

§7(i'i.)- 

3.  A  Levite  :  i  Ch.  9  16  (i)A«ai>a  [B]). 

4.  One  of  David's  warriors,  i  Ch.  126  (qAxava  [BAL]).     See 
DAVID,  §  ii  (a). 

5.  A   Levitical   door-keeper    for    the    ark:    i  Ch.  1623    (TJA- 

KO.VO.  [BNA])., 

6.  A  Judahite  noble  :  2  Ch.  287  (eiAitaca  [B]).         \v.  R.  S. 
ELKIAH(eAKeiA,[BNA];  AVELCiA—  i.e.,  Hilkiah), 

an  ancestor  of  Judith  (Judith  81). 

ELKOSHITE,  THE  (^p^NH,  Ginsb.,  with  most 
MSS  and  editions  ;  "WppKn,  Baer,  with  the  small  MS 
Massora;  ^p^NH  and  ^p'^XH  also  are  found  in 

V    T  V     T 

MSS.;  eAKeCAlOC  [BKAQ]),  a  gentilic  noun,  derived 
from  Elkosb,  the  name  of  the  town  to  which  the  prophet 
Nahum  belonged  (Nah.  li). 

According  to  Peiser  [ZA  TW,  7  349  ('97)],  the  word  contains 
the  name  of  the  deity,  jyjp  [cp  KISH],  which  he  finds  likewise  in 
the  name  Kushaiah  [i  Ch.  1617],  and  in  Prov.  8031  [he  reads 
Sfrp*?*  for  DIpSx]). 

Three  sites  have  been  proposed. 

a.  There  is  an  el-Kus  not  far  from  the  left  bank  of  the 
Tigris,   two  days'  journey  N.  of  the  ancient  Nineveh, 
where  the  grave  of  the  prophet  Nahum  is  pointed  out. 
According  to  Friedrich  Delitzsch  and  A.  Jeremias,1  this  is 
the  place  referred  to  in  Nah.  1  1.     This  theory  involves 
the  assumption  that  Nahum  belonged  to  the  '  ten  tribes  ' 
and  was  born  in  exile,   and   has  been   thought  to  be 
favoured  by  the  prophet's  (presumed)  accurate  know 
ledge  of  local  details  respecting  Nineveh.     On  the  one 
hand,  however,  the  N.  Israelitish  exiles  were  not  settled 
in  Assyria  proper  (2  K.  176  18  n),  and  we  find  no  trace 
in  Nahum  of  any  hope  of  a  return  home  such  as  an 
exile   would   certainly  have   expressed    somewhere   (cp 
Kue.  ,  Ond.W  ii.  ,  §  75,  n.  4)  ;  and,  on  the  other,  quite 
enough  was  known  of  Assyria  in  Palestine  in  the  time 
of    Nahum   to   enable   a    prophet    of   such    power   to 
sketch  the  picture  that  we  have  in  chap.  2.     We  must 
rather  suppose  that  it  was  at  a  later  day  that  the  graves 
of  the  two  prophets  who  prophesied  against   Nineveh 
were  sought  in  the  neighbourhood  of  that  city.     Whilst 
a  resting-place  for  Jonah  was  found  in  Nineveh  itself 
(Nebi  Yunus),  the  village  called  el-Kus  seemed,  in  view 
of  Nah.  1  1,  to  be  appropriate  for  the  grave  of  Nahum. 
That  there  was  a  village  there,  however,  in  the  seventh 
century  B.  C.   cannot  be  shown.       The  earliest  reference 
to  it,   according  to  Jeremias,  is  in  the  eighth  century 
A.D.  ;  nor  is  the  grave  mentioned  before  the  sixteenth. 

b.  A  ruined  site    in  Galilee,   Elcese,   was    shown   to 
Jerome  as  the  birthplace  of  the  prophet,  and  is  attested, 

1  See  the  treatise  by  Billerbeck  and  Jeremias  cited  under 
NAHUM  (beg.). 
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with    slight    variations,   as   E\/ce<re  also    by  the  Greek 
fathers.       As  t\Keffaios  is  also    the  form  of  the    name 
in    Nah.  1 1     (f\Kaifffov    [N*],     -KCfffov    [Kc-b])    il    is 
possible  that  nrp^N  was  a  collateral  form  by  the  side  of 
ppW  (Kue. ),    or,   rather,    that  the  name  of  Nahum's 
birthplace  was    ntyp^N,    not  t?pW      Indeed,    since   the 
l  of  the  scriptio  plena  is  in  no  case  binding,  'e'p'jKn  might 
itself  be  read  'B>p^Krt  and  derived  from  nerj)h«-      In  this 
case  the  name  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  deity 
B*?p.      If,  then,  the  tradition  reported  by  Jerome  be  cor 
rect,  we  must  suppose  that  Nahum,  assuming  that  he 
lived  in  the  seventh  century  (see  NAHUM,  §  2),  was  born 
in  Galilee  amongst  the  Israelites  left  there  in  722,  and 
then,  as  the  book  itself  refers  us  to  Judaea,   removed 
thither  at  a  later  date  (cp  further  CAPERNAUM,  §§  i,  5). 
c.  Against  the  statement  of  Jerome,  however,  is  to  be 
set  that  of  the  Vita  Prophetarum  of  Pseudo-Epiphanius. 
The  text  of  the  latter  is  indeed  unfortunately  very  un 
settled,  and  in  its  common  form  the  eX/cecret  of  Nahum 
is  located  E.  of  the  Jordan.      Nestle,  however,  has  made 
it  very  probable  that  'lopSdvov  eh  is  due  to  a  corruption 
of  the  text,  and  that  the  genuine  text  says  that  Elkese 
lay  '  beyond  Betogabra '  ( =  ELEUTHEROPOLIS,  the  mod. 
Bet   Jibrln)    in    the   tribe   of  Simeon    (ZDPV 1 2-22  ff. 
['78];  transl.  inPEFQ,  1879,  PP-  136-138  ;  cp  Marg.  u. 
Mat.226/.,  43 /f  ['93]).      Beyond  question  a  place  in 
Judah  would  be  much  more  in  harmony  with  the  age 
and   contents   of  the  book  (cp  We.    A7.   Proph.    155 
[(3>,  158],  who  asserts  that  Nahum  was  '  at  all  events  a 
Judaean  from  Judah'),  and  it  should  likewise  be  con 
sidered  that  all  similar  names  of  places   point   to  the 
S. — viz.,  npnSx,  fipffyf,  iVwSx  to  the  kingdom  of  Judah  ; 
n.^y'pK  to  the   S.    part    of  the    trans-Jordanic    district. 
Certainty  is,  however,  unattainable.  K.  B. 

ELLASAR  OD|K,  eAAACAR  [D],  ceAA.  [A],  eA<v 
[L],  {m^f,  Ponti  [gen.]),  the  land  or  city  and  district 
ruled  over  by  ARIOCH  (Gen.  14 1).  It  was  natural  to 
think,  with  Mdnant  and  others,  of  Asur,  the  old  capital 
of  Assyria,  and  its  territory.  Ellasar  might  very  well 
be  a  Hebrew  transliteration  of  the  Assyrian  alu  Asur 
(city  of  Asur) ;  Assyrian  (not  Babylonian)  /  (a]  is  re 
presented  in  Hebrew  by  s  (D).  Most  scholars,  however, 
have  rightly  adopted  Sir  H.  Rawlinson's  view  that  Ellasar 
means  Larsa  or  Larsam,  the  ancient  Babylonian  city  of 
the  sun-god,  the  ruins  of  which  are  still  to  be  seen  at 
Senkereh,  (cp  BABYLONIA,  §  3),  because  the  name 
(Arioch)  of  the  king  is  identified  with  Eri-aku,  son 
of  Kudur-mabuk,  and  vassal-king  of  Larsa.  This,  no 
doubt,  requires  one  to  assume  either  a  slip  on  the  part 
of  the  writer  or  a  corruption  of  the  text  ; 1  but,  since 
the  narrator  speaks  of  allies  or  vassals  of  the  Elamitic 
over-king  Chedorlaomer,  it  is  clear  that  he  must  mean, 
not  Asur,  but  Larsa.  See  Del.  Par.  224,  and,  on  the 
historical  value  of  the  account,  CHEDORLAOMER,  §  4/. 

,  c.  P.  T. 

ELM,  a  misleading  rendering  of  rPN  in  Hos.  413 
AV,  for  TEREBINTH  [g.v.].  Palestine  is  too  warm  for 
elms. 

ELMODAM  or  better  RV  Elmadam  (eA/v\<\A&M 
[Ti.  WH]),  six  generations  above  Zerubbabel  in  the 
genealogy  of  Joseph  (Lk.  828). 

Pesh.  (cp  Arm.) gives  Elmodad  ;  cp.  ALMODAD  (Gen.  10  26),  a 
poor  early  conjecture.  Read  Elmatham— i.e.,  Elnathan(see  ©A 
aK.  248);  d  and  th  were  confounded,  see  <S's  readings  of 
ELZABAD.  Cp  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §3. 

ELNAAM  (Dl?3?N,  '  God  is  graciousness,'  §  38,  cp 
Phcen.  DWU,  C/Slno.  383)  in  David's  army  list  (i  Ch. 

1  Ordinary  processes  will  not  account  for  the  change  of 
Larsa  to  Ellasar.  If  it  were  a  Greek  document,  we  could 
understand  such  a  change  better,  as  the  Greeks  take  great 
liberties  in  the  transcription  of  Semitic  names;  but  the  Hebrews 
are  more  accurate.  [Ball  (SBOT)  suggests  as  the  original  -al 
Larsa*",  '  the  city  of  Larsa.'] 
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1U6;   eAAAAM  [B],  -AM  [Kvid-].  eANAAM  [A],  GA.M. 
[L]).      Cp  JOSHAVIAH,  and  see  DAVID,  §  n  (a)  ii. 

ELNATHAN  (jn^N,    'God  has  given,'  §§  24,   27, 
' 


i.  Grandfather  (on  the  maternal  side)  of  Jehoiachin  ; 
designated,  '  Elnathan  of  Jerusalem  '  ;  a  K.  248  (e\Xa- 
va.6a.fj.  [B],  -/juQafj,  [A],  -vaOav  [L]).  Most  probably 
the  same  as  Elnathan  b.  Achbor,  Jer.  8612  ([@  44  12], 
twvaOav  [B],  v.  [AQ*]),  who  was  sent  by  Jehoiakim 
to  fetch  Uriah  out  of  Egypt,  Jer.  2622-24  ([8822-24], 
om.  B),  and  is  mentioned  again  in  connection  with  the 
burning  of  Jeremiah's  roll  (8625  vaOav  [A]). 

2.  Three  men  of  this  name  are  mentioned  in  Ezra  8  16.  Two 
were  '  chief  men  '  (Q<B-JO)  and  the  third,  one  of  the  DTIID  or 
'teachers,'  RV  (a\<avafi,  eAi/a0af,  eai/.  [BA],  eAii/.,  e\v.  [L, 
who  gives  only  two]).  In  i  Esd.  844  there  are  only  two  names, 
ALNATHAN,  RV  ELNATHAN  (evaarav  [B]),  and  EUNATAN, 
a  misprint  which  is  corrected  in  the  RV  ENNATAN  (twarav). 

ELOHIM  (0»rfrfl),  see  NAMES,  §  n4/ 

ELOI  (eAcoi),  Mk.  1534.     See  ELI,  ELI. 

ELON  (fl?11^,  i.e.,  '[sacred]  oak,'  §69  ;  cp  ALLON). 
i.  One  of  the  cities  assigned  to  Dan  in  Josh.  1943, 
where  it  is  mentioned  along  with  Shaalabbin,  Aijalon, 
Timnah,  and  Ekron.  (@  has  :  ai\wv  [B],  eX.  [A],  ia\. 
[L],  but  <@L  e\ui>  for  '  Aijalon  '  in  v.  42  —  a  case  of 
transposition.  )  The  site  has  not  been  identified  ;  but  it 
is  obviously  to  be  looked  for  in  or  near  the  Valley  of 
Sorek  (  W.  Sardr).  The  same  Elon  is  referred  to  in 
i  K.  4  9  (crit.  emend.),  where  it  follows  Shaalbim  and 
Bethshemesh.  See  ELON  -BETH  -HAN  AN  (where  65  's 
readings  are  given). 

2.  See  AIJALON,  2  ;  and  cp  below,  ELON  ii.,  \f. 

ELON  (pb«,  Gin.  Ba.  ;  AAA60N  [BAL]).  i.  A  son, 
that  is,  family  or  clan,  of  ZEBULUN  :  Gen.  46  14  (a<rpwv 
[B])  =  Nu.  2626  (a\uv  [L])  ;  perhaps  the  same  as 

2.  One  of  the  six  '  minor  '  judges,  most  of  whose 
names  '  appear  to  be  those  of  clans  rather  than  of 
individuals'  (Moore,  Judges,  xxviii.  )  :  Judg.  12  n/. 
(Gin.  pS'N,  Ba.  J^N,  euXwyu.  [BL],  -v  [A]  ;  Ahialon}. 
Elon  is  really  the  heros  eponymos  of  Aijalon  (or  rather 
Elon;  see  AIJALON,  2),  in  the  land  of  Zebulun.  The 
gentilic  is  Elonite,  U^N  ;  Nu.  26  26  (aXXwv[e]i  [BAF], 
aXaw  [L]). 

3-  (pV'Mi  Gin.  Ba.  ;  properly  a  place-name  ;  see  NAMES,  §  69), 
a  Hittite,  father  of  BASHEMATH  (i),  one  of  Esau's  foreign  wives  : 
Gen.  26  34  (<UA*>/*  [AL],  -5w/a  [/>]),  called  father  of  ADAH,  2: 
Gen.  862  (eAio/u.  [N],  ouSta^  [D],  -AO>V  [E],  -p  [L]).  See  BASHE 
MATH,  T,  BEERI,  i. 

ELON-BETH-HANAN  (PJITI'II  ji^N  ;  but  some 
MSS  have  J2  for  JV2,  and  others  prefix  1  ;  eAcoM  660C 
BH6AAMAN  [B],  AIAACOM  6COC  BH0AN&N  [A],  AlAcON 
660C  BA.I6N&&M  [L]).  A  name,  or  rather  names,  at 
the  end  of  the  description  of  Solomon's  second  prefec 
ture  (i  K.  4g).  @  is  probably  right  in  reading  '  .  .  . 
and  Elon  as  far  as  B.  '  (cp  v.  12,  end).  Elon  is  prob 
ably  the  first  ELON  (i.  ,  i)  mentioned  above,  though  it 
is  also  possible  to  read  Aijalon.  '  Beth-hanan,'  if  a 
frontier  town  is  meant,  can  hardly  be  right  ;  some 
well-known  name  is  wanted. 

Possibly  we  should,  with  Klostermann,  read  BETH-HORON,  an 
important  place,  marked  out  by  nature  for  a  frontier-town. 
Conder's  suggestion  of  Beit  'Anan  (Socin,  Bet  'Enan,  a  village 
8J  m.  from  Jerusalem,  on  the  road  to  Jimzu  (PEFM.  3  16), 
Beit  Hanfin,  2  h.  NE.  of  Gaza  (BR  2371),  may  be  mentioned. 

ELOTH  (ni^N),  i  K.  926  2  Ch.  817.     See  ELATH. 

ELPAAL  fafa,  §  31  :  <\A((>AAA.  eAXAAA  [B], 
*.A(1>AA.  -A.,  eA<J>.  [A],  eAei<t>-  [L]),  a  name  in  a 
genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.  ,  §  9  ii.  /3)  ;  i  Ch.  8  n 
/  18.  See  JQR  11  102/1,  §  i.  Cp  EPHLAL. 

ELPALET  (B(?St?N),  i  Ch.  14s  ;  or  RV  Elpelet 
(i  Ch.  14s)  see  ELIPHELET  (i). 

EL-PARAN  (  J1NS  ^N,  i.e.  ,  '  the  tree  [©  '  terebinth  '  ; 
better,  '  palm-tree  ']  of  Paran  ';  600C  THC  T6pe/v\lN6OY 
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THC  d>«\P&N  [(A)  (D)],  £.  T.  TepMIN90y  T.  <J>.  [E], 
e.  repeBiNGoy  T.  d>  [L]  Gen.  146).  See  PARAN. 
(Onk. ,  Sam.  'plain  [KIE^D]  °f  Paran '  ;  see  MOREH, 
ZAANAIM.  ) 

EL-ROI  (^Nl  SN),  Gen.  16 13,  RVme-  ;  see  NAMES, 
§  116,  and  cp  ISAAC,  §  2. 

EL-SHADDAI  ("W  ^N),  Gen.  17 1  ;  see  NAMES, 
§  "7- 

ELTEKE  or  ELTEKEH  (NpJjpK  or  npljfajt,  Assyr. 
Al-ta-ku-u,  eAGeKOO  [A]),  a  town  of  the  Judaean  low 
land,  mentioned  with  Ekron  and  Timnah,  in  the  book 
of  Joshua  (1944,  &AK&6<\  [B],  eAGeKeiN  [L]).  was 
(21 23  eAKO>e<MM  [B],  eASeKA  [L])  a  Levitical  city  in 
the  inheritance  of  Dan.  It  was  taken  and  destroyed  by 
Sennacherib  on  his  way  to  Timnah  and  Ekron  after  his 
defeat  of  the  Egyptian  forces  that  had  come  to  the  help 
of  the  Ekronites  (see  his  '  prism  '  inscription,  Schrader, 
KATW,  1717. ,  289,  292  [ET,  iS9/..  282,  285]).  The 
army  overthrown  by  Sennacherib  probably  consisted  of 
Jews  as  well  as  Ekronites  and  Egyptians,  and  a  likely  spot 
for  them  to  unite  and  take  their  stand  would  be  up  the 
Wady  Sarar  (Vale  of  Sorek)  on  the  high  road  between 
Ekron  and  Jerusalem,  at  the  foot  of  the  hills — a  position 
which  equally  suits  the  data  in  Joshua.  Sennacherib 
might  reach  it  from  the  coast  and  the  neighbourhood  of 
Joppa  (where  he  was  previously),  by  the  vale  of  Aijalon 
and  the  easy  pass  from  the  latter  to  the  Vale  of  Sorek. 
No  trace  of  the  name,  however,  has  been  discovered  here 
or  elsewhere.  Khirbet  Lezkd,  7  m.  SW.  of  Ekron  and 
near  the  great  N.  road  (PEF  map,  Sh.  xvi. ;  see  map  to 
JUDAEA)  suits  the  data  of  Sennacherib's  inscription,  but 
seems  incompatible  with  those  of  Joshua.  Beit  Likia 
in  Aijalon  (Conder)  is  too  far  N.  (cp  Guthe,  Zukunfts- 
bild  d.  Jesaia,  48).  See  CHRONOLOGY,  §  21. 

G.  A.  S. 


ELTEKON  (JpJftS  :  GeKOyM  [B],  eAOeKGN  [AL]), 
a  town  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah  (Josh.  1659), 
mentioned  in  a  small  group  of  six  along  with  Halhul 
(Halhul),  Beth-zur  (Burj  Sur)  and  Gedor  (Jedur).  The 
site  is  therefore  to  be  sought,  most  probably,  somewhere 
on  or  near  the  route  from  Hebron  to  Jerusalem.  The 
reading  6eKovp.  of  ©B  suggests  that  the  element  "?«  in 
this  name  was  sometimes  taken  to  represent  the  definite 
article  (cp  ELTOLAD).  Some  have  thought  of  this 
Eltekon  as  the  site  of  Sennacherib's  victory  of  Altaku, 
and  indeed,  in  spite  of  what  Schrader  says  (JCATW, 
ijif.),  the  spelling  of  the  latter  is  nearer  Eltekon  than 
Eltekeh  ;  but  the  geographical  reasons  he  gives  in 
favour  of  Eltekeh  are  well  grounded.  See  ELTEKE. 

ELTOLAD  OTirvPN),  one  of  the  cities  of  Judah  in 
the  Negeb  near  the  border  of  Edom  (Josh.  1630, 
eAGcoA&A  [A],  -u>A&A  [L],  eABooNAAA  [B]),  but  in 
Josh.  194  (eA9oyA&A  [A],  -A&A  [L],  -A&  [B])  assigned 
to  Simeon.  In  i  Ch.  429  the  name  is  TOLAD  (nVm  ; 
0wAa3  [A],  0ou\a«^  [B],  0oXa0  [L]),  the  prefixed 
Arabic  article  ^N  being  omitted  (so  at  least  Kon.  2417, 
but  apparently  not  Ges.  -K.  §  35  m;  cp  ELTEKON,  above). 

ELUL  (W?K.  eAoyA  [BbNA«<i] ;  in  Assyr.  Ululu ; 
see  Schr.  KA  T  380,  and  cp  ?1?N  in  Palm,  [de  Vogue, 
Syr.  Cent.  no.  79])  occurs  in  Neh.  6 15  (eAoyA  [B], 
AAoyA  [L])  and  i  Mace.  1427  (eAoyA  [VA],  om.  N)  as 
the  name  of  a  MONTH  (q.v.,  §  5). 

ELUZAI  ('TJIl^N,  i.e.,  'God  is  my  refuge?'  §  29; 
&ZAI  [B],  eAioozi  [A],  eAiezep  [L]),  one  of  David's 
warriors,  i  Ch.  12sf.  See  DAVID,  §  n  (a)  iii. 

ELYMAIS  (eAMyMAic  [B]).  i.  In,  i  Mace.  6 1/ 
AV  has,  '  king  Antiochus,  travelling  through  the  high 
countries,  heard  say  that  Elymais  in  the  country  of 
Persia  was  a  city  greatly  renowned  for  riches,  silver, 
and  gold,  and  that  there  was  in  it  a  very  rich  temple,' 
etc.  (cp  NANEA).  RV,  however,  reads,  ' .  .  .  that  in 
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Elymais  in  Persia  there  was  a  city,'  etc.  AV  follows 
TR  ;  RV  represents  tv  'EXvpaiSi  4v  rrj  Ilfpaidi  ;  @B 
reads  ev  eXi>/utis  (eXi'/nes  [A])  tv  rij  irtpff.  Whether  RV 
is  justified  in  adopting  this  text  seems  doubtful  ;  tv 
before  eXu/iau  may  be  the  correction  of  a  scribe  who 
knew  that  there  was  no  city  bearing  the  name  of 
Elymais.  Polybius  (31  n),  it  is  true,  states  that  the 
temple  on  which  Antiochus  had  designs  was  in  Elymais  ; 
but  2  Mace.  92  places  it  at  Persepolis,  which  was  not  in 
Elymais,  but  in  Persia  proper. 

G.  Hoffmann  (Ausziige  aus  Syr.  Akten  Pers.  Mdrtyrer, 
i-yzf.),  quoting  a  passage  TO  TTJS  'AprefjuSof  iepbv  TO.  '\fapa, 
assumes  that  \\<Japa  is  the  city  referred  to,  and  identifies  'A£apa 
with  the  Ar.  Azar,  which  is  in  Khusistan,  SE.  of  Susa,  one  day's 
journey  on  the  road  from  Ram-hormuz  to  el-Ahwaz  (cp  al- 
Mukaddasi,  ed.  de  Goeje(  419 13).  Possibly,  however,  the  real 
name  was  one  which  admitted  of  being  mutilated  and  corrupted 
so  as  to  produce  DT#  Elam.  Gratz  (MGWJ,  1883,  p.  241 
ff.)  seeks  a  clue  in  the  obscure  passage  Dan.  1145;  but  it 
seems  hazardous  to  assume  that  lyiEK  (EV  '  his  palace,'  which 
does  not  suit  >V.TN  '  the  tents  of)  is  equivalent  to  Am^aSapo,  the 
name  of  an  Elamite  city  in  Ptolemy,  for  Gratz  himself  holds 
that  the  rest  of  the  clause  is  deeply  corrupt.  Compare,  how 
ever,  Vg.  and  Aq.  in  Dan.  I.e.  ;  both  take  'K  to  be  a  proper  name. 
'  Elymais '  recurs  in  Tob.  2 10,  where  RVme-  certainly 
adopts  the  correct  reading.  For  the  statement  that 
ACHIACHARUS  went  to  Elymais  (eh  TT\V  'EX(X)i>/xcu3a 
[BNA] — possibly  et's  yrji>  'E. )  support  has  been  found  in 
the  semi-apocryphal  romance  which  bears  his  name 
(Rendel  Harris,  Story  of  Ahikar,  Iii.).  Dillon,  however, 
ingeniously  suggests  that  the  name  has  arisen  from  the 
underground  cell  —  the  original  narrative  had  some 
derivative  of  oSy — in  which  Ahikar  hides  himself  from 
the  wrath  of  Sennacherib  and  Nadan  (Contemp.  Review, 
March  1898).  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  allusion  to 
Achiacharus  has  little  bearing  upon  Tobit — at  least  in 
its  present  form  (see  TOBIT). 

ELYMAS  (eAyMAC  [Ti.  WHJ),  Acts  13 8.  See 
BARJESUS. 

ELYON  (P^r),  Gen.  14 18  RVme-  See  NAMES, 
§  118. 

ELZABAD  H917V'  '  God  has  g'ven.'  §  27  :  cp  Palm. 
nSTliiX  de  Vogiie',  Syr.  Centr.  no.  73.  Ili-zabadu,  a 
Jewish  name  of  fifth  century  B.C.,  has  been  found  on 
a  tablet  from  Nippur  [Hilprecht]). 

1.  One  of  David's  warriors  ;   i  Ch.  12i2  (eAiafe/s  [B], 
probably  only  a  scribe's  error,  eXefa/iaS  [A],  tXeapaS 
[L]).     See  DAVID,  §11(0)  iii. 

2.  b.  Shemaiah,  a  Korahite  door-keeper,1  i  Ch.  26? 
(eA7tfa/3a0  [B]  ;  eXfa£a5  [A]  ;  tef.  [L]). 

ELZAPHAN  (fSy1?^'  'El  conceals1  or  'defends,' 
§  30  ;  cp  Zephaniah  ;  eAlC&d>&N  [BAL]),  b.  Uzziel,  a 
Kohathite  Levite  (Ex.  622  Lev.  104).  Cp  ELIZAPHAN. 

EMADABUN  (HMAAABOYN  [BA]),  i  Esd.  558  RV, 
AV  MADIABUN. 

EMATHEIS  (e/v\&6eiC  [A]),  i  Esd.  929  RV  =  Ezra 

1028,  ATHLAI. 

EMBALMING.  The  Egyptian  belief  in  the  con 
tinued  existence  after  death  of  the  human  Ka  (see 
EGYPT,  §  18)  seems  to  be  of  very  great  antiquity.  To 
make  this  existence  happy  precautions  of  every  kind  were 
taken  ;  food  and  drink  were  placed  in  the  grave  that 
the  Ka  might  not  starve  ;  his  favourite  movables  in 
like  manner  were  buried  with  him ;  but  above  all 
the  body  had  to  be  preserved  so  that  the  Ka  could 
resume  possession  at  pleasure.  Hence  the  very  ancient 
practice  of  embalming. 

A  minute  description  of  the  methods  employed  in  his 
own  time  is  given  by  Herodotus  (286^:) ;  with  this  may 
be  compared  the  account  of  Diodorus  Siculus  (Igi). 
According  to  Herodotus  embalming  was  the  business 
of  a  special  guild.  He  distinguishes  three  methods. 

1  Read  '  and  Elzabad  and  his  brothers '  with  ©  and  some 
Heb.  MSS  (Ki.). 
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1.  In  the  costliest  of  the  three  the  brain  was  with 
drawn  through  the  nose  with  an  iron    hook    and   the 
cavity  filled  with  spices.     Then  an  incision  was  made 
in    the  abdomen  on    the  left   side  with    an    '  Ethiopic 
stone  '    (flint  knife),   the  bowels   removed    and  washed 
with    palm    wine,   the  cavity  filled  with  myrrh,  cassia, 
and   other  drugs,   and  the  opening  sewed   up.       Next 
the   body  was    kept  for  seventy   days    in  natron   (ac 
cording  to   modern   analysis,    sub-carbonate  of  soda), 
then  finally  washed  and  skilfully  swathed  in  long  strips 
of  byssus  smeared  with  gum.      The  mummy  was  usually 
enclosed  in  a  sort  of  case  which  showed  the  outlines  of 
the  body,  and  lastly  in  a  wooden  coffin  of  human  shape, 
occasionally  also  in  a  stone  sarcophagus. 

2.  The  second  method  was  simpler,  and  correspond 
ingly  cheaper.     Cedar  oil  was  introduced  into  the  body 
and  removed  after  it  had  decomposed  the  viscera  ;  the 
body  was  then  laid  in  natron,  which,  according  to  Hero 
dotus,  wholly  consumed  the  flesh,  leaving  nothing  but 
the  skin  and  bones. 

3.  The  third  and  cheapest  method  substituted  for  the 
cedar  oil  of  the  second  some  less  expensive  material. 

Broadly  speaking,  the  statements  of  Herodotus  are 
confirmed  by  what  we  learn  from  Egyptian  sources  and 
from  examination  of  the  mummies  themselves.1  Ex 
tant  mummies,  however,  exhibit  more  methods  of  em 
balming  than  the  three  just  described.  In  particular 
those  of  the  New  Empire  show  a  marked  advance  in  the 
art,  as  compared  with  those  of  the  Old.  According  to 
Erman,  however  (Egypt,  315),  accurate  details  as  to 
this  are  still  wanting.  One  of  the  main  innovations  was 
in  the  treatment  of  the  viscera.  In  the  New  Empire 
these  were  removed  ;  the  heart  was  replaced  by  a  stone 
scarabaeus  (the  scarabaeus,  as  a  peculiarly  mysterious 
and  holy  creature,  was  supposed  likely  to  be  of  essential 
use  to  the  dead).  The  heart,  lungs,  liver,  and  other 
remaining  viscera  were  set  aside  in  four  vases,  usually 
(from  an  old  misunderstanding)  called  Canopic.  Each 
vase  was  under  the  protection  of  a  special  daemon  —  all 
four  daemons  being  sons  of  Osiris  —  -and  the  lid  of  each 
took  the  form  of  the  head  of  that  daemon  :  man, 
jackal,  hawk,  cynocephalus.  The  special  function  of 
the  daemon  was  to  ward  off  hunger. 

This  custom  of  embalming  was  specifically  Egyptian. 
The  Hebrews  did  not  practise  it.  It  is  only  as  being 
an  Egyptian  custom  that  the  narrator  speaks  of  it  as 
applied  in  the  cases  of  Jacob  and  Joseph  (Gen.  SQzf. 
[J2],  5026  [E]).  With  his  statement  that  the  embalming 
lasted  forty  days  (50s)  may  be  compared  that  of  Diodorus 
(Igi)  which  makes  it  at  least  thirty  days.  Ordinarily, 
however,  it  seems  to  have  taken  seventy  days.  There 
is  a  statement  of  Josephus  (Ant.  xiv.  74),  referring  to 
a  later  period  —  a  statement  which  stands  by  itself  —  that 
the  body  of  Aristobulus  was  embalmed  with  honey  so  as 
to  allow  of  its  being  afterwards  removed  to  Jerusalem. 

See  Wilkinson,  Anc.  Eg.  \\.  1  4,$\  ff.  ;  Maspero,  Mem.  sur 
quelqucs  papyrus  du  Louvre,  II.  :  le  rituel  de  reinbauiite- 
incnt  ;  J.  Czermak  (as  in  note);  articles  in  Winer,  Riehm,  and 
}  ;  Erman,  Egypt,  chap.  13.  I.  B. 


EMBROIDERY 

Italian  (ricamare)  and  Spanish  (recamar).  (P  has  n-oiKiAcu, 
77  froiiuAia  TOU  pcujuievrou,  ipyov  TronaAroO,  jroi/a'Aos.  In  Ex. 
28  4  AV  has  '  a  broidered  coat '  for  f3E>Pl  njha  ;  RV  '  a  coat  of 
chequer  work.'  See  TUNIC,  and  observe  that,  though  in  Ps. 
45  15  [14]  niOp"]7  (RV  '  in,  or  upon,  broidered  work  ')  is  plainly 
corrupt,  the  reference  to  brocade-work  in  i>.  14  [13]  is  un 
questioned  (see  Che.  Ps.ft)). 

Embroidery  was  regarded  by  the  Romans  as  peculiarly 
a    Phrygian    art1    (vestis   Phrygia ;    opus   Phrygium]. 

,  Pliny  (848)  even  states  that  embroidery 
2.  Home  of         3  v 


EMBROIDERY.      RV's  substitute    for  the   'needle 

work  '  of  AV  in  Judg.  5  30  Ps.45  14  [15]  ('"10/T!  '  broidered  work  '), 

and  virtually  in  Ex.  26  3621  16  2839  8637  38  18 

1.    Hebrew     3929(Qp'i  ruj-yo).     EV  gives  'broidered  work' 

terms 

in  Ezek.  161013  (l"'ai?'?)i  'their  broidered  gar 
ments  '  in  26  16  (DnppT  H33).  The  Heb.  word  (rikmali)  is  used 
metaphorically  in  Ezek.  17  3  (feathers  of  an  eagle)  and  i  Ch. 
29  2  (ornamental  stones,  or  mosaic  work).  The  cognates  of  nopl 
are  Eth.  rekem,  Ar.  rakama  '  to  embroider,'  also  '  to  write  '  ('  to 
make  points  '),  with  which  the  Targ.  NnDfT)  '  coloured  spots,'  and 
the  Syr.  tarktmatha  '  red  pimples,'  may  be  compared,  from  which 
it  seems  to  follow  that  the  first  step  towards  embroidery  was  mak 
ing  points,  or  little  strokes  ;  diversity  of  hue  would  be  sought  for 
in  the  next  stage.  In  its  usual  specialised  sense  of  needlework- 
ornamentation  of  woven  fragments,  Ar.  rakama  has  passed  into 

1  Compare  especially  the  results  of  Czermak's  physiological 
examination  of  two  mummies  at  Prague,  in  SWA  W,  1852. 
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Phrygians.  More  probably  the  Phrygians 
derived  the  art  indirectly  from  Babylonia.  According 
to  Perrot  and  Chipiez  (Art  in  Chaldcza  and  Assyria, 
2  363)  the  Chaldasans  first  set  the  example  of  wearing 
richly  embroidered  stuffs,  '  as  we  know  from  the  most 
ancient  cylinders,  from  the  Telloh  (Tell  Loh  ?)  monu 
ments,  and  from  the  stele  of  Marduk-nadin-ahi.' 
Should  this  statement  be  correct,  it  practically  decides 
the  question  as  to  the  origin  of  the  art  of  embroidery. 
The  Latin  expression  for  an  embroidering-needle  (acus 
Babylonia]  would  seem  to  point  in  the  same  direction. 

It  is  true,  the  ancient  Babylonian  cylinder  -seals 
hardly  supply  any  confirmation  of  the  statement  of 
historians.  In  the  magnificent  records  of  De  Sarzec's 
excavations,  however,  there  is  (pi.  I.  bis,  fig.  la)  a 
representation  of  a  standing  figure  clothed  in  a  garment 
covered  with  diagonal  lines  which  form  lozenges.  In 
this  we  may  most  probably  see  an  example  of  exceed 
ingly  early  embroidery  (3000  or  4000  B.C.),  which 
would  naturally  assume  a  very  simple  form.  Our  next 
important  example  is  that  of  Marduk-nadin-ahi  (about 
1120  B.C.),  in  which  the  robe  of  the  king  is  very 
elaborately  wrought.  The  finest  specimens  of  all, 
however,  are  the  designs  on  the  robe  of  the  Assyrian 
king  Asur  -  nasir  -  apli  (885  B.C.),  which  are  most 
interesting  and  instructive  with  regard  to  this  subject. 
The  sculptures  representing  him  show  that  his  dress 
was  embroidered  with  most  varied  designs,  representing 
men,  deities,  and  animals,  as  well  as  the  king  himself 
performing  ceremonies  before  the  sacred  tree,  etc. 
The  borders  and  ornaments  (generally  floral,  the  chief 
subject  being  the  sacred  tree)  are  extremely  good  (see 
Layard,  Monuments  of  Nineveh,  and  Perrot  and 
Chipiez,  Chaldaa,  figs.  253-259,  and  text). 

In  the  inscriptions  we  cannot  at  present  say  with 
certainty  that  either  needlework  or  woven  embroidery 
is  spoken  of.  Garments  and  woven  stuffs  are  indeed 
referred  to  ;  we  even  have  lists  of  garments  ;  but  the 
precise  signification  of  the  words  employed  is  often 
obscure.  Very  possibly,  however,  the  phrases  (subatu) 
fa  ina  asagi  barru  and  (subatu}  sa  ina  kunsilli  barru 
refer  not  to  garments  'torn  with  thorns,'  or  other 
objects  of  that  kind,  but  to  cloth  '  ornamented  '  or 
'  embroidered  with  a  thorn  '  (?  needle)  and  '  with  a 
shuttle  (?)  '  respectively. 

Egyptian  embroidery  is  known  only  through  late 
specimens  ;  but  from  these  we  can  safely  infer  the 
production  of  similar  fabrics  in  earlier  times.  Herodotus 
(847)  mentions  that  Amasis  (570  B.C.)  sent  totheAthena 
(Minerva)  of  Lindos  a  linen  corslet  inwoven  with  figures 
and  embroidered  with  gold  and  cotton;  and  Ezekiel 
(27  7),  addressing  Tyre,  says  '  Of  embroidered  byssus 
from  Egypt  was  thy  sail.'  Lucan  (10  141-143)  speaks  of 
Egyptian  embroidery.  The  thread  is  called  Sidonian, 
the  silk  is  from  the  Seres,  the  needle  is  Egyptian 
(Nilotis). 

In  Greece  the  invention  of  the  art  was  ascribed  to 
Athena  :  hence  the  offerings  of  foreign  work  of  this  kind 
to  her  temple  (see  above).  Embroidery  with  the  needle 
cannot  be  shown  to  be  mentioned  in  the  Homeric 
poems.  Almost  always  the  terms  used  are  those  ap 
plicable  to  weaving  (//.  3  125/1  22  44o/  ;  Od.  19  225^). 

1  It  is  said  that  the  toga  picta  worn  by  the  emperor  on  festal 
occasions,  by  the  consuls  on  entering  office,  by  the  magistrates 
when  giving  public  games,  and  by  the  Roman  generals  on  their 
triumphs,  was  of  Phrygian  embroidery. 
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To  the  value  set  on  embroidery  in  ancient  Palestine 

Judg.  530  supplies  an  eloquent  testimony  ;   it  is  presum- 

_.,..     .    ably    Babylonian    work    that    the    poet 

3.    .DlOilCtll 


references. 


refers  to.      At  any  rate,  Achan's  mantle 


was  Babylonian  (Josh.  7  21  24).  In 
the  account  of  Hezekiah's  tribute  (Taylor  cylinder, 
834^),  there  is  no  mention  of  embroidered  garments  ; 
but,  though  we  may  perhaps  assume  that  the  veil  of  the 
temple  (see  below)  was  not  Jewish  work,  it  is  probable 
(especially  if  P  is  late)  that  the  art  of  embroidery  was 
practised  in  Judaea.  The  account  of  the  process  of 
preparing  the  gold  thread  for  the  embroiderer,  in  Ex. 
393,  deserves  notice.  'And  they  beat  out  the  plates  of 
gold,  so  that  he  could  cut  them  into  wires,  to  work 
these  into  the  blue,  and  the  purple,  and  the  scarlet,  and 
the  fine  linen,  the  work  of  an  artist. '  In  this  passage 
the  word  yon,  hoseb  (EV  'cunning  workman')  takes 
the  place  of  cjn,  rokcm  (EV  'embroiderer')  ;  another 
similar  but  perhaps  higher  class  of  work  may  be  meant. 
According  to  the  Talmudists  nDp1>  or  embroidery,  was  when 
the  design  was  attached  to  the  stuff  by  being  sewn  on,  and 
visible,  therefore,  on  one  side  only,  and  the  work  of  the  3^n 
was  that  in  which  the  design  was  worked  in  by  the  loom, 
appearing  on  both  sides.1  The  correctness  of  this,  however, 
may  be  doubted,  for  the  statement  that  the  l&n  worked  golden 
threads  and  also  cherubim  into  the  fabric  (Ex.  26  i  31  86835), 
implies  that  he,  too,  was  a  needle-worker  (cherubim  being 
probably  much  too  difficult  for  a  loom-worker  at  that  period), 
and  moreover  an  '  artist,"  not  only  on  account  of  the  more  com 
plicated  nature  of  the  work  he  executed,  but  also  because  he 
worked  from  new  and  much  more  varied  designs  than  the  rjp> 

Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  5  4  BJ  v.  5  4)  speaks  of  the 
wonderful  veils  both  of  the  first  and  of  the  second 
(Herod's)  temple.  Clermont-Ganneau  has  suggested2 
that  the  veil  of  the  first,  which  Antiochus  Epiphanes 
certainly  took  away,  was  the  curtain  of  the  sanctuary 
of  Olympia,  of  Assyrian  workmanship,  dyed  with 
Phoenician  purple,  and  given  by  Antiochus.  Josephus's 
description  of  the  highly  artistic  veil  in  Herod's  temple, 
sets  us  wondering  where  it  was  made.  He  calls  it 
a  Babylonian  curtain.  It  is  doubtful  whether  any  but 
priests'  families  remained  on  the  site  of  ancient  Babylon  ; 
but  of  course  the  art  of  embroidery  may  have  been 
practised  in  other  cities  of  Babylonia.  T.  G.  p. 

EMEK-KEZIZ,  AV  'The  valley  of  Keziz '  (pOl? 
rVl?'-  AM6KAC€IC  [B]  -KKA.  [A],  £M.  [L])! 
an  unidentified  city  in  the  territory  of  Benjamin  (Josh. 
18  21),  enumerated  between  BETH-HOGLAH  and  BETH- 
ARABAH,  2.  The  name  KZsis  sounds  like  the  word 
Kesds,  another  name  of  the  W.  Hasdseh,  between 
Tekoa  and  En-gedi  (see  Ziz)  ;  but  this  Wady  could 
not  belong  to  Benjamin.  If  ©B  is  right  in  reading 
Beth-abarah  in  Josh.  /.  c. ,  we  may  conjecturally  identify 
Emek  -  keziz  with  the  broad  and  deep  Wady  en- 
Nawaimeh,  NW.  of  the  modern  Jericho,  which 
Robinson  explored  on  his  way  from  Jericho  to  Bethel. 
The  place  intended  was  possibly  near  the  springs  of 
'A  in  ed-Diik  (see  Docus).  T.  K.  C. 

EMERALD  (cM&p&rAoc,  sutaragdiu)  3  represents 
in  &  (see,  however,  PRECIOUS  STONES)  the  Heb.  njTQ, 
bdrtketh  (Ex.  28i;  39 10)  or  n,Ti3,  bdtfkath  (Ezek.  2813). 

1   Name      II  's  also  the  renderin§  of  RVm?-  ;   EV, 

wrongly,  has  CARBUNCLE.     Targg.  and 

Pesh.    retain  the   Heb.  word  :  Nnpna  [Jerus.  Jon.],  jp-Q 

[Onk.],  j^jj^  [Pesh.]).      The  Gk.  name,  which  occurs 

also  without  the  initial  letter,  seems  to  be  the  same  as 
the  Hebrew  ;  but  the  ultimate  origin  of  the  word  is  un 
known.  The  Semitic  root  barak,  'to  lighten,'  readily 
suggests  itself ;  but  cp  Sans,  marakata,  marakta.  In 
Arabic  two  varieties  of  emerald  are  distinguished, 
sabarjad  and  zumurrud. 

1  In  Phcen.  3E-n  =  weaver  (Ges.'l3).Bu.(2)).     Cp  WEAVING. 

I'KFQ  1878,  pp.  79-81. 
3  Whence  emerald,  through  (presumably)  smaraldus. 
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The  emerald  is  classed  mineralogically  with  the  beryl  (see 
BERYL),  from  which,  however,  it  differs  in  having  a  fine  green 
colour,  attributed  to  the  presence  in  it  of 
2.  Description,  chromium  sesquioxide  ;  it  also  never  presents 
the  internal  stria;  often  seen  in  the  beryl.1 
It  occurs  in  six-sided  prismatic  crystals  of  the  hexagonal  system, 
the  edges  of  which  not  unfrequently  show  various  modifica 
tions.  The  emerald  is  transparent  or  translucent,  and  has  a 
vitreous,  rarely  resinous  lustre.  It  was  highly  valued  by  the 
ancients  (see  Pliny,  NH'iTt  5).  Various  virtues  were  ascribed  to 
it ;  it  was  said  to  be  good  for  the  eyes,  to  colour  water  green,  to 
assist  women  in  childbirth,  and  to  drive  away  evil  spirits ; 
in  the  East  it  is  still  credited  with  talismanic  and  medicinal 
properties. 

Besides  being  mentioned  in  Ezek.  2813  as  one  of  the 

precious  stones  with  which  the  king  of  Tyre  was  decked, 

_., ..     .    and  in  Ex.  28 17  39 10  as  among  the  gems 

3.  lilt  icai    in    the    high    priest>s    breastplate,    the 
:ences.  emerald    is    alluded    to    in   Tobit  13 16 
Judith  102i  Ecclus.  326  Rev.  4s  (ffpapdySivos,   of   the 
rainbow),  and  Rev.  21 19. 

2.  In  Ex.  28 18  39 ii  Ezek.  27 16  28i3,t  EV  has 
'emerald'  for  -jsj,  nophek,  but  RVm£-  renders  'carbuncle.' 

The  resemblance  between  the  letters  of  Heb.  nophek  and 
Egypt.  mfk(f\  or,  as  commonly  written,  mafkat,  may  be  urged 
in  favour  of  '  emerald  '  as  at  any  rate  a  better  rendering  otnopliek 
than  'carbuncle.'  The  Egyptian  word  represents,  according 
to  WMM,  a  green  stone,  not  however  the  emerald,  but  malachite. 
It  is  not  less  plausible  to  identify  nophek  and  mafkat  with  the 
htfakku -stones  in  the  Amarna  Tablets  (202,  16),  sent  by  the 
prince  of  Ashkelon  to  the  king  of  Egypt.  In  S.  Philistia,  where 
the  roads  from  Sinai  terminated,  it  would  be  easy  to  obtain 
jitafkat  from  the  Egyptian  mines.  If  we  follow  ©  in  Ezek. 
27 16  and  read  'Edom'  (nix)  for  MT's  'Aram'  (DIN),  it  will 
appear  that  ndphek&s  well  as  other  precious  stones  came  from 
Edom.  This  too  is  quite  consistent  with  the  equation  nophek= 
mafkat  (so  WMM,  OLZ,  Feb.  1899,  p.  39^".).  Maspero,  how 
ever,  interprets  mafkat  as  '  turquoise.' 

EMERODS,2,  RV  'tumours,'  except  in  Dt.  2827; 
but  see  mg.  (DvDl?,  'ffdlim;  <§BAL  H  eAp&,  Al  GAp&l  : 

in  I  S.  56  eiC  T&C  6AP&C  [A]  N&yC  [B]  >  t*010 
renderings  combined  in  L),  mentioned  with  other 
diseases  in  Dt.  2827  [EV]  and  in  the  account  of  the 
affliction  of  the  Philistines  (i  S.  66912  6^f.  n  17). 
According  to  the  ordinary  view,  'Sfdlim  became  at  length 
a  vulgar  word,  and  Kre  therefore  substitutes  the  more 
seemly  word  C'^na,  tlhorim,  which  is  also  to  be  found 
in  the  late  insertions  i  S.  6n3  17-180  (see  Budde,  Sam. 
SHOT).  Since,  however,  tthdrim  is  no  euphemism  at 
all,3  and  analogous  Kre  readings  (see  HUSKS)  have 
been  argued  to  be  corrupt,  it  has  been  proposed  to 
read  for  the  improbable  and  unpleasant  word  nnne, 
D'nm  ( =  D'rntf,  '  ulcers). '  Kre  is  therefore  not  a 
euphemism  but  a  gloss  (Che. ). 

The  reading  tehSrim  must,  it  is  true,  have  been  an  early  one, 
for  it  seems  to  be  implied  in  the  e'fipat  of  <S>,  not,  however  in  Ps. 
7866,  where  a  small  corruption  has  obscured  the  true  sense.4 
Tradition  has  in  fact  radically  misunderstood  the  meaning  of  'dpha- 
li»i,  which  (like  the  gloss  rfthahtni)  must  be  a  descriptive  term 
for  the  disease,  and  probably  means  '  tumours '  (so  RV  ;  cp  'ophel, 
'  hill ').  This  suits  the  (almost  certainly  correct)  reading, 
irnEJ'l,  of  the  verb  in  i  S.  5  9^  (for  MT's  lini^'l).5  According  to 
the  emended  text  the  passage  runs  thus — 'and  he  smote  the 
men  of  the  city,  both  small  and  great,  and  tumours  broke  out 
upon  them.'6 

That  hasmorrhoidal  swellings  in  ano  are  referred  to 
is  rendered  possible  by  the  usage  of  the  Ar.  'aft  (see  Ges. 

1  The  chemical  composition  of  the  emerald  may  be  represented 
by  the  formula  6SiO^,Alo,Oa,3GfO.     It  has  an  uneven  and  con- 
choidal  fracture,  a  hardness  of  7.5-8,  and  a  specific  gravity  of 
2.67010  2.732. 

2  '  Emerods  '  is  found  only  in  AV.     The  nearest  approach  to 
the    form   is    'emeraudes,'    Mid.   Eng.    in   the    Promptoriunt 
Parvuloruin  of  1440,    which  is    nearly  the    same   as  old    Fr. 
'  emeroides  ' — i.e.,  haemorrhoids  (or  piles). 

3  See  BDB  and  Ges. -Buhl,  s.v.  nnu- 

4  For  Tj'l  read  afc'l'l,  '  And  made  his  foemen  turn  back.'     Re 
treating  and  ignominy  are  constantly  connected  in  the  Psalms 
(e.g.,  610  [n]). 

8  Cp  Ex.  $gf.  ',  S  ar>d  B'I  nand  n  were  confounded  (Che.). 

6  This  happens  to  be  H.  P.  Smith's  rendering,  but  it  is  put 
forward  by  him  as  a  mere  conjecture.  The  lexicographers,  on  the 
other  hand,  seek  to  justify  the  sense  of  '  break  out '  (cleave) 
by  comparing  Ar.  Satara  ('  to  have  a  cracked  eyelid  '). 
would  have  been  more  natural. 
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Thes.  ),  and  by  the  case  of  the  alleged  punishment  of 
the  Athenians  for  dishonour  done  to  Dionysos  (schol. 
ad  Aristoph.  Acharn.  243).  The  sense  of  'plague- 
boil'  (RV's  second  rend.,  Dt.  2827  mg.  )  is  favoured  — 
not  indeed  by  the  (imaginary)  symbolism  of  the  mouse 
•  —  -but  by  the  statement  of  the  rapid  spread  of  the 
disease  among  the  Philistines.  The  most  decisive 
passage  is  i  S.  612,  'And  the  sick  (D'eyKan,  Klo.  )  that 
died  not  were  smitten  with  the  tumours,  and  the  cry 
of  the  city  went  up  to  heaven'  ;  —  i.e.  ,  as  soon  as  the 
ark  reached  Ekron  there  came  on  the  whole  population 
a  plague  which  killed  some  at  once,  while  the  rest  were 
afflicted  with  painful  tumours,  so  that  a  cry  of  mourning 
and  of  pain  resounded  through  the  city.  '  Plague-boils  ' 
in  the  technical  sense  of  the  expression,  however,  occur 
only  in  the  groins,  the  armpits,  and  the  sides  of  the  neck  ; 
tlhorim  therefore  cannot  be  so  rendered.  Plainly  a 
thorough  treatment  of  the  text  is  a  necessary  preliminary 
to  a  consistent  and  natural  explanation  of  the  narrative 
in  i  S.  5.  As  the  text  of  i  S.  64  f.  17  f.  now  stands, 
'  golden  tumours,'  as  well  as  '  golden  mice,'  were  sent  by 
the  Philistines  as  a  votive  offering  to  Yahwe.  H.  P. 
Smith  however  thinks  that  the  original  narrative  men 
tioned  only  '  golden  tumours,'  the  mice  wherever  they 
appear  being  the  result  of  late  redactional  insertion.  This 
view  is  certainly  preferable  to  that  of  Hitzig,  who  thought 
that  the  only  golden  objects  sent  were  symbols  of  the 
pestilence  which  bad  devastated  the  Philistine  cities 
(Ashdod,  Gath,  and  Ekron)  in  the  form  of  mice,  a 
theory  which,  being  so  widely  accepted,  ought  to  be 
correct,  but  is  unfortunately  indefensible.  The  idea 
of  '  golden  tumours  '  is  very  strange,  however.  Votive 
offerings,  both  in  ancient  and  in  modern  times,  re 
present  not  the  disease  from  which  the  sick  man  has 
suffered  but  the  part  of  the  body  affected.  '  Indeed  it 
could  hardly  be  otherwise  ;  for  most  morbid  conditions 
do  not  admit  of  plastic  representation  so  as  to  be  dis 
tinguishable  by  untrained  eyes."  So  Dr.  C.  Creighton, 
who  proposes  to  interpret  'dfdlim  in  i  S.  6  a,f.  and  t&horlm 
in  v.  17  of  the  anatomical  part  of  the  body  affected,  and  to 
make  the  disease  dysentery  ;  but  it  is  plain  from  (§>  that 
the  narrative  in  i  S.  5  f.  has  been  interpolated,  and 
it  would  seem  that  not  only  i  S.  6  17  i8a  but  also  the 
references  to  '  golden  tumours  '  in  w.  $f.  must  be  late 
insertions.1  na[D]j;  and  ^sy  are  not  very  unlike  ;  out  of 
a  false  reading  a  false  statement  may  have  developed. 

T.  K.  c. 

EMIM,  THE  (D^KH,  'DNH,  as  if  'the  terrors'  ; 
probably  corrupted  from  D^pVI^n,  '  the  strong  '  ;  cp 
ZuziM  ;  in  Gen.  royc  COMAIOYC  [A],  COMM.  [E], 
6MM.  [L]  I  in  Dt.  pi  OMM6IN  [BFL],  OOMM6IN, 
OMMieiN  [A]),  prehistoric  inhabitants  of  Moab  (Gen. 
14$  Dt.  2io/f).  See  SHAVEH-KIRIATHAIM,  REPHAIM 
(i.). 

Schwally(Z^i  T1-VI8  135  ['98])  compares  Ar.  'ayyun,  'serpent,' 
as  if  '  serpent-spirits  '  were  meant  (cp  ADAM  AND  KVE,  col.  61, 
n.  3)  ;  but  the  text  is  more  probably  corrupt.  The  parallel 
names  all  admit  of  simple  explanations.  *r.  K.  C. 

EMINENT  PLACE  (3|),  Ezek.  1624.  See  HIGH 
PLACE,  §  6. 

EMMANUEL  (eMMANoyHA  [Ti.  WH]),  Mt.  1*3 
AV  ;  RV  IMMANUEL. 

EMMAUS  (eMMAOYC  [Ti.  WH]  ;  deriv.  uncertain  ; 
cp  nsn,  'hot  [spring],1  see  HAMMATH  ;  or  itVfon, 
'  spring,  fount,'  see  MOZAH  and  cp  below,  no.  2). 

i.  A  city  in  the  '  plain,'  at  the  base  of  the  mountains 
of  Judaea,  near  which  was  the  scene  of  the  defeat  of 
Gorgias  at  the  hands  of  Judas,  164  B.C.  (i  Mace.  840, 
a/ujua[o]u[i']  [ANV];  57,a/i/«u>v/i[A],-j[N],  eytiyiuious  [V]); 
43,  e/j.fJLaov/j.  [AKc-ac-b],  vafj.fj.aow  [N*],  a/JifJ..  [V]).  It 
was  among  the  strongholds  afterwards  fortified  by 
Bacchides  (ib.  9  50  a/j.fj.aovs  [N*],  a/j.fj.aov/j.  [Kc-a  V],  e/u/x. 


1  Possibly  the  original   reading  in  i  S.  617  was 
was  displaced  by  the  If  ire. 
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[A]).  Emmaus,  mod.  'Amwds,  was  situated  22  R.  m. 
from  Jerusalem  on  the  road  to  Joppa,  and  10  m.  SSE. 
from  Lydda.  In  Roman  times  it  was  the  seat  of  a 
toparchy,  and  frequently  enters  into  the  history  of  that 
period  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  112;  BJ  i.  llz,  ii.  5i  204, 
iv.  8 1,  v.  16).  From  the  third  century  it  bears  the 
name  Nicopolis,  the  origin  of  which  is  variously  ex 
plained  (see  Schiirer,  GVI  l$nff.,  ET,  2zs3/. ),  and 
in  Christian  times  it  was  an  episcopal  see.  Emmaus 
was  renowned  for  a  spring  believed  to  be  endowed  with 
miraculous  powers  (cp  Mid.  KoMleth  7 7),  from  the  exist 
ence  of  which  it  may  have  derived  its  name.  Eusebius 
and  Jerome  (OS  257  21 121 6),  whom  early  writers  followed, 
agreed  in  identifying  Emmaus-Nicopolis  with  2. 

2.  The  Emmaus  of  Lk.  24 13  (referred  to,  but  un 
named,  in  Mk.  1612),  a  'village'  (KW/XIJ),  60  (N  and 
some  others  read  160)  stadia  from  Jerusalem.  The 
identification  has  found  supporters  in  modern  times 
(notably  Robinson  LBR  147  ff.),  but  is  unlikely. 
Emmaus  was  too  important  a  city  to  be  called  KW/XT;  ; 
and,  not  to  mention  other  reasons,  the  supposition  that 
the  disciples  accomplished  so  long  a  journey  (for  no 
specific  purpose)  is  at  variance  with  the  narrative.  It  is 
very  evident  that  the  reading  160  is  an  intentional 
alteration  to  harmonise  with  the  tradition  shared  by 
Eusebius  and  Jerome.  Emmaus  is  to  be  sought  for  in  the 
immediate  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem,  and  it  is  agreed 
that  it  can  be  no  other  than  the  Emmaus  of  Josephus 
(BJ  vii.  66)  30  (so  Niese  ;  others  read  60)  stadia  from 
Jerusalem,  which  Vespasian  colonised  by  assigning  to  it 
800  discharged  veterans.  Now  about  34-35  stadia  to 
the  NW.  of  Jerusalem  lies  Kuloniyeh,  a  little  village, 
which  derives  its  name,  it  would  appear,  from 
'  colonia '  and  reminds  us  of  the  800  veterans  above. * 
In  close  proximity  is  the  ruined  Bet  Mizza,  probably  the 
Benjamite  njran  of  Josh.  1826,  which  according  to  the 
GSmara  on  Sukk,  4s  was  also  a  '  colonia '  (see  MOZAH). 
The  close  resemblance  between  the  names  nsarr  (Bet 
Mizza]  and  Emmaus  is  sufficiently  striking,  and  since  it 
is  almost  the  required  distance  from  Jerusalem,  there 
can  be  little  doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  Kuloniyeh  and 
the  Emmaus  of  Josephus.  The  further  identification  of 
Kuloniyeh  and  the  Emmaus  of  Lk.  becomes  equally 
probable,  and  is  accepted  by  most  moderns  ( Hi. ,  Caspari, 
Buhl,  Pal.  186,  Schultz,  PREW  11 769  771,  Wolff  in 
Riehm  HWB,  Wilson  in  Smith's  DB^  ;  see  also  Sepp, 
Jer.  u.  d.  heil.  Land,  1 54-73  ).2 

By  those  who  adopt  the  less  accredited  distance  of  60  stadia, 
several  sites  have  been  proposed  for  Emmaus.  (a)  Conder  {HB 
326  f.,  PEFJlf336ff.)finds\t  in  the  name  el-Khamasa  (according 
to  him  —  Emmaus),  SW.  of  Bittlr  (see  BETHER  i.)  ;  the  antiquity 
of  the  place  is  vouched  for  by  the  existence  of  rock-hewn  tombs. 
El-Khamasa,  however,  is  72  stadia  from  Jerusalem  direct,  and 
the  distance  is  even  greater  by  road.  (6)  el-  Kubebeh  about  64 
stadia  from  Jerusalem,  W.  of  Neby  Samwll. '  Further  support 
for  this  is  claimed  in  the  tradition  (which,  however,  is  not  older 
than  the  I4th  cent.)  associating  this  place  with  Christ's  appear 
ance  (cp  Baed.(s)  16,  115,  and  esp.  Zschokke,  D.  neutest. 
Emmaus  ['65]).  (c)  Kariet  el-'Enab  (or  Abu  Gosh),  to  the  S.  of 
el-Kubebeh,  about  66  stadia  from  Jerusalem  (cp  Williams,  Diet. 
Gk.  and  Rom.  Geog:,  Thomson  LBV)  534,  666  /  ;  and  see  JPh. 

4262).       Cp  KlRJATH-JEARIM,  §  2.  S.   A.  C. 

EMMER    (6MMHR    [A]),   i  Esd.  821  =  Ezra  1020. 

IMMER  ii. 

EMMERUTH  (eMMHpoyQ  [A],  etc.),  i  Esd.  624 
RV  =  Ezra  237,  IMMER  ii. ,  i. 

EMMOR  (e/v\MO>p  [Ti.  WH]),  Acts  7x6  AV,  RV 
HAMOR. 

ENAIM  (D^tt — i.e. ,  probably  '  place  of  a  fountain,' 
§§  101,  107,  cp  ENAN  ;  AINAN  [ADEL]),  mentioned 
only  in  Gen.  881421  RV  (AVm£-  Enajim),  where  AV 
following  Pesh. ,  Vg. ,  and  Targ.  (see  Spurrell's  note) 3 

1  See  KULON.     A  little  to  the  WSW.  is  Kastal,  whose  name 
also  bears  a  trace  of  a  former  Roman  encampment. 

2  It    is    interesting    to    recall    that,    according    to    Wilson, 
'  Kuloniyeh  was,  and  still  is,  a  place  to  which  the  inhabitants  of 
Jerusalem  went  out  for  recreation.' 

3  The  apoc.  Book  of  Jubilees  (chap.  41)  omits  the  name.  OSC2) 
(93  18  221 18)  follows  ©,  anim,  acetju. 
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treat  the  word  as  an  appellative,  '  an  open  place.  ' 
Enaim,  however,  is  obviously  a  place  ;  it  lay  between 
Adullam  and  Timnah,  and  is  the  Enarn  (cry  ;  rjvaein 
[AL],  fjuuavei  [B])  named  in  Josh.  1534  in  the  first  group 
of  towns  in  the  lowland  of  Judah.  The  fuller  form  of  the 
name  in  Gen.  and  Josh,  is  probably  Tappuah  of  Enaim 
(or,  of  Enam)  ;  see  TAPPUAH,  i,  and  NKPHTOAH.  The 
Talmud  mentions  a  place  called  Kefar  Enaim  (Pesik. 
Rab.  23),  and  here  and  elsewhere  distinctly  states  that 
Enaim  is  a  place-name,  on  the  authority  of  Rab  (Sota, 
10  a).  Conder's  identification  with  Kh.  Wady  'Alin 
does  not  suit  the  reference  in  Genesis.  T.  K.  C. 


ENAN   (P"1!?,   §    101,    cp    ENAIM,    HAZAR-ENAN  ; 
AINAN  [BAFY]). 

i.  Father  of  AHIRA  (Nu.'l  15  229  [ai^oc  A]  778  83  1027,  P). 
See  ANER,  i. 

ENASIBUS  (eNAc[e]lBoc  [BA]),  i  Esd.  934  =  Ezra 
1036,  ELIASHIB,  6. 

ENCAMPMENT  (Prvp),  Gen.  25  16  Ezek.  254  etc., 
RV;  see  CAMP,  §  i  ;  CATTLE,  §  i,  n.  2. 


ENCHANTER,  ENCHANTMENTS 

See  MAGIC,  §  3  ;  DIVINATION,  §  3. 


,  etc.). 


ENDIRONS  (D^DS?),  Ezek.  40  43  AVmsr-  See 
HOOK  (7). 

ENDOR  ("in  pi?  [Josh.  iS.],  "INI  pi?  [Ps.], 
ACNAcop  [BSARTL  ;  Euseb.],  eNAoopON  Jos.),  (a) 
Endor  appears  in  Josh.  17  "  (MT)among  those  Manassite 
towns  within  the  territory  of  Issachar  from  which  the 
Manassites  were  unable  to  expel  the  Canaanite  inhabit 
ants  ;  but  it  is  not  mentioned  in  (f§BAL  (unless  eSwp 
[fja.bmg.]  is  a  trace  of  the  name)  nor  in  the  ||  Judg.  127, 
and  has  evidently  slipped  into  MT  through  the  simi 
larity  of  the  name  to  that  of  Dor  (cp  Bennett,  SBOT, 
Josh.,  ad  loc.). 

(b)  Saul's  visit  to  the   witch    of  Endor   before  the 
battle  of  Gilboa  is  related  in   i  S.  285-25  (aeXdup  [B], 
vrjvSup  [A]).     Although  the  name    Endor  was  recog 
nised  in  the    fourth    century   A.D.    as   attaching    to    a 
large  village  4  R.  m.  S.  of  Tabor  (OS  259  70  ;  22625), 
and   though   this   fourth-century  name    still   lingers  at 
Endur,   a    miserable    village    on    the  N.   slope   of  the 
Nabi  Dahi,  the  question  arises  whether  the  narrator  of 
i  S.  287-25  did  not  mean  a  village  called   En-harod, 
close  to  the  fountain  spoken  of  in  Judg.  7  1.     The  true 
order  of  events  in  these  narratives  probably  is  :  (  i  )  the 
Philistines  muster  their  troops  at  Aphek  (in  Sharon),  and 
Achish  promises  to  take  David  with  him,   while  Saul 
musters  at  'En  Harod  (28  iff.  29  1);  (2)  Israel  encamps  in 
the  plain    of  Jezreel,    and    the   Philistines  send   David 
away,  etc.  (292-n  );  (3)  the  Philistines  penetrate  as  far 
as  Shunem  (284);    (4)  Saul  seeks  an  oracle  and  finds 
it  by  night  at  Endor  (283-25  ;  so  Budde).      Note  that  in 
i  S.  28s  it  is  said  that  Saul's  heart  'trembled  exceed 
ingly'  (mm  ;  cp  Harod)  ;  how  naturally  after  this,   if 
our  conjecture  is  right,  comes  the  speech  of  the  servants 
of  Saul  in  v.  ^  respecting  the  wise  woman  at  the  Well 
of  Trembling  (En-Harod)  !     Almost  certainly  '  En-dor  ' 
in  i  S.  28?  should  be  emended  as  proposed. 

(c)  In  Ps.  83  10  [n],  '  they  perished  at  Endor  '  does  not 
accord  with  the  mention  of  Sisera  and  Jabin.     '  At  Endor  ' 
(-|NT"jn)  is  obviously  corrupt.      The  context  requires 
'without    survivors,'    and   we    should    probably    read 
Tifc^j'Ki  :    v  and  N  are  liable  to  be  confounded  (Che. 
Ps.W).     Gratz's  conjecture  'at  the  fountain  of  Harod' 
(-nn  j'j?a),  adopted  by  Winckler  and  Wellhausen,  only  re 
moves  a  part  of  the  difficulty.    It  is  suggestive,  however. 
Formerly  Gratz  read  '  En-dor  '  for  '  En-harod  '  in  Judg. 
7  1,  and  <§BA's   'Endor'  in  i  S.  29  1  may  come  from 
'  En-harod  '  (see  HAROD,  WELL  OF,  2). 

The  village  of  Endur  (not  'Endur)  is  '  7  or  8  m.  from 
the  slopes  of  Gilboa,  partly  over  difficult  ground  '  (Grove- 
Wilson).  Nor  is  it  quite  beyond  question  that  there 
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was  a  place  called  Endor  in  pre-exilic  times.  There 
may  perfectly  well  have  been  two  spots  called  En-harod. 
The  fourth-century  village  of  Endor  may  have  owed  its 
name  to  a  corruption  of  the  text  of  i  Samuel. 

The  meaning  of  im  is  by  no  means  perspicuous,  and  the  con 
fusion  of  -INI  and  -nn  was  easy.  At  any  rate  we  need  not 
speculate  as  to  whether  one  of  the  caves  in  the  calcareous  cliff 
on  the  slope  of  which  Endur  stands,  was  the  scene  of  the  visit 
of  the  unhappy  Saul  to  the  wise  woman  (so  J.  L.  Porter,  in 
Kitto's  Bib.  Cyc.  s.v.  '  Endor  ').  What  '  Harod  '  really  means  is 
uncertain  (cp  HARODITE).  Perhaps  we  should  read  Ador  (-ITIN), 
from  which  -|jn  ICP  '  Dor  ']  would  come  even  more  easily  than 
from  -nn-  T.  K.  C. 


EN-EGLAIM  (Dtf  pi?,  'fountain  of  Eglaim'  = 
Eglam,  —  i.e.,  '  calf  -  place  '?  on  form  of  name,  see 
NAMKS,  §§  101,  104,  107)  ;  eNAr^AeiM  [BA], 
AiN&r&AeiAA  LQ]  •  ENGALLIM],  one  of  the  two  points 
between  which  fishing  in  the  former  '  Salt  Sea  '  was  to 
be  carried  on  when  Ezekiel's  vision  was  fulfilled  (Ezek. 
47  10).  Since  the  vision  relates  to  the  land  W.  of  the 
Jordan,  and  the  other  point  mentioned  is  En-gedi,  we 
naturally  look  for  En-eglaim  near  the  influx  of  the 
Jordan  into  the  Dead  Sea.  At  present,  the  salt  water 
and  the  fresh  intermingle  some  way  above  the  mouth  of 
the  river,  and  fish  that  are  carried  down  are  thrown  up 
dead  on  the  beach  (cp  DEAD  SEA,  §  4).  It  will  there 
fore  be  in  the  spirit  of  the  vision  if,  with  Tristram 
(Bible  Places,  p.  93)  we  identify  En-eglaim  with  'Ain 
Hajleh  about  i  hr.  from  the  N.  shore  of  the  Dead  Sea, 
which  is  regarded  by  the  Bedouins  as  the  best  fountain 
in  the  Ghor.  It  is  hardly  too  bold  to  emend  the  text 
and  read  for  Eglaim,  Hoglah  (n*?jn)  ;  see  BETH-HOGLAH. 

T.  K.  C. 

ENEMESSAR  (eNe/v\ecc&p[oc]  [BXA],  SALMAN- 
ASAR,  Tob.  12  13  15/1  ;  a  corruption  of  SHALMANESER 
(which  the  Syr.  reads). 

ENENIUS,  RV  Eneneus  (CNHNIOC  [BA])  i  Esd. 
5s  =  Neh.  7?,  NAHAMANI. 

ENGADDI  (Ecclus.  24  14,  AY).     See  EN-GEDI,  n. 

EN-GANNIM  (D^l  pi?,—  *.<?.,  '  fountain  of  gardens,' 
§  101. 

i.  A  city  in  the  first  group  of  towns  in  the  lowland 
of  Judah  (Josh.  1534  adiaBaei/j.  [A],  if  we  follow  the 
Hebrew  order  ;  but  this  really  represents  D'TVij?  oft/.  36; 
rjyovveifj.  [L],  <5B  apparently  t\oi'0w0,  unless  this  form 
represents  Tappuah)  ;  according  to  Clermont-Ganneau, 
the  modern  Umm  Jina,  W.  of  Beth-shemesh.  Jerome 
and  Eusebius  (0,512126,  Engannim  ;  25966,  Hvyav- 
vifj.}  say  '  now  a  village  near  Bethel.  ' 

2.  A  Levitical  town  of  Issachar  (Josh.  19  21,  ituv 
/ecu  ronfJMV  [B],  -rjvyavvi/j,  [A],  iayavvei/j.  [L]  ;  21  29, 
irriyijv  ypa.fj.jj-a.Tuv  [BAL],1  Trrjyrjv  ya.vvi.fj.  [Aq.  Sm. 
Th.]).  The  parallel  passage  in  i  Ch.  673  [58]  has 
ANEM  (opy,  ava/j.  [A],  aivav  [L],  B  om.  v.  )  which 
seems  to  be  a  mere  corruption  (Be.,  Ki.  ).  There  is 
mentioned  in  Egyptian  texts  a  place  called  Kina  (  WMM 
As.  u.  Eur.  174),  which  Budde  (differing  from  Miiller) 
would  identify  with  En-gannim  (see  HEBER,  i).  In 
Am.  Tab.  164  17  21,  we  find  a  district  called  Gina. 
En-gannim  is  the  Tivdri,  Tr)fj.a,  or  Tivaia  of  Josephus 
(BJ  \\\.  84  and  elsewhere),  on  the  frontier  of  Galilee, 
and,  though  no  ruins  of  the  ancient  place  are  still  left, 
we  can  hardly  doubt  that  it  is  the  modern  Jentn* 
This  is  a  large  and  picturesque  village  17  m.  N.  from 
Shechem,  at  the  entrance  of  a  valley  which  opens  into 
the  plain  of  Esdraelon.  The  slopes  at  the  foot  of  which 
it  lies  are  covered  with  plantations  of  olive  trees  and 
fig  trees,  and  the  houses  of  the  village  are  surrounded 
with  gardens  fenced  by  hedges  of  cactus.  A  few  palm 
trees  add  to  the  charm  of  the  place.  The  secret  of  this 

1  Apparently  reading  1BD  ]']!.      Compare  71-0X15   yp<my.a.Tiav 

(i.e.,  nso  mp)  in  Josh.  1649  for  KIRJATH-SANNAH. 

2  Stade's  spelling  Jennin  is  less  accurate,  and  his  doubt  as  to 
the  reading  En-gannim  seems  unnecessary  (GK/1  542). 
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luxuriance  is  a  spring,  or  rather  torrent,  which  rises  in 
the  hills  behind  the  village  and  sends  its  waters  in 
many  rivulets  to  fertilise  the  gardens  and  meadows,  and 
at  last  disappears  in  the  undulating  plain  of  Esdraelon. 
The  name  of  the  place  was  therefore  well  chosen,  and 
the  author  of  the  ancient  song  (Cant.  4 12-15)  might 
almost  have  been  thinking  of  En-gannim  when  he  made 
the  newly-married  husband  liken  his  fair  young  wife  to 
a  '  garden '  and  a  '  fountain  of  gardens '  (o'|_a  ]'yn). 
The  historical  associations  of  Jenin  are  scanty.  It  is 
hardly  probable  that  the  '  fountain  in  Jezreel '  referred 
to  in  i  S.  29 1  is  the  great  fountain  of  En-gannim, 
'Jezreel'  being  intended  for  the  whole  district  (GASm. 
HG,  402)  ;  see  HAROD,  2  ;  but  most  scholars  (not, 
however,  Conder)  agree  in  identifying  BETH-HAGGAN 
(q.v. ),  in  the  direction  of  which  Ahaziah  fled  from  Jehu, 
with  Jenin,  and  therefore  with  En-gannim.  Josephus 
(Ant.  xx.  6 1  BJ  ii.  12s)  describes  a  fatal  dispute 
between  the  Galilasan  pilgrims  to  Jerusalem  and  the 
Samaritans  which  took  place  at  Ttvdij,  '  a  village  of  the 
Samaritans,'  and  thereby  illustrates  the  unfriendly  re 
ception  accorded  to  Jesus  in  just  such  a  village  (Lk. 
952^).  T.  K.  c. 

EN-GEDI  (H|  fl?  [so  also  outside  pause,  Ezek. 
47 10  for  "HI  'V], — i.e.,  '  fountain  of  the  kid,'  §§101, 104  ; 
6NrAAA[e]l  [BXAC]),  the  modern  'Ain  Jidl  (overlook 
ing  the  western  shore  of  the  Dead  Sea),  680  ft.  below 
sea-level,  and  612  ft.  above  that  of  the  lake.  'The 
beautiful  fountain  bursts  forth  at  once  a  fine  stream 
upon  a  narrow  terrace  or  shelf  of  the  mountain.'  It 
was,  and  is,  a  spot  of  rich  vegetation  in  a  severely 
desolate  wilderness.  Its  vineyards  and  henna  flowers 
are  referred  to  in  Cant.  1  14,  whilst  an  allusion  to  its 
palm-trees  is  preserved  in  its  alternative  name, 
HAZAZON-TAMAK  (q.v. )  in  Gen.  14?  2Ch.  202,  and 
also  in  Ecclus.  24 14  ( '  I  was  exalted  like  a  palm  tree  in 
Engaddi').1  Hazazon  may  be  connected  with  the 
modern  Wddy  Hasaseh,  up  which  runs  one  of  the  main 
roads  from  Engedi  to  the  interior  (cp  2  Ch.  20 16,  and 
see  Ziz,  ASCENT  OF).  Engedi  was  one  of  the  scenes 
of  the  wanderings  of  David  (i  S.  23 29  [24 1]  ya5Si  [L]). 
The  cave  which  plays  a  part  in  this  narrative  is  de 
scribed  as  being  not  at  Engedi,  but  somewhere  in  the 
wilderness.  In  the  oasis  itself  the  present  writer  found 
only  insignificant  caves  ;  but  Tristram  mentions  in  the 
neighbourhood  '  a  fairy  grotto  of  vast  size. '  The 
'  strongholds '  which  David  and  his  men  inhabited 
must  have  lain  about  the  fountain  ;  the  narrow  shelf 
could  be  easily  made  impregnable,  and  it  is  here  that 
most  of  the  ruins  are  scattered.  Solomon  appears  to 
have  fortified  Engedi  ;  for  the  MT  of  i  K.  9 18  reads 
'  Tamar '  [Kt.]  (not  Tadmor  [Kr.])  '  in  the  wilderness  in 
the  land(?)'  (cp  Josh.  156i/  avKadrjs  [B],  t)i>yaS5i  [A], 
ayyaddei  [L],  '  in  the  wilderness  .  .  .  En-gedi').  It  was 
worthy  of  fortification,  for  it  commands  one  of  the  roads 
from  the  Dead  Sea  Valley  to  the  interior  of  Judah,  and 
by  it  the  Edomite  invasion  of  Judah  seems  to  have  been 
made  in  the  reign  of  Jehoshaphat  (2  Ch.  20,  evyaSfi 
[B],  eyyaSdi  [L]).  It  is  mentioned  once,  if  not  thrice,  in 
Ezekiel's  vision  of  the  renovated  land  (Ezek.  47  10,  ivya.8- 
eiv  [B],  evyaSd.  [Aj,  aivyaSai/jt,  [Q] ;  see  TAMAR,  i. ). 
Josephus  praises  its  fertility,  especially  its  palms  and 
balsam  (Ant.  ix.  1  2),  and  says  it  was  the  centre  of  a  top- 
archy  under  the  Romans  (BJ  iii.  3  5)  ;  but  Pliny  omits  it  in 
his  list  of  the  toparchies  (HN5  1470).  To  Pliny  it  was 
known  as  Engadda,  a  place  supplied  with  palm-groves 
and  a  centre  of  the  Essenes  (//7V5i5[i7]).  It  is 
mentioned  by  Ptolemy  (v.  168).  In  the  fourth  century, 
according  to  Eusebius  and  Jerome,  it  was  still  '  a  very 
large  village,  whence  opobalsamum  was  obtained ' 
OS  119 15  2546;)  'and  with  vines'  (Epit.  Paulae,  xii.). 

1  This  particularly  apt  parallel  is  spoilt  by  RV,  which  follows 
©BA  in  reading  tv  aiyioAois  (as  against  ev  cvyaSSoit  Nc-a,  Pesh. , 
and  presupposed  by  Vg.),  and  renders  '  I  was  exalted  like  a 
palm  tree  on  the  sea  shore.' 
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During  the  Crusades  there  were  vineyards  held  by  a 
convent  under  Hebron  (Rey,  Colonies  Franques  en 
Syrie,  384),  and  to  these  times  probably  belong  most 
of  the  ruins.  The  site  was  recovered  by  Robinson  in 
1838  ;  it  is  held  and  cultivated  by  the  Rushaideh  Arabs  ; 
but  there  are  now  neither  palms  nor  vines.  The  great 
staircase  —  for  no  other  name  adequately  expresses  the 
steepness  of  the  ascent  from  the  spring  to  the  plateau  — 
is  hard  for  beasts  of  burden,  and  the  camel-drivers  who 
bring  salt  from  Jebel  Usdum  prefer  to  go  farther  N. 
before  turning  up  to  Jerusalem. 

For  further  description  see  Robinson,  BR  l^y^ff.  ',  Lynch, 
Narr.,  282;  Tristram,  Land  of  Israel,  286;  Conder,  Tent  Work, 
new  ed.  265^  ;  Bad.*3),  200  ;  GASm.  HG,  269/1  G.  A.  S. 

ENGINE  (p3B>n,  lit.  'invention,'  from  3KT1,  see 
Eccles.  729),  in  the  expression  'engines  invented  by 
cunning  men'  pt^'lil  n^BTUp  JTOhtpH,  MHXANAC 
M6MHXANeYMeNAC  AOflCTOY  [BA],  M.  M.  AOflC- 
MOIC  [L]),  diversi  generis  machinas),  to  denote  contriv 
ances  for  hurling  stones  and  arrows,  2  Ch.  26  15  ;  see 
SIEGE. 

For  the  i^p  <nD  (AV  'engines  of  war,'  RV  'battering 
engines')  of  Ezek.  26  9  1  and  the  n^D  (EV  'mount,'  AVmg. 
'engine  of  shot')  of  Jer.  66  8224  Ezek.  268  (28.2015,  AV 
'  bank  '),  see  also  SIEGE. 


ENGRAVE  (PinS,  Ex.  28  n  Zech.  39,  etc., 
2  Cor.  87);  Engraver  (J3N  tthn,  Ex.  28  u,  etc.);  Engraving 
rnfi3  Ex.28n,  etc.);  or  GRAVE  (nnS,  iK.  736  2  Ch.  21487, 
EV  ;  asn,  Job  19  24  ;  npn,  Is.  49  16  ;  ppn,  Is.  22  16  ;  ehn,  Jer. 
17  i  ;  mn,  Ex.  32  16  [all  EV]);  GRAVING  (rnns,  Ex.396  AV, 
Zech.  3  9  2  Ch.  2  14  EV  ;  nij£j3D  [plu.],  i  K.  7  31  EV)  ;  GRAVING 
TOOL  (B^n),  Ex.  324.  See  HANDICRAFTS,  SEAL,  WRIT 
ING,  and  on  GRAVEN  IMAGE  (70S),  see  IDOL,  §  i  d. 

EN-HADDAH  (PHPI  }T,  §§  99.  101  ;  HNAAAA  [A], 
AN.  [L],  AIMAR6K  [B]),  in  the  territory  of  Issachar 
(Josh.  192if),  apparently  not  far  from  En-gannim 
(Jenin}.  The  identifications  with  the  mod.  KefrAdhan, 
to  the  W.  of  Jenin  (Conder),  or  with  'Ain  Judeide,  on  the 
E.  side  of  Mt.  Gilboa  (Kn.  ),  assume  the  accuracy  of 
MT.  For  '  spring  of  Haddah  '  J  we  should  perhaps  read 
'  Spring  of  Harod  '  (mn  for  mn),  the  most  probable 
site  of  which,  'Ainjdlfid,  is  nearly  10  m.  NNE.  from 
Jenin.  See  HAROD.  s.  A.  c. 

EN-HAKKORE  (tOiprrfW,  §§  101,  104  —  i.e., 
'  spring  of  the  partridge,'  but,  in  the  legend,  '  spring  of 
the  caller';  nHfH  TOY  eiriKAAOYMeNOY  P*],  TT- 
erriKAHTOC  [AL]),  the  name  of  a  fountain  in  Lehi 
(Judg.  ISiSig).  Identifications  of  the  site  are  fanciful 
(see  LEHI). 

EN-HAZOR  pi¥n  |W,  §  101  ;  rmrH  ACOR  [BA], 
-cop  KAI  leccop  [L])-  a  fenced  city  of  Naphtali  (Josh. 
19  37),  possibly  to  be  identified  with  Hazireh  to  the  W. 
of  Kedesh  (but  see  Guerin,  Galil.  2n8).  The  name, 
Hazor,  however,  is  not  uncommon  in  Upper  Galilee  ; 
see  HAZOR,  i. 

EN-MISHPAT  (BBKip  |W,  §  101),  Gen.  14  7.  See 
KADESH  i.  ,  §  2. 

ENNATAN  (CNNATAN  [BA]),  i  Esd.  844  RV  = 
Ezra8i6,  ELNATHAN,  2. 

ENOCH  (ifOn,  ^in  ;  CNOOX  [ADEL  and  Ti.  WH], 
HENOCH).  The  name  of  the  best-known  Enoch  seems 
to  be  distinct  from  the  names  of  2  and  3.  It  has 
probably  a  Babylonian  origin  (see  CAINITES,  §  6), 
though  to  a  Hebrew  ear  it  suggested  the  meanings  of 
'  dedication"  and  '  instruction.'  2 

i.  A  hero  or  patriarch  mentioned  in  Gen.  ±17  f. 
[L  cvws  in  both  w.~\  6181921-24  (i  Ch.  13);  also  in 
Ezekiel  (emended  text),  in  the  Apocrypha,  and  in  the 

1  Gesenius's  interpretation  of  flin,  'sharp'  —  i.e.,    'rapid'  — 
must  be  deemed  improbable. 

2  See  CATECHISE,  DEDICATE,     -jjn  and  its  derivatives,  how 
ever,  are  found  only  in  late  passages. 
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NT.  It  is  shown  elsewhere  (see  CAINITES,  §  6,  NOAH) 
that  Enoch  played  a  great  part  in  a  legend  of  which 
fragments  alone  remain.  Confirmations  of  this  view 
will  be  supplied  presently. 

The  Genesis  -  passages  need  no  further  comment  ; 
but  the  restoration  of  Enoch  in  passages  of  Ezekiel  is 
R"M°  i  *°°  'nterest'nS  t°  t*6  passed  over.  In 
refereS  }*T  of  Ezek.  14 ,4-.  Noah  Daniel,  and 
'  Job  appear  as  proverbial  for  their 
righteousness,  and  in  Ezek.  283  the  prince  of  Tyre  is 
said,  poetically,  to  be  wiser,  and  to  have  more  insight 
into  secrets,  than  Daniel.  This  strikes  one  as  strange. 
The  personage  referred  to  should  be  a  hero  of  legend, 
and  would  most  naturally  be  of  the  same  cycle  as  Noah. 
The  name  Daniel,  however,  is  not  at  all  suggestive  of  this. 
The  type  is  not  ancient,  in  spite  of  the  occurrence  of 
Daniel  in  i  Ch.  3i  as  the  name  of  a  son  of  David  (the 
reading  is  corrupt,  see  DANIEI,  i.  4).  It  is  extremely 
probable  that  the  name  was  introduced  into  Ezekiel  by 
a  mistake  similar  to  that  which  has  been  conjectured  in 
Gen.  222  (see  ISAAC,  §  2  ;  MORIAH).  The  name  is  spelt 
not  *?N>n  but  Sxri ;  this  must  surely  be  a  misreading  of 
•]N:n — i-t. ,  Hanak  (Enoch).  This  acute  suggestion 
is  due  to  HaleVy  (ItEJ\b  20  f. ).  It  is  supported  by 
the  discovery  of  the  true  text  of  Ecclus.  44 14  (see 
below),  and  supplies  fresh  material  for  the  criticism  of 
Daniel  and  Job,  and  the  exegesis  of  Ezekiel  (cp  Expositor, 
July  1897,  p.  23). 

We  pass  now  to  the  NT  passages.  The  notice  in 
the  genealogy  in  Lk.  837,  and  the  description  of  Enoch 
as  the  '  seventh  from  Adam '  in  Jude  14,  need  not 
detain  us.  Note,  however,  that  the  description  in  Jude 
is  borrowed  from  Enoch  60  8,  and  is  followed  by  a  quota 
tion  (v.  14  / )  from  Enoch  1 9  64  27  2.  Heb.  11s 
mentions  Enoch's  '  translation  '  (^Tertdr) ;  translatus 
est),  and  refers  to  Gen.  5  22  24  in  @ADEL's  rendering 
furiptffr-rjffe  ry  6e£  as  by  implication  a  testimony  to 
Enoch's  faith,  'for  without  faith  it  is  impossible  to 
please  [God].'  The  translation  of  Enoch  is  also  twice 
mentioned  by  Sirach  (Ecclus.  44 16  np^[']l.  nerer^d-rj  ; 
49  14  dvt\ri/j.(f>d-rj  [A  fj.eTfTtOr)']  curb  rijs  7175  ;  cp  <SBAL, 
2  K.  2 10  d.va\afj.j3av6/j,fvov  =  rip1?,  v.  n  dveXij/u.^ij  = 
Vjn,  also  Mk.  16  19  etc).  Ecclus.  49 14  merely  extols  the 
unique  destiny  of  Enoch;  but  44 16,  after  stating  that 
he  was  'taken,'  adds  the  notable  phrase  njn  nix. 
The  Syriac  version  omits  the  whole  verse,  the  Greek 
instead  of  '  an  example  of  knowledge '  gives  inr6Setyfj.a 
HfTavolas  'an  example  of  repentance,"  as  if  nawn  ni« 
(cp  Heb.  4  ii,  vwodfiy/na  airfideias).  Noldeke  suggests 
reading  tvvola.s  for  /ueracofas  (see  also  ECCLESIASTICUS, 
§  7  (^),  n. ) ;  but  the  Greek  translator  may  have  drawn  the 
same  uncritical  inference  from  Gen.  622  ('  Enoch  walked 
with  God  after  he  begat  Methuselah ' )  which  was  drawn  by 
some  of  the  later  Rabbis 1  (see  the  sayings  quoted  in  Ber. 
Rabba,  25  ;  Wiinsche,  nzf. ),  and  seems  to  have  arisen 
out  of  hostility  to  the  Book  of  Enoch,  rijn,  however, 
seems  to  mean  'wisdom'  (Prov.  1727);  the  writer 
must  surely  have  heard  the  tradition  of  Enoch's  wisdom 
alluded  to  (as  has  been  shown)  in  Ezek.  283,  and  largely 
developed  by  subsequent  writers. 

We  have  thus  found  that  the  later  belief  in  Enoch's 
wisdom  is  traceable  in  Ecclesiasticus  and  even  in 
Ezekiel.  The  '  Secrets  of  Enoch '  (a  phrase  used  as  the 

1  For  parallels  see  ENOS  (i.,  end),  NOAH  (end).  The  Alex 
andrian  scholars  seem  to  have  interpreted  Knoch's  supposed  moral 
crisis  in  a  good  sense  (cp  Philo,  De  Abrah.,  §  3);  those  of 
Palestine  (so  Frankel)  in  a  bad,  as  if  Enoch  were  on  the  point 
of  repenting  of  his  former  pious  life  when  God  in  mercy  '  took  ' 
him.  In  Wisd.  4 10-14,  however,  nothing  is  said  of  Enoch's 
repentance  or  change  of  life  ;  '  he  was  caught  away  (r/pirayrt), 
lest  wickedness  should  change  his  understanding  '  (irvvetriv), 
where  the  '  wickedness  '  is  that  of  Enoch's  contemporaries.  See 
Edersheim  on  Ecclus.  I.e.  \  Frankel,  Einflvss  der  paldstin. 
Exegese  ('51),  44  /.  ;  Geiger,  Urschrift^  198  ;  Drummond, 
Philo  Judceus,  2  323  ;  and,  on  the  connection  of  the  antipathy 
of  certain  rabbis  to  Enoch,  Hal.  REJ,  14  21.  Cp  also 
APOCALYPTIC,  §  10  n.  i. 
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title  of  an  apocryphal  book,  see  APOCALYPTIC,  §  33^) 

receive  their  first  record  in  an  exilic  prophet,  and  the 

...        prophetic  recorder  even  takes  it  for  granted 

',  ..  ,  that  Enoch's  story  is  well  known  in 
Phoenicia.  That  the  later  belief  is  not  a 
mere  accretion  on  the  older  Enoch-story  will  be  plain 
to  those  who  recognise  the  solar  origin  of  the  original 
hero  ;  a  child  of  the  '  all-seeing '  sun  must  be  wise  as 
well  as  pious.  At  the  same  time  speculative  inferences 
must  be  largely  responsible  for  the  details  of  the  later 
beliefs. 

To  this  subject  we  now  address  ourselves.  It  was  the  belief 
of  the  later  Jews,  adopted  by  Christians  and  Mohammedans 
(Eus.  Pra-p.  Ev.  917;  d'Herbelot,  Or.  Bibl.  1  624/),  that  Enoch 
invented  writing,  arithmetic,  and  astronomy.  The  Book  of 
Jubilees  says,  '  He  was  the  first  among  men  who  learned  writing 
and  knowledge  and  wisdom,  and  who  wrote  down  the  signs  of 
heaven  according  to  the  order  of  the  months  in  a  book.  And 
he  was  with  the  angels  of  God  these  six  jubilees  of  years,  and 
they  showed  him  everything  on  earth  and  in  the  heavens.  And 
he  was  taken  from  among  the  children  of  men,  and  we  conducted 
him  into  the  Garden  of  Eden  in  majesty  and  honour  '  (Chap.  4, 
Charles's  transl.).  Very  similar  statements  are  made  in  Enoch 
(note  the  phrase  'scribe  of  righteousness,'  124);  probably  the 
writers  of  both  books  drew  from,  and  amplified,  a  still  living 
tradition  (see  CAINITES,  j}§  2,  6).  It  will  be  noticed  that  Enoch's 
translation,  according  to  Jubilees  (cp  Enoch  VOi  60s;  cp 
Charles's  note),  is  to  Paradise.  This  reminds  us  of  the  story 
of  Par(?)-napistim  (DELUGE,  g  2).  The  Palestinian  Targum, 
however,  says  that  Enoch  'ascended  to  the  firmament.'  This 
agrees  with  the  story  of  the  hero  Etana,  who  was  carried  to  the 
heaven  of  Anu  by  an  eagle  (ETHAN,  i).  The  Targum  also 
states  that  Enoch's  name  was  called  '  Metatron,  the  great 
writer.'  Now  the  Metatron,1  as  the  divine  secretary,  sits  in 
God's  inner  chamber,  where,  acccording  to  Enoch  14i4/,  not 
even  Enoch  can  presume  to  enter.  Enoch,  then,  grew  in  honour 
as  time  went  on.  Mohammed,  too,  declares  of  Idris  (the  '  in 
structed  ')  that  he  was  '  a  confessor,  a  prophet,'  and  that  God 
'  raised  him  to  a  lofty  place  '  (Koran,  Sur.  19s?). 

The  early  Church  was  not  behindhand  in  its  respect 
for  the  patriarch.  It  regarded  him,  for  instance,  as 
one  of  the  two  witnesses  2  of  whom  such  great  things  are 
said  in  Rev.  11,  who  finally  '  went  up  to  heaven  in  the 
cloud.'  That  some  share  in  the  accomplishment  of 
God's  purposes  should  be  allotted  to  those  who  had 
left  the  earth  long  ago  without  tasting  death,  seemed 
natural.  The  other  '  witness'  was  Elijah,  and  in  Enoch 
70 1  the  '  translation  '  of  Enoch  is  described  in  terms 
suggested  by  2  K.  2  n.  In  fact,  the  same  idea  underlies 
the  traditions  of  the  disappearance  of  both  personages 
(cp  Che.  OPs.  383).  Why  Noah,  who  was  equal  in 
piety  to  Enoch,  was  not  also  said  to  have  been  translated, 
is  a  problem  on  which  criticism  has  been  able  to  throw 
some  light  (see  CAINITES,  §  6 ;  NOAH).  On  the 
composite  Book  of  Enoch,  see  ApocALYFnc  LITERA 
TURE,  §  i8/: 

2.  The  third  son  of  Midian,  Gen.  25 4  (EV  'Hanoch'),  I  Ch. 
1 33  (AV  '  Henoch,'  RV  '  Hanoch  '). 

3.  The  eldest  son  of  Reuben  (EV  'Hanoch'),  Gen.  46 9  Ex. 
(i  14  Nu.  26  5  i  Ch.  63.     Not  improbably  ofi'shoots  of  the  Midian- 
itish  clan  of  Enoch  became  Israelitish.     The  name  can  hardly 
be  connected  with  (i).     Kn.  compares  that  of  the  village  called 
Hanakiya  by  I5urckhardt  (Trav.  in  Arab.  2396),  and   Hena- 
kiyeh   by   Doughty  (Ar.   Des.  2183185),  which   formerly  be 
longed,  says  the  latter,  to  the  great  nomad  tribe  of  el-'Anezy. 
It  is  not  far  to  the  NE.  of  Medina.  T.  K.  C. 

ENOS,  or  rather  (so  RV)Enosh(£'1  JN,  'man';  6N60C 
[BADEL]).  Son  of  Seth,  and  grandson  of  Adam  (Gen. 
4  26  5  7  9- 1 1  i  Ch.  1 1  Lk.  SsSf).  '  It  was  he  who  began  to 
call  on  the  name  of  Yah  we '  ((§,  Vg. ,  B.  Jub.  ;  so  We., 
reading  Srn  ni) — i.e. ,  Enos  introduced  forms  of  worship. 
He  is  thus  represented  as  the  first  and  greatest  of 
founders,  worthy  to  be  the  father  of  a  city-builder  (see 
CAINITES,  §  3).  This  tradition  cannot,  however,  be 
very  ancient.  Early  myths  always  ascribe  forms  of 
worship  to  the  teaching  of  a  god  ;  cp  the  statement  (see 
CAINITES,  §  3)  that  Marduk  erected  the  temples,  and 
the  epithet  given  to  the  Moon-god,  mukin  nindabe, 
'  appointer  of  sacrifices '  (4  R.  9  33  ;  see  Del.  Ass. 
HIVB,  s.v.  'nindabu').  Enos,  therefore  (a  name  that  is 
merely  a  synonym  of  Adam,  'man'),  which  Hommel 

1  See  Weber,  Altsynag.  Pal.  Theof.,  iji/.  (ed.  2,  p.  178^). 

2  See  e.g.,  Jerome,  Ep.  ad  Marcellatit ;  Aug.  De  Gen.  ad 
lit.  96. 
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traces  to  the  Amelon  (  =Bab.  ami!,  '  man  ')  of  Berossus, 
must  have  been  substituted  for  some  other  name.  On 
the  original  position  of  Gen.  4  as/,  see  CAINITES,  §  12. 
The  MT  reading,  Sm,1  IN,  is  '  possibly  '  (DL),  if  not  certainly, 
to  be  rendered  'Then  was  profaned,'  the  object  being  to  avoid 
contradiction  of  the  statement  in  Ex.  6  3  (P).  Such  a  phrase, 
however,  as  'jnin  with  IK  is  unparalleled  in  the  Genesis  narratives. 
7(1.1,  'began,'  occurs  again  in  9 20  108,  where,  it  is  true,  accord 
ing  to  R.  Simon  (Ber.  robba  23),  it  has  the  sense  of  profanation. 
The  alteration  of  7rn  into  ?ron  involved  a  disparagement  of 
Enos  similar  to  that  inflicted  upon  ENOCH  (§  i,  end)  and  NOAH 
([.,  end)  in  certain  circles.  According  to  an  Aggada,  in  the 
time  of  this  patriarch,  and  in  that  of  Cain,  the  sea  flooded  a 
great  tract  of  land  (Ber.  rabbet,  as  above).  The  same  extra 
ordinary  view  of  7l"fln  is  implied  in  Tg.  Onk.  and  Jon.  and  is 
adopted  by  Rashi.  T.  K.  C. 

EN-RIMMON  (ftt-n  pi?,  §  95,  '  fountain  of  Rimmon  ' 
— i.e. ,  the  god  Ramman  [see  RIMMON  i. ]  ;  pe/WMCON 
[BAL]),  mentioned  in  a  list  of  Judahite  villages  (EZRA  ii. 
§  5  M.  §  15  E1]  «).  Neh-  H29  (peMMiON  [Nc-a<me->], 
BA  omit),  but  also  referred  to  in  Josh.  15  32  (Ain  and 
Rimmon;  eptOMCoe  [B],  AIN  KAI  peMMON  [L]),  19? 
(epeMMCON  [B],  AIN  KAI  pe/v\MC00  [A])  and  i  Ch.  432 
(Ain,  Rimmon,  eNp-  [L]),  Zech.  14io  ( '  from  Geba  to 
Rimmon,  south  of  Jerusalem  ').  En-rimmon  is  the 
'Epe/ot/3wi'  or  Eremmon  of  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS 
25692;  1206),  described  by  them  as  a  'very  large 
village'  16  m.  S.  from  Eleutheropolis.  It  is  usually 
>  identified  with  modern  Umm  er-rumdmin,  9  m.  N. 
of  Beersheba.  Zech.  14 10,  however,  suggests  that  it 
lay  farther  to  the  S.  Elsewhere  (HAZAR-ADAR)  it  is 
suggested  that  Azmon,  a  place  on  the  extreme  S.  of 
Judah  (Nu.  344/.  Josh.  154)  is  a  corruption  of  En- 
rimmon,  and  that  this  is  represented  by  the  once  highly 
cultivated  el-'Aujeh  in  the  Wady  Hanein,  called  by  Arab 
tradition  a  'valley  of  gardens  '  (E.  H.  Palmer). 

EN-ROGEL  (Vri  pl>,  §  101;  TTHI-H  pcofHA  [BAL], 
H  p.  [B  in  i  K.  19],  H  TTHYH  TOY  P-  CL  in  2  S.  i  K.]), 
a  famous  land-mark  near  Jerusalem.  It  was  the  hiding- 
place  of  David's  spies,  Jonathan  and  Ahimaaz  (2  S. 
17i7),  and  lay  close  to  the  stone  ZOHELETH  where 
Adonijah  held  a  sacrificial  feast  when  he  attempted  to 
assert  his  claims  to  the  throne  (i  K.I 9).  In  later 
times  it  was  one  of  the  boundary  marks  between  Judah 
and  Benjamin  (Josh.  15?  18  16).  The  obviously  sacred 
character  of  the  spring  (cp  also  GIHON  [i],  i  K.  138) 
suggests  that  it  is  the  same  as  the  Dragon  Well  of 
Neh.  2 13  (cp  DRAGON,  §  ^g;  but  see  ZOHELETH). 
There  can  be  little  doubt  of  its  antiquity,  and  it  may 
well  have  been  a  sacred  place  in  pre-Israelite  times. 
The  meaning  of  the  name  and  its  identification  are 
uncertain. 

The  interpretation  '  Fuller's  Well  '  does  not  bear  the  mark 
of  antiquity,  and  is  rightly  omitted  in  G«.(13) ;  Wl,  'fuller,' 
is  nowhere  else  found  in  biblical  Hebrew  (see  FULLER, 
ROGELIM).  It  is  probable  that,  like  Zuheleth,  the  original 
name  had  some  sacred  or  mythic  significance. 

Two  identifications  of  the  place  have  met  with  considerable 
favour  :  (i)  the  Virgin's  fountain  ('Ain  Sitti  Maryam),  now  'Ain 
Umm  ed-Deraj,  'the  only  real  spring  close  to  Jerusalem,' 
exactly  opposite  to  which  lies  ez-Zehweleh,  perhaps  Zoheleth 
(Clermpnt-Gaimeau,  PEFQ  1869-70,  p.  253)  ;  and (2)  Bir-Eyyub, 
otherwise  known  as  the  Well  of  Nehemiah,  at  the  junction  of 
the  W.  er-Rababi  and  Kedron  (Robinson,  BRV)  1  332).  Against 
(2)  (which  has  found  recent  support  in  H.  P.  Smith,  Sam.,  and 
15enz.,  Kings)  it  is  urged  that  Bir-Eyyub  is  a  well,  not  a  spring,1 
that  it  lies  too  far  from  ex-Zehweleh,  that  it  is  in  full  view  of 
the  city,  and  does  not  suit  the  context  of  2  S.  17  17,  and  that 
its  antiquity  is  uncertain.  The  chief  points  in  favour  of  (i) 
(which  Baed.(3)  identifies  with  GIHON  [i])  are  :  its  antiquity  (cp 
CONDUITS,  §  4)  and  the  evidence  of  Jos.  (Ant.  vii.  144),  who 
places  the  well  in  the  royal  gardens.2  Other  arguments  based 
upon  the  fact  that  in  later  times  the  well  was  used  by  fullers 
are  necessarily  precarious.  S.  A.  C. 

*  H.  P.  Smith,  however,  observes  that  water  flows  into  the 
well,  sometimes  coming  over  the  top,  so  that  it  might  readily 
be  called  a  spring  (Sam.  354). 

2  The  identification  of  En-rogel  with  epwyrj  (Ant.  ix.  10  4  ; 
see  Grove,  Smith's  DB(Zf)  seems  difficult ;  the  reading  is  sub 
stantially  the  same  in  all  MSS  (see  Niese),  and  appears  to  be 
based  upon  ajroppij-yn/fit  which  follows. 
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ENROLMENT  (&norpA<t>H,  Lk.  2  2  Acts  5  37,  AV 
•taxing');  '  to  be  enrolled'  (ATTorPA<J>ec9Al  ;  Lk. 
2135,  AV  'taxed';  Heb.  1223,  AV  'written';  cp 
3  Mace.  4  15).  See  QUIRINIUS,  TAXATION. 

RV  has  '  enrolled  '  also  in  i  Tim.  69  ((caraAe'yo/xai,  AV  '  taken 
into  the  number')  and  in  2  Tim.  2  4,  o-TpaToAo-ye'u  ('enrolled  him 
as  a  soldier,'  AV  '  chosen  him  to  be  a  soldier  '). 


EN-SHEMESH  (K>DB>   pl>,    '  fountain  of  the  sun,'  J 

§§  9,  15;  josh.  157  [TTH]THC  H\IOY  [BAL];  1817 

TTHTHN  BAI0CAMYC  [B],  TT.  CAME  [A],  [nHlfMN 
CAMGC  [L]),  on  the  border  of  Benjamin,  between  EN- 
ROGEL  and  ADUMMIM.  The  favourite  identification 
with  the  modern  'Ain  el-  Hod  or  '  Apostles'  shrine  '  2  near 
Bethany  is  questioned  by  Baed.l3'  149,  who  seems  to 
prefer  the  tradition  which  identifies  the  Well  of  the  Sun 
and  the  Dragon's  Well  with  'Ain  Sitti  Maryam  (see  EN- 
ROGEL).  Van  Kasteren,  however  (ZDPVI3u6  ;  see 
also  Buhl,  Pal.  98),  would  find  En-shemesh  in  '  Ainer- 
Rawdbi  in  an  offshoot  of  the  Wady  of  the  same  name, 
situated  on  the  ancient  road  to  Jericho. 

ENSIGNS  AND  STANDARDS.  Two  questions 
have  to  be  considered  here  :  (  i  )  how  are  the  Hebrew 
terms  to  be  rendered,  and  (2)  what  inferences  are  to  be 
drawn  from  the  historical  passages  containing  these 
terms  ? 

(<z)  DJ,    ncs   (crrj/j.eioi>  ,    cn'i<r<T7)/j.oi>  ;    also    a"rjfj.aia   and 

(Tij/xe/wcris  [BXAL  etc.  ]). 

In  Is.  626  11  10  (<B  ap^ei!/)  12  183  30  17  31  9  (text  corrupt  ;  see 

SBOT)  03  is   rendered   by   EV   'ensign,'   but   in   Jer.    46  (® 

i^euvere)  2  1  (d5  (^cvyopraf  )  50  2  51  if  27  '  stand- 

1.  Renderings,  ard    ;   AV  also  gives  the  latter  in   Is.  4922 

02  10,  and  RV  in   Nu.   21  8  f.     'Banner'  is 

adopted  by  AV  in  Is.  132  (RV  '  ensign  ')  and  by  EV  in  Ps.  604 

[6]  (see  below),  also  by  EVmg.  in  Ex.  17  15  (<S  KaTaAuyi}).     In 

Nu.  21  e/.  AV  gives  'pole,'  RV  'standard.' 

'  Banner,'  being  still  in  common  use,  seems  the  best 
rendering  for  D:  except  in  Nu.  21  8/1  ,  where  '  pole  '  is 
more  natural.      '  Banner  '  is  required  also  in  Ex.  17  is/.  , 
where  Moses  is  said  to  have  named  an  altar  Yahwe- 
Nissi,  '  Yahwe  is  my  banner'  (see  jEHOVAH-Nissi),  and 
to  have  broken  into  this  piece  of  song  :  — 
Yea,  (lifting  up)  the  hand  towards  Yahwe's  banner, 
(I  swear  that)  Yahwe  will  give  battle  to  Amalek  everlastingly. 

Here,  too,  we  must  not  pass  over  four  disputed  passages 
in  which  AV  (and  in  some  cases  RV)  assumes  the 
existence  of  a  denom.  verb  from  DJ,  viz.,  (a)  Ps.  664  [6] 
('a  banner  .  .  .  that  it  may  be  displayed  ');  (/3)  Is.  10  18 
(ooi,  EV  'standard-bearer,'  RVms-  'sick  man'  ;  (y)  Is. 
59  19  ('lift  up  a  standard,'  so  RVm£-  ;  but  RV  '  [which] 
.  .  .  driveth,'  AVme-  'put  to  flight');  (5)  Zech.  9i6 
('lifted  up  as  an  ensign,'  but  RV  'lifted  up  on  high,' 
RVms-  'glittering').  All  these  four  passages  must  be 
regarded  as  corrupt,  (a)  Ps.  60  4  [6]  should  probably 
be  read  thus,  '  Thou  hast  given  a  cup  [of  judgment]  to 
thy  worshippers  that  they  may  be  frenzied  because  of 
the  bow"  (?Wmn^)  ;  CP  Jer-  25  16.  In  compensation 
Ps.  11613  becomes,  '  I  will  raise  the  banner  (D:  for  oia) 
of  victory.  '  (/})  Is.  10  18  Dp3(<§  <f>evyuv)  should  apparently 
be  puj;:,  '  a  thorn-bush.  '  (y)  Is.  59  19,  u  nDDi  should 
probably  be  u  naBU  (Klo.  ,  Che.  ),  '  when  Yahwe's  breath 
blows  upon  it.'  (5)  The  text  of  Zech.  9  is/-  needs  some 
rearrangement  (see  Che.  JQR  10582).  'Stones  of  a 
diadem  lifting  themselves  up  over  his  land  '  is  nonsense. 
In  mDDlJriD  probably  D  should  be  s.  Glittering  stones, 
used  as  amulets  (see  PRECIOUS  STONES),  are  meant. 

(6)  ^n,  dtgel,  is  rendered  by  EV  'banner  '  in  Cant.  24, 
(<S5  ra^are),  by  'standard'  in  Nu.  1$2  22,  etc.  (all  P; 
rdy/jia  [BAFL]).  EV  also  finds  a  denom.  verb  from  ^i 
in  Ps.  20s  [6]  Cant.  5106410.  Gray  thinks  (JQR  11  92^) 

1  Schick  (ZDPV,  19  157)  observes  that  the  name  'Ain.  esh- 
shcms,  '  eye  of  the  sun,'  is  popularly  given  to  holes  in  prominent 
rocks. 

2  The  name  dates  from  the  fifteenth  century.    It  is  the  last  well 
on  the  road  from  Jerusalem  to  Jericho  before  the  dry  desert  is 
reached,  and  it  is  therefore  assumed  that  the  apostles  must  have 
drunk  from  it  on  their  journey. 
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that  the  context  of  all  the  passages  in  Nu.  is  fully 
satisfied  by  the  .meaning  '  company,"  whilst  in  some  of 
them  the  sense  '  standard  '  is  plainly  unsuitable.  The 
sense  of  'company,'  however,  is  even  more  difficult  to 
justify  than  that  of  'banner.'1  "?n  in  Nu.  1  2  10  is 
probably  a  corruption  of  iri3,  '  troop  '  or  '  band  '  ;  the 
sense  of  the  word  in  i  Ch.  7  4  aCh.  26  n  is  strikingly 
parallel.  No  other  course  is  open,  for  all  the  other 
passages  adduced  for  the  sense  of  '  banner  '  are,  with 
the  possible  exception  of  those  in  Numbers,  corrupt. 
This  applies  not  only  to  Cant.  24,  but  also  to  the 
passages  in  which  a  denom.  verb  is  assumed  (<S 
TCTa.yjj.tvat,  Cant.  6410).  For  an  examination  of  these 
passages  see  Che.  JQR  11232-236. 

In  Cant.  24  read,   'Bring  me  (so  <S)  into  the  garden-house 
);    I   am   sick   from   love.     Stay   me,   etc.'     As  to  Ps. 


20  5  [6],  it  is  safe  to  say  that  'to  set  up  banners  in  the  name 
of  Yahwe  '  is  an  unnatural  phrase  (read  7*33,  '  we  exult  ').  The 
bridegroom  in  Canticles  (5  10  etc.)  is  not  '  marked  out  by  a 
banner  above  ten  thousand  '  (RVmtf.)  ;  he  may  perhaps  be 
called  '  one  looked  up  to,  admired  '  ;  but  more  probably  he  was 
described  in  the  original  text  as  7'73  'perfect  (in  beauty).' 
The  bride  on  her  side  is  not  called  '  terrible  as  bannered  [hosts],' 
but  '  awe-inspiring  as  towers  '  ;  so  at  least  a  scribe,  but  not  the 
poet  himself,  wrote.  The  corruption  was  a  very  early  one. 
The  scribe,  seeking  to  make  sense  of  half-effaced  letters  which 
he  misread  IS'*?,  'terrible,'  bethought  him  of  the  figure  in  8  10, 
and  inserted  11171333  'as  towers.' 

(c)  nix,  'oth,  is  rendered  'ensign'  by  EV  in  Nu.  22 
(ffri/j.tia  or  a-r]fiala  [BAF],  o-ty/xacrla  [L]),  Ps.  744  (cm)/j.ftov 
[Ba-b  ms-  '"f-  KRT]).  In  the  latter  passage  the  '  ensigns  ' 
have  been  supposed  to  be  military  standards  with 
heathen  emblems  upon  them,2  which  reminds  us  of  a 
similar  theory  respecting  the  '  abomination  of  desola 
tion  '  in  Mt.  24  15.  The  context  of  the  passage  in  Ps.  , 
however,  is  very  corrupt.3 

Of  all  the  above  passages  there  are  only  two  which 
are  at  once  old  and  free  from  corruption  —  viz.  ,  Ex. 

2  Historical    17l5/"   Nu"  218/     The  pole   in   the 

,.        latter    passage   was   probably  such    as 

interpretation.  ^  coFmmcfnly  ^  for    syignals    to 

collect  the  Israelites  when  scattered  ;  the  banner  in  the 
former  was  a  pole  with  some  kind  of  (coloured?)  cloth4 
upon  it  to  attract  attention. 

Other  terms  which  might  be  used  for  '  banner  were 
JTB,  toren  (Is.  SOiy),  and  nNb'O,  mas'eth  (Jer.  61,  RV 
'  signal  '  }.  That  ^3?  also  was  so  used  in  early  times  is 
more  than  can  be  stated  safely,  nor  can  we  tell  what 
distinction  there  may  have  been  between  'oth  and  nes.s 
Tg.  Jerus.  (pseudo-Jon.  )  tells  us  that  the  standards  were 
of  silk  of  three  colours,  and  had  pictured  upon  them  a 
lion,  a  stag,  a  young  man,  or  a  cerastes  respectively. 
History  to  the  writer  of  this  Targum  was  not  essentially 
different  from  poetry.  T.  K.  c. 

Banners  are  frequently  found  on  the  Egyptian  and 

the  Assyrian  monuments.     Apart  from  the  royal  banner, 

p       ...     each  battalion  or  even  each  company  in 

'  Egypt  had    its  own    particular  emblem, 

which  took  the  form  of  a  monarch's  name,   a  sacred 

boat,  an  animal,  or  some  symbol  the  meaning  of  which 

is  more  or  less  doubtful.6     The  standard  was  borne  aloft 

npon  a  spear  or  staff,  and   carried  by  an  officer  who 

wore  as  an  emblem  two  lions   (to  symbolise  courage) 

1  It  may  be  mentioned  that  Friedr.  Del.  (Heb.  Lang.  40  ;  Prol. 
59-61)  went   too  far   in   rendering   Assyr.  diglu,   'banner';    it 
simply  means,  as  his  own  Ass.  HWB  states,  '  the  object  of  gaze, 
or  of  attention  '  (on  the  Arabic  and  Syriac  roots,  cp  Gray,  I.e.). 

2  The  Jews  certainly  regarded  the  n-porojiiai  on  the  Roman 
standards  as  idols  ;  see  below,  §  3. 

3  For  an  attempted  restoration,  see  Che.  Ps.(ty. 

4  In    Is.  8823    EV    rightly  renders    D3    'sail';    a  coloured, 
decorated  sail  is  meant  (Ezek.  27  7). 

8  Mr.  S.  A.  Cook  suggests  that  the  n'inN  in  Nu.  2  2  may 
refer  to  clan-marks  (cp  CUTTINGS,  §  6). 

6  See  Goblet  d'Alviellas's  Migration  of  Symbols,  220  Jf.  In 
some  cases  the  symbols  may  have  been  mere  totems  ;  for 
analogies  cp  Frazer,  Totetnis»i,  30. 
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and  two  other  devices  apparently  representing  flies. 
The  standard  of  the  Heta-fortress  of  Dapuru  which 
figures  in  a  representation  of  a  siege  consists  of  a  shield 
upon  a  pole  pierced  with  arrows  (see  EGYPT,  fig.  4, 
col.  1223).  Reference  is  made  elsewhere  (ISRAKL,  §  90) 
to  the  courtesy  with  which  the  Roman  procurators, 
in  deference  to  Jewish  prejudice,  removed  from  the 
ensigns  (<rrifj.aia.i)  the  'effigies'  (wpoTo/jutl)  of  the 
emperor.  It  was  not  the  ensigns  themselves  but  the 
presence  of  the  additional  Trporo/J.a.1  that  was  the  cause 
of  the  Jewish  sedition  against  Pilate  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xviii. 
3  1,  DJ\\.  92/.  ).  See  further,  art.  '  Signa  Militaria  ' 
in  Smith's  Class.  Diet.  ,  and  art.  '  Flag  '  in  EBW. 

T.  K.  c.  —  s.  A.  c. 

EN-TAPPUAH  (nisrrpr;  nHrHN  e&<j>eu>e  [B*], 

etc.),  Josh.  17?.     See  TAPPUAH,  z. 

EP^NETUS  (en<MN6TOC  [Ti.  WH]),  '  my  beloved, 
the  first-fruits  of  Asia'2  unto  Christ,'  as  he  is  described 
in  the  salutation  sent  to  him  in  Rom.  16s,  appears  to 
have  been  Paul's  first  convert  in  Ephesus,  as  Stephanas 
and  his  household  were  in  Corinth  (  i  Cor.  16  15).  From 
his  not  being  designated  '  kinsman  '  it  has  been  inferred 
that  he  was  a  Gentile.  The  name  is  of  not  uncommon 
occurrence  in  the  East  ;  cp  CIG,  2953  (Ephesus),  3903 
(Phrygia).  For  the  bearing  which  this  name  has  upon 
the  criticism  of  the  epistle,  see  ROMANS,  §§  4,  10.  Cp 
COLOSSIANS,  §  4. 

In  the  lists  of  '  the  seventy  disciples  '  by  the  Pseudo-Dorotheus 
and  Pseudo-Hippolytus  (see  DISCIPLE,  §  3),  Epaenetus  figures 
as  Bishop  of  Carthage  or  Carthagena  (Kapflaye'i^s,  Cartaginis). 
In  the  Greek  Church  he  is  commemorated  with  Crescens, 
Silas,  and  Andronicus  on  3oth  July. 

EPAPHRAS  (eTTA(J>pAC  [Ti.  WH],  an  abbreviated 
form  of  EPAPHRODITUS  [g.v.]),  a  faithful  'minister' 
Sid/covos),  and  'bond-servant'  (SoOXos)  of  Christ  (Col. 
1?  4  12),  founder  of  the  church  at  COLOSSE  [g.v.  , 
§  2],  and  teacher  in  the  neighbouring  towns  of  Laodicea 
and  Hierapolis  (see  413).  Epaphras  visited  Paul  in  his 
captivity,  and  it  is  probable  that  the  outbreak  of  false 
teaching  in  the  Colossian  church  may  have  led  him  to 
seek  Paul's  aid  with  the  result  that  the  epistle  to  the 
COLOSSIANS  (see  §  s,/)  was  written.  Did  Epaphras 
share  Paul's  imprisonment  during  the  writing  of  the 
epistle,  or  does  '  fellow-prisoner  '  (6  (rwaiXA«iXwTos  ; 
Philem.  23)  refer  to  merely  a  spiritual  captivity?  Cp 
the  term  'fellow-soldier'  (art.  EPAPHRODITUS)  below, 
and  see  Milligan  in  Hastings'  DB. 

EPAPHRODITUS  (emuJjpoAiTOC  [Ti.  WH.]. 
'charming'),  the  delegate  (d7r6crToXos,  see  APOSTLE, 
§§  i  n.  ,  3)  of  the  Philippians,  visited  Paul  during  his 
imprisonment  at  Rome  and  remained  with  him  —  to 
the  detriment  of  his  health  (Phil.  225^  4i8).  Paul's 
estimate  of  him  is  summed  up  in  the  eulogy  'my  brother 
and  fellow  -  worker  and  fellow  -  soldier  '  (dde\(f>bi>  KO.I 
ffvvepybv  Kal  ffw<7Tpa.TiwTr]v  fj.ov  ;  225).  On  his  return 
Epaphroditus  no  doubt  took  with  him  the  epistle  to 
the  PHILIPPIANS,  the  grave  warnings  of  which  (82) 
may  have  been  due  to  the  report  he  had  brought  (cp 
EPAPHRAS).  It  is  by  no  means  necessary  to  identify 
Epaphras  and  Epaphroditus  :  indeed,  though  they  have 
several  features  in  common  (note,  e.g.  ,  '  fellow-soldier  ' 
and  '  fellow-prisoner  '  )  these  are  far  outweighed  by 
the  points  of  difference.  Epaphroditus  is  a  common 
name  in  the  Roman  period.3 


i.  Perhaps  rather  ns"5?  or  rrjrj;,  a  Midianite  clan  ; 
Gen.  254  (ye<t>ap  [A],  yai<p.  [DEL])  ;  i  Ch.  133  (yaffp 
[B],  yaitpap  [A]).  With  Midian  it  is  mentioned  in  Is. 


•"-its.   Amelias  ^cp  /\v  )  is  certainly  wrong  ,  sec  _rv»_nrti.n  v^llvv- 

3  Notably  the  one  to  whom  Josephus  dedicated  his  'Antiqui 
ties'  (.Vita,  §  76 ;  Ant.  Pref.,  §  2  ;  c.  Ap.  i.  i). 

4  According  to  Halevy  (Jotirn.  As.  ;th  ser.  10394/1),  nsy 
occurs  as  a  personal  name  in  the  Safa  inscriptions. 
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606  as  being  rich  in  camels,  and  as  bringing  gold  and 
incense  from  Sheba.      See  MIDIAN. 

2.  and  3.  Calebite  names  ;  i  Ch.  2  46  (yai<j>a.i)\  [n-oAXouo)]  [B*], 
yai<f>a  [T)  jr.]  [BbA],  r)  •yaufxx  [TT.]  [L])  ;  V.  47. 

EPHAH  (HQWN;  oi<J>[e]l  [Lev.  5n  620  Nu.  5i5 
28s  Judg.  6  19  '  Ruth  2  17  i  S.I  24  17  17  Ezek.  45  13*], 
M6TRON  [Dt.  25  M/.  Pr.  20  10,  Am.,  Zech.,  Ezek., 
etc.]).  See  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

EPHAI  ('BW,  Kr.  ;  »Bti?,  Kt.  ;  a><t>e  [N],  -T  [A], 
I60(j>e  [B],  -6  [Qmg-s"W'ut  vid.]_  oyw.  Syr.  Hex."*- 
i*S>a*),  according  to  MT,  a  man  of  Netophah,  whose 
sons  were  among  the  adherents  of  Gedaliah  (Jer.  40  8f). 
In  the  parallel  text,  2  K.  2523,  wy  '331  is  not  found. 
Apparently  'sons  of  .  .  .  '  ('Sijna)  is  a  corruption  of 
a  duplication  of  the  following  word  '  Netophathite,' 
'DSiBJn  (Che.  )  ;  note  the  warning  Pasek  which  pre 
cedes.  The  Netophathite  meant  is  SERAIAH  (q.v.,  3). 


EPHER  ("1B17,  'gazelle,'  §  68,  cp  EPHRON  ; 
[BADEL]. 

i.  A  Midianite  clan,  Gen.  254  (a^eip  [L])  ;  i  Ch. 
1  33  (otpep  [BA],  70.  [L]).  Knobel  and  Delitzsch  com 
pare  the  Banu  Gifar  of  the  stem  of  Kinana  in  Hijaz  ; 
but  if  HANOCH  (q.v.  ,  i)  has  been  rightly  identified, 
Epher  may  very  possibly  be  the  modern  'Ofr,  which  is 
near  Hanakiya,  between  the  Tihama  mountain  range 
and  Aban  (so  Wetzstein  ;  see  Di.  ).  Glaser  (Skizze, 
2449),  however,  prefers  to  connect  the  name  with  the 
Apparu  of  the  inscriptions  of  Asur-bani-pal  (.#".52223). 
From  its  mention  in  connection  with  Judah,  E. 
Manasseh,  and  Reuben  (see  below),  it  is  possible  that 
various  layers  of  the  tribe  of  Epher  were  incorporated 
with  the  Israelites  at  a  later  time  (cp  Mold,  in  Schenkel, 
BL  42i8.  See  MIDIAN). 

2.  b.  Ezrah,  of  JUDAH,  i  Ch.  4  17  (ya</>ep  [A],  e</>«p  [L])  ;  cp 

El'HRON   L,  3. 

3.  A  head  of  a  subdivision  of  MANASSEH,  i  Ch.  5  24  (o</>ep 
[BA])  ;  cp  EPHRON  i.,  2.  S.  A.  C. 

EPHES-DAMMIM  (D'EH  DDK;  ecpep/v\eM  [B], 
A(becAo/v\/v\eiN  [A],  &<bec[A<vlMeiN  [L^  ;  ^safloi3 
[Pesh.]  ;  £N  TT6PATI  Ao/V\ei/v\[Aq.],  in  finibus  dommim 
[Vg.];  cp  OS  35  ii,  9623,  226  18),  or,  if  epkes  be 
taken  to  mean  'end  [of],'  Dammim  is,  according  to 
MT,  the  name  of  a  spot  where  the  Philistines  encamped, 
between  SOCOH  i,  and  AZEKAH  (iS.  17  1).  By  Van 
de  Velde  (who  is  followed  in  Riehm's  HWB]  it  is 
identified  with  Damun,  on  the  N.  side  of  the  Wady 
es-Sant,  E.  of  the  Roman  road  to  Bet  Nettlf  ;  but  a 
different  name  for  this  ruin  was  obtained  in  the 
Ordnance  Survey,  and  the  name  Damun,  if  it  occurs 
at  all,  seems  to  belong  to  a  site  nearer  the  high  hills. 
Conder  (PEFQ,  1875,  p.  193),  on  the  other  hand,  finds 
an  echo  of  the  name  in  Bet  Fased  (  '  a  place  of  bleeding  '  ), 
which  is  close  to  Socoh  (Shuweikeh}  on  the  SE.  This 
will  not  do  for  the  site  of  the  encampment  —  for  the 
reason  given  in  Che.  Aids,  85,  n.  i  —  but  Conder's 
view  is  not  that  Bet  Fased  represents  the  site  (Buhl, 
Geogr.  90,  n.  92),  but  that  it  is  an  echo  of  a  name  of 
the  great  valley  of  Elah  (see  ELAH,  VALLEY  OF)  which 
arose  out  of  the  sanguinary  conflicts  that  frequently 
occurred  there.  This  is  too  fanciful  a  conjecture. 
We  must,  it  would  seem,  either  regard  'in  Ephes- 
dammim'  in  i  S.  17  1  as  (on  the  analogy  of  PASDAM- 
MIM)  a  corruption  of  o'K2i  pDjn  '  in  the  valley  of 
Rephaim  '  (or  Ephraim  ;  see  REPHAIM),  or  else  take 
-dammirn  to  be  a  corruption  of  some  proper  name, 
ephes  being  in  this  case  also  a  corruption  of  pay,  '  valley.  ' 
The  latter  view  is  less  probable,  but  hardly  impossible. 

The  Philistines  appear  to  have  encamped  on  the  southern, 
and  the  Israelites  on  the  northern  side  of  the  valley  of  Elah  (see 
Che.  A  ids,  85),  and,  considering  how  often  the  same  valley  has 
more  than  one  name,  we  may  conjecture  that  the  site  of  the 
Philistine  encampment  was  described  as  '  in  the  valley  of  X  '  = 
'  in  the  valley  of  Elah  '  (or,  '  terebinth-valley  ').  In  i  S.  17  2 
some  point  in  the  valley  of  Elah  is  mentioned  as  the  site  of  the 
encampment  of  the  Israelites  ;  but  '  in  the  valley  of  Elah  '  would 
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not  improbably  be  inserted  by  the  redactor  from  v.  19,  which 
verse  seems  to  have  come  from  another  version  of  the  tradition 
(see  Klo.). 

The  present  writer,  who  prefers  the  former  of  the 
alternatives  suggested  above,  supposes  (i)  that  'in  the 
valley  of  Rephaim'  (or  Ephraim)  is  a  discrepant  state 
ment  of  the  scene  of  the  fight  with  Goliath,  and  (2) 
that  it  is  the  correct  statement.  Others  may  have  an 
insuperable  objection  to  this,  and  for  their  benefit 
another  suggestion  is  made.  It  is  not  inconceivable 

that  '  Valley  of  the  Terebinth  '  (tjmn]  was  the  name  of 
j  \  T  ..T  / 

that  part  of  the  valley  in  which  David  won  his  victory, 
whilst  a  larger  section  of  the  valley  was  called  '  Valley 
of  the  red-brown  [lands]  '  ;  cp  '  the  ascent  of  the  red- 
brown  [hills],'  Josh.  15?;  red-brown  in  each  case  is 
D'GHN.  '  Large  patches  of  it  (the  ploughed  land  in  the 
valley  of  Elah)  were  of  a  deep  red  colour,  exceptional, 
and  therefore  remarkable'  (Miller,  The  Least  of  all 
Lands,  125).  From  D'DIN  to  o'DT  is  an  easy  step. 
H.  P.  Smith  is  hardly  decisive  enough  in  his  rejection 
of  Lagarde's  D<DH  1BD3-1  The  torrent  was  of  course 
dried  up,  and  no  longer  a  landmark.  See  ELAH, 
VALLEY  OF.  T.  K.  c. 

EPHESIANS.     See  COLOSSIANS  AND  EPHESIANS. 


EPHESUS    (ecbecoc    [Ti.    WH]  ;     gent.    ' 

EPHESIAN)  lay  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Cayster  (mod. 

P     .      Kuchuk  Mendere,  Little  Mseander),  about  6 

,  '.  .  ^  m.  from  the  sea,  nearly  opposite  the  island 
™°  of  Samos.  Long  before  the  Ionian  im 
migration  the  port  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  had 
attracted  settlers,  who  are  called  Carians  (Paus.  vii.  26), 
but  were  probably  the  Hittites  whose  centre  of  power 
lay  at  Pteria  in  Cappadocia  ;  see  HITTITES,  §  n  /.  To 
the  E.  of  Mt.  Koressos,  in  the  plain  between  the 
isolated  height  of  Prion  (or  Pion)  and  the  eminence 
at  the  foot  of  which  the  modern  village  stands,  there 
arose  a  shrine  of  the  many-breasted  Nature-goddess 
identified  by  the  Greeks  with  their  own  Artemis  (see 
DIANA).  The  population  lived,  in  the  primitive 
Anatolian  fashion,  in  village  groups  (/oD/Mu)  round  the 
shrine,  on  land  belonging  to  it  wholly  or  in  part,  com 
pletely  dominated  by  the  priests.  With  the  coming  of 
the  lonians,  who,  after  long  conflict,  established  them 
selves  on  the  spur  of  Mt.  Koressos  now  shown  as  the 
place  of  Paul's  prison  (ancient  Athenaeum),  began  an 
obstinate  struggle  between  the  Oriental  hierarchy  and 
Hellenic  political  ideas,  which  were  based  upon  the 
conception  of  the  city  (?r6Xts).  The  early  struggles  of 
the  immigrants  with  the  armed  priestesses  perhaps  gave 
rise  to  the  Greek  Amazon-legends.  Even  after  actual 
hostilities  had  ceased,  and  the  two  communities  had 
agreed  to  live  side  by  side,  this  dualism  continued  to  be 
the  key  to  Ephesian  history.  The  power  of  the  priestly 
community  remained  co-ordinate  with,  or  only  partially 
subordinate  to,  that  of  the  civic  authorities  ; 


the  city  and  the  temple   continued   to  be 


2.  Govern 
ment.  formaiiy  distinct  centres  of  life  and  govern 
ment  (cp  Curtius,  Beitr.  z.  Gesch.  u.  Top.  Kleinas.,  14). 
The  situation  of  the  shrine,  near  one  of  the  oldest  ports 
of  Asia  Minor,  at  the  very  gateway  of  the  East  (Strabo, 
663)  brought  the  worship  into  contact  with  allied  Semitic 
cults.  These  and  similar  influences  gave  the  Ephesian 
worship  that  cecumenic  character  which  was  its  greatest 
boast  (Acts  1927  ;  Paus.  iv.  318  ;  Hicks,  Inscr.  Brit. 
Mus.  482,  see  Ramsay,  Class.  Rev.  1893,  P-  7% /•)• 
Even  apart  from  the  existence  of  the  hieron,  the  greatness 
of  Ephesus  was  assured  ;  for,  admirably  placed  as  were 
all  the  Ionic  cities  (Herod.  1 142),  none  were  so  fortunate 
as  Ephesus,  lying  as  she  did  midway  between  the  Hermos 
on  the  N.  (at  the  mouth  of  which  was  Smyrna)  and  the 
Mceander  on  the  S.  (port,  Miletus).  On  the  downfall 
of  Smyrna,  before  the  Lydians,  about  585  B.C.,  and 

1  See  BN-jd,  and  cp  tfbers.  76.  For  the  grounds  of  this 
reading  see  Dr.  TBS  ixxviii.,  292,  and  note  Dr.'s  criticism  on 
Lag. 
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the  ruin  of  Phokaia  and  Miletus  by  the  Persians  in  494 
B.C. ,  she  inherited  the  trade  of  the  Hermos  and  Maeander 
valleys.  The  port  had  always  suffered  from  the  alluvium 
of  the  Cayster,  and  its  ultimate  destruction  from  that 
cause  had  been  rendered  inevitable  by  an  unfortunate 
engineering  scheme  of  Attalus  II.  Philadelphus,  about 
a  century  and  a  half  before  Strabo  wrote  ;  yet  in  Strabo's 
time  and  in  that  of  Paul  the  city  was  the  greatest  em 
porium  of  Asia  (Str.  641,  t/j.w6piot>  oiVa  /jLtyurrov  rCiv 
Kara  rr)i>  'A-ffiav  TTJV  Ivrbs  TOV  favpov  ;  reflected  in  Rev. 
1811-14).  Shortly  after  Paul's  visit  the  proconsul 
Barea  Soranus  tried  to  dredge  the  port  (61  A.  D.  ; 
Tac.  Ann.  1623).  Its  commercial  relations  are  illus 
trated  by  the  fact  that  even  the  minium  (fjdXros)  of 
Cappadocia  was  shipped  from  Ephesus,  not  from  Sinope 
(Str.  540),  and  by  the  travels  of  Paul  himself  (Acts  18 
19-21  19 1  ;  cp  1824).  Kphesus  was  the  centre  of  Roman 
administration  in  Asia.  The  narrative  in  Acts  reveals 
an  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  special  features  of  its 
position.  As  the  Province  of  Asia  was  senatorial  (Str. 
840),  the  governor  is  rightly  called  proconsul.1  Being 
a  -free  city,  Ephesus  had  assemblies  and  magistrates, 
senate  (/SouATj),  and  popular  assembly  (tKK\r)<rla)  of  its 
own  ;  but  orderliness  in  the  exercise  of  civic  functions 
was  jealously  demanded  by  the  imperial  system  (Acts 
194o;  cp  Bull.  Corr.  Hell.,  1883,  p.  506).  The 
theatre,  which  was  probably  the  usual  place  of  meeting 
for  the  assembly,-  is  still  visible.  Owing  to  the  decay 
of  popular  government  under  the  empire,  the  '  public 
clerk  '  (ypafj.fjia.Tfus  TOV  STI/J.OV)  became  the  most  import 
ant  of  the  three  'recorders,'  and  the  picture  in  Acts 
of  the  '  town-clerk's'  consciousness  of  responsibility,  and 
his  influence  with  the  mob  is  true  to  the  inscriptions 
(e.g. ,  CIG  2994,  2966,  etc. ).  From  its  devotion  to 
Artemis  the  city  appropriated  the  title  '  Neokoros  '  (Acts 
1935:  v(WK6po$,  lit.  '  temple -sweeper '),  and,  as  the 
town-clerk  said,  its  right  to  the  title  was  notorious. 

The  word  Neokoros  was  '  an  old  religious  term  adopted  and 
developed  in  the  imperial  cultus,' — i.e.,  under  the  empire  the  title 
Neokoros,  or  Neokoros  of  the  Emperors,  was  conferred  by  the 
Senate's  decree  at  Rome,  and  was  coincident  with  the  erection 
of  a  temple  and  the  establishment  of  games  in  honour  of  an 
Emperor.  When  a  second  temple  and  periodical  games  were, 
by  leave  of  the  Senate,  established,  in  honour  of  a  later  Emperor, 
the  city  became  Sis  Netoicopos  ('twice  Neokoros'),  and  even 
(rpis  N.)  '  thrice  Neokoros '  in  inscriptions  and  on  coins. 
Hence  under  the  empire  not  only  Ephesus  but  also  Laodiceia 
and  other  Asiatic  cities  boasted  the  title.  See  Rams.  Hist. 
Phryg.  1  58  ;  Biichner,  <ie  Neocoria. 

Naturally  Ephesus  was  the  head  of  a  conventus, — i.e. , 
it  was  an  assize  town  (Plin.  627,  '  Ephesum  vero,  alterum 

3.  Importance.  !umen  Asia!'  remotiores  conveniunt ') ; 
hence  in  Acts  19  38  '  the  courts  are 
open'  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  102i,  Strabo,  629).  From  its 
position  as  the  metropolis  of  Roman  Asia  Ephesus  was 
naturally  a  meeting-point  of  the  great  roads. 

On  the  one  side  a  road  crossing  Mt.  Tmulos  ran  north-east 
wards  to  Sardis,  and  so  into  Galatia  (cp  GALATIA).  More 
important  was  that  which  ran  southwards  into  the  Maeander 
valley.  Ephesus  was,  therefore,  the  western  terminus  of  the 
'  back-bone  of  the  Roman  road  system  ' — the  great  trade  route 
to  the  Euphrates  by  way  of  Laodiceia  and  Colossa;  (Rams. 
Hist.  Geogr.  of  A  71/49),  anc^  tne  '  sea'end  of  the  road  along 
which  most  of  the  criminals  sent  to  Rome  from  the  province  of 
Asia  would  be  led  '  (Rams.  Ch.  in  R.  Kmp.  318)  ;  hence  Ignatius, 
writing  to  the  church  there,  says,  '  ye  are  a  high  road  of  them 
that  are  on  their  way  to  die  unto  God'  (Eph.  12,  irdpoWs  dare 
Ttav  ets  0ebi/  avaipovfj-fviav  ;  cp  Rev.  17  6). 

It  was,  in  part,  by  the  route  just  described,  that 
Paul  on  his  Third  journey  reached  Ephesus  from  the 
interior,  avoiding,  however,  the  towns  of  the  Lycus 
valley  by  taking  the  more  northerly  horse-path  over  the 
Duz-bel  pass,  byway  of  Seiblia  (Acts  19 1,  die\d6vra  TO. 

1  Acts  19  38,  at'SvTraroi  ;  the  plural  is  generic,  although  others 
take  it  to  allude  to  P.  Celer,  imperial  procurator,  and  the  freed- 
man  Helius,  who  may  have  remained  in  Asia  with  joint  pro 
consular  power  after  murdering  the  proconsul  Junius  Silanus  at 
the  instigation  of  Agrippina,  in  54  A.D. — Tac.  Ann.  13  i  ;  Lewin, 
Fasti  Sacri. 

2  Cp  Jos.  A  nt.  xix.  8  2,  Agrippa  at  Ca;sarea  :  Tac.  Hist.  2  go, 
'turn  Antiochensium  theatrum  ingressus,  ubi  illis  consultare  mos 
«st .  .  .' ;  Jos.  Bf  vii.  33  ;  Cic.  Pro  Place  7,  §  16  ;  Philostr.  Vit. 
A  poll.  4  10  (p.  147),  >}-yei/i7Ai<u'a»'jro<raf  err!  TO  Bearpov,  of  Ephesus. 
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iKa  /dpi).  See  Rams.  Ch.  in  R.  Emp.  94). 
True  to  his  principle,  Paul  went  to  the  centre  of  Roman 
life  ;  and  along  the  great  lines  of  communication,  with 
out  his  personal  intervention,  his  message  spread  east 
wards  into  the  Lycus  valley  (see  COLOSSE,  HIERAPOLIS, 
LAODICEA).  All  the  'seven  churches'1  of  Rev.  1-3 
were  probably  founded  at  this  period,  for  all  were  great 
trade  centres  and  in  communication  with  Ephesus.  The 
labours  of  subordinates  were  largely  responsible  for  their 
foundation,  perhaps  in  all  cases,  though  it  is  only  in  one 
group  that  evidence  is  forthcoming  (Col.  \-j  412-17). 
The  position  of  Ephesus  as  the  metropolis  of  Asia  is 
clearly  reflected  in  her  primacy  in  the  list  (Rev.  In  2i). 
In  this  way,  '  all  they  which  dwelt  in  Asia  heard  the 
word  .  .  .  both  Jews  and  Greeks'  (Acts  19 10). 

Jews  we  should  expect  to  find  in  great  numbers  at 
Ephesus.  As  early  as  44  B.C.,  Dolabella  in  his  consul 
ship  had  granted  them  toleration  for  their  rites  and 
Sabbath  observance,  and  safe  conduct  in  their  pilgrimage 
to  Jerusalem  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  10 12) ;  they  must  then  have 
been  a  rich  community  to  have  been  able  to  buy  these 
favours.  Their  privileges  were  confirmed  by  the  city 
(ibid.,  1025),  and  subsequently  by  Augustus  (id. ,  xvi. 
627).  To  them,  as  usual  (cp  ACTS,  §  4),  was  Paul's 
first  message  on  both  visits  (Acts  1819  198);  but  the 
good-will  with  which  he  had  been  welcomed  on  his 
4.  Attitude  to  firsj  aPPearance  (Acts  1820)  cooled, 
Christianity.  <™d  he  was  compelled  at  last  to  take 
his  teaching  from  the  synagogue  to  the 
philosophical  'school  of  one  Tyrannus '  (Acts  199, 
8ia\ey6/j.evos  tv  TT)  <rx°^77  Tvpdvvov — '  from  the  fifth 
to  the  tenth  hour '  added  by  D — *'.  e. ,  after  the  usual 
teaching  hours;  cp  Bull.  Corr.  Hell.,  1887,  p.  400; 
Rams.  Expos.  March,  1893,  p.  223). 

Soon  Paul  came  into  collision  with  the  beliefs  and 
practices  peculiar  to  the  place  in  a  twofold  manner. 

Ephesus  was  a  centre  of  the  magical  arts  of  the  East. 

It  is  significant  that  the  earliest  Ephesian  document  extant 
deals  with  the  rules  of  augury  (6th  cent.  B.C.  ;  Inscr.  Brit.  Mus. 
678).  The  so-called  '  Ephesian  letters  '  ('E^eVia  ypafj.na.Ta.)  were 
mystic  symbols  engraved  upon  the  statue  of  the  goddess  (Eustath. 
Od.  14)  ;  they  were  inscribed  upon  tablets  of  terra-cotta  or  other 
material,  and  used  as  amulets  (Athen.  12548,  iv  oxvrapi'oi? 
pa7TTOt<Ti  <f>fp<av  'E<|>ecrjjia  ypdfj.fj.aTa.  KaAoi).  When  pronounced 
they  were  regarded  as  powerful  charms,  especially  effective  in 
cases  of  possession  by  evil  spirits  (cp  Plut.  Sy»if>.  vii.  5  4 :  oi 
fj-dyoi,  TOWS  SaijU.ovtjJbjUieVous  (ceAeiiouai  ra  'E<£e'(7ia  ypdfj.fj.aTO. 
KaraAe'yeti/  xai  bi>Ofj.d£cLv).  The  study  of  these  symbols  was  an 
elaborate  pseudo-science. 

The  miracles  ascribed  to  Paul  were  therefore  clearly 
designed  to  meet  the  circumstances ;  they  were 
'special'  (Acts  19n  :  ov  ray  Tuxowras) — the  expulsion 
of  diseases  and  of  evil  spirits  by  means  of  '  hand 
kerchiefs  or  aprons'  (crovddpia  %  o-ifj.udv6ia,)  which 
are,  possibly,  to  be  connected  with  Paul's  own  daily 
labour  for  his  living  (i  Cor.  4 12  :  KOTriwfj.(v  (pya£6/j.evoi 
TCUS  ISiais  \tpalv  ',  i  Thess.  2  9).  Especially  was  his 
power  brought  into  comparison  with  that  claimed  by 
the  Jewish  exorcists  (see  EXORCISTS),  as  previously  in 
Paphos  (Acts  136)  ;  although  in  the  story  of  the  sons 
of  Sceva  and  the  burning  of  the  treatises  on  magic 
there  are  considerable  difficulties — '  the  writer  is  here 
rather  a  picker-up  of  current  gossip,  like  Herodotus, 
than  a  real  historian'  (Rams.  Si.  Paul,  273). 

In  the  second  place,  the  new  teaching  came  into 
collision  with  the  popular  worship.  Even  before 
the  great  outbreak,  fierce  opposition  must  have 
been  encountered  from  the  populace  (i  Cor.  1632: 
£6r)pi.o/j.a,xr]ffa.,  '  I  fought  with  beasts ' — a  word  which 
contains  a  mixture  of  Roman  and  Greek  ideas  :  the 
Platonic  comparison  of  the  mob  to  a  beast,  Rep.  493, 
and  the  death  of  criminals  in  the  circus  ;  cp  i  Cor.  49  : 
6  6e6s  r)fjia.s  TOVS  diro<rT6\ot'j  (ffxo-Tovs  dirfdei^ev,  us 
fwidavarlovs,  and  v.  13).  In  the  conviction  that  '  a 
great  door  and  effectual '  was  opened  in  the  province, 
in  spite  of  there  being  '  many  adversaries '  ( i  Cor. 

1  ['From  the  seven  letters,  chap.  iyl,  we  see  how  carefully 
the  author  had  studied  the  situation  in  the  Christian  com 
munities  accessible  to  him.' — Julicher,  Einl.  in  das  NT,  169.] 
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16  8/),  the  apostle  had  resolved  to  remain  at  Ephesus 
until  Pentecost  (of  57  A.  D.  probably).  The  great  festival 
of  the  goddess  occurred  in  the  month  Artemision  (C1G, 
2954)  =  Mar. -Apr.  ;  but  whether  it  must  be  brought  into 
connection  with  the  riot  or  not  is  uncertain.  The 
opposition  did  not  originate  with  the  priests,  but  was 
organised  by  the  associated  tradesmen  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  '  shrines  '  (vaol),  led  by  Demetrius  who 
was  one  of  the  chief  employers  of  labour  (Acts  1924  ; 
see  DIANA,  §  2).  Such  trade-guilds  (Zpya,  tpyacriaC) 
were  common  in  Asia  Minor.1  It  is  clear,  however,  that 
the  riot  was  badly  organised  (see  Acts  1932). 

The  watchword,  'Great  is  Artemis'  (M^dXr;  ij 
"A/JTfyUis)  raised  by  the  workmen,  diverted  the  excite 
ment  of  the  populace,  and  the  demonstration  became 
anti- Jewish  (v.  34)  rather  than  directly  and  especially 
anti-Christian.  The  nationality  of  Gaius  and  Aristarchus 
(Macedonians,  AV ;  Aristarchus  alone  Macedonian 
according  to  some  few  MSS,  Gaius  in  that  case  being 
the  Gaius  of  Derbe  of  Acts  204;  cp  GAIUS,  2 )  would  tend 
in  the  same  direction  so  long  as  Paul  remained  invisible 
(if.  30),  as,  apart  from  the  Romans,  the  Jews  formed  the 
only  conspicuous  foreign  element  in  the  city,  and  one 
notoriously  hostile  to  the  popular  cult.  The  solicitude 
of  'certain  Asiarchs '  (v.  31  ;  cp  Euseb.  HE  4 15  ;  see 
ASIARCH)  for  the  apostle  is  significant,  as  they  were 
the  heads  of  the  politico -religious  organisation  of 
the  province  in  the  cult  of  Rome  and  the  Emperor  ; 
whence  we  must  infer  that  neither  the  imperial 
policy  nor  the  feeling  of  the  educated  classes  was 
opposed  to  the  new  teaching  as  yet.  The  town-clerk's 
speech  is  virtually  an  apologia  for  the  Christians. 
It  is  true  that  a  very  different  view  has  been 
suggested  (Hicks,  Expos.  June  1890;  cp  Rams. 
Expos.  July  1890),  in  which  Demetrius  the  silversmith 
is  identified  with  the  Demetrius  named  as  President  of 
the  Board  of  Neopoioi  ('temple-wardens,'  Inscr.  Brit. 
Mus.  578).  Hicks  supposes  that  the  priests  persuaded 
the  Board  to  organise  the  riot,  and  that  the  honour  voted 
in  the  inscription  to  Demetrius  and  his  colleagues  was 
in  recognition  of  their  services  in  the  cause  of  the  god 
dess.  Apart  from  the  doubt  attaching  to  the  restoration 
^T[eo7^oloi],  and  to  the  date  of  the  decree,  the  theory 
does  not  show  why  the  priests  acted  by  intermediaries 
who  were  civil  not  religious  magistrates  ;  nor  how  trade 
interests  were  affected — i.e. ,  it  involves  the  assumption 
that  the  author  of  Acts  misconceived  the  situation,  and  j 
in  recasting  his  authority  altered  veowoibs  'AprejtuSos  into  ; 
Trotub'  vaoi)j  dpyvpovs  'Apre/it5oy.  Further,  in  order  to  j 
explain  the  difference  between  the  friendly  attitude  of  j 
the  Asiarchs  and  the  supposed  hostility  of  the  priests,  it 
is  necessary  to  assume  that  the  Asiarchs  represented  a 
different  point  of  view  from  that  of  the  native  hierarchy. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  they  represented  the  point  of 
view  of  the  Roman  governors,  and  probably  they  had 
themselves  previously  held  priesthoods  of  local  cults 
before  becoming  Asiarchs  :  they  represented  the  view 
of  the  upper  classes  generally,  one  which  prevailed  out 
side  Jewish  circles  wherever  Paul  preached  (for  com 
plete  discussion,  see  Rams.  Ch.  in  Rom.  Emp.  112 /.). 

The  short  visit  during  the  voyage  from  Corinth  to 
Csesarea  at  the  close  of  the  Second  journey,  and  the  two 
and  a  half  years'  labour  there  during  the  Third  journey, 
together  with  the  interview  with  the  Ephesian  elders  at 
Miletus  on  the  return  voyage  (Acts  20 17),  form  the 
only  record  of  Paul's  personal  contact  with  Ephesus, 
unless  we  admit  the  inferences  drawn  from  the  Pastoral 
Epistles.2 

1  Cp   CIG  3208  :    oi   ft>   'E$eVu>    epya.TO.1,    TrpOTnAetrai.      See 
especially  Thyatira,   where   we  have,  among  others,   xa^Ke'«, 
Xa^icoTUTToi.      Possibly  classification  by  trade  was  pre-Greek — 
Herod.  1  93 — the  tribe  being  a  Greek  introduction  ;  Rams.  Hist. 
Pkryg.   1  105.     Cp  Oxyrhyncris  Papyri,  vol.  i.  p.  85 — returns  of 
stock  in  trade  by  Egyptian  guilds,  KOIVOV  T£>V  xoAjcoKoAATjTwi', 
TU>V  tji9oma\u>v,  etc.     See  Menadier,  Ephes.  28. 

2  [The  Pastoral  Epistles,  though  they  may  possibly  contain 
fragments  of  genuine  letters  of  Paul  (worked  up  with  freedom), 
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Philem.  22  ('prepare  me  also  a  lodging';  cp  Phil.  2  24) 
expresses  an  expectation  of  visiting  Colossat,  which  inevitably 
implied  a  visit  to  Ephesus.  i  Tim.  1  3  implies  that  this  in 
tention  was  realised,  and  perhaps  there  are  hints  also  of  a  fourth 
visit  :  some  reconstruct  the  fragmentary  picture  of  these  years 
so  as  to  give  even  a  fifth  or  a  sixth  visit  (Conybeare  and  Howson 
2  547./T)  before  the  final  departure  for  Nicopolis  by  way  of 
Miletus  and  Corinth  (2  Tim.  4  20). 

On  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  the  surviving  apostles 
and  leading  members  of  the  church    found   refuge  in 
Asia,  and  tor  a  time  Ephesus  became  virtu- 
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ally    the    centre    of    the    Christian    world. 
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,.  ANDREW  and   PHILIP,    with    Aristion    and 

Unes>      JOHN  the  Elder,  had  their  abode  here  ;  in 
this  circle  Polycarp  passed  his  youth. 

The  modern  name  of  Ephesus  (Ayasalule)  is  a  corruption  of 
Ayos  Theologos  ("Aytos  fc)eoA6-yos),  the  town  being  named  in 
Byzantine  times  from  the  great  Church  of  St.  John  the  Divine, 
built  by  Justinian  on  the  site  of  an  earlier  edifice  :  its  ruins  are 
visible  on  the  height  above  the  modern  village  (cp  Procop.  de 
sEJ.  5  i ;  Rams.  Hist.  Geogr.  AM,  no).  This  church  became 
the  centre  of  a  town,  Ephesus  itself  being  gradually  abandoned. 
The  plain  has  thus  reverted  to  its  original  condition,  the  miserable 
remnant  of  the  population  now  occupying  the  site  of  the  sanc 
tuary  of  Artemis  founded  by  the  prehistoric  settlers,  whilst  the 
site  of  the  Greek  and  Roman  Ephesus  is  a  desert  (Rev.  2  5). 

See  Wood,  Disccrveries  at  Ephesus,  1877,  for  the  excavations 
(now  resumed  in  the  town  by  the  Vienna  Arch.  Inst. ;  cp 
„  r>-v  T  _  _i Athenteum,  no.  3677  ;  Class.  Rti'.  April, 

6.  Bibliography.  I90o)      F<;r  his3to7ry;  Curtius,  Beit,-,  z. 

Gesch.  u.  Top.  Kleinasiens,  1872;  but  Guhl's  Ephesiaca,  1843, 
is  still  valuable.  The  epigraphic  results  of  Wood's  labours  are 
given  in  Greek  Inscr.  of  Brit.  Mus.  3.  Consult  also  Zimmer- 
mann,  Ephesos  im  ersten  christ.  Jahrhundert ;  Weber,  Guide 
du  Voyageur  a  Efhese  (Smyrna,  1891),  with  good  maps  (plan  of 
Ephesus  after  Weber  in  Handbook  to  Asia  Minor,  Murray, 
1895,  p.  96);  good  article,  with  good  views  and  maps,  by  Benn- 
dorf  ('  Topographische  Urkunde  aus  Ephesos '),  in  Fcstsc/iriftfiir 
H.  Kiepert,  1898.  W.  J.  W. 

EPHLAL  (7?DX,  meaning  ?),  a  Jerahmeelite  name, 
I  Ch.  2  37.  The  MT  is  virtually  supported  by  ©  ( a.(f>a/nri\ , 
-rj5  [B],  o<p\a8  [A] — A,  M  from  A ),  but  the  name  was  per 
haps  originally  theophorous.  Read,  therefore,  hs^x,  an 
abbreviated  form  of  aSs'Stf  (see  ELIPHELET),  or,  more 
probably,  ^3^>N  (Cp  ©L  eX0aeX).  See  ELPAAL,  and 
cp  (§'s  readings  there  cited.  s.  A.  c. 

EPHOD  (TISK,  ibN;  in  Pent.  ®BAL,  enooMic, 
Vg.  superhumerale ;  in  Judg.  and  i  S.  ecpOyA,  e4>U)A, 
ephod ;  in  2  S.  6  14  i  Ch.  1627  croAH,  but  ecfcoyA  [L] 
in  i  Ch.  ;  Hos.  84  lep&TGlA  [BAQ]),  a  Hebrew  word 
(ephod]  which  the  English  translators  have  taken  over  as 
a  technical  term.  The  word  is  used  in  the  historical 
books  in  two  meanings,  the  connection  between  which 
is  not  clear. 

The  boy  Samuel  ministered  before  Yahwe,  '  girt  with 

a  linen  ephod'    (13  -psx  Tun,    iS.  2i8);    in  the  same 

.  garb,  David,  when  he  brought  the  ark  up 

to  Jerusalem,  danced  before  Yahwe  with 

garment.     a]1   his  mjght  (2S6l4;    jn   iCh.  1527£ 

the  words  are  a  gloss).  It  was  long  the  accepted 
opinion  that  the  linen  ephod  was  the  common  vestment 
of  the  priests;  but  in  i  S.  22 18  'linen'  (bad)  is  a 
gloss  (see  (5B,  as  also  @L  in  i  S.  2i8),  and  the  other 
passages  usually  alleged  in  support  of  the  theory  speak 
of  bearing  or  carrying  the  ephod,  not  of  wearing  it  (see 
below,  §  2).  This  ephod  was  manifestly  a  scanty  gar 
ment,  for  Michal  taunts  David  with  indecently  exposing 
himself  like  any  lewd  fellow.  It  was  probably  not  a 
short  tunic,  as  is  generally  thought,  but  a  loin-cloth 
(Tre/^fw/xo.)  about  the  waist ;  Samuel's  tunic  fyyo)  is 
mentioned  separately,  and  the  verb  rendered  '  gird '  (-un) 
is  used  in  Hebrew  not  of  belting  in  an  outer  garment, 
but  only  of  binding  something  (girdle,  sword-belt,  loin 
cloth)  about  the  loins  ;  additional  support  is  given  to 
this  view  by  the  shape  of  the  high  priest's  ephod  (see 
below,  §  3).  David's  assumption  of  this  meagre  garb 
on  an  occasion  of  high  religious  ceremony  may  perhaps 
have  been  a  return  to  a  primitive  costume  which  anti 
quity  had  rendered  sacred,  as  the  pilgrims  to  Mecca 

are  un-Pauline  in  language  and  in  theological  position,  nor  can 
they  be  fitted  into  a  chronology  of  the  life  of  Paul.  See 
Jiilicher  (op.  cit.,  §  13),  and  cp  PASTORAL  EPISTLES. — ED.] 
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to-day  must  wear  the  simple  loin-cloth  (izdr;  see 
GIRDLE,  i),  which  was  once  the  common  dress  of  the 
Arabs. 

The  ephod  was  used  in  divining  or  consulting  Yahwe. 
Of  this    there    is    frequent  mention   in    the  history    of 

o  ™»  o^nH  Saul  and  David  (*  S-  14z8  *"  [®1  : ' 
2.  The  ephod-  cp  v^  2369307);  see  also  Hos.:34. 
Dracle.  From  the  passages  in  i  S.  it  appears 
that  the  ephod  was  carried  by»the  priest  (14  318  €5, 
cp  236)  ;  to  carry  the  ephod  is  the  distinction  of 
the  priesthood  (22 18  <@).  one  of  its  chief  prerogatives 
(228).  When  Saul  or  David  wishes  to  consult  Yahwe, 
the  priest  brings  the  ephod  to  him  ;  he  puts  an  inter 
rogatory  which  can  be  answered  categorically  (14  37 
23  io- 12  308),  or  a  simple  alternative,  or  a  series  of 
alternatives  narrowing  the  question  by  successive  exclu 
sion  (1436-42,  cp  1020-22).  The  priest  manipulated  the 
ephod  in  some  way  ;  Saul  breaks  off  a  consultation  by 
ordering  the  priest  to  take  his  hand  away  (14  19).  The 
response,  as  we  should  surmise  from  the  form  of  the 
interrogatory,  was  given  by  lot ;  in  14  t,\f.  (©,  cp  18)  the 
lot  is  cast  with  two  objects,  named  respectively  Urim 
and  Thummim  (see  URIM).  That  the  ephod  was  part 
of  the  apparatus  of  divination  may  be  inferred  also 
from  its  frequent  association  with  the  TERAPHIM  [q. v.~\ 
(Judg.  17/.  Hos.  34  ;  cp  Ezek.  212I  [26]  Zech.  102). 

The  passages  in  Samuel,  whilst  leaving  no  doubt 
concerning  the  use  of  the  ephod,  throw  little  light  upon 
its  nature.  They  show,  however,  that  it  was  not  a 
part  of  the  priests'  apparel ;  it  was  carried,  not  worn 
(n'sfi  never  means  '  wear'  a  garment  ;  cp  also  236,  '  in 
his  hand'),  and  brought  (r'art,  'bring  near')  to  the 
person  who  desired  to  consult  the  oracle.  Other  pass 
ages  seem  to  lead  to  a  more  positive  conclusion.  At 
Nob  the  sword  of  Goliath,  which  had  been  deposited  in 
the  temple  as  a  trophy,  was  kept  wrapped  up  in  a 
mantle  'behind  the  ephod,'  which  must,  therefore,  be 
imagined  as  standing  free  ( i  S.  21  9  [io]).-  In  Judg.  17  f. 
ephod  and  teraphim  in  one  version  of  the  story  are 
parallel  to  pesel  and  massekdh  (idol)  in  the  other.  It  is 
natural,  though  not  necessary,  to  suppose  that  the  ephod 
was  something  of  the  same  kind,  and  the  association  of 
ephod  with  teraphim  elsewhere  (Hos.  84)  is  thought  to 
confirm  this  view.  Gideon's  ephod  (made  of  1700 
shekels  of  gold)  set  up  (rsn,  cp  i  S.  52  28.617  [of  the 
a'rk]  ;  cp  iSptieiv)  at  Ophrah,  where,  according  to  the 
deuteronomistic  editor,  it  became  the  object  of  idolatrous 
worship  Judg.  827),  was  plainly  an  idol,  or,  more  pre 
cisely,  an  agalma,  of  some  kind.  Many  scholars  infer 
that  the  ephod  in  Judg.  827  \1  f.  and  i  S.  21g  was  an 
image  of  Yahwe ; 3  and  some  think  that  a  similar 
image  is  meant  in  all  the  places  cited  above  where  the 
ephod  is  used  in  divining.4  We  should  then  imagine 
a  portable  idol  before  which  the  lots  were  cast.  See 
below,  §§  3  (end),  4. 

In  P  the  ephod  is  one  of  the  ceremonial  vestments  of 

the  high  priest  enumerated   in   Ex.  28  4.     The  pattern 

TVi    v>-  Vi     f°r  tne  eph°d  is  given  in  28  6  ft ;  the 

.   \,        ? ~,   fabrication  is  recorded  in  39 2  _ff.  (=«g 

lests  epnod  3g9  ^   the  investiture  of  Aaron  in 

29s  Lev.  87.     The  description  is  not 

altogether  clear  ;   nor  do  the  accounts  of  those  who  had 

(probably)  seen  the  high  priest  in  his  robes  afford  much 

additional  light.5 

1  MT  (so  ©A)  substitutes  the  ark  (pin),  as  in  i  K.  2  26.     See 
ARK,  col.  305,  n. 

2  It  is  possible,  however,  that  ephod  has  here  been  substituted 
for  another  word  (perhaps  dron,  '  ark '),  for  reasons  similar  to 
those  which  led  ©  to  omit  the  words  altogether  (they  have  been 
introduced  in  many  codd.  from  Theodotion). 

3  See  Moore,  Judges,  381. 

4  If  the  words  '  before  me '  OjsS)  in  '  S.  2  28  are  original,  they 
exclude  this  hypothesis ;  see,  however,  ©BAL  ancj  Pesh. 

6  Ecclus.  45  io  Heb.  ;  Ep.  Arist.,  ed.  Schmidt,  in  Merx, 
Archil',  1  27i_/;  ;  Philo,  De Monarch.  2  $/.  (ii.  225^  Mangey), 
Vit.  Mosis,  Siijf.  (ii.  151  ft);  Jos.  BJ  \.  67;  Ant.  iii.  7  5. 
See  also  Jerome,  Ad  Fabiolam,  ep.  64  15 ;  Ad  Marcellam, 
ep.  29. 
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Braun  (De  vcstitit  sacerdotuiit,  1698,  p.  462^!),  whom  most 
scholars  since  his  day  have  followed,  held  that  the  ephod  con 
sisted  of  two  pieces,  one  covering  the  front  of  the  body  to  a  little 
below  the  waist,  the  other  the  back  ;  two  shoulder  straps  (rtlEro) 
ran  up  from  the  front  piece  on  either  side  of  the  breastplate, 
and  were  attached  to  the  back  by  clasps  on  the  shoulders ;  a 
band,  woven  in  one  piece  with  the  front  of  the  ephod,  passed 
around  the  body  under  the  arms  and  secured  the  whole. 

Others  conceive  of  the  ephod  as  an  outer  garment  covering 
the  body  from  the  arm-pits  to  the  hips,  firmly  bound  on  by  its 
girdle,  and  supported  by  straps  over  the  shoulders,  something 
like  a  waistcoat  with  a  square  opening  in  front  for  the  insertion 
of  the  breastplate.1  This  view  is  incompatible  with  the  descrip 
tions  in  Exodus,  especially  with  the  directions  for  the  making 
and  the  use  of  the  band  (:>S  8  27  ii!)  5)  ;  against  Braun's  theory  it 
must  be  noted  that  nothing  is  said  in  the  text  about  a  back  piece, 
nor  is  there  anything  to  suggest  that  the  ephod  was  made  in  two 
parts  ;  28  8  again  seems  to  exclude  such  a  construction. 

As  far  as  we  can  now  understand  the  description, 
the  high  priest's  ephod  appears  to  have  been  a  kind 
of  apron,  tied  around  the  waist  by  a  band  or  girth 
(arn  =  con,  cingulum)  ;  from  the  corners  of  the  apron 
two  broad  shoulder-straps  (nisro)  were  carried  up  to 
the  shoulders,  and  there  fastened  (to  the  robe,  h'yz)  by 
two  brooches  set  with  onyx  stones.2  The  oracle- pouch 
(ccrn  jerii  EV  '  breastplate  of  judgment '  ;  cp  BREAST 
PLATE  ii.  col.  607)  was  permanently  attached  by  its 
corners  to  the  shoulder-straps,  filling  the  space  between 
them,  and  on  its  lower  border  meeting  the  upper  edge  of 
the  ephod  proper.  The  high  priest's  ephod  may  then  be 
regarded  as  a  ceremonial  survival  of  the  primitive  loin 
cloth  (ephod  bad ;  see  above,  §  i)  worn  by  Samuel  and 
David,3  precisely  as  a  Christian  bishop  at  one  time  wore 
— as  the  Pope  does  still — over  his  alb  a  succinctorium 
with  its  wma,  the  two  ends  falling  at  his  left  side.4 

The  fact  that  the  apparatus  of  the  high -priestly 
oracle,  the  ESSTD  Jt?n,  with  the  sacred  lots,  was  per 
manently  attached  to  the  ephod  recalls  the  use  of  the 
ephod  by  the  priests  of  Saul  and  David  in  divining  (see 
URIM)  ;  and  the  most  natural  explanation  is  that  it 
also  is  a  survival.  This  is,  of  course,  impossible  if  the 
ephod  in  Samuel  was  an  image  (see  above,  §  2)  ;  but 
the  latter  conjecture  is  not  so  certainly  established  that 
the  evidence  of  P  may  not  be  put  into  the  scales  against 
it.5 

Various  hypotheses  have  been  proposed  to  connect 
the  different  meanings  and  uses  of  ephod  in  the  OT. 

Att         t  rl     ^  's  P°ss'ble  t'lat  t^le  primitive  ephod 

'    .        ,P          — a  corner  of  which  was  the  earliest 

exp  ana  ions.     pOCjcet — was  use(j  as  a  receptacle  for 

the  lots,  from  which  they  were  drawn,  or  into  which 
they  were  cast  (see  Prov.  1633)  ;  and  that  when  it  was 
no  longer  a  common  piece  of  raiment  it  was  perpetuated 
in  this  sacred  use,  not  worn,  but  carried  by  the  priest ; 
the  ephod  and  oracle-pouch  of  the  high  priest  would 
then  preserve  this  ancient  association.  The  ephod  of 
Gideon — perhaps  also  the  ephod  in  the  temple  at  Nob 
— was,  however,  an  agalma  of  an  entirely  different 
character  ;  what  relation  there  may  be  between  the 
ephod  -  garment  and  the  ephod-idol,  it  is  not  easy  to 
imagine.6  In  both  cases  we  must  admit  the  possibility 

1  Dillmann,   Ex.   u.   Lev.   (3)  334  ;    Nowack,   HA  2  u8/  ; 
Driver  in    Hastings'   DB,  s.v. ;    cp  Saadia,   Abulwalid.      The 
figures  in  Lepsius'  Denkindler  (3  224  a  d,  222  h,  274  6),  in  which 
Ancessi,  followed  by  Dillm.  and  others,  would  see  an  Egyptian 
ephod  of  this  form,  represent,  not  a  ceremonial  dress,  but  simply 
body  armour  of  two  familiar  types. 

2  The   interpretation  '  shoulder-cape,'   '  Schulterkleid,'  found 
in  some  recent  works  is  a  mechanical  mistranslation  (through 
Old  Latin  and  Vg.  superhumcrale)  of  ©  eirio/ou's,  which  is  not 
a  garment  covering  the  shoulders,  but  one  open  on  the  shoulders 
and  supported  by  brooches  or  shoulder-straps  (en-co/ui6e<;). 

3  Rashi   (on    Ex.  284^  40  end)   likens   the    ephod   of   the 
high  priest  to  a  woman's  surceint,  two  pieces  of  cloth,  in  front 
and  behind,  on  a  band  or  belt. 

4  See  Marriott,   Vestiarimn  Christianum,  153,  i6s_/C  ;  that 
the  original  use  of  the  succinctorium  was  not  forgotten,   see 
Innocent  III.,  De  sacro  altaris  tnysterio,  lib.  i,  c.  52. 

6  The  alternative  is  that  the  union-of  the  ephod  with  the  Urim 
and  Thummim  is  an  artificial  combination  suggested  to  the 
author  of  P  by  the  passages  in  Samuel  themselves.  P,  it  is 
thought,  knew  nothing  about  the  true  nature  of  the  old  ephod 
or  the  Urim  and  Thummim. 

6  For  the  etymological  explanation  by  J.  D.  Michaelis,  see 
below  ;  cp  also  Smend,  A  T  Rel.gesch.  41  n. 
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that  ephod  has  supplanted  a  more  offensive  word, 
possibly  llohim;  cp  the  substitution  of  aron,  'ark,1 
for  ephod  in  i  S.  14 18  i  K.  226.  See  ARK,  §  6,  n.  i. 

The  etymology  of  ephod  is  obscure  ;  the  verb  nax 
(Ex.  29s  Lev.  87)  is  generally  regarded  as  denominative. 
Lagarde's  derivation  from  a  root  131  is  formally  un 
impeachable  ;  but  his  explanation,  '  garment  of  ap 
proach  to  God,'  is  inadmissible  (Uebers.  178).  J.  D. 
Michaelis  conjectured  that  Gideon's  ephod-idol  was  so 
called  because  it  had  a  '  coating'  (msx,  cp  Ex.  288  392) 
of  gold  over  a  wooden  core  (cp  Is.  3022).1  This  theory 
hns  been  widely  accepted,  and  extended  to  the  whole 
class  of  supposed  oracular  ephod-idols  ;  but  the  com 
bination  is  very  doubtful.  Even  in  Isaiah  it  is  quite 
possible  that  an  actual  garment  may  be  meant. 

See  the  authors  cited  above  in  the  notes,  and  in  Moore, 
Judges,  381.  Older  monographs :  B.  D.  Carpzov,  '  De  Ponti- 

ficum  Hebra;orum  vestitu  sacro,'  in  Ugolini, 
5.  Literature.    Thesaurus,    12785^;    Ugolinus,    'Sacer- 

dotium  Hebraicum,"  Tttts.  18135^  (opinions 
of  Jewish  scholars  in  extenso) ;  cp  Maimonides  (Keic  hainiq- 
dash  9  9  ff.),  ib.  8  1002  ff.  ;  especially  Braun,  De  Vestitu 
Sacerdotum,  ii.  6  ;  Spencer,  De  Leg.  lib.  iii.  diss.  7,  c.  3  ;  further, 
Ancessi,  Annales  tie  philos.  chretienne,  1872 ;  Konig,  Rel. 
Hist,  of  Israel,  107  ft.  ',  Sellin,  Beitr.  zur  isr.  u.  j'ied.  Rel.  ii. 
1  ngyl ;  van  Hoonacker,  Le  sacerdoce  Lcuitique,  y;off.  (99). 

G.  F.   M. 

EPHPHATHA  (e4xj>A9,\  [Ti.  WH]),  an  Aramaism 
used  by  Jesus  according  to  Mk.  7s4t-  It  is  glossed  by 
SiavolxOilTi,  and  is  properly  the  passive  (Ethpe'el  or 
Ethpa'al — opinions  differ)  of  nns,  '  to  open.' 

The  assimilation  of  the  n  before  3  can  be  paralleled  in  later 
Aramaic ;  but  it  would  perhaps  be  simpler  to  suppose  that 
the  older  reading  was  (correctly)  664>&6&.  See  Kau.  Gram. 
10,  Dalm.  Gram.  202,  222. 


EPHRAIM 


Name  (§  i/) 
Land  (§  3/.) 
People  (§  s/ 


Origin  (§§  6-8) 
History  (§  gf.~) 
P's  statistics  (§§  10-12) 


Ephraim  (Q^"1DX  ;  §  100  ;  on  meaning  of  name  see 
below,  §  2  ;  ecJ>p<MM,  occasionally  Aid>.  or  -g/v\  ;2  on 
1.  Application  gentilic  Ephraimite,  Ephrathite  see 
of  names  below-  §§  *  [end]'  5  i-).  the  common 
designation  in  Hosea  (originally  oftener 
than  now)  of  the  northern  kingdom  of  Israel.  This  usage 
was  not  confined,  however,  to  northern  writers.  It  occurs 
also  in  Isaiah  and  Jeremiah  3  and  in  post-exilic  prophets 
and  poets. 4  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  name  was  used 
by  other  nations.  The  Moabites  called  the  northern 
kingdom  '  Israel '  (.VII,  I.  5)  ;  the  Assyrians  called  it  Bit 
Humri  (cp  OMRI),  or  Israel  (cp  Ahabbu  Sir'ilai).  Nor 
does  '  Ephraim '  in  this  sense  occur  in  the  earlier 
historical  books. 5  The  explanation  probably  is  that  it 
was  not  a  correct,  formal  style.  An  orator  may  speak 
of  '  England  '  ;  a  diplomatist  must  say  '  Great  Britain.' 

The  form  of  the  name  suggests  that  it  is  really  geo 
graphical  (cp  the  many  place-names  ending  in  aim 
[NAMES,  §  107],  and,  for  the  prefixed  N,  such  names  as 
Ahlab,  Achshaph  ;  cp  also  Achzib). 

'  Land  of  Ephraim '  (c"lBX  pN),  it  is  true,  occurs  only  once, 
late  (Judg.  1215),  and  'Wood  of  Ephraim'  may  be  corrupt 
(see  EPHRAIM  [Woop  OK])  ;  but  '  Mount  Ephraim  '  (Q"iSN  in)6 
occurs  over  thirty  times  (cp  Mt.  Gilead),  and  it  is  significant 
that  we  never  hear  of  '  house  of  Ephraim  '  (as  we  do  of  '  house 
of  Joseph').7 


1  See  IDOL,  §  5. 

2  The  following  forms  occur  in  Josephus :    for  the  eponym 
e^pcup. ;  for  the  tribe  e<£pai/i;.«  ;  variants  e^par;?,  -afir),  -a.9i],  -avti, 
-ajurj,  -ai^rj. 

3  Ezekiel  is  uncertain. 

4  Cp  Ecclus.  472i,  'out  of  Ephraim  a  kingdom  of  violence' 

(son  nrrap  D^SNO  ;  and  ?/.  23). 

Statistics  as  to  the  occurrence  of  the  name  may  now  be 
found  conveniently  collected  in  W.  Staerk,  Studien,  1  84-86. 

8  For  'K  -in  we  have  in  Obad.  19  ' K  mb1-  If  the  text  of  these 
two  words  is  correct  (see  NF.GKR),  we  must  give  n-\jy  the  mean 
ing  it  has  in  Assyrian  (satfii),  viz.  '  mountain  '  (for  other  cases  see 
r  IELD,  i). 

7  The  late  passage,  Judg.  10  9,  cannot  be  considered  an 
exception.  The  phrase  is  artificial,  modelled  after  others.  <£SB 
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Against  the  view  that  Ephraim  is  the  name  of  a 
district  the  absence  of  such  a  place-name  from  the 
Egyptian  records  is  of  no  significance.  They  mention, 
on  the  whole,  towns  rather  than  districts.  Nor  need 
we  consider  seriously  the  suggestion  (Niebuhr,  Gesch. 
1251)  that  there  may  be  in  Egypt  a  trace  of  Ephraim 
as  the  name  of  a  people — viz.  in  the  '(A)pury,  repeatedly 
discussed  in  relation  to  Israel  (the  '  Hebrews '  ;  cp 
HEBREW,  §  i),  since  Chabas  called  attention  to  them, 
in  1 8(32  (Mil.  Egypt.  42  _ff~.).1  The  objections  to  such 
a  view — initial  'ain  for  'aleph  2  and  certain  facts  about 
the  '(A)pury — are  obvious  (so,  strongly,  WMM). 

The  occurrence  in  a  document  of  Egyptian  'ain  3  for  initial 
Semitic  'aleph,  is  not  indeed  impossible,  as  is  proved  by  the 
singular  case  of  the  similar  name  Achshaph  (see  above);''  but 
that  must  be  regarded  simply  as  a  blunder  of  the  scribe  who 
wrote  the  papyrus  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  173).  The  name  '(A)pury 
occurs  too  often  for  there  to  be  any  uncertainty  about  its 
spelling  and  it  is  always  with  'ain.5 

Phonetically,  therefore,  the  equation  is  indefensible.  Nor  is 
there  in  favour  of  it  any  positive  argument.  We  find  '(A)pury  in 
the  time  of  Ramses  II.  (cp  EGYPT,  §  58)  in  the  (eastern)  borders 
of  Egypt  where  a  persistent  tradition  says  that  Joseph,  which, 
as  we  shall  see,  is  practically  equivalent  to  Ephraim,  was 
settled  (cp  JOSEPH  i.) ;  but  '(A)pury  are  mentioned  as  early  as 
the  thirteenth  and  as  late  as  the  twentieth  dynasty,"  and  there 
is  nothing  to  suggest  their  being  connected  with  a  special 
movement  towards  Canaan. 

It  is  most  probable,  therefore,  that  '  Ephraim '  is 
strictly  the  name  of  the  central  highlands  of  W. 
Palestine.  The  people  took  the  name  of  the  tract  in 
which  they  dwelt,  just  as  their  neighbours  towards  the 
S.  were  called  '  men  of  the  south,'  '  sons  of  the  south' 
(see  BENJAMIN,  §  i).  Ephraim  would  thus  be  simply 
the  country  of  Joseph  ;  called  his  son,  as  Gilead  is  called 
the  son  of  Machir.  It  is  just  possible  that  Machir,  too, 
was  at  one  time  used  in  a  wider  sense,  more  nearly 
equal  to  Joseph;  J's  story  says  (Gen.  37  28  £/  cp454) 
that  it  was  because  Joseph  was  sold  (FJOV  nN  VOD'i)  that 
he  was  found  living  in  Egypt  (TDD,  Machir  =' sold ').7 
Whenjoseph  was  regarded  as  consisting  definitely  of  three 
collections  of  clans — Machir  (Manasseh),  Ephraim,  and 
Benjamin — the  main  body  retained  the  name  Ephraim. 

The  gentilic  occurs  seldom  (Judg.  12s  i  S.  1 1  i  K.  1126)  in 
MT,  and  the  text  is  doubtful  (see  below,  §  5,  i.).  Analogy  would 
lead  us  to  expect  Ephrite  (nSN*  ',  cp  i-j^D  from  Q'luD  j  '3"in 
from  G'Jln) !  but  the  form  used  is  Ephrathite  ('JT1BN),  as  if  from 
a  noun  Ephrah.  'Ephraimite'  (Josh.  16  10  [AV]  Judg.  1246 
[AVJ,  v.  5  [EV])  is  an  invention  of  EV.  '  Ephrathite  '  in  Judg. 
12  5  is  probably  genuine  (e^pafletnjs  [B],  CK  TOV  e<£paijx,  [AL]) 
in  the  sense  of  '  belonging  to  Mount  Ephraim.' 

i.  From  the  days  of  Hosea  (13 15,  uns')  and  the  Bless 
ings  of  Jacob  (Gen.  49)  and  of  Moses  (Dt.  33)  men 
.y,  .  have  seen  in  the  name  Ephraim  a  fitting 

of    a    a       designation    for    the    central    district    of 

Palestine,8    '  fair  and    open,1  fertile  and 

well-watered  ;  and  modern  scholars  (e.g. ,  We. ,  Abriss 

d.    Gesch.   5)  regard  the  name  as  originally  a  Hebrew 

omits  'house  of.'  The  Chronicler  speaks  of  the  'sons  of 
Ephraim'  ('«  ^3),  2  Ch.  28  12. 

l  For  the  literature  see  reff".  in  Kittel,  Gesch.  1  166  n.  2,  Marq. 
Chronologische  Untersuch.  57  n.  124. 

*  Another  phonetic  objection,  that  medial  £3  is  normally  repre 
sented  by  y  not  /  (so  WMM,  As.  u.  Eur.  93),  is  not  decisive. 
P  also  appears,  for  example,  Ba'-tj-tu-pa-ira  =  T2D  jva  (pap. 
Anast.  i.  22  3). 

3  Brugsch  compared  theMidianite  'Epher,  -^y(ZA  '76,  p.  71). 

4  Achshaph  occurs  in  the  list  of  towns  in  Upper  Rtnu  of 
Thotmes  III.  (no.  40)  normally  as  '-k-sap\  but  in  pap.  Anast. 
i.  21  4  it  appears  as  '-k-sa-pu  (initial  y). 

6  As  the  Egyptian  pronunciation  of  'ain  was  less  emphatic 
than  the  Canaanite  it  might  be  thought  possible  that  an  emphatic 
Semitic  'aleph  should  sometimes  be  represented  in  Egyptian  by 
'ain.  What  is  found,  however,  is  the  converse  effect — Egyptian 
'aleflh  for  Semitic  'ain, — and  it  is  hardly  possible  to  believe  that 
in  the  case  of  people  for  many  centuries  in  the  employment  of 
the  Egyptians  a  name  which  was  spelled  by  the  Egyptians 
with  initial  y  invariably,  really  began  with  K. 

6  It  has  even  been  argued  that  '(A)pury  is  never  a  race  name 
(Meyer,  GA,  297,  n.  2;  Maspero,  Hist.  anc.  2443,  n.  3;   but 
not  so  Erman,  W.  M.  Miiller). 

7  The  place  of  the  incident  of  the  sale  in  the  life  of  Joseph  is 
referred  to  elsewhere.     See  JOSEPH  ii.  §  3. 

8  E  applies  the  etymology  differently  (Gen.  4152:   'fruitful 
in  the  land  of  my  affliction'  ["jy]);  and  again,  Josephus  (Ant. 
ii.  (i  i  [§  92]):  '  restoring '  (O.TTO&I.SOVS),  '  because  of  the  restoration 
(5td  TO  a.iro$o9rji>a.i)  '  to  the  freedom  of  his  forefathers.' 
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appellative  meaning  '  fertile  tract.  '  1  Formally  this  is 
plausible  (see  above,  §  i),  and,  as  we  shall  see  (§  3/.  ), 
such  a  name  is  fitting  —  -it  would  be  eminently 
fitting  on  the  lips  of  Hebrew  immigrants  from  the 
Steppes.  The  Arabs  called  the  beautiful  plain  of 
Damascus2  the  gitfa,  and  this  has  become  a  proper 
name  (el-Ghiita).  Compare  the  (very  different)  name 
given  to  the  parched  tract  S.  of  Judah  (see  NEGEB). 
Other  possible  explanations,  however,  should  not  be 
overlooked. 

ii.  If  HBN  means  'earth,'3  Gesenius  in  connecting  'Ephraim' 
.with  HSN  may  have  been  wrong  only  in  interpreting  the  termina 
tion  aim  as  a  dual  ending,  and  '  Ephraim  '  may  have  meant  '  the 
loamy  tract.'  The  Assyrian  epru  may  be  iSNj  not  ^u4- 

iii.  A  slightly  different  explanation  would  be  reached  if  we 
followed  the  hint  of  the  Mishnic  Hebrew  1BN  (Buxt.  12N)  ;  cp 
BesaSy:  'Domestic  animals  (niW3)  are  suc^  as  pass  the 
night  in  the  city  (TJH),  pastoral  animals  (nvq-|D)  are  such  as 
pass  the  night  in  the  open  (13x3)  ;  '  also  Pesikta  S/>  :  '  [Exod. 
34  24]  teaches  that  thy  cow  may  pasture  in  the  open  (nsxa).  ' 
If  this  sense  for  -fix  was  old,  '  Ephraim  '  might  mean  the 
country  where  the  earlier  settlers  in  Palestine  had  not  yet 
built  (many)  cities  (cp  below,  §  7  ii.).  JODN,  mSN  '"  tne  Talmud 
means  'meadow.' 

On  the  other  hand,  the  interpretation  of  geographical 
names  is  proverbially  precarious  (cp  CANAAN,  §  6, 
ARAM,  §  i)  ;  we  must  take  into  consideration  the  possi 
bility  that  the  name  Ephraim  as  it  has  reached  us  may 
owe  its  precise  form  in  part  to  popular  etymology  such 
as,  it  is  thought,  has  turned  (conversely)  Chateau  vert 
into  Shotover  (hill). 

Ephraim    is    generally   called     '  Mount    Ephraim  '  4 
('N  in)  —  i-e.,    '  mountainous  -country  6    of    Ephraim.' 
,       This  was  no  mere  form  of  speech.      From 
.  acoar  the     ]ain  of  Megiddo  to  Beersheba  is  a 

and  extent.  •  •, 

great  mountainous  mass,  ninety  miles  in 

length,  called  '  the  mountain.'  '  Mountain  of  Ephraim  ' 
will  mean  that  part  of  this  great  mountain  mass  which 
lies  within  the  (fertile)  tract  called  Ephraim  —  viz.  the 
northern  part.  It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  Ephraim 
differs  from  the  less  fertile  tract  that  extends  down  to  Beer 
sheba.  The  change  is  patent.  It  is  more  difficult,  how 
ever,  to  say  where  it  occurs  (see,  further,  end  of  this  §). 
In  fact,  there  is  not  really  a  definite  physical  line  of  sec 
tion,  any  more  than  there  was  a  stable  political  boundary. 
It  has  been  suggested  elsewhere  (BENJAMIN,  §  if.)  that 
this  made  easier  the  formation  of  an  intermediate  canton 
called  'the  southern  [Ephraim]'  —  i.e.  ,  Benjamin.  The 
OT  nowhere  defines  the  extent  of  Ephraim.  It  is  likely 
that  there  was  always  a  certain  vagueness  about  its 
southern  limits.  There  can  be  little  doubt,  however, 
that  it  included  Benjamin  (see  BENJAMIN,  §  i).  All 
that  follows  the  word  '  even  '  in  Judg.  19  16  is  probably 
an  interpolation  (to  magnify  the  wickedness  of  the  Ben- 
jamites  ?  ;  so  Bu.  ad  loc.  ).  The  northern  boundary  is 
clearer.  When  Joseph  us  tells  us  (Ant.  v.  122  [83])  that 
Ephraim  reached  (from  Bethel)  to  '  the  great  plain'  (TO 
fj.^ya  Trediov)  he  may  mean  the  plain  not  of  Megiddo 
but  of  the  Makhneh  (see  below,  §  4)  ;  but  he  is  speak 
ing  of  the  seat  of  the  smaller  Ephraim  tribe.  The 
general  character  of  the  OT  references  and  the  cities 
assigned  to  Mt.  Ephraim  (see  below,  §  13)  make  it 
probable  that  it  reached  to  the  plain  of  Megiddo. 

The  only  serious  argument  against  it  is  the  rather  obscure 
passage  Josh.  17  14-18  (on  the  text  of  which  see  Che.  Crit.  Bib., 

1  On  the  view  of  Gesenius  see  later  (§  2  ii.).     G.  H.  Skipwith 
suggests  (JQK  11  247  ['99!)  that  Q-|£JN  is  the  masculine  equivalent 
of  (n)rP2N.   an   appellation   of    Rachel,  signifying   '  her    that 
maketh  fruitful  '  (see  RACHEL). 

2  Cheyne   has   conjectured  that   the  plain  below  Jerusalem 
similarly  received  the  name  'Ephraim,'  corrupted  by  transposi 
tion  of  letters  into  REPHAIM  [y.v.].      Bethlehem  (or  a  place 
near  it),  only  two  or  three  miles  distant,  seems  to  have  been 
called  Ephrath. 

3  So  Barth,  Etytn.  Stud.  2oyC,  comparing  Ar.  gubar,  which, 
however,  means  '  dust  '  ;  also  Ges.(13)-Bu.(2) 

4  Twice   'mount    Israel,'    Josh.  11  1621   [D]  ;    on    Ezekiel's 
frequent  'mountains  of  Israel  '  ('»  'in),  see  HIGH  PLACE,  §  2. 

5  Looked  at  from  the  sea,  indeed,  or  from  across  the  Jordan, 
it  'presents  the  aspect,'  as  G.  A.  Smith  says,  'of  a  single  moun 
tain  massif.' 

1311 


EPHRAIM 

and  cp  REPHAIM).  The  house  of  Joseph,  complaining  that  Mt. 
Ephraim  is  too  small  for  them,  are  told  to  clear  for  themselves 
a  settlement  in  the  wood  in  the  land  of  the  Rephaim  and  the 
Perizzites.  It  has  been  supposed  that  this  refers  to  the  northern 
part  of  the  western  highlands  from  Shechem  to  Jenin  (so  Stade, 
Steuernagel,  van  Kasteren,  MDPVqs,  p.  28^);  but  it  is  more 
likely  that  the  passage  is  to  be  connected  with  the  story  of 
Josephite  colonies  settling  E.  of  the  Jordan  (cp  JAIR,  etc.; 
REPHAIM  [WOOD]);  so  Bu.  RiSa,  34  ff.  87  ;  KfiC  ad  loc., 
Buhl,  Pal.  121  n.  265).  See  MACHIK,  MANASSEH,  and,  on  the 
relation  of  Ephraim  to  other  tribes,  below,,  §  5. 

The  places  expressly  said  to  be  in  Mount  Ephraim 
are  :  in  the  south,  Ramath(aim),  perhaps  Bet  Rlma  (see 
RAMATHAIM),  Zuph,  and  Timnath-heres  (Josh.  19so 
2430  Judg.  2g),  perhaps  et-Tibnah  (see  TIMNATH- 
HEKES)  ;  in  the  centre,  Shechem  (Josh.  20?  21 21  i  K. 
1225  i  Ch.  6  67  [52])  ;  in  the  N.,  SHAMIR  [q.v.  ;  Judg. 
10  i) ;  also  the  hills  ZEMARAIM,  S.  of  Bethel  (2  Ch. 
184),  and  GAASH,  near  Timnath-heres  (Judg.  2g,  etc.). 

The  Ephraim  highlands  differ  from  those  of  Judah 
in  several  respects.1  In  Judah  we  have  a  compact  and 
fairly  regular  tableland  deeply  cut  by  steep  defiles, 
bounded  on  the  E.  by  the  precipices  that  overlook  the 
depths  of  the  Dead  Sea,  and  separated  on  the  W.  from 
the  maritime  plain  by  the  isolated  '  lowland  district '  of 
the  Shgphelah  (see  JUDAH).  In  Ephraim  this  gives  place 
to  a  confused  complex  of  heights  communicating  on 
the  E.  by  great  valleys  with  the  Jordan  plain,  and  letting 
itself  down  by  steps  on  the  W.  directly  on  to  the  plain 
of  Sharon,  cut  across  the  middle  by  a  great  cleft  (see 
below,  §  4,  end)  and  elsewhere  by  deep  valleys,  and  en 
closing  here  and  there  upland  plains  surrounded  by  hills. 

The  change  in  the  western  border  occurs  about  Wady 
Malaka,  directly  west  of  Bethel ;  the  change  in  the 
character  of  the  surface  not  till  the  Bethel  plateau  ends 
(some  5  or  6  m.  farther  N. )  at  the  base  of  the  highest 
peak  of  Ephraim — -on  which  the  ruins  of  Tell-'Asur 
probably  mark  the  site  of  BAAL-HAZOR — whose  waters 
running  east  through  the  W.  Samiya  and  west  through 
the  W.  en-Nimr  and  the  W.  Der  Ballut  empty  them 
selves  into  the  Jordan  and  the  Mediterranean  by  the 
two  'Aujas. 

Geographically,  as  well  as  historically,  the  heart  and 
centre  of  the  land    is  Shechem.       '  Embosomed  in  a 
forest    of  fruit    gardens  '   in    a  fair  vale 


4.  Plains, 


sheltered    by    the   heights    of   Ebal    and 


wadys,  etc.  Gerizimi  ;t  sends  out  jts  roads,  like 
arteries,  over  the  whole  land,  distributing  the  impulse 
of  its  contact  with  foreign  culture. 

1.  Northwestwards  the  W.  esh-Sha'lr  winds  past  the 
open  end  of  the  Samaria  plain  down  to  Sharon. 

From  the  plain  of  Samaria,  whose  island  city-fortress  the 
sagacity  of  Omri  made  for  centuries  the  capital,  one  gets  by  the 
valley  up  to  near  Yasid  and  then  down  the  W.  Abu  Kaslun,  or 
by  a  road  over  the  saddle  of  Beyazid,  into  the  upland  plains 
of  Fandakumiyeh  and  Marj  el-Garak,  and  on  to  Sahl  'Arrabeh, 
Dothan,  and  the  plain  of  Megiddo. 

2.  The  E.  end  of  the  vale  of  Shechem  is  the  plain  of 
'Askar. 

If  one  turns  to  the  left,  the  steep,  rugged  gorge  of  W.  Bedan 
(with  its  precipitous  cliffs,  surmounted  by  Ebal  on  the  left  and 
by  Neby  Belan  on  the  right)  takes  one  down  northwards  to  the 
great  crumpled  basin  which  collects  the  waters  of  the  W.  Fari'a, 
the  main  avenue  of  access  from  Gilead2  by  the  ford  of  ed- 
Damieh,  less  than  20  m.  off. 

W.  Fari'a  turns  off  to  the  right  (SE).  Straight  on  (NE.) 
past  'Ain  Fari'a  is  the  road  to  Reisan  in  the  Jordan  plain, 
passing  by  the  large  village  of  Tubas  (identified  by  some  with 
THKBEZ,  q.v.),  which  lies  (10  m.  from  Nablus)  looking  down 
the  \V.  Buke',  by  Teyasir  (identified  by  some  with  ASHER  [q.v., 
ii.])  in  a  secluded  and  fertile  open  valley  near  the  head  of  the  \V. 
Malih  and  by  Kb.  Ibzik  (BEZEK),  and  through  the  W.  Khashneh, 
with  'its  hills  thickly  ciothed  with  wild  olives. 

On  the  left  all  along  the  road  is  the  watershed,  with  the 
heights  of  Talluza  (1940  ft.  ;  a  village  on  a  knoll  commanding 
a  fine  view  of  W.  Fari'a),  the  'barren  rounded  top'  of  Ras  el- 
'Akra  (2230  ft.),  and  Ras  Ibzik  (2404  ft.),  which  rises  1400  ft. 
above  Teyasir. 

3.  Straight  in  front  of  the  E.  exit  from  Shechem  the  plain 

1  When  Josephus  says  loosely  that  they  do  not  differ  at  all 
(BJ  iii.  84  [(&/.}  ;  KO.T'  ovSev  Sid^opos)  he  explains  his  meaning 
thus :    they  are   made  up  of  hilly  country  and  level  country 
('opeii>ai  icai  irfSidSc;),  are  moist  and  fertile,  etc. 

2  Note  that  it  is  just  opposite  the  W.  Zerka,  that  great  cleft 
in  the  Gilead  plateau. 
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Parentheses  indicating  articles  that  refer  to  the  place-names  are  in  certain  cases  added  to  non-biblical  names  having  no  biblical 
equivalent.  The  alphabetical  arrangement  usually  ignores  prefixes:  abu  ('father  of),  'ain  ('spring'),  beit  ('house'), 
beni  ('sons'),  birket  ('pool'),  dahret  ('summit'),  der  ('monastery'},  el  ('  the'),  ghor  ('hollow'),  jehir  ('hole'),  karn 
('horn'),  kasr  ('castle'),  kefr  ('village'},  khan  ('inn'),  khirbet  ('ruin'},  makhddet  ('ford'},  mejdel  ('castle'},  merj 
('  meadow'},  neby  ('prophet'),  rds  ('summit'),  sheikh  ('saint'),  taTat  ('  ascent'),  tell  ('  mound'),  thoghret  ('pass'},  wddy 
( '  valley ' ). 


Abel-Meholah,  CD3 

Chephirah,  64 

'ain   el-Hod,    €4    (ENSHE- 

el-Lubban,    B3    (EPHRAIM, 

W.  es-Sant,  B4 

wady  el-Abyad,  D3 

Chesalon,  64 

MESH) 

§4  [4]) 

Sanur,  82  (BETHULIA) 

Adamah  or  Adam,  D3 

wady  el-Humr,  C3 

Ludd,  A4 

Sar'a,  A4 

wady  el-'Adeimeh,  D4 

W.  abu  Dab'  €4  (ZEBOIM) 

Lydda,  A4 

W.   es-Sarar,   AB4    (MAK- 

Adummim,  C4 

tal'at  ed-Dam,  C4 

wady  Ibten  Ghazal,  D3 

KEDAH) 

khan  el-Ahmar,  €4  (ADUM 

ed-Dfimieh,  D3 

Kh.  Ibzlk  and  ras  Ibzik,  C2 

Madmenah,  64 

karn  Sartabeh,  C3 

MIM) 

thoghret  ed-Debr,  €4  (DE- 

(EPHRAIM,  §  4  [2]) 

MakhmSs,  €4 

Sebustiyeh,  82 

Ai,  C4 

BIR) 

W.  el-Ifjim,  C3  (EPHRAIM, 

el-Makhna,  BC3 

Seilun,  C3 

Aijalon,  and  valley,  B4 

beit  Dejan,  €3  (DAGON) 

§4) 

W.  Malakeh,  B4  (EPHRAIM) 

ghores-Seiseban,  D4(8ETH- 

kal'at  rSs  el-'Ain,  A3 

der  DlwSn,  C4 

Kh.  Il'asa,  B4 

ain  Malih,  and  W.  el-Malih, 

PEOR) 

"Ainun,  Cs 

Docus,  04 

W.      Imeish,     B4     (BETH- 

€2  (ABEL-MEHOLAH) 

W.  Selhab,  BCa  (DOTHAN) 

\V.  'Ajliin,  D2  3  (BITH-RON) 

Dothan  and  tell  Duthan,  B2 

IIORON) 

W.  el-Malih,  AB2 

W.    Selman,    AB4    (BETH- 

rSs  el-'AkrS,  €2  (EPHRAIM, 

'ain  ed-Uiik,  04 

el-'Isawiyeh,  64 

W.  el-Maty'ah,  C4  (Ai) 

HORON) 

§4) 

wildy  Ish'ar,BC3  (EPHRAIM, 

Mazra'at,  C3 

Sha'fat,  84 

'Akrabeh,  C3  (EKRKBEL) 

Mt.  Ebal,  C3 

§4) 

W.     nahr      el-Mefjir,      Az 

W.    esh-Shn'ir    (EPHRAIM, 

jehir   '  Akrabeh,    €3    (£PH- 

Eleasa,  B4 

wady  Ishkar,  A3  (KANAH) 

(KANAH) 

§   4)  and   'ain  esh-Sham- 

RAIM,  §  4) 

Emmaus  i,  A4  ;  2,  64 

jebel  Islamlyeh,  C3 

W.  Meidan,  D4 

siyeh,  82 

Alemeth,  C4 

Ephraim  2,  C4 

Meithalun,  €2  (ARRELA) 

Shechem,  C3 

tell  der  'Alia,  D3  (GiLEAD, 

Ephron  i,  C4 

Jabbok,  D3 

W.  el-Mellaha,  CD3,  4 

'ain  Shems,  A4 

§7) 

Eriha,  €4 

Jabesh  Gilead,  Da 

Meselieh,  Cz 

Sheri'at  el-Keblreh,  Di-4 

'Almit,  €4 

Kh.   'Erma,  84  (KiRjATH- 

ras  Jadir,  Cz 

Michmash,  €4 

Shiloh,  C3 

Amateh,  D3 

JEARIM) 

Janohah,  C3 

Michmethah,  BC3 

wSdy  ShubSsh,  CD2 

'Amwas,  A4 

Esora,  C3 

Jeba',  62  (GEBA,  2) 

Midieh,  AB4 

abu  Shusheh,  A4  (GEZER) 

beit     'AnSn,      64     (ELON- 

Eshtaol,  64 

Jeba'  €4  (GEBA,  i) 

Kh.  beit  Mizza,  64 

wSdy  es-Sidr,  D3 

BETHHANAN) 

Eshu',  C4 

Kh.  Jedireh,  A4 

Mozah,  64 

wady  abu  Sidreh,  D3 

Ananiah,  B4 
'AnatS  and  Anathoth,  €4 
'Annabeh,  A4 
Antipatris,  A3 
Aphek,  A3 
Archi  and  'ain  'Arik,  64 
'Arrabeh,  82  (DOTHAN) 
'Artuf,    A4   (ETAM,    ROCK 

mejdel-beni-Fadel,    C3   and 
Fandakurniyeh,  B2  (EpH- 

RAIM,  §  4) 

'ain    Kara,    Kh.    Fara,   and 
W.  Fara,  C4(EupHRATEs) 
'ain  el-FSri'a,  C2  (EPHRAIM) 
W.      FSri'a,      €3     (BETH- 
BARAH) 

Jericho,   Crusaders',  C4 
Jericho  of  OT,  C4 
Jerusalem,  B4 
Jeshanah,  B4 
tell  Jezer,  A4 
el-Jib,  B4 
wady  el-Jib,  83,  4 
Jibia,  64 

W.  Mukelik,  C4 

Naarath,  €4 
Nablus,  C3 
W.  abu  Nar,  82  (APHEK,  3) 
W.        Nawa'imeh,        CD4 
(EMEK) 
beit  Nebala,  A4 

'ain  Sinia,  B4 
Sinjil,  C3  (EPHRAIM,  §  4) 
beit  Sira,  84  (BETH-HORON) 
Kh.  Sirlsia,  83 
'ain  es-Sultan,  C4 
'ain  Suwemeh,  D4 
khirbet  Suwemeh,  04 
W.  es-Suwemt,  €4  (GEBA) 

OF) 

wadv  P^asail    C^ 

Jiljilia,  B3  (GiLGAL,  §  4) 

Neballat,  A4 

Arumah,  C3 
Asher,  €2 
'Asiret  (el-Hatab),  C3 
'Askar,  C3  (EPHRAIM,  §  4) 

Fejja,  A3 
Fer'ata,  B3 
tell  el-Ful,  B4 

Jiljulieh,  A3(GiLGAL,  §  6  a) 
birket  Jiljuliyeh,  C4 
Jimzu,  A4 
Jordan,  Di-4 

Nephtoah,  B4 
W.    en-Nimr,    BC4   (EPH 
RAIM,  §  4) 
tell  Nimrin  and  W.  Nimrin, 

Taanath-Shiloh,  C3 
et-Taiyibeh,  C4 
jebel  Tammun,  C-2 
Ta'na,'  C3 

tell  'Asur,  C4 

Geba,  €4 

wady  el-Jorfeh,  D4 

D4 

wady  abu  TSra,  D4 

'Atara,  84 
Ataroth-addar,  64 

eastern  Gederoth,  A4 
Mt.  Gerizim,  C3 

W.  el  Jozeleh,  D3 
Juleijil,  €3 

beit  NubS,  B4(IsHB!BENOB) 
nebi  Nun,  C3  (JANOAH) 

et-TawSnik,  C3  (EPHRAIM, 
§4) 

Kh.  'Atuf,  C2 
W.  el-'Aujeh,  CD4 
"Awarta,  C3  (GlBEAK,  §  2) 

wady  'Ayun  Musa,  D4 
el-'Azariyeh,  B4 

Gezer,  A4 
merj    el-Gharak,    C2   (EPH 
RAIM,  §  4) 

Gibeah,  84 
Gibeah  of  Phinehas,  B4 

esh-sheikh  Kamil,  C3 
Kanah,  AB3 
W.  Kanah,  AB3 
J.  Karantel,  €4  (JERICHO) 

nebi  Nun,  €2  (JOSEPH) 

Ophrah  3,  B3  ;  2,  €4 
Kh.  el-'Ormeh,  C3 

et-Tell,  C4 
Teyaslr  and  Thebez,  €2 
Kh.  kefr  Thilth,  B3  (BAAL- 
SHALISHA) 
Tibneh,  B3 

Azmaveth,  64 

el-Ghor,  Di,  2,  3  (JORDAN) 

Karawa,  CD3  (JERICHO) 

Parah,  C4 

Timnath-heres,  83 

wady  Ghnweir,  D4 

'ain  Karim,  B4 

\V.  et-Tin,  AB2 

Gibeon,  64 

Karyat  el-'Inab,  84 

et-Tireh,  A3  (ANTIPATRIS) 

Baal-Hazor,  €4 
Baal-shalisha.  83 

Gilgal  (§  4),  B3  ;  (  §  2),  C4  ; 
(§  5),  C3 

W.  abu  Kaslan,  BC2  (Epn- 

RAIM,  §  4) 

Raba,  €2 
Rabbith,  C2 

jebel  et-TOr,  C3 
Tubas,  C2 

W.   der    Ballut,    B3  (EPH 

Gimzo,  A4 

jebel  el-Kebir,  C3 

er-RSm,  B4 

RAIM,  §§  4,  7) 

Keflra,  64 

Ramah  i,  B4  ;  2,  B3 

.  .               _ 

ras  el-Bedd,  C2 
W.  Beidfin,  C3  (EPHRAIM, 
§4) 
Benin,  B4 
esh-sheikh  BeiySzid,  B2  and 
neby  Belan.Cs  (EPHRAIM, 

'ain  el-Habs,  B4  (JOHN  THE 
BAPTIST) 
Hadid,  A4 
Haditheh,  A4 
Kh.  Haiyan,  €4 
tell  el'-Hajar,  €4 

tell  el-Kefrein,  D4 
W.   el-Kefrein,   D4   (ABEL- 
SHITTIM) 
wady  el-Kelt,  C4 
W.  el-Kerad,  C3(EPHRAIM, 
§4) 

Ramallah,  84 
er-Rameh,  82 
tell  er-Rameh,  04 
ras  er-Rammali,  C'2 
'ain  er-Rawabi  and  W.  er- 
Rawaby,    C$    (ENSHEM- 

merj  ibn    Umer,  Ar>4 
Umm  el-'AmdSn,  Da 
rSs  Umm  el-Kbarrubeh,  C3 
dahret  Umm  el-Kubeish,  Cz 
ras  Umm  Zoka,  D2 
beit  'Ur  el-Foka,  B4 
beit  'Ur  et-Tahta,  B4 

§4) 

'ain  Hajla,  64 

Kesla,  B4 

ESH) 

Bethany  i,  B4 
Beth-aven,  €4 
Bethel,  B4 

kasr  Hajla,  €4 
makhadet  Hajla,  D4 
tell  Hammam,  L)4 

W.  el-Khashneh,  €2  (EPH 
RAIM,  §  4) 
W.  el-Khudera,  A2 

wady  er-Retem,  D3,  4 
beit  Rima,  B3 
er-Rujeb,  D3 

wady  Yabis,  D2 
Yalo,  154 

Beth-haccerem,  84 
Beth    hoglah,  €4 
the  Beth-horons,  64 
Beth-nimra,  D4 

beit  Hanina,  64 
W.  beit  Hanina,  B4(IsRAF.L, 
§7) 
kefr  Haris,  B3  (GAASH) 

Kibbiah,  84  (GIBBETHON) 
Kilkilieh,  A3(Gn.c;Ai.,§6a) 
Kirjath-jearim,  64 
el-Kubab,  A4  (Gon) 

wady  er-Rujeb,  D3  (ARGOB) 
Rujlb,  €3  (EPHRAIM,  §  4) 

kefr  Saba,  A3  (ANTIPATRIS) 

Kh.  YSnun,  C3 
YSsid,  €2  (EPHRAIM,  g  4) 
Yasnf  B3  (JOSEPH) 
Yerzeh,  C2  (P>HRAIM,  §  7) 

Beth-shemesh,  A4 

Hazor  2,  B4 

el-Kuds,  B4 

tell  es-Sa'Idryeh,  D2 

Bethulia,  C2 

Kh.  Hazzur,  84 

Kuloniyeh,  B4 

'ain  es-Sskut,  D2 

Zarethan,  C3 

Bezek,  C2 

W.    Hesban,     D4    (BETH- 

Kuzah,  B3  (CHUSi) 

Sslim,  €3  (EPHRAIM,  §  4) 

Valley  of  Zeboim,  C4 

el-Bireh,  B4  (BF.EROTH) 

PEOR) 

Samaria,  82 

blr  ez-Zeit,  84  (AZOTUS) 

W.    el-Buke',    CD3    (ErH- 

wady  el-Himar,  D2 

T.aishah,  64 

'ain  Samieh,  C4 

W.  Zemir,  A82 

RAIM,  §  4) 

el-Hizmeh,  C4 

f.ebonah,  B3 

wSdy  Samieh,C4  (EPHRAIM) 

N.  ez-ZerkS,  D3 

Burka,  BC4 

el-Hod,  D4 

Lifta,  B4 

nebi  Samwil,  84 

Zorah,  A4 
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of  'Askar  connects  with  the  plain  of  Salim  leading  on  to  Ta'na 
(TAANATH-SHILOH)  at  the  head  of  W.  el-Kerad,  which  leads 
through  the  steep  W.  Ifjim  down  to  the  Jordan. 

4.  On  the  right  the  plain  of  'Askar  (see  SYCHAR)  leads  S. 
into  the  plain  of  Rujib  and  the  plain  of  Makhneh,  the  route  to 
the  S.  passing  on  across  ridges  and  valleys  through  the  deep 
plain  of  Lubhan,  round  the  heights  of  Sinjil — leaving  up  on  the 
left,  shut  in  between  high  bare  mountains,  the  ancient  temple- 
city  of  Shiloh  (near  it  the  open  plain  of  Merj  el-'Id) — on  through 
the  W.  el-Jib,  under  the  heights  of  Tell  'Asur  (E.  of  which  is 
the  enclosed  plain  of  Merj  Sia),  up  to  the  plateau  of  Betin 
(Bethel)  and  el-Bireh,  and  so  on  to  Jerusalem  and  the  south. 

5.  West  of  the  line  just  described,  leading  south  from 
the  plain  of  'Askar,  a  maze  of  valleys  gradually  simpli 
fies  itself  into  the  great  arterial  wadys  that  lead  down  to 
the  maritime  plain  and  finally  unite  in  the  lower  course 
of  the  'Auja.. 

These  are  the  W.  Kanah,  the  W.  Deir  Ballut,  and  the  W. 
Malakeh  :  the  Deir  Ballut,  with  its  two  [or  three]  great  con 
verging  branches  (the  straight  W.  Ish'ar  beginning  in  a  little 
plain  south  of  the  village  of 'Akraba  upon  the  main  watershed, 
and  the  deep  W.  en-Nimr)  ;  the  W.  Malakeh,  with  its  deep 
head  valleys  beginning  below  el-Bireh.  South  of  the  W. 
Malakeh  is  the  W.  Selman,  the  country  drained  by  which  is 
enclosed  in  the  great  sweep  of  the  W.  Sarar,  which,  beginning 
just  below  el-BIreh,  describes  a  semicircle  and  enters  the  sea 
as  N.  Rubin  due  W.  of  er-Ramleh. 

6.  South  of  Gerizim  the  watershed  lies  east  of  the 
traveller's  route.       Just   as,    north   of  the  W.    Fari'a, 
we  have  seen,   there  runs  along  the  watershed  a  suc 
cession  of  valleys  or  plains,   so  from  the  S.    foot   of 
et-Tawanik  (2847)  the  Jehlr  'Akrabah  runs  S.   as  far 
as    Mejdel - beni -Fadel   (2146),    overlooked    by  Yanun 
(JANOAH)  in  the  northern  part,   and   by  the  modern 
village   of   'Akrabeh    (2045)    about    midway.       Then, 
however,    the   system   becomes   more   complex,    till  at 
Tell  'Asur  we  reach  the  Bethel  plateau. 

7.  The  district  of  the  open  valley  of  Fandakiimiye 
and  the  enclosed  plain  Marj  el-Garak  is,  we  saw,  partly 
separated  from  the  Samaria  valley  by  the  Bayazld  range. 
Farther  north  are  the  plains  of  Dothan,  'Arrabeh,  and 
the  W.  Selhab.      If  the  W.  Fari'a  was  the  route  of  the 
invasions  from  the  east  (Nomads,  Aramseans,  Assyrians), 
the  upland  plain  of  Dothan  was  the  great  route  across 
from  Sharon  to  the  east  end  of  the  plain  of  Megiddo. 
There  were  other  routes  (W.  'Ara,  etc.)  farther  NW. 
By  these  routes  the  armies  of  Egypt  and  the  other  great 
states  passed  and  repassed  for  centuries  and  centuries. 
The  low  hill-land  beyond  the  plain  of  Dothan  culmin 
ates  in  the  height  of  Sheikh  Iskander,  north  of  which 
the  W.  'Ara  divides   it  from   the  still  lower  hill -land 
called   Bilad   Ruha   which   stretches  across  to  W.    el- 
Milh,  beyond  which  rises  the  range  of  CARMEL  [y.z'.]. 

Mt.  Ephraim  is  thus  divided  across  the  middle  (by 
the  great  valleys  that  continue  the  vale  of  Shechem) 
into  a  northern  and  a  southern  half.  The  northern  of 
these  again  is  divided  by  the  great  line  of  plains  and 
valleys  that  reaches  from  the  Jordan  plain  near  Gilboa 
southwestwards  to  the  Makhneh.  The  NW.  quarter 
is  remarkable  for  its  plains  ;  the  NE.  for  its  series 
of  parallel  valleys  (especially  the  great  W.  Fari'a) 
running  down  SE.  to  the  Ghor.  In  the  southern  half 
the  SW.  is  remarkable  for  its  maze  of  wadys  (note  the 
long  straight  W.  Ish'ar  that  runs  down  thirteen  miles 
without  a  bend  SW.  from  'Akrabe)  coagulating  at  the 
base  of  Tell  'Asur  and  below  el-Bireh,  and  its  great 
valleys  converging  into  the  'Auja ;  the  SE.  for  its 
heights,  plains,  and  plateaus,  and  the  series  of  deep 
rugged  wadys  (note  in  particular  the  deep  W.  el-'Aujah 
leading  up  to  Tell  'Asur  and  the  W.  Kelt  -  Suwenit 
leading  up  to  the  Benjamin  plateau)  that  furrow  its 
eastern  declivity. 

Such  is  Ephraim  ;  a  land  well  watered  and  fertile,  a 
land  of  valleys,  plains,  and  heights,  a  land  open  to 
the  commerce,  the  culture,  and  the  armies  of  the  world. 

i.  Relation  to  Manasseh. — Not  all  the  Ephraim 
district,  however,  was  regarded  as  belonging  to  the 

6   Inhabitants     EPhraim  tribe  I    Part  was  peopled  by 
men  of  Machir- Manasseh  (see  MANAS 
SEH).       Their    towns    were    apparently   chiefly    in    the 
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N.  A  writer  of  disputed  date  tried  to  delimit  a 
northern  portion  to  be  assigned  to  Manasseh  (see 
below,  §  n)  ;  but  from  the  fragments  of  another 
account  (id. )  it  would  seem  that  there  was  in  reality  no 
geographical  boundary.  The  whole  highland  country 
was  Ephraim  ;  certain  towns  were  specially  Manassite. 
The  fact  that  in  the  whole  OT  there  is  scarcely  a  case 
of  a  man  being  called  an  Ephraimite  suggests  that 
Ephraim  was  hardly  ever  a  tribe  name  in  the  ordinary 
sense  :  the  leading  men  were  men  of  Ephraim  unless 
they  were  otherwise  described. 

The  two  cases  occurring  in  the  MT  are  those  of  (a)  Jeroboam 
and  (ff)  Elkanah  the  '  father'  of  Samuel.  Both  are  doubtful. 

(a)  Jeroboam  is  called  'an  Ephrathite '  (e(/>pa#[£]<.  [BAL])  in 

1  K.  Il26(  =   MT);  but  in  ©L  1228  =  ©"  1224^,  in  the  other 
recension  of  the  story  (see  KINGS,  §  3),  he  is  only  '  a  man  of 
Mount  Ephraim '  (ef  opou?  E^paiju.  [BL]).l 

(l>)  The  '  genealogy  '  of  Samuel  (i  S.  1 1)  is  corrupt  (see  ELIHU, 

2  ;  ELKANAH,  i).     <E>A  follows  MT  (wiou  SOUTT  E<f>paeaios) ;  but 
<BBI-  read  Ephraim  (viou  2<oc£  e£  opovs  E<£pouju.  [L] ;   tv  Nao-eijS 
E$PCUJU.  =  'N  rr:»33,  '•£•>  'N  ^IIS  p>  '  son  of  Zuph  of  Ephraim'  [B]). 

The  mutual  relations  of  the  branches  of  Joseph 
are  somewhat  perplexing  (see  MANASSEH,  and  cp 
JOSEPH  i. ). 

J,  E,  and  P  appear  to  agree  in  representing  Ephraim  as  the 
younger  (Gen.  48  1 8  [J],  41  51  [E],  Josh.  17  i  [P])  ;  but  whilst  J 
and  E  lay  stress  on  the  preeminence  attributed  by  Jacob-Israel 
to  the  younger  (Gen.  48  14  196  [J],  v.  2o£  [E]),  P  usually  speaks 
of  Manasseh  and  Ephraim.2 

The  significance  of  the  distinctions  just  referred  to  has 
been  explained  in  various  ways. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  in  the  seniority  of  Manasseh  lay 
a  reference  to  early  attempts  at  monarchy  (GIDEON,  JEPHTHAH, 
ABIMELECH)  ;  whilst  in  the  blessing  of  Ephraim  lay  a  reference 
to  the  undisputed  preeminence  of  the  monarchy  established  by 
Jeroboam  I.  Of  this  latter  reference  there  can  be  no  doubt. 
The  meaning  of  the  seniority  of  Manasseh  is  not  so  certain, 
especially  when  we  bear  in  mind  how  in  Israelitish  legend 
preference  of  the  younger  is  almost  universal.  Jacobs  has 
acutely  argued  that  this  preference  is  simply  a  survival  of  the 
forgotten  custom  of  junior  birthright,  which  the  later  legend  - 
moulders  misunderstood. 

There  is  a  rather  obscure  allusion  in  Is.  9  21  [20]  to 
discord  between  Ephraim  and  Manasseh.  The  reference 
may  be  to  conflict  between  rival  factions  in  the  last  years 
of  the  northern  kingdom.  Legend  told  of  rivalries  also 
in  the  pre-historic  period  (see  JEPHTHAH,  GIDEON). 

The  currents  that  stirred  the  troubled  waters  of  Samarian 
politics  cannot  now  be  fully  traced  :  Shallum  and  Pekah  may 
have  been  Gileadites  (see  JABESH,  2  ;  ARGOB,  2),  Menahem  was 
perhaps  a  Gadite3  (see  GAD,  §  10).  The  family  of  Jehu  may 
have  belonged  to  Ephraim  (see,  however,  ISSACHAR,  §  4).4 

ii.  Relation  to  Joseph. — If  there  is  some  difference 
of  usage  in  regard  to  the  order  of  the  tribes  Ephraim 
and  Manasseh,  there  is  agreement  as  to  their  being 
brothers.  Still  there  is  at  times  a  tendency  to  regard 
them  as  a  single  tribe  (see  JOSEPH  i. ).  The  question 
therefore  arises  whether  their  distinctness  was  on  the 
increase  or  on  the  decrease.  Did  they  unite  to  form 
Joseph,  or  did  Joseph  split  up  into  Ephraim  and 
Manasseh  (for  a  similar  question  see  BENJAMIN,  §  if. }  ? 

In  the  '  Blessing '  of  Jacob  as  we  find  it  in  our 
Genesis,  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  do  not  appear  ;  6  they 
are  represented  by  Joseph.  There  is  indeed  a  play  on 
the  name  Ephraim  (v.  22)  ;6  but  as  there  is  no  reference 
to  Manasseh,  Ephraim  might  be  not  part  but  the  whole 
of  Joseph.  This  may  be  so.  On  the  other  hand  the 
Song  of  Deborah  already  recognises  two  tribes  ;  Ephraim 

1  See,  further,  Cheyne's  theory  of  Jeroboam's  origin  on  the 
mother's  side  (JEROBOAM,  i). 

-  Sometimes,  however,  P  gives  the  other  order.  See,  es 
pecially,  Gen.  48  5.  See,  more  fully,  MANASSEH. 

3  Baasha    was    an    Issacharite ;     Tibni    may    have    been   a 
Naphtalite  (see  GINATH).     It  was,  according  to  Cheyne,  against 
the  Ephraimite  city  of  Tappuah  that  Menahem  took  such  cruel 
vengeance  (see  TIPHSAH).     It  has  been  conjectured  that  Omri 
also  was  of  Issachar  (Guthe,  GVI,  138).     Cp  ISSACHAR,  §  4. 

4  It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  this  family  the  name  Jeroboam  recurs. 
&  The  same  is  true  of  the  '  Blessing '  of  Moses  (Dt.  33).      V.  i-jb 

is  a  gloss. 

6  Cp  We.  C77(2)322,  (3)324.  C.  J.  Ball,  however,  would 
transfer  the  word  rns  to  the  saying  on  Naphtali  (PSBA  17  173 
['95]).  For  other  views  see  Di.'s  commentary.  Cheyne's  sug 
gested  restoration  of  the  passage  is  mentioned  in  the  next  note. 
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and  Machir  seem  (already)  to  be  found  side  by  side 
W.  of  the  Jordan.  l 

Whether  the  designation  of  Benjamin  as  a  brother, 
and  of  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  as  sons  of  Joseph  implies 
a  popular  belief  that  when  Benjamin  definitely  separated 
from  Joseph,  Manasseh  was  not  yet  distinguished  clearly 
from  Ephraim  we  cannot  say  ;  nor  yet  whether  such  a 
belief,  if  it  existed,  was  based  on  any  real  tradition  (cp 
MANASSEH). 

The  general  result  is  :  on  the  whole,  Joseph  was  in 
early  times  equated  with  Ephraim,  which  included 
Machir  -Manasseh  and  Benjamin  (cp  above,  §  3  ; 
JOSEPH  i.  ).  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  not  be  forgotten 
that  '  Joseph  '  was  doubtless  originally  a  group  of  clans. 

There  seems  to  have  been  much  speculation  as  to 
how  Ephraim  came  to  be  settled  where  he  was.  The 
great  sanctuaries  would  have  their  legends. 

At  GlLGAL  ^^  in  the  plain  °f  Jerich° 
%vhichl  though  not  in  the  highlands. 
belonged  to  N.  Israel,  priests  may  have 
told  how  a  great  Ephraimitish  hero,  after  erecting  their 
sacred  circle  of  stones  (Josh.  4  20,  E)  and  leading  the 
immigrant  clans  from  Gilead  against  JERICHO  and  other 
places,  had  encamped  for  long  by  their  sanctuary  (Josh. 
1015  =  43:  (5  om.  ;  perhaps  late),  and  how  there 
Yahwe  had  instructed  the  tribes  to  what  part  of  the 
highlands  they  were  to  ascend  to  find  a  home  (Judg. 
li).  Up  on  the  plateau,  at  the  royal  sanctuary  of 
Bethel,  it  was  told  how  their  fathers  had  effected 
an  entrance  into  the  city  (Judg.  125),  and  how  the 
mound  that  now  stood  two  miles  off  in  the  direction 
of  Jericho  had  once  been  a  royal  Canaanite  city, 
till  their  fathers,  with  much  difficulty,  had  stormed 
it  and  made  it  the  'heap'  it  now  was  (Josh.  828). 
At  the  great  natural  centre  of  the  land,  home  of  many 
stocks,  conflicting  stories  were  told  of  quiet  settlements, 
of  treaties,  of  treacherous  attacks,  of  a  legal  purchase 
(cp  DINAH,  §  3),  of  a  great  assembly  gathered  to  hear 
the  last  admonition  of  the  veteran  Ephraimite  leader 
(Josh.  24),  and  how  he  had  set  up  the  great  stone  under 
the  terebinth  (v.  26).  Shiloh,  too,  must  have  had  its 
settlement  stories  to  tell,  especially  how  the  great 
Ephraimitic  shrine  (see  ARK)  had  been  there  ;  but 
these  stories  have  perished  (for  a  possible  trace  of  a  late 
story  see  MELCHIZEDEK,  §  3).  When  its  temple  was 
lying  in  ruins  there  was  written  (in  circles  of  students 
who  had  never  seen  Shiloh)  a  book  which  explained 
that  after  Israel  had  conquered  the  whole  of  Canaan, 
they  were  assembled  there  by  the  successors  of  Moses 
and  Aaron  to  set  up  a  wonderful  sacred  tent  and  to 
distribute  by  lot  the  holy  land  (Josh.  18  i  14  i). 
Timnath-heres  boasted  that  it  was  the  resting-place  of 
the  great  leader  of  Ephraim  (see  below).  Shechem 
even  claimed  that  near  at  hand  were  buried  the  bones  of 
the  great  eponym  of  the  house  of  Joseph  (Josh.  24  32,  E). 
The  legendary  history  was  carried  back  still  farther. 
Joseph,  though  he  entered  by  way  of  Gilead,  came  from  Egypt, 
where  Kphraim  and  Manasseh  were  born.2  In  fact  they  were 
really  Egyptian  ;  but  Jacob-Israel  had  adopted  them  (Gen.  48 
E).3  Even  before  that,  Joseph  had  been  at  Shechem  and 
Dothan  (JOSEPH  i.  §  3),  Jacob-Israel  had  founded  the  royal 
sanctuary  at  Bethel  (Gen.  8614  [J],  and  28  18  [E]),  and  reared 
the  sacred  pillar  at  Shechem4  (Gen.  33  20  [E]),  and  Abraham  had 
built  altars  at  Shechem  (Gen.  12  7  [J]),  and  at  Bethel  (v.  8  [J]). 

It  is  pretty  clear  that  Ephraim  had  forgotten  how  he 
came  there.  Some  seem  to  have  thought  that  before 
the  Israelites  known  to  history  settled  in  Ephraim  there 
were  others,  who  eventually  moved  southward  (see 
SIMEON,  LEVI,  DINAH,  JUDAH).  It  was  remembered 
that  there  had  been  more  Danites  on  the  western  slopes 
of  Ephraim  than  there  were  in  later  times  (D.\N,  §  "2ff.}. 
It  is  unlikely  that  it  was  believed  that  there  had  been  a 

1  It  has  been  suggested  that  in  an  earlier  form  of  the  text  the 
'Blessing'  of  Jacob  also  perhaps  mentioned   not   Joseph   but 
Ephraim  and  Manasseh  (Che.  PSBA  21  243/1  ['99]). 

2  This,  however,  may  be  merely  an  incident  in  the  story,  un 
avoidable  since  Joseph,  the  hero,  never  left  Egypt. 

3  Cp  Bertholet,  Stellung,  50. 

4  On  'Jacob's  well'  see  SYCHAR. 
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settlement  of  Amalekites. l  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  suggested  that  there  may  be  a  trace  of  an  ancient 
tribe  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Shechem  (see  GIRZITE). 
The  evidence  for  the  preponderating  Canaanite  element 
in  Shechem  has  been  referred  to  already.  The  ancient 
Canaanite  city  of  Gezcr,  once  an  Egyptian  fortress, 
which,  we  are  told,  became  Israelite  in  the  days  of 
Solomon,  was  hardly  in  Mt.  Ephraim  ;  but  it  belonged 
to  Ephraim  (see  GEZER).  Issachar  may  have  been  re 
presented  on  Mt.  Ephraim's  NE.  slopes  (see  ISSACHAK, 
§  8).  There  were  late  Israelitish  writers  who  thought 
that  Asher,  too,  had  its  claims,  and  it  has  recently 
been  suggested  that  there  may  really  be  traces  of  an 
early  stay  of  people  of  Asher  south  of  Carmel  (see 
ASHER,  §  3).  Timnath-heres  is  said  to  have  been 
settled  by  Joshua  (see  JOSHUA  i. ).  Of  a  clan  of  this 
name  in  historic  times  we  have  no  evidence,  and  the 
same  is  true  of  RAHAB  \<j.v.\  On  the  extraordinarily 
meagre  Ephraimite  '  genealogy '  in  Chronicles  and  on 
its  points  of  contact  with  other  tribes,  see  below  (§  12). 

The  extra-biblical  hints  are  vague  in  the  extreme 
and  difficult  to  turn  to  account. 

„  i.   The  long  list  of  places  conquered 

,  Jh.     .   _a"       by  Thotmes  III.  probably  contains  some 
biblical  data,  g^  in  centn/Ephraim. 

Flinders  Petrie  (Hist.  Egypt  2  323-332)  proposes  a  consider 
able  number  of  identifications,  including,  e.g.,  Shechem  and 
several  places  near  it ;  Yerzeh,  Teyasir,  and  Raha  in  the  NE  ; 
and  not  a  few  places  in  the  SW,  from  W.  Der  Ballut  southwards. 

When  the  land  of  Haru  was  added  to  the  Egyptian 
Empire  it  can  hardly  have  sufficed  to  seize  the  towns 
on  the  margin  :  Y-ra-da  (?),  Mi-k-ti-ra  (Mejdel  Yaba? 
so  WMM),  Gezer  (Ka-d'i-ru,  104).  Even  if  we  could 
identify  with  certainty,  however,  many  names  of  towns, 
we  should  still  know  nothing  about  the  people  who 
occupied  them.  Special  interest  and  importance, 
however,  attaches  to  two  unidentified  sites  which,  it 
would  seem,  must  be  in  Ephraim — the  much-discussed 
1  Jacob-el '  and  '  Joseph-el. '  The  reading  '  Jacob '  may 
be  treated  as  fairly  sure ;  but  that  of  '  Joseph '  is 
questionable  (see  JOSEPH  i.  §  i).  For  the  interpreta 
tion  of  these  names  we  must  be  content  to  wait  for 
more  light  (see,  for  a  suggestion,  JACOB,  §  i).  We  may 
hope,  however,  that  they  have,  something  to  tell  us  of 
the  origin  of  Ephraim. 

ii.  As  the  report  of  the  early  expedition  of  Amen 
hotep  II.  contains  nothing  that  casts  light  on  our 
present  problems,2  our  next  data  belong  to  the  time  of 
Amenhotep  IV.  Unfortunately,  though  the  Amarna 
correspondence  tells  us  a  good  deal  about  the  fortified 
towns  in  Palestine3  and  their  conflicts,  it  sheds  little 
light  on  the  central  highlands.  Knudtzon's  proposal 
to  read  m'Sa-ak-mi  for  Winckler's  mdt-su  la-a(l)-tni  in 
letter  185,  /.  10,  however,  brings  the  Habiri  into 
connection  with  '  the  land  of  Shechem ' 4  in  a  very 
interesting  way.5  Moreover,  we  must  remember  that 
the  tablets  rescued  from  destruction  are  only  some 
of  those  that  were  found  at  Tell  el-Amarna.  Those 
that  were  allowed  to  perish  may  have  referred  to 
other  Ephraimite  places.  If,  however,  there  really 
were  few  (if  any)  Egyptian  fortresses  in  that  tract, 

1  On  Judg.  614  see   below,  §  8;    on  Judg.  12  15  ('mountain 
of  the  Amalekite'),  see  PIRATHON,  i. 

2  We  have  no  details  of  Syrian  expeditions  of  Thotmes  IV. 
Amenhotep  III.  was  engaged  in  other  concerns. 

3  Ashkelon,  Bif-Ninib  (see  IR-HERES),  Aijalon,  Zorah,  Gimti 
(see  GATH),  Gezer,  perhaps  Beth-shean  (see  Knudtzon,  Beiti: 
z.  Assyr.  4iu),  Megiddo. 

4  The  passage  remains  obscure.   Knudtzon^.cOsaysthat^tablet 
185  is  a  continuation  of  182.     In  addition  to  reading  »''Sak»ii 
for  mat-su  /«-«(?)-;«/'  he  reads  jna-sar-tii  for  Winckler's  ma-ku-ut 
in  /.  7,  and  provisionally  renders  lines  6  <$-i  i  (KB  5  no.  185)  thus: 
and  the  people  of  Ginti  are  a  garrison  in  Bitsfmi,  and,  indeed, 
we  have  to  do  (in  the  same  way?)  after  Labaya  and  Sakmi  have 
contributed  (cp  no.  180  /.  16)  to  the  Habiri  (so  Knudtzon  kindly 
informs  the  present  writer). 

5  Are  we  to  compare  with  this  the  story  of  Gen.  34?     Accord 
ing  to  Marquart  (Philologvs,  suppl.  bd.  76SoJf.),   the   Habiri 
immigration  is  to  be  brought  into  connection  with  the  settlement 
of  the  Leah-tribes  :  Joseph  came  later.     Cp  Steuernagel,  Josua, 
151  (in  //A')-     See  JUDAH. 
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the  Habiri  might  be  already  settling  there  without  our 
hearing  of  them.1 

iii.  The  contests  of  Seti  I.  were  in  S.  Phoenicia  and 
Galilee.  When  we  again  get  a  glimpse  of  Palestine  in 
the  time  of  Ram(e)ses  II.  it  is  once  more  the  border 
towns  that  are  named  :  Heres,  Luz,  Sa-ma-sa-na.2 

iv.  To  Ram(e)ses'  successor  we  owe  what  is  perhaps 
the  most  interesting  statement  of  all.  '  Israel,'  says 
Merenptah,  is  devastated;  and  'Israel,'  it  is  to  be 
noted,  is  not  a  place  but  a  people.  If  we  assume  that 
the  people  referred  to  were  settled  in  Ephraim,  nothing 
very  definite  can  be  urged  against  the  assumption — • 
or  for  it3  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  7  ;  EGYPT,  §  59). 

The  cities  mentioned  in  Ram(e)ses  III.'s  list  seem  to 
be  Amorite,  north  of  Galilee  (As.  u.  Eur.  227). 

Until  hieroglyphic  or  cuneiform  (or  Hittite)  records 
shed  some  more  light  on  the  scene,  accordingly,  we 
must  remain  without  definite  information  as  to  the 
early  history  of  Ephraim.  It  is  clear,  however,  that 
the  girdle  of  Canaanite  cities  was  of  remote  antiquity 
and  practically  certain  that  there  were  already  towns  up 
in  the  highlands — Shechem,  perhaps  Luz,  and  others. 
The  population  was  no  doubt  mixed  ;  Habiri,  although 
we  have  no  certain  mention  of  them,  may  have  immi 
grated  there  also. 

The  earliest  incontestable  fact  that  Ephraim  remem 
bered  was  the  great  fight  with  Sisera  ; 4  but  they  may 
„  ..  .  have  known  no  more  about  who  he  was 

Memories     than  we  do   (see  SlSERA>-      What   Part 
Ephraim  played  in  the  great  conflict,  the 

condition  of  the  text  in  Judg.  5 14  does  not  enable  us  to 
say  with  certainty. 5  Perhaps  we  should  read  :  '  Out  of 
Ephraim  they  went  down  into  the  plain. '  It  is  not 
likely  that  Ephraim  supplied  the  leader  (see  DEBORAH). 

It  was  not  only  along  its  northern  border  that  Ephraim 
was  exposed  to  attack.  The  open  valleys  and  easy 
fords,6  which,  when  circumstancesfavoured,  united  it  with 
Gilead,  exposed  it  to  the  inroads7  of  the  still  nomadic 
peoples  of  the  east.  Stories  were  told  at  OPHRAH 
[q. v. ]  and  elsewhere  of  heroic  fights  (see  GIDEON), 
and  of  spirited  colonies  sent  out  (see  MANASSEH). 
PiRATHON8  and  SHAMIR,  an  unidentified  place  in 
Mount  Ephraim,  seem  to  have  boasted  that  they  had 
produced  heroes  in  the  time  of  old  (see  ABDON,  TOLA). 
The  Shechemites  even  told  of  how  they  came,  for  a  time, 
to  have  a.  tyrannos,  and  how  they  got  rid  of  him  again 
(ABIMELECH,  2). 

Of  greatest  historical  importance  was  the  life-and- 
death  struggle  with  hated  non-Semitic  rivals  (see  PHILIS- 

9.  Transition.  T1Nf  >'    .    N°rth,   EPhrfaim     claimed 
a  share  in   the  glory  of   the  struggle 

of    those   dark   days ;    but   when    the   cloud   lifts    the 

1  C.   Niebuhr  also  suggests  that   the   Habiri  were  already 
settled  in  Mt.  Ephraim  (Der  alte  Orient\6o). 

2  The  pap.  Anast.  I.,  however,  appears  to  mention  again  'the 
mountain  of  Shechem'  (As.  u.  Eur.  394,  note  to  pp.  172-175). 

3  It  has  even  been  suggested  that  Yi-si-ra-al  maybe  not  really 
Israel  at  all  (see  JEZREEI.  i.  §  i).     On  the  other  hand  Marquart 
(I.e.)  inclines  to  explain  the  name  as  referring  to  the  Leah-tribes, 
supposed  to  be  still  resident  in  central  Palestine  (see  JUDAH). 

*  S.  A.  Fries  (Sphinx,  1  214  [Upsala,  '97]),  and  Hommel 
(AHT,  p.  xiii  n.  3)  find  a  genuine  tradition  of  a  still  earlier  event 
in  the  quaint  story  in  i  Ch.  721^-25.  See,  however,  below,  §  12 
(towards  end)  and  cp  BERIAH. 

5  J.    Marquart  (Fund.    6  [96]),    following   Winckler  (AOF 
1 193)  reads, 

pojn  ray  nnsx  'jo 
pppno  ITV  -no  ':p 

Out  of  Ephraim  they  descended  into  the  plain 
Out  of  Machir  went  down  leaders." 
So  also  Budde,  A"//C  ad  loc.     P.  Ruben  (JQR  10  ssoyC)  reads 

n.rpnj;?  ;o'J3D  nn  [xns  -\iy]  D'TBM  'JD  .  .  . 

6  There  are  said  to  be,  between  the  Lake  of  Galilee  and  the 
Dead    Sea,    54    fords :     5    near    Jericho,    the    rest     between 
W.  ez-Zerkfi  and  the  Lake  of  Galilee  (Guthe,  C/>'/47). 

7  We  read  of  attacks  by  Ammon,  Moab,  Midian,  and  Assyria, 
in  addition  to  the  Philistines  and  the  Egyptians.     Judah  often 
escaped. 

8  Even  if  the  view  advocated  in  the  article  PIRATHON  be 
adopted,   Abdon  may  perhaps  be   claimed   for  Mt.    Ephraim. 
Abdon  is  Benjamite. 


hegemony  is  passing  to  Benjamin.  If  the  monarchy 
thus  involved  a  loss  to  N.  Ephraim,  there  was  also  a 
gain  ;  Gilead  and  Ephraim  were  bound  together  more 
closely  (on  earlier  relations  see  JEPHTHAH,  §§  3,  5 
[end]  ;  GAD,  §  2  ;  MACHIR).  Indeed  when  the 
disaster  of  Gilboa  laid  Israel  once  more  at  the  feet  of 
the  Philistines,  the  connection  with  Gilead  was  found 
to  be  very  valuable  (see  ISHBAAL,  i).  How,  exactly, 
Ephraim  was  brought  under  the  sway  of  the  state  that 
was  rising  beyond  the  belt  of  Canaanite  cities  to  the  S. , 
is  not  very  clear  (see  DAVID,  §  6,  ISHBAAL,  i,  ABNER, 
ISRAEL,  §  i6fr).  The  skill  and  energy  of  David 
must  have  been  great.  It  is  difficult  to  believe,  however, 
that  he  effected  in  Ephraim  all  that  has  been  attributed 
to  him  by  Winckler.  Still  the  change  must  have  been 
profound.  How  far  there  may  have  been  an  influx  of 
people  from  the  S.  we  cannot  tell.  Others  besides 
Absalom  (2  S.  1823)  may  have  acquired  possessions  in 
Mt.  Ephraim.  Although  we  must  on  general  grounds 
assume  that  there  were  dialectical  differences,  chiefly  in 
pronunciation,  between  the  various  Hebrew-speaking, 
as  between  other,  communities  —  peculiarities  of  the 
Shibboleth  type  are  universal — they  cannot  have  had 
any  effect  on  freedom  of  intercourse.  The  fixing  of 
the  capital  at  Jerusalem  was  most  politic.  It  was 
perhaps  in  a  belt  hitherto  unclaimed,  scarcely  ten  miles 
from  Bethel.  Ephraim  might  regard  it  and  the  other 
Canaanite  cities  annexed  as  a  gain  in  territory.  The 
fairs  at  the  great  Ephraimite  sanctuaries  would  now  be 
open  to  people  from  Mt.  Judah  and  the  Negeb  in  a 
way  that  would  hardly  have  been  possible  before. 
Ephraimite  legend  became  enriched.  Abraham,  e.g. ,  it 
came  to  be  said,  had  built  an  altar  at  Shechem  (Gen. 
12  7  [J])  and  at  Bethel  (v.  8  [J]). 

Many  interesting  questions  arise. 

When  did  the  general  interweaving  of  legends  take  place? 
How  was  it  possible  to  deposit  the  great  Ephraimite  shrine 
in  Jerusalem?  (see  ARK).  How  did  Ephraim  act  in  the 
Absalom  rebellion  and  in  that  of  Sheba?  How  was  Solomon's 
'  overseer  of  the  whole  house  of  Joseph '  related  to  his  prefect 
of  Ephraim?  The  former,  of  course,  had  his  official  residence 
at  the  natural  centre  of  the  land,  Shechem.  The  latter,  whether 
or  not  he  was  a  son  of  Zadok  and  of  Beth-horon  (see  BEN-HUR), 
may  have  resided  nearer  Jerusalem  (see  also  below,  §  12). 

The  final  schism  cannot  have  taken  anyone  by 
surprise  (JEROBOAM,  §  i  ;  SOLOMON,  §  2  ;  ISRAEL,  § 
10.  Monarchy.  28>'  The  old  royal  city  of  Shechem 
.*  was  naturally  the  scene  of  the  negotia 
tions  and  the  first  seat  of  the  monarchy  of  Ephraim.1 
The  links  between  Gilead  and  Ephraim,  geographical 
and  historical,  were  too  close  to  be  severed  now.  The 
kingdom  of  Ephraim  included  Gilead.  That  is  to 
say,  Gilead,  if  it  befriended  David  (against  Judah?  see 
MAHANAIM),  would  not  go  out  of  its  way  to  help 
his  sons.  For  two  eventful  centuries  Ephraim  main 
tained  a  real  or  nominal  independence.  How  it  sub 
ordinated  Judah,  contended  with  Aram,  allied  itself 
with  Phoenicia,  was  distracted  by  constant  dynastic 
changes  and  yet  reached  a  high  level  of  civilization 
and  produced  a  wonderful  literature,  is  told  elsewhere. 

Shechem,  indeed,  centre  of  the  land  though  it  was, 
was  not  able  to  maintain  itself  as  the  capital.  It  may 
not  have  been  quite  suitable  from  a  military  point  of 
view.  It  had  to  yield  to  Tirzah  (an  important  but 
somewhat  tantalising  place-name,  see  TIRZAH)  and  then 
to  Samaria,  which  was  well  able  to  stand  even  a  regular 
siege.  In  historical  times  the  great  sanctuaries  were 
Bethel  and  Gilgal.  See  also  GIBEON,  SHILOH.  That 
any  attempt  was  made  to  centralise  religious  festivals  at 
one  sanctuary  in  Ephraim  there  is  no  evidence. 

A.  DufF,  however,  has  propounded  2  the  interesting  theory 
that  such  a  project  had  been  conceived, — that  indeed  the  kernel 
of  the  book  of  Deuteronomy  originated  in  Ephraim,  and  that  the 
(now)  unnamed  sanctuary  meant  in  it  was  originally  that  of 
Shechem  (see  now  Theol.  ofOT,  225  39  n.,  50  n.,  sgf.). 

*  On  the  Egyptian  incursion  see  SHISHAK. 
2  In  a  paper  read  before  the  Society  of  Historical  Theology, 
Oxford  ('96). 
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However  that  may  be,  there  must  have  been  other 
great  thinkers  besides  Hosea.  Ephraim  produced  a 
DECALOGUE  and  a  longer  code  (see  EXODUS  ii. 
§  3),  and  must  have  had  otherwise  a  share  in 
the  development  of  that  mass  of  ritualistic  prescrip 
tion  which  was  ultimately  codified  in  Judah  (see 
LAW  LITERATURE).  If  it  had  its  Elis,1  Samuels, 
and  Elishas,  whom  legend  loved  to  glorify,  we  must 
not  forget  the  men  of  name  unknown  whose  only 
memorial  is  their  work  :  the  work  of  its  story-tellers, 
annalists,  poets,  and  other  representatives  of  social  or 
religious  movements,  whose  achievements  are  dealt 
with  elsewhere.  We  probably  under-estimate  rather 
than  over-estimate  the  debt  of  Judah  to  Ephraim.2 

See  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE;  POETICAL  LITERATURE; 
ELISHA  ;  ELIJAH  ;  PROPHET  ;  IDOLATRY. 

The  accessibility  to  the  outer  world,  however,  to 
which  Ephraim  owed  its  rapid  advance,  occasioned  also 
its  fall.  In  the  struggle  with  Aram,  it  lost  much  ;  and 
when  Aram  was  swamped  in  the  advancing  tide  of 
Assyrian  conquest  another  great  turning-point  in 
Ephraim's  history  was  at  hand.  How,  precisely,  it  was 
affected  by  the  Assyrian  conquest,  how  it  fared  when  the 
Semitic  Empire  passed  to  Persia,  what  befel  it  during 
the  long  struggles  between  Ptolemy  and  Seleucid, 
Seleucid  and  Maccabee,  Palestinian  and  Roman,  will  be 
discussed  elsewhere  (see  SAMARIA,  and  cp  ISRAEL). 

On  the  late  notion  of  a  Messiah  called  '  Ephraim,'3  or  'son  of 
Ephraim,''*  or  'son  of  Joseph,'  etc.,  alongside  of  the  'son  of 
David"  (TH  73  n'B'D)  see  Hamburger,  RE,  artt.  '  Messias- 
leiden '  and  Messias  Sohn  Joseph';  cp  MESSIAH;  JOSEPH 
[husband  of  Mary]. 

Great  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  true  knowledge  of  the 

history  of   Ephraim   is   occasioned  by   its  rivalry   with 

p,    .          ,          Judah.         This    has    distorted    the 

.  if  8  iun  ary.  perspect;vei  broken  the  outlines,  and 
tinged  the  colour,  of  the  picture  that  has  reached  us. 
A.  Bernstein  tried  to  show  how  Ephraimite  patriotism 
might  account  for  many  points  in  the  patriarch  stories. 
It  is  certain  that  Ephraim  has  suffered  at  the  hands  of 
the  writers  of  Judah.  The  account  of  the  occupation 
of  the  Ephraim  highlands  in  Joshua  is  surprisingly 
meagre.  All  that  lies  N.  of  Bethel  is  passed  over  in 
silence  (cp  JOSHUA  ii.  §  9).  The  indications  of  the 
boundary  of  Ephraim  as  they  appear  in  the  post-exilic 
book  are  very  incomplete  and  only  partly  intelligible. 
The  critical  analysis  is  still  disputed.  Great  confusion 
prevails,  and  the  text  is  bad.  Apparently  the  southern 
border  is  represented  as  reaching  from  the  Jordan 
at  Jericho  up  to  Bethel  (Be tin),  to  Ataroth  Addar 
('Afdrd?;  see  ARCHITES,  ATAROTH,  2),  down  west 
wards  to  the  territory  of  the  Japhletite  (  PALTI  )  and  of 
the  BETH-H6RONS  (Bef'Or),  and  on  to  GEZER  (Tell 
(jezer)  and  the  sea.  The  northern  boundary  is  given 
eastwards  and  westwards  from  [the  plain  of]  MICH- 
METHATH  (el-Makhnal).  Eastward  it  reaches  to 
TAANATH-SHILOH  (Tana),  on  to  JANOHAH  (Kh. 
Ydnun),  Ataroth  (unidentified),  NAARATH  ('Ain 
Sdmieh  ?),  Jericho  and  the  Jordan  ;  westwards  it  pro 
ceeds  from  '  Asher  of  the  Michmethath  '  (see  ASHER  ii. ) 
east  of  Shechem  southwards  to  EN-TAPPUAH,  and  the 
course  of  the  KANAH  (  W.  Kanah  ?),  and  on  to  the 
sea  (ITy-g).  One  of  the  writers  who  have  contributed 
to  the  account  just  sketched,  however,  is  aware  that  this 
representation  is  somewhat  arbitrary  (cp  above,  §  5,  i. ), 
and  so  he  proposes  (Josh.  16  9)  to  give  a  list  of 
Ephraimite  cities  beyond  the  Manassite  border.  Some 
editor  has  unfortunately  removed  the  list.  The  list  of 
Ephraimite  cities,  too,  that  E  must  have  given  has  been 
removed. 

P's  '  genealogy '  of  Ephraim  is  not  only  very  meagre 

1  Are  we  to  add  Moses?  Guthe  says  yes  (Gl'fzz). 

2  A.  Duff  throws  out  the  suggestion  that  Nahum  may  have 
been  of  northern  descent  (op.   cit.  2  36  46). 

'  'DIX  rt'£5'D  DHSX-     See  the  statements  in  Pesikta.  Rabbathi 
(ed.  Friedmann,  161  6). 
4  Targ.  Jon.  on  Ex.  40  n. 
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(cp  above,  §  ii)  but  also  somewhat  obscure.      We  have 

12.  Genealogies.  k  in  two  form.s  I*  in.  Nu^2635^  and> 
as  reproduced  by  the  Chronicler,   in 

i  Ch.  720-25. 

A  study  of  the  variants  in  ©  and  Pesh.  and  of  the  re 
petitions  (noticed  by  A.  C.  Herveyp  in  MT,  leads  to 
the  following  hypothetical  results  (reached  independently 
of  Hervey  ;  see  further  JQK  vol.  13,  Oct.  [1900]). 

Bered  (?'.  20)  should  be  deleted  as  a  corruption  of  BKCHER 
[//.?>.  J,  which  has  strayed  hither  from  the  genealogy  of  Benjamin. 
Zabad  is  simply  a  duplicate  of  Bered,  and  Ezer  of  Elead.  'J  he- 
middle  letter  (s/i)  of  Resheph  (zi.  25)  belongs  really  to  the  next 
name,  Telah.  What  is  left  —  Reph  —  is  a  duplicate  of  Rephah 
(see  below).  Thus  emended  the  list  stands 

i.    (v.  20)  Shuthelah,        Tahath,  Eleaclah. 

2.3  to,  21)  Tahath,  Shuthelah,         Elead  (or  Ezer). 

3.    (z>.  25)  Shuthelah,        Tahan,  Ladan. 

We  have  thus  simply  a  triplet  written  thrice.  The  third  name 
may  be  really  Eleadah  or  (so  Pesh.  in  v.  21)  Eleazer  :  Azariah, 
Klostermann  has  suggested,  may  have  been  the  name  of 
Solomon's  prefect  over  Ephraim,  perhaps  of  Beth-horon  (cp 
BEN-HUR)  ;  see  below,  and  above,  §  9  (end). 

The  middle  name  appears  here  and  elsewhere  (in  the  gene 
alogy  of  Samuel  ;  and  in  that  of  Reuel  the  Midianite)  in  many 
forms  :  Tahath,  Tohu,  Tahan,  Nahath.  The  last  may  be  what 
the  Chronicler  wrote  :  note  the  story  of  the  Ephraimites  who 
descended  against  Gath  (nnj  =  <  descend  '). 

The  triplet  is  followed  by  an  appendix  —  the  '  prince  '  of 
Ephraim  and  its  great  hero. 

The  Ephraimite  clans  mentioned  in  the  historical  books  are 
few  :  Nahath  or  Tahath,  Zuph  (in  one  genealogy  of  Samuel  ; 
the  first  also  a  '  son  of  Reuel,'  Gen.  3(5  13  17),  Nebat  (cp  JERO 
BOAM  i.).  On  the  story  in  w.  at  /'-a-;  see  BF.RIAH,  vf. 

Between  the  recurring  triplets  and  the  genealogical  appendix 
there  is  a  list  of  towns  :  the  Beth-horons  (see  above,  §  ii)  and 
.  .  .  and  Hepher  (?),  founded  perhaps  by  Eleazar.4  In  the  blank, 
MT  has  Uzzen-sheerah.  Perhaps  we  should  read  Ir-serah  (cp 
(B1-)  or  Ir-heres.  The  degree  of  probability  of  the  suggestions  in 
§  12  varies.  Several  seem  almost  certain. 

To  the  '  genealogical  '  list  are  appended  two  geogra 
phical  lists  :  v.  28,  a  pentad  of  Ephraimite  border  towns 
11*^  in  Joshua,  with  the  addition 
'of  Ai  ;  and  v.  29,  a  pentad  of  towns 
which  Manasseh  was  unable  to  occupy  (=Josh.  17  n  = 
Judg.  l27). 

Of  other  towns  that  must  have  been  in  Ephraim  we 
find  mention  of  MICRON  (Alakrun),  GiBEAH  of  Phinehas 

(Jfbid),       GlBBEATH  -  HA  -  ARALOTH,        BAAL  -  HAZOR. 

Ramah  (er-Ram)  was  fortified  by  Baasha  against  Judah. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  Jericho  was  fortified  by  Jehu 
against  the  Aramaeans  (JEHU,  §  3). 

Many  of  the  most  famous  Ephraimite  sanctuaries 
were  in  the  part  of  Ephraim  that  was  called  BENJAMIN 
(q.-v.  ,  §  6)  ;  but  the  holy  mountains  EBAL,  GERIZIM, 
and  CARMEL  must  always  have  had  a  high  place  in 
the  regard  of  Israel.  Ramah  (Beit-Klmd),  Shiloh, 
Shechem,  Ophrah,  Timnath-heres,  and  Samaria  must  all 
have  had  important  sanctuaries.  We  perhaps  learn 
incidentally  of  the  destruction  of  some  unnamed 
Ephraimite  sanctuary  in  the  story  of  the  founding  of 
Dan.  H.  W.  H. 

EPHRAIM  (Dn?N,  §§  100,  107;  edjp&iM  [BA], 
|~o4>p.  [L])i  a  city  near  Baal-Hazor  (see  HAZOR,  2), 
mentioned  in  the  story  of  Absalom  (2  S.  1823  ;  see 
Dr.  TBS,  ad  loc.).  Possibly  the  name  should  be 
'Ephraim,  with  'ain  for  aleph  (Q'IEJ?  ;6  cp  (S5L),  and  the 
place  identified  with  Ephron  in  2  Ch.  13  19  (see  EPHRON, 
i.  i).  So,  cautiously,  Buhl  (p.  177),  who  also  thinks 
the  same  city  may  be  meant  (i)  in  i  Mace.  1134  (where 
the  governments  of  APHEREMA  [q.v.  ],  Lydda,  and 
Ramathem  are  said  to  have  been  added  to  Judaea  from 
Samaria)  ;  (2)  in  Jn.  1154  (where  Jesus  is  said  to  have 
'  withdrawn  to  the  country  near  the  wilderness,  to  a 
city  called  Ephraim  '  [typaifi,  all  editors,  but  NL,  Vet. 
Lat.  ,  Vg.  ,  Memph.  e<£pe/t])  ;  and  (3)  in  Jos.  BJ\v.  9g 

1  The  omission  of  it  in  Gen.  46  [MT]  may  be  due  to  P's 
mentioning  only  'grandsons'  of  Jacob  (cp  MANASSEH). 

2  The  Genealogies  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ, 
361-364  ['53]. 

3  ©L  gives  the  names  in  line  2  in  the  same  order  as  in  i  and  3. 

4  For  rr\WO  1ml  :  ID'S  read  perhaps  Kin  itf'N  :  W3  or  rather 

rn  NI,I:  irra- 

8  On    the   proverb   about     bringing   straw   to       Ephraim 
),  see  JANNES. 
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(Bethel    and    'E<j>paifM,    two    'small    cities'    taken    by 
Vespasian). 

A  village  called  Kfrem  is  defined  by  Jerome  (OS  94  7)  as 
being  5  R.  m.  K.  of  Bethel  ;  Eus.  (222  40)  writes  the  name 
a</>pr)A.(?).  We  also  hear  (11830)  of  an  Efrjea,  20  R.  m.  N.  of 
Olia.  This  position  agrees  well  with  that  of  the  modern  ef- 
Taiyibeh,  which  occupies  a  splendid  (and  no  doubt  ancient) 
site  crowning  a  conical  hill  on  a  high  ridge  4m.  NE.  of  Bethel 
(BR  2  121  427).  See  OI-HKAH. 

These  identifications,  however,  are  by  no  means  all 
certain.  The  site  of  Baal-hazor,  and  therefore  also  of 
Ephraim  in  2  S.  /.  c.  ,  cannot  be  said  to  be  fixed. 
Indeed,  the  reading  may  perhaps  be  questioned  (for 
analogies  see  MAHANAIM)  ;  Gratz  would  read  '  in  the 
valley  (pcya)  of  Rephaim.'  The  '  city  '  in  Jn.  11  54  also 
is  very  doubtful  (for  different  views  see  Keim,  Jesu 
von  Nazara,  3  7,  n.  2).  It  is  even  possible  that  the 
Greek  text  is  corrupt,  and  that  etppai/j.  arose  out  of  an 
indistinctly  written  tepetx^-1  By  this  hypothesis  we 
can  reconnect  Jn.  with  the  Synoptic  tradition.  Keim's 
remarks  (Jesus  von  Nazara,  87)  may  be  compared  with 
those  of  Ewald  in  Gesch.  Christus,  416.  The  '  round 
about  journey'  of  which  Ewald  speaks  may  be 
avoided  by  the  view  here  proposed.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  context  of  Jn.  11  54  to  favour  the  view  that  the 
evangelist  is  at  all  influenced  by  Lk.'s  statement 
(952/.  )  that  Jesus  took  the  route  by  Samaria  to  Jeru 
salem.  Cp  JERICHO.  T.  K.  c. 

EPHRAIM,  GATE  OF  (Dn?N  11?^),  2  K.  14i3 
Neh.  8  16.  See  JERUSALEM. 

EPHRAIM,  WOOD  OF;  or  (RV)  FOREST  OF 
(DHDX  TIT).  The  scene  of  the  battle  between  'the 
people  of  Israel'  and  the  'servants  of  David'  (28. 
186f).  For  '  Ephraim  '  (typai/j.  [BA])  <SL  has  paaivav 
'  Mahanaim,'  which  Klostermann  adopts.  Certainly  it 
is  not  very  probable  that  Ephraim  should  have  given  its 
name  to  '  a  wood  or  jungle  on  the  eastern  side  '  (GASm. 
HG  335)  ;  the  reference  to  Judg.  124  implies  a  doubtful 
view  of  that  passage  (see  Moore,  ad  loc.  ).  '  Maha 
naim,'  however,  has  the  appearance  of  an  attempt  at 
correction.  More  probably  the  original  reading  was 
D'NBi,  '  Rephaim.'  Where  should  we  more  naturally 
expect  to  find  this  name  ?  The  converse  error  has  been 
pointed  out  in  Is.  17s  (SBOT,  'Isaiah,'  Heb.  195). 
'  Jungle  '  (so  H.  P.  Smith)  seems  hardly  the  best  word 
(cp  Tristram's  and  Oliphant's  descriptions  of  the  forest  of 
"Ajlun).  The  site  cannot  be  determined  without  a  study 
of  the  whole  narrative.  See  MAHANAIM.  T.  K.  c. 

EPHRAIN  (p_?y).  2  Ch.l3i9  AV  RV"*,  RV 
EPHRON  i.  i. 

EPHRATH 


Gen.  48  ?t)    or    Ephrathah 
rnQK,  AV  Ephratah;   e(J>p<\e<\  [©BNAL]). 

1.  The  place  near  which  Rachel  died  and  was  buried 
is  called  in  MT  Ephrath  (Gen.  35  16  19  48  7)  ;  but  we 
should   probably  read  Beeroth  (nixn).     See  RACHEL, 
§  2  ;  JOSEPH  i.  §  3. 

2.  Another  name  of  BETHLEHEM  [g.v.  ,  §  3],  or  per 
haps  rather  a  name  of  the  district  of  Bethlehem,  Ps.  1326 
(ev<ppaOa  [A]  -TO.  [Rvid-]),    Mic.  5i   Ru.  4n  Josh.  1659 
(only  <§.   etypaQa.  [BAL])  ;   ethnic  Ephrathite  ('rnsN, 
efipaOaios  [BAL]),  Ru.  12   i  S.  17  12  (e<j>pa.0a.i-  ov  [A]). 
In  Ps.  I.e.  and  Mic.  I.e.  the  reading  is  uncertain.     On 
i  S.  li  i  K.  1126  Judg.  12s,  see  EPHRAIM  i.  §  5,  i. 

3.  'Wife'  of  Caleb,    i  Ch.  2  19  (e<ppa0  [BL],   <ppa0 
[A])  24  (see  CALEB-EPHRATHAH)  50  44.     The  passages 
reflect   the   post  -exilic   age,    when    the   Calebites    had 
migrated  from  the  Negeb  of  Judah  to  the  districts  sur 
rounding  Jerusalem.      Was  Ephrath  a  clan-name  ?     See 
CALEB,  §  3. 

1  The  phrase  'the  Jews'  in  Jn.  11  54,  as  usually  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  (so  Plummer,  St.  John,  72),  means  '  the  opponents  of 
Jesus  among  the  Jews  '  (cp  JEW).  The  people  of  Jericho  seem 
to  have  been  to  a  large  extent  friendly  to  Jesus,  and  were  there 
fore  in  so  far  'Israelites  indeed,'  rather  than  'Jews.'  Strabo, 
too  (162),  speaks  of  the  mixed  population  of  Jericho,  like  that  of 
Galilee  and  Samaria. 
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EPHRON  (fn?i;,  Kt.;  pSy,  Kr.;  e<J>P60N  [BAL]). 

1.  One  of  the  places  won  by  Abijah,  king  of  Judah, 
from  Jeroboam,   king  of   Israel  (2  Ch.  13 19    RV,  AV 
EPHRAIN).      Since  the  ending  -aim  or  -ain  sometimes 
interchanges  with  -on,  and  since   Ephron  or  Ephrain 
(RVms-)  was  near  Bethel,  some  critics  identify  it  with 
the  city  of  Ephraim  (although  Ephraim  in  MT  begins 
with  «  not  y  ;  see  EPHRAIM  ii. ). 

2.  Ephron  (e<ppuv  [ANV]  ;  cp  the  Manassite  EPHER, 
3),  a  city  on  the  E.  of  Jordan,  between  Carnaim  and 
Scythopolis,  attacked  and  destroyed  by  Judas  the  Mac- 
cabee  in  his  expedition  to  Gilead  (i  Mace.  646-53  2  Mace. 
122T  f.  ;    cp  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  85)  is  probably  the  -yt<ppovs 
or  ye<ppo^ii'   (cp  ye<pvpovv,    2    Mace.  12 13)  of  Polybius 
(v.  70 12).     We  are  told  that  it  lay  in   a  narrow  pass 
which  it   dominated   in  such  a  manner  that  the  Jews 
'  must    needs    pass    through    the   midst   of   it. '       This 
description  will  not  suit  Kal'at  er-Rabad    with  which 
Seetzen  identified  it,  but  agrees  perfectly  with  the  watch- 
tower  called   Kasr  Wady  el-Ghafr,    which  completely 
commands   the  road    at  a  certain   point   of  the   deep 
Wady  el-Ghafr  (W.   of  Irbid,    towards  the  Wady  el- 
'Arab),    on   which  see  Schumacher,   Northern    Ajlfin, 
pp.   179,   181.      So  first  Buhl,    Geog.  p.  256  ;      Topogr. 
d.  NO  Jordan landes,  17 /.     See  CAMON,  GEPHYRON. 

3.  MOUNT  EPHRON  (jViEj;  in  ;  eippuv  [BAL]),  a  dis 
trict   on    the   northern    frontier    of   Judah    (Josh.  15g) 
between  Nephtoah  and  Kirjath-jearim  (cp  the  Judahite 
name  EPHER,  2).      If  the  latter  places  are  Lifta  and 
Karyat  el-'Enab   respectively,   Mt.    Ephron    should   be 
the  range   of  hills   on  the  W.  side  of  the  Wady  Bet- 
Hanlna,  opposite  Lifta,   which  is  on  the  E.  side  (see, 
however,    NEPHTOAH).      Conder,   however,  thinks  (in 
accordance  with   his  identifications   of  Nephtoah  and 
Kirjath-jearim)  of  the  ridge  W.  of  Bethlehem,  and  (in 
Hastings'  DB)  does  not  even  mention  any  rival  view. 

According  to  MT  the  district  in  question  had  'cities.'  'HJJ  is 
supported  by  (5L  [em.  /coi/ias  opovs  e<j>p.]  and  apparently  by  <SA 
[opovs  e<£p-]) !  but  ny  may  be  a  dittogram  of  T,T  (Che.) ;  <5B 
does  not  express  'cities.'  Two  other  (probable)  mentions  of 
'  mount  Ephron  '  should  be  noticed.  One  is  in  Josh.  15  10  (see 
JEARIM,  MOUNT);  the  other  is  Judg.  1'2  15  (see  PIRATHON). 

EPHRON  (fn?y,  '  young  gazelle '?  see  EPHER  ;  §§ 
68,  77  ;  ecbpOON  [BADEFL]),  b.  Zohar,  a  Hittite,  the 
seller  of  the  cave  of  Machpelah,  Gen.  238^  2694929  f. 
[P].  As  to  the  question  in  what  sense,  or  with  how 
much  justice,  he  is  called  a  Hittite,  see  HITTITES,  §  if. 

EPICUREANS  (01  eTTiKoypioi  [Ti.  WH]),  Acts 
17i8.  What  opinions  the  Epicureans  really  held  do 
not  now  concern  us,  but  only  what  faithful  Jews  or 
Jewish  Christians  believed  them  to  hold.  This  is  how 
Josephus  describes  the  Epicureans, — 'who  cast  provid 
ence  out  of  life,  and  deny  that  God  takes  care  of  human 
affairs,  and  hold  that  the  universe  is  not  directed  with  a 
view  to  the  continuance  of  the  whole  by  the  blessed  and 
incorruptible  Being,  but  that  it  is  carried  along  auto 
matically  and  heedlessly'  (Ant.  x.lly).  Some,  both  in 
ancient  and  in  modern  times,  have  thought  that  the 
system,  thus  ungently  characterized,  is  referred  to  in 
ECCLESIASTES  \_q.  v. ,  §  13].  Jerome  remarks  (on  Eccles. 
97-9),  '  Et  hasc,  inquit  aliquis,  loquatur  Epicurus,  et 
Aristippus  et  Cyrenaici  et  casteras  pecudes  Philoso- 
phorum.  Ego  autem,  mecum  diligenter  retractans, 
invenio,' J  etc.  According  to  Jerome,  then,  the  author 
of  Ecclesiastes  only  mentions  the  ideas  of  these 
'  brutish '  philosophers  in  order  to  refute  them.  In 
later  times  certainly  the  leaders  of  Judaism  could  find 
no  more  reproachful  designation  for  an  apostate  than 
DiTip'SK  Epikuros.  The  author  of  Ecclesiastes,  how 
ever,  is  not  a  sufficiently  fervent  Jew  to  justify  us  in 
assuming  that  he  would  altogether  reject  Epicurean 
ideas,  if  they  came  before  him.  A  fervent  Christian, 
like  Paul,  doubtless  did  reject  them,  if  he  ever  came  into 
contact  with  them.  Did  he,  then,  encounter  these  ideas  ? 

1  Opera,  ii.  (1699),  Contm.  in  Eccles. 
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From  Acts  17  18  (if  the  narrative  is  historical)  we  only 
learn  that  certain  Epicurean  and  Stoic  philosophers  met 
with  him  (avv^a\\oi>  avrip)  1—  observe  in  passing  the 
precedence  given  to  the  Epicureans.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  sequel  to  suggest  that  he  held  any  conferences 
with  them  ;  the  speech  beginning  '  Men  of  Athens  ' 
("Avdpes  '  AO-rjifaioi)  is  plainly  not  intended  for  them. 
It  looks  as  if  the  reference  to  the  philosophers  were 
merely  a  touch  suggested  by  the  writer's  imagination, 
which  he  did  not  permit  to  exercise  any  influence  on 
the  following  narrative.  That  Paul  had  examined  and 
rejected  Epicureanism  elsewhere,  is  probable  enough. 
See  ATHENS,  §  2,  HELLENISM,  §  9.  T.  K.  c. 

EPILEPTIC    (ceAHNiAzo/v\eNOc),     Mt.  424  I7is 
RV.     See  MEDICINE. 


EPIPHANES     (enicJxMMHc). 
ANTIOCHUS,  2. 


Mace.  lio.      See 


EPISTOLARY  LITERATURE 

'  Letters'  and  '  Epistles'  (§§  1-3).    Letters  (§  6/.). 
Extra-biblical  (§  4).  Epistles  (§  8/)/ 

OT  terms  (§  5).  Literature  (§  10). 

For  the  understanding  of  any  document  a  knowledge 
of  its  true  character  and  object  is  essential.  Thus, 
1  Thenroblem  for  examPle'  if  Egyptian  exploration 
brings  to  light  a  papyrus  fragment 
containing  a  negotiation  between  a  Roman  emperor 
and  an  Alexandrian  gymnasiarch,2  we  cannot  under 
stand  or  appreciate  it  accurately  until  we  know  the 
general  character  of  the  writing  to  which  it  presumably 
belonged.  If  it  is  a  fragment  from  the  record  of  an 
actual  negotiation  in  which  a  Roman  emperor  took 
part,  it  becomes  a  historical  document  of  first  import 
ance  ;  if  it  is  merely  a  scrap  from  a  work  by  a  writer  of 
fiction,  it  falls  into  a  wholly  different  category. 

The  NT  contains  a  large  number  of  writings  which 
are  usually  referred  to  as  'Epistles.'  The  designation 
seems  so  plain  and  self-evident  that  to  many  scholars 
it  has  suggested  no  problem  at  all.  A  problem, 
nevertheless,  there  is,  of  great  literary  and  historical 
interest,  underlying  this  seemingly  simple  word.  We 
cannot  go  far  in  the  study  of  the  history  of  literature 
before  we  become  aware  that  alongside  of  the  real 
'letter,'  which  in  its  essential  nature  is  non-literary, 
there  is  a  product  of  art,  the  literary  letter,  which  may 
for  convenience  be  called  the  epistle.  The  problem  is 
in  each  case  to  determine  the  category  to  which  such 
writings  belong  :  are  they  all  '  letters  '  ?  or  are  they  all 
'  epistles'  ?  or  are  both  classes  represented?  First,  let 
us  realise  the  distinction  more  clearly. 

The  function  of  the  letter  is  to  maintain  intercourse,  in 

writing,  between  persons  who  are  separated  by  distance. 

lvr       .        Essentially  intimate,  individual,  and  per- 

'    .          ,°  sonal,   the  letter  is  intended  exclusively 
,.   ,,      ,      for  the  eyes  of  the  person  (or  persons) 
to  whom  it  is  addressed,  not  for  publica 
tion.      It  is  non-literary,  as  a  lease,  a  will,  a  day-book 
are  non-literary.     It  differs  in  no  essential  particular  from 
a  spoken  conversation  :  it  might  be  called  an  anticipation 
of  telephonic  communication.      It  concerns  no  one  but 
the  writer  and  the  correspondent  to  whom  it  is  addressed. 
So  far  as  others  are  concerned,    it  is  supposed  to  be 
secret  and  sacred.  As  with  life  itself,  its  contents 

are  infinitely  varied.  The  form  also  exhibits  endless 
variety,  although  many  forms  have  specialised  them 
selves  in  the  course  of  the  ages  and  are  not  unfrequently 
met  with  in  civilisations  widely  separated  and  seemingly 
quite  independent  of  each  other.  Neither  contents  nor 
form,  however,  are  the  determining  factors  in  deciding 

1  EV's  rendering   '  encountered  him  '   is  to  be   preferred   to 
Ramsay's  'engaged  in  discussions  with  him.'     Cp  Acts  20  14; 
Jos.  Ant.  i.  123.     Would   not   'discussed  with   htm'   be   trvvi- 
/SaAAoc  Trpb?  UVTOV  (see  Acts  4  15)? 

2  Cp  Grenfell  and  Hunt,   Tlie  Oxyrhynchus  Papyri,  pt.  i., 
p.  62  ff.,  no.  xxxiii.  verso  ['98],  with  Deissmann's  observations 
in  TLZ  23  602^  ('98). 
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whether  a  given  writing  is  to  be  considered  a  letter  or 
not.  Equally  immaterial  is  it  whether  the  document 
be  written  on  clay  or  on  stone,  on  papyrus  or  on  parch 
ment,  on  wax  or  on  palm-leaves,  on  scented  note-paper 
or  on  an  international  post-card ;  whether  it  be  couched 
in  the  conventional  forms  of  the  period  ;  whether  it  be 
written  by  a  prophet  or  by  a  beggar  ;  all  such  con 
siderations  leave  its  special  character  unaffected.1  The 
one  essential  matter  is  the  purpose  it  is  intended  to 
serve — frank  intercourse  between  distant  persons. 
Every  letter,  however  short  and  poor,  will  from  its 
very  nature  be  a  fragment  of  the  vie  intime  of  mankind. 
The  non-literary,  personal,  intimate  character  of  the 
letter  must  constantly  be  borne  in  mind. 

There  is  a  sharp  distinction  between  the  letter  as  thus 

understood  and  the   '  literary '   letter  which  we  find  it 

3.  Meaning  ^nient    to   designate    by   the    more 

f          , 6   technical  word  '  epistle.      The  epistle  ;s 

,  .  ,.  ,  a  literary  form,  an  expression  of  the 
P  artistic  faculty,  just  as  are  the  drama, 

the  dialogue,  the  oration.  All  that  it  has  in  common 
with  the  letter  is  its  form  ;  in  other  respects  they  differ 
so  widely  that  we  might  almost  resort  to  paradox  and 
say  that  the  epistle  is  the  exact  opposite  of  the  letter. 
The  matter  of  the  epistle  is  destined  for  publicity.  If 
the  letter  is  always  more  or  less  private  and  confidential 
the  epistle  is  meant  for  the  market-place  :  every  one 
may  and  ought  to  read  it ;  the  larger  the  number 
of  the  readers,  the  more  completely  has  it  fulfilled  its 
purpose.  All  that  in  the  letter — address  and  so  forth 
— is  of  primary  importance,  becomes  in  the  epistle 
ornamental  detail,  merely  added  to  maintain  the  illusion 
of  this  particular  literary  form.  A  real  letter  is  seldom 
wholly  intelligible  to  us  until  we  know  to  whom  it  is 
addressed  and  the  special  circumstances  for  which  it 
was  written.  To  the  understanding  of  most  epistles 
this  is  by  no  means  essential.  The  epistle  differs  from 
the  letter  as  the  historical  play  differs  from  a  chapter 
of  actual  history,  as  the  carefully  composed  funeral 
oration  in  honour  of  a  king  differs  from  the  stammering 
words  of  comfort  a  father  speaks  to  his  motherless  child, 
as  the  Platonic  dialogue  differs  from  the  unrestrained 
confidential  talk  of  friend  with  friend — in  a  word,  as 
art  differs  from  nature.  The  one  is  a  product  of 
literary  art,  the  other  is  a  bit  of  life. 

Of  course  intermediate  forms  will  occur  ;  such  as  the  professed 
letter,  in  which  the  writer  is  no  longer  unrestrained,  free  from 
self-consciousness  in  which  with  some  latent  feeling  that  he  is 
a  great  man,  he  has  the  public  eye  in  view  and  coquettes  with 
the  publicity  which  his  words  may  perhaps  attain.  Such 
letters  are  no  letters,  and  with  their  artificiality  and  insin 
cerity  exemplify  exactly  what  real  letters  should  never  be. 

A  great  variety  alike  of  letters  and  of  epistles  has 

come  down   to  us  from  antiquity.     The  survival  of  a 

...     letter   is,    strictly   speaking,    non-normal 

.        C.  en      anci  exceptional.      The  true  letter  is  from 

letters  and  • 

.  ,,  its    very    nature    ephemeral — ephemeral 

epis    es.     as  tjje  nancj  which  wrote  it  or  the  eye 

for  which  it  was  meant.  It  is  to  piety  or  to  chance 
that  we  owe  the  preservation  of  such  letters.  The 
practice  of  collecting  the  written  remains  of  great  men 
after  their  death  is  indeed  an  old  one. 

In  Greek  literature,  the  earliest  instance  of  publication  of 
such  a  collection  is  held  to  be  that  of  the  letters  of  Aristotle 
(ob.  322  B.C.),  which  was  made  soon  after  his  death.  Whether 
the  still  extant  Letters  of  A rist otle 2  contain  any  fragments  of 
the  genuine  collection  is  indeed  a  question.  On  the  other  hand 
the  letters  of  Isocrates  (ph.  338  B.C.)  which  have  come  down  3  to 
us  are  probably  genuine  in  part ;  and  we  have  also  genuine 
letters  of  Epicurus  (pt>.  270  B.C.),  among  them  the  fragment  of  a 
perfectly  charming  little  note  to  his  child,4  worthy  to  be  compared 
with  Luther's  letter  to  his  little  boy  Hanschen.8  Among 

the  Romans  it  will  be  enough  to  refer  to  the  multitude  of  letters 


1  See  Deissmann,  Bibelstudien,  190. 

2  Published  by  Hercher  (Epistohgraphi  Gra-ci,  172-174  ['73]). 

3  See  Hercher,  o/>.  cit.  319-336. 

4  See  Usener,  Epicurea,   154  ('87);   also  Deissmann,   Bibel- 
stui/ten,  219  f. 

6  See  Luther- Brief e  in  A  usivahl  und  Vebcrsetzting,  herausg. 
von  C.  A.  Hase,  224/1  ('67). 
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of  Cicero  (ob.  43  B.C.)  of  which  four  collections,  brought  together 
and  published  after  his  death,  have  come  down  to  us. 

As  compared  with  such  letters  of  famous  men  a  value 
in  some  respects  still  greater  attaches  to  the  numerous 
letters  of  obscure  men  and  women,  dating  from  the 
third  century  B.C.  to  the  eighth  A.D. ,  which  have 
become  known  to  us  through  recent  papyrus  finds  in 
Egypt.1  They  have,  to  begin  with,  the  inestimable 
advantage  that  the  originals  themselves  have  reached 
us.  Nor  is  this  all.  The  writers  had  absolutely  no 
thought  of  publication,  so  we  may  take  it  that  their 
self-portraiture  is  wholly  unconscious  and  sincere.  The 
light  they  throw  upon  the  essence  and  the  form  of  the 
letter  in  ancient  times  2  is  important,  and  is  of  value  in 
the  investigation  of  the  letters  found  in  the  OT  or  the 
NT. 

That  ancient  epistles  have  survived  in  large  numbers 
is  not  surprising.  The  literary  epistle  is  not  intended 
to  be  ephemeral.  From  the  outset  it  is  published  in 
several  copies  and  so  has  less  chance  of  disappearing 
than  the  private  letter.  The  epistle,  moreover,  is  a 
comparatively  easy  form  of  literary  effort.  It  is  subject 
to  no  severe  laws  of  style  or  strict  rules  of  prosody  ;  all 
that  the  essay  needs  is  to  be  fitted  with  the  requisite 
formulae  of  the  letter  and  to  be  provided  with  an 
address.  Any  dabbler  could  write  an  epistle,  and 
thus  the  epistle  became  one  of  the  favourite  forms  of 
literature,  and  remains  so  even  at  the  present  day. 

Among  ancient  '  Epistolographers '  we  have,  for  example, 
Dionysius  of  Halicarnassus  and  Plutarch  in  Greek,  and  L. 
Annaeus  Seneca  and  the  younger  Pliny  in  Roman,  literature, 
not  to  speak  of  the  poetical  epistles  of  a  Lucilius,  a  Horace,  or 
an  Ovid. 

Specially  common  was  the  epistle  in  the  literature  of 
magic  and  religion. 

Another  fact  of  literary  history  requires  notice  here : 
the  rise  of  pseudonymous  epistolography.  In  the  early 
period  of  the  empire,  especially,  epistles  under  names 
other  than  those  of  the  real  authors  were  written  in 
•  great  numbers,  not  by  impostors,  but  by  unknown 
literati  who  for  various  honest  reasons  did  not  care  to 
give  their  own  names. 3  They  wrote  '  Epistles  '  of  Plato 
and  Demosthenes,  Aristotle  and  Alexander,  Cicero  and 
Brutus  ;  it  would  be  perverse  to  brand  ofthand  as  frauds 
such  products  of  a  certainly  not  very  original  literary 
activity.  Absolute  forgeries  undoubtedly  there  were  ; 
but  it  is  equally  certain  that  the  majority  of  the  '  pseud 
onymous  '  epistles  of  antiquity  are  products  of  a.  widely 
spread,  and  in  itself  inoffensive,  literary  custom.4 

We  now  come  to  the  question  whether  the  biblical 
'  epistles '  admit  of  being  separated  into  the  two  distinct 
classes  just  mentioned. 

The  immense  masses  of  cuneiform  writing  which  have 
recently  been   brought   to  light   abundantly  show  that 
/IT  t  epistolary  correspondence   was    exten 

sively  practised  by  the  people  using 
that  script  from  very  early  times.  It  is  not  surprising, 
therefore,  to  find  frequent  mention  of  letters  in  the  OT. 

The  Hebrew  terms  so  rendered  are  (i)  :  "ISP,  sepher,  2  S.  11 14 
2K.  65  Jer.  29 1  ;  in  Is.  37  14  39 1,  where  MT  gives  D'ISD,  the 
text  is  corrupt  (see  SBOT,  'Isaiah,'  Heb.);  '  letters  '  =  D"1SD> 
s'phdrim,  i  K.  21  8  Esth.  1 22,  etc. 

(2)  Djns,  pithgam,  Esth.  1  2o(see  Meyer,  Entst.  23);  in  Bibl. 
Aram.  Ezra  4  17  5  7  Dan.  4  14  [17],  etc. 

•     (3)  P^y'^   nisii'ivan,   Ezra  47   7  n  (see  Meyer,  op.  cit.  22); 
in  Bibl.  Aram.  Ezra4i8,  etc. 

(4)  n!5^>  'igSfreth,  Neh.  2  7  Esth.  9  26,  etc.  (see  Meyer,  op.  cit. 
22);  in  Bibl.  Aram.  N1JX,  Ezra  4  8  n  56. 

1  A  selection  of  such  papyrus-letters  will  be  found  in  Deiss- 
mann,  Bib.-stuii.,  209-216. 

2  There  is  thus  a  promise  of  good  results  in  the  theme  pro 
posed  for  its  prize  essay  by  the  Heidelberg  Faculty  of  Philosophy 
in  1898-99  :  '  On  the  basis  of  a  chronological  survey  of  the  Greek 
private   letters   which   have    been   brought   to   light   in   recent 
panyrus  finds,  to  characterise  and  set  forth  historically  the  forms 
of  the  Greek  epistolary  style.' 

3  Cp  Deissmann,  Bid. -stud.  i<y)jff. 

*  A  well-known  modern  instance  is  that  of  the  famous 
'  Letters  of  Junius.' 
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The  Ass.  terms  for  '  letter '  are  duppu  (tablet ;  cp  Syr.  dappa), 
whence  dupsarru  (Heb.  IDSD),  'scribe,'  and  egirtu  (cp  no.  4 
above).  In  Ant.  Tab.  50  rev.  30  supa.ru  '  message  '  or  'missive' 
is  virtually  duppu  '  letter  '  (rev.  17).  This  suggests  that  sepher 
(see  i)  may  be  a  loan-word;  cp  SCRIBE.  In  ©,  besides  eirt- 
a-ToAr;,  we  find  /3i/3Ai'oK  (28.1114),  /3i'/3Ao?  (Jer.  2<»  i),  pijtrij 
(Ezra!>7),  6iaTayfia(Ezra7  n),  <^opoAoyos(Ezra4  18),  and  ypajjijia; 
cp  Acts '28  2 1  (pi.). 

Special  interest  attaches  to  the  cases  in  which  the 
actual  text  of  the  letters  is  professedly  given,  as  in 

„   nT  ,   .,          28.  11 15  (David's  letter  to  Joab  about 

*'  Uriah),     iK.2l9/.     (Jezebel    to    the 

elders  about  Naboth),  2  K.  5s/.  (king  of  Aram  to  king 

of    Israel),    2  K.  K>2/.  6   (Jehu    to    the   authorities   of 

Samaria). 

On  the  letter  of  Jeremiah  in  Jer.  29,  see  JEREMIAH  ii.;  on 
that  of  Elijah  in  2  Chr.  21 12-15,  see  JEHORAM,  2;  on  the 
official  letters  in  Ezra49^f".  17  ff.  67  ff.,  see  EZRA,  ii.,  §  6;  and 
on  the  letter  of  Nebuchadrezzar  in  Dan.  4,  see  DANIEL  ii. 

Many  instances  occur  also  in  the  apocryphal  and 
pseudepigraphic  books  of  the  OT,  especially  in  Macca 
bees.  In  the  last-named  books  in  particular,  we  find, 
exactly  as  in  Greek  and  Roman  literature,1  letters, 
mostly  official,  embodied  word  for  word  in  the  historical 
narrative.  It  would  be  wrong  to  cast  doubt  on  the 
genuineness  of  such  insertions  on  this  ground  alone. 
In  many  cases,  it  is  true,  they  are  in  all  likelihood 
spurious  (cp  MACCABEES,  FIRST,  §  10) ;  but  in  some 
instances  we  are  constrained  to  accept  them.  The  de 
cision  must  rest  in  each  case  on  internal  evidence  alone. 

Turning  now  to  the  NT,  we  find  in  Acts  two 
letters  which,  like  those  in  Maccabees,  are  introduced 
into  a  professedly  historical  narrative  : 
the  letter  of  the  apostles  and  elders  to 
the  Gentile  Christian  brethren  in  Antioch,  Syria,  and 
Cilicia  (1523-29),  and  that  of  Claudius  Lysias  to  Felix 
(2826-30).  The  question  of  their  genuineness  must  be 
decided  by  the  same  rules  of  criticism  as  apply  to  the 
cases  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section  (see,  for 
example,  COMMUNITY  OF  GOODS,  §  i6/).  In  both 
cases  the  documents,  at  any  rate,  claim  to  be  true  letters. 

Turning  next  to  the  other  writings  which  frankly  bear 
the  designation  epistolce  in  the  N.T,  we  must  again 
bear  in  mind  the  distinction  already  established  between 
'  letters '  and  '  epistles. '  It  is  accordingly  not  enough 
if  we  are  able  merely  to  establish  the  existence  of  a 
group  of  episiolce ;  the  question  as  to  their  definite 
character  remains.  The  answer  must  be  supplied  in 
each  case  by  the  writing  itself.  In  some  cases  not 
much  reading  between  the  lines  is  necessary  for  this  ; 
and  even  in  those  cases  where  the  answer  is  not  quite 
obvious,  it  is,  for  the  most  part,  possible  to  arrive  at 
something  more  than  a  mere  non  liquet. 

(a)  To  begin  with,  the  Epistle  to  PHILEMON  stands 
out  unmistakably  as  a  letter,  and  it  is  as  a  self-revelation 
of  the  great  apostle  that  it  possesses  a  unique  value  for 
all  time.  If  (as  seems  very  probable)  Rom.  16  is  to  be 
taken  as  being  in  reality  a  separate  letter,  addressed  by 
Paul  to  Ephesus,  it  also  is  an  unmistakable  example  of 
that  class  of  writing.  (V)  PHILIPPIANS  also  is  a  true 
letter  ;  it  becomes  intelligible  only  when  referred  to  a 
perfectly  definite  and  unique  epistolary  situation.  The 
same  remark  applies  to  THESSALONIANS,  GALATIANS, 
COLOSSI ANS  (and  EPHESIANS).  They  are  indeed  more 
didactic  and  general  than  those  previously  mentioned  ; 
but  they  too  are  missives  occasioned  by  perfectly  definite 
needs  of  the  Pauline  churches,  not  fugitive  pieces  com 
posed  for  Christendom  at  large,  or  even  for  publicity  in 
a  still  larger  sense  of  the  word.  To  the  same  class  in 
like  manner  belong  the  first  and  the  second  extant  epistles 
to  the  CORINTHIANS.  What  is  it  in  fact  that  makes 
2  Corinthians  everywhere  so  difficult?  It  is  that  it  is 
throughout  a  true  letter,  full  of  allusions  to  which  we, 
for  the  most  part,  have  not  the  key.  Paul  wrote  it 
with  all  his  personality  ;  in  deep  emotion  and  thankful 
ness,  and  yet  full  of  reforming  passion,  of  irony,  and  of 

1  Cp  Deissmann,  op.  cit.  220. 
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stinging  frankness,  i  Corinthians  is  quieter  in  tone  ; 
but  it  too  is  a  real  letter,  being  in  part,  at  least,  an 
answer  to  one  from  the  Church  of  Corinth.1 

(c )  In  the  case  of  ROMANS,  one  might  perhaps  at  first 
hesitate  to  pronounce.      Its  character  as  a  letter  is  un 
deniably  much  less  conspicuously  marked,   much  less 
palpable,    than    in    the  case   of   2  Corinthians.      Still, 
neither  is  it  an  epistle  written  for  the  public,  nor  for 
Christendom  at  large,    designed  to  set  forth   in   com 
pendious  form  the  apostle's  dogmatic  and  ethical  system. 
In  it  Paul  has  a  definite  object — to  prepare  the  way  for 
his  visit  to  the  church  in   Rome  ;    such  is  his  aim  in 
writing,   and  it   is    that  of  an  individual   letter-writer. 
He  does  not  yet  know  the  church  to  which  he  writes, 
and  he  himself  is  known  to  it  only  by  hearsay.     The 
letter,  therefore,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  cannot  be 
so  full  of  personal  detail  as  those  he  wrote  to    com 
munities  with  which  he  had  long  been  familiar,  such 
as    Corinth    and    Philippi.       Our    first    impression    of 
Romans,  perhaps,  may  be  that  it  is  an  epistle  ;  but  this 
judgment  will  not  stand  scrutiny. 

We  need  not  hesitate  longer  then,  to  lay  down  the 
broad  thesis  that  all  the  Pauline  epistles  hitherto 
enumerated  (the  genuineness  of  none  of  them  is  doubted 
by  the  present  writer)  are  real  letters.2  Paul  is  a  true 
letter-writer,  not  an  '  epistolographer. '  Nor  yet  is  he  a 
rn an  of  letters.  His  letters  became  literary  products 
only  after  the  piety  of  the  churches  had  made  a  collection 
of  them  and  had  multiplied  copies  indefinitely  till  they 
had  become  accessible  to  all  Christendom.  At  a  later 
date  still  they  became  Holy  Scripture  when  they  were 
received  into  the  '  New '  Testament,  then  in  process  of 
formation.  As  an  integral  part  of  the  New  Testa 
ment  they  have  exercised  a  literary  influence  that 
is  incalculable.  All  these  later  vicissitudes,  however, 
cannot  alter  their  original  and  essential  character. 
Paul,  who  with  ardent  longings  expected  the  coming 
of  the  Lord,  and  with  it  the  final  judgment  and  the  life 
of  the  coming  age — Paul,  who  reckoned  the  future  of 
this  present  world,  not  by  millennia  or  centuries,  but 
by  a  few  short  years,  had  not  the  faintest  surmise  of  the 
part  his  letters  were  destined  to  play  in  the  providential 
ordering  of  the  world.  It  is  precisely  in  this  untram 
melled  freedom  that  the  chief  value  of  his  letters  consists  ; 
their  absolute  trustworthiness  and  supremely  authorita 
tive  character  as  historical  records,  are  guaranteed  there 
by.  The  letters  of  Paul  are  the  (alas,  only  too  frag 
mentary)  remains  of  what  would  have  been  the  immediate 
records  of  his  mission.  Each  one  of  them  is  a  piece  of 
his  biography  ;  in  many  passages  we  feel  that  the  writer 
has  dipped  his  pen  in  his  own  heart's  blood. 

(d]  Two  other  real  letters  in  the  NT  remain  to  be 
mentioned — the  SECOND  and  the  THIRD  EPISTLE  OF 
JOHN.3      Of   3    John  we   may   say  with  Wilamowitz- 
Moellendorff,     '  It    was    a    quite    private    note,     and 
must    have    been  preserved  from  the  papers  of  Gains 
as    a  relic  of   the  great  presbyter.'      2  John  does  not 
present  so  many  of  the  features  of  a  letter  in  detail  ; 
but   it  also  has  a  particular  object  in  view  just  as  a 
letter  has,  even  if  we  do  not  find  ourselves  able  to  say 
with    complete   confidence  who   the    '  lady '   addressed 
may  have  been — whether  a  church  or  some  distinguished 
individual  Christian.     That  the  letter  was  addressed  to 
the  Church  at  large  seems   hardly  admissible.      Both 
writings  are  in  point  of  form  interesting,  as  in  many 
respects  clearly  exhibiting  the  ancient  epistolary  style  of 
their  period. 

No  instance  of  an  epistle  is  met  with  in  the  canonical 
books  of  the  OT  ;  but  we  have  several  in  the  Apocrypha 
and  the  Pseudepigrapha.  i.  The  most  instructive  ex- 

1  Cp.  Job.  Weiss,  '  Der  Eingang  des  ersten  Korintherbriefs, 
St.  Kr.  1900,  pp.  125-130. 

2  The  Pastoral  Epistles,  also,  may  perhaps  contain  fragments 
from  genuine  letters  of  Paul. 

3  Cp    U.   von   Wilamowitz-Moellendorff,    '  Lesefriichte '    in 
Hermes,  33  529  ff.  ('98),  (specially  instructive  on  the  question 
of  form). 
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ample  is  undoubtedly  the  (Greek)  Epistle  of  Jeremiah, 
8  ADOcrvnhal  aPPended  to  Lamentations  (so  in  ©),» 

EpistS        °r  .l°  Baruch  (in   Vg>   as  Baruch  6>' 
This  short  composition,  which  certainly 

was  originally  written  in  Greek, •  contains  a  warning 
against  idolatry,  which  is  held  up  to  scorn  and  refuted 
by  every  kind  of  argument.  A  comparison  of  this 
epistle  with  the  genuine  letter  of  Jeremiah  (Jer.  29)  to 
the  Jews  in  Babylon  furnishes  an  excellent  illustration 
of  the  difference  between  a  letter  and  an  epistle. 

In  the  Greek  epistle  we  observe  that  the  address  is  adven 
titious,  and  that  'Jeremiah'  has  been  chosen  as  a  covering 
name  merely  at  the  pleasure  of  the  undoubtedly  Alexandrian 
author.  This  by  no  means  constitutes  a  'forgery';  the  author 
is  simply  availing  himself  of  a  generally  current  literary  artifice. 
His  intention  is  to  put  his  co-religionists  on  their  gunrd  against 
idolatry  and  he  therefore  makes  Jeremiah  the  speaker.  Five 
hundred  years  after  the  lifetime  of  Jeremiah3  it  could  not  occur 
to  any  one  to  suppose  that  the  writer  was  seeking  to  represent 
himself  as  editor  of  a  newly  discovered  writing  of  the  ancient 
prophet. 

ii.  Another  epistle  in  the  category  now  under  con 
sideration  is  the  (Greek)  Epistle  of  Aristeas,  which 
contains  the  well-known  legend  as  to  the  origin  of  the 
LXX  version  ;  it  also  was  the  work  of  an  Alexandrian  of 
the  time  of  the  Ptolemies.4  iii.  The  Epistle  of  Baruch 
to  the  nine  and  a  half  tribes  in  exile  (appended  to  the 
Apocalypse  of  Baruch)  also  ought  to  be  mentioned  here 
— unless  indeed  we  are  to  regard  it  (which  is  quite 
possible)  as  a  Christian  writing.6  iv.  Finally,  that  epis- 
tolography  was  a  favourite  form  of  literary  activity  with 
Grecian  Jews  is  shown  perhaps  by  the  28th  '  Epistle  of 
Diogenes,'6  and  by  some  of  the  epistles  that  pass  current 
under  the  name  of  Heraclitus.7 

We  can  define  certain  writings  in  the  NT  as  epistles 
with  just  as  great  security  as  we  have  been  able  to  call 

9   NT  Epistles   the  writinSs  of  Paul  real  letters.     Most 
'  clearly  of  all  do  the  so-called  '  catholic' 
epistles  of  JAMES,  PETER,  and  JUDE  belong  to  this 
category. 

That  they  cannot  be  real  letters  is  evident  from  the  outset 
by  their  addresses ;  a  letter  to  the  '  twelve  tribes  scattered 
abroad  '  could  not  be  forwarded  as  a  letter.  The  author  of  the 
epistle  of  James  writes  after  the  manner  of  the  Epistle  of  Baruch 
(see  above,  §  8,  iii.)  addressed  'to  the  nine  and  a  half  tribes, 
which  were  across  the  Euphrates.'  In  both  cases  it  is  an 
ideal  '  catholic '  circle  of  readers  that  the  authors  have  in  view  ; 
each  dispatched  his  en-icrToAij  not,  as  we  may  presume  Paul  to 
have  dispatched  the  letter  to  the  Philippians,  in  a  single  copy, 
but  in  many. 

The  Epistle  of  James  is  essentially  a  piece  of  literature, 
an  occasional  writing  intended  for  all  Christendom — an 
epistle.  In  accord  with  this  are  its  entire  contents  : 
nothing  of  that  detail  of  unique  situations  which  meets 
us  in  the  letters  of  Paul ;  nothing  but  purely  general 
questions  such  as,  for  the  most  part,  might  be  still  con 
ceivable  in  the  ecclesiastical  problems  of  the  present 
day.  So  with  the  Epistles  of  Peter  and  Jude.  They 
too  bear  purely  ideal  addresses  ;  all  that  they  have  of 
the  nature  of  a  letter  is  the  form. 

At  this  point  we  find  ourselves  standing  at  the  very 
beginning  of  Christian  literature  in  the  strict  sense  of 
that  word.  The  problem  of  the  '  genuineness  '  of  these 
epistles  becomes  from  this  point  of  view  much  less 
important  than  it  would  undoubtedly  be  on  the  assump 
tion  of  their  being  letters.  In  them  the  personality  of 
the  writer  falls  entirely  into  the  background.  It  is  a 
great  cause  that  addresses  itself  to  us,  not  a  clearly 
distinguishable  personality  as  in  the  letters  of  Paul. 

1  Swete,  3379-384. 

2  Schiirer,  GV1V)  3  344  (98). 

3  The  epistle  most  probably  belongs  to  the  second  or  to  the 
last  century  B.C. 

4  Latest  edition  by  M.  Schmidt  in  Merx's  Archiv,  1  ('69).     A 
new  edition,  founded  on  material  collected  by  L.  Mendelssohn, 
is  in  prepaiation  by  P.  Wendland,  for  the  Bibliotheca  Teubneri- 
ana.     A  German  translation  of  this  has  already  appeared  in 
Kau.  Apokr.  u.  Pseudcpigr.  2  1-31. 

6  Greek  text  in  Fritzsche,  Libri  VT  pseudepigraphi  selecti 
('71),  i22_/f!  ;  for  Syriac  text,  with  ET,  see  Charles,  Apocalypse 
of  Baruch,  i-^ff.  ('96). 

6  Cp  J.  Bernays,  Lucian  u.  die  Kyuiker,  <)(>ff.  ('79). 

7  J.  Bernays,  Die  heraklitischen  Briefe,  diff.  ('69). 
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Whether  we  know  with  certainty  the  name  of  the  author 
of  each  of  these  epistles  is  of  no  decisive  importance  for 
our  understanding  of  them.  In  this  connection  it 
deserves  to  be  noticed  that  the  longest  of  all  the  NT 
epistles,  that  to  the  Hebrews,  has  come  down  to  us 
without  any  name  at  all,  and  even  its  address  has  dis 
appeared.  Indeed,  were  it  not  for  the  word  tirtffTfi\a 
('I  have  written  a  letter')  in  13 22  and  a  few  slight 
touches  of  epistolary  detail  in  13  23^,  it  would  never 
occur  to  us  to  call  the  writing  an  epistle  at  all.  It 
might  equally  well  be  a  discourse  or  an  essay  ;  its  own 
designation  of  itself  is  \6yos  rrjs  Tra/xx/cXTjcrews  ('  a.  word 
of  exhortation,'  1822)  ;  all  that  seems  epistolary  in  its 
character  is  manifestly  only  ornament,  and  the  essential 
nature  of  the  whole  is  not  changed  though  part  of  the 
ornament  may  have  fallen  away. 

The  so-called  First  Epistle  of  JOHN  has  none  of  the 
specific  character  of  an  epistle,  and  still  less  is  it  a  letter. 
Though  classified  among  the  epistles  it  would  be  more 
appropriately  described  as  a  religious  tract  in  which  a 
series  of  religious  meditations  designed  for  publicity  are 
somewhat  loosely  strung  together. 

The  so-called  pastoral  epistles  to  TIMOTHY  and  TITUS 
are  in  their  present  form  certainly  epistles.  It  is  probable, 
however,  as  already  indicated  (above,  col.  1327,  n.  2), 
that  some  portions  of  them  are  derived  from  genuine 
letters  of  Paul.  As  we  now  have  them  they  are  mani 
festly  designed  to  lay  down  principles  of  law  for  the 
Church  in  process  of  consolidation,  and  thus  they  mark 
the  beginnings  of  a  literature  of  ecclesiastical  law. 

To  speak  strictly,  the  APOCALYPSE  of  John  also  is  an 
epistle  ;  the  address  and  salutation  are  obvious  in  1  4, 
and  222i  constitutes  a  fitting  close  for  an  epistle.  This 
epistle  in  turn  contains  at  the  beginning  seven  smaller 
missives  addressed  to  seven  churches  of  Asia — -Ephesus, 
Smyrna,  Pergamum,  Thyatira,  Sardis,  Philadelphia, 
Laodicea.  These  also  are  no  real  letters  such  as  we 
might  suppose  to  have  been  actually  sent  to  each  of 
the  churches  named  and  to  have  been  afterwards  brought 
together  into  a  single  collection.  On  the  contrary, 
they  are  all  of  them  constructed  with  great  art  on  a 
uniform  plan,  and  are  intended  to  be  read  and  laid  to 
heart  by  all  the  churches,  not  only  by  that  named  in 
the  address  of  each.  They  seem  to  the  present  writer 
to  represent  a  somewhat  different  kind  of  epistle  from 
any  we  have  been  considering.  Their  writer  has 
definite  ends  in  view  as  regards  each  of  the  individual 
churches  ;  but  he  wishes  at  the  same  time  to  produce  an 
effect  in  the  Christian  world  as  a  whole,  or  at  any  rate 
on  that  of  Asia,  In  spite  of  the  intimate  character  they 
formally  possess,  they  serve  a  public  literary  purpose, 
and  therefore  ought  to  be  classed  among  the  epistles, 
rather  than  among  the  letters,  of  ancient  Christianity. 

In  judging  the  numerous  epistolo:  which  have  been  handed  down 

in  the  Christian  church  outside  of,  or  later  in  date  than,  the  NT 

canon,  it  is  equally  necessary  to  settle  in  each  case  the  question 

whether  the  writing  ought  to  be  classed  as  an  epistle  or  a  letter  ; 

but  this  investigation  lies  beyond  the  limits  of  the  present  work. 

G.  A.  Deissmann,  Bibelstudien  :    Beitrage,  zumeist  aus  den 

Papyri  u.  Inschriften,  zur  Geschichte  tier  Spracke,  des  Schrift- 

tums    u.   der  Religion   des   hellenistischen 

10.  Literature.  Judentums    «.    des    Urchristenttims    ('95); 

Abh.    5  :   Prolegomena    zu    den    biblischen 

Brie/en,  u.  Episteln  ;  K.  Dziatzko,  art.  '  Brief  in  Pauly's  Rcal- 

encyklopdfiie  der  classischen  Altertumswissenschaft,  ed.  Wis- 

sowa  ;  F.  Zimmer  in  ZKIVL,  7  ('86),  443^!;  J.  Rendel  Harris, 

'A  Study  in  Letter- Writing,'  Ex/>.  '98^,  i6i_^?l ;  see  also  Christ. 

Johnston,  The  Epistolary  Lit.  oftkcAss.  and  Bab.  ('98). 

G.  A.  D. 

ER  C\l}.  Hp[BADEFL]).  i.  A  Judahite  subdivision 
of  Canaanite  (i.e. ,  non-Tsraelite)  origin,  which  at  a 
later  time  became  merged  in  the  more  important 
brother-clan  SHELAH  [i]  (the  genealogical  details  in 
Gen.  883-7  [J].  Gen.  46 12  Nu.  26 19  [P],  i  Ch.  2 3  [in  the 
second  occurrence  ai>rjp  (A)]  42i)  ;  see  JUDAH. 

2.  Anamein  the  genealogy  of  Joseph  (Lk.  828;  rjp  [Ti.  \VH]); 
see  GENEALOGIES  ii.  §  3. 

ERAN  (|Ty,  §  77),  the  Eranites  (7T1?PI).  an  Eph- 
raimite  clan,  in  the  one  case  individualised,  in  the  other 
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regarded  as  a  tribal  group,  Nu.  2636.  The  name  re 
minds  us  of  the  Judahite  ER  (see  above)  ;  but  in  the 
parallel  Ephraimite  list,  iCh.  720-27,  it  is ELADAH(mj;Si«, 
v.  20),  of  which  another  form  is  LADAN  (pj^>,  v.  26). 
Probably  the  list  in  Nu.  26  originally  had  neither  'Eran 
nor  El'adah,  but  La'dan,  and  we  should  read  ny1?  and 
'iil^n-  See  further,  EPHRAIM,  §12. 

The  initial  V  in  pj,'^>  may  have  been  mistaken  for  a  preposition, 
just  as  in  i  Ch.  23  7-9,  ©B  has  tSav  for  py1?  throughout.  The  i 
is  vouched  for  by  Sam.  Pesh.  py,  and  also  by  (0  (eSey,  6  «Se>/[e]c 
[BAFL]),  cp  Gen.  46  20  (eSe/ut  [AD],  -a./*  [L] ;  om.  MT). 

Ladan  is  doubtless  shortened  from  Elad(d)an  (p^N  ; 

Cp  pJjri.T).  S.  A.  C. 

ERASTUS  (ep&CTOC  [Ti.  WH]),  'the  treasurer 
(oiKONOMOc)  of  the  city  [of  Corinth]'1  (Rom.  1623; 
cp  2  Tim.  4  20),  is  probably  mentioned  as  one  of  those 
that  'ministered'  to  Paul  (Acts  1922)  and  as  having 
been  sent  by  him  with  Timothy  from  Ephesus  on  some 
errand  into  Macedonia.  This  combination  of  passages, 
however,  is  plausible  only  if  Rom.  16  was  originally  a 
letter  to  the  church  of  Ephesus. 

ERECH  C^IN,  opex  [ADEL],  ARACH,  classical 
'Opxori,  Ass.  Arku,  Uruk)  is  named  in  Gen.  10 10  as 
one  of  the  four  cities  originally  founded  by  Nimrod  in 
Babylonia.  The  explorations  of  Loftus  (Travels  in 
Chaldea  and  Susiana,  162  ft)  established  its  site  at  the 
mod.  Warka,  halfway  between  Hilla  and  Korna.  The 
enormous  mounds  and  ruins  scattered  over  an  area  six 
miles  in  circuit  testified  to  a  large  population  in  ancient 
times  ;  but  the  discoveries  did  little  to  restore  the  history 
of  the  city.  The  earliest  inscriptions  recovered  were 
those  of  Dungi,  Ur-Bau,  and  Gudea,  kings  of  Ur  (which 
lay  30  m.  SW. ).  The  next  in  date  were  those  of  Sin- 
gasid  and  another,  kings  of  Erech  as  an  independent 
state.  Erech  was  then  capital  of  the  kingdom  of 
Amnanu.  The  later  kings  of  Babylon  (Merodach- 
baladan)  also  left  traces  of  their  buildings  and  restora 
tions.  Many  commercial  documents  of  all  periods 
down  to  200  B.C.  attest  the  continuous  prosperity  of  the 
city.  As  if  to  make  up  for  the  lack  of  historical  docu 
ments  furnished  by  the  site  itself,  we  have  perpetual 
reference  to  the  place  in  the  Assyrian  and  Babylonian 
literature.  No  place  had  a  greater  hold  on  the  affection 
and  imagination  of  the  literati.  The  author  of  the 
Creation  Tablets  (non- Semitic  version)  ascribes  its 
foundation  to  the  god  Marduk.  It  is  the  theatre  of  the 
Gilgames  or  Nimrod  epic  (see  DELUGE,  §  2).  Its  poetical 
names  (3  R.  41 15  ff.}  show  how  often  it  was  the  theme 
of  story  and  legend.  Some  of  them — e.g. ,  the  '  en 
closure'  (suburu],  'the  seven  districts' — seem  justified 
by  its  ruins.  Surrounded  completely  by  a  wall,  inter 
sected  by  many  canals,  flanked  by  two  large  streams,  and 
probably  then,  as  now,  almost  inaccessible  for  most  of 
the  year,  it  was  a  secure  refuge.  Later  in  its  history — 
perhaps  in  Assyrian  times,  certainly  in  the  Parthian 
period — it  became  a  sort  of  national  necropolis. 

The  city  deity  was  the  goddess  Nana,  whose  statue 
had  such  strange  vicissitudes  (see  NANEA).  _  During 
her  absence  a  goddess,  Istar,  whose  temple  was  E-ulmas, 
seems  to  have  taken  her  place.  Continual  reference  is 
made  to  Uruk  even  by  Assyrian  kings  (KB  i.  and  ii. , 
passim}.  Their  correspondence  (Harper,  ADI. passim), 
when  fully  published,  will  throw  much  light  on  the  city 
life  of  Uruk  during  the  Sargonid  period.  At  present  it 
would  be  premature  to  attempt  to  write  its  municipal 
history.  c.  H.  w.  j. 

ERI  Cny,  surely  not  'watcher,'  &AA(e)l  [BAFL,  cp 
Samar.  Pent.]),  a  subdivision  of  GAD  (§  13),  Gen.  46i6 
(AHA(e)ic  ADL]),  Nu.  26i6  [®  25]) ;  ethnic  Erites 
('Tim,  Nu.  I.e.;  OAAA(e)l  [BAFL]). 

ESAIAS  (HCAI AC.  ISAIAS),  4Esd.2i8  EV;  Mt.33, 
etc.,  AV,  RV  ISAIAH  (q.v.,  i.). 

1  Notice  that  Cenchreae  is  mentioned  in  v.  2. 
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ESARHADDON  (pin-lpX,  ACOPAAN  [HA],  AXO. 
[L]  ;  A.C&P&XOAA&C,  Jos.;  CAXepAONOC,  Ptol.  ; 
1  Earlv  AC&piAlNOC;  Ass.  Asur-ah-iddina,—  i.e., 
i.  iany  -_\gur  jms  given  a  brother'),  son  and 
History.  successor  of  Sennacherib  on  the  throne  of 
Assyria  (2K.1937;  Is.  3738,  &xopA&N  [O],  N<\X. 
[N*Q'"£-]'ACOp.  L^c'b  Q*J)-  His  brother  Asur-nadin- 
sum,  who  had  been  made  king  of  Babylon  by  Sennacherib, 
was  carried  away  captive  alter  a  reign  of  six  years  by 
Hallusu  king  of  Elain  694  B.  c.  (  A7?2  278).  Ardi-Belit  was 
then  regarded  as  crown-prince  (mdrsarri)  in  Nineveh,  as 
appears  from  a  contract  tablet  dated  Sept.  -Oct.  694  B.  C. 
For  another  son,  Asur-munik,  Sennacherib  built  a  palace 
in  the  suburbs  of  Nineveh  (see  ADRAMMELECH,  2).  The 
so-called  '  Will  of  Sennacherib  'l  (3  R.  16,  No.  3)  records 
some  rich  gifts  to  Esarhaddon  and  the  wish  that  his 
name  should  be  changed  to  Asur-edil-ukln-apla  (Asur- 
the-hero  has  established  the  son).  In  the  Hebrew 
notice  of  Sennacherib's  murder,  two  sons  of  Sennacherib, 
named  ADKAMMELECH  (  2,  q.  v.  )  and  SHAREZER  (i,q.v.), 
are  referred  to,  occasioning  a  historical  difficulty,  which 
is  dealt  with  elsewhere.  The  expressions  of  the  Baby 
lonian  Chronicle  have  led  some  to  think  that  Esarhaddon 
himself  was  the  parricide2  (Edwards,  The  Witness  of 
Assyria,  149).  It  is  certainly  singular  that  in  no  in 
scription  set  up  in  Assyria  (yet  published)  does  Esar 
haddon  refer  to  the  event.  On  the  stele  found  at  Sam- 
alla,  however,  he  distinctly  calls  himself  the  '  avenger  of 
the  father  who  begat  him  '  (mutlr  gimilli  abi  alidiSu}.* 
Sennacherib  died  on  the  aoth  of  Tebetu,  B.C.  682, 
and  Esarhaddon  was  crowned  on  the  28th  of  Adar, 
B.C.  682-1. 

The  chief  sources  for  the  history  of  Esarhaddon's  reign 
are  his  cylinders  (KB  li^of.}.  The  opening  paragraph 
of  the  broken  prism  (KB  2  141  /.  )  has  usually  been  taken 
to  refer  to  his  struggle  with  his  brother  for  the  throne. 
It  is  a  very  fragmentary  account,  as  remarkable  for  its 
gaps  and  omissions  as  for  its  information.  From  it  we 
learn  that,  presumably  early  in  his  reign,  Esarhaddon, 
who  was  evidently  away  from  Nineveh,  was  called  to 
face  a  formidable  foe.  He  could  not  take  all  his  troops 
with  him.  The  march  was  made  '  hastily  and  under 
difficulty  '  in  the  winter-month  of  Sabatu.  His  enemy 
met  him  at  Hanirabbat  and  was  signally  defeated. 
That  it  was  a  right  for  the  throne  is  clear  from  the  fact 
that  the  enemy  said  of  their  leader,  '  This  is  our  king.' 

On  a  more  or  less  plausible  combination  of  this  account  with 
the  biblical  data  it  has  been  asserted  that  Esarhaddon  was  in 
command  of  an  expedition  to  Armenia.  The  time  of  year  is 
against  this  supposition.  Hanirabbat  was  near  Malatya,  and 
therefore  a  great  distance  from  both  Nineveh  and  Armenia  (see 
map  in  KB  2  and  in  vol.  i.  of  this  work  between  cols.  352  and 
353).  If  Esarhaddon  had  left  the  bulk  of  his  forces  behind 
on  the  confines  of  Armenia  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  rebels 
could  have  escaped  thither.  Winckler  (GKA  259)  argues  better 
that  Esarhaddon  was  in  Babylon  at  the  time  of  his  father's 
death.4  The  Babylonian  Chronicle  states  that  on  the  2nd  of 
Adar  the  revolt  in  Nineveh  was  at  an  end.  This  gives  six 
weeks  for  Ksarhaddon's  receipt  of  the  news  and  march  to 
Nineveh.  On  his  arrival  the  regicides  and  their  party  must 
have  retreated  and,  doubtless  with  reinforcements,  he  pursued 
them  at  once.  They  made  their  stand  at  Hanirabbat,  and  on 
their  defeat  escaped  to  Armenia.  Esarhaddon  seems  then  to 
have  returned  to  Nineveh  and  ascended  the  throne  on  the  28th 
of  Adar  (682-1  B.C.),  about  eight  months  after  the  murder  of  his 
father. 

Esarhaddon's  residence  in  Babylon  before  his  accession 
may  account  for  his  friendly  treatment  of  the  fallen 
capital.       He    made    good    the   damage 


caused  by  SENNACHERIB  [q.v.~\,  brought 


2.  Adn      .8- 

tration.  back  the  gods>  and  repe0pied  the  city. 
During  the  reign  of  Merodach-baladan  Chaldean  sup 
porters  of  that  king  had  dispossessed  the  native  Baby 
lonians  ;  after  Babylon  had  been  rendered  helpless,  the 
Chaldeans  continued  to  encroach.  Esarhaddon  expelled 

1  This  document  is  not  dated,  but  has  been  used  to  support 
the  contention  that  Esarhaddon  was  the  favourite  son. 

2  Cp  the  Hebrew  version   of  Tobit  (PSBA  18260),   which 
ascribes  the  murder  to  '  Esarhaddon  and  Sharezer.' 

;!  Ansgrabiingen  in  Sendschirli,  36. 

*  He  was  appointed  regent  there  by  his  father  in  681  B.C. 
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the  Chaldeans  from  the  neighbourhood  of  Babylon  and 
Borsippa,  and  crippled  their  power. 

This  policy  of  restoration  extended  to  Erech.  At  Nineveh 
too,  the  king  built  a  great  palace  (cp  Layard,  Nin,  and  Bab. 
634);  also  palaces  at  Kalah  and  Tarbisi,  l  he  last  for  his  son 
Asur-bani-pal  (i  R.  48,  Nos.  4  and  5;  AW  ^150;  cp  Lay.  op. 
fit.  19).  Throughout  Assyria  and  Mesopotamia  he  rebuilt  some 
thirty  temples. 

It  was  perhaps  due  to  this  antiquarian  taste,  so 
strongly  developed  in  his  son  Asur-bani-pal,  that  Esar 
haddon,  first  of  the  Sargonids,  lays  claim  to  ancient 
royal  lineage.  He  calls  himself  the  descendant  of 
Bel-bani,  son  of  Adasi,  king  of  Assyria,  and  offspring 
of  Asur  (KB  2 120,  n.  i). 

As  a  fighting  king  Esarhaddon  was  not  behind 
any  of  his  race.  At  the  very  beginning  of  his  reign  he 
was  threatened  by  the  Gimirrai  (see  GOMER,  i).  His  oft- 
sent  requests  to  the  sun-god  Samas  (Knudtzon,  Gebett, 
72-264)  mention  his  fears  of  Kastarit  of  Karkassi, 
Mamiti-arsu  the  Mede,  the  Mannai  (see  MINNI),  and 
other  branches  or  forerunners  of  the  great  Manda 
horde.  The  peril  culminated  in  an  actual  invasion  of 
Assyria  by  the  Gimirrai,  who  were,  however,  defeated 
before  the  fourth  year  of  this  reign  (KB  2282).  The 
next  year  was  a  busy  one.  An  expedition  penetrated 
the  Arabian  desert,  conquering  eight  rulers  in  the 
districts  of  Bazu  and  Hazu  (cp  Buz,  i  ;  HAZO).  Sidon 
having  revolted  was  taken  and  destroyed,  a  new  city 
Kar- Esarhaddon  being  built  to  overshadow  it.  The 
king  of  Sidon,  Abdi-Milkuti,  and  Sanduarri  a  Cilician 
prince  who  had  sided  with  him,  were  captured  and 
beheaded. 

Following  up  this  success,  the  Assyrian  king 
received  the  submission  of  all  Syria  and  Palestine. 
Of  the  vassal  kings  who  then  paid  him  homage  Esar 
haddon  has  left  us  a  very  important  list  (AT?  2 148). 
Among  them  are  Baal  king  of  Tyre,  and  MANASSEH 
[?.f.],  king  of  the  city  of  Judah.  The  terms  of  the 
agreement  between  Esarhaddon  and  Baal  king  of  Tyre 
are  recorded  on  the  tablet  K.  3500  from  which  Hommel 
gives  some  extracts  (AHT 196  ;  the  full  text  is  now  given 
by  Winckler,  AOF2  10).  These  events  occurred  in 
677-6  B.  c.  The  Chronicler  also  tells  us  of  a  colonisa 
tion  of  Samaria  by  Esarhaddon,  Ezra  42  (acrapeaduv 
[B],  -paSdwv  [A],  va%op8a.v  [L])  ;  but  the  accuracy 
of  this  statement  has  been  questioned  (see  SAMARIA, 
SAMARITANS).  Being  now  in  full  possession  of  the 
route  to  Egypt,  Esarhaddon  made  a  reconnaissance  of 
it  in  675  B.  c.  He  returned  next  year  to  the  attack.  In 
672  B.C.  he  lost  his  queen  and  seems  to  have  remained 
a  year  or  more  at  home.  In  670  B.C.,  leaving  the 
government  in  the  hands  of  his  mother,1  he  departed 
for  a  supreme  struggle  with  Egypt,  in  which  he  was 
completely  victorious  (see  EGYPT,  §66).  As  a  'hard 
lord'  he  ruled  over  the  Egyptians,2  garrisoning  some 
cities  with  Assyrian  troops,  and  in  others  installing 
native  dependent  rulers.  He  returned  home  by  way  of 
Samalla,  where  he  set  up  the  stele  mentioned  above. 

Esarhaddon  was  not  allowed  to  rest  long.  A 
revolt  broke  out  in  Egypt,  and  he  set  out  to  repress 
it.  However,  he  never  saw  Egypt  again.  On  the  way 
he  fell  ill  and  died;  it  was  on  Arahsamna  (November  ; 
see  MONTH,  §§35)  the  loth,  669  B.C.  (not,  as  usually 
stated,  668).  He  divided  his  kingdom,  giving  Asur- 
bani-pal  Assyria  and  the  Empire,  but  making  Samas- 
sum-ukin  king  of  Babylon  under  him.  A  third  son, 
Asur-mukin-palia,  was  raised  to  the  high-priesthood  ; 
the  youngest,  Asur-edil-same-u-ersitim,  was  made 
priest  of  Sin  at  Harran.  Another  son,  Sin-iddin-aplu, 
seems  to  have  died  before  his  father.  We  find  the 
names  of  a  daughter,  Serua-etirat,  and  a  sister,  Matti. 

The  name  of  Esarhaddon's  mother  is  best  read  Nakia. 

1  To  this  lady  Nakia  are  addressed  many  letters  from  the 
provincial  governors  '(Harper,    ABL).      During   her   regency 
occurred  the   Elamite   invasion  of  675  B.C.,  which   threatened 
Sippara.     The  gods  of  Agade  were  carried  off  by  the  Elamites. 

2  See  Is.  192,  according  to  one  interpretation  (see  Che.  Intr. 
Is.  ii4/). 
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which  is  rendered  in  Assyrian  by  Zakutu,  and  seems  to 
be  Hebrew,  'the  pure  one.'  She  survived  her  son, 
and  on  his  death  issued  a  proclamation  to  the  Empire, 
demanding  its  allegiance  to  the  princes  Asur-bani-pal 
and  Samas-sum-ukin.1  C.  H.  W.  j. 

ESAU    0'2>P  ;   HCAY[BAL1)- 

i.  A  popular  etymology,  which  may,  however,  be 
correct,  is  suggested  in  Gen.  2625  (J)  :  'And  the  first 
-^  came  out  tawny,  all  over  like  a  hairy  mantle  ; 

and  his  name  was  called  Esau.' 

As  Budde  (Urgesch.  217,  n.  2,  incorrectly  reported  by  Di.) 
has  pointed  out,  '  tawny  '  ('3B~IN,  admOni)^  cannot  have  been 
the  original  word,  Budde's  own  conjecture,  however  (that  it 
displaced  some  rare  word  meaning  '  hairy  '  )  is  not  probable. 
It  may  have  arisen  out  of  Q'DlNn.  '  twins,'  which  intruded  from 
the  margin  where  it  stood  as  a  correction  of  Q'Dlfl  (?'•  24). 
Miswritten  as  Q'DinN,  it  would  be  easily  changed  into  'jiDIN 
(Q  and  <;j  are  frequently  confounded)  ;  cp  v.  30. 

We  must  assume  a  root  nby,  '  to  have  thick  hair,  '  3 
and  regard  -\wy  '  the  shaggy,'  as  the  equivalent  of  Seir 
'the  hairy.'  (fiJ}y  =  Ty}y,  Gen.  27  n),  which  appears  to 
have  been  regarded  by  J  as  a  synonym  for  hunter  (Gen. 
2625,  cp  v.  27).  In  this,  as  in  the  former  case,  J  really 
appears  to  have  hit  upon  a  sound  interpretation. 
It  seems  impossible  to  show  that  the  mountain  district 
of  Seir  (whether  E.  or  even  W.  of  the  Arabah)  was 
'hairy'  in  the  sense  of  'wooded,'  nor  would  the  sense 
'  wooded  '  accord  with  the  gloomy  oracle  of  Isaac. 
The  probability  is  that  Esau  and  Seir  are  names  of  a 
hunter  -  god  ;  4  and  though  the  hero  Usoos  in  Philo 
of  Byblus  (Eus.  Praep.  Ev.  i.  107)  may  conceivably  be 
simply  the  personification  of  Usu  (Palaetyrus),5  it  seems 
more  probable,  since  his  brother  Samemrumos  is  a 
divine  hero  of  culture,  that  Usoos  represents  a  hunter- 
god,6  after  whom  the  city  of  Usu  was  named.  Certainly 
Philo  of  Byblus  describes  Usoos  as  entering  into  con 
flict  with  wild  beasts,  though  also  as  the  first  who 
ventured  on  the  sea  (as  if  a  personification  of  Old  Tyre). 
However  this  may  be,  Esau  never  displaced  Edom  as 
the  Hebrew  name  for  the  people  of  Mount  Seir.  The 
phrase  '  sons  of  Esau  '  is  found  only  in  late  writers 
(Dt.  24  Obad.  18)  ;  '  Esau  the  father  of  Edom1  (Gen. 
86943)  also  is  late  (see  Holzinger's  analysis). 

The  early  traditions  on  Esau  are  given  in  Gen. 
2621-34  27  1-45  314-22  381-17;  these  belong  to  JE. 
The  editor  has  done  his  best  to  cull 
>  the  finest  parts  from  both  J  and  E. 
At  the  beginning  he  depends  solely  on  J,  unless  we  may 
assume  with  Dillmann  and  Bacon  (Genesis,  152)  that 
the  admonl  ('tawny')  of  Gen.  2625  (see  above)  was 
taken  by  the  editor  from  E,  who,  however,  surely  knew 
and  had  to  account  for  the  name  Esau.  The  fore 
shadowing  which  JE  gives  of  the  differences  of  national 
fortunes  (cp  Mai.  l2/)  and  national  character  in  the 
story  of  the  two  tribal  ancestors  is  most  effective.  That 

1  See  Johns,  Assyr.  Deeds  and  Documents,  vol.  2. 

2  This  verse  gives  J's  explanation  of  the  name  Edom.     '  Let 
me  quickly  eat  some  of  that  edoin,  for  I  am  faint  ;  therefore  his 
name  was  called  Edom.      For  D1NH  n'~IMn  read  O'lNri  ;  CD  Ar. 

T  T  T  T  V  :  T    ' 

'iddm,  'a  by-dish,  as  vegetables,  etc.'  So  T.  D.  Anderson, 
with  the  assent  of  Dillmann. 

3  It  is  difficult  not  to  compare  Ar.  'athiya,  '  to  have  thick  or 
matted    hair,'    a'tka,    'having    thick     hair'    (Lane),     though 
Fleischer  (in  Levy,  NHIVB  3  732)  points  out  that   this   com 
parison  violates  the  ordinary  laws  of  phonetic  changes. 

4  Prasek  assents  to  this  view  (forscli.  z.  Gcsch.  d.  Alt.  ['98] 
2  33>- 

6  See  HOSAH,  and.  cp  note  in  ZATW,  1897,  p.  189.  The 
present  article,  including  the  above  view,  is  of  older  date  than 
that  note.  The  writer  has  since  found  that  the  identification  of 
Usu  belongs  to  Prasek,  and  that  Halevy  has  already  connected 
Usoos  and  Usu,  though  in  conjunction  with  the  improbable 
theory  that  Usu  =  the  KS^IK  of  the  Talmud,  which  he  identifies 
with  Umm  el  'Awamld  (see  HAMMON,  i).  Enough  remains  to 
justify  the  writer's  claim  to  have  advanced  the  investigation  by 
a  new  suggestion. 

6  Whether  the  Syrian  desert  goddess  'Aslt,  whose  name  is 
connected  by  W.  M.  Miiller  with  that  of  Esau  (cp  EDOM,  §  2)  is 
a  female  form  of  this  hunter  god,  we  can  hardly  venture  to  say. 
Nor  can  we  make  any  use  of  the  divine  name  Esu,  apparently 
of  foreign  origin,  found  in  a  cuneiform  text  (Pinches,  PSBA 
18255). 
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the  two  brothers  strove  in  the  womb  is  a  purely  etymo 
logical  myth  (see  JACOB,  §  i)  ;  Edom  is  an  independent 
people  when  tradition  first  brings  it  into  contact  with 
Israel.  That  the  older  people  was  gradually  eclipsed 
by  the  younger,  however,  and  that  nevertheless  the 
older  people  at  length  achieved  its  liberation,  are  facts 
which  agree  exactly  with  the  legend.  How  naturally, 
too,  and  with  what  regard  to  primitive  sentiment,  that 
legend  (cp  ISAAC,  §  5)  is  told  !  Of  conscious  purpose 
on  the  narrator's  part  there  is  not  a  trace.  It  seems  as 
if  by  a  kind  of  fate  the  course  of  future  history  were 
prescribed  by  the  forefathers,  who  in  their  blessings 
and  cursings  discharged  divine  functions.1 

That  writers  like  J  and  E,  who  have  infused  so  much  of  the 
pure  prophetic  religion  into  the  traditional  material,  should  not 
be  without  traces  of  primitive  superstition,  will  startle  only  those 
who  are  fettered  by  an  abstract  supernaturalism.  J  and  E  un 
hesitatingly  believe  that  by  his  blessing  or  his  curse  a  father 
may  determine  the  fate  of  his  children  ;  at  any  rate  the  fore 
fathers  of  Israel  could  do  this.  These  writers  certainly  mean  us 
to  regard  the  oracles  in  Gen.  27  287^  and  39/1  (which  are  im 
aginative  reproductions  of  what  Isaac  would  be  likely  to  have 
said)  as  creating  history.  The  latter  oracle  has  often  been  mis 
understood.  It  should  run  thus,  '  Surely,  far  from  fruitful 
ground  shall  be  thy  dwelling,  and  untouched  by  the  dew  of  the 
heaven  above  ;  by  thy  sword  shall  thou  live,  and  thou  shall 
serve  thy  brother  ;  but  when  thou  shall  revolt, a  ihou  shall  shake 
off  his  yoke  from  thy  neck.'  For  another  view  of  the  blessing 
(shared  by  Vg.  and  AV)  see  EDOM,  §  5. 

Most  readers  sympathise  more  with  Esau  than  with 
Jacob.  This  may  perhaps  be  to  some  extent  in  accord 
ance  with  the  wishes  of  the  narrators.  Surely  J  and  E 
must  have  condemned  the  fraud  practised  by  Jacob  at 
his  mother's  bidding  upon  his  aged  father.  Whether  they 
would  have  condemned  Jacob's  shiftiness  (apart  from 
the  special  circumstances)  as  immoral,  may,  however,  be 
doubted.  The  later  prophets,  it  is  true,  denounce 
shiftiness  in  no  measured  terms  ;3  but  the  contemporaries 
of  J  and  E  were  not  so  far  from  the  old  nomadic  period, 
and  not  so  open  to  new  moral  ideas,  as  to  do  the  same 
(see  Che.  Aids,  35).  To  them  the  quiet,  cautious, 
calculating  character  of  Jacob  seemed  to  be  more  praise 
worthy  than  the  careless,  unaspiring,  good-natured, 
passionate  character  of  Esau  ;  Jacob,  they  said,  '  was  a 
blameless4  man  (en),  dwelling  in  tents'  (Gen.  2627  [J]). 
What  P  thought  of  these  stories  does  not  appear  ;  he 
confines  his  attention  to  Esau's  marriages  (Gen.  26  34/. 
[cp  2746  (R)],  286-9),  and  to  geographical  and  statistical 
information  respecting  the  Edomites  (chap.  36  ;  but  how 
much  is  P's,  is  uncertain). 

The  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  presents  Esau  as 
the  type  of  a  'profane '  person,  on  the  ground  that  he  sacrificed 
his  birthright  '  for  one  mess  of  food  '  (Heb.  12  16).  He  addresses 
Hebrews  who  were  tempted  to  barter  their  privileges  in  the 
church  for  the  external  satisfaclions  of  ihe  lemple  services.  As 
a  matter  of  facl,  however,  it  is  only  J  who  makes  Esau  willingly 
resign  his  birthright  ;  E  apparently  knows  only  the  second 
of  the  two  accounts  of  the  loss  of  the  irpojTOToiaa.  It  is 
obvious  that  J  despises  Esau  for  his  conduct  (see  2634  in  the 
Hebrew).  To  him  Esau  represents  Edom.  To  the  later  Jews 
Esau  becomes  the  symbol  of  the  heathen  world  (see  a  striking 
Haggada  in  Weber,  Jiid.  Tlteol.  401). 

2.   i  Esd.  529  (r)<rau  [BA]).     See  ZiHA,  i.  T.  K.  C. 

1  See   BLESSINGS  AND  CURSINGS.     Robertson  Smith  points 
out  that  Jacob,  when  seeking  the  paternal  benediction,  wears 
the  skins  of  sacrificial  animals.     His  father  is  a  quasi-divine 
being.      So    the    priests   in   Egypt   wore    the   skins  of  sacred 
animals  (cp  LEOPARD),  and  several  examples  of  this  can  be  indi 
cated  within  the  Semitic  field  (Ret.  Se/n.fi)  437  ;  cp  467).     The 
antique  flavour  of  the  narrative  in  Genesis  now  becomes  much 
more  perceptible.     (Sayce  has  already  connected  the  dress  of 
Jacob  with  the  '  robe  of  goat's  skin,  the  sacred   dress  of  the 
Babylonian  priests,'  Hibb.  Led.  '87,  p.  285).     See  DRKSS,  §  8. 

2  For  the  impossible  -pin  read  -ncn,  of  which  another  cor 
ruption  is  TiNn  C  Book  of  Jubilees,'  JQR  0734).      It  may  be 
added  that  TJ  in  Hos.  12  i,  1JT]  in  Jer.  231,  and  TnN  in  Ps. 
55  3  are  also  demonstrably  due  to  corruption. 

3  Hosea  does  not  indeed  mention  this  action,  but  he  accuses 
the  Israelites  of  a  deceitfulness  which  he  traces  back  to  Jacob's 
overreaching  of  his   brother  in   the   womb  (Hos.  12  [3]  4;    cp 
JACOB,  §  2). 

4  Or,  harmless  (innocent  of  acts  of  violence).     It  was  said  of 
Esau,  'By  thy  sword  shall  thou  live.'     CJJ  may  have  begun  to 
acquire  a  specialized  sense  in  popular  use.     In  Job  9  22  CJJ  and 
psih  are  opposed. 

1334 


ESCHATOLOGY 


CONTENTS. 
(Short  Subject  Index  at  End  of  Article.) 


A.  HEBREW  OLD  TESTAMENT  WRITERS. 


I.  THE  INDIVIDUAL  (§§  1-33). 
Antique  elements  (§§  1-21). 

Practices  relating  to  the  dead  (§§  3-6). 

Beliefs  about  the  dead  (§§  7-9). 

Sheol  (§  10). 

Soul  and  Body  (§§  12-18). 

Spirit  (§  i9/). 

Resume  (§  2 1). 

Rise  of  individualism  (Jer.,  Ezek. 
etc.,  Eccles.,  Job  ;  §§  22-27). 


Gleams  of  future  life  (§  28). 
The  Psalms  (§§  29-32). 
Result  as  to  individual   immortality 
(§  33). 


II.  THE  NATION  (§§  34-38). 
Day  of  Yah  we  (§  34). 

i.  Popular  idea  (also  Nah..  Hab.  ; 
§  3S/). 


2.  Earlier     prophetic    (also    Is., 

Zeph.;  §§  37-39). 

3.  Exilic  (Je.r-,  Ezek.  ;  §§  40-42). 

4.  Universalistic  (Exilic  and  post- 

exilic  ;  §  43/-)- 

5.  Nationalistic    (post-exilic ;    J§ 

45-48). 

III.  SYNTHESIS  (8  49./T). 

Doctrine  of  resurrection  (§  49_/.). 


B.  APOCRYPHAL  AND  APOCALYPTIC  WRITERS. 


Review  (§51). 

Comparative  eschatology  (§  52). 
Method  of  sketch  (§  53). 
Ecclus.  and  Tobit  (§  ^ff.) 
Hasidim  (§  56). 

I.  SECOND  CENTURY  B.C.  (§§  57-63). 

(a)  General  development  (§  58). 

(b)  Writers  :    Dan.,  Eth.-Enoch  83-90, 

Test.  xii.  Patr.,  Judith  (§§  59-62). 
(f)  Special  conceptions  (§  63). 


II.  LAST  CENTURY  B.C.  (§§  64-70). 

(a)  General  development  (§  64). 

(b)  Writers : 

Ethiopic  Enoch  91-104  (§  65). 
Eth.-Knoch 37-70 and  i  Mace. 

(§  65). 

Psalms  of  Solomon  (§  67). 
Sibylline  Oracles  (§  68). 
2  Mace.  (§  69). 

(c)  Special  conceptions  (§  70). 


III.  FIRST  CENTURY  A.D.  (§§  71-81). 

(a)  General  development  (§  71). 

(b)  Writers  :   Jubilees   (§  72),  Ass. 

Mos.  (§  73),  Philo 
(§74),  Slav. -Enoch 
(§  75),  Wisd.  (S  76),  4 
Mace.  (§  77),  Baruch 
and  Apoc.-Bar.  (§78), 
4  Esd.  (§  79),  Josephus 
(§  80). 

(c)  Special  conceptions  (§  Ei). 


Introduction  (§  82). 

THE  SEVERAL  WRITERS  (§§  83-101). 

Synoptic  Gospels  (§§  83-87). 

Apocalypse  (§  88). 

2  Pet.,  Jude,  James  (§§  89-91). 

Hebrews  (§  92). 

Bibliography  (§§  104-106). 
A.    HEBREW  OLD  TESTAMENT. 


C.  NEW  TESTAMENT  WRITERS. 

Johannine  (§  93). 
Petrine  (§§  94-96). 

'spirits  in  prison,'  etc.  (§  96). 
Pauline  (§§  97-101). 

i  and  2  Thess.  (§  98). 

i  Cor. 


2 Cor.,  Rom.  (§  100). 
Phil.,  Col.,  Eph.  (§  101). 

II.  SPECIAL  CONCEPTIONS. 

Soul  and  Spirit  (§  102). 
Places  of  abode  (§  103). 


In   studying  a  great  religion   the  inquirer  naturally 

seeks  to  trace  an  organic  connection  between  its  central 

_  .     ...       conceptions  and  the  most  remote  portions 

E  S2Sl  °f  'tS  s>'stem-  He  exPects  to  find  a 
0  gy.  certajn  degree  of  logical  coherence  be 
tween  all  its  parts.  In  dealing  with  such  religions  as 
Christianity,  Mohammedanism,  or  Buddhism,  his  ex 
pectations  are  not  disappointed.  In  these  religions  the 
eschatology  or  teaching  on  the  final  condition  of  man 
and  of  the  world  follows  in  the  main  from  the  funda 
mental  doctrines.  The  early  religion  of  Israel,  however, 
must  not  be  approached  with  such  an  expectation. 
There  is  an  organic  connection  between  its  theology 
and  that  portion  of  its  eschatology  which  deals  with  the 
nation  as  a  whole  ;  but  this  connection  does  not  extend 
to  the  eschatology  concerning  the  individual. 

I.  THE  INDIVIDUAL. — The  ideas  about  the  future 
life  which  prevailed  in  the  earliest  times  and  were  current 
indeed  in  some  degree  down  to  the  second  century 
B.C.,  were  in  many  respects  common  to  Israel  and  to 
some  other  Semitic  nations.  They  were  not  the  out 
come  of  any  revelation.  They  were  survivals.  With 
these  antique  elements  advancing  thought  was  at  strife 
centuries  before  it  succeeded  in  completely  expelling 
them  and  in  furnishing  in  their  stead  a  doctrine  of  the 
future  life  in  harmony  with  its  own  character.  Such  a 
doctrine,  though  foreshadowed  in  the  earlier  literature, 
was  not  definitely  taught  till  the  fourth  century  B.C. 

The  antique  elements  belong  in  all  probability  to  the 

system  of  belief  and  practice  known  as  ancestor  worship. 

.          .At  first  this  phase  of  religion  dominated 

2.  Ancestor  tQ  a  ^^  degree  the  life  of  the  israelite. 

>mp>  The  religion  of  Yahwe,  however,  as  it 
developed,  engaged  with  it  in  irreconcilable  strife. 
Still,  for  several  centuries,  many  of  those  primitive 
tenets  and  usages  were  left  unaffected.  Early  Yahwism 
had  no  distinctive  eschatology  regarding  the  problem 
of  the  individual  ;  it  concerned  itself  only  with  the  nation. 
The  individual,  accordingly,  was  left  to  his  hereditary 
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beliefs,  which,  as  we  have  said,   were  connected  with 
ancestor  worship.1 

In  this  system  the  departed  were  not  regarded  as  in  a 
full  sense  dead.  They  shared  in  all  the  vicissitudes  of 
their  posterity,  and  possessed  superhuman  powers  to 
benefit  or  injure.  With  a  view  to  propitiating  these 
powers  the  living  offered  sacrifices.  The  vitality  of  the 
dead  was  thus  preserved,  and  their  honour  in  the  next 
world  upheld.  A  man  made  sacrifice  naturally  only 
to  his  own  ancestors  ;  these  with  their  living  descendants 
formed  one  family. 

That  such  beliefs   prevailed    in   Israel    is  shown   by 

_          ,  .      customs    observed    with    regard    to    the 

^  dead.2      The    mourning   usages   have   a 

1  °    religious,     not    merely    a    psychological 

'      significance.     They  indicate  reverence  for 

the  dead  and  a  confession  of  dependence  upon  them. 

1.  The  mourner  girt  himself  with  sackcloth  (2  S.  831  i  K.  2031 
Is.  824  163  22 12  Jer.  626),  or  laid   it  on  his  loins  ((ien.  8734 
Jer.  4837).     This  practice  expresses  submission  to  a  superior; 
it  is  thus  that  the  servants  of  Benhadad  go  forth  from  Aphek  to 
Ahab(iK.  203i/). 

2.  The   mourner  put   off   his   shoes  (28.  1630   Ezek.  2417). 
This   is  explained   by   the   removal   of  the   shoes   required   in 
approaching  holy  places  (Ex.  35_/  Josh.  615). 

3.  Mourners  cut    off    the    hair    (Is.  22i2  Jer.  729   Am.  8 10 
MIC.  1 16  Ezek.  "182731),  or  the  beard  (Jer.  41  5),  or  both  (Is.  152 
Jer.  4837)  ;  and  made  baldnesses  between  the  eyes  (Dt.  Hi/I). 
The  hair  was  designed  as  an  offering  to  the  dead  (see  CUTTINGS 
OF  THE    FLESH,  §  3,  and    SACRIFICE).     These  rites  are  con 
demned  as  idolatrous  in  Dt.  14 1./  ;  but  they  are  mentioned  by 
the  prophets  of  the  eighth  century  without  any  consciousness  of 
their  impropriety  (cp  Am.  810  Mic.  1 16  Is.  152  22 12).     They 
appear  still  to  have  been  the  universal  custom  (Jer.  41  5). 

4.  Mourners  made  cuttings  in  their  flesh  for  the  dead.     Such 
incisions  were  regarded  as  making  'an  enduring  covenant  with 
the  dead '  (WRS  Rel.  Sem.ft)  322/).     They  were  made  by  the 
priests    of   Baal    (i  K.  1828).      They  were    forbidden    by   the 
Hebrew  law  (Dt.  14  i  Lev.  19  28)  on  the  same  grounds  as  in  the 
case  of  3. 

1  Cp  Schwally,  Das  Leben  nach  tiem   Tpde,  chap.  1,  '  Der 
alte  Glaube';    Stade,  GVI  \^lff.;    Marti,  Gtsch.  d.  israel. 
Rel.$\  22-26,  30,40-43,  48,  103.  The  conclusions  of  thesescholars 
are  attacked  by  Frey,   Tod,  Seelenglaube  und  Seelencttlt  im 
alten  Israel,  1898,  but  on  the  whole  without  success. 

2  See  Stade,  GVI  1387^  ;  Schwally,  op.  cit.  9-16. 

1336 


I 


ESCHATOLOGY 

5.  The  covering  of  the  head  by  the  mourners  (28.  1830  Esth. 
612  Jer.  143)  is  probably  to  be  regarded   as  a  substitute  for 
cutting  off  the  hair  ;   similarly  the  covering  of  the  beard  re 
presents   its   removal   (Ezek.  24 17).      This    practice    expresses 
reverence  for  the  dead.     The  same  custom  was  observed  by  the 
worshipper  in  approaching  God  (cp  the  case  of  Elijah  at  Horeb), 
and  is  universal  in  the  synagogue  and  the  mosque  at  the  present 
day. 

6.  The  mourner  offered  sacrifices  to  the  dead  (Ezek.  241722 
aCh.  1614  2119).     They  are  probably  implied  in  Is.  819  193; 
for  when  a  man  wished  to  consult  the  dead,  he  would  naturally 
present  an  offering.     Their  object  is  clear  from  Dt.  2(314  Jer- 
167  (?);  it  was  to  give  sustenance  to  the  dead  and  to  win  their 
favour.      In   later   times   they  came   to   be   regarded   as  mere 
funeral  feasts.     This  had  not  come  about  in  the  second  century 
B.C.,  however  ;  for  sacrifices  to  the  dead  appear  to  be  commended 
in   Ecclus.  733  ('For   a   dead  man   withhold   not  a  gift'  [eirl 
vexpia  fir)  aTrofcioAuoT)?  ^apti/])  and  in  Tob.  4  17  ('  Pour  out  thy 
bread  on  the  burial  of  the  just '),  though  they  are  derided  in 
Ecclus.  SOisy:  Ep.  Jer.  3i/  Wisd.  His  193  Or.  Sibyl.  8382.^ 
In  Jubilees  2217  they  are  referred  to  as  prevailing  among  the 
Gentiles. 

The  teraphim  mentioned  in  Gen.  35  were  household 
gods.1  They  are  called  'strange  gods,'  and  their 

4  Bv  the    worsn'P  's  regarded  as  incompatible  with 
worshirj  of  tllat         Yahwe.       Their    sacred    character 
TfiraDhim     aPPears  ^rom  l^e'r  being  buried  .under  a 

'  sacred  tree,  the  terebinth.  An  earlier 
mention  is  in  Gen.  31 19  30-35,  where  Rachel  steals  the 
teraphim  of  her  father.  In  Ex.  21  2-6  we  have  another 
passage  attesting  their  worship.  According  to  this 
section  there  was  in  private  houses  a  god  close  to  the 
door,  to  which  the  slave  who  desired  enrolment  in  his 
master's  family  had  to  be  brought.  Originally  this 
meant  admission  to  the  family  cult  with  all  its  obliga 
tions  and  privileges  (see  statement  of  Eliezer's  position 
below,  §  5).  Later  the  teraphim,  which  were  of  human 
form  (iS.  19 13),  were  regarded  as  images  of  Yahwe 
(cp  Judg.  17s,  and  ISi?.^  ;  see  also  i  S.  19i3-i6)  ;  for 
it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  David,  the  champion  of  the 
religion  of  Yahwe,  would  have  worshipped  the  tSraphim 
in  their  original  character  as  household  gods.  In 
Hos.  84  and  Zech.  102,  however,  they  seem  to  retain 
their  original  character  as  images  of  ancestors  (cp 
TERAPHIM). 

In  Dt.  15i2-i8  the  rite  of  initiation  mentioned  in 
Ex.  21  is,  by  the  omission  of  the  term  'god,'  robbed 
of  all  its  primitive  religious  significance,  and  given  a 
wholly  secular  character. 

It  is  ancestor  worship  that  explains  the  importance 
of  male  offspring.  The  honour  and  wellbeing  of  the 

5  Bv  imrjort    dead  depended  on  the  worship  rendered 

P.      and  the  sacrifices  offered  by  their  male 

dllOc  OI  IIld.16       i  i  T-,  .  ,  _ 

offs     •  descendants.      Even   in   the  after  life, 

°'  therefore,  men  could  be  punished  by 
Yahwe  by  the  destruction  of  their  posterity  (Ex.  20s 
34?  Nu.  14 18  Dt.  5g)  ;  for  the  sacrifices  then  ceased  to 
be  made.2  If  a  man  failed  to  have  male  offspring,  the 
difficulty  could  be  surmounted  by  adoption.  The 
adopted  man  passed  from  his  own  clan  to  that  of  his 
adopted  father,  and  thereby  took  upon  himself  all  the 
obligations  attaching  to  the  latter.  Even  a  slave  could 
be  so  adopted  (see  FAMILY,  §  2).  Eliezer  is  regarded  as 
Abraham's  heir  in  default  of  male  issue  (Gen.  15a/. ). 
It  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  had  already  been  adopted 
into  the  family  cult.  The  right  of  inheritance  is  thus 
derived  in  principle  from  ancestor  worship ;  only  the 
son  and  heir  could  fulfil  its  rites  (see  LAW  AND 
JUSTICE,  §  18).  Illegitimate  sons,  therefore,  could  not 
inherit  (Stade,  GF/l^i);  their  mother  had  not  been 
admitted  by  marriage  into  the  cult  (cp  Judg.  11 2). 

In  Nu.  3G  the  law  has  already  undergone  a  change.  A 
daughter  is  allowed  to  inherit  if  she  has  married  a  man  be 
longing  to  her  father's  family  or  tribe.  In  Athens,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  property  descended  to  the  next  male  heir ;  but  he 
was  obliged  to  marry  the  daughter  of  the  deceased  (Stade,  id.). 

1  On  Stade'sand  Schwally's  identification  of  the  teraphim  with 
an  ancestor  image  (accepted  by  Budde  on  Judg.  17s,  Holzinger 
on  Gen.  31  19,  Nowack  on  Hos.  84,  etc.),  see  TERAPHIM. 

2  On  the  same  principle  a  man  destroyed  his  enemy  and  all 
his  sons  with  the  object  of  depriving  him  of  respect  and  worship 
in  the  lower  world. 
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It  is  thus  clear  that  the  living  and  the  dead  formed 
one  family,  and  the  departed  participated  in  all  the 
vicissitudes  of  their  living  descendants.  Rachel  in  her 
grave  shared  in  the  troubles  of  her  children  in  northern 
Israel  (Jer.  31 15). 

The  necessity  of  a  son  who  should  perform  the 
family  ancestor  worship  gave  birth  to  the  levirate 

6  By  levirate  law'  A  man  must  mariT  the  childless 
law  and  widow  of  ms  deceased  brother.  Where 
nature  of  clan  !h,?  deceased  had  no  brother-  the  duty 
fell  on  the  nearest  male  relation.  The 
firstborn  son  of  such  a  marriage  was  registered  as  the 
son  of  the  deceased,  who  was  thus  secured  the  respect 
and  the  sacrifices  which  could  be  rendered  only  by  a  son 
legitimately  begotten  or  adopted.  This  law  appears 
to  be  assumed  as  in  force  in  Gen.  8826 ;  but  its 
significance  is  forgotten  in  Dt.  25  5-10.  According  to 
old  Israelitish  views,  Tamar  fulfilled  a  duty  of  piety 
towards  her  dead  husband  (Stade  1394)  ;  similarly 
Ruth.  Even  the  daughters  of  Lot  may  have  had  the 
same  end  in  view. 

The  fact  that,  even  in  David's  time,  the  clan  consti 
tuted  a  sacramentally  united  corporation  (18.2029) 
points  back  to  an  earlier  worship  of  ancestors. 

The  customs  just  considered  (§§  3-6)  regulate  the 
conduct  of  the  living.  We  have  now  to  consider  more 
7.  Beliefs  about  directly  the  beliefs  regarding  the  dead 
the  dead  themselves,  their  place  of  abode  and 
the  nature  of  their  existence  there. 
These  beliefs  are  no  less  essentially  connected  with 
ancestor  worship  ;  but  they  had  a  much  more  extended 
lease  of  life.  Long  after  the  practices  we  have  described 
had  become  unintelligible  or  sunk  into  complete  abey 
ance,  the  beliefs  flourished  in  the  high  places  of  Judaism  ; 
they  claimed  the  adherence  of  no  small  portion  of  the 
priesthood  down  to  the  destruction  of  the  temple  by 
Titus. 

As  in  the  religions  of  Greece  and  Rome,  burial  was 


8.  Importance 


held  to  be  indispensable  to   the  com- 


44 


1337 


of  burial  f°rt  °f  the  deParted-  II  was  hardly 
ever  withheld. 

Criminals  who  were  hanged  (Dt.  21  2^)  or  stoned  (Josh. 
7  24-26),  and  suicides  (Jos.  Bell.  Jud.  iii.  8  5),  were  accorded 
burial  ;  as  were  even  the  most  hostile  of  foes  (Ezek.  39  12). 

Of  the  calamities  that  could  befall  a  man  the  lack  of 
burial  was  one  of  the  most  grievous. 

Such  was  the  sentence  of  punishment  pronounced  on  Jezebel 
(2  K.  9  10).  It  was  the  fate  that  awaited  the  enemies  of  Yahwe 
(Jer.  2633).  Even  the  materialistic  writer  of  Ecclesiastes  (63), 
if  the  text  is  correct,  regards  such  a  misfortune  as  outweighing 
a  whole  lifetime  of  material  blessings.1 

This  horror  at  the  thought  of  being  unburied  cannot 
be  explained  in  the  same  way  as  in  the  religions  of 
Greece  and  Rome,  where  it  involved  exclusion  from 
Hades  :  according  to  Hebrew  viesvs  all  without  excep 
tion  descended  to  Shfiol.  It  may  be  explained  on  two 
grounds.  (i)  In  earlier  times  unless  the  dead  had 
received  burial  no  sacrifice  could  be  offered  to  them. 
The  grave,  in  ancestor  worship,  was  in  some  measure 
the  temple.  (2)  In  later  times,  when  such  conceptions 
were  forgotten,  to  be  deprived  of  burial  entailed  a 
lasting  dishonour  and  subjected  the  dead  in  Shfiol  to 
unending  reproach  (Ezek.  28 10  32 21). 

Not  simply  burial,  however,  but  also  burial  in  the 
family  grave,  was  the  desire  of  every  Israelite.  Hence 

9  In  the  tne  frecluent  statement  that  a  man  was 
family  crave  &athered  to  his  fathers  (Gen.  15 15  Judg. 
61  2io)  or  to  his  people  (Gen.  4929-33  Nu. 
27 13).  The  departed  must  be  introduced  into  the 
society  of  his  ancestors.  In  the  earliest  times  the 
abode  of  this  society  was  conceived  to  be  the  family 
grave  or  its  immediate  neighbourhood.  Everyone 
wished  to  be  buried  with  his  father  and  mother 

1  [The  context  is  against  this  reference  to  the  loss  of  burial. 
We  must  perhaps  either  strike  out  the  entire  phrase  'and  more 
over  he  have  no  burial '  (with  Ilitzig),  or  else  the  negative  (with 
Wildoboer).] 
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(28.  1723  1937  [38]).  Jacob  and  Joseph  are  said  to  have 
directed  that  their  bodies  should  be  carried  back  to 
Canaan  to  be  buried  in  the  family  grave  (Gen.  47  30 
5025  Ex.  1819).  This  was  originally  in  the  house.  It 
was  there,  e.g. ,  that  Samuel  was  buried  (iS.  25i); 
similarly  Joab  (i  K.  £34).  As  no  family  stood  in 
isolation,  however,  but  was  closely  united  with  others, 
and  as  these  together  made  up  the  clan  or  tribe, 
and  these  tribes  in  due  time  were  consolidated  into  the 
nation,  a  new  conception  arose  ;  all  the  graves  of  the 
tribe  or  nation  were  regarded  as  united  in  one.  It  was 
this  new  conception  that  received  the  designation  of 
Sheol. 

In  all  probability,  therefore,  the  Hebrew  Shgol  was 

originally  conceived  as  a  combination  of  the  graves  of 

ft    _  .   .     the    clan   or  nation,    and  thus  as  its  final 

.;  ev-x-i  abode.  In  due  course  this  conception  was 
naturally  extended  till  it  embraced  the  de 
parted  of  all  nations,  and  became  the  final  abode  of  all 
mankind.  It  has  already  reached  this  stage  in  Ezek.  32 
Is.  14  Job  30 23.  Strictly  regarded,  the  conceptions  of 
an  abode  of  the  dead  in  the  grave  and  of  one  in  Shgol 
are  mutually  exclusive.  Being  popular  notions,  however, 
they  do  not  admit  of  scientific  definition,  and  their 
characteristics  are  treated  at  times  as  interchangeable. 
The  family  grave,  with  its  associations  of  ancestor  wor 
ship,  is  of  course  the  older  conception.  As  burial  in 
the  family  grave  enabled  a  man  to  join  the  circle  of  his 
ancestors,  so  burial  with  honour  was  a  condition  of  his 
attaining  an  honourable  place  in  Sh6ol — i.e. ,  joining 
his  people  there.  Otherwise  he  is  thrust  into  the 
lowest  and  outermost  parts  of  the  pit  (Ezek.  8223). 
When,  however,  Shgol  is  said  to  have  distinct  divisions 
(Prov.  727),  the  statement  may  be  merely  poetical. 

Regarding  the  condition  of  the  dead  in  Shgol  (on 
which  see  below,  §§  15-18)  it  will  here  be  sufficient  to 
point  out  two  main  characteristics. 

(a)  In  early  times  (and  down  to  the  fourth  century 

11   Two  char    B'C-    there   was   little  chanSel)   Sh661 
'        .  r".          was  quite  independent  of  Yahwe  and 

IC8>      outside  the  sphere  of  his  rule. 

Yahwe  was  originally  the  god  of  the  tribe  or  nation,  and  his 
sway  for  long  after  the  settlement  in  Canaan  was  conceived  to 
extend,  not  to  the  whole  upper  world,  much  less  to  the  lower 
(Sheol),  but  only  to  his  own  people  and  land.  The  persistence 
of  this  conception  of  Sheol  for  several  centuries  side  by  side 
with  the  monotheistic  conception  of  Yahwe  as  creator  and 
ruler  of  the  world  is,  for  the  Western  mind,  hard  to  understand, 
the  conceptions  being  mutually  exclusive.  It  is  clear,  however, 
that  Israel  believed  that  when  a  man  died  he  was  removed  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  Yahwe  (Ps.  885  [6]  31  22  [23]),  and  relations 
between  them  ceased  (Is.  38  18). 

(6)  As  independent  of  Yahwe,  Shg5l  knew  nothing 
of  the  moral  distinctions  that  prevailed  on  earth. 

According  to   the  OT  death  means  an  end  of  the 

earthly   life,    not    the   cessation   of   all   existence :    the 

,  _      .  ,  person  still  subsists.      As  the  nature  of  this 

,  1 ,  ,  , '  continued  existence  depends  on  the  OT 
theory  of  man's  composite  personality,  it 
will  be  necessary  at  this  point  to  make  a  study  of  that 
theory.  In  its  most  primitive  form  it  regards  man  as 
consisting  of  two  elements,  '  soul'  (nephesh]  and  '  body' 
(itifdr).  What  was  thought  of  the  body  does  not  con 
cern  us  here  (see,  however,  §  18). 

Regarding  the  soul  we  may  note  four  points. 

i.   The  soul  is  identified  with  the  blood. 

As  the  shedding  of  blood  caused  death,  the  '  soul '  was  con 
ceived  to  be  in  the  blood  (Lev.  17  n  a),  or  it  was  actually  iden 
tified  with  it  (Dt.  1223  Gen.  84^).  Hence  men  avoided  eating 
blood ;  they  offered  it  to  God.  Hence,  too,  blood  unjustly 
spilt  on  the  earth  —the  '  soul ' — cried  to  heaven  for  vengeance 
(Gen.  4  10). 

Again,  since  the  '  soul '  was  the  blood  and  the 
central  seat  of  the  blood  was  the  heart/  the  heart  was 
regarded  as  the  organ  of  thought.  A  man  without 

1  Though  God's  power  is  conceived  from  the  eighth  century 
onward  (cp  Am.  9  2  Job  26  6  Prov.  15  n  Ps.  139  j/.)  to  extend  to 
Sheol,  yet  SheOl  maintains  its  primitive  character.  In  the 
earlier  centuries  the  powers  that  bore  sway  in  SheOl  were  the 
ancestors  of  the  living. 

1339 


,          , 
"         ' 


ESCHATOLOGY 

intelligence  was  a  'heartless'  man  (Hos.  7");  when 
a  man  thought,  he  was  said  to  'speak  in  his  heart.' 
Thought  is  not  ascribed  directly  to  the  '  soul,'  however, 
though  a  certain  limited  intelligence  is. 

2.  To    the    '  soul '    are    attributed    not   only    purely 
animal    functions    such    as    hunger    (Prov.  10 3),    thirst 

13  Feeling  (Prov-  2625),  sexual  desire  (Jer.  224),  but 
°'  also  psychical  affections  such  as  love  (Is. 
42i),  joy  ( Ps.  864).  fear  (Is.  154),  trust  (Ps.  57 1  [2]), 
hate  (Is.  114),  contempt  (Ezek.  36s).1  To  it  are 
ascribed  also  wish  and  desire  (Gen.  23  8  2  K.  9  15  i  Ch. 
289),  and  likewise,  but  very  rarely,  memory  (Lam. 
820  Dt.  49)  and  knowledge  (Ps.  139 14).  As  the  seat 
of  feeling  and  desire  (and,  in  a  limited  degree,  of  in 
telligence)  it  becomes  an  expression  for  the  individual 
conscious  life.  Thus  'my  soul'  (-ITS:)  means  '  I,"  'thy 
soul'  means  'thou,'  etc.  (Hos.  94  Ps.  3 2 [3]  7 2  [3]  11 1). 
So  '  many  souls'  means  so  many  '  persons  '  (Gen.  46 18 
Ex.  1 5).  This  designation  of  the  personality  by  '  soul ' 
(nephesh]  shows  how  meagre  a  conception  of  personality 
prevailed  in  Israel,  »nn  ('rny  spirit')  was  never  so 
used  in  the  OT. 

3.  The   soul    leaves    the  body  in   death    (Gen.  35 18 
i  K.  172i  28.  lg  Jn.  43),  not  necessarily  immediately, 

_  .  but  (apparently)  at  least  on  the  appearance 
of  corruption.  In  certain  cases,  after  out 
ward  death  the  soul  was  regarded  as  still  in 
some  sense  either  in  or  near  the  body  ;  a  dead  person 
was  called  a  nephesh  (Lev.  1928  21 1  224  Nu.  96710 
Hag.  2 13)  or  a  dead  nephesh  (na  B>S:  ;  Nu.  66  Lev.  21  n). 

4.  The  soul  therefore  also   dies.       Its    death,  how 
ever,    is  not  absolute.       Moreover,   we  must    note   the 

,   T,  ....       prevalence  in   Israel    of  two   incon- 

15.  Its  condition  sjstem  views_a  fact  (not  hitherto 

leatm.  fu]ly  brought  to  ijgnt)2  that  has 
forced  its  recognition  on  the  present  writer  in  the 
course  of  the  present  study — (a)  an  older  view,  which 
attributes  to  the  departed  a  certain  degree  of  knowledge 
and  power  in  reference  to  the  living  and  their  affairs  ; 
(&)  a  later  view,  which  denies  this.3 

(a)  According  to  the  older  view  the  departed  possessed 
a  certain  degree  of  self-consciousness  and  the  power  of 
speech  and  movement  (Is.  14) ;  a  large 
measure  of  knowledge  —  hence  their 
name,  Q'jijn',  'the  knowing  ones'  (Lev. 
19si  20  6  Is.  193  ;  cp  DIVINATION,  §  4, 
iii. ) ;  acquaintance  with  the  affairs  of  their  living 
descendants  and  a  keen  interest  in  their  fortunes — thus 
Rachel  mourns  from  her  grave  for  her  captive  children 
(Jer.  31 15)  ; — ability  to  forecast  the  future  (whence  they 
were  consulted  about  it  by  the  living  ;  i  S.  28  13-20 
[where  observe  that  the  dead  person  invoked  is  called 
Elohlm]  Is.  819  294)  ;  whence  the  practice  of  incuba 
tion4  (Is.  604).  As  we  have  already  seen  that  the 
departed  were  believed  to  have  the  power  of  helping  or 
injuring  their  descendants  (see  §  2),  we  need  only  ob 
serve  here  that  it  follows  from  Is.  63 16  that  Abraham 
and  Israel  were  conceived  as  protectors  (see  Cheyne 
and  Duhm,  etc.,  in  loc.). 

The  relations  and  customs  of  earth  were  reproduced 
in  Shgdl. 

The  prophet  was  distinguished  by  his  mantle  (i  S.  28 14), 
kings  by  their  crowns  and  thrones  (Is.  14),  the  uncircumcised  by 
his  foreskin  (Ezek.  32).  Each  nation  preserved  its  individuality 
and  no  doubt  its  national  garb  and  customs  (Ezek.  32).  Those 
slain  with  the  sword  bore  for  ever  the  tokens  of  a  violent  death 
(Ezek.  32  25),  as  likewise  those  who  died  from  grief  (Gen.  42  38). 
Indeed  the  departed  were  regarded  as  possessing  exactly  the 
same  features  as  marked  them  at  the  moment  of  death.  We 
can  appreciate,  accordingly,  the  terrible  significance  of  David's 

1  These  are  so  essentially  affections  of  the  '  soul '  that  they 
are  hardly  ever  attributed  to  the  '  spirit '  (nil) ',  yet  see  §  19. 

-  Only  Stade  appears  to  have  apprehended  the  fact,  and  that 
but  partially — as  far  as  we  may  judge  from  his  published  works. 

3  It  follows   logically   from   the   doctrine    of  man's    nature, 
unknown  in  pre-prophetic  times,  which  is  set  forth  in  Gen.  2/1; 
see  below,  §  16. 

4  i.e.,  the  practice  of  sleeping  in  a  temple  in  the  hope  of  re 
ceiving  a  communication  or  a  visit  from  the  god. 
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departing  counsel  to  Solomon  touching  Joab  ;  '  Let  not  his  hoar 
head  go  down  to  Sheol  in  peace'  (i  K.  26). 

In  many  respects  the  view  just  sketched  is  identical 
with  that  which  underlies  ancestor  worship.  This 
worship  had  withdrawn  entirely  into  the  background 
before  the  prophetic  period  ;  but,  as  we  have  said 
(§  7),  many  of  its  presuppositions  maintained  themselves 
in  the  popular  belief  till  late  in  the  post-exilic  period. 
The  most  significant  fact  to  observe  is  the  comparatively 
large  measure  of  life,  movement,  knowledge,  and  power 
attributed  to  the  departed  in  Shfiol.  How  important 
this  is  becomes  obvious  when  the  earlier  view  is  con 
trasted  with  the  later  and  antagonistic  view. 

(6)  The  later  view  follows  logically  from  the  account 
in  Gen.  24^-3,  according  to  which  it  was  when  animated 
by  the  '  spirit '  'that  the  material  form 
became  a  living  '  soul '  :   the  life  of  the 
'  soul '   is  due    to  the   presence  of  the    j 
'  spirit,'  death  ensues  on  its  removal.1     Death,  however,    I 
even  here  does  not  imply  annihilation,  though  it  logic 
ally  should  imply  it  :  the     soul '  still  subsists  in  some 
sense.     The  subsistence,    however,   is   purely   shadowy 
and  negative  :  all  the  faculties  are  suspended. 

Sheol,  the  abode  of  the  shades,  is  thus  almost  a  synonym  for 
abaddon  or  destruction  (Job2ti6  Prov.  15  n).  In  opposition  to 
the  older  view  that  in  Sheol  there  is  a  certain  degree  of  life, 
movement,  and  remembrance,  the  later  view  teaches  that  it  is 
the  land  of  forgetfulness  (Ps.  88  12),  of  silence  (Ps.  94  17  115  17), 
of  destruction  (Job  26  6  2822);  in  opposition  to  the  belief  that 
the  dead  return  to  counsel  the  living,  the  later  teaches  that  the 
dead  cannot  return  (Job  7  9  14  12);  in  opposition  to  the  belief 
that  they  are  acquainted  with  the  affairs  of  their  living  de 
scendants,  the  later  teaches  that  they  no  longer  know  what 
befalls  on  earth  (Job  14  2 1)  ;  in  opposition  to  the  belief  in  their 
superhuman  knowledge  of  the  future — as  the  '  knowing  ones ' — 
the  later  teaches  that  all  knowledge  has  forsaken  them  (Eccles. 
9  5),  that  they  have  neither  device  nor  knowledge  nor  wisdom 
(Eccles.  9  10).  Whereas  the  older  view  permitted  their  being 
invoked  as  'Elohlm,'  the  later  view  regards  them  as  'dead 
ones  '  (D»no)  (Is.  26  14  Ps.  88  10  [n]).2  See  DEAD,  §  2. 

Finally  the  relations  of  the  upper  world  appear  to  be 
reproduced,  if  at  all,  more  faintly  ;  the  inhabitants  of 
ShgSl,  king  and  slave,  oppressor  and  oppressed,  good 
and  bad,  are  all  buried  in  a  profound  sleep  (Job3 14-19). 
All  existence  seems  to  be  at  an  end. 

Thus  we  read  in  Ps.  39  13,  '  O  spare  me,  that  I  may  recover 
strength,  before  I  go  hence,  and  be  no  more ' ;  and  in  Job  14  7  to, 
'  There  is  hope  of  a  tree,  if  it  be  cut  down,  that  it  will  sprout 
again — but— man  giveth  up  the  ghost,  and  where  is  he?'3 

5.  Though  in  death  the  '  soul '  leaves  the  body  and 
departs,  the  departed  in  ShSol  are  never  designated 
18  Shadowv  s'mP1>r  '  sov^s-  '4  The  early  Israelites  were 
,  ,  ^  metaphysically  unable  to  conceive  the 
body  without  psychical  functions,  or  the 
soul  without  a  certain  corporeity.  The  departed  were 
conceived,  accordingly,  as  possessing  not  only  a  soul 
but  also  a  shadowy  body.  This  appears  in  the  use  of 
the  term  '  shades '  (rifphdim),  which  was  current  in  all 
ages  (see  REPHAIM  i. ).  Elohlm,  the  title  by  which  in 
earlier  times  the  shades  were  addressed,  passed  out  of 
use.  In  later  times,  when  such  a  doctrine  of  man's 
being  as  that  underlying  Gen.  2  4<J-3,  became  current, 

1  This  view  strikes  at  the  root  of  the  worship  of  ancestors. 
The  deceased  can  have  no  vitality  or  power  ;   for  the  '  spirit '  is    . 
the  spring  of  life,  and  the  departed  are  only  'souls'  that  are 
dead — i.e.,  'souls'  in   which   every  faculty  is   dormant.     Gen.     I 
243-8,  which  did  not  originate  till  the  prophetic  period,  is  the 
outcome   of  monotheism,    whether   we   regard    it   as   being   of 
Hebrew  or  of  foreign  origin.     It  is  needless  to  add  that,  when 
monotheism   emerged,    for    various    reasons    ancestor   worship 
became  impossible. 

2  The   term    '  shades '    Q-N31  (used   also   in    the    Phoenician 
religion)   was   applied   to   the  departed  in  both  systems ;    but 
possibly  with    a   difference  (contrast    Is.  Ug  f.    261419   with 
Ps.  88  10  [n]  Prov.  2  18  9  18  etc.,  where  it  is  synonymous  with 
the  dead). 

3  It  will  be  observed  that  the  currency  of  the  later  view  is 
attested  by  the  second  Isaiah,  by  Ezekiel,  Job,  and  Ecclesiastes. 
In  these  books  the  teaching  in  Gen.  2  4^-8  has  reached  its  logical 
consequence.     That  teaching  is  implied  in  Is.  4ii  5  Ezek.  37  aff. 
Job  27  3  334  Eccles.  127   'the  spirit  shall  return  to  God   who 
gave  it '  (yet  it  is  doubtful  if  this  verse  belongs  to  the  text ; 
cp32i). 

•*  We  seem  to  find  in  Job  14  22  Ps.  16  10  such  a  use,  or  at  all 
events  the  preparation  for  it. 
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the  epithet  '  dead  ones  '  was  employed.  To  designate 
'  the  dead  '  simply  '  souls  '  without  any  qualification 
would  hardly  have  been  possible  ;  according  to  the 
later  view,  souls  in  Sheol  were  bereft  of  all  their  natural 
psychical  functions. 

The  Hebrew  writers  speak,  however,  of  a  '  spirit'  as 
well  as  of  a  'soul,'  and  we  must  consider  briefly  the 

_  ~  .  ..  .  relation  of  the  terms  to  each  other. 
'..  "  .  '  Originally  they  were  synonyms  meaning 


..         . 
ear  ler  view  . 


.  breatn  •  or  •  wjncj  •  The  primitive  con- 
....  ception  was  arrived  at  by  observation. 

'my'  When  the  breath—  i.e.,  the  nlphesh  or 
ruah  —  left  the  body,  the  body  died.  The  nfyhesh  or 
ruah  was,  therefore,  regarded  as  the  principle  of  life. 
As  Stade  has  remarked  (GVICQ  1419),  rtia/t  probably 
designated  specially  the  stronger  and  stormier  emotions  : 
the  custom  of  personifying  the  psychical  affections 
generally  as  ntphesh,  once  introduced,  led  to  the  practice 
of  naming  the  stronger  expressions  of  this  personification 
ruah.  Thus  anger  is  an  affection  of  the  ruah  (Judg.  83, 
see  below).  So  long  as  a  man  was  wholly  master  of 
his  powers,  he  possessed  his  ruah  ;  but  when  he  became 
lost  in  amazement  (i  K.  10s)  or  despair  (Josh.  2n),  or 
when  he  fainted  (i  S.  30  12  Judg.  15  19),  his  ruah  left 
him.  On  his  reviving  it  returned  (Gen.  4627). 

In  keeping  with  this  view  of  the  'spirit  '  (ruah)  it  is  said  to 
be  the  subject  of  trouble  (Gen.  41  s),  anguish  (Job  7  n),  grief 
(Gen.  26  35  Is.  546),  contrition  (Ps.  51  17  [19]  Is.  t>6  2),  heaviness 
(Is.  61  3).  It  is  the  seat  of  energetic  volition  and  action  —  the 
'haughty  spirit'  (Prov.  16  18),  the  'lowly  spirit'  (2923),  the 
impatient  spirit  (Prov.  1429),  etc. 

As  its  departure  entails  a  paralysis  of  voluntary  power  (see 
above)  the  ruah  expresses  the  impulse  of  the  will  (Ex.  35  21). 
The  purposes  of  man  are  "...  of  the  ruah  '  nn  niSj?D(Ezek.ll  5); 
the  false  prophets  follow  their  own  '  spirit  '  rather  than  that  of 
Yahwe  (Ezek.  183);  God  tries  men's  'spirits'  (Prov.  162). 
'  Rfiah  '  seems  also  to  express  character,  —  the  result  of  will  —  in 
Nu.  14  24,  '  Caleb  .  .  .  had  another  "  spirit  "  with  him.'  By  this 
development  in  the  application  of  the  term  ruah  it  has  become 
the  seat  of  man's  highest  spiritual  functions. 

To  sum  up  :  '  soul  '  and  '  spirit  '  are  at  this  early  stage 
identical  in  essence  and  origin  ;  the  distinction  is  one  of 
function. 

(b]  This  primitive  view  was  in  part  superseded  by  a 
later  doctrine  (later  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
genesis  of  ideas),  taught  in  Gen.  24^-3.  * 

The  most  complete  story  of  the  creation  of  man  2  represents 

that  Yahwe  Elohim  formed  man  of  earth  from  the  ground,  and 

„    .   .  ,       blew   into   his   nostrils    '  breath  '  (iitshama)  of 

oplITD  .    j;fe  (c,,n  j-|O£jj)  so  that  man  became  a  living 

later  view  :   '  soul  '  (*#*«*),    Gen-  2  7.     The   neshama   of 

man  a         27    is    called     ruah   (o"n   nil)  in    6  17    7  15. 

trichotomy     ^  nere   are   therefore   in   man   three   elements  : 

*  '   '  soul  '  (nephesh),  '  body  '  (bdldr),  and  '  spirit  '  or 

ruah  (nl"l)i  which  last,  in  the  later  theory,  is  simply  that  which 

gives  life  to  the  'soul.'3     This  'spirit'  of  life  (n"n  nn)  's  'n 

the  lower  creation  as  well  (Gen.  6  17  7  15  22  Ps.  104  30),  and  by 

virtue  of  it  they  too  become  living  '  souls." 

According  to  the  story  worked  up  by  a  late  priestly 
writer  (Gen.  1  24)  the  brute  creation  is  only  indirectly 
the  product  of  divine  creation  ;  whereas  man  is  so 
directly.  Angels,  however,  are  never,  either  in  the 
canonical  or  in  the  apocryphal  books,  said  to  have 
'souls,'  though  occasionally  the  term  is  used  in  regard 
to  God  :  he  swears  by  his  '  soul  '  (Am.  6  8  ;  cp  Is.  42  1 
Lev.  261130  cp  below,  §  63).  In  the  account  of  the 
relation  of  'soul'  to  'body'  and  'spirit,'  in  Gen.  2/. 
the  '  spirit  '  has  become  quite  distinct  from  the  '  soul  ' 
in  essence  and  origin.  It  is  the  divine  element  in  man. 
According  to  the  older  view  the  difference  was  one  of 

1  [Into  the  historical  relation  of  this  doctrine  to  the  Hebrew 
conceptions   of   CREATION    [q.v.]    we    cannot    here    enter    at 
length.     It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  statement  in  Gen.  2  7  is  of 
early  origin.     That  remains  a  fact,  even  if  the  narrative  in  Gen. 
2  4^-3  has  passed  through  more  than  one  literary  phase.     Critics 
are  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  myth  of  creation  utilized  for 
didactic  purposes  in  that  narrative  was  not  very  widely  spread 
among  the  Israelites,  and  that  the  religious  ideas  attached  to 
the  myth  but  slowly  became  operative  in  the  popular  mind.] 

2  [On  the  references  to  creation,  whether  in  narratives  or  in 
other  forms,  see  CREATION  ;    on  the  question  as  to  the  early 
or  late  date  of  the  ideas  in  Gen.  278  see  preceding  note.] 

3  Cp  below,  §  81  (i). 
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function,  hardly  of  essence,  certainly  not  of  origin.  Now 
1  spirit '  is  the  life-giving  power  in  the  body.  When  it 
enters  the  material  form  the  man  becomes  a  living  soul. 
Without  ruah  there  is  no  life  (Hab.  2  19).  In  death  the 
'  soul,'  robbed  of  every  vital  function,  descends  into  Shcol 
and  practically  ceases  to  exist.  The  '  spirit '  (ruti/i)  never 
dies  ;  it  merely  leaves  the  body  and  returns  to  God 
who  gave  it  (Ps.  1464  Eccles.  1*27). J  Of  this  view  the 
logical  result  is  the  scepticism  of  Ecclesiastes  and  of  the 
Sadducees. 

We  have  found  that  the  Israelite  derived  from  the 

circle  of  ideas  underlying  ancestor  worship  his  views  as 

_,          ,    to  the  nature  of  '  soul"  and  'spirit,'  and 

.  K  si  me.  Qf  yngol  and  tne  concjition  of  the  departed 
there.  On  these  questions  no  light  was  thrown  for 
many  centuries  by  anything  distinctive  of  the  religion  of 
Yahwe,  which  had  originally  no  eschatology  of  its  own 
relating  to  the  individual.  Looking  back,  however,  on 
the  far-off  days  of  the  origins  of  the  religion  of  Yahwe, 
we  can  see  that  the  beliefs  connected  with  ancestor 
worship  were  doomed  to  extinction  by  their  inconsistency 
with  that  religion,  though  centuries  had  to  elapse 
before  the  doom  was  fully  accomplished. 

The  preparation  for  a  higher  doctrine  of  the  future 
life  was  made  essentially  when  a  new  value  came  to  be 
set  on  the  individual.  The  early 
Israelite  was  not  alarmed  by  the 


22.  No 
individual 


....          prosperity  of  the  wicked   man  or  the 
itriDution.    calamities   of   the    righteous:     Yahwe 

was  supposed  to  concern  himself  only  with  the  well- 
being  of  the  people  as  a  whole,  not  with  that  of  its 
individual  members.  It  seemed  natural  and  reasonable 
that  he  should  visit  the  virtues  and  vices  of  the  fathers 
on  the  children  (Ex.  20s  Lev.  20s  Josh.  724  i  8.813), 
of  an  individual  on  his  community  or  tribe  (Gen.  12 17 
•20 18  Ex.  1229).  Indeed,  in  postponing  the  punishment 
of  the  sinner  till  after  death  and  allowing  it  to  fall  on 
his  son,2  Yahwe  showed  his  mercy  (i  K.  11 12  21 29). 

Towards  the  close  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  the 
popular  sentiment  expressed  itself  in  the  proverb,  '  The 
fathers  have  eaten  sour  grapes,  and  the  children's  teeth 
are  set  on  edge  '  (Jer.  Slag).  Explicitly  this  denied  the 
responsibility  of  the  people  for  the  overthrow  of  the 
nation — a  view  that  naturally  paralysed  all  personal 
effort  after  righteousness  and  made  men  the  victims  of 
despair.  Implicitly  it  expressed,  not  a  humble  sub 
mission  to  the  divine  judgments,  but  rather  an 
arraignment  of  the  divine  method  of  government. 

In  opposition  to  this  popular  statement  Jeremiah 
answered  as  follows  : — 'In  those  days  they  shall  no 


23.  Jeremiah's 


more  say,  The  fathers  have  eaten  sour 


?-•«""«"""•"»  grapes,  and  the  children's  teeth  are 
individualism.  ^  Qn  gdge .  bm  eyery  Qne  ^  die 

for  his  own  iniquity '  (Jer.  31  29  f. ).  At  an  earlier  date 
the  same  prophet  had  delivered  a  divine  oracle  of 
a  very  different  import,  '  I  will  cause  them  to  be  tossed 
to  and  fro  among  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  earth,  because 
of  Manasseh  the  son  of  Hezekiah  '  (Jer.  154).  The  new 
departure  in  his  teaching  recorded  in  the  later  passage 
is  to  be  explained  by  the  '  new  covenant '  described  in 
Jer.  31 31-34  (see  COVENANT,  §  6  (v. )).  Jeremiah  foresaw 
ii  new  relation  between  Yahwe  and  his  worshippers — a 
relation  determined  by  two  great  facts  :  man's  incapacity 
to  reform  himself,  and  God's  repugnance  to  any  but  a 
spiritual  worship  (see  JEREMIAH  i. ,  §  4). 

Jeremiah's   idea  was   further  developed  by   Ezekiel. 

Every  soul  is  God's  and   is   in   direct  and   immediate 

94.    iwiivirinai   relation  to  him   (Ezek.  18  4).       If  the 

11  individual  is  faithful   in   this  relation, 

Ezeidel  a°nd:    he    is    unaffected    bX    his    own    Past 
1     (1821-28),     or    by    the     sins     or     the 

righteousness     of     his    fathers    (1820 

1  Cp  below,  §  102  (i)  b  note. 

2  Rewards  and   punishments  were   necessarily  conceived   as 
limited  to  the  earthly  life  ;   for  Sheol  was  regarded  as  outside 
Yahwe 's  jurisdiction. 
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14 12-20).  Righteousness  raises  him  above  the  sweep 
of  the  dooms  that  befall  the  sinful  individual  or  the 
sinful  nation.1  Since  the  achievement  of  this  righteous 
ness  is  possible  for  him,  he  possesses  moral  freedom, 
and  his  destiny  is  the  shaping  of  his  own  will  (1830^). 
There  is,  therefore,  a  strictly  individual  retribution,  and 
the  outward  lot  of  the  individual  is  exactly  proportioned 
to  his  moral  deserts. 

This  doctrine  rooted  itself  firmly  in  the  national 
consciousness.  It  is  taught  and  applied  in  detail  in 
those  great  popular  handbooks,  the  Psalter  and  the 
Book  of  Proverbs.  Though  the  righteous  may  have 
many  afflictions,  Yahwe  delivers  him  out  of  them  all  ; 
all  his  bones  are  kept,  not  one  of  them  is  broken  ;  but 
evil  slays  the  wicked  ( Ps.  34 18  [19]^ ,  see  also  37 28  etc. ). 
The  righteous  and  the  wicked  are  to  be  recompensed 
on  earth  ( Prov.  1 1 31).  Life  is  the  outcome  of  righteous 
ness;  death,  of  wickedness  (Prov.  221 /.  10211 19  1524/. 
19i6etc.). 

Such  a  doctrine  was,  naturally,  a  continual  stumbling- 
block  to  the  righteous  when  trouble  came.  Doubts  as 
to  its  truth  were  freely  expressed, 
notably  in  the  Psalms.  Nor  was  it  to 
the  sufferer  alone  that  this  difficult  view  was  an  impedi 
ment.  The  doctrine  of  an  adequate  retribution  in  this 
life  blocked  the  way  that  led  to  a  true  solution  of  the 
problem  of  prosperity  and  adversity.  Indeed  it  denied 
the  existence  of  any  problem  to  solve  ;  the  righteous  as 
such  could  not  suffer.  As  long  as  this  was  regarded  as 
the  orthodox  doctrine,  the  doctrine  of  a  future  life  could 
not  emerge,  and  progress  was  impossible. 

It  was  only  some  of  the  elements  in  Ezekiel's  teaching 
that  were  sanctioned  by  subsequent  religious  thought  ; 
others  were  opposed.  It  is  his  undying  merit  that  he 
asserted  the  independent  worth  of  the  individual  ;  but 
he  fell  into  two  errors.  He  taught  (a)  that  the  individual 
suffers  not  for  the  sins  of  his  fathers,  but  for  his  own, 
and  (b]  that  the  individual's  experiences  are  in  perfect 
keeping  with  his  deserts.  In  other  words,  sin  and 
suffering,  righteousness  and  wellbeing  are,  according  to 
Ezekiel,  always  connected  ;  the  outward  lot  of  the 
individual  is  God's  judgment  in  concrete  form.2 

Now  as  regards  a,  the  experience  of  the  nation 
must  have  run  counter  to  this  statement.  It  was 
evident  that  the  elements  in  a  man's  lot  which  lie  out 
side  the  sphere  of  his  volition  are  shaped  for  better  or  for 
worse  in  accordance  with  the  merits  or  demerits  of  his 
father  and  people.  The  older  view  accordingly  continues 
to  be  attested  in  Jewish  literature  (see  Ps.  109 13  Ecclus. 
2825  40 15  416,  and  especially  Dan.  Q?/.,  Judith7z8. 
Tob.  83,  Ass.  Mos.  85,  Baruch  1 18-21  226  38,  Apoc. 
Bar.  7734io):  it  is  freely  acknowledged  that  men  are 
punished  for  the  sins  of  their  fathers  and  brethren. 

Ezekiel's  second  error  (6),  that  the  individual's 
experience  agrees  with  his  deserts,  is  the  corollary  of 
a.  It  gave  birth  to  a  long  controversy,  of  which  two 
notable  memorials  have  come  down  to  us  in  Job  and 
Ecclesiastes.  Eccles.  is  much  the  later  ;  but  we  w  ill  for 
convenience  sake  deal  with  it  first. 

Against  the  statement  (£)  that  the  experience  of  the 
individual  is  in  perfect  keeping  with  his 
deserts,  the  writer  of  Ecclesiastes  enters  a 
decided  negative.      He  declares,  in  fact, 
that  there  is  no  retribution  at  all.3 

He  asserts  that  sometimes  evil  prolongs  a  man's  days,  and 
righteousness  curtails  them  (7  15)  ;  that  the  destinies  of  the  wise 
man  and  of  the  fool  (2  14),  of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked  (9  2) 
are  identical  ;  that  the  wicked  attain  to  the  honour  of  burial, 
whilst  this  is  often  denied  to  the  righteous  (Sio).  If  any  one 

1  That   there   is   an   inconsistency   between   Ezek.  83-6  and 
21  •$/.  cannot,  however,  be  denied. 

2  Both  a  and  b  seemed  to  Kzekiel  to  follow  logically  from 
God's  righteousness,  and  rightly,  if  there  was  no  retribution 
beyond  the  grave. 

3  The  passages  where  judgment  is  threatened  (3  17  11  g/>  12  14) 
are,  according  to  an  increasing  number  of  critics,  intrusions  in 
the  text,  being  at  variance  with  the  entire  thought  of  the  writer. 
812  is  no  longer  in  its  original  form. 
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27.  Of  Job. 


ESCHATOLOGY 

complains  of  the  shallowness  of  Ecclesiastes,1  is  not  Ezekiel  on 
the  opposite  side  equally  shallow? 

In  the  book  of  Job  the  principal  elements  of  Ezekiel's 
teaching  reappear.  The  doctrines  of  man's  individual 
worth  and  of  a  strictly  individual  retribu 
tion,  however,  are  shown  to  be  really  irre 
concilable  (see  JOB,  BOOK  OF,  §§  5-8).  Conscious  in 
the  highest  degree  of  his  own  worth  and  rectitude,  Job 
claims  that  God  should  deal  with  him  in  accordance 
with  his  deserts.  Like  his  contemporaries  his  belief  is 
(for  Job  and  the  author  of  the  dialogues  may  be 
identified)  that  every  event  that  befalls  a  man  reflects 
God's  disposition  towards  him  ;  misfortune  betokens 
God's  anger,  prosperity  his  favour.  This  belief,  how 
ever,  is  not  confirmed  by  the  fortunes  of  other  men 
(21 1-15),  and,  with  the  added  insight  derived  from  a 
sad  personal  experience,  Job  concludes  that,  as  the 
world  is  governed,  righteousness  may  even  be  awarded 
the  meed  of  wickedness.  Faith,  in  order  to  be  sure  of 
its  own  reality,  claims  its  attestation  by  the  outward 
judgments  of  God,  and  Job's  faith  receives  no  such 
attestation.  Still  it  does  not  entirely  give  way  ;  from 
the  God  of  circumstance,  of  outer  providence,  Job 
appeals  to  the  God  of  faith  (by  Job,  as  we  have  said, 
we  mean  the  author). 

The  fact  that  Job  does  not  seek  to  solve  the  problem 
by  taking  into  his  argument  the  idea  of  a  future  life, 

na   „,  -  shows  that  this  idea  or  belief  had  not 

28.  Gleams  of  ,        i-  • 

-   ,          ..,         yet  won  acceptance  among  the  religious 
mture  me.     thinkers  of  Israel_     The  main  views 

and  conclusions  of  Job,  however,  point  in  that  direction. 
The  emphasis  laid  on  man's  individual  worth,  with  his 
consequent  claims  upon  a  righteous  God — claims  which 
are  during  life  entirely  unsatisfied — should  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  at  some  future  time  all  these  wrongs 
will  be  righted  by  the  God  of  faith.  Such  a  conclusion, 
however,  is  never  explicitly  drawn. 

The  poem  of  Job  cannot  be  said  to  teach  the  doctrine 
of  a  future  life.  Still,  the  idea  seems  for  a  moment  to 
have  gleamed  on  Job's  mind,  and  the  fancy  expressed  in 
14 13  f.  became  the  accepted  doctrine  of  later  times.  If 
the  Hebrew  text  of  1925-29  is  sound,  perhaps  there  also 
ShSol  is  conceived  as  only  an  intermediate  place.  At 
any  rate  Job  declares  in  this  great  passage  that  God 
will  appear  for  his  vindication,  and  that  at  some  time 
after  his  death  he  will  enjoy  the  divine  vision  face  to 
face.  It  is  not  indeed  stated  that  this  vision  will  endure 
beyond  the  moment  of  Job's  justification  by  God.  Never 
theless  the  importance  of  the  spiritual  advance  here  made 
cannot  be  exaggerated.  The  soul  is  no  longer  regarded  as 
cut  off  from  God  and  shorn  of  all  its  powers  by  death, 
but  as  still  capable  of  the  highest  spiritual  activities 
though  without  the  body.  A  belief  in  the  continuance 
of  this  higher  life  is  certainly  in  the  line  of  many  of 
Job's  reasonings.  On  the  other  hand,  if  Job  had  not 
merely  -wished  but  also  been  convinced  that  this  idea 
was  sound,  would  it  have  been  possible  for  him  to 
ignore  such  an  all-important  conviction  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  book  ?  There  are  likewise  textual  difficulties, 
which  recent  critics  have  considered  to  justify  a  very 
radical  treatment  of  the  text. 

The  words  rendered  in  RV  '  And  after  my  skin  hath  been  thus 
destroyed,  yet  from  my  flesh  shall  I  see  God,'  2  are  specially 
doubted.  RVmg.  gives  two  alternative  marginal  renderings  for 
the  first  part  of  this  passage,  and  for  '  from  my  flesh  '  suggests 
the  widely  different  rendering  '  without  my  flesh,'  which  is  that 

generally  adopted  by  those  scholars  who  adhere  to  MT.     Cp 
illmann  ad  loc.,  and,  on  the  other  side,  JOB,  §  6. 
[Siegfried  (Job,  SBOT,  Heb.)  looks  upon  v.  25^  as  'a  later 
gloss,  in  which  the  resurrection  of  the  just  is  regarded  as  a 
possibility,  contrary  to  the  opinion  put  forth  in  the  Book  of  Job 
with  regard  to  Sheol  (ib.  3  etc.).'     The  result,  however,  is  not 
satisfactory.     Siegfried  appeals  to  &  ;  but  we  have  a  right  to 
suspect  theological  glosses  in  the  Alexandrian  Jewish  version. 

1  Cp  ECCLESIASTES. 

2  nxnEpj  '-iiy  nnxi 
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Something  different  must  have  stood  where  our  present  v.  25  f. 
stands,  and  it  is  the  work  of  the  textual  critic  to  trace  its  relics. 
See  also  Budde,  ad  loc.,  and  Che.'s  criticism,  Expos.,  1897*1, 
p.  410.2?:] 

In  spite  of  this  criticism  it  is  true  to  say  that  this 
great  poem  suggests  the  doctrine  of  a  future  life.  Later 
students  may  or  may  not  have  found  it  in  1413-15 
1925-29  ;  but  in  any  case  the  rest  of  the  book  presents 
the  antinomies  of  the  present  so  forcibly  that  thinkers 
who  assimilated  its  contents  could  not  avoid  taking  up 
a  definite  attitude  towards  the  '  higher  theology. '  Some 
made  a  venture  of  faith,  and  postulated  the  doctrine  of 
a  future  life  ;  others,  like  the  writer  of  Ecclesiastes, 
made  the  '  great  refusal '  and  fell  back  on  unbelief  and 
materialism.  We  have  arrived  at  the  parting  of  the 
ways. x 

It  remains  to  consider  whether  there  is  evidence  of  a 
belief  in  the  immortality  of  the  individual  in  the  Psalter. 
29  I  the  ^  's  unf°rtunate  tnat  the  text  of  this  book 

_'    .  should  be  so  far  from  accurate  as  (from  textual 

Hga.ltng-         ...       .    . 

criticism)   it   appears    to    be.      The    psalms 

that  chiefly  have  to  be  considered  are  16,  17,  49,  and 
73.  Here  we  find  one  of  the  most  recent  critics  receding 
from  his  original  conclusion  (in  favour  of  the  existence 
of  the  hope  of  immortality),  on  the  ground  that  '  a 
searching  textual  revision  '  is  adverse  to  it.  As  regards 
the  first  two,  at  any  rate,  of  the  psalms  just  referred  to, 
the  evidence,  even  if  we  assume  the  trustworthiness  of 
all  that  the  unemended  text  contains,  is  inadequate  to 
prove  the  point. 

In  Ps.  16  there  is  nothing  that  necessarily  relates  to  an  indi 
vidual  future  life.  The  psalm  appears  to  express  the  fears  and 
T,  hopes,  not  of  the  individual,  but  of  the  community. 
30.  In  PSS.  In  Ps.  17  likewise  the  Psalmist  speaks  not  as  an 
16-17.  individual  (cp  the  plurals,  w.  711),  but  as  the 
mouthpiece  of  the  Jewish  people,  whoare  to  Yahwe 
as  the  apple  of  the  eye  (?'.  8) ;  in  fear  of  a  foreign  invader  (vv. 
9  13)  the  Psalmist  prays  for  help.  This  being  so,  however,  in 
stead  of  I  shall  be  satisfied,  when  I  awake,  with  thy  likeness,' 
we  should  expect  some  reference  to  God's  help.  In  any  case  the 
context  does  not  admit  of  a  reference  to  a  future  life. a 

In  Ps.  49  the  present  text  admits  of  two  interpretations.  In 
v.  i4[i5]yC  the  speaker  announces  speedy  destruction  for  the 
wicked  but  complete  redemption  from  death 
31.  In  Ps.  49.  for  himself;  but  who  is  the  speaker?  Does 
the  '  I '  here  denote  the  Psalmist  as  a  repre 
sentative  pious  Israelite,  or  the  righteous  community?  In 
favour  of  the  collective  meaning  it  is  argued  that  those  for 
whom  the  Psalmist  speaks  are  the  righteous  poor  who  are 
oppressed  by  the  wicked  rich;  that  r'.  10  [n]  states  that  'all 
die,  alike  the  wise  man  (i.e.,  the  righteous)  and  the  fool ' ;  and 
that  when  the  individual  is  undoubtedly  intended  (?/.  16  [17])  he 
is  addressed  as  '  thou.'  The  escape  from  death  is  therefore,  on 
this  interpretation,  that  of  the  righteous  community.3  On  the 
other  hand,  it  seems  to  be  in  favour  of  a  reference  to  immortality 
that,  as  Cheyne  has  pointed  out,  Sheol  appears  in  v.  14  [15]  as 
a  place  of  punishment  for  the  wicked  rich.4  As  such  it  could 
never  become  the  abode  of  the  righteous.  It  ii  reasonable 
therefore  to  expect  that  the  speaker  should  somewhere  state 
his  own  consciousness  (as  a  representative  pious  Israelite)  of 
exemption  from  this  fate.  This  seems  to  give  us  the  key  to  the 
words,  '  Surely  my  soul  God  will  set  free  ;  for  from  the  hand 
of  Sheol  will  he  take  me.'6 

We  must,   therefore,   lay  stress    on    the   naturalness 

1  On  the  belief  in  retribution  in  early  Judaism,  see  especially 
Che.  OPs.  381-452  ;  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  229-247.     For  translations 
from  the  psalms,  cp  Wellh.'s   and    Driver's   recent   works.     A 
complete   translation   from   a   critical    text   of   Job    is    still    a 
desideratum. 

2  So  Smend,  ZA  TWSg5  ['88] ;  Che.  few.  Rel.  Life,  24o/ 

3  So  Smend,  Schwally,  and  now  Cheyne. 

4  This  is  one  of  the  results  reached  in  OPs.  by  Cheyne;  who 
(going  much  beyond  previous  writers)  regards  Ps.  49  as  incident 
ally  a  protest  against  the  old  Hebrew  notion  of  Sheol,  with  its 
disregard  of  moral  distinctions,  and  confirms  this  view  by  the 
parallelisms  between  Ps.  49  and  chap.  102  f.  of  Enoch  (written 
probably  between  134  and  94  B.C.).  The  rich  man  holds  that  neither 
in  life  nor  in  death  has  he  to  fear  a  judgment  ;  but  all  the  details 
of  this   pleasant   dream  the   psalmist   contradicts.     The  moral 
significance  of  the  descent  of  the  rich  into  Sheol  is  still  more 
visible  in  Cheyne's  attractively  emended  text  (few.  Rel.  Life, 
238).     This  conception  of  the  penal  character  of  Sheol  is  all  the 
more  credible  from  the  reference  mnde  in  the  OT  to  two  other 
places  of  punishment  for  special  offenders — the  so-called  '  pit ' 
(Is.  242i_/C),   and   a   place   strikingly  resembling   Gehenna  for 
Jewish  apostates  (Is.  6624). 

5  The  present  writer  is  of  opinion  that  to  the  authors  of  Pss. 
49  and  73  Sheol  is  the  future  abode  of  the  wicked  alone,  heaven 
that  of  the  righteous. 
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of  our  own  interpretation,  that  there  is  in  Ps.  49  a 
reference  to  immortality,  an  interpretation  which  is  in 
fact  that  maintained,  with  fulness  of  argument,  by 
Cheyne  himself  in  his  Origin  of  the  Psalter. 

In  Ps.  73,  as  in  Ps.  49,  the  wicked  enjoy  prosperity  ; 
but  they  are  speedily  to  meet  with  unexpected  retribution 

32  In  Ps  73  (l8-20)'  A*  for  the  «ghteous.  their 
highest  good  and  blessedness  consist 
in  communion  with  God.  In  comparison  with  God  the 
whole  world  is  to  them  as  nothing  (22-25).  He  is  their 
portion.  Despite  deadly  perils  they  can  safely  trust  in 
him  (25),  and  all  the  more  assuredly  that  he  destroys 
the  wicked  (27).  A  new  thought,  however,  emerges  in 
v.  24.  God,  we  are  told,  '  will  guide  the  righteous 
with  his  counsel,  and  afterwards  take  him  to  (or,  with) 
glory.'1  In  the  latter  phrase,  if  we  may  acquiesce  in 
the  received  text,  there  must  be  a  reference  to  the  story 
of  Enoch  (Gen.  624),  which  was  very  popular  in  post- 
exilic  times  (see  ENOCH,  i),  and  the  whole  passage 
is  an  assertion  of  individual  immortality  (so  Delitzsch, 
Davidson,  Baethgen,  and  originally  Cheyne),  for  the 
text  would  be  unfairly  treated  if  we  restricted  the 
reference  to  this  present  life.  On  grounds  which  he 
has  not  yet  fully  stated,  but  which,  from  the  note  of 
Wellhausen  on  the  passage,2  we  may  assume  to  be 
partly  grammatical,  Cheyne  now  regards  v.  24  b  as 
corrupt,  and  reads,  '  And  wilt  make  known  to  me  the 
path  of  glory.'3  Assuming,  however,  with  Konig4 
that  the  grammatical  difficulties  can  be  overcome,  can 
we  show  that  the  new  thought  of  which  we  have  spoken 
is  thoroughly  consistent  with  what  follows?6  To  the 
present  writer  no  incongruity  is  visible.  He  would 
venture  to  rest  his  case  on  the  impassioned  words  of 
v.  2512,  which  prove  that  the  speaker  felt  assured  of  the 
continuance  of  his  union  with  God  not  only  on  earth 
but  also  in  heaven.  For  themselves  the  righteous  make 
no  claim  to  material  prosperity  either  here  or  hereafter  ; 
they  look  for  and  indeed  possess  something  far  higher. 
As  a  corollary  of  the  truth  of  the  justice  of  God,  how 
ever,  they  do  expect  retribution  for  the  wicked,  both 
here  (vv.  18-21  27)  and  (apparently)  hereafter  (v.  19  f. ). 

We  have  now  done  with  the  question  of  individual 

immortality  so  far  as  it  is  dealt  with  in  the  OT.      In 

Job  it  emerges  merely  as  an  aspiration. 

oo      Tfoaiilr   ao    -  "  • 

di.  iiesuiL  as  Only  in  pss  49  and  73  ^if  Qur  interpre. 
0  in  ivi  ua  tatjon  js  yalid)  joes  it  rise  to  the  stage 
^'  of  conviction.  The  evidence,  there 
fore,  in  favour  of  an  origin  not  later  than  400  B.C.  is  far 
from  strong.  Even  were  it  wholly  wanting,  however,  we 
should  be  obliged,  by  the  logical  necessities  of  thought, 
to  postulate  the  doctrine.  The  doctrine  of  an  individual 
immortality  of  the  righteous,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
Messianic  kingdom  are  presupposed  as  the  chief  factors 
of  the  complex  doctrine  of  the  Resurrection  which  was 
developed  towards  the  close  of  the  fourth  century  or  at 
latest  early  in  the  third  century.  With  the  evolution  of 
this  resurrection  hope,  however,  the  entire  doctrine  of 
individual  immortality  falls  absolutely  into  the  back 
ground,  and  is  not  again  attested,  till  the  growing 
dualism  of  the  times  leads  to  the  disintegration  of  the 
resurrection  hope  into  its  original  elements  about  100 
B.C.  (see  §  64).  Indeed,  never  in  Palestinian  Judaism 
down  to  the  Christian  era  did  the  doctrine  of  a  merely 
individual  immortality  appeal  to  any  but  a  few  isolated 
thinkers.  The  faithful  looked  forward  to  a  blessed 
future  only  as  members  of  a  holy  people,  as  citizens  of  a 
righteous  kingdom  that  should  embrace  their  brethren. 

II.  THE  NATION. — When  we  turn  to  the  eschato- 

1  H.  Schultz  (A  T  Theol.  760)  rejects  these  translations. 
'With  glory'  is  that  adopted  by  Driver  (Par.  Ps.  211)  and 
formerly  by  Che.  (Psalttts).  *  Psalms,  S£OT(Heb.)  88. 

8  i.e.,  the  glory  of  God  and  of  Israel  and  its  members  in  the 
Messianic  age  (Jew.  Rel.  Life,  240). 

4  Syntax,  319  (pointed  out  to  the  writer  by  Prof.  Cheyne). 

5  Schwally  (Das  Leben,  etc.,  128  f.)  denies  this.     For  a  much 
fuller  statement  of  the  present  writer's  view  see  his  Doctrine  of 
a  Future  Life,  73-77. 
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logical  ideas  that  concern  the  nation  as  a  whole  we  can 

»A    t-«^v«*^i— „  hardly    venture   to   go    beyond    the 

34.  Eschatology  ,     , 

retrardine  the  f:icts  and  hopes  contamed  m  the  Pr°- 
nation  phecies.  In  the  main  these  cluster 

at  the  outset  round  the  familiar  con 
ception  of  '  the  day  of  Yahwe. '  The  day  of  Yahwe  in 
itself,  however,  constitutes  not  the  blessed  future,  but 
only  the  divine  act  of  judgment  which  inaugurates  it. 
Hence  the  eschatology  of  the  nation  centres  in  the  future 
national  blessedness  introduced  by  the  day  of  Yahwe. 

This  future  was  variously  conceived.  According  to 
the  popular  conception  down  to  the  eighth  century,  it 
was  merely  a  period  of  material  and  unbroken  pros 
perity  which  the  nation  should  enjoy  through  Yahwe's 
overthrow  of  Israel's  national  foes.  This  conception 
gave  place,  however,  in  the  eighth  century,  to  the  pro 
phetic  doctrine  of  the  coming  kingdom,  for  the  realisa 
tion  of  which  two  factors,  and  only  two,  were  indis 
pensable.  This  kingdom  was  to  be  a  community  of 
Israelites  first  and  chiefly,  and  in  the  next  place  a 
community  in  which  God's  -will  should  be  fulfilled. 
Whether  this  kingdom  was  constituted  under  monarchi 
cal,  hierarchical,  or  purely  theocratic  forms  was  in  itself 
a  matter  of  indifference.  Since  the  Messiah  formed  no 
organic  part  of  the  conception,  he  was  sometimes  con 
ceived  as  present  at  its  head,  sometimes  as  absent. 
How  far  the  eighth  century '  prophets  foretold  this 
kingdom  is  still  an  unsettled  question.  As  regards  the 
day  of  Yahwe  there  is  no  such  critical  difficulty.  Our 
study  of  the  eschatology  of  the  nation  will  begin  with 
this  unquestioned  element  in  Israel's  expectations.  It  is 
with  a  development  of  some  complexity  that  we  shall 
have  to  deal — a  complexity  most  marked  in  exilic  and 
post-exilic  times,  where,  as  we  have  seen,  the  individual 
no  less  than  the  nation  began  to  maintain  his  claims  to 
righteous  treatment.  Ezekiel's  attempt  to  satisfy  these 
claims  will  demand  our  attention  afterwards.  Some 
centuries  later  what  he  had  essayed  to  do  was  achieved 
in  a  true  synthesis  of  the  eschatologies  relating  to  the 
nation  and  to  the  individual  respectively  (see  §  49). 

The  day  of  Yahwe  concerns  the  people  as  a  whole, 
not  the  individual.  It  is  essentially  the  day  on  which 

_.         f      Yahwe  manifests  himself  in  victor}'  over 
38.  iJay  ot     ,  •     c —       A —        .   ,!,„   u«u — 


V  IT 

.       .  ,' 
popular  idea. 


f°es-      Amongst    the    Hebrews,    as 
sometimes  among  the  Arabs,  '  day  '  had 


Definite  signification  of  '  day  of 
battle'  (e.g.  ,  Is.  9  3  [4]  '  the  day  of  Midian  '  ;  see  WRS 
Prophets^,  397).  The  belief  in  this  '  day  '  was  older 
than  any  written  prophecy.  In  the  time  of  Amos  it 
was  a  popular  expectation.  Unethical  and  nationalistic, 
it  was  adopted  by  the  prophets  and  transformed  into  a 
conception  of  thoroughly  ethical  and  universal  signifi 
cance.  It  assumed  the  following  forms. 

(i.  )  Popular  conception  ;  a  judgment  on  Israel's 
enemies.  This  conception  orfginated,  no  doubt,  in  the 
old  limited  view  of  Yahwe  as  merely  the  national  god 
of  Israel.  We  can  distinguish  two  stages. 

(a)  In  its  earlier  form  it   was  held  by  the  contem 
poraries  of  Amos  (8th  century  B.C.).     The  relation  of 
Yahwe  to  Israel  in  their  minds  was  not  ethical  ;  to  a 
large  extent   it  was   national  (Am.  82).      Israel's  duty 
was   to  worship  Yahwe  and   Yahwe's   was  to  protect 
Israel.     As  the  Israelites  were  punctual  in  the  perform 
ance  of  ceremonial  duties  (4s  5521/1),   they  not  only 
confidently  looked  forward  to,  but  also  earnestly  prayed 
for,  '  the  day  of  Yahwe  '  as  the  time  of  his  vindication 
of  them   against    their    enemies.1      Not    so,    says    the 
prophet.      It  is  a  day  in  which,  not  the  claims  of  Israel, 
but   the   righteousness    of   Yahwe,    will    be    vindicated 
against  wrong-doing  whether  in  Israel  or  in  its  enemies. 

(b)  The  primitive   conception  of   the  day  of   Yahwe 
_      .      .    was  revived   by  Nahum  and    Habak- 

•_:«r£TW1  :    kuk  :  there  was  to  be  a  judgment   of 
fey  Nah-  Hab-   Israel's    enemies  —  i.  e.  .     the   Gentiles 

1  This  belief  that  Yahwe  must  save  his  people  survived, 
despite  the  prophets,  till  the  captivity  of  Judah  in  586  B.C. 
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(650-600  B.  C. ).  It  was  the  bitterness  and  resentment  en 
gendered  by  the  sufferings  of  the  Israelites  at  the  hands 
of  their  oppressors  that  led  to  this  revival.  The  grounds, 
however,  on  which  the  expectation  of  the  intervention 
of  Yahwe  was  based  were  somewhat  different.  Accord 
ing  to  the  primitive  view  Yahwe  was  bound  to  intervene 
on  behalf  of  his  people  because  of  the  natural  affinities 
between  them.  According  to  Nahum  and  Habakkuk,1 
the  affinities  are  ethical.  In  fact,  such  was  the  self- 
righteousness  generated  by  Josiah's  reforms  that  neither 
Nahum  nor  Habakkuk  makes  any  mention  of  Israel's 
sin.  In  this  they  represent  their  people,  who  felt  them 
selves,  in  contrast  with  the  wickedness  of  the  Gentiles, 
relatively  righteous  (see  Hab.  1413).  Hence  the  im 
pending  judgment  will  strike  not  righteous  Israel,  but 
the  godless  Gentiles.  Here  we  have  the  beginnings  of 
the  thought  that  Israel  is  right,  regarded  as  over  against 
the  world — the  beginning,  for  in  Nahum  and  Habakkuk 
this  view  is  applied  only  to  a  singJe  nation,  not,  as  in 
later  times,  to  all  Gentiles.  The  later  usage  of  designat 
ing  the  Gentiles  absolutely  as  the  godless  (o'yy-i)  and 
Judah  as  the  righteous  (opns)  is  only  the  legitimate  fruit 
of  Habakkuk's  example.  Cp  Is.  26 10  Pss.  9  5  [6]  16  [i7]/. 
102-4  58io[n]  68  2  [3]/  125s.  In  most  subsequent 
representations  of  the  future  the  destruction  of  the 
Gentiles  stands  as  a  central  thought. 

(ii. )  Prophetic  pre-exilic  conception. — The  prophetic 
conception  also  passed  through  several  stages. 

(a)  A  day  of  judgment  directed  mainly  against  Israel. 

For  Amos,  as  we  have  seen,  the  day  of  Yahwe  2  is  the 

_     .     day  in  which  Yahwe  intervenes  to  vindicate 

'    ,    ,f   himself    and    his   righteous    purposes.       It 

"     P  appears  in  this  prophet  only  in  its  darker 

ideas.  side  (cp  5l8}_  other  nations  will  feel  it  in 
proportion  to  their  unrighteousness  ;  but  unrighteous 
Israel,  being  specially  related  to  Yahwe,  wfll  experience 
the  severest  judgments  (82).  Hosea  is  of  one  mind 
with  Amos. 3  He  does  not  use  the  phrase  '  the  day  of 
Yahwe ' ;  but  he  describes  in  awful  terms  the  irreversible- 
ness  of  the  judgment  (Hos.  1812-14  [11-13]).  (AMOS, 
§  i8/.,  HOSEA,  §7/.). 

(3)  Mainly  against  Judah. — In  Isaiah4  and  Micah 
the  day  of  Yahwe  receives  a  new  application  ;  it  is 
_  ,  _  directed  against  Judah.  Not  that  warnings 
T'  ,  'of  judgment  against  Israel  are  neglected 
1  (26-2!  8 1-4  98  \_i\ff.  176-n  28 1-4).  The 
prophet  takes  all  the  chief  surrounding  nations  within 
his  range  ;  but  he  does  so  only  in  relation  to  the  judg 
ment  on  his  own  people.  Although  he  declares  that 
Yahwe' s  purpose  of  'breaking  Assyria'  concerns  all 
the  nations  (1425/1 ),  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that 
he  arrived  at  the  conception  of  a  universal  or  world 
judgment.  In  3 13,  where  there  appears  to  be  a  reference 
to  it,  the  text  is  corrupt.5  The  idea  of  its  universality 
seems  to  be  given  in  2 11-21  ;  but  the  language  is 
poetical. 

Isaiah  had  now  and  then  gleams  of  hope,  and  at  all 
times  believed  in  a  remnant,  however  minute.  In 
124-26  he  even  anticipates  a  second  and  happier  Jewish 
state.  Micah,  on  the  other  hand,  as  far  as  the  evidence 
goes,  was  persistently  hopeless.  Jerusalem  was  to 
become  a  ruin,  and  the  temple -hill  like  'a  height 

1  On    the    interpolations    in    these    prophets,   see    NAHUM, 
HABAKKUK. 

2  This   day  of  Yahwe,  in  its  double  character  as  a  day  of 
punishment  and  a  day  of  blessing,  is  also  spoken  of  as  '  that 
day'  (Is.  17?  3023  285  29  18  Hos.  2i8  Mic.  24  46  Siofo]  Zech. 
9i6   14469),   'that  time'  (Jer.  31 1  8815  504  Zeph.  Siof.  Joel 
3 [4]  i),  'the  day'  (Ezek.  7io  Mic.  3e),  'the  time'  (Ezek.  7 12). 

3  On  the  interpolated  passages,  see  AMOS,  §  ?,_ff~.,  HOSEA,  §  4. 

4  The  present  article   builds   on   the   critical   results  of  the 
article    ISAIAH   [the   book] ;    see  also   ISAIAH    [the  prophet]. 
Hence  the  following  passages  which  deal  with  the  Messianic  age 
and  the  Messiah  are  rejected  as  interpolations  (they  are  assigned 
to  the  exilic  or  post -exilic  period  by  Cheyne  ;  generally  also  by 
Duhm,  Hackmann,  Marti,  and  Vnlz)  ;  Is.  2  2-4  4a-6  7  14-16  9 1-7 
[823-96]  11  16s  ^  18-25  256-9  28i629  17-24  35  i-io.      On  the  age 
of  the  conception  of  world -judgment,  cp  Che.  Intr.  Is.,  53  246. 

6  For  croy  read,  with  ®,  ioy  (see  SBOT,  Heb.,  ad  loc.*). 
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crowned  with  brushwood  '  (Mic.  3 12  ;  see  Nowack).     Cp 
ISAIAH  i. ,  MICAH  ii. 

(c\  Against  the  whole  world — resulting  in  a  survival 
of  a  righteous  remnant  of  Israel,  the  Messianic  kingdom. 


39.  Later; 
Zeph. 


_  In  the  prophets  with  whom  we  have  dealt 


(except  Nah.  and  Hab. )  the  judgment  of  the 


Gentiles  is  never  conceived  independently  of 
the  judgment  on  Israel  or  Judah.  In  Zephaniah  for  the 
first  time  it  appears  to  be  universal.  It  deals  with  the 
whole  earth,  including  the  brute  creation  (l2/.  )  :  with 
Jerusalem  (18-13);  with  Philistia,  Ethiopia,  and  Assyria 
(2i-6)  j1  with  all  nations  (38)  ;  with  all  the  inhabitants 
of  the  earth  (Ii8).  There  is,  however,  a  certain  incon 
sistency  in  the  picture.  The  instruments  of  judgment 
are  a  mysterious  people,  called  '  the  guests  '  of  Yahwe 
(1  7',  probably  the  Scythians),  who  do  not  themselves 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  judgment. 

The  conception  is  thus  wanting  in  definiteness  and 
clearness.  Zephaniah  moves  in  the  footsteps  of  Isaiah 
in  the  account  of  the  impending  judgment  ;  but  whereas, 
in  Isaiah,  judgment  on  Israel  and  the  nations  stands  in 
inner  connection  with  the  prophet's  conception  of  the 
divine  character  and  purposes,  in  Zephaniah  it  is  with 
out  definite  aim  ;  2  its  various  constituents  appear  to 
represent  eschatological  expectations  already  current, 
while  its  wide  sweep  shows  the  operation  of  the  prevail 
ing  monotheism.  One  point  in  the  description  is  that, 
in  order  that  Yahwe's  anger  may  destroy  them,  the 
nations  are  to  be  assembled  (3  2).  We  meet  with  this 
idea  here  for  the  first  time. 

Later  prophets  make  it  very  prominent  (Ezek.  38  f.  Is.  45  20 
636  6616  34  1-3  Zech.  123^C  14  zf.)  ;  earlier  prophets  are  wont  to 
mention  definite  and  present  foes  (e.g.,  the  Assyrians  in  Is. 
17i2yC).  In  later  prophets,  the  scene  of  this  judgment  on  the 
Gentiles  is  Jerusalem  (Zech.  14  2  12-18  ;  Joel3[4]2  Is.  6615). 
A  small  righteous  remnant  will  be  left  in  Israel  (3  11-14). 

(iii.  )  Exilic  conception;  judgment  of  Israel,  man  by 
man,  and  of  the  Gentiles  collectively  ;  restoration 


40    At  th 
'_    .. 


m  tne  Messianic  kingdom 
and   destruction    of  Gentiles.3      The    indi 


vidualising  of  religion  in  Jeremiah  and 
Ezekiel  (see  above,  §  23  f.)  was  the  precondition  of  the 
restoration  of  Israel  after  the  fall  of  Jerusalem. 
According  to  Ezekiel,  in  God's  visitations  only  the 
wicked  in  Israel  should  be  destroyed.  When  a  new 
Israel  was  thus  created,  Yahwe  would  further  intervene 
to  vindicate  his  honour  and  his  sole  sovereignty  over 
the  world,  Israel  should  be  restored  to  its  own  land, 
and  the  Gentiles  be  destroyed. 

A  synthesis  of  the  eschatologies  of  the  nation  and  the 
individual  was  in  this  way  attempted  wholly  within  the 
sphere  of  this  life.  We  are  thus  entering  on  a  new 
period  in  the  development  of  eschatological  thought. 
Israel  is  already  in  exile  or  on  the  eve  of  exile  ;  but 
Yahwe's  thoughts  are  thoughts  of  peace,  not  of  evil 
(Jer.  29  n)  :  the  exile  will  be  temporary.  The  day  of 
Yahwe  assumes  a  favourable  aspect  almost  unrecognised 
in  pre-exilic  prophecy.  Israel  shall  be  converted  and 
brought  back  to  its  own  land  and  an  everlasting  Mes 
sianic  kingdom  established.  This  kingdom  will  be 
ruled  over  by  Yahwe  or  by  his  servant  the  Messiah, 
who  is  apparently  mentioned  here  for  the  first  time. 

1  This  idea  of  the  destruction  of  the  nations  hostile  to  Judah 
thus  appears  first  in  the  prophets  of  the  Chaldean  age  ;  cp  Jer. 
2515-24.     In  the  earlier  prophets  it  is  the  destruction  of  definite 
present  or  past  foes  that  is  announced.     In  the  later  it  is  that  of 
the  nations  generally  :  cp  the  Jewish  reviser's  addition  in  Jer. 
25  32./:  Ezek.38yr,  fifth-century  passages  in  Is.  34  63  1-6  Zech. 
12  1-3,  and  the  much  later  writings  Is.  6616  18-24  Zech.  14  1-3 
12-15. 

2  Interpolations  must  be  carefully  separated  (see  ZEPHANIAH, 
BOOK  OF). 

3  This   is   true   only   of  Ezekiel.      There   is   nothing  in  the 
genuine  Jeremiah  about  the  destruction  of  the  Gentiles  as  a 
whole,  and  there  is  rjrobably  in  16  19  (but  not  in  3  17)  a  genuine 
prophecy  of  the  ultimate  conversion  of  the  nations.     See  also 
42  12  15.     Only  the  impenitent  Gentiles  will  be  destroyed  (12  17). 
Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel  are  here  fundamentally  at  issue.     It  is 
their  agreement  on  other  points  that  led  to  their  joint  treatment 
here. 
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Although  the  judgment  of  Israel  is  not  strictly 
individualistic  in  Jeremiah  as  it  is  in  Ezekiel,  we  shall 
give  the  eschatological  views  of  the  two  together  ;  they 
can  hardly  be  considered  apart  ;  Ezekiel' s  are  built  on 
Jeremiah's.  In  Jeremiah  l  the  day  of  Yahwe  is  directed 

T     _         first    and    chiefly    against    Judah  —  the 
.   .          enemy  will  come  upon  it  from  the  north 

aian-  (1 11-16);  the  city  and  temple  shall  be 
destroyed  (376-io) — although  account  is  taken  also 
of  other  nations  (2515-24  ;  cp  1 18).  There  is,  however, 
a  hopeful  outlook  ;  Israel  shall  be  restored  (23  7  f. 
24  5  /. ).  The  restoration  is  to  be  preceded  by 
repentance  (813  19-25),  and  accompanied  by  a  change 
of  heart  (3133/1).  Restored  to  its  own  land,  Israel 
shall  receive  from  Yahwe  a  king,  a  righteous  Branch  of 
the  house  of  David,  who  shall  deal  wisely  and  execute 
judgment  and  justice  (23s/!  ).'2 

The  individualism  appearing  in  Jeremiah  is  developed 
in  Ezekiel  to  an  extreme  degree.  Judgment  on  Israel 

42  In  Ezekiel  sha11  Proceed  individually  (only  on 
!1'  the  Gentiles  is  it  to  be  collective). 
Yahwe  will  give  Israel  a  new  heart  (1117-21  8625-32) 
and  restore  Israel  and  Judah  to  their  own  land,  where, 
in  the  Messianic  kingdom  (1722-24),  they  shall  be  ruled 
by  the  Messiah  (2127),  by  one  'king,  namely  '  David'3 
(3423-31  3721-28).  As  for  the  Gentiles,  referred  to  as 
Gog,  they  shall  be  stirred  up  to  march  against  Jerusalem 
and  shall  there  be  destroyed  (38).  On  the  surviving 
Gentiles  no  gleam  of  divine  compassion  shall  ever  light.4 
Monotheism  has  become  a  barren  dogma.  Particular 
ism  and  Jewish  hatred  of  the  Gentiles  are  allowed  free 
scope. 

(iv. )  Universalistic  Conception  of  the  Kingdom  (550- 
275  B.C.)  ;  redemption  and  earthly  Messianic  blessed- 

,  _  ,  ness  for  Israel  and  thus  for  the  Gentiles.5 
43.  oeconu  -.,r  . . 

_     .   ,         We  are  now  to  consider  (a)  the  second 

B  la   '       Isaiah  and  (&)  later  writers. 
(a)  According  to  the  second   Isaiah   (Is.  40-48)  and 
his  expander  (Is.  49-55)  there  is  in  store  for  Israel  not 
punishment  but  mercy. 

Already  she  has  received  double  for  all  her  sins  (402).  Cyrus 
shall  overthrow  Babylon  (4125  43 14  45-47  48nf.),  and  the 
exiles  shall  return  (463-5432-74820-22  49s).  Jerusalem  shall 
be  gloriously  rebuilt  (54  n  f.),  and  its  inhabitants  become  (like 
the  prophetic  writer,  604)  disciples  of  the  divine  teacher  (54 13). 
Never  more  shall  it  be  assailed  (4924-26  548-io  14-17). 

Further,  the  salvation  of  Israel  does  not  end  in  itself. 
The  author  of  the  Songs  of  the  Servant6  reaches  the 
great  conception  of  Israel  as  the  Servant  of  Yahwe 
(423/1  49  1-6  504-952i3-53i2),  through  whom  all  nations 
shall  come  to  know  the  true  religion.  In  these  writers 
the  legitimate  consequences  of  monotheism  in  relation 
to  the  Gentiles  are  accepted. 

(6)  A  somewhat  similar  representation  of  the  future 
appears  in  the  post-exilic  passage  Mic.  4 1-3  (  =  Is.  22-4) 

44   Other  later and  the  later  additions  in  Jen  3l7/> 
..  according  to  which  all  nations,  laying 

aside  wars  and  enmities,  are  to  be  con 
verted  and  to  form  under  Yahwe  one  great  spiritual 
empire  with  Jerusalem  as  its  centre.7 

1  See  JEREMIAH   [Book  of],  and   JEREMIAH  [th»  prophet]. 
Interpolations    must    be    separated,    before   Jeremiah   can   be 
properly  understood. 

2  On  this  passage,  as  well  as  on  other  late  Messianic  prophecies, 
see  Che.  few.  Kel.  Life,  Lect.  iii.     Cp  also  MESSIAH. 

3  The  Messiah  is  not  conceived  here  as  an  individual  but  as 
a  series  of  successive  kings  ;  cp  458  46  16. 

*  Some  scholars  find  in  17  23  a  promise  that  the  Gentiles  will 
seek  refuge  under  the  rule  of  the  Messiah  ;  but  1724  shows  that 
this  interpretation  is  unsound.  The  Gentiles  are  symbolized, 
not  by  the  '  birds  of  various  wings '  in  17  23,  but  by  '  the  trees  of 
the  field  '  (17  24).  As  '  the  cedar  '  (17  23)  represents  the  kingdom 
of  Israel,  so  '  the  trees  of  the  field '  represent  the  Gentile 
kingdoms.  The  only  object  with  which  the  latter  seem  to  be 
spared  is  that  they  may  recognise  the  omnipotence  of  Yahwe. 

8  See  Che.  Jew.  ReL  Life,  lect.  iii.  and  vi. 

6  A  like  conception  is  probably  at  the  base  of  the  post-exilic 
Is.  ll9  =  Hab.  2  14  (both  editorial  additions?),  which  declare  that 
the  earth  shall  be  filled  with  the  true  religion. 

7  See  ISAIAH  ii.,  §  5,  and  cp  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  lect.  iii. 
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The  same  thought 1  is  set  forth  in  the  Psalms. 

See  2227-31  [28-32]  867  and  note  the  fine  expressions  '  thou 
confidence  of  all  the  ends  of  the  earth  '  2  (65  5  [6]),  and  '  to  thee 
doth  all  flesh  come  '  as  to  one  who  hears  prayer  (05  2 [3]).'  In 
Ps.  87  we  have  a  noble  conception  which  sums  up  in  itself  all  the 
noblest  thought  of  the  past  in  this  ilirection.  Jerusalem  is  to  be 
the  mother  city  of  all  nations,  '  the  metropolis  of  an  ideally 
Catholic  Church  '(Che.).  Whole  nations  shall  enter  the  Jewish 
Church  (874).  So  shall  also  individuals  (?'.  5). 

Only  two  more  passages,  Is.  19 16-25  and  Mai.  In 
call  for  attention  ;  but  these  are  beyond  measure  re 
markable.  In  Is.  19 16-25  (275  B.C.;  Che.)  the  hopes  of 
Ps.  87  reappear  but  are  far  surpassed  in  universality. 
Jerusalem,  though  the  source  of  spiritual  blessedness  to 
Egypt  and  Assyria  (Syria),  is  neither  nationally  nor 
spiritually  paramount  ;  rather  do  these  nations  form  a 
spiritual  and  national  confederacy  in  which  Israel  holds 
not  the  first  but  the  third  place. 

The  widest  universalism  of  all,  however,  is  found  in 
Mai.  In,  where  in  regard  to  the  surrounding  nations 
the  prophet  declares  '  From  the  rising  of  the  sun  even 
unto  the  going  down  of  the  same  my  name  is  great 
among  the  Gentiles  ;  and  in  every  place  incense  is 
offered  unto  my  name,  and  a  pure  offering. '  Here,  as 
most  critics  recognise,  we  have  a  testimony  to  the  work 
ing  of  the  one  divine  spirit  in  non-Jewish  religions  (cp 
MALACHI,  §  3).  Similar  universalism  had  already,  it 
appears,  been  expressed  by  Zoroastrianism.4 

( v. )  Narrmv  Nationalistic  Conception  of  the  Kingdom 
(about  520  to  300  B.C.);  deliverance  and  Messianic 
4B  N  t"  1  Blessedness  for  Israel:5  (a)  ministry  or 
* +'•  p  1  '  bondage,  or  (6)  destruction  (partial  or 

tion106  '"  comPlete)  for  the  Gentiles.6  — Concur 
rently  with  the  large-hearted  universalism 
(of  the  post-exilic  writers)  just  described,  there  were 
narrow  one-sided  views,  which  held  more  or  less  closely  to 
the  particularism  that  originated  with  Ezekiel.  Such  were 
the  views  most  widely  current  in  Judaism.  According  to 
these  the  future  world,  the  Messianic  age,  belonged  to 
Israel — to  Judah  and  Israel  reunited  (Hos.  3  5  Mic.  53[2j^ 
post-exilic) — under  the  Messianic  descendant  of  David 
(Is.  9i-6  [823-95]  11 1-8  Mic.  52-4  [1-3];  all  exilic  or 
later) ;  the  Gentiles  had  either  no  share  at  all,  or  only 
a  subordinate  share  as  dependents  or  servants  of  Israel. 
Their  destiny  was  subjection  or  destruction- — generally 
the  latter,  always  so  in  the  case  of  those  that  had  been 
hostile  to  Israel. 

(a)  The   Gentiles  are   to   escort   the-  returning   Israelites   to 
Jerusalem  and  become  their  servants  and  handmaids,  Is.  14 1-3" 
(cp  66 12-20).     They  shall  build  up  the  city  walls  (60  ip),  bow  and 
be  subject  to  Israel,  60 14  (or  perish,  (>0i2),  becoming  Israel's 
herdsmen  and  ploughmen  and  vinedressers  (61 5)." 

(b)  Still  more  frequently  what  is  predicted  for  the  Gentiles  is 
destruction.     In  34_/J  (450-430  B.C.  ;  Che.)  there  is  described  a 
universal  judgment   in   which   all  of  them   are   thus   involved 
(34i-3).9     In  the  fifth-century  fragment  59  15^-20  those  hostile 
to  Yahwe  and  Israel 1(l  are  singled  out,  whilst  those  that  fear  the 
name  of  Yahwe  are  spared  59i8yT  6616  19  f.   (666-16  18^-22 
belong  to  the  age  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra); I1  but  in  another 

1  Cp  also  the  addition  in  Zeph.  3  9  / 

2  Cp  also  256  in  the  small  apocalypse  in  Is.24  256-8  26  zof. 
27  i  12  f.      This  Che.  assigns  to  the  fourth  century,  Duhm  to 
the  second.       The  later  date  would   help  to  explain  the  very 
advanced  eschatology  appearing  in  2421-23,  which  speaks  of  a 
preliminary  judgment  and  then  after  a  long  interval  of  the  final 
judgment.     On    the    latter   judgment    follows    the   theocratic 
kingdom  (24  23). 

3  On  the  expectation  of  proselytes  see  also  Is.  14  i  256  6636 
and  cp  STRANGERS,  PROSELYTE. 

*  Che.  OPs.  292,  305  f. 

5  There  are  many  passages  in  the  post-exilic   additions  to  Is. 
which  speak  of  Israel  only  in  relation  to  the  Messianic  age  ;  cp 
4  2-6  29  16-24  35  i-io. 

6  The  only  exception  is  Malachi. 

7  Cheyne  regards  these  verses  as  alien  to  132-1421. 

8  These  passages  are  post-exilic  ;    60  and  61  about  432  B.C. 
(Che.). 

9  We  have  a  world-judgment  described  in  186-13,  though  the 
judgment    is    there    directed    primarily   against    Babylon  (cp 
185  n),  just  as  in  34  it  is  specially  directed  against  Edom. 

1"  In  the  post-exilic  (?)  passage  9  1-7  it  is  the  Messiah  who 
destroys  the  oppressors  of  Israel  (er.  4).  This  active  role  of  the 
Messiah  is  rare  in  the  OT. 

11  Cp  the  world-judgment  in  the  fourth-century  apocalypse  in 
Is.  24  256-8,  where,  after  the  judgment  (2418-23),  tne  surviving 
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fragment  of  the  same  date  (G3i-6),  which  closely  resembles  the 
preceding  passage  in  subject  and  phraseology,  only  destruction 
is  announced  for  all. 

In  Haggai  and  Zechariah,"  where  the  establishment  of 
the  Messianic  kingdom  is  expected  on  the  completion 
of  the  temple1  (Zech.  8  15),  to  be  rebuilt  by  the  Messiah,2 
a  pre-condition  is  the  destruction  of  the  Gentile  powers. 
We  have,  thus,  a  further  development  of  that  opposition 
between  the  kingdom  of  God  and  the  world-kingdoms 
which  appears  in  Ezekiel  and  is  presented  in  its  sharpest 
features  in  Daniel.  See,  e.g.  ,  Zech.  1  19-21  [22-4]  61-8, 
Hag.  2  21  /. 

In  Joel  (4th  Cent.  ;    cp  JOEL,    §   4)  the  enemies  of 

Judah  who  are  not  present  foes  but  the  nations  generally, 

are  to  be  gathered  together  in  order  to 

46.  In  Joel,  etc.  te  annihilated  (3  [4]  ^       Even    the 

place  of  judgment  is  mentioned  —  the  valley  of  Jehosha- 
phat,  the  choice  being  obviously  determined  by  the 
etymological  meaning  of  the  name.  Yahwe  will  sit  in 
judgment  (3  [4]  12)  and  all  the  Gentiles  shall  be  destroyed. 
This  is  a  nearer  approximation  to  the  idea  of  a  final 
world-judgment  than  there  is  elsewhere  in  the  OT  save 
in  Dan.  ?9/.  Still  the  judgment  is  one-sided.  The 
'day  of  Yahwe'  does  not,  as  in  the  pre-exilic  and 
some  exilic  prophets  and  the  exceptional  post-exilic 
Mai.  82-5  4  1-3  5  [3  19-21  23],  morally  sift  Israel  ;  it  serves 
to  justify  Israel  (225-27  3i6/.  )  against  the  world  (cp 
the  interpolation  in  the  Second  Isaiah,  —  i.e.,  4625).  See 
JOEL,  §  6. 

With  Joel  and  his  successors  prophecy  is  beginning 
to  change  into  apocalypse.  The  forecasts  do  not,  as 
a  rule,  stand  in  a  living  relation  with  the  present  ; 
frequently  they  are  the  results  of  literary  reflection  on 
earlier  prophecies.  This  lack  of  organic  relation  with 
the  present,  such  as  we  find  in  the  earlier  prophets,  is 
specially  clear  in  Joel's  '  day  of  Yahwe.' 

According  to  the  late  post-exilic  fragment  Zech.  12  1- 
13  6,  3  all  the  Gentiles  while  making  an  attack  on 
Jerusalem  shall  be  destroyed  before  it  (12s/  9),  whereas 
in  the  still  later  fragment,  chap.  14,  it  is  only  the  hostile 
nations  that  are  to  be  annihilated  (Zech.  14  12  f.  ),  the 
remnant  being  converted  to  Judaism  and  led  to  attend 
the  yearly  feast  of  Tabernacles  (Zech.  14?  16-21).  This 
fragment  is  peculiar  also  in  postponing  divine  intervention 
till  Jerusalem  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Gentiles  (14/1  ). 

In  the  apocalypse  of  Daniel  there  is  a  great  advance 
on  the  eschatological  ideas  of  its  predecessors.  When 
the  need  of  the  saints  is  greatest  (7  2i/. 
12  T  in  the  time  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes) 

the  Ancient  of  Days  will  intervene  ;  his  tribunal  shall  be 
set  up  (7  9)  ;  the  powers  of  this  world  shall  be  over 
thrown  (7n/-),  and  everlasting  dominion  given  to  his 
holy  ones  (7  14  22  27).  These  will  destroy  all  rival  powers 
(244),  and  become  lords  of  all  the  surviving  nations 
(7  14).  To  the  contrasted  fates  of  the  faithful  and  the 
unfaithful  in  Israel  who  have  deceased  (12  1-3)  we 
shall  return  (§  59). 

In  defiance  of  historical  sequence  we  have  reserved 

to  the  last  the  consideration  of  the  composite  chapters 

T     C^  f  Is'  ^  f-     TneY   call   f°r  special  treat  - 

oo/.  ment  because  they  seem  to  present  a 

new  development  as  regards  the  scene  of  the  Messianic 

kingdom  —  there  are  to  be  new  heavens  and  a  new  earth.4 


47. 


Gentiles  shall  be  admitted  to  the  worship  of  Yahwe  25  6.  It  is 
very  remarkable  that  in  242iyC  we  read  of  an  intermediate 
place  of  punishment.  The  judgment,  therefore,  appears  to  be 
conceived  as  consisting  of  two  distinct  acts.  The  clause  25  8a 
declaring  the  annihilation  of  death  appears  to  be  an  interpola 
tion.  It  is  against  the  general  drift  of  the  content,  and  wholly 
alien  to  the  thought-development  of  the  period. 

1  For  Yahwe  the  temple  is  indispensable  as  his  dwelling-place. 
This  thought  is  apocalyptic.     It  is  not  through  moral  reforma 
tion  but  through  divine  intervention  that  the  kingdom  is  to  be 
introduced. 

2  After  the   example  of  Jer.  23s  33  15  Zechariah  names  him 
1  the  Branch  '  (6 12  38  /).    He  identifies  him  with  Zerubbabel  (cp 
Hag.  26-9  23). 

3  See  ZECHARIAH  ii.,  §  T,ff. 
*  Cp  Che.  OPs.  404  jf. 
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We  must  not  be  misled  by  appearances,  however. 
When,  in  chap.  65,  Jerusalem  is  to  be  especially  blessed 
—  it  is  to  be  transformed  into  a  blessing  (65  18)  —  the 
reference  is  apparently  not  to  a  New  Jerusalem.  It 
is  the  same  material  Jerusalem  as  before,  but  super  - 
naturally  blessed  ;  men  still  build  houses  and  plant 
vineyards  (652i/~.  ),  sinners  are  still  found  (6620),  *  and 
death  still  prevails.  6617,  therefore,  where  the  creation 
of  new  heavens  and  a  new  earth  is  proclaimed,  seems 
out  of  place.  In  the  Messianic  times  here  foreshadowed 
men  live  to  a  patriarchal  age,  and  the  animal  world,  as 
in  an  earlier  prophecy  (11  6-9),  loses  its  ferocity  and 
shares  in  the  prevailing  peace  and  blessedness  (6525). 
In  666-16  I'&b  f.  we  have  a  fragmentary  apocalypse  (see 
Che.  Intr.  Is.  374-385)  which  describes  the  judgment 
of  the  hostile  nations  (6616 


Those  of  the  Gentiles  who  escape  are  to  go  to  the  more 
distant  peoples  and  declare  the  divine  glory  (Ofi  19).  Thereupon 
the  latter  are  to  go  up  to  Jerusalem,  escorting  the  returning 
exiles. 

This  apocalypse  concludes  with  a  remarkable  reference  to  the 
new  heavens  and  the  new  earth,  which  is  all  but  unintelligible. 
Does  the  new  creation  take  place  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Messianic  kingdom?  or  at  its  close?  By  neither  supposition  can 
we  overcome  the  inherent  difficulties  of  the  text.  If  the  new 
creation  is  to  be  taken  literally,  it  can  only  be  supposed  to  be 
carried  out  at  the  close  of  the  Messianic  kingdom  ;  but  this 
kingdom  has  apparently  no  close.  Either,  then,  the  expression 
is  used  loosely  and  vaguely,  or  —  and  the  present  writer  inclines 
to  this  view  —  6622  is  a  later  intrusion.2 

III.  SYNTHESIS.  —  Concurrently  with  the  establishment 
if  the  Messianic  hope  in  the  national  consciousness  (see 

8  34)  the  claims  of  the  individual  had, 
49  Synthesis.         ' 

J  as  we  have  seen,    pressed  themselves 

irresistibly  on  the  notice  of  religious  thinkers  —  so  irre 
sistibly  in  fact  that  no  representation  of  the  future 
which  failed  to  render  them  adequate  satisfaction  could 
hope  for  ultimate  acceptance.  The  two  questions 
naturally  came  to  be  regarded  as  essentially  related. 
The  righteous  individual  and  the  righteous  nation  must 
be  blessed  together  —  or  rather  the  righteous  man  must 
ultimately  be  recompensed,  not  with  a  solitary  im 
mortality  in  heaven  or  elsewhere  but  with  a  blessed 
resurrection  life  with  his  brethren  in  the  coming 
Messianic  kingdom.  If,  as  we  have  seen,  the  doctrine 
of  an  individual  immortality  failed  to  establish  itself  in 
the  OT,  the  grounds  of  such  a  failure  were  not  far  to 
seek,  and  the  very  objections  against  the  belief  in  a 
blessed  immortality  of  the  righteous  man  apart  from 
the  righteous  community  are  actual  arguments  in  favour 
of  the  resurrection  of  the  righteous  to  a  share  in  the 
Messianic  kingdom. 

The  doctrine  of  a  resurrection  is  clearly  enunciated  in 

two  passages  of  great  interest,  (a)  as  a  spiritual  concep 

tion  in  Is.  261-19,  and  (6)  as  a  mechanical  conception  in 

p  Dan.  12.     (a)  Is.  26  1-19  forms  an  inde- 

50.  Kesurrec-  pencjent  writing  composed,  according  to 

tionmis./b    Cheyne    about  334  BC      The  writer> 

Dan.  1-.        who  Speaks  ;n  the  name  of  the  people, 

looks  forward  to  the  setting  up  of  the  kingdom,  with  a 

strong  city,  whose  walls  and  bulwarks  are  salvation,  and 

whose  gates  will  be  entered  by  '  the  righteous  nation  ' 

(26  1/.)  ;  and  since  the  nation  is  but  few,  the  righteous 

dead  shall  rise  and  share  the  blessedness  of  the  regenerate 

nation  (26  19).      This  notable  verse  should,  with  Duhm 

nnd  Cheyne,    be  read   as    follows:  —  'Thy   dead    men 

(Israel)   shall  arise  :  the  inhabitants  of  the  dust  shall 

1  Unless   652o£   is  a  gloss,  as  Haupt  thinks  (SBOT,   Heb. 
ad  loc.). 

2  Is.  51  16  and  60  19  can  hardly  be  quoted  in  support  of  6617 
1)622,  for  in  the  last  two  passages  the  language  is  obviously  meant 
to  be  literal,  whereas  in  the  former  it  is  metaphorical. 

A  synthesis  of  these  two  eschatologies,  of  the  individual  and 
of  the  nation,  was  attempted  by  Ezekiel  wholly  within  the  sphere 
of  this  life.  The  reconciliation,  however,  was  achieved  only 
through  a  misconception  and  misrepresentation  of  the  facts  of 
the  problem.  Still  this  doctrine  of  retribution  gave  such  general 
satisfaction  that  the  need  of  a  theory  that  would  do  justice  to 
the  facts  of  the  problem  was  not  experienced  save  by  isolated 
thinkers  till  the  close  of  the  fourth  century  K.c. 
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awake l  and  shout  for  joy  ; 2  for  a  dew  of  lights  is 
thy  dew,  and  the  earth  shall  bring  to  life  the  shades.'3 

This  positive  belief  in  the  resurrection  of  the  right 
eous  did  not  win  its  way  into  acceptance,  however, 
till  over  a  century  later.  Still,  that  it  gained  some 
currency  and  underwent  some  development  in  the 
interval  is  obvious  from  the  next  and  only  remaining 
passage  which  attests  it  in  the  OT. 

(l>)  In  Dan.  122(168  B.C.),  which  seems  to  be  based  on 
Is.  26i9,4  there  is  an  extension  of  the  statement.  The 
resurrection  here  is  not  only  of  the  righteous  but  also 
of  the  wicked,5  who  are  to  rise  in  order  to  receive  their 
due  reward — shame  and  everlasting  contempt.6  The 
resurrection  moreover  ushers  in  the  Messianic  kingdom 
(12 1).  This  spiritual  form  of  the  resurrection  doctrine 
is  the  genuine  product  of  Jewish  inspiration  ;  for  all  its 
factors  are  indigenous  to  Jewish  thought. 

Between  the  rise  of  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  Is.  26 
and  Dan.  12  a  considerable  period  must  have  elapsed, 
sufficiently  long  to  account  for  the  loss  of  the  original 
significance  of  the  resurrection  as  a  restoration,  in  the 
next  world,  of  the  life  of  communion  with  God  which 
had  been  broken  off  by  death.  During  this  interval  the 
spiritual  doctrine  passed  into  a  lifeless  dogma.  In  Is.  26 
it  was  the  sole  prerogative  of  the  righteous  Israelite, 
now,,  it  is  extended  to  the  pre-eminently  good  and  the 
pre-eminently  bad  in  Israel.  Without  any  consciousness 
of  impropriety  the  writer  of  Daniel  can  speak  of  the 
resurrection  of  the  wicked.  Thus  severed  from  the 
spiritual  root  from  which  it  grew  the  resurrection  is  trans 
formed  into  a  sort  of  eschatological  property,  a  device 
by  means  of  which  the  members  of  the  nation  are  pre 
sented  before  God  to  receive  their  final  award.  The 
doctrine  must  therefore  have  been  familiar  to  the  Jews 
for  several  generations  before  Daniel. 

B.   APOCRYPHAL  AND  APOCALYPTIC 
LITERATURE  (200  B.C.-IOO  A.D.  ) 

Before  entering  on  the  further  development  of  Jewish 
eschatology,  it  will  be  helpful  to  sum  up  shortly  the 
_  .  results  arrived  at  by  the  writers  whom  we 
01.  Keview.  have  already  considered.  We  find  in 
them  an  eschatology  that  to  a  large  extent  takes  its 
character  from  the  conception  of  Yahwe.  As  long  as 
his  jurisdiction  was  conceived  as  limited  to  this  life, 
there  could  be  no  such  eschatology  with  reference  to 
the  individual.  When  at  last,  however,  Israel  reached 
real  monotheism,  the  way  was  prepared  for  the  moral  - 
isation  of  the  future  no  less  than  of  the  present.  The 
exile  contributed  to  this  development  by  making  possible 
a  truer  conception  of  the  individual.  The  individual, 
not  the  nation,  became  the  religious  unit.  Step  by  step 
through  the  slow  processes  of  the  religious  life,  the 

1  The  designation  of  death  as  a  '  sleep '  did  not  arise  from  the 
resurrection  hope.  It  is  found  in  books  that  are  unacquainted 
with  that  hope.  Death  is  described  as  'sleep'  in  Gen.  47 30 
Dt.  31 16  Job  7  21  14  1 2,  as  'the  eternal  sleep'  in  Jer.  6139  57.  In 
the  later  period,  therefore,  in  which  the  belief  in  the  resurrection 
was  finally  established,  when  the  state  of  the  departed  is 
described  as  a  'sleep,'  the  word  must  in  no  case  be  taken  in  its 
literal  meaning. 

-  vn'  ar>d  71^33  are  omitted  by  these  scholars  as  interpolations, 
and  instead  of  Urn  «'J3J  they  read  Wrn  «'pni. 

3  See  Che.  Intr.  Is.  158,  and  cp  OPs.  403 f. 

*  Cp  '  the  inhabitants  of  the  dust  shall  awake  '  and  '  many  that 
sleep  in  the  land  of  dust  shall  awake.' 

5  This  resurrection  to  punishment,  or  a  belief  perfectly  akin, 
is  found   in  contemporary  work;   24  256-8  262oyC  27 1  12  f.,  a 
fragmentary  apocalypse  of  3^4  B.C.  (Che.).     Thus  in  242I./I,  the 
'  host  of  heaven  ' — i.e.,  angelic  rulers  of  the  nation  and  the  kings 
of  the  earth — are  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  'pit '  and,  'after  many 
days,'  to   be  visited  with  punishment.     Cp  Eth.  En.  549025. 
According  to  later  views  God  does  not  punish  a  nation  until  he 
has  first  humiliated  its  angelic  patron  (Shir-rabba  276).     More 
over  the  future  judgment  of  the  Gentile  nations  will  be  preceded 
by  the  judgment  of  their  angelic  chiefs  (Beshallach  13  [see  Weber, 
L.  d.  Talmud,  165]). 

6  The  '  many '  who  are  condemned  here  are  Jewish  apostates. 
The  place  into  which  they  are  cast  is  evidently  Gehenna,  though 
the  term  does  not  appear  in  OT  with  this  special  penal  sense. 
The  place  is  referred  to  also  in  Is.  6624  and  probably  in  50 n. 
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religious  thinkers  of  Israel  were  led  to  a  moral  concep 
tion  of  the  future  life  and  to  the  certainty  of  their  share 
therein.  These  beliefs  were  reached,  not  through 
deductions  of  reason,  as  in  Greece,  but  through  spiritual 
crises  deep  as  the  human  personality  and  wide  as 
human  life. 

[At  this  point  a  caution  must  be  offered  to  the  student. 

The   study  of  the  religious    content   of  eschatological 

52    Com  ideas   is  to  some  extent  distinct  from 

tive  Eschat  ttlat  °^  'ts  *°rm<  nor  can  eitner  religious 
.  '"  or  literary  criticism  (to  the  latter  of 

which  special  attention  is  given  here) 
enable  us  to  dispense  with  the  help  of  the  comparative 
historical  study  of  the  religious  ideas  of  those  peoples 
which  came  most  into  contact  with  the  Jewish.  Some 
excellent  introductions  to  '  Biblical  Theology  '  are  based, 
consciously  or  unconsciously,  on  the  principle  that  the 
movement  of  religious  thought  in  Israel  was  completely 
independent  of  external  stimulus.  There  can  be  no 
greater  mistake.  Students  of  Jewish  religion  can  no 
longer  avoid  acquainting  themselves  with  Babylonio- 
Assyrian,  Egyptian,  Zoroastrian,  and  Greek  religion, 
and  using  any  further  collateral  information  that  they 
can  get.1  The  abundance  of  fresh  literary  material  for 
the  study  of  eschatology  as  it  took  form  in  Jewish  minds 
is  our  excuse  for  not,  in  this  article,  bringing  Jewish 
eschatology  into  relation  to  other  eschatologies,  more 
especially  Babylonian  and  Persian.  The  article  would 
have  become  disproportionately  long  if  we  had  adopted 
the  course  which  is  theoretically  the  only  right  one.  It 
must  also  be  remembered  that  the  '  spiritual  crises ' 
referred  to  above  were  conditioned  by  crises  in  the 
history  of  the  nation.  We  are  far  from  denying  that 
'  the  spirit '  as  well  as  the  wind,  '  breatheth  where  it 
listeth. '  Even  the  spirit  of  revelation,  however,  cannot 
work  on  unprepared  minds.  Jewish  eschatology  there 
fore  can  be  fully  sketched  only  on  a  canvas  larger  than 
is  here  at  our  disposal,  and  this  article  must  be  supple 
mented  by  reference  to  a  group  of  other  articles,  includ 
ing  especially  ANTICHRIST  and  PERSIA  (the  part  dealing 
with  religion).  On  the  narrative  in  Gen.  24*5-3  which 
influenced  directly  or  indirectly  so  many  later  writers, 
reference  should  be  made,  for  the  mythic  form  of  the 
ideas,  to  CREATION,  §  20  (c). — ED.] 

In  the  writings  (Apocryphal,  Apocalyptic,  etc.)  that 

we  are  now  to  consider,  the  eschatological  ideas  of  the 

_    ...       later  prophets  are  reproduced  and  further 

f  Mth  d    devel°Ped-     We  sha11  find  il  convenient 
to  deal  with  this  literature  in  three  chrono 
logical  periods  ;   I.   200-100  (§§  51-63),  II.    100-1  B.C. 
(§§  64-70),    III.    i-ioo   A.D.    (§§   71-81).      In  treating 
each  of  these  periods,  after  (a)  a  general  account  of  its 
thought  and  (/>)  an  account  of  the  various  works  it  pro 
duced,  we  shall  show  in  detail  (c)  the  development  of 
certain  special  conceptions — viz.  (i)  Soul  and  spirit,  (2) 
Judgment,   (3)   Places  of  abode  for  the  departed,   (4) 
Resurrection,  (5)  Messianic  kingdom,  Messiah,  Gentiles. 
Unlike  the  rest  of  the  apocalyptic  and  apocryphal 
books,   Ecclus.   and  Tobit,  instead  of  reproducing  and 
_ .    p     .       developing  the  ideas  we  have  just  summar- 
d  T  h't  'sed>  rePresent  tne  older  and  more  conser- 
'  vative  views.      As  lying  off  the  main  path 
of  religious  development  and  witnessing  to  still  surviving 
primitive  elements  in  Judaism,  we  shall  consider  them 
together  at  the  o*utset. 

In  Ecclus.  the  problem  of  retribution  takes  a  peculiar 

form.      On  the  one  hand  it  is  purely  conservative.     All 

_     .        retribution  without   exception    is  confined 

.     CC  US.  to  tj^s  j-fe  .  tnere  js  .  no  inquisition  of  life  ' 

1  See  Charles,  Doctrine  of  a  Future  Life,  pp.  24-25  n.,  33  n., 
34  n.,  57  n.,  on  the  relation  of  the  religion  of  Babylonia  to  that 
of  ancient  Israel  ;  pp.  116  n.,  134-136,  on  the  relation  of  Zoroas- 
trianism  to  Judaism  ;  pp.  24  n. ,  26-27  n->  34  n. ,  40  n.,'57  n. ,  on 
the  analogies  between  the  primitive  religion  of  Israel  and  that 
of  Greece;  and  pp.  79  n.,  137-151,  on  the  development  of  the 
doctrine  of  immortality  in  Greece  as  contrasted  with  that  in 
Palestine. 
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in  ShC6l  (414).  On  the  other  hand  it  supplements 
Ezekiel's  theory  of  exact  individual  retribution  with  the 
older  view  which  he  attacked,  and  seeks  to  cover  its 
obvious  defects  with  the  doctrine  of  the  solidarity  of  the 
family. 

A  man's  conduct  must  receive  its  recompense  in  this  life 
(see  especially  2ioyC  and  cp  23-9  9i2  Ylzf.  also  1126).  Obvi 
ously,  however,  all  men  do  not  meet  with  their  deserts.  Hence 
a  man's  sins  are  visited  through  the  evil  remembrance  of  his 
name  and  in  the  misfortunes  of  his  children  after  him  (1128 
2824-26  40  1  5  415-8).  Similarly  the  posterity  of  the  righteous  is 
blessed  (447-15).  Sheol  is  the  abode  of  the  shades  and  the  region 
of  death1  (9  12  14  12  16  41  4  48  5),  where  is  no  delight  (14  16),  no 
praise  of  God  (1717-28):  man  is  plunged  in  an  eternal  sleep 
(4619  22n  30i7  8823).-  As  regards  the  future  of  the  nation, 
the  writer  looks  forward  to  the  Messianic  kingdom  of  which 
Elijah  is  to  be  the  forerunner  (48  10),  when  Israel  shall  be 
delivered  from  evil  (5023_/T),  the  scattered  tribes  restored  (8813  = 
AV  3lin),  the  heathen  nations  duly  punished  (32  22-24  =  AV 
35isy;).  This  kingdom  of  Israel  will  last  for  ever  (3725 
[so  Gk.  and  Eth.  but  wanting  in  Syr.])  44  13  [so  Gk.  and  Eth.  ; 
Heb.  and  Syr.  read  '  memorial  '  instead  of  '  seed  ']). 

The  eschatology  of  Tobit  is  very  slight.      Like  the 

earlier  books,   it  entertains  high  hopes  for  the  Jewish 

_.   „,  ...    people.     Jerusalem  and  the  temple  shall  be 

rebuilt  with  gold  and  precious  stones,   the 

scattered  tribes  shall  be  restored,  and  the  heathen,  for 

saking    their    idols,    shall   worship   the   God  of   Israel 

(13io-i8  144-6).      Sh.651  is  taken  in  the  traditional  sense 

'  eternal  place,1  6  aiuvios  rtiiros,  3  6.      As  in  Job  and  in 

Ecclesiastes,  Hades  (cp  3io  182)  is  a  place  where  exist 

ence  is  practically  at  an  end. 

Sarah,  the  daughter  of  Raguel,  prays  :  '  Command  my  spirit 
to  be  taken  from  me,  that  I  may  .  .  .  become  earth  .  .  .  and 
go  to  the  everlasting  place'  (36).  This  description  is  accounted 
for  by  the  writer's  acceptance  of  the  later  doctrine  of  the  spirit 
(§  17)- 

We  now  pass  to  the  writings  of  the  Hasids  or  Assi- 
deans,  a  small  but  important  body  of  zealous  Jews,  first 
referred  to  as  a  religious  organisation 
1  in  Eth.  En.  906  (see  note  in  Charles's 
ed.  ).  Its  rise  may  be  placed  at  about  200  B.C.3  The 
Hasids  first  appear  as  the  champions  of  the  law  against 
the  Hellenizing  Sadducees  ;  but  they  were  still  more  the 
representatives  of  advanced  forms  of  doctrine  about  the 
Messianic  kingdom  and  the  resurrection.  The  arrange 
ment  we  shall  adopt  has  been  explained  already  (§  53). 

58.  Second        I.  SECOND  CENTURY  B.C. 
Cent.  B.C.  Authorities. 

Ethiopic  Enoch  1-36  (ApocA-      Sibylline      Oracles  —  Prooem- 
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LYPTIC,  §  27). 
Daniel  (§  59). 
Ethiopic  Enoch  83-90  (§  60). 


mium  and  3  97-818. 4 
Test.  xii.  Patriarchs — Some  of 

its  apocalyptic  sections(§  61). 
Judith  (?)  (§  62). 

(a)   General  esckato logical  development. — It  was  under 
the  pressure  of  one  of  the  most  merciless  persecutions  re- 

1  In  21 10  thoughts  of  the  penal  character  of  SheOl  do  not 
seem  to  be  quite  absent. 

2  The  reference  to  Gehenna  in  7 17  (e/cSiKTj(ris  acre/Sous  irvp 
Kal  o-KioAjjf)  is  probably  corrupt  (om.  Syr.   Eth.  [best  MSS]). 
The  Hebrew  has  nDI  t?13N  JYIpn  '3- 

3  On  the  earlier  association  of  pious  Jews  called  Q"jj;  (the 
humbled  or  humiliated),  Q»IJJ;  (the  humble),  QTDn  (the  pious, 
covenant-keepers)  cp  PSALMS  ;  and  on  the  'AcriScuoi  of  Mace,  cp 
ASSIDEANS  ;  ISRAEL,  §  73. 

4  This,  the  oldest,  portion  of  the  Sibylline  oracles  dates  from 
the  latter  half  of  the  second  century  B.C.      Since,  however,  it 
belongs  to  Hellenistic  Judaism,  its  evidence  is  not  of  primary 
interest  in  the  story  of  Palestinian  eschatology,  and  may  ad 
vantageously  be  relegated  to  a  note.     Broadly  speaking,  we  may 
say  that  it  combines^  though  not  always  consistently,  various 
earlier  descriptions  of  the  future.      It  shows  no  trace  of  original 
thought.     Its  eschatological  forecasts  are  confined  to  this  world. 
Though  so  limited,  it  gives  a  vivid  account  of  the  Messianic 
kingdom.     Very  soon  the  people  of  the  Mighty  God  will  grow 
strong  (3  194-198),  and  God  will  send  from  the  east  the  Messiah, 
who  will  put  an  end  to  evil  war,  slaying  some  and  fulfilling  the 

Cromises  in  behalf  of  others,  and  he  will  be  guided  in  all  things 
y  God.  The  temple  shall  be  resplendent  with  glory,  and  the 
earth  teem  with  fruitfulness  (8652-660)  [cp  Che.  OPs.  23]. 
Then  the  nations  shall  muster  their  forces  and  attack  Palestine 
(8660-668);  but  God  will  destroy  them,  and  their  judgment 
shall  be  accompanied  by  fearful  portents  (8669-697).  Israel,  how 
ever,  shall  dwell  safely  under  the  divine  protection  (3  702-709)  ; 
and  the  rest  of  the  cities  and  the  islands  shall  be  converted,  and 
unite  with  Israel  in  praising  God  (8710-731).  The  blessings  of 
the  Messianic  age  are  recounted  (8744-754;  cp  also  8367-380, 
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corded  in  history  that  much  of  the  eschatological  thought 
of  this  century  was  built  up.  In  order  to  encourage  the 
faithful,  various  religious  thinkers  consolidated  and  devel 
oped  into  more  or  less  consistent  theodicies  the  scattered 
statements  and  intimations  of  an  eschatological  nature 
in  the  OT.  In  these  theodicies  there  is  no  vagueness  or 
doubt  as  to  the  ultimate  destinies  of  the  righteous  and 
the  wicked.  Faith  rests  in  the  reasonable  axiom  that  the 
essential  distinctions  between  these  classes  must  one 
day  be  realised  outwardly.  The  certainty  of  judgment 
on  the  advent  of  the  Messianic  kingdom,  accordingly,  is 
preached  in  the  most  emphatic  tones,  and  the  doctrine 
is  taught  that  at  death  men  enter  immediately  in  Sheol 
on  a  state  of  bliss  or  woe  which  is  but  the  prelude  of 
their  final  destiny.  The  righteous,  both  living  and 
dead,  shall  be  recompensed  to  the  full  in  the  eternal 
Messianic  kingdom  established  on  earth  with  its  centre 
at  Jerusalem.  Within  the  sphere  of  Judaism  it  is  in 
this  second  century  B.C.  that  the  eschatologies  of  the 
individual  and  of  the  nation  attain  their  most  complete 
synthesis  (cp  below,  §  82).  The  firm  lines  in  which 
these  eschatological  hopes  are  delineated  mark  the  great 
advance  achieved  in  this  period  by  religious  thought. 

(b)  The  theodicies  of  the  several  writers. — Eth.  En. 
1-36  has  been  described  in  detail  elsewhere  (see  APOCA- 
59  Eth  En  LYPTICi  §  2?)-  with  regard  to  Daniel, 


1-36;  Daniel. 


as  the  right  point  of  view  for  studying  it 


has  been  given  elsewhere  (DANIEL  ii.  ), 
and  we  have  already  noticed  its  main  eschatological 
conceptions  (above,  §  47),  we  need  only  observe  that 
in  it,  as  in  Eth.  En.  1-36,  the  Messianic  kingdom  is 
eternal,  its  scene  is  the  earth,  and  all  the  Gentiles  are 
subject  (7i4).  There  is  no  Messiah.  Those  Jews  who 
are  '  found  written  in  the  book  '  J  [of  life]  shall  be 
'  delivered  '  during  the  period  of  the  Messianic  woes. 
At  the  resurrection  only  those  Jews  who  are  pre-eminently 
righteous  and  wicked  shall  rise  from  the  '  land  of  dust  "2 
(i.e.,  Sh661)  to  receive  their  deserts:  the  righteous  to 
inherit  '  aeonian  life,  '  the  wicked  to  be  cast  into  Gehenna  3 
(12  2).  For  the  pre-eminently  righteous  in  Israel,  there 
fore,  Sh25l  has  become  an  intermediate  abode,  though 
for  the  Gentiles  it  continues  to  be  final.  The  risen  body 
seems  to  possess  its  natural  appetites  (as  in  Eth.  En. 
1-36).  The  Messianic  kingdom  of  which  the  righteous 
are  members  is  one  that  bears  sway  over  peoples. 

The  writer  of  Daniel  makes  a  very  special  use  of  the  belief  in 
angelic  patrons  of  nations,  of  which  another  application  will  be 
found  in  the  almost  contemporaneous  work  to  which  we  turn 
next—  viz.,  Eth.  En.  83-90. 

The  author  of   Ethiopic    Enoch    83-90,   which   was 
written  a  few  years  later  than  Eth.  En.  1-36  (on  which 
see  APOCALYPTIC,  §  27),  was  a  Hasld 

.  c       '.  ,  ,  '. 

and  a  supporter  of  the  Maccabean 
(B  C  166  161)  movement-  His  eschatology  is  de- 
'  "  '"  veloped  at  greater  length  than  that  of 
the  Daniel  apocalypse,  to  which  in  many  respects  it  is 
so  closely  allied.  The  belief  in  angelic  patrons  of 
nations  is  common,  as  we  have  seen,  to  both  writings  ; 
but  our  author  applies  it  in  a  peculiar  way. 


en 

OU. 


„„  -. 


691-723).     The  kings  of  the  earth  shall  be  at  peace  with  one 
another  (3  755-759)- 

In  the  later  section  of  this  book  the  forecast  is  somewhat 
different.  Though  in  the  earlier  part,  as  we  have  seen  above, 
it  was  the  Messiah  that  conducted  the  war  against  the  hostile 
nations,  in  this  it  is  the  prophets  of  God.  Thus  God  will 
establish  a  universal  kingdom  over  all  mankind,  with  Jerusalem 
as  centre  (3  767-771),  and  the  prophets  of  God  shall  lay  down  the 
sword  and  become  judges  and  kings  of  the  earth  (3-?&if.),  and 
men  shall  bring  offerings  to  the  temple  from  all  parts  of  the 
earth  (3  jyz/.). 

1  On  this  eschatological  term  see  Charles,  Enoch  131-133.     In 
the  earlier  passages  in  which  it  occurs  it  stands  in  connection 
with  temporal  blessings  only. 

2  We  assume  that  the  reading  1BJ7  riD"IN  is  correct.     For  this 
description  of  Sheol  cp  Job  17  16,  Ps.  22  15,  with  Cheyne's  note 
referring  to  a  similar  Assyrian  phrase.     If  this  interpretation  is 
correct,  Sheol,  though  it  has  become  a  temporary  abode  for  the 
righteous,  still  retains  its  traditional  character. 

3  Cp  Che.  OPs.  406. 
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The  undue  severities  that  have  befallen  Israel  are  not  from 
Clod's  hand  ;  they  are  the  doing  of  the  seventy  shepherds  (.i.e., 
angels)  into  whose  care  God  had  committed  Israel  (8959)  for 
the  destruction  of  its  faithless  members.  These  angels  have  not 
wronged  Israel  with  impunity,  however;  for  judgment  is  at  hand. 
When  their  oppression  is  at  its  worst  there  shall  be  formed  a 
righteous  league  (i.e.,  the  Hasldim  ;  906),  out  of  one  of  the 
families  of  which  shall  come  forth  Judas  the  Maccabee(!X)7-i6), 
who  shall  war  victoriously  against  all  the  enemies  of  Israel. 

While  the  struggle  is  still  raging,  God  will  intervene 
in  person. 

The  earth  shall  swallow  the  adversaries  of  the  righteous 
(90 18).  The  wicked  shepherds  and  the  fallen  watchers  shall 
then  be  cast  into  an  abyss  of  fire  (i.e.,  Tartarus;  9020-25),  ant' 
the  blinded  sheep — i.e.,  theapostate(Jews) — into  Gehenna (90 2<>). 
Whether  the  apostate  Jews  already  dead  are  to  be  transferred 
from  Sheol  does  not  appear. 

Then  God  himself  will  set  up  the  new  Jerusalem 
(9028/. ).  The  surviving  Gentiles  shall  be  converted  and 
serve  Israel  (90  30),  the  dispersion  be  brought  back, 
and  the  righteous  Israelites  be  raised  to  take  part  in 
the  kingdom  (9033).  When  all  is  accomplished,  the 
Messiah,  whose  role  is  a  passive  one,  shall  appear 
(9037),  and  all  shall  be  transformed  into  his  likeness. 

Until  a  critical  edition  of  the  XII.  Patriarchs  is 
published,  that  composite  work  cannot  be  quoted  as  an 
_  ,  authority.  It  belongs  to  very  different 
'  periods.  It  contains  apocalyptic  sections 
that  appear  to  belong  to  the  second  century 
B.C.  ;  but  the  body  of  the  work  seems  to  have  been 
written  about  the  beginning  of  the  Christian  era. 
There  are,  moreover,  numerous  (Christian)  interpola 
tions.  Many  of  the  apocalyptic  sections  appear  to  have 
constituted  originally  a  defence  of  the  warlike  Macca- 
bean  high  priests  of  the  latter  half  of  the  second  century 
B.C.,  whilst  others1  seem  to  attack  the  later  chiefs  of 
that  family,  in  the  last  century  B.C. 

It  is  hardly  possible  to  interpret  otherwise  such  a  statement 
regarding  Levi  as  that  in  Reub.  (i  ail  fin.  '.  '  He  shall  die  for  us 
in  wars  visible  and  invisible  ' ;  cp  Sim.  5. 

Whilst  one  or  more  of  these  sections  may  be  of  an 
earlier  date,  many  of  them  may  belong  to  the  last 
century  B.C.  Since,  however,  their  eschatological 
thought  in  some  respects  belongs  to  the  second  century 
B.  C. ,  we  shall  for  the  sake  of  convenience  deal  with  it 
here,  though  in  no  case  shall  we  build  upon  it  as  a 
foundation.2 

Levi  has  been  chosen  by  God  to  rule  all  the  Gentiles  with 
supreme  sovereignty  (Reub.  6).  The  Messiah  of  the  tribe  of 
Levi,  who  will  appear  at  the  close  of  th^  seventh  jubilee,  will 
possess  an  eternal  priesthood  3  (Levi  18  ;  apoc.  sections  of  Levi  = 
•J-5  8  10  14-18).  This  will  endure  till  God  comes  and  restores 
Jerusalem  and  dwells  in  Israel  (Levi  5).  This  Messiah  will 
judge  as  a  king  ;  he  will  bind  Beliar,  open  the  gates  of  Paradise 
and  give  his  saints  to  eat  of  the  tree  of  life  (Levi  18  cp  Eth.  En. 
264-6).  To  the  Messianic  kingdom  on  earth,  all  the  righteous 
patriarchs  shall  rise  (Sim.  64  Zeb.  10  Jud.  25).  Then  the  spirits 
of  deceit  shall  be  trodden  under  foot  (Sim.  0  Zeb.  9)  and  Beliar 
destroyed  (Levi  18  Jud.  25).  There  shall  be  only  one  people 
and  one  tongue  (Jud.  25).  The  surviving  Gentiles  are  in  all  cases 
to  be  converted,  save  in  Sim.  6  where  they  are  doomed  to  anni 
hilation.  According  to  Benj.  10  there  is  to  be  a  resurrection, 
first  <if  the  OT  heroes  and  patriarchs,  and  next  of  the  righteous 
and  of  the  wicked.  Thereupon  is  to  follow  judgment,  first  of 
Israel  and  then  of  the  Gentiles.  It  is  doubtful  whether  we  are 
to  regard  this  resurrection  as  embracing  Israel  only  or  all  man 
kind. 

The  designation  of  Michael  in  Dan.  6  (cp  Lev.  5 
Judith  25)  as  'a  mediator  between  God  and  man'  is 
noteworthy. 

It  may  be  permitted  in  conclusion  to  refer  to  the 
book  of  Judith.  The  words  in  which  the  Gentile 
B2  T  H'th  enermes  °f  Israel  are  threatened  (1617) 
1  '  obviously  refer  to  Gehenna,  and  remind  us 
of  the  very  late  appendix  to  Is.  66  (v.  23 /.),  which 
however  refers  to  unfaithful  Jews.  The  view  of 
Gehenna  as  the  final  abode  of  the  Gentiles  is  not  again 
attested  till  the  first  century  of  the  Christian  era  (in  Ass. 

1  Cp  Levi  14  16  (beg.).  These  passages  resemble  the  Psalms 
of  Solomon  that  assail  the  Sadducean  priesthood. 

'-  In  the  references  here  made  we  shall  use  the  better  readings 
of  the  A  rmenian  Version. 

3  Sometimes  a  Messiah  of  the  tribe  of  Judah  is  spoken  of. 
There  is  nothing  against  the  Jewish  origin  of  such  passages  ; 
but  others  which  combine  the  two  ideas  are  Christian. 
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Mos.  10 10  4  Ezra  7  36).  In  so  far,  the  date  (circa  63 
B.C.)  given  elsewhere  for  this  book  (see 'JuniTH,  §  5) 
seems  preferable  to  the  earlier  one  advocated  by  Schurer. 
(c)  Development  of  special  conceptions  in  second  century 
K.  c.  i.  Svtiland  Spirit.  — The  later  view  of  the  '  spirit ' 
63  Snecia.1  (see  §  2O)  ^  the  divine  breath  of  life 

conceptions,  jf*^  Hun<Jerllet  Ecdus'  ^  Bar- 2  '7 
('  the  dead  also  who  are  in  Hades,  whose 

spirit  is  taken  from  their  bodies');  see  also  Tob.  36  l 
Judith  10 13.  Elsewhere  in  the  second  century  we 
can  trace  only  the  older  Semitic  view  (above,  §  19), 
according  to  which  '  soul '  and  '  spirit '  are  practically 
identical.  The  apocalyptic  use,  however,  diverges 
from  the  more  primitive  ;  what  is  predicated  of  '  soul ' 
can  be  predicated  also  of  '  spirit.'  In  Daniel  indeed  we 
always  find,  not  'soul'  but  'spirit,'  even  where  'soul' 
could  have  been  used  with  perfect  propriety.2 

In  Enoch  1-36  the  inhabitants  of  Sh661  are  spoken  of 
as  'souls'  in  22s  (cp  9s),  but  generally  as  'spirits' 
(22 5-7  9  11-13).  We  even  find  the  strange  expression 
'spirits  of  the  souls  of  the  dead'3  (9io).  Here  also, 
therefore,  '  soul '  and  '  spirit '  are  practically  identical. 
Fallen  angels  and  demons  are  always  spoken  of  as 
'spirits'  (the  former  in  136  154  6/.,  the  latter  in 
169  ii  16i).  Indeed  'soul'  is  never  in  Jewish  litera 
ture  used  of  angels,  fallen  or  otherwise  (cp  above,  §  20). 

2.  Judgment. — The  judgment,   which  is  preliminary 
and  final,  involves  all  men  living  and  dead,  the  faithless 
angelic  rulers,  and  the  impure  angels.      It  will  be  on  the 
advent  of  the  Messianic  kingdom.    These  points  mark  the 
development  of  the  second  century  B.  c.  upon  the  past. 
There  is  the  further  development  that  the  judgment  is 
sometimes  (?)  conceived  as  setting  in,  immediately  after 
death,  in  an  intermediate  abode  of  the  soul.    In  Eth.  En. 
1-36  there  is  a  preliminary  judgment  on  the  angels  who 
married  the  daughters  of  men,  and  likewise  on  all  men 
who  were  alive  at  the  deluge  (10 1-12).     The  final  judg 
ment  before  the  advent  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom  will 
involve  the  impure  angels  (10 12/),   the  demons  who 
have  hitherto  gone  unpunished  (16  i),  and  all  Israel  with 
the  exception  of  a  certain  class  of  sinners.      In  Daniel 
there  is  a  preliminary  judgment  of  the  sword  executed 
by  the  saints  (244  722),  as  well  as  the  final  world-judg 
ment  (7g  a /. ),  which  will  introduce  the  Messianic  kingr 
dom  by  God  himself.     There  is  no  mention  of  judgment 
of  angels  ;   but  judgment  of  the  angelic  patrons  of  Persia 
and  Greece  may  be  assumed.      In  Eth.  En.  83-90  there 
is  the  first  world-judgment  of  the  deluge  (89),  the  judg 
ment  of  the  sword  executed  under  Judas  the  Maccabee 
(90 19  16),  and  the  final  judgment  on  the  impure  angels 
and  on  the  faithless  angelic  patrons  (9020-25).     The  last 
serves  to  introduce  the  Messianic  kingdom  on  the  present 
earth. 

3.  Places  of  abode  for  the  departed.  — i.  Sh&ol.     Sheol 
undergoes    complete    transformation     in     the    second 
century   B.C.    and    becomes   an    intermediate   place   of 
moral  retribution    for   the   righteous   and  the  wicked. 
(The  traditional  sense  probably  survives  in   Dan.  122, 
but  not  in  Eth.  En.  22. )     All  the  dead  who  die  before 
the  final  judgment  have  to  go  to  Shgol.      It  has  four 
divisions  ;  two  for  the  righteous  and  two  for  the  wicked. 
From  three  of  them  there  is  a  resurrection  to  final  judg 
ment  ;  but  from  the  fourth,  where  are  the  wicked  who 
met  with  violent  death,  there  is  no  rising.      Sheol  has  in 
this  last  case  become  hell. 

ii.  Paradise.  In  the  second  century  only  two  men, 
Enoch  and  Elijah,  were  conceived  as  having  been 

1  How  thoroughly  life  was  identified  with  the  presence  of  the 
spirit  appears  from  this  verse  ;  '  Command  my  spirit  to  be  taken 
from  me,  that  I  may  be  released,  and  become  earth.' 

3  In  Dan.  7 15  it  has  generally  been  thought  that  the  spirit  is 
spoken  of  as  enclosed  in  the  '  sheath  '  (njnj)  of  the  body  ;  but  we 
should  no  doubt,  with  Buhl  and  Marti,  read  rip  ['33  '  because 
of  this.'  (£587  which  gives  (v  TOVTOIS,  and  Vg.,  imply  rt]"l  133. 

3  In  these  references  the  Gizeh  Greek  text  has  been  followed. 
In  the  Ethiopia  text  the  term  '  soul '  is  used  instead  of  '  spirit '  in 
223  9  n^,  but  corruptly. 
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admitted  to  Paradise  on  leaving  this  world  (Eth.  En. 
87s/  8952).1  The  cause  is  manifest.  See  ENOCH,  i. 

iii.  Gehenna.  Gehenna  is  definitely  conceived  in 
Dan.  122  Eth.  En.  27 1/.  and  9026 /.  (?)  as  the  final, 
not  the  immediate,  abode  of  apostates  in  the  next 
world. 

iv.  The  abyss  of  fire.2  This  is  the  final  place  of 
punishment  for  the  faithless  angelic  rulers  and  for  the 
impure  angels  (Eth.  En.  18n-19  21  90 21-25).  In  Eth. 
En.  18n-i6  21 1-6  the  fiery  abyss  for  the  impure  angels 
is  distinguished  from  another  fiery  abyss  mentioned  in 
2l7-io.  This  latter  may  be  for  the  faithless  angelic 
rulers. 

4.  Resurrection.— -In  Eth.  En.  83-90  (see  90 33)  there 
is  a  resurrection  only  of  the  righteous  ;   in  Dan.  122  f., 
of  those  who  are  righteous  and  wicked  in  a  pre-eminent 
degree  ;    and  in  Eth.  En.  22  of  the  righteous  and  of 
such  of  the  wicked  as  had  not  met  with  retribution  in 
life.       Thus  in  Eth.  En.  83-90  the  older  and  spiritual 
form  of  the  doctrine  is   preserved.       In   all   cases   the 
righteous  rise  to  participate  in  the  Messianic  kingdom. 

5.  Messianic  kingdom. — In  Dan.  and  Eth.  En.  1-36 
the  scene  of  the  Messianic  kingdom  is  the  earth.      In 
Eth.   En.   83-90  its  centre  is  to   be,    not    the   earthly 
Jerusalem,  but  the  new  Jerusalem  brought  down  from 
heaven.      This  is  the  first  trace  in  the  second  century 
B.  c.  of  a  sense  of  the  unfitness  of  the  present  world  for 
Messianic  glory.      The  kingdom  is  to  be  eternal.      Its 
members  are  to  enjoy  a  life  of  patriarchal  length  (Eth. 
En.  5  9  256),  or  to  live  for  ever  (9033).      In  Dan.  122/. 
the  point  is  left  doubtful.      Besides  the  Messiah  in  Sibyll. 
Or.  3  652-654  there  is  no  mention  of  the  Messiah  in  the 
second  century  B.C.  except  in  Eth.  En.  83-90  (see  9037), 
where,  however,  his  introduction  seems  due  merely  to 
literary  reminiscence. 

6.  Gentiles. — According  to   Eth.    En.  10  21,   all    the 
Gentiles  are  to   become  righteous  and   worship  God. 
Only  the  hostile  Gentiles  are  to  be  destroyed  (Dan.  2244 
7  n/  Eth.  En.  909-i6  18).     The  rest  will  be  converted  (?) 
and  serve  Israel  (Dan.  7 14  Eth.  En.  9030). 

64.  Last         H-  LAST  CENTURY  B.C. 
Cent.  B.C.       Authorities  for  104-1  B.C. 

Ethiopia  Enoch  91-104  (§  65).  Psalms  of  Solomon  (§  67). 
Ethiopia  Enoch  37-70  (§  66).  Sibylline  Oracles  3  1-62  " 
i  -Maccabees  (§  66,  end).  2  Maccabees  (§  69). 

(a)  General  eschatological  development.  — A  great 
gulf  divides  the  eschatology  of  the  last  century  B.C.  as 
a  whole  from  that  of  its  predecessor.  The  hope  of  an 
eternal  Messianic  kingdom  on  the  present  earth  is  all 
but  universally  abandoned.3  The  earth  as  it  is,  is  mani 
festly  regarded  as  wholly  unfit  for  the  manifestation  of 
the  kingdom.  The  dualism  which  had  begun  to  assert 
itself  in  the  preceding  century  is  therefore  now  the 
preponderating  dogma.  This  new  attitude  compels 
writers  to  advance  to  new  conceptions  concerning  the 
kingdom. 

(i. )  Some  boldly  declare  (Eth.  En.  91-104),  or  else 
imply  (Pss.  Sol.  1-16  2  Mace.  [?]),  that  the  Messianic 
kingdom  is  only  temporary,  and  that  the  goal  of  the 
risen  righteous  is  not  this  transitory  kingdom  but  heaven 
itself.  In  the  thoughts  of  these  writers  the  belief  in  a 
personal  immortality  has  disassociated  itself  from  the 
doctrine  of  the  Afessianic  kingdom,  and  the  synthesis  of 
the  two  eschatologies  achieved  in  the  preceding  century 
(see  §  58)  is  anciv  resolved  into  its  elements.^  This  is  a 
natural  consequence,  as  we  have  said,  of  the  growing 
dualism  of  the  times. 

i  Cp  Che.  OPs.  414. 

"  Cp  PERSIA  (the  part  dealing  with  religion). 

3  Only  in  Pss.  Sol.  17  f.  of  this  century  does  the  Messianic 
kingdom  seem  to  be  of  eternal  duration  on  the  present  earth 
(cp  17  4).     Since  the  Messiah  himself,  however,  is  only  a  man, 
his  kingdom  is  probably  of  only  temporary  duration  (see  below, 
§  67  [i.],  and  APOCALYPTIC,  §  85). 

4  On   the   synthesis  effected  in   the    NT,  see   §82;    on  the 
exceptional  anticipation  of  this  in  Eth.  En.  27-70,  see  §  66. 
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(ii. )  Quite  another  line  of  thought,  however,  was 
possible.  The  present  earth  could  not,  it  is  true,  be 
regarded  as  the  scene  of  an  eternal  Messianic  kingdom  ; 
but  a  renewed  and  transformed  earth  could.  The 
scene  of  the  eternal  Messianic  kingdom  would  be  such 
a  new  earth,  and  a  new  heaven,  and  to  share  in  this 
eternal  kingdom  the  righteous  should  rise  (Eth.  En. 
37-70).  Here  the  idea  of  a  new  heaven  and  a  new 
earth,  which  appeared  illogically  in  Is.  65  f.  (§  48),  is 
applied  with  reasonable  consistency. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  writers  of  the  former 
class  (i. )  anticipated  a  resurrection  only  of  the  righteous, 
a  resurrection  of  the  spirit  not  of  the  body  (Eth.  En. 
91-104  Pss.  Sol. )  ;  but  writers  of  the  latter  class  (ii. ) 
looked  forward  to  a  resurrection  of  all  Israel  (Eth.  En. 
37-70)  at  the  close  of  the  temporary,  and  the  beginning 
of  the  eternal,  Messianic  kingdom.  In  2  Mace.,  which 
diverges  in  some  respects  from  both  classes,  a  bodily 
resurrection  of  the  righteous,  and  possibly  of  all  Israel, 
is  expected. 

Again,  in  contradistinction  to  the  preceding  century 
there  is  now  developed  a  vigorous,  indeed  a  unique, 
doctrine  of  the  Messiah,  the  doctrine  of  the  supernatural 
Son  of  Man  (Eth.  En.  37-70). 

Finally,  the  present  sufferings  of  Israel  at  the  hands 
of  the  Gentiles  are  explained  as  disciplinary  (2  Mace. 
(5 12-17  cp  Jud.  827  Wisd.  1222). 

Israel  is  chastened  for  its  sins  lest  they  should  come  to  a 
head  ;  but  the  Gentiles  are  allowed  to  fill  up  the  cup  of  their 
iniquity  (cp  Gen.  15  16  Dan.  8  23  9  26). 

(b)  Eschatologies  of  the  several  writers.  — We  have  said 
that  the  eschatology  of  the  last  century  B.  C.  introduces 

=    Tui.    T-      us  into  a  world  of  new  conceptions  (S  70). 
65.  Etn.  En.  TTTu-i  t  •  ...  f    \"  i- 

91  104         Whilst  in  the  writings  of  the  preceding 

century  the  resurrection  and  the  final  judg 
ment  were  the  prelude  to  an  everlasting  Messianic  king 
dom,  in  Ethiopic  Enoch  91-104  they  are  adjourned 
to  the  close.  The  Messianic  kingdom  is  thus,  for  the 
first  time,  conceived  as  temporary.  It  is  therefore  no 
longer  the  goal  of  the  hopes  of  the  righteous.  Their 
soul  finds  its  satisfaction  only  in  a  blessed  immortality 
in  heaven.  The  author  acknowledges  that  the  wicked 
seem  to  sin  with  impunity  ;  but  he  believes  that  this  is 
not  so  in  truth  ;  their  evil  deeds  are  recorded  every  day 
(1047),  and  they  will  suffer  endless  retribution  in  ShSol 
(99n),  a  place  of  darkness  and  flame  (for  ShCol  is  here 
conceived  as  hell),  from  which  there  is  no  escape  (98310 
1037/)- 

In  the  eighth  week,  the  Messianic  kingdom  (but  without  a 
Messiah)  shall  be  established,  and  the  righteous  shall  slay  the 
wicked  with  the  sword  (91  12  967961  98  12  9946).  To  this 
kingdom  the  righteous  who  have  departed  this  life  shall  not 
rise.  At  its  close,  in  the  tenth  week,  snail  be  held  the  final 
judgment ;  the  former  heaven  and  earth  shall  be  destroyed, 
and  a  new  heaven  created  (91  14-16).  The  righteous  dead,  who 
have  hitherto  been  guarded  by  angels  (100  5),  in  a  department 
of  Sheol  (?  cp  4  Ezra  441),  shall  be  raised,  91  10  923  (not. 
however,  in  the  body,  but  as  spirits  ;  103  •}/.),  and  the  portals 
of  heaven  shall  be  opened  to  them  (1042);  they  shall  joy  as 
the  angels  (1044),  becoming  companions  of  the  heavenly  host 
104e),  and  shining  as  the  stars  for  ever  (1042). 

The  interest  of  the  author  of  Eth.  En.  37-70  is  in  the 

sphere   of  the   moral  and   spiritual.     This   is  manifest 

FtVi    V      even  m  h's  usual   name  for  God,    '  the 

,  •  Lord  of  Spirits,'  and  in  the  peculiar  turn 

07   "7n  o  nn 

1  M  that   he   gives    t0  the  trisaSion   in   39 12 

1  liacc.       .  j_Toiy(  holy,  holy  is  the  Lord  of  spirits  : 

he  filleth  the  earth  with  spirits.'  His  views  are  strongly 
apocalyptic  and  follow  closely  in  the  wake  of  Daniel. 
Unlike  the  writer  of  chaps.  91-104  (§  65),  however,  he 
clings  fast  to  a  future  kingdom  of  (righteous)  Israel, 
destined  to  endure  for  ever,  to  which  the  righteous  shall 
rise.  The  righteous  individual  will  thus  find  his  con 
summation  in  the  righteous  community. 

In  addition  to  the  eschatological  details  given  elsewhere 
(APOCALYPTIC,  §  30)  we  should  observe  the  following  points: — 
The  Son  of  Man  is  to  judge  all  angels,  unfallen  and  fallen  (61  8 
564),  and  men — righteous  and  sinners  (62  2/i),  kings  and  mighty 
(623-11  681-411).  The  Messiah  is  for  the  first  time  represented 
as  a  supernatural  being,  Judge  of  men  and  angels.  The  fallen 
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angels  are  to  be  cast  into  a.  fiery  furnace  (546),  the  kings  and 
the  mighty  to  be  tortured  in  Gehenna  by  the  angel  of  punish 
ment  (53  3-5  54  i_/),  and  the  remaining  sinners  and  godless  to  be 
driven  from  the  face  of  the  earth  (38  3  41  2  45  6) ;  the  Son  of 
Man  shall  slay  them  by  the  word  of  his  mouth  (022).  Heaven 
and  earth  shall  be  transformed  (45  $/.),  the  righteous  shall  have 
their  mansions  therein  (39  6  41  2),  and  live  in  the  light  of  eternal 
life  (083).  The  elect  one  shall  dwell  amongst  them  (444),  and 
they  shall  eat  and  lie  down  and  rise  up  with  him  for  ever  (t>2  14). 
They  shall  be  clad  in  garments  of  life  (6'2.is/.),  and  become 
angels  in  heaven  (51  4)  ;  and  they  shall  seek  after  light  and  find 
righteousness  (58  if.),  and  grow  in  knowledge  and  righteousness 
(58  5). 

i  Mace,  is  quite  without  eschatological  teaching,  if 
we  except  the  writer's  expectation  of  a  prophet  in  446 
144I.1 

In  considering  the  Psalms  of  Solomon  the  eschato 
logical  system  of  the  last  two  psalms  (17  /.},  which 
differs  in  many  important  respects  from  that  of  Pss. 
1-16,  may  be  taken  first. 

i.  The  eschatology  of  Ps.  Sol.  17/.  is  marked  by  a 
singular  want  of  originality. 

There  is  hardly  a  statement  relative  to  the  hopes  of  Israel 

that  could  not  be  explained  as  a  literary  reminiscence.     Where 

_      .  these  psalms  are  at  all  original  their  influence 

67.  irsalms    ;s  distinctly  hurtful ;  the  proof  that  the  popular 

Of  Solomon,  aspirations  with  which  they  connect  the  Messiah 

BC  70-40.  were  injurious  to  the  best  interests  of  the  nation 
was  '  written  in  fire  and  blood  '  (see  MESSIAH). 

The  following  is  the  account  of  the  Messiah  (who  is 
specifically  so  called  in  I7s6  186  8). 

He  is  to  be  descended  from  David  (17  23),  a  righteous  king 
(1^35),  pure  from  sin  (1741).  He  will  gather  the  dispersed 
tribes  together  and  make  Jerusalem  holy  as  in  the  days  of  old. 
No  Gentile  shall  be  suffered  to  sojourn  there,  nor  any  one  that 
knows  wickedness.  The  ungodly  nations  he  shall  destroy  with 
the  word  of  his  mouth  (1727  cp  173941).  The  remaining 
Gentiles  shall  become  subject  to  him  (IT  ^if.);  he  will  have 
mercy  on  all  the  nations  that  come  before  him  in  fear  (17  38). 
They  shall  come  from  the  ends  of  the  world  to  see  his  glory, 
and  bring  their  sons  as  gifts  to  Zion  (17  34). 

The  Messianic  kingdom  is  apparently  of  temporary 
duration.  There  is  no  hint  of  the  rising  of  the  righteous 
who  have  died  ;  only  the  surviving  righteous  are  to 
share  in  it  (cp  17  50).  We  might  infer  the  transitory 
nature  of  the  Messianic  kingdom  from  the  fact  that  the 
Messiah  is  a  single  person,  not  a  series  of  kings.  The 
duration  of  his  kingdom  is  to  be  regarded  as  conter 
minous  with  that  of  its  ruler. 

ii.  In  Pss.  Sol.  1-16  there  is  hardly  a  single  reference  to 
the  future  kingdom  and  none  to  the  Messiah.  Since, 
however,  they  paint  in  glowing  colours  the  restoration  of 
the  tribes  (834  11 3-8),  they  look  for  a  Messianic  kingdom 
— at  all  events  a  period  of  prosperity,  when  God's  help 
should  be  enjoyed  (7  9).  Beyond  prophesying  vengeance 
on  the  hostile  nations  and  on  sinners,  however,  the 
psalmists  do  not  dwell  on  this  coming  time.  For  them 
the  real  recompense  of  the  righteous  is  not  bound  up 
with  an  earthly  kingdom.  The  righteous  rise,  not  to 
any  kingdom  of  temporal  prosperity,  but  to  eternal  life 
(3i6  13g)  ;  they  inherit  life  in  gladness  (146),  and  live 
in  the  righteousness  of  their  God  (15 15).  There  seems 
to  be  no  resurrection  of  the  body.  As  for  the  wicked, 
'their  inheritance  is  Hades  (here  =  hell),  and  darkness 
and  destruction'  (146  cp  15 n),  whither  they  go 
immediately  on  dying  (162).  The  eschatology  of  Pss. 
1-16  thus  agrees  in  nearly  every  point  with  that  of 
Eth.  En.  91-104  (§  6s).2 

In  Sibylline  Oracles  81-62,  written  before  31  B.C. 
(see  APOCALYPTIC,  §  85),  God's  kingdom  is  expected 
and  the  advent  of  a  holy  king  who 
shall  sway  the  sceptre  of  every  landa 
(849).  This  Messianic  king  is  to  reign 
'  for  all  the  ages '  (850).  These  words 
must  not  be  pressed,  however  ;  for,  a  few  lines  later,  a 
universal  judgment  on  all  men  is  foretold  (853-56  dof.). 
For  a  similar  limitation  cp  Apoc.  Bar.  40s  73 1. 

1  Cp  Che.  OPs.  40  n. 

"  Cp  APOCALYPTIC,  8  85.  The  sketch  there  given  is  merely 
to  justify  dividing  Pss.  1-lti  from  17./C 

•*  7j£ei  6"  ayi/bs  afa£  Traorjs  yrjs  (TKTJTTTpa  KpaTjjcrcov. 
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There  is  in  2  Mace,  only  one  direct  reference  to  a 
Messianic  kingdom  :  the  youngest  of  the  seven  brethren 

__          prays  that  '  God  may  speedily  be  gracious 
9.  2  mace.  to  the  nation  .  ^  37j     The  hope  of  it  is 

implied,  however,  in  the  expectation  of  the  restoration 
of  the  tribes  (2i8).  The  righteous  rise  in  the  body  to 
share  in  the  kingdom  where  they  will  renew  the  common 
life  with  their  brethren  (729).  The  kingdom  is  to  be 
eternal  ;  for  God  has  established  his  people  for  ever 
(14  15).  There  is  certainly  no  hint  of  a  Messiah.  Thus 
the  eschatology  is  really  that  of  the  second  century  B.  C. 

(§58^). 

Since  the  Messianic  kingdom  here  implied  is  to  be  of  a 
material  character  and  therefore  presumably  on  earth  —  for  the 
righteous  rise  to  an  eternal  life  (7  9  36),  in  a  body  constituted  as 
the  present  earthly  body  (7n  22^  1446)  —  we  may  reasonably 
infer  that  the  eternal  kingdom  thus  expected  was  to  be  upon  the 
present  earth,  as  in  Eth.  En.  83-00  (§  60).  Thus  the  eschatology 
of  this  book  belongs  really  to  the  second  century  B.C.  as  the 
epitomizer  claims. 

On  the  other  hand  the  doctrine  of  retribution,  present 
and  future,  plays  a  significant  role.  Present  retribution 
follows  sin,  for  Israel  and  for  the  Gentiles.  In  the  case 
of  Israel  its  purpose  is  corrective  ;  but  in  that  of  the 
Gentiles  it  is  vindictive  (6  13  ff.  ).  To  enforce  his  doctrine 
the  writer  reconstructs  history,  and  corrects  the  im 
perfect  assignment  of  destiny  to  the  heathen  oppressors, 
Epiphanes  (7i7  95-12)  and  Nicanor  (1632-35),  and  to  the 
Hellenising  Jews,  Jason  (67-10)  and  Menelaus  (138). 

Even  the  martyrs  confess  their  sufferings  to  be  due  to  sin 
(7  18  33  37),  and  pray  that  their  sufferings  may  '  stay  the  wrath 
of  the  Almighty'  (738).  Immediate  retribution  is  a  token  of 
God's  goodness  (G  13).  Our  present  concern,  however,  is  mainly 
with  retribution  beyond  the  grave.  The  righteous  and  the 
wicked  in  Israel  enter  after  death  the  intermediate  state  (Hades) 
(15  23),  where  they  have  a  foretaste  of  their  final  doom  (6  26), 
which  takes  effect  after  the  resurrection.  There  is  to  be  a 
resurrection  of  the  righteous  ("911  14  23  29  36),  perhaps  even  of 
all  Jews  (1243_/),  but  not  of  the  Gentiles.  These  remain  in 
Sheol.  Possibly  its  torments  are  referred  to  in  7  17.  When  the 
heathen  die  they  enter  at  once  on  their  eternal  doom  (7  14). 

(c)  Development  of  special  conceptions  in  the  last  century 
K.C.  i.  Soul  and  Spirit.  —  As  in  the  preceding  century, 
so  also  in  this,  the  doctrine  of  soul 


and  spirit  follows   aimost  wjthout  ex- 


„       .  . 
70.  hpeciai 

concept  0  S.  ceptjorlj  the  older  Semitic  view  (above, 
§  19).  The  exceptions  are  in  2  Mace.  lizf. 

In  v.  22  the  mother  of  the  seven  martyred  brethren  declares  : 
'  I  did  not  give  you  spirit  and  life  '  (TO  Tri-eC/ua  «ai  -n\v  /^(ar^y). 
Here,  as  in  Gen.  2  4/>-3  (above,  §  20),  the  nvev^a  is  the  life-giving 
principle  of  which  the  £o>rj  is  the  product.  The  same  phrase 
recurs  in  v.  23  and  in  14  46.  The  withdrawal  of  this  spirit,  how 
ever,  does  not  lead  to  unconsciousness  in  Shepl  ;  the  departed 
are  still  conscious  (6  26).  The  writer  is,  thus,  inconsistent  ;^for 
the  ordinary  dichotomy  of  soul  and  body  is  found  in  630  7  37 
14  38  15  30. 

In  all  the  remaining  literature  of  this  century  there  is 
only  a  dichotomy  —  either  spirit  1  and  body,  or  soul  and 
body.  Some  writers  use  one  of  these  pairs,  some  use 
both  ;  in  none  is  the  spirit  conceived  as  in  Gen.  24^-3. 

In  the  oldest  writing  of  the  century  the  departed  in  Sheol  are 
spoken  of  as  '  spirits  '  (Eth.  En.  98  10  103  3  4  8)  or  as  '  souls  ' 
(102s  ii  1087).  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  Similitudes  and  the 
Pss.  Sol.  (nearly  contemporaneous  works),  the  term  '  spirit  '  is 
not  used  of  man  at  all.  only  'soul';  see  Eth.  En.  453  63  10, 
Pss.  Sol.  passim,  but  particularly  9  7  and  9  9  where  the  highest 
spiritual  functions  are  ascribed  to  the  'soul.'  Finally  in  the 


of  the  wicked  '  (108  3  6)  and  '  of  the  righteous '  (r>v.  79  n). 

2.  Judgment. — The  judgment  is  final  and  involves 
all  rational  beings,  human  and  angelic.  It  will  be 
either  at  the  advent  of  the  Messianic  kingdom,  or  (and 
this  is  the  common  view)  at  its  close. 

It  is  only  in  Eth.  En.  37-70  that  it  is  regarded  as  introducing 
the  Messianic  kingdom,  and  here  it  differs  from  the  conception 
which  prevailed  in  the  second  century,  in  that  it  ushers  in  the 
Messianic  kingdom,  not  on  the  present  earth,  but  in  a  new 
heaven  and  a  new  earth. 

The  main  difference,  however,  between  the  judgment  in  the 
eschatologies  of  the  last  century  and  in  those  of  the  second  is 
that  all  (?)  other  writers  of  the  last  century,  except  Eth.  En. 

1  In  Eth.  En.  154  the  antithesis  between  the  spiritual  and  the 
fleshly  is  strongly  emphasized  ;  but  the  contrast  is  not  between 
two  parts  of  man  but  between  the  nature  of  angels  and  of  men. 
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37-70,  conceived  it  as  forming  the  close  of  the  temporary  Mes 
sianic  kingdom  (so  clearly  in  Eth.  En.  91-104  and  Pss.  Sol.  1-16, 
probably  also  in  Ps.  Sol.  17  f.  and  2  Mace.  ;  see  above,  §§  65 
67).  There  is,  however,  in  Eth.  En.  91  12  95  7  96  i  98  12,  etc.,  a 
preliminary  judgment  of  the  sword  which  (as  in  Dan.  244)  is 
executed  by  the  saints.  In  Ps.  Sol.  17_/?  this  Messianic  judg. 
ment  is  executed  forensically  by  the  Messiah. 

3.  Places  of  abode  of  the  departed. — i.  Paradise. 
Paradise,  which  in  the  preceding  century  had  been 
regarded  as  the  abode  of  only  two  men  (§  63  [3]  ii. ), 
has  come  to  be  regarded  as  the  intermediate  abode  of 
all  the  righteous  and  elect;  Eth.  En.  61 12  702  ff. 
(Noachic  Fragment,  608).  In  the  Similitudes  the 
righteous  pass  from  Paradise  to  the  Messianic  kingdom. 

ii.  Heaven.  For  the  first  time  in  apocalyptic  litera 
ture  heaven  becomes,  after  the  final  judgment,  the 
abode  of  the  righteous  as  spirits  (Eth.  En.  10424 
1033/). 

iii.  Shgol.  There  is  a  considerable  variety  in  the 
views  entertained  about  Sheol ;  but  most  of  them  have 
been  met  with  earlier. 

(a)  It  is  the  intermediate  abode  of  the  departed 
whence  all  Israel  (?)  rises  to  judgment  (Eth.  En.  51 1).1 

In  2  Mace,  this  is  the  only  sense  (6  23).  It  is  noteworthy  that 
the  writer  regards  a  moral  change  as  possible  in  Sheol  (see 
12  42-45).  According  to  Eth.  En.  100  5  the  souls  of  the  righteous 
are  preserved  in  a  special  part  of  Sheol  (?  cp  4  Ezra  4  41). 

(6)  Sheol  is  Hell. 

Eth.  En.  63  10  56  8  99  n  1037  and  always  in  Pss.  Sol.  [14  6 
15  ii  16  2].  Note  how  in  Pss.  Sol.  Sheol  is  associated  with  fire 
and  darkness  ;  it  has  drawn  to  itself  attributes  of  Gehenna.  In 
the  Similitudes  Sheol  is  an  intermediate  abode  for  all  that  die 
before  the  advent  of  the  Messianic  kingdom  (51  i).  The  wicked 
that  are  living  on  its  advent  shall  be  cast  into  Sheol ;  but 
Sheol  then  becomes  a  final  abode  of  fire  (63  10). 

(c)  ShCSl  is  Gehenna  in  the  interpolated  passage, 
Eth.  En.  568. 

iv.  Gehenna.  Two  new  developments  of  this  idea 
appear  in  the  last  century  B.  c. 

(a)  The  first   is   referred   to  in  Eth.  En.  48  9  SiiyC  62i2yi 
According  to  the  prevailing  view  of  the  second  century  B.C., 
Gehenna  was  to  be  the  final  abode  of  Jewish  apostates  whose 
sufferings  were  to  form  an  ever  present  spectacle  to  the  righteous  ; 
but  in  the  Similitudes  (37-70)  Gehenna  is  specially  designed  for 
kings  and  the  mighty,  and  it  is  forthwith  to  vanish  for  ever  with 
its  victims  from  the  sight  of  the  righteous.     This  latter  idea  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Similitudes  there  were  to  be,  after  the 
judgment,  new  heavens  and  a  new  earth. 

(b)  The  second  development  is  attested  in  Eth.  En.  91-104, 
where  Gehenna  is  a  place  only  of  spiritual  punishment,  whereas 
hitherto  it  had  been  a  place  of  spiritual  and  also  of  corporal 
punishment ;   in  98  3  we  read  of  '  spirits '  being  '  cast  into  the 
furnace  of  fire  '  (cp  also  103  8).    In  this  writer  Sheol  and  Gehenna 
have  become  equivalent  terms  (see  99  n  1087,  also  100  9).     The 
same  conception  is  found  in  the  Essene  writing  Eth.  En.  108  6. 

v.  Burning  furnace.  In  Eth.  En.  546  (cp  18n-i6 
21 1-6)  the  final  abode  of  the  fallen  angels  is  a  burning 
furnace. 

4.  Resurrection. — The  views  of  the  last  century  B.C. 
on  the  resurrection  show  a  great  development  on  those 
of  the  preceding  century.      In  Eth.  En.  91-104  (§  65)  and 
the  Pss.  Sol.  (§67)  the  resurrection  is  still  only  spiritual  ; 
but  2  Mace,  puts  forward  a  very  definite  resurrection  of 
the  body  (7n  1446),  as  does  also  Eth.  En.  37-70.      Only, 
the  body  is  a  garment  of  light  (62  is/ ),  and  those  who 
possess  it  are  angelic  (51 4).      Similarly  Eth.  En.  91-104 
and  Pss.  Sol.  agree  in  representing  the  resurrection  as 
involving  only  the  righteous,  and  Eth.  En.  37-70  and 
2  Mace.  (?)  in  extending  it  to  all  Israel. 

5.  (a)  Messianic  Kingdom.      See  §  64. 

(b}  Messiah. — In  the  preceding  century  the  Messianic 
hope  was  practically  non-existent.  Under  Judas  and 
Simon  the  need  of  a  Messiah  was  hardly  felt.  In  the 


1  Eth.  En.  51  i  is  difficult.  Both  Sheol  and  hell  (i.e.,  Jiaguel 
-destruction)  are  said  to  give  up  their  inhabitants  for  judgment. 
Are  we  therefore  to  regard  Sheol  and  hell  as  mere  parallels  here, 
or  is  Sheol  the  temporary  abode  of  the  righteous  and  hell  that 
°[  t]16  wicked  ?  The  fact  that  Paradise  is  the  intermediate 
abode  of  the  righteous  in  the  Similitudes  (see  above,  i.)  would 
favour  the  former  alternative.  Sheol  would  then  in  all  cases  be 
a  place  of  punishment  intermediate  or  final  in  the  Similitudes. 
The  connotation  of  Sheol,  however,  in  this  section  may  not  be 
fixed.  The  second  alternative,  therefore,  seems  the  true  one ; 
for  She5l  and  hell  appear  to  hold  both  good  and  evil  souls. 

1365 


ESCHATOLOGY 

first  half  of  the  last  century  B.C.  it  was  very  different. 
Subject  to  ruthless  oppressions,  the  righteous  were  in 
sore  need  of  help.  As  their  princes  were  the  leaders  in 
this  oppression,  the  pious  were  forced  to  look  for  aid  to 
God.  The  bold  and  original  thinker  to  whom  we  owe 
the  Similitudes  conceived  the  Messiah  as  the  super 
natural  Son  of  Man,  who  should  enjoy  universal 
dominion  and  execute  judgment  on  men  and  angels 
(cp  MESSIAH,  SON  OF  MAN).  Other  religious 
thinkers,  returning  afresh  to  the  study  of  the  earlier 
literature,  revived  (as  in  Pss.  Sol.)  the  expectation  of 
the  prophetic  Messiah,  sprung  from  the  house  and 
lineage  of  David  (17  23).  See  above  (§  67);  also 
APOCALYPTIC,  §  32.  These  very  divergent  concep 
tions  took  such  a  firm  hold  of  the  national  consciousness 
that  henceforth  the  Messiah  becomes  generally,  but  not 
universally,  the  chief  figure  in  the  Messianic  kingdom. 

6.  Gentiles. — The  favourable  view  of  the  second 
century  B.C.,  as  to  the  future  of  the  Gentiles,  has  all 
but  disappeared.  In  Eth.  En.  37-70  annihilation  ap 
pears  to  await  them.  In  Ps.  Sol.  17 32  they  are  to  be 
spared  to  serve  Israel  in  the  temporary  Messianic  king 
dom.  This  may  have  been  the  view  of  the  other 
writers  of  this  century  who  looked  forward  to  a  merely 
temporary  Messianic  kingdom. 

71.  First        III.  THE  FIRST  CENTURY  A.D. 
Cent.  A.D.  Authorities. 

Book  of  Jubilees  (§  72).  Apocalypse  of  Baruch  (§  78). 

Assumption  of  Moses  (§  73).        Book    of   Baruch  1   (see    APOC- 

Philo  (§  74).  RYl'HA,  §  6). 

Slavonic  Enoch  (§  75).  4  Esdras  (§  79). 

Book  of  Wisdom  (§  76).  Josephus  (§  80). 

4  Maccabees  (§  77). 

(a)  General  eschatological  development. — The  growth 
of  dualism  which  was  so  vigorous  in  the  last  century  B.  c. 
now  attains  its  final  development.  The  Messianic 
kingdom  is  not  to  be  everlasting  ;  in  one  work  it  is  to 
last  1000  years  (see  below,  §  75)  ;  in  some  writings  it 
is  even  wholly  despaired  of  ( Apoc.  Bar.  1824,  Salathiel 
Apoc.  [§  79,  e],  4  Mace. ).  According  to  another  work 
some  of  the  saints  will  rise  to  share  in  it  ( '  the  first 
resurrection').  The  breach  between  the  eschatologies 
of  the  individual  and  of  the  nation  which  had  begun  to 
appear  in  the  last  century  B.C.  (§  64)  has  been  widened, 
and  the  differences  of  the  two  eschatologies  have  been 
developed  to  their  utmost  limits.  The  nation  has  no 
blessed  future  at  all,  or,  at  best,  one  of  only  temporary 
duration.  This,  however,  is  a  matter  with  which  the 
individual  has  no  essential  concern.  His  interest  centres 
round  his  own  soul  and  his  own  lot  in  the  after-life. 
The  great  thought  of  the  divine  kingdom  has  been 
surrendered  in  despair. 

The  transcendent  view  of  the  risen  righteous  which 
was  sometimes  entertained  in  the  preceding  century 
(§  65)  becomes  more  generally  prevalent.  The  resur 
rection  involves  the  '  spirit '  alone  (Jubilees,  Ass.  Mos. , 
Philo,  Wisd. ,  4  Mace. ) ;  or,  the  righteous  are  to  rise 
vestured  with  the  glory  of  God  (Slav.  En.),  or  with 
their  former  body,  which  is  forthwith  to  be  trans 
formed  and  made  like  that  of  the  angels  (Apoc.  Bar. , 
4  Esdras  ;  see  also  the  Pharisaic  doctrine  in  Jos.  BJ 
814). 

Several  writers  reveal  a  new  development  in  regard 
to  the  resurrection  of  the  '  spirit. '  Instead  of  being 
preceded  by  a  stay  in  Sheol  till  after  the  final 
judgment,  the  entrance  of  the  righteous  spirit  on  a 
blessed  immortality  is  to  follow  on  death  immediately. 
This  view,  however,  is  held  only  by  Alexandrian  writers 
(Philo,  Wisdom  3 1-4  42710,  etc.,  4  Mace. )  or  by  the 
Essenes  (see  Jos.  5/28  n,  cp  ESSENES,  §  7).  The 
only  exception  is  Jubilees  (see  chap.  23).  The  older 
view  survives  in  the  first  century  A.D.  in  Ass.  Moses 
lOg,  in  Slav.  En.  and  (partly)  in  Eth.  En.  108. 

Finally,  the  scope  of  the  resurrection,  which  in  the  past 

1  The  earlier  part  of  this  work  may  be  as  old  as  the  second 
century  B.C. 
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was  limited  to  Israel,  is  extended  in  some  books  to  all 
mankind  (Apoc.  Bar.  31z  4Ezra73237>.  For  the  Gen 
tiles,  however,  this  is  but  a  sorry  boon.  They  are 
raised  only  to  be  condemned  for  ever  with  a  condemna 
tion  severer  than  that  which  they  had  endured  before.1 
(&)  Eschatologies  of  the  several  writers. — In  the  Book 
of  Jubilees  there  is  not  much  eschato- 
logical  thought.  Levi  is  given  a  special 
blessing  ;  from  him  are  to  proceed  '  princes  and  judges 
and  chiefs'  (31 15).  From  Judah  there  seems  to  be 
expected  a  Messiah. 

Isaac  blesses  Judah  thus  :  '  Be  thou  a  prince — thou  and  one 
of  thy  sons  over  the  sons  of  Jacob  ...  in  thee  shall  there  be 
the  help  of  Jacob,'  etc.  (31  J8_/C).  There  is  a  detailed  description 
of  the  Messianic  woes  (23  13  19  22).  These  will  be  followed  by 
an  invasion  of  Palestine  by  the  Gentiles  (23  23./).  Then  Israel 
will  '  begin  to  study  the  laws,'  and  repent  (2326).  As  the  nation 
becomes  faithful,  human  life  will  gradually  be  lengthened  till 
it  approaches  one  thousand  years  (23  27  ;  cp  23  28).  This  period 
is  the  '  great  day  of  peace '  (25  10).  Whether  the  blessings 
granted  to  the  Gentiles  through  Israel  (18  16  20  10  27  23),  how 
ever,  are  to  be  referred  to  the  Messianic  age,  is  doubtful. 
Finally,  when  the  righteous  die,  their  spirits  will  enter  into  a 
blessed  immortality  (2831).  'And  their  bones  shall  rest  in  the 
earth  and  their  spirits  shall  have  much  joy,  and  they  shall  know 
that  it  is  the  Lord  who  executes  judgment,'  etc. 

The  'day  of  the  great  judgment'  (23 n)  seems  to 
follow  on  the  close  of  the  Messianic  kingdom. 

Mastema  and  the  demons  subject  to  him  shall  be  judged 
(10s).  On  the  restriction  of  the  resurrection  to  the  spirit  (2831), 
see  above  (§  71,  a).  The  question  arises,  Where  do  the  spirits  of 
the  righteous  who  die  before  the  final  judgment  go?  It  cannot 
be  to  Sheol,  for  Sheol  is  ordinarily  conceived  in  this  book  as 
'  the  place  of  condemnation  '  into  which  are  cast  eaters  of  blood 
and  idolaters  (7292222).  It  must  be  either,  as  in  the  Simili 
tudes,  to  an  intermediate  abode  of  the  righteous,  such  as  Para 
dise,  or  else  to  heaven.  All  Palestinian  Jewish  tradition 
favours  an  intermediate  abode. 

The  Assumption  of  Moses  (7-29  A.D. )  is  closely  allied 
to  Jubilees  in  many  respects.  Where 
as  Jubilees,  however,  is  a  manifesto 
in  favour  of  the  priesthood,  the  As 
sumption,  proceeding  from  a  Pharisaic 
quietist,  contains  a  bitter  attack  on  them  (7). 

The  preparation  for  the  advent  of  the  theocratic  or  Messianic 
kingdom  will  be  a  period  of  repentance  (1  18).  1750  years  after 
the  death  of  Moses  (10  12)  God  will  intervene  in  behalf  of  Israel 
(107)  and  the  ten  tribes  shall  return.  There  is  no  Messiah  ;  '  the 
eternal  God  alone  .  .  .  will  punish  the  Gentiles'  (107).  In  this 
respect  the  Assumption  differs  from  Jubilees.  The  idealisation 
of  Moses  leaves  no  room  for  a  Messiah.  During  the  temporary 
Messianic  kingdom  Israel  shall  destroy  its  national  enemies 
(10s),  and  finally  be  exalted  to  heaven  (10 9),  whence  it  shall  see 
its  enemies  in  Gehenna  (10  10). 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  conception  of  Gehenna, 
which  was  originally  the  specific  place  of  punishment 
for  apostate  Jews,  is  here  extended,  so  that  it  becomes 
the  final  abode  of  the  wicked  generally.  Finally,  there 
seems  to  be  no  resurrection  of  the  body,  only  of  the 
spirit. 

Philo. — Wre  shall  only  touch  on  the  main  points  of 
the  eschatology  of  Philo.  He  looked 
forward  to  the  return  of  the  tribes  from 
'captivity,  to  the  establishment  of  a  Messi 
anic  kingdom  of  temporal  prosperity,  and  even  to  a 
Messiah. 

The  loci  classic!  on  this  subject  are  De  Execrat.  8f.  (ed. 
Mang.  2435  f.)  and  De  Proem,  et  Poen.  15-20  (ed.  Mang. 
2421-428).  The  former  passage  foretells  the  restoration  of  a 
converted  Israel  to  the  Holy  Land.  The  latter  describes  the 
Messianic  kingdom.  The  Messiah  is  a  man  of  war — efeAevcreTai 
•yap  avOpwiros,  $T\<J\V  6  xprjajios  (Nu.  24  17),  Ka.Taa'Tpa.Tap\iav  xat 

The  inclusion  of  the  Messiah  and  the  Messianic  king 
dom,  though  really  foreign  to  his  system,  in  Philo's 
eschatology,  is  strong  evidence  as  to  the  prevalence  of 
these  expectations  even  in  Hellenistic  Judaism.  Appar 
ently  Philo  did  not  look  forward  to  a  general  and  final 
judgment.  All  enter  after  death  into  their  final  abode. 
The  punishment  of  the  wicked  is  everlasting  (De 
Cherub,  i)  ;  even  the  wicked  Jews  are  committed  to 
Tartarus  (De  Execrat.  6).  As  matter  is  incurably  evil, 
there  can  be  no  resurrection  of  the  body.  Our  present 

1  So  Eth.  En.  22 19  Apoc.  Bar.  30  4/  36  n  4  Esd.  7  87. 
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life  in  the  body  is  death,  for  the  body  is  the  sepulchre 
of  the  soul  (Quod  Deus  immut.  32)  ;  our  aCip-a.  is  our 
<rij/*a  (Leg.  Alleg.  133). 

According  to  the  Slavonic   Enoch1  (1-50  A.D. ),   as 

the  earth  was  created   in  six  days,  its  history  will  be 

75    Slavonic    accomPlisned  in  6000  years  ;  and  as  the 

Enoch          s'x  ^avs  °^  creation  were  followed  by  one 

1  50  A  D  °^  rest>  S0  tne  6oo°  vears  °f  tne  world's 
history  will  be  followed  by  a  rest  of  1000 
years — the  Millennium  or  Messianic  kingdom.  Here  for 
the  first  time  the  Messianic  kingdom  is  limited  to  1000 
years  (whence  the  later  Christian  view  of  the  Millennium ), 
at  the  expiration  of  which  time  will  pass  into  eternity 
(322-332),  and  then  will  be  the  final  judgment. 

That  event  is  variously  called  '  the  day  of  judgment '  (39  i 
513),  'the  great  day  of  the  Lord'  (186),  'the  great  judgment' 
(52  15  685  667),  'the  day  of  the  great  judgment'  (004),  'the 
eternal  judgment'  (7  i),  'the  great  judgment  for  ever'  C>04), 
'the  terrible  judgment'  (48s),  'the  immeasurable  judgment' 
(40  12). 

Before  the  final  judgment  the  souls  of  the  departed 
are  in  intermediate  places. 

The  rebellious  angels  awaiting  judgment  in  torment  are  con 
fined  to  the  second  heaven  (7  1-3).  The  fallen  lustful  angels  are 
kept  in  durance  under  the  earth  (18  7).  Satan,  hurled  down 
from  heaven,  has  as  his  habitation  the  air  (29  t,f.).  For  the  souls 
of  men,  which  were  created  before  the  creation  of  the  world 
(23  5),  future  places  of  abode  have  been  separately  prepared  (49  2 
58  5).  The  context  of  58  5  appears  to  imply  that  they  are  the 
intermediate  place  for  human  souls.  In  32  i  Adam  is  sent  to 
this  receptacle  of  souls  on  his  death,  and  is  transferred  from  it 
to  paradise  in  the  third  heaven  after  the  great  judgment  (42  5). 
Even  the  souls  of  beasts  are  preserved  till  the  final  judgment  in 
order  to  testify  against  the  ill-usage  of  men  (.08  5  6). 

The  righteous  shall  escape  the  final  judgment  and 
enter  paradise  as  their  eternal  inheritance  (8  9  42a  5  6X3 
65 10).  The  wicked  are  cast  into  hell  in  the  third  heaven 
where  their  torment  will  be  for  everlasting  (10  40 12  41 2 
42  if.  613).  There  is  apparently  no  resurrection  of  the 
body — the  righteous  are  clothed  with  the  garments  of 
God's  glory  (22 8;  cp  Eth.  En.  62 16  108 12).  Theseventh 
heaven  is  the  final  abode  of  Enoch  (55  2  67  2)  ;  but  this 
is  an  exception. 

In  the  Alexandrian  '  Wisdom  of  Solomon '  there  is  no 
Messiah  ;  but  there  is  to  be  a  theocratic  kingdom,  in 
__.  ,  which  the  surviving  righteous  shall  judge 
)m>  the  nations  (378),  forensically  (cp  i  Cor. 
62),  not  by  the  sword.  Here  is  a  mark  of  progress. 
The  body  does  not  rise  again  ;  it  is  a  mere  burden  taken 
up  for  a  time  by  the  pre-existent  soul  (cp  Slav.  En. ). 
It  is  the  soul  that  is  immortal  (81-4  etc.).  The  wicked 
shall  be  'destroyed'  (419),  though  not  annihilated  (4  19 
5i).  The  true  judgment  of  the  individual  sets  in  at 
death  (41014).  For  further  details  see  WISDOM  OF 
SOLOMON,  §  17. 

4  Maccabees  is  a  philosophical  treatise  on  the  supre 
macy  of  reason.2  The  writer  adopts,  as  far  as  possible, 

77  4  M  l^e  tenets  °f  stoicism.      He   teaches  the 

'  eternal  existence  of  all  souls,  good  and 
bad,  but  no  resurrection  of  the  body.  The  good  shall 
enjoy  eternal  blessedness  in  heaven3  (98  152  17s); 
but  the  wicked  shall  be  tormented  in  fire  for  ever  (9 9 
10 15  12 12). 

On  the  composite  Book  of  Baruch  see  BARUCH  ii. , 
and  cp  APOCRYPHA,  §  6,  i.  Here  we  only  note  that 

78  Ba       h   m  2'7  Hades  still  possesses  its  OT  con- 
'        rucn   notation.     The  Apocalypse  of  Baruch  also 

,.  g  ^  . '  (50-80  A.D. )  is  a  composite  work  (APOCA- 
'  LYPT1C,  §  10  f.\  for  a  summary  of 
contents  see  ib.  §  8),4  the  six  or  more  independent 
constituents  of  which  may,  when  treated  from  the  stand 
point  of  their  eschatology,  be  ranged  in  three  classes. 

i.  The  Messiah  Apocalypses  A,,  A2,  A3  (27-30 1,  36- 
40,  53-74).  This  part  differs  from  the  rest  of  the  book 
in  being  written  before  70  A.D.  and  in  teaching  the 

1  For  further  details  see  Morfill  and  Charles's  editio prince fs 
of  this  book  ;  also  APOCALYPTIC,  ?§  33-41- 

2  See  MACCABEES  (FOURTH),  §§  2,  7,  and  cp  Che.  OPs.  29. 
»  Cp  Che.  OPs.  414,  443. 

4  For  a  fuller  treatment  see  Charles,  Apocalypse  of  Baruch. 
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doctrine  of  a  personal  Messiah.  In  Ap  however,  his 
rdle  is  a  passive  one,  whereas  in  A2  and  A3  he  is  a 
warrior  who  slays  the  enemies  of  Israel  with  his  own 
hand.  In  all  three  apocalypses  the  Messiah-kingdom 
is  of  temporary  duration. 

In  AS  the  Messiah's  '  principate  will  stand  "for  ever"  until 
the  world  of  corruption  is  at  an  end  '(40  3);  in  Ag  his  reign  is 
described  as  '  the  consummation  of  that  which  is  corruptible  and 
the  beginning  of  that  which  is  incorruptible  '  (74  2).  During  it 
there  will  be  no  sorrow  nor  anguish  nor  untimely  death  (73  2f.). 
The  animal  world  will  change  its  nature  and  minister  unto  man 
(736).  In  A.^  and  A;J  the  kingdom  is  inaugurated  with  the  judg 
ment  of  the  sword  (39  7-40  2,  72  2-6).  The  Gentiles  that  have 
ruled  or  oppressed  Israel  shall  be  destroyed  ;  but  those  that  have 
not  done  so  shall  be  spared  in  order  to  be  subject  to  Israel 
(72  2-6). 

The  final  judgment  and  the  resurrection  follow  on  the 
close  of  these  kingdoms. 

ii.  In  Bj  (1-9 1  43-447  45-466  77-82  86/.)  the 
writer  (who  is  optimistic)  looks  forward  (69)  to  Jeru 
salem's  being  rebuilt  (after  it  has  been  destroyed  by 
angels)  lest  the  enemy  should  boast  (7i),  to  the  restora 
tion  of  the  exiles  (776  78;),  and  to  a  Messianic  kingdom 
(Is  466  77 12);  but  he  does  not  expect  a  Messiah. 
Little  consideration  is  shown  for  the  Gentiles  (822-7). 

iii.  In  B2  (13-25  302-3541/.  448-i5  47-52  75/  83), 
written  after  70  A.D. ,  the  writer  has  relinquished  all 
expectation  of  national  restoration  and  all  hope  for  the 
present  corruptible  world.  He  is  mainly  concerned  with 
theological  problems  and  the  question  of  the  incorruptible 
world  that  is  to  be. 

The  world  shall  be  renewed  (32  6) ;  from  being  transitory 
(48  50  85 10)  it  shall  become  undying  (51 3)  and  everlasting 
(48  50)  ;  from  being  a  world  of  corruption  (21  19815;  cp  40  3  74  2) 
it  shall  become  incorruptible  and  invisible  (51  8  44  12).  Full  of 
world -despair,  the  writer  looks  for  no  Messiah  or  Messianic 
kingdom,  but  only  for  the  last  day  when  he  will  testify  against 
the  Gentile  oppressors  of  Israel  (13  3). 

In  the  meantime,  as  men  die  they  enter  in  some  degree 
on  their  reward  in  Sheol,  the  intermediate  abode  of  the 
departed  (23s  48 16  522;  cp  566),  in  which  there  are 
already  certain  degrees  of  happiness  or  torment. 

For  the  wicked  Sheol  is  an  abode  of  pain  (30  5  36  1 1),  still  not  to 
be  compared  with  their  torments  after  the  final  judgment.  The 
righteous  are  preserved  in  certain  'chambers'  or  'treasuries'  in 
Sheol  (4  Ezra  4  41),  where  they  enjoy  rest  and  peace,  guarded 
by  angels  (Eth.  En.  100  5  ;  4  Ezra  7  15). 

At  the  final  judgment  the  righteous  issue  forth  to 
receive  their  everlasting  reward  (302). 

As  regards  the  resurrection  B2  teaches  as  follows  : — 

In  answer  to  the  question,  Wilt  thpu  perchance  change  these 
things  [i.e.,  man's  material  body]  which  have  been  in  the  world, 
as  also  the  world  ?  [49  3],  he  shows  in  chap.  50  that  the  dead  shall 
be  raised  with  bodies  absolutely  unchanged,  with  a  view  to  their 
recognition  by  those  who  knew  them.  This  completed,  the 
bodies  of  the  righteous  shall  be  transformed,  with  a  view  to  an 
unending  spiritual  existence  (51 1  3  7-9).  They  shall  be  made 
like  the  angels  and  equal  to  the  stars,  and  changed  from  beauty 
into  loveliness,  and  from  light  into  the  splendour  of  glory  (51 10)  ; 
they  shall  even  surpass  the  angels  (51  12). 

The  Pauline  teaching  in  i  Cor.  1535-50  is  thus  in 
some  respects  a  developed  and  more  spiritual  expression 
of  ideas  already  current  in  Judaism. 

In  B3  (chap.  85)  there  is  the  same  despair  of  a  national 
restoration  as  in  B2,  and  only  spiritual  blessedness  is 
looked  for  in  the  world  of  incorruption  (85  4/). 

In  dealing  with  4  Esd.  we  shall  adopt  provisionally 
some  of  the  critical  results   attained  by   Kabisch   (cp 
79.  4  Esdras.  EsDRAS   [FOURTH]).       Of  the  five  inde 
pendent  writings  which  he  discovers  in  it, 
two  were  written  before  70  A.  D.  and  three  after. 

i.  The  two  former  'he  designates  respectively  an  Ezra 
Apocalypse  and  a  Son  of  Man  Vision. 

a.  The  Ezra  Apocalypse  consists  of  4  52-5  13*1  613-25 
726-44  8  63-9 12  and  is  largely  eschatological. 

The  signs  of  the  last  times  are  recounted  at  great  length  (5  1-12 
62i/:  9  1-3  6),  the  destruction  of  Rome  (63),  and  the  advent  of 
the  Messiah  the  Son  of  God  (5  6  726).  Certain  saints  shall 
accompany  the  Messiah  (728)1— here  we  seem  to  nave  the  idea 
ot  a  first  resurrection  of  the  saints  to  the  temporary  Messianic 
kingdom,  the  general  resurrection  taking  place  at  its  close 
0  31./) — and  all  the  faithful  who  have  survived  the  troubles 
that  preceded  the  kingdom  shall  rejoice  together  with  the 

1  The  same  idea  is  probably  to  be  found  in  13  52. 
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Messiah  400  years.  1  Then  the  Messiah  and  all  men  shall  die 
(7  29),  and  in  the  course  of  seven  days  the  world  shall  return  to 
its  primeval  silence,  even  as  in  the  course  of  seven  days  it  was 
created  (7  30).  Then  the  next  world  shall  awake,  the  corruptible 
perish  (731),  all  mankind  be  raised  from  the  dead  (7  32)  and 
appear  at  the  last  judgment  (7  33),  and  Paradise  (the  final  abode 
of  the  righteous)  and  Gehenna  be  revealed  (7  36).  The  judgment 
shall  last  seven  years  (7  43). 

b.  The  Son  of  Man  Vision  (chap.  13)  was  composed 
probably  before  70  A.  D. 

Many  signs  are  to  precede  the  advent  of  the  Messiah  (1832), 
who  will  appear  in  the  clouds  of  heaven  (13  3  32).  The  nations, 
'a  multitude  without  number,'  shall  assemble  from  the  four 
winds  of  heaven  to  attack  him  (13  5  34) ;  but  the  Messiah  will 
destroy  them — not  with  spear  or  weapon  of  war  (18928),  but 
'bya  flood  of  fire  out  of  his  mouth  and  a  flaming  breath  out  of  his 
lips'  (181027),  ar>d  'by  the  law  which  is  like  fire'  (183849). 
The  'new  Jerusalem'  shall  be  set  up  (1836).  The  Messiah 
shall  restore  the  ten  tribes  (184047)  and  preserve  the  residue  of 
God's  people  that  are  in  Palestine  (1848). 

ii.  The  other  three  constituents  of  4  Esd.  were  com 
posed  between  70  and  100  A.D. 

c.  The  Eagle  Vision  (10  60-1235).     Here  is  predicted  (1233) 
the  destruction  of  Rome  through  the  agency  of  the  Davidic 
Messiah  (1232  ;  so  Vv.  except  Lat.),  who  will  save  the  remnant 
of  God's  people  in  Palestine,  and  fill  them  with  joy  to  the  end, 
the  day  of  judgment  (12  34). 

d.  An  Ezra  Fragment  (14  i-ija  18-27  36-47)-     Ezra  is  to  be 
translated  and  to  live  with  the  Messiah  till  the  twelve  times  are 
ended (Hg).     Ten  and  a  half  haveelapsed  already  (14  ii).    Great 
woes  have  befallen  ;    but  the  worst  are  yet  to  come  (14  i6/.). 
Does  14  9  imply  that  when  '  the  times  are  ended  '  there  will  be  a 
Messianic  kingdom  like  that  in  the  Ezra  Apocalypse  discussed 
above  (a)?    This  is  not  improbable  if  we  compare  14 9  with  7  28. 
The  parts  of  chap.  14  under  consideration,  therefore,  may  belong 
to  that  apocalypse. 

e.  The  Apocalypse  of  Salathiel  (3  1-31  4  1-51  5  13^-6  10  630- 
7  25  7  45-8  62  9  13-10  57  1 2  40-48  1 4  28-35).     The  world  is  nearly  at 
an  end  (4  44-50).     As  it  was  created,  so  it  is  to  be  judged,  by  God 
alone  (5  56  6 6).     Very  few  shall  be  saved  (7  47-61  8  zf.\     Judg 
ment   and  all   things   relating  to  it  were   prepared  before   the 
creation  (7  70).     It  will  come  when  the  number  of  the  righteous 
is  completed  (4  36) ;  the  sins  of  earth  will  not  retard  it  (4  39-42). 
In  the   meantime,  retribution  sets   in  immediately  after  death 
(7  69  75  80  86  95  14  35).      The   souls  of  the   righteous,  who  are 
allowed  seven  days  to  see  what  will  befall  them  (7  ioo/'.),  are 
guarded  by  angels  in  'chambers  '(775  85  95  121)  till  the  final 
judgment,  when  glory  and  transfiguration  await  them  (795  97). 
The  souls  of  the  wicked  in  torment  roam  to  and  fro  in  seven 
'ways'  (viat)  which  answer  to  the  seven  'ways'  of  joy  for  the 
righteous  (7  80-87  93)-     After  the  judgment  their  torments  become 
still    more   grievous  (7  84),    and   intercession,    permissible   now 
(7  106-111),  can  no  longer  be  allowed  (7  102-105),  al'  things  being 
then   finally   determined    (7  113-115).      This   world   now   ends, 


shine  as  the  sun,  and  be  immortal  (7  97).     Paradise  shall  be  their 
final  abode  (7  123). 

The  teaching  of  this  book  is  closely  allied  to  that  of 
Apoc.  Bar.  B2. 

Josephus,  a  Pharisee,  gives  a  fairly  trustworthy 
Pharisaic  eschatology  in  Ant.  xviii.  13  (cp  SCRIBES).  2 

80.  Josephus     The  account  in  j5/iii-  8S  's  in  a  high 

37-101  A.D      de&ree  misleading.     In  reality,  Josephus 

believed  in  an  intermediate  state  for  the 

righteous,   and  (see  Ant.  iv.  65)  in  a  future  Messianic 

age.3 

(c)  Development  of  special  conceptions  in  first  century 
81    Snecial   A'°'       1-   ^oul    and    Spirit.  —  There    is 

conceptions.  Jf^  *  7"*  °f  what  wfe  ^ave  calle^ 
(§  20)  the  later  doctrine  of  the  soul  and 

the  spirit  in  the  Jewish  literature  of  the  first  century  A.  D.4 

1  This  number  has  originated  as  follows:  —  According  to  Gen. 
15  13  Israel  was  to  be  oppressed  400  years  in  Egypt.     Ps.  90  15 
contains  the  prayer,   'Give  us  joy  ...  for  as  many  years  of 
misfortune  as  we  have  lived  through'  (We.  SBOT).     From  a 
combination  of  these  passages  it  was  inferred  that  the  Messianic 
kingdom  would  last  400  years.     Compare  this  view  with  that  of 
the  looo  years  broached  in  Slav.  En.  ;  see  §  75. 

2  A  treatment  of  this  passage  of  Josephus,  with  regard  to  its 
eschatological   contents  will   be  found  also  in  Cheyne's  OPs. 


3  It  is  Josephus  the  courtier  who  speaks  in  BJ  vi.  64. 

4  In  Baruch  1-38,  which  belongs  in  eschatological  character 
to  the  OT,  this  teaching  appears,  and  the  term  '  spirit  '  is  used 
in  its  later  sense  in  217,  'The  dead  that  are  in  Hades  whose 
spirit  is  taken  from  their  bodies.'     Still  in  3  i  '  spirit  '  and  '  soul  ' 
are  treated  as  synonymous  according  to  the  popular  and  older 
view.     This  part  of  Baruch  may  belong  to  the  second  or  the 
last  century  B.C. 
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In  Jubilees  23  31  the  departed  are  spoken  of  as  'spirits.'  So 
likewise  in  Ass.  Mos.  (see  Origen,  In  Jos.  homil.  2  i).  On  the 
other  hand  Slav.  En.  speaks  only  of  'souls';  see  235685. 
Again,  whereas  Apoc.  Bar.  uses  in  reference  to  the  departed 
only  the  term  'soul ' — cp  30  3  4  (51  15)— the  sister  work  4  Esd. 
uses  both  '  soul '  (7  75  93  99^)  and  '  spirit  '  (7  78  80). 

The  author  of  Wisdom  was  clearly  influenced  by  Gen. 
24<J-3  ;  but  his  psychology  is  independent,  and  more 
nearly  agrees  with  the  popular  dichotomy  (14  8igf. 
915).  In  the  next  life  the  soul  constitutes  the  entire 
personality  (3i)  ;  'spirit'  is  clearly  a  synonym  (cp  158 
and  1 5 16 ;  also  1614).  There  is,  therefore,  no  trichotomy 
in  15  ii.  The  difference  between  '  an  active  soul '  (tyvxty 
fvepyovffav)  and  'a  vital  spirit'  (irveu/jLa  fum/cov)  lies 
not  in  the  substantives  but  in  the  epithets.1  The  soul 
here  is  not  the  result  of  the  inbreathing  of  the  divine 
breath  into  the  body  but  an  independent  entity,  synony 
mous  with  the  spirit  derived  directly  from  God. 

2.  Judgment.  — This  century  witnesses  but  little  change 
in  the  current  beliefs  on  this  head.     There  is  to  be  a 
preliminary  judgment   in  all  cases  where  a  Messianic 
kingdom  is  expected  (in  Jub. ,  Ass.  Mos.,  Wisdom,  and 
all  the  different  constituents  of  Apoc.  Bar.  and  4  Esdras 
save  BS  and  B3  of  the  former  and  the  Apoc.  Salathiel  of 
the  latter).     The  final  judgment  is  to  be  executed  on 
men  and  angels  (Jub. ,  Slav.  En.  and  Apoc.  Bar. )  at  the 
close   of  the  Messianic  kingdom,   or,    where  no   such 
kingdom   is  expected,   at  the  close  of  the  age   (Apoc. 
Bar.,  B2  B3),  or  when  the  number  of  the  righteous   is 
completed  (4  Esdras,  Apoc.   Sal.).       In  2  Mace,   and 
Philo,  however,  no  final  judgment  is  spoken  of.      Each 
soul  apparently  enters  at  death  on  its  final  destiny.      In 
this  last  respect  alone  is  there  a  definite  divergence  from 
the  beliefs  of  the  last  century  B.C. 

3.  Places  of  abode  of  the  departed. — There  are  many ; 
but  they  have,  for  the  most  part,  their  roots  in  the  past. 

i.  Heaven  (or  Paradise).  The  final  abode  of  the  righteous 
(Jub.  2831,  Ass.  Mos.  lOg,  Apoc.  Bar.  51). 

ii.  Paradise,  (a)  The  final  abode  of  the  righteous  (Slav.  En. 
%>f.  423  5  etc.;  4  Ezra 7  36  123).  (b)  The  intermediate  abode  of 
the  righteous  (Jub.  ?). 

iii.  SheOl  or  Hades,  (a)  The  abode  of  all  departed  souls  till 
the  final  judgment  (Apoc.  Bar.  23s  48  16  52  2  ;  4  Ezra  441; 
Josephus  [see  above]).  Sheol  thus  conceived,  however,  had 
two  divisions — a  place  of  pain  for  the  wicked  (Apoc.  Bar.  30  5 
36 1 1),  and  a  place  of  rest  and  blessedness  for  the  righteous  (cp 
4  Ezra  44i).2  This  was  called  the  'treasuries'  (cp  Apoc.  Bar. 
30  2  ;  4  Ezra  7  75  85  95).  (6)  Hell  (Jub.  729  22  22  ;  4  Ezra  853). 

iv.  Gehenna.  This  is  now  generally  conceived  as  the  final 
place  of  punishment  for  all  the  wicked,  not  for  apostate  Jews  as 
heretofore  (Ass.  Mos.  10  10  ;  4  Ezra  7  36).  It  seems  to  be  referred 
to  in  Wisdom  (cp  4 19).  In  Slav.  En.  it  is  in  the  third  heaven 
(cp!040  1 2  41 2).  3 

4.  Resurrection. — (a)  Resurrection   of  the  saints   to 
the  Messianic  kingdom.     This  is  apparently  the  teaching 
of  4  Esdras  728.      (6)  General  resurrection.      According 
to  all  the  authorities  of  this  century  as  enumerated  above 
(except  Apoc.   Bar.    and  4  Esdras),   there  is    to  be  a 
resurrection  of  the  righteous  alone.      In   B2  of  Apoc. 
Bar.   (30a-5  so/)   and  in  the  Ezra  Apoc.    in    4  Esd. 
(732-37)  the  resurrection  involves  all  men.     A  resurrec 
tion  or  an  immortality  only  of  the  soul   is  found  in 
Jubilees,  Ass.  Mos. ,  Philo,  Wisdom  and  4  Mace. 

5.  (a)  Messianic  kingdom. — See  above  (§  71). 

(b}  Messiah. — We  remarked  above  (§705)  that  from 
about  50  B.C.  the  Messianic  hope  rooted  itself  so  firmly 
that  henceforth  the  Messiah  became,  on  the  whole,  the 
central  figure  in  the  theocratic  kingdom.  It  may  startle 
some  to  find  that  only  five  of  the  books  we.  have 
dealt  with  express  this  hope  (cp  MESSIAH).  The  ex 
planation,  however,  is  not  far  to  seek.  Against  the 
secularisation  of  the  hope  of  the  Messiah,  favoured  (see 
APOCALYPTIC,  §  85)  by  the  Psalms  of  Solomon,  an 

1  Thus  the  resemblance  to  Gen.  2  7  is  merely  verbal. 

2  The  statement  that  "the  treasuries"  are  a  department  of 
Sheol  is  based  on  the  Latin  version  of  4  Esdras  4  41.      The 
present  writer,  however,  is  now  inclined  to  regard  this  statement 
as  false  on  various  grounds,  one  reason  being  the  fact  that  the 
Syr.  and  Eth.  versions  of  the  passage  agree  against  the  Latin. 

3  In  the  fragmentary  Christian  apocalypse  in  the  Ascension 
of  Isaiah  (813-432)  Gehenna  is  regarded  as  the  final  abode  of 
Beliar.     See  414  and  cp  ANTICHRIST,  §  13. 
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emphatic  protest  was  raised  by  a  strong  body  of  Phari 
sees,  Quietists  like  the  ancient  Hasids  (above,  §  57),  who 
felt  it  to  be  their  sole  duty  to  observe  the  law,  leaving  it 
to  God  to  intervene  and  defend  them.  This  standpoint 
is  represented  by  Ass.  Mos. ,  and  later  by  the  Salathiel 
Apoc.  in  4  Esdras.  Among  the  Jews  of  the  dispersion, 
too,  this  view  naturally  gained  large  acceptance.  Hence 
we  find  no  hint  of  the  ideas  it  protested  against  in  the 
Slav.  En.,  the  Book  of  Wisdom,  and  4  Mace.  This 
opposition  to  the  hope  of  the  Messiah  from  the  severely 
legal  wing  of  Pharisaism  at  length  gave  way,  however, 
and  in  Apoc.  Bar.  53-74  (i.e.,  A3)  we  have  literary 
evidence  of  the  fusion  of  early  Rabbinism  and  the 
popular  Messianic  expectation.  How  widespread  was 
the  hope  of  the  Messiah  in  the  first  century  of  the 
Christian  era  may  be  seen  not  only  from  Jubilees  (?), 
Philo,  Josephus  and  the  various  independent  writings 
in  the  Apoc.  Bar.  and  4  Esdras,  but  also  from  the  NT 
and  the  notice  taken  of  this  expectation  in  Tacitus 
(Hist.  513)  and  Suetonius  (  Vesp.  4). 

Since  in  all  cases  only  a  transitory  Messianic  kingdom 
is  expected  in  this  century,  the  Messiah's  reign  is  natur 
ally  conceived  as  likewise  transitory. 

The  Messiah  is  to  be  of  the  tribe  of  Judah  (Jub.  31  18  /., 
4  Esd.  12  32).  According  to  Apoc.  Bar.  27-30  i  and  4  Esd.  7  28 
(i.e.,  Ezra  Apoc.,  see  above  §  79,  a)  he  is  to  play  a  passive  part. 
In  the  former  passage  he  is  to  appear  at  the  close  of  the  Messianic 
woes  ;  in  the  latter,  at  the  time  of  the  first  resurrection.  He  is  not 
usually  passive,  however ;  in  Apoc.  Bar.  36-40  53-70  and  4  Esd. 
10  6o-12  35  he  is  a  warrior  who  slays  his  enemies  with  the  sword. 
Other  writers,  more  loftily,  substitute  for  a  sword  the  invisible 
word  of  his  mouth  (4  Esd.  13  10  ;  cp  Ps.  Sol.  17). 

6.  Gentiles. — In  most  works  written  before  the  fall  of 
Jerusalem  only  the  hostile  nations  are  destroyed  (see 
e.g. ,  Apoc.  Bar.  40 1  /.  72  4-6)  ;  but  in  later  works  (see 
4  Esd.  13)  this  fate  is  suffered  by  all  Gentiles.  In  no 
case  have  they  any  hope  of  a  future  life.  They  descend 
for  ever  either  into  Sheol  or  into  Gehenna.  If,  any 
where,  they  are  represented  as  having  part  in  the  resur 
rection,  it  is  only  that  they  may  be  committed  to  severer 
and  never-ending  torment  (4  Esd.  7  36-38). 

C.    NEW  TESTAMENT 

In  entering  the  field  of  the  NT  we  find  at  once  a  dis 
tinguishing  peculiarity.  The  ideas  inherited  from  the 
past  are  not  in  a  state  of  constant  flux 
in  which  each  idea  in  turn  appeals  for 
acceptance,  and  enjoys  through  the  system  which  it 
generates  a  brief  career.  The  ideas  are  subordinated 
to  the  central  force  of  the  Christian  movement. 

In  the  next  place  we  have  to  note  that  the  teaching  of 
Christ  and  of  Christianity  at  last  furnished  a  synthesis 
of  the  eschatologies  of  the  race  and  the  individual. 

The  true  Messianic  kingdom  begun  on  earth  is  to  be  consum 
mated  in  heaven  ;  it  is  not  temporary  but  eternal  ;  it  is  _not 
limited  to  one  people  but  embraces  the  righteous  of  all  nations 
and  of  all  times.  It  forms  a  divine  society  1  in  which  the 
position  and  significance  of  each  member  is  determined  by  his 
endowments  and  his  blessedness  conditioned  by  the  blessedness 
of  the  whole.  Religious  individualism  becomes  an  impossibility. 
The  individual  can  have  no  part  in  the  kingdom  except  through  a 
living  relation  toils  head  ;  but  this  relation  cannot  be  maintained 
and  developed  save  through  life  in  and  for  the  brethren,  and  so 
closely  is  the  individual  life  bound  to  that  of  the  brethren  that 
no  soul  can  reach  its  consummation  apart. 

Of  the  large  body  of  Jewish  ideas  retained  in  the 
system  of  Christian  thought  many  undergo  a  partial  or 
complete  transformation,  and  it  is  important  at  the  out 
set  to  place  this  relation  in  a  clear  light.  We  cannot 
expect  Christianity  to  be  free  from  inherited  conceptions 
of  a  mechanical  and  highly  unethical  character,'2  when 
we  remember  that  in  the  Hebrew  religion  there  were 
for  centuries  large  survivals  of  primitive  Semitic  religion. 

1  The  joyous  nature  of  the  fellowship  of  this  kingdom  is  set 
forth  in  the  gospels  in  the  figurative  terms  of  a  feast ;  but  all 
idea  of  the  satisfaction  of  sensuous  needs  in  the  consummated 
kingdom  of  God  is  excluded  by  the  only  account  of  the  risen  life 
of  the  righteous  which  comes  from  the  triple  tradition. 

2  Among  those  in  Christianity  which  historical  criticism  com 
pels  us  to  assign  to  this  class  are  the  generally  accepted  doctrine 
of  Hades,  and  the  doctrine  of  eternal  damnation. 
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Nor  can  we  be  surprised  to  find  ideas  which  belong  to 
different  stages  of  development,  not  only  in  the  NT  as  a 
whole,  but  also  in  the  mind  of  the  same  NT  writer.  The 
fundamental  teaching  of  Jesus,  assimilated  (it  may  be) 
more  by  one  writer  than  by  another,  could  not  all  at 
once  transform  the  body  of  inherited  eschatological 
ideas.  The  development  of  Paul  will,  if  our  results  are 
correct,  supply  an  instructive  commentary  on  this 
axiomatic  truth. 

In  what  follows  we  shall  deal  first  (§§  83-101)  with 
the  books  and  groups  of  books  in  the  order  that  will 
best  bring  to  light  the  eschatological  development.  We 
shall  then  (§  102 /.),  as  before,  deal  with  the  develop 
ment  of  special  conceptions. 

I.   THE  BOOKS  AND  GROUPS  OF  BOOKS. — i.  The  es- 

chatology  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  deals  with  the  consum- 

Th      mati°n    of   the    kingdom    of    God.       This 

_,    '       , .     kingdom  is  represented  under  two  aspects, 
SvnoDtic 

jj      *j       now  as  present,  now  as  future  ;  now  as  in 
ward  and    spiritual,    now  as  external   and 
manifest. 

Thus  in  Mt.  633  7  13  11 12  12  28  2131  Lk.  17  21  it  is  already 
present,  whereas  in  Mt.  6  10  8n  2629  Mk.  9i  Lk.  927  V&z&f. 
14 15  it  is  expressly  conceived  as  still  to  be  realised. 

The  two  views  are  organically  related,  and  are  com 
bined  in  a  well-known  saying  of  Jesus  (Mk.  10 15), 
which  declares  that  entrance  into  the  kingdom  as  it 
shall  be  is  dependent  on  a  man's  right  attitude  to  the 
kingdom  as  it  now  is. 

We  shall  deal  next  with  the  three  great  events  which 
are  to  bring  about  the  consummation  of  the  kingdom  : 
(a)  the  parusia  (§  84/),  (6)  the  final  judgment  (§  86), 
and  (c)  the  resurrection  (§  87). 

a.   The  parusia l  or  second  advent  introduces  the  con 
summation  of  the  divine  kingdom  founded  by  the  Messiah . 
_,       It  is  certainly  to  take  place  at  the  '  close  of 
'       .      the  age  '  (<rvvT^\ft.a  TOU  aluvos),  Mt.  13 y)f.  49 

it.  j  24s  2820.  When  we  seek  a  more  precise 
at  hand.  ,  .r  .  .  ,  .  , 

definition  of  time,   however,    we  find   in  the 

Gospels  two  apparently  conflicting  accounts. 

(i. )  The  parusia  is  within  the  current  generation  and 
preceded  by  certain  signs.  This  was  very  natural, 
because  in  the  OT  the  foundation  and  the  consummation 
of  the  kingdom  are  closely  connected.  Hence  Jesus 
declared  that  '  this  generation  '  (r\  yevea  avrij)  should 
not  '  pass  away '  till  the  prophetic  description  had  been 
realised  (Mt.  2434).  The  description  referred  to  (see 
Mt.  24  and  Mk.  13  ;  Lk.  21 5-35)  is  no  doubt  full ;  but 
these  chapters  appear  to  be  derived  in  part  from  Jesus 
and  in  part  from  a  Judaistic  source.  They  identify  two 
distinct  occurrences,  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and 
the  end  of  the  world.2 

This  is  sometimes  explained  by  the  well-known  theory  of 
prophetic  perspective  (see  PROPHECY)  ;  but  the  explanation 
is  unsatisfactory.  Illusions  of  the  bodily  eye  are  gradually 
corrected  by  experience  until  at  last  they  cease  to  mislead  ;  but 
it  is  not  so  with  prophecy  as  regards  either  the  prophet  or  those 
who  accept  his  prophecy  :  both  are  deceived.  That  Jesus  did 
expect  to  return  during  the  existing  generation  (Mt.  10  23 
162777  Mk.  9  i  Lk.  926_/C)  is  proved  beyond  question  by  the 
universal  hopes  of  the  apostolic  age.  To  speak  of  error  in  this 
regard,  however,  is  to  misconceive  the  essence  of  prophecy.  So 

1  The  idea  of  the  parusia  could  not  but  arise  in  the  mind  of 
Jesus  when  he  saw  clearly  the  approaching  violent  end  of  his 
ministry.      As  a  fact,  it  is  first  expressed  in  connection  with 
Christ's  first  prophecy  of  this  great  event  (Mk.  8  38  Mt.  1(3  27 
Lk.  826). 

2  Among  attempts  to  analyse  the   chapters  that   of  Wendt 
{Die  Lehrejesu,  10-21)  deserves  attention.     He  traces  Mt.  24  1-5 
23-259-1332^  36-42 (i.e.,  Mk.  13  1-621-239-13  28X32-37)  to  Jesus, 
and  the  rest  of  this  chapter  to  a  Jewish  Christian  apocalypse 
written  before  70  A.D.     Cp  also  ABOMINATION  OF  DESOLATION. 
The  present  writer  is  of  opinion  that  the  solution  of  the  difficulty 
must  be  found  in  some  such  theory  as  that  of  Wendt,  which  is 
a  modification  of  that  of  Colani  (Jesus  Christ  et  les  Croyances 
Messianiques  de  son  Temps,  p.  201  ff.  ['64]).     According  to  the 
Jewish    apocalypse  just   referred   to,    the    parusia   was   to   be 
heralded  by  unmistakeable  signs,  but  this  view  is  irreconcilable 
with  another  which  teaches  that  the  parusia  will  take  the  world 
by  surprise  (Mk.  13  33-36  Mt.  24  42-44  Lk.  12  35-40).     This  latter 
doctrine  goes  back  undoubtedly  to  Jesus  ;  the  former  is  derived 
from  traditional  Judaism. 
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far  as  relates  to  fulfilment,  it  is  always  conditioned  by  the  course 
of  human  development.  OT  prophecy  and  Jesus'  own  inner 
consciousness  as  God's  Messiah  pointed  to  the  immediate  con 
summation  of  the  kingdom  ;  but  there  was  still  possibility  that 
it  might  be  long  delayed  (Mt.  2448  Lk.  12  45,  also  Mk.  1835  Lk. 
1238  Mt.  265),  and  he  expressly  declared  that  the  day  and  the 
hour  of  his  return  was  known  only  to  God  (Mk.  1832).  This 
determination  God  had  withheld  from  him  because  it  was 
dependent  not  on  the  divine  will  alone  but  also  on  the  course  of 
human  development.  He  could  indicate,  however,  the  '  signs 
of  his  coming,'  such  as  the  appearance  of  many  false  Messiahs 
(Mt.  24  5  Mk.  13  22),  '  deceived  '  by  whom  the  nation  would 
finally  arise  in  arms  against  Rome,  complete  the  national  guilt, 
and  entail  on  themselves  destruction  (see  also  ABOMINATION  OF 
DESOLATION)  (Mt.  2836).  These  things  would  be  as  cer 
tainly  prophetic  as  the  growing  greenness  of  the  fig-tree  (Mt. 
24  32).  The  return  of  the  Son  of  Man  to  judgment  would  be 
imminent  (24  29-31).  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  docu 
ments  from  two  very  different  sources  appear  to  be  combined 
here.  See  note  2  below. 

The  same  expectation  is  attested  in  Mt.  1023,  where 
Jesus  declares  to  his  disciples  that  they  will  not  have 
gone  through  the  cities  of  Israel  before  the  coming  of 
the  Son  of  Man,  and  likewise  in  Mt.  1627^  Mk.  838 
9 1  Lk.  926/. ,  where  it  is  said  that  some  shall  not  taste 
of  death  before  that  time.  It  must  be  abundantly  clear 
from  the  evidence  that  the  expectation  of  the  nearness 
of  the  end  formed  a  real  factor  in  Jesus'  views  of  the 
future.  There  are,  on  the  other  hand,  many  passages 
which  just  as  clearly  present  us  with  a  different  forecast  of 
the  future,  and  this  view  demands  as  careful  attention. 

(ii. )  The  parusia  will  not  take  place  till  the  process 
of  human  development  has  run  its  course,  and  the 
Gospel  has  been  preached  to  Jew  and  Gentile. 

The  kingdom  must  spread  extensively  and  intensively  :  exten 
sively,  till  its  final  expansion  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  its 
original  smallness  (cp  the  parable  of  the 

85.  At  the  end.  mustard  seed) ;  intensively,  till  it  transforms 
and  regenerates  the  life  of  the  nation,  or 
rather  of  the  world  (cp  the  parable  of  the  leaven,  Mt.  1831-33). 
This  process  has  its  parallel  in  the  gradual  growth  of  a  grain  of 
corn;  the  ripe  fruit  is  the  sign  for  harvest  (Mk.  ^26^.).  The 
preaching  of  the  Gospel  too  must  extend  to  the  non-Israelites 
(Mt.  228yC).  To  the  Jews,  who  were  on  their  last  trial,  it  would 
appeal  in  vain  (Lk.  13  T,ff.\  In  the  coming  days  the  kingdom 
of  God  should  be  taken  from  them  and  given  to  others  who 
would  bear  appropriate  fruits  (Mk.l2g  Mt.  21  41  43  Lk.  20  16); 
their  city  should  be  destroyed  (Mt.  227),  the  'times  of  the 
nations  '  should  come  in  (Lk.  21  24  only),  and  the  glad  tidings  of 
the  kingdom  should  be  carried  to  all  nations  before  the  end 
should  come  (Mk.  13  TO  and  Mt.  24  14!  [cp  24  9]  Mt.  28  19). 

This  representation  of  the  future  obviously  presupposes 
a  long  period  of  development.  No  less  than  that 
of  the  near  parusia,  it  goes  back  to  Jesus.  The  con 
tingency  that  the  more  sanguine  view,  which  is  derived 
from  OT  prophecy,  might  not  be  realised,  is  acknow 
ledged  in  Mt.  2448  Lk.  1245,2  also  in  Mk.  1835  where 
the  possibility  of  an  indefinitely  long  night  of  history 
preceding  the  final  advent  is  clearly  contemplated.  It 
is  hardly  possible  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  discourses 
relating  to  different  events  and  from  absolutely  different 
sources  are  confused  together  in  Mk.  13  =  Mt.  24  =  Lk. 
21  (see  §  84,  n. ). 

1  It  is  possible,  as  Weiss  (Marcus-ev.,  417)  thinks,  that  the 
original  form  of  this  statement  is  to  be  found  in  Mt.  10  18  and 
that  its  present  form  is  due  to  Mk. 

2  Beyschlag   (NT    Theology,  ET  1  197 ./)  points   out   that 
the  words   'of  that  day  or  that  hour  knoweth  no  man,   etc.' 
(Mk.  13  32  Mt.  24  36)  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  words  that 
precede  them,  '  This  generation  shall  not  pass  away,  till  all  these 
things  be  accomplished.'     Accordingly  he  refers  the   latter  to 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  (cp  Mt.  2836)  and  the  former  to  the 
final  judgment  of  the  world.     An  interesting  discussion  of  these 
chapters  is  given  by  Briggs  (Messiah  of  t lie  Gospels,  132-165). 
Weiffenbach  (Wiederkunftsgedanke  fesu,  1873),  like    Colani, 
Pfleiderer,  and  Keim,  seeks  to  show  that  in  Mk.  13  (  =  Mt.  24  = 
Lk.  21)  there  is  a  Jewish-Christian  apocalypse  interwoven  with 
the  genuine  words  of  Jesus.     This  apocalypse  consisted  of  three 
parts — (i)  Mk.  13  7  f.  giving  the  beginning  of  woes,  (2)  Mk.  13 
14-20  giving  the  tribulation,  (3)  Mk.  1824-27  giving  the  parusia. 
Wendt's  modification  of  this  theory  has  been  referred  to  already. 
He  and  other  scholars  think  that  this  is   the  oracle   referred 
to  by  Eusebius  (Hist.  Eccl.\\\.f>-$).     It  is  impossible  to  treat 
seriously  the  statement  of  Weiss  (NT  Theology,  1  148)  that  there 
is  no  contradiction  between  Mk.  13  32  and  13  30  because  '  the 
time  of  the  current  generation  presented   a  very  considerable 
margin  for  the  determining  of  the  day  and  hour.'     This  would 
be  tantamount  to  saying,  '  It  will  be  within  the  next  thirty  or 
forty  years ;  but  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  exact  day  or 
hour." 
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b.  The  parusia  was  to  be  likewise  the  '  day  of  judgment' 
(Mt.  lOis  11  22  24  1236), -also  called  '  that  day '  (Mt.  7  22 
24 36  Lk.  623  10 12  2134)- 

Christ    himself  will    be   judge;1    for  all   things   have   been 

delivered     by     the     Father     into    his     hand 

86.  The         (Mt.  11 27).     All    nations   shall    be    gathered 

judgment.      before     him    (Mt.  263^.        He    will    reward 

every    man    according     to    his    works    (Mt. 

1841-43  40^  1627  22  11-14). 

Amongst  the  judged  appear  his  own  servants  (Lk.  19  22  f. 
Mt.  2614-30),  the  Israelites  (Mt.  1928),  the  'nations'  (Mt. 
25  32),  not  only  the  contemporaries  of  Jesus,  but  also  all  the 
nations  of  the  past,  Nineveh,  the  Queen  of  Sheba  (Mt.  \1\if. 
Lk.  11  y.f.\  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  (Mt.  11  20  24).  The  demons 
probably  are  judged  at  the  same  time  (Mt.  8  29). 

c.  The  kingdom  is  consummated,  '  comes  with  power ' 
(Mk.  9i),    on   the  advent  of   Christ.        The   elect    are 

gathered  in  from  the  four  winds  (Mt. 


87.  The 
resurrection. 


2431),  and  now,  after  being,  we  must 


assume,  spiritually  transformed,  enter 
on  their  eternal  inheritance  (Mt.  2534),  equivalent  to 
eternal  life  (Mk.  10 17).  The  kingdom,  therefore,  is  of 
a  heavenly,  not  of  an  earthly  character  :  the  present 
heaven  and  earth  shall  pass  away  on  its  coming  (Mt. 
5i8  243s).  The  righteous  rise  to  share  in  it ;  but  only 
the  righteous  :  the  resurrection  is  only  to  life.  Those 
who  share  in  it  are  'as  angels  in  heaven'  (Mt.  22 30 
Mk.  1225),  'are  equal  to  the  angels  and  sons  of  God, 
being  sons  of  the  resurrection  '  (Lk.  2036).  Only  those, 
therefore,  attain  to  the  resurrection  who  '  are  accounted 
worthy  to  attain  to  that  world,  and  the  resurrection  from 
the  dead'  (Lk.  2035).  Elsewhere  the  third  evangelist 
speaks  of  'the  resurrection  of  the  just'  (14 14).  The 
entire  context  of  Mt.  2223-33  (  =  Mk.  1218-27  Lk.  20  27-40) 
points  clearly  to  the  conclusion  that  the  resurrection 
is  conceived  as  springing  from  life  in  God.  In  such 
communion  man  is  brought  to  the  perfection  to  which 
he  was  destined.  The  righteous  thus  in  an  especial 
sense  become  'sons  of  God,'  inasmuch  as  they  are 
'  sons  of  the  resurrection  '  (Lk.  20 36). 

In  the  resurrection,  therefore,  the  wicked  have  no 
part.  It  has  been  said  by  some  scholars  that  there 
must  be  a  resurrection  of  all  men  in  the  body  because 
all  must  appear  at  the  final  judgment  ;  but  the  final 
judgment  and  the  resurrection  have  no  necessary  con 
nection. 

In  Jubilees  there  is  a  final  judgment  but  no  resurrection  of  the 
body,  and  in  Eth.  En.  91-104  there  is  a  final  judgment,  but  a 
resurrection  only  of  the  spirits  of  the  righteous  (91 10  92  3  103  3-4). 
The  fact  that  demons  and  other  disembodied  spirits  (Mt.  S  29) 
are  conceived  as  falling  under  the  last  judgment  is  further  evi 
dence  in  the  same  direction. 

As  the  righteous  are  raised  to  the  perfected  kingdom  of 
God,  the  wicked,  on  the  other  hand,  are  cast  down  into 
Gehenna  (Mt.  629  /  1028  Mk.  943  45  47/)-  The  fire 
spoken  of  in  this  connection  (Mt.  622)  is  not  to  be  con 
ceived  sensuously  ;  it  is  a  vivid  symbol  of  the  terrible 
wrath  of  God.  The  place  or  state  of  punishment  is  also 
described  as  'the  outer  darkness'  (Mt.  812),  the  place 
of  those  who  are  excluded  from  the  light  of  the  kingdom. 
The  torment  appears  to  be  a  torment  of  the  soul  or 
disembodied  spirit.  See  above,  §  70  (3  iv. ). 

Though  in  conformity  with  Jewish  tradition  the 
punishment  is  generally  conceived  in  the  Gospels  as 
everlasting,  there  are  not  wanting  passages  which 
appear  to  fix  a  finite  and  limited  punishment  for  certain 
offenders,  and  hence  recognise  the  possibility  of  moral 
change  in  the  intermediate  state. 

Thus  some  are  to  be  beaten  with  few,  others  with  many  stripes 
(Lk.  1246-48).  It  is  not  possible  to  conceive  eternal  torment 
under  the  figure  of  a  few  stripes.  Again,  with  regard  only  to  one 
sin  is  it  said  that  '  neither  in  this  world  (atoii/)  nor  in  that  which  is 
to  come  '  can  it  be  forgiven  (Mt.  12  32).  Such  a  statement  would 
be  not  only  meaningless,  but  also  in  the  highest  degree  mislead 
ing,  if  forgiveness  in  the  next  life  were  regarded  as  a  thing 
impossible.  It  may  not  be  amiss  to  find  signs  of  a  belief  in  the 
possibility  of  moral  improvement  after  death  in  the  rich  man  in 
Hades  who  appeals  to  Abraham  on  behalf  of  his  five  brethren 
still  on  earth  (Lk.  16  27-31). 


1  In  the  parables  sometimes  God  himself  is  judge  (Mt.  1832 
208  22  ii  Lk.  187),  sometimes  the  Messiah  (Mt.  1830  2450 
25  12  19). 
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2.  In  considering  the  Apocalypse,  the  whole  of  which 

(see  APOCALYPSE)  is  eschatological,  our  attention  must 

„  „    _,,  be  confined  to  a  few  of  its  character - 

.      '    ,  istic  doctrines,  the  obvious  meaning  of 

P  ^  '  which  is  independent  of  the  various 
conflicting  methods  of  interpretation  that  have  been 
applied  to  the  book.  The  book  is  remarkable  for  the 
large  survivals  of  traditional  Judaism  which  it  attests. 
Its  main  object  appears  to  be  to  encourage  the  perse 
cuted  church  to  face  martyrdom.  With  this  purpose  its 
editor  draws  freely  on  current  Jewish  eschatology,  some 
elements  of  which  we  shall  notice  in  the  sequel.  We 
shall  deal  with  its  teaching  under  four  heads. 

(a)  Parusia  and  Messianic  judgment. — Every  visit 
ation  of  the  churches,  every  divine  judgment  in  regard 
to  them  is  regarded  as  a  spiritual  advent  of  the  Messiah 
(2s  16  83  20) ;  but  this  invisible  coming  ends  in  a  final 
advent,  visible  to  all.  Its  date  is  not  revealed  ;  but  it 
is  close  at  hand  (3n  22 12  20). 

At  Messiah's  coming  all  families  of  men  shall  wail  (1  7).  In 
chap.  14  his  coming  is  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  and  the  judg 
ment  appears  under  various  symbolical  figures.  Thus  he  reaps 
the  great  harvest  with  a  sharp  sickle  (14  14-16) ;  he  treads  the 
winepressof  the  wrath  of  God  (14  17-20  ;  cpl9is).  Thejudgment 
of  the  great  day — '  the  great  day  of  God  '  'Hi  14) — is  presented 
under  the  image  of  illimitable  slaughter,  before  the  beginning  of 
which  the  birds  of  prey  are  summoned  to  feast  on  the  bodies 
and  blood  of  men  (19 17-19  21  cp  14  20).  At  ARMAGEDDON  (f.v.) 
ANTICHRIST!  \q.v. ]  and  his  allies  are  annihilated  (16 16),  the 
beast  and  the  false  prophet  are  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  (19  20), 
and  all  their  followers  slain  with  the  sword  (19  21). 

(l>)  First  Resurrection,  Millennium,  uprising  and  de 
struction  of  Gog  and  A/agog  (cp  GOG). 

With  the  overthrow  of  the  earthly  powers,  Satan — '  the  old 
dragon,  the  old  serpent ' — is  stripped  of  all  his  might,  and  cast  in 
chains  into  the  abyss  where  he  is  imprisoned  for  a  thousand 
years2  (20  1-3).  Thereupon  ensues  the  Millennium,3  when  the 
martyrs  4  (and  the  martyrs  only)  are  raised  in  the  first  resurrec 
tion  and  become  priests  of  God  (cp  Is.  61 6)  and  Christ,  and 
reign  with  Christ  personally  on  earth  for  a  thousand  years 
(20  4 -6)  with  Jerusalem  as  the  centre  of  the  kingdom.  At  the 
close  of  this  period  Satan  is  loosed,  and  the  nations  Gog  and 
Magog — the  idea  is,  with  certain  changes,  derived  from  Ezek. 
38  2  39  16  (see  GOG) — are  set  up  to  make  a  last  assault  on  the 
kjngdom  of  Christ.  In  this  attack  they  are  destroyed  by  God 
himself,  who  sends  down  fire  from  heaven  (209).  The  devil  is 
then  (as  in  the  fully  developed  Zoroastrian  belief)  finally  cast 
into  the  lake  of  fire  (20  10). 

(c)  General  resurrection  and  judgment. — These  follow 
the  Millennium,  the  destruction  of  the  heathen  powers, 
and  the  final  overthrow  of  Satan. 

Contemporaneously  the  present  heaven  and  earth  pass  away 
(20  ii  ;  cp  21  i).  God  is  judge  ;  but  in  some  respects  the  Messiah 
also  (22  12  ;  cp  also  6  i6f.).  All  are  judged  according  to  their 
works,  which  stand  revealed  in  the  heavenly  books  (20 12). 
The  wicked  are  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  (21  8 ;  see  also  19  20 
20  10).  So  likewise  are  Death  and  Hades5  (20  14).  This  is  the 
second  death  «  (20  14  21  8).  (See  also  2  n  20  6.) 

1  Observe  that,  whereas  in  the  Johannine  epistles  Antichrist 
denotes  the  false  teachers  and  prophets,  in  the  Apocalypse  it 
designates  Rome.     In  2  Thess.,  on  the  other  hand,  Rome  is  a 
beneficent  power  which  hinders  the  manifestation  of  Antichrist. 

2  On  the  origin  of  the  conquest  of  '  the  dragon'  (ANTICHRIST, 
§  14,  PERSIA  [Religion]),  and  on  the  older  Jewish  view  (of  myth 
ical  origin)  that  this  and  other  sea  monsters  were  overcome  in 
primeval  times  by  God  (cp  Prayer  of  Manasses,  2-4),  see  DRAGON, 
SERPENT,  BEHEMOTH,  with  references  there  given. 

3  The  idea  of  a  temporary  Messianic  kingdom  first  emerged 
at  the  beginning  of  the  last  century  B.C.  (see  above,  §  6*/.).     Its 
limitation  to  a  thousand  years  is  first  found  in  Slav.  En.  33  (see 
above,  §  75). 

4  This  idea  also  is  mainly  Jewish.     In  Is.  26  19  the  reference 
may  perhaps  be   to   the    bodies   of  Jews   who   had    died    for 
their  religion  in   the  troublous   times  of  Artaxerxes  (so  Che. 
Intr.    Is.    158;  Isaiah,  SBOT,   ad  foe.).     In   4  Ezra  7  28   the 
saints   who  accompany  the  Messiah  on   his   advent   probably 
include  the  martyrs.     In  Rev.  204  it  is  said  with  reference  to 
these  saints,  '  (1  saw)  the  souls  of  them  that  had  been  beheaded.' 

8  Hades  seems  to  be  the  intermediate  abode  of  the  wicked 
only  ;  for  it  is  always  combined  with  death  (see  1  18  68  20  I3/). 
The  souls  of  the  martyrs  have  as  their  immediate  abode  the 
place  beneath  the  altar  (69-11).  The  rest  of  the  righteous  were 
probably  conceived  as  in  Paradise  or  in  the  Treasuries  of  the 
righteous  (see  4  Ezra). 

6  The  second  death  is  the  death  of  the  soul,  as  the  first  is  the 
death  of  the  body.  It  is  the  endless  torment,  not  the  annihila 
tion,  of  the  wicked  that  is  here  meant.  The  expression  is  a 
familiar  Rabbinic  one;  see  Tg.  Jer.  on  Dt.336.  The  occupa 
tion  of  the  martyred  souls  in  the  intermediate  state  reminds  one 
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(d)  Final  consummation  of  the  righteous. — The  scene 
of  this  consummation  is  the  new  world — the  new  heaven 
and  the  new  earth  (21  i  5),  the  heavenly  Jerusalem 

(21IO-2!).1 

The  ideal  kingdom  of  God  becomes  actual.  The  city  needs 
no  temple  ;  God  and  Christ  (the  Lamb)  dwell  in  it  (21  22).  The 
citizens  dwell  in  perfect  fellowship  with  God  (22  4),  and  are  as 
kings  unto  God  (22  5).  The  Messiah  does  not  resign  his 
mediatorial  functions  as  in  the  Pauline  eschatology.  See  7  17 

21  22/). 

3.  2  Peter  and  Jude. — 2  Peter  is  closely  related  to 
Jude — in  fact  presupposes  it. 

Like  Jude,  2  Peter  recounts  various  temporal  judgments  which 
the  author  treats  as  warnings  to  the  godless  of  his  own  day.  Thus 

he  adduces  the  condemnation  of  the  fallen 
89.  2  Peter,  angels  to  TARTARUS  [?.?'.]  (where  they  were  to 

be  reserved  till  the  judgment)  (24),  the  Deluge 
(258  6),  the  destruction  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  (2  6).  These, 
however,  were  but  preliminary  acts  of  judgment.  The  final 
'day  of  judgment '  (2  9  3  7)  is  impending.  Meantime  the  un 
righteous  are  kept  under  punishment  ((coAa^bneVous) — i.e.,  in 
Hades  (2  9).  The  ultimate  doom  of  the  wicked  false  teachers 
and  their  followers  will  be  destruction  (aTnoAeia,  87);  it  is 
coming  speedily  upon  them  (2  3) ;  they  have  brought  it  on 
themselves  (2  i) ;  they  shall  assuredly  be  destroyed  (212).  At 
the  final  judgment  the  world  as  it  is  shall  perish  by  fire  (3  7  10), 
as  formerly  by  water  (2  5  3  6),  and  new  heavens  and  a  new  earth 
shall  arise  (3  i2_/I).  All  this,  however,  shall  not  be  till  Christ's 
parusia  (1  16  84  12).  The  last  days  are  already  come  (84),  and 
the  parusia  is  postponed  only  through  the  longsuffering  of  God 
with  a  view  to  the  repentance  of  the  faithless  (3  9),  and  their 
salvation  (3  12).  By  holy  living  and  godliness  Christians  could 
prevent  any  further  postponement  of  the  parusia  (3  12).  With 
the  parusia  the  eternal  kingdom  of  Christ  (1  n)  begins  in  the 
new  heavens  and  the  new  earth,  wherein  the  perfect  life  of 
righteousness  shall  be  realised  (3  13). 

In  Jude,  the  divine  judgments  in  the  history  of  the 

past  are  but  types  of  the  final  judgment  (e.g.,  Israelites 

90  Jude    'n    l^e    Desert,    Sodom,    Korah,    and    the 

angels  who  were  guilty  of  unnatural  crime). 

'Everlasting   bonds  under  darkness'  (v.  6),   'punishment   of 

eternal  fire '  (v.  7),  are  the  terms  employed  for  the  preliminary 

punishments  of  sinners.     The  '  judgment  of  the  great  day '  (y.  6) 

is  described  in  the   well-known   quotation   from   the   patriarch 

Knoch.     The  extension  of  it  to  the  angels  is  found  also  in  2  Pet. 

and  in  i  Cor.  6  3 ;  but  for  at  least  300  years  it  had  already  been 

an  accepted  doctrine  of  Judaism.     At  this  final  judgment  with 

which  Jude  menaces  the  godless  libertines  of  his  own  day  the 

faithful  will   obtain  eternal  life,  through  the  mercy  of  Christ 

(v.  21). 

4.  James. — James  is  a  production  of  primitive  Jewish 
Christianity  in  which  Christ's  religion  is  conceived  as 

91  Ja    ea     l^e  fu'^lment;  °f  the  perfect  law,  promi 

nence  being  given  to  the  doctrine  of 
recompense. 

Hence,  whilst  the  fulfilment  of  the  law  under  testing  afflictions 
(Treipourniot)  led  to  a  recompense  of  blessing  (1  ia  5n),  failure 
for  those  who  are  subjects  of '  the  perfect  law,  the  law  of  liberty,' 
entails  an  aggravated  punishment  (2  12  ;  cp  1  25).  None,  how 
ever,  can  fulfil  the  law  perfectly  (3  2),  and  so  claim  '  the  crown 
of  life '  as  their  reward.  Men  who  need  forgiveness  now  (5  15) 
must  need  a  merciful  judge  hereafter.  By  the  law  of  recompense 
only  the  merciful  will  find  God  to  be  such  (2 13 ;  cp  Ps. 
18  25).  Moreover  the  judgment  is  close  at  hand.  It  is  a 

day  of  slaughter  for  the  godless  rich  (5  5).  The  advent  of  the 
Messiah  who  will  judge  the  world  is  close  at  hand  (5  B/.).  He 
alone  can  save  or  destroy  (4  12).  As  faithful  endurance  receives 
life  (1  12),  so  the  issue  of  sin  is  death  (1  15).  A  fire  will  consume 
the  wicked,  63  (does  this  mean  Gehenna?).  Nor  is  it  only  to  a 
death  of  the  body  that  they  will  be  delivered  ;  it  is  a  death  of 
the  soul  (5  20).  The  faithful  will  enter  into  the  promised 
kingdom  (2  5). 

5.  There  is  a  large  eschatological  element  in  Hebrews. 
The  final  judgment  ('the  day')  is  nigh  at  hand  (10 25). 

92  Hebrews    **  *s  mtroduce^  by  the  final  shaking  of 

heaven  and  earth  (1226  compared  with 
122529)  and  by  the  parusia.  God  is  judge  (lOso/. ), 
the  judge  of  all  (12 23).  The  second  coming  of  Christ 
is  coincident  with  this  judgment  ;  but  he  does  not 
judge  (927/.  1037). 

Retribution  is  reserved  unto  this  judgment  (1030),  which  will 
be  terrible  (10  31)  and  inevitable  (1225).  The  righteous  expect 
Christ  to  appear  not  for  judgment  but  for  salvation  (9  28).  Their 
recompense  is  to  be  in  heaven  (6  19 /.),  where  they  have  an 

of  the  departed  spirits  in  Eth.  En.  91-104  :  their  whole  prayer  is 
for  the  destruction  of  their  persecutors. 

1  Quite  inconsistently  with  the  idea  of  a  new  heaven  and  a 
new  earth  the  writer  represents  Gentile  nations  as  dwelling  out 
side  the  gates  ;  cp  22  15. 
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eternal  inheritance  (9  15),  a  better  country  (11 16),  a  city  which 
is  to  come  (1814),  whose  builder  and  maker  is  God  (11  <)f.). 
Then  the  present  visible  world  (11  3),  which  is  already  growing 
old  (1  10-12),  will  be  removed,  and  the  kingdom  which  cannot  be 
shaken  will  remain  (12  26-28).  Into  this  new  world  the  righteous 
will  pass  through  the  resurrection.  There  is  apparently  to  be  a 
resurrection  of  the  righteous  only.1  This  follows  from  11  35  : 
'that  they  might  obtain  a  better  resurrection.'  These  words, 
which  refer  to  the  Maccabean  martyrs  (2  Mace.  7),  set  the 
resurrection  in  contrast  with  a  merely  temporary  deliverance 
from  death,  and  represent  it  as  a  prize  to  be  striven  for,  not  as 
the  common  lot  of  all.  The  blessedness  of  the  righteous  is 
described  as  a  participation  in  the  glory  of  God  (2  io)and  in  the 
divine  vision  (12  14). 

As  regards  the  wicked,  their  doom  is  'destruction'  (1039). 
This  is  something  far  worse  than  mere  bodily  death  (827).  It 
is  represented  as  a  consuming  fire  (1027  l-29>  CP  68).  The 
destiny  of  the  wicked  2  seems  to  be  annihilation. 

6.  The  sources  for  the  Johannine  eschatology  are  the 
93  The  Fourth  Gospel  and  the  epistles.  The 

Johannine  APocalyPse  (§§  T4-i7)  springs  from  a 
E  h  t  1  s-v  different  author,  and  belongs  to  a  differ - 
°Y'  ent  school  of  eschatological  thought. 

Though  these  writings  do  not  present  us  with  any 
fresh  teaching  about  hades  and  hell,  their  author 
furnishes  us  with  principles  which  in  themselves  necessi 
tate  a  transformation  of  the  inherited  views  regarding  the 
immediate  and  the  final  abodes  of  the  departed.  Thus 
when  he  teaches  that  God  so  loved  the  world  as  to  give 
his  only  son  to  redeem  it  (Jn.  3i6),  that  'God  is  love' 
(i  Jn.  48),  that  he  is  light,  and  in  him  is  no  darkness 
at  all,  hades,  which  is  wholly  under  his  sway,  must 
surely  be  a  place  where  moral  growth  is  possible.  The 
conception  of  a  final  eternal  abode  of  the  damned 
seems  to  find  no  place  in  a  cosmos  ruled  by  such  a 
God  as  this  writer  conceives. 

Whilst  in  a  certain  sense  in  the  Johannine  teaching 
the  kingdom  has  already  come,  the  Christ  is  already 
present,  the  faithful  already  risen,  and  the  judgment 
already  in  fulfilment,  we  have  to  deal  here  not  with  these 
present  aspects,  but  with  their  future  consummation. 

The  salient  points  of  the  Johannine  eschatology  may 
be  shortly  put  as  follows,  (a)  The  parusia  is  close  at 
hand.  (6)  It  ushers  in  the  resurrection  of  the  dead  and 
the  final  judgment,  (c)  Thereupon  believers  enter  into 
the  perfect  life  of  heavenly  blessedness  and  through  the 
vision  of  God  are  transformed  into  his  likeness. 

(a)  The  parusia  is  foretold  in  Jn.  14s,  where  Jesus 
promises  that  he  will  return  from  heaven  and  take  the 
disciples  unto  himself  that  they  may  be  with  him  where 
he  is — i.  e. ,  in  heaven. 3 

That  14  2yC  cannot  be  interpreted  of  his  coming  to  receive  his 
disciples  individually  on  death  is  shown  by  21  22.  According 
to  the  NT  writers  death  translates  believers  to  Christ  (2  Cor. 
5  8  Phil.  1  23  Acts  7  59) ;  he  is  nowhere  said  to  come  and  fetch 
them.  This  parusia  is  at  hand  ;  for  some  of  his  disciples  are 
expected  to  survive  till  it  appears  (21  22),  though  Peter  must  first 
be  martyred  (21  i8yC).  Even  in  extreme  old  age  the  apostle 
still  hopes  to  witness  it  together  with  his  disciples,  whom  he 
exhorts  to  abide  in  Christ  that  they  may  not  be  ashamed  before 
him  at  his  coming  (i  Jn.  2  28).  The  close  approach  of  the 
parusia  is  likewise  shown  by  the  appearance  of  false  prophets 
and  teachers  who  deny  the  fundamental  truths  of  Christianity. 
In  these  the  Antichrist  manifests  himself.  Such  a  manifestation 
must  precede  the  parusia  (i  Jn.  2  18  22  4  i  3).  Hence  this  is  the 
'  last  hour '  (i  Jn.  2  is). 

1  In  6  2  we  have  set  forth  the  alternatives  awaiting  all  men — 
on  the  one  hand  resurrection  for  the  righteous,  on  the  other 
eternal  judgment  ((cpi'/xa  aldviov)  for  the  wicked. 

2  In  the  above  the  traditional  views  of  scholars  have  in  the  main 
been  followed  ;  but  this  has  not  been  done  without  some  hesita 
tion.     The  eschatology  might  be  differently  construed.     Judg 
ment  sets  in  immediately  after  death  in  the  case  of  each  individual 
(9  27).  In  6  2  11  35,  as  in  Pss.  Sol.  and  elsewhere,  the  resurrection 


spirits'  (12g).  An  Alexandrian  origin  for  the  epi! 
would  favour  this  view.  The  expression  '  spirits  of  just  men 
made  perfect '  (12  23)  points  in  the  same  direction  ;  for  if  the 
perfection  meant  is  moral,  these  spirits  must  have  already 
reached  their  consummation.  If  they  have  reached  their  con 
summation  as  spirits,  however,  the  writer  (as  an  Alexandrian) 
seems  to  teach  only  a  spiritual  resurrection.  The  chief  obstacle 
in  the  way  of  this  interpretation  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  '  to 
perfect"  and  'perfection.'  See  Weiss,  Bib.  Theol.  of  NT  123. 

3  In  a  spiritual  sense  Christ  has  come  already  (i  Jn.  5  12) : 
'  he  that  hath  the  Son  hath  the  life.' 
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(6)  On  the  last  day  Jesus  himself,  as  the  resurrection 
and  the  life  (Jn.  lias),  raises  his  own  to  the  resurrection- 
life  (639  /.  44  54  1125),  a  life  that  believers  indeed  al 
ready  possess1  (624/1  851  ;  cpSis/.).  Resurrection  of 
all  the  dead  is  taught  in  5  28  /! 

It  is  clear,  however,  from  the  leading  thoughts  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  that  a  resurrection  of  the  wicked  —  i.e.,  '  a  resurrection  of 
judgment'  —  can  be  nothing  more  than  a  deliverance  of  the 
wicked  to  eternal  death  at  the  last  day.  b?%f.  which  teach 
a  general  resurrection  of  the  dead  are  most  probably  interpolated 
(see  Wendt,  Lehre  Jesu,  1249-251  ;  Charles,  Doctrine  of^  a 
Future  Life,  370-372).  In  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  resurrection 
is  synonymous  with  life.  Hence  in  some  form  the  resurrection 
life  follows  immediately  on  death,  though  its  perfect  consumma 
tion  cannot  be  attained  till  the  final  consummation  of  all  things. 
It  is  Jesus  also  who  executes  the  final  judgment.  This  is  the 
result  of  his  unique  mediatorial  significance.  The  Father 
judgeth  no  man  but  has  committed  all  judgment  to  the  Son 
(5  22  27).  2  In  a  certain  sense  believers  do  not  incur  judgment 
(3  18  624)  ;  but  this  judgment  is  that  which  is  present  and  sub 
jective,3  and  in  this  respect  the  world  is  judged  already  (3  18 
1231).  The  final  result  of  this  daily  secret  judgment  must  how 
ever  one  day  become  manifest  ;  believers  must  appear  at  the 
final  judgment.  They  shall,  however,  have  boldness  there 
(i  Jn.  228  417).  A  man's  attitude  to  Christ  determines  now, 
and  will  determine  finally,  his  relation  to  God  and  his  destiny 
(Jn.  Si8f.  939). 

(c)  The  final  consummation  is  one  of  heavenly 
blessedness. 

•  After  the  resurrection  and  the  final  judgment  the  present  world 
shall  pass  away  (i  Jn.  2  17),  and  Christ  will  take  his  own  to 
heaven  (Jn.  142^);  for  they  are  to  be  with  him  where  he  is 
(12261724).  Eternal  life  is  then  truly  consummated.  Begun 
essentially  on  earth,  it  is  now  realised  in  its  fulness  and  perfected. 
The  faithful  now  obtain  their  'full  reward'  (2  Jn.  8).  As 
'  children  of  God  '  they  shall,  through  enjoyment  of  the  divine 
vision,  be  transformed  into  the  divine  likeness  (i  Jn.  3  2_/I). 

7.  Acts  3  12-26  may  be  accepted  provisionally  as  repre 
senting  the  teaching  of  Peter  (cp,  however,  ACTS,  §  14)  ; 

94.  The  Petrine  "°r  ud°  ^  ^  *"y  •reas°  «  at   a11 
_,     ,     ,    .  for  hesitating  to  receive  i  Peter  as 

10gy'  fully  Petrine  (cp,  however,  PETER 
[EPISTLES],  §  5).  The  passage  in  Acts  is,  at  any  rate, 
of  great  historical  value  as  embodying  a  highly  Judaistic 
view,  and  as  showing  how  much  in  this  view  had  eventu 
ally  to  yield  in  the  Christian  church  to  distinctively 
Christian  principles.  The  speech  ascribed  to  Peter 
anticipates  that  the  kingdom  of  God  will  be  realised 
in  the  forms  of  the  Jewish  theocracy  (cp  Acts  16),  and 
that  the  non-Israelites  will  participate  in  its  blessings 
only  through  conversion  to  Judaism  (826).  Hence  also 
Jesus  is  conceived,  not  as  the  world-Messiah,  but  as  the 
predestined  Messiah  of  the  Jews,  820  (rbv  irpoKfxel-Plff' 
/j.tvov  vfuv  Xpiarbv  'Iijffow).  We  now  see  clearly  what 
the  much-tortured  phrase  '  the  times  of  the  restoration 
(dTro/cardcTTcurts)  of  all  things'  in  821  cannot  be.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  such  a  speculative  question  as 
the  ultimate  and  universal  destiny  of  man.  Acts  10, 
if  it  proves  anything,  proves  this  —  that  Peter  was  un 
acquainted  with  the  destination  of  the  Gospel  to  the 
Gentiles.  '  The  restoration  '  must  mean  either  the 
renewal  of  the  world,  or  else,  much  more  probably, 
the  moral  regeneration  of  Israel  (see  Mai.  46,  and 
Jesus'  application  of  the  passage  in  Mt.  17  n). 

Jewish  hearers  are  urged  to  repent  that  they  may  be  forgiven, 
and  so  hasten  the  parusia.  The  parusia  and  '  the  seasons  of 
refreshing'  (3  19)  are  connected.  Either  the  aTroicaTdcrracris  is 
preparatory  to  the  parusia  or  else  it  is  synonymous  with  '  the 
seasons  of  refreshing,'  and  if  so  it  would  appear  to  belong  to  an 
earthly  Messianic  kingdom.'* 

1  Eternal  life  is  at  times  described  as  a  present  possession  :  '  he 
that  believeth  hath  eternal  life,'  Jn.  647,  cp  5  nf.     This  divine 
life  cannot   be  affected  by  deajh.     He   that   possesses   it   can 
never  truly  die,  8  51  11  25  f.     This  phrase  is  used  of  the  future 
heavenly  life  in  4  14  6  27  12  25.     Cp  ETERNAL,  §  4. 

2  In  8  50  there  is  a  reference  to  God  as  executing  judgment  ; 
but  in  5  22  it  is  said  that  the  Father  judgeth  no  man.     Wendt 
(Teaching  of  Jesus,  lys^f.)  rejects   as    interpolations    in    an 
original  Johannine  source  5  2%/.  as  well  as  portions  of  639^ 
44  54,  and  1248  relating  to  the  Messianic  judgment. 

3  The  judgment  besides  being  future   and   objective  is  also 
present  and  subjective.     It  is  no  arbitrary  process,  but  the  work 
ing  out  of  an  absolute  law,  whereby  the  unbelieving  world  is  self- 
condemned.     Cp  3  17-19  624  12  47_/C 

•*  The  phrase  xaipoi  ayai^ufews  is  hardly  intelligible  on  any 
other  theory  ;  but  the  word  avd^vg  is  should  probably  here  be 
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In  i  Peter,  as  in  Acts  3,  believing  Israelites  still  form 
the  real  substance  of  the  Christian  church  ;  but — here 

95  1  Peter  note  l^e  ste^  m  a<^vance — tms  church 
'  '  embraces  all  who  come  to  believe  in 
Christ,  non-Israelites  equally  with  Israelites,  in  this 
world  or  the  next  (81946).  Further,  it  is  not  an 
earthly  consummation  of  the  theocracy,  but  one  re 
served  in  heaven,  that  is  looked  for  (14).  The  goal, 
then,  of  the  Christian  hope  is  this  '  salvation  ready  to 
be  revealed  at  the  last  time'  (Is),  which  salvation  or 
consummation  is  initiated  by  the  revelation  of  Jesus 
Christ  and  the  judgment  of  the  world.  Though  God 
is  declared  in  general  terms  to  be  the  judge  (li?  223), 
this  final  judgment  is  expressly  assigned  to  Christ  (4s). 
Still  the  'end  of  all  things'  is  near  (4?),  for  judgment 
has  already  begun  with  the  'house  of  God1 — i.e. ,  the 
church  of  believing  Israel  (4 17). 

Persecution  is  sifting  the  true  from  the  false  members  of  the 
Church.  Such  afflictions,  however,  will  last  but  'a  little  while  ' 
(165  10).  Then  Christ  will  be  revealed  (17  64),  to  judge  both 
the  living  and  the  dead  (4  5),  both  the  righteous  and  the  wicked 
(4  17 f.t).  The  approved  disciples  will  share  with  their  lord  in 
'eternal  glory'  (5  10),  they  will  'receive  the  crown  of  glory ' 
(5  4),  and  live  such  a  life  as  that  of  God  (4  6). 

The  question  of  chief  importance  in  the  Petrine 
eschatology  has  still  to  be  discussed.  It  centres  in 
„„,„...  .  the  two  difficult  passages  which  describe 
p  ,  ,  the  preaching  to  the  spirits  in  prison 
'  (819-21),  and  the  preaching  of  the 
gospel  to  the  dead  (4s/.).1  The  interpretations  are 
multitudinous.  The  majority  attribute  a  false  sense 
to  the  phrase  '  the  spirits  in  prison.'  This  phrase  can 
be  interpreted  ordy  in  two  ways.  The  spirits  in  question 
are  either  those  of  men  in  ShS51,  or  the  fallen  angels 
mentioned  in  2  Pet.  24  Jude  6.  In  the  next  place  the 
words  '  in  prison '  denote  the  local  condition  of  the 
spirits  at  the  time  of  preaching.  Hence,  according  to 
the  text,  Christ  'in  the  spirit'  (i.e.,  between  his  death 
and  his  resurrection)  preached  the  gospel  of  redemption 
(for  so  only  can  we  render  licf}pv%ev)  to  human  or  angelic 
spirits  in  the  underworld. 

With  the  more  exact  determination  of  the  objects  of  this  mission 
we  are  not  here  concerned  ;  for,  however  it  be  decided,  we  have 
here  a  clear  statement  that,  in  the  case  of  certain  individuals 
human  or  angelic,  the  scope  of  redemption  is  not  limited  to  this 
life. 

We  have  now  to  deal  with  4s/.,  '  .  .  .  who  will 
have  to  give  account  to  him  that  is  ready  to  judge  the 
living  and  the  dead.  For  with  this  purpose  was  the 
gospel  preached  even  to  the  dead,  that  they  might  be 
judged  according  to  men  in  the  flesh  (body),  but  live 
according  to  God  in  the  spirit.'  The  doctrine  we  found 
stated  above  in  3  19-21  is  here  substantiated,  as  being 
part  of  the  larger  truth  now  enunciated.  Christ  is  ready 
to  judge  the  living  and  the  dead — the  latter  no  less  than 
the  former ;  for  even  to  the  dead  was  the  gospel 
preached2  in  order  that  though  they  were  judged  in 
the  body  they  might  live  the  life  of  God  in  the  spirit. 
Thus  it  is  taught  that  when  the  last  judgment  takes 
place  the  evangelium  will  already  have  been  preached 
to  all.  As  to  how  far  this  preaching  of  redemption 
succeeds,  there  is  no  hint  in  the  Petrine  teaching. 

rendered  'rest'  or  'relief;  for  it  is  (B's  rendering  of  rnn 
in  Ex.  8 15.  If  it  is  taken  so^  it  finds  a  perfect  parallel  in 
2  Thess.  1 7  where  Paul  uses  ai>e<ris  in  the  same  connection. 
This  '  rest '  is  promised  also  in  Asc.  Is.  4  15. 

1  For  the  various  conflicting  interpretations  that  have  been 
assigned  to  these  passages  from  the  earliest  times,  see  Dietel- 
maier,    Historia  Dogmatis  de  Descensu   Christi  ad  Infcros 
litteraria   (1741    and    1762);    Giider,  Die  Lehre  vcn    d.  Er- 
scheinung    Christi    unter  den    Toien   ('53) ;     Zeyschwitz,    De 
Christi  ad  Inferos  Descensu  ('57);  Usteri,  h '  inabgefahren  cur 
Holle',    Schweitzer,    Hinabgefah>en     zur    Hillc;     Hofmann, 
Schriftbeiveis,     2335-341;     Salmond,     Christian     Doctr.    of 
Inttnort.  450-486  ('96)  ;    Spitta,  Christi  Predigt  an  die  Geister; 
Kruston,  La  Descente  du  Christ  aux  En/ers('t)-f),  as  well  as 
the  Commentators  in  loc. 

2  The  tense  of  evTjyyeAicrfty  creates  no  difficulty  here.     This 
preaching  is  regarded  as  a  completed  act  in  the  past,  because, 
as  4  7  declares,  'the  end  of  all  things  is  at  hand.'     Even  if  this 
•were  not  so,  the  aorist  can  be  used  of  a  continuous  practice  (cp 
i  Cor.  920  Jas.  26). 
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98.  1  and 
2  Thess. 


ESCHATOLOGY 

These  passages  in  i  Peter  are  of  extreme  value. 
They  attest  the  achievement  of  the  final  stage  in  the 
moralisation  of  Shfiol.  The  first  step  in  this  moralisa- 
tion  was  taken  early  in  the  second  century  B.  c. ,  when  it 
was  transformed  into  a  place  of  moral  distinctions  (§  3  [3]) 
having  been  originally  one  of  merely  social  or  national  dis 
tinctions  (§§10-18).  This  moralisation,  however, was  very 
inadequately  carried  out.  According  to  the  Judaistic 
conception  souls  in  Sheol  were  conceived  as  insusceptible 
of  ethical  progress.  What  they  were  on  entering  Sheol, 
that  they  continued  to  be  till  the  final  judgment.  From 
the  standpoint  of  a  true  theism  can  we  avoid  pro 
nouncing  this  conception  mechanical  and  unethical? 
It  precludes  moral  change  in  moral  beings  who  are 
under  the  rule  of  a  perfectly  moral  being. 

8.  In  the  writings  of  Paul  we  find  no  single  eschato- 
logical  system.  His  ideas  in  this  respect  were  in  a 

07  ThP  Pauline  State  °f  devel°Pment-      He  beSan  with 
r     £  t  i  an  expectation  of  the  future  inherited 

tscnatoiogy.     largely  from  traditionai  Judaism  ;  but 

under  the  influence  of  great  fundamental  Christian  con 
ceptions  he  parted  gradually  from  this  and  entered  on  a 
process  of  development  in  the  course  of  which  the 
heterogeneous  elements  were  silently  dropped. 

Four  stages  are  marked  out.  Even  in  the  last  Paul 
does  not  seem  to  have  attained  finality,  though  he  was 
still  working  towards  it.  It  is  permissible,  therefore, 
for  his  readers  to  develop  his  thoughts  in  symmetrical 
completeness  and  carry  to  its  conclusion  his  chain  of 
reasoning. 

The  various  stages  are  attested  by  (i. )  i  and  2  Thess. 
(§  98);  (ii. )  i  Cor.  (§  99);  (iii. )  2  Cor.  and  Rom. 
(§  100);  (iv.)  Phil.,  Col.,  Eph.  (§  101). 

(i. )  The  Epistles  to  the  Thessalonians  (on  the  criticism 
and  contents  of  which  cp  THESSALONIANS)  present  us 
with^the  earliest  form  of  the  Pauline  teaching 
and  eschatology.  They  constitute,  in  fact, 
the  Pauline  apocalypse.  In  this  apocalypse 
the  salient  points  are  (a)  the  great  apostasy  and  the 
antichrist ;  (6)  the  parusia  and  final  judgment ;  (c)  the 
resurrection  and  blessed  consummation  of  the  faithful. 
In  his  teaching  on  these  questions  Paul  appeals  to 
the  authority  of  Christ.  What  he  puts  before  his 
readers  in  i  Thess.  415-17  is  derived  from  the  Lord  (see 
v.  15).  There  is,  however,  a  fixity  and  rigidity  in  the 
teaching  of  the  apostle  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  that 
of  Jesus. 

(a)  The  apostasy  and  the  antichrist. — Paul  starts  from 
the  fundamental  thought  of  Jewish  apocalyptic.  When 
the  forces  of  good  and  evil  in  the  world  have  reached 
their  limit  of  development,  God  will  intervene.  There 
will  therefore  be  nothing  sudden,  nothing  unethical  in 
this.  The  conditions  of  the  crisis  are  moral,  and  those 
who,  morally  speaking,  can,  and  those  who  cannot  be 
saved,  will  be  distinguished  gradually  and  surely.  The 
day  of  the  Lord  cannot  come  till  the  antichrist  (a  figure 
found  only  in  the  early  Paulinism)  and  the  atroaraffLa. 
have  become  facts. 

The  antichrist  is  described  as  '  the  man  of  sin,  the  son  of 
perdition,  whose  coming  is  according  to  the  working  of  Satan  ' 
— or,  as  is  also  said,  '  with  all  unrighteous  (untruthful)  deceit  for 
those  who  are  perishing '  (2  Thess.  239  _/C).  The  avo^ia.  which 
'  already  works  '  (2  Thess.  2  7)  must  reach  its  climax  in  a  person 
— in  the  antichrist  whose  manifestation  or  parusia  (2  Thess.  2  9)  is 
the  Satanic  counterfeit  of  the  true  Messiah  s.  This  person  is  also 
described  as  the  antithesis  of  every  known  divine  form,  because 
he  places  his  throne  in  the  temple  in  Jerusalem,  'setting  himself 
forth  as  God  '  (2  Thess.  2  4).  Now,  the  time  of  the  end  is  come  ; 
the  Lord  will  at  once  descend  and  '  slay  him  with  the  breath  of 
his  mouth,  and  consume  him  with  the  manifestation  of  his 
parusia '  (2  Thess.  2  8). 

Whence  antichrist  was  to  proceed — whether  from 
Judaism  or  heathenism1 — it  is  difficult  to  determine. 

1  See  ANTICHRIST.  Weiss  (Theol.  of  NT,  ET  1305-311) 
maintains  the  Jewish  origin  of  antichrist.  He  argues  that  an 
apostasy,  in  strictness,  was  impossible  in  heathenism.  The 
real  obstacle  to  the  spread  of  the  teaching  of  Christ  lay  in 
fanatical  Jews,  the  '  unreasonable  and  evil  men'  of  2  Thess.  82 
(cp  also  i  Thess.  2  18),  who  having  mostly  remained  '  unbelieving  ' 
(Acts  1862  Thess.  1  8),  had  always  pursued  Paul  with  persecution 

1381 


ESCHATOLOGY 

That  the  apostle  did  not  conceive  him  as  proceeding 
from  Rome  is  clear  ;  for  6  Karfyuv  is  none  other  than 
Rome1  (see  ANTICHRIST,  §  7). 

(d)  Parusia  and  final  judgment. — We  have  seen 
when  Christ's  parusia  (i  Thess.  813  2 Thess.  2 1)  is  to 
come.  The  precise  day  is  uncertain  :  it  '  comes  as  a 
thief  in  the  night '  (i  Thess.  62  ;  cp  Mt.  2443)  ;  but  the 
apostle  expects  it  in  his  own  time  (i  Thess.  4 15  17). 

With  what  vividness  and  emphasis  he  must  have  preached 
the  impending  advent  of  Christ  is  clear  from  i  Thess.  5  1-3,  as 
well  as  from  2  Thess.,  where  he  has  to  quiet  an  excitement 
almost  bordering  on  fanaticism.  When  Christ  descends  from 
heaven  (i  Thess.  1  10  4  16  2  Thess.  1  7),  angels  will  accompany 
him  as  his  ministers  (2  Thess.  1  7),  and  his  glory  will  then  first 
be  fully  revealed. 

The  parusia  is  likewise  the  day  of  judgment,  as  the 
designations  applied  to  it  show.  It  is  beyond  doubt 
meant  by  the  phrases  the  '  day  of  the  Lord,'  '  the  day,' 
'  that  day  '  ( i  Thess.  6242  Thess.  1 10).  This  judgment 
deals  with  antichrist  and  all  the  wicked,  whether  Jews 
or  Gentiles,  whether  simply  careless  or  actively  hostile. 
The  doom  of  the  wicked  is  '  eternal  destruction ' 
(6\e0pos  aluvios,  2  Thess.  lg,  cp  i  Thess.  63;  cp 
aTrwXeta,  2  Thess.  2io). 

We  see  here  the  intolerance  of  the  inherited  eschatology. 
Later  it  is  not  the  consummation  of  human  evil  but  the  triumph 
of  Christianity  that  ushers  in  the  fulness  of  the  times  and  the 
advent  of  Christ.  To  the  apostle's  maturer  mind  God  so  shapes 
the  varying  destinies  of  Jew  and  Gentile  '  that  he  may  extend 
his  mercy  unto  all '  (Rom.  11  32). 

(c)  The  resurrection  and  the  blessed  consummation  of 
the  faithful. — There  was  an  apprehension  among  Paul's 
young  converts  that  those  who  died  before  the  parusia 
would  fail  to  share  in  its  blessedness.  Hence  the 
apostle  refers  them  to  a  special  statement  of  Christ 
on  this  subject  (i  Thess.  4. 15).  The  dead  in  Christ 
are  to  rise  first  ( i  Thess.  4 16  ;  but  the  teaching  on 
this  point  is  not  quite  clear),2  by  which  is  meant  a 
contrast,  not  between  a  first  and  a  second  resurrection, 
but  rather  between  two  classes  of  the  righteous  who 
share  in  the  resurrection.  The  first  are  those  who  have 
died  before  the  parusia  ;  the  second,  those  who  survive 
to  meet  it.  Both  are  '  caught  up  to  meet  the  Lord  in 
the  air. '  Thus  the  elect  are  gathered  together  to  Christ 
(2  Thess.  2 1  ;  cp  Mt.  24  31).  There  is  no  reference  to 
a  resurrection  of  the  wicked  in  these  two  epistles.3  It  is 

and  calumny  (Acts  9  23^".  29  18845)  and  stirred  up  the  heathen 
against  him  (1850  1425  19  17s  13).  These  men,  who  had  slain 
Christ  and  the  prophets,  were  now  the  relentless  persecutors  of 
his  Church.  When  we  further  observe  that  the  false  Messiah  or 
antichrist  regards  the  temple  at  Jerusalem  as  the  dwelling-place 
of  God  (2  Thess.  24),  the  Jewish  origin  of  the  antichristian 
principle  seems  in  a  very  high  degree  probable.  Sabatier,  The 
Apostle  Paul  (ET  119-121),  however,  is  now  less  confident 
than  formerly  of  the  correctness  of  this  view.  His  present 
opinion  reminds  us  somewhat  of  Beyschlag's  (NT  Theology, 
ET2257/). 

1  The  power  of  Rome  had  repeatedly  protected  the  apostle 
against  the  attacks  of  the  Jews  (Acts  17  5-9  18  12-16;  cp  ACTS, 
§  5).     In  Rom.  184  the  Roman  magistracy  is  'God's  minister.' 
Later,   this  distinction  between  the  power  of  Rome  and  anti 
christ  disappeared.     Thus  the  emperor  is  the  Beast,  and  Rome 
the  'mystery  of  avofiia.'  in  Rev.  13  17. 

2  According  to  i  Thess.  3  13  the  dead  are  to  accompany  Christ 
at  his  parusia— that  is  if  we  take  a-yioi  here  as^'the  faithful' 
(usage   suggests   this)  and   not   as    'the    angels.'     2 Thess.  17 
speaks  of  angels,  but  purely  as  agents  of  the  divine  judgment. 
That  we  are  to  understand  i  Thess.  3  13  of  men,  not  of  angels, 
is  clear  from    i  Thess.  4  14.     According  to   813414,    therefore, 
the  resurrection  of  the  faithful  dead  is  coincident  with  the  advent ; 
but  according  to  4  16  it  is  subsequent  to  the  advent. 

3  Indeed   there  could   not   be  a  resurrection  of  the  wicked 
according  to  Paul's  views  (see  §  99  [/>]).    The  statement  attributed 
to  Paul  in  Acts  24  15  that  there  shall  be  a  resurrection  both  of 
the  just  and  of  the  unjust  cannot  therefore  be  regarded  as  an 
accurate  report.     To  share  in  the  resurrection  according  to  the 
all  but  universal  teaching  of  the  NT  writers  is  the  privilege 
only  of  those  who   are   spiritually  one  with  Christ  and   draw 
their  life  from  the  Holy  Spirit.     There  are  two  passages — Jn. 
5  28  f.  and  Rev.  20 12— that  attest  the  opposite  view  ;   but  the 
latter   is  hardly  here   admissible  as   evidence   of  distinctively 
Christian  doctrine,  and  the  former  contradicts  the  entire  drift  of 
the  Fourth   Gospel  in   this  respect.     In  all  Jewish  books  that 
teach  a  resurrection  of  the  wicked,  the  resurrection  is  conceived 
not  as  a  result  of  spiritual  oneness  with  God  but  merely  as  an 
eschatological  arrangement  for  the  furtherance  of  divine  justice 
or  some  other  divine  end. 

1382 


99.  1  Cor. 


ESCHATOLOGY 

to  be  inferred  that  after  the  resurrection  the  world,  from 
which  the  righteous  have  been  removed,  is  given  over 
to  destruction,  whilst,  for  the  righteous,  there  is  now 
the  final  boon  of  'being  for  ever  with  the  Lord'  (i 
Thess.  417).  Christ's  people,  who  are  organically 
connected  with  him,,  will  be  raised  even  as  he  (i  Thess. 
414),  and  therefore  not  to  an  earthly  life,  but  to  'the 
obtaining  of  the  glory  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ'  (2 
Thess.  214)  in  the  completed  kingdom  of  God  (i  Thess. 
2 12  2  Thess.  1  5). 

(ii. )  The  second  stage  in  the  development  of  the 
Pauline  eschatology  is  to  be  found  in  i  Corinthians. 
In  many  respects  the  teaching  of  this  epistle 
is  in  harmony  with  that  of  the  epistles  to 
the  Thessalonians  ;  but  it  is  without  antichrist.  Other 
divergencies  will  appear  in  the  sequel.  Three  subjects 
are  prominent :  (a)  the  parusia  and  the  final  judgment  ; 
(6)  the  resurrection  ;  and  (c)  the  consummation  of  the 
blessed. 

(a)  The  parusia   and  final  judgment. — Paul    looks 
forward    to    the    parusia    of    Christ *    ( i  Cor.  4s  1 1 26 
15 51  1622),   which  will    be    preceded    by  severe   trials 
(7 26 28 ).2     The  interval  preceding  the  parusia  will  be 
shortened  in  order  that  the  faithful  may  keep  themselves 
free  from  the  entanglements  of  this  life  (7  29,   cp  Mt. 
2422).     This  second  coming  will  immediately  manifest 
Christ's   glory  and  bring  the  world  to   a  close  (\jf., 
cp  2  Cor.  lis/. ).     With  it  is  connected  the  final  judg 
ment,  at  which  the  judge  will  be  Christ  (44/.  ).3 

That  the  second  coming  is  conceived  as  one  of  judgment  is 
seen  also  in  the  designations  elsewhere  applied  to  it  ('  the  day 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,'  18  ;  '  the  day,'  8  13  ;  '  the  day  of  the 
Lord, "5  5).  From  the  above  facts  it  follows  that  Paul  did 
not  expect  the  intervention  of  a  millennial  period  between  the 
parusia  and  the  final  judgment,  as  some  have  inferred  from 

1  Cor.  1622-24.     According  to  this  passage  every  power  hostile 
to  God  in  the  world  is  stripped  of  its  influence  by  the  time  of  the 
parusia.      With   the   resurrection   which   ensues    thereupon    is 
involved  the  destruction  of  the  last  enemy,  death  (15  26).     Thus 
the  parusia,  accompanied  by  the  final  judgment  and  the  resur 
rection,  marks  the  end  of  the  present  age  and  the  beginning  of 
the  new.     The  angels  are  to  be  judged  ;  but  their  judges  are  the 
righteous  (i  Cor.  63;  see,  on  Bk.  of  Wisd.,  above,  §  76). 

(b)  The  resurrection. — The   resurrection    of  man   is 
connected  organically  with  that  of  Christ.     As  God  has 
raised  up  Christ,  so  also  he  will  raise  us  (i  Cor.  614,  cp 

2  Cor.  414). 

The  doctrine  of  man's  resurrection  had  been  denied  by  certain 
members  of  the  church  of  Corinth,  who  did  not  question  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus.  To  these  the  apostle  rejoined  that  both 
were  indissolubly  united  and  stood  or  fell  together.  The  ground 
of  man's  resurrection-hope  was  his  living  fellowship  with  Christ 
(15  22).  The  relation  manifestly  in  each  case  is  the  same.  As 
it  cannot  be  natural  and  genealogical  it  must  of  necessity  be 
ethical  and  spiritual.  Furthermore,  from  the  position  of  the 
words  («»>  T<3  'ASafji  ndfTfi  a.Tro6vr)<TKOv<ri:v)  the  '  in  Adam  '  must 
be  connected  with  'all.'  Hence  it  is  equivalent  to  'all  who 
are  in  Adam.'  Similarly  'all  in  Christ  '  =  all  who  are  in  Christ. * 
Thus  the  verse  means  :  '  as  all  who  are  ethically  in  fellowship 
with  Adam  die,  so  all  who  are  spiritually  in  fellowship  with 
Christ  shall  be  made  alive.'  This  being  made  spiritually  alive5 
((Jiooiroieio-Oat)  involves  the  'being  raised'  (cp  Rom.  811). 
There  can  be  no  resurrection  but  in  Christ. 

That  the  righteous  alone  are  raised  we  shall  be  forced 
to  conclude  also  from  Paul's  teaching  on  the  origin  of 
the  resurrection  body  in  1535-49. 

In  answer  to  the  question  how  the  dead  are  raised,  Paul 
rejoins :  '  thou  witless  one,  that  which  thou  sowest  is  not 
brought  to  life,  except  it  die'  (1536).  That  is,  a  man's  own 
experience  should  overturn  the  objection  that  is  raised.  The 
death  of  the  seed  consists  in  the  decomposition  of  its  material 
wrappings.  By  this  process  the  living  principle  within  it  is  set 

1  So  also  in   Phil.  320/C,  yet  he  had  always  before  him  the 
possibility  of  meeting  death.     This  is  perhaps  the  case  in  i  Cor. 
LBaiA 

2  This  is  the  nearest  approach  to  the  terrible  picture  of  the 
future  troubles  in  Thess. 

3  As  in  Thessalonians  (see  above,  §98).    This  doctrine  appears 
also  in  2  Cor.  5 10  '  the  judgment  seat  of  Christ.'     The  judgment 
is  also  spoken  of  as  the  judgment  of  God  (Rom.  14 10).     Cp  also 
Rom.  25/^86  14  12.     In   Rom.  2i6  the   two  views  are  recon 
ciled  ;  God  will  judge  the  world  through  Jesus  Christ. 

*  For  similar  constructions  see  15  18  i  Thess.  4  16. 

B  That  this  is  the  meaning  of  ftoojroieia-Oai  appears  to  follow 
from  its  use  in  1636,  where,  as  in  1522,  the  reference  is  to  the 
fresh  inward  development  of  life,  not  to  its  outer  manifestation. 
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free  and  seizes  hold  of  the  matter  around  it  wherewith  it  forms 
for  itself  a  new  body.l  In  like  manner  the  resurrection  is 
effected  through  death  itself.  What  appears  as  the  obstacle  is 
actually  the  means.  The  spirit  of  man  must  free  itself  from  the 
body  which  contains  it  before  it  fashions  for  itself  a  body  that 
is  incorruptible. 

We  are  next  instructed  as  to  the  glorious  nature  of 
the  resurrection  body  (1542-44).  The  sowing  here 
cannot  mean  the  burying  of  the  body  in  the  grave  :  such 
a  meaning  of  'sow'  (cnreipeiv)  is  wholly  unattested  :  it 
is  rather  the  placing  the  vital  principle  or  spirit  in  its 
material  environment  here  on  earth,  where  the  spirit  of 
man,  like  a  seed,  gathers  and  fashions  its  body  from  the 
materials  around  it.  The  life  of  man  in  this  world  from 
its  first  appearance  to  the  obsequies  that  attest  its  de 
parting  is  analogous  to  the  sowing  of  the  seed  in  the 
earth. 

That  this  is  Paul's  meaning  will  become  clearer  if  we  con 
sider  the  opposing  members  in  the  various  contrasts  drawn  in 
1042-44.  Thus,  it  is  sown  in  corruption  (1542).  This  descrip 
tion  is  no  doubt  applicable  to  the  interment  of  the  body  |  but 
the  first  members  of  the  following  antithesis  are  quite  inap- 
I'Hrabll'i  The  phrase  '  in  corruption '  is  especially  Pauline  in 
reference  to  the  present  life  of  man.  This  life  is  in  the  bondagt 
of  corruption  '  (Rom.  821),  and  the  living  body  is  undergoing 
corruption  (2  Cor.  4ie).  Furthermore  '  flesh  and  blood,'  the 

constituents  of  the  present  living  body,  are  declared  in  i  Cor. 
1550  to  be  'corruption.'  '  In  dishonour  '  denotes  the  miseries  of 
this  earthly  life;  which  we  experience  in  this  '  body  of  our 
humiliation  '  (Phil.  821).  '  Weakness  '  is  another  fitting  descrip 
tion  of  the  body  as  an  agent  of  the  spirit — '  the  spirit  is  willing 
but  the  flesh  is  weak.'  See  also  i  Cor.  23/1  2  Cor.  129/1  for  the 
contrast  '  weakness  '  and  '  power  '  as  here.  To  apply  such  a  term 
as  weakness  to  the  dead  body  would  be  absurd.  Finally, 

this  present  body  is  psychical  as  an  organ  of  the  psyche  or  '  soul,' 
just  as  the  risen  or  spiritual  body  is  an  organ  of  the  'spirit.' 
Thus  as  the  psychical  body  is  corruptible,  and  clothed  with 
humiliation  and  weakness,  the  spiritual  body  will  enjoy  incor 
ruptibility,  honour,  and  power.  Hence  between  the  bodies  there 
is  no  exact  continuity.  The  existence  of  the  one  depends  on  the 
death  of  the  other.  Nevertheless  there  is  some  essential  likeness 
between  them.  The  essential  likeness  proceeds  from  the  fact  that 
they  are  successive  expressions  of  the  same  personality,  though 
in  different  spheres.  It  is  the  same  individual  vital  principle 
that  organises  both. 

From  this  description  of  the  resurrection  body,  it  is 
obvious  that  only  the  righteous  can  share  in  the  resur 
rection. 

We  have  dealt  with  the  characteristics  of  the  risen 
body  and  its  relation  to  the  present  body.  The  question 
now  arises,  When  does  this  resurrection  of  the  body 
occur?  In  conformity  with  the  universal  Jewish  tradi 
tion  Paul  makes  it  to  follow  on  the  parusia.  Such  a 
time -determination,  however,  fails  to  establish  an 
organic  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  the  risen  body 
stated  above. 

Unless  our  interpretation  of  that  doctrine  is  wholly  wrong, 
its  entire  trend  points  not  to  a  period  externally  determined  and 
at  some  possibly  remote  age,  but  to  the  hour  of  departure  of  the 
individual  believer.  The  analogy  of  the  seed  points  in  this 
direction.  Seeing  that  with  the  corruption  of  the  material  husk 
the  vital  principle  is  set  free  to  form  a  new  body  or  expression 
of  itself,  the  analogy  urged  by  Paul  ought  to  lead  to  the 
inference  that  with  the  death  of  the  present  body  the  energies 
of  the  human  spirit  are  set  free  to  organise  from  its  new  environ 
ment  a  spiritual  body — a  body  adapted  to  that  environment. 
Thus  in  a  certain  sense  the  resurrection  of  the  faithful  would 
follow  immediately  on  death,  and  not  be  adjourned  to  the 
parusia.  Of  this  variance  between  his  living  and  growing 
thought  and  his  inherited  view,  Paul  does  not  seem  conscious 
in  i  Cor. 

In  2  Cor.  we  shall  find  that  he  has  become  conscious 
of  the  inherent  inconsistencies  in  his  former  view,  which 
he  is  deserting  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  of  a  resurrection 
of  the  righteous  following  immediately  on  death. 

(c)  The  final  consummation. — With  the  resurrection 
of  the  righteous  dead  and  the  transfiguration  of  the 
righteous  living,  death  is  finally  overcome  (i  Cor.  1526 
51-54).  The  end  has  come  (1624  18),  when  the  Son 
'  will  surrender  to  God,  to  the  Father,  the  kingdom  ' 
which  he  has  ruled  since  his  exaltation.  The  resurrec- 

1  The  Pauline  way  of  stating  this  formation  of  the  new  body 
is  noteworthy,  'God  gives  it  a  body.'  We  moderns  say,  the 
new  body  is  the  result  of  the  vital  principle  in  the  grain  acting 
on  its  environment  in  conformity  with  God's  law  in  the  natural 
world.  Paul  says  in  such  a  case,  '  God  gives  it  a  body '  (15  38). 
This  is  important  to  remember  in  connection  with|2  Cor.  5  (§  ioo,c). 
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tion  l  of  the  righteous  dead  will  take  place  in  a  moment, 
at  the  last  trump  (15  52)- 

Then  will  follow  the  transfiguration  of  the  righteous  living, 
when  the  corruptible  shall  put  on  incorruption  and  the  mortal 
immortality  (1553),  and  the  institution  of  the  perfected  kingdom 
of  God2  in  a  new  and  glorious  world  that  has  taken  the  place 
of  the  present,  which  is  already  passing  away  (i  Cor.  7  31). 
That  which  is  perfect  has  then  come  (13  10),  and  the  blessed,  in 
immediate  communion,  see  God  face  to  face  (13 12). 

In  this  perfected  kingdom  God  has  become  'all  in  all '  (1528). 
This  statement  is  limited  to  the  blessed.  It  does  not  apply  to 
the  powers  in  1625  28.  These  have  heen  reduced  to  unwilling 
obedience. 

(iii. )  In    2    Corinthians    and    Romans   we  arrive    at 

the    third    stage    in    the    development    of    the    Pauline 

_        eschatology.      The    development    is    ap- 

'   p      r'  parent    mainly    in    a    change    of    view 

ana  Kom.    as  to  the  time  of  the  resurrection  and 

in  enlarged  conceptions  as  to  the  universal  spread  and 
comprehensiveness  of  Christ's  kingdom  on  earth.  We 
shall  range  our  evidence  under  four  heads. 

(a)  Parusia  and  judgment. — The  parusia  is  '  the  day 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ '  (2  Cor.  114;  cp  Phil.  16  10  2i6). 
The  judge  will  be  Christ  (2  Cor.  5io) — likewise  God 
(Rom.  14io;  see  col.  1383,  n.  3).  All  men  must  appear 
before  the  judgment  seat  (Rom.  14io,  cp  12).  The  judg 
ment  will  proceed  according  to  works  (Rom.  26)  ;  for  if 
faith  is  operative  it  can  be  only  in  the  sphere  of  works. 

The  purpose  of  the  mission  of  Christ  is  '  that  the  righteous 
demands  of  the  law  might  be  fulfilled  in  us  who  live  according 
to  the  spirit,  not  the  flesh  '  (Rom.  84).  We  are  what  we  make 
ourselves.  Destiny  is  related  to  character  as  harvest  to  seed 
time  (Gal.  6  7  f.).  Every  man  bears  in  his  character  his  own 
reward  and  his  own  punishment  (2  Cor.  5 10).  Hence,  since 
character  is  the  creation  of  will,  arises  the  all-importance  of  the 
principle  that  rules  the  will.  Retribution,  present  and  future, 
follows  in  the  line  of  a  man's  works  (2  Cor.  11  is).3 

(6)  Universal  spread  of  Christ's  kingdom  on  earth. — 
Between  the  writing  of  i  and  2  Thessalonians  and  that 
of  Romans  we  have  to  place  a  great  crisis  of  thought. 
In  the  earlier  epistles,  as  we  have  seen,  Paul  looks 
forward  to  a  great  apostasy  and  the  revelation  of  the 
'  man  of  sin '  as  the  immediate  precursor  of  the  parusia. 
In  Rom.  11,  on  the  other  hand,  he  proclaims  the  inner 
and  progressive  transformation  of  mankind  through  the 
Gospel ;  the  conversion  of  the  entire  Jewish  and  non- 
Jewish  worlds  is  the  immediate  prelude  of  the  advent  of 
Christ. 

The  '  unbelieving '  Jews  of  to-day  are  indeed  as  '  vessels  of 
wrath*  (822),  hastening  to  destruction.  This  temporary 
destruction  of  the  race,  however,  has  brought  about  the  '  com 
pletion  (TrAijpio/xa)  of  the  nations,'  and  when  the  'nations'  have 
entered  Christ's  kingdom,  then  '  all  Israelshall  be  saved '  (11 25/1). 
God  has  thus  shaped  the  history  of  both  Jew  and  Gentile  '  in 
order  that  he  might  have  mercy  upon  all'  (Rom.  1132). 

(c)  The  resurrection — the  immediate  sequel  of  de 
parture  from  this  life. — We  have  discovered  in  the 
earlier  epistles  certain  inconsistencies  in  regard  to  the 
time  of  the  resurrection.  Although  Paul  formally 
adjourns  this  event  to  the  parusia,  his  teaching  with 
regard  to  the  resurrection  body  is  implicitly  at  variance 
with  such  a  belief  (§  99,  b}.  By  the  time  when  he  wrote 
the  second  of  the  epistles  to  Corinth  he  had  come  to  a 
conscious  breach  with  the  older  view.  The  main 
evidence  for  this  is  found  in  2  Cor.  5 1-8  (where  a  specially 
careful  translation  is  required  ;  see  e.g. ,  Weizsacker's). 
In  v.  4  Paul  declares  his  wish  to  live  till  the  parusia  in 
order  that  he  may  escape  the  dissolution  of  the  earthly 
body  and  be  transformed  alive.  In  other  verses  he 
faces  the  possibility  of  death,  and  comforts  himself  and 
his  readers  with  the  prospect  before  them.  When  we 
die  we  have  (Zxopf) — we  come  into  possession  of — an 
immortal  body  in  heaven. 

1  Since  the  resurrection  is  possible  only  through  living  fellow 
ship  with  Christ,  there  can  be  no  resurrection  of  the  wicked. 

2  The  phrase  '  kingdom  of  God '  is  used  by  Paul  to  denote  the 
kingdom  of  the  consummation.      In  a  few  cases,  however,  he 
applies  it  to  the  kingdom  as  it  is  at  present  being  realised  on 
earth  (i  Cor.  4  20   Rom.  14  17).     Even  here  Weiss  argues_that 
the  passages  refer  to  the  kingdom  not  in  its  realisation  but  in  its 
essence.       In   Col.  1  13    the    present    kingdom    is    called    'the 
kingdom  of  his  dear  son.' 

3  The  retributive  character  of  the  judgment  is  expressed  in 
still  sharper  terms  in  the  later  epistles  (see  Col.  3  25  Eph.  68). 
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That  this  is  a  real,  not  an  ideal  possession  to  be  realised  at 
the  parusia,  follows  from  the  date  assigned  for  our  becoming 
possessed  of  it.  Ideally,  the  faithful  receive  their  immortal 
bodies  at  the  time  of  their  election  (Rom.  829);  actually,  Paul 
now  declares,  at  death.  This  idea  of  the  future  body  being  a 
divine  gift  in  no  way  contradicts  the  teaching  in  i  Cor.  15  35-49 ; 
it  forms  its  complement  and  completion.  We  have  already  seen 
(§  99,  col.  1384,  n.)  that  whereas,  regarded  from  our  usual  stand 
point,  the  new  body  is  the  result  of  a  secret  vital  process,  re 
garded  from  Paul's  standpoint  it  may  be  called  a  divine  gift. 
Similarly  the  glorified  body  is,  in  one  aspect,  the  result  of  the 
action  of  the  human  spirit  itself  divinely  quickened,  in  another  an 
independent  gift  of  God. 

In  i  Cor.  1535-49  the  view  that  the  resurrection  follows 
immediately  on  the  death  of  the  faithful  is  implied  ; 
in  2  Cor.  5 1-8  it  is  categorically  stated. 

Of  Paul's  change  of  view  we  naturally  expect  to  find 
further  evidence  in  his  references  to  the  experiences  of 
the  faithful  at  the  parusia,  and  such  surely  we  find  in 
Rom.  8 19  :  '  the  earnest  longing  of  the  created  world 
waiteth  for  the  revelation  of  the  sons  of  God.'  At  the 
second  coming,  just  as  there  will  be  a  revelation  of  Christ 
(i  Cor.  1?2  Thess.  1?) — that  is,  a  manifestation  of  the 
glory  he  already  possesses — so  there  will  be  a  manifesta 
tion  of  the  glory  already  possessed  by  the  faithful. 

Thus  Paul  speaks  no  longer  of  a  resurrection  of  the  faithful 
to  glory  at  the  parusia,  but  of  a  manifestation  of  the  glory 
they  already  possess.  Glory  (56fa)  is  to  be  their  clothing.  In 
Col.  3  4  the  manifestation  of  Christ  and  that  of  his  people  at 
his  parusia  are  expressly  connected. 

(iv. )  In  Philippians,  Colossians,  and  Ephesians J  we 
have  the  final  stage  in  the  development  of  the  Pauline 
eschatology,  that  which  deals  with  the 


101.  Phil., 
Col.,  and  Eph. 


cosmic  significance  of  Christ.      In  the 


earlier  epistles,  whilst  the  creation  of 
the  world  was  effected  through  the  Son  (i  Cor.  86),  its 
consummation  was  to  be  realised  in  the  Father,  when 
the  Son  had  resigned  to  him  his  mediatorial  kingdom 
(i  Cor.  1624-28).  In  these  epistles  not  only  is  the 
Son  the  creative  agent  and  the  principle  of  cohesion 
(<rvveffTT]Kev,  Col.  li?)  and  unity  in  the  cosmos  ;  he  is 
also  the  end  to  which  it  moves  (ete  avr&v,  Col.  Ii6), 
the  head  in  which  it  is  to  be  summed  up  (Eph.  1 10), 

From  the  above  Christology  follow  two  conclusions. 
(a)  The  everlasting  duration  of  the  kingdom  of  Christ. 
Whereas,  according  to  i  Cor.  1528,  God  alone  is  'all 
in  all '  in  the  final  consummation,  in  the  epistles  we  are 
now  dealing  with  Christ  also  is  conceived  as  '  all  in  all ' 
(Eph.  123  Col.  3 ii ).  Thus  the  goal  of  the  universe  is 
no  longer,  as  in  i  Cor.  1524-28,  the  completed  kingdom 
of  God  in  which  God  is  'all  in  all,'  in  contrast  to  the 
mediatorial  kingdom  of  Christ ;  it  is  the  '  kingdom  of 
Christ  and  God  '  (Eph.  65)- 

(6)  The  extension  of  Christ's  redemption  to  the  world 
of  spiritual  beings.  Since  all  things,  in  heaven  and 
on  earth,  visible  and  invisible  (whether  thrones  or 
dominions  or  principalities  or  powers),  were  created  by 
Christ  (Col.  1  16),  and  were  (according  to  the  same 
passage)  to  find  their  consummation  in  him  (et'j  avrbv 
ZKTIO-TO.I),  they  must  come  within  the  sphere  of  his 
mediatorial  activity;  they  must  ultimately  be  summed 
up  in  him  as  their  head  (avaKe<pa\aiwffao-0at.  TO.  Trdvra 
iv  T$  XptcrTy,  Eph.  1 10).  Hence,  in  the  world  of 
spiritual  beings,  since  some  have  sinned  or  apostatised, 
they  too  must  share  in  the  atonement  of  the  cross  of 
Christ,  and  so  obtain  reconciliation2  (Col.  1 20),  and 
join  in  the  universal  worship  of  the  Son  (Phil.  2io). 

How  successful  this  ministry  of  reconciliation  in  the  spiritual 
world  is,  Paul  does  not  inform  us,  nor  yet  whether  it  will 
embrace  the  entire  world,  and  therefore  the  angels  of  Satan. 
Since,  however,  all  things  must  be  reconciled  and  summed  up 
in  Christ,  there  can  be  no  room  finally  in  the  universe  for  a 
wicked  being  whether  human  or  angelic.  Thus  the  Pauline 
eschatology  points3  obviously  in  its  ultimate  issues  either  to  the 

1  To  justify  the  inclusion  of  both  Colossians  and  Ephesians 
see  COLOSSIANS  AND  EPHESIANS. 

2  '  Reconciliation '  necessarily  presupposes  previous  enmity  ; 
cp  Eph.  2  16  and  Sanday  on  Rom.  8  38. 

3  In  these  later  epistles,   no  less   than  in   the   earlier,    Paul 
appears  not   to  have  arrived  at  final  and  consistent  views  on 
these   questions.     Though   he   speaks   of  the  reconciliation  of 
hostile  spirits,  he  does  not  seem  to  have  included  Satan's  angels 
amongst  them.     His  leading  principles,  however,  involve  this. 
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final    redemption    of   all    created    personal    beings    or   to   the 
destruction  of  the  finally  impenitent. 

II.   DEVELOPMENT  OF  SPECIAL  CONCEPTIONS. — It 
is  the  conceptions  'soul'  and  'spirit' 
102.  bpecial    that  chiefly  need  consideration  here. 

/»rtTi/>/\T*ri  f\r\  a  •  .       . 

i.  Outside  the  Pauline  Lpistles. — 
The  meaning  attached  to  the  concep 
tions  '  soul '  and  '  spirit '  throughout 
the  NT,  except  in  the  Pauline  epistles,  is  in  the  main 
that  which  prevailed  among  the  people. 

(a)  The  Soul. — The  '  soul '  is  conceived  as  the  bearer 
both  of  the  bodily -sensuous  life  and  of  the  higher 
spiritual  life. 

(i.)  In  the  former  capacity  the  'soul'  is  sustained  by  food 
(Mt.  625),  is  capable  of  sensuous  impressions  (Mk.  1*34),  of 
suffering  (i  Pet.  4  i),  of  sensuality  (i  Pet.  2  ii  2  Pet.  2  14).  It 
is  from  this  conception  of  the  soul  that  the  adjective  (^VXIKOS, 
EV  '  sensual ')  derives  its  bad  signification  in  James  3  15  Jude  19. 
If  the  blood  is  shed  the  soul  departs  (Mt.  2835  Mk.  14  24 
Acts  22  20):  fK\fjv\eiv='to  die'  (Acts 5  510  1223).  Further,  as 
in  the  OT,  the  '  soul '  is  identified  with  the  personality :  so 
many  souls  =  so  many  persons  (Acts  241714  27^37  i  Pet.  3  20). 

(ii.)  As  in  the  Judaism  of  this  time,  the  '  soul '  is  the  seat  also  of 
the  higher  spiritual  life  :  it  is  the  subject  of  anxiety  (Jn.  1024), 
of  grief  (Mt.  26  38  Mk.  14  34  Lk.  2  35),  of  trouble  (Jn.  12  27),  of 
pleasure  (Lk.  12  19  Heb.  10  38),  of  love  (Mt.  22  37),  of  hate  (Acts 
14  2).  In  a  spiritual  sense  it  can  become  stronger  (Acts  14  22), 
or  suffer  exhaustion  (Heb.  12  3),  can  be  subverted  by  heresy 
(Acts  15  24),  protected  (i  Pet.  4  19  Heb.  1817),  cleansed  (i  Pet. 

1  22).     As  the  bearer  of  the  personality,  it  survives  death  (Mt. 
1039),  an(l  Passes  first  to  an  intermediate  abode  of  the  departed, 
to  Hades  (Acts  2  27  Lk.  16  23),  or  to  Abraham's  bosom  (Lk.  1623), 
or   Paradise   (Lk.  23  43).     The   departed  are   called    '  souls '  in 
Rev.  6  9  20  4. 

(6)  The  Spirit. — In  the  case  of  the  '  spirit,'  as  in  that 
of  the  '  soul,'  we  find — with  possibly  two  or  three  excep 
tions — no  fresh  developments  ;  only  the  acknowledged 
and  popular  conceptions  of  Judaism.  The  '  spirit '  is  the 
higher  side  of  the  soul. 

Like  the  soul  the  '  spirit '  is  the  subject  of  grief  (Mk.  8  12), 
of  trouble  (Jn.  13  21),  of  joy  (Lk.  1  46  10  21),  of  indignation  (Jn. 
1133  Acts  17  16),  of  zeal  (Acts  18  25),  of  meekness  (i  Pet.  84). 
It  is  the  seat  of  purpose  and  volition  (Acts  19  21  2022).  Again, 
as  with  the  soul,  if  the  spirit  departs,  death  ensues  (Mt.  27  50 
Lk.  23  46  Acts  7  59) ;  the  body  apart  from  it  is  dead  (James 

2  26)  ;  but  if  it  returns,  so  does  life  (Lk.  8  55).     Thus  fttnvelv  in 
Mk.  15  37  39  Lk.  23  46  is  synonymous  with  fK^vxeiv. 

The  '  spirit '  which  so  departs  exists  independently  as 
the  bearer  of  the  personality.  Hence,  though  the  same 
or  similar  diction  is  found  in  the  OT  and  in  a  few  of 
the  later  books,  the  idea  conveyed  in  either  case  is 
absolutely  different.  The  NT  usage  is  that  of  the 
current  Judaism.1  In  the  next  life  the  departed  are 
called  'spirits'  (i  Pet.  3 19  4 6  Heb.  1223)  as  elsewhere 
they  are  called  '  souls. ' 

The  '  spirit '  is  the  seat  also  of  the  higher  spiritual  life, 
and  forms  the  antithesis  of  the  flesh  ((rdp£)  Mk.  14  38.2 
Thus  growth  in  the  '  spirit '  is  set  over  against  growth 
in  the  body  (Lk.  I8o  240).  The  'spirit'  which  God 
has  placed  in  man  '  longs '  for  man's  salvation  (Jas. 
4s).  It  discerns  that  which  is  not  manifest  to  the 
senses  (Mk.  28).  In  these  cases  we  have  approaches  to 
the  Pauline  use.  Thus  in  the  NT  there  is  no  trichotomy 
except  in  the  Pauline  epistles — if  such  a  term  as  tricho 
tomy  can  be  rightly  used  at  all  of  the  Pauline  psych 
ology.  The  only  doubtful  passage  is  Heb.  4 12. 

2.  In  the  Pauline  Epistles. — Paul  breaks  with  the 
entire  traditional  use  of  the  terms  '  soul '  and  '  body ' 
and  gives  them  a  connotation  in  keeping  with  his 
theological  system.  He  appears  to  teach  a  trichotomy 
in  i  Thess.  523;  but  the  enumeration  'spirit,  soul,  and 
body'  is  no  real  expression  of  Pauline  anthropology. 
At  times  indeed  he  describes  man  popularly  as  a 
synthesis  of  'spirit  and  flesh'  (Col. 2s),  'spirit  and 
body'  (i  Cor.  63).  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that 
he  never  uses  the  quite  as  popular  expression  '  soul  and 
body '  ;  his  view  of  the  '  soul '  precluded  its  employment. 

1  According    to   Gen.  243-3    the   spirit    is   a  breath   of  life 
from  God,   which   on   death   returns  to  God  the  fount  of  life 
(Eccles.  12  7).     As  such  it  has  no  individual  or  personal  exist 
ence.     In  Rev.  11  ii  13  15  the  idea  of  Gen.  2  4^-8  is  reproduced. 

2  In  Mt.  10  28  man  is  described  as  a  synthesis  of  body  and 
soul. 
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With  him  the  '  soul '  is  the  vital  principle  of  the  flesh  T 
(ffdpt;),  and  is  never  conceived,  as  it  is  in  all  the  other 
NT  writers,  as  the  bearer  of  the  higher  spiritual  life. 
It  has  thus  a  very  low  connotation.  The  '  soulish ' 
man  (\f/vxiKos  di>6pwiros,  i  Cor.  214)  is  incapable  of 
receiving  the  things  of  the  '  spirit.' 

The  Pauline  doctrine  of  the  '  spirit '  is  difficult.  Only 
a  brief  treatment  of  the  subject  can  be  given  here.  The 
term  spirit  has,  in  the  Pauline  epistles,  three  distinct 
applications.  The  spiritual  side  of  man  may  be  regarded 
as  (a)  the  intellectual  and  moral  part  of  man  ;  (6)  the 
immaterial  personality  which  survives  death  ;  (c)  the 
immaterial  part  of  man's  nature  which  is  capable  of 
direct  communion  with  the  'Spirit'  of  God — not,  how 
ever,  this  faculty  as  it  exists  in  itself,  but  as  it  is  re 
created  by  God. 

In  order  to  express  (a)  Paul  has  recourse  both 
to  Hellenistic  and  to  Palestinian  Judaism.  From  the 
former  he  borrows  the  phrase  'the  inner  man'  (6  ?<ro; 
&v6p<i3Tros,  Rom.  722).  •  From  the  same  source  he  adopts 
the  term  'mind'  (j»oOj,  Rom.  72325),  which  belongs  to 
'  the  inner  man  '  and  signifies  the  higher  nature  of  man 
as  man.  In  the  same  sense  he  borrows  from  Palestinian 
Judaism  the  term  'spirit.'  Thus  we  have  the  ordinary 
synthesis  'spirit  and  body'  (i  Cor.  63),  'spirit  and 
flesh'  (Col.  2s).2  Compare  also  i  Cor.  2n,  2  Cor. 
7 13.  Now  this  higher  side  of  man's  nature  may  fall 
under  the  power  of  the  flesh.  Hence  '  the  mind '  may 
become  'corrupt'  (Rom.  128),  'the  spirit'  may  be 
'  defiled  '  (2  Cor.  7  i). 

To  express  (b)  the  immaterial  personality  which  sur 
vives  death  Paul  uses  the  term  '  spirit '  in  i  Cor.  5  5. 

In  the  third  sense  (c)  the  term  '  spirit '  has  a  distinct 
ively  Pauline  use.  In  this  sense  the  '  spirit '  is  no  longer 
synonymous  with  the  '  mind  '  as  in  (a),  but  is  its  suzerain. 
They  are  clearly  distinguished  in  i  Cor.  14  14^  The 
renewed  spirit  is  'our  spirit,'  and  lives  in  communion 
with  the  Spirit  of  God  (Rom.  8 16).  By  virtue  of  it  man 
becomes  spiritual  (i  Cor.  2 15,  3i),  and  '  a  new  creation  ' 
(Gal.  815),  as  opposed  to  the  psychical  creation  in  Gen. 
2  4*-3.3  'The  mind'  or  'the  inner  man'  remains  in 
the  Christian  as  the  sphere  of  human  judgment  (Rom. 

14s)-4 

Thus  the  Pauline  psychology  stands  apart  from  that 
of  the  OT  and  the  rest  of  the  NT. 

Judgment.  —  This  has  been  dealt  with  separately 
under  the  different  books. 

Places  of  abode  of  the  departed. — i.    Paradise  is  (a) 

the  abode  of  the  blessed  in  Shfiol  (Lk.  2843  Acts23i). 

_.  (6)  A  division  of  the  third  heaven — being 

*    K  A  6S  likewise   an    intermediate   abode   of  the 

t  abode.     righteous  (2  Cor_  124).      (c)  Apparently 

a  final  abode  of  the  righteous  (Rev.  27). 

2.  Hades    is    (a)    an    intermediate    abode    of    the 
departed   containing    two    divisions,   for   the   righteous 
(  =  '  Abraham's  bosom  ')  and  for  the  wicked  respectively 
(Lk.  1623);    (i>)  an  intermediate  abode  of  the  wicked 
only  (?)  (Rev.  1 18  68  20i3/) ;  and  (c)  an  intermediate 
abode  of  further  moral  probation  (i  Pet.  819  46  ;    see 

§96). 

3.  Tartarus  is  the  intermediate  place  of  punishment 
for  the  fallen  angels  (2  Pet.  24). 

1  The  '  soul '  is  the  bearer  of  the  bodily  life  in  the  Pauline 
epistles  as  in  the  rest  of  the  NT.     Cp  Rom.  164  2  Cor.  12  15 
Phil.  230.     It   is  menaced  when  a  man's  life  is  sought  (Rom. 
11  3).     It  is  the  bearer  of  the  personality  in  a  general  sense 
(Rom.  13  i  2  9).     Since  the   '  soul '  is  the  vital  principle  of  the 
'flesh,'  and  the  latter  has  no  part  in  the  next  life,  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  any  place  in  the  next  life  for  the  soul,  as  that 
life  is  to  be  essentially  spiritual.     Here  man  has  a  '  soulish ' 
body,  but  there  he  is  to  have  a  'spiritual.'     According  to  the 
Pauline  teaching  the  '  soul '  seems  to  have  its  existence  limited 
to  this  world. 

2  Peculiar  instances  of  the  Pauline  use  of  the  '  spirit '  are  to 
be  found  in  2  Cor.  2  13,  where  we  find  the  same  feeling  ascribed 
to  it  as  to  the  'flesh'  in  7s.     In  Phil.  1  27  there  seems  to  be 
little  difference  between  the  '  spirit '  and  the  '  soul.' 

3  Cp  i  Cor.  1646. 

4  Observe   that   the    '  spirit '   of    the    Christian    is   expressly 
contrasted  with  the  '  mind  '  (vovs)  in  i  Cor.  14  i4/ 
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4.  Gehenna  is  the  final  place  of  punishment  for  the 
wicked. 

In  Lk.  12s  the  punishment  is  clearly  a  punishment  of  the 
soul  ;  the  body  is  first  destroyed  on  earth  :  '  Fear  him  who 
after  he  has  killed  has  power  to  cast  into  Gehenna."  The 
passage  has  in  Mt.  10 28  a  different  form:  'Fear  him  who  is 
able  to  destroy  both  soul  and  body  in  Gehenna' ;  but  Lk.  12$ 
seems  to  be  more  original.  Mt.  5  29 'f.  does  not  necessarily  imply 
a  punishment  of  the  body  :  since  '  eye  '  and  '  hand  '  mean  certain 
desires,  the  phrase  '  the  whole  body'  also  must  be  symbolical. 

From  the  above  considerations  Gehenna  appears  to 
be  a  place  not  of  corporal  but  of  spiritual  punish 
ment. 

Bibliography,  i.  Hebrew  Eschatology. — For  the  older  litera 
ture  on  this  subject  see  Alger,  A  Crit.  Hist,  of  the  Doctrine  of 

a  Future  Life,  with  a  complete  Bibliography,  by 

104.  Biblio-    Ezra  Abbot,  783-970  (New  York,  '71)  ;  Schulze, 

BTTElpllV         Voraussetzung der  Christ.  Lehre  v.d.  Unsterb- 

lichkeit  ('61);  Stade,  Die  ATlichc  Vorstel- 
lungen  vont  Zustand  nach  dent  Tode  ('77);  GVIV)  1415-427 
503-506  ('89)  ;  Briggs,  Messianic  Prophecy  ('86)  ;  A.  Jeremias, 
Die  Babyl.-Assyr.  Vorstellungen  vom  Zustand  nach  dem  Tode 
('87);  Schwally,  Das  Leben  nach  dem  Tode  ('92)  —  original 
and  most  helpful ;  Che.  OPs.,  see  381-452  already  referred  to 
('91) ;  Intr.  Is.  ('95) — invaluable  both  on  critical  and  exegetical 
grounds ;  Jew.  Rel.  Life  after  the  Exile.  ('98)  ;  WRS  Rel. 
.SV»/.(2)('94);  Salmond,  Christ.  Doctr.  of  Immortality^}  ('97); 
Davidson,  s.v.  'Eschatology'  in  Hastings'  DB  1  734-741.  See 
also  the  relative  sections  in  the  Biblical  Theologies  of  Oehler, 
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Schultz,  Dillmann,  and  particularly  Smend's  A  Tliche  Rel.- 
gesch.  ('93),  and  Marti's  Gesch.  der  isr.  Rel.W  ('97). 

ii.  The  literature  of  Jewish  eschatology  during  the  period 
extending  from  200  B.C.  to  100  A.D.  has  been  grievously 
neglected.  The  study  of  it  has  been  advanced  chierly  by 
Liicke  (Einl.  in  die  OJfenb.  des  Johannes,  vol.  i  ['52]),  Hilgen- 
feld  (Die  j lid.  Apokalyptik,  '57),  Langen  (Das  Judentlnim  in 
Paliistina,  461-519  ['66]);  Drummond  (The  Jewish  Messiah, 
'77),  and  Schiirer  (Hist.  ii.  2  126-187).  For  further  aids  to  study 
see  APOCALYPTIC  LITERATURE,  §§  7,  23,  34,  47,  58,  67,  etc.  (on 
editions  of  the  books) ;  also  Schwally,  Das  Leben  nach  dent 
Tode,  '92)  ;  Briggs,  Messiah  of  the  Gospels,  1-40  ('94)  ;  Messiah 
of  the  Apostles,  1-20  ('95) ;  Marti,  Gesch.  der  isr.  Rel.  270-310 
('97) ;  Charles,  Critical  History  of  the  Doctrine  of  a  Future 
Life  ('99),  where  the  whole  subject  of  this  article  is  treated  at 
some  length. 

iii.  The  Neiv  Testament. — In  addition  to  the  relative  sections 
in  works  on  NT  Theology  by  Baur,  Neander,  Reuss,  Schmid, 
Oosterzee,  Immer,  Weiss,  Beyschlag,  and  Holtzmann,  the 
following  books  will  be  found  helpful  in  various  degrees  : — 
White,  Life  in  Christ  ('46) ;  Giider,  Die  Lehre  von  der  Er- 
sctieinung  Christi  unter  den  Todten  in  ihrem  Zusammcnhange 
tnit  der  Lehre  von  den  letzten  Dingen  ('53) ;  Luthardt,  Die 
Lehrevon  den  letzten  Dingen  ('61)  ;  Gerlach,  Die  letzten  Dingen 
('69)  ;  Davidson,  Doctrine  of  last  Things  (1900)  ;  Biedermann, 
Christliche  Dogmatic,  2  155-169  384-394  ('84);  Petavel,  Prob 
lem  of  Immortality  ('92) ;  Toy,  Judaism  and  Christianity, 
372-414  ('92)  ;  Kabisch,  Eschatologie  des  Paulus  ('93) ;  Wendt, 
Teaching  of  Jesus  (ET)  1  364-408  2  340-374  ('93-'96)  ;  Salmond, 
Christian  Doctr.  of  Immort.w  (97);  Briggs,  Messiah  of  the 
Gospels,  135-165  ('94);  Messiah  of  the  Apostles,  58-66  85-96 
34I"36?  554-S62  ('95)  ;  Beet,  Last  Things  (97).  R.  H.  C. 
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(2)  here,     temporary,     65, 

67 /;  T*f;  78 
=  icoo  years,  75 
=  400  years,  79 

(3)  new  regime,  eternal,  66 

(4)  despaired  of,  jSf. 

III.  In  NT: 
eternal,  82,  101 
temporary  in  Apoc.,  88 
present  and  future,  83 
after  parusia,  84 

Maccabees,  First,  66 
Second,  69 


pr 
la 


Fourth,  77 
Man,  primitive  conception,  19 

later,  20 

Messiah,  not  organically  con 
nected  with   kingdom    till 
100  A.D.  (except  in  NT), 
not  mentioned  in  Eth.   En. 
1-36  91-104  ;  i  and  2  Mace. 
Judith,    Slav.    En.;   Wis 
dom,  4  Mace,  and  certain 
parts  of  Apoc.  Bar.  and  4 
Ezra  (qq.v.) 
in  apoc.  lit.,  6o_/C,  66./C,  72, 

74,  7%f- 
Micah,  38 
Millennium,  88 
Moses,  Assumption  of,  73 

Nahum,  36 
New  heavens,  65 
New  heavens  and  new  earth, 
48,  66,  78,  S8/. 

Paradise,  63,  75,  79,  103 
Particularism    in     Ezek.    and 

later,  45-47 

Parusia  or  Second  Advent  : 
in  present  generation,  84 
later,  85 

signs  of,  84  (n.  4),  98 
spiritual,  88 
at  final  judgment,  91  f.,  95, 

98  ff. 
a  Judaistic  view,  afterwards 

abandoned,  98 
universal  conversion,  100 
of  Christ  to  judge,  86,  88,  91, 

,     33,  9M- 

Pauline  Epistles,  97-101 
Peter,  First,  94-96 

Second,  89 
Preaching  to  spirits  in  prison, 

96. 

Pre-existence  of  soul,  75_/C 
Psychology,    19  f.,   see  '  Soul ' 
and  '  Spirit ' 

Resurrection :  I.  In  OT  idea 
appears  as  a  synthesis  ; 
R.  of  body  at  advent  of 
kingdom,  49^ 

(1)  righteous  Israelites,  50 

(2)  pre-eminently  righteous 
and  wicked,  50 

II.  Second  century  B.C.,  63 

(3  iv.) : 

(i)  righteous  and  certain 
wicked,  59  (see  APOCA 
LYPTIC,  27) 


(2)  all  Israelites,  69 

(3)  righteous     Israelites  ; 
body  transformed,  60 

III.    Last  century  B.C.  :  R. 
of  Spirit  70  (4) 

(1)  righteous  ;   at  close  of 
kingdom,  65,  67 

(2)  righteous,  in  glory  (also 
wicke 


99 


ked    for    judgment), 


IV.  First  century  A.D.,    81 
.(4): 

(i.)  Palestinian  Judaism  — 

(1)  righteous  ;      after 
final  judgment, 

(p)  without  body,  727^ 
(6)  in  a  spiritual  body, 
75,  80 

(2)  all  men  ;  in  body,  78^ 

(3)  the  first,  79 

(ii.)  Alexandrian  Judaism 
—  righteous  ;  in  spirit  ; 
immediately  after 
death,  74,  ifsf. 

V.  in  NT: 

(1)  righteous  only,  87,  92  f., 
<$f. 

(2)  righteous  and  wicked, 
fyf;  93,  98  (c),  n.  2 

(3)  first  ;  martyrs,  on  advent 
of  millennium,  88  (t) 

VI.  R.  of  Christ  and  man,  99 

.(/>) 
time  of  the  : 

(1)  at  parusia,  98  (c),  99  (t>) 

(2)  at  death— 

(a)  implied,  99  (/>) 
(/3)  directly  taught,  loo  (c) 
Retribution  in  Ezekiel,  24 
Revelation  of  the  sons  of  God, 
loo  (c) 

Sheol  :  I.  in  earlier  writings  : 

(1)  original  conception,  it 
psychical  activity,  16 
later,  destruction,  17 

(2)  for    righteous    tempo 
rary,  for  others  eternal, 
28,  50 

(3)  for  very  good  and  bad, 
temporary,  50 

(4)  for  wicked  only,  3i_/C 
II.  in  apocalyptic  and  apoc 

ryphal  literature,  63  (3), 
7o(3),8i(3): 

(1)  eternal,  for  all,  55  f. 

(2)  three        modifications: 
(<*)    59  (sfie  APOCALYP 
TIC,    27);    (/,),  69;    (c), 
78  (iii.)  81 
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(3)  final  abode  of  fire,  70 

(3  Hi-  (*)) 
III.  in  NT,  103 

(1)  intermediate  ;     moral 
change  possible,  96 

(2)  for  wicked  only  ;  inter 
mediate,  88  (n.  5) 

Sibylline  Oracles,  58  (n.  5) 
Soul  in  OT  : — 

I.  primitive  Semitic  concep 
tion — 
(i)     identified     with     the 

blood,  12 

seat  of  personality,  13 
almost  =  spirit,  19 
conscious    after    death, 
i6(a),  15 


(2)  later  ;   extinguished  at 

death,  16  (b) 
II.    after    rise    of  belief  in 

immortality  — 
in  Job,  28 
individual    immortality   in 

Pss     3,/ 

in  apocalyptic  literature  — 
almost  identical  with  spirit, 

63,  70,  81 
pre-existent, 


Soul  in  NT- 
identical     with     the    spirit, 

102 
Pauline  =  mere   functions    of 

body,  102 


ESDRAELON,  or,  rather,  as  RV,  Esdrelon,  or 
Esrelon,1  a  place  '  nigh  unto  Dotaea  [Dothan],  which  is 
over  against  the  great  ridge  2  of  Judaea '  (JudithSg),  and 
'  over  against '  which  was  Cyamon3  (7s  RV).  Esrelon 
is  the  Greecised  form  of  '  Jezreel,'  the  name  of  the  well- 
known  city  at  the  E.  end  of  the  great  central  plain  of 
Palestine.  In  modern  books  '  Esdraelon  '  is  sometimes 
used  for  the  '  plain  of  Esdraelon , '  a  phrase  which  is  not 
exactly  accurate  (see  JEZREEL  i. ,  §  2),  but  can  hardly 
now  be  set  aside. 

The  phrases  '  the  great  plain  '  (TO  juieya  ire&iov  E.,  Judith  18  ; 
TO  vt&iov  TO  /xe'ya,  i  Mace.  12  49)  and  '  the  great  plain  of  E.'  occur 
in  the  Apocrypna  for  the  region  called  elsewhere  '  the  bifid  of 
Megiddo'  (WJD  nypa,  2  Ch.  8622;  JV1JD  '3,  Zech.  12  n).  A 
rtyp3  bik'd  (from  yp;j  '  to  cleave  ')  is  a  level  tract  surrounded 
by  hills  (see  VALE,  2) ;  the  term  accurately  describes  this  central 
plain,  which  is  like  a  great  gap  'cleft  asunder'  among  the  hills. 
Esdraelon  (now  called  Merj  ibn  'Amir,  or  '  meadow 
of  the  son  of  'Amir  ' )  is,  in  form,  triangular  ;  the  base  on 
the  east  extending  fifteen  miles,  from  Jenin  to  Tabor  ; 
one  side,  formed  by  the  hills  of  Galilee,  is  12  m.  long, 
and  the  other,  formed  by  the  mountains  of  Samaria, 
1 8  m.  The  apex  is  a  narrow  pass  opening  into  the 
plain  of  Acre.  (On  the  five  gateways  of  Esdraelon, 
see  GASm.  HG  390  f. ).  This  broad  plain  has  for 
centuries  attracted,  as  if  by  a  spell,  both  nomad  tribes 
and  civilized  hosts,  who  have  coveted  the  rich  lands  of 
Palestine.  See  GALILEE  (map  of  Galilee  and  Esdraelon). 

Three  eloquent  pages  are  devoted  by  G.  A.  Smith4  to  the 
historic  scenes  of  Esdraelon,  with  the  object  of  conveying,  not  so 
much  the  dry  historic  facts,  as  the  impression  which  this  pageant 
of  embattled  hosts  is  fitted  to  produce.  To  the  biblical  student, 
however,  two  memories  dwarf  all  the  others. 

It  was  in  this  plain  that  Barak  won  his  famous 
victory  (Judg.  4/i);  here,  too,  that  Josiah  received 
his  mortal  wound  (2  K.  2829).  Whether  the  apocalyptic 
seer  expected  the  kings  of  the  earth  to  assemble  in  the 
latter  days  on  the  mountains  of  Megiddo,  is  a  difficult 
problem.  See  ARMAGEDDON.  Let  it  be  also  noticed 
that  one  whose  conquests  were  moral,  not  material, 
was  no  stranger  to  Esdraelon  ;  the  '  city  called  NAIN  ' 
(Lk.  7  n)  was  situated  to  the  NE.  of  the  great  plain. 

Esdraelon  lies  250  feet  below  the  sea- level,  and  is 
extremely  fertile.  The  rich,  coarse  grass  gives  a  pleas 
ing  aspect  to  the  plain  in  spring-time,  and  yet  the  land 
is  for  the  most  part  untouched  by  husbandry.  What  it 
might  yield  under  better  agricultural  conditions  is  shown 
by  the  tall  stalks  of  grain  which  spring  up  wherever  corn 
is  cultivated  (W.  Ewing,  in  Hastings,  DB  1757  b. ). 

The  only  important  stream  is  the  Kishon,  the 
southern  affluents  of  which  come  from  near  Jenin,  whilst 
the  northern  branch  rises  near  el-Mezra'a,  SW  of  Mt. 
Tabor  (cp  'the  torrent-course  of  Kishon,'  Judg.  4 13). 
This  drains  the  Great  Plain,  and  falls  into  the  sea  at 
Haifa.  There  are  numerous  springs  on  the  NE  and  W. 
The  most  noteworthy  is  that  of  Jenin  (seeEN-GANNlM,  2), 

1  <5  fcrSprjAwi'  ;  but  in  Judith  1  8  «o-p[p]»Hi  [B],  eo-fipij^i  [A],  in 
3g  «rSpa.r)\tav  [B],  -itjpA.  [«*],  in  46  eo-pijXwf  [B],  «repr)x<a  [A],  in 
V  3  ecnSprjAco/u.  [A] ;  Vg.  Esdrelon  (Hesdrahelon,  -ahelom,  -aelon). 

2  TOO  n-piWos  TOW  fieyoAou  ;  irpiutv,  a  sierra,  or  serrated  ridge  ? 
So  at  any  rate  Grotius. 

3  The  expression  is  accurate  ;  see  GALILEE  (map  of  Galilee 
and  Esdraelon). 

4  /fG  406-408 
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Spirit — 

primitive    conception  : 

almost  =  soul,  19 
later  view,  20 

in     apocalyptic    literature  = 
soul ;  descends  to  Sheol,  63, 

70,  8 1 

not  =  soul,  63 
in  NT— 

=  SOul,   IO2 

Pauline ;  immaterial  per 
sonality;  deserves  death, 
1 02 


Tartarus,  89 
Teraphim,  4 


Testament  xii.  Patriarchs,  61 
Tobit,  Book  of,  56 


Universalism  in  Jeremiah  and 
later,  42-44 

Wisdom,  Book  of,  76 


Yahwe  :  early  religion,  21,  17 
(n.  i) 


Zechariah,  45 
Zephaniah,  39 


I   those  at  and  near  Jezreel  (cp  HAROD,  2),  and  those 

of  Lejjun.     Among  the  places  on  the  borders  of  the 

i    plain  were  Jokneam  (the  CYAMON  of  Judith  73),  Me- 

;    giddo,  En-gannim,  Jezreel  (the  city  of  Ahab),  Shunem, 

i    Nain,   and  Endor  (the  last  three  on  the  slopes  of  the 

j    Little  Hermon).      No  important  town  was  situated  on 

the  plain  itself.     Cp  PALESTINE. 

ESDRAS,  FOURTH  BOOK  OF  (or  Second  Book 
of).  This  important  apocalypse  is  included  in  the 
Apocrypha  of  the  EV.  For  this  reason  it  is  better 
known,  by  name  at  least,  to  the  English-reading  public 
than  any  similar  book  ;  although  it  is  not  now,  and 
never  has  been,  read  in  church.  The  Roman  Church 
does  not  regard  it  as  Scripture  ;  but  it  is  printed  as  an 
appendix  to  the  authorised  edition  of  the  Vulgate,  along 
with  i  Esdras  (  =  3  Esdras)  and  the  Prayer  of  Manasses. 

Probably  the  Greek  text  bore  some  such  name  as 

'AiroKd\v\J/is  "Ecrdpa   (Westcott),  *Ecr5pas    6   TT/XX^TTTTJS 

1   Name    (Hilgenfeld)  or  Bi/JXor  "Ecr3/>a  rov  irpo^rov. 

,'  e         almost  all  the  versions  in  which  we  have 

Venjions  il  a  number  forms  Part  of  the  title.  in  order 
that  it  may  be  distinguished  from  the  can 
onical  Ezra  or  from  the  Greek  form  of  that  book  known 
to  us  as  i  Esdras.  These  numbers  range  from  '  First  ' 
to  '  Fourth  '  Book.  The  title  '  Second  Book  '  is  found 
only  in  some  late  Latin  MSS,  and  in  the  Genevan 
Bible,  whence  the  AV  took  it.  It  is  now  commonly 
referred  to  as  4  Esdras. 

All  the  versions  of  the  book  are  derived  from  a  Greek 
text  which  has  been  lost.  Of  late  years  the  view  has 
begun  to  find  favour  (e.g.  with  Wellhausen,  Gunkel, 
and  Charles)  that  the  original  text  was  in  Hebrew. 
We  have  the  following  versions:  —  (i)  Latin:  from 
this  the  EV  is  made.  (2)  Syriac  :  extant  only  in 
the  great  Peshitta  MS  in  the  Ambrosian  Library  at 
Milan.  (3)  Arabic  :  two  independent  versions  from 
the  Greek  (  Ar.  f1)  Ar.  <2>  ).  (  4  )  Ethiopic.  (  5  )  Armenian  : 
perhaps  made  from  the  Syriac. 

Latin  translations  of  nos.  2-5  (except  Ar.f2)  are  given  in  Hil- 
genfeld's  Messias  Jud(?oru»t,  Leipsic,  1869.  Ar.R  was  edited 
separately  by  Gildemeister  in  1877.  (See  APOCRYPHA,  §  22  [13].) 
Hilgenfeld  has  made  a  retranslation  into  Greek  (in  Mess.  Jud.) 
which  is  of  great  value. 

The  fullest  form  of  the  book  is  given  in  the  Latin 
version,  which  alone  contains  four  additional  chapters 
15/)  which  formed  no  part  of  the 
original  work.  They  may  be  treated 
separately.  The  real  apocalypse  thus  consists  of  chapters 
3-14  of  the  book  found  in  our  Apocrypha.  The  general 
complexion  and  arrangement  remind  the  reader  of  the 
apocalyptic  portion  of  Daniel,  to  which  indeed  reference 
is  made  in  12  n.  The  apocalypse  falls  into  seven  sec 
tions  containing  separate  revelations  or  visions. 

First  Vision:  3  i-5  13.  In  the  thirtieth  year  of  the  spoiling 
of  the  city,  Esdras,  'who  is  also  Salathiel,'  is  disturbed  by  the 
thought  of  the  desolation  of  Sion  and  the  prosperity  of  Babylon. 
In  a  long  prayer  he  reminds  God  of  his  special  choosing  of 
Israel,  and  of  their  present  misery,  and  asks  where  is  the  justice 
of  this  dealing?  The  angel  Uriel  is  sent  to  him  and  sets  forth 
the  unsearchableness  of  God's  ways  and  the  inability  of  man  to 
judge  them.  Esdras  asks  how  much  time  remains  before  the 
filling  up  of  the  number  jf  the  righteous.  A  vision  shews  him 
that  a  very  short  time  remains.  He  asks,  and  is  told,  what  will 
be  the  signs  of  the  end. 

Second  V  ision  :   614-634.      In  a  kind  of  interlude  (5  14-19). 
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Phaltiel  the  chief  of  the  people  comes  to  reproach  Esdras  for 
forsaking  his  flock.  Esdras  after  fasting  seven  days  (as  Uriel 
had  bidden  him)  addresses  God  again  on  his  dealings  with 
Israel.  Uriel  consoles  him  with  thoughts  which  are  very 
much  like  those  of  the  First  Vision  :  the  weakness  of  man's 
judgment,  the  nearness  of  the  end,  and  the  signs  of  its 
approach. 

Third  Vision  :  (5  35-9  25.  A  fast  of  seven  days  is  followed 
by  an  address  of  the  seer  to  God,  and  a  return  of  Uriel.  This 
time  the  main  discussion  is  on  the  fewness  of  the  saved,  and  the 
main  revelation  is  a  long  description  of  the  final  judgment  and 
the  future  state  of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked.1  The  inter 
cession  of  Esdras  for  the  human  race  is  carried  on  at  great 
length,  and  he  is  promised  further  visions  after  a  period  of  seven 
days. 

Fourth  Vision :  9  26-10  59.  The  interval  is  spent  in  the 
'  plain  of  Ardat '  (see  ARDATH),  and  after  it  Esdras  as  usual 
pleads  with  God.  He  sees  a  mourning  woman,  who  tells  him 
how  she  has  lost  her  only  son.  He  tries  to  comfort  her  by 
reminding  her  of  the  greater  desolation  of  Sion.  When  he  has 
ended,  she  suddenly  becomes  transfigured  and  vanishes,  and  in 
the  place  where  she  was  he  beholds  a  city.  Uriel  now  comes  to 
him  and  explains  that  this  woman  represented  Sion  ;  and  further 
visions  are  promised. 

Fifth  Vision:  lli-123g.  Two  nights  afterwards,  Esdras 
dreams  of  a  monstrous  eagle  with  three  heads,  twelve  wings, 
and  certain  supplementary  winglets.  This  creature  is  rebuked 
and  destroyed  by  a  lion.  The  eagle  is  explained  to  be  the  fourth 
kingdom  seen  by  Daniel,  and  the  lion  is  the  Messiah.  Esdras 
is  bidden  to  wait  seven  days  more. 

Sixth  Vision:  1240-1858.  In  a  second  interlude  (1240-51) 
the  people  come  en  masse  and  beg  Esdras  to  return.  He  sends 
them  away.  He  sees  a  vision  of  a  wondrous  man  who  first 
annihilates  all  his  enemies  and  then  welcomes  to  himself  a 
peaceful  multitude.  The  man  is  the  Messiah.  In  the  peaceful 
multitude  whom  he  receives  we  recognise  the  '  Lost  Ten  Tribes,' 
whose  history  is  shortly  given.  Esdras  is  commanded  to  wait 
three  days  more. 

Seventh  Vision  :  14  1-48.  After  the  three  days  Esdras,  sitting 
under  an  oak  (Abraham's  oak  is  no  doubt  meant),  is  addressed 
put  of  a  bush  by  the  voice  of  God,  which  warns  him  that  he 
is  shortly  to  be  translated  from  the  earth,  and  that  the  end  is 
near.  He  pleads  for  the  people  who  are  left  without  teacher 
or  law.  God  bids  him  procure  writing  materials  and  five  scribes 
(who  are  named),  and  bid  the  people  not  approach  for  forty 
days.  Next  day  he  receives  a  wonderful  drink  in  a  cup,  and 
thereafter  he  dictates  continuously  for  forty  days.  Thus  are 
written  ninety-four  books,  of  which  seventy  are  to  be  hidden 
and  twenty-four  (i.e.,  the  Books  of  the  Hebrew  canon)  pub 
lished.  According  to  the  Oriental  Versions  Esdras  is  then 
'  taken  up '  or  translated. 

In  the  Latin  Version  the  words  describing  the  '  translation  '  of 
Esdras  have  been  cut  out  because  two  other  chapters  (15  f.) 
have  been  added  (see  above). 

In  the  episode  just  described  Ezra  appears  as  the  second 
Moses ;  like  the  lawgiver  he  is  addressed  by  God  out  of  a  bush, 
like  him  he  writes  the  law,  and  like  him  he  disappears  in  a 
mysterious  manner  from  among  men.  On  this  famous  legend 
of  the  restoration  of  the  law  by  Ezra  see,  further,  CANON, 
§§  14,  17- 

In  considering  the  origin  of  Fourth  Esdras  the  chief 
passage  that  comes  into  question  is  the  Fifth  or  Eagle 
3  Date  Place  V's'on-  Tnat  Rome  is  represented  by 


History. 


the  eagle  is   not   doubtful  ;    but  what 


particular  persons  are  signified  by  the 
various  heads,  wings,  and  feathers  it  is  much  harder 
to  say.  The  vision  has  been  held  by  several  critics 
either  to  be  wholly  an  interpolation  (an  untenable 
view)  or  to  have  been  altered  in  order  to  make  it  fit 
in  with  the  events  of  later  times.  On  the  whole,  the 
theory  that  the  heads  stand  for  Vespasian,  Titus,  and 
Domitian  has  been  most  widely  accepted.  It  is  also 
generally  held  that  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  to  which 
such  constant  reference  is  made,  can  be  none  other  than 
that  by  Titus  in  70  A.D.  ,  though  Hilgenfeld  pleads 
strongly  for  a  date  nearer  30  B.C.  On  the  whole,  a 
majority  of  critics  are  in  favour  of  placing  the  book 
between  81  and  96  A.D. 

The  book  is  possibly  quoted  in  the  Epistle  of 
Barnabas  (end  of  ist  cent. ),  certainly  by  Clement  of 
Alexandria  and  by  Hippolytus  (irepl  rov  iravr^).  In 
Latin,  perhaps  by  Cyprian,  and  very  copiously  by 
Ambrose. 

A  theory  that  Fourth  Esdras  is  a  composite  work, 
made  out  of  several  earlier  apocalypses,  has  been  set 

1  Of  this  a  great  part — 736-105  —  was  missing  in  the  Latin 
Version  (and  consequently  in  the  AV)  until  Professor  R.  L. 
Bensly  discovered  at  Amiens  a  MS  which  contained  the  complete 
text. 
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forth  with   great    ingenuity    by    R.    Kabisch  (Das 


4.  Integrity  of 


Buck   Esra   auf  seine  Quellen  unter- 
sucht,  Gottingen,  '89).      He  postulates 


' 


charts  3-14 

five  documents  ranging  in  date  from  20 

B.C.  to  too  A.  D.  ,  and  a  redactor  of  120  A.D.  :  see 
Charles(^4/0c.  of  Baruch,  pp.  xxxix.  -xli.  ;  ESCHATOLOGY, 
§79),  who  has  carried  the  analysis  still  farther.  Dill- 
mann  has  advanced  the  proposition  that  the  Eagle 
Vision  has  been  manipulated  by  a  Christian  editor. 
His  hypothesis  has  found  more  support  than  Kabisch's  ; 
but  neither  can  yet  be  regarded  as  proved. 

The  additions  in  the  Latin  versions  (\f.  15/.  )  are 
translated  from  a  Greek  original  ;  but  they  have  no  con 
nection  with  the  original  book  of  Esdras. 

(a)  Chaps.  \f.  are  Christian.     Their  principal  topic  is 
the  rejection  of  the  Jewish  people  in  favour  of  Gentile 

5.  Additions  Christians:      They   probably  date   from 

.     _    .  .        the  second  century,  and  seem  to  be  con- 

_-       .  nected  with  the  apocalypse  of  Zephaniah 

versions.     (APOCRYPHA,   §  21),  of  which  we  have 

fragments  in  Coptic. 

The  only  Greek  quotation  from  them  as  yet  known  is  in  the 
Acts  of  St.  Silvester.  It  is  from  2  34/1  that  the  name  Requiem 
(requiem  zternitatis  dabit  vobis  .  .  .  lux  perpetua  lucebit 
vobis)  as  applied  to  the  Office  for  the  Dead  is  derived.  The 
Latin  text  is  preserved  in  two  forms,  of  which  the  best  is  that 
contained  in  a  group  of  Spanish  MSS. 

(b)  Chaps.  15/.  are  Jewish.     They  consist  of  a  long 
monotonous  invective  against  sinners,  with  predictions 
of  wars  and  tribulations   modelled   principally  on   the 
prophecies  of  Jeremiah.       They  refer  probably  to  the 
conquests  of  Sapor  I.,  and  the  rebellion  of  Zenobia  and 
Odenathus  (242-273  A.D.  ).      See  CARMANIANS.      The 
first   certain    quotation    is   in    the  works  of  Ambrose. 
Gildas,   the  first  of  British  writers,  quotes  from  them 
copiously. 

The  Fourth  Book  of  Esdras  (3-14)  is  one  of  the  most 
interesting  of  all  apocalypses.  Unsuccessful  as  its 
attempted  solutions  of  the  problems  of 
*^e  are>  ^  *s  marked  by  a  noble  confidence 
in  God's  justice.  The  writer  shows  him 
self  in  his  best  light  when  he  addresses  God  and  dwells 
upon  his  power  and  mercy.  The  thought  which  is 
present  to  him  throughout  in  this  connection  is  well  put 
in  847.  '  Thou  lackest  much  before  thou  canst  love  my 
creature  more  than  I."  On  the  other  hand  it  is  im 
possible  to  deny  that  the  book  is  exceedingly  prolix  in 
form  and  exclusive  in  spirit,  and  that  the  apocalyptic 
portion,  the  Eagle  Vision  and  the  like,  are  tedious  and 
obscure,  not  possessing  in  any  way  the  imaginative 
power  of  the  Johannine  Apocalypse. 

The  general  complexion  of  the  book  so  nearly 
resembles  the  Apocalypse  of  Baruch,  that  an  identity  of 
authorship  has  been  asserted  ;  though  it  is  allowed  that 
as  a  whole  Baruch.  is  somewhat  later  than  Esdras  (see 
APOCALYPTIC,  §  13^). 

The  relation  of  4  Esdras  to  Christianity  is  a  principal 
point  of  interest.  Its  Messianic  ideas  (see  MESSIAH) 
are  highly  developed  ;  and  its  eschatology  has  much 
in  common  with  conceptions  early  current  in  the 
church  (see  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  79).  Hilgenfeld  has 
collected  a  number  of  passages  which,  on  his  hypo 
thesis  of  the  date,  are  quotations  of  4  Esdras  by  NT 
writers  ;  but  the  greater  part  of  them  do  not  suffice  to 
show  anything  like  a  literary  connection.  One  passage, 
however  (435/1),  so  closely  resembles  Rev.  &gf.  that  we 
must  suppose  either  a  borrowing  by  Esdras  from  the 
Johannine  Apocalypse  or  the  use  of  a  common  source. 

Hilgenfeld,    Messias  Judctorum    (Versions   and    Greek    re- 

translation)  ;   Bensly  and  James,   Fourth  Book  of  Esdras  in 

Texts  and  Studies,  3  2  (Latin  text)  ;  Lupton 

7.   Literature,   in  Speaker's  Comm.  (English  text  and  com 

mentary)  ;    Schurer,   GJVP)   3  232  ff.  (ET, 

5  95  ff^l  and  literature  there  referred  to.     Also  Rende!  Harris, 

Rest  of  the  Words  of  Baruch;  Carl  Clemen,  St.  Kr.,  '98,  ii.    A 

critical  and  annotated  German  version  by  Gunkel  in  Kautzsch's 

Apokr.  has  recently  (1899)  been  published.  M.  R.  J. 

ESDRIS  (ecApIC  [AV],  esdrin  [Vg.],  *|JUk  [Syr.]  ; 
cp  EZRI),  a  corrupt  name  in  the  account  of  a  fight 
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between  Judas  the  Maccabee  and  GORGIAS  (2  Mace. 
1236  RV).  It  is  natural  to  think  that  [oi]  irepl  rbv 
effdpiv  at  the  beginning  of  the  long  sentence  corresponds 
to  [oi]  irepl  TOV  yopyiav  at  the  end,  and  to  change  fffdpiv 
into  yopyiav.  This  is  in  fact  the  reading  of  Aid.  and 
of  some  MSS,  followed  by  AV,  and,  even  if  only  a 
copyist's  conjecture,  is  possibly  correct. 

ESEBON  (eceBcoN  [NA]),  Judith  5  15  AV,  RV 
HESHBON  (q.v.  ). 

ESEK  (pEW  ;  <S  translates  :  <\AlKlA  [ADEL],  cyKO- 
4>&NTI<\  [Aq.]),  l^e  name  °f  one  of  the  contested  wells 
in  the  story  of  ISAAC,  q.v.  ,  §  5,  and  Abimelech,  Gen. 
2620. 

ESEREBIAS  (ecepeBlAC  [BA]).  i  Esd.  854  RV 
(AV  Esebrias):=Ezra  818  SHEREBIAH. 

ESHAN  (jl^K),  Josh.  1652  RV,  AV  ESHEAN. 

ESH-BAAL  (^3PN),  i  Ch.  833  93gt.  See  ISH- 
BAAL. 

ESHBAN  (JSK'X,  §  45,  in  formation  analogous  to 
J3HN,  a  Jerahmeelite  name),  a  Horite  clan-name  ;  Gen. 
8626  UcBAN  [ADEL]);  i  Ch.  I4i  (*.ceBo>N  [B], 
eceB&N  [AL]).  Cp  DISHON. 

ESHCOL  (Vma^K,  'cluster  of  grapes,1  §  69,  cp 
§  103  ;  ecxooA  [ADL]). 

1.  A  wady  near    Hebron,    so    called   from    the  un 
rivalled  fruit  of  its  vineyards,  Nu.  182325  32g;  Dt.  Iz4f 
(<pdpa.y£  /36r/3uos  [BAFL]).      NW.  of  HEBRON  (q.v.)  is 
a  wady  called  Bet  Iskahil  (Baed.(3)  137),  if  the  name 
may  be  trusted.      But  we  can  hardly  expect  to  find  such 
a  name  preserved  (Conder  does  not  recognise  it).     The 
vine  still  flourishes  there  (see  HEBRON  i.  ,  §  3,  and  cp 
Thomson,  LB  ['94],  5g6/.  ).     Cp,  however,  NEGEB,  §  7. 

2.  The  brother  of  ANER  (i)  and  MAMRE,  Abram's 
Amorite  allies  (Gen.  14  1324  ;  in  24  eio-^wX  [A]).      Note 
that  in  v.  24  Eschol  is  placed  first  by  <§  (cp  Jos.  Ant. 
i.  102)  but  second  in  MT. 

ESHEAN,  RV  better  ESHAN  (|W^N  ;  ec&N  [AL], 
COMA  [B]),  a  site  in  the  hill  country  of  Judah,  to  the 
S.  or  SW.  of  Hebron  (Josh.  1552).  Perhaps  a  cor 
ruption  of  Beer-sheba  (cp  <§B,  and  IR-NAHASH). 

ESHEE  (ptfW),  a  name  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN 
(q.v..  §  9,  ii.  /3)  (i  Ch.  839t  ;  ACHA  [B],  eceAeK  [A], 
<\ceK  LLD-  See  JQR  ll  II0  II2  ^  '  §§  9.  I2- 

ESHKALONITES 

ASHKELON. 


n),  Josh.  13  3  AV.     See 


ESHTAOL  ('mNntTK  ;  for  form  cp  ESHTEMOA,  n.  ). 

In  ©  eotfaoA  [BA],  -oAVr  -'coA.  [L]  ;  Josh.  19  41  aaa  [B],  Judg. 
1825  eflaeA.  [A],  Judg.  1631  18  2  eo-Satfa  [Bb].  The  ethnic 

Eshtaulites  o'pNnc'Nrj,  i  Ch.  2  53,  RV  Eshtaolites  ;  viol  ec-flaa/u 

[B],  oi  ea-SacuXatoi  [A],  6  eerflaoAi  [L])  presupposes  a  form  Eshtaul 
(see  Ko.  Lehrgeb.  2  i,  §  131  /3). 

A  town  in  the  lowland  of  Judah,  Josh.  1633 
UCTAOOA  [B],  .  .  .  0&.  [L],  ecOAOAl  [A]),  or  more 
strictly  in  the  northern  hill-country  immediately  under 
the  Judaean  plateau  (cp  GASm.  HG,  218  /.  ).  It 
stands  first  in  the  first  group  of  cities,  and  is  followed 
by  ZORAH  (q.v.  ),  with  which  indeed  it  is  usually  men 
tioned.  In  Josh.  1841  it  is  Danite  ;  cp  Judg.  1825 
182811,  and  see  SAMSON,  §  i.1  Eusebius  and  Jerome 
describe  it  as  evdaoX  of  the  tribe  of  Dan,  10  R.  m. 
N.  of  Eleutheropolis  towards  Nicopolis  (OS  2558; 
11932),  and  distinguish  from  it  an  acr0aw\  of  the  tribe 
of  Judah  (OS  22099  9226),  between  Ashdod  and  As- 
calon,  which  was  called  in  their  time  aad(a  (asto).  The 
former  description  agrees  accurately  with  the  position 
of  the  small  village  of  Eshu',  which,  Gue'rin  says,  was, 
according  to  tradition,  originally  called  Eshual  or 
Eshthual  (Judde,  212-14).  The  latter  statement  needs 
confirmation. 

1  Cp  also  Bu.  Ri.  Sa.  138  ff.;  GASm.  HG  220,  n.  4. 
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Eshu'  is  878  feet  above  sea-level,  and  z\  m.  NE.  from  Zorah 
(§ar'a)  in  the  W.  $arar.  It  has  some  Roman  remains.  Eshual, 
without  the  characteristic  t  of  Eshtaol,  would  be  like  es-Seinu' 
for  ESHTEMOA  (q.v.),  f.  K.  C. 


ESHTEMOA1  (inOfiN  ;  ec6eMto  [A];  Josh. 
21  14  i  S.  3028  i  Ch.  41719  642  [57])  or  Eshtemoh 
(ilbn^X,  Josh.  155o). 

©'s  readings  are:  Josh.  1650,  KTxa.iij.av  [B],  curdc^u  [L]  ; 
Josh.  21  14,  re/id  [B],  icrflifiwe  [L]  ;  i  S.  3028,  tadeie  [B],  eaSf/ma 
[A],  j/o&o/x  [?L]  ;  i  Ch.  4  17,  eo-eai/iOH-  [B],  -0<rv.  [A],  eaSa/ia  [L]  ; 
i  Ch.  4  19,  eo-eacfiwnj  [B],  lecrfo/iwj)  [A],  «r6a/xa  (L)  ;  i  Ch.  657 
[42],  €(rOa.fi<a  [BA,  ?  om.  L]. 

A  city  in  the  hill  -country  of  Judah  (Josh.  15  50), 
Levitical  according  to  the  priestly  theory  (Josh.  21  14 
[P]),  now  es-Semu',  a  large  village  W.  of  Ma'in,  W. 
by  S.  of  Yutta,  and  about  9  m.  in  a  direct  line  W.  by 
S.  of  Hebron.  It  is  '  situated  on  a  low  hill  with  broad 
valleys  round  about,  not  susceptible  of  much  tillage, 
but  full  of  flocks  and  herds  all  in  fine  order'  (Rob.  BR 
2626).  In  several  places  there  are  remains  of  walls 
built  of  very  large  bevelled  stones,  marking  it  as  the 
site  of  an  important  and  very  ancient  town  (cp  Gue'rin, 
Judte,  8173).  The  ruins  of  its  castle  are  most  likely  of 
Saracenic  or  Turkish  origin.  The  place  is  mentioned 
as  a  '  very  large  village  '  by  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (  OS 
254yo  93  16). 

ESHTON  (flD^N.  scarcely  'effeminate'2  [BDB 
doubtfully];  ACC&060N  [BA,  but  om.  B,  v.  12],  ecc- 
[L]),  b.  Mehir,  a  Calibbite  (i  Ch.  4n/). 

Most  probably  a  corruption  of  pOnE'X,  Eshtemon,  another 
form  of  the  name  nDlWK,  ESHTEMOH  (see  above).  Cp  IR- 
NAHASH. 

ESLI  (ecAei  [Ti.  WH]),  father  of  Naum,  in  the 
genealogy  of  Joseph  (Lk.  825).  See  GENEALOGIES 
ii-  §  3- 

ESORA,  RV^EsoRA(, 
[N*]>  AICOORA,  -RAA.  [Nc-a?], 

tioned  between  CHOBA  and  the  Valley  of  SALEM  in 
connection  with  the  preparations  of  the  Jews  against 
Holofernes  (Judith  44!).  Tell  'Asur,  NE.  of  Bethel 
(see  HAZOR,  2)  lies  perhaps  too  much  to  the  S.  ;  a 
more  probable  identification  would  be  'Asireh,  a  little 
to  the  N.  of  Shechem  (PEF  Map}.  On  the  strength 
of  the  reading  acrcrapwc,  found  in  some  MSS,  Zockler 
has  suggested  jhe'ri,  the  plain  of  Sharon. 

ESPOUSALS,  i.  Used  of  the  bridegroom,  H|rin, 
Mthwinah.  (Cant.  3n).  See  MARRIAGE,  §  3,  also 
CROWN,  §  3. 

2.  Used  of  the  bride,  niW?3,  ktluloth,  Jer.  22.  See 
as  above.  In  2  S.  814  and  Mt.  1  18  Lk.  l27  2s,  RV 
rightly  has  '  betroth.  ' 

ESRIL    (ezp(e)lA    [BA]),    i  Esdr.  934  =  Ezral04i, 

AZAREEL,   5. 

ESROM  (ecpcoM  [Ti.  WH]  Mt.  1  3  ;  ecptoM  [Ti.] 
-N  [WH]  Lk.  333),  RV  HEZRON,  q.v.  (ii.,  i). 

ESSENES.       It     has     been     customary    to    follow 

Josephus  in  regarding  the  Essenes  as  forming  a  third 

TUT  Jewish  party,  the  Pharisees  and  the  Saddu- 

*V     cees  being  the  other  two  ;  so  far  as  we  know, 
accounts.  , 

however,  they  were  not  a  party  in  any  sense, 

but  a  Jewish  brotherhood,  a  kind  of  monastic  order.3 

Our  only  authorities  who  speak  of  them  from  personal  know 
ledge  are  the  Roman  Pliny  (//A'5  17),  and  (with  greater  detail) 
his  Jewish  contemporary  Josephus  (BJ  ii.  82-13  >  Ant.  xviii.  1  5), 
who,  in  the  second  passage  cited,  plainly  depends  on  the  most 
important  witness  of  all,  the  Alexandrian  Philo,  who  flourished 

1  The  name,  with  which  compare  ESHTAOL,  is  of  importance. 
In  form  it  resembles  the  inf.  of  the  eighth  conj.  in  Arabic  ; 
istima    would  mean  'attention,  obedience.'      Is  this  a  vestige 
of  the  influence  of  Arabic-speaking  tribes  in  S.  Judah  ?     Cp 
Olshausen,  Lehrb.  367;  Kampffmeyer,  articles  in  ZDTV  15_/C 

2  For  the  form  cp  ESHTEMOA,   ESHTAOL  (so-called  Ifta'al 
forms),  or  fSptyN,  li'HB'K.     See  NAMES,  §  107,  end. 

3  For  a  Jewish  view  of  the  Essenes,  see  §  2,  n. 
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some  fifty  years  earlier.  Philo  discourses  of  the  Essenes  in  two 
passages  ;  in  his  Quod  otnnis  probus  liber,  i?f.,  and  in  a  no 
longer  extant  Apology  from  which  all  that  is  important  in 
Euseb.  Prifp.  Ev.  vin.  ii.  is  doubtless  derived. 

They  are  nowhere  mentioned,  either  in  the  Bible  or 
in  Rabbinical  literature.  It  may  safely  be  taken  for 
granted  that  their  origin  does  not  go  further  back  than 
the  second  century  B.C.  Josephus  first  mentions  them 
{Ant.  xiii.  69)  in  Maccabean  times ;  the  earliest  incident  in 
connection  with  which  an  Essene  is  spoken  of  by  name 
belongs  to  the  year  105  B.C.  In  the  second  century 
A.D.  they  disappear  from  history,  though  J.  B.  Light- 
foot's  attractive  conjecture  makes  it  probable  that 
certain  later  Christian  sects  in  the  East,  such  as  the 
Sampsasans,  were  somehow  connected  with  Essenism. 

The  derivation  of  the  name  is  obscure  ;  most  probably 
it  means  'the  pious.'1  Philo  estimates  their  number 

»   «     n     j  i     at  4000.      They  are  not  met  with  out- 

2.  Confined  to  side  Palestine  .   the  Egyptian  Thera. 

peutee,  described  by  Philo  in  his  De 
Vita  Contemplativa,  are  certainly  not  to  be  regarded 
as  merely  an  Alexandrian  variety  of  Essenes.  The 
'  Essenes '  who — so  many  interpreters  infer  from  the 
Pauline  epistles — were  to  be  found  in  Colossse  and  Rome, 
can  be  much  more  simply  explained  if  it  is  remembered 
that  certain  tendencies  and  views,  strongly  represented 
in  Essenism,  were  characteristic  of  the  whole  religion 
of  that  time  and  hence  make  their  appearance  in  many 
directions  in  a  great  variety  of  shades  and  combinations. 
What  most  struck  the  outside  observer  in  the  Essenes 
was  the  strictness  of  their  organisation  and  their  thorough- 

„    _.          .     ,.         going  asceticism.       In    villages  and 

3.  Organisation.  &      6  ,     .    T  6 

towns — as,  for  example,  in  Jerusalem 

— they  settled  around  a  central  house  of  their  order,  in 
which  they  followed  their  religious  observances  together, 
of  which  one  was  the  common  meal.  There  was  no 
such  thing  as  private  property ;  whatever  any  one 
earned  by  rigorously  regulated  labour  in  the  field  or 
at  a  handicraft  came  into  the  common  purse,  out  of 
which  the  common  expenses  were  defrayed  and  doles  of 
charity — not  confined  to  members  of  the  order — could 
be  dispensed.  Elected  '  stewards '  managed  the  funds 
and  took  the  general  oversight  of  affairs  ;  the  proper 
preparation  of  foods  had  to  be  attended  to  by  priests. 
A  three  years'  novitiate  was  necessary  before  admission 
to  the  order  ;  the  entrant  was  pledged  by  oaths  of  the 
most  solemn  kind  to  obedience  and  reticence. 

All  that  we  have  described,  however,  constituted  a 
means  to  an  end — the  attainment  of  holiness.  This 
4  Tenets  was  souSht  m  tne  highest  possible  purity  ; 
abstinence  from  all  sexual  intercourse,  ex 
clusion  of  women,  countless  washings,  avoidance  even 
of  that  degree  of  impurity  which  resulted  to  members  of 
the  brotherhood  from  contact  with  a  novice,  and  elabor 
ate  scrupulosity  in  reference  to  all  bodily  secretions  and 
excretions  were  prescribed.  Every  object  of  sense 
(das  Sinnliclie)  they  held  to  be  ungodly,  and  yet,  on 
the  other  hand,  every  sin  they  regarded  as  a  trans 
gression  of  nature's  law.  In  their  view  of  nature 
the  soul  of  man  formed  no  part  of  the  present  world, 
in  which  falsehood,  egoism,  greed  and  lust  bear,  sway. 
When  a  man  has  freed  himself  betimes  from  these  evil 
inclinations,  his  soul  will  at  death  pass  into  a  bright 

1  [From  NDfl,  'pious'  (Ewald,  Hitz.,  Schurer).  Another 
plausible  derivation  is  from  'ON,  KDn,  N^DX,  'physician'  (0epa- 
ireuTT/s?)  a  designation  applied  in  the  Talmud  to  certain  men  who 
have  been  supposed  to  be  true  Essenes.  Lightfoot  derives  from 
D'NtJTli  'silent  ones,' — i.e.,  those  who  would  not  reveal  their 
secrets.  Both  these  names,  according  to  Hamburger,  belonged 
to  classes  of  persons  who  formed  part  of  the  large  brotherhood 
or  order  (?)  of  Essenes.  This  scholar  mentions  ten  other  groups 
of  probable  Essenes,  including  the  Vathikin,  the  morally 
strong,  who  said  the  morning  prayer  at  the  first  streak  of  dawn, 
the  Table  Shahrith,  or  morning  bathers,  the  Banndint,  or 
builders,  who  dwelt  much  on  the  construction  of  the  world 
and  on  the  cleanness  of  their  garments,  and  the  Zenuim,  or 
secretly  pious  ones,  who  kept  their  books  secret,  and  had  other 
striking  points  of  affinity  to  the  Essenes.  See  '  Essaer '  in 
Hamburger,  RE,  Abtheil.  2  ('96).] 
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paradise  in  the  farthest  west ;  the  souls  of  the  wicked, 
on  the  other  hand,  fall  into  a  dark  and  dreary  abode  of 
never-ending  punishment.  As  the  Essenes  lived  entirely 
for  the  life  hereafter,  their  interest  largely  centred  in 
the  attempt  to  penetrate  the  secrets  of  the  future  in  every 
detail ;  angelology  and  eschatology,  doubtless,  formed 
the  main  themes  of  their  esoteric  writings  ;  as  fore 
tellers  of  the  future  they  were  held  in  high  repute,  and 
when  Josephus  tells  to  their  credit  that  they  had  in 
vestigated  to  good  purpose,  in  the  interests  of  medicine, 
the  healing  virtues  of  roots  and  stones,  we  may  be  sure 
that  this  was  done  by  them,  not  with  a  view  to  the  good 
of  the  body,  but  as  a  special  department  of  their 
apocalyptic  gnosis. 

The  relation  of  Essenism  to  the  religion  of  the  OT 

seems  difficult  to   determine.      Hitherto  scholars  have 

_  .    ,.        reached    no    unanimity    on    the    subject. 

5.  Keiauon  Qn  the  Qne  hand  sorne_notably  Ritschl 

to  Judaism.          T  •  • 

and  Lucius — regard  it  as  a  purely  internal 

development  of  Judaism,  Lucius  in  particular  calling 
attention  to  its  close  kinship  with  Pharisaism.  Others, 
on  the  other  hand,  find  it  impossible  to  explain  it  except 
by  assuming  the  introduction  into  Judaism  of  foreign 
elements  from  Parseeism,  Buddhism,  or  Greek  Philosophy 
— the  Orphic  -  Pythagorean  in  particular.  M.  Fried- 
lander,1  in  fact,  sees  in  Essenism  the  fruit  of  an  anti- 
Pharisaic  movement,  a  reaction  against  the  post-Macca- 
bean  anti-Hellenic  Judaism  of  Palestine.  Exaggeration 
in  either  direction  is  to  be  guarded  against. 

Beyond  question  the  Essenes  represented  a  purely 
Jewish  piety. 

The  members  were  recruited  from  Jews  alone,  nowhere 
were  the  law  and  the  lawgiver  held  in  higher  reverence  than 
with  them  ;  their  Sabbath  observance  and  their  rites  of  purifica 
tion  had  their  origin  in  an  ultra-Pharisaic  legalism,  and  if  they 
repudiated  bloody  sacrifice,  they  did  not  on  that  account 
sever  their  connection  with  the  temple ;  probably  their  action 
was  determined  by  an  allegorising  interpretation  of  the  laws 
relating  to  animal  sacrifice.2  The  foreign  element  in  their 
system  cannot  have  been  conspicuous  when  they  so  power 
fully  impressed  a  Pharisaic  contemporary  like  Josephus.  In 
their  ascetic  practices  and  prescriptions,  as  well  as  in  their 
sincerity  and  hospitality,  it  was  possible  for  the  best  people  in 
Israel  to  see  simply  a  fulfilment  of  what  the  law  indeed  points 
to,  but  does  not  venture  to  impose  on  every  one  as  obligatory. 
Details,  such  as  their  worship  of  the  sun,3  are  not  handed  down 
with  sufficient  clearness  to  warrant  us  in  drawing  deductions 
relating  to  the  history  of  religion  ;  their  communistic  ideal, 
carrying  with  it  the  prohibition  of  marriage  and  of  slave-holding, 
could  quite  well  have  been  set  up  by  Jews  without  external 
suggestion. 

The  anthropology  of  the  Essenes,  their  doctrine  of 
the  life  beyond  the  grave,  their  effort  after  a  life 
emancipated  as  far  as  possible  from  all 
needs,  and  lived  in  conformity  to  nature, 
have  no  analogies  on  Jewish  soil,  but  are, 
on  the  other  hand,  conspicuous  in  the  Pythagoreanising 

1  Zur  Entstehungsgesch.  des  Christenthums  ("94),  pp.  98-142. 

2  [It  is  difficult  to  consider  the  non-sacrificial  system  of  the 
Essenes    apart    from    the    non-sacrificial    religion    of   certain 
psalmists  of  the  school  of  Jeremiah  (Jer.  7  227^;  cp  8s).     '  The 
Essenes   did   not,    it  is   true,    reject   the  principle   of  a  single 
national  sanctuary,    for   they   sent  avaSru^aTa.   to   the   temple. 
But   they  do  appear   to    have    gone    beyond   those   psalmists 
whose  spirit  (cp  Ps.  15  with  the  oath  of  the  Essenes,  Jos.  BJ 
ii.  8  7)  they   had   so   thoroughly  imbibed,    in    giving   practical 
expression  to  their  dislike  of  animal  sacrifices.     No  such  were 
offered  by  them  (]os.Ant.  xviii.  1 5)  "  by  reason  of  the  "  superiority 
of  their  own  "  purifications  "  (ayvelai).     The  "sacrifices  "  which 
they  performed  "  by  themselves  "  (<!<!>'  avriav)  were  probably  these 

Eurifications  which  were  symbolic  (cp  Ps.  26  4-7)  of  the  psalmists' 
ivourite  sacrifice  of  obedience  and  praise'  (Che.  OPs.  375).] 

3  jrpti/  •yap  avacrx^v  TOV  TJAioi'  ot>6ei>  <j>8eyyovTai  TMV  /3e/3>jA<ui>, 
Trarpiovs  Se  rii/as  eis  avrbv  ev>x<is  wcrnep  iKerevoi/Tcs  ai/aretAai 
(Bj  ii.  8  5).     [This  passage  Lightfoot  compares  with  BJ  ii.  8  9, 
where  the  Essenes  are  said  to  burv  polluting  substances,  <os  /u.t) 
ras  auyds  v/3pi'<Jbiei/  TOV   dfov.      Cheyne,   however   (OPs.    447), 
criticises    at    some   length    Lightfoot's    use    of   the    passages. 
Josephus  is  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  every  detail  of  Greek 
phraseology.     No  genuinely  Jewish  sect  could  have  worshipped 
the  sun  ;    in  any  case,  there  would  have  been  some  indignant 
reference    to    this    in    the   Gospels   and   the   Talmud.      Later 
heretical  sects  should  not  be  adduced  here  (see   Epiphanius). 
It  is  very  possible,  however,  that  the  Essenes  adopted  the  custom 
of  saying  the  first  prayer  at  daybreak  with  special  zest,  the  dawn 
being   to   them   symbolic   of  the   expected   appearance   of  the 
divine  judge.] 
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philosophy,1  the  form  which  the  religion  of  the  Greek 
world  at  that  time  was  so  ready  to  take  ;  and  if  the 
kinship  is  admitted  at  one  point  it  becomes  natural 
and  easy  to  regard  a  dualistic — and  thus  thoroughly 
anti-Jewish — view  of  the  world  as  having  powerfully 
influenced  both  their  ethics  and  their  religious  principles. 
Essenism  may  have  been  a  gradual  development,  much 
that  was  foreign  may  have  come  into  it  in  course  of 
time,  and  the  Hellenistic  colouring  may  here  and 
there  be  due  simply  to  our  informants ;  Pliny  may 
possibly  not  have  been  wrong  when  he  represents 
'dissatisfaction  with  life'  (vita  pacnitentia]  as  having 
been  the  principle  which  had  brought  and  kept  them 
together  ;  this  dissatisfaction  with  life,  or  rather  enmity 
to  the  world,  is  as  un-Jewish  as  it  is  un-Christian. 
Essenism,  then,  may  be  described  as  having  been  a 
religious  growth  within  the  Judaism  of  the  last  century 
B.  c.  which  arose  under  the  influence  of  certain  tendencies 
and  ideas  |hat  lay  outside  of  Judaism,  or,  perhaps 
rather,  at  an  early  date  admitted  such  influences. 
This  is  why  Essenism  disappeared  ;  of  Judaism  the 
only  form  capable  of  retaining  life  was  Pharisaism ; 
no  mediating  forms  were  able  to  survive  the  catastrophe 
which  overthrew  the  popular  religion. 

[In   spite   of  the   favour  with  which    the  theory   of 

Pythagorean  influence  has  been  received,  some  scholars 

7   T  ace    of      doubt    whether   it    is   correct.     The 

•7«  «o  +  „    fact    that    Josephus    compares    the 

Zoroastnamsm.  t,  ,    ,.,    *    .  , 

Esseman    mode    of    life    with    the 

Pythagorean  is,  at  any  rate,  not  in  its  favour  ;  Josephus 
had  an  object  in  throwing  a  Greek  colouring  over  the 
views  of  Jewish  '  sects. '  Besides,  neo-Pythagoreanism 
has  itself  too  foreign  an  air  to  be  fitly  appealed  to  as  the 
source  of  any  Oriental  system.  There  is  much  in 
Josephus's  account  of  the  Essenes  which  can  be  ex 
plained  either  from  native  Jewish  or  from  Oriental 
(Zoroastrian)  ideas.  He  says,  for  instance,  that  the 
Essenes,  or  rather  some  of  them,  neglect  marriage 
(BJ\\.  82  ;  cp  13).  There  is  no  occasion  to  ascribe  this 
to  Pythagorean  influence  ;  it  is  a  part  of  the  asceticism 
which  naturally  sprang  from  the  belief  in  secret  com 
munications  from  the  Deity  (see  Enoch  882,  and  cp 
i  Cor.  7s).  Nor  is  it  at  all  necessary  to  explain  the 
Essenian  doctrine  of  the  soul  from  neo-Pythagoreanism. 
Lightfoot  (Colossians)  and  Hilgenfeld  (Die  Ke.tzer- 
geschichte  des  Urchristenthums)  have  done  well  to 
suggest  the  possibility  of  Zoroastrian  influences.  Light- 
foot's  remarks  deserve  special  attention,  even  though 
he  ascribes  to  Essenism  some  things  (e.g. ,  sun-worship) 
which  can  hardly  have  belonged  to  it. a  The  truth  prob 
ably  is  that  the  Essenian  doctrine  of  the  soul  (if  Josephus 
may  be  trusted)  combined  two  elements — a  Babylonian 
and  a  Persian — both  Hebraized. 

The  happy  island  is  a  part  of  the  tradition  of  the  Assyrio- 
Babylonian  poets.  The  description  of  Hades,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  distinctly  Zoroastrian,  and  so  too  is  the  second  descrip- 


"  guardian  angels"  which  were  so  linked  to  men  as  to  form 
virtually  a  part  of  human  nature,  and  which  were  practicably 
indistinguishable  from  souls'  (Che.  OPs.  420;  see  the  whole 
passage  for  a  full  examination  of  the  affinities  between  Essenism 
and  Zoroastrianism). 

Essenism,  therefore,  if  at  all  correctly  described  by 
Josephus,  is  not  a  purely  Jewish  product,  and  yet  need 
not  be  ascribed  in  any  degree  to  neo -  Pythagorean 
influence.  Persian  and  Babylonian  influence,  on  the 
other  hand,  may  reasonably  be  admitted.  Unless  we 
go  further  in  critical  audacity  than  Lucius,3  and  reject 
the  accounts  of  Essenism  in  our  text  of  Josephus  as 

1  [The  essentially  neo-Pythagorean  character  of  many  parts 
of  Essenism  has  been  widely  accepted  on  the  authority  of 
Zeller  (see  reference  below).] 

-  See  Che.  OPs.  447  f.  That  the  Essenes  showed  special 
zeal  in  saying  the  first  prayer  at  dawn  is  probable.  Cp 
col.  1397  n.  with  reference  to  the  Vathlkln. 

3  See  especially  his  Der  Essenismus  in  seinetn  Verhdltniss 
xumjudenthum  ('81). 
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spurious,  we  can  hardly  venture  to  maintain  that 
Essenism  is  of  purely  indigenous  origin.  From  a  con 
servative  text-critical  point  of  view,  Lightfoot  is  right 
against  Frankel.  Ohle,1  however,  repairs  the  omission 
of  Lucius  ;  he  leaves  nothing  to  Josephus  but  a  few 
scattered  notices  of  a  very  simple  Essenism,  which 
may  be  sufficiently  explained  as  an  exaggeration  of 
Pharisaism.  It  must  be  confessed  that  Ohle's  result 
would  be  historically  convenient.  In  particular,  it 
would  explain  why  there  is  no  reference  to  such  a 
remarkable  organization  as  that  of  the  Essenes  of 
Josephus,  either  in  the  Gospels  or  in  the  Talmud.  It 
is  more  probable,  however,  that  the  text  of  Josephus 
has  not,  so  far  as  the  beliefs  of  the  Essenes  are  con 
cerned,  been  interpolated  ;  that,  at  any  rate  in  the 
main,  Josephus's  account  of  the  Essenes  is  based  on 
facts.  Oriental  influences  were,  so  to  speak,  in  the 
air,  and  it  is  not  probable  that  the  belief  in  the  re 
surrection  was  the  only  great  debt  which  Jewish  re 
ligionists  owed  to  Zoroastrians. — T.  K.  C.] 

We  sometimes  find  John  the  Baptist,  and  even  Jesus 
and  his  disciples,  claimed  for  Essenism.  Jesus,  how- 
8  Was  John  ever<  l'tlle  concerned  as  he  was  about  cere- 

the  Banti  t  rnonia'   observances,    the    Sabbath,    and 

„     r;  9  lhe  like,  who  ate  and  drank  with  sinners, 

may  have  been  quite  as  well  a  Pharisee 
as  an  Essene,  and  if  Philo  (Quod  omnis  probus  liber,  13) 
is  able  to  affirm  so  emphatically  as  he  does  that,  in  spite 
of  the  variety  of  rulers  who  governed  Palestine,  the 
Essenes  never  came  into  conflict  with  any  of  them,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  were  held  in  high  regard  by  all, 
the  movement  associated  with  the  name  of  John,  ending 
as  it  did  so  tragically,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  chapter 
from  the  history  of  the  order  of  the  Essenes.  It  is  only 
among  the  number  of  those  who  prepared  the  way  for 
the  new  world-religion  that  we  can  reckon  these  Jewish 
monastic  brotherhoods.  They  not  only  placed  love  to 
God,  to  goodness,  and  to  man,  as  articles  in  their 
programme,  but  also  sought  with  wonderful  energy 
according  to  their  lights  to  realise  them  in  their  life. 
This  was  the  very  reason  of  their  disappearance — Chris 
tianity  dissolved  them,  reconciling  Judaism  and  Hel 
lenism  in  a  form  of  knowledge  and  ethics  that  was 
accessible  to  all,  not  to  a  few  aristocrats  merely. 

The  literature  is  immense.     More  immediately  important  are  : 

J.   B.   Lightfoot,  Epistles   to  Colossians  and  to  Philemon^), 

82-98,  349-419  ('76) ;   Zeller,    Die  Phil,  der 

9.  Literature.   Griechen,    iii.  2277-338   ('81);    E.   Schiirer, 
GVm,  §  30 ;  Wellhausen,  //GW  ('97),  ch. 
19.     See  also  PERSIA.  A.  J. 
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Unhistorical  (§  i/). 
Its  proper  names  (§  3). 
Moral  tone  (§  4). 
Date,  etc.  (§  5). 
Purpose  (§  6). 


Purim  (§  7). 
Unity  (§  8). 
Greek  version  (§  9). 
Additions  (§§  10-12). 
Canonicity  (§  13). 


The  Book  of  Esther  (IFIDN,  '  Istar.'  see  below,  §  6  ; 
ec0Hp  [BNAL],  AIC.  [A  in  2u])  relates  how,  in 
the  time  of  the  Persian  king  Ahasuerus,  the  Jews  were 
doomed  to  destruction  in  consequence  of  the  intrigues 
of  Haman,  how  they  were  delivered  by  the  Jewish 
queen  Esther  and  her  uncle  Mordecai,  how  they 
avenged  themselves  by  a  massacre  of  their  enemies,  and 
finally  how  the  Feast  of  Purim  was  instituted  among 
the  Jews  in  order  to  perpetuate  the  memory  of  the 
aforesaid  events. 

The  book  opens  with  the  phrase  wi,    '  And  it  came 

to  pass,'  thereby  claiming  to  be  a  continuation  of  the 

_  .     historical  books  of  the  OT.     The  precise 

'h'l't       f"  dates  and   the  numerous   proper   names 

1.1  y  °       give   the    narrative   an   air   of  historical 

•''        accuracy,   and  at  the  close  we  actually 

find  a  reference  made  to  '  the  chronicles  of  the  kings  of 

Media  and  Persia. '     Unfortunately  all  these  pretensions 

to  veracity  are  belied  by  the  nature  of  the  contents  : 

1  See  his  "  Die  Essener ;  eine  kritische  Untersuchung  der 
Angaben  des  Josephus  "  \nJPT  14  ('88). 
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the  story  is,   in    fact,   a  tissue  of   improbabilities    and    I 
impossibilities. 

It  is  now  generally  admitted  that  in  Esther,  as  also  in  Ezra 
4  6  and  Dan.  9  i,  Ahasuerus  (syniertKi  Akkaskivlrosh)  must  be 
identical  with  the  king  who  is  tailed  Khshayarsha  in  the 
Persian  inscriptions,  BnK'BTl  m  an  Aramaic  inscription  from 
Egypt,  and  Eepfrjs  by  the  Greeks  (see  AHASUERUS).  In  former 
days  it  was  usual  to  identify  Esther  with  Amfistris  (or,  in  the 
Ionic  form,  Amestris),  who  was  the  wife  of  Xerxes  at  the  very 
time  when  Esther,  according  to  2  16,  became  the  queeu  of 
Ahasuerus  {i.e.  in  Decemoer  479  B.C.  or  January  478  B.C.).  It 
is  true  that  the  coarseness  and  cruelty  of  Amastris  (see  Herod. 
7  1 14  9  i  iojff.~)  answer  in  some  measure  to  the  vindictive  character 
of  Esther  ;  but,  not  to  mention  the  difficulty  of  explaining  the 
disappearance  of  the  syllable  A»t,  Amastris  was  the  daughter 
of  a  Persian  grandee,  not  a  Jewess  (see  Herod.  76i  and  Ktesias 
excerpted  by  Photius  [Bekker]  38*). 

One  of  the  main  points  in  the  narrative,  namely  the 
decree  for  the  massacre  of  all  the  Jews  in  the  Persian 
Empire  on  a  day  fixed  eleven  months  beforehand, 
would  alone  suffice  to  invalidate  the  historical  character 
of  the  book. 

Still  more  extravagant  is  the  contrary  edict,  issued  by  the 
king  soon  afterwards,  whereby  the  Jews  are  authorized  to 
butcher,  on  the  same  day,  vast  numbers  of  their  fellow-subjects. 
Nor  is  it  possible  to  believe  in  the  two  days'  slaughter  which 
the  king  sanctions  in  his  own  capital.  What  meaning  can  we 
attach  to  the  solemn  decree  that  every  man  is  to  be  master  in 
his  own  house  and  speak  the  language  of  his  own  nation? 

Further,  notwithstanding  the  dates  which  he  gives 
us,  the  author  had  in  reality  no  notion  of  chronology. 

He  represents  Mordecai  as  having  been  transported  to 
Babylon  with  king  Jeconiah — i.e.,  in  the  year  597  B.C. — and  as 
becoming  prime  minister  in  the  i2th  year  of  Xerxes — i.e.,  in 
474  B.C.  That  Xerxes  had  already  returned  to  Susa  by  the 
tenth  month  of  the  seventh  year  of  his  reign  {i.e.,  by  December 
479  B.C.  or  January  478  H.C.),  when  Esther  became  his  consort 
(2  16),  is  not  altogether  impossible  ;  if  such  were  the  case,  he 
must  have  quitted  Sardis  after  the  battle  of  Mykale  (early  in 
the  autumn  of  479  B.C.)  and  marched  to  Susa  without  delay. 
However,  the  author  of  Esther  betrays  no  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  the  king  had  visited  Greece  in  the  interval. 

Further,  it  is  contrary  to  all  that  we  know  of  those 
times  for  an  Achaemenian  sovereign  to  choose  a  Jewess 
for  his  queen,  an  Amalekite  (Hainan)  and  afterwards 
a  Jew  for  his  chief  minister, — measures  which  would 
never  have  been  tolerated  by  the  proud  aristocracy  of 
Persia. 

It  is  still  harder  to  believe  that  royal  edicts  were  issued  in  the 
language  and  writing  of  each  one  of  the  numerous  peoples  who 
inhabited  the  empire  (1 22  3 12).  That  Mordecai  is  able  to 
communicate  freely  with  his  niece  in  the  harem  must  be  pro 
nounced  altogether,  contrary  to  the  usage  of  Oriental  courts. 
On  the  other  hand  the  queen  is  represented  as  unable  to  send 
even  a  message  to  her  husband,  in  order  that  the  writer  may 
have  an  opportunity  of  magnifying  the  courage  of  his  heroine  ; 
such  restrictions,  it  is  needless  to  say,  there  can  never  have  been 
in  reality.  A  similar  attempt  to  exalt  the  character  of  Esther 
appears  in  the  fact  that  her  petition  on  behalf  of  the  Jews  is 
brought  forward  not  at  the  first  banquet  but  at  the  second, 
although  Mordecai,  who  had  meanwhile  become  prime  minister, 
might  naturally  have  intervened  for  the  purpose.  Mordecai, 
while  openly  professing  to  be  a  Jew,  forbids  his  niece  to  reveal 
her  origin,  for  no  reason  except  that  the  plot  of  the  book  requires 
it.  Yet  those  who  observed  Mordecai's  communications  with 
Esther  could  not  fail,  one  might  think,  to  have  some  suspicion 
of  her  nationality.  It  is  not  often  that  an  Oriental  minister  has 
been  so  wretchedly  served  by  his  spies  as  was  the  case  with 
Hainan,  who  never  discovered  the  near  relationship  between 
Mordecai  and  the  queen. 

The  fabulous  character  of  the  work  shows  itself  likewise  in  a 
fondness  for  pomp  and  high  figures.  Note  for  example  the 
feast  of  180  days,  supplemented  by  another  of  seven  days  (14^). 
the  twelve  months  which  the  maidens  spend  in  adorning  and 
perfuming  themselves  before  they  enter  the  king's  presence,  the 
127  provinces  of  the  Empire  (an  idea  suggested  rather  by  the 
smaller  provinces  of  the  Hellenistic  period  than  by  the  great 
satrapies  of  the  Achsemenidae),!  the  gallows  50  cubits  in  height, 
the  ten  sons  of  Haman,  the  10,000  talents  (3  g).2 

There  is  something  fantastic,  but  not  altogether 
unskilful,  in  the  touch  whereby  Mordecai  and  Haman, 
as  has  long  ago  been  observed,  are  made  to  inherit  an 

1  Marq.  Fund.  68,  compares  Dan.  0  i  [2]. 

2  This  sum  is  perhaps  based  upon  a  definite  calculation.     If, 
in  accordance  with  the  statements  in  the  Pentateuch,  the  total 
of  the  adult  males  in  Israel  be  estimated  as  600,000  in  round 
numbers,  and  if  a  single  drachm,  the  ordinary  unit  of  value, 
be  reckoned  for  each  man,  we  reach  the  sum  of  10,000  talents. 
This  thoroughly  Rabbinical  calculation,  which  is  found  in  the 
(second)  Targ.  (3  9  4  i),  quite  suits  the  character  of  the  book. 
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ancient  feud,  the  former  being  a  member  of  the  family 
of  king  Saul,  the  latter  a  descendant  of  Agag,  king  of 
Amalek  (see  AGAGLTIC).  However,  though  some  of 
the  details  are  undoubtedly  effective,  the  book,  as  a 
whole,  cannot  be  pronounced  a  well-written  romance. 
As  a  work  of  art  it  is  inferior  even  to  the  Book  of  Judith, 
which,  like  Esther,  contains  a  profusion  of  dates  and 
names. 

That  the  Book  of  Esther  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 

genuine    historical    work    is    avowed    even    by   many 

._    ,  .  .      .     adherents    of    ecclesiastical    tradition. 

'     1  ,  .       Since,     however,     the    most    essential 

cal  Kernel.  parts  Qf  the  story>  nan)ely  the  deliver 
ance  of  the  Jews  from  complete  extermination  and  their 
murderous  reprisals  by  means  of  the  Jewish  queen  and 
the  Jewish  minister,  are  altogether  unhistorical,  it  is 
impossible  to  treat  the  book  as  an  embellished  version 
of  some  real  event  —  a  'historical  romance'  like  the 
Persian  tale  of  Bahrain  Chobln  and  the  novels  of  Scott 
or  Manzoni — and  we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  whole  narrative  is  fictitious. 

This  would  still  be  the  case  even  if  it  were  discovered  (a  thing 
scarcely  probable)  that  a  few  historical  facts  are  interwoven 
with  the  story.  For  it  is  obvious  that  the  mere  name  of  the 
king  of  the  Persians  and  Medes,  and  similar  details,  must  not 
be  taken  to  prove  a  historical  foundation,  or  we  might  pronounce 
many  of  the  stories  in  the  Arabian  Nights  to  be  founded  on 
fact  simply  because  the  Caliph  Harun  and  other  historical 
persons  are  mentioned  in  them. 

Nor  would  those  who  believe  in  the  authenticity  of 

the  book   greatly  strengthen  their  cause  if  they  could 

_  demonstrate    that    all    the    proper    names 

"       which    appear    in    the    story    were    really 
names.  .       '  • 

current  among  the  Persians,  since  even  in 

the  Hellenistic  period  a  native  of  Palestine  or  of  any 
other  country  inhabited  by  Jews  might  without  difficulty 
have  collected  a  large  number  of  Persian  names.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  however,  most  of  the  names  in  Esther 
do  not  by  any  means  present  the  appearance  of  genuine 
Persian  formations. 

This  has  been  made  only  clearer  by  Oppert's  recent  attempt 
to  explain  many  of  them  from  Persian. 1  In  spite  of  the  great 
liberties  with  respect  to  the  sounds  allowed  himself  by  this  in 
genious  decipherer,  he  finds  in  Esther  scarcely  one  of  the 
Persian  names  known  to  us — which  are  by  no  means  few — and 
from  these  the  names  which  he  professes  to  have  discovered 
differ,  for  the  most  part,  very  essentially.  Moreover,  when,  to 
cite  one  example,  he  interprets  joinD  as  equivalent  to  ll'ahu- 
nian  (the  modern  Persian  Bahmari)  he  fails  to  consider  that 
the  practice  of  naming  human  beings  after  Izedlis — a  class  of 
heavenly  spirits  to  which  Wahuman  belongs — did  not  arise  till 
several  centuries  after  the  fall  of  the  Ach«emenian  Empire. 

Nor  is  it  legitimate  to  suppose  that  the  names  in 
Esther  have  suffered  to  any  great  extent  through  errors 
of  transcription,  for  the  Hebrew  (as  contrasted  with  the 
Greek)  text  of  this  book  is  on  the  whole  well  preserved, 
and  hence  there  is  a  reasonable  presumption  that  the 
forms  of  the  names  have  been  accurately  transmitted. 

It  may  be  added  that  several  of  the  subordinate  persons  are 
mentioned  more  than  once  and  that  the  spelling,  in  such  cases, 
remains  constant  or  undergoes  merely  some  insignificant  change 
— proof  that  there  has  been  no  artificial  assimilation  of  the 
forms.  Thus  we  find  jumn  1  I0  ar>d  ruimn  "9  (HARBONA); 
J31DD  11421  and  jsniD  1  16  Kt.  (MEMUCAN);  BOW  jnJ3  2  21 
and  B'ini  K:n:3  62  (BIGTHAN,  TERFSH);  jun  2  3  and  'jn  2  8 
15  (HEGAI);  -pin  ±5/-  9  f-  (HATHACH);  B-IT  61014  613 
(ZERESH).  In  the  lists  of  seven  names  (1  10  14)  and  in  the  list 
of  ten  (0  7-9)  some  of  the  forms  are  suspiciously  like  one  another. 
This,  however,  is  probably  due  not  to  the  copyist  but  to  the 
author,  who  exercised  no  great  care  in  the  invention  of  the 
names.2 

It  is  certain  that  everyone  would  long  ago  have 
rejected  the  book  as  unhistorical  but  for  its  position  in 

„.  .  ,  the  Jewish  and  therefore  in  the  Christian 

4.  moral  tone.  canon  Under  no  other  circumstances 
could  the  moral  tone  of  the  work  have  escaped  general 

1  See  his  Recherches  bibliques  (Versailles,  '94),  reprinted  from 
RKJ  28. 

2  [On  these  names  see  Marq.  Fund.  68-73.     After  noticing  the 
connection  between  Esther  rnd  Daniel  he  reduces  the  seven 
princes  in  Esther  1  14  to  three  (as  in  Dan.  03) — viz.,  (a)  Carshena, 
(l>)  Sarsathai  (?)  (in  Shethar,  Tarshish),  and  (c)  Manisara  (in 
Meres,  Marsena).] 
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condemnation.  It  has  been  well  remarked  by  A.  H. 
Niemeyer,  a  theologian  of  Halle,  that  the  most  respect 
able  character  in  the  book  is  Vashti,  the  queen,  who 
declines  to  exhibit  her  charms  before  the  crowd  of  revel 
lers.1  Esther,  it  is  true,  risks  her  life  on  behalf  of  her 
people  ;  but  the  vindictive  ferocity  which  both  she  and 
Mordecai  display  excites  our  aversion. 

The  craving  for  vengeance  —  natural  enough  in  a  people 
surrounded  by  enemies  and  exposed  to  cruel  oppression — per 
vades  the  whole  work,  as  it  pervades  the  so-called  Third  Book 
of  the  Maccabees  (cp  MACCAHKES,  THIRD,  §  2),  which  appears 
to  have  been  written  in  imitation  of  Esther.  Whilst  other  books 
of  the  OT,  including  even  Judith,  ascribe  the  deliverance  of 
Israel  to  God,  everything  in  Esther  is  done  by  men. 

It  was  long  ago  observed  that  this  book,  though 
canonical,  contains  no  mention  of  God.  The  omission 
is  certainly  not  intentional.  It  is  due  to  the  coarse  and 
worldly  spirit  of  the  author.  The  only  reference  to  re 
ligion  is  the  mention  of  fasting  (4i6  931). 

Moreover,  it  cannot  be  accidental  that  '  Israel,'  the  ideal  name 
of  the  nation,  is  never  employed — we  read  only  of 'the  Jews.'  The 
author  dwells  with  peculiar  pleasure  on  the  worldly  splendour 
of  his  heroes,  and  he  seems  quite  unconscious  of  the  miserable 
character  of  the  king.  It  is  a  curious  fact  that  in  this  book, 
afterwards  so  highly  esteemed,  the  word  nnB'D,  '  banquet,'  occurs 
no  less  than  twenty  times.'2 

Mordecai's  refusal  to  prostrate  himself  before  Haman  may 
possibly  appear  to  Europeans  a  proof  of  manly  self-respect  ; 
but  among  the  Hebrews  prostration  implied  no  degradation,  and 
had  long  been  customary  not  only  in  the  presence  of  sovereigns, 
but  also  in  the  presence  of  ordinary  men  (see  SALUTATIONS). 
The  behaviour  of  Mordecai  is  therefore  mere  wanton  insolence, 
and  accordingly  Jewish  interpreters,  as  well  as  some  early 
Christian  authorities,  have  spent  much  labour  in  the  attempt  to 
devise  a  justification  for  it  (cp  also  §  loa). 

In  the  Book  of  Esther  the  Persian  empire  is  treated 

as  a  thing  of  the  past,  already  invested  with  a  halo  of 

.  romance.        The    writer    must    therefore 

D     L)  £L  u  3  £LQCL  i  •        »  •  i         i  i  r 

*;,  .  .  have  lived  some  considerable  time  after 
autnorsmp.  Alexander  the  Great,  not  earlier  than  the 
third,  probably  in  the  second,  century  before  Christ. 
The  book  presupposes  moreover  that  the  Jews  had  long 
been  '  scattered  abroad  and  dispersed '  among  the 
nations  (38);  this  iflea  of  a  'dispersion'  (Siacnropd) 
points  to  the  time  when  large  Jewish  settlements  were 
to  be  found  within  the  domain  of  Greek  civilisation  (see 
DISPERSION,  §  ia/i).  The  same  period  is  indicated  by 
the  passage  about  the  conversion  of  vast  multitudes  to 
Judaism  (9 27),  for  such  a  conception  would  have  been 
impossible  even  in  a  romance,  until  Jewish  proselytes 
had  become  numerous.  The  most  important  point, 
however,  is  that  the  Gentile  hatred  towards  the  Jews 
of  the  dispersion  in  consequence  of  their  religious  and 
social  exclusiveness — a  hatred  which  the  Jews  fully 
reciprocated — was  especially  a  product  of  the  Hellenistic 
period  ;  this  mutual  enmity,  which  is  not  to  be  con 
founded  with  the  older  feud  between  the  Palestinian 
Jews  and  the  neighbouring  peoples,  forms  in  Esther  the 
basis  of  the  whole  narrative.  Whether  it  be  necessary 
on  this  account  to  place  the  composition  of  the  book 
later  than  the  time  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes  is  a  question 
which  we  may  leave  open. 

The  language  of  the  work  also  favours  a  late  date. 
The  fact  that  it  contains  many  Aramaic  words,  several 
of  which  were  borrowed  by  the  Aramaeans  from  the 
Persians,  might  be  compatible  with  a  somewhat  earlier 
origin  ;  but  the  whole  nature  of  the  style,  which  is 
characterised  by  a  certain  lack  of  ease,  seems  to  show 
that  the  author  spoke  and  thought  in  Aramaic,  and 
had  learned  Hebrew  merely  as  a  literary  language. 

If,  for  example,  we  compare  his  diction  with  the  pure  and 
simple  Hebrew  style  of  the  Book  of  Ruth,  the  enormous 
difference  cannot  fail  to  strike  us,  and  is  such  as  to  suggest  that 
these  writings  must  be  separated  by  an  interval  of  three 
centuries  or  more. 

The  author  of  Esther  was,  of  course,  acquainted  with 
the  older  sacred  literature.  In  particular,  as  has  been 
shown  by  L.  A.  Rosenthal  (ZAT\V  15  278  f.  ['95]), 

1  Characteristiken  der  BibelW,  (Halle,  '31)  5  165. 

2  Exactly  as  often  as  it  happens  to  occur  in  all  the  other 
books   of  the  OT   put  together — if  we  exclude  five   passages 
where  it  signifies  'drink.' 
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he  made  use  of  the  story  of  Joseph  who,  like  Haman, 
was  chief  minister  of  an  ancient  empire,  and  borrowed 
from  it  not  only  many  isolated  expressions  but  sometimes 
even  half  a  sentence. 

From  the  fact  that  Mordecai  and  Esther  are  of  the 
family  of  Saul,  wljo  was  not  a  favourite  with  the  later 
Jews,  we  may  perhaps  infer  that  the  author  belonged  to 
the  tribe  of  Benjamin  ;  a  member  of  the  tribe  of  Judah 
would  have  been  more  inclined  to  represent  his  hero 
and  heroine  as  descendants  of  David. 

It  has  long  ago  Ijeen  recognised  that  the  purpose  of 
the  book  is  to  encourage  the  observance  of  the  feast 

.,    T,  of  I'urim  among  the  Jews.      The  fabulous 

6.  Purpose. 

narrative  is  merely  a  means  to  this  end  ; 

since  the  end  was  attained  and  the  story  was,  at  the 
same  time,  extremely  flattering  to  the  national  vanity, 
the  Book  of  Esther,  in  the  capacity  of  a  iepoj  Xcryos 
authorising  the  feast  in  question,  found  a  place  in  the 
Jewish  canon. 

In  reality  the  origin  of  the  feast  is  not  explained  by 
the  book  and  remains  altogether  obscure.  That  it  was 
primitively  not  a  Jewish  feast  is  shown  by  the  name 
Purim  (D'TIB),  a  word  unknown  in  Hebrew.  Unfortu 
nately  the  meaning  is  a  matter  of  conjecture. 

According  to  Esther  3  7  pur  signifies  '  lot,'  in  favour  of  which 
interpretation  it  may  be  urged  that,  considered  as  an  element 
in  the  story,  it  is  of  no  importance  whatever.  No  such  word, 
however,  with  the  meaning  required,  has  yet  been  found  in  any 
of  the  languages  from  which  the  name  is  likely  to  have  been 
borrowed  ;  nor  has  any  other  explanation  been  offered  that  is  at 
all  satisfactory.  With  respect  to  this  point  even  the  investiga 
tions  of  Lagarde  have  led  to  no  definite  result J  (see  PI/KIM). 

On  the  other  hand  Prof.  Jensen's  essay  '  Elamitische 
Eigennamen ' 2  seems  to  throw  some  light  upon  the 
story  of  Esther.  This  ingenious  scholar 
clearly  proves  that  Hamman  (or  Humman, 
not  to  mention  other  variations  of  spelling)  was  the 
principal  deity  of  the  Elamites,  in  whose  capital  (Susa) 
the  scene  of  the  Book  of  Esther  is  laid,  and  that  Marduk 
occupied  a  similar  position  among  the  deities  of  Babylon. 
As  the  Elamite  Hamman  is  represented  by  Haman,  the 
Babylonian  Marduk  is  represented  by  Mordecai,  a  name 
unquestionably  derived  from  Marduk.  In  Ezra  22 
(  =  Neh.  7?)  we  find  the  name  actually  borne  by  a 
Babylonian  Jew.3  In  close  contrast  with  the  god 
Marduk  stood  the  great  goddess  /star,  who  was  wor 
shipped  by  other  Semitic  peoples  under  the  name  of 
'Athtar,  'Attar  or  ' AStart,  and  is  often  identified  with 
Aphrodite.  The  later  Babylonian  form  Ninon,  Estrd, 
(with  the  Aramaic  termination)  was  used  by  the  Syrians 
and  Mandaites  as  a  synonym  of  Aphrodite  or  of  the 
planet  Venus  ;  here  we  have  the  exact  counterpart  of 
IDDN,  l-.sther.*  HADASSAH,  the  other  name  of  Esther 
(2?),  which  is  mentioned  quite  incidentally  and  therefore 
seems  to  be  no  mere  invention  of  the  writer,  corre 
sponds  to  the  older  Babylonian  form  Hadasatu,  signify 
ing  'myrtle'  and  also  'bride,'  as  Jensen  has  shown. 
Since  another  word  for  '  bride '  is  commonly  used  as  the 
title  of  another  Babylonian  goddess,  we  may  hazard  the 
conjecture  that  Istar  was  also  called  Hadasatu.  Fur 
thermore  /  'us/if i  is  an  Elamite  deity,  probably  a  goddess. 
Thus  Vashti  and  Haman  on  the  one  side,  Mordecai  and 
Esther- Hadassah  on  the  other,  represent,  it  would  seem, 

1  Art.    'Purim'    in    the    Abhandhtngen    d.    Ges.   d.    IViss. 
Giittingen  ('87).      Jensen   in  a  letter  suggests  to  the  writer  of 
this  article  that  fiftr  or  I'ur  seems  to  be  an  old  Assyrian  word 
for  'stone'  and  that  therefore  it  is  possible  that  the  wi.nl  was 
also  used  to  signify  Mot'  like  the  Hebrew  STU,   'lot,'  which 
originally,  no  doubt,  meant  '  little  stone.' 

2  WZKM  (J47./C,  209  f.     The  writer  of  the  present  article 
has  moreover  made  use  of  some  private  information  from  Prof. 
Jensen,  but  wishes  to  state  explicitly  that  he  has  himself  no 
Independent  knowledge  of  the  cuneiform  inscriptions. 

"  The  Greek  form,  KlarJaclurus  (Mapfioxeuot).  probably 
comes  nearer  to  the  original  pronunciation  than  the  HaMOretU 
'ZT10  or  •rTlD.  See  MORDECAI. 

•»  In  the  Thousand  and  One  Nights  the  famous  Shahra/fid— a 
Jewess  according  to  Mas'fuli — is,  according  to  1  >e  Goeje  (E 
'23  3i6_/C),  no  other  than  Esther. 
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the  antagonism  between  the  gods  of  Elam  and  the  gods 
of  Babylon. 

Whether  Jensen  be  justified  in  identifying  Hainan's  wifeZeresh 
(e'"!t)  with  Kirifa.  who  appears  in  connection  with  Hamman  and 
is  presumably  his  female  partner,  seems  open  to  doubt  ;  the 
difference  of  the  initial  consonants  would  not  be  easy  to  explain. 
It  should  be  remembered,  however,  that  Zeresh  is,  after  all, 
only  a  subordinate  figure.  The  other  names  mentioned  above 
agree  so  closely  that  the  resemblances  can  hardly  be  accidental. 

It  is  therefore  possible  that  \ve  here  have  to  do  with 
a  feast  whereby  the  Babylonians  commemorated  a 
victory  gained  by  their  gods  over  the  gods  of  their 
neighbours  the  Elainites,  against  whom  they  had  so 
often  waged  war.1  The  Jewish  feast  of  Purim  is  an 
annual  merrymaking  of  a  wholly  secular  kind,  and  it  is 
known  that  there  were  similar  feasts  among  the  Baby 
lonians.  That  the  Jews  in  Babylonia  should  have 
adopted  a  festival  of  this  sort  cannot  be  deemed  im 
probable,  since  in  modern  Germany,  to  cite  an  analogous 
case,  many  Jews  celebrate  Christmas  after  the  manner  of 
their  Christian  fellow-countrymen,  in  so  far  at  least  as  it 
is  a  secular  institution.  It  is  true  that  hitherto  no 
Babylonian  feast  coinciding,  like  Purim,  with  the  full 
moon  of  the  twelfth  month  has  been  discovered  ;  but 
our  knowledge  of  the  Babylonian  feasts  is  derived  from 
documents  of  an  earlier  period.  Possibly  the  calendar 
may  have  undergone  some  change  by  the  time  when 
the  Jewish  feast  of  Purim  was  established.  Or  it  may 
be  that  the  Jews  intentionally  shifted  the  date  of  the 
festival  which  they  had  borrowed  from  the  heathen 
^  see  PURIM).  We  may  hope  that  future  discoveries 
will  throw  further  light  upon  this  obscure  subject.'2 

Hitherto  we  have  treated  the  book  as  a  literary  unity. 

Certain  scholars  however — e.g.,  Bertheau  and  Ryssel — 

T_   .,       hold  that  the  two  epistles  in  the  last  chapter 

unity.  j)ut   Qne^  as  wej|   as  tjle  verses   connected 

with  them  (that  is  to  say,  920-28  29-32)  are  additions  by 
a  later  hand.  This  view  the  writer  of  the  present  article 
is  unable  to  accept. 

The  former  piece  contains,  it  is  true,  a  short  recapitulation  of 
the  story;  but  this  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  author's  desire 
to  inculcate  the  observance  of  Purim  in  the  strongest  terms 
possible  ;  a  later  scribe  would  have  had  no  object  to  serve  by 
the  repetition.  Nor  is  it  likely  that  an  interpolator  would  have 
contented  himself,  in  926,  with  an  implicit  allusion  to  87. 
Similarly  in  0  25  the  phrase  riN23,  '  when  she  came ' — for  no 
other  interpretation  is  possible — seems  natural  enough,  if  the 
author  of  the  book  is  referring  to  his  heroine  ;  but  another 
writer  would,  surely,  in  this  case,  have  written  the  name. 
Had  these  two  pieces  been  originally  independent  of  the  book 
the  name  Purim  would  surely  not  have  occurred  in  them  (see 
•vv,  26  31  f.) ;  that  it  does  occur  must  appear  decisive.  When 
isolated  from  the  context,  the  pieces  in  question  become 
meaningless,  and  to  suppose  that  they  are  borrowed  from 
another  Book  of  Esther  verges  on  the  extravagant.  In  vocabu 
lary  and  style  they  so  closely  resemble  the  rest  of  the  book  that 
the  insignificant  deviations  which  occur  (e.g.,  in  T.  28)  must  be 
ascribed  to  a  difference  in  the  subject  matter.  The  mode  of 
expression  is  doubtless  somewhat  awkward  ;  but  the  same  may 
be  said  of  the  strange  verse,  3  7,  which  is  nevertheless  indispens 
able  and  forms,  so  to  speak,  the  nucleus  of  the  whole  work. 

As  early  as  the  year  114  B.C.   the  Book   of   Esther 
reached   Egypt   in   a  Greek  translation.      This   fact  is 
attested  by  the  concluding  sentence  in  the 


9.  Greek 
version. 


best  MSS  of  the  Greek  text ;   nor  have  we 


any  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  the  state 
ment,  as  has  been  done  for  example  by  B.  Jacob.3  It 
is  impossible  to  see  for  what  purpose  such  a  story  could 
have  been  invented. 

The  chief  objection  brought  forward  by  Jacob,  namely  that 
the  passage  above  mentioned  represents  the  translation  as 
having  come  from  Jerusalem,  has  no  real  force  ;  it  is  indeed 
said  to  have  been  made  at  Jerusalem  ;  but  the  name  of  the 
translator  (Avo-tjuaxos  IlToAe/xaiov)  at  once  suggests  an  Egyptian 
Jew.  That  the  translator  was  an  Egyptian  Jew  has  been  elabor 
ately  proved  by  Jacob  himself,  though  his  arguments  are  not 
all  equally  conclusive. 

1  [Cp  Toy,   '  Esther  as  a  Babylonian  goddess,'  JVrw  IforM, 
«i  130-145.] 

2  Cp  Br.  Meissner  in  ZDMG  M^6ff.     Human  the  chief,  the 
father  of  the  gods  worshipped  by  the  heathen  of  Harran  on  the 
27th  of  the  month  Tammfiz  (Fihrist,  323,  /.  i)  has  hardly  any 
connection  with  the  Haman  of  Esther. 

3  Das  Buck  Esther  bei  den  LXX.  (Giessen,  '90),  p.  43^  (  = 
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The  Greek  text  is  found  in  two  forms  which  we  shall 
here  call  A  and  B  (the  ft  and  a  respectively  of  Lagarde); 
they  diverge  considerably  from  one  another,  but  the 
text  of  B  [a]  is,  as  a  rule,  derived  from  that  of  A  f/3], 
the  changes  being  due  to  careless  and  arbitrary  copyists. 

Only  in  a  few  cases  does  B  [a]  appear  to  have  preserved  older 
readings  than  the  existing  MSS  of  A  ||3J.  Here,  as  in  other 
books  of  <B,  we  occasionally  find  corrections,  in  accordance 
with  the  Hebrew  text,  which  were  introduced  by  scribes  at  an 
early  period,  e.g.,  'Ao-|o-]v»)po?  (1!)  from  c'niBTIKi  instead  of  the 
doubtless  inexact  'ApTafe'pf>;s  of  the  translator,  and  OuacrriV  (B) 
from  'nt'l,  instead  of  '\<niv. 

The  tendency,  so  common  at  the  present  day,  to 
overestimate  the  importance  of  ©  for  purposes  of  text 
ual  criticism  is  nowhere  more  to  be  deprecated  than 
in  the  Book  of  Esther.  It  may  be  doubted  whether 
even  in  a  single  passage  of  the  book  the  Greek  MSS 
enable  us  to  emend  the  Hebrew  text,  which,  as  has  been 
mentioned  above,  is  singularly  well  preserved. 

A  very  small  number  of  such  passages  might  perhaps  be 
adduced,  if  the  Greek  translation  had  come  down  to  us  in  its 
original  form  ;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  text  underwent  early 
and  extensive  corruption,  so  that  now  it  is  possibly  worse  than 
that  of  any  other  canonical  book  in  the  OT. 

Of  great  importance  are  the  additions.  They  fall 
into  two  classes — (a)  Hebraistic  pieces,  intended  to 
supply  the  lack  of  religious  sentiment  (a 
lack  which  must  hnve  been  felt  at  an  early 
period  ;  cp  above,  §  4)  or  to  explain  diffi 
culties — e.g. ,  Mordecai's  refusal  to  prostrate  himself 
before  Haman. 

Thus  we  read,  in  glaring  contrast  to  the  original  sense  of  the 
book,  that  Esther  consented  with  great  reluctance  to  become 
the  wife  of  the  uncircumcised  king.  To  this  class  belong  the 
following  pieces — the  prayer  of  Mordecai  (31),  the  prayer  of 
Esther  (4),  the  expansion  of  the  first  interview  between  Esther 
and  the  king  (u),  the  dream  of  Mordecai  (1)  and  its  interpretation 
(7).  All  this  may  once  have  been  in  Hebrew  ;  but  the  hypothesis 
is  not  probable. 

(b)  Pieces  written  in  the  Greek  rhetorical  style — viz., 
the  two  epistles  of  the  king  (2  and  6). 

Here  it  is  stated,  among  other  things,  that  Haman  was  a 
Macedonian  and  desired  to  transfer  the  supremacy  from  the 
Persians  to  the  Macedonians  ((3 13  ;  cp  (>g).  From  this  passage 
the  term  '  Macedonians '  has  found  its  way  into  other  parts  of 
the  book  ;  the  allusion  doubtless  is  to  the  bitter  enmity  which 
there  was  between  the  Jews  and  their  Graeco-Macedonian  neigh 
bours,  especially  at  Alexandria. 

In  addition  to  these,  we  find  a  few  shorter  interpolations. 

The  form  of  the  book  which  lay  before  Josephus 
(about  90  A.D. )  was  mainly  identical  with  A  [/3] ;  but  it 
contained  a  few  older  readings,  some 
of  which  may  be  traced  in  B  [a].  All 
the  longer  interpolations  except  two 
were  known  to  Josephus. 

Had  he  been  acquainted  with  the  two  which  refer  to  Mordecai's 
dream  he  would  have  had  little  difficulty  in  adapting  them  to 
the  taste  of  his  educated  readers.  However,  it  would  not,  of 
course,  be  legitimate  to  conclude  from  their  absence  from  the 
text  used  by  Josephus  that  the  two  pieces  were  necessarily 
lacking  in  all  other  MSS  of  the  same  period.  Moreover  there 
are  in  fosephus's  account  some  small  additional  details.  A 
few  of  these  he  may  himself  have  invented,  in  order  to  point  the 
moral  of  the  story ;  but  since  there  is  at  least  one  (relating  to 
Esther  222;  cp  Ant.  xi.  1)4  [Niese,  §  207])  which  does  not 
appear  in  our  texts  of  the  LXX.,  and  yet  can  scarcely  have 
originated  with  him,  we  may  infer,  with  tolerable  certainty, 
that  the  copy  of  Esther  used  by  Josephus  contained  some 
passages  which  are  found  in  no  extant  Greek  MS. 

All  these  materials  Josephus  treats  with  his  usual 
freedom,  softening  down  or  omitting  whatever  was 
calculated  to  give  offence  to  educated  Greeks  and 
Romans. 

Such  arbitrary  transformations  were  quite  in  keeping 

with    the    unhistorical    character    of    the    book.      Very 

.  ,,.  .          similar   tendencies  showed   themselves 

12.  Add    ions  among  those  jews  who  spoke  Semitic 

in  largums.    dia]ects  .   but  as  the  origilial   text  of 

Esther  was  here  preserved  from  alteration  by  reason  of 

the  place  which  it  occupied  in  the  sacred  canon,   the 

additions    and    embellishments    were    confined    to    the 

Aramaic  translation,  or  else  formed  matter  for  separate 

1  Large  Arabic  numerals  are  here  used  to  denote  the  chapters 
of  the  additional  pieces,  as  distinguished  from  the  original  book. 
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works.  The  additions  to  the  original  and  literal  Targum 
sometimes  refer  to  the  same  subjects  that  are  treated  in 
the  additions  to  the  Greek  text,  though  neither  work 
has  borrowed  anything  from  the  other.  Some  of  these 
pieces  are  of  considerable  interest,  and  they  are  all  very 
characteristic  of  Rabbinical  Judaism. 

Not  infrequently  the  interpolations  violate  our  notions  of  good 
taste  and  contain  much  that  is  at  variance  with  the  original 
book.  There  are  moreover  lengthy  digressions  which  have  no 
real  connection  with  the  subject. 

In  the  so-called  Second  Targum  such  digressions  are 
especially  common,  but  they  occur  in  the  First  also. 

The  two  Targums  sometimes  differ  substantially  from  one 
another  in  matters  of  detail  (thus  piaSi  1  '6,  is,  according  to  the 
one,  the  wicked  Haman,  according  to  the  other,  the  wise  Daniel, 
which  latter  view  appears  also  in  the  Talmud,  Meg.  12  b);  but 
they  have  very  much  in  common.  The  relation  between  them 
cannot  be  accurately  determined  until  more  is  known  of  the 
MSS,  which  are  said  to  offer  great  variations  of  text.  Some 
interesting  embellishments  of  the  story  of  Esther,  similar  to 
those  in  the  Targums  and  sometimes  exactly  agreeing  with  them, 
are  to  be  found  in  Bab.  Talm.  Meg,  \o_ffJ- 

The  reception  of  the  Book  of  Esther  into  the  canon 
occasioned  so  much  discussion  that  a  few  words  may 

_          ...      be  allowed  on  the  subject  in  addition 
13.  i/anomcicy.  to  what  has  been  said  under  CANON 


CANON 

(§  45/-)-  So  late  as  the  second  century  after  Christ  a 
distinguished  teacher,  Rabbi  Samuel,  pronounced  Esther 
apocryphal  {Meg.  7  a)-  These  theoretical  objections 
had  no  practical  effect  ;  indeed  among  the  mass  of  the 
Jews  the  story  of  the  Jewish  queen  and  the  Jewish 
prime  minister  has  always  enjoyed  a  special  reputation 
for  sanctity.  With  respect  to  Greek-speaking  Christians 
it  may  be  mentioned  that  Melito  of  Sardis,  for  example, 
does  not  reckon  Esther  among  the  canonical  books  (see 
Eus.  HE  426).  The  Latin  Church,  since  the  time  of 
Jerome,  has  rejected  at  least  the  later  additions.  The 
majority  of  the  Syrian  Christians  went  further  still. 
Jacob  of  Edessa  (about  700  A  .  D.  )  treats  Esther  as 
apocryphal  (Wright,  Catalogue  of  Syr.  MSS  in  the 
Brit.  Mus.,  598^).  The  lists  drawn  up  by  the  Syrian 
Monophysites  do  not  include  it  in  the  canon  ;  but  we 
have  no  right  to  infer  that  the  book  was  never  read 
or  used  by  the  Christians  of  Syria.  Aphraates  (about 
350  A.  D.  )  regards  it  as  an  authority,  and  it  is  also 
found  in  ancient  MSS,  such  as  the  famous  Codex  Am- 
brosianus  (edited  by  Ceriani),  which,  however,  includes 
several  other  books  universally  reckoned  uncanonical. 

The  Nestorians  alone  appear  to  have  had,  down  to  modern 
times,  no  knowledge  of  the  book  whatsoever.  (Luther  formed  a 
very  just  opinion  of  the  Book  of  Esther;  but  whilst  freely  ex 
pressing  his  disapproval  of  it  he  retained  it  in  the  canon.  Since 
that  time  it  has  been  regarded  as  canonical  by  Protestant  as 
well  as  Roman  Catholic  nations.)  See  Jaub.  of>.  cit.  241  jf.  ' 
('90);  Kuenen,  Onit.W,  551^;  Zimmern,  ZATW^VH^iff. 
('90);  Wildeboer,  Esther,  in  Nowack's  //A";  Toy,  'Esther  as  a 
Babyl.  Goddess,'  New  World,  0  130-145.  See  also  references 
above,  and  cp  PURIM.  Th.  N. 

ESYELUS  (HCYHAOC  [B*A]  ;  H  cyNoAoc  [Ba?t], 
I60HA  [L,]),  i  Esd.  18  RV—  2  Ch.  358  JEHIEL,  7. 

ETAM  (DOU?  AITAN  [BA]-M  [L]). 

i.  A  town  of  Judah,  mentioned  by  the  Chronicler 
(2  Ch.  116  ;  airavi  [A]  a.ira.v  [B*])  as  one  of  the  cities 
of  defence  built  by  Rehoboam.  In  the  order  of  enu 
meration  it  is  placed  between  Bethlehem  and  Tekoa. 
It  also  occurs  in  ©  of  Josh.  15  59^  (O.ITO./J.  [A];  cp  Di.  in 
loc.)  with  Tekoa,  Ephrath  or  Bethlehem,  and  Phagor 
(mod.  Faghur  between  Bethlehem  and  Hebron).  Ac 
cording  to  Josephus  (Ant.  viii.  ^  3)  it  was  at  Etam  (t]0a/j.), 
two  schoeni  from  Jerusalem,  that  Solomon  had  his  well- 
watered  gardens  (cp  BATH-RABBIM).  This  points  to  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  modern  village  of  Artds,  half-an- 
hour  S.  from  Bethlehem,  where  on  the  south  side  of  the 
Wady  Artas  there  are  some  ruins.  The  lowest  of  the 
so-called  Pools  of  Solomon,  not  far  off,  is  fed  from 

1  Sal.  Posner,  Dai  Targittn  Kischon  zu  detit  biblischcn 
Kuche  Esther  ('96)  gives  no  great  results  but  (p.  5)  a  useful 
review  of  the  midrashic  literature.  Cp  W.  Bacher,  '  Eine 
siidarabische  Midrasch  compilation  zu  Esth.'  (MOW/,  41  450^) 
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a  source  that  is  still  known  as  'Ain  'Alan.     See  Cox- 
DL-ITS,  §  3  ;  ETAM  ii. 

2.  A  Simeonite  town,  grouped   with  Aix   (q.  v.  ,  i), 
Rimmon,  Tochen,  and  Ashan  (i  Ch.  432),  which  Conder 
would   identify  with  Khirbet   'Aitun,   8  or  9  m.   S.   of 
Bet  Jibrln.      But  is  the  name  CB'y  correct?     It  is  not 
given   in  Josh.    19?,  and  is  probably  a  corruption  of  a 
partly  effaced  pm  py  ;  if  so,  En  Rimmon,  which  follows, 
is  an  unintentional  dittogram,  inserted  by  a  corrector 
(Che.).     (Pesh.  in  Ch.  gives  \CUOJo    ^..d  \  O  JL+JSI  v  \ 
Bertheau  takes  a  different  view  (see  ETHER). 

3.  Etam  is  again  mentioned  in  an  obscure  genealogy 
in  i  Ch.  43  (ctiTdyu  [A],  -f\r.  [L]  ;  the  name  Jezreel  alone 
is  familiar)  where  post-exilic  families  living  around  the 
Judcean  Etam  (see  above,  i)  are  apparently  referred  to. 

For  the  MT  CE'y  '3N  n^N  (OVTOI  Trare'pes  TJTOJH  [L])  various. 
emendations  have  been  proposed  :  (a)  to  read  '33  instead  of  '3« 
(after  ©HA),  (/,)  to  read  <;JN  '33  (so  RV),  or  (c)  to  restore  ,-£« 
DU'V  '3N  Tin  'J3  (see  Ki.  SBOT).  A  simpler  reading  is  rhtf 
Ca'V  'UN  ;  see  SHELAH,  i.  s.  A.  C- 


ETAM,  ROCK  OF  (DD^  jp.  HTAM  [BA].»  ,T.[L], 
&ITAN  [Jos.  Ant.  v.  88]).  It  was  '  in  the  fissure  of  the 
rock  of  Etam  '  that  Samson  is  said  to  have  dwelt  after 
burning  the  fields  of  the  Philistines  (Judg.  158n).  The 
place  was  evidently  in  Judah,  and  was  farther  from 
the  Philistine  border  than  Lehi  (v.  9).  Since  there  was 
a  Judahite  town  of  the  same  name  (see  ETAM,  i)  it  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  (with  Stanley,  Guerin,  Wilson, 
etc.)  that  the  narrator  located  Samson's  rock  there.  It 
does  not  follow  that  more  precipitous  cliffs  may  not  be 
found  elsewhere.  We  have  no  right  to  begin  with 
selecting  the  most  striking  rock,  and  then  to  identify 
this  rock  with  Etam. 

It  is  not  likely  that  there  were  two  Judahite  places  called 


ditions  perfectly  fit  the  requirements  of  the  story  (fJEFQ,  April 
1896,  pp.  162-164;  Schick,  ZDPlr,  1887,  pp.  131^).  "The 
cave  is  approached  by  descending  through  a  crack  or  fissure  in 
the  very  edge  of  the  cliffs  overhanging  the  chasm  of  Wady 
Isma'in.  The  crack  is  scarcely  wide  enough  to  allow  one  person 
to  squeeze  through  at  a  time.  It  leads  down  to  the  topmost  of 
a  long  series  of  rudimentary  steps,  or  small  artificial  foot-ledges, 
cut  in  the  face  of  the  cliff,  and  descending  to  a  narrow  rock 
terrace  running  along  the  front  of  the  cave,  and  between  it  and 
the  fragments  of  massive  wall  (belonging  to  an  ancient  Christian 
coenobium). '  So  writes  Hanauer  (PEfrQ,  April  1896,  p.  163), 
who  in  October  1885  guided  Schick,  the  well-known  architect, 
to  the  spot.  Such  descriptions  help  us  to  understand  how 
legends  like  that  before  us  grew  up. 

See  also  Hanauer  (PEFQ  Jan.  1886,  p.  25),  and  especially 
Schick,  ZDTl',  1887,  p.  \T,\ff.  Against  Conder 's  identification 
of  Etam  with  Beit  'Atab  (cp  Baed.(2)  161)  see  Wilson,  Smith's 
DB(->  1 1004,  and  Schick,  op.  cit.  Cp  LEHI.  T.  K.  C. 

ETERNAL,  ETERNITY.  For  the  abstract  term 
'  eternity '  there  is  no  word  either  in  OT  Hebrew  or  in 
NT  Greek.-  Four  times,  however,  the  word  occurs  in 
AV  ;  and  thrice  in  RV. 

(a)  i  S.  1529,  'Also  the  eternity  (PIS3)  of  Israel  will  not  lie' 
(AVmg.).     The  rendering  of  EV  is  '  strength  ' ;  on  the  renderings 

of  the  V'ss.   see  Driver's  note.      EV  suggests 
1.    OT         'victory,'  to  which  RV'»g-  adds 'glory.'     The 
References.   Tg.  suggests  that  the  text  is  corrupt  (.-.ee  Che. 
JQK,  April  1899). 

(b)  Is.  57 15,  'the  high  and  lofty  One  that  inhabiteth  eternity ' 
(EV  after  <&  [6  KO.TOIKUX'  rov  aiiava]  Vg.)  ;  1#  f  2E'.    This  vaguely 
grand  idea  lies  outside  the  biblical  conceptions.     Most  scholars 
(including  Del.  Di.)  prefer  'that  dwelleth  for  ever' — i.e.,  who 
is  not  subject  to  change  (cp  Ps.  10227). 

(c)  Jer.  10 10,  'he  is  the  living  God,  king  of  eternity  '  (AV'»s:-)  \. 
D>1J7  7J7O  (Theodot.  /3a<riAei>s  aiiorios).      Here  the  true  sense  is 
'an  everlasting  king '(EV).   Jer.  10 1-16  is  a  post-exilic  insertion  ; 
the  belief  in  the  eternity  of  God's  kingdom  was  the  foundation 
of  the  belief  in  the  eternity  of  the  people  of  Israel. 

1  ©A  substitutes  in  r.  8  (for  iv  rpiVioAia  TTJS  TreVpas)  n-opo  TO> 
Xetjuappu  ei>  rai  <rmj\oto> ;  cp  Eus.  ijrafi.  Trapo  Tip  \fin.dppta  (OS 
-'5983,  cp  1 -'-' 9). 

-  In  MH  there  are  two  terms  worthy  of  mention  : — nvnsJ 
and    D'Oll?   (e.g.,    C^ii'n  maip,  the   eternity  of  the   world,   a 
philosophical  tenet  rejected  by  the  Jewish  teachers). 
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(<f)  Mi.  52[i],  '  whose  goings  forth  have  been  from  of  old,  from 
the  days  of  eternity  '  (AVme-  ;  cp  &  r^fiepuiv  altai/os)  ',  D7\y  'D'D. 
RV  substitutes  in  the  nig.,  '  from  ancient  days  '  ;  both  AV  and 
RV  give  'from  everlasting'  in  the  text.  The  old  interpreters 
connected  this  with  the  '  eternal  generation  of  the  Son  '  ;  Keil, 
while  rejecting  this  view,  still  sought  to  maintain  the  essentials 
of  orthodox  tradition,  and  found  a  reference  to  the  pre-existence 
of  Christ  and  the  revelations  of  Christ  to  primitive  men.  His 
torical  sense  compels  us  to  assent  to  RVmg. 

(e)  Is.  9  6  [5]  'Father  of  Eternity  '  (RV"'e.),    Itf  %3K.     In  the 

text  RV  (like  AV)  has  '  Everlasting  Father.'  (Kc.aA  ira-njp  TOV 
ficAAopros  aiiavo';,  Sym.  TrarTjp  aia»'os,  Aq.  iraiTjp  en).  If  this 
is  correct,  it  must  mean  not  '  possessor  of  the  quality  of  ever- 
lastingness'  (an  un-Hebraic  use  of  the  term  'father'),  but  'one 
who  cares  perpetually  for  his  people,  like  a  father'  (cp  Is.  22  21). 
The  reading  may,  however,  be  incorrect  (cp  FATHER,  and  see 
S  SOT  Is.  210;  Heb.  text,  notes,  89,  195). 

(/)  Eccles.  3  1  1,  'he  hath  set  eternity  in  their  heart  '  (RVmg.). 

On  this  rendering,  which  is  hardly  natural,  see  EARTH  i.  §  2  (4). 

Though,    however,    there  is   no    abstract    word    for 

eternity,    the   conception    of  the    endlessness    of    God 

_„,  _         and  of   persons    or    objects    protected    by 

*       n"  him    is    not    wanting.        Earlier    genera- 
ceptions.     tions  did  not  dwell  on  the  thought  .  i  the 

catastrophe  of  the  exile  forced  men  to  ponder  upon  it  ; 
they  found  it  not  only  a  source  of  comfort  but  also  the  basis 
of  an  eschatology.  From  the  far-off  past  to  the  far-off 
future  (oSijny  DViJJD  Ps.  902  ;  cp.  41  13  [14]),  Yahwe 
was  their  God.  So  Dt.  8827  (QT^  'nSx  'the  ancient 
God  '  ;  in  the  |]  line,  cVij;  njhr  '  everlasting  arms  '  ;  cp 
Dr.  in  loc.).  So  too  Is.  4028,  cViy  'n^N  'an  everlast 
ing  God  '  —  an  instructive  passage,  because  it  shows  how 
concrete  the  Jewish  conception  of  eternity  was,  —  '  He 
faints  not,  neither  is  weary.'  Eternity  meant  the  most 
intense  life.  Hence  later,  '  life  '  and  '  eternal  life  ' 
came,  in  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  to  be  synonymous  (see 
f.g.  ,  Mt.  19  16/!  }.  Thus,  having  Yahwe  as  a  shepherd, 
the  faithful  community  could  look  forward  to  a  perpetual 
duration  for  itself  ;  '  this  God  is  our  God  for  ever  and  ever  ' 
(Ps.  4814),  to  which,  unfortunately  enough,  MT  gives  as 
a  ||  line,  '  he  will  be  our  guide  unto  death  '  (rnD'Sy).'2  Or, 
to  put  it  in  another  form,  God's  loving-kindness  (the 
bond  between  him  and  his  people)  would  never  fail 
(  Ps.  106  1  and  often). 

It  is  a  poetical  extravagance,  however,  when  the  mountains 
and  hills  are  called  'everlasting  '  (Gen.  40  26  where  ~\y  'Tin  should 

be  ~<y  T!?  [D>-  etc-]  "  to  cSiy  nyaa)  :  so  Dt.  8815,  Hab.  36. 

Is.  54  10  assures  us  that  '  the  mountains  may  depart,  and  the  hills 
be  removed'  (cp  Ps.  462(3]).  So  in  Ps.  89  28  [29JyC  Yahwe's 
covenant  with  David,  and  in  Ecclus.  45  15  his  covenant  with 
Aaron  are  said  to  be  '  for  ever,'  and  also  '  (as  lasting)  as  the  days 
of  heaven.'  It  was  no  secret,  however,  that  the  heavens  would 
pass  away  (Is.  344516,  Ps.  102  26  [27]).  It  is  only  God  whose 
years  can  absolutely  '  have  no  end  '  (Ps.  102  27  [28]). 
Thus  we  get  two  Heb.  terms  for  endless  duration  :  (a) 


and  (/') 


.      The  two  terms  are  combined  in  TJ? 


o  TToVi  TVrma  (Is-  45  17),  '  to  ages  of  continuance  '  ;{=  '  world 
B-  without  end  '  (EV).  To  these  we  must  add 
(c)  ns:  and  (if)  DT£  TflK.  (a)  D^iy,  'age,'  can  be  used  in  a 
limited  sense,  as  when  a  slave  who  refuses  to  leave  his  master  is 
said  to  become  his  servant  'for.  ever,'  oVu'1?.  ««  T°V  a-ltava)  or 
when  a  loyal  subject  says  to  the  king,  '  Let  my  lord  live  for 
ever.1''  So,  in  strongly  emotional  passages,  o'jiy'?  'for  ever,' 


1  In  Gen.   21  33  (!•>)  we   read   that   in   Beersheba   Abraham 
invoked  Yahwe  as  D7'y   7N(©  0eb?  altavios,  EV  '  the  Everlasting 
God  ').     If  the  text  is  right,  this  should  mean  '  the  ancient  God  ' 
(Ba.  ,  von  Gall)  and  the  writer  will  imply  a  reproof  to  some  of  his 
contemporaries  (cp  Dt.  29  26  [25]  32  17).    '  Everlasting  God  '  is  in 
appropriate  here.    Most  probably,  however  cSiy  'flam  should  be 
lr?3/,  'elydn  (Gen.  14  18-20)—  i.e.,  '  Most  High.'    So  Renan.     [A 
similar  emendation,  jv'py  Tins    '  gates  of  the  Most  High,  maybe 
suggested  for  Ps.  24  7  9.     The  phrase  '  everlasting  (or,  eternal) 
God',  however,  is  certainly  right  in  Is.  4028  (d^iV    Wj|i  ^e°s 
aiuJi/tos),  and  Rom.  1(5  26  (TOV  aium'ou  Oeov,  unique  in  NT)]. 

2  See  ALAMOTH. 

3  (5,  however,  has  simply  e'ws  TOV  aiwj'os.     Perhaps  we  should 
read  D'aVljnj;. 

4  Probably,  however,  such  a  phrase  includes  a  reference  to  the 
dynasty  of  the  king.      Not  impossibly,  too,  it  implies  a  popular 
belief  that  kings  were  privileged  after  death  to  join  the  company 
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can  be  used  of  a  state  of  things  which  may  some  day  be  altered 
(e.g.,  Is.  32  i4_/C  ;  cp  42  14,  where  RV  renders  cSiyD  '  'ong  t'1116  ')• 

(c)  nsp  or  Hi::?,  too,  need  not  mean  '  for  ever.'  We  can  some 
times  render  '  uninterruptedly,' as  when  the  psalmist,  expostu 
lating  with  Yahwe,  says,  '  How  long  wilt  thou  forget  me  (nsj) 
uninterruptedly?'  (Ps.  13 1  [2]). 

(if)  D'C£  TflR  '  length  of  days,'  is  of  course  ambiguous. 
In  Ps.  214  [5]  91 16  the  context  shows  that  'everlasting  life'  is 
really  meant ;  whether  for  the  pious  community  or  for  the 
pious  individual,  is  a  question  for  exegesis.  So  in  Ps.  236  the 
'  dwelling  in  the  house  of  Yahwe  '  spoken  of  is  an  endless  one  ; 
where  would  be  the  happiness  if  death  or  the  '  foot  of  pride ' 
(Ps.  30  1 1)  could  one  day  work  a  sad  change  ? 

if)  Till  Tn?  '  for  successive  generations  or  ages,'  ||  CTiy  7  (Ps. 
89 1  [2]  4(5]  102 12  [13]  146 10  etc.). 

In  the  NT  we  have  atwvios  (often),  with  which  ei's 
rbv  aiCiva.  and  e/s  rous  ai&vas  are  to  be  grouped,1  and 

4   NT  Terms  twice  (Rom-  l  20  Jude  6)  d'5'oy-       RV 
,  _,  prefers     '  eternal '    to     '  everlasting '    for 

ana  laeas.  a^vtos  .  for  ^I0f  (AV  '  eternal '  in 
Rom.,  'everlasting'  in  Jude)  it  gives  'everlasting.' 
This  arises  from  a  sense  that  fwr/  aiwvios  in  the  NT  is 
or  may  be  more  than  'endless  life.'  cViy  "n.  EV 
'everlasting  life'  (Dan.  122  (5  fwr/  aluvios),  comes  to 
mean  'life  of  (the  Messianic)  age,'  and  includes  all 
Messianic  blessings  (so  e.g. ,  Jn.  815  ;  cp  w.  35).  The 
later  Jewish  literature  preferred  the  expression  '  the  life 
of  the  coming  age '  because  of  its  clear-cut  distinction 
between  the  run  o^iy — i.e. ,  the  present  dispensation — and 
the  nan  oViy — i.e. ,  the  Messianic  'age'  (cp  Mk.  lOao 
Lk.  183o,THeb.  2s  65).  See  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  Zz  ff., 
also  EARTH  i.  §  3. 

Among  the  notable  phrases  of  NT  are  icdXacns  aluvios 
Mt.  2046,  RV  'eternal  punishment'  ;  8\e6pos  aiuvios, 
2  Thess.  1 9,  RV  '  eternal  destruction '  ;  and  Sid, 
Trj'ei/yuaros  aiwviov,  Heb.  9  14,  RV  '  through  the  eternal 
Spirit.'  On  the  first  two  compare  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  98. 
The  phrase  jrvevfw.  alwvLov  has  to  be  taken  in  connection 
with  the  preceding  phrase  (v.  12)  aluvia.  Xirrpwens.  The 
high  priest  could,  according  to  the  Law,  obtain  for  the 
Jewish  people  only  a  temporary  'redemption,'  for  the 
bulls  and  goats  whose  blood  he  offered  had  but  a 
temporary  life  ;  but  Christ  '  entered  in  once  for  all  by 
means  of  his  own  blood,'  and  his  life  is  not  temporary, 
but  eternal,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  his  '  spirit  '— 
his  c"n  ran — is  unlimited  by  time,  is  eternal.  For 
Christ  'has  been  made  (high  priest)  according  to  the 
power  of  an  indissoluble  life,'  Kara  dvva/jM>  farjs 
a.Ka.TO.\vTov  (Heb.  7  16). 

Thus  the  word  commonly  used  for  '  eternal '  in  NT 
means  (i)  endless  (2)  Messianic.  In  the  Fourth  Gospel 
and  in  the  First  Epistle  of  John,  however,  we  find  a 
noteworthy  development  in  the  sense  of  alwvtos.  The 
word  seems  there  to  refuse  to  be  limited  by  time- 
conditions  altogether,  fto-r/  cu'ouuos  is  represented,  some 
times  indeed  as  future  (Jn.  627  1225  4 14  36),  but  more 
generally  as  already  present  (Jn.  17  3  and  other  pass 
ages  ;  cp  11 26/.  851).  This  is  akin  to  the  view  ex 
pressed  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  according  to 
which  the  Svvdftfis  /J.^\\OVTOS  O.L&VOS  may  be  '  tasted ' 
even  now  (Heb.  65).  'Eternal  life,'  thus  viewed,  is 
indeed  7;  &TUJ  fa?)  '  the  life  which  is  [life]  indeed ' 
( i  Tim.  6 19  RV).  It  is  one  of  the  most  noteworthy  faults 
of  TR  that  it  substitutes  for  this  fine  reading  the 
ordinary  term  aiuvios,  'everlasting,'  'eternal.' 

T.  K.  C. 

ETHAM  (DnX  ;  Syr.  A  (Mm,  Ar.  Itham,  Copt. 
000H  and  BoyO&N  [var.  BoyOAi] ;  KTHAM). 

<T5's  readings  are  :  in  Ex.  1820,  060^1  [BAFL],  r,Bav  [|JVN],  Aq. 
Sym.  Theod.,  etc.;  in  Nu.  336^  Pov6av  [BAFL]  for  original 

of  the  divine  ones  (D'nSx  '33,  lit.  'sons  of  Elphim").  Our 
knowledge  of  the  popular  Israelitish  beliefs  is  too  slight  to  permit 
us  ever  to  dogmatize  about  them.  The  influence  of  the  neigh 
bouring  nations  must,  however,  have  tended  to  the  production 
of  a  belief  in  the  quasi-divinity  of  kings. 

1  Note  also  the  deeply  felt  expression  eis  n-deras  ras  •yci'eas  TOW 
alan-os  TUV  auuixoi/  (Eph.  821).  See  RV»'g. 
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ftovdafj.  {cod.  58  in  z>.  6] ;  in  Nu.  33s  BALom.,  but  BabAF  read 
aiiTot  (see  below). 

The  second  station  of  the  Israelites  at  the  Exodus, 
situated  at  the  'end  (nxp)  of  the  wilderness'  (Ex. 
1820  Nu.  336).  Thus  it  was  the  last  city  on  properly 
Egyptian  ground,  and  therefore  (being  also  near  the 
straight  road  to  Philistia  ;  Ex.  13 17)  to  be  sought  at 
the  K.  end  of  the  Wady  Tumilat  and  near  the  (North 
ern?)  shore  of  the  Crocodile  (Timsdh)  Lake.  There 
is  no  proof  whatever  of  the  various  identifications  with 
Bir  Abu-Ruk  (Schleiden),  Bir  Maktal  (Ebers  ;  spelled 
Bir  Mahdal,  in  Bred.),  Bir  Sues  (Hengstenberg),  places 
which  are,  besides,  all  situated  in  the  desert,  partly  E. 
of  the  Red  Sea.  Why  Daphnre-Tahpanhes  (Brugsch), 
cannot  be  Etham,  is  shown  elsewhere  (Exoous  i.  §  13). 
The  name  ontt  reminds  us  strongly  of  chs  (see  PITHOM), 
and  if  we  follow  <§'s  text  in  Num.  [*  =  cnis] *  the  identity 
is  very  plausible  (Sharpe,  Wellh. ).  If  Pithom  is  the 
same  as  modern  Tell  el-Mashuta,  it  was  indeed  the 
last  city  of  Goshen,  which  has,  at  the  E. ,  room  only  for  a 
few  villages  and  fortifications  (about  10  miles  to  Lake 
Timsah).'2  This  identification  therefore  is  highly  prob 
able.  Otherwise,  we  might  suppose  a  neighbouring 
place  called  after  the  same  local  god,  Atiim,  Ethom? 
The  name  of  this  place  might  also  have  been  abridged. 
This,  however,  is  less  probable,  and  unnecessary.  Other 
Egyptological  explanations  cannot  be  upheld.4  See 
Exouus  i.  §  \off.,  GOSHEN  i.  §  2,  SUCCOTH,  PITHOM. 

\v.  M.  M. 

ETHAN  (|JVX  ;  '  lasting,  strong  '  ;  AI0&M  [BL], 
<M6&N  [A]). 

i.  An  Ezrahite,  whose  wisdom  was  excelled  by 
Solomon's,  i  K.  431  [5n]  (yaiffav  [BA],  427  ;  so  also 
in  <SB  of  Jer.  50(27)  44).  The  true  reading  of  the 
passage,  which  of  course  determines  the  explanation, 
is  considered  elsewhere  (see  MAHOL,  HEMAN).  <5H, 
which  calls  Ethan  rbv  faptir-r)!'  (@A  efpa^XiTT/j/,  cp 
Pss.  88  /. ),  very  possibly  considered  him  to  be  an 
Edomite  (cp  Job  42 17^,  <SBNC),  Edom  being  renowned 
for  its  wise  men  (Jer.  487).  To  the  Chronicler,  however, 
this  view  was  unacceptable.  Ethan  (and  not  only  he,  but 
also  the  wise  men  who  in  i  K.  431  [5n]  are  mentioned 
with  him)  must  be  of  an  Israelitish  stock.  The  question 
of  his  age,  too,  must  be  cleared  up.  Hence  in  i  Ch.  26 
not  only  Zimri  (or  Zabdi),  but  also  Ethan,  Heman,  Cal- 
col,  and  Dara  are  sons  of  Zerah,  the  son  of  Judah.  Thus 
i  K.  431  [5n]  receives  a  thoroughly  new  interpretation. 
To  this  Judahite  Ethan  it  is  possible  —  possible  but 
hardly  probable  —  that  the  author  of  the  heading  of 

1  The  prefixed  p  would  not  be  the  Egyptian  article  (K.nobel- 
Dillmann)  but  p(ei),  'house,  place'  (cp  PITHO.M,   PI-BESETH). 
®'s    transliteration    /3    conforms   to   the    rule    that     Egyptian 
p+w  is  rendered  by  Gk.   |8.      This  /  ('  house ')  is  sometimes 
omitted,    like   the   Hebrew  equivalent  Beth.     [As  another  ex 
planation  of  the  /3  of  povOai>,  H.  A.  Redpath  suggests  that  perhaps 
it  is  a  reproduction  of  the  prep.  3  on  the  first  occurrence  of  the 
name  repeated  in  the  second  verse.  ] 

2  No  argument  can  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that  the  adjoining 
desert  is  called  'desert  of  Etham'  in  Nu.  338  (P),  but  'desert 
of  Shur  '  in  Ex.  15  22  (E).    The  two  frontier  places  are  different. 
Note  especially  that  the  strange  '  of  Etham '  is  omitted  by  ©B 
(but  BabAFL  read  ainot—i.f.,  CH). 

3  Pap.  Anast.  vi.  4  15  speaks  of  the  fort  (htnni)of  king  Mcrncfi- 
tah  which  is  (at  ?)  T(u)-ku,  '  E.  of  Petom  of  Mernefitak  which  is 
(at?)  '£ttku.'     It  is  not,  however,  clear  whether  this  would  be 
another  Pithom,  or,  as  is  more  natural,  that  built  by  Rameses 
II.  (see  WMM.  As.  u.  Eur.  135)  which  would,  as  a  royal  city, 
change  its  name.    On  the  Thou  (?)  of  the  I  tin.  Ant.,  see  PITHO.M. 

4  The  comparison  with  Egyptian  htm  (closing)  'fortress,  fort,' 
from  the  root  which  in  Coptic  becomes  sotetn  '  to  shut,'  is  quite 
impossible.      Anast.  v.  20  i  mentions  a  '  fortress  '  (htmii)  near 
'f(u)-ku  (cp  preceding  note) ;   but  no  city  with  this  name  can 
be  found.       We   are    equally   precluded   from   comparing   the 
Coptic  tiini,  '  to  close ' ;  with  the  article  this  would  be  p-tc»n, 
4  the  closing.'      Naville  (Pit/torn,   28  Jf.)  compares   the   name 
A-iiu-»ia  of  the  '  Bedawi-tribes '  mentioned  in  Anast.  vi.  4  14, 
in  which  all  recent  writers  have  rightly  seen  the  name  Edom. 
The  dental  forbids  the  identification  with  Etham.     (The  alleged 
name  Adima  reads  Kad-nta;  see  KEDEMAH.)    Besides,  Etham 
must  be  an  Egyptian  place, — not   several  journeys   E.  in  the 
wilderness. 
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Ps.  89  (aiOai>  [BN],  aifj-av  [R],  aidafj.  [T]),  ascribed  the 
composition  of  that  psalm.  It  is  much  more  natural 
to  assume  that  he  meant  the  eponym  of  the  post-exilic 
Ethan-guild  of  temple-singers  (see  2). 

Jastrow  (Beit.  z.  Ass.  3,  Heft  2  ;  cp  Rel.  Bal>.  and  Ass. 
519)  identifies  the  Ethan  of  i  K.  431  [5  ill  with  the  mythic 
Babylonian  Etana  (the  hero  with  whom  the  mythic  eagle  allied 
itself,  and  who  took  flight  for  heaven  clinging  to  the  eagle's 
breast,  but  fell  to  earth  with  the  eagle  and  died  —  unlike  the 
Elijah  of  the  noble  Hebrew  legend).1  He  assumes  this  largely 
on  the  ground  that  the  names  of  Ethan's  companions  in  i  K. 
4ji  [5n]  —  viz.,  Heman,  Calcol,  and  Darda  —  appear  to  be  non- 
Hebraic,  and  suspects  that  Babylonian  references  may  also  be 
found  to  these  three  names.  It  is  a  part  of  this  theory  that 
Ktana,  like  Ethan;  means  'strong.'  Etana  is  not,  however, 
renowned  for  his  wisdom,  and  '  Ethan  '  in  i  K.  I.e.  may  be  due 
to  corruption  (see  MAHOL). 

2.  (aiffa/j.  [«  in  i  Ch.  15  17],  atffav  [B  in  i  Ch.  15  17  19, 
and    N  in    iCh.  1619]),   son  of    Kishi   or    KTSHAIAH 
(q.v.  ),  the  head  of  one  of  the  '  families'  which  had  the 
hereditary  office  of  temple  musicians  and  singers  (  i  Ch. 
644  [29]   151719)  also  called    JEDUTHUN    (q.v.  ).      In 
appearance  this  is  an  altogether  different  Ethan  from 
the  preceding  ;  but  the  appearance  is  illusory.     From 
a  critical  inspection  of  the  narratives  the  truth  appears 
to  be  this.     On  a  re-organisation  of  the  guilds  of  singers 
in   late  post-exilic  times   the  authorities  of  the  temple 
looked  out  for  nominal  founders  of  those  guilds  belong 
ing  to  Davidic  and  Solomonic  times.     One  older  name 
—  that  of  ASAPH  (q.v.,  3)  —  was  retained  ;  to  this  two 
fresh  ones  —  viz.  Heman  and  Ethan  (or  Jeduthun)  —  were 
added.     These  names  were  derived  from  i  K.  431  [5n]. 

A  threefold  assumption  was  made:  (i)  that  the  persons  so 
called  were  Israelites,  (2)  that  they  were  singers,  and  (3)  that 
they  were  contemporaries  of  David.  As  to  (i),  rniK  has  no 
doubt  the  meaning  of  '  native  '  (Lev.  16  29),  and  in  the  headings 
of  Pss.  88  and  89  ©UKART  renders  '  Ezrahite  '  by  i<rpa>)A[e]i- 
rrjs  (cp  ©  A  of  i  K.  4  27).  As  to  (2),  if  Solomon  sang  to  perfection  , 
Heman  and  Ethan  who  vied  with  him  must,  it  seemed,  have  been 
eminent  singers.  As  to  (3),  a  possible  interpretation  of  i  K.,  I.e., 
no  doubt  favours  the  view  that  all  three  were  contemporaries. 
We  have  seen  already  that  it  was  one  great  object  of  the  circle 
to  which  the  Chronicler  belonged  to  make  the  past  a  reflection 
of  the  present. 

A  little  earlier  it  would  have  sufficed  to  make  Heman 
and  Ethan  Israelites.  In  post  -  Nehemian  times  it 
was  thought  a  matter  of  course  that  these  two  great 
singers  should  have  been  Levites.  Hence  Ethan  is 
placed  by  the  Chronicler  among  the  Merarite  Levites 
(iCh.  644).  The  one  psalm,2  however  (89),  which  is 
ascribed  to  Ethan  (or  to  the  guild  named  after  him) 
describes  him  simply  as  'the  Ezrahite.'  Either  this  is 
a  slip  of  the  memory,  or  the  old  name  was  still  regarded 
as  the  highest  title  (see  i).  See  GENEALOGIES  i.  §  7. 

3.  Son  of  ZIMMAH  and  father  of  Adaiah  in  the  second  gene 
alogy  of  ASAPH.3,  i  Ch.  642  [27](ai0a«  [B],  ovpi  [A],  r)0afi  [L]). 
In  the  first  genealogy  the  name  is  JOAH  (3).     It  is  noticeable 
that   in  the  second  pedigree  a  certain    ETHNI  (q.v.)  b.   Zerah 
is  mentioned.     This  gives  a  new  view  of  the  relation  between 
Ethan  and  Asaph.     As  Wellhausen  remarks,  the  same  elements 
occur   again    and   again    in    these  chapters   of   Chronicles    in 
different  connections  ;  consistency  would   have  been  too  great 
a  hindrance  to  the  idealism  of  the  writer  (/Vo/.l4*,  maf.). 

4.  See  ECANUS.  T.  K.  C.  —  S.  A.  C. 


ETHANIM  (D^JlNn,  /.<:  '[month  of]  perennial 
streams'  ;  cp  D3DN  I"1"V  in  Ph.;  A0AM6IN  [B],  -N6IM 
[A],  -N  [L]).  i  K.  82.  See  MONTH,  §§  2,  5. 

ETHANUS(/:r//.-/.vri-),4Esd.l424RV,  AVEcANUS. 

ETHBAAL  ('pyaHN,  '  with  Baal,'  §  22  ;  cp  Itti-Bel. 

'with  Bel,'  the  name  of  the  father  of  the  first  Sargon, 

and  eiGcoB&Aoc.  below,  ^USiflN,  '  with  him  is 
Baal1;  leOeBAAA  [BJ,  I&B.  [A],  ie6B.  [L  '),  king  of 
the  Sidonians,  and  father  of  Jezebel  the  wife  of  Ahab 
(i  K.  163it). 

According  to  Josephus  (f.  Ap.  \  18  ;  quoting  Men- 
ander),  Eithobal  (E/0tfy3a\os),  a  priest  of  Astarte,  placed 
himself  on  the  throne  of  Tyre  by  murder,  50  or  60 
years  after  the  time  of  Etpu/j.os  or  HIRAM  (y.v.  ,  i). 

1  See  Maspero,  Dawn  of  dr.,  698  ff.;  Harper,  Beit.  z.  Ass. 
March  21,  1891. 
"]  also  to  Ethan  (aifcx/i). 


2391  ff.\  Acad.,  Jan.  17,  March  21,  i£ 
2  ©A  ascribes  Ps.  88  [87]    ' 
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With   the    same  writer   (Ant.  viii.  13z)   we    may  safely 
identify  this  king  with  the  Ethbaal  of  i  K. 

'  Sidonians  '  is  used  in  the  wider  sense  for  '  Phoenicians."  The 
name  also  occurs  on  the  Taylor-cylinder  as  Tuba'lu  (king  of 
Sidon),  A"/>'Jgi  ;  cp  M  'Curdy,  /fist.,  Proplt.,  Mcn.'lv-jd.  See 

I'lKKMCIA.  T.    K.    C. 


ETHER  pnr).  a  place  in  the  Negeb  of  Judah,  men 
tioned  between  Libnah  and  Ashan  (Josh.  1642,  |0A,K 
[B,  see  below],  &0ep  [AL]),  but  also  assigned  to  Simeon 
(197.  leeep  [B],  Be-  [A],  ecep  [L]).  It  is  evidently 
the  Athach  to  which,  according  to  MT  of  i  S.  8030, 
David  sent  a  part  of  the  spoil  of  Ziklag,  and  (SB  actually 
reads  idaK  =  ^r>y  in  Josh.  I.e. 

In  Josh.  19;,  however,  (S,  like  MT,  supports  '  Ether.'  In  II 
list  of  Simeonite  villages  in  i  Ch.  432  Bertheau  is  of  opinion  that 
Ether  (which  he  prefers  to  Athach)  is  represented  by  Etam. 
This,  however,  is  probably  a  mistake  (see  ETAM  i.,  2).  Ether 
is  a  corruption  of  Athach,  which  is  most  certainly  represented  in 
i  Ch.  (I.e.)  by  Tochen,  and  Etam  can  be  accounted  for  otherwise. 

Possibly  both  Athach  and  Tochen  are  corruptions  of 
a  third  word  —  -Anaboth.  See  ANAB,  ATHACH. 

.T.  K.  c. 

ETHIOPIA  in  EV  is  the  equivalent  of  fc?-13,   repre 

senting    the    AitfiOTTi'a    or    Ai&'on-es    (originally    'burnt,'     i.e., 

•t    Form     '  dusky-faced  ones  ')  of  ©,  and  the  .-Ethiopia  of 

I  Vg.  ;    as  rendering  the  name  of  the  son  of  Ham 

01  name.  (Gen.  10  6-8  i  Ch.  1  8-10),  t>n3  is  always  transliterated 
(CUSH;  xov?,  X°«0  [E  Gen.  lO;],  Chus);  'chr,  'Ethiopian,' 
Jer.  1823,  etc.,  RV  'Cushite'in  Nu.  12  i  (<5  Ai0i67ri.<r<ra),  etc.  ;  see 
CUSH  i.,  §  2,  CUSHI,  3.  The  Hebrew  name  is  found  also  in  Ass. 
A'iistt  ;  1  in  Persian  trilingual  inscriptions,  Bab.  KfiXu  is  rendered 
by  Pers.  Kusiya,  '  the  Cushites.'  The  Semites,  evidently,  bor 
rowed  the  name  from  Egypt.  There  the  earliest  form  is  in  dyn. 
12,  /Cys  (like  g»x2)2  ;  later  the  defective  orthography  A",  A'jf/,3  is 
common,  but  even  the  Coptic  form  66OOOJ.  66(x>U)  (Boh. 
eGtOU^),  written  '/i/in  Demotic  and  later  hieroglyphics  (n-eicuo-is 
in  Gk.  transliteration  as  proper  name),  'Ethiopian,'  betrays  the 
middle  consonant  by  the  euphonic  Aleph  protheticum,  pointing 
to  J£fc'5S(i).  The  Semitic  form  comes  from  a  late  vulgar  pro 
nunciation  A'o!,  which  omits  the  middle  radical.4 

In  the  time  of  dynasty  12  the  name  Kush  seems  to 
have    designated    a    tribe    occupying    southern    Nubia. 
As  far  as  we  can  determine  the  territory 


2.  Meaning 
of  name 


of  the  tribe  in  question,5  it  began  some- 

About 


.     j,     _+      what  N.  of  the  second  cataract. 

'  1500,  the  annals  of  Thotmes  III.  still 
retain  the  traditional  distinction  of  N.  and  S.  Nubia  as 
IVawat  (a  name  not  much  known  after  1000  B.C.)  and 
A'(o)si ;  but  A'clf,  the  larger  part  of  the  country,  then 
commonly  gives  its  name  to  Nubia  in  general. 

Later,  Ek(')os2,  '  Kushite,'  completely  displaced  the  earlier 
term  nehesi  (i.e.,  Eastern-African,  including  Hamites  as  well 
as  Negroes,  although  used  by  preference  of  the  most  character 
istic  African  race — i.e.,  the  Negro — exactly  as  the  Gk.  \l6io\}i). 

The  Hebrew  writers  too  knew  that  Kush  was  the 
country  S.  of  Egypt  (Judith  lio).  beginning  at  SYENE 

3.  In  Palestine.  f^'J  °fr'  ™re  e*actly;  a^ove  the 
island  of  Philae.  How  far  S.  it  ex 
tended  in  the  vast  regions  on  the  White  and  the  Blue 
Nile,  they  knew  of  course  as  little  as  the  Egyptians. 
Whilst  the  Greeks,  however  (e.g. ,  Homer),  had  the  most 
erroneous  ideas  on  the  position  and  extent  of  Ethiopia 
(sometimes  they  extended  it  as  far  as  India  !),  the  Pales 
tinians,  like  the  Egyptians,  clearly  distinguished  Kush 
from  the  African  coasts  of  the  Red  Sea  ( Punt  or  PUT, 
q.  v. ).  The  list  of  provinces  of  Darius  I.  even  dis 
tinguished  A'us,  Put,  and  the  Masiya  tribes  (Egyptian 
Mazoy)  named  between  these  two.  Kush,  therefore, 
must  be  limited  to  the  Nile  valley  and  not  be  identified 
geographically  with  the  vague  Greek  term  Aldtoiria.6 


Once  Kfisu,  Kmidtzon,  Gebete  an  den  Sonnengott,  no. 


LD  2  122,  Petrie,  Season,  340 — 
Al<yd.  8926,  etc. 


i  w  i 

4  A  hamzeh,  to  adopt  the  terminology  of  Arabic  grammar. 
6  Cp  Brugsch,  AZ  '82,  p.  30. 

9  To  apply  the  term  to  Abyssinia  is  strikingly  erroneous,  for 
Abyssinia  was  never  subject— and  hardly  even  known — to  the 
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[The  meaning  of  'beyond  theriversof  Cush' (Is.  18  i  Zeph.  3  to) 
is  not  altogether  clear.  Both  passages  appear  to  be  very  late  ; 
they  cannot  be  used  as  authorities  for  the  geographical  views  of 
Isaiah  and  Zephaniah.  In  Zeph.,  I.e.,  we  must  render  "QVC 
'from  beyond,'  implying  that  the  region  beyond  the  streams  of 
Cush  was  one  of  the  most  distant  points  from  which  the  dis 
persed  Jews  would  be  restored  to  Palestine.  We  rannot,  how 
ever,  say  that  Cush  is  always  distinctly  represented  as  one  of 


quiry.)  Great  caution  is  necessary  in  discussing  the  references 
to  Cush  (see  CUSH  i.,  8  2,  CUSHAN,  Cusm,  3).  More  than  one 
ethnic  name  seems  to  have  been  written  j>O  ;  hence  the  distress- 
•ng  confusions  which  have  arisen.  On  the  difficult  prophecy  in 
which  the  Ethiopian  Cushites  appear  to  be  described  (Is.  18) 
there  is  difference  of  opinion  ;  cp  Che.  SHOT  (fsaiah,  Heb.), 
who  recognises  the  corruptness  of  the  text  and  seeks  to  correct 
it ;  see  also  CUSH  i.,  §  2]. 

The   Egyptians   knew   the   country   in   earliest  times 
under  the  name  Hnt,   '  the  South '   (also  A'nsff),  using 


4.  History. 


Wawat  originally  of  a  central  district. 


It  was  not  exactly  tributary ; :  but  the 
pharaohs  sent  trading  expeditions  thither — e.g. ,  one  with 
300  asses  of  burden  to  Ama(m),  near,  or  S.  of,  Khartum 
(EGYPT,  §  47).  They  derived  much  of  their  timber  for 
large  ships  from  the  forests  of  central  or  S.  Nubia,  or 
even  had  the  ships  built  on  the  spot  with  the  assistance 


FIG.  i. — Head-dress  of  Ethiopian  king.     After  Lepsius. 

of  the  Nubian  chiefs.  In  war-time  these  chiefs  furnished 
thousands  of  archers  to  the  pharaoh.  This  barbarous 
Negro  country,  therefore,  seems  to  have  been  completely 
under  Egyptian  influence.  Its  conquest  was  undertaken 
by  the  kings  of  dyn.  12  (EGYPT,  §  50).  The  A"osi 
people,  now  first  mentioned,  seem  to  have  been  more 
warlike  than  the  tribes  of  the  N.  ( IVawat),  so  that 
Usertesen  III.  had  to  fix  his  strongly  fortified  frontier 
at  Semneh  (about  21°  32'  N.  lat. ).  Though  apparently 
independent  during  the  Hyksos  period,  Nubia  was  again 
made  subject  after  1600  B.C.  by  'Ahmose  (Ahmes)  I. 
and  his  successors,  and  remained  so  down  to  about 
1 100  B.C.  The  southernmost  traces  of  an  Egyptian  mili 
tary  post  have  been  found  at  Ben  Naga  (Naka),  near  the 
sixth  cataract  (see  EGYPT,  after  col.  1208,  map  no.  i); 
and  slave-hunting  expeditions  may  have  extended  even 
more  to  the  S.  The  Nile  valley  seems  to  have  been  con 
tent  to  remain  tributary  without  giving  Egypt  trouble. 
The  many  wars  in  '  vile  Nubia'  (A's  hst)  were  probably 
merely  slave-hunting  expeditions  in  the  S. ,  or  punitive 
raids  upon  the  rapacious  desert-tribes  (the  Anti  or 
Trog(l)odytes3  in  the  N. ,  the  Mazoy  (or  Masoy)  near 
Sennar  (see  above)).  The  banks  of  the  Nile,  therefore, 
were  covered  not  only  with  military  forts  but  also  with 
temples  and  Egyptian  colonies.  Although  the  Egyptian 
elements  were  absorbed  without  leaving  many  traces  in 
the  language  or  the  racial  type,  the  country  became  to  a 
certain  extent  civilized.  The  government  was  in  the 
hands  of  a  viceroy  (residing  '  at  the  holy  mountain  '  in 

kings  of  Egypt  or  of  Napata-Kos.  The  general  Greek  expression 
(rendered  Itcoppeya)  was  limited  to  Abyssinia  by  the  scholars  of 
Aksum,  a  limitation  that  has  caused  very  great  confusion  in 
modern  literature. 

-1  An  official  says,  '  Never  could  any  work  be  done  (before  me) 
in  the  region  around  Elephantine  with  only  one  war-vessel ' 
(inscr.  of  '  Una,'  /.  41).  The  earliest  expedition  recorded  is  that 
of  king  Snefru(i)  of  dyn.  4,  who  is  said,  on  the  stone  of  Palermo, 
to  have  brought  7000  men  and  200,000  animals  as  booty  from 
Ethiopia. 

2  Mariette's  results,  however,   in   his  Listes  Geographiques, 
rest  on  absurd  identifications  of  the  names  recorded  by  Thut- 
mosis  III. 

3  '  Trogodytes  '  seems  better  attested  than  '  Troglodytes.' 
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Napata)1  who  had  the  title  'royal  son  of  Kos. '- 
The  tribute  and  products  of  the  country  were  chiefly 
gold  (rarely,  wrought  gold),  precious  red  stones,  ostrich 
feathers,  leopard  skins,  cattle,  live  monkeys,  ivory,  ebony, 
some  incense,  etc.  (cp  Herod.  897114). 

We  find  Nubia  an  independent  kingdom  in  dyn.  22. 

It  seems  that  the  high-priestly  family  at  Thebes  when 

yielding  to  the  power  of  the  Tanitic  pharaohs  (EGYPT,  § 

6i/. )  had  fled  to  the  southern  provinces 

lr .',          ,     and  there  founded  an  independent  state. 

In  few  countries  of  antiquity  was  the 

P  theocratic  ideal  of  the  priesthood  realised 

as  completely  as  in  this  new  ecclesiastical  kingdom  of 


FlG.  2. — Ethiopian  queen,  Roman  period.     After  Lepsius. 

Napata.  Every  affair  of  state  was  directed  by  oracles 
of  Amon  ;  even  the  king  was  elected  from  certain  royal 
descendants  in  a  way  very  similar  to  that  described  in 
i  S.  10 19,  and  if  the  priests  were  dissatisfied  with  the  king, 
they  simply  communicated  to  him  an  oracle  that  he  should 
leave  the  throne  (or  even  commit  suicide).3  The  priest 
hood  seems  to  have  enjoyed  a  wealth  quite  dispropor 
tionate  to  the  resources  of  the  country.  No  wonder 
that  the  discontented  Egyptian  priests  of  later  times 
described  pious  Ethiopia  to  the  Greeks  (especially 
Herodotus)  as  the  most  ideal  of  lands,  where  people 
lived  in  unexcelled  orthodoxy,  and,  consequently,  in 
Utopian  wealth  and  power.  This  new  kingdom  does 
not  seem  to  have  extended  very  far  up  the  White  Nile  ; 
its  frontiers  in  N.  Kordofan  and  Sennar  are  unknown  ; 
the  nomadic  desert-tribes  between  the  Nile  and  the  Red 
Sea  could  not  be  tractable  subjects.  Thus  it  does  not 
seem  to  have  included  much  outside  of  the  narrow  Nile 
valley  from  Philae  to  Khartum,  which  is  a  poor  country, 
not  admitting  of  much  agriculture.  With  such  meagre 
resources,  Rush  could  never  hold  its  own  against  united 
Egypt.  The  unfavourable  political  conditions  of  Egypt 
however,  allowed  the  king  of  Kos  to  occupy  S.  Egypt 

1  Nf>tt  Nfy,  a  name  meaning  in  the  language  of  the  country 
something  like  '  bank  of  the  river.'  For  the  incorrect  identifi 
cation  with  Fij,  see  MEMPHIS. 

-  Strangely,  his  province  seems  sometimes  to  have  included 
the  frontier  districts  of  Egypt  as  far  as  Eileithyia  (el-Kab). 

3  The  best  account,  with  a  few  exaggerations,  of  this  strange 
state  of  things  is  found  in  Diodorus.  A  singular  fact  is  that  the 
king's  mother  was  for  the  most  part  co-regent — a  trace  of  the 
matriarchy  so  prevalent  in  E.  Africa. 
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with  Thebes  soon  after  800  B.C.,  and  king  P'anhy  could 
even  attempt  to  subjugate  the  rest  of  the  disunited 
counties,  about  750  (see  EGYPT,  §  65  ;  on  the  more  suc 
cessful  conquest  by  Sabako,  on  Sabatako  [or  Sebichos  ?] 
and  T(a)harko  [see  TIRHAKAH],  ib.,  §66  a).  Nah.  89 
refers  to  this  period;  Jer.  46g  Ezek.  304  (885,  very 
strange)  refer  to  Ethiopian  mercenaries  in  Egypt  rather 
than  to  the  past  period  of  the  25th  dynasty.  ZKRAH  (5) 
and  So  (qq.v. )  do  not  belong  here.  The  strange 
anomaly  of  Nubia  as  a  great  empire,  which  even  tried 
to  stop  the  progress  of  Assyria  in  Asia,  did  not  last 
very  long.  For  the  Ethiopians  to  hold  even  Egypt 
was  too  hard  a  task.  The  last  attempt  to  regain  it 
was  made  by  Tantamen J  in  667.  He  tells  us  in  a  long 
inscription  how,  encouraged  by  a  dream,  he  easily 
conquered  Egypt  to  Memphis  ;  but  he  does  not  tell 
of  his  subsequent  defeat.  The  ascendancy  of  dyn. 
26  shut  the  Ethiopians  out  completely. 

On  several  cases  of  unfriendly  contact  with  the  Ethiopians 
under  Psametik  (I.  and  1 1.?)  and  Apries,  see  EGYPT,  §§  67-69. 
The  kings  Atirunras,  Asparuta  (circa  600  B.C.)  and  several 
named  P'anhy  are  mentioned.  One  surnamed  Arura  was 
dethroned  by  Harsiot(ef ) ;  these  two  kings  and  their  successor 
Nastasen(n),  who  records  great  victories  over  the  southern 
peoples,  reigned  about  400.  During  the  whole  Persian  period 
the  kingdom  of  Kush  was  tributary  to  the  Persian  kings  (cp 
Esth.  1  i  SyC),  having  been  subjugated  by  Cambyses  in  524. 
The  Ptolemies  also  had  at  least  a  strong  influence  in  Napata.'- 
Under  Ptolemy  IV.aking  F-rkamenCEpyafit'iT)?)  had  the  courage 
to  refuse  the  abdication  demanded  of  him  by  the  priests,  and 
broke  the  power  of  the  clergy  by  a  great  slaughter  in  Napata. 

The  southern  residence  Meroe  (Eth.  originally 
Berua ;  cp  mod.  Begerauie  f)  came  more  into  pro 
minence  from  the  time  of  Ergamenes 


3.  Meroe 


(who  was   not,    however,    the    founder). 


as  capital.  Qn  the  loss  Qf  the  Dodekaschcenus  dis 
trict  (ending  at  Pnubs  or  Hierasycaminus)  4  to  Ptolemy 


FIG.  3.— One  of  the  pyramids  of  Meroe.     After  Hoskins. 


V.  Epiphanes  (fragmentary  report  of  the  war  in  Agath- 
archides),  see  Egypt,  §  71.  The  kingdom  now  sank 
more  and  more  in  culture  (art,  architecture,  hiero- 

1  Written  Tanwati-Amen  ;  in  Assyrian  pronunciation,  Tan- 
damani ;  in  a  Greek  tradition  disfigured  to  Tementhes.  Kipkip, 
where  he  fled  according  to  Asur-bani-pal,  cannot  be  identified. 

'-  The  war  of  Ptol.  I.  Soter  with  the  Blemmyans  (Diod.  iii.  5  2 
is  a  strange  confusion  of  the  interior  and  the  coast  of  Ethiopia), 
the  Nubian  tribute  (?)  at  the  coronation  of  Ptol.  II.,  the  imitation 
of  Ptol.  1 1 1. 's  name  by  Erkamen  and  his  successor  Azahramen 
prove  this. 

»  See  Mahaffy,  Einp.  of  the  Ptol.  273,  on  the  emendation  of 
"Ptolemy  II." 

4  This  district  paid  tithe  to  the  I  sis  of  Phils  and  seems  to 
have  formed,  sometimes,  a  kind  of  neutral  zone  between  Ethiopia 
and  Egypt. 
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glyphic  inscriptions,  become  indescribably  barbarous) 
and  in  power.  An  attack  on  Egypt 1  by  the  one-eyed 
queen  Kandake  (see  CANDACE)  caused  her  defeat  by 
C.  Petronius  in  24  B.C.,  the  Roman  occupation  of  the 
Dodecaschcenus,  and  the  destruction  of  Napata.  This 
shattered  the  weak  empire,  and  although  Nero's  spies 
exaggerated  in  reporting  that  Meroe  was  in  ruins  (some 
later  buildings  are  found  there),  only  a  shadowy  remnant 
of  the  old  kingdom  seems  to  have  subsisted  on  the  Blue 
Nile. 

It  may  be  mentioned  that  the  Egyptians  figured  the  inhabitants 
of  Kush  as  negroes — among  them  a  minority  of  reddish-brown 

(i.e.,   Hamitic?)  tribes.     The   settled   Cushites 

6   Ethnology  of  the  independent  period  seem  to  have  been 

Of  Nubia.       rather  pure  negroes  *  (contrast  Gen.  10  6),  most 

probably  akin  (but  not  all  directly)  to  the  modern 
Nuba  (not  to  the  Hamitic  liedja  or  Beda),  who  speak  a  language 
of  the  Nilotic  3  type.  The  population  of  the  southern  part  may 
have  been  somewhat  different.  Certainty  as  to  this  depends  on 
the  decipherment  of  some  inscriptions  in  as  yet  unknown  char 
acters,4  and  representing  evidently  the  vernacular  language  in 
opposition  to  the  Egyptian  writing  of  the  priests.  The  Romans, 
after  Augustus,  speak  only  of  the  independent  tribes  of  the 
Nubae  or  Nobades  on  the  Nile,  the  rapacious  Blemmyes  and 
Megabari  in  the  East.  They  gave  much  trouble  to  the  Romans, 
who  had  to  subsidise  the  Nobadians.  Beginning  with  the  latter, 
they  were  converted  to  Christianity  only  in  the  sixth  century. 
In  the  district  around  the  ruins  of  Merpe  arose  the  Christian 
kingdom  of  Aloa.5  This  and  the  Nobadian  kingdom  held  their 
own  against  the  Mohammedans  down  to  the  Middle  Ages. 

W.  M.  M. 

ETH-KAZIN,  AV  ITTAH-KAZIN  (J'Vg  nn»  ;  noAiN 
KATACGM  [B],  n.  KACIM  [A],  x<M  CIN  [I-]),  a  landmark 
of  the  frontier  of  Zebulun,  mentioned  after  Gath-hepher 
and  before  Rimmon-methoar  (Josh.  IQis).  If  AV  is 
right  in  taking  the  final  letter  in  nny  as  radical,  we  might 
with  HaleVy  (JAs. ,  6th  ser. ,  8  552)  render  '  Ath6  is  lord  ' 
(cp  the  deity  Ath6  in  ATARGATIS)  ;  but  the  form  of  the 
Hebrew  name  is  open  to  suspicion  (cp  <S).  The  nn  in 
r\ny  may  be  due  to  the  neighbourhood  of  nni.  Most 
probably  we  should  read  -iy  '  city  (of),'  following  <5BA  ; 
perhaps  too  pup,  '  magistrate,'  should  rather  be  vsp, — 
i.e. ,  A'asiu,  an  old  divine  name.6  The  same  name  may 
be  probably  found  in  Hirata-Kazai  (or  Kasa'i)  mentioned 
by  Asur-bani-pal  in  his  celebrated  campaign  into 
Arabia;  see  Gottheil,  JBL  17 210 f.  ('98).  For  traces 
of  deities  in  place-names  cp  BENE-BERAK,  and  see 
NAMES,  §  g  ff.  T.  K.  c.-s.  A.  c. 

ETHMA  (OOMA  [B]),  i  Esd.  93s  AV=Ezral043 
NEBO  (4). 

ETHNAN(|3nK,  §  10;  C6NNO)N7[B],  e6NAAi[A], 
66NAN  [L]),  'son'  of  Ashhur,  a  Judahite  (i  Ch.  4?),  per 
haps  representing  the  Judean  city  ITHNAN  (Josh.  1023). 

ETHNARCH  (eOlNApXHc)-  EV  'governor,'  lit. 
'ruler  of  a  nation,'  a  title  applied  to  Simon  the  Mac- 
cabee  (i  Mace.  1447  15  i/  ;  cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  66),  also  to 
ARCHELAUS  [q. v. ],  and  in  2  Cor.  1132  to  the  '  governor' 
of  DAMASCUS  [y.v. ,  §  13]  under  ARETAS.  In  the  last 
case  the  ^dfdpxfis  is  really  the  head  of  the  tribal  territory 
bordering  on  Damascus,8  the  political  organisation  of  the 

1  Caused  most  probably  by  the  interference  of  the  Roman 
governor  in  Ethiopian  affairs.     The  first  governor  of  Egypt,  C. 
Cornelius   Callus,  in   an  inscription  of  29  B.C.  (SB AW',  1896, 
p.  476)  boasts  '  recepisse  in  tutelam '  (the  Greek  version  only 
'  in  alliance '),  the  king  of  Ethiopia,  and  to  have  established  a 
ruler  (tyrannus)  of  the  Triacontaschoenus  in  Ethiopia — i.e.,  of 
the  part  reaching  to  about  the  second  cataract. 

2  See  W.  M.  Mttller  in  Oriental  Studies  of  the  Oriental  Club 
of  Philadelphia  ('94) ;  Schaefer,  A'Z  33  114  ('95). 

3  The    nearest    linguistic    relatives    of   the    Nuba    are    the 
mountain  negroes  in  E.  Kordofan  ;  then  come  the  Barea  and 
Kunama  on  the  Abyssinian  frontier. 

4  Some  inscriptions  in  a  simplified  hieroglyphic  system  are  so 
barbarous  that  it  is  still  disputed  whether  they  are  to  be  con 
sidered  as  Meroitic  in  language  or  merely  as  bad  Egyptian. 

5  Formed  by  Bedja  elements — to  judge  by  some  fragmentary 
inscriptions. 

6  The  Nab.  vxp  's  well  known  as  a  personal  name  ;  that  it  was 
also  a  divine  name  appears  from  the  Ar.  'Abd-Kusai  (cited  by 
We.  GGA,  '99,  p.  245). 

7  Perhaps  an   instance   of  the   pronunciation   f\  —  °"<  CP  Del. 
Assyr.  Gr.  43  (Ki.  SBOT). 

8  For  actual  examples  of  efli/apx*!?   in  this  sense   from  Gk. 
inscriptions  in  the  Hauran,  etc.,  see  Schiir.  St.  Kr.,  I.e. 

1417 


EUCHARIST 

Nabataeans  being  primarily  tribal  (Schur.  St.  Kr.  '99  i. ; 
cp  DISTRICT,  i).  The  head  of  the  Jewish  community 
in  Alexandria  also  had  the  title  of  Ethnarch  (Jos.  Ant. 
xiv.  72),  and  Origen  (Ep.  ad  Afric. ,  ap.  Schiir.  G  VI 1  534 
2 150)  speaks  of  the  Jewish  Ethnarch  in  Palestine  in  his 
own  day  as  'differing  in  nothing  from  a  king.'  See 
ISRAEL,  §  77;  GOVKKNMKNT,  §  29  ;  DISPERSION,  §§ 
7-9- 

ETHNI  (\tflN),  a  Gershonite  Levite,   i  Ch.  641  [26] 

UGANei     [BA]     H0&NIA    [L])  =  JEATKRAI,    RV    JEA- 

THERAI,  i  Ch.  621  [6]  HriKV  ieep[e]i  [BA»L]). 
See  ETHAN,  3. 

EUBULUS  (eyBoyAoc  [Ti.  WH])  joins  Paul  in  his 
greeting  to  Timothy  (2  Tim.  4  21).  The  name  is  not 
met  with  again  ;  it  is  somewhat  unaccountably  absent 
even  from  the  lists  of  the  '  seventy  disciples '  compiled 
by  Pseudo-Dorotheus  and  Pseudo-Hippolytus. 

EUCHAEIST 


III.    Early   Christian    usage 

(S  M). 

Greek  parallels  (§  15). 

Agapa;  (§§  16,  18). 

Development  of  Euchar 
ist  (§§  17-19). 


11-13)- 


I.  Accounts  of  Institution 

..(88  1-3)-     ; 
II.  Significance  in  accounts 

(M  4-6). 
Other     views     in     NT 

(§§  7-io). 
Non-canonical  writings  ( 

I.    Accounts  of  Institution.  —  Two  distinct  narratives 
of  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  Supper  or  Holy  Eucharist 

*re  foundt  |n  'he,  f>'noptic  G,osPels' 

e  ma^  account  given 
by  Mk.  ,  setting  beside  it  the  modified 
reproduction  of  it  in  Mt. 

Mk.  1422.  Mt.  2026. 

And  as  they  were  eating  Now  as  they  were  eating, 

He      took      bread,       blessed  Jesus  took  bread  and  blessed 

and     brake     and    gave    to  and    brake    and    giving   to 

them  and  said  :  the  disciples  said  : 

Take  :  Take,  eat  : 

this  is  my  body.  this  is  my  body. 

And   taking   a    cup   he  gave  And   taking   a    cup    he   gave 


1.  Institution: 
Mk        d  Mr 


thanks 
and  gave  to  them  ; 
and  they  all  drank  of  it  : 
and  he  said  to  them  : 


thanks 
and  gave  to  them, 
saying  : 
Drink  ye  all  of  it  : 


of  the  for  this  is  my  blood  of  the 
covenant  which  for  many  is 
shed  for  remission  of  sins. 


This     is    my    blood 

covenant,  which  is  shed  on 
behalf  of  many. 

The  insertion  of  the  command  'eat,'  after  '  take,'  is 
probably  due  to  a  desire  to  lessen  the  abruptness.  The 
change  of  the  statement  '  they  all  drank  of  it  '  into  the 
command  '  Drink  ye  all  of  it  '  is  parallel  with  this. 
Both  changes  may  be  due  to  liturgical  use,  as  also  the 
addition  of  '  for  remission  of  sins.' 

We    may  next    comPare    the    nar- 


2   Lie  and  Paul 
ii.  I.K.  ana  ram. 


of  Lk  _  setting  it  side  by  side 
i  Cor.  11  23. 


with  that  of  Paul. 
Lk.  22i7. 
And  he   received  a  cup   and 

gave  thanks  and  said  : 
Take  this  and  divide  it  among 
yourselves  ;  for  I  say  unto 
you,  I  will  not  drink  from 
now  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine, 
until  the  kingdom  of  God 
come. 

And  he  took  bread  and  gave  He  took  bread  and  gave 
thanks  and  brake  and  gave  thanks  and  brake  and 
to  them  saying  :  said  : 

This  is  my  body  This  is  my  body 

[[which  is  given  on  your  behalf:     which  (is)  on  your  behalf  : 
do  this  unto  my  remembrance,     do  this  unto  my  remembrance. 
Also    the    cup   likewise   after     Likewise  also   the   cup   after 

supper,  saying  :  supper,  saying  : 

This  cup  (is)  the  new  covenant     This  cup  is  the  new  covenant 
in  my  blood,  (this)  which  on         in  my  blood  ; 
your  behalf  is  shed]]. 

do  this,  as  oft  as  ye  drink  (it), 
unto  my  remembrance. 

The  words  in  double  brackets  are  regarded  by 
Westcott  and  Hort  as  no  part  of  the  original  text  of  Lk. 
They  are  termed  by  them  a  'western  non-interpolation,'  as 
having  been  interpolated  into  all  texts  except  the  western. 
They  are  absent  from  Codex  BezaE  and  several  old  Latin  MSS 
(a,jf,  i,  i)  ;  others  (b,  e),  as  well  as  the  Old  Syriac  (cu  sin),  show 

1  Apparently  a  conflation  of  'in*  and  "iriN- 
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a  dislocation  of  the  passage  which  points  to  oiiginal  omission. 
Internal  evidence  supports  the  omission.  The  words  spoken  over 
the  second  cup  contain  an  awkward  juxtaposition  of  words  from 
I  Cor.  with  words  from  Mk.  (TO  Tronjpioi'  .  .  .  iv  r<a  aifiari  pov, 
TO  inr€p  v/i<op  fKxvvi>6u.ti>oi>) :  it  is  difficult  to  ascribe  this  to  so 
careful  a  writer  as  Lk.  The  interpolation  of  these  clauses  into 
all  Greek  MSS  (except  D)  is  doubtless  due  to  harmonistic 
tendencies,  and  was  perhaps  facilitated  by  liturgical  usage (cp  the 
harmony  in  the  English  Prayer  Book  of  words  from  the  three 
Gospels  and  i  Cor.). 

A  remarkable  accession  of  evidence  has  come  to  us 
from  the  Teaching  of  the  Apostles  ;  for  there  the  order  is 
the  same  as  in  the  shorter  text  of  Lk.  ('  first,  concern 
ing  the  cup '  chap.  9).  The  cup  is  mentioned  before 
the  bread  in  i  Cor.  10 16  ;  but  we  cannot  lay  stress  on  this 
in  face  of  Paul's  formal  statement  in  112$. 

We  must  accordingly  regard  the  accounts  in  Lk. 
and  in  i  Cor.  as  wholly  independent  of  each  other. 
We  have  thus  three  lines  of  tradition  :  ( i )  that  of  Mk. ; 
(2)  that  of  Paul,  in  which  the  words  both  for  the  bread 
and  for  the  cup  are  somewhat  varied,  and  the  command 
is  added  :  '  Uo  this  in  remembrance  of  me ' ;  (3)  that  of 
Lk. ,  in  which  the  blessing  of  the  cup  comes  first,  with 
variations  in  the  words  spoken,  whereas  for  the  bread 
the  words  (apart  from  the  omission  of  '  Take')  are  the 
same  as  in  Mk. 

The  Fourth  Gospel  does  not  record  the  institution  of 
the  Eucharist  ;  but  its  chronology  of  the  Passion  differs 
_  .,  from  that  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  in  a 
_  v^  point  which  has  an  important  bearing 
dospel.  Upon  the  Last  Supper.  In  this  Gospel  the 
death  of  Jesus  synchronises  with  the  killing  of  the 
paschal  lamb  '  towards  evening '  on  the  fourteenth  day 
of  Nisan  :  so  that  the  Last  Supper  falls  on  the  day 
before  the  Passover.  According  to  Mk.  ( =  Mt.  Lk. ) 
it  was  '  on  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread,  when  they 
sacrificed  the  Passover'  (14 12)  that  Jesus  sent  two  dis 
ciples  to  make  preparation  for  the  paschal  meal  ;  and, 
'  when  evening  was  come,'  he  sat  down  with  the  twelve. 
With  regard  to  this  discrepancy  we  may  perhaps  be  con 
tent,  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  discussion,  to  accept 
the  position  defended  by  writers  so  divergent  as  Westcott 
(Iiitrod.  to  Gosp. ,  340^  )  and  Spitta  (Zur  Gesch.  u.  Lift, 
des  Urchrist.  \2ioff.  ['93]),  and  regard  the  Last  Supper 
as  taking  place  on  the  day  before  the  Passover  (cp 
CHRONOLOGY,  §  54^ ).  We  have  early  evidence  to  show- 
that  the  Eucharist  was  soon  regarded  as  a  commemora 
tion  of  the  redemption  effected  by  the  death  of  Christ 
(i  Cor.  1126),  and  that  Christ  himself  was  spoken  of 
as  the  Christian's  paschal  lamb  (i  Cor.  67).  Such 
interpretations  may  have  led  to  the  actual  identification 
of  the  Last  Supper  with  the  paschal  meal,  and  so 
have  affected  the  chronological  notices  of  the  Passion. 
But  it  is  hard  to  feel  confidence  in  an  explanation  which 
sets  aside  the  chronological  statement  of  the  Synoptic 
Gospels  for  that  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  only. 

II.  Significance. — In  view  of  this  uncertainty,  and 
for  other  reasons,  our  conception  of  the  original  institu- 
_.  .  .  .  tion  must  not  be  dominated  by  the 
4.  inanksgivmg  consideration  of  the  elaborate  cere 
al  a  mea  .  nionial  of  the  Passover  celebration. 
Such  a  consideration  belongs  rather  to  the  subsequent 
development  of  the  Eucharist  as  a  Christian  rite. 
Here  we  must  confine  ourselves  to  the  simpler  formulae 
which  are  known  to  have  accompanied  the  ordinary 
Jewish  meals.  Thus  at  the  present  day  (Daily  Prayer 
Book,  with  transl.  by  C.  Singer,  287  ['91])  the  following 
blessing  is  said  over  the  bread  :  '  Blessed  art  thou,  O 
Lord  our  God,  King  of  the  Universe,  who  bringest 
forth  Bread  from^the  earth,'  and  before  drinking  wine  : 
'  Blessed  art  Thou,  .  .  .  who  creates!  the  fruit  of  the 
vine. '  It  is  probable  that  such  words  as  these  are  implied 
in  the  statements  '  He  took  bread  and  blessed,'  and  '  He 
took  the  cup  and  gave  thanks. ' 

This  supposition  is  confirmed  by  the  earliest  extant  formulae 
of  the  Christian  Eucharist.  In  the  Teaching  of  the  Apostles 
(chap.  9yC)  we  find  certain  thanksgivings,  which  are  clearly  of 
earlier  date  than  the  manual  in  which  they  are  embodied.  Two 
of  these  are  respectively  'concerning  the  cup'  and  'concerning 
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the  broken  bread ' ;  the  third  is  to  be  said  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  meal.  Their  language  suggests  that  they  are  Christian 
adaptations  of  Jewish  graces  ;  and  it  is  worthy  of  note  that  they 
survived  as  Christian  graces,  after  the  Eucharist  had  ceased  to 
be  a  meal,  and  had  become  a  distinct  act  of  worship  with  an 
elaborate  liturgy  in  which  these  primitive  formulae  have  left  but 
scanty  traces  (Ps.  Athan.  de  virg.  12-14). 

We  see  then  that  the  Eucharist  had,  in  its  earliest 
form,  an  element  in  common  with  the  ordinary  Jewish 
meal,  which  was  sanctified  by  thanksgivings  uttered 
over  the  bread  and  over  the  cup.  This  element  is 
expressly  recognised  in  all  the  narratives  of  the  institu 
tion.  The  chief  point  of  distinction  is  that  here  these 
acts  of  thanksgiving  came,  not  at  the  beginning  of  the 
meal,  but  during  its  progress  and  at  its  close ;  and  that 
they  were  accompanied  by  utterances  prompted  by  the 
unique  circumstances  of  the  Last  Supper. 

If  we  take  merely  those  portions  of  the  words  of 
institution  which  are  certainly  common  to  two  or  more 
of  the  three  lines  of  tradition,  we  see  that,  whereas  the 
bread  is  interpreted  simply  as  the  body  of  Christ  with 
no  further  explanation,  the  cup  is  directly  explained  of 
the  '  covenant '  made  by  Christ's  death.  The  words  of 
institution,  even  apart  from  premonitory  warnings,  in 
themselves  pointed  to  death — '  my  body  .  .  .  my 
blood '  ;  and  the  more  clearly,  in  that  the  blood  of  a 
covenant  was  not  life-blood  flowing  in  the  veins  of  the 
living,  but  life-blood  shed  in  sacrificial  death.  If  the 
first  utterance,  then,  signified :  At  this  moment  of 
parting  I  give  you  in  the  fullest  sense  myself ;  the 
second  further  signified  :  My  blood  is  being  shed  to 
unite  you  in  a  covenant  with  God. 

The  second  utterance  as  it  stands  in  Mk.  (TOVTO  tanv 
TO  AIMA  MOV  THC  AlA0HKHC)  clearly 


recalls    the    '  covenant '    recorded    in    Ex. 


6.  Idea  of 
covenant. 

'Moses  took  the  blood,  and  sprinkled  it  on  the  people,  and 
said  :     Behold  the  blood   of   the   covenant   (iSov    TO    al/ia.  r>j« 


iaflrJKTjs),  which  the  Lord  hath  covenanted  with  you  concerning 
ll  these  words'  (cp  Heb.  !'  20  10  29).  Therefore,  just  as  in 
Mt.  16  18  Jesus  emphatically  adapts  to  his  own  use  a  familiar 
term  —  '  I  will  build  my  Ecclesia  '  (see  CHURCH,  §  2)  —  so  here, 
in  reference  to  the  Mosaic  covenant  on  Mount  Sinai,  not  in 
reference  to  the  Passover  in  Egypt,  he  'declares:  'This  is  my 
blood  of  the  covenant.' 

Accordingly  we  are  justified  in  accepting  the  words 
in  Mk.  as  more  nearly  original  than  those  in  i  Cor. 
(  '  This  is  the  new  covenant  in  my  blood  '  ).  The 
Pauline  phrase  introduces  the  word  '  new  '  into  the 
place  already  filled  by  the  emphatic  pronoun  'my,' 
the  '  new  covenant  '  being  perhaps  an  interpretation 
necessary  for  Gentile  Christians. 

The  symbolism  of  eating  and  drinking  is  accordingly 

combined  with  the  symbolism  of  a  covenant  made  by 

„       .      .     sacrificial    blood  -shedding.       Thus    are 

brought  into  combination  two  character- 

fence.    istics  of  the  Messianic  idea  .  the  feast  of 

the  Messianic  kingdom,  and  the  sacrificial  death  of  the 
Messiah  himself.  The  feast  appears  in  many  passages 
of  OT  prophecy  ;  and  there  is  reason  to  think  that  it 
had  received  a  spiritual,  not  merely  a  literal,  interpre 
tation  ;  even  as  the  manna  and  the  water  in  the 
wilderness  were  regarded  as  symbols  of  the  Messiah. 
Moreover,  the  popular  conception  of  the  Messianic- 
kingdom  included  a  marvellously  fruitful  vine  and  an 
extraordinary  abundance  of  corn  (cp  Fragm.  of  Papias 
in  Iren.  v.  883  which  rests  on  earlier  Jewish  tradition  ; 
see  Apoc.  of  Baruch,  29,  ed.  Charles,  54).  If  then,  at 
the  moment,  the  death  of  Jesus  was  beyond  the  com 
prehension  of  the  disciples  in  spite  of  his  frequent 
references  to  it,  yet  there  may  have  been  a  side  of 
his  strange  action  and  utterances  which  appealed  to 
them  then,  —  the  conception,  namely,  of  the  Messianic 
feast,  in  which  they  should  spiritually  feed  upon  the 
Messiah  himself,  the  spiritual  corn  and  the  spiritual 
vine.  It  is  certain,  at  any  rate,  that  Jesus  added  in 
reference  to  the  cup  an  allusion  to  his  drinking  the  new 
wine  of  the  kingdom  of  God.  The  Teaching  of  the 
Apostles  embodies  a  similar  thought  in  the  significant 
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8.  View 
of  Paul. 


expression  in  which  it  gives  thanks  for  '  the  holy  vine  of 
David '  (chap.  9). 

Whatever  conception  these  acts  and  words  conveyed 
to  the  disciples  at  the  time,  the  events  of  the  following 

_,  ,  days  may  have  helped  them  to  see  in 

*8  them  the  gift  of  a  personal  union  with 
"  their  Lord  at  the  very  moment  of  parting, 
and  the  gift  of  a  union  with  his  sacrifice  of  himself. 

That  the  acts  and  words  are  capable  of  yet  further  interpreta 
tions  must  have  been  part  of  the  intention  with  which  they  were 
spoken  ;  for  had  their  meaning  ended  here,  they  would  have 
been  spoken  otherwise,  so  as  to  exclude  the  possibility  of 
interminable  disputations.  As  it  is,  the  very  diversity  of  their 
interpretation  in  the  history  of  the  Church  seems  to  be  a  token 
that  they  were  so  framed  as  to  wait  for  a.  fuller  comprehension. 
Something  of  that  comprehension  is  found  in  Paul  ;  something 
too  in  John. 

Paul,  in  this  as  in  so  many  other  instances,  arrived 
at  his  interpretation  through  the  exigencies  of  his 
special  mission.  His  task  of  welding  into 
one  the  Jewish  and  Gentile  elements  led 
him  to  develop  the  conception  of  the 
corporate  unity  of  all  Christians.  Food  has  ever  been 
the  token  of  unity — the  bond  of  equal  intercourse. 
Refusal  to  take  food  together  is  the  symbol  of  exclusive- 
ness  and  caste  distinction.  The  Jew  could  not,  by  the 
later  Pharisaic  ordinances,  eat  with  the  Gentile.  If 
Christ  were  for  Jew  and  Gentile  alike,  the  Eucharist, 
the  feast  of  the  new  and  all-inclusive  '  covenant,'  must 
be  the  common  meal  of  Jew  and  Gentile.  This  in 
itself  must  have  given  it  to  Paul  a  special  significance. 

Again,  to  Paul  with  his  doctrine  of  the  one  man — 
the  one  body  with  many  members — a  new  vista  of 
thought  lies  open.  The  one  body  is  the  whole  Christ : 
'  so  also  is  the  Christ '  (i  Cor.  12 12)  :  '  we  are  members 
of  his  body  '  ( Eph.  5  30).  Now  the  word  of  the  Eucharist 
was  :  '  This  is  my  body '  (not  '  This  is  my  flesh ' ). 
Thus  the  Eucharist  was  the  sacrament  of  corporate 
unity  in  Christ.  The  single  loaf,  broken  into  fragments 
and  distributed  among  the  faithful,  was  the  pledge  and 
the  means  of  their  intimate  union  :  '  We  are  one  body  : 
for  we  all  partake  of  the  one  loaf  (i  Cor.  10 17). 

The  sin  of  the  Corinthian  church  lay  specially  in 
their  scrambling  over  the  Supper  of  the  Lord,  each 
making  it  '  his  own  '  supper,  and  not  waiting  for  others  : 
note  in  i  Cor.  11 20  f.  the  contrast  between  '  the  Lord's  ' 
(KvpiaKov)  and  '  his  own  '  (fSiov).  They  wholly  failed  to 
grasp  the  truth  of  the  one  body  :  thus,  in  a  real  sense 
(even  if  this  does  not  exhaust  the  meaning  of  the 
words),  '  not  discerning  the  body.' 

That  to  Paul  the  body  is  at  one  moment  the  Church,  and  at 
the  next  the  Christ,  is  no  contradiction  in  his  thought,  but 
rather  a  kind  of  refusal  to  distinguish  :  the  Church  and  Christ 
are  to  him  '  not  twain,  but  one  '  (cp  Eph.  5  31  f.).  Augustine  is 
truly  Pauline  when  he  says  of  the  Eucharist,  '  Be  what  you  see, 
and  receive  what  you  are '  (Serin,  ad  Infantes,  272). 

Paul's  conception  comes  out  strikingly  in  the  sequence  of 
verses  in  i  Cor.  10  idf.  :  '  The  loaf  which  we  break,  is  it  not  the 
communion  (or  fellowship)  of  the  body  of  Christ  ?  For  one  loaf, 
one  body,  we  the  many  are  :  for  we  all  of  us  partake  of  the  one 
loaf.'  That  is  his  practical  comment  on  '  This  is  my  body.' 

When  we  turn  to  the  Fourth  Gospel,  the  much- 
debated  question  arises  whether  the  sixth  chapter  has 

*   f\f  AV.     anY  direct  reference  to  the  Eucharist,  either 
9.  Of  tile  i_  ..... 

_       ..      by  way  of  anticipation  on  the  part  of  Jesus 

p  .  himself,  or  in  the  reflective  exhibition  of  his 
0SPS  •  teaching  by  the  writer. 

The  absence  of  all  mention  of  the  institution  of  Christian 
baptism  or  of  the  Eucharist  stands  side  by  side  with  the  emphasis 
laid  in  the  third  chapter  on  the  absolute  necessity  of  a  new 
birth  by  water  and  the  Spirit,  and  in  the  sixth  on  the  absolute 
necessity  of  feeding  on  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ.  In  each 
case  the  answer  to  the  enquiry,  How  can  this  be?  is  a  simple 
reassertion  of  the  necessity  without  any  explanation  to  guide 
the  inquirer  :  and  in  each  case  words  are  spoken  of  the  ascension 
of  Christ  into  heaven,  and  of  the  need  of  faith  if  these  things 
are  to  be  grasped  at  all. 

We  may  securely  say  that  the  two  discourses  deal 
with  the  same  spiritual  things  as  underlie  respectively 
baptism  and  the  Eucharist :  and  we  cannot  doubt  that 
the  evangelist's  own  interpretation  of  the  two  sacraments 
must  have  followed  the  lines  laid  down  in  these  dis- 
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courses.  This  being  so,  the  controversy  above  referred 
to  sinks  to  a  position  of  secondary  importance. 

We  may  take  it,  then,  that  to  the  evangelist  the 
special  signification  of  the  Eucharist  lay  in  the  intimate 
union  with  Christ  himself,  which  we  have  already  seen 
to  be  involved  in  the  words — and  particularly  in  the 
first  word — of  the  institution.  The  saying  '  I  am  the 
bread  of  life'  is  the  converse  of  the  saying  '  This  (i.e., 
this  bread)  is  my  body.'  In  each  case  the  meaning  is  : 
You  shall  feed  upon  myself :  you  shall  enter  into  a 
union,  which  is  nothing  less  than  identification,  with  me. 

If  Paul  is,  as  always,  impressed  with  the  corporate 
aspect  of  truth,  the  Fourth  Gospel  is  concerned  with 
_.  ,  the  mystical  union  of  the  individual  with 
r°  his  Lord  :  '  He  that  eateth  my  flesh  and 
drinketh  my  blood  dwelleth  in  me,  and 
I  in  him  '  (Jn.  656). 

To  Paul  '  This  is  my  body '  is  almost  inseparable  from  the 
thought  '  His  body  are  we.'  In  Paul's  narrative  'This  is  my 
blood  of  the  covenant '  appears  as  '  This  cup  is  the  new  covenant 
in  my  blood.'  The  thought  of  the  new  people  of  God  is  each 
time  uppermost  in  his  mind.  He  finds  its  unity  in  the  body  : 
he  finds  it  again  in  the  new  and  universal  'covenant.' 

In  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  interpretation  of  the  Eucharist  is  the 
same  as  if  its  words  had  actually  run  :  'This  is  my  flesh,'  'This 
is  my  blood.'  The  flesh  and  blood  are  the  full  life  :  their  com 
munication  is  the  communication  of  eternal  life  (Jn.  f)  54^). 

Paul  is  practical  and  sees  truth  in  his  effort  after  corporate 
unity.  The  Fourth  Gospel  is  contemplative  :  the  writer  is 
interpreting  a  past  of  half  a  century  ago,  which  yet  to  him  is  an 
eternal  present  ;  but  he  is  thereby  in  a  sense  isolated. 

The  two  sides  of  truth  are  not  opposed  but  com 
plementary — the  mysticism  of  the  individual  and  the 
mysticism  of  the  corporate  life.  They  both  alike  find 
their  full  expression  and  realisation  in  the  sacrament 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  the  Lord. 

The  Church  of  the  post-apostolic  age  shows  strangely 

little  indication  in  its  dogmatic  teachings  of  the  influence 

OtVi  °^  l^e  Pecul'ar  conceptions  of  Pauline 

.  '        .          t  or    of   Johannine    teaching.       This    is 

early  writers  :  true  general]y>  and  the  history  of  the 

doctrine  of  the  Eucharist  presents  no 
exception.  The  words  of  the  institution,  constantly 
repeated  as  they  probably  were,  formed  the  only 
comment  on  the  significance  of  the  sacrament.  There 
was  no  attempt  to  explain  them  :  they  were  as  simple 
as  words  could  be — 'This  is  my  body,'  'This  is  my 
blood.'  They  were  the  formula  which  expressed  the 
fact  :  no  metaphysical  questioning  arose  ;  no  need  was 
felt  of  a  philosophy  of  explanation. 

Paul's  special  position  as  the  uniter  of  Jew  and 
Gentile  had  ceased  to  need  justification  or  even  assertion. 
The  Church — so  far  as  its  literature  has  survived  to  us 
— was  a  Church  of  Gentile  Christians.  Jews  indeed 
formed  apart  of  it,  but  an  insignificant  part,  not  destined 
to  influence  directly  its  future  development.  John's 
special  position  was  necessarily  peculiar  to  himself : 
there  could  be  none  after  him  who  had  '  seen  and 
handled '  as  he  had.  A  new  age  had  begun,  with  its 
own  situations  and  exigencies  :  and  it  was  not  an  age 
which  called  forth  developments  of  Christian  philosophy. 

The  Epistle  of  Clement  does  not  employ  the  Eucharist, 
as  Paul  had  employed  it,  as  the  starting-point  of  an 
argument  for  unity.  The  spiritual  significance  of  the 
Eucharist  is  not  emphasised  ;  but  the  way  is  being 
prepared  for  its  becoming  the  central  act  of  Christian 
worship,  and  so  comparable  with  the  sacrifices  of 
Judaism.  It  is  regarded  as  '  the  offering  of  the  gifts  ' 
of  the  Church  (chap.  44),  and  it  is  surrounded  already, 
it  would  seem,  with  liturgical  accompaniments  of  prayer 
and  praise  (chap.  59  fr). 

In  the  Didache  the  Eucharistic  formulae  (chap.  9/. ) 
differ  in  thought  and  phraseology  from  anything  else  in 
the  book  :  their  colour  is  probably 
derived  mainly  from  Jewish  ritual, 
though  their  language  is  in  several  points  Johannine. 
The  three  thanksgivings  are  addressed  to  the  Father  : 
the  only  reference  to  Christ  is  in  the  phrases  '  through 
Jesus  thy  servant1  (thrice),  'through  thy  servant,'  and 
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'  through  Jesns  Christ. '  It  is  noteworthy  that  none  of 
these  names  occur  in  the  rest  of  the  book,  where  Christ 
is  always  (except  in  the  baptismal  formula)  spoken  of 
as  '  the  Lord,'— a  title  reserved  in  the  thanksgivings  for 
the  Father. 

Thus,  negatively,  there  is  no  expression  of  any 
feeding  on  Christ  :  there  is  not  even  a  mention  of 
'body,'  or  'flesh,'  or  'blood.'  There  is  no  sense  of 
the  Eucharist  as  a  means  of  corporate  unity.  The 
future  union  of  the  now  scattered  ecclesia  is  prayed  for 
with  an  allusion  to  the  gathering  together  of  the  scattered 
particles  of  wheat  into  one  loaf.  This  is  a  conception 
radically  different  from  Paul's  teaching  of  the  unity  of 
believers  as  partakers  of  the  one  loaf. 

Positively,  we  note  the  prominence  of  the  idea  of 
thanksgiving  :  its  subject-matter  being  '  that  which  has 
been  made  known  through  Jesus  Christ' — viz.,  the  vine 
of  David,  life,  knowledge,  faith,  immortality.  The 
nearest  thing  to  any  positive  blessing  in  the  Eucharist 
itself  is  in  the  clause  :  '  Food  and  drink  thou  hast 
given  to  men  .  .  .  and  to  us  thou  hast  granted  spiritual 
food  and  drink  and  life  eternal  through  thy  servant.' 
From  this  we  may  perhaps  conclude  that  the  Eucharistic 
elements  were  already  regarded  as  spiritually  nourishing 
and  so  producing  immortality. 

It  is  convenient  to  notice  at  this  point  the  view  of  the 
Eucharist  which  belongs  to  the  later  period  of  the  composition 
of  the  Didactic  itself.  The  Eucharist  is  that  '  holy  thing '  which 
may  not  be  given  to  '  the  dogs  ' — i.e.,  the  unbaptized  (chap.  9). 

Confession  of  sins  and  a  forgiving  spirit  are  essential  pre 
liminaries,  '  that  your  sacrifice  may  be  pure,'  '  that  your  sacrifice 
be  not  defiled '  ;  '  for  it  is  that  which  was  spoken  of  by  the 
Lord  ;  In  every  place  and  time  to  offer  to  me  a  pure  sacrifice ' 
(chap.  4).  Though  the  word  'sacrifice'  is  thus  used,  however, 
there  is  no  exposition  of  a  sacrificial  view  of  the  Eucharist — no 
indication  that  the  'elements'  were  regarded  as  forming  a 
sacrificial  offering,  or  that  the  Eucharist  was  in  any  way  con 
nected  with  the  sacrifice  of  Christ.  Indeed  this  last  conception 
would  be  wholly  foreign  to  the  atmosphere  of  the  Didache. 
Yet  the  language  both  of  this  book  and  of  Clement's  epistle  was 
preparing  the  way  for  an  interpretation  of  the  Eucharist  in  the 
light  of  the  sacrificial  worship  of  the  Old  Testament. 

The  Epistles  of  Ignatius  emphasise  the  Godhead  and 
the  manhood  of  Christ  in  face  of  a  docetism   which 
_        ,.         practically    denied    the    latter.     Thus 
16.  ignauus.    jgnatius'   %\hole  view  of  life  is  sacra 
mental  :    everywhere  he  finds   the  spiritual  in   closest 
conjunction   with    the   material.     We   are   accordingly 
prepared   to   find  in  him  a   mystical  exposition  of  the 
Eucharist. 

The  second  main  stress  of  his  teaching  is  laid  on  the 
threefold  order  of  the  ministry.  As  the  Eucharist  is 
the  central  function  of  the  bishop's  ministration,  it 
stands  out  as  the  symbol  and  means  of  the  Church's 
unity. 

Thus  we  find  in  Ignatius  something  of  the  Johannine 
and  something  of  the  Pauline  conception  of  the  meaning 
of  the  Eucharist.  In  each  case,  however,  there  are 
serious  limitations  :  Ignatius  grasps  only  so  much  as 
the  needs  of  his  time  make  him  feel  the  want  of. 

Taking  first  the  thought  of  the  Church's  unity,  we  have  in 
Philad.  4  '  Be  ye  careful  therefore  to  observe  one  Eucharist :  for 
there  is  one  flesh  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  one  cup  for  the 
unity  of  his  blood  :  one  altar  precinct,  as  there  is  one  bishop 
together  with  the  presbytery  and  the  deacons.'  We  miss  here 
the  Pauline  conception  of  union  through  partaking  of  the 
broken  pieces  of  a  single  loaf.  The  centre  of  unity  is  the  one 
Eucharistic  service  of  the  one  bishop  with  his  presbyters  and 
deacons,  making  the  one  altar  precinct.  The  connection  of  the 
bishop  with  the  Eucharist  is  elsewhere  strongly  emphasised  : 
e.g. ,  Sinyrn.  8  :  '  Let  that  be  accounted  a  valid  (/HejSaia)  Eucharist, 
which  takes  place  under  the  bishop,  or  him  to  whom  he  may 
give  commission,"  etc. 

The  mystical  meaning  of  the  Eucharist  comes  out  in  such  a 
passage  as  Sinyrn.  7  :  '  They  abstain  from  Eucharist  (or  thanks 
giving)  and  prayer,  because  they  allow  not  that  the  Eucharist  is 
the  flesh  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  (that  flesh)  which  suffered 
for  our  sins,  which  the  Father  raised  up.  They  therefore  that 
gainsay  the  gift  of  God  die  in  their  disputings.'  The  thought 
of  the  Eucharist  as  counteracting  death  comes  out  still  more 
plainly  in  Ephes.  20  :  '  Breaking  one  bread,  which  is  the  medicine 
of  immortality,  a  preventive  remedy  that  we  should  not  die,  but 
live  in  Jesus  Christ  for  ever.'  In  Rom. 7  we  read:  'I  desire 
the  bread  of  God  (cp  Ephes.  5),  which  is  the  flesh  of  Jesus 
Christ  .  .  .  and  as  drink  I  desire  his  blood,  which  is  love  incor- 
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ruptible.'  In  Trail.  8  :  '  in  faith,  which  is  the  flesh  of  the  Lord, 
and  in  love,  which  is  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ.'  These 
last  two  passages  are  characteristic  of  the  manner  in  which 
Ignatius  keeps  interchanging  abstract  and  concrete  ideas. 

The  parallel  with  Jn.  comes  out  especially  in  the  terms  'the 
bread  of  God  '  and  '  the  flesh  (not  the  body)  and  blood  '  ;  but 
the  'life  eternal'  of  Jn.  is  here  limited  to  immortality. 

III.   Early  usage. — In    the  first   description    of  the 

believers  after  Pentecost  we  are  told  that   '  they  sted- 

_     ..     .  fastly  continued   in   the  teaching  of  the 

apostles  and  the  fellowship,  the  breaking 

practice.     of  bread|  and  the  pravers-  (Acts  2  42). 

Here  '  the  breaking  of  bread  '  is  a  part  of  the  expression 
of  '  the  fellowship '  which  characterised  the  new  society. 
Immediately  afterwards  (v.  46)  we  read  :  '  clay  by  day, 
continuing  steadfastly  with  one  accord  in  the  temple, 
and  breaking  bread  house  by  house  (or  'at  home,'  /car* 
OIKOV).'  The  numbers  were  already  so  large  as  to  make 
a  single  united  Eucharistic  supper  out  of  the  question. 
It  is  probable  that  in  these  earliest  days  every  meal  at 
which  Christians  met  would  be  hallowed  by  Eucharistic 
acts  ;  and  we  can  scarcely  doubt  that  such  would  be  the 
case  with  the  daily  common  meal  by  which  the  Church 
supplied  the  needs  of  her  poorer  members  (Acts 6 1  ;  on 
this  subject  see  COMMUNITY  OF  GOODS,  §  5).  It  may 
be  right  to  distinguish,  however,  between  the  Eucharistic 
acts  which  lent  a  sacredness  to  such  common  meals, 
and  the  formal  Eucharists  for  which  the  Church  as 
sembled  at  stated  times. 

Of  the  more  formal  Eucharists  we  have  an  example 
in  Acts  20  7  at  Troas,  where  the  Christians  'came  to 
gether  on  the  first  day  of  the  week  to  break  bread.' 
Their  Eucharist  was  preceded  by  a  long  discourse  from 
Paul  and  followed  by  yet  more  speaking  '  until  the 
dawn'  (v.  n),  as  the  apostle  was  bidding  farewell  to 
the  church.  In  i  Cor.  11  17  ff.  we  have  again  the 
Eucharist  proper — '  when  ye  come  together  iv  eKKXycriij.,' 
i.e.,  solemnly  assembled  as  the  Church.  The  fault  of 
the  Corinthian  Eucharist  was,  as  we  have  seen  (§  8), 
that  each  made  it  '  his  own  supper'  (TO  tSiov  Seiirvov) 
rather  than  'the  Lord's  Supper'  (KvpiaKbv  Se'nrvov), 
by  greedily  scrambling  for  more  than  his  share.  Paul 
does  not  suggest  any  change  in  the  method  by  which 
the  Eucharist  is  attached  to  a  public  meal ;  he  only 
calls  for  orderliness.  Yet  the  possibility  of  such  abuses 
must  have  led  the  way  to  change,  even  if  other  elements 
had  not  soon  begun  to  work  in  this  direction  (see 
below,  §  17). 

The  Corinthian  Eucharist  had  parallels  on  its  social 

side  in  the  Greek  world.     Guilds  and  burial  clubs  had 

C       lr  the'r   statec*    suPPers  I    anc'  tne  wealthier 

Uree     townsmen  found  many  occasions  of  invit- 

paraiieis.  m^  their  poorer  neighbours  to  a  feast,  as, 
for  example,  at  the  time  of  a  funeral  and  on  fixed  days 
after  the  death.  From  such  public  entertainments 
Christians  were  debarred  by  reason  of  their  connection 
with  idolatrous  worship  ;  but  it  is  likely  that  the  Chris 
tians  themselves  in  a  Greek  city  would  have  similar 
suppers  on  somewhat  similar  occasions ;  and  the 
wealthier  members  of  the  Church  would  thus  entertain 
the  poorer  from  time  to  time.  Such  suppers,  though 
not  Eucharists  in  the  strict  sense,  would  be  accompanied 
by  eucharistic  acts. 

Hence  would  appear  to  have  originated  the  Agapa, 
or  charity  suppers,  which  are  not  always  distinguishable 
from  Eucharists.  They  are  referred  to  in 
16.  Agapse.  judei2  (cp  2  Pet.  2is);  and  some  light 
is  thrown  upon  the  reference  by  the  custom,  mentioned 
in  the  Didachl  (chap.  11),  of  allowing  the  prophets  '  to 
order  a  table'  (bpiffiv  Tpdtrffav) — a  custom  sometimes 
misused  for  selfish  ends. 

In  Ignatius,  Smyrn.  8,  it  is  forbidden  '  to  baptize  or  to  hold 
an  agape  (aya.irt\v  noiflv)  apart  from  the  bishop.'  It  does  not 
follow  from  this  passage  that  agape  and  Eucharist  were  with 
Ignatius  convertible  terms  ;  if  the  agape  required  the  presence 
or  sanction  of  the  bishop,  a  fortiori  this  was  true  of  the 
Eucharist. 

It    is    commonly    said    that    the   separation    of    the 
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Eucharist    from   the  agape,    or   (if  they    were   already 
separated)   the  discontinuance  of  the 


17.  Separation 
of  eucharist. 


latter,  was  made,  in  Bithynia  at  any 


rate,  in  consequence  of  an  edict  of 
Trajan  forbidding  clubs  ;  but  Pliny's  letter  to  Trajan 
(Ep.  96)  does  not  bear  this  out. 

The  renegades  who  described  to  him  what  their  practice  as 
Christians  had  been,  had  not  merely  desisted  from  attendance 
at  the  Christian  common  meal  ;  they  had  abandoned  the  faith 
altogether.  The  faithful,  on  the  other  hand,  had  desisted  from 
nothing,  as  far  as  we  know ;  there  is  no  proof  that  they  had 
abandoned  the  later  meeting  and  retained  the  earlier.  Accord 
ingly  this  correspondence  throws  no  light  on  the  relation  between 
the  Eucharist  and  the  agape. 

The  causes  which  tended  to  separate  the  Eucharist 
from  a  common  meal  were  mainly  four. 

(a)  The  increase  of  numbers  made  the  common  supper  more 
and  more  difficult  in  itself,  and  less  and  less  suitable  for  the 
solemn  celebration  of  the  united  Kucharist. 

(l>)  Disorders,  such  as  those  at  Corinth,  were  always  liable  to 
recur  where  a  large  number  of  persons  partook  freely  of  food 
and  drink.  The  ordinances  made  at  a  later  time  (see  the  Canons 
of  Hippolytus;  ed.  Achelis,  pp.  105-111)  for  the  quiet  conduct 
of  the  agape  show  that  there  were  dangers  of  this  sort  to  be 
guarded  against. 

(c)  The  liturgical  accompaniments  of  the  Eucharist  underwent 
a  great  expansion.  Even  in  the  time  of  Clement  of  Rome  (circa 
96  A.  D.)  we  find  an  elaborated  intercession  and  a  long  form  of 
thanksgiving  in  use. 

(if)  As  the  symbol  of  the  Church's  unity  the  Eucharist  became 
restricted  to  occasions  when  the  bishop  or  his  deputy  was 
present  to  celebrate  it.  In  this,  and  in  every  way,  it  increased 
in  formal  solemnity,  and  became  less  compatible  with  a  common 
meal. 

These  causes  were  doubtless  at  work  to  varying 
extents  in  different  localities  ;  in  one  place  the  issue 
would  be  reached  more  quickly  than  in  another. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  Clement's  epistle  makes  no  mention  at 
all  of  the  supper  ;  and  the  next  notice  that  we  have  of  a  Roman 
Eucharist  clearly  leaves  no  place  for  it.  This  is  Justin  Martyr's 
full  description  (Afiol.  1 65-67),  which  shows  a  ritual  already 
developed  and  containing  all  the  main  elements  of  the  later  use. 

If  we  seek  the  grounds  of  the  liturgical  development 
of  the  Eucharist,  we  must  begin  from  the  mention  of 
_ .,  .  .  'the  covenant,'  which,  as  we  have 
.  1  urgica  seen_  js  founci  jn  both  ^e  Synoptic 
development.  and  the  pauline  narratives  of  ;he  V 
stitution.  Here  we  have  at  once  a  link  with  the  sacri 
ficial  ideas  of  Judaism.  Although  it  is  to  the  '  covenant ' 
of  Ex.  24,  not  to  the  Passover,  that  reference  in  the 
first  instance  is  made,  the  Passover  associations  also 
probably  attached  themselves  to  the  Eucharist  at  a  very 
early  date.  Moreover,  before  the  first  century  had 
closed,  a  Roman  writer  could  speak  of  the  Christian 
ministers  as  'offering  the  gifts'  (Clem.  Ep.  44),  and 
the  passage  of  Malachi  about  the  '  pure  sacrifice '  was 
soon  interpreted  of  the  Eucharist  (Did.  14  ;  Just.  Dial. 
28,  41  ;  Iren.,  Tert. ,  Clem.  Alex.).  Paul  had  received 
as  a  tradition  coming  ultimately  from  Christ  himself  the 
command,  '  Do  this  in  remembrance  of  me,'  and  had 
declared  that  in  the  Eucharist  Christians  '  showed  forth 
the  death  of  the  Lord.' 

Thus  the  conception  of  a  solemn  remembrance  of 
Christ's  death  held  a  foremost  place  in  the  earliest 
times,  and  the  interpretation  of  that  death  as  sacrificial 
gave  a  second  sacrificial  aspect  to  the  Eucharist.  The 
word  'remembrance'  (dva/xvijcrts)  was  afterwards  in 
terpreted  in  a  ritual  sense  of  '  memorial '  in  view  of 
certain  passages  in  which  it  was  so  used  in  the  LXX. 

It  was  a  natural  consequence  that,  when  the  Jewish 
ritual  system  was  annulled  at  the  destruction  of  the 
temple,  a  Christian  ritual  was  developed  with  the 
Eucharist  as  its  centre. 

The  agapae,  on  the  other  hand,  lost  more  and  more 

their  semi-eucharistic  character.      They  became  in  some 

_       _  ,       ,  places  occasions  of  unseemly  riot  or  mere 

excuses    for    wealthy    banqueting  ;     and 

gapse.       clement   of  Alexandria,  at   the  close  of 

the  second  century,  is  already  indignant  that  so  lofty  a 

name  should  be  given   to    them,    and  complains   that 

'  Charity  has  fallen  from  heaven  into  the  soups  '  (Peed. 

ii.ls). 
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Thus  the  original  institution  underwent  a  twofold 
development,  according  as  the  liturgical  or  the  social 
character  of  it  came  to  predominate.  In  the  one  case, 
the  supper  itself  disappeared,  or  was  but  symbolically 
represented  by  the  consumption  of  small  portions  of 
bread  and  wine  ;  the  spiritual  significance  was  empha 
sised,  and  the  Eucharist  became  the  centre  of  the 
Church's  worship.  In  the  other  case,  the  supper  was 
everything,  and  the  eucharistic  acts  which  accompanied 
it  were  little  more  than  graces  before  and  after  meat  ; 
the  spiritual  significance  had  passed  elsewhere,  and, 
though  under  favourable  conditions  the  agape  still  had 
its  value  and  lingered  long,  it  had  no  principle  of  vitality 
left,  and  its  place  was  filled  in  time  by  more  appropriate 
methods  of  charitable  assistance. 

Among  recent  critical  monographs  may  be  mentioned  :  Har- 
nack's  Brod  und  Wasscr  \Texte  «.  Unters.  vii.  ['92]) ; 
Jiilicher's  '  Zur  Gesch.  d.  Abendm.'  (in  Theol.  Abkandl.  dedi 
cated  to  C.  v.  Weizsacker,  '92) ;  Spitta's  Zur  Gesch.  u.  Lift, 
d.  Urchrist.  \zo^ff.,  ('93);  Percy  Gardner's  Origin  of  the 
Lords  Supper  ('93) ',  J.  H.  Thayer's  '  Recent  Discussions 
respecting  the  Lords  Supper'  mJBL  18110-131  ('99)  (with 
further  references).  j.  A.  K. 

ETJEEGETES  (eyepreTHC,  'benefactor';  cp  Lk. 
2225).  In  the  Prologue  to  Ecclesiasticus  reference  is 
made  by  this  title  (originally  conferred  by  states  on 
special  benefactors)  to  one  of  the  Egyptian  Ptolemies 
(see  EGYPT,  §  73).  Of  the  two  Ptolemies  who  bore  it — 
viz.,  Ptolemy  III.  (247-222  B.C.),  more  commonly 
known  as  Euergetes,  and  Ptolemy  VII. — it  is  the  latter 
who  is  meant  (ECCLESIASTICUS,  §  8).  Ptolemy  VII., 
Euergetes  II.,  more  commonly  called  Physcon  (<f>vffK(i>i>), 
began  to  reign  jointly  with  his  elder  brother  (Ptolemy 
VI.,  Philometor)  in  170  B.C.,  became  sole  king  in  146 
B.C.,  and  died  in  117  B.C.  In  spite  of  the  attempt  of 
Willrich  (Juden  u.  Griechen)  to  prove  that  Physcon  was 
a  friend  of  the  Jews,  it  appears  that  this  king's  attitude 
towards  them  was  consistently  inimical,  not  on  any 
religious  grounds,  but  from  political  motives,  because 
of  the  support  they  had  given  to  Cleopatra.  To  his 
reign  belongs  probably  the  main  part  of  the  Sibylline 
Oracles  ;  see  APOCALYPTIC  LITERATURE,  §  94.  For 
the  well-known  story  of  the  elephants  (Jos.  c.Ap.  2s), 
which  the  author  of  3  Mace,  places  in  the  reign  of 
Ptolemy  IV.,  Philopator,  see  MACCABEES,  THIRD,  §  5. 

EUMENES  (eyMGNHC  [ANV]  •  well-disposed '). 
Eumenes  II.,  son  of  Attalus  I.,  and  king  of  Pergamos 
(197-158  B.C.),  allied  with  the  Romans  during  their 
war  with  ANTIOCHUS  (q.v.,  i),  in  recognition  of  which 
they  added  to  his  territory  all  that  was  taken  from  the 
Syrians.  The  statement  in  i  Mace.  88  that  Eumenes 
received  '  India,  Media,  Lydia,  and  the  goodliest  of 
their  (the  Seleucidean)  countries'  is  clearly  inaccurate  i1 
Apart  from  the  improbability  of  the  mention  of  Lydia 
by  the  side  of  India  and  Media,  neither  India  nor  Media 
ever  belonged  to  the  Seleucidre  or  to  the  Romans.  Both 
Livy  (37 55)  and  Strabo  (xiii.  42  [624])  agree  that  the 
territory  added  to  Eumenes  extended  only  to  the  Taurus, 
and  the  latter  especially  notes  that  previous  to  this 
accession  there  had  not  been  under  the  power  of  Per 
gamos  '  many  places  which  reached  to  the  sea  at  the 
Elaitic  and  the  Adramy tene  Gulfs  '  ( TroXXa  %wpta  fJ-fXPL 
TTJS  BaXdrr-tjs  TTJS  KCLTO,  rbv  'EXa'tYi??  KO\TTOV  Kal  rw 
'Adpa/jLVTryvov).  Hence  it  is  probable  that  '  Media '  is 
an  error  for  'Mysia'  (Michaelis),  and  'India'  for  'Ionia' 
(Grotius2).  For  the  life  of  Eumenes  see  Smith's  Diet. 
Class.  Biog. 

EUNATAN,   a  misprint  in  AV  for  ENNATAN  of  RV 

(eNN<\T<Mvi[BA])  lEsd.  844  =  Ezra8i6,  ELNATHAN,  2. 

1  In  his  account  of  the  power  and  policy  of  the  Romans,  the 
writer  of  i  Mace.  8  does  not  appear  to  have  followed  very  trust 
worthy  sources  ;  cp  in1.  479  157^,  and  see  Cainb.  Bib.  ad  loc., 
also  ANTIOCHUS,  i. 

2  This  is  more  probable  than  the  suggested  identification  with 
the  Paphlagonian  Eneti  (cp  also  Horn.  //.  2  852).     By  the  writer 
of  i  Mace.  88  'India  "may  have  been  possibly  conceived  in  as 
limited  a  sense  as  '  Asia '  in  z'.  6. 
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EUNICE  (CYNIKH  [Ti.  WH]).  the  mother  of 
Timothy  (2  Tim.  Is),  'a  Jewess  who  believed'  (Acts 
16i).  See  TIMOTHY. 

EUNUCH  (Dnp,  CTTAAtON  [Gen.  3736,  Is.  39 7], 
6YNOYXOC  [usually];  in  NT  6YNOYXOC  in  Mt.  19 12, 
Acts  8  27  ft;  also  the  verb  eyNOYX'2^'  Mt  19 12). 
That  eunuchs  were  much  employed  in  Oriental  courts, 
is  well  known  ;  Babylonian  and  Persian  history  is  full 
of  examples  of  their  political  influence  (cp  Herod,  viii. 
105).  We  have  no  positive  evidence,  however,  that  the 
kings  of  Israel  and  Judah  employed  eunuchs.  The 
reference  in  the  law  in  Dt.  23 1  [2]  is  to  those  who,  for  a 
religious  purpose,  had  voluntarily  undergone  mutilation 
(WRS  ap.  Dr.  Deut.  ad  loc.}.  Still  it  is  a  mistake  to 
suppose  that  the  Hebrew  word  saris  was  used  both  of 
eunuchs  and  of  persons  not  emasculated.  It  has  been 
overlooked  that  ancient  Hebrew  possessed  two  distinct 
words  D")D — one  meaning  '  eunuch,'  the  other  (more 
frequent  in  OT)  meaning  'captain'  or  'high  officer.' 
For  the  former  the  usual  etymology  suffices  (see  Ges.  - 
Buhl);  the  latter  is  the  Ass.  sa-rOS  (see  RAB-SAKIS). 
Another  form  of  the  second  D'nD  seems  to  be  v^v,  Salts, 
the  still  current  explanation  of  which  (see  CHARIOT,  §  10, 
sup.  730)  is  open  to  objection  (see  Di.  on  Ex.  14  7). 

By  a  piece  of  remarkable  good  fortune  we  have  in  aK.932 
positive  proof  that  the  equation  D")D  =  C>'7C'  is  correct.  The 
closing  words  of  this  verse  are,  properly,  '"J't-^tp  W  (©L  Su'o 
eiii/oO^oi  aurrjs  ;  (pn  Svo  fvv.) — i.e.,  '  two  of  her  captains. '  To 
JVC'S?  there  was  a  marginal  gloss  C'D'")D  which  in  course  of 
time  intruded  into  the  text,  the  consequence  of  which  was  that 
nVTV  became  corrupted  into  no^ff,  and  so  the  text  came  to 
lie  rendered  (as  in  EV)  '  two  or  three  eunuchs '  (nearly  so  Klo.). 

Injer.  292  '  eunuchs' (KV)  should  rather  be  'officers'  (i.e. 
'court  officers').  So  EV,  probably  correctly,  in  Gen.  37 36 39  i1 
i  8.815  iK.  2292  K.  86  24  12  15  25 19  i  Ch.  28  i  2Ch.  188  fmg. 
'eunuch'].  In  one  passage  [2  K.  25  19]  such  an  'officer'  holds  a 
high  military  post.  (See  GOVERNMENT,  §  21.)  In  two  other 
passages  (Gen.  37 3*1, 39 1)  he  is  married.  In  2  K.  1817  EV 
leaves  RAB-SAKIS  [i/.r1.]  untranslated. 

The  Herods,  however,  no  doubt  had  eunuchs  in 
their  courts  (Jos.  Ant.  xv.  7  4 ;  xvi.  81),  and  this 
suggested  Jesus'  reference  in  Mt.  19  12. 2  He  gives  the 
expression  '  eunuch '  a  symbolical  turn,  and  says  that 
'  those  who  have  entirely  devoted  themselves  to  the 
interests  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  cannot  satisfy  the 
claims  of  married  life.  Perhaps,  as  Keim  thinks,  he 
refers  to  himself  and  to  John  the  Baptist.  See  Clem. 
Alex.  Pad.  iii.  4  ;  Strom,  iii.  i.  T.  K.  c. 

EUODIA  (eYoAiA  [Ti.  WH])  and  SYNTYCHE 
(CYNTYXH  [Ti.  WH]),  two  women  in  the  Philippian 
church  specially  saluted  by  Paul  (Phil.  42).  In  the 
early  days  of  Christianity  at  Philippi  these  women  had 
struggled,  likeathletes,  side  bysidewith  Paul  (crw/idXrjcrdv 
/tot),  and  on  this  ground  he  appeals  to  a  certain  Synzygus 
(EV  'yoke-fellow' — i.e.,  fellow-labourer)  to  help  them, 
but  in  what  way  is  not  stated.  From  the  exhortation 
'  to  be  of  the  same  mind  in  the  Lord  '  it  has  been  con 
jectured  (Schwegler,  Nachapost.  /.ei  (alter,  229/1  134/1 ) 
that  the  women  may  have  represented  two  parties 
inclining  to  the  Jewish  and  to  the  Gentile  type  of  Chris 
tianity  respectively,  whilst  the  '  yoke-fellow  '  is  supposed 
to  be  the  apostle  Peter.  The  name  Euodia,  however, 
at  any  rate,  is  justified  by  'EuoSios,  the  name  of  the 
first  bishop  of  Antioch  (cp  Eus.  HE,  822  ;  Ap.  Const. 
"46).  AV  Euodias  erroneously  derives  evoSLav  (in  the 
ace.)  from  the  masc.  ei)o5ias.  See  Znhn,  Einlcit. 
1  396/1  and  cp  PiiiLii'PiANS. 

EUPHRATES  (fn$.  eY^P^THC  [BADEFL],  Ass. 
Purattu.  For  derivations  see  Del.  Par.  169/1)  This, 
by  far  the  greatest  river  of  Western  Asia,  rises  in  the 
Armenian  mountains.  It  has  there  two  chief  sources, 
one  at  Domli,  NE.  of  Erzeroum,  the  other  close  to  Mt. 
Ararat.  Both  branches  trend  W.  or  SW.  till  they 

1  Cp  EHVIT,  §  29,  n. 
'-  Cp  Dalm.,  M'orte /esu,  1  100. 
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unite  at  Kebben  Maden,  where  they  form  a  river  120 
yards  wide.  Thence  a  south  course  takes  the  river 
towards  the  Mediterranean  till  the  Amanus  range  and 
Lebanon  bar  the  way  and  the  stream  follows  a  SE. 
course  to  the  Persian  Gulf.  It  is  this  portion,  from  Hit 
to  the  Gulf,  about  1000  miles  through  a  low,  flat,  alluvial 
plain,  that  is  the  historical  river. 

Its  whole  course  is  about  1780  miles,  for  1200  miles  navigable 
for  small  vessels.  Below  its  junction  with  the  Hubiir,  still  701 
miles  from  its  mouth,  it  attains  a  width  of  400  yards,  but  gradu 
ally  decreases  to  about  120  at  its  mouth.  Its  depth  is  only  18 
feet  by  the  Hfibiir  and  still  less  at  its  mouth.  It  was  always 
depleted  by  canals,  now  it  loses  itself  in  marshes. 

In  May  the  melting  of  the  snows  in  Armenia  causes 
the  yearly  inundation.  In  the  time  of  Nebuchadrezzar, 
and  to  a  less  extent  before,  this  flood  was  skilfully 
applied  to  purposes  of  irrigation.  The  amount  of 
traffic  was  always  considerable,  the  river  forming  a 
main  artery  of  commerce  from  the  Gulf  to  the  Mediter 
ranean  (Herod.  1185).  The  boats  were  of  wicker, 
coated  with  bitumen.  Trade  was  brisk  between  all  the 
cities  on  the  route,  and  the  ships  took  names  from  their 
ports  (see  a  list  of  them  in  2  R.  46,  No.  i,  cols.  v. 
and  vi. ,  and  duplicates  in  Bezold's  Catalogue  of  Kou- 
yunjik  Collection  B.  M.  sub.  K.  4338(2).  Ships  from 
Mair,  Asur,  Ur,  Dilmun  (an  island  down  the  Gulf), 
Makan,  Meluhha,  etc.  are  named. 

The  Euphrates  is  first  named  (Gen.  214)  as  one  of  the 
four  rivers  of  Eden  (see  PARADISE).  The  promise  of 
dominion  from  the  river  of  Egypt  to  the  Euphrates 
(Gen.  15 18)  defines  the  ideal  boundaries  of  the  Israelite 
power  (28.83  iCh.ISs  iK.42i[5i]).  According  to 
i  Ch.  5  9  the  tribe  of  Reuben  actually  extended  itself 
to  the  Euphrates  before  the  time  of  Saul,  there  meeting 
the  Hagarites  whom  Tiglath-pileser  III.  names  as  in 
that  quarter  (A'li  ii.  10 10), — -a  still  greater  idealisation 
of  history,  according  to  critics. 

Whatever  passages  there  may  have  been  across  the 
Euphrates  in  its  upper  course,  it  is  clear  that  the  great 
route  by  which  the  armies  of  Assyria  came  into  Syria 
and  beyond  to  Palestine  and  on  to  Egypt  must  have 
been  commanded  by  the  strong  city  CARCHEMISH. 
Till  that  fell  no  permanent  hold  was  possible  on  the 
west.  The  army  of  Necho  there  met  the  forces  of 
Nebuchadrezzar  in  the  time  of  JOSIAH  [i].  The 
exiled  Jews  became  very  familiar  with  the  river,  and  there 
are  frequent  references  to  it  in  the  political  and  pro 
phetic  books.  At  the  mouth  of  the  river  on  its  left  bank 
lay  the  country  of  CHAI.DKA  (q.v. ),  inhabited  by  a  Semitic- 
race  carefully  distinguished  from  Assyrians,  Babylonians, 
Arabs,  and  Arameans.  Their  land  was  known  properly 
as  the  'sea-land'  (see  MKKATHAIM).  Above  it  was 
BABYLONIA  ;  then  comes  ASSYRIA  (q.v.). 

In  Assyrian  times  the  Euphrates  did  not  join  the 
Tigris,  and  Sennacherib,  when  pursuing  Merodach 
Baladan  and  his  followers,  made  a  long  sea  voyage 
after  sailing  out  of  the  mouth  of  the  Tigris  before 
he  reached  their  seat.  The  growth  of  the  delta  at 
the  mouths  of  the  Euphrates  and  Tigris  seems  to 
have  early  excited  remark.  Pliny  (NH  6  31)  states 
that  Charax  (mod.  Mohammerah}  was  built  by  Alex 
ander  the  Great  10  stadia  from  the  sea  ;  and  that  in 
the  days  of  Juba  II.  it  was  50,  and  in  his  own  time  120 
from  the  coast.  Loftus  estimated  that  since  the  be 
ginning  of  our  era  the  rate  of  growth  was  about  a  mile 
in  70  years.  The  very  ancient  city  of  Eridu  (mod.  Abu 
Shahrein)  was  originally  a  seaport.  This  process  of 
silting  up  of  course  gave  rise  to  extensive  salt  marshes, 
called  Marratu  in  the  inscriptions  (see  MKRATHAIM). 

The  tributaries  of  the  Euphrates  were  ( i )  the  Arzania 
which  joined  the  E.  branch  before  the  river  left  the 
mountains  ;  (2)  the  small  stream  which  ran  in  from  the 
west  below  Tul-Barsip  (mod.  fierejik)  ;  (3)  the  Balih, 
l?d\ix<*,  Bi\77xa,  Bellas  of  the  ancients  (mod.  Heltkh), 
that  came  direct  S.  from  Harran  into  the  Euphrates 
here  flowing  E. ;  (4)  by  far  the  most  important,  the 
Habur,  mod.  KhAbur  (see  HABOR),  which  has  several 
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ramifications  on  its  upper  course.     (See  map  in  KB  ii. 
and  compare  map  after  col.  352  of  the  present  work.  ) 

For  a  fuller  account  of  its  physical  characteristics  see  Chesney, 
Euphrates  Expedition,  1.  On  the  antiquities  add  Loftus, 
L'haldea  and  Susiana,  and  Layard.  On  the  inscriptional 
material  specially  Del.  Par.  (passim).  c.  H.  W.  J. 

EUPHRATES  (rn$  ;  ey^pATHC  [BAQ]).  Accord 
ing  to  Jer.  184-7  _RV  Jeremiah  \vas  directed  to  take  his 
inner  garment  ("I1TN,  'ezor=.\r.  'tzar,  'waist-wrapper,' 
Lane;  see  GIRDLE,  i),1  and  hide  it  'by  Euphrates' 
(Perath),  in  a  '  hole  of  the  rock.'  There  are  three  diffi 
culties  in  this  view  of  the  narrative.  (  i  )  The  common 
prefix  'the  river'  is  wanting;  (2)  the  shores  of  the 
Euphrates  are  not  rocky  ;  and  (3)  it  is  most  improbable 
that  Jeremiah  went  (and  went  twice)  from  Jerusalem  to 
the  Euphrates. 

The  third  difficulty  is  the  least  ;  the  narrative  might  be  only 
based  on  a  vision  (cp  Jer.  In  13).  The  other  two  difficulties 
appear  insurmountable.  Bochart  suggested  reading  Ephrfith 
for  Perath,  Kphriith  being  another  name  for  Bethlehem  (so  Che. 
Jer.  (1)  333  ['83-'85]  ;  Ball,  Jer.  284  ['90]).  The  landscape  of 
Bethlehem  suits,  and  the  play  on  Ephrath,  as  if  the  name  pro 
phesied  of  Perath  (Euphrates  and  the  Exile)  is  in  the  Hebrew 
manner.  There  is,  however,  a  better  solution. 

The  right  course  is  with  Marti  (ZDPV  3n),  Cheyne 
(Life  and  Times  of  Jer.  ['88]  161),  and  Birch  (PEFQ 
'80,  p.  236)  to  alter  one  vowel  point,  and  read  nrns 
'  to  Parah.'  The  prophet  means,  however,  not  the  town 
of  that  name  (see  PARAH),  but  (probably)  some  point  in 
the  wild  and  rocky  Wady  Eara  (3  m.  NE.  of  'Anata 
or  Anathoth),  near  the  abundant  spring  called  the  'Ain 
Eara. 


EUPOLEMUS  (eyrroAeMoc  LA^VJ).  b-  J°hn-  b- 
Accos  (and  of  priestly  descent,  see  HAKKOZ,  3),  one  of 
the  envoys  of  Judas  the  Maccabee  to  Rome  (  i  Mace. 
817  ;  cp  2  Mace.  4n).  He  is  possibly  to  be  identified 
with  the  Hellenistic  writer  of  that  name  (author  of 
the  fragment  on  David  and  Solomon  in  Eus.  PE  9  30-34) 
(juoted  by  Alex.  Polyhist.  See  Schiir.  Hist.  §  33,  iii.  2. 

EUROCLYDON,  RV  Euraquilo  (eypoKAyAcoN 
[TR  61],  eypAKyAcoN  [NAB*  Treg.  Ti.  WH]  ;  eypy- 
KAyAooN  [B3]),  the  name  of  a  typhoon  or  hurricane 
(Acts  27  14).  '  The  crew  and  the  passengers  thought 
themselves  out  of  their  trouble,  when  all  at  once  one 
of  those  hurricanes  from  the  E.  ,  which  the  sailors  of 
the  Mediterranean  call  Euraquilon,  fell  upon  the  island 
[Crete].  The  Gregalia  of  the  Levantines  is  this  very 
word,  just  as  Egripou  has  been  produced  from  Euripus  ' 
(Renan,  St.  Paul,  551,  and  n.  i).  These  words  sum 
up  in  a  nutshell  the  general  conclusion  of  scholars. 
Renan  adopts  the  reading  eupaKv\uv,  and  the  very 
plausible  view  of  Conybeare  and  Howson  that  the  nar 
rator  uses  a  name  given  to  the  wind  by  the  sailors  (St. 
Paul,  2402  n.  ),  supporting  this  view  by  the  usage  of 
Levantine  sailors  at  the  present  day  (Gregalia  is  their 
word). 

If  we  accept  this  theory  we  cannot  be  surprised  at  the  large 
number  of  variants  (see  Tregelles)  ;  the  form  fvpa.icvk.wv  was 
not  in  common  use,  and  so  was  easily  corrupted  into  evpvK\vSiot', 
evpOK\vStaf,  (vpaK\v&ov,  eypOK\v8ia,  eupaicr)A<o>',  ei)T/JaxT)Au>i', 
evpa.K(.K\<ui>,  fvrpaKoSov,  while  Vg.  substitutes  the  form  which, 
on  the  analogy  of  Euronotus  and  Euroauster,  was  to  have  been 
expected  —  viz.,  Euroaquilo.  The  earlier  Eng.  versions  (Wye., 
Tyn.,  Cran.,  Gen.)  considerately  translate  '  North  -  east  ';  the 
Rhemish  Version  (1582)  and  the  AV(i6n)  prefer  to  reproduce 
the  reading  of  their  respective  Gk.  texts,  Euroaquilo  and  Euro- 
clydon.  '  East  by  north  '  would  be  a  more  exact  rendering  of 
fvpa.Kv\wt>  or  Euroaquilo.  That  this  was  in  fact  the  wind 
appears  from  the  account  of  the  effects  of  the  storm. 

As  to  the  meaning  of  TR's  reading  evpoKXvduv  , 
scholars  have  been  divided,  some  rendering  '  Eurus 
iluctus  excitans,'  others  '  fluctus  Euro  excitatus.  '  To 
adopt  the  second  view  involves  of  course  the  rejection 
of  the  reading  as  unsuitable. 

B(3)  s  reading  evpvK\vS<av,  '  (a  wind)  raising  a  broad  surge,' 
is  obviously  too  vague.  We  do  not  want  a  second  merely  cle- 

1  See  the  luminous  paper  on  this  word  by  WRS,  ,  JQR,  1892, 
pp.  289-292.  The  main  points  had  already  been  given  in  Che. 
Jer.(^  333  ('83).  Giesebrecht,  Jer.  77  ('94),  goes  back  to  the 
wrong  rendering  'girdle.' 
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scriptive  epithet  after  rviptaviKos  (EV  'tempestuous')  —  i.e., 
marked  by  those  '  sudden  eddying  squalls'  (Ramsay)  which  are 
common  in  the  autumnal  storms  of  the  Mediterranean. 

See  Dissertation  in  Jordan  Smith,  I'oyaxeandSliipivreckofSt. 
Paul,  287-292,  and,  against  Burgon  and  Miller  (who  vehemently 
reject  «vpaio/Acui'),  Dickson  in  Hastings'  DB,  s.v.  T.  K.  C. 

EUTYCHUS  (eyryxoc  [Ti.  WH],  'fortunate'),  the 
young  man  of  Troas,  whose  story  is  told  in  Acts  20  5-12. 

EVANGELIST.  The  designation  given  to  Philip, 
'  one  of  the  seven,'  with  whom  Paul  stayed  in  Caesarea 
(Acts  218). 

The  Gk.  word  '  evangelist  '  (eiia-yyeAio-T^s)  is  formed  from 
'  evangelize  '  (euayyeAi'jJecrOai)  —  a  favourite  word  in  Lk.'s  writings 
(although  evayye'Aioi'  occurs  only  in  Acts  167,  speech  of  Peter  ; 
2024,  speech  of  Paul),  which  he  uses  five  times  in  connection 
with  the  work  of  Philip  and  others  immediately  after  the  death 
of  Stephen,  when  the  Gospel  began  to  spread  beyond  the  limits 
of  Judaism  (Acts  8  4  12  25  35  40).  From  this  we  see  plainly  what 
the  function  of  an  evangelist  was  in  the  earliest  time. 

The  evangelist  was  the  man  who  brought  the  first 
news  of  the  Gospel  message.  Timothy  was  charged 
by  Paul  not  to  neglect  this  duty  :  '  Do  the  work  of 
an  evangelist'  (2  Tim.  4s).  In  Eph.  4n  evangelists 
are  spoken  of  after  apostles  and  prophets,  but  before 
shepherds  and  teachers,  as  among  the  gifts  of  the 
ascended  Christ  to  his  Church  ;  but  we  must  not  con 
clude  from  this  that  the  term  evangelist,  any  more  than 
that  of  shepherd,  was  the  stereotyped  title  of  an  official 
class.  The  word  denotes  function  rather  than  office. 

It  is  noticeable  that  the  word  is  not  found  in  the 
Apostolic  Fathers,  nor  in  the  Didache  /  in  the  latter  the 
function  in  question  appears  to  be  discharged  by  apostles. 
In  the  time  of  Eusebius  the  word  is  still  used  in  its 
earliest  sense,  and  without  reference  to  a  particular 
office  or  class  (e.g.  ,  Eus.  HE  iii.  372,  and  of  Pantasnus 
v.  102  /".  );  but  already  another  use  was  current,  ac 
cording  to  which  an  evangelist  was  the  writer  of  a 
'  Gospel  '  in  the  sense  of  a  narrative  of  the  life  of  Christ  : 
eg.  ,  in  Hippolytus,  Julius  Africanus,  and  Origen. 

J.  A.  K. 

EVE  (H-iri),  Gen.  820  ;  see  ADAM  AND  EYE,  §  3  (b). 

EVENING  SACRIFICE  pTL'n  nnjD),  Ezra  94. 
See  SACRIFICE. 

EVERLASTING.     See  ETERNAL,   and  cp   ESCHA- 

TOLOGY,   §  82^  , 

EVI  PIN),  one  of  the  five  chiefs  of  Midian,  slain 
after  the  'matter  of  Peor  '  ;  Nu.  318  (eyeiN  [BA], 
eynpe  [L])  ;  Josh.  132.  (ey[e]i  [BAL]),  both  P.  See 
MIDIAN. 


EVIL-MERODACH 

[B  in  2  K.],  oyA(M/\A&pAAA,x  tA  in  Jer-]> 
Aoyxoc  [Jos.  c.  Ap.  120]),  in  Bab.  Avcl-Maruduk, 
'  man  of  Marduk,'  1  the  son  and  successor  of  Nebuchad 
rezzar,  king  of  Babylon,  after  a  short  reign  (561-560 
B.C.,'2  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  25),  was  put  to  death  by 
his  brother  Nergal-sar-usur  (Berossus,  cited  by  Jos. 
c.  Ap.  120).  Apart  from  a  few  contract  -tablets  (see 
KB  4200  ff.],  no  inscriptions  of  his  reign  have  as  yet 
been  brought  to  light.  One  of  his  earliest  acts  was  the 
liberation  of  Jehoiachin  in  the  thirty-seventh  year  of 
his  captivity,  2  K.  2627  (eveiavapuoax  [A],  fvi\ad/j.ap<a- 
Sa-x  [L])  =  Jer.  52  31  (ov\aifj.a8axap  [B],  -pax  [Q], 
-\eSa/j.axo-p  [N]).  According  to  Berossus,  Evil-Mero- 
dach  reigned  avo/Abis  Kal  dcre\y£)s,  which  hardly  accords 
with  his  benevolence  in  2  K.  (unless  [see  \Vi.  AOF 
2198  ('99)]  he  had  a  political  purpose  in  view),3  and 
hence  Tiele  (BAG  457  464/1  )  suspects  that  the  true 
rescuer  of  Jehoiachin  was  Nergal-sar-usur.  '  All  the 

1  Cp  in  Ass.  Aram.  nSlN  (fem-)>  'servant,'  CIS  '2,  no.  64,  and 
ynoC^ab.  equivalent  has  Afanfttk-riiitmanni),  it.  no.  68. 

2  '  18  years'  in  Jos.  Ant.  x.  11  2  (a/SiAjiaSafiaxo?)   is   more 
likely  a  mistake  for  months. 

3  Jerome  (on  Is.  14  19)  mentions  a  tradition  that  Evil-Mero- 
dach  had  been  thrown  into  prison  by  Nebuchadrezzar,  and  had 
there  become  friendly  with  Jehoiachin  ;  cp  with  this  the  tradi 
tion  in  Jos.  (Ant.   x.  11  2),  where  Evil-Merodach  releases  and 
honours  Jehoiachin  to  atone  for  his  father's  bad  faith.       , 


EXACT 

days  of  his  life'  (2  K.  2529*.  Jer.  5233*5)  would  cer 
tainly  apply  better  to  a  king  who  reigned  four  years 
than  to  one  who  reigned  scarcely  two. 

EXACT.  EXACTOR.  EXACTION. 

(1)  'Exactor'  is  the  usual  Vg.  rendering  of  the  Heb.  part, 
i^i  nfgfs  (v'B'JJi  CP  -^ss-  nag'™",  '  to  overpower  ').     It  is  found 
also  in   Is.  CO  17   EV  (RVm£.   'taskmaster,'  <R  eirtVieoTros),  Job 
397   AVmg-   (EV   'driver';    <f>opoA6yos),   Dan.  11  20  RV   (AV 
'  raiser  of  taxes ' ;  TVTTTMV  [S6( av  /Jao-iAe'ws,  cod.  87]  trpaa-diav  [S. 
/Sao-tAeias    13AQJ),   Zech.    98   104    RVmg.    and    RV   (AV    'op 
pressor,'  i£t\a.vv<av).     In  Ex.  87,  etc.,  nogei  is  rendered  'task 
master'  («pyo«iui/CTT|s),  in  Is.  8  12  9  4  [3]  1424  (wpotxrajp,  airai.Tuv 
\irrfi9ojf  xc-a)>  Kvpieucras,  aTrairiii')  EV  has  'oppressor,'  in  Job 
3  18  AV   'oppressor,'  RV  'taskmaster'  (^opoAoyos,  as  in  39 7). 
See  TASKWORK,  TAXATION. 

(2)  For   nrij.  gfrftfSt/i,   Ezek.  45 gt,  EV  'exaction,'   EVmg. 
has,    better,    '  Heb.  expulsions,'   i.e.,  evictions.      ©   has  KO.TO.- 
bwameiav. 

(3)  On  Nii'S,  utassii,  and   N'^J,  naXa  (Dt.  15  if.  Neh.  0  7  io/. 
1031  [32]),  cp  USURY  and  LAW  AND  JUSTICE. 

(4)  On   npoiKTuip  ((B  in   Is.  812;   EV  'oppressor'),   Lk.  12  58 
(RV»ig.    'exactor,'    EV   'officer';    cp    Lk.  3 13,    npaa-a-fre,   AV 
'exact,'  RV  'extort'),  see  TAXATION. 

EXCOMMUNICATION.  This  Latin  word  of  late 
origin  (it  is  not  found  in  the  Vulgate)  is  conveniently  used 
__  .  to  denote  (temporary  or  permanent)  exclu- 
1.  Meaning  sjyn  from  trie  ecclesiastical  community  as 
in  u-ospeis.  tjjstjnguisneci  from  civil  penalties  of  an 
analogous  character.  It  need  hardly  be  said  that  the 
later  procedure  of  church  excommunication  developed 
out  of  NT  germs,  though  Roman  theologians  give  ex 
positions  of  fundamental  biblical  passages  which  are  not 
always  critically  sound.  It  is  equally  obvious  that  the 
NT  germs  of  later  usages  stand  in  close  relation  to  the 
practice  of  excommunication  among  the  Jews  in  the  time 
of  Christ.  It  is  to  this  Jewish  practice  that  reference  is 
made  in  Lk.  622,  where  from  the  useof  three  distinct  terms 
(a.(pop'i<F(ii(Tiv,  6veidi(rtj}crif,  eKfidXwcriv  rb  8t>o/J.a)  some  have 
found  a  reference  to  as  many  different  grades  of  ex 
communication,1  but  where  really  (see  Weiss)  only  one 
is  intended,  viz. ,  exclusion  from  religious  and  social 
intercourse  ;  see  Jn.  922  1242  162  (diroffvvdywyos)  and 
cp  SYNAGOGUE.  In  Mt.  1815-17,  too,  only  one  kind 
of  ban  is  presupposed  ;  its  application,  however,  is  to  be 
preceded  first  by  a  gentler,  then  by  a  graver  admonition, 
which  reminds  us  forcibly  of  the  similar  procedure 
customary  among  the  later  Jews  (see  'Ardkhln,  it>l> ; 
Mishna,  Ma.wth,  lio). 

It  is  noteworthy  that  this  passage  stands  just  before  the 
much-discussed  passage  on  BINDING  AND  LOOSING  (?>.  18).  We 
can,  however,  more  easily  imagine  Jesus  actually  uttering  v .  18 
than  TV.  15-17,  which  seem  plainly  to  represent  the  later  practice 
of  Jewish  Christians.  '  Let  him  be  to  thee  as  the  cSvi/cos  (RV 
the  Gentile)  and  the  publican  '  are  the  words  which  describe  the 
punishment  of  the  convicted  sinner.  Here  there  is  a  possibility 
that  the  sense  of  the  original  saying  has  been  missed.  In  the 
Palestinian  Aramaic  the  term  used  would  be  K^'S,  which  may 
no  doubt  be  rendered  '  Gentiles,'  but  only  because  Gentiles  were 
misbelievers  ;  the  word  really  means  '  heretics  '  or  '  infidels  '  (cp 
Levy's  and  Jastrow's  Lexx.  ;  Schiirer,  TLZ  '99,  col.  168^). 

Passing  to  the  undoubtedly  Pauline  epistles  we  find 
most  probably  two  recorded  instances  of  church  disci 
pline.       In    i  Cor.  63-5   we   read  that 
resolved,     as    representing 


_ 
2.  in 


PP'  Christ's    spirit,  to  give  over  a  certain 

offender  against  morality  'to  Satan'  (alluding  apparently 
to  Job  26)  a  in  the  presence  of  the  assembled  church,  he 
himself  being  spiritually  present  among  them.  Physical 
death  he  expects  to  be  the  consequence  of  this  act  (cp 
i  Cor.  11  30)  ;  but  the  object  is  the  good  of  the  offender, 
'  that  the  spirit  may  be  saved  in  the  day  of  the  Lord.  ' 
In  2  Cor.  2  6-n,  it  has  been  customary  to  suppose  that 
exclusion  from  church  privileges  was  all  that  the  offender 

1  On  the  three  Jewish  grades  of  excommunication  see  Ham 
burger,  KE  dcs  Judentkums,  s.v.  '  I!.  urn  '  ;  and  cp  Weber,  Jiid. 
Theol.  i42/ 

2  See    Redpath.    Exfios.,    1898  t.,    pp.    287-290.  —  Ramsay's 
illustration  of  i  Cor.  5  5  by  the  language  of  curses  by  which 
pagan  Corinthians  consigned  their  enemies  '  to  destruction  by 
the  powers  of  the  world  of  death  '  (Exp.  '/'.  10  59)  is  hardly  to  the 
point,  .for  Satan  was  not  an  independent  supernatural   being. 

1431 


EXODUS 

actually  suffered,  and  that  this  was  not  permanent. 
Weizsiickcr's  exposition  of  the  circumstances,1  however, 
makes  it  extremely  probable  that  an  entirely  different 
case  is  referred  to,  and  that  the  offence  was  of  a  totally 
different  order.  The  Church  had  at  first  sympathised 
with  the  offender,  who  had  in  some  way  injured  the 
apostle  ;  but  in  consequence  of  a  letter  from  Paul  the 
majority  resolved  to  rebuke  the  offender.  It  was  no 
doubt  some  question  of  party  intrigues  against  the 
apostle.  There  is  no  reason  to  think  that  the  expression 
dvdOefM  fj.apavada  (i  Cor.  1622)  is  a  formula  of  excom 
munication  as  was  supposed  by  Calvin  and  other 
reformers  (the  words  were  held  to  be  synonyms,  like 
d/3/3a  o  irar-fip). 

The  view  need  not  be  discussed.  It  is  contradicted  by  the 
prayer  at  the  end  of  chap.  10  of  the  Didache  : — 

'EASeVoj  \opis  KO.\  TrapfASeTio  6  KOCTJUOS  OVTO?. 

Ei  TIS  aytos,  €pve'<7$wei  TIS  OVK  eari,  jieTai/oeiTto. 

Mrtn    v    ft  '\tL-nu 

Still  no  doubt  the  prayer  for  the  Lord's  parousia  did  suggest  to- 
the  apostle  a  thought  of  vengeance.  To  refuse  to  love  the 
Lord  Jesus  made  a  man  '  anathema  ' ;  when  the  Lord  came,  this 
sentence  would  be  executed. 

The  Gk.  avoBefia  (anathema)  is  not  to  be  taken  as  suggesting 
excommunication  (this  would  be  importing  later  ideas  [see 
Suicer,  Tlu-s.,  s.v.} ',  observe  that  in  Gal.  1  8*  it  is  an  angel  that 
is  spoken  of).  The  same  remark  applies  to  Rom.  9  3  i  Cor.  12  3. 
"Ayaflen-a  is  synonymous  with  Kardpa  and  eTrtfcarapaTos. 

In  the  Pastoral  Epistles  the  rules  of  exclusion  from 

fellowship  have  become  more  precise,  and  the  offences 

T    _     .        .  punished  by  it   are  no  longer  merely 

in  "astorai  mora^       Again   we  hear  of  offenders 

PP'  'delivered    to    Satan'     (i  Tim.    Izo)  ; 

but  it  is  that  they  may  be  taught  not  to  blaspheme  (cp 

2  Tim.  82  2  Pet.  2io-i8).     The  rights  of  a  presbyter  are 

defined  ;  an  accusation  against  him  is  not  to  be  received, 

unless  there  be  two  or  three  witnesses  ;  but  there  is  to  be 

public  reproof  of  all  who  sin  (i  Tim.  5ig/. ).      In  Tit. 

3 10  a  man  that  is  '  heretical '  (see  HERESY,  §  2)  is  to  be 

avoided  (irapaiTov;  so  render  in  2  Tim.  223;  cp  RV 

2  Mace.  231),   but  only  after   'a  first  and   second  ad 
monition.'      That   the  aipfcreis  or  factions  referred  to 
had  a  theological  colouring,  is  clear  from  2  Jn.  10,  and 
that    they   might    even    be    dangerous    appears    from 

3  Jn.  9/. ,  where  Diotrephes  '  who  affects  pre-eminence' 
(6  <pi\oirpurrevwv)  is  said  not  to  admit  the  writer  to  fellow 
ship  ;  fit  punishment  is  threatened  for  him.     T.  K.  c. 

EXECUTIONER.  The  OT  has  no  special  word  to 
denote  the  person  who  executes  the  sentence  of  capital 
punishment.  The  words  rendered  '  executioner '  in 
EV  refer  more  naturally  to  (royal)  bodyguards. 

1.  raa  tabbah   (from  roc,  Ass.  tabdhu,  'to  slaughter'),  is 
in    i  S.  f>23f.  rendered  'cook';  cp  COOKING,  §  i).      In  Gen. 
3736  39 1  403./7  41 10  12,  the  D'rGEn  if  of  the  Pharaoh,  and  in 
2  K.  Iv&jff.  Jer.  399^,  the  Q'natp'ZTI  of  Nebuchadrezzar  is  in 
EV  '  captain  of  the  guard.'     So  also  jrnrtrai  (Arioch)  in  Dan. 
2  14  (EV'i'K-  '  chief  of  the  executioners,'  except  in  Jer.  '  chief 
marshal');  cp  WRS,  O'J'JCftl,  262,  n.  i.     (B  in  these  passages 
has  apytju.ayetpos,  apxi6eo>iO(£iuAa£,  apxiSeoTiiuTJJs. 

2.  'T3,  Karl,  2  K.  11  4  igt,  RVmff-     See  CARITES. 

3.  (TTre/couAaToip  (Lat.   speculator  or  speculator,   a   pikeman, 
halberdier),  Mk.  627  RV  'soldier  of  the  guard.'     The  word  is 
found  also  in  late  Hebrew. 

EXILE  (Is.  204  RV,  Ezek.  124  n  RV,  Ezra  835 
RV).  See  CAPTIVITY. 
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The    interest    of    a   legend    which    has    long    been 

mistaken    for    history   and    which    has    coloured    the 

.  life  and   thoughts   of   a  great   people  is 

1.  rwo  rival  hardlv  less  lhan  that  Of  tiie  facts  them- 

hypotheses.  selvcs'      Even  if  k  were  certain  (i.}  that 

1  .  (/.  Age,  'I  349-353- 
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only   a   section    of    the    Israelites   (the    Rachel-tribes) 
sojourned  in  the  land  of  Egypt,  and  made  its  Exodus 
from  it,  or  (6)   that  the  true  land  of  o'lsD  from  which 
the     Israelitish    Exodus     occurred,     was     not    Egypt 
(Mist-aim)  at  all,  but  a  N.  Arabian  land  called  Musr 
or  Musri  (so  Wi. ;  see  MIZRAIM,  §  26),  it  would  still, 
on    account    of    the   generations    that    have   fed    their 
inner  life  upon  it,  be  a  thrilling  tale  which,  tells  of  the 
hardened  heart  of  the  Pharaoh,  of  the  escape  of  the 
Hebrew  bondmen,  of  the  passage  of  the  Red  Sea,  of  the 
purifying  trials  in  the  wilderness.      In  this  article  we  shall 
call  the  former  (a)  the  conservative,   the  latter  (6)  the 
advanced   hypothesis.     Cp  ISRAEL,   §  2  /.     The  con 
servative  hypothesis  is  at  present  that  most  favoured  by 
biblical  critics.      There  is  thought  to  be  an  antecedent 
2.  Conservative  Probuability  that  the  Israelites,  as  well 
hypothesis        as  °         Hebrews,  found  temporary  ad 
mission  into  the  NE.  of  the  Egyptian 
territory.     They  would,  of  course,  come  from  Canaan. 
That  there  were  Israelites  in  that  country  at  an  early  date 
we  now  know  from  the  '  Israel-stele '  discovered  in  1896  by 
Flinders  Petrie.     It  may  have  been  in  Merneptah's  time, 
or  it  may  have  been  even  earlier,  that  the  catastrophe 
poetically  described   by   the    Egyptian    king  occurred, 
when  '  the  people  of  Isiraalvfas  laid  waste,'  so  that  their 
'  crops  were  not,'  and  so  that,  various  cities  of  Canaan 
also  having  been   punished,   Haru  (Palestine)   became 
'a  widow' — i.e.,  helpless^— '  for  Egypt.'1     The  names 
1  Ishpal '  and  '  Yakbal '  (  Y-sa-p- a-ra  and  Y--k-b-d-ra^) 
in  the  name-list  of   Thotmes  III.    (nos.    78,  102)  also 
appear  to  some  critics  to  show  that  before  that  king's 
reign  tribes  having  these  names  (which  certainly  look  like 
Joseph-el   and  Jacob-el)    had   lived   in    Palestine,    and 
given  their  own  names  to  localities.      It  is  conceivable 
that  these  Israelites,  Josephites,  or  Jacobites,  or  some 
portion  of  them,  being  nomads,  had  sought  admission 
into  Egypt  under  pressure  of  famine,  and  had  sojourned 
there,  and  had  been  treated  at  length  with  severity  by 
the  Pharaoh,  though  the  statement  respecting  Pithom 
and  Raamses  (Ex.  ln£)  is  not  without  difficulty.      It 
must  be   admitted,  however,   that   references    to  Mer 
neptah's  stele  and  to  the  names  '  Ishpal '  and  '  Yakbal ' 
can  be  made  only  with  much  reserve.      The  phrase  '  the 
people  of  Isiraal'  is  very  difficult  (one  would  like  to  be 
able  to  read  '  Joseph-el '  or  '  Jezreel '),  and  the  meaning 
of    '  Ishpal '  and   '  Yakbal '  is  by  no  means  free  from 
doubt  (see  JOSEPH  i.  and  ii. ,  §  i  ;  and  JACOB,  §  i). 

According  to  Stade  ( '  Die  Entsteh.  des  Volkes  Israel,' 
Akad.  Reden  und  Abhandlungen,  ['99],  97-122)  it  is 
3  Stade's  likely  that  the  Hebrew  tribes  had  sought 
theory  Pa^ture  for  their  flocks  to  the  s-  of  the 
Wady  Tumllat,  and  that  so  a  part  of  them 
had  come  under  the  power  of  the  Egyptian  authori 
ties  ;  likely  too  that  the  Israelites  had  cause  to  com 
plain  of  a  misuse  of  this  power.  The  Egyptian 
authorities  may,  of  course,  have  imposed  a  corvee 
upon  them.  The  part  of  the  Hebrew  tribes  which 
remained  free  from  Egyptian  oppression  probably 
wandered  as  far  as  the  true  Sinai  (E.  of  the  Elanitic 
Gulf),  and  these  Sinaitic  nomads  formed  a  confederacy 
under  the  protection  of  the  god  of  Sinai ;  the  liberated 
Israelites  joined  them  at  Kadesh.  To  the  Kadesh 
tradition  (see  KADESH  i.  §  3)  Stade  attaches  great  im 
portance. 

In  the  OLZ  (May,  June,  July,  '99),  Winckler  criticises  this 
view  as  mere  theological  rationalism.  The  charge  might  equally 
well  be  brought  against  C.  Niebuhr,  who  is  no  theologian. 


, ,.  .. —        of  place  in  the  prolegomena. 

of  history,  and  here  it  has  the  advantage  of  keeping  the  student 

1  See  Six  Temples  at  Thebes  (Flinders  Petrie),  1897,  which 
contains  a  chapter  with  a  translation  of  the  Merneptah  inscrip 
tion  by  Spiegelberg.     See  also  W.  M.  Miiller,  '  Anmerkungen,' 
and  Naville,   '  Les  dernieres  lignes  de  la  stele  mentionnant  les 
Israelites     (an   attempt   to  reconcile   the   stele   with  Exodus). 
Rec.  de  trail,  xx.  ('98). 

2  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  162^ 
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in  some  degree  of  sympathy  with  the  Israelitish  writers  and  the 
Jewish  readers  of  the  narrative  of  the  Exodus. 

Winckler's  theory  mentioned  above  in  §  i  has  an 
additional  claim  to  consideration  from  the  fact  that  the 
4.  Winckler  EnSlishman  Dr-  c-  T-  Beke,  in  his  Origines 
and  Beke  Bibiicce>  vo1-  >•  -  maintained  as  long  ago  as 
1834  that  the  Misraim  of  the  Hebrew  tradi 
tion  of  the  Exodus  was  not  Egypt,  but  some  district  lying 
to  the  N.  of  the  Sinaitic  peninsula.  He  also  held  that 
the  Red  Sea  crossed  by  the  Israelites  was  the  Gulf  of 
'Akaba,  and  that  Horeb  or  Sinai  lay  to  the  NE.  of  the 
head  of  that  Gulf.  His  work  did  not  escape  the  notice 
of  Ewald,  but  failed  to  exert  any  deep  influence. 
Winckler's  kindred  theory,  proposed  in  1893,  was 
formed  in  complete  independence  of  Dr.  Beke.  To 
accept  it,  as  it  stands,  is  hardly  possible  ;  but  a  modifica 
tion  of  it,  which  will  suit  the  requirements  of  biblical 
criticism,  lies  close  at  hand.1  The  existing  evidence 
(which  cannot  here  be  discussed)  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  N.  Arabian  Musur  coincided  with  or  included 
the  district  of  Kadesh,  and  this  is  just  the  district  which 
forms  the  scene  of  some  of  the  most  important  patri 
archal  legends,  though  later  scribes  disguised  Misrim 
(Musur)  as  Misraim  (Egypt),  or  even  fell  into  deeper 
error  still  (see  KADESH  i.  §  i  ;  MIZRAIM,  §2(6);  cp 
MORIAH).  We  cannot  avoid  the  impression  that  there 
were  Israelitish  tribes  in  the  N.  Arabian  Musur  who 
were  never  in  the  Musur  of  Egypt.  What  were  the 
relations  between  the  Rachel-tribes  in  Egypt  and  the 
Israelites  in  Musur,  and  any  other  kindred  associations 
that  there  may  have  been  elsewhere,  we  are  at  present 
unable  to  say  definitely.  We  do,  however,  seem  to  see 
that  an  Egypt-tradition  and  a  Musri-tradition  have  been 
fused  together.  T.  K.  C. 

We  now  turn  to  consider  certain  suggestive  points  in 
JE's  account  of  the  Exodus.  There  is  a  remarkable 
5  JE's  Paralleh'sm  between  JE's  narrative  of  the 
account.  Journev  from  the  Red  Sea  to  sinai  (Ex. 
1622-1827),  and  the  continuation  of  the 
march  from  Sinai  to  Kadesh  (Nu.  1029-20).  '1  he  visit 
of  JETHRO  (q.v.)  and  the  appointment  of  the  judges  to 
lighten  the  labours  of  Moses  were  probably  once  placed 
later  (by  E)  in  connection  with  the  legislation  at 
Horeb.  The  defeat  of  Amalek  in  Ex.  17  has  geo 
graphical  difficulties,  and  the  account  seems  to  be  based 
upon  Nu.  1440^,  where  it  is  obviously  more  original 
(see  Bacon,  Trip.  Trad.  93).  Similarly  the  gift  of 
Manna  (Ex.  16)  and  the  striking  of  the  rock  at 
the  waters  of  Meribah  (ib.  17)  are  probably  connected, 
in  the  one  case,  with  Massah  (between  Taberah  and 
Kibroth-hattaavah),  and,  in  the  other,  with  Kadesh 
(see  MANNA,  §  3  ;  MASSAH  AND  MERIBAH).  In 
every  instance  the  episodes  bear  the  appearance  of 
having  been  inserted  from  later  stages  of  the  journey 
where  they  more  naturally  belong.  Ex.  1622-27  is  the 
only  old  fragment  remaining,  and  here  the  covenant, 
after  a  journey  of  three  days,  reminds  us  of  the  '  three 
days'  journey  '  in  the  request  to  Pharaoh  (Ex.  3i8  63), 
and  finds  a  parallel  in  the  three  days'  journey  in  Nu. 
10s3.2  The  oldest  account  of  the  journey  from  the  Red 
Sea  to  Sinai  is  thus  reduced  to  a  minimum. 

Passing  over  the  Decalogue  and  Covenant  at  Sinai 

we  resume  JE  at  chaps.  24,  32-34.      Now  the  episode  of 

6   Musrite    the  Solden   calf    '  cannot    well    be   older 

tradition     than  l^e  re'Sn  °f  Hezekiah,  and  points 

indeed  to  a  date  later  than  722 '  (Addis)  ; 

it  may  with  considerable  probability  be  ascribed  to  E2 

(cp  EXODUS  ii.,   §  3  [viii. ]).      There  was  therefore  no 

1  Not,  however,  such  a  modification  as  Jensen's  (TLZ,  4th 
Feb.  1899).      The  region  S.  of  Palestine  may  have  been  called 
D'"1XD>  thinks  this  scholar,  because  it  was  often  under  Egyptian 
rule.     This  fails  to  do  justice  alike  to  the  biblical  and  to  the 
Assyriological  data. 

2  After  leaving  the  yam-Suf<h  (RED  SEA)  Israel  journeyed 
at  once  to  the  wilderness  of  SHUR  (?.v.).     Note  that  in  v.  25 
?HW  and  CSpp  remind  us  of  Massah  and  Kadesh  (En-Mishpat); 
see  MARAH. 
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need  in  the  old  narrative  for  any  renewal  of  the  cove 
nant,  or  for  the  intercession  of  Moses  in  33  f. 

That  chap.  33  f.  is  composite  is  generally  admitted, 
and  it  remains  to  consider  the  fragments  that  are  left 
after  the  omission  of  those  passages  which  are  necessarily 
of  an  editorial  nature.  It  is  highly  probable  that  we 
have  here  the  traces  of  an  old  theophany  and  law-giving 
of  greater  antiquity  than  the  theophany  and  law-giving 
at  Sinai-Horeb  (3ft  20  ff.),  the  scene  of  which  was  not 
Sinai,  but  Kadesh  (see  KAUESH  i.  §  2).  Fortunately 
this  old  tradition  is  not  quite  a  torso.  Although  we  can 
find  no  narrative  of  which  it  may  be  the  continuation 
(see  above,  §  5  end),  it  seems  possible  to  trace  it  further 
step  by  step  to  Hormah  and  Beer  (i.e.,  Beer-sheba, 
or  Beer-lahai-roi?),  and  finally  (in  Judg.  1 16)  to  the  '  city 
of  palm-trees'  (cp  the  S.  Judasan  name  Tamar)  ;  see 
KADESH  i.  §  3.  Details  of  this  journey  are  missing,1 
with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of  the  oldest  features  in 
Nu.  16,  where  the  revolt  against  the  authority  of  Moses 
(v.  13)  presupposes  a  very  early  stage  in  the  journey 
of  the  Israelites.  It  at  once  suggests  itself  that  this 
tradition  is  of  Calebite  origin  (cp  EXODUS  [BOOK], 
§  3  [v-])'  ar)d  this  is  borne  out  by  (a)  the  prominence 
ascribed  to  Caleb  in  the  oldest  passages  of  Nu.  13 f., 
and  (i>)  the  close  relationship  which,  as  the  genealogies 
reveal,  subsisted  between  Judah,  Caleb,  the  Kenites, 
etc. — -one  tradition  (a  late  one,  it  is  true)  actually  con 
nects  Moses'  family  with  Caleb  (see  MIRIAM,  2).  We 
seem  to  have,  therefore,  distinct  traces  of  a  Calebite 
wandering  from  Kadesh  northwards  into  Judah,  the 
commencement,  perhaps,  of  that  northerly  migra 
tion  which  took  place  in  the  time  of  David,  and  was 
continued,  still  later,  in  exilic  times  (see  CALEB,  §  •$/.  ).2 
The  evidence,  however  (see  KADESH  i.  §  i),  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  limits  of  Musri  and  the  district  of 
Kadesh  coincided.3  The  Calebite  tradition,  therefore, 
knew  of  an  '  Exodus'  from  the  land  of  Musri.  s.  A.  c. 

Reference  has  often  been  made  by  writers  to  ManCtho's 
narrative  of  the  expulsion  of  the  lepers  under  a  priest  of 

TW  tVi  Heliopolis  called  Osarsiph  (cp.  Jos.  c. 
7.  manetino.  ^  j  2S  y; ).  The  critical  value  of  this 
narrative,  however,  is  very  slight.  The  reserve  expressed 
by  Kittel  (Hist.  1.26  f.)  is  judicious  ;  the  present  writer 
prefers  to  leave  ManStho's  story  entirely  on  one  side. 
Not  only  is  it  manifestly  influenced  by  the  Jewish 
narrative,  but  it  seems  to  imply  an  absurd  confusion 
between  Moses  and  the  reforming  Egyptian  king 
commonly  known  as  Khuen-aten4  (Amenhotep  IV.). 
As  Meyer  has  pointed  out,  the  name  Me(r)neptah  can 
never  have  become  ' A/j.evu(j>is  (the  name  mentioned  in 
Josephus),  and  since  the  king  called  Amenophis  by 
Mangtho  (Jos. )  does  really  correspond  superficially,  in 
a  religious  respect,  to  Amenhotep  IV.,  it  seems  arbitrary 
to  prefer  the  [A.]/j.evf<f>t)r)s  of  Julius  Africanus  and 
Syncellus.5 

It  was  not  unnatural  for  Naville6  to  hope  that 
the  view  which  places  the  Exodus  under  Me(r)neptah 

.,  ...  had  been  made  approximately  certain  by 
his  excavations.  He  has  in  fact  shown 
that  Rameses  II.,  Sesonk  I.,  and  Osorkon  II.  have  all 
left  their  names  at  Tell  el-Mashuta,  the  true  site  of 
Pithom.  The  language  of  Me(r)neptah's  inscription 
referred  to  above  cannot,  however,  without  a  rather 
violent  hypothesis,  be  reconciled  with  Naville's  view. 
Lieblein  is  of  opinion  7  that  the  biblical  narrative  of  the 
Exodus  and  the  events  connected  with  it  was  redacted  in 

1  It  is  improbable  that  Nu.  11  can  in  any  way  belong  to  it. 

2  Was   David    himself  a   Musrite?      He   was,   at   any  rate, 
hardly   a   Bethlehemite,   as   the   later   tradition  supposed  (see 
DAVID,  §  i,  col.  1020,  n.  2  ;  cp  also  JUDAH). 

3  If  Musri  bordered  upon  Edom,  so  did  the  district  of  Kadesh. 
Cp  Nu.  20  i6b  '  Kadesh  ...  in  the  uttermost  of  thy  (Edom's) 
border. ' 

4  Meyer,  GA,  1  270  (§  226,  end). 

5  Cp,  however,  Ki.,  Hist.  1261. 

6  In    The   Store   City  of  Pithom   ('85);    The   Route  of  the 
Erodiis  (Victoria  Institute,  '91). 

7  '  L'Exode  des  Hebreux,'  PSBA  20  277-288  ['98]. 
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the  time  of  Rameses  II.  when  Egyptian  influences  pre 
dominated  in  Syria,  and  that  the  Exodus  really  took  place 
under  Amenhotep  III.  This  indeed  cannot  be  granted  ; 
but  it  is  at  any  rate  possible  that  the  Hebrew  tradition 
of  the  Exodus  underwent  a  profound  modification  at 
that  period,  and  even  that  in  its  original  form  the 
Misrim  referred  to  meant,  not  Egypt  (c^ifs),  but  the 
N.  Arabian  land  of  Musr  or  Musri.  All  that  the 
Egyptian  monuments  discovered  and  studied  by  Naville 
prove  is  that  the  biblical  narrative  in  its  present  form 
comes  from  a  writer  who  had  good  archaeological 
information.  In  the  second  part  of  this  article  an 
independent  attempt  will  be  made  to  trace  the  route 
assigned  to  the  B'ne  Israel  on  their  departure  from 
Egypt  to  keep  a  festival  to  Yahwe  in  the  wilderness 
(Ex.  7i6  81  [7 26]  lOg;  cp  1235). 

The  literature  is  immense.     Besides  the  Histories  of  Israel  by 
Stade,   Klostermann,   Kittel,  C.  Niebuhr,  and  Wellhausen,  see 

especially  Ebers,  Dtirch  Gosen  zum  S  /««/('  Der 

9.  Historical  Aufbruch'  and   'Der  Auszug   der   Hebraer'); 

Literature.    Maspero,    Struggle  of  the   Nations,    444   (he 

retains  his  opinion  that  the  years  following  the 
reign  of  Seti  I.  offered  favourable  conditions  for  the  Israelites  to 
break  away  from  their  servitude,  if  the  '  Israel '  of  Me(r)neptah's 
description  represents  a  tribe  left  behind  in  Canaan,  after  the 
majority  of  the  Israelites  had  emigrated  to  Egypt ;  otherwise 
the  Israel  of  Me(r)neptah  will  be  the  '  bondmen  '  who  had  escaped 
from  Egypt  in  Me(r)neptah's  reign)  ;  Petrie,  '  Egypt  and  Israel,' 
Contemp.  Rev.,  May  1896,  and  Six  Temples  of  Thebes  ('97); 
M 'Curdy,  Hist.,  Proph.  and  Man.,  1204  (the  Exodus  cannot 
have  been  till  the  time  of  the  feeble  successors  of  Rameses  III., 
similarly  Sir  H.  Howorth) ;  Wiedemann,  Le  Museon,  17  ('98), 
on  the  Israel-stele  (the  stele  only  proves  that  at  some  tune 
or  other  there  existed  a  people  of  Israel  which  was  in  distress 
and  had  no  [corn]) ;  Orr,  '  Israel  in  Egypt  and  the  Exodus,' 
Kxf>ositor,  1897^,  pp.  161-177  (Amenhotep  H->  tne  Pharaoh  of 
the  Exodus,  Hatsepsut,  daughter  of  Thotmes  I.,  the  protector  of 
the  child  Moses) ;  cp  C.  Niebuhr's  view  that  the  accession  of 
Thotmes  I.  is  the  latest  terminus  a  quo  for  the  oppression  of 
the  Hebrews  \Gesch.  1  202].  T.  K.  C. 

Thanks  to  the  progress  of  Egyptology,  we  now  know 
something  of  the  topography  of  GOSH  EN  (q.v. ),  although 
it  is  not  yet   easy   to   harmonise   our 


10.  Supposed 


knowledge     with    the    biblical     data. 


starting-point.  "  ' 

The  route,  however,  to  the  S. ,  near  the 

sea,  remains  hopelessly  obscure.  The  OT  narratives,  un 
fortunately,  presuppose  that  all  geographical  names  are 
familiar  to  the  reader.  True,  the  eastern  regions  of  N. 
Egypt  must  always  have  been  well  known  to  natives  of 
Palestine;  the  geographical  statements  of  the  narratives 
must  therefore  be  expected  to  be  trustworthy.  However, 
as  the  narratives  now  stand — a  mosaic  of  passages  from 
various  sources — they  give  evidence  of  the  confusion 
which  inevitably  arose  in  the  process  of  weaving  the 
passages  together. 

The  Israelites  began  their  march  at  (the  city  of) 
Ram[e]ses  (Ex.  1237),  which  seems  to  mean  the  capital 
of  Goshen  where  there  was  then  a  royal  residence.  Of 
the  site  of  this  RAMESES  (q.  v. )  we  know  nothing. 
The  ruins  of  the  modern  Tell  Abu  Isleman  at  the 
western  entrance  to  the  valley  of  Tumilat  would  be  the 
most  suitable  starting-point,  since  this  has  to  be  sought 
in  the  \V.  of  Goshen.  Succoth  is  mentioned  as  the 
first  halting  place  (Ex.  1237  1820  Nu.  33s/. ) ',  it  seems 
to  be  the  Egyptian  Tuku.  Whether  Tuku  signifies 
a  city  near  P-atum,  or  a  region  near  it,  or  the  city 
P-atum  itself,  is  a  difficult  question.  If  we  could 
take  Succoth  as  the  name  of  the  tract  of  land 
round  Pithom  which  the  Israelites  would  enter  on  the 
second  day,  or  as  that  of  a  place  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  that  Egyptian  colony,  the  reference  to  it  would  cause 
no  difficulty ;  but  the  inscriptions  on  the  sacred 
geography  of  Egypt  dating  from  Ptolemaic  times  seem 
to  identify  Tuku  and  P-atum  altogether.  Now,  Tuku 
certainly  was  situated  where  Naville  excavated  at  Tell 
el-Mashuta.  If  this  be  so,  we  must  suspect  a  mis 
understanding  of  the  original  source  or  sources,  which 
would  seem  to  have  given  Succoth  and  Pithom- Etham 
as  names  of  the  same  place — we  say  Pithom- Etham 
because  PITHOM  (q.v. )  is  probably  identical  with  the 
station  called  ETHAM  (q.v. ),  which  was  '  at  the  edge  of 
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11.  Pihahiroth. 


the  wilderness'  (Ex.  1820)  —  i.e.  ,  at  the  E.  end  of  Goshen. 
The  distance  from  the  entrance  of  Goshen  to  Tuku  or 
P-atum  would  be  26  m.  (following  the  present  line  of 
railway).  An  average  march  of  13  m.  a  day  would  be 
all  that  could  be  assumed  of  a  host  hampered  with 
much  cattle.  All  highways  run  directly  E.  along  the 
canal  of  Goshen. 

Afterwards,  God  'led  the  people  about"  (13  18)  and 
'  they  turned  (back)  '  to  encamp  '  before  Pihahiroth, 
between  Migdol  and  the  sea,  before 
Baal-Zephon  '  (142).  Here  the  diffi 
culties  increase.  The  sites  of  Migdol  (certainly  not  the 
large  fortress  so  called  in  the  NE.  of  the  Delta)  and 
BAAI.-ZKPHON  (q.v.,  2)  are  quite  unknown.  As  to 
Pihahiroth,  we  may  venture 
to  guess  that,  being  near 
the  'Sea,'  it  may  corre 
spond  to  the  Serapiu  of  the 
Itinerarium  Antonini,  — 
apparently  the  only  city  in 
that  region  (apart  from  the 
later  Arsinoe  and  Clysma). 
All  identifications,  however, 
depend  upon  the  locality  of 
the  passage  through  the 
'  sea.  '  A  southerly  direc 
tion  is  implied  by  the  '  turn 
ing  '  ;  but  how  far  S.  the 
locality  is  to  be  sought  we 
have  no  means  of  determin 
ing,  since  it  is  not  stated 
that  the  encampment  '  by 
the  sea'  marked  a  day's 
journey. 

1.  Shall  we,  with    most 
commentators,     place     the 

12.  Sea-    passage  neacr  the 
passage   Present     Suez 
j.  c,         o  (better      Suuiais 
at  Suez  ?  J.  c 

[es    -    Suwes\), 

where  the  gulf  is  only  two- 
thirds  of  a  mile  wide  ?  J 
Those  who  do  so  usually  lay 
great  stress  on  the  fact  that 
the  straits  are  shallow,  and 
are  passable  (it  is  said)  at 
a  very  low  tide,  especially 
when  there  is  also  a  N. 
wind.  Certainly  this  would 
permit  a  '  rational  '  ex 
planation  of  the  passage. 
It  is  doubtful,  however, 
•whether  such  arguments 
can  be  used.2  Josephus 
gives  us  no  help.  In  his 
time  all  conception  of  the 
situation  of  Goshen  had 
been  lost. 

Hence  to  explain  how  the  Is 
raelite's  could  '  reach  the  Red 
Sea  in  three  days,  '  he  made  them 
march  through  Letopolis-Baby- 

lon  (Ant.  ii.  15  i)—j.e.,  round  the  S.  side  of  the  Jebel  Mokattam, 
the  mountain  on  which  the  citadel  of  Cairo  is  built,  on  the  'most 
direct  road  to  Suez  through  the  Wadi  et-TIh  and  through  the 
Muntula  pass.  Nothing  could  be  more  at  variance  with  the 
biblical  data,  especially  as  the  'turning  back'  to  the  'edge  of 
the  wilderness,"  and  other  details,  are  overlooked.  Yet  several 
scholars  (Lengerke,  Kutscheit,  von  Raumer,  Shaw)  have  followed 
Josephus. 

2.  Another  view  has  been  strongly  urged  by  Schleiden 
(Die  Landenge  von   Sues,    '58)  and   Brugsch  (L  Exode 

et  ^es  monum-  £g.vpt->  '?S)-  Both  make 
l^e  ^srae^'tes  march  along  the  shore  of  the 
Mediterranean.  Brugsch  places  Goshen  too 


far  N.  and  leads  the  Israelites  from  Tanis-Zoan  (i.  e. , 
Rameses,  he  believes,  for  which  equation  he  appeals 
to  Ps.  78 12  43)  to  Daphnas  (  =  Etham  =  Hetam,  accord 
ing  to  him).  Pihahiroth  he  explains  (translating  as  the 
Peshitta1  and  perhaps  also  the  Targum  did)  as  the 
'  mouth  of  the  depths  '  ([3d.pa.dpa.) — i.e. ,  of  the  Sirbonian 
bog.  Migdol  he  identifies  with  the  Migdol  mentioned 
in  Jer.  and  Ezek. ,  which  was  12  R.  m.  S.  from  Pelusium 
according  to  the  itineraries,  and  Baal-zephon  with  the 
temple  of  Zeus  Kasios  on  the  Casius  promontory,  so 
that  the  Israelites  would  have  passed  through  the  bog 
to  the  dunes  N.  of  the  Sirbonis.  (So,  before  Brugsch, 
Schleiden,  who,  however,  placed  Succoth  and  Etham 
correctly. )  This  theory  is  wholly  destitute  of  any  solid 


Reference. 

Biblical ZOAN 

Classical 7'x.v/s 

Egyptian Musri 

Modern  Local Bir  es-Seba 

Modern  European (Cairo) 


Longitude  East  33°  of  Greenwich 


Walker  &•  Cockerel!  sc. 


Map  to  illustrate  the  article  '  Exodus." 


13   Or 

Serbonia  ? 


1  Of  course  the  recent  traditions  about  the  well  of  Moses  (see 
MARAH)  do  not  come  into  consideration. 

2  5°  to  55  m.  from  the  supposed  site  of  Etham  would  be  at 
least  three  days'  journey. 
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basis  ;  the  expression  rpo^c;.  '  Reedy  Sea, '  occurs  too 
often  for  the  RED  SEA  (q.v. }  to  admit  a  new  application 
to  the  Sirbonis.2  The  modern  discoveries  which  have 
determined  the  position  of  Goshen,  decide  against  it. 

3.    Recently,  another  view  has  begun  to  make  way — 
the  view,  namely,  that  the  passage  through  the  sea  is  to 
be  sought  for  nearer  to  the  eastern  end  of 
Goshen.       Du    Bois    Ayme,     Stickel,    and 
Knobel,  in  a  rationalising  interest,  thought 


14.  Or 
midway  ? 


1  Later  he  tried  to  find  in  the  name  an  Egyptian  word  kraut, 
'  depths  ' ;  but  there  is  no  such  word. 

2  The  expression  '  desert  of  Shur,'  Ex.  15  22  (E),  is  very  vague 
and  cannot  be  used  as  an  argument  either  for  the  N.  direction 
of  the  march  or  for  the  identification  of  ETHAM  with  the  fron 
tier  fortress  Shur  in  the  extreme  NE. 
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of  a  point  between  the  Bitter  Lakes  and  the  Gulf  of 
Suez.  They  assumed  that  this  sandy  tract  dried  up 
quite  recently,  and  that,  in  the  time  of  Moses,  it  must 
have  been  very  shallow,  in  parts  even  marshy.  Dillmann 
and  others  admit  a  similar  shallow  connection  between 
the  Crocodile  (Timsah)  Lake  and  the  Bitter  Lakes. 
Naville  (followed  by  Strack)  assumed  the  Timsah  lake 
itself. 

All  these  modifications  of  the  same  theory  are  built 
upon  the  view  that  the  ancient  condition  of  the  isthmus 
._  P  .  of  Suez  was  very  different  from  the  present. 
/  .  j  There  is  no  doubt  among  geologists  that 
~  Y.  the  Red  Sea  once  extended  not  only  to  the 

6  a  P  y-  Crocodile  Lake  but  even  to  the  Balah  Lake, 
so  that  the  Red  Sea  and  the  Mediterranean  were  com 
pletely  connected  (see  map,  cols.  1437/1 ).  There  is  no 
evidence,  however,  that  this  state  of  matters  continued 
down  to  historic  times.  The  Egyptian  inscriptions  dating 
from  the  time  of  the  Pyramids  speak  of  the  '  Great 
Black  Water'  (kem-uer1)  in  connection  with  the  fortifi 
cations  at  the  E.  end  of  Goshen,2 — i.e. ,  it  seems  to  have 
reached  as  far  as  the  present  Crocodile  Lake.  In  dyn. 
XII.  this  'Great  Black  Water'  is  spoken  of  as  an  undrink- 
able  (i.e. ,  salt) '  lake'  (/«'),  so  that  there  cannot  have  been 
a  connected  ^^  Under  Ptolemy  II.  Philadelphus,  the 
inscription  of  Pithom  (ed.  Naville)  speaks  of  the  '  Great 
Black  Lake '  and  the  '  Scorpion  Lake '  near  Pithom  as 
navigable  and  as  connected  with  the  Red  Sea  by  the 
canal  of  Ptolemy  II.,  which,  evidently,  was  a  mere 
restoration  of  the  canal  of  Necho  (EGYPT,  §  68)  and 
Darius.  The  extant  traces  of  this  latter  canal  and  the 
monuments  of  Darius  along  it  (see  GOSHEN,  map)  seem 
to  show  that  about  500  B.C.  the  extent  of  the  various 
lakes  was  not  very  different  from  what  it  is  now  (so 
Lepsius),  and  that  the  Timsah  Lake  was  separated 
(under  the  name  'Scorpion  Lake'  according  to  the 
Pithom  stele,  etc. )  from  the  larger  salt  lake  in  the  S. 
The  passage  of  Strabo  (804)  proves  the  existence  of 
several  '  bitter  lakes,' — i.e.,  confirms  the  view  that  there 
was  no  connection  with  the  Red  Sea.3  Consequently, 
other  passages  stating  that  it  was  at  Heroonpolis  that 
the  Arabian  Gulf  began  (Strabo,  836,  tv  /ctfXV  T0" 
'ApapiKov  KO\TTOH)  seem  to  be  based  upon  the  artificial 
connections  through  which  this  harbour  became  accessible 
(cp  Strabo,  769). 4 

The  possibility,  indeed,  that  at  an  earlier  period,  such 
as  the  time  of  Rameses  II.,  the  lakes  covered  a  larger 
area,  or  that  they  were  even  all  connected  with  one 
another,  is  not  to  be  denied.  As  we  have  already  seen, 
however,  the  one  '  Great  Black  Water '  mentioned  circa 
3000  B.  c. ,  had  long  ceased  to  be  a  part  of  the  Arabian 
Gulf.  Naville  then  supposes  the  camp  of  the  Israelites  to 
have  been  at  Pe-kerhet  (?),5  or  the  place  called  in  the 
Itineraries  Serapiu,  which  he  seeks  at  the  modern  Gebel 
Maryam  near  the  S.  end  of  the  Timsah  Lake  opposite 
Seih-Hana'idik  (Naville's  Baal-Zephon).  He  places 
Migdol  at  the  ruins,  W.  of  the  railway  station,  mis- 

2  Full  references  in  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  39. 
-j     Cp    also     Naville,     Pithom^},     26.       See 
GOSCHEN. 

3  Linant  and  Naville  (26)  claimed  that  these  must  have  been 
mere  ponds,  different  from  the  present  lakes  which  were  too  large 
to  be  made  '  sweet '  by  the  canal.  Strabo's  vague  statement, 
however,  is  not  to  be  pressed  too  literally.  He  speaks  of  several 
'  lakes ' ;  at  present  also  there  are  two  different  basins.  Pliny 
(<3  165)  calls  them  ainaros/onti!s(\)\)ut  describes  them  as  navigable. 

•*  Naville  insists  upon  taking  these  expressions  literally, 
without  consideration  of  the  canal.  The  vagueness,  e.g.,  of 
Josephus  (BJ  iv.  10  5  'the  Red  Sea  extends  to  Koptos'!)  has, 
however,  to  be  remembered,  and  certainly  we  ought  not  to  use 
the  statement  of  Agathemerus  (Geogr.  Gr.  Min.,  ed.  C.  Miiller, 
2  475),  who  merely  copies  from  Eratosthenes  (see  Strabo,  768) 
but  changes  the  words  describing  the  city  of  Heroonpolis  as  the 
place  where  navigation  begins,  making  it  the  beginning  of  the 
Arabian  Gulf.  This  misunderstanding  cannot  count  as  an 
argument. 

"  It  is  most  probable  that  there  was  no  such  city.  'House' 
(pe)  or  '  seat '  (si)  of  the  (serpent)  Kerh(ef)  was  the  chief  temple 
of  Tuku  at  Tell  el-Mashuta. 
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called  '  Serapeum  '  by  French  engineers.  All  this  is  prob 
lematical  ;  but  undoubtedly  it  would  hardly  be  natural 
for  the  biblical  narrative  to  pass  over  in  complete  silence 
the  lake  shutting  off  Goshen  from  the  E.  and  interrupt 
ing  the  march  of  the  Israelites.  This  theory  of  Naville 
would  allow  the  '  turning  aside '  of  the  march,  though 
on  a  very  limited  scale.  It  would  be  more  rationalising 
than  any  other  theory,  inasmuch  as  the  Crocodile  Lake, 
which  is  5  to  6  miles  wide  in  the  N.  near  the  modern 
Bir  Nefishe,  is  in  the  S. ,  on  the  spot  fixed  upon  by 
Naville,  not  more  (in  parts)  than  £  of  a  mile  wide.  It 
was  only  a  marsh  before  the  Suez  Canal  changed  its. 
character,  and  it  must  always  have  been  marshy, 
because  the  Nile  reached  it  only  irregularly.  Whilst 
the  salt-water  of  the  other  lakes  does  not  allow  the 
growth  of  reeds,  the  brackish  water  of  this  is  covered 
with  them,  so  that  the  name  '  sea  of  reeds '  would  be 
quite  appropriate. J 

After  all,  the  probabilities  seem  most  in  favour  of  the 
Lake  Timsah,  although  it  would  certainly  rob  the  place 

16    Ik     °^  Passa£e  °f  a^  sea  character.      It  is  most 

„.'  ..  reasonable  to  look  for  all  the  localities  of 
•'  the  Exodus  on  or  near  Egyptian  ground, 
and  in  the  same  narrow  district  in  or  near  the  valley  of 
Tumilat ;  but  as  long  as  the  last  three  geographical 
names  of  the  biblical  narrative  cannot  be  determined 
with  certainty,  this  remains  hypothetical. 

T.  K.  C.,  §§  1-4,  7-9 ;  s.  A.  c.,  §  5/  ;  w.  M.  M.,  §§  10-16. 
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1.  Name  (§  i). 

2.  Narrative. 
a.  Of  P  (§  2). 


Primitive  version  (i\.). 
3.  Laws. 
a.  InJE(§4). 

J's  decalogue. 

gypt"(§  3  i-"i-)-  Chaps.  21-23  (§  4  iii.-v.). 

Journey  (iv.-vi.).  b.    In  P  (§  5). 

Lawgiving  (\  ii._/T).  4.  The  Ode,  Ex.  15  1-18  (§  6). 

Bibliography  (§  7). 


b.  OfJE(§3). 
In  Egypt 


The  second  book  of  the  Pentateuch,  which  narrates 

the   deliverance   of    Israel   from    Egypt,    appropriately 

„  ,    bears  in  the  Greek  Bible  the  title  Exodos 

Contents       <?5o^?c) a  or  more  fully  '  Exodos  from 

Egypt'  (eSoAoc  AITYTTTOY;  see  Ex- 

19 1  (5DAFL).3     This  passed  over  into  the  old  Latin,  and 

through  the  Vulgate  into  our  own  version.      In  Hebrew 

the  book  is  commonly  designated  by  its  opening  words, 

DiDf  M^Nl,4  °r  more  briefly  riiDB' !  sometimes  it  is  cited 

simply  by  number,  *yp  tffom  (Sold,  36  £. ). 

The  Book  of  Genesis  closes  with  the  death  of  Joseph 
at  an  advanced  age ;  Exodus  continues  the  history 
from  the  same  point  (Ex.  167^).  The  grandsons  of 
Ephraim  and  Manasseh  (Gen.  5023)  are  contempor 
aries  of  Moses,  the  great  grandson  (Ex.  616^),  or 
grandson  (Ex.  2i  Nu.  2659),  of  Levi.  But  though 
no  great  interval  of  time  is  supposed  to  elapse  be 
tween  the  death  of  Joseph  and  the  beginning  of  the 
oppression,5  the  character  of  the  history  undergoes  a 
complete  change.  The  twelve  sons  of  Jacob  with  their 
children  who  went  down  into  Egypt  ('seventy  souls') 
have  so  increased  in  numbers  as  to  be  a  cause  of  alarm 
to  the  Egyptians  ;  the  narrative,  which  throughout 
Genesis  preserves  the  form  of  a  family  chronicle,6  now 
at  once  becomes  the  history  of  a  people. 

The  contents  of  Exodus  may  be  briefly  summarised  as  follows  : 
— The  oppression,  the  youth  and  call  of  Moses,  1-7  7  ;  thj 

1  From  these  lakes,  the  strange  name  might  have  been  trans 
ferred  to  the  sea.     See  RED  SEA  for  the  difficulty  of  explaining 
the  name.     However,  it  is  otherwise  used  only  of  the  sea,  never 
of  the  lakes  (although  the  expression  'sea'  is  known  to  be  used 
of  such  small  lakes  as  that  of  Galilee).     See  above. 

2  Philo,  Quis  rer.  div.  heres,  §  4,  and  elsewhere  ;   see  Ryle, 
Pliilo  and  Holy  Scripture,  p.  xxii. 

;!  Title  of  book  in  cod.  A.     The  subscription  in  the  same  MS 
is  efoSos  riai>  viiav  I<rpar)\  ef  AiyuTrrou. 
^  Origen  in  Euseb.  HE  6  25. 
5  On  Ex.  12  40 f.,  see  below,  §  2,  and  n.  5. 
8  See  GENESIS. 
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Egyptian  plagues,  V  8-12 ;  the  escape  of  Israel  from  Egypt, 
13-15  21  ;  the  way  through  the  desert  to  Sinai,  1522-18;  the 
covenant,  with  its  fundamental  laws,  19-24  ;  directions  for  the 
construction  of  the  tabernacle  and  the  consecration  of  the 
priests,  25  31  ;  the  sin  of  the  golden  calf,  renewal  of  the  broken 
tables  of  the  Law,  32-34  ;  the  making  of  the  tabernacle  and 
its  furniture,  35-40.  The  book  ends  with  the  entrance  of  the 
glory  of  Yahwe,  the  visible  manifestation  of  his  presence,  into 
the  dwelling  place  which  had  been  prepared  for  him  (4034-38). 

The  sources  and  the  method  of  combination  remain 

„  _  substantially  the  same  as  in  Genesis 

2.  fc><  es:  r.  (^v-i  §  2y  ).  Here  also  the  Priestly 
stratum  is  easily  recognised  and  separated. 

To  it  belong:1  Ex.  1  1-5  7*  13  14*  223(1/3-25  62-12  (13-30) 
71-13  I92o«a  2\b  22  85-7  i^a*i  16-19  [8  1-3  na*b  12-15]  88-12 
(11  9  f.  Rp),  12  1-20  28  37*  40  f.  43-51  13  i  2  20  14  i  2  4*  89*  15* 
16-18  yiaab  22  _/C  26  27*  28*  29  16  1-3  6_/C(s)  9-131  16-24  (in  the 
main),  31-36  17  ia  19  i  20.  24  15*  i6-i8aa  25  i-31  isa  8429-35 
35-40. 

The  characteristics  of  P  appear  throughout  (see 
GENESIS,  §  2/.). 

The  narrative  begins,  by  way  of  recapitulation,2  with  a  list  of 
the  sons  of  Israel  who  went  down  into  Egypt  (1  1-5) ;  in  6  14-25 
a  long  genealogy  is  introduced  to  exhibit  the  lineage  of  Moses 
and  Aaron  (cp  26^). 3  A  very  brief  account  of  the  oppression 
{1  7  13  14  2  23«/3-25)  is  followed  by  the  call  of  Moses  (in  Egypt), 
the  revelation  of  the  name  Yahwe  (62-12),  and  the  appointment 
of  Aaron  to  be  Moses'  prophet  (7  1-7).  The  wonders  wrought 
before  Pharaoh  by  Aaron  at  Moses'  command  (P  in  7-9)  assume 
the  form  of  a  trial  of  skill  with  the  native  magicians,  who  at 
first  are  able  to  do  the  same  things  by  their  arts,  but  in  the  end 
are  completely  defeated.  The  announcement  of  the  last  stroke, 
the  death  of  the  first-born,  gives  occasion  to  introduce  directions 
for  the  observance  of  the  Passover  (12 1-13),  to  which  are 
attached  the  ritual  for  the  annual  celebration  of  the  Feast  of 
Unleavened  Bread  (14-20),  supplementary  regulations  for  the 
annual  Passover  (43-51),  and  the  law  requiring  the  consecration 
of  the  first-born  (13  if.).  This  is  a  good  example  of  the  method 
of  the  author,  who  always  endeavours  to  connect  the  legislation 
with  some  occasion  or  circumstance  in  the  history;4  so  that, 
in  its  primitive  form  and  intention,  P  was  not  a  '  Priests'  Code,' 
but  a  history  of  the  origin  of  the  sacred  institutions  of  Israel. 
The  beginning  of  the  migration  (12  37*)  leads  to  a  chronological 
digression  on  the  length  of  the  sojourn  in  Egypt  (40  f.).5  The 
march  to  the  shores  of  the  Red  Sea  is  next  narrated  (13  20  14  if.), 
and  the  miraculous  deliverance  there,  the  Israelites  passing 
safely  between  walls  of  water  on  either  hand,  whilst  the 
Egyptians  pursuing  them  are  overwhelmed  (P  in  14).  Of  the 
journey  from  the  sea  to  Sinai  we  are  told  nothing  except  the 
names  of  the  halting-places  (16  i  17  i  19  if.).* 

Arrived  at  Sinai,  Moses  ascends  the  mountain  (24  15-18),  where 
the  plans  for  the  tabernacle  and  its  furnishings,  and  the  ritual 
for  the  consecration  of  priests,  are  revealed  to  him  (25-31  17). 
He  returns  to  the  people,  collects  the  necessary  materials,  and 
constructs  the  tabernacle  in  exact  accordance  with  the  specifica 
tions  given  him  (34  2q-40).7 

In  combining  P  with  the  other  sources,  R  does  not 
appear  to  have  omitted  anything  of  consequence  from 
this  narrative,  though  he  was  constrained  to  make  some 
transpositions.8  We  observe  here,  as  in  Genesis,  the 
disposition  to  reduce  to  a  skeleton  the  narrative  of 
ordinary  events  (the  migration,  e.g. ,  to  a  list  of  stations), 
and  to  enlarge  upon  everything  connected  with  religion 
and  the  religious  institutions  (see  12 f.  25^  35 ff.}. 
Here  also  the  existence  of  other  and  fuller  historical 

1  In  this  table,  as  in  the  corresponding  one  in  Genesis,  the 
additions    of    Rp  are   not   in   general    distinguished    from    P. 
An   asterisk   indicates  contamination   or   redactional   changes. 
NOldeke's  analysis,  Unters.  z.  Kritik  des  A  Ts  ^ff.  ('69),  has 
been  modified  by  subsequent  critics  (esp.  Di.,  Jiil.,  and  Kue.) 
only  in  minor  particulars. 

2  Cp  (Jen.  5  if.  6  10  11  27  Nu.  3  2-4  etc. 

"  The  present  position  of  this  genealogy  is  highly  unsuitable  ; 
•w.  16-25  probably  stood  in  P  at  an  earlier  point,  perhaps  before 
62  ;  m'-  *4f-  seem  to  be  taken  from  another  catalogue,  perhaps 
that  in  Gen.  46. 

4  So    in    Genesis,    the   Sabbath,    the   Noachian   injunctions, 
circumcision. 

5  According  to  the  Jewish  Hebrew  Text,  430  years ;  according 
to  the  Samaritan  Hebrew  and  ©,  215  years.     See  CHRONOLOGY, 
§4- 

6  P's  account  of  the  murmuring  of  the  people  and.  the  giving 
of  the  manna,  which  now  stands  in  chap.  16,  must  originally  have 
had  a  later  place  in  the  narrative,  since  it  supposes  the  existence 
of  the  tabernacle  (10  34).     See  MANNA,  §  3. 

?  These  chapters  have  been  much  expanded  by  later  hands  ; 
see  below,  §  5. 

8  The  giving  of  the  Decalogue,  which  is  now  related  in  20  1-17 
from  another  source,  must  in  P  have  followed  25-31  (see  25  16  21). 
A  fragment  of  this  account  seems  to  be  preserved  in  31 18,  to 
which  the  sequel  is  34  29^ 
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narratives  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  epitomes  of  P  (see 
GENESIS,  §  zf. ).  The  dependence  of  P  upon  these 
narratives  is  especially  manifest  in  the  account  of  the 
plagues,  and  of  the  crossing  of  the  Red  Sea. 

The  prophetic  history  which  remains  after  the 
elimination  of  P  is  made  up  of  the  same  two  main 
strands,  J  and  E,  that  criticism  discovers  in 
Genesis  (see  GENESIS,  §  4,ff.).  The  analysis, 
however,  is  more  difficult  in  Exodus  than  in  the 
patriarchal  stories. 

The  use  of  the  divine  names  loses  much  of  its  value  as  a 
criterion,  since  after  Ex.  3  13-15  the  name  Yahwe  is  employed — 
though  not  uniformly — in  E  as  well  as  in  J  ;  clues  derived  from 
the  narrative  deny  us  their  guidance  in  the  Laws  ;  whilst  other 
evidences  of  origin  are  often  lacking.  It  is  clear  also  that  the 
author  who  united  J  and  E  (Rje),  not  only  fused  his  sources 
much  more  completely  than  the  last  redactor  of  the  Hexateuch 
(Rp),  but  also  otherwise  treated  his  material  with  a  freer  hand  ; 
this  is  peculiarly  evident  in  Ex.  4^J  In  Exodus,  moreover, 
the  work  of  later  editors  of  the  Deuteronomistic  school  is  more 
frequently  to  be  recognised  or  suspected. 

An  exhaustive  analysis  which  would  assign  every 
clause  or  verse  to  its  author,  leaving  no  insoluble 
remainders,  is  impossible.  The  utmost  that  we  can 
expect  to  accomplish  is  to  distinguish  the  main  features 
of  the  parallel  narratives  ;  and  even  in  regard  to  these 
great  uncertainty  often  remains.2 

i.  Earlier  Chapters.— In  1-3,  E  is  the  chief  source 
(J  in  168-12  215-22  37/.  16-18  —  the  last  two  passages 
transposed  and  much  amplified  by  RJE,  who  also  added 
819  f.  ).3  Ch.  4i-i6  is  by  most  critics  regarded  as 
substantially  from  J  (13^-16  RJE).  To  J  belong  also 
4 19-203  24-26,  which  probably  followed  2233  (E  in  18 
and  perhaps  other  verses;  RJE  in  27-31).  Ch.  5-6 1  is 
in  the  main  from  J  (manifest  duplication  in  5 1-5). 

ii.  The  'Plagues.' — a.  (J).  In  the  history  of  the 
plagues  also  J  is  the  principal  source  ;  in  the  plagues  of 
frogs  (8  1-4  8-150  [726-29  8  4-nfl]),  of  insects  (820-32 
[16-28]),  and  of  murrain  (9 1-7),  there  is  no  contamina 
tion  ;  in  the  turning  of  the  Nile  to  blood  (714-24),  the 
hail  and  tempest  (913-35),  and  the  plague  of  locusts 
(10i-2o),  E's  version  of  the  story  has  been  united  with 
that  of  J  ;  the  plague  of  darkness  alone  (1021-23)  is 
entirely  from  E. 

In  j's  representation,  Yahw&  bids  Moses4  go  to  the 
Pharaoh,  and  demand  in  his  name  that  Israel  be 
allowed  to  go  to  worship  him  in  the  desert  ;  if  the  king 
refuses,  Moses  is  to  announce  that  at  a  certain  time 
(the  next  day,  9s  18  10 13  ;  cp  822)  Yahwe  will  send  a 
specified  plague.5  When  this  comes  to  pass,  the 
Pharaoh  sends  for  Moses  and  begs  him  to  intercede 
with  his  God  ;  but  as  soon  as  the  scourge  is  removed 
his  fatuity  returns — ny©  31?  "13T1  is  the  standing  phrase 
— and  he  refuses  to  let  Israel  go.6  The  plagues  fall 
upon  the  Egyptians  only  ;  Yahwe  does  not  suffer  any  evil 
to  come  near  the  Israelites,  who  dwell  apart  in  the 
land  of  Goshen  (822  94  6  26). 

/3.  (E).  Compared  with  J,  whose  narrative  is  pre 
served  in  relative  completeness, — doubtless  because  it 
was  the  fuller  and  more  vivid, — the  remains  of  E 
in  these  chapters  are  fragmentary.  In  E,  the  plagues 
are  not  merely  announced  by  Moses  and  on  the  follow 
ing  day  brought  to  pass  by  Yahwe,  but  are  wrought 
on  the  spot,  under  the  eyes  of  the  Pharaoh  and  his  court, 

1  We.  C/7  6s./:  69  72  ;  Jill.  JPT  894  106;    Kue.  Hex.    §  8, 
n.  ii. 

2  For  a  survey  of  the  analyses  of  the  leading  recent  critics, 
see  the  tables  appended  to  Holzinger,  EM.  i.  d.  Hexateuch, 
1893. 

3  In  J  the  call   of  Moses  probably  followed   his  return  to 
Egypt. 

4  Aaron,  who  accompanies  Moses  but  neither  says  nor  does 
anything,  was  introduced  by  RJE  from  E. 

5  The  interview  takes  place  in  the  palace  ;  the  meeting  on  the 
banks  of  the  Nile  comes  from  E. 

6  From  J  is  probably  derived  the  series  of  passages  which 
represent  the  Pharaoh  as  trying  to  compromise  with  Moses,  yield 
ing  one  point  after  another,  but  always  stopping  short  of  the  un 
conditional  permission  which  Moses  demands  (825  ff.  {21  ff.\ 
107-11  24-26).     So  Bacon,  JBL  9i66^  ;   Jiil.  and  Di.  ascribe 
them  to  E. 
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by  Moses  with  his  wonderful  rod  (7  ?°b  923  10 12  130 
ai/. ). l  This  difference  leads  to  striking  confusion 
where  the  two  sources  are  combined,  as  in  l-nff.  Q^iff. 
(cp  18),  and  especially  in  10 12  130  by  the  side  of  13*. 
E  thinks  of  the  Israelites,  not  as  occupying  a  district 
apart,  but  as  dwelling  in  the  midst  of  Egyptian  neigh 
bours  (3  2!  1023  11  2/.  1235/). 

iii.  The  Firstborn. — The  slaughter  of  the  firstborn  of 
the  Egyptians  is  made  the  occasion,  as  in  P,  for  the  intro 
duction  of  directions  for  the  observance  of  the  Passover 
(1221-27),  the  Feast  of  Unleavened  Bread  (183-10),  and 
the  dedication  of  the  firstborn  (18211-16).  These  laws, 
though  strongly  deuteronomistic  in  conception  and 
expression,  seem  to  be  based  upon  J.  It  may  be 
conjectured  that  the  same  hand  which  amplified  the  pre 
scriptions  transposed  to  this  place  laws  which  in  J  stood 
in  a  different  connection  (Budde).  If  this  hypothesis  be 
correct,  J  will  have  had  in  his  account  of  the  last  plague 
only  the  command  to  the  Israelites  to  mark  their  houses 
with  the  blood  of  a  sheep  or  goat,  that  they  might  be 
passed  over  by  the  destroyer  (1221-23). -  The  death  of 
the  Egyptian  firstborn,  and  the  vehemence  with  which 
king  and  people  now  urge  the  Israelites  to  hasten  their 
departure,  are  described  in  the  words  of  J  ( 1229-34  38  f. ); 
of  E  is  preserved  only  1235/". ,  the  last  words  of  37,  then 
1817-19. 

iv.  Crossing  the  Sea.  — In  the  account  of  the  miraculous 
deliverance  of  Israel  at  the  Red  Sea,  the  beginning  of 
the  narrative  is  from  J  (14s  f>  10-14  ;  RJE  m  *3**  £), 
who  characteristically  represents  the  passage  as  made 
possible  by  a  strong  east  wind  driving  out  the  water 
(142i  from  i^n).  In  the  last  watch  of  the  night  Yahwe 
looks  down  upon  the  Egyptians  and  makes  their  chariot 
wheels  stick  ;  seeing  that  God  is  fighting  against  them, 
they  turn  to  flee  (24 /. ),  but  perish  in  the  midst  of  the 
sea  (^b  z&i).  In  E,  on  the  contrary,  whose  version  is 
followed  by  P,  Moses  with  his  rod  divides  the  waters  of 
the  sea,  which  stand  as  a  wall  on  either  hand.  The 
angel  of  God  takes  his  station  in  the  rear  to  protect  the 
Israelites  from  their  pursuers.  When  they  have  crossed 
in  safety,  Moses  stretches  out  his  rod  and  the  waters 
close  over  the  Egyptians  (16*  190,  perhaps  part  of  20). 
The  song  of  Miriam  (1620)  also  is  from  E.3 

v.  To  the  Mount. — In  JE  as  in  P,  Moses  leads  the 
people  from  the  shores  of  the  sea  to  the  Mount  of  God 
( SlNAI,  q.v. ),  where  Yahwe  gives  them  laws  and  makes 
a  covenant  with  them.  In  the  composite  narrative, 
however,  there  are  traces  of  a  different  representation, 
according  to  which  the  Israelites  went  directly  to 
Kadesh  on  the  south  of  Palestine  (15 22-2513). 4 

In  17  2-7  we  find  them  already  at  Meribah,  that  is  KADESH 
(q.v.,  i,  §  2).5  Amalek  also  (\~&ff.)  is  to  be  sought  in  the  region 
of  Kadesh  rather  than  among  the  mountains  of  the  Sinaitic 
peninsula  (Nu.  1443  45  i  S.  15  30).  Perhaps  we  may  recog 
nise  in  this  a  more  primitive  form  of  Judaean  (or  Calebite) 
tradition  ;  our  oldest  written  sources,  as  is  very  clearly  to  be 
seen  in  Genesis,  unite  materials  of  diverse  origin,  whose  dis 
crepant  or  conflicting  representations  they  harmonise  only 
superficially,  if  at  all.*>  See  EXODUS  i.,  §  6. 

It  is  not  certain  that  J  or  E  related  anything  which 
occurred  between  the  crossing  of  the  sea  and  the  arrival 
at  Sinai  ;  a  redactor  has  filled  this  gap  with  doublets  from 
a  later  point  in  the  history  (see  EXODUS  i. ,  §  5  ;  cp  the 
miracle  at  Meribah  in  1 7  *ff.  with  Nu.  20  \ff. ;  the  appoint 
ment  of  judges  in  18  with  Nu.  11 16  ff.}.1  We  may 


1  This  rod  is  used  also  at  the  crossing  of  the  Red  Sea  (14 16), 
the  smiting  of  the  rock  at  Meribah  (17  57^  Nu.  20  n),  and  the 
defeat  of  Amalek  (17  zff.,  cp  5)— all  from  E.     In  P  the  rod  is  in 
the  hands  of  Aaron,  who  wields  it  at  the  bidding  of  Moses. 

2  Observe  that   no  directions   are  given  for  the  eating  of  a 
paschal  meal  ;  and  contrast  this  with  the  very  detailed  directions 
for  the  use  of  the  blood. 

3  On  the  greater  Ode  of  Victory,  15  1-18,  see  below,  §  6. 

4  See  We.  Prol.W  n%f.  =  Hist.  of  Israel,  342  f.  ['85];  art. 
'Israel,'  in  /TZ>(9>,  399 .X;  cp  Holzinger,  Einl.  nf. 

5  Horeb,  176,  is  a  gloss  ;  but  see  MASSAH  AND  MERIBAH. 

8  Kuenen  doubts  whether  any  part  of  the  narrative  of  events 
at  Sinai  is  derived  from  J  (Hex.  §  8,  and  n.  18). 

7  On  these  chapters  see  NUMBERS,  §  2.  Cp  also  the  trans 
position  of  P  in  16  noted  above,  §  2,  n.  6  (col.  1441). 
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ascribe  to  J,  1522-250  17  i  (the  last  words),  2  4,  5  and  6 
in  part,  7  ;  to  E  the  rest  of  17  2-7  8-13  18  (with  editorial 
additions,  but  not  contamination  from  the  other  source). 

vi.  At  Sinai.1 — JE's  account  of  the  giving  of  the 
law  at  Sinai  and  the  events  connected  with  it  fills  Ex. 
192^-24  (except  a  few  verses  in  24),  31 18<*-3428.  In  con 
sequence  of  repeated  and  complicated  redaction,  these 
chapters  present  to  criticism  problems  of  extreme 
difficulty,  for  which  we  can  hardly  expect  to  find  a 
complete  solution.'2  In  19  the  impressive  prelude  to 
the  legislation,  3^-8,  is  from  the  hand  of  an  editor;3 
30  9-19,  though  not  free  from  editorial  amplification 
and  perhaps  contamination,  are  in  the  main  from  E  ; 
while  20-22  "25  belong  to  the  parallel  narrative  of  J  (23  f. 
is  a  harmonistic  addition  by  RJE).4 

vii.  fs  Legislation. — The  sequel  of  J's  account  is  to 
be  found,  not  in  21-24, s  but,  with  most  recent  critics, 
in  34. 6  This  chapter  stands  in  a  very  unsuitable  place ; 
after  8234  881-3  (the  peremptory  command  in  both  J 
and  E  to  leave  the  Mount  of  God)  nothing  is  in  place 
but  the  actual  departure  from  Horeb  which  both  sources 
narrate  in  Nu.  10.  Least  of  all  do  we  expect  fresh 
legislation  such  as  is  found  in  34.  On  other  grounds 
also  it  is  certain  that  the  present  position  of  the  chapter 
is  due  to  one  of  the  later  redactors  of  the  Hexateuch 
(see  below,  §  4).  In  its  original  connection  in  J,  the 
giving  of  the  law  was  probably  followed  immediately 
by  the  command  to  take  up  the  march  to  the  promised 
land  (82340);  Moses  beseeches  Yahwe  to  accompany 
his  people  in  person  (88120  34g0  33 15^  i6)7  and  his 
request  is  granted  ;  thereupon  Moses  seeks  a  guide 
through  the  desert  (Nu.  1029^),  and  they  set  out.8 

viii.  E's  Legislation. — E's  narrative  in  19  (30  9-19  in 
the  main)  is  also  preliminary  to  the  revelation  of  God's 
law  ;  the  solemn  ratification  of  the  Law  is  described 
in  243-8.  As  we  have  found  the  legislation  of  J  else 
where,  it  is  natural  to  infer  that  20-23  as  a  whole  is  the 
corresponding  legislation  of  E  ; 9  and  this  inference 
seems  to  be  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  various  indica 
tions  of  affinity  with  E  are  discovered  throughout  these 
chapters  (see  below,  §  4).  Closer  examination  shows, 
however,  that  the  problem  is  much  more  complicated 
than  at  first  appears.  Ex.  20-23  contains  two  distinct 
bodies  of  laws:  the  Decalogue  (20 1-17),  and  the  so-called 
Covenant  Book  (21-23).  These  are  not  incompatible. 
We  can  readily  conceive  that  the  revelation  of  the 
fundamental  precepts  of  religion  and  morals  in  the  Ten 
Commandments  should  be  followed  by  a  more  minute 
regulation  of  the  civil,  social,  and  religious  life  of  Israel 
such  as  we  find  in  21-23  ;  in  the  history  of  the  law- 
giving,  however,  no  connection  is  established  between 
them.10  Chap.  21 1  is  without  any  antecedents  in  20. 
Chap.  20 18-26  is  composed  of  very  disparate  elements  : 
18-21  belong  to  the  Decalogue  narrative,  but  should  prob 
ably  stand  before  the  Decalogue,  immediately  following 
19 19  ;  n  24-26  is  a  fragment  relating  to  the  regulation  of 
the  cultus,  and,  from  whatever  source  it  may  have 
come,  has  nothing  to  do  either  with  the  Decalogue 
which  precedes  or  with  the  civil  and  penal  code  which 
follows  ;  22  23 — superfluous  after  4 — seem  to  be  from 

1  On    the    subject    of  paragraphs   vi. -viii.,    cp    also    LAW 
LITERATURE. 

2  On  the  difficulties  in  these  chapters  see  Kue.   TJt.TI5ij6 
ff.  ('81);  We.  C//84/:  ;  Bruston,  Quatre  sources,  iff. 

3  Perhaps  with  a  basis  of  E  (We.). 

4  The  thread  is  broken  off  at  the  end  of  25. 

6  Stahelin,  Schrader,  Kayser,  We.  (formerly),  Del.,  West- 
.  phal,  Dr. 

6  So  Kue.  (Th.T  15  164^  ['8i])(  We.  (Cff,  Nachtragc, 
3277?!),  Di.,  Bu.,  Co.,  etc. 

*  Ch.  33  12-16  has  been  considerably  enlarged  by  editorial 
hands  ;  cp  also  33  3  5  32  9  34  9^. 

8  The  passages  in  which  Moses  begs  to  be  shown  the  glory  of 
Yahwe  (33  18-23  34  5-8)  are  perhaps  secondary  in  J,  or  reclactional. 

9  So,  with  earlier  critics,  Di.,  Jiil.,  Ki.  ;  see  also  Montefiore. 
JQR  8281  283. 

10  For  a  synopsis  of  the  critical  argument,  see  Kraetzschmar, 
Bundcsvorstcllung,  T\f- 

11  So  Kue.   Th.T  15 190  ('81);  and  independently  Jul.  JPT 
8  312  ff.  ('82) ;  the  conjecture  has  been  generally  accepted. 
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the  hand  of  an  editor  ;  in  all  these  verses  there  is  no 
reference  to  the  Covenant  Book,  or  to  any  further 
legislation.  In  24  the  continuation  of  the  Decalogue 
narrative  (12-14)  and  the  ratification  of  the  Covenant 
Book  (3-8)  stand  side  by  side  without  any  attempt  to 
connect  them.1  In  the  subsequent  narrative  of  JE 
(32-34)  there  is  no  mention  of  the  laws  of  21-23  or  of 
the  covenant  of  243-8.  Finally,  Dt.—  even  in  its  later 
strata — knows  no  law  given  to  Israel  at  Horeb  except 
the  Decalogue,  which  alone  it  recognises  as  the  basis  of 
the  covenant  (5  6  if.  ;  cp  4 10-14  9  7-10  5) ;  while  Josh. 
24  (E)  makes  no  reference  to  any  earlier  covenant  or 
law.  The  inference  that  the  Covenant  Book  did  not 
originally  form  part  of  E's  history  of  the  transactions 
at  Horeb  seems  inevitable.2 

There  remains,  then,  the  Decalogue  and  that  strand 
of  the  following  narrative  which  depends  upon  it,  viz. , 
20i8-2i  (connecting  with  19 19)  1-17  2412-1418*  31 18*  ; 
the  lapse  into  the  idolatry  of  the  golden  calf,  and  its 
consequences,  32 1-63 15-20  (21-24?)  30-33  (perhaps  partly 
secondary).  Yahwe  then  in  anger  orders  Israel  to 
leave  the  holy  mountain,  and  declares  that  he  will  not 
go  with  them  (33  ia  36  4-6*).  That  this  was  the  form 
in  which  E  was  current  at  the  end  of  the  seventh  century, 
B.C.,  and  in  the  first  half  of  the  sixth,  is  proved  by 
Deuteronomy.  As  has  been  already  observed,  D 
knows  no  law  given  to  Israel  at  Horeb  but  the  Deca 
logue.  The  author  of  the  comparatively  late  inter 
polation,  Dt.  98-17  (18-20)21  lOio/  (the  story  of  the 
golden  calf  and  the  broken  tables  of  the  law),  read 
Ex.  24 12-14  18  31 18  S27/:  (3428?)— that  is,  E  with  the 
additions  of  RjE — substantially  as  we  do. 

ix.  More  Primitive  Version.- — -There  are,  however, 
in  E  fragmentary  remains  of  another,  it  would  seem 
more  primitive,  representation.  The  most  remarkable 
of  these  is  33  7-11,  which  tells  us  how  Moses  took  a 
tent,  which  he  called  the  Meeting  Tent  (i.e. ,  the 
appointed  place  to  meet  God),  and  set  it  up  outside 
the  camp  at  some  distance.  To  this  tent  Moses  re 
paired  from  time  to  time,  and  God  spoke  to  him  there 
out  of  the  column  of  cloud  which  descended  at  its  door. 
Thither  others  also  resorted  to  consult  the  oracle. 
Joshua,  Moses'  youthful  assistant,  remained  constantly 
in  the  tent,  'as  its  keeper.  In  the  narrative  from  which 
these  verses  are  taken  they  must  have  been  preceded  by 
a  description  of  the  making  of  this  simple  tent,  which 
was  omitted  by  RP  when  he  put  in  its  place  the  great 
tabernacle  of  P;  Dt.  10  3  5  still  shows  us  where  the 
passage  stood.  In  the  same  connection,  doubtless, 
stood  an  account  of  the  making  of  the  ark,  to  shelter 
which  the  tent  was  required  (cp  Nu.  1033-36  1444  [E],  Dt. 
lOss)  ;  this  also  RP  was  constrained  to  omit  in  favour 
of  P's  Ark  of  the  Testimony  (Ex.  25  ioff.  27  iff. ).  The 
directions  for  the  construction  of  the  altar  of  rude  stones 
or  earth,  2024-26,  to  which  Dt.  27 6/.  perhaps  belongs, 
seem  to  be  derived  from  the  same  source.  These  frag 
ments  suffice  to  show  that  E  once  contained  a  fuller 
account  of  the  origin  of  the  Israelite  sacra,  and  laws  regu 
lating  religious  worship ;  and  it  may  safely  be  assumed 
that  these  things  had  in  the  narrative  a  place  befitting 
their  importance.  That  so  little  of  this  now  remains 
is  to  be  attributed  in  part,  as  we  have  seen,  to  its 
displacement  by  P  in  the  final  redaction  of  the  Hexa- 
teuch  ;  but  it  is  a  not  improbable  hypothesis  that  it  had 
been  in  considerable  part  supplanted  at  an  earlier  date 
by  the  Decalogue  and  the  cognate  narrative  (the  golden 
calf,  etc.),  which  in  this  case  must  be  regarded  as  a 
secondary  stratum  in  E  (E2).  To  this  question  we 
shall  return  below  (§  4). 

i.    Ceremonial   Decalogue. — Ex.  34 10-28    contains,   as 

1  Contamination  of  the  text  in  both  passages  has  resulted  only 
in  conflict. 

2  Kue.    TA.T15  igijf.  (cp  18?),  Hex.  §  13,  n.  32 ;  We.,  Bu., 
Co.,  Baentsch,  etc. 

3  Chapter  827-14  RJE;  25-29  a  later  hand.     Some  scholars 
ascribe  the  story  of  the  golden  calf  to  J  ;    so  Di.,  Ki.,  and 
others. 
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we  have  seen,  the  legislation  of  J.  Its  injunctions  are 
Laws  in  JE  x  exclusiyely  religious  :  it  forbids  the 
'  worship  of  any  other  deity  and  the 
making  of  molten  idols  ;  commands  the  observance 
of  the  three  annual  feasts  and  of  the  Sabbath,  the 
sacrifice  of  firstlings  and  the  offering  of  first  fruits  ; 
and  prohibits  certain  rites  which  were  probably  associ 
ated  with  other  cults.  These  laws  are  set  forth  as  the 
terms  of  the  covenant  which  Yahwe  makes  with  Moses 
as  the  representative  of  Israel,  and  as  such  they  are  com 
mitted  to  writing  by  Moses  (loijf. ).  Ch.  34 10-26  thus 
presents  itself  as  a  counterpart  to  the  '  Book  of  the 
Covenant'  (24?)  which  is  contained  in  21-23.  In 
34  28,  however,  we  read  that  Moses  remained  forty 
days  with  Yahwe  on  the  mountain,  '  and  he  wrote  upon 
the  tables  the  words  of  the  covenant,  the  ten  words. ' 2 
From  this  it  would  seem  that  the  commandments  in 
14-26  constituted  J's  decalogue,  an  older  counterpart  to 
the  Ten  Commandments  in  Ex.  20 1-17  Dt.  56-2i3  (see 
DECALOGUE).  Upon  this  theory,  Si  iff.  contains  J's 
account  of  the  origin  of  the  two  tables  of  the  law ;  i  b,  and 
the  words  'like  the  first'  in  ia  and  $a,  which  represent 
these  tables  as  designed  to  take  the  place  of  the  tables 
which  Moses  had  broken  (32 19),  are  harmonistic  addi 
tions  by  the  redactor  who  introduced  34  in  this  place. 
Kuenen,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  1428^  had 
originally  nothing  to  do  with  10-27  ;  they  formed  part  of 
E's  narrative,  and  the  ten  words  are  no  other  than  E's 
decalogue  (20 1-17). 4  Whatever  view  be  taken  of  the 
relation  of  28  to  27,  the  phrase  '  the  ten  words,'  which 
collides  with  the  preceding  '  the  words  of  the  covenant,' 
seems  to  be  a  gloss,  introduced  under  the  influence  of 
the  deuteronomistic  theory  that  the  covenant  was  made 
upon  the  Decalogue  alone  (cp  esp.  Dt.  4  is).6  If  this 
be  the  case,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  that  the  laws  in 
34  10-26  were  originally  just  ten  in  number.  It  may  be 
suspected  that  the  words  '  upon  the  tables '  which  con 
nect  28  with  1-4  are  also  secondary,  and  that  the  original 
sequel  of  27  was  closely  similar  to  244a  jf.,  if,  indeed, 
it  be  not  contained  in  those  verses  (Valeton).  On  the 
other  hand,  34 4^,  'taking  in  his  hand  two  tables  of 
stone'  (D':aK  nn1?  'JB1,  indefinite),  seems  to  be  original  ; 
and  it  is  perhaps  on  the  whole  more  probable  that  the 
commandments  of  J  also  were  inscribed  on  stone. 
Whether  this  is  the  oldest  representation,  and  whether 
in  the  oldest  Judaean  tradition  the  commandments  were 
given  at  Sinai  or  at  some  other  place — perhaps  at 
Kadesh — are  questions  to  which  no  certain  answer  can 
be  given.6 

ii.  Character  and  origin. — The  laws  in  Ex.  34  10-28 
are  certainly  older  than  the  setting  which  represents  them 
as  the  terms  of  a  covenant  made  by  Yahwe  with  Moses 
at  Sinai  ;  and  are  the  earliest  attempt  with  which  we 
are  acquainted  to  embody  in  a  series  of  brief  injunctions 
formulated  as  divine  commands  the  essential  obser 
vances  of  the  religion  of  Yahwe.  We  may  safely  assume 
that  this  collection  of  sacred  laws  was  made  at  a  Judasan 
sanctuary,  and  that  it  represents  the  ancient  usage  of 
the  region.  The  age  of  the  collection  can  only  be 
inferred  from  its  contents. 

The  three  annual  feasts  which  occupy  the  central  place  in  the 
cultus  are  agricultural  festivals, 7  and  presume  a  people  which 
has  passed  over  to  a  settled  life,  to  whom  tillage  is  a  chief 
concern.  On  the  other  hand,  the  idea  of  religion  to  which  such 
laws  as  those  that  forbid  the  seething  of  a  kid  in  its  mother's 
milk,  or  the  keeping  of  part  of  a  sacrifice  till  the  next  morning, 
appear  fundamental,  is  very  primitive.8  A  still  stronger  in- 

1  On  the  subject  of  §  4,  cp  also  LAW  LITERATURE. 

2  In  the  context,  the  subject  must  be  Moses,  not  Yahwe. 

3  This  seems  to  have  been  first  observed  by  Goethe,  in  1773. 

4  Th.  7"  15  186^".  ['81],  Hex.  §  8,  n.  13.     See  also  DECALOGUE 
(literature). 

5  Meissner,  Kraetzschmar,  and  others.     The  name  decalogue 
(ten  words)  is  found  only  in  this  verse  and  in  Dt.  4  13  104. 

6  [See  KADESH  i.  §  3.] 

'  The  Sabbath  also  is  an  institution  of  a  settled  people. 

8  It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  such  survivals  of 
primitive  religion,  regarded  as  positive  divine  commands,  are 
often  carried  along  into  much  more  advanced  stages  of  develop 
ment,  as  Judaism  itself  best  illustrates. 
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dication  of  the  antiquity  of  this  legislation  is  the  fact  that  the 
demands  of  Yahwe  all  have  reference  to  the  way  in  which  he  is 
to  be  worshipped.  Religion  seems  to  be  as  yet  untouched  by 
the  prophetic  movement  whose  burden  was  that  what  God 
demands  is  not  worship  but  righteousness. 

In  the  strongest  contrast  to  the  fundamental  revelation 
of  Yahwe's  will  in  J  is  the  decalogue  of  Ex.  20 1-17. 
On  the  Deuteronomistic  elements  in  this  document 
and  on  its  relation  to  Ex.  34  io/. ,  see  DECALOGUE,  §  z. 
The  narrative  in  Ex.  32  (golden  calf)  is  inseparable 
from  it,  and  is  aimed  at  the  religion  of  the  kingdom 
of  Israel ;  the  repudiation  of  its  idolatrous  cult  which 
we  find  in  Hosea  is  carried  back  to  Horeb.  This 
narrative,  therefore,  also  belongs  to  the  prophetic 
edition  of  E  (E2).  The  Decalogue  seems  to  have 
supplanted  the  law  given  at  Horeb  in  Er  We  may 
safely  assume  that  this  law  was  similar  in  character  to 
that  of  J  in  34io_^  ;  and  it  is  not  improbable  that 
fragments  of  it  are  preserved  in  23  it,ff.  Whether  it 
constituted  a  decalogue  must  remain  uncertain.1 

iii.  Chapters  21-23. — A  law-book  of  a  different 
character  is  contained  in  21-23. 2  By  its  superscription 
it  is  a  collection  of  mispdtim,  that  is  'judgments, 
judicial  decisions,  or  norms '  ;  and  accordingly  we  find 
in  21 2-22 17  various  titles  of  civil  and  penal  law  ;  viz., 
slavery  and  manumission  (2l2-n),  homicide  (12-21), 
torts  (22-36  22s/),  theft,  burglary,  etc.  (22i-4),  the 
liability  of  a  borrower  or  bailee  (7-15),  seduction  (i6f.).3 
In  those  titles  which  remain  intact  the  laws  are 
methodically  arranged  and  formulated  :  first  the  general 
rule  is  given,  then  the  particular  cases  which  may  arise 
under  it,  e.g. — 

When  ('3)  thou  buyest  a  Hebrew  slave,  he  shall  serve  six 
years,  and  in  the  seventh  he  shall  go  free,  without  ransom. 
If  (QX)  he  was  single  when  he  came  into  his  master's  possession 
he  shall  go  free  alone.  If  he  was  married,  his  wife  shall  go  with 
him.  If  his  master  gives  him  a  wife  and  she  bear  him  children, 
the  woman  and  the  children  belong  to  the  master  ;  the  slave 
shall  go  free  alone  ;  etc.  (21  -iff,  ;  cp  also  28^). 

This  book  of  mispdtim  (C'BBSO)  has  unfortunately 
not  been  completely  preserved  ;  some  of  the  paragraphs 
are  much  mutilated,  whilst  other  titles  which  we  have 
every  reason  to  believe  were  once  contained  in  it  are 
wanting  altogether.  Additions  also  have  been  made 
to  it,  which  are  recognised  by  their  departure  from  the 
systematic  form  of  the  original  work,  in  part  also  by 
the  different  nature  of  their  contents.  The  character 
of  this  little  code  indicates  considerable  progress  in 
civilization  and  in  jurisprudence.  It  may  be  compared 
with  the  Laws  of  the  Twelve  Tables,  and  especially 
with  the  legislation  of  Solon  (Plutarch,  Solon),  to  which 
it  is  probably  not  much  anterior  in  time.4 

Chap.  23,  which  contains  only  moral  precepts  and 
religious  ordinances,  is  not  covered  by  the  title  mispdtim 
in  21 1.  Most  scholars  are  of  the  opinion  that  23, 
/  together  with  the  kindred  verses  in  the  latter  part  of  22, 
originally  constituted  a  distinct  part  of  the  Covenant 
Book,  which,  like  the  laws  in  34  and  the  decalogue  in 
20,  was  entitled  simply  The  Words  (d'bdrlm)  ;  B  cp  also 
196.  In  243-8,  in  the  ratification  of  the  law,  we  read 
that  Moses  recited  to  the  people  '  all  the  Words  of 
Yahwe  (d'bdrlm)  and  all  the  Judgments  (mispatlm)'; 
the  two  together  (fas  and  jus)  cover  the  whole  field  of 
the  divine  law.  It  is  not  quite  certain,  however,  that 
24s  is  the  conclusion  of  21-23;  if  20 18-21  originally 
preceded  20 1-17,  as  is  now  generally  believed,  24s 
would  naturally  refer  to  the  promulgation  of  the 
decalogue  (the  Words  of  Yahwe) ;  '  and  all  the  mis- 
pdtim'  would  then  be  a  redactional  addition.6  The 

1  See  below.     Attempts  to  restore  the  original  decalogue  of  E 
have  been  made  by  Staerk,  Dent.  40  ff.,  and  Meissner,  Dekalog, 
33  ;  cp  Co.  EM.  (3,  •»),  40. 

2  For  the  literature  on  the  Covenant  Book,  see  §  7. 

3  For  a  more  detailed  analysis,  see  Baentsch,  Bundesbuch, 
i*ff. 

4  See  also  Mosaicarum  et  Romanarum  legitm  collatio  (early 
fifth  century  A.D.),  ed.  Th.   Mommsen,   in  Collectio  librarian 
juris  antejustinitini,  3  ('90). 

6  No  trace  of  this  title  remains  in  21-23. 

8  Bacon,  JBL  1232;  Baentsch,  ^^f.•,  Holzinger,  Kraetz- 
schmar,  and  others. 
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question  whether  21-23  was  originally  one  collection  of 
laws  under  the  two  heads,  Civil  and  Penal  (mispatlm), 
and  Moral  and  Religious  (d'bdrlm),  can  therefore  be 
decided  only  on  internal  grounds.  In  2814-19  we  find 
a  group  of  laws  relating  to  worship  and  religious 
festivals  which  are  in  the  main  verbally  identical  with 
those  of  J  in  34  ;  cp  especially  2815-19  with  34 18-26. 
Closer  examination  shows  that  they  are  in  situ  in  34, 
and  were  brought  over  thence  into  23  by  a  redactor. 1 
This  redactor,  it  must  be  supposed,  having  incorporated 
the  substance  of  J's  legislation  in  23,  omitted  34  from 
his  compilation  ;  its  restoration  is  to  be  ascribed  to  a 
later  editor.2  In  2820-33,  which  is  as  a  whole  the 
composition  of  a  redactor,  remains  of  an  older  text  are 
preserved  in  28-31  (cp  Jos.  24 12  Dt.  720-22);  and  the 
same  source  perhaps  underlies  20-22  25  26.  In  22 18-23 13 
we  can  recognise  diverse  elements  :  first,  a  few  civil 
and  penal  laws,  which  differ  from  the  mispdtim  by 
their  categorical  form3 — e.g. ,  22 18,  'Thou  shall  not 
suffer  a  witch  to  live,'  19,  'Whosoever  is  guilty  of 
bestiality  shall  be  put  to  death,'  etc.  Second,  a  collection 
of  moral  injunctions,  which  from  their  nature  cannot 
have  the  sanctions  of  human  law  (2220-24  23i-34/.  6f. 
89).  Some  of  these  resemble  in  form  and  content  the 
second  table  of  the  decalogue  ;  others  are  manifestly 
akin  to  the  deuteronomic  legislation.  Finally,  inter 
spersed  with  these  are  religious  ordinances  (222g/.  31  [?] 
2810-13).  The  different  character  of  these  laws,  and 
still  more  the  disorder  in  which  they  are,  points  to 
compilation  ;  the  prominence  of  precepts  of  charity, 
and  the  deuteronomic  motives  and  phraseology,  indicate 
that  the  recension,  if  not  the  compilation  itself,  dates 
from  the  seventh  century. 

These  facts  make  it  very  doubtful  whether  the  author 
of  the  mispdtim  in  21 2-22 17  is  also  the  author  of  a 
corresponding  collection  of  moral  and  religious  precepts 
(d'bdrlm)  which  form  the  basis  of  22 17-2333.  A  more 
probable  hypothesis  is  that  21-23  is  the  result  of  a 
process  of  accretion  :  to  what  was  originally  a  hand 
book  of  civil  and  penal  laws  was  added,  first,  perhaps 
from  E's  Horeb  legislation,  the  main  stock  of  22 18- 
23 13  ;  then  (probably  by  the  same  editor  who  added 
the  parcenetic  close)  2314-19,  from  34  14^  (J). 

Many  attempts  have  been  made  to  reconstruct  the  Covenant 
Book,  eliminating  interpolations,  restoring  by  more  or  less 
extensive  transpositions  the  order  of  the  d'bartm  and  the 
mispiltlm,  and  even  supplying  some  of  the  gaps  by  comparison 
with  Ex.  34  and  Dt.4  In  this  work  of  restoration  several 
scholars  have  sought  a  formal  regulative  in  the  supposition  that 
the  laws  were  originally  grouped  in  homologous  decads  and 
pentads.5  This  theory  finds  some  support  in  certain  paragraphs 
of  the  mispdttm;  but  the  results  hitherto  attained  by  this 
method  are  not  less  widely  divergent  than  those  reached  without 
such  a  criterion. 

iv.  Ratification. — Chap.  243-8  is  the  ratification  by 
solemn  covenant  (see  COVENANT,  §  6  [ii.])  of  the  legisla 
tion  in  21-23, 6  which  on  this  account  is  often  called  the 
Covenant  Book.  By  most  critics  these  verses,  with  the 
Covenant  Book  itself,  are  ascribed  to  E.  They  appear, 
however,  to  be  composite  ; 7  3  may  have  belonged  to 
the  decalogue  narrative  in  its  original  form  (see  above, 
iii. ) ;  in  4  the  altar  at  the  foot  of  the  mountain  and  the 
twelve  masseboth  seem  to  be  doublets  ;  the  masseboth 
and  perhaps  the  young  men  of  Israel  who  act  as 
sacrificers  may  be  derived  from  the  oldest  stratum  of  E 
(akin  to  33 7-11),  in  which,  it  may  be  surmised,  these 
stones  rather  than  a  book  were  the  monument  of  the 
adoption  of  the  religion  of  Yahwe  at  Horeb  (cp  Jos. 
24  26./  ) ;  while  40  7  8  seems  to  be  a  later  representation 

1  For  a  comparison  of  the  two  see  Jul.  JPTKyxtf.  \  Briggs, 
Higher  Criticism^),  190^".  229/1 

2  Budde,  ZA  TIV  11 217^  [91]. 

3  Regularly  in  2  sing.  ;  others  in  2  pi.  may  be  interpolations. 

4  See  Stade,  GVI  \(,Tf>/.,  n.  ;  Rothstein,  Bundesbuch  ('92) ; 
Staerk,  Dent.  ('94),  yajjf. 

B  So  Bertheau,  Briggs,  L.  B.  Paton,  JBL  12  79^  [03]. 

6  Vv.   i  f.,  from  whatever  source  they  may  come,  obviously 
intrude  here. 

7  Pi.,     Bruston,    Baentsch;     Valeton,    ZA  T\\r    12242^!; 
Staerk,  Deut.  41  n.  ;  Kraetzschmar,  Bundesvorstellung,  79. 
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more  nearly  parallel  to  34  27  with  its  original  sequel, 
and  may  be  attributed  to  a  later  recension  of  E  as  the 
close  of  its  Covenant  Book,  or  to  RjE.  As  a  whole, 
24s-8  seems  to  be  meant  to  follow  21-23,  and  to  be  the 
work  of  the  editor  who  incorporated  J's  commandments 
from  34,  and  gave  these  chapters  their  present  form. 
Ch.  241^.  9-11  are  derived  from  a  very  ancient  source; 
there  seems  to  be  no  decisive  reason  why  this  may  not 
be  Er  J 

v.  Origin  of  Covenant  Book.  —  -The  language  of  the 
Covenant  Book  shows  some  affinity  to  E  ;  and  most 
recent  critics  think  that  it  was  incorporated  in  that 
work.2  It  cannot,  however,  have  occupied  in  E  its 
present  position  as  a  law  given  at  Horeb  (see  above, 
•§  3,  viii.  ).  Kuenen  conjectured  that  it  was  originally  the 
law  given  by  Moses  just  before  the  crossing  of  the 
Jordan  ;  it  filled  in  E  the  place  which  Dt.  has  in  the 
present  Pentateuch  ;  and  when  supplanted  by  Dt.  was 
removed  by  an  editor  (RD)  to  this  earlier  point  in  the 
history  of  the  legislation.3 

If  the  view  of  the  composition  of  these  chapters  taken 
above  be  correct,  the  problem  assumes  a  somewhat 
different  form  :  it  would  be  the  simplest  hypothesis, 
that  the  redactor  who  inserted  the  Covenant  Book  here 
was  also  its  compiler  ;  and  the  question  for  the  critic 
would  be,  what  were  the  sources  from  which  this  redactor 
drew  his  materials.  For  23  nff.  this  question  is  already 
answered  ;  for  the  mispdtim  we  may  hazard  the  surmise 
that  in  E  they  constituted  a  book  of  instructions  for 
judges,  which  stood  in  immediate  connection  with  18  ;4 
for  other  parts  of  22  18  ff.  23  it  is  probable  that  the 
original  Horeb  legislation  of  E  (Ej)  which  was  sup 
planted  by  the  Decalogue,  has  been  laid  under  con 
tribution  ;  in  particular,  it  may  be  inferred  that  the 
group  of  laws  noticed  above  (which  in  substance  and 
form  resemble  the  second  table  of  the  decalogue)  are  of 
this  origin.  Traces  of  this  parallel  legislation  may 
perhaps  also  be  discovered  in  23  11,  ff.,  where  the  text  of 
J  sometimes  shows  signs  of  contamination  (Budde, 
ZATW  Il2z8/). 

In  §  a  above,  P  was  separated  as  a  whole  from  JE. 
The  more  closely  P  is  examined,  however,  the  more 
plainly  it  appears  that  it  is  not  the  work  of  a 
s'nS^e  author-6  It  is  rather  to  be  compared 
to  a  stratum,  the  deposit  of  a  considerable 
period,  in  which  distinct  layers  are  to  be  seen.  This 
is  nowhere  more  evident  than  in  chaps.  25-31  35-40. 
Ex.  25-31  17  contain  the  plans  for  the  tabernacle  and 
its  furnishings,  and  directions  for  the  consecration  of 
priests;  342g-40  Lev.  8/  relate,  in  almost  the  same 
words,  the  carrying  out  of  these  instructions.  Such 
repetition  is  not  found  elsewhere,  even  in  P,  and  would 
of  itself  lead  us  to  suspect  that  the  mechanical  con 
formation  of  the  execution  to  the  command  was  the 
work  of  an  editor  rather  than  of  the  author.  Critical 
investigation  not  only  fully  confirms  this  surmise,  but 
also  proves  that  even  25-31  is  not  all  from  one  hand, 
or  of  one  age. 

i.  Chaps.  25-31.—  Chaps.  25-29  37  belong,  with  in 
considerable  exceptions,7  to  the  main  stern  of  P  ;  2943-46 
is  a  formal  close.  Chaps.  30  f.  contain  a  series  of 
paragraphs  supplementary  to  25-29  and  demonstrably 
of  later  date. 

The  first  of  these  paragraphs  gives  directions  for  making  an'altar 
of  incense  (30i-io).  If  the  author  of  25-29  had  provided  for  such 

1  Kuenen,  etc.     Others  ascribe  the  verses  to  J  (Di.),  or  to  P. 

2  Kue.  Hex.  §  8,  n.  12  ;  Di.,  Jill.  JPT  83057:,  Bu.  ZA  TW 
ll2i5yC,  Co.,   Ki.,    Kraetzschmar,   etc.;  see  esp.    Holzineer, 
EM.   177.     Others  assign  the  chapters  to  J  ;  so  Kayser,  We. 
(formerly),  Del.,  Westphal,  Dr. 

3  Hex.  §  13,  n.  32;  so  Co.  Einl.Q.  •*)  68,  etc.     For  a  different 
hypothesis,  see  Holzinger,  EM.  179. 

*  Chapter  18  itself  originally  occupied  a  later  position  in  the 
narrative. 

5  On  this  subject  compare  also  LAW  LITERATURE. 

6  For  the  literature,  see  §  7. 

7  The  passages  suspected  are  272oyC  28i3_/C  41  42_/I  2935-37 
38-41  42-46. 
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an  altar,  it  would  have  been  introduced  with  the  other  furniture 
of  the  Holy  Place  in  25,  and  must  have  been  mentioned  in 
2t>3i-37  J1  furthermore,  the  altar  described  in  17-ijf,  must  then 
have  been  in  some  way  distinguished  from  the  altar  of  incense, 
and  could  not  be  spoken  of  simply  as  the  altar.  This  internal 
evidence  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  in  the  ritual  laws  of  P 
there  is  a  stratum  which  ignores  or  excludes  the  altar  of  incense  ; 
this  is  the  case  even  in  the  liturgy  for  the  day  of  atonement 
(Lev.  16  ;  cp  also  Ezek.  41  22  44  16),  and  in  certain  rituals  for  the 
sin-offering  (Ex.  29  Lev.  9f. ;  see  also  10 1<^  Nu.  16/).2  The 
incense  altar  thus  becomes  an  important  criterion  in  the  further 
analysis  of  P. 

In  a  similar  way  and  with  equal  conclusiveness  it  is  shown 
that  the  half-shekel  poll-tax  (30n-i6),3  the  anointing  oil  and 
unction  of  all  the  priests  (22-33),  tne  bronze  laver  (17-21),  and 
the  formula  for  compounding  the  incense  (34-38),  are  secondary-. 
Chap.  31  i-u  presupposes  the  parts  of  30  which  are  proved  not 
to  be  original,  and  falls  with  them. 

The  injunction  to  observe  the  Sabbath  (31 12-17)  seems  to  be 
introduced  here  to  teach  that  even  sacred  labours,  such  as  the 
building  of  the  tabernacle,  do  not  suspend  the  Sabbath  law — a 
kind  of  reflection  which  itself  suggests  a  late  date.  The  language 
is  not  altogether  like  that  of  P,  and  has  some  suggestions  of  H  ; 
the  editor  who  inserted  the  paragraph  here  may  have  made  use 
of  a  law  which  he  found  in  another  connection. 

ii.  Chaps.  35-40. — In  the  account  of  the  making  of 
the  tabernacle  in  35-40,  the  paragraphs  in  30 /.  which 
we  have  recognised  as  later  additions  are  all  included, 
and  are  inserted  in  their  natural  and  proper  connection, 
— the  altar  of  incense  with  the  other  furniture  of  the 
Holy  Place  (3725-28),  the  laver  with  the  great  altar  in 
the  court  (38 Sf. ),  etc.  Chaps.  35-40  are,  therefore,  not 
older  than  30 /.  Other  indications  make  it  probable 
that  the  whole  detailed  account  of  the  construction  of 
the  tabernacle  in  exact  accordance  with  the  plans  in 
25^  is  a  still  later  addition  to  the  original  text  of  P. 
Chaps.  35-40  were  not  translated  into  Greek  by  the 
same  hand  as  the  rest  of  the  book  ;  and  material  differ 
ences  in  content — the  altar  of  incense,  e.g. ,  is  still  lack 
ing  in  © — and  order4  seem  to  prove  that  the  final 
recension  of  these  chapters  was  not  yet  completed  when 
the  Alexandrian  Version  was  made.  In  its  original 
form  P  probably  related  very  briefly  that  Moses  did  in 
all  respects  as  God  had  bidden  him. 

The  historian  tells  us  in  his  introduction  (15i)  that 
the  ode  preserved  in  chap.  15  was  sung  by  the  Israelites 

6.  Triumphal  °n  'he  shores  of  .th°  Rf*  Se*  '.  an<| 
Ode  •  Fx  untll  recent  times  it  has  been  believed 
T  K  '  o  5'  without  question  that  Moses  was  its 
author.  The  poem  celebrates,  how 
ever,  not  only  the  destruction  of  the  pharaoh's  hosts  in 
the  sea  (2-12),  but  also  the  safe  guidance  of  Israel  to 
the  land  of  Canaan  (13-18)  ;6  17^ — which  there  is  no 
formal  reason  for  regarding  as  an  interpolation — speaks 
of  the  building  of  the  temple  (cp  also  13^).  It  is 
evident,  therefore,  that  the  poem  was  composed  after 
Israel  was  established  in  Palestine.  Some  critics 
(Ew.,  H.  Schultz,  Di. ,  Riehm)  ascribe  it  to  the  age 
of  David  and  Solomon,  or  even  to  the  period  of  the 
Judges  ;  but  the  linguistic  evidence,  which  is  what  is 
chiefly  relied  on  as  a  proof  of  antiquity  (see  especially 
Di. ),  is  far  from  decisive.  It  is  possible  with  greater 
probability  to  draw  from  it  an  opposite  conclusion.7 
The  other  evidence  is  all  against  so  early  a  date.  The 
prose  narrative  in  14  is  not  dependent  on  15,  but  the 
converse.  The  ode  has  no  resemblance  to  the  really 
old  poems  in  the  historical  books  (e.g. ,  Judg.  5  28.! 
Nu.  21).  Its  affinities  are  with  Is.  12  and  a  group  of 
historical  psalms  (78  105  106  114  77 11-20  118),  and 

1  The  Samaritan  recension  actually  inserts  it  after  2635. 

2  On  the  other  side  see  Del.  ZKW  1880,  pp.  113-122. 

3  Cp  Neh.  1033  [32]  2  Ch.  24e,  from  which  it  has  been  inferred 
that  Ex.  30n-i6  is  a  novel  later  than  444  B.C. 

•*  A  tabular  exhibit  of  these  differences  in  order  may  be  found 
in  Kue.  Hex.  §  6,  n.  15,  reproduced  in  Dr.  Introd.$)  40  f. 
On  the  character  of  the  Greek  translations  of  these  chapters  cp 
Popper,  and,  on  the  other  side,  Klostermann,  A'eue  kirchl.  Z. 
859^ 

6  See  De  Wette,  Beitr.  2  216  ['07] ;  Reuss,  Gesch.  d.  AT, 
§  171  ;  We.  CrY(2)  79,  cp  Prol.Wwf.,  359/  ;  Kue.  Hex.  §  13, 
n.  15;  Jul.  /PTS \iv4jff.  ;  for  a  synopsis  of  recent  opinion, 
Holzinger,  Einl.  233^! 

6  The  tenses  in  13  are  preterites  (RV),  not  futures  (AV). 
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there  seems  to  be  no  reason  for  regarding  it  as  older 
than  these.1  Some  scholars  think  that  the  poem  in  its 
present  form  is  the  amplification  of  an  older  brief,  and 
probably  genuine,  song  of  Moses,  which  maybe  preserved 
in  15i3-3j-  others,  with  greater  probability,  regard  it 
as  the  development  of  the  motive  suggested  in  v.  21. 3 

It  has  been  thought  by  many  that  the  song  was  found 
in  an  old  collection  of  poetry, — perhaps  the  '  Book  of 
the  WARS  OF  YAHWE  '  (q.v. ), — and  was  incorporated 
by  E  in  his  history  (Schr. ,  Di.,  Ki. ,  etc.).  The  latter 
hypothesis  can  hardly  be  accepted  ;  E's  song  at  the 
crossing  of  the  sea  is  v.  20  f. ;  1-18  is  a  rival  composi 
tion.  The  references  to  Jerusalem  and  the  temple  are 
also  against  the  supposition  that  the  poem  was  in 
cluded  in  E.  More  probably  it  was  inserted  by  RJE  or 
a  later  editor.  It  is  possible  that  it  was  taken  from  a 
poetical  collection  ;  but  equally  possible  that  it  was 
written  for  its  present  position  (Jiilicher). 

(a)  Commentaries :  —  (See    F.     Brown,     '  Commentaries    on 
Exodus,'   Old    Testament    Student,    Nov.    1886,    pp.    84-92). 

M.  Kalisch  ('55);   A.  Knobel  ('57);   C.  F. 
7.  Literature.  Keil  ('61,  P)  '78,  ET,  '66);  J.  P.  Lan?e 

('74,  ET/76);  A.  Dillmann('8o,  (3)  V.  Ryssel, 
'97);  H.  L.  Strack  (94). 

(b)  Criticism: — For  the  history  of  criticism  see  HEXATEUCH. 
i.  General.   E.  Bertheau,  Die  sieben  Gruppen  HiosaischerGesetze 
in   den  drei  mittleren  Bitch,  d.   Pent.  ('40);  J.  W.  Colenso, 
The  Pentateuch  and  Book   of  Joshua,    Part  VI.   ('72);    Th. 
Noldeke,    Unters.    z.    Krit.   d.    AT  ('69) ;    A.    Kayser,    Das 
vorexilische   Bitch    der  Urgeschichte    Israels    und  seine  Er- 
•weittrungen  ('74) ;  J.  Wellhausen,  Die  Composition  des  Hexa- 
teuchs    und   der  historiscken    Biicher   des    A  T,    '89   (JPT, 
'76/);  A.   Kuenen,    ThT  14  ('80)  281-302  (Ex.16);  ibid.   15 
('81)  164-223  (Israel  at  Sinai,  Ex.  19-24  32-34)  ;  A.  Julicher,  Die 
Quellen   von    Exodus   1-77   (80);    'Die   Quellen  von   Exodus 
7  8-24  1 1, '  JPT  8  79-127,  272-315  ('82);  B.  W.  Bacon,  'JE  in 
the  Middle   Books  of  the   Pentateuch,'  JBL^a  ('90),  161-200 
(Ex.  7-12);  ibid.  10*  ('91),  107-130  (Ex.  1-7)  ;  ibid.  11  b  ('92),  177- 
200  (Ex.  1237-17  i6);   ibid.   12  a  ('93),    23-46  (Ex.  18-34) ;   The 
Triple  Tradition  of  the  Exodus  ('94) ;  K.  Budde,  '  Die  Gesetzge- 
bung  der  mittleren  Biicher  des  Pentateuchs,  insbesondere  der 
Quellen   J   und    E,'  ZATIl''  11   193-234  ('91);    Bruston,    Les 
quatre  sources  des  lots  de  I ' Exnde  ('83) ;  Les  deux  Jehovistes 
('85) ;  '  Les  cinq  documents  de  la  Loi  mosaique,'  ZA  TW  12  177- 
2ii  ('92);    Kittel,  Gesch.  der  Hebrfier,  1  ('88),  ET,  History  of 
the  Hebrews  ('95). 

ii.  On  the  I.aivs.  i.  Ex.  \1f.  :  ].  F.  L.  George,  Die  alteren 
judischen  Feste  ('35) ;  W.  H.  Green,  The  Hebrew  Feasts  ('85, 
where  references  to  the  other  literature  will  be  found). — 2.  On  the 
Decalogue  : — E.  Meier,  Die  urspriingliche  Form  des  Dekalogs 
('46)  ;  Datema,  Der  Dccaloog  ('76)  ;  O.  Meissner,  Der  Dekalos: 
('  Inaug.  Diss.'),  1893 ;  C.  A.  Briggs,  Higher  Crit.  of  the 
HexSA\  181  ff.  ('97);  C.  Montefiore,  'Recent  Criticism  upon 
Moses  and  the  Pentateuchal  Narratives  of  the  Decalogue,'  JQR 
11  251-291  ('91).  3.  On  the  Covenant  Book  : — J.  W.  Rothstein, 
Das  Bundesbuch  ('88)  ;  K.  Budde,  '  Bemerkungen  zum  Bundes- 
buch,'  ZA  T\V\\  99-114  ('91);  B.  Baentsch,  Das  Bundesbuch 
('92) ;  W.  Staerk,  Das  Deuteronomium  32-57  ('94) ;  C.  A. 
Briggs,  Higher  Criticism^),  211-232;  L.  B.  Paton,  'The 
Original  Form  of  the  Book  of  the  Covenant, '/.Z?/,  12  79-93  ('03)  ; 
R.  Kraetzschmar,  Die  Bundesvorstellung  im  A  T  70-99  ('96). 
Steuernagel,  '  Der  jehovistische  Bericht  iib.  d.  Bundeschluss  am 
Sinai  (Ex.  19-24  31 18-34  28),'  St.  Kr.  1899,  319^  4.  On  Ex.  25-31 
35-40  :— Popper,  Der  biblische  Bericht  uber  die  Stiftshiitte 
('62):  Wellhausen,  CAT-')  137^;  Kuenen,  Hex.  §  6,  n.  12  / 
15;  Dillmann,  Ex.  u.  Lev.  354^,  (3)  392  ff.  ;  cp  Num.  Deut. 
H.  Jos.  635  ;  W.  H.  Green,  '  Critical  Views  respecting  the  Mosaic 
Tabernacle,'  Presb.  and  Ref.  Rev.  669-88  ('94)  ;  A.  Klostermann 
Neite  kirchl.  Z.  8  48-77  228-253  298-328  353-383  ('97). 

See  also  J.  Estlin  Carpenter  and  G.  Harfprd-Battersby,  The 
Hexateuch,  Oxford,  1900  (Analysis,  synoptical  tables  of  laws, 
etc.),  and  works  on  Introduction  to  the  Old  Testament,  especi 
ally  those  of  Kuenen,  Holzinger,  Driver,  Cornill,  Konig ;  and 
on  the  History  of  Israel,  especially  Stade  (1  634^!),  and  Kittel. 

G.  F.  M. 

EXORCISTS  (eSopKiCTAl)  were  found  by  Paul  at 
Ephesus  (Acts  19 13  t). 

e£opia£o  in  ©  renders  y^jj-  twice  (Gen.  243,  EV  'make  to 
swear,'  Vg.  adjurare ;  i  K.  22  16,  EV  ' adjure,'  Vg.  adjurare)  and 
r^K  once  [AL]  (Judg.  172,  AV  'cursedst,'  RV  'didst  utter  a 
curse,'  RV'ng-  'didst  utter  an  adjuration  '). 

The  practice  of  casting  out  demons  by  spells  is  of 
remote  antiquity.  It  was  common  both  in  and  after 
the  time  of  Jesus  Christ,  who  undoubtedly  cast  out 
demons  himself.  There  was  this  strong  distinction, 

1  We.  Prol.W  359  "•  I  Che.  OPs.  31  ;  Co.  Einl.P. «)  6r. 

2  Ew..  Di.,  Del.,  etc.     Dr.  thinks  that  the  greater  part  of  the 
song  is  Mosaic,  the  expansion  being  limited  to  the  closing  verses. 

3  Otmar,  De  Wette,  Co.,  Wildeboer,  Che.,  Ki. 
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however,  between  the  procedure  of  Jesus  and  that  of  his 
contemporaries  that,  whereas  the  latter  were  careful  to 
use  the  names  of  supernatural  beings  to  gain  their  end 
with  the  demons,  Jesus  '  cast  out  the  spirits  with  a  word,' 
1  by  the  spirit  of  God,'  '  by  the  finger  of  God '  ;  how  he 
suffered  in  consequence,  is  told  in  the  synoptic 
gospels.  In  Mt.  108  Mk.SisG?^  Lk.9i  Mk.l6i7 
it  is  further  said  that  both  before  and  after  his 
resurrection  he  gave  authority  to  his  disciples  to  cast 
out  demons,  and  in  Mk.  1617  (the  address  previous 
to  his  ascension)  the  great  deeds  which  he  prophesies 
are  ascribed  to  the  power  of  his  name  (ev  rip  6^6/u.ari 
fjiov).  If  Jesus  Christ  made  it  a  condition  of  successful 
exorcism  that  it  should  be  performed  '  in  his  name,'  he 
certainly  did  not  mean  the  recitation  of  the  name  of 
Jesus  as  a  spell.  This  however,  was  the  procedure  of 
the  '  sons '  or  disciples1  of  a  certain  Jew  of  high  rank  at 
Ephesus  (see  SCEVA)  according  to  the  narrative  in  Acts 
19 13,  who  tried  the  plan  (^irexfipTlffav)  of  using  this 
potent  name  (cp  Eph.  121)  as  a  spell  in  preference  to 
the  strings  of  names  of  gods  and  demigods  and  angels 
which  were  common  in  exorcisms  both  in  Asia  Minor 
and  elsewhere.  What  they  are  reported  to  have  said 
was  simple  enough,  and  contrasts  very  favourably  with 
the  ordinary  medley  in  Jewish  and  even  sometimes 
Christian  exorcising  formulae.  It  was  this,  '  I  adjure 
you  (opKifa,  not  opuifo/jiev)  by  Jesus  whom  Paul 
preaches.'  Demons  probably  did  not  often  address  the 
exorcists  in  the  tone  adopted  by  the  demon  on  this 
occasion.  '  Jesus  I  recognise '  (ytyv uxr/cw),  he  said, 
'  and  Paul  I  know  (eTriora/aat)  ;  but  who  are  ye?' 

The  passage  stands  in  connection  with  a  reference  to 
certain  miracles  wrought  by  or  through  Paul  which 
hardly  come  up  to  our  expectations  (see  2  Cor.  12 12). 
The  narrative  rightly  assumes  that  Paul  did  perform 
wonderful  deeds,  but  certainly  imagines  wrong  ones  ;  it 
is  only  '  accidental  fancy's  guardian  sheath  '  -  of  a  belief 
in  Paul's  thaumaturgic  powers  (cp  Acts  615).  This 
juxtaposition  is  unfavourable  to  the  historical  accuracy 
of  the  account  of  the  Jewish  exorcists.  Still,  even  if 
unhistorical,  this  account  enables  us  to  realise  better  the 
historical  situation.  Gal.  620  and  indirectly  2  Tim.  813 
show  how  prevalent  magic  was  among  the  populations 
evangelised  by  Christ's  disciples,  and  the  whole  para 
graph,  Acts  19 13-20,  gives  a  vivid-,  even  if  partly  im 
aginary,  picture  of  this.  The  works  of  Justin  Martyr 
further  illustrate  what  we  may  call  the  two  contending 
types  of  exorcism.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  much 
difference  between  these  types.  Justin  (Apol.  245)  says 
that  '  by  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  who  was  crucified 
under  Pontius  Pilate '  demons  who  resist  all  other 
exorcism  are  cast  out.  He  does  not  deny  that  a  Jew 
may  perhaps  successfully  exorcise  a  demon  in  the  name 
of  the  God  of  Abraham,  the  God  of  Isaac,  and  the  God 
of  Jacob  (K.OLTO.  rov  6eou  'A.j3p.  K.T.\.  ;  Dial.  311  c. ); 
but  he  says  that  Jewish  exorcists  as  a  class  had  sunk  to 
the  level  of  the  superstitious  exorcists  of  the  heathen 
(Apol.  245  B},  and  the  stories  in  Josephus  (Ant.  viii.  2s 
and  BJ  vii.  63)  seem  to  confirm  this  statement. 

Josephus  asserts  that  king  Solomon  left  behind  an  account 
of  the  various  forms  of  exorcism,  and  in  connection  with  this 
relates  the  strange  story  of  Eleazar's  cure  of  certain  demoniacs 
in  the  presence  of  Vespasian  ;  he  also  says  wonderful  things 
respecting  the  herb  Baaras.  A  book  called  the  '  Testament  of 
Solomon,'  full  of  marvellous  demonology,  still  exists  ;  see  M.  R. 
James's  paper  in  Guardian,  isth  March  1899. 

It  was  an  age  of  universal  credulity  ;  but  the  influence 
of  the  life  of  Jesus  Christ  tended  to  preserve  the  early 
Christians  from  the  worst  failings  of  their  Jewish  neigh 
bours.  Origen  expressly  says  that  not  a  few  plain 
Christians  (Idiurai),  without  any  acquaintance  with 
magical  formulae,  by  prayer  alone  and  simple  adjur 
ations  (/u6c77  ei'xi?  Kal  bpK&ffftnv  aw\ovffT{pais)  had 
proved  the  power  of  Christ  over  the  demons  (c.  Cels. 

1  The  epithet  ireptepxo/u.ei'oi  'strolling'  (Jews),  suggests  that 
they  were  little  better  than  travelling  mountebanks. 

2  Browning,  Asolando. 
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7  334).  Babylonian  and  ecclesiastical  formulae  of  exor 
cism  would  be  only  indirectly  illustrative,  and  need  not 
be  quoted. 

See  further,  MAGIC,  §§  2  b,  4  ;  Jastrow,  Rel.  of  Bab.  and 
Ass.  269-273  ;  Wessely,  Efhesia  Grammata  ('86)  ;  and  cp 
DEMON,  §  9,  etc.  T.  K.  C. 


EXPIATION.  The  rendering  of  nNDH  in  Nu.  8  7 
RV  (AV  'water  of  expiation'),  and  of  "133  ('  to  make 
expiation  ')  in  Nu.  8633  Dt.  8243.  See  SACRIFICE. 

EYE.  Dark,  fiery  eyes  have  always  been  to  orientals 
an  essential  part  of  feminine  beauty.  An  Arabian  poet 
likens  the  glance  of  a  beautiful  woman  to  lightning 
from  a  heavy  rain-cloud  (Hamdsa,  558).  Leah  is  less 
attractive  than  Rachel  (Gen.  29  17),  because  she  has 
'  lustreless  eyes  '  (so  Kautzsch  ;  EV  '  tender  '  ;  nisi, 
rakkoth  ;  dcr^ecets).  In  Canticles,  the  eyes  of  bride  and 
bridegroom  alike  are  compared  to  doves  (4  1  5  12  ;  on  1  15 
see  Budde).  The  iris  with  the  pupil  is  the  dove  ;  the 
'  water-brooks  '  spoken  of  in  5  12  (where  the  figure  is 
developed)  are  the  whites  of  the  eyes.  The  doves  which 
the  poet  has  in  his  mind  are  probably  rock-pigeons  (cp 
Cant.  214);  these  are  gray  or  blue  with  black  bands. 
The  lover  considers  his  passion  the  effect  of  the  bright 
eyes  of  his  beloved  (Cant.  4  9)  ;  compare  the  Arabian 
poem  already  referred  to,  where  it  is  said  that  if  an 
armed  man  met  such  a  glance  as  the  poet  has  met  he 
would  be  wounded  mortally  as  by  an  arrow. 

The  power  of  an  '  evil  eye  '  is  not  directly  referred  to. 
The  'evil  eye'  (o<pda.\nbs  irovrjpos)  of  Mk.  722  (cp  Mt. 
20  15)  means  no  doubt  either  niggardliness,  or  envy,  or 
(cp  Ps.  33  19)  malicious  joy  at  the  misfortunes  of  another, 
or  lustfulness  (cp  Mt.  5  28).  The  'ogling  'women  in  Is.  3  16 
(rrnpirD.  m'sakkerolh]  certainly  had  evil  eyes.  So,  too, 
when  Saul  '  eyed  '  David,  it  was  not  in  order  consciously 
to  exert  a  baleful  influence  on  the  favourite  of  the  people  ; 
it  was  the  involuntary  expression  of  his  jealousy  and  ill- 
will.  The  use  of  amulets  (cptyn1?,  Ithdslm),  it  is  true,  can 
hardly  be  doubted,  and  one  of  the  chief  objects  of  an 
amulet  was  to  guard  the  wearer  against  an  '  evil  eye.  ' 
It  was  not,  however,  one  of  the  aims  of  the  biblical 
writers  to  contribute  to  Hebrew  archaeology,  and  they 
and  the  editors  of  their  works  perhaps  shrank  from  too 
much  reference  to  popular  superstitions.  In  Eccltis. 
148-10  (RV)  we  have  a  full  description  of  the  '  evil  eye,' 
in  the  sense  of  jealousy  and  ill-will,  —  • 

Evil  is  he  that  envieth  with  his  eye,1 

Turning  away  the  face,  and  despising  the  souls  [of  men]. 

A  covetous  man's  eye  is  not  satisfied  with  his  portion  ; 

And  wicked  injustice  drieth  up  his  soul. 

An  evil  eye  is  grudging  of  bread, 

And  he  is  miserly  at  his  table. 

According    to    Hatch,2    '  evil    eye  '    should    rather    be 
'  grudging  eye,'  and  this  is  his  striking  rendering  of  Mt. 

622/  — 

The  lamp  of  the  body  is  the  eye. 
If  therefore  thine  eye  be  liberal, 
Thy  whole  body  shall  be  full  of  light, 
But  if  thine  eye  be  grudging,- 
Thy  whole  body  shall  be  full  of  darkness. 

The  rendering  '  liberal  '  for  dyaOo?  is  in  accordance  with  EV's 
rendering  of  Prov.  22  9  '  He  that  hath  a  bountiful  eye  (j'JT^ia,  tobh 
'ayiri)  shall  be  blessed  '  ;  but,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  restrict  the  reference  of  an  'evil  eye'  to  niggardliness.  That 
fine  passage,  Mt.622/C,  is  quite  independent  of  the  passages 
which  precede  and  follow  it  ;  indeed  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount 
cannot  critically  be  said  to  form  a  rhetorical  or  literary  whole. 
The  'evil  eye'  is  really  the  'harmful  eye,'  and  the  passage  is  a 
warning  against  a  spirit  of  self-absorption,  unfriendliness,  harm- 
fulness.  We  also  read  of  '  eyes  full  of  adultery  '  (2  Pet.  2  14) 
and  of  '  lofty  '—i.e.,  proud  —  eyes  (Ps.  131  1  Prov.  6  17  30  13). 

Painting  the  eyes,  or  rather  the  eyelids,  is  several 
times  referred  to.  Jezebel  '  painted  her  eyes  '  (lit.  '  set 
her  eyes  in  paint  ')  in  order  to  receive  Jehu  in  full  state 
(2  K.  930);  AV  unfortunately  substitutes  'face.'  The 
effect  is  strikingly  described  by  Jeremiah  :  '  Though 
thou  enlarges!  (  Heb.  '  rendest  '  )  thine  eyes  with  paint  ' 
(Jer.  430  RV).  Ezekiel,  too,  represents  this  as  a  part 
of  the  full  feminine  toilette  (Ezek.  2840);  cp  PAINT. 


1   o  fiaynaLvt 


2  Biblical  Greek,  80. 
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Prov.  625,  however,  '  Let  her  not  take  thee  with  her  eye 
lids,'  probably  refers  to  a  winking  with  the  eyes  to  attract 
the  attention. 

'Eyelids'  and  'eyes'  can  in  fact  be  used  synonymously. 
The  expression  '  Eyelids  of  the  dawn  '  (if  'dawn  '  should 
not  rather  be  read  'sun'1)  in  Job3g  41io[i8]is  surely 
only  a  poetical  variation  of  '  eyes  of  the  dawn  ' ;  and  in 
Prov. 425  '  let  thine  eyelids  look  straight  before  thee'  is 
plainly  synonymous  with  '  let  thine  eyes  look  right  on.' 
We  cannot,  however,  quite  so  easily  account  for  these 
words  of  Ps.  114  : 

Yahwe  is  in  his  holy  palace  ;  Yahwe's  throne  is  in  heaven  ; 

His  eyes  behold,  his  eyelids  try,  the  sons  of  men. 

It  is  improbable  that  even  the  '  eyes '  could  be  said 
to  '  try '  the  moral  state  of  men  ;  still  less  could  the 
'  eyelids '  be  said  to  do  so.  We  must  therefore  look 
closely  into  the  text,  which  may  not  have  been  accu 
rately  transmitted.  It  is  only  a  slight  improvement  to 
read  in  /.  2  with  Baethgen, 

His  eyes  behold  [the  world]  ;2  his  eyelids  try  the  sons  of  men  ; 
for  the  difficulty  connected  with  the  word  '  eyelids  '  still 
remains,  nor  has  even  Duhm  grappled  with  it.  After 
a  consideration  of  all  the  points  involved,  we  decide 
to  read  thus:  |vn«  '33  nrinn  nrssn  nai3  vyy — i.e.,  'his 
eyes  watch  the  crushed,  they  view  the  race  of  the 
poor. ' 

In  the  later  literature  the  '  eye '  or  'eyes'  of  God 
become  the  symbol  of  his  providence  and  judicial 
watchfulness  (Ps.  33i8  Prov.  163  Ezra  5s).  The  same 
emblem  suggests  the  beautiful  words  of  Ps.  321 4 
'  Behold  the  keeper  of  Israel  neither  slumbers  nor  sleeps,' 
side  by  side  with  which  we  may  put  the  words  of  Dt. 
32 10  '  He  guarded  him  [Israel]  as  the  apple  of  his  eye ' 
(iry  }itJ"N3  ;  the  '  apple  of  the  eye '  being  regarded  as 
the  most  precious  of  possessions  [see  also  Ps.  178 
Prov.  7  2]).  T.  K.  c. 

EYE,  DISEASES  OF  THE.     Egyptian,  Greek,  and 

Brahmanical    medical    writings    show    the    chief    eye- 

_,  .    diseases   to    have   been    ophthalmia    (in- 

1.  uenerai   duding  all   chronic   effects   to  the  lids, 

:ences.  tear.cjuctS|  etc  _  under  the  name  of 
trachoma),  cataract,  and  glaucoma. 

There  are  niceties  of  diagnosis  (e.g. ,  ripe  and  unripe  cataract), 
as  well  as  various  treatments.  Jewish  references  are,  as  usual, 
meagre.  The  Bab.  Talmud  (Shabbiith,  io8/>-roga)  treats  sore 
eyes  by  applying  wine,  or  fasting  saliva  (not  on  the  Sabbath, 
unless  to  complete  a  cure  begun  the  day  before). 

The  biblical  references  are  to  the  protection  of  the 
blind  (Lev.  19n  Dt.  27i8),  or  to  persons  or  companies 
(Dt.  2828/. )  struck  blind  as  a  punishment  (cp  Herod. 
2 in),  or  to  cures  of  blindness.  The  strict  criticism  of 
ancient  references  by  Hirschberg  (Geschichtl.  Reise  eines 
Augenarztes,  Leips.  1890)  warns  us  against  measuring 
the  ancient  prevalence  of  ophthalmia  (trachoma)  by  its 
present  extent,  which  is  enormous  in  Egypt,  and  con 
siderable  in  other  N.  African  countries  and  in  Syria. 

In  Syria,  Pruner  (Krank.  dcs  Orients,  1847)  found  it  most 
prevalent  in  all  the  coast  towns,  but  also  in  Antioch  and  at 
Horns  and  Baalbek.  In  Jerusalem  there  is  now  a  charity  speci 
ally  for  ophthalmic  cases.  See  further  P.  J.  Baldensperger, 
PEFQ,  Apr.  '99,  p.  154. 

The  Jewish  case  most  fully  narrated  is  that  of  Tobit. 

The  texts  (especially  Jerome's  in  Vulg. )  differ  so  widely 

_  ...      as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  variations  and  ac- 

2.  lobit.    cretions  in  the  telling  of  a  folk  tale.     They 
agree  that  the  malady  was  whiteness,  \evKUfj.a  (albugo), 
leucoma  being  the  third  ancient  degree  of  opacities  of 
the  cornea,  of  which  the  lesser  were  macula  and  nubecula. 

It  had  lasted  four  years,  according  to  most  texts,  seven  in 
another,  eight  in  another  ;  Tobit  is  said  to  have  been  fifty-eight 
when  it  began.  The  cause  assigned,  droppings  of  a  bird,  when 

1  ina'  miswritten  for  Din  (Che.).      Note   the  Arabic  phrase 
'  eyelids  of  the  sun '  (Ges.  Thes.  1003  a). 

2  Inserting  "I^n7 ;  <SU,  Theodoret,  and  Syr.  Hex.  have  eU  rrjv 
otKovjueVr)!/ ;    the   common   text   of  (5,  however,  gives  ei?  TOV 
irevrjTO.,  i.e.,  n3~l3i  which  in  9io  10 18  7421   is  worn  down  into 
-p.     See  Che.  Ps.V)  ad  loc.  ',  Duhm's  criticism  is  tentative  and 
unsatisfactory. 
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"he  was  asleep  out  of  doors,  is  merely  a  picturesque  explana 
tion  of  the  whiteness  ;  ophthalmia  is  the  common  cause.  The 
leucomata  are  dwelt  upon  pathetically  as  an  affliction  incurred 
in  doing  a  pious  deed  ;  actual  or  total  blindness  may  be  implied 
in  Tobit's  stumbling  (11 10),  but  is  not  expressly  mentioned  in 
all  texts. 

Opacities  of  the  cornea  interfere  with  vision  in  pro 
portion  to  their  central  position  opposite  the  pupil, 
their  extent,  density,  kind  of  margins,  presence  in  one 
or  both  eyes,  etc.  The  whiteness  is  that  of  new  scar- 
tissue,  which  is  not  homogeneous  with  the  transparent 
tissue  of  the  natural  structure. 

Saemisch  ('  Krankh.  der  Cornea,"  Handb.  4306)  says  that  it  is 
not  rare  to  find  a  very  slow  spontaneous  clearing  of  recent  corneal 
opacities,  especially  in  children,  but  that  all  applications  to 
dispel  the  opacity  of  old  scars  are  useless  ;  Beer,  of  Vienna 
(1847),  claimed  many  good  results  in  treating  white  flecks  as 
distinguished  from  true  scars. 

There  is  a  treatment  which  might  pass  popularly  as 
an  actual  cure,  especially  in  the  many  cases  where 
the  vision  is  only  impaired— viz. ,  to  darken  the  white 
spots  by  a  pigment  so  that  they  are  no  longer  seen  (as 
a  blemish)  against  the  black  of  the  pupil  or  the  coloured 
iris.  The  modern  method  is  to  tattoo  the  spot  or 
spots  with  Indian  ink.  Hirsch  (Gesch.  der  Augenheilk. 
276)  has  found  in  Galen  a  treatment  having  the  same 
object,  viz.,  producing  by  a  heated  probe  an  eschar  of 
the  surface,  rubbing  in  powder  of  oak-galls,  and  apply 
ing  a  weak  solution  of  copper  salt ;  the  copper  ink  so 
made  on  the  spot  would  sink  into  the  white  tissue  and 
render  it  permanently  dark.  Tobit's  cure  was  probably 
of  the  nature  of  pigmentation.  See  TOBIT. 

The  text  does  not  claim  a  miracle,  Raphael's  aid  being  given 
through  ordinary  means  ;  a  radical  cure  by  the  medicinal  action 
of  gall  (or  anything  else)  is  out  of  the  question  (Saemisch) ;  and 
the  actual  removal  or  exfoliation  of  the  white  tissue,  which  the 
text  may  seem  to  claim,  would  only  have  resulted  in  leaving 
other  white  scar?  behind. 

From  a  fish  of  the  Tigris,  perhaps  a  sturgeon,  the 
heart,  the  liver  (not  in  all  texts),  and  the  gall  are  to  be 
taken  and  preserved  (65  :  Oes  dtr^aAuis)  ;  it  is  probable, 
from  the  subsequent  use  of  the  two  former  to  make  a 
smoke  with  aromatics  added,  that  they  had  been 
calcined  to  charcoal  (61682);  the  gall  would  keep 
only  as  evaporated  and  dried  to  a  resinous  mass,  in 
which  state  it  will  keep  for  years.1  The  gall  of  a  fresh 
water  fish  (sturgeon)  differs  from  ox-gall  in  having  its  bile- 
acid  nearly  all  taurocholic  and  its  alkaline  base  soda. 
Whilst  Raphael  is  sent  to  cure  both  Tobit  and  his 
future  daughter-in-law,  and  the  materials  for  both  cures 
nre  taken  from  the  same  fish,  the  gall  alone  is  for  the 
one,  and  the  smoke  of  the  heart  and  liver  (probably 
calcined)  for  the  other.  The  collocation  of  the  text  is 
so  far  suggestive,  however,  that  one  may  read  into  it 
the  omitted  detail,  viz. ,  that  the  charcoal  had  been 
used  with  the  gall  to  make  a  permanent  pigment,  as 
Indian  ink  may  be  made,  and  that  the  '  cure '  had  been 
of  the  same  kind  as  that  which  is  now  effected  by  tattoo 
ing,  the  pigment  having  been  applied  either  in  that  way 
or  as  in  Galen's  copper  ink.  (The  nal  5ir%6eis  8ia.rpl\f/fi, 
'being  pricked  therewith,  he  shall  rub,'  of  118  may 
imply  either  needle  puncture  or  a  preliminary  eschar. ) 
It  is  said  that  fish-gall  has  been  used  in  Persia  in 
modern  times  to  'cure'  corneal  opacities  (Bissell  in 
Lange,  ad  loc. ) ;  but  the  folk-lore  is  again  fragmentary, 
and  the  scientific  explanation  wanting. 

The  other  cases  of  blindness  cured  are  miraculous 
(Jn.  9 1  Mk.  822  Mt.  927,  and  the  case  or  cases  at 
o  T  /i  .  Jericho  in  the  Synoptics).  In  the  first 

.    n     ospe  8.   twQ  use  js  macje  Of  sai;va    jn  the  third 

there  is  only  the  touch  of  the  hand,  in  the  fourth 
only  the  word  spoken  (in  two  accounts).  The  use  of 
fasting  saliva  (which  is  the  more  alkaline)  for  sore  eyes 
occurs  in  all  folk-lore,  ancient  and  modern. 

1  Ox-gall  is  so  prepared  for  the  use  of  water-colour  artists,  its 
effect  being  to  make  an  emulsion  of  the  carbon  particles  of  lead 
pencil  and  fix  them  in  the  tissue  of  the  paper.  The  emulsifying 
effect  of  adding  ox-gall  to  lamp  black  in  water  is  easily  shown 
in  a  watchglass,  a  serviceable  sepia  being  produced.  There  is 
also  a  physiological  experiment  which  shows  that  ox-gall  added 
to  oil  causes  it  to  soak  through  a  moist  animal  membrane. 
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In  the  case  at  Alexandria  given  by  Tacitus  (Ffist.  48i), 
Vespasian  took  the  precaution  to  learn  from  his  physicians 
whether  the  man  who  solicited  the  exercise  of  imperial  virtue 
were  actually  a  curable  subject. 

In  the  circumstantially  narrated  case  of  Jn.  9i,  the 
man  was  born  blind.  Strictly,  that  should  mean  some 
congenital  defect  of  structure  in  the  eyes,  of  which  the 
varieties  are  many  ;  but  one  who  had  suffered  from 
ophthalmia  at  birth,  and  had  retained  the  more  or  less 
serious  effects  of  it,  would  be  classed  also  as  born  blind. 
The  bodily  infirmity  of  Paul,  referred  to  by  himself 
in  Gal.  413-15,  is  best  explained  as  an  acute  attack  of 

4  Paul?  °Pntnalm'a-  We  maX  safely  follow  Weiz- 
sacker  (Ap.  Zeit.  iii.,  2,  §  i)  in  assuming 
that  he  would  not  have  written,  '  ye  would  have  dug  out 
your  own  eyes  to  give  to  me,'  had  not  his  infirmity  been 
of  the  eyes.  *  The  compliment  to  the  Galatians,  that  they 
'  neither  set  at  naught  nor  abhorred  my  bodily  trial  ' 
(Trfipafffibv,  which  is  commonly  used  for  a  temptation 
or  volitional  trial),  implies  some  malady  at  once  exter 
nally  shown,  and  repulsive  in  its  nature.  Ophthalmia 
might  well  be  repulsive  —  the  eyes  red,  swollen,  and 
rendering  a  whitish  filmy  matter,  the  tears  overflowing, 
the  eyelids  blinking  from  the  intolerance  of  light,  and 
the  face  contorted  by  spasms  of  pain  in  the  eyeballs  and 
in  the  forehead  and  temples.  All  the  while  it  is  un 
attended  by  general  fever  (Pruner,  I.e.).  The  medical 
diagnosis  involves  a  point  of  grammar,  —  the  use  of  did, 
in  Si'&ffOtvtiav  rrjs  <rap/c6s.  In  poetry  (see  the  Lexicons) 
it  is  used  for  duration—  e.g.,  Std.  viiK.ro.  —  and  if  it  were 
allowable  to  give  Sia  this  sense  in  NT  the  text  of 
Gal.  4  13  would  have  the  intelligible  meaning  'right 
through  bodily  infirmity  I  preached  etc.,'  which  would 
also  be  in  keeping  with  the  apostle's  known  zeal. 
The  diagnosis  of  an  acute  attack  of  ophthalmia, 
throughout  which  he  had  preached  (as  it  was  not  im 
possible  to  do),  would  enable  us  to  assume  some 
permanent  after-effect  (trachoma),  such  as  would  ex 
plain  the  references  to  his  'weak'  or  contemptible 
'  presence,'  and  perhaps  his  inability  to  recognise  the 
high  priest  (Acts  23s).  It  is  singular  also  that  the 
tr/ooXoi/'  r?7  (rapid  of  2  Cor.  12?  is  the  same  word  that  is 
used  of  eyes  as  tormented,  in  Nu.  8855  ©  —  <r/c6\07res  fv 
rolj  6(f>da\iJ.oi$. 

For  Eyesalve,  Rev.  3  18  (/coAAoupioi'),  see  MEDICINE. 

c.  c. 
EZAR  P>'X),  i  Ch.  1  38  AV.  RV  EZER  (q.v.,  i.). 

EZBAI  rm*;  AZUBAI  [B],  -ooBe  [N],  A2Bi  [A], 
&CBAHA  [I-],  i  Ch.  11  37)-  A  faulty  reading.  See 

PAARAI. 

EZBON  (|'12>'X,  Sam.  jlJDi'N). 

1.  In  genealogy  of  GAD,  §13;  Gen.  46  16  (0a<7oj3<u<  [AD],-/ti  [L]). 
In  Nu.  26  16  the  name   has  been  corrupted   to  OZ.NI,  and  the 
family  is  known  as  the  OZNITES  ('JTtftn]  ;  v.  25,  o^evei  [B*],  -avei 
[Bab],  .aiw  [AF],  a£av,  6  afavi  [LJ)T  T 

2.  b.  Bela  in  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9,  ii.  a);  i  Ch. 
V  7  (a.<re$<av  [BAj,  e<r<re.  [L]).     See  BELA  ii.,  2. 

EZECHIAS,  RV  Ezekias  (ezeKi^c  [A]),  i  Esd.  QM 
=  Ezra  10  15,  JAHAZIAH. 

EZECIAS,  RV  Ezekias  (ezeKiAC  [BA]).  (i)  i  Esd. 
943  =  HiLKiAH,  7.  (2)  Ecclus.  48  17,  RV  HEZEKIAH  [i]. 


EZEKIEL  (PNP.TITN  p:T!T,    -El   makes  strong,' 
[BAQ],  RZECHIEL],  one  of  the  four  '  greater  ' 


.    „,     .    .         prophets.      The  only  trustworthy   notice 
°'  of  Ezekiel  from  another  writer  is  that  in 
the  editorial  title  to  his  prophecy  (Is),  in  which  he  is 
described  (probably)   as  'the  priest,   the  son  of  Buzi.' 

1  [Lightfoot's  final  opinion  is  that  the  disease  was  epilepsy,  a 
view  held  also  by  Krenkel  and  Schmiedel  (Gal.  ,  in  HC).  Ramsay 
(Hist.  Comm.  en  Gal.  4227?!  ;  cp  St.  Paul  t/tf  Traveller,  O7./f) 
absents  to  all  Lightfoot's  conclusions  except  this  final  result,  in 
place  of  which  he  proposes  the  view  that  Paul  was  afflicted  by 
seizures  of  malarial  fever,  which,  as  the  inscriptions  show,  was 
regarded  in  Asia  Minor  as  due  to  the  immediate  action  of  God  (cp 
2  Cor.  127);  its  intermissions  would  have  enabled  him  to  preach 
from  time  to  time  and  from  place  to  place.  Cp  GALATIA,  §  27.] 
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Here  Buzi  possibly  points  for  the  origin  of  the  prophet's 
family  to  some  district  near  N.  Arabia,  or  to  the  region 
of  Gad  (see  Buz).1  His  priestly  character  comes 
out  clearly  enough  in  his  book  ;  he  was,  in  fact,  a 
member  of  that  Zadokite  clan  which  toward  the  close 
of  the  seventh  century  was  on  the  point  of  getting 
complete  control  of  the  worship  of  Yahwib  in  Palestine 
(see  ZADOK,  i)  ;  his  whole  tone  is  that  of  a  man  who 
belonged  to  the  governing  sacerdotal  body. 

The  prophet's  youth  was  probably  spent  in  the  temple 
at  Jerusalem,  where  his  education  would  consist  chiefly 
in  training  in  the  ritual  and  moral  law  and  in  the 
history  of  his  people  ;  whether  the  priestly  youth  then 
received  specific  literary  training,  we  do  not  know. 
The  two  chief  educational  influences  of  his  time  were 
doubtless  the  cultus-centralisation  of  Josiah  (see  ISRAEL, 
§§  37 'ff- )  and  the  teaching  of  Jeremiah  ;  Josiah's  reform 
must  have  heightened  the  esprit  de  corps  of  the  Jerusalem 
priestly  college,  and  have  paved  the  way  for  the  com 
plete  organisation  of  the  temple-ministers,  the  new 
law-book  (contained  in  Deuteronomy)  furnishing  the 
starting-point  for  detailed  codification  ;  Jeremiah's 
teaching  suggested  broad  prophetic  views  of  the  ethical- 
religious  condition  and  needs  of  the  nation.  Ezekiel's 
writings  show  how  greatly  he  was  influenced  by  his  older 
contemporary. 

His  home  career  was  cut  short  in  the  year  597  by  the 
Chaldean  capture  of  Jerusalem  and  deportation  of  a 
large  number  of  the  people  to  Babylonia.  In  the 
account  in  Kings  (2  K.  24io-i6)  it  is  said  that  with 
king  Jehoiachin  and  his  household  all  the  princes, 
warriors,  and  craftsmen  were  carried  to  Babylon. 
This  statement  cannot  be  taken  literally,  since  it 
appears,  from  the  book  of  Jeremiah,  that  a  consider 
able  number  of  princes  and  fighting  men  were  in 
Jerusalem  in  Zedekiah's  time  ;  but  no  doubt  the 
deportation  included  many  of  the  best  people  (Jer. 
5228;  cp  ISRAEL,  §  41).  There  is  no  mention,  either 
in  Kings  or  in  the  book  of  Ezekiel,  of  priests  among 
the  exiles.  The  omission  may  be  accidental  ;  Ezekiel 
at  any  rate  was  among  those  carried  away.  This 
appears  from  the  fact  that  he  dates  his  prophecies 
from  the  deportation  of  Jehoiachin  (everywhere  except 
inli)  and  that  he  calls  it  'our  captivity'  (8821). 
Possibly  he  was  singled  out  by  Nebuchadrezzar  as  a 
chief  man  among  the  priests,  or  as  the  representative 
of  a  prominent  priestly  family,  though  he  was  certainly 
neither  '  chief  priest '  nor  '  second  priest '  (cp  2  K.  25 18). 
Ezekiel's  age  when  he  left  Judrea  can  only  be  guessed 
at.  His  call  to  the  prophetic  office  came  in  the  fifth 
year  of  Jehoiachin's  captivity  (1  2),  592 
2.  Chronology.  B  c  _  when  he  was  possibiy  about  thirty 

years  old.2     In  this  case  his  birth-year  would  be  ap 
proximately  622  ;   he  may,  however,  have  been  older. 

The  '  thirtieth  year'  of  1  i,  given  by  him  as  the  date  of  his 
prophetic  call,  cannot,  as  the  text  stands,  refer  to  his  age 
(Origen) ;  that  would  be  expressed  in  Hebrew  differently 
(see  Kings,  passim).  Nor  was  it  the  custom  of  the  prophets  or 
their  editors  to  give  the  writer's  age  (see  the  prophetic  books, 
fassim) ;  the  epoch  is  always  a  political  or  a  national  one — the 
accession  of  a  king,  or  an  earthquake  (Am.  1  i),  or  there  is 
simply  mention  of  the  kings  under  whom  the  prophet  prophesied. 
In  Ezek.  1 1,  then,  the  epoch  is  in  all  probability  political  or  in 
some  way  national.  The  only  event  in  Israelitish  history  of 
this  date  (622)  is  the  introduction  of  the  moral  and  ritual  reform 
(Deuteronomy)  by  Josiah  (2  K.  22).  This  is  adopted  by  Targ. 
and  Jerome.  There  is  no  reason,  however,  to  suppose  that  it 
was  a  generally  recognised  epoch.  Still  less  is  there  ground  for 
taking  the  Jubilee  year  as  the  starting-point  (see  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  i,  end);  it  was,  as  far  as  we  know,  never  so  used  except  for 
land-transactions.  For  other  explanations  see  Carpzov,  Intrcd. 
The  supposition  of  a  Babylonian  reckoning  (Scaliger)  is  in  itself 
not  unnatural  if  we  consider  Ezekiel's  fondness  for  Babylonian 
ideas  and  customs,  and  the  fact  that  the  Jews  after  a  while 
adopted  the  Babylonian  names  of  months  (see  MONTH,  §  3). 
No  appropriate  Babylonian  date,  however,  has  yet  been  found  ; 

1  Whether  the  Ezekiel  mentioned  in  i  Ch.  24  16  has  any  con 
nection  with  our  prophet  is  uncertain  (see  JEHEZEKEL). 

2  Josephus  (Ant.  x.  7  3)  says  that  he  was  a  boy  when  he  was 
carried  away  ;   but  this  is  either  a  guess,  or  an  unsupported 
tradition. 
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the  era  of  Nabopolassar,  if  it  be  a  real  era,  begins  according 
to  the  Canon  of  Ptolemy  in  625,  not  thirty  but  thirty-three 
years  before  592.  It  is  possible  that  the  number  thirty  in 
Kzek.  1  i  is  a  very  early  corruption  of  'five,'  or,  conceivably, 
the  alteration  of  a  scribe  who  wished  to  bring  Ezekiers/or/_y(4  e) 
into  accord  with  Jeremiah's  seiienty  (Jer.  25  n),  and  therefore 
makes  the  prophet's  writing  begin  in  the  thirtieth  year  of  the  cap 
tivity  (see  Duhm,  Bertholet).1  Cp  CHRONOLOGY,  g  i,  col.  774.^ 

We  must  leave  the  question  unsettled  till  the  Baby 
lonian  history  and  the  Hebrew  text  have  been  cleared 
up.  However  this  point  may  be  decided,  we  may  re 
gard  it  as  reasonably  certain  that  the  prophet's  active 
career  extended  from  the  fifth  to  the  twenty-seventh 
year  of  Jehoiachin's  captivity  (29 17),  592-570  B.C. 

Ezekiel's    life    in    Babylonia    appears    to   have    been 

outwardly  quiet  and  comfortable.      The  captives  were 

T ..      settled  at   Tel-abib  on   the  river  Kebar,   not 

3.  Life.  far  from   the  city  of  Babylon  (see  CHEBAR, 
TEL-ABIB).      They  formed  a  separate  community,  had 
their  elders   (81),    engaged   in  agriculture   (Jer.  29  5-7). 
and    were    probably    left    undisturbed  on   condition   of 
paying  a  tax  to  the  Babylonian  government  (cp  Wilde- 
boer,  Letterkunde,  206).      Ezekiel  was  married,  and  had 
his  own  house  ( 8 1 )  ;  the  death  of  his  wife  was  made  the 
occasion  of  a  symbolical  act  of  warning  to  the  people 
(2415-24)  ;  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  the  reality 
of  the  procedure. 

After  his  call  as  prophet  his  life  was  spent  in  the 
endeavour  to  open  the  eyes  of  the  exiles  to  the 
significance  of  current  events,  to  make  them  see  what 
the  captivity  meant,  and  to  what  a  future  they  were 
destined.  He  had  to  struggle  against  the  moral  and 
religious  levity  of  the  mass  of  the  people  (8830-32), 
the  torpor  and  idolatry  even  of  the  principal  men  (14 1-5), 
and  the  evil  influence  of  the  morally  blind  prophets  and 
prophetesses  (13).  He  was  respected  by  the  people  as 
a  predicter,  and  perhaps  admired  as  an  orator  ;  but  the 
moral  side  of  his  teaching  was  not  generally  com 
prehended  (8 1  14 1  8832).  There  was,  however,  a 
sympathetic  kernel  (2033-38). 

In  his  last  years,  when  Jerusalem  had  been  destroyed' 
and  the  popular  excitement  of  struggle  and  hope  had 
given  place  to  the  quiet  of  acknowledged  defeat, 
Ezekiel  gave  himself  up  to  contemplation  of  the  new 
organisation  of  the  nation,  to  whose  speedy  return  to> 
its  land  he  ardently  looked  forward  (chaps.  40-48). 
This  is  the  only  indication  of  development  of  thought 
in  his  prophetic  career ;  he  began  as  denouncer,  he 
ended  as  consoler  and  organiser  of  his  people.  The 
turning-point  in  his  work  was  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem  ;  the  worst  accomplished,  he  set  himself  to 
build  up.  This  general  unity  of  thought  may  suggest 
that  he  was  already  a  mature  man  when  he  began  his 
prophetic  work.  When  and  how  he  died  we  do  not 
know.2 

Ezekiel   is   a   particularly   interesting  and   important 

figure  in  the  history  of  the  OT  religion,  for  the  reason 

that  he  represents  the  transition  from  the 

4.  Historical  prophetic  to  the  priestly  period.     Both  a 

place.  prophet  and  a  priest,  he  sympathised 
with,  and  did  justice  to,  both  tendencies  of  thought. 
In  this  respect  he  differs  from  Jeremiah,  who,  though  a. 
priest,  felt  little  interest  in  the  ritual.  Ezekiel,  as 
prophet,  was  alive  to  the  dependence  of  the  people  on 
the  immediate  word  of  God,  to  the  necessity,  that  is, 
of  a  constant  living  contact  between  the  mind  of  God 
and  the  mind  of  man  ;  but,  as  priest,  he  also  saw  that 
the  people  had  reached  a  stage  which  demanded  a  more 
precise  formulation  of  the  law  of  worship.  He  lived  on 
the  verge  of  a  great  religious  revolution — the  abolition, 
namely,  of  idolatry,  and  the  establishment  of  the  sole 

1  It  is  clear  that  the  editor  who  inserted  v.  if.  thought  that 
the  datum  in  v.  i  required  explanation.  Cornill  prefers  to 
regard  v.  i  as  a  scribe's  addition  ;  but  the  use  of  the  ist  pers. 
in  w.  i  4,  and  the  obviously  explanatory  tone  of  v.  zf.,  make 
the  supposition  improbable. 

'•i  For  traditions  of  his  genealogy,  miracles,  tomb,  etc.,  see 
Pseudo-Epiphan.  De  -nit.  prof>h.\  Benj.  of  Tudela,  //»».; 
Cnrpzov,  Introd. ;  Hamburger,  RE. 
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•worship  of  Yahwi  in  Israel.  The  religious  leaders  of 
Josiah's  time,  both  priests  and  prophets,  had  with  true 
insight  insisted  on  the  necessity  of  centralising  the 
worship  at  Jerusalem  in  order  to  destroy  the  corrupt 
local  cults.  Ezekiel  carries  on  the  fight  for  ethical 
monotheism,  not  only  by  denouncing  the  worship  of 
other  gods  than  Yahwe  as  the  source  of  the  national 
misfortunes,  but  also,  more  effectively,  by  furthering 
that  strict  organisation  of  the  cultus  which  alone  could 
train  the  people  to  the  purer  worship  of  the  one  God 
of  Israel. 

It  would  perhaps  be  going  too  far  to  say  that  Ezekiel 
saw  the  full  historical  significance  of  the  principles  which 
he  maintained,  or  that  he  was  wholly  uninfluenced  by 
desire  to  increase  the  importance  and  power  of  his 
order ;  but  it  is  fair  to  assume  that,  as  a  man  of 
genius,  he  saw  both  the  evil  of  his  time  and  its  remedy. 
He  thus  paved  the  way  for  the  next  great  movement  of 
Israelitish  society.  He  was  the  last  of  the  prophets — 
prophetism  accomplished  its  work  in  securing  sub 
stantially  the  victory  of  monotheism.  The  writers  who 
are  massed  under  the  name  of  the  Second  Isaiah  are 
seers  rather  than  prophets,  and  the  post-exilian  pro 
phetic  books  are  only  the  last  strains  of  an  expiring 
impulse,  without  the  spontaneity  and  power  of  their 
predecessors,  and  largely  dominated  by  the  priestly 
spirit.  Ezekiel  is  both  true  prophet  and  true  priest, 
and  harmonises  the  two  vocations  ;  in  insisting  on  the 
ritual  he  does  not  cease  to  be  a  preacher  of  righteous 
ness,  and  he  thus  enables  us  to  see  that  the  priestly 
period  is  not  antagonistic  to,  but  only  the  continuation 
of,  the  prophetic  period. 

Ezekiel  seems  to  "have  been  a  bold,  determined  man, 
well  fitted  to  deal  with  the  humours  of  an  obstinate 

•5   Character  people    (34-")'    showinS    no    tenderness 
'r  for   his    nation    (his    only    exhibition    of 

i         r     f          •  i  >  /-   i  • 

tender  feeling  is  on  the  occasion  of  his 


style. 


wife's  death,  24 16),  vigorous  and  strong 


in  word  and  deed  (826  14 1-3  21 20  [25]  and  the  play  on 
his  name  in  38yi),  lacking  in  fineness  and  discrimina 
tion.  His  favourite  designation  of  himself  as  '  son  of 
man'  (2i  and  passim)  is  intended  to  mark  his  sense  of 
his  own  insignificance  fn  the  presence  of  the  divine 
majesty,  and,  because  he  regarded  himself  as  simply 
the  mouthpiece  of  God,  he  was  unflinching  before  men. 
He  seems,  however,  to  have  been  profoundly  discour 
aged  at  the  outset ;  for  six  years  he  did  not  speak  in 
public,  and  at  a  later  time  he  interpreted  his  silence  as 
the  result  of  a  divine  command  (826). 

Ezekiel's  literary  style  resembles  his  character — it  is 
rich  and  vigorous,  but  lacking  in  simplicity  and  grace  ;  he  . 
produces  striking  effects  by  the  heaping  up  of  particulars 
(16  20  23  27  29  etc.)  and  is  especially  powerful  in 
denunciation  (26  31  f.  etc. ).  His  imagination  is  im 
petuous  and  titanic,  but  unchastened.  There  is  great 
variety  in  the  form  of  his  presentation  :  he  abounds 
in  vision,  parable,  and  allegory,  has  some  of  the  finest 
examples  of  the  Hebrew  Kind  ('lamentation,'  see 
LAMENTATION),  and  is  fond  of  geographical  detail. 
He  has  preserved  several  mythic  figures.  Some  of 
his  discourses  certainly  were  written,  pot  pronounced 
(826).  They  all  give  evidence  of  careful  literary  com 
position  ;  in  him  the  old  prophetic  oratory  is  rapidly 
disappearing. 

Ezekiel  shows  a  marked  friendliness  toward  Baby 
lonia.  He  is  the  staunch  advocate  of  Nebuchadrezzar 
(notwithstanding  the  king's  idolatry)  against  Israel, 
Egypt,  and  Tyre.  He  borrows  imagery  (the  cherub) 
from  Babylonian  architecture,  and  literary  (and  prob 
ably  geographical)  material  from  Babylonian  books  or 
men.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  his  great  scheme  of  temple- 
organisation  was  influenced  by  what  he  saw  around  him 
in  Babylonia,  and  he  possibly  began  the  adoption  of  a 
part  of  the  Babylonian  material  which  is  now  found  in 
Gen.  1-11.  C.  H.  T. 
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Authorship,  etc.  (§  if.).  Division  and  contents  (§§  8-14). 

Visions  (§  3).  Ethics,  theology,  etc.  (§§  15-20). 

Text  and  canon  (§  «,/.).  Ritual  (§  2i/.). 

Jeremiah  (§  6).  Other  writers  (§  23). 

Politics  and  ethics  (§  7).  New  constitution  (§  24). 

Bibliography  (§  25). 

Ezekiel's  prophecies  have  come  down  to  us  in  a 
relatively  good  state  of  preservation.  They  contain 

1.  Authorship  scribes>  f1;0,1"5    and    exPansions-   and 

and  date       were  Probab'y  revised  by  the  prophet 

in  his  later  years  ;  but  there  is  no  good 

reason  to  doubt   that  the  book  is  from  his  pen.     On 

this  point  no  important  doubts  were  expressed  before 

the  present  century.1 

Zunz  (Gottcsd.  Vortr.  1832  ;  ZDMG,  1873)  places  the  work  in 
the  Persian  period  (in  the  sth  century  B.C.)  on  the  ground  of 
the  non-mention  of  Ezekiel  by  Jeremiah,  its  non-prophetic 
specific  predictions  (Zedekiah  [12  I2./],  Zerubbabel  [1722^)], 
the  improbability  of  a  prophet's  drawing  up  a  new  constitution 
(40-48)  soon  after  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  the  existence  of 
material  belonging  to  the  post-exilic  period  (treatment  of  angels, 
9yT ;  mention  of  the  late  non-Jewish  personages  Noah,  Daniel, 
Job  ;  use  of  the  name  '  Persia'),  imitation  of  Jeremiah,  employ 
ment  of  the  era  of  the  exile,  linguistic  resemblances  to  Job 
and  later  books,  use  of  Pentateuch  words,  and  Aramaisms.2 

These  and  similar  considerations  are  by  no  means 
decisive.  The  nature  of  Hebrew  prophetic  and  his 
torical  writing  makes  the  silence  of  Jeremiah  intel 
ligible  (Jeremiah  himself  is  not  mentioned  in  Kings), 
and  Ezekiel  was  perhaps  little  known  in  Jerusalem  in 
Jeremiah's  time  ;  the  reference  to  Zedekiah's  blindness 
is  not  dated  and  may  have  been  inserted  in  the  revision, 
and  Zerubbabel  is  not  mentioned ;  only  before  the 
Second  Temple  could  such  a  constitution  as  Ezekiel's 
have  been  drawn  up  ;  the  angels  in  chap.  9  (if  the 
personages  in  v.  2  be  so  considered)  act  much  as  those 
of  Zechariah  sixty  years  later  ;  Noah,  Daniel,  and  Job 
were  doubtless  old-Israelitish  heroes  of  tradition  ;  the 
name  '  Persia '  may  have  been  known  in  Babylonia  in 
Nebuchadrezzar's  time,  though  it  is  doubtful  whether 
Ezekiel's  Paras  is  our  Persia  (see  PARAS)  ;  and  the 
vocabulary  of  the  book  of  Ezekiel  does  not  differ  from 
that  of  Jeremiah  more  than  the  different  surroundings 
of  the  two  men  may  naturally  account  for. 3  The  Ara 
maisms  are  probably  due  to  later  scribes.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  general  tone  of  the  book  is  different  from 
that  of  the  post-exilic  prophets  and  particularly  from  that 
of  Daniel — it  has  nothing  in  common  with  them  but  an 
incipient  apocalypse  :  Israel  is  struggling  with  idolatry, 
is  to  be  chastised  and  purified,  is  in  definite  historical 
relations  with  certain  nations.  The  religious  and  politi 
cal  situations  are  the  same  in  Ezekiel  as  in  Jeremiah. 

Some  peculiarities  of  form  and  expression  in  the 
book  are  most  easily  explained  by  the  supposition  that 

2    SuDDOsed   the  Pr°Phet  in  his  last  years  revised  his 
5*|  discourses,  making  alterations  and  addi 

tions  suggested  by  subsequent  events. 
It  is  distinctly  stated   that  the  section  29 17-20  is  such  an 
addition.     It  is  not  impossible  that  the  whole  of  the  first  part 

1  On   the  Talmudic  tradition  (Bab.    Bathr.   \\b~)  that   'the 
men  of  the  Great  Synagogue  wrote  Ezekiel '  (where   '  wrote ' 
may  hint  at  editorial  work  by  later  scholars),  see  CANON,  §  19  f. 

2  Zunz's  arguments  are  repeated,  with  additions,  by  others. 
Seinecke  (Gl7/,  1876)  fixes  the  date  of  the  book  at  164  B.C.  on 
the  ground  of  imitation  of  Daniel  ('Son  of  man'),  and  from  the 
430  (300+40)  of  Ezek.  4,   which  he  reckons  onward  from  594 
(5th  year  of  the  captivity  of  Jehoiachin).     The  390  of  MT  is, 
however,   to  be  corrected,  after  (6,  to  190.     Geiger  (Urschr. 
p.   23,  and  Nachgelass.  Sc/ir.  2  83)  adopts  Zunz's  conclusions. 
M.  Vernes  (Du  pretend,  polyth.  dts  Hibr.),  exagserating  the 
arguments   of    Reuss,    regards    our    book    as    a   collection   of 
fragments  edited  about  200  B.C.     E.  Havet  (La  modernite  des 
proph.)  identifies  Gog  with  the  Parthians,  40  B.C.,  and  thinks 
that  chaps.  40-48  were  composed  at  the  time  when  Herod  con 
ceived  the  plan  of  reconstructing  the  temple.     Chaps.  3Sf.  are 
assigned  by  Wi.  (AOF1  160  ff.)  to  B.C.  334-333.  and  27  96-25(1  is 
considered  by  Manchot  (JPT  14  423^?".)  and  Bertholet  (Hesek. 
to  be  an  interpolation. 

3  On  the  vocabulary  of  Ezekiel  see  Zunz  (op.  cit.\  Smend 
(F.zecftiel,,   Delitzsch  (in   the  Baer-Delitzsch  ed.   of  the   Heb. 
text),  Driver  (Introd.*). 
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(chaps.  1-24,  which  precedes  the  fall  of  the  city)  is  coloured  by 
the  (later  acquired)  knowledge  of  the  capture  of  Jerusalem, 
though  the  general  announcements  of  impending  destruction 
(chaps.  4-7  12  etc.)  may  be  simply  proofs  of  the  prophet's 
wise  reading  of  the  signs  of  the  times.  Specific  predictions, 
as  in  12  13  24  2,  may  be  regarded  as  later  insertions. 

The  unity  of  style  may  suggest  a  complete  final 
revision. 

The  section  above  referred  to,  29 17-20  (which  recognises 
error  in  the  preceding  prediction,  2t>  12),  shows,  however,  that 
the  prophet  was  not  greatly  concerned  to  remove  discrepancies 
from  his  text  (Cornill),  else  he  would  have  erased  26  12.  How 
much  of  the  earlier  matter  (chaps.  1-'J4)  was  spoken  or  written,  it 
is  difficult  to  say.  The  prophet  declares  that  he  was  dumb  from 
his  call  till  the  reception  of  the  news  of  the  capture  of  the  city 
(3  •zdf.  33  22),  yet  he  is  also  said  to  speak  to  the  captives 
(1125  215(2049]  33  3oyC).  The  'dumbness'  may  mean  that 
he  did  not  address  the  people  in  public,  but  confined  himself  to 
conversation  or  discourse  in  his  own  house. 

Ezekiel  may  have  written  notes  of  his  discourses  and 
afterwards  expanded  them.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
suppose  that  he  was  very  highly  esteemed  before  the 
fall  of  the  city  ;  with  his  greater  fame  and  authority  in 
his  later  years  would  come  the  occasion  of  careful 
literary  revision.  There  seems  no  necessity  to  suppose 
that  he  really  composed  the  book  at  the  end  of  his  life 
(Reuss,  Kuenen).  Whether  the  dates  given  to  the 
various  groups  of  predictions  are  trustworthy  is  disputed 
( Kuenen ). 

Some  of  the  inscriptions  in  MT  are  clearly  scribes'  errors. 
Kuenen  observes  that  chap.  17  cannot  belong  to  the  sixth  year 
of  Zedekiah  (such  is  the  date  given  in  8  i)  since  Zedekiah  had 
not  then  revolted,  and  that  the  reference  to  Egypt  is  not  borne 
out  by  Jer.  27  3.  This  remark  is  pertinent  if  the  date  given  at 
8  i  be  held  to  reach  to  the  next  mention  of  date  (20  i) ;  and  if 
the  date  does  not  go  on,  then  chap.  17  and  other  sections  must 
be  regarded  as  undated.  Kuenen  would  take  the  inscriptions 
as  merely  a  setting  inserted  long  afterwards  by  the  prophet. 

It  is  perhaps  better  to  say  that  they  represent  a  real 
chronology,  but  have  suffered  from  scribal  and  other 
errors. 

Most  of  Ezekiel's  visions  seem  to  be  without  the 
definite  psychological  basis  which  may  be  recognised  in 

o   rnu«     •   •  such  experiences  as  those  of  Amos  7  1-8. 

3.  The  visions.  T,,        ..  .        •  ,    0  ,  n 

The    pictures   given  in    chaps.  1    8-10 

40-48  are  too  elaborate  for  a  moment  of  ecstasy — they 
are,  in  their  present  form,  the  product  of  careful  study 
and  composition,  based  on  Is.  6,  on  the  prophet's 
knowledge  of  the  Jerusalem  temple,  and  on  Babylonian 
monuments.  Ezekiel  in  these  cases  used  the  vision  as 
a  mere  literary  form.  For  this  reason  doubt  must 
attach  also  to  the  psychological  reality  of  the  vision  of 
dry  bones  (chap.  37),  though  this  falls  more  nearly  in 
the  region  of  possibility.  It  seems  impossible  to  decide 
whether  all  the  symbolical  actions  described  by  him 
were  really  performed.  Some  (12 1-7,  going  into 
exile,  and  24 18,  behaviour  on  the  death  of  his  wife) 
are  simple  enough  for  performance  ;  that  of  4i-8  (siege 
of  Jerusalem)  presents  serious  difficulties  (see  the 
commentaries).1 

The  MT  is  in  bad  condition.      It  is  full  of  scribes' 

_  ,  changes  and  additions,  and  is  in  some  places 
C-  unintelligible. 

Examples  are  chap.  1  (which  must  be  compared  with  and 
corrected  by  10)  459  (390  for  190)  7  1-4,  doublet  of  7  5-9,  12  i-io 
13  20 19  218-17  24  1-13  26  \T  f.  27  28  11-16  8217-32  39n-i6  40-48 
and  many  other  passages. 

For  the  correction  of  the  text  the  most  important  instrument 
is  <&,  which,  though  itself  abounding  in  errors,  often  offers 
or  suggests  the  true  reading.  The  Pesh.  and  Vg.  are  of  less 
use,  and  the  Targum  is  almost  worthless  for  text-criticism. 
The  other  versions  (Copt.,  Ethiop.,  Arab.)  have  some  value  for 
the  establishment  of  the  Greek  and  Syriac  texts.  For  an 
excellent  account  of  the  versions  see  Cornill,  Ezechicl. 

One  reason  for  the  thoroughgoing  revision  which 
late  Hebrew  scribes  made  of  the  text  of  this  book  is 
probably  to  be  found  in  the  boldness  of  Ezekiel's 
expressions,  which,  it  was  felt,  needed  to  be  toned 
down  or  explained  ;  and  there  is,  in  addition,  the 
general  tendency  of  scribes  to  modify  a  much-read  book 
in  accordance  with  the  ideas  of  their  own  times.  The 

*  On  the  conjecture  that  Ezekiel  was  subject  to  epileptic 
attacks  see  Klostermann,  in  St.  Kr.,  1877  ;  but  cp  Valeton, 
Viertal  Voorl.,  and  Kuenen,  Onderz. 

1461 


EZEKIEL  (BOOK) 

corruption  of  the  text,  however,  while  it  obscures  certain 
passages,  does  not  affect  the  general  thought  of  the 
book. 

The  book  of  Ezekiel  was  no  doubt  canonised  along  with 

the  other  prophetical  books  (see  Ecclus.  498  and  cp  the 

_    A  Jm-     •        prologue)  when  the  second  canon  was 

made  up  (probably  in  the  3rd  century 

B.C.  ;    see   CANON,  §§39^),  and  its 

canonical  authority  has  since  been  generally  recognised 

by  Jews  and  Christians.      It  is  not  directly  quoted  in  the 

NT,  but  its  imagery  and  its  picture  of  the  future  are  in  part 

adopted  in  the  Apocalypse  (Rev.  42/".  6/.  208  21 12/".  16 

22 1/).      It  did  not,   however,   in  early  times  entirely 

escape  suspicion. 

When  in  the  first  century  of  our  era  the  necessity  of  fixing  the 
canon  led  toasevere  examination  of  the  traditionally  sacred  books, 
I  he  attention  of  Jewish  scholars  was  directed  to  the  obscurity  and 
apparent  mysteriousness  of  Ezekiel's  opening  1  and  closing 
sections  (chap.  1,  called  markaba  '  the  chariot,'  and  40-48),  and 
these,  as  we  learn  from  Jerome  (Pref.  letter  to  his  Comm.  on 
Ezek.),  it  was  forbidden  the  Jewish  youth  to  read  till  they 
reached  the  age  of  thirty  years.  More  serious  difficulty  was 
occasioned  by  the  discrepancies  between  Ezekiel's  ritual  scheme 
(chaps.  40-48)  and  that  of  the  Pentateuch  (Menach.  45  a) ;  but 
these  were  satisfactorily  explained,  it  is  said  (Shab.  13  b  Ha°. 

13  a),  by  a  certain  Hananiah,  who  appears  to  have  lived  in  the 
first  half  of  the  first  century  of  our  era. 

Doubtless  it  was  felt  that  difficulties  of  the  kind  just 
mentioned  must  not  be  allowed  to  set  aside  the  strong 
evidence  for  Ezekiel's  prophetic  authority.2 

Ezekiel  shows  many  points  of  contact  with  Jeremiah. 
This  is  probably  in  part  the  result  of  identity  of  sur- 

_  .  roundings    and  education  ;    but    there 

e.n?f   seems  also    to  be  direct    dependence, 
on  Jeremiah.   ~    ,  •  ,  ,,  ,         , 

Ezekiel  may  well   have  been  a  hearer 

of  Jeremiah  in  his  youth,  and  have  seen  his  writings 
or  heard  of  his  discourses  after  the  deportation  to 
Babylonia.  He  has  in  fact  expanded  certain  of 
Jeremiah's  texts  ;  possibly,  however,  the  two  prophets 
borrowed  from  a  common  source. 

Cp.  E.  3  3  J.  15  16,  E.  3  17  J.  6  17,  E.  7  14  27  J.  4  5-9,  E.  13  J. 

14  13-16,  E.  13  10  J.  6  14,  E.  16  51  J.  3  ii,  E.  18  J.  31  29^,  E.  20 
J.  11  3-8,  E.  24  16-23  J.  10  3-9,  E.  29-31  J.  46,  E.  34  J.  23  1-4,  E. 
36  26  J.  24  7,  E.  37  24  J.  30  9,  E.  38  15  J.  6  22. 

Contents  of  the   book. — The   central  thought  of  the 

book  is  that  Jerusalem  (which  at  this  time  substantially 

p  ....         comprised    the    nation    in    Judasa)    was 

'  ,     ...        hopelessly  bad  and  doomed  to  destruc- 
ana  et  ics.  tjo[^  and  that  tl)e  future  of  tjje  peopie 

lay  with  the  exiles  in  Babylon.  This  view  (which  was 
held  by  Jeremiah  also)  had  a  double  basis,  political  and 
moral-religious.  Politically,  the  two  great  prophets 
held  that  it  was  insane  folly  to  oppose  Babylon,  and, 
in  fact,  it  may  seem  to  us  absurd  in  a  city  like  Jerusalem 
to  defy  the  conqueror  of  Western  Asia.  A  similar 
position  was  taken  by  the  party  which,  in  the  siege  by 
Titus,  counselled  submission  to  the  Romans  ;  and  the 
conduct  of  Jeremiah  in  this  regard  was  not  different 
from  that  of  Josephus.  The  princes  of  Ezekiel's  time 
took  the  same  position  as  the  Zealots  of  the  Roman 
siege.  In  both  cases  the  war -party  denounced  the 
advocates  of  submission  as  traitors  :  Jeremiah  suffered 
for  his  opinion,  Ezekiel  was  too  far  off  to  be  assailed, — 
more  precisely,  it  does  not  appear  from  his  book  that 
the  exiles  took  sides  with  one  or  the  other  party.  At 
this  distance  of  time  it  is  hard  to  judge  of  the  situation. 
The  war-sentiment  may  have  been  really  patriotic,  and, 
considering  the  strength  of  Jerusalem  (it  had  successfully 
resisted  Sennacherib,  2  K.  1936),  not  necessarily  mad, 
and  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  prophet  is  justified 
(17  16)  in  regarding  Zedekiah  as  a  traitor. 

As  to  the  moral  and  religious  side,  there  was,  no  doubt, 

1  Chap.  1  furnished  part  of  the  machinery  of  the  Kabbfdah. 

2  The  statement  of  Josephus  (Ant.  x.  5  i)  that  Ezekiel  wrote 
two  books  may  be  based  on  a  division  of  the  present  work  into 
parts  (1-39  and  40-48,  or  25-32  may  have  been  a  separate  book), 
or  may  possibly  refer  to  an  apocryphal  work.     The  citations  in 
Clem.Al.  (Pied.  1  10)  and  Tertnllian  (De  Came  Christi)  point 
perhaps  to  an  apocryphal  Ezekiel-book,  or  to  some  collection  of 
the  sayings  of  the  prophets.     See  Fabric.   Pseudep. ;   Carpzov, 
Introd.  ;  Wildeboer,  Letterkunde. 
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ground  for  the  dark  picture  of  the  city  drawn  by  the 
prophets,  though  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  Jerusalem 
was  worse  than  other  cities.  From  Amos  downwards  the 
prophets  had  held  that  the  idolatry  and  the  moral 
depravity  of  the  people  must  call  down  punishment 
from  the  righteous  God  of  Israel.  In  Ezekiel's  time  a 
catastrophe  was  plainly  imminent  —  it  was  looked  on  as 
the  retributive  dispensation  of  Yahwe.  In  that  case, 
the  withdrawal  of  a  part  of  the  people,  their  safe 
establishment  in  the  conqueror's  land,  was  to  be 
regarded  as  an  act  of  mercy  —  from  this  saved  remnant 
would  come  the  renewed  nation  whose  future  was  held 
to  be  guaranteed  by  the  promise  of  Yahwe.  Such  is 
Ezekiel's  position.  Yet  in  the  morally  dull  body  of 
exiles  around  him  he  found  much  to  condemn,  and  he 
therefore  expected  a  sifting  of  this  mass  before  the 
return  to  Canaan  (2C>37/.  ).  Apart  from  this  particular 
view  his  aim  is  the  establishment  of  moral  and  religious 
purity  in  the  nation. 

The  book  may  be  divided  into  two  parts  :  the  body  of 


prophetic  discourses  (1-39),  and  the  new 


f  h  constitution  (40-48);    or  into  the  mina- 

oi  DOOic.      tory  ^_32j  and  the  consolatory  (33_48). 

If  we  omit  chaps.  40-48  the  discourses  fall  into  three 
divisions  :  (i.  )  those  delivered  up  to  the  beginning  of  the 
siege  (1-24)  ;  (ii.  )  those  directed  against  foreign  nations, 
apparently  while  the  siege  was  going  on  (25-32)  ;  and 
(iii.  )  the  consolatory  pictures  of  the  future  (33-39). 

i.   The    first    of    these    groups    is    (a    few    sentences 

excepted)  wholly  minatory.      We  have  first,  as  general 

_,  i  o*   introduction,   the  history  of  the    pro- 

'*'  phet's  call  (1-3).    There  is  a  magnificent 

theophany. 

Yahwe  appears  seated  on  a  celestial  chariot-throne,  which  is 
supported  and  moved  by  four  creatures,  each  with  four  wings  and 
four  faces  (man,  lion,  ox,  eagle),  the  whole  surrounded  by  a 
rainbow-like  brightness  ;  the  composite  creatures  (called  cherubs 
in  chap.  10),  probably  partly  of  Babylonian  origin  or  suggested 
by  Babylonian  forms  (a  survival  of  primitive  beast-worship)  here 
symbolise  the  completeness  of  the  divine  attributes  ;  the  whole 
appearance  sets  forth  the  majesty  of  Yahwe,  and  its  presence 
in  Babylonia  is  intended  to  indicate  that  the  God  of  Israel  had 
now  taken  up  his  abode  in  Babylonia  with  the  exiles. 

From  the  mouth  of  God  the  prophet  receives  his 
commission  to  act  as  moral  and  religious  guide  of  the 
people. 

His  message  is  symbolised  by  a  book-roll  which  he  is  ordered 
to  eat  (2  i-3  21)  ;  and,  in  view  of  the  moral  dulness  of  ihe  exiles 
(cp  Is.  6  7  10),  he  is  further  commanded  to  be  dumb,  that  is,  not 
to  address  the  people  orally  (3  22-27)  *'"  permission  shall  be 
given  him  to  speak  (see  24  27  33  22)  ;  his  discourses  were  to  be 
written,  but  not  delivered.1 

His  prophetic  work  begins  with  a  series  of  symbolical 
actions  (41-64),  in  which  are  dramatically  represented 
the  siege  of  the  city,  the  famine,  and  the  destruction  or 
dispersion  of  its  inhabitants  ;  in  the  following  discourse 
against  Jerusalem  (65-17)  this  threat  is  stated  and 
explained  in  literal  terms.  Similar  punishment  is  pre 
dicted  (6)  for  the  mountains  of  Israel,  with  special 
reference  to  the  rural  idolatry,  and  a  passionate 
denunciation  (7)  closes  with  the  declaration  that  Yahwe 
will  abandon  the  land  to  its  enemies. 

At  this  point  the  discourses  are  interrupted  by  a 
theophanic  vision  the  object  of  which  is  to  set  forth 
clearly  the  fact  that  Yahwe  no  longer  dwelt  in  his 
temple  at  Jerusalem,  but  had  withdrawn  himself  so 
that  it  might  be  given  over  to  destruction. 

First  comes  (8)  a.  striking  picture  (in  vision)  of  the  idolatrous 
cults  of  Jerusalem,  including  the  worship  of  the  image  of 
jealousy  (see  IDOL,  §§  i  (c),  5),  of  Adonis  (see  TAMMUZ),  and 
of  the  sun,  this  last  cult  being  probably  of  Assyrian  origin 
(in  v.  17,  instead  of  'they  put  the  branch  to  their  nose'  read 
'  they  are  a  stench  in  my  nostrils  ')  ;  then  follows  the  vision  of 
the  smiting  of  the  city  (9)  ;  the  prophet,  or  perhaps  a  scribe, 
here  pauses  (10)  in  order  to  identify  the  creatures  of  chap.  1  with 
cherubs  (the  text  of  the  chapter  is  corrupt  and  difficult),  the 
purpose  being  to  point  out  that  the  divine  presence  of  the 
vision  was  identical  with  that  of  the  inner  shrine  of  the  temple  ; 
and  the  vision  closes  (11)  with  a  denunciation  of  the  war-party 

1  The  section  3  22-27  may  be  a  late  addition  by  the  prophet,  a 
summing-up  of  his  experiences  as  preacher  ;  but  this  supposition 
is  not  necessary. 
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in  the  city  (w.  1-13)  and  a  promise  of  restoration  to  the  exiles 
(w.  14-25). 

With  chap.  12  the  minatory  predictions  are  resumed. 
The  prophet  represents  in  symbols  the  exile  of  the  people  and 
the  king  (if.  1-16),  and  the  famine  of  the  siege  (w.  17-20),  and 
adds  the  assurance  that  the  fulfilment  of  the  threat  is  near  at 
hand  (vv.  21-28).  Next  comes  a  denunciation  (13)  of  the 
prophets  and  prophetesses  who  divined  for  pay  without  regard 
to  moral-religious  principle,  speaking  false  words  of  comfort  to 
the  people.  To  certain  elders  of  Israel  the  prophet  declares  that 
idolaters  and  deceived  prophets  (men  deceived  by  Yahwe  himself) 
shall  be  destroyed  (cp  Lit.  13  1-5  [2-6])  ;  and  that  good  men  in  an 
evil  land  shall  save  only  themselves  by  their  righteousness  (14) 
— that  is,  there  is  no  hope  for  Jerusalem.  Alter  comparing 
Jerusalem  to  a  worthless  wild  vine  (15),  the  prophet  in  an 
elaborate  and  striking  allegory  (10),  an  historical  review, 
describes  the  city  as  an  unfaithful  wife,  worse  than  Samaria  and 
Sodom,  yet  ultimately  to  be  united  with  them  in  the  fear  of 
Yahwe  ;  the  crime  of  Sodom  is  said  to  be  pride.  This  city, 
which  he  here  in  imagination  exhumes,  seems  to  represent  for 
him  the  southern  region,  which  had  natural  connections  with 
Judah.  He  adds  a  denunciation  of  what  he  calls  the  treachery 
of  king  Zedekiah  in  turning  from  Babylon  to  Egypt,  and 
appends  a  promise  of  national  restoration  (IT).  In  connection 
with  this  promise,  in  order  that  the  exiles  may  not  be  deceived 
by  false  expectations,  he  declares,  against  the  popular  notion 
of  the  moral  solidarity  of  the  family,  that  they  shall  be  judged 
individually,  each  man  standing  or  falling  for  himself  (18  ;  cp 
Jer.  31  29  f.  Dt.  24  16).  A  couple  of  laments  follow  (19),  one 
for  kings  Jehoahaz  and  Jehoiachin,  the  other  for  the  nation, 
after  which  comes  a  remarkable  review  of  the  national  history 
(Heb.  20,  EV  20  1-44),  the  prophet  making  the  charge  that  from 
the  begiiwiing  Israel  had  been  rebellious  (a  different  view  in 
Hos.  2  17  [15]  Jer.  2  2).1  As  the  end  approaches,  his  words  become 
fiercer  :  a  prediction  of  the  desolation  of  Judah  and  Jerusalem 
(Heb.  21  1-12,  EV  2045-217),  a  dithyrambic  (textually  corrupt) 
ode  of  the  avenging  sword  (Heb.  21  13-22,  EV  21  8-17),  a  descrip 
tion  of  the  march  of  the  king  of  Babylon  to  Jerusalem,  and  the 
overthrow  of  Zedekiah  (Heb.  21  23-32,  EV  21 18-27),  with  an 
appended  prediction  of  the  destruction  of  the  Ammonites  who 
had  gloried  over  Israel  (Heb.  21 33-37,  EV  21 28-32),  and  a 
detailed  indictment  of  Jerusalem  for  her  moral  and  religious 
crimes  (22),  the  ethical  and  ritual  being  curiously  mingled.  A 
second  elaborate  allegory  (23)  describes  the  religious  debauchery 
of  Samaria  and  Jerusalem  ;  the  careers  of  the  two  cities  are 
represented  as  parallel,  only  Jerusalem  is  said  to  have  excelled 
her  sister  in  evij  (a  proof  that  the  prophet  saw  no  great  difference 
between  the  religious  constitutions  of  the  northern  and  southern 
kingdoms).  Finally  he  announces  (24)  that  the  king  of  Babylon 
has  begun  the  siege  of  Jerusalem,  and  sings  a  song  of  vengeance 
on  the  city;  at  this  juncture  his  wife  dies,  and  he  is  commanded, 
as  a  sign,  to  make  no  mourning  for  her — so  shall  the  people's 
terrible  punishment  crush  them  into  deadness  of  feeling. 

Here  comes  a  pause.      The  prophet  is  waiting  for  the 

10.  Chaps.  25-32  :  newhs   offthe  ,fa11  °f  *e  .dty>  and 

Foreign  nations.  ln  thls  lnterval  1S  placed  the  second 
group. 

ii.    The  prophecies  against  foreign  nations  (25-32). 

Whether  these  were  all  (except  29  17-20)  uttered  at  this  time 
(as  the  prefixed  dates  declare),  or  were  merely  here  massed  for 
convenience  of  arrangement,  we  have  no  means  of  determining 
(see  Kuenen,  Onderz.C*)  ii.,  §  62).  We  may  compare  the  arrange 
ments  of  similar  prophecies  in  Isa.  and  Jer.  (MT  and  ©) ;  it  is 
perhaps  intended  to  represent  the  humiliation  of  foreign  nations 
as  a  natural  antecedent  to  the  exaltation  of  Israel  (cp  35). 

First  to  be  dealt  with  are  the  Palestinian  peoples — 
Ammonites,  Moabites,  Edomites, .  Philistines — (25,  in 
v.  8  omit  '  and  Seir ' ).  The  charge  against  them  is 
purely  political — hostility  to  Israel — and  they  are  all 
threatened  with  destruction.  The  prophet  speaks  not 
from  an  ethical  but  from  a  simply  national  point  of 
view,  there  being  no  reason  to  suppose  that  these 
peoples  were  morally  inferior  to  the  Babylonians  or  the 
Israelites. 

..    _  Next   comes   one  of  the  most  splendid 

*     '   passages  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  prophecy 

against  Tyre  (26 1-2819),  consisting  of  several  discourses. 

The  ground  of  Ezekiel's  fierce  hatred  of  the  great  city 
is  not  clear — hardly  commercial  rivalry,  as  26  2  has 
been  understood  to  say,  for  Jerusalem  had  no  great 
commercial  ambition.  A  partial  explanation  is  perhaps 
given  in  Jer.  27 1-",  in  which  Tyre,  along  with  other 

1  Hosea  and  Jeremiah  follow  a  tradition  (not  in  accordance 
with  the  present  Pentateuch  narrative)  which  represents  Israel 
as  obedient  in  the  wilderness  (a  sort  of  Golden  Age).  Jer.  (2  7) 
makes  the  defection  begin  with  the  entrance  into  Canaan. 
Ezekiel  (16  20)  takes  a  unitary  view  of  the  history ;  he  finds 
the  explanation  of  the  nation's  present  hardness  of  heart  in 
the  fact  that  it  had  been  rebellious  from  the  beginning  (cp. 
Acts  7  51). 
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powers,  appears  as  trying  to  entice  Zedekiah  into  a 
revolt  against  Babylon — a  heinous  crime  in  the  eyes  of 
both  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel.  The  point  of  view 

of  these  prophets  was  a  twofold  one  ;  on  the  one  hand, 
they  thought  submission  to  Babylon  the  condition  of 
peace  for  Judah  (Jer.  27");  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
they  held  the  destruction  of  the  existing  Judasan  regime 
to  be  necessary  for  the  national  future  of  prosperity — 
and  revolt  was  the  necessary  antecedent  to  this  destruc 
tion.  How  they  harmonised  these  two  points  of  view 
does  not  appear.  A  more  general  explanation 

of  Ezekiel's  position  is  that  he  regarded  the  rich  and 
splendid  Tyre  as  embodying  an  anti-Yahwistic  cult  and 
an  anti-Israelitish  civilisation,  dangerously  seductive  for 
Judah  ;  a  central  prophetic  principle  was  the  untainted 
development  of  the  native  civilisation.  We  should 
naturally  suppose  that  Babylon  would  be  thought 
equally  dangerous.  It  was  not  so.  Babylon  is  only 
honoured  and  defended,  and  the  reason  of  this  is  that 
every  other  consideration  was  swallowed  up  in  the  con 
viction  that  Nebuchadrezzar  was  the  only  hope  of 
deliverance  from  the  present  evil.  A  few  years  later 
(Is.  47 1)  the  circumstances  changed,  and  with  them  the 
tone  of  the  prophets  toward  Babylon. 

Ezekiel  first  describes  the  siege  and  capture  of  Tyre  (26  ;  cp 
29  17-20),  introducing  an  exquisite  little  kind  or  lament  (v.  17  f.). 
On  this  follows  the  historically  valuable  description  of  the  Tyrian 
commerce  (27),  the  text  of  which  is  unfortunately  in  very  bad 
condition.1  Turning  to  the  prince  of  Tyre  (28),  the  prophet  first 
taunts  him  for  his  inordinate  pride,  and  predicts  for  him  a 
shameful  death  (w'.  i-io),  then  represents  him  as  having  dwelt 
in  the  divine  garden  of  Eden,  under  the  protection  of  the  cherub 
(so  the  Heb.  text  must  be  corrected),  whence  he  was  expelled 
for  his  pride.  We  apparently  have  here  the  Babylonian  Eden- 
story,  out  of  which  that  of  Gen.  '2f.  was  shaped  by  monotheistic 
transformation  (see  CHERI;B,  §  2).  A  prediction  of  destruction 
against  Sidon  is  added,  with  a  word  of  promise  to  Israel  (28  20-26). 

The  next  section  (29-32)  is  devoted  to  Egypt,  which, 
like  Tyre,  was  an  anti-Yahwistic  power  (opposed  by  the 


12.  Egypt. 


prophets  from  Hoseaonwards)  and  an  enemy 


of  Babylon.  The  coming  desolation  of 
the  land  is  described,  with  promise  of  partial  restora 
tion,  yet  so  that  it  should  never  again  be  a  powerful 
kingdom  (29i-i6), — a  prediction  which  was  literally  ful 
filled  ;  and  it  is  added  that  Egypt  should  compensate 
Nebuchadrezzar  for  his  ill-success  with  Tyre  (29 17-20), 
which  he  may  have  captured  (on  this  point  we  have  not 
certain  information),  but  certainly  did  not  spoil  (for  early 
explanations  see  Jos.  Ant.x.\\i,  Co/it.  Ap.  1  21,  and 
Jerome  on  this  passage  of  Ezekiel).  Here  again  the 
prophet  interjects  a  word  of  hope  for  his  people  (292i). 

The  picture  of  desolation  is  repeated  in  the  next  discourse 
(30)  with  interesting  geographical  details.  The  king  is  then 
represented  (31)  as  a  noble  tree  destined  to  be  felled  (in  v.  3, 
read  :  '  behold,  there  was  a  cedar  in  Lebanon,'  etc.),  and  as  the 
Nile  monster  at  whose  death  darkness  shall  cover  the  land 
(32  1-16  ;  but  see  DRAGON,  §§  i  4).  Finally,  in  an  eloquent  dis 
course  (32  17-32)  the  Pharaoh  is  brought  down  to  Shed,  where  he 
lies  among  the  outcasts,  those  who  had  not  received  burial  rites. 

Turning    now    to    Israel,    after    having    announced 

13  Chans  the  destructi°n  °f  external  enemies, 
'33-39  '  the  ProP^et  proceeds  to  give  a  new 
picture. 

iii.  The  new  subject  is  the  future  restoration  ;  the 
occasion  is  the  reception  of  the  news  of  the  fall  of  the 
city  (33). 

First  comes  a  repetition  of  Ezekiel's  commission  as  watchman 
(33  1-9  =  8  i7-2i)and  of  the  principle  of  individual  retribution  (?/?'. 
io-2o  =  18);  this  latter  is  for  the  encouragement  of  the  exiles 
who  were  oppressed  by  the  fear  that  they  were  doomed  to 
destruction  on  account  of  their  sins  (?>.  10),  against  which  the 
prophet  declares  (looking  to  the  return)  that  repentance  will 
save  them.  When  the  news  comes  from  the  city,  he  points  out 
the  moral  necessity  of  the  desolation  of  the  land,  and  deplores 
the  levity  of  the  exiles. 

The  first  consolatory  discourse  (34)  denounces  under  the  figure 
of  a  flock  the  negligence  and  rapacity  of  the  Judean  leaders, 

1  Chap.  279^-25(1  is  regarded  by  some  critics  as  the  insertion 
of  an  editor.  Certainly,  if  this  section  be  omitted,  the  remainder 
of  the  chapter  will  form  a  satisfactory  unity  (picture  of  Tyre  as  a 
lordly  vessel,  which  suffers  shipwreck);  yet  the  geographical 
situation  depicted  is  exilian,  and  the  details  are  in  Ezekiel's 
manner.  The  section  was  perhaps  inserted  by  the  prophet 
himself. 
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and  promises  the  people  safe  abode  in  a  fruitful  land  united 
under  a  king  of  the  Davidic  dynasty  (this  was  the  natural  ex 
pectation  of  the  time,  though  the  circumstances  of  the  return 
made  it  impossible).  The  national  feeling  of  the  time  comes  out 
curiously  in  the  appended  announcement  of  the  desolation  of 
Edom  (35) — the  destruction  of  Israel's  hostile  and  hated  neigh 
bour  was  held  to  be  an  essential  feature  of  the  restoration. 

Next  is  promised  a  blessing  on  the  soil  (3(1) — the  land  should 
suffer  no  more  under  the  evil  renown  of  famine — Yahwe  for  his 
own  sake  would  restore  them  ;  for  their  unfaithfulness  to  him 
(worship  of  other  gods)  he  had  scattered  them,  and  had  thus  lost 
honour  among  the  nations,  being  seemingly  unable  to  provide 
for  his  own  people — now  he  would  show  his  power,  his  name 
should  be  accordingly  revered  among  the  nations,  and  he  would 
give  his  people  a  new  spirit  of  obedience  which  should  save 
them  from  idolatrous  defection. 

The  prophet  goes  on  (37)  to  depict  the  national  restoration  under 
the  figure  of  revivified  dry  bones  (w.  1-14),  and  the  everlasting 
union  of  the  two  branches  of  the  nation,  Judah  and  Ephraim, 
by  the  uniting  of  two  pieces  of  wood  into  one  piece  (trv.  15-28). 

The  concluding  discourse  (38./)  is  a  semi-apocalyptic  picture 
of  invasion  and  victory.  At  that  time  (circa  580)  the  Scythians 
had  overrun  north-western  Asia,  and  an  invasion  of  the  Mediter 
ranean  coast  might  seem  certain — this  the  prophet  regarded  as 
the  last  trial  of  Israel,  ushering  in  the  era  of  unclouded  pros 
perity.1  Ezekiel  first  describes  (3S)  the  mustering  of  the  forces  of 
GOG  (by  command  of  Yahwe,  wi>.  4-8,  according  to  the  correct 
translation),  their  attack  on  Israel  (m>.  9-17),  and  their  overthrow 
(vv.  18-23),  whereby  Yahwe's  power  should  be  made  known  to 
many  peoples.  The  defeat  is  then  described  in  detail  (39) ;  the 
land  should  be  filled  with  their  weapons  and  corpses,  their  dead 
should  all  be  buried  in  the  valley  of  'Abarlm,  in  the  mountains 
of  Moab,  E.  of  the  Dead  Sea  (v.  u,  emended  text),  the  event 
should  be  a  lesson  to  the  nations,  and  for  Israel  there  should  be 
no  more  captivity. 

iv.   The  last  series  of  discourses  (40-48)  belongs  to  the 

picture  of  restoration  ;  but  by  its  character  it  separates 

14   Cha        itself  from  the  rest  of  the  book.      It  is  the 

'      .   P  '  constitution  of  the  reconstructed  state,  the 

temple  service   being  the  central  feature. 

Ezekiel  spends  no  time  on  the  political  and  moral  sides 

of  the  national  life — these  both  were  fixed  by  tradition  ; 

he  is  concerned  with  the  ordering  of  the  public  rites  of 

religion,   in  which  he  sees   possibilities  of  reform,  his 

special  point  being  to  destroy  the  old  royal  control  of 

the   cultus,    and    make    temple    and    temple -ministers 

absolutely  independent. 

He  gives  first  a  plan  of  the  new  temple  (40-42),  apparently  a 
reproduction  of  the  temple  of  Solomon  (i  K.  6_/C  2  Ch.  3yT),  with 
the  details  of  which  he,  as  priest,  would  be  familiar ;  the  text 
is,  unfortunately,  very  corrupt.  The  vision  of  the  Kebar  here 
reappears  (-13  1-9),  the  glory  of  Yahwe  fills  the  temple  (ZTV.  1-5), 
returning  after  having  abandoned  the  old  temple  (8-10) ;  and  the 
royal  practice  of  building  sepulchres  by  the  temple  (natural  when 
this  was  a  royal  chapel)  is  forbidden  (43  6-9).  The  divinely 
given  form  of  the  temple  and  its  service  is  declared  to  be  the 
essence  of  public  religion  (mr.  10-12),  and  the  altar  and  its  con 
secrated  offerings  are  described  (vv.  13-27).  After  mentioning 
the  peculiar  use  of  the  eastern  outer  gate  (44  1-3)  the  prophet 
announces  that  the  idolatrous  priests  of  the  rural  shrines  are 
degraded  to  the  rank  of  subordinate  non-sacerdotal  ministers 
(henceforth  known  distinctively  as  '  Levites  '),2  and  gives  the 
law  of  the  priests  proper  (nv.  4-31).  A  sacred  territory  is  then 
marked  off  (45  1-5)  in  the  middle  of  the  land,  25,000  by  20,000 
cubits  (about  -]\  by  6  miles  or  12  by  10  kilometres)  for  temple, 
priests,  and  Levites  ;  south  of  this  is  the  city  (about  ii  miles  or 
zj  kilometres  square,  with  territory  on  the  E.  and  the  \V.),  and 
on  the  E.  and  W.  sides  the  domain  of  the  prince.  Various  pre 
scriptions  follow  :  the  oblations  to  be  furnished  by  the  people  to 
the  prince,  and  by  him  to  the  temple  (439-17),  the  offering  for 
cleansing  the  sanctuary  (?;•'.  18-20),  and  for  the  Passover  and  the 
Feast  of  Tabernacles  (7^'.  21-25),  tne  function  of  the  prince  in 
the  public  service  (461-15;  >n  *'•  *3  f-  read  'he 'for  'thou'), 
the  prince's  control  of  his  own  property  (reference  to  the  deror 
or  Jubilee-law)  (vv.  16-18),  places  for  boiling  and  baking  the 
offerings  (77'.  19-24).  Further,  the  blot  on  the  land,  the  sterility 
of  the  Dead  Sea,  is  to  be  removed  ;  the  prophet  (47  1-12)  sees  a 
stream  issue  from  the  eastern  front  of  the  temple  ;  it  runs  into 
the  sea,  whose  waters  are  then  healed  and  abound  in  fish  (only 
certain  marshes  remain  for  the  production  of  salt)  ;  on  the  banks 
of  the  river  grow  fruit-bearing  trees.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
text  to  indicate  that  this  was  not  intended  in  the  literal  sense. 
The  boundaries  of  the  land  are  then  given  (47  13-21),  agreeing 
in  general  with  Nu.  34  2-12  (cp  Josh.  15-19);  the  Jordan  forms 
part  of  the  eastern  boundary.  It  is  added  that  resident 
foreigners  (of  course,  worshippers  of  Yahwe)  are  to  have  a  share 
in  the  land  (47  22yC) ;  this  is  an  advance  in  liberality  and  in 
social  organisation.  The  last  chapter  (48)  gives  the  territories 
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1  This  section  is  regarded  by  Winckler  as  a  composition  of 
the  time  of  Alexander  the  Great  ;  see  above,  col.  1460,  n.  2.     In 
that  case,  however,  Alexander  would  be  called  '  King  of  Greece  ' 
and  would  be  treated  not  as  an  enemy  but  as  a  friend. 

2  See  LEVITES. 

1466 


of  the  several  tribes  in  parallel  slips,  seven  on  the  N.  and  five 
on  the  S.  of  the  central  reserved  territory  (z>7'.  1-29),  and  the 
measurements  and  gates  of  the  city  (TV.  30-35),  the  sacred  name 
of  which  is  to  be  Yakive  sa»i»ia/t,  '  Yah  we  is  there '  (cp  Jer. 
23633i6). 

Moral  and  religious  position.  — Ezekiel's  writings  state 

the  principal  ethical  and  religious  problems  and  ideas 

_,,  .        of  his  time.      His  own  opinions  we  may 

'  suppose  to  have  been  those  of  the  most 

advanced  priestly  circle,   though  it  may  not  always  be 

possible  to  distinguish    his  individual  views  from    the 

current  opinion. 

Ezekiel's  ethical  code  is  that  of  the  prophets — of 
high  character  as  far  as  regards  the  relations  between 
Israelites,  or,  we  may  probably  say,  between  in 
dividuals  (of  whatever  nationalities).  All  the  main 
social  duties  are  insisted  on  in  18  and  22.  As  to  foreign 
nations,  the  prophetic  code  says  nothing  of  duties 
toward  them — the  social  relations  of  the  time  had  not 
created  an  international  code.  Ezekiel  regards  all 
nations  hostile  to  Israel  as  morally  bad  and  to  be  hated 
and  given  over  to  destruction.  That  his  standard  of 
judgment  is  not  ethical,  but  political,  is  shown  by  the 
fact  that  he  denounces  Egypt  and  favours  Babylon,  the 
only  difference  between  the  two  kingdoms  being  in  their 
different  relations  to  Israel. 

It  seems  remarkable  that  the  prophet  shows  no  recognition  of 
the  greatness  of  the  Egyptian  and  Phoenician  civilisations. 
Another  defect  of  his  ethical  scheme  is  his  mingling  of  the  moral 
and  the  ritual,  as  in  18  11-13  (where  read  '  has  eaten  [flesh]  with 
the  blood '),  22  6-12,  in  which  the  'contempt  of  sacred  things' 
probably  means  a  violation  of  the  ritual  law,  and  the  '  humbling 
of  an  unclean  woman'  is  purely  a  matter  of  ritual.  In  22  lof. 
reference  is  made  to  certain  marriages — namely  with  the  wife  of 
one's  father,  and  with  one's  half-sister — which,  formerly  legal 
(28.1622  Gen.  20  12),  had  been  condemned  by  the  advancing 
moral  feeling  in  Ezekiel's  time  (cp  Lev.  20  n  17).  These  things 
were  wrong  as  violations  of  existing  law ;  but  we  demand  a 
clear  distinction  between  them  and  purely  moral  offences. 

On  the  other  hand  the  prophet's  sharp  exposition  of 
individual  responsibility  (18)  is  an  advance  on  the  older 
view  which  held  men  responsible  for  the  sins  of  their 
fathers  or  their  social  chiefs.  This  principle  did  not 
originate  with  Ezekiel :  it  is  found  in  Dt.  24 16  and  Jer. 
3l29/i  ;  but  he  elaborates  it  distinctly,  and  no  doubt 
did  much  to  give  it  currency.  It  must  be  added  that 
he  seems  to  give  it  a  special  application  to  the  exiles, 
on  whom  he  wished  (on  the  eve,  he  supposed,  of 
departure  from  Babylon)  to  impress  the  necessity  of 
individual  preparedness  ;  nevertheless  his  words  contain 
the  universal  principle.  See  ESCHATOLOGY,  %2jrf. 

As  regards  purity  of  religious  conceptions  Ezekiel 
occupies  a  position  midway  between  the  old  Israelit- 

Trl         f  'sm    an<^     '^e     later     Judaism     or     the 
'  ,,    ,  New  Testament.      With  his  higher  pro 

phetic  thought  are  mingled  survivals 
of  the  old  ideas,  and  this  admixture  gives  a  curiously 
varied  and  picturesque  character  to  his  writing.  In 
this  respect  he  appears  to  fall  below  Amos,  Isaiah,  and 
Jeremiah — a  result  for  which  his  priestly  training  was 
doubtless  in  part  responsible.  His  conception  of  God 
is  in  the  main  that  of  all  the  prophets.  He  is  practically 
monotheistic  ;  he  recognises  no  deity  but  the  God  of 
Israel,  though  from  the  paucity  of  his  statements  on 
this  point  (see,  e.g.,  chap.  8)  it  is  impossible  to  say 
whether  he  regarded  other  deities  as  having  a  real 
existence  ;  it  is  perhaps  significant  that  in  such  passages 
as  3429  36 15  21  3921,  in  which  demonstration  of  Yahwe's 
power  to  other  peoples  is  spoken  of,  nothing  is  said  of 
their  gods.  It  seems  probable  that  his  opinion  was 
that  of  Jer.  2n,  that  these  gods  were  '  not  gods.' 

Though  Ezekiel  has  no  definite  formula  of  absolute 
divine  omnipresence,  omniscience,  and  omnipotence, 
Yahwe  is  for  him  practically  unlimited  in  place,  time, 
knowledge,  and  power,  the  universal  lord  and  judge, 
fashioning  the  fortunes  of  all  men  and  peoples,  using, 
and  putting  up  and  down  whom  he  will.  This  seem 
ingly  universal  conception  is  held  along  with  the  old 
tribal  idea  that  the  deity  is  attached  to  a  definite  place  ; 
Yahwe,  however,  abandons  for  a  time  his  doomed  temple 
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(1  28  10  19)  and  goes  to  Babylonia  to  remain  till  the  new 
untainted  temple  shall  be  built  (43  7).  Yahwe  is  specific 
ally  the  God  of  Israel,  and  has  no  friendly  relations  with 
other  nations  (8430)  ;  he  dwells  in  the  land  of  Israel 
(3726/),  and  particularly  in  the  temple  (10),  of  his  sole 
proprietorship  of  which  he  is  jealous  (437/. ). 

The  coexistence  in  Ezekiel's  mind  of  these  unhar- 
monious  ideas  is  explained  by  the  historical  develop 
ment  ;  it  was  only  gradually  that  Israel  purified  its 
religious  conceptions,  and  Ezekiel's  theology  contains 
the  germ  of  the  later  more  spiritual  view.  The  prophet 
probably  thought  of  Yahwe  as  having  definite  human 
form  (126);  this  pure  physical  anthropomorphism  was 
an  advance  on  the  earlier  theriomorphism  (as  in  Egypt 
and  Babylon)  and  formed  the  transition  to  the  higher 
conception. 

The  ethical  character  ascribed  by  Ezekiel  to  Yahwe 

also  shows    diverse   elements.       In    his   relations  with 

17   Yahwe's  Israe^  Yahwe  is  represented  as  inflexibly 

rharartPr     J"5'1    and    ^    basing    his    judgments    on 

l/lld,l  dl/licl .  i  .  ,  .... 

moral  grounds — he  punishes  his  own 
people  for  their  sins.  This  is  the  prophetic  view  which, 
though  not  confined  to  Israel,  was  most  clearly  an 
nounced  by  the  Israelitish  thinkers  (Am.  32),  and  by  them 
made  a  part  of  the  world's  religious  thought.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Yahwe  of  Ezekiel  lays  great  stress  on 
ritual.  In  his  dealings  with  other  nations  he  has  not 
risen  entirely  above  the  level  of  the  old  national  god 
who  cares  only  for  his  own  people  ;  his  treatment  of 
Egypt,  Tyre,  and  the  other  peoples  is  not  morally 
discriminating.  The  curious  statement  of  20  25/1,  that 
he  gave  Israel  evil,  deadly,  and  polluting  laws,  is 
apparently  intended  to  account  for  the  presence,  in  the 
earlier  legislation,  of  prescriptions  (as  that  of  Ex.  13 12) 
to  which  objection  was  taken  in  the  prophet's  time  ; 
these,  says  Ezekiel  (in  accordance  with  his  conception  of 
the  divine  absoluteness),  were  given  by  Yahwe  as  punish 
ment  for  the  people's  disobedience  (cp  Mt.  198).  Ezekiel 
(differing  in  this  respect  from  Hoseaand  Jeremiah)  does 
not  ascribe  to  Yahwe  tenderness.  He  generally  repre 
sents  him  as  animated  against  Israel  and  Jerusalem  by 
fierce  anger  (see  especially  chaps.  5  and  20).  Still,  he 
says  of  him  (1832)  that  he  has  no  pleasure  in  inflicting 
death,  but  desires  that  sinners  turn  and  live ;  that  is, 
he  desires  his  people's  good  (34),  but  is  angry  at  and 
rigorously  punishes  defection.  A  primitive  feature  in 
Ezekiel's  portraiture  of  Yahwe's  character  is  the  desire 
for  renown  which  he  ascribes  to  him  (809  8622^  8823 
etc.)  :  Yahwe  acts  'for  his  name's  sake,'  that  is,  that 
his  name  (himself)  may  be  revered  by  the  nations. 

In  this  representation  there  is  a  well  -  developed  con 
ception  of  divine  absoluteness — it  is  not  for  man  but  for 
himself  that  God  acts  (cp.  the  similar,  yet  discrepant, 
statements  in  Dt.  9  4-6  7  if. ) ',  and  there  is  also  the  germ 
of  a  great  moral  and  religious  idea — the  conviction  that 
the  truth  of  the  worship  of  Yahwe  will  be  the  salvation 
of  the  nations  ;  but  in  the  prophet's  mind  this  idea  is 
obscured  by  excessive  nationalism,  the  desire  to  exalt 
the  national  deity  above  all  other  deities,  and  so  the 
nation  above  all  other  nations  :  he  expresses  no  hope 
for  the  moral-religious  reform  of  foreign  peoples.  In 
short,  his  conception  of  God  has  noble  features  dimmed 
by  narrow  national  and  low  anthropomorphic  elements. 
He  makes  no  mention  of  angels  (unless  the  persons 
who  are  introduced  in  92  are  so  to  be  re- 


18.  Other 
beings. 


garded),    of  seraphim,    or    of  evil    spirits  ; 


but  the  non- mention  is  probably  accidental. 

The  '  spirit '  which  enters  into  him  (2  2)  and  lifts  him  up 
(3  12  14  83  1124)  is  (as  in  Jtidg.  14  19  i  K.  22  21  2  K.  '1 1<.)  a 
member  of  the  heavenly  court,  sent  by  God  to  do  certain  things 
beyond  ordinary  human  power;  in  392g  its  function  is  to  im 
plant  a  new  disposition  in  the  mind  (and  here  the  expression 
pour  out'  indicates  the  beginning  of  a  transition  to  the  sense  of 
'  influence  '  for  the  term  '  spirit ').  The  cherub,  to  which  E/ekiel 
several  times  refers,  is  of  course  no  angel,  but  a  figure  of  mythic 
origin,  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from  Babylonia.  On  the 
different  representations  of  the  cherub  see  CHERUB. 

Ezekiel  has  the  old- Israelitish  view  of  the  nature  and 
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destiny  of  man.  He  regards  him  as  a  free  agent, 
„  capable  of  changing  from  bad  to  good,  or 
from  good  to  bad  (18)  ;  of  the  conditions 
which  may  determine  a  man  to  be  good  or  bad  he  says 
nothing,  except  that  it  is  open  to  any  one  to  consider 
the  outcome  of  his  ways  (1828).  Shfiol,  the  world  of 
the  dead  (see  2620  8114-17  3-  17-32),  is  still  without  any 
trace  of  local  division  between  the  good  and  the  bad 
(cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  io/. )  ;  nor  can  it  be  said  that  any 
reference  is  made  to  the  resurrection  of  the  body,  the 
description  in  87  1-14  being  figurative  of  the  restoration  of 
the  nation  to  national  life  (so,  explicitly,  v.  n).  Man, 
according  to  the  prophet,  works  out  his  destiny  and 
finds  his  happiness  or  unhappiness  in  this  world  ;  here 
God  distributes  rewards  and  punishments,  awarding  to 
nations  prosperity  or  adversity,  and  inflicting  on  the 
wicked  man  the  greatest  calamity,  premature  death  (18). 
Righteousness  and  sin  are  obedience  and  disobedience 
to  the  divine  law,  moral  and  ritual.  Of  the  inward 
life,  struggle  against  sin,  love  to  God,  the  prophet  says 
nothing  (on  8626  see  below) ;  it  is  the  outward  side 
that  is  considered.  The  chief  reason  for  this  is  that 
the  nation,  not  individual  man,  was  the  religious  unit 
of  the  prophets  (as  of  antiquity  in  general),  and  for  the 
nation  there  could  be  only  the  external  test  of  goodness. 
Salvation  was  thus,  both  for  the  nation  and  for  the 
individual,  deliverance  from  the  outward  ills  of  life,  and 
endowment  with  all  things  good.  It  includes  forgive 
ness  of  sins,  and  its  condition  is  obedience  to  the  law. 
For  obedience  there  is  needed  a  disposition  or  deter 
mination  of  mind.  Israel,  having  been  rebellious,  must 
have  implanted  in  it  a  new  purpose  and  will,  a  '  new 
heart,'  a  'heart  of  flesh'  (8626),  yielding,  sensitive  to 
the  divine  will.  Yahwe  himself  will  do  this.  The 
same  thing  the  prophet  expresses  by  saying  (8627) 
that  Yahwe  will  put  within  the  nation  his  spirit,  a  new 
spirit  (v.  26),  the  reference  being  to  the  idea  expressed 
in  Gen.  2?  that  man's  vital  breath  is  breathed  into  him 
by  God  (cp  §  18,  above).  '  Heart'  and  '  spirit'  are  in 
the  OT  sometimes  practically  identical  ;  each  expresses 
the  whole  inward  being  (cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  §§12  igf. ). 
The  prophet  thus  declares  that  Israel's  inward  nature 
shall  be  transformed  in  the  respect  that  it  shall  hereafter 
have  the  will  to  obey.  Though  he  has  in  mind  directly 
only  the  statement  of  the  fact  that  Israel  will  cease  to 
be  disobedient  and  become  obedient  (of  which  statement 
a  natural  Heb.  form  is  that  of  8626/1),  yet  in  his  con 
ception  of  transformation  (as  in  Jer.  8133)  we  must  see 
the  germ  of  the  NT  idea  of  regeneration. 

Ezekiel's  representation  of  the  future  of  Israel  does 
not  differ  substantially  from  that  of  his  predecessors. 
He  expects  the  nation  to  be  restored  in 
peace  to  its  own  land,  in  which  (after  the 
struggle  with  Gog)  it  shall  dwell  for  ever 
in  prosperity  under  its  kings.  He  says  nothing  of  an 
individual  human  deliverer,  there  having  been  apparently 
at  that  time  no  prominent  political  figure  either  among 
the  exiles  or  at  home.  He  expects  not  an  absolute 
theocracy  but  a  royal  government  which  shall  respect 
and  support  the  temple.  A  decided  advance  over 
earlier  prophetic  representations  of  the  future  is  the 
more  definite  formulation  of  the  idea  of  moral  regenera 
tion  mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  The 
hope  for  the  union  of  Ephraim  and  Judah  into  one 
kingdom  under  a  Davidic  king  (37  15-28)  was  a  natural 
one  at  the  time — the  northern  kingdom  had  long  ceased 
to  have  a  political  existence ;  the  fulfilment  of  this 
hope  was  made  impossible  by  political  conditions  which 
the  prophet  could  not  foresee,  since  in  his  day  Persia 
had  not  yet  come  to  the  front.  The  '  messianic '  ex 
pectation  proper  did  not  arise  till  after  his  time.  On  his 
new  constitution  for  the  future  kingdom  see  below,  §  24. 
Place  in  the  history  of  the  ritual. — The  development 
of  the  sacrificial  ritual  which  had  been  going  on  from 
the  beginning  of  the  national  history  received  a  special 
impulse  toward  the  end  of  the  seventh  century.  This 
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was,  in  the  first  place,  the  result  of  that  general  growth 
in  culture  which  is,  as  a  rule,  attended  by  growth  in 
organisation.  Israel,  with  its  high  religious  endowment, 

_  ,  ,  naturally  advanced  slowly  and  surely  in 
the  ordering  of  its  outward  religious  life, 
<ua  '  as  Rome  did  in  the  establishment  of 
political  principles.  There  were,  besides,  two  facts, 
one  internal,  one  external,  that  probably  helped  on 
the  movement  in  the  generation  preceding  Ezekiel's 
active  life.  The  first  of  these  was  that  the  practical 
triumph  of  monotheism  gave  the  leading  men  leisure 
to  turn  their  attention  more  fully  to  the  needs  of  the 
national  worship  ;  and  some  of  these  were  accordingly 
not  slow  to  take  advantage  of  the  favourable  disposition 
of  the  young  king  Josiah,  and  to  set  on  foot  an  attempt 
at  centralisation.  The  other  fact  was  the  closer  social 
contact  with  Assyria  during  the  seventh  century.  Judah 
was  an  Assyrian  vassal  kingdom,  the  relation  between 
the  two  powers  was  a  peaceful  one,  and  the  less  ad 
vanced  in  general  culture  would  naturally  borrow  from 
the  more  advanced,  especially  as  the  Assyrians  were 
Semites,  and  the  Judreans  felt  nearer  to  them  than  to 
such  a  country  as  Egypt.  Manasseh  and  his  party 
adopted  astral  worship  from  Assyria  (2  K.  21 3  23s), 
and  the  Yahwe -party,  while  protesting  against  these 
innovations,  might  get  from  their  suzerain  kingdom 
valuable  suggestions  for  the  better  regulation  of  worship. 
Ezekiel  belonged  to  the  circle  most  interested  in  this 
movement,  and  from  his  writings  we  may  form  an  idea 
of  the  changes  which  were  proposed  in  his  time  ;  these, 
we  may  assume,  represent  not  only  his  individual 
opinions,  but  also  the  views  of  his  circle.  • 

The  first  efforts  of  the  reform  party  were  directed 
toward  the  suppression  of  the  rural  shrines  ;  its  pro- 

_      ,      1    gramme    is    embodied   in   Dt.  12-26 — a 

'.     ,.         "  work  which  doubtless  represents  the  ideas 
isation.      of  the  leading  men  of  the  year  62I     The 

next  step  would  naturally  be  the  further  organisation  of 
the  sacrificial  cultus,  a  point  on  which  D  has  very  little 
to  say  (18 1-8).  Its  provisions  were  probably  known 
to  and  accepted  by  Ezekiel  ;  the  book  may  have  been 
regarded  as  an  authoritative  but  not  a  final  statement 
of  sacred  law,  and  it  forms  the  starting-point  for  the 
work  of  the  succeeding  generation.  Little  seems  to 
have  been  done  in  the  interval  between  the  year  621 
and  the  destruction  of  the  city  in  586  ;  the  energies  of 
Jerusalem  were  absorbed  by  the  political  situation,  and 
the  leading  prophet,  Jeremiah,  was  not  interested  in 
the  ritual  (Jer.  722).  It  was  in  the  quiet  of  the  exile 
that  the  development  of  the  ritual  was  carried  on  ;  to 
this  work  Ezekiel  seems  to  have  devoted  himself  in  the 
last  years  of  his  life.  Cp  LAW  LITERATURE. 

The  book  of  Ezekiel   stands  between  Deuteronomy 

VI  FrPlripl  and  <  =  D)  and  the  final  Priestly  legislation 
61  *na  (Lev.  1-1627   Nu.    Ex.  25-31   35-40  = 
Otner  wor.KS     P),  and  is  in  nearest  relation  with  Lev. 
on  ritual.        ?_26  (Law  of  Hollness  =  H).i 

With  18-20  of  this  last  section  (which  is  composite  and  of 
various  dates)  he  agrees  in  the  general  conception  of  the  position 
of  the  priest,  the  special  sanctity  of  the  sabbath  (Ezek.  20  12 
Lev.  1830),  and  the  marriage  law  (Ezek.  22  \of.  Lev.  1881519 
20  ii  ./I  17 •  f.  cp  Dt.  23  i  [22301).  On  the  other  hand  the  sub 
sections  Lev.  1721-2(5  in  their  recognition  of  priests  as  Aaronides 
(21  i),  in  their  greater  elaboration  of  the  ceremonies  of  the  feasts 
(23),  and  in  their  development  of  the  jubilee  (25),  appear  to  be 
later  than  Ezekiel  ;  the  earlier  parts  of  H  are  probably  con 
temporaneous  with  him,  but  they  were  added  to  in  succeeding 
times. 

The  more  particular  relation  between  D,  Ezek.,  and 
H  is  as  follows  : — 

i.  Levites.  — \n  D  (18i-s)  all  Levites  are  priests,  in  Ezek. 
(44  15)  only  Zadokites  are  priests,  in  H  (21  i)  only  Aaronides. 

ii.  Priests. — As  to  their  general  conduct,  all  the  provisions  of 
Ezek.  (4417-27)  are  found  in  H  (Lev.  21  22,t-i6)  except  the 
prohibition  of  woollen  clothes  and  wine,  and  the  command  to 
act  as  judges,  and  H  has  many  details  not  found  in  Ezek.  D 
has  nothing  on  this  point  except  (17  o)  the  recognition  of  Levites 
as  judges  (an  old  institution).  As  to  their  support,  D  (18  1-4} 


1  See  LAW  LITERATURE. 
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is  substantially  reproduced  in  Ezek.  (44  2p_/),  but  the  latter 
adds  a  large  gift  of  land  for  priests  and  Levites  (45  48) ;  this 
land-provision  is  peculiar  to  Ezek.,  but  in  Nu.  35  1-8  forty-eight 
cities  are  assigned  to  the  whole  tribe  of  Levi,  and  of  these 
thirteen  (Josh.  21 4)  were  for  the  priests;  Ezek.'s  proposed 
arrangement  proved,  in  fact,  to  be  impracticable.  H  alone 
mentions  the  high  priest  (21  10). 

iii.  Offerings. — D  has  no  details.  The  offerings  are  of  the 
same  kind  as  in  Ezek.  and  H,  except  that  the  latter  does  not 
mention  the  iis.lm  ('guilt-offering,'  2  K.  12  16  [17]);  neither  has 
the  elaborate  sin-offering  of  Lev.  10.  H  is  more  detailed  than 
Ezek.  in  the  description  (22  17-28)  of  sacrificial  animals. 

iv.  Feasts. — D  (16)  has  the  three  great  festivals  —  Passover, 
Weeks,  Booths  —  without  sacrificial  details;  Ezek.  (4621-25) 
mentions  only  the  first  and  the  third  of  these,  but  with  details 
of  the  materials  (the  omission  of  the  feast  of  weeks  is  no  doubt 
due  to  an  oversight),  and  adds  a  special  ceremony  of  purification 
of  the  sanctuary  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  and  the  seventh 
months  (45 18-20,  according  to  the  Gk.  text).  H  (23)  gives, 
besides  the  three,  the  ceremony  of  the  sheaf  of  first-fruits,  the 
feast  of  trumpets,  and  the  day  of  atonement  (the  ritual  details 
are  given  more  fully  in  Nu.  28_/C). 

The  impression  made  by  comparison  of  Ezekiel  and  H 
is  that  the  latter  represents  in  general  a  more  advanced 
ritualistic  stage  ;  but  the  differences  between  them  are 
not  so  great  as  to  require  us  to  suppose  that  they  are 
separated  by  a  great  interval  of  time.  The  main  point 
is  that  Ezekiel  expands  the  Deuteronomic  scheme  by  a 
more  precise  formulation  of  the  ritual. 

The  function  assigned  to  the  prince  (peculiar  to  Ezekiel  and 
never  carried  out ;  see  PRINCE,  2)  is  to  be  noted.  The  omission  of 
mention  of  furniture  (ark  and  cherubs)  in  the  most  holy  place  is 
strange,  especially  as  the  cherub  and  the  palm  tree  are  introduced 
as  ornaments  ;  the  omission  is  perhaps  due  to  scribal  error.  Cp 
i  K.  6  23-29,  and  the  omission  of  the  bronze  altar  in  i  K.  7  f. 

Though  the  scheme  given  in  40-48  is  put  in  the  form 
of  a  vision,  its  minuteness  of  detail  shows  that  the  prophet 
.,  had  in  mind  a  plan  of  organisation  to  be 

actually  carried  out  on  the  return  of  the 
ttl  people  to  their  land.  It  is  all  to  be  taken 
literally,  even  47 1-12  for  there  is  no  exegetical  ground 
for  making  a  distinction  between  this  section  and  the 
rest.  The  plan  is  an  admirable  one.  Without  en 
croaching  on  the  proper  functions  of  the  state,  it  secures 
the  absolute  independence  of  the  temple.  The  ministers 
of  the  sanctuary  are  to  have  their  own  lands  and  houses 
and  revenues  assured  them  by  organic  law  ;  the  prince 
is  a  servant  of  the  temple,  subordinate  in  this  sphere 
to  the  priests  ;  it  is  a  genuine  separation  of  Church  and 
State,  a  provision  which  for  that  time  was  a  necessity, 
if  public  religion  was  to  have  free  course.  The  temple, 
the  dwelling-place  of  Yahwe,  is  the  centre  of  the  national 
life  (cp  Hag.  2?  Zech.  1  16  Mai.  3i)  ;  the  people  are  to 
be  morally  and  ritually  righteous,  but  the  full  concep 
tion  of  ritual  sanctity  (as  in  Zech.  I-lzof.)  is  not  ex 
pressed.  The  other  features  of  the  scheme  are  less  im 
portant. 

The  prophet  reproduces  the  details  of  the  temple  of  Solomon 
with  a  fidelity  which  shows  not  only  that  he  attached  great  im 
portance  to  the  visible  centre  of  worship,  but  also  that  he  had 
closely  studied  its  architecture  and  its  service.  It  is  hardly 

Eossible  to  restore  the  temple  completely  after  his  indications ; 
ut  there  is  enough  to  show  that  the  whole  structure,  includ 
ing  the  encl  isure,  was  pleasing  and  possibly  imposing  (see 
TEMPLE).  The  physical  changes  in  the  land  expected  by  the 
prophet  (47  ;  cp  Zech.  144-10  Is.  6517-25  11  6-9)  are  not  essential 
to  his  religious  plan. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  the  measurements  of  the  temple  (42 
15-20)  and  of  the  sacred  territory  (45  i)  are  geographically  im 
possible,  and  that  the  prophet  thus  means  to  indicate  that  his 
scheme  is  an  ideal  one.  The  difficulty  disappears  when  (with 
@)  we  read  'cubit '  instead  of  '  reed  '  in  42  15-20,  and,  in  accord 
ance  with  this,  supply  'cubit'  in  45  i -6.  The  temple-enclosure 
will  then  be  about  250  yards  (or  225  metres)  square,  and  might 
easily  stand  on  the  top  of  the  hill,  and  the  whole  central  reserved 
district  (including  the  land  of  the  priests  and  of  the  Levites  and 
the  territory  of  the  city)  will  be  about  7^  miles  (or  12  kilometres) 
square.  The  physical  changes  described  in  47  are  not  greater 
than  those  contemplated  elsewhere  in  OT,  and  were  not  un 
natural  according  to  the  ideas  which  prevailed  in  Ezekiel's  time. 
i.  Criticism  of  Heb.  text.—  Cornill,  Ezechiel  ('86)  (rich  in 
material ;  bold,  sometimes  rash,  in  emendation  ;  often  happy 
in  suggestion  ;  see  §  4  above) ;  Siegfried  in 
25.  Literature.  Kau.  HS  (critical  notes  to  his  translation) ; 
Gratz,  P. tnendat tones,  II.  ('93);  D.  H. 
Miiller,  Ezechiel- Studien  ('95);  Bertholet  in  Now.;  Toy  in 
S£OT('<)g).  [See  also  many  articles  on  archaeological  points 
in  the  present  work.] 

ii.  Commentaries. — Among  modern  writers   see  Hiivernick, 
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1843;  Hitzig,  1847;  P.  Fairbairn,  1851;  Ewald,  1868;  Reuss, 
1876;  Currie  (in  Speaker's  Comm.),  1876;  F.  W.  J.  Schroder, 
1873  ;  Smend,  1880;  Keil,  2nd  ed.  1882  ;  A.  B.  Davidson,  1882  ; 
Orelli,  1888,  2nd  ed.  1896  ;  Bertholet  in  KH  K,  1897  ;  Toy,  SBOT, 
Eng.  ed.,  1899;  R-  Kraetzschmar  in  Nowack's  HK  (1900). 

iii.  Other  critical  aids.—  Gratz,  MIVGJ^  ('74)  ;  Duhm,  Theol. 
d.  Propheten  ('75)  ;  Klo.  in  St.  Kr.  ('77)  ;  Graf,  Gesch.  Biicherdes 
AB('66)',  Kuenen,  Prophets  and  Prophecy^-]-]),  and  his  art.  in 
Modern  Review  X  84);  Valeton,  Jr.,  Viertalvoorlez.  over  prophet. 
desOV  ('86);  Arndt,  Die  stelliing  Ez.  in  der  A  T  Prophet  ie(%(>); 
L.  Gautier,  La  mission  I/H  prophcte  Ez.  ('91)  ;  Montefiore,  Hil'b. 
Lect.  ('92)  ;  Skinner,  Ezek.  (Expos.  Bible)  ('95)  ;  Bertholet,  Die 
Verfassungsentu'ur/des  Hes.  ('96).  To  these  should  be  added, 
on  Ezekiel's  elegies,  Bu.  in  ZA  TIV,  '82  and  'oi-'93  ;  and,  on  the 
prophet's  plan  of  a  temple,  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Hist,  de  fart, 
etc.,  where,  however,  Chipiez's  restoration  is  highly  imaginative. 

C.  H.  T. 

EZEL  PTXH  [with  art.]),  a  name  which  has  intruded 
itself  by  a  misunderstanding  into  the  narrative  of  David's 
parting  from  Jonathan,  i  S.  20  19  (Vg.  ,  Luther,  EV). 
<51!  presents  the  unintelligible  word  Ergab  (:rapi  rd 
ep7a/3  ^/ceivo),1  which  reappears  as  Argab  in  v.  41  (A. 
dvtffTT)  curb  TOV  apyap)  ;  MT  in  v.  19  has  pxn,  and  in 
v.  41  a::.2 

Evidently  pxrt,  ^>mn,  and  ajj  are  all  wrong.  Not 
less  evidently  the  true  reading  (instead  of  Smn,  EV 
'  Ezel  '  )  is  preserved  by  ©.  Hence  Wellhausen  and  most 
critics  restore  i^>n  a-nxn  in  -v.  19  and  aj-ixn  in  v.  41  ; 
but  there  is  no  word  ajnx  (see  below). 

3riN,  'argab,  has  been  held  to  mean  'cairn'  (WRS,  OTJC®, 
81,  and  most  critics)  or  '  heap  of  earth  '  (Kittel  in  Kau.  HS,  Dr. 
Sam.  132,  and  Deut.  48).  The  latter  sense  is  the  more  defensible, 
though  it  is  scarcely  appropriate.  The  existence  of  the  word, 
however,  is  undemonstrated.  It  is  true,  the  word  «pya/3  occurs 
again  La  I  S.  6xi  I  J  [B],  where,  however,  it  is  a  corruption  of 
apyo£  [A],  /3aepya<J"  [  L],  which  is  simply  a  gloss  from  the  margin, 
(see  COFFER),  and  in  i  K.  413  [A],  where  it  represents  33"1N. 
Almost  certainly  the  true  reading  is  -)jnj?n  —  i.e.,  the  juniper-tree. 
Render  vv.  igf.,  '•  •  •  and  thou  shall  sit  down  beside  yonder 


juniper-tree  ;  and  I  will  choose  (nj 
to  shoot  at.'     Cp  HEATH. 


the  three  rocks  as  a  mark 
T.  K.  C. 


EZEM  (D>7,  §  106  ;  ACOM  [BAL]),  an  unidentified 
site  in  the  Negeb  of  Judah  toward  the  Edomite  border, 
Josh.  1529  (AV  AZEM  ;  aae/j.  [A]  aSe/u,  [L]). 

In  Josh.  19  3  (AV  AZEM  ;  <.a<rov  [B]  -//.  [L])  and  in  i  Ch.  42g 
(SootroA  [B]  /3oacro|ii  [A])  it  is  one  of  the  towns  'in  the  midst  of 
the  inheritance  of  Judah'  (Josh.  19  1)  assigned  to  Simeon 

AZMON  (pcsy)  may  be  another  form  of  the  same 
name. 

EZER  pXN;  ACAP  [Dsil  EL],  C6.<\p[A]),  a  son  of  Seir 
the  Horite  (Gen.  8621  ;  i  Ch.  1  38,  AV  EZAR,  a<rap  [A],  om.  B), 
whose  sons  are  mentioned  in  Gen.  3(3  27  (ia<rap  [D]),  i  Ch.  1  42 
(acrap  [A],  axrap  [B]).  More  strictly  Ezer  was  a  Horite  clan 
(I^X,  not  *J1>K),  Gen.  8630  (o-aap  [D],  atra.  [E]).  The  name 
appears  in  i  S.  15  33  ©L  (o.<n;p)  as  that  of  Agag's  father  ;  see  H. 
P.  Smith,  ad  loc. 

EZER  pty  and  1W,  'help,1  §  50;  ezep  [AL]  a 
shortened  theophorous  name). 

1.  One  of  the  B'ne  HUR,  i  Ch.'  4  4  (a£jp  [B]),  probably  the 
sameasEzRA(RVEzRAH)ofz/.  I7(eo-pei  [B],  efpi  [A],  i«fpaa[L]). 

2.  A  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  13^),  Neh.  1242  (om.  BN*A,  tefovp  [Nc-am£-  L]). 

3.  In  genealogy  of  EPHRAI.M  (§   12),    i    Ch.  "21  (o£ap   [B], 

H-b^v.  for  lySfjn    1TJ?    [Pesh.]),  perhaps   a  corruption  of  the 
name  Elead  (see  E  LAD  AH). 

4.  One  of  David's  warriors,  i  Ch.  12  9  (afa  [BN],   a£ep  [A]). 
See  DAVID,  §  n  c. 

EZERIAS  (ezepioy  LA])-    r    Esd-   8i  =  Ezra7i. 

AZARIAH,    3. 

EZIAS.     i.  (oz(e)iOY  EBL]-  ez-  [A]),  i  Esd.  82  = 

Ezra7^,  AZAKIAH,  3. 

2.  (e^etas  [B])  i  Esd.  9  14  RVmg.  =  Ezra  10  15,  JAHAZIAH. 

EZION-GEBER  (EV)  or  EZION-GABER  (AV) 
p33  ]W$V,  hardly  'back-bone  of  the  giant'  [as,  e.g., 
Smith's  DBW~\  ;  perhaps,  like  the  Ar.  gadyCi,  a  place 
where  the  tree  gada.  grows  in  abundance  [Lag.  ,  Ubers. 
J57]'  CP  NAMES,  §  103  ;  yao-iui>  yafitp  [BAL], 

1   <&A  has  epyot'  for  epya.fi,  (S1-  irapa  rai  Ai'Ow  eiceii'ta. 
2  ©A  has  virvov  for  apya/3,  «BL  apyo/3. 
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7.  7a/3eXos  [Jos.  Ant.  viii.  64].  It  has  been  suggested, 
however,  that  the  true  name  was  Nfisib-gdom — i.e. , 
'  Column  of  (the  god)  Edom.'  See  JEHOSHAPHAT,  i).1 
One  of  the  last  stations  where  the  Israelites  encamped 
(Nu.333s/..  ytffffiuv  y.  [B*].  -f<ri.  y.  [H:ll'A]  [P2],  Dt. 
28  [D]) ;  see  WANDERINGS,  §  12 _/".  It  was  here  that 
Solomon  made  a  ship  (or  a  navy  of  sliips)  to  fetch  gold 
from  Ophir  (i  K.  926,  e/xaecreiwv  y.  [B],  yeaitav  y.  [L],  cp 
2  Ch.  8 17  7ecria;i'  y.  [L]) ;  and  at  a  later  time  Jehoshaphat 
made  Tarshish-ships  (cp  our  '  Indiamen '),  which  were 
broken  up  by  a  storm  (iK.  2248;  acreuv  y.  [A]  —  1 6  28  f 
in  B  [•yacriwj'  7.]  and  L  [-ye.  7.]  ;  2  Ch.  20  36  epya.ffi.tav 
[  =  ^7.]  7.  [A],  ivyeffiuv  y.  [L],  see  JEHOSHAPHAT,  i). 
To  judge  by  i  K.  9  29  Ezion-geber  must  have  been  situated 
near  (nx)  to  ELATH  ;  its  precise  situation  is  unknown,  but 
on  the  supposition  that  the  mud-flats  which  now  form  the 
lower  end  of  the  Wady  el-'Arabah  were  once  covered  by 
the  sea,  it  is  identified  by  Robinson  with VtftM  el-Ghudyan, 
a  valley  with  brackish  water  some  15  m.  N.  of  the  present 
extremity  of  the  gulf  (see  Dr.  Dent.  35  f. ).  Others 
would  place  it  in  the  small  bay  N.  of  the  mouth  of  the 
Wady  Marakh,  opposite  to  which  at  a  short  distance 
from  the  land  is  the  islet  of  el-Kureya.  The  identifica 
tion  of  Ezion-geber  with  the  modern  Dahab  proposed  by 
Wellsted  (ii.  ch.  9 153)  rests  on  the  old  legends  common 
among  the  Sinaitic  monks.  This  place  is  situated  too 
far  N.,  and  its  name  (' gold '),  which  may  have  given 
rise  to  the  legends,  arose  probably  from  the  shining 
appearance  of  the  place,  rather  than  from  any  legends 
of  gold-laden  transport-ships  from  Ophir. 

Ezion-geber  soon  seems  to  have  lost  its  importance 
and  to  have  given  way  to  Elath.  In  i  K.  929  its 
position  has  to  be  defined  by  means  of  the  latter  place, 
whilst  in  2  K.  1422  166  it  is  unmentioned. 

According  to  Jer.  and  Eus.  Ezion-geber  (Asion-gafor,  acriwi/- 
•ya/3ep)  is  said  to  have  been  called  Essia,  cuo-ia  (OS  97  21 
125  7  227  44  241 53).  At  a.  much  later  time  the  Egyptian 
historian  Makrlzi  (i5th  cent.)  mentions  as  hearsay  that  in  early 
times  hard  by  Aila  (Elath)  was  a  great  and  important  town 
called  'Asyun  ;  but  whether  his  information  was  based  on  biblical 
sources  or  arose  from  an  independent  source,  cannot  be  said. 
At  the  present  day  it  has  totally  disappeared.  (Cp  Burckhardt, 
831,  Buhl,  Gescli.  d.  Edomiter,  397^)  See  ELATH. 

S.  A.  C. 

EZNITE,  THE  (»3>Tn  ;  Kt.  UXJjn),  2  S.  238.  See 
ADINO. 

EZORA(ezoup&[BA],  NAA&BOY?[L])'  a  post-exilic 
family  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i. , 
§  5  end),  i  Esd.  934  RV,  AV  OZORA.  According  to 
Be.  -Rys.  =  family  of  Ater  in  Ezra  2 16  ;  but  see  MACHNA- 

DEBAI. 

EZRA  (X"W  ;  perhaps  abbreviated  from  AZARIAH, 
1  Yahwe  helps ';  see  NAMES,  §§  27,  84;  eCRAC  [B],  ezp- 

1  His  oriein    [A  :  but  *  Esd>  9l>  eAP']'  ezAP"  [L]:  in 
ngm.  title  and  subscriptiori)  £cAp    [BN]),  of 

whose  memoirs,  written  by  himself,  some  portions  un 
altered  and  others  very  considerably  modified  have  come 
down  to  us  in  the  books  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  2  ( Ezra 

1  According  to  Jos.  (I.e.)  it  was  known  by  the  name  of  BepevixTj. 

2  [The   author   of  this  article   stands   between   the   extreme 
negative  criticism  of  Torrey  in  his  Compos,  and  Hist.  Value  of 
Ezra- N  eh.,  and  the  much   more  conservative  criticism   of  E. 
Meyer  in  his  Entstehung  des  Judenthums.     For  a  fuller  state 
ment  of  the  author's  criticism  and  its  results  see  his  Het  Herstel 
•van  Israel  (which  has  been  translated  into  German)  and  the 
articles  referred  to  below  (EZRA  ii.,  §  18).     Meyer's  work  is  a 
very   thorough   and    instructive   historical    and    archaeological 
study  ;  but  it  is  not  as  keen  in  its  criticism  as  could  be  wished. 
Torrey,  on  the  other  hand,  is  sometimes  almost  hypercritical. 
He    thinks    that    the    older    documents    incorporated    by    the 
Chronicler  are  of  much  less  extent  than   has   generally  been 
supposed,    and     denies    the    historical     character    of    all    the 
supposed  official  documents  inserted  in  our  Book  of  Ezra.     He 
regards  the   story  of  Ezra  as   the  best  exemplification  of  the 
qualities  of  the  Chronicler   as  a  writer  of  fiction  and   of  his 
mistaken  idea  of  the  history  of  Israel.     Marquart's  essay  (Fund. 
28-68)  on  the  organisation  of  the  Jewish  community  after  the 
so-called  Exile  is  learned  and  acute ;  it  should  be  read  in  com 
bination  with  Meyer's  work  which  it  preceded.     Che.,  in  Jewish 
Religious  Life  after  the  Exile  ('98),  adopts  a  view  approaching 
that  of  Rosters,   but    much   affected   by  more   recent   critics, 
e.g.,  Marquart,  Torrey,   Wellhausen,  and  Meyer.     Winckler's 
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7-10  Neh.  8-10),  lived  as  a  Jewish  exile  in  Babylon  in 
the  reign  of  Artaxerxes  Longimanus,  and  was  a  younger 
contemporary  of  Xehemiah.  Of  his  antecedents  other 
wise  nothing  certain  is  known. 

We  are  told  indeed  in  Ezra  7  1-5  that  Ezra  belonged  to  the 
high-priestly  order  (in  i  Esd.  1*40  49  he  is  even  called  high 
priest) ;  but  no  credit  deserves  to  be  given  to  the  statement, 
which  is  taken  from  the  fictitious  genealogy  in  i  Ch.  63-15 
[5  29-41]  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  14),  and  makes  Ezra  a  son  of  Seraiah, 
the  priest  who,  according  to  2  R.  25  18-21,  was  put  to  death  by 
Nebuchadrezzar  in  586.  If  we  accept  the  date  given  in  Ezra 
1 1  f-  (see  §  2)>  Seraiah  died  almost  130  years  before  Ezra  arrived 
in  Jerusalem,  and  therefore,  of  course,  cannot  have  been  his 
father.  The  statement,  moreover,  is  plainly  not  derived  from 
Ezra's  own  memoirs,  which  would  hardly  have  passed  over  his 
immediate  ancestors  in  silence  ;  it  comes  from  the  hand  of  the 
redactor.  There  is  even  some  reason  for  questioning  whether 
Ezra  was  a  priest  at  all.  He  is  called  'priest'  or  'the  priest, 
the  scribe '  only  in  those  places  which  have  been  worked  over 
by  the  redactor  (Ezra  7n  f.  21  ;  10 10  16 ;  Neh.  829,  and  cp 
Neh.  1226)  ;  Ezra  himself  sometimes  refers  to  '  our  priests  '  (Ezra 
9_7  ;  Neh.  93234),  in  a  way  that  implies  he  did  not  reckon 
himself  as  belonging  to  the  number.  Cp  GENEALOGIES  i. , 
§  7  (iv.). 

After  the  thirty-third  year  of  Artaxerxes1  (Neh.  136  ; 
see  EZRA-NEHEMIAH,  §  16)  Ezra  set  out  from  Babylon 
for  Jerusalem  with  a  band  of  1496  men 
(Ezra  8 1-14=  i  Esdras  828-40,  where  the 

_,,         .  .     ,    '  number    amounts     to     1690),    besides 
Chroniclers  T  ,      ., 

,          women  and  children.       It  was  by  the 

accoun  .  favour  anci  liberality  of  Artaxerxes  that 
he  was  able  to  undertake  this  expedition,  for  which  it  is 
not  unlikely  that  Nehemiah  during  his  stay  at  the  court 
of  the  Persian  king  (to  which  reference  is  made  in  Neh. 
136)  had  paved  the  way  (see  EZRA-NEHEMIAH,  §  3). 
According  to  Ezra  7 11-26,  which  purports  to  give  the 
words  of  the  firman,  Artaxerxes  not  only  permitted 
all  the  exiles  without  exception  to  return,  if  so  minded, 
to  the  land  of  Judah,  but  also,  along  with  his  'counsellors,' 
supplied  them  on  a  generous  scale  with  the  means  of 
purchasing  animals  and  otherwise  providing  for  the 
temple  sacrifices  ;  it  would  also  appear  that  Ezra  was 
authorized  to  draw  upon  the  royal  exchequer  to  a  con 
siderable  amount  for  further  necessities  of  the  temple 
worship.  Moreover,  the  king  freed  all  those  employed 
in  the  service  of  the  temple  from  all  taxes  (see  EZRA- 
NEHEMIAH,  §  3,  n. ),  and  gave  Ezra  full  powers  to 
order  everything  in  Judaea  and  Jerusalem  in  accordance 
with  the  law  of  God  which  he  carried  with  him  ;  even 
the  Jews  outside  of  Palestine  were  made  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  authorities  at  Jerusalem,  on  \vhom 
an  almost  unlimited  power  of  punishment  was  conferred. 
This  representation,  however,  is  obviously  a  highly 
exaggerated  one,  and  the  firman  of  Artaxerxes  un 
questionably  spurious,  for  he  speaks  there  as  if  he 
were  a  believing  Jew,  recognising  Yahwe  as  the  God  of 
heaven,2  holding  himself  bound  to  care  for  his  service, 
and  in  case  of  remissness  holding  himself  and  his 
posterity  liable  to  the  consequences  (see  further  EZRA- 
NEHEMIAH,  §  3). 

It  is  only  in  passages  which  have  been  worked  over  by  the 
redactor  that  we  find  any  mention  of  this  firman  or  of  the  copies 
made  from  it  by  the  king's  officials  (cp  Ezra  8  36)  ;  all  that  Ezra 
himself  tells  us  is  that  the  king  and  his  nobles  gave  gold  and 
vessels  for  the  temple,  and  that  God  inclined  the  heart  of  the 
sovereign  in  his  favour  (Ezra  7  27  f.  ;  825)  ;  he  also  believes  that 
had  he  chosen  he  could  have  obtained  a  safe-conduct  for  his 

articles  on  the  time  of  the  restoration  of  Judah,  and  on  the 
reform  of  Nehemiah  (AOJ'~  2210-236,  cp  241-244),  attach  too 
much  weight  to  disputable  corrections  of  names  of  Persian 
kings.  See  also  GOVERNMENT,  §  28^;  ISRAEL,  §§50-64.] 

1  [This    suggests    an    emendation   of  'seventh'    in   Ezra  7  7 
into   'thirty -seventh,"   see    Marq.   (Fund.   39).      Cheyne,   who 
places  Ezra's  arrival  between   Nehemiah's  two  governorships, 
and  shortens  the  time  of  Nehemiah's  first  period  of  office,  would 
prefer  to  correct  'seventh'  to  'twenty-seventh.'     In  fact,  the 
date  of  Ezra  and  his  chronological  relation  to  Nehemiah  are 
hotly  disputed.     Meyer  has  shown  strong  reasons  for  adhering 
to  the  view  that  the  Artaxerxes  of  Ezra  is  Artaxerxes  I.,  but 
probably  inverts  the  right  order  when  he  makes  Ezra  precede 
Nehemiah  (Die  Entst.  go).     On  these  points  cp  NEHEMIAH. 

2  [Meyer  (Die  Entst.  63)  seems  to  misunderstand  this  objec 
tion.     The  use  of  the  phrase  '  the  god  of  heaven '  for  Yahwe  in 
a  different  context  would  have  been  less  surprising.     Did  the 
Persian  authorities  really  sanction  v.  23?] 
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band  from  Artaxerxes ;  but  this  he  had  refrained  from  doing 
because  he  bad  expressed  so  unreservedly  his  confidence  in  the 
help  of  his  God. 

Again,  it  seems  doubtful  whether,  as  the  redactor 
represents  (Ezra7io),  the  object  of  Ezra's  expedition 
_  T.  .  .  was  to  establish  in  Israel  the  law  of 

l>  Yahwe,  and  whether  he  thus  arrived 
in  Jerusalem  with  the  law  of  his  God  already  in  his 
hand  (Ezra  7 14).  From  his  own  words  we  gather 
rather  that  his  aim  was,  by  bringing  back  its  exiles,  to 
restore  Israel  and  re-establish  the  twelve  tribes  once 
more  in  the  land  of  their  fathers  :  the  company  he 
brings  with  him  consists,  in  addition  to  one  Davidic 
and  two  priestly  families,  of  twelve  clans  ;  the  gifts 
received  are  entrusted  to  twelve  priests  and  twelve 
Levites  ;  the  number  of  sacrificial  victims  offered  by  the 
exiles  on  their  arrival  in  Jerusalem  is  twelve  of  each 
kind  or  a  multiple  of  twelve  (if,  at  least,  following 
i  Esd.  866,  we  read  72  for  77  in  Ezra  835).  The  aim 
he  had  in  the  whole  expedition  was  to  bring  back  the 
twelve  tribes  to  their  fatherland  and  to  restore  the 
temple  to  its  pristine  glory. 

By  the  banks  of  the  AHAVA  [q.  v.  ]  which  flowed  past 
a  town  of  the  same  name,  Ezra  assembled  his  company. 
.  -  After  three  days'  stay,  discovering  that  he 

'"  had  no  Levites  with  him,  he  sent  messengers 
to  a  certain  IDDO  [i.  ]  at  Casiphia,  apparently  an 
influential  compatriot,  from  whom  some  Levites  and 
NETHINIM  [q.v.~\  were  obtained.  Prayer  was  then 
offered,  with  fasting,  for  a  successful  journey,  the 
temple  vessels  which  accompanied  the  expedition  were 
handed  over  to  the  charge  of  certain  priests  and  Levites, 
and  on  the  I2th  of  the  first  month  the  company  set  out 
on  its  journey.  If  we  are  rightly  informed  by  the 
redactor  (Ezra  7 9)  that  Ezra  left  Babylon  on  the  first  of 
the  same  month,  and  if  by  the  three  days  of  8  15  we 
are  to  understand  the  first  three  of  the  month,  the  en 
listment  of  the  Levites  thus  involved  a  delay  of  only 
nine  days.  The  journey,  probably  at  first  in  a  NW. 
direction  along  the  Euphrates  towards  Thapsacus  or 
Carchemish,  and  then  SW.  down  the  valley  of  the 
Orontes,  occupied  more  than  3^  months  ;  on  the  first 
of  the  fifth  month,  we  are  told,  Jerusalem  was  reached, 
and  there,  after  an  interval  of  three  days,  the  silver,  the 
gold,  and  the  vessels  were  handed  over  to  a  commission 
of  priests  and  Levites  in  the  temple,  and  thank-offerings 
made. 

Not  long  after  his  arrival  Ezra  heard  of  the  serious 
'  defilement '  which  the  Jewish  population  of  Palestine, 
5  M"  d  Pr'ests  ar"d  Levites  included,  had  contracted 
marriages.  by  mixed  marriaSes  ta  trouble  to  which 
'  most  scholars  have  also  found  a  reference 
in  Mai.  2  ii  ;  see,  however,  MALACHI,  §  26.  What 
actually  happened  may,  or  may  not,  be  correctly  repre 
sented  in  the  extracts  from  Ezra's  memoirs  (Ezra  9/i)  ; 
this  is  a  matter  which  calls  for  keen  criticism.  It  is 
possible  that  some  admirer  of  Ezra  wrote  in  Ezra's 
name.  Or,  as  Volz  suggests,  we  may  distinguish 
between  an  original  Ezra  -  document  and  a  drastic 
recension  of  the  same  by  the  Chronicler,  especially  in 
the  'I'  section.  He  notices  that  i  Esd.  81-7  betrays 
the  work  of  two  hands  ;  also  §y)ff.  ;  even  the  original 
Ezra-document  can  have  been  of  but  slight  historical 
value,  since  it  was  mainly  an  imitation  of  the  memoirs 
of  Nehemiah.  Cp  also  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  58 /. ,  who 
agrees  with  Torrey  that  the  story  in  Ezra  9/  is  full  of 
improbability,  and  that  the  ascription  of  Ezra  9  to 
Ezra  does  not  make  it  more  plausible.  According  to 
the  story,  for  which  we  need  not  hold  Ezra  himself 
responsible,]  Ezra's  distress  on  learning  this  was  such 
that  he  rent  his  clothes,  tore  his  hair  and  beard,  and 
sat  for  hours  as  one  astonied  on  the  plateau  in  front  of 
the  temple,  until  the  time  of  the  evening  sacrifice.  He 
then  rose  up,  and  renewing  the  outward  expressions  of 
his  grief  poured  out  his  heart  in  a  passionate  confession 
of  guilt. 
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Meanwhile  '  a  very  great  congregation  of  men,  women, 
and  children'  (lOi)  had  been  gathering  around  Ezra. 
A  certain  SHECHANIAH  (4),  recognising  the  guilt  that 
had  been  incurred,  urged  Ezra  to  take  measures  to  extir 
pate  the  evil,  assuring  him  of  the  support  of  all  right- 
thinking  persons.  Ezra  lays  all  present  under  an  oath 
to  stand  by  him,  and  then  passes  the  night  in  fasting 
and  humiliation  in  the  chamber  of  Johanan,  Eliashib's 
son  or  grandson1  (cp  Neh.  12  io/.  23).  Undoubtedly 
this  branch  of  the  high-priestly  family  was  favourably 
disposed  to  Ezra's  schemes,  and  Ezra  was  able  by 
its  help  to  get  an  assembly  of  the  whole  people  of 
Judah  and  Benjamin  summoned  to  Jerusalem. 

Three  days  after,  on  the  soth  of  Kisleu,  probably  in 
the  same  year  as  Ezra's  arrival,  the  assembly  met. 
The  outcome  was,  from  Ezra's  point  of  view,  hardly 
satisfactory  ;  the  proposal  that  all  mixed  marriages 
should  be  dissolved  and  the  alien  wives  sent  away, 
though  not  unsupported,  provoked  strong  opposition 
(see  Ezra  10 15  RV).  This  and  the  violent  rain  which 
prevented  any  prolonged  meeting — they  were  assembled 
on  the  plateau  eastward  of  the  temple,  in  front -of  the 
Water-gate — caused  the  assembly  to  break  up  without 
determining  on  more  than  the  appointment  of  an 
authoritative  commission  of  inquiry.  Their  task,  begun 
on  the  first  of  the  tenth  month,  was  completed  on  the 
first  day  of  the  following  year  ;  and  the  list  of  persons 
implicated,  drawn  up  by  them,  still  lies  before  us  in 
Ezra  10 18-43.  ^T°  further  progress,  however,  was 
made. 

We  read  indeed  that,  in  cases  where  the  offenders  belonged  to 
the  high-priestly  family,  promises  to  send  their  foreign  wives 
away  were  made ;  but  that  these  promises  were  fulfilled  is 
nowhere  said.  As  for  the  other  offenders,  it  is  not  so  much  as 
alleged  that  either  by  word  or  deed  any  concession  whatever  was 
made  to  Ezra's  demand.  The  narrative  ends  (Kzral044)  with 
the  statement :  '  These  all  had  married  foreign  wives'  ;  followed 
by  some  words  now  unintelligible.  Ezra's  own  memoirs  doubt 
less  went  on  to  tell  the  sequel,  which  the  redactor — probably 
from  a  desire  to  conceal  the  failure  of  the  measures  taken  by 
Ezra — afterwards  struck  out,  and  in  place  of  which,  for  the  same 
reason,  the  author  of  i  Esd.  9  36  substituted  the  clause:  'and 
they  sent  them  together  with  their  children  away.' 2 

The  impossibility  of  cleansing  the  people  at  large 
from  their  defilement  in  this  fashion  once  apparent,  it 
.  _  ..  ,  became  necessary  to  try  some  other 

6.  Formation  of  method  If  the  old  Israel  refused  to 

:ongregation.  be  reformed  then  the  Hke-minded 
with  Ezra  must  unite  themselves  in  a  new  society  and 
so  restore  the  true  Israel.  This  scheme  offered  some 
prospect  of  success,  for  it  had  the  support  of  the  power 
ful  Nehemiah,  and  the  high-priestly  functions  were,  in 
consequence  of  Nehemiah's  radical  reforms  (Neh. 
1328/ ),  in  friendly  hands.  In  these  circumstances 
it  was  that,  at  the  call  and  under  the  leadership 
of  Nehemiah,  certain  Israelites  met  in  solemn  assembly 
to  separate  themselves  from  the  heathen  and  all  their 
heathen  connections,  and  so  to  form  the  true  Israel, 
henceforth  to  be  known  as  '  the  congregation '  (Neh. 
9/.  13i-3).3  See  ASSEMBLY. 

They  met  in  a  spirit  of  the  deepest  contrition ;  fasting  and 
with  earth  sprinkled  on  their  heads,  they  stood  and  confessed 
their  sins  and  the  iniquity  of  their  fathers  and  joined  in  the 
humble  prayer  made  by  Ezra  (Ezra  9  6),  in  which  Yahwe's  favour 
shown  to  the  fathers  is  celebrated,  and  Israel's  guilt  (by  which 
that  favour  had  been  constantly  forfeited)  is  acknowledged,  and 
the  downfall  of  the  nation  is  recognised  to  be  a  righteous  chastise 
ment  of  Yahwe,  but  at  the  same  time  prayer  is  made  that  the 
chastisement  may  now  come  to  an  end. 

Hereupon  Nehemiah  and  the  heads  of  clans  drew  up 
a   sealed    document    containing    a    vow    of   fidelity    to 
Yahwe,   to  which  the  rest  of  the  people 


7.  Covenant. 


gave  their  adhesion  by  oath  and  impreca- 


1  [Or  had  Eliashib  both  a  son  and  a  grandson  named  Johanan  ? 
See  JOHANAN  (2).] 

2  [See,  however,  Guthe,  SBOT.     _i  Esd.  836  runs,  IIdi>Te« 
ourot    <rvvipKi<Ta.v    -yumi/cas    aAAo'yei'ets,     <cal    aire'Aixrav    auras 

<TVV  TCKPOlf.] 

3  [In  the  list  of  names,   Neh.  10  2-28,  which  though  old  in 
origin  has  been  modified  and  expanded  by  the  editor,  we  find 
names  of  families  and  of  individuals  side  by  side  (see  Smend, 
Die  Listen  der  BR.  Esr.  n.  Neh.  13  ;    Hosiers,  Met  Hcrstel, 
78,  n.).] 
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tion.  The  undertaking  was  to  observe  '  the  law  of 
Yahwe  '  (as  contained  in  the  Book  of  the  Covenant  [Kx. 
21-23  ;  see  EXODUS  ii.  ,  §  3]  and  Deuteronomy)  along 
with  the  following  special  pledges  :  not  to  allow  their 
children  to  intermarry  with  foreigners  ;  not  to  trade  with 
'  the  peoples  of  the  land  '  on  the  sabbath  day  ;  to  let  the 
land  lie  fallow  every  seventh  year  ;  not  to  exact  payment 
of  debts  ;  and  to  contribute  yearly  a  third  of  a  shekel 
for  the  support  of  the  temple  worship.  Regulations 
were  fixed  for  the  supply  of  wood  for  the  altar  ; 
promise  was  made  to  bring  the  first  fruits  of  field  and 
orchard  and  the  best  of  all  that  was  produced  from 
these  as  well  as  the  firstlings,  to  the  temple  to  be  handed 
over  to  the  priests  ;  the  tithe  was  to  be  paid  to  the 
Levites,  who  in  turn  had  again  to  hand  over  a  tenth  to 
the  priests.  On  such  terms  the  'congregation,'  now 
freed  from  all  foreign  contamination  and  filled  with  zeal 
for  the  service  of  their  God,  could  confidently  rely  on 
the  divine  help  henceforward.1 

On  yet  one  other  occasion  do  we  find  Ezra  coming 
forward  publicly  alongside  of  Nehemiah  2  —  at  the  bring- 
ing  in  of  a  new  law  (Neh.  8).  Already, 
at  the  assembly  in  which  Israel  was 
rehabilitated,  the  people,  besides  engag 
ing  themselves  to  an  observance  of  the  law  of  Yahwe, 
had  pledged  themselves  to  a  variety  of  matters  on  which 
the  written  law  was  silent  or  prescribed  otherwise. 
There  was  a  sense  that  in  the  new  circumstances  the 
needs  of  Israel  were  not  sufficiently  met  by  the  old  law, 
and  that  a  new  one  was  required.  This  law  was  given 
to  the  congregation  by  Ezra  and  Nehemiah. 

It  was  on  the  first  of  Tishri  (v.  2  ;  cp  v.  13  ff.}  —  the 
year  is  not  known  —  that  Ezra,  in  a  great  gathering  held 
on  the  plateau  before  the  Water  Gate,  first  brought 
forward  the  Book  of  the  Law.  Standing  on  a  wooden 
pulpit  high  above  his  hearers  he  unrolled  the  book,  the 
whole  congregation  meanwhile  reverently  rising  to 
their  feet,  and  proceeded  to  read  aloud  from  it  from 
daylight  till  noon.  The  congregation,  signifying  with 
its  loud  amen  its  acceptance  of  what  was  being 
read  as  the  word  of  Yahwe,  was  deeply  moved.  If 
this  was  the  law  of  Yahwe  which  had  been  given  to 
Moses,  how  great  had  been  their  shortcomings  in  fulfil 
ling  the  divine  will  !  However,  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  (so 
our  Hebrew  text  states)  comforted  the  people  :  this  was 
in  truth  a  joyous  day,  the  people  ought  to  hold  festival 
and  give  presents  one  to  another.  Thus  the  day  was 
turned  to  a  feast.  The  new  law,  the  so-called  priestly  law- 
book  that  constitutes  an  important  part  of  our  present 
Hexateuch,  became  henceforth,  along  with  the  older 
laws,  the  sacred  writing  which  regulated  the  life  of  every 
Israelite  (see  CANON,  §  2^f.  ).  [Torrey's  criticism  of  the 
narrative,  however,  is  very  forcible.  It  looks  very  much 
like  an  imitation  of  the  account  of  the  introduction  of 
the  older  law-book  under  Josiah.  It  also  appears 
intrinsically  improbable.  A  new  scripture  differing  so 
widely  as  this  from  the  older  law-book  could  not,  it 
would  seem,  have  been  at  once  accepted.  Only  a  small 
kernel  of  fact  can  safely  be  admitted.  Cp  Jen'.  Rel. 
Life,  56-58.]  The  first  feast  celebrated  in  accordance 
with  its  enactments  after  its  promulgation  —  and  within 
the  same  month  —  was  the  feast  of  tabernacles  (vv.  13-18  ; 
see  FEASTS,  §  n)  ;  since  the  days  of  Joshua  the  son  of 
Nun,  never  had  the  Israelites  so  observed  it.  Where 
and  by  whom  this  law  was  written  we  do  not  know. 

[The  firman  of  Ezra,  indeed,  i.e.,  virtually]  the  redactor 
informs  us  that  Ezra  came  from  Babylon  with  the  law  of  his 
God  in  his  hand  (Ezra  7  14);  but  it  is  in  the  highest  degree 

1  [Cp  Jciu.  Rel.  Life,  62  f.    '  The  scene  in  the  foreground  of  the 
picture  may  still  be  correct.     The  Babylonian  Jews  who  came 
up  with  Ezra  certainly  regarded  themselves  as  the  true  Israel 
ites,  and  it  was  only  natural  that  they  should  form  themselves 
into  what  claimed  to  be  a  national  ecclesia  or  assembly.'] 

2  [This,  however,  is  very  doubtful.      See  i  Esd.  98,  and  cp 
TIRSHATHA.     Kosters'  view  that  the  lawbook  was  introduced 
during  Nehemiah's  second  governorship  is   criticised  by  We. 
GGN,  '95,  172,  and  by  Meyer,  Die  jKntst.  201.     In  fact,  Ezra's 
failure  seems  to  have  caused  Nehemiah's  second  visit.] 
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improbable  that  our  present  law  was  committed  to  writing  so 
early,  for  in  the  assembly  of  Neh.  $/.  the  congregation  is  still 
bound  only  to  the  older  law,  and  moreover  our  present  law  con 
tains  precepts  respecting  the  worship  and  servants  of  the  temple, 
which  certainly  must  have  been  written  by  some  one  acquainted 
with  the  temple  service  and  with  the  actual  circumstances  in 
Judaea.  That  Ezra  indeed  had  a  large  share  in  its  compilation 
is  very  likely,  and  so  it  is  not  without  reason  that  by  the 
redactor  of  Ezra-Nehemiah,  he  is  constantly  called  'the  scribe.'1 
(Ezra  liif.  21  Neh.  89  1226).  But  Jewish  tradition  —  as  we 
learn  from  2  Esd.,  a  writing  belonging  to  the  close  of  the  first 
Christian  century  —  goes  much  further  than  this,  and  tells  us 
that,  not  merely  the  entire  law,  which  had  perished  in  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  in  586,  but  the  contents  of  all  the 
twenty-four  books  of  the  OT,  were  anew  or  for  the  first  time 
revealed  to  Ezra,  and  thus  that  the  whole  of  the  sacred  Canon 
of  the  Jews  is  in  the  last  instance  due  to  him  (see  CANON,  §  17). 

2.  One  of  the  priests  who  came  with  Zerubbabel  out  of  Babylon 
(Neh.  12  2  ;  eo-Spa  [BN],  efpa  [L])  and  after  whom  (v.  13)  one  of 
the    priestly   clans   was   named.     In    the    list  (102)  AZARIAH 
(y.v.,  4)  takes  the  place  of  Ezra.     See  EZRA  ii.,  §  8  (e). 

3.  A    priest,    contemporary    with    Nehemiah    (Neh.    12  33  ; 
eerfipa  [N]). 

4.  i  Ch.  4  17,  RV  EZRAH.     See  EZER  ii.  (i). 

W.  H.  K.  —  T.  K.  C. 
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The  books  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  in  the  Jewish 
Canon  were  originally  one  (cp  CANON,  §§  10  [2],  13). 

'They  still  are  one  in  ©,  where  they  bear  the  name  of  2  Esd. 

or  iepevs  [A],  whilst  what  is  called  i  Esd.  contains,  in  addition 

to  our  present  Book  of  Ezra  (with  numerous 

1.  One  Book  J   variations,    especially   in  the  arrangement  of 

the  text.  tne  latter  portion),  the  last  two  chapters  of 
Chronicles,  Neh.  7  73-8  12,  and  a  legend  about 
Zerubbabel  at  the  court  of  Darius.  In  the  Latin,  Ezra  is 
called  i  Esdras;  Nehemiah,  2  Esdras,  and  also  Nehemiah.  In 
the  Christian  Church,  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  gradually  came  to 
be  treated  as  two  books.  The  Jews  followed  the  Christians  in 
this,  so  that  now  they  appear  as  separate  books  in  the  Hebrew 
printed  text  also. 

In  conformity  with  the  old  tradition  they  will  here  be 
treated  as  one  book,  as  not  only  are  they  drawn  from 
the  same  sources,  but  they  have  also  been  compiled 
by  the  same  redactor  (cp  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE, 

§!!./). 

[On  the  text  of  i  Esdras,  which  rests  on  a  recension 
of  the  Hebrew  superior  in  some  points  to  MT,  see 
also  EZRA,  GREEK,  §  6. 

There  is  an  admirable  conspectus  and  critical  discussion  of  the 
textual  phenomena  of  the  Hebrew  text  and  the  versions  by 
Klostermann,  in  PR£@}  5  501  _^  ;  but  there  is  still  scope  for 
an  analytic  treatment  of  the  same  material.  The  present  work, 
too,  offers  not  a  few  contributions  to  the  correction  of  the  text, 
especially  in  proper  names ;  i  Esd.  has  been  found  helpful 
(see,  e.g.,  BILSHAN).  Guthe's  treatment  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah, 
in  SBOT,  is  perhaps  too  cautious;  but  so  far  as  it  goes  it  is 
excellent,  and  not  least  in  its  critical  use  of  the  versions  and 
of  i  Esdras.  A  good  specimen  of  the  emendations  due  to  these 
helps  is  to  be  found  in  Ezra  106,  where  7)^1  ('  and  went ')  should 
be  j^l  ('  and  lodged  ') ;  so  Pesh.,  and  i  Esd.  9  2.] 

Ezra,  so  named  from  the  man  who,  from  chap.  7 
onwards,  is  its  leading  figure,  naturally  falls  into  two 
main  divisions.  The  first,  1-6  (48-6i8 


being  in  Aramaic),  deals  with  the  fortunes 


2.  Contents 

of  Ezra.  of  {he  jews  jn  Palestine  from  the  first 
year  of  Cyrus  as  king  of  Babylon  down  to  the  sixth  year 
of  Darius  Hystaspis  (538-515). 

The  contents  are  :  the  return  of  the  exiles  in  consequence  of  the 
edict  of  Cyrus  (1)  ;  a  list  (apparently)  of  those  who  thus  returned 
(2  ;  but  see  8  7)  ;  the  setting  up  of  the  altar  of  burnt  offering  and 
the  restoration  of  the  daily  services  (3 1-6) ;  the  preparation 
for  and  the  beginning  of  the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  (87-13); 
the  opposition  of  the  Samaritans  in  consequence  of  the  refusal 
of  the  Jews  to  allow  them  a  share  in  this  work  (4 1-5) ;  repeated 
complaints  raised  against  the  Jews  on  account  of  the  rebuilding 
of  the  walls  (46-23)  ;  the  stoppage  of  the  building  of  the  temple 
(4  24) ;  the  rebuilding,  begun  in  the  second  year  of  Darius,  and 
completed  in  his  sixth  (5  i-O  is)  ;  the  celebration  of  the  feast  of 
the  passover  (ti  19-22). 

1  [Cp/«f.  Rel.  Life,  70-72.] 
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The  second  division  of  the  book,  7-10  (7 12-26  being  in 
Aramaic),  which  transports  us  to  the  seventh  year  of 
Artaxerxes,  describes  the  return  of  Ezra  and  his  fellow- 
exiles  to  Jerusalem  (If-},  and  the  measures  taken  by 
him  with  reference  to  mixed  marriages  (9/). 

The  book  called  after  Nehemiah  relates  the  origin 
of  that  Jewish  courtier's  mission  to 


3.  Contents  of 
Nehemiah. 


Jerusalem  as  governor,  with  the  object 


of  restoring  the  walls,  and  describes 
the  measures  which  he  took,  in  spite  of  Sanballat,  to 
accomplish  this. 

Chaps.  1-0  include  an  inserted  list  of  the  builders  (81-32); 
also  the  episode  of  the  governor's  dealings  with  the  hard-hearted 
usurers  (5).  Next  are  described  the  final  efforts  of  Sanballat 
and  his  friends  to  ruin  Nehemiah  (chap.  0),  also  some  special 
administrative  measures  of  the  latter ;  another  copy  is  given  of 
the  important  list  in  Ezra  2.  This  concludes  Part  I.  (chaps.  1-7). 

Next  follows  an  account  of  the  reading  of  the  law  and  the 
celebration  of  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  (S),  and  of  the  great 
assembly  for  Israel's  dedication  of  itself  to  Yahwe  (9f.)  \  a  short 
account  of  the  increase  of  the  population  of  Jerusalem  (ll  if.)', 
a  list  of  the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  Judah,  and  Benjamin 
(113-1921-2425-36);  lists  of  heads  of  priestly  and  Levitical 
families  dating  from  various  periods  (12  1-26)  ;  an  account  of  the 
dedication  of  the  wall  (12  27-43)  and  of  the  appointment  of 
guardians  of  the  temple  chambers  (1244-47)  ;  and  a  brief  state 
ment  about  the  expulsion  of  strangers  from  Israel  (13  1-3).  The 
book  closes  with  an  account  of  Nehemiah's  second  visit  to 
Jerusalem  and  of  his  reforms  (184731). 

We  see  from  the  fact  that  the  opening  verses  of  Ezra 

(Ezra  li-3«)  are  attached  to  Chronicles  (2  Ch.  8622 /.) 

.    .,        .  .      that  our  Ezra  is  the  immediate  sequel 

4.  Autnorsnip.  tQ   Chronicles>  and  had   aiready  been 

written  when  the  last-named  book  was  composed.  In 
fact,  whenever  the  contents  of  our  Ezra  and  Nehemiah 
are  not  taken  from  earlier  sources,  the  style  and  habits 
of  thought  are  those  of  the  Chronicler,  who  must  be  re 
garded  as  the  compiler  of  our  Ezra  and  Nehemiah. 
That  this  writer  used  a  variety  of  documents  in  pro 
ducing  his  work  is  manifest.  Here  and  there  he 
reproduced  his  authorities  verbatim  ;  but  he  also  often 
used  great  freedom  of  treatment,  and  did  not  scruple  to 
expand  or  abridge,  to  alter  or  transpose. 

The  most  important  of  the  authorities  used  by  the 
compiler  are  two  works  which,  after  their  authors,  we 
„.  .  may  call  the  Memoirs  of  Ezra  and  of 
Memoirs.  jsTe)lem;aj1|  respectively  :  (a)  from  the  first 
is  taken  Ezra  727-834  9  ;  from  the  second,  Neh.  1 1- 
7  50.  184-31  ;  in  which  passages  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  are 
themselves  the  speakers,  the  compiler  having  only  here 
and  there  made  slight  alterations,  (b]  There  are  other 
passages  from  the  same  memoirs  ;  but  in  them  the  first 
person  is  almost  wholly  absent,  and  they  have  been 
considerably  modified  by  the  Chronicler. 

To  this  class  belong  Ezra  V  1-26  8  357^  10  [between  Ezra  10  9 
and  10  we  should  perhaps  insert  Neh.  13  I/!1],  founded  on  the 
Memoirs  of  Ezra;  and  Neh.  11  if.  [20],  also  3-19  2i-242[cp7s] 
11  25-36  1227-43  44-47  13  i-3  PI.  founded  [unless  1125-36  be  an 
addition  of  the  Chronicler] 3  on  those  of  Nehemiah. 

(c)  Neh.  "6-1039  also,  in  its  original  form,  was  part 
of  the  memoirs  ;  but  we  cannot  make  out  whether  it  is 
derived  from  those  of  Ezra  or  from  those  of  Nehemiah. 

[It  is  doubtful  whether  the  passages  assigned  directly 
or  indirectly  to  the  memoirs  of  Ezra  can  really  claim 
the  authority  of  Ezra.  That  authentic  utterances  of 
Ezra  are  to  be  found  in  them  may  be  allowed  (see,  e.g. , 
Ezra  7  27 /)  ;  but  the  passages  in  which  Ezra  appears  to 
speak  in  the  first  person  contain  some  statements  too 
improbable  for  us  to  assign  them  without  compunction  to 
the  great  scribe  himself.  It  is  allowed  that  a  redactor 
had  to  do  with  the  passages  in  which  '  the  first  person 
is  almost  wholly  absent '  ;  the  same  concession  must 
almost  certainly  be  made  with  regard  to  the  passages 

1  Robertson  Smith,  OTJCW,  427  n. 

2  On  Neh.  113-19  21-24,  CP  Meyer,  Entst.  ioof.,  i&6fi 

3  [Neh.  1125-36  should  perhaps  never  be  referred  to  without 
an  expression  of  reserve.     The  tendency  of  the  most  thorough 
recent  criticism  is  to  regard  this  passage  as  an  insertion  of  the 
Chronicler,  and  not  as  an  authentic  statement  of  the  territory 
occupied  after  the  so-called  Return  by  the  'sons  of  Judah'  and 
the  '  sons  of  Benjamin.'] 
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in  which  Ezra  himself  appears  to  be  the  speaker.      Even 
the  royal  firman  in  Ezra  7  11-26  cannot  be  authentic. 

Meyer  himself  admits  (p.  65)  that  the  firman  lacks  the 
Persian  colouring  which  appears  to  characterise  the  other 
supposed  official  documents,  and  proves  that,  if  fictions,  they 
are  not  unskilful  fictions ;  a  strict  criticism  of  the  contents 
shows  that  the  firman  too  is  of  Jewish  origin.  Meyer's  answer 
(p.  64)  is  altogether  inadequate.  That  the  Persian  court  was 
favourable  to  the  maintenance  of  the  religions  of  subject  races, 
at  any  rate  of  such  religions  as  that  of  Yahwe,  is  recognised  ; 
the  missions  of  Sheshbazzar  and  Nehemiah,  in  so  far  as  they 
had  religious  objects,  are  perfectly  in  accordance  with  Persian 
policy.  But  for  the  violent  interference  with  the  religion  of  the 
people  of  Judah,  and  even  as  the  supposed  firman  says,  of  the 
people1  of  the  province  W.  of  the  Euphrates  in  general,  there  is 
no  parallel — certainly  that  adduced  by  Meyer2  (p.  71)  is  no 
parallel  at  all.  Meyer  thinks  that  the  Persian  court  simply- 
adopted  the  terms  of  the  petition  laid  before  it  by  Ezra  in 
the  name  of  the  Babylonian  Jewry ;  but  it  could  not  have 
acceded  to  a  petition  for  which  there  was  no  precedent,  nor 
could  the  Babylonian  Jewry  have  been  so  unwise  as  to  ask 
leave  for  something  that  was  unattainable.  The  firman 
declares  '  that  Ezra  the  priest  and  scribe  is  sent  by  the  king 
and  his  counsellors  to  institute  an  inquiry  into  Judaean  re 
ligion  on  the  basis  of  the  law  which  is  in  his  hand.  It  even 
empowers  Ezra  to  appoint  magistrates  and  judges  to  judge  the 
people  of  the  province  W.  of  the  Euphrates  in  accordance  with 
this  law,  and  should  there  be  any  who  presume  to  disobey,  or 
refuse  to  be  taught,  a  strict  sentence  is  to  be  passed  upon  them, 
ranging  from  simple  imprisonment  to  confiscation  of  goods, 
banishment,  and  death. '»  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Ezra  is  not 
reported  to  have  attempted  to  carry  out  this  firman,  which  is 
evidently  the  work  of  a  partisan  of  Ezra  with  but  slight 
historical  sense.  The  one  thing  which  is  credible  in  the  firman 
is  that  the  Persian  court  was  willing  to  grant  freedom  from 
taxes  to  the  Jewish  priests,  a  parallel  for  which  is  supplied  by 
the  rescript  of  Darius  I.  to  the  Persian  official  Gadatas  at 
Magnesia  (on  the  river  Ma^ander).4  What  the  real  object  for 
which  Ezra  desired  the  royal  permission  was,  has  been  pointed 
out  elsewhere  (see  EZRA,  §  3) ;  it  was  by  no  means  what  the 
supposed  firman  represents.  It  is  not  permissible,  therefore, 
to  say  that  the  pious  exclamation  of  Ezra  in  Ezra  7  27  proves 
that  the  firman  must  have  been  inserted  by  Ezra  in  his  memoirs  ; 
the  point  to  which  it  refers  is  only  incidentally  mentioned  in  the 
firman,  and  is  not  that  for  which  Ezra  is  specially  sent  by  the 
king  and  his  'seven  counsellors.'  In  fact,  to  carry  silver  and 
gold  to  Jerusalem  to  beautify  the  temple,  required  no  firman 
at  all  (Zech.  6  io/.). 

Those  who  can  bring  themselves  to  hold  that,  in 
spite  of  the  objections  raised,  the  firman  must  be 
genuine,  might  do  well  to  identify  the  Artaxerxes  who 
was  the  patron  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  with  Artaxerxes 
II.  Mnemon  (404-359),  simply  because  this  king  did 
not  scruple  to  force  the  acceptance  of  religious  innova 
tions  on  his  own  people,  so  that  he  might  conceivably 
have  permitted  Ezra  to  use  force  in  introducing  his  law- 
book  at  Jerusalem.  It  would,  however,  be  the  re 
source  of  despair.  The  objections  which,  if  space 
permitted,  could  be  raised  to  this  proposal  of  Marq. 
(Fund.  37),  are  weighty,  and,  it  seems,  insuperable. 
Rosters,  Wellhausen,  and  Meyer  are  probably  right  in 
identifying  the  Artaxerxes  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  with 
Artaxerxes  I.,  and  a  political  motive  for  that  king's 
generosity  to  the  Jews  can  be  divined  (see  Jew.  Rel. 
Life,  387". ).  The  view  assumed  by  most  on  the  basis 
of  Ezra  7 11-26  seems  to  the  present  writer  historically 
inconceivable,  and  a  warning  to  the  student  was 
necessary.  ] 

The  Memoirs  of  Ezra  and  of  Nehemiah  are  not  the 
only  documents  to  which  our  author  is  indebted. 

(a)  For  example,  he  has  used  an  account  of  the  building 

1  [Marq.,  it  is  true,  would  read  ^SV    'thy  people'  for    NSy 
'  the  people  '  in  Ezra  7  25.] 

2  [The  interesting  story  of  Uza-hor  (an  Egyptian  who  became 
chief  physician  to  the  king  of  Persia ;  see  Brugsch,  Cesch.  Ag. 
784^)  is  considered  in  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  40-43.] 

*  \Jeu>.  Rel.  Life,  55.] 

4  [Marq.  (Fund.  37),  referring  to  Bulletin  dc  corresfi.  heUcn., 
1889,  p.  530.  This  scholar  (Fund.  37,  39)  and  Meyer  (Entst. 
19-21)  have  done  good  service  in  calling  attention  to  this  im 
portant  piece  of  evidence  for  the  attitude  of  the  Persian  court 
towards  the  religions  of  subject  peoples.  The  fact  that  a  copy 
of  this  rescript  has  been  found  near  the  very  place  to  which 
Gadatas  belonged  as  an  official,  shows  that  Persian  documents 
may  well  have  been  preserved  in  the  archives  at  Jerusalem.  It 
is  therefore  reasonable  to  suppose  that  some  part  of  the  supposed 
official  documents  in  Ezra  is  genuine.  Indeed,  the  presence  of 
fictitious  documents  in  Ezra  may  perhaps  be  taken  to  imply  the 
existence  of  genuine  ones.] 
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of   the   temple   in   the    reign    of  Darius  (Ezra  5 1-615). 

This  is  made  up  out  of  two  accounts  (a  and  /3)  as  is. 

n, ,         at  once  apparent  ( i )  from  its  inconsecutive- 

r    ness:    in  66-12  (a)    we  find  the  close  of  a 

sources.  ]etter  Of  rjar;us  (the  beginning  is  wanting), 
given  as  the  sequel  of  a  decree  of  Cyrus  contained  in 
63-5  (/3)  ;  (2)  from  its  contradictions  :  according  to 
62  (a)  it  is  Zerubbabel  and  Jeshua  who  begin  to 
build  the  temple,  whereas,  according  to  5i6  (/3),  the 
foundations  had  already  been  laid  by  Sheshbazzar  in 
the  time  of  Cyrus;  according  to  6  if.  the  decree  of 
Cyrus  which  is  sought  for  at  Babylon  is  found  at 
Achmetha  (Ecbatana),  without  any  notice  of  the  search 
being  abandoned  at  the  one  place  and  resumed  at  the 
other. 

We  are  unable,  however,  to  separate  the  two  portions  with 
certainty,  chiefly  because  only  parts  of  each  of  the  two  accounts 
have  been  taken.  We  may  perhaps  say  that  5  i-io  0  if.  (in 
part),  and  6-15  belong  to  the  one  (a),  and  5  11-17  6  i  f.  (in  part), 
and  3-5  to  the  other  ((3).  Probably  the  Chronicler  had  the 
story  before  him  already  in  its  composite  form. 

[Against  Kosters'  attempt  to  separate  the  report  of 
the  satrap  Tattenai  (Ustanni?1)  into  two  parts  derived 
from  different  sources,  see  Wellhausen,  GGN,  '95,  p. 
176 ;  Meyer,  Entst.  42,  n.  4.  It  is  not  probable, 
however,  that  the  document  has  reached  us  in  its 
original  form. 

The  answer  of  the  Jewish  elders  in  Ezra5n_/C  is  plainly 
fictitious;  so  also  the  last  clause  of  the  imprecation  which 
concludes  the  answer  of  Darius  appears  to  be  either  a  Jewish 
addition,  or  altered  in  a  Jewish  spirit  from  the  original  passage, 
which  may  have  referred  to  Ahura-mazda.  The  statement,  how 
ever,  that  Tattenai  complained  to  the  great  king  of  the  attempt  to 
rebuild  the  temple,  and  at  the  same  time  referred  to  the  mission 
of  Sheshbazzar  is  probable  enough,  and  the  mention  of  the 
discovery  at  Ecl'atana  of  the  roll  (i.e.,  the  cuneiform  tablet) 
containing  the  decree  of  Cyrus,  which,  as  Meyer  plausibly 
supposes,  entered  into  the  answer  of  Darius,2  is  self-evidently 
authentic.] 

(6)  Again,  in  Neh.  12 1-26  we  have  a  list  of  heads  of 
priestly  and  levitical  families  dating,  it  would  appear, 
from  the  time  of  the  high  priest  Jaddua,  a  contemporary 
of  Alexander  the  Great,  originally  compiled  as  a  supple 
ment  to  the  register  which  we  find  in  Neh.  113-36. 

[It  might 'perhaps  be  better  to  modify  this  statement  thus: 
'Neh.  12  12-21  may  have  been  intended  as  a  supplement  to  the 
register  in  11  1-24."  On  the  passage  see  Meyer,  Entst.  103.  It 
is  plain  at  a  glance  that  Q'l'jn  has  come  into  12  22  by  error  from, 
v.  23  (it  is  a  synonym  of  '}?  'J3),  and  tnat  ^  before  D'3."n  should 
be  cancelled.  Winckler's  attempted  explanation  (AOFZm) 
recognises  this,  but  is  too  devoid  of  plausibility  to  be  con 
sidered  here.] 

(c)  The  author  may  have  made  use  of  a  written  source 
also  in  Ezra  4 6-23.  For  Ezral  3  41-524  616-22,  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  consulted  other  writings. 

[On  Ezra  3  i-4  5  see  Driver,  / ntr.(§},  547/1] 

Such  portions  of  the  books  of  Ezra  and  Xehemiah  as 
have  been  simply  transferred  from  the  memoirs,  have 

„    TT-  j.     •  -j.        great    historical    value  ;     but    the    re- 
7.  Historicity  :    ,  • 

, ,          ,        J      dactor  s  own  contributions  are  largely 

e  re  urn.  jnventions.3  Particularly  is  this  true 
of  what  he  tells  about  the  return  of  the  exiles,  the 
foundation  of  the  temple,  and  the  suspension  of  the 
work  in  the  reign  of  Cyrus  (Ezral  81-4524).  At  least, 
the  prophets  Haggai  and  Zechariah,  who  lived  when 
the  temple  was  being  built  under  Darius,  know  of  no 
other  founding  of  the  temple  than  that  which  took 
place  in  their  own  time  (Hag.  2 19  [18]),  and  presuppose 
no  return  from  exile  ; 4  according  to  them  the  time  of 
chastisement  is  still  present,  and  that  of  redemption  is 

1  So  Meissner ;  see  TATNAI. 

2  [Meyer  (Entst.  47)  thus  restores  the  opening  of  the  royal 
rescript :  '  King  Darius   to   the  satrap  Sisines  (Tattenai),  etc. 
The  decree  of  Cyrus  has  been  found  in  a  roll  in  the  treasury  of 
Ecbatana,  and  therein  is  the  following  record.'] 

3  [Cp  col.  1473,  note  2.] 

4  [At  any  rate  no  considerable  band  of  exiles  can  have  re 
turned — none  that  was  able  materially  to  influence  the  Jewish 
community ;  so  much  must  be  inferred  from  Hag.  and  Zech.  ; 
cp  Che.  Intr.  Isa.  p.  xxxv ;  Jew.  Rcl.  Life,  (>f.      The  mere 
circumstance  that  no  allusion  is  made  by  Hag.  and  Zech.  to 
the  arrival  of  Sheshbazzar  does   not   disprove  the  actuality  of 
his  return.] 
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all  in  the  future  (see  Zech.  l2/  12  26jf.  69-15  87 /.}; 
above  all,  a  prophecy  of  Zechariah  (615)  spoken  to 
encourage  the  Jews  to  accept  certain  gifts  from  Baby 
lonia,  to  the  effect  that  Jews  from  a  distance  would  take 
part  in  the  building  of  the  temple,  shows  that  up  till 
then  no  band  of  exiles  had  returned  or  taken  a  part  in 
the  restoration  of  the  sanctuary. 

Our  faith  in  the  historicity  of  the  return  in  the  time  of  Cyrus 
is  shaken  by  the  testimony  of  ist  Esdras.  In  that  book  we 
have,  in  the  remarkable  pericope  3i-56,  an  account  of  the 
return  of  the  exiles  and  the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  (442-66) 
that  is  in  irreconcilable  conflict  with  the  representation  of 
Ezral.  At  least  we  are  told  in  i  Esd.  that  not  Cyrus  but 
Darius  sent  Zerubbabel  with  the  returning  exiles  and  restored 
the  temple  vessels  which  Cyrus  had  already  set  apart  to  be 
handed  over,  when  he  made  the  vow  to  destroy  Babylon.  Is  it 
conceivable  that  this  representation  has  grown  out  of  that  of 
Ezral?  that  the  writer  of  i  Esd.  4  transferred  the  original 
restoration  of  Israel  by  Cyrus,  the  deliverer  mentioned  in 
Yahwe's  name  by  Deutero-Isaiah,  to  Darius  who  is  nowhere 
mentioned  in  any  prophecy?  that  if  the  return  and  the  restoration 
of  the  temple  vessels  had  really  taken  place  under  Cyrus,  a  later 
writer  should  have  transformed  this  into  a  mere  promise  and 
intention  on  the  part  of  Cyrus,  afterwards  fulfilled  by  his 
successor  Darius?  This  is  inconceivable.  Ezra  1  evidently 
contains  a  form  of  the  tradition  later  than  i  Esd.  442-66,  and 
its  account  is  therefore  not  to  be  accepted.  Cp  EZRA,  GREEK, 
§6. 

Nor  does  either  of  the  two  narratives  of  which 
Ezra5i-6is  is  made  up,  presuppose  a  return  of  exiles 
in  the  time  of  Cyrus.  Both  representations  of  the 
temple  rebuilding  vary  from  that  given  by  the  redactor. 
According  to  the  one  (a),  a  beginning  with  this  was 
made  not  in  Cyrus's  reign  but  in  that  of  Darius  (62) ; 
according  to  the  other  (£),  Cyrus  was  well  disposed  to 
the  undertaking,  and,  with  a  view  to  it,  sent  to  Judaea, 
not  indeed  Jewish  exiles,  but  an  official  of  high  rank, 
Sheshbazzar,1  of  course  to  co-operate  in  the  work  with 
the  Jews  in  Palestine — a  work  which  was  carried  on 
without  interruption  until  Darius's  time,  5 14-16  [j3])  : 
neither  account  has  a  single  word  about  returning 
exiles. 

Nor  does  the  list  of  those  who  returned,  which  we 
find  in  Ezra 2  (Neh.  76-73),  prove  anything  for  the 

ipt,  t  r  t     credibility  of  the   Chronicler's  way 

8.  1  ne  great  li_st^:  Qf  representing  niaUers.      Originally 

V Ed  6  '  ~  k  had  "°  reference  to  the  time  of 
Cyrus.  In  its  present  form  it  cer 
tainly  has,  as  is  evident  (i)  from  the  place  which  has 
been  assigned  to  it,  (2)  from  ^.2,  where  Zerubbabel 
and  Jeshua  are  enumerated  among  the  twelve  leaders 
of  the  Jews,  and  (3)  from  v.  68f.,  which  carries  us 
back  to  the  period  before  the  restoration  of  the  temple. 
To  take  the  last-mentioned  point  first :  (a)  a  compari 
son  with  Neh.  7  70-72  [Ba.  69-71]  shows  that  the  narrative 
here  originally  related,  not  to  gifts  for  the  building  of 
the  temple,  but  to  gifts  to  the  treasury  out  of  which 
'the  work' — i.e.,  the  temple-service — was  defrayed; 
whilst,  that  the  representation  in  Ezra  268 /.  according 
to  which  '  the  work '  is  taken  to  mean  the  building  of 
the  temple  is  incorrect,  is  further  evident  from  the  fact 
that  the  gifts  consisted  in  part  of  priests'  garments, 
which  could  of  course  come  into  requisition  for  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  public  worship,  but 
not  for  a  re-building  of  the  temple.  Above  all,  (6)  the 
number  of  those  who,  according  to  this  list,  returned 
to  Judasa  (v.  64)  presents  great  difficulty.  It  is  much 
larger  than  the  total  number  of  Jews  who,  according  to 
2  K.  24 nff.  Jer.  5228^,  were  carried  into  captivity  in 
597,  586,  and  581.  If,  in  addition  to  this,  we  bear 
in  mind  that,  according  to  Ezra?/,  (cp  the  Book  of 

1  [That  Sheshbazzar  was  a  Persian  official  may  be  admitted. 
I5y  nationality,  however,  he  was  a  Jew  ;  we  may  infer  this  from 
the  phrase  in  Ezral  8  rn'iT1?  N'C'jn,  '  the  (legitimate)  Judaean 
prince '  (based  perhaps  on  an  earlier  document),  and  from  the 
statement  in  the  genealogy  of  the  Davidites  that  among  the 
sons  of  Jechoniah  was  SHKNAZZAR  (i  Ch.  3  18  RV),  whose  name 
in  MT  seems  to  be  a  corruption  of  the  Babylonian  name  of 
which  another  corrupt  form  is  SHESHBAZZAR  [y.v.].  That  the 
Jewish  nitsl  '  prince  '  (if  the  term  may  be  accepted  as  genuine) 
went  up  to  Jerusalem  unattended,  is  riot  to  be  supposed.  Cp 
Jew.  Rel.  Life,  6;  ISRAEL,  §  51.] 
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Esther),  a  large  number  of  the  Jewish  exiles  remained 
behind  in  Babylonia,  the  figures  in  the  list  in  question 
cannot  be  accepted  as  representing  returning  families. 
Moreover  (c)  the  list  includes  names  not  only  of  out 
standing  families  (vv.  3-19  30  ff. )  but  also  (vv.  20-28  33  ff. ) 
of  common  people  (contrast  2  K.  24 15  25 12),  and  (d) 
these  last  consist,  according  to  v.  \b,  of  returned  exiles 
who  have  recently  settled  again  in  the  homes  of  their 
ancestors  ;  which  cannot  have  been  the  case. 

We  can,  indeed,  if  need  be,  suppose  that  the  exiles  had  pre 
served  the  memory  of  the  places  from  which  their  ancestors  had 
been  taken  arid  that,  in  the  land  of  their  exile,  community  of 
origin  constituted  a  bond  of  union  among  those  who  had  formerly 
belonged  to  the  same  town  or  village ;  but  we  can  hardly 
suppose  that  they  all  were  able  to  settle  again  in  the  places 
from  which  they  had  sprung.  During  their  absence  aliens  had 
established  themselves  in  Judasa,  and  in  the  case  of  many  towns 
the  earlier  population  must  have  remained  behind  in  Babylonia  ; 
one  locality  would  therefore,  if  things  were  as  the  author  sup 
poses,  have  received  too  great  a  population,  whilst  another  was 
insufficiently  supplied.  Circumstances  must  thus  have  com 
pelled  many  to  take  up  their  abode  elsewhere  than  in  their 
ancient  homes. 

If  then  v.  ib  gives  an  inaccurate  representation  of  the 
character  of  the  citizens,  the  conjecture  at  once  arises 
that  the  statement  is  to  be  ascribed  to  a  redactor,  and 
that  the  original  list  dealt  with  the  population  of  the 
places  mentioned  as  a  whole,  not  exclusively  with  those 
who  returned. 

Lastly  (e),  let  us  take  the  second  of  the  three  points 
mentioned  above  (beginning  of  §  8).  It  would  seem 
that  the  list  of  the  twelve  leaders  (Neh.  7  7  ;  in  Ezra  2  2 
only  eleven  are  named)  is  by  no  means  free  from 
suspicion,1  partly  on  account  of  the  names  Nehemiah 
and  Azariah  (so  Neh.  7?  ;  Seraiah  in  Ezra  22)  of  which 
the  second,  especially  in  Hebrew,  closely  resembles  that 
of  Ezra,  with  which  indeed  it  is  confused  (cp  Neh.  12 1 
— Seraiah,  Jeremiah,  Ezra — with  Neh.  102 — Seraiah, 
Azariah,  Jeremiah),  and  partly  also  because  it  name? 
Zerubbabel  and  Jeshua  as  leaders  of  the  return,  whic) 
they  are  not  [if  MT  may  be  trusted]  in  the  writings 
of  their  contemporaries  Haggai  and  Zechariah,2  who 
nevertheless  frequently  refer  to  them  ;  the  writer  of 
I  Esd.  3 1-5  6  knows  them  as  leaders  of  the  return  in 
the  time  of  Darius. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  this  list  at  one 
time  possessed  a  character  quite  different  from  that  in 
T,         •   •      i  wmcn  it  here  comes  before  us.      Per- 
.°          haps    it    was     originally    a    complete 
°'       register  of  the  clans  and  citizens  con 
stituting   the  restored   Israel  —  the    '  congregation  '   the 
origin  of  which  is  related  in  Neh.  9/.      The  compiler 
of  Ezra-Nehemiah  subsequently,  by  placing  it  immedi 
ately  after  Ezra  1,  by  the  interpolation  of  v.  \b  2,  and 
by  v.  68/.,  made  it  serve  as  a  list  of  the  exiles  who 
returned  in  the  reign  of  Cyrus.      [On  this  list  see  also 
below,  §  15  1  (a).] 

The  account,  in  Ezra  1  3i-4s  24,  of  the  return  from 
the  captivity,  of  the  laying  of  the  foundation  of  the 
temple,  and  of  the  arrest  laid  on  the  work  of  rebuilding 
by  the  hostility  of  the  Samaritans,  is  thus  unhistorical. 

Equally  unhistorical    is    the    narrative   according  to 

which  a  beginning  had  already  been  made  with  the  res- 

_,        .,     toration  of  the  walls  of  Jerusalem  long 

10.  ine  city  before    Neherniah's     time    (Ezra  4 6-23). 

.  This  narrative  includes  letters  from 
Persian  officials  to  Xerxes  (485-466)  and  Artaxerxes  (465- 
424),  reporting  that  the  Jews  were  rebuilding  the  walls 
of  Jerusalem  ;  also  a  letter  from  Artaxerxes  giving 

1  [Whether  Prof.  Kosters  would  have  adhered  to  this  view, 
may  be   doubted.     To  Meyer  (Entst.  193)  the  names   have  a 
credible  appearance.     In  this  we  must  agree  with  him,  though 
he  too  hastily  adds  that  Zerubbabel  and  Jeshua  are  the  only 
leaders  of  whom  we  have  any  definite  knowledge.     It  has  been 
shown  elsewhere  (Bn.sHAN,  REGEMMELECH,  TIRSHATHA)  that 
of  three  of  the  '  heads  '  we  possess  definite  information.     On  the 
'  heads'  cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  25  ;  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  6,  ip,  16.] 

2  [Prof.   Kosters   here  shows  himself  a  conservative  textual 
critic.     See  REGEM-MF.LECH  for  the  text  of  Zech.  72,  where  it 
appears  that  two  of  the  leaders  are  referred  to ;  see  also  pre 
ceding  note.] 
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orders  for  the  stoppage  of  the  work.  The  unhistorical 
character  of  the  passage  appears  from  the  following 
considerations. 

(a)  It  comes  in  between  the  account  of  the  hostility 
to  the  building  of  the  temple  shown  by  the  Samaritans 
(4 1-5)  and  the  statement  that  the  work  was  accordingly 
suspended  until  the  second  year  (519)  of  Darius  (Ezra 
424)  ;  as  if  this  suspension  of  the  temple  building  had 
been  the  consequence  of  the  letter  of  Artaxerxes  about 
the  building  of  the  wall.      The  passage  thus  cannot,  at 
all  events,  originally,  have  belonged  to  the  place  where 
we  now  find  it ;  perhaps  the  redactor  transferred  it  here 
in  order  to  signify  to  the  reader  that  the  building  of  the 
temple  had  been  interrupted  by  accusations  similar  to 
those  which,  under  Xerxes  and  Artaxerxes,  had  inter 
fered  with  the  building  of  the  wall. 

(b)  Quite  apart  from  its  connection,  it  is  not  in  itself 
probable    that   the    story   is    historical.       Nehemiah's 
account  of  the  restoration  of  the  wall  (Neh.  1-6)  does 
not  leave  the  impression  that  any  others  before  him  had 
already  addressed  themselves  to  this  work. 

Is  it  likely  that  the  enemies  of  the  Jews,  who  were  bold 
enough  to  set  themselves  against  the  royal  governor  Nehemiah, 
even  when  addressing  himself  to  the  work  with  the  express 
permission  of  the  king,  would  at  an  earlier  period  have  hesitated, 
until  they  had  received  in  writing  the  orders  of  the  king,  to 
interfere  with  the  Jews  when  these  were  addressing  themselves 
to  the  work  of  building  without  permission  ? 

Further  (c)  [even  after  certain  errors  in  the  text  have 
been  removed]  the  letters  themselves  bear  internal 
marks  of  non-originality.  [The  question  is  no  doubt  a 
complicated  one.  We  may  admit  that  the  facts  pre 
supposed  by  the  letters  are  not  always  incorrect  ;  or 
again  that  in  one  case  or  another  there  may  be  a 
genuine  kernel ;  or  again  that  the  letters  are  in  some 
respects  skilfully  composed  ;  but  that  they  are  genuine 
in  their  present  form,  and  can  be  used  without  criticism 
for  historical  purposes,  must  unhesitatingly  be  denied. 
Notice  that  Rehum's  letter  of  complaint  (Ezra  48-i6)  is 
addressed  immediately  to  the  king  of  Persia,  passing 
over  the  satrap  of  the  province  through  whom  it  ought 
to  have  been  sent.  This  points  to  the  period  when 
Syria  was  under  the  rule  of  the  Ptolemies  or  the 
Seleucidae,  and  was  divided  into  small  administrative 
districts  (Marq. ),  and  it  is  difficult  (see  below)  not  to 
trace  the  later  antagonism  of  Jews  and  Samaritans  in 
the  prominence  given  to  the  alien  population  of  Samaria. 
Notice  further  that]  Artaxerxes  states  in  his  answer 
(vv.  17-22)  that  an  examination  of  royal  records  showed 
that  there  had  been  mighty  kings  of  Jerusalem  who  had 
ruled  over  all  the  lands  to  the  W.  of  the  Euphrates  and 
received  toll,  tribute,  and  custom.  This  is  a  manifest 
reference  to  David  and  Solomon  [as  Winckler  (AOF 
2231)  has  also,  since  Kosters'  death,  pointed  out],  and 
betrays  the  hand  of  a  Jewish  writer.  It  cannot  be 
shown  that  Assyria  or  Babylon  ever  had  relations  with 
these  kings  of  Israel  or  with  their  dominions  ;  a  com 
plete  silence  respecting  them  is  preserved  in  the  inscrip 
tions.  [In  spite  of  the  particularity  of  the  statement, 
1  written  in  Assyrian  (i.e. ,  in  cuneiform)  and  interpreted 
in  Aramaic ' :  (Ezra  4?,  emended  text),  the  document 
is  certainly  fictitious.  The  motive  of  the  fiction  was 
probably  to  show  that  Nehemiah's  rebuilding  of  the 
walls  was  no  arbitrary  innovation,  the  same  work 
having  been  taken  in  hand  before  the  reign  of  Darius, 
and  only  hindered  by  the  malice  of  the  Samaritans, 
whose  opposition  to  the  Jews  the  redactor  antedates. 
That  the  writer  confounds  Cambyses  with  Artaxerxes  2 
(cp  Jos.  Ant.  xi.  2126)  need  not  surprise  us;  he  may 
have  thought  of  Darius  II.  or  Darius  III.  who  did 
succeed  an  Artaxerxes.3] 

1  [Reading  IV'IB'N  for  the  first    n'ffJN    (Klo.  PRE$)  6514). 
To  read  n'013  (Meyer  ;  cp  Marq.,  63)  is  more  difficult.] 

2  [B'niBTlN,  Ahasuerus,  in  Ezra  4  6,  is  probably  a  scribe's  error 
f°r  RDE'tSTiniNi  Artaxerxes  ;  IT.  6  and  7  should  be  fused.     For 
Bishlam,    Mithredath  and   Tabul,  we  should,    as    Marq.   (62) 
suggests,  read  Rehum  and  Samlai  (see  SHALMAI).] 

3  [So  Marq.,  61.     Klo.  PREV]  5  516,  thinks  that  Ezra  46-6  18 
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The  redactor's  view  of  the  fortunes  of  Israel  in  the 

time  of  Cyrus  rendered  it  necessary  that  he  should  here 

11   The  list  and  tllere  introduce  alterations  even  into 

'  -  .,  .         the  documents  taken  over  by  him.     We 

12        ,'       have  already  seen  how  this  has  been  done 

.     I        ,     in  Ezra  2.     Something  similar  happened 

with  Neh.  12 12-26,   where  priests  of  the 

time  of  Darius  and  the  high  priest  Joiakim  (vv.  12  26), 

and   Levites  of  the  time  of  Nehemiah  and   Ezra  (vv. 

22-26),  are  named  as  patriarchal  heads  of  priestly  and 

levitical  houses  ;  by  prefixing  vv.  i-n  he  carried  the  list 

back  to  the  time  of  Cyrus. 

According  to  Neh.  9/,  after  Ezra  and  his  exiles  had 
come  to  know  that  the  people  of  Judasa  had  intermarried 

TO   r/v~.  ,«+;,»,     w'tn  aliens,  the  true  Israel  separated 
12.  formation    .     .,  ,  ,       ,    .  v  . 

of  '  conRreera  peoples  of  the  land 

tion'misrepre-  and  s°  had  constituted  itself  into  'the 
sented  congregation.       According  to  the  re 

dactor,  who  had  made  a  separation  and 
formation  of  a  congregation  take  place  already  soon 
after  the  return  of  the  exiles  in  the  time  of  Cyrus  (Ezra 
621),  the  alien  marriages  of  which  Ezra  complained 
could  only  have  reference  to  the  congregation  already 
thus  separated.  He  therefore  introduced  into  Ezra  9/. 
certain  corrections,  with  the  effect  of  making  it  appear 
that  the  contaminating  alliances  which  Ezra  met  with  in 
Jewish  territory  had  occurred  in  the  case  of  certain 
exiles  who  had  united  themselves  into  a  '  congregation ' 
(94  106  8  12  14).  The  narrative  itself  (Neh.  9/)  which 
described  the  formation  of  the  congregation  in  the  time 
»  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  he  has  thus  failed  to  appreciate 
in  its  true  significance,  and  he  partly  mutilates  it  by  re 
moving  a  portion  (Neh.  181-3),  partly  makes  it  almost 
unintelligible  by  placing  it  in  a  connection  to  which  it 
does  not  belong  (after  Neh.  8)  and  by  making  interpo 
lations  (e.g.  9s  ff.}  which  obscure  the  scope  of  the 
narrative. 

Other  more  or  less  considerable  corrections,  made  by 
the  compiler  in  the  passages  he  took  over,  were  due  to  his 
13   Editorial    convict'on  tnat>  throughout  the  entire 
adjustment    Pef°d  with  which  he  was  dealing,  not 
to  P  y  regulations    affecting    priests 

and  Levites  (which  according  to  i  Ch. 
23-26  had  been  established  by  David),  but  also  the  pre 
scriptions  of  the  law,  which  according  to  Neh.  8  had 
been  introduced  by  Ezra,  were  valid.  The  last-named 
law  (what  is  now  known  as  the  Priestly  law)  he  regarded 
as  dating  from  the  time  of  Moses,  so  that  apparently  he 
did  not  regard  Neh.  8  as  describing  the  introduction  of 
a  new  law — which  in  fact  it  was. 

Consequently  in  the  portions  composed  by  himself  the  redactor 
represents  everything  as  happening  in  accordance  with  the  law 
and  the  ordinances  of  David  ;  (a)  the  feasts  are  observed  (Ezra 
3  4/7  619^)  in  accordance  with  Ex.126  Lev.  23  ^ff.  33-43 
Nu.  2912-38;  (b)  the  priests  have  trumpets  (Ezra  3  10)  in  ac 
cordance  with  Nu.  10i-io;  the  Levitical  years  of  service 
(Ezra  3  8)  are  those  which,  according  to  i  Ch.  23  24  27,  had  been 
fixed  by  David  ;  (c)  the  Levites  have  the  oversight  of  the  build 
ing  of  the  temple  (Ezra  3  &f.)  in  accordance  with  i  Ch.  23  4  ; 
(ff)  the  singers  are  Levites  (Ezra  3  lof.)  as  enjoined  in  i  Ch. 
23  5  25,  though  they  are  not  so,  as  yet,  in  Ezra  2  40^  ;  (e) 
priests  and  Levites  are  divided  into  classes  (Ezra  6  is)  as  laid 
down  in  i  Ch.  24.  For  the  same  reason  he  introduced  correc 
tions  into  the  narratives  he  took  over.  (/)  In  Neh.  8_/C  he 


is  a  great  apology  for  the  Judasan  community  by  a  person 
officially  competent  for  the  task,  whose  name  in  Aramaic  was 
Tab 'el,  and  had  the  sanction  (Q^BQ  ?)  of  the  Persian  governor 
Mithredath.  The  cause  of  the  apology  was  the  accusation 
brought  by  Rehum  which  Tab'el  prefixes  to  his  work.  This 
accounts,  he  thinks,  not  only  for  the  singular  303,  and  the  sing. 

al 

takes  a  very  favourable  view  of  48-6  18  :  the  compiler  has  'good 
information  but  inserts  45-23  out  of  chronological  order. 
Evidently  Kautzsch  has  been  moved  by  Meyer's  somewhat 
excessive  expression  of  his  confidence  in  his  own  historical 
results,  and  perceives  that  earlier  critics  laid  too  much  stress  on 
one  class  of  evidence  to  the  neglect  of  other  important  pheno 
mena  to  which  Meyer  seems  (unduly)  to  limit  the  term 
'  historical.'] 
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has  inserted  some  verses  which  not  a  little  confuse  the  course 
of  the  narrative  (84*  if.  n  93-5)  because  he  thought  it  impos 
sible  to  dispense  with  the  services  of  the  Levites  as  interpreters 
of  the  law  and  leaders  of  the  congregation  in  the  ceremonies 
described,  (g)  In  Neh.  12  27-43  the  account  of  the  dedication 
of  the  wall  is  exceedingly  confused,  because  the  redactor  missed, 
in  the  description  of  the  feast  which  lay  before  him,  things 
which  he  thought  he  ought  to  have  found,  and  thus  regarded 
corrections  and  interpolations  as  necessary  ;  he  made  the  singers 
Levites,  provided  them  with  the  musical  instruments  of  David 
(v.  36),  supplied  the  priests  with  trumpets  (TO'.  35,  41),  and 
inserted  lists  of  names,  so  that  even  Judah  and  Benjamin,  in 
the  original  narrative  designating  the  people,  became  priestly 
names  (v.  34).  See  BENJAMIN,  §  5. 
14  Other  ad  Elsewhere  he  has  made  corrections 

iustments       'n  t'le  accounts  given  in  the  older  nar- 

•*  ratives  for  other  reasons. 

(a)  Ezra's  genealogy  (Ezra  7  1-5)  he  has  conformed  to  I  Ch. 
63-14  [629-40]  so  as  thereby  to  make  his  hero  a  member  of  the 
high-priestly  family  (cp  also  EZRA  i.,  §  i)  ;  (l>)  the  account  of  the 
measures  taken  by  Ezra  against  the  mixed  marriages  he  has  so 
modified  and  altered  in  Ezra  10  that  we  cannot  make  out  what 
the  result  of  the  attempt  was  ;  probably  he  intended  to  disguise 
its  failure  as  much  as  possible.  Cp  EZRA,  §  5. 

Above  all,  the  author  has  allowed  himself  great 
freedom  in  the  arrangement  of  the  materials  at  his 

IK  r»;^i«««4.;^^  disposal.  At  least,  the  events  cannot 
15.  Dislocation  ,,  ,  r  „ 

of  materials     a11    have   followed    each    other    m    the 

VJl    XLLduCl  IdlDi  ,  •  t- •     1      T  •  •!_  i 

order  in  which  he  describes  them. 

i.  During  the  interval  between  the  completion  (Neh.  6 15) 
and  the  dedication  of  the  walls  (1227^)  it  is  impossible  that  all 
the  things  which  stand  in  his  account  can  have  taken  place. 

(a)  The  list  of  those  who  returned  occupies,  neither  in  Ezra 
nor  in  Nehemiah  (Neh.  7  6-73),  the  place  to  which  it  rightly 
belongs;  after  7i-5«  what  we  should  expect  to  find  would  be 
some  particulars  regarding  the  population  of  Jerusalem,  but  for 
this  we  look  in  vain  in  the  list  here  introduced,  though  the  case 
is  different  with  the  list  in  Neh.  11,  which  probably  once  occupied 
this  place.  (b)  Inasmuch  as  the  law,  the  introduction  of 

which  is  described  in  Neh.  8,  was  the  so-called  Priestly  law  of 
the  Hexateuch,1  its  introduction  must  have  occurred  after  the 
assembly  of  Neh.  $/.,  for  here  the  people,  besides  pledging 
themselves  to  fidelity  to  the  law  (10  30  [29]),  bound  themselves  to 
observe  certain  precepts  (TO.  36-40  [35-39])  which  are  found  for  the 
most  part  in  the  Priestly  law  ;  had  these  been  integral  parts  of 
the  law  which  the  people  had  just  sworn  to  obey,  there  would 
have  been  no  reason  for  special  vows  of  observance  in  the  case 
of  these  particular  precepts.2  Further,  (c)  all  that  is  related 

in  Neh.  8-10  must  have  taken  place  after  what  we  read  in  Neh. 
134-31.  At  all  events,  the  enactment  of  the  congregation  in 
Neh.  10  38-40  [37-39],  that  the  Levites  shall  themselves  collect 
the  tithes  and  then  bring  the  tenth  part  of  these  to  the  temple 
treasury  for  the  priests,  transports  us  to  a  period  when  the 
method  by  which,  according  to  Neh.  13  10-13,  Nehemiah  pro 
posed  to  secure  the  Levites  in  their  revenues  was  regarded  as 
insufficient.  Finally,  (,f)  the  redactor  has  erroneously  made 

the  narrative  regarding  Ezra  (Ezra  7-10)  anterior  to  that  regard 
ing  Nehemiah.  Whilst  Ezra  and  a  considerable  band  of  exiles 
have,  according  to  the  narrative  in  its  present  form,  already 
returned  to  the  land  of  their  fathers,  there  is  not  in  Neh.  1  i-7  5 
184-31  a  single  hint  of  these  or  of  any  earlier  return,  and  among 
the  names  of  those  who  took  part  in  the  building  of  the  wall 
(Neh.  3)  we  seek  in  vain  for  those  of  Ezra's  companions  (Ezra 
82-14). 

2.  Another   strange   thing   is    that    after    Ezra  had   already 
demanded   separation  from,  and  dismissal   of,  the  alien  wives 
(Ezra  10  3  1119),  Nehemiah  should  have  rested  content  with  a 
much  smaller  concession — with  an  undertaking,  namely,  that 
neither  the  men  themselves  nor  their  children  should  in  future 
contract  mixed  marriages  (Neh.  13  23-29). 

3.  Further,  in  the  narrative  of  Ezra's  arrival  and  first  measures 
in  Jerusalem  we  meet  with  at  least  one  circumstance   which 
transports  us  to  Nehemiah's  latest  period  ;  namely,  that  Ezra, 
shortly  after  his  arrival  at   Jerusalem,    takes   up  his  quarters 
with    a  son   of   the   high   priest   Eliashib  (Ezra  10  6  cp  Neh. 
12  loyC  22)  ;  as  Eliashib  was  still  high  priest  in  the  thirty-second 
year  of  Artaxerxes  (Neh.  13  6),  it  is  improbable  that  a  son  of  his 
should  already  have  been  a  prominent  personage  in  the  seventh 
year  of  that  monarch,  which  according  to  Ezra  7  jf.  was  the 
date  of  Ezra's  coming.     What  is  related  must  thus  have  oc 
curred  most  probably  after  Eliashib's  death,  and  certainly  after 
the  events  of  Neh.  134-31.     When  the  redactor  reversed   the 
original   order    '  Nehemiah-Ezra,'   which   is  still   met   with   in 
Neh.  12  26,  he  also  moved  back  the  date  of  Ezra's  coming  and 
then  further  inserted  the  name  of  Ezra  at  least  once,  in  a  rather 
inappropriate  place,  in  the  account  of  the  building  of  the  wall 
(Neh.  12  36). 

The  order  in  which  the  events  related  in  the  books 
now  before  us  actually  occurred  was  probably  the 
following. 

i.   After  the  temple  had  been  rebuilt  (519-515)  by 

1  See  HEXATEUCH,  §  2gf.,  HISTORICAL  LITERATURK,  p  9. 

2  [See  further  the  pages  devoted  to  this  subject  in  Rosters' 
Het  Herstel.} 
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Jews  who  had  been  left  behind  in  Judah  and  Jerusalem 
(Ezra  5 1-6 15)  Nehemiah   came  to   Jeru- 

16.  Actual    salem  in  44£  and  rebuilt  and  consecrated 
order  of     the  cky  wall  ^Neh  l  t_7  5  1227-43). 
events.          2    QU  a  seconci  vjsjt|  ,n  433i  on  his 

return  from  a  journey  to  court,  he  came  forward  as  an 
ecclesiastical  reformer  (Neh.  184-31). 

3.  Not   long  afterwards,   the  date   in   Ezra 7  7  being 
incorrect,   Ezra  arrived  in  Jerusalem  with  his  band  of 
exiles   and,   perceiving   that   his   compatriots   had  been 
intermarrying  with  their  heathen   neighbours,   endeav 
oured,   but   in   vain,    to  dissolve   the   mixed  marriages 
( Ezra  7-1 0).1 

4.  Upon  this,  under  the  joint  leadership  of  Nehemiah 
and   Ezra,  was  held  the   great  assembly  at  which  the 
Jews    separated    themselves    from    the    people    of    the 
nations,   and   thus  '  the  congregation '    was  constituted 
(Neh.  9/  13 1-3). 

5.  Into  the  congregation  thus  formed,  the  new  law 
was  shortly  afterwards  introduced  (Neh.  8). 

The   reason    that    induced    our    author    to   invent   a 

return  of  exiles  in  the  time  of  Cyrus  and  to  give  to  the 

_-.   ,.          events  of  Nehemiah's  and  Ezra's  time  a 

17.  Motives  different  order  from  that  which  he  found 
for  alter-     in  his  sourceS|  was  perhaps  this. 

ations.  ^  According  to  his  view  (2  Ch.  8620) 

all  Israel  had  been  carried  into  captivity,  no  Israelites 
at  all  having  been  left  behind  in  Palestine.  Israel's 
restoration,  which  began  with  the  rebuilding  of  the 
temple,  thus  became  possible  only  with  the  return  of 
the  exiles.  This  must  accordingly  have  already  occurred 
before  the  time  of  Darius.  When,  then,  in  one  of 
his  sources  (Ezra 5 13-16)  our  author  came  across  a 
tradition  (apparently  resting  on  Is.  4428-458)  which 
ascribed  the  founding  of  the  temple  to  Cyrus,  he  sup 
posed  that  the  return  of  the  exiles  also  had  occurred 
under  that  king. 

(3)  Just  as  the  temple  had  been  rebuilt  and  a  begin 
ning  made  with  the  restoration  of  Israel  by  those  who 
returned  in  the  reign  of  Cyrus,  so  in  like  manner, 
according  to  our  author,  the  honour  of  rebuilding  the 
walls  of  Jerusalem,  the  second  great  step  in  the  restora 
tion  of  Israel,  fell  to  the  lot  of  the  exiles  who  returned 
with  Ezra.  In  this  view  he  placed  Ezra7-10  before  the 
account  of  the  restoration  of  the  wall  by  Nehemiah, 
and  gave  as  the  date  of  Ezra's  arrival  the  seventh  year 
of  Artaxerxes  ;  and  more  than  this,  in  Ezra  4  6-23  he 
gives  it  to  be  clearly  understood  that  already  before 
Nehemiah's  time  a  beginning  had  been  made  with  the 
rebuilding  of  the  walls  by  the  people  of  Ezra's  company. 
Thus  the  restoration  of  Israel  had  been  begun  by 
returned  exiles,  and  by  returned  exiles  also  had  it  been 
brought  to  a  successful  issue. 

(c)  The  author's  reason  for  placing  Neh.  9/.  after 
Neh.  8  is  obvious.  In  the  last-named  chapter  he  saw 
no  introduction  of  a  new  law-book — all  laws  were  by  his 
time  laws  of  Moses, — but  the  reading  of  the  old  law 
which  had  for  centuries  possessed  validity  for  Israel, 
though  often  transgressed  ;  as,  then,  Neh.  9  /  spoke 
of  an  assembly  at  which  those  present  came  under 
obligation  to  observe  the  law,  this  must  have  been 
preceded  by  the  public  reading  of  the  law.  That  this 
was  the  engagement  he  had  in  view  appears  not 
obscurely  in  the  verses  (Neh.  9s/  )  interpolated  by  him, 
by  which  he  makes  the  people's  pledge  of  fidelity  to  the 
law  to  be  preceded  by  a  public  reading  by  the  Levites, 
and  so  makes  the  assembly  of  chap.  9  /.  become  in  a 
certain  sense  a  continuation  of  that  of  chap.  8. 

See  besides  the  Introductions  of  Dr.,  Co.,  Konig,  and  especially 

Kue.  Ond.W  1495-517  ('87);    Berth.,  Die  BB.  Esra,  Neh.  u. 

Esther,  ed.  Ryssel  ('87);  Smend,  Die  Listen 

18.  Literature,   der  BB.  Esra  ».  Nek.  ('81);   H.   E.   Ryle, 

Ezra  and   Neh.,  in    Cambr.  Bib.  ('93);   A. 
v.  Hoonacker,  Neh.  et  Esd.  ('90);    Kue.,  De  Chronol.  van  hct 

1  [It  is  a  question,  however,  whether  Ezra's  arrival  should  not 
rather  be  placed  between  Nehemiah's  first  and  second  visits  to 
Jerusalem.  See  NEHEMIAH,  §  5.] 
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Perz.  Tijdvak  der  Joodsche  Gesch.  ',  A.  v.  Hoonacker,  Neh.  en 
fan  20  cCArtax.  I.,  Esd.  en.  [an  ^  dArtax.  II.  ('92),  and 
Zorobab.  et  le  sec.  Temple  ('92) ;  W.  H.  Kosters,  Het  Herstel 
van  Israel  in  het  Perz.  Tijdvak  ('94),  German  tr.  ('95) ;  We. 
'Die  Ruckkehr  der  Juden  aus  dem  bab.  Exil '  in  GGN  ('95, 
heft  2);  J.  Marquart  'Die  Organisation  der  jiid.  Gemeinde  seit 
dem  sogenannten  Exil '  (dated  Aug.  29  '95),  J>'unt/.  ('96),  28-68  ; 
W.  H.  Kosters,  '  Het  Tijdvak  van  Israels  Herstel  i.,  ii.,  and  iii.,' 
in  Th  7"'2!)  77-102  30  489-504  31  518-554  Cgsjf.) ;  C.  C.  Torrey,  The 
Campos,  ami  Hist.  Vahie  of  Ezra- 1\ eh.  ('96);  A.  v.  Hoonacker. 
Nouvelles  Etudes  sur  la  Restauration  Juive ^('96)  ;  E.  Meyer, 
Die  Entsteh.  d.  Judenthums  ('96);  We.,  critique  of  Meyer's 
book  in  GGA  (Feb.  '97)  ;  E.  Meyer,  Julius  ll'ell/tausen  u.  meine 
Schrift ' Die  Entsteh.,'  etc.  ('97)  ;  H.  Guthe,  Ezra  and  Neh.,  in 


1.  Name. 


5  ('98),  500-523;  Sir  H.  Howorth,  'A  criticism  of  the  sources 
and  relative  importance  and  value  of  the  canonical  Kook  of  Ezra 
and  the  apocryphal  book  known  as  Esdras  I.,'  in  Trans,  ofqth 
International  Congress  of  Orientalists  ('93),  268-85  '•,  and  series 
of  articles  in  Acad.  '93.  W.  H.  K. — T.  K.  C. 

EZRA,  THE  GREEK.  The  Greek,  the  Latin  (before 
Jerome's  time),  the  Syriac,  and  the  English  Bible 
from  1560  onwards,  designate  the  book  as 
Esd.  A,  or  i  Esd.  (the  canonical  books  Ezra- 
Neh.  being  in  (5  Esd.  B),  either  because  its  narrator 
begins  at  a  chronologically  earlier  date  than  does  the 
Hebrew,  or  because  it  is  not  a  mere  translation  into 
Greek  like  Esd.  B,  but  a  free  redaction  made  at  a  date 
earlier  than  Esd.  B. 

The  Latin  Bibles,  since  the  time  of  Jerome,  have  called  it 
3  Esd.  (2  Esd.  being  Nehemiah) ;  in  a  Florentine  MS  (cp  Pitra, 
Anal.  sac.  2635)  it  is  called  3  Paralip.  ;  others  again  cite  it  as 
2  Esd.  (Ezra-Nehemiah  being  regarded  as  one  book)  ;  cp  Isidor, 
Or.  t)2.  In  (SA  it  bears,  like  the  other  book  of  the  same  name, 
the  inscription  (o)  tepeus  (  =  Ezra  jrtan  ;  but  Nestle,  Margin.  29, 
conjectures  E^pas  a  iepeus,  Efpas p  tepevs  to  have  been  the  oldest 
superscriptions);  and  the  subscription  E£pas  a((SBA);  perhaps 
also  the  name  Pastor,  used  by  Jerome  in  Prol.  Gal.,  refers  to 
our  book.l 

Modern  writers  call  the  book  the  apocryphal  Ezra  ; 
the  Greek  Ezra  would  be  better  (see  APOCRYPHA, 

§4.  «•)• 

The  best  tradition  of  the  text  is  given  in  codd.  B  and 
A  ;  the  book  has  dropped  out  from  N  ;  the  recension 
of  Lucian  is  peculiar. 

There   is   a  double   Latin   translation — an    older    (of   which 

Sabatier  in  Bibl.  Sacr.  Latinte  versiones  antiquie,  1751,  gives 

two  versions,  one  of  them  from  cod.  Colbertinus, 

2.  MSS  and  3703),  and  a  later  (admitted  into  the  Vg.),  of 

Versions,  which  the  intention  was  to  improve  the  older 
Latin  translation  and  make  it  more  intelligible. 
See  also  the  fragment  of  a  third  Latin  translation  in  Lagarde 
(Septuag.  Studien,  2,  '92).  The  Peshitta  does  not  contain  the 
book;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  found  in  the  Syro-Hexaplar  of 
Paul  of  Telia  (616  A.u.  ;  see  Walton,  Sacr.  Polys/.,  1657), 
doubtless  from  a  strongly  corrected  Greek  text  ;  there  is  also  an 
Ethiopic  version  (Dillm.  Bibl.  Vet.  Test.  ^Lthiopica,  5,  '94),  and 
an  Armenian  (this  last,  worthless  critically,  is  to  be  found  in 
Holmes,  Sergii  Rlaleie  codd.  Armeni). 

The    contents    of    the    book    are    as 

3.  Contents.    follows ._ 

Chap.  1  (  =  2Ch.  3536i-2i).  Josiah's  passover,  his  death,  and 
his  successors  down  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

21-14  (  =  2  Ch.  3t>22/  Ezrali-n).  The  so-called  edict 
of  Cyrus. 

216-30  [is-26]2  (  =  Ezra47-24).  The  building  of  the 
temple  (wall)  interrupted  by  Samaritans  in  time  of 
Artaxerxes. 

3-63.  Triumph  of  the  Jewish  youth  in  the  contest  be 
tween  the  pages-in-waiting  before  Darius.  Leave  for 
the  return  to  Jerusalem  given. 

5  4-6.  Beginning  of  a  list  of  those  who  returned  under 
Joshua  and  Zerubbabel. 

5  7-73  [70]  (  =  Ezra2i-4s24  Neh.  76-73).      List  of  those 

who  returned  with  Zerubbabel.  Labours  on  the  temple. 
Their  suspension  under  Cyrus  until  the  time  of  Darius. 

6  i-7  9   (=Ezra  5  i-G  is).      Application    by   Sisinnes    the 

governor  to  Darius  with  reference  to  the  building  of 
the  temple.  Darius  gives  permission  to  build.  Com 
pletion  of  the  work  by  Zerubbabel  in  the  sixth  year  of 
Darius. 

7  10-15  (=  Ezra  019-22).      Celebration  of  the  completion 

of  the  temple. 

8  i-9  55  (  =  Ezra  7-10   Neh.  7  73-8  12).     Ezra's  work  :   the 

return  of  the  exiles.  The'  struggle  against  mixed 
marriages.  The  reading  of  the  law. 

1  In  ©L,  the  Greek  Ezra  appears  as  2  Esdras,  i  Esd.  being 
Ezra-Nehemiah. 

a  The  verses  in  brackets  refer  to  the  Greek  text. 
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Thus,  apart  from  the  section  3  1-5  3  with  the  account 
of  the  pages'  competition,  which  is  peculiar  to  the 
Greek  Ezra,  the  contents  of  the  book  are  a  doublet 
of  the  Hebrew  Ezra,  with  portions  of  Chronicles  and 
Nehemiah.  The  opening  is  very  abrupt  ('  And  Josiah 
held  the  passover');  cp  125,  where  the  last  scene  in 
Josiah's  life  is  introduced  not  less  abruptly.  The  present 
conclusion,  too,  is  mutilated  ;  originally,  we  may  suppose, 
the  narrative  went  beyond  Neh.  8  12,  perhaps  coming  as 
far  down  as  to  Neh.  818  or  10  39.  Any  considerable 
departure  from  the  Hebrew  Ezra  is  found  only  in  the 
position  of  216-30  and  in  the  fact  that  937  ff.  (  =  Neh. 
7j3jf.)  comes  immediately  after  936  (  =  Ezra  1044). 

Josephus  in  his  Antiquities  follows  i  Esd.  (the  Greek 
Ezra).  The  whole  arrangement  of  his  narrative,  the 
story  of  the  pages'  competition,  the  agree 
ment  of  many  of  his  names  with  the  Greek 
against  the  Hebrew  Ezra,  all  abundantly  show  that  this 
was  the  book  he  had  before  him,  not  the  Hebrew  or  its 
Greek  rendering  in  Esd.  B.  The  only  question  is  as  to 
what  parts  losephus  copied  from  our  i  Esd. 

What  is  related  in  chap.  1  Josephus  takes  up  in  Ant.  x.  4  5^?.', 
though  there,  so  far  as  we  can  judge,  he  seems  to  depend  more  on 
the  MT  of  Ch.  or  rather  on  the  LXX  of  Ch.  On  the  other  hand, 
he  begins  Ant.  xi.  1  i  with  our  i  Esd.  2  1-15  [14]  and  continues  to 
use  it  throughout  down  to  Ant.  xi.  5  5.  After  i  Esd.  2  12  [i  i]  he 
introduces  from  chap,  (i  an  edict  of  Cyrus  to  Sisinnes  and 
Sarabasanes  ;  and  after  7  15  he  introduces  an  account  of  intrigues 
of  the  Samaritans  which  is  wanting  in  the  present  Greek  text. 
From  chap.  8  onwards  there  are  many  shortenings  ;  the  story 
ends  with  9  55,  but  mention  is  added  of  the  feast  of  tabernacles 
(cp  Neh.  813-18),  the  return  of  the  people  to  their  inheritance, 
and  the  death  of  Ezra. 

Certain  variations  from  the  text  make  it  evident  that 
Josephus  used  not  only  a  Greek  text  similar  to  that 
which  now  lies  before  us,  but  also  the  source  upon  which 
it  is  based  ;  cp,  for  example,  Ant.  xi.  4  4  with  i  Esd. 
64,  and  the  more  skilful  phrasing  of  Ant.  xi.  82  with 
i  Esd.  33/: 

The  facts  (i)  that  in  the  best  MSS  (BA)  the  Greek 

Ezra  stands  beside  the  canonical  books   of  Ezra  and 

~.    .        .     Neh.  ;  (2)  that  Josephus  uses  the  Greek 

0.  Claims  to  Ezra)  not  the  Hebrew  .  (3)  that  the  Greek 

Clty>  and  the  Latin  fathers  frequently  quote 
from  it,  especially  from  the  portion  that  is  peculiar  to 
it  —  chap.  3/.  (cp  Pohlmann}1  —  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  originally  the  same  value  was  attached  to  i  Esd. 
as  to  the  Hebrew  Ezra. 

Augustine,  for  example,  sees  in  the  praise  of  truth  in  chap.  4  a 
prophecy  of  Christ,  and  in  one  of  his  lists  of  canonical  books  (De 
lidctr.  Christ.  2  8)  enumerates  two  books  of  Ezra,  of  which  our 
i  Esd.  was  certainly  one. 

TheChurch'sunfavourablejudgmenton  i  Esd.  is  due  to  Jerome, 
whose  firm  attachment  to  the  Hebrew  OT  led  him  to  refrain,  in 
the  first  instance,  from  translating  this  and  the  other  Apocrypha, 
remarking  in  his  preface  to  Ezra  :  '  nee  quemquam  moveat  quod 
unus  a  nohis  editus  liber  est  ;  nee  apocryphorum  tertii  et  quarti 
somniis  delectetur  ;  quia  et  apud  Hebraeos  Esdras  Nehemiaeque 
sermones  in  unum  volumen  coarctantur.  '  This  became  a  ruling 
decision  for  the  Church,  and  the  Tridentine  edition  of  the  Vg. 
prints  i  Esd.,  as  it  prints  the  Apocalypse  of  Ezra  (4  Esd.)  and 
the  Prayer  of  Manasseh,  after  the  NT,  in  a  small-type  appendix, 
'  quippe  qui  a  nonnullis  sanctis  Patribus  interdum  citantur  et  in 
aliquibus  Bibliis  latinis  .  .  .  (not  in  Greek,  we  are  to  infer) 
reperiuntur.'  The  Protestant  Church  followed  in  the  same 
course.  Karlstadt  (De  canonicis  scripturis  lib.,  1520)  places 
the  book  among  the  '  plane  apocryphi  '  ;  Luther  translated 
neither  i  Esd.  nor  2  [4]  Esd.  '  since  they  contain  absolutely 
nothing  which  one  could  not  much  more  easily  find  in  ./Esop  or 
in  even  more  trivial  books  '  (Erlangen  ed.  03  103^). 

In  the  EV  i  Esd.  heads  the  list  of  the  Apocrypha. 
Formerly  i  Esd.  used  to  be  regarded  as  a  free  handling 
of  E<r5pas  /3,  the  LXX  version  of  the  canonical  Ezra  (so 
Keil,  Bissell,  and  others  ;  see  on  the 

other  side'  Nestle'  Mar*  23-^)'  Of 
more  critical  views,  three  have  to  be 
mentioned  (a)  Some  ^  Trende. 

lenburg  and  Fritzsche)  consider  it  to  have  been  taken 
directly  from  the  Hebrew.  (6)  Others  (e.g.  ,  Ewald, 
Hist.  5  165  ;  Thackeray  in  Hastings,  DB)  assume  a  no 
longer  extant  Greek  version  of  the  canonical  Ch.-Ezra- 
Neh.  from  which  were  taken,  in  the  first  instance,  the 

i  Op.  cit.,  §  13. 
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present  Greek  Ezra  as  a  free  redaction,  and  afterwards 
the  more  scrupulously  careful  rendering  of  LXX.  (c) 
Sir  H.  H.  Howorth  (Acad. ;  see  §  13)  sees  in  i  Esd.  the 
original  and  genuine  LXX  translation,  the  present  LXX 
text  of  EcrSpas  /3  being  perhaps  that  of  Theodotion  (cp 
the  case  of  Daniel  ;  in  the  present  case,  however,  both 
versions  found  admission  alongside  of  each  other  into 
the  Greek  canon).  This  would  explain  how  it  came 
about  that  our  book,  as  being  of  greater  age,  took  the 
place  of  precedence  as  EcrSpas  a  in  the  MSS  of  our 
present  LXX.'  That  it  came  closer  to  the  original  than 
EcrSpas  /3  would  seem  to  be  supported  by  the  fact  that 
it  is  used  by  Josephus,  as  also  by  the  better  condition, 
from  a  text-critical  point  of  view,  of  many  passages  when 
compared  with  EcrSpas  /3  (see  Thackeray,  Hastings' 
DB  1 760).  What  strikes  the  present  writer  as  of 
primary  importance  to  the  discussion  is  the  observation 
that  the  text  of  i  Esd.  is  of  very  unequal  value  and 
of  varying  degrees  of  excellence  when  compared  with 
the  various  parts  of  the  parallel  Hebrew. 

Chap.  1  is  quite  manifestly  inferior  to  2  Ch.  35yC  ;  cp,  for  ex 
ample,  1  5  io_/T  25  [23]  (Pharaoh),  1  26  [28]  34  [32]  (Jechoniah),  1  35 
[33]  (Israel),  1  3843  [3641]  (Jehoiakim),  156(53].  On  the  other 
hand,  the  text  of  chap.  6  is  good — perhaps  still  better  than  in 
the  parallel  Ezra  5  iff.  ;  e.g.,  observe  the  names  in  63,  the  form 
of  the  superscription  of  the  letter  in  <>;,  the  omission  of  'the 
Great  God'  of  Ezra  58  in  68,  the  mention  of  the  names  in  627  ; 
according  to  0  29 _/.  the  royal  treasury  makes  merely  a  grant  of 
the  sacrifices  to  be  offered  for  the  life  of  the  king,  in  Ezra  0  8f. 
it  is  a  grant  of  all  the  temple  expenses.  In  216-30  [15-26]  the 
relative  value  of  the  two  texts  is  not  so  clear  ;  the  superscription 
and  exordium  of  the  letter,  as  also  the  names,  come  down  to 
us  better  in  i  Esd.  ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  rest  of  the  passage 
shows  many  misunderstandings. 

This  varying  quality  of  the  text  excludes  the  supposi 
tion  that  the  Greek  version  can  have  been  produced  aus 
einem  Guss.  It  thus  becomes  necessary  to  treat  it  as  a 
compilation  and  to  analyse  it  as  such  into  its  component 
parts  : — 

1.  Ch.  81-53,  relating  to  the  pages'  competition,  is  an  inde 
pendent  piece  of  narrative  that  is  also  found  standing  by  itself 
in  a  MS  of  the  Vg.  (Berger;  Hist,  de  la  Vulgate,  "93,  p.  94, 
n.  5).     To  all  appearance  this  piece  is  itself  also  a  composite 
production,  the  praise  of  truth  being  an  addition.     The  whole 
seems  to  have  been  originally  written   in   Greek,   and   shows 
affinity  with  the  epistle  of  Aristeas  (Rvi.Hist.  5  165)  ;  the  writer 
appears   to   have   knowledge   of   the  court   history   of    Persia 
(4  vf)ff.).     The  hero   of  the    story  (6   vearicncos,  4  58)  was    not 
originally  Zerubbabel. 

2.  6  i-7  15  216-30*1  [15-26^].     Fragment  of  an  Aramaic  his 
torical   writing   (the   parallel  portions  of  Ezra  are   written   in 
Aramaic).     It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  Jos.  Ant.xl.it)  intro 
duces  immediately  after  our  7  15  an  expansion  in  which  Samaritan 
intrigues    are   described.      This    leads    to    the    inference    that 
something  of  the   same  kind  must  have  fallen  out  between  (5 
and  215-26.     The  Greek  translation  of  this  Aramaic  fragment 
here  goes  back  perhaps  to  a  better  text  recension  than  we  have 
in  the  case  of  the  canonical  Ezra. 

3.  Ch.  8/1  is  from  the  Ezra  document  (  =  Ezra  7-10  Neh.  7  73 
8  iff.).     What  the  present  writer  thinks  of  that  document  is  ex 
pressed  elsewhere  (see  EZRA,  §  5) ;  he  now  speaks  only  of  the 
text  of  the  Greek  Ezra,  which  here  seems  to  rest  upon  a  different 
Hebrew  text  from  MT  ;  observe  the  designation  of  Ezra  as  iepeus 
KCU   ava.yv<a<rrt\s   TOV    VO^LOV    (apart    from    8325    [A]    where    he 
is   ypajU./A<XTfvs  as   in    the    Chronicler)  as   compared   with   the 
rn.T  niiD  n:n  ^D  jnbn  of  MT  ;  the  connection  of  9  37^  with 
936  ;  the  name  Theras  (841);  and  the  like. 

4.  21-1557-7372-^6-15.     Sections  taken  from  the  Chronicler. 

5.  Ch.  1  is  a  defective,  and  in  many  places,  incorrect  transla 
tion  of  the  Hebrew  of  2  Ch.  35  f.,  Esd.  B  having  been  at  the  same 
time  before  the  translator.     Of  this,  as  well  as  of  the  hurried 
manner  of  this  translator,  we  have  a  specially  instructive  illus 
tration   in   l23[2i]yC,  which  has  been  condensed  from   2  Ch. 
35  iga-iqd  (5  (notice  also  the  confusion  in  v.  24). 

Our  book,  then,  we  may  venture  to  suppose,  arose 
somewhat  as  follows  : — 

(a)  In  the  first  place  an  Egyptian  Jew  combined  the 
story  of  3 1-5  3  with  the  Aramaic  fragment  6i-7is.  •  • 
2 16-30^  which  he  translated  into  Greek.  He  made  the 
story  refer  to  Zerubbabel  (4 13  5$),  and  after  5s  interpo 
lated  a  section  which  has  reached  us  only  in  a  mutilated 
form  (some  words  have  also  fallen  out  before  Zerubbabel 
in  v.  5).  It  contained  originally  the  names  (the  names, 
be  it  observed  ;  not  the  numbers)  of  the  heads  of  families 
of  the  returning  exiles,  especially  of  their  leaders. 

(6)  Next,  a  later  writer,  whose  readers  were  acquainted 
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with  the  first  collection  or  composition  (a),  just  spoken 
of,  addressed  himself,  with  the  entire  work  of  the 
Chronicler  before  him,  to  the  task  of  translating  that 
portion  of  Ch.  which  we  now  know  as  the  book  of  Ezra. 
He  began  with  21-15,  antl  'n  order  to  explain  Zerubbabel's 
petition  to  Darius  for  the  restoration  of  the  temple  (notwith 
standing  the  edict  of  Cyrus),  transferred  '2  16-30  from  its  later 
position  in  the  book  to  its  present  place,  the  result  being  that 
what  had  originally  followed  7  15  was  lost  ;  in  the  further  course 
of  his  translating  he  introduced  into  his  work,  from  the 
Chronicler,  all  that  he  did  not  already  find  in  his  original. 
Finally  chap.  1  came  to  be  prefixed  ;  perhaps  it  owes  its  position 
here  to  a  mere  oversight  (similar  to  that  which  has  placed  2  Ch. 
8(3  22  f.  at  the  end  of  Ch.) — possibly  remaining  attached  to 

1  Esd.  when  that  book  was  transferred  from  its  connection  in  a 
(bad)  Greek  translation  of  Ch.-Ezra-Neh.,  to  find  admission  into 
the  present  Greek  canon. 

The  purpose  of  the  book  lias  been  estimated  variously, 
and  indeed,  in  the  case  of  so  complex  a  compilation,  is 
difficult  to  determine.  The  subscription 
of  Vetus  Itala — '  de  Templi  Restitutione ' 
— is  appropriate  enough  ;  in  point  of  fact,  the  various 
restorations  of  the  Jewish  worship  and  religious  organi 
sation  under  Josiah,  Zerubbabel,  and  Ezra  are  substan 
tially  the  theme  of  the  book.  The  political  interest  is  in 
the  background  ;  the  rebuilding  of  the  wall  becomes  a 
rebuilding  of  the  temple  ;  the  restitution  of  the  sacred 
vessels,  the  cleansing  of  the  congregation,  the  regulation 
of  the  religious  festivals  figure  as  the  main  things.  The 
book,  accordingly,  in  its  present  form,  bears  throughout 
the  impress  of  the  religious  and  ecclesiastical  temper 
which  characterised  the  Jewish  people  of  the  late  post- 
exilic  period  ;  and  this  becomes  all  the  clearer  by  com 
parison  with  the  history  we  find  in  Josephus.  Perhaps 
the  Greek-reading  public  for  whom  the  work  was 
published  included  others  besides  Jews.  Note  the 
remarks  in  83  939  and  compare  also  23  (6  Kijpios  TOV 
'Iffpari\,  KupLos  6  lii/'tcrroy  ;  also  946)  ;  the  same  thing  is 
suggested  by  the  good  Greek  style,  which  is  much 
superior  to  that  of  Esd.  B.  At  the  same  time  we  are 
hardly  inclined  to  think  that  the  book,  either  as  a  whole 
or  in  any  of  its  parts,  was  designed  to  influence  any 
Gentile  power  in  favour  of  the  Jews.1  It  is  enough  to 
suppose  a  purely  historical  intention — that  the  book  is 
designed  to  set  forth,  for  the  benefit  of  readers  who 
have  received  a  Grecian  education,  the  restoration  of  ! 
the  post-exilic  Jewish  community. 

(Cp  Bertholdt,  Einl.  3  ion  ('iz-'ig),  in  whose  view  the  purpose    I 
was  to  compile  from  older  works  a  history  of  the  temple  from 
the  time  when  its  regular  services  ceased  down  to  its  rebuilding    ' 
and  the  re-establishment  of  the  ritual.) 

As  we  now  have  it,  the  book  is  full  of  repetitions, 
errors,  and  inconsistencies.      The  repeated  narratives  of    j 
a    TT-  j.     .     .  opposition  offered  to  the  building  of  the    i 
8.  Historical  temple  (2i6/:,   566-73,  6)  cannot  all  of 
them  be  historical  ;   666-73  leaves  the  im 
pression  of  being  an  imitation  of  pure  fiction;    1\(>ff. 
dealt  originally  with  the  building  of  the  wall  but  was 
made  by  the  compiler  to  refer  to  the  building  of  the 
temple  ;   ch.  6  on  the  other  hand  speaks  from  the  outset 
of  the  building  of  the  temple.      The  list  of  positive  errors    ; 
would  be  long. 

Take  as  examples  1  25  [23!  (Pharaoh  for  Pharaoh-Necho),  1 34    ' 
[32](Jechoniahfor  Joahaz),  135  [33]  (Israel)  ;  152  UglOao-iAeis); 

2  16  [15]  (QJ7B  Sj?3  as  a  name)  ;  640  (Nehemiah  and  Attharias),     j 
673  [70]  (two  years  until  the  reign  of  Darius),  "4  (Aitaxerxes);     | 
7  15  (King  of  the  Assyrians)  ;  9  40  49  (Ezra  a  high  priest)  ;  949 
(Attharates  as  a  proper  name). 

Of  these  errors  some  are  to  be  charged  to  the 
Chronicler,  others  to  the  latest  compiler.  Finally,  the 
chronological  scheme  is  quite  wrong.  Artaxerxes  is 
placed  before  Darius  (but  contrast  74  ©BA)  ;  Zerubbabel 
returns,  according  to  the  connection  in  ch.  5,  under 
Darius  (cp  EZRA-NEHEMIAH,  §  7) ;  but,  according  to 
the  original  scheme  of  5?^!,  which  also  reappears  in 
w.  71  73,  under  Cyrus.  Thus  the  narrative  actually 
proceeds  backwards  ;  215-26  happens  under  Artaxerxes, 
3/.  under  Darius,  5  7.^  under  Cyrus.  Manifold  were  the 
attempts  to  introduce  order  into  this  chaos.  Josephus 

1  So  Ew.  Hist.  5  165,  Bissell,  Caimn,  63,  Lupton,  Comin.  10 
(see  §  13,  'Literature'). 
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makes  out  the  Artaxerxes  of  2 16  to  be  Cambyses,  re 
presents  Zerubbabel  as  having  returned  to  the  court 
of  Darius  after  having  come  up  to  Jerusalem  in  the 
reign  of  Cyrus,  adds  Darius  to  Cyrus  in  571  and  makes 
the  special  point  of  the  complaint  of  Sisinnes  to  be  that 
the  temple  buildings  were  assuming  too  large  dimen 
sions.  Howorth  (Acad.  17 ff.}  seeks  to  remedy  matters 
by  substituting  Darius  Nothus  (423-404)  for  Darius 
Hystaspis.  The  view  of  the  origin  of  the  book  set 
forth  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  adequately  explains 
the  contradictions  :  the  compiler,  as  we  have  seen, 
introduced  between  2 15  [14]  and  3i,  the  incident  of  the 
interruption  of  the  building  of  the  temple  (the  wall) 
under  Artaxerxes  in  order  to  supply  a  motive  for 
Zerubbabel's  petition  to  Darius  ;  and,  the  story  of  3/. 
having  once  broken  the  true  historical  connection,  it 
became  necessary  to  transfer  to  Darius's  time  events 
which  in  the  document  before  the  compiler  were  brought 
into  the  reign  of  Cyrus  (57-73). 

It  is  our  duty  as  critics  to  distinguish  between  the 
historical  value  of  the  original  elements  and  that  of  the 
present  compilation.  As  it  stands,  the  compilation 
bears  the  impress  of  the  genuine  Jewish  spirit,  which, 
without  any  feeling  for  history,  writes  stories  for  the 
honour  and  glory  of  Judaism,  and  regards  the  kings  of 
the  alien  world-power  purely  as  instruments  for  bringing 
to  realisation  the  greatness  of  Israel.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  opinion  of  the  present  writer,  the  Aramaic 
source  of  ch.  6  is  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  historical  ;  * 
also  what  we  read  in  2i6^  of  the  interruption  of  the 
building  of  the  wall,  even  if  we  cannot  be  sure  under 
whose  reign  it  occurred.  Chap.  Sf.,  however,  have  of 
course  no  similar  claim  to  our  respect.  Cp  EZRA- 
NEHEMIAH. 

In  praise  of  the  text  of  i  Esd.  as  an  aid  to  the  student 
of  the   MT,   enough  has  been   said  elsewhere  (EzRA- 
q  TT  1       -      NEHEMIAH,  §  i).     It  is  of  its  usefulness 
' ...  for  literary  criticism  that  we  have  to  speak 

...  r^,  here,  supplementing  the  article  already 
'  referred  to.  The  question  to  be  raised 
is  this,  How  did  Neh.  li-772  come  to  be  interpolated 
between  Ezra  10  44  and  Neh.  7  73  (or  conversely  Neh. 
7  73-10  39,  which  plainly  belongs  to  the  Ezra-document, 
between  Neh.  7 72  and  11)  whilst  yet,  in  i  Esd.,  937  (  = 
Neh.  773)  follows  936  (  =  Ezra  1044)?  It  should  be 
borne  in  mind  that  i  Esd.  937  is  plainly  out  of  place 
in  its  present  position,  and  that  937  f.  corresponds  ex 
actly  to  546/!  (Neh.  7 73  f.  to  Ezra27o/).  To  sup 
plement  EZRA-NEHEMIAH  (§§  8,  15),  we  may  suggest 
that  what  happened  may  have  been  somewhat  like  this. 
The  lists  as  well  as  the  accounts  of  the  contributions  to  the 
building  and  of  the  settlement  are  in  their  original  place  in  Ezra  2 
(=1  Esd.  5)  perhaps  taken  from  a  source  that  lay  before  the 
Chronicler;  Neh.  7s  suggested  to  the  Chronicler  the  idea  of 
bringing  forward  the  lists  again,  and  accordingly  he  introduces 
them  at  7  6  along  with  7  70-73  =  Ezra  2  68-70.  Further,  the  original 
Nehemiah-document  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  6)  contained  an  account 
of  the  popular  assembly  in  Jerusalem  (7s),  of  which  traces  still 
survive  in  i  Esd.  9  49  (Attharates  [see  TIKSHATHA]  the  speaker  !) 
^Stf-  54!  °ut  the  Chronicler  had  before  him  only  fragments 
of  this,  and  accordingly  he  substituted,  from  the  Ezra-document, 
the  account  of  the  assembly  for  the  reading  of  the  law,  worked 
over  by  himself  and  prefaced  with  the  words  'J?*3i!'n  cnnrj  i'jl'l. 
Thus  the  narrative  came  to  disappear  from  its  original  place 
in  the  Ezra-document  (let  us  say,  before  Ezra  9  i  =  i  Esd.  8  68). 
Everything  else  (Neh.  8 13-1039)  is  embellishment  by  the 
Chronicler,  and  is  to  some  extent  parallel  with  Ezra  8  35-1044 
(  =  i  Esd.  8 65-!)  36).  Later  still  Ezra 3  i  (=i  Esd.  647),  which 
has  nothing  to  do  with  its  present  connection,  was  introduced 
from  Neh.  7  73^,  8 1,  in  order  to  bring  P^zra  268  and  Neh. 
7  70^  into  complete  correspondence  with  each  other.  When, 
finally,  i  Esd.  came  to  be  completed  in  agreement  with  the 
work  of  the  Chronicler  and  translated  (see  above,  §  6,  end), 
the  translator  added  after  i  Esd.  936  from  Neh.  S  everything 
relating  to  Ezra  that  he  found  in  that  work. 

The  style  of  the  book  is  genuinely  Greek  ;  fluent  and 

_,          easy,  it  betrays  none  of  <S's  slavish  depend- 

10.  Style.  ence  on  the  Hebrew.      Perhaps  the  elegance 

1  Note  that  the  name  '  Zerubbabel '  in  6  18  must  be  due  to  the 
redactor. 
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of  its  Greek  was  one  of  the  reasons  Josephus  had  for 
using  i  Esd. 

Eichhorn  (EM.  346,  ['95])  detects  in  its  style  a  likeness  to  the 
style  of  Symmachus  ;  Gwynn  (Diet.  Chr.  Biogr.,  s.v.  '  Thep- 
dotion,'  977)  calls  attention  to  its  similarity  to  that  of  Daniel  in 
(5,  which  suggests  (cp  Thackeray,  Hastings'  DB,  761)  that  both 

1  Esd.  and  Dan.  (LXX)  may  be  renderings  by  the  same  hand. 
Sometimes  the  translator  finds  himself  unable  to  make  anything 
of  his  Aramaic  original ;  see,  for  example,  0  4  (<cai  raAAa  Trdcra), 

2  20  6  24,  and  so  forth. 

As  regards  the  date  of  the  compilation  all  that  can  be 
said  is  that  the  book  in  its  present  form,  or  perhaps 
still  without  ch.  1,  was  already  in  the  hands 
of  Josephus  (100  A.  D. ).  The  affinities 
between  i  Esd.  3ijf  and  Esther  li-3,  as  also  between 
i  Esd.  and  Dan.  (LXX),  give  our  nearest  indications 
for  any  approximate  determination  of  date. 

The  view  of  Lupton  (Coiiini.  11-14)  tnat  tne  hook  was  designed 
to  prepare  the  way  for  the  building  of  the  temple  of  Onias  for 
the  Jews  of  Alexandria  (170  B.C.)  is  insufficiently  supported. 

The  place   of  composition   of   the    book,    or    of  its 
constituent  portions,  is  not  known.     There  is  at  present 
p.          a  disposition  to  assume  an  Egyptian  author- 
e<  ship  (cp  Lupton,  io/i). 

The  mention  of  eis  TTJI/  0dAacr<7<x>/  TrAecc  icai  Trorajious  in  423, 
and  the  use  of  the  expression  Eupi'a  (or  /cot'Ar/  Supt'a)  /cat  Qoipua] 
for  rnnr~ay  may  be  noticed  (cp  CCELESYRIA). 

The  most  important  point  to  be  considered  is  whether 
3/.  betokens  contact  with  the  religious  philosophy  of 
Alexandria.  Such  a  contact  certainly  is  disclosed  in 
the  praise  of  truth. 

See  especially  the  personification  in  438-40,  where  we  read  that 
while  all  else  perishes,  Truth  lives  and  conquers  for  evermore. 
With  her  there  is  no  partiality  in  accepting  of  persons  ;  all  else 
is  unrighteous,  but  in  her  and  her  judgments  there  is  never  any 
wrong  ;  and  all  men  who  do  well  like  her  works.  Hers  is  the 
strength  and  the  sovereignty  and  the  power  and  the  majesty  of 
all  ages  (Mt.  613  RVmg.). 

Even  granting  the  Alexandrian  origin  of  this  section, 
however,  especially  if  it  be  only  a  later  addition,  we  are 
still  very  largely  in  ignorance  of  the  origin  of  the  work 
as  a  whole. 
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Dahne1  points  to  the  use  of  6  VI[/I<TTOS  as  a  Divine  name — a 
feature  by  which  i  Esd.  (2  3  (3  31  [30]  8  19  21  9  46)  is  distinguished 
from  the  Hebrew — as  an  example  of  its  Hellenistic  habit  of 
thought.  Note  also  the  o  v^ttrros  flebs  <rafiaiu9  of  1)46  (£5 A; 
and  on  the  worship  of  flebs  i!i/u<7TO5  and  of  <ra|3aftos-<ra/3aco0  see 
TLZ,  '97,  p.  506. 

(a)  Text  and  Exegesis :  Ball,  notes  to  i  Esd.  in  The  Variorum 
Apocrypha;  Guthe,  translation  in  Kau.  Apokr.,  '98;  Fritzsche 
in  KGH,  '51  ;  Bissell  in  Lange-SchafFs 
13.  Literature.  Comm.  '80  (reprint  from  Bibl.  Sacr.  209-228, 
['77]) ;  Lupton  in  Speaker  s  Commentary, 
'88  ;  Zockler  in  KGK,  '91  ;  Reuss,  Das  A  Tiibersetzt,  eingeleitet, 
it.  erldutert,  436-40  6417  ff.  ('qz-'q^).  (i)  Introduction,  etc.  : 
Trendelenburg,  '  Apocr.  Esra'  in  Eichhorn's  Allgem.  Bibl.  der 
bibl.  Litt.  178-232(1787);  Dahne,  Geschichtliche  Darstellungder 
jiid.-alex.  Keligionsphilosophie,  2  115-125  ('34);  Treuenfels, 
'  Ueber  das  apocr.  Buch  Esra,'  in  Fiirst's  Litteraturblatt  des 
Orients,  nos.  15-18,  40-49  ('50)  ;  also,  '  Ueber  Entstehung  des  Es.- 
apocr. '  (find.  nos.  7-10  ['51])  ;  Pohlmann,  '  Ueber  das  Ansehen  des 
apocr.  3BuchsEsra,  'in  Tub.  Theol.  Quart. Schr.,  '59,  pp.  257-275; 
Ewald,  Hist.  5  126-128  (GVm,  4  163-167);  Schiirer,  GJVM 
l^ff-  ('86),  cp  PREP)  1  636/.  ;  Howorth  in  Trans,  of  the  Ninth 
Oriental  Congr.,  London,  2  68-85  (93),  and  '  On  the  real  character 
and  importance  of  the  First  Book  of  Esd.'  in  Acad.  Jan. -June, 


See  also  '  Literature  '  in  EZKA-NEHEMIAH. 


EZRAH  (rnU?)  i  Ch.  4  17  RV,  AV  EZRA.  See  EZEK 
(ii.,  i). 

EZRAHITE  (TTtfK,  a  patronymic,  meaning  descend 
ant  of  ZERAH  [<j,v.  ,  i]),  an  epithet  applied  to  ETHAN 
(q.v.,  i)  in  I  K.  431  [5n]  (o  ZApeiTHC  [B],  O  6ZRA- 
HAlTHC  [A],  o  ICp&HAlTHC  [L])  Ps.  89  title;  and  to 
HEMAN  (q.v.)  in  Ps.  88  title  (o  icp<\HA[e]iTHC 
[BANRT].  Pesh.  in  K.  has  JLta»J«.10  'of  eastern 
origin.  ' 

EZEI  Cn?y  '[Yahwe  is]  my  help';  ecApei  [B], 
ezp&l  [AL]),  b.  Chelub,  according  to  the  Chronicler 
the  overseer  of  tillage  in  David's  time  (i  Ch.  27  26). 

EZRIL  (ezp[e]lA  [BA])  i  Esd.934  RV=Ezral04i 

AZAKEEL,    5. 
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FAIR-HAVENS  (Acts 27  8:  dsroirov  riva  KaKov^evov 
KaXoi>s  At/ae^as  [Ti.  WH]),  at  some  point  on  the  S. 
shore  of  Crete  near  Lasea.  Paul's  ship  was  detained 
here  for  some  time,  owing  apparently  to  continued  NW 
winds.  Precisely  according  with  this  is  the  situation  of 
the  small  port  still  known  as  the  Fair  Havens  ( 's  TOI)J 
KoAoi)s  At/xeaJccts),  two  hours  W.  of  C.  Leonda.  It  is 
open  to  the  east  but  protected  from  SW.  winds  by  two 
rocky  islets.  The  coast  projects  W.  in  C.  Lithinos 
or  C.  Matala  (anc.  Lissen  or  Lisses  ;  Aicrcrrjv,  Str.  479), 
and  then  bends  N.  for  many  miles.  The  vessel  would 
therefore  be  compelled  to  wait  at  KaXoi  At/x^fes  for  a 
change  of  wind  to  enable  her  to  get  round  the  point. 
This  small  anchorage,  however,  might  well  be  regarded 
as  not  '  commodious  to  winter  in.'  Hence  the  attempt 
to  work  to  Phenice.  Paul  himself  was  averse  from 
taking  the  risks  of  a  passage  across  the  Gulf  of  Messara, 
and  the  event  proved  that  his  caution  was  sound  (v.  10, 
where  rbv  ir\ovi>  signifies,  not  the  entire  voyage,  but 
the  crossing  from  fair  Havens  to  Phenice). 

(See  Pococke,  2250;  Bursian,  Geogr.  v.  Griech.  2566;  Jas. 
Smith,  Voyage  and  Ship-wreck  of  S.  PauK*),  82_/C,  with  view  and 
charts  ;  cp  Spratt,  Travels  and  Researches  in  Crete,  vol.  ii. 
frontis.  and  p.  if.  W.  J.  W. 

FAIRS  (D^ntr)  Ezek.  27 12  etc.  AV,  RV  'wares.' 
See  TRADE  AND  COMMERCE. 

FAITH,  (a)  'Faith1  (LXX  and  NT  TTICTIC)  in  the 
sense  of  '  good  faith '  or  '  faithfulness  '  occurs  in  the  EV  of 

Dt.  3220  (J-1OK,  'gmun)  Mt.  2823  Rom. 

?3  G-L5- <RV  '  faithfulness '),  Tim. 

1519    2?  2  lim.    222  3  10  4?    Tit.  2 10 
(EV    'fidelity')    Rev.  2io   13io.       We  must   not  add 
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Hab.  24,  because  the  translators  have  here  evidently- 
been  influenced  by  the  Pauline  use  of  the  words  (see 
below,  §  4).  Nor  need  we  deny  that  in  some  of  these 
passages  faithfulness  to  God  is  included  ;  all  that  has 
to  be  emphasised  is  that  'faithfulness'  (cp  TRUTH) 
is  used  as  a  general  term  without  exclusive  refer 
ence  either  to  God  or  to  man  as  its  object.  So, 
too,  in  Ecclus.  46  15,  iv  irlcrrei  avrov  means  '  by  his 
honesty,  'or  'by  his  veracity '  ;  the  Hebrew  text  no 
doubt  had  inMDNa,  though  the  3  alone  is  now  legible  in 
the  Oxford  fragment. 

(t)  Of  the  term   'faith'  with  exclusive  reference  to 

God — i.e. ,  trust  or  belief,  'the  subjective  condition  of 

salvation'  (H.   Schultz ;  cp  i  Pet.  Is),  no  example  can 

be  cited  from  the  OT.     The  famous  passage,  Hab.  24, 

should    probably  be    rendered    '  but   the  righteous — by 

his  faithfulness  will  he  remain  alive. '     There  is  nothing 

in  the  context  to  prove  that  rmc.N,  'tmundh,  here  means 

faithful  performance  of  promises  made  to  God  ;  elsewhere 

the  test  of  righteousness  is  the  faithful  performance  of 

moral  duties  towards    fellow -Israelites  or  fellow -men 

(see  Jer.  62).      Delitzsch,  who,  in  deference  to  tradition, 

i    retains  the  rendering,    '  by  his  faith  will  he  live, '  fully 

|    admits  that  nMOM  has  a  passive,   not  an  active,   sense, 

i    and  that  the  form  has  nothing  to  do  with  J'DKn,  hSlmin, 

'  to  believe. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  Jewish  and  Christian  tradition  favour 
the  active  sense.     The  Gk.  Vss.  render  by  JTICTTIS — the  LXX 


1  Gesch.  Darstell.,  etc.,  I2of.  (see  §  13) 
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strangely   ex   nia-reuts   jaov;1    Moses   and   David    Kimhi    gloss 
n:iCN  by  jinoa,  bittalwn,  'trust.' 

In  fact,  there  is  no  word  equivalent  to  '  faith  '  in  the 
active  sense  in  biblical  Hebrew  :  Talmudic  Hebrew  has 
KrmD'rt  (from  jo<n  =  jp'n,  '  to  believe ')  and  .TJDN.  On  the 
other  hand,  J'pxn,  'to  believe,'  followed  by  m,T3  (liter 
ally  '  in  Yahwe' j  is  of  frequent  occurrence.  A  notable 
passage  is  Gen.  156, 2  where  EV  gives,  '  and  he  believed 
in  the  LORD  ;  and  he  [Yah we]  counted  it  to  him  for 
righteousness.'  The  idiom  rendered  'he  believed  in' 
(aj'DN.i)  is  a  very  striking  one  ;  the  belief  intended  is, 
not  merely  a  crediting  of  a  testimony  concerning  a 
person  or  a  thing  (this  would  be  expressed  by  (jppxn), 
but  a  laying  firm  hold  morally  on  a  person  or  a  thing, 
without  the  help  of  any  intermediate  agency  (cp  the 
phrase,  'to  cleave  to  Yahwe,'  '-3  pm,  Dt.  10 20  11 22, 
etc. ).  Abraham  has  a  sure  confidence  in  God  that,  in 
spite  of  natural  conditions,  he  will  give  him  a  son  as 
an  heir,  and  Yahwe  reckons  this  as  righteousness, 
because  the  first  obligation  of  the  truly  righteous  man 
is  to  trust  God. 

This  relation  of  trust  to  righteousness  is  specially  Deuteronomic ; 
trust  or  belief  is  obedience  ;  both  *7  j'DXn  and  3pDNn  are  found 
(see  Dt.  023132). 

Though,  however,  the  phrase,  'to  believe  (in)  God,' 
occurs  only  once  in  the  story  of  Abraham,  the  idea  of 
the  phrase  pervades  the  narrative.  Abraham  is  the 
hero  of  faith  (see  Heb.  11 8-12,  and  ABRAHAM,  §  2). 
It  is  this  that  made  his  life  so  precious  to  pious 
Jews,  for  faith,  they  knew,  was  the  quality  which  alone 
could  preserve  them  as  a  people,  and  of  faith  they 
had  a  perfect  example  in  Abraham  (cp  Gal.  89),  whose 
spirit,  unlike  that  of  his  descendants  (Ps.  788),  was 
'  constant '  or  '  steadfast '  towards  God.  The  idea 
must  surely  have  been  derived  from  some  great  religious 
teacher;  was  it  perhaps  Isaiah?  Such  is  Duhtn's 
opinion.  According  to  him,  the  supreme  importance 
of  believing  in  God  was  first  expressed  by  Isaiah  in  his 
interview  with  Ahaz,  when  he  said,  '  If  ye  take  not  hold 
[of  God],  ye  shall  not  keep  hold  [of  your  life]  ;  '  x1?  DN 
»oxn  xV  '3  «'CKn  (Is.  7g).  Again,  in  2  Ch.  2020  the 
Chronicler  puts  these  deeply-felt  words  into  the  mouth 
of  King  Jehoshaphat,  '  Hear  me,  O  Judah,  and  ye 
inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  ;  take  hold  of  Yahwe  your 
God,3  so  shall  ye  keep  hold  (of  your  life)  ;  take  hold 
of  his  prophets,  so  shall  ye  prosper.1  The  Psalmists, 
too,  use  the  phrase,  though  not  very  frequently  (Ps. 
782232  1061224  11966),  and  it  so  happens  that  the 
only  passage  of  the  Psalter  quoted  by  Paul  to  illustrate 
the  importance  of  faith  (iri<ms)  is  Ps.  116 10,  of  which 
he  adopts  <S's  version,  ^wicrrevaa.  5i6  (\d\-rjffa.,  which 
cannot  represent  the  right  text.4 

The  Second  Gospel  surprises  us  by  the  statement  that 

the  first   sermons  of  Jesus   contained   the   exhortation, 

_,  'believe  in  (irurretfere  eV)  the  Gospel  '(Mk. 

b    th*36  lis'-     The  Phrase  ir«rT€^t"  ^"  (?raNn)  is 

Synoptists.uniclue  in  the  NT. 

Jn.  815  Eph.  1 13  have  indeed  been  referred  to  as 
containing  it ;  but  the  reference  implies  an  interpretation  which 
is  certainly  not  to  be  preferred  (see  RV).  In  Gal.  826,  however, 
and  in  i  Tim.  813  we  have  the  phrase  ly]  IJWTIS  [r)]  tv  Xpierrw 
'Ir)<roG,  'faith  in  Christ  Jesus.1 

Possibly  '  in  (tt>)  the  gospel '  was  not  in  Mk.  "s  original 
source ;  this  writer  often  introduces  superfluous 
words  from  an  excessive  striving  after  clearness. 

1  Bishop  Lightfoot  (Galatians  (2) ,  154)  conjectures  that   the 
translator  may  have  meant  this  to  be  understood,  '  by  faith  in 
me1 ;  but  surely  «;inOX3  most  naturally  means,  'by  my  fidelity 
to  my  promise'  (cp  Ps.  S033  [34]  _f.),  and    e*  TriWws  p.ov  can 
certainly  mean  this.      Lightfoot  himself  quotes   Rom.  83,  Ti}v 
iricrTiv  TOU  ©eoO. 

2  Usually  assigned  to  J  or  J2  (but  see  Holz.  EM.  95). 

3  EV  inconsistently  renders,  'believe  in  the  LORD  your  God, 
but,  '  believe  his  prophets,'  though  the  Hebrew  idiom  is  the  sam< 
in  both  cases. 

4  It  is  true,  MT  is  as  corrupt  as  the  text  presupposed  by  <E 
(see  Che.  J>sM). 
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Repent  and  believe '  would  be  quite  sufficient  (for 
he  absolute  use  of  iriffTtveiv,  see  Mk.  942  1632  Lk. 
3 12. )  Certainly  the  statement  in  Mk.  lis  may  be  well 
bunded  so  far  as  '  believe '  is  concerned.  It  is  credible 
that  Jesus  used  the  words  'believe,'  'faith,'  very  early 
n  his  ministry,  and  that  he  quickly  drew  the  eyes  of 
men  upon  himself,  without  having  occasion  to  use  the 
words  '  Believe  in  me. '  He  spoke  '  as  one  having 
authority'  (Mt.  729  Mk.  122),  and  such  an  one  produces 
"aith  in  himself  without  having  occasion  to  ask  for  it. 
[n  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  (Mt.  630)  we  meet  with 
the  phrase  6\i-ft>wiaToi,  '  men  of  little  faith,'  which 
is  not  classical  Greek  ;  it  is  equivalent  to  the 
Talmudic  phrase  n:cx  '3Bp.  'small  in  faith.'  After 
the  '  rebuke '  of  the  wind  and  the  waves  Jesus  said 
(Mk.  440  tells  us),  'Why  are  ye  fearful?  have  ye  not 
yet  faith  ? '  Again,  in  the  narrative  of  the  healing  of  the 
centurion's  servant  we  read  of  Jesus  expressing  surprise 
at  the  centurion's  faith,  which  exceeded  any  faith  that 
he  had  as  yet  found  among  Israelites  (Mt.  810).  The 
scarcity  of  '  faith '  in  his  native  district  was  such  that 
he  'did  not  many  mighty  works  there'  (Mt.  1858),  and 
to  his  own  disciples  he  had  to  give  the  exhortation, 

Have  faith  in  God'  (£xere  irtcrTiv  6eov),  Mk.  1122, 
whilst  they  on  their  side  had  to  ask  for  help  against 
unbelief  (Mk.  924  ;  cp  Lk.  17s) — i.e. ,  for  his  efficacious 
intercessory  prayers  (Lk.  2232).  This  all -important 
possession — what  is  it? 

'  Di',  buon  Cristiano,  fatti  manifesto  ; 
Fedechee?'! 

It  is  not  an  intellectual  assent  and  consent  to  dogmatic 
decrees;  it  needs  not  'proofs  physic  and  metaphysic,' 
nor  phraseological  suggestions  '  rained  '  2  throughout  the 
Scriptures.  It  is  the  assent  and  consent  of  the  human 
personality — the  recognition  '  with  heart,  and  mind,  and 
soul,  and  strength '  of  the  truth  that  God  is  not  only 
'King  of  Israel,'  and  therefore  of  each  Israelite,  but 
also  de  jure  sovereign  of  the  world  which  he  made, 
and  that  anything  necessary  for  the  establishment  of 
his  sovereignty  de  facto  over  the  world  and  its  in 
habitants  will  be  granted  to  those  of  the  true  Israel 
who  ask  it.  Not  only  if  the  opposition  of  heathen 
rulers  require  signs  and  wonders  in  order  that  it  may 
be  quelled  ('Be  thou  removed,  O  mountain'),  but  if  it 
be  necessary  for  the  production  in  any  individual  of  a 
filial  feeling  towards  God,  the  sickness  which  oppresses, 
or  the  physical  danger  which  threatens  that  individual 
will  be  removed,  if  he  ask  for  this  in  'faith.'  For 
himself,  Jesus  demands  unconditional  trust ;  for  God, 
he  requires  undoubting  belief  or  '  faith. ' 

The  distinction  is  not  an  idle  one.  In  the  Psalms, 
'  trust '  is  the  characteristic  attitude  of  the  soul  towards 
God.  When,  however,  the  Son  had  come,  some  new 
phrase,  'or  at  any  rate  some  old  phrase  which  could  be 
invested  with  a  new  dignity,  seemed  to  be  required  to 
express  the  joyous  and  undoubting  confidence  which 
Jesus  sought  to  cultivate  in  his  disciples  ;  that  phrase 
was  '  faith. '  For  himself,  as  we  have  seen,  he  asked 
not  faith,  but  trust ;  the  distinction  can,  however,  best 
be  expressed  in  German,  '  One  has  Vertrauen  on  God, 
Zutrauen  to  Jesus  '  (Holtzmann).  Jesus  is  one  '  greater 
than  the  prophets '  ;  in  teaching  his  disciples  how  to 
pray,  he  implies  that  though  they  are  his  brethren,  he 
is  in  a  fuller  sense  '  Son  of  God '  than  they  are.  They 
must  therefore  trust  him,  see  with  his  eyes,  hear  with 
his  ears  ;  then  they  will  believe  in  God  as  he  does,  and 
be  able  to  do  the  wonderful  things  which  he  himself, 
'in  the  service  of  the  kingdom,  is  enabled  to  do. 

In  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  noun  (Tricrns  :  eight  times 
in  Mt. ,  five  in  Mk. ,  eleven  in  Lk. ,)  does  not  occur 
once.  The  verb  (wtoret/w)  occurs  ninety-nine  times,  and 
might  therefore  be  expected  to  convey  a  prominent 

1  Dante,  Paradise,  2452. 

2  '  Anco  la  verita  che  quinci  piove,'  etc.  (Paradise,  24135^.  ; 
cp  /.  91). 
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idea  of  the  evangelist.      Such,  however,  cannot  be  said 

to  be  the  case.      '  To  know  God '  is,  in  this  Gospel,  a 

3   In  the    mucn  deeper  and  fuller  idea  than  '  to  believe 


fourth 


in  (TTKTT.  e/s)  God,'  or   'in  the  Son.'     The 


Gosnel  best  sP'r'tual  blessings  can  be  had  now  ; 
'  belief '  in  the  God  who  will  shortly  redeem 
Israel  gives  place  to  joyous,  personal  communion  with 
the  God  who  has  redeemed  his  own  from  the  power  of  evil 
by  manifesting  himself  to  them  ;  such  persons  '  know ' 
God.  '  Believing  '  is  no  doubt  a  necessary  pre-requisite 
of  knowledge.  Those  who  do  not  believe  have  had 
their  sentence  already  (tfdr)  K^Kpircu,  Jn.  3i8),  because 
they  do  not  receive  the  testimony  of  Jesus.  If  there  are 
those  who  cannot  believe — i.e. ,  who  have  no  spiritual 
susceptibility — it  is  because  a  demoniacal  power  ( '  the 
prince  of  this  world')  has  blinded  them  (Jn.  12s9/),  or 
because  they  are  entirely  absorbed  in  giving  and  receiving 
honour  as  members  of  a  close  corporation,  the  existence 
of  which  is  imperilled  by  the  claims  of  Jesus  (Jn.  644). 
Cp  GNOSIS,  §  2,  TRUTH. 

,  Paul's  conception  of  faith  needs  to  be  considered  in 
connection  with  his  own  inward  personal  history,  and  in 
a.  Tn  ntVioT  MT  combination  with  his  conception  of 
writings  RIGHTEOUSNESS  [?.«.].  The  -faith1 
of  the  Epistle  of  James  is  also  excluded 
from  consideration  here,  because  it  is  neither  clear  nor 
homogeneous.  So  much,  however,  may  be  suggested, 
that  the  view  of  the  intention  of  Jas.  214-26  sometimes 
put  forward — viz. ,  that  the  author  is  controverting  a 
prevalent  misuse  of  Paul's  doctrine  of  faith — is  possible 
only  if  the  work  belongs  to  the  post-apostolic  age1 
(cp  JAMES,  EPISTLE  OF). 

The  idea  of  faith  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  not 
open  to  the  same  objection.  It  is  neither  mystical  nor 
metaphysical ;  but  it  satisfies  the  fundamental  require 
ments  of  spiritual  religion.  '  Faith '  is  obedience,  just 
as  unbelief  is  equivalent  to  disobedience  (Heb.  3i8/. ) ; 
hence,  'without  faith  it  is  impossible  to  please  God' 
(Heb.  11 6).  It  is  brightened,  however,  by  a  strong  tinge 
of  hope  (cp  Ecclus.  49 10,  fr  TrLcrrei  Aw/dos2) ;  faith,  like 
hope  (Heb.  619),  is  an  anchor  of  the  soul ;  it  enables 
a  man  to  move  about  while  on  earth  as  if  already  in 
the  heavenly  Jerusalem  (Heb.  1222).  Hence  the 
heavenly- minded  writer  of  the  great  eulogy  of  faith 
in  this  epistle  (Heb.  lli-122)  defines  it  as  'the  firm 
expectation  (vTr6<TTa(ns)  of  things  hoped  for,  the  con 
viction  (ZXeyxos) of  things  not  seen':  Dante's  'syllogisms' 
(Parad.  24 94)  are  not  needed  here.  It  is  true,  however, 
that  in  the  Pastoral  Epistles  and  in  Jude3  we  find 
traces  of  a  nascent  conception  of  faith  which  ultimately 
took  full  form  in  the  theology  of  the  old  Catholic 
Church. 

Besides  the  numerous  works  on  the  teaching  of  the  different 
books  of  the  NT,  see  Schlatter,  DerGlaube  im  NTW  ['95]  (note 
especially  the  discussion  of  the  OT  conceptions  'ctnetk  and 
'einiindh  and  their  Aramaic  equivalents,  and  of  the  linguistic 
usage  of  Greek  philosophers,  historians,  and  jurists) ;  also 
Lightfoot,  GalatiansW,  152-156  ;  Hatch,  Biblical  Greek,  83-88. 
On  the  different  views  of  faith  in  the  Pauline  Epp.  and  in 
James  respectively,  see  von  Soden./PT,  '84.  p.  137  ff.\  Holtz- 
mann,  NT  Theol.  2  330^  X.  k.  C. 

FALCON  (PPN  ;  ©  forty;  in  Job,  -yity),  Lev.  11 14 
Dt.  14i3RV  (AV  'kite'),  Job  28  7  RV  (AV  'vulture'). 
The  only  clue  to  the  identification  of  the  Ayyah  is  the 
keenness  of  sight  alluded  to  in  Job  (I.e.).  The  refer 
ence  might  therefore  be  to  the  Milvus  ictinus  (Tristram ; 
see  KITE).  Of  the  genus  Falco,  however,  nine  species 
are  enumerated  in  Palestine. 

FALLOW-DEER  (1-1OIT.  Dt.  14s  /3oi5/3a\os  [AFL  ; 
B  om.],  i  K.  423  [5s]  [<5  om.]t),  RV  ROEBUCK 

(tf.V.,    4). 

1  So  H.  von  Soden,  //C  iii.  6.  176 ;  Holtzmann,  Neutest. 
7VW.2337. 

1  It  is  not  clear,  however,  what  the  Hebrew  equivalent  of  this 
phrase  can  have  been.  The  Hebrew  text  is  defective  ;  the  word 
for  jrtoTis  does  not  seem  to  have  been  njlDN- 

3  Cp  PASTORAL  EPISTLES  ;  JUDE,  EPISTLE  OF. 
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FAMILIAR  SPIRIT  pitf),  Lev.  2027.  SeeDiviNA- 
TION,  §4  (ii.). 

FAMILY 

Importance  (§  i /.).  Birth  (§8  9-11). 

The  woman  (§§  3-6).  Parental  authority,  etc.  (§  12  /). 

The  child  (§  T/.).  Adoption  (§  14). 

Literature  (§  1 5). 

[The  present  article  is  introductory.  Affinity, 
whether  by  marriage  (this  is  the  special  sense  in 
which  the  word  occurs  in  EV  of  i  K.  3  i  2  Ch.  18  i 
Ezra  9 14)  or  by  blood,  and  the  terms  expressing 
relationship,  will  be  considered  under  KINSHIP.  The 
range  of  subjects  covered  by  the  word  '  family '  is  too 
large  to  be  treated  in  a  single  article.  ] 

The  importance  of  the  family  in  ancient  Israel  is 
apparent  from  the  nature  of  the  social  conditions  then 
1.  Importance.  Piling,  which  are  discussed  with 
some  detail  elsewhere  (see  GOVERN 
MENT,  §  3  ff. ).  Other  factors  no  doubt  there  were  in 
the  tribal  constitution  of  the  oldest  period  with  which 
the  OT  deals  ;  but  none  of  them  played  a  larger  part 
than  the  family.  Indeed,  the  clan  and  the  tribe  were 
regarded  by  the  Hebrews  themselves  simply  as  extensions 
of  the  family,  which  thus  had  a  special  prominence 
given  to  it.  By  it,  right  and  wrong  are  determined  ; 
it  makes  law,  administers  justice  (see  LAW  AND  JUSTICE, 
§§  i,  8),  and  maintains  divine  worship  (see  below,  §  2). 
All  public  affairs  are,  up  to  a  certain  point,  family 
matters  ;  they  are  regulated  by  the  'elders,'  the  heads 
of  families  and  clans.  This  condition  of  things  con 
tinued  long  after  the  settlement  in  Canaan. 

The  importance  of  the  family  in  ancient  Israel  was 

partly  due,  further,  to  the  fact  that  in  those  days  it  was 

2   Place  in    a  societv  °f  worship.      What  has   to   be 

religion      said  of  the  tribe  (see  GovERNMENT«  §  8) 
holds  good  also  of  the  family,  and  of  the 

family  in  the  first  instance, — viz.,  that  community  of 
worship  is  the  bond  which  keeps  the  family  and  the 
clan  together. 

The  same  thing  was  true  of  various  Indo-Germanic  peoples, 
notably  the  Greeks  and  the  Romans.  There  too  the  family  was 
the  oldest  society  of  worship.  The  house-father  was  in  primitive 
times  the  priest  who  had  charge  of  the  relations  between  the 
members  of  the  household  and  the  god.  The  right  of  sacrificing, 
in  particular,  was  his  alone.  This  is  clearly  shown  in  the  case 
of  the  Israelite  house-father,  in  the  Passover  ritual  (Ex.  1213  Sf.). 
The  transference  of  the  designation  '  father  '  to  the  priest  in  this 
connection  is  also  worth  noting.  Accordingly,  within  historical 
time  in  Israel  we  still  find  clans  celebrating  special  sacrificial 
feasts  of  their  own,  feasts  that  had  an  important  place  in  the 
social  scheme.  The  members  of  the  family  were  under  the 
strictest  obligation  to  assemble  at  the  family  sanctuary  (i  S. 
2029) — an  obligation  which  clearly  points  to  an  original  family 
cultus  (see  FEASTS,  §  i).  The  same  family  character  shows  itself 
in  the  social  position  of  the  slave.  He  is  a  member  of  the 
family ;  but  he  becomes  so  (and  shows  that  he  is  so)  by  joining 
in  the  family  worship.  Eliezer  prays  to  '  the  god  of  his  master  * 
(Gen.  24  12).  Foreign  slaves  are  received  into  the  religious 
fellowship  of  the  house  by  the  rite  of  circumcision — an  ancient 
custom,  although  no  direct  precept  relating  to  it  that  has 
come  down  is  of  earlier  date  than  P  (see  CIRCUMCISION,  §  3). 
Lastly,  reference  may  be  made  to  all  the  indications  from 
various  sources  which  make  it  probable  that,  until  well  within 
historical  times,  ancestor-worship  was  practised,  and  that  this 
worship  may  therefore  be  regarded  as  representing  one  of  the 
earlier  intermediate  stages  of  Israelitic  religion.  Ancestor- 
worship,  it  need  hardly  be  said,  is  a  family  worship.  How 
profound  was  the  influence  of  this  family  character  of  religion 
upon  the  family  life  will  appear  from  the  details  which  have 
been  preserved.  See  further  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  if. 

The  family  takes  its  character  from  the  position  of 
woman.  As  to  this  nothing  could  be  more  instructive 
than  the  form  of  speech  in  which  the 
husband  is  called  bd'al,  the  wife 
bif '  uldh :  the  man  is  the  owner,  the  woman  the  chattel. 
Such  at  least  was  the  custom  as  far  back  as  our  sources 
carry  us  (see,  however,  KINSHIP,  §  8).  In  accordance 
with  the  classification  of  Robertson  Smith,  this  type  of 
marriage  and  family  is  therefore  usually  spoken  of  now 
as  baal  marriage.  The  married  woman  is  completely 
under  the  power  of  her  husband  ;  the  husband  has  over 
her  a  proprietary  right.  Precisely  similar  is  the  form, 
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of  marriage  that  chiefly  prevailed  in  old  Arabia.  The 
husband  acquires  his  property  by  purchase.  The 
mohdr  paid  by  the  ancient  Hebrews,  as  by  the  ancient 
Arabs,  and  by  the  Syrian  fellahm  of  the  present  day, 
on  betrothal,  is  simply  the  purchase-money  paid  to  the 
former  proprietor — the  father  or  guardian  (cp  MAR 
RIAGE,  §  i).  With  the  payment  of  this  purchase- 
money  the  marriage  becomes  legally  valid,  and  all 
rights  over  the  bride  pass  to  the  purchaser. 

This  is  seen  most  clearly  in  the  terms  of  the  law  relating  to 
the  seduction  of  a  betrothed  virgin,  that  is,  one  who  has  already 
been  purchased  by  her  future  husband.  The  compensation  to 
be  paid  was  fixed  exactly  on  the  same  scale  as  for  a  married 
woman  (Dt.  22  23  f.) ;  looked  at  from  the  present  point  of  view, 
it  made  no  difference  whether  the  marriage  had  been  consum 
mated  or  not ;  the  violation  of  the  rights  of  private  property 
was  equally  great  in  both  cases. 

Originally,  as  Robertson  Smith  (Kin.,  72  ff.}  rightly 
observes,  such  a  bdal  marriage  must  have  been  a 
marriage  by  capture.  Before  a  daughter  of  the  tribe 
could  be  sold  into  such  slavery,  the  slavery  of  woman 
must  have  become  fixed  as  a  firmly  rooted  usage  in 
virtue  of  the  established  fact  that  ordinarily  wives  were 
obtained  by  plunder  from  abroad  or  as  captives  in  war. 
Such  women  were  of  course,  in  the  strictest  sense,  the 
property  of  the  husband,  the  slaves  of  their  master. 
We  know  that  down  to  Mohammed's  time  marriage  by 
capture  was  extremely  prevalent ;  and,  as  was  only  to 
be  expected,  we  have  clear  traces  that  it  was  not 
unknown  in  ancient  Israel.  In  this  way,  we  are  told, 
the  Benjamites  who  had  escaped  extermination  were 
provided  with  wives  (Judg.  21).  Here  (the  date  of  the 
narrative  is  immaterial)  capture  in  war  (v.  -ioff.}  stands 
alongside  of  capture  (in  peace)  at  the  annual  harvest 
festival  at  Shiloh  (v.  ^ff.  ;  cp  DANCE,  §  6).  It  is  safe  to 
infer  that  at  the  festival  in  question  there  survived 
ancient  customs  which  owed  their  existence  to  a 
reminiscence  of  marriage  by  capture  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  word.  Such  customs  belong  to  the  same 
category  as  those  found  among  the  Arabs,  which  plainly 
are  designed,  after  the  wife  has  ceased  to  be  captured 
really,  to  represent  the  practice  figuratively  (see  MAR 
RIAGE,  §  3).  D,  moreover  (Dt.  21 10^),  has  special 
regulations  (whatever  we  may  choose  to  make  of  them) 
as  to  the  manner  of  entering  into  a  valid  marriage  with 
a  prisoner  of  war — regulations  which  certainly  have 
relation  to  an  ancient  custom.  By  the  fact  of  becoming 
the  lawful  married  wife  of  her  master,  the  captive 
woman  passes  into  the  ranks  of  the  free  women  (as  far 
as  it  is  possible  for  any  woman  to  be  free ;  see  §  4)  ; 
she  is  no  longer  liable  to  be  sold  as  a  slave  by  her 
master  ;  if  he  divorces  her  she  becomes  free.  The  rule 
of  old  Arabia  was  precisely  similar.  Obviously, 
however,  a  certain  stigma  attached  to  marriage  by 
capture  as  soon  as  it  had  been  supplanted  in  general 
usage  by  marriage  (by  purchase)  with  a  tribeswoman. 
Laban  reproaches  Jacob  for  his  stealthy  flight  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  carried  off  his  daughters  with  him 
as  if  they  had  been  captives  taken  in  war  (Gen.  31  26). 

Though  the  wife  at  marriage  passes  into  the  power 

of  her  husband,  her  position  is  not  otherwise  changed — 

_        .      at  least  for  the  worse — and  accordingly 

., .  °      -  she  feels  no  degradation.     The  unmarried 

woman  in  the  house  of  her  parents,  also 

man'      is  under  tutelage  ;    she  is  the  property  of 

her    father    or    guardian.      Amongst    the    Arabs,    for 

example,  her  guardian  can  make  her  his  wife  or  marry 

her  to  his  son  without  having  to  pay  any  mohdr.      In 

like  manner,  to  take  another  instance,  two  fathers  can 

exchange  daughters  as  wives  for  their  sons. 

The  seduction  of  an  unbetrothed  virgin  is  from  this  point  of 
view  regarded  as  an  injury  to  property,  and,  very  significantly, 
is  dealt  with  by  the  law  in  that  connection  only.  A  virgin  is 
\alued  at  a  higher  figure  than  a  widow  or  a  divorcee.  The 
seducer  has  to  pay  to  the  father,  as  compensation,  the  amount 
of  mdhar  which  the  father  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled 
to  at  her  marriage  (Ex.  22  15  [16]).  The  father,  however,  is  under 
no  compulsion  to  give  the  girl  in  marriage  to  the  seducer ; 
otherwise  the  way  to  force  a  marriage  would  be  only  too  plain. 
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Such  an  encroachment  on  his  rights  he  is  entitled  to  resist ;  so 
also  in  old  Arabia. 

Whilst  thus  treated  as  a  valuable  chattel,  woman  was 
not  originally  at  all  regarded  from  the  point  of  view  of 
working  efficiency.  The  ancient  Semites  never  appraised 
her  so  low.  Women  were  looked  upon  rather  as 
potential  mothers,  destined  to  give  the  tribe  the  most 
priceless  of  all  gifts — namely,  sons.  On  the  number  of 
its  spears  depended  in  those  primitive  times  the  whole 
power  and  dignity  of  clan  and  tribe.  Therefore  it  was 
that  the  tribe  did  not  willingly  allow  its  women  to  pass 
by  marriage  into  another  tribe  so  as  to  enrich  it  with 
children.  Later,  indeed,  when  a  sedentary  life  had 
been  adopted,  views  changed  and  at  the  present  time 
what  the  fellahin  grudge  is  the  working  efficiency  which 
by  marriage  is  transferred  from  their  own  to  another 
family. 

The  onesidedness  of  the  marriage  relation  comes  into 
prominence  especially  at  three  points  : 


6.  Special 


a)  where  there  is  polygamy,  (l>)  where  there 


,  \        /  11*-1  ^     Llltlt    13     pvjl^  gcllll^  ,     \v  f     IVUdV    UWKV 

'  is  divorce,  and  (f)  where  there  is  inheritance. 
(a)  In  a  condition  of  society  where  the  husband  is 
regarded  as  owner  of  the  wife,  naturally  no  limit  is  set 
to  his  powers  of  acquisition.  He  can  own  as  many 
wives  as  his  means  allow  him  to  purchase  and  maintain. 
He  can  also  acquire  secondary  wives  and  make  his 
female  slaves  his  concubines  at  his  pleasure.  In  this 
there  is  felt  to  be  so  little  of  reproach  to  the  first  legal 
wife  that  instances  are  not  wanting  in  which  she 
herself  promotes  the  arrangement  (as  in  the  cases  of 
Sarah,  Leah,  and  Rachel).  The  great  antiquity  of 
this  custom  (and  thus  also  of  the  patriarchal  system, 
see  KINSHIP,  §  9)  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  word 
(ms)  for  a  secondary  wife  is  common  to  all  the  Semitic 

languages  (see  ADVERSARY). 

On  the  other  hand  the  wife  is  very  zealously  guarded. 
Though  she  is  by  no  means  shut  up  as  in  the  Islam  of  to-day, 
the  custom  of  veiling — which  doubtless  originated  in  the  circle 
of  ideas  that  we  have  been  considering — is  very  ancient  (Gen. 
24  65  29  25).  Adultery  is  punished  with  death,  and  if  the 
husband  has  suspicions  he  can  subject  his  wife  to  the  ordeal  of 
jealousy  (Nu.  611-30;  see  JEALOUSY,  ORDEAL  OF).  Under 
such  conditions  the  only  case  in  which  the  husband  can  be  guilty 
of  adultery  is  when  he  seduces  the  wife  of  another  man.  Cp 
MARRIAGE,  §  4. 

(l>)  The  right  of  divorce  is  equally  onesided  in  favour 
of  the  man.  It  is  always  in  his  power  to  forgo  his 
rights  of  property  and  to  send  his  wife  back  to  her 
home,  if  only  he  is  prepared  at  the  same  time  to  send 
back  the  mohdr.  The  wife,  on  the  other  hand,  has  no 
means  of  obtaining  a  separation  from  her  husband,  or 
of  forcing  a  divorce. 

(c)  Neither  the  unmarried  nor  the  married  woman  is 
capable  of  inheriting.  In  baal  marriages  and  under 
the  patriarchal  system  the  tendency  to  limit  women's 
power  of  ownership  and  inheritance  is  easily  intelligible. 
What  belongs  to  the  woman  goes  out  of  the  family  at 
her  marriage.  Thus  in  Israel  daughters  had  no  right 
of  inheriting  along  with  sons  (see  LAW  AND  JUSTICE, 
§  18),  and  women's  right  of  property  was  confined  to 
what  they  had  received  as  a  gift  ;  the  wife  of  good 
position  retains  at  her  marriage  (for  example)  the  right 
to  the  female  slaves  who  have  been  given  to  her  as  her 
personal  attendants  on  leaving  her  father's  house  (Gen. 
1626  3049).  Even  these,  however,  in  the  last  resort, 
rank  as  part  of  the  husband's  property  disposable  by 
inheritance.  Numerous  indications  tend  to  show  that 
in  ancient  Israel  when  a  man  died  his  womenkind 
passed  to  the  heir  in  the  same  way  as  the  rest  of  his 
property  (cp  MARRIAGE,  §  8). 

Strictly,  however,  this  right  of  property  over  the 
wife  is  not  a  right  over  her  person  :  it  is  a  right  to 
enjoy  her  society  and  have  children  by  her.  The 
husband  cannot,  for  example,  sell  his  wife  (though  he 
can  sell  his  children)  into  slavery  (Ex.  21?).  He 
cannot  sell  even  the  concubine  whom  he  has  bought  as 
a  slave,  or  gained  as  a  prize  of  war.  Thus,  even  from 
a  purely  legal  point  of  view,  the  position  of  a  woman 
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who  has  become  a  wife  of  any  sort  differs  from  that  of 
a  mere  slave.  There  are  other  aspects  also  in  which 
she  is  by  no  means  absolutely  without  resource  against 
her  husband  ;  she  can  always  fall  back  on  her  blood- 
relations,  who  are  ever  ready — as  they  are  also  under 
obligation — to  support  her  whenever  she  has  just  cause 
for  complaint.  Her  position  is,  therefore,  in  the 
last  resort,  essentially  dependent  on  the  dignity  and 
influence  of  her  own  family.  This  being  so,  it  is  easily 
intelligible  why  men  were  unwilling  to  let  their  daughters 
pass  into  the  possession  of  a  foreign  tribe  or  (later)  to  a 
distant  home,  where  they  would,  to  a  great  extent,  lose 
the  protecting  influence  of  their  kin.  Conversely,  we 
meet  in  Arabian  literature,  on  occasion,  the  exhortation 
not  to  marry  too  near  one's  own  camp  if  one  wishes  to 
avoid  the  continual  interference  of  one's  wife's  relations 
(We.  GGN437,  '93). 

It  would  be  a  great  mistake,  then,  to  draw  immediate 

conclusions  as  to  the  personal  relations  of  the  wife  to 

_     .     her  husband  and  household  from  the  mere 

facts   of  her  legal   position.      In   the  lower 

"  '   classes   of  society,   no  doubt,   the  lot  of  a 

wife  may  well  have  been  hard  on  the  whole,  inasmuch 
as  (just  as  among  the  bedouin  and  fellahm  of  to-day) 
upon  her  fell  a  very  large  share  indeed  of  the  most 
arduous  labours  of  the  domestic  establishment — water- 
carrying,  corn-grinding,  baking  and  the  like — besides, 
as  far  as  circumstances  allowed,  field  labour  and  the 
task  of  tending  the  flocks  and  herds.  That  she  owed 
the  master  of  the  house  unconditional  obedience  hardly 
needs  to  be  said.  This,  however,  held  good  of  her 
sons  as  well.  If  we  can  draw  any  conclusion  from 
what  we  read  of  the  wives  of  the  patriarchs  we  cannot 
regard  the  Hebrew  wife  as  having  been  unduly  sub 
ordinate  and  dependent. 

According  to  custom  and  right  she  was  entitled  to  claim  her 
wifely  dues,  her  food  and  clothing,  and  general  good  treatment. 
Cases  of  cruelty  to  wives  may  be  presumed  to  have  occurred  no 
oftener,  if  no  seldomer,  than  they  have  always  occurred  in  East 
and  West  alike.  Women  of  rank  and  wealth,  who  could  have 
personal  attendants  of  their  own,  had  a  much  easier  lot.  It 
need  hardly  be  added  that  the  amount  of  influence  the  wife 
possessed  in  the  household  would  always  depend  upon  her  own 
character  and  her  attractions  for  her  husband.  As  a  consequence 
of  the  comparatively  large  amount  of  freedom  enjoyed  by  the 
Hebrew  girl,  she  never  as  a  wife  became  the  (intellectually  and 
morally)  stunted  creature  which  is  now  the  prevalent  type  of 
woman  in  Mohammedan  towns. 

In  the  OT  stories  we  are  continually  meeting  with 
women  of  energy,  capable  of  wielding  great  influence 
in  household  affairs  and  of  taking  independent  action, 
worthy  to  be  commended  for  their  ability  no  less  than 
for  their  beauty  (Gen.  \Qsf-  27i3/.  vff.  Judg.  k$/. 
*iff.  IG6/:  iS.  25i4/i  etc.).  See,  also,  MARRIAGE, 

§4- 

Though  the  legal  status  of  the  wife  remained  un 
changed,  it  is  evident  that  her  actual  position  improved 
as  time  went  on.  More  and  more  did  she  cease  to  be 
regarded  as  a  mere  chattel.  The  original  meaning  of 
the  mohar  was  gradually  lost  sight  of.  In  Gen.  31 15 
the  narrator  (E)  makes  it  a  matter  of  reproach  against 
Laban  that  he  had  sold  his  daughters  and  entirely 
devoured  the  price  received.  The  story  of  the  creation 
in  J  (Gen.  2i8)  gives  the  woman  a  far  higher  place  in 
relation  to  man — that  of  a  'helper,  matching  him,'  as 
one  part  of  a  whole  matches  another  (nj:3  ~ny).  A  no 
less  lofty  conception  of  the  marriage  relation  finds 
expression  in  the  prophets  who  represent  the  relation  of 
Yah  we  to  his  people  under  this  figure.  If,  in  the  songs 
of  Canticles,  the  beauty  and  love  of  women  are  repre 
sented  with  frank  sensuousness  and  in  glowing  colours, 
this  is  supplemented  in  Proverbs  by  the  praise  of  the 
virtuous  wife  which  reveals  a  lofty  ideal  of  the  sex.  It 
may  always  of  course  remain  a  question  how  far  such 
theoretical  reflections  had  penetrated  into  the  conscious 
ness  of  the  people  or  practically  affected  the  position  of 
women  in  everyday  life. 

To  have  a  numerous  progeny  was  the  desire  of  every 
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one  in  ancient  Israel.      '  Give  me  children,  or  I  die '  was 

7  Desire  of  the  heart  s  cry  of  the  wife  (Gen-  30 1) ;   'be 
'_       .  thou  the  mother  of  countless  thousands' 

"  °'  summed  up  the  good  wishes  of  parents 
over  a  departing  daughter  (Gen.  246o).  Barrenness 
was  a  dire  misfortune,  nay,  a  divine  judgment  (i  S. 
1  $ff. )  ;  for  it  was  not  until  she  had  become  mother  of 
a  son  that  the  wife  attained  her  full  dignity  in  the  house 
hold  (i  S.  16/;  cp  Gen.  164  30 if.).  Still  worse  was 
it  for  the  husband  to  have  no  son  ;  his  house  was 
threatened  with  extinction.  In  the  last  analysis  the 
dread  of  childlessness  had  its  root  in  ancestor  worship  ; 
the  man  who  is  childless  will  have  no  one  to  pay  the 
needful  dues  to  his  manes  after  his  death  (cp  ESCHA- 
TOLOGY,  §  5/.).  This  was  often  the  true  reason  why 
a  second  wife  or  a  concubine  was  taken,  and  it  was 
the  essential  consideration  in  levirate  marriages  (see 
MARRIAGE,  §  8,  ESCHATOLOGY,  §6). 

It  is  remarkable  in  this  connection  that  we  have  absolutely  no 
instance  of  resort  to  the  means  that  would  appear  to  us  the  most 
obvious — the  adoption  of  a  child  from  without  ;  in  Gen.  48  and 
parallel  cases  it  is  a  son  of  the  house-father,  not  an  outsider,  who 
is  spoken  of  (see  below,  §  14).  The  inheritance  in  the  last  resort 
fell  to  the  slave,  who  had  already  been  participator  in  the  family- 
worship,  rather  than  to  the  mere  outsider  (Gen.  163). 

The  desire  was,  in  the  first  instance,  for  sons.  By 
them  alone  is  the  family  continued  ;  daughters  marry 
and  go  elsewhere.  Sons  alone,  not  daughters,  keep  up 
the  family  worship  ;  sons  alone  belong  to  the  kdhdl  (see 
SYNAGOGUE),  the  aggregate  of  persons  capable  of  bear 
ing  arms.  The  preference  accorded  to  sons  shows  itself 
above  all  in  the  fact  that  they  alone  can  inherit  (see  LAW 
AND  JUSTICE,  §  18).  In  all  this  we  are  dealing  with 
views  not  specifically  Israelite  ;  they  are  fully  shared  by 
the  ancient  Arabs.  A  much  lower  value  was  set  on 
daughters  ;  but  it  was  not  forgotten  that  a  mohdr  could 
be  demanded  for  them  at  their  marriage,  and  nowhere 
in  the  OT  is  there  any  trace  of  the  contempt  for  girls 
which  characterises  so  many  nations  past  and  present. 

Amongst  the  ancient  Arabs  female  infanticide  seems  to  have 
been  not  very  uncommon,  the  motives  being  not  merely  desire 
to  be  rid  of  the  trouble  of  rearing  female  children,  but  also 
resentment  against  the  disgrace  of  having  become  father  of  a 
daughter  (We.  GGN,  1893,  p.  458).  No  such  practice,  as  far  as 
our  records  go,  was  known  among  the  Hebrews. 

Any  distinction  between  legitimate  and  illegitimate 
children  in  the  modern  sense  of  these  words  was  un- 

8  Legitimacy     known'       Legitimacy    depended,     of 

}'  course,  on  fatherhood,  and  amongst 
the  Hebrews,  as  amongst  the  Arabs,  the  claims  of  the 
man  will  originally  have  rested  not  on  the  presumption  of 
his  paternity  but  on  the  fact  that  the  mother  was  his 
property.  Similarly,  the  children  of  the  slave  of  the 
mistress  belong  to  the  mistress  and  are  reckoned  as  hers, 
inasmuch  as  their  mother  belongs  to  her  (Gen.  16 if. 
30  \  ff. ).  At  all  events,  wherever  the  paternity  is  certain 
all  children  are  legitimate,  those  of  the  secondary  as 
much  as  of  the  principal  wife  ;  all  are  children  of  the 
paterfamilias,  and  all,  therefore,  are  capable  of  inheriting 
(Gen.  21 10). 

Even  Jephthah,  though  (as  son  of  a  harlot)  illegitimate  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  word,  was  brought  up  in  his  father's  house 
along  with  the  children  born  in  wedlock,  and  if  these  afterwards 
drove  him  away  it  was  a  case  of  might  against  right  (Judg.  11  if., 
cp  v,  7).  No  doubt  the  right  to  inherit  may  not,  in  such  a  case, 
have  been  exactly  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  sons  of  a  principal 
wife — in  this  respect  much  seems  to  have  depended  on  the  father's 
goodwill,  and  a  definitely  fixed  usage  cannot  be  discovered — but 
this  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  the  legitimacy  of  the  children  did 
not  depend  on  the  form  of  the  marriage. 

In  Ex.  1  i$ff.  we  read  of  the  ease  with  which,  accord 
ing  to  Shiphrah  and  Puah,  the  Hebrew  women  delivered 
_.     ,         themselves.      Nevertheless  the  office  of  the 

. .  '      midwife  must  have  been  an  ancient  one 
recognition.  ,^       0,      oc  0  ^     ,      ~>      c,    ,    , 

(Gen.  35 17  8828  Ex.  \i*,ff.).      Stade  has 

tried  to  make  out  (Z.A  TW  6143^  ['86])  that  among  the 
Hebrews  the  wife  brought  forth  '  on  the  knees '  of  her 
husband  ;  but  this  is  hardly  likely. 

In  Gen.  803  it  is  proposed  that  the  handmaid  bear  'upon  the 
knees '  of  her  mistress  so  that  the  child  may  come  to  be  regarded 
as  the  mistress's  own.  In  this  case  it  is  easy  to  see  how  the 
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practice  arose,  and  how  the  very  expression  became  a  synonym 
for  adoption.  Custom  and  expression  alike  can  have  arisen  only 
under  the  matriarchal  system  where  a  woman  adopted,  in  other 
words,  received  into  her  kindred  and  clan,  a  child  of  really  alien 
birth.  The  transference  of  the  expression  to  denote  adoption  by 
the  father  represents,  therefore,  at  best,  only  a  secondary  sense. 
Moreover,  it  is  far  from  certain  that  the  phrase  has  this  meaning 
at  all,  or  that  the  symbolical  action  of  placing  the  child  upon  the 
knees  at  adoption  on  the  father's  part  was  actually  used.  There 
is  no  mention  of  it  at  the  adoption  of  Ephraim  and  Manasseh 
(Gen.  48),  and  in  Gen.  50  23  the  expression  is  very  doubtful  (see 
Holzinger,  Comm.  eui  loc.). 

From  Job  812  all  we  can  infer  is  that  at  that  time  the 
mother  brought  forth  upon  the  knees  of  another  person. 
This  need  not,  however,  have  been  the  father  ;  it  may 
have  been  the  midwife  or  some  other  female  friend.  In 
Jeremiah's  time  (Jer.  20 15),  at  the  birth  of  a  child,  the 
father  was  not  present.  Some  interpreters  have  found 
in  the  passage  already  cited  from  Job  an  instance  of  a 
symbolical  act  analogous  to  that  in  use  among  the 
ancient  Romans,  whereby  the  father  by  raising  the  child 
from  the  ground  signified  that  he  recognised  it  and 
wished  it  to  live  ;  but  if  so  it  would  be  a  reminiscence 
of  an  earlier  custom  of  infanticide  of  which  we  have  in 
the  whole  OT  no  further  evidence  even  in  the  case  of 
female  children,  not  to  speak  of  males  (see  above). 

The    newly -born    infant   was    bathed,    salted,    and 

swaddled  (Ezek.  164).     The  use  of  salt  in  this  connection 

seems    to   have    been    somewhat   widely 

10.  Inlancy.  diffused  in  tne  ancjent  East,  and  it  is  still 

kept  up  to  the  present  day.     The  fellahm  consider  that 

it  strengthens  the  child  (ZDPV 463).     This,   we  may 

be  certain,  was  not  the  original  reason  for  the  custom  ; 

doubtless  it  had  a  religious  significance.     The  mother 

usually  suckled  her  own  children  (Gen.  21?  i  S.  Izi/". 

1  K.  821  etc.),  resort  being  had  to  a  nurse  (ngrp)  only 
in  exceptional  cases  (Gen.  24  59  358),  though  afterwards 
this  seems  to  have  become  the  practice  more  and  more 
among   the    wealthier   classes    (28.  44?    2  K.  11 2,    cp 
Ex.  2 9).     Weaning  was  late.     At  present  the  child  in 
Palestine  is  kept  at  the  breast  for  two  or  three  years, 
and  the  case  was   nearly  the  same   in    antiquity    (cp 

2  Mace.  727  ;  the  Rabbins  give  two  years).     The  wean 
ing  was  made  the  occasion  for  a  family  festival,  with 
sacrifices  and  joyous  feasting  (Gen.  218  i  S.  124). 

The  birth  of   the  child  made  the  mother  unclean. 
This  idea  was  shared  by  practically  all  the  nations  of 
antiquity,  and  is  held  still  by  all  nations 


11.  Ceremonial 

uncleanness. 


living  in  a  state  of  nature  ;   we  must 


not,  therefore,  in  seeking  to  explain  it, 
appeal  to  religious  and  ethical  conceptions  peculiar  to 
the  Hebrews  or  even  to  later  Israel — as,  for  example, 
to  the  notion  that  the  sexual  life  from  first  to  last  was 
sinful,  defiling  alike  to  body  and  soul.  Just  as  little 
should  we  be  justified  in  regarding  the  whole  arrange 
ment  as  '  a  primitive  quarantine,  the  first  step  towards 
a  public  hygiene'  (Ploss,  Das  Kind  in  Branch  u.  Sitte 
der  Volker,  I6i).  More  probably  the  original  idea  was 
that  the  sickness  of  childbirth,  like  any  other  sickness,  lay 
under  the  influence  of  certain  demons,  or  that  this,  like 
other  events  in  the  sexual  life,  was  under  the  protection 
of  a  special  spirit  ( see  Sta.  G  VI  \  *$•$/.}.  The  consc ious- 
ness  of  any  such  origin  of  the  practice  had,  needless  to 
say,  become  entirely  obliterated  before  historical  times. 

The  priestly  law  (Lev.  12)  distinguished  two  degrees  of  un 
cleanness,  the  first  lasting  (in  the  case  of  a  boy)  seven  days,  or 
(in  that  of  a  girl)  fourteen  days ;  the  second  lasting  for  other 
thirty-three  days  in  the  first  case  and  sixty-six  in  the  second — 
thus  making  total  periods  of  forty  and  eighty  days  respectively. 
Only  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  uncleanness  could  the 
offering  of  purification  be  made.  Though  we  have  no  evidence 
of  such  a  graduation  of  periods  for  the  older  time,  it  is  possible 
that  the  totals  of  forty  and  eighty  days  may  go  back  to  very 
ancient  custom.  Amongst  the  Greeks  also  the  woman  was  usually 
held  to  be  unclean  for  forty  days,  and  according  to  Zoroaster  she 
had  to  live  in  a  separate  place  for  forty  days  and  only  after  the 
lapse  of  another  forty  days  might  she  resume  the  society  of  her 
husband.  Among  the  ancient  Arabs  also  the  woman  had  to  live 
for  some  time  in  a  separate  tent,  and  according  to  Islam  she  is 
unclean  for  forty  days.  That  the  uncleanness  arising  from  child 
birth  lasts  longer  in  the  case  of  a  girl  than  in  that  of  a  boy  is 
also  a  widely  diffused  belief.  The  Greeks,  for  example,  held 
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pregnancy  in  the  first  case  to  be  more  troublesome  and  birth 
more  painful  ;  the  purification  after  birth  had  to  last  only  thirty 
days  in  case  of  a  boy,  but  forty-two  in  that  of  a  girl  (Hippocr. 
De  nat.  fueri,  ed.  Kiihn,  1  392).  See  CLEAN,  §  14. 

On  circumcision  and  the  naming  of  the  child  see 
CIRCUMCISION,  §  i  ;  NAME. 

Growing  children  were  kept  in  the  most  rigorous  sub 
jection  to  their  parents.  Good  morals  forbade  the 
_  .  father  to  kill  his  child  ;  but  otherwise  his 

'  Ty,  -A  power  over  it  was  almost  absolute.  He 

ay.  could  sell  his  daughters  into  marriage, 
and  even  into  slavery,  though  not  to  foreigners  (Ex. 
21  if.}.  Disobedience  to  parents,  or  cursing  them,  was 
punishable  with  death  (Ex.  211517;  cp  for  the  later 
time  Lev.  209  Prov.  20  20  Mt.  164).  Custom  gave  to 
the  father  the  broad  general  right  to  put  to  death  the 
worthless  dissipated  prodigal  or  heedless  son,  or  the 
daughter  who  had  gone  astray  (cp  Gen.  8824).  As  the 
legal  system  developed,  the  father's  right  of  personally 
punishing  was  transferred  to  the  regular  courts ;  but  in 
substance  this  changed  nothing  ;  on  the  complaint  of  the 
father  the  court  would  pronounce  sentence  of  death. 
No  limit  of  age  at  which  the  father's  full  power  came  to 
an  end  is  ever  mentioned.  In  practice,  no  doubt,  it 
would  terminate  generally  as  soon  as  the  son  came  to  be 
independent  and  to  have  a  house  of  his  own. 

The  children's  upbringing  was,  in  the  first  years  of 

their  life,  the  duty  of  the  mother.      Boys  and  girls  re- 

•VA       *•         mained  together  in  the  harem  (Prov. 

13.  Lducation.  31  ^      The  girl  continued  there  tili  her 

marriage ;  but  boys  comparatively  soon  passed  under 
the  superintendence  and  guidance  of  the  father,  or  in 
the  wealthier  families  were  handed  over  to  special 
guardians  (Nu.  11 12  Is.  4923  2  K.  10 1  5  i  Ch.  27  32,  and 
perhaps  2  S.  12  25).  Attention  would  of  course  be  paid 
to  their  initiation  into  the  worship  handed  down  from  their 
ancestors  (Ex.  138  Dt.  ±gff.  etc.).  Hardly  less  im 
portant  was  their  practical  instruction  in  the  cultivation 
of  the  field  and  the  vineyard,  in  the  tending  of  cattle, 
or  in  the  exercise  of  their  father's  trade.  The  wealthier 
classes  also  learned  to  read  and  write,  arts  which  in 
Isaiah's  time  (probably  even  earlier)  were,  it  would 
seem,  fairly  widely  diffused  (Is.  10 19  81,  cp  Judg.  814). 
Of  schools  no  mention  is  made  in  the  OT  ;  it  was  not 
till  a  much  later  date  that  education  was  systematized 
(see  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  10s,  and  cp  EDUCATION).  I.  B. 

[We  have  now  to  refer  to  the  act  by  which  the  privilege 
of  virtual  sonship  was  conferred  on  one  who  was  not  a 

L  LA™  „  son  bv  birth  <CP  above-  §  7)-  Three 
14.  Adoption.  cases  of  informal  adoption  may  plaus 
ibly  be  said  to  occur  in  the  OT.  One  is  the  adoption 
of  Moses  by  Pharaoh's  daughter  (Ex.  2io)  ;  a  second, 
that  of  GENUBATH  (q.v. )  by  an  Egyptian  or  rather  N. 
Arabian  princess  (i  Ki.  11 20)  ;  a  third,  that  of  Esther 
by  Mordecai  her  father's  nephew  (Esth.  2?,  ITI).  The 
first  two,  however,  appear  to  be  survivals  of  the 
matriarchal  system  among  the  Semites  (Ex.  2i-io  comes 
to  us  from  a  Semitic  writer),  and  the  third  exhibits  the 
influence  of  non-Semitic  surroundings  on  a  post-exilic 
Hebrew  writer. 

In  the  Pauline  epistles  we  meet  five  times  with  the 
technical  legal  term  viodeala  (Gal.  4s  Rom.  81523  94 
Eph.  Is).  Here,  too,  except  in  Eph.  Is,  we  notice  the 
influence  of  non-Semitic  social  usages — usages  which  in 
Galatians  are  probably  of  the  Greek  type,  in  Romans  of 
the  Roman  type,  while  in  Ephesians  (see  below) 
'  adoption '  seems  to  be  used  merely  as  a  symbolic 
term,  specially  intelligible  to  Greek  but  by  no  means 
obscure  to  Jewish  readers.  Archasologically,  therefore, 
the  passages  in  Galatians  and  Romans  are  the  more 
interesting,  but  to  rest  in  their  archaeological  aspects 
(on  this  subject  see  GALATIA,  §  21)  would  show 
strange  blindness  to  their  highest  significance.  The 
writer  of  Galatians  and  Romans  knows  that  '  all  things 
are  [his],'  and  scruples  not  to  use  law  as  an  illustration 
of  the  highest  truth.  To  faithful  Christians  he  says 
that  the  '  spirit  of  adoption '  is  possessed  already 
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(Rom.  815),  but  the  'inheritance'  is  'according 
to  promise'  (Gal.  829),  and  till  the  promise  is  fulfilled 
perfect  happiness  is  impossible.  Hence  '  adoption ' 
itself  can  be  described  as  something  for  which  we  '  wait ' ; 
it  will  be  enjoyed  when  the  '  body,'  and  with  it  the  entire 
sympathising  creation  (i.e. ,  the  whole  world  apart  from 
man),  is  'delivered  from  the  bondage  of  corruption' 
(Rom.  821  23).  Thus  the  '  spirit  of  adoption  '  resembles 
the  '  spirit  of  bondage  '  in  so  far  as  it  refers  to  the  future, 
but  differs  from  it  in  so  far  as  its  characteristic  is,  not 
fear,  but  sure  confidence  in  God's  fatherly  attitude 
towards  us  (Rom.  815).  Those  who  are  'under  the 
law '  are  not  properly  '  sons, '  but  '  servants  '  (Gal.  4  jf. ). 
It  is  true  that  in  the  context  of  this  very  passage  (Gal. 
41-3)  men  in  this  position  are  likened  to  children  under 
age  ;  but  children  under  age  are  virtually  servants,  and 
so  may  in  some  sense  be  '  redeemed. '  The  use  of  this 
term  'redeem'  (e^ayopda-rj)  in  Gal.  4s  (cp  813)  has 
been  illustrated  by  the  Roman  practice  in  adoption, 
which  was  virtually  a  sale  by  the  natural  father,  and  a 
buying  out  by  the  new  father.  Apart,  however,  from 
the  question  whether  the  Greek  or  the  Roman  type  of 
adoption  is  implied,  we  must  not  press  the  preposition, 
considering  the  late  Greek  tendency  to  use  verbs 
compounded  with  prepositions  without  increase  of 
meaning.1  The  last  passage  (Eph.  Is)  is  remark 
able  because  '  adoption '  there  appears  to  be  closely 
akin  to  moral  and  spiritual  likeness  to  God ;  cp 
Jn.  1 12,  where  those  who  'receive'  (i.e. ,  believe  on)  the 
eternal  word  (i.e. ,  virtually  Jesus  Christ)  are  said  to 
have  '  authority '  (^ovcriav )  given  them  '  to  become  sons 
of  God.'  The  next  verse  explains  that  such  persons 
have  been  '  begotten  '  ( RVm£- ),  not  in  the  natural  way,  but 
'of  God.'  The  'adoption'  which  is  in  the  writer's 
mind,  though  he  does  not  use  the  term,  is  a  recognition 
by  God  of  a  certain  spiritual  character  in  those  who 
have  '  received '  Christ,  and  this  must  also  be  the  idea 
of  vloOfcria  in  Eph.  1  5. 

We  are  a  long  way  here  from  the  t/io#e<rt'a  of  Rom.  9  4,  where 
the  'adoption'  is  that  referred  to  in  Ex.  422,  Hos.  11 1,  etc. 
Still  the  insistence  of  Hosea  on  the  moral  conditions  of  Israel's 
sonship  (cp  LOVINGKINDNESS)  shows  that  the  'adoption'  of 
Israel  intended  by  the  OT  writers  is  really  a  recognition  of  a 
degree  of  likeness  to  God  in  the  Israelitish  people.  We  are 
also  still  separated  by  a  considerable  interval  from  the 
ecclesiastical  use  of  vioOea-ia  recorded  by  Suicer  (s.v.). 
Hesychius,  says  this  writer,  defines  the  term  thus,  O-TO.V  TIS 
Scrov  v'Cov  \a.fj.f}dinr),  xai  TO  ayiov  /3anTurju.a.  Photius,  too 
(£/>.  97,  ad  Basiliinn  Macedonem},  makes  a  strong  appeal  to 
Basilius  in  the  name  of  their  old  friendship  and  various  other 
still  more  sacred  things,  last  among  which  is  '  the  bond  by  which 
the  adoption  of  the  fair  boy  (17  rov  KO\OV  770186?  viod«ria.)  bound 
us  together.'  The  reference  is  to  a  child  of  Basilius  whose 
sponsor  Photius  had  been,  viofletrta  has  become  a  synonym  for 
baptism,  for  which  we  have  a  parallel  in  the  phrase  '  the  laver  of 
regeneration  '  in  Tit.  3  5  (RVmg.).] 

For  the  older  literature  see  Ugolini,  Thes.  30 ;  Selden,  U.ror 
Ebraica,  1673;  J.  D.  Michaelis,  Mosaisches  Rccht,  II.  ;  Saal- 
schiitz,  Mosaisches  Recht,  7-2.5  ff.  See  also, 
15.  Literature,  besides  the  archsological  handbooks  :  W.  R. 
Smith,  Kinship  and  Marriage  in  Early 
Arabia  ('85),  and  'Animal  Worship  and  Animal  Tribes,'  etc., 
Journ.  Phil.,  $l$ff.\  Noldeke  in  ZDMG,  40  1487?!  ;  Wilken, 
Das  Matriarchat  l>ei  den  alien  Arabern  ('84);  Chr.  Stubbe, 
Die  Ehe  int  A  T  ('86)  ;  Wellhausen,  '  Die  Ehe  bei  den  Arabern,' 
GGN  1893,  p.  431.^  ;  Benzinger,  art.  '  Familie  u.  Ehe,'  in 
PREP) ;  Simon,  L,' Education  des  Enfants  chez  Its  anciens 
Jiiifs  ('79);  Strassburger,  Gesch.  d.  Erziehung  bei  den 
Israeliten  ('85).  I.  B. ,  §§  1-13,  15  ;  T.  K.  C. ,  §  14. 

FAN  (rnjO,  mizreh,  Is.  8024  Jer.  15 7,  cp  'fanners' 
Jer.  51 2  AV'RV"1?-;  nryON  Mt.  812  Lk.  817).  See 
AGRICULTURE,  §  9. 

FARTHING  (<\cc&plON,  Mt.  1029  Lk.  126  [Amer. 
RV  'penny'];  KOAp&NTHC,  Mt.  626  Mk.  1242).  See 
MONEY. 

FASTING,2   FASTS.       Fasting    (D-1V,    sum  •     later 

1  Ramsay,  Historical  Commentary  on  the  Galatians,  337-344. 

2  The  fact  that  violent  emotions  such  as  anger,  jealousy,  or 
grief  find  one  of  their  natural  and  appropriate  expressions  in 
abstinence  from  food  (i   S.lj  2034   i   K.  2l4yC)  need  not  be 
further  dwelt  on  here.     The  present  article  deals  with  fasting  in 
its  religious  aspects. 
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HSy,  'inndh  ntfpfics,  see  below,  §  5),  to  the  Hebrews, 
meant,   as   amongst    other    Orientals    it 


1.  Duration 
of  fasts. 


still   means,   total  abstinence  from   meat 


and  drink.  Such  abstinence  lasted  as  a 
rule  from  sunrise  to  sunset,  when  it  ended  in  a  meal 
(cp  e.g. ,  Judg.  20z6  i  S.  1424  2  S.  1 12  835).  When  a 
fast  of  more  days  than  one  is  spoken  of  (i  S.  81 13  '  seven 
days'  fast ' )  the  expression  is  to  be  understood  in  the 
sense  that  meat  and  drink  were  taken  each  day  after 
sundown  just  as  at  present  in  the  Mohammedan  fast  of 
Ramadan.  If,  as  in  Esther  4 16,  a  prolonged  fast 
extending  over  a  specified  number  of  days  and  nights 
is  spoken  of,  this  is  to  be  regarded  as  exceptional. 
The  weakened  form  of  fasting  which  consists  in  ab 
stinence  from  certain  kinds  of  food  and  drink  appears 
only  as  a  development  of  later  Judaism.  Of  Daniel  we 
are  told  (Dan.  10 2/.)  that  he  drank  no  wine,  ate  no 
flesh  or  dainty  food,  and  abstained  from  anointing 
himself.  It  is  a  fast  of  this  sort  that  we  are  to  suppose 
in  the  case  of  Judith  (Judith  86  ;  see  below,  §  6). 

_  .    .      .        On  the  object  of  fasting  the  only  express 

inal    utterance  of  the  OT  occurs  in  2  S.  12  22  : 
meaning. 

'  While  the  child  was  yet  alive,  I  fasted  and 
wept,  for  methought,  Who  knows  whether  Yahwe  will  not  have 
compassion  upon  me,  that  the  child  may  live?  But  now  he  is 
dead,  why  should  I  fast  ?  Can  I  bring  him  back  again  ?  ' 

David  is  here  said  to  have  fasted  in  order  to  raise 
Yahwe's  pity,  and  so  make  him  inclined  to  listen  to  his 
prayer  (see  below,  §  3). 

We  may  well  doubt,  however,  whether  we  have  here 
the  original  meaning  of  the  act  of  fasting.  For  we 
could  not  thus  explain  how  fasting  became  one  of  the 
most  prevalent  and  widely  diffused  of  mourning  customs  ; 
the  passage  merely  suggests  the  uselessness  of  fasting 
as  an  element  of  mourning  for  the  dead.  It  was  well, 
therefore,  to  try  another  explanation,  and  that  of 
Robertson  Smith  (Rel.  Sem.W  434)  seems  likely  to  be 
correct.  This  scholar  points  out  that  sacrifice,  being 
essentially  a  sacrificial  meal,  needed  to  be  carefully 
prepared  for  ;  this  preparation  was  obtained  by  fasting. 

In  addition  to  numerous  parallels  for  such  a  preparation,  he 
notices  the  fact  that  abstinence,  though  in  another  direction, 
was  certainly  a  preparative  for  eating  of  the  consecrated  bread 
and  sacrificial  food  (i  S.  21s  [6]_/0-  This  is  of  much  weight. 
We  must,  it  is  true,  concede  that  fasting  is  nowhere  mentioned 
as  one  of  the  details  of  preparation  for  a  sacrifice,  or  '  sanctifying 
oneself  for  a  festal  celebration.  Rather  is  it  represented  every 
where  as  a  religious  act  of  independent  value.  This,  however, 
proves  nothing  against  the  possibility  of  such  an  origin  of  fast 
ing  ;  it  only  shows  that  even  in  the  earliest  historical  period  the 
Hebrews  had  already  lost  this  custom  of  fasting  before  sacrifice. 
And  yet  perhaps  there  may  be  a  trace  of  the  view  of  fasting 
which  is  here  advocated  in  the  reports  in  Exodus  (3428  [J] ;  cp 
Dt.  9  9)  that  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai  neither  ate  nor  drank  for 
forty  days  and  after  that  received  from  God  the  tables  of  the 
law.  Daniel,  too,  received  his  revelations  after  a  long  fast 
(Dan.  9  3  10  2/.). 

The  cases  of  Moses  and  Daniel  prove  that  fasting 
was  a  means  by  which  man  was  brought  into  such  a 
condition  that  it  was  possible  for  God  to  have  com 
munion  with  him.  Perhaps  also  a  similar  thought 
underlies  and  has  had  an  influence  on  the  report  that 
Elijah  passed  forty  days  and  forty  nights  in  Horeb 
without  meat  or  drink  (cp  also  the  fasting  of  Jesus, 
Mt.  42).  Fasting  in  mourning  for  the  dead  is  sufficiently 
explained  in  the  same  way  ;  the  funeral  meal  is  in  its 
origin  not  different  from  a  sacrificial  meal,  except  in  the 
fact  that  the  offering  is  in  the  former  case  made,  not  to 
Yahwe  but  to  the  deceased. 

Fasting  in  sign  of  mourning  finds  express  mention  in  the  OT 
only  twice ;  the  men  of  Jabesh  fast  for  Saul  seven  days  (i  S. 
31 13  i  Ch.  10 12),  and  David  and  his  people  fast  for  Saul  and 
Jonathan  on  the  day  of  the  arrival  of  the  news  of  their  death 
(2  S.  1 12).  2  S.  1221,  however,  warrants  the  conclusion  that 
fasting  in  mourning  was  a  pretty  general  custom  ;  David's 
courtiers  wonder  that  the  king  ceases  to  fast  after  the  death  of 
his  child,  since,  in  their  view — i.e.,  according  to  ordinary  custom 
—that  was  the  very  time  when  he  ought  to  have  fasted. 

The  explanation  of  the  origin  of  fasting  now  given 
comes  nowhere  clearly  to  light  in  the  OT  ;  no  con 
sciousness  of  it  remained,  at  least  when  the  narratives 
came  to  be  written.  The  custom  itself,  however,  sur- 
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vived  like  so   many  other   mourning  usages    (such   as 


3.  New 


rending  of  the  garments)  as  a  universally 


prevalent  expression  of  sorrow, 
significance. '  , . 

Fasting,  therefore,  is  frequently  mentioned  in 
this  connection  (aS. Ill/  835  12  16  20  iK.2127  Is.  685  Joel 
2  I2/  JonahSs^  EzralOe  Neh.9i  Dan.93  Esther43  i  Mace. 
847  Judith4  13  86  ;  cp  MOURNING  CUSTOMS). 

As  we  have  seen  already,  fasting  gradually  came  to 
have  a  significance  that  raised  it  above  all  other 
mourning  customs,  being  considered  as  a  specially 
efficacious  means  of  influencing  the  deity — a  pain  which 
man  brought  upon  himself  and  which  must  awaken  the 
divine  pity.  Thus  it  falls  into  the  same  category  as 
sacrifice  proper,  which  also  in  process  of  time  came 
to  be  regarded  as  a  surrender  of  property — a  gift  made 
to  God  (Jer.  14 12).  The  suppliant  fasted  in  order  to 
give  special  emphasis  to  his  prayer.  Of  course  it  is 
always  some  impending  or  actually  present  calamity 
which  is  the  occasion  of  the  act  ;  there  can  be  no 
fasting  in  times  of  prosperity,  least  of  all  on  festivals 
(Judith 8  6).  How  deeply  rooted  was  this  conception  of 
the  purpose  of  fasting  can  be  seen  from  2  S.  12  rfff., 
where  David  is  represented  as  holding  fasting  to  be 
useless  except  where  it  reinforces  a  prayer  ;  or  from 
Is.  58s  (post-exilic),  where  the  people  think  that  they 
have  just  cause  for  complaint  because  Yahwe  pays  no 
heed  to  their  fasting. 

In    practice,    of    course,    there   were    all    kinds    of 
_.  occasions  for  fasting,  and  these  remained 

4.  Occasions   thg  ga         though  the  frequency  of  fasting 
for  fasting.  vaded  (see  bekfw) 

(a)  Private. — Like  David  (28.  12  16^),  the  pious  Israelite 
fasted  when  his  friends  were  sick  (Ps.  8513).     Ahab  fasted,  and 
not  in  vain,  when  Elijah  predicted  his  downfall  (i  K.  21277^); 
Nehemiah  bewails  with  fasting  the  sad  condition  of  the  Jews  in 
Jerusalem  (Neh.  1 4) ;    Ezra  and  his  companions,  before  their 
journey  to  Palestine,  fast  in  order  to  secure  the  divine  protection 
(Ezra  8  21),  and  Esther  does  the  same  before  her  perilous  visit  to 
the  king  (Esth.  4  16). 

(b)  Public.— In  cases  of  public  danger  or  disaster,  such  as  a 
plague  of  locusts  (Joell  13 /.),  or  a  reverse  in  war  (Judg.  2026 
2  Ch.  203  i  Mace.  847),  the  entire  community  or  people  fasted. 
It   is   true,   the   passages   cited   are   all   post-exilic ;    but   such 
passages  as  i   K.  21  9^   Is.  1  13*  (©),  Jer.  36  (,  ff.   show  that 
public  fasts  were  known  also  in  the  older  period  (see  below). 

The  idea  of  exciting  the  compassion  of  Yahwe  by 

such  self-mortification  had  at  first,  as  we  might  expect, 

.  .,      .a  very  realistic  form.      The  deity,  it  was 

11  thought,  could  not  bear  to  look  on  while 

conception.  his   servant     had  such   acute  suffering  ; 

he  became  a  fellow-sufferer  and  was  moved  to  com 
passion.  With  the  spiritualising  of  the  conception  of 
God  there  came  a  gradual  refinement  of  this  idea. 
Fasting  was  no  longer  a  self-inflicted  chastisement,  but 
a  humbling  of  oneself  before  God  ;  thus  the  act  assumed 
a  spiritual  complexion. 

When  this  change  of  view  came  about,  we  know  not ;  a 
notable  saying  in  one  of  the  Elijah-narratives  marks  it  as 
already  complete.  '  Seest  thou,'  says  Yahwe  to  Elijah,  '  how 
Ahab  has  humbled  himself  before  me  ?  Because  he  has  humbled 
himself  before  me,  I  will  not  bring  the  disast*  in  his  days,'  etc. 
(i  K.  2129;  cp  also  Dt.  83).  In  this  connection  a  heightened 
interest  attaches  to  the  remark  that  the  ancient  expression 
01S,  sum,  after  the  exile  is  pushed  into  the  background  by 
another,  not  known  to  have  been  used  in  pre- exilic  times 
2>3J  Hjy,  'innah  nephes,  'to  humble,  or  mortify  oneself  (f-f-, 
Lev.  16  29  31  Nu.  297  Is.  58  3  5,  and  often,  and,  with  the  addition 
of  D1S3  J  bassom,  Ps.  35  13).  The  derivative  JT:yn,  taanith,  is 
a  very  frequent  word  for  fasting  in  the  post-biblical  literature. 

All  this  makes  it  easy  to  understand  the  close  relation 
of  fasting  and  penitence.  Great  calamities  were 
always  regarded  as  manifestations  of  the  divine  anger, 
and  supplication  for  their  removal  involved  as  a  matter 
of  course  the  penitent  confession  of  guilt.  In  particular, 
general  and  public  fasts  must  early  have  assumed  the 
character  of  days  of  penitence. 

This  seems  to  be  the  only  satisfactory  explanation  of  i  K. 
21  <)jtf.,  and  may  be  safely  assumed  for  the  fast  days  of  Jeremiah's 
time  (Jer.  36  6  9).  Fasting  is  expressly  associated  with  a  con 
fession  of  sin  in  the  following  passages  (post-exilic) : — i  S.  Y  6 

1  [According  to  Che.  Ps.P),  ad  loc.,  D1X3  is  an  interpolation 
suggested  possibly  by  69  10  [n].] 
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Neh.  9  i  Joel  2  12^  ;  similarly  the  great  day  of  atonement  is  at 
the  same  time  a  fast  day  (Lev.  10  29  31). 

It  was  in  the  period  immediately  before  the  exile  that 
fasting  began   to  acquire  special  importance.      It  was 
-  one  of  the    expedients   to   which    the 

.      '  Jewish  people  resorted  for  averting  the 

int>  dreaded  calamity  ;  the  opinion  that  it 
had  any  intrinsic  value  is  combated  by  Jeremiah  (Jer. 
14 12).  The  popular  estimation  of  it  went  on  increasing 
during  and  after  the  exile.  This  may  be  ascribed, 
partly  at  least,  to  a  feeling  of  the  need  of  religious 
exercises  to  take  the  place  of  the  suspended  temple 
services.  The  post -exilic  differs  from  the  pre-exilic 
period  not  only  in  the  increased  frequency  of  fasting, 
but  still  more  in  the  adoption  of  this  usage  as  one  of 
those  universally  practised  religious  exercises  which 
needed  no  extraordinary  or  specially  definite  occasion. 
This  deprives  fasting  of  much  of  its  religious  value.  It 
becomes  simply,  at  least  in  the  eyes  of  the  multitude,  a 
meritorious  work.  Against  this  view  the  later  prophets 
struggled  (Is.  583^  Zech.  7s/ );  but  in  vain.  The 
picture  of  Judith  (84^:)  fasting  every  day  'except  the 
eves  of  the  sabbaths,  and  the  sabbaths,  and  the  eves  of 
the  new  moons,  and  the  new  moons,  and  the  feasts  and 
joyful  days  of  the  house  of  Israel '  shows  us  the  ideal  of 
piety  prevalent  in  the  later  period.  Fasting  and  prayer 
now  becomes  a  constant  combination  of  words  (Judith 
4911  Tobitl28  Ecclus.  3426  Lk.  237).  The  special 
days  of  the  week  devoted  to  public  or  private  fasting 
were  the  second  and  the  fifth  (Monday  and  Thursday) ; 
very  pious  persons  fasted  on  these  days  all  the  year 
through  (Lk.  18 12 ;  Taanith,  120.).  It  was  forbidden  to 
fast  on  Sabbaths,  new  moons,  and  feast  days  (also  on 
the  eves  ;  see  Judith  8  6,  as  above).  Two  degrees  of 
fasting  were  distinguished.  The  less  stringent  form 
required  abstinence  from  food  and  drink  between 
sunrise  and  sunset ;  in  the  stricter,  the  fast  lasted 
twenty-four  hours,  and  abstinence  from  washing,  anoint 
ing,  sleep,  and  work,  were  added. 

Public  fasting  too  became  much  more  frequent  in 
post-exilic  times.  During  the  exile  had  arisen  the  custom 
of  observing  four  yearly  fast -days  to  commemorate 
the  calamities  of  Jerusalem.  That  of  the  fourth  month 
had  reference  to  the  capture  of  the  city  by  the  Chaldeans 
(Jer.  526/. ),  that  of  the  fifth  to  the  destruction  of  the 
city  and  temple  (Jer.  52 12/),  that  of  the  seventh  to  the 
murder  of  Gedaliah  (Jer.  41  iff.},  that  of  the  tenth  to 
the  commencement  of  the  siege  (Jer.  524).  These  fast- 
days  were  not  taken  into  the  law,  and  disappeared  after 
the  time  of  Zechariah.  They  were  revived  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  the  Romans  ;  according  to 
Dalman,  however  (PREP1  7 16/. ),  in  Palestine  only  the 
ninth  of  the  fifth  month  (Ab)  was  observed  in  com 
memoration  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  first  by  the 
Chaldaeans  and  afterwards  by  the  Romans,  both  of 
which  events,  according  to  Josephus  (BJ\\.  58),  happened 
on  the  same  day  of  the  year.  In  Babylonia  the  other 
three  anniversaries  also  were  permanent  public  fast  days. 
The  law  itself  enjoins  rigorous  fasting  for  the  great  day 
of  atonement  only  (see  ATONEMENT,  DAY  OF).  On  the 
(very  late)  fast  of  the  thirteenth  of  Adar,  which  professed 
to  commemorate  the  counsel  of  Haman  that  all  the  Jews 
should  be  put  to  death,  see  PURIM. 

Over  and  above  these  regular  public  fasts  it  was 
competent  for  the  community  at  any  time  of  trouble  or 
distress  to  enjoin  a  fast.  Special  public  fasts  of  this 
kind  were  very  common.  Among  such  occasions  one 
of  the  most  frequent  was  the  failure  of  the  autumn  rains. 
If  by  new  moon  of  Chisleu  no  rain  had  fallen,  three  fast 
days  were  held  ;  if  the  drought  still  continued,  the  fasts 
were  renewed  and  intensified. 

Keil,  Handb.   d.   Bibl.  Arch.  353 /;    Nowack,  HAI^o;, 

Benzinger,  HA  165,  484,  477  ;   art.  '  Fasten  '  in  Riehm's  HH'B, 

and  Buhl  in  PREP)  5  768  ff.  ;  Smend  A  T  Rel. 

Literature.  Gesch.M  142,  319;  WRS  Rel.  StmJPny$f. 

Schiirer,  GJl'W  2  489^  ;  Dalman,  art.  '  Gottes- 
dienst,  Synagogaler '  in  PREP)  7  i6/.  ,  I.  B. 
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FAT  P93)i  Ex.  29is.  See  FOOD,  §  10,  LIVER, 
SACRIFICE. 

FATE.     See  FORTUNE  AND  DESTINY. 

FATHER  (3N,  etymology  unknown  ;  TT&THp)-  We 
shall  treat  this  subject  here  only  in  so  far  as  it  can  be 
treated  independently  of  '  sonship  '  (see  SON).  The 
following  are  special  uses  of  the  term  '  father. ' 

(i)  A  title  of  respect,  i  S.  24  n  (David  calls  Saul  'my  father'). 
(2)  A  near  or  distant  ancestor,  e.g.,  Gen.  2813  (Abraham  the 
'  father '  of  Jacob)  ;  Dt.  20  5  and  Is.  43  27  (the  patriarch  Jacob)  ; 
Mt.  89  Jn.  856  (Abraham);  Lk.  132  (David).  So  especially  in 
the  plural  :  Ex.  813  i  K..  821  Mt.  2830  Jn.  420631  i  Cor.  10  i. 
CpWRS  Kin.  njf. 

Usage  naturally  permitted  the  same  word  to  be  used 
of  the  ancestors  of  a  tribe  and  of  those  of  an  individual, 
for  the  tribe  was  viewed  as  an  organism  (see  GENE 
ALOGIES  i. ,  §  2  ;  GOVERNMENT,  §  2).  For  '  father's '  or 
'  fathers'  house '  (;JN  rra,  man  rra),  cp  FAMILY,  §  2. 

(3)  The  reputed  founder  of  a.  city,  Gen.  8819  i  Ch.  Isif.  44 
etc. ;  or  (4)  of  a.  guild  or  class  of  men,  Gen.  4  20^  (5)  An 
honorific  title  of  priests,  Judg.  17  10  ;  or  (6)  prophets,  2  K.  2  12 
613621  1814;!  or  (7)  teachers,  Mt.  23  9  (cp  in  later  times,  Abba 
Shaul,  Abba  Eleazar).  (8)  An  official  title  of  the  chief  adminis 
trator  or  vizier,  Gen.  45  8,2  perhaps  also  Is.  22  21  (Duhm) ;  cp 
(D's  addition  to  Esth.  813,  and  the  commentators  on  i  Mace.  11 32. 

In  Is.  9s  [6]  -iy  VJX  (see  ABIHUD)  we  should  perhaps 
read  in  '3^  'glorious  father'  (i.e.,  governor),  parallel 
to  ni^t?  iiy,  '  prosperous  prince '  ;  but  C?x-ib")  T3K 
'  Mighty  one  (of  Israel) '  is  much  better  (for  details  see 
Che.  in  Crit.  Bib. ).  The  difficulties  of  all  the  ordinary 
explanations  of  MT  may  be  seen  from  the  commentaries 
(e.g. ,  Del.  and  Duhm ). 

(9)  Applied  to  Yahwe  as  the  creator  or  producer  of  the  people 
of  Israel,  of  mankind  in  general,  and  of  all  natural  phenomena, 
Dt.  326  Is.  63  16  64  8  [7]  Mai.  2  10  Job  38  28.  Tg.  renders  Is. 
63  16  64  7  paraphrastically,  '  thpu  whose  compassion  for  us  is  as 
great  as  that  of  a  father  for  children.' 

Note  also  the  use  of  6  irarrip,  '  the  Father,'  as  a  title 
of  God  in  Acts  1?  (6  irarrip  alone),  Mt.  11 27  2436  2819 
and  ||  passages,  where  6  irar-qp  and  6  w6s  occur  together  ; 
6  7raTT7/3  =  ABBA  \q.v. ].  On  the  other  NT  phrases,  '  my 
Father,'  'your  Father,'  sometimes  with  the  addition  of 
'  who  is  in  heaven,'  also  '  our  Father  who  is  in  heaven,' 
and  on  the  whole  conception  of  '  the  heavenly  Father, ' 
see  Dalman,  Die  Worte  Jesu,  1150-162. 

FATHOM  (oprY'<M  Acts  2728).  See  WEIGHTS 
AND  MEASURES. 

FATLING,  an  animal  fattened  for  slaughter ;  see 
CATTLE,  §  5. 

In  EV  it  represents  (i)  QTVD,  mehim,  Ps.  66i5t,  for  which 
read  D'Knn,  so- Che.  on  Is.  5  17,  SBOT  '  Isa.'  Heb.  8  3  ;  (2) 
N'iD>  m'rt,  28.613,  etc.,  see  CATTLK,  §  2  (5),  and  cp  jj'iai 
bart\  Ezek.  343  RV  ;  (3)  QijBB'D.  *  s-  159.  f°r  which  Q<:ci?,1' 
hassfmcnim,  should  be  read  ;  see  Dr.  ad  loc.  ; 3  (4)  o-iTierra, 
Mt.  224  =  o-iTevra  of  LXX. 

FAUCHION  (AKIN&KHC),  Judith  136  169  AV,  RV 
SCIMITAR.  See  WEAPONS. 

FAWN  (-IQ'V,  Cant.  4  5  7  3  [4]  RV)  ;  see  ROE,   3. 
FEASTS 

Character  (§  i).  Minor  feasts  (§  8). 

Earlier  stages  (§§  2-5).  Changes  (§§  9-12). 

Tone  (§  (>/.).  Later  additions  (§  13  f.). 

Literature  (§  15). 

Amongst  the  ancient  Hebrews,  as  amongst  all  other 
ancient  peoples,  there  was  no  distinction  between 
1  Their  social  rel'S'olls  and  secular  feasts  ;  there  was 

character  no  st  w'triout  a  sacrifice,  and  there 
was  no  sacrifice  that  was  not  a  feast. 4 

1  Tg.  substitutes  '3T  for  "3N  where  Israelites,  and  'TO  where 
non-Israelites,  are  the  speakers. 

2  Onk.  renders  Abrech  (Gen.  41  43),  'father  of  the  king."     See, 
however,  JOSEPH  ii.,  §  6. 

3  EV  might  suggest  the  reading  D'3DE>p,  cp  Neh.  S  10. 

4  ['Feast.'     For  nntpD,  Crh    (Eccles.   10  19     cp     Dan  5  i), 
eopTrj,  etc.,  see  MEALS  ;  for  IJ/ia  (cp  2Ch.  3022    Lam.  2-),   see 
ASSEMBLY,    2;    and    for  Jn,   see    below,   g§  4,   6,   9,   n  ;   cp 
DANCE,  §  3.] 
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Nor  was  there  any  sharp  line  of  demarcation,  as  there 
is  amongst  modern  nations,  between  social  and  religious 
life  ;  religious  observances  formed  one  department  of 
social  duty.  A  close  bond  of  union  and  of  intercourse, 
originally  conceived  as  physical,  connected  the  members 
of  a  clan  with  their  god.  If  the  clan  was  celebrating  a 
joyful  festival,  their  god  must  participate  in  it.  For  the 
Israelitish  nomads  in  particular,  no  festival  was  complete 
without  the  eating  of  meat,  whilst  the  slaughtering  of  an 
animal  for  food  was  always  at  the  same  time  a  sacrifice. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  sacrifice  in  the  most  ancient 
periods  had,  as  a  rule,  the  character  of  a  public  feast. 
The  deity  stood  in  direct  relation  not  so  much  to  the 
individual  man  as  to  the  clan  or  tribe  as  a  whole.  Ac 
cordingly,  sacrifice  was  originally  an  affair  of  the  clan. 

Sacrifices  offered  by  a  private  individual  were  the  exception, 
and  even  in  later  times  they  betray  something  of  the  character 
of  a  public  feast,  inasmuch  as  the  members  of  the  same  tribe 
were  always  welcome  as  guests.  '  Even  a  private  offering  was 
not  complete  without  guests,  and  the  surplus  of  sacrificial  flesh 
was  not  sold  but  distributed  with  an  open  hand '  (WRS  Rel. 
Sem.W  264). 

We  find  only  a  few  traces  in  the  OT  of  regularly 
recurring    feasts    celebrated    by  the    Hebrews  in   their 
2    I    th      nomadic  state  before  the  immigration  into 
nomadic    Canaan.      The  tnree  great  annual  feasts,  so 
important  at  a  later  date, — Massoth,  Pente- 


stage. 


cost,  and  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles, — are  the 


festivals  of  an  agricultural  people,  which  were  first 
adopted  by  the  Hebrews  in  Canaan.  On  the  other 
hand,  one  portion  of  the  Feast  of  Massoth — the  Pass 
over — goes  back  to  the  nomadic  life  of  the  Hebrews. 
Even  Jewish  tradition  has  preserved  the  correct  view, 
that  the  foundation  of  the  Passover  is  earlier  than  the 
Exodus — that  even  before  Moses  the  Hebraic  pastoral 
tribes  were  accustomed  to  celebrate  a  spring  festival 
with  offerings  from  their  herds  (Ex.  7i6  1024^,  etc.). 
This  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  the  ancient  Arabians 
also  observed  a  similar  festival  in  the  spring.  The  old 
Hebrew  feast,  however,  like  that  of  the  Arabians,  had 
not  the  same  meaning  as  the  later  Passover,  which 
represented  the  offering  of  the  tribute  due  to  the  deity 
from  the  herd.  The  peculiar  ritual  of  the  Passover 
points  more  particularly  to  the  view  that  the  feast,  like 
all  sacrifices,  was  originally  intended,  by  means  of  the 
sacramental  acts  of  eating  the  sacrificial  meat  and 
partaking  of  the  blood  of  the  victim,  to  strengthen  the 
union  of  the  members  of  the  tribe  both  with  each  other 
and  with  the  deity.  In  this  way  they  thought  to  insure 
themselves  against  every  harm  and  danger.  Besides 
the  feast  of  Passover,  the  festival  of  the  New  Moon 
also  appears  to  go  back  to  a  period  before  the 
conquest  of  Canaan  :  it  was  originally  simply  astro 
nomical  and  quite  unconnected  wi\h  agriculture.  Its 
wide  prevalence  among  the  Semites,  its  great  im 
portance,  and  above  all,  its  connection  with  the 
ancient  family  sacrifices  (i  S.  20  5^),  speak  for  its  high 
antiquity.  The  Sabbath,  on  the  other  hand,  may  very 
probably  have  had  its  origin  in  agriculture.  A  third 
feast,  which  the  Hebrews  may  have  brought  over  with 
them  from  their  nomadic  life,  is  the  feast  of  sheep- 
shearing  (i  S.  252  2  S.  1823  ;  cp  Gen.  8812).  See  further, 
PASSOVER,  PENTECOST,  SABBATH,  TABERNACLES. 

The  introduction  of  the  worship  of  Yahwe  among  all 

the   Hebrew  tribes,  so  far  as  we  can  judge  from  the 

„    Aft  oldest  sources,  appears  to  have  altered 

, .',  the  character  of  these  feasts  only  in  so 

settlement  in   r      ...  ., 

_  far  that  they  were  now  all  celebrated 

in  honour  of  the  common  God  Yahwe, 
and  no  longer  of  the  several  tribal  deities.  Very  import 
ant,  on  the  other  hand,  were  the  alterations  in  these,  as 
in  other  departments  of  religion,  brought  about  by  the 
settlement  in  the  land  of  Canaan.  Those  feasts  which 
were  connected  with  pastoral  life  immediately  fell  very 
decidedly  into  the  background. 

The  feast  of  sheep-shearing,  for  example,  was  important  only 
for  those  districts  of  the  country  in  which  the  nature  of  the  land 
made  cattle-breeding  play  an  important  part — e-g.,  in  the  S.  of 
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Canaan.  There  it  retained  its  position  as  a  local  feast  down  to 
the  time  of  the  kings  (i  S.  25  2  2  S.  13  23)  ;  but  as  early  as  the 
oldest  legislation  it  was  no  longer  reckoned  as  one  of  the  universal 
feasts.  The  same  thing  seems  to  have  happened  in  the  case  of 
the  Passover.  This  feast  also  fell  very  decidedly  into  the 
background  and  was  subordinated  to  the  countryman's  spring- 
festival,  the  offering  of  the  first-fruits  of  the  harvest ;  and  in  the 
earliest  legislation  relating  to  feasts  it  is  not  counted  as  an 
independent  feast  at  all  (in  Ex.  3425  the  na.me.  pesah  is  a  later 
insertion).  Probably  in  particular  districts,  where  there  was 
little  cattle-breeding,  it  fell  out  of  observance  entirely  (cp 
2  K.  23  21  ff.*).  Where  it  was  celebrated  it  coalesced  more  and 
more  with  the  feast  of  the  beginning  of  harvest,  as  might 
easily  happen,  since  both  harvests  fell  approximately  about  the 
same  time.  Lastly,  the  feast  of  the  New  Moon  retained  its 
high  position  among  feasts  in  popular  usage  (i  S.  '20  t,ff.  Am.  85 
Hos.  2i3[n]  Is.  113);  but  this  feast  also  is  entirely,  and,  it 
appears,  purposely  ignored  in  the  legislation. 

When  the   Israelites   became  settled,   the  old  feasts 
were  displaced  by  a  new  cycle  closely  connected  with 
agriculture.      In  the  spring  '  when  the 


4.  Become 


sickle   is   first   put  to  the  corn  '    (Dt. 


agricultural.  Ig9^  the  first.fruits  of  the  new  crop 
were  offered  at  the  feast  of  '  unleavened  bread  '  (hag 
ham-mas$oth,  rnxan  Jn).  Seven  weeks  later  the  '  feast  of 
weeks '  or  '  harvest-feast '  (niy3B>  in,  hag  sdbu  'oth  or  jn 
Txpn,  hag  hak-kdsir :  Ex.3422  23 16)  marked  the  end 
of  the  harvest.  Between  these  two  feasts  was  contained 
a  great  seven-weeks'  harvest-festival  (Is.  9 2  [3]).  The 
end  of  the  cycle  of  feasts  in  the  autumn  was  marked 
by  the  feast  of  Tabernacles,  termed  in  the  old  legislation 
'the  feast  of  ingathering  at  the  year's  end'  (cpDNn  an, 
hag  haaslph:  Ex.  3422  23 16).  In  the  old  law  of 
feasts  all  three  stood  side  by  side  as  of  equal 
authority  and  importance,  all  requiring  a  visit  to  the 
sanctuary.  This  can  hardly  have  been  the  case  in 
practice.  At  all  events  the  historical  books  only  testify 
to  the  autumn  feast  (Judg.  927  i  S.  1 1  ff.  i  K.  1232 
638).  It  is  called  merely  'the  feast'  or  '  the  feast  of 
Yahwe'  (arn,  hehag,  or  mrr  jn,  hag  Yahwt :  i  K.  82 
12  32  Judg.  21 19  Lev.  23  39  41  Ezek.  45  25  Neh.  8  14 
Zech.  14  riff.}.  Its  pre-eminence  over  the  other 
feasts  is  easily  intelligible :  it  was  the  concluding 
festival  of  thanksgiving  for  the  whole  of  the  harvest. 
The  spring  feasts,  however,  also  came  into  existence 
fairly  early,  alongside  of  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles, 
as  is  proved  by  the  law  and  also  by  Isaiah  ( 9  2  29 1 
etc. ).  The  other  feasts,  as  Wellhausen  remarks 
(Prol.W  94),  were  celebrated  only  in  local  circles,  at 
home  and  not  at  the  famous  sanctuaries. 

The  harvest  feasts  were  connected  with  the  land  of 
Canaan.  Nothing  exhibits  more  clearly  than  this  fact 
the  natural  foundation  of  the  ancient  religious  beliefs  and 
observances  of  Israel.  These  feasts  were  connected,  not 
with  historical  acts  of  deliverance  by  Yahwe,  but  with 
the  products  of  the  earth,  which  were  Yahwe' s  gifts. 
Hence  it  clearly  follows  that  they  cannot  have  had 
their  origin  with  a  nomadic  people  of  the  desert, 
but  must  have  sprung  up  in  the  country  itself.  We 
shall  not  be  wrong  in  assuming  that  they  were  originally 
Canaanite  feasts,  which  in  common  with  so  many  other 
portions  of  the  Israelitish  worship  of  Baal  were  sub 
sequently  transferred  to  Yahwe'. 

There  is  direct  evidence  for  the  Canaanite  origin  of  the 
autumn  feast :  every  autumn  the  citizens  of  Shechem  celebrated 
their  feast  of  hillullm  (Judg.  9  27).  The  rites  of  this  festival 
were  in  themselves  neither  gentile  nor  Israelitish  :  they  only 
became  one  or  the  other  when  they  were  connected  with  a 
definite  deity.  The  Canaanites  regarded  their  god  as  lord  of 
the  country  and  the  dispenser  of  its  fruits,  and  accordingly  gave 
him  the  tribute  due  therefrom.  For  the  Israelites,  Yahwe  was 
the  '  Baal '  of  Canaan,  to  whom  they  owed  their  country  and  all 
that  it  contained ;  accordingly  they  kept  the  feasts  in  his 
honour. 

The  attitude  of  mind  which  dominated  these  agri 
cultural  festivals  has  thus  already  been  indicated  :  the 
_..  ,  festal  gifts  and  sacrifices  were  the  tribute 
owed  and  paid  to  the  lord  of  the  country. 
iDute.  Robertson  Smith  {Rei  Sem.W  HI/:  244 

458  ff.}  has  conclusively  proved  that  this  was  not  the 
genuine  Semitic  conception  of  sacrifices  and  feasts. 
Nevertheless  it  was  a  conception  that  was  continually 
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coming  more  and  more  into  prominence.  Even  the 
old  legislation  extended  the  demand  for  tribute  to  the 
increase  of  the  flock,  and  required  that  the  first-born  of 
cattle  should  be  sacrificed  on  the  eighth  day  after  birth 
(Ex.  34 19  2229).  Further,  after  this  conception  had 
once  become  prominent,  the  Passover  also  was  conformed 
to  it,  although  its  peculiar  ritual  was  entirely  contrary 
thereto.  In  Ex.  11  and  12  the  narrative  of  JE  is  based 
on  the  conception  that  Yahwe  took  the  first-born  of 
men  and  cattle  among  the  Egyptians  as  a  compensation, 
because  Pharaoh  had  not  allowed  the  Israelites  to 
sacrifice  the  firstlings  of  their  cattle  due  to  Yahwe. 
Hence  the  conception  of  a  tribute  from  the  herd  had 
already  found  its  way  into  the  feast  in  ancient 
times,  and  this  modification  of  the  old  feast  may 
have  considerably  aided  its  coalescence  with  the  feast  of 
Massoth.  The  firstlings  of  the  flock  corresponded  to 
the  first-fruits  of  the  field  ;  the  essence  or  foundation  of 
either  feast  was  now  the  same.  Still  it  must  be  noticed, 
in  contrast  with  the  law  in  Deuteronomy,  that  the 
amount  of  the  gifts  was  left  to  the  freewill  of  the  giver. 
Tithe  was  first  required  in  Deuteronomy  (cp  TAXATION ); 
before  that  nothing  was  specifically  required  except  the 
firstborn.  Further,  in  contrast  to  the  festal  ordinance 
of  the  Priestly  Code,  in  ancient  times  and  down  to 
Deuteronomy  the  offerings  and  tributes  coincide  with 
each  other.  Nothing  is  said  of  any  other  offerings  at 
the  feasts  except  those  which  consisted  of  the  tribute. 

Corresponding  to  this  natural  foundation  of  the  whole 
religion,  an  entirely  cheerful  tone  characterises  all 
„,,  .  the  feasts.  '  Thou  shall  rejoice  before 
Yahwe '  is  continually  repeated  in  D. 
5SS<  The  main  feature  of  the  festivals  was 
unquestionably  the  joyous  sacrificial  meal  ;  that  this 
was  not  always  particularly  solemn  is  proved  by  Eli's 
suspicion  about  Hannah  (i  S.  1 14  cp  Am.  28  Is.  28  j  f. ). 
Dancing  and  processions  also  formed  a  not  unimportant 
part  of  the  festival,  as  is  indicated  by  the  name  jn  (hag] 
(see  DANCE,  §§  3,  5  f.).  At  the  autumn  feast  in  the 
vineyards  of  Shiloh  the  young  maidens  performed 
choral  dances  (Judg.  21  T.gff. }.  Nowhere  else  is  it  more 
clearly  seen  that  the  key-note  of  the  piety  of  the  earlier 
Israelites  was  a  feeling  of  joyful  security.  The  ancient 
Israelite  was  contented  with  his  God,  and  knew  that 
his  God  was  contented  with  him.  This  was  attested  to 
him  by  the  gifts  of  the  field  and  of  the  flock,  by  the 
prosperity  of  the  community.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
misfortune  of  a  single  individual  could  not  come  into 
account  when  compared  with  the  wellbeing  of  the 
community  as  a  whole.  Thus  there  could  not  have  been 
any  permanent  feeling  of  a  need  for  atonement — apart 
from  exceptional  manifestations  of  divine  wrath  in  the 
shape  of  drought,  pestilence,  or  other  national  calamities ; 
much  less  could  there  have  been  room  for  regular 
festivals  of  atonement. 

The  important  part  played  by  the  feasts  in  the  religion 
of  ancient  Israel  is  best  seen  from  the  representations  of 
Amos,  Hosea,  and  Isaiah.  These 


1.  Place  in 


prophets  give  the  impression  that  the 


religious  life.  emire  religious  observances  of  the 
nation  were  contained  in  these  feasts.  Special  cases 
apart,  the  individual  Israelite  saved  up  his  offering  for 
these  feasts  (i  S.  13  21),  '  satisfying  the  religious  feelings 
in  the  interval  by  vows  to  be  discharged  when  the 
festal  season  came  round'  (Rel.  Sem.W  254).  Were 
the  feasts  allowed  to  drop,  the  whole  of  the  divine 
worship  would  fall  with  them  ;  this  it  is  that  gives 
the  prophetic  threat  of  exile  its  sting  (Hos.  213  [n] 
ff.  9 1-6  Is.  32  g/. ).  On  this  account  a  high  estimate 
must  also  be  set  upon  the  influence  of  these  feasts 
on  the  religious  and  national  development  of  the 
people.  Such  feasts  were  continually  reviving  not 
only  the  religious  life  but  also,  and  at  the  same  time, 
the  national  feeling.  If  the  pilgrims  from  the  different 
tribes  coming  in  this  way  from  far  and  near  to  a  famous 
sanctuary  found  themselves  united  in  common  festal 
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rejoicings  and  common  thanksgivings  to  Yahwe,  these 
meetings  must  have  continually  given  fresh  strength 
to  the  feeling  of  unity,  which  in  Israel  rested  mainly  on 
the  basis  of  the  common  religion.  The  feasts  brought 
home  to  each  man's  consciousness  the  fact  that  all 
Israel  owed  the  produce  of  its  land  to  one  God. 
Besides  this,  various  kinds  of  business  and  of  trade  no 
doubt  attached  themselves  to  these  feasts  (Dt.  33 18^), 
as  was  the  case  among  the  ancient  Arabians.  On  the 
other  hand  it  is  most  important  to  observe — and  this 
makes  a  substantial  difference  between  the  early  feasts 
and  those  of  the  period  after  the  Exile — that  in  ancient 
times  there  is  no  one  vast  and  united  festal  community 
that  offers  its  common  sacrifices,  but  the  separate 
sacrificial  communities,  households  and  families,  unite 
for  the  sacrificial  meal  (cp  i  S.I). 

The  three  great  annual  festivals  were  not  the  only  feasts  of  the 
ancient  Israelites.     Even  the  old  law  offcasts  (Kx.  23  12)  recog 
nised  the  Sabbath  as  a  day  of  rest  from  the  busy 
8.   Minor    toil  of  the  working  days,  and  also  as  a  day  of  glad 
feasts.      ar"d  joyful  festivity   (cp   Hos.  2i3[n]  2  K.  4  23 
etc.).     It   has  already  been   mentioned   that   the 
feast  of  the  New  Moon  was  celebrated  universally,  the  passover 
and  the  feast  of  sheep-shearing  in  particular  districts.     A  merely 
local  importance  also  attached  to  the  feast  which  the  daughters 
of  Israel  celebrated  in  memory  of  Jephthah's  ill-fated  daughter 
(Judg.  1X40),   a  festival  the  original   significance   of  which  is 
obscure  (see  JEPHTHAH,  §  6).     The  local  cults  up  and  down  the 
country   may   have  shown   many   instances    of   similar    feasts 
celebrated  in  memory  of  some  historical  or  legendary  event. 

The  introduction  of  Deuteronomy  as  the  law  of  the 

state   in    the   time   of  Josiah   gave   the   impulse   to    a 

_.      ,  complete  transformation   of  the   ancient 

noric  laws'  feasts'     The  author  °f  D  himself>  k  is 
true,  neither  intended  nor  was  conscious 

of  any  such  revolution.  His  injunction  to  celebrate 
all  feasts  in  Jerusalem  is  designed  to  effect  an  altera 
tion  only  in  form,  leaving  the  substance  of  the  feasts 
untouched.  Apart  from  this  one  requirement,  D's 
attitude  towards  the  ancient  religious  customs  is 
throughout  conservative.  Like  the  old  law  of  feasts, 
it  ignores  the  new  moon,  and  leaves  the  Sabbath 
what  it  had  been  hitherto,  a  day  of  rejoicing  and 
gladness.  Nor  does  it  interfere  with  the  three  great 
feasts,  at  which  all  had  to  appear  before  Yahwe. 
Their  connection  with  agriculture  remains  undis 
turbed,  except  in  the  case  of  the  feast  of  Passover 
(see  below).  On  account  of  this  connection  also, 
no  alteration  was  made  in  the  manner  of  determin 
ing  the  dates  of  the  feasts  (01.16913)  which  had 
hitherto  prevailed,  though  this  was  really  demanded  by 
their  centralisation.  The  feast  of  weeks  and  the 
autumn  feast  continued  to  be  as  before  the  cheerful 
festivals,  at  which  men  ate  and  drank  and  made  merry 
before  Yahwe  (Dt.  12i8  1426  161114  26n).  The 
celebration  of  the  feast  consisted,  as  hitherto,  solely  in 
the  offering  up  of  the  first-fruits  of  the  earth  and  the 
firstlings  of  the  flock.  D  goes  beyond  the  old  legislation 
in  fixing  the  Passover  and  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  to 
last  for  seven  days,  and  Pentecost  for  one  day  :  this 
however  is  hardly  to  be  considered  as  an  innovation, 
but  rather  as  fixing  the  custom  that  had  developed 
itself  in  the  course  of  time. 

Nor  is  there  any  real  innovation  in  the  fact  that  D  employs 
fresh  names ;  besides  Massoth  it  uses  the  designation  Pesah 
(riOS,  pesah,  Dt.  16  iff.  16)  ;  for  the  autumn  feast  it  employs  the 
designation  hag  hassukkoth,  ni2D.T  jn,  '  feast  of  tabernacles'  (Dt. 
1613^).  The  latter  is  to  be  traced  simply  to  the  old  custom 
(Is.  1  8)  of  living  out  in  the  gardens  and  vineyards  in  huts  made 
of  boughs  during  the  vintage  and  olive-gathering.  In  the 
spring  feast,  however,  we  meet  for  the  first  time,  at  all  events 
in  D,  the  completed  combination  of  the  Passover  and  Massoth 
(16  i),  but  in  all  probability  it  had  already  by  degrees  become  fully 
established  as  a  religious  custom  (see  above,  f>  5).  The  connection 
of  this  feast  with  the  Exodus  also,  the  most  important  alteration 
in  D  (see  below),  finds  at  least  some  countenance  in  the  old 
tradition  (Ex.  1234  39)  according  to  which  the  Israelites  at  their 
exodus  had  no  time  to  provide  themselves  with  provisions  for 
the  journey,  but  were  obliged  to  take  away  the  dough  unleavened 
and  to  make  themselves  cakes  of  it.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
loss  of  the  ritual  peculiar  to  the  passover  appears  to  be  an 
Innovation  (Dt.  16  iff.);  this  it  is  to  be  explained  as  a  necessary 
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consequence  of  its  being  celebrated  no  longer  at  home  but  in 
the  temple  at  Jerusalem. 

Although  D  thus  spared  the  ancient  religious  customs 
in    as    far   as    this    could    be    done    consistently    with 
its  fundamental  idea  of  the  centraliza- 


10.  Further 
developments. 


tion   of  religious    observances,    it  was 


eventually  inevitable  that  this  centraliza 
tion  should  carry  with  it  a  train  of  consequences  which 
the  author  of  Deuteronomy  had  never  thought  of. 
The  immediate  result  of  the  transference  of  the  cultus 
to  Jerusalem  was  the  detachment  of  the  feast  from  its 
natural  basis.  The  common  celebration  of  the  feast  on 
one  day,  which  certainly  was  not  originally  required  to 
be  the  same  every  year,  severed  its  close  connection 
with  the  harvest,  since  the  latter  in  the  various  districts, 
differing  so  widely  in  climate,  could  not  have  been  fixed 
in  advance  for  one  particular  date.  The  ancient  in 
terpretation  of  the  feast  was  gradually  lost  sight  of  by 
explanations  (already  begun  in  D)  from  historical  events 
(above,  §  9).  '  History  is  not,  like  the  harvest,  an 
experience  of  the  separate  households,  but  rather  an 
experience  of  the  nation  as  a  whole  '  (We.  Prol.W  101 ). 
Further,  if  the  feasts  lost  their  individual  character  in 
this  way,  and  gradually  became  days  of  commemoration 
of  events  in  the  religious  history  of  the  nation,  there 
was  no  longer  any  reason  for  their  retaining  any  peculiar 
ritual.  The  characteristic  sacrifice  of  the  firstlings, 
which  moreover  became  impossible  at  the  central 
sanctuary  (as  is  already  recognised  in  Dt.  14  24-26), 
came  to  be  unnecessary,  and  could  give  place  to  the 
regular  sacrificial  service.  With  all  this,  and  particularly 
with  the  decay  of  the  old  festival  customs,  disappeared 
also  the  old  feeling  in  connection  with  them. 

To  celebrate  a  feast  at  the  beginning  and  the  end  of  harvest 
at  home  in  the  narrow  circle  of  a  sacrificial  society,  and  there  to 
eat  the  first-fruits  before  Yahwe,  was  a  very  different  thing 
from  the  head  of  the  family's  taking  with  him  to  Jerusalem  the 
proper  tribute  in  money  or  in  kind,  there  to  deliver  it  at  the 
temple,  or  to  barter  it  for  the  things  necessary  for  a  sacrificial 
meal — a  proceeding  that  has  to  be  permitted  as  early  as  D 
(Dt.  14  24-26).  In  Jerusalem  a  sacrificial  meal  properly  so 
called  was  no  longer  possible  ;  only  in  the  rarest  cases  could  the 
pilgrim  to  a  feast  at  Jerusalem  have  around  him  there  his  family, 
his  relatives,  and  his  friends,  and  all  who  formed  the  small 
religious  society  at  home  and  at  the  sanctuaries  scattered  over 
the  country  (i  S.  1).  He  himself  was  completely  lost  in  the  vast 
national  assembly  of  persons  otherwise  strangers  to  him.  Thus 
the  joyous  character  of  the  ancient  nature-festival  gave  place 
to  the  seriousness  suitable  to  days  of  commemoration  of  epochs 
in  the  religious  history  of  the  people,  and  nothing  further 
prevented  the  attitude  of  mind  that  later  dominated  the  whole 
divine  service— penitent  consciousness  of  sin — from  making  its 
way  into  the  feast  also. 

The  legislation  in   P  boldly  carried   out  these  con 
sequences    to    their    last    results.       The    feasts    were 
TVi  unalterably   fixed    by  month   and   day 

Priestly  Law   (Lev"  23s  ff'    Nu"  28  ^      The  new 
rnesuy  ^aw.  moonj   ag   &u    {he    feas{s    were    thus 

regulated  by  reference  to  it,  acquired  a  new  importance, 
and  was  itself  also  accordingly  adopted  into  the  cycle 
of  feasts  (Nu.  28  n^).  The  Sabbath  rest,  from  being 
recreation  after  labour,  became  inactivity  pure  and 
simple,  and  thus  from  being  a  pleasure  became  an 
ascetic  service  (Ex.  1627^  31  ™ff.  etc.,  see  SABBATH). 
The  Exile  more  than  anything  else  contributed  to  the 
increase  of  its  importance  ;  after  the  sacrificial  service 
had  fallen  out  of  use,  the  Sabbath  and  circumcision 
remained  the  two  sole  '  signs  of  the  covenant '  (Ex.  31 13 
cp  Neh.  1030^  ).  A  further  extension  of  the  sabbatical 
scheme  led  to  the  institution  of  the  sabbatical  year  and 
of  the  year  of  Jubilee,  which  must  be  held  to  have  been 
purely  theoretical  developments  of  the  idea  of  the 
Sabbath,  quite  incapable  of  realisation  in  practice. 
The  transformation  of  nature-festivals  into  festivals  of 
religious  history  had  not  yet  been  achieved  in  the  case 
of  the  feast  of  Pentecost,  which  therefore,  on  this 
account,  was  treated  as  more  or  less  of  secondary 
importance  ;  only  one  day  was  given  to  it,  whilst  the 
Passover  and  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  had  eight  (Lev. 
23i6/T  Nu.  28z6/:).  The  feast  of  Tabernacles  was 

ISI4 


FEASTS 

now  interpreted  as  commemorating  the  fact  that  the 
Israelites  dwelt  in  tents  in  the  wilderness  ;  there  was  no 
longer  any  word  about  the  first-fruits  of  the  harvest 
(Lev.  2833^  39  ff.  Num.  29i2).  In  the  case  of  the 
Passover  this  tendency  actually  went  so  far  that  the 
festival  came  to  be  not  merely  the  echo  of  a  divine  act 
of  deliverance,  but  itself  such  an  act ;  it  was  now 
explained  as  instituted  before  the  Exodus  in  order  that 
Yahwe  might  spare  the  firstborn  of  the  Israelites,  not 
because  he  had  spared  them  (Ex.  12 1-20).  Finally,  two 
new  feast-days  of  purely  ecclesiastical  significance  were 
introduced  :  the  ecclesiastical  new  year  and  the  feast  of 
atonement  on  the  ist  and  loth  days  respectively  of  the 
7th  month,  that  is,  immediately  before  the  feast  of 
Tabernacles.  That  these  feasts,  of  so  wholly  different 
a  character,  should  have  been  placed  on  a  level  with 
the  others  shows  in  a  striking  manner  how  completely 
the  meaning  of  the  old  feasts  had  faded  out  of  memory. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  that  the  transformation  of  these 
haggiin  (dances)  into  feasts  of  atonement  was  never  completely 
carried  out,  and  therefore  for  the  new  and  altered  time  a  special 
feast  of  atonement  came  to  be  required.  None  the  less  the 
ritual  of  the  several  feasts  betrays  that  all  alike  were  reduced 
to  the  condition  of  purely  ecclesiastical  services.  Only  the 
Passover  must,  in  accordance  with  its  new  interpretation,  have 
the  ancient  rite  of  the  sprinkling  with  blood  restored  to  it  (Ex. 
12  i  jf.\  however  ill-suited  to  the  new  conditions.  The  ritual 
of  the  other  feasts  was  perfectly  uniform  :  a  wearisome  monotony 
of  countless  burnt -offerings  and  sin-offerings  combined  with 
Sabbath  rest  and  vast  gatherings  at  the  sanctuary  (Nu.  28^). 
Besides,  these  offerings  are  not,  as  formerly,  voluntary  gifts, 
but  legally  fixed  dues  paid  by  the  community  at  large  in  which 
the  individual  has  no  direct  share,  but  which  are  efficacious, 
f  x  opere  operate,  as  acts  of  the  priest,  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole. 

So  far  as  the  old  feasts  had  any  further  development 

at  all  in  the  later  times  after  the  Exile,  this  took  place 

„   _     ..          absolutely  on   the  lines  laid  down  by 

modifications.  p-    Tfhisuis  J^K  °ular1^  °5VL°U^ in  the, 

case  of  the  Sabbath  and  of  the  feast  of 
Pentecost.  The  idea  of  the  Sabbath  embodied  in  P 
became  ever  more  predominant,  and  led  to  a  number  of 
statutory  regulations,  which  prescribed  down  to  the 
minutest  detail  what  was  to  be  done  and  what  left  undone 
on  the  Sabbath.  Moreover,  just  as  P  had  already 
transferred  the  idea  of  the  Sabbath  to  the  other  feasts 
also,  so  strict  Sabbath  rest  came  more  and  more  to  be 
an  essential  part  of  all  festivals.  The  feast  of  Pentecost 
became — after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and  of  the 
temple — a  feast  of  commemoration  of  the  giving  of  the 
law  on  Sinai,  thus  completing  the  process  of  trans 
formation  of  the  nature-feasts  that  has  been  already 
indicated.  In  other  respects  the  work  of  later  Judaism 
was  in  the  main  confined  to  minute  elaboration  of  the 
ritual  of  the  feasts.  In  this  respect  alone  did  the  law 
still  admit  (and  require)  any  supplement.  The  rise  of 
a  double  celebration  of  the  principal  feast-days  (with 
the  exception  of  the  day  of  ATONEMENT)  among  the 
Jews  of  the  Diaspora,  is  characteristic  of  the  spirit  of 
legality  that  governed  their  celebration.  Owing  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  new  moon  was  fixed  by  direct 
observation  (see  NEW  MOON),  it  was  not  possible  to 
give  the  Jews  of  the  Diaspora  due  notice  beforehand  of 
the  dates  of  the  feasts  which  were  determined  by  it.  On 
this  account  they  celebrated  the  more  important  feasts 
twice  over,  in  order  that  on  one  at  all  events  of  the 
two  days  the  feast  might  be  celebrated  in  common  by 
all.  The  feast  of  the  NEW  YEAR  (q.v.)  could  come 
to  be  celebrated  twice  over  even  in  Jerusalem  itself. 
In  the  case  of  Purim  it  might  happen  in  the  intercalary 
years  that  it  had  to  be  repeated  in  the  second  month 
Adar  (Meg.  14  ;  cp  PURIM).  There  could  be  no  clearer 
proof  of  the  importance  now  set  upon  the  exact  date  of 
the  celebration. 

To  these  ancient  feasts,  in  the  Maccabean  period  and 
XT       f    *•     i    'ater>     were     added    the    following 

/It™8          Snew  feasts:   (i)  the  feast  of  Purim 
of  tli6  IVIa,cca.- 
,  .    ,       in   commemoration   of  the   abortive 

machinations  of  Hainan  against  the 
Jews  of  the  Persian  empire  (Esth.  923-32  :  see  PURIM,  and 
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cp  ESTHER,  §  7) ;  (2)  the  feast  of  the  Dedication  of  the 
Temple  (iMacc.  459  Jo.  lOaa),  in  commemoration  of 
the  reconsecration  of  the  temple  by  Judas  the  Maccabee 
(see  DEDICATION,  FEAST  OF)  ;  (3)  the  feast  of  Nicanor 
(iMacc.  749  2  Mace.  15  36),  celebrated  on  thei3thof  Adar 
to  commemorate  the  victory  of  Judas  the  Maccabee  over 
NICANOR  (q.v. ,  i)  at  Heth-horon  in  161  B.C.  This 
feast  was  still  kept  in  the  time  of  Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  10s); 
later  it  passed  completely  into  oblivion  and  the  fast  of 
Esther  ("inpK  JVJj,'n)  was  transposed  to  its  day  (see 
PURIM).  (4)  The  feast  of  the  Capture  of  the  Citadel 
( i  Mace.  1850-52),  instituted  by  Simon  the  Maccabee 
in  memory  of  the  recovery  of  the  Akra,  the  Syrian 
citadel  in  Jerusalem,  on  the  23rd  of  lyyar,  171  Sel.  era 
(  =  May  142  B.C.).  This  feast  is  not  mentioned  by 
Josephus  ;  apparently  it  had  already  been  forgotten, 
(cp  silence  of  Meg.  Ta'dnith).  (5)  The  feast  of  the 
Wood-Bringing  (77  rCiv  £v\o<popi£>v  foprrj,  Jos.  BJ  ii. 
176),  according  to  Josephus  celebrated  on  the  I4th  of 
Loos  (  =  the  Jewish  Ab  :  cp  BJ\\.  17?).  The  date  of 
its  origin  is  unknown. 

As  early  as  Nehemiah  are  recorded  regulations  in  reference 
to  the  deliveries  of  wood  to  be  made  by  '  the  houses  of  our 
fathers 'for  the  altar  of  burnt-offering  (Neh.  1034  1831).  In  the 
Mishna  nine  days  in  the  year  are  appointed  for  these  deliveries 
of  wood  ;  the  chief  day  was  the  istn  of  Ab,  on  which  the  priests 
and  Levites  brought  their  wood  ;  this  seems  to  have  given  that  day 
in  some  degree  the  character  of  a  feast  (  Ta'dnith  4  5  ;  see  Schiir. 
GVIV)  2208(8)  26o/  [ET3252],  and  cp  CANTICLES,  §  8). 

(6)  To  the  period  subsequent  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
belongs  the  reintroduction  of  two  fast  days.    Of  the  four  fast 

Aft  days  which  were  observed  during  the  Exile 

•*•*•  Alter        an(j   immediately  after  it   (Zech.  735   819), 

destruction  Of  those  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  months  acquired 

Jerusalem       a  new  meaning  :  on  the  i7th  of  the  fourth 

month  the  city  was  stormed  by  the  Romans 

under  Titus :  in  the  fifth  month,  on  the  loth  day,  according  to 

Josephus  (Bf  vi.  45),  or  on  the  gth,  according  to  the  Talmud, 

the  Romans  destroyed  the  temple.     Both  days  were  observed  \. 

at  a  much  later  date   the  feast  of  the   Rejoicing  of  the  Law 

with  feasting  and  mourning. 

(7)  Lastly,  there  was  instituted  a  '  feast  of  rejoicing  for  the 
Law"    (minn  riDDS?  Jn>    hag    simhath    liattorah).         It    was 
celebrated  on  the  23rd  of  Tishri,  immediately  after  the  eight 
days  of  the  feast  of  Tabernacles.     It  is  on  the  Sabbath  after 
the   feast  of  Tabernacles  that   the   reading   in  the  synagogue 
of  the  fifty-four  great  parashitn  into  which  the  Pentateuch  is 
divided,  begins.     As  for  the  antiquity  of  the  feast,  all  that  can 
be  said  is  that  the  present  cycle  of  parashim  was  already  an 
institution  of  very  old  standing  in  the  first  half  of  the  eighth 
century  (cp  Zunz,  Gottesdienstl.  Vortr.,  37). 

The  foregoing  sketch  aims  at  giving  a  general  picture  of  the 
character  and  development  of  the  Hebrew  feasts.  For  details 
as  to  their  ritual,  reference  must  be  made  to  the  special  articles  : 
ATONEMENT,  DAY  OF  ;  DEDICATION,  FEAST  OF  ;  NEW  MOON, 
NEW  YEAR,  PASSOVER,  PENTECOST,  PURIM,  TABERNACLES, 
SABBATH.  Cp  also  HEXATEUCH,  §  2\f. 

The  most  important  recent  works  are  : — We.  Prol.W  ("95), 
82-117;  Stade,  GVI  1  ('87),  w  ff.  \  Benzinger,  HA  ('94), 
464-478;  Nowack,  HA  ('94),  2138-203; 
15.  Literature.  Kue.  Religion  of  Israel;  WRS  OTJC; 
Buhl,  art.  '  Gottesdienstliche  Zeiten  im  AT.' 
in  PR ZT(3)7  i qff-,  etc.  These  all  accept  the  Grafian  view  of 
the  post-exilic  date  of  P.  For  the  attitude  of  the  opponents  of 
this  theory,  who  represent  the  traditional  views,  Oehler's  art. 
'Feste,'  PREP)  4538^,  and  his  Theol.  d.  AT,  may  be  con 
sulted  ;  also  Green,  The  Hebrew  Feasts  in  their  relation  to 
Recent  Critical  Hypotheses  concerning  the  Pentateuch  ('85).  For 
further  references  see  separate  articles  mentioned  above.  I.  B. 

FELIX  (<|>HAl5  [Ti.  WH]).  Antonius  Felix,  of  the 
court  of  Claudius,  probably,  like  his  brother  Pallas,  a 
freedman  of  Antonia  (the  mother  of  Claudius),  succeeded 
Cumanus  as  procurator  of  Palestine  (52-60  A.  D. )  i1  see 
ISRAEL,  §  99.  His  whole  career  eminently  befitted  his 
origin  and  is  thus  tersely  summed  up  by  Tacitus  (Hist. 
5  9)  :  per  omnem  saevitiam  ac  libidinem  jus  r?gitim 
servili  ingenio  exercuit.  It  is  a  striking  illustration  of 
the  importance  of  freedmen  at  the  court  of  Claudius 
that  besides  obtaining  the  procuratorship  he  was  actually 
thrice  married  into  royal  families.'2  His  tenure  of  office 

1  On  the  dates  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  66.     According  to  Tacitus 
(Ann.  1254)  Felix  had  been  administering  Samaria  and  Judaea 
whilst   Cumanus   was  procurator  of  Galilee ;  see  on  this   the 
literature  cited  by  Schiir.  Hist.  2  173,  n.  14. 

2  Of  his  two  wives  who  are  known  to  us,  one  was  a  grand 
daughter  of  Mark  Antony  and  Cleopatra ;  the  other,  Dyisilla, 
was  the  daughter  of  Agrippa  I.  (see  HERODIAN  FAMILY,  10), 
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was  marked  by  interminable  revolts  and  dissensions. 
The  disturbances  of  the  Zealots  had  been  followed  by 
the  excesses  of  the  Sicarii  (see  ZEALOT).  Religious 
fanatics  '  not  so  impure  in  their  deeds  but  more  wicked 
in  their  intentions,'  fired  by  Messianic  hopes  and  ex 
pectations,  were  ruthlessly  put  to  the  sword.  Of  such 
was  the  Egyptian  prophet  of  Acts  21  38  (see  Jos.  BJ 
li.  13s,  Ant.  xx.  86).  The  latter  period  of  his  pro- 
curatorship  was  marked  by  two  prominent  events  at 
CiESAREA  (q.v. ,  i).  Paul,  who  had  been  accused 
of  defiling  the  temple  (Acts  2128),  and  of  preaching  the 
resurrection  from  the  dead  (ib.  22s  ff.  ;  cp  236£  242i), 
was  sent  hither  for  safety's  sake  by  CLAUDIUS  LYSIAS, 
and  was  accused  in  the  presence  of  Felix  (Acts  24). 
One  hesitates  to  estimate  the  character  of  Felix  from 
account  of  the  trial  :  v.  220.  is  notably  difficult,  and 
it  is  not  easy  to  decide  whether  the  procurator  already 
knew  something  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus,  or  whether 
he  recognised  the  inner  significance  of  Paul's  speech. 
It  is  probable  that  to  Felix  Paul  was  no  more  than  one 
of  the  many  fanatics  who  had  arisen  in  the  past  years, 
and  it  agrees  with  the  general  tendency  of  Acts  to  infer 
that  the  writer's  aim  was  to  indicate  the  neutral  attitude 
of  Rome  to  the  new  faith  (cp  ACTS,  §  5). 

At  Csesarea,  again,  a  conflict  arose  between  the 
Jewish  and  the  Syrian  inhabitants  respecting  equality  of 
civic  privileges.  Felix  interposed  on  behalf  of  the  latter 
and  silenced  the  Jews  by  military  force.  Deputations 
were  sent  to  Rome,  one  demanding  a  speedy  settlement 
of  the  question,  the  other,  from  the  Jews,  denouncing 
the  conduct  of  the  procurator.  Felix  was  recalled  and 
his  place  taken  by  FESTUS  [q.v.~\.  Through  the  in 
fluence  of  Pallas,  Felix  escaped  punishment,  and  the 
Syrian  party,  |by  bribing  Nero's  secretary  Beryllus,1 
ensured  the  annulling  of  the  privileges  of  the  Jews  of 
Cassarea.  See  FESTUS,  and  cp  Schiir.  Hist.  2174-183. 

S.  A.  c. 

FELLOE,  i.  gabh,  35,  i  K.  733  RV,  AV  'nave'  ; 
Ezek.  1 18  10  12  RVinif-,  EV  '  ring ' ;  see  WHEEL,  i  (a).  2.  hissiik, 
p£'n,  i  K.  733t  AV,  RV  '  spoke.' 

FERRET.  The  Heb.  dndkdh,  HpJN  (Targ.  NTOpX  ; 
cp  Pesh.  amaktha},  thus  translated  in  Lev.  llsof  AV, 
is  in  RV  rendered  'gecko,'  and  from  the  context  it 
certainly  looks  as  if  some  kind  of  lizard  were  intended. 
<5BAFL,  however,  has  fjLvyaXrj  (a  shrew  mouse,  Sorex}. 
The  Rabbinical  writers  regard  the  animal  as  the  hedge 
hog  ;  but  the  latter  is  commonly  taken  to  be  the 
equivalent  of  the  kippodh  (see  BITTERN,  §  i). 

Six  species  of  Gecko  are  described  from  Palestine,  of  which 
the  Egyptian  species  Ptyodactylus  lobatus  is  perhaps  the  most 
abundant.  The  peculiar  conformation  of  their  feet  by  means  of 
which  they  are  able  to  walk  on  walls  and  ceilings  is  well  known. 
Geckos  are  commonly  but  erroneously  regarded  as  poisonous. 
They  are  nocturnal  in  habit,  concealing  themselves  during  the 
day  ;  and  when  more  than  one  species  lives  in  or  around  a  house 
they  keep  separate  and  apart  from  one  another.  They  utter 
curious  clicking  sounds,  from  which  perhaps  they  derive  their 
name.  Cp  LIZARD.  A.  E.  S. 

FERRY  BOAT,  but  RVme-  CONVOY  (iTUi;),  2$. 
19i8[i9].  Neither  rendering  is  strictly  justifiable.  See 
FORD. 

FESTIVAL  (Wisd.  15i2  RV™*  TTANHrYP'CMOC 
[BNAC]).  On  the  subject  of  festivals  generally  see 
FEASTS. 

'  Closing  festival '  (©  efdSioi/)  is  the  rendering  of  RVmg.  for 
mxy,  'lisdrah  (see  ASSEMBLY,  i)  in  Lev.  23  36  Nu.  29  35  Neh.  8  18 
(feast  of  tabernacles),  Dt.  16s  (the  passover),  2  Ch.  7  9  (dedica 
tion  of  temple).  For  'festival  robes'  (Is.  822  RV,  nis'jnDi 
mahalasotli),  cp  DRESS,  §  8  (beg.),  and  see  MANTLE. 

FESTUS  (({>HCTOC  [Ti.  WH]).  Porcius  Festus 
succeeded  FELIX  as  procurator  of  Palestine  (60-62 
A.  D. ).  Since  Josephus  remarks  on  the  contrast  between 
him  and  his  successor  Albinus,  we  may  assume  that 

1  Jos.  Ant.  xx.  89/Si)pvAAo«(Niese),  vulgo  $o\ippo<;  ;  see  Schiir. 
Hist.  2  184,  n.  4. 
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there  were  no  great  blots  on  his  character.  Paul,  who 
had  been  left  in  prison  at  Cassarea,  was  brought  to 
judgment  first  before  Festus,  and  th^n  before  Agrippa 
and  Festus,  and  only  on  his  appeal  to  Caesar  was  sent 
to  Italy  (Acts25/);  see  PAUL.  The  conflict,  also 
at  Caesarea,  between  the  Jews  and  the  Syrians,  had  been 
settled  in  favour  of  the  latter  (see  FELIX),  and  the 
hostile  feeling  thereby  excited  among  the  Jews  was 
destined  to  play  an  important  part  in  the  disasters  which 
began  a  few  years  later.  The  disturbed  state  of  the 
popular  mind  still  continued,  and  is  reflected  in  the 
frequent  troubles  with  the  Sicarii  (see  ZEALOT).  The 
only  remaining  incident  of  importance  during  the  pro- 
curatorship  of  Festus  concerns  the  quarrel  between 
Agrippa  II.  and  the  priests  of  Jerusalem  ;  see  HERODIAN 
FAMILY,  8. 

On  the  date  of  the  arrival  of  Festus,  see  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  65 ./  ;  and  on  the  discrepancies  between  Jos.  Ant.  xx.  %/.  and 
BJ.  ii.  144,  see  Schur.  Hist.  2  185,  n.  41. 

FETTERS  (EV  rendering  of  723,  kdbhel\m.  plu.],  Ps. 
105 18;  Q'pj,  zikkim.  Job  368;  D'ntrm,  n'hustdyim, 
Judg.  1621,  and  neAH,  Mk.  64).  See  CHAINS. 

FEVER  (nrnpj,  Dt.  2822  (nyperoc,  nypeccco), 
Mt.8i4/  Mk.  130/.  Lk.438/  Jn.  452  Acts  288  (plur.). 
See  DISEASES,  6,  and  cp  MEDICINE. 

FIELD.  i.  Sddeh,  rnb>  (Phcen.  1K>)  :  (a)  the 
land  outside  of  towns  (e.g. ,  Mic.  4io);  (^)  tilled  land 
as  opposed  to  the  desert  (e.g. ,  Josh.  824);  also  (c)  of 
special  localities,  e.g. ,  the  fuller's  field  (Is.  7  3  862); 
(d)  hill  -  country,  probably  the  old  meaning  of  ms? 
(=Ass.  sadu) —  see  Judg.  5i8  Dt.  32i3  Jer.  17s  1814 
and  especially  Judg.  64  'hill-country  of  Edom,'  Gen. 
8635  'highland  of  Moab  ' ;  2  S.  1  21  (||  Gilboa  ;  see 
JASHAR,  BOOK  OF,  §  2).  The  transition  to  'country' 
was  easy,  because  the  ancestors  of  the  Hebrews  and 
Assyrians  came  from  a  mountainous  country.  The 
character  (-^)  representing  sadu  in  Assyrian  can  also 

be  read  mdtu  'country.'  See  Peters,  JBL,  1893,  p.  54 
ff.  ;  Earth,  Etym.  Stud.  66  ;  Wi.  A  OF  192. 

2.  rnp~lt?>  Sedemoth  (once  in  sing.  Is.  37  27  ;  but  see  2  K.  19  26), 
an  imaginary  word  arising  out  of  errors  of  the  text.     The  fact, 
however,  that  it  occurs  in  MX  five  times  (not  counting  Is.  37  27) 
shows  that  scribes  supposed  such  a  word  to  exist.     Dt.  32  32 
'  fields  of  Gomorrah    (r;  /cATjjiaris  avrtov  ex  T.  [BAFL] ;  (cAjjjiaTiV 
also  in  Is.  18s)  ;  2  K.  284  (o-aAij/uioS  [B],  a-a.5.  [A],  TO>  ejATruptcrjuai 
TOU  xetjmappou    [L])  ;  Is.  168  (ra    Trefiut  [BNAQF],  Aq.  apoupoi, 
Sym.   KAij^ara,   Theod.    aypol   6a.va.rov    [Qnl£-]);  Hab.  3 17    (TO. 
Trtfii'a)  ;  Jer.  31  40  Kt.  niD^  (see  KIDRON  i.,  §  2).     For  emenda 
tions  of  some  of  these  passages  see  GRAPE,  3. 

3.  Helknh,     np'jn,    28.  14  30.7:   Am.  4?    (cp    mtSTl  npSn. 
helkath  hassadck,    Gen.  33  19 ;    [see   no.    g  below],   also    the 
place-names   HELKATH,   HELKATH-HAZZURIM).      'Portion'  in 
2  K.  9  10  36.7:  ;  '  plat '  in  2  K.  9  26  ;    '  wall '  in  i  K.  21  23  (MT's 
7n,  hel,  should  be  p7n,  heleK)  Klo.  emends  into  '  field.'    On  p^n> 
helek,  'field,'  see  Ges.-Buhl,  s.v,,  and  cp  ACELDAMA,  §  i. 

4.  -Q,  bar,  'open  country,'  Job 39 4,   RV  'open  field';   Dan. 
238,  etc.  (Aram.). 

5-  DOIT,   yegebhlm     [pi.],    Jer.    39  lot    (vSpfv^ara.    [Theod. 
in  Qmg.]).     Though  supported  by  Q'sr,  yogibhlm,   in  Jer.  52  16 
2  K.  25  12,  the  word  does  not  seem  to  be  quite  correct.     Probably 
we  should  read  0*33,  gannlm,   'gardens,'  and   D'jjj,  gonenlnt 
(a  new  verb,  denoiu.),  'gardeners.' 

6-  riK,  £ref,   Ezek.  29s,  RV  'earth.'     rij<  and  mt?  (see  i) 
are  equivalent  (cp  Gen.  1  24  with  3  i). 

In  NT  :  7.  aypos  =  ,-nb  [i  (a);  cp.  (c)].  Cp  '  the  lilies  of  the 
field,'  Mt.  6  28  ;  '  the  fields  and  villages,'  Mk.  6  36  ;  '  the  potter's 
field, 'Mt.  277. 

8.  \<apa.,  '  look  on  the  fields,'  Jn.  4  35  ;  cp  Lk.  12  16.     \<*>p<>-  and 
TroAts  are  often  opposed  in  Polybius. 

9.  xajpiof,   'an  enclosed  piece  of  ground"  (RV  of  Mt.   Mk. 
mg-)-     Judas  'purchased  a  field" — i.e.,  ACELDAMA  [q.v.],  Acts 
1  iS/T).      In  ©  xwp'O"  represents  013,  kerent,  'vineyard'  (e.g., 
i  Ch.  2727,  2  Mace.  11  s  127  21  4  Mace.  1620),  which  illustrates 
Mt.  2636  Mk.  1432.     In  Jn.  45  EV  has  'parcel  of  ground  '  to 
produce  a  connection  with  Gen.  33  19  (AV    a  parcel  of  a  field,' 
RV  '  the  parcel  of  ground  ' ;  see  no.  3  above).   Cp  GETHSEMANE, 
§i. 

FIERY  SERPENT  (SpE>,  sdrdph),  Nu.  218;  and 
FIERY  FLYING  SERPENT  (BjaiyO  *pb,  s.  mf'dphiph). 
Is.  1429.  See  SERPENT,  §  i  (9). 
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FIG  TREE  (Dt.  88  Judg.  9io/  i  K.  4 25  [5 5],  etc.) 

and    FIG    (Nu.  1823  20s   etc.)   are   both    denoted    by 

the  same  Heb.  word  fendh,  H3NJ;)  (pi. 

1'  ?J22iv       Cmfl).    whereas    Greek    distinguishes 

01      1      Olltlll.  '  A  1 

them  as  cyKH  and  cyKON.  Accord 
ing  to  Lagarde  (Miltheil.  1 58-75),  theSemitic  namefor  the 
fig  tree  means  properly  the  tree  near  which  another  is 
planted  or  to  which  another  is  joined.1 

Lagarde  contends  that  the  tree's  oldest  Semitic  name  was 
tin,  and,  discussing  its  modification  into  Heb.  t'enah,  Aram. 
tiitH,  and  Arab,  tin,  he  argues  that  the  initial  t  is  the  same  as 
the  preformative  of  3  s.  f.  imperf. ,  and  hence  that  a  derivation 
from  a  root  ,-!}N  is  probable.  This  root  occurs  frequently  as  a 
verb  in  Arabic  with  the  meaning  '  it  is  time,'  '  the  time  has 
come ' ;  and  probably  the  original  sense  was  that  of  '  bringing 
near '  or  'joining.' 

The  name  is  explained  by  the  practice  of  planting 
wild  fig  trees  by  the  side  of  the  cultivated  trees,  or  of 
placing  branches  of  the  wild  fig  in  flower  upon  the 
trees — a  practice  described  by  Aristotle  (HA  632),  Pliny 
(HN  xv.  19  79),  and  others,  and  called  by  the  Greeks 
tpiva<Tfj,6s  and  by  the  Latins  caprificatio.  The  wild  fig, 
which  does  not  itself  produce  an  edible  fruit,  is  useful 
as  harbouring  hymenopterous  insects  which  migrate  to 
the  cultivated  tree  and  enter  the  receptacles  within  the 
figs.  The  object  is  to  carry  the  pollen  to  the  female 
flowers  ;  but  the  irritation  produced  by  the  gall-insects 
in  attempting  to  deposit  their  eggs  in  them  hastens  the 
maturity  of  the  fruit.  Linnaeus  rightly  held  that  the 
fig  has  two  sexes,  the  male  being  the  '  caprifig '  or  wild 
fig,  while  the  female  is  the  cultivated  fig. 

This  view  was  opposed  by  Miquel  (who  held  the  two  plants 
to  be  different  species),  and  by  Gasparrini  (who  made  them 
different  genera).  Graf  zu  Solms-Laubach  maintained  that  the 
'caprifig'  was  the  wild  stock  from  which  the  cultivated  fig  had 
developed.  Fritz  Miiller  reasserted  the  opinion  of  Linnaeus,  and 
Solms-Laubach  made  a  journey  to  Java  to  re-examine  the 
question  in  the  genus  Ficus_  generally,  and  as  a  result  gave  his 
adhesion  to  the  Linnsean  view.  The  '  caprifig  '  produces  in  its 
receptacles  '  gallflowers  ' — i.e.,  female  flowers  which  have  become 
the  nidus  of  the  insects.  Certainly,  from  early  times  the  Hebrews 
seem  to  have  known  the  process  of  artificial  stimulation  as 
applied  to  figs  (Am.  7  14,  see  below). 

Dioecious  plants  occasionally  revert  functionally ;  possibly 
we  have  an  instance  of  this  in  the  barren  fig-tree  (Lk.  xiii.  6-9). 
There  is  reason  to  think  that  the  normal  '  fruit-bearing '  fig  may 
sometimes  revert  to  the  caprifig  condition.  In  that  case  its 
'  figs  '  would  not  swell  but  would  drop  off  early  and  (apparently) 
immature.  Any  one  visiting  such  a  tree  would  be  disappointed 
(see,  however,  below,  §  5).2 

Lagarde  maintains,  moreover,  that  the  name  is  not 
one  of  those  which  from  the  first  belonged  to  all  the 

2   Original   Semit'c  languages— in  other  words,  that 

y    S          the   fig   was    probably  unknown    to    the 

Semites  in  their  original  home.    The  same 

•conclusion  had,  on  quite  different  grounds,  been  reached 

by  Guidi  (Delia  sedc primitive,  dei  popoli  Semitici,  3$f. ), 

and  is  generally  accepted.3 

On  somewhat  doubtful  philological  grounds,  Lagarde  argues 
that  the  name  was  borrowed  alike  by  Heb.,  Aram.,  and  classical 
Arab,  from  the  dialect  of  the  clan  Bahra,  who  had  their  original 
home  in  SE.  Arabia.  However,  as  Halevy  shows  (Mel.  Crit. 
200),  almost  equally  good  reasons  could  be  given  for  holding 
the  word  to  be  originally  Hebrew  or  Aramaic.  Although  it 
must  be  admitted  that  Lagarde's  argument  is  weakened  by 
baseless  philological  assumptions,'1  his  etymology  has  fair  prob 
ability,  and  if  accepted  throws  an  interesting  light  on  the  great 
antiquity  of  the  art  of  fig  cultivation. 

The  original  home  of  the  fig  is  said  by  De  Candolle 
(Orig.,  238)  to  have  been  the  Southern  Mediterranean 
shore,  westwards  from  Syria.  Thence  the  fig  spread 
northwards  and  eastwards.  Like  the  vine  and  olive,  it 
must  have  been  long  an  inhabitant  of  Palestine  ;  we  see 
this  especially  in  such  early  references  as  Judg.  9io 

1  Tin  having   the  same  relation  to  HJN  as  |3H  has  to  fl33 
(though  this  latter  etymology  is  doubtful). 

2  The  point  is  elaborately  discussed  in  l\\cGardener$  Chronicle 
for  July  7,  1883  (p.  22  f.)  by  W.  B.  Hemsley,  F.R.S. 

3  Guidi  holds  that  Arabic  probably  borrowed  the  word  from 
Aramaic. 

*  See  D.  H.  Miiller  in  WZKM  1  26.  Lagarde  holds,  for  in 
stance,  that  original  t  in  Arab,  must  answer  to  original  th  in 
Aram,  and  sh  in  Heb.,  whereas  there  are  undoubted  instances  of 
t  remaining  all  through. 
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Mic.  4  4.  At  the  present  day  it  is  found  wild  in  all  parts 
of  the  country  (Tristram,  NHB  351). 

Guidi  (Delia  sede,  35)  cites  a  passage  from  an  Arabic 
poet  in  which,  as  in  the  parable  of  Jotham  (Judg.  9),  the 

3  Culture  olive'  tlie  fy»'  ar'^  l^e  vine  as  typical  of 
'  cultivated  trees  are  opposed  to  the  bramble. 
The  fact  that  these  three  can  be  traced  so  far  back  in 
Hebrew  literature  is  interesting  for  the  history  of  fruit 
culture ;  and  it  is  specially  significant  that  the  old 
phrase  for  possession  of  a  country  was  that  '  every  man 
should  sit  under  his  own  vine  and  fig-tree.'  The 
medicinal  use  of  the  n^aii  d'bheldh,  or  cake  of  figs, 
as  a  poultice  (Is.  8821  2  K.  20?)  is  known  both  to 
classical  (Pliny,  //^Vxxiii.  7122)  and  to  Arabic  writers 
(Di.  ad  loc. ). 

The  meaning  of  the  expression  n%DpE>  oVn,  boles 
sikmim,  in  Amos  (7 14)  is  still  uncertain.  The  verb 
0^3  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  Hebrew  or  in  any 
other  Semitic  language  (<&  nvifav,  Aq.  epevvuv,  Sym. 
^XWP,  Theod.  xapdcrcruw )  ;  but  balas  is  a  common  name 
of  the  fig  in  Arabic  and  ^Ethiopic  and  is  held  by 
Lagarde  (Mittheil.,  I.e.]  to  be  the  oldest  Semitic  name 
for  the  fruit,  though  even  he  thinks  it  may  have  been 
originally  borrowed,  perhaps  from  an  Indian  source. 
This  being  so,  the  reference  is  most  probably  to  the 
cultivation  of  sycomore  figs  (the  fruit  of  Ficus  Syco- 
morus)  by  incisions  made  in  the  immature  fruit.  See 
also  SYCOMORE. 

The  early  unripe  fruits  which  first  appear  on  the  fig  tree  in 
spring  are  in  Cant.  213  denoted  by  Q'jB,1  p<*ggi>>',  where 
(pBNAC  has  oAvVOpvs,  a  word  which  occurs  once  in  the  NT 
(Rev.  6  13).  fijj  in  Ar.  may  denote  any  kind  of  immature  fruit ; 
Syr.  pagga  or  pdga  (see  BETH PH AGE)  is  the  unripe  fig.  So 
oAwOos  is  explained  by  Hesychius  as  TO  JU.T;  n-eTrajueVoc  CTVKOV. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  early  ripe  fig,  which  was  (and  is) 
highly  esteemed  on  account  both  of  its  peculiarly  fine  flavour 
and  of  its  early  appearance,  is  denoted  by  ,TV)33>  bikkurdh 
(Is.  28  4  Jer.  24  2  Hus.  9  10  Mic.  7  it). 

The  use  of  '  fig  leaves '  to  make  '  aprons '  in  13en.  3  7 
has  given  rise  to  unnecessary  difficulty,  on  the  ground 

„  _,  o  °f tne  softness  of  the  leaves  and  the  difficulty 
4.  Gen.  07.,-.,  .  • 

of  sewing  them  together  into  a  continuous 

covering.  Lagarde,  who  justly  remarks  that  the 
mention  of  fig  leaves  must  have  been  an  element  in 
the  original  form  of  the  story,'2  has  discovered  for  them 
an  allegorical  and  religious  meaning  which  would  (as 
Dillmann  remarks)  have  done  honour  to  Philo.  Celsius, 
Gesenius,  Knobel,  and  others  suppose  that  the  banana 
or  Musa  is  referred  to,  as  this  plant  is  called  a  fig  by 
the  natives  of  Malabar  ;  it  is  urged  that  its  leaves, 
which  may  be  ten  feet  long,  would  provide  an  effective 
covering.  It  is  quite  inadmissible,  however,  to  suppose 
that  the  Hebrew  narrator  had  a  Malayan  plant  in  his 
mind  ;  the  banana  was  not  known  to  the  Egyptians, 
and  its  introduction  into  India  (whence  it  was 
known  to  the  Greeks  and  Arabs)  was  more  recent 
(cp  De  Candolle,  I.e.  245).  Though  later  this  plant 
became  somehow  associated  with  the  Eden  narrative 
(witness  Linnceus's  name  for  it,  Musa  paradisiaca) 
there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  n:xn  could  have 
its  meaning  extended  to  cover  a  plant  totally  different 
from  the  fig.  Probably  the  use  of  fig  leaves  seemed 
natural  because  these  are  among  the  largest  to  be 
found  on  any  Palestinian  tree.  N.  M. — w.  T.  T. -D. 

The  NT  references  to  the  fig  tree  are  of  great  interest. 

When  Jesus,  according  to  the  Fourth  Gospel,  speaks  of 

„_    having  seen   Nathanael   '  under  the  fig  tree ' 

(Jn.  14850),  it  is  natural  to  think,  in  the  first 

instance,  of  some  prominent  fig  tree  such  as  those  which 

in   Palestine  often  overshadow  the  wells  beside  which 

travellers  halt,  e.g.,  'Ain  et-Tin,  by  Khan  Minyeh  (see, 

however,  NATHANAEL).      No  tree  is  so  widely  spread 

in  Syria  and  Palestine  as  the  fig  tree.      Hence  we  cannot 

1  The  Arab,  verb  corresponding  to  jnS  signifies  '  to  spread 
apart  (the  feet) '  and  hence  '  to  hasten.' 

2  Hehn  (Kulturpjlanzen  u.  Hausthiere(*\  96)  brings  it  into 
connection  with  the  Ficus  ruminalis  of  Roman  legend  ;   but 
little  can  be  made  of  such  a  comparison. 
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be  surprised  that  on  two  recorded  occasions  Jesus  drew 
a  parable  from  it— (a)  Mt.  2432-35  Mk.  1828-32  Lk. 
2129-33  ;  (6)  Lk.  136-9.  The  letter  of  these  parables  is 
clear  ;  the  briefest  reference  to  it  is  sufficient,  (a)  The 
fig  tree  is  one  of  the  first  trees  to  shoot,  though  the  time 
of  its  coming  into  leaf  varies  according  to  the  situation, 
and  when  the  leaves  appear  there  must  already  be 
immature  fruit,  and  summer  cannot  be  far  off.  (6)  A 
fig  tree  that  had  borne  no  fruit  for  three  years  would 
seem  to  its  owner  (destitute  of  the  practical  knowledge- 
of  a  gardener)  to  be  useless,  or  even  worse  than  useless. 
He  would  therefore  at  once  cut  it  down,  unless  his 
gardener  could  persuade  him  that  cultural  treatment 
would  be  likely  to  restore  the  tree  to  normal  fruit- 
bearing.  The  application  of  the  parables  is  equally 
unmistakable.  The  first  has  reference  to  the  speedy 
advent  of  the  Messiah  in  glory ;  the  second  to  the 
danger  of  destruction  for  the  Jewish  people. 

A  great  difficulty,  however,  remains,  and  we  must  be 
careful  to  meet  it  in  an  unprejudiced  spirit.  There 
is  a  well-known  story  (Mt.  21 17-22  Mk.  11 12-14  20-23) 
placed  immediately  after  the  triumphal  entry  into  Jeru 
salem,  which  irresistibly  reminds  us  of  the  second 
of  these  parables.  Is  the  association  of  ideas  purely 
accidental,  or  does  it  point  to  some  misunderstanding 
on  the  part  of  Mt.  and  Mk.  ?  The  improb 

abilities  of  the  story  are  obvious,  and  cannot  be  explained 
away.  Jesus,  being  hungry,  came  to  a  fig  tree  near 
Bethany,  just  before  the  passover,  before  the  season  for 
figs  had  come,  and  finding  only  leaves,  cursed  the  tree, 
which  immediately  (irapaxp^f^a.)  withered  away  (Mt. ), 
or  at  any  rate  was  seen  to  be  withered  on  the  following 
morning  (Mk. ).  With  this  act,  Jesus,  according  to  the 
evangelists,  connected  an  exhortation  to  the  disciples  to 
have  faith  in  God,  since  even  mountains  (a  proverbial 
expression)  may  be  moved  by  prayer. 

One  inaccuracy  in  the  report  is  too  plain  to  be  over 
looked.  Any  exhortation  which  Jesus  may  have  con 
nected  with  this  action  must  have  related  to  the  fate  of 
the  Jewish  people,  of  which  the  fig  tree  is  an  image  (Joel 
1 7) ;  the  saying  on  faith  is  indeed  genuine,  but  has 
received  a  wrong  setting.  Passing  to  the  story  itself, 

we  cannot  help  being  surprised  at  the  curse  ascribed  to 
Jesus,  for  which  there  is  no  parallel  in  his  life,  and 
which,  if  interpreted  symbolically,  is  diametrically 
opposed  to  the  statement  in  Mt.2l4i  Mk.  129-1  This 
is  the  first  difficulty.  The  second  may  be  best  expressed 
in  the  words  of  Augustine,  '  Quid  arbor  fecerat  fructum 
non  afferendo  ?  Quae  culpa  arboris  infecunditas  ?  '2 
What  was  the  offence  of  the  fig  tree?  Was  it  the  not 
having  preserved  one  or  two  figs  from  the  last  season  ? 
Or  was  it  the  not  having  produced  one  or  two  precocious 
figs  before  the  time  ?  Neither  alternative  appears 
reasonable,  nor  is  it  at  all  natural  to  suppose — as  a 
last  expedient — that  what  Jesus  required  was  green, 
unripe  fruit.3  Surely  there  is  a  better  explanation, 

and  a  slight  acquaintance  with  human  nature  will  show 
how  reasonable  it  is.  Parables  and  history  are  easily 
confounded,  so  that  even  Sir  Philip  Sidney  speaks  with 
mild  surprise  of  theologians  of  his  time  who  denied  the 
historicity  of  the  parable  of  the  good  Samaritan.  In 
just  the  same  way  some  early  Christian  must  have 
misunderstood  the  parable  preserved  in  Lk.  13 6-9,  and 
transformed  it  into  a  narrative  of  an  act  of  Jesus,  giving 
the  circumstances  a  somewhat  different  form  in  order  to 
bring  the  story  as  near  as  possible  to  the  death  of  Jesus, 
but  forgetting  (see  below)  that  the  passover  season  was 
not  the  time  for  figs. 

It  is  a  confirmation  of  this  view  that  neither  Mt.  nor 
Mk.  gives  the  parable  in  question,  though  they  do 

1  The  anger  of  Jesus  is  not  with  Israel,  but  with  its  rulers. 

2  Sena.  883  (Trench,  Miracles,  445  n.). 

3  So  Post,  Hastings,  DB'26a.     Weiss  (Lebenjesu,  2451)  is 
singularly  meagre,  and  thinks  it  enough  to  suggest  that  the 
action  ascribed  to  Jesus  was  analogous  to  symbolic  actions  of 
the  old  prophets  (cp  2  K.  22i).     He  does  not,  however,  quote 
a  parallel. 
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record  a  parable  of  a  vineyard  (Mt.  21  33-46  Mk.  12  i-iz)> 
which  is  similar  in  its  tendency,  though  it  does  not 
represent  the  vineyard  as  destroyed.  It  may  be  added 
that  by  giving  up  this  difficult  story  we  can  the  better 
appreciate  the  husbandman's  loving  intercession  for  the 
symbolic  fig  tree  in  the  parable.  It  is  not  merely  the 
accuracy  of  a  detail  in  a  narrative  —  it  is  the  consistency  of 
the  character  of  the  Saviour  himself—  that  is  in  question. 
The  chapter  on  the  withering  of  the  fruitless  fig  tree  in 
Trench's  Miracles  may  still  be  read  with  profit  for  its  subtlety 
and  the  abundance  of  its  exegetical  information.  We  learn  there 
that  D.  Heinsius  proposed  to  read  (Mk.  11  13)  ov  yap  f/v  xatpot 
tnJKiav,  'for  where  he  was  [in  Judzea],  it  was  the  season  of  figs.' 
Trench  also  refers  to  the  reading  (adopted  by  Ti.  and  \VH)  6  yap 
Kaipbf  OVK  TJV  crvKwv  (instead  of  oil  yap  ffv  (caipb?  crvKtav),  which, 
though  very  well  attested,  is  not  probable.  The  truth  probably 
is  that  the  words  are  a  comment  of  an  early  reader  which  has 
made  its  way  into  the  text  (so  first  Toup). 

N.  M.  —  W.  T.  T.-D.  ,  §§  1-4  ;    T.  K.  C.  ,   §  5. 

FIGURED  STONE  (JV3DEi),  Lev.  26  1  AVm«-  and 
RV.  See  IDOL,  §  i(/.). 

FILIGREE  WORK  (JT^'O,  Prov.  25  n  RV™s.,  AV 
•pictures,'  RV  'baskets';  cp  Nu.  8852  Lev.  26  1 
Ezek.  812).  See  BASKETS  and  cp  IDOL,  §  i  (/) 

FILLET  in  the  AV  occurs  only  as  a  technical  term 
in  architecture  to  render  mn~i  fyiii  (Jer-  52  21),  O'pli'n>  hasfiklm, 
etc.,  for  which  see  PILLAR.  On  the  use  of  'fillets'  for  the 
purpose  of  binding  the  hair,  see  CHAPLET,  DIADEM,  TURBAN, 
1  1. 

FINE  (&$},  2  K.  23  33  RV"'£-  ;  cp  2  Ch.  36  3  ;  see 
TRIBUTE).  On  pecuniary  fines  or  compensations  for  injuries 
(Ex.  2122  Dt.  22  19  Ezra  7  26  ['confiscation  of  goods  '=i  Esd. 
8  24  '  penalty  of  money  '  ;  cp  i  Esd.  632  '  all  his  goods  seized  for 
the  king  '  =  Ezra6n  'let  his  house  be  made  a  dunghill']),  see 
LAW  AND  JUSTICE. 

FINGER  (as  a  measure  of  length,  Jer.  522i,  173  ¥N). 
See  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

FIR,  FIR-TREE,  RV">s-  CYPRESS  (BTI3,  28.65 
i  K.  5  8  10  [22  24]  6  15  34,  etc.  ). 

B'roS,  which  once  (Cant.  1  17)  occurs  in  an  Aramaised  form  as- 
ni"l3,  is  also  found  in  Assyrian  (bura.su)  and  Syriac  (berOtha), 

1    Nam         an^    'las    Pr°bakly    passed    through    Phoenician 
*• 


.      into  Greek  as  |3pa0v,  and  into  Latin  as  bratus. 
The  ancient  interpretations  are  very  varied. 

Thus  ©  has  Kviraptcrcros  six  times  ;  ircvinj  or  TreuKiyos  five  times  ; 
(ce'5p09  or  icc'£pti/os,  apjcevSos  [A]  or  apKevOivos,  and  TUTU?,  each 
twice  ;  and  thrice  an  indeterminate  rendering.  Pesh.  also  is 
not  altogether  consistent,  but  generally  renders  shcmvaina  —  i.e., 
'  cypress  '  ;  whereas  in  Vg.  the  rendering  abies  greatly  pre 
ponderates.  Again,  some  Jewish  authorities,  as  Maimomdes 
and  I£imhi,  are  quoted  in  favour  of  the  '  box  '  (Cels.  1  ^t>f.)~ 
See  Box  TREE. 

The  OT  references  show  that  the  b*rds  was  a 
characteristic  forest  tree  of  large  stature  and  spreading 
nT  boughs  (2K.  1923  Ezek.  31  8),  evergreen 
),  a  chief  element  in  the 


references.  .  glory  of  Lebanon'  (Is.  60i3;  cp  41 19 
5613),  and  specially  associated  with  the  cedar  (Ps. 
104i7  Is.  148  Zech.  112).  Its  timber  ranked  with  that 
of  the  cedar  as  the  best  that  could  be  employed  in  the 
building  of  houses  and  of  ships  (i  K.  5 8 10^224]  61534 
9 ii  Cant.  Ii7  Ezek.  27s)- 

Clearly  then  i'rof  is  one  of  the  large  conifers — prob 
ably  either  (i)  the  cypress,  or  (2)  the  fir  or  pine. 

( i )  The  meaning  '  cypress  '  has  been 


3.  Identifica- 


accepted  by  most  modern  authorities,  and 


, 

tions.  might  be  regarded  as  established,  were  it 
proved  that  the  equivalent  in  Phoenician  meant  the 
cypress.  This  is  assumed,  however,  rather  than  proved 
in  most  cases  —  e.g.  in  the  argument  of  Baudissin  (Stud. 
2192-198;  cp  Hal.  Mil.  Crit.  30). 

Even  if  it  be  granted  that  the  representation  on  Phoenician 
coins  and  other  monuments  can  be  identified  as  the  cypress  and 
distinguished  from  other  conifers  (which  in  some  cases  Baudissin 
allows  to  be  doubtful),  the  association  of  the  tree  with  any 
particular  deity  such  as  the  /3j)pou0  or  the  /3pa6i>  of  Philo 
Byblius  is  evidently  precarious  (cp  Rel.  Setn.C2)  206  /.),  and  still 
more  so  is  the  inference  that  these  Phoenician  names  denote  the 
cypress.  The  identification  is  possibly  better  supported  (Ges. 
T/tes.)  by  the  fact  that  in  Gk.  J3pd6v  (Diosc.  1  104)  and  in  Lat. 
bratus  (PI.  UN  xii.  17  78  xxiv.  11  102)  denoted  the  savin  (Juni- 
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perus  Setbina,  L.),  of  which  one  sort,  according  to  Pliny, 
resembles  a  cypress ;  but  even  this  is  not  much  to  build  on. 
Moreover,  whilst  the  ancients  are  known  to  have  highly  prized 
cypress  wood  for  its  durability  and  its  usefulness  in  building 
houses  and  ships  (Blumner,  Technol.  bei  Gricchen  u.  Riimern, 
2  257  ft.),  almost  equal  praise  is  bestowed  by  them  on  the  fir 
and  pine  in  these  respects  (ib,  283^). 

(2)  More  decisive  arguments  in  favour  of  the  Jir  are 
those  adduced  by  Robertson  Smith  (Proph.W  413/1 ). 

'(i)  Ebusus,  the  modern  Iviza,  is,  according  to  the  coins, 
DEO  'N  =  0*6^3  'N.  ar)d  what  this  means  appears  from  the  Gk. 
IIiTuouom  (see  Schroder,  Phiin.  Sfr.  99).  (2)  The  faros  is, 
according  to  the  OT,  the  characteristic  tree  of  Lebanon  along 
with  the  cedar.  Now  the  cypress  is  (at  any  rate  at  present)  not 
indigenous  on  Lebanon,  but  a  species  of  Abies  is  very 
characteristic  of  these  mountains,  and  to  judge  from  its  present 
frequency,  must  have  always  been  a  prominent  feature  in  the 
forests.' 

Doubt  may  indeed  remain  whether  b'ros  is  a  fir  or  a 
pine,1  since,  as  Tristram  tells  us  (NHB  353),  the 
Aleppo  pine  is  one  of  the  most  characteristic  trees 
of  Lower  Lebanon,  whilst  Pinus  maritima  occurs 
occasionally  on  the  coast  and  in  the  sandy  plains. 

In  some  passages  the  occurrence  of  trra  may  be  due 
to  transcriptional  error  ;  in  others  it  should  possibly  be 
restored. 

(i)  In  28.65  we  have   the   strange   phrase   'playing   before 

Yah  we  on  all  kinds  of  fir  wood,  and  on  harps,  etc.      The  parallel 

passage,  however  (' with  all  their  might,  and  with 

4.  Doubtful  songs,  and  with  harps,' i  Ch.  13  8),  supplies  a  better 

passages,     reading  (most  after  We.,  so  ©  *v  l(T\vi).     (2)  The 

phrase    ^y^  C'^rian   in   the  battle  -  picture  of 

Nah.  2  3  [4]  will  hardly  bear   to   be   rendered   '  the  spears  are 

shaken   terribly'   (RV).      <B    has    oi    ijrn-eis   flopv/37)0ijcr<»'Tcu  = 

iSroj  D'chS?  (Che.),   though  We.  keeps  the  air.   Aey.  l^JTin, 

and  renders  the  clause  '  the  horses  prance.'     (3)  In  Ps.  72  16,  for 

E'JJT  Q'ln  B'NH3>  '  on  the  top  of  the  mountains  shall  it  (the  corn  ?) 

make  a   rushing  noise,'  Che.   (Ps.W)  reads  BH^_'  C"VI  8^33, 

'  like  the  pine  of  the  mountains  let  it  (justice)  strike  root.' 

N.  M. 

FIRE  (ti'K,  "YIN  ;   TTYP)-      No  material  phenomenon 
seemed  to  primitive  man  to  be  so  plainly  divine  as  fire 
QT        (cp  Tylor,  Prim.  Cult.  2aSi/). 

(a)  There  was  a  flaming  sword  at  the 
conceptions.  ga;e'of  Paradise  (see  CHERUB,  §  7),  and 

in  the  storm,  flashes  of  divine  fire  ('fire  of  God,' 
2  K.  1 12  Job  1 16)  still  lightened  the  world,  betokening 
the  passage  of  the  divinity  (Hab.  3n  Ps.  77i8  [19]). 
It  was  also  believed  that  in  the  olden  time  no  human 
hand  lighted  the  sacrificial  flame,  but  fire  from  a  well- 
pleased  God  (see  Judg.  6  21  i  K.  18  24  38,  and  cp 
SACRIFICE). 

(6)  Not  only,  then,  did  fire  become  an  essential  element 
in  the  ritual  (see  INCENSE,  §§  i,  8,  SACRIFICE,  and  cp 
ALTAR),  and  in  imaginative  descriptions  of  theophanies 
(see  BUSH,  §  2 ;  THEOPHANY,  §5),  but  also  a  conception 
of  God's  nature  was  derived,  partly  at  least,  from  the 
characteristics  of  fire.  '  Yahwe  is  a  devouring  fire  '  to 
those  who  provoke  him  (see  Dt.  424  93  32z2  Is.  8027 
Mt.  3u  Heb.  1229)  ;  he  is  a  cheering  light  to  those 
who  obey  him  (Ps.  46 [7]  27 1  Is.  2s).  These  two 
manward  aspects  of  God's  nature  are  combined  in 
Is.  10 17,  '  The  light  of  Israel  shall  be  for  a  fire,  and  his 
Holy  One  for  a  flame. ' 

(c)  From  the  parallelism  of  the  two  expressions 
'  light '  and  '  Holy  One '  we  see  that  the  appearance 
of  '  fire '  or  '  light '  is  the  outward  manifestation  of 
the  divine  'holiness'  (cp  CLEAN,  §  i).  To  those 
who  are  not  '  holy '  the  sense  of  God's  nearness 
must  be  oppressive.  When  he  approaches  for  judg 
ment,  such  persons  (who  have  hitherto  been  practically 
atheists)  realise  what  he  is,  and  exclaim,  '  Who  can 
dwell  safely  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  avenging  God  ? ' 

Such  at  least  is  the  usual  interpretation  of  that  remarkable 
passage  Is.  33  14.  Prof.  Skinnet,  for  instance,  remarks,  '  The 
word  "dwell"  means  strictly  "sojourn  as  a  protected  guest," 
and  is  the  same  as  that  used  in  Ps.  15  i." 

No  one,  however,  has  been  able  to  make  the  phrase 
n*?3N  C'N  U1?  TU'  'Di  '  Who  shall  sojourn  to  us  devouring 
1  Unless  it  were  sufficiently  general  to  include  both. 
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fire'  (so  it  is  literally)  appear  quite  natural  as  Hebrew. 
The  whole  passage  is  so  striking  that  even  a  faint  gleam 
of  fresh  light  may  be  welcome.  In  accordance  with 
the  newer  style  of  textual  criticism,  which  recognises 
the  imperfections  of  MT  more  fully  than  used  to  be 
possible,  we  should  most  probably  (with  SBOT  '  Isa. ' 
Heb.,  196)  restore  the  original  text  thus, 

'Who  will  rebuke  for  us  (U?  iyr  'C)  the  devouring  fire? 
Who  will  rebuke  for  us  the  everlasting  burnings  ? ' 

To  rebuke  is  to  'curb,  quell,'  or  (when  used  of  God) 
to  'annihilate'  by  an  angry  word;  cp  Ps.  lOGg,  '  He 
rebuked  the  Red  Sea,  and  it  dried  up.' 

Another  difficulty,  however,  remains  ;  and  glad  as  one  would 
be  to  recommend  some  explanation  with  confidence,  it  is  not 
possible  to  do  so.  There  are  two  current  explanations. 

(1)  Comparing  the  description  of  the  bush  which  burned  and 
yet  was  not  consumed  (Ex.  82),  some  critics  understand  'ever 
lasting'  as  equivalent  to  'divine,' divine  fire  being  necessarily 
eternal.     This  is  plausible,1  and  with  a  different  context  would 
be  admissible.     Here,  however,  we  require  a  word  which  speaks 
for  itself  without  exegetical  subtlety.     Besides,  if  '  rebuke '  is 
right,  'divine'  must  of  course  be  wrong. 

(2)  '  Everlasting '  might,    it  is  said,  mean   'continual.'     This 
view,  however,  seems  to  confound  c'jij;  'olam  with   n'ij  ne$ak 
(see  ETERNAL),  and  is  rightly  rejected  by  Kittel  in  his  revision 
of  Dillmann's  commentary.     Perhaps  we  should  correct    cSiy 
into  D'SIO  'peoples.'     It    is    no  ordinary  siege  of  Jerusalem 
that   Is.  33   presupposes,   but    a   judgment    upon    the    nations 
which  will  assemble  (the  later  prophets  say)  to  besiege  Jerusalem 
at  the  close  of  the  present  age.     Hence  in  v.  12  we  read,  'And 
the  peoples  will  become  burned  to  lime  :   like  thorns  cut  off, 
which  are  kindled  with  fire.'     Where  this  fire  comes  from  we 
learn  from  a  neighbouring  prophecy :   it   comes  from  Yahwe, 
'who  has  a  fire  in  Zion,  and  a  furnace2  in  Jerusalem '  (31  g). 
It  is  not  the  usual  word  for  '  fire  ' ;  the  word  'fir  was,  according 
to  some  critics,3  selected  to  suggest  Ariel  ('  Altar-hearth '),  the 
name  given  by  Isaiah  to  Jerusalem  in  29  i ;  see  ARIEL,  2.     '  The 
fire  is  evidently  that  of  the  altar,  not,  however,  of  the  visible 
but  of  the  invisible  altar,  which   Isaiah  knows  from  his  vision 
(chap.  6)  to  be  really  existent  in  the  sanctuary '  (SBOT1  Isa.'  154). 

Fire,  however,  was  not  merely  a  destroying  agent. 

(a)  In  the   hand  of  a  refiner  it  separated  the  pure 
2   Refi   '        metal  from  the  dross — a  type  of  God's 

"nfl   encfl      purifying  judgments.     It  is  said   indeed 
'     once  that  the  effect  was  not  produced  in 
the  case  of  Israel ;  affliction  brought  no  noble  elements 
into  view  : — 

'  Surely,  I  have  refined  thee,  but  without  gain  of  silver ;  I 
have  tried  thee  in  the  furnace  in  vain  '4  (Is.  48  10,  SBOT). 
However,  the  writer  of  these  words  is  hardly  the  Prophet 
of  Consolation ;  they  appear  to  be  an  interpolation.  The 
true  Second  Isaiah  is  an  optimist,  as  the  First  Isaiah 
himself  was  when  he  wrote  the  words,  '  I  will  smelt 
out  in  the  furnace5  thy  dross1  (Is.  125),  and  as  Malachi 
was,  when  he  said,  '  He  is  like  a  refiner's  fire '  (Mai.  82), 
and  another  late  prophet  who  declares,  '  I  (Yahwe)  will 
bring  the  third  part  through  the  fire  .  .  .  they  shall 
call  on  my  name,  and  I  will  hear  them'  (Zech.  189). 

(6)  Of  the  purgatorial  fire  there  is  no  trace  in  the 
Bible  ;  an  appeal  was  made  at  the  Council  of  Florence 
(1439  A.D.)  to  i  Cor.  815,  'he  himself  shall  be  saved  ; 
yet  so  as  by  fire '  ;  but  the  fire  mentioned  is  the  same  as 
that  in  v.  13,  which  is  plainly  the  fire  of  destruction. 
As  in  i  Pet.  3  20  it  is  said  that  '  few  persons  were  saved 
(passing)  through  the  water'  (Si  vdaros),  so  the  unwise 
builder  referred  to  will  escape  through  the  midst  of  the 
fire,  safe  himself,  though  with  the  loss  of  his  work.6 

On  the  unquenchable  Gehenna  (out  of  which  the  notion  of  a 
purgatorial  fire  grew  among  the  later  Jews),  see  ESCHATOLOGY, 
§§  10  03  3  70  3  (also  Hi../). 

Two  special  laws  respecting  the  use  of  fire  may  be 

*  See  Duhm,  ad  Joe.,  and  cp  Che.  Intr.  Is.  ifxjf. 

2  Lit.  'an  oven'  (see  FURNACE,  5). 

3  Such,  at  least,  is  the  best  of  the  usual  views.     For  another 
theory  (viz.,  that  Ariel  in  29  i  2  a  should  be  Uriel),  see  ARIEL,  2. 

«  Reading  C3H  (Klo.,  Che.).     Cp  FURNACE,  2. 

6  Reading  133  (Lowth,  Budde,  etc.). 

"  The  (os  is  not  comparative,  but  like  the  Heb.  Kaph  vcritatis  ', 
is  Sia  Trvpos  means  '  flying,  as  he  does,  through  the  midst  of 
the  fire.'  Cp  Job  24  14,  o>s  (cAe'Trrrjs. 
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mentioned.      (i)  According  to  Ex.  35s,  not  even   the 


3.  Laws. 


work  of  lighting  a  fire  was  permissible  on 


the  Sabbath  —  a  prohibition  which  agrees 
with  the  statement  in  Ex.  1623  that  the  manna  in  the 
wilderness  might  not  be  baked  on  the  Sabbath.  It  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  this  ascetic  injunction  which  made 
household  arrangements  so  difficult,  was  of  early  origin  ; 
in  fact,  critical  analysis  assigns  it  to  P.  (See  Jos.  BJ  ii.Sg, 
and  cp  SABBATH.)  (2)  Another  special  law  impressed 
on  herdmen  the  necessity  of  caution  in  the  use  of  fire. 
If  a  fire,  starting  among  thorns  which  were  troublesome 
and  had  to  be  consumed  (Is.  8812^),  should  spread  to 
another  man's  cornfield  or  orchard  and  damage  it,  res 
titution  was  to  be  made  by  the  man  who  kindled  the 
fire  (Ex.  226  [5]  ;  cp  Judg.  9is  15s)  —  a  most  useful 
law  in  such  a  country  as  Palestine  where  the  summers 
are  so  hot.  In  consequence  of  the  material  employed  in 
the  construction  of  houses  no  law  was  needed  with  re 
gard  to  conflagrations  in  cities  (see  HOUSE,  §  i). 

On  the  use  of  fire  for  domestic  purposes  see  BREAD,  §  2  ; 
COAL,  COOKING  (cp  §  3/0,  FOOD.  On  'passing  through  the 
fire'  see  MOLECH.  On  the  'pillar  of  fire'  see  PILLAR.  On 
fire  in  metallurgy,  see  METALLURGY.  T.  K.  C. 

FIREBRAND,  i.  'itd,  -UK,  Is.  74  Am.  4n  ;  also 
Zech.  32(EV  'brand'). 

2.  zikkim,  n'i-JI  (°f  f"re  missiles),  Prov.  26  18  ;  also  Is.  50  n 
RV  (AV  '  sparks  ')• 

3.  lappid,  TsS  Judg.  ^i,f-     See  LAMP,  TORCH. 

4.  moked,   iriD,    Ps-  102  4  W    RV    (AV    '  hearth  ').       See 
HEARTH,  3. 


FIRE-PAN,  (i)  mahtdh,  nPiriD.  (cp  CENSER,  2; 
ALTAR,  §  9),  and  (2)  kiyyor  'cs,  &$  ")'l>3  (CP  COAL,  §  3  ; 
HEARTH,  2).  See  COOKING,  §  4. 

FIRKIN  (MSTPHTHC.  Jn.  26).  See  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES. 


FIRMAMENT 


CTepeooMA  [ADEL]),  Gen. 


16,  RVmg.  'expansion.'    See  STARS,  §  i,  and  cp  CREATION, 
HEAVEN. 

FIRSTBORN,  FIRSTLING,  etc.  That  the  first- 
fruits  of  the  body  —  particularly  the  male  —  possessed 
an  intrinsic  sanctity  was  a  belief  which  the  ancient 
Hebrews  shared  with  other  divisions  of  the  Semitic 
stock.  The  firstborn  male  enjoyed  privileges  of  which 
he  was  not  to  be  deprived  (Dt.  21  16),  and  to  barter 
away  his  birthright  (m33,  btkorah,  Gen.  25  23/1),  or  to 
be  deprived  of  it  (i  Ch.  5i),  was  deemed  a  disgrace  ; 
see  LAW  AND  JUSTICE,  §  18.  '  Firstborn'  (Trpwroro/cos) 
thus  becomes  an  honourable  title  applied  to  Israel  (Ex. 
422)  and  Ephraim  (Jer.  31  9),  and,  through  the  Jewish 
interpretation  of  Ps.  8927  [28],  designates  also  the 
Messiah  (Heb.  16  Col.  lis  Rom.  829).  This  character 
of  the  male  firstborn  finds  analogies  in  the  treatment  of 
firstlings  among  a  nomadic  folk,  and  of  the  first-fruits  of 
the  field  among  a  community  which  is  essentially  agri 
cultural.  The  Hebrews,  however,  as  we  find  them  in 
the  OT,  had  passed  from  the  nomad  to  the  agricultural 
state  with  the  inevitable  result  that  observances,  primarily 
distinct,  were  inextricably  fused  together.  See  SACRI 
FICE.  TITHES. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  Sem.  vS33>  takarif  to  break  forth  '), 
is  not  confined  to  the  animal  world,  but  can  include  the  first-fruits 
of  trees  or  of  the  produce  of  the  field.  Thus,  besides  bckor 
-yi33  (Ass.  bukru,  Syr.  bukrd),  used  of  individuals  (Gen.  25  13 
etc.)  and  animals  (Ex.  Us),1  is  found  bikkurlm,  Q'-)133,  first- 
fruits  in  general  (Ex.  23  16),  and  bikkiirah,  mi33,  specifically 
the  'early  fig'  (Mic.  7  i  etc.,  see  FIG,  §  3).  A  similar  root- 
meaning  is  possessed  by  the  Heb.  fefer,  1^3  (\/'  to  cleave,'  cp 
Ass.  patant),  'firstling,'  or,  fully,  peter  rehem,  crn  'B  (Siavdiyov 
firJTpai'),  which  is  limited  to  man  and  beast  (Ex.  13  2  I2/T  15  34  19 
Nu.  3  12  8  15  Ezek.  20  26).  Finally,  resith,  n'B'NT  (the  first  or 
best,  ©  dirapxT))  does  not  exclude  the  firstborn  male  (Gen.  49  3, 
'31SO  II  '113n),  but  is  commonly  applied  to  grain,  fruit,  etc.  (Ex. 
23  19  34  26  Dt.  20  2  10). 

Not  only  were  the  first-fruits  as  acceptable  an  offering 
as  the  firstlings,  but  when  (in  exceptional  cases)  a  human 

1  nTM  is  fern,  only,  Gen.  1931-37  2926  18.1449!.  For 
rn33,  specifically  '  young  camel,'  see  CAMEL,  §  i,  n.  i. 
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victim  was  required  it  was  a  firstborn  that  was  preferred 
(2  K.  827).  Just  as  the  fruit  of  a  new  orchard  remained 
'  uncircumcised '  for  three  years  ( Lev.  1923^,  see  FRUIT, 
§2),  and  was  dedicated  to  Yahwe  before  it  could  be 
eaten  with  impunity,  so  the  firstlings  possessed  a  specific 
character  until  they  had  been  sanctified.  Similarly  we 
find  that  the  eighth  day  after  birth  is  set  apart  for  the 
dedication  of  the  firstling,  and  is  at  the  same  time  a 
turning-point  in  the  life  of  the  firstborn.  In  the  case  of 
the  firstborn  the  evidence  is  shrouded  in  obscurity. 
Certain  features,  however,  deserve  consideration.  It 
appears  that  the  laws  regulating  the  redemption  of  the 
firstling  (see  SACRIFICE)  find  an  analogy  in  the  re 
demption  of  the  firstborn,  which  P,  in  some  way,  con 
nects  with  the  consecration  of  the  Levites.  It  would 
certainly  be  rash  to  infer  that  at  one  time  the  Hebrews 
habitually  sacrificed  their  firstborn  sons,  although  the 
valuable  testimony  of  Mic.  67  shows  that  in  Manasseh's 
time  the  offering  of  the  firstborn  for  the  sin  of  the 
father  was  not  a  novelty  in  the  worship  of  Yahwe.1 

Although  the  association  of  the  offering  of  the  first 
born  with  the  PASSOVER  is  probably  a  late  develop 
ment  (see  EXODUS,  §  3  iii. ;  FEASTS,  §2)  certain  features 
merit  attention.  Here  the  law  (Ex.  13 12  2228  [29])  un 
ambiguously  assigns  the  crn  IDS,  whether  of  man  or 
beast,  to  Yahwe,2  but  commands  that  the  firstborn  of 
man  shall  be  redeemed  (Ex.  13  13  156  34  20  Nu.  18  is_/i ). 
The  fact  that  in  P  the  redemption  is  made  by  the 
Levites  makes  it  probable  that  in  later  times  the  dedi 
cation  was  understood  to  be  for  the  temple-service 
(cp  Smend,  A  T  Rel. -gesch.  (2)  282,  n.  3).  This  is  also 
the  view  of  later  Judaism  (Targ.  on  Ex.  24s,  Mish. 
Zebach.  144),  but  is  scarcely  ancient. 

No  doubt,  strictly,  the  offering  of  the  firstborn  to 
Yahwe  was  at  one  time  considered  to  be  as  binding 
as  the  offering  of  firstlings  and  first-fruits,  and, 
indeed,  the  evidence  goes  to  show  that  in  exceptional 
cases  the  offering  was  actually  made.  However,  just 
as  the  first-fruits  were  offered  as  a  part  of  the  whole,  it  is 
conceivable  that  originally  the  rite  of  circumcision  was 
instituted  upon  the  same  principle  to  typify  the  offering 
of  the  firstborn.3  That  in  later  times  the  rite  was  ex 
tended  to  all  males,  and  was  looked  upon  as  a  tribal 
mark  (see  CIRCUMCISION,  §5),  does  not  preclude  this 
theory. 

See  WRS  Rel.  Sem.W  458^,  and  cp  TAXATION  AND 
TRIBUTE.  s.  A.  C. 

FISH.  Of  freshwater  fish  from  the  Holy  Land 
Tristram  enumerates  forty-three  species,  only  eight  of 
_  which  are  common  to  the  more  westerly 

P  '  Mediterranean  rivers  and  lakes.  Of  the 
thirty-six  species  found  in  the  Jordan  and  its  system, 
but  one  (Blennius  lupulus)  is  found  in  the  ordinary 
Mediterranean  freshwater  fauna ;  two  occur  in  the 
Nile,  seven  in  the  Tigris,  Euphrates,  and  adjacent  rivers, 
ten  in  other  parts  of  Syria,  and  sixteen  are  peculiar 
to  the  basin  of  the  Jordan.  It  thus  appears,  as  Tristram 
points  out,  that  the  fish  fauna  is  very  isolated  ;  it  shows 
affinities,  however,  to  that  of  the  Ethiopian  zoo-geo 
graphical  region,  and  probably  dates  from  a  geological 
time  when  the  Jordan  and  the  rivers  of  NE.  Africa 
belonged  to  the  same  system. 

A  few  of  the  more  interesting  forms  may  be  mentioned.  The 
blenny  {Blennius)  —  two  species  —  and  four  species  of  gray 
mullet  (Mugil)  are  found  in  the  inland  lakes  and  rivers,  B. 
t<arus  being  very  abundant  in  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  which  is 
unusually  well  stocked  with  fish.  The  members  of  the  family 
Chromidce  are  very  many  and  are  characteristic  of  this  inland 

1  Cp  especially  Ezek.  20  26.     For  human  sacrifices  generally 
see  2  K.  Iti  3  17  17  21  6  23  10  Jer.  7  31  Ezek.  16  20 f.  23  37,  and 
cp  ISAAC,  JEPHTHAH. 

2  According  to  Ex.  13  2  (P)  the  firstborn  is  '  taboo  '  to  Yahwe 
(the  verb  is  Kiddes,  cp  CLEAN,  §  i) ;  note  also  the  remarkable 
use  of  Y3yrr  in  v.  12,  compared  with  Ezek.  20  26. 
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water.  Chromis  tiberialis  is  peculiar  to  the  basin  of  the  Jordan 
and  very  abundant.  Numbers  of  this  fish  are  carried  down  by 
the  river  and  perish  in  the  salt  waters  of  the  Dead  Sea,  thus 
affording  food  to  the  numerous  fish-eating  birds  which  congregate 
along  the  shores.  In  the  larger  expanses  of  water  these  fishes 
collect  together  in  enormous  shoals,  and  are  captured  by  the 
fishermen  in  thousands,  often  bursting  the  nets  by  their  weight. 
Other  species  of  the  same  genus  are  also  peculiar  to  the  district 
but  are  less  abundant.  C.  niloticus  occurs  in  the  Jordan  basin 
and  in  the  Nile,  as  does  Heinicliroinis  sacra,  and  these  two 
genera  are  confined  to  the  fresh  waters  of  Palestine  and  Africa. 
When  fish  take  any  care  of  their  eggs  and  young  it  is  almost 
always  the  male  that  performs  these  functions ;  in  the  species 
C.  simonis  and  H.  sacra,  and  possibly  in  others,  the  male  takes 
the  ova  into  his  mouth  and  they  develop  in  large  cheek  pouches 
which  swell  to  such  an  extent  that  the  fish  is  unable  to  close 
its  mouth.  Even  when  hatched  the  young  fry  remain  in  the 
buccal  cavity  of  their  parent  or  amongst  his  gills  until  they  are 
about  four  inches  long. 

Another  remarkable  fish  described  by  Canon  Tristram,  Clarias 
macracanthus,  is  found  in  muddy  bottoms  in  the  Lakes  of 
Gennesaret  and  Huleh  and  in  the  Upper  Nile.  Members  of  this 
species  are  in  the  habit  of  migrating  up  the  small  and  dwindling 
streams  to  deposit  their  eggs  in  the  upper  pools,  and  in  their 
course  often  have  to  traverse  stretches  where  the  water  is  in 
sufficient  to  cover  them  or  is  absent  altogether.  They  are  able 
to  live  at  least  two  days  out  of  water, — a  fact  which  may  be 
correlated  with  the  existence  of  an  accessory  branchial  organ 
which  stretches  from  the  second  and  the  fourth  gill  arch  and  is 
received  into  a  cavity  behind  the  gills.  When  out  of  water  the 
fish  makes  a  squeaking  or  hissing  sound.  Its  flesh  is  considered 
excellent. 

Four  species  of  Cyprinodon  are  found  in  the  marshes  and 
salt  springs  of  Palestine  ;  they  are  small  fish  capable  of  living 
at  high  temperatures  (up  to  91°  F.)  and  in  very  concentrated 
saline  pools.  The  waters  of  the  Dead  Sea,  however,  are  fatal 
to  them,  probably  because  some  salts  are  present  which  are 
injurious  to  life,  as  they  live  freely  in  water  of  equal  density 
but  of  different  composition.  The  males  are  very  much  smaller 
than  the  females,  in  fact  are  perhaps  the  smallest  fishes  known. 

Anguilla  tnilgaris,  the  common  European  eel  (it  also  occurs 
in  N.  America),  is  abundant  in  the  Lake  of  Antioch  and  in 
some  rivers,  but  Canon  Tristram  did  not  find  it  in  the  Jordan  ; 
it  reaches  a  length  of  4^  feet  and  is  much  appreciated  as  an 
article  of  food. 

The  remaining  twenty-three  species  of  fish  found  in  Palestine 
belong  to  the  Cyprinida?  or  Carp  family.  A  few  may  be  men 
tioned.  Capaeta  damascina  is  common  in  the  Jordan,  which 
carries  them  down  to  the  Dead  Sea  where  they  perish  in  large 
numbers.  C.fratercula  is  a  sacred  fish  to  the  Mohammedans  of 
N.  Africa.  Its  flesh  is  said  to  be  excellent.  Barbus  cants 
(Barbel)  is  the  most  abundant  of  the  many  fish  in  the  Sea 
of  Galilee.  Tristram  speaks  of  having  seen  '  thousands  of  these 
fishes  in  the  Jordan,  when  an  army  of  locusts  has  been  attempt 
ing  to  cross  the  river,  standing  almost  upright  in  the  stream 
with  their  heads  partially  out  of  the  water,  and  their  mouths 
wide  open,  devouring  the  locusts  with  inconceivable  rapidity.' 
B.  beddoinii  is  confined  to  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  and  rare.  B.  longi- 
ceps  is  peculiar  to  the  same  lake  but  extends  into  the  Jordan. 
It  is  abundant.  Several  species  of  the  genera  Leuciscus  (White 
fish),  Alburnus  (Bleak),  and  of  Nemachilus  (Loach)  occur  in 
the  lakes  and  rivers,  and  many  of  them  form  articles  of  diet. 

In  Hebrew  aquatic  animals  are  comprehensively  de 
fined    by   the   expression   in  Gen.  Izi  : — 'every  living 
creature  that  creeps  (nirnhn)  and  with  which 
2.  Hebrew    the  waters  swarm' (p^).    Theusual  term, 
however,  for  'fish'  is  ddgh,  dtighah  (:i, 
rnn,  cp  also  o'n  MI,  Gen.  92  ;  o'n  wir  ib.  12628),  from 

TT  T-  T-  -    : 

which  is  derived  the  denominative  jn*,  'to  fish'  (Jar. 
16 16),  and  possibly  HJI,  to  multiply  (Gen.  48  16).  Strange 
to  say,  neither  the  OT  nor  the  NT  furnishes  us  with  the 
specific  name  of  a  single  fish.  There  are,  however, 
many  references  to  fishing. 

The  art  of  fishing  (nan,  Am.  42)  was 
°'    pursued  all  the  world  over  in  three  differ 
ent  ways. 

i.  The  first  and  historically  the  oldest  method  was 
spearing,  of  which  a  full  description  is  given  by  Wilkin 
son  (Anc.  Eg.,  ed.  Birch  ['78],  2iao/). 

'  The  bident  was  a  spear  with  two  barbed  points  which  was 
either  thrust  at  the  fish  with  one  or  both  hands  as  they  passed 
by  or  was  darted  to  a  short  distance,  a  long  line  fastened  to  it 
preventing  its  being  lost  and  serving  to  secure  the  fish  when 
struck.  .  .  .  Sometimes  a  common  spear  was  used  for  the  pur 
pose'  (2  121).  At  other  times  the  spear  was  furnished  with 
feathers,  like  an  arrow  (as  in  the  illustration,  op.  cit.  2  107). 
In  most  cases,  however,  it  resembled  the  modern  harpoon,  and 
in  hippopotamus-hunting  was  even  furnished  with  a  reel  (see 
illustration,  2  izlf.).  This  is  the  instrument  mentioned  in 
Job  41  7  [40  31]  as  D'J;|  ^sW,  '  fish-harpoon '  (EV  '  fish  spears '). 
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According  to  Tristram  (NHB  292)  '  the  fish  spear  is  much 
used  in  the  smaller  streams  and  the  northern  rivers  of  the 
Lebanon.' 

2.  A  second    mode  of  fishing  was   by  means  of  a 
line  and  hook,  with  or  without  a  rod  (the  latter  prob 
ably    Mt.    17  27),   of    which    many    illustrations    have 
been  preserved  on  the  monuments  of  Egypt  and  Assyria. 
These  ancient  anglers    (cp   C':'i_,  Is.  198)  used  bait- 
never,  so  far  as  is  known,  the  fly.     That  angling  was 
familiar   to   the  Hebrews   is  evident  from   its   frequent 
use  as  a  telling  metaphor  in  the  OT.      The  line  (Van)  is 
mentioned  only  in  Job  41 1  [402s].     The  HOOK  (q.v. ) 
receives  various  names. 

3.  Professional  fishermen,  however,  had  at  all  times 
recourse  to   nets.     The   Egyptian  nets   were  made  of 
threads  prepared  from  flax,1  and  were  of  various  kinds — • 
all  explained  and  illustrated  by  Wilkinson  (see  \2^f. , 
2 1 ^iff-}-     Most  or   all   of   these  were,   no  doubt,  em 
ployed  by  the  fishermen  of  Phoenicia  and    Palestine. 
Of  the  many  Hebrew  words  for  'net'  the  most  usual, 
rtfeth  (r\en),  is  confined  in  the  OT  to  the  hunter's  and 
the  fowler's  nets  (see  FOWL,  §  8);  but  this  is  probably 
an  accident.      It  is  most  probably  the  best  equivalent 
of  the  general  term  dticrvov,  rete  (Mt.  4 20  Lk. 

Jn.  216^!),  applicable  to  a  net  of  any  description. 

On  the  other  hand,  two  special  varieties  of  fishing 
nets  are  found  in  the  NT  certainly,  and  in  the  OT 
very  probably. 

(a)  The  one  is  the  hand-net  or  casting-net    (dfj,(pl- 
pXrjffTpov),  still  used  on  the   Phoenician  coast  and  on 
the  sea  of  Galilee  (ZDPV,  1886,  p.  102). 

'  The  net  is  in  shape  like  the  top  of  a  tent,  with  a  long  cord 
fastened  to  the  apex.  This  is  tied  to  the  arm,  and  the  net  so 
folded  that,  when  it  is  thrown  (cp  /3<£AAocTes,  Mt.4i8),  it  ex 
pands  to  its  utmost  circumference,  around  which  are  strung 
beads  of  lead  to  make  it  drop  suddenly  to  the  bottom.  Now 
...  he  spies  his  game.  .  .  .  Away  goes  the  net,  expanding  as 
it  flies,  and  its  leaded  circumference  strikes  the  bottom  ere  the 
silly  fish  knows  that  its  meshes  have  closed  around  him.  By  the 
aid  of  his  cord  the  fisherman  leisurely  draws  up  the  net,  and  the 
fish  with  it'  (Thomson,  LB  402).  Cp  Wetzstein's  description  in 
Delitzsch,  Ein  Tag  in  Kapernaum,  iif>f. 

This  net  corresponded  to  the  funda  of  the  Romans 
(for  classical  references  see  Smith's  Diet.  Ant.,  '  Rete'). 
Twenty-eight  large  fish  were  caught  with  a  small  hand- 
net  at  a  single  cast  near  Tiberias  in  1884  (Z.DPV,  I.e. ). 

(b]  The  second  net  mentioned  (fayfyrj)  is  the  large 
drag,  draw-net,  or  seine  (from  Lat.  sagena).     See  an  ex 
cellent  representation  of  the  drag-net  at  work  in  Wil 
kinson  (1291,  also  in  Erman,  op.  cit.,  238,  401). 

It  was  similar  in  form  and  construction  to  the  drag  still  in  use, 
'with  wooden  floats  on  the  upper,  and  leads  on  the  lower  side,' 
and  was  worked  in  precisely  the  same  way.2  The  net  of  the 
parable  in  Mt.  1847^  was  of  this  sort.  With  the  two  nets  just 
described,  it  has  been  usual  to  identify  the  Q'ln  (aju^i'/SAijcrTpoi', 
'  net ')  and  the  JVT23C — in  Is.  198  pointed  rn£33 — (5  <r<ry>jn),  or 
d/u.$t'/3A7)0-Tpoi>,  EV  'drag,' of  Hab.  115^;  see  NET,  3.  *The 
basket  or  reed  trap  (see  Klunzinger,  Upper  Egypt,  307),  in  the 
Mishna  ppx  (Kelim,  12  2  23  5),  and  the  stake-net  (Tristram,  pp. 
cit.  292)  are  not  mentioned  in  OT  or  NT. 

The  most  favourable  time  for  fishing  was  the  night 
(before  sunrise  and  after  sunset,  according  to  Aristotle)  ; 

this    illustrates     Lk.  5s    and   Jn.  21s. 

On  returning  to  land,  the  fishermen 
collected  the  marketable  fish  into  baskets  (Mt.  1848), 
washed  (Lk.  5  2)  and  mended  their  nets  (Mt.  4  21  Mk.  1 19), 
and  spread  them  out  on  the  shore  to  dry  (Ezek.  26s  14 
47 10,  Q'p-in  retro.  '  a  place  for  the  spreading  of  nets  ' ). 
Fishermen  seem  to  have  formed  a  partnership  among 
themselves  either  for  some  temporary  purpose,  or  on  a 
more  permanent  basis  as  a  guild.  Thus  we  read  in  the 
OT  of  the  partners  (nnan,  bands  of  fishermen,  Job4l6 
[403o]),  and  in  the  NT  we  are  told  that  James  and  John 
were  partners  (KOLVUVOL)  with  Simon  (Lk.  5io;  in  v.  ^ 
they  or  others  are  called  fjue'roxoi). 

1  For  illustration  of  mode  of  spinning  at  the  present  day  see 
Klunzinger,  Upper  Egypt,  305. 

2  Pieces  of  the  ancient  Egyptian  drag-nets  may  be  seen  in  the 
British  and  Berlin  Museums. 
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The  wealthy  Egyptian  under  the  Pharaohs,  like  the 
wealthy  Roman  of  a  later  day,  had  a  piscina  or  fish- 
_.  .  ,      pond  attached  to  his  residence,  where 

ias>  fish  were  fed  for  the  table  and  where  the 
owner  was  wont  to  amuse  himself  by  angling  or  spear 
ing  the  fish  (Wilkinson,  2ns,  with  illustration  ;  Erman, 
Ancient  Egypt,  196,  239).  The  name  by  which  these 
fish-ponds  are  known  in  the  Talmud  (ITS,  N'"n'3, 
pi/SapiDy,  vivarium]  shows  the  late  date  at  which  the 
institution  became  known  to  the  Jews. 

It  is  true,  AV  (but  not  RV)  speaks  of  '  ponds  for  fish  '  ('DJX 
B'SJi  Is  19  10)  and  of  '  fish-pools  '  (Cant.  7  4  [5]);  on  the  former 
error  see  Del.  on  Is.  I.e.  ;  on  the  latter  BATH-KAHUI.M.  In  Job 
41  2  [40  26]  the  question  '  canst  thou  put  a  bulrush  (JIOJM,  RV 
'rope')  into  (leviathan's)  nose?"  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the 
ordinary  procedure  of  anglers  in  carrying  their  fish  (Wilk. 
2  118).  The  crocodile,  as  Budde  explains,1  is  no  small  fish  which 
can  be  slung  upon  a  rush. 

With  regard  to  the  sources  of  the  fish  supply,  Egypt 
has  in  all  periods  of  its  history  been  noted  for  the  fish 

_  if  that  abound  in  its  waters.  Fish  was  the 
fP^h  ^  °  cheaPest  °f  a'l  foods,  and  it  was  always 
the  great  desire  of  the  poor  that  the  price 
of  corn  should  be  as  low  as  that  of  fish  (Erman,  op.  cit. 
239).  Compare  the  complaint  of  Israel  (Nu.  lls),  '  we 
remember  the  fish,  which  we  ate  in  Egypt  for  nought 
(can)-'  In  the  so-called  'Blessing  of  Moses'  (on  the 
date  of  which  see  DEUTERONOMY,  §  26)  we  seem  to 
have  a  reference  to  the  fishing  industry  on  the  coast  of 
the  Mediterranean  carried  on  by  Zebulun  and  Issachar  ~ 
(Dt.  33  18  f. ).  At  a  later  period  we  find  that  a  con 
siderable  trade  in  fish — no  doubt  cured,  not  fresh  (see 
below) — was  carried  on  by  Tyrian  merchants  with  Jeru 
salem  (Neh.  13 16).  There  must  have  been  a  fish-market, 
which  may  have  dated  even  from  pre-exilic  times,  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  city.  It  gave  its  name  to  a  neigh 
bouring  gate  (Neh.  83^) ;  see  JERUSALEM. 

In  the  time  of  Jesus  there  were  still  thriving  fisheries 

from  the  Dog  river  to  the  Bay  of  Acre,  — '  to  carry  coals 

v  TI        f     «i  to  Newcastle '  is  in  later  Hebrew  '  to 

in  NT  tines      take  fish  to  Acco-'-but  more  esPeci' 
'     ally  by   the    Sea  of   Galilee  (cp  Mk. 

8s/:  Lk.  9 13  ft  Jn.  219).  Much  of  the  fish  caught  on 
the  lake  must  have  been  used  in  a  fresh  state  by  the 
thriving  populations  on  its  western  and  northern 
shores  ;  but  at  the  period  in  question  there  was  also 
a  large  export  trade  in  cured  or  salted  fish.  From 
this  industry  the  town  of  Tarichese  (rapixfiai,  salting- 
places)  received  its  name.  The  process  of  curing 
by  cutting  open  the  fish,  removing  the  viscera,  salting 
thoroughly,  and  exposing  to  the  sun,  was  much  in  vogue 
in  ancient  Egypt  (see  illustration  in  Wilkinson,  2n8,  and 
cp  Herod.  292).  The  fishes  of  the  two  well-known 
miracles  were  in  all  probability  of  this  sort,  fish  cured 
in  the  way  indicated  (rdptx01'  Herod.  9 120,  Heb.  D'rnSp — 
opp.  D'^BB,  Nedarim,  64 — or  ;n  Vt?  rr^sn).  already  half- 
cooked  in  the  sun,  being  in  great  demand  for  ^7ri<rm<r/u6s 
or  provisions  for  the  journey  (Lk.  9i2^).  Cured  fish 
was  also  imported  from  Egypt  (where  there  were  several 
places  named  Ta/)ixe'a')'  and  from  Spain.  Thus  in 
Mish.  Makhshlrln,  6  3,  mention  is  made  of  '  Egyptian  fish 

1  [Budde's  view  of  Leviathan  has  been  controverted  (see 
BEHEMOTH  AND  LEVIATHAN,  §  3).  His  interpretation  of  jbJN 
in  Job  41  2  [4026]  differs  from  that  of  Duhm,  who  renders  (cp 
RV)  '  Canst  thou  lay  a  rush  (i.e.,  a  rope  of  rushes)  to  his  nose  1 ' 
Gunkel  (Schiipf.  49),  however,  is  afraid  that  leviathan  would 
soon  bite  through  such  a  rope,  and  thinks  that  Theod.  (xpiKoi-), 
Vg.  (firculum),  and  Tg.  (flVpJllO  presuppose  a  different  reading. 
Che.,  agreeing  with  this,  would  read  DH  (||  nin);  I  and  f,  3  and 

j,  confounded.  This  would  give  a  perfect  parallelism,  'a  ring 
in  his  nose,'  '  his  jaw  with  a  hook.'  So  too  Beer.] 

-  Cp  the  paraphrase  of  Ps. -Jon.  quoted  by  Dr.  I.e.  ;  and 
notice  the  coincidence  between  the  meanings  of  TOLA  and  PUAH 
[yy.v.],  and  the  trade  they  are  here  represented  as  carrying  on. 
[Di.,  however,  hesitates  to  define  the  reference  exactly,  and  the 
correctness  of  the  text  has  been  disputed  on  critical  grounds  ; 
cp  GLASS,  §  2.] 
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that  comes  in  baskets  (or  barrels  ?) '  and  of  the  Spanish 
colias  (o'Vip,  /coXtej)  or  tunny  (cp  Shabb.  22+). l 

Fish  preserved  in  brine  (o"TlDi  '"uries)\vas  also  an  important 
article  of  commerce  (' Abodd  Zdrd,  26,  Ned.  64),  especially  the 
fish  called  in  the  Talmud  JVlp,  which  some  identify  with  the 
tunny,  others  with  the  anchovy  or  the  sardine  (Herzfeld,  of.  cit. 
105/1,  and  note  on  p.  305^).  Other  preparations  from  fish 
were  °VX,  often  mentioned  along  with  D"~11D,  and  '"IJD"!'!,  which 
was  kept  in  a  pot  (Bdbd  bath.  144  a)  ;  but  their  precise  nature  is 
unknown. 

Fresh  fish  was  prepared  for  the  table  in  a  variety  of 
ways.  One  passage  of  the  Talmud  (Ned.  206)  mentions 
four  methods  :  it  may  be  eaten  pickled  (see  above), 
roasted,  baked,  or  boiled.  The  most  common  of  these 
methods  was  probably  roasting  or  grilling.  The  ancient 
Egyptians  roasted  their  fish  by  means  of  a  spit  through 
the  tail  (Erman,  189).  The  fish  might  also  be  laid 
directly  on  the  charcoal  (Jn.  21 9).  Fish  was  also  boiled 
(Ned.  64),  and  might  be  eaten  with  eggs  atop  (rnrai  jt 
v^j?ty,  Besd,  2i).  Compare  the  riddle,  from  Mold  Katon, 
ii a,  cited  by  Hamburger  (vol.  i. ,  '  Fisch'). 

Although  the  use  of  fish  as  an  article  of  diet  is  allowed 

by  the  Noachic  covenant   (Gen.  92  P),   limitations  are 

put     upon     it     in    Deuteronomy   and 

8.  Clean  and    Leviticus.      '  All  that  have  fins  (-vs;p) 

unclean  fish.    and  sca,es  ^^  ye  may  eat  .  but"of 

those  that  have  not  fins  and  scales  ye  may  eat  none  ; 
they  are  unclean  (NDH)  unto  you'  (Dt.  Hg/i  ;  cp  Lev. 
119-12,  where  the  forbidden  fish  are  styled  ]'jsv,  'an 
abomination ' ).  By  this  provision  no  distinction  is 
made  between  salt-water  and  fresh -water  fish — '  in 
the  seas  and  in  the  rivers'  (Lev.  11  9) — provided  the 
necessary  criteria  are  present.  Excluded,  on  the  other 
hand,  are  all  scaleless  fishes,  such  as  the  important 
group  of  the  siluridce  or  sheat-fish — the  flesh  of  which  is 
said  to  be  '  excellent  eating,  firm  and  rich  like  an  eel's  ' 
(Tristram,  FFP,  170,  173) — skates,  lampreys,  and,  of 
course,  eels,  and  every  variety  of  shellfish.'-  Similarly 
the  author  of  the  epistle  to  Barnabas  (chap.  10)  men 
tions  as  forbidden  the  ff/jLvpaiva.  (lamprey),  7roAt;7ros  and 
crTjTria  ;  and  Jer.  Epist.  151,  Qucest.  10,  besides  the  Sepia 
adds  the  Loligo  (a  kind  of  cuttle),  Muresna,  and  An- 
guilla  (eel).  The  fundamental  requisite  of  fins  and 
scales  specified  in  the  Law  was  somewhat  simplified  in 
later  times.  Thus  in  Mish.  Khull.  87  end,  we  read: 
Rabbi  Yehuda  says,  '  At  least  two  scales  and  one  fin. ' 
Experience,  however,  having  proved  that  all  fish  with 
scales  have  also  fins,  it  was  permitted  to  use  as  food 
part  of  a  fish  on  which  only  scales  were  visible  (Nidda, 
5i&).3  A.  R.  s.  K. 

Analogies  for  the  prohibition  of  certain  fish  are  met 
with  elsewhere.  The  distinction  between  fishes  with  and 

9.  Ichthyolatry    without ,scales  was  made  in  Ef  Pj  and 
J  J     survived  in  certain  rites  of  early  Rome 

(cp  Pliny,  JfNxxiu.  2io).  In  Egypt  the  oxyrhynchus, 
phagrus  (eel),  and  lepidotus  were  not  only  forbidden  in 
certain  districts  (Plut.  de  hid.  18),  but  were  actually 
looked  upon  as  sacred.  Similarly  Hyginus  (Astr.lfi) 
states  that  the  Syrians  look  upon  fish  as  holy,  and 
abstain  from  eating  them  (id.  230)  ;  and  according  to 
Xenophon  (Anab.  i.  4  9)  the  fish  in  the  Chalus  near 
Aleppo  were  regarded  as  gods.  Ichthyolatry  was 
associated  especially  with  the  cult  of  Derceto  (see  ATAR- 
GATIS),  who,  in  spite  of  the  euhemeristic  attempts  of  later 
legends,  seems  to  have  been  partly  a  fish  goddess. 
In  a  pool  at  the  temple  at  Hierapolis  were  sacred  fish 

1  For  these  fish  see  Herzfeld,  Handelsgesch.  d.  JucienW,  p.  121 

('94). 

"  The  distinction  made  (Mt.  1848)  between  good  and  bad 
(crarrpd)  fish  proceeds  on  different  lines,  the  'bad  '  fish  including 
not  merely  the  legally  unclean,  but  also  those  for  which,  from 
their  size  and  condition,  or  from  the  prevailing  taste  in  these 
matters,  there  was  no  demand  in  the  market. 

3  For  this  and  other  authoritative  decisions  regarding  clean 
and  unclean  fish — of  these  last  there  were  700  species  according 
to  the  Talmud — see  Hamburger,  vol.  i.,  art.  'Fisch';  Wiener, 
Die  jiidischcn  Speisegesetze  ('95),  310^ 
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which  wore  ornaments  of  gold  (cp  Lucian,  Dea  Syr.  45), 
like  the  eels  of  Zeus  at  Labraunda  in  Caria.  Another 
pool  at  Ascalon  contained  fish  sacred  to  Atargatis,  which 
were  daily  fed,  but  never  eaten,  since  it  was  believed 
that  any  one  who  ate  of  them  (the  sprat  and  anchovy 
are  especially  mentioned,  Selden,  de  Dis  Syr.  23)  would 
be  afflicted  with  ulcers.  On  the  other  hand,  Mnaseas 
(ap.  Athen.  837)  states  that  fish  was  daily  cooked  and 
eaten  by  the  priests  of  the  goddess,  the  idea  doubtless 
being  to  bring  deity  and  servant  into  closer  relationship. 
In  connection  with  this  it  is  interesting  to  notice  that  a 
practical  identification  of  deity,  servant,  and  fish,  takes 
place  in  the  representations  on  Assyrian  cylinders  where 
the  priest,  clothed  in  a  large  fish-skin,  stands  before  the 
fish  which  is  laid  upon  an  altar  (cp  Menant,  Glyptique, 
253).  Examples  of  the  sacred  character  of  the  fish 
could  be  easily  multiplied.  Mummified  fishes  have  been 
found  in  Egypt  (Budge,  Mummy,  357).  The  Egyptian 
abtu  and  ant  are  mythological  fishes  which  accompanied 
the  boat  of  the  sun,  and  similar  mythical  fish  perhaps 
survive  in  the  stories  of  JONAH  and  TOBIT  (qq.v.  ).J 
Nor  are  traces  of  ichthyolatry  wanting  at  the  present 
day.  Sacred  fish  are  still  to  be  found  in  consecrated 
fountains  in  Syria  (Thomson,  Lit  547),  the  most  import 
ant  being  at  the  mosques  of  Tripolis  and  Edessa 
(Sachau.  Reise,  197). 

The  origin  of  ichthyolatry  must  be  sought  in  a  primi 
tive  state  of  totemism.     The  Egyptian  Oxyrhynchites, 
T.         .   .       and  the  nomes  and  cities  of  Oxyrhyn- 

10.  Its  origin.   chuS|  as  wejj  as  those  of  Phagroriopolis 

and  Latopolis,  derive  their  names  clearly  from  the 
sacred  Egyptian  fishes  (cp  Wilk.  8340^).  The  penalty 
for  eating  a  sprat  or  anchovy  mentioned  above  (§9)  finds 
analogy  in  Samoa  where  the  cuttle-fish  clan  avoid  eating 
the  cuttle-fish,  in  the  belief  that  if  they  did  so  one  of  the 
species  would  grow  in  the  stomach  and  cause  death 
(Frazer,  Totemism,  18).  The  dressing  of  the  worshipper 
in  a  fish-skin  is  in  accordance  with  the  habits  of  all  tote- 
mistic  clans.  A  member  will  assimilate  himself  to  his 
totem  by  disguising  himself  so  as  to  resemble  it.2 

That  a  fish  believed  to  be  unwholesome  was  forthwith 
invested  with  a  sacred  character  so  as  to  prevent,  in  the 
most  effectual  method  possible,  its  use  as  food,  will  not 
account  for  the  prohibition  of  such  fish  as  eels,  lampreys, 
and  others.  Such  a  theory  completely  reverses  the 
facts,  since  the  evidence  above  adduced  shows  that  it  is 
the  sanctity  of  the  fish  (which  may  have  arisen  from 
its  being  a  totem,  or  else  from  its  association  with  a 
deity)  that  makes  it  prohibited,  and  thus  accounts  for 
the  (apparently)  arbitrary  taboo  upon  various  fishes. 

In  Israel  nothing  is  said  of  sacrificial  fish  (see  CLEAN, 

§  n)  ;  but  that  certain  fish  were  sacred  among  them 

T         ...      can  hardly  be  denied.      That  Dagon  was 

11.  Israelite    a  fish.god  is  doubtmi  (see  DAGON),  and 
ana  Ogles.      the   name  Of  josh.Ua's  father  admits  of 

another  explanation  than  'fish'  (see  NuN).3  Still  the 
law  in  Dt.  4i8  (cp  also  Ex.  204  and  see  DECALOGUE) 
against  the  making  of  images  of  fish  shows  how  pre 
valent  the  custom  must  have  been.  Such  a  cult,  how 
ever,  would  not  be  likely  to  spring  up  among  desert- 
people  or  nomads  ;  it  was  doubtless  of  Canaanite  origin 
and  adopted  by  the  Israelite  immigrants. 

Finally  may  be  noticed  the  frequent  occurrence  of  the  fish  in 
early  Christian  inscriptions  ;  whatever  may  have  been  the  true 
meaning  of  its  introduction,  it  was  always  popular  from  the 
accidental  circumstance  that  the  word  l\Qi'";  is  composed  of  the 
initial  letters  of  the  words  'ItjoxiOc  xpi<rro«  Oeov  vibs  oxorijp  ;  see 
APOCALYPTIC,  §  91 1  ;  and  cp  Hans  Achelis,  Das  Symbol  ties 
Fisches  u.  d.  Fisc/idenknifiler  d.  rSmischen  Katakomben  ('38). 

1  For  the  zodiacal  '  pisces  '  cp  the  P>ab.  numt,  fish  of  la,  and 
see  Jensen,  tCosniol.  81.     For  further  evidence  of  the  sanctity  of 
fish  cp  WRS  Rel.  Seni.W,  173^,  292^,  Usener,  Rel.-gesch. 
Unt.,  3  138-180. 

2  Numerous  examples  of  this  custom  will  be  found  in  Frazer, 
op.  cit.  26^.  ;  see  generally  CUTTINGS,  §  6. 

3  On  the  other  hand  the  father   of  Bardesanes  was   called 

l_^Q.(wkJOJ  (so  with  Hoffrn.  Ausziige,  etc.,  p.  137) — i.e.,  '  my 
fish  is  mother,'  the  reference  being  to  Atargatis;  cp  WRS  AV«. 
304. 
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For  FISH-HOOK  see  HOOK  ;  for  FISH-POOL,  see  above,  §  5  ; 
for  FISH-GATE,  cp  above,  §  6  (end),  and  see  JERUSALEM. 

A.E.S.,  |  I ;  A.R.S.K.,  §  z/.;  s.A.c.,§9/. 

FITCHES,  i.  This  word  in  Is.  2825  27  stands  for 
Msah,  nyj?  (Me\AN6iON  [«B*AQr] |;  gith).  RV™B-. 
however,  prefers  '  black  cummin  '  (Nigella  satii'a,  L. ), 
the  seeds  of  which,  like  those  of  cummin,  are  used  in 
the  East,  as  they  anciently  were  used  by  the  Greeks 
and  Romans,  as  condiments,  not  only  in  sauces,  but 
also  in  bread.  The  cognate  noun  in  Arabic  is  kazh, 
and  /the  verb  kazaha  means  '  to  use  as  a  savoury  in 
food. ' 

2.  In  Ezek.  4 9,  AV  gives  '  fitches'  for  D'CD3,  kitsstmim, 
pi.  of  kiisst'meth,  nOD3  (©  oXi'pa,  Aq.  Sym.  f^a). 
'  Si'KLT,'  however,  is  RV's  rendering,  which  is  prefer 
able  (Triticum  Spelta,  L.  ).*  The  same  Heb.  word 
occurs  in  Ex.932  (6\vpa  [Aq.  Sym.  fta])  and  15.2825, 
where  AV  has  '  RIE,'  RV  'spelt.' 

The  verbs  002  (Ezek.  442o)and  its  congener  CD"13(PS-  8013114]) 
each  occur  once  in  OT  in  the  sense  of '  crop  '  or  '  shear ' ;  the  grain 
may  have  its  name  from  its  comparative  smoothness  as  com 
pared  with  other  kinds  (Ges.).  Whatever  be  its  origin,  kussemeth 
is  certainly  to  be  distinguished  (Low,  \oi,ff.,  Fleischer  in  Levy, 
NHU'B,  '1 450)  from  Arab,  karsana,  '  vetch  ' — a  word  probably 
of  Indo-Kurop.  origin,  and  still  the  name  of  the  vetch  in  Palestine 
l'Qn)— with 


which   Lagarde  (GA  59,  Arm.  St.   2367) 
and   Wetzstein   (Del.   fsa.Vl  707)  have  confounded   it.      This 

latter  word  answers  in  meaning  to  Syr.  A  l»  O3,  whereas  DDD3 
answers  to  Jl^JQ^.  Jewish  tradition  even  so  late  as  Maimon- 
ides  correctly  distinguished  the  two  words  (Low,  105). 

In  Ex.  9  32  spelt  is  mentioned  along  with  wheat  as  a 
later  crop  than  flax  and  barley.  See  EGYI>T,  §  8.  In 
Ezek.  49  it  appears  with  wheat,  barley,  beans,  lentils, 
and  millet,  as  a  constituent  in  the  symbolic  bread  which 
the  prophet  was  commanded  to  bake.  In  Is.  2825  the 
husbandman  is  described  as  sowing  spelt  in  the  border 
round  wheat  and  barley. 

De  Candolle  (<>>-/£.,  291),  following  Vilmorin,  classifies  together 
three  species  of  Triticum- — viz.,  T.  Spelta,  L.,  T.  dicoccutn, 
Schrank.,  and  T.  monpcoccum,  L.— as  having  the  common 
peculiarity  that  when  ripe  they  are  tightly  held  in  their  sheath, 
which  has  to  be  removed  by  a  special  operation.  He  is  against 
the  identification  of  kussemeth  with  T.  Spelta  (ib.  292),  which 
was  a  plant  of  temperate  countries.  T.  dicoccutn  he  regards 
as  an  ancient  cultivated  race  of  T.  Spelta  (ib.  293).  T. 
monococcum  was  a  plant  of  Asia  Minor ;  Schliemann  found 
at  Issarlik  a  grain  which  Wittmack  identified  as  T.  monococcum, 
var.  Jlavescens;  he  says — 'que  j'avais  pris  d'abord  pour_un 
petit  T\riticum)  durum  ou  dicoccutn '  (Journ.  de  la  Soc.  Nat. 
dHort.  de  France  ['97]  157).  71003  may  then  well  have  been 
T.  monococcum.  N.  M. — YV.  T.  T. -D. 

FLAG.     Two  Hebrew  words  call  for  consideration  : 

1.  rio,  suph  (Ex.  235  Is.  196  Jon.  2  5  [6]t)  is  in  EV  rendered 
'flags'  in  Ex.  and  Is.,  and  'weeds'  in  Jon.  ;    ©  has  «Aos  (Aq. 
Trairvpftav)  in  Ex.  and  irajrvpos   in    Is.  ;    in  Jon.   (6   Sym.  (Aq. 
epvdpa.)  have  wrongly  connected  the  word  with  rpo,  soph,  '  end.' 
Vg.  has   the  renderings   carectum  (Ex.  2  3),  papyrion  (ib.  5), 
iuncus  (Is.),  pelagus  (Jon.).      According    to   W.    M.    Miiller 
(As.  u.  Eur.  101)  and  Steindorff  (in  Bcitr.  z.  Ass.  1603)  rpo= 
Eg.  twfi;   Miiller,  however,  thinks  that  it  is  more  probably  a 
Semitic  word  borrowed  by  Egyptian  than  the  converse.     It  is 
sufficiently  general  to  denote  both  the  freshwater  reed-growths 
along  the  Nile  banks  and  the  sea  plants  '  wrapped  about  the 
head  '  of  one  cast  into  '  the  deep,  in  the  heart  of  the  seas.'     On 
rpD'D'  as  a  proper  name,  see  RED  SEA. 

2.  inN,  'ahu  (ax«i  axi  :  Gen.  41  2  18  ;  flovroftov  :  Job 8  lit)  is 
rendered  by  AV   '  meadow '  in  Gen.  and   '  flag '  in  Job  ;    RV 
has   'reed-grass'   in    the    former  and  '  flag '  (with  mg.  '  reed- 
grass  ')  in  the  latter.     The  word  is  Egyptian  and  derived  from  a 
root  denoting  greenness  ;    the    Egyptian   noun   was   specially 
applied  to  the  reed-meadows  on  the  banks  of  the  Nile  (Ebers, 
Ag.  und  die  Biicher  Mas.  338^;  Wiedemann,  Sammlung,  16). 

*.\Xi  also  occurs  in  the  Greek  of  Is.  1!)  7  and  Ecclus.  40  16.  In 
the  former  place  TO  a\<.  TO  xAiopdi/  renders  nilj;,  'arSth  (prob.  '  open 
meadows'),  in  the  latter  the  newly  discovered  Heb.  text  has, 
corruptly,  niDTlp.  axes.  Following  the  Syr.,  Cowley  and  Neub. 
would  read  rtl'DnO,  '  reed-stalks '  (see  Levi's  note,  and  cp  Low, 
Aram.  Pji.-namen,  202).  This  has  suggested  an  emendation  of 

1  This  is  the  £e'n  or  oAupa  of  the  Greeks  (for  distinction  see 
Theophrastus,  HP  viii.  1  3),  and  probably  the/ar  of  the  Romans 
(but  on  the  latter  see  De  Candolle,  Ori'ff.  d.  PI.  Cult.  291). 

2  He  says,  however,  that  this  classification  is  '  plus  agricole 
que  botanique.' 
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the  difficult  passage,  Ps.  35  14,  where  in  the  letters  -npDN3 
Che.  (1's.W)  detects  nvcnp^  ',  in  the  parallel  clause  he  finds 
inN  in  the  mutilated  form  nN-  The  whole  verse  becomes  — 

Like  bulrushes  by  the  river's  bank,  |  so  did  I  bend  the  head 
Like  reeds  by  the  streams,  |  (so)  bowed  down  I  went  along. 

For  '  flag  '  in  the  sense  of  '  standard,'  see  ENSIGNS.        N.  M. 

FLAGON,  i.  '  Flagon  '  (Fr.  fiacon),  or  large  bottle, 
occurs  five  times  in  AV,  viz.,  2  S.  6  19  i  Ch.  163  Is.  2224  Hos. 
3  i  Cant.  2  5.  RV,  however,  substitutes  '  cake  (or  cakes)  of 
raisins'  or  (in  Cant.)  'raisins,'  except  in  Is.  2224,  where  it 
retains  'all  the  vessels  of  flagons.'  RV's  rendering  'cake  of 
raisins  '  (for  rwtivb  's>  however,  probably  not  less  incorrect  than 
'  flagon  '  ;  the  passages  with  XW'tt  appear  to  need  critical  emend 
ation  (see  FRUIT,  g  5).  In  Is.  2224  the  'flagons'  of  EV 
corresponds  to  C'Suji  n'6fnlliut  ',  earthenware  bottles  are  meant. 
(See  BOTTLE,  §  2  [/>],  and  cp  POTTERY.) 

2.  In  two  places  RV  has  introduced  '  flagons,'  contrary  to 
AV,  viz.,  Ex.2029  37i6(AV  'covers';  <rirov&\f]ia  [BAFL]). 
This  sense  is  confirmed  by  the  cognate  dialects  (see  Ges.  -Buhl, 
S.T.  ;  and  Di.  in  loc.),  also  by  ©,  and  by  Nu.  4  7  (RV  'cups,' 
AV  'covers'),  where  the  same  vessels  are  expressly  termed 
TJDJ.l  nii'p  —  i.e.,  libation-flagons.  For  representations  of  these 
or  similar  flagons  on  Jewish  coins  of  the  first  and  second  revolts, 
see  Madden,  Coins  of  the  Jews,  ig&ff. 


FLAX  (TVPB,1  fesefA.  or  nFlC?>S,  pistah,  pi.  D^CTS, 
pistini].  The  Hebrew  word  rendered  '  flax'  in  Ex.  9  31 
Josh.  26  Judg.  15  14  Prov.  31  13  Is.  19  9  42s  (quoted 
Mt.  1220,  with  \ivov)  Ezek.  403  Hos.  2s  9  [711]  is 
translated  'linen'  in  Lev.  1347/.  5259  Dt.  22  n  Jer. 
13  1  Ezek.  44  i?/,  and  'tow'  (RV  'flax')  in  Is.  43i7- 

<J5  has  generally  \ivov  but  once,  AtfoKoAajiir)  (Josh.  26),  once 
<TTiVjruoi'(Judg.  15  14),  and  twice  <rTi7T7rvi>'05[etc.](Lev.  1847  59). 
In  Ezek.  403  &  reads  oiKO&Ofj.iav  ,  in  Hos.  bSovia. 

Ex.  931  mentions  the  growing  plant  as  budding  or 
flowering  (see  ROLLED)  at  the  time  that  barley  comes 
into  ear  (cp  Wilkinson,  Anc.  Eg.  2398);  but  in  most 
places  the  reference  is  to  a  finished  product,  flax  (Linutn 
usitatissrmum,  L.  )  or  linen,  which  is  often  coupled  or 
contrasted  with  wool  ;  in  Is.  42s  43  17  Mt.  1220  the  use 
of  flaxen  wicks  for  lighting  is  probably  alluded  to. 

The  cultivation  of  flax  in  Egypt  is  referred  to  in 
Is.  19g,  '  those  that  dress  combed  flax  '  (nip'ib  D'nc's)— 
an  expression  which  is  illustrated  by  the  two  combs  for 
parting  and  cleansing  the  fibres  of  the  flax  referred  to 
by  Wilkinson  (op.  cit.  2  174).  The  phrase  ryrt  'nc'3,  piste 
hd'es,  in  Josh.  26  has  by  some  been  taken  to  mean 
cotton  (sc.  '  tree  flax'),  but  is  obviously  '  flax  in  stalk,' 
as  opposed  to  '  flax  that  has  been  beaten  '  ;  thus  © 
\ii>OKa\d/uL7;. 

De  Candolle  (Orig.  95^)  maintains  that  of  the  two  best  dis 
tinguishable  species  of  flax,  the  annual  (Linum  usitatissimum) 
had  its  original  home  in  Asia,  while  the  perennial  (/-.  angusti- 
foliunf)  was  that  which  first  grew  in  Europe.  The  former, 
however,  he  thinks,  reached  Europe  from  Mesopotamia  and 
Persia  at  a  very  early  prehistoric  period,  and  was,  almost 
certainly,  the  flax  cultivated  by  the  Egyptians. 

See  also  LINEN  ;  and  on  the  use  of  flax  for  nets,  see  FISH,  §  3. 


FLEA  (PjnS :  y yAAoc).  In  i  S.  24  14  [15]  26  20, 
according  to  Smith's  Z?Z?(2'  (s.v.  'Flea'),  'David,  ad 
dressing  Saul,  compares  himself  to  [the  flea],  as  the  most 
insignificant  and  contemptible  of  living  things.'  The 
statement  is  incredible,  and  the  reports  of  travellers 
among  the  Bedouin  do  but  make  it  more  so.  For 
these  insects  (Pit lex  irritans,  Linn. )  swarm  in  the  dust  of 
caves.  That  David  should  refer  to  hunting  '  a  single 
flea'  is  absurd.  Did  he  wish  to  preach  resignation  to 
king  Saul?  The  question  suggests  itself  whether  the 
text  is  correct.  Considering  that  the  Flea-clan  turns 
out  to  be  imaginary  (see  PAROSH),  we  may  well  doubt  it. 

An  explanation  lies  close  at  hand.  For  inx  tyjns  we  should 
read  naiD  K~\3,  '  wild  ass  of  the  desert ' ;  cp  Job  24  5,  and  especi 
ally  Gen.  16  1 2  (where  Q-JK  K~\2  should  be  -pin  tO3  [Griit/.]). 
David  asks  if  Saul  has  come  out  to  chase  a  wild  pariah  dog  (see 
DOG,  §  3)  or  a  still  wilder  desert-ass.  In  i  S.  26  20  the  reference 

1  This  form  is  inferred  (see  Ges.  7'/:«.)from  the  twice  occurring 
W9  (Hos.  2s  9  [7  n]) 
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to  the  '  flea'  is  due  to  a  misreading  ;  ©BA  has  tyvxnv  (Jtoui  %?*?3 
(see  Dr.  ad  loc.).  The  word  'fleas'  (plur.)  occurs  in  RVniK-  of 
Ex.  8  16  for  D'33.  See  LICE.  T.  K.  C. 


FLESH,     i.  OT  usage.—  The  Hebrew  Msdr 
in  the  most  literal  sense  signifies  flesh  as  distinct  from  the 
outer  skin  (Lev.  9n),  the  living  flesh  of 

human  beings  (Lev.  13  id)  and  of  brutes 
^Qen  41^    as  wdl  as  the  dead  flesh 

in  the  one  case  (Gen.  168)  and  in  the  other  (Gen. 
40  19).  Hence  by  a  natural  extension  of  meaning 
'flesh'  is  used  for  the  whole  body  (Lev.  14  9  and  so 
frequently  in  P;  but  cp  also  i  K.  2127).  Further, 
although  the  Hebrews  from  ancient  times  distinguished 
between  flesh  and  soul  (B:SJ)  they  did  not  at  first  draw 
any  sharp  line  of  demarcation  between  the  two  ;  much 
less  were  they  conscious  of  painful  contrast  between  the 
flesh  in  its  weakness  and  sinfulness  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  eternal,  holy  God  upon  the  other.  Naturally, 
therefore,  '  flesh  '  is  employed  to  signify  not  only  the 
whole  body,  but  also  the  whole  man  as  a  personal 
being  ;  at  least  in  Neh.  65  Job  216  Ps.  682  we  appear  to 
meet  with  the  survival  of  this  usage. 

It  is  also  used  of  the  male  alSola  (Ezek.  1626  23  20  Lev.  152 
16  4).  Again,  marriage  is  said  to  make  the  man  and  woman 
'one  flesh.'  Kinsfolk,  and  even  compatriots,  have  the  same 
'  bone  and  flesh  '  (Gen.  29  14  37  27  i  S.  5  i  19  i^f.),  and  it  is  of 
the  bond  of  common  lineage  in  Israel  that  the  later  Isaiah  is 
thinking  when  he  exhorts  his  countrymen  (Is.  58  7)  not  '  to  hide 
themselves  from  their  own  flesh.'  Indeed  'flesh,'  like  the 
Arabic  basar"",  becomes  a  synonym  for  mankind  (Ps.  65  3  Jer. 
12  12),  or  may  include  all  creatures  that  live  and  feel  (so  P  in 
Gen.  7  15  etc.). 

Next,  '  flesh  '  is  regarded  as  united  in  the  case  of  the 
living  man  with  soul,  so  that  the  whole  man  con 
sists  of  flesh  and  soul  (Ps.  16g  682),  though  in  one 
passage  —  where,  however,  both  text  and  meaning  are 
uncertain  —  the  book  of  Job  (1422)  apparently  ascribes 
some  dull  feeling  even  to  the  flesh  separated  by  death 
from  the  soul.  The  flesh,  moreover,  and  especially  the 
heart,  is  the  receptacle  of  the  spirit  (Sen.  63)  which  is 
the  principle  of  physical  and  spiritual  life,  or  in  a  more 
special  sense  the  endowment  of  Yahwe's  chosen  servants 
and  in  the  Messianic  age  of  all  Israel  (Joel  3i).  There 
fore  when  Yahwe  recalls  his  people  from  their  disobedi 
ence,  he  begins,  according  to  Ezekiel  (11  19  8626),  by 
giving  them  a  heart  of  flesh—  i.e.  ,  one  which  is  human 
and  susceptible  —  instead  of  a  heart  of  stone  —  i.e.  , 
one  which  is  hard  and  inhuman. 

Lastly,   in   the   prophetic  writings,   man   as  flesh   is 
contrasted  with  God  as   spirit.      This   opposition   first 

appears   in   Isaiah    (31  3,    written,    as 
2.  As  a  synonym  seems  most  ]ikdy|  in  7QZ<  witha  view 

ol  mankind.  to  the  Egyptjan  aiiiance  ;  see  ISAIAH 
i.  ,  §  14)  :  '  The  Egyptians  are  men  and  not  God,  and 
their  horses  are  flesh  and  not  spirit  ;  and  Yahwe  will 
stretch  out  his  hand,  so  that  the  helper  shall  stumble 
and  the  helped  fall,  and  both  of  them  perish  together.' 
In  this  passage,  the  nearest  approach  to  a  dogmatic 
conception  of  God  in  the  prophetic  writings,  God  is 
represented  as  the  absolute  spirit,  who  exists  without 
dependence  on  creatures,  unaffected  by  national  disaster. 
All  else  is  flesh  ;  the  same  God  who  gives  them  breath 
at  his  will  withdraws  it.  The  heathen  gods  are  simply 
ignored,  and  it  is  apparent  that  the  Divine  Spirit  must 
in  the  end  conquer  that  which  is  mere  flesh.  Like 
thoughts  recur  in  subsequent  literature.  '  Cursed  is  the 
man,'  says  Jeremiah  (17s),  'who  trusts  in  human 
beings  and  makes  flesh  his  arm,  while  his  heart  with 
draws  from  Yahwe.'  All  flesh,  according  to  Zechariah 
(11  17),  is  to  be  hushed  into  silence  before  Yahwe  in  his 
temple.  Job  asks  if  God  has  '  eyes  of  flesh  '  (104)  —  i.e., 
whether  he  is  really  ignorant  and  impatient  like  short- 

1  Cp  Ar.  basar"n,  '  the  external  skin,'  with  the  Syriac  besra, 
'flesh,  'and  with  the  Assyr.  bisru,  used  of  relations  by  blood. 
Probably  the  Arabic  word  best  preserves  the  original  meaning, 
basar  being  the  outer,  as  opposed  to  INI?  (  =  Ar.  thiir),  the 
inner  flesh.  See  Hoffm.  ZA  Til  '  3  107. 
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sighted  and  short-lived  men.  So,  on  the  contrary,  God 
is  said  in  Ps.  7839  to  remember  that  his  people  'are 
but  flesh  ' — i.  e. ,  weak  and  fleeting.  Here  we  reach  the 
threshold  of  the  NT  idea  of  crdp£.  The  theological  use 
of  this  word  is  confined  to  Paul's  employment  of  it  to 
denote  the  seat  of  sin  in  man.  Outside  of  this,  it  is 
used  in  a  merely  popular  sense  to  designate  the  material 
part  of  man  in  its  various  contrasts  with  the  spirit  (see 

ESCHATOLOGY,  §  102).  W.  E.  A. 

ii.   NT  usage. — Paul's  use,    however,   becomes  part 
of  a  system    of   theological  thought  which    is  carried 
through  the  subject  of  sin  and  redemption 


3.  Paul's  use 
of  the  word. 


instances  are  so  frequent  and  familiar  as 


scarcely  to  need  citation  :  the  most  obvious 
are  Rom.  7s  18  25  ;  86-13  ;  Gal.  513-24).  This  system, 
therefore,  must  be  briefly  described. 

In  the  first  place,  since  the  seat  of  sin  is  in  the  flesh, 
the  punishment  of  sin  is  mainly,  not  wholly,  physical 
death.  The  final  redemption  of  man,  of  which  the  spirit 
is  only  the  pledge,  is  therefore  the  restoration  of  the 
body  (Rom.  8iof.  23).  Moreover,  since  sin  has  its 
seat  in  the  flesh,  the  resurrection  is  not  only  a  re-creation 
of  the  body,  but  a  change  from  a  body  of  sin  and 
death  to  one  fitted  for  the  higher  spiritual  part  of  man, 
and  incorruptible  (i  Cor.  1642-49). 

This  localising,  not  only  of  sin,  but  also  of  the  punishment 
of  sin,  in  the  body,  explains  how  it  is  that,  in  the  apostle's 
thought,  redemption  is  through  Christ's  death  and  resurrection. 
As  long  as  both  punishment  and  cure  were  thought  of  as  purely 
spiritual  these  physical  means  of  the  cure  in  the  apostle's  thought 
were  inexplicable.  It  is  incongruous  to  make  Christ's  physical 
death  in  some  way  take  the  place  of  man's  spiritual  death,  or 
Christ's  resurrection  effect  man's  spiritual  resurrection  (Rom. 
5  10).  If,  however,  physical  death  is  the  main  element  in 
punishment,  then  the  physical  death  of  Christ  can  take  the 
place  of  that  of  the  sinner  ;  and  if  resurrection  is  essentially 
corporeal,  the  physical  resurrection  of  Jesus  may  become  its 
appropriate  cause. 

Again,  the  placing  of  sin  in  the  flesh,  in  the  body  and 
its  members,  makes  it  superficial,  not  identified  with 
the  essential  mail,  which  is  in  subjection  to  the  law 
of  God. 

It  is  not  the  ego,  the  human  personality,  that  sins,  but  sin, 
seated  in  the  man  as  an  alien  principle,  penetrating  only  the 
flesh,  not  the  spirit  of  the  man  (Rom.  714-25).  At  the  same 
time,  since  sin  dwells  in  the  flesh,  and  the  flesh  is  resolved  into 
the  body  and  the  members,  which  are  the  executive  parts,  it  is 
sin  that  gets  itself  done  in  spite  of  the  protest  of  the  inner  man  (it.). 

This  does  not  mean,  of  course,  that  it  is  not  the  man 
himself  that  sins,  but  that  it  is  the  man  dominated,  not 
by  his  inner  real  self,  but  by  an  alien  principle  of  sin, 
in  a  way  external  to  himself.  The  remedy  is  to  be 
found  in  the  first  place  in  the  displacement  of  sin  as  the 
dominant  principle  in  the  man,  by  the  spirit.  The 
apostle  represents  the  dominion  of  sin  as  amounting  to 
a  law  to  which  the  man  is  subject,  but  from  which  he  is 
freed  by  the  law  of  the  spirit  of  life.  Sin  is  dispossessed, 
not  of  power,  but  of  supreme  power  in  the  very  flesh 
which  has  been  its  stronghold  (Rom.  81-10). 

This,  however,  is  not  all.  If  it  were,  there  would  be 
a  state  of  strife  incompatible  with  the  apostle's  idea  of 
the  completeness  of  the  work  of  Christ. 

To  be  sure>  sin  is  no  longer  the  dom- 

'  inating  principle  even  in  the  flesh  :  it 
is  met  and  overcome  by  the  stronger  spirit.  However, 
it  is  there  still,  and  keeps  up  its  fight  against  the  spirit 
(Gal.  5  16-26)  ;  the  flesh  being  the  part  of  man  which  is 
vulnerable  to  sin,  the  final  act  of  redemption  must  be 
the  deliverance  of  the  man  from  the  flesh  itself.  This 
occurs,  accordingly,  at  the  resurrection,  when  the 
body  of  another  sort,  another  material,  fitted  for  the 
higher  part  of  the  man,  is  substituted  for  this  body  of 
flesh  (i  Cor.  1642-49).  An  analysis  of  the  statement 
will  show  that  the  flesh  of  which  this  is  said  is  simply 
the  flesh  itself  in  its  primary  meaning. 

In  the  first  place,  the  resolution  of  the  flesh  into  body  and 
members,  which  we  find  commonly  in  Paul,  is  enough  to  show 
this,  unless  we  find  rebutting  testimony  (Rom.  7$  23_/C).  Then 
the  apostle's  account  of  the  way  in  which  his  good  will  is 
frustrated  points  to  the  same  conclusion.  He  himself  wills  the 


this  state  of  things  is  the  redemption  of  the  body.  The  pledge 
of  this  is  the  spirit,  which  helps  the  situation  as  long  as  the  flesh 
complicates  it  ;  but  the  final  cure  is  the  change  of  material  of 
the  body  into  something  befitting  the  spirit  instead  of  clogging 
it  (Rom.  823).  This  it  is  that  achieves  for  man  at  last  the  con 
dition  of  sonship. 

We  must  now  seek  the  rationale  of  this  theory  of  sin. 
In  the  present  state  of  this  question,  it  is  enough  to  say 

_  T,  ..  ,  ,  that  it  is  probably  not  the  Greek 
5.  Rationale  of  ,  ,.  ,  •  ,  «.'  .,  , 

T,     ,,    ,,  dualism,    which  affirms  evil  of  matter 

Paul  a  theory. 

'    as  such. 

(1)  The  Jewish  philosophy  which  mediates  between 
Judaism  and  Hellenism  is  Alexandrian,  and  Paul  was 
not  an   Alexandrian    (cp   HELLENISM,  §  9).      He  says 
of    himself   that    he  was    excessively   zealous   for    the 
ancestral  traditions.     That  is  to  say,  he  was  a  Pharisee  ; 
and  Pharisaism  and  Alexandrianism   do  not  coalesce  : 
they  are  opposites  (Gal.  114  Phil.  85). 

(2)  The  apostle's  doctrine  of  the  resurrection  of  the 
body  involves    for    it    a    change  of  material,    not    the 
substitution  of  a  body  that  is  immaterial. 

When  Paul  says  that  the  resurrection  body  is  spiritual,  he  is 
not  speaking  of  its  material  (if  one  may  speak  of  '  spiritual 
material ')  but  of  its  adaptation.  The  contrast  is  with  the 
psychical  body,  the  psyche  being  the  lower  spiritual  part  of 
man  ;  not  of  course  the  material  of  the  present  body,  but  its 
inhabitant.  In  the  same  way,  the  pneuma,  which  is  the  higher 
spiritual  part,  would  be,  not  the  material  of  the  future  body,  but 
its  spiritual  principle.  In  2  Cor.  5i-8,  the  apostle  expresses  a 
dread  of  the  disembodied  state — what  he  calls  its  '  nakedness  ' — a 
dread  that  is  repugnant  to  the  essential  spirit  of  Alexandrianism, 
which  regards  the  body  as  a  clog  to  the  spirit,  not  as  a  covering 
for  its  shivering  nakedness. 

(3)  Finally,  Paul  deprecates  Greek  wisdom  or  philo 
sophy,   speaking  of  it  as  worldly  and  opposed  to  the 
foolishness  of  the  cross  (i  Cor.  117-31). 

This,  again,  can  scarcely  refer  to  anything  else  than  Alex 
andrianism  :  that  Jewish  adaptation  of  Platonism  is  the  only 
form  of  Greek  thought  familiar  to  the  Jews.  When  a  Pharisaic 
Jew,  Paul,  in  a  controversy  with  an  Alexandrian  Jew, 
Apollos,  speaks  in  this  way  of  Greek  wisdom,  the  reference 
is  plain.  This  applies  generally  to  the  attempt  to  make  Paul 
cover  the  Alexandrian  as  well  as  the  Jewish  tracts  of  thought  in 
traditional  Paulinism. 

The  apostle  shared,  however,  the  depreciation  of  the 
body  common  to  all  races,  which  is  due  to  its  actual 
seductions  and  misdemeanours.  The  grosser  and  more 
obvious  sins  have  there  not  only  their  seat  but  also  their 
occasion.  It  is  the  side  of  man  which  is  vulnerable  ; 
not  actually  evil,  but  susceptible  to  appetites  which  run 
easily  to  evil  (Gal.  619-21  24).  Then,  not  only  is  it  the 
seat  of  the  most  obvious  sins,  but  also  in  it  are  located 
the  most  apparent  and  obtrusive  results  of  sin.  The 
mind  reacts  within  itself,  and  the  moral  nature  in  its 
own  sphere,  and  in  these  cases  the  reactions  of  trans 
gression  are  subtle  ;  but  in  the  case  of  physical  trans 
gression  they  are  visible.  This  is  sufficient  to  account 
for  Paul's  use,  which  is  not  singular  except  as  its 
peculiarities  are  emphasised  by  their  place  in  the  system 
he  has  wrought  out. 

w.  E.  A.,  §  i/  ;  E.  P.  G.,  §  $ff. 

FLESHHOOK  ()6pp)  Ex.  27s,  etc.  See  COOKING 
UTENSILS,  §  5  (ii. ). 

FLINT.  So  much  of  Palestine  consists  of  cretaceous 
strata  that  we  are  not  surprised  to  find  flint  often  re 
ferred  to.  The  terms  used  for  it  are  : — 

1.  li;,  sor  (Ex.  4  25  [i^ij^ov],  Josh.  5  •zf.  [irerpa  aicpOTO/u.os],  Job 
22  24  [Trerpa],  Ps.  89  44  [43],  where  MT's  -nx  is  corrupt  [©  T^V 
jSorjfletac;  sec  Che.  ad  loc.],  Ezek.  89  [irfTpa.]).     In  Is.  5  28  read 
"li°  for  "1!>   [<rTepea  Trerpa].      Plainly  generic  =  rock,   stone.      On 
Josh.  5  2  see  KNIFE. 

2.  t>>'DVn>    hallamis  (aicpoTOjuos,     orep.     irer.      On    Tg.    see 
ADAMANT,  §  4),  flint,  and,  with  -us,  rocky  flint  and  flinty  rock 
(Dt.  815,  quoted   in  Wisd.  11  41  Dt.  32  13  Job  28  9  Ps.  1048  Is. 
SO?).     Emblem  of  hardness  or  unfruitfulnes's  ;  hence  the  marvel 
of  '  oil '  or  '  water  '  from  the  flinty  rock  (see  On.).     Also  of  moral 
stedfastness  (Is.  507  E/ek.  3 9).     Cp  also  HAMMER,  2. 

ffalliitn'is  is  etymologically  identical  with  Ass.  ehncsu  or 
elinfisu,  the  hardest  and  costliest  of  precious  stones,  the  name  of 
which  probably  underlies  a  corrupt  Hebrew  name  of  a  precious 
stone  (see  TARSHISH,  STONE  OF).  See  Del.  Pro!.  86,  and  cp 
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Hommel,  FSB  A,  May  '93,  p.  291,  who  connects  elmesu  (  = 
alganiesu)  \i\t\\gilgainisorgibilgamis,  according  to  him  a  name 
of  the  Fire-god. 

3.  icdx^af ,  i  Mace.  10  73  EV,  '  in  the  plain,  where  is  neither 
stone  nor  flint '  (rather,  '  pebbles  ').  K.  also  in  (5  i  S.  14  14.  On 
both  passages  see  SLING. 

FLOCK,   TOWER   OF   THE   (TUT^?*?)    Mi.  48. 

See  EDER,  THE  TOWER  OF. 

FLOOD  (TOO),  Gen.  617.      See  DELUGE. 

FLOOR  (jni),  Gen.  50  n.     See  AGRICULTURE,  §  8. 

FLOUR,  (i)  HP;?,  Judg.  619  RV  '  meal'  ;  (2)  nSb, 
Ex.  292  ;  (3)  ps2,  2  S.  13s  RV,  'dough.'  See  BREAD,  §  i, 
FOOD,  §  i/ 

FLOWERS.  Four  Hebrew  words  for  '  flower  '  or 
'  blossom '  correspond  to  the  single  Greek  word  dvdos 
(taking  the  LXX  for  our  guide).  The  NT  therefore  could 
not  (even  if  the  love  of  flowers  were  more  percep 
tible  in  it  than  it  is)  be  expected  to  do  justice  to  the 
floral  beauty  of  the  landscape  of  Palestine  in  spring 
(Cant.  2 12).  It  is  true,  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem 
has  not  a  rich  flora.  Still,  all  the  hills  of  Judah  have 
bright  though  small  spring-flowers  ;  nor,  since  Isaiah 
(I7n  18s  see  SBOT)  refers  to  it,  must  the  vine-blossom 
(see  GRAPE)  be  forgotten.  Samaria  was  probably 
better  favoured  (cp  Is.  28 1 ).  Two  of  the  most  beautiful  of 
the  flowers  of  Palestine  compete  for  the  honour  of  being 
referred  to  by  Jesus  in  his  saying  on  the  lilies  (see 
LILY).  The  tulip,  poppy,  hyacinth,  cyclamen,  asphodel, 
star  of  Bethlehem,  crocus,  and  mallow  may  also  be 
mentioned  among  the  many  attractive  flowers.  Wild 
r<5ses  and  wild  jasmine  also  perfume  the  air  in  some 
parts.  Lebanon  and  the  deserts  have  floral  beauties  of 
their  own.  Delitzsch,  though  he  had  never  been  in 
Palestine,  fully  realised  this  variety  in  the  flora  of  that 
country  (Iris,  18).  That  flowers  should  be  an  emblem 
of  evanescence  is  natural  (Job  142  Ps.  103is  Is.  406 
Jas.  lio). 

1.  rr&,perah,  Ex.  25 31^  (©  Kpivov)  Is.  18s(AV  'bud,'  RV 
'blossom,'  i.e.,  of  the  vine),  expresses  an  early  stage  of  inflores 
cence.     Cp  ALMOND,  CANDLESTICK,  §  2. 

2.  f'X  sis,   ns»s  sisdh,    Nu.  17 8  [23]    Is.  28  14  406    Job  14  2 
etc.     Root -meaning  'to  glitter'  ;  cp  MITRE,  §  3_/C 

3.  .tin,  nissak,  Is.  185  Job  1033,  of  the  early  crude   berries 
of  the  vine  and  olive  respectively.     See  GRAPE,  2. 

4.  fJH,  nissiin,  Cant.  2 12,  of  the  spring  flowers. 

On  the  '  sweet  flowers '  of  AV  (RV  '  banks  of  sweet  herbs  ')  in 
Cant.  5  13,  see  SPICE. 

FLUE  NET  (rnO?p),  Hab.  1 15  AVms-    See  NET,  3. 

FLUTE  (Xn^rf>P),  Dan.  85710  i5t-  See  Music, 
§  4  (*)• 

FLUX,  BLOODY  (AyceNreplON),  Acts288.  See 
DISEASES,  9. 

FLY.  Two  Hebrew  words  are  rendered  '  fly '  : 
i.  3-13?,  zZbtib  (fivia,  musca),  cp  Ass.  zumbu  [see 
LICE,  end].  Everyone  knows  the  divine  name  Baalzebub, 
according  to  some  so  called  as  being  a  god  who  averts 
flies  (cp  the  fly-god  Myiodes  in  Plin.  xxix.  6  34)  ;  see, 
however,  BAAL-ZEBUB.  Elsewhere  the  word  only 
occurs  in  Is.  7 18  Eccles.  10 1.  In  Isaiah  '  fly  '  and  '  bee ' 
(the  Assyrians)  are  parallel  ;  the  fly  is  an  apt  emblem 
of  the  dwellers  in  the  Nile  valley  where  noxious 
insects  abound.  Can  the  fly  intended  be  identified?  i 
Perhaps,  at  least  if  Delitzsch  and  Cheyne  (inPropk.  Is. )  j 
are  right  in  connecting  the  D;S:S  *?sSit  (Del.  '  land  of  the 
whirring  of  wings')  of  Is.  18  i  with  the  tsetse-fly.  The 
tsetse-fly  (Glossina  morsitans)  is  the  most  dreaded 
insect  of  S.  and  Central  Africa  ;  it  was  described  by  the 
traveller  Bruce  as  long  ago  as  1790. 

This  fly  acts  as  a  carrier  of  disease.  It  conveys  a  blood  para 
site  from  one  animal  to  another  and  the  parasite  causes  the 
disease  or  death  of  most  cattle.  We  know  of  no  evidence  that 
this  disease  ever  visited  Egypt. 

We  might  also  think  of  the  seroot  fly  of  Upper  Egypt 
and  Nubia,  which  is  apparently  a  species  of  Pangonia 
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( Tabanidce],  and  allied  to  our  horse-flies.  This  insect 
is  about  the  size  of  a  wasp,  with  an  orange-coloured 
body  striped  with  black  and  white.  Its  very  powerful 
mouth-organs  inflict  a  painful  wound  from  which  blood 
flows  freely,  and  in  which  other  flies  attempt  to  lay 
their  eggs.  During  the  rainy  season  in  Upper  Egypt, 
Nubia,  etc. ,  it  is  a  plague  both  to  man  and  to  beast.  At 
any  rate,  the  seroot  may  be  taken  as  exemplifying  the 
category  to  which  the  dreaded  insects  referred  to  belong. 
The  obscure  and  rather  lengthy  proverb  about  '  dead  flies ' 
in  Eccles.  10  i  (EV)  is  well  emended  by  Siegfried,  'A  poisonous 
fly  brings  corruption  to  the  perfumer's  ointment ;  (so)  a  little  folly 
destroys  the  worth  of  wisdom.'  ©  (6avarov<7ai)  at  any  rate 
supports  the  sense  of 'deadly'  or  'poisonous,'1  though  like  MT 
it  has  'flies'  (plur.).  Flies  in  Egypt  and  Syria  are  indeed  per 
nicious.  They  propagate  diseases  such  as  ophthalmia,  and 
transmit  some  of  the  parasites  which  live  in  blood,  etc. 

2.  ahy,  \lrob  (icvp&fHiUt),  the  name  of  the  insect  or 
insects  of  the  plague  of  Egypt  (Ex.  821  [i?]/:  Ps.  7845 
1053i,  EV  swarms  of  flies).  It  is  impossible  to  specify 
what  particular  insect  is  intended. 

The  rendering  'dog-flies '  ((5,  Ge.  Kn.)  implies  a  derivation 
from  piy,  'to  suck.'  These  flies  have  a  reputation  for  their 
voracity.  The  rival  rendering  '  swarms '  (cp  RV)  suggests  a 

connection  with  any,  '  to  mix.'    So  Pesh.  Ltft^y...  ;  other  early 
interpretations  (see  Ges.  Thes.)  need  not  be  cited. 

A.  E.  S. — S.  A.  C. 

FODDER  p^>3),  Job  6  5.     See  CATTLE,  §  5. 

FOLD  (HU),  19.65 10,  or  Folds  (nhl|),  Nu.  3224. 
See  CATTLE,  §  5. 

FOOD 

A.  VEGETABLE  KINGDOM. 

Cereals,  §§  1-3.  Vegetables,  §§  4-6. 

Condiments,  §  7. 

B.  ANIMAL  KINGDOM. 

Restrictions,  §§  8-13.  Cattle  as  food,  §  i$f. 

Other  details,  §  i6f. 

A  historical  treatment  of  the  food  of  the  Hebrews 
would  eventually  shape  itself  into  a  history  of  their 
social  and  economic  progress  from  the  condition  of 
nomads  in  prehistoric  times,  through  centuries  of  agri 
cultural  and  pastoral  life  in  Canaan,  to  the  latest  days 
of  Jewish  independence,  when  the  choicest  products  of 
neighbouring  countries  found  a  ready  market  in  the 
cities  of  Palestine.  It  suits  our  present  purpose  better, 
however,  to  treat  the  subject  of  food  in  Old  and  New- 
Testament  times  with  reference  to  the  natural  kingdom 
to  which  the  various  food-stuffs  belong.  Of  the  three 
familiar  divisions,  the  vegetable  kingdom  (§§  1-7)  sup 
plied  the  inhabitants  of  Palestine,  as  it  still  supplies  the 
peoples  of  Eastern  lands,  with  all  but  an  insignificant 
proportion  of  the  ordinary  daily  food.  To  this  day  the 
Syrian  yW/<i/z/>z  are  practically  vegetarians,  tasting  meat 
(§§  8-16)  only  on  the  occasion  of  some  religious  or 
social  festival.  (On  the  price  of  food  see  §  17. ) 

A.   VEGETABLE  KINGDOM. 
I.    Cereals. — In  every  period  of  Hebrew  history  the 
1    Wheat     nlost    important    food-stuffs    were    those 
''    classed    by    Hebrew   writers    under    the 
general    name  ddgdn    (pi),  corn,  which  comprised  the 
grains  of  a  number  of  common  cereals. 

i.  In  the  Mishna  treatise  Ckalla*  12  (cp  Ptsdch.  2s), 
whoso  takes  a  vow  to  abstain  from  ddgdn  has  to  abstain 
only  from  the  following  five  kinds  :  wheat,  barley,  spelt 
(a'Dpia),  'fox-ears'  (?y?B>  rrVac'),  and  siphon  (pay),  of 
which  only  the  first  three  are  mentioned  in  the  OT.3 

1  The  analogy  of  phrases  like  n.lD  '73,  'a  deadly  weapon,'  is 
decisive. 

2  This  treatise  deals  with  the  various  contents  of  the  kneading- 

,  & 

trough,  subject  or  not  subject  to  the  dough  dues  (H?n  ;  see  Nu. 
15  20  ff.,  and  cp  P.AKEMEATS,  $  2),  as  they  may  be  called,  which 
for  the  ordinary  housewife  amounted  to  one  twenty-fourth,  for 
professional  bakers  one  forty-eighth  of  the  whole. 

8  For  the  two  remaining  grains  see  below,  §  3,  and  cp  the  list 
in  Ezek.  4  9. 
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The  most  highly  esteemed  of  these  cereals,  universally 
used  by  rich  and  poor,  was  wheat. 

(a)  Wheat,1  hittdh  (nen,  more  often  Q'En),  appears 
in  the  OT  as  a  food-stuff  under  various  forms.  The 
most  primitive  custom  —  the  only  method  practised  in 
Rome,  tradition  says,  till  the  days  of  Numa  (see 
'  Cibaria  '  in  Daremberg  and  Saglio's  Diet,  des  Antiq. 
1142^)  —  was  to  pluck  the  ears  (m'l/ldk,  'dbtb)  when 
filled  but  not  fully  ripe,  to  remove  the  husk  by  simply 
rubbing  the  ears  in  the  hand,  and  to  eat  the  still  juicy 
kernel. 

This  the  Hebrews  were  allowed  to  do  in  passing  through  a 
field  of  standing  corn  (Dt.  'J3  25  [26]).  It  was  disallowed  on  the 
Sabbath,  however  (Mt.  12  i  Alk.  2  23  Lk.  t>  i),  inasmuch  as 
plucking  and  rubbing  were  legally  regarded  as  special  forms  of 
reaping  and  winnowing  (cp  S/ia6.  7  2).  Ears,  whether  of  wheat 
or  of  barley,  eaten  in  this  way  seem  to  have  been  known  as 
kartnel  ftiyia,  RV  '  fresh  ears  '  ;  Lev.  23  14  2  K.  4  42).  2 

The  same  '  fresh  ears,'  crushed  in  a  mortar  or  other 
wise,  produced  the  Sci3  cn.3,  gtres  karmel,  of  Lev. 
21416  (RV  'bruised  corn  of  the  fresh  ear').  Much 
more  common  was  the  method  of  roasting  the  ears, 
before  they  had  hardened,  on  an  iron  plate  or  pan. 

This  parched  corn  ('?jj  —  more  fully  ^j3  3"}?,  Lev.  '2  14  ; 
^7/3  alone  Josh.  On)  is  repeatedly  mentioned  in  the  OT  as  an 
article  of  diet  common  among  all  classes  of  the  people  (Lev.  23  14 

1  S.  17  17  25  18  2  S.  17  28  Ruth  2  14),  and  is  largely  eaten  at  the 
present  day  in  the  East  (cp  Rob.  JiK  2394  ['41];  ZDPV9$. 
This  mode  of  rendering  the  grains  of  the  cereals  more  palatable 
everywhere  preceded  the  use  of  the  mortar  and  pestle  by  which 
the  grains  were  crushed,  just  as  the  latter  method  preceded,  and 
was   eventually   superseded   by,    the   hand-mill   or   quern   (see 
MILL).     On  the  main  use  of  wheat  in  the  Hebrew  food-supply 
see,  further,  BAKEMEATS,  BREAD. 

Among  the  modern  Syrians  the  favourite  mode  of 
cooking  wheat  is  as  follows  :  — 

The  grain  is  boiled  after  it  has  been  thoroughly  cleaned  (hence 
OT  13,  see  CORN,  3)  by  the  female  members  of  the  family  (see 
©,  2S.4  6,  and  cp  SBO  T)  and  freed  from  the  impurities  unre- 
moved  by  the  process  of  winnowing  ;  it  is  then  spread  on  the 
housetop  to  dry  (cp  2  S.  17  19),  after  which  it  is  ground  and  boiled 
to  a  thick  paste.  A  similar  dish  seems  to  be  intended  by  the 
obscure  'drisdh,  nD'IJ?  (Nu.  10  2o_/  Neh.  10  37  [36]  Ezek.  44  30). 
EV  renders  'dough'  ((5  <£>upa/aa  in  Nu.,  tririov  in  Neh.,  om. 
in  Ezek.  ;  other  authorities  '  kneading-trough  '),  but  'aristili 
is  more  probably  to  be  identified  with  the  Talmudic  'arsan, 
a  porridge  or  paste,  made  from  the  meal  of  barley  or 
wheat  (see  mod.  Lexx.  and  especially  Lag.  GGJV,  1889,  p. 
301).  Wheat,  sodden  and  crushed  as  above  described,  the 
modern  burgitl,  added  to  mutton  which  has  been  pounded  to 
shreds  with  a  pestle  and  mortar,  forms  kibbeh,  the  national  dish 
of  Syria  (see  COOKING,  §  3).  The  modern  siitui,  the  finest  of 
the  wheat  meal,  got  by  bolting  the  ordinary  flour  (kemah, 
nOp,  RV  '  meal  )  with  a  fine  sieve  (cp  Pirke  Aboth,  5  15),  corre 
sponds  to  the  Hebrew  s&leth  (n^D  I  ®  <rejui.'SaAis  ;  RV  'fine 
flour  ').  A  poetical  designation  of  this  fine  flour  is  '  the  kidney 
fat  of  wheat  '  (Dt.  32  14  Ps.  SI  16  [17]  147  14).  •*  Its  price  was,  at 
one  period,  twice  that  of  barley  (2  K.  7  i  1618).  The  distinction 
between  these  two  kinds  of  Syrian  flour  (kemah  and  soIetK)  was 
familiar  to  the  Egyptians  of  the  New  Empire,  who  made 
soldiers'  bread  from  the  former,  and  princes'  bread  from  the 
latter  (Erman,  Anc.  Egypt,  188). 

(d)  The  second  place  among  the  food  grains  of  the 
Hebrews  was  occupied  by  barley.  A  brief  summary  of 
what  is  more  fully  stated  elsewhere  (see 
BARLEY)  will  suffice.  In  the  list  of  foods 
offered  to  David  and  his  friends  (2  S.  1728)  we  find 
wheat  and  barley  not  only  in  the  grain  but  also  ground 
and  parched  ('^>pi  nsjj)-  Commonly,  however,  barley, 
like  wheat,  was  consumed  in  the  form  of  bread  (Judg.  7  13 

2  K.  442    Ezek.  4912);     it    formed    the    bread    of   the 
peasantry,   and   the  low  esteem   in  which   it  was  held 
seems  to  be  the  ground   for   the  sole  instance  of  the 
admission  of  barley  meal  among   the  sacred   offerings 
(Nu.  5isjT-)-      In  NT  times  barley  bread  was   still  in 
use  (Jn.  69  13,  and  Mishna  passim),  and  it  is  common 
among  the  Bedouin  of  N.  Arabia  now. 

1  In  AV  Nu.  18  12  and  Jer.  31  12  the  rendering  '  wheat  '  is  too 
special  for  JJ1,  RV  '  earn,'  but  Amer.  Revision  '  grain  '  (so  always 
for  p). 

2  AV  here,  'full  ears  of  corn  in  the  husk  thereof  (Wjpl^J)  ; 
RV,  with  the  best  authorities,  'fresh  ears  of  corn  in  his  sack.' 

3  Also  probably  in  the  original  text  of  Ecclus.  39  26  (Bacher 
inJQK,  July  1897). 
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(c)  The  third  of  the  cereals  mentioned  above  as 
included  under  corn  (ddgdn)  in  Mishnic  times  (C/ialld, 
cb-  2s)  is  kusst!»u-th  (nODD  I  hardly 
ie,'  as  AV  except  in  Ezek.  4  9).  See 
FITCHKS.  From  Ezekiel  (4g,  plur.  AV  'fitches')  we 
learn  that  it  was,  at  least  occasionally,  employed  by  his 
countrymen  to  make  bread.  In  the  Mishna  it  is  re 
peatedly  mentioned  with  wheat  and  barley. 

The  two  remaining  cereals  are  not  mentioned  in  the 
OT. 

(d}  The  sibbOleth  Su'dl  (lit.  'fox's  ear')  has  been 
identified  by  the  Jewish  scholars  (Rashi,  etc.  )  with  oats  ; 
by  Low  (129)  with  the  eegilops,  a  grass  closely  allied 
to  wheat  (cp  Post,  Flora  of  Syria,  etc.,  899). 

(e)  The  Siphon  is  probably  a  species  of  oats  (the  Avcna 
barbata  of  Post,  871,  which  by  the  Arabs  is  called 
seifiln}.  From  the  frequent  mention  in  the  Mishna, 
both  (d  and  e)  must  have  been  cultivated  and  used  as  food 
by  the  Jews  of  Palestine  in  the  first  and  second  centuries 
of  our  era. 

ii.  In  the  Mishna  treatise  (Challd,  \n,  cp  Shebi'it/i 
2?)  cited  above  (§  i,  beginning),  mention  is  made  of 
four  food-stuffs  that  were  not  subject  to  the  dough  dues. 
Three  of  them  may  be  identified  with  certainty  as  the 
rice  plant,  millet,  and  sesame.  (a)  Rice,  'ores  (IIIN 
6pvfa),  was  introduced  into  Palestine  in  the  Greek  period 
(see  Hehn,  Kulturpjl.(^  485.^).  (/3)  Millet,  dohan 
(jm.  Ar.  duhn;  see  MlLLKT),  is  mentioned  in  Ezekiel's 
list  (4g),  where  @  has  Ke-/xpos,  by  which  @  (BQ'ns-)  also 
represents  the  obscure  and  perhaps  corrupt  pp:  of  Is. 
2825.  (7)  Sesame  is  still  largely  cultivated  in  Syria, 
mainly  for  the  oil-producing  quality  of  its  seeds  (see 
On,).  The  seeds  are  used  also  like  carraway  seeds  in 
western  lands,  sprinkled  on  the  housewife's  bread,  and 
even  mixed  with  sugar  and  flour  of  rice,  to  produce 
a  species  of  confection.  (5)  The  remaining  plant  of 
the  four  may  be  the  familiar  dura  of  the  Syrian  plains 
(cp  Low,  pp.  101-3),  which  in  the  present  day  supplies 
the  black  bread  of  the  peasant.  Mixed  with  wheaten 
flour,  it  is  said  to  keep  longer  soft  (ZDPl/%%}.  It  is 
not  mentioned  in  the  OT  or  NT.1 

II.  Other  vegetable  products,  (a)  The  pulse  fa  milv. 
—  We  pass  now  to  another  important  group  of  food- 

4.  Leguminosse.  fuffs'  the  LeSu"»»o^  or  pulse  family. 
It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  out 
of  the  many  hundreds  of  species  belonging  to  the 
natural  order  Leguminosce  which  are  found  at  the  present 
day  in  Syria  (see  Post,  op.  cit.  208-299)  only  two  are 
mentioned  in  the  OT  or  the  NT,  (i)  the  lentil,  and  (2) 
the  bean.  Still,  we  may  be  sure  that  the  pulse  plants 
in  all  periods  furnished  an  important  part  of  the 
Hebrews'  diet.  If  EV  rightly  renders  D'J/'lt,  sero'lm,  and 
Q'jjnT,  zeronitn  (Dan.  1  12  16),  the  diet  preferred  by 
Daniel  and  his  companions  was  confined  to  PULSE  \_q.v.  ]. 
Probably,  however,  '  herbs  '  (as  RVm£-)  is  a  more  ac 
curate  rendering  ;  the  context  suggests  a  contrast  between 
vegetable  food  -  products  generally,  and  the  sacrificial 
and  therefore  unclean  meat  (flesh)  from  the  royal 
kitchen.  Various  designations  of  the  products  we  are 
now  to  consider  occur  in  the  OT,  the  most  precise 
being  the  general  term  ydrdk  (pr,  in  the  Mishna  nipv 
[Ab.  Zar.  38]);  thus  pi'  j  (AV  'garden  of  herbs')  is 
the  equivalent  of  our  vegetable  or  kitchen  garden  (Dt. 
11  10  i  K.  21  2  ;  cp  pi»  nrnx,  'a  vegetable  diet,'  Prov. 
15  17).  Like  Daniel,  Judas  Maccabasus  and  his  associ 
ates  are  said  to  have  lived  on  a  vegetable  diet  (rriv 
XopTuSr)  Tpo<frfiv,  2  Mace.  527  ;  cp  4  Esd.  926  12si). 
For  the  same  reason  —  the  avoidance  of  food  ceremoni 
ally  unclean  —  Josephus  and  his  fellow-deputies  lived  at 
Rome  on  figs  and  nuts  (  I'it.  3). 

1  In  the  Aramaic  inscription  of  Panamu  from  Zenjirli  (/.  6) 
occur  the  names  HKr.  mi  8?  (cp  mijr,  Is.  2825),  nerv  rn;1;;-. 

Sachau  in  his  edition  of  the  inscription  proposes  to  identify  nil™ 
with  the  modern  grain  called  dura.  So  also  Dr.  Authority 
ami  Archteol.  132.  See,  however,  Che.  '  Isa.'  (Heb.  SBOT  99). 
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Regarding  the  antiquity  of  the  pulse  group  of  foods  and 
its  importance  among  the  peoples  of  Eastern  and  classical 
countries — with  the  curious  exception,  noted  by  Plutarch 
(is.  §§  5,  8),  of  the  Egyptian  priests1 — we  may  refer  to 
Hehn's great  work  (Kulturpft.  u.  Hansth.(^  zo%/.  ['94]). 

1.  The  first  place  in  the  group  may  be  assigned  to 
lentils,  'adds!  in  (pnho).     The  staple  diet  of  the  Egyptian 
pyramid -builders,   according   to    Strabo  (xvii.  134;    cp 
Wilkinson,   224),   lentils  were  cooked  by  the  Hebrews 
from  the  earliest  times  to  the  latest  (see  LENTILES).2 
Now,    as  in   Ezekiel's   time   (4g),   they  are  sometimes 
ground  and  mixed  with  wheat  Hour  to  make  bread  ;  but 
they  are   '  more  generally  used  as  a  pottage  or  cooked 
as  the  Spaniards  cook  haricot  beans,   stewed  with  oil 
and  flavoured  with  red  pepper'  (Tristram,  NHB  462). 

2.  The  bean,  pol  (Sis),  occurs  only  in  2  S.  17 28,  and 
as  one  of  the  numerous  ingredients  of  Ezekiel's  bread 
(4 9).      Several  different  species  of  bean  were  cultivated 
in  Palestine  for  consumption  in  the  first  two  centuries 
of  our  era.       For  example,    in    chap.  1    alone  of  the 
Mishna  treatise  Kifdim,  at  least  four  varieties  are  men 
tioned  ;  among  these  is  the  Egyptian  bean,  at  present 
one  of  the  most  extensively  cultivated  leguminous  plants 
of  Syria.     Next,  indeed,  to  the  preparations  of  wheat 
we  may  place  the  bean  in  its  various  forms  (fiil,  lubiyah, 
etc. )   as   the  most  useful  food-stuff  in   the  Syria  and 
Egypt  of  to-day  (cp  ZDPV^^,  Landberg,  Proverbes  et 
Dictons,  etc.    250).       Either   the  pods   are   boiled  and 
eaten  entire,  like  our  French  beans,  or  the  seeds  alone 
are  eaten  after  being  roasted,  or  are  boiled  to  a  thick 
soup.      Bean  meal,   painfully  ground   in  the  handmill, 
is  sometimes  mixed  with  wheat  flour  and  baked  into 
bread.      Landberg  (op.  cit.  77-88)  gives  various  native 
recipes  for  favourite  Syrian  dishes  in  which  lentils  and 
beans  are  the  main  ingredients. 

3.  Another  popular  food  is  the  chick-pea  (Ciccr  arietitnim, 
Arab,   hummus),   known   in   early  Talmudic  times  as  Q'ilENS 
(Pi'tih  3  3,  etc.).     It  is  cooked  in  the  same  manner  as  the  bean. 
Roasted,  the  hummus  furnishes  an  esteemed  delicacy,  called 
kudami.^ 

4.  Here,  too,  may  be  mentioned  the  vetch  (Vicia  emilia),  .he 
modern    kirsenneh,  which    is    sometimes    identified   with    the 
kussemeth  of  Is.  2825  (RV  and  SBOT  'spelt';   see  §  3  [c]). 
It  is  now,  as  doubtless  it  was  formerly,  grown  as  fodder  ;  only  in 
times  of  scarcity,  according  to  Pliny,  was  it  used  as  food  by  man. 

(/3)    The  gourd  family. — -The  principal  members  of 
the  gourd  family  (Cucurbitacea;}  have  at  all  times  been 
_   rjucu_    prized  as  food  in  the  East.       Next  to  the 
/.,  fish  of  the  Delta,  the  Hebrews  looked  back 

with  regret  to  Egypt's  '  cucumbers  and 
melons'  (Nu.  11s;  see  CUCUMBER,  MELON).  At  the 
present  day  bread  and  melons  or  cucumbers  form  the 
main  food  of  the  poorest  class  in  the  large  cities,  from 
Constantinople  to  Damascus  and  Cairo,  for  months 
together.  The  cucumber  (Mish.  rfivj}  ;  Nu.  11s  D'Nts'p) 
is  largely  consumed  in  the  raw  state,  but  also  prepared 
with  vinegar  as  a  salad.  Equally  popular  at  all  times 
was  the  water-melon,  abhattiah  (rrtsrw  ;  plur.  Nu.  11s), 
the  modern  battlkh,  now  cultivated  by  the  acre  in 
certain  parts  of  the  East,  besides  which  we  frequently 
find  in  the  Mishna  the  sugar-melon  (pss1?'!:!,  /aajXoWirw), 
which  came  to  the  Jews,  as  its  name  shows,  from  the 
Greeks.  The  seeds  of  the  melon  are  roasted  and  eaten 
lil*  those  of  the  chick-pea.  Various  gourds  are  in 
cluded  under  the  D'jn^>n  of  the  Mishna,  among  them 
perhaps  the  favourite  kusa  or  vegetable-marrow.5  A 

1  Cp  Herodotus'  statement  about  their  special  abhorrence  of 
the   bean  (/cua/uos),   237.       The  flamcn   dialis  at   Rome,  also, 
according  to  Aulus  Gellius,  was  forbidden  to  touch  the  bean. 

2  They  have  been  found  in  the  lake-dwellings  of  Switzerland. 

3  Vg.  inserts  it  at  the  end  of  2  S.  17  28  for  the  intrusive  '^n 
(see  Bu.  in  SBOT). 

•*  In  the  streets  of  Damascus  this  delicacy  is  thus  praised  by 
its  vendors  :  '  Tattooed,  warm  and  soft !  Make  a  night  of  it, 
O  Barmecide  !  ! '  (Wetzstein,  '  Der  Markt  in  Damaskus,'  ZDMG 
11  519). 

8  Low  and  Post  give  the  following  equations  : — nV1?"!,  Cucrir- 
bita  Pepo  (Low) ;  Squash,  kftsa,  Cucurbita  Pepo  (Post,  PEFQ, 
1881,  p.  119). 
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popular  modern  dish  is  prepared  by  removing  the  seeds 
of  the  kusa  and  stuffing  with  rice,  minced  mutton,  and 
other  ingredients.  For  the  'wild  gourds'  of  2  K.  439 
see  GOURDS,  WILD.  Post  (Flora,  324),  with  some  older 
authorities,  suggests  that  '  the  colocynth  may  be  intended 
by  the  gall  |>Ni]in  Dt.  29 18  [17]  Ps.  692i,  etc.'  See 
GALL,  i. 

(y)  Leeks,  etc. — Conspicuous  among  the  vegetables 
enjoyed  by  Israel  in  Egypt  were  '  the  leeks,  the  onions, 

6  The  genus  and  the  iarlic '  (Nu-  Us)-  a11  three 
A  Ilium  familiar  members  of  the  genus  Allium. 
Marcus  Aurelius's  description  of  the 
garlic -smelling  Jews  (fcetentium  Judaeorum)  whom  he 
met  in  Palestine  has  often  been  quoted  (Amm.  Marcell. 
xxii.  5s)-  The  leek,  hdsir  (run,  Nu.  11s;  in  the 
Mishna  generally  nrns),  was  at  all  times  highly  esteemed 
in  Egypt  (cp  Pliny's  '  laudatissimus  porrus  in  JEgypto,' 
1933)  and  Syria.  ONIONS,  bifsdlim  (c^ua),  and  garlic, 
sum  (DIE"),  Herodotus  was  told  (2 125),  held  a  chief 
place  among  the  food  supplied  to  the  builders  of  the 
pyramids,  and  their  universal  cultivation  in  later  times 
is  attested  by  contemporary  monuments.  All  three 
species  were  usually  eaten  raw  as  a  relish  (8^/ov)  to 
bread,  occasionally  as  now,  no  doubt,  roasted  or  boiled 
with  meat  to  form  a  stew  (cp  Palmer,  Desert  of  the 
Exodus,  1 184).  In  Syria  onions  are  also  preserved 
like  cucumbers  (ZDPV9n).  For  a  more  ambitious 
treatment  of  the  onion,  see  Landberg,  op.  cit.  77-79. 

In  times  of  famine,  no  doubt,  recourse  was  also  had 
to  other  and  less  familiar  herbs.  Such  was  the  plant 
(m^s,  mallilah,  AV  'mallows,'  RV  'salt-wort';  see 
MALLOWS)  mentioned  in  JobSf^.1  Though  this  plant, 
from  its  etymology,  is  more  likely  to  be  the  saltwort 
than  the  mallow,  it  is  true  that,  according  to  Conder, 
the  mallow — in  Syria  khubbeizi  (so  called  from  its 
fruit  resembling  in  shape  the  native  bread,  khubz  ;  cp 
Low,  360) — is  eaten  in  time  of  scarcity  '  cooked  in  sour 
milk  or  oil'  (  Tentwork,  317).  Cp,  further,  HUSKS. 

This  probably  exhausts  the  greens  (P^)  mentioned  by  name 
in  the  OT  as  articles  of  food.'-  A  glance,  however,  at  any  of 
the  Mishna  treatises  dealing  with  the  legal  requirements  as  to 
the  sowing,  tithing,  etc.,  of  the  fruits  of  the  soil,  shows  that 
those  above  enumerated  are  but  a  fraction  of  the  plants  culti 
vated  for  food  in  Palestine  in  the  first  century  A.D.  Here  we 
can  mention  only  a  few  of  the  commoner  greens,  such  as  lettuce 
C1!]-^)'  various  species  of  chicory  and  endive  (f'C'/iy),  which 
furnished  the  main  ingredients  of  the  bitter  herbs  (D'VC,  Ex. 
12s)  at  the  Passover, — as  is  shown  by  the  list  in  Pesach.  26 — 
the  lupine,  still  known  by  its  Graeco- Hebrew  name  turmus 
(DiDllH)  9epiioy),  expressly  stated  to  have  been  a  food  of  the 
poor  (Shabb.  18  i)  ;  the  kolkas  (Dp7lp,  colocasia),  still  extensively 
cultivated  as  food  (Post,  op.  cit.  829),  and  the  li'if  (rv;^),  both 
members  of  the  Arum  family,  and  used,  with  mustard  and  lupine 
together,  to  form  a  pickle  (see  Low,  240) ;  the  turnip  (HE ?,  modern 
lift),  the  radish  (pj'i),  the  cabbage  (3D3),  and  the  asparagus 

Most  of  the  vegetables  we  have  discussed  were  not 
only  used  in  the  fresh  state  (nV) — or  in  some  cases  dried 
(c>:r) — but  also  laid  in  vinegar  or  in  brine  and  used  as 
pickles.  Such  preserved  vegetables  were  called  Q'BOS 
(Shtdiith,  95)orD-&n3  (P&dcli.  26). 

Of  the  remaining  contributions  of  the  vegetable  king 
dom  to  the  Hebrew  kitchen  and  table,  the  fruits  are 
of  sufficient  importance  to  claim  an 
article  for  themselves  (see  FRUIT), 
leaving  only  the  various  condiments  for  brief  mention 
here.  (For  fuller  treatment  of  these  see  the  separate 
articles.3)  Hehn  (op.  cit.  205)  has  rightly  emphasised 
the  fact  that  '  before  pepper  was  discovered  or  came 
into  general  use,  seeds  like  cummin,  black  cummin, 
Nigella  sativa,  the  coriander,  KOpia-vvov,  etc.,  naturally 

1  On  this  verse  as  a  whole  see  Budde,  and  in  opposition  to  the 
current  explanations  of  v.  4  6,  see  JUNIPER. 

2  RV'i>g-  introduces  the  purslain  into  Job  (56 ;  but  see  PURSLAIN. 

3  Salt,    the    prince   of   condiments,    belongs  elsewhere,   and 
must,  in  any  case,  receive  special  notice  (SALT). 
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played  a  more  important  role '  in  the  cookery  of  anti 
quity.     Of  these,  the  first  which  meets  us   in  the  OT 
is  the  coriander  (na,  Ex.  1631   Nu.  11 7;    K6piov  ;   also 
Ex.  1614),    to    the   greyish- white   seeds  of  which    the 
manna  is  compared.      Under  the  name  of  -i3D«  the 
coriander  was  cultivated  in  later  times  both  for  its  seed 
and  for  its  leaves  (Ma'&ser,  4s)  ;  the  seeds  are  still  very 
largely  used  '  as  a  spice  to  mix  with  bread  in  the  East^ 
as  well  as  to  give  an  aromatic  flavour  to  sweetmeats ' 
(Tristram,  NHB,  440).      Black  cummin  (so  RVn«-  for 
nup  ;  €5  fj.f\dvOtov)  occurs  in  Is.  2825.      Its  black  seeds 
are  still  used  in  Syria  to  sprinkle  over  bread.      In  the 
NT  mint,  anise,  cummin,  and  rue  are  associated  with 
Jesus'  denunciation  of  the  Pharisees.      Of  these  cummin 
" — the    '  fastidiis  cumminum  amicissimum '    of   Pliny — 
was  held  in  the  highest  esteem  by  the  classical  peoples. 
Like  salt  it  was  used  proverbially  as  a  symbol  of  friend 
ship  ;  the  phrase,  ol  trepl  &\a  Kal  KV/JLIVOV,  is  synonymous 
with  '  confidential  friends '  (Plutarch,  quoted  by  Hehn). 
The  textual  variation  of  <@  in  Is.  2827,  'and  the  cummin 
shall  be  eaten  with  bread,'  is  interesting  in  the  light  of 
Pliny's  observation  that  cummin  seeds  were  so  used  by 
the  Alexandrians  of  his  day  (19 47)-     The  anise  of  Mt. 
2823  is  undoubtedly  the  Anethum  graveolens  or  'dill' 
(so   RVm£-  ;    Mish.  row.   modern  shibith}.      The    tithe 
was  levied  on  the  seeds,  leaves,  and  capsules  (pTi  jnj 
pTji)  of  this  plant  (Mciaser,  ^5)— i.e.,  'when  its  seeds 
are  collected,  or  when  its  leaves  are  used  as  vegetable, 
or  when  its  pods  are  eaten'   (Jastrow,  Diet.,  s.v.  TT). 
Its  use  as  a  condiment  is  attested  by'  Uksin,  84.    Accord 
ing  to  the  Mishna  (Shtbi' ith,  9i)  no  tithe  was  levied 
on  the  rue  (ors,  Trrryavov,  Lk.  1142),   which  seems  to 
show  that  the  form  given  to  Jesus'  words  by  the  first 
('Jewish')  evangelist  (Mt.  2822)   is  the  more  accurate 
of  the  two.      To  the  category  of  condiments  must  also 
be  reckoned  the  mustard  (a-ivairi,  *rnn),  which,  according 
to  a  recent  authority  (see  '  Condimenta '  in  Daremb.  and 
Saglio),  does  not  appear  to  have  been  used  in  the  form 
with  which  we  are  familiar  ;   rather   the  leaves   '  were 
cut  up  and  mixed  with  the  dish  to  be  seasoned'  (Athen. 
9366  a).     We  have  already  found  that  the  mustard  leaf 
was  used  in  making  pickles.      The  best  mustard,  accord 
ing  to  Pliny  (19s4),  came  from  Egypt,  the  "iso    Vriri  of 
Kil' dim,  1  5. 

Ginger  (Zingiber  officinale)  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  known  in  Palestine  within  our  period  (for  onn, 
'Oksln,  85,  which  Jost  reads  oon  and  renders  '  ginger,' 
see  SPICE)  ;  pepper  (Wps),  on  the  other  hand,  had 
found  its  way  into  common  use  during  the  Roman 
period.  The  esteem  in  which  this  familiar  condiment 
was  held  at  a  later  date  is  shown  by  the  Talmudic 
saying,  '  As  the  world  cannot  exist  without  salt  and 
pepper,  neither  can  it  exist  without  the  Bible,  the 
Mishna;  and  the  Talmud'  (Low,  318).  Pepper, 
carried  in  the  mouth,  is  mentioned  along  with  a  grain 
of  salt  (njpp  St?>  -n"i?)>  apparently  as  a  cure  for  toothache 
(Shabb.  65).  It  was  ground  in  a  metal  hand-mill 
(Besd,  2s),  and  was  used  not  only  to  season  the  ordinarj 
tabie  food,  but  also  as  a  spice  in  the  concoction  of 
mead  (p'rDj",  oii^eXt ;  see  WINE  AND  STRONG 
DRINK). 

B.   ANIMAL  KINGDOM. 

Whilst    the    Hebrews   were   free    to  make   full   and 

unrestricted  use  of  the  products  of  the  vegetable  kingdom 

they  were  limited  as  regards  the  animal 

8.  Animal    ^ffl^om  by  various  restrictions,  most  o:~ 

kingdom  :  them  m  principie  and  origin  at  least 
restrictions.  traceable  to  very  early  times. 

(a)  The  most  important  was  that  by  which  the  members 
of  the  animal  kingdom  were  ranged  under  the  two  cate 
gories  of  '  clean  '  and  '  unclean,'  those  under  the  former 
the  so-called  '  clean '  animals,  alone  being  available  as 
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ood.      For  the  origin  and  significance  of  this  distinction, 
as  well  as  for  parallels  among  other  ancient  peoples,  see 
CLEAN  AND  UNCLEAN,  FISH,  andSACRincE.   For  our 
present   purpose,    the    following  summary  will   suffice. 
Df  Mammals  the  locus  classics  Dt.  14.3/'.  names  ten 
species  as  clean  :  viz. ,  '  the  ox,  the  sheep  and  the  goat, 
he  hart,   and   the  gazelle,   and  the  roebuck,   and  the 
wild    goat,    and    the   pygarg,    and    the   antelope,    and 
the  chamois '    (so  the   RV  ;    on  the   identifications  see 
the    separate    articles)  ;    whilst    the    camel,    the    hare, 
the   rock-badger  (EV   CONEY  [f.v.]),    and  the  swine, 
are  similarly  named  as  unclean.  1     As  regards  birds  the 
enumeration  proceeds  by  the  method  of  exclusion  ( Lev. 
11 13/:  Dt.  14ii/i ),  various  birds,  chiefly  birds  of  prey — 
among  them  the  bat — being  specified  as  forbidden  or 
taboo  (to  adopt  the  current  scientific  term),  in  Hebrew 
technically  likes  (['pj>,  a  detestation,  object  of  abhorrence 
[see  ABOMINATION,  2];  Dt.  726  Lev.  7 21  \\-soff.,  etc.). 
Of  fishes  only  those  having  both  scales  and  fins  were 
regarded  as  clean  (FiSH,  §  8/1 ),  whilst,  from  the  inverte 
brates,    a  few  species  of  the  locust  family  alone   arc 
admitted  as  food. 

(b)  Of  equal  antiquity,   probably,   is  the  prohibition 
as  food  (taboo)  of  the  blood  of  the  clean,  -warm-blooded, 
......       animals  (hence  not  of  the  blood  of  fish). 

9-  *™ ki m™on  This  taboo  holds  a  foremost  place  in 
Of  blood.        the  Hebrew  dietary  legislation  (cp  Dt. 
12162325    1523    Lev.  \l\off.    [H]    Gen.  94    Lev.  817 
726/.    [P],    etc.),    whilst    its    antiquity    is    historically 
attested  at  a  period  much  earlier  than  the  promulgation 
of  any  of  the  codes  now  referred  to  (see  i  S.  1432-34). 
The  discussion  of  the  idea  or  ideas  ultimately  under 
lying   this  prohibition — one  by  no  means  confined  to 
the  Hebrews— belongs  elsewhere  (see  SACRIFICE).      In 
the  above  passages  of  the  OT  the  prohibition  is  mainly 
based  on  the  ground  that  the  blood  was  the  seat  of  the 
•soul'    or    nfyhes    (OBI,    properly   the    vital,    sentient 
principle  ;  cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  12).    It  was  therefore  too 
sacred   for  ordinary  use,   and  was  to  be  reserved  for, 
and  restored  to  God,  the  author  of  all  life.      In  early 
times  among  the  Hebrews,  when  as  yet  '  all  slaughter 
was  sacrifice,'  this  dedication  of  the  blood  was  a  matter 
of  course  ;    but  when,   on  the  suppression  of  the  local 
sanctuaries,  as  the  result  of  the  Deuteronomic  legisla 
tion,    it   became    necessary   to  authorise  slaughter  for 
domestic  purposes  elsewhere  than  at  the  sanctuary,  it 
was   expressly    enacted   that   the   blood   of   the   animal 
slaughtered  should  be  allowed  to  flow  away  (Dt.  12  is/. ; 
see  Dr.    in  loc.   and  cp  OTJC®,   249/1).     The  same 
held  good  of  the  '  beast  or  fowl '  taken  in  the  chase  ; 
the  hunter  '  shall  even  pour  out  the  blood  thereof  and 
cover  it  with  dust'   (Lev.  17 13)-      To    this   abstention 
from    blood   the   Hebrews  have  at  all  times  remained 
faithful  (cp    Mohammed's    prohibition :     Kuran,    Sura 
2167).     Only  on  an  occasion  such  as  that  in  the  time 
of   Saul   referred    to   above   (iS.  \^ff.;    cp   the   in 
teresting  addition  of  the  Old   Lat.    and  the  Vulg.   in 
Judith  11 12,    'to  lay  hands  upon  their  cattle  to  drink 
their  blood'},  and  in  a  period  of  great  religious  declension, 
did  they  imitate  their  neighbours  the  Philistines  (Zech. 
9y)    and    'eat    with    the    blood'    (Ezek.  8825).       The 
attitude  of  the  early  Christian  Church  and  of  the  later 
Jews  to  this  part  of  the  dietary  laws  will  be  referred  to 
later. 

Another  restriction,   closely  associated  in  P  with  that 

now  discussed,  had  to  do  with  the  intestinal  fat  of  the 

...  .         three  sacrificial  species,  the  ox,  sheep, 

10.  Prohibition    andgoat(Ex.29i3»  Lev. 3 3^  I"/-: 
of  intestinal  fat.  cp  jos  An(  -^  9^  ^  to  which  was 

added  'the  fat  tail  '  (n'Sn,  'alyah,  Ex.  2922  Lev.  89  RV) 
of  the  sheep  of  the  country  (see  SHEEP ).2     Deuteronomy 

1  On  the  question  whether  the   Israelites  in  time  of  famine 
ever  ate  ass's  flesh  (2  K.  0  25),  see  HUSKS. 

2  The  custom  of  fitting  this  tail  in  extreme  cases  to  a  small 
wheeled  cart,  which  has  often  been  ridiculed,  is  referred  to  in 
the  .Mishna  ;  see  Shabbath,  04,  and  cp  Herod.  3  113. 
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is  silent  with  regard  to  this  taboo  ;  but  its  antiquity  is 
vouched  for  by  the  incidents  of  i  S.  2 15^  The  prohibi 
tion,  it  should  be  observed,  has  reference  only  to  the  3711, 
helebh,  '  the  fat  of  the  omen  turn  and  the  organs  that  lie 
in  or  near  it '  (K'el.  Sem.C2),  379 /.  which  see  for  probable 
reason  of  this  abstinence ; J  cp  SACRIFICE),  and  not  to  the 
fatty  deposits  (probably  the  Q-SSVD  or  '  tit-bits  '  of  Neh. 
8  10)  in  other  parts  of  the  animal,  about  which  there 
was  no  restriction.  It  is  important  also,  in  view  of 
later  usage,  to  note  that  this  abstinence  from  the  fat  of 
the  intestines  applies  only  to  the  case  of  an  ox,  sheep, 
or  goat  offered  in  sacrifice.  The  inference  is  that  if 
any  of  these  were  slaughtered  privately  the  '  fat '  might 
be  eaten  ;  in  any  case  the  prohibition  does  not  extend 
to  the  fat  of  non-sacrificial  animals  (game,  etc.),  pro 
vided  these  are  '  clean '  and  duly  slaughtered.  On 
the  other  hand  the  '  fat '  of  animals  coming  under  the 
two  categories  of  N&bhelah  and  Tlrephah  (see  next 
paragraph)  might  be  used  for  any  domestic  purpose  other 
than  that  of  food  (Lev.  724).  The  eating  of  the  '  fat,' 
as  of  the  blood,  entailed  the  death  penalty  (Lev.  725  ; 
for  details  see  treatise  KlrTthoth,  especially  chap.  3  ; 
for  blood,  chap.  5). 

Of  more  importance  is  the  tabdo  placed  by  the 
Pentateuchal  legislation  on  two  kinds  of  meat  known 
11.  Prohibition  !?chn;ca"y  as •,(a)Ntbhclah  (n^,  Lev. 

ofNfibhelah  J"*  I7?  2?^D^14r-l  /*  I 
and  Tereohah  4 14  443I>  and  W  i^phah  (ratio,  kv 
u  22  31  [30]  Lev.  7  24  17  15  22  8;  cp  Ezek. 
I.e.).  In  view  of  the  extensive  development  of  later 
Jewish  jurisprudence  with  regard  to  these  two  categories 
of  forbidden  meat,  it  is  essential  to  understand  clearly 
the  original  significance  of  the  terms. 

(a)  The  first,  Ngbhelah,  denotes  the  dead  body  of  a 
person  (i  K.  1824^  )  or  the  carcase  of  an  animal ;  in  its 
technical  sense  it  means  the  flesh  of  an  animal  that  has 
succumbed  to  an  organic  disease  and  died  a  natural  death. 
In  this  sense  it  is  opposed  to  the  carcase  of  an  animal 
that  has  been  properly  slaughtered  and  the  blood  drawn 
off.2  (b)  The  second,  TZrephah,  as  its  etymology 

shows,  denotes  an  animal  that  has  died  through  being 
torn  («na,  Gen.  31.39)  by  wild  beasts,  in  other  words 
'  torn  flesh.'3  Of  these,  Ttrephah  was  forbidden 

even  by  the  earliest  code  (Ex.  22  31  [30]),  which  requires 
that  it  shall  be  cast  '  unto  the  dogs ' ;  the  prevalence  of 
this  custom  near  the  time  of  Jesus  is  confirmed  by  the 
lines  of  the  Pseudo-Phocylides  (i48/,  Xeixava  \e1we 
Kvfflv  OripSiv  atrb  Orjpes  HSovTai).  Nebhelah  appears  first 
in  the  legislation  of  D  (Dt.  142i),  which  allows  it  to  be 
given  away  to  the  '  stranger '  or  to  be  sold  to  the 
foreigner.  By  the  later  regulations  of  P  (H),  however, 
its  use  is  forbidden  to  native-born  Israelite  and  stranger 
alike  (Lev.  17 15). 

With  the  increasing  attention  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Levitical  legislation  in  matters  of  ceremonial  purity 
that  marked  the  later  pre-Christian  period,  and  the 
ever-growing  eagerness  of  the  Scribes  to  '  make  a  fence 
round  the  Torah'  (Aboth,  1  i),  the  two  termini  technici 
under  discussion  gradually  assumed  other  significations 
widely  different  from  those  originally  belonging  to 
them.  Hence  we  may  assume  that  in  NT  times 
they  already  possess  the  significance  assigned  to  them 
respectively  by  the  authoritative  definition  of  the  Mishna. 

'  Every  animal  that  has  to  be  rejected  (technical  term  o|?Sp  = 
7533)  on  account  of  (a  defect  in)  the  method  of  slaughter 
(,TB.'neO  \sNebhelah;  every  one  slaughtered  according  to  rule 
but  rejected  for  some  other  cause  is  Terfphah '  (Mish.  Chullin, 
2  4).  In  the  same  treatise  (3  i)  we  find  the  Terephdh  category  so 
extended  as  to  include  meat  vitiated  by  'the  animal  suffering 
from  any  one  of  a  large  number  of  fatal  ailments,  so  that  we 

1  This  was  certainly  not  due  to  any  thought  of  these  portions 
being  prejudicial  to  health,  still  less  to  the  fantastic  notion  of 
Michaelis  that  the  fat  was  forbidden  in  order  to  encourage  the 
culture  of  the  olive  ! 

2  Cp  ®'s  OvytTinaiov  throughout;   Vg.  cadaver  morticini ; 
EV  'that  which  dieth  of  itself.' 

3  Cp  (S's  0T)piaA(oToc  ;  EV  '  that  which  is  torn  of  beasts.' 
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have  this  other  definition  :    '  every  animal   in   similar  circum 
stances  that  cannot  live  is  Terephah.' 

By  means  of  this  casuistry  the  original  prohibition  of 
the  flesh  of  an  animal  dying  of  itself  has  now  been 
transferred  to  the  flesh  of  one  not  slaughtered  according 
to  rabbinic  prescription.  In  the  present  work  it  would 
be  out  of^place  to  enter  into  the  minutiae  of  the  Jewish 
laws  of  Stfhttdh  or  ritual  slaughter,  even  were  this,  for 
an  outsider,  possible.  One  other  reference  to  the  Mishna, 
however,  may  be  permitted,  because  of  its  bearing  on 
an  important  passage  of  the  NT.  In  the  same  treatise 
(Chullin,  1  2)  we  read,  '  Any  one  may  slaughter  and  at 
any  time  and  with  any  instrument  except  a  harvest- 
sickle,  a  saw,  etc.,  because  these  strangle' — i.e. ,  they 
do  not  make  the  clean  incision  required  for  the  proper 
slaughter.  We  have  here  the  explanation  of  the 
'  things  strangled  '  (TOV  TTVIKTOV),  from  which,  we  are  told, 
the  first  Gentile  Christians  were  advised  to  abstain  (Acts 
.162029  2125;  see  COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM).  They 
were  to  abstain  not  only  'from  blood,'  that  is  from 
meat  killed  by  any  method  other  than  that  of  blood 
letting  (see  [£]  above),  but  also  from  the  flesh  of  animals 
from  which  the  blood  had  been  drawn  in  any  way  other 
than  that  sanctioned  by  the  Jewish  authorities  of  the 
time.1 

A  word  must  suffice  for  a  last  limitation  implied,  not 
formally    enjoined,     in    the    oldest    legislation.       The 
12.  Of  heathen's  Hebrews,  on  the  ground  of  Ex.  34 15, 
food  m        er   tlmes  at  least>   consistently 

abstained  from  meat  that  had  formed 
part  of  an  offering  to  a  foreign  deity,  or  might  be  even 
suspected  of  such  an  origin.  We  have  seen  (above,  §  4) 
how  Daniel,  Judas  the  Maccabee,  Josephus,  and  their 
respective  companions  preferred  a  modest  vegetable 
diet  to  the  risk  of  defilement  by  heathen  food.  On  the 
recommendation  of  this  form  of  abstention  attributed 
to  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  (Acts,  I.e.)  by  which  the 
eating  of  '  meats  offered  to  idols  '  and  of  blood  is  classed 
with  'fornication,'  precisely  as  in  an  earlier  age  the 
eating  of  the  blood  is  ranked  in  the  same  category  with 
murder  and  idolatry  (Ezek.  8825),  see  COUNCIL ii.,  §  n. 

Having  examined  in  detail  the  restrictions  which  the 
Hebrew  dietary  laws  placed  on  the  use  of  animal  foods, 
we  proceed  to  another  interesting  taboo. 

At  the  close  of  the  early  narrative  (J)  of  Jacob's 
experience  at  Penuel,  the  redactor  (RJE)  has  added, 
13  The  hit)-  '  Therefore  the  children  of  Israel  eat  not 

'  sinew  of  the  '""?'"  T?  'RV  ' the  sinew  of  the  n'P-' 
AV  'the  sinew  that  shrank'  ;  cp  <§,  rb 
vevpov  8  tvapKiricrtv)  which  is  upon  the  hollow  of  the 
thigh  unto  this  day'  (Gen.  3232[33]).  We  have  here 
the  first  reference  to  a  popular  taboo  of  (evidently) 
great  antiquity,  which,  strangely  enough,  has  not  found 
a  place  in  the  dietary  legislation  of  the  Pentateuch. 
The  sinew  in  question  is  the  great  muscle  of  the  leg 
known  to  anatomists  as  the  nervus  ischiadicus.  What 
ever  may  have  been  the  original  significance  of  the 
abstinence  here  referred  to  (cp  Rel.  Sem.W  380),  it  is 
given  by  the  writer  as  use  and  wont  merely.  It  must 
soon  afterwards  have  been  raised  to  a  formal  prohibition. 


drink ').  The  next  witness  is  Josephus,  who,  after  informing  us 
that  Jacob  himself  abstained  from  the  flesh  of  this  muscle,  adds, 
'and  for  this  sake  it  is  taboo  for  us'  (ovS'  yniv  fSw&ifiov,  Ant. 
i.  202).  This  is  confirmed  by  the  Mishnic  legislation,  by  which 

1  The  whole  ritual  minutias  of  'slaughter'  are  referred  in 
the  Talmud  to  God  himself,  on  the  ground  of  Dt.  12  21,  where 
the  true  reference  is  of  course  to  v.  15.  Details  of  the  process 
by  which  'kosher'  meat  (i.e.,  "1E>3,  'meat  prepared  according  to 
prescription, 'the opposite  of  77DS)  is  secured  at  the  present  day 
would  be  out  of  place  here  ;  suffice  it  to  say  that  the  custom  of 
rubbing  salt  into  the  newly-killed  meat  in  order  to  remove  as 
much  as  possible  of  the  venous  blood  is  said  on  good  authority 
to  have  been  introduced  by  a  Babylonian  doctor  of  the  name  of 
Samuel  in  the  early  Tnlmudic  period  (circa  220  A.D.—/.C.,  later 
than  the  Mishna).  See  Wiener,  Die  judischen  Speisegesetze, 
206 ;  Strack,  Das  Blut,  87 /.  (1900). 
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the  nervus  ischiadicits  '  of  domestic  animals  and  wild  animals, 
of  the  right  leg  and  the  left  leg'  is  formally  forbidden  (Chullin, 
7  i)and  the  minimum  punishment  of  forty  stripes  decreed  for  the 
transgressor  (ib.  3). 

This  taboo  is  still  faithfully  observed  by  orthodox 
lews.  For  the  important  dietary  law  against  seething 
the  kid  in  its  mother's  milk  (Ex.  2819,  etc.),  see 
COOKING,  §  8  ;  MAGIC,  §  2. 

From  this  study  of  the  more  important  laws  by  which 
the  use  of  animal  food  generally  was  regulated  in  OT 
and  NT  times,  we  proceed  to  review  in 
detail  the  evidence  of  the  OT  regard 
ing  the  individual  animals.  We  have 
adverted  to  the  fact  that  the  enjoyment  of  animal 
food  was  much  less  frequent  among  the  Hebrews  than 
among  ourselves,  more  especially  in  the  more  primitive 
times  when  meat  was  available  only  on  the  occasion  of 
a  sacrifice.  Such  occasions  might  be  offered  not  only 
by  the  recurring  family  and  tribal  festivals  (rms&O  nai, 
i  S.  2029  ;  cp  \3/.  21),  but  also  by  the  arrival  of  an 
honoured  guest  (Gen.  18  iff.,  and  often),  or  by  some 
event  of  more  than  usual  significance  (i  K.  19zi). 
Only  at  the  tables  of  royalty  and  of  the  great  nobles,  we 
may  suppose,  was  meat  a  daily  luxury  (i  K.  4 23  [5 3] 
Am.  64;  cp  Neh.  5i8).  In  the  Greek  period  and 
onwards,  however,  the  standard  of  living  rose  with 
the  growth  of  commerce  ;  indeed  the  table  of  a  wealthy 
Jew  of  the  first  century  would  astonish  us  by  the  variety 
and  elegance  of  its  dishes. 

The  source  of  the  ordinary  meat  supply  was  at  all 
periods  the  domestic  animals — cattle  (npa),  sheep,  and 
goats.  The  minimum  age  at  which  any  of  these  species 
was  available  for  sacrifice,  and  therefore  for  food,  was 
eight  days  ( Lev.  2227).  Sacrificial  meat,  if  not  previously 
consumed,  had  to  be  destroyed  on  the  third  day  at  latest 
(Lev.  7i6/.  196/1), — probably  because  in  the' warm 
climate  of  Syria  decomposition  sets  in  rapidly.  The 
dam  and  her  offspring  must  not  be  killed  on  the  same 
day  (Lev.  2228  ;  cp  the  similar  humanitarian  legislation 
of  Dt.  226/. ).  From  this  passage  and  others  (e.g. , 
i  S.  162)  we  see  that  the  cow,  as  well  as  the  ox, 
was  eaten  by  the  Hebrews,  whilst  their  neighbours  the 
Egyptians  and  the  Phoenicians  '  would  as  soon  have 
eaten  human  flesh  as  that  of  the  cow  '  (Rel.  Sem.W  280). 

The  animals  slaughtered  might  be  taken  directly  from 
the  herd  (Gen.  18  7) — these  are  the  «jn  ipa  (j&ies  vopddes), 
'oxen  from  the  pasture,'  of  i  K.  423  [03]  —  but  the 
custom  of  specially  fattening  them  for  the  table  also  was 
in  vogue  (Prov.  15 17).  These  '  fallings  '  were  known  as 
«ma,  mlrl'  (2  S.  6 13  i  K.  1 9  etc. ),  or  xna.  btr?  ( i  K.  4  23 
[5s]  Ezek.  34s  20  Zech.  11 16).  A  more  expressive  term 
is  derived  from  the  fact  that  the  creatures  were  tied  up 
(pai)  and  doubtless  fed  with  special  fattening  stuffs,  as 
was  the  case  with  the  oxen  and  geese  of  Egypt  (Erman, 
Egypt,  438,  444)  ;  this  term  is  paiD  'Sjy.  (Jer.  46ai — @ 
2621,  ;u6erxos  ffiTf UTO'S  =  the  'fatted  calf  of  Lk.  1623, 
and  the  <rm<rrd  of  Mt.  22  4 — i  S.  2824  Am.  64  Mai.  4  2 
[820]).  *  The  method  of  slaughtering  for  the 

table  probably  differed  little  from  that  practised  by  the 
Egyptians  as  illustrated  by  Wilkinson  (op.  cit.  2z6/). 
The  throat  of  the  animal  was  cut  in  such  a  manner  as 
completely  to  sever  the  great  arteries  and  veins  of  the 
neck,  in  order  that  the  blood  might  flow  as  freely  as 
possible  (see  §  9).  The  choicest  portions  (see  i  S.  ' 
924),  and  those  probably  first  removed  (cp  Wilkinson, 
I.e.),  were  the  right  hind-quarter  (pic*,  /cwXea,  AV 
'shoulder,'  RV  '  thigh  '),  and  the  'shin'  or  upper  portion 
of  the  right  fore-leg  (y'li,  ztroa,  Dt.  183  Nu.  6 19  [P]  ;  cp 
Ezek.  244),  both  of  which,  in  the  case  of  sacrificial 
victims,  were  the  perquisites  of  the  priests  (Lev.  7s2/. ). 

1  The  MT  of  i  S.  15  9,  D'3B>an  (AVmB.  '  Of  the  second  sort '), 
is  explained  in  Jewish  tradition  hy  an  alleged  popular  belief  that 
the  young  of  the  second  bearing  are  superior  to  the  firstlings. 
Modern  editors,  however,  read  D'JDlPn,  '  the  fat  ones '  (cp  Ezek. 
84 16). 
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The  goat  and  (especially)  the  kid  were  held  in  more 
esteem  in  former  times  in  Syria  (Gen.  27  9  Judg.  619 
15  Of  sheen  ^'5*9  z  ^-  1^20  etc.)  than  at  present, 
and  sr  t  wnen  mutton  is  the  principal  animal  food. 
°  '  Yet  the  variety  cf  lambs  known  as  nna. 
karim,  is  mentioned  with  special  honour  (Dt.  32 14  i  S. 
15  9  Am.  64).  Both  Syrians  and  Arabs  now  set  great  store 
by  the  fat  tail  of  the  native  sheep,  '  a  swagging  foot-lap 
wide'  (Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1502),  which  was  no  doubt 
equally  relished  by  the  Hebrews.  If  the  sheep  was 
offered  in  sacrifice,  however,  the  tail,  as  we  learned 
above  (§  10  beg. ),  was  consumed  on  the  altar.  The 
ancient  Egyptians,  on  the  other  hand,  had  a  decided 
prejudice  against  mutton  (see  Wilkinson,  op.  cit.,  1878, 
230,  with  Birch's  note).  At  the  present  day  the  goat  is 
prized  chiefly  for  its  milk.  The  flesh  of  the  kid  is  said 
to  be  '  tender  and  delicate,  especially  when  boiled  in 
milk '  (Van  Lennep)  ;  but  this  favourite  Arab  dish  (see 
especially  Thomson,  LJi,  94 /. )  was  forbidden  to  the 
Hebrews  (see  COOKING,  §  8  end).  A  special  article 
will  be  devoted  to  MILK  and  its  preparations,  butter, 
cheese,  etc. 

The  daily  supply  of  meat  for  Solomon's  table  included, 
we  are  told,  besides  '  ten  fat  oxen,  and  twenty  oxen  out  of 
the  pastures,  and  an  hundred  sheep,  harts,  and  gazelles, 
and  roebucks,  and  fatted  fowl'  (i  K.  423  [53]),  for 
which  see  VENISON  and  Fowl,  respectively.  The  cate 
gory  '  fowl '  included  at  least  the  following : — pigeons, 
turtle-doves,  quails,  perhaps  also  geese — the  national 
food-bird  of  Egypt — and  in  later  times  the  domestic  fowl 
and  the  sparrow.  For  the  prominent  place  occupied  by 
FISH  in  the  Hebrew  food  supply,  and  for  the  methods  of 
catching  and  cooking  them,  as  also  for  the  preparation 
of  the  LOCUST  and  the  use  of  HONEY,  see  the  separate 
articles.  For  EGGS  see  FOWL,  §  4. 

Of  the  tabooed  or  unclean  animals  by  far  the  most 
important  is  the  pig.  The  Jews'  abhorrence  of  swine's 

/.mi.        j  flesh,  which  is  mentioned  by  many  of  the 

16.    IclDOOGCl     i  /  ,.  .       ^;., 

.         classical  writers  (see  references  in  'Cibaria, 
animals.     T^         *_  1 1    * 

Daremberg  and  Sagho,   1159(2,  n.  537), 

more  than  anything  else  brought  them  into  contempt  with 
their  heathen  neighbours. J  The  martyrs  of  2  Mace.  6  rtff. 
preferred  death  to  eating  the  loathsome  food.  It  is 
apparently  inconsistent  with  this  feeling  that  swine's  flesh 
was  eaten  sacramentally,  though  doubtless  in  secret, 
when  Is.  65  4  and  6617  were  written.  See  SWINE,  and 
on  the  mystic  eating  of  'mice'  see  MOUSE.  It  was 
not,  however,  an  obscure  religious  tradition,  but  the 
pressure  of  famine  that  led  to  the  eating  of  the  un 
heard-of  foods  mentioned  in  2  K.  62529.- 

A  few  observations  regarding  the  price  of  provisions, 
more  particularly  in  the  NT  period,  would  form  an 
17  Pri  appropriate  close  to  this  article.  Unfortu- 
1,  ,  nately  the  data  at  command — incidental 
'°  '  statements,  for  the  most  part,  in  OT  and 
NT,  in  Josephus  and  the  Mishna — -are  so  conflicting, 
not  to  dwell  on  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  measures  and 
moneys,  that,  beyond  a  few  relative  values,  no  certain 
results  can  be  secured.  Thus  all  we  may  safely  infer 
from  2  K.  7 1  16  is  that  when  the  siege  of  Samaria  was 
raised,  the  price  of  flour  stood  to  that  of  barley  in  the 
ratio  of  2:1.  The  ratio  of  wheat  to  barley  at  a 
later  period  was  3  :  i  (Rev.  66).  Similarly,  from 
Alfndchdth,  138  we  gather  that  the  relative  values  of 
ox,  calf,  ram,  and  lamb  were  100,  20,  8,  and  4  denarii. 
Josephus,  again,  supplies  some  details,  which  are  diffi 
cult  to  reconcile,  regarding  the  price  of  oil  in  his  day 
(  Vit.  13,  BJ  ii.  212),  whilst  the  familiar  words  of  Jesus 
have  made  the  cheapness  of  sparrows  proverbial  (Mt. 
1029  Lk.  126). 3 

1  See  the  passages  from  Greek  and  Roman  authors  collected 
by  Wiener,  S pc  is  ege  seize,  462^,  and  Keinach,  Les  Juijs  c/tcz 
li's  auteurs  grccs  et  remains. 

-  See,  however,  DOVE'S  DUNG. 

3  A  large  amount  of  material  regarding  prices  generally  in 
Talmudic  times  has  been  collected  by  Herzfeld  in  an  appendix 
to  his  Handelsgcsch.  dcr  Judcnft)  ['94]. 
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All  that  requires  to  l>e  said  under  the  head  of  beverages  will 
be  found  in  the  articles  MILK,  VINKC.AK,  WATKK,  WIM  AND 
STRONG  DRINK.  For  some  remarks  on  the  methods  of  pre 
paring  food  mentioned  in  OT  or  NT,  see  COOKING  ;  on  the  mode 
of  serving  and  the  etiquette  of  the  table,  see  MEALS  ;  and  on 
the  facilities  for  purchasing  the  necessaries  of  life,  either  in  the 
natural  state  or  prepared  as  food,  see  SHAMBLP:S.  Besides  the 
articles  already  named,  see  BREAD,  MANNA,  OIL,  SALT. 

A.  K.  S.  K. 

FOOL,  FOLLY.  The  antithesis  of  wisdom  and  folly 
is  characteristic  of  the  Lite  ethical  or  humanistic  move 
ment.  Of  the  numerous  words  rendered  '  fool '  in  EV 
it  ought  to  be  noticed  that  for  two  of  them  '  fool '  is  not 
an  exact  equivalent.  Take  especially  (i)  733,  ntibhal, 
which,  as  Driver  (on  Dt.  22zi  i  S.  2625)  agrees,  ought 
not  to  be  translated  '  fool '  ;  for  an  examination  of 
passages  see  Cheyne  (Psalms^},  on  Ps.  14  i.  The  case 
is  analogous  to  that  of  '  men  of  Belial,'  a  phrase  which 
is  generally  taken  as  equivalent  to  '  unprincipled,  good- 
for-nothing  men,'  but  which  really  expresses  reckless 
wickedness  (see  BELIAL). 

733  and  Tjp^a  e,"tf  are  in  fact  synonymous,  as  Abigail's 
speech  in  i  S.  25  25  shows.  The  origin  and  meaning  of  733  are 
treated  elsewhere  (see  NABAL);  here,  therefore,  we  need  only 
caution  the  reader  against  rendering  733,  'fool,'  though  this 
interpretation  is  as  old  as  <B  (a<f>p<av ',  Pesh.  Ps.  14  i  53  i  [2], 
aiuwala).  The  nabhal  is  not  adequately  described  even  as  one 
who  has  'moral  and  religious  insensibility'  (Driver,  Dt.  256); 
he  is  a  dangerously  bad  man,  violent,  destructive,  or — a  render 
ing  which  suits  well  in  Ps.  14  i  (53  i  [2))  398[g]  74i822— an 
'impious'  man.  See  also  Dt.  326  (/xtopds),  21  (aervi/eros),  i  S 
2525  2S-333  13  13  Is.  3-2  5f.  Oxwpos),  Jer.  17  n  Ezek.  13  3  (© 
om.)  Prov.  17721  3022  Job  2  10  308  (but  733,  Prov.  8032,  is 
corrupt).1  The  denom.  verb  72J  means  '  to  treat  as  a  733 
is  treated"  (Nah.  36  Mic.  76  Jer.  14 21  Dt.  32  15).-  The  noun 
ri733  also  expresses  the  same  disregard  of  moral  and  religious 
law,  the  same  nihilism  we  might  almost  call  it  (see  NABAL  on 
derivation) ;  it  is  used,  e.g.,  in  speaking  of  sexual  offences  (Dt. 
222i  Judg.  206  [||  nSTl,  2  S.  13  12  Job  428  Is.  9  17  [16]). 

(2)  The  other  word  misrendered  'fools,'  'foolish,'  is 
D^Vin.  holilim  (Ps.  5 5  [6]  73 3  75 5).  RV  better,  'the 
arrogant '  ;  but  the  '  mad  '  or  '  raging  ones  '  (see  i  S. 
21 13  [14])  can  also  be  defended  (see  on  the  respective 
renderings,  BOB,  s.v.  7?n,  and  Che.l2)  on  Ps.  56). 

Certainly  P',?7irt  and  n'SViri  in  Eccles.  mean  neither  arro 
gance,  nor  mere  folly,  but  madness  (see  EV),  and  in  Job  1217 
7?iiV='he  deprives  of  reason.' 

The  other  terms  generally  (as  in  EV)  rendered  'fool,' 
'folly,'  'foolishness/  do  not  imply  more  than  an  in 
veterate  moral  and  religious  insensibility,  which  issues 
in  disorderly  actions  (cp  Che.  Jew.  Rcl.  Life,  136). 

(3)  7*02,  ktsil  (root  idea,  fatness  or  thickness),  often  in  Prov. 
and  Eccles.,  thrice  in  Pss. ;    K'sil,  the  constellation,   may  be 
connected  (but  cp  STARS,  g  3  ;  ORION).     See  especially  Prov.  20 1 
3-n;also   Ps.  49  ii  [10]   927  [6]   948  (||   -,5.3,    'brute')   Prov. 
8  S  (II  O'NDE,  '  simple  ').     The  verb  <-c3  in  Jer.  10  8  (l|  -|ti2  ;   late 
passage). 

(4)  73D,  sakhal  (root  idea,  stopped  up  ?  cp   13D   with   Ass. 
sakhi,     sakku,     'deaf — i.e.,     stopped     up;     see     Del.     Ass. 
HnTB\   Jer.  422   621   Eccles.  2 19    7 17   etc.,    whence    ITl73p, 
IVI/rib'  in  Eccles.  only  (syn.  WTDB,  TO7^JT);     ?3D3  (2  S.  24  10) 
and  7'Spn  (i  S.  2621),   'to  play  the  fool';  72D,  'to  befool,1  Is. 
4425  I  ?2D,  'folly,'  Eccles.  10 6,  and,  by  emendation,  72S3(MT 
702). 

(5)  TW{i  7rw/(same  root  idea  as  in  7'D3),  often  in  Prov. ;  also  Hos. 
97(11  J»E>!?)Jer.  422  Is.  19  n,  but  not  Ps.  107  17  (see  We.,  Che.); 
probably' too  Hn  in  Job  5 3*  and  D'^'IK  in  Is.  358  should  be 
7'1J?,  D'V^-Tiy,  D'^P;  the  noun  is  nj?JK,  'folly,' Prov.  5  23.' 

(6)  1j;3,  bii'ar  (prop.  ' brutishness '),  Ps.49io  [n]  7322  926  [7] 
(II  7'D3),  Prov.  12  i  30  2.    ' 

1  Here  and  in  Dt.  32  6  we  should  perhaps  read  fl^SO,   73D. 

2  'IjM  should  perhaps  be  read  also  in  Is.  28  3  (Ruben,  Che.) ; 
the  word  now  appears  mispointed  (73J)  alu]  misplaced  (in  7'.  4). 

3  Ps.  49  13  [14]  (7D2)  and  85  8  (nSp3)  are  also  corrupt  (see  Che. 
Psalms'®). 

4  Job  5  3  is  probably  a  later  insertion;  it  interrupts  the  con 
text  (see  Bickell  ;  Che.  JQR  9575  [97]). 

6  Cp  also  the  verb  7Mij  Is.  19  13  Jer.  54  Nu.  12  u. 
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(7)  D'KrtB,  pttha'im,  Prov.  9  6,  but   elsewhere   '  the  simple  ' 
(prop.  '  the  open  '),  and  so  uniformly  RV. 

(8)  7Sn,  ^'//"'/(prop.  '  insipid  '),  Lam.  2  14,  and  H^EFI,  Job  1  22 
(AV    'foolishly';    RV   'with   foolishness'),    24  12;    both   these 
passages  are  corrupt.1 

On  the  idea  involved  in  this  group  of  ethical  terms, 

cp  ECCLESIASTICUS,  §  23  ;    WlSDOM  LITERATURE. 

Passing^  to  the  NT,  we  find  in  EV  '  fool  '  for  (9)  a.vm\to^  Lie. 
2425,  cp  avoid  2  Tim.  3  9,  (10)  aaxx/wt  Kph.  5  15  (RV  'unwise'), 
(i  i)  a<rvVeTos  Rom.  1  21  (RV  '  senseless  '),  (12)  wapa^poviov  2  Cor. 
11  23  (cp  RV);  (13)  aijipiav,  a  strong  term,  i  Cor.  1636  2  Cor.  11 
16  19  126  ii  ;  cp  a^poervnj  2  Cor.  11  i  ;  and  finally  (14)  ^cope's 
Mt.  7  26  23  17  Gxoipoi  Kai  TV(£AoO  19  (Ti.  WH  om.)  25  *ff.  i  Cor. 
3^18  4  10  etc.  ;  cp  fj.iapo\oyia  Eph.  64  (between  a.i<r\p6-n\<;  and 
evrpaireAia  ;  cp  Col.  3  8),  '  unedifying  discourse  '  ;  fj.wpa.iuu>  Rom. 
1  22  (in  a  different  sense  Mt.  5  13  etc.).  fj.u>pe  (Vg.  fatue)  Mt. 
5  22  also  belongs  here  ;  it  is  not,  as  Alford  supposed,  the  Heb. 
.TflD,  ntSrefi.  In  Mishnic  Heb.  miC,  OHIO.  H11D  represent 
lucopds,  iJnapi;  'Never  call  any  one  more,  that  is,  fool,'  says  a 
certain  king,  in  entrusting  his  son  to  a  pedagogue  (Pesik. 
S/ti»i'u.  ii8).  We  cannot  indeed  prove  that  the  word  was 
already  common  in  the  time  of  Jesus  ;  but  such  colloquial  ex 
pressions  would  become  naturalised  first.  (On  the  exegesis  of 
Mt.  622,  see  RACA.)  See,  further,  HYPOCRISY. 

T.  K.  C.  —  S.  A.  C. 

FOOTMAN  (^>:n),  i  S.  4  10  154,  see  ARMY,  §  i  ;  (p) 
i  S.  22  17,  RV  GUARD,  cp  ARMY,  §  4,  and  see  RUNNERS. 

FOOTSTOOL,  (i)  b23.  2Ch.  9i8;  (2)^nD'nn, 
Is.  661  ;  (3)  YTTOTToAiON,  Mt  033.  See  THRONE. 

FOOT-  WASHING.    See  MEALS,  §  4,  and  WASHINGS. 

FORAY  ("Vn5),  28.822  RV,  AV  '[pursuing]  a 
troop.  '  See  WAR  and  cp  ARMY,  §  3. 

FORD,  the  equivalent  of  "Ql'E,  ma'abhar,  !T13i;D, 
madbharah  (©  generally  AlAB&CIc)  in  EV  of  Gen. 
3222  [23]  Josh.  2?  Judg.  828  Is.  162,  also  in  RV  of  2  S. 
1528  17  16  (©  apa^wB)  and  in  Kau.  HS  (with  which 
We.,  Dr.,  H.  P.  Sm.  agree)  of  rmi',  'abhdrdh,  in  2  S. 


The  last  three  passages  are  of  great  interest  ;  they  come  into 
the  narrative  of  David's  flight  and  subsequent  return  from 
Absalom.  In  all,  the  text  needs  some  emendation.  In  1528  and 
17  16  neither  AV's  '  the  plain  [plains]  of  the  wilderness  '  (=  ^r.) 
nor  RV's  '  the  fords  of  the  wilderness  '  (  =  Kt.)  is  a  natural  phrase. 
Read  probably  ^~!En  JV3  '  the  house  of  the  wilderness  '  (a  local 
name  like  Beth-arabah).  In  19i(,f.  read  ~7D,"t  '3E?  ?S'Wl"i 
pT.YTIN  17DH  rT3;nN  T3jn?-  The  closing  words  (except  JV3) 
are  dittographed  in?'.  16  (end);  YSJjriT"  (w<  19)  is  written  three 
times  over,  and  each  time  incorrectly  ;  probably  the  closing 
words  of  ?'.  16  originally  stood  in  the  margin  as  a  correction. 
Render  '  And  they  relieved  one  another  (in  going)  before  the 
king  to  escort  the  household  of  the  king  across  the  Jordan.' 
The  ford  was  presumably  the  well-known  one  not  far  from 
Gilgal  (2  S.  19  15  [16])  ;  cp  JORDAN,  §§  2,  7.  T.  K.  C. 

N),  Mk.  1468f  RVm8-,  EV 


FORECOURT 

PORCH.     See  TEMPLE. 

FOREIGNER 

See  STRANGER. 


Dt.  15  3; 


Ex.  1245). 


FORE-RUNNER   (npoApOMOc),   Heb.  620    Wisd. 

128.  The  phrase  '33?  pT  (©  TrpOTpe\eiv)  is,  used  of  one  who 
'runs  before"  a  chariot  (i  S.  811  2  S.  15  i  [Traparpex6'1']  >  see 
CHARIOT,  §  10),  or  of  a  member  of  the  royal  body-guard  (i  K. 
15  [Traparpe'xeu'] ;  see  ARMY,  g  4).  In  i  Mace.  1C  21  the  Gk. 
equivalent  is  used  of  a  messenger  (see  RUNNKRS). 

©BA'FL  in  Nu.  1821  gives  Trpdipo/oioi  for  D'^33  (see  FRUIT, 
§  4  [2]). 

FORESHIP  (rrpcop*.)  Acts273<>  EV.     See  SHIP. 

FORESKINS,  HILL  OF  THE  (HiWrj  ni73|) 
Josh.  63.  See  CIRCUMCISION,  §  2 ;  GILGAL  ;  HELKATH- 
HAZZURIM  (end). 

FOREST.  The  first  of  the  three  words  represented 
by  '  forest '  is  unfortunately  very  doubtful. 

i.    uh'n.  hores ;  8pv/j.6s,   ©   in   2  Ch. ,  also  given  for 

1  In  Job  1  22  H7Sn  should  probably  be  n^in,  cp  Is.  32  6  (Che.) ; 
on  24  12  see  Budde  and  Duhm.  As  a  compensation  '"I7TIH,  Job 
4  18,  should  probably  be  il7Sn  (so  Hupf. ;  but  cp  Dillm.). 
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HAROSHETII  ;  cp  Ass.  fttirhi,  'mountain,'  NH  e;Tin  = 
Aram.  Nehin,  '  vvood,  thicket. '  The  readings  in 
2  Ch.  274  Is.  17g  Kzek.  31s,  however,  are  all  prob 
ably  corrupt.  In  2  Ch.  read  jiins,  '  level  country ' 
(see  PERIZZITES)  ;  in  Is.  probably  'charr,  'the  Girshite' 
(see  GIRXITES)  ;  in  Ezek.  31 3  SXD  enn  (©"  om.  ;  EV 
'with  a  shadowing  shroud')  should  be  'a  "ic'Nn,  'a 
shadowing  fir  tree'  (a  variant  to  nx  iipx).  OB  i  S. 
23  is/:,  see  HORKSH. 

2.  DTIS,  pardes,  TrapdSeiffos,  Neh.  28  (RVme-  'park'), 
Eccles.  2s  (AV  'orchard,'  RV   'park'),  Cant.  413  (EV 
1  orchard,'  RVm£-  •  a  paradise  ').      A  rare  and  late  word, 
see  GARDEN. 

3.  iy»,  yd'ar,  8pv/j.6s  ',  Ass.  dm,  Aram,  my  ',  usually 
rendered    'forest,'   occasionally   'wood';     *J~\y,  to  be 
rugged,  difficult. 

Some  of  the  many  references  to  forests,  bushes, 
and  thickets  are  mentioned  here,  partly  because  EV 
has  not  always  preserved  the  colouring  of  the  original. 

(a)  The  phrase  '  the  forest  in  Arabia'  (Is.  '21  13,  in  RV  ;  (E5 
iv  Tip  Spvpia  eaTre'pas)  is  infelicitous  ;  probably  '  thickets  in  the 
desert  country'  would  be  a  better  rendering  (see  Del.  ad  loc., 
and  cp  SIJO'!*).  The  thorns  and  stunted  trees  and  shrubs  of 
the  desert  are  to  supply  the  only  shelter  for  the  fugitives.  Cp 
Aram.  mjT- 

(6)  For  '  forest  of  Carmel,'  2  K.  1^23  Is.  37  24,  read  with  RV 
'the  forest  of  his  fruitful  field' — i.e.,  paraphrasing  (with  SBOT 
'Isa.'),  'where  its  rich  woods  are  thickest  (<S  ei«  ti\/<os  jue'povs 
rov  Spvpov).' 

(c)  In  Jer.  56  'A  lion  out  of  the  forest  shall  slay  them,'  and 
12s  'mine  heritage  is  (become)  unto  me  as  a  lion  in  the  forest,' 
are  slightly  misleading.  It  is  the  tangled  jungle  on  the  banks 
of  the  Jordan  that  is  meant  (see  Tristram,  NIf  118);  ~\y  is 
often  not  'forest'  but  'thickets.'1 

(rf)The  'forest  in  the  midst  of  Carmel'  (Mic.  V  14  RV  ;  AV 
'  the  wood '  .  .  .  )  is  due  to  an  exegetical  error.  The  Jews 
cannot  have  described  their  ideal  hope  in  such  terms  as  RV 
presents  (cp  Keil).  To  live  in  a  forest  would  mean  being 
constantly  surrounded  with  the  greatest  hindrances  to  comfort. 
It  is  a  picture  not  of  future  happiness  but  of  present  misery. 
Faithful  Israel  which  is  now  (in  post-exilic  times)  condemned  to 
make  shift  with  the  wildest  and  least  productive  parts  of 
Palestine  will  in  the  great  coming  day  occupy  Bashan  and 
Gilead  as  before.  The  heathen  will  have  b^en  cast  out,  and 
Palestine  will  be  the  Holy  Land  (so  \Vellh.,  Nowack). 

(e)  Part  of  the  royal  palace  built  by  Solomon  at  Jerusalem, 
and  used  as  an  armoury,  was  called  the  'house  of  the  forest  of 
Lebanon'  (i  Y^.lif.  1017-21  2  Ch.  9  16-20).  Entering  it,  one 
seemed  to  be  in  the  midst  of  the  cedar-groves  of  Lebanon.  The 
house  had  '  four  rows  of  cedar  pillars,  with  cedar  beams  upon 
the  pillars,  and  it  was  covered  with  cedar  above  upon  the 
beams.'  Hence,  in  all  probability,  its  name. 

(/)  In  Jer.  429  (EV)  we  read  of  'thickets'  so  dense  and 
large  that  the  population  of  a  city  could  take  refuge  in  them 
from  an  invader.  This  view  of  the  text  implies  perhaps 
too  high  an  estimate  of  the  woodland  in  S.  Palestine.  Ewald 
seems  to  be  right  in  reading  '  the  whole  land  '  (l35  Trao-a  [17]  \tapa.) 
for  'the  whole  city,"  and  Gk.  in  substituting  'into  the  caves' 
(nilJJ93)  for  '  into  the  thickets  '  (C'3J73).2  For  a  similar  mistake 
see  i  S.  136,  where  EV,  following  MT,  says  that  the  Hebrews 
fled  before  the  Philistines  into  '  caves  and  thickets,'  but 
'thickets'  (D'mn)  should  be  'holes' (onin).  See  Bu.  SBOT, 
ad  loc. 

(tf)  In  Zech.  11  2  AV's  'forest  of  the  vintage'  is  most  enig 
matical.  Vineyards  and  Bashan  can  hardly  have  been  mentioned 
together.  RV  substitutes  'strong  forest.'  The  Revisers,  how 
ever,  were  sensible  of  the  difficulty  of  the  phrase,  and  retain 
the  mg.  '  defenced  forest '  (o  Spviubs  6  CTUJUK^OTOS,  saltus  munitus). 
Probably  the  true  reading  is  '  the  forest  shall  come  down  by  the 
axe'  {i.e.,  Kt.  iisnn  and  Kr.  TS3?1  are  both  wrong;  read 
~W>33  with  Che.  (Exp.  T.,  March  1899);  cp  Duhm's  emenda 
tion  of  ,isij;o2  >n  Is- 1033. 

(K)  For  '  forest  of  Ephraim,'  see  EPHRAIM,  WOOD  OF. 

(/)  For  '  forest  of  Hareth,'  see  HARETH. 

Possibly  some  writers  have  exaggerated  the  woodland 
in  ancient  Palestine.  The  country  was  too  well  peopled 
for  thick  forests,  except  in  the  mountains  and  in  parts 
of  the  Plain  of  Sharon.  There  is  only  one  solitary  grove 
of  cedars  on  Lebanon  ;  but  fir  trees  are  still  abundant. 
Forests  of  oak  may  be  seen  in  Gilead,  and  park-like 
woods  in  Bashan.  In  Carmel  and  in  the  N.  and  E.  of 

1  Cp  Jer.  12s  Zech.  113  ('pride   of  Jordan'  EV   in  Zech., 
RV  in  Jer.)  [ij<3,  <j>pvayna,  superbia. 

2  ©  eis  ra  <TTr»jAata  Kai  eis  ra  aAoi)   (a  conflate  reading). 


Sharon  oaks  are  abundant,  and  even  elsewhere  one 
still  meets  with  a  solitary  oak  or  terebinth  of  huge 
dimensions,  as  at  Hebron,  valley  of  Elah,  Shiloh,  and 
Dan.  Cp  PALKSTINK,  §  15;  CARMEI.,  §  2  ;  LKHANON, 
SHARON.  T.  K.  c. 

FORFEITURE,  the  penalty  for  sowing  divers  seeds 
C^pn;  Dt.  229  RV;  see  CLEAN  AND  UNCLEAN,  §  i).  For 
feiture  of  substance  (Qirv)  is  threatened  in  Ezra  10  8  (||  i  Esd. 
84).  See  BAN  ;  cp  also  CONFISCATION. 

FORKS,  the  EV  reading  of  flC'^p  tfaff  in  i  S.  1821, 
taken  apparently  as  meaning  '  three-pronged  '  ;  but  the 
text  is  certainly  corrupt.  Between  DTIK  and  D'3Ti;3  one 
expects  Q'V'B'S  (  Ps.  746)  —  i.e.  ,  'hatchets.'  The  word 
was  written  twice  and  twice  corrupted.  See  AXE. 

T.  K.  c. 


FORNICATION  (HMm.  Kzek.  1629;  nopNeiA,  Mt. 
532).  See  MARRIAGE,  §4;  also  COUNCIL  OF  JERU 
SALEM,  §  ii. 

FORTRESS  meant  as  a  general  rule  a  town  sur 
rounded  by  a  defensive  wall  (!"Ori)  ;  cp  CITV,  VILLAGE. 

The  Hebrew  terms  are:  Ya3O>  milisdr,  'fortress'  (Is.  173 
25  12  Dan.  1139  AV),  'strong  hold  '(Nu.  is  19  2  K.8i2  Jer.  48  18 
EV  Dan.  1139RV);  lisD  Ty,  'Irmasor,  'strong  city'  (Ps.COg 
[n]  RV)  ;  TSX*P$i'*r1>t&i*r<  'fenced  city  '  (Nu.  32  17  Josh. 
10  20  10  35  i  S.  6  18  EV).  There  also  occur,  ,TVS3  mpi  kiryah 
besiiriih,  '  a  defenced  city  '  (Is.  25  2  EV),  and  rvni>3D  '"1JS  ''iff 
mibsaroth,  '  a  well  fenced  city  '  (Dan.  11  15  EV). 


FIG.  i.— Plan  and  illustration  of  an  ancient  wall  at  Ha/or. 
After  De  Saulcy. 

Fort  represents  various  Hebrew  terms  :  (i)  p>^,  diiyck  (prop, 
a  'look  out'?,  cp  Smend  ad  Ezek.  42),  2  K.  25  i  (||  Jer.  52  4) 
Ezek.  4a  17  17  21  22  [27]  26  st  ;  (2)  D'flJTO  (?'•),  Ma'uszim  (lit. 
'place  of  refuge'),  Dan.  11 19  AV  (RV  'fortress');  (3)  a^c, 
i>iussdl>,  Is.  293  RV  (AV  'mount');  (4)  nnso  (p'-)>  tnesadotht 
Ezek.  8827  (RV  'strongholds');  (5)  n'vnsD  (pi.),  tnfsftroth,  Is. 
293  AV,  RV  better  'siege  works' ;  (6)  ajed  »iiss<ib,  Is.  25  12 
(elsewhere  'high  tower,'  'refuge,'  etc.;  cp  Ps.Og  [10]  182(3] 
46  7  [8]  RVmg.);  (7)  ^Sy,  'ophel,  Is.  32  14  AV,  RV  'hill';  cp 
OPHEL,  and  see  TOWEK. 

Defensive  walls,  at  an  earl}-  stage  in  the  history  of 
Canaanite  civilisation,  consisted  of  great  unhewn  stone 
blocks  ;  specimens  of  these  may,  it  has 
been  suggested.  still  be  seen  in  Penva 
>  and  Galilee.  The  illustration1  (fig.  i) 
represents  a  fragment  of  an  ancient  wall  at  Hazor  ( Bahr 
el-Hiileh)  in  Upper  Galilee,  and  is  borrowed  from  De 

1  From  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Hist,  of  Art  in  Sardinia,  Jtidtf  a, 
and  Syria. 
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Saulcy's  Journey  round  the  Dead  Sen.  It  is  not  easy 
to  say  whether  the  walled  towns  or  fortresses  that 
confronted  the  Israelites  when  they  entered  Canaan 
were  of  this  primitive  character  ;  it  is  possible  that 
some  at  least  may  have  had  walls  of  hewn  stone 
analogous  to  those  depicted  on  Assyrian  and  Egyptian 
monuments.  Babylonian  influence  had  already  been 
long  prevalent  in  Palestine  when  the  Amarna  letters 
were  written  by  the  prefects  of  the  Canaanite  towns 
to  the  Egyptian  Pharaoh  (1400  B.C. ) ;  we  should  therefore 
have  a  right  to  assume  that  such  places  as  Byblus 
(Gebal),  of  which  Rib  Adda  was  governor,  as  well  as 
Zemar  (Sumur),  Ashdod,  Jerusalem  (Urusalim),  and 
Lachish,  were  provided  with  fortifications  of  a  more 
finished  character. 

This  assumption  has  been  thoroughly  justified  by  the  excava 
tions  conducted  by  Bliss  at  Lachish  (Tell  el-Hesy)  which  have 
brought  to  light  a  cuneiform  document  contemporaneous  (as  the 
contents  clearly  prove)  with  the  Amarna  despatches. 

The  LACHISH  of  this  period  had  crude  brick  walls 
9  or  10  ft.  in  thickness  ;  the  words  ascribed  by  J 
to  the  Israelite  spies  were  therefore  justified  :  the 
cities  of  the  southland  were  '  fenced  and  very  great ' 
(Nu.  13  28/. ;  cp  Dt.  1 28  Nu.  32  36  Josh.  19  29  35).  Fort- 
resses  such  as  Lachish  the  nomadic  Hebrews  could 
hardly  take  by  storm,  not  possessing  the  arms  and 
engines  of  war  requisite  for  the  purpose.  Consequently 
they  must  have  remained  encamped  in  open  spots,  and 
when  pressed  by  overwhelming  numbers  or  disciplined 
troops  must  have  betaken  themselves  to  caves  and  hollows 
in  the  rocks,  as  we  find  they  did  ( i  S.  136)  when  they  were 
confronted  by  the  better-equipped  Philistines.  It  was 
only  by  an  act  of  supreme  daring,  and  probably  with  great 
loss  of  life,  that  such  a  stronghold  as  Jerusalem,  the 
citadel  of  which  was  Zion  (ji«s  rmp),  was  captured  by 
David  (2  S.  56/). 

The  reigns  of  David  and  Solomon  marked  an  onward 
step  iu  Hebrew  civilization.  From  2  S.  5n  (cp  i  K. 
2  Of  the  ^*  '-'^  ^I3"51)  we  should  infer  that  the 
Hebrews  f°rtmcations  erected  around  Millo  (2  S.  5g 
i  K.3i  9 15  Il27)  were  built  by  Phoenician 
— most  probably  Tyrian — workmen.  For  many  genera 
tions  the  Phoenicians  had  the  reputation  of  being  the  most 
skilful  craftsmen  in  the  world.  Compare  Herodotus' 
tribute  of  admiration  to  their  skill  in  the  construction 
of  the  canal  near  Mount  Athos  (Herod.  723).  During 
the  regal  period  the  Hebrews  became  thoroughly 
grounded  in  the  arts  of  Canaanite  civilization.1  Whilst 
the  fortifications  of  Gezer,  Beth-horon,  Baalath,  Hazor, 
and  Megiddo  were  probably  erected  by  Solomon  with 
the  aid  of  foreign  (especially  Phoenician)  labour  (cp 
i  K.  915177^),  we  may  assume  that  the  fortresses 
erected  in  the  Southern  Kingdom  by  Asa — viz. ,  Geba 
and  Mizpah  (i  K.  15 2i/. ) — to  resist  Northern  aggres 
sions  were  built  by  the  Hebrews  themselves,  and  the 
same  thing  might  perhaps  be  said  of  Shechem  and 
Penuel  which  Jeroboam  fortified  (i  K.  1225). 

It  would  seem  that  Moab  in  the  time  of  king  Mesha  likewise 
was  dominated  by  this  advancing  civilization ;  we  may  infer 
this  from  the  ruins  of  Rabbath  Moab  which  exhibit  floral  forms 
of  ornamentation  like  those  of  the  sacred  plant  of  Assyria.2 

The  most  notable  fortress  in  the  Northern  Kingdom 
was  Samaria,  built  by  one  of  its  greatest  kings,  Omri, 
whose  name  the  Assyrians  attached,  as  we  learn  from 
the  annals  of  Tiglath-pileser  and  Sargon  (Schrader,  KB 
232  42),  to  the  Northern  Kingdom  (bit  Humri[a]). 
This  renowned  fortress  withstood  all  the  assaults  of  the 
Assyrian  armies — equipped  (as  we  know  they  were)  with 
engineering  appliances,  battering  rams,  and  towers — 
for  upwards  of  two  years  (724-722). 

Among  the  fortified  towns  of  the  Southern  Kingdom, 
Jerusalem  occupied  the  most  prominent  place  from  a 
very  early  period  (so  the  Amarna  despatches  would  lead 

1  In  proof  of  this  statement  note  the  contrast  between  the 
condition  of  civilization  as  depicted  in  i  S.  13  19  and  in  2  K.  24  16. 

2  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Hist,  of  A  rt  in  Sardinia,  Judiea,  Syria, 
y&f.,  based  on  De  Saulcy's  discoveries. 
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us  to  conclude).1  It  is  essentially  a  mountain  city 
and  stands  on  the  southern  extremity  of  a  spur  or 
plateau  enclosed  by  two  ravines,  Kedron  and  Hinnom. 
A  third  ravine  joins  the  Kedron  at  the  pool  of  Siloam 
to  the  SE.  NW.  between  the  Tyropceon  and  Hinnom 
valleys  is  the  steep  hill  of  Zion  (see  Perrot  and  Chipiez). 
This  fortress,  strong  by  nature,  was  regarded  by  the 
Egyptians  as  forming  with  Samaria  and  Ashdod  im 
portant  strategical  outposts  against  Assyrian  aggres 
sion.  That  Sargon  and  Sennacherib  regarded  them  in 
the  same  light  is  obvious. 

During  the  strong  military  rule  of  Azariah  (Uzziah), 
Judah  was  well  provided  with  fortresses.  The  state 
ments  in  2  Ch.  266g  are  sustained  by  the  Taylor- 
cylinder  recording  Sennacherib's  invasion  of  Palestine 
in  701  B.C.  In  col.  813  we  read  that  forty-six  of  these 
fortified  towns  (mahdzi  dannfiti  [bitit]  durdni)  were 
reduced  by  Sennacherib's  officers.  From  line  22 
we  learn  that  the  fortified  city  of  Jerusalem  was 
provided  (as  we  might  expect)  with  a  gateway  which 
was  probably  of  massive  masonry.  Egress  from  this 
was  barred,  as  we  gather  from  this  passage,  by  the 
intrenchments  which  enclosed  the  beleaguered  town.2 
These  strong  gateways  were  furnished  with  doors  of 
great  strength  provided  with  bolts  of  iron  and  bronze 
(i  K.  413;  cp  Dt.  3s  33zs).  Occasionally  the  gates 
may  have  been  plated  with  bronze,  as  were  the  gates 
of  Balawat  erected  by  Shalmaneser  II.  (cp  Is.  462). 
Shalmaneser's  plates  contained  representations  of  his 
military  expeditions.3 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  lack  of  monumental 
records  and  figures  having  direct  reference  to  Palestine 
renders  k  impossible  to  give  as  vivid 

"' 


only  derive  illustrative  materials  from  the  copious  stores 
of  graphic  Assyrian  representations  furnished  by  its 
monumental  portrayals  and  the  ruins  of  Khorsabad  and 
Nineveh.  The  illustration,  fig.  2  (next  page),  taken 
from  the  reliefs  belonging  to  the  reign  of  Tiglath-pileser 
III.  (745-727)  preserved  in  the  British  Museum,  repre 
sents  the  general  type  of  fortification  of  the  towns  of 
Western  Asia. 

It  is  hardly  possible  to  accept  the  high  figures  given 
by  Herodotus  in  his  description  of  the  walls  of  Babylon 


Still,  they  may  not  have  been  so  far  in  excess  as  we  might 
imagine.  Herodotus'  measurements  (178  ad  _/?«.),  200  royal 
cubits  for  the  height  and  50  for  the  breadth  —  i.e.,  over  380  ft.  for 
the  former  and  over  80  ft.  for  the  latter,  are  probably  excessive  ; 
but  Layard  excavated  one  of  the  chief  gates  of  ancient  Nineveh, 
and  according  to  the  scale  of  his  plan  the  walls  were  about 
no  ft.  thick.  Probably,  however,  the  strength  of  the  walls  at 
special  points  (and  especially  near  the  gateways)  was  excep 
tional.  The  Nineveh  gateway  was  built  by  Sennacherib. 
Two  pairs  of  winged  bulls  were  placed  by  it  —  one  pair  looking 
toward  the  city  and  the  other  facing  the  exterior. 

The  extraordinary  thickness  and  solidity  of  the  walls 
were  doubtless  designed  to  neutralise  the  effect  of  the 
battering  rams. 

The  fortified  town  erected  by  Sargon,  Dur  Sarrukin 
or  Sargon's  town,  was  considerably  smaller  than 
Nineveh.  It  stood  upon  a  parallelogram,  two  sides  of 
which  measured  1950  yards,  whilst  the  other  two 
measured  1870  yards.  As  there  was  no  proper  akro- 
polis,  the  king's  palace  with  its  massive  gates  and 
dominating  towers  formed  a  quasi-citadel  into  which 
the  inhabitants  could  fly  for  refuge  when  the  outer  walls 
were  captured  or  a  breach  was  made  through  them. 
Perrot  and  Chipiez  in  their  description  of  this  interesting 
fortress  give  the  following  details  :  — 

'The  parapets  of  the  towers  were  corbelled  out  from  their 
walls  and  pierced  with  loopholes,  as  we  can  gather  from  the 

1  See  the  letters  of  Abd-hiba  of  Jerusalem  in  KB  5,  no.  T.'&of. 

2  Hahl  elisu  urakkis,  the  current  expression,  which  again 
occurs  in  ASur-bani-pal's  description  of  the  siege  of  Baal  of  Tyre 
(Rassam  cyl.,  col.  252). 

3  See  The  Bronze  Ornaments  oftlieGates  of  Balaivat,  edited 
with  introduction  by  Samuel  Birch,  and  descriptions  and  transla 
tions  by  T.  G.  Pinches  (Soc.  Bibl.  Arc/taol.,  1883). 
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reliefs.  Each  doorway  was  flanked  by  a  pair  of  towers,  the  wall 
between  them  being  only  wide  enough  for  the  entrance.  We 
have  no  trace  of  a  ditch,  though  it  might  easily  have  been  supplied 
mountain  streams  that  flow  past  the  mound  1  ... 


by  the  two 

There  were  two  gate 

(see  fig.  3). 


to  each  of  the  faces  SE.,  SW.,  and  NE.' 


4.  Egyptian  re 
presentations. 


FIG.  2. — Fortress  of  Askuttu.     From  a  slab  in  the  British  Museum. 


Owing  to  the  massive  thickness  of  the  walls  in  the 
more  important  fortresses,  such  as  Nineveh,  their 
summit  would  afford  ample  room  for  a  large  number  of 
defenders.  According  to  Place  (Ninive,  Ii6s;  2u), 
throughout  the  circumference  of  the  enceinte  the  curtain 
v.-as  strengthened  by  rectangular  flanking  towers  separ 
ated  by  intervals  of  90  feet  or  double  the  front  of  a 
tower. 


FIG.  3. — Assyrian  fortress. 
From  a  slab  in  the  British  Museum. 

From  the  scale  of  the  figures  in  the  sculptures  we  conclude 
that  the  head  of  the  towers  averages  one-fourth  or  one-fifth  the 
height  of  the  curtain.  Place  gives  to  the  towers  a  total  height 
of  105  feet-  to  the  top  of  their  crenellations. 


1  The  great  defensive  value  of  trenches  filled  with  water  was, 
however,  thoroughly  understood.  In  Sargon's  description  (great 
Khorsabad  inscr.  \z-jff.)  of  his  siege  of  Merodach-baladan  in 
Dur-Yakin  he  narrates  how  Merodach-baladan  made  a  fprmid 
able  trench  200  cubits  wide  in  front  of  the  wall  and  filled  it  with 
water  from  the  Euphrates. 

-  This  is  nearly  the  same  height  as  that  assigned  by  Xenophon 
{Anab.  iii.  47)  to  the  walls  of  Larissa  (the  Assyrian  Resen 


From    ancient    Egypt   we    have    a    useful    store    of 
illustrative  material.     One  of  the  most  valuable  is  the 
fortress  of  Semneh  in  Nubia,  belonging 
to   the  time  of   the    Middle   Empire, 
erected  by  I'sertesen  III.,  blockading 
the  right  bank  of  the  river.      Large 
portions  of  it  remain.       It  is  an 
'  immense     brick     building     with 
many    projecting    corners  and    ir 
regular  ground   plan,   and  is  sur 
rounded  on  the  outside  by  a  wall. ' 
In  this  case  an  interesting  point  is  to  be 
noted — viz.,  the  change  in  direction  in 
the  line  of  slope  of  the  outer  wall  made 
with  the  \ie\s-  of  rendering  the  planting 
of  scaling  ladders  more  difficult.      This 
may  be  noted   also  in  a  representation 
of  a  fortress  of  the  same  period  in  a  tomb 
at  Beni  Hasan  (Ennaii,  Anc.  Eg.  526). 
From    very   early   times    Egypt 
possessed  a  regular  system  of  for 
tification.     The  shape  of  the  fort 
ress  was  quadrangular.     Wilkinson 
gives  the  following  description  : — 
The   walls  were   'of  crude   brick   15 
ft.    thick  and  often    50  ft.    high    with 
square   towers  at  intervals  along  each 
face,  generally  of  the  same  height  as  the 
walls  .  .  .  Sometimes    the    whole   was 
doubled  by  an  outer  casing,  leaving  a 
space  between  the  two  filled  in  here  and 
there  by  a  solid  buttress,  which  strength 
ened  and  united  them  and  prevented  any 
one    passing    freely    round    the    inner 
wall  when   the  outer  one  was   broken 

through.  The  towers  like  the  rest  of  the  walls  consisted  of  a 
rampart  and  parapet,  which  last  was  crowned  by  the  usual  round- 
headed  battlements  .  .  The  fortress  was  usually  square  with 
one  or  occasionally  two  entrances :  but  generally  with  one  and 
a  sally-port,  or  a  water-gate  if  near  the  river  .  .  .  One  great 
principle  in  the  large  fortresses  was  to  have  a  long  wall  on  the 
side  most  exposed  to  attack,  projecting  from  70  to  100  ft.  at 
right  angles  from  and  at  the  same  height  as  the  main  wall,  upon 
which  the  besieged  were  enabled  to  run  out  and  sweep  the  faces 
or  curtain  by  what  we  should  call  '  a  flanking  fire.'  In  order  to 
keep  the  enemy  as  far  from  the  main  wall  as  possible,  it  was 
raised  on  a  broad  terrace  or  basement,  or  had  an  outer  low 
wall  of  circumvallation  parallel  to  the  main  wall  at  a  distance  of 
from  1310  20  feet. "1 

That  many  of  the  details  in  the  above  descriptions 
hold  good  of  the  Palestinian  fortresses  during  the 
royal  period  is  undoubtedly  true.  Both 
Babylonian  and  Egyptian  civilization 
"  '  exercised  considerable  influence  in 
Canaan  from  very  early  times.  The  impress  of  the 
Babylonian,  however,  was  deeper  and  more  permanent.2 
We  should,  therefore,  expect  to  find  a  closer  approxi 
mation  to  the  Babylonian-Assyrian  model.  Thus  the 
Migdal  or  TOWER  [y.i'.  ]  was  a  characteristic  feature  of 
Palestine  from  the  earliest  times.  There  were  small, 
simple  towers,  and  there  were  others  of  great  size,  solid 
and  durable,  such  as  would  serve  as  landmarks  and 
give  their  names  to  places  (see  MIGDAL-EL,  MIGDAL- 
GAD).  These  erections  in  some  cases  go  back  as  far  as 
the  fifteenth  century  B.C.  at  least.  Compare  (alu  or 
mahazu}  Magdali  in  the  Amarna  despatches,3  the  de 
terminative  clearly  showing  that  it  was  the  name  of  a 
place  (in  one  case  Migdol  on  the  NE  Egyptian  frontier). 
Moreover,  we  have  frequent  references  to  strong  doors 
or  gates  in  Canaanite  fortified  towns  (ludg.  16 2/.  i  S. 
23?  28.182433  [19i]  2Ch.l46[7]  Neh.28  336 
i  Mace.  1833  1539)-  From  2  8.1824  we  gather  a  few 
picturesque  details.  The  gateway  of  the  town  had  an 
inner  and  also  an  outer  gate,  and  the  king  was  sitting 

near  Nimrud).  Xenophon's  measurements  are  :  height  100  ft., 
thickness  25  ft.,  stone  foundation  (xprjiri's)  20  ft.  in  height,  the 
circuit  of  the  walls  2  parasangs  (or  about  6J  m.)  ;  the  walls 
themselves  were  built  of  clay  bricks.  In  the  case  of  Mespila, 
described  by  him  in  §  iof.t  the  dimensions  are  considerably 
greater. 

Respecting  the  fortifications  of  Nineveh  proper  and  Kuyunjik 
consult  Layard,  Nin.  atui  Bab.  (abr.  ed.  '74),  395^ 

'   Wilk.  Anc.  Eg.  \?(*jf.  ('78). 

2  Nowack,  HAlqtf.,  zoojf.,  206  ff. 

3  A'£v.,  11,92823726^8114. 
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between  the  two  in  the  shade.  There  was  a  porter  to 
the  gate  and  a  watchman  on  the  roof  above  the  gateway, 
who  announced  to  the  king  the  approach  of  messengers. 
With  these  fortified  gates  we  may  compare  bit  hillani  (places 
of  windows,  see  LATTICE,  §  2  [2])—  the  name  given  by  the 
Assyrians  to  the  two  towers  in  front  of  the  city  gate,  connected 
by  an  open  porch  with  two  pillars  or  sphinxes,  which  they 
adopted  from  Syrian  models  in  the  time  of  Tiglath-pileser  III. 
On  the  bit-hillani,  the  ruins  of  which  have  been  found  at  Zenjlrli, 
see  Ansgrabungen  in  Senjirli,  Heft  II.,  1898,  and  Rost's 
review,  OL/.  1  197  ff. 

In  front  of  the  main  wall  there  was  frequently  a  lower 
rampart  (^'n,  hi  I),  or  glacis  called  in  Syriac  bar  siird 
and  in  Greek  Treptrtt^os  or  7rpor«'xi<r/ua  (Is.  26i  2  S. 
~2Q  15  i  K.  2123  [?]).  Moreover,  battlements  were 
erected  on  the  walls1  (nias,  pinniith,  2  Ch.  26  15  Zeph. 
1  16  ;  nirDB*,  s'mHSoth,  Is.  54  12  [AV  '  windows,  '  RV 
'pinnacles']).  Of  course,  migdalim  (see  TOWER), 
rendered  irvpyoi  in  i  Mace.  56s  Judith  13,  formed  a 
characteristic  feature  of  Hebrew  (as  they  did  of  other) 
fortified  towns  in  Western  Asia  (  Ezek.  '26  4  27  1  1  )• 
E/.ek.  27  1  1  and  Cant.  44  (cp  ARMOURY)  may  perhaps 
suggest  that  it  was  customary  to  affix  shields  (otsWi 
sflafim)  to  the  walls  for  greater  protection  against  the 
missiles  of  the  enemy.  On  the  methods  by  which 
fortresses  were  stormed,  see  SIEGE.  O.  C.  \\. 

FORTUNATUS  (^ORTOYNATOC  [Ti.WH]),  a 
member  of  the  Corinthian  Church.  Along  with 
Stephanus  and  Achaicus  he  brought  news  of  the  Cor 
inthians  to  Paul  at  Ephesus  which  gladdened  and 
refreshed  him  (i  Cor.  16  i?/).  See  CORINTHIANS, 
&5  3.  13- 

FORTUNE  O3;  TO  A&IMONION  [BA],  o  AAIMOON 
[NQ]  ;  fort  iina),  and  DESTINY  («:p,  T]  Tv\ri  [BNAQ]  ; 
super  cam  ;  Pesh.  unites  the  two  as  gadde,  '  the 
fortunes').  Two  deities  (Gad  and  Mfni)  worshipped 
by  Jews  who  had  '  forsaken  Yahwe  and  forgotten  his 
holy  mountain'  (Is.  65nf)-  Obviously,  though  both 
are  male  deities,  they  form  a  pair,  and  if  Gad  be  early 
Canaanitish,  MSni  can  hardly  be  a  late  variation  of  an 
important  Nabatasan  god  Manot  (  =the  Arabian  Manat, 
Koran,  53  19-23. 

The  antiquity  of  the  worship  of  Gad  is  shown  by  the  names 
HAAL-GAD,  MIGDAL-GAU,  the  one  localised  in  the  far  north,  the 
other  in  the  territory  of  Judah  ;  less  certainly  by  the  exclamation 
of  Leah  (Gen.  80  1  1  J),  for  13  in  133  or  1J  N3  is  perhaps 
more  naturally  taken  as  an  appellative  (so  the  same  word  often 
in  Syriac  [Baethg.])  than  as  a  divine  name  (sec,  however,  Ball  in 
SKOT).  The  tribal  name  HAD  is  also  probably  a  borrowed 
divine  name.  Of  the  prevalence  of  the  cultus  of  Gad  or  Tyche  in 
Syria  in  later  times  there  are  abundant  proofs  (see  Mordtmann, 
7.DMG?>\.  99-101  ;  Noldeke,  //'.  62474,  .-78^  ;  Baethg.  Beitr. 
77  './•)>  nor  can  we  doubt  that  it  was  part  of  the  primitive  Aramaean 
worship.  Of  the  Syrian  cultus  of  Men!  we  have  only  the 
evidence  of  some  Aramaeo-Persian  coins  of  the  Achaemenida: 
(Ges.  Thus.,  '  Addenda,'  97  /;);  but  if  there  was  really  a  Babylonian 
god  Manu,2  we  may  assume  that  it  was  not  less  ancient  than 
that  of  Gad. 

It  has  often  been  held  that  Gad  and  MCnl  are  the 
planetary  gods,  Jupiter  and  Venus.  This  view  is 
supported  from  Arabic  usage,  in  which  Jupiter  is  called 
'the  great  fortune,'  and  Venus  'the  little  fortune,'  but 
lacks  further  confirmation.  There  were  no  doubt 
several  varieties  of  Gad  or  Fortune  (and  consequently 
of  M6nl  or  Destiny).  Thus  in  early  times  there  was  one 
at  a  well-known  point  of  the  Hermon  range  (Baal-gad), 
and  a  Christian  writer  (Jacob  of  Serug)  tells  us  that  in 
his  time  many  mountain-tops  were  crowned  with  temples 
of  Fortune  (Mordtmann).  Moreover,  there  was  also 
the  domestic  Fortune  or  good  genius. 

In  Rer.  Rabba,  par.  71,  Leah's  joyful  cry  is  explained,  'The 
Fortune  of  the  house  —  the  Fortune  of  the  world  —  is  come,'  and 

1  It  is  uncertain  whether  JYI3S  and  fl'trCC'  are  quite  syn 
onymous,  or  whether  the  latter  word  denoted  a  special  form  of 
battlements,  of  pointed  shape,  to  resemble  solar  rays.  [On  '"133 
see  CORNER-STONE.] 

-  Lenormant,  La  Magic,  no;  Davis,  Presb.  and  Ref.  Rev., 
Oct.  '92,  p.  773;  Johns,  EA-/>.  T.  10526  (Aug.  '99).  See  how 
ever  Hommel,  Kxf>.  T.  10  566/1  (Sept.  '99). 
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in  Ned.  56  a,  Sank.  20  a  K^J"!  ND"W  means  the  couch  of  state 
reserved  for  the  Luck  of  the  house,  and  covered  doubtless  with 
foods  in  his  honour  (cp  Ball's  note  on  Bel  and  the  Dragon,  v.  3). 
This  refers  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  A.  D.;  but  we  may 
assume  that  the  same  custom  was  in  vogue  in  the  fifth  century 
B.C.  when  Is.  Co  was  written. 

The  people  accused  of  worshipping  Gad  and  M6ni  are 
most  probably  the  half-Jews  commonly  called  Samaritans 
and  those  in  the  Jewish  community  who  sympathised 
withthem(see  Duhm's  /««?'«/  Che.  Intr.  Isa.  364/1).  To 
emend  >js  (M£ni)  into  'jj  (Nani  or  Nanai  ;  see  NANEA) 
with  Lagarde  (Gcs.  Abhandl.  16),  is  arbitrary  (see 

V.    12).  T.  K.  C. 

FOUNDATIONS  (DHOIC,  mostdoth,  DHD1D,  most- 
dim,  etc.,  GeMeAlOl)- 

(a)  Of  the  earth  :  2  S.  22i6(|IPs.  18  15  [16]),  Ps.  24  2  etc.  Mic. 
62  Is.  13  13  etc.  Job  38  4  Ecclus.  10  16  1(5  19.  (Cp  passage  from 
legend  of  Istar  on  the  ocean-foundations  of  the  earth  ;  Karppe, 
Journ.Asiat.  !>  101.)  a  and  b  (see  below)  lare  practically  synony 
mous.  This  usage  may  be  connected  with  the  primitive  Baby 
lonian  idea  of  the  earth  as  a  huge  mountain.' 

(If)  Of  the  mountains:  Ps.  18  7  [8]  (||  2  S.  228  wrongly  'of 
heaven'),  Dt.  3222  Job  184  (©BXC  6pij  [®A  ^  yij]  €'K  SejueAtW  : 
see  Duhm). 

(c)  Of  the  temple  :  i  K.  6  \f.  1  9  Ezra  3  10.     See  TEMPLE. 

(if)  Of  Jerusalem  :  Ps.  87  i  (or  less  probably  of  the  temple, 
Aq.  Jer.  Bii.  ?),  Is.  1432  etc. 

(e)  Of  the  wall  of  the  new  Jerusalem  :  Rev.  21  19. 
Laying  the  foundation  of  a  new  building  was  a  sacred 
rite  ;  how  else  could  the  presence  and  favour  of  the 
divinity  be  secured?  Hence  a  foundation-stone  was  to 
be  goodly  and  valuable.  This  is  set  forth  with  great 
fulness  in  the  later  Babylonian  inscriptions.  Together 
with  the  stone,  we  are  told  that  gold,  silver,  and  stones  of 
the  mountains  and  the  sea  were  deposited  (AT?  3^,  p.  5); 
a  cylinder  (temenu)  containing  a  written  record  of  the 
foundation  was  also  indispensable.  The  most  interest 
ing  account  is  that  given  by  Nabu-nahid  (Nabonidus), 
the  last  of  the  kings  of  Babylon  (556-538  B.C.).  After 
a  long  search  for  the  foundation-stone  of  the  ancient 
temple  of  Istar  of  Agade  built  by  Sargon  I.  (3800  B.C.  ), 
he  found  it  (KB  3*,  p.  87).  Such  discoveries  were 
common  ;  they  gave  confidence  to  later  builders  who 
knew  that  a  spot  once  sacred  was  always  sacred,  and 
that  the  divine  power  did  not  love  changed  altars. 
The  foundation-stone  might  in  fact  be  called  an  altar, 
as  the  primitive  rite  of  laying  the  foundation  in  blood 
(see  Hi  EL,  §  3)  sufficiently  shows.  According  to  Hil- 
precht,  the  cylinders  and  deposits  in  primitive  Babylonia 
were  at  first  placed  under  the  threshold,  and  afterwards 
under  the  four  corners  of  the  building.1  There  is 
therefore  a  close  connection  between  the  sacredness 
of  the  threshold-stone  and  that  of  the  corner-stone  ; 
and  one  remembers  that  '  corner-stone  '  and  '  founda 
tion-stone  '  are  synonymous  terms  in  the  Hebrew 
Scriptures  (see  CORNER-STONE). 

We  can  now  understand  better  why  the  foundation- 
stones  of  Solomon's  temple  and  of  the  wall  of  the  New 
Jerusalem  are  so  carefully  described.  Also  the  reference 
in  Is.  54  ii  Rev.  21  19  to  precious  stones,  and  the 
description  of  Yahwe'  s  self-manifestation  in  Zion  as  a 
'  precious  foundation  corner-stone  '  (Is.  28  16).  It  is  note 
worthy  that  the  Israelites  avoided  such  fantastic  titles 
for  their  temple  as  '  foundation-stone  of  heaven  and 
earth'  (E-temen-an-ki),  borne  by  one  of  the  Babylonian 
zikkurrats  (Jastrow,  Bab.  and  Ass.  639). 

Attention  was  drawn  long  ago  to  a  curious  use  of  Sffie'Atoc  in 
i  Tim.  (iig.  Men  do  not  'lay  up  a  good  foundation.'  Clericus 
suggested  KeifijjAioi',  which  must  surely  be  right.  In  the  Epistle 
to  Hero  attributed  to  Ignatius,  we  read  ras  jrapfle'rous  AuAarreTe 
to?  XpicTToi)  KetftrjAia.  A  common  word  among  church  writers. 
'  Laying  up  a  fair  jewel  '  is  a  natural  expression.  T.  K.  C. 

FOUNTAIN  ($7O),  Gen.  7  n  etc.     See  SPRINGS. 

FOWL  (AND  FOWLING).  Under  this  head  it  is 
proposed  to  group  those  members  of  the  family  Aves 

(Birds)  which  are  mentioned  in  the  OT  or 
the  NT  as  used  for  food  (gg  T_s)   and  to  add 

some  observations  on  the  methods  then   in  vogue  of 

1  Trumbull,  The  Threshold  Covenant,  22. 

1558 


FOWL 


FOWL 
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catching  the  wild  (§§  7-12)  and  of  rearing  the  domestic    j 
fowl(§5/.). 

I.  Food. — 'Of  all  clean  birds  ye  may  eat'  (Dt. 
14  it.  see  CLEAN  AND  UNCLEAN,  §  9,  and  FOOD, 
§  8).  The  Pentateuchal  legislation  contains  no  list  of 
the  birds  allowed  as  food  ;  it  gives,  instead,  two  lists, 
practically  identical,  of  the  species  tabooed  (Lev.  11 13-19 
Dt.  14n-i8),  prominent  among  which  are  the  birds  of 
prey  (o'yn.  Gen.  15 n).  Of  the  birds  that  remain, 
'  clean '  and  available  for  food,  the  first  place  belongs 
to  the  Columbidcc  or  pigeon  family,  comprising  the 
turtle-dove  and  the  pigeon  (as  to  the  originally  sacro 
sanct  character  of  which  see  DOVE,  SACRIFICE). 
The  various  species  of  PARTRIDGE  (top)  were  hunted 
for  the  same  purpose  (i  S.  26  20  ;  cp  Ecclus.  11  30,  for 
which  see  below).  The  use  of  the  nearly  allied  QUAIL 
(iVc-)'  we  may  b6  sure,  was  not  confined  to  the  period  of 
the  desert  wanderings  (Ex.  16  is1  Nu.  11 31,  cp  Ps. 
7827  [26]  10040).  In  NT  times,  and  doubtless  for  long 
before,  the  SPARROW  (q.v. )  was  caught  and  sold  at  an 
exceedingly  low  price  (Mt.  1029^  Lk.  126/;). 

In  i  K.  423  [5s]  the  list  of  provisions  furnished  daily 
for  Solomon's  table  closes  with  D'tpnx  D"i3"i3  (opviOuv 
[tVAe/crci]  ^K\fKTuii>  crtreurd  [BA],  6p.  £K.  Kal 
[L],  avcs  altiles,  whence  our  EV 
'fatted  fowl';  cp  Kimchi's  'capons'),  a 
phrase  of  uncertain  meaning,  and  not  free  from  critical 
suspicion  (see  FOWL,  FATTKD).  If  the  reading  is 
correct  are  we  to  take  the  phrase  as  including  various 
species  of  food-birds,  or  as  denoting  only  a  particular 
species?  In  the  latter  case,  the  identification  of  the 
bird  with  the  goose  (so  Targ.  Jer. )  has  perhaps  most  in 
its  favour.  The  goose  (nx)  was  certainly  a  common 
domestic  bird  in  NT  times,  since  it  is  several  times 
mentioned  in  the  Mishna  with  poultry  and  house- 
pigeons  (Shabb.  24s  Chull.  12 1).  Like  the  duck,  of 
which  also  mention  is  made  in  the  Talmud,  the  goose, 
from  the  nature  of  its  food,  can  scarcely  have  been  a 
popular  food-bird  with  the  more  punctilious  of  the 
Jews.  It  was  quite  otherwise  with  the  ancient  Egyptians  ; 
the  flesh  of  the  goose  has  been  called  their  '  national 
dish. ' 

The  introduction  of  the  domestic  fowl  into  Palestine 
can  hardly  be  dated  beyond  the  Persian  period,  even 
should  the  ancients  be  right  (see  COCK)  in  identifying 
the  obscure  Tin]  of  Prov.  30  31  with  the  cock  (<&  Aq. 
Theod.  dX^-Twp  ;  but  cp  COCK).  By  the  first  century, 
at  all  events,  fowls  had  long  been  domesticated  (see 
below,  §  4).  The  touching  words  in  Mt.  2837  need  no 
quoting  ;  cp  2  Esd.  1  30. 

We   have    no   express    indication    of    the    favourite 
methods  of  cooking  fowls.      Both  roasting  and  stewing 
,  were    doubtless    in    vogue    among    the 
Hebrews     as      among     the     Egyptians. 


3.  Method  of 


cooking. 


Among  the  latter  the  goose  was   either 


roasted  on  a  primitive  spit  '  stuck  through  the  beak  and 
neck  of  the  bird'  (Erman,  Egypt,  189),  or  stewed  in  a 
pan,  as  pourtrayed  on  the  monuments  (see  Wilk. 
Anc.  Eg.  235).  Roasting  probably  remained  the 
popular  mode  of  cooking  the  smaller  birds  such  as 
sparrows,  which  at  the  present  day  are  roasted  on 
skewers,  like  the  gobbets  of  meat  called  kebab  (see 
COOKING,  §  6). 

The  eggs  (c'X'a)  of  several  of  the  birds  named  above, 
in  particular  those  of  the  domestic  fowl,  entered  largely 
into  the  diet  of  the  Hebrews.  The  egg  of 
the  ostrich  (Job  39 14)  which  'dressed  with 
santn  and  flour  in  a  pan  savoured  as  a  well-tasting 
omelette'  (Doughty,  Arab.  Des.  1132)  is  much  relished 
by  the  Arabs  of  to-day  ;  but  beyond  the  fact  that  a 
portion  of  a  shell  was  found  by  Bliss  in  the  mound  of  Tell- 
el-Hesy  (Lachish)  there  seems  to  be  no  evidence  that  it 
1  The  so-called  Targum  of  Jonathan  has  converted  the  modest 
quails  into  pheasants  (pi'DS,  <f>a<rtavoi)  !  Cp  Targ.  Ps.  10640. 
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was  so  used  in  Palestine.  For  the  strict  Jews,  the  egg, 
like  the  flesh,  was  doubtless  taboo  (j'pr).  This  objection 
did  not  apply  to  the  eggs  of  the  partridge,  which  also 
are  eagerly  collected  for  food  by  the  Arabs  ;  Jer.  17  n 
may  point  to  a  similar  custom  among  the  Hebrews 
(cp  PARTRIDGE).  The  eggs  most  in  use  (Lk.  11  12) 
were,  as  among  ourselves,  those  of  the  domestic  fowl 
(nVuyvi).  Job,  according  to  Bickcll,  Buddc,  and  Duhm 
who  have  revived  the  traditional  interpretation,  draws 
(Job  66)  from  the  white  of  an  egg  a  figure  to  express  the 
strange  unreasonableness  of  his  affliction  ;  Dillmann, 
however,1  prefers  the  rendering,  '  Is  there  any  taste  in 
the  juice  of  purslain  '  (or  some  other  plant)?  [The  text 
needs  emendation  ;  see  PURSLAIN.] 

There  are  frequent  references  in  the  Mishna  —  one  of  the 
treatises  of  which  bears  the  name  Bcsn  (egg  2)  —  to  the  use  of  eggs 
as  food  and  to  various  methods  of  cooking  them.  They  might 
be  boiled  (Shabb.  9  5),  or  broken  and  fried  (nVs.  ib-  1  10),  or  mixed 
up  with  oil  and  fried  in  a  saucepan  (ib.  85).  A  favourite  dish 
(Besa,  2  i)  consisted  of  eggs  (perhaps  poached)  spread  upon 
fish.3 

The  law  of  D  —  from  motives  purely  humanitarian  or 
partly  humanitarian  and  partly  utilitarian  —  required  that 
when  the  eggs  were  taken  from  under  a  wild  bird  the 
mother  should  not  be  interfered  with  (Dt.  226/.  ). 

II.  Supply.  —  The   requisite   supply  of  fowls,   in  the 

wider  sense  of  the  word,  was  obtained  (a)  by  the  com- 

_.  ,  .     plete  or  partial  domestication  of  pigeons 

.on        1C  and  p0ujtry  on  tne  one  hand,  and,  on  the 

pigeons.      Qther  hand|  ^  by  the  skjll  of  the  fow]er> 

amateur  or  professional. 

(a)  The  partial  domestication  of  the  pigeon  was 
already  accomplished  when  Is.  608  was  written,  where 
the  reference  in  the  '  windows  '  spoken  of  is  clearly  to 
the  lattice-like  apertures  (nianx)  of  the  dovecote  (see 
LATTICE,  §  2).  The  fowls  (D'TSS)  prepared  for 
Nehemiah's  table  were  probably  pigeons  and  the  smaller 
species  of  edible  birds  (Neh.  5i8;  cp  Ps.  84s  [4]  and 
Tob.  2io). 

The  usual  name  of  the  pigeon-house  in  later  times  was  ~31t? 
(Shabb.  24  3,  Bab.  bath.  1  6  and  often).  Another  name  was 
7^1  jD  (lit.  'tower'),  which  suggests  the  pigeon-towers,  so  common 
in  certain  parts  of  the  East  at  the  present  day.  The  Jews,  it 
would  seem,  recognised  a  distinction  between  the  semi-domesti 
cated  pigeon,  which  had  its  home  in  the  dovecote  or  pigeon- 
house,  and  the  more  completely  domesticated  house-pigeon. 
The  house-pigeons  were  called  riVD'Tin  or  nvmn  after  Herod, 
who  is  said  to  have  introduced  them  into  Judaea.  It  was  per 
mitted  on  the  Sabbath  to  provide  them  (along  with  the  geese 
and  poultry)  with  water,  whilst  less  completely  domesticated 
pigeons,  like  the  bees,  were  supposed  to  be  able  to  find  water 
for  themselves  (Skabb.  24  3).  These  Herodian  pigeons  evidently 
shared  the  living-room  with  the  family,  as  is  very  often  the  case 
in  the  present  day,  and  had  their  nests  in  the  house  (Chull. 

12!). 

The  art  of  fattening  artificially  the  goose  and  other 
birds  used  for  food  was  widely  practised  in  ancient 

Egypt.      '  The  birds   were  fattened  in 
{he  game  way  as  the  catt,e  .  the  fatten. 

ing  bolus  was  pushed  down  the  throat  of  the  goose  in 
spite  of  its  struggles'  (Erman,  Egypt,  442).  The  process 
here  described  was  not  unknown  to  the  Jews,  as  we 
see  from  Shabb.  24s- 

It  was  forbidden  on  the  Sabbath,  however,  to  feed  the  poultry 
in  this  way.  Water  might  be  poured  over  their  bran  (JD"RC),  but 
kneading  or  mixing  was  forbidden,  and  the  animals  were  to  be 
allowed  to  feed  in  the  ordinary  way  (ibid.,  cp  for  Passover  time 
PC-sack.  2  7). 

Hens  then  as  now  had  the  habit  of  laying  outside  their 
proper  houses  (Chull.  12  i). 

The  Talmudic  precept  (Bdl>a  Kamnia,  7  7)  that  poultry  may 
not  be  reared  in  Jerusalem  '  on  account  of  the  holy  things  '  (or 
'  on  account  of  the  sanctuary  ')  must  be  regarded  as  a  pious 
dream  in  view  of  the  express  and  repeated  testimony  of  the  NT. 
It  is  just  possible,  however,  that  the  accompanying  prohibition 

1  '  The  white  of  an  egg  was  hardly  familiar  to  the  ancient 
Hebrews,  who  did  not  keep  fowls  '  (Di.). 

2  For  the  curious  discussion  to  which  this  treatise  owes  its 
name  see  Delitzsch,  /esus  und  Hillel,  iijff. 

3  On  a  hen's  egg  as  a  pretended  unit  of  the  Hebrew  measure 
of  capacity,  see  Novrack,  HA  1  206. 
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FOWL 

'  nor  by  priests  throughout  the  land  of  Israel  because  of  (possible) 
uncleanness'  (ibid.)  may  have  been  observed  by  the  more 
scrupulous  of  the  priesthood. 

(b)  For  the  supply  of  the  non-domesticated  birds,  the 
Jews,  like  every  other  ancient  people,  were  dependent 


7    Fowline 
°' 


on  l^e  art  °^  f°wan§- 


wide  popu- 


larity  of  fowling  may  be  inferred  from  the 
number  and  variety  of  the  metaphors  borrowed  from  it. 
The  psalmists  liken  the  evil  machinations  of  enemies  to 
the  fowler's  snare  (cp  Ps.  140s  [6]  141g/  etc.),  and  the 
author  of  Job  (e.g. ,  in  18 7 f.)  describes  the  end  of  the 
wicked  in  metaphors  borrowed  from  fowling  and  the 
chase.  Indeed,  Jesus  himself  emphasizes  the  sudden 
ness  of  his  parousia  by  a  simile  drawn  from  the  same 
source  (Lk.  21 34/.  ;  see  below,  §  10). 

With  regard  to  the  fowler's  equipment,  the  bow  and 
the  sling  (j/?g) — the  latter  especially  in  such  capable 
hands  as  those  of  the  left-handed  Benjamites  (Judg. 
20 16) — at  once  suggest  themselves  as  possible  weapons  ; 
but  according  to  Wilkinson  the  Egyptian  fowler  used 
them  but  seldom.1 

The  most  effective,  however,  of  all  the  fowler's  ap 
paratus  was  the  NET  (rush,  Prov.  1 17  Hos.  7 12  and 

8  Nets  °ften)-  Fowling  nets  are  of  four  kinds  :  the 
flight-net,  which  is  hung  up  in  a  perpendi 
cular  position  to  intercept  the  birds  in  their  flight ;  the 
drag-net  (well-known  to  poachers),  which  is  dragged 
across  the  ground  where  the  birds  are  resting, — Ezekiel 
probably  refers  to  this  species  of  net  (12i3  1720  32s)  ; 
the  bag-net,  which  is  hung  loosely  between  two  poles, 
and  is  still  in  use  in  Syria  ( '  The  birds  alarmed  by  a 
lantern  held  in  front  of  their  roosting  places  at  once  fall 
into  it1 ;  Tristram,  NHB  163);  and  the  most  elaborate, 
and,  to  judge  from  the  Egyptian  practice,  the  most 
popular  form  of  fowler's  net,  the  clap-net. 

The  clap-net  was  in  daily  use  for  securing  the  geese  and  other 
wild-fowl  frequenting  the  marshes  of  the  Delta,  and  was  '  from 
ip  to  12  ft.  long,  and  about  5  ft.  wide.'  It  was  closed  at  the 
right  moment  by  means  of  a  rope  pulled  vigorously,  at  a  signal 
from  the  fowler,  by  four  or  five  attendants  (for  further  details 
and  life-like  illustrations  see  Wilk.  2iogj^.,  Erman,  236  ff.\ 
The  modern  reversible  horizontal  fowler's  net,  of  which  a  minute 
and  lucid  description  with  detailed  illustration  will  be  found  in 
Payne-Gallwey's  The  Fowler  in  Ireland,  does  not  differ  in 
principle  from  the  ancient  Egyptian,  and  presumably  the  Pales 
tinian,  clap-net. 

The  art  of  trapping  birds  was  doubtless  practised  by 
the  ancestors  of  the  Hebrews  long  before  the  latter 
entered  Caanan.  In  historic  times  we 
find  a  variety  of  traps  and  snares  (cp 
especially  Ps.  140s  Jobl88-io);  but 
two  stand  out  as  the  trapper's  special  companions,  the 
mokes  (rpio)  and  the  pah  (na).  It  is  usual  to  describe 
the  mokeH  as  the  trigger  (the  ffKavdaXov  or  cnca.vdd- 
\r]Bpov  [not  in  <§]  of  the  Greek)  on  which  the  bait  was 
placed  and  by  which  the  spring  of  the  pah  was  released 
(see  Hoffmann,  ZA  TWSioi). 

This  view,  however,  is  dependent  on  the  MT  of  Amos  3  53, 
which  is  here  inferior  to  &  (i.e.,  n3  in  50:  is  an  intrusion 
from  51$).  Scarcely  less  dubious,  in  the  present  writer's  opinion, 
is  the  view  adopted  in  BDB  (cp  also  Driver,  Joel  and  Amos, 
158)  that  mokes  originally  signifies  'bait.' 

A  careful  examination  of  the  biblical  data  in  the  light 
of  the  practice  of  fowling  among  primitive  peoples  leads 
to  the  view  that  mokes  is  the  Hebrew  name  for  the 
noose  or  snare  known  to  bird-catchers,  young  and  old, 
all  the  world  over. 

It  is  thus  synonymous  with  S^n,  liebhel  (cord)  in  Ps.  140s  t6J 
which  may  have  been  used  for  larger  birds— with  the  "1*3^3  of 
Mish.  Kelim,  23  5  (see  Levy,  Lex.  s.v.),  and  with  the  3l?J  of 
Baba  Kamma,  7  7.  The  last  was  clearly  a  snare  by  which 
pigeons  were  caught,  although  it  could  not  be  set  within  30 
stadia  of  an  inhabited  place,  and,  according  to  the  Talmud,  was 
made  of  hair  from  the  tails  of  horses  and  cows  (Levy,  op.  cit.). 

1  The  use  of  the  sling  was  almost  confined  to  gardeners  and 
peasants,  who  thus  frightened  the  birds  from  the  vineyards  and 
fields  (Anc.  Eg.  1  381).  The  favourite  weapon  of  the  Egyptian 
sportsman  was  the  throw-stick,  a  species  of  boomerang  (ib. 
2  105). 
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The  pah,  on  the  other  hand,  we  talce  to  be  a  general 
name  for  any  form  of  bird-  trap. 

It  need  not,  therefore,  be  identified  (so  Driver,  as  above)  with 
the  special  form  of  trap  so  frequently  depicted  on  the  Egyptian 
monuments,  and  explained  and  illustrated  by  Wilkinson  and 
Erman. 

The  most   widely  distributed    form    of  bird-trap    is 
probably  that  in  which  the  native  elasticity  of  a  twig  is 
10    Other  bird-  util'zed  (natura%  with  almost  infinite 
trans  variety  of  detail)    to   draw   a   noose 

tight  round  the  legs  or  head  of  the 
unwary  bird.  The  free  end  of  the  twig,  to  which  the 
noose  is  attached,  is  bent  down  till  it  reaches  the  ground 
or  some  other  suitable  support,  to  which  it  is  held  fast 
by  varying  devices.  The  touch  of  the  bird  releases  the 
twig,  which  rebounds,  carrying  with  it  noose  and  bird 
through  the  air.  Some  such  springe  was  in  Amos' 
mind  when  he  asked  :  '  Does  a  bird  fall  to  the  ground 
when  there  is  no  snare  (set)  for  him?  Does  a  springe 
fly  up  from  the  ground  and  take  nothing  at  all?'  (85). 
A  still  simpler  form  of  trap  is  also  in  universal  use,  and 
receives  in  the  Mishna  the  name  of  fj-np  or  clap-board. 
It  consists  of  a  sloping  board  resting  on  two  or  more 
slender  supports,  the  adjusting  of  which  suits  the  verb 
(rrriB'O  '3'irn)  in  the  difficult  verse,  Jer.  626.  When  the 
bird,  in  search  of  the  bait  spread  beneath,  touches  the 
supports,  the  board  falls  and  maims  or  kills  the  bird 
(cp  the  Arab  boys'  method  of  trapping  partridges  in 
Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1433).  Since  the  success  of  such  an 
instrument  depends  on  the  almost  instantaneous  fall  of 
the  clap-board,  the  aptness  of  Jesus'  words  :  '  that  day 
[shall]  come  upon  you  suddenly  as  a  snare'  (Lk.  2134) 
is  at  once  apparent.1  Other  forms  of  trap,  such  as  the 
basket-trap,  with  its  funnel-shaped  entrance  precluding 
egress,  and  the  trap-cage,  in  which  the  bird  on  alight 
ing  frees  a  spring  and  shuts  itself  in,  can  only  be  men 
tioned,  as  there  is  no  reference  to  them  in  OT  or  NT. 
We  find,  however,  a  solitary  reference  to  the  crate  (see 
CAGE)  in  which  the  fowler  collected  the  birds  which  he 
had  netted,  trapped,  or  snared  (Jer.  627).  @  in  Am. 
8  -if.  has  &yyos  i£fVTov  (fowler's  cage?)  instead  of  'a 
basket  of  summer  fruit.  ' 

The  fowlers  of  the  ancient  world  early  learned  the 
value  of  decoy  birds.  It  would  be  out  of  place  here 
11.  Decoy  birds.  t0  enlarge  on  their  use  as  valuable 
auxiliaries  to  the  methods  of  fowling 
already  explained.  In  the  Syria  of  to-day  '  larks, 
linnets,  pigeons,  quails,  and  especially  partridges  '  are 
employed  as  decoys  (see  for  details  Tristram,  NHB 
I^3/-)-  The  only  mention  in  the  older  Jewish  litera 
ture  of  this  mode  of  fowling  is  in  Ecclesiasticus  :  '  As  a 
decoy  partridge  in  a  cage,  so  is  the  heart  of  a  proud 
man1  (H3oRV). 

No  fowler's  equipment,  however,  can  have  been  com 
plete  without  the  universal  bird-lime  (Mishna  p;n  d<?bek). 

12.  Bird-lime.  Il  WaS  Probably  made  from  the  cactus 
or  the  ng.  Pliny  gives  a  recipe  for 
making  it  from  the  berries  of  the  mistletoe  (HN 
1694).  The  Jewish  fowler  smeared  with  his  lime  the 
end  of  a  long  rod  (roEOB'),  and  with  this  he  cautiously 
approached  the  birds  as  they  rested,  touching  them 
with  the  point  of  the  rod,  to  which,  of  course,  they 
adhered  (Shabb.  84). 

It  only  remains  to  add  that  by  the  Jewish  Law  the 
fowler,  no  less  than  the  hunter,  when  he  had  brought 
down  a  bird  that  was  intended  for  food,  was  required 
to  '  pour  out  the  blood  thereof  and  cover  it  with  dust  ' 
(Lev.  17  is/.).  A.  R.  s.  K. 


FOWL,  FATTED  (D^D-inN  Dnria),  or  more  plaus 
ibly  '  geese  '  (cp  Ass.  birbirru,  '  brilliance  ')  i  K.  4  23  [5  3].  See 
FOWL,  §  2.  When,  however,  we  consider  (i)  that  no  other 
food  -animal's  name  is  given  in  the  sing.,  and  (2)  that  D'Hia, 
which  occurs  earlier  in  the  list  (in  apposition  to  1£3),  and 


1  Note  especially  the  alternative  punctuation  <os  jrayts  yap 
£7rei<7eAei/'<reTai  en-i  irdi/Tas  K.r.A..  and  the  recurring  preposition. 
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3K  are  synonymous,  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  true 
reading  is  3N  D'NTa,  and  that  the  words  are  a  gloss,  and  should 
be  rendered  'for  O'l*"1.?  read  D'D13N'(a  rare  word,  which  the 
previous  scribe  had  altered  into  D'N13).  T.  K.  C. 

FOX.       The    Hebrew    term    Hudl 
include  both  '  fox'  and  'jackal.' 


zoology  (see  below).  It  has  also  been  remarked  that  jackals 
may  have  abounded  in  Samson's  country,  for  Hasselquist 
(Voyages  and  Travels,  1766,  p.  119)  found  'the  little  eastern 
fox  jackal  in  large  numbers  '  near  Jaffa.  Even  Hitzig  is  not 
averse  to  this  view,  and  he  accordingly  interprets  the  words  of 
Ps.  44  19  [20]  ('  that  thou  hast  sore  broken  us  in  the  place  of 
jackals,'  RV)  as  referring  to  the  neighbourhood  of  Jamnia  —  not 
far  from  Samson's  country  —  where  Joseph  and  Azarias  were 
defeated  early  in  the  Maccabean  period  (i  Mace.  5  56-62).  Such 
rationalistic  arguments  are  quite  needless. 

If  the  story  in  Judg.  15  is  a  legend,  we  need  not  con 
sider  the  respective  claims  of  the  fox  and  the  jackal, 
and  unless  any  one  can  prove  that  Philistia  had  been 
laid  waste  and  been  given  up  to  jackals,  it  is  useless  to 
argue  from  Ps.  44  19  [20]  that  the  event  referred  to  is  the 
real  occasion  of  that  psalm.  Presumably  this  passage, 
like  so  many  others,  is  corrupt.1  At  any  rate,  in  Ps. 
63  10  [n]  '  jackals  '  (RV'ne-)  is  clearly  more  correct  than 
'  foxes'  (EV),  for  it  is  characteristic  of  the  jackal  to  be 
•ever  on  the  watch  for  the  bodies  of  the  dead.  In  Neh. 
4s  [835]  Lam.  5i8,  and,  according  to  Cheyne(/)j.('2>),  Ps. 
74  14  b  (emended  text  2),  the  jackal  appears  to  be  referred 
to.  Foxes  (dXwTTT/f),  however,  are  certainly  meant  in 
Mt.  820  Lk.  9  58  13  32. 

There  are,  according  to  Tristram,  two  species  of  fox  inhabit 
ing  Palestine  :  Cam's  niloticus  (the  Egyptian  fox)  and  C.jlaves- 
cens.  The  former  is  common  in  the  central  and  southern 
regions  ;  the  latter  is  found  in  the  wooded  districts  round  Galilee 
and  in  the  N.  The  C.  flavescens,  however,  is  regarded  by 
some  authorities  (£.£•.,  Blandford,  Fauna  of  Brit.  Ind.  ;  Rlain- 
malia,  '88)  as  simply  a  local  variety  of  the  common  fox,  C. 
wipes,  from  which  it  differs  in  coloration. 

The  fox,  unlike  many  other  species  of  Canidee,  is 
solitary,  and  does  not  associate  in  packs,  which  is  a 
point  to  be  considered  by  translators  and  commentators 
{see  above).  Foxes  excavate  holes  in  the  ground  (Mt. 
820),  in  which  they  live  and  bring  up  their  litter  (usually 
from  four  to  six)  of  young.  Frequently  they  take  pos 
session  of  the  burrow  of  some  other  animal,  such  as  a 
badger,  and  thus  save  themselves  the  trouble  of  digging. 
They  are  omnivorous.  Their  fondness  for  grapes  is  pro 
verbial  (Cant.  2  1  5),  and,  when  crowded  out  by  the  more 
powerful  jackal,  they  are  confined  to  a  vegetable  diet. 
They  usually  lie  concealed  during  the  day  ;  but  as  even 
ing  comes  on  they  make  their  appearance,  and  are 
everywhere  to  be  seen  prowling  amongst  the  ruins. 

T.  K.  c.  —  A.  E.  S. 

FRANKINCENSE  (Hp?  ;  AiB&NOC,  AiB&NW 
TOC  I  3  rendered  '  frankincense  '  Ex.  30  34  Lev.  2  if. 
is/.  5n  6  15  [8]  247  Nu.  5is  i  Ch.  929  Neh.  13  5  9 
Cant.  36  464  14  Mt.  2n  Rev.  1813,  rendered  '  incense' 
[RV  'frankincense']  Is.  4823  606  663  Jer.  620  17  26 
4  1  sf)  is  a  fragrant  gum-resin,  technically  called  olibanum 
(M.  Lat.  ,  apparently  from  Ar.  al-lubdn),  which  is  yielded 
by  trees  belonging  to  certain  species  of  the  genus 

1  Che.  renders  (Ps.W),  with  an  emended  text  : 

'  For  thou  hast  made  us  to  dwell  in  dark  places, 

And  enveloped  us  in  gloom  (of  Deathland).  ' 

See,  however,  Duhm,  KHC  ad  lac.,  who  thinks  that  the  'place 

of  jackals  '  may  be  a  phrase  for  the  wilderness,  and  compares 

i  Mace.  9  3362.     This,  however,  does  not  suit  the  parallelism. 

2  Ba.  admits  that  the  jackal  is  referred  to,  but  supposes  an 
obscure  allusive  term  to  be  used, 

'  Hast  given  him  for  food  to  a  people  —  dwellers  in  the 

wilderness.' 

Duhm  omits  Qj;1?-     Read  rather,  for  D"^7  DJ?S,   D^yv^  (Che.). 
Cp  BEHEMOTH  AND  LEVIATHAN,  §  zf. 

3  The  latter  only  twice  in  (5  (i  Ch.  9  29  [BNA]  ;  3  Mace.  5  2)  ; 
Ai'jSawj?  is  the  word  in  Mt.  2  n  Rev.  1813. 

•*  [The  'hill  of  frankincense'  in  Cant.  46,  however,  should 
probably  be  the  'hill  of  Lebanon,'  and  the  'smell  of  Lebanon  ' 
(v.  n)  should  be  'the  smell  of  frankincense'  —  H3131?  and  p:37 
being  confounded.  Cp  CANTICLES,  §  15.] 
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Boswellia.1  These  are  now  met  with  chiefly  in  Somali- 
land  about  Cape  Guardafui ;  but  the  most  famous  growth 
in  ancient  times  was  in  the  central  district  of  Hadramaut 
in  S.  Arabia.  The  Heb.  I'bhondh,  which  denotes  -white 
ness,  appropriately  refers  to  the  form  of  milky  exudation 
in  which  the  gum  issues  from  the  tree  ;  the  same  word 
is  found  in  Arabic  (lubdn)  and  has  passed  into  Greek. 

Of  the  two  forms  in  Greek,  Lagarde  (Mitt.  2357)  holds  that  Xi- 
/3<xi'0f  =  a  supposed  Hebrew  J3?  lebhan,  and  Aij3apu>To?  =  0133? 
kbhdnotk;  he  infers  that  the  word  had  its  origin  in  Hebrew 
rather  than  in  any  of  the  cognate  languages  ;  but  it  seems  more 
likely  that  the  name  arose  in  the  dialect  of  a  people  who  were 
acquainted  with  the  tree  itself. 

Pliny's  interesting  account  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  gum  is  obtained  from  the  tree  (12 14)  may  be  com 
pared  with  the  following  modern  description  of  the 
operation  as  carried  out  in  the  Somali  country.2 

'  About  the  end  of  February  or  beginning  of  March,  the  Bedouins 
visit  all  the  trees  in  succession  and  make  a  deep  incision 
in  each,  peeling  off  a  narrow  strip,  of  bark  for  about  hve  inches 
below  the  wound.  This  is  left  for  a  month,  when  a  fresh  incision 
is  made  in  the  same  place,  but  deeper.  A  third  month  elapses 
and  the  operation  is  again  repeated,  after  which  the  gum  is 
supposed  to  have  attained  a  proper  degree  of  consistency.  The 
mountain  sides  are  immediately  covered  with  parties  of  men  and 
boySj  who  scrape  off  the  large  clear  globules  into  a  basket,  whilst 
the  inferior  quality  that  has  run  down  the  tree  is  packed 
separately." 

This  mention  of  two  kinds  differing  in  quality  reminds 
us  that  the  frankincense  employed  in  making  the  holy 
incense  and  in  connection  with  the  shewbread  was  a 
specially  '  pure'  kind — nst  rubV  (I'bhondh  sakkdh). 

Wellhausen  (Prol.W  65)  and  Nowack  (HA  2247)  point 
out  the  comparative  lateness  of  all  the  passages  where 
frankincense  is  mentioned  in  OT.  Still  the  Egyptians 
at  an  early  period  imported  fragrant  resins — and  among 
them  probably  myrrh  and  frankincense — from  the  land 
of  '  Punt,' — i.e.  (as  most  scholars  agree),  Somaliland. 
Thus  in  some  of  the  paintings  of  Deir  al-Bahri  (see 
Memoir,  Egypt  Exploration  Fund],  trees  of  the  sort  that 
yields  these  gums  are  portrayed  as  being  brought  to 
Egypt  about  the  seventeenth  century  B.  C. 

In  the  developed  Levitical  ritual,  frankincense  appears 
with  stacte,  onycha,  and  galbanum,  as  a  constituent  of 
the  holy  incense  (Ex.  8034),  and  is  also  placed  upon 
the  shewbread  (Lev.  24 7),  but  is  oftenest  mentioned  as 
an  accompaniment  of  the  nmp,  minhah,  or  cereal  offer 
ing  (Lev.  2  etc. ),  with  which  also  it  is  repeatedly 
associated  in  the  language  of  the  prophets  (Is.  4823  663 
Jer.  17  26  41s).  The  offering  of  which  it  forms  a  part, 
and  in  one  place  (Lev.  24?)  the  frankincense  itself,  is 
called  an  m3TN,  'askdrdh  (EV  '  memorial,'  but  the  root 
idea  may  be  that  of  fragrance  ;  see  SACRIFICE). 
The  S.  Arabian  origin  of  the  frankincense  knov.  n  to  the 
Hebrews  is  indicated  in  Is.  606  Jer.  620.  Naturally 
frankincense  and  myrrh  are  often  mentioned  together 
(Cant.  36  46  Mt.  2 ii  etc. ).  Cp  MYRRH.  N.  M. 

FRIEND  (niTI;  @  eTAlpOc).  ^  title  applied  to 
Ahuzzath,  a  courtier  of  Abimelech,  Gen.  2626  (1T1.P  II 
N2¥  "ib* ;  <S  vv/j.<t>ayuy6s)  ;  to  Hushai  the  Archite  (con 
stantly)",  2  s.  15 37 16 16  <nin),  i  ch.  2733  (in.  ©BA 

4>lAoc  ;  but  see  HUSHAI)  ;  and  to  Zabud  ben  Nathan, 
i  K.  4s  (Hin),  who  was  also  probably  called  J3D,  '  chief 
minister'  or  'administrator'  (see  MINISTER,  CHIEF). 

In  Gen.  2626  (and  elsewhere)  JHO  should  probably  be  l"ia, 
'kinsman.'  The  title  'friend'  often  occurs  in  i  and  2  Mace. — 
e.g.,  i  Mace.  2  18  '  so  shalt  thou  and  thy  house  be  in  the  number 
of  the  king's  Friends  '  (cp  2  Mace.  7  24).  This  is  a  bribe  held  out 
to  Mattathias.  i  Mace.  106$:  '  And  the  king  gave  him  honour, 
and  entered  him  among  his  Chief  Friends  '  (TUIV  irptartav  <f>i\tav) ; 
I  Jonathan  is  referred  to.  It  was  a  title  in  use  at  the  courts  of  the 
Ptolemies  and  the  Seleucidae  (cp  Polyb.  xxxi.  87);  ©  thought 

1  The  species  are  enumerated   by   Fluckiger  and   Hanbury 
(Mann.®  I34/).     Sir  G.  Birdwood  says  (EBP\   12718),  'the 

§um-resin  of  Boswellia  Frereana  and  />'.  Hhtiu-Dajiana  of  the 
omali  country,  and  of  B.  Carterii  of  the  Somali  country  and 
the  opposite  coast  of  Arabia. ' 

2  Cmttenden  in  Trans.  Bombay  Geograph.  Soc.  7  121,  quoted 
by  Fluck.  and  Hanb.l2)  137. 
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of  it  in  rendering  D^ty,  '  princes,'  by  <j>i\oi,  '  friends  '  (Esth.  1  3 
2  18  69  ;  cp  i  Esd.  826).  It  must  not  be  considered  a  novelty. 
Diodorus  (1650)  speaks  of  the  'friends'  of  Artaxerxes  ;  from 
Persia  the  title  was  adopted  by  Alexander.  A  similar  title  was 
also  in  use  at  the  court  of  the  old  Egyptian  kings,  where  there 
were  several  grades  of  Friends  (Maspero,  RPity  2  is). 

The  title  may  have  lingered  on  traditionally  in 
Palestine  from  the  long-past  Egyptian  rule  ;  at  any 
rate,  there  were  kings  of  countries  adjoining  Judah  who 
must  have  adopted  this  court-title  before  David.  The 
name  was  not  merely  honorific  ;  the  friends  of  David 
and  Solomon  were  those  whom  ties  of  race  or  of 
personal  gratitude  had  made  absolutely  devoted  to  the 
king  ;  hence  the  surprise  of  Absalom  in  2  S.  16  17  (see 
HUSHAI).  T.  K.  c. 

FRINGES,  the  EV  rendering  of  D^H/I,  g'dillm 
(crpeTTTA  [BAFL],/«/«V«/a  [Vg.  adding  infimbriis^. 
According  to  D,  they  were  to  be  worn  by  every  Israelite 
upon  the  four  borders  (kandph,  FpD,  KpACTieAON)  of 
the  garment  as  a  distinctive  mark  (Dt.  22  12).  The 
RV™s-  '  twisted  threads  '  is  probably  better  (cp  Dr.  ad 
loc.  ,  Bab.  gidlu,  '  a  string  '  [e.g.  ,  of  onions])  ;  the  word 
is  used  in  i  K.  7  i?t  of  festoons  of  chain-work  upon  the 
capitals  of  columns.  Corresponding  to  this  is  the  law 
in  Nu.  15  yi  ff.  (P,  or  perhaps  in  particular  H  [Dr.]) 
which  goes  more  into  detail  over  the  nature  and  object 
of  these  appendages. 

This  law  enacts  that  sislth(rW'l,  Sam.  flVS'Si  EV  'fringes' 
R  Vmg.  'tassels,  'icpd<Tne$a,_/lHtfir!i/')  are  to  be  worn  upon  the  borders 
(fpq,  Trrepu'yia  RVmg.  '  corners  ')  and  that  upon  the  rpjrt  rT!PX 
(icpdcrjr.  riav  nrep.)  is  to  be  set  a  blue  cord.1  There  can  be  little 
doubt  that  here  again  in  spite  of  (5  the  RVmg'  is  preferable,  and 
that  n'S'Si  slsit/t  (in  Ezek.  83!'  lock  '  of  hair)  is  to  be  connected 
with  sis,  a  !  dower  '  (Is.  40  6  etc  ).2 

The  Jewish  talllth  (n'Sn)  of  later  times,  an  oblong 
cloth  with  a  hole  in  the  middle  for  the  head,  and  its 
tassel  at  each  corner,  is  well  known.3  Its  excessive 
size  led  to  Christ's  rebuke  (Mt.  23s)  ;  but  the  form  of 
the  forerunner  of  the  talllth  in  post-exilic  and  pre-exilic 
times  must  remain  uncertain. 

Jehu's  tribute-bearers,  portrayed  upon  the  black  obelisk  of 
Shalmaneser  II.  (860-824  B-c-),  wear  a  garment  with  a  sort  of 
fringed  border  (see  illust.  Moore,  SBOT,'  Judges,'  ET  58)  similar 
to  those  depicted  in  Assyria  (cp  Perrot-Chipiez,  Art.  in  Ckald. 
2  221,  fig.  118)  ;  and  fringed  borders  were  not  unknown  in  Egypt 
{see  Wilk.  Anc.  Eg.  2  ij^f.,  323  and  324,  figs,  i  7  9),  4  and  W. 
Asia  (see  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  341  [Champ.  191]).  The  early 
existence  of  tassels  is  nevertheless  vouched  for  by  representations 
found  upon  the  ruins  at  Persepolis  (see  Riehm,  HWB\  898), 
and  by  the  pictures  of  Asiatic  tributaries  depicted  upon  the  tomb 
of  Rekhmara  (see  As.  u.  Eur.  297  [Leps.  Denkm.  116],  299 
[Leps.  Denkin.  136]  ;  and  more  fully  Wilk.  1,  pi.  \\.ti).  It  is 
interesting  to  observe  that  these  tassels  (in  some  cases  numbering 
five)  are  coloured  blue. 

The  origin  of  the  custom  of  wearing  such  appendages 
is  not  clear.  That  originally,  like  the  frontlets,  the 
fringes  had  a  sacred  significance,  is  not  improbable  ; 
Robertson  Smith  acutely  finds  an  analogy  in  the  goat 
skins  (cegides]  fringed  with  thongs  worn  by  Libyan 
women.  He  also  compares  the  old  Ar.  raht  or  hauf,  a. 
girdle  or  short  kilt  of  skin  slashed  into  thongs,  worn  by 
some  women  and  also  by  worshippers  at  the  Kaaba 
(Rel.  Sem.W  437).  See  DRESS,  §  7,  and  cp  TUNIC. 

,        s.  A.  c. 

FROCK  (COMOAINON  fBNAC],  .  .  HTOtT).  only  in 
Ecclus.  40  4t,  where  he  that  is  'clothed5  in  a  linen  (RV, 

1  Apparently  for  the  purpose  of  suspending  the  slsitJi  (so 
f-g.,  Dr.);  otherwise,  following  EV,  we  may  suppose  that 
many  such  cords  were  hung  along  the  border.  Vg.  affords  a 
simpler  text,  reading,  in  b,  ponentes  in  eis  tnttas  hyacinthinas. 


2  Cp  Konig,  Lchrg.  2a6o.      Similarly 


«,  a  'tassel' 


and  '  lock  of  hair  '  ;  and  Eg.  (loan-word)  di-rf^,    '  flower  '  and 
'  fringe  or  tassel  '  (cp  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  104,  299). 

3  Each  fringe  is  made  of  eight  threads,  of  which  one  is  wound 
round  the  rest  with  double  knots  at  prescribed  intervals.     No 
blue  is  now  used.     The  tallith  is  usually  made  of  wool  or  silk, 
with  a  striped  border.     Many  Jews  also  wear  under  their  clothes 
an  oblong  scarf  of  wool,  with  an  opening  for  the  head.     The 
scarf  hangs  over  back  and  breast,  and  fringes  are  added  at  its 
'  four  corners'  (hence  the  name  of  the  garment  niBJD  jniK')- 

4  Cp  the  Eg.  KoAatripis  (Herod.  28i),  a  garment  with  a  fringe 
running  round  the  border. 

5  HDiy.     The  mg.  has  ntyiy  'he  that  maketh.' 
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hempen)  frock'  is  contrasted  with  him  that  'sitteth  upon  a 
throne.'  ©'s  reading  points  to  a  kind  of  unbleached  flax 
(cp  LINEN).  Pesh.  reads  'garment  of  poverty'  (cp  Vg.  ligno 
crudo)\  so  perhaps  originally  the  Heb.  which  is  unfortunately 
incomplete.  See  MANTLE. 

FROG  (lH"lDy  ;  BATR&XOC)-  Frogs  are  mentioned 
as  one  of  the  plagues  of  Egypt  (Ex.  727  [82]  j/f.  etc.), 
and  in  Rev.  1613  workers  of  false  miracles  are  virtually 
likened  to  frogs. 

Various  species  of  Anurous  Amphibians  are  found  both  in 
Egypt  and  in  Palestine  ;  we  can  hardly  venture  to  single  out  the 
Ratio,  esculenta,  or  edible  frog,  as  that  referred  to  in  the  Bible. 

FRONTLETS  (niBDto;  ACAAeyTON  [BAFL],  ACA- 
AeyTA,  [L]  in  Dt.  in  allusion  apparently  to  their  being 
firmly  bound).  In  Dt.  6Sf.  (cp  11 18)  it  is  commanded  : 
'  thou  shall  bind  [these  my  words]  for  a  sign  upon  thine 
hand,  and  they  shall  be  as  frontlets  between  thine  eyes, 
and  thou  shall  write  them  upon  the  posts  of  thy  house, 
and  on  thy  gates.'  The  corresponding  expressions  in 
Ex.  13g  (jhsi),  16  (niDDit:),  a  passage  closely  relaled  to 
Deuleronomy,  are  plainly  metaphorical  ;  but  in  the 
present  instance  the  contexl  (wriling  upon  the  door 
posts  and  gates)  makes  it  quite  clear  that  by  niBBie, 
totdphoth,  certain  external  sacred  signs  are  intended 
(see  CUTTINGS,  §  7).  In  the  last  resort  the  origin  of 
these  '  frontlets '  (as  of  nimp,  the  boxes  fastened  on  the 
doors)  is  to  be  sought  in  the  use  of  amulets  which  pre 
vailed  among  the  old  Israelites  as  a  matter  of  course, 
and,  as  it  could  not  be  wholly  done  away  with,  was 
in  this  way  turned  to  holier  purposes. 

In  later  Judaism  also,  frontlets  were  employed  as  amulets 
(see  below).  The  Jewish  interpreters,  accordingly,  are  not  far 
wrong  when  they  find  the  use  of  phylacteries  of  some  kind 
already  alluded  to  in  Prov.  83  621;  in  any  case  we  must  at 
least  suppose  a  literal  binding  of  words  of  the  law  round  the  neck 
to  be  meant.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  Ezek.  24  17  (HNS)  is  to 
be  understood  as  referring  to  a  head-tire  or  TURBAN  (y.v.),  and 
not,  as  the  rabbins  held,  to  prayer-bands  (cp  Jer.  on  Ezek.  24  17, 
Rosenm.  on  Ex.  13 16).  The  Karaites,  however,  explain  the 
passages  in  Dt.  figuratively  ;  as  also  do  the  older  Christian 
interpreters  (Jer.,  Lyra,  Calvin,  Grotius),  and,  among  the 
moderns,  Hengstenberg,  Knobel,  and  others. 

We  do  not  know  when  out  of  the  law  in  Dt.  first 
arose  the  standing  practice  in  accordance  with  which 
every  one  at  morning  and  evening  prayer  (except  on 
Sabbaths  and  festivals)  was  required  to  wear  the  two 
prayer-bands  known  in  the  Talmud  as  J^BPI  and  in 
Greek  as  <j>v\a.KT-f]pLa.  (Mt.  23s).  In  the  form  in  which 
it  still  prevails  the  custom  cannot  be  traced  further  back 
than  to  the  first  century  B.  c.  These  tUphill/n  consist 
of  two  leather  satchels  or  capsules  each  fastened  to  a 
band.  The  one  band  (T  Vs?  n^spi  or  y'n?  ^w  n'ran)  is 
fastened  by  the  worshipper  round  his  left  arm  so  as  to 
bring  the  satchel  towards  his  heart ;  the  arm  after 
receiving  the  tfyhillah  is  again  covered  with  the  sleeve. 
The  other  band  (&£-]  *?t?  rr^Bi-i)  is  so  fastened  round  the 
head  as  to  bring  the  satchel  into  position  between  the 
eyebrows.  The  satchel  of  the  \vesA-tiphillah  is  divided 
into  four  compartments  in  which  severally  are  placed 
four  strips  of  parchment  containing  certain  words  of  the 
law  (Ex. 'I3i-io  11-16  Dt.  44-9  1113-21).  The  satchel 
of  the  urm-tlphillah  is  simple,  containing  a  single 
parchment  slip  on  which  the  same  passages  are  written. 
Jesus  censures  it  in  the  Pharisees,  as  characteristic  of 
their  tendency  to  dwell  on  the  external  acts  of  worship 
and  to  vain  display  of  piety,  that  they  '  made  broad 
their  phylacteries'  (Mt.  23s) — that  is,  that  they  wore 
the  satchels  larger  and  the  bands  broader  than  was 
customary. 

The  rabbins  hold  the  tephillln  in  special  sanctity  and  place 
them,  in  their  reverence,  almost  on  a  level  with  the  sacred 
writings  {Yad.  83);  like  these,  they  may  be  rescued  from  a 
fire  on  the  Sabbath  day  (Shabb.  KJi).  They  are  holier  than 
the  frontal  of  the  high  priest's  MITRE  (y.v.),  inasmuch  as  this 
last  contains  the  name  pprp  only  once,  whilst  on  the  tephillin 
in  the  aggregate  it  occurs  twenty-three  times.  They  are  held 
to  be  highly  effectual  in  protecting  against  demons;  whence 
their  name  c^vAa/cTrjpta  (amulets  ;  see  Targ.  Cant.  8  3).  They 
are  sworn  by,  by  touching  them.  God  himself,  in  the  Talmudic 
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view,  wears  ttphillin,  swearing  by  them  when  he  swears  by  his 
holy  arm.  Such  being  the  sacreclness  attached  to  phylacteries, 
it  is  easy  to  understand  why  their  production  and  application 
should  have  become  matter  of  minute  and  elaborate  prescription 
down  to  the  minutest  detail.  They  ought  to  be  so  arranged  as 
to  represent  the  divine  name  Shaddai  ('^cO  !  the  head-satchel 
contains,  upon  two  little  pieces  of  wood,  a  three-cornered  and 
a  four-cornered  y?  ',  the  loop  of  the  head-band  is  so  arranged 
upon  the  neck  as  to  figure  a  -\',  the  loop  of  the  arm  -band 
represents  \ 

Only  male  Israelites  of  thirteen  years  old  and  upwards 
may  wear  phylacteries  ;  women,  lepers,  mourners,  and 
unclean  persons  of  every  kind  are  forbidden  to  do  so. 
In  putting  them  on  and  taking  them  off  they  ought  to 
be  kissed. 

The  Rabbinical  precepts  are  collected  in  the  extra-canonical 

tractate  Tt'phillin,  published  by  Raph.  Kirchheim,  Scpteni  libri 

Talmudici  parvi  Hierosolymitani,  Frankfort, 

Literature.    '51;  Ugolini,   Thesaurus,  21,  'de  Phylacteriis 

Hebrseorum  '  ;  Buxtorf,  Lex.  Chald.,  s.v.  ^73, 

and  Synag.  Jud.  170-175  ;  Carpzov,  Apparatus  hist.-crit.  190- 

197  ;  Spencer,  De  leg.  Heb.  ritualibus  ('  De  natura  et  origme 

Phylacteriorum  ')  ;  Lundius,  Die  altenjtidischen  Heiligtiimer, 

798  ff.  ;  Lightfoot,  Wolf,  and  other  commentators  on  Mt.  285  ; 

Hamburger,  Realencykl.  art.  '  Tephillin'  ;  Klein,  '  Die  Totaphoth 

nach   Bibel  u.   Tradition  '  in  JPT,   '81,  pp.  666-689  ;    Schiirer, 

Gesc/t.fi)  2  406-408  (where  further  literature  is  cited).          I.  B. 

FRUIT  TREES,  FRUIT.  From  the  settlement  in 
Palestine  onwards  fruit  was  an  element  of  the  first  im 
portance  in  the  dietary  of  the  Hebrews.  That  this  is 
true  of  the  later  days  of  the  monarchy  is  sufficiently 
evident  from  the  injunction  of  the  Dt.  code  requiring 
the  trees  in  the  orchards  of  a  besieged  city  to  be  spared  1 
(Dt.  20i9),  which  so  strikingly  contrasts  with  the  un 
scrupulous  procedure  of  an  earlier  age  (2  K.  81925). 
The  most  convincing  evidence,  however,  of  the  large 
place  filled  by  fruit  in  the  social  and  religious  economy 
of  Judaism  is  supplied  by  the  rules  so  painfully  elaborated 
in  numerous  Talmudic  treatises  for  the  use,  under  re 
ligious  sanction,  of  the  fruits  of  the  field  and  of  the  tree 
(see  references  below,  passim). 

Canaan  was,   from   early  times,  distinguished  as   '  a 

land  of  wheat  and  barley,  and  vines  and  fig  trees  and 

,  .  ,       ,    pomegranates  ;   a  land  of  oil  olives  and 

f     'it  honey'  (Dt-  88).     To  the  fruit  trees  here 

'SS'  specified  Joel  adds  the  palm  tree  and  the 

tappiiah  (Ii2).      More  extensive  lists  are  found  in  later 

Jewish  literature  —  as,  e.g.  ,  in  the  Mishna  treatises  Pea 

(Is)  and  Maaseroth  (\vf.  ). 

Ma'aseroth  mentions,  as  subject  to  tithe,  figs,  grapes  (two 
varieties),  sumach  (?  see  below,  §  14),  sycamine  berries,  pome 
granates,  dates,  peaches,  nuts,  almonds,  carob  beans,  pears  (two 
varieties),  quinces,  and  medlars  ;  these,  as  in  all  probability  in 
use  in  Palestine  in  NT  times,  will  be  briefly  noticed  here,  along 
with  some  others,  such  as  the  tappuah,  the  sycomore  fig,  and 
the  citron.  A  still  more  extended  list  of  fruit  trees  is  given  in 
the  so-called  '  Alphabet  of  Ben  Sira  '  (nth  cent.  ;  cp  Schiir.  Hist. 
.  5  28,  GJ17{?)  3  161).  Ben  Sira,  in  reply  to  a  test  question  put  by 
Nebuchadrezzar  as  to  the  number  of  trees  in  the  royal  garden, 
replies,  '  There  are  thirty  varieties  :  ten  bear  fruit  which  is 
entirely  edible,  ten  fniit  of  which  only  the  inner  portion  may  be 
eaten,  and  ten  fruit  of  which  only  the  outer  portion  may  be 
eaten.'2 

Before  we  proceed  to  inquire  into  the  use  of  the 
individual  fruits,  let  us  notice  the  law  regulating  the 

_      -if       3   date   from   which    the    owner    of    an 
.    egis  a  ion. 


might  enjoy  its  produce.  By 
the  legislation  of  H  (Lev.  1923^),  all  food  trees  (j-j; 
*?DXC)  or  fruit  trees  (  ns  py  ;  so  always  in  P)  were 
to  be  allowed  three  years  to  come  to  maturity.  The 
fruit  during  that  period  was  technically  said  to  be  '  un- 
circumcised  '  ;  hence  the  title  of  the  treatise  'Orlafi 
(rh~\y,  'foreskin'),  comprising  the  later  Talmudic  legis 
lation  on  this  subject.  The  fruit  of  the  fourth  year4 
was  to  be  exclusively  reserved  as  an  offering  to  God, 
and  only  from  the  fifth  year  onwards  was  the  owner  free 

1  RV  is  here  much  to  be  preferred  to  AV.     Point  Q~INn  for 
Q~l?£  (so  most  moderns,  following  Vss.). 

2  See  Low,  Aram.  P_ft.-nam.,  for  names  and  identifications. 

3  See  also  §8  3,  14. 

4  Cp  ZDPV  11  163.     The  vine-shoot  is  here  said  to  begin  to 
bear  in  the  second  year  ;  but  it  does  not  produce  mature  fruit 
till  the  fourth  year. 
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to  employ  the  fruit  for  his  own  use  (Lev.  1923-25  ;  cp 
Dt.  206). 

The  first  place  among  the  fruit  trees  of  Palestine  must 
be  given  to  the  vine  (for  varieties,  mode  of  cultivation, 

3  The  vine  etc' '  see  ^INE)-  Although  the  greater 
'  part  of  the  produce  of  the  vineyards  was 
made  into  wine  (see  WINE),  whence  wine  was  spoken  of 
as  '  the  fruit  of  the  vine  '  par  excellence  ( Mt.  26  29  and 
parallels  ;  |Bjri  na  of  contemporary  Hebrew,  Mish.  Ber. 
61),  grapes  were  as  much  relished  as  among  ourselves. 
They  appear  as  an  article  of  commerce  alongside  of 
wine  in  the  time  of  Nehemiah  (Neh.  13 15). 

In  the  Mishna  (Nidd.  9n)  it  is  said  of  wine  that  'some  is 
red  (Di~IN)  and  some  is  black  (line').'  The  dark  red  grapes 
suggested  the  phrase  '  blood  of  the  grape  '  for  wine  *  (Gen.  49  1 1 
Dt.  32  14  Ecclus.  3926  6015),  and  comparisons  like  those  in  Is. 
63  2f.  Rev.  14  20  etc. 

The  pure  juice  of  the  grape  also  is  once  described 
as  '  the  blood  of  grapes'  (i  Mace.  634).  The  bunches 
or  clusters  of  grapes  (see  GRAPE)  were  gathered  in 
baskets  (see  BASKET)  to  be  carried  to  the  wine-press 
or  to  market  (so  too  in  Egypt ;  Wilk.  Anc.  Eg.  ['78] 
l379_^).  Under  certain  restrictions,  passers-by  could 
help  themselves  from  their  neighbour's  vineyard  (Dt. 
2824  [25]) — a  privilege  afterwards  extended  to  other 
fruits  (Maaser.  2?)  ;  fallen  grapes  were  the  perquisite 
of  the  poor  and  of  the  resident  alien  (Lev.  19 10).  The 
Pharaoh  is  represented  as  drinking  the  juice  of  the 
grape  pressed  by  hand  into  the  cup  (Gen.  40 n).  To 
squeeze  the  grape  for  this  purpose,  even  to  drink  the 
juice  that  flowed  out  of  itself,  was  forbidden  on  the 
Sabbath  (Shabb.  22 1 ).  This  'liquor  of  grapes'  (Nu. 
63  RV)  was  forbidden — as  were  also  grapes  themselves 
— to  those  under  the  Nazirite  vow  (Nu.  61^).  The 
Mosaic  legislation  is  in  this  point  more  drastic  than  the 
Mohammedan,  which  allows  the  use  of  the  grape 
whilst  forbidding  wine  (Koran,  2 216  692). 

At  the  present  day  in  Syria  large  quantities  of  grape  juice  are 
boiled  down  to  make  grape  syrup  or  grape  honey  (Ar.  dibs  = 
till,  debas),  the  sapa  and  defrutum  of  Pliny  (NH  14  u).  This 
seems  to  be  referred  to  in  such  passages  as  Gen.  43  n  Ezek.  27  17 
(see  HONEY,  §  i  [3]). 

In   addition   to   the  grape  in   its   natural    state,    the 
Hebrews  from  early  times   made  large  use  of  raisins 
4.  Dried  grapes.  (fimm*?im>    n'jjaw.    <rra<f>id^),    the 
'  dried  grapes '  of  Nu.  63. 

The  freshly  gathered  grapes  were  laid  out,  precisely  as  at  the 
present  day  (see  Van  Lennep,  Bible  Lands,  etc.,  in),  to  be 
dried  by  the  hot  sun.  The  flat  house-top  or  other  suitable 
spot  (riDE'D,2  see  Levy,  NHWB,  s.v.)  was  spread  with  leaves 
(Mish.  Tcharoth,  \®4f.),  on  which  the  grapes  were  dried  in 
clusters.  It  is  possible  that,  as  at  the  present  day,  they  were 
previously  dipped  in  a  strong  lye  (cp  the  elaborate  processes 
mentioned  by  Pliny,  NH  14). 

In  the  form  of  raisins,  the  grapes  were  more  con 
venient  for  transport,  and  hence,  as  we  might  expect, 
we  find  raisins  appreciated  by  travellers  and  soldiers 
on  the  march  (i  Ch.  1240).  Thus  Abigail  brought  '  an 
hundred  clusters  of  raisins'  to  David  and  his  men  (i  S. 
25 18,  cp  30 12),  and  the  servant  of  Mephibosheth  the 
same  number  (28.  16 1)  with  'an  hundred  of  summer 
fruits'  (pp,  for  which  see  below,  §  10). 

Raisins  are  now  exported  in  considerable  quantities  from 
Es-Salt,  Damascus,  and  other  parts  of  Syria.  (JZDPVVi  174).  In 
ancient  and  in  modern  times  we  find  an  inferior  sort  of  wine  pre 
pared  from  raisins  (see  WINE  AND  STRONG  DRINK). 

Among  the  accompaniments  of  Baal  worship  Hosea 
(3i)  mentions  G'lUj;  'K^N  (©  ire/j,/j.ara  yuera  <TTa<£i5os 
[we]  ;  Vg.  vinacia  uvarum).  'Alt  Id  A 
(without  D'33Vi  '  grapes  ')  occurs  also  in 
2  S.  619  (||  i  Ch.  163),  Cant.  2s  and  Is.  16?  ;  RV  every 
where  renders  it  '  cake  (or  cakes)  of  raisins,'  or  '  raisins' 

1  Cp,  however,  WRS  Rel.  Sein.ft  230. 

2  The   word  (cp   Ezek.  265  47 10)  corresponds  to   the  Arab. 
vtistah.     One  such  '  spreading  place  '  stood  in  the  midst  of  the 
vineyards  of  et-Ta'if  (I£azwinl,  264,  quoted  by  Jacob,  Altarab- 
isches  Beduinenleben,  97).      In  modern  Arabic  sa.ta.ha.   is  'to 
spread  out  figs  or  grapes.' 
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(Cant.  2s;  mg.  'cakes  of  raisins'),  or  'raisin-cakes' 
(Is.  167  ;  mg.  '  foundations  ').  Let  us  [first]  try  to  ex 
plain  the  word  on  the  assumption  that  MT  is  correct. 

1.  Robertson  Smith   (MS    note  on    Hos.  3i)  would 
identify    the  'asisdh  with    the  later    f"3n,  hdbis,  which 
was  a  confection  of  flour,   honey  (cai),   and  oil.      '  A 
cake  baked  with  grape  honey '  would  be  almost,  if  not 
quite,  the  same  as  the  ntfts-x.      Most  scholars,  however, 
since  Gesenius,   have  explained  it   '  a  cake  of  pressed 
raisins '  like  the  dZbhelim  or  '  fig  cakes  '  (see  below,  §  7). 
Perhaps  a  better  explanation  is  '  a  cake  of  flour  kneaded 
with  grapes  (or  with  grape  juice,  which  would  ferment 
in  the  process  of  baking). '     This  suits  the  reference  in 
Cant.  2s,   where  a  restorative  is  clearly  meant.      Such 
grape  cakes  would  correspond  to  the  cakes  still  used  at 
festivals  in  Cyprus  ('  Isa.'  SBOT  170).      The  following 
are  the  grounds  of  this  explanation  : — 

(a)  The  Greek  translators,  in  all  cases  probably,  understood  a 
cake  of  mixed  ingredients.  Thus  we  find  \dyavov  O.TTO  njydvov, 
a  'girdle  cake'  (©BAL  28.619),  and  a/iop(e)t'-n)s  ©UNA  (T  ch. 
163;  <SL  \dyavov  rqydvov),  a  cake  made  of  d/u.dpa,  which 
Athenaeus  and  Hesychius  define  as  '  fine  flour  baked  with 
honey'  (|iAeAiTTiO|ua).l  (6)  The  Mishna  speaks  of  D'sr'B'N,  which 
the  GemSra  explains  as  lentils  cooked  with  honey  (see  Levy, 
op.  cit.).  (c)  Tg.  Ps. -Jon.  uses  the  Aramaic  form  to  render 
t5"3^  JVn'SSS  (Exod.  1631),  which  was  clearly  a  species  of  sweet 
cake  or  confection,  (d)  Offerings  of  sweet  cakes  are  common 
to  many  ancient  cults  (see  the  commentators  on  Jer.  7  18  44  19, 
and  cp  QUEEN  OF  HEAVEN),  (e)  The  Jews  of  a  late  time  were 
familiar  with  the  practice  of  mixing  dough  with  the  juice  of 
various  fruits  (n'lYS  'D,  an  expression  frequent  in  the  Mishna), 
which  acted  as  leaven  (Tcrilmoth,  biff.;  Challah,  2  2). 

2.  [No  adequate  philological  justification,    however, 
having  been  found  for  'asisdh,   '  cake, '  it  is  legitimate 
to  regard  the  word  as  probably  corrupt. 

In  2  S.  6  19  i  Ch.  16  3  the  degree  of  probability  is  very  great 
(the  corruptness  of  natrx  just  before  is  undeniable),  and  it  is  not 
much  less  in  the  other  places.  The  emendations  called  for  in 
the  several  passages  are  plain.  David  presents  each  Israelite 
with  '  a  cake  of  bread,  a  piece  of  flesh  (~)Np  re),  and  a  seah  of 
lentils '  (D'B'T^  r"*p')  ;  cp  the  Mishna  passage  above  cited  (i  [6]). 
The  bride  (Cant.  2  5)  asks  to  be  '  stayed '  or  '  refreshed  '  with 
lilies  (nijB'W),  not  with  'raisin-cakes.'  Evidently  something 
which  grows  in  the  garden  is  meant,  and  the  context  points  to 
'lilies'  (l|  tappuhim — i.e.,  'quinces,' see  APPLE,  §  2  [4]).  The 
Moabites  in  the  elegy  (Is.  16  7)  mourn,  not  for  the  raisin-cakes, 
but,  as  the  context  shows,  for  the  '  fruit  harvest '  (^DN)  of  Kir- 
hareseth  ;  and  the  Israelites  (Hos.  3  j)  who  '  look  to  other  gods' 
would  hardly  be  said  to  'love  cakes  of  raisins," — '  Asherim  and 
Hammanim'  are  the  right  words  ( — i.e.,  D'3Snl  D'lt^N,  not 
D'33J?  1E'<B'N).  The  emendation  of  Hos.  3  i  is  due  to  Gratz  (cp 
Is.  178  27g).  These  are  instructive  specimens  of  necessary 
emendation.  The  lexicon  loses  one  word  (nwertt) ',  but  the 
exegesis  of  five  passages  gains.  A  reference  to  the  use  of 
'sweet  cakes  made  of  pressed  grapes  and  flour'  (SBOT  'Isa.' 
170,  after  Ohnefalsch-Richter)  at  festivals  does  not  by  any 
means  prove  the  correctness  of  the  disputed  words.  Such 
cakes  would  probably  have  been  called  D'313,  or  D'33J?  nn'SS,  or 
possibly  j"3n;  such  a  word  as  nsP'C'N,  'cake,'  lacks  philological 
justification. — T.  K.  c.] 

Next  to  the  vine,  among  the  fruit-bearing  trees,  stands 
the  fig  tree,  'the  sister  of  the  vine,'  as  a  Greek  poet 
6  Fie  tree  nas  ca^ec^  '*  (ffvKijv  fie\aiva.v,  a/unre\ov 
KaffiyvriTTjv  :  Hipponax,  quoted  by  Hehn, 
Kulturpfl.  u.  Hausth.^  94).  These  two  are  repeatedly 
named  together  in  the  OT  (see  FIG,  which  see  also  for 
varieties  raised,  time  of  ripening,  etc. ).  As  an  article 
of  diet,  indeed,  figs  must  have  been  even  more  prominent 
than  grapes,  the  range  of  their  season  being  greater, 
although  Josephus  declares  that  about  the  Sea  of  Galilee 
figs  and  grapes  alike  were  procurable  for  ten  months  of 
the  year  (Bf  iii.  108).  The  place  of  the  fig  among  the 
staple  articles  of  food  in  NT  times  is  well  shown  by  the 
fact  that,  in  the  case  of  a  fire  on  the  Sabbath  day,  only 
three  necessaries  of  life  were  to  be  rescued,  viz. ,  a  basket 
of  loaves,  a  cake  of  dried  figs,  and  a  jar  of  wine  (Shabb. 
163  ;  cp  FRONTLETS,  end). 

1  The  reading  «V  uv'pois  [BNAC]  of  Cant.  2  5  is  probably  a 
corruption  of  o^iopou?.  In  Isaiah  all  the  Greek  versions  are  at  a 
loss. 
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The  unripe  figs  (HJB,  pi.  c'iS  Cant.  2 13 ;  6\vt>0oi 
[BNAC] ;  NT  only  Rev.  613;  but  see  BETHPHAGE) 
were  of  course  not  edible  ;  but  as  soon  as  they  began  to 
take  on  colour,  they  might,  like  half-ripe  grapes,  be  eaten 
with  bread  (Sh?6i\  47/.).  The  early  fig(rr\)2i,6i&kurdA), 
which  appears  on  last  year's  wood,  was  clearly  a  choice 
delicacy,  as  we  see  from  Is.  284,  where  the  prophet 
speaks  of  the  '  firstripe  fig,  which  when  he  that  looketh 
upon  it  seeth,  while  it  is  yet  in  his  hand  he  eateth  it  up ' 
(RV),  and  from  the  comparison  in  Jer.  242,  '  very  good 
figs,  like  the  figs  that  are  first  ripe '  (niisan  'J^na ;  cp 
Mic.  7 1  Hos.  9 10).  When  ripe  the  early  figs  were  easily 
shaken  from  the  tree  ( Nah.  3 12).  The  ordinary  summer 
fig  (n^Nn,  F'cndh,  LXX  and  NT  <TVKOV — the  tree  is  CTI/KT}) 
was  a  favourite  in  all  periods  of  Hebrew  history.  The 
Hebrews  at  Kadesh  missed  the  figs,  vines,  and  pome 
granates  of  Egypt  (Nu.  20s)  ;  the  '  sweetness'  and  '  good 
fruit '  of  the  fig  were  appreciated  in  the  rough  days  of  the 
Judges  (Judg.  9n)  ;  references  abound  in  the  prophets, 
whilst  figs  appear  with  grapes  and  wine  in  the  markets 
of  Jerusalem  (Neh.  13 15)  after  the  exile.  In  the  first  two 
centuries  of  our  era — the  period  covered  by  the  NT  and 
the  Mishna — figs  were  still  one  of  the  first  articles  of  diet 
(see,  for  the  Gospels,  Lk.  \Zdff.  Mt.  7i6  21 19^  Mk. 
11 13/1  etc.,  and  the  Mishna  pa  ssitn).  Jewish  prisoners 
at  Rome  in  the  time  of  Josephus  lived  on  figs  and  nuts 
(Jos.  Vit.  3). 

Of  the  varieties  of  figs  mentioned  in  the  Mishna  two  are 
specially  interesting,  the  so-called  dark  (nilinE*)  and  pale  (711337) 
figs  (Terfimoth,  479).  These — more  correctly  dark  purple  and 
green — were,  according  to  Hehn  (op  cit.  96),  the  favourite 
varieties  of  ancient  times,  corresponding  to  the  nt'ri  and  bianchi 
of  the  present  day.  '  The  latter  (he  adds)  are  the  sweeter  and 
therefore  better  adapted  for  drying ;  the  former,  of  greater 
acidity,  are  eaten  fresh.' 

Figs  dried  in  the  same  manner  as  raisins  were  termed 
7  D  "  rf  fi  gtrogHroth  (sing,  rnrnji,  see  Levy,  NHWB, 

'  s.v.,  with  Fleischer's  note,  436  f. ). 

As  icrx<»Ses  and  caricce  they  'were  certainly  the  most  ex 
tensively  used  of  all  fruits '  (Daremberg  et  Saglio,  Diet.  d. 
Antiq.,  s.v.  'Cibaria,'  1150^)  among  the  Greeks  and  Romans. 
They  were  not  less  popular  among  the  Jews,  to  judge  from  their 
frequent  recurrence  in  the  Mishna. 

Although,  as  it  happens,  they  are  not  mentioned  in 
OT  or  NT,  we  do  find  mentioned  an  equally  popular 
mode  of  preserving  figs  by  pressing  them  into  a  cake 
(iiSai,  dtbhelah,  iraKaO-r}) ,  which  was  allowed  tohardenand 
was  thus  easily  transported.  This  method  of  treating 
figs  was  known  in  Egypt  from  very  early  times  (Maspero, 
Dawn,  of  Civilisation,  66).  Two  hundred  fig-cakes 
formed  part  of  Abigail's  present  to  David  (iS.  25i8; 
cp  30 12),  and,  as  we  should  expect,  they  formed  part 
of  a  soldier's  rations  (iCh.  1240).  One  such  fig-cake 
Judith  took  with  her  to  the  camp  of  Holofernes  (Judith 
10s,  EV  'lumps  of  figs'). 

When  round  in  shape  the  fig-cake  was  termed  713J7  (Mishna 
frequently),  also  '"173'H  133  (Skeb't.  1 2) ;  when  square  J2  ?O 
(see  Terfun.  4  s),  from  the  name  of  the  brick-shaped  mould  (cp 
28.1231;  £r.  Nah.  3  14).  From  the  Mishna  we  learn  further 
that  the  dcbhclah  or  fig-cake  was  so  hard  as  to  require  to  be  cut 
with  an  axe  (Shabb.  17  2). 

A  slice  cut  off  (n^S,  in  late  Hebrew,  njrsp)  was  given 
to  a  sick  '  Egyptian '  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  2  b]  by  David's 
men  (iS.  30 12). 

One  interesting  use  of  the  fig  (although  scarcely 
falling  under  the  head  of  food )  remains  to  be  mentioned 
— viz. ,  the  medicinal.  Pliny  has  much  to  say  regarding 
the  medicinal  properties  of  the  fig  (HNIZd^f. ),  and 
in  the  OT  we  find  Isaiah  prescribing  a  lump  or  cake  of 
figs  (o'JNn  nSn^,  Tra\d6r)  [ex]  aiiKtav)  as  a  poultice  for 
Hezekiah's  boil  (Is.  8821  =  2  K.  20 7). 

Next  of  kin,  though  not  in  importance,  to  the  fig 
(Ficus  carica)  is  the  fruit  of  the  sycomore  or  fig-mulberry 

8.  Sycomore.    (f'""   ?""«}•      For   the    nomen- 

J  clature  in  Hebrew  and  Greek,  and  for 

the  process  by  which  the  fruit  is  rendered  edible,  see 

SYCOMORE  (for  illustrations  of  fruit  and  fruit  instruments 

see  Henslow,  The  Plants  of  the  Bible,  89). 
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The  fruit  of  the  sycomore  was  formerly  held  in  high  esteem  by 
the  Egyptians.  Hence  its  use  in  the  service  of  the  altar  (see 
Wilkinson,  Anc.  Eg.,  '78,  8419,  illustration,  and  especially 
Ohnefalsch-Richter,  Kupros,  pi.  71).  At  the  present  day,  on  the 
other  hand,  '  it  is  only  the  poorest,  as  well  as  children  and  dogs, 
that  eat  the  sycomore  figs'  (Henslow,  o/>.  cit.  91).  By  the  Jews 
the  tree  was,  like  the  carob  tree,  valued  more  for  its  wood  than 
for  its  figs  (see  the  proof  from  the  Talmud  quoted  by  Anderlind 
in  his  essay  on  the  fruit  trees  of  modern  Syria,  ZDPV\\  100), 
which  are  said  to  be  '  insipid  or  woody '  to  the  taste. 

The  allied  sycamine  (Morus  nigra,  Lk.  176 ;  see 
SYCAMINE)  is  still  cultivated  every  where  for  its  delicious 
berries  (Post,  Flora,  729;  ZDPV \\K\f. )  under  the 
name  of  tut  shdmi  (Heb.  run,  Ma'asir.  \v.\  Their 
juice  is  of  a  bright  blood-red  colour,  the  olftn.  fj.6puv 
(EV  '  mulberries  ')  of  i  Mace.  634,  by  the  sight  of  which 
the  elephants  of  Antiochus  were  provoked  to  fight. 

Returning  to  the  more  important  fruit  trees,  we  meet 
first  with  the  olive  (rn,  see  OLIVE  for  details  of  culture, 

.  _..  etc.),  the  chief  economic  value  of  which  is 
9  Olive 

indicated  by  the  fuller  name  it  sometimes 

receives  in  the  OT,  the  oil  olive  (JOE*  n'T,  Dt.  88;  cp 
2  K.  1832).  See  OIL.  From  the  earliest  times  to  the 
present  day  the  '  olive  berries'  (Jas.  812,  AV  for  t\cu<u) 
were  beyond  all  doubt  an  important  article  of  diet, 
although,  singularly  enough,  there  is  no  biblical  refer 
ence  to  their  use.1  The  fruit  was  plucked  by  the  hand 
— the  method  recommended  by  Roman  writers  on 
arboriculture  (cp  Pliny,  HN  15s) — from  the  lower 
branches  at  least  (ppc,2  hence  p'DD,  the  olive  harvest, 
Chall.  89),  or  the  branches  were  shaken  or  beaten  (Ban, 
Dt.  2420  Is.  27 12),  probably  with  a  long  wand  (cp  Pliny, 
'  harundine  levi  ictu ' ),  care  being  taken  not  to  injure  the 
tree.  Hence  the  'beating  of  the  olive  trees'  (rn  f]p}. 
nokeph  zdyith.  Is.  17  6  24 13)  became  synonymous  with 
'  olive  harvest. ' 

The  Mishna  distinguishes  between  olives  of  three  sorts  accord 
ing  to  their  destination  (Terfun.  l8yC) — viz.,  olives  destined  for 
the  oil-press,  olives  for  preserving,  and  olives  for  eating  (cp  2  6, 
Cb:i  'n't  and  JCP  'n'T).  The  last-named  must  always  have 
been  the  exception.  The  poor  man  would  no  doubt  be  glad  to 
have  the  berry,  even  in  its  natural  state,  to  eat  with  his  morsel 
of  bread,  or  dipped  in  salt  (Ma'asir.  43).  Such  were  probably 
the  dry  olives  (D'3U:  D'JVt)  of  Teb.  Vd»i36.  The  usual  way, 
however,  as  in  all  countries,  and  in  all  periods,  was  to  lay  the 
olives  to  soak  in  brine  (D'n'T  'D,  MikivaSth,  1 2).  For  this  purpose, 
at  the  present  day,  the  brine  is  formed  by  adding  salt  to  water 
till  an  egg  can  float  on  it  (Anderlind,  ZDPV\\  72).  The  olives 
are  left  for  a  period  of  twenty  to  thirty  days  (according  to  the 
native  authority  quoted  by  Landberg,  Prov.  et  Diet.  etc.  16), 
at  the  end  of  which  time  they  are  soft  and  palatable. 

Another  method,  also  still  practised  in  Palestine,  was 
first  to  crush  the  olives  (y*3,  Ter.  10?  Maaser.  4i,  and 
often  in  Mishna;  for  the  term  cp  Dt.  232[i]),  then  to 
place  them  in  a  jar  and  preserve  by  the  addition  of 
salt.3  The  berries  seem  to  have  been  occasionally 
pickled — the  technical  term  for  which  is  jjos — with  the 
leaves  ('Ufa.  2s).  From  these  and  many  other 
passages  in  the  Mishna  we  are  well  entitled  to  affirm 
that  the  use  of  olives  as  a  relish  to  the  poor  man's 
bread,  and  as  a  table  requisite  for  the  rich,  was  as  uni 
versal  among  the  Hebrews  as  among  the  other  peoples 
of  antiquity. 

The  same  remark  holds  good  of  the  fruit  of  the  palm 
tree.  Judasa,  according  to  the  testimony  of  classical 
writers  (Horace,  Pliny,  Tacitus),  was 
famous  in  the  ancient  world  for  its 
palm  trees  and  its  dates,  yet,  if  we  were  to  argue  from 
the  silence  of  the  Bible,  we  should  have  to  maintain 
that  dates  were  never  seen  on  a  Jewish  table.  The 
word  does  not  occur  in  EV,  except  once  in  the  margin 
of  AV  as  a  mistaken  alternative  for  honey  (2Ch.  31s). 

1  In  every  passage  of  the  OT  where  n'T  signifies  the  fruit  of 
the  olive  (as,  e.g.,  Mic.  6  15)  the  reference  is  to  its  oil-producing 
properties. 

a  See  Buxtorf's  Lex.  s.v.  for  the  later  Hebrew  termini 
technici  for  the  gathering  of  the  chief  kinds  of  fruit. 

*  For  further  details  of  present-day  methods,  see  the  references 
given  above  to  Landberg  and  Anderlind. 
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10.  Palm  tree. 


<SBA  also  in  one  passage  (2  S.  16 1/ )  gives  <f>oit>iKfs,  dates, 
as  the  rendering  of  j"p,  kayis,  usually  rendered  '  summer 
fruit'  generally.  Joel,  however,  ranks  the  palm  with 
the  vine  and  the  fig  among  the  fruit-trees  of  the  land 
(1  ta).1  In  this,  as  in  similar  cases,  the  later  testimony 
of  the  Mishna  must  be  admitted  as  throwing  light  on 
the  habits  and  tastes  of  preceding  centuries,  although 
the  abundance  of  other  fruit  prevented  the  date  from 
assuming  the  same  unique  place  in  the  dietary  of  the 
Hebrews  as  it  had  in  that  of  the  ancient  Egyptians 
(Wilk.  op.  cit.  1398/1 ),  and  still  has  in  that  of  the 
Bedouin  of  modern  Arabia,  who  live  for  weeks  at  a  time 
on  dates  and  milk. 

Still  it  is  significant  that  in  one  passage  of  the  Mishna  three 
varieties  of  dates  are  mentioned  as  forbidden  to  be  sold  to  the 
heathen,  one  of  them  the  famous  Nicolaus  date,  so  named  by 
Augustus  after  the  friend  of  Herod,  Nicolaus  of  Damascus,  who, 
on  the  occasion  of  a  visit  to  Rome,  had  presented  the  emperor 
with  dates  of  this  choice  species  (cp  Pliny,  /fWlSg).  Pliny 
also  connects  with  Palestine  two  other  varieties,  the  Caryotce 
and  the  Chydceoi  (ibid.). 

Dates  (inn,  men  ;  also  Vpi,  from  which  it  has  been 
proposed. to  derive  date  through  Sd/cTuXoj),  like  figs, 
were  eaten  either  in  their  fresh  state,2  or  dried  in 
clusters  (  Tib.  Yam  36),  or  pressed  in  the  form  of  cakes. 
To  secure  the  fruit  it  is  necessary  to  climb  the  tree  and 
let  down  the  clusters  by  a  rope  (see  the  description  of 
the  date-gathering  at  Teima  in  Doughty,  Ar.  Des. 
1S57/-;  cp  Plin.  187).  The  dates  were  dried  on  the 
housetop,  or  on  some  other  exposed  flat  surface  such  as 
the  threshing-floor  (Fleischer  in  Levy,  op.  cit.  i.  437  £), 
the  better  sorts  being  used  for  dessert  (cp  Xen.  Anab. 
ii.  815).  According  to  Doughty,  dates  eaten  alone  as  a 
meal  are  '  overheating  and  inwardly  fretting '  (op.  cit. 
1 148).  Pressed  date-cakes  of  great  antiquity  have  been 
found  in  Egypt  (see  illustration,  Wilk.  243),  and  they 
are  still  the  most  convenient  form  for  export  and  for 
travellers.  It  has  even  been  suggested  that  pp_  should 
be  rendered  'date-cakes'  in  2  S.  16 1/  (Nowack,  HA 


oriental  practice  of  eating   the  sweet,  juicy   crown   or 
ige '  of  the  growing  palm  (TOI>  eyiee<ha\ov  rov  ^otViKOs)  is 


The 

' cabbage 

known  to  us  from  Xenophon  (Anab.  ii.  3  16),  who  was  also  aware 
that  it  meant  the  destruction  of  the  tree.  It  was  also  known  to 
the  later  Jews  (Mishna,  'Ufa.  87),  whose  rabbis  were  much 
exercised  as  to  whether  the  '  cabbage '  (kdr,  kara,  lip,  NTlp) 
should  be  classed  as  fruit  or  as  vegetable  (Low,  \\ftf. ).  On  the 


much-esteemed  date-syrup  see  HONEY,  §  i  (3).    Dates  were  also 

fruits 
prepared  (see  WINE). 


one  of  the  principal  fruits  from  which  wine  and  vinegar  were 


The  pomegranate  (pan,  p6a  ;  for  description  of  fruit 
see  POMEGRANATE)  remains  to  complete  the  choicest 
productions    of  Canaan    (Dt.  88).      The 
tree  is  represented  in  the  tombs  of  Egypt 


11.  Pome 


granate. 


(illustration    therefrom,     Wilkinson,    op. 


cit.  1376),  and  the  Hebrews  are  said  to  have  there 
enjoyed  its  fruit  (Nu.  20s).  The  pomegranate  might 
be  eaten  in  its  natural  state  (cp  Cant.  43  :  '  thy  temples 
are  like  a  piece  [n^>9,  perhaps  '  slice '  ;  but  see  Wetz- 
stein  in  Del.  Comm.  in  loc.\  of  a  pomegranate'),  or  it 
might  be  first  cut  up  and  dried  in  the  sun  (Ma'a'ser.  16  ; 
see  -ns  in  Levy  and  the  Tosephta  quoted  in  Suren- 
husius  in  loc.  ;  another  interpretation  [Maimonides] 
explains  the  word  as  the  seeds  of  the  pomegranate  ;  so 
also  Low,  363).  The  somewhat  acid  juice  of  the  pome 
granate  mixed  with  water  is  a  favourite  cooling  drink  in 
the  East.  A  species  of  '  sweet  wine '  (o'p^,  vdfj.a  pouv 
[BXA])  also  was  prepared  from  this  fruit  (Cant.  8-2)  ; 
Pliny  calls  it  '  rhoites  '  (HN\^ig). 

With  the  pomegranate  is  associated,  in  Joel's  list  of 
fruit-trees  (1 12),  the  much-debated  tapptiah  (msn),  which 
is  not  improbably  used  somewhat  loosely  in  the 

1  In  Cant.  7  8  [7],  rn'?3B'N  evidently  means  'clusters  of  dates' 
(note  the  parallelism).     RV,  however,  '  clusters  of  grapes  '  (cp 
Siegfried,  ad  loc.). 

2  For  the  special  Hebrew  names  for  the  various  kinds  of  dates 
(e.g.,   3D'n,   the  fresh  ripe  date,   n3rH3,  the  dried   date),   see 
L5w,  op.  cit.  122-4. 
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FRUIT  TREES,  FRUIT 


OT  to   include  the   apple,    quince,   pomegranate,   etc. 
(but    cp    APPLE).1       As    a    fruit    the 


12.  Apple, 
quince,  pear, 


tappuah  is  spoken  of  as  sweet  to  the 


•'    taste  (Cant.  2 3),  as  of  a  pleasant  smell 
apricot,  citron,  (7s)>    and   ag  a  favourite  rest0rative 

(2s,  '  comfort  me  with  apples ').  It  was 
one  of  the  commonest  fruits  in  NT  times  (see  Mishna 
passim).  Besides  its  ordinary  table  use,  the  juice  was 
used  to  mix  and  leaven  dough  ( Terum.  102).  Cider 
or  apple-wine  (msn  j")  was  a  favourite  drink  (AW.  69 
THrum.  \\zf. ).  The  quince  (Cydonia  vulgar  is),  which 
many  authorities  since  Celsius  have  identified  with  the 
tappuah  of  the  Bible,  was  named  B>ns  by  the  later 
Jews.  It  can  scarcely  have  been  eaten  raw,  like  the 
apple,  but  only  when  made  into  a  preserve.  That  it 
was  so  treated  we  know  from  an  attempted  etymology 
of  the  word  in  Talm.  Jer.  (see  Levy,  s.  v. ,  and  Low,  144). 
The  name  -^pvybfj-r/Kov  f°r  tne  quince  (see  Pliny,  15 10) 
suggests  the  '  golden  apples'  of  the  Hesperides  (quinces 
according  to  Hehn),  and  the  'apples  of  gold  in  baskets 
of  silver1  of  Prov.  25 n  (RV).2  In  several  Talmudic 
lists  of  fruit  trees,  the  quince  follows  the  pear  (Pirus 
communis,  DJN),  many  varieties  of  which  were  known 
to  the  ancients,  and  are  still  grown  in  the  orchards  of 
Syria  (Post,  Mora,  309).  This  fact  notwithstanding, 
the  Greek  translators  were  mistaken  in  identifying  the 
baca  tree  (^33 :  see  MULBERRY  TREE)  with  the  pear 

TT  r 

tree  (#;rios,  i  Ch.  14 14  [<JIB  A]),  a  mistake  repeated  in 
Vg.  both  in  this  passage  and  in  2  S.  5  23  f.  (so  also 
Aq.  in  v.  23  ;  but  Aq.  Symm.  in  v.  24  (ppovpycris).  Pliny 
has  much  to  say  of  the  methods  in  vogue  in  his  day 
for  preserving  apples  and  pears ;  both  of  these  were 
sometimes  boiled  with  wine  and  water  to  make  a  pre 
serve  to  be  eaten  with  bread  (pulmentarii  vicem),  'a 
preparation  never  made  of  any  other  fruit  with  the 
exception  of  quinces'  (NH15ij;  cp  'Cibaria'  in  Dar. 
and  Saglio,  op.  cit.  ).3 

The  introduction  of  the  citron  (Citrus  medico,  cedra, 
jinx),  as  of  various  other  Eastern  fruits,  was  one  of  the 
many  results  of  Alexander's  conquest  of  the  East  (see 
Hehn  and  Candolle,  opp.  citt. ). 

Our  earliest  witnesses  to  its  cultivation  among  the  Jews  are 
perhaps  the  copper  coins  usually  assigned  to  Simon  the 
Maccabee  (circa  138  B.C.),  on  which  an  ethrog  (citron)  figures 
either  alone  or  with  other  accompaniments  of  the  solemn  pro 
cession  at  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  (see  TABERNACLES).  In 
view  of  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  real  date  of  these  coins,  all  the 
more  importance  attaches  to  the  incident  related  by  Josephus 
from  the  reign  of  Alexander  Jannaeus  (104-78  B.C.).  His  angry 
subjects  are  said  to  have  pelted  him  with  their  citrons  ((cir/aiois, 
Ant.  xiii.  185).  The  fruit  is  too  sour  ever  to  have  been  in 
request,  except  as  a  preserve.  At  the  present  day  the  pulp  is 
never  eaten  in  any  shape  (Post).  From  the  Mishna  {Me'il.  64) 
we  learn  that  a  citron  or  a  pomegranate  might  be  bought  for  a 
perutah  (the  NT  Ae7TToi>),  an  infinitesimal  coin  of  which  prob 
ably  twenty  to  twenty-four  were  the  equivalent  of  an  English 
penny. 

1  Cp  the  use  of  jutrjAoc  in  Greek.     It  is  still  disputed,  however, 
whether  /j.rj\ov  had  first  this  general  and  then  the  special  appli 
cation  (apple)— so  Hehn — or  vice  versa,  as  Hehn's  latest  editor 
suggests  {Kulturpflanzen1^),   594  f.).      For  the  same  compre 
hensive  use  of  malum  see  Pliny,  15  n. 

2  Cheyne  thinks  the  passage  corrupt,  but  believes  that  the 
true  reading  can  be  recovered  (JBL  1899,  pt.  ii. ;  cp  BASKETS). 
Assuming  the  phrase  'apples  of  gold'— i.e.,  'apples  bright  as 
gold  ' — to  be  correct,  we  must,  at  any  rate,  reject  the  claims  of 
the  orange  to  be  the  fruit  referred  to,  since  the  orange  did  not 
reach  Syria  from  India  by  way  of  Arabia  till  the  middle  ages. 
See  especially  Hehn,  op.  cit.,  with  the  evidence  of  Mas'udi, 
430./  ;  De  Cand.  Orig.  184  ;  Wildeboer  (in  HK,  1897)  has  over 
looked  this. 

3  The  apricot  (Prunus  Armeniaca)  was  unknown  in  Syria  in 
Bible  times,  though  to-day  it  enjoys  the  highest  popularity  in 
the  East  (see  Wetzstein,  ZDMG\\  517  f.,  and,  especially  for 
modern  preparations  of  the  fruit,  Anderlind,  ZDPV\\  ^^_ff.). 
Few  fruits,  it  is  true,  are  so  highly  esteemed  in  the  East  to-day 
as  the   delicious   mishmush;    but   the   fact   remains   that   the 
apricot  was  unknown  even  to  the  Jews  of  the  second  century 
A.D.     Of  its  congeners,  the  peach  (Prunus  persica,   pD19;  but 
cp    Schiir.   Hist.  843)   was   known    to   the   authorities   of  the 
Mishna  (Kil.  1  4  Ma'aser.  1  2),  the  famous  Syrian  plum  (Prunus 
domestica,   NVpDDTl,  Saju.acrioji'a,  whence  our  'damson'),  on  the 
other  hand,  only  to  those  of  the  Gemara  (Low,  no.  105). 
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Many  fruits  of  less  importance  were  no  doubt  as  popular 
as  at  the  present  day,  such  as  the  fruit  of  the  Christ-thorn 
(Xizyphus  spina-Christi),  which  is  eaten  fresh  or  dried,  with 
sour  milk  (Tristram),  the  service  tree  (Sorbus  domestica),  medlar 
{Mespilus  germanica),  hawthorn  (Crattegus) — for  references  to 
which  in  later  literature  see  Low,  op.  cit. — not  omitting  the 
humble  bramble1  (Rubus).  The  nutritious  properties  of  the 
bramble  berries  (nJDH  '33J7,  Toseft.  Ter.  114,  the  popa  airb  TOV 
/Sdrou  of  Hippocrates;  cp  Lk.  644)  are  not  overlooked  by  the 
encyclopaedic  Pliny,  ffN'2^T$). 

A  very  early  list  of  '  the  choice  fruits  '  of  the  land  of 
Canaan  closes  with  'nuts  and  almonds'  (Gen.  43  n  [J] 

13.  Nuts  and  °^^  D'"? '  ®  has  reP*Plve°v  Te/>l» 
almonds.  fuvOov  Ka.1  K<ipva  [AD,£FL]  probably 
'  berries  of  the  Pistacia  Terebinthus  [so 
Hehn]  and  walnuts').  The  botnim  of  the  original  are 
now  generally  identified,  since  Bochart,  with  the  nuts  of 
the  Pistacia  vera,  which  are  still,  both  fresh  and  roasted, 
a  delicacy  among  all  ranks  in  the  East  (cp  Wetz.  ZDMG 
11520).  The  '  garden  of  nuts '  (liix)  on  the  other  hand, 
of  which  we  read  in  Canticles  (611),  produced  not  pis 
tachio  nuts  but  walnuts. 

These  it  was  forbidden  to  crack  (i'jfS)  with  a  hammer  on  the 
sabbath  (Shabb.  17  2)  ;  nor  was  a  merchant  allowed  to  give  such 
delicacies  as  parched  corn  and  nuts  to  children  '  because  he  might 
accustom  them  to  come  to  him  '  (Bata  Mes.  4  12).  Acorns  and 
walnut  shells  were  children's  playthings  (Kft.  IT  15).  It  has 
already  been  mentioned  that  certain  Jewish  prisoners  at  Rome 
lived  on  figs  and  walnuts  ((capvots)  to  avoid  pollution  from  eating 
heathen  food  (Jos.  Vit.  3).  An  excellent  oil  was  (Shabb.  2  2), 
and  still  is,  manufactured  from  the  green  nuts. 

Of  the  almond  we  may  say  that  the  OT  references 
(Gen.  43n  Jer.ln  Nu.  178  [23]  Eccles.  12s)  form  suc 
cessive  links  in  a  chronological  chain  of  evidence  for 
the  familiarity  of  the  Hebrews  with  this  favourite  fruit 
till  we  reach  the  writings  of  the  Mishna. 

Here  we  find  two  varieties  distinguished,  the  bitter  almonds 
and  the  sweet  (Ma'aser.  1 4).  Classical  writers  recommend  that 
the  sweet  should  be  roasted,  while  '  bitter  almonds  in  the  whole 
of  antiquity  were  supposed  to  prevent  drunkenness  if  eaten  before 
drinking'  ('Cibaria,'  op.  cit.  1155^).  The  modern  Syrians 
use  almonds  extensively,  not  only  as  a  dessert  fruit  but  also  in 
the  preparation  of  a  great  variety  of  toothsome  confections  (see 
Landberg,  Prov.  et  Diet.  etc.  123-126,  for  a  list  of  modern  con 
fections  into  most  of  which  almonds  and  nuts  enter). 

The  Carob  or  locust  tree  is  said  to  be  indigenous  in 
Palestine,  and  yet  we  have  in  the  Bible  but  a  single 

IA  TVi    r       K    incidental  mention  of  its  fruit  (Lk.  15 16; 

14.  me  oaroo.  see>    however|   HUSKS).      The  carob 

tree,  however,  is  frequently  named  in  the  Mishna.  As 
food  trees  to  which  the  law  of  the  '  corner'  (HNS,  peak  ; 
see  Lev.  IQg'f. )  applies  we  find  enumerated  '  the  Og-tree 
(:in,  see  below),  carob  trees,  walnut  trees,  almond  trees, 
vines,  pomegranates,  olives,  and  palms'  (Peak  \$  f.). 
The  carob  tree  was  also  among  the  trees  whose  fruit 
had  to  be  tithed  (Maa'ser.  Is),  and  was  accepted  and 
presumably  eaten  by  the  priests  as  part  of  the  '  heave- 
offering'  (Ttrum.  114).  Although  we  further  hear  of 
the  pods  being  preserved  in  wine  (Steit'.Tj),  which 
points  to  their  fairly  general  use  as  an  article  of  diet, 
their  great  abundance  and  consequent  cheapness  made 
them  a  special  food  of  the  poor.  It  is  only  those  of  the 
cultivated  species  that  are  edible  by  man. 

The  Og-tree  above  mentioned  is  the  sumach  (Rhus 
coraria),  still  common  in  Syria,  not,  as  some  have 
thought,  the  cornel,  whose  habitat  is  too  far  to  the 
N.  (cp  Post,  Flora,  377  / ).  The  red  (Maa'ser.  12) 
berries  of  the  sumach  are  said  to  make  an  excellent  acid 
drink.  By  the  Jews  they  were  probably  used  chiefly  as 
a  condiment  (cp  poOs  6  iirl  rk  6\f/a,  Dioscor.  1147)  like 
the  berries  of  the  myrtle  (cirr  rma).  These,  we  learn 

1  The  rubus  in  later  Hebrew  is  rup  (cp  BUSH,  §  i  [i]) ;  the 
1DN  (EV  'bramble,'  RVmg;.  'thorn')'  of  Jotham's  fable  is  the 
Rhamnus  or  buckthorn  (cp  BRAMBLE,  i).  A  singular  ignorance 
of  the  history  of  plants  is  betrayed  by  Gratz  in  his  attempt 
(MG J^y  21390)  to  identify  the  'atad  with  the  Opuntia  ficus 
indica,  the  Indian  fig  or  prickly  pear  (which  now  forms  so 
conspicuous  a  feature  of  an  Eastern  landscape),  whose  '  figs 
hold  a  place  almost  second  to  none  in  the  summer  dietary 
of  the  Syrian  peasant."  This  species  of  cactus  is  a  comparatively 
recent  importation  from  America. 

1574 


FRYING  PAN 

from  Pliny  (15  35),  were  largely  employed  as  a  season 
ing  before  the  introduction  of  pepper  (cp  FOOD,  §  7). 
Myrtle  berries  are  still  a  favourite  delicacy  of  Syrian 
ladies  (Wetz.  ZDMG  11480524).  A  similar  purpose 
was  served  by  the  CAPER  BERRY  (rm'3R,  Eccles.  12s 
RV),  the  young  berries  of  which  are  still  used  as  a 
condiment  in  Syria.  On  the  duddlm  see  MANDRAKES. 

A.  R.  s.  K. 

FRYING  PAN  (nBTHD)  Lev.  2  7.  See  COOKING 
UTENSILS,  §  7. 

FUEL  ([B>K]  r6b^D,  Is.  9519;  n!??K,  Ezek.  1546 
21 32  [37])-  See  COAL,  §2. 

FULLER  (D33P,  lit.  'treader'1  [nAyNCON,  BKAQF] 
Mai.  82;  rN&4>eyc  Mk-9s).  In  the  preparation  of 
woven  woollen  materials  there  are  two  processes,  both  of 
which  are  now  termed  '  fulling '  (from  the  Low  Lat. 
fullare)  ;  probably  at  one  time  a  common  operation 
sufficed  for  both.  The  primary  sense  is  to  cleanse  or 
bleach,  and  this  is  undoubtedly  the  sense  in  Mk.  93. 
The  secondary  is  to  mill  or  felt  the  wool  together  in 
such  a  way  as  to  minimise  shrinkage  in  the  finished 
article.  This  is  done  by  heating  or  stamping  the  woven 
fabric  in  hot  water.  Cp  LYE,  NITRE,  SOAP. 

The  Fuller's  field  (0513  rntr,  dypbs  r.  yvafous 
[BAL],  ager fullonis)  is  mentioned  only  in  defining  the 
locality  of  the  conduit  of  the  upper  pool.  Its  exact 
position  is  obscure.  Stade  (G  VI 1 592 /. )  suggests  that  it 
lay  to  the  SE.  of  Jerusalem.  From  Is.  862  (  =2  K.  1817) 
it  would  appear  to  have  been  situated  on  the  road  to 
Lachish,  whereas  in  Is.  7s  a  N.  or  NW.  position  is 
looked  for.  At  all  events  it  must  have  been  near  the 
w,all  (36n);  see  JERUSALEM.  The  'fuller's  monu 
ment  '  (rb  TOV  yvafaus  /j.vTJfj.a)  with  which  it  has  been 
associated,  lay  near  the  NE.  corner  of  the  third  wall 
(Jos.  BJ  v.  42). 

It  is  perhaps  an  objection  to  the  usual  rendering  of  the  name 
that  elsewhere  the  Piel  form  of  ODD  is  regularly  met  with,  the 
Kal  particip.  D33  finding  its  only  analogy  in  the  Punic  D3.3  a 
washerman).  For  another  supposed  resort  of  fullers,  see 
EN-ROGEL.  A.  E.  S.-S.  A.  C. 

FURLONG  (CT&A ION),  Mt.  1424,  etc.  See  WEIGHTS 
AND  MEASURES. 

FURNACE.  Of  the  words  enumerated  below,  nos. 
1-4  are  names  for  smelting  furnaces,  though  no.  3,  if  a 
genuine  word,  rather  means  '  crucible.'  All  except 
no.  3  are  rendering  by  /cd/atj'os,  which  is  also  used  in 
Ecclus.  8828  Rev.  lis  of  the  smelting  furnace,  and  in 
Ecclus.  27s  and  8830  of  that  of  the  potter.2  "K6.fj.Lvos 
'  furnace '  in  Mt.  1842  50  is  a  symbolic  term  for  Gehenna, 
which  was  imagined  as  a  fiery  furnace,  on  the  ground  that, 
according  to  Is.  31 9,  God  had  '  a  furnace  in  Jerusalem ' 
('Erubtn  19  a),  cp  TOPHET  ;  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  70, 
3[v].  In  Dan.  3  a  '  fiery  furnace '  is  mentioned  as  used 
for  the  punishment  of  great  offenders,  and  '  roasting  in 
the  fire '  is  the  anticipated  punishment  of  two  Jews  in 

1  '  Fuller'  comes  ultimately  from  ~L,z.\..fullo.     The  true  Eng. 
term  is  '  walker  '  (ilso  in  Germ.),  for  which  cp  Wyclif,  Mk.  9  3  : 
'a  fullere  or  walkere  of  cloth.' 

2  For  the  Egyptian  potter's  furnace  see  illustration  in  Wilk. 
Anc.  Eg.  2io8. 


FURNITURE,  CAMEL'S 

the  Babylonian  period  (Jer.  2921-23).  That  this  was  a 
Babylonian  practice  is  undeniable  (see,  e.g. ,  Smith,  Hist, 
of  Assurbanipal,  163  ;  cp  AHAB,  2).  It  has  also  been 
reported  as  found  in  Persia  down  to  the  seventeenth 
century  (Chardin). 

1.  ]2?33,    kibfan,   ^/2*53,     to     subdue;      (cajouvos    [xa/Liicaia] 
fornax ;     Gen.  19  28    Ex.  98  10  19  i8t.      See   METALLURGY, 

and  cp  POTTERY  ;  NIBSHAN.     Allusions  to  the 
1.  Hebrew    smelting  furnace  or  brick-kiln  (KO/X  11/05)  are  found 
terms.        also  in  Ecclus.  2  5  22  24  27  5  31  26  38  28  30  43  4  ;  see 
also  Wisd.  36  (xuiwnjpioi'). 

2.  "W3,  kitr,  derivation  uncertain  ;  Kajuucot ,  fornax ;   Dt.  4  20 

1  K8si  [here  •xiavevrripiov],  Prov.  173  27  21  [here  Trvpaxris],  Is. 
48  10  ('  the  furnace  of  affliction     ['3V] ;  text  doubtful),  Jer.  11 4 
Ezek.  22  18  (©  om.)  20  22  ;  also  Ecclus.  43  4  (Heb.  difficult),    -$3 
is  also  to  be  read,  perhaps,  in  Is.l  25  (133  for  133:  Lowth,  etc.) 

3.  ^y,  'alii;  SOKC/JLIOV  ;  Tg.  ton ;  Ps.  12  7  [e].     The  older 
critics  think  that  ^y  may  possibly  mean  '  crucible  ' ;  (5  gives 
SoxifjuLov  in   Prov.  27  2 1   for  ^pSD.      The   phrase,   however,   in 

which  ^'^j;  occurs  is  plainly  corrupt.  It  becomes  in  Che. 
Ps.P),  '  in  the  toils  of  the  wicked  ' ;  if  this  is  so,  the  phrase  must 
have  got  in  from  the  margin,  where  it  was  placed  by  a  corrector, 
with  reference  to  v.  6  [7].  See  SILVER. 

4.  pRK,  'attfm,  probably  an  ancient  loan-word ;  Ass.  atunu, 
utunu  (see  Del.  Ass.  HWB  158  b\  Muss-Arn.  131  /') ;  cp  Syr. 
Ar.   Ethiop.  ;   KOJU.I vos,  fornax ;    Dan.  36  n  15  17  19-21  23  26f. 
See  METALLURGY. 

5.  -W3JJI,    tanniir,    Ass.    tinuru    (Del.    Ass.    HWB   711  b); 
K\ifiavo<;,  clibanus',   rendered  'furnace'  in   Gen.  1617  and  Is. 
Slg;  also  in  the  expression  '  tower  of  the  furnaces '  in  Neh.  3  1 1 
12  38  [vaOovpei/j.  (BN),  6a.vvovpfi.fi.  (AL),  devvovpip  (Kc'a)  davov- 
peijii  (L  in  12  38)]. 

The  last  term  (tannur)  is  much  more  frequently  ren 
dered  '  oven.'  Tannur  is  in  fact  the  special  term  for  a 

2  The  tanniir  baking-°ven-       In  Mal-  4l  [3 '9]  Ps. 

'"  21 9  [10]  RV  has  sought  to  give  dignity 
to  the  figure  by  changing  '  oven  '  into  '  furnace. '  This 
is  done  quite  needlessly,  even  in  Ps.  21 9  [10],  where  one 
is  glad  to  hope  that  the  emended  text  which  makes 
'  thorns  of  the  wilderness  '  the  objects  burned  in  the  tan- 
nur,  not  human  beings,  may  be  right.1  In  Is.  31 9  EV's 
rendering  'furnace,'  though  more  dignified,  is  less  accu 
rate  than  '  oven. '  The  passage  is  probably  not  Isaiah's 
work  (see  Che.  Intr.  Is.  204),  and  is  based  on  Geu. 
15 17,  where  the  divine  appearance  is  likened  to  a  smok 
ing  oven  and  a  flaming  torch.  The  oven  intended  is 
the  ordinary  baker's  oven,  for  a  description  of  which  see 
BREAD,  §  2  (c).  Such  ovens  have  been  found  at  Tell 
el-Hesy,  with  sides  baked  hard,  showing  use  (Bliss, 
A  Mound  of  Many  Cities,  ii4/. ).  Modern  Syrians 
still  use  the  same  primitive  kind  of  oven. 

From  the  phrase  'the  tower  of  furnaces'  (Neh.  3n  12 38)  it 
has  been  supposed  that  a  number  of  public  furnaces  stood  to 
gether  near  one  of  the  towers  of  Jerusalem.  It  is  possible, 
however  (<j  or  13  are  often  confounded  with  n),  that  D'Tunn  'j'UD 
is  a  very  early  corruption  of  OHDB  'D,  '  tower  of  the  palm  trees ' 
(Che.);  even  now  'several  fine  and  ancient  [palm-]  trees  still 
wave  among  the  buildings  of  Jerusalem  within  the  walls  '  (Tris 
tram,  NHB  383).  Cp  also  Neh.  8  15  Jn.  12 13. 

FURNITURE,  CAMEL'S  ("?»3iT-|3),  Gen.  31 34. 
See  CAMEL,  §  2. 

1  Thou  wilt  make  them  as  [thorns  of  the  wilderness 
In]  a  heated  oven  at  the  time  of  their  punishment. 

(Che.  Ps.W). 
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GAAL    (7&|,    '  dung-beetle '?—§  68;    cp  Ar.  jual 
[Wellh.]  ;    r-AX.&A.X.  [BA  ;  A  has  also  pA&A  constantly, 

1.  Nationality  and  once  in  v~  36  r*A] ;  r^&A  [L] ; 
'  Jos.  rY<\AHC,  and  other  forms),  an 
early  demagogue  with  a  striking  story  (Judg.  926-41). 
To  understand  the  role  he  played  we  must  seek  to 
determine  the  vexed  question  whether  he  was  an  Israelite 
or  a  Canaanite.  Those  who  adopt  the  view  that  he 
was  an  Israelite  appeal  (i)  to  the  name  of  his  father 
(Judg.  826),  (2)  to  the  speech  assigned  to  him  in  Judg. 
928  (7aa5[BAJ). 

1.  It  is  true,  Goal  is  described  in  MT  as  'son  of  Ebed ' ;  but 
in  ©B  he  appears  as  vibs  Io>£r,A,  and  Kuenen  (flnd.  1 19  n.  5), 
Stade   (<7F/lia4),  Budde  (Ri.   117),  Kittel  (Gesch.  277),1  and 
W.  R.  Smith  (Th.T  1886,  p.  197)  identify  this  'Jobel'  with 
'  Jobaal '  (Syav),  a  possible  Israelitish  name  meaning  '  Yahwe  is 
Baal.'     According   to    these  scholars  'Jobaal'  is   the   correct 
name  of  Gaal's  father,  which  was  altered  contemptuously  into 
'  Ebed  '  (slave)  out  of  repugnance  to  the  divine  name  '  Baal '  (cp 
Ishbosheth  for  Ishbaal).     This  theory,  however,  though  widely 
accepted  of  late,  is  certainly  erroneous  ;  2  Io>0T)A,  as  Moore  has 
abundantly  proved,  is  simply  -QIJ;  (Obed),  a  synonym  of  -QJ; 
(Ebed),  and  Obed  or  Ebed  is  a  shortened  theophorous  name — i.e. , 
the  second  and  omitted  part  of  the   name  which  began  with 
Obed  or  Ebed  was  that  of  a  god. 

2.  As  to  Judg.  9  28,  it  is  no  doubt  a  difficult  passage,  but  so 
much  is  clear  that  Robertson  Smith's  view  of  it  as  '  a  Hebrew 
declaration  of  revolt  against  the  king  of  Shechem  (9  6),  who  for 
three  years  has  by  the  aid  of  his  mercenaries  tyrannised  over 
Israel   (922),'   is  opposed   to  the  context.      Unless  (with   this 
scholar)  we  transfer  v.  2%f.  elsewhere  (viz.  to  a  place  after  v.  22), 
it  is  undeniable  that  Gaal  identifies  himself  with  the  Shechemites, 
and  appeals  to  their  pride  of  race  against  the  half-Israelite  king 
Abimelech,  who  maintains  himself  on  the  throne  (as  appears 
from  9  55)  by  Israelitish  warriors.     A  demagogue  who  talks  thus 
cannot  possibly  be  an  Israelite. 

It  is  almost  equally  important  to  recognise  that  the 
account  of  the  doings  of  Gaal  in  vv.  26-29  stands  in  no 

2  Storv  connect'on  w'tn  vv-  22  (23)-25-  It  is  not 
™*  the  organised  brigandage  set  on  foot  by  the 
Shechemites  that  tempts  Gaal  (as  We.  represents)  to 
place  himself  and  his  kinsmen  at  the  service  of  the 
Shechemites.  The  sequel  of  vv.  22  (23)-25  is  to  be 
sought  in  vv.  42-45,  whilst  in  vv.  26-41  we  have  an  in 
dependent,  parallel  account  of  the  hostilities  between 
Abimelech  and  the  Shechemites  which  issued  in  the 
victory  of  the  former.  It  is  a  writer  symbolized  by  J 
who  has  preserved  the  tradition  of  Gaal's  short-lived 
greatness  ;  the  other  account  may  be  assigned  to  E 
(Moore,  Bu. ).  The  occasion  which  the  newly-arrived 
Gaal  seized  to  make  his  fortune  was  the  annual  vintage- 
festival  (v.  zja),  or,  as  another  report  says,  a  solemn 
sacrificial  meal  3  in  the  '  house  of  their  god  '  (see  BAAL- 
BERITH).  The  temper  of  the  people  was  already  hostile 
to  Abimelech.  After  cleverly  stirring  up  race-pre 
judices4  he  came  boldly  to  the  point  and  proposed 
himself  as  the  leader  of  a  Shechemite  revolt  (928/). 
This  part  of  the  narrative  is  an  admirable  specimen  of 
the  traditional  Hebrew  folk-stories.  The  festival  scene 
has  been  justly  praised  by  Robertson  Smith  (I.e.);  but 
the  scene  between  Gaal  and  Zebul  (vv.  36-38)  is  hardly 
less  striking.  For  the  issue  of  Gaal's  attempt,  see 
ABIMELECH,  2.  T.  K.  c. 

GAASH,   THE   HILL   OF   (BfypPI),    in   the   hill- 
country  of  Ephraim,  had  TIMNATH-HERES  (q.v. ),  the 

1  Note,  however,  the  qualification  in  ET  (Hist.  1 86). 

2  Wellhausen,  who  arguedfor  it  in  1871  (TBSp.  xiii.),  has  now 
abandoned  it  (f/GW  26  ['94]).    Hothenberg(7Y,Z,  1891,  p.  371), 
Moore,  and  Budde  (commentary  differs  from  Ri.-Sa.  117)  adopt 
the  form  Obed,  which   is  found  in  some  MSS  (30,  56 ;  cp  63 
\o-]taflr)S),    and   (see  above)   is  probably   ®'s   true   reading.     A 
and  other  MSS,  quoted  fully  by  Moore,  give  a/3«5.     For  the 
prefixed  i  in  io>|3>,A,  cp  i  Ch.  2  12  37  f.   267,  2  Ch.  23  i,  where 
©B  has  0)01,5,  ©A  t(0|37,S. 

3  Namely,  that  in  which  Gaal  was  admitted  to  full  religious 
rights  as  a  Shechemite  (Budde,  Ri.  75). 

4  See  ABIMELECH,  2  ;  but  cp  We.  CH  ft)  353,  n.  2  ;  7/GW  27. 
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burial-place  of  Joshua,  on  its  northern  slope  or  at  its 
northern  base  ;  Josh.  24  30  (Toy  Opoyc  [roy]  fAAAAA. 
[BL],  T.  O.  [-AAC  [A]),  Judg.  29  (T.  o.  I-AAC  [BAL]). 
'  The  brooks  [or  '  wadies  ']  of  Gaash  '  are  also  alluded 
to  in  2  S.  2830  (euro  xet/xa/tyxtw  yaS  [B],  e*  paaXeaj  [A], 
o  e£  vexapcu  TaXofa/Jnyj],  L),  and  i  Ch.  11.32  (e*r 
j-axaXei  yaas  [B],  fK  vaxa\rj  y.  [A],  airo  vaxaXt  y.  [L]  ; 
see  HURAI),  and  may  perhaps  be  found  to  furnish  a 
clue  for  deciding  between  the  claims  of  Tibneh  and 
Harts  respectively  to  represent  Timnath-heres. 

GABA  (inS),  Josh.  1824,  Ezra  2  26,  Neh.  7  30  AV, 
RV  GEBA. 

GABAEL  ([-ABAHAtoc]  [BNA],  also  rAM.  [A]  ;—i.e., 

perhaps  7N&QJ),  '  God  haschosen  out  '(see  NAMES,  §27). 

1.  The  great-great-grandfather  of  Tobit  (Tob.  1  1). 

2.  (ra0<n,A(o  [BNA],  -/STjAw  [N*,  1  14],  ya/aa.  [A,  4  20])  brother 
of  Gabrias,  the  Jew  of  Rages  to  whom  Tobit  lent  his  money 
(Tob.  1  14  4  20). 

GABATHA    (pABAGA   [BNALJS]),    Esth.  12  1.      See 

BlGTHAN. 

GABBAI,  SALLAI  (^D  ^),  the  name  (in  spite  of 
the  comma  after  Gabbai)  of  a  Benjamite  clan  among  the  inhabit 
ants  of  Jerusalem  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  5  [6]  §  15  [i]  a),  Neh.  11  8  (yij/ST, 
CTTjAei  [B],  yr)/3eei  5.  [A],  yjj/Seis  i)Aei  [^  ;  ?  y>j/3ei  <rr,Aei,  so 
HR  Cone.],  te/Soue  <n)A«i  [L]).  In  i  Ch.  98  the  corresponding 
name  is  IBNEIAH  (m;r),  no  doubt  the  more  authentic  reading 
of  Gabbai.  It  is  conjectured  that  SALI.AI  came  into  the  text 
from  the  margin,  where  SALLU  (v.  7)  had  been  written  to  explain 
the  word  rinNI  ('and  after  him  '). 


GABBATHA  (fABBAGA  [Ti.  WH],  the  'Hebrew' 
equivalent  of  AlGocpCOTOC  in  Jn.  19  13)  is  the  Greek 
transcription  of  the  Aram.  NO?;!  (emph.  st.  of  N23 
'  height,  back,  ridge  '  ;  cp  Kautzsch,  Aram.  Gram.  8 
n.  2,  lo).1 

A  similar  Heb.  word  n|3  is  doubtless  to  be  read  instead  of 
the  difficult  nail  '  height  '  in  Ezek.  41  8  (so  Davidson,  Kautzsch, 
Bertholet  ;  cp  RV  '  basement  '),  see  PAVEMENT. 

GABBE  (f-ABBHC  [A]),  i  Esd.  620  RV,  AV  Gabdes 
=  Ezra  226  GEBA. 

GABRIAS  (rABP[e]iA[BA]  r&Bpei  [N]—  i.*.,  nnjj 
1  man  of  Yahwe  '),  brother  of  Gabael  [2],  Tob.  1  14  4  20. 

GABRIEL  (7gn?|—  *'•«•.  man  of  God,  r-<\BpiHA[87 
and  BAQF  Theod.  ;  Ti.  WH])  is  the  name  of  the  angel 
who  was  sent  to  Daniel  to  explain  the  vision  of  the  ram 
and  the  he-goat,  and  to  communicate  the  prediction 
of  the  Seventy  Weeks  (Dan.  816  92i).  He  was  also 
employed  to  announce  the  birth  of  John  the  Baptist  to 
Zechariah,  and  that  of  the  Messiah  to  the  Virgin  Mary 
(Lk.  1  19  26).  Both  Jewish  and  Christian  writers  gener 
ally  speak  of  him  as  an  archangel  —  a  habit  which  is 
readily  accounted  for  when  Lk.  1  19  is  compared  with 
Rev.  82,  and  also  with  Tobit  12  15.  In  Enoch  (see 
Charles,  Enoch,  notes  on  chap.  40)  he  is  spoken  of  as 
one  of  the  archangels  ;  his  task  is  that  of  intercession, 
and  he  is  set  over  '  all  the  powers.  ' 

His  name  frequently  occurs  in  the  Jewish  literature  of  the 
later  post-biblical  period.  Thus,  according  to  Targ.  Ps.-Jon., 
the  man  who  showed  the  way  to  Joseph  (Gen.  37  15)  was  no 
other  than  Gabriel  in  human  form  ;  and  in  Dt.  346  it  is 
affirmed  that  he,  along  with  Michael,  Uriel,  Jophiel,  Jephephiah, 
and  the  Metatron,  buried  the  body  of  Moses.  In  the  Targum 
on  2  Ch.  322i  he  is  named  as  the  angel  who  destroyed  the  host 
of  Sennacherib  ;  and  in  similar  writings  of  a  still  later  period  he 
is  spoken  of  as  the  spirit  who  presides  over  fire,  thunder,  the 
ripening  of  the  fruits  of  the  earth,  and  similar  processes.  See 
ANGEL,  §  4,  n.  w.  R.  S. 


1  According  to  Bar-Hebraeus  yaftSafla  is  from 
(the  Syr.    c3    being  equivalent  to  the  Gk.  ft).      See  Duval 
Syr.  Gram.  22,  n.  3,  30. 
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Character  (§  10). 
Settlement  stories  (§  u). 
Towns  and  boundaries  (§  12). 
Genealogies  (§  13). 


of  the  '  land  of  Gad '  (-\\  px)  ;  but  neither 
'   this  nor  the  phrase  '  men  of  Gad  '  in  the  in- 


Name  and  race  (§§  1-3). 
Non-biblical  data  (§  4). 
Land  (§  s/). 
Struggles  (§§  7-9). 

Gad  H3,  [-A.A)1  was  a  name  borne  by  inhabitants 
of  eastern  Palestine.  In  i  S.  13?,  indeed,  we  read 

1.  Name. 

scription  of  Mesha  (line  10)  need  imply  that  Gad  is  a 
geographical  name  like  Ephraim. 

'  Land  of  Gad,'  if  the  text  is  sound,2  is  most  naturally  explained 
on  the  analogy  of  'land  of  Naphtali'  (i  K.  15 20),  'the  land  of 
Zebulun  and  the  land  of  Naphtali '  (Is.  9  i  [8  23]),*  and  the 
recurrent  '  land  of  Israel '  (2  K.  5  2,  etc.),  just  as  '  land  of 
Ataroth'  in  the  inscription  of  Mesha  (I.e.),  doubtless  means  the 
land  controlled  by  Afaroth,  which  'the  king  of  Israel  had 
[rejbuilt  for  himself.' 

Similarly  the  phrase  '  men  of  Gad'  (-|j  erx ;  see  below),  although 
it  might  no  doubt  be  interpreted  on  the  analogy  of  '  men  of  [the 
town]  §RN,'  and  '  men  of  [the  town]  MHRTh  '(lines  i^/.),  and 
of  '  men  of  Jabesh '  (i  S.  11  9),  may  be  explained  just  as  well 
otherwise. 

We  might  compare  '  people  of  Chemosh  '  (jj'ico  Oy)  an4  '  his 
sons '  (Nu.  21  29  II  Jer.  48  46)  and  suppose  that  Moab  was,  in  the 
gth  century,  still  conscious  that  '  Gad '  was  abbreviated  from 
some  such  phrase  as  '  sons  of  Gad  ' 4  (cp  ISSACHAR,  §g  3,  6,  and  see 
below).  It  is  more  probable,  however,  that  we  should  follow  the 
analogy  of  the  frequent  OT  expression  'men  of  Israel  >6(i  S.  136 
etc.). 

Gad  is  therefore,  probably,  a  people,  not  a  district. 
The  name  of  the  district  may  have  been  Gilead,  with 
which  Gad  is  sometimes  confused  (see  next  paragraph, 
and  col.  1580  note  4,  and  cp  GILEAD). 


The  only  question  is  whether  '  Gad '  does  not  represent  an 
original  '  Gilead  '  (cp  v.  da). 

Popular  etymology  as  usual  supplied  the  name  Gad 
with  several  explanations.  According  to  one  version,  it 
contained  a  reference  to  bands  of  freebooters :  in  the 
'blessing'  of  Jacob,  as  we  have  it  (Gen.  49 19), 

Gad — raiders  [g'tifid]  raid  [yegfidennu]  him 

But  he  raids  [yagfitf]  their  rear, 6 

the  people  might  think  of  the  bands  of  Jephthah. 
According  to  another  version  the  accession  of  Gad  to 
the  ranks  of  the  Leah  tribes  was  a  piece  of  '  good 
fortune'  (Gen.  30 n,  J). 

So  RV  rightly,  following  (B  ADE  7  (iv  TI/XJ))-  Holzinger  wisely 
rejects  Ball's  theory  that  we  should  render  '  by  the  help  of  [the 
god]  Gad ' ;  although  the  tribal  name  is  no  doubt  in  fact  de 
pendent  on  the  divine  name  (see  below) :  it  was,  probably,  the 
possibility  of  this  reading  that  led  MT,  Targum  Onkelos,  Aq. 
(^A0ei>  rj  £i<ri«),  Symm.  (^.  TaS)  and  Peshitta  to  read  N3  '  there 
has  come,'8  for  3  'with.' 

The  fact  is,  Gad  bears  the  same  relation  to  Gaddiel 
(Nu.  13io)  that  Dan  does  to  Daniel.  Alongside  of 
Gaddiel,  we  find  the  abbreviated  form  Gaddi  (as  a  Man- 
assite,  in  the  same  list  of  '  spies '  ;  v.  u),  and,  strange  to 
say,  the  still  more  abbreviated  form  Gad  (next  art.).9 
The  gentilic  would  naturally  be  ^3,  'Gaddite.'  The 
Massoretic  form  HJ,  EV  Gadite,  is  doubtless  a  late 
euphemistic  device  (cp  above).  (51  has  preserved  the 
correct  form  (-ya55[e]t  [BXAF] ;  but  ya.8  Deut.  3 15 
[B*AF],  i  Ch.  5  18  [B],  12  8  [A]). 

1  For  the  gentilic  see  below  (§  i). 

2  '  Gad '  and  '  Gilead '  may  be  merely  variants,  the  original 
having  been  simply  '  the  land  of  Gilead.' 

3  On  'land  of  Benjamin'  see  BENJAMIN,  §  i. 

4  13  'J3  !  thirteen  times  in  Nu.,  fifteen  times  in  Josh.  ;  also 
iCh.5n  12  14. 

5  Compare  the  parallel  phrase  'men  of  Judah '  in  2  S.  19  17 
and  other  early  passages  (also  in  the  post -exilic  insertion  i  S.  11 it). 
See  Moore  on  Judg.  7  14. 

6  C.  J.  Ball,  PSBA  17  171  ('95). 

7  ©L  probably  differs  only  apparently  :  evrux^Ka.  K<U  is  doubt 
less  a  miswritten  iv  TU\-Q   (tot,  not  a  rendering  (as   Holzinger 
thinks)  of  '133- 

8  Ber.    rabb.    sect.    71    explains :    fn'rirO  TU1?  Tn^i?  'D  K3 
niDlN  h&,  which,  it  says,  refers  to  Elijah. 

9  Manasseh  is  the  only  other  tribe-name  said  to  have  been 
borne  by  an  individual  in  pre-exilic  times. 
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Other  readings  in  <B  are:  yaS  [L  ;  except  2  K.  1614,  i  Ch. 
5  26,  yaSSi ;  and  2  S.  23  36,  ayrjpei],  yoAaoiSei  [B.  2  S.  23  36  ;  A, 
2  K.  1033],  yt&&iL  [B,  i  Ch.  128,  yaAA«  [Avid.  2  K.  15 17], 

yaSSnv   [N  i  Ch.  12  37],  A,  2  K.  15  4].      Peshifta  has  f^  like 
(Si.,  or  (twice)  1  t^k-*-*- 

In  the  inscription  of  Mesha  (/.  10)  the  expression  used  is 
-]j  tj'N,  '  men  of  Gad  '  (see  above). 

The  evidence,  lacking  in  the  case  of  DAN2  [q. v.  i], 
that  the  tribe-name  was  a  divine  title  is  conclusive 
(see  FORTUNE).  In  Gilead,  indeed,  beyond  the  tribe- 
name  the  worship  of  the  god  Gad  seems  to  have  left  no- 
trace  ;  but  he  was  honoured  in  the  farthest  N.  (BAAL- 
GAD)  and  in  the  S.  (MiGDAL-GAD)  of  West  Palestine 
(see  also  AZGAD),  and,  at  a  later  date,  in  the  central 
highlands  (cp  FORTUNE). 

As  Gad  is  known  to  us  best  as  an  Aramaean  deity  (cp 
Baethgen,  Beitr.  76^.;  but  see  also  We.  Ar.  Heid.W, 

«  «  i  j  146  and  PHOENICIA),  it  is  natural  to  in- 

2.  Connected  • 

...     .  quire  whether  there  is  anything  to  suggest 

Cfl  Aram  1  tha{  the  Gadites  were  Aramaean. 

The  name  of  a  prominent  figure  in  the  East  Palestinian  episode 
in  the  reign  of  David  suggests  that  its  bearer  was  Aramaean  (see 
BARZiLLAi),3  and  later  there  were  others  in  Gilead  who  bore 
the  same  name ;  Gaddiel,  also,  occurs  as  an  Ar.-Ass.  name 
(*?N-n) ;  and,  as  we  shall  see  (§  9),  East  Jordan  came  more  and 
more  under  Aramaean  influence.  Did  the  imperious  Aramaean, 
then,  impose  his  deity  on  the  people  of  Gilead '!  It  is  a  fact  that 
our  earliest  reference  to  East  Palestine  has  nothing  to  say  of 
Gad  :  it  was  '  Gilead '  *  that  abode  beyond  Jordan  (Judg.  5  17), 
and  the  same  peculiarity  is  to  be  noticed  in  the  story  (or  stories) 
of  Jephthah.  Further,  the  genealogical  system  followed  by  J 
and  E  made  Gad  a  son  of  Zilpah,  which  has  been  supposed  to 
be  Aramaean  (see,  however,  ZILPAH). 

That  Gad  was  of  a  stock  somewhat  different  from 
Joseph  is  likely  enough  ;  this  seems  to  be  true  of  its 
'  brother '  tribe  in  the  highlands  of  Galilee  (see  ASHER 

i-  §  i). 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  affinities  of  Asher,  however,  it 
can  hardly  have  been  Aramaean.  The  linking  together  of  the 
two  tribes  may  have  to  be  explained  otherwise.  Asher  and  Gad 
are  deities  of  Good  Fortune.  It  may  be  that  the  grouping  of 
the  tribes  under  a  common  name  is  a  memorial  of  the  worship  of 
those  related  deities  (see  ZILHAH).  The  tribal  name  Manasseh 
is  perhaps  a  parallel  to  this  ;  Siegfried  has  ingeniously  explained 
Manasseh  as  a  memorial  of  the  worship  of  Meni  (Is.  65  n),  a 
deity  akin  to  Gad  (see  MANASSEH).  If  the  Song  of  Deborah 
as  we  have  it  has  been  changed  (as  some  have  argued)  to  suit 
later  views  about  Yahwe,  may  the  objectionable  tribe-names 
Gad  and  Manasseh  have  been  suppressed  (in  Judg.  5  r4  '  Machir' 
apparently  takes  the  place  of  Manasseh)?5  Asher  might  escape 
the  censure  for  some  reason  unknown  to  us.  It  is  at  least  a 
plausible  conjecture,  however,  that  the  explanation  of  the  variety 
of  nomenclature  is  to  be  found  in  the  exceedingly  mixed  char 
acter  of  the  population  of  Gilead. 

When  the  Gileadites  began  to  ask  themselves  whence 
they  came,  they  would  not  unnaturally  think  of  the 
Aramaean  districts  towards  the  north.  The  northern 
Aramaic,  we  know,  was  much  nearer  to  Hebrew  than  it 
became  later  (cp  ARAMAIC,  §  2,  begin.).  There 
were  constant  dealings  with  the  Aramaeans  ;  and  there 
was  no  physical  barrier  to  be  an  obstacle.  In  fact,  one 
of  the  most  important  features  of  the  history  of  Syria  in 
general,  during  the  centuries  that  elapsed  from  the  time 
when  Israel  began  to  become  a  nation  to  the  time  when 
it  finally  lost  its  independence,  is  the  advance  southwards 
of  the  Aramaeans. 

Accordingly  we  find  traditions  of  the  kind  just  suggested.  At 
the  important  sanctuary  (and  fortress)  of  MAHANAIM  8  it  seems 
to  have  been  told  that  the  divine  host,  from  the  alighting  of 
which  the  place  had  received  its  name,  met  the  immigrating 
Jacobites  after  they  had  severed  themselves  from  the  Aramaeans 
(Gen.  32  i/:,  E).  Elsewhere  also  there  were  places  that  did 
honour  to  the  immigrant  Jacob  (see  SUCCOTH,  PENUEL,  and 
especially  RAMOTH-GILEAD). 

1  i  Ch.  5  26  and  12s.  2  Cp  Kuenen,  7%.T5  291. 

3  On  his  son's  name  see  CHIMHAM. 

4  Unless  we  should  read  '  Gad  '  for  Gilead  ;  cp  2  S.  23  36  [B], 
2  K.  10  33  [A].      The  whole  clause  is  commonplace  and  not 
beyond  suspicion  (cp  C.  Niebuhr,  Gesch.  254). 

8  In  the  Chronicler's  list  of  David's  tribe  rulers  (i  Ch.  27  16^) 
Gad  and  Asher  are  selected  for  omission  to  make  way  for  two 
half-Manassehs  and  Levi ;  so,  in  Ezek.  48,  Gad  to  make  room 
for  Levi.  Cp  also  ISSACHAR,  §  3. 

6  Perhaps  'Ajlun  ;  but  it  has  been  suggested  that  there  may 
have  been  more  than  one  trans- Jordanic  Mahanaim.  See 
MAHANAIM. 
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It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  relations 
of  Israel  as  a  political  power  with  Aram  were  unfriendly 
(below,  §  9),  and  the  Jacob-story  is  evidently  influenced 
by  later  events.  We  have  no  more  reason  to  expect 
to  find  a  genuine  tradition  of  the  settlement  of  the 
various  tribes  and  clans  in  Gilead  than  of  settlements 
elsewhere.  Indeed,  everything  in  Gilead  was  so  unstable 
that  memory  would  more  probably  go  back  an  excep 
tionally  short  distance. 

It  was  well  known  that  the  people  living  in  Gilead 
were  of  diverse  origin.  Whether  any  considerable 
__.  ,  element  in  the  population  was  recognised 
_  '  as  being  Amorite  (see  below,  §  n)  or 

11  Rephaite1  we  cannot  tell.  It  is  clear, 
however,  that  people  were  distinctly  conscious  of  a 
Reubenite  strand  (Judg.  5  is/. ).  How  far  the  Reubenites 
were  settled  in  any  one  portion,  or  were  represented  by 
families  here  and  there  (so,  perhaps,  the  writer  of  Nu. 
32 34-38), 2  or  were  nomadic  shepherd  clans,  is  uncertain 
(see  REUBEN)  :  naturally  the  conditions  changed.3 

We  must  turn  now  to  extra-biblical  sources.  Un 
fortunately  we  cannot  hope  for  much  light.  The 
.  _  , .  Egyptian  expeditions  aimed  at  Lebanon 

d^    n  and  the  N- '  which  did  not  naturauy take 

ence.  them  into  Gilead.  It  would  seem,  indeed, 
that  as  early  as  the  time  of  Thotmes  III.  they  were  not 
unacquainted  with  the  country  N.  of  the  Yarmuk,  if 
no.  28  ('A-si-ti-ra-tu)  in  the  Rtnu  list  is  Tell  'Ashtera 
(ASHTAROTH),  and  no.  91  ('O-ta-ra-'a)  is  EDREI  ; 4 
Flinders  Petrie  has  even  conjectured  that  the  same  list 
names  two  places  farther  S. ,  in  'Ajlfm,5  where  also  W.  M. 
Miiller  places  no.  16,  Hamat.  Of  the  inhabitants, 
however,  this  (were  it  certain)  would  tell  nothing.  On 
the  other  hand,  three  or  four  generations  later,  if  letter 
161  of  the  Amarna  collection  tells  us  nothing  more  than 
that  Artamanya  ruler  of  Zir-Basan  (Zi-ri-ba-sa-ni :  a 
trans-Jordanic  place  ?)  professed  readiness  to  be  loyal  to 
the  Egyptian  arms,  another  letter  (KB  6145)  in  the 
same  collection  tells  the  Pharaoh  of  that  time  that  one 
of  his  caravans  (?)  has  been  led  by  the  writer  to  Busruna 
(BOZRAH  ?),  whose  king,  along  with  the  king  of 
Halunni,6  is  accused  by  the  writer  of  letter  142  of  being 
in  league  with  Biridasya,  a  ruler  who  had  handed  over 
Astarti7  (ASHTAROTH)  to  the  SA.GAS.  Habiri,  there 
fore,  if  we  may  identify  SA.GAS  and  Habiri,  were 
already  getting  a  hold  in  the  district  where  a  late  Hebrew 
story  told  of  the  fate  of  Og,  seizing  his  very  city. 
Farther  S. ,  in  Gilead  proper,  of  which  we  hear  nothing, 
they  may  have  been  already  present  in  force.8 

We  should  have  evidence  that  the  condition  of  things 
implied  in  letter  145  was  still  present  in  the  time  of 
Amenhotep  IV.  if  we  could  accept  the  conjecture  of 
Flinders  Petrie  about  the  letter  (no.  n)  in  which  that 
Pharaoh  is  requested  by  a  Babylonian  king  (Burna- 
burias)  to  make  reparation  for  the  plundering  of  a 
caravan,  on  the  ground  that  the  Pharaoh  is  suzerain. 
Petrie  proposes  to  identify  Hinnatuni  in  Kinahhi  (cp 
HANNATHON),  where  the  attack  was  made,  with 
I£anawat  (K.ENATH)  in  Hauran.  However  that  may 
be,  letter  196  (1.  32)  suggests  that  Egyptian  authority 
at  Hinnatuni  was  weak. 

1  It  has  been  conjectured  that  there  may  at  one  time  have 
been  a  people  called  Girshite  settled,  on  both  sides  of  Jordan  (see 
GILEAD,  §  6,  GIRZITES). 

a  The  cities  assigned  to  Reuben  seem  to  form  a  group  sur 
rounded  by  cities  assigned  to  Gad  (see  REUBEN). 

3  Perhaps  the  most  striking  example  is  the  case  of  Heshbon  : 
Amorite  (Nu.  21  25),  Reubenite  (Nu.  8237  Josh.  13  17),  Gadite 
(Josh.  1326  [?]   21  39  =  i  Ch.  6ai  [66]),    Moabite  (Is.  154   I6g 
Jer.  48  2),  Ammonite  (Jer.  49  3).     Cp  §  12. 

4  Flinders  Petrie  conjectures,  further,  that  no.  29  ('A-no-r-po) 
is   the  modern  Rafah  and  no.  30  (Ma-ka-ta)  the  modern  Tell 
Mikdad,  farther  N. 

5  Esh-Shuni  (no.  24  :  'A-ma-Sa-na),   and   Fahil  (PELLA  ;  no. 
33  :  Pa-hu-ra). 

*>  A  name  connected  conjecturally  by  Petrie  with  Golan  and 
the  river  Allan. 

7  Mentioned  also  in  237  21.  ls'(at«)  Ya-bi-si'in  linezS  JABESH? 

8  Cp  Ernst  Trampe,  SyrienvordemEindringenderlsraeliten, 
16  ['98]. 
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By  Seti  I.,  however,  of  dyn.  19,  Egyptian  authority 
was  reasserted  in  Palestine ;  and  in  the  time  of 
Ram(e)ses  II.  it  was  so  far  effective  over  East  Palestine 
that  civilians  could  erect  monuments  with  hieroglyphic 
inscriptions  (the  '  stone  of  Job '  at  esh-Sheikh  Sa'd  :  the 
reff.  are  given  in  col.  1241,  n.  i).  There  is  no  evidence, 
however,  that  his  son  Me[r]neptah  made  his  power  felt 
E.  of  the  Jordan,  and  Egypt  disappeared  below  the 
horizon  for  more  than  two  centuries  (see  below,  §  6). 

Of  the  state  of  things  just  described  we  could  not 
have  guessed  from  what  has  survived  of  the  East 
Palestinian  traditions.  Their  confused 


5.  Character 
of  land. 


and  fragmentary  character  is  an  inevit 


able  consequence,  as  we  have  already 
hinted  (§  2,  end),  of  the  physical  conditions  of  life  in  the 
uplands  E.  of  Jordan. 

No  doubt  it  was  a  goodly  land  to  live  in.  Writers 
have  vied  with  one  another  in  praising  its  well-wooded 
hills  and  valleys  green  with  corn  (cp  GILEAD).  Its 
streams,  too,  call  forth  general  admiration,  the  Yarmuk 
especially,  which  is  as  large  as  the  Jordan  which  it  joins, 
and  which  may  (see  JABBOK)  once  have  played  an 
important  part  in  Hebrew  legend.  There  was  one 
blessing,  however,  that  it  lacked  —  security.  Its 
fi  ,  ..  uplands  were  in  direct  contact  with  the 

*'  eastern  desert.  From  year  to  year, 
from  century  to  century,  from  millennium  to  millennium, 
the  desert  of  North  Arabia  has  driven  its  waves  of 
hungry  nomads  westwards  as  a  devastating  flood.  So 
it  has  been,  and  so  it  must  be  till  some  strong  hand 
intervenes  to  bid  the  flood  hold  back.  It  is  probably 
only  because  the  centre  of  observation  lay  W.  in 
Ephraim  that  we  do  not  hear  more  about  the  endless 
conflicts  with  nomadic  tribes  ;  what  we  read  in  Judg. 
6  ff.  (incursions  of  Midianites) l  owes  its  preservation 
to  its  connection  with  an  Ephraimite  tale.2 

According  to  MT  there  was  a  place  called  Kamon  that 
boasted  of  containing  the  remains  of  one  of  the  ancient  heroes 
(JAIR  ;  see,  however,  CAMON).  The  Chronicler  (i  Ch.  5  iq)  at 
any  rate  preserves  the  names  of  desert  tribes  that  must  have 
contributed,  at  one  time  or  another,  to  the  general  unrest  (see 
HAGAR,  §  2,  ISHMAEL,  §  4  [7]). 

There  was  not  wanting,  however,  another  source  of 
unrest — the  danger  of  invasion  by  other  tribes  settled 
in  the  east.  It  is  true,  invasion  might  come  even  from 
the  west.  In  proof  of  this  see  JEPHTHAH,  §  5,  and  note 
Shishak's  claim  to  have  included  in  the  sweep  of  his 
incursion  trans-Jordanic  cities  such  as  Mahanaim  (no. 
22  :  Ma-ha-n-ma)  and  Penuel 3  (no.  53  :  Pe-nu-'a-ru)  : 
see  SHJSHAK.  These,  however,  were  isolated  events. 
Gad  usually  looked  to  the  west  for  fruits  of  peace. 

What  people  is  referred  to  in  the  stories  of  Jephthah 
and  Jair  is  not  clear  (see  JEPHTHAH,  where  it  is 
suggested  that  the  people  lived  in  Hauran)  ;  but  we 
know  of  three  enemies  that  gave  little  rest. 

(i. )  Whether  the  inroads  of  the  Ammonites  began 
with  the  time  of  Saul  we  do  not  know  certainly.  The 

_  legend    about    the    relationship    of 

7.  From  Ammon.  Ammon   (Moab)   and   Israel  may 

be  late  (see  LOT).  The  measures  taken  by  DAVID 
(§  8,  a)  must  have  given  Gad  some  relief ;  but  there  is  no 
evidence  that  the  relations  with  Ammon  established  by 
him  continued  long  ;  and  it  is  not  clear  what  they  were. 
Winckler  thinks  (GI 1 214)  that  Shobi  (2  S.  1 7  27)  was  a  king  of 
Ammon  appointed  by  David.  Its  king  Ba'sa,  however,  is  men 
tioned  by  Shalmaneser  II.  (COT  1  127)  as  a  vassal  of  Bir'idri  of 
Damascus.  Indeed,  he  seems  to  have  been  an  Aramaean  from 
Beth-rehob  (Wi.  1  214).  Ammon  probably  remained  dependent 
on  Aram  for  long.  Ultimately  the  place  of  Aram  was  taken  by 
Assyria.  Winckler  therefore  suggests  that  the  attacks  on  Gilead, 
also  subject  to  Aram,  complained  of  by  Amos  (113-15)  were 
instigated,  or  at  least  countenanced,  by  Assyria,  just  as 


1  Elsewhere  it  is  suggested  that  Jerubbaal  was  a  Gadite,  and 
the  city  of  Succoth,  which  he  took,  the  frontier-fortress  towards 
the  desert  better  known  as  Salhad  (see  GIDEON). 

2  The   literary   history,   and   therefore   the   meaning,  of  the 
references  to  unfriendly  relations  with  Midian  in  Nu.  22  25  is 
obscure. 

3  On  Jeroboam's  fortification  of  Penuel  see  PENUHL. 
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Nebuchadrezzar  may  have  been  responsible  for  the  raids  that 
are  said  to  have  occurred  in  the  reign  of  Jehoiakim  (2  K.  242). 

(ii. )  We  have  no  means  of  determining  with  certainty 

whether   Moab  or  Gad  arrived  from  the  desert  earlier. 

_      _.   .    In  later  times  there  prevailed  in  Israel  a 

•«£°iw     K    belief  that  it  was  Moab  ;  but  it  has  been 

witn  JYLoaD.  maintained  i  that  Moab  thought  it  was 

Gad  (MI  /.   10  ;  but  see  below,  §  8). 

A  priori,  perhaps,  the  probability  is  in  favour  of  Gad's  being 
the  earlier  (Wi.  GI\  203^  45  f.  )  The  story  of  Eglon,  indeed, 
which  has  been  thought  (Wi.  Gil  zo+f.  48,  n.  i)  to  refer  to  the 
first  arrival  of  Moab,  nowhere  mentions  Gad.  In  its  present 
form,  however,  the  scene  is  laid  W.  of  the  Jordan.2 

Whichever  of  the  tribes  arrived  first,  Winckler's 
argument  that  a  considerable  interval  must  have 
intervened  between  their  arrivals  seems  to  be  valid. 
The  tribes  had  become  too  dissimilar  to  unite.  The 
conflict  of  interests  must  therefore  have  led  to  struggles. 

What  relations  prevailed  in  the  time  of  Saul  we  cannot  say 
definitely  (i  8.1447  is  not  authoritative;  see  SAUL);  but  the 
fact  that,  after  the  disaster  at  Gilboa,  the  royal  seat  was  in 
Gilead  (MAHANAIM  =  'Ajlun?),  could  not  be  indifferent  to  Moab. 
When  we  come  down  to  the  time  of  David  we  seem  to  reach  an 
actual  tradition  of  a  subjugation  of  Moab  (DAVID,  §  8),  which 
must  have  relieved  Gad  of  one  source  of  anxiety.  The  subjuga 
tion  cannot  have  been  as  thorough  as  that  of  Edom  (Wi.  GI 
1206);  but  Gadites  and  other  Israelites  may  at  this  time  have 
settled  north  of  the  Arnon  {MI  1.  10 :  Q^yo)-  At  what  times 
this  quiet  prevailed,  through  Israel's  being  able  to  make  its 
suzerainty  effective,  we  do  not  know.  Omri  and  Ahab  were 
able  to  maintain  the  upper  hand,  by  the  confession  of  Mesha 
himself.3  On  the  story  of  a  punitory  expedition  by  Ahab's 
younger  son  see  JEHORAM  (i) ;  Moab  continued  to  be  a  thorn 
m  the  flesh  to  Gad.  Whether  Moab  was  ever  again  subject  to 
Israel  is  not  clear  (see  JEROBOAM,  2).  That  during  the  reign  of 
the  house  of  Jehu,  Moab  assumed  the  role  played  in  the  days  of 
Gideon  by  Midian,  could  not  be  stated  on  the  authority  of  2  K. 
13  20  ;  it  is  not  for  such  things  that  Amos  threatens  Moab  (Am. 
2  1-3).  On  the  other  hand,  Winckler  argues  somewhat  plausibly 
for  an  intervention  on  the  part  of  Moab  in  the  time  of  turmoil 
that  preceded  the  fall  of  Samaria  (GY12O8/!)  See,  further, 
MOAB. 

(iii. )  On  the  other  side  were  the  Aramaeans.     The 
struggle  with  them  involved  all  North  Israel  (indeed,  at 
times,  South  Israel  also)   and  is  one 


9.  With  Syria, 


aspect  of  its  history  ;  but  the  details 


are  obscure.  On  the  history  of  the  relations  with 
nearer  tribes,  such  as  Maacah,  Geshur,  etc.,  see 
MACHIR.  The  great  historic  struggle  was  with 
Damascus,  which  was  in  the  main  successful  in 
Gilead.  The  writers  who  brought  the  Book  of  Kings 
into  the  shape  in  which  we  read  it 4  knew  nothing  of  the 
horrors  experienced  across  the  Jordan  in  the  bitter 
struggle,  and  did  not  care  to  preserve  a  connected 
account  of  the  contest.5  Omri  may  have  been,  Baasha 
probably  was,  Ahab  certainly  was,  a  vassal  of 
Damascus.  This  in  no  way  interfered  with  Israel's 
relations  towards  Moab.  The  spirit  that  inspired 
the  struggle  with  Benhadad  was  a  desire  to  assert 
independence.  Accordingly  we  need  not  suppose 
that  Gilead  was  detached  from  Ephraim.  Both  were 
attached  to  Damascus  (see  OMRI,  AHAB).  If  it  was  the 
accession  of  Hazael  that  tempted  JEHORAM  (q.v. ,  i) 
to  revolt,  he  paid  the  penalty  with  his  life.6  Whether 
or  not  2  K.  1032  warrants  the  statement  that  from  the 
time  of  Jehu  East  Palestine  belonged  to  Damascus  (so 
Winckler),  it  is  noteworthy  that  in  Shallum,  Menahem 
(PEKAHIAH?)  and  Pekah,  Gilead  apparently  set  revolu 
tionary  kings  on  the  throne  of  North  Israel,  Pekah 

1  G.  H.  B.  Wright,  Was  Israel  ever  in  Egypt*  252  ;  Guthe, 
GVI  46. 

2  On   the   question  of  the  position  of  Seirath  see  SEIRATH. 
Winckler  thinks  that  in  one  version  of  the  story  Eglon  was 
slain  somewhere  on  the  eastern  side.     See  further,  EGLON. 

3  Mesha    claims   to  have   recovered  '  the   land   of  Medeba ' 
{MI  I.  8),  Ataroth  (10),  Nebo  (14),  Jahaz  (19),  and  Horonen  (31). 
For  the  twelve  towns  that  he  rebuilt  see  lines  gf.  \^f.  21  f.  zf>f. 
30. 

4  Israelitish  writers  might  have  had   more   to  tell  us  about 
Gad. 

5  Hence  the  conflicting  theories  as  to  the  identification  of  the 
city  which  was  repeatedly  the  object  of  contention  (see  RAMOTH- 
GILEAD). 

6  The  indignation  against  the  Aramaean  policy  felt  in  Israel 
appears  in  Am.  1  3. 
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receiving  the  active  support  of  Rezin  (because  Menahem 
[or  his  son  ?]  remained  loyal  to  Assyria  ?). 1 

Inhabiting  a    tract  of  country  ever  exposed   to  the 

ravages  of  peoples  of  the  desert  (§  5),  Gad  could  provide 

-,.  a    refuge    for    fugitives    from    the   W. 

V£aracter  (ISHBAAL,  DAVID)  and  rear  a  race  of 

ana  History    darjng    spirits    (MENAHEM>    pEKAHl 

01  people.  SHALLUM)  such  as  those  whose  warlike 
skill  is  praised  in  the  poetical  fragment  preserved  by  the 
Chronicler  (i  Ch.  128) ;  occupying  a  land  fitted  by  nature 
for  the  rearing  of  cattle  (§  4)  it  could  offer  a  home  for  the 
accumulation  of  wealth  (BARZILLAI)  ;  but,  if  the  primi 
tive  society  which  we  may  suppose  to  have  lived  on  in 
such  a  retreat  was  able  to  produce  a  religious  enthusiast 
and  send  him  forth  to  champion  the  old  against  the 
innovations  of  an  Ahab  (on  the  question  of  the  origin  of 
ELIJAH  see  col.  1270,  n.  i),  there  is  at  least  no  evidence 
of  its  ever  having  made  any  contribution  to  the  literature 
of  Israel.'2  It  is  not  so  certain,  however,  that  it  may 
not  have  had  a  contribution  to  make  to  the  development 
of  its  civilisation.  The  very  insecurity  of  life  may  have 
produced  a  greater  willingness  to  submit  to  the  limita 
tions  of  monarchy  than  is  characteristic  of  Ephraim 
(Jephthah,  Saul,  David;  see  Wi.  G/lsin.).  If 
Winckler's  solution 3  of  the  mystery  of  Jabesh-Gilead 
should  be  accepted  (for  a  different  view  see  SAUL)  the 
true  foundation  of  monarchy  in  N.  Israel,  and  con 
sequently  in  all  Israel,  was  really  laid  east  of  Jordan. 

Communication  between  the  trans-Jordanic  lands  and 
the  highlands  of  Ephraim  being  easy  (see  EPHRAIM, 
§  3/--  JORDAN,  §  7),*  the  eastern  tribes,  although  they 
took  no  part  in  the  fight  celebrated  in  Judg.  5,  became 
closely  linked  with  northern  Israel.9  When  at  last 
Ephraim  succumbed  before  the  advance  of  Assyria,  Gad 
shared  or  rather  anticipated  its  fortunes  (see  TIGLATH- 
PILESER).  The  change  thus  produced  was  radical  (see 
AMMON,  §  5/. ,  MOAB,  ISRAEL,  §  32). 

Henceforth  we  hear  of  Gilead  as  a  land  where  Israel 
used  to  dwell  (Mic.  7  14)  and  whither  it  might  return 
(Zech.  10 10),  where  later  there  were  Jews  (i  Mace.  5) 
— but  not  of  Gad :  Gad  was  a  tradition  of  the  past,6 
or  a  dream  of  the  future  (Ezek.  48  Rev.  7  5). 

An  unfortunate  consequence  of  the  failure  of  the 
Eastern  Israelites  to  leave  any  literary  remains  is  that 
we  are  almost  entirely  confined,  for 
our  knowledge  of  them  and  their 


11.  Sanctuaries 

and  theories 
about  settlement. 


traditions,  to  such  hints  as  western 


writers  have  chosen  to  give.  From 
what  has  been  said  (§  5,  begin. )  it  is  obvious  how  little 
we  can  hope  to  learn  of  the  actual  condition  of  things 
east  of  Jordan  from  any  of  the  contributors  to  the 
Hexateuch. 

Most  of  the  legends  about  the  early  settlements  of 
Israel  in  western  Palestine  seem  to  be  connected  with 
some  sanctuary  or  other.  In  the  E.  too  there  were  of 
course  sanctuaries  :  Penuel,  Succoth,  Ramah  of  Gilead 
(its  very  name  shows  its  character  :  see  RAMOTH- 
GILEAD),  Mahanaim  (probably)  ;  see  further,  SHITTIM, 
PISGAH,  NEBO,  BETH-PEOR  (on  Goren  Ha-Atad 
see  ABEL-MIZRAIM),  ZEPHON,  MIZPAH.  We  have 
perhaps  contemporary  testimony  to  such  local 
sanctuaries  in  Hosea  (68  12n[i2];  but  the  text  is 
doubtful  :  see  GILEAD,  2).  There  are  seldom,  how 
ever,  the  clear  local  traditions  that  we  find  in  the  W. 

1  Guthe,  however,  argues  conversely  that  the  Gileadite  kings 
represented  the  anti-Aramaean  party  {GVI 188). 

2  See,  however,  EZEKIEL  i.,  §  i. 

3  In  the  forthcoming  second  vol.  of  his  GI. 

4  On  the  strange  genealogical  linking  of  the  Zilpite  Gad  with 
the  Leah  tribes  see  ZILPAH,  REUBEN. 

6  When  David  succeeded  to  the  Benjamite  kingdom,  therefore, 
his  rule  extended  in  time  across  the  Jordan.  In  the  list  of 
Solomon's  prefects  we  read  (see  ©)  of  one  for  the  land  of  Gilead 
(see  GEBER,  2),  one  at  RAMOTH-GILEAD  (f.v.),  and  one  at 
Mahanaim. 

6  We  can  understand  how  one  of  the  writers  called  P  said 
(Josh.  13  25)  that  Gad  inhabited  half  the  land  of  the  sons  of 
Ammon  (see,  however,  AMMON,  §  3). 
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Probably  the  reason  is  one  we  have  referred  to  already : 
our  literature  was  all  produced  in  the  W.  If  any  old 
tradition  underlies  the  story  of  the  altar  in  Josh.  22, 
it  has  been  quite  obscured.  It  is  even  a  question  on 
which  side  of  the  river  the  altar  is  represented  to  have 
been.  JABESH  [q.v.  ],  which  may  have  been  a  sanctuary, 
and  must  have  been  a  place  of  considerable  influence, 
is  linked  strangely  with  Benjamin  (see  above,  §  10). 

It  would  appear  that  the  writers  of  the  Hexateuch, 
who  regarded  the  eastern  population  as  a  part  of  Israel 
just  as  truly  as  the  western,  were  much  perplexed  to 
account  for  their  not  being  in  '  the  land  of  Israel '  : l 
Ezek.  47 1 8  (Co.  Ezechiel)  seems  to  regard  Jordan 
as  separating  '  the  land  of  Israel '  from  Gilead.  Such 
a  problem  had  its  attractions.  It  is  all  the  more 
necessary  to  be  circumspect  in  dealing  with  the  solutions 
that  were  offered. 

Where  the  writers  formally  give  a  reason  they  agree  in  sug 
gesting  that  the  East-Jordan  tribes  were  (in  some  unexplained 
way)  distinguished  from  the  other  tribes  by  being  pastoral,  and 
that  they  asked  for,  and  received  permission  to  settle  in,  the 
pre-eminently  pastoral  eastern  plateau.  We  need  not  wonder 
at  this  inversion  of  cause  and  effect  :  it  is  inevitable  in  such 
naive  philosophy  of  history.  A  question  that  seems  to  have 
awakened  considerable  interest  was  whether  there  was  in  this 
settlement  beyond  Jordan  any  blame.  The  answer  given 
was  that  it  would  have  been  blameworthy  had  the  tribes  simply 
remained  behind,  but  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  crossed  over 
with  their  brethren  and  then  returned.  According  to  one  ver 
sion,  however,  they  did  this  after  censure  by  Moses  at  their  own 
suggestion  (Nu.  326  16),  whereas  according  to  another  it  was  at 
the  direction  of  Moses  (Dt.  3  18-20). 

A  favourable  view  of  the  conduct  of  the  eastern  tribes 
finds  hearty  expression  in  the  saying  incorporated  in  the 
'  Blessing  of  Moses  '  (Dt.  332o/.). 

The  text  is  uncertain  in  places.  It  may  have  read  somewhat 
as  follows  : — 

Blessed  is  he  that  gives  room  for  Gad. 

[Gad]  has  let  himself  down2  [but]  like  a  lion(ess)  ; 

He  rends  arm  and  crown. 

He  looked  him  out  the  first-fruits  of  the  land, 

For  a  portion  [fit]  for  a  leader  was  there  ; 

But  he  came  [hither]  at  the  people's  head  : 

Yahwe's  righteous  acts  he  wrought 

And  his  ordinances  with  Israel. 

It  might  be  asked  :  Are  we  to  connect  these  stories 
with  other  hints  of  a  movement  eastwards  (see  MACHIR, 
REUBEN),  and  infer  from  them  that  there  was  a  theory 
that  the  Israelites  E.  of  the  Jordan  reached  Gilead  from 
the  Ephraimite  side  ?  It  is  not  very  likely  ; 3  and  if 
there  was  it  was  no  doubt  a  pure  guess.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  degree  of  probability  of  the  story  that  the 
settlement  of  Gad  was  earlier  than  the  entrance  of 
Joseph  into  W.  Palestine  will  be  estimated  variously 
by  different  minds.  It  may  be  asked,  Must  not  the 
tribes  farthest  E.  be  those  that  arrived  last?4  It  is 
not  impossible,  on  the  other  hand,  that  Gad  came  no 
later  than  Joseph,  but  was  content,  or  was  forced,  to 
remain  in  Gilead  while  Joseph  pressed  over. 

The  view  prevailing  among  the  various  writers  who 
have  contributed  to  the  Hexateuch  is  that  Gad  obtained 
possession  of  its  home  E.  of  the  Jordan  by  conquest. 
Every  one  of  the  peoples  whom  Israel  knew  on  the  E. 
of  the  Jordan  is  represented  in  some  story  or  other  as 
unfavourable  to  the  settlement  ;  see  AMMON,  MOAB, 
MIDIAN.  The  most  popular  story,  however,  seems  to 
have  been  that  most  of  the  territory  was  found  in  the 
possession  of  Amorites. 

According  to  J,5  Moses,  after  sending  to  spy  out  Jaazer,  drove 
the  Amorites  out  of  its  towns  (Nu.  21  32)  and  took  them  and 
settled  in  all  the  Amorites'  cities  :  in  Heshbon  and  all  its  towns 
(z>.  25  ;  on  v.  26  see  below).  According  to  E,  Israel  asked  Sihon 
to  allow  them  to  traverse  his  territory  (Nu.  21  21  /.),  and  when 


1  Compare  the  contrast  between  '  land  of  Canaan  '  and  '  land 
of  Gilead  '  in  Josh.  22  9  [P] ;  also  22  n  (end),  whatever  view  of 
the  position  of  the  altar  be  taken. 

2  Taken,  perhaps,  from  the  saying  in  the  Song  of  Deborah 
(Judg.  5  1 7). 

3  Judg.  12  46  could  not  be  cited  in  confirmation  ;  the  text  is 
corrupt.     See  SHIBBOLETH,  and  cp  Bu.  Moore,  ad  loc. 

4  Compare  Winckler,  GI 1 45. 

B  According  to  Stade  a  late  addition. 
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he  refused  defeated  him  at  Jahaz  and  occupied  his  territory 
from  Arnon  to  Jabbok  (21  23-240:). 

There  were  historical  difficulties,  however  :  the  most 
prominent  trans- Jordanic  element  was  Moab  ;  moreover 
Israel  obtained  possession  of  lands  far  N.  of  the 
Heshbon  district. 

A  later  writer,  therefore,  explains  that  the  district  of  Heshbon 
as  far  S.  as  the  Arnon  had  been  won  for  the  Amorites  from 
Moab  (v.  26) ;  and  in  later  documents  it  is  represented  that  the 
northern  portion  was  ruled  by  a  certain  Og  whose  chief  cities 
were  Edrei  and  Ashtaroth  (see  OG). 

That  at  Jahaz  and  about  Edrei  tradition  told  of  great 
battles  once  having  been  fought  near  by  is  not  unlikely. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  story  that  the  fights  were  with 
Amorites1  has  been  variously  estimated.2  What  we 
have  learned  of  the  Amurri  from  the  Amarna  letters 
makes  it  more  plausible  than  it  was  (cp  Wi.  GI  151-54); 
see  SIHON. 

In  contrast  with  the  prevailing  story  that  '  Heshbon  and  all 
the  towns  thereof  (Nu.  21 25,  J),  or  '  Jaazer  and  the  towns 
thereof  (v.  32,  J),  were  taken  from  the  Amorites  by  all  Israel, 
we  find  the  statement  that  [all]  Gilead  was  taken  from  the 
Amorites  by  Machir  3(Nu.  8239-41;  ultimate  source  uncertain). 
On  Josh.  13  25  see  above,  col.  1584,  n.  5. 

The  later  historiographers  had  lost  the  thread  of 
events  in  the  trans -Jordanic  territory,  and  until  (or 
unless)  some  further  sources  of  information  become 
available,  all  we  can  regard  as  certain  is  that  the  popula 
tion  among  which  Gad  and  the  other  clans  and  tribes 
ultimately  reckoned  to  Israel  were  settled,  was  very 
heterogeneous. 

As  has  been  hinted  (§  8),  Winckler  thinks  that  the  earliest 
story  represented  Gad  and  Reuben  as  settled  in  territory  that 
had  been  Midianitish  (cp  GI  148),  not  Moabitish. 

Some  addition  to  our  stock  of  local  traditions  would 
be  obtained  if  we  could  regard  the  mention  of  certain 
places  in  the  stories  of  the  arrival  of  Israel  E.  of  the 
Jordan  as  owing  their  origin  to  traditions  actually  current 
at  those  places.  To  do  so,  however,  seems  somewhat 
precarious.  We  cannot  be  sure,  for  example,  that  there 
was  really  any  place  that  boasted  of  being  the  burial- 
place  of  Moses  ;  Gad  may  have  been  content  to  assign 
the  figure  of  that  hero  to  the  twilight  period  preceding 
the  arrival  of  their  fathers  in  the  home  known  to  history 
(see  MOSES).  On  the  question  of  the  date  of  the  arrival 
of  Gad,  see  above  (§§  u,  8). 

To  attempt  to  assign  to  Gad  a  definite  territory  is 
useless.  The  conflicting  statements  found  in  the  Hexa- 

„    _  .  .     ,  teuch  and  the  references  to  the  same 

12.  Geographical  subject  in  the  historical  books  are> 

details.  in  their  present  form  at  ieastj  the 
work  of  men  who  had  no  real  knowledge  of  the  early 
conditions  E.  of  Jordan. 

According  to  Nu.  32  Reuben  and  Gad  were  impressed  with 
the  desirableness  of  'the  land  of  JAZER  and  the  land  of  Gilead  ' 
(r.  2),  '  the  land  which  Yahwe  smote  before  the  congregation 
of  Israel '  (v.  4)  as  'a  place  (land)  for  cattle,'  and  Gad  and 
Reuben  asked  Moses  and  Eleazar  the  priest  and  the  princes  of 
the  congregation  that  it  should  be  given  to  them ;  v.  3  identifies 
the  land  with  nine  towns:  'Ataroth,  Dibon,  Jazer,  Nimrah, 
Heshbon,  Elealeh,  Sebam,  Nebo,  Beon.'  According  to  v.  33 
(minus  the  interpolation)  Moses  actually  gave  them  '  the 
kingdom  of  Sihon  king  of  the  Amorites  and  the  kingdom  of 
Og  king  of  Bashan  ' ;  an  interpolator  adds  that  they  were  given 
to  Gad,  Reuben,  and  half  Manasseh.  In  zn>.  34-38  we  read 
that  the  nine  towns  asked  for  in  v.  3  were  rebuilt,  the  last  five 
by  REUBEN,  the  first  four  (which  appear  elsewhere,  Is.  15  f. 
Jer.  48,  as  Moabitish)  by  Gad,  who  also  built  four  others : 
AROER,  ATROTH-SHOPHAN  (unknown),  JOGBEHAH  (cp  Judg. 

1  To  suppose  that  there  was  really  at  Ashteroth-Karnaim  a 
local  tradition  of  an  early  Elamitic  invasion  (Gen.  14)  would  be 
unwise  (see  CHEDORLAOMER). 

2  Favourably  by  Wellhausen,  Winckler  and  others,  unfavour 
ably  by  Meyer,  Stade  and  others. 

3  [It  may  be  asked  whether  the  story  of  Machir  who  took 
Gilead  and  dispossessed  the  Amorites  is  not  due  to  a  misunder 
standing  of  an  old  tradition  that  Manassites  possessed  them 
selves  of  the  strong  city  of  Salhad,  both  Machir  and  Gilead 
being  very  possibly  corruptions   of  Salhad.      The   process  of 
corruption  of  names  seems  to  have  begun  very  early,  and  differ- 
:nt  corrupt  fragments  of  the  same  name  were  actually  taken 


sideration. — T.  K.  c.] 
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8  iit),  and  BETH-HARAN  (cp  Josh.  1827),  of  which  the  first 
is  Moabite  elsewhere  (Jer.  48 19).  The  first  of  each  group 
is  claimed  by  Mesha  as  Moabite  (Daibon,  MI  II.  i  28  ;  Aroer, 
/.  26),  and  Ataroth  as  a  conquest,  whilst  Josh.  13  16  f.  assigns 
Aroer,  Daibon,  and  Heshbon  to  Reuben. 

Finally,  an  attempt  is  made  in  the  Hexateuch  to 
delimit  the  territory  given  by  Moses  to  Gad. 

Apparently  it  is  made  to  include  the  whole  of  the  E.  side  of 
the  Jordan  valley,  and  the  uplands  between  Heshbon  and 
RAMATH-MIZPEH  reaching  as  far  E.  as  the  upper  course  of 
the  Jabbok  (Josh.  13  24-28).  See  further  REUBEN,  MANASSEH, 
MACHIR.  According  to  one  of  the  writers  called  P,  Ramoth- 
Gilead,  Mahanaim,  Heshbon,  and  Jaazer  were  Gadite  levitical 
cities  (Josh.  21  38/1). 

For  a  list  of  Moabite  cities  referred  to  in  the  prophetic 
writings,  see  MOAB. 

The  genealogy  of  Gad  in  Gen.  46i6  =  Nu.  26 15  con 
tains  seven  names.1 

Zephon  suggests  the  place-name  ZAPHON  [y.v.];  Haggi  might 

be  the  clan   from  which   came    the   mother   of  Adomjah  (see, 

however,  HAGGITH)  :  David  was  well  re- 

13.  Genealogies,    ceived  E.  of  the  Jordan  when  the  son  of 
Maacah  rebelled  against  him  ;  Shuni  ('3lt5') 

may  be  a  corruption  of  Sharonite  ('jit?  ;  cp  i  Ch.  5  16  ;  MI  I.  13  ; 
see  SHARON);  Ozni  (Nu.)  and  Ezbon  (Gen.)  may  be  merely 
variants ;  '  Eri '  (nj?)  may  be  half  of  '  Aroerhe  '  ('ijnj; ;  Josh. 
1325);2  Arel  may  be  really  Uriel  (cp  JERUBBAAL,  who  was 
perhaps  a  Gadite). 

The  passage  in  which  the  genealogy  in  i  Ch.  5  occurs 
is  plainly  corrupt. 

Possibly  Gad's  genealogy  really  begins  at  v.  13  (see  REUBEN) 
with  a  group  of  seven  names  (one  of  which  is  j;3t?  !)•  7>-  J4 
appears  to  say  that  these  seven  are  sons  of  a  certain  Abihail, 
whose  genealogy  is  then  traced.  Among  the  links  we  find 
Gilead  and  Michael  (both,  it  is  maintained  elsewhere  [ZELO- 
PHEHAD],  corruptions  of  the  same  name — Salhad),3  Jeshishai 
(corrupted  from  Manasseh4),  Jahdp,  Buz-Ahi  (®BA  Ahibuz5; 
see  KEMUEL,  Uz,  and  cp  Am),  Abdiel,  Guni.  All  these  'dwelt 
in  Gilead  in  Bashan;  and  in  her  towns,'  etc.  ;  whether  'Gilead' 
is  the  original  word  is  disputed  (see  ZELOPHEHAD). 

Not  many  personal  names  are  definitely  assigned  to 
Gad. 

The  list  of  eleven  attached  by  the  Chronicler  to  the  poetical 
fragment  referred  to  above  (§  10)  does  not  seem  to  be  of  value. 
In  P's  list  of  '  spies '  we  have  Geuel,  son  of  Machi.  The  omis 
sion  of  a  prince  (x'B'j)  of  Gad  (and  Reuben)  from  P's  list  of 
dividers  of  western  Palestine  in  Nu.  34  17-28,  needs  no  explana 
tion-  H.  W.  H. 

GAD  (13,  §  57  ;  (-&A  [BAL]),  a  seer  (cp  PROPHECY) 
especially  devoted  to  the  interests  of  king  David, 
to  whom  he  gave  warning  of  the  divine  displeasure  at 
the  famous  census,  and  whom  he  afterwards  directed  to 
raise  an  altar  on  a  certain  threshing-floor  (2  S.  24 i-iff.  , 
=  i  Ch.  21 9  ff.\  In  the  description  of  him  as  'the 
prophet  Gad,  David's  seer,'  the  title  'the  prophet' 
seems  to  be  a  later  insertion  (H.  P.  Smith,  following  @L 
and  Ch. ),  derived  from  i  S.  22s  where  'the  prophet' 
Gad  is  represented  as  warning  David  to  seek  a  refuge  in 
Judah  (see  MIZPEH,  3).  The  latter  passage  is,  accord 
ing  to  Budde,  a  late  addition.  In  2  Ch.  29  25  Gad 
appears  as  concerned  in  the  regulation  of  the  musical 
service  in  the  temple,  and  in  i  Ch.  2929  as  a  historian 
(see  Driver,  Introd.  528 f. ,  and  cp  CHRONICLES,  §  6  [i], 
HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  14).  T.  K.  c. 

GAD  (13),  Is.  65 ii  EV"*-,  RV  FORTUNE  (q.v.). 

GADARA  (TA  r<\AAp<\),  Gadarenes,  Mk.  5i  Lk. 
82637,  AV  ;  Mt.  828  (RV).  For  Greek  readings  see 
GEKASENES. 

It  has  been  shown  elsewhere  (GERASENES)  that,  though 
'  Gadarenes '  is  probably  correct  in  Mt.,  the  original  tradition 
spoke  of  '  the  country  of  the  Gerasenes.'  The  vigorous  defence, 
however,  of  the  reading  '  Gadarenes '  by  Keim  (Jesu  von 
Nazara,  2  531)  is  reason  enough  for  devoting  some  space  to  the 

1  The  Book  of  Jubilees  (44  21)  calls  them  eight,  but  the  present 
text  has  only  six  names.  Gad's  wife's  name  is  given  :  Maha. 

3  Compare,  however,  the  Benjamite  name  Iri('-pL'),  also  follow 
ing  Ezbon  in  i  Ch.  7  7  (BENJAMIN,  §  9  ii.  a). 

3  More   strictly   of  Salhad  and   Salecah   respectively.      For 
Michael  Pesh.  reads  '  Machir.'     [In  fact,  -|<3O  itself  might  be  a 
corruption    of    ^D  =  Salhad,   and    V'rvax   of   Zelophehad.— 
T.  K.  c.] 

4  jo  fell  out  after  p. 

5  ©L  omits  Ahi,  and  Pesh.  omits  several  names. 
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famous  city  of  the  Decapolis  called  Gadara  (now  Mkes),  which, 
moreover,  plays  a  certain  part  in  Jewish  history.  Gadara  lies  1 194 
feet  above  sea-level,  near  the  western  edge  of  the  Bashan  plateau, 
4i  miles  from  the  Jordan,  about  midway  between  the  YarmCik 
(Hieromax)  and  the  Wfidy  el-'Arab.  It  was  captured  by 
Antiochus  the  Great  in  his  first  invasion  of  Palestine  in  218  B.C. 
(Polyb.  5  71),  and  again,  after  a  ten  months'  siege,  by  Alexander 
Jannxus  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  3  3,  BJ\.  42).  Under  Jewish  rule  it 
does  not  seem  to  have  flourished  ;  Pompey  restored  it,  after  his 
Syrian  campaign  in  64-63  B.C.  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  4  4,  BJ'\.  7  7),  and 
Augustus  gave  it  to  Herod  in  30  B.C.  (Ant.  xv.  73,  BJ  1.203). 
After  the  death  of  Herod  it  came  under  the  immediate  suzerainty 
of  Rome  (Ant.  xvii.  114,  KJ\\.  63).  At  the  beginning  of  the 
Jewish  war  it  was  laid  waste  by  one  of  the  Jewish  generals  (Jos. 
BJ  ii.  18 1)  ;  but  at  a  later  stage  the  Gadarenes  asked  and  received 
from  Vespasian  a  Roman  garrison  (BJ  iv.  7  3).  Josephus  speaks 
of  it  as  TToAtj  'EAAiji/i's  (Ant.  xvii.  11  4,  BJ  ii.  6  3),  and  /nijTpon-oAif 
TTJS  Trepcu'as  (BJ  iv.  7  3).  That  its  territory  extended  as  far  as  to 
the  sea  of  Galilee  seems  to  be  shown  by  the  frequent  occurrence 
of  the  figure  of  a  ship  on  its  coins,  and  perhaps  also  by  the 
mention  of  a  vav^ia^ia  upon  one  coin. 

Gadara  was  for  several  centuries  the  seat  of  a  bishopric  (Geogr. 
Sac.  S.  Paul.  307  ;  Rel.  Pal.  776).  It  fell  to  ruins  soon  after 
the  Mohammedan  conquest,  and  has  now  been  deserted  for 
centuries,  save  for  a  few  families  of  shepherds,  who  occasionally 
find  a  home  in  its  rock-hewn  tombs.  The  ruins  occupy  a 
narrow  and  high  ridge,  which  projects  from  the  mountains 
of  Gilead.  On  its  northern  side  is  the  deep  valley  of  the 
Hieromax,  now  called  Sheri'at  el-Manadireh ;  on  the  west  is 
the  Jordan  valley  ;  and  on  the  south  is  a  glen  called  Wady 
el-'Arab,  running  parallel  to  the  Hieromax.  The  ruins  crown 
the  ridge,  and  as  it  declines  in  elevation  towards  the  east,  the 
site  is  strong  and  commanding.  The  space  occupied  by  the  city 
is  about  two  miles  in  circuit ;  and  there  are  traces  of  the  ancient 
wall  all  round. 

GADDI  (*13,  §  57,  abbrev.  for  GADDIEL(?); 
r*AA[e]l  [BAL]),  a  Manassite  (Nu.  13  n  [12]).  See 
MACCABEES  i. ,  §  3,  n.  Cp  GAD  i. ,  col.  1579,  end. 

GADDIEL  ('PN'1!^,  '  God  is  Fortune,'  §  31 ;  Hommel, 

very  unhappily,  '  my  grandfather  is  God  '  [A  HT  300]  after  Ar. 
jaddun,  'grandfather';  yovSiT)A  [BAL],  •yoviji.  [F*]),  a  Zebu- 
lunite  (Nu.  13  10  [n]).  Cp.  GAD  i.,  col.  1579,  end. 

GADDIS  (r-AAAlc  [VA],  |-AAAei  [N]).  surname  of 
John  the  Maccabee.  See  MACCABKES  i.,  §  3,  n. 

GADFLY  is  the  plausible  rendering  of  RVms-  for 
Vll?'  ^re?>  Jer-  ^6 20  (EV  DESTRUCTION),  following 
Hitzig,  Graf,  Keil  ;  cp  Chrysostom.  Field's  Hex.  2708. 
Mic.  2 13,  however,  suggests  that  ktres  was  originally 
pnb,  '  an  invader. ' 

The  versions  have  :  a.ir6<rira<riJ.a.  [B"AQ],  iynevrpifiav  [Aq., 
Symm.],  stimulator  [Vg.],  |lAf^  [Pesh.] — i.e.,  'a  host.' 
Schultens  compares  Ar.  karis,  a  species  of  Ciinex.  See  Ges. 
Thes.  add.  in.  T.  K.  C. 

GADI  (H| ;  r(5,AA[e]i  [BL],  reAAei  [Av.  i 
[Avid-  v.  17]),  father  of  Menahem  (2  K.  15 14  17). 

The  analogy  of  '  ben  Jabesh  '  (see  SHALLUM,  i)  in  v.  13  sug 
gests  that  '  Gadj '  expresses  the  local  or  tribal  name  of  Menahem. 
Render  'a  Gadite'  (Klo.);  but  cp  NAMES,  §  57.  T.  K.  C. 

GADITE  (H3H),  Deut.  812.     See  GAD,  §  i. 

GAHAM  (DH3  ;  T&AM  [AD],  rA&M  [L],  [-A.AAMOC 
[Jos.]),  a  Nahorite  clan  (Gen.  2224).  From  its  position 
between  Tebah  (Tubifii)  and  Tahash  (Tehis),  Gaham 
should  be  a  disguise  of  Hamath.  The  loss  of  the  final 
n  is  intelligible,  but  the  prefixed  j  remains  a  riddle. 

T.  K.  C. 

GAHAR  pPI3  ;  r<*&p  [A])'  family  of  NETHINIM  in 
the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA,  ii.  §  9),  Ezra  247  (yaeA  [B], 
yar,p  [L])  =  Neh.  749  (om.  BN,  ya>)A  [L])=i  Esd.  630  (ya>jA 
[L]),  EV  possibly  CATHUA  (g.v.)  or  GEDDUR  (but  cp 
GIDDEL,  i). 

GAI  (N^3,  without  the  article,  therefore  representing 
a  place-name;  r-Aj  [A],  but  peG  [BL] — i.e. ,  03),  the 
spot  to  which  the  men  of  Israel  pursued  the  Philistines 
after  the  death  of  Goliath  (i  S.  1752).  Wellhausen, 
Driver,  Budde,  Klostermann,  and  others  agree  in 
reading  '  Gath  '  for  'Gai.'  Whether  the  verse  is  even 
then  restored  to  its  original  form  is  doubtful  (see  We. 
adloc.}.  Cp  GATH,  SHAARAIM,  i. 

GAIUS  (rAioc  [Ti.  WH]). 

i.  A  Corinthian,  baptized  by  Paul  (i  Cor.  1 14).     In  grateful 
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lonica  ;  the  grounds  of  this  statement  are  unknown.  The  list  of 
the  seventy  disciples  by  pseudo-Dorotheus  contains  a  Gaius,  who 
is  said  to  have  succeeded  Timothy  as  bishop  of  Ephesus.  It  is 
not  worth  while  to  support  this  by  the  theory  that  Rom.  16, 
where  Gaius  is  referred  to,  was  addressed  to  the  Ephesian 
Church. 

2.  A  Gentile  Christian,  who  went  with  Paul  to  Miletus  (Acts 
204).  As  the  Gk.  text  stands,  he  was  of  Derbe  ;  but  this  seems 
inconsistent  with  1829,  where  Gaius  and  Aristarchus  are  repre 
sented  as  both  Macedonians  (the  reading  MaiceSdva — '  Aristarchus 
a  Macedonian  ' — being  very  ill-supported).  Many  scholars  (e.g., 
Salmond,  in  Hastings'  DB  2  8oa)  suppose  two  different  persons  to 
be  referred  to  ;  but  the  two  passages  stand  so  close  together  that 
this  is  improbable.  It  is  necessary  to  read  either  Aepj3ouos  fie 
Ti/*o0eos  (Blass,,  after  Valckenar)  or  jcal  Aep/3.  Ti/x.  (Lachmann). 
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That  Timothy  was  of  Lystra,  is  no  doubt  a  common  opinion  ;  but 
it  is  not  certain  that  /cat  ets  Aiiorpai/  is  not  an  interpretation  (see 
Klass,  and  cp  TIMOTHY). 

3.  Gaius    '  the    beloved  '    (6    ayaTnjTos),     to    whom   3   Jn.    is 
LITER 


RATURE,  §  7.     Of  his  person 

T.  K.  C. 
[AKV]),    i  Mace.  5  9  etc.,  RV 


addressed  ;  cp  EPISTOLARY 
ality  nothing  is  known. 

GALAAD    ( 

GlLEAD  [q.V.  ,    l]. 

GALAL  (^3  ;  rAA&&\  [B],  n*>AHA  [A]). 

1.  A  Levite,  apparently  in  the  line  of  Asaph,  in  the  list  of  inhabit 
ants  of  Jerusalem  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  5  [b],  §  15  [i]  a),  i  Ch.  9  15 
(ya&ep  [L]).     The  name  is,  however,  corrupt,  see  HERESH  and 
cp  MATTANIAH,  2. 

2.  A  Levite  in  the  line  of  Jeduthun  in  list  of  inhabitants  of 
Jerusalem  (EZRA  ii.,  §  5  [b],  §  15  [i]  a),   i  Ch.  9i6  (yaAoA  [L]) 
=  Neh.  11  17  (yaAeA  [Nc.a  mg.  sup.],  yoA«c  [L],  BA  om.). 
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Asia  Minor,  with  the  political  divis; 

A.  HISTORY  OF  GALATIA. 

The    migration    which    left    a    settlement   of   Celts 

_   , ,.  .  islanded   in  Asia  Minor  was  the  last 

-  _  ..  phase  of  a  movement  of  which  the  in- 

0    C.e  ts.       roacjs  into  Italy  (390  B.C.)  and  Greece 

(279  B.C.)  were  episodes  ;  but  its  history  is  known  only 

in  outline. 

In  280  B.C.  the  Celtic  bands  overran  Macedonia,  killing  the 
brave  Ptolemy  Ceraunus  who  rashly  opposed  them  with  inferior 
force.  The  main  horde  under  Brennus  and  Acichorius  pene 
trated  Greece  proper ;  but,  being  repulsed  in  ./Etolia  and  before 
Delphi,  retired  northwards  again,  and  uniting  with  their  brethren 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Byzantium  determined  to  cross  into 
Asia  Minor.  In  this  design  they  succeeded,  being  assisted  by 
Nicomedes  I.  of  Bithynia,  who  concluded  a  treaty  with  the 
seventeen  Celtic  chiefs,  securing  their  aid  against  his  brothers. 

The  invaders  must  have  seized  immediately  at  least 
some  part  of  the  country  known  afterwards  as  Galatia. 
Our  authorities  represent  its  seizure  as  coming  somewhat 
later  ;  but  the  survival  of  the  Celts  as  a  nation  implies 
the  possession  of  some  place  of  deposit  for  their  wives 
and  children  during  those  early  years. 

With  their  settlement  on  the  uplands  of  the  interior  the  Celts 
entered  upon  the  second  stage  of  their  history,  forming  a  true 
robber-state,  from  which  bands  of  marauders  issued  systematic 
ally  to  fall  upon  the  rich  city-territories  of  western  Asia. 
According  to  Livy  (38  16),  the  three  tribes  cast  lots  for  the  region 
in  which  each  plundered  :  this  may  not  be  true  ;  but  certainly  all 
Asia  Minor  within  the  Taurus  was  at  their  mercy  for  the  next 
fifty  years,  and  the  kings  were  fain  to  purchase  partial  immunity 
from  their  raids  by  the  hazardous  device  of  employing  them  as 
mercenaries  in  their  armies  (Polyb.  653  65  ;  Justin,  262). 

A  change  came  with  the  victories  of  the  Pergamene  kings 
(especially  those  of  Attalus  I.  gained  between  240  and  230  B.C. 
The  inscriptions  reveal  several  victories  :  cp  Livy,  38 17,  Attalus 
eos  rex  stepe  fiidit  fugavitqife.  They  are  closely  connected 
with  an  important  chapter  of  Greek  Art).  The  main  result  was 
to  confine  theCelts  within  definite  limits  (Paus.  i.  8  i ;  Strabosey)  : 
henceforth  they  were  restricted  to  Galatia  proper,  and  their 
historical  influence  was  exerted  mainly  indirectly. 

The  Celts  occupied  the  NW.  part  of  the  great  plateau 
constituting  the  interior  of  Asia  Minor  (cp  Holm,  Or. 
Hist. ,  ET,  4  96  f. ).  The  range  having  no  distinctive 
name,  of  which  the  last  member  to  the  W.  is  the 
Mysian  Olympus,  separated  them  from  Bithynia  and 

1  TaAaTi'a  [Ti.  WH1  only  in  Gal.  1 2  i  Cor.  16 1  i  Pet.  1 1  ; 
GALATIANS,  TaAarai  [Ti.  WH]  in  Gal.  3 1 ;  GALATIAN,  raAcmicds 
[Ti.  WH]  in  Acts  16  8  18  23. 
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ions  about  50  A.D.  (after  col.  1592) 

Pontus.  On  the  E.  the  Halys  (Kizil  Irmak},  the 
greatest  river  of  Asia  Minor,  on  the  W.  the  Sangarius 
(Sakaria),  ran  through  deep  gorges  to  the  Black  Sea, 
dividing  the  land  of  the  Celts  into  three  nearly  equal 
portions. 

The  Trocmi  settled  E.  of  the  Halys,  round  Tavium  (Nefez 
Keui) ;  the  Tectosages  between  the  two  rivers,  around  Ancyra 
{Angora)',  the  Tolistobogii  l  W.  of  the  Sangarius  round  Pessinus 
(Bala  Hissar).  The  territory  of  the  three  tribes  formed  a  rough 
rectangle,  extending  about  200  m.  from  E.  to  W.  On  the  S.  lay 
the  Axylon,  or  treeless  steppes  of  Lycaonia,  and  the  plateau  of 
Iconium  (Konia),  in  the  E.  part  of  which  is  the  salt  lake  Tatta. 

The  importance  of  the  Celts  was  due  entirely  to  their 
geographical  situation.  The  three  tribes  held  in  their 
hands  the  old  Royal  Road  from  Ephesus,  by  way  of 
Pessinus,  Ancyra  and  Pteria  (Boghaz  Keui,  near  Tavium), 
to  the  Euphrates  (Rams.  Hist.  Geogr.  of  AM  27  f. ). 

The  alternative  and  more  direct  route  following  '  the  one  easy 
path  that  nature  has  made  between  the  jEgean  coast  and  the 
high  grounds  of  the  plateau'  (i/'.,  and  49),  through  S.  Phrygia 
and  Lycaonia,  was  only  in  the  infancy  of  its  development ;  con 
sequently  the  Greek  cities  of  western  Asia  Minor,  and  those  of 
Syria  and  Cilicia,  were  partially  severed  from  one  another,  so 
that  the  former  escaped  the  blighting  shadow  of  Seleucid  auto 
cracy  (Holm,  op.  cit.  \gtf.). 

Strabo  (567)  gives  a  sketch  of  the  Galatian  political 
organisation. 

Each  tribe  was  divided  into  four  clans  (cp  the  Helvetii,  Caes. 
BG\  12),  ruled  by  a  tetrarch  under  whom  were  a  judge  and  a 
general,  the  latter  with  two  subordinates.  The  general  council 
of  the  twelve  tetrarchies  consisted  of  300  men,  who  met  at  a 
place  called  Drynemetum  \  =  Dryu-neimheidh,  'the  temple  of 
the  oaks'  according  to  Perrot,  Expl.  arch,  tie  la  Galatie,  182, 
who  locates  it  near  Assarli-Kaya,  7  hrs.  SW.  of  Ancyra.  Holder, 
however  [Altkelt.  Sfrachscliatz},  regards  Dry-  as  merely  an 
intensive  prefix,  and  nemeton  as  =  sanctuary.  Cp  Rams,  in 
Bull,  tie  Corr.  Hell.  1898,  p.  234.7:).  This  assembly  was 
principally  a  high  court  of  justice ;  in  other  respects  the  clans 
were  independent.  By  Roman  times  this  old  system  had  quite 
disappeared.  (See  especially  on  this  subject  Ramsay,  Hist. 
Coinni.  on.  Gal.  72^!). 

The  commanding  position  of  the  Galatians  upon  the 
„  old  route,  and  on  the  flank  of  the  new 

.  '  •Kon*^in  onCi  explains  the  necessity  for  the  puni- 
intervention.  dve  expedition  of  the  Roman  consul 

Cn.  Manlixis  Vulso  (189  B.C.,  Livy,  38 12/). 

1  The  form  Tolistobogii  is  usual  in  inscriptions  and  coins  of 
the  Roman  period,  and  is  found  in  early  authorities.  In  early 
inscriptions  the  form  Tolistoagii  is  given. 
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This  broke  their  power,  and  apparently  they  partially  suc 
cumbed  to  Ariarath.es  of  Cappadocia  and  the  rulers  of  Pontus 
(Van  Gelder,  Galat.  res.  257^,  Polyb.  31  13).  Their  losses  on 
this  side  were  balanced,  however,  according  to  Rams.  Stud. 
Bibl.  449  f.,  by  the  conquest  of  the  Lycaonian  tetrarchy,  con 
taining  Iconium  and  thirteen  other  cities  (cp  Pliny,  HN  5  95  and 
Ptol.  v.  4  10  who  calls  it  7rpo<r«iAj)ji/ie'»T),  '  the  added  territory  '). 
This  was  probably  about  160  B.C. 

During  the  latter  part  of  the  second  century  B.C.  the  Galatians 
seem  to  have  been  under  the  ascendancy  of  Pontus  —  that  is  to 
say,  the  Pontic  party  among  the  Galatians  themselves  was 
triumphant.  Then  came  a  national  reaction.  At  any  rate 
the  Romans  in  their  struggle  with  the  Pontic  sultan  found  no 
allies  more  faithful  than  the  Galatians,  and  '  by  the  side  of  the 
command  of  Mithridates  to  murder  the  Italians  went  the 
massacre  of  the  whole  Galatian  nobility  '  (Momms.  Prov.  of  R. 
Emp.  [ET]  1  339).  Only  three  tetrarchs  escaped. 

In  64  B.C.,  when  the  contest  with  Mithridates  was 
ended,  Pompeius  established  over  the  Celts  three 
tetrarchs  (a  misuse  of  the  title,  see  above).  Of  these, 
the  most  successful  and  prominent  was  Deiotarus  of  the 
Tolistobogii,  who  gradually  made  himself  supreme  over 
the  other  two  tribes,  and  after  temporary  eclipse  during 
Caesar's  lifetime  was  finally  recognised  by  the  Romans 
as  king  of  Galatia  (died  in  41  B.C.  ). 

In  39  B.C.,  Amyntas,  formerly  a  secretary  of  King 
Deiotarus,  was  made  king  of  Pisidia  (including  Antioch) 
by  Antonius,  who  between  39  and  36  B.C.  disposed  of 
kingdoms  with  a  high  hand  in  Asia  Minor  (App.  BC 
675).  In  36  B.C.  Amyntas  was  given  in  addition  Galatia 
proper,  with  Isauria,  part  of  Pamphylia,  and  W.  Cilicia, 
as  well  as  the  Lycaonian  plain  intervening  between  his 
Pisidian  and  his  Galatian  domains,  so  that  Iconium 
and  Lystra  were  both  under  his  sway  (Dio  Cass.  4932). 

The  manifest  ability  of  Amyntas  as  an  instrument  of  Roman 
olicy  caused  Augustus  to  confirm  the  Celtic  prince  in  his 
ingdom,  notwithstanding  that  he  had  fought  for  Antonius  at 
Actium.  He  was  also  given  a  free  hand  on  the  non-Roman  part 
of  his  frontiers.  Soon  therefore  he  made  himself  master  of 
Derbe,  which  had  been  seized  by  Antipater  (once  Cicero's  friend  ; 
Ep.  adFam.  1873). 

In  25  B.C.  the  whole  question  of  Roman  policy  in 
central  Asia  Minor  had  to  be  faced  anew,  for  Amyntas 
met  his  death  unexpectedly  in  an  expedition  against  the 
Homonades,  an  independent  tribe  in  Mt.  Taurus. 

The  death  of  Amyntas  threw  the  burden  of  govern 

ing  his  vast   territories  upon   the   Romans  themselves 

_   .    ,  .       (Dio  Cass.  6826).      Marcus   Lollius  was 

'_       .          the  first  governor  of  the  new  province  ; 
a  Province.  ,       - 

but  its  organisation   was  not   completed 

before  20  B.  C.  Pamphylia  was  separated  from  Galatia 
and  put  under  a  governor  of  its  own  (Dio  Cass.  5826). 
Various  dynasts  were  recognised  as  rulers  of  the  parts 
adjacent  on  the  NE.  and  SE.  frontiers  :  Polemon  ruled 
over  Pontus,  whilst  Cilicia  Tracheiotis,  with  eastern 
Lycaonia,  including  Kastabala  and  Kybistra,  the  old 
eleventh  Strategia,1  was  attached  to  the  kingdom  of 
Archelaus  of  Cappadocia  (Strabo,  535  537  ;  App.  B. 
Mithr.  105).  In  course  of  time,  however,  these  parts 
were  absorbed  one  after  another  and  attached  to  Galatia 
Provincia. 

Additions  to  Province. 

5  B.C.  Paphlagonia  (the  district  round  Mt.  Olgassys 
[  Ulgaz  Dagli\  with  the  cities  Gangra  and  Andrapa) 
after  the  death  of  Qeiotarus  brother  of  Castor  (cp 
Rams,  in  Rev.  des  Et.  Gr.,  1894,  p.  251  ;  Reinach, 
Rev.  Numism.  '91,  p.  395). 

2.  B.C.  Amasia  and  Gazelonitis,  together  with  the  domain  of 
Ateporix  (cp  Rams.  Hist.  Conim.  121  f.). 

34/35  A.D.  Komana  Pontica.  This  region  together  with  that  of 
Amasia  is  called  as  a  whole  Pontus  Galaticits 
(Ptol.  v.  63)  as  distinguished  from  Pontus  Pole- 
nioniacus  —  i.e.,  the  part  of  Pontus  governed  by 
King  Polemon. 

41  A.D.  Derbe  and  the  Lycaonian  part  of  the  eleventh 
Strategia  of  Cappadocia  transferred  to  Galatia  by 
Claudius  on  the  restoration  of  Antiochus  IV.  (see 
DERBE). 

63  A.D.  Pontus  Pole»toniacus,  the  kingdom  of  Polemon  II., 
which  retained  its  title  even  after  incorporation 
(Ptol.  v.  64). 

1  The  eleventh  Strategia  dated  probably  from  129  B.C.  (cp 
Justin,  37  1)  ;  it  originally  included  also  Derbe  and  Laranda. 
See  Ramsay,  Hist.  Comtn.  £>\f.  io6_/T 
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The  core  of  the  province  was  constituted  by  the  old 
kingdom  of  Amyntas, — i.e. ,  the  territory  of  the  three 
Celtic  tribes  with  eastern  Phrygia,  Pisidia,  Isauria,  and 
Lycaonia, — so  that  all  the  towns  mentioned  in  Acts  13/'. 
as  visited  by  Paul  (except  those  of  Pamphylia)  belonged 
at  that  time  to  the  Province  Galatia. 

There  is  no  literary  evidence  as  to  the  constitution 
imposed  upon  the  Province,  and  inscriptions  other  than 
epitaphs  are  rare  in  Galatia  (see  Anderson  in  /  Hell. 
Stud.  19S2/). 

The  governor  was  a  legatus  Augusti  pro  prietore — i.e.,  the 
province  was  imperial,  but  there  were  no  legions  within  its 
borders.  Ancyra,  as  being  the  old  home  of  the  Galatian 

kings,  far  exceeding,  then  as  now  (cp  Murray,  Handb.  to  AM 
1 8),  the  other  towns  of  the  province  in  wealth,  was  the  official 
capital.  It  had  been  an  important  city  even  before  the  Celts 
entered  the  country  (JHS  1948).  In  S.  Galatia, 

Antioch  (Colonia  C&sarcia  Antiocheia)  was  a  sort  of  secondary 
capital,  for  it  was  in  this  region  that  the  work  of  Romanisation 
was  specially  active  from  10  B.C.  to  50  A.D.,  as  is  clear  from  the 
number  of  Roman  colonies  founded  by  Augustus  about  6  B.C. 
(besides  Antioch,  Lystra  and  Parlais  in  Lycaonia,  Cremna  in 
Pisidia,  Comama  and  Olbasa  further  W.  Cp  CIL  3,  Suppl.  no. 
6974).  '  These  were  connected  by  a  system  of  roads  which 
radiated  from  Antioch  as  the  military  centre  of  the  whole 
of  southern  Galatia'  (Rams.  Hist.  Geogr.  of  AM  398  f.). 
Under  succeeding  Emperors,  especially  Claudius,  this  policy 
was  continued,  and  several  cities  (e.g. ,  Derbe  and  Iconium)  were 
remodelled  and  renamed  in  Roman  fashion. 

In  a  special  way  the  southern  part  of  the  province 
was  important  in  Paul's  time. 

The  two  main  roads  from  Ephcsus  to  inner  Asia  traversed  it, 
dividing  at  Apameia   in   Phrygia,   the  one   to  go   N.    of  the 
Sultan  Dajrk  through  Laodiceia  Combusta 
4.  Settlement  and  Caesareia  in  Cappadocia  to  the  Euphrates, 
Of  Jews.         tb-6  other  to  go  S.  of  the  range  through  An 
tioch  and   Iconium  and  the  Cilician  Gates. 
To  this  fact  we  must  mainly  attribute  the  presence  of  large 
numbers  of  Jews  in  the  cities  of  this  region  (see  DELUGE,  §  20, 
end).     The  Jewish  colonies,  indeed,  dated  from  the  time  of  the 
Seleucid  kings,  who  established  them  with  special   privileges 
and  citizen  rights  in  their  garrison  towns  in  Asia  Minor  (Jos. 
Ant.  xii.  3  i  and  84.     Cp  vd/xos  rlav  'louSaiW  in  an  inscription 
of  Apameia,  Rams.  Cities  and  Bish.  of  Phrygia,  538,  668.     See 
also  Schiirer,  Hist,   of  Jews,   ET,  ii.  2  252^).     Hence  Paul's 
experiences  in  Acts  13 14  14  i  Gal.  17  417.    Ramsay  has  pointed 
out  that  the  analogy  between  Jewish  ceremonial  and  the  entire 
native  Phrygian  and  Lycaonian  religious  system  would  tend  to 
increase  the  influence  of  the  Jews  (St.  Paul,  141). 

B.  GALATIANS  OF  THE  EPISTLE  AND  ACTS. 

What    remains    of    this   article    is    devoted    to    the 

,    n   i   t.-  question,  Where  were  the  churches  to 

5.  Galatians 


in  NT: 
nomenclature. 


which  the  epistle  to  the  Galatians  was 
sent?1      The    accepted    opinion    has 


been  that  they  were  in  northern  cities 
not  mentioned  in  Acts.  This  opinion  may  conveniently 
be  called  the  '  North  Galatian  theory.'  The  argu 
ments  in  favour  of  it  are  discussed  below  (§§  8-31).  In 
recent  years  (see  §  33)  it  has  been  proposed  by  many 
scholars  to  find  the  churches  in  the  southern  cities 
mentioned  in  Acts — Antioch,  Iconium,  Derbe,  and 
Lystra.  This  opinion  may  conveniently  be  called  the 
'  South  Galatian  theory.'  As  Ramsay  has  said  (Expos. 
'95^'  P-  34)'  'The  central  question  as  to  the  two 
Galatian  theories  ...  is  so  fundamental,  that  it 
affects  almost  every  general  enquiry  whether  in  regard 
to  Acts  as  a  history  and  as  a  literary  composition,  or  in 
regard  to  Paul's  policy  and  character.'2  The  question 
should  not  be  taken  in  too  narrow  a  sense  (Ramsay, 
Hist.  Comm.  9). 

I.  Case  for  South  Galatian  Theory. 

The  official  title  of  the  vast  province  we  have  de 
scribed,  extending  almost  from  sea  to  sea,  was  '  Galatia.' 

This  is  proved  by  Ptolemy's  enumeration  of  FaAaria  side  by  side 
with  the  other  official  titles  of  the  provinces  of  Asia  Minor,  and 
by  Pliny's  definition  of  Galatia  as  extending  S.  to  Pamphylia 
(HN  5 146/7,  attingit  Galatia  Patnphylice  Carbaliant  ft 
Milyas).  It  is  also  clear  from  Tacitus  (Hist.  2  9,  Galatiam  ac 
Pamphyliam  provincias  Calpurnio  Asf>renati  regendas  Galba 
pertniserat  [  =  68/69  A.D.].  Cp  Rams,  in  Stud.  Bibl.  4  21  f.). 

1  The  references  in  i  and  2  Mace,  also  are  dealt  with  below, 
§32- 

2  For  a  different  view,  see  below,  §  8. 
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GALATIA 

Ramsay,  however,  contends  that  the  Greek-speaking 
natives  did  not  habitually  call  the  province  '  Gulatia  '  ; 
they  called  it  the  '  Galatic  Province'  (cp  CIG  3991,  an 
inscription  of  Iconium  which  speaks  of  an  eTrirpoiros 
FaXcm/cjjs  firapxias),  or  else  enumerated  its  parts.  The 
use  of  the  single  term  '  Galatia  '  implied  the  adoption 
of  the  Roman  point  of  view,  in  which  national  distinc 
tions  counted  as  nothing  before  the  imperial  organisa 
tion.  To  this  antithesis  between  the  Roman  and  the 
native  standpoint  is  traced  the  difference  in  phrase  be 
tween  the  Epistles  and  Acts. 

On  the  other  hand,  whilst  it  is  now  admitted  that 
'Galatia'  was  the  official  name  of  the  province,1  it  is 
still  maintained  by  those  who  favour  the  North  Galatian 
theory  that  the  derivative  name  '  Galatians  '  could  not 
be  used  in  addressing  Pisidians  and  Lycaonians  as  it  is 
used  of  the  readers  of  Galatians  in  Gal.  3  i  (see  below, 
§  29).  This  contention,  however,  is  not  convincing. 

By  the  Romans  the  ethnic  derived  from  the  name  of  the  pro 
vince  was  regularly  used  to  denote  the  inhabitants  of  that  pro 
vince,  irrespective  of  internal  national  distinctions.  This  is 
conclusively  proved  by  the  exhaustive  discussion  of  Ramsay 
(Stud.  Bill.  426/!).  On  the  other  hand,  the  national  appella 
tions,  such  as  Phryx  or  Lyca",  were  extra-Roman  and  servile 
(cp  Momms.  in  Hermes,  '84,  p.  33^),  and  in  their  nature  nega 
tive  of  that  unity  which  was  the  imperial  ideal.  No  general 
term  for  the  whole  population  of  the  province  Galatia  other 
than  'Galatians'  was  possible  for  the  Roman  governor  or  for 
the  Roman  historian  (Tac.  Ann.  156,  Pontica  et  Galatarum 
Cappadocumque  auxilid).  The  same  is  true,  also,  of  the 
Roman  Paul.  Indeed  no  other  address  was  possible  in  the  case 
of  men  belonging  to  Roman  colonies  like  Colonia  Lcrsareia 
Antiocheia  (Antioch)  and  Colonia  Julia  t^elix  Gemina  Lystra 
(Lystra),  and  of  semi-Roman  towns  like  Claua  -Iconiuin 
(Iconium)  and  Clatidw-Dcrbe  (Derbe).  So  long  as  we  refuse  to 
think  of  the  four  cities  under  these,  their  Roman  names  in  Paul's 
time,  we  obscure  for  ourselves  their  true  position  within  the 
province,  and  fail  to  grasp  Paul's  own  Roman  character  and 
attitude  towards  the  imperial  system  (Rams.  St.  Paul,  135,  id. 
Was  Christ  born  at  Bethlehem  ?  52). 

This  argument  can  be  met  only  by  adherence  to  the  old  form 
of  the  North  Galatian  theory,  that  the  '  Churches  of  Galatia  ' 
were  the  northern  cities  Ancyra,  Pessinus,  and  Tavium  (Lightf. 
Gal.  20  ;  he  doubtfully  adds  juliopolis,  which,  however,  be 
longed  to  Bithynia)  ;  but  this  view  runs  counter  to  the  fact  that 
the  development  of  the  northern  part  of  the  plateau  resulted 
later,  from  the  transference  of  the  seat  of  government  first  to 
Nicomedeia  and  afterwards  to  Constantinople  (Rams.  hist. 
Geogr.  of  AM,  74  197  242).  It  further  demands  an  erroneous 
interpretation  of  Actsl>>6  1823  (on  these  verses,  see,  however, 
§  9/C  12-14),  otherwise  no  record  can  be  found  in  Acts  of  the 
foundation  of  churches  in  N.  Galatia. 

It  is  a  significant  fact,  however,  that  the  history  of  the  North 
Galatian  theory  shows  a  steady  tendency  to  place  the  scene  of 
the  apostle's  activity  ever  farther  southwards.  Zockler  main 
tains  the  impossibility  of  Ancyra  or  Tavium,  and  restricts  the 
churches  of  Galatia  to  Pessinus  and  the  villages  of  the  Axylon 
(St.  Kr.  '95,  pp.  59,  79).  Others  hold  that  whilst  the  S.  Galatian 
churches  mentioned  in  Acts  are  addressed  in  the  Ep.,  it  includes 
also  foundations,  otherwise  unknown,  in  N.  Galatia.  The  South 
Galatian  theory  is  that  we  have  in  Acts  a  complete  list  and  a 
complete  account  of  the  foundation  of  the  Galatian  churches, 
and  that  Paul  never  travelled  in  any  part  of  Galatia  proper. 

The  attempt  to  restrict  the  application  of  the  name 
'  Galatians  '  (FaXdrat)  to  those  of  Celtic  blood  is  futile, 
as  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  Galatia  proper 
must  have  been  descended  from  the  old  conquered  races, 
—  the  Phrygians  or  the  Cappadocians  together  with, 
in  Paul's  time,  Greeks,  Romans,  and  Jews  (cp,  however, 
below,  §  29,  end).  Especially  in  the  towns  must  this 
have  been  the  case  (Van  Gelder.  Gal.  res). 

It  is  true  that  even  in  the  first  century  A.D.  the  Celtic  element 
retained  its  distinctive  characteristics  (as  late  as  the  4th  cent. 
A.D.,  according  to  Jerome,  the  Celtic  tongue,  a  dialect  resem 
bling  that  of  the  Gallic  Trereri,  was  used  side  by  side  with 
Greek)  ;  yet  no  sound  argument  can  be  based  upon  the  supposed 
correspondence  between  the  characteristics  of  the  Galatian  con 
verts  (Gal.  5  it)f.  1  6)  and  those  charged  against  the  Gauls, 
though  no  doubt  many  passages  may  be  quoted  in  support  of 
such  correspondence  (cp  Meyer-Sieffert,  Brief  an  Gal.1?)  5). 
On  this  'pedantic  analysis'  of  Galatian  character  see  Ramsay, 
Hist.  Comm.  162. 

The   Roman   provincial   title    '  Galatia  '    is  not  used 
in  Acts  ;  but  in  166  we  find  the  phrase  T^V  $>pvyiav  Kal 
rjv    xupav  (EV    'region   of   Galatia'),    and    in 


1  The  untenable  position  that  it  was  not,  first  assumed  by 
Schiirer  in  JPT,  '92,  p.  471,  was  abandoned  in  TLZ,  3Oth 
Sept.  '93,  p.  506. 
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Acts  18  23,  the  phrase  rr\v  Ya\aTiKr)v  xupav  Kal  <t>pvyiai> 
(AV  '  country  of  Galatia,'  RV  '  region  of  Galatia ').  The 
phrases  are  ambiguous,  and  various  explanations  have 
been  proposed  (see  §§  qf.  12-14). 

The  question  as  to  the  precise  significance  of  these  phrases 
must  be  distinguished  from  that  as  to  the  locality  of  the  Galatian 
churches.  The  latter  question  must  be  fought  out  on  the  field 
of  geography  and  history ;  and  the  example  of  Zahn  (kinl. 
1  134)  shows  that  essential  acceptance  of  the  S.  Galaiian  theory 
is  compatible  with  a  desire  to  interpret  the  doubtful  phrases  as 
referring  to  N.  Galatia.  It  is  for  the  North  Galatian  theorists  that 
the  interpretation  of  the  two  expressions  is  of  vital  importance, 
if  they  wish  to  secure  coincidence  between  Acts  and  the  Epistles  ; 
otherwise  they  must  fall  back  upon  a  theory  of  lacunae  which 
turns  the  edge  of  all  criticism  (Rams.  Stud.  Bibl.  4  16). 

The  holders  of  the  accepted  North  Galatian  view 
take  the  term  'Galatic  country'  (FaXcfm-?}  %wpa)  to  be 
6.  Difficulty  of  *!mPly  *  sy?onyn  *™  '  Galatia- 
accepted  view.  Oa^™)- ,*.  Galat,a  proper. 
The  argument  against  this  is  de 
cisive  :  Why,  if  Paul  and  the  writer  of  Acts  both  refer  to 
Galatia  proper,  should  they  differ  so  remarkably  as  to 
the  name,  the  writer  of  Acts  employing  a  circumlocution 
which  stands  alone  among  all  the  references  collected 
from  ancient  authors?1  On  the  other  hand,  the  ad 
jective  'Galatic'  (FaXcm/cis)  is  used  by  Ptolemy  and 
in  the  inscriptions  2  always  in  a  definite  special  sense,  to 
indicate  the  extensions  of  the  original  Galatia.  Paul, 
writing  as  a  Roman  citizen,  and  from  the  Roman  im 
perial  standpoint,  never  uses  any  but  Roman  provincial 
titles3  (coinciding,  of  course,  in  some  cases  with  pre- 
Roman  national  designations),  whilst  the  Greek  writer 
of  Acts  adopts  the  popular  and  colloquial  usage  of  the 
more  educated  classes  ( Rams.  \n  Expos. ,  'g86,  p.  I25/".  = 
Hist.  Comm.  §  23,  p.  314^). 

The  North  Galatian  view  demands  also  that  '  Phrygia  ' 
($>pvylav)  be  a  noun  in  both  passages  ;  but  this  only 
makes  more  pressing  the  question  why  the  simple  term 
'  Galatia  '  was  not  written. 

Lightfoot  (Gal.  22)  correctly  argued  that  the  phrase 
of  Acts  166  (see  §  5,  end)  must  denote  a  single  territory 
to  which  the  two  epithets  Phrygian  and  Galatian  are 
applied — 'it  was,  in  fact,  the  land  originally  inhabited 
by  Phrygians,  but  subsequently  occupied  by  Gauls.' 
For  the  proof  of  this  point  as  a  matter  of  grammar, 
consult  Ramsay  (Church  in  K.  Emp.  486,  St.  Paul, 
210).  The  historical  justification  of  the  phrase,  how 
ever,  given  by  Lightfoot,  though  true,  is  inadmissible 
here,  being  quite  out  of  harmony  with  the  style  of  Acts, 
and  failing  to  explain  why  the  writer  should  have  been 
at  the  pains  to  use  a  cumbrous  expression  that  serves  no 
purpose. 

Accepting   the  unity  of  the  expression  in  Acts  166, 

we  may  take  it  to  be   a    '  general  and  comprehensive 

„      fh  P   1      description  rather  than  as  the  exclusive 

.     ou         a  a'  denomination  of  any  one  particular  dis- 

tian  tneory.    trjct ,  ^  Gifford   in  Expos.  July  '94, 

p.  12).     It  denotes  then  the  borderlands  of  Galatia  and 

Phrygia.4     This  certainly  gives  a  perfectly  intelligible 

route  to  the  apostle,   from  Antioch  northwards   as  far 

perhaps  as  Nakoleia,   where,  being  forbidden  to  cross 

into  Bithynia,  he  turned  westwards  (Acts  167). 

The  route  from  Antioch  to  Nakoleia,  however,  lay  well  within 
the  borders  of  Asian  Phrygia  (since  the  boundaries  of  Asia 
fell  E.  of  Troknades,  Orkistos,  and  Amorion,  according  to 
Ramsay  [Hist.  Geogr.  172]  and  Wadd.  [Pastes,  25]).  The  only 
road  to  which  the  description  '  Phrygian  and  Galatian '  is  really 
applicable  is  the  direct  road  from  Iconium  to  Dorylaion  (Eski 
S/ie/tfr),  the  modern  araba  route  from  Konia  to  Constantinople, 
lying  many  miles  E.  of  that  suggested  by  Giflbrd  (cp  Rams. 

1  See    Holder,  Altkeltischer  Sprachschatz,  s.v.    'Galatia,' 
where  most  of  them  are  given. 

2  'Pontus  Galaticus,'  CIL  3,  Suppl.  6818  ;  '  Phrygia  Galatica ' 
in  Ada  Sanct.  zSth  Sept.,  p.  563,  as  emended  by  Rams,  (in  urbf 
Antiochice   Pisidiee  ex  regionc  Phrvgiee  Galaticte,  where  the 
M  S  has  Galacia:     See  Stud.  Bibl.  4  26).      In  CIG  3991,  raAaTiK^ 
cirapxeia.  is  the  enlarged  province  (date  of  this  inscr.  =  54  A.D.). 

3  So  also,  and  for  the  same  reason,  are  Roman  provincial 
titles  used  in  i  Pot.  1 1,  which  sums  up  all  Asia  Minor  within  the 
Taurus.     See  Rams.  Church  in  K.  Emp.  no  ;  Zahn,  Em/.  1  124. 

4  Lightfoot  seems  to  approximate  to  this  view  in  his  Coloss.P) 
24- 

1594 


GALATIA 

op.  cit.  198).  From  the  supposition  that  Paul  diverged  N.  from 
Iconium,  the  natural  inference  is  that  the  prohibition  to  speak 
in  Asia  was  given  at  Iconium,  or  at  Lystra,  ami  that  Paul  did 
not  go  on  to  Antioch  (though  his  intention  had  been  to  visit 
all  the  churches,  Acts  15  36  :  KO.TO.  TrdAii>  Ttatrav). 

In  the  second  place,  Lightfoot  is  certainly  right  in  his 
remark  ( Coloss.  26  n. )  that  the  boundaries  of  the  pro 
vince  Galatia  were  drawn  with  precision. 

We  must  not  take  our  own  ignorance  of  the  details  of  the 
frontier  line  as  indicating  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  actual  limits 
of  jurisdiction  of  the  various  governors.  Even  though  such  un- 
<  n.iinty  might  obtain  in  particular  districts,  the  question  still 
remains  unanswered,  why  here  alone  the  writer  of  Acts  has 
been  careful  to  insist  upon  the  ambiguity,  if  such  there  was. 

Ramsay  follows  Lightfoot  in  the  translation  of  Acts 
166,  rendering  'the  Phrygo-Gahuic  territory'  (so  RV 
'  the  region  of  Phrygia  and  Galatia,'  as  against  AV 
'  Phrygia  and  the  region  of  Galatia ').  He  differs  from 
him,  however,  in  the  explanation,  holding  that  the 
various  parts  of  the  province  were  to  some  unknown 
extent  distinct,  and  were  termed  x^>Pai-  Regiones.* 
Two  of  these  Kcgiones  were  traversed  by  Paul  in  Acts 
16 1-6  1823 — viz.,  Galatic  Phrygia  and  Galatic  Lycaonia. 

The  '  Phrygia[n]  region '  ("tpuyia  \.  ;  more  fully  '  the  Phrygia[n] 
and  Galatic  region,'  ^  <I>puyia  icai  raAariicj)  \uipa.  as  in  Acts 
\6 6= Phrygia  Galatica)  was  that  part  of  Phrygia  which  be 
longed  to  the  province  Galatia,  containing  the  cities  Antioch 
and  Iconium  (cp  Actsl46;  where  the  E.  boundary  of  the 
Phrygian  part  of  the  province  is  put  between  Iconium  and 
Lystra). 

Just  as  SE.  Phrygia  lay  in  Galatia  Provincia,  whilst  NW. 
Phrygia  lay  in  the  province  of  Asia  (hence  called  'Ao-iai/rj  *pvyta 
by  Galen,  4312),  so  E.  Lycaonia  formed  part  of  the  kingdom  of 
Antiochus  (hence  called  Lycaonia  Antiochiana,  C/Ll0866o), 
whilst  V7.  Lycaonia  lay  in  the  province  Galatia  (and  was  prob 
ably  called  Lycaonia  Calatica :  cp  Ponius  Galaticns).  It  is 
obvious  that  these  two  sections  of  Lycaonia  might  also  be  spoken 
of  respectively  as  the  '  region  of  Antiochus '  ('AirioxeiaiT}  \iapa.  I 
so  Ptol.  v.  6  17)  and  the  'Galatic  region'  (raAarncTj  x<upa  : 
Acts  18  23). 

In  Acts  16  6  the  Phrygo-Galatic  district  is  given  the 
full  name  ;  but  in  Acts  18  23  it  is  simply  called  77  <f>piiyia 
(x&pa.)','2  in  the  latter  passage  the  Lycaono- Galatic 
region,  cf  the  cities  Derbe  and  Lystra  (Acts  146),  is  also 
mentioned,  under  the  title  TaXariK^  x^Pa- 

Ramsay  further  holds  that  Paul  was  '  actually  in  Asia' 
when  the  prohibition  to  preach  reached  him  (Church  in 
J?.  Emp.&  75). 

Ramsay  refuses  therefore  to  understand  the  participle  '  having 
been  forbidden  (icu>Ai>0eVrfs)  as  giving  the  reason  for  the  step 
described  in  the  words  '  they  went  through  the  region  of  Phrygia 
and  Galatia  (SiijASov  .  .  .  xcopcti'),  arguing  that  the  order  of  verbs 
is  also  the  order  in  time  (fb.  89) ;  in  short,  that  AV  '  and  were 
forbidden '  is  correct  (as  though  the  Greek  ran  Si-rjWov  .  .  . 
Koi  eicia\v6r)(Ta.i').  This  is  not  impossible,  though  harsh.  It  is 
noteworthy,  however,  that  in  his  Si.  Paul,  Ramsay  follows 
Lightfoot  (jBibl.  Ess.  237)  in  retaining  the  reading  (SieAdovre?) 
of  the  inferior  MSS,  upon  purely  subjectis'e  grounds3  that  can 
have  no  weight  against  the  authority  of  the  great  MSS.  The 
aorist,  '  they  went  through '  (&ir\\6ov)  must  be  read,  and  the 
participle  '  having  been  prevented  '  (nctuAvOcVres)  gives  the  reason, 
not  so  much  for  the  action  '  they  went  through  .  .  .  region ' 
(SirjASoi'  .  .  .  xwpai'),  as  for  the  suppressed  verb  implied  in  the 
emphasis  put  upon  the  expression  '  the  Phrygia[n]  and  Galatic 
region '  as  opposed  to  '  in  Asia ' — '  they  made  a  tour  of  the 
Phrygo-Galatic  region  (only,  and  confined  themselves  to  that), 
having  been  forbidden,'  etc.'* 

The  point  at  which  the  prohibition  was  received  is  im 
material,  and  is  in  no  wise  indicated,  but  is  most 
naturally  assumed  to  have  been  Antioch. 

In  opposition  to  Ramsay,  who,  on  grounds  never  fully 
explained,  regards  Acts  166-io  as  '  the  most  remarkable, 
the  most  emotional,  and  the  most  instructive  paragraph 

1  An   inscription   given   by   Sterrett,   E/>ig-  Journey,  n.  92, 
mentions    an    tiea.Tovra.p\riv    peyeuivdptov,    or   centurion    of    the 
Regio  in  which  Antioch  lay,  i.e.,  Phrygia  Galatica.     St.  wrongly 
alters   his  copy   to  Aeyeoji/apioi'.      In   Str.   568  ^  'I(raupiit7j,  and 
Ptol.  v.  6  17,  T]  ' \vno\f (.O.VTI,  the  word  \uipa.  is  to  be  supplied. 

2  So  Ramsay,  taking  *pi>yi'a  as  an  adjective.      It  may  be  a 
noun  and  yet  bear  the  same  significance,  for  in  inscriptions  of 
Antioch  the  noun  is  often  used  =  Galatic  Phrygia,  CJL'A,  Suppl. 
63i3  and  6819. 

3  Ramsay,  St.  Paul,  195,  '  The  succession  of  participles  suits 
so  perfectly  the  strange  and  unique  character,  the  hurry,  and  the 
deep-lying  emotion  of  the  passage  .   .  .  the  unusual  emotion  de 
manded  the  unusual  expression.' 

4  The  explanation  given  by  Ask  with  (The  Ep.  to  Gal.  34), 
who  takes  the  participle  predicatively,  '  they  went  through  .  .  . 
forbidden,'  seems  to  amount  to  the  same  thing. 
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in  Acts'  (Church  in  R.  Em  p.  484),  we  must  call  atten 
tion  to  the  hiatus  between  5ir)\0ov  and  fXtJovres. 

All  mention  of  entry  upon  Asian  Phrygia  is  omitted,  together 
with  the  reasons  which  led  to  such  entry  ;  for  it  is  only  by 
anticipation  from  the  subsequent  '  they  assayed  to  go  into 
Buhynia'  that  such  reason  (i.e.,  the  desire  to  evangelize 
liithynia)  can  be  adduced.  Seeing  that  at  the  outset  no  in 
tention  of  opening  up  new  ground  was  expressed  by  Paul  (Acts 
1035;  the  implication  seen  by  Ramsay  in  Acts  16  3  [Church  in 
A'.  Emf>.  75]  is  unjustifiable  in  the  face  of  the  words  TOUS  on-as 
(v  TOIS  TOITOIS  eictiVois),  we  require  some  explanation  of  his  going 
N.  instead  of  retracing  his  steps,  or  descending  to  Attaha,  as 
on  the  first  journey  (Acts  1425).!  (Cp,  however,  below,  §  10  n.) 

Further,  we  must  not  demand  a  too  rigid  parallelism 
in  meaning  between  the  phrases  of  Acts  166  and  1823. 
The  North  Galatian  view  makes  them  mean  precisely  the 
same  thing,  accounting  for  the  difference  in  form  by 
saying  that  the  route  was  reversed  on  the  third  journey  ; 
and  Ramsay,  but  for  different  reasons,  regards  '  Phrygia  ' 
(4>pvyiav)  of  Acts  18  23  as  equivalent  to  the  whole  ex 
pression  '  the  Phrygia[n]  and  Galatic  region  '  (r.  •t/nrvtav 
Kal  raXaTiKyv  x^P0-")  of  Acts  166.  Acts  1823,  how 
ever,  should  rather  be  brought  into  closer  connection 
than  is  usually  the  case  with  the  resumption  of  the  nar 
rative  in  Acts  19 1  after  the  digression  about  Apollos. 
The  word  '  Phrygia'  ($pvyiav)  must  be  taken  in  Acts 
1823  in  the  sense  natural  and  obvious  in  this  passage,  as 
a  noun  (cp  Acts  2 10).  It  here  indicates  the  «0/;-Galatian 
part  of  Phrygia,  the  special  region  thereof  being  particu 
larised  as  '  the  upper  country '  (TO.  dvurepiKa  fJ.^pij  of 
Acts  19 1 )  which,  following  Ramsay  (Church  in  R.  Emp. 
94),  we  explain  as  the  district  traversed  by  the  shorter 
hill-road  by  way  of  Seiblia  and  the  Cayster  Valley.  In 
his  most  recent  utterances  Ramsay  connects  the  intro 
duction  of  Christianity  into  Kumeneia  and  this  region 
with  this  passage  ( Cities  and  Dish,  of  Phrygia,  2502  715; 
cp  Expos.  '95«,  p.  389). 

That  '  Phrygia '  in  Acts  18  23  is  to  be  taken  as  including,  or 
even  solely  signifying,  Asian  Phrygia  is  supported  by  the  para 
phrase  given  by  Asterius,  bishop  of  Amaseia,  in  Pontus,  about 
400  A.D.  — /oieTTJASei/  o\iv  (K  K.opiv8ov  Trpb?  •riji'  riav  II  icrcCiui-  \topav' 
elra.  TTJV  \VKaoviav  KCU  ras  TTJS  4>pvyia«  jroAeis  KaraAa(3uir, 
KaKeldfv  TTfV  '\(7iav  eirKncei^d/iecos,  elm  -ri)i>  MaiccSonai',  (cotros 
liv  •rijsoiicou;iuVT;sSiSao'<caAos(j'W>-.  Gr.,  ed.  Migne,  xl.,  Horn.  8). 
The  traditional  confusion  of  the  Syrian  with  the  Pisidian 
Antioch  does  not  justify  Zahn  (Einl.  1  136)  in  setting  this 
evidence  aside  as  a  mere  false  inference.  The  passage  proves 
that  Asterius  interpreted  '  the  Galatic  region  '  (rt\v  1'aAa-iKrji' 
Xiopa^of  Acts  1823  as  Lycaonia  (against  the  N.  Galatian  hypo 
thesis)  ;  but  it  also  proves  that  he  took  •tpuyt'av  to  signify  the 
country  between  the  Galatic  region  and  Asia  (using  the  latter 
term  in  the  narrower  Byzantine  sense).  A  possible  re 
joinder  might  be  based  upon  the  words  '  confirming  all  the 
disciples,'  in  Acts  1823 — that,  on  the  hypothesis  expressed 
above,  there  could  not  have  been  any  '  disciples '  in  Asian 
Phrygia  at  the  time  of  Paul's  passage  through  that  region.  Yet 
we  must  grant  the  probability  of  the  expansion  of  the  teaching 
from  the  Christian  centres  in  Galatian  Phrygia  and  Lycaonia, 
even  as  from  Ephesus  in  Asia  at  a  later  date.  Paul's  work  would 
be  wrongly  conceived  as  that  of  a  pioneer  simply.  \v.  j.  \y. 

II.    Case  for  Xorth  Galatian  Theory. 
The  following  paragraphs  are  devoted  to  a  statement 
of  the  reasons  which  in  the  view  of  the  writer  compel 
adoption  of  the  North  Galatian  theory. 

i.    General  case  for  North  Galatian  theory. — It  may 

perhaps   conduce   to  a  dispassionate   consideration  of 

TIT     t-v,      these  if  it  is  pointed  out  at  once  that  the 

question  is,  after  all,  not  one  of  first-rate 
Galatian 

moment.        How    comparatively    subor- 
theorv • 

.  J         chnate  in  importance  it   is   is   illustrated 
genera  case.  even  jn  tjle  strange  wav  m  wm'ch  ,t  has 

severed  allies  and  united  opponents.2 

It  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  imagine  that  the 
establishment  of  the  South  Galatian  theory  would  mean 
the  vindication  of  the  thorough  credibility  of  the  whole 

1  So  also  Zahn  (Einl.  1135)  rightly  protests   against  the  in 
variable  but  unjustifiable  assumption  that  Bithynia  was  Paul's 
goal  from  the  moment  ttiat  Asia  was  closed  against  him.     '  Der 
Absicht  aber,  nach  B.  vorzudringen,  wird  erst  in  deni  Moment 
gedacht,  wo  P.  nahe  an  der  Grenze  B.  und  zugleich  an  einem 
Punkt  stand,  wo  eine  andere  Strasse  nach  Mysien  abging.' 

2  Thus    we    find    conservative    theologians    like    Zahn    and 
Zdckler  ranged  on  opposite  sides,  and  similarly  critical  writers 
like    Hausrath  and    Lipsius— Zahn   and    Hausrath   supporting 
the  South,  and  Zockler  and  Lipsius  the  North  Galatian  theory. 
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of  Acts,  or  that  to  prove  the  North  Galatian  theory 
would  be  to  discredit  the  book  entirely.  Only  a  few 
sections  of  Acts  are  involved.  The  rest  of  the  book  has 
to  be  tried  by  other  tests  (ACTS,  §§  2  4-7  12-14  1  CP  also 
such  articles  as  APOLLOS,  BAKJESLS,  CORNELIUS, 
CHRISTIAN,  COMMUNITY,  COUNCIL,  SIMON  MAGUS, 
THEUDAS).  Nor  can  acceptance  of  the  North  Galatian 
theory  be  said  to  cast  a  reflection  on  the  author  of 
Acts  that  is  excessively  grave.  He  has  not  stated 
what  is  untrue  ;  he  has  simply  omitted  to  mention  a 
subject  at  its  proper  place  and  touched  upon  it  very 
slightly  when  he  mentions  it  later — the  subject,  namely, 
of  the  founding  of  the  Galatian  churches.  Much  more 
serious  (to  confine  ourselves  to  Galatia)  is  a  shortcoming 
of  a  different  kind — his  total  failure,  namely,  to  mention 
another  matter  of  which  we  learn  from  the  epistle  to 
the  Galatians.  The  appearance  of  the  Judaizers,  their 
baleful  influence,  and  Paul's  polemic  against  them  con 
stitute  one  of  the  most  important  chapters  in  the  history 
of  early  Christianity,  and  yet  Acts  does  not  mention 
them  at  all.  Still  this  charge  does  not  depend  on  the 
acceptance  of  the  North  Galatian  theory  ;  it  is  quite 
as  serious  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  other.  It  is 
unnecessary,  however,  to  anticipate  here  what  will  have 
to  be  said  later  (see  §  19)  ;  we  proceed  accordingly  to 
lay  down  a  general  basis  for  the  discussion  of  the 
question  which  ought  to  be  treated  as  purely  historical. 

It  is  established  beyond  dispute  that  in  Paul's  time 
the  districts  in  which  are  situated  Derbe,  Lystra, 
Iconium,  and  Antiochia  Pisidia — i.e. ,  the  cities  visited 
by  him  on  what  is  usually  called  his  first  missionary 
journey  (Acts  13 /. ) — belonged  to  Galatia  Provincia 
(see  above,  §  3),  and  that  in  official  usage  the  word 
Galatia  also  included  them.1 

Derbe  and  Lystra  lay  in  that  part  of  Lycaonia  which  had  been 
added  to  the  province  of  Galatia  ;  Iconium  and  Antioch  in  the 
portion  of  Phrygia  -  which  then  belonged  to  the  same  province. 

Thus  it  becomes  in  a  general  way  not  impossible  that 
the  epistle  to  the  Galatians  may  have  been  addressed  to 
the  churches  of  South  or  New  Galatia. 

ii.  Any  churches  in  North  Galatia  ? — The  possibility 
would  be  changed  into  certitude  if  Paul  had  founded 
no  churches  at  all  in  North  Galatia.  In  that  case  Acts 
166  1823,  the  only  places  in  Acts  where  mention  is 
made  of  Galatia,  would  have  to  be  understood  of  South 
Galatia,  for  churches  in  Galatia  are  presupposed  in  1823 
at  least. 

Ramsay,  the  most  recent  and  most  cautious  advocate 

of  this  theory  in  Great  Britain,  at  the  outset,  and  even 

q    Arts.  Ififi  down  to  P-    77  f-  of  the  3rd  ed.   of  his 

•7*      ii^US     i\J  O       f  r  j          «j  ..  r-         .  ,  .        .     .  ,  . 

,  o          c        Church,  identified   the    'cities     traversed 

to  South  by.  Paul  and  Silas  accordinS  to  Acts  ! 6  4/- 
n  i  A-  n  with  the  four  we  have  mentioned — Derbe 
Galatia  ?  ,  .  .  ,  .  , . 

and    Lystra    (already    visited    in    16 1), 

Iconium  (incidentally  mentioned  in  162),  and  Antioch 
(last  named  in  14  21).  On  this  view  he  explained  the 
'And  they  went  through'  (5ir)\dov  5e)  of  166  as  'geo 
graphical  recapitulation  of  the  journey '  through  the 


1  See  especially  Pliny,  HJV \:  42  146  f.;   Ptol.  v.  4  \if.  ;  also 
Pliny,  HN  v.  27 95  ;    Tac.    Ann.  1835   156,   cp   Hist.'lq;    cp 
Ramsay  in  St.  bibl.  et  eccles.  421-39,  and  .£>/.,  '98^,  p.  129^ 
=  Historical  Commentary  on  Galatians,  318-320  (chap.  24). 

2  At  that  time  Iconium  belonged,  more  strictly,  to  Lycaonia. 
Acts  14  6,  however,  seems  to  represent  Lycaonia  as  being  first 
entered  on  the  way  from  Iconium  to  Lystra.     Ramsay,  there 
fore  (Church,  chap.  2  5),  assumes  that  the  author  is  here  following 
the  ancient  popular  usage  in  accordance  with  which  Iconium 
belonged  to  Phrygia  ;  so  in  Xenophon  (Anab.  i.  2  19)  and  even 
down  to  the  second  century  A.D.     According  to  Ramsay  (chap. 
2  3),  Antioch  in  Paul's  time  belonged  to  Phrygia,  and  ought  to 
have  been  called  '  on  the  side  of  Pisidia '  (q  rrpbs  Ilio-iSia),  to 
distinguish  it  from  a  city  of  the  same  name  on  the  Maeander,  on 
the  border  of  Phrygia  and  Caria.     From  this,  he  considers,  came 
the  abbreviation  (Acts  13  14)  '  Pisidian  Antioch  '  ('Ai/ridxeta   ^ 
Ilio-iiia),  whilst  at  a  later  date  the  conception  Pisidia  was  so 
far  extended  that  it  included  Antioch,  and  the  reading  of  D, 
'Antioch   of    Pisidia'   ('Ai/Tiox«a   riijs    Hi<riSia.<;),    came    to   be 
appropriate.    The  non-Galatian  portion  of  Lycaonia  constituted 
the  kingdom  of  king  Antiochus ;   the  non-Galatian  portion  of 
Phrygia  belonged  to  the  province  of  Asia. 
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second  pair  of  these  four  cities,  Iconium  and  Antioch 

that  is  to  say,  through  Galatian  Phrygia. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  an  appendix  to  the  same  book,  p.  xiit, 
he  finds  in  1(3  4  y  only  the  Lycaonian-Galatian  churches,  Derbe 
and  Lystra,  named  in  1(3  i,  together  with  the  Syrian  and  Cilician, 
mentioned  in  1641,  and  no  longer  says  of  106  that  it  recapitulates 
the  journey,  but  that  the  journey  '  is  resumed  from  Lystra ' — 
as  from  the  last  point  which,  according  to  the  narrative,  Paul 
and  Silas  had  reached.  In  agreement  with  this,  in  St.  Paul, 
chap.  8  i  (iSoyC),  he  expressly  controverts  the  interpretation  of 
10  2  according  to  which  Paul  had  already  reached  Iconium  by 
way  of  Lystra. 

In  both  views  of  the  matter,  however,  Ramsay  takes 
'the  Phrygia(n)  and  Galatic  region'  (TT]V  <bpvyiav  Kal 
ra\aTiKT]v  x- )  to  mean  the  regio — i.e. ,  the  portion  of  the 
province  which  by  its  ancient  popular  name  is  Phrygian, 
but  by  its  new  official  designation  is  Galatian.  Thus  he 
takes  '  and  '  (Kal)  as  — sire,  and  '  Phrygia '  as  adjectival, 
just  as  'Galatic'  is.  In  1823,  according  to  Church^, 
chap.  5,  n.  i  (p.  90),  'the  same  territory'  is  intended 
as  in  166;  all  that  we  have  is  a  'variation  in  form' 
(or  'in  order") — 'the  Galatic  region  and  Phrygia' 
(T.  raXartKTji'  x-  taJ  <bpvyiav) — and  this  is  '  correct  and 
excellent,  if  "  Phrygia"  here  is  a  noun.' 

For  further  elucidation  Ramsay  refers  to  p.  93. 
There,  however,  we  find  him  expressing  another  view, 
namely,  that  in  1823  are  included  not  only  Iconium 
and  Antioch  but  also  Derbe  and  Lystra.  '  If  the  writer 
wished  to  carry  out  this  complicated  phraseology  he 
would  have  had  to  say  :  Lycaono-Galatic  and  Phrygo- 
Galatic.  He  avoids  the  difficulty  by  using  the  simple 
phrase  :  the  Galatic  country. '  '  The  Galatic  region  ' 
thus,  according  to  Ramsay,  here  includes  the  Lycaonian 
and  the  Phrygian  portion  of  the  province  of  Galatia. 
This  is  implied,  also,  in  the  expression  immediately 
following  the  words  quoted  above  :  '  after  traversing 
which,  Paul  would  reach  Asian  Phrygia.'  On  this  view, 
accordingly,  'Phrygia'  in  1823  denotes,  not  (as  in  166) 
the  portion  of  Phrygia  belonging  to  the  province  of 
Galatia,  but  that  which  belonged  to  the  province  of  Asia. 

In  the  appendix  (p.  xiit)  Ramsay  expresses  a  third  view 
• — that  in  1823  'Galatic  region'  is  only  'Lycaonia 
Galatica,  whilst  "  Phrygia"  is  Phrygia  Galatica.' J 

Further,  as  regards  the  prohibition  to  preach  in  Asia 
— i.  e. ,  according  to  Ramsay,  in  the  province  of  Asia — 
Ramsay's  former  view  (Church^,  75  ;  also  app.  p.  xiit) 
was  that  Paul  had  already  received  it  in  Antiochia 
Pisidia.  In  the  Expos.,  '95^,  p.  392,  and  in  Church^, 
75,  however,  he  maintains  that  it  came  to  him  only 
after  he  had  already  entered  the  province  of  Asia.  In 
either  view,  however,  this  '  being  prevented'  (Ku\v6evTfs) 
conies  in  point  of  time  after  '  they  went  through '  (5t^\- 
Oov] — what  Ramsay  holds  to  be  linguistically  possible 
(dirjXdov  /cwXi'^eires  =  SiyXBoi'  Kal  fK(a\vd-q<Ta.v  =  Sie\- 
Oovres  €K(j}\v9t]ffav  ;  Church,  chap.  4  ad  fin. ,  p.  89  in 
3rd  and  4th  editions,  in  4th  ed.  also  485  f. ;  St. 
Paul,  chap.  94,  n.  2).  At  the  same  time,  he  declares 
(Expos.  '953,  p.  393,  n.  i  ;  Church^,  486)  his  South 
Galatian  theory  to  be  '  perfectly  consistent  with  taking 
Kti}\v0evT£^  ["being  prevented"]  as  giving  the  reason 
for  5ir)\0oi>  ["went  through"].'  It  is  hard  to  perceive 
how  this  can  be  ;  but,  in  any  case,  as  has  been  noted 
above  (§  7),  Ramsay  has  changed  his  position,  inas 
much  as  now  (Sf.  Paul,  ch.  9i  [p.  195 ./•]),  along  with 
Lightfoot  (Bibl.  Ess.  237  f. ),  he  follows  the  '  inferior 
manuscripts'  (reading  'And  having  traversed  .  .  . 
having  been  forbidden  .  .  .  having  come  over  against 
Mysia,  they  attempted,  etc.';  similarly  AV  ;  dif\66vres 
o^  ...  KW\v0&Tes  .  .  .  {\86vres  Kara  TTJV  Mwrtap 
eireipafov,  etc.).  This  reading  of  TR  '  suits  the  South 
Galatian  theory  admirably '  ;  but  the  reason  he  gives 
for  preferring  it  is  purely  subjective  (see  above,  col. 

1  Similarly  St.  Paul,  chap.  646  (pp.  104,  my.);  Stud.  bibl.  et 
eccles.  4  56 ;  Church(*t,  482  f.  and  90*,  whilst  p.  93,  word  for 
word  agreeing  with  Church*?},  follows  the  second  view.  And 
in  St.  Paul,  chap.  94,  n  i  (p.  210  f.)  ;  Stud.  bibl.  et  eccles.  I.e.  ; 
Church(*},  90*483  ;  Gal.  introd.,  §  iq,  p.  209,  he  holds  'Phrygia  ' 
(Q>pvyiai>)  in  18  23  to  be  an  adjective.  See  below,  §  13.  He 
has  not  changed  his  view  of  166. 
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1595,  n.  3).  Considerations  of  this  kind  do  not  admit 
of  argument  ;  but  it  may  be  said  that  the  MSS  HLP 
which  support  the  reading  have  no  weight. 

With  regard  to  the  correct  reading  'they  went  through, 
.    .    .    being    prevented '    (dirj\6ov  .    .    .    /cwXuWyres),   it 
has  to  be  maintained  that  the  participle 


10.  No ;  to 


must   contain,  if  not   something  ante- 


North  Galatia.  cedem  to  .  they  went .  (S^x0w)t  at 
least  something  synchronous  with  it,  in  no  case  a  thing 
subsequent  to  it,  if  all  the  rules  of  grammar  and  all 
sure  understanding  of  language  are  not  to  be  given  up. 

Synchronism  is  what  is  denoted  by  the  aorist  participle  (for 
example)  in  1  24,  where  it  precedes  the  verb,  and  in  1726,  where 
it  follows  it;1  2835  and  even  2613  must  be  similarly  taken  if 
the  text  is  to  be  accepted  (WH  conjecture  some  primitive 
error,  and  prefer  with  cursives,  Vg.,  etc.,  the  fut.  ao-iraero/xei'Oi). 
In  106,  however,  'being  prevented"  (/ciuAv^eVres)  could  be  con 
ceived  to  refer  to  something  synchronous  with  '  they  went ' 
(fiujAOov)  only  if  Asia  ('Acna)  could  be  taken  to  denote  the  same 
country  as  '  the  Phrygia(n)  and  Galatic  region '  (^  4>puyia  «ai 
raAoTiKT)  xaipa).  In  point  of  fact,  however,  only  Phrygia 
can  be  taken  to  mean  a  portion  of  Asia,  and  that  only  in  one 
case — viz.,  when  'Asia'  is  understood  as  meaning  the  entire 
province  of  that  name  ;  yet  Galatia,  whether  taken  as  desig 
nating  a  district  of  country  or  as  the  name  of  a  province,  is 
in  any  case  distinct  from  Asia. 

Thus  '  being  prevented  '  (Kw\vOtvres)  must  be  held 
to  have  been  antecedent  to  'they  went'  (5iTJ\6ov). 
Again,  as  Ramsay  himself  assumes,  the  prohibition 
to  preach  in  Asia  cannot  naturally  be  supposed  to 
have  been  made  until  Paul  had  entered  Asia,  or  (at 
least)  was  on  the  point  of  doing  so.  From  Lystra, 
where  we  left  him  (IGzf-s]},  it  is  impossible  to  pass 
directly  into  Asia  (the  nearest  portion  of  which  would 
be  Asian  Phrygia)  ;  Asia  could  be  entered  only  after 
traversing  Galatian  Phrygia  (Iconium  and  Antioch). 
This  region,  accordingly,  must  have  been  passed 
through  before  the  occurrence  of  the  '  preventing ' 
(KuXiifffOai).  Now,  if  a  journey  through  this  same 
Galatian  Phrygia  (as  Ramsay  understands  the  geo 
graphical  name)  is  indicated  in  the  text  as  having 
followed  the  'preventing,'  the  journey  in  question  can 
only  have  consisted  in  a  renewed  visit  to  the  churches 
which  had  just  been  left.  If  this  were  what  the  author 
really  meant,  he  would  expose  himself  to  a  charge  of 
very  great  carelessness  for  not  having  been  more  ex 
plicit  ;  but  if  he  did  not  know  that  a  return  was  involved, 
an  accusation  of  geographical  confusion  would  become 
inevitable.  Moreover,  it  would  be  contrary  to  the 
whole  practice  of  Paul  (see  e.g. ,  IB?/.),  because  he 
had  been  prohibited  from  preaching  in  a  given  district, 
to  give  up  all  search  for  a  new  field  for  his  activities, 
and  consent  to  have  his  mission  brought  to  a  stand  in 
a  country  which  he  had  just  left  as  being  already  suffi 
ciently  provided  for.'-* 

Thus,  we  must  take '  the  Phrygia(n)  and  Galatic  region ' 
(TTJV  $pvytcu>  xal  Ya\a,TiKT)v  xwpa^)  to  mean  something 

1  So  also  in  Gal.  3  19,  where  Ramsay  (Ex£.,  "98^,  p.  333  f.= 
Gal.  381  [ch.  38])  wrongly  takes  Siarayeis  Si'  ayye'Awi/,  '  ordained 
through  angels,'  as  something  following  6  I/O/AOS  TrpcxreTt'Or] — 
'  the  law  was  added ' — in  point  of  time. 

2  This   improbable   supposition   seems  to  be    the   inevitable 
result  even  of  the   attempt  made  above   in  §  7.     If  the  pro 
hibition  to  preach  in  Asia  (Acts  166)  constitutes  the   reason, 
not  for   the  journey  of  Paul  and   Silas  through   the  Galatian 

>ortion  of  Phrygia  (and  thus  through  Iconium  and  Antiochia 
?isidia),  but  for  a  fact  which  the  reader  is  left  to  infer  from 


wnicn  according  to  §  7  they  nau  already  reacnea,  or  tney 
must  have  retraced  their  steps.  Moreover,  we  fail  to  find 
that  any  such  additional  fact  is  suggested  by  the  simple 
statement  '  And  they  went  through,'  etc.  (SirjAOoi'  8e,  K.T.A.), 
or  that  when  supplied  it  harmonises  with  the  subsequent 
context.  According  to  v.  7  Paul  and  Silas  did  not  confine 
themselves  to  the  Phrj-go  -  Galatian  territory,  but  advanced 
farther  to  the  N.  Thus  in  very  deed  we  have  a  '  hiatus ' ; — 
not,  however,  between  'they  went  through'  (8i.rj\9oi>,  v.  6)  and 
'  [Then]  they  went '  (eA0o»<T«s,  v.  7),  two  expressions  which,  on 
the  view  we  are  about  to  develop,  hang  excellently  well  to- 


11.  Paul's  route 
to  North 
Galatia. 

easily    enough    i 
names     occur     ir 


soon  as  the  supplement  is  taken  away. 


1599 


GALATIA 

else  than  Galatian  Phrygia  (or  otherwise  Galatian 
Lycaonia).  In  that  case,  however,  the  only  remaining 
alternative  is  to  take  '  Galatic  region '  as  meaning  Old 
Galatia.  '  Phrygia '  can  then  be  that  portion  of  Galatian 
Phrygia  which — if  we  assume  the  prohibition  to  preach 
in  Asia  to  have  been  received  in  Galatian  Phrygia — 
Paul  and  Silas  had  not  yet  traversed,  but  had  to  tra 
verse  in  order  to  reach  North  Galatia  :  or  it  can  be 
Asian  Phrygia,  if  they  thought  they  could  reach  North 
Galatia  by  this  route  more  easily,  or  if  they  had  already 
entered  Asian  Phrygia  before  the  prohibition  came. 
That  this  last  is  what  had  actually  occurred  is  now 
assumed,  as  already  mentioned,  by  Ramsay  himself; 
and  that  it  was  only  the  preaching  in  Asia  that  was 
interdicted,  not  the  travelling  through  it,  is  excellently 
argued  by  himself  from  the  fact  that  in  167,  at  Bithynia, 
mention  of  the  prohibition  to  travel  through  it  is  ex 
pressly  added. 

It  is  objected  that  North  Galatia  is  very  difficult  of 
access  to  travellers.  Broadly,  however,  this  cannot  be 

which  are  shown  in  Ramsay's  own 
map.1  That  Judaizers  in  particular 
were  able  to  find  their  way  thither 
5  shown  by  the  fact  that  Jewish 
as  many  as  five  inscriptions  of 
Old  [North]  Galatia  ( CIG  3  4045  4074  4088  4092  ;  add 
4087  with  Ramsay,  Gal. ,  introd. ,  §  15,  p.  169,  and 
REJ  lO??  ['85]).  The  only  point  for  consideration 
is  as  to  whether  Paul  and  Silas  could  have  found  a 
tolerable  route  into  North  Galatia  from  their  last  halt 
ing-place  before  166.  If,  as  Ramsay  will  have  it,  this 
halting -place  was  Antiochia  Pisidia,  the  direct  route 
northwards  lay  over  the  Sultan  Dagh.  If  this  range 
could  not  be  crossed,  it  was  possible  to  go  round  it, 
either  eastward  through  Galatian  Phrygia  or  westward 
through  Asian  Phrygia.  The  only  remaining  geographi 
cal  difficulty  is  as  to  how  they  could  subsequently  get 
out  of  North  Galatia  Kara  TTJV  ~M.v<riai>  (167).  Whether 
we  take  this  to  mean  '  over  against  Mysia  '  (cp  27?),  or 
•in  the  neighbourhood  of  Mysia,'  is  immaterial;  in 
either  case,  a  point  is  intended  from  which  it  would  be 
possible  to  go  to  Bithynia  also.  Such  a  point  is  best 
found  in  Asian  Phrygia. 

Although  North  Galatia  is  the  last  region  mentioned  as  tra 
versed  before  16  7,  we  are  not  precluded  from  supposing  that,  after 
passing  through  some  part  of  Phrygia  into  North  Galatia,  Paul 
and  Silas  actually  made  their  way  from  North  Galatia  into  the 
northern  part  of  Asian  Phrygia.  Ramsay  assumes  that  the 
iourney  from  166  to  167  must  have  been  due  N.  through  Asian 
Phrygia.  Thus,  North  Galatia  would  be  excluded  because 
not  named.  This  assumption,  however,  is  not  compelled  by  the 
text.  Even  on  Ramsay's  interpretation  of  166  as  referring  to 
Galatian  Phrygia,  the  journey  through  one  district  is  omitted  in 
Acts — that,  namely,  through  Asian  Phrygia — unless  '  being  pre 
vented  '  ((ooAuSeVres)  is  to  be  taken  as  subsequent  to  '  they  went ' 
(Sirj\0ov).  At  this  point,  in  fact,  the  narrative  is  curt  ;  and 
assuredly  it  admits  of  being  filled  up  in  the  sense  indicated  above 
quite  as  readily  as  in  that  advocated  by  Ramsay. 

In  1823  the  text  is  explicit  in  favour  of  the  assumption 
that  Paul's  route  was  directed  to  North  Galatia  and  lay 
through  Cappadocia,  in  other  words,  somewhat  as 
follows  : — via  Arabissos,  Kokussos,  Arasaxa,  Matiane, 
Archelais,  Parnassos,  and  then  Ancyra,  Germa, 
Pessinus. 

Had  Paul  gone  through  Cilicia  to  South  Galatia,  he  would 
certainly  have  strengthened  the  Cilician  churches  also  ;  and  this 
would  have  been  mentioned,  as  in  1541,  all  the  more  because  in 
1823  stress  is  laid  upon  'in  order'  (icafJffTJs).  That  is  further  a 
reason  why  we  should  not  think  of  this  third  journey  (if  North 

1  The  only  route  by  which  Ephesus,  it  may  be  remarked,  can 
be  reached  from  Ancyra,  the  capital  of  Old  [North]  Galuti.i,  is  a 
circuitous  route,  leading  first  to  the  north-westward  almost  as 
far  as  to  the  Black  Sea  (crossing  the  river  Sangarius,  N  E  of 
Nic^ea  in  Bithynia)  and  then  turning  southward  to  Kotiaion  ; 
and  yet  (Ramsay,  A'.r/.,  '98*,  p.  413 -Gal.  254  [chap.  (>]) between 
the  two  cities  there  was  such  '  abundant  (or  '  easy ')  com 
munication '  as  'leaves  it,"  in  Ramsay's  opinion,  'unexplained 
why  Paul's  news  [of  the  Galatians'  change  of  attitude  referred 
to  in  Gal.  16]  was  so  sudden  and  so  completely  disastrous,'  even 
if  one  '  places  Galatians  as  early  as  possible  in  the  Ephesian 
residence '  of  Paul. 
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Galatia  is  regarded  as  its  goal)  as  having,  nevertheless,  been 
taken  (as  the  second  had  been)  through  Cilicia  and  South 
Galatia  (cp  §  17).  In  that  case,  moreover,  the  idea  conveyed 
by  '  Galatic  region  '  (raAart/oj  \uipa.)  would  become  unclear. 

According  to  what  has  just  been  said,  the  Phrygia  of 
1823  will  be  not  the  Galatian  but  the  Asian  Phrygia, 
as  the  route  from  N.  Galatia  to  Ephesus  (19 1)  lay 
through  the  latter,  not  through  the  former  (see  above, 
§  ii,  note,  and  §  7,  end).  In  166  also  we  must  under 
stand  the  Asian  Phrygia,  not  the  Galatian,  a  question 
which  up  to  this  point  of  the  enquiry  has  been  left  open 
(cp,  further,  §  15,  end).  The  successive  journeys, 

then,  are  to  be  figured  thus  :  according  to  166,  Paul 
had  already  come  from  South  Galatia  westwards 
as  far  as  to  Asia  (for  what  we  are  to  understand, 
more  exactly,  by  this,  see  below,  §§  14/1 ),  or  at 
least  to  the  neighbourhood  of  Asia ;  then,  in  con 
sequence  of  the  prohibition  to  preach  there,  he  directed 
his  steps  in  a  north-easterly  direction,  and  reached 
North  [Old]  Galatia  through  Asian  Phrygia. 

If  it  be  felt,  with  Ramsay,  that  North  Galatia  had  too  unim 
portant  a  place  in  the  movement  of  the  world  to  deserve  to  be 
chosen  by  Paul  as  a  mission  field,  it  always  remains  open  to  us 
to  suppose  his  objective  to  have  been  East  Bithynia,  that  he 
tarried  in  North  Galatia  on  the  way  only  on  account  of  illness, 
and  that  as  soon  as  he  had  recovered  sufficiently  he  made  for 
West  Bithynia. 

According  to  1823,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  do  not 
neglect  the  changed  order  of  the  words,  he  travelled 
from  the  E.  through  Cappadocia  into  North  Galatia  in 
the  first  instance,  and  afterwards  into  Asian  Phrygia 
and  thence  to  Ephesus. 

Linguistically   also  the   North  Galatian   theory  thus 

offers  three  great  advantages.      First,  it  enables  us   to 

12.  Linguistic     in!erpret   'Galatic  region '  (FaXcm^ 

advantages  of    ****)  m  b°ih  Pas,sages  consistently  ; 

North  Galatian  so  al"°   ' l  hrygia    <*W«):  whilst, 

theorv  according  to   Ramsay  s    second    view 

(referred   to   above  ;    see  §    9),    both 

expressions  and,  according  to  his  third  view,    '  Galatic 

region,'  have  to  be  taken  in  1823  in  a  sense  different 

from  that  which  they  bear  in  166.      Secondly,  it  does 

justice  to  the  changed  order  in  which  the  words  occur, 

which   Ramsay    certainly    does   not.       Lastly,    on    this 

view   the  association  of  the   two    geographical   names 

becomes  correct,  whilst  in  1823  alike  according  to  the 

second  and  according  to  the  third  view  of  Ramsay,  we 

have  the  anomaly  that  the  first  member  of  the  pair  is 

designated   by  the  name  of   the  province  of  which    it 

forms  a  part,  whilst  the  second   is   designated    by   its 

own  special  name  without  any  indication  of  the  province 

to  which  it  belongs. 

On  Ramsay's  second  interpretation,  according  to  which  the 
two  districts  belong  to  separate  provinces,  uniformity  would 
have  demanded  that  both  provinces  should  be  named  —  the 
Galatic  and  the  Asian  region  (though,  indeed,  this  would  not 
tell  which  region  of  each  of  the  provinces  is  intended).  The 
confusion  of  the  text  of  Acts  1823  would  be  the  more  incredible 
because  the  second  member  would  denote  the  Phrygian  region 
without  more  precise  designation,  whilst  the  firs:  member  also 
contains,  as  Ramsay  holds,  a  Phrygian  region— namely,  that 
belonging  to  the  province  of  Galatia. 

According  to  Ramsay's  third  view  both  members  belong  to  the 
same  province— Galatia.  On  that  hypothesis  it  becomes  all  the 
more  inconceivable  that  the  first  member  (Galatian  Lycaonia) 
should  be  called  simply  'the  Galatian  region,'  as  if  the  second 
(Galatian  Phrygia)  were  not  equally  a  Galatian  region.  As  on 
Ramsay's  second  view  we  should  have  expected  to  read  '  the 
Galatian  and  the  Asian  region,'  so,  on  his  third,  uniformity 
would  demand  '  the  Lycaonian  and  the  Phrygian  region ' 
(supply,  '  of  the  province  of  Galatia  '). 

Ramsay  now  says  (St.  Paul,  chap.  646)  that  in 
Lycaonia  'Galatic  region'  (raXaTt/cij  X^Pa)  without 
qualification  was  a  current  expression  used  to  distin 
guish  the  Galatian  Lycaonia  from  that  region  of 
Lycaonia  which  belonged  to  king  Antiochus.  If  this 
be  so,  we  have  in  this  member  of  the  phrase  not  an 
official  but  a  quite  local  expression.  How,  then,  could 
any  writer  have  coupled  with  this  as  a  second  member, 
by  the  use  of  a  common  article,  another  expression 
which  has  no  local  usage  to  justify  it  ? 

Who    could    be   expected    to   understand  even  this    second 
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I  expression  correctly  ?  According  to  Ramsay— Si.  Paul  repre 
sents  his  third  view — only  Galatian  Phrygia  is  intended  ;  but 

i  the  author  says  'Phrygia'  without  qualification.  Mort.,,,r, 
who  could  be  expected  to  understand  the  first  expression?  In 
Phrygia  also  one  could  equally  well  use  the  phrase  '  Galatic 
region  '  (1'aAa.Tiio)  \u>pa.),  without  qualification,  to  distinguish 
Galatian  Phrygia  from  Asian  Phrygia.  In  fact,  Ramsay  himself 
(C/nircM*),  4827^)  adds  :  '  When  persons  at  a  distance  dis 
tinguished  the  two  parts  [viz.,  of  Lycaonia],  they  of  course  sub 
stituted  ['  Lycaonia']  AVKOLOVIO.  for  ['region  ']  x<apa,  designating 
them  as  Lycaonia  Antiochiana  and  Lycaonia  Galatica.'  This  is 
exactly  what  the  author  of  Acts  does  not  do. 

In  a  word,  we  have  here  three  pieces  of  carelessness 
which  Ramsay  ought  not  to  have  attributed  to  an 
author  whom  he  ranks  as  a  historian  with  Thucydides 
(Sf.  Paul,  p.  3  f. ).  On  the  North  Galatian  theory  the 
meaning  of  '  Galatic  region  '  (TaXariKr)  x^Pa)  is  c'ear 
without  any  knowledge  of  local  phraseology. 

Ramsay  (Churc  h,  79-81,  gof,  Exp.,  '98^,  pp.  126-128 
=  Gal.  314-316  [chap.  23])  maintains  that  for  North 

13   In  suite    Galatia  the  form  '  Galatia  '  (FaAcm'a)  is 

•  ,  T»  \         A.  always  used,   and  urges  the  adjectival 
of    1  aXaTiKfi  ,       '   „  .    '    , 

,       ,      '  form    Galatic    as  proving  that  a  region 

added  to  Galatia  only  at  a  later  date  is 
intended.  As  an  analogy  he  cites  Pontus  Galaticus. 
In  this  case,  however,  the  indication  that  the  district 
did  not  originally  belong  to  Galatia  lies  not  in  the 
adjective  but  in  the  substantive  (Pontus)  ;  and  the 
case  will  not  be  changed  even  if,  for  the  sake  of 
brevity,  the  substantive  is  dropped,  for  the  reader 
would  still  have  supplied  the  word  Pontus.  The 

substantive  'region'  (xupa),  also,  Ramsay  considers 
to  be  against  the  interpretation  '  Old  Galatian,'  and 
to  point  to  a  new  district  recently  added  ;  and  the 
position  is  supported  (ChurchW,  483)  by  the  newly- 
adopted  rendering  of  'Phrygia'  (&pvyia)  in  1823  as 
an  adjective,  inasmuch  as  hereby,  besides  the  Ly 
caonian,  the  Phrygian  district  which  had  been  newly 
added  to  Galatia  is  designated  as  '  region '  (^wpa). 
But  in  Mk.  Is  'the  Judoea  region  '  (i;  'lovdaia  x^Pa)  's 
quite  the  same  as  '  Judasa '  (ij  'lovSala)  in  the  parallel 
Mt.  85.  In  truth,  it  is  quite  arbitrary  to  assume,  as 
Ramsay  does,  that  region  (x^pa)  must  necessarily  be 
the  Greek  equivalent  for  regio  in  the  sense  of  an  officially 
delimited  division  of  a  province.  If  '  region  '  (xupa)  in  a 
non-official  sense  means  simply  '  district,'  then  '  Galatic 
region  '  (FaXcm/c^  x^Pa)  w'^  naturally  mean  the  district 
inhabited  by  Galatians  properly  so-called— z'.f. ,  'Old' 
[North]  Galatia.  Nor  would  this  meaning  be  excluded 
even  if  'region'  {-^pa.}  were  to  be  taken  in  the  official  sense. 
There  is,  however,  absolutely  nothing  remarkable  in 
the  author's  employment  of  the  non-official  language. 
He  does  it,  for  example,  also  in  Lk.  28  826  1513-15 
19i2  Acts  lOsg  2620  (cp  Jn.  Ils4).  In  so  doing  he 
follows  the  usage  of  the  LXX  (i)  x^Pa  T^v  XaXScuuji', 
Gen.  1128  31  Neh.  9?  ;  T&V  'Affffvpiwv,  Is.  27 13;  T&V 
'lovSalwv,  Is.  19 17;  iv  x&p<i-  Alyvirriuv,  Is.  19 19; 
AlyvwTm,  Is.  19  20;  et's  yrjv  Z^etp  els  x^Pav  'E5a>/t, 
Gen.  32  3  [4]  [%wpa  thus  =  7?;:  just  as  in  112831  777 
and  xwpa  are  parallel]).  This  use  of  language  de 
prives  of  all  force  Ramsay's  question  (Exp. ,  '986,  p.  126 
=  Gal.  314  [ch.  23])  :  'Why  should  Luke  alone  employ 
everywhere  a  different  name  for  the  country,  diverging 
from  the  universal  usage  of  Greek  and  Latin  writers, 
and  also  from  his  master  Paul  ?  '  Lk.  's  use  of  '  region  ' 
(xupa)  shows  that  he  is  employing  not  (in  a  strict  sense) 
a  name  but  a  periphrasis  as  in  Acts  10  39  2620  (xwpo.  TTJS 
'lovdaias).  Perhaps  the  purpose  of  the  periphrasis  is 
to  suggest  the  participation  of  the  inhabitants  in  the 
events  recorded  (cp  col.  1604,  n.  3).  It  may  even  be 
conjectured  that  Lk.  uses  '  region '  (^oJpa)  in  the  non- 
official  sense  in  all  the  other  passages  also  (Acts  1849 
[as  in  Lk.  15 14],  Acts  12 20  Lk.  3i),  perhaps  also  in  Acts 
8 1,  although  the  plural  (xwpcu)  can  also  mean  the 
country  districts  as  contrasted  with  the  town,  as  in  Lk. 
21  21.  As  for  the  divergence  from  the  practice  of 

Paul  in  particular,  since  that  apostle  would   certainly 
have  found  such  a  periphrasis  inappropriate  in  passages 
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so  formal  as  Gal.  12  i  Cor.  16  1  (2  Tim.  4io),  we  are 
unable  to  find  in  these  few  passages  any  proof  that  he 
never  expressed  himself  otherwise.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  cannot  share  Ramsay's  presupposition  that  the 
author  of  Acts  was  a  companion  of  Paul  and  painfully 
followed  his  manner  of  expressing  himself  except  in 
cases  where  he  could  follow  a  usage  that  had  a  Greek 
rather  than  a  Roman  flavour  (see  next  col.  ,  note  2,  end). 
Ramsay  insists  that,  on  account  of  the  common 
article,  the  words  'the  Phrygia(n)  and  Galatic  region" 


14.  And  of  the  i 

common  article    m  166  must  denote  a  sl"gle  territ°ry- 

C16<  which  must  thus  have  lain  in  South 

Galatia.  This  cannot  be  conceded,  if  only  because 
'and'  (/ecu)  in  the  sense  of  'or'  (sire)  can  never  be 
the  rule,  but  only  at  most  a  rare  exception.1 

Ramsay  himself  has  withdrawn  this  contention  by  his  further 
elaboration  of  his  argument  in  the  Exf>os.,  '95^,  pp.  26-40. 
There  he  says  rightly,  that  the  writer  of  Acts  regards  two 
substantives,  when  he  takes  them  together  under  one  article, 
as  a  unity  only  in  a  certain  sense  —  namely,  as  a  pair.  He  denies 
the  applicability  of  this  rule  to  106,  not  because  in  this  passage 
we  are  dealing  with  adjectives,  not  substantives,  but  only 
because  the  two,  if  regarded  as  different  countries,  would  belong 
to  different  provinces  ('  Phrygia  '  I'tpiryt'a],  he  says  rightly,  on 
this  view  —  that  is,  on  the  North  Galatian  theory  —  must  be  the 
part  pertaining  to  the  province  of  Asia),  and  because,  accordingly, 
preaching  had  been  prohibited  in  Phrygia  but  not  in  Galatia. 

Even  if  this  distinction  had  to  be  made,  there  was 
nothing  in  it  to  prevent  the  writer,  in  so  summary  a 
narrative,  from  including  both  districts  under  one 
article.2  To  do  so  became  still  easier  as  he  employed 
the  common  substantive  '  region,'  ~x&pa.  (it  is  best,  with 
Ramsay,  to  take  '  Phrygia'  [$>pvyia]  in  166,  as  well  as 
in  1823,  as  an  adjective).3 

Apart  from  this,  there  is  another  answer  to  Ramsay's 
objection.  If  by  Phrygia  (following  one  of  the  two 
possibilities  mentioned  above,  §  10,  end)  we  are  to 
understand  the  remaining  portion  of  Galatian  Phrygia 
which  Paul  and  Silas  had  still  to  traverse  before  enter 
ing  North  Galatia,  the  prohibition  to  preach  applies  to 
this  just  as  little  as  to  the  '  Galatic  region  '  (YaXariKT) 
X^pa).  Or,  if  Asian  Phrygia  is  intended  —  the  con 
clusion  come  to  under  §  i  r  —  and  by  Asia  not  the  entire 
province  of  Asia  but  only  '  in  the  popular  sense  '  '  the 
/Egean  coast  lands'  without  Phrygia  (§  15  ;  cp  Ramsay, 
Church,  chap.  82),  the  prohibition  to  preach  applies 
to  Phrygia  as  little  as  to  the  '  Galatic  region  '  and  the 
two  quite  accurately  constitute  a  pair. 

It  would  not,  it  is  true,  be  permissible  to  take  '  Asia  ' 

in  this  popular  sense   if  the  view  held  by   Ramsay  — 

Offi  '   1   f°rmerly  at  least  (Church,  82)  —  were  cor- 

'  ~~  reel  :  the  view,  namely,  that  the  narrative 

usage  not    Q^  paui>s  traveis  —  an  Of  them,  not  merely 

'  the  'we'  portions  —  under  Paul's  influence 
invariably  uses  the  geographical  expressions  that  were 
capable  of  more  than  one  meaning  in  the  official  Roman 
sense,  and  that  Luke,  the  author  of  the  narrative,  is 
distinguished  by  this  from  the  usage  of  Acts  elsewhere, 
which  in  2gf.  (where  Phrygia  is  mentioned  along  with 


1  Ramsay  even  supports  this  rendering  (St.  Paul,c\i.  84,  n.  i, 
p.  2ioyi)  by  Acts  13g  —  '  Saul,  who  also  [is]  Paul,'  —  SoOAos  6  icat 
IlaOAos  —  as   if  'also'   and    'or'   were   the    same    (cp    Winer's 
Gramm.(s)  §  18,  n.  6  ;   in  Moulton's  translation  of  the  earlier 
edition,  133).     Hardly  less  bold  is  the  rule  which  he  lays  down 
in  St.  Paul,  I.e.  :  '  when  a  list  is  given  in  Greek,  the  items  of 
which     are    designated    by    adjectives    with    the   same   noun, 
the     regular     order     is     to     use     the     noun     with     the     first 
alone  '  ;  and  in  Church(^,  486  :  '  when  two  separate  things,  desig 
nated  by  the  same  noun  accompanied  by  different  adjectives, 
are  coupled  together,  the  proper  order  is  to  express  the  noun 
with  the  first  adjective  and  to  leave  it  to  be  understood  with  the 
second.  '     He  has  himself  found  it  necessary  to  recognise  excep 
tions  in  Strabo  (Church^,  486!). 

2  Ramsay  (E.rfios.,  '951$,  pp.  29-33)  does  not  venture  to  allege 
that  in  Acts  two   districts   can   be  grouped  under  a  common 
article  only  when  they  are   politically   connected  ;   he  is  con 
strained  to  add  that  this  may  happen  also  if  they  constitute  a 
unity  for  the   purpose   of  the   mission.      Even  this,  however, 
hardly  holds  good  in  15  3,  and  certainly  not  in  19  21  or  in  —  what 
he  himself  recognises  as  an  exception  —  27  5. 

3  Ramsay  is  mistaken  in  supposing  that  the  adjectival  char 
acter  of  '  Phrygia  '  (<t>piryi'a)  is  an  argument  against  the  North 
Galatian  theory. 
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Asia),  and  perhaps  also  in  69,  follows  the  popular  use. 
Even  at  this  earlier  date,  however,  Ramsay  found  himself 
forced  to  concede  that,  in  the  case  of  Iconium,  Lk. 
follows  the  popular  usage  (see  above,  col.  1597,  n.  2). 
As  Ramsay  now  completely  identities  the  author  of  the 
entire  book  of  Acts  with  the  author  of  the  journey- 
narrative  (St.  Paul,  ch.  17  i),  he  is  all  the  less  justified  in 
attributing  to  the  latter  in  166  a  conception  of  'Asia' 
different  from  that  in  2g^  Moreover,  the  critical  view 
of  Acts  regards  both  passages  as  due  to  the  author  of 
the  complete  work,  the  '  we '  source  not  beginning  till 
169.  Thus  that  '  Asia'  is  used  in  the  popular  sense  in 
166  becomes  probable,  because  it  is  so  used  undoubtedly 
in  2g  and  the  remaining  passages  in  Acts  admit  of 
either  interpretation.2 

Here,  then,  we  can  now  say  still  more  precisely  than 
in  §  ii  that  Paul,  proceeding  from  South  Galatia 
(Lystra,  etc.  16 1-5)  westwards,  had  already  reached 
Asia  (in  the  narrower  sense)  or  at  least  its  neighbour 
hood  (1660)^  that,  on  account  of  the  prohibition  to 
preach  there,  he  directed  his  steps  (166^)  towards  the 
NE. ,  and  founded,  first,  in  Asian  Phrygia,  those 
churches  which  we  find  him  visiting  anew  in  1823,  and 
afterwards  those  in  North  Galatia.3  As  for  the  word 
Phrygia,  it  must  unquestionably  be  used  in  the  popular 
sense,  for  the  word  has  no  different  official  sense  what 
ever.  The  word  thus  includes  in  point  of  language  the 
whole  of  the  former  territory  of  Phrygia,  and  it  is  only 
as  a  matter  of  fact  that  the  meaning  is  limited  to  the 
Asian  portion  (see  above,  §  1 1 ). 

Apart,  however,  from  the  question  whether  Lk.   ad- 

16.  Or  in  Paul   hered   exactl>'  to   the  usaSe  of  Paul- 
it    is    quite    unpermissible    to    say    of 

Paul  that  he  invariably  confined  himself  to  the  official 
usage.4 

1  Ramsay  believes  it  possible  from  his  point  of  view  to  main 
tain  so  much  at  least — that  Luke,  as  long  as  he  was  under  the 
influence  of  Paul,  and  thus  while  he  was  writing  out  his  memoirs 
of  the  journey,  followed  the  official  usage,  and  only  afterwards 
adopted  the  popular.     Such  a  change  would  in  itself  be  remark 
able  enough.     Moreover,  see  §  16. 

2  See  the  enumeration  of  them  given  elsewhere  (AsiA,  col.  339 
end,  col.  340  end).     In  Stud.  bibl.  et  cedes.  (443-46)  Ramsay 
withdraws  his  concession  of  a  popular  use  of  the  word  Asia  in  a 
sense  less  extended  than  as  denoting  the  province,  because  other 
writers  of  the  same  period  use  '  Asia '  only  of  the  entire  quarter 
of  the  globe  if  not  of  the  province.     But  an  author  who,  as  in 
Acts^gyT,   names   Phrygia  alongside   of  Asia   unquestionably 
does  employ  '  Asia '  in  a  narrower  sense  than  as  denoting  the 
province  of  this  name  ;  and  the  fact  remains,  even  if  this  usage 
is  not  followed  by  other  writers.     Against  the  restriction  of  the 
meaning    to   Mysia,    Lydia,    Caria,   and    smaller   districts — in 
short,  the   ./Egean   coast  lands  —  Ramsay,  Stud.  Bibl.  4  y>f., 
urges  that  it  did  not  come  in  till  after  the  division  of  the  province 
in  295  A.D.     The  point,  however,  is  not  whether  exactly  these 
districts  are  what  is  meant,   but   merely  that    Phrygia   is   not 
included    along    with    them.       On     Ramsay's    own    showing 
(Church,  chap.  8  2)  this  was  so  also  when  the  province  of  Asia  was 
constituted  in  133  B.C.  ;  and  the  narrower  use  of  '  Asia  '  (without 
Phrygia),  which  unquestionably  occurs  in  Acts  2  9,  may  be  a 
survival  from  that  time.  As  for  the  name  Galatia,  the  fact 
of  its  not  occurring  in  Acts  \%f.  might  seem  to  make  against  its 
being  used  in  Acts  in  the  official  sense.     The  objection  would 
apply  with   double   force  on   Ramsay's  assumption  that  when 
Luke  mentions  a  certain   district  in  which  Paul  proposes  to 
make  a  missionary  tour,  he  always  names  it  by  its  comprehensive 
and  official  name  before  particularising  (Kxp.,  'gs/>,  35-40).     The 
assumption,  however,  cannot  be  maintained.     Ramsay  himself 
in  one  place  (St.  Paul,  ch.  5i,  p.  91)  limits  the  assumption  by 
the   insertion   of  the    word    '  usually,'   but   he   afterwards  (//. 
ch.  9  i,  p.  196)  leaves  it  unqualified  ('  wherever').         Apart  from 
the  notices  of  entrances  upon  new  missionary  fields,  Ramsay 
attributes  the  employment  of  the  official  phraseology  to  Luke 
in  other  places  also  (ch.  61,  no.  3,  p.    135^  and  ch.  114,   p. 
253_/C).      On  the  other  hand,  in  Exp.,  'gS/>,  p.  126  =  Gal.  chap. 
23,  p.  315,  he  accentuates  the  opposite  view  :  '  it  has  been  shown 
in  page  after  page  of  my  St.  Paul  that  Luke  follows  the  Greek 
popular  and  colloquial  usage,  as  it  was  current  among  the  more 
educated  half  of  society  in  the  cities  of  the  ^Egean  land  '  (cp 
§  13,  end). 

8  We  assume,  with  Ramsay,  that  in  Acts  16  6  and  in  other 
(though  not,  as  Ramsay  holds,  in  all)  places  in  Acts  the  '  going 
through  '  (&iepx«rda.i)  was  accompanied  with  missionary  preach 
ing.  See  ASIA,  col.  340,  n.  i.  Compare  also  the  conjecture 
regarding  'region  '  (xoipa)  above,  §  13  (col.  1602,  end). 

*  So  Ramsay,  Church,  chap.  82,  St.  Paul,  chap.  (>i,  no.  3, 
p.  135^/C  ;  Exj>.,  'gSi,  pp.  29-32  iv^f.—Gal.  chap.  14,  pp.  275- 
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The  assertion  may  possibly  hold  good  for  2  Cor.  11  9,  if,  as 
Ramsay  (A'j'/.,  '95^,  p.  38)  tells  us,  Philippi  did  not  belong  to 
Macedonia  in  popular  parlance,  for  2  Cor.  HsyT  certainly  re 
lates  to  the  same  events  as  Phil.  4  is_/I  Besides  this  instance, 
there  is  yet  one  other — curiously  enough,  unnoticed  by  Ramsay 
— which  favours  his  view.  Galilee  and  Samaria  became  incor 
porated  with  Judiea  as  a  single  territory  under  Roman  rule — 
according  to  Josephus,  Ant.  xix.  0  2  BJ  ii.  lie,  after  the 
death  of  Herod  Agrippa  I.  (Acts  12  23)  in  44  A.D.,  but  accord 
ing  to  Tacitus  (Ann.  1^54)  after  the  deposition  of  Ventidius 
Cumanus  in  52  A.D.  (Schiir.  GJV\  476/i,  ET  1 172^).  That  the 
official  name  of  this  territory  was  Judsea  we  have  evidence 
going  as  far  back  as  69  A.D.  (Tac.  Hist.  '2  5).  It  can  hardly  be 
doubted,  therefore,  that  the  name  had  been  already  given  to 
it  in  44  A.D.  (or  52  A. D.).  If,  now,  we  are  at  liberty  to  assume 
the  existence  of  Christian  churches  in  Galilee  we  may  be  sure 
that  Paul  did  not  intend  to  exclude  them  when  he  wrote 
i  Thess.  2 14  Gal.  1 22.  As,  nevertheless,  he  mentions  only 
Judaea,  he  appears  to  be  following  the  official  phraseology.1 

All  the  other  passages  adduced  by  Ramsay,  on  the 
other  hand,  prove  nothing. 

Judcea  is  named  by  Paul  in  2  Cor.  1  16,  Rom.  1631  also ;  but 
here  only  the  narrower  meaning  need  be  understood. 

Where,  apart  from  2  Cor.  11  9,  he  names  Macedonia  (i  Thess. 
1  •]  f.  4  10,  i  Cor.  1(3  5,  2  Cor.  1 16  213  7581,  Rom.  15  26,  and 
also  Phil.  415)  the  apostle  may  be  using  the  word  quite  as  well 
in  its  popular  as  in  its  official  sense. 

So  also  with  the  Syria  and  Cilicia  of  Gal.  1  21.  The  order 
in  which  they  are  named  here  is  not  in  accordance  with  that  in 
Acts  9  30  11  25  f.,  which  brings  Paul  from  Jerusalem  first  to 
Cilicia,  and  then  to  Syria.  Ramsay  seeks  to  remove  the  dis 
crepancy  by  showing  that  at  that  time  Syria  and  Cilicia  were 
united  as  a  single  province  but  had  not  received  a  common 
name.  But  should  Paul  ever  have  found  it  necessary  to 
enumerate  them  in  an  order  which  was  not  that  of  his  actual 
route,  this  necessity  could  only  have  arisen  from  the  existence 
of  a  fixed  and  unvarying  usus  loquendi  such  as  we  have  for 
example  in  the  case  offowtncia  Rithynia  et  Pontus.  Ramsay 
himself,  however,  has  to  confess  that  in  the  present  instance  he 
has  not  been  able  to  find  any  proof  of  such  a  fixed,  usage.  All 
that  he  can  adduce  is  a  collocation  of  three  names  (Exp.,  "98^, 
p.  -$\f.  =  Gal.  ch.  14,  p.  277  f.\  Stud.  bibl.  et  eccHz^)  in 
accordance  with  which  he  designates  the  province  on  his  own 
map  in  St.  Paul '  provincia  Syria  et  Cilicia  et  Phcenice'  ;  but 
this  he  takes  so  little  seriously  that  in  the  same  work  (St.  Paul 
ch.  8  i,  p.  181)  he  says  '  Cilicia  was  part  of  Syria.'  But  that 
Paul  is  thinking  of  Syria  and  Cilicia  as  a  geographical  unity  is 
rendered  positively  improbable  by  his  repetition  of  the  article 
(rtjs  Svpt'a?  KOL  rrjs  KiAtia'as).2 

Where  Paul  then  mentions  Asia  (i  Cor.  16  19  2  Cor.  1  8)  and 
Achaia  (i  Thess.  \7f.  2  Cor.  1 1  9  2  11  10  Rom.  15  26),  the 
popular  sense  is  quite  as  possible  as  the  official.  Indeed,  if  it  is 
accepted  as  a  fact  (so,  for  example,  by  Ramsay)  that  Paul  made 
some  converts  to  Christianity  in  Athens  (Acts  17  33^),  whilst  yet 
we  find  him  calling  the  Corinthian  Stephanas  (i  Cor.  1 16  16  15)  his 
first  convert  in  Achaia,  he  here  uses  Achaia  in  its  popular  sense, 
which,  as  Ramsay  tells  us  (£>/.,  '95^,  p.  38),  did  not  include 
Athens  (see  ACHAIA).  If  Rom.  15  19  is  assumed  to  be  genuine 
and  Tit.  3  12  to  have  reference  to  it,  Paul  here  uses  Illyricum 
in  a  wider  sense,  which  includes  the  whole  coast  of  Epirus  as 
far  as  to  Actium,  where  the  Epirotic  Nicopolis  lay.  Epirus 
never  was  part  of  Illyria.  From  40  B.C.  onwards  they  did  not 
even  touch  each  other;  the  southern  border  of  Illyria  was  much 
farther  N.,  passing  through  Scodra  and  Lissus  on  the  Drilon. 
There  are  many  other  cities  named  Nicopolis,  but  not  one  of 
them  in  any  district  visited,  so  far  as  we  know,  by  Paul.  Ramsay 
does  not  express  himself  upon  i  Cor.  16  15  and  Tit.  3  12  ;  but  on 
the  other  hand  he  notes  that  in  Rom.  15  19  Paul  uses  the  Roman 
form  'lllyricum'  whilst  the  Greeks  used  Illyrikos  only  as  an 
adjective,  the  substantive  being  Illyris  (Exp. ,  '986,  p.  30= Gal. 
chap.  14,  p.  2jf>f.).  This,  however,  tells  us  nothing  as  to  the 
geographical  denotation  of  the  expression. 3  Further  (Exp.  and 

278,  chap.  23,  p.  314;  also  Zahn  (Einl.  in  das  NT,  §  n,  n. 
4),  who,  however,  although  a  supporter  of  the  South  Galatian 
theory,  traverses  every  other  contention  of  Ramsay's  dealt  with 
above  in  §§  9-15  (so  far  as  they  are  to  be  found  in  Church;  St. 
Paul  he  had  not  yet  seen). 
1  This  of  course  will  not  \ 


ot  hold  good  if  we  follow  the  chronology 


2  The   omission   of  the   second   article,    though  adopted  by 
Ramsay  as  the  right  reading,  is  supported  only  by  x*  among  the 
ncials. 


i^nilippians  rnilippeswi  (Phil.  415),  which  is  the  Ureek  repre 
sentative  of  the  Latin  Philippensis,  according  to  a  rule  familiar 
to  archaeologists  ...  he  avoids  the  Greek  ethnic,  which  was 
*iAi7rn-eus  or  <I>i.A<.7r7n)i/ds.  He  would  not  address  the  inhabitants 
of  a  Roman  colony  by  a  Greek  name,  but  only  by  the  Latii 


GALATIA 

Gal.,  as  above)  he  lays  emphasis  on  the  point  that  in  2  Tim.  4  10 
Paul  designates  as  Dalmatia  the  province  which  in  Rom.  15  19  he 
had  called  Illyrikon  in  agreement,  he  thinks,  with  the  change  in 
the  name  of  Illyria  which  had  actually  happened  in  the  closing 
years  of  the  apostle's  life,  Dalmatia  having  previously  denoted 
only  the  southern  portion  of  that  province.  It  is,  however,  a 
mere  begging  of  the  question  to  assume  that  the  Dalmatia  of 
2  Tim.  4  10  covers  the  same  area  as  the  Illyria  of  Rom.  15  19. 
Dalmatia  in  Timothy  could  quite  as  easily  mean  that  part  of 
Illyria  which  in  popular  speech  had  retained  its  old  name. 

Further,  it  is  not  legitimate  to  argue  for  Paul's  adop 
tion  of  the  official  phraseology  from  the  fact  that  he 
nowhere  employs  geographical  expressions  which  have 
only  a  popular  but  no  official  meaning  ;  before  doing 
so,  it  would  be  necessary  to  produce  passages  in  which 
Paul -had  occasion  to  use  such  expressions,  and  yet 
avoided  doing  so.  Lastly,  that  Paul  must  have  followed 
the  official  usage  on  account  of  the  manner  in  which 
his  missionary  activity  connected  itself  with  the  official 
capitals  (Exp.,  '95^,  p.  3S/-  •  and  often)  is  a  mere  theory 
that  proves  nothing. 

Moreover,  even  if  Paul  did  invariably  follow  the 
official  practice,  the  conclusion  so  often  based  upon 
this — viz. ,  that  Paul  must  by  Galatia  have  meant  South 
Galatia — would  still  be  quite  illegitimate.  As  if  North 
Galatia  did  not  equally  belong  to  the  province  of 
Galatia  !  Thus,  if  we  assume  the  word  Galatia  to  be 
used  in  its  official  sense,  it  becomes  only  a  possibility, 
not  a  necessity,  that  our  epistle  was  addressed  to  South 
Galatians. 

In  1823  Paul  '  stablishes  all  the  disciples.'     As  there 

were  disciples  in  South  Galatia,  it  has  been  thought  by 

'All  th        some   that  we   must   interpret  only  in 

,.  '.   1      ,    e     this   sense    'the  Galatic    region     (TJ\V 

isci    .es    no    paAartK^v    x^Pav)    traversed    by   him 

°*  :     along  with   Phrygia,    and  that  North 

North  Galatia,  Galas[ia  must  be7xduded.     To  escape 

the  second  necessity,  some  have  assumed  the  course  of 
the  journey  to  have  been  as  in  166— first  through 
South  Galatia  and  afterwards  through  North  Galatia 
(against  this  see,  further,  §  n  above).  Neither  assump 
tion  is  at  all  compelled  by  the  text.  'All'  (iroivTas) 
must  be  meant  to  be  limited  by  the  route  stated  to 
have  been  taken.  One  who  travels  through  Galatia 
(and  Phrygia)  can  stablish  only  the  disciples  whom  he 
finds  there — in  other  words,  if  South  Galatia  is  meant, 
only  the  South  Galatians — if  North  Galatia,  only  those 
of  the  N.  The  possibility  of  the  existence  of  the 
latter  is  not  excluded  by  the  fact  that  there  were 
disciples  in  South  Galatia.  '  In  order '  (/ca.0e£?7s)  in 
like  manner  means  only  that  Paul  visited  successively 
each  church  which  lay  on  his  route,  not  that  he  visited 
every  place  in  Asia  Minor  where  there  were  disciples. 

It  may  be  the  case  that  in  wide  districts  of  North 

Galatia    nothing    but    Celtic    was    spoken,    and    that 

M      A'ffi     travelling    in    the    interior  —  especially 

18.  Nor  mm-    for    an    invalid    (Gal.  4 13)  — was    very 

culties  01  tne  arduous          Lightfoot's      assumption, 

journey,        however,  that  Paul  carried  his  mission 

throughout  the  whole  of  North  Galatia  is  as  gratuitous 

as  it  is  embarrassing.      Ramsay's  disinclination  towards 

the  North  Galatian  theory  is  in  large  measure  due  to 

the  fact  that  he  looks  at  it  only  in  the. form  presented 

by  Lightfoot.      In  reality,  it  is  sufficient  to  suppose  that 

during   his  illness,   or  during   his   convalescence,   Paul 

founded  a  few  churches,  none  of  them  very  far  apart, 

(Das  gricch.  Secundarsujffix  -njs  40  [Gott.,  '58]),  besides  a 
large  number  of  other  adjectives  in  this  termination,  has  collected 
fifteen  which  are  derived  from  proper  names  —  among  them 
names  of  various  Greek  places — in  which  a  derivation  from  the 
Latin  -ensis  is  quite  improbable.  'YjSArjcrios  occurs  in  documents 
in  Demosthenes,  'AxaKijo-ios  in  Callimachus  (circa  260  B.C.). 
Nor  are  they  all  derivatives  from  words  ending  in  ->)  or  -a,  such 
as  'ISaicr;  or  *Y/3A<x.  Not  to  mention  any  but  words  that  are  un 
questionably  early,  from  pre-Roman  times  :  'AKOUCTJCTIOS  comes 
from "Aica/cos  (like  /Sponjcrto?,  therefore,  in  Hesiod,  and  a'poTTj<nos 
in  Aratus,  circa  270  B.C.),  and  TirapTJcrios  is,  in  Iliad,  2751,  a 
river  descending  from  Mount  Tirdptoi/,  in  Hesiod,  Shield,  181, 
and  in  Apollonius  of  Rhodes  (circa  250  B.C.),  a  man  from  the 
same  district.  Cp  also  Kiihner,  Ausf.  Gramm.  d.  griech. 
Sprache,  §  334,  n.  2. 
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and  all  situated  in  the  \V.  of  North  Galatia,  where 
acquaintance  with  Greek,  as  far  as  Pessinus  and  Germa 
are  concerned,  is  conceded  even  by  Ramsay  (Church, 
chap.  6  i,  no.  6).  Xor,  in  this  case,  need  the  Galatian 
mission  have  taken  up  such  an  excessive  amount  of 
time  as  to  embarrass  the  chronology  of  the  journeys  of 
Paul,  as  Ramsay  supposes  (Church,  84-86  j.1 

Even  granting  that  our  first  notice  of  a  bishop  (and  so  of  a 
Christian  church)  in  these  regions  is  as  late  as  325  A.D.,  whilst 
for  Ancyra,  more  to  the  eastward,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  as 
much  as  some  thirty  years  earlier,  we  have  in  this  no  sufficient 
justification  for  saying,  as  Ramsay  does  (St.  bibl.  et  ecct.  4 19), 
that  '  the  only  form  of  the  North  Galatian  theory  that  is  not 
a  historical  absurdity  is  Lightfoot's,  who  held  that  Pauls 
Galatian  churches  were  in  the  great  cities,  especially  Ancyra.' 

The  limitation  of  the  old  Galatian  missionary  field 
indicated  above  deprives  of  much    of  its    weight    the 
objection  that  the  founding  of  the  North 


Galatian    Churches    is    not    recorded    in 


arguments. 


cumcised  Timothy  and  delivered    the 


decree  of  the  apostles  (Acts  16s/.  ;  but  see  ACTS,  §  7, 
and  COUNCIL,  §  10),  enabling  the  Judaizers  to  cite  a 
case  of  self-contradiction  in  view  of  his  preaching  of 
freedom  from  the  law  (Ramsay,  St.  Paul,  chap.  8  2,  Exp. , 
'98^,  pp.  17-20  193/1  =  Gal.  [chap.  8]  pp.  256-260,  [chap.  27] 
pp.  324-326;  but  on  Gal.  5n  1 10,  see  next  article,  §§  10 
and  13,  n.),  the  fact  could  have  been  proclaimed  quite 
as  easily  in  North  as  in  South  Galatia.  (6)  Star  gods, 
which  are  meant  by  the  ffroixeia  in  439  (EV,  ELE 
MENTS,  q.v.,  §  2),  were  worshipped  not  only  in 
Antiochia  Pisidia  (where  moon-worship  is  proved  to 
have  existed)  ;  and  castration  and  stigmatisation  (if 
5 12  617  do  really  refer  to  the  practice  of  these  in 
pagan  worships)  also  were  widely  spread,  (c)  Gal. 
828  is  regarded  by  Ramsay  (Church,  43)  as  an 
'  allusion '  to  the  readers  '  as  Greeks  .  .  .  for  purpose 
of  courtesy.'  This  also  would  be  equally  appropriate 
for  North  Galatia.  Besides,  the  statement  can  be 
intended  quite  generally,  without  any  '  allusion '  at  all. 

1  This  divergence  from  Lightfoot's  view  is  therefore  not,  as 
might  perhaps  at  first  appear,  a  half  retractation  of  the  North 
Galatian  theory  and  an  approximation  to  the  South  Galatian. 
It  is  simply  a  better  formulating  of  the  North  Galatian,  which 
avoids  the  difficulties  needlessly  introduced  by  Lightfoot. 
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19.  Nor  the 

...  Acts.  Ramsay  repeatedly  declares  their 
existence  to  be  for  him  incredible  for  the 
reason  that,  had  they  existed,  he  could  no  longer  hold 
Acts  to  be  a  work  produced  within  the  first  century  by 
a  companion  of  Paul  ( Church,  chap.  8,  and  pp.  59  83 
86  f. ,  etc. ).  On  the  claim  for  Acts  thus  presupposed  by 
Ramsay,  see  ACTS,  §§  2,  4-7,  12-14.  As  far  as  the 
silence  of  Acts  as  to  the  founding  of  the  North  Galatian 
churches  is  concerned,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the 
same  book  says  practically  nothing  about  the  founding 
of  the  churches  in  Cilicia,  and  absolutely  nothing  about 
those  of  Colossre  and  Rome,  or  about  Paul's  journey  to 
Corinth,  which  we  infer  from  2  Cor.  2 1  12 14  1221-132. 
Still  more  noteworthy  is  its  absolute  suppression  of  the 
very  name  of  Titus  on  account  of  the  bitter  controversy 
that  had  been  waged  over  him  (Gal.  23).  The  same 
consideration  must  have  determined  the  author  to 
recall  as  little  as  possible  the  memory  of  the  Galatian 
churches  within  which  there  had  been  such  violent 
disputes.  Not  till  1823,  and  even  then  only  incidentally, 
does  he  allude  to  their  existence. 

iii.   NT  references  suit  North  Galatia  best. — If  it  is 
to  be  held  as  proven  that  Paul  did  found  churches  in 
North  Galatia,  the  point  which  we  have  now  to  deter 
mine  is  whether  the  references  in  the  NT,  and  especially 
in  Galatians,  suit  North  or  South  Galatia  better.     That 
both   portions   of   the    province   are   meant    equally   is    j 
inadmissible.     According  to  Gal.  413-15,    the  occasion    I 
of  their  founding  must  have  been  the  same  for  all  the    : 
Galatian  churches. 

Nothing  decisive  is  made  out  when  it  is  proved  that    j 
passages  in   Galatians   which  would  be  appropriate  to 

T    ,     .  .        North  Galatia  are  suitable  also  to  the 
re  South.       (a)  Had    Paul    actually    cir- 


(d)  Paul  can  conceivably  have  been  received  as  an  '  angel 
of  God'  (dyyeXos  Oeov)  (4  14)  on  other  occasions  besides 
that  of  his  deification  at  Lystra  (Actsl4n-i8),  to  which 
Ramsay  (Church,  chap.  61,  no.  9  ;  St.  Paul,  chap.  58) 
refers  the  passage,  (e)  Ramsay  argues  (Church,  chap. 
62)  that  if  in  the  Pauline  Epistles  the  South  Galatians  arc 
alluded  to  only  in  2  Tim.  3n,  and  not  in  Galatians  and 
i  Cor.  16 1,  Acts  must  be  regarded  as  unhistorical  when 
it  speaks  of  his  conspicuous  love  for  them  ;  yet  that  an 
erroneous  representation  of  the  kind  could  not  have 
arisen  in  the  second  century,  in  which  those  churches 
had  no  importance  whatever.  Very  possibly,  however, 
Paul  may  have  written  epistles  to  the  South  Galatians 
which  we  no  longer  possess.  An  epistle  to  the  Lao- 
diceans  has  perhaps  been  lost  (Col.  4i6)  ;  certainly  one 
to  Corinth  has  (i  Cor.  5911).  The  apostle  may  in  any 
case  be  supposed  to  have  loved  the  North  Galatians 
also,  as  far,  at  least,  as  to  write  an  epistle  to  them  if  it 
was  they  who  stood  in  danger  of  drifting  away  from  the 
true  Gospel. 

Another  argument  for  the  South  Galatian  address  of 
21   I  h     't    l^e  Epistle  is  found  by  Ramsay  in  the 
'  ,        language   used    by    Paul    regarding    in- 

1        '     heritance  and  other  matters. 

1.  The  laws  of  inheritance  according  to  Ramsay. — 
(a)  When  the  Gentiles  who  follow  Abraham  in  his  faith  are 

called  his  sons  (Gal.  87),  this,  Ramsay  holds,  has  its  explanation 
in  the  conception  that  they  are  heirs  of  his  faith.  This  con 
ception,  he  goes  on  to  say,  rests  upon  a  law  of  inheritance 
according  to  which  only  sons  (real  or  adoptive),  not  daughters 
or  strangers,  can  inherit,  so  that,  conversely  also,  all  heirs  can 
be  called  sons.  Such  was  indeed  the  ancient  Roman  law  of 
inheritance.  In  Paul's  time,  however,  it  was  by  Roman  law 
open  to  a  man  to  make  any  one  his  heir  without  adopting  him 
as  a  son.  On  the  other  hand,  the  ancient  Roman  idea  held 
good  in  the  Greek  law,  and  this  according  to  Ramsay's  con 
jecture  had  'certainly'  been  introduced  into  South  Galatia 
under  Alexander  the  Great  and  the  Seleucidae  (334-189  B.C.) 
long  before  it  came  under  the  Roman  rule,  and  had  continued 
to  be  the  law  under  that  rule  while  in  North  Galatia  the 
Romans  had  introduced  their  contemporary  law  at  once  in 
place  of  that  of  the  Celts  (£>/.,  '98^,  pp.  203-6  2go-g^  =  Ga/. 
[chaps.  31  35]  pp.  337-344,  37°-375>- 

(6)  Further,  according  to  the  contemporary  law  of  Rome,  a  will 
remained  secret  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  came  into 
force  only  at  his  death,  and  until  his  death  could  always  be 
changed  by  the  testator.  In  Ramsay's  view,  the  opposite  is  the 
case  with  the  will  (5ia#»JK7))  of  Gal.  81517,  and  therefore,  he 
thinks,  it  is  a  will  in  the  Greek  sense  that  Paul  has  in  his  mind. 
Such  a  will  was  from  the  first  'open  and  public,  immediately 
effective,  and  irrevocable,'  'it  must  be  deposited  either  in 
original  or  in  a  properly  certified  copy  in  the  Record  Office '  of 
the  city,  'and  the  officials  there  were  bound  to  satisfy  them 
selves  that  it  was  a  properly  valid  document  before  they  ac 
cepted  it  ;  if  there  was  an  earlier  will,  the  later  must  not  be 
accepted  unless  it  was  found  not  to  interfere  with  the  preceding 
one ' ;  and  so  it  continued  to  be  in  South  Galatia  down  to  the 
apostle's  time,  whatever  the  changes,  greater  or  smaller,  it  may 
have  passed  through  elsewhere  (Exp.,  '98^,  pp.  299-303  326-9 
435  =  Gal.  [chaps.  33  34  391  PP-  349-355  364-368  384). 

(c)  Lastly,  in  Roman  law,  a  son  under  age  remains  till  his 
fourteenth  year  under  a  tutor,  and  till  his  twenty-fifth  under  a 
curator.  The  tutors,  Ramsay  takes  it,  answer  to  the  '  guardians 
(errirpoiroi),  the  curators  to  the  '  stewards  '  (OIKOI/OJUOI)  of  Gal.  4  2. 
He  discovers,  however,  this  difference  —  that  according  to 
Roman  law  the  father  can  nominate  by  will  only  the  tutor,  not 
also  the  curator,  of  his  son.  Greek  law  here  presents  no  analogy ; 
it  seems  to  know  only  '  guardians '  (eTriVpon-ot),  not  '  stewards  ' 
(olKovoftoi).  On  the  other  hand,  Ramsay  finds  a  full  analogy 
to  what  we  meet  with  in  Galatians  in  the  '  Syro-Roman,'  or  as 
he  prefers  to  call  it  '  Graeco-Syrian,'  '  law-book '  of  the  fifth 
century  A.D.,  edited  by  Bruns  and  Sachau  in  1880.  Here  the 
father  nominates  by  will  not  only  the  future '  guardian '  (cn-iVpoiros) 
but  also  the  future  curator  of  his  son.  Ramsay  holds  that  this 
law  dates  from  the  time  of  the  Seleucidae,  and  had  force  in  South 
Galatia  before  that  of  Rome.  When  in  Syria  the  Roman  law 
likewise  became  influential,  'the  name  curator  was  substituted.' 
in  the  Syrian  law-book  referred  to,  '  for  oikoiwmos,'  while  th<- 
word  cpitropos,  written,  however,  in  Syriac  letters,  was  retained 
(.Exp.,  'g8fi,  pp.  439-441  =  GaL  [chap.  41]  pp.  391-393). 

2.  Are  the  facts  established?-— The  present  writer  is 
not  in  a  position  to  bring  to  a  test  these  various  state 
ments  in  all  their  details.      It  has  to  be  observed,  how 
ever,  not  only  that  many  of  them  are  pure  conjectures, 
but  also  that  what  they  allege  regarding  Greek  law  is 
in  the  most  essential  points  at  variance  with  what  we 
know  as  Attic  law,  or  indeed  as  Greek  law  generally. 
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(a)  Schulin,!  Beauchet, "  as  also  Thalheim,'*  find  in  an  author 
as  early  as  Isa^us  (circa  370  B.C.)  that  in  Athens  a  man  was  at 
liberty  to  make  any  one  his  heir  without  adopting  him  ;  and 
Lipsius  (in  Meier-Schoemann,  Attischer  Process,  2590/1)  and 
Mitteis  (Reichsrecht  u.  V'olksrecht,  341)  accept  this  as  holding 
good  everywhere  for  the  third  century  B.C.,  since  the  testa 
ments  of  the  philosophers  as  preserved  to  us  by  Diogenes 
Laertius  certainly  are  not  restricted  to  the  Attic  field  alone. 
The  wills  of  Greek  settlers  recently  discovered  in  the  Faiyum  in 
like  manner  reveal  a  similar  state  of  the  law  (Mahaffy,  '  On  the 
Flinders  Petrie  papyri'  in  Cunningham  Mem.  Roy.  Ir.  Acad. 
no.  8,  '91,  Introd.  p.  41).  This  last  is  the  only  instance  noted  by 
Ramsay ;  but  he  does  not  regard  it  as  having  any  bearing  on 
South  Galatia  ;  he  holds  it  to  be  a  '  rapid  development '  extending 
to  Greek  wills  only  in  the  case  of  the  soldiers  in  question  who 
in  Egypt  were  separated  from  their  families.  But  it  is  not  only  un- 
proven,  it  is  quite  improbable,  that  Paul  and  the  South  Galatians 
should  have  remained  entirely  unaffected  by  this  development 
which  had  been  going  on  in  Athens  and  elsewhere  for  three  or 
four  centuries,  and  that  they  should  have  gone  on  taking  it  for 
granted  as  a  matter  of  course  that  no  one  could  inherit  except 
an  actual  or  an  adopted  son.  The  Syrian  law-book  also  does 
not  show  any  continuance  of  what  Ramsay  calls  the  Greek  law, 
for  it  allows  the  testator  to  name  as  his  heirs  his  wife  or  his 
illegitimate  children  alongside  of  his  legitimate  children  (London 
Text,  §§  36,  63,  pp.  12,  19). 

(/')  In  Attic  law,  not  only  written  wills  in  most  cases  were 
sealed  and  deposited  without  disclosure  of  their  contents, 
and  opened  only  after  the  death  of  the  testator  (Diog.  Laert. 
v.  2  14,  §  57  ;  Aristoph.  \Vasps,  583-90  ;  Isa^us,  627  7  i ;  Bekker, 
Char.  I.  sc.  9)  but  they  could  also  be  demanded  back  by  the 
testator  in  order  to  be  destroyed  or  declared  in  the  presence  of 
witnesses  to  be  no  longer  valid  (Issus,  630-32;  Meier- 
Schoemann,  2  sg6yC  ;  Thalheim,  §  10 ;  Schulin,  pp.  7-9 ; 
Beauchet,  8668-672).  The  passages  referred  to  also  supply 
the  proof  that  a  will  did  not  of  necessity  require  to  be  deposited 
with  a  magistrate,  that  it  could  equally  well  be  entrusted  to  a 
private  person,  or,  for  greater  security,  to  several  private  persons. •* 
This  effectually  disposes  of  the  theory  that  there  was  an  official 
inspection  of  the  contents  of  a  will.  In  fact,  even  in  the 
Faiyum,  where  a  public  Record  Office  has  recently  been  brought 
to  light,  Mahaffy  (oft.  cit.  Introd.  p.  41)  assures  us  that  '  the 
entry  of  these  private  documents  on  the  records  of  some  public 
office  is  not  accompanied  by  any  supervision,  any  official 
countersigning  of  each  as  inspected  and  approved  by  the  State.' 

For  Ramsay,  however,  the  most  important  thing  is  the 
irrevocability  of  a  will.  None  of  the  scholars  we  have  cited 
know  anything  of  this.  Schulin  (itt  supr.~),  wholdeals,  not  with 
Attic  wills  only,  but  with  all  Greek  wills  accessible  to  him, 
never  mentions  it ;  indeed  the  opposite  is  taken  to  be  self- 
evident,  and  both  Schulin  (21  f.  49)  and  Beauchet  (2  22)  affirm 
that,  so  far  as  Athens  is  concerned,  even  a  will  containing  an 
adoption  could  at  any  time  be  recalled  though  an  adoption 
completed  during  the  lifetime  of  the  adoptive  father  was  irre 
vocable.  Nor  can  Ramsay  call  the  Syrian  law-book  to  his 
aid  ;  on  this  point  it  follows  the  Roman  view,  according  to 
which  an  earlier  will  is  annulled  by  a  later  (London  Text,  45, 
p.  15).  Here  Ramsay  in  fact  relies  exclusively  on  the  wills 
found  in  the  Faiyum.  These,  however,  by  no  means  prove 
what  he  requires.  He  adduces  only  this,  that  on  them 
'  is  often  contained  the  provision  that  the  testator  is  free  to 
alter  or  invalidate  '  (Exp.,  '98^,  p.  329  =  Gal.  chap.  34,  p.  366^!), 
from  which  he  infers  •'  the  customary  presumption  that  the 
diaiheke  is  irrevocable.'  But  the  customary  presumption  has 
no  legally  binding  force,  otherwise  it  would  not  be  possible  for 
wills  to  be  revoked  ;  and  Ramsay  himself  says  (Gal.  366) :  '  I 
confess  that  several  high  English  authorities  on  Greek  wills  in 
Egypt,  when  consulted  privately,  expressed  the  opinion  that 
these  wills  were  revocable  at  the  testator's  desire ' ;  though  he 
adds  :  'but  they  have  not  satisfied  me  that  the  evidence  justifies 
that  opinion  earlier  than  the  Roman  time  and  Roman  influence.' 
In  the  interests  of  Ramsay's  argument,  to  have  been  able  to 
adduce  a  single  instance  in  which  Greek  differed  from  Roman 
law  in  this  respect  would  have  been  much  more  valuable  than 
any  number  of  conjectures  ;  in  point  of  fact,  so  far  as  we  have 
been  able  to  discover,  it  is  not  possible,  in  the  Greek  sphere, 
to  point  to  any  area,  however  limited,  within  which  prevailed 
that  irrevocability  which  Ramsay  (Gal.  351)  without  qualification 
speaks  of  as  '  a  characteristic  feature  of  Greek  law.'  His  assump 
tion  might  be  explicable  if  we  could  venture  to  suppose  that  in 
bringing  into  such  intimate  connection  the  ideas  of  will-making 
and  adoption  (e.g.,  Kxp.,  '98^,  p.  301,  'the  appointment  of  an 
heir  '  '  '  .  -  . 


..,          .,         ,    .         , 

as   the  adoption   of  a  son,'  and,  conversely,  Gal.  351, 
'  the  adoption  was  the  will-making  ')  he  held  all  wills  to   be 
cable  because  adoption  by  a  person  while  still  alive  was 
irrevocable  ;  but  this  would  be  a  daring  supposition.     Moreover 


irrevocable 


1  Das  griech.  Test.,  Basel,  1882,  pp.  29-33. 

2  Histoire  du  droit  pri-ve    de  la   republique  Athenienne  3 
691-697. 

In    Herrmann,   Lehrb.   d.  griech.  Antt.(*)   ii.   i  =  Rechts- 
alterthiimer  ('95),  p.  72,  n.  3. 

•*  Dareste,  Bull,  de  Corresp.  Hellen.,  1882,  pp.  241-245,  on 
whom  Ramsay,  Cities  and  Bishoprics,  i.  2  368  f.  and  Gal.  355, 
relies,  produces  inscriptional  evidence  for  the  existence  of  a 
public  archive  in  more  than  thirty  cities,  chiefly  in  Asia  Minor, 
but  of  the  depositing  of  a  deed  of  adoption  in  only  one,  of  the 
depositing  of  a  will  in  none. 
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we  know  that  at  Gortyna  in  Crete  (see  Gortyna  inscr.  11  io_^C) 
even  an  adoption  inter  vivas,  such  as  we  have  been  speaking  of, 
could  be  revoked,  and  the  Arabic  and  Armenian  versions  of  the 
Syrian  law-book  already  referred  to  are  in  remarkable  agree 
ment  with  this  (102  [101],  p.  109,  140;  Mitteis,  2i4_/).  The 
Egyptian  wills  have  been  cited  by  Ramsay  so  vaguely  that  it  is 
impossible  to  verify  them  in  detail,  and  moreover  many  of  them 
still  remain  unpublished.  The  present  writer  is  unable  to  say 
where  it  was  that  the  customary  presumption,  against  which 
the  testators  guard  themselves,  held  good.  Perhaps  their 
saving  clause  has  no  reference  to  any  actual  law.  According 
to  Mahaffy  (Introd.  p.  39),  in  them  often  'a  son  is  mentioned  as 
sole  heir.'  When  the  revocability  of  the  testament  is  spoken  of 
it  is  conceivable  that  we  have  another  instance,  similar  to  that 
just  cited,  in  which  it  is  the  obvious  that  is  said. 

(c)  If  oLKovofjiog  in  Paul's  time,  and  even  as  far  back  as  the  time 
of  the  Seleucida;  (so  Ramsay,  Exfi. ,  '98^,  p.  441  =  Gal.  chap.  41,  p. 
393),  corresponded  to  the  Latin  curator,^  why  is  it  that  in  the  Syrian 
law-book  the  Latin  is  substituted  for  OIKOI/O^OS  only,  and  not  for 
67,-iTpo7ros  also?  Why  does  the  Roman  jurist  Modestinus  in  his 
Greek  treatise  de  Excusationibus  (3rd  cent.  A.D.)  also  write 
eTnVpoTros,  but  in  Greek  letters  Kovpartop  (Lex  i,  Dig.  de  con- 
firmando  tutore  vel  curatore  20  3,  in  Cor/y.  Jur.  Civ.,  edd.  Kn'iger 
and  Mommsen,  1  336^,  also  340*1  352*1,  and  often)?  Ramsay 
has  not  observed  that  Mitteis  (p.  217  f.)  adopts  the  view  of 
Bruns,  the  co-editor  of  the  Syrian  law-book  and  himself  a  lawyer, 
and  confirms  it  by  additional  examples,  that  '  the  formal  dis 
tinction  drawn  by  the  Romans  between  tutela  and  euro,  was 
not  rightly  understood  by  the  Orientals.'  Bruns  says  (p.  184/1), 
and  certainly  with  justice  :  '  the  ancient  Greeks  had  only  one 
kind  of  tutelage  and  therefore  had  only  one  word — en-iYpoiros — 
to  express  it.  This  word  the  later  Greeks  restricted  to  the  mean 
ing  of  tutor,  and  they  introduced  alongside  of  it  the  word 
Kovpariop.'  Indeed,  when  weight  is  laid  upon  the  Egyptian 
papyri,  it  ought  to  be  observed  that  alongside  of  eirirpoiros  they 
employ  as  a  second  word  to  designate  male  tutors,  not  oiKOvoiiOs 
but  <J>poi>Ti(mJ5  (Aegypt.  Urkundcn  aus  .  .  .  Berlin:  griech. 
Urkunden,  no.  80294^05  427  9  2jf.,  cp  447  i8f.  21  [2nd  cent. 
A.D.],  and  often).  Mitteis  (pp.  156,  217)  in  speaking  of  a 
Peloponnesian  inscription  of  the  second  century  A.D.  (cp  Lebas 
et  Waddington,  Voyage  Archeologique,  2  2,  no.  24 $a  [p.  515]  1.  60) 
in  which  the  representative  of  a  woman  describes  himself  as  her 
(^poi/TicTTTjs  Kal  (cv'pio?,  remarks  without  further  note  :  '  <f>pov- 
Tiorrjs  is  the  translation  of  the  Latin  curator.'  In  the  Egyptian 
documents  cited  above,  <£poi'Ticmjs,  and,  still  more,  jciipios,  are 
the  usual  designations  for  the  guardian  of  a  woman. 

3.  Are  tJie  legal  conceptions  applicable  to  Galatians? — 
(a)  Even  were  Ramsay's  identification  of  sons  and  heirs 
justifiable,  there  would  not  be  any  fitness  in  the  assump 
tion  that  the  Gentile  followers  of  Abraham  in  his  faith 
are  regarded  as  Aeirs  of  his  faith.  Ramsay  says  (Exp., 
'98^,  p.  2O3  =  G«/.  chap.  31,  p.  337):  'the  idea  that 
they  .  .  .  are  sons  of  Abraham  .  .  .  would  certainly 
be  understood  by  the  Galatians  as  referring  to  the  legal 
process  called  adoption,  vioOeaia..'  Now  Paul  indeed 
expressly  uses  this  word  in  speaking  of  their  adoption 
(Gal.  4s) ;  but  this  adoption  makes  them  sons  of  God. 
He  cannot  at  the  same  moment  have  intended  to  make 
out  that  they  were  by  adoption  sons  of  Abraham.  On 
the  contrary,  their  designation  as  '  sons  of  Abraham  '  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  mere  Hebraism.  'Sons  of  the  Prophets' 
(2  K.  2s  Am.  7 14  etc. ,  see  SON)  are  those  who  adhere  to, 
or  follow,  the  prophets.  It  is  precisely  in  this  sense  that 
we  read  in  Rom.  4 12  of  the  believing  gentiles  that  they 
'  walk  in  the  steps  of  the  faith  of  our  father  Abraham 
which  he  had  in  uncircumcision. '  In  the  same  way  we 
are  dealing  only  with  a  Hebrew  idea  when  Paul  in 
Rom.  4n/".  16-18  speaks  of  Abraham  as  their  father. 
Ramsay's  conjecture  (Exp. ,  '98^,  p.  294/1  =  Gal.  chap.  31 
p.  342/. )  that  Paul  uses  this  particular  expression  with  a 
reference  to  the  more  comprehensive  sense  of  the  word 
•pater  (somewhat  like  protector],  which  is  frequent  in 
Latin,  is  quite  away  from  the  point. 

(V)  Even  where  it  is  possible  to  show  that  in  some  case  a  will 
comprising  an  adoption  had  been  held  to  be  irrevocable  it  would  not 
be  legitimate  to  assume  that  by  the  word  fiiaOjJicT), employed  without 
qualification  in  Gal.  3  15  17,  Paul  and  the  Galatians  understood 
a  special  kind  of  will — that,  namely,  associated  with  the  adoption 
of  a  son ;  still  less  is  it  legitimate  when  it  is  remembered  that 
in  the  case  before  us  there  can  be  no  thought  of  adoption,  Christ, 
God's  own  son  (Rom.  832),  being  the  sole  heir.  But  if,  as  we 
contend,  the  apostle  and  his  readers  must  have  taken  the  word 
in  its  general  sense,  there  is  still  less  proof  forthcoming  for 
Ramsay's  thesis  that  they  must  have  held  wills  to  be  irrevoc 
able.  True,  Ramsay  says  (/?.*•/. ,  '98^,  p.  jp\  =  Gal.  chap.  33, 
p.  351)  :  '  We  think  of  a  will  as  secret  and  inoperative  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  as  revocable  by  him  at  pleasure,  and 
as  executed  by  him  only  with  a  view  to  his  own  death.  A  will  of 
that  kind  could  have  no  application  to  God,  and  no  such  analogy 
could  have  been  used  by  Paul.'  These  words  can  hardly  be 
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understood  otherwise  than  as  meaning  that  what  Paul  had  in 
his  mind  was  adoption  by  a  person  still  alive.  But  this  is 
absolutely  excluded  ;  6ta07)K7)  in  the  language  of  the  law  as  that 
had  been  long  established  in  Paul's  time  never  means  anything 
else  than  a  will  made  with  reference  to  death  (the  sense  of 
'  covenant '  does  not  come  into  consideration  here).  It  is  of 
course  true  that  the  analogy  to  a  man  who  makes  arrange 
ments  with  his  death  in  view  halts  somewhat  when  applied  to 
God  ;  but  that  Paul  does  so  apply  it  is  unquestionable. 

Thus  another  view  of  Gal.  8151719,  which  has  the 
support  of  many  scholars,  though  not  taken  into  account 
by  Ramsay,  becomes  all  the  more  inevitable.  When  it 
is  said  (815)  that  'no  man  maketh  void  or  addeth  to' 
a  man's  testament,  the  testator  himself  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  included  in  the  proposition.  He  himself 
might  perhaps  have  it  in  his  power  to  change  it.  Only, 
this  possibility  does  not  come  into  account  in  the  case 
under  consideration.  For  in  the  apostle's  view  it  is  not 
God  but  the  angels  who  are  regarded  as  authors  of  the 
Mosaic  law,  which  announces  a  change  of  the  divine 
purpose  —  compared  to  a  testament — given  in  the 
promise  to  Abraham.  Of  the  angels  he  assumes  that 
their  action  was  on  their  own  responsibility,  not  at  the 
command  of  God.  On  this  interpretation,  the  question 
whether  it  is  with  Greek  or  with  Roman  law  that  we  are 
dealing,  does  not  arise.  In  every  system  of  law  it  holds 
good  that  an  outsider  cannot  alter  another  man's  will. 

(c)  As  for  Gal.  4  2,  the  plural  '  guardians  and  stewards  ' 
(tiriTpowovs  teal  oiKov6fj.ovs)  makes  it  very  improbable 
from  the  outset  that  the  apostle  is  thinking  of  the  son 
as  being  subject  to  the  '  guardians '  during  one  part  of 
his  minority  and  to  the  '  stewards '  during  another 
part  only  ;  for  the  law  speaks,  as  is  but  natural,  in  the 
singular,  of  one  tutor  and  one  curatar.  If,  however, 
Paul  is  thinking  of  both  tutors  and  curators  as  dis 
charging  their  office  simultaneously  it  becomes  impossible 
to  detect  his  exact  legal  meaning.  Equally  impossible 
is  it  to  do  so  if,  as  is  not  improbable,  he  is  thinking  of 
the  father  of  the  heir  as  still  living.  It  must  be  re 
membered  that  in  the  figure  the  father  is  God.  In 
81517  he  is  compelled  to  think  of  God  as  dead;  but 
not  in  4i  f. 

((/)  Even  if  we  grant,  however,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
the  possibility  that  Paul's  manner  of  expressing  himself 
in  Galatians  is  in  agreement  with  Greek  law,  what  has 
been  proved  ?  Only  that  Paul  himself  was  acquainted 
with  this  law,  not  by  any  means  that  his  readers  also 
were.  Or  has  the  apostle  in  other  matters  paid  such 
careful  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  his  readers? 
The  Galatians  were  all,  or  nearly  all,  Gentile  Christians 
(see  next  article,  §  1 1 )  and  yet  he  writes  in  a  way  that 
includes  them  also  with  reference  to  the  Mosaic  law, 
'  Christ  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law'  (813) ; 
'  we  were  kept  in  ward  under  the  law  ...  so  that  the 
law  hath  been  our  tutor,'  etc.  (823-25),  and  'Christ 
redeemed  them  which  were  under  the  law,  that  we  might 
receive  the  adoption  of  sons  '(4s).  The  church  of  Corinth 
in  like  manner  was,  practically,  entirely  Gentile  ;  yet 
Paul  writes  (i  Cor.  10 1),  'our  fathers  were  all  under 
the  cloud,  and  all  passed  through  the  sea,'  etc.  In  the 
case  of  a  writer  who  is  so  careless  to  guard  his  language 
on  obvious  and  important  points,  it  is  futile  to  single 
out  individual  phrases,  assume  them  to  have  been 
carefully  chosen  with  reference  to  the  special  environment 
of  the  readers  and  on  these  to  base  far-reaching  con 
clusions  as  to  where  that  environment  was  (as,  e.g. , 
Ramsay  does  in  Gal.  chap.  35,  p.  374). 


Galatia,  or  again  in  828  because  in  South  Galatia  the  women 
enjoyed  greater  independence  than  elsewhere  (/T.r/.,  '98^  pp. 
433-436,  43Sy:  =  Gal.  chap.  39yC,  pp.  381-385  389-391),  and  other 
proofs  of  the  same  nature. 

It  is  probable  that  in  Acts  204  we  have  an  enumera 
tion  of  the  representatives  of  churches  who  had  been 
22.  Acts  204      aPP°'nted  as  men  of  trust,  in  accord 
ance  with  2  Cor.  818-23,  to  see  to  the 
due  conveyance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  great  collection 
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to  Jerusalem.  Among  these,  whilst  we  find  two  South 
Galatians — Gaius  and  Timothy — no  North  Galatian  is 
mentioned  ;  and  from  this  it  has  been  supposed  that  in 
i  Cor.  16 1  South  Galatia  must  be  meant.  The  list, 
however,  is  not  complete.  It  has  no  representatives  of 
Corinth  and  Philippi,1  and  names  of  North  Galatians 
can  equally  well  have  been  omitted.  Above  all,  it 
would  have  been  quite  irrational  to  carry  moneys  from 
South  Galatia  to  Jerusalem  by  way  of  Macedonia2  and 
run  all  the  risks  (2  Cor.  1 1  26)  of  such  a  journey.  More 
over,  Timothy  was  the  constant  companion  of  Paul,  and 
in  like  manner  Gaius  also  will  have  been  a  member  of 
the  company  on  other  accounts  than  that  of  the  col 
lection. 

i  Cor.  16 1  comes   into  consideration  for  the   reason 
that  Paul  presumably  used  '  Galatia '  in  Galatians  in  the 
23  1  Cor  16 1    sanie  sense  as  nere-     Now,  i  Cor.  16 1 
is    held    to    refer    to    South    Galatia, 
because  it   is   deemed   improbable  that    Paul    did   not 
invite  the  South  Galatians  also  to  take  a  part  in  the 
great  love-offering  of  the  Gentile  churches.      But  he  may 
very  well  have  invited  them  even  if  i  Cor.  16 1  refers  to 
North  Galatia.      Paul  here  says  only  that  he  has  ap 
pointed  a  particular  manner  of  making  the  collection  in 
I    Galatia.      It  is  open  to  us  to  suppose  that  he  has  not  as 
|    yet  had  occasion  to  do  this  for  South  Galatia  also,  or 
j    that  another  method  had  already  been  adopted  there. 

In  Galatians  Paul  makes  no  reference  to  the  journey 
to  Jerusalem   mentioned   in   Acts  1822.       From  this  is 
24.  Acts  18  22    drawn    the    inference  that    the   epistle 
unnoticed  in   must   have  been   addressed  to  South 
Galatians      Galatia-     because,    as    is    shown    by 
'  the   former  [time] '  (rd   trpbrepov)   in 
Gal.  4 13,    Paul   must  have  already  visited  the    readers 
twice  before  the  despatch  of   the  epistle.     These    two 
visits  can  perhaps,  if  one  is  willing  to  be  satisfied  with 
the  meagrest  possible  evidence,  be  held  to  be  proved 
for  South  Galatia  from  Acts  13i4-142o  and  142i-23; 
or,  the  first  visit  from  Acts  13 14-1423  and  the  second 
from  Acts  161-5  ;  as  far  as  North  Galatia  is  concerned 
they  are  not  to  be  found  till  166  and  1823.     That,  how 
ever,  the  journey  of  18  22/  may  very  well  have  occurred 
and  yet  not  be  mentioned  in  Galatians,  see  COUNCIL 
1   OF  JKRUSALEM,  §  \c. 

In  Gal.  2i-io  Paul  speaks  of  the  Council  of  Jerusalem 
as  hitherto  unknown  to  the  Galatians.  This  also  has 
25.  '  Council '  su£Sestcd  the  inference  that  Paul's  second 
unknown  to  visit  to  the  readers  must  have  occurred 
Galatians  before  the  council — in  other  words,  that 
it  is  related  in  Acts  1421-23,  and  so  must 
have  been  made  to  South  Galatia.  On  the  other  hand, 
even  if  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  had  already  been  held, 
Paul  surely  had  every  motive  for  keeping  back  as  long 
as  possible  from  newly-converted  Gentile  Christians  all 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  misunderstandings  of  the 
kind.  His  principle  was  to  feed  such  churches  with 
milk,  and  to  set  forth  Christ  plainly  before  their  eyes 
( i  Cor.  82  Gal.  81).  At  his  second  visit  he  had,  it  is 
true,  found  the  churches  already  to  some  extent  under 
the  influence  of  Judaism  (1  9,  '  said  before,'  irpofip^Kafj.ev, 
63,  'again,'  ird\iv) ;  but  the  'I  marvel'  (6a.vfj.dfa)  of 
16  shows  that  he  had  left  them  in  the  honest -belief  that 
he  had  been  successful  in  counteracting  this  danger. 

1  As  the  Corinthians  had  only  shortly  before  brought  against 
Paul  the  charge  that  he  was  applying  the  collection  to  his  own 
purposes  (2  Cor.  12 16-18),  it  would  have  been  inconceivably  im 
prudent  on  his  part  to  take  upon  himself  the  responsibility  for 
due  conveyance  of  the  Corinthian  contribution  (so  Ramsay,  St. 
Paul,  chap.  182),  even  had  he  been  asked  to  do  so.     In  point  of 
fact,  the  apostle  had  very  clearly  expressed,  in  2  Cor.  820  /., 
the  principle  by  which  he  was  precluded  from  this.  That 
Luke  was  a  Philippian  is  only  a  bold  conjecture  of  Ramsay's 
(St.  Paul,  chap.  93  103  11  2  17  4,  and  frequently),  quite  apart 
from  the  consideration  that  it   is  by  no  means  certain  that  it 
is  Luke  who  speaks  in  '  we  '  (see  ACTS,  §  9). 

2  UpocMArnt.  not  TTpocreWoi'Tts,  must  be  read   in  20  5  ;  the 
latter   is  quite   irreconcilable   with    the   fact    that   the  persons 
named  have  already  accompanied  Paul  from  Europe  (ooifei'jreTO 
204). 
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From  the  'again'  (ird\iv)  of  £3  it  is  legitimate  to  infer 
that  in  this  connection  he  had  employed  substantially 
the  same  arguments  as  those  which  he  afterwards  used 
in  the  epistle  (e.g.  ,  62-4  81-5  4  9)  ;  and  \ve  may  regard 
it  as  a  proof  of  his  apostolical  wisdom  that  he  declined 
to  make  use  of  the  controversies  of  the  Council  of 
Jerusalem  in  furtherance  of  his  end. 

At  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  Paul  supported  the 
interests  of  the  readers  of  Galatians,  according  to  the 

26  'With  vou  '  <with   y°U     (Wp6s    l'/x£s)  °f  2s>     This 
_   .  „  y      '   would  still  hold  good,   however,  even 

on  the  assumption  that  at  that  time 
they  had  not  yet  been  converted  —  which  was  the  case 
with  the  North  Galatians.  Paul  was  concerned  at  that 
crisis  in  vindicating  freedom  from  the  law  for  the 
churches  which  he  was  yet  to  found  as  well  as  for  those 
which  he  had  already  established.  Even  if  the  letter  be 
assumed  to  be  addressed  to  South  Galatians,  '  with 
you'  (irpbs  i/juas)  constitutes  only  an  individual  applica 
tion.  That  in  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  Paul  should 
have  had  in  his  mind  only  his  South  Galatian  churches, 
and  not  equally  those  founded  by  him  in  Syria,  Cilicia, 
etc.,  would  be  a  wholly  untenable  supposition. 

The  sickness  of  Paul,  alluded  to  in  Gal.  4  13,  Ramsay 

(Church,  chap.   3,  pp.  62-65)    considers    to   have    been 

p     .,    malaria,  which   is  endemic    in   Pamphylia, 

'   1    ,       and,  as    he    thinks,  was   the  cause  of   the 

*'    apostle's  going    for    recovery  to  the  more 

highly  situated  Antiochia  Pisidia. 

As  Ramsay  further  (St.  Paul,  chap.  5  2)  identifies  this  sick 
ness  with  '  the  thorn  in  the  flesh,'  it  is  very  improbable  that 
malaria  can  be  meant.  The  view  finds  no  real  support  in  the 
fact  that  fever  occurs  in  inscriptions  as  a  punishment  sent  by 
the  gods  of  this  lower  world,  to  which  Ramsay  supposes  the 
'messenger  of  Satan'  (ayyeAos  crarava.)  of  2  Cor.  127^  to  refer 
(l'~.xf>.,  'ggb,  p.  2if.  =  Ga(.  chap.  48,  p.  423). 

Unless  2  Cor.  12  ja  is  to  be  held  to  be  meaningless,  the 
apostle's  malady  was  associated  with  ecstatic  visions  ;  and  these 
are  not,  so  far  as  we  know,  symptomatic  of  malaria,  though 
certainly  they  are  of  epilepsy,  with  which  Krenkel  (among 
others)  has  identified  Paul's  '  thorn  in  the  flesh  '  (Beitr,  zur 
Aitfhellung  der  Gcsch.  u.  d.  Brief  e  d.  Af.  Paulus,  '90,  pp.  47- 
125,  and,  earlier,  in  ZIVT,  '73,  pp.  238-244).  Ramsay  (Gal. 
chap.  48,  p.  427)  himself  says  :  '  In  fact,  it  is  the  visions  which 
give  probability  to  the  theory  of  epilepsy.  .  .  .  The  theory 
is  seductive.  But  are  we  prepared  to  accept  the  consequences  ? 
.  .  .  Has  the  modern  world,  with  all  that  is  best  and  truest 
in  it,  been  built  upon  the  dreams  of  epileptic  insanity?'  This 
is  the  argument  of  a  theologian,  not  of  a  historian. 

However  this  may  be,  the  fact  that  Pamphylia  ex 
poses  the  traveller  to  risks  of  malaria  is  no  proof  that 
Paul  could  not  possibly  have  been  seized  with  illness 
even  in  North  Galatia.  Moreover,  Paul  says  that  on 
account  of  his  sickness  he  was  received  as  an  '  angel  of 
god  '  (dyyeXos  Oeou  ;  Gal.  4  14).  About  any  reception  of 
this  kind  in  Antiochia  Pisidia  (where,  according  to 
Ramsay,  he  had  this  illness),  we  read  nothing  in  Acts 
(on  the  contrary,  we  are  told  of  a  persecution  instigated 
by  the  Jews  [13so],  of  which  Galatians  says  nothing)  ; 
and  Ramsay  cannot  think  of  him  any  longer  as  having 
been  ill  in  Lystra,  where,  according  to  Ramsay,  the 
favourable  reception  occurred. 

Thus,  whilst  on  the  points  formerly  discussed,  all  that 
it  was  possible  to  prove  was  that  the  individual  actual 
data  warranted  the  North  Galatian  theory  just  as  much 
as  the  Southern,  here  we  have  a  consideration  which 
makes  positively  for  North  and  against  South  Galatia. 
On  the  four  points  remaining  to  be  considered  we  come 
to  this  same  conclusion. 

Barnabas,  it  is  thought,  must  have  been  personally 
known  to  the  Galatians.  He  is  introduced  without 

oo    TJ«-«   i,        remark  in  Gal.  2i  9  13  ;  and  he  was  the 

28.  Barnabas  ,  •     ,-    . 

,  ,         companion  of   Paul    only  on  his    first 

r   ,    ,  journey,     not     on    his    second     (Acts 

'ns'  15  36-40).  Peter  also,  however,  is 
mentioned  in  Gal.  1  18  without  explanation  ;  and 
Barnabas,  although  he  was  unknown  to  the  Corinthians, 
is  introduced  in  the  same  manner  in  i  Cor.  96  —  it  was 
enough  that  they  had  heard  about  him.  Besides,  Paul 
expresses  himself  as  having  been  in  so  exclusive  a  sense 
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the  founder  of  the  Galatian  churches  (Gal.  1  8  /  3  i  /. 
4  12-20)  that  it  is  almost  impossible  to  suppose  South 
Galatia  to  be  meant.  According  to  Acts  14  12,  Barnabas 
was  even  taken  for  Jupiter  in  Lystra. 

The  apostrophe  '  O  Galatians'  (i  Ya\drai),  in3i 
addressed  to  persons  who,  by  origin,  were  much  rather 

29  'OGala  Lycaonians  or  Phrygians,  would  be  in- 
,.  ,  n  ,  ,,  telligible  in  an  official  manifesto  ;  but 
tlcXHS  1  Lrai.  o  i.  •  ,  ..  i  ...  r  ~  ., 

in  a  letter  such  as  this  of  Paul  s  it 
would  become  so  only  if  besides  New  Galatians  Old 
Galatians  were  included  (against  which  supposition,  see 
above,  col.  1607,  beg.  of  iii.  ).  On  the  assumption  that 
the  apostrophe  was  addressed  to  the  New  Galatians 
alone,  such  a  mode  of  address  is  in  the  highest  degree 
improbable. 

It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  Ramsay  has  been  able  to  cite 
not  a  single  instance,  so  far  as  Galatia  is  concerned,  and  in  the 
case  of  the  province  of  Asia,  which  had  subsisted  more  than  a 
century  longer,  only  one,  in  which  the  inhabitants  of  districts 
first  incorporated  with  the  provinces  by  the  Romans  designated 
themselves  by  the  official  provincial  name  (C/G36626;  see  St. 
bibl.  et  eccles.  431).  It  is  only  by  a  series  of  exceedingly  bold 
hypotheses  that  he  endeavours  (pp.  cit.,  25,  46-55  ;  Gal.,  introd., 
§  7,  p.  6^_/.)  to  establish  a  probability  that  Iconium  and  Lystra 
had  already  become  part  of  Galatia  before  the  setting  up  of  the 
Roman  province,  about  160  B.C.  Derbe,  certainly,  was  not 
added  to  Galatia  until  25  B.C.,  according  to  §  3,  above,  not  until 
41  A.D.  Accordingly  the  aptness  of  the  exclamation  '  O  Gala 
tians  '  as  addressed  to  the  North  Galatians,  depends  not  on 
their  Celtic  descent,  but  on  the  fact  that  only  in  North 
Galatia  was  to  be  found  the  people  who  had  borne  that  name 
from  of  old,  and  in  common  speech,  not  merely  in  official  docu 
ments. 

But  we  will  not,  however  great  the  improbability, 
dispute  the  abstract  possibility  that  Paul  might  have 

n    <  TT  x     JL-  made  use  of  the  term  '  Galatians  '  as  a 

~,  ,  ,  comprehensive  designation  of  inhabit- 
,,  .  ,  ants  of  several  recently-added  portions 

of  the  province  of  Galatia.  Not  even 
in  such  a  case  could  he  have  made  use  of  the  address  '  to 
the  churches  of  Galatia  '  (rats  ^/f/cXT/cri'ais  rrjs  YaXarLas  ; 
Gal.  12)  in  writing  to  South  Galatia  if  there  were 
churches  already  in  North  Galatia.  Even  if  the  letter 
were  sent  by  the  hands  of  a  trusty  messenger  who  quite 
understood  where  to  deliver  it,  the  article  (TCUS)  would 
have  been  inadmissible.  Now,  the  letter  contains  in 
formation  about  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  and  the 
controversy  with  Peter  in  Antioch  in  Syria.  If  ad 
dressed  to  South  Galatia,  the  letter  must,  accordingly, 
have  been  written  between  the  date  of  the  controversy 
and  that  of  the  founding  of  the  North  Galatian 
churches  (Acts  166).  If  so,  the  first  alternative  is  that 
it  was  written  from  Antioch,  in  Syria,  before  Acts  15  40; 
in  which  case  the  two  visits  of  Paul  implied  in  the  '  the 
former  [time]  '  (rb  Trpbrepov)  of  Gal.  4  13  would  have  to 
be  sought  in  Acts  13.i4-142o  and  1421-23  (see  above, 
§  24).  Against  this  view  we  must  bring  an  observation 
which  also  makes  against  Ramsay's  dating  of  the  epistle 
from  Paul's  next  stay  in  Antioch  in  Syria  (Acts  1823  ; 
see  St.  Paul,  chap.  84).  On  both  occasions  there  was 
an  immediate  prospect  of  a  renewed  visit  to  the  readers 
by  the  apostle.  Ramsay  considers  that  Paul  may  have 
entrusted  the  bearer  of  the  epistle  with  an  oral  announce 
ment  of  his  proposed  visit.  In  such  a  case,  however 
(iCor.  4i8-2i  16s-8  2  Cor.  12  14  13  1/),  the  apostle's 
procedure  is  very  different.  Moreover,  he  manifestly 
writes  Gal.  4  20  on  the  supposition  that  he  is  not  about 
to  see  them  soon. 

A  second  possibility  would  be  that  the  epistle  was 
written  between  Acts  16  5  and  166.  In  that  case  Acts 
13  14-14  23  would  have  to  be  reckoned  as  the  first  visit, 
and  16  1-5  as  the  second.  How  would  this  leave  a 
sufficient  interval  during  which,  after  the  second  visit, 
the  Judaizers  could  have  had  time  for  going  to  the 
renders  and  so  completely  changing  their  attitude 
towards  the  apostle  and  his  message,  and  for  Paul  to 
hear  of  all  this  before  his  arrival  in  North  Galatia  from 
the  South  ? 

Most  decisive  of  all  is  Gal.  1  21.     If  the  epistle  were 
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addressed  to  South  Galatia,  Paul  would,  according  to 

P   1  1  *       Acts  13/. ,  have  been  with  his  readers 

in    the    period    indicated    in    Gal.  1 21 

between  his  first  and  his  second  visit  to  Jerusalem  (see 

COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM,  §  ia).     It  is  not  for  a  moment 

to  be  thought  that  Paul  would  have  left  unnoticed  so 

very  conclusive  a  proof  of  his  absence  from  Jerusalem, 

and  have  mentioned  precisely  two  other  provinces  which 

were  not  those  to  which  his  readers  belonged. 

On  the  very  bold  attempt,  which  has  on  this  account  been 
made,  to  transpose  Acts  13yC  so  as  to  make  it  follow  Acts  15  34, 
see  COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM,  §  i  e.  In  any  case,  the  project 
will  not  be  favoured  by  those  who  have  any  interest  in  maintain 
ing  the  credibility  of  Acts.  Ramsay  (Church,  chap.  63;  St. 
Paul,  chap.  83)  proposes  another  way  of  meeting  the  difficulty. 
He  brings  the  journey  to  Jerusalem  mentioned  in  Gal.  1 18  into 
connection  with  Acts  926- 30;  and  that  in  Gal.  2  i-io  into  con 
nection  with  Acts  1130  and  122$;  and  concedes  that  before 
Galatians  was  written  Paul  had  certainly  been  a  third  and  a 
fourth  time  in  Jerusalem  (Acts  15  and  18  22),  but  maintains  that 
there  was  no  need  to  mention  this  in  Galatians,  as  in  that 
epistle  all  he  wished  to  show  was  his  independence  of  the 
original  apostles  at  the  time  'when  he  converted  the  Galatians.' 

This  last  contention  is  not  only  destitute  of  any 
warrant  from  the  text,  but  is  also  entirely  inconsistent 
with  the  situation.  The  Judaizers  could  have  over 
thrown  Paul's  authority  in  Galatia  just  as  well  if  after 
his  first  missionary  activity  there  he  had  shown  that  he 
was  dependent  on  the  original  apostles.  This  was,  in 
fact,  what,  according  to  Ramsay,  actually  happened. 
In  Acts  15  'he  was  commissioned '  '  by  the  older 
apostles'  'to  deliver  to  them'  (i.e.,  to  the  Galatians) 
'  the  Apostolic  decree'  (Ramsay,  Gal.  chap.  18,  p.  287). 
In  these  circumstances  how  can  Paul  still  attach  im 
portance  to  his  being  able  to  prove  that  he  was  inde 
pendent  of  the  original  apostles  atjirst?  Only  on  one 
assumption  —  that  although  his  dependence  became 
evident  at  the  Council  of  Jerusalem,  the  Galatians 
are  still  unaware  of  it.  If  he  takes  for  granted  that 
they  know  it  (according  to  Acts  164,  which  Ramsay 
holds  to  be  historical,  he  himself  personally  informed 
the  South  Galatians  of  the  apostolical  decree),  the  proof 
of  his  independence  in  Gal.  ln-2io  is  meaningless  ;  if 
on  the  other  hand  he  hopes  by  silence — nay,  by  the 
express  declaration  of  26  (e/nol  oi  doKovvres  ovdev  irpoff- 
avtdtvTO  :  RV,  '  they  who  were  of  repute  imparted 
nothing  to  me')  —  to  prevent  his  readers  from  learn 
ing  or  remembering  the  fact  of  his  dependence,  he  is 
deliberately  setting  himself  in  his  epistle  to  deceive 
them.  In  this  case  his  moral  character  must  be  sacri 
ficed  to  save  the  credibility  of  Acts.  This  is  what  Ramsay 
(Gal.  ch.  19,  p.  302)  accuses  the  advocates  of  the  North 
Galatian  theory  of  doing  when  they  hold  that  Paul 
leaves  unnoticed  the  journey  mentioned  in  Acts  11 30 
1225.  That  he  did  so,  however,  is  assumed  only  by 
those  of  them  who,  like  Ramsay,  hold  absolutely  by  the 
historical  character  of  everything  contained  in  Acts.  In 
any  case,  for  Paul  to  omit  all  mention  of  this  journey 
would  be  a  small  matter  compared  with  his  hiding  that 
dependence  on  the  original  apostles  which  is  testified  to 
by  the  apostolical  decree.  On  the  South  Galatian 
theory,  Paul  could  be  exonerated  only  by  placing 
Galatians  earlier  than  Acts  15,  and  if  Ramsay's  date  be 
adhered  to,  only  by  rendering  Gal.  ln-22i  wholly 
purposeless.  Moreover,  it  is  quite  illegitimate  to  identify 
Gal.  2i-io,  not  with  Acts  15  but  with  Acts  llso  1225 
(see  COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM,  §  ia}. 

In  Gal.  chap.  18  /.,  pp.  286  304  Ramsay  inclines  not 
to  identify  the  journey  in  Gal.  2i-io  with  any  of  those 
recorded  in  Acts,  but  to  insert  it  between  Acts  9  and 
Acts  llso.  We  do  not  press,  as  against  this,  that 
on  such  an  assumption  Paul  has  omitted  to  men 
tion  not  two  journeys,  but  three ;  for  Ramsay  may 
say  of  the  one  in  Acts  11 30  1225  what  is  said  in 
COUNCIL,  §  ic,  of  that  in  Acts  1822 — that  Paul  does  not 
mention  it  because  in  chaps.  3-6  he  has  lost  sight  of  his 
intention  to  enumerate  his  visits  to  Jerusalem.  So  far  as 
Acts  is  concerned,  Ramsay's  assumption  that  such  a 
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visit  is  omitted  is  much  more  remarkable.  The  main 
thing,  however,  is  that  by  the  assumption  the  situation 
is  no  wise  improved  :  Paul  still  ignores  his  dependence 
on  the  original  apostles  at  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  in 
Acts  15.  On  the  contrary,  on  Ramsay's  interpretation 
of  Gal.  2i-io  the  situation  becomes  worse.  According 
to  Ramsay  (Gal.  chap.  18  p.  296)  on  the  journey  of 
Gal.  2i-io,  which  is  not  mentioned  in  Acts,  Paul  'con 
sulted  '  (Gal.  2  2  [aceW/uij«'])  the  original  apostles, 
'  asked  their  advice,'  because  his  gospel  '  was  not  fully 
matured  until  shortly  before  the  beginning  of  the  first 
journey'  (Acts  13  1).  This  means  entire  dependence; 
for  the  contrast  is  that  '  after  it  had  fixed  itself  in  his 
nature  as  the  truth  of  God  ...  he  no  longer  "con 
ferred  with  fiesh  and  blood.  '  '  '  The  upshot  then  is  this  : 
Paul  seeks  to  make  evident  his  independence  of  the 
original  apostles  precisely  by  recording  this  act  of 
submission  to  them. 

Equally  impossible  as  an  expedient  is  it  to  maintain  that  in 
Gal.  l2i  Paul  is  naming  only  two  provinces  (Syria  and  Cilicia) 
for  the  reason  that  they  were  the  only  provinces  on  account 
of  his  successful  activity  in  which  the  Christians  of  Judaea 
'glorified  God'  (124),  and  that  he  is  silent  on  his  sojourn  in 
South  Galatia  because  his  mission  in  that  country  had  perhaps 
ceased  to  have  their  approval.  Without  the  aid  of  the  unten 
able  theory  (see  next  article,  §  10)  of  Clemen  (to  which  Ramsay 
now  [Gal.  chap.  18,  pp.  291,  296]  seems  to  lean),  it  would  be 
impossible  to  perceive  why  Paul  should  have  conducted  his 
mission  in  South  Galatia  on  any  other  principles  than  those 
which  he  followed  in  Syria  and  Cilicia. 

Above  all,  no  unfavourable  judgment  on  the  part  of 
the  Jewish  Christians  regarding  his  mission  to  his 
readers  could  have  determined  the  apostle  to  leave 
unused  the  clearest  proof  of  all  that  he  had  kept  away 
from  Jerusalem.  Gal.  123/1  can  be  dispensed  with  as 
far  as  the  primary  object  of  the  argument  is  concerned, 
and  Paul  would  willingly  have  refrained  from  adding 
these  verses  had  he  been  able  at  this  point  to  say  that 
during  the  interval  in  question  he  had  been  with  his 
readers.  p.  w.  s. 

C.  GALATIANS  ELSEWHERE. 

In   2  Tim.  4  10  the  reading  varies   between   Ta\\ia.v 
[X]   and  TaXartav  [WH]  ;    and  even  if  the  latter  be 
T   1  t"    '   ad°Pted  tne  reference  may  still  be  to 
'  ,  _      .  ,  .       Gaul. 

°r       ^flf/r  1Q        The  current    Greek  name   for  Gaul 
im.  an       ace.  tne  ^rst  two  centuries  A.  D.  was 


TaXaria    (FaXdrai)    unless    the    older     title 
(KeXroi,  KArat)  was  employed.1 

To  distinguish  the  Asiatic  Celts  the  phrases  oi  fv  'Aat'a 
TaAarat  (Plut.  Mar.  258),  T\  Kara  rrfv  '\<riav  TaAaTia  (Dios.  Mat. 
meti.Z^d),  or  TaAAoypaiKta,  raA\oypat<cot'(Strabo  130,  566)  might 
be  used  ;  but  generally  the  context  must  decide  (cp  Plut.  Pomp. 
3J>  33>  38)-  Not  until  late  did  the  Greeks  adopt  the  Roman 
terms  ToAAta,  TaAAot.  It  is  in  Herodian  that  we  first  meet 
with  the  distinction,  adopted  by  modern  writers,  between  FoAAi'a 
=  Gaul,  and  FaAaTi'a  =  Galatia  in  Asia  Minor.  There  would  be 
a  strong  tendency  to  alter  roAarta  into  FaAAi'a  in  NT  MSS  in 
this  passage,  owing  to  the  general  belief  that  western  Gaul  was 
meant,  combined  with  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  their  origin 
the  word  TaAaria  as  applied  to  Gaul  had  been  abandoned  in 
favourof  the  Latin  FoAAia,  ai  FaAAi'at  (cp  Theod.  2  227,  Galatiam 
dixit  yuas  nuac  nominamus  Gallias). 

On  linguistic  grounds,  then,  no  general  decision  is 
possible.  The  passages  in  which  the  name  occurs  must 
be  examined  separately. 

i.  It  has  been  argued  that  if  Paul  had  meant  Gaul 
he  would,  according  to  his  usual  practice,  have  used 
the  Roman  provincial  name,  and  that,  as  Timothy  was 
in  Asia  Minor,  possibly  even  in  Galatia,  he  would  have 
avoided  an  ambiguous  term.  Paul  was,  however,  after 
all,  Greek  in  language  and  thought  (cp  Hicks,  St.  Paul 
and  Hellenism,  in  Stud.  Bibl.  4?,  'he  thinks  in  the 
tongue  that  he  speaks  and  writes').  Further,  if 
Crescens  had  actually  gone  to  Timothy's  own  sphere 
of  labour,  more  would  have  been  said,  and  Timothy 
certainly  could  not  fail  to  attach  the  right  significance  to 

1  Cp  Paus.  i.  4  1,  o\f/e  Se  Trore  aiiToii?  <caAeicr0ai  TaAara? 
f£(VLicq(rtv.  KeAroi  yap  Kara.  Tf  <r$a?  TO  ap^aiov  <cai  irapa  7019 
aAAots  liyOfiafofTO. 
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the  word.  Finally,  the  combination  with  Dalmatia  is 
significant  (and  is  curiously  paralleled  on  Mon.  Ancyr.  : 
cp  Momms.  Res  gest.  D.  Aug.  95,  &j  '\<rira.via.s  KO! 
FaXaTtas  /ecu  wapa  &a\/j.a.Tui>).  The  reference  there 
fore  is  probably  to  Gaul.  Although  the  churches  of 
Vienne  and  Mayence  claimed  Crescens  as  their  founder, 
their  claim  may  be  based  merely  upon  this  very  passage. 

2.  In   i  Mace.  82  the  Roman  victories   'among  the 
Galatians'    (AV"«-    'Frenchmen';    RV    'Gauls')    are 
mentioned.     The  date  is  about  160  B.C.,   some  sixty 
years   after   the    Roman   conquest   of    Cisalpine   Gaul 
(Polyb.  214-34).     That  the  reference  is   to  this  war  is 
suggested  by  the  addition   '  and  brought    them   under 
tribute,'  and  by  the  mention  of  Spain  (v,  3)  ;  for  Livy 
(8840)  says  nothing  of  tribute  having  been  imposed  upon 
the  Asiatic  Celts.     On  the  other  hand,   the  victorious 
march  of  Manlius  through  Galatia  was  of  comparatively 
recent  date  (189  B.C.  ),  and  must  have  made  a  profound 
impression  throughout  the  Seleucid  dominions,  so  that 
the  reference  is  almost  certainly  to  that  event. 

3.  In  2  Mace.  8  20  a  victory  gained  by  Jews  in  Baby 
lonia  'against  the  Gauls'  (RV,  Gk.  FaXdrai)  is  men 
tioned  ;  perhaps  an  allusion  to  the  victories  of  Antiochus 
I.  Soter,  king  of  Syria  (281-261  B.C.).  w.  J.  w. 
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For  the  history  of  the  Celtic  tribes,  G.  Perrot,  De  Galatia 

provincial    Komana,    '67,   and    his    Exploration   arch,   de   la 

Galatie,  '72;  Marquardt,  A' omische  Staats- 

33.  Literature,   vcrfassung,  \  V),  358-365;  Chevalier,  Gatlier 

in    Kleinasien,    '83 ;    Koepp,    '  Ueber    die 

Galaterkr.  d.  Attalus,'  in  Rhein.  Mus.  40  114-132  ('85);  Niese, 

ibid.  38  583-600  ('«3) ;  Stahelin,  Gesckic/tte  der  Kieinas.  Gal.,  '97. 

Van  Gelder,   Galatarum  res  in  Grcecia  et  Asia  gestte  usque 

ad  medium  sieculum  secundum  a.  Chr.,  '88  ;  Zwmtscher,  De 

Galatarum  telrarchis  et  Amynta  rege,  '92;  Holder,  Altkel- 

tischer  Sprachschatz,  s.v.  '  Galatia.' 

The  South  Galatian  address  has  been  maintained  principally  by 
Perrot  (ppcit.  supra,  '67),  Renan  (St.  Paul),  Hausrath  (Pan /us, 
and  NTliche  Zeitgesch.),  Weizsacker  (Ap.  Zeitalter),  Clemen 
(ZWT,  '94,  pp.  396-423),  Zahn  (EM.  in  das  N'l~),  and  W.  M. 
Ramsay  (Historical  '(.jeog.  of  Asia  Alinor,  '90;  Church  in 
Rom.  Emp.^)  (2)  '93,  (3)  '94,  (•*)  '95,  (5>  '97  ;  Cities  and  Bishoprics 
of  Phrygia.  '95-'§7  ;  St.  Paul  the  '1'ravelltr  and  the  Rom. 
Citizen,  I1)  '95,  W  '96,  (3)  '97,  (4)  '98,  (6)  '99  ;  Hist.  Coinm.  on 
Gnl.  (1)  '99,  (2)  1900 ;  it  should  be  noted  that  the  later  editions 
differ  from  the  earlier  in  many  details  ;  consult  also  especially 
Studia  bibl.  et  eccles.  4  15-57  ['96],  and  see  articles  in  Expos., 
Jan.,  Feb.,  Apr.  '94,  July,  Aug.  '95,  and  'Galatia'  in  Hastings' 
.£.#281-89). 

The  North  Galatian  address  is  supported  especially  by 
Sieffert  (Ztschr.  fiir  hist.  Theol.,  '71,  pp.  257-306,  and  hitrod. 
to  Ep.  to  Gal.  in  Meyer's  NT  Comment.  7  Ablh.l9)  '99),  where 
a  fuller  list  of  authorities  on  both  sides  is  given  ;  Lightfoot, 
GalatiansW),  Introd.  1-35;  Chase,  in  Expos.,  Dec.  '93,  May 
'94  ;  and  Zockler  (St.  Kr.,  '95,  pp.  51-102). 

W.  J.  W.,  §§  1-7,  32  ;   P.  W.  S.,  §§  8-31. 


GALATIANS  (THE  EPISTLE) 


A.  GENUINENESS  (§§  1-9). 

B.  OTHER  PROBLEMS  (Sf  10-15). 

i.  Date  (§  10). 

A.  GENUINENESS. 


CONTENTS 

2.  Readers  (§  n). 

3.  Judaizing  emissaries  (§  12  f.). 

4.  Purpose  of  Epistle  (§  14). 


5.   Its  place  in  history  (§  15). 
Bibliography  (§  16). 


The  genuineness  of  the  four  so-called  '  principal ' 
epistles  of  Paul — Rom.,  i  and  2  Cor.,  and  Gal. — so 
unreservedly  accepted  by  the  Tubingen  school,  has  not 
been  allowed  to  remain  unquestioned  in  recent  times. 
When  the  opposite  view  was  first  set  forth  with  charac 
teristic  boldness  by  Bruno  Bauer  (Kritik  d.  paulin. 
Briefe,  '5O-'52),  it  received  no  serious  attention  ;  but 
it  has  recently  been  again  pressed  in  all  seriousness  by 
Loman  (Th.T,  '82,  "83,  '86)  and  his  many  successors 
in  Holland,1  by  Edwin  Johnson,  the  anonymous  author 
olAntiqua  Mater  ('87),  and  especially  by  Steck  (Galater- 
brief,  '88). 

Of  the  arguments  brought  against  the  genuineness  of 
Galatians  we  may  mention  first :  The  difficulties  pre- 

,    TV-JS-      ii-        sented    by    many   of   its   details.      For 
1.  Difficulties.  j.    • 

example,    a    contradiction    has    been 

found  between  1 10  where  the  apostle  disclaims  any 
desire  to  please  men,  and  22  where,  notwithstanding, 
he  submits  himself  to  the  judgment  of  the  original 
apostles.  This,  as  well  as  many  other  examples  of 
hypercriticism,  we  may  safely  disregard.  Nevertheless, 
the  fact  remains  that  the  epistle  contains  much  that  is 
obscure  and  (to  us)  surprising.  It  can  only  be  welcomed 
as  a  gain  for  science  that  such  difficulties  have  been 
pointed  out  anew.  But  the  spuriousness  of  the  epistle 
follows  from  them  only  by  a  petitio  principii — viz. ,  by 
assuming  that  the  historical  Paul,  of  whose  writing  we, 
in  the  view  of  these  negative  critics,  do  not  possess  a 
single  line,  was  invariably  in  the  habit  of  expressing 
himself  with  absolute  clearness,  and  also  that  the  text  of 
what  he  wrote  has  at  no  point  ever  suffered  at  the  hands 
of  copyists. 

For  example,  1  7  is  certainly  obscure  ;  but  it  admits  of  being 
interpreted  as  meaning  '  another  gospel  which  [is  no  gospel  at 
all  but]  consists  in  nought  else  [or,  rests  upon  nought  else]  than 
this,  that  there  be  some' — etc.  Again,  in  2  18  the  thesis  is: 
'  If  I  build  up  again  the  Mosaic  law  which  I  have  declared  to 
be  obsolete,  I  thereby  declare  the  life  I  have  hitherto  been  living 

1  Among  them  Vnlter,  Komp.  d.  paulin.  Hauplbriefe,  '90  ; 
van  Manen,  Paulus  I. -III.  (Acts,  '90  ;  Romans,  '91  ;  Corinthians, 
'96).  See  van  Manen  (JPT,  '83,  '84,  '86,  '87  ;  Th.  T,  '90  ;  Exp.  T 
9  [Feb. -Apr.  '98]),  also  Steck  (Prot.  A'Z,  "91,  no.  31-34,  '92,  no. 
34 /•  I  "95.  n°.  if-  I  Prot.  Monatshefte,  '97,  pp.  3S3-342)- 
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in  freedom  from  the  law  to  have  been  a  life  of  transgression. 

In  2  19  the   sequence  is  unexpected  ;   but  the  intention  is  to 

justify  the  implication  in  v.  18  of  the  sinfulness  of  again  building 

up  the  law.     In  1  10  the  conjectural  emendation  n  yap,  with  the 

mark  of  interrogation  instead  of  the  present  dprt  yap,  has  much 

to  recommend  it  (as  in  Rom.  3  3  ;  in  Gal.  apri  occurs  immediately 

before,  in  1  9)  ;  so  has  the  interpretation  of  Tret'&o  as  equivalent 

to  Kf)pv<T(r<a  (or,  still  better,  the  supplanting  of  iret'Oio  by  a  word 

bearing  this  meaning) ;   for  Paul  apparently  is  here  guarding 

himself  against  the  same  reproach  as  in  2  Cor.  4  5.     Once  more  : 

in  Gal.  3  20,  the  thesis  sought  to  be  established  is  that  the  law 

was  given,  not  immediately  by  God,  but  mediately  by  angels, 

who  were  but  inadequately  fitted  for  the  service.     As  a  step  in 

the  proof,  use  is  made  of  the  (erroneous)  assumption  that  only 

a  plurality  of  persons  will  make  use  of  a  mediator,  and  that  a 

single   person  will   always  communicate  what   he   has  to   say 

personally  and  directly.     The  assumption  here  follows  rabbinical 

modes  of  thought, — resembling  the  argument  in  3  16  (against 

|    3  29,  Rom.  4  16),  where  it  is  urged  that  in  the  OT  by  the  '  seed 

|     of  Abraham  '  Christ  alone  can  be  meant,  inasmuch  as  the  word 

[     <77re'pju.a  is  used  in  the  singular  ; — resembling,  also,  the  argument 

I    elaborated  in  421-31,  according  to  which  the  Jews  who  continue 

;     in  unbelief  are  the  children  not  of  Sarah  but  of  Hagar.     Here 

|    again  it  is  a  mere  petitio  principii  to  take  for  granted  that  the 

I     historical    Paul   must   have   been   incapable   of  adopting   such 

j    rabbinical  lines  of  thought.1 

As  regards  other  obscure  points,  there  has  been  an 

j    attempt  to  explain  them  as  due  to  unskilful  borrowing 

_  from   the   author  of  Romans.       It   must 

*?on3   be    conceded     not     only    that     the    two 

used  /        epistles  have  many  thoughts  in  common, 

but  also  that  in  Romans  these  are  for  the  most  part 

elaborated  with  greater  clearness. 

In  Gal.  36  the  mention  of  Abraham  comes  in  quite  abruptly, 
whilst  in  Rom.  4  it  fits  naturally  into  the  context ;  in  Gal.  3  27 
there  is  a  mixture  of  two  metaphors  which  in  Rom.  6  3  and 
13  14  are  applied  separately  and  suitably  ;  in  Gal.  3  19  the  words, 
literally  taken,  admit  of  being  construed  as  meaning  that  the 
law  was  given  in  order  to  prevent  transgressions,  and  only  from 
Rom.  5  eo  does  it  become  clear  that  '  for  the  multiplication  of 
transgressions  '  is  what  is  intended. 

On  the  other  hand,  positive  blunders,  of  the  kind  that 
can  occur  only  in  the  case  of  a  compiler  manipulating 
another  man's  work,  cannot  be  shown  anywhere. 

In  56  circumcision  is  spoken  of  as  a  matter  of  indifference, 
and  in  v.  2  as  positively  hurtful ;  but,  as  the  first  passage  is 
intended  to  refer  only  to  those  who  had  been  circumcised  before 
their  conversion  to  Christ,  whilst  the  latter  has  in  view  only 
those  who,  being  already  Christians,  suffer  themselves  to  be 

1  As  regards  421-31,  it  has  been  proposed  by  some  critics  to 
strike  out  w.  24-27,  or  at  least  v.  25^1,  from  TO  to  'Apa/3t'a. 
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circumcised,  there  is  no  contradiction.  Such  a  digression  as  we 
have  in  3  nyC  at  the  close  of  which  3  13  resumes  the  interrupted 
connection  with  3  10,  or  such  as  occurs  in  5  i7(fromiVaor  perhaps 
even  from  TO.VTO),  can  very  well  have  been  made  by  the  historical 
Paul  (or  written  on  the  margin  by  a.  very  early  reader).  Many 
other  points  that  at  first  sight  are  very  puzzling  to  us  we  can 
easily  suppose  to  have  been  clear  to  the  GaJatians  through  the 
oral  teaching  of  Paul. 

Steck,  it  is  true,  on  the  ground  that  we  have  no  information 
as  to  what  Paul  may  have  preached  in  Galatia,  forbids  this 
supposition  ;  and,  in  like  manner,  he  holds  it  to  be  illegitimate 
to  regard  the  collection  alluded  to  in  Gal.  2  10  as  historical,  in 
dependent  evidence  from  other  sources  being  wanting.  On 
such  lines  as  these  we  need  not  be  surprised  that  in  the  single 
word  irpoftnov  in  Gal.  5  21  he  finds  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
author  of  our  epistle  is  quoting  i  Cor.  ,  and  more  particularly  (i  g_f. 
It  is  alleged,  further,  that  use  of  the  synoptical  gospels 
is  seen  in  at  least  Rom.  12  14  138-io  i  Cor.  ISs^iof. 

3    Svnont'sts  J^s  'l  's  mamtamed  tnat  these  epistles 

earl    r  than    are  °lder  than  Galatians>  il  is  relevant 

P   i   9          to  discuss  the  allegation  in  the  present 

connection.      In  point  of  fact,   all  the 

observed  phenomena  can   be  sufficiently  explained  by 

the  assumption  that  the  author  knew  the  gospel  history 

from  oral  sources.      Indeed,  it  is  actually  in  i  Cor.  7  io/. 

that  the  genuine  (because  stricter)  form  of  the  prohibition 

of  divorce  has  been  preserved. 

It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  if  Jesus  had  mentioned  the  case 
of  adultery  as  an  exception  to  the  general  prohibition  —  as  we 
read  in  Mt.  032  19g  —  any  tradition  would  have  overlooked  such 
a  mitigation;  least  of  all  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  Paul  would 
have  done  so.  In  fact,  the  latter  finds  himself  compelled  on  his 
own  responsibility  to  establish  a  new  exception  —  that,  namely, 
by  which  it  is  provided  that  a  marriage  with  a  non-Christian 
may  lawfully  be  dissolved  if  there  seems  no  prospect  of  its 
being  continued  '  in  peace  '  (i  Cor.  7  15). 

The  attempt  to  trace  the  account  of  the  resurrection 
of  Jesus  in  i  Cor.  15  3-8  to  the  written  synoptists  also 
must  be  held  a  failure. 

In  view  of  the  denial  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  current  in 
Corinth,  the  writer  of  the  epistle  was  under  the  most  stringent 
necessity  to  adduce  everything  that  could  be  alleged  in  proof 
of  it.  That  being  so,  he  would  assuredly  have  passed  over  none 
of  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  event  detailed  in  the 
gospels  ;  least  of  all  could  he  pass  over  what  is  related  about  the 
empty  grave. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  easy  to  understand  why  the 
synoptists  left  on  one  side  the  accounts  recorded  by 
Paul.  What  Paul  constantly  affirms  is  only  that  the 
risen  Jesus  had  been  seen.  The  synoptists  believe  that 
they  have  much  more  conclusive  evidence  to  bring  — 
namely,  that  Jesus  had  been  touched,  and  that  he  had 
eaten. 

It  is  claimed  that  extra-canonical  luritings  also  have 
been  used  in  the  composition  of  the  four  epistles.  Even 
.  .p  ,  should  this  be  made  out  as  regards 

~  Philo(born  about  20  B.C.  ;  see  Vollmer, 


see  Steck,  249-265,  especially  for  Rom.  12  19),  the 
genuineness  of  the  epistles  would  not  (when  we  consider 
the  early  date  of  these  writers)  thereby  be  impugned. 
Nor  would  it  be  impugned  because  of  their  employment 
of  the  Assumptio  Mosis. 

George  Syncellus,  in  the  eighth  century,  finds  such  employ 
ment  in  Gal.  6  15  ;  a  MS  of  the  eleventh  century  finds  it  in  56. 
Euthalius  in  the  fifth  century  mentions  an  a.w6i<pvtf>ov  Mwucre'ws 
as  source.  The  passage  does  not  occur  in  the  portion  of  the 
Assuiitf>tio  that  has  come  down  to  us  (cp  Schiir.  GV'I,  §  32,  5  3  ;  (2>, 
2  636,  ET  5  8  [_/:  ;  Clemen,  Chron.  d.  Paul.  Brief  e,  257).  Whether 
a  Tewish  book  could  have  contained  so  anti-Jewish  a  proposition 
unless  through  interpolation  by  a  Christian  hand  need  not  here  be 
discussed.  The  Assmnfitio  was  in  any  case  composed  within 
the  time  of  the  sons  of  Herod  the  Great  ;  in  6  6  f.  (according  to 
the  most  reasonable  reading)  it  erroneously  predicts  for  them  a 
shorter  reign  than  their  father  has  had  (see  APOCALYPTIC,  §  64).! 

1  See  R.  H.  Charles,  Assitrnfrtion  of  Moses  ('97),  p.  \vf. 
The  view  of  Volkmar  and  Hilgenfeld—  that  in  the  Assumptio 
the  use  of  the  plural  cervices  in  108  proves  use  of  4  Esd.,  and 
particularly  of  chaps.  11  f.,  which  speak  of  the  eagle  with  three 
heads  (Vespasian,  Titus,  and  Domitian)  —  is  quite  mistaken. 
The  passage  rests  simply  on  Dt.  32  n  (cervices,  which,  more 
over,  in  Cicero  and  Sallust  invariably  means  but  one  neck, 
renders  jueTa(£pe»a.),  and  is  speaking  of  elevation  in  heaven,  not 
of  elevation  over  the  Romans.  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  this 
point  see  the  present  writer's  articles  in  the  Protestantische 
Monatshefte,  1898,  pp.  252-254  ;  1899,  pp.  150-152  ;  1900,  pp. 
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4  Esd.  was  written,  it  is  true,  under  Domitian,  and  would, 

therefore,  be  decisive  of  the  question  before  us  if  the  departure 

from  the  OT  text  in  Rom.   10  7  could  be  traced  to  4  Esd.  4  8. 

The  variation,  however,  comes  simply  from  Ps.  107  26  ;  cp.  130s. 

It  is  also  contended  that,  as  compared  with  Acts,  the 

representation  given  in  Galatians  is  only  of  a  secondary 

_    yj          ,      ,   character.      In  particular,  it  is  improb- 

on  Acts?  able  (it'  is  arSued)  that  the  historical 
Paul  proclaimed  his  Gentile  Christian 
gospel  for  fourteen  years  without  gainsaying,  that  at 
the  Council  of  Jerusalem  he  agreed  to  so  manifestly 
untenable  a  solution  of  the  matter,  and  in  Antioch  came 
into  so  violent  collision  with  Peter  (Gal.  2i  9  11-21).  As 
to  this,  see  COUNCIL  OK  JERUSALEM  (§§  4,  9,  3).  The 
only  serious  difficulties  are  those  arising  from  the  state 
ment  in  122,  that  Paul  was  unknown  by  sight  to  the 
churches  of  Juclrea,  though  they  must  have  known  him 
very  well  as  their  persecutor.  The  statement  seems 
intended  to  mark  with  the  utmost  possible  distinctness 
Paul's  independence  of  the  Jewish  Christians.  Even 
on  the  part  of  a  writer  of  the  second  century,  however, 
it  would  have  been  too  grave  a  slip  to  say  of  the  Pales 
tinian  Christians  who  had  survived  the  persecution, 
that  they  had  not  known  Paul.  If  written  in  the 
second  century,  the  meaning  of  such  a  declaration 
could  only  be  that  the  churches  of  Judaea,  having  been 
broken  up  and  dispersed  by  the  persecution,  and  only 
at  a  later  date  reconstituted,  were  as  such  unacquainted 
with  Paul.  Thus  interpreted,  however,  the  passage 
can  very  well  have  been  written  by  Paul  himself.  That 
it  is  not  quite  literally  accurate  must  be  conceded  :  the 
reconstituted  churches  must  still  have  included  persons 
who  had  known  Paul  in  his  persecuting  days.  Still,  it 
is  easy  to  understand  why  Paul  did  not  have  these 
persons  in  his  mind.  What  he  wishes  to  prove  is 
simply  that  his  own  Christianity  had  not  been  derived 
from  any  man,  but  had  come  to  him  immediately  from 
Christ.  Had  he  received  any  Christian  instruction 
from  man,  that  would  have  been  after  his  conversion, 
not  before  ;  and  there  is  no  difficulty  in  believing  that 
from  the  time  of  his  conversion  he  had  entered  into  no 
personal  relations  with  the  churches  of  Judaea,  and, 
more  particularly,  that  in  Jerusalem  at  the  time  of  his 
first  visit  ( 1 18/. )  he  had  remained  incognito,  and  com 
municated  only  with  Peter  and  James,  since  otherwise 
there  was  reason  to  apprehend  a  renewal  of  the  perse 
cution  that  had  broken  out  against  him  in  Damascus 
(2  Cor.  11  32 f.}.  Paul,  accordingly,  leaves  out  of  con 
sideration  those  persons  in  the  churches  of  Judaea  who 
had  known  him  before  his  conversion,  because  their 
acquaintance  with  him  then  did  not  affect  that  inde 
pendence  of  the  Jewish  Christian  churches  which  he 
claimed  for  his  own  view  of  Christianity ;  and  this 
cannot  with  any  fairness  be  charged  against  him  as  a 
failure  in  veracity  (120).  On  the  other  hand,  that  is 
exactly  what,  we  are  told  by  Steck,  is  so  improbable 
historically— that  Paul  after  his  conversion  remained 
away  from  Jerusalem  for  three  whole  years  ;  and  the 
view  of  Acts  (919-30)  is  preferred.  This  brings  us  to 
what  lies  at  the  root  of  the  question  in  this  aspect — 
_.  .  namely,  the  demand  for  a  straight- 

, '      ,         y    ,     forward,  rectilinear  dmelopment  in  the 
development.  his(ory      It  ^  we  are  told|  historically 

inconceivable  that  the  view  of  Jesus  and  the  original 
apostles,  which  was  still  entirely  Jewish -legal,  was 
followed  immediately  by  that  of  the  principal  epistles  of 
Paul,  and  only  afterwards  by  the  mediating  view  of 
Acts  and  the  other  writings.  Steck,  therefore,  has 
made  out— and  he  alone  with  fairly  good  success — what 
lie  considers  to  be  straightforward  development  as 
follows  : — Jesus,  the  original  apostles,  the  historical 
Paul,  Mk.  and  Mt. ,  Lk. ,  Acts,  Rom. ,  i  and  2  Cor. , 
Gal.,  the  remaining  Pauline  Epistles  (leaving  out  those 
to  Timothy  and  Titus),  then  Marcion.  To  this  series 
the  objection  suggests  itself  that,  whilst  its  author 
makes  out  the  historical  Paul  to  have  been  only  a  shade 
freer  from  the  law  than  Peter  (Acts  163  21 18-26,  e.g., 
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are  accepted  as  historical),  he  at  the  same  time  (p.  373, 
369  f. }  speaks  of  him  as  fundamentally  free  from  the 
law,  and  names  him  as  apostle  of  the  Gentiles  KO.T' 
f^oXV"  '•  ai'd  Steck  is  open  to  the  further  criticism  that  he 
attributes  to  Acts  the  '  tendency '  to  smooth  over  differ 
ences — in  other  words,  to  go  back  to  a  point  of  the 
development  that  had  been  reached  before.  But  the 
most  fatal  objection  of  all  is  that  Steck  himself,  after 
an  interval  of  no  more  than  a  year  (Prot.  KZ,  1889, 
pp.  108,  841),  found  it  necessary  to  demolish  the  entire 
structure,  and  to  place  Rom.  and  Cor.  before  Lk.  and 
Acts,  because  he  (rightly)  saw  that  Acts  (see  ACTS, 
(516)  could  not  be  assigned  to  a  date  earlier  than  after 
the  beginning  of  the  second  century,  and  because  in 
Marcion  (circa  140  A.D.)  the  existence  of  ten  Pauline 
epistles — of  which,  moreover,  three  (Rom.  and  i  and  2 
Cor.),  according  to  Steck' s  view,  must  be  regarded  as 
each  made  up  of  three  (or  more)  originally  independent 
pieces — is  already  recognised.  Further,  the  historical 
evolution  argued  for  by  Steck  will  not  for  a  moment 
allow  two  separate  lines  of  development,  such  as  the 
line  of  the  synoptic  and  that  of  the  Pauline  Christology, 
to  go  on  concurrently.  Still,  alongside  that  line  of 
development  of  Christianity,  which  had  its  roots  in 
Palestine,  he  recognises  another,  almost  independent, 
which  took  its  rise  in  the  heathen  philosophical  ideas 
current  in  Rome — a  line  of  development  as  belonging 
to  which  he  reckons,  for  example,  the  principal  epistles 
of  Paul  (denying  at  the  same  time  their  use  of  the 
Rabbinical  forms  of  thought).  Within  his  first-men 
tioned  series,  too,  he  recognises  a  certain  weakening 
of  the  antinomism  of  Galatians  in  the  minor  Pauline 
epistles,  as  well  as  an  accentuation  of  it  in  Marcion. 
In  all  this  it  becomes  abundantly  evident  that  historical 
science  does  not  in  the  least  require  that  a  rectilinear 
development  should  be  made  out.  It  is,  of  course,  the 
business  of  historical  science  to  understand  everything 
that  happens  ;  but  a  development  is  not  unintelligible 
even  if  it  runs  far  ahead  of  its  own  time,  and  afterwards 
falls  back  upon  the  footsteps  it  has  already  outrun,  to 
retraverse  them  anew,  step  by  step.  Were  this  other 
wise,  we  should  have  to  eliminate  from  history  all  ils 
great  and  epoch-making  men  —  Luther,  for  example, 
and,  in  the  end,  Jesus  himself. 

The  fact  is  certainly  eloquent  that  not  only  Bruno  Bauer  and 
others,  but  Loman  also  (down  to  1884  at  least),  denied  the 
historicity  of  Jesus,  and  that  in  this  respect  Johnson  has  even 
gone  beyond  the  last-named.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  highly 
significant  that  it  is  not  enough  for  Johnson  if  Bruno  Bauer 
derives  Christianity  from  the  humanist  ideas  of  Philo,  Seneca, 
and  the  Roman  emperors  down  to  Marcus  Aurelins.  In  this 
quarter  he  misses  the  oriental  fervour  which  he  deems  necessary 
to  the  founding  of  a  religion,  and,  therefore — it  is  the  least  he 
can  do — he  transfers  the  origination  of  Christianity  out  of  such 
ideas  to  the  East.  Over  and  above  this,  he  is  compelled  to  see 
in  Marcion  a  highly  important  reformer,  through  whom  Chris 
tianity  was  at  least  liberated  from  its  rudimentary  Jewish 
beginnings.  We  find  Steck,  on  the  same  lines,  characterising 
as  an  original  and  spiritually-gifted  person  the  very  man  who 
(in  his  view)  put  together  the  epistle  to  the  Galatians  with  so 
little  skill. 

As  far  as  Paul  in  particular  is  concerned,  it  must  be 
admitted  that  any  ordinary  man  in  his  position  would 
assuredly  have  gone  immediately  after  his  conversion 
to  Jerusalem  for  authentic  instruction  in  his  new  faith. 
Now,  what  if  Paul  was  not  an  ordinary  man  ?  The 
more  fanatical  he  had  been  as  a  Pharisee  in  his  zeal 
for  the  Mosaic  law,  the  more  clearly  must  he  have 
recognised  the  impossibility  of  ever  fulfilling  it  com 
pletely,  and  all  the  more  manifest  must  it  have  been  to 
him  that  in  Christianity  an  altogether  new  way  of 
salvation  was  opened  up.  Then,  further,  the  appear 
ance  of  Christ  to  him  on  the  way  to  Damascus  gave 
him  a  clearer  view  of  the  divine  purpose  of  the  death  on 
the  cross  than  all  the  original  apostles  together  could 
have  supplied.  It  was  in  this  manner  that  he  obtained 
an  idea  quite  different  from  theirs  of  the  Christ  whom 
he  had  never  seen  on  earth  (so  2  Cor.  5 16  rightly 
interpreted).  It  was  in  this  manner  that  he  discovered 
in  Christianity  at  once  the  true  religion  for  the  world 
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and  the  divine  decree  of  abrogation  as  regarded  the 
Mosaic  law.  It  was  in  this  manner  that  he  found 
himself  constrained  to  vindicate  the  great  religious 
blessing  of  freedom  against  every  attempt  at  a.  re- 
imposition  of  bondage  with  the  keenness  which  we 
perceive  in  Gal.  214-21  I8f.  5  12. 

The    traces    of  a   later   age,    which 
StCC'k    believes    himself    to    have   dis- 


,  -,       covered,  have  reference  only  to  Rom. 
Eom.  and  Cor.  and  i  and  a  Cor 

It  will  be  sufficient  here  to  remark  that  in  the  first  instance 
these  would  only  justify  the  excision  of  a  few  verses  —  e.g.,  i 
Cor.  1629  Rom.  16  1  (if  baptism  for  the  dead,  or  the  institution 
of  deaconesses,  were  still  unknown  within  the  lifetime  of  the 
apostle).  Some  of  the  particulars  alleged  by  Steck  rest  upon 
false  exegesis  —  e.g.,  where  i  Cor.  7  57  is  taken  as  referring  to  a 
man  wishing  to  preserve  his  virginity  in  monastic  fashion  —  a 
sense  which  would  require  the  word  TrapBeviuv. 


8.   Considera- 


On  the  other  hand,  the  epistles  con- 


.    .        tain  much  that  would  have  been  mean- 

tions  implying  .    fe         d   even  m        ible  in  the 
early  date.     se*ond  century_ 

The  close  adhesion  to  the  Mosaic  law  which  gives  the  chief 
occasion  for  Gal.  and  Rom.  was,  at  that  late  date,  but  feebly 
represented  (Just.  Dial.  47  ;  Ignat.  ad  Pkilad.  t5 1  ;  ad  Magnes. 
Si,  9 1,  103,  etc.).  The  gift  of  tongues,  regarding  which  such 
elaborate  precepts  are  laid  down  in  i  Cor.  14,  was  already  un 
known  to  the  author  of  Acts,  otherwise  he  would  not  have  taken 
it  (Acts  2i-n)  as  meaning  speech  in  existing  foreign  languages 
(see  SPIRITUAL  GIFTS).  To  put  into  the  mouth  of  Paul  an 
expression  of  the  expectation  of  surviving  till  the  second  coming 
of  Christ  (i  Cor.  15si_/;),  would  have  been  a  most  perverse  pro 
ceeding  on  the  part  of  a  second-century  writer.  The  case  of 
the  incestuous  person  (i  Cor.  oi-s),  the  intimate  relation 
between  Paul  and  the  Galatian  churches  (Gal.  4 12-20),  the 
journeys  of  Timothy  and  Titus  to  Corinth,  the  charge  of  fickle 
ness  brought  against  Paul  on  account  of  a  change  in  the  plan 
of  his  tour  (2  Cor.  1 12-24),  and,  indeed  (very  conspicuously),  the 
whole  of  2  Cor.,  are  so  personal  and  full  of  individuality,  that  in 
this  case  we  are  really  entitled  to  draw  the  conclusion  (so  often 
illegitimate)  that  they  could  not  have  been  invented.  As  it  is 
conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  four  epistles  stand  or  fall  to 
gether,  that  conclusion  must  apply  with  equal  validity  to  the 
many  portions  of  Rom.,  i  Cor.,  and  Gal.,  in  which  the  in 
dividuality  is  less  marked. 

Lastly,  the  genuineness  is  sufficiently  attested  by  the 

_    ,          .  external  evidence.       If  the  four  epistles 
j.  txternai  are  to  stand  or  fall  together|  the  first 

evidence        .   j       f  Clem  Rom    would  be  proo{ 

sufficient.  r  ,    . 

enough  of  their  genuineness. 

It  cites  (47 1-3)  i  Cor.  by  name  as  a  writing  of  Paul,  and 
(35s  3" 2-5)  transcribes,  without  giving  a  name,  Rom.  1 29^  and 
even  Heb.  1. 

Now,  this  epistle  of  Clement  (li)  informs  us  that  it 
was  written  in  a  time  of  persecution  ;  it  is  still  unaware 
of  a  distinction  between  Trpecr /Si/repot  (44s)  and  ewiffKoiroi. 
(444i  424/1  ;  see  BISHOP,  §  8,  MINISTRY)  ;  and  it  knows 
nothing  of  Gnosticism.  Probably,  therefore,  it  was 
written  under  Domitian  (93-96),  or  perhaps  under 
Trajan  (112-117)  ;  at  tne  Ver7  latest,  under  Hadrian 
(circa  120).  Its  colourlessness  forbids  the  suggestion 
that  circumstances  of  the  time,  as  indicated  by  it,  are 
fictitious.  If  it  were  a  product  of  imagination  dating 
from  150-170  A.D.  ,  it  would  serve  the  interests  of  that 
time — viz. ,  the  idea  of  the  episcopate  and  the  polemic 
against  Gnosticism.  Let  only  this  be  further  observed, 
that  the  principal  Pauline  epistles  are  largely  made  use 
of  in  i  Pet.  (especially,  and  manifestly,  Gal.  823  01317 
in  i  Pet.  Is2i6n,  and  Rom.  12  /  in  i  Pet.  88-12  47-11 
2 13-18),  and  that  there  is  a  great  probability  that  i  Pet. 
dates  from  112  A.D.  The  epistle  of  James  also,  which 
is  of  still  earlier  date  (see  CHRISTIAN,  NAME  OF,  §  8), 
in  like  manner  shows  acquaintance,  not  only  with  the 
Pauline  doctrines,  but  also  with  the  text  of  the  chief 
epistles. 

The  clearest  proof  is  Jas.  4  i.  This  verse  is  clearly  dependent 
on  Rom.  7  23  ;  otherwise  the  word  (ue'Ar)  would  not  have  been 
used,  for  the  context  is  speaking,  not  of  the  conflict  of  desires 
within  the  man,  but  of  the  conflict  of  the  desires  of  one  man 
against  those  of  his  fellow-men  (iv  vfilv,  as  if  c<c  T<oi'  r/Soviav  riav 
crTpaTeuo/ueVwi'  Kara  TOV  v\t](rLov,  instead  of  which  phrase  we 
have,  borrowed  from  Rom.  7  73,  iv  rots  ^e'Aecrti'  v/xwi>). 

Finally,  on  the  evidence  supplied  by  the  Pseudo- 
Clementine  Recognitions  and  Homilies,  see  SIMON 
MAGUS. 
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There  is  thus  hardly  any  necessity  for  going  into  the 
evidence  of  Marcion,  who  about  140  admitted  ten 
Pauline  epistles  into  his  church  lectionary,  or  for  calling 
attention  to  the  wholesale  execution  among  the  extra- 
canonical  writings  (and  even  among  the  heathen  writings) 
of  the  second  century  which  has  to  be  made  by  Johnson 
before  he  can  affirm  that  the  NT  came  into  existence 
between  Justin  and  Irenreus  about  155-180  A.D.  ,  and 
that  even  Marcion  perhaps  was  still  unacquainted  with 
any  personal  Christ  —  acquainted  only  with  the  ideal 
figure  of  a  xpriffrfo  (see  CHRISTIAN,  NAME  OF.  §  i). 


D.  OTHER  PROBLEMS. 

Having  disposed  of  the  objections  to  the  genuineness 

of  Galatians  we  turn  to  the  remaining  problems.      The 

10   D  t      suPer'or  limit  for  the  date  of  the  epistle  has 

been  indicated  already  (see  preceding  article, 

§  24).      In  view  of  Gal.  16  it  is  not  advisable  to  bring 

it  much  lower. 

True,  oiirois  ra^e'cos  means,  not  'so  soon,"  but  'so  suddenly.' 
Thus  the  expression,  considered  in  itself,  allows  the  supposition 
that  the  beginning  of  the  Galatians'  falling  away  was  of  late 
origin  —  a  supposition  precluded  by  the  other  rendering—  and 
requires  us  to  think  only  that  the  subsequent  steps  of  the  declen 
sion,  once  begun,  took  but  a  short  time.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
has  to  be  remembered  that  the  churches  had  already  begun  to 
show  inclinations  towards  Judaism  before  Paul's  second  visit, 
and  that  Paul  believed  himself  to  have  obviated  this  by  his 
oral  communications  with  them.  His  surprise  at  the  sudden 
ness  of  the  change  that  had  come  over  them  is  intelligible  only  if 
we  suppose  the  change  to  have  happened  shortly  after  his  last 
visit. 

Thus,  the  epistle  is  best  assigned  to  the  beginning  of 
Paul's  three-years'  stay  in  Ephesus,  whither  he  had 
gone  after  leaving  Galatia  (Actsl9i). 

On  account  of  its  similarity  in  contents  to  Romans, 
some  have  thought  it  necessary  to  assign  the  epistle  to 
the  same  period.  In  that  case  its  date  would  be  some 
three  or  four  years  later  ;  for  it  is  highly  probable  that 
Romans  was  written  during  the  apostle's  last  stay  in 
Corinth  (Acts  20  1-3;  cp  Rom.  1623  with  i  Cor.  114). 
Only,  identical  subjects  are  not  handled  in  an  identical 
manner  in  the  two  epistles. 

In  Gal.  4  30  the  Jews  who  continue  in  unbelief  are  expressly 
excluded  from  the  inheritance,  whilst  in  Rom.  93  1125-32  the 
apostle  shows  a  strong  interest  in  their  ultimate  salvation.  In 
Gal.  83  439^?  the  Mosaic  worship  is  placed  on  precisely  the 
same  plane  with  that  of  the  heathe  i,  whilst  in  Rom.  7  12-14  the 
defect  is  sought,  not  in  the  Mosaic  law,  but  only  in  the  sinfulness 
of  man.  In  Gal.  1  6-9  Paul  anathematises  every  doctrine  not 
in  accordance  with  his  own,  whilst  in  Rom.  1  12  (5  17  he  recognises 
the  doctrines  which  prevail  in  Rome,  though  devoting  the  whole 
letter  to  their  correction,  as  on  an  equal  footing  with  his. 

Clemen  (Chron.  d.  Paulin.  Briefe,  '93)  appeals  to 
those  differences  in  support  of  his  contention  that 
Galatians  is  (as  Steck  also  holds)  the  last  of  the  four 
chief  Pauline  Epistles,  in  the  belief  that  in  this  way  he 
is  able  to  accept  what  is  true  in  Steck'  s  position  and 
yet  to  conserve  the  genuineness  of  the  epistles.  His 
proofs  admit  of  being  turned  the  other  way.  Besides, 
his  theory  that  Paul,  during  the  first  period  of  his 
missionary  activity,  continued  to  be  Jewish-Christian 
in  his  thought  and  teaching,  and  that  he  reached  the 
culminating  point  of  his  anti-Judaism  only  at  the  end 
of  his  life,  is  erroneous.  In  the  case  of  so  energetic  a 
thinker  as  the  apostle,  the  development  indicated  above 
m  §  Sf-  's  certainly  more  probable.  As  far  as  the 
apostle's  earlier  period  is  concerned,  Clemen's  view  is 
in  direct  opposition  to  Gal.  1  16.  The  culminating  point 
of  Paul's  antinomism  must  have  been  reached  in  his 
controversy  with  Peter  in  the  Syrian  Antioch  at  latest. 
That  after  that  —  nay,  after  his  refusal  to  circumcise 
Titus  at  the  time  of  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  —  he  con 
tinued  to  preach  circumcision  is  inconceivable  (cp  pre 
ceding  article,  §  20  a).  If  this  reproach,  then,  was 
levelled  at  him  even  at  so  late  a  date  as  that  of  Galatians 
(5n;  on  1  10  see  below,  col.  1625,  n.  ),  it  cannot  have 
been  anything  but  a  slander.  If  his  adversaries  were 
capable  of  this,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  with 
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reference  to  any  period  after  the  apostle's  conversion 
they  had  any  ground  for  their  assertion.  They  may 
safely  be  held  to  have  applied  to  the  present  an  asser 
tion  that  was  true  only  of  the  time  during  which  Paul 
was  still  a  Jew.  It  is  also  on  general  grounds  probable 
that  Paul  in  the  closing  years  of  his  life  became  gentler, 
not,  as  Clemen  says,  harsher.  The  second  coming  of 
Christ  he  believed  to  be  near  at  hand  ;  yet,  before 
this  could  happen  the  gospel  had  to  be  preached  to 
all  the  world  (Rom.  10  18  1125).  It  must  have  become 
clearer  and  clearer  to  him  that  he  and  his  disciples 
were  not  in  a  position  to  accomplish  this  by  them 
selves,  and  that  accordingly  the  Jewish-Christian  way 
of  looking  at  things  also  was  willed  by  God.  Phil. 
1  15-18  expresses  this  whh  special  clearness.  In  the 
Epistle  to  the  Romans  .  an  ircnical  attitude  was  par 
ticularly  desirable,  inasmuch  as  he  wished  to  estab 
lish  friendly  relations  with  the  church  in  Rome,  and 
thus  to  have  a  new  centre  from  which  to  carry  on 
activities.  It  is  further  worthy  of  remark  that  in 
Galatians,  as  in  Rom.  825,  the  death  of  Christ  is  repre 
sented  only  as  a  propitiation  for  sins  that  are  past  — 
not  yet,  as  in  Rom.  8  3,  as  serving  also  for  the  averting 
of  sins  to  come,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  the  '  spirit  ' 
(irvevfj.a)  in  Gal.  5  16-25  is  much  less  elaborately  thought 
out  than  it  is  in  Rom.  6-8. 

On  the  home  of  the  readers,  see  preceding  article. 
As  for  their  nationality  —  according  to  Gal.  48  52  6i2/. 

they  were>  at  least  PrePonderantly, 
Gentile  Christians.  Whether  there  may 
not  also  have  been  among  them  a  sprinkling  of  Jewish 
Christians  cannot  be  decided  by  reference  to  3  13  23-25 
4s,  for  in  that  case  all  the  readers  together  must  have 
been  Jewish  Christians.  These  passages,  therefore, 
show  only  that  Paul  is  inadvertently  applying  to  his 
readers  that  which  holds  good  as  regards  himself 
(see  preceding  article,  §  21,  3  d).  In  4  21,  on  the 
other  hand,  he  says,  truly,  not  that  his  readers  are  yet 
under  the  law,  but  that  they  are  now  only  contemplating 
the  assumption  of  that  yoke.  That  there  was  a  Jewish 
element  in  the  Galatian  churches  might  be  inferred 
more  readily  from  828,  though  here  also,  perhaps, 
Paul  is  speaking  more  from  principle  than  was  exactly 
required  by  the  personal  circumstances  of  his  readers. 
The  Judaizing  emissaries,  too,  could  have  found  access 
all  the  easier  if  born  Jews  already  belonged  to  the 
churches.  But  the  question  must  be  allowed  to  remain 
undecided. 

From  3  1  5  7  we  learn  that  the  Judaizing  emissaries 

were  personally  unknown  to   Paul.      Both  before  and 

12    T  d   '  '        after  his  second  visit  they  had  been  at 

°  work  among  the  Galatians.     Whether 

emissaries.      ,  .... 

the  same  persons  were  engaged  in  this 

on  both  occasions  we  have  no  means  of  knowing  ;  but 
on  both  occasions  they  wrought  in  the  same  spirit, 
though  on  the  second  with  immeasurably  greater 
success  (see  preceding  article,  §  25). 

That  one  or  more  prominent  persons  were  included  among 
them  follows  from  the  o<TTt?  tap  jj  of  5  10.  It  is  impossible, 
however,  to  say  whether  any  individual  (possibly  one  of  the 
original  apostles)  is  intended.  For  6  Ta./><i<T<r<uv  iijias  can  mean 
'  every  one  who  brings  you  into  perplexity  '  just  as  easily  as  6 
fpXofj.fvos  in  2  Cor.  114  refers  to  all  the  Judaizers  who  had  already 
arrived  in  Corinth  (oi  inrep\iav  dn-ocrToAoi,  11  5),  since  the  pro 
position  that  follows  (apeiyecrOe,  or  <Wx«o-0e)  does  not  state  a 
conceivable  case  merely,  but  an  actual  fact.  It  is  certain. 
however,  that  the  original  apostles,  in  Jerusalem  at  least,  did  not 
interfere  with  the  activity  of  these  TapdcrvovTef  (17;  cp  5  12  : 
see  COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM,  §  3).  From  6i2yC  some  have 
thought  it  must  follow  that  they  themselves  had  not  as  yet  been 
circumcised,  but  were  only  fanatical  proselytes.  In  that  case 
it  would  be  incomprehensible  why  they  should  not  have 
accepted  circumcision  long  before,  or  how  they  could  without 
this  have  brought  the  Galatians  so  far.  The  determination  of 
the  question  lies  not  in  the  rending  TrfptTfT/trjuevoi,  which  is  quite 
plainly  a  correction  intended  to  make  the  meaning  easier,  but  in 
taking  the  present  oi  irfptTfuvofntvot  in  a  timeless  sense  —  the 
men  of  the  circumcision  (cp  i  Thess.  2  12  '.  6  KaAup,  1  10  :  o 
pudfiei'os). 

What  their  representations  to  the  Galatians  had  been 
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can  be  plainly  gathered  from  the  answers  of  the  apostle. 

13  Their  They  ^ad  sa'^  t'lat  m  or^er  to  gam  salva- 
doine-s      t'on  'l  was  not  enou£h  to  comply  with  the 

°  '  teaching  of  Paul,  who  had  simply  demanded 
faith  in  Christ  crucified  (3i/  5)  and  risen,  but  that  it 
was  also  necessary  to  fulfil  all  the  prescriptions  of  the 
Mosaic  law  (825  10  54),  to  which  alone  the  promise  of 
salvation  was  attached  (38  18  64).  They  had  said  that, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  doctrine  of  Paul  opened  a  wide 
door  to  moral  laxity  (5 13).  These  arguments  on  the 
merits  of  the  case  they  fortified  by  personal  ones.  They 
maintained  that  Paul  was  not  strictly  an  apostle  at 
all,  but  dependent  on  the  original  apostles  (li  nf. 
1 15-221).  Only  these,  the  '  pillars'  (2g  ;  see  COUNCIL, 
§  6),  were  competent  to  decide  the  true  doctrine,  as 
they  had  formerly  (TTOT^,  26)  been  taught  by  the  Lord 
himself  when  he  was  on  earth.  Wherever,  therefore, 
the  teaching  of  Paul  departed  from  theirs,  it  was  to  be 
rejected.  Nay,  more,  elsewhere  (this  is  obviously  what 
we  are  to  understand)  Paul  himself  was  still  preaching 
circumcision  (5n);  he  is  thus  in  contradiction  with 
himself  if  he  has  failed  to  exact  it  of  the  Galatians. 
Thereby  he  has  deprived  them  of  their  title  to  salvation  ; 
and  this  he  can  have  done  only  out  of  a  desire  to  please 
men,1  and  so  make  the  acceptance  of  Christianity  seem 
easier  than  it  really  was.  To  these  Judaizers,  ac 
cordingly,  the  description  in  Acts  15 1 5  applies  admirably. 
They  had  already  brought  it  about  that  the  Galatians 
observed  the  Jewish  feasts  (4io),  and  were  seriously 
thinking  of  receiving  circumcision  (5 1/  6 12/. ).  Their 
moral  character  is  represented  by  Paul  as  very  despicable. 
He  ascribes  to  them  motives  quite  as  low  as  the  motives 
which  they  ascribe  to  him.  It  is  not,  he  says,  about 
the  salvation  of  the  Galatians  that  they  are  concerned  : 
all  that  they  seek  is  personal  consideration  among  them 
(417)  and  repute  with  their  Judaistic  (perhaps  even 
Jewish)  co-religionists  for  having  brought  the  Galatians 
to  circumcision  (613),  and  they  are  in  dread  of  persecu 
tion  by  these  same  comrades  should  they  fail  to  insist 
on  circumcision  in  their  proselytising  efforts,  and,  like 
Paul,  rest  satisfied  with  faith  in  the  cross  of  Christ  (612). 
It  is  probable  that  in  this  Paul  is  as  unjust  to  them  as 
he  was  to  Peter  in  charging  him  with  hypocrisy  (2  11-13  ; 
see  COUNCIL,  §  3).  From  their  point  of  view,  they 
could  hardly  do  otherwise  than,  on  religious  grounds, 
hold  Paul's  preaching  to  be  not  only  dangerous  but 
also  God-dishonouring.  But  we  have  seen  that  among 
the  means  which  they  made  use  of  even  slander  had  a 
place  (5  ii ),  and  that  they  flagrantly  violated  the  compact 
of  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  (2g). 

It  was  to  counteract  the  influence  of  those  persons 
that  Paul  wrote  Galatians.  Its  course  of  thought  is  not 

14  Purnose    "S^tty  apprehended  if  we  view  chaps. 

Of  Galatians.  lf\  *s  constituting  a  PeKrs°»al  apologia, 
and  chaps.  3  /.  and  5  /.  as  forming 
respectively  a  dogmatic  and  a  practical  section.  Nor 
does  it  avail  to  take  the  dogmatic  portion  as  ending  at 
47  or  4n,  or  not  till  56  or  624,  as  if  421-31  were  not 
intensely  dogmatic,  and  4  8-20  very  much  the  reverse. 
The  epistle  must  be  viewed  much  more  as  being  an 
epistle  ;  repetitions  must  not  be  ignored  or  denied  ;  and 
a  chief  turning-point  must  be  recognised  in  513. 

After  the  salutation,  1  1-5,  and  statement  of  the  position  of 
matters,  le-io,  there  follows  what  constitutes  the  first  main 
division  of  the  epistle,  the  historical  demonstration  that  the 
gospel  of  Paul  is  independent  of  the  original  apostles,  and  is  of 
directly  divine  origin.  Here  there  are  three  sections  :  1  11-24 
2  i-io  2  ii-ai.  _  The  second  main  division  contains  the  dogmatic 
proof  that  Christian  freedomand  observance  of  the  law  are  incom 
patible.  This  in  the  first  instance  occupies  81-47  continuously. 
Next  follow  a  practical  application  to  the  readers  (4s-ii),  a 
calling  to  mind  of  their  former  good  relations  with  Paul  (4  12-20), 
a  renewed  proof  from  the  OT  (421-31),  a  new  proof  drawn  from 

1  The  £>)TU>  ai/flpioirois  dpe'cr/ceii/  of  1  10  will  refer  to  this.  It  is 
not  till  ei  In  di/#paj7r<HS  ripe&KOv  that  this  alleged  'pleasing  of 
men,  as  shown  towards  Gentiles,  will  be  put  on  a  level  with  the 
complaisance  which  Paul,  before  he  became  a  Christian,  and 
when  persecuting  Christians,  had  shown  towards  the  Jews. 
See,  further,  above,  §  i. 
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first  principles  (5  1-6),  and  a  renewed  application  to  the  readers 
(5  7-12).  The  third  main  division  consists  (like  Rom.  6-8)  of 
exhortation  and  proof  that  morality  is  not  impaired  by  Christian 
freedom — this  in  613-24  in  general  terms,  in  625-610  in  relation 
to  particular  points  of  special  importance  for  the  readers. 
Finally,  the  autograph  conclusion,  611-18,  sums  up  once  more 
the  leading  polemical  points. 

The  importance  of  Galatians  for  its  first  readers  un 
doubtedly  consisted  in  the  first  instance  in  this — that  it 
them  back  to  Paul  and  his  gospel. 


15.  Place  in 
history. 


Thus  much  may  be  presumed,  if  i  Cor. 


(16i),  which,  as  we  gather  from  168,  was 
written  at  the  close  of  the  three-years'  stay  in  Ephesus, 
is  of  a  later  date  than  our  epistle  (see  above,  §  10). 
For  the  history  of  primitive  Christianity  Galatians  is  a 
historical  source  of  the  first  order.  It  constituted  for 
the  Tubingen  school  the  Archimedean  fulcrum  by  which 
it  revolutionised  the  traditional  conception  of  the  history 
of  the  first  century.  What  has  already  been  said  under 
ACTS  (§§  4  6/.  )  and  COUNCIL  OF  JERUSALEM  (§§  i  7-11) 
may  suffice  to  show  the  magnitude  and  fundamental  char 
acter  of  the  errors  to  which  we  should  have  been  exposed 
had  this  epistle  not  been  preserved  to  us.  The  character 
of  Paul,  the  imperiousness  which  he  showed  in  the  service 
of  what  he  had  recognised  to  be  truth,  his  ardent  love 
and  zealous  care  for  the  churches  which  he  had  founded, 
the  rabbinical  ingenuity  yet  truly  religious  depth  of  his 
thinking,  and  at  the  same  time  the  far-reaching  nature 
of  the  differences  that  separated  the  various  tendencies 
in  the  early  church,  find  immediate  expression  here 
as  hardly  anywhere  else.  In  all  time  Galatians  will 

be  the  charter  of  freedom,  not  only  from  the  Mosaic  law 
but  also  from  every  yoke  that  is  imposed  upon  the 
religious  life  as  an  external  condition  of  salvation  without 
reference  to  any  inner  necessity  of  the  soul.  It  was  in 
this  sense  that  it  supplied  Luther  with  a  foundation  from 
which  to  carry  on  his  life-work  against  the  freshly- 
asserted  claims  of  work-righteousness  in  the  Catholic 
Church  of  his  day. 

The  outstanding  commentaries  are  those  of  Luther  (Latin  in 

1519,  German  in  1525,  and  fuller  Latin  in  1532)  ;  Winer  ('21  ; 

-,.,..        <4>,  '59)  ;  Rueckert  ('33)  ;  H.  A.  W.  Meyer  ('41  ;  (5). 

16.  BlDllO-    70  ;  (6),  by  Sieffert  in  '80,   (8),  '94,  identical  with 

grapby.  (7)of'86,  (y),  '99;  ET  from  German  ed.  '70);  Hil- 
genfeld  ("52)  ;  Jowett  ('55  ;  (2),  '59  ;  condensed  ed. 
'94)  ;  Wieseler  ('59)  ;  Holsten  (Inhdlt  u.  Gedankengang  des 
Galaterbriefs,  '59,  expanded  into  Zum  Evangelism  des  Paulus 
und  des  Petnis,  '68  ;  also  —  a  new  work  —  Das  Evangelism  des 
Paulus,  li,  '80);  Lightf.  ('65;  (10),  '9o);  J-  Ch.  K.  von  Hof- 
mann  (Die  Heilige  Schrift  Neuen  Testaments,  2  i,  '63  ;  (~), 
'72);  Lipsius  (Handcomm.  22,  '91,  (2),  '92);  also  in  Dutch,  by 
Baljon  ('89)  and  Cramer  (Nieuiue  bijdragen  door  Cramer  en 
Lamers,  (3,  '90),  both  with  many  textual  conjectures.  As  to 
the  conjectures,  see  Baljon  (De  tekst  der  brie-ven  aan  de 
Roineinen,  Corinthiers  en  Galatiers,  akadcmiscli  prcefschrift, 
Utrecht,  '84),  and  on  the  attempts  at  dissection  see  Clemen 
(Einheitlichkeit  der  paulinischen  Briefe,  '94).  Marcion's  text 
is  specially  dealt  with  by  Hilgenfeld  (Z.  hist.  Theol.  "55, 
426-483),  van  Manen  (Theol,  Tijd.  1887,  pp.  382-404,  451-533), 
and  Theod.  Zahn  (Gesch.  d.  NTlichen  Kanons,  2409-529,  '92). 
Mention  must  also  be  m;)de  of  the  work  of  Volkmar  (Paulus  von 
Damaskus  bis  su»i  Galaterbrief,  '87  ;  partly  also  in  Theol. 
Zeitschr.  aus  der  Schweiz,  "&t,f.)  p.  w.  S. 
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GALBANUM  (fltyTQ,  x&AB&NH  HAycMoy  [BL], 
X&Bp.  H.  [A],  galbanum  boni  odoris  [=D1|?3p  TIP], 
Ex.  3034f),  which  was  an  ingredient  in  the  holy 
incense,  is  a  resinous  substance  often  mentioned  by 
botanical  writers,  ancient  and  modern.  Though  the 
etymology  of  rua^n,  helb'ndh,  is  uncertain,1  the  names 
%a\/3o.f?7  and  galbanum  are  certainly  connected  with, 
and  probably  derived  from,  the  Hebrew  word. 

The  source  of  the  gum  is  even  yet  not  quite  certain.  Diosco- 
rides  and  Theophrastus  speak  of  it  as  the  product  of  a  Syrian 
narthtx',  but  in  modern  times  the  galbanum  of  commerce  is 
known  to  be  produced  only  in  Persia,  and  since  Boissier  it  has 
generally  been  identified  —  e.%.,  by  Fluckiger  and  Hanburyl2) 
(320^),  and  by  Dymock  (2  152  ff-)—  as  the  gum  of  the  um 
belliferous  Ft-rula  galbaniflua,  Boiss.  et  Buhse,  and  the  kindred 
species  F.  rubricaulis,  Boiss.2  The  resin  is  formed  of  '  tears 

1  Its  connection  with  nSn,  '  milk,'  is  improbable. 

2  Besides  these,  its  principal  known  sources,  however,  there  may 
have  been  others  :  thus  Sir  G.  Birdwood  speaks  in  this  connection 
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which  exude  spontaneously  from  the  stem,  especially  on  its 
lower  part  and  about  the  bases  of  the  leaves.'  It  has  '  a  peculiar, 
not  unpleasant,  aromatic  odour'  (Fliick.  and  Hanb.  I.e.). 

N.  M. 

GALEED     (TJ^J),    i.    or   Jegar-Sahadutha   (1^ 

Nfl-lin^*),  the  former  the  Hebrew,  the  latter  the 
Aramaic,  designation  of  the  heap  or  cairn  which  was  a 
sign  of  the  covenant  between  Jacob  and  Laban,  Gen. 
3147  ('Galeed'  again  in  v.  48). 

The  renderings  of  ©  and  Vg.  (on  which  see  Nestle,  Marg. 
p.  io_/C)  show  an  uncertainty  as  to  whether  iy  is  a  noun  or  a 
verb.  For  Galeed,  ftovvbs  /uopTvpei  [A],  ft.  /uapTvs  [Z>sil  E 
L];  ACKRVUM  TEST1MOXII  in  v.  47.  ft.  naprvpet  [ADL], 
ft.  ju.apTi/pt'ou  [E]  ;  GALAAD  in  v.  48.  For  Jegar-sahadutha, 
ftovvbs  judprv?  [A],  /3.  TTJS  /J..  [/?sil  L],  fiovvov  fiaprvpi'as  [E]  ; 
tuinuluM  testis. 

Both  have  the  same  meaning — viz. ,  '  heap  of  witness ' 
— and  the  intention  of  the  former  is  to  suggest  a  deriva 
tion  of  the  name  GILEAD  (q.v. ). 

The  original  tradition,  however,  must  have  been  without  this 
trivial  etymology.  Nrm.'lB'  "IV  (Jegar-sahadutha)  is  certainly  a 
corruption  of  in?!>'ia  (Gar-Salhad),  '  fortress  of  Salhad.'  !  We 
have  to  suppose  that  J  and  E  both  had  access  to  stories  of  the  lives 
of  the  patriarchs  in  a  written  form,  among  which  was  that  of  the 
meeting  of  Laban  and  Jacob.  J's  source  of  information  con 
tained  one  statement  which  was  very  possibly  wanting  in  E's, 
and  which  J's  account  gave,  partly  in  a  mutilated,  partly  in  a 
corrupt  form.  The  early  tradition  must  have  said  that  Jacob 
set  his  face  towards  Gar-Salhad  on  Mount  Hauran,  but  '  Gar- 
Salhad  '  had  become  corrupted  into  '  Gar-Sahad  '  (intj>  ij)  and 
'  on  Mount  Hauran  '  into  '  on  the  mountain  '  ("inaY  The  latter 
phrase  may  have  originally  stood  in  v.  25,  where  we  now  read 
"IJ3,  'on  the  mountain.'  Reasoning  on  the  strange  phrase 
Gar-Sahad,  J  seems  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
really  Jegar-sahadutha  ('  heap  of  witness '  in  Aramaic),  and 
that  it  referred  to  a  cairn  which  Jacob  must  have  erected  as  a 
boundary  mark,  and  this  suggested  explaining  Gilead  as  a 
modification  of  Gal'ed,  the  Hebrew  equivalent  of  Jegar-saha 
dutha.  He  forgot  the  improbability  (pointed  out  by  We.  C//43) 
that  the  grandchildren  of  '  Nahor '  and  Abraham — both  sons  of 
Eber — should  have  spoken  different  dialects  ;  but  how  else  could 
he  have  explained  Gar-Sahad  ?  That  Wellhausen  is  wrong  in 
treating  v.  47  as  a  late  archaeological  gloss  should  be  clear ; 
'  heap  of  witness '  is  by  no  means  an  obvious  explanation  of 
'  Gileadj'  and  has  to  be  accounted  for.  The  verse  belongs  to 
J,  but  is  misplaced  ;  v.  48  should  run,  '  therefore  he  (Jacob) 
called  it  Gal'ed,  but  Laban  called  it  Jegar-sahadutha.'  Vv.  49 
(on  which  see  GILEAD,  §  4)  and  50  belong  to  E  ;  they  give  an 
explanation  of  E's  pillar  (»ta$scl>a)  corresponding  to  that  of  J's 
cairn  (gal).  It  has  only  to  be  added  that  Nahor  is  miswritten 
for  Hauran  (pin);  the  'God  of  Nahor'  in  v.  53  (E)  was  origin 
ally  '  the  God  of  Hauran ' — a  phrase  which  lost  its  force  when 
E,  like  J,  brought  the  meeting  of  Laban  and  Jacob  farther 
S.  in  order  to  suit  the  subsequent  travels  of  the  patriarch. 

2.  GALEED  (lyhi)  may  also  originally  have  stood  in 
another  important  passage  now  evidently  mutilated — ^viz. , 
Josh.  2234,  where  we  read  of  a  great  altar  set  up  by 
Reuben,  Gad,  and  half  Manasseh,  as  a  'witness'  (cp 
v.  27)  to  the  tribes  on  both  sides  of  the  Jordan  that 
those  on  the  eastern  side  were  equally  worshippers  of 
Yah  we,  in  the  strict  legal  fashion,  with  their  brethren 
on  the  W.  (So  Di.,  Bennett  in  SBOT;  EV,  following 
Pesh.  and  some  Heb.  MSS,  is  content  with  supplying 

l«  M ) 

The  narrative  to  which  the  passage  belongs  (w.  9-34)  must  be 
very  late,  but  may  be  based  upon  an  early  record  which  c^n- 
tained  a  second  explanation  of  the  name  Gilead,  connecting'  it 
with  a  great  altar  erected  in  early  times  by  the  eastern  tribes. 
Whether  this  is  probable  or  not,  is  a  question  on  which  critics 
are  not  at  all  unanimous.  Those  who  agree  with  Di.  will 
ascribe  to  the  editor  the  anxious  assurances  of  the  eastern  tribes 
that  no  sacrifices  should  be  offered  upon  the  altar,  and  certain 
other  peculiarities,  such  as  the  indistinctness  of  the  description 
of  the  locality  of  the  altar  (v.  ioyC),  and  the  omission  of  the 
name  of  the  altar  (7'.  34  ;  cp  Bennett).  If  on  the  other  hand  the 
narrative  is  'an  absolutely  unhistorical  invention  framed  to 
defend  the  doctrine  of  a  unique  sanctuary'  (Kue.  Hex.  107, 
CP  339  TV  and  see  We.  CH  135),  we  must  suppose  that  the 
name  of  the  altar  was  accidentally  omitted  by  a  very  early 
scribe,  or  perhaps  (cp  i  S.  13  i  and  Budde's  crit.  note  in  SBO '/') 
was  never  inserted  by  the  narrator.  It  is  worth  noticing  that 
both  in  v.  n  and  in  v.  34  ©  reads  differently  from  MT.  In 

of  Opkoitiia  gall>anifcra  of  Khorassan,  and  Galbanum  officinale 
of  Syria  (EBW  12  718). 

1  Cp  Kar-Asur,  Kar-IStar,  Kar-Sarrukin,  '  fortress  of  Asur, 
of  Istar,  of  Sarrukin.' 
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particular  ©B  has  in  v.  n,  en-!  rov  yaXaaS  ('  in  Gilead  '  ;  ©L  om.) 

•  L  L     L 
where  MT  has  ni7<73"7N  ('  in  the  districts  '  ?),  and  in  v.  34,  KOC 

cmavoncurev  'Ir)<rovs  rbv  ftuifj.bv  .  .  .  KO\  flirtv  ('  and  Joshua  named 
the  altar  .  .  .  and  said  ').  At  any  rate,  both  texts  (and  also 
Jos.  Ant.  v.  1  26)  agree  in  not  giving  the  name  of  the  altar. 
Cp  ED.  T.  K.  C. 

GALEM    (Josh.  15.59,     Var.    Bib.,     <5    only).     See 
GALLIM,  i. 


GALGALA  (r&An*A&  [ANV])-  i  Mace.  9  2.  See 
ARBELA,  §  zff.,  and  cp  GILGAL,  §  6  (c). 

GALILEE  (W>|n,  n^JO  [2  K.  1529j-  Aram. 
H^J  ;  |-AAeiA«M&  [B],  -AiA.  [B'NAQrVL  and  NT]  ; 

GALILEE  A,   G.    GENTIUM"]. 

The   name  galil  means  'circle,'  'district,'   'region.'      Once 

only  we  find  the  qualifying  addition  'of  the  nations'  —  viz.,  Is. 

9  i  [8  23],  'In   the  former  time   he   brought   into 

1.   Name,   contempt  the  land  of  Zebulun  and  the  land   of 

Naphtali,  but  in  the  latter  time  he  confers  honour 

on  the  road  to  the  sea,  the  other  side  of  the  Jordan,  the  district 

(galil)  of  the  nations  '  (©   •yoA[«]iAai'a  TU>V  idvtav).     The  latter 

phrase  clearly  means  '  the  district  inhabited  by  a  mixed  popu 

lation   of  Jews   and    foreigners.'     Josh.  1223  is  partly  parallel, 

for  we  should  doubtless  read  (with  Graf,  St.  Kr.  1854,  p.  870) 

'the  king  of  the  nations  of  the  .^vZ/?/'  (not,  as  in  MT,  'of  Gilgal'). 

Cp  i  Mace.  615,  •yoAiAai'a  aAAoi^uAwi'  ;  17  yaAiAata  simply,  often 

in  i  Mace,  (once  in  Mace,  and  twice  in  NT  the  article  is  omitted). 

'  Galilee'  (to  retain  the  convenient  though  late-coined 

2   Orieinal    <-*rasc'sec'  name)  seems  at  a  comparatively 

reference!     ear^v  Per'°d  to  have  specially  designated 

the  territory  of  Naphtali. 

The  cities  mentioned  in  the  list  of  Tiglath-pileser's  conquests 
(2  K.  15  29)  as  constituting  '  the  galil'  (Galilee)  are,  with  prob 
ably  one  exception,!  all  in  Naphtali,  and,  as  if  to  prevent  mis 
understanding,  the  narrator  sums  up  thus  :  '  and  Galilee,  all  the 
land  of  Naphtali.'2 

Although  the  early  Naphtalites  failed  to  occupy  all 
the  land  which  they  coveted  (Judg.  133),  and  in  Gen. 
SOy  /".  Naphtali  is  the  son  of  a  slave-girl,  Naphtali, 
like  Zebulun,  is  praised  for  its  heroism  in  a  patriotic 
war  (Judg.  5i8).  Probably,  therefore,  the  special  appli 
cation  of  the  phrase  '  district  (of  the  nations)  '  to  Naph 
tali  arose  out  of  the  occupation  of  Naphtali  by  the 
Aramaeans  under  Benhadad  I.  The  chief  (Naphtalite) 
Galilaean  city  was  of  course  Kedesh,  which  is  called 
'  Kedesh  in  the  galil  (Galilee),  in  the  hill-country  of 
Naphtali'  (cp  Tob.  12). 

The  galil  was,  however,  a  vague  expression,  and 
must  surely  have  been  sometimes  used  with  a  wider 
reference.  For  this  we  may  cite  iK.  9  10-13,  though 
this  passage  is  decisive  only  for  the  time  when  it  was 
edited.  The  connection  between  the  Cabul  mentioned 
here  and  that  of  Josh.  1927  seems  hardly  disputable. 
Whoever  gave  the  last  touches  to  the  story  of  the  de 
spised  twenty  cities  of  '  Cabul  '  must  have  considered 
that  the  '  land  of  the  gdlll  '  extended  to  the  Asherite 
town  of  Cabul,  for  to  exclude  the  town  of  Cabul  from 
the  '  land  of  Cabul  '  would  be  as  unnatural  as  to  exclude 
the  town  of  Goshen  from  the  land  of  Goshen  (Josh. 
104i  ;  cp  15  51).  In  the  time  of  Josephus  we  know 
that  CABUL  [^.f.]  was  a  border  city  of  Galilee,  and 
there  is  every  probability  that  this  ancient  place  was 
spoken  of  as  Galilasan  long  before  this  ;  Janoah,  too, 
even  if  Asherite,  was  apparently  regarded  as  Galilaean 
when  2  K.  1629  was  written,  though  the  writer  certainly 
seems  to  have  applied  the  term  '  Galilee  '  more  especi 
ally  to  Naphtali.  How,  indeed,  could  Asher  have 
failed  to  be  included  in  the  g'lil  haggoylm  ?  Accord 
ing  to  Judg.  131-33  the  non-Israelitish  element  in  Asher 

1  Janoah  (  =  Yenu'amu)  being  probably  Asherite  (see  JANOAH), 
in  spite  of  Buhl's  hesitation  (Geog.  229).     It  is  no  doubt  out  of 
the   right    geographical    order  ;    but    this   is   probably   a  con 
fusion  introduced  by  the  editor,   and  was  not  in  the  original 
record.     It  would,  of  course,   be  possible  to  emend   my  into 
mjD  (cp  i  K.  1520,  and  see  CHINNERETH),  but  the  corruption 
assumed  seems  not  very  likely. 

2  As  Benzin^er  points  out,  the  preceding  word  ipSji  cannot 
be  right  ;  he  misses,  however,  the  true  explanation  of  the  pres 
ence  of  the  word.     It  is  simply  miswritten  for  S'SjM  the  scribes, 
as  usual,  left  the  wrong  word  and  the  right  side  by  side.     Cp 
the  corruptions  mentioned  under  GILEAD,  2. 
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was  considerably  larger  than  that  in  Naphtali.  The 
highly  mixed  origin  of  the  tribe  so-called  is  implied  in 
Gen.  30  iz/.  (birth  of  Asher),  and  is  confirmed  by  the 
fact  that  the  Hebrew  tribesmen  borrowed  their  name  of 
Asher  from  their  non-Israelitish  parents,  an  extensive 
North  Palestinian  region  having  been  called  Aseru  in 
the  time  of  the  Egyptian  kings,  Seti  I.  and  Rameses  II. 
(see  ASHER,  §  i). 

The  land  of  Zebulun  also  had  a  natural  claim  to  be 
called  Galilaean.  Zebulun  is  not  indeed  said  to  have 
been,  like  Asher,  the  son  of  a  slave-girl,  but,  like  Asher 
and  Naphtali,  it  had  to  tolerate  Canaanitish  enclaves  in 
its  territory  (Judg.  130),  and,  if  Is.  9i  [823]  may  be 
followed,  it  suffered,  like  Naphtali,  from  the  invasion 
of  Tiglath-pileser — i.e.,  was  partly  Aramaised.  In  the 
latter  passages  Zebulun  (which  corresponds  to  the  '  road 
to  the  sea '  ;  see  ZEBULUN)  and  Naphtali  together  form 
'  the  district  (gdlll}  of  the  nations,' 1  and  very  possibly 
in  i  K.  9 13  '  the  land  of  Cabul '  should  be  emended  into 
'  the  land  of  Zebulun '  (see  CABUL),  implying  that  the 
'  twenty  cities  in  the  land  of  the  gdlil'  were  in  Zebulun. 

After  734  B.  c.  '  the  galll '  in  its  widest  sense  became 
an  integral  part  of  the  Assyrian  empire,  and  hence, 
though  the  greater  part  of  the  old 


3.  Later 
boundaries. 


Israelitish    population     remained,     its 


purity  must  have  become  by  degrees 
more  and  more  contaminated.  In  2  Ch.  30 10,  how 
ever,  there  may  be  an  allusion  to  post-exilic  attempts  of 
the  Jews  of  South  Palestine  to  strengthen  the  Jewish 
spirit  in  the  N.  'as  far  as  Zebulun,'  and  i  Mace. 
5 14-23  shows  that  Jews  lived  in  '  Galilee '  in  Maccabean 
times.  The  term  Galilee  in  post-exilic  times,  however, 
had  obtained  a  wider  meaning  than  of  old.  We  know 
the  boundaries  of  Galilee  in  the  time  of  Josephus,  and 
we  may  assume  that  they  were  the  same  in  the  preceding 
centuries.  According  to  him,  Galilee  was  bounded  on 
the  N.  and  W.  by  the  territory  of  the  Tyrians,  to  which 
Mount  Carmel  also  belonged,  on  the  S.  by  Samaria  and 
Scythopolis  (Beth-shean),  on  the  E.  by  the  trans- 
Jordanic  region  and  by  the  Lake  of  Gennesaret  (BJ 
iii.  3i).  It  was  divided  into  two  parts,  Upper  and 

Lower  Galilee,  the  boundary  line  of  which  was,  natur 
ally,  the  plain  of  er-Rameh  (the  ha-Ramah  of  Josh. 
19s6).  The  Mishna,  which  recognises  the  same 
divisions,  though  it  adds  the  district  of  Tiberias  (taken 
from  Lower  Galilee),  names  as  the  frontier  city  Kefar 
Hananyah  ; 2  Josephus,  however  (Vit.  188),  mentions 
Bersabe  or  Beer-subai  (see  §  7).  Elsewhere  this  his 
torian  mentions  Kedasa  or  Kydasa  (the  ancient 
Kedesh)  as  a  Tyrian  fortress  on  the  Galikean  border 
(Ant.  xiii.  56  BJ\\.  18i  iv.  2s).  This  is  important  for 
it  suggests  a  change  in  the  N.  boundary  of  Galilee. 
In  the  N. ,  Galilee  seems  to  have  lost;  but  in  the 
S.  it  gained  considerably,  for  Ginaia  or  En-gannim, 
S.  of  the  Great  Plain,  marked  the  southern  limit  of 
Galilee.  Sometimes,  too,  localities  on  the  E.  of  the 
Lake  of  Gennesaret  (or  Sea  of  Galilee)  are  reckoned  as 
Galilasan  (see,  e.g.,  Jos.  BJ\\.  81,  where  Judas  of  Gamala 
is  called  &v7)p  FaXiAcuos) — a  natural  inconsistency. 

Nominally,  therefore,   Galilee  was  cut  off  from   the 

Lebanon  by  the  territory  of  Tyre.      It  was,  however, 

_,      .     .      its  relation  to  the   Lebanon    and    to 

•        ys*ca.        Hermon    that   made   Galilee  so  rich 

,  arac  eris  ics.  jn  mojsturei3  ancj  especially  in  streams 

and  wells,  and  therefore  so  pre-eminent  in  fertility,  as 

compared  with  both  Samaria  and  Judaea.      There  is  no 

difference  in   this  respect  between   Lower  and   Upper 

1  The   phrase   '  the   other   side    of   Jordan '   corresponds   to 
'  Gilead  '  in  the  traditional  text  of  2  K.  15  29,  which  lay  before 
the  author  of  this  late  insertion  in  Isaiah  (see  SB O_ T  and  cp 
Duhm).     Guthe  (PREP)  ti  337)  seems  wrong  in  explaining  -Qy 
of  the  district  on  the  W.  shore  of  the  Jordan  from  Huleh  to 
Dan.     it?1?}  is  surely  corrupt  (see  col.  1628,  note  2). 

2  Neub.  Geogr.  226. 

3  'All  vegetation,'  says  Merrill,   'would  be  affected  by  the 
"  dew  of  Hermon,"  which  is  praised  in  Ps.  133  3.'     See,  however, 
DEW,  §  2  (if). 
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Galilee  ;  the  distinction  drawn  in  the  Mishna  is  merely 
that  the  latter  produces,  and  that  the  former  does  not 
produce,  sycomores.  Not  only  in  Asher  (Dt.  8824),  but 
also  throughout  Galilee,  olives  were  so  abundant  that  it 
was  easier,  as  a  Rabbi  said,  to  support  an  entire  legion 
by  means  of  olives  than  in  the  land  of  Israel  (where  food 
is  less  easily  had)  to  raise  a  single  child.1  Naphtali 
was  specially  famous  for  its  vines,  and  for  16  m.  round 
Sepphoris  the  land  '  flowed  with  milk  and  honey ' 
(Meg.  6  a).  All  this  luxury  might  have  enervated  the 
inhabitants  but  for  the  long  stretches  of  highland 
country. 

Upper  Galilee,  in  particular  (''pne:  in,  '  the  hill- 
country  of  Naphtali'),  consists  of  a  broad  mountain- 
ridge,  a  continuation  of  the  Lebanon  range.  On  the 
summit  is  a  tract  of  undulating  table-land,  diversified 
by  wooded  heights  and  smooth  green  plains.  In  the 
centre  of  this  table-land  stood  Kedesh-Naphtali,  among 
whose  rich  pastures  Heber,  the  Kenite,  sojourned 
(Judg.  4n).  On  the  E.  the  mountains  break  down 
abruptly  into  the  deep  basin  of  the  upper  Jordan.  On 
the  W.  the  slopes  are  more  gradual,  and  long  ravines 
of  singular  beauty  and  wildness  wind  down  to  the  sea- 
coast  and  the  plain  of  Acre.  These  western  declivities, 
once  the  possession  of  Asher,  are  still  celebrated  for 
their  olive  groves  (cp  the  name  Bir-zaith).  The  town 
of  Safed,  perched  on  the  culminating  point  of  the 
mountain  chain  to  the  S. ,  is  one  of  the  four  sacred 
cities  of  the  Jews.  It  is  also  noted  as  the  centre  of 
a  wide  volcanic  region  (see  EARTHQUAKE,  §  3). 

The  southern  slopes  of  the  mountain  range,  from  the 
castellated  heights  of  Safed  to  the  broad  plain  of 
Esdraelon,  afford  some  of  the  most  picturesque  scenery 
in  Palestine.  Forests  of  evergreen  oak  sweep  round 
the  flanks  of  the  hills  in  graceful  belts,  and  line  the 
sides  of  the  valleys,  leaving  open  glades,  and  undulating 
expanses  of  green  grass,  such  as  are  seen  in  English 
parks.  Here,  too,  are  upland  plains,  like  vast  terraces, 
with  rich  soil  and  rank  vegetation.  The  largest  is  that 
now  called  el-Battof — fertile,  but  without  sufficient 
drainage  on  the  eastern  side,  and  therefore  marshy. 
There  are  others  to  the  eastward,  along  the  brow  of  the 
hills  that  encircle  Tiberias,  and  extending  down  to 
Tabor.  These  are  separated  from  the  great  plain  of 
Esdraelon  by  a  line  of  rocky  but  picturesque  hills, 
which  culminate  on  the  E.  in  the  dome  of  Tabor. 
Esdraelon  stretches  out  beyond  them  like  a  sea  of 
verdure,  leaving  in  the  distance  the  base  of  Carmel  and 
the  mountains  of  Samaria. 

Lower  Galilee  was  a  land  of  husbandmen,  famed  for 
its  corn-fields  (the  wheat  of  Chorazin  was  proverbial), 
as  Upper  Galilee  was  for  its  olive  groves,  and  Judrea 
for  its  vineyards.  The  demand  for  the  Galilasan  wheat 
must  have  been  large  indeed  (cp  Acts  12  20).  GEN 
NESARET  (see  GENNESAR),  however,  surpassed  all  other 
regions  ;  its  fertility  excites  Josephus  to  an  uawonted 
enthusiasm  (BJm.  32/.  108).  The  best  pomegranates 
came  from  Shikmonah  —  i.e.,  we  can  hardly  doubt, 
the  Sykaminos  of  Josephus,  between  Caesarea  and 
Acco,  near  Mount  Carmel ;  and  it  should  be  noted 
that  Eusebius  (OS  267 70)  expressly  identifies  Syka 
minos  and  Hepha — i.  e. ,  the  modern  Haifa.  Probably 
the  old  town  lay  a  little  to  the  N.  of  Haifa,  on  the  site 
of  some  ruins  still  called  'the  old  Haifa.'  For  the 
oil  of  ancient  Galilee  cp  2  Ch.  2 10,  and  for  its  wheat 
and  fat  oxen  (but  not  'fowls'  ;  see  FOWL,  §  2),  i  K. 
423  [5s].  Turning  to  the  rivers  and  lakes,  we  must 
give  the  first  place  to  the  Jordan,  all  of  which  to 
the  N.  of  the  Lake  of  Gennesaret,  and  one-third  of 
its  length  to  the  S. ,  belonged  to  Galilee.  Many  small 
streams  flowing  from  the  eastern  watershed  meet  the 
Jordan  ;  those  on  the  W.,  including  the  Kishon  (Nahr 
el-Mukatta),  flow  into  the  Mediterranean  (see  KISHON). 
The  Semachonitis  or  Lake  of  Huleh  (not  the  '  Waters 

1  Ber.  Rabbet,  par.  20,  following  Wiinsche's  translation  (cp 
Neub.  Geogr.  180). 
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of  MEROM')  and  the  SEA  OF  GALILEE  are  the  two 
lakes.  The  former  is  a  triangular  basin,  about  6  ft. 
above  the  sea-level ;  it  is  very  disappointing,  being 
shallow  and  reedy ;  water-fowl  abound  in  it.  The 
latter  is  described  in  the  next  article.  On  the  famous 
hot  springs  of  Tiberias  (rivalled  by  those  of  Gadara)  see 
TIBERIAS. 

The  population  of  Galilee  in  the  time  of  Jesus  was 

of  more  diverse  origin   than   it  had  ever  been  before. 

_    ,          The    somewhat     mixed    old    Israelitish 

*'    ,    . .         population  had  been  further  modified  by 

population.  phoenician>     Itur£ean    (Arabian?),     and 

Greek  elements,  so  that  the  Jews,  with  perfect  justice 
from  their  point  of  view,  could  look  down  on  the 
Galilasans,  whose  imperfect  legal  orthodoxy  and  in 
accurate  pronunciation1  soon  'bewrayed'  them  (Mk. 
1470  Mt.  2673).  Still,  the  Galiloeans  could  boast  of 
great  names  in  their  past  history,2  and  they  were  them 
selves  no  cowards  when  their  religion  was  at  stake  ;  the 
old  spirit  of  the  Naphtalites  lived  again  in  their  descend 
ants,  however  mixed  the  race  of  those  descendants 
might  be.  They  were  doubtless  too  industrious  to  be 
strictly  orthodox  from  a  Pharisaic  point  of  view  ;  but 
the  Messianic  hope  burned  more  brightly  in  Galilee  than 
anywhere  else  in  Palestine,  and  hundreds  of  inquirers 
from  the  populous  Galikean  towns  and  villages  followed 
the  great  Teacher  wherever  he  went.  He  had  a  word 
for  all.  He  knew  them  indeed,  as  brothers  know 
brothers,  for  it  can  hardly  be  doubted  that,  as  Prof. 
Percy  Gardner  has  well  said,  '  according  to  all  historic 
probability,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  born  at  Nazareth ' 
(Exploratio  Rvangelica,  254  ['99]),  or  rather  at  the 
Nazarene  or  Galilsean  Bethlehem,  for  which,  by  a  mis 
understanding,  '  Nazareth '  appears  to  have  been  sub 
stituted  (see  NAZARETH).  This  connection  of  Jesus 
with  Galilee  has  been  well  treated  by  Renan,  though 
he  has  doubtless  fallen  into  exaggerations  which  repel 
sober  minds. 

'  The  region  adjacent  to  Jerusalem  is  perhaps  the  most  triste 
country  in  the  world.  Galilee,  on  the  other  hand,  is  full  of 
verdure  and  of  shade,  the  true  country  of  the  song  of  songs. 
During  March  and  April  the  fields  are  carpeted  with  flowers. 
The  animals  are  small,  but  of  great  gentleness.  The  forms  of 
the  mountains  are  more  harmonious  there  than  elsewhere,  and 
inspire  higher  thoughts.  Jesus  seems  to  have  had  a  special 
fondness  for  them  '  (Vie  de  JesusW,  67  f.). 

The  early  history  of  Christianity  cannot  be  understood 
apart  from  its  physical  environment.  Galilee  is  dear  to 
_  .  us,  because  by  every  right  Jesus  can  be 
called  a  Galilcean,  and  must  have  imbibed 
the  moral  and  physical  influences  of  his 
village  home  ;  Umbria  gives  the  key  to 
St.  Francis  ;  Galilee,  in  some  sense,  gives  the  key  to 
Jesus  of  Nazareth.  How  he  '  had  compassion '  on  its 
teeming  multitudes  we  know  from  the  Gospels,  and  it 
is  no  slight  merit  in  Dr.  Selah  Merrill  that  he  has  sup 
plemented  the  one-sided  (though  not  untrue)  statements 
of  Renan  by  proving  the  density  of  the  population  of 
ancient  Galilee.3  '  He  who  wandered  among  the  hills 
and  valleys  of  Galilee  was  never  far  from  some  great 
and  populous  city.'4  Yet,  such  are  the  revenges  of 
history,  this  home  of  the  fulfiller  and  transformer  of  the 
Law  became,  in  the  second  century  after  Christ,  the 
centre  of  Jewish  study  of  the  Law.  Galilee  must  at 
this  period  have  contained  a  large  and  wealthy  Jewish 
population.  Traces  of  their  splendid  synagogues  are 
still  to  be  found  at  Tell  Hum,  Kerazeh,  Irbid,  Kedes, 
Meiron,  Kefr  Bir'im,  and  other  places.  Strangely 
enough,  in  six  of  these  there  are  carved  representations 
of  animals. 

1  They  confounded  N  with  y,  and  n  with  n- 

2  In  Jn.  7  52  for  7rpo<j>/JTrjs  we  should  probably  read,  with  the 
Sahidic  version,  6  7rpcxj»JTi)«,  else  strange  ignorance  is  ascribed 
to  the  Jews.     Prophets  and  other  great  men  had  come  out  of 
Galilee.     See  Keim,  Jesus  of  JVazara,  ET  3  13-15. 

3  Josephus  asserts  (Vit.  45;  BJ\\\.  82)  that  there   were   204 
cities  and  villages,  the  very  least  of  which  contained  more  than 
15,000  inhabitants.     We  need  not  accept  this. 

4  Besant,  quoted  by  GASm.  HG  432,  n.  2. 
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GALILEE,  SEA  OF 

The  best-known  localities  in  Jewish  Galilee  are  in  the 
lower  part  of  the  province.  On  the  W.  of  the  southern 

_    _..   .      border,    S.    of  the   Wady   el-Melek,    is 

.  '  ..,.'  the  village  of  Semunlyeh,  the  ancient 
les'  Simonias  (Jos.  Vit.  24),  identified  by 
the  Talmud  with  SHIMKON  [y.v. ,  i.].  The  modern 
village  of  Yafa,  SW.  of  Nazareth,  is  the  Japha  of 
Josephus  (BJ\\.  206,  iii.  7 31).  The  frontier  town  of 
XalothorExaloth(/?/iii.  3 1 ;  Vit.  44)  is  the  modern  Iksal ; 
cp  CHESULLOTH  or  CHISLOTH  TABOR.  Another  frontier 
town,  Dabaritta(Jos.  Vit.  2662;  BJ\\.  21  3),  is  the  modern 
Deburiyeh,  at  the  foot  of  Mount  Tabor  on  the  north, 
the  ancient  DABERATH.  Close  to  or  upon  Mt.  Tabor 
was  a  fortress  called  by  Polybius  (v.  706)  Atabyrion. 
S.  of  Tabor,  on  the  slope  of  Little  Hermon,  is  the 
small  village  of  Nein,  the  Nain  of  the  NT.  The  plain 
between  Tabor  and  Gennesaret  was  called  (Eus.  OS 
2968)  Saronas  ;  the  name  is  echoed  in  that  of  the  village 
Sarona.  ESDRAELON  is  treated  elsewhere. 

Let  us  now  move  westward  from  the  shore  of  Gen 
nesaret,  and  pause  first  at  the  ruins  of  Irbid,  the  Arbela 
of  Josephus,  famous  in  the  history  of  Herod  (BJ\.  1624), 
and  look  up  to  the  round  rocky  hill  called  Karn  Hattin 
(1135  ft.  above  sea-level),  regarded  by  the  Latins  as 
the  Mount  of  the  Beatitudes,  and  identified  by  the 
Talmud  with  the  ZIDDIM  of  Josh.  1935.  To  the  SW. 
is  Kefr  Kenna,  which  tradition  identifies  with  CANA  OF 
GALILEE.  Conder's  site  for  Cana  ('Ain  Kana)  has  the 
seeming  advantage  of  being  only  half  an  hour  to  the  N. 
of  Nazareth  ;  the  fountain  flows  on  though  the  village 
has  disappeared.  But  what  if  '  Nazareth '  is  really  a 
mistake  for  the  Nazarene  Bethlehem  ?  Sefuriyeh  is  no 
doubt  Sepphoris,  so  famous  in  the  Roman  war ;  the 
Talmud  calls  it  Sippori.  Beit-Lahm,  the  ancient 
Bethlehem  of  Zebulun  and  en-Nasira,  or  Nazareth, 
require  to  be  noticed  together  (see  NAZARETH). 

In  the  N.  of  the  Plain  of  Battof  (the  Asochis  of  Jos. ) 
we  pause  with  interest  at  the  Tell  Jefat,  upon  which 
once  stood  the  fortress  of  Jotapata,  defended  by 
Josephus  (BJm.Tf.);  cp  JIPHTAH-EL.  The  border 
cities,  Kefar  Hananyah  and  Bersabe,  are  respectively 
Kefr  'Anan  and  Abu  Sheba  (N.  of  Kefr  'Anan),  unless, 
indeed,  Bersabe  is  the  Birsabee  of  Theodosius  (circa 
530  A.D. ),  which  Guthe  identifies  with  Khirbet  el- 
'Oremeh,  above  Khan  Minieh  on  the  Sea  of  Galilee. 

Of  the  doubtless  ancient  sites  in  Upper  Galilee,  few 
have  a  proved  biblical  connection — e.g. ,  Kerazeh  ( Chora- 
zin)  ;  Safed  (the  Sefet  of  Tob.  1 1  in  the  Latin),  the 
highest  town  in  Galilee  (2749  ft.),  and,  as  some  have 
fancied,  the  '  city  that  is  set  on  a  hill '  of  Mt.  5 14  ; 
Meiron,  where  many  old  Jewish,  teachers  are  buried  ; 
el-Jish,  the  Gischala  of  Josephus,  and  the  Gus  Halab 
of  the  Talmud;  and,  to  the  NW. ,  Kefr- Bir'im,  already 
referred  to.  See  also  GALILEE,  SEA  OF  ;  ESDRAELON  ; 
JEZREEL  i. ;  TABOR. 

Neubauer,  La  Geographic  du  Talimai  ('68)  ;  Guerin,  Galilee 

('80);  Survey  of  Western  Palestine  ;  Memoirs,  vol.  i.,  'Galilee' 

('81) ;  Merrill,  Galilee  in   the  Time  of  Christ 

Literature.   ('91)  ;  Macgregor,  The  Rob  Roy  on  the  Jordan 

('69);  GASm.  HGZQ  ;  Guthe,  art.  'Galilaa'  in 

PREP),  Bd.  vi.  ('99);  also  Art.  'Galilee'  in   Kitto's  Bib.  Cycl. 

by  J.  L.  Porter,  from  which  a  few  portions  of  the  present  article 

have  been  adapted.  T.  K.  C. 

GALILEE,  SEA  OF  (H  6<\AACC&  THC  r*AiA<MAC 
[Ti.  WH]),  a  Hebraistic  expression  (see  GEOGRAPHY, 
§  4)  for  the  fine  sweet- water  lake  through  which  the 
Jordan  flows  on  the  E.  of  Galilee. 

It  occurs  five  times  (Mt.  4i8  1629  Mk.  1 16  731  Jn.  61). 
Other  names  are  (i)  'sea  of  Tiberias'  (>j  6.  TTJ?  Ti/3epid£os 

[Ti.  WH]),  Jn.  21  i  ;  (2)  '  sea  of  Galilee,  of 
1.  Names.  Tiberias '  (^  6.  T^S  TaA.  -Hjs  Ti/3.  [Ti.  WH]  Jn.  6  i), 

where  '  of  Tiberias '  seems  to  be  a  scribe's  cor 
rection,  intended  to  supersede  'of  Galilee,'  and  pointing  for 
ward  to  v.  23  where  'Tiberias'  is  mentioned;1  (3)  'lake  of 
Gennesaret '  rt  AIJIAIT)  Tevvrja-aper  [Ti.  WH]),  Lk.  5i;  (4)  'the 

1  B.  d.e.  Syr.  Hcl.  (Tregelles)  prefix  eis  TO.  jue'p>),  which  is 
also  a  correction,  but  one  that  does  not  suit,  the  eastern  shore 
being  meant. 
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INDEX  TO  NAMES 

The  references  following  some  names  having  no  biblical  equivalent  are  to  passages  that  mention  them.  The  alpha 
betical  arrangement  ignores  prefixes  :  'Ain  ('spring'),  Blr('  well'),  el  ('  the'),  J.  (Jebel,  '  mt.'),  Jisr('  bridge'), 
Kefr  ('village'),  Kh.  (Khirbat,  'ruin'),  L.  (lake),  Alt.,  N.  (Nahr,  'river'),  Nabi  ('prophet'),  K.  (river), 
Sahl  (' plain').  Sheikh  (' saint').  Tell  (' mound'),  Umm  ('  mother '),  IV.  (Wddy,  'valley'). 


Abel-beth-maachah,  Di 

Abil  el-Kamh,  Di 

W.  'Abillin,  B3(JipHTAH-EL) 

tell  Abu  Kudes,  84 

AbuSheba,C3(GALiLEEi.,§7) 

Accho,  63 

Achshaph??Ci 

Achzib,  62 

Acre,  63 

bay  of  Acre,  63  [HADDAH) 

kefr     Ad(h)an,     65    (EN- 

sahl  el-Ahma,  CD3,  4 

'Ainltha,  €2  (BETH-ANATH) 

'Akka,  83 

Alammelech  ??  B3 

'Alia  (ruin),  C2  (.HALI) 

umm  el-'Amud,  82 

wady'Amud,  CSCTAPPUAH) 

Anaharath  ??  €5 

kefr  'Anan,  03 

W.  'Ara,  65  (EPHRAIM,  §  47) 

wady  el-' Arab,  D4(GADARA> 

el-'Araj,  D$  (BETH-SAIDA) 

Arbela??  €3 

Ard  el-Huleh,  D2 

sahl'Arrabeh,B5(DoTHAN) 

'Arraneh,  GS 

Asochis,  €3 

'Athllt,  A4 

Bahr  Tabariyeh,  03,  4 
Ba'hret    el-Huleh,    D2 

(MEROM) 

nahr  Banias,  D2  (ABANA) 
nahr  BareighIt,D2(ABEL  ii.) 
el-Bateiha,  03  (ARBATTIS) 
BattSf,  C3  (ALAMMELECH) 
Beisan,  GS 

Beit  Ufa,  €4  (BETHULIA) 
Beit-Lahm,  84 
blr  Bel'ameh,  €5  (BELMEN) 
wady  Bel 'ameh,  CS(!BLEAM) 
Belat,  C2  (RAMAH,  6) 
Belus,  83 

jisr  Benat  Ya'kub,  D2 
Bersabe,  C$  (GALILEE!.,  §7) 
Bethlehem,  64 
Beth-shean,  €5    [MEL,  §  i) 
Bilad  er-Ruhah,  84  (CAR- 
wady  el-Bireh,  D4 
kefr  Bir'im,  C2  (AHLAB) 
esh-sheikh  Burkan ,  C4(GiL- 

Cabul,  B3  [BOA'  §  2) 

Cassarea  Palagstinoe,  A4 
CanaPPCs 
Capernaum  ?  03 
Mt.  Carmel,  AB3,  4 
Chisloth-tabor,  €4 
Chorazin,  03 

Dabaritta,  €4 

Daberath,  C'4 

nabi  DahT,  C'4 

Daliet  er-Ruhah,  84 

Dan,  D2 

Daman,  62  (DAN-JAAN) 

Deburlyeh,  C4 

Deshun,  CD2  (HAZOR,  i) 

tell  Dibbin,  Di  (!JON) 

Dor,  A4 

plain  of  Dothan,  65 


Ecdippa,  62 
Edrei??  C2 
'  Endor  '  ?  G4 
Endur,  C4 
En-gannim,  GS 
Esdraelon,  64 
'Esflyeh,  84  (CARMEL) 
(E)xaloth,  C'4 

umm  el-Fahm,  64 
wady  Fajjas,  D4 
Faku',  GS  (GILBOA,  §  i) 
jebel  Faku  GS 
el-Fuleh,  C4  (CYAMON) 

Gath-hepher  ??  C4 
Gerasa,  D3  (GERASENE) 
el-Ghuwer,  D3(GAHLEEii., 
Mt.  Gilboa,  GS  [§  2) 

Ginaia,  GS 
Gischala,  G2 
Gush  Halab,  C2 

J.  Hadireh,  C2  (HAZOR) 

Haifa,  AB3  (ACHSAPH) 

Haifa  el-'atika,  A$   [DALA) 

wadyel-Hamam,  C3  (MAG- 

Hammon  ?  62 

'ain  Harnul,  62  (HAMMON) 

wadyHamul,  B2(HAMMON) 

el-Harithiyeh,    64  (HAKO- 

well  of  Harod,  C4  [SHETH) 

Kh.  Harreh,  D2  (HAZOR) 

N.  el-Hasbani,  Di,  2(AiN,  2) 

Hazor?  D2 

Hieromax,  04 

'  Hill  of  Moreh  '  ?  C4 

Hippos,  03 

Hukkok??  C3 

tell  Hum,  D3  (CHORAZIN) 

Hunin,  D2  (MIGDAI.-EL) 

Ibleam  ?  C's 

khirbet  Iksaf  Ci 

Iksal,  C4 

Irbid,  G3  [§§  4)  7) 

Sh.  Iskander,  B4(EPHKAIM, 

Jabesh  ??  DS 
Jalkamus,  GS 
'ain  Jalud,  C4 
N.  Jalud,  C4  (HAROD) 
Janoah??  Ci,  2 
tell  Jefat,  C$ 
Jelameh,  C4  (IBLEAM) 
Jelbon,  GS  (GILBOA,  §  i) 
Jenin,  GS 
Jezreel,  C'4 
Jiphtah-el  ?  C3 
el-Jish,  C'2 
Jokneam  ?  84 
Jordan,  D2,  3,  4,  5 
Jotapata,  C3 

Kabr  Hiram,  C2  (HIRAM) 

Kabul,  83 

Kadesh,  D2 

tell  el- Kadi,  D2 

jebel  Kaf 

tell  Kaimiin, 


Kaisarlyeh,  A4  [LEE  ii.,  §7) 

Kal'at  el-Hosn,  03  (GAI.I- 

Kal'at     esh  -'Shakif,     Di 

Kana,  €2     [(EPHRAIM,  §4) 

'ain  Kana,  €4  (CANA) 

Kanah??  C2 

jebel  Karmal,  AB3,  4 

wady  el-Karn,  62          [§7) 

Karn  HattIn,C3(GALiLEEi., 

el-Kasimiyeh,  Ci 

tell  el-KassTs,  84  (CARMEL, 

Kaukabel-Hawa,  04  [§  3) 

Kedasa,  D2 

Kedes,  D2 

Kedesh  (Kishion?)  64 

Kefar  Hananya,  €3 

tell  Keisan,  63  (KISHION) 

kefr  Kenna,  €3 

Kerak,  D4  (GALILEE  ii.,  §7) 

Kerazeh,  03 

Kersa,  03  (GERASENES) 

wady  el-Khudera,  AS 

tell  Khureibeh,  D2 

Kishon,  83 

kefr  Kud,  65    (BETHULIA) 

Kuffln,  B5 

Ladder     of     Tyre,     B2 
(RAMAH,  6) 

nahr  el-Leddan,  D2 

Lejjun,  64 

Leontes,  Di  (ACHSHAPH) 

N.     el-Litani,    Di     (ACH 
SHAPH) 

Kh.  Luweziye,  Di 

nahr  Mafshukh,  B2 
Martin  er-Ras,C-2  (MEROM) 
Mas'adlyeh,      03     (BETH- 
SAIDA) 

Kh.  Ma*sub,  62  (ASHERAH) 
nahr  el-Mefjir,  AS  (KANAH) 
Megiddo,  64 
Meiron,  C3  (MEROM) 
el-Mejdel,  03  (MAGDALA) 
wady  el-Melek,  83 
'ain  el-Meyiteh,  C4(HAROD) 
Merj  'Ayun,  Di  (Ijox) 
Merjel-Hadireh,  C2(HAZOR) 
Merj  Ibn  'Amir,  BC4 
el-Meshhed,  C+ 
el-Mezar,  C$  (GILBOA,  §  2) 
el-Mezra'ah,  €4  (ESDRAE- 
W.el-Milh,  B4(ARAD)[LON) 
khan  Minieh,  03 
khirbet  Minis,  03 
Miryamln,  05 
el-Mohraka,B4(CARMEL,§3) 
jisr  el-Mujami',  04 
el-Mujedil,  84  (IDALAH) 
Mujeidil,  C2  (MIGDAL-EL) 
nahr  el-Mukatta',  63,  4 
tell  el-Mutasailim,  64 

Nabi  DahT,  €4 

'  Nain  '  ?  €4 

nahr  Na'man,  63  (ADONIS) 

en-Nasira,  €4  [RATH) 

en-Na'ura,     C4    (ANAHA- 

'  Nazareth,'  €4 

Nein,  €4 

Nuris,  €4  (GILBOA,  §  2) 


Kh.  el-'Oremeh,  03  (GALI 
LEE  i.,  §7) 

Pella,  05 
Ptolemais,  83 

Ramah,  03 

er-Rameh,C3 

plain    of   er-Rameh,   C% 
(GALILEE  i.,  §  3) 

Ras  el-'Ain,  B2  (HOSAH) 

Ras  en-Nakura,   B2   (RA 
MAH,  6) 

Ras  Umm  esh-Shakf,  84 

Rummaneh,    64  (HADAU- 
RIMMON) 

Safed,  C3  (GALILEE  i.,  §  7) 
Safuriyeh,    €'3,    4  (NAZA 
RETH) 

wady  Sakak,  62 
Sarona,  C'4  (GALILEE  i.,  §  7) 
Saronas,  €4  [MAH,  6) 

Scala  Tyriorum,  B2    (RA- 
Scythopolis,  C's 
Sefet,  03  (GALILEE  i.,  §  7) 
wady  Selhab,  BS  (DOTHAN) 
L.  Semachonitis,  D2 
wady  Semak,  03  (GERAS- 
Semakh,  04  [ENES) 

Semuniyeh,  64  (KATTATH) 
Sepphoris,    C3,    4    (NAZA 
RETH) 

esh-Shari'a,  D2,  3,  4,  5 
Shari'at  el-Manadireh,  04 
wady  Sharrar,  C'4  (GOLAN) 

ShatUl,    C4  (I)ETH-SHITTAH) 

Shilior-libnath  ??  A4 

Shunem,  €4 

jebel  es-Sih,C4(XAZARETH) 

Simonias,  64  (GALILEE!., §7) 

Solam,  04 

Sur,  Bi 

Susltha,  03  (GALILEE  ii.,  §  7) 

Sycammum,  A3 

Taanach,  64 

Ta'annuk,  B4  [§  7) 

Tabakat  Fahl,  DS(GILEAD, 

1'abarlyeh,  D3 

'ain  Taba'un,   €4  (HAROD) 

ct-Tabigha,  03  (cp  CAPER- 

Tabor,  C4       [NAUM,  §  i,f.) 

Tanturah,  A4  [§  7) 

Taricheae,  04  (GALILEE  ii., 

wady  et-Tawahm,  03 

et-Tell,'  03  (BETH-SAIDA) 

Tiberias,  03 

sea  of  Tiberias,  03,  4 

jebel  et-T6r,  C4 

Tyre,  Bi 

Tyrus,  Bi 

wady  Yabis,  DS  GABESH) 

Yafa,  €4  (JAPHIA) 

Yakuk,  €3 

Yanuh,  Ci,  2 

Yarmflk,  D4  (GOLAN) 

Ya'tir,  €2 

Yenima,  CD4  (APIIEK,  3,  c) 

Zer'In,  C^ 

nahr  ez-Zerka,  A4 

ez-Zlb,  Ba 


GALILEE  AND  ESDRAELON. 


Knprlish  Miles 
9      I     a     3     4     5 


Explanation. 

'Perhaps"  indicated  thus:- ANAHARATH  ?? 

"Probably"         „  .,      JOKNEAM  ? 

Modern  local  names  thus:- 'Akka 

Modern  European  names  thus:-..  Acre 

Biblical  names  thus:- ACCHO 

Talmudio      „          „       (SUSrTHA) 

Classical     „         ,,       Hippos 

HEIGHT    IN    FEET 


ACHZIB, 

Ecdippa, 

tz-Zlb 


ACCHO.  Ptolemais, 
'AkkS.  Acre' 


D 


for  /ndex  fo  names  see  back  of  map. 
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sea'  (v  0aA..),  Jn.  611-25;  (s)  'the  lake'  (Vj  Ai>.),  Lk.  5  2 
8  22_/C  33.  To  these  must  be  added  (6)  '  sea  of  Chinnereth  ' 
(rnjS'C'),  and  (7)  'sea  of  Chinneroth '  (ni"l33"C'),  see  CHIN- 
NKKKTH,  CHINNEROTH  ;  also  (8)  'the  water  of  Gennesar' — i.e., 
(RV)  'of  Gennesareth,'  i  Mace.  1167.  See  GENNESAR.  For 
Talmudic  notices  the  reader  will  consult  Neub.  Geogr.  25,  and 
Kohut,  'Lakes  of  the  Holy  Land,'  JQR  4  691  ('92). 

The  extreme  length  of  this  lake  is  13  m.  ;  its  greatest 

width  is  little  less  than  7  m.      It  is  an  irregular  oval 

9    _,      .     .      in  shape.      Its  surface  is  68 1  ft.  below 

a.  rnysicai     thg  levd  of  the  Mediterranean.      Its 

IC8'  greatest  depth  has  been  exaggerated 
by  M'Gregor  and  Lortet. 

As  Barrois  (1894)  states,  it  varies  from  130  ft.  to  148  ft., 
according  to  the  season,  the  greatest  depth  occurring  along  the 
course  of  the  Jordan,  through  the  meridional  axis  of  the  sheet. 
The  surface  temperature  varies  considerably.  Down  to  30  ft.  it  is 
on  an  average  about  68°  or  69°,  and  at  50  ft.,  62°  or  63°.  Between 
65  ft.  and  130  ft.,  however,  there  is  a  uniform  temperature  of 
59°.  This  is  much  higher  than  in  the  Swiss  lakes  at  the  same 
depth,  but  the  lake  of  Tiberias  lies  at  a  much  lower  elevation, 
under  a  much  hotter  sun,  and  is  fed  from  the  sides  and  the 
bottom  by  several  hot  springs  (see  PRFQ,  '94,  pp.  211-220). 

The  scenery  of  the  lake  disappoints  some  travellers  ; 
but  arriving  from  the  S.  where  the  landscapes  are  by  no 
means  always  pleasing,  one  feels  it  a  relief  to  catch  a 
first  view  of  its  pale  blue  waters  and  the  steep  but  bare 
and  by  no  means  bold  mountains  which  so  nearly 
surround  it.1  It  is  unjust  to  speak  of  it  as  dreary.  It 
is  only  under  certain  aspects  that  it  presents  a  painful 
monotony  of  gray  ;  the  evening  hues  are  delightful,  and 
round  it  there  is  a  broad  beach  of  white  pebbles  with 
small  shells.  The  Jordan  enters  at  the  extreme  northern 
end  and  issues  '  plunging  and  swirling '  at  the  southern. 
Here  there  are  wide  openings,  which  permit  a  view  of 
the  valley,  and  suggest  interesting  excursions. 

The  favourable  physical  conditions  of  Gennesaret  (fl- 
Ghuwcr)  have  been  referred  to  elsewhere  (see  GEN 
NESAR).  Here  it  suffices  to  add  that  the  harvest  on  the 
shore  is  nearly  a.  month  earlier  than  on  the  neighbour 
ing  highlands  of  Galilee  and  Bashan.  Frost  is  entirely 
unknown.  The  trees,  plants,  and  vegetables  are  those 
usually  found  in  Egypt — e.g. ,  the  palm,  the  Zisyphus 
lotus,  and  the  indigo  plant. 

'Though  the  whole  basin  of  the  lake,  and,  indeed, 
the  Jordan  valley,  is  of  volcanic  origin,  as  evidenced  by 
the  thermal  springs  and  the  frequent  earthquakes,  yet 
the  main  formation  of  the  surrounding  wall  of  moun 
tains  is  limestone.  A  large  number  of  black  stones  and 
boulders  of  basaltic  tufa  are  scattered  along  the  slopes 
and  upland  plains,  and  dykes  of  basalt  here  and  there 
burst  through  the  limestone  strata  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Tiberias  and  along  the  northern  shore. '  2 

In  the  OT  the  lake  is  only  mentioned  in  descriptions 
of  boundaries.      It  receives  ample  compensation  in  the 
„_        NT,  for  its  well-peopled,  pleasant  shores 
,  '  attracted  the  preacher  of  the  kingdom  of 

'  '  God.  Four  of  its  fisher-folk  became  his 
first  disciples,  with  whom  he  took  up  his  temporary 
abode  in  the  '  village  of  consolation  '  (Capernaum) — he 
who  was  emphatically  mindkem  (i.e.,  Comforter,  a 
Jewish  title  of  the  Messiah).  The  local  colouring  of 
the  Gospel  narratives  which  have  the  lake  and  its  shores 
for  their  scene,  is  wonderfully  true.  The  sudden  storms 
— the  multitude  of  fish — the  '  desert  place  '  near  Beth 
saida  where  there  was  '  much  grass ' — all  this  is  in 
accordance  with  facts.  The  hot,  tropical  air  of  the 
Ghor  is  often  filled  by  the  cold  winds  from  Lebanon 
which  rush  through  the  ravines  of  the  Peraean  hills 
(Thomson).  So  much  for  the  storms.  The  fish  are 
famous,  both  for  variety  and  for  abundance  (see  FISH, 
§  i).  Josephus  (.Z?/iii.  lOy)  remarks — and  Hasselquist 
corroborates  this — that  some  of  them  are  found  also  in 
the  Nile.3  To  Beth-saida  the  fish  of  the  lake  perhaps 
gave  its  name,  and  Taricheos  was  mainly  devoted  to 
the  curing  of  fish.  The  desert  but  grassy  place  intended 

1  Cp  Harper,  In  Scripture  Lands,  323  ;  H.  v.  Soden,  Reise- 
Iriefe,  '98,  p.  157. 

2  Porter,  Kitto  s  Bib.  Cycl.  3  Cp  Neub.  Geogr.  25. 
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in  the  narratives  of  the  first  feeding  of  the  people  (see 
especially  Mk.  639)  is  surely  the  rich  but  swampy  plain 
of  el-Bateiha  in  the  NE. ,  at  the  N.  end  of  which  are 
the  ruins  of  BETHSAIDA  (q.v. ).  Nor  can  we  doubt 
that  towards  the  S.  of  the  lake  there  were  also  '  desert 
(solitary)  places,'  even  if  they  were  only  on  high  hill 
tops. 

This  consideration  is  important  with  reference  to  the 
two  narratives  of  the  feeding  of  the  multitude.  That 

,    _,      ,.          -  the  same  tradition  may  receive  different 
4.  r  eedincr  of  ,-  ..    • 

,,  .... °  ,      forms,    so    that     two    distinct    events 

e  mu  i  u  e.  appear  |but  wrongly  appear)  to  be 
reported,  is  clear  from  the  lives  of  the  patriarchs.  It  is 
the  application  of  the  comparative  method,  not  any 
wish  to  rationalise,  that  prompts  many  good  critics  to 
identify  the  two  narratives  referred  to.1  If  this  be 
done,  we  are  placed  in  a  position  to  rectify  some  very 
natural  mistakes  in  the  present  form  of  the  traditions. 
We  shall  see  that  the  scene  of  the  most  original  narra 
tive  of  the  feeding  was  probably  not  in  the  NE. ,  but 
more  towards  the  S.  Jesus  had  gone  hither  to  be  as  far 
as  possible  from  Antipas,2  and  yet,  even  in  this  remote 
spot,  he  could  not  hide  himself  from  eager  followers. 
How  did  he  deal  with  them  ?  There  was  probably  a 
gap  in  the  oral  tradition,  and  the  early  Christians  did 
not  shrink  from  filling  it  up  by  ascribing  to  him  who 
was  a  prophet,  and  more  than  a  prophet,  a  deed  such 
as  Elisha  was  said  to  have  performed  of  old.  How 
well  they  expanded  the  scanty  suggestion  of  2  K. 

4  42-44  ! 3     How  much    more  spiritually  suggestive  are 
the  evangelical  narratives  ! 

The  view  presented  here  is  different  doubtless  from 
that  commonly  received  ;  but  it  seems  to  remove  not  a 
few  very  real  difficulties.  Nor  is  it  only  geography  and 
exegesis  that  owe  something  to  a  keener  textual  criti 
cism.  We  are  thus  helped  one  stage  further  towards 
the  perception  that  the  central  importance  of  the  Gospel 
narratives  does  not  consist  in  their  freedom  from  the 
inevitable  errors  of  much-edited  popular  traditions. 

Let  us  now  compare  the  various  Gospel  statements  as 
to  the  scene  of  the  reported  event,  assuming  (as  we  may 
and  must)  that  there  is  a  duplication  of  the  original 
story. 

Ml.  14  13,  '  When  Jesus  heard  of  it,  he  withdrew  from  thence 
in  a  boat  to  a  desert  place  apart.'  No  name  of  a  place  is  given 
before  v.  34,  where  we  read,  ' .  .  .  they  came  to  the  land,  unto 
Gennesaret.'  Mt.  15  29,  '  And  Jesus  .  .  .  came  nigh  unto  the 
Sea  of  Galilee  ;  and  he  went  up  into  a  mountain,  and  sat  there  '  ; 
v.  39,  '  And  he  sent  away  the  multitudes,  and  entered  into  the 
boat,  and  came  into  the  borders  of  (RV)  Magadan.' 

Mk.  631,  'Come  ye  yourselves  into  a  desert  place';  v.  45, 
'  And  straightway  he  constrained  his  disciples  to  enter  into  the 
boat,  and  to  go  before  him  unto  the  other  side  to  Bethsaida, 
while  he  himself  sendeth  the  multitude  away' ;  v.  53,  'And  .  .  . 
they  came  to  the  land,  unto  Gennesaret.'  Mk.  84,  'Whence 
shall  we  be  able  to  fill  these  men  with  bread  here  in  a  desert 
place?'  v.  10,  'And  straightway  he  ...  came  into  the  parts  of 
Dalmanutha." 

Lk.  9  10,  '  And  he  took  them,  and  withdrew  apart  to  a  city 
called  Bethsaida';  ^>.  12,  'for  we  are  here  in  a  desert  place.' 
The  reading  in  v.  10  is  uncertain  (cp  Blass's  edition  of  Lk.).  RV 
follows  Treg.,  Ti.,  WH.  Certainly  the  reading  of  the  received 
text  (followed  by  AV)  is  the  work  of  a  corrector.  It  does  not, 
however,  follow  that  that  of  B  and  D,  etc.  (D  has  /CIUJHTJI^  for 
iroAti/)  is  the  right  one.  We  must  leave  the  question  open. 
There  is  nothing  else  in  the  text  of  Lk.  to  indicate  exactly 
where  the  scene  of  the  narrative  is  to  be  placed. 

Jn.  6 1,  'Jesus  went  away  to  the  other  side  of  the  sea  of 
Galilee  ' ;  v.  3,  'And  Jesus  went  up  into  the  mountain  ' ;  v.  10, 
'Now  there  was  much  grass  in  the  place';  v.  17,  'And  they 
entered  into  a  boat,  and  were  going  over  the  sea  into  Caper 
naum'  ;  v.  23,  'Howbeit  there  came  boats  from  Tiberias,'  etc.  ; 
v.  24,  '.  .  .  and  came  to  Capernaum,  seeking  Jesus.' 

The  greatest  difficulty  here  is  in  Mk.  645  (irpoayeiv 
els  TO  irepav  wpbs  ^OdaiSav ).  Are  there  two  Bethsaidas  ? 

5  Bpthsaida  or  shal1  we  suPP°se  (GAS'  HG  458  ;  see 

BETHSAIDA,  §  2)  that  'going  across'  does 
_.   .  .,      not  mean  crossing  to  the  W.  shore,   but 

uaimanutna.  on]y  taking  the  short  journey  northward  to 

Bethsaida?   The  present  writer  thinks  both  views  improb- 


1  Cp  Keim,  Jesu  von  Naz.  2  yi&f.  2  Cp  Keim,  I.e. 

3  Note  the  barley  loaves,  and  cp  Jn.  ti  9. 
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able,  and  instead  of  adopting  the  reading  of  old  MSS  of 
the  Itala  (followed  in  AVmtf-  'over  against  Bethsaida') 
would  suppose  that  there  is  a  scribe's  error,  and  that 
for  '  Bethsaida  '  (Hr)6ffai5av)  we  should  read  '  Tiberias  ' 


A  similar  change  is  certainly  necessary  in  the  case  of 
Magdala  (Rec.  Text)  or  Magadan  (Treg.,  Ti.,  WH)  in 
Mt.  15  39,  and  Dalmanutha  in  Mt.  610.  These  names 
have  been  discussed  over  and  over  again  (see  DAI.- 
MANUTHA),  and  the  latest  solutions  are  hardly  more 
natural  than  the  earliest.  The  name  in  the  original 
tradition  must  have  been  one  which  would  account 
equally  well  for  all  these  forms,  and  it  should  be  one  of 
which  we  are  not  obliged  to  say  with  Bruce  (speaking 
of  Magadan  in  the  Expositor  s  Bible)  '  place  wholly 
unknown.'  It  seems  to  have  been  Migdal-nunia1 
(**T'3'3  V'up,  'the  tower  of  fish'),  which  was  i  R.  m. 
from  Tiberias,  probably  to  the  S.  of  that  city.2 

It  will  be  seen  that  just  as  Bethsaida  and  Capernaum 
go  together  in  one  form  of  the  tradition,  so  some  un 
known  place  on  the  E.  coast  (the  neighbourhood  of 
Gamala  would  suit)  and  Migdal-nunia  go  together  in 
another.3  We  may  perhaps  find  traces  of  this  latter 
view  of  the  localities  in  Mk.  645  (reading  Tt/3epia5a) 
and  also  in  Jn.  623,  where  the  ships  are  brought  by 
the  evangelist  from  Tiberias,  because  the  spot  where 
he  places  the  feeding  was  obliquely  opposite  Tiberias.4 
'The  land  where  they  were  going'  (v.  21)  was  not 
Capernaum  (a  mistake  surely  of  the  redactor  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel),  but  Tiberias. 

Nothing  has  been  said  here  as  yet  of  the  calming  of 
the  storm.  Here  again  the  spiritual  suggestiveness  of 

_   „  ,     .        the    narrative    makes    it    an    inalienable 
6.  Calming   .  ,,, 

o  ,  .      °    treasure.      VVe  cannot,  however,  pin  our 

,  faith  to  the  literal  accuracy  of  the  beauti 

ful  story,  any  more  than  to  that  of  Ps. 
77  19  [20],  '  Thy  way  was  in  the  sea  and  thy  path  in  the 
great  waters,'  and  of  Ps.  10728-30;  see  especially  the 
suggestive  words  with  which  the  latter  passage  con 
cludes,  —  '  So  he  bringeth  them  unto  the  haven  where  they 
would  be.  '  Such  symbolic  language  is  characteristic 
of  faith  in  all  earnestly-held  religions,  and  the  symbol 
soon  fixes  itself  in  narrative.  These  are  no  doubt 
held  to  be  facts  ;  but  the  facts  are  valued  chiefly  as 
vehicles  of  spiritual  ideas,  and  never  examined  into 
with  the  strictness  of  historic  investigation. 

We  referred  above  to  a  little-known  Migdal,  as 
almost  certainly  the  Magdala  of  the  received  text  of 
Mt.  15  39. 

The  ordinary  view  identifying  it  with  Mejdel,  that  miserable 

village   with   which   the   plain    of   el-Ghuwer  begins,    has    to 

7    TUT       j    i       be  abandoned.     The  Talmud  mentions  several 

I.  IViaguaia,   Migdals  m  this   neighbourhood  ;    Mejdel   was 

Taricheae,     one  of  these  —  possibly  that  from  which  Mary 

etc.  Magdalene  seems  to  have  derived  her  name, 

scarcely  the  MIGDAL-EL  (y.v.)  of  Joshua. 

Other  places  on  the  W.  shore  are  referred  to  in 
special  articles  (see,  e.g.  ,  CAPERNAUM,  CHORAZIN). 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  S.  end  of  the  lake,  where 
stands  the  ruin  of  Kerak,  at  the  point  where  the  Jordan 
issues.  Here  we  should  probably  place  Taricheoe, 
which,  according  to  Pliny  (Nff5i$),  in  his  day  gave 
its,  name  to  the  whole  lake.8  Its  site  indeed  is  not 
undisputed,  being  sometimes  placed  at  Mejdel,  and 
though  the  theory  of  Gratz  —  Tarichese  =  Migdal-nunia 
=  Mejdel  —  is  unacceptable,6  the  simpler  theory  which 
has  commanded  the  assent  of  Wilson  (PEFQ,  '77, 

1  Dalma  =  Ma(g)dal  ;   nutha  =  nunia.     It  is  implied  that   the 
substratum  of  the  narrative   is   Hebrew  or   Aramaic.     Renan 
(  V  ie  tie  J/susC1*),  146)  thinks  that  '  Magadan  '  comes  from  Dal- 
man(outha).'     This  does  not  help  much. 

2  See  Neub.  Giogr.  217;  Buhl,  226;  but  cp  Gra.  MGWJ,  '80, 
p.  484  ;  who  makes  the  distance  4  m.  (we  return  to  this  later). 

3  It   would  not   do,  therefore,  to   suggest   that   'Bethsaida' 
(place  of  fish  ?)  might  be  a  second  name  of  Migdal-nunia. 

•*  Slightly  differently  Furrer,  Bedeutung  der  bibl.  Geographic, 
=4  ('70). 

8  Gratz,  however,  suspects  the  text  to  be  inaccurate. 
6  MGWJ,  '80,  pp.  484-495. 
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p.  10  ff.  •  Furrer,  ZDPVI&f.  12ig4/.  13  194^),  and 
Socin  (Baed.  Pal.^  290)  cannot  be  lightly  rejected. 
Upon  the  whole,  however,  the  arguments  of  Schtirer 
(Gesch.  1  515)  appear  to  be  provisionally  decisive  in 
favour  of  Kerak  ;  Conder,  Guthe,  and  Buhl  also 
incline  in  this  direction.  One  would  like  to  be  able  to 
speak  more  positively.  Taricheae  was  famous  in  the 
first  Roman  war  ;  at  was  a  centre  of  Galilasan  patriotism. 
Jesus  may  perhaps  have  been  there  ;  it  is  a  little  strange 
that  it  should  nowhere  be  mentioned  in  the  Gospels.1 

Turning  round  the  lake  from  Kerak,  we  pause  first  at 
Kal'at  el-Hosn,  most  probably  the  ancient  Hippos  (the 
Talmudic  Susitha).  The  name  of  Gamala  (mentioned 
above  ;  famous  in  the  Roman  war)  2  seems  to  be  pre- 
,  served  in  that  of  the  village  of  Jamli  ;  Kersa  is  probably 
the  ancient  Gerasa  (see  GERASENES).  But  what  an 
inadequate  idea  these  few  names  give  of  the  girdle  of 
towns  which  inclosed  the  Sea  of  Galilee  in  ancient 
times  !  As  Lamartine  says,  '  the  borders  of  the  Lake 
of  Gennesaret  seem  to  have  borne  cities  instead  of 
harvests  and  forests.  '  3  The  scene  is  very  different  now. 
Without  the  help  of  the  imagination  even  the  travelled 
student  will  see  nothing  but  a  sheet  of  water  unenlivened 
by  vessels  and  surrounded  by  treeless  hills.  T.  K.  c. 

GALL,  (i)  Vth,  rof.  or  KT),4  ros  (XoAH),5  Dt. 
29  18  [17]  3232  Ps.  692i  [22],  Jer.  814  9is[i4]  23  15  Lam. 
8519  Am.  612:  the  same  Hebrew  word  is  in  Dt.  32  33 
rendered  'venom,'  in  Job  20  16  'poison,'  and  in  Hos. 
104  'hemlock.'  The  word  primarily  denotes  an 
extremely  bitter  plant  (Hos.  104)  and  its  fruit  (Dt. 
29  18  [17]  etc.);  it  is  constantly  coupled  with  njy1?, 
laanah,  'wormwood,'  the  two  together  denoting  the 
extreme  of  bitterness.  Though  there  is  no  evidence 
that  the  plant  denoted  by  tj'th  was  poisonous,  the  word 
is  metaphorically  applied  to  the  venom  of  serpents 
(Dt.  3233  etc.),  the  notions  of  bitterness  and  of  poison 
being  closely  conjoined  in  ancient  thought  (cp  Di.  on 
Job  20  14). 

As  the  etymology  of  the  Heb.  word  is  unknown  and  there  is 
no  kindred  form  in  any  other  Semitic  language,  we  have  no 
data  for  discovering  the  particular  plant  intended,  the  proposed 
identifications  with  hemlock,  colocynth,  darnel,  and  poppy 
being  alike  conjectural.  The  reference  in  Hos.  10  4  points  to 
some  weed  growing  on  cultivated  land  (as  (B  aypuxrris)  ;  whilst 
in  Dt.  32  32  some  berry-bearing  plant  is  indicated.  The  colocynth, 
which  is  otherwise  probable,  is  a  plant  that  grows,  not  on 
cultivated,  but  on  barren  land.  Cp  FOOD,  §  5,  end. 

(2)  rrnp,  mfrerah,  JoblSist.  and  (3)  .TITO.  m'rorah, 
Job20i42st  (in  (5  xoXij,  exc.  v.  25,  5ia£rcus  [BA],  Siairrj 
[NC]),  are  analogous  derivatives  from  slightly  different 
forms  of  the  same  root  (Lag.  Uebers.  40),  which  denotes 
bitterness.  They  mean  properly  the  human  gall  or 
bile  ;  and,  from  the  association  of  the  ideas  of  bitterness 
and  poison  (see  above),  nYip  is  once  applied,  like 
tpto,  to  the  venom  of  serpents  (Job  20  14). 

N.  M.  -  \V.  T.  T.-D. 


GALLERY,     (i)   DinX    [Kt.],    'attuk,    Ezek.  41  15. 

p'RN,  'attik,  Ezek.  41  15  (Kr.)  16  42  5  (TO.  arroAoiTra,  ii;ro</>av<7eis, 
TreptVi-vA.oi').  The  sense  seems  correct.  With  regard  to  ©'s 
third  rendering,  observe  that  in  42  $f.  the  'galleries'  have  no 
pillars.  Cp  Ass.  mtti^u,  nicte^u,  '  passage,  road,'  from  A/pnN, 
'to  pass  on'  (Del.  Ass.  t/ll'B,  s.v.).  An  architectural  applica 
tion  of  this  word,  however,  is  not  mentioned.  See  TEMPLE. 

(2)  orn,  rdhat,  in  plur.,  Cant.  7  5  [6]  'The  king  is  held  in  the 
galleries';  RV  corrects,  'in  the  tresses  thereof.'  Neither 
'  gallery  '  nor  '  tresses  '  is  philologically  defensible  (see  Bu. 
ad  loc.).  D'am  elsewhere  means  '  troughs  '  ;  here  it  seems  to  be 


1  See  GAS  HG  451^ 

2  See  Jos.  />/  iv.  1  i.     The  view  adopted   above   is   that   of 
Furrer  and  Buhl;  Baed.  /'a/.(4),  however,  still  adheres  to  the 
older  view  which  identifies  Gamala  with  Kal'at  el-Hosn. 

3  Quoted  by  GASm. 

4  The  latter  spelling  only  in  Dt.  32  32. 

8  This,  the  word  used  in  Mt.  27  34  Acts  8  23,  is  the  usual  & 
rendering  of  t?jn  I  but  we  find  Su/xos  in  Dt  32  33  Job  20  16  Am. 
612,  jrifcpoi/  in  Jer.  23  15,  and  dypcuo-ris  in  Hos.  104,  whilst  in 
Lam.  3  5  ros  is  rendered  <ce<£aA»j  through  confusion  with  the  other 

e>rf-i- 
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a   corruption    of  O'JSH,    '  pomegranate    trees.'      (5   has  irapa-    j 
Spofiai';,  Aq.  |3epaT«t^i,  Symm.  ei\r/fj.a<Ti..     Read  v.  $?>,  '  pleasant 
are  they  as  an   orchard  of  pomegranate  trees'  (cp  4  13).      So 
Cheyne,  JQR,  Jan.  1899;  see  COLOURS,  §  15. 

(3)  B'rn,  rahit,  Kt.  (tj'm  Kr.)  in  plur.,  Cant.  1  17  AVmg.  ; 
but  EV  'rafters.'  (5  <j>aTviafj.aTa.,  Symm.  <£>ar»'<o<reis,  Quint. 
orpojTTJpes.  This  sense  is  best  reached  by  reading  VBiYl  (Syr. 
J-Jo»»  Nold.),  with  Budde.  Wetzstein  (Del.  Jfokeslied 


u.  Koh.  165)  would  read  U^nl  'and  our  walls'  (B'n  =  f"n). 

(4)  ohn,  elam,  &>-*,  flam,  Ezek.  40  itff.  AVmg.  (EV  'arches,' 
R\'mg.  '  colonnade  ').     ©transliterates.     See  TEMPLE. 

GALLEY  (tytr"ON),  Is.  8821.     See  SHIP. 


GALLIM   (D|,  r&Ae[i]/v\  [BN'L]). 

1.  A  place  included  among  the  additional  '  cities  '  of 
Judah  in  @'s  text  of  Josh.  15  590.  (FaXXt/A  [A]  ;  see  SBOT, 

1  Joshua,  '  Heb.  ).  It  occurs  between  Ka.rem('AznJfdrim; 
see  BETH-HACCEREM)  and  Baither  (Bittlr  ;  see  BETHER 
i.  )  ;  it  was  therefore  W.  of  Jerusalem. 

2.  A  hamlet  to  the  N.  of  Jerusalem,  mentioned  with 
Laishah  and  Anathoth,  Is.  1630  (-yaXXei/x  [AQ],  raXetya 
[X*]).      It    was    the   home    of    Paid,    the   husband   of 
Michal   (see  BAHURIM),    i  S.  2544  (p°W-  [B].   "yaXAei 
[A],  -55.   [forte  A*],  yo\ia6   [L]  ;  yf0\a  [Jos.]).      No 
plausible   identification    has   been   offered  ;    the  text  is 
probably  corrupt.       Elsewhere  (SBOT,  Isaiah,  Heb., 
Addenda)1   it   is   proposed   to   read,   for  n'^rna   (EV 
'daughter  of  Gallim'),  ^3  n'2.     A  place  called  Beth- 
gilgal  is  mentioned  in  Neh.  1229  (RV)  in  connection  with 
Geba  and  Azmaveth,  and  one  called  Gilgal  in  Josh.  15  7, 
and  Geliloth  in  Josh.  1817.      Probably  the  same  village  is 
meant    in    all    the    three    passages    (so    independently 
G.   A.  Smith  [GiLGAL,  §  6  (6)])  :  we  cannot  identify  it, 
but    we   know   whereabouts    it   must   have    stood.      It 
seems  to  have  grown  up  near  a  cromlech    facing  the 
ascent  of  Adummim  which  formed  a  conspicuous  land 
mark,  and  was  probably  regarded  as  sacred. 

For  Gallim  in  Vg.  Is.  15s  see  EGLAIM.  T.  K.  C. 

GALLIC  (r&AAicoN  [Ti.  WH]),  proconsul  (AV 
'  deputy')  of  Achaia  probably  towards  the  end  of  Paul's 
eighteen  months'  sojourn  in  Corinth 
<ab°ut  S3  A.TX).  His  father,  M. 
Annaeus  Seneca,  was  a  rhetorician  of 
Corduba  (Cordova),  whence  he  migrated 
to  Rome  and  became  an  eques  ;  his  mother  Helvia  was 
also  probably  a  native  of  Spain  (hence  equestri  et  pro- 
vinciali  loco  ortus  in  Tac.  Ann.  14  53).  L.  Anhaeus 
Seneca  the  philosopher,  and  L.  Annaeus  Mela,  the  geo 
grapher  and  father  of  the  poet  Lucan,  were  his  full 
brothers,  both  younger  than  himself;  his  own  name  was 
Marcus  Annasus  Novatus,  and  to  him  under  this  name 
Seneca  addresses  his  books  De  Ira.  From  his  father  he 
received  a  careful  education,  and  in  Rome  he  attracted 
the  notice  of  L.  Junius  Gallic,  a  rhetorician  of  repute  (cp 
Tac.  Ann.  63),  who  ultimately  adopted  him,  so  that  his 
full  name  became  apparently  L.  Junius  Annaeus  Gallic. 
Gallio's  younger  brother  Seneca  was  in  banishment  in 
Corsica  from  41  to  49  A.  D.  ,  when  he  was  recalled  by 
Agrippina  to  be  Nero's  tutor  (Tac.  Ann.  12  8).  There 
is  no  sufficient  reason,  perhaps,  to  suppose  that  Gallic 
shared  in  his  brother's  disgrace  (but  cp  Ramsay,  St.  Paul, 
258).  Towards  the  close  of  the  reign  of  Claudius,  he 
received  the  governorship  of  the  province  of  Achaia. 

Achaia  being  a  senatorial  province  between  27  B.C.  and  15 
A.D.,  and  again  from  44  A.D.  onwards,2  the  term  proconsul 
(afOuTraros)  is  rightly  used  in  Acts  IS  12,  for  the  governor  of  such 
provinces  bore  always  the  title  'proconsul,'  but  in  the  case  of 
Achaia  the  governors  were  of  praetorian  rank  only,  five  years  at 
least  intervening  between  the  prstorship  and  the  appointment 
to  a  province  (Marq.-Momms.  Rom.  Staatsv.  1  545).  We  thus 
know  only  approximately  the  date  of  Gallio's  praetorship  ;  nor 
is  the  year  of  his  consulship  ascertained  ;  it  was  presumably 
later  than  his  governorship.  That  he  actually  held  the  consul 
ship  is  known  from  Pliny  (HN  31  33),  who  tells  us  that  he  left 

1  Cp  'Geographical  Gains  from  Textual  Criticism,'  Expositor, 
Sept.  1899. 

-  Under  Nero  it  received  '  liberty  '  for  a  time  in  67  A.D.  (Suet. 
Nero  24),  but  Vespasian  soon  withdrew  the  useless  gift. 
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Rome  post  consulatum  on  a  voyage  for  his  health.  This  must 
have  been  a  different  occasion  from  that  recorded  by  Seneca, 
who  says  that  Gallio  suffered  from  fever  in  Achaia,  and  went  a 
voyage  in  consequence  (Ef.  Afor.  IS  i  [104  i]  :  '  illud  mihi  in  ore 
erat  domini  mei  Gallioms,  qui  cum  in  Achaia  febrim  habere 
coepisset,  protinus  navem  adscendit  clamitans  non  corporis  esse, 
sed  loci  morbum  ').  This  allusion  gives  us  the  only  corroboration 
of  the  proconsulship  recorded  in  Acts.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  the  L.  Junius  given  as  consul  sn_ffectus  with  A.  Marcellus 
at  some  time  under  Nero  on  a  wax  tablet  from  Pompeii  is  to  be 
identified  with  Gallio  (Nipp.  in  Hcrnies'i'i  130).  We  know  that 
he  was  in  Rome  in  Nero's  fifth  year  (Dio  Cass.  61  20=58  A.D.  ). 
His  appeal  for  mercy  saved  his  life  for  the  moment  when  Seneca 
was  driven  to  suicide  in  65  A.D.  (Tac.  Ann.  1673);  but  next  year 
he  also  was  one  of  Nero's  victims  (Dio  Cass.  62  25  Jer.  Chron. 
Eus.). 

Gallio's  genial  and  lovable  and  thoroughly  upright  character 
is  sketched  for  us  by  his  brother,  and  is  summed  up  in  the 
epithet  '  dulcis  '  applied  to  him  by  Statius  (Sifo.  2  7  32)  and  by 
Seneca  himself  (Nat.  Qu.  4  pref.  :  —  'quern  nemo  non  parum  amat, 
etiam  qui  amare  plus  non  potest  .  .  .  Nemo  enim  mortalium 
uni  tarn  dulcis  est,  quam  hie  omnibus  ').  Dio  (00  35)  records  a 
witticism  of  his,  in  which  he  spoke  of  Claudius,  who  was 
poisoned  by  his  wife  Messalina,  as  '  unco  in  coelum  raptus  '  (in 
allusion  to  the  deification  of  dead  emperors,  and  the  haling  of 
dead  malefactors  through  the  streets  to  the  Tiber). 

It  has  often  been  remarked  that  the  narrative  in  Acts 
accords  perfectly  with  Gallio's  character  as  otherwise 
•>  p  ff  '  At  known  ;  but  the  erroneous  impression 
S>  given  by  the  phrase  of  AV  in  Acts  18  17 
(  '  and  Gallio  cared  for  none  of  those  things  ')  has  '  made 
his  name  proverbial  for  indifferentism  in  the  Christian 
world  '  (Farrar,  St.  Paul,  410).  To  speak  of  his  '  char 
acteristic  indifference,'  or  'disdainful  justice,'  seems 
beside  the  mark.  Ramsay  (Church  in  R.  .£;#/.  "349 
n.  )  points  out  that  the  Jews  '  could  act  against  the 
Roman  Paul  only  by  arousing  official  Roman  action  on 
some  pretext."  It  is  a  mistake  to  imagine  that  because 
Judaism  was  a  religio  licita  Gallio  could  be  invoked  in 
the  interests  of  Jewish  orthodoxy  (the  recorded  instances 
of  official  protection  when  Jewish  privileges  were 
attacked  by  municipal  authorities  are  of  quite  different 
nature)  :  in  other  words,  the  accusation,  if  exactly 
reproduced  in  v.  13,  was  designedly  vague,  and  by  the 
words  '  contrary  to  the  law  '  it  was  intended  that  Gallio 
should  understand  Roman  law,  which  alone  he  was  con 
cerned  to  administer  (so  also  Zahn,  Einleit.  1  190). 
Further,  in  order  to  gain  a  correct  conception  of  the 
incident,  all  idea  of  tumult  must  be  rejected  (KO.T- 
fireo'Ttjcra.i'  6fj.odvfj.ad6v  of  v.  12  merely  signifies  united 
action  on  the  part  of  the  '  community  of  Jews  '  at 
Corinth).  '  It  is  clear  that  Gallio's  short  speech 
represents  the  conclusion  of  a  series  of  inquiries  '  (  Ramsay, 
St.  Paul,  258),  in  which  the  attempt  of  the  Jews  to  prove 
that  Paul's  teaching  put  him  outside  the  pale  of  Judaism, 
and  so  rendered  him  liable  for  introducing  a  new 
religion  (cp  the  charge  at  Philippi,  Acts  1621,  and 
Thessalonica,  Acts  17?)  revealed  the  true  grounds  of 
their  action.  Gallio's  refusal  to  accept  a  prosecution 
'  seems  to  show  that  he  shared  the  broad  and  generous 
views  of  his  brother  about  the  policy  of  Rome  in  regard 
to  the  various  religions  of  the  provinces'  (Ramsay,  ib. 
259).  w.  J.  w. 

GALLOWS  (}'!>),  Esth.  5  14  etc.  ;  AV^r-  and  RV™s- 
'tree.'  See  HANGING,  i. 


[A]),    i  Esd.  8  29  =  Ezra  82, 

j  ;     '  El  is  a  reward  '  ;  §  28  ;   cp 
[BAL  and 


GAMAEL 

DANIEL  \_q.v.  ,  3] 

GAMALIEL 


GAMUL,  and  Palm. 
Ti.  WH]). 

1.  b.    Pedahzur,   a  chief  of  Manasseh  (Nu.  lio  2  20 

7  54  59  1023  [P]t). 

2.  Gamaliel,    or    Rabban   Gamaliel   the  elder,   who, 
according  to  Jewish  tradition,  was  the  son  of  Simeon 
and   the   grandson    of    the    famous    Hillel,1    is    twice 
mentioned  in  the  NT.      Of  his  biography  little  is  known 
beyond  the  facts  that,  early  in  the  first  century,  he  lived 
and  taught  in  Jerusalem,  where  Saul  of  Tarsus  is  said 
to  have  been  for  some  time  his  pupil  (Acts  22  3)  ;   that 

1  Against  this,  however,  see  Schiir.  Hist.  2  363. 
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he  was  a  student  of  Greek  literature  ;  and  that  he  was 
a  member  of  the  Sanhedrin,  which  body  he  successfully 
counselled  to  moderation  in  their  treatment  of  the  fol 
lowers  of  Jesus  (ib.  5  34  ft). 

It  would  be  extremely  interesting  to  have  some  outside  con 
firmation  of  the  two  notices  in  the  NT.  That  Paul  himself 
makes  no  reference  in  his  epistles  to  his  teacher,  appears 
strange.  Looking  back  on  his  past  history  the  apostle  describes 
himself  (Phil.  3  5  /)  in  away  that  we  should  hardly  have 
expected  in  a  pupil  of  Gamaliel,  if  the  '  rabban  '  is  to  be  judged 
by  the  notice  in  Acts  5  34  ff.  Zahn  (Einl.W  1  3548  50 f.)  warns 
us  not  to  exaggerate  the  Hellenistic  influences  of  Paul's  home. 
His  Pharisaism  was  an  inheritance  from  his  fathers  (cp  Acts  236, 
RV  '  a  son  of  Pharisees  ')  ;  but  in  this  case  why  did  he  choose 
out  Gamaliel?  The  problem  seems  insoluble. 

According  to  Wendt,  Acts  638^  may  be  based  on  some 
traditional  saying  of  Gamaliel,  which  the  author  of  Acts  (who 
may  have  heard  that  Gamaliel's  advice  determined  the  action 
of  the  Sanhedrin)  applied  to  the  present  case.  Certainly  pro 
visional  conjectures  of  this  sort  may  be  admitted.  Any  close 
connection,  however,  between  Paul  and  Gamaliel  is  not  without 
its  difficulty. 

There  is  a  late  and  otherwise  improbable  Christian  tradition 
to  the  effect  that  Gamaliel  ultimately  became  a  Christian, 
and  received  baptism  at  the  hands  of  Peter  and  John  ;  the  s  .me 
tradition  located  the  tomb  of  '  Saint  Gamaliel'  at  Pisa.1  Vhis 
tradition,  however,  is  almost  conclusively  refuted  by  the  fact  that 
he  is  spoken  of  in  the  records  of  Judaism  as  having  been  the 
first  of  the  seven  'rabbans'  (see  RABBI).  Such  an  honorific 
title  would  scarcely  have  been  bestowed  upon  a  Christian  Jew. 

The  Talmudists  speak  of  him  as  having  been  the 
president  of  the  Sanhedrin  during  the  reigns  of  Tiberius, 
Caligula,  and  Claudius.  This,  however,  is  certainly 
unhistorical,  as  may  be  seen  from  the  NT  and  Josephus, 
where  it  is  invariably  the  high  priest  who  presides  over 
the  council.  It  should  be  added  that  the  name  Gamaliel 
is  of  frequent  occurrence  in  the  history  of  later  Judaism. 
A  grandson  of  the  elder  Gamaliel,  who  bore  the  same 
name,  was  the  master  and  friend  of  Aquila,  the 
'  Onkelos  '  of  the  Babylonian  Talmud. 

See  Schiirer,  Gl'I  2  299  f.  ;  Derenb.  Pal.  239-246;  Gratz, 
Gesc/t.W  3 a  349^  ;  Ew.  Hist.  7  1937: 

GAMES  (2  Mace.  414).     See  HELLENISM,  §  5. 

GAMMADIM,  AV  Gammadims  (DHJ33,  but  some 
MSS  Dn»i;  <J>YA<M<ec[BAQj— i.e. ,  DnipB',  with  which 
Pesh.  agrees;  <\AA&  K&I  MHAoi  [Qm*-  Symm.] — i.e., 
DHD  Din.1;  TTYrMAioi  [Aq.W], 
r_A.q.-\  —  i.e.,  Dn»|;  fOMAAeiM  [Theod.] ; 
'Cappadocians'  [Tg.  ];  PYG.V&I  [Vg. ,  deriving  from 
"1)03,  Judg.  3i6;  see  CUBIT]).  In  describing  the 
political  and  commercial  relations  of  Tyre,  Ezekiel 
(27")  says  that  'the  sons  of  Arvad  were  on  [Tyre's] 
walls,  and  the  Gammadim  on  [its]  towers.'  Plainly 
a  proper  name  is  required,  and  since  'Cappadocians' 
(Lagarde)  and  'Cimmerians'  (HaleVy)  do  not  accord 
well  with  the  Phoenicians  of  Arvad,  it  is  evidently 
wrong  to  emend  DHOJ  into  Q'TDJ,  with  Lagarde  and 
Hale\y.  Bearing  in  mind  the  numerous  corruptions 
in  the  text  of  Ezek.  27,  we  need  not  hesitate  to 
read  DTDS  '  the  Simyrites '  (or  people  of  Simyra), 
called  in  EV  '  the  Zemarite(s) '  (so  Co.  Ezech.,  ad  loc.  ; 
Wi.  AT  Unt.  180).  ones  might  easily  be  corrupted 
either  into  anas?  (<§)  or  into  onDJ  (M,  etc.).  'The 
Arvadite '  and  '  the  Zemarite '  are  mentioned  together 
in  Gen.  10i8.  Thus  we  once  more  get  evidence  of  the 
close  relation  between  Gen.  10  and  Ezek.  27. 

That  a  name  so  unfamiliar  in  later  times  as  Kamadu  (the 
Egyptian  form)  or  Kumidi  (Am.  Tat.  87  75,  and  elsewhere) 
should  be  referred  to  (as  -ijjj)  is  improbable,  though  it  is  not 
unnatural  that  some  scholars,2  who  (needlessly)  think  Cornill's 
conjecture  'violent,'  should  think  of  identifying  the  two  names. 
In  Am.  Tab.  87,  Kumidi  and  Sumura3  are  even  brought  into 
some  degree  of  connection  ;  Rib  Add!  states  there  that  the  fall 
of  Sumura  makes  it  hardly  possible  to  hold  Kumidi  for  the 
king.  Guthe,  with  the  assent  of  E.  Meyer  and  Petrie,  recognises 
the  name  Kumidi  in  the  mod.  Kamid  el-Loz,  29  m.  SE.  of 
Beirut,  31  m.  WNW.  of  Damascus.  This  is  certainly  '  an 
excellent  position  to  command  the  upper  Litani  basin,'  so  that 

1  Cp  Clem.  Recog.  1 65  ;  Photius,  cod.  171,  p.  190. 

2  WMM,  E.  Meyer. 

3  Sumura  should  be  the  later  Simyra  =  Ass.  Simirra,  though 
Winckler  (KB  640*)  doubts  this.     Cp  Flinders  Petrie,  Syria 
and  Egypt,  183. 
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the  identification  of  Kumidi  has  a  geographical  value  apart 
from  the  doubtful  combination  proposed  by  Mtiller.  Cp  WMM, 
As.  u.  £ur.  193 ;  E.  Meyer,  '  Glossen '  in  sEgyptiaca,  72  ; 
Lag.  M ittheilungen,  1  211  ;  OS  ft),  367.  T.  K.  C. 

GAMUL  (£0|,  'benefited,'  §  56;  rAMOYA  LB]- 
•OYHA  [A],  KA.  [L]),  representative  of  the  twenty-second 
(so  MT  and  @AL)  or  the  twenty-first  (so  <5>B)  of  the 
courses  of  priests  (i  Ch.  24 17). 

GAR  (so  Aldine  ed.),  RV  GAS  (rAC  [BA],  om.  L), 
a  group  of  children  of  Solomon's  servants  (see  NETHI- 
NIM)  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (EZRA  ii. ,  §  9,  §8c), 
one  of  eight  inserted  in  i  Esd.  5  34  after  Pochereth- 
hazzebaim  of  ||  Ezra  2s7  =  Neh.  7  59. 

GARDEN  (}|  gan,  Ass.  gannatu,  Arab,  jannat"", 
Syr.  gann'thd). 

The  Sem.  word  is  derived  from  the  root  ~i^\ganan,  'cover,' 
'protect,'  the  garden  being  secluded  from  the  surrounding 
uncultivated  country  and  the  incursions  of  strangers,  and  con 
cealed  by  overshadowing  trees  from  observation  (cp  Hcllen.  iv. 
1  15,  irepifipyfiLfvoi.  Trapaijeio-oi).  In  the  Persian  and  the  Greek 
period  Hebrew  also  used  D^HS  panics  (irapaieieros),  park  or 
garden  of  larger  extent  than  KTJTTOS  (or  J3)  ;  see  Neh.  2  8  Cant. 
4  13  Eccles.  2s.  In  Assyrian  kirii  (pi.  -ati)  means  a  plantation 
of  trees. 

'  Gardens '  of  the  sort  just  described  came  in  very  early 
times  to  be  specially  attached  to  temples  and  also  to  the 
1  Eevnt  res'dences  of  wealthy  persons.  An  illustra- 
°^P  '  tion  of  the  former  will  be  found  figured  in 
Lepsius'  Denkmdler  (895),  reproduced  from  the  wall- 
painting  in  the  tomb  of  Mery  re',  high  priest  of  King 
Chuen'aten  of  the  eighteenth  dynasty  (circa  1400  B.C.  ; 
discovered  at  Tell  el-'Amarna).  This  figure  represents 
the  temple  of  the  sun  with  the  surrounding  buildings. 
The  space  that  intervenes  between  the  buildings  is  planted 
with  trees,  and  in  every  case  the  base  of  the  trunk  is 
enclosed  in  a  round  ridge  of  earth  hollow  in  the  centre 
in  order  to  retain  the  water.  Apparently  there  are  also 
water-tanks  for  irrigation.  All  features,  however,  are 
not  quite  clear.  From  the  same  tomb  we  obtain  other 
graphic  details.  A  small  house,  the  private  residence 
of  the  priest,  is  depicted,  and  in  one  corner  we  have  a 
glimpse  of  the  garden  portrayed  in  the  conventional 
forms  of  old-world  artists  in  which  perspective  is  dis 
regarded.  Among  the  trees  we  can  recognise  the  fig,  the 
pomegranate,  and  the  palm,  whilst  an  arbour  covered 
by  a  trailing  grape-bearing  vine  is  clearly  visible. 

The  Theban  tombs  frequently  represent  gardens  of 
considerable  size  divided  into  separate  enclosures  for 
vines,  dates,  and  sycomores  respectively.  The  inter 
esting  illustration  given  in  Wilkinson,  Anc.  Eg.  1377, 
Erman,  Life  in  Anc.  Eg.  195,  represents  a  large  garden 
of  rectangular  shape  surrounded  by  a  wall.  A  canal 
of  water  flows  in  front.  Between  it  and  the  wall  there 
is  a  row  of  trees. 

We  quote  from  Erman's  description  : — 

The  house  is  concealed  '  in  the  furthest  corner  of  the  garden  ; 
no  sound  from  the  stirring  life  on  the  canal  could  penetrate  its 
seclusion.  .  .  .  There  is  no  entrance  except  in  front  where  a 
broad  flight  of  steps  leads  down  from  the  large  porter's  lodge 
to  two  small  doors  which  open  upon  the  canal.  Through  the 
chief  entrance  ...  we  pass  put  of  a  small  door  directly  into 
the  vineyard  which  is  seen  in  the  centre  of  the  plan.  The 
luxuriant  vines  . .  .  are  trained  on  trellis-work  built  up  with  stone  ; 
through  these  vine  walks  the  path  leads  straight  up  to  the 
house.  If  we  pass,  however,  through  either  of  the  side  doors, 
we  come  to  a  part  of  the  garden  resembling  a  small  park  ;  here 
there  is  a  fish-pond  surrounded  with  palms  and  shrubs.  .  .  . 
Two  doors  lead  out  of  this  garden  ;  one  into  the  palm-garden 
which  occupies  a  narrow  strip  on  either  side  of  the  piece 
of  ground  ;  the  other  door  leads  into  the  hinder  portion  of 
the  garden.  Whether  we  enter  the  right  or  left  side  we  now 
come  again  to  a  "  cool  tank."  .  .  .  A  pretty  little  arbour  stands 
at  the  head  of  the  pond  ;  here  the  master  would  sit  in  the  evening 
and  watch  the  water-birds  at  their  play  in  the  water  amongst 
the  lotus  and  papyrus  plants.  Finally  at  the  back  surrounded 
by  a  double  row  of  palms  and  high  trees  lies  the  house  itself.' .  .  . 

Egyptian  sovereigns  took  great  interest  in  horticulture. 
Rameses  III.  (1200  B.C.),  according  to  the  Harris 
papyrus  (i.  &3/.),  made  'great  vineyards,  walks  shaded 
by  all  kinds  of  fruit-trees  laden  with  their  fruit,  a  sacred 
way  splendid  with  flowers  from  all  countries.'  Queen 
Ha't-sepsut  (Hatasu),  living  about  1500  B.C.,  imported 
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thirty-one  incense  trees  from  their  habitats  by  the  Red 
Sea. 

In  a  footnote  to  Sir  G.  Wilkinson's  work  (1  378)  we  have  a 
long  list  of  trees  which  was  discovered  in  the  tomb  of  an  officer 
of  Thotmes  I.  In  this  catalogue  we  find  date-palms,  sycomores, 
acacias,  quinces,  tamarisks,  willows,  and  figs. 

In  Babylonia  and  Assyria  the  features  of  garden  culti 
vation  are  very  similar  and  there  also  monarchs  interested 
themselves  in  the  art.     Among  ancient 


2.  Assyria 


Babylonian   documents  we  read  of  a 


j     ft      v       i  -  UctLJV  HJlli.tU       LIUV.  UlllCilia       WC      ICtlU      Ul       il 

and  l>abvloiiia.        1  .  .       , 

garden  similar  to  that  just  mentioned. 

This  belonged  to  Merodach-baladan  and  contained  the 
names  of  seventy-two  trees,  shrubs,  and  plants.  This 
inscription,  called  the  'garden  tablet,'  is  entitled  at  the 
close  ganndti  sa  Mardtik-aplu-iddina  farri,  '  Gardens 
of  King  Merodach-baladan.' 

Assyrian  kings,  as  well  as  Babylonian,  took  a  pride 
in  planting  gardens  with  choice  and  rare  trees,  brought 
from  other  lands.  Tiglath-pileser  I.  ( 1 100  B.  c. )  evinces 
this  fondness  for  horticulture. 

In  his  prism  inscription  (col.  7  17-27)  he  says:  'Cedar-trees, 
•urkarinu  and  allakanu  trees  I  took  away  from  the  lands  which 
I  had  conquered ;  trees  which  no  one  among  my  predecessors 
[lit.  former  kings,  my  fathers]  had  planted,  I  planted  them  in 
the  parks  (Jciratt).  Valuable  garden  -  fruit  which  was  not  to 
be  found  in  my  own  country  I  brought  away,  and  caused  the 
plantations  of  Assyria  to  bear  these  fruits.'1 

Four  centuries 
later  Sennacherib, 
in  describing  his 
'palace  without 
rival,'  announces 
that  he  planted  a 
great  park  '  re 
sembling  the  Am- 
anus  land  (moun 
tain),'  in  which 
were  '  all  kinds  of 
fragrant  plants, 
fruit-trees,  and  the 
produce  of  the 
mountains  and  of 
Chaldea. ' 

Amid  some  obscure 
details  we  learn  that 
a  canal  was  dug  i\ 
kaspu  from  the  river 
Husur,  and  that  a 
pond  was  made.  Vines 
and  other  fruit-trees 
as  well  as  sirdu  trees, 
cypresses,  and  palms 
were  planted.  Birds 
and  other  wild  animals  were  placed  among  them.2  A  bas-relief 
representing  a  river  and  gardens  watered  by  a  canal,  discovered 
by  Layard  at  Kuyunjik,  perhaps  furnishes  a  rough  illustration. 
Esarhaddon  also  (in  two  prism -inscriptions),  after 
describing  the  erection  of  a  palace  of  hewn  stone  and 
cedar,  passes  on  to  describe  (col.  614^)  the  adjoining 
park  thus  :  '  A  lofty  plantation  like  the  Hamanu  moun 
tain,  overgrown  with  all  kinds  of  sweet-smelling  bushes, 
I  placed  by  its  side'  (A"Z?2i38). 

From  the  deeds  of  Babylonian  purchase  and  sale  published 
by  Peiser  we  may  infer  that  a  plantation  of  date-palms  (kirn 
gifimmarf),  sometimes  bordering  on  a  canal  (hirllu),  formed  a 
not  infrequent  accompaniment  of  a  Babylonian  private  dwelling 
(Peiser,  Keilinsch.  Actenstiicke,  Sargonstein,  col.  423-25  ;  12  i). 
From  the  Babylonians  the  Persians  acquired  the  art 
of  horticulture  and  carried  it  to  considerable  perfection. 

3   Persia    Tllence   tne  s^'^  m    planting,    as  well   as 

the  name  for  a  cultivated  park  (pairidaeza), 

spread  to  the  Hebrews  (DTIS)  and  also  to  the  Greeks 

(TrapdSetcros ;  see  PARADISE). 

It  is  from  Greek  writers  that  we  mainly  derive  our  information 
respecting  these  parks.  Thus  Xenophon  employs  the  word/ara- 
tieisos  in  describing  the  large  park  attached  to  the  palace  of 
Cyrus  at  Kelaense  in  Phrygia  through  which  the  river  Maeander 
flowed,  and  which  was  stocked  with  wild  animals  of  the  chase. 

1  KB  141;  uHsib  is  rendered  as  Pa'el  oftsebu. 

'*•  See  Meissner  and  Rost's  '  Bauinschriften  Sanheribs,'  14-16 
and  notes,  p.  •$<)/.  Evetts  in  ZA,  Nov.  1888,  gives  another 
text. 
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Its  extent  may  be  surmised  from  the  fact  that  Cyrus  here  re 
viewed  his  contingent  of  11,000  Greeks  (Anab.  i.  IT  ff.). 

A  biblical  hint  as  to  the  size  of  these  parks  is  conveyed 
in  Esth.  1 5  where  we  are  told  that  the  Persian  king  gave 
a  feast  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  Shushan  in  the  precincts 
of  the  royal  park  attached  to  the  palace.  From  Hellen. 
iv.  1 15  we  learn  that  Pharnabazus  also  had  his  enclosed 
parks  at  Daskyleum,  where  animals  for  the  chase  were 
kept  (cp  Cyrop.  i.  814).  From  Neh.  28  we  acquire  the 
additional  detail  that  the  keeper  of  the  royal  parks  was 
an  important  court  official  by  whom  building  materials 
were  granted. 

It    is    surely    possible    that    Canaanite    civilization 

presented  features  in  the  matter  of  garden  cultivation 

p  analogous  to  those  of  the  ancient  empires 

11  of  the   Nile  and    of  the   Euphrates  and 

Tigris.      Phoenician   inscriptions,  however,  yield  us  no 

information  on  the  subject,  whilst  the  biblical  evidence 

is  exceedingly  scanty.1 

Under  the  circumstances  mentioned  above  (§  4)  the 
features  presented  by  the  Paradise-narrative  Gen.  2  8-17 
_  „,,  are  of  special  interest  and  value.      The 

p  ,.  main  portion  of  this  account  is  acknow- 
!  ledged  to  belong  to  the  earlier  stratum 
'•  of  J  (J,).  It  is  pointed  out  elsewhere 
(see  PARADISE) 
that  w.  10-14  are 
probably  a  later 
addition 2  to  the 
narrative  of  Jj. 
The  critical  result 
is  of  considerable 
importance  as  we 
thereby  eliminate 
the  most  definite 
Babylonian  traits 
(mention  of  Eu 
phrates,  Tigris,  As- 
sur,  etc. )  from  the 
narrative.  There  is 
accordingly  left  to 
us  a  Palestinian  nar 
rative  apparently 
based  on  an  ancient 
tradition  of  Baby 
lonian  origin  which 
had  survived  for 
several  centuries  at 
least  on  Canaanite 


soil  and  had  then  been  remoulded. 

Even  when  vv.  10-14  are  removed  from  the  section, 
there  remain  traits  in  the  narrative  that  remind  us  of 
Assyria  and  Babylonia  (see  again  PARADISE).  The 
expression  '  all  kinds  of  trees  agreeable  to  sight  and 
good  for  food  '  (v.  9)  recalls  the  phraseology  of  Esar- 
haddon's  above-  quoted  inscription  Kala  rikkl  u  iu 
fcurrusu  '  all  kinds  of  fragrant  spices  and  shrubs  '  (cp 
Khorsab.  143)  ;  and  if  we  adopt  the  Assyriological 
explanation  of  IN  as  not  '  mist  '  but  '  stream  of  water  ' 
(cp  Esarh.  col.  vi.  19  /.  ),  the  counterpart  of  the 
Babylonian  irrigation  canal  is  restored  to  us  and  the 
picture  is  fairly  complete.  It  is  clear  too  from  Nu.  24  6  (J  ? 
—  see  BALAAM,  §  5)  that  garden  -  plantations  were 
familiar  features  in  Palestinian  scenery  in  pre-exilic  times. 
On  the  text  of  this  difficult  passage  see  Dillmann,  also  Cheyne, 
Exp.  T.  10401  (June  '99),  who  critically  emends  (JQR  Jan. 
1900)  the  text  more  fully  ;  cp  CEDAR  ;  PALM-TREE. 

What  are  the  precise  facts  underlying  the  tradition 
of  Solomon's  botanic  lore  (i  K.  433 
[5,^  cannot  be  determined;  but 
Phoenician  influences  would  help  to 

1  The  text  of  Gen.  13  10  is  disputed  ;  but  Ball  may  be  correct 
in  reading  Q^SO,  'Egypt,'  and  [J?i',  'Zoan.'     If  so,  a  familiarity 
with  Egyptian  gardens  is  presupposed  in  the  narrator.     [See, 
however,  MIZRAIM,  §  2  b,  ZOAR.] 

2  Budde,  to  whose  critical  sagacity  this  observation  is  due, 
assigns  the  addition  to  the  time  of  Ahaz  {Urgttck,  515). 
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account  for  the  great  king's  interest  in  plants.  'Later 
kings,  at  any  rate,  had  their  plantations.  Ahab,  who 
had  a  passion  for  building,  coveted  Naboth's  vineyard 
in  order  to  secure  a  suitable  plantation  as  an  adjunct 
to  his  palace  (  r  K.  21  2).  In  Heb.  p-rn  jj,  gan  hayydrdk, 
furnishes,  however,  a  very  vague  conception  of  its 
character.  J 

Gardens    were    naturally    chosen    as    burial-places. 
Trees   having  a  sacred  character  are  often    conjoined 


7.  Gardens  as 


with    tombs    (cp  Gen.  358   and 


ad 


' burial  Dlaces    I96)>      Thus  in  2  K"  21  l8a6  we  Te' 
'  that  Manasseh  and  also  his  son  we 

buried  in  the  'garden  of  Uzza'  (see  MANASSEH,  UZZA  ii. ). 
In  the  time  of  Jesus,  family  burying  -  places  were 
frequently  in  gardens  (Jn.  1941). 

Through  '  the  king's  garden '  the  Jewish  soldiers 
escaped,  when  Jerusalem  was  captured  by  the  armies 

Q   ruv,          ff     of  Nebuchadrezzar   (2  K.  264  Jer.  394 
».  utnerren.  .  Neh  3js;    gee  plan  jn   Stade-s   GVI 

-  ear  ier-  1593).  In  all  these  cases  we  have 
not  a  single  descriptive  trait  presented  in  the  biblical 
record.  We  must  therefore  supply  this  lack  by  the 
legitimate  inferences  which  may  be  drawn  from  the 
general  features  of  Hebrew  civilization  presented  in  OT 
literature.  In  the  first  place  it  is  evident  that  in  the 
eighth  and  the  following  century  Israel  had  advanced  in 
civilization.  Am.  815  clearly  shows  that  it  was  a 
common  custom  for  the  wealthy  Hebrew  citizen  to 
have  a  winter  and  a  summer  mansion.2  These  were 
adorned  with  cedar  woodwork  and  inlaid  ivory  (cp  Is. 
9gf.  [8f.  ]).  That  gardens  possessing  orchards  affording 
a  grateful  shade  were  attached,  may  be  accepted  as 
certain  (cp  Am.  5n).  These  would  contain  the  well- 
known  Palestinian  fruit  trees,  the  vine,  fig,  and  pome 
granate.  The  ideal  of  a  happy  life  '  to  sit  under  the 
shade  of  one's  own  vine  and  fig  tree1  (i  K.  425  [65] 
2  K.  1831  Mic.  44,  cp  Jn.  Iso),  as  well  as  the  general 
features  of  the  Paradise  narrative,  enable  us  to  supply 
these  main  traits.  Probably  in  f  re-exilic  Israel  fruit- 
trees  predominated.  Nowhere  do  we  read  of  fragrant 
plants  or  trees. 

By  Hos.  4 13  Is.  129  and  17 10  we  are  reminded  that 
Hebrew  sanctuaries  had  their  plantations  in  sacred  en 
closures  in  which  stood  the  terebinth,  the  oak,  and  the 
ruaS  (see  POPLAR),  together  with  the  sacred  pole  repre 
senting  the  deity  Asherah  (see  ASHERAH).  Some 
different  kind  of  sacred  plantation  is  referred  to  in 
Is.  17 10  as  'plants  of  pleasance.'  The  view  that  they 
were  connected  with  the  worship  of  Adonis  (see  RVm£-) 
is  not  improbable.  Robertson  Smith  (Prof  ft.  (')  273,  425) 
thinks  that  pots  of  quickly  withering  flowers  are  referred 
to.3  The  women  who  wept  for  Tammuz  (Ezek.  814) 
may  have  covered  the  bier  of  their  god  with  such  pots 
or  baskets.  See,  further,  ADONIS. 

Among  the  consequences  of  the  Babylonian  exile  we 

1  The  combination  of  this  phrase  with  Egypt  in  Dt.  11 10 
gives  the  impression  of  good  irrigation  and  elaborate  cultivation 
(cp  Gen.  13  10).     On  the  other  hand,  the  expression  in  Prov.  15 17 
pIM  nrnx   '  daily  portion  [so  Toy  ;  Che.  '  meal '  ]  of  vegetables ' 
(jitTa.  \a\dviai')  suggests  the  idea  of  a  homely  meal  to  which 
the  exceptional  and  festive  meal  of  animal  diet  is  placed  in  con 
trast.     This  view  is  reflected- in   ©  s  rendering  KTJJTOS  \a^dviav  ; 
Ahab's  garden,  therefore,  must  have  fallen    far  short   of  a  true 
rrapaSeio-o?.       But    is    a   disparaging   epithet    here    purposely 
applied,  and  can  we  detect  the  influence  of  Judaic  and  Deu- 
teronpmic  redaction  (designated  Do  by  Kittel)?     See  'Ahab'  in 
Hastings'  DB,  ad  fin. 

2  See    HOUSE,    §  3,  and  cp  sortE'  IV  3  'n  tne  Bar-Rekub  in 
scription  from  Zenjlrli. 

3  [In  Is.  17  1 1  the  swift  destruction  of  the  'gardens'  is  not 
presented  in  MT  so  vividly  as  we  should  expect.     The  trouble 
is  with   the  second  part  of  the  verse,  the  text  of  which  Che. 
('  Isaiah,'  SBOT,  Heb.,  195)  has  critically  emended,  so  that  the 
whole  verse  runs  thus  : — 

(Even)  though  as  soon  as  thou  plantest  them,  thou  fencest 

them  in, 

And  early  bringest  thy  shoots  to  blossom, 
Thy  grape-gathering  shall  perish  in  the  day  of  sudden  terror, 
And  thy  young  plants  at  the  crash  of  ruin.] 
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may  venture  to  place  the  improvement  of  Jewish  horti- 

9  Later  cu'ture-  As  we  Pass  mto  tne  literature  of 
'  the  Persian  and  the  Greek  period,  the  por 
trayals  of  gardens  become  more  vivid  and  detailed. 
See  especially  the  picture  of  the  '  garden  barred  and 
bolted,'  with  its  'well  of  living  waters,'  and  its  fruit- 
trees  and  fragrant  plants  in  Cant.  4  12-16  62,  and  the 
description  in  Eccles.  2  4-6  (see  CANTICLES,  §  15  ; 
BATH-RABBIM).  The  comparison  of  the  righteous  to 
a  well-watered  garden  (Is.  58  n)  suggests  that  the 
writer  was  well  acquainted  with  Babylonian  canal 
irrigation.  This  resembles  the  imagery  of  Ps.  1  3,  and 
similar  language  appears  in  Ecclesiasticus,  where  wisdom 
is  compared  to  various  trees  (24  13^),  as  the  cedar, 
palm,  rose,  olive,  cinnamon,  and  so  forth,  and  lastly  to 
a  garden  canal1  (v.  jof.).  The  Book  of  Enoch,  too, 
yields  some  illustrations  of  our  subject.  In  32s/! 
(Charles)  we  read,  '  And  I  came  into  the  garden  of 
righteousness,  and  saw  beyond  those  trees  many  large 
trees  growing  there,  including  the  tree  of  wisdom  of 
which  Adam  and  Eve  ate,  and  which  was  like  the  carob 
tree'  (see  HUSKS).  So  in  61  12,  we  have  the  'garden 
of  life.' 

We  may  infer  from  these  descriptions  that  rich  men 
in  the  Persian  and  Greek  periods  delighted  in  their 
gardens  (cp  Susan.  4,  15).  In  the  time  of  Josephus, 
Jerusalem  wras  crowded  with  gardens  and  hedges  outside 
its  walls  in  the  Gihon  valley  (?)  which  debouches  into 
the  Kidron  (BJv.  22).  In  the  midst  of  these  Titus 
nearly  lost  his  life.  Probably  the  garden  of  GETH- 
SEMANE  (q.v.  )  was  not  remote  from  this  spot. 

Baruch  670  [69]  (Ep.  of  Jeremy)  gives  us  an  additional 
feature  of  magic  superstition  noticed  by  the  Hellenistic 
Jewish  writer.  Gardens  (including  parks  as  well  as  the 
homely  cucumber  field)  were  provided  not  only  with 
keepers  (cp  HUT),  but  also  with  irpofia.ffKa.via.  'scare 
crows  '  to  ward  off  evil  spirits  and  probably  birds  and 
beasts  as  well.  O.  C.  w. 

GARDEN  HOUSE  (JJH  TV?),  2  K.  927.     See  BETH- 

HAGGAN. 


6AREB  P"I3,  'leprous,'  §  66),  the  ITHRITE,  one  of 
David's  heroes.  <5's  readings  are  :  — 

2  S.  2838  :  yi)pa/3  6  teeevalos  [B],  yap7)0  6  reflpinj?  [A],  ya/Sep 
6  teflefi  [LI  ;  in  I  Ch.  11  40  :  yapijojSai  io#7)p«i  [B],  yapjjojSe  i.  [K], 
yapi)/3  leflepi  [A],  y.  6  i€0pi  [L]. 

GAREB,  THE  HILL  (3n|  niHJ  ;  BOYNWN  fARHB 
[BNAQ]),  is  named  only  in  Jer.  31  39!  as  a  landmark 
indicating  the  future  great  expansion  of  Jerusalem  ;  see 
GOATH.  Possibly  it  is  the  hill  described  in  Josh.  158 
at  the  N.  limit  of  the  Plain  of  Rephaim  (Buhl,  95).  In 
this  case,  G-R-B  may  be  transposed  from  G-B-R  —  i.e.  , 
Gibbor[im],  a  synonym  of  REPHAIM  \_q.v.  ,  >.]. 

GARIZIM  (|-&plz[e]iN  [VA]),  2  Mace.  623;'  RV 
GERIZIM. 

GARLAND.     RV  rendering  of  IN?,  fer,  Is.  61  3  10  ; 


see  TURBAN.    EV  rendering  of  o 


*,  Acts  14  13;  seeCHAPLET. 


GARLIC  (D'D-V  ;  CKOpA<\  [BAF],  -poAA  [L],  Nu. 
list)  bears  the  same  name  in  Heb.  Syr.  and  Ar.  ,  and 
its  identity  with  Allium  sativum,  L.  ,  or  some  kindred 
species  is  thus  assured.  Pliny's  statement  (xix.  632), 
'  alium  cepasque  inter  deos  in  iureiurando  habet 
^Egyptus'  (cp  Juv.  Sat.  15),  points  at  least  to  such 
plants  being  common  in  ancient  Egypt,  though,  accord 
ing  to  Wilkinson  (8350),  'there  is  no  direct  evidence 
from  the  monuments  of  their  having  been  sacred.'2  It 
is  not  indigenous  in  W.  Asia,  but  is  a  native  of  Zungaria, 
from  which  it  must  have  been  carried  westward  in  pre 
historic  times.  N.  M.  —  W.  T.  T.  -D. 

GARMENT,  EV's  rendering  of  (a)  some  general  terms 

1  Cp  also  40  27,  where  the  fear  of  the  Lord  is  compared  to  a 
'  garden  of  blessing.' 

"  De  Candolle  (Orig.  51)  suggests  that  it  was  not  represented 
because  it  was  considered  impure  by  the  priests. 
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for  dress— viz.,  1J3,  bfged,  Gen.  39  12.^;  PU1?,  I'bhul,  JobSOiS; 
nayp,  ma'atch,  Is.  613;  n'B>,  &r/z,  Ps.  736  (DRESS,  §§  i,  3), 
ID,  madh,  Lev.  6  10 ;  ei/Sv/ua,  Mt.  22  n  (DRESS,  §  3)  ;  and  also  (b) 
of  certain  special  articles  of  dress,  ffnK,  'addcreth,  Gen.  25  25 
Josh.  7  2I  (RV  '  mantle ') ;  nVlpb,  «;«/«//,  Gen.  0  23  ;  TO^B-, 
salntah,  i  K.  11  29  ;  T"™.  /aX.-7-z/t,  Esth.  8  15  (RV  'robe'); 
ift.ari.ov  Mt.  9  16,  CTToATJ  Mk.  16$  (RV  'robe'),  e<70rjs  Lk.  244 
(RV  'apparel'),  for  all  of  which  see,  further,  MANTLE.  For 
runs,  kuttoneth,  2  S.  13  18  etc.,  \ntav  Jude  23,  iroSTJprjs  Rev.  1  13, 
see  TUNIC.  Cp,  further,  DRESS. 

GARMITE  (^P")5n),  the  gentilic  name  applied  to 
KEILAH  in  i  Ch.  4  19,  perhaps  miswritten  for  Calebite 
C'lbs);  cp  CARMI,  i. 

©'s  text  in  v.  19  evidently  differed  much  from  MT,  though 
it  is  not  easy  to  restore  that  text  exactly,  owing  to  the  tran- 
scriptional  errors  (ara^tei  [B],  o  rapjxi  [A],  6  yap/aci  [L],  zmri 
[Pesh.]).  T.  K.  C. 

GARRISON  is  used  to  render  massab  (H-'SP,  once 
.-HMD  massabah,  i  S.  14  12)  in  EV  of  i  S.  1823  \liff.  2  S.  23  14. 
For  n'fl6  (3'i'p)  in  i  S.  10s  13  3  yC  (see  SAUL,  §  2  n.),  2  S.  8  6  14 
2  Ch.  17  2  (E  V  '  garrison  '),  a  preferable  translation  is  '  officer ' 
(or  the  like)  in  spite  of  i  Ch.  11 16  (where  ||  2  S.  23 14  has  3SO). 
Hhtsscib  3JfD  Judg.  96  (RVmg.  'garrison')  is  probably  an  in 
tentional  alteration  of  H3SD  '  pillar '  (EV),  which  rendering  in 
RVofEzek.  2Qn(^y  n'UVD)  is  to  be  preferred  to  AV's  'strong 
garrisons '  (cp  RV  mg.  '  obelisks ') ;  see  PILLAR,  MASSEBAH.  In 
2  Cor.  1132  AV  <£poupe'u)  is  rendered  '  kept  .  .  .  with  a  garrison  ' 
for  which  RV  prefers  '  guarded '  (cp  Phil.  4  7).  Cp,  generally, 
FORTRESS. 

GAS  ([-AC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  534  RV,  AV  GAR. 

GASHMU  (•IDC?'!),  Neh.  66.     See  GESHEM. 

GAT  AM  (DFW3  ;  ro9OM  [ADEL]),  one  of  the  '  sons  ' 
of  Eliphazin  Gen.  36  n  i  Ch.  1  36  (yo[<a]0an  [BA]) ;  in  Gen.  36  16 
(yo9a  [AL])  called  a  clan  (read  f]^K). 

GATE  (TyB>,  Id'ar;  nyAH,  also  TTyAcoN  [BAFL] ; 
cp  Bib.  Aram.  1HR  Dan.  249  3 26), 'used  collectively  of 
the  whole  structure,  including  posts  (n'lT-ITP,  m^zusofA), 
and  doors  (IT?1'!,  ddleth),  as  well  as  the  open  space  before 
it  (PinS,  ptihah,  TTYAtON  ',  -cp  Josh.  264).  The  doors 
themselves  (the  dual,  Dt.  85  etc.,  suggests  that  there 
were  two)  seem  not  to  have  been  hinged  to  the  posts 
but  to  have  revolved  upon  pins  in  sockets.  When  closed 
they  were  kept  secure  by  '  bolts '  or  '  h#rs '  (rvi3,  frrldh}, 
made  of  metal  (i  K.  413),  but  often  of  some  destructible 
material  (see  Am.  Is  Nah.  813).  For  the  denom.  ij/itr, 

la'er,  '  gate-keeper,' see  PORTER. 

One  of  the  exploits  of  Samson  Gudg- 16  1-3)  may  be  mentioned 
here.  When  lodging  at  Gaza  the  hero  rose  in  the  middle  of 
the  night  and  went  to  the  gate  of  the  city.  There  he  '  laid  hold 
of  the  doors  of  the  city-gate  and  the  two  gate-posts,  and  pulled 
them  up,  together  with  the  bar,'  and  carried  off  the  doors  and 
th-:  whole  framework  to  the  top  of  the  hill  facing  Hebron  1 
(say  40  m.).  The  origin  of  the  story  can  here  only  be  glanced 
at.  We  may  have  in  it  a  mere  practical  joke  in  keeping  with 
Samson's  jovial  character.  But  a  connection  with  some  early 
mythical  phrase,  misunderstood  by  later  generations,  is  not 
excluded.  The  descent  of  Heracles  to  the  gates  of  the  nether 
world  has  been  compared  by  Steinthal.2 

The  sanctity  of  gates  is  well  known  (cp  THRESHOLD, 
§  2)  ;  the  gates  of  Babylon  had  their  special  names,  and 
temples  beside  them.  This  partly  explains  why  justice 
was  administered  '  in  the  gate'  (2  S.  102  Dt.  21 19  etc.), 
and  this  perhaps  is  how '  your  gates '  came  to  be  equivalent 
to  'your  cities'  (Dt.  12 12  etc.  ;  cp  Ps.  872,  'the  gates 
of  Zion '  ||  '  the  dwellings  of  Jacob ').  The  '  gates '  were 
also  symbolical  of  the  might  of  the  city — gates  of  bronze 
such  as  could  not  easily  be  broken.  Hence  we  read  of 
the  'gates  of  Hades'  (Mt.  16 18) — i.e. ,  the  power  of 
Hades  (traditionally  described  as  a  city). 

In  NT  Ovpa  is  translated  'gate,'  Acts  32  AV;  but  cp  DOOR. 
The  usual  terms  are  »rvA»)  (Lk.  7  12;  cp  the  '  gate  Beautiful,'  Acts 
3  10),  and  ITV\<OV,  the  latter  of  a  palace  (Lk.  1620),  house  (Acts 
10  17),  or  porch  (Mt.  2671  ;  cp  COURT,  PORCH). 

1  Possibly,  however,  (as  Che.  suggests),  '  Hebron '  should  be 
'Sharuhen'  (see  GAZA,  SHARUHEN). 

2  Goldziher,  Hebrew  Mythology,  i,o^f. 
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Compare,  further,  CITY,  §  2  (b),  DOOR,  FORTRESS,  §§  2,  5  ; 
JERUSALEM,  TEMPLE. 

GATH  (H!,  'wine-press';  re9[BNAL];  Jos.  PITTA; 
Vg.  GETH],  one  of  the  five  royal  or  princely  cities  of  the 


1.  References. 


Philistines    (Josh.  183    18.617).      The 


ethnic  form  is  GITTITE  ('M  ;  ytdaios 
[BAL])  ;  see  2  S.  6io/.  15  18  etc.  ;  whether  GITTITH  in 
Ps.  8  (title)  means  '  Gittite,'  is  disputed  (see  GITTITH).  It 
is  not  assigned  in  Josh,  to  any  of  the  Israelitish  tribes,  and 
in  Josh.  11  22  (D)  [@B  om.  ]  it  is  mentioned  as  inhabited  by 
ANAKIM.  The  Philistine  champion,  Goliath,  came  from 
Gath  (  i  S.  17  4  etc.  ),  and  David  took  refuge  with  Achish, 
king  of  Gath  (i  S.  21  10  [n]  272  j1  see  DAVID,  §  s).2 
According  to  i  Ch.  18  1  David  'took  Gath  and  her 
towns  out  of  the  hand  of  the  Philistines'  ;  this  state 
ment,  however,  may  be  based  on  a  conjectural  restora 
tion  of  a  defective  text  (see  METHEG-AMMAH).  At  any 
rate,  a  Gittite  named  Ittai  was  the  leader  of  600  men 
in  the  service  of  David  (2  S.  15  18,  emended  text  ;  see 
ITTAI,  i),  and  on  one  occasion  had  equal  rank  with  Joab 
and  Abishai  (182).  Rehoboam  is  said  to  have  fortified 
Gath  (2  Ch.  118)  ;  but  Uzziah,  according  to  2  Ch.  266, 
found  Gath  still  a  Philistine  city,  and  when  warring 
against  the  Philistines  '  broke  down  the  wall  of  Gath.  ' 
About  fifty  years  earlier  the  Syrian  king  Hazael  is  said 
to  have  taken  Gath  as  a  preliminary  to  the  siege  of 
Jerusalem  (2  K.  1217).  In  Am.  62  (a  passage  later 
than  the  time  of  Amos  ;  see  AMOS,  §  6  b)  reference  seems 
to  be  made  to  another  disaster  that  befell  Gath  —  a 
disaster  similar  to,  and  nearly  contemporaneous  with, 
that  which  befell  Calneh  in  738  and  Hamath  in  720. 
The  presumption,  therefore,  is,  that  Gath,  as  well  as 
Ashdod,  was  taken  by  Sargon  in  711.  This  is  indeed 
attested  as  a  historical  fact  by  Sargon  himself,  who  says, 
'  Asdudu,  Gimtu,  Asdudimmu  s  I  besieged,  I  conquered  ' 
(Khorsabad  inscr.  ,  104/1  ).  That  Gimtu  (  =Gath)  is  here 
mentioned  between  Ashdod  and  the  port  of  Ashdod  (?) 
is  probably  no  mere  error  of  a  scribe,  but  indicates  that 
Gath  then  formed  part  of  the  Ashdodite  territory  (see 
ASHDOD).  This  may  perhaps  explain  the  fact  that 
Amos  (16-8),  Zeph.  (24),  Jer.  (?  47s),  and  II.  Zech. 
(9  5  /I)  make  no  mention  of  Gath  among  the  Philistine 
cities  ;  it  had  fallen  to  a  secondary  position. 

We  also  find  Gath  mentioned  in  a  fragmentary  context 
in  2  S.  21  20  22  (David's  war  with  the  Philistines).  This 
derives  plausibility  from  the  fact  that  Goliath  was 
certainly  a  Gittite.  ©BA  and  Pesh.  (Gra.  )  also  read 
'  Gath'  for  '  Gob'  in  v.  18  (<5L  rafefl),  and  Gratz  would 
read  '  Gath'  for  '  Gob'  in  v.  19  (see  GOB). 

'  Gath  '  is  referred  to  also  in  i  S.  17  52  (cp  ©  ;  see  H.  P.  Smith), 
and  in  the  elegy  of  David  (2  S.  1  20),  a  reminiscence  of  which 
has  produced  the  doubtless  incorrect  reading  in  Mic.  1  10,  rc3 
ITSH'/N,  '  Tell  it  not  in  Gath.'  (5  agrees  in  reading  '  in  Gath,' 
and  introduces  a  reference  in  the  next  clause  to  ot  evaxeifi  [Sw. 
oi  fvaxeift.],  '  the  Anakim.'  Elhorst  and  Winckler  (A  T  Unters. 
185)  would  read  ITJn'Sx  /37J3,  'in  Gilgal  rejoice  not'; 
Cheyne,  for  the  sake  of  geographical  consistency,  l7'JJjr7N  il7J3, 
'  in  Giloh  rejoice  not  '  (JQR  10  5737:  ['98]). 

'  Gath  of  Philistia  '  (as  Am.  6  2  calls  it)  is  very  probably 
referred  to  (as  Kn-tu)  in  the  Palestinian  list  of  Thotmes 
III.,  nos.  63,  70,  93  (RPW  5484),  and  (as  Gimti  and 
Ginti)  in  the  Amarna  tablets  (1838a;  1856).  Am. 
Tab.  183  8  a.  will  be  referred  to  again  (see  GEZER,  §  i  )  ;  it 
states  that  the  warriors  of  Gazri  (Gezer),  Gimti  (Gath), 
and  Kilti  (Keilah)  have  joined  together  to  attack  the 
land  of  Rubuti  and  of  Urusalim  (Jerusalem).  The  sites 
of  Gazri,  Kilti,  and  Urusalim  are  known  ;  those  of 
Gimti  and  Rubuti  have  to  be  investigated.  Gimti  ought 
to  lie  between  Gazri  and  Urusalim,  and  it  ought  to  be 
not  less  important  a  fortress  than  these  places. 

The  biblical  evidence  with  regard  to  the  site  of  Gath 

1  On  these  and  some  other  passages,  however,  see  JUDAH, 

It/ 

2  Possibly,  too,  David  took  a  wife  from  Gath  (see  HAGGITH). 

3  So  Wi.  (Textbuch,  29)  and  Peiser  (KB  2  67). 

4  This  can  hardly  be  doubted.     See  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  393 
(cp  159);  E.  Meyer,  'Glossen'  in  SEgyptiaca,  73. 

1646 


2.  Site. 


G-ATH 

is  not  as  decisive  as  could  be  wished.  The  most  definite 
passage  is  2  Ch.  Il6-io,  where,  in  the  list  of 
the  cities  fortified  by  Rehoboam,  Gath  occurs 
after  Soco  and  Adullam  and  before  Mareshah  and  Ziph. 
If,  however,  the  Chronicler  means  the  Philistine  Gath, 
one  cannot  help  thinking  that  he  is  in  error  (Jos. 
seems  to  call  this  place  fiira,  or  lira.)  ;  such  an  error 
might  account  for  the  name  Betogabra  borne  by 
Eleutheropolis  at  a  later  time  (see  ELEUTHEROPOLIS, 
§  i).  Such  a  name  as  'Wine-press-town,'  however, 
may  surely  have  been  borne  by  more  than  two  places 
in  S.  Palestine.  Conder  speaks  of  a  large  ruin  called 
Jenneta,  S.  of  Bet  Jibrin,  which  he  proposes  for  the 
Kn-tu  in  the  list  of  Thotmes  III.  (no.  70).  From  i  S. 
17 52  (RV  GAI  [q.v.]}  we  gather  simply  that  Gath  lay 
more  inland  than  Ekron. 

The  notices  of  Eus.  and  Jer.  (OST2)  244  20,  127  15)  are  so  con 
fused  that  we  are  driven  to  suppose  that  they  had  no  exact 
knowledge  of  the  site  of  the  Philistine  city.  Josephus  (Ant.v. 
1  22)  places  Gath  within  the  tribe  of  Dan,  and  couples  it  with 
Jamnia  ;  the  Crusaders  actually  identified  the  two  places. 

At  present  there  are  two  sites  which  have  been  de 
fended  by  geographers  of  repute.  M.  Clermont-Ganneau 
(PEFQ,  July  '99,  p.  204)  has  lately  revived  the  theory 
of  Thomson  (LB,  564)  and  Tristram  (Bible  Places) 
that  Gath,  Eleutheropolis,  and  Bet  Jibrin  are  the  same 
place.  The  most  plausible  argument  is  derived  from 
the  name  Moresheth-Gath  (Mic.  114),  which  is  thought 
to  suggest  that  Mareshah  was  a  suburb  of  Gath. 
Mareshah,  however,  was  no  mere  suburb;  and  if  '  Gath  ' 
in  Mic.  1 14  is  correct,  we  must  regard  it,  with  Wellhausen 
(A7.  /V0//U1'),  as  a  vocative,  and  render  'Therefore 
must  thou,  O  Gath,  give  farewell  gifts  to  Moresheth.' 
More  probably,  however,  ru  is  a  corruption  of  m  (cp 
Che.  JQR  10576 /.,  and  see  MORASTHITE). 

There  is  only  one  site  that  seems  to  meet  all  the 
requirements  of  the  case  ;  it  is  worth  mentioning,  even 
if  Dr.  Bliss's  excavations  should  one  day  prove  it  to  be 
the  wrong  one.  It  is  Tell  es-Sdfiyeh^  (collis  clarus, 
William  of  Tyre),  the  Blanco,  guarda  of  the  Crusaders, 
a  tall  white  cliff  300  ft.  above  the  valley  of  Elah,  18  m. 
from  Ashkelon,  12  from  Ashdod,  and  6  from  Eleu 
theropolis.  J.  L.  Porter  made  a  careful  topographical 
study  of  Philistia  in  1858  with  the  result  that  he  con 
vinced  himself  of  the  claims  of  Tell  es-Safiyeh  to  be 
the  ancient  Gath.  Some  of  our  best  geographers  have 
followed  him,  though  others  prefer  to  keep  Tell  es-Safiyeh 
for  the  Mizpeh  of  Josh.  1638.  The  objection  of  Sir  C. 
Warren  (Hastings,  DB2ma)  that  the  sites  of  other 
Philistine  fenced  cities  '  do  not  present  any  natural 
features  capable  of  defence,'  does  not  seem  decisive. 
The  disappearance  of  Gath  from  history  is  surely  not 
more  surprising  than  many  other  sudden  blows  to 
flourishing  fortified  cities. 

'  The  site,'  says  Porter,  '  is  a  most  commanding  one,  and  would 
form,  when  fortified,  the  key  of  Philistia.  It  is  close  to  the 
mountains  of  Judah.  The  Tell  is  about  200  ft.  high,  with  steep 
sides,  now  in  part  terraced  for  vineyards — Gath  signifies  a  wine 
press.'  'On  the  summit  are  the  foundations  of  an  old  castle, 
probably  that  built,  or  rebuilt,  by  the  Crusaders  ;  and  all  around 
the  hill  are  great  quantities  of  old  building  stones.  On  the  NE. 
is  a  projecting  shoulder,  and  the  declivities  below  it  appear  to 
have  been  scarped.  Here  stands  the  modern  village.  Its  houses 
are  all  composed  of  ancient  materials,  and  around  it  are  ruins 
and  fragments  of  columns.  In  the  sides  of  the  hill,  especially 
towards  the  S.,  a  great  number  of  cisterns  have  been  excavated 
in  the  limestone  rock'  (Kino's  Bibl.  Cycl.1^\  cp  Porter, 
Handbk.forSandP,  252). 

Dr.  Bliss's  first  report  of  his  exploration  of  Tell  es-Safiyeh 
(PEFQ,  July  '99)  leaves  it  quite  uncertain  whether  Gath  was, 
or  was  not,  on  this  interesting  and  important  site.  Inscriptions, 
however,  such  as  will  determine  the  point,  may  be  reasonably 
hoped  for.  Dr.  Bliss  states  ('  Second  Report,'  PEFQ,  Oct.  '99) 
that  the  boundary  of  the  ancient  city  on  the  S.,  E.,  and  W.  has 
been  determined  by  the  discovery  of  a  massive  rampart.  The 
town  was  irregular  in  shape,  measuring  about  400  yds.  in 
maximum  length  and  about  200  yds.  in  maximum  breadth,  and 
thus  contained  a  space  about  six  times  the  size  of  the  fort  on 


1  Clermont-Ganneau  states  that  the  locality  figures  upon  the 
mosaic  map  of  Medeba  under  the  Greek  name  of  Saphitha,  a 
name  which  shows  that  it  was  still  flourishing  during  the  Byzan 
tine  period  {PEFQ,  Oct.  '99,  p.  359). 
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Tell  Zakarlya  (Azekah?).  The  city  walls  are  12  ft.  thick  ;  they 
are  built  without  mortar,  like  those  at  Tell  Zakariya,  but  are 
twice  as  thick  and  twice  as  high  ;  they  are  preserved  in  places 
to  a  height  of  33  ft.,  and  show  a  system  of  buttresses  regularly 
spaced.  They  rest  not  on  the  rock,  but  on  some  6  ft.  to  10  ft. 
of  debris,  which  is  characterised  by  very  early  pre-Israelitish 
pottery.  As  their  massive  foundations  must  have  been  sunk  in 
a  considerable  quantity  of  soil,  we  gather  that  they  were  not 
erected  much  before  Jewish  times.  The  gate  has  still  to  be 
found.  At  the  NE.  of  the  Tell,  at  a  depth  of  from  18  to  20  ft., 
has  been  discovered  what  appears  to  be  a  primitive  sanctuary, 
with  three  standing  stones,  or  menhirs,  surrounded  by  a  rude 
enclosure  (cp  WRS  Rel.  Se>n.W  200^);  it  is  shown  by  the 
pottery  to  belong  to  what  Dr.  Bliss  calls  the  later  pre-Israelite 
period.  It  is  unnecessary  to  give  details  of  minor  discoveries. 
It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  position  of  the  village  and 
the  cemeteries  prevents  a  complete  examination  of  the  site  of  Tell 
es-Safiyeh,  which  must  certainly  have  been  occupied  by  a  fortress 
long  before  the  appearance  of  the  Israelites  and  the  Philistines. 

T.  K.  C. 

GATH-HEPHER  (-|E>nn  HS  ;  peGxoBep  [B],  reQ' 
O(bp&  [L]  :  CP  HEPHER),  a  place  on  the  border  of 
Zebulun,  where  the  prophet  Jonah  was  born  (2  K.  1425, 
peG  (\\oBep  [A3).  mistakenly  called  GITTAH-HEPHER 
in  AV  of  Josh.  19i3  (RV,  Gath-hepher  ;  reBepe  [B], 
r<Mee&  [A],  reee&e  (}>ep  [L]}  ;  Jerome  (Procem.  in 
Jon.)  says  that  the  tomb  of  Jonah  was  shown  in  his 
day  at  the  small  village  (haud  grandis  viculits)  of 
Geth,  2  R.  m.  from  Sepphoris  on  the  road  to  Tiberias. 
In  Talm.  Jer.  (Shgbi'ith  6  i)  the  place  is  called 
Hepher  1  ;  a  disciple  of  the  school  of  Sepphoris  could 
live  at  Hepher,  because  the  two  places  were  not 
12  m.  apart.  Benjamin  of  Tudela  (iath  cent.)  states 
that  the  tomb  of  Jonah  lay  on  a  mountain  near  Sep 
phoris.  These  data  seem  to  point  to  the  village  of  el- 
Mcshhed,  about  3  m.  NE.  from  Nazareth  and  2  E.  by 
S.  from  Sepphoris,  where  a  tomb  of  Jonah  is  shown  ; 
the  place  lies  between  Yafa  (Japhia)  and  Rummaneh 
(Rimmon),  as  Gath-hepher  did,  according  to  Josh.  19  12/. 

T.  K.  C. 

GATH-RIMMON  (jiDTTia).  i.  A  Danite  town 
(Josh.  1945,  ye6pe/j.fj.wv  [BAL]),  assigned  to  the  Levites 
(Josh.  2l24,  yeefpffJi/J-uv  [B]).  On  the  apparent  mis- 
statement  of  i  Ch.  654  [69]  (yfOwpuv  [B])  see  DAN, 
§  8.  Gath-rimmon  must  have  lain  a  little  to  the  E.  of 
Joppa.  In  OS  246  59  it  is  placed  between  Diospolis 
and  Eleutheropolis  ;  but  this  is  too  far  S.  A  yedOa 
(Gath),  however,  is  mentioned  (OS  246  73)  as  situated 
between  Antipatris  and  Jamnia,  and  as  otherwise 
called  yi.6da.tJ..  Knobel  suggests  that  this  may  be  the 
GITTAIM  of  the  OT  ;  and  our  Gath-rimmon.  There  is 
a  city  called  Giti-rimu[nu?]  in  Am.  Tab.  16445- 

2.  A  miswritten  name  in  text  of  Josh.  21  25  (le^afla  [B], 
/3ai0cra  [A],  but  ye6penfj.<av  [L]).  Gath-rimmon  occurs  in  v.  24. 
The  true  reading  must  be  either  Beth-shean  (jKBT)'a)i  which  is 
supported  by  ©B  (Nnij)  and  ©A  (JJBTV:)),  or.  less  probably, 
Bileam  (i  Ch.  6  55  [70])—  i.e.,  IBLEAM  [?.z>.].  Dillmann  prefers 
the  latter  ;  but  we  want  a  compound  name  corresponding  to 
Gath-rimmon.  jKB.-jv3  can  easily  have  become  pcM-ru.  Beth- 
shean  and  Ibleam  are  both  mentioned  in  Josh.  17  n. 

T.  K.  C. 

GAULANITIS.     See  GOLAN. 

GAULS  (oi  r-AAAT&i  [VA]),  i  Mace.  82  2  Mace.  820 
RV;  RVm£-  in  2  Mace,  and  AV  GALATIANS.  See 
GALATIA,  §  32. 

GAUZE,  in  Is.  4022,  RVm&-  rendering  of  pi,  dik  ; 
EV  CURTAIN.  The  Hebrew  word  is  doubtful  ;  ©  Ka^dpa, 
suggesting  gpj  (Klo.,  Che.  SBOT),  whilst  Aq.,  Symm.,  Theod. 
have  \firr6v  (p'!l)- 

GAZA,  or  AZZAH  [g.v.]  (HW;  fAZA  [BAL];  Ass. 
tfa-zi-ti,  Ha-az-zu-iu,  Ha-(az)-za-at-tu  ;  Eg.  Ga-da-tu 
[WMM  "As.  «.  Eur.  159]  ;  Gentilic 

,fWBn,    O    I-AZ&IOC   CBAL]'    J°sh-   133 
^    Qazathites,    RV  Gazites).      The 
most   southern    (2  K.  188)  of  the  five  chief  cities   of 
Philistia  (i  S.  617  ;  cp  Zeph.  24  Zech.  9  5),  mentioned 
in   the   lists    of   Rameses  II.   and    III.    (RP^  62741). 
In  primitive  times  it  was  the  S.  limit  of  the  AVVIM  [i] 
1  Neub.  Gtogr.  du  Taint.  201. 
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(Dt.  223),  and  afterwards  was  regarded  as  the  most 
southern  point  of  Palestine  (Judg.  64;  cp  Gen.  lOig), 
and  of  the  province  W.  of  the  Euphrates  (i  K.  424 
[64]  [@BAL  omit]). 

^According  to  Judg.  1  18  (ya£ep  [A*vid])  it  was  conquered  by  the 
tribe  of  Judah  ;  but  this  verse  is  inconsistent  with  v.  19,  and  is 
based  on  a  misunderstood  gloss  (see  Budde's  note).  In  Josh. 
15  47  (R)  Gaza  is  assigned  to  Judah;  but  this  late  passage  has  no 
historical  authority.  The  enigmatical  AVVA  (AV  AVA)  in 
2  K.  17  24,  and  IVVAH  in  2  K.  18  34  19  13  Is.  37  13,  should  very 
possibly  be  Azzah  =  Gaza  (,-jij;  for  my).  See  AVVA. 

Gaza  is  mentioned  once  again  in  Judges  (161-3)  ;  the 
passage  has  a  twofold  interest,  legendary  (see  GATE) 
and  topographical.  An  error  has  made  its  way  into 
the  text,  which  can  perhaps  be  corrected  ;  this  we  shall 
reserve  for  the  close  of  the  article.  The  next  reference 
of  interest  (for  i  K.  424  [64]  is  late  and  unimportant)  is 
concerned  with  Hezekiah's  victory  over  the  Philistines 
'as  far  as  Gaza"  (2  K.  188).  This  victory  is  probably 
connected  with  the  circumstance  that  Hezekiah  sym 
pathised  with  Ashdod  in  its  rebellion  against  Assyria 
(713-711  B.C.),  whereas  Gaza  remained  quiet.  Heze 
kiah's  success  against  Gaza,  however,  was  not  lasting, 
for  in  701  Sennacherib  transferred  a  part  of  the  territory 
of  Judah  to  his  faithful  vassal  Sil-Bel  (?)  of  Gaza.  1  This 
strong  city,  however,  had  not  always  been  so  devoted  to 
Assyria.  In  734  B.C.  Hanun  sought,  though  in  vain, 
to  resist  Tiglath-pileser,  and  in  720  Sargon  in  his  turn 
had  to  take  the  field  against  this  same  king.  How  ill 
Hanun  fared  at  the  battle  of  Raphia  is  well  known  (see 
SARGON). 

What  happened  to  Gaza  we  are  not  told  ;  but  if  the  emendation 
of  2  K.  1834,  etc.,  proposed  above  be  accepted,  Sargon  carried 
away  the  idols  of  Gaza,  or,  at  any  rate,  introduced  Asur  as  the 
supreme  deity.  (The  local  deity  of  Gaza  was  called  Marna, 
'  Lord'  or  'our  Lord.')  So  much  at  any  rate  would  be  implied 
by  the  words,  '  Where  are  the  gods  of  Hamath  and  of  Arpad  — 
of  Sepharvaim  and  of  Azzah  [Gaza]  ?  '  Regardful  of  its  commerce, 
Gaza  seems  from  this  time  forward  to  have  been  punctual  in  its 
payment  of  tribute.  Nabuna'id  says  that  all  his  vassals  as  far 
south  as  Gaza  contributed  to  the  building  of  the  temple  at 
Harran  (555  B.C.). 

In  the  prophets  there  are  three  references  to  Gaza. 
Of  these,  Am.  16/.  is  the  only  one  that  is  undoubtedly 
genuine.  Gaza  is  there  threatened  with  punishment  for 
delivering  up  Hebrew  slaves  to  Edom,  a  country  with 
which  it  naturally  had  close  trade  relations.  Zeph.  24-6 
is  without  a  historical  point  of  contact,  and  may  there 
fore  be  a  late  insertion,  framed  on  old  models  (see 
ZEPHANIAH  ii.  )  ;  so  also  Jer.  47  1-7  (where  the  heading 
is  late;  only  Qms-  of  (5  has  ydfav),  and  Zech.  9s  (see 
JEREMIAH  ii.  ;  ZECHARIAH  ii.  ).  Herodotus,  writing 
probably  in  the  time  of  Nehemiah,  calls  the  city  of  Gaza 
jcaSi/Tij  ;  he  says  that  it  seemed  to  him  not  inferior  to 
Sardis  (3s).'2 

In  the  NT  there  is  one  reference  to  Gaza  (§  3)  ;  but 
before  referring  to  it  we  must  briefly  sketch  the  later 
...  history  of  the  city.  Its  name  means  '  the 
,'.  ,  strong  '  ;  and  this  strength  is  illustrated  by 

""  its  resistance  for  five  months  (332  B.C.  )  to 
the  powerful  engines  employed  by  Alexander  in  besieg 
ing  it  (Arrian,  Alex.  226  f.  ;  Q.  Curt.  iv.  67)  ;  Strabo 
(as  quoted  next  col.  ,  n.  5)  states  that  it  was  destroyed 
at  this  time,  and  that  it  '  remained  deserted  '  until  his 
day.  If,  however,  Strabo  wrote  this,  he  committed  an 
error,  for  Gaza  was  a  strong  place  in  the  wars  of  the 
Ptolemies  and  Seleucidoe,  and  is  mentioned  as  such  in 
the  story  of  Jonathan  the  Maccabee  (i  Mace.  11  6i/".  ).3 
It  was  razed  to  the  ground  by  the  fierce  Alexander 
Jannaeus  after  a  year's  siege  (Ant.  xiii.  183).  Gabinius, 
governor  of  Syria,  rebuilt  it  (Ant.  xiv.  63)  ;  Augustus 
gave  it  to  Herod  (Ant.  xv.  7s),  after  whose  death  it 
was  annexed  to  the  province  of  Syria  (Ant.  xvii.  114). 
In  65  A.D.  it  was  destroyed  by  the  Jews  (BJ  ii.  18i), 
but  soon  recovered.  Mela  (temp.  Claudius)  calls  it 
1  ingens  urbs  et  munita  admodum  '  ;  Eusebius  (O5<2)  242 


62)  says  that  it  '  even  now  remains,  a  notable  city  of 
Palestine.  '  The  most  southern  fortress  of  the  Crusaders, 
however,  was  not  Gaza,  but  Daroma,  —  i.e.  ,  Der  el- 
Balah,  S.  of  Gaza,  near  the  Egyptian  frontier.1  See 
further,  GASm.  HG  187-189. 

We  now  turn  to  the  much-disputed  passage,  Acts  826. 

As  Philip  was  starting  to  meet  the  Ethiopian  eunuch, 

A  t    8  fi   an   anSe^    sa'd   to  him,    '  Arise,    and  go 

\     toward  the  south  unto  the  way  that  goeth 

down    from   Jerusalem  unto    Gaza  :    the 

same  is  desert'  (so  RV)  —  avrrj  earlv  tprj/j.os.       Many 

commentators  (e.g.  ,  Holtzmann  and  Blass)  suppose  one 

of  the  roads  from  Jerusalem  to  Gaza  to  be  meant.     This 

view  is  best  supported  by  Robinson  (&J?  2640^). 

'  The  most  frequented  at  the  present  day,  although  the  longest, 
is  the  way  by  Ramleh.  Anciently,  there  appear  to  have  been 
two  more  direct  roads  ;  one  down  the  great  Wady  es-Sarar  by 
Beth-shemesh,  and  then  passing  near  Tell  es-Safiyeh  ;  the  other 
to  Gaza  through  a  more  southern  tract.  Both  these  roads  exist 
at  the  present  day  ;  and  the  latter  now  actually  passes  through 
the  desert  ;  that  is,  through  a  tract  of  country  without  villages, 
inhabited  only  by  nomadic  Arabs.' 

It  is  not,  however,  the  most  natural  interpretation  of  avnj  early 
eprj^os  that  these  remarks  presuppose.  If  the  phrase  were  rj 
ea-riv  eprifjio';,  Robinson's  view  would  be  very  much  more 
plausible.  We  could  not,  indeed,  illustrate  by  Arrian's  words 
(bk.  3,  p.  211)  referring  to  the  time  of  Alexander,  eprjju.i]v  S' 
flvai  Tt]V  oSov  SCavvSpiav  (quoted  by  Wetstein),  because  the 
narrator  expressly  says  that  there  was  water  to  be  found  on  the 
road,-  so  that  the  eunuch  could  be  baptized. 

The  word  'this'  (avT/?),  however,  must  surely  mean 
Gaza,3  not  the  road  to  Gaza,  and  then  the  difficulty  arises 
that  Gaza  in  the  time  of  Philip  was  (as  we  have  seen)  a 
large  and  flourishing  city.  Hug's  explanation  that  the 
words  avTt]  K.T.\.  refer  to  the  destruction  of  Gaza  by  the 
Jews  in  65  A.D.  ,  mentioned  by  Josephus  (BJ  ii.  18  1), 
is  forced  ;  what  object  would  the  notice  serve?  It  has 
often  been  held  (e.g.  ,  by  Erasmus)  that  after  Old  Gaza 
had  been  destroyed,  the  new  city  was  built  on  another 
site.  G.  A.  Smith  (HG  187)  defends  this  with  much 
plausibility.  He  thinks  that  the  road  to  Egypt  passed 
by  the  deserted  Gaza,  not  by  the  new  city,  which 
was  nearer  the  sea  (but  does  not  this  involve  an 
unnatural  use  of  avrrj  ?).  And  even  if  old  Gaza  were 
not  absolutely  deserted  in  Philip's  time  —  even  if  the  fine 
position  had  drawn  people  back,  yet  '  the  name  ^p7;/xos 
might  stick  to  it.  '  Evidently  this  is  not  quite  satisfactory. 
If  Gaza  were  characterised  at  all,  some  other  epithet 
than  gpr)fj.os  would  have  been  used,  at  least  if  the  notice 
avrrj  K.r.X.  comes  from  the  writer  of  Acts.  But  does 
it  really  come  from  that  writer  ? 

From  Beza's  time  to  our  own  the  words  have  repeatedly  been 
viewed  as  a  gloss,  and  it  can  hardly  be  denied  that  the  clearness 
of  the  narrative  gains  by  their  omission.  Schmiedel  4  suggests 
that  they  may  have  a  purely  literary  origin,  and  be  the  marginal 
note  of  a  man  who  knew,  perhaps  from  Strabo,5  that  Gaza  had 
been  destroyed,  and  wondered  that  the  road  to  a  deserted  city 
should  be  mentioned. 

The  only  alternative  to  treating  the  words  as  a  gloss 
seems  to  be  to  suppose  a  lacuna  in  the  text,  and  to  read 
avTT]  iffrl  TT\-r)ffiov  rrjs  tpr}fj.ov,  '  the  same  is  near  the 
desert  '  (whence  the  Ethiopian  eunuch  comes). 

From    its    position    as    the    last   town    on    the    road 

to  Egypt  Gaza  was  bound  to  be  a   place   of  import- 

_.          ,       ance   (cp  GASm.  HG  184).      Even   now 

'  e        it  has  tolerable  bazaars,   resorted  to  by 

native  travellers. 

1  Conder,  PEFQ,  1875,  p.  160. 

2  Robinson  (/>/i  2641)  suggests  that  the  water  in  the  Wady 
el- 


1  Taylor  cylinder,  3  25  ;  cp  Wi.  GI  1  220  f. 

2  On  the  Kadytis  of  Herod.  2  1513  see  JOSIAH,  §  2. 

3  In  i  Mace.  1843,  too,  the  MSS  read  'Gaza.'     See,  however, 
GAZAKA. 
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nected  with  the  story  was  on  the  road  to  Hebron.  Since  1483 
A.D.  a  well  in  the  Valley  of  Roses  near  'Ain  Karim  has  been 
pointed  out  by  tradition. 

3  So  Wetstein,   who   thinks   that  the   narrator   remarks  the 
coincidence  that  the  prefect  of  the  treasure  (ya£a)  was  on  the 
road  to  Gaza.     He  also  quotes  ancient  authors  who  state  that 
Gaza  was  so  named  from  its  riches. 

4  Theol.  Z.  aus  tier  Schweitz,   98,  p.  50  f. 

5  Strabo  xvi.  2  30,  eVSofo.  wore  ytvoftivn,  Kareo'irao'/xe.T)  8'  VTTO 
'AAefdi/Spov,  »cal  jieVovcra.  epr)nos.     The   correctness  of  the  last 
three  words,  however,  is  disputed.     Jos.  (BJ  ii.  18  i)  remarks 
that  when  Gabinius  rebuilt  Gaza,  it  had  been  '  long  time  desert.1 
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The  modern  town  (Ghazza)  consists  of  four  quarters,  resembling 
so  many  large  villages.  Of  these,  one  stands  on  the  flat  top  of  a 
hill,  whilst  the  others  are  on  the  plain  below;l  The  hill,  within 
which  no  doubt  are  the  ruins  of  successive  cities,  is  crowned  by 
the  great  mosque  which  was  originally  a  Christian  church,  built 
by  the  Crusaders  out  of  ancient  materials.  The  town  has  no 
walls  ;  but  the  sites  of  gates  remain,  and  one  of  them  (see 
below)  is  actually  shown  as  that  of  the  gate  famous  in  the  story 
of  Samson  (GATE).  Broad,  yellow  sandhills  separate  Gaza 
from  the  sea  ;  the  sand  is  steadily  encroaching  on  the  cultivated 
ground.  However,  between  the  sand  and  a  long  ridge  of  low 
hills  parallel  to  the  coast  the  fertile  soil  produces  abundance  of 
the  choicest  fruit  and  vegetables.  A  large  and  magnificent  olive 
grove,  said  to  be  of  great  antiquity,  stretches  to  the  northward  ; 
orchards  of  fruit  and  palm  trees  encompass  the  suburbs.2 

The  exact  site  of  ancient  Gaza  is  doubtful.  It  is 
certain,  however,  that  the  town  stood  on  a  hill  in  the 
time  of  Alexander,  and  this  hill  may  have  been  that  on 
which  the  main  part  of  the  modern  Gaza  stands. 

'Broad  mounds,'  says  Conder,  'surround  this  eminence,  and 
appear  in  the  middle  of  the  buildings.'  The  ruins  among  the 
sandhills  seem  to  be  those  of  the  ancient  Majumas  or  port.  'A 
beautiful  garden  of  lemons,  surrounded  by  a  mound,  seems  to 
mark  the  site  of  this  second  town  ;  near  it  is  a  ruined  jetty  on 
the  seashore.'3 

Samson's  gate,  referred  to  above,  is  on  the  SE. ,  and, 
riding  farther  for  a  mile,  we  come  to  the  hill  of  el- 
Muntar,  which  commands  a  wide  view  over  the  whole 
plain  away  to  the  distant  mountains  that  encircle 
Hebron.  It  is  the  highest  point  in  the  ridge  of  hills  on 
the  E. ,  and  is  pointed  out  as  the  hill  (inn)  to  which 
Samson  carried  the  gate.  Porter  and  Conder  accept 
this  as  the  'real  site.'  Gautier,  too  (Souv.  128),  thinks 
that  el-Muntar  must  be  the  mound  which  the  biblical 
narrator  had  in  view.  But  how  should  the  giant  have 
got  tired  so  soon  ?  and  how  can  '  before  Hebron '  mean 
'  looking  towards  the  distant  Hebron  mountains '  ? 
'  Hebron,'  however,  is  an  improbable  reading.  The 
Danite  champion  would  naturally  keep  to  the  SW.  of 
Palestine.  Probably  the  true  reading  in  Judg.  16s  is 
'before  Sharuhen,'  not  'before  Hebron.'  On  the  site 
of  Sharuhen,  or  Shaaraim,  see  SHARUHEN. 

Besides  the  works  referred  to,  see  Reland,  Pal.  788  jf.  ; 
Guerin,  Judte ;  Stark,  Gaza  ('52);  Gardner,  Index  %  11%  ff.\ 
Gautier,  Souvenirs,  i66_^  (t2)  '98,  pp.  114-134);  Gatt  in  ZDPV 
10  149  ('88),  (plan  of  Gaza).  T.  K.  C. 

GAZA,  RV  AZZAH  (ITU? ;  i  Ch.  728  ;  so  in  most 
printed  Bibles).  There  is  much  variation  ;  ,TJ?  (cp 
EPHRAIM,  §  13)  and  my ;  n»jny  and  mjnj?  are  also  sup 
ported.  RVme-  (following  Gi. ,  Ba. )  gives  AYYAH 
(.vp ;  yaiav  [B],  yafrs  [A],  [KCU]  adia  [L]).  The  Philis 
tine  Gaza  cannot  be  meant.  The  text  may  be  corrupt. 

GAZARA  (so  RV  always),  GAZERA  (r-&ZAp&[N] 
[AXV]) ;  one  of  the  three  chief  fortresses  of  Judaea  in 
the  early  Maccabsean  story.  Judas  the  Maccabee 
pursued  Gorgias  as  far  as  Gazera  (i  Mace.  4 15  yacrripuv 
[A],  yaf.  [NV]).  Bacchides,  the  adversary  of  Jonathan, 
fortified  it  against  the  Jews  (§52;  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  1 3),  and 
among  the  exploits  of  his  great  successor  Simon,  the 
conquest  of  this  stronghold  takes  a  leading  place 
(i  Mace.  1843-48  ;4  cp  U7  [yafapuv,  ANV],  33/. 
[yapafav,  N*],  15  28  35  [yafapr]i>ui>,  A]). 

A  different  account  of  this  event  is  given  in  2  Mace.  10  32-38. 
The  writer,  who  is  opposed  to  Simon  because  he  assumed  the 
high-priestly  dignity,  transfers  this  achievement  to  his  hero 
Judas,  whose  behaviour  is  s'o  described  as  to  contrast  with  the 
conduct  ascribed  to  Simon  in  the  authentic  historical  record  of 
i  Mace,  (see  Kosters,  Tk.  T,  1878,  p.  sigyC ;  MACCABEES, 
SECOND,  §  2/.).  Josephus  (Ant.  xiii.  67  92  ;  BJ  i.  2 2),  as  might 
be  expected,  follows  the  account  given  in  i  Mace. ;  nor  can  we 
attach  any  historical  importance  to  the  strongly  biassed  state 
ment  of  2  Mace. 

On  obtaining  possession  of  Gazara  Simon  installed 
his  son  John  there  as  commander-in-chief  of  the  Jewish 

1  Porter  in  Kitto's  Bibl.  Cycl.,  s.v.  'Gaza.' 
-  Robinson  ;  Porter. 

3  PEFQ,  '75,  p.  161. 

4  We  are  indebted  to  Josephus  for  the  right   reading  in  v. 
43,  which   is   required    by  v.  53  (cp  v.  48)  and  by  subsequent 
references  to  Gazara.     The  MSS  and  versions,  however,  read 
'  Gaza '  (ya$av  [ANY])  ;  so  AV,  but  not  RV.     Cp  Schurer,  GJVV) 
1  194,  n.  12. 
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forces  (see  MACCABEES  i. ,  §  7).  Gazara  or  Gazera  is 
of  course  the  same  place  as  GEZER  (q.v. ,  §  i).  There 
is  no  occasion  to  seek  for  a  second  .Gazara  in  order  to 
avoid  a  discrepancy  between  i  Mace,  and  2  Mace. 

GAZELLE,  the  better  rendering  of  s'bi  ("OV,  fern. 
.T3S,  ybiyyah  ;  Sop/cis  [BAFL]),  adopted  by  RV  in  Dt.  12is  22 
14  5  15  22  i  K.  4  23  [5  3]  (II  "?«N,  'ayyal;  see  HART),  and  by  RVmg. 
in  Is.  13  14  (SopudSiov,  ©)  Prov.  t>5  etc.1  for  AV  ROE  (q.v.). 

The  gazelle — the  word  is  derived  through  the  Ar. 
gazal — was  known  to  Assyrians,  Aramaeans  and 
Arabians  alike  under  the  cognate  forms  sabltu,  tabyd,  and 
zabyu"  respectively ;  it  is  still  common  in  all  the  country 
S.  of  Lebanon,  and  extends  into  N.  Africa,  and  Asia 
Minor. 

The  modern  representative  Gazella  dorcas  is  commonly  known 
in  Arabia  as  the  thobby(c^  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.,  Index,  s.v.).  It 
stands  two  feet  in  height  at  the  shoulder,  and  its  horns,  which 
are  lyrate,  attain  a  length  of  13  inches.  In  the  broad  sandy 
plains  it  is  white  in  colour,  but  in  the  volcanic  districts  dark 
gray,  closely  approaching  the  colour  of  basalt  (Ar.  Des. 

1  328  395).     For  other  species  see  ANTELOPE. 

The  gazelle  has  always  been  remarkable  for  its 
graceful  appearance2  and  its  extraordinary  speed  (cp 

2  S.  2i8  i  Ch.  128).      It  is  usually  found  in  small  herds, 
and  is  hunted  at    the  present  day  by  the  Arabs  with 
dogs  and  falcons.     The  '  chased  gazelle '  was  a  frequent 
sight  not  only  in  Palestine  (Is.  13 14  Prov.  65),  but  also 
in   Assyria,    and    Egypt    (see    illustration    in    Riehm's 
HWB1669), 

The  flesh  of  the  gazelle  was  eaten  by  the  Hebrews 
(i  K.  423  [5 3]  Dt.  14s);  but  the  animal  was  not  accepted 
as  a  sacrifice  (Dt.  1215221522) — even  among  the 
Arabs  a  gazelle  is  regarded  as  an  inferior  substitute  for 
a  sheep  (We.  Heid.W  115).  Whatever  be  the  origin 
of  this  usage,  it  can  scarcely  be  due,  at  all  events,  to 
the  belief  that  so  common  an  animal  would  be  an 
unworthy  sacrifice. 

Abundant  analogy  suggests  that  an  animal  that  may  be  eaten, 
but  not  sacrificed,  possessed,  at  an  early  period,  a  sacred  char 
acter,  and  also  was  associated  closely  with  some  deity.3  Now 
in  Arabia  there  were  herds  of  sacred  gazelles  at  Tabala  and 
Mecca,  even  in  the  time  of  Islam  (We.  Heid.(~t  106,  cp  WRS  Rel. 
Setn.V)  466),  and  it  was  told  of  the  clan  Harith  of  S.  Arabia  that 
when  they  come  across  a  dead  gazelle  they  wash  and  bury 
it,  and  the  whole  tribe  mourn  over  it  for  seven  days  (Rel. 
Scm.  (2)  444).  The  latter  practice  implies  either  that  the  members 
of  the  tribe  considered  themselves  of  one  kin  with  it,  or  that  it 
was  to  them  a  deity  (cp  the  weeping  for  ADONIS  [^.z/.]).4  The 
gazelles  of  Mecca  were  probably  connected  with  the  cult  of  el- 
'Uzza,  who  is  usually  identified  with  Aphrodite  (Venus,  Ash- 
toreth),  and  Robertson  Smith  points  out  that  among  the 
Sabseans  the  antelope  was  connected  with  the  worship  of '  Athtar 
(see  ASHTORETH,  §  3),  and  has  been  found  figured  upon  coins 
from  the  Phoenician  Laodicea8  along  with  the  star  and  the  dove, 
symbols  of  Ashtoreth  (Kin.  ig4/.).  Was  the  gazelle  sacred  to 
Ashtoreth? 

Personal  names  derived  from  the  gazelle  are  found  in  the 
Ar.  clan-name  Zabyan,  the  S.  Juda?an  ZIBIAH  (cp  also  ZIBIA), 
and  the  later  DORCAS  and  TABITHA.  See  further  GOAT. 

A.  E.  S.-S.  A.  C. 

GAZER  pT3),  28.  625  AV,  RV  GEZER. 

GAZEZ  (TT5)6  is  twice  mentioned  in  i  Ch.  246,  as  a 
son  of  Caleb  b.  Hezron  by  his  concubine  Ephah,  and  as  the  son 
of  Caleb's  son  Haran  ;  I  Ch.  246  (6  -ye^oue  [BA],  6  yatjiet,  but  in 
46*  o  ya^as  [L],  ]nj  [Pesh.]).  Pesh.,  omitting  all  mention  of 
Moza  and  (the  first)  Gazez,  presents  the  simple  genealogical 
series,  Caleb,  Haran,  and  Gazez.  Houbigant  supposes  the 
second  Gazez  to  be  an  error  for  JAHDAI  (v.  47). 

1  In  2  S.  2  18  i  Ch.  12  8,  however,  RV  follows  AV. 

2  Hence  used  as  a  simile  in  describing  female  charms  by  the 
Arab  poet  up  to  the  present  day;  cp  Cant.  29  etc.,  and  see 
Hommel,  Siiugethierc,  271,  who  notes  Indian  analogies.      '2^0 
in  2  S.  1  19,  for  which  the  interpretation  the  'gazelle  '  has  been 
suggested,   should    perhaps    be    pointed    '3SH  ;  see,  however, 
H.  P.  Smith,  ad  loc. 

3  To  whom  (according  to  analogy')  it  was  probably  sacrificed 
on  exceptional  occasions. 

4  The  two  views,  however,  are  not  unrelated. 

5  The  annual  stag-sacrifice  at  Laodicea  illustrates  n.  3  above. 

6  We.,  De  gent,  et  fatn.  Jud.,  26,   would    point   TU.     The 
readings  yefoue,  ya£ei  are  due  to  scribes'  errors ;  but  cp  ©L'S 
second  reading  ya£as. 
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GAZZAM  (D-T|  ;  r-^ZAM  [L]),  family  of  NETHINIM 
in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9),  Ezra  tjUfyuftp 
[BA])  =  Neh.  7  51  (yrjfa/u  [BKA])  =  i  Esd.  5  31  (<ca£jpa  [B],  ya.  [A], 
GAZERA  [EV]).  ' 

GEBA,  or  (thrice  in  AV)  GABA. 

1.  (1?3|  I   ("&BAA  [BAL]),  a  town  of  Benjamin,  men 
tioned  certainly  in  Josh.  18242117  (fAGeO  [B],  fABee 
[A],   rABe  [L]),   iS.  13i6  (rABee   [B ;    A  om.],   145 
(TABA6  [B,   A  om.]),   2   K.   238  (|-AlBAA  [B]),    i  Ch. 
645  [60]  (r-ABAI  [B],  r-ABee  [A],  pABeAl  [L]),  Ezra  226 
=  i  Esd.  520  (AV  GABDES,  RV  GABBE  ;  KABBnc  [B], 
KAI  y.  [A])-  Neh.  7  30  (TAMAA  [B],  TABAA  [N]),  12 29 
(rABAe  [N0-3-"1*-].  r^Bee  [L]),  Is.  1029  (not   in  ®), 
Zech.  14 10  (rd,Be  BN*r],  rABee  [Kc-aA],  rABeA  [Q]), 
and    hardly   less   certainly    in    the    emended    texts    of 
i  S.  132  (r-ABee  [B,   A  om.]),  15   (A  om.),  14z  (©BL 
BoyNOy  !  A.  om. ),   16  (fABee  [B]),  and  perhaps  also 
in  i  K.  1622  (see  below).     On  the  confusions  between 
Geba  and  Gibeah  see  GIBEAH,  §  i. 

During  the  Philistine  domination  there  was  a  tri 
umphal  'pillar'  (see  SAUL)  at  Geba  (i  S.  13s  ;  T<£  J3ow<$ 
[BL  ;  A  om.]),  the  primitive  sanctity  of  which  place  is 
shown  by  its  second  title  (according  to  a  probable  inter 
pretation  of  i  S.  10s  [©  rbv  pow6v~\;  see  GIBEAH, 
§  2  [3])'  'Gibeah  of  God."  The  pillar  was  probably 
dedicated  to  the  god  of  the  Philistines.  It  was  from 
Geba  that  JONATHAN  started  on  the  daring  enterprise 
described  in  i  S.  14  ;  the  expressions  of  v.  5  prove  that 
Geba  was  on  the  S.  and  Michmash  on  the  N.  of  a 
ravine ;  the  ravine  is  the  wild  glen  of  Suweinit  ;  and 
Geba  must  consequently  be  the  modern  Jeba'.  Under 
ASA  \_q.v.  ]  Geba  was  fortified  with  the  stones  and  timber 
with  which  Baasha  had  begun  the  fortification  of  Ramah 
(i  K.  1522  =  2  Ch.  166).  So  at  least  the  present  text 
states.  It  is  a  question,  however,  whether  either  Gibeah 
(Buhl,  Pal.  171)  or  Gibeon  may  not  rather  be  meant. 

In  i  K.  1522  (5  (irav  [TOV  L]  ftovvbv  /3ei/«tyu»>)  certainly  favours 
Gibeah  ;  Geba,  Gibeah,  and  Gibeon  are  easily  confounded.  Nor 
can  we  in  any  case  be  quite  sure  that  Geba  from  this  period 
forward  marked  the  N.  limit  of  the  southern  kingdom,1  Zech. 
14  10  ('  from  Geba  to  Rimmon ')  and  2  K.  23  8  (in  its  present 
form)  not  being  of  pre-exilic  origin.  It  may  also  be  noted  that 
in  Is.  1028-32,  which  describes  the  route  of  a  northern  invader, 
the  writer  takes  an  equal  interest  in  the  fate  of  Aiath  (Ai),  Geba, 
and  Jerusalem.2  It  may  plausibly  be  inferred  that  Ai  was  near 
the  border  of  Judah  when  this  passage  was  written,  and  we  know 
that  Josiah  claimed  sovereign  authority  over  Bethel,  NW.  of 
Ai — Jeba  is  about  5^  m.  N.  from  Jerusalem ;  it  stands  on  the 
top  of  a  rocky  ridge,  commanding  an  extensive  view,  especially 
towards  Der  Diwan  (near  Ai)  and  et-Tayyibeh.  The  large  hewn 
stones  that  appear  in  the  foundations  and  walls  of  the  houses 
are  evidently  ancient. 

2.  (yaifiai  [B],   -av  [N],  raifiav  [A]),  a  place  in  N. 
Palestine,  between  which  and  Scythopolis  Holofernes  is 
said    to  have   encamped    (Judith  3io).       According  to 
Grove  (Smith's  DBN  1659)  it  is  the  modern  Jeba,  in  a 
strong  position,   3  m.  N.  of  Samaria   on  the  road  to 
Jenin   (En-gannim) ;    but   this   is   not   near  enough  to 
Scythopolis  ;  the  place  was    N.   of   Dothan  (see  v.  9). 
It  is  perhaps  rather  ENGANNIM  [q.  v. ,  2],  the  Tivaia  of 
Josephus,  which  is  on  the  boundary  between  the  moun 
tains  of  Samaria  and  the  plain  of  Esdraelon.      Cp,  how 
ever,  Buhl,  210.  T.  K.  C. 

GEBAL  (733 •  '  mountain-height,'  probably  a  false 
vocalisation  for  giibal ;  cp  Ass.  gubli,  gubla),  the 
Byblus  of  the  Greeks,  and,  according  to  ancient  legends, 
one  of  the  oldest  places  of  the  habitable  globe,  still 
survives  in  the  small  maritime  village  Jebeil,3  S.  of 
el-Batrun  (Botrys)  and  about  4  m.  N.  of  Nahr  Ibrahim 
(the  river  Adonis).  It  is  rich  in  archaeological  remains, 
dating  from  the  early  times  of  Egyptian  suzerainty  ;  cp 
Renan,  Miss,  de  Phen.  153/1  ;  Baed.  Pal.W  386,  and 

1  So  Stenning  in  Hastings'  DB  2  116  6. 

"  Grove  (Smith's  DB(l)  I6$8a)  argues  from  the  reference  to 
the  bivouac  (|i  ?D)  at  Geba  that  this  place  is  mentioned  '  as  the 
northern  boundary '  of  Judah.  This  seems  rather  arbitrary. 

3  At  the  time  of  its  capture  by  the  Crusaders  it  was  known  as 
Giblet. 
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on  its  religious  associations  esp.  Maspero,  Struggle  of 
the  Nations,  172  ff. 

Like  all  Phoenicians  the  men  of  Gebal  were  renowned 
sailors,  and  were  skilled  in  shipbuilding  (cp  Ezek.  27  9, 
/Su^Xtot  [B*Q">£-],  PL.  [B'vid-AQa],  yatjiaX  /3i^Xt<5 
[Qmg-])i  a  reputation  of  many  centuries'  standing.  The 
Egyptian  Kupn'i  (k  =  i,  /  =  a,  «  =  *?)  is  already  a  well- 
known  seaport  (see  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  i88fr).  Gebal 
is  frequently  mentioned  in  the  Amarna  tablets  (Gubal, 
Gubla)  and  in  the  later  cuneiform  inscriptions.  The 
names  of  some  of  its  kings  have  been  preserved. 
These  are  Ta-ka-ru-b-'-ra  in  the  Egyptian  Pap.  Go- 
lenischeff  (As.  u.  Eur.  395/1),  cp  Punic  Sicharbas 
(both  =;  ^ya'nat)  ;  Si-bi-it-ti-bi-'-li  (^yi-nyiv?)  temp. 
Tiglath-pileser  III.  ;  Mil-ki-a-sa-pa  (^ON-D^D),  temp. 
Esarhaddon  ;  and  U-ru-mil-ki  (cp  -J^D-IN,  ancestor  of 
I^D  W  below),  temp.  Sennacherib. 

Apart  from  the  passage  in  Ezekiel  (above)  further  reference  to 
Gebal  in  the  OT  is  obscure.  Were  the  Gebalites,  as  RV 
supposes,  employed  by  Solomon  as  stone-masons  in  the  building 
of  the  temple,  i  K.  5  18  [32]  (D'Saj.T  or  rather  'aan,  cp  above)? 
The  specific  mention  of  Gebal  after  the  '  builders  of  Hiram  ' 
is  strange  and  unnatural.  AV's  rendering  '  stone-squarers  '  is 
equally  unreliable,  and  the  suggested  emendation  Dl72J'l,  'and 
they  bordered  them'  (Then.,  Klo.,  Benz.,  cp  Ges.-Buhl,  and 
BDB,  s.v.),  finds  scanty  support.1  Again,  in  Josh.  13  5,  the  land 
of  the  GIULITES  (RV  GEBALITES  ;  n\v  yrjv  ya\iaO  <#>vAiorieifi  [B], 
T.  y.  yafi\<.  <j>.  [A],  r.  y.  ya/3ai  4>iAi<rrietju.  [L])  is  mentioned  by 
Dg  as  one  of  the  confines  of  the  land  unconquered  by  Israel. 
Di.  (cp  also  Bennett,  SBO  J  )  has  already  pointed  out  that  the 
present  MT  is  corrupt,  and  reads  '?3}3  713|  (ill).  It  seems 
probable,  however,  that  '^3^n  (flNHl)  has  corruptly  arisen  from 
the  following  pj^n  ;  we  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Gebal 
was  the  name  of  a  district  in  D's  time.  The  difficulty  is  evaded 
in  a  different  manner  by  Bu.,  Steuernagel,  who  read 


Gebal,  famous  as  the  birthplace  of  Philo,  was  formerly 
the  centre  of  the  Tammuz  cult.  Already  in  the  Egyptian 
period  it  was  under  the  patronage  of  Hathor-Astarte, 
with  whom  we  may  compare  the  bilit  sa  Gubla  of 
frequent  occurrence  in  Am.  Tab.  ,  and  the  SaJ  n^jn 
upon  the  well-known  Phoenician  inscription  of  Yehaw- 
melek  (•jSmrr),  king  of  Byblus  (CIS  1  ,  no.  i  ).  There  may 
be  an  allusion  to  the  'Lady  of  Gebal'  in  Is.  104, 
where,  according  to  the  emended  text  (see  Lag. 
Academy,  i5th  Dec.  1870),  the  (northern)  Israelites 
are  taunted  with  their  futile  attempts  to  propitiate 
Phoenician,  Egyptian,  and  Assyrian  (Babylonian)  deities. 
The  words  are  : 

Beltis  has  sunk  down,  Osiris  is  broken, 
And  under  the  slain  they  fall. 

The  first  line  of  the  couplet  seems  to  have  taken  the 
place  of  some  effaced  words  ;  it  represents,  therefore, 
the  thoughts  of  a  writer  later  than  Isaiah  (cp  Am.  526). 
By  Beltis  (the  female  counterpart  of  BEL)  he  means  the 
goddess  of  Gebal,  whose  cultus  was  fused  with  that' 
of  the  Egyptian  Isis  (see  Che.  '  Isaiah,'  SBOT,  ad  lac.). 

s.  A.  C. 


GEBAL  P3|)-  Among  the  enemies  of  Israel 
enumerated  in  Ps.  83  7  [8]  (NAlBAA  [B],  r&lBAA 
[Nc-a(?R)],  peBAA  [A(?R)T])2  we  find  the  name  of 
Gebal.  This  has  long  ago  been  identified  with  Jibdl, 
the  term  used  by  Arabic  writers,  and  even  by  the  Arabs 
of  the  present  day,  to  designate  the  northern  part  of 
Mount  Seir,  the  ancient  home  of  the  Edomites.  The 
Arabic  name  Jibdl,  which  means  simply  '  mountains,' 
'  mountain  country,  '  probably  came  into  use  at  the  time 
when  the  Arabic-speaking  Nabatosans  took  possession 
of  the  country  in  question,  while  the  Edomites  settled 
in  southern  Judasa 

1  'p'ajn  elsewhere  'to  set  bounds  for'  (with  people,  etc.,  as 
obj.).     A  connection  with  71^33,   n?ajp  does  not  help  us.     No 
stress  can  be  placed  upon  the  rendering  of  (E5  (<cal  e/3aXov  [B], 
ivffta\ov  [L],  £i/3A.ioi  [A]).       It  is  probable  that  B  and  L  have 
simply  adopted  the  reading  from  its  similarity  to  the  MT  (^33 
misread  ^23  ;  for  examples  see  Dr.  ad  i  S.  5  4,  and  We.  TBS 
10  n.  sSyi). 

2  A  psalm  of  the  Maccabasan  period. 
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GBBER 

In  Jos.  {Ant.  ii.  1  2  and  iii.  2  i)  the  country  is  called  yo/3oAiTis, 
a  form  with  a  peculiar  vocalisation  ;  but  the  same  writer  employs 
•ya./3aAiTai  as  the  nomen  gentile  (Ant.  ix.  9 1).  Eus.  (OS) 
several  times  mentions  •yejSo.Aiji'jj  (so  apparently  Steph.  Byz. 
(Jos.  Ant  iii.  2i])  as  well  as  ya/3aAr)i/7J  and  ya/§aAiTi<c>}.  The 
name  is  likewise  found  often  in  the  Targums,  somewhat  rarely 
in  the  Pesh.,1  to  represent  the  Heb.  Tyb  (SEIR).  T.  N. 


GEBER  ("1^5,  'a  man,'  see  NAMES,  §  64,  and  on 
vocalisation,  §  6). 

i.  The  son  of  Geber  or.  better,  BEN-GEBER  (so  AVmg.  and 
RV)  was  prefect  of  Argob  under  Solomon  (i  K.  4  13  ;  uibs  ya/3ep 
[BA],  vi.  ya/3ep-  [L],  ya/3apr)s  [Jos.  Atit.  viii.  2  3]).  See  RAMOTH- 
GILEAD  (2). 

•2.  Geber  b.  Uri,  prefect  of  the  land  of  Gad  (so  ©BA  ;  MT 
wrongly  '  Gilead '),  which  is  described  further  as  '  the  country 
of  Sihon'2  (i  K.  4i8[ig],  vibs  aSai  [B],  vi.  aSSat  [L],  ya/3«p  vi. 
aScu  [A]).  '  Uri '  is  hardly  right.  Klo.  suggests  '  Uriah '  (2  S. 
2338);  but  ©  suggests  nj?,  'Iddo'(i  Ch.  621  [6],  oSec  [B]) ;  a 
Zechariah  b.  Tddo  held  another  prefecture  beyond  Jordan  (v.  14). 
HIDUAI  (cp  ©L  aSScu)  is  less  probable.  The  close  of  the  verse 
contains  a  great  error.  The  Hebrew  (with  which  contrast  EV) 
has  '  one  prefect  who  was  in  the  land  ' — an  imperfect  and  quite 
unintelligible  clause.  E  wald  and  Tg.  read  '  in  the  land  of  Judah ' ; 
but  this  leaves  the  most  faulty  part  of  the  clause  untouched — 
viz.,  that  which  precedes  'who'  O^?*).  Klo.,  who  has  done  so 
much  for  this  obscure  section,  reads  '  and  one  (chief)  prefect 
was  over  all  the  prefects  who  were  in  the  land  ' ;  he  also  supplies 
the  name  of  this  chief  prefect  from  v.  5,  where  we  read,  '  And 
Azariah  b.  Nathan  was  over  the  prefects."  T.  K.  C. 

GEBIM  (D'nan,  pBBeip  [BXAQ]),  a  place  near 
Jerusalem,  mentioned  between  Madmenah  (?)  and 
Nob  (?),  Is.  lOsif.  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS®  2482 
130s)  identify  it  with  Geba,  5  R.  m.  N.  of  Gophna, 
probably  the  mod.  Jlbid,  and  Conder  (Hastings'  DB 
2 117^)  approves  this;  but  neither  Jibia  nor  el-Jib 
(usually  held  to  be  GIBEON  [q. v.,  §  4]),  with  which 
Hitxig  (cp  PEFQ  ('75)  183)  identifies  Gebim,  is  in  the 
right  district.  No  such  place  as  Gebim  is  known  else 
where,  and  several  names  in  Is.  1028-32  are  probably, 
or  even  certainly,  corrupt. 

This  name  in  particular  ('the  cisterns'?)  is  in  itself  improb 
able.  It  is  proposed  (SBOT,  '  Isa."  Addenda)  to  read  D'"in3— 
i.e.,  Bahurim  ;  this  place  seems  to  have  been  not  far  from  Jeru 
salem  on  the  old  road  to  Jericho.  The  emendation  suits  the 
mention  of  Anathoth  in  v.  30  and  of  the  Mt.  of  Olives  (if  this 
is  really  referred  to ;  see  NOB)  in  -v.  32.  -p.  K.  C. 

GECKO  (fT£JN),  Lev.  H3ot  RV,  AV  FERRET  \_g.v.}. 


GEDALIAH  (-inHJ,  and  rYnS  in  i,  4,  5  ;  '  Yahwe 
is  great,'  §  38  ;  found  also  on  tombs  near  Nippur, 
time  of  Darius  [Hilprecht]  ;  [o]  roAoAi&C  [BXAQL]). 

i.  b.  Ahikam  b.  Shaphan,  a  Jewish  governor  of 
Judah  (under  Nebuchadrezzar),  who  resided  at  Mizpah. 
A  man  of  upright  character,  trusted  alike  by  Jews  and 
by  Chaldaeans,  he  was  cruelly  murdered,  as  a  nominee  of 
the  hated  Babylonians,  together  with  the  Chaldasans 
who  were  about  him.  One  of  the  traders  of  the  Jewish 
guerilla  bands  (Johanan  b.  Kareah)  heard  of  the  plot 
against  the  governor's  life,  and  warned  him;  but  in  vain. 
He  was  treacherously  slain  by  ISHMAEL  \jj.v. ,  2],  who, 
with  ten  companions,  had  been  entertained  by  the 
governor.  Johanan  pursued  the  murderer,  but  was 
only  able  to  deliver  the  Jewish  captives  whom  Ishmael 
had  carried  off  (2  K.  2f)22  Jer.  40  [@  47]  s-41  [@  48]  16 ; 
in  Jer.  408  ya\adiav  [Qmff']-  41  if.  ,T^U  yo\iav  [X*]). 
See  AMMON,  §  5  (end)  ;  ISHMAEL,  2  ;  ISRAEL,  §  43  ; 
JEREMIAH. 

2.  b.  Pashhur,  a  chief  belonging  to  Jerusalem,  temp.  Jeremiah, 
Jer.  38  i  (yoAlas  [N*]). 

3.  b.  Hezekiah,  an  ancestor  of  Zephaniah  (Zeph.  1  i). 

4.  b.  Jeduthun,  i  Ch.  25  3  (rovva  [B])  9  (yoAovia  [B]). 

5.  One  of  the  b'ne  JESHUA  [y.v.,  ii.,  5],  Ezra  10  18  (yaSaAeta. 
[BA],  yaAaSeia  [N],  -Satas  [Ll)=  i  Esd.  9  ip,  JoADANUS  (uaSavos 
[B],   iwa6ai<05  [A],  utSSeta?  [L],  a  corruption  of  yaSoAeias ;  see 
the  form  in  ©L). 

GEDDUE  (reAAoyp  [A]),  i  Esd.  53o=Ezra  2  47, 
GIDDEL,  i ;  or  GAHAR. 

1  For  its  use  in  Samaritan  cp  Gen.  33  14  16  36  %/. ;  in  the  Targ. 
see  Levy,  Nfflt^li^.     In  Syr.  cp  Payne  Smith,   TJus.  647, 
and  see  i  Ch.  442  2  Ch.  20  10  25  ii  14  and  Ecclus.  6026  (Pesh.). 

2  The  words,  'and  of  Og,  king  of  Bashan,'  are  obviously  an 
incorrect  interpolation  (see  v.  13). 
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GEDOR 

GEDEON(reAecoN[A],  reAcu)N[N],om.  B),  Judith 
81;  also  Heb.  Hs^reAecoN  [Ti.  WH])  ;  RV  GIDEON 


GEDER  (~n|  —  i.e.  ,  'wall'  or  'fortified  place';  cp 
GEDERAH),  one  of  the  thirty-one  royal  Canaanite  cities 
in  the  list  of  Joshua's  conquests,  mentioned  with  Gezer, 
Debir,  Arad,  and  Libnah  ;  Josh.  12i3  (&cei  [B],  fAAep 
[AL  and  Eus.  OSM  244  27]).  BAAL-HANAN,  2,  the 
Gederite  (i  Ch.  27  28,  <TU,  yedupfir^  [B],  ytSup  [A], 
yf88upiTT)s  [L]),  may  have  been  a  native  of  this  place. 
See  also  BETH-GADER.  It  should  be  noted  that  in 
i  Ch.  2  51  Beth-gader  seems,  according  to  one  view  of 
v.  55,  to  stand  in  close  relation  to  Kirjath-sepher. 

GEDERAH.  i.  (rmiin—  *.*.,  '  the  enclosed  [forti 
fied]  place,'  cp  Geder,T|-A,AeipA.  [OS®  245  37]).  One 
of  the  towns  in  the  lowland  of  Judah  mentioned  with 
Adullam,  Socoh,  Azekah,  and  Shaaraim  (Josh.  15  36 
yaSrjpa  [BA],  -ip.  [L]).  Its  position  agrees  fairly  with 
that  of  the  Kh.  Jedireh  (see  GEDEROTH)  ;  but  more 
probably  (see  K.IDRON,  §  i)  Gederah  in  Josh.  15  36  = 
Kedpuv  of  i  Mace.  15  39  =  mod.  Katra.  The  gentilic 
Gederathite  (iCh.  124:  vma.i,  '  yaSapaBeieifi.  [B], 
yaSapa  [N],  yaSypuQi  [AL]),  applied  to  JOZABAD, 
\_q.v.  ,  i],  may  be  derived  from  this  place,  or  may 
refer  to  the  Judahite  GEDOR  [q.v.  ,  i]. 

2.  Gederah  (nT13)  is  mentioned  with  NETAIM  (D'J?C3)  in  a 
singular  account  of  a  guild  of  brothers  of  the  B'ne  SHELAH  \q.v., 
i];  i  Ch.  423  RV.  AV,  however,  translates  '(among)  plants 
(nctalin)  and  hedges'  (gederdk);  cp  RVmg..  (a£a«t/u.  xat 
ya£arjpa  [B],  ara.  (cat  yaSrjpa  [A],  era.  KOLI  -yaSeipots  [L].)  See 
SHELAH,  i. 

GEDEROTH  (n'mi,  Josh.  15  4I,  or  "Jin,  2  Ch.  28  18; 
TAAHpcoG  [AL]),  one  of  the  third  group  (which  includes 
Lachish,  Eglon,  and  Lahmam)  of  lowland  cities  of 
Judah;  Josh.  154i  (reAAcop  [B]).  It  is  mentioned 
also  in  2  Ch.  28  18  (pAAHpco  [B])  along  with  Beth- 
shemesh,  Aijalon,  and  Soco  as  having  been  taken  from 
Ahaz  by  the  Philistines.  This  collocation  suggests 
that  there  may  have  been  two  cities  of  the  same  name, 
one  lying  more  to  the  E.  than  the  other.  The  more 
westerly  is  probably  the  KeSpuv  [ANV]  of  i  Mace.  163941 
169(CEDRON,  RVKiDRON,  KatSpuv  [A]  in  15  39;  xeppwit 
[Nc-ac-b],  Kedpu  [VA],  KeSpw  [X*],  in  154i),  and  the 
yedpovs  [Gedrus]  of  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  127  32 
24539),  defined  by  them  as  a  very  large  village  10  R.m. 
from  Lydda  on  the  road  to  Eleutheropolis  (cp  Buhl,  Pal. 
188).  This  corresponds  fairly  well  with  the  modern 
'  Katra  3^  m.  S.  by  W.  from  'Akir  '  (Ekron),  or  '  Ghedera 
about  4  m.  SE.  of  Jabneh  '  ;  but  the  site  seems  to  be 
too  much  in  Philistine  territory.  The  more  easterly  one 
may  possibly  be  the  Khirbet  Jedireh  (see  PEF  map, 
sheet  14)  situated  in  close  proximity  to  'Ain-Shems 
(Beth-shemesh)  and  Yalo  (Aijalon). 

In  Jer.  41  17  for  Geruth-chimham  \ve  should  probably 
read  Gidroth-chimham  (see  CHIMHAM). 

GEDEROTHAIM  (D7rn.;l,  'place  of  enclosures,  ' 
see  NAMES,  §  107),  a  place  in  the  Shephelah  of  Judah, 
Josh.  1536f,  in  which  passage  @BAL  has  icai  at  twav\ei.s 
avrrjs,  possibly  through  misunderstanding  a  mark  of 
abbreviation  in  the  Heb.  (''rim). 

Niild.  (Untersuch.  101)  omits  Gederothaim,  as  due  to  a  corrupt 
repetition  of  Gederah  ;  similarly  Miihlau  in  Riehm's  HWB(1). 

GEDOR  (~l'n|,—  i.e.,  'enclosure'  ;  reAcop  [BAL]). 
i.  A  city  in  the  hill  country  of  Judah  :  Josh.  15  58  (yf58ui> 
[B]),  i  Ch.  127  (yfddwp  [NL]),  the  modern  Jediir,  asmall 
ruin,  2890  feet  above  sea-level,  6£  m.  N.  from  Hebron, 
somewhat  westward  of  the  road  to  Bethlehem,  with 
which  also  should  perhaps  be  identified  the  BETH- 
GADER  (q.v.  )  of  i  Ch.  2  51. 

In  i  Ch.  417^  Gedor,  Soco,  and  Zanoah  are  represented  as 
second  cousins  of  Eshtemoa  ;  they  were  grandchildren  of  MERED 
by  his  Jewish  wife  whilst  Eshtemoa  was  his  grandchild  through 
his  Egyptian  (?)  wife.  In  i  Ch.  44  Gedor  is  brought  into  genea 
logical  relationship  with  Bethlehem;  in  i  Ch.  831  (&ovp  [B], 
ytSovp  [A],  yeS&uip  [L])  937  (teSovp  [BN],  yeSovp  [A],  yeSSwp  [L]) 
with  Gibeon. 
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GE-HARASHIM 

2.  For  Gedor  (Y13)  in  i  Ch.  439  we  ought  to  read  with  (B 
GERAR  (yepapa  [BAL]— i.e.,  T13).  See  SIMEON. 

GE-HARASHIM  (D^n  WZ),  i  Ch.  4i4  RV,  and 
Gehaharashim  (D^tSnnn  ^),  Neh.  11 35  RVme-.  See 
CHARASHIM. 

GEHAZI  CW3,  and  UPIJ  =  '  valley  of  vision  '  ?,  cp 
Is.  22s  ;  riez[e]l  [BAL],  Giesi  ;  or  perhaps  rather 
GIHONI  [^fTS,  see  VISION,  VALLEY  OF],  §  76),  the 
confidential  servant  (*TW)  of  Elisha.  He  is  introduced 
twice  in  the  story  of  the  Shunammite  woman  (2  K. 
4121425-31) ;  first  as  suggesting  that  the  birth  of  a  son 
would  be  the  most  acceptable  return  for  her  hospitality 
(vv.  13-15,  however,  seem  to  interrupt  the  text,  and  may 
come  from  another  source ;  see  A' A  T  392),  and  secondly 
as  running  before  Elisha  to  lay  the  prophet's  staff  on 
the  dead  child's  face.  He  is  mentioned  again  at  the 
close  of  the  story  of  Naaman  as  fraudulently  obtaining 
from  the  restored  leper  two  talents  of  silver  and  two 
'changes  of  raiment,' — i.e. ,  sets  of  costly  or  holiday 
garments,  and  as  being  smitten  with  the  '  leprosy  of 
Naaman'  (2  K.  520-27).  See  LEPROSY.  Another 
narrative  (8  4  f.},  evidently  out  of  chronological  order 
(see  especially  Kue.  Ond.  \.  6.,  %  25,  n.  12  /),  repre 
sents  Gehazi  as  engaged  in  familiar  converse  with  a 
king  of  Israel  who  is  questioning  him  on  the  great 
deeds  of  Elisha  (see  ELISHA,  §  2).  w.  E.  A. 

GEHENNA  (r-eeNNA  [Ti.  WH] ;  also  re'eNNA.  but 
incorrectly,  the  word  being  derived  from  Aram.  23Hp).  On  the 
original  Hebrew  expression,  and  on  the  position  and  history  of 
the  locality  so  designated,  see  HINNOM  ;  and  on  eschatological 
developments,  see  ESCHATOLOGY,  §§  10  Jf.  63(3)  70  (iii./)  81 
(3,  »»•)• 

GELILOTH,— z>.,  stone-circles  (Josh.  18 17;  fAAlAcoe 
[B].  Af^AAiAcoO  [A],  r&AiAooG  [L]).  See  GILGAL, 
§  6  (b),  and  GALLIM,  2. 


GEMALLI   C'p'PI),  father  of  AMMIEL,  i,  Nu.  13  12 
[B],  I-AM&AI  [AL],  M.|A|  [F]). 

GEMARIAH  (-innp|,   iTnD|,  'God  accomplishes,' 

§  31  ;  yo/iapMias  [BNAQ]). 

1.  The  son  of  SHAPHAN  and  father  of  Michaiah,  mentioned  in 
connection  with  the  reading  of  Jeremiah's  prophecy  by  Baruch 
(Jer.  30  io/.  12,  25). 

2.  b.  Hilkiah  ;  he  was  sent  by  Zedekiah  to  Nebuchadrezzar 
and  bore  a  letter  of  Jeremiah  to  the  captive  Jews  (Jer.  29  3). 

GENEALOGIES.       The   word    'genealogy1    is    fre 
quently   found   in    the   ordinary   sense   of   an   enumeration   of 
ancestors   and    descendants   in    the    natural 
1.  Character-   order  of  succession,   in  the  EV  of  Chron.- 
istiCS.  Ezra -Neh.,    where   cTT1  (deriv.   uncertain) 

'  genealogy  '  (Neh.  7  st),  and  its  denominative 
BTWrt  'to  reckon  by  genealogy,'  are  used  to  express  the  book 
and  the  act  of  registration  respectively.  The  Hithpael  of  i1?' 
is  once  found  with  the  meaning  '  to  declare  one's  pedigree '  in 
Nu.  1  18  [P],  and  the  derivative  tokdoth  (nhVin),  '  generations," 
is  of  frequent  occurrence,  especially  in  P  in  GENESIS  (g.v.,  §  2), 
to  denote  genealogies  properly  so  called.  This  is  the  sense  in 
which  the  EnglisE  word  is  used  in  RV  of  Heb.  7  3  (a-yeveoAd- 
•VTJTOS),  6  (fir)  •yei/eoAoyovj^evos). 

To  form  a  correct  estimate  of  the  nature  and  worth 
of  OT  genealogies  we  must  remember  that  the  terms  of 
relationship  are  used  in  a  wider  sense  among  the 
Semites  than  with  us.  When  two  or  more  clans  have 
a  traditional  sentiment  of  unity  and  regard  each  other 
as  brothers  (cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  g,  end),  this  may  be  a 
survival  from  a  time  when  the  groups  formed  but  one  ; 
on  the  other  hand,  a  historical  tradition  of  a  common 
ancestor  does  not  always  necessarily  follow,  since, 

1  (P  renders  •yeceoAoyet<T0<u  (r  Ch.  5  i),  e-y/caToAoxifeii' (2  Ch. 
31  18  [B]),  KaTaAoxi.crju.6s  (six  times),  KaraAoxta  (2  Ch.  31  18  [A]), 
apidfio'S  (four  times)  ;  j3i/3Atoi>  TTJS  trvvo&ias  [BNA],  /3.  T.  ye>/ea- 
Aoyt'as  [L]  for  jj'IVn  tSO  (Neh.  7  5).  In  Ezra  262  C'ETTrlDn  is 
simply  transliterated  oi  ju.e0wecreifj.  (BA  ;  but  oi  yeveoAo-yovi'Tes 
in  L).  From  jyrr  (orp)  are  derived  the  later  names  of  the  books 
of  Chron.-Ezra-Neh.  ;  viz. — orrn  '3113  JVl^'JO  (Ba6.  Bathra, 
r5  «),  D'Dnvn  ISO  (Pes.  62). 
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G-ENEALOGIES 

according  to  Semitic  custom,  any  covenant  relation 
makes  men  brothers.1 

Other  terms,  '  father, ' '  mother, ' '  son, '  and  '  daughter, '  are  used 
in  an  equally  wide  sense  (see  KINSHII',  §  6,  etc.).  It  is  a  common 
Semitic  idiom  to  call  a  land  or  town  the  father  or  mother  of  its 
inhabitants  or  of  its  various  divisions  ;  thus  Mizraim  begets 
Ludim,  etc.  (Gen.  10 13),  SALMA  [q.v.}  is  the  father  of  Beth-lehem 
(iCh.  251),  the  dependencies  of  Beth-shean  are  called  its 'daughters' 
(Judg.  127  ;  cp  DAUGHTER),  and  the  members  of  any  guild  or  clan 
are  frequently  referred  to  as  '  sons  '  (cp,  e.g.,  sons  of  JEDUTHUN).  2 
Observe  also  such  notices  as  'Gilead  begat  Jephthah'  (Judg. 
11  16,  based  on  w.  la  7  ;  see  Moore,  SHOT,  ad  loc.). 

Hence  the  scheme  by  which  statistical  information 
and  geographical  data  are  represented  in  the  form  of  a 
narrative,  or  an  ethnology,  becomes  perfectly  intelligible 
(cp  Gen.  10  2220-24  25  1-4  13-16,  and  see  below).  It  is 
always  possible  to  put  into  the  form  of  a  genealogy  the 
composition  and  relative  history  of  any  people  or  place 
at  any  given  time,3  and  obviously,  therefore,  lists  which 
have  originated  at  different  times  (when  clan  or  tribal- 
divisions  may  have"  varied)  will  be  found  to  contain 
formal  contradictions.4 

The  early  conception  of  the  formation  and  division  of 
clans  and  tribes  in  the  Semitic  world  is  most  clearly 
2  Theorv  of  seen  m  l^e  Seneal°g'cal  schemes  of  the 
Genealogists  Arabs-5  Tt  was  commonly  assumed  by 

login*  them  that  all  groups  were  patriarchal 

tribes  formed  by  subdivision  of  an  original  stock  on  the 
system  of  kinship  through  male-descent,  and  that  each 
tribe  bore  the  name  or  cognomen  of  the  common 
ancestor. 

After  a  while,  it  was  supposed,  a  tribe  would  break  up  into 
two  or  more  divisions,  each  embracing  the  descendants  of  one  of 
the  sons  of  the  great  ancestor  and  each  taking  its  name  from 
him.  Successive  divisions  and  subdivisions  would  take  place 
until  at  length  there  would  be  a  number  of  divisions,  clans, 
septs,  etc.,  all  of  which  traced  themselves  back  to  a  common 
ancestor  (see  GOVERNMENT,  §  2).  In  Arabia,  there  were,  in 
fact,  two  ultimate  stocks,  the  Yemenite  (Kahtiln)  or  S.  Arabian 
(cp  JOKTAN),  and  the  Ishmaelite  (^Adndn,  subdivided  into 
Nizar,  Ma  add)  or  N.  Arabian,  and  every  individual  who 
possessed  a  nisl>a,  or  gentilic,  was  able  to  trace  his  genealogy 
back  to  one  of  these. 

Similarly  in  Israel  every  man  by  virtue  of  his  being  a 
member  of  a  clan  or  tribe  was  able  to  point  to  Jacob, 
the  father  of  all  the  tribes,  as  his  great  ancestor.6  Now 
this  theory — for  it  is  nothing  more — is  based  upon  the 
mode  of  reckoning  descent  in  the  male  line,  which,  as 
is  becoming  ever  more  generally  recognised,  is  an 
aftergrowth  and  has  superseded  the  more  primitive 
method  of  matriarchy ;  see  GOVERNMENT,  §§  2-4, 
KINSHIP,  §  3/ 

i.  The  great  majority  of  OT  genealogies  of  indi 
viduals  are  found  only  in  post-exilic  writings.  Whereas 
_  T>-  ,  _,f  _„  in  Judges,  Samuel,  and  Kings  there  are 
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ealoeical  zeal  scarcelv  an7  genealogical  statistics  at 
all,  Chronicles  and  the  writings  be 
longing  to  its  age  are  full  of  them.  We  find  no  trace 
in  the  earliest  times  of  any  special  class  (similar,  e.g. ,  to 
that  found  among  some  tribes  in  India  and  elsewhere) 
whose  business  it  was  to  keep  a  knowledge  of  the  facts 
of  relationship.  Genealogies  of  individuals  are  the 
exception,  and  those  which  are  found  rarely  reach  back 
more  than  one  or  two  generations.7 

1  Thus  Amos  (1  9)  speaks  of  Tyre  (but  see  MIZRAIM,  §  zb) 
and  Israel  as  allied  by  a  '  covenant  of  brothers  '  (nTIN  IV"13)- 

2  As  a  corollary  to  this  the  taking  of  a  wife  is  sometimes  used 
genealogically  to  signify  that  a  clan  (personified  as  a  man)  has 
settled  upon  a  certain   district  (personified  as  a  woman) ;  see 
AZUBAH,  i,  ajid  cp  CALEB,  §  •$/.     See  also  DAUGHTER,   3  f., 
FATHER. 

3  For  artificial  examples  see  Sprenger,  Das  Leben  ^^.  d.  Lehre 
d.  Mohammad,  iii.  cxliv  ;  G.  A.  B.  Wright,  Was  Israel  ever 
in  Effvfit?  33/1 

•*  This  may  explain,  e.g.,  why  SHEBA  (?.?'.,  iii.)  is  a  son  of  Cush 
in  Gen.  107,  but  a  son  of  Joktan  ib.  28.  See  also  TIMNA,  Uz. 

5  On  Arabian  genealogies  see  Sprenger,  of.  cit.  iii.  cxx-clxxx, 
and,  more  especially,  Robertson  Smith's  luminous  exposition  in 
Kinship,  chap.  i. 

6  Whether  the  names  Jacob-Israel  may  represent  a  fusion 
of  two  separate  stocks  cannot  be  discussed  here  ;  see  TRIBI-:S. 

7  Contrast,  for  example,  the  brief  Joshua  b.  Nun  (Josh.  ]  i) 
with  the  lengthy  ancestry  ascribed  to  Bezaleel  (Ex.  3-">3o[P]). 
The  exceptions  will  be  found  to  be  due  chiefly  to  the  presence 
of  a  conflate  text. 


GENEALOGIES 


GENEALOGIES 


The  same  remark  holds  good,  also,  in  the  case  of  the  older 
Arabian  genealogies.  Meyer  (Hntst.  163)  observes  that  an 
analysis  of  the  Ar.  genealogies  in  Wiistenfeld's  tables  shows 
that  those  of  the  contemporaries  of  Mohammad  hardly  ever  go 
back  beyond  the  grandfather,  often  not  even  beyond  the  father. 

A  census-taking  is  mentioned  in  2  S.  24,  but  the  chapter  is 
not  an  early  one,  and  even  civic  lists  are  only  alluded  to  in 
comparatively  late  passages  (cp  Dt.  232-8  [3-9]  Jer.  2230  Ex. 
3232  [P]  Ps.508[g]  t!928[29]  876  Mai.  3 16  Ezek.l3g  Dan. 
12  i  Is.  4  3  [see  ISAIAH  ii.,  §  5],  etc.). 

There  is  no  reason  for  doubting,  however,  that  a  distribution 
of  communities  into  clans  and  families  goes  back  to  an  early  age 
(cp  §  4_/C,  below,  and  see  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2),  but 
such  a  division  of  Israel  as  is  spoken  of  in  Josh.  7  ififf.  and 
i  S.  102i  can  scarcely  refer  to  pre-Davidic  times;  the  unity  of 
Israel,  there  represented,  is  in  itself  a  sign  of  a  later  view.  In 
Josh.  I.e.,  Achan  is  usually  designated  b.  Zerah '  simply  (see 
Bennett,  SBOT),  and  Zerah  is  better  known  as  a  post-exilic 
Judahite  clan.l 

It  may  be  added  that  genealogies  were  not  common  among 
the  Egyptians  of  the  Old  Empire.  It  is  always  the  individual, 
seldom  the  race  or  family,  who  is  dealt  with.  A  genealogy  of 
seven  generations,  cited  at  the  beginning  of  the  eighteenth 
dynasty,  and  another  reaching  back  to  the  grandfather,  in  the 
following  dynasty,  are  therefore  exceptional.  Complete  genea 
logical  trees  only  appear  during  the  latest  epoch  of  Egyptian 
history,  in  the  times  of  the  Ethiopian  kings,  the  Psammetichi 
and  the  Persians.  There  is  no  trace  of  surnames,  not  even  of 
vague  appellatives,  until  we  reach  the  decadence  of  the  Egyptian 
kingdom  (Erman,  Life  in  Anc.  Eg.  158). 

2.  Genealogical  zeal  among  the  Jews  seems  to  have 
first  arisen  during  the  Exile.      They  feared  lest  the  con 
tinuity  of  the  race  should  be  broken  ;  they  desired  to  be 
written  in  the  register  (arc)  of  the  '  house  of  Israel '  (cp 
Ezek.  13g)  ;  and  hence  it  happened  as  one  of  the  results 
of  their  religious  isolation  that  the  man  who  could  claim 
descent  from  the  exiles  in  Babylon  was  considered  to  be 
a  member  of  the  community  rather  than  the  native  of 
Judcea.2       This    importance    attached   to    genealogical 
pretension  and  to  the  proof  of  the  absence  of  foreign 
admixture   is  one  of  the  chief  evidences   of  the    legal 
spirit  manifested  among  the  Jews  after  the  Exile,  which 
could  hardly  have  appeared  before  the  time  of  Ezra  and 
Nehemiah.      In  the  case  of  the  priests  a  special  impetus 
was   afforded   by   the  newly  established  desire   to  dis 
tinguish  between  the  priests,  the  sons  of  ZADOK,  and  the 
Levites — a  feeling  which  appears  in  Ezekiel  as  a  novelty. 
The  growth  of  the  care  bestowed  upon  priestly  gene 
alogies    is  well  known  (see  below,   §  7  [iv.  ]),  and   an 
early  example  of  the  result  is  seen  in   Ezra  1y)f.,  a 
passage  belonging  perhaps  to  a  register  of  the  restored 
Israel  (see  EZRA  ii. ,  §  9)  where  certain  families,  both 
secular  (the  b'ne  Delaiah,  Nekoda,  Tobiah)  and  priestly 
(the  b'ne  Habaiah,  Hakkoz,  Barzillai),   were  unable  to 
produce  their  genealogies,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
latter  were  deemed  '  polluted  '  and  dismissed  from  the 
priesthood.3 

3.  To  Arabia  again  we  may  turn  for  an  instructive  example  of 
the  rise  of  a  love  for  genealogies  (see  WRS  Kin.  6  ff.).     In 
the  reign  of  the  caliph  Omar  I.  a  system  of  registers  was  drawn 
up  to  prove  the  ri^ht  of  each  claimant,  who  was  entitled  through 
kinship  with  the  prophet  or  through  participation  in  his  early 
struggles,  to  the  spoil  taken  from  the  '  infidels,'  and  to  ensure  its 
just  distribution  among  the  '  true  believers.'     A  great  impetus 
was  thus  given  to  genealogical  research,  and   from  that  time 
onwards  the  genealogists  became  an  important  class.      Much 
oral  tradition  existed,  and  doubtless  material  was  to  be  found  in 
the  official" records  ;  but  as  these  sources  were  fragmentary  and 
limited    in   range,    conjecture   had    to    be   resorted   to.4      The 
genealogists  made  the  pedigree  of  Mohammad  (obviously  a  most 
untrustworthy  one)  the  back-bone  of  all  their  work,  and  grouped 
the  northern  Arabs  in  such  a  way  that  every  great  ancestor  or 
tribe  was  a  brother  or  cousin  of  some  ancestor  of  Mohammad. 
To  make  the  number  of  ancestors  tally  with  the  lapse  of  time 
presumed  to  intervene,  'dummy'  names  (e.g.,  Kais,  'Amr,  Zaid, 

1  Note  that  jpj  '  to  name,'  303  '  to  write  '  or  '  enrol,'  are  late 
usages.     D'3ri3  (Nu.  11263),    it   is   true,   occurs   in   a   context 

which  may  be  ascribed  to  a  late  Elohist  source,  but  the  word  is 
part  of  a  gloss  (see  Ei-DAL>  AND  MEDAD). 

2  We.  Prol.,  ET,  494. 

•*  The  passage  is  later  than  Ezra ;  the  names  of  the  priestly 
families  occur  elsewhere  in  the  book,  cp  Meyer,  Entst.  170. 

4  But  the  shortness  of  memory  among  the  Arabs  is  well 
known — indeed  in  the  time  of  Mohammad  they  had  no  trust 
worthy  tradition  of  any  of  the  great  nations  which  flourished 
after  the  time  of  Christ  (cp  Nold.  Amalekiter,  25  ff. ;  WRS 
J.Phil.  9 80). 
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'Abdallah)  were  introduced.1  In  dealing  with  the  older 
material,  place-names  were  transformed  into  ancestors  or 
ancestresses,  and  sometimes  even  tribal  designations  were  taken 
and  treated  as  the  names  of  ancestors.2  It  was  to  the  ad 
vantage  of  a  weak  community  to  discover  some  bond  of  con 
nection  with  a  stronger  neighbour,  whilst  a  powerful  chief  was 
equally  desirous  of  including  as  wide  a  kinship  as  possible. 
Moreover,  it  was  the  scheme  of  the  genealogist  to  treat  the 
political  combinations  of  his  time  as  the  expression  of  ancient 
bonds  in  kinship  (for  an  example  see  SPARTA).  The  inevitable 
result  was  much  genealogical  fiction  ;  not  only  were  the  names 
of  his  own  time  thrown  back  by  the  genealogist  into  the  past, 
but  also  those  which  had  become  traditionally  famous  were 
inserted  in  the  ancestry  of  his  contemporaries,  and  the  more 
honourable  the  individual  the  more  reputable  and  famous  became 
his  ancestry.  In  fine,  'the  system  of  the  genealogists  and  the 
method  by  which  traditional  data  are  worked  into  the  system 
are  totally  unworthy  of  credit '  (Kin.  ii). 

The  OT  genealogies  begin  with  the  creation  of  man 
kind.  A  man  and  a  woman  stand  at  the  heada  (see 
4.  Genealogies  ADAM  AND  EvE)-  ^nd  a  series  of  seven 

O  ticimf»c  r-arrif»c  manLritiH  Hr\\vn  t<-»  T   am^r>li 


in  Genesis. 


names  carries  mankind  down  to  Lamech 


(Gen.  4 1-24  [J]).  This  list,  like  the  old 
yeveaXoyiai  of  the  Greeks,4  is  doubtless  the  remains  of 
a  historical  connection  once  woven  out  of  primitive 
stories,  and  deals  with  the  introduction  of  civilisation 
(see  CAINITES  ;  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2). 

A  parallel  genealogy  based  on  it  is  j*iven  by  P  in  chap.  5  ;  it 
is  a  dry  uninteresting  list,  and  the  primitive  simplicity  of  the 
legend  is  cumbered  with  a  complicated  system  of  chronology 
(CAINITES,  §  12,  SETHITES).  P's  genealogies  in  Genesis  are 
based  throughout  upon  a  specific  scheme  (GENESIS,  §  2),  in 
marked  contrast  with  those  in  JE — where  they  are  merely  the 
string  connecting  the  narratives — they  form  in  fact  the  principal 
feature  of  his  history. 

For  Gen.  10,  which  in  the  form  of  a  genealogy  gives 
a  conspectus  of  the  surrounding  nations,  and  shows  the 
supposed  relation  of  the  Hebrews  to  the  other  peoples 
of  the  habitable  globe,  see  GEOGRAPHY,  §  ii/.  P  now 
confines  himself  to  Shem,  the  '  father  '  of  the  Hebrews, 
and  brings  us  down  by  a  list  of  seven  names  to  Terah, 
Abraham's  father  (chap.  ll).s  Here  again  there  is  much 
dispute  as  to  the  nature  of  the  names  occurring  in  the  list, 
although  it  is  probable  that  they  are  ethnographical.6 
From  Abraham  onwards  a  number  of  old  genealogies 
are  presented  by  J.  Jacob  and  Esau  are  brothers,  the 
former  intentionally  represented  as  the  younger  (see 
ESAU).  Moab  and  Ben-Ammi  (Ammon)  are  sons  of 
Lot  (cp  the  Edomite  name  LOT  AN),  and  the  relationship 
presumed  between  Israel  (Jacob),  Edom  (Esau),  Moab 
and  Ammon  points  to  their  belief  in  having  had  at 
some  time  a  common  history.  The  close  relationship 
with  Aram  which  finds  expression  in  Gen.  28  ff.  ex 
presses  a  feeling  which  could  hardly  have  arisen  before 
David's  time. 

The  assumption  that  certain  tribes  were  of  Aramaean  origin 
may  perhaps  explain  that  phase  of  the  early  Hebrew  tradition 
which  brings  the  patriarch  Jacob  into  connection  with  Aram 
and  marries  him  to  an  Aramaean  stock.  When  tribes  of  different 
origin  unite,  their  early  tribal  traditions  (Urgeschichte)  become 
fused,  with  the  result  that  they  possess  a  tradition  in  common. 

Other  genealogies  express  relations  between  Ishmael 

1  '  These  were  got  by  doubling  known  names  or  using  personal 
names  of  no  tribal  significance '  (Kin.  10) ;  cp  the  Gershonite 
genealogies,  §  7  (iii.  K)  below. 

2  The  Ar.  Khozd'a  ('separated  ones ')  were  so  called  because 
they  broke  off  from  the  Asd  in  the  great  Yemenite  dispersion. 
The  genealogists,  however,  made  K/wza'a  the  name  of  their 
ancestor  (see  WRS  Kins.  17).     The  member  of  the  dog-tribe 
'  banu  KilUb '  were  similarly  made  to  descend  from  an  ancestor 
'  Kildb.'     The  genealogical  notices  of  Anak  and  Arba  were  not 
less  curiously  derived  ;  see  ANAKIM. 

3  This  is  a  later  conception,  for,   on  the  analogy   of  other 
peoples,  the   Hebrews  would  have  traced   themselves  back  to 
gods  or  demigods ;  and,  indeed,  traces  of  this  are  found  in  the 
early  writings;  cp  Gen.  61.     For  Arabian  examples  see  Kin. 

«?/• 

4  Of  such  a  kind,  probably,  are  the  'genealogies'  referred  to 
in  Tit.  091  Tim.  1 4  ;  the  combination  '  tiiyths  and  genealogies  ' 
is  significant. 

5  The  triple  division  of  the  b'ne  Terah  finds  an  analogy  in  the 
three  Levitical  heads,  and  the  three  guilds  of  singers. 

6  The  list  includes  the  mythical  ancestor  of  all  Hebrews — viz., 
' Eber'  (see  EBER,  i).     Similarly  the  Berbers  (lit.  'barbarians') 
invented  an  ancestor  Berr  whom  they,  influenced  by  Moham 
medan  lore,  connected  with  Noah.     (Another  genealogy  repre 
sents  their  ancestor  as  '  Berber,' a  descendant  of  Canaan  b.  Ham 
b.  Noah.) 

1660 


GENEALOGIES 

and  Isaac  (half-brothers),  and  tribes  of  the  great  spice- 
bearing  region  in  S.  Arabia  are  traced  from  Abraham 
through  a  wife  who  bears  the  significant  name  Keturah 
('incense');  Gen.  25i-6(J). 

A  later  genealogy  makes  Ishmael  the  father  of  certain 
Arabian  tribes  which,  at  the  time  of  its  compilation,  occupied 
the  Syrian  desert  (Gen.  25 13  P).  Ishmael,  in  post-exilic  and 
Rabbinical  times,  became  the  common  designation  for  the 
Arabs  generally,  and  these,  in  turn,  were  wont  to  trace  their 
ancestry  back  to  Xabit  (Nebaioth),  or  Kahtan  (Joktan),  sons 
of  Ishmael  ;  cp  above,  §  2. 

Jacob,  the  younger1  son  of  Isaac,  is  understood  to  be 
the  father  of  the  twelve  tribes,  the  chief  of  whom  were 
descended  from  his  wives,  RACHKL  and 


5.  Tribal 
genealogies. 


LEAH   \qq.v.~\.     That  four  of  the  tribes 


are  sons  of  concubines  might  show  that 
they  were  looked  upon  as  of  less  importance,  and  as  not 
belonging  to  Israel  in  the  same  sense  as  the  others 
(see  DAN  i.  ;  GOVERNMENT,  §  13). 

It  is  only  in  the  later  writings  that  the  twelve  tribes  are 
represented  as  coexistent  and  enjoying  unbroken  continuity. 
Moreover,  the  number  twelve  is  certainly  artificial,-  and  was 
obtained,  either  by  the  omission  of  Levi  or  by  reckoning  the  two 
'sons'  of  Joseph  as  one. 

Further,  it  maybe  questioned  whether  'Judah'  with  its  S. 
Palestinian  elements  (see  CALEB,  JEUAHMEEL)  was  ever  a  tribe 
previous  to  the  time  of  David,  and  whether  the  priestly  tribe 
of  Levi  does  not  owe  its  enumeration  among  the  '  twelve '  to 
the  desire  to  place  its  members  on  the  same  genealogical  footing 
with  the  rest.  See,  further,  JUDAH,  LEVI,  and  cp  TRIBES. 

The  subdivisions  of  the  tribes  are  enumerated  in 
Gen.  468-27  Ex.  614-26  Nu.  265-51  [all  P],  and  at  greater 
length  in  i  Ch.  Iff.  For  an  estimation  of  their  contents 
and  value,  see  the  separate  articles.3 

It  must  suffice  here  to  observe  that  a  study  of  the 
names  which  are  found  in  these  tribal  lists  often  affords 
suggestive  hints  concerning  the  relations  of  the  tribes  to 
one  another.  The  truth  of  the  old  folk-legend  which 
spoke  of  Israel  and  Edom  as  brothers  is  fully  borne  out 
by  the  significant  number  of  names  common  to  Edom 
and  Judah  (and  Benjamin).4  The  tribe  of  Simeon, 
though  unknown  in  historical  times,  seems,  nevertheless, 
to  have  dwelt  on  the  extreme  SW.  of  Judah,  and  hence 
it  is  not  surprising  to  find  names  in  the  Simeonite  list 
which  have  affinities  with  Edom  (see  BILHAH,  i,  SHAUL), 
Judah  (ZERAH,  HAMUEL),  Ishmael  (MIBSAM,  MISHMA) 
and  Jerahmeel  (Ism).  See  also  below,  §  7  [v.]. 

It  has  been  stated  above  (§  3  [i])  that  the  great  majority 
of  genealogies  are  found  only  in  P  and  kindred  literature 

6   The         (Ch. -Ezra-Neh. ),  and  it  remains  now  to 

«.     '    .  ,     ,      consider  their  genuineness  and  value.      It 
Chronicler  s  ,    .    .  „,       .  . 

genealogies    1S       y  J  suppose  that  the  Chronicler 

°  •'  had  older  lists  to  work  upon  ;  but  the 
Oriental  genealogist  was  no  incorruptible  judge,  and 
not  only  would  he  be  sure  to  have  spurious  evidence 
placed  before  him  —  'a  norus  homo  desires  a  noble 
pedigree ' — but  his  lists  when  fragmentary  would  have 
to  be  supplemented  and  completed.5  Faithful  to  the 
spirit  of  his  age  he  idealizes  and  magnifies  the  past, 
and  in  many  of  his  genealogies  we  are  able  to  see  that 
he  employed  the  same  methods  as  did  his  Arabian 
brother  centuries  later. 

1  It  is  noticeable  how  many  of  the  descendants  of  Terah  who 
became  famous  and  strong  were  the  younger  sons.  See  J. 
Jacobs,  'Junior  Right  in  Genesis'  (Studies  in  Biblical 
A  rclueology). 

•  Cp  the  number  of  the  b'ne  Nahor  (Gen.  22  20^),  the  b'ne 
Ishmael  (Gen.  25  IT,/'.),  the  families  of  Gad  and  Asher  (Nu.  26 
I5^r-  44_/?J)  and  of  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  (i/>.  28-37).  For 
non-Semitic  analogies  see  Spiegel,  Eranisclie  A  Itertumskunde , 

^-.fff- 

y  The  tribes  with  their  subdivisions  amount  to  seventy ;  this 
number,  too,  is  most  probably  artificial. 

4  Common  to  (a)  Edom  and  Judah  are  Husham  (cp  Hushah), 
Iram  (cp   Ira),   Jether  (cp  Ithran  and  see  JETHETH),  Korah, 
Onam  (cp  Onan),  Shobal  and  Zerah  ;  (/3)  Kdom  and  Benjamin, 
Ashbel  (cp   Ashbea),    Iri   (cp   Iru,    IRAM),   Jeush,    Manahath, 
Shepho  (cp   Shephupham    and    SHUPPIM?),    Onam   (cp    Oni), 
Bela,  Jobab. 

5  The  nature  of  the   book  of  Iddo  the  Seer,  2  Ch.  12 15,   is 
unknown.    ETPrnS,  as  Hi.  suggests,  may  have  been  accidentally 
transposed  from  11 16  :  cp  Be.  ad  lac.    The  Chronicler's  '  ancient 
records  '  of  i  Ch.  4  22^  are  equally  obscure,  although  in  point  of 
age  they  may  have  been  only  exilic. 
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Thus  over  sixteen  of  the  twenty-four  '  heads '  ordained  by 
David  (i  Ch.  24)  are  names  of  post-exilic  priests  and  Levites, 
and  it  is  only  reasonable  to  suspect  that  the  Chronicler  desires 
to  show  that  the  honourable  families  of  his  own  day  lived,  or 
were  founded,  centuries  previously  under  David. 

A  list  in  Neh.  11  13  mentions  '  Meshillemoth  b.  Immer.'  But 
the  name  Meshillemoth  is  essentially  the  same  as  Meshullam, 
and  when  the  writer  of  i  Ch.  9  12  found  in  his  copies  both  forms 
(so,  at  least,  we  are  entitled  to  assume)  he  accordingly  wrote 
down  'Meshullam  b.  Meshillemoth  (so  ©UAL  for  Meshillemith  ; 
see  MESHILLEMOTH,  2)  b.  Immer'  (for  another  similar  instance 
cp  below,  §  7  [iv.]  end). 

Of  a  different  character  are  the  lists  in  iCh.  218-24  *3°-4°. 
where  it  is  evident  that  we  are  dealing  no  longer  with  individuals 
but  with  clan-  or  place-names ;  cp  Gray,  HPN  239^  In 
i  Ch.  2,  for  example,  one  can  distinguish  pre-exilic  from  post- 
exilic  sources,  and  it  is  possible  to  see  expressed  in  genealogical 
form  the  fact  which  is  known  from  other  sources,  that  Caleb, 
whose  seat  in  pre-exilic  times  lay  in  the  Negeb  of  Judah, 
migrated  north,  and  after  the  Exile  appears  in  the  district  around 
Jerusalem  (see  Wellh.  De  Gent.  ;  CHRONICLES,  §  10;  and  cp 
CALEB,  §  if.). 

The  structure  and  nature  of  the  names  themselves  may  some 
times  prove  helpful  in  considering  the  antiquity  of  a  list,  and 
the  fact  that  the  majority  of  the  names  in  the  list  i  Ch.  434-41 
are  those  of  the  Chronicler's  own  time  and  'are  at  least  not 
genuine  survivals '  makes  it  probable  that  the  list  is  largely  an 
invention  (Gray,  op.  cit.  236  f.).  It  is  not  difficult  to  observe 
the  methods  of  the  genealogist  in  compiling  ancestral  lists,  and  a 
good  example  is  seen  in  the  post-exilic  genealogy  of  David  which 
is  wholly  wanting  in  the  earlier  writings  (see  DAVID,  §  i  a, 
n.  i).  It  is  the  object  of  the  author  of  ESTHER  (g.v.,  §  i,  end)  to 
make  Mordecai  a  Benjamite,  and  so,  when  he  fashions  a  genea 
logical  list,  he  includes  among  the  ancestors  of  Mordecai  such 
well-known  Benjamites  as  Kish  and  Shimei  (see  SHIMEI,  10), 
whilst  the  second  Targum  actually  adds  Machir  and  Mephi- 
bosheth.1 

(i. )   Ulethod. — Fuller  details    regarding   the    intricate 

genealogies  of  the  Levites  and  priests  must  be  sought 

_      ...     .    for    in    the  minor    biographical  articles  ; 

'       V  here  it  must  suffice  to  indicate  the  lines 

upon  which  the  Hebrew  (post -exilic) 
'  genealogist  seems  to  have  worked,  and 
to  try  to  discover  the  various  views  to  which  he  intended 
his  lists  to  give  expression. 

To  start  with  the  belief  that  these  genealogies  are  wholly  trust 
worthy  or  that  they  proceeded  from  one  hand 2  would  quickly 
involve  us  in  a  hopeless  maze.  Contrast,  for  example,  the  ancestry 
which  i  Ch.  6  gives  of  the  three  contemporaries  Asaiah  (seven 
members,  iCh.  63o[i5]  15e),  Ethan  (twelve),  and  Heman 
(nearly  twenty),3  and  observe  that  Ethan's  immediate  ancestors 
reappear  in  the  time  of  Hezekiah  (2  Ch.  29  12).  Libni  and 
Shimei  are  both  Gershonite  and  Merarite  divisions ;  Jahath 
and  Shimei  are  varyingly  sons  and  grandsons  of  Gershon. 
Amasai  and  Mahath,  like  Mushi  and  Mahli,  are  sometimes 
brothers,  at  other  times  father  and  son.  Instances  of  similar 
inconsistencies  might  easily  be  multiplied. 

In  order  to  gain  some  idea  of  the  origin  of  the 
Levitical  genealogies  we  may  start  with  the  working 
theory  that  they  are  the  result  of  later  genealogizing  skill, 
which  has  endeavoured  to  bring  together  into  some  sort 
of  family  relationship  clans  and  divisions  formerly  quite 
distinct  (cp  §  2  above).  Thus  we  find  that  one  of  the 
simplest  lists  of  the  Levitical  families  enumerates  merely 
the  clans  of  Jeshua,  Bani  (or  Binnui),  Hodaviah  (Judah, 
Hodiah),  and  Kadmiel  (cp  Ezra  2  40  [see  HODAVIAH,  4] 
3 9 Neh.  94).4  Another  equally  simple  but  more  interest 
ing  scheme  in  Nu.  26s86  enumerates  five  misffhoth  of  the 
Levites — <j:r>,  'jron,  'Snp  (<@BAKLom. ),  WD,  and  <rnp. 
Again,  when  i  Ch.  165-7  divides  the  Levites  among  the 
families  of  Gershom,  Kehath  (EV  Kohath),  Merari, 
Elizaphan,  Hebron,  and  Uzziel,  it  is  apparent  that  we 
are  a  step  nearer  the  famous  triple  division — the  three 

1  Cp  Salamiel  b.  Salasadai  (i.e.,  Shelumiel  b.  Zurishaddai, 
the  Simeonites,  Nu.  1 6)  in  Judith's  genealogy  (8  i). 

2  A   study  of  the  name-lists  alone  supports   the   recognized 
view  that  P,  in  its  present  form,  is  composite.     Similarly  the 
genealogical  and  other  lists  of  the  Chronicler  in  Ch. -Ezra-Neh. 
are  not  from  the  same  hand.     On  the  whole,  it  is  probable  that 
some  of  the  latest  specimens  of  genealogical  zeal  survive  in  the 
genealogies  of  the  high  priests,  and  the  three  singers  (i  Ch.  6). 

3  Note  further  the  inconsistency  in  the  number  of  generations 
from  Judah  to  David,  from  Levi  to  Zadok,  and  from  Levi  to 
Heman  (see  Wright,  Was  Israel,  etc.  ^f>f.). 

4  The   names   remind   us  of   priestly   families.      This   older 
division   seems   to   have  died   out — with    the    doubtful   excep 
tions  of  Hashabiah  b.  Kadmiel,  a  Levite  in  i  Ch.  27  17  (reading 
Vtroip   f°r  MT  KEMUEL),  and  the  b'ne   Bunni  (Neh.  11  15  || 
i  Ch.  !>  14  'TIS)- 

5  The  verse  is  hardly  from  the  same  source  as  w.  57,  59^! 
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great  names  have  been  introduced,  but  are  on  an  equality 
with  the  rest.  At  a  later  stage  Libni  is  assigned  either 
to  Gershon  or  to  Merari,  to  the  latter  of  which  Mahli  J 
and  Mushi  were  consistently  reckoned  ;  the  rest  were 
ascribed  to  Kehath.2 

(ii.  )  Singers  and  Porters.  —  Together  with  these 
developments  we  have  to  notice  the  gradual  '  Levitizing  ' 
of  divisions  and  classes  formerly  distinct  —  viz.  the  singers 
and  porters  (or  doorkeepers). 

(a)  The  familiar  triple  division  of  Asaph,  Heman,  and  Ethan 
(or  Jeduthun),  assigned  to  Gershon,  Kehath,  and  Merari 
respectively  (i  Ch.  (5),  is  preceded  by  an  earlier  in  Neh.  11  17, 
where  the  singers  are  Mattaniah  b.  Mica,  Bakbukiah  (see 
BAKBAKKAR),  and  Abda  (or  Obadiah)  b.  Shammua.3  A  later 
hand  has  probably  supplied  the  names  of  ancestors  tending  to 
associate  them  with  Asaph,  Heman,  and  Jeduthun  (cp  ©HA). 

(b]  Now  the  singers  or  'b'ne  Asaph'  were  primarily 
kept  distinct  from  the  porters,  and  both  classes  were 
separated  from  the  Levites  (Ezra  241  Neh.  744;  see 
WRS,  077C<2>  204)  ;  see  ASAPH,  3.  The  next  step 
was  the  inclusion  of  the  guild  of  porters  in  the  name 
'  Korah,'  4  although  it  must  be  observed  that  Korah  is 
not  yet  a  Levite.  He  is  absent  from  the  list  of  Levites 
in  i  Ch.  23,  and  in  the  earlier  phase  of  P's  account  of 
the  rebellion  in  Nu.  16  Korah  is  actually  not  yet  a  Levite 
(cpKue.  Hex.  334/,  and  see  KORAH  ii.  ,  §  2).s  Next 
we  find  that  both  Asaph  and  Korah  are  Levitical 
divisions.  There  are,  therefore,  Levites  of  Asaph  (2  Ch. 
29  13,  cp20i4),  and  Levites  of  the  Korahites  (2  Ch.  20  19). 
Still  another  stage  finds  Asaph  incorporated  in  Korah 
under  the  eponym  of  Abiasaph  or  Ebiasaph  (see  ASAPH, 
3,  ABIASAPH),  and  finally  Korah  is  assigned  to  Kehath 
—  observe  that  in  2  Ch.  20  19  Korah  and  Kehath  are  still 
distinct  —  and,  strangely  enough,  Asaph  is  removed  from 
Korah  b.  Kehath  and  assigned  to  Gershon. 

(c)  Traces  of  these  changes  are  seen  in  the  survival  of  the 
eponym  Abiasaph  (see  ASAPH,  3),  which  is  reckoned  as  a  '  son  '  of 
Korah,  and  in  the  fortunes  of  certain  names  belonging  to  these 
classes.     In  2  Ch.  29  13   Mattaniah  and   Zechariah  are   of  the 
b'ne  Asaph  (cp  Zaccur  and  Nethaniah,  sons  of  Asaph  in  i  Ch. 
25  2),  in  2  Ch.  20  14  they  reappear  in  the  genealogy  of  Jahaziel 
an  Asaphite   Levite.6      Comparing   i  Ch.  9  19  31   (Mattithiah) 
26i/i  we  find  them  sons  of  Shallum  (or  Meshelemiah)  traced 
through  Asaph  to  Korah  ;  and  finally  Zechariah  and  Meshullam 
(  =  Shallum)  turn  up  as  Kehathites  in  2  Ch.  34  12. 

(d)  According  to  the  later  genealogies  the  singers  and  porters 
Ethan  (or  Jeduthun),  Hosah  and  Obed-edom  belong  to  Merari. 
Quite  consistently,  therefore,  the  names  Hashabiah  and  Jeshaiah 
appear  as  sons  of  Merari  (Ezra  8  19),  or  sons  of  Jeduthun  (i  Ch. 
25  3),  and  the  former  is  a  Merarite  (i  Ch.  9  14),  and  a  member  of 
Ethan's  genealogy  (i  Ch.  645  [30]).     Of  the  two  sons  of  the 
Merarite  Jeduthun,  Uzziel  and  Shemaiah  (2  Ch.  29  14),  the  latter 
is  a  descendant  of  Jeduthun  (i  Ch.  9  i6  =  Neh.  11  17  [Shammua]), 
a  son  of  Obed-edom  (i  Ch.  2(3  4),  and  a  Merarite  Levite  (i  Ch.9  14), 
and   both  names  perhaps  go  to  build  up  the  genealogy  of  the 
Merarite  Asaiah  in  the   forms   Shimea   b.  Uzza  (i   Ch.  629_/C 
[14  /.]).     Similarly  Hilkiah  and  Shimri,  'sons'  of  the  Merarite 
Hosah  (i  Ch.  26  io/I),   may  perhaps  correspond  to  the  Shemer 
and   Hilkiah  in  the   genealogy  of  the  Merarite  Ethan  (i  Ch. 

°/])-     SeealsoIuRi. 


Not  only  was  Asaph  removed  from  Korah  to  Gershon, 
but  it  is  probable  that  Ethan  was  once  ascribed  to 
Gershon,  and,  curiously  enough,  from  i  Ch.  15  7  17  we 
should  expect  to  find  that  Heman,  too,  was  Gershonite  !7 
This  is  apparently  due  to  the  fact  that  the  three 
heads  of  the  '  singers  '  were,  at  one  stage,  treated 

1  Mahli  appears  to  be  distinct  from  Merari  in  Ezra  8  isf. 
v  Observe  that  Elizaphan  is  a  'son'  of  Uzziel,  the  Kehathite, 
inNu.  33o(P). 

3  ©HA  omits  the  second  name  ;  perhaps  the  earliest  division 
was  a  twofold  one. 

4  Strictly  speaking,  the   guilds  of  the  porters  (Obed-edom, 
Jeduthun,  Hosah,  etc.)  are  assigned  to  Korah  and  Merari  ;  cp 
i  Ch.  26  1-19.    They  seem  to  be  separated  from  the  Levites  proper 
in  vv.  20  Jf.  (in  v.   17  read  ci'1?  nrntD^)-     Note  that  when  the 
Asaphite  Kore  (v.  i)  is  made  a  Levite  in  2  Ch.  31  14  he  appears 
as  the  son  of  Heman  (reading  jo'n  for  njD1)  —  Asaph,  Korah,  and 
Heman  are  (in  the  final  stage)  consistently  assigned  to  Kehath. 

5  '  But  Israelite,'  adds  Kuenen  ;  on  this,  however,  see  below, 
v.,  col.  1665. 

6  Cp  also  Mattaniah  and  «i3T  Levites  of  the  b'ne  Asaph  (i  Ch. 
9  1  5). 

7  See  ETHAN,  3,  and  cp  Jahath,  Shimei,  and  Libni,  names 
common   to    Gershon   and  Merari  ;   Shimei,  also,  is  the  name 
of  a  son  of  Jeduthun  (_=  Ethan)  ;  see  SHIMEI,  12. 
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as  independent  Levitical  divisions  (see  Neh.  11 15-17), l 
and  in  the  process  of  incorporating  all  the  Levites 
among  the  three  '  sons  '  of  Levi,  the  positions  of  the 
heads  of  the  singers  were  not  at  first  definitely  settled. 

(iii. }  Levitical  lists  in  i  Ch.  6. — The  Chronicler's 
method  of  building  up  genealogies  from  names  tradition 
ally  current  will  account  for  the  remarkable  incon 
sistencies  and  striking  resemblances  which  the  most 
superficial  consideration  reveals. 

(a)  Some  of  the  Merarite  names  in  i  Ch.  6  have  already  been 
noticed  (above  [ii.]  <f).    Of  the  others,  Malluch  and  Amzi  (0  44  46) 
have  priestly  associations  (cp  Neh.  11 12),  Mahli  and  Mushi  are 
usually  brother  clans,  and   the  former  is   also  the  head  of  a 
Merarite  genealogy  ending  with  ASAIAH  [3]  (i  Ch.  0  zg/.  [nf.\). 
It  is,  moreover,  a  feature  of  considerable  significance  that  this 
Merarite  list  has  little  in  common  with  that  in  i  Ch.  2821-23, 
24  27-30,    which    probably  represents  an   earlier  stage   in   the 
genealogical  schemes.2 

(b)  The   Gershonite   genealogies    in    I    Ch.6   descend   (a)    to 
Jeatherai  (or  Ethni),  and  (j3)  to  Asaph,  the  intermediate  names 
being  probably  'dummy'  names  (Maaseiah  [of  which  Baaseiah 
is  a  corruption],  Berechiah,  Malchijah,  Michael  are  sufficiently 
colourless  and  common).     The  names  nci'ja  flNl"?!  1~\y  seem 

to  be  related  in  some  way  to  the  Gershonite  riKV  |3  py  ar>d 
HDJ  J3  nt<r  of  2  Ch.  29  12.3 

(c)  The  largest  and  most  important  branch  of  post- 
exilic  Levites  are  the  b'ne  Kehath,  the  most  prominent 
branches  of  which  are  Amram — to  which  Moses  (the 
father  of  the  subdivision  Gershon)  and  Aaron  belong — 
and  Korah  b.  Izhar  4  b.  Kehath.  Koran  is  associated 
with  the  porters  (see  above),  and  his  three  '  sons ' 
Assir,  Abiasaph,  and  Klkanah  (Ex.  624610.)  are  here 
descendants  in  a.  regular  line  (i  Ch.6 37 [22]).  The 
ancestry  of  the  Korahite  Heman  is  rendered  particularly 
complicated  by  repetitions.5  The  names  in  2  Ch.  29  \?.ff. 
again  proved  an  invaluable  quarry  for  the  genealogist,  and 
from  them  he  borrowed  Mahath  b.  Amasai,  and  Joel  b. 
Azariah.  The  list  comprises,  appropriately  enough, 
names  borrowed  from  the  genealogy  of  Samuel,  who,  as 
the  genealogist  knew,  was  a  doorkeeper  (i  S.  3 is).6 

(iv. )  High  priests'  genealogy. — The  high  priests  from 
Aaron  to  the  captivity  are  traced  through  Amram 
to  Kehath  (i  Ch.  6  3-15  [629-41],  cp  49-53)- 

The  list  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  genealogy  of  Ezra  in 
Ezra  7  i  (  =  i  Esd.  8  2),  which  recurs,  with  some  changes,  in 
2  Esd.  1.7  That  in  i  Ch.  6  starts  with  (1-3)  Aaron,  Eleazar,  and 
Phinehas,  names  common  to,  and  derived  from,  P.  (4)  Abishua* 
(Abiezer,  Jos.  Ant.  v.  11  5)  is  no  longer  extant.  The  following 
five  names  are  new (5-9) : — Bukki,  Uzzi,  Zerahiah,  Meraioth,  and 
Amariah  (in  Jos.  Ant.  viii.  1  3  ;  Bukki,  Joatham,  Meraioth,  Aro- 
pha^us).  Nos.  10-12  :  Ahitub,  Zadok,  and  Ahimaaz  are  derived 
from  i  and  2  S.  (see  AHITUB,  i,  AHIMAAZ,  i).  Of  nos.  13-15 
(Azariah,  Johanan,  Azariah)  it  must  be  to  the  first  that  the 
misplaced  note  6  iob  [536^]  refers;  it  is  related  to  i  K.  42^ 
(also  a  gloss).  Nos.  16-18  duplicate  9-11,  and  finally  nos.  10-22 
(Shallum,  Hilkiah,  Azariah,  Seraiah)  carry  us  down  to  Jehozadak. 
An  allowance  of  forty  years  for  each  generation  gives  us  nearly 
960  years,  agreeing  approximately  with  the  received  post-exilic 
chronology.  The  thirteenth  name  will  coincide  with  the 
rebuilding  of  the  temple  and  the  twenty-third  9  with  the  captivity  ; 
cp  the  similar  artificiality  in  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  i. 

The  unhistorical  nature  of  this  list  of  high  priests 
needs  no  demonstration.  The  inclusion  of  Zadok  is  as 
remarkable  as  the  ignoring  of  the  famous  line  from  Eli 
to  Abiathar  (i  S. ),  due,  perhaps,  to  the  later  exaltation 
of  the  Zadokites  (see  ZADOK,  i).10  We  find  no  men- 

1  2   Ch.  29 12-14   enumerates    Levites    of    Kehath,    Gershon, 
Merari, Elizaphan (see  §  7  [i. ]  end),  Asaph,  Heman,  and  J eduthun. 

2  Note,  e.g.,  the  mention  of  Moses,  23  \$f. 

3  Perhaps  we  may  connect  the  Gershonite  'JNV  (J  Ch.  15  7) 
with  Joel  (Vxr  for  MT  httty  b.  Eliasaph  in  Nu.  3  24. 

4  In  i  Ch.  6  22  [7]  his  '  father  '  is  called  Amminadab  ;  but  see 
ELISHEBA. 

5  Elkanah  to  Elkanah,  6  34  35^  [i92oa]  =  25  [io]/     Joel  to 
Ebiasaph  36^  371  =  23  [j}f. 

6  Hence,   also,    we   see    the   appropriateness    (and    probable 
origin)  of  the  choice  of  the  names  Elkanah  and  Berechiah  (in  i 
Ch.  9  166  Levites  only  ;  in  ib.  15  23  door-keepers),  the  latter  of 
which  is  borne  by  the  father  of  Asaph. 

?  See,  for  other  lists,  Jos.  Ant.  x.  86,  and  the  Jewish  Seder 
Olam. 

*  Perhaps  rather  Ab-yeshua  '  father  of  Jeshua  ' ;  cp  JESHUA. 

9  Jos.  Ant.  (xx.  10)  speaks  of  31  names. 

10  When,  for  example,  Abiathar  is  assigned  a  lower  order  in 
i  Ch.  24  3  6  this  is  perhaps  a  later  genealogical  fashioning  to 
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tion  of  Jehoiada,  Zechariah,  or  Urijah  ;  nos.  15-18  find 
no  support  in  the  historical  books,  nor  can  we  reconcile 
the  priests  Amariah  (2  Ch.  19n),  Azariah  (2  Ch.  2617 
31 10),  Hilkiah  (2  Ch.  34g)  with  no.  2O/ 

So  highly  was  Ezra  the  scribe  esteemed  that  his  name  takes  the 
place  of  Jehozadak,  and  he  appears  in  Ezra  7  2  as  the  son  of  Seraiah 
at  the  end  of  the  long  list  of  high  priests.  (Nos.  9-14,  however, 
are  omitted  in  i  Esd.  8  2  Esd.  1,  and  by  MT  [and  ©BAL]  in 
Ezra,  I.e.)  He  is  thus  made  to  be  a  contemporary  of  ZEDEKIAH, 
who  lived  130  years  previously.  His  genealogy  in  2  Esd., 
however,  has  received  an  interesting  addition  ;  between  nos.  16 
and  17 1  are  inserted  the  names  of  Eli,  Phinehas,  and  Ahijah, 
derived  directly  from  i  S.  (cp  143).  The  new  names  in  Jos.  (Ant. 
x.  8  6)  and  the  Seder  'OId»t  are  of  no  critical  value  ;  the  former 
enumerates  ten  names  between  nos.  13  and  19,  several  of  which 
recur  in  the  latter  writing.2 

The  key  to  the  origin  of  the  high  priests'  genealogy 
is  perhaps  found  in  Neh.  11  n,  where  nos.  20,  19,  18, 
Meraioth  (*=  Amariah,  no.  16  ?),  and  17  are  the  ancestors 
of  the  priest  Seraiah,  the  grandfather  of  Jeshua  (cp 
i  Ch.  6 14 [5  40],  Ezra  3  2)  in  the  ascending  line.  It  is 
interesting  to  find  that  ||  i  Ch.  9n  has  Azariah  for 
Seraiah,  and  that  the  genealogist  has  been  content  to 
incorporate  both  names  in  the  list  of  high  priests  (no. 
2TL  f. ),  an  exact  parallel  to  which  procedure  is  seen  in 
i  Ch.  9 12  (see  above,  §  6).  The  intervening  names  from 
Aaron  downwards  would  be  easily  supplied  once  the 
start  had  been  made  (observe  the  duplicates).  A  place 
had  to  be  found  for  Zadok,  and  (as  in  i  Ch.  24  ;  cp  §  6) 
the  most  important  care  of  the  genealogist  was  to  in 
troduce  priestly  names  famous  in  his  own  time  or 
traditionally  renowned. 

(v. )  Origin  of  Levitical  names.  — When  it  is  recognised 
that  the  Levitical  genealogies  have  passed  through 
several  stages  before  reaching  their  present  form,  it  is 
obvious  that  in  discussing  the  origin  of  the  Levites 
too  much  stress  must  not  be  laid  upon  the  names  of  the 
three  great  heads.  As  representing  Levitical  divisions 
they  have  no  great  claim  to  antiquity.  Gershon  is 
derived  directly  from  Gershom  b'.  Moses,  and  it  is  not 
impossible  that  Merari  (mp,  an  ethnic)  has  originated 
from  Miriam  (onp,  cp  MERAIOTH).  This  leads  us  to 
the  '  Mosaic  '  origin  of  Levitical  names,  the  most  famous 
example  of  which  is  Mushi — '  the  Mosai'te '  (see  also 
ELIEZER,  GERSHOM,  GERSHON,  MUSHI). 

That  names  in  the  family  of  Moses  were  derived  from  Levi 
(i  Ch.  23  14)  is  a  perversion  in  the  interests  of  a  post-exilic  age  ; 
note  that  Shebuel  b.  Gershom  b.  Moses  (i  Ch.  23  16)  is  no  other 
than  Shubael,  an  Amramite  (i  Ch.  24  20)  ;  and  that  Shelomith  b. 
Eliezer  (i  Ch.  26  2$/.)  becomes  chief  of  the  (Levitical)  b'ne  Izhar 
(23  i8).3  It  is  curious,  also,  to  find  in  the  genealogy  of  the  Levite 
Gershom,  properly  the  son  of  Moses,  the  names  SHIMEI  (u), 
JAHATH  (2),  Zimmah  (HOT),  and  ZERAH  (2),  corresponding  to 
SHAMMAH  (i),  NAHATH  (i),  Mizzah  (nio)>  a°d  ZERAH  (3),  sons 
of  the  Edomite  Reuel  (Gen.  36  13),  the  traditional  name  of 
Moses'  father-in-law. 

Suggestive  of  S.  Palestinian  origin  are,  moreover,  the 
names  K.ORAH  (q.v. ,  i.),  JESHUA  and,  in  Nu.  2658, 
Mahli  (cp  MAHALATH),  where,  moreover,  the  ethnics 
Hebroni  and  Libni  remind  us  of  the  S.  Palestinian  Hebron 
and  Libnah.  The  '  Hebronite'  Jekameam  (ojffip')  per 
haps  derives  his  name  from  cjnp'  (see  JOKNEAM),  the 
Merarite  Eder  and  Jeremoth  (niDv)  from  Eder  (Josh. 
15  21)  and  niDV  (see  JARMUTH),  and  the  Kehathite 
Shamir  from  the  locality  in  Josh.  1548.  Jerahmeel  b. 
Mahli  b.  Merari  is,  in  itself,  a  significant  hint  for  the 
origin  of  some  of  the  Levitical  clans 4 ;  for  other  con- 
account  for  the  omission  of  his  '  house  '  in  the  list  of  high  priests 
(but  see  ABIATHAR,  and  cp  VVRS,  OTJCP)  266,  n.  i). 

1  Arna  and  Marimoth,  Aziei  and  Amarias,  correspond  to  if. 
15  f.  respectively. 

and  Pedaiah,  lotmAos  and  Joel,  iu>0afxo;  and  Jotham, 


SHUBAEL). 

4  Undue  stress,  perhaps,  should  not  be  laid  upon  the  circum 
stance  that  Abihail  and  Obed  are  names  common  to  Jerahmeel 
and  Merari  (the  latter  through  Obed-edom).  Abihail  (see 
MICHAL)  perhaps  occurs  also  in  the  family  of  Kish  (also  a 
Merarite  name,  see  KISH,  2).  With  the  Jerahmeelite  Zaza  we 
may  probably  connect  the  Gershonite  Zizah  (i  Ch.  23  n). 
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nections  see  AMASAI  (i),  AMASA,  JEUSH.  Finally, 
one  notes  the  un- Hebraic  character  of  several  of  the 
Levitical  names  (Kehath,  Ithamar,  Izhar,  Jeatherai  [if 
correct],  etc. ),  which,  perhaps,  may  be  due  to  their  S. 
Palestinian  origin  ;  cp  the  name  GERSHOM  (q.v. ).  The 
eponym  Simeon,1  the  '  brother  '  of  Levi,  has  probably 
left  its  mark  in  the  Levitical  division  Shimei,2  variously 
assigned  to  Gershon  or  Merari,  and  it  is  not  impossible 
that  the  Kehathite  Izhar  (ins')  was  primarily  the  same  as 
the  '  son '  of  Simeon  who  is  named  ins  (see  JAHATH, 
2,  n.  ).3  These  evidences,  pointing  to  a  S.  Palestinian 
origin  for  the  Levites,  agree  with  the  tradition  that 
Yahwe's  worship  came  from  the  S.4  See  LEVITES. 

From  the  above  evidence  we  may  infer  that  the  Levites  came 
from  the  S.  of  Palestine,  and  that  they  were  not  confined  to  any 
one  particular  tribe  or  clan.  This  makes  it  probable  that  the 
term  '  Levite  '  (on  its  meaning  see  Hommel,  AHT  •*-]?,  f.)  was 
a  later  designation  applied  to  special  members  of  the  southern 
clans  who,  it  has  been  suggested  elsewhere,  had  come  originally 
from  Kadesh-barnea  (Exonus  i.  §§  A,jtf.,  KADESH  i.  §  3).  Since, 
therefore,  there  is  reason  for  supposing  that  such  well-known 
figures  as  ETHAN  (2),  HEMAN  and  OBED-EDOM  were  of  southern 
extraction  (see  also  MAHOL),  it  would  appear  that  the  Chronicler 
was  not  wholly  unwarranted  in  making  them  Levites.  More 
over,  when  he  ascribes  to  David  the  inauguration  and  establish 
ing  of  the  Levites,  may  this  not  be  merely  based  upon  the 
circumstance  that  the  southern  clans  did  actually  attain  import 
ance  first  under  David  ? 

The  care  spent  over  genealogies  by  no  means 
diminished  in  later  times  (i  Mace.  2i  Bar.  li  Tob.  1 1), 

8   Genealoe-ies  and  in  the  time  of  JosePhus  (c-  AP-  J  7. 

fn?ateriimes    ^  alfs°    nf '  l}  M    "*  t^T  T 
able  to   adduce  evidence  to  show  the 

purity  of  their  descent  by  means  of  public  documents 
which  he  refers  to  as  S^/utxr/tu  SArot.  According  to 
the  Talmud  (Kidd.  76  b)  there  were  men  who  spent  their 
time  wholly  in  making  and  studying  genealogies  which 
were  based  upon  those  in  Ch. -Ezra-Neh.5  But  when 
Elizabeth  is  called  a  daughter  of  Aaron  (Lk.  Is), 
Anna  an  Asherite  (ib.  236),  or  Paul  a  Benjamite  (Rom. 
Hi),  and  Hillel  the  Babylonian  is  traced  back  to  David 
(even  the  '  desposyni '  in  Domitian's  time  claimed  a 
direct  descent  from  David),  we  cannot  suppose  that 
every  link  in  the  long  chain  of  ancestors  was  known. 
Yet,  how  great  was  the  importance  attached  to  the 
registry  of  birth  and  ancestry  is  proved  by  the  gene 
alogies  prefixed  to  the  gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke  in 
which  Christ's  origin  is  traced  back  to  Abraham  and 
Adam  respectively  (see  article  below). 

See  Sprenger,  Das  Lcben  u.  d.  Lehre  d.  Mohammed;  WRS 
Kinship  and  Marriage  in  Early  Arabia  (especially  chap.  1)  ; 
Wellh.  de  Gentibus,  etc.,  Prol.W  211  ff.; 
9.  Literature,  art.  '  Genealogy'  in  EB($) ;  Guthe,  GVI  ('99), 
2-6  ;  art.  '  Genealogy '  by  Curtiss  in  Hastings' 
DB  (a  useful  collection  of  material) ;  and  M.  Berlin,  'Gershonite 
and  Merarite  Genealogies'  in  JQR  12  291^  (19°°)  (illustrates 
their  complicated  character,  and  seeks  to  show  that  the  Levites 
fell  into  twenty-four  subdivisions  corresponding  to  the  '  heads  '  in 
i  Ch.  24  1-19).  For  general  principles  see  M'Lennan,  Studies 
in  Anc.  Hist.,  and  ser.,  chap.  9,  '  Examples  of  fabricated 
genealogies,'  and  on  the  genealogical  knowledge  in  the  time  of 
Jesus,  see  Dalm.  Worte  Jes-u  ('98),  262^  s.  A.  C. 

GENEALOGIES  OF  JESUS  IN  MATTHEW  AND 
LUKE.  While  Mk.  and  Jn.  manifest  no  interest  in 
the  pedigree  of  Jesus  (fii/3\os  yevtcrews  'lyaov  XptaroO 
[Ti.  WH]) — Jn.  7  27  representing  the  tenet  of  Messianic 
doctrine  current  among  the  Jews  (cp  Weber,  Syst.  d. 
altsyn.  Theol.  339  ff. )  that  the  origin  of  the  Messiah 
is  a  secret — the  two  fuller  gospels  produce  formal 
genealogical  tables. 

The  first  point  of  interest  was  to  prove  that  Jesus  was 

1  The  name  may  survive  in  the  Assyrian  land  of  Sa-mi'-n[a] 
on  the  road  S.  to  Musri  (Wi.  Musri,  etc.,  8). 

2  See  WRSy/'A.  9'96  ('80). 

3  Of  the  Simeonite  names  which  are  reported  (i  Ch.  4  24^), 
several  are  elsewhere  borne  by  Levites;  Rephaiah,  Seraiah,  and 
Shallum  are  also  Judahite,  and  one  (see  HORI)  distinctly  suggests 
a  S.  Palestinian  origin. 

4  Thus,  e.g.,  there  were  worshippers  of  Yah  we  at  Zephath  in 
the  time  of  Elijah  (i  K.  17  9,  MT  Zarephath,  see  ZAREPHATH). 

5  Cp   Talm.    cm1?  nW   D'O'fl    "13T  13HJ   N1?.   and   Pes.teb, 
where  it  is  said  that  the  commentaries  on  I  Ch.  8  37-9  44  (from 
Azel  to  Azel)  amounted  to  900  camel-loads.     For  the  Megillath 
Yiihesin,  see  Dalm.  Worte  Jesu,  4. 
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descended  from  David.  For  whilst  this  question  is  only 
,  «•  ,  once  touched  upon  in  Jn.  (742)  and  only 

STOdfic  thriceinMk-  (1<>47/  11 10  1235-37),  the 
j**  ,  Davidic  sonship  appears  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 
'  arac  er<  (not  to  speak  of  the  passages  parallel  to 
those  cited  from  Mk. )  as  a  matter  of  fundamental 
importance  in  the  preliminary  history  (cp  Lk.  127  32  69 
2411  Mt.  Izo,  and  in  the  story  of  the  Magi,  Mt.  2,  the 
designation  of  the  '  new-born  king  of  the  Jews  ' ),  as  it  is 
also  emphasized  further,  in  a  manner  analogous  to  the 
cases  in  Mk.  ,inMt.  927  1223  1522.  The  genealogies,  how 
ever,  reach  back  even  beyond  David ;  in  Mt.  to  Abraham, 
in  Lk.  to  Adam.  This  tracing  of  the  line  back  to  Adam 
(Lk. )  may  be  connected  with  the  conception  of  the 
Messiah  as  a  second  Adam,  for  which  reason  the 
patriarchal  head  of  the  new  mankind  is  brought  into 
relation  to  that  of  the  old.  On  the  same  analogy,  since 
there  is  no  interest,  anywhere  else  in  the  NT,  in  regard 
ing  Christ  as  the  son  of  Abraham,  the  tracing  back  of 
the  line  at  least  as  far  as  to  him  might  be  due  to  a  wish 
to  bring  into  mutual  relation  the  father  of  the  people  of 
promise  and  the  father  of  the  people  of  fulfilment. 

That  the  pedigree  in  Mt.  is  in  a  special  degree  specifically 
Jewish  in  its  character,  appears  from  its  delight  in  playing  with 
numbers— three  series  each  of  twice  seven  names — and  from  the 
succession  downwards  from  David  being  traced  through  the  line 
of  Jewish  kings.  The  pedigree  adopted  by  Lk.  at  least  does 
not  emphasize  numerical  features  (n  x  7),  follows  a  different 
branch  of  David's  family,  and  does  not  pause  at  Abraham  any 
more  than  at  David.  We  may  perhaps  distinguish  it  as  the 
Hellenistic,  and  Mt.'s  as  the  Palestinian,  attempt  to  con 
nect  Jesus  the  Messiah  with  sacred  history  by  a  genealogy. 
That  the  one  came  into  the  hands  of  the  first  evangelist,  the 
other  into  the  hands  of  the  third,  may  be  accidental. 

The    two    genealogies    are    beyond    doubt    mutually 

independent  scholarly  attempts.      That  adopted  by  Mt. 

t>    Mt '    T  +     (I1"1?)    follows    the    linguistic    form    of 

a.  an.  s  list.  Gen  4l8   Ruth4l8.22  T  Ch.  2io-i4,  the 

heading,  the  phrase  '  Book  of  the  Generation '  (/3i/3Xos 
jevf  <reu>s),  being  taken  from  Gen.  5i.  The  table  con 
tains  thrice  fourteen  names,  fourteen  from  Abraham  to 
David,  fourteen  from  David  to  Jechoniah,  fourteen  from 
Jechoniah  to  Jesus. 

The  reckoning,  however,  is  not  quite  accurate.  For  the  first 
series  (vz>.  2-6)  needs  both  Abraham  and  David,  and  the  third 
(7iv.  12-16)  both  Jechoniah  and  Christ,  to  make  up  the  number 
fourteen,  and  yet  the  second  series  (1/71.  6-u)  must  count  either 
David  or  Jechoniah  over  again,  without  which  it  contains  but 
thirteen  names  (see,  further,  below,  b). 

(a)  The  series  from  Abraham  to  David  (7'V.  2-6)  is  taken  from 
i  Ch.  21-14;  on'y>  in  addition  to  the  case  of  Thamar  (RV 
Tamar)  the  wife  of  Judah  (v.  3),  mention  is  twice  made  of  the 
mother,  viz.  in  the  case  of  Rachab  (RV  Rahab  v.  5)  the  mother, 
and  of  Ruth  (v.  5)  the  wife,  of  Booz  (RV  Boaz) — the  latter 
based  on  Riyh  4 13,  the  former  without  any  support  from  the 
OT  and  indeed  in  the  face  of  chronological  impossibility. 

Rabbinic  scholars  also  interested  themselves  in  these  women. 
On  Tamar  and  Ruth  compare  Weber,  Altsynag.  Thcol.  341. 
Rahab  they  transformed  into  an  inn-keeper  (Jos.  Ant.  v.  1  27) and 
traced  to  her  eight  prophets(Lightfoot,//0r. //«$.  180;  Menschen, 
NT  u.  Talm.  40).  She  was  an  object  of  interest  also  to  the 
early  Christians,  as  Heb.  1X31  and  James  2  25  show.  Perhaps 
they  interpreted  'harlot'  allegorically  as  'heathen':  the  fact 
that  Ruth  was  a  Moabite,  and  Rahab  a  heathen,  would  then 
explain  the  interest  of  Christians  in  their  mention  in  the  pedigree 
of  the  Messiah. 

(6)  In  the  second  series  (w.  6-n)  the  list  of  kings  is 
reduced  to  fourteen. 

As  compared  with  i  Ch.  3  n  Joash  (iioas),  Amaziah  (a/uacrias) 
and  Azanah  (a^apia)  are  omitted  between  Ozias  (RV  Uzziah, 
o£eias)and  Joatham  (RV  Jotham,  <.ioa.8a.fj.  [v.  9]),  and  Jehoiakim 
(iwa/ceiju.)  between  Josias  (RV  Josiah  ;  iioo-eias)  and  Jechonias 
(RV  Jechoniah,  if\ovi.a.<;  [v.  n]).  Zedekiah  (creSe/aas)  may  be 
represented  by  'brethren*  (aSeAi^ous  [v.  n])  inasmuch  as, 
according  to  i  Ch.  8162  Ch.  36  10  he  is  mentioned  as  brother — 
sole  brother  it  is  true — of  Jechoniah  (ie^<mas)  (otherwise  in 
Jer.  37 1  and  2  K.  24  17).  Perhaps  Jehoiakim  (luaicei^.)  dropped 
out  later,  so  that  the  second  series  also  originally  contained  four 
teen  names. 

(c)  For  the  third  series  (7/7'.  12-16)  there  is  no  authority  in  the 
OT,  which  mentions  (i  Ch.  3  17  Ezra5  3  Neh.  12 1  Hag.  1 1)  only 
Salathiel  (RV  Shealtiel  ;  <raAafln)A  [v.  12])  and  Zorobabel  (RV 
Zerubbabel ;  fopoj8a/3eA [v.  i2_/C)),  andwehave  nohint  of  theorigin 
of  the  names.  For  the  rest,  the  names  from  David  to  Jechoniah 
are  to  be  distributed  over  a  period  of  about  460  years,  those 
from  Jechoniah  to  Christ  over  one  of  about  590  years. 

The    genealogy  given    by  Lk.   (823-38)    begins    with 
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Christ  and  leads  upwards,    using  the  simple   formula, 

3    Lk  's  list    U9ually  emPloyed  in  the  OT   in  giving 
'   names,   of  adding    the  father's  name  in 
the  genitive. 

The  series  from  David  to  Adam  (IT'.  32-38)  follows  the  lists  of 
i  Ch.  11-424-27  2 1-14  and  Ruth  4 18-22.  However,  in  the  line 
from  Abraham  to  Adam  (w.  34-38)  the  name  Cainan  (xaifaju 
BN  etc.])  is  usedasecond  time(w.  36;  cp?>.37)  between  Sala  (RV 
Shelah  ;  croAa  [v.  35])  and  Arphaxad  (a.p<j>afa.&  [v.  36]) ;  while 
in  the  line  from  David  to  Abraham  (111.  32-34)  aSfitiv  (B  etc.  ; 
omitted  in  EV  ;  Admin  in  RV'ng-)  and  apvei  (RV  Ami  ;  AV  has 
'  Aram ')  have  been  inserted  (?'.  33)  in  place  of  apafj.  between 
Aminadab  (a/j-ivaSaft)  and  Ksrom  (eo-pojjui).  Neither  change  finds 
any  support  in  the  OT.  Ami  (apvei)  might  indeed  be  an  ancient 
variant  for  Aram  (apa/x).  In  this  case,  what  we  have  is  the 
insertion  of  new  names  at  some  place  that  seemed  suitable  before 
and  at  another  after  Abraham  —  additions  which,  like  the 
omissions  of  Mt.,  may  be  explained  by  the  love  for  round 
numbers.  For  there  are  now  (TV.  38-31)  from  Adam  to  David 
(inclusive)  35  (i.e.,  5X7)  names,  or  (if  we  look  more  closely) from 
Adam  to  Abraham  (w.  38-34)  3X7  and  from  Isaac  to  David  (v7>. 
34-31)  2X7  (i.e.,  14  as  in  Mt.).  Between  Christ  and  David  (i>v. 
23-31),  however,  Lk.  gives  us  a  list  nowhere  to  be  found  in 
the  OT.  Instead  of  the  line  of  kings  he  gives  us  that  of 
David's  son  NATHAN  [2]  (va.8a.ft. ;  i  Ch.  85).  It  is  all  the 
more  remarkable  that  the  list  coincides  with  that  of  Mt.  in 
the  names  Salathiel  (RV  Shealtiel  ;  <raAa#i>)A)  and  Zoro- 
babel  (RV  Zerubbabel,  <Jbpo/3a/3eA,  v.  27)  and  in  no  more.  From 
Nathan  (va.Qa.it.  [BN*]  11.  31)  to  Salathiel  (v.  27)  we  have  again 
3X7  names,  and  so  from  Zorobabel  to  Christ  (Mt.  giving  in  each 
case  fourteen,  or,  rather,  from  Zorobabel  only  twelve).  The 
father  of  Salathiel,  however,  is  called  Jechonias  (RV  Jechoniah  ; 
it\ovia<;  [v.  12])  in  Mt.,  Neri  (njpci  [v.  27])  in  Lk.;  while  the 
son  of  Zorobabel  is  Abiud  (afliovS  [v.  1 3])  in  the  former  and  R  hesa 
(pTjera  [v.  27])  in  the  latter.  The  intention,  however,  is  in  both 
cases  unmistakably  the  same,  in  spite  of  the  divergence  of  the 
genealogies,  to  find  a  place  in  a  list  for  the  two  famous  names. 
The  agreement  on  the  other  hand  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  in  the  name 
of  Joseph's  grandfather,  Matthan  (jj-addav  [v.  15])  and  Matthat 
fj.a.990.8  [71.  24]  respectively,  may  well  be  accidental,  since  the 
father  and  son  of  the  latter  bear  quite  different  names  in  the  two 
lists. 

Lk. 's   plan  of  following,   not   the  royal  line,   but  a 

lateral  branch  of  David's  house,  may  have  been  due  to 

_.     ,        ...      the  reflection  that  the  Messiah  could 

0   ,8  not    come    of    the    line    rejected    in 
and  their  value.  Jechoniah  (Jer.  2228  30  36^      The 

conjecture  that  one  of  the  genealogies  follows  the  line  of 
Mary  is  excluded  by  the  fact  that  both  end  in  Joseph, 
as  well  as  by  the  Hebrew  custom  of  attending  only  to 
the  genus  patris.  Moreover  it  is  Joseph,  not  Mary, 
that  Lk.  declares  to  be  of  Davidic  descent  (127  24). 
The  two  genealogies  are  independent  attempts  to 
establish  the  ancestry  of  Jesus  as  Messiah  and  thus  to 
connect  him  with  the  sacred  past.  The  round  numbers 
figuring  in  both  of  them  show  how  little  they  aimed  at 
simply  reproducing  documents.  The  complete  diver 
gence  makes  it  more  probable  that  the  pedigree  did  not 
admit  of  documentary  establishment.  All  that  was 
postulated  was  descent  from  Zerubbabel,  David,  and 
Abraham.  The  mode  of  supplying  the  intervening  links 
was  a  matter  of  indifference.  Proof  of  the  physical 
descent  of  Jesus  from  David  was  doubtless  not  to  be 
found.  Nor  in  Jesus'  days  was  there  need  for  such  ; 
for  the  Messiah  was  in  any  case  de  jure  David's  son — 
i.  e. ,  heir  and  legitimate  successor  ;  and  if  any  one  ever 
had  occasion  to  turn  this  ideal  into  a  natural  sonship, 
this  was  done  by  deducing  the  latter  from  the  former. 
If  Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  he  was  David's  son,  and  no 
documentary  proof  of  the  fact  was  needed.  For  there 
is  no  trace  anywhere  of  any  one's  having  deduced  the 
Messiahship  of  Jesus  from  his  being  son  of  David,  or 
having  sought  to  oppose  the  former  claim  by  questioning 
the  latter.  H.  v.  S. 

[One  singular  error  in  Lk. 's  genealogy  may  be 
indicated  here,  the  more  so  as  Bacon  ( Hastings,  DB  2 140), 
following  Plummer  (Comm.  on  Sf.  Luke, 
104),  has  perhaps  not  explained  it  aright. 
It  is  the  introduction  of  the  name  Rhesa  (pijffa)  between 
Joanan  (so  RV  ;  AV  Joanna)  and  Zorobabel  (Lk.327). 

The  view  of  these  two  scholars  is  that  Rhesa  is  simply  the 
Aram,  word  NE''!  (Reshii),  'chief,'  which  was  mistaken  (as  Dr. 
Plummer  puts  it)  by  '  some  Jewish  copyist  (?) '  for  a  fresh  name 
in  the  genealogy,  but  which  was  really  a  title  appended  to  the 
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name  Zerubbabel.  Thus  the  original  order  of  the  names  will  have 
been,  Zerubbabel-Resha,  Joanan,  Juda.  The  title  of  Zerubbabel, 
however,  was  not,  as  far  as  we  know,  Res/id.  He  was 
'  governor  of  Judah  '  ;  not  merely  one  of  the  '  heads  '  of  the  com 
munity,  but  in  supreme  authority  ;  in  Hag.  1  1  2  2  the  Targ. 

renders  r\r\3  'governor  (of)'  by  N2"].  We  must  not,  of  course, 
follow  Herzfeld  (Gesch.,  A,  379^)  in  his  inferences  from  the 
Breviarium  of  the  pseudo-  Philo  (on  which  cp  op.  cit.  264  /.).  If, 
then,  a  disarrangement  of  names  is  to  be  supposed,  it  is  better  to 
identify  Rhesa  with  ASSIR  [f.v.],  and  to  suppose  the  original 
order  to  have  been  this,  '  the  son  of  Joanan,  the  son  of  Zorp- 
babel,  the  son  of  Salathiel,  the  son  of  Assir,  the  son  of  Neri.' 
'  Assir  his  son  '  is  a  Talmudic  reading  in  i  Ch.  3  17  and  may  have 
been  that  adopted  in  the  genealogy  reproduced  in  our  text  of 
Lk.  823-38.  TDK  might,  by  accidental  transposition  of  letters, 
easily  become  ND'1  or  N'DT  ;  or,  since  the  error  began  in  a  Greek 
document,  a<rip  might  become  pr)(ra  (pijtria).  Note  that  /meA^ei 
(Melchi)  may  be  a  fragment  of  /xeA^[e]tpafi  (i  Ch.  3  ig),  Kbxrafj. 
(Cosam)  of  toa-afj.ia[0],  and  even  perhaps  fA^aSa/x  of  vaftaSiay 
[eAi/<x6aj3]  ;  though  see  ELMODAM.  W.  C.  Allen  (Exp.  T, 

11  I35^)  has  argued  that  the  writer  of  Mt.  compiled  the  gene 
alogy  in  chap.  1  with  the  help  of  i  Ch.  1-3  ;  it  is  clear  at  any  rate 
that  the  second  genealogy  is  partly  derived  from  this  source.  — 
T-  K.  C.]  H.  v.  S.  ,  §§  1-4  ;  T.  K.  C.  ,  §  5. 
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Name  (§  i).  J  and  E  in  Gen.  12-50  (§  5). 

Narrative  :  Age  of  J  and  E  (§  6). 

OfP(§2/).  Jin  Gen.  1-11  (§7). 

Of  JE  (§  4).  Special  sources  (§  8). 

Bibliography  (§  9). 

Genesis   is  to  modern    apprehension    the   first   book 
of  a  comprehensive  Hebrew  history  from  the  creation 

Namo  nnH  °*  the  wor^  to  the  destruction  of 
name  ana  jerusalem  b  Nebuchadrezzar  (Gen.- 
contents.  J  T,  ,  '  ..  ,  ,  ,  .  V 

2  K.  )  ;    more  particularly  of  its  former 

half,  which  ends  with  the  conquest  and  settlement  of 
Canaan  (Gen.  -Josh.  ).  To  the  Jews  who  made  the 
division,  however,  Genesis  was  the  first  part  of  a 
smaller  whole,  ending  with  the  death  of  Moses  (Gen.- 
Dt.  ),  which,  from  its  predominating  character,  they 
called  the  law  (Torah),  and  which  they  divided  into 
five  books  (Pentateuch).1  The  first  book,  whose  open 
ing  chapters  describe  the  creation  of  the  world,  bears  in 
the  Greek  Bible  the  title  TeVeo-is  K6ff/J.ov,2  commonly 
abbreviated  Ttveiris,3  which  is  derived  from  Gen.  24 
(@AEL).  In  Hebrew  it  is  usually  cited  by  its  first  words 
'  In  the  beginning').4 


i 
i. 


The  Book  of  Genesis  consists  of  two  parts  :  first,  The 
Primaeval  History  of  Mankind  (1-1126);  including  the  creation 
of  the  world,  the  origin  of  evil,  the  beginnings  of  civilization,  the 
great  flood,  the  confusion  of  tongues  and  dispersion  of  peoples  ; 
and  exhibiting  in  the  form  of  genealogies  the  relation  of  the 
races  of  men  to  one  another,  and  the  place  of  the  Semites,  and 
particularly  of  the  Hebrews,  among  them  ;  and,  second,  The 
History  of  the  Forefathers  of  the  Israelitish  People,  beginning 
with  the  migration  of  the  Terahites  (11  27-32),  and  ending  with 
the  burial  of  Jacob  at  Hebron  and  the  death  of  Joseph  in  Egypt 
(50).  The  periods  of  this  history  are  represented  by  three 
generations  :  Abraham  (12  i-25  18),  Isaac  (25  19-86),  and  Jacob 
(37-50).  In  each  of  these  periods  the  son  through  whom  the 
line  descends  becomes  the  central  figure  in  the  story  before  the 
death  of  his  father  ;  the  other  branches  of  the  family  are  briefly 
catalogued  and  dismissed  (the  sons  of  Keturah,  25  1-4  ;  Ishmael, 
25  12-18  ;  Esau,  36;  cp  also  Moab  and  Ammon,  1930-38;  the 
descendants  of  Nahor,  22  20-24).  The  goal  of  the  history  is 
kept  constantly  in  view  by  a  series  of  promises  of  numerous 
posterity  and  of  possession  of  the  land  of  Canaan,  made  first  to 
Abraham  and  repeated  in  like  terms  to  Isaac  and  Jacob.5  A 
similar  method  appears  in  1-11  26.  Closer  examination  shows  a 
somewhat  more  artificial  scheme  marked  by  the  recurrence  of 
the  formula,  '  This  is  the  genealogy  of  N.  N.,'  by  which  the  book 
appears  to  be  divided  into  ten  sections  :  viz.  —  1-46  5i-68  69-929 
10  i-ll  9  11  10-26  11  27-25  n  25  12-18  25  19-35  29  36  1-43  37-50. 

It  is  a  fortunate  circumstance  that  the  author  of  the 

1  Cp  CANON,  §§  6,  23^ 

2  Title  in  cod.  A. 

3  Philo,  tie  Abraham/},  %    i.      See   Ryle,   Philo  and  Holy 
Scripture,  xx.f. 

4  gp»)<rt,  Origen  in  Eus.  HE  625;  Beresith,  Jer.  Pro!,  gal. 

5  These  promises  or  covenants  are  found  in  both  the  principal 
strata  of  the  narrative:   17  i  -8  281-4  35  9-12  48  3/:  (P)  ;  12  1-3 
1814-17  15s  13-16  ISiBf.;   22  15-18  262-5  24  2727-29  2813-15 
49  10  (chiefly  J  and  RJP). 

6  The   formula,  catachrestically   applied   to   the   creation   of 
heaven  and  earth  (cosmogony),  has  been  transposed  to  the  end 
of  the  section  (2  40)  at  the  beginning  of  which  it  originally  stood. 
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Pentateuch  has  so  faithfully  preserved  the  representation 

2  Sources  •  P  and  even  the  lanSuage  of  the  earlier 
' '  works  from  which  he  borrows.  This 
renders  critical  analysis  possible,  and  enables  us  to 
recover,  at  least  in  part,  the  older  histories  from  which 
our  Pentateuch  was  compiled.1  These  older  works  are 
primarily  two,  one  of  which  is  commonly  called,  from 
its  predominating  interest  in  the  religious  and  especially 
the  sacerdotal  institutions  of  Israel,  The  Priestly  History 
and  Law-book  (P)  ;  the  other,  from  its  affinity  with  the 
literature  of  the  flourishing  period  of  prophecy,  is 
sometimes  named  The  Prophetic  History  (JE).2  The 
former  is  marked  by  such  peculiarities  of  matter,  style, 
and  diction  that  the  parts  of  Genesis  which  are  derived 
from  P  are  easily  separated  from  JE  ;  and  consequently 
in  this  part  of  the  analysis  there  is  substantial  un 
animity  among  critics.3  It  is  not  always  so  easy  to 
distinguish  from  P  the  additions  and  changes  which 
were  made  by  the  author,  or  rather  compiler,  of  our 
Hexateuch  (Rp),  or  by  later  editors  ;  since  both  RP  and 
the  diaskeuasts  who  followed  him  belonged  to  the  school 
of  priestly  scribes,  and  in  thought  and  expression  show 
close  affinity  to  P.  In  Genesis,  however,  the  additions 
are  of  small  extent,4  and  the  changes  only  such  as  the 
union  of  two  distinct  and  not  always  consentaneous 
sources  rendered  necessary.5  For  the  present  purpose, 
therefore,  the  priestly  stratum  may  be  treated  as  a 
whole. 

To  it  are  assigned:6  Gen.  li-23  43  5  1-28  30-32  69-22  76  n 
i3-i6a  ija  18-21  (22«  23^  in  part  Rp),  24  8  i  20.  3^-5  13*1  14-19 
9  1-17  28  29  10  1-7  20  22  f.  yif.  11 10-27  31  f.  124^  5  136  i\b 
120.  (14)7  16  i«  3  iSy:  17  1929  21  *&  2&-5  23  25  7-11*  12-17  19  / 
266  26  34_/:  27  46  28  1-9  29  24  286  29  30  2211  31  i&J  33  i8a  (34  1-3* 
4-6  8-10  13*  14*  15-17  20-24  25*  27  29 — 'ate  midrashic  addition) 
35  5  (Rp)  9-15*  22^-29  36  5^-8  40-43  (1-51  9-39  Rp  in  part  after 
other  sources)  37  i  20.  41  36  46  47  (?  Rp)  46  6f.  (8-27  Rp  or  later) 
47  5^  6a  7-11  2ja*b  28483-6  (7  Rp)  49  la  2%b-33a  5Qi2f. 

The  reconstruction  of  P  discloses  no  serious  gaps  ;  * 
and  the  redactor's  partiality  for  this  source  makes  it 
antecedently  probable  that  he  preserved  it  substantially 
intact.  It  thus  appears  that  P's  Genesis — if  we  may 
use  the  name  thus — was  much  shorter  than  the  history 
of  the  same  period  in  JE.9  The  groundwork  of  P  is  a 
series  of  interconnected  genealogies — viz.,  Adam  (61-28 
30-32),  Noah  (69/1),  Noah's  sons  (10 1-7  20  22  f. 
3i/),  Shem  (11 10-26),  Terah  (Il273i/.),  Ishmael 
(25 12- 17),  Isaac  (25igf.  266),  Esau  (36),  Jacob  (35 
226-26  372).10  These  are  constructed  upon  a  uniform 
plan  :  each  bears  the  title,  '  This  is  the  genealogy  of 
N.  N. ' ;  each  begins  with  a  brief  recapitulation  con 
necting  it  with  the  preceding  table  ;  n  the  method  is  the 
same  throughout.  The  genealogies  are  made  the  basis 
of  a  systematic  chronology  ; 12  and  short  historical 
notices  are  appended  to  them,  as  in  the  case  of 

1  Cp  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  3. 

2  This  name  must  not  be  taken  to  imply  that  JE  was  written 
by  prophets,  nor  that  it  has  in  the  proper  sense  a  prophetic 
character  ;  still  less  must  '  prophetic  '  be  understood  to  connote 
antagonism    to    the    priesthood.       '  Popular    History '    would 
perhaps  be  a  better  designation. 

3  See  Nold.  Untersuch.  1869,  pp.  1-144.     For  a  comparison 
of  the  analyses  of  different  critics,  see  Bacon,  Hebraica  4  216-243, 
5  7-17,  or   the   tables   appended   to   Holzinger's   EM.      Typo 
graphical  presentations    of   the  sources    will  be   found    in  the 
works  of  Kautzsch  and  Socin,  Bacon,   Fripp,  Addis,  Ball  and 
Carpenter  and  Harford-Battersby,  the  titles  of  which  are  given 
in  §  9.     For  the  history  of  the  analysis  see  HEXATEUCH,  §  \jff, 

*  They  are  found  especially  in  14  34  36  46. 

5  On  the  procedure  of  RF  in  Genesis,  see  Kue.  Hex.  §  16, 
n.  12;  Co.  Einl.W(*>Kff. 

6  The  asterisk  indicates  contamination. 

7  See  below,  §  8. 

8  For  such  a  reconstruction  see  Bacon,  Genesis,  315^ ;  Fripp, 
i<-,\ff.,  or  Addis,  2  193^ 

9  By  a  rough  estimate,  P  in  Genesis  is  about  one-third  as 
long  as  J,  and  three-fifths  as  long  as  E.     In  Gen.  12-50  P  is  only 
one-fifth  as  long  as  J,  though  the  latter  has  been  much  abridged 
by  RJE. 

10  Here  the  title  only  remains  in  place. 

11  Similar  recapitulations  in  the  following  books  ;  seeExoous, 
§  2,  n.  2. 

12  See  CHRONOLOGY,  §  4. 
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Abraham  and  Lot  (12^  5  136  116  iza  16  ia  3  is/ 
1929)  ;  but  the  only  things  in  the  story  of  the  patriarchs 
which  are  related  in  any  detail  are  the  covenant  with 
Abraham  (17  ;  cp  369-12  483-6)  and  the  purchase  of 
the  family  sepulchre  at  Hebron  (23).  With  the  ex 
ception  of  these  chapters,  the  patriarchal  history  in  P  is 
a  meagre  abstract,1  and  would  hardly  be  intelligible 
except  to  readers  familiar  with  the  fuller  narratives.  In 
the  primaeval  history  the  creation  and  the  flood  are 
narrated  at  some  length  ;  for  all  the  rest  we  have  only 
genealogies  and  a  chronology.  The  author's  predom 
inating  interest  in  the  history  of  religious  institutions  is 
apparent  throughout.  The  sabbath  had  its  beginning 
and  its  perpetual  type  in  the  rest  of  God  after  the 
creation  of  the  world  ;  the  prohibition  of  eating  flesh 
with  the  blood  in  it  is  the  new  commandment  given  to 
Noah  and  his  sons  (i.e.  to  all  mankind)  after  the  flood  ; 
the  covenant  with  Abraham  has  the  seal  of  circumcision, 
practised,  in  somewhat  different  form,  by  Ishmaelites 
(and  presumably  Edomites)  as  well  as  Israelites.  The 
contrasted  accounts  of  the  marriages  of  Esau  and  Jacob 
(2634/i  2/46  289)  reflect  the  stress  which  strict  Judaism 
put  upon  purity  of  race — unlike  Edom,  Israel  shunned 
intermixture  with  the  peoples  of  Canaan. 

In  contrast  with  the  popular  character  of  JE  the 
treatment  of  the  history  in  P  makes  the  impression  of 

p         ,        ,    ,  a  work  of  study  and  reflection.      An 

-j.^0?  ^  ^    antiquarian  interest  is  often  apparent, 
with  J  and  E.  ™  •  ,       •          ,.   , 

The  unconscious  anachronisms  of  the 

older  writers,  in  whose  pictures  of  the  past  their  own 
present  is  always  recognisable,  are  sedulously  avoided  ; 
in  their  place  we  find  a  calculated  archaism.  The  chief 
sources  of  P  in  the  patriarchal  history  were  obviously 
the  same  older  narratives  which,  united  with  P,  have 
been  preserved  to  us — viz. ,  J  and  E  ;  nor  is  it  demon 
strable  that  in  these  chapters  any  other  sources  were 
employed.2  In  the  primaeval  history  the  dependence 
of  P  upon  J  is  evident  ;  but  the  problem  is  rendered 
difficult  by  the  lack  of  homogeneity  in  J  itself  (see  §  7). 
The  marked  differences  between  P  and  J  in  the  story  of 
the  flood  are  most  naturally  explained  by  the  hypothesis 
of  recurrence  to  the  Babylonian  original,  perhaps  in  a 
variant  form.  It  has  been  conjectured,  not  without 
plausibility,  that  Gen.  1  is  based  upon  a  Yahwistic  cos 
mogony  which  it  supplanted  ;  but  the  relation  of  this 
assumed  original  to  the  main  stock  of  J  is  obscure. 
In  any  case  our  J  was  not  P's  sole  source  in  Gen.  1-11. 8 
From  its  very  nature  P's  compend  lacks  the  living 
interest  of  JE's  fuller  narrative.  From  a  literary  point 
of  view  also  there  is  a  vast  distance  between  the  free 
dom,  ease,  and  poetic  charm  of  the  older  writers  and 
the  stiff  and  constrained  style  of  P,  who  always  seems 
to  be  labouring  not  to  be  misunderstood.4  Theologic 
ally,  on  the  other  hand,  P  stands  on  a  higher  plane 
than  his  predecessors.  The  unity  of  God  is  assumed 
without  controversy;  God  is  absolute  and  supramundane ; 
creation  is  a  transcendent  act  for  which  a  specific  term 
is  necessary  ;  history  is  in  an  eminent  sense  the  work 
of  God,  the  execution  of  a  divine  plan  ;  revelation  is 
without  sensible  mediation — theophanies,  angels,  dreams 
have  disappeared  ;  its  successive  stages,  marked  by  the 
names  of  God  —  Elohim,  El-Shaddai,  Yahwe — corre 
spond  to  three  stages  in  the  history  of  religion,  the 
covenants  with  Noah,  Abraham,  and  Israel.  The 
religious  institutions  of  Israel  had  their  origin  at  Sinai  ; 
sacrifices  were  not  offered  in  the  patriarchal  age. 
Anthropomorphisms  are  avoided,  or  reduced  to  those 
harmless  figures  without  which  men  can  hardly  speak 
of  a  personal  God  at  all  ;  anthropopathisms  are  still 
more  scrupulously  shunned.  The  mythical  elements 

1  See  Wellhausen,  ProLW  331-336  =  Hist.  Isr.  327  ff.  ('84). 

2  Even  for  Gen.  23  it  is  perhaps   unnecessary  to  assume  a 
special  source.     Gen.  14  was  not  contained  in  P  ;  see  §  8. 

3  On  these  points  see  Holzinger,  EM.  §  45. 

4  See  HEXATEUCH,  §  19,  where  these  points  are  more  fully 
discussed.     On  the  style  of  P  see  Nold.  Unters.  lo'&ff. ;  Hol- 
zinger,  Einl.  349.^;  Dr.  Introd.(*>]  i-zqff. 
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in  the  primaeval  history  are  almost  completely  eliminated 
or  neutralised.  The  chapters  in  the  lives  of  the  fore 
fathers  which  gave  offence  to  a  more  refined  morality 
are  passed  over  in  silence.  The  colourlessness  of  P's 
narrative  is  in  part  due  to  this  expurgation.  Alike  in 
the  lofty  theology,  the  historical  pragmatism,  and  the 
moral  depuration,  the  reflection  of  a  later  age  is  mani 
fest.1 

The  removal  of  P  leaves  a  continuous  and  almost 
complete  history,  extending,  like  that  of  P,  from  the 
.  c,  TT,  creation  of  the  world  to  the  death  of 

4.  oOUrC6S  '   J  £j.   r  *o.  i-i 

Joseph,''  in  which  we  recognise  the 
second  chief  source  used  by  the  author  of  our  Genesis 
(JE).  This  narrative  has  a  distinctly  popular  character, 
resembling  the  older  parts  of  the  books  of  Judges  and 
Samuel.  The  stories  are  such  as  we  may  suppose  to 
have  been  gathered  from  living  tradition,  and  they  are 
told  with  the  spirit  and  freedom  of  the  best  folk-tales. 
Compared  with  P,  this  source  as  a  whole  represents  a 
less  advanced  stage  of  religious  development.  Certain 
differences  in  this  respect  which  may  be  observed  in 
particular  stories,  as  well  as  some  diversities  of  con 
ception  and  expression,  might  be  attributed  to  the  diverse 
origin  of  the  stories  or  to  divergence  in  oral  tradition. 
The  numerous  and  striking  doublets  in  the  patriarchal 
history,  however,  and  especially  the  way  in  which  they  are 
combined,  prove  that  the  material  of  JE  was  not  drawn 
immediately  from  popular  tradition,  that  the  author 
had  before  him  at  least  two  older  written  histories  of 
this  period.3  One  of  these  histories  (J)  from  the  be 
ginning  uses  the  name  Yahwe  ;  the  other  (E),  like  P, 
throughout  Genesis  employs  only  Elohim  or  hd-Elohim 
— a  peculiarity  which  for  a  time  deceived  the  critics, 
and  led  them  to  attribute  the  elohistic  stories  of  the 
patriarchs  to  P,  with  which  they  have  otherwise  no 
affinity.4  In  all  other  respects  E  is  much  more  nearly 
akin  to  J  ;  the  resemblance  in  matter,  form,  and  spirit 
is  indeed  so  close  that,  where  for  any  reason  the  criterion 
of  the  divine  names  fails  us,  it  is  often  impossible  to 
determine  with  confidence  from  which  of  the  two  sources, 
J  or  E,  certain  parts  of  the  composite  narrative  are 
derived.  The  difficulty  of  the  analysis  is  enhanced  by 
the  fact  that  the  author  of  the  older  history  (RJE)  united 
his  parallel  sources  more  intimately,  and  in  general 
treated  his  material  more  freely  than  did  the  author  of 
our  Genesis  (Rp).5  In  the  analysis  of  JE  there  is  there 
fore  a  wider  margin  of  uncertainty,  and  much  greater 
diversity  of  opinion  among  critics. 

The  narrative  of  E  begins  abruptly  in  Gen.  20,  plunging  into 
the  midst  of  the  story  of  Abraham ; 9  the  beginning  has  not 
been  preserved.7  In  20-22  E  is  the  principal  source  (J  in  21  ia 
20.  db  7— combined  with  P— 33  22  20-24  ;  RJE  20  18  21  34  22  nt>- 
18).  In  24_/C  the  removal  of  the  parts  assigned  above  to  P  (§  2) 
leaves  the  narrative  of  J  unmixed.8  At  the  beginning  of  26 
(1-6)  R,E  has  enlarged  upon  the  original  text  of  J  which  may  be 
recognised  in  iaa  b  2«  3«  6  (5  RD) ;  15  18  are  also  by  RJE  ; 
the  remainder  is  from  J.  In  27  1-45  J  is  the  main  source  ;  but 
the  duplication  at  more  than  one  point  and  certain  peculiarities 
of  expression  show  that  the  (closely  parallel)  narrative  of  E  has 
also  been  laid  under  contribution  ;  to  the  latter  we  may  with 
some  probability  ascribe  the  verses  which  represent  Jacob  as 
deceiving  his  father  by  wearing  kid  skin  on  his  neck  and  hands.9 

1  See  We.  Prol.W,  chap.  §  =  ffist.  Isr.,  chap.  8  ['84! ;    Sta. 
GVI  1\wff.;  Holzinger,  Einl.  -tfbff.;  Dr.  Introd.W.  122 ff. 

2  Exhibited  in  Addis.  The  Documents  of  the  Hexateuch,  1 

(9.3)- 

3  This  may  be  most  clearly  seen  in  Gen.  20-22.      Cp   HIS 
TORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  zf. 

4  See  HEXATEUCH,  §§  2,  bff.  12. 

5  Those  critics  who,  like  Di.,  suppose  that  E  and  J  separately 
were  united  with  P  by  R  are  led  in  their  analysis  to  ascribe  to 
J  a  great  deal  which  belongs  to  RjE,  and  thus  to  form  an  errone 
ous  notion  of  the  character  of  J. 

6  E  seems  to  have  been  used,  however,  by  RjE  in  the  first 
verses  of  15. 

7  For  a  conjecture  as  to  the  reason,  see  Kue.  Hex.  §  8,  n.  8. 
On  the  question  whether  E  originally  had  a  primaeval  history 
parallel  to  Gen.  1-11,  see  below,  §  7. 

8  Some  transposition  has  probably  taken  place  in  24-26. 

9  An   exact   analysis   is   impossible  ;   by  more   or  less  prob 
able  conjecture  we  may  assign  to  E  \b  $b  11-13  16  i8/>  19  21-23 

j3  33$  34  39. 
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In  28 10-22,  w.  ii  f.  17  f.  20-22  are  from  E  (13-16  RjE).  The 
greater  part  of  29yC  is  from  J  ;  but  with  a  considerable,  though 
not  always  precisely  definable,  admixture  of  E  —  notice  the 
interchange  of  Yahwe  and  Elohini,  the  double  etymologies  of 
the  names  of  several  of  Jacob's  children  (30  16  and  18,  20,  23  and 
24),  and  the  different  accounts  of  Laban's  contract  with  Jacob 
(30  257^).!  Chap.  31  is  chiefly  from  E  (J  in  i  3  25-27  46  48-50*). 
To  E  belong  also  31  55-822  [32  1-3]  13^-21  [14^-22]  23  [24] ;  the 
rest  of  the  chapter  is  from  J  (?  RjE  9-12  [10-13]  32  [33])-  ^n 
3:i  J  is  still  the  chief  source  (E  in  5^,  perhaps  8-10*  18^-20).  The 
groundwork  of  34  is  J  (1-3*  7  n  f.  13*  19  25*  26  30  f.) ',  the 
second  element,  ascribed  by  some  critics  to  Eo,  is  more  probably 
of  later  origin  (see  above,  §  2).  Chap.  35  1-8  16-20  are  chiefly  E ; 
21  f*  J  (the  rest  of  the  chapter  is  from  P).  Chap.  36  10-39,  9r 
at  least  31-39  are  ascribed  by  many  to  J  (or  Js).  In  37  J  is 
found  in  2*  3  f.  12-18  (in  the  main)  zoa  21  236  25-27  28*  32  f. 
35  ;  the  remainder  is  from  E.  In  the  rest  of  the  story  of  Joseph 
the  two  sources  are  not  so  closely  interwoven  ;  the  author's 
method  was  to  make  large  extracts  from  one  or  the  other,  intro 
ducing  here  and  there  traits  taken  from  the  parallel  narrative. 
Thus '38  39  are  almost  wholly  from  J  (traces  of  E  in  39  1-7)  ;  40- 
42  are  from  E,  with  sporadic  verses  or  clauses  of  J  (40  ib  36  56 
15^  ;  41  41  49*  ;  42  20.  t,b-ba  7  27  f.  38)  ;  43yl  again  are  from  J 
(E  only  in  43  14  23^)  ;  45-4(i  ^a  are  chiefly  E  (J  in  45  la  2*  46  5* 
i3_/C  28  46  -id) ;  4028-476  4713-26  29-31  is  from  J;  in  48  E  is 
found  in  i  86  go.  106-12  15  _f.  20-22  ;  the  rest  (after  P  is  removed) 
is  J.  Chap.  49  1-27,  the  so-called  Blessing  of  Jacob,  was  prob 
ably  included  in  J.  Chap.  50  i-n  14  are  chiefly,  if  not  wholly, 
from  J  ;  15-26  from  E.  For  a  fuller  exhibition  of  the  grounds 
and  results  of  the  analysis,  and  discussion  of  particular  points, 
see  the  works  whose  titles  are  given  in  §  9. 

The  history  of  the  patriarchs  is  related  at  considerable 

length   in   both  J  and  E.     The  two  narratives  are  in 

5    fharartPr  of  &eneral  closely   parallel,    representing 

01  slightly  different  versions  of  the  same 

J    S  aU£C?S  :    stories.     These  chapters  therefore  offer 

r  Rn  2  t'le  most  favourable  opportunity  for  a 

comparison  of  the  two  sources.  From 
a  literary  point  of  view  J  is  the  better  narrator.  His 
vocabulary  is  rich  and  varied  ;  while  the  intractable 
Semitic  sentence  becomes  in  his  hands  wonderfully 
flexible  and  expressive.  He  tells  his  story  directly, 
swiftly,  with  almost  epic  breadth,  and  with  just  that 
degree  of  circumstance  which  gives  the  note  of  reality. 
Nor  is  he  simply  content  to  bring  before  us  with  un 
equalled  vividness  the  external  action  ;  he  makes  us 
enter  into  the  inner  drama,  the  feelings  and  motives  of 
the  actors.3 

The  religious  element  in  the  stories  is  constant  and 
pervasive.  The  forefathers  are  favourites  of  Yahwe, 
who  guides  them  in  all  their  migrations,  and  is  with 
them  everywhere  to  protect  and  bless  them.  He  appears 
to  them  in  person,  and  holds  converse  with  them  as  a 
man  with  his  friends  ;  they  answer  him  with  pious 
reverence,  but  with  the  freedom  of  intimacy.4  Yahwe 
is  the  living  God  of  simple  faith  and  childlike  imagina 
tion  ;  reflection  has  not  yet  begun  to  find  his  immediate 
intervention  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  men  inconsistent 
with  his  exalted  Godhead.  The  morality  of  the  patri 
archs  naturally  reflects  in  the  main  the  moral  standards 
of  the  author's  age ;  in  this,  as  in  religion,  the  forefathers 
are  idealised  by  popular  legend,  and  are  not  consciously 
created  ideal  figures.  A  didactic  aim,  a  disposition  to 
underscore  the  lesson  of  the  story,  nowhere  appears. 
The  '  fine  vein  of  ethical  and  religious  reflection  '  which 
has  sometimes  been  attributed  to  J  is  the  result  in  part 
of  an  erroneous  analysis  ;  in  part  it  comes  of  ascribing 
to  the  author  the  very  modern  reflections  of  his  inter 
preters.  Of  the  influence  of  the  prophetic  movement 
of  the  eighth  century  there  is  no  trace  in  those  parts 
of  J  which  on  other  grounds  we  have  reason  to  regard  as 
original ;  the  work  represents  the  soil  in  which  the  new 
prophecy  had  its  roots,  not  the  first  fruits  of  that  prophecy. 

E  is  not  quite  the  equal  of  J  in  the  art  of  narrative  or 
in  mastery  of  the  language  ;  though  the  distance  between 
them  is  not  very  great.  The  treatment  is  on  the  whole 

1  In  29  E  is  generally  recognised  in  i  15-18 ;  others  include 
15-23,  or  even  15-30  (except  26,  and  the  verses  given  to  P).     In 
30  the  parts  ascribed  to  E  are  1-3(1  6  8  17-200.  22«/3  236  26  28  ; 
in  3031^  RjE  has  made  many  additions  or  changes. 

2  See  especially  Holzinger,  Einl.,  §§   13-17,  24-26;    Kittel, 
Hist.  1,  §  8. 

3  See,  e.g.,  Gen.  43y.  •*  See,  e.g.,  Gen.  IS. 
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less  poetical,  the  impression  which  his  story  makes  less 
vivid.  Compared  with  the  parallels  in  J,  the  patriarchal 
legends  in  E  show  the  beginnings  of  theological  reflec 
tion.  The  consistent  avoidance  of  the  name  Yahwe 
down  to  the  moment  of  its  revelation  to  Moses  (Ex.  814) 
is  evidence  of  this.  The  story  of  the  offering  of  Isaac, 
teaching  that  God  refuses  human  sacrifice,  and  accepts 
a  ram  instead  of  the  firstborn,  is  also  from  E.1  True 
theophanies,  such  as  J  describes,  do  not  occur  in  E  ;  if 
God  appears  to  men,  it  is  not  in  bodily  reality,  but  in 
dreams  ;  when  he  speaks  to  them,  it  is  by  a  voice  from 
heaven.  The  idealising  of  the  patriarchs  goes  a  step 
farther  ;  Abraham,  for  example,  is  a  prophet,  whose 
intercession  is  effectual  with  God  ;  a  disposition  to 
remove  or  mitigate  offensive  traits  of  the  tradition  is 
hardly  to  be  ignored.  There  is  also  a  touch  of  learning 
in  E  ;  he  notes  that  the  Syrian  Laban  spoke  Aramaic 
(Jegar-sahadutha  ;  but  see  GALEED,  i),  and  that  the 
ancestors  of  Israel  in  their  old  home  beyond  the 
Euphrates  were  heathen  ;  2  especially  in  things 
Egyptian  —  topography,  customs,  names,  etc.,  he 
brings  out  a  good  deal  of  knowledge.  In  this  also  E 
appears  to  be  younger  than  J. 

The  great  mass  of  material  common  to  J  and  E,  and 
the  close  resemblance,  even  in  details,  between  the  two 
versions  of  the  patriarchal  story,  prove  that  they  must 
have  had  a  proximate  common  source,  in  which  the 
traditions  of  the  forefathers  had  been  united,  and  to  a 
certain  degree  fixed. 

In  this  common  stock,  from  which  both  J  and  E  are  drawn,  a 
fusion  of  the  traditions  of  Israel  and  Judah  had  already  been 
effected  ;  traditions  of  the  central  sanctuaries — Bethel,  Shechem, 
Gilgal — stand  side  by  side  with  those  of  Hebron  and  the  remoter 
south — Beersheba  and  Beer-lahai-roi — and  of  Mahanaim  and 
Penuel  E.  of  the  Jordan.3  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this 
fusion  took  place  in  Israel,  rather  than  in  Judah  ;*  observe  that 
— in  J  as  well  as  in  E — Rachel  is  the  beloved  of  Jacob,  Leah  the 
unloved  wife  who  was  foisted  on  him  by  deceit ;  that  Joseph 
and  Benjamin  are  his  favourite  sons  ;  and  that  Joseph  is  the  one 
character  who  is  throughout  above  reproach.  The  variations 
which  J  and  E  present  in  the  reproduction  of  this  common  tra 
dition  are  in  part  attributable_  to  the  individuality  of  the  authors, 
in  part,  as  has  been  already  intimated,  to  a  somewhat  different 
religious  point  of  view ;  in  part,  however,  they  reflect  the 
particular  interests  of  Israel  and  Judah.  When  we  find,  for 
example,  in  the  story  of  Joseph  and  his  brethren,  that  in  E 
Reuben  is  the  good  brother  who  tries  to  save  Joseph  from  them, 
and  is  afterwards  their  leader  and  spokesman,  as  it  was  his 
birthright  to  be,  whilst  in  J  this  role  is  played  by  Judah,  we  can 
hardly  fail  to  recognise  in  the  latter  a  Judaean  recension  of  a 
story  which  in  its  origin  was  certainly  Ephraimite. 

Critics  are  agreed,  without  dissent,5  that  E  was  written 
in  the  northern  kingdom.  In  regard  to  J  there  is  not 
.  -  -  the  same  unanimity,  some  scholars 
,'  p  °  ,,  ,  attributing  it  also  to  an  Ephraimite 
311  f'-R1  6  author,7  whilst  the  majority  believe  it  to 
JE>  be  of  Judasan  origin.  The  reasons  for 
the  former  opinion,  however,  prove  no  more  than  that 
the  common  stock  of  Israelite  tradition  from  which  both 
J  and  E  are  drawn  was  collected  and  systematised 
at  the  Ephraimite  sanctuaries  (§  5,  end).  On  the 
other  hand,  we  have  already  noted  in  the  story  of  Joseph 
(§  5,  end)  one  decisive  indication  that  J  gives  us  a 
Judsean  version  of  the  history.  This  is  confirmed  by 
other  evidence.  The  legends  of  Abraham  and  especially 
of  Isaac — the  heroes  of  the  southern  saga — are  given 
much  more  fully  in  J  than  in  E  ;  and,  what  is  more 
significant,  the  original  locality  of  the  story  is  preserved, 
whilst  in  E  Abraham  is  removed  from  Hebron  to  Beer 
sheba,  a  sanctuary  much  frequented  by  pilgrims  from 
the  northern  kingdom.  In  other  points  also  the  greater 
interest  of  J  in  the  situation  in  the  south  of  Palestine  is 

1  Not,  however,  from  the  oldest  stratum. 

2  These  passages,  like  22,  are  believed  by  some  ciitics  to  be 
secondary  (Eo). 

3  The  brother  pairs,   Isaac   and   Ishmael,   Jacob  and   Esau, 
perhaps  belonged  originally  to  the  southern  and  the  northern 
tradition  respectively.     The  real  relation  of  Jacob  to  Israel  is 
not  clear  ;  see  JACOB,  §  6. 

•»  We.  Prol.(*l  323;  Holz.  Einl.  161. 

5  [See,  however,  Wi.  (77,  ii-1     6  See  Holz.  Einl.  §§  20,  28,  61. 

7  Schr.,  Reuss  ;  in  a  modified  form  also  Kue. 
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manifest  ;  note  the  genealogies  of  (Joktan)  Keturah, 
Ishmael,  Esau  (all  J  ;  see  GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  4)  ;  the 
large  space  given  to  the  relations  of  Jacob  and  Esau  ; 
local  Judaean  clan-legends  such  as  Gen.  38  ;  Kenite 
traditions  in  the  primaeval  history,  etc.  (see  CAIN). 

There  is  no  evidence  of  literary  dependence  on  either 
side  ;  what  J  and  E  have  in  common  is  drawn  from  the 
common  stock  of  tradition.  A  comparison  of  the  two 
such  as  we  have  made  in  §  5,  especially  in  their  religious 
standpoint,  shows  that  J  is  the  more  primitive  ;  E  gives 
signs  of  more  advanced  historical  and  theological  reflec 
tion.  Since  we  have  no  reason  to  think  that  the 
development  of  the  southern  kingdom  was  much  behind 
that  of  Israel,  we  may  safely  infer  that  J  is  the  older  of 
the  two  sources.1  Both  were  written  at  a  time  when 
the  national  spirit  was  unbroken,  and  when  the  ancient 
holy  places  which  are  the  scenes  of  so  much  of  the 
patriarchal  history  were  in  all  their  glory.  Nor  did  the 
authors  who  tell  with  so  much  interest  of  the  founding 
of  the  cultus  at  these  sanctuaries  dream  that  the  worship 
which  was  offered  to  Yahw6  there  in  their  own  day  was 
not  acceptable  to  him.  They  wrote,  therefore,  before 
the  fall  of  the  northern  kingdom  (734,  721  B.C.)  ;  and 
since  even  E  is  untouched  by  the  teaching  or  the  spirit 
of  Hosea,2  we  must  take  our  lower  limit  at  least  a 
generation  earlier,  say  about  750  B.  c. 

The  rare  historical  allusions  in  Genesis  do  not  enable  us  to 
determine  the  date  of  the  two  sources  more  exactly.  Gen.  9  25 
presupposes  the  complete  subjection  of  the  Canaanites,  the  work 
of  David  and  Solomon  ;  27  29  (J)  refers  to  the  conquest  of  Edom 
by  David,  and  40  to  the  re-establishment  of  its  independence 
under  Joram  (died  842  B.C.  ;  2  K.  8  2o^f!) ;  31  44  ff.  (J  and  E) 
derives  its  significance  from  the  conflicts  between  Israel  and  the 
Aramaeans  of  Damascus  over  the  frontier  in  Gilead  in  the  second 
half  of  the  ninth  century.  The  Egyptian  names  in  the  story  of 
Joseph  (E  ;  ?Eo)  in  the  judgment  of  competent  Egyptologists 
point  to  the  times  of  the  twenty-sixth  dynasty  (;th  cent.  B.C.). 
To  this  century  Gen.  22  also  probably  brings  us. 

The  allusions  in  the  prophets  of  the  eighth  century, 
especially  in  Amos  and  Hosea,  to  the  patriarchal  stories 
are  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  it  certain  whether 
they  are  derived  from  J  or  E,  or  from  some  other  source. 
On  the  whole,  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  Genesis  goes, 
we  should  be  inclined  to  assign  to  E  a  date  near  the 
middle  of  the  eighth  century,  while  J  may  be  put  a.  half- 
century  or  more  earlier. 

Additions  have  been  made  to  both  J  and  E  by  later  hands. 
Thus,  Gen.  12  10-20,  though  exhibiting  affinity  to  J,  is  manifestly 
a  younger  variant  of  the  story  20e-n  (I),  and  is  violently 
intruded  in  its  present  connection.  A  number  of  other  passages 
are  regarded  by  most  critics  as  secondary  accretions  to  the 
original  narrative  of  J  ; 3  it  is  in  some  cases  difficult  to  say 
whether  they  should  be  ascribed  to  RJF  or  to  previous  editors  of 
J.  (On  the  strata  of  J  in  the  primaeval  history,  see  §  7  below.) 
The  secondary  elements  in  E  are  in  Genesis  of  less  importance  ; 
one  strand  of  34  is  by  some  thought  to  have  this  origin.4 

In  uniting  J  and  E,  RJE  plainly  desired  to  make  the 
history  as  complete  as  possible,  and  took  pains  to  omit 
no  significant  detail  which  he  found  in  either  narrative.5 
He  adapted  his  method  to  the  nature  of  the  sources  and 
their  mutual  relations  ;  sometimes  transcribing  almost 
unchanged  long  passages  from  one  or  the  other,  some 
times  so  closely  interweaving  them  as  to  baffle  our 
analysis.  In  general  he  appears  to  reproduce  the  text 
of  his  authors  faithfully,  though  not  altogether  so 
mechanically  as  RP.  His  own  additions  are  for  the 
most  part  designed  either  to  connect  and  harmonise  the 
extracts  from  the  sources  or  to  emphasise  the  religious 
motives  of  the  history.  The  language  of  these  additions 
resembles  that  of  J  rather  than  of  E  ;  but  in  both  thought 
and  style  there  is  a  marked  approximation  to  the 

1  This  is  of  course  not  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  in  many 
cases  E  has  preserved  a  more  primitive  form  of  the  tradition. 

2  Later    additions    to    E  (Eg),   which    in    Genesis   are    not 
many,  are  here  disregarded. 

3  Gen.  13  14-17  18  17-19  22^-33^  39  (Kue.,  Co.).    Kuenen  thinks 
that  such  passages  belong  to  the  Judsean  recension  of  J  ;  the 
original  work  (Jj)  was  Ephraimite. 

4  Co.  ZATlfll  iff.  ('91). 

5  On  the  work  of  RJE  see  Kue.  Hex.  §  13,  n.  29  ;  Holz.  EM. 
§6r. 
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Deuteronomic  school.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
author  was  a  Judaean ,  and  that  his  history  was  composed 
in  the  seventh  century.  In  Genesis  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  whether  he  wrote  before  or  after  the  reforms  of 
the  year  621.  Nor  are  there  in  this  book  more  than 
sporadic  traces  of  a  Deuteronomistic  redaction. 

We  have  seen  that  E  first  appears  in  the  story  of 
Abraham  (Gen.  20-22  ;  perhaps  in  15 1-5)  ;  if  this  source 

7   J  in  the    a'so  mcuic^e(^  a  history  of  the  beginnings 

Primseval     °^   nmn'<'nd,    no    Part    of    it    has    been 

History  preserved.'2  In  the  primaeval  history 
Gen  1  11  '  l'le  su')tract'on  °f  P  leaves  a  narrative 
which  has  the  general  characteristics  of  J. 
Closer  examination  shows,  however,  that  this  narrative 
is  not  consistent  throughout.  It  was  long  ago  observed 
that  by  the  side  of  the  Yahwistic  version  of  the  deluge- 
myth  there  are  passages  which  know  nothing  of  the 
great  flood,  and  by  all  their  implications  exclude  such  a 
catastrophe.  This  is  conspicuously  the  case  with  the 
account  of  the  origin  of  civilisation  among  the  posterity 
of  Cain  (417-24) ;  further,  in  920-27  11 1-9  (see  CAINITES, 
§  2  ;  DKLUGE,  §  14).  Nor,  if  we  remove  the  story  of 
the  flood  and  what  else  is  obviously  connected  with  it, 
does  the  remainder  appear  to  be  homogeneous  ;  chap. 
4i-i6,  for  example,  is  in  striking  conflict  with  417-22  (see 
CAIN).  The  conviction  has  thus  forced  itself  upon 
critics  that  J  in  Gen.  1-11  is  not  a  unit  ;  and  much 
labour  and  ingenuity  have  been  expended  in  efforts  to 
solve  the  difficult  problems  which  the  chapters  present.3 

The  simplest  hypothesis  is  that  the  original  primaeval  history 
of  J,  which  embraced  24^-8  4  i  20.  16^-24  6  1-4  9  20-27  H  1'9.  was 
supplemented  by  another  writer  who  introduced  the  Babylonian 
deluge-myth  ;  a  Sethite  genealogy  (now  supplanted  by  P's)  of 
which  only  4  25^  629  remain  (see  SETHITES);  and  an  ethno 
graphical  table  in  the  form  of  a  genealogy  of  which  parts  are 
preserved  in  chap.  10  :  chap.  4  2«*  3-i6a,  though  also  secondary, 
is  of  different  origin  and  was  probably  inserted  by  an  earlier 
hand.4  A  methodical  and  acute  attempt  to  explain  the 
phenomena  by  the  hypothesis  of  composition  has  been  made  by 
Budde,5  who  supposes  that  two  distinct,  though  not  independ 
ent,  Yahwistic  versions  of  the  primaeval  history  were  combined 
by  a  third  hand.  The  older  of  these  (J]),  the  ancient  Hebrew 
primaeval  history,  comprised  substantially  the  same  parts  of 
Gen.  1-11  that  are  ascribed  by  Kuenen  to  the  original  text  of 
J.  A  later  writer  (Jo)  enlarged  this  to  a  primaeval  history  of 
mankind  by  taking  up  the  Babylonian  mythical  cycle  trans 
formed  in  the  spirit  of  a  lofty  monotheism.  This  writer  incor 
porated  in  his  work  as  much  of  J  as  he  was  able  to  adapt  to  his 
other  material  and  to  his  religious  standpoint  ;  producing  thus, 
not  an  enlarged  edition  of  J\  but  a  counterpart  designed  to 
supersede  it.  A  subsequent  editor  (Js)  united  Ji  and  Jo, 
harmonising  them  as  well  as  he  was  able.  It  was  in  this  com 
posite  form  that  the  Yahwistic  narrative  in  Gen.  1-11  lay  before 
the  author  of  the  Hexateuch  (Rp)  and  was  by  him  combined 
with  the  primaeval  history  of  P.6 

Two  chapters  in   Genesis  have  been  thought  to   be 

derived  from  special  sources,      (a)  Gen.  14  narrates  the 

„       .  .  campaign  of  Chedorlaomer,  king  of  Elam, 

^       _    and    his    allies    or    vassals    in    Palestine, 

Gen  14  49  Abraham's  pursuit  of  them,  deliverance  of 

'  Lot,   recovery  of  the  spoil  of  Sodom,  and 

meeting  with  Melchizedek,  king  of  Salem  and  priest  of 

El-'elyon. 

Opinions  differ  widely  about  the  historical  value  of  this 
chapter,  some  critics  regarding  it  as  a  factitious  legend,  without 
any  discoverable  basis  of  fact,  whilst  others  take  it  for  a  substan 
tially  trustworthy  record  of  that  remote  age.  This  much 
controverted  question  is  discussed  in  the  article  CHEDORI.AOMER  ; 
here  we  must  confine  ourselves  to  the  literary  problem.  It  is 
now  generally  recognised  that  in  its  present  form  the  story 
cannot  be  derived  from  any  one  of  the  chief  sources  of  the 

1  For  the  literature  see  §  9. 

2  Among  the  Greeks  Zoilus  wrote  a  history  from  the  theogony 
to  the  death  of  Philip  (his  own  time),  while  Ephorus  began  his 
history  with  the  migration  of  the  Heracleidas. 

3  For  a  synopsis   of  various   theories  see  Holzinger,  EM. 
§19- 

4  Thus  Kue.  Hex.  §  13,  n.  26 ;  similarly  We.  CV/(3>  7-14. 

5  Urgesch.  455.^ 

6  Budde  endeavours   to  define   minutely  the  work  of  these 
successive  redactors  and  to  restore  the  primitive   text   of  J]. 
For  a  synopsis  of  his  argument  and  results,  see  Holzinger.     In 
accordance  with  his  theory  of  the  relation  of  thesources,  Dillmann 
ascribes  the  flood  stratum  in  Gen  1-11  to  J  ;  the  passages  which 
conflict  with  this  part  of  the  narrative  were  found  by  J  in  one  of 
his  sources  (presumably  E)  and  recast  by  him. 
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Pentateuch.  Dillmann  and  Kittel  (cp  Ewald)  endeavour  to 
show  that  the  late  author  (R  or  Rp)  found  the  substance  of  the 
story  in  E,  which  in  turn  drew  the  facts  from  an  older  special 
source,  presumably  a  Canaanite  account  of  the  Elamite  invasion.1 
The  point  of  view  and  interest  of  the  story  are,  however,  dis 
tinctly  Israelite  throughout  ;  there  is  no  trace  of  a  different 
representation  ;  the  supposed  foreign  original  can  hardly  have 
furnished  more  than  the  mere  setting — Dillmann  himself  admits 
that  it  may  only  have  narrated  the  successful  participation  of 
the  Hebrews  in  the  war  against  the  Eastern  Kings — and  for  this 
it  is  unnecessary  to  assume  a  special  source.  Nor  is  the 
hypothesis  that  E  furnished  the  basis  of  the  present  text  much 
better  supported. 

The  impression  which  the  contents  and  style  of  the 
chapter  make  as  a  whole  is  of  affinity  with  P  and  the 
midrashic  elements  in  Chronicles  rather  than  with  the 
older  Israelite  historians. 

(l>)  Gen.  49 1-27 2  is  a  poem,  in  which  the  dying 
patriarch  Jacob  delineates  the  character  and  forecasts 
the  future  of  his  twelve  sons.  Praises  for  some  and 
prophecies  of  power  and  prosperity  are  mingled  with 
severe  censure  of  others  and  unfavourable  predictions, 
so  that  Testament  of  Jacob  would  be  a  more  suitable 
name  for  the  poem  than  Blessing.3  The  predictions 
reflect  historical  events  long  subsequent  to  the  supposed 
time  of  their  utterance — the  settlement  of  the  tribes  in 
Palestine,  the  decadence  of  Reuben,  the  breaking  up  of 
Simeon  and  Levi,  the  rise  of  Judah  to  pre-eminence. 
Nothing  in  the  poem  points  to  a  date  earlier  than  the 
establishment  of  the  Davidic  kingdom. 

The  blessing  of  Joseph  is  thought  by  many  critics  to  contain 
allusions  to  the  northern  kingdom  (26/0,  and  to  the  Syrian  wars 
of  the  ninth  century  (23 /.),  to  which  a  reference  is  also  found  in 
19  (Gad);4  the  interpretation  of  these  verses  is,  however,  con 
troverted.  Reminiscences  of  the  Song  of  Deborah  (Judg.  5)  are 
unmistakable  in  13  f.  ;  on  the  other  hand  the  blessing  of  Moses 
(Dt.  33)  is  plainly  dependent  upon  Gen.  49.5 

Some  scholars  question  whether  the  historical  back 
ground  is  the  same  throughout  ;  the  chapter  seems  to 
them  rather  a  collection  of  sayings  of  diverse  origin  and 
age,  from  the  period  of  the  Judges  to  that  of  the  Syrian 
wars,  to  which  only  a  unity  of  redaction  belongs.6 
The  poem  as  a  whole  makes,  however,  the  impression 
of  a  work  of  one  conception,  though  it  is  not  free  from 
glosses  and  perhaps  longer  interpolations.7 

The  pre-eminence  given  to  Judah  leaves  no  doubt 
that  the  author  was  of  that  tribe  ;  the  historical  allusions 
which  can  be  most  certainly  traced  (in  4  to  Gen.  8622  in 
5-7  to  Gen.  34)  are  to  the  Judaean  Tradition  (J).  It  is, 
therefore,  generally,  and  with  all  probability,  inferred 
that  the  Testament  of  Jacob  was  incorporated  in  J. 

i.    Coiinnentaries. — v.    Bohlen,   '35  ;    Fr.   Tuch,   '38  ;   (2)  (by 
Arnold  and  Merx),  '71  ;    Fr.  Delitzsch,  (1),  '52,  (5)  (Never  Com- 
mentar  fib.  d.  Gen.),  '87,  ET  2  vols.,  '88,  '89  ; 
9.  Literature.    M.  Kalisch,   London,  '58  ;  A.  Knobel,  '52  ; 
">),  A.  Dillmann,  '92;  J.   P.   Lange,  '64;  (2), 


2.  Critical.— (For  the  history  of  criticism  see  HEXATEUCH, 
§  -iff.).  Hupfeld,  Die  Quellen  der  Gen.,  '53  ;  E.  Bohmer,  Das 
erste  Buck  der  Thora,  '62;  Th.  Nold.  Untcrsuch.,  '69;  Kau. 
u.  Socin,  Die  Gen.  mit  ausserer  Unterscheidung  der  Quellen, 
'88  ;  (2),  '91  ;  B.  W.  Bacon,  '  Pentateuchal  Analysis,'  Hebraica, 
4216-24367-17;  The_Genesis  of  Gen.,  '92  (with  an  introduction 
on  the  method  of  criticism)  ;  \V.  E.  Addis,  The  Documents  of  the 
Hexateuch,  2  vols.,  '93,  '98  ;  E.  J.  Fripp,  The  Composition  of 
the  Book  of  Gen.,  '92;  A.  Westphal,  Les  Sources  du  Penta- 
teuque,  2  vols.,  '88,  91  ;  Piepenbring,  '  Le  livre  de  la  Genese,' 
JRev.  de  tHistoire  des  Religions,  21  1-62  ('90);  C.  J.  Ball, 
Genesis,  '96  (SBOT;  the  analysis  indicated  by  colours);  J. 
Halevy,  Recherches  Bibliques,  \  (Gen.  1-25),  '95,  against  recent 

1  See  CHEDORLAOMER  and  related  articles. 

2  See  Diestel,  Der  Segen  Jacobs,   '53  ;   J.  P.  N.  Land,  Dis- 
putatio  de  carmine  Jacobi,  '58  ;   C.  Kohler,  Der  Segen  Jacob, 
mit    Beriicksichtigung  des    Midrasch,    '67 ;     Doorninck,    De 
Zegen    van   Jakob,    '83;   C.   J.    Ball,    PSBA  17  164-191  ('95); 
Zimmern,   'Der  Jakobssegen  und  der   Tierkreis,'   ZA  7  i6ij^ 
('92);  Cheyne,  '  The  Blessings  on  Asher,  Naphtali,  and  Joseph,' 
PSBA,  June  '99.     Older  literature  in  Di.  Gen.fi)  456. 

3  In  this  respect  it  differs  from  the  Blessing  of  Moses,  Dt.  33. 

4  We.,  Kue.,  St. 

5  See  DEUTERONOMY,  §  ^f. 

6  Renan,  Land,  Kuenen. 

7  Verse  10  is  particularly  suspected  ;  and  z6l>  may  be.     Fripp 
(ZA  Tlf  11  262_^  ['91])  regards  24^-26  as  a  later  addition. 
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criticism  ;  The  Hexateuch,  edited  by  J.  E.  Carpenter  and  G. 
Harford-Battersby,  1900.  The  most  exhaustive  recent  discussion 
of  the  analysis  of  Genesis  is  that  carried  on  in  Hebraica  by 
Professor  W.  R.  Harper  (618-73  243-291  61-48)  and  Professor 
W.  H.  Green  (il>.  6137-189  6109-138  161-211  7  1-38);  see  also 
W.  H.  Green,  The  Unity  of  Genesis,  '95.  G  F  M 
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GENNESAR  ([r6  vdup  roD]  yevvyaap  [A],  i  Mace. 
and  Gennesaret  (yewncaper  ;  but  D,  It.  (Vg.  ), 
Pesh.  ,  Syr.  Cur.  and  Lewis,  yevvr)<rap},  a  name  of  the 
Sea  of  Galilee,  derived  from  a  district,  also  called  Gen 
nesaret,  on  the  W.  side  of  the  sea,  towards  its  N.  end  : 
Mt.  1434  and  Mk.  653,  'they  came  to  the  land,  unto 
Gennesaret'  (eVi  TT>  yijv  fts  y.  [WH]);  Lk.  5i,  'he 
was  standing  by  the  lake  of  Gennesaret'  (irapa.  rj]v 
Xt/xvT?!/  7.  ).  The  best  form  is  Gennesar,  the  no'JJ 
(noirj)  of  the  Talmud  and  the  Targums,  the  yevrfvaap 
of  Josephus  (y.  \i/j.vr)  or  77  yevvrjffapiTis).  Talmud 
and  Targums  identify  Gennesaret  with  the  Chinnereth 
of  the  OT  —  i.  e.  ,  the  name  belongs  primarily  to  a  city 
supposed  by  the  Jews  to  have  lain  on  the  W.  shore  of 
the  Sea  of  Galilee. 

Thus,  'Chinnereth,'  said  R.  Johanan  (Meg.  6a),  'is  Gen- 
nesarat.  Why?  Because  its  fruits  are  as  sweet  as  the  artichoke 
(NnrDS).'  According  to  R.  Berachya,  however  (Ber.  rah.  98), 
Gennesar  was  so  called  because  it  had  princely  gardens  ('33 
O'n^)-1  Though  Dillmann  accepts  the  old  Jewish  identification, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  the  critical  grounds  for  this.  The  very  old 
name  Chinnereth  cannot  be  corrupted2  from  the  recent  name 
Gennesar,  nor  can  Gennesar  have  arisen  out  of  Chinnereth. 
It  is  probable,  however,  that  Chinnereth  was  on  the  Sea  of 
Galilee,  and  not  impossible  that  Chorazin  is  a  popular  distor 
tion  of  the  old  name  Chinnereth  (transposition  of  letters,  and 
z  for  tK).  Chinnereth  (misvocalized  '?)  may  be  connected  with 
Ass.  kardnu,  (i)  '  vine,'  (2)  '  wine'  ;3  Gennesar  is  most  probably 
from  J3,  'garden'  or  'plantation,'  and  1DJ  'Galilee'4  (or  a 
district  of  Galilee),  a  collateral  form  of  which  name  (1^3  or  nisj) 
is  implied  in  the  use  of  Nazorjean  (fafcopcuo?)  for  Galilean  in 
Mt.  223,  and  in  the  phrase  the  [Nejsarite  Bethlehem,'  (cnV  rT3 
fT'lsfo])  in  contradistinction  to  'Bethlehem  of  Judah'  (see 
NAZARETH,  and  cp  JOSEPH  iii.,  §  &/,). 

The  classical  passage  on  the  land  of  Gennesaret  is 
Jos.  BJ  iii.  10  B.5  The  length  of  the  district  is  estimated 
at  30  stadia,  its  breadth  at  20.  '  It  is  marvellous  in 
beauty.  The  hardy  walnut-tree  grows  there,  but  none 
the  less  the  palm,  which  flourishes  in  hot  climes,  and 
close  to  it  fig  and  olive  trees.  An  ambition  of  nature, 
one  might  call  it.  Of  the  most  princely  fruits  —  grapes 
and  figs  —  it  gives  an  unbroken  supply  for  ten  months 
together,  as  well  as  other  kinds.  In  addition  to  this 
excellent  temperature,  it  is  watered  by  a  most  fertilizing 
spring  called  Ka^apvaovfj.  (Capernaum).'  The  Talmud 
is  equally  enthusiastic  (see  Neub.  Gtogr.  45). 

It  is  no  doubt  the  plain  of  el-Ghuwer  (the  little  Ghor), 
which  stretches,  '  in  the  form  of  an  irregular  paral 
lelogram,  verging  almost  to  a  crescent,'6  from  the  cliffs 
at  'Ain  et-Tin  ('fountain  of  the  fig  tree')  to  the  hill 
behind  Mejdel,  on  the  S.  ,  a  space  measuring  3  m. 
by  i£  m.  It  is  shut  in  by  rugged  hills,  except  on  the 
N.  and  NW.  ,  where  there  is  a  steep  descent  from  the 
hill-country  of  Naphtali,  and  from  the  plains  of  Lower 
Galilee,  respectively.  Its  soil  is  a  rich,  basaltic  loam, 
but  cultivated  only  in  patches.  The  rest  is  covered 
with  thickets  of  nebk  trees,  oleanders,  dwarf  palms,  and 
gigantic  thistles  and  brambles.  The  melons  and  cu 
cumbers  grown  on  the  plain  are  the  best  and  earliest 
in  Palestine.  This  is  of  course  due  to  the  great  depres 
sion  of  the  plain. 

The  principal  spring  is  the  'Ain  el-Mudauwera  ('round 

1  Similarly   M.    Schultze  (Gramm.   der  aram.    Mutterspr. 
Jesu,  45,  'gardens  of  a  princess'). 

2  Cp  Keim,  Jesus  of  Nazara,  ET,  2  363  ;    Porter  in  Kitto's 
Cyclopaedia. 

3  Cp  Jos.  BJ\\\.  108,  quoted  in  next  paragraph. 

4  Buhl  (Geogr.  113),  after  We.  //GW,  220,  n.  3  (who,  how 
ever,  following  Jerome,  makes  N'3  '  valley  '  the  first  part  of  the 
name). 

5  Cp  GASm.  HG  446.  6  Rob.  BR  3  277. 
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fountain  '),  which  is  25  minutes  NW.  of  el-Mejdel.  The 
basin,  enclosed  by  a  round  wall,  and  alive  with  small 
fish,  is  concealed  by  thickets  ;  but  the  water  wells  out  in 
a  full  stream.  The  spring  which  excites  the  enthusiasm 
of  Josephus  is  no  doubt  the  'Ain  et-Tabiga. 

The  Greek  name  mentioned  in  the  texts  of  the  Pilgrims  was 
Heptapegon  ;  there  are  in  fact  seven  springs,  mostly  hot,  which 
to-day  supply  motive  power  to  a  mill.  An  aqueduct  hewn  in 
the  rock  brought  the  water  southward  to  the  plain.  This  is 
one  reason  why  Tell  Hum  can  hardly  be  the  ancient  Capernaum. 
Josephus  (see  above)  is  positive  as  to  the  name,  and  there  was 
certainly  no  provision  for  guiding  the  water  towards  Tell  Hiim.l 
'Ain  et-Tfn,  near  which  is  Khan  Minyeh  (the  most  probable  site 
for  CAPERNAUM),  is  distinguished  for  the  sweetness  of  its  water, 
which  bursts  forth  impetuously  and  hurries  to  the  lake.  Close 
at  hand  are  other  springs  ;  hence,  in  Burckhardt's  time,  the 
pastures  of  Minyeh  were  proverbial  for  their  richness.  The 
largest  volume  of  water,  however,  is  that  supplied  by  the  Wiidy 
er-Rabadlyeh,  which  is  scattered  over  the  plain  in  all  direc 
tions  by  small  canals  and  watercourses  (Rob.  BR  3  285).  On 
the  sites  of  biblical  localities,  and  on  the  gospel  references,  see 
GALILEE,  SEA  OF.  T.  K.  C. 


in  Syr.  «jj  -o),  apparently  the  father  of  AFOLLONIUS,  5  (2  Mace. 
122),  who  is  thus  distinguished  from  the  other  two  men  of  that 
name  mentioned  in  2  Mace.  85  42i. 

GENTILES.  The  Hebrew  term  Goylm  (DMH)—  i.e.  , 
'  nations  '  —  is  specially  used  for  the  aggregate  of  non- 
Israelite  nations  (Neh.  58),  as  opposed  to  and  con 
trasted  with  Israel,  socially,  racially,  politically  (Ps.  2i), 
and  religiously  (Ps.  135  15).  As  connoting  this  contrast, 

1  Terms   Ssylm  is  translated  in  AV  often,  and  in  RV 

less  frequently  (see  Preface),  'Gentiles'  or 
'  heathen  '  (in  ©  commonly  fdvrj,  in  Vg.  gentes],  whilst 
DV,  'am  (used  of  Israel—  .j.^.  ,  Ex.  15  13  Is.  426  Di.  ),  is 
rendered  'people'  Xais,  populus.  In  Rom.  2g/,  AV 
inconsistently  renders  iXXyv  '  Gentile,'  thus  effacing  the 
later  antithesis  between  Jew  and  Greek  (see  HELLENISM, 

§2). 

In  the  Apocrypha  and  NT  the  same  distinction  is  preserved 
side  by  side  with  the  new  one  just  referred  to.  In  Lk.  2  32  fdvrf 
and  Aads  <rou  icrpcirjA  are  contrasted. 

From  another  point  of  view  the  contrast  between  Israelites 
and  non-  Israelites  is  expressed  by  the  term  Q'ysn,  r*sil'i»i 
'wicked'  =  D'iil,  goylm  'nations'  (e.g.,  Ps.  9  5  [&]).  Other 
general  terms  used  synonymously  with  goylm  are  :  D'sj; 
'ainmim,  Lev.  2024  26  Ps.  33  10,  and  often;  Q*QR  'ummiin, 
Ps.  117  I  ;  D'SN1?,  k'ummim,  Ps.  2  i.  All  these  terms  =pcoplcs. 
Also  Q-IN,  'd<ihiiin,  'man,'  Jer.  32  20  Zech.  9  i,  and  DlN"'33i 
t'ne  \ldhilm,  '  sons  of  men,'  Ps.  53  2  [3]  (Smend,  A  T  Rel.-gesch. 
380);  BMJK,  V»<>J,  'man,'  Ps.  56  1  [2]  (Wev  in  Smend,  380). 
Similarly,  in  NT,  KOCT/XOS  is  used  of  the  world,  excluding  and 
opposed  to  the  Church. 

The  individual  foreigner  is  ^33,  nokhrl,  EV  'stranger,' 
'foreigner';  ijj-'ja,  b'ne  ntkhdr,  RV  'strangers';  -|j,  zar,  EV 
'  stranger  '  ;  or,  if  he  becomes  a  resident  alien,  13,  ger,  EV 
'  stranger,  "sojourner';  njrin,  tdsdbh,  EV  'stranger,'  'sojourner.' 
In  the  later  books  of  OT  (2  Ch.  30  25  ;  Bertholet,  Stellungd.  Isr. 
178)  and  in  later  Heb.,  13,  ger,  'Proselyte.'  Cp  STRANGEK, 
PROSELYTE. 

During  its  nomad  life,  Israel  was  scarcely  a  well- 
defined  whole,  clearly  marked  off  from  all  non-Israelite 

2  Israel  before  Pe°P^es  ;  'ts  constituent  elements  were 
the  Conquest    stil!  somew[hat  vauriablev    Some  of  the 

of  Canaan  tnbes  or  dans  which  afterwards  con 
stituted  Israel  may  have  been,  at  times, 
connected  with  non-Israelites  as  closely  as  with  Israel,  if 
not  more  closely.  Israel,  at  this  stage,  figures  as  a  loosely 
connected  group  of  tribes  or  clans,  similar  in  character 
to  the  other  groups  which  made  up  the  wandering 
population  of  the  Arabian  and  Syrian  deserts.  Genesis 
(J,  followed  later  by  P)  suggests  that  the  first  stage  of 
the  religious  differentiation  of  Israel  is  the  consciousness 
on  the  part  of  these  Arab  and  Syrian  nomads  of  a 
religious  and  ethical  status  distinct  from  that  of  the 
more  civilised  Chaldaeans.  In  response  to  a  divine  call 
Abraham  and  Lot  migrate  westward. 

In  our  present  text  only  P  narrates  the  migration  of  Terah 
and  therefore  of  Nahor  the  ancestor  of  Laban,  but  that  of  Nahor 
seems  implied  in  J,  Gen.  24  ;  cp  E,  31  53  '  the  God  of  Abraham 
and  the  God  of  Nahor.'  This  group,  Abraham,  Lot,  Nahor, 

1  Cp  H.  von  Soden,  Reiscbriefe,  5  160  ('98). 
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stands  for  Israel,  the  Ishmaelite,  Keturaite,  and  other  Arabs 
(Gen.  2220-24),  Ammon,  Moab  and  Edom,  and  Aram.  So,  in 
Gen.  9  26  Yahwe  is  the  God  of  Shem.  Also  Lot  —  i.e.,  Moab  and 
Ammon  —  is  the  subject  of  Yahwe's  special  care  ;  Ishmael  and 
Edom  are  blessed  of  Yahwe,  and  Laban  speaks  of  Jacob  as 
'  Blessed  of  Yahwe,'  Gen.  24  31. 

As  these  ideas  of  tribal  kinship  are  not  likely  to  have 
arisen  after  the  settlement  in  Palestine,  we  may  prob 
ably  regard  them  as  handed  down  by  tradition  from 
the  nomad  period.  Thus  apparently  the  Israelite 
tribes  in  their  nomad  state  regarded  themselves  as  part 
of  a  complex  of  tribes  of  a  similar  religious  status,  in  a 
measure  superior  to  or,  at  any  rate,  distinct  from  that 
of  other  peoples.  At  the  same  time  each  tribe  and 
group  of  tribes  would  have  its  own  sacra,  whose 
sanctity,  however,  could  not  differ  in  kind  from  those  of 
other  tribes.  Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  the  idea  of  the 
goylm  or  non-Israelite  peoples  as  contrasted  in  religious 
status  with  Israel  was  for  the  present  impossible  —  (a) 
because  Israel  was  not  yet  a  nation  clearly  marked  off 
from  kindred  clans,  (6)  because  Israel  was  unconscious 
of  any  difference  in  kind  between  its  own  and  other 
religions.  On  the  other  hand,  the  elements  of  the  dis 
tinction  between  Israel  and  the  goyim  were  present  —  • 
(a)  in  the  special  relation  of  Israel  and  its  kindred 
tribes  to  Yahwe,  and  (l>)  in  the  possession  by  each  tribe 
or  group  of  tribes  of  its  own  special  sacra. 

The  settlement  in  Canaan  and  the  stirring  incidents 
that  preceded  it,  united  Israel  by  a  common  history,  cut 

3   Israel  in     off  l^e  nat'on  ^rom  tne  nomad  tribes, 

Canaan  in  the  and  fix,ed  and   defined  .not   only  .its 
,     ,.     national  scope,    constitution,   and   life, 

but  also  its  special  relation  to  Yahwe. 


neriod  . 

The  necessary  wars  of  the  early  period, 

and  especially  the  strong  united  monarchy  of  Saul, 
David,  and  Solomon  contributed  to  strengthen  the  new 
born  self-consciousness  of  Israel.  The  settlement  in 
Canaan,  however,  as  has  been  shown  elsewhere,  also 
brought  into  play  an  exactly  opposite  tendency  (see 
ISRAEL,  §  8/.  ,  GOVERNMENT,  §  ^.^J^.). 

In  the  early  periods  of  the  settlement  in  Canaan,  Israel  had 
no  sense  of  any  marked  contrast,  religious  or  otherwise,  between 
itself  and  the  Canaanites,  so  that  down  to  the  appearance  of 
Elijah  it  shows  little  trace  of  any  religious  particularism.  It  is 
true,  it  made  special  claims  for  its  national  God,  but  only  in  the 
same  sense  as  the  neighbouring  peoples.  It  does  not  seem  to 
have  risen  to  the  consciousness  that  Yahwe  was  absolutely  unique, 
and  had  universal  and  exclusive  claims  to  obedience.  Other 
gods  also  are  thought  of  as  real,  with  legitimate  claims  over 
their  own  peoples.  An  exile  from  the  land  of  Yahwe  must  serve 
other  gods  (i  S.  26  19).  Probably  Am.  7  17  Hos.  9  3^  represent 
traditional  ideas  in  speaking  of  foreign  lands  as  unclean—  /.<:., 
not  admitting  of  the  worship  of  Yahwe.  Chemosh  is  able  to 
bestow  an  inheritance  on  the  Ammonites  (Judg.  11  24  ;  Smend, 
III/). 

The  attitude  of  Israel  towards  foreigners  is  largely 
conditioned  by  the  chronic  hostility  common  to  half- 
civilised  nations  in  primitive  times.  War  is  sacred, 
and  Yahwe  the  national  champion  ;  hence  the  enemies 
of  Israel  are  also  the  enemies  of  Yahwe,  and  their  de 
struction  (see  BAN,  §  a/  )  is  a  religious  act  well-pleasing 
to  him.  On  the  other  hand,  hospitality  to  strangers 
is  a  sacred  duty,  and  the  resident  alien  (-13)  is  carefully 
protected  and  provided  for.  Moreover,  Israel  had 
friends  and  allies  as  well  as  enemies.  The  patriarchal 
narratives  of  JE  were  doubtless  current  during  this 
period.  The  close  kinship  claimed  with  Moab,  Edom, 
Ammon,  Aram,  and  the  Arabs  suggests  friendship  and 
even  a  certain  community  of  religious  feeling  between 
Israel  and  many  of  its  neighbours  (see  above)  ;  compare 
the  alliances  with  Tyre  and  Hamath.  Moreover,  accord 
ing  to  J,  the  human  race  is  of  one  divinely-created  stock 
descended  through  Noah  from  Adam.  Neither  the 
character  of  Israel  itself  nor  its  relations  to  its  neigh 
bours  suggest  that  the  term  foreigner  connoted  any 
religious  ideas  peculiar  to  Israel.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  population  of  the  Hebrew  state  was  very  hetero 
geneous.  In  addition  to  the  surviving  Canaanites,  ac 
cording  to  Ex.  1238  Nu.  11  4  (JE),  Israel  included  foreign 
elements  before  the  settlement  ;  and  the  many  refer- 
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ences  to  resident  aliens  (nna)  suggest  that  there  were 
in  Israel  considerable  numbers  of  other  foreigners.1 
As  has  been  well  pointed  out,  the  religious  status 
of  foreigners  in  Israel  did  not  differ  essentially  from 
their  status  elsewhere.  The  relations  of  Israel  to  resi 
dent  aliens  are  political  and  social  rather  than  spiritual.2 
This  does  not  of  course  apply  to  the  permanent  non- 
Israelite  population,  Canaanites,  etc.  As  we  have  seen, 
the  interaction  of  religious  influences  between  the  latter 
and  Israel  is  a  most  important  feature  in  the  develop 
ment  of  the  Hebrew  attitude  towards  non-Israelites  and 
their  religion.  During  this  period  the  tendency  was 
towards  assimilation  and  syncretism. 

In  tracing  the  development  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
goyim,  it  is  convenient  to  treat  the  prophets  and  Judaism 

4.  The  Prophets.  *s  'W°  c°nsecuutive  f  ages  ;  but  no 
hard  and  fast  chronological  line  can 
be  drawn  between  them  :  they  overlap  for  a  considerable 
period.  It  is  not  merely  that  there  were  germs  of 
Judaism  in  the  prophets,  and  that  the  writings,  and, 
in  some  measure,  the  ideas  and  spirit  of  the  prophets 
survived  even  to  the  Christian  era  ;  the  great  move 
ment  which  began  with  Amos  and  Hosea  continued  at 
least  till  2  Isaiah  ;  whilst  Judaism  begins  formally  in 
Deuteronomy,  and  Ezekiel  belongs  far  more  to  the 
Judaistic  than  to  the  prophetic  stage  of  Jewish  theology. 

i.  Particularism. — Jewish  particularism  had  its  root 
in  the  reaction  against  the  syncretistic  tendencies  of  the 
previous  period.  Elijah,  Elisha,  and  their  successors 
felt  that  Baal-worship,  or  any  confusion  of  Yahw6  with 
Baal  or  Moloch,  or  any  assimilation  of  his  worship  to 
theirs,  corrupted  the  national  life  and  dissolved  that 
close  union  of  Yahwe  with  Israel  which  was  essential 
to  the  very  existence  of  the  nation.  The  struggle  was 
continued,  in  varying  forms,  till  the  fall  of  Jerusalem 
in  70  A.  D.  In  a  measure  the  prophets  started  from 
the  conception  of  national  gods  to  whom  the  nation 
should  be  loyal  (Jer.  2n) — e.g.,  Israel  to  Yahwe;  but 
their  application  of  the  principle  was  novel.  National 
gods  expected  a  profusion  of  sacrifices  from  their 
peoples  ;  but  if  they  were  duly  honoured  they  did  not 
grudge  any  tribute  offered  by  their  worshippers  to  other 
gods.  The  prophets  and  JE,  however,  claimed  for 
Yahwe  Israel's  exclusive  homage  (Ex.  20s).  • 

This  protest  against  Yahwe  being  confounded  or  associated  with 
'  other  gods '  involved  an  assertion  of  his  unique  character  and 
authority.  When  the  prophetic  revelation  declared  the  absolute 
morality  of  Yahwe,  it  implied  alike  his  uniqueness  (Kayser- 
Marti,  OT  Tkeol.  142)  and  his  supremacy.  '  Other  gods,'  who 
neither  professed  morality  themselves  nor  exacted  it  from  their 
worshippers,  were  obviously  inferior  and  abominable  (DlDI/in  ; 
Dt.  7  z^f.  27  15  Is.  44  19).  Yahwe 's  supremacy  over  the  nations 
is  implied  in  the  prophetic  oracles  concerning  foreign  nations, 
in  his  use  of  Assyria  and  Chaldaea  as  instruments  to  chastise 
Israel,  and  this  uniqueness  and  supremacy  are  most  fully  stated 
in  2  Isaiah  ;  cp  also  the  use  of  the  general  term  Elohim  for  the 
God  of  Israel  in  E.  While  stress  is  chiefly  laid  on  the  incom 
parable  superiority  of  Yahwe,  the  necessary  deductions  as  to 
'  other  gods '  are  drawn  with  increasing  clearness.  A  certain 
reality  is  still  ascribed  to  them,  and  their  worship  by  other  nations 
seems  regarded  as  legitimate  ;  Dt.  4  19  has  been  interpreted  to 
mean  that  Yahweassigned  the  host  of  heaven  as  objects  of  worship 
to  all  the  nations  undett  lie  whole  heaven  (cp  Jer.  2  n),  and,  accord 
ing  to  Smend  (182,  206),  Jer.  2s  2813  Is.  3022  817  recognise 
a  certain  reality  in  heathen  gods.  Still,  they  are  D' 7'7t<,  '  no. 
gods'  (Is.  28  etc.  Hab.  2  18  Ezek.  30  13),  D'r6x  X1?,  'not  gods  ' 
(Jer.  2  n)  ;  in  Dt.  7  26  their  images  are  banned  (CHn)  ;  so  in  i  K. 
IS  Yahwe  is  shown  to  be  '  the  God '  (D'rONr)  by  the  discomfiture 
of  Baal  (cp  2  K.  615  19  15-18  Is.  41  23/1).  In  Is.  44  9-20  and 
the  dependent  passage,  Jer.  lOi-g  (post-exilic  addition),  the 
foreign  gods  are  identified  with  their  idols  and  overwhelmed 
with  contempt  as  stocks  and  stones.  In  Ezek.  30  13  the  'no- 
gods  '  are  to  perish  ;  cp  the  Aramaic  gloss,  Jer.  10  n. 

This  exaltation  of  Yahwe,  in  all  its  varying  aspects, 
established  a  religious  contrast  between  Israel  and  other 
nations,  (a)  Baal-worship  and  the  corruptions  of  the 
high  places  had  arisen  from  intercourse  with  foreigners, 

1  The  gerini,  however,  are  sometimes  Israelites,  living  in  a 
strange  clan  or  tribe.     Cp  JEKE.MIAH  ii. 

2  Bertholet,  76,  slightly  paraphrased. 
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hence  the  religious  polemic  tended  to  social  separatism. 
(b)  The  inferiority  of  foreign  gods  implied  the  religious 
inferiority  of  foreigners,  (c)  The  foreign  invaders  did 
not  recognise  that  they  were  instruments  of  Yahwe  ; 
they  went  beyond  their  commission  in  oppressing  Israel, 
and  did  not  acknowledge  Yahwe' s  supremacy.  Hence 
they  excited  the  righteous  indignation  of  their  victims  ; 
they  set  themselves  in  opposition  to  Yahwe,  and  goylm 
came  to  represent  a  world  at  enmity  with  him,  and 
therefore  doomed  to  destruction  (Jer.  1625  ;  Schultz, 
O  T  Theol.  2  373 /• ,  ET).  (d)  The  exaltation  of  Yahwe, 
the  God  of  Israel  (Dt.  fassim],  implied  the  exaltation 
of  Israel.  Israel  is  the  wife  of  Yahwe  (Hos.  2  3  Jer.  2  2 
Ezek.  16  Is.  54s/".),  united  with  him  by  a  special 
covenant  (Hos.  2i8[2o]  Jer.  11 10,  etc.).  Judah  (and 
especially  Jerusalem)  is  exalted  as  the  special  dwelling 
of  Yahwe  :  Am.  1.2  Mic.  4 1-3  =  Is.  22-4  (the  authorship 
and  date  of  these  passages  is  matter  of  controversy). 

The  growing  tendency  to  particularism  is  clear  in  the 
literature.  The  prophets  consistently  denounce  foreign 
alliances. 

E,  in  the  relations  of  Abraham  '  the  Prophet '  to  Abimelech, 
Gen.  20  2122-31,  foreshadows  the  spiritual  pre-eminence  of 
Israel  (Bertholet,  84).  According  to  Smend  ("197)  the  concep 
tion  of  the  anti-religious  character  of  the  Gentiles  is  first  found 
in  Hos.  8  10  9  i.  Dt.  7  1-6  displays  fierce  hostility  to  the 
Canaanites  of  Western  Palestine,  probably  as  types  of  foreign 
races.  All  intermarriage  with  them  is  forbidden.  In  Dt.  23 
3  [4]  the  Ammonites  and  Moabites  are  excluded  from  the  con 
gregation  of  Israel  to  the  tenth  generation.  So  in  Hab.  1413 
Israel  is  righteous  (p'1S)  and  the  Chaldseans  wicked  (i'cn). 
Lam.  1  10  says  of  the  goyini  who  sacked  Jerusalem  '  whom  thou 
didst  forbid  to  enter  thy  congregation.' 

ii.  Universal  ism. — Nevertheless,  the  prophetic  exalta 
tion  of  Yahwe  tended  not  only  to  particularism  but' also 
to  universalism.  It  was,  indeed,  natural  that  the  suprem 
acy  of  Yahwe  over  the  nations  should  be  thought  of 
as  manifesting  itself  in  their  chastisement  ;  thus  many 
of  the  oracles  of  the  nations  seem  to  contemplate  their 
utter  ruin,  especially  Jer.  2615-33  4628.  Naturally,  too, 
in  Is.  60,  etc. ,  Israel  shares  Yahwe's  political  supremacy. 
Still,  as  time  went  on,  it  was  obvious  that  although 
many  calamities  befell  the  goylm,  and  great  empires 
like  Assyria  disappeared,  yet  the  goylm  as  a  whole 
remained.  The  fact  that  their  extinction  was  not,  at 
any  rate,  the  immediate  purpose  of  Yahwe  is  recognised 
and  explained  in  two  ways  :  (a)  Some  passages  speak 
of  the  restoration  or  renewed  prosperity  of  at  least  a 
remnant  of  certain  nations — e.g. ,  Jer.  46261  (Egypt) 
48471  (Moab)  496  1  (Ammon)  49391  (Elam)  Ezek.  29 
13  ff.^  (Egypt).  (b]  Other  passages  contemplate  a 
double  judgment  of  the  goyim,  one  in  the  immediate 
future  from  which  they  may  recover,  and  another  later, 
which  will  involve  their  complete  and  final  overthrow. 
In  Ezek.  38/. ,  after  the  overthrow  of  Chaldasa,  which 
was  to  be  the  prelude  to  the  restoration  of  the  Jews, 
Gog  and  Magog  are  induced  to  attack  Judah  that  they 
maybe  totally  destroyed  (cp  Is.  24 22  66 18/  Zeph.  3 
8ft',  Smend,  381/1).  Again,  however  much  Israel 
might  be  interested  in  its  own  political  supremacy, 
politics  were  closely  connected  with  religion.  Thus 
Yahwe's  supremacy  implied  religious  claims  upon  the 
goyim,  his  supremacy  was  not  complete  unless  they 
acknowledged  and  obeyed  him  ;  but  he  was  the  God 
of  Israel,  and  such  obedience  implied  the  religious 
supremacy  of  Israel. 

So  in  Is.  2  2-4-=  Mic.  4  1-3  all  nations  are  to  come  to  Zion  to 
learn  the  true  religion  ;  in  Is.  19  18-252  Egypt  and  Assyria  are  to 
be  united  with  Israel  as  Yahwe's  people  ;  in  Is.  23  17  f.'*  the 
merchandise  of  Tyre  is  to  be  consecrated  to  Yahwe  (interpreta 
tion  doubtful)  ;  in  Jer.  12  ^\ff.  the  neighbours  of  Israel  ate  to  be 
restored  if  they  will  learn  the  ways  of  Yahwe  (cp  817  f.'~  16 
\qff.\  These  ideas  of  the  comprehension  of  goylm  amongst  tin- 
worshippers  of  Yahwe,  and  of  the  mission  of  Israel  to  reveal 
him,  reach  their  climax  in  the  passages  in  which  2  Isaiah  sets 
forth  the  servant  of  Yahwe — i.e.,  Israel — as  '  a  light  to  the  Gen- 

1  According  to  Kau.,  Co.,  Jer.  4626  496-39  are  by  Jeremiah, 
but  48  47  is  a  gloss  (not  in  ©).    All  these  passages  are  somewhat 
doubtful.     Cp  Jeremiah  ii. 

2  Date  and  authorship  doubtful. 
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tiles'  and  'my  salvation  unto  the  ends  of  the  earth'  (49 6;  cp 
51  4).  So  in  42  5  Yahwe's  care  is  for  all  mankind,  in  45  22  Yahwe 
appeals  to  all  the  ends  of  the  earth  to  turn  to  him,  in  44  5  45  14^ 
604/1  the  restoration  of  Israel  leads  the  gdyiin  to  recognise 
Yahwe  as  the  one  God  ;  cp  i  K.  8  41-43. 

Similarly;  Dt.  shows  a  kindly  feeling  towards  some  of  the 
kindred  nations  ;  in  2  1-13  it  was  Yahwe  who  gave  Esau  and  Moab 
their  inheritance,  and  the  children  of  Esau  are  the  brethren  of 
Israel;  in  23  7  [8]  Edomites  and  Egyptians  are  commended  to 
the  kindly  consideration  of  Israel.  Yahwe  is  not  wholly  taken 
up  with  Israel,  he  cares  in  like  manner  for  Philistines  and 
Syrians  (Am.  9  7).  Nebuchadrezzar  is  his  servant  (Jer.  25  9) 
and  Cyrus  his  anointed  (Is.  45  i).  / 

Moreover  Dt.  extends  to  the  resident  alien  a  share  in  the 
religious  duties  and  privileges  of  the  Israelite  (1610-17;  parti 
cipation  in  feasts).  The  provision  of  sabbath  rest  for  the  gcr 
in  Ex.  20  10  23  12  is  often  regarded  as  due  to  RD  (Bertholet, 
102). 

Whenever  OT  consciously  deals  with  the  doctrine  of 
man  it  recognises  a  religious  relation  of  man  as  man 
with  Yahwe  ;  hence  the  goylm  are  the  objects  of  the 
justice  of  Yahwe  and  may  perish  under  his  chastisements, 
but  they  may  also  honour  and  obey  him  and  receive  his 
favours. 

We  have  seen  that  the  prophetic  revelation,  in  exalt 
ing  Yahwe  above  other  gods,  initiated  two  apparently 

contrary  tendencies   towards   (i. )    Jewish 
5.  Judaism.         •     ; ,    •  •         i-        • 

particularism,  (n. )  umversalism  in  re 
ligion  ;  with  a  tendency  to  identify  the  gcrim  more 
closely  with  Israel.  We  have  now  to  trace  the  further 
development  of  these  tendencies. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  first  of  all,  that  the  prophetic 
exaltation  of  Yahwe  by  no  means  developed,  as  we  might  have 
expected  it  to  do,  into  an  abstract  monotheism.  It  is  not 
upon  the  imaginary  character  of  other  gods  that  Judaism  dwells, 
but  upon  their  subordination  to  the  only  God  worthy  of  the  name 
(Ps.  1831  [32]).  The  constant  reference  to  the  sacred  objects 
of  hemhenism  as  'abominations,'  'filth,'  etc.,  suggests  of  itself 
that  a  kind  of  reality,  a  kind  of  sanctity  (enp)  attaches  to  them 
(Smend,  206,  n.  i) ;  they  continue  to  belong  to  the  class  of 
superhuman  beings,  either  as  angels  or  as  demons.  This,  how 
ever,  does  but  intensify  the  earnestness  of  Jewish  opposition  to 
heathenism.  Hence  the  old  question  as  to  the  position  of 
\.\&ger~un  came  to  be  viewed  in  a  new  lic;ht.  If  the  Jews  were 
to  be  absolutely  separate  from  the  goylm,  they  had  to  decide 
whether  to  exclude  the  gcrim  altogether  or  to  include  them  in 
Israel.  They  adopted  the  latter  course.  The  gcrim,  who  had 
shared  the  captivity,  shared  also  the  antagonism  of  the  Jews 
to  the  Chaldaeans  ;  the  differences  between  Jews  and  gerltn 
were  forgotten  in  the  infinitely  greater  differences  between  both 
and  their  oppressors  (Bertholet,  no).  Thus,  for  Ezek.  4722 
and  P  (Ex.  1-49,  etc.),  the  religious  status  ofthcgirim  is  prac 
tically  identical  with  that  of  the  Jews.  Two  important  non- 
Israelite  bodies  were  at  last  formally  incorporated  into  the 
Jewish  community  by  being  genealogically  connected  with 
Israelite  tribes,  the  Kenites  with  Judah,  i  Ch.  2  55  413,  the 
temple-servants  with  the  Levites,  i  Ch.  (i  31-48  [16-23]  9 14"34- 
See  KENITE,  NETHINIM. 

i.  Jewish  particularism. — The  shame  and  misery  of 
the  exile  and  of  much  of  the  post-exilic  period  fostered 
and  deepened  Jewish  hatred  of  foreigners.  Their  con 
sciousness  of  spiritual  pre-eminence  prompted  them  to 
claim  political  distinction.  Yahw6  gives  Egypt,  Ethiopia, 
and  Seba  as  a  ransom  for  Israel  (Is.  483).  They  were 
constantly  exasperated  by  the  contrast  between  their 
claims  and  their  achievements.  The  old  prophetic  con 
demnation  of  Israel  as  corrupt,  and  the  consequent 
sentence  of  ruin,  lay  in  the  background.  The  psalter 
— which,  at  any  rate  in  its  present  form,  mainly  ex 
presses  the  sentiments  of  post-exilic  Judaism — dwells 
with  much  iteration  on  the  contrast  between  Israel, 
sinful  indeed,  but  yet  the  righteous  people  of  Yahwe, 
and  the  goylm,  who  are  wicked  (D'^TH)  and  God's 
enemies  (Ps.  8a[3]  682  74 4-23  83 3  [4]  89 51  [52]).  Israel 
still  looked  for  deliverance  through  the  ruin  of  the  goynn 
(Hag.  22i/.  Zech.  1 18-21  [2i-4]  14  Dan.  12i  Ps"  2; 
cp  ARMAGEDDON,  Rev.  16  12-16  19  11-21).  The  in 
tensity  of  Jewish  feeling  towards  foreigners  is  specially 
shown  by  Pss.  7  35  69  1 09  and  the  Book  of  Esther. 
Moreover,  the  legislation  from  Dt. ,  through  Ezek. ,  the 
Law  of  Holiness,  and  the  various  Priestly  Laws,  to  the 
Mishna  and  the  Talmud,  all  tended  to  make  the  Jews 
a  race  apart.  Not  only  were  foreigners  excluded  from 
the  temple  and  intermarriage  with  them  strictly  for 
bidden,  but  the  manifold  regulations  as  to  ceremonial 
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cleanness  produced  mutual  dislike  and  contempt  be 
tween  Jew  and  Gentile.  They  prevented  any  mitigation 
of  race  antipathy  by  social  intercourse  ;  and  made  every 
distinction  between  Jew  and  Gentile  a  mark  of  religious 
superiority,  a  token  that  Israel  is  kadoS  (EV  '  holy  '  ;  see 
CLKAN,  §  i),  as  becomes  the  people  of  Yahwe. 

Even  the  two  rites  of  the  eucharist  and  baptism  have  been 
most  fruitful  sources  of  bitterness  and  schism  in  Christendom. 
The  countless  rites  of  Judaism  worked  similar  results  still  more 
effectually.  Theological  contrasts  intensified  the  mutual  aliena 
tion.  Prophets  might  see  mankind  at  the  feet  of  the  God  of 
Israel  ;  but  there  were  no  signs  of  any  realisation  of  such  visions. 
Meanwhile  these  same  prophets  had  put  an  end  to  the  old  indiffer 
ence  to  and  tolerance  of  the  worship  of  other  gods  by  foreigners. 
The  fierce  and  scornful  denunciation  of  these  gods  obviously 
involved  the  condemnation  of  their  worshippers  (Is.  4124  44  y 
47g  52  i  ii  ;  Smend,  371).  As  far  as  foreigners  understood  the 
Jewish  faith,  this  assumption  of  superiority  would  be  intensely 
irritating,  scorn  would  beget  scorn,  and  mutual  alienation  and 
hostility  would  rapidly  increase. 

Thus  the  Exile  would  naturally  incline  loyal  and 
zealous  Jews  to  particularism  ;  and  exiles  who  returned 
with  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  or  at  an  earlier  period  would 
be  specially  loyal  and  zealous.  Palestine,  as  they 
found  it  on  their  return,  was  wholly  at  variance  with  all 
their  religious  ideals.  Indeed  the  very  existence  of 
revealed  religion  was  in  jeopardy.  The  population  left 
behind  in  Palestine  after  Samaria  and  Jerusalem  had 
fallen  was  probably  as  heterogeneous  in  race  as  that  of 
the  old  Hebrew  states.  Samaria,  moreover,  had  been 
partially  repeopled  by  foreigners  who,  in  a  fashion, 
worshipped  Yahwe  and  became  amalgamated  with  the 
remnant  of  the  Israelites,  thus  introducing  a  new  link 
between  Israel  and  the  goylm.  During  the  Exile  rela 
tions  were  established  between  these  Samaritans,  the 
remnant  of  the  Jews,  and  the  neighbouring  tribes.  Thus 
the  Jews  in  post-exilic  Palestine  tended  to  become 
a  mixed  community,  with  an  eclectic  faith,  in 
which  Yahwe,  though  the  highest  in  rank,  would  have 
been  indistinguishable  in  character  from  the  foreign  gods. 
The  Jews,  indeed,  would  have  been  a  mere  section  of  a 
loose  aggregate  of  peoples  in  Palestine  (Ezra  4  i_/i ).  In 
spite  of  Ezra  43,  '  We  have  nothing  in  common,  that  ye 
should  join  us  in  building  a  temple  for  our  God,'1  in 
which  Zerubbabel  repudiates  all  connection  with  the 
Samaritans,  it  is  clear  that  both  among  the  nobles 
and  among  the  people  Ezra  found  many  Jews  who  lived 
in  the  closest  intercourse  with  their  Samaritan  and 
Gentile  neighbours.  The  connection  had  been  cemented 
by  frequent  intermarriage.  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  speci 
ally  attacked  this  latter  practice,  and  after  a  long  and 
desperate  struggle  succeeded  in  dissolving  many,  if  not 
all,  of  these  alliances,  and  in  rendering  such  marriages 
illegal  in  the  future  (Ezra  9/.  Neh.  1030  13,  see  EZRA  i. 
§  5  _/! ).  Thus  they  prevented  the  Jews  from  being  merged 
in  the  neighbouring  tribes,  and  made  them  a  people  by 
themselves,  cut  off  from  ihegoyim  as  by  a  physical  barrier. 
By  the  establishment  of  a  Samaritan  religious  community, 
with  a  temple  of  its  own,  Nehemiah' s  enemies  confessed 
themselves  defeated.  They  no  longer  hoped  to  force 
themselves  into  the  temple  at  Jerusalem  and  the  Jewish 
fellowship.  Henceforward  the  orthodox  doctrine  re 
specting  the  goylm  was  that  of  P  ;  they  were  unclean 
persons,  whose  presence  would  pollute  the  sacred  land, 
people,  and  temple,  and  who  were  therefore  to  be  kept 
aloof  from  these  as  much  as  possible.  Ezra  621  speaks 
of  those  who  '  separated  themselves  from  the  unclean- 
ness  of  the goylm  of  the  country.'  P's  denunciations  of 
the  abominations  (nbJJin)  of  the  Canaanites  and  of  all 
association  with  them  are  a  standard  to  determine  the 
behaviour  of  the  Jews  towards  other  foreigners  (Lev. 
1824-30  2023  Nu.  3~3 50-56  ;  cp  Is.  358  52i  Ps.  10i6  7Sss 
79i). 

ii.     Universalism    in    Religion. — The    tendency    to 

1  In  view  of  Kosters'  theory  of  the  post-exilic  period,  it  has 
been  doubted  whether  these  words  are  correctly  ascribed  to 
Zerubbabel  (Bertholet,  125);  but  at  any  rate  it  seems  certain 
that  they  were  the  watchword  of  a  Judaistic  party  before  the 
advent  of  Ezra. 
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particularism,  however,  did  not  extinguish  the  uni- 
versalist  aspect  of  the  prophetic  teaching  ;  partly  no 
doubt  because  the  writings  of  the  prophets  were  read 
and  their  authority  acknowledged.  The  actual  political 
opponents  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  seem  to  have  been 
worldly  and  half-heathen  ;  yet  earnest,  spiritual  men, 
who  may  have  given  a  general  support  to  the  reforms, 
protested  against  pushing  particularism  to  extremes  ; 
Ruth  (on  the  date  see  RUTH,  BOOK  OF)  favours  mixed 
marriages,  and  Jonah  is  a  strong  protest  against  hatred 
towards  the  gdyim. 

Other  universalist  passsages  were  probably  written  without 
any  thought  of  their  relation  to  current  particularism  ;  they  were 
ideal  rather  than  practical.  The  catholic  spirit  of  the  prophets, 
which  (as  we  have  seen,  §  4  ii.)  especially  manifests  itself  in 
2  Isaiah,  reappears  in  Is.  1919-25  (on  the  date,  see  ISAIAH  ii., 
§  9  [10]),  Zech.  14i6  etc.  This  tendency  shows  itself  even  in 
the  strictly  Judaistic  literature.  P  (Gen.  1  91-7)  recognises  the 
divine  origin  and  sanctity  of  man  as  man;  Zech.  2n  [15]  97 
Mai.  In  Tob.  13 n  speak  of  many  nations  submitting  them 
selves  to  God.  Moreover  the  form  of  the  Wisdom  literature 
is  cosmopolitan  ;  the  contrast  is  not  between  Jew  and  Gentile, 
but  between  wise  and  foolish. 

Finally,  particularism  and  universalism  blended  in 
proselytising.  Mankind  might  all  enjoy  the  divine 
favour,  and  yet  this  favour  might  still  be  strictly  limited 
to  Jews,  by  the  simple  condition  that  mankind  must 
become  Jews,  must  receive  circumcision,  the  physical 
token  of  Judaism,  and  adopt  its  social  and  religious 
customs.  Even  in  this  attempted  combination  the  old 
antagonism  broke  out  afresh.  The  school  of  Hillel  (cp 
Mt.  23 15)  were  zealous  in  proselytising  and  sought  to 
make  admission  to  Judaism  easy  ;  the  school  of  Sham- 
mai  were  strongly  opposed  to  proselytes  ;  and  relics  of 
the  conflict  are  still  to  be  read  in  the  Talmud  (Bertholet 
3I9jT-)-  On  tne  other  hand,  Jewish  particularism  was 
constantly  endangered  by  the  influence  of  HELLENISM 
(q.v.}  and  by  political  relations  with  foreign  powers. 

The  Jews  prayed  and  offered  sacrifices  for  their  suzerains  (Jer. 
29  7  Ezra  (jgf.  7  15-23  i  Mace.  7  33  Bar.  1  n  Jos.  BJu.  17  2)  and 
for  friendly  nations  (i  Mace.  12  ii :  Spartans)  ;  Pss.  45  and  72  have 
been  supposed  to  be  written  in  honour  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus. 
The  Maccabees  and  the  Herods  had  very  close  and  often  very 
friendly  relations  with  foreign  powers,  Greek,  Roman,  Arab, 
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Syrian,  and  Parthian.  These  relations  often  led  foreigners  to 
adopt  Judaism  and  circumcision  ;  but  they  also  exercised  a 
strong  influence  upon  the  Jews.  The  DISPERSION  (?.v.)  of  the 
Jews  had  a  similar  twofold  effect. 

Thus  from  B.C.  200  we  constantly  meet  with  a  strong 
Hellenising  party  in  Palestine,  and  a  similar  tendency 
asserted  itself  elsewhere.  It  was  checked  in  Palestine 
by  the  success  of  the  Maccabaean  revolt  and  the  zeal  of 
the  Pharisees.  Christianity,  by  drawing  to  itself  the 
universalist  elements,  secured  the  victory  over  particular 
ism  in  Judaism.  Judaistic  Christians,  indeed,  attempted 
to  secure  that  Gentiles  should  not  be  admitted  to  the 
Church,  unless  they  became  Jews  ;  but  Paul  finally 
delivered  Christianity  from  Jewish  exclusiveness  by  en 
forcing  the  principle  that  in  Christ  '  there  is  neither  Jew 
nor  Greek.  '  Here  we  touch  the  fringe  of  a  new  and  great 
subject—  HELLENISM  (q.v.).  Cp  GALATIANS,  §  i2/. 

Oehler,  OT   Theol.   (ET),   1168-242   2398-405;    Schultz,   OT 

Theol,  (ET)  2373-382;  Smend,  AT  Rcl.-gesch.  111-119,  130-139 

147-150,  348-423;  Kayser,  AT  Theol.  W  (ed. 

6.   Literature.   Marti)  and  (3)  (called  Gesch.  d.  israel.  Rel.~), 

§§  23.  35,  45  I  Di-  A  T  Theol.  15-52,  354-402  ; 

Cheyne,  OPs.  291-297,  305-307;   cp    nS/I  131,    1457:    169  f.  ; 

Benzinger,  HA,  and  Nowack,  ffA,  s.v.   '  Heiden  '  ;    Bertholet, 

DieStellung  der  Israelitenutidder  Judcnzu  den  P'remden  ('96). 

W.  H.  B. 


GENUBATH  (n2«|  r-ANHBA9  [BAL]),  son  of 
Hadad  the  Edomite  (i  K.  11  20).  The  text  is  in  much 
disorder  (see  HADAD  i.  ,  3;  MIZRAIM,  §  zb).  We 
shall  best  restore  v.  igf.  as  follows,  assuming  that  Hadad 
had  fled  to  Mizrim  (the  N.  Arabian  Musri),  the  king 
of  which  land,  or  of  the  larger  realm  to  which  it 
belonged,  was  called  Pir'u  —  'And  he  gave  him  as  a 
wife  the  sister  of  his  (own)  wife,  and  she  bore  him 
his  spn  Genubath  and  reared  him  (IH^JBI,  Klo.  )  in  the 
midst  of  Pir'u's  house.  And  Genubath  was  in  the  house 
of  Pir'u  in  the  midst  of  Pir'u's  sons.'  Probably  Genu 
bath,  like  his  father,  became  a  fierce  enemy  of  Israel. 
His  name  (Gunubath?)  may  mean  'foreigner';  cp  Ar. 
januba,  '  peregrinus  fuit  '  (cp,  however,  NAMES,  §§  63, 
78).  Speculations  based  on  Egyptian  (PSBA  10372^) 
are  misplaced.  See  JQR  11  551^  ('99).  T.  K.  c. 
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The  object  of  this  article  is  not  to  discuss  the  identi 
fication  of  places.  That  can  in  general  be  done  better 
under  the  several  place-names,2  and  is  here  a  means, 
not  an  end.  The  object  is  to  investigate  the  nature  of 
the  geographical  conceptions  of  the  Hebrews  and  the 
extent  of  their  geographical  information.  The  last  three 
centuries  ( 200  B.  C.  - 100  A.  D. )  of  the  period  covered  by  the 
scheme  of  this  Encyclopedia  are  treated  more  briefly, 
because,  as  the  Hebrews  became  more  and  more  a  part 
of  the  Hellenistic  or  the  Roman  world,  they  came  to 
share  more  and  more  fully  the  general  geographical 

1  The  outline  maps  (after  col.  1696)  are  tentative  and  suggestive 
merely.     Nothing  is  indicated  as  known  at  any  period  for  which 
there  does  not  appear  to   be   documentary  evidence  ;   on   the 
other  hand,  the  argument  from  silence  is  net  to  be  pressed  with 
reference  to  details,  and  the  actual  line  dividing  the  known  from 
the    unknown  must    have    been  vague  and  fluctuating.      The 
maps  are  intended  only  as  hints  to  aid  the  reader  in  forming 
some  general  idea  of  the  expansion  of  Israel's  horizon. 

2  On  the  further  question  of  the  correctness  of  the  traditional 
reading  of  some  place-names,  see  NAMES,  §  88. 
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ideas  and  information  of  a  world  that  lies  beyond  the 
immediate  scope  of  the  work  ;  see  Strabo's  map  (below, 
col.  1691). 

Among  the  ancient  Hebrews  there  is  little  evidence  of 
interest  in  geography  as  a  scientific  study.      Their  view 
of  the  earth  as  a  whole  seems  to  have  been 


1.  Early 
notions. 


for  the  most  part  unreflecting  and  dependent 


on  their  common  experience  of  natural 
phenomena. 

Chief  among  these  were  the  apparent  rising  and  setting 
of  the  heavenly  bodies  (especially  the  sun),  and  the 
horizon-line  enclosing  the  visible  earth. 

The  sun  'goes  out'  (xs%  Judg.  631  Gen.  19  23  [J]  Is.  13  10 ; 
XS1D  is  sun-rise,  Ps.  19  7  [6])  in  the  morning,  and  at  night  '  goes 
in  '  (xi3.  Gen.  15  12  17  [J]  28  ii  [E],  and  often  ;  man  is  sun-set, 
Ps.  104  19=  West,  Dt.  11 30  Jos.  1 4).  Reflection  upon  this  appears 
in  the  very  late  passage  Eccles.  1  5. 

The  earth  is  a  stationary  mass  ;  its  trembling  is  a  sign 
of  supernatural  power  (Judg.  64  Is.  21921). 

That  its  surface  is  relatively  flat  and  circumscribed,  seems  to 
follow  from  the  expression  (poetical  and  comparatively  late  ;  but 
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this  may  only  arise  from  the  fragmentary  character  of  our 
sources)  r-\x  'DSX>  '  ends  of  the  earth '  (Dt.  33  17  i  S.  2  10  Mic. 
64  [3]  Jer.  16  19  Ps.  2s;  cp  WIND),  as  well  as  from  the  story 
of  the  flood  (Gen.  "/.). 

In  the  earliest  times  the  question  of  support  for  this 
earth,  felt  to  be  solid  and  firm,  was  not  raised. 

There  was  water  beneath  it  (Ex.204  [E],  Gen.  49  25  [older 
poem  in  J,  whence  Dt.  33  13  ;  see  Dr.  ad  lac.]  ;  cp  Gen.  7  n  [PJ)  ; 
but  not  until  Ps.  24  2  (probably  post  -exilic,  see  Ols. ,  Ba.  ,Che.  OPs. 
236)  does  the  conception  of  Yahwe's  founding  the  earth  upon 
the  seas  appear.  This  may  be  nothing  more  than  poetic  imagery  ; 
and  the  same  remark  will  apply  to  the  thought  of  its  resting  on 
pillars  (poet,  and  late  ;  i  S.  28  Ps.  104  5  Job  38  4  Is.  48  13,  etc.). 
A  still  bolder  conception  is  that  of  Job  20  7  :  '  Who  hangeth  [the] 
earth  upon  nothingness"  (nO'73  !  Che.  o'^3n). 

The  rising  and  setting  of  the  heavenly  bodies  gave 

_      ,.      .   the    Hebrews,    like    other    peoples,    the 

2.  Cardinal  standard  of  direction.      They  took   their 

stand  facing  the  sunrise. 

What  we  call  the  East  they  called  the  Front  (nip>  Gen.  2  8 
12  8  [J],  and  often)  or  place  of  dawning  (jrtf&  ;  iraroAij).  So  our 
West  was  for  them  the  Behind ("linN,  Is.  9  12  [n],  cp  Zech.  14s 
Joel  2  20),  but  usually  (from  their  situation  in  Palestine)  the 
direction  of  the  sea  (CT,  Gen.  12  8  13  14  28  14  [J],  and  often).  The 
North  they  called  the  Left  faoto,  Gen.  14  15  Job  23  9  Josh. 
19  26)  but  usually  the  Hidden,  or  Dark  (pBS) — probably  (if  this 
be  the  true  interpretation)1  because  in  N.  latitudes  the  N.  is 
farthest  from  the  course  of  the  sun.  The  South  was  the  Right 
(J'D',  i  S.  23  24  [J],  etc.  ;  |D'B,  Zech.  6  6  9  14  Job  39  26  Ex.  26  18 
[P] ;  chiefly  in  P,  Ezek.,  and  late  poet.),  but  also  (most  prob 
ably)  the  Shining  (Dm  ;  also  poet,  and  late  ;  Dt.  33  23  Job  37  17 
Eccles.  1 6  113,  and  often  Ezek.  [v.  BDB  204  i]),  and  also 
the  Dry,  Barren  (3JJ,  Gen.  12 9  [J],  and  often,  see  Di.  on  Gen. 
129;  333  n  is,  however,  usually  a  specific  name — the  South 
Country,  the  southern  part  of  Judah  and  the  adjoining  region  to 
the  south).  Cp  NEGED,  EARTH  (Foun  QUARTERS  OF). 

How  far  did  the  knowledge  of  the  Hebrews  extend  in 

these  several  directions  ?     The  extreme  limits,  as  far  as 

_,          ...    our  canonical  books  testify — and  their 

3.  Extent  ol  information  was  doubtless  often  frag- 
known  world.  mentary  and  vague— were  these  :  On 
the  E.  to  Media,  Elam,  Persia,  with  an  allusion  to  India 
(nil ;  see  INDIA)  in  Esth.  1 1  Sgt  (OPHIR  and  SINIM  are 
doubtful);  on  the  N.  to  a  range  of  (peoples  and)  countries 
extending  from  Northern  Armenia  (Magog,  Ashkenaz, 
Ararat,  Togarmah)  across  Asia  Minor  (Gomer,  Tubal, 
Meshek)  ;  on  the  W. ,  past  Cyprus  (Kittim),  Ionia 
(Javan),  Crete  (Kaphtor),  Carthage  (or  Sicily  [Elisha]), 
to  Tartessus  (Tarshish)  in  Spain  ;  on  the  S.  to  Ethiopia 
(Cush),  and  Southern  Arabia  (Sheba,  Hadramaut). 

It  is  possible  that  Hebrew  knowledge  extended  still 
farther  ;  the  Greek  historians  learned  of  regions  farther 
N.  (Thracians,  Kimmerians,  Herod.  4n/~. ,  Strabo,  vii. 
22,  Frag.  47)  ;  the  Phoenicians,  if  the  Greeks  can  be 
believed,  sailed  farther  W.  and  NW. ,  and,  commis 
sioned  by  the  Egyptians,  circumnavigated  Africa  (on  the 
same  authority,  Herod.  442  ;  it  was  under  Necho,  610- 
594  B.C.  ;  cp  E.  Meyer,  GA  I.  §  411  ;  Wiedemann,  AG 
627;  Junker,  Umschiffung  Afrikas  durch  die  Phonizier, 
1863);  the  Assyrians  pushed  farther  to  the  NE.  Some 
thing  of  this  knowledge  may  have  come  to  the  Hebrews 
in  Palestine,  and  doubtless  did  to  the  Jews  of  the  Dis 
persion,  before  our  last  canonical  OT  book  was  written. 
Here,  however,  we  can  only  conjecture.  We  are  with 
out  definite  testimony. 

Within  these  limits  certain  great  physical  features 
are  noted,  such  as  seas  and  rivers,  and  (less 
often)  mountain  ranges  and  deserts. 

i.  Of  seas  the  Mediterranean  naturally  takes  the  first 
place  ;  it  is  the  sea. 

D'.l,  '  tlte  sea'  (Nu.  1829  [E],  and  very  often  in  all  periods 
[see  D'  =  West,  above])  ;  so  also  plur.  D'2',  Judg.  5  17  and  (prob.) 
Dan.  11  45  (Meinh.,  Bev.)  ;  more  fully  '  the  great  sea  of  the  sun 
set,'  Josh.  14  2:i4  ([both  D] ;  so  in  Assyrian  tiaintu  ralntu  sa 
sulniu  satiisi,  Schr.  Nainen  der  Meere,  171  ff.),  and  simply  '  the 
great  sea '  (Nu.  34  6  f.  Josh.  15  12  47  [all  P  or  R]  ;  cp  Josh.  9  i 


4.  Seas. 


1  Earth  conjectures  a  relationship  with  Ar.  sa&z  =  east  wind, 
the  meaning  having  become  changed.  This  seems  very  doubtful, 
but  cp  EARTH  [FouR  QUARTERS],  §  i. 
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Ezek.  47  10  15  19  f.  4828);  'great  and  wide-stretching  sea  '  (Ps. 
104  25)  is  rather  a  description  than  a  name  ;  also  '  the  hinder 
(or  western)  sea,'  Dt.  11  24  342  (perhaps  with  pedantic  explicit- 
ness)  Zech.  14  8  Joel  2  20  (in  these  by  contrast  with  the  front 
[or  eastern]  sea '). 

Particular  parts  of  the  Mediterranean  were  known  as 
'the  sea  of  the  Philistines'  (Ex.  2831  [E])  and  'the 
seaofjoppa'  (2  Ch.  2 16  [15]  Ezra  87). 

ii.  The  RED  SEA  [q.v.  ]  is  yam  Siipti  (fpD'Q'),  referring 
usually  to  the  western  arm  between  Sinai  and  Egypt 
(Ex.  10i9  [J]  13i8  [E]  and  often). 

'  Sea  of  Suph  '  also  may  be  simply  '  the  sea,'  when  the  reference 
is  clear  from  the  context  (Ex.  14  1626  [E],  and  often)  ;  also  '  sea 
'of  Egypt'  Is.  11 15).  In  i  K.  926  »]lDTr  denotes  the  gulf  of 
'Akaba ;  cp  the  parallel  expression  '  Eloth  on  the  shore  of  the 
sea  in  the  land  of  Edom  '  (2  Ch.  817). 

iii.  Of  local  importance  and  often  mentioned  is  the 
'  Salt  Sea' — i.e.,  the  Dead  Sea. 

n^?n  D^  (Gen.  14  3  Josh.  3  16  [JE],  etc.),  called  also  '  sea  of 
the  'Arabah'  (n31j;n  D'),  Josh.  3  16  Dt.  3  17  2  K.  14  25,  etc.; 
'the  front  (  =  eastern)  sea,'  '3b"lj3ri  Djn,  Ezek.  47 18  Zech.  14s 
Joel  2  20  (see  hinder  sea,  above,  §  2,  begin.) ;  and  simply  D^ 
(Is.  168  Jer.  48  32). 

iv.  More  rarely  we  hear  of  the  '  Sea  of  Chinnereth ' 
or  '  of  Chinngroth  '  ( =  Lake  Gennesaret,  Sea  of  Galilee), 
rn33  D^,  Nu.  34  n  Josh.  1827  [both  P],  and  nr\33  D;,  Josh. 
12  3  [D] ;  simply  n%  Dt.  33  23  (see  CHINNERETH,  GENNESAR). 

These  seas  are  thus  known  under  slightly  varying 
names  in  all  OT  times. 

The  OT  knows  nothing  of  the  Euxine  and  Caspian 
Seas,  and  nothing  of  the  smaller  but  nearer  lakes  of 
Van  and  Urumiyeh.  Its  acquaintance  with  Magog  and 
the  early  history  of  Gomer,  as  well  as  with  NE.  Assyria 
and  E.  Armenia,  is  therefore  imperfect,  or  else  its 
interest  in  these  great  sheets  of  water  is  not  sufficient 
to  secure  mention  of  them.  It  is  possible  that  the 
Persian  Gulf  is  to  be  recognised  in  the  phrase  '  desert 
of  the  Sea'  (D'-isnp),  Is.  21 1  (so  Di. ;  but  the  text  is 
doubtful ;  see  Che.  SBOT}. 

The  phrase  '  from  sea  to  sea '  occurs  three  or  four  times  (OT3 
tT"iy,  Am.  8  12  Zech.  9  10  Ps.  72  8 ;  cp  DV3  D^>  Mic.  7  12)  marking 
the  limits  of  the  region  from  which  the  Jewish  exiles  will  return 
(in  Mic.  7  12  read  '  from  sea  to  sea '),  and  of  the  dominion  of  the 
great  future  king  of  Israel  (Zech.  9  10  Ps.  72s).  In  Am.  8  12, 
however,  if  the  passage  be  genuine,  the  two  seas  intended  will 
be  the  Dead  Sea  and  the  Mediterranean.  It  is  true  this  seems 
an  improbable  designation  of  the  boundaries  of  the  northern 
kingdom.  Hence  (and  for  other  reasons  ;  see  AMOS,  §  14)  Am. 
8  ii  f.  may  be  a  later  insertion. 

The  general  term  sea  (or  seas),  as  a  comprehensive 
name  for  the  watery  portion  of  the  earth's  surface,  is 
a  late  idea.  The  contrasted  idea  is  that  of  dry  land, 
which,  in  the  cosmogony  of  P,  is  thought  of  as  having 
emerged  to  view  by  the  process  of  collecting  within 
certain  limits  the  waters  that  originally  covered  the 
entire  earth  (see  Gen.  lg  /  21  ff.  Job  88816  Ps.  6935 
89g  104  (>ff.  Prov.  829  Eccles.  1 7,  etc.). 

Rivers  played  an  important  part  in  the 
history  of  OT  times. 

Of  foreign  rivers  the  most  important  are  the  Euphrates 
and  the  Nile. 

i.  The  Euphrates  is  often  simply  '  the  river. ' 
rns,  Euphrates  (Gen.  2  14  [J]),  rns-in:  (Gen.  15 18  [J]  Dt.  1  7 
11 24  Josh.  1  4  [D],  etc.),  '  the  River,'  n.Tjri  (Gen.  31  21  Ex.  23  31 
Nu.  22  5  Josh.  24  *f.  ^f.  [all  E]  2  S.  lo"r6  Is.  7  20  i  K.  4  24  [5  4] 
14  15  Jer.  2  18,  etc.)  ;  less  often,  redundantly,  '  the  river,  the  river 
Euphrates '  (Dt.  11 24),  and  '  the  great  river,  the  river  Euphrates ' 
(Gen.  15  18  Dt.  1  7  Josh.  14);  it  is  called  rj'  because  of  its  vast- 
ness  and  might  (Jer.  51  36  [Graf,  not  Gie.],  and  according  to  Del. 
also  Is.  21 1). 

The  people  believed  that  across  the  Euphrates  lay 
their  early  home  (Josh.  2l2/.  H/  [E]).  On  the 
question  of  the  earliest  historical  seats  of  the  Israelites, 
see  ISRAEL,  §  iff.;  EXODUS  i.,  §  i/.\  HEBREW,  §  i. 
ARAM-NAHARAIM  (Gen.  24 10,  etc.  [J])  contains  cer 
tainly  a  reference  to  the  Euphrates  ;  it  became  the 
ideal  boundary  of  their  land  on  the  NE.  (Gen.  15iS 
[JE]  Dt.  1 7  Il24  Josh.  14  [all  D]),  a  boundary  which, 
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according  to  Israel's  tradition,  Solomon  for  a  time 
realised  (i  K.  421  [5i]  424  bis  [64])  ;  not  only  did  the 
crossing  of  it  make  an  epoch  in  the  individual  life 
(Jacob,  Gen.  31 21  [E]),  but  the  Euphrates  formed  also 
a  real  boundary  between  the  Assyrian  and  Babylonian 
kingdoms  and  the  territory  to  the  W.  Just  as,  on  the 
one  hand,  we  find  Assyrian  kings  noting  with  care  the 
fact  of  a  passage  of  the  Euphrates  (see,  e.g. ,  COT  on 
i  K.  20 1)  as  a  departure  from  their  own  soil,  so  on 
the  other,  the  challenging  Egyptian  army  under  Necho 
went  thither  against  Assyria  (2  K.  2829),  and  of  Nebu 
chadrezzar's  conquest  it  is  said  that  '  the  king  of  Baby 
lon  had  taken,  from  the  '  river  of  Egypt '  [see  EGYPT, 
RIVER  OF]  unto  the  River  Euphrates,  all  that  pertained 
to  the  king  of  Egypt'  (2  K.  24?)  ;  and  so  we  have  the 
promise  of  the  return  of  scattered  Hebrews  '  from  Egypt 
even  to  the  River'  (Mic.  7 12).  The  Euphrates  became 
in  poetical  usage  one  of  the  boundaries  of  the  known 
world,  in  the  phrase  '  from  the  River  unto  the  ends  of 
the  earth'  (Ps.  728  =  Zech.  9io). 

ii.  THE  NILE  is  known  as  IN',  -rix',  a  word  of  Egyp 
tian  origin  meaning  stream  (see  EGYPT,  §  6),  but  usually 
employed  in  the  OT  with  the  art.  as  a  proper  name. 

So  in  Gen.  41 1  f.  318  Ex.  122  Am.  88,  and  often;  in  Am.  88 
9  5  it  occurs  also  as  Q'ISD  IN'  (Nile),  stream  of  Egypt,  and  in 
Is.  19  5  Nah.  38  bis  even  as  Q<  ;  cp  Is.  27  i  and  Q'a»,  Ezek.  32  2. 

Although  the  Nile  was  historically  less  important  (to 
the  Hebrews)  than  the  Euphrates,  the  references  to  it 
show  a  more  intimate  and  particular  acquaintance. 

It  was  bordered  by  reeds  or  sedge  ('nN,  Gen.  41  2  18  [see 
FLAG,  2];  rpn>  Ex.  235  [see  FLAG,  i];  cp  ?UJ5  [see  REED,  i] 
and  rpD,  Is.  196)  and  by  meadows  (n'ny,  Is.  19 7  [see  REED,  2]); 
it  was  divided  into  arms,  branches,  or  canals,  D'lSD  '"IX)  (Is. 
7i8),  niso  nx;  (Is.  196),  'Nile-streams  of  Egypt'  (cp  SHIHOR 
OF  EGYPT)  ;  it  was  used  for  bathing  (Ex.  2  5) ;  its  water,  for 
drinking  (Ex.  7  1821  24);  it  had  fish  (Ex.  7  21  Is.  198,  cp  Ezek. 
29  4),  and  frogs  (Ex.  8  3  [7  28]  8911(5  7])— all  in  JE  passages  of 
Hex.  ;  it  had  its  periods  of  rising  and  falling  (Am.  8s  9 5);  it 
occasioned  abundant  crops  —  hence  the  phrase  'the  seed  of 
Shihor,  the  harvest  of  the  Nile'  (Is.  283,  but  on  the  text  see 
SBOT  '  Isaiah  ')  ;  the  drying  up  of  the  Nile  was  therefore  the 
worst  calamity  for  Egypt,  Is.l95_^  OiJJ>  'river,'  is  applied  to 
the  Nile  only  in  Is.  19  5).  On  the  '  rivers  of  Cush '  (Is.  18  i  Zeph. 
3  10)  see  CUSH,  §  i. 

iii.  The  Tigris  (HIDDEKEL),  being  mentioned  in 
only  two  books,  can  be  treated  more  briefly. 

Gen.  2 14  [J]  mentions  the  Tigris  as  one  of  the  Eden 
rivers.  The  description  (which  is  probably  later  than 
the  mention  of  the  name)  is  as  follows  :  '  This  is  the 
one  that  flows  in  front  of  Assyria.'  Dan.  104  's  tne 
only  other  passage  which  refers  by  name  to  the  Tigris  ; 
it  is  noteworthy  that  the  Tigris  is  here  styled  '  the  great 
river'  (elsewhere  the  Euphrates);  in  Dan.  12s  bis,  6f. 
it  is  called  IN' — another  indubitable  sign  of  late  date. 

This  scanty  reference  to  so  important  a  stream  cannot 
fail  to  surprise  us.  Even  more  strange  is  it,  however, 
that  the  nearer  river  Orontes  is  entirely  ignored.  Nor 
do  we  hear  the  names  of  Araxes  and  Kyros  ;  the  Oxus 
and  the  Indus  are  as  little  known  as  the  Ganges,  the 
Danube,  or  the  Tiber.  The  most  easterly  stream  men 
tioned  is  the  Elamite  river  UI.AI  (q.v. ),  and  that  not 
until  the  second  century  B.C.  (Dan.  82). 

iv.  Within  a  narrower  area  the  water  -  courses  or 
'  wadys  '  (^ni  =  l\.&\.  jiumara]  attracted  attention,  being 
especially  characteristic  of  Canaan  and  the  adjacent 
territory,  and  conditioning  its  development.  As  the 
Euphrates  was  the  ideal  limit  of  Israelitish  domain  on 
the  NE. ,  so  a  ravine  (and  its  stream)  served  the  same 
purpose  on  the  SW.  This  is  the  Wady  el-Arish,  the 
natural  frontier  of  Palestine  towards  Egypt  (see  EGYPT, 
ii. ),  described  by  Esarhaddon  (Del.  Par.  311)  as  'the 
wady  of  Egypt  where  there  was  no  river.' 

The  term  nahal  mat  Musur  ('.wady  of  Egypt')  exactly 
represents  Q'^D  Vrn»  and  we  have  a  right  to  be  surprised  to 
find  the  phrase  Q'lSD  ina  in  Gen.  15  18  (JE  ?).  The  subject  is 
treated  elsewhere  (EGYPT,  RIVER  OF)  ;  but  the  present  writer 
may  express  his  opinion  that  -|ru  's  an  error  of  tl.e  text  (observe 
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"1H3  almost  immediately  afterwards)  for  ?riJ.  True,  ©  has  airb 
TOU  TTOTtifiOv  for  the  usual  xei/juippov,  or,  as  in  Josh.  164,  <t>dpay- 
yos  ;  but  it  has  wora^ov  also  in  i  K.  8  65. 

Few  but  the  most  familiar  mountains  or  mountain 
ranges  are  brought  before  us.  Outside  of  Palestine 

6.  Mountains.  the  m°s<  ^m™5  mountain  is  that  con 
nected  by  tradition  with  Moses  (see 
SINAI),  NE.  from  which  lay  Mount  SEIR  (strictly,  the 
mountain  region  of  Seir).  See  also  HOK,  PISGAH, 
ARARAT,  §  3.  That  Mt.  Taurus  should  be  ignored  is 
surprising,  for  this  was  the  barrier  between  Syria  and 
Asia  Minor.  Nor  is  anything  said  of  Mt.  Zagros,  NW. 
of  Media  ;  or  of  the  Elamitic  and  Susian  mountains. 
The  Caucasus  would  be  beyond  the  Israelitish  horizon. 
Of  deserts  (i3ip)  as  an  important  feature  of  the  earth's 

_  ,»  surface    the    Hebrews    were   well    aware 

7.  Deserts.   (see  DESERT). 

i.  There  were  among  them  (see  EXODUS  i. ,  §  2/1.) 
early  recollections  of  the  sparsely  populated  region — 
offering  pasturage  yet  often  desolate  and  wild,  and  not 
the  natural  home  of  a  settled  people — stretching  from 
their  own  southern  border  farther  southward  to  Elath 
and  to  Sinai,  forming  the  western  boundary  of  Edom, 
and  extending  SW.  to  the  confines  of  Egypt.  This  is 
the  'wilderness'  or  desert  referred  to  in  Gen.  146,  with 
which  compare  Gen.  21 21  (E,  '  Ishmael  dwelt  in  the 
wilderness  of  Paran'),  Nu.  12  16  (E,  a  station  in  the 
wanderings),  10 12  (P,  distinguished  from,  and  bordering 
.on,  the  'wilderness  of  Sinai'),  183  (whence  explorers 
were  sent  out),  26  (both  P  ;  the  addition  of  Kadesh 
in  v.  26  seems  to  be  from  R).  It  was,  according  to 
the  representation  of  P  and  D,  in  the  desert  of  Paran 
that  Israel  spent  most  of  the  forty  years  of  its  wan 
dering  (see  WANDERINGS).  It  is  called  the  desert 
of  Edom  (n'nx  I3np)  in  2  K.  38.  Abutting  on  the  desert 
of  Paran  (pxs)  on  the  N.  seems  to  have  been  '  the  desert 
of  Beer-sheba '  (Gen.  21 14  [E]).  In  P  the  more  com 
prehensive  name  of  the  desert  N.  of  Paran  was  the 
'desert  of  Sin'  (js— lanp  ;  see  ZIN);  it  was  the  southern 
limit  of  the  land  explored  by  the  spies  (Nu.  1821,  cp 
343),  and  in  it  lay  Kadesh  (20 1  27  14  bis,  8836  Dt.  32 51; 
see  on  the  other  hand  Nu.  1826,  above).  S.  of  the 
desert  of  Paran  lay  the  desert  of  Sinai  (see  above), 
mentioned  by  name  in  Ex.  19  if.  Lev.  7  38  Nu.  lug  and 
eight  times  more  in  P,  commanded  by  the  Sinai  group 
of  mountains  ;  NW.  of  that,  toward  Egypt,  lay  the 
desert  of  Sin  (not  Sin),  ppna-iDi  Ex.  16 1  (between 
Elim  and  Sinai)  17 1  Nu.  33  n  /.  (all  P).  The  portion 
of  the  desert  immediately  bordering  on  Egypt  is  in  the 
older  tradition  connected  with  Shur  (Ex.  1522  [JE]),  and 
in  the  later  with  that  of  Etham  (Nu.  338  ;  cp  Ex.  1820, 
both  P).  Nearly  the  same  seems  to  be  meant  by  '  the 
wilderness  of  the  Red  Sea'  (Ex.  13 18  [E])  and  'the 
wilderness  by  the  way  of  the  Red  Sea'  (Dt.  140  2i). 
The  simple  term  '  the  wilderness '  is  applied,  now  to 
the  whole  'desert  of  the  wandering'  (Ex.  2831  [E], 
etc.),  now  to  a  particular  part  (e.g. ,  Ex.  162  f.  and 
often),  subject  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  clearness. 

ii.  Of  the  great  Arabian  Desert  we  hear  comparatively 
little,  and  that  little  relates  to  its  western  edge.  '  The 
desert  which  is  before  Moab,  on  the  sunrise  side,'  it  is 
called  in  Nu.  21  n  [JE]. 

In  Tudg.  1122  the  wilderness  (-Qnan)  i-s  the  (eastern)  limit  of 
Israelitish  territory  E.  of  the  Jordan  ;  '  like  a  steppe-dweller 
('3~!j;2)  in  the  desert, 'Jer  3  2,  is  a  simile  of  lying  in  wait  ;  Jer.  25  24 
speaks  of  'all  the  kings  of  Arabia,  and  all  the  kings  of  the  border 
tribes  that  dwell  in  the  desert '  (Gie.,  Co.  emend  text  by  excision  ; 
cp  ©  ;  but  the  reference  to  the  desert  remains).  From  the  desert 
comes  the  east  wind  (Hos.  1815  Jer.  4n,  cp  Job  1  19).  The 
'  Sabaeans '  of  Ezek.  23  42  must,  however,  be  given  up,  and  per 
haps  the  whole  reference  in  that  verse  to  '  the  wilderness '  or 
'  desert '  (which  without  the  Sabaeans  loses  its  value  for  our 
present  purpose).  Some  familiarity  with  this  desert  is  indicated 
also  by  the  allusion  to  the  ostriches  in  Lam.  4  3  Job  39  13^ 

The  '  wilderness  of  Damascus,'  i  K.  19  15,  is  the  upper  part 
of  the  same  desert  (if  text  and  transl.  are  right  ;  see  KINGS, 
BOOK  OF,  §  8;  HAZAEL)— i.e.,  the  Syrian  Desert.  This  is, 
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denoted  also  by  the  descriptive  phrase  '  (Tadmor)  in  the  wilder 
ness  '  (2  Ch.  8  4),  after  which  i  K.  9  18  Kr.  has  been  shaped  ; 
the  original  TAMAR  (y.v.)  of  i  K.  9  18  does  not  allow  such  an 
inference.  The  verses  just  cited  (it  maybe  observed  in  passing) 
show  that  cities  might  flourish  in  the  midst  of '  desert ' — see  also 
the  other  late  passages,  Josh.  15  6i/.  20  8  (all  P)  i  Ch.  C  78  [63], 
not  to  mention  Is.  42  n.  (On  smaller  deserts  in  the  W.  Jordan 
territory  cp  PALESTINE.) 

Even  this  imperfect  survey  shows  that  the  Hebrews 
had  no  great  interest  in  geography  as  such.  The  various 

—  .  characteristics  of  the  earth's  surface  were 
.  .™  not  noticed  or  thought  of  by  them  except 
'  as  they  came  into  some  direct  relation  with 
their  own  life.  The  poetic  imagination  no  doubt  often 
laid  hold  of  natural  phenomena,  and  has  left  us  some 
vivid  pictures.  From  the  nature  of  the  case,  however, 
these  are  general,  not  specific.  The  spirit  of  exact 
scientific  observation  does  not  appear.  Such  reports 
as  may  have  reached  Israel  of  the  nature  of  the  coun 
tries  in  which  the  more  distant  nations  dwelt  seem  to 
have  made  little  impression.  Outside  of  their  own 
experience  they  were  more  concerned  with  persons  and 
peoples  than  with  soil  and  mountain-peak  and  stream, 
with  desert  and  sea. 

Among   the    first    countries    with    which  we    should 

expect    to    find    the    Hebrews    making    (or   renewing) 

_        .     acquaintance  would  be  Egypt  and  Ethiopia. 

5JP  •  The  iatter  country  (the  African  Cush)  seems 

to  have  come  within  their  ken   in  the  eighth  century 


knowledge   of  the  country  E.   of  the  Euphrates   from 
fragmentary  tradition  to  definite  acquaintance. 

Direct  contact  with  Babylonia  began  after  the  fall  of 
the  N.  kingdom  with  the  famous  embassy  of  MERODACH- 
BALADAN  to  Hezekiah.  Contact  with  Assyria  naturally 
began  earlier.  In  the  historical  books  the  name  appears 
first  in  2  K.  161929,  which  tells  that  Tiglath  -  pileser 
(III.),  =  Pul,  devastated  (n.C.  734)  the  same  northern 
districts  that  Benhadad  had  ravaged  175  years  earlier 
(Ijon,  Abel-beth-maacah,  Janoah,  Kedesh  [of  Naphtali]) 
and  Gilead  as  well  (cp  his  own  record,  COT  ad  loc.)  ; 
but  Israel  had  already  learned  to  know  Assyria  in  the 
previous  century  under  AHAB  and  JEHU  (qq.v.}.  Amos 
does  not  name  it  (but  see  AMOS,  col.  149,  foot)  ; 
yet  he  certainly  refers  to  it  (614),  and  the  expectation  of 
the  coming  of  the  Assyrians  underlies  his  book.  Hosea 
names  it  often  (613  7"  89  9s  106  lls  u  12i[2] 
14s  [4]).  It  is  even  possible  that  Shalmaneser  IV. 
(2  K.  17s)  is  referred  to  in  Hos.  10  14  as  Shalman  (see 
BETH-ARBEL).  We  find  Assyria  in  Micah  (5s  Mf.. 
cp  7  12),  and  abundantly  in  Isaiah  (7'8  20  1  etc.). 
Nahum's  prophecy  is  devoted  to  an  announcement  of 
its  overthrow  (cp  Zeph.  213);  2  K.  17i-6  gives  the 
account  of  Samaria's  fall  before  it,  and  the  deportation 
of  the  inhabitants  to  various  places  in  the  Assyrian 
empire. 

It  need  hardly  be  said  that  the  Hebrews,  so  far  as 
we   know,    made    no   at 
tempt  to  construct  a  map 
of    the     world. 


Strabo's  Map  of  the  World.     After  C.  M  filler. 


(Am.  87,  and  especially  Is.  I8i6  Zeph.  Sio1  Is.  203-5 
[bat  cp  ISAIAH,  BOOK  OF,  §  9,  beg.]  2  K.  19g),  when 
the  25th — Ethiopian — dynasty  was  making  itself  felt  in 
Palestine.2  An  increased  familiarity  with  Egypt  is  also 
attested  by  the  writings  of  the  prophets. 

Isaiah  (30  4)  refers  to  ZOAN  and  HANES,  Hosea  (96;  cp  Jer. 
2  16  etc.)  to  Moph  or  Noph — i.e.,  Memphis — and  Nahum  (3s), 
with  great  particularity,  to  the  Egyptian  Thebes  (No-AMON, 
['/.&.],  Ass.  Ni-i,  cp  Egypt  nt  'city,'  Steindorff  BAS  Isg6yfi; 
for  later  references  to  No  =  No-Amon,  see  Jer.  4625, 
Ezek.  30 14-16).  Such  remoter  neighbours  of  Egypt  as  Put 
(213 ;  see  on  Gen.  10  6  below,  §  22)  also,  and  Lubim  (Q'3?  7  Libyans 
— if  it  be  not  the  same  as  Lehabim  [C'3rp]  Gen.  10  13  [see  below, 
§  JSW)  occur  for  the  first  time  in  Nah.  (3  9). 

It  was,  singularly  enough,  the  Babylonian  conquest 
of  Judah  that  made  many  Judoeans  better  acquainted 


so,  it  would 
doubtless  have  appeared 
to  us  grotesque  enough. 
Even  the  comparatively 
sober  geographical  data 
of  Eratosthenes  (3rd  cent. 
B.  C.  )and  Strabo  (near  the 
beginning  of  the  Christian 
era  ;  see  the  accompany 
ing  reproduction),  who 
combined  all  the  infor 
mation  they  could  pro 
cure,  with  painful  labor- 
iousness,  yield  maps 
quite  recognisable,  it  is 
true,  but  much  distorted. 
Hebrew  cartographers  of 


10.  Babylonia 


with  Egypt.     The  fear  caused  by  the 
murder    of    GEDALIAH    led    a    large 


an  ssyria.  remnant  Of  the  pe0p]e  to  flee  jnto 
Egypt  (Jer.  41  17  f.  481-7),  and  then  began  the  familiarity 
with  Egyptian  cities  exhibited  by  Ezekiel.  Of  course,  this 
was  but  a  small  part  of  the  geographical  debt  which  the 
Hebrews  owed  to  the  Babylonians  and  (we  may  now 
add)  the  Assyrians.  Contact  with  these  nations  did 
more  than  anything  else  to  change  their  geographical 

1  These  words  at  least  in  this  disputed  verse  may  be  original. 

2  In  Nu.  12  i  2  S.  18ai  f.,  etc.,  it  is  only  a  question  of  isolated 
individuals  (see  CUSH,  2  b  \  CUSHI,  3). 
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the  seventh  or  the  fifth  century  B.C.  would  have  pro 
duced  much  more  astonishing  maps,  we  may  be  sure. 
Attempts  have  been  made  to  construct  maps  of  the 
world  as  known  to  the  Hebrews,  or  at  least  of  the 
central  portion  of  it,  on  the  basis  of  the  description  of 
Eden  and  its  rivers  in  Gen.  2.1  These  attempts  are 
interesting  in  a  high  degree  ;  but  the  data  are  not 
sufficient  in  amount  or  in  certainty  to  make  them  secure. 
The  utmost  we  can  say  is  that  one  or  two  of  them  are 
quite  possible.  At  best  they  can  claim  to  give  only  the 
view  of  one  writer,  at  a  single  period. 

The  four  maps  given  here  (after  col.  1696)  have  a  much  more 
modest  aim.  They  are  meant  simply  to  indicate  the  actual  regions 
on  the  earth's  surface  as  now  known,  which  were  embraced  by 
Hebrew  knowledge  at  different  periods.  For  purposes  of  com 
parison,  at  least,  these  may  perhaps  be  quite  as  useful  as  an  attempt 
to  construct  such  as  the  Hebrews  themselves  would  have  drawn. 

Little  interest  as  the  Hebrews  had  in  geography  in 
the  abstract,  they  could  not  remain  impervious  to  the 
•\lh  Ofimrranhi  influences  w*»ch  were  enlarging  their 

ca! I  Lists       knowled£e  of  the  world.  nor  whol'y 

escape  the  impulse  to  systematize  that 

knowledge.       The    most    convincing   evidence    of   this 

appears  in  the  lists  which   tabulate  it   in  some  detail. 

These  lists  were  arranged   on   a  genealogical  scheme, 

representing  assumed  racial  connection,  or  contiguity  or 

1  See  especially  Haupt  SBOT,  '  Isa.,'  note  on  18  i  ;  PAOS, 

Mar.  '94.  p.  ciii.  ;  Liter  Land  u.  Afeer,  1894-5,  no-  15  (with  map). 

Cp  also  WMM  Asiett  u.  Europa,  252^ 
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historical  association  (see  Di.  Gen.  168) ;  see  GENE 
ALOGIES  i. ,  §  i/.  They  were  compiled  by  the  same 
hands  that  undertook  the  story  of  the  national  life. 

The  motives  underlying  the  lists  can  be  only  conjectured.  An 
interest  in  geography  pure  and  simple  was  hardly  one  of  these 
motives,  although  the  geographical  order  is  here  and  there  dis 
cernible  in  the  arrangement  of  names.  The  names  are  usually 
those  of  peoples,  and  it  would  be  more  exact  to  call  the  lists  eth 
nographical.  They  appear  to  represent  the  circle  of  peoples 
(arranged  with  some  regard  to  locality)  which  at  the  time  fixed 
the  attention  of  the  authors.  Their  purpose  is  not  the  same  as 
that  of  the  Assyrian  catalogues  of  tributaries,  or  the  more  formal 
Egyptian  lists  of  foreign  cities  and  tribes.  In  those  we  have 
chiefly  the  parade  of  conquest.  The  Hebrew  lists  show  a  much 
more  impersonal,  or  at  least  more  dispassionate,  interest.  They 
include  peoples  with  whom  the  Hebrews  had  no  practical  con- 
cern;  and  their  own  conquerors  are  named  with  perfect  calmness. 
All  indications  point  to  an  intellectual  purpose.  The  impulse 
to  write  history  was  already  at  work,  and  with  it  the  desire  of 
providing  a  setting  for  the  history,  which  should  present  what 
was  known  of  other  peoples,  and  indicate  their  organic  relations. 

The  first  consecutive  list  of  this  kind  appears  not 
earlier  than  the  end  of  the  ninth  century.  Israel  was 
firmly  established  in  its  own  land, — had  a  fixed  point 
of  observation.  David  had  made  it  compact  and 
powerful.  The  commerce  and  foreign  relations  of 
Solomon  had  led  the  thoughts  of  the  people  outside 
their  own  land.  The  Phoenicians  were  followed,  in 
thought,  as  they  traversed  the  Mediterranean,  and  their 
reports  were  heard  in  Jerusalem  as  well  as  in  Samaria. 
The  national  self-consciousness  was  beginning  to  assert 
itself — even  although  the  political  life  was  divided — so 
as  to  develop  the  historical  instinct,  and  lead  to  the 
recognition  of  other  peoples  ns  historical  units,  like 
themselves.  Finally,  a  great  new  power  was  looming 
up  on  the  eastern  horizon.  All  these  circumstances 
contributed  to  the  formation  and  systematic  arrange 
ment  of  historico-geographical  ideas. 

The  document  which  embodies  such  an  arrangement 
is  the  genealogical  table  of  the  descendants  of  Noah's 
three  sons  in  Gen.  10.  This  is  really  a  list  of  the 
peoples  which,  at  the  time  of  the  writers,  seemed  of 
consequence.  The  chapter  is  not  homogeneous.  It  is 
formed  by  the  union  of  two  distinct  lists  of  different 
dates.  The  older  (J)  was  probably  compiled  about 
800  B.C.  ;  the  younger  (P)  perhaps  350  years  later. 

There  is  great  unanimity  among  critics  in  assigning  to  P  w. 
1-7  20  22  f.,  3I./T,  and  practical  unanimity  also  as  to  J  (VTJ.  8-19 
21  25-30);  the  (slight)  divergences  relate  to  the  different  layers 
of  J,  and  to  the  work  of  the  Redactor,  to  whom  v.  24  is  assigned 
by  almost  all.  Neither  list  is  preserved  in  its  original  form. 

The  lists  of  J  and  P  afford  the  framework  for  a 
geographical  scheme.  When  we  attempt  to  combine 

,  „  T.  ,  these  with  the  other  data,  however,  for 

12a.  Develop-  „,  r  .  ,. 

ment  Of  Hebrew  the  P^pose  of  tracing  the  growth  of 

Geotrrauhv  geographical  knowledge  among  the 
Earlv  Period  Hebrews,  we  are  met  by  difficulties 
which  can  be  surmounted  only  in  part  ; 
our  results  must  often  be  provisional. 

The  nature  of  our  sources  is  such  that  it  is  impossible  to  be 
always  sure  at  which  point  in  the  history  a  given  geographical 
fact  first  appeared.  The  documents  have  passed  through  so 
many  hands,  that  conceptions  of  different  dates  may  easily  be 
present.  Conversely,  geographical  ideas  may  have  existed  long 
without  finding  expression  in  the  surviving  literature. 

Especial  difficulty  attachef  to  a  clear  representation 
of  the  geographical  horizon  in  the  early  period. 

Very  early  documents  are  few,  and  the  later  accounts  of  early 
matters  have  to  be  received  with  discrimination.  Each  particular 
statement  must  be  carefully  weighed,  and  the  probabilities  con 
sidered.  Direct  Egyptian  and  Canaanitish  influence  on  early 
geographical  knowledge  in  Israel  is  an  unknown  quantity.  We 
cannot  jump  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Amarna  tablets,  im 
portant  as  they  are,  represent  knowledge  which  was,  or  speedily 
became,  the  common  property  of  the  Hebrew  invaders  a  century 
or  two  later.  By  degrees,  no  doubt,  much  geography  known  to 
the  Canaanites  would  be  appropriated  by  the  new-comers,  but 
how  much,  and  how  long  it  took,  we  are  wholly  without  means 
of  deciding.  Uncertainty  meets  us,  also,  as  to  the  amount  of 
genuine  geographical  material  in  the  traditions  of  early  nomadic 
wanderings.  We  are  quite  in  the  dark  as  to  Hebrew  contact 
with  the  Hittites  and  the  Aramaeans  between  the  conquest  and 
David's  time. 

In  these  circumstances  it  has  seemed  wisest,  both  in  the 
following  descriptions  and  in  the  accompanying  maps,  to  deal 
somewhat  rigidly  with  the  materials,  and  to  require  a  maximum 
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of  evidence  for  the  facts  presented.    A  careful  student  will  be  able 
to  expand  the  area  of  certainty,  as  evidence  may  seem  to  justify. 

It  would  appear  that  to  the  generations  following  the 
Hebrew  settlements  in  Canaan  the  outside  world  was  of 
little  consequence.  The  unanimity  of  traditions  point 
ing  to  Egypt  compels  us  to  regard  acquaintance  with 
that  country  as  among  their  earliest  possessions.  There 
is  no  reason  to  think  that  they  had  any  but  the  vaguest 
ideas  of  Africa  to  the  W.  and  S.  of  Egypt.  The  same 
is  true  of  the  lower  shores  of  the  Red  Sea  and  the 
interior  of  Arabia.  The  roving  Amalekites  on  their 
southern  border,  the  Edomites,  Moabites,  and  Ammon 
ites,  to  the  SE.  and  E. ,  were  of  course  in  full  view. 
Midian,  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  eastern  branch  of  the 
Red  Sea,  was  closely  associated  with  their  early  wander 
ings,  and  was  looked  upon  as  Israel's  half-brother 
(Gen.  252/. ),  and  the  story  of  Gideon  preserves  an 
account  of  a  desperate  conflict  with  a  branch  of  the 
same  people — predatory  Bedouin,  like  the  Amalekites, 
during  the  time  of  the  Judges  (see  MIDIAN).  There 
were  traditions  of  an  early  Aramaean  home,  and  even, 
as  there  seems  no  good  reason  to  doubt,  of  a  still  earlier 
one  in  Babylonia ; l  local  traces  of  Babylonian  influence 
in  Canaan  may  have  revived  and  confirmed  these  tradi 
tions  ;  but  they  can  hardly  have  been  outlined  with 
geographical  clearness.  As  to  the  northern  boundary 
of  Hebrew  knowledge  in  this  period  our  sources  are 
very  scanty.  The  one  great  literary  monument  of  these 
troubled  years,  the  Song  of  Deborah,  composed  in  the 
N.,  and  dealing  with  events  in  the  N. ,  does  not  carry 
us  beyond  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  plain  of 
Megiddo.  Hazor  is  mentioned  in  Judg.  4 — a  good 
source  of  the  second  order — as  also  in  Josh.  11  (JE), 
and  Judg.  131  83  (cp  Josh.  118)  carry  us  northward  on 
the  coast  as  far  as  Sidon.  Hints  at  wider  knowledge 
of  northern  geography  are  afforded  only  by  late  docu 
ments.  Reminiscences  of  Egyptian  campaigns  may  no 
doubt  have  preserved  on  the  soil  the  names  of  northerly 
regions  ;  but  from  the  Hebrew  documents  themselves 
we  cannot  derive,  for  this  period,  any  acquaintance 
with  territory  northward  of  aline  joining  Sidon,  Lebanon, 
and  Hermon. 

On  the  W.  the  sea  was  the  limit.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  in  this  period  the  Hebrew  mind  ventured 
across  it.  If  the  first  intercourse  with  Phoenicia  brought 
knowledge  of  Phoenician  traffic,  no  trace  of  this  know 
ledge  has  been  left  in  the  records  of  the  early  time. 

A  much  more  extended  area  and  a  more  detailed  acquaintance 
witji  Babylonia  and  with  Aramaean  localities  must  be  recognized 
for  this  period  if  we  could  suppose  that  Gen.  14  represents 
knowledge  in  the  possession  of  the  Hebrews  at  this  time, 
whether  due  to  their  own  ancient  tradition,  or  to  local  history 
appropriated  by  them  after  the  conquest.  The  question  of  the 
existence  in  this  noteworthy  chapter  of  good  historical  material 
cannot  be  discussed  here  (see  GENESIS,  §  8 a).  It  is  quite 
possible  to  answer  the  question  in  the  affirmative,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  maintain,  as  the  evidence  requires  us  to  do,  that 
the  chapter  cannot  be  used  as  a  source  of  information  for  the 
geographical  knowledgeof  the  time  of  the  Judges.  CpLehmann, 
Altar.  Chron.  p.  84  ('98). 

The    advent    of    the    Philistines,    the    alliances    and 

,-,   _  ..     .  conquests  of  David,  and  the  alliances 

123.  Geographical  and  luxury  of  Solomon  widened  the 

Qowieage  in     Hebrew  horizon,  and  filled  in  spaces 
lOtn  cent.  B.C.       ,  •  . 

which  were  nearly  or  quite  vacant. 

David's  wars  (see  DAVID,  §  8)  with  Hadadezer  and 
his  allies  must  have  afforded  some  definite  acquaintance 
with  the  Aramaean  country  as  far  as  the  Euphrates. 
Maacah,  Geshur,  Zobah,  Hamath,  and  Damascus 
now  grew  familiar.  Mesopotamia  became  a  neighbour. 
David's  friendship  with  Hiram  of  Tyre  must  have  led  to 
knowledge  of  lands  beyond  the  sea,  and  the  Philistines 
brought  with  them  to  the  shores  of  Canaan  the  news  of 
Caphtor  as  their  early  island  home  :  Caphtor  is  with 

1  Ur  Kasdim  in  J  (Gen.  1128  167)  cannot  be  discussed  here 
(see  UR  [i.l).  The  present  writer  believes  that  fewer  difficulties 
are  occasioned  by  regarding  it  as  original  with  J,  and  as  repre 
senting  old  tradition,  than  by  denying  either  of  these  things. 

1694 


GEOGRAPHY 

probability    identified    by   most    scholars    with    Crete 
(see  PHILISTINES;  but  cp  CAPHTOR,  CHERETHtTEs).1 

As  the  Philistines  were  new-comers,  some  report  of  their 
origin  would  naturally  spread  at  once  ;  hence,  although  the 
name  of  Caphtor  does  not  appear  till  the  eighth  century,  it  is 
probable  that  it  was  known  under  David  and  Solomon. 

Solomon's  reign  enlarged  the  Hebrew  world  still 
more.  That  there  were  variant  traditions  of  the  extent 
of  his  kingdom  appears  from  i  K.  54  compared'  with 
65  (EV  42425)  and  with  1124;  we  cannot  even  tell 
whether  the  Euphrates  was  sufficiently  known  in 
Solomon's  time  to  justify  the  mention  of  Tiphsah 
(Thapsacus)  in  the  late  passage  i  K.  5  4  [4  24].  The 
mention  of  'Tadmor'  (i.e.,  Palmyra)  in  2  Ch.  84  is  at 
any  rate  valueless  for  the  time  of  Solomon  (see  TAMAR). 
On  the  other  hand,  the  probable  emendation  of  i  K. 
1028/.  which  finds  there  a  mention  of  the  northern 
lands  Musri  and  Kue  as  the  source  of  the  Hebrew 
supply  of  horses  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  2  [a],  CHARIOT,  §  5, 
col.  726,  n.  i),  brings  us  to  the  very  foot  of  the  Taurus 
mountains,  S.  of  which  the  Syrian  Musri  lay,  and  even 
through  the  mountain-passes  of  the  Amanus  into  Cilicia, 
to  which  Kue  belonged  (see  CILICIA,  §  2). 

A  still  more  notable  extension  of  geographical 
knowledge  took  place  toward  the  S.  If  the  story 
of  the  visit  from  the  queen  of  Sheba  stood  by  itself  it 
might  not  be  enough  to  assure  us  of  the  actual  acquaint 
ance  of  Solomon's  time  with  Southern  Arabia.  But 
the  impulse  given  to  exploration  and  commerce  by 
Solomon's  luxury  led  to  the  fitting  out  of  ships  on  the 
gulf  of 'Akaba,  which  sailed  away  southward  on  long 
cruises,  bringing  them  into  close  contact  with  the 
Arabian  shores.  Besides  the  various  tropical  products 
(not  all  quite  certain ;  see  APES,  GOLD,  IVORY, 
OPHIR,  PEACOCKS),  with  which  they  contributed  to  the 
splendour  and  the  entertainment  of  the  court,  they 
brought  reports  of  distant  lands,  and  whether  or  not 
OPHIR  (q.v. )  was  in  Arabia,  it  is  certain  that  at  least 
Arabian  territory  bordering  on  the  Red  Sea  must  have 
been  observed  and  described.  The  same  is  true  of  the 
African  shore  of  the  Red  Sea  ;  how  much  further  S. 
and  E.  the  new  knowledge  stretched  we  cannot  tell,  and 
the  voyagers  themselves  may  have  been  as  ignorant  of 
the  real  geographical  relations  of  Ophir  as  Columbus 
and  his  sailors  were  in  regard  to  the  West  Indies  ;  but 
it  is  quite  certain  that  a  large  extent  of  the  earth's 
surface,  before  unknown,  must  from  that  time  onward 
have  been  taken  into  the  more  or  less  definite  concep 
tions  of  the  educated  Hebrews. 

It  is  probable  that  those  conceptions  now  embraced 
at  least  one  remote  point  in  the  W.  Phoenician 
voyages,  colonies,  and  settlements  were  already 
opening  markets  in  many  quarters  to  the  trade  of 
the  cities  from  which  they  set  out.  It  is  likely  that 
the  Phoenicians  had  planted  themselves  before  the 
tenth  century  on  the  coast  of  Spain,  at  Tartessus.'2 
Since  Phoenician  seamen  went  with  Solomon's  ships, 
and  these  ships  are  called  'ships  of  Tarshish ' — i.e., 
large  sea -going  vessels,  such  as  were  fit  to  go  to 
Tarshish  (i  K.  1022,  cp  Is.  2i6) — there  is  a  presumption 
in  favour  of  some  Hebrew  knowledge  of  Tarshish  in 
Solomon's  time  (although  i  K.  10  was  written  much 
later),  and  TARSHISH  ([i.]  q.v. )  is  admittedly  Tartessus. 

Solomon's  fleets  were  not  successfully  imitated  by  his 

successors  ;  but  a  new  agent  now  appears.     After  these 

T     Rth      fleets  the  strongest  influence  in  enlarging 

t   B C         the  Hebrew  view  of  the  world  was  the 

westward  extension  of  Assyrian  power. 

That  power  took  a  fresh  start  under  Asur-nasir-pal  (885-860 

B.C.,  see  ASSYRIA,  §  31),  who  marched  to  the  Mediterranean,  and 

1  The  question  of  the  identification  of  Caphtor  is  connected 
with  that  of  the  origin  of  the  Philistines,  who  are  derived  thence 
in  Am.  9  7  Jer.  47  4,  and  probably  Dt.  2  23.     For  recent  evidence 
that  the  Philistines  came  from  Crete,  see  A.  J.  Evans,  Cretan 
Pictographs  ('95),  99^ 

2  Strabo,  i.  3  2  [48]  says  that  the  Phnenicians  had  sailed  beyond 
the  Pillars  of  Hercules  soon  after  the  Trojan  war.     Cp  iii.  2  12^. 
where  he  speaks  of  Tartessus,  and  cites  Homer's  mention  of  it. 
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received  tribute  from  the  Mediterranean  cities.  Of  direct  con 
tact  with  Israel  we  do  not  hear  ;  but  the  silence  of  the  Hebrew 
records  cannot  prevent  us  from  saying  that,  with  the  intimacy 
between  Phoenicia  and  the  house  of  Omri,  then  on  the  Israelitish 
throne,  Israel  must  have  learned  lessons  in  Assyrian  geography 
from  Asur-nasir-pal.  We  cannot  of  course  tell  how  far  even  the 
names  of  territories  overrun  by  him  on  the  remote  Assyrian 
borders — Kummuh,  the  Muski,  the  Nairi-lands,  the  regions  of 
the  Upper  and  the  Lower  Zab,  and  the  rest — became  known  in 
Palestine  ;  but  Eastern  Mesopotamia,  the  Tigris  and  its  cities, 
must  have  begun  to  take  a  place  in  Hebrew  thought. 

Shalmaneser  II.  (860-825  B.C.),  whom  Ahab's  men  faced,  under 
Benhadad,  in  854,  and  who  received  tribute  from  Jehu,  must 
have  continued  the  geographical  teaching  begun  by  his  father. 
Ramman-nirari  III.  (812-783  B.C.)  brought  it  apparently  still 
closer  home,  for  not  only  Phoenicia  and  Israel,  but  also  Philistia 
and  Edom  recognised  his  sovereignty  by  tribute,  and  since  prob 
ably  the  former,  and  certainly  the  latter,  in  its  mountain 
fastnesses,  would  hardly  do  so  without  previous  personal  contact, 
we  must  suppose,  either  that  two  streams  of  Assyrian  invasion 
enclosed  Judah  on  the  E.  and  on  the  W.,  or,  if  Edom  was 
reached  by  the  western  route,  that  the  southern  border  of  Judah 
was  skirted.  In  any  case,  by  the  middle  of  the  eighth  century, 
at  which  time,  certainly,  J's  geographical  survey  was  complete, 
the  kingdom  of  Judah,  in  which  J  wrote,  had  facilities  nearly 
as  ample  as  those  of  Israel  for  knowing  the  main  features  of 
Assyrian  geography.  Judaean  embassies  were,  it  is  true,  not 
yet  passing  to  and  fro,  carrying  tribute,  and  bringing  back  new 
impressions  and  the  stories  of  strange  lands,  but  the  knowledge 
gained  in  this  way  by  their  neighbours  would  in  the  course  of 
time  naturally  become  theirs. 

Shalmaneser  II.  and  his  successors  had  come  into  close 
relations  with  Babylonia,  and  ancestral  tradition  would  lead  the 
Hebrews  to  an  especial  interest  and  even  inquisitiveness  regard 
ing  it,  which  would  result  in  some  familiarity  with  local  names, 
while  by  no  means  yielding  precise  and  full  knowledge,  or  dis 
pelling  the  mystery  overhanging  that  ancient  Semitic  home. 

The  first  part  of  J's  list  that  is  preserved  to  us  looks 

toward  the  E.      It  begins  abruptly  with  a  summarized 

...      _,        statement regardingan  individual  monarch 

Bahvionfa  of  Babylonia— NIMROD  \_q.v.\  son  of 
L<  Gush.  The  sites  of  BABYLON  and  ERECH 
are  well  known;  those  of  ACCAD  and  CALNF.H  (i) 
are  not  yet  identified.  Shinar  (i{w)  most  probably 
represents  the  Babylonian  Sumer,  or  its  dialectic  variation 
Sunger. l  Whether  the  term  'land  of  Shinar'  in  Gen. 
10 10  includes  all  Babylonia,  from  the  sea  northward, 
we  cannot  however  say.  Another  tradition  preserved 
by  J  makes  a  plain  (nypa)  'in  the  land  of  Shinar'  the 
scene  of  the  building  of  Babel,  and  of  the  sudden 
dispersion  of  the  race  (Gen.  11 1-9  ;  see  BABEL).  The 
only  contribution  made  by  this  passage  to  the  vexed 
question  as  to  the  geographical  limits  of  Sumer  consists 
in  the  requirement  that  it  shall  contain  both  Babylon 
and  Erech.  Familiarity  with  the  name  is  indicated 
especially  by  the  expression  '  a  goodly  mantle  of 
Shinar '  (Josh.  721  [JE]  ;  see  RVme-) ;  '  land  of  Shinar ' 
occurs  also  in  Zech.  5  n  Dan.  1  2,  and  Shinar,  Is.  11  n. 

If  J  located  his  Eden  (Gen.  2)  in  Babylonia,  his  geographical 
information  concerning  tne  region  must  be  regarded  as  still 
vague.  The  Euphrates  and  the  Tigris  approach  each  other 
there,  and  were  doubtless  connected  by  canals ;  but  as  to  the 
rest,  the  description  is  unrecognisable.  This,  however,  would 
not  of  itself  disprove  the  theory  that  he  had  that  locality  in 
mind.  Without  entering  into  the  vexed  question  of  CUSH  (q.v.), 
mentioned  in  Gen.  213  108,  we  may  note  here  that  A5ur-nasir- 
pal  and  Shalmaneser  II.  both  encountered  the  Kassites,  and  it 
is  by  no  means  impossible  that  in  the  mind  of  J  there  was 
already  confusion  between  the  Kassites  and  the  Arabian  and 
African  Kus.  The  embassy  pi"  Merodach-baladan  to  Hezekiah 
(2  K.  20),  at  the  end  of  the  eighth  century,  although  it  seems  tc- 
presuppose  some  mutual  acquaintance,  was  plainly  a  novelty, 
and  is  quite  consistent  with  much  mutual  ignorance,  as  well. 

The  assignment  of  the  beginning  of  Nimrod's 
kingdom  to  Babylonia,  and  the  stress  laid  on  the 
.  subsequent  founding  of  Assyrian  cities, 


13*.  J's  Assyria. 


points  to  an  ultimate  Assyrian  source 


for  at  least  vv.  10-12.  Assiir,  EV  'Asshur'  (T*B:N),  is 
undoubtedly  here,  as  in  2 14  and  elsewhere,  the  country 
of  Assyria  (see  especially  'land  of  Assyria,'  parallel 
with  '  land  of  Nimrod '  Mic.  56  [5]),  not  the  old  capital 
Asur  on  the  W.  bank  of  the  Tigris  (at  Kal'at-Sherkat 
about  45  m.  below  Nimrud  ;  see  ASSYRIA,  §  5). 

1  Paul  Haupt,  '  Ueber  ein  Dialekt  der  Sumerischen  Sprache," 
GGN,  1880,  no.  17  ;  Akkadische  Sfracke,  1883  ;  '  Akkadische 
u.  SumerischeKeilschrift-texte'  =  X^.  Bibliothek,  Bd.  l('8i/); 
Del.  Par.  198 ;  Schr.  COT  on  Gen.  11 1 ;  Tiele,  BAG,  74^ 
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The  Assyrian  kingdom,  like  the  Babylonian,  is  repre 
sented  by  four  cities  (see  NINEVEH,  CALAH,  REHOBOTH- 
IR,  RESEN),  for  the  words,  'that  is  the  great  city,'  in 
Gen.  10  fib,  which  imply  the  view  that  these  several  cities 
made  up  the  one  great  Nineveh  (cp  Jon.  1282411,  where 
the  city  is  of  enormous  size),  are  probably  a.  gloss.  It  is 
J  also  who  mentions  the  Tigris  (see  above,  §  5,  iii.  ). 

Western  Mesopotamia  becomes  familiar.  Not  only 
dowefind  thecityof  Nahorand  AKAM-NAHARAIM  (ij.v.),1 
besides  other  references  to  this  region  as  of  early  interest 
in  Hebrew  migrations  (Gen.  24  10;  cp  1'lvoff.  28  10, 
etc.,  J),  but  the  exiles  of  Samaria  are  planted  by  the 
Habor  (Chaboras),  the  river  of  Gozan  (2  K.  176),  and 
Gozan,  Harran,  Reseph,  (Bit-)Adini  and  Telassar 
all  figure  in  the  conquests  of  Assyria  (2  K.  19  12),  and 
all  show  knowledge  of  the  same  region,  by  the  close  of 
the  eighth  century. 

The  northern  border  of  Assyria  is  still  obscure.  At 
the  NE  corner  of  the  Mediterranean,  whilst  on  land  we 
_,  do  not  get  across  the  Amanus,  in  the  sea 
'  the  island  of  Cyprus  (Kittim)  comes  into 

view-      II  is  not  in  J's  list  !  but  il  meets  us 
in  Nu  2424  (jE)_  as  well  as  in  Is  23. 

It  is  doubtful  whether  Nu.  2424  belongs  to  an  early  stratum 
of  JE,  and,  without  claiming  Kittim  where  it  first  occurs  in  the 
much  disputed  'oracle  of  Tyre'  (Is.  23  i^),  we  may  admit 
Kittim  in  v.  12  as  belonging  to  the  poem,  and  may  not 
unreasonably  ascribe  it  to  the  hand  of  Isaiah.  It  is  true  that 
this  would  of  itself  take  us  back  no  further  than  725  B.C.  ;  but  the 
reference  to  Kittim  is  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  imply  previous 
acquaintance. 

From  Assyria  in  the  NE.   J's  list  passes  to  Egypt 
_,         in  the  SW.      In  the  same  group  are  eight 
—       '.      ,       other  peoples,  marking  as  many  territorial 
igypc,  etc.  distinctions  (Gen  10  ^/.  =  i  Ch.  In/). 

1.  First  are  the  LUDIM,  who  are  quite  distinct  from 
the  LUD  (q.v.  )  of  Gen.  1022  (P)  =  i  Ch.  1  17,  and  must 
be  sought  in  Africa.       More  we  cannot  say,   and  our 
present  ignorance  extends  to  several  other  names  in  the 
same  group.     The  very  next  one  is  an  example. 

2.  Of  Anamim    (only  here,    and    in    i  Ch.  In)    we 
know  nothing  geographically,  and  the  name  is  not  even 
certain  textually.2 

3.  KASLUHIM,  EV  CASLUHIM,S  is  just  as  obscure. 
See  PHILISTINES. 

4.  LEHABIM  perhaps  =  Lub!m,  Q'm1?,  Libyans. 
©AEL>    however,    has  Aa/3iei/x,  or  A.ajSeii'   i  Ch.    [A],    whilst 

D'311?  is  Ai"/3ves  (see  Nah.  39  [BNAQ]  2  Ch.  123  [BAL],  16s 
[BAL]  ;  and  D^S  Dan.  Il4at  Baer)  ;  read  also  Lub,  31^>  for  Heb. 

313  (AV  CHUB,  RV  CUB),  Ezek.  80s  ;  ®BAQ  Ai/Sves  (Co.  WMM 
As.  11.  Eur.  115). 

The  passages  do  not  help  to  fix  the  boundaries  of  Libya. 

5.  Naphtuhim  is  in  doubt. 

Possibilities  are4  :  (i)  Napata  (in  Cush),  a  view  of  Tuch  and  de 
Goeje  ;  see  also  Di.  ;  (2)  Na-ptah,  '(people)  of  Ptah'  —  i.e., 
inhabitants  of  Memphis  (where  the  god  Ptah  had  his  chief  seat), 
and  Middle  Egypt  generally  (Kn.  ad  loc.,  Ebers)  ;  and  (3)  the 
origination  of  Q'nnSJ  out  of  DTICDS  —  i.e.,  pltlinhi,  'northern 
land  '  (cp  [6],  so  Erman,  ZA  TW  10  us./). 

6.  Pathruslm  (n'cnns)  is  the,  gentilic    from  Pathros 
(DITTIS,  —  i.e.  ,  in  Egyptian,    'land  of  the  S.';  in  cunei 
form,  Paturisi],  which  is  referred  to  in  Jer.  44  1  as  a 
region  distinct  from  Migdol,  Tahpanhes,  and  Noph,  in 
Jer.  44is    (Graf,    Gie.  )    and    in    Is.  11  n    (  Bct/SiAwi/ias 
[BXAQ])  as  distinct  from  Mizraim  or  Egypt,   and   in 
Ezek.  30  14    among   the    Egyptian   towns  and   districts 
(Noph,  Zoan,  No,  Sin,  etc.)  on  which  judgment  shall 
fall.      In  Ezek.  29  14  it  is  called  the  land  of  the  '  origin  ' 
(RVm&-)  of  the  Egyptians  (a  good  historical  tradition). 

7.  On  Caphtorim  and  (8)  the  Philistines  see  §  126. 
From  Egypt  J's  list  passes  northward  along  the  coast, 

1  For  a  different  view  see  HAURAN. 

2  In  Gen.  aLvefieTieLft.  [A],  cvefj.eTi.eLv  [E],  au'eia^ueijx  [L]  ;  in 
Ch.  ava.fiufi.ft.  [A],  a.Lvofi-  [L]  ;  B  om. 

a  In  Gen.  xa<r^wl/t"^  [A],  -<rAu-  [L],  xaAoei/u.  [E]  ;  in  Ch. 
Xa<r\tavLeLfiL  [A],  -\iaeLfi.  [L]  ;  B  om. 

•»  ve<f>ea\L(LfjL  [A],  -\eLfi.  [EL]  ;  in  Ch.  -Aiju.  [A],  -6<a<reiiJ.  [L]  | 
B  om. 
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and  mentions  Canaan  and  his  'sons.'     Verse  15  names 

16   J's       tW°    °f   these — V'Z"    SlDON    and    Heth- 

_,        '         ,     The  Hittites,  or  sons  of  Heth,  are  treated 

an,  etc.  elsewhere  (see  HITTITES).     Suffice  it  to 

notice  that  for  J  they  are  simply  an  aboriginal  Canaan- 

itish  people,  by  the  side  of  the  Phoenicians. 

The  following  verses  present  several  difficulties. 
They  contain  gentilic  nouns,  which  is  peculiar, — not  in 
itself,  for  already  in  v.  13  f.  the  genealogical  scheme 
has  become  a  transparent  fiction,  but  because  of  the 
disagreement  in  form  with  Sidon  and  Heth. 

In  part  the  verses  suggest  the  familiar  list  of  Canaanitish 
peoples  which  Israel  is  to  dispossess,  as  contained  in  the  account 
of  the  Exodus  and  march  to  Canaan  furnished  by  J  and  D 
(e.g. ,  Ex.38  Dt.  7i);  but  in  part  they  are  different.  The 
PEKIZZITES  (q.v.)  are  wholly  lacking.  The  Canaanites  do  not 
appear ;  Canaan  is  here,  not  one  among  the  particular  peoples, 
but  the  comprehensive  term  uniting  all  the  rest.  Heth  is  an 
unusual  form,  and  is  set  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  list.  There 
are  here  also  five  names  (v.  17  f.)  which  do  not  occur  in  the  lists 
elsewhere,  and  differ  from  the  four  preceding  (except  the 
Jebusites  of  Jerusalem),  in  being  plainly  geographical. 

1.  '  The   Arkite '  is  a   gentilic   derived   from   the   city  name 
Arka(Ass.  Arka,  COT;  mod.  Tell  'Arka,  Burckhardt,  Travels, 
162 ;    Rob.  BR  3   App.  183),   northward   from   Tripolis  at   the 
NW.  foot  of  Lebanon.     See  ARKITE. 

2.  '  The   Sinite '  is   of  doubtful   derivation.      Del.    Par.  282 
proposes  to  read     'VB?  and  to  connect  with  the  city  Siannu 
(  =  Sianu)  'on   the   shore   of  the   sea'  mentioned   by  Tiglath- 
pileser  III.  with  A rka  (and  Simirra)  3  R.  9 46.     Strabo  (x vi.  2  is) 
mentions  a  town   i>inna,  j'erome  (Quiestt.  ad  foe.)  a   civitas 
Sini  in  this  region,  and  Breydenbach  (Reise,  1483)  a  village  Syn 
about  2^  m.  from  Nahr  'Arka.     See  SINITE. 

3.  On  '  the  Arvadite  '  see  ARVAD. 

4.  '  The  Zemarite  '  is  from  the  city  Simir(ra)  mentioned  re 
peatedly  by  Tig  lath -pileser  III.  and  his  successors,  745^  B.C. 
(Schr.  COT  on  Gen.  10 18,  Del.  Par.  281  f.),  and  long  before  in 
the  Amarna  letters,  as  Sumur  (Bezold,  op.  cit.  155  ;  otherwise 
Winckler,  op.  cit.  40*)  ;  it  was  known  to  the  Greeks  as  <ri/nupa 
(see  reff.  in  Di.).     It  is  perhaps  the  modern  Suima,  between 
Ruad  and  Tripolis  (Bad.  Pal.1?}  407;  see  other  reff.  in  Buhl- 
Ges.    Lex.,  s.v.).      Cornill   restores    DHOS   in  Ezek.  27  n  (see 
GAMMADIM). 

5.  Finally,  '  the   Hamathite,'  from   the   well-known   city   of 
HAMATH  (q.v.)  on  the  Orontes. 

All  these  are  places  in  the  extreme  N.,  and  can  be, 
in  most  cases,  with  certainty  identified. 

This  increases  our  surprise  at  finding  them  combined 
(v.  i6f. )  with  the  '  Jebusite  and  the  GIRGASHITE 
(q.  v.)  and  the  HIVITE  '  (q.v. ),  which  are  either  in  the 
S.  or  are  geographically  vague. 

'  The  Amorite  '  is  a  name  which  requires  separate  treatment. 
We  may  understand  it  to  be  used  here  in  the  same  sense  which 
it  bears  elsewhere  in  the  stereotyped  lists  of  Canaanitish  peoples, 
and  assume  that  v.  16,  as  well  as  '  the  Hivite '  in  v.  17,  is  not  a 
part  of  J's  original  table  (see  AMORITES). 

The  account  of  the  sons  of  Canaan  in  J  comes  to  an  end  with 
two  more  general  remarks:  v.  18  'and  afterward  (i.e.,  after 
Canaan  had  begotten  these  sons  =  in  the  course  of  time,  by 
degrees)  were  the  families  of  the  Canaanite  spread  abroad ' ; 
v.  19  in  its  turn,  gives  the  boundary  of  the  Canaanites. 

It  is  evident  from  a  comparison  of  w.  18  and  19  that  in  both 
cases  the  Canaanites  are  the  inhabitants  of  Canaan  (Phoenician 
colonies,  e.g. ,  are  not  included).  ^!»SJ,  v.  18,  must  therefore 
mean,  '  spread  out  so  as  to  occupy  the  land  of  Canaan.'  Verses 
15-18,  however,  contain  names  (i.e.  in  v.  idf.)  which  certainly 
cover  substantially  the  Canaanitish  territory ;  v.  I'&b  is  not  in 
telligible  if  the  whole  space  over  which  they  spread  is  already 
occupied  by  them.  The  characteristic  names  of  the  present  list 
are,  however,  all  in  the  N.,  and  it  seems  highly  probable  that 
the  others  (Jebusite,  Amorite,  Girgashite,  Hivite)  are  not 
original,  but  inserted  by  a  scribe  who  missed  the  familiar  forms. 

If  the  above  criticism  be  sound,  what  J  tells  us  is 
that  the  original  seat  of  the  Canaanites  was  in  the 
N.  (  =  Phoenicia  and  Hamath),  and  that  they  spread 
from  that  region  over  Canaan. 

This  obliges  us  to  take  a  further  step. 

Verse  19  cannot  give  the  boundary  of  these  original  northern 
Canaanites.  It  does  not  even  include  them,  for  it  goes  no  farther 
N.  than  Sidon,  and  all  the  other  names  under  consideration 
(Heth,  Arka,  Sin,  Arvad,  Simir,  and  Hamath)  are  to  the  north 
ward  of  Sidon.  Moreover  it  passes  down  at  least  as  far  as 
Gaza  (reading  JTT13,  '  towards  Gerar ') ;  but  Gaza  is  near  the 
southern  border  of  the  Philistine  territory,  which  must  therefore 
be  included  in  the  Canaanitish  border  ;  but  evidently  the 
Philistines  are,  for  J,  not  Canaanites  (v.  14). 

It  appears,  then,  that  not  only  the  five  names  in  vv.  16  ija, 
but  also  the  border-tracing  v.  19,  are  later  additions.  If  this  is 
the  case,  however,  the  lsB}('  spread  abroad')  of  v.  18  is  no  longer 
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to  be  explained  by  v.  19,  and  may  well  refer  to  the  planting  of 
Phoenician  colonies,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  meaning 
of  via  (e.g.,  Gen.  llsyC  Zeph.  3io  Is.  24 1  Ezek.  11 17  and  often). 

The  next  geographical  reference  in  J  is  in  v.  26. 

Verses  21-25  simply  connect  the  Eberites  with  Shem,  the  eldest 
son  of  Noah,  and  fix  the  time  of  the  division  of  the  peoples. 

Verses  26-30  name  the  sons  of  Joktan  (see  JOKTAN), 
and  give  their  locality.  The  names,  as  far  as  identified, 
prove  to  be  Arabian  (see  special  articles). 


The    interior  of   the  Arabian   peninsula, 


17.  J's  sons 

whose  coast  had  been  skirted  by  Solomon's 
fleets,  was  gradually  disclosing  itself.  Hadramaut 
(HAZARMAVETH,  Gen.  1026=  i  Ch.  1.20)  appears  for  the 
first  and  only  time  in  the  OT,  side  by  side  with  Sheba 
(see  §  3).  The  more  settled  Arabian  communities  are 
coming  into  view.  Amalek  and  Midian,  the  wilder 
Bedawin  of  the  desert,  have  disappeared.1 

Verse  30  gives  the  limits  of  the  territory  of  these  descendants 
of  Joktan  : — '  from  K!?D  towards  TBD  the  mountain  of  the  East.' 

The  change  of  Mesha  to  Massa  (nb'D)>  a  branch  of  the  Ishmael- 
ites,  is  plausible.  Massa  would  then  mark  the  northern  limit  of 
the  tribes  of  Yoktan.  See  MESHA  i. 

Sephar,  the  opposite  limit  (ISO),  must  be  sought  in  the  S.  if 

NB'D  is  in  t.ne  N.  It  is  usually  identified  (but  with  doubtful 
warrant)  with  the  ancient  Himyarite  capital  Tafar,  perhaps 
(Ges.  and  liuhl)  the  seaport  of  Hadramaut  (near  Mirbat)  now 
called  Isfdr  or  /s/<ir(sec  SEPHAR). 

'  The  mountain  of  the  East '  is  too  general  an  expression  to 
give  precision  to  undefined  geographical  terms  (cp  GOLD,  §  i  r). 

The  list  of  J  ends  here.  It  was  doubtless  once  fuller 
than  it  is  now  ;  R  has  contented  himself  with  a  selection. 

The  only  sons  of  Shem  to  whom  J  devotes  space,  besides 
Eber  and  Peleg,  are  Joktan  and  his  Arabian  descendants.  We 
miss,  e.g.,  all  reference  to  Aram,  which  J  would  not  ignore. 

J  has  contributed  only  part  of  the  materials  to  Gen. 
10.  We  have  now  to  consider  the  contribution  of  P. 

The  longer  the  relations  with  Phoenicia  and  with 
Assyria  continued,  and  the  closer  they  became,  the 

18  GeotrraDhical greater  their  effect  °n  the  ge°" 
18.  ueograpmcai  gra  hical  knowledge  of  the  Hebrews. 

knowledge  m  the  ,srh(Tfall  of  the  N*rthern  Kingdom 
cen  .  .0.  an(j  tjie  settiernent  Of  foreigners  in 
that  territory  meant  less  to  them  geographically  than  it 
would  have  done  if  there  had  been  northern  writers  to 
make  use  of  new  knowledge  that  the  colonists  brought. 
The  exile  of  Judah  took  place  under  very  different 
conditions,  and,  after  the  Babylonian  power  had  passed 
to  the  Persians,  the  religious  and  literary  activity  at 
Jerusalem  not  only  manifests  a  vivid  acquaintance  with 
distant  countries  before  known  only  by  reports  at  second 
hand,  but  also  shows  that  there  were  men  who  had 
learned  from  their  own  observation,  as  well  as  from  the 
heterogeneous  character  of  the  armies  which  had  con 
quered  them — men  who  knew  something  of  the  remoter 
campaigns  of  their  foreign  sovereigns,  and  who  had  a 
growing  familiarity  with  the  traffic  of  the  world. 

Accordingly  the  circumference  of  P's  map  is  greater 
than  that  of  J.  He  follosvs  a  different  order  ;  but,  to 
aid  in  comparison,  it  will  be  simpler  to  rearrange  his 
material,  and  begin,  as  in  the  case  of  J,  with  the  East. 

We  have  particularly  a  wealth  of  eastern,  north 
eastern,  and  northern  details.  Babylonia  is  of  course 
P"  F  t  familiar  (see  below)  ;  Elam  (Gen.  10)22) 

'  *  ajjern  and  Susiana  are  now  well  known, — 
5ra  Nehemiah  was  at  home  in  Susa  (Snir- 
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SHAN,  Neh.  li), — Media  (MADAI)  ap 


pears  often  (Is.  1817  Gen.  102  etc.),  and  had  indeed 
probably  been  known  for  centuries  (2  K.  176)  ;  it  is  the 
Assyrian  Madai  (Ramman-nirari  [812-783  B.C.] — -Esar- 
haddon  [681-668]),  E.  of  Assyria,  NE.  of  Babylonia  ; 
its  capital,  ECBATANA  (ACHMETHA)  is  mentioned  in 

1  We  find  Midian  still  in  the  later  writers  of  Is.  606  and  Hab. 
87,  where  they  are  simply  poetic  representatives  of  distant 
peoples.  In  i  K.  11 18  the  text  is  doubtful  (Then.  ,cp  Benzinger). 
As  for  Amalek,  if  credence  can  be  placed  in  i  Ch.  442./C  the  last 
remnant  of  it  was  destroyed  in  the  time  of  Hezekiah.  In  Ps. 
887  [8]  the  mention  of  it  is  in  a  poetic  figure,  either  to  designate 
present  foes  by  the  title  of  an  ancient  foe,  or  to  describe  the 
character  of  the  present  ones  (cp  Baethgen). 
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Ezra  6  2.       Persia  appears  first  in  Ezek.  27 10  885  (see 
however,  PARAS),  and  then  abundantly  in  Ezra. 

Persia  is  not  explicitly  connected  with  Cyrus  before  the  time 
of  the  Chronicler  (when  it  is  superabundantly  joined  with  his 
name  ;  2  Ch.  3lJ22yC  Ezra  1  -if.  8  87  4^5).  The  contemporary 
mention  of  him  in  Is.  4428  45  i  does  not,  it  is  true,  reveal  any 
knowledge  of  Anzan,  or  Susiana,  as  his  early  dominion  ;  but 
neither  does  it  displace  such  knowledge  by  the  inexact  substitu 
tion  of  Persia,  which  afterwards  grew  so  familiar. 

P's  list  as  preserved  does  not  mention  Babylon.  It 
was  needless.  Familiarity  with  Babylonia  is  of  course 
a  marked  feature  of  the  exilic  and  post-exilic  literature. 

Besides  the  frequent  mention  of  the  Chaldaeans  from 
the  time  of  their  appearance  before  Jerusalem  under 
Nebuchadrezzar  (Jer.  2225  2149  etc.)  we  have  frequent 
mention  of  the  land  of  the  Chaldasans. 

Specific  mention,  in  Jer.  24s  25  12  (om.  <B,  Hi.,  Gie.,  etc.),  also 
50 1  8  25  45  51  4  54  Ezek.  13  12  13  ;  reference,  in  Jer.  50 10  51  24  35 
Ezek.  11 24  1629  23  i$/.  Dan.  9 1  (in  Is.  23  13  the  text  is  corrupt). 

For  the  Hebrews  the  land  of  Chaldaea  is  the  land  of 
which  Babylon  was  the  chief  city.  Of  an  earlier 
Chaldaean  home  in  S.  Babylonia  they  show  no  know 
ledge.1  It  was  only  after  Babylon  became  the  Chal- 
dasan  capital  that  the  Chaldaeans  attained  importance 
for  Israel  (Judah  ;  cp  Merodach-baladan,  2  K.  20). 

Chaldaea  is  identified  with  Babylon  in  Ezek.  12 13  23 16,  cp 
Jer.  50  i  ;  see  also  Jer.  214  etc.  In  Ezek.  2815  we  have  ex 
plicitly  'sons  of  Babylon,  whose  home-(lit.  kindred-)land  is 
Chaldaea.'  The  mention  of  both  Chaldaea(ns)  and  Babylon  is  by 
far  most  frequent  in  Jeremiah  (Chaldaea  46  times  ;  Babylon  169  ; 
the  land  of  Chaldsea,  especially  Jer.  50y!) ;  the  expression  '  land 
of  Babel '  (Babylon)  is  peculiar  to  Jer.  5028  51  29  ;  '  the  kingdom 
of  the  Kasdim  in  Dan.  9 1  is  the  kingdom  of  Darius. 

There  is  a  reference  to  Southern  Babylonia  in  the 
(land)  MERATHAIM  (rather  Merathim)  of  Jer.  502i,  if 
this  is  equivalent  to  the  Ass.  (mat]  marrati,  '  sea-land' 
• — i.e. ,  land  on  the  shore  of  the  Persian  Gulf  (so  Del., 
Schr. ).  In  what  part  of  Babylonia  PEKOD  (Jer.  502i 
Ezek.  2823)  is  to  be  sought  is  unknown  ;  the  cuneiform 
Pukudu  does  not  help  us.  The  general  situation  of 
SHOA  and  KOA  seems  to  have  been  determined  (E.  of 
lower  Tigris). 

i.   The   absorption  of  Assyria  into    the  Babylonian 
Empire  has  not   prevented  P  and   his  contemporaries 
from    maintaining    an    acquaintance 


with  more  northern  countries.   Eastern 


20.  P's  Northern 

Geography.  Armenia  (ARARAT,  i)  had  been  in 
troduced  to  the  Hebrews  through  the  account  of  Sen 
nacherib's  murder  (2  K.  193?),  was  known  —  perhaps 
in  a  wider  sense — to  the  author  of  Jer.  6X27  before  the 
Persian  conquest  of  Babylon,  and  was  incorporated 
into  P's  version  of  the  flood  (Gen.  84).  It  has  been 
observed  [§  4],  and  it  is  not  a  little  surprising,  that 
neither  here  nor  anywhere  do  we  find  biblical  mention 
of  the  Armenian  lakes,  Van  and  Urumiyeh.  If  Arpach- 
shad  (Gen.  1022  24  ;  see  ARPHAXAD)  contains  the  name 
of  Arrapachitis,  then  P's  knowledge  actually  penetrated 
into  the  region  between  these  lakes,  and  yet  he  does  not 
name  them.  MINNI  and  ASHKENAZ  \qq.v.~\  are  also 
in  Armenia,  and  RIPHATH  and  TOGARMAH  at  least  in 
Western  Armenia,  whilst  P  knows  GOMER  [i]  (the  Gimir- 
rai  of  the  Assyrian  inscriptions  appear  in  Cappadocia 
from  the  time  of  Esarhaddon)  ;  see  Gen.  102/1  It  is 
plain  therefore  that,  when  P's  list  was  made  out,  the 
Taurus  and  the  Amanus,  although  still  unmentioned 
(see  above,  §  6),  have  ceased  to  be  an  absolute  barrier. 

The  fifth  son  of  Japhet  is  Tubal,  the  Assyrian  Tabali,  and  the 
sixth  Meshech,  the  Assyrian  Muski  (Gen.  102=  i  Ch.  1  5),  almost 
always  named  together;  only  in  Is.  6019  does  Tubal  appear 
without  Meshech  (as  a  distant  nation  ;  but  ©  reads  Moo-ox  for 
Heb.  '3B>D,  see  Du.,  Che.  SBOT,  Marti),  and  in  Ps.  120s 
Meshech  without  Tubal  (  j|  or  opp.  Kedar).  Since  Bochart  they 
have  been  identified  with  the  Moschi  (jiO<r\oi)  and  Tibareni. 
Schrader  (/CfG,  I.e.)  shows  that  as  late  as  Esarhaddon  the  Tabali 
bordered  on  Cilicia,  and  that  the  MuSki  were  just  NE.  from 
them.  They  push  up  from  the  south  like  a  wedge,  between 
Cappadocia  and  Armenia.  Since  they  appear  in  the  second  row 

1  Except  such  as  is  indicated  by  the  name  Ur  Kasdim,  which 
J  has  used,  and  which  P  repeats  (Gen.  1131  157,  cp  Neh.  97).  It 
is  not  certain,  however,  that  P  had  a  definite  idea  of  the  site  of 
Ur.  Still  less  does  it  appear  that  he  associated  the  Chaldaeans 
specifically  with  S.  Babylonia. 
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of  P's  northern  peoples,  it  is  now  clear  that  P  knew  them  before 
they  were  driven  farther  N.     See  TUBAL. 

Tiras  (Gen.  102  =  i  Ch.  1  5)  is  the  seventh  son  of  Japhet ;  not 
identified  with  certainty;  on  a  possible  connection  with  the 
ancient  Tyrseni,  see  TIRAS. 

On  the  difficult  name  '  Magog  '  (Gen.  10 2)  see  GOG.  We  can 
only  infer  that  P  set  '  Magog '  in  the  N.  The  traditional  identi 
fication  of  him  with  the  Scythians  (Jos.  Jer.),  though  without 
definite  evidence,  is  plausible.  The  Scythians  came  down,  as 
fierce  northern  raiders,  late  in  the  seventh  century  (Zeph.  Jer.), 
and  little  would  be  known  with  precision  about  a  region  so  dis 
tant  as  that  from  which  they  came. 

2.  Before  passing  entirely  away  from  the  N.  and  E. 
we  must  notice  P's  account  of  the  Aramaeans. 

Gen.  1023  gives  four  sons  of  Aram  who  in  i  Ch. 
1 176  appear  as  sons  of  Shem.  Gether  is  unidentified. 

For  Uz,  the  connection  with  Nahor  (Gen.  22  21)  would 
lead  us  to  look  beyond  the  Euphrates,  and  the  relation 
to  Aram  (Gen.  1023)  would  make  no  difficulty. 

The  exegetical  details  of  Job  will  be  treated  elsewhere.  There 
is  no  objection  to  locating  Uz  somewhere  on  the  N.  side  of 
the  Arabian  desert,  where  indeed  Ptolemy  (v.  182)  speaks  of  a 
people  called  the  Aio-iYai  who  lived  W.  of  the  Euphrates.  We 
also  find  Uz  connected  with  Edom  (Gen.3G28  P,  and  Lam.  4zi 
[om.  <D]).  So,  too,  (S's  addition  to  the  book  of  Job  refers  to 
him  as  'dwelling  in  the  Ausitid  land  on  the  borders  of  Idumaja 
and  Arabia.'1 

On  Jer.  25  20  see  Uz.  Del.  (Par.  259)  claims  to  have  found 
the  name  Uz,  under  the  form. 'mat  Ussy,'  on  an  inscription  of 
Shalmaneser  II.  (Obelisk,  /.  154);  if  correct,  Uz  must  have  been 
near  the  Orontes,  but  Winck.  (KB  1146)  reads  Kun(V)-uzza  as 
a  man's  name.  Del.  (ZKF  '2 Sjf.)  thinks  of  the  extreme  N.  of 
the  Syrian  desert,  in  the  region  of  Palmyra;2  but  Lam.  4  21 
opposes  this.  All  these  data  cannot  be  made  to  refer  to  one 
single  region  ;  but  Robertson  Smith's  suggestion  that  Uz  denotes 
all  the  scattered  tribes  —  or  rather  the  various  tribes  who 
worshipped  the  same  god,  'Aud  (py),3  a  god  well  known  to 
heathen  Arabia— is  not  favoured  by  the  connection  of  py  with 
Aram,  or  with  a  home  E.  of  the  Euphrates,  although  this  is  not 
conclusive. 

MASH  [q.v.],  which  occurs  only  here,  is  connected  by  Di. 
(after  Ges.  Tlies.)  with  Mons  Mas(ius),  now  Tftr  'A/idin,  north 
ward  from  Nisibis — the  mountain  range  separating  Armenia 
from  Mesopotamia  (Straboxi.  142  ;  Ptol.  v.  18  2),  which  may  well 
have  been  peopled  by  Aramaeans.  Accepting  this  conjecture,  we 
might  proceed  to  identify  Hul,  the  remaining  son  of  Shem,  with 
the  district  Haifa  (from  Ass.  hiilu,  '  sand '  ?),  mentioned  by 
Asur-niisir-pal  in  connection  with  Mons  Masius  (Del.  Par.  259). 
This,  however,  is  uncertain. 

In  the  time  of  P  light  has  been  pouring  over  the  W. 

also.      It  is  possible,  notwithstanding  the  present  order 

,    _  of  the  names,  that  Lud,  fourth  son  of 

21.  Ps  Western  Shem  ^Gen  ^^  is  to  be  identified 

Geograpny.  with  Lydia(  which  Cyrus's  conquest 
had  made  familiar.  Identification  with  the  African  Lud 
(Ludim,  v.  13)  is  out  of  the  question;  and  to  connect 
Lud  with  the  Egyptian  Rtnu  (Ruten)  of  Northern  Syria 
(WMM  As.uEur.  143  ff.)  is  opposed  by  phonetic 
laws  (Erman  in  COT,  ad  loc. ).  The  connection  of  Lud 
with  Shem  is  no  insuperable  obstacle  to  its  identification 
with  Lydia.  See  LUD. 

The  next  name  (in  geographical  order)  is  quite 
certain.  The  fourth  son  of  Japhet  is  Javan  =  the 
Ionian.  In  Dan.  821  11 2  1020,  and  probably  in  Zech. 
9 13  (if  the  text  is  correct),  the  reference  is  to  the 
Macedonian  power.  In  Ezek.  27  13  Is.  66 19  the  original 
reference  to  lonians  is  more  prominent.  See  JAVAN. 

Four  descendants  are  assigned  to  Javan  (Gen.  104). 
Of  these,  Tarshish  and  Kittim,  as  we  have  seen,  early 
became  familiar  to  the  Hebrews  ;  ELISHAH  [q.v.~\,  which 
occurs  elsewhere  only  in  the  phrase  'N  •>•»,  '  coast-lands  of 
Elishah '  (Ezek.  27?),  may  perhaps  be  Carthage  ;  on  the 
fourth  descendant  see  DODANIM.  The  intervening 
spaces  offer  room  for  the  unnamed  islands  and  coast- 
lands  (Q'ian  "N,  Gen.  10s)  so  abundantly  referred  to  in 
the  later  literature. 

1  tv  [tevyrj  KarotKwf  rn  Av<r[e]iTiSt  t'jri  rots  opuns  nrjs  'I5oi/ju.at'as 
itai  'Apa^ias.     Cpalso  Job  32  2,  where  &  adds  after  '  Elihu  .  . 
of  the  kindred  of  Ram "...  rrji  aucrcirifios  \wpas. 

2  So  Jos.  (Ant.  i.  64)  says  that  Uz  (OUOTJS)  was  the  founder  of 
Trachonitis  and   Damascus  (cp  Jer.   Qu&st.    Gen.  1023);    but 
whence  had  he  the  tradition? 

3  See  WRS  Kinship,  261  ;  RS(^  43 ;  We.  IfeiJ.Pl  146  ;  and 
on  the  other  side  Niild.  ZZWG40i83.      Notice  too  that  <B's 
adjectival  form  av<r[e]iTi?  points  also  to  a  pronunciation  'Aus  = 
'Aud,  there  being  no  distinction  in  Heb.  between  the  two  Arabic 
consonants  s  and  d. 
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The  term  'N  (Q"N)  is  only  here  in  P ;  but  it  is  characteristic 
of  the  late  literature,  and  has  a  consistent,  although  general, 
geographical  use.  The  singular  'NH  appears  in  Is.  206  used  of 
the  Palestinian  coast  (including  Judah)  and  so  in  23  2  6  of  the 
Phoenician  coast,  and  in  Jer.  47 4  of  the  coastland  of  CAPHTOK 
(y.v.,  §  i) ;  in  Jer.  2622  we  read  of  '  the  kings  of  the  coastland 
which  is  beyond  the  sea '  (with  kings  of  Tyre  and  Sidon).  In  the 
wider  application,  however,  it  is  elsewhere  pi.,  and  is  sometimes 
more,  sometimes  less,  defined.  It  always,  as  far  as  can  be 
determined,  refers  to  coasts  of  the  Mediterranean.  It  is  other 
wise  quite  indefinite  (of  coast-lands,  whether  of  islands  or  con 
tinents,  often  with  idea  of  distance)  Jer.  31  10  Ezek.  20 15  18  bis 
2731535  396  Is.  41 1  5  424ioi2  49 1  51s  59  18  60g  6619  Ps.  72 10 
97  i  Dan.  11 18  ;  fully  D'n  ".X  Is.  11  n  24 15  Esth.  10 1  ;  D;uri  "K 
occurs  Zeph.  2n  as  in  Gen. 10s;  less  often  the  pi.  is  used  of 
particular  coasts  :  of  Kittim  Jer.  2  10  Ezek.  276,  and  of  Elishah 
Ezek.  277;  once  it  means  'islands,'  Is.  40  15,  and  once  (if  the 
text  is  right;  see  SHOT,  '  Isa.'  Heb.  201)  'habitable  ground,' 
Is.  42  15.  The  earliest  indefinite  use  of  the  pi.  is  Jer.  31 10  Zeph. 
2  it  ;  all  the  others  are  in  Is.  (second  and  third) Ezek.  Esth.  Dan. 
and  late  Psalms,  unless  Is.  11  n  be  an  exception,  which,  however, 
in  view  of  the  usage,  is  most  unlikely.  See  further,  ISLE. 

In  w.  6  P  goes  on  to  the  sons  of  Ham.     These  are 
Kush,  Misraim,  Phut,  and  Canaan.      The  first  two  are 
unquestionably  African.      Kush   here   is 


probably    the    same    as    in    Is.  18 1    etc. 


22.  P's  Sons 

ot  am.  (aiglowia) — i.e.,  the  country  S.  of  Egypt 
(see  ETHIOPIA).  Misraim  (see  MIZKAIM)  has  no  doubt 
substantially  the  same  meaning  as  in  J  (§  15) ;  Phut 
occurs  as  early  as  Nahum  (89). 

Also  in  Jer.  (46g,  with  Ku5  and  Ludim ;  read  perhaps 
Lubim),  Ezek.  (30s  with  Kus  and  Lud,  probably  also  Lub  ; 
see  Co.  ;  in  both  these  last  as  part  of  the  Egyptian  army  ;  27  10 
with  Paras  [see,  however,  PARAS]  and  Lud,  as  in  the  Tyrian 
army;  885  with  Paras  [see,  however,  PARAS]  and  Ku5  as  be 
longing  to  the  hordes  of  Gog),  and  in  Is.  6(3 19  (Tarshish,  Pul 
[rd.  Pfit,  <t>ovS,  BQmg-],  Lud,  Tubal,  Javan).  In  Jer.  409  and 
Ezek.  27  10  885  ©  reads  Ai'fiues  ;  see  Jos.;  in  Nah.  89  rrjs  </>vyrjs 
Kai  Ai/Sucs  represents  D'3?7l  E'3. 

On  the  whole  <§  points  to  identification  with  the 
Libyans,  or  a  part  of  them  adjoining  Egypt  on  the  W. 

For  another  view  see  PUT.  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  \\\ff.  argues 
strongly  on  phonetic  grounds  for  Punt  (on  the  African  shore  of 
the  Red  Sea)  ;  but  he  minimizes  and  explains  away  the  evidence 
of  &.  He  also  adduces  the  order  of  names  in  an  inscription  of 
Darius  (v.  Spiegel,  APK  54  /.  30);  Putiya,  Kusiya,  Mafiya 
—i.e.,  Punt,  on  the  Red  Sea  coast  (beginning  from  the  E.), 
Kus,  inland,  etc.  ;  but  as  Yauna=  Javan  precedes,  the  order 
from  E.  to  W.  is  by  no  means  certain.  1  he  whole  matter  is 
doubtless  involved  and  difficult. 

P's  list  of  the  sons  of  Misraim  has  not  been  preserved  ; 
knowledge  of  Egypt,  however,  although  perhaps  not 
covering  greater  distances  than  in  the  eighth  century, 
was  certainly  more  intimate,  from  Tahpanhes  on  the 
frontier  (Jer.  43?^  etc.,  Ezek.  30i8)  to  Thebes,  far  up 
the  Nile  (No;  Nah.  38  Ezek.  30 ~nff.  ;  see  these  w. 
also  for  other  Egyptian  cities).  Ezekiel  (29io)  takes  us 
as  far  S.  as  Aswan  ( '  from  Migdol  to  Syene '  [read 
Sezcdn  =  Aswan]),  to  say  nothing  of  Cush  (see  §  23). 

If  we  reserve  Kush,  the  only  non-African  son  of  Ham, 
according  to  P's  list  (as  far  as  preserved  to  us),  is 
Canaan.  This  represents  the  pre-Israelitish  population 
of  the  land  which  bears  the  same  name  (see  CANAAN). 

Passing  over  SEBA  and  HAVILAH  (q.v.},  we  pause 
at  the  difficult  tribal  name  Sabtah  (Gen. 


23.  P's  Sons 
of  Cush. 


107,  where  21  codd.  have  jcn3b||i  Ch. 
19). 


Tuch  and  Knobel  propose  <7a/3/3a0<x  or  Sabota  (see  reft",  in  Di.), 
an  ancient  Arabian  commercial  city,  Sab.  ni3B*  (but  E'  =  D''X 
whilst  Glaser  (Skizze,  2252 /)  thinks  of  o-a^Sa  (Ptol.  vi.  7  30), 
near  the  (W.)  shore  of  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Sabteca  (Gen.  10?)  is  unknown.     See  SABTECA. 

We  have  left  Ra'ma(h)  (Gen.  10?  KDjn  i  Ch.  Ig),  with 
his  two  sons.  Of  these  sons,  Sheba  has  been  con 
sidered  already  (§§  3,  17).  For  the  other  see  DEDAN. 

The  descendants  of  Ra'ma(h)  being  Arabian,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  the  same  is  true  of  Ra'mah. 

The  name  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  Ezek.  2722  among  the 
traders  of  Tyre  (with  S_heba).  The  g  in  ©'s  forms  (see  RAAMAH) 
agrees  with  Sab.  nDJh-  It  is  plausible  to  connect  with  the 
pa.y.^a.vlta.1  (Strabo,  xvi.  4  24),  between  the  pivotai  and  the 
Xa.Tpafnarlra.1,  for  Sab.  nDjh  >s  near  MJin  (|yD  >  SW.  Arabia). 
See  further  RAAMAH. 

In    this    connection   it    is    interesting    to   notice    tM 
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increase  in  other  exilic  and  post-exilic  writers  of  names  | 
of  tribes  living  in  the  N.  Arabian  and  Syrian  desert. 
ISHMAEL  (q.v. )  is  known  to  J,  who  specifies  the  limits 
of  the  Ishmaelite  rovings  (Gen.  25 18)  ;  but  he  is  better 
known  to  P.  It  is  partly  that  the  desert  tribes  en 
croached  on  former  Israelitish  territory,  and  so  became 
known,  partly  that  the  tribes  dwelling  nearer  Babylonia 
became  acquaintances  of  the  Hebrews  by  way  of 
Babylon,  and  partly  that  the  movements  of  peoples  and 
individuals  were  becoming,  from  various  causes,  more 
frequent  and  extended,  and  general  information  more 
widely  diffused.  The  population  of  the  desert  between 
Palestine  and  Babylonia  became  more  definitely  known 
to  the  Hebrews  as  the  Jewish  community  was  preparing 
to  take  on  its  later  form.  Of  precise  geographical  yield 
there  is  here,  however,  very  little.  The  list  of  Ishmael's 
twelve  sons  (Gen.  25  13  /.  [P]  =  i  Ch.  \zgff.)  well 
illustrates  the  facts  (see  especially  Di.  and  reff. ). 

Such  names  as  Kedar  (Jer.  2io  Ezek.  27  21  Is.  21  i6f. 
etc. )  and  Nebaioth  (Is.  60?  etc. ;  see  on  these,  ISHMAEL, 
§§  2,  4)  now  begin  to  appear,  and  the  prophets  have 
already  begun  to  use  the  name  Arabian  with  a  definite 
significance  (Jer.  2624  Ezek.  2/21,  see  ARABIA,  §  i). 

At  the  end  of  Gen.  10  7  the  list  of  P  is  interrupted  by  that  of 
J.  In  v.  20  P  reappears  in  a  closing  formula  (as  it  does  also  in 
v.?>\f.).  v.  2-2  f.  deal  with  the  sons  of  Shem  (see  above).  With 
z>.  23  P's  list  ends  abruptly. 

It  remains  only  to  consider  a  few  later  notices.  The 
trading  habits  of  the  Jews,  developed  in  and  after 

24  The  distant the   exile'    not    only  resulted    in    the 
'       ,  .     , .        planting  of  Jewish  colonies  at  various 

Greek  JPeriod.  f°'eiP  centr<:?'  suuch  as  Alexandria 
which  naturally  became  sources  of 
geographical  knowledge,  but  also  doubtless  led  them 
in  the  track  of  the  conquering  Macedonians  (cp  DiS- 
PERSJON,  §  ii  /).  We  are  therefore  not  surprised  to 
find,  in  a  late  book,  a  mention  of  INDIA  (Esth.  li  89), 
which  marks  one  of  the  youngest  geographical  notes  of 
the  OT  and  the  farthest  eastern  point  reached  by 
biblical  geography.  If  the  land  of  Sinim  in  Is.  49 12 
were  China,  the  limit  would  be  much  farther  eastward  ; 
but  this  interpretation  can  no  longer  be  maintained  (see 
SINIM).  It  will  be  observed  that  even  Strabo  knows 
nothing  to  the  E.  of  India. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  down  to  the  time  of  this  late 
reference,  even  after  the  long  Hebrew  contact  with 
Babylonia  and  the  adjacent  countries  to  the  E. ,  there 
is  no  sign  of  acquaintance  with  the  remoter  Orient  ;  nor 
is  there  even  yet  any  clear  token  of  familiarity  with  over 
land  trade-routes  to  countries  as  distant  as  India.  This 
is  quite  in  keeping  with  the  silence  of  our  Assyrian  and 
Babylonian  sources  on  the  same  subjects,  and  points  to 
the  conclusion  that  such  trade-routes  were  opened  much 
later,  or  were  much  more  insignificant,  and  perhaps 
shorter,  than  some  have  been  inclined  to  suppose. 

The  geography  of  the  Apocryphal  books  shows  the 
transition  from  the  older  Hebrew  geography  to  that  of 
„  .  .  the  Hellenistic  and  Roman  worlds. 

L  We  find  much  of  the  older  geography 
continued  and  enlarged.  Babylon  is  the  familiar  scene 
in  Baruch,  the  Song  of  the  Three  Children,  Susannah, 
Bel  and  the  Dragon,  as  Media  (Ecbatana,  Rages)  is  in 
Tobit.  The  river  HYDASPES  [q.  v.  ]  appears  as  a 
novelty  in  Judith  16  and  the  city  of  Persepolis  in  2  Mace. 
82.  Idumasa,  i  Mace.  42961  631  etc.,  is  named  often, 
Egypt  occasionally  (e.g. ,  i  Mace.  11 113).  In  the 
distance  are  the  SCYTHIANS  (2  Mace.  447),  as  an 'example 
of  a  barbarous  people.  Arabia  in  a  wide  sense  is 
frequent  (e.g. ,  i  Mace.  11 16).  The  names  of  Syria 
(e.g. ,  i  Mace.  11260),  COELESYRIA  (e.g.,  i  Mace. 
10&9,  2  Mace.  3s),  and  Ptolemais  (i  Mace.  61522  etc.) 
now  appear ;  also  the  harbour  of  Tripolis  (5i&  rov 
Kara  TpiwoXiv  \L/J.^VOS  ;  2  Mace.  14  i),  Antioch  (i  Mace. 
435,  etc. ),  and  Daphne  near  it  (2  Mace.  433). 

As  we  move  farther  W.  there  is  still  more  novelty. 
In  the  sea  we  have  of  course  Cyprus  (2  Mace.  10 13  12z) 
and  the  Cyprians  (429),  and  Crete  (e.g.,  i  Mace.  106?)  ; 

1703 


GEPHYRUN 

on  land  we  have  Cilicia  (e.g.  ,  i  Mace.  11  14  Judith  1  7  12) 
and  Tarsus  (2  Mace.  430)  ;  Asia  as  a  kingdom  (i  Mace. 
86  11  13  etc.  )  ;  the  Galatians  (82;  RV  '  Gauls  '  ).  Cross 
ing  the  ^Egean  we  have  '  Alexander  the  Macedonian  ' 
(i  Mace.  1  1),  and  besides  [•})]  yrj  xerriefyt  (cp  rbv  irepffta 
Kirituv  /3o<rt\<:a  85),  in  the  same  verse  (and  elsewhere) 
rrjv  eXXdSa  ;  the  Spartans  (cr-ira/marai.)  appear,  especi 
ally  in  i  Mace.  122  s/  20  /  We  encounter  an  'old 
man  of  Athens  '  in  2  Mace.  61  ;  but  this  is  doubtful  (see 
GERON).  Especially  noteworthy  is  i  Mace.  1623,  which 
contains  a  list  of  countries,  including  Sampsames,  Samos, 
Rhodes,  Gortyna,  Cnidus,  Cyrene,  to  which  letters  were 
sent  from  Rome  (v.  15).  The  new  power  of  Rome 
(i  Mace.  1  10  etc.  )  is  often  mentioned,  and,  farthest  W. 
of  all,  the  land  of  Spain  (i  Mace.  83). 

The  meagreness  of  reference  in  these  books  to  territory 
E.  of  Media  and  Persia  indicates  in  part  a  lack  of  geo 
graphical  interest  and  in  part  the  ignorance  of  the 
authors.  The  Book  of  Tobit,  whose  scene  is  laid  in 
Media,  shows  little  trace  of  real  acquaintance  even  with 
that  country.  The  mention  of  India  in  the  additional 
chapters  of  Esther  (13i  16  1)  is  a  mere  repetition  of  that 
in  the  Hebrew  Esther,  and  that  of  i  Mace.  88  is  an 
obvious  textual  error.  F.  B. 

A  survey  of  NT  geography  would  take  us  into  regions 
that  have  hitherto  hardly  come  within  view  ;  but  such  a 
2fi  NT  survey  *s  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
'  article  (see  above,  introduction).  A  large 
part  of  it  would  almost  resolve  itself  into  a  study  of  the 
missionary  journeys  of  Paul  (see  PAUL,  GALATIA).  It 
is  enough  to  refer  to  the  wide  range  of  his  journeys  in 
Asia  Minor,  Greece,  and  the  Greek  islands  and  lastly 
his  journey  from  Jerusalem  to  Rome,  journeys  that  are 
familiar  from  deservedly  popular  works,  the  latest  of 
which  is  Ramsay's  Sf.  Paul  the  Traveller  (a  valuable 
contribution). 

We  might  almost  say  that  to  study  the  NT  geography 
is  to  study  the  geography  of  the  Roman  province  of 
Asia.  In  fact  not  only  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and 
the  Epistles  of  Paul  but  also  the  Apocalypse  of  John 
(chaps.  1-3)  send  us  mentally  on  a  tour  of  investigation 
in  Asia.  It  must  not  be  forgotten,  however,  that  whilst 
Rome  could  be  introduced  into  the  OT  only  by  the 
Rabbinic  device  of  taking  '  Edom  '  as  a  symbol  for 
'  Rome  '  (cp  EDOM,  §  10),  '  Rome'  itself  stands  written 
plainly  again  and  again  in  the  second  part  of  the  NT. 
Once  the  great  missionary  looks  even  beyond  Rome  — 
not  merely  to  Tarshish,  but  to  Spain  (Rom.  1524  28). 
Thus  the  realised  and  unrealised  travelling  purposes 
of  Paul  embrace  a  large  section  of  the  Roman 
empire.  Against  his  will  he  even  visited  the  island  of 
Malta,  where  Punic  was  spoken.  The  soil  of  Africa  he 
never  touched,  though  in  a  remarkable  catalogue  of 
countries  of  the  Jewish  Dispersion  (Acts  2  9  f.  )  the 
'parts  of  Libya  about  Cyrene'  are  mentioned,  and  one 
would  almost  have  expected  to  read  in  the  sequel  that 
Africa  as  well  as  Asia  had  been  visited  by  Christian 
missionaries. 

The  passage,  which,  as  Blass  remarks,  is  in  the  style  of 
prophecy,  runs  thus,  —  '  Parthians  and  Medes  and  Elamites, 
and  the  dwellers  in  Mesopotamia,  in  Judaea  (?)and  Cappadocia, 
in  Pontus  and  Asia,  in  Phrygia  and  Pamphylia,  in  Egypt  and 
the  parts  of  Libya  about  Cyrene,  and  sojourners  from  Rome, 
both  Jews  and  proselytes,  Cretans  and  Arabians,  we  do  hear 
them  speaking  in  pur  tongues  the  mighty  works  of  God.' 
'Judaea,'  however,  is  plainly  a  scribe's  error.  Jerome  would 
read  'Syria';  Tertullian  'Armenia';  elsewhere  (see  INDIA) 
'  Ionia'  is  proposed.  There  is  special  interest  in  the  mention  of 
the  Jews  from  Parthia  (see  PARTHIANS). 

F.  B.    (§§  I-25). 

GEON  (r-HWN  [BNA]),  Ecclus.  24  27  AV,  RV  GIHON, 


GEPHYRUN  (re(J>YPOYN  tAl  om-  v-  syr-)>  aPPa- 
rently  the  name  of  a  city,  called  also  Caspin  (see 
CASPHOR),  which  was  taken  by  Judas  (2  Mace. 
12  13  RV)  ;  but  the  relation  between  the  two  names  is 
obscure.  The  former  name  might  plausibly  be  identified 
with  the  Gephyrus  of  Polybius  (see  EPHRON  i,  2),  if  the 
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-distance  between  the  proposed  sitesof  Caspin  and  Ephron 
were  not  too  great  to  permit  this. 

Very  possibly  ©  is  corrupt  (so  RVmsr-).  Some  read  n6\iv 
•ye^iipai?  (so  cod.  55  ;  cp  Vg.  Jirtnam  pontibus),  or  yetftvpa.ii' 
(Grot.  Zo.),  where  yetf>.  might  have  the  sense  of  'dams'  or 
'  mounds.'  AV  translates,  '  to  make  a  bridge  '  (y«f>vpovv). 

GERA  (5Oa.,  a  compound  of  *1|  ?  §  68  ;  cp  Phcen. 
N"l3  '•  |~HP&  [BAL]),  a  prominent  Benjamite  division  to 
which  belonged  EHUD  (judg.  815),  and  SHIMEI,  i  (2  S. 
16s  19i6  [17],  i  K.  28).  This  and  the  name  BECHER 
[^.v.]  are  the  only  Benjamite  divisions  mentioned  in 
the  historical  books. 

Gera  is  mentioned  in  late  genealogical  lists  in  Gen.  46  21 
(©ADL  adds  that  he  was  the  father  of  ARD)  and  i  Ch.  835 
(yepa  [B  v.  5])  etc.  (on  the  complications  see  H.  W.  Hogg,  JQR 
11102-114  ['98],  and  cp  BENJAMIN,  §911.  j3).  It  is  omitted  in 
Nu.  2638-40.  Marq.  (Fund.  22)  discovers  the  gentilic  'IO3.fl  in 
28. 2836^  (MT  '  Bani  the  Gadite,'  Han) ;  but  see  HAGRI. 

GERAH  (i"na.,  prop,  'grain,'  Ass.  girv,  see  Muss- 
Arnolt ;  6/3oXo?  [BAFL],  obolus  [Vg.],  -ma  a,  zuza  [Pesh.]), 
Ex.  30 13  Lev.  27  25  Nu.  3  47  18  16  Ez.  45  i2f.  See  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES. 

GERAR  (Via,  pep&p&  [ADEL]),  a  Place  (and  a 
district  ?)  in  the  extreme  SW.  of  Palestine  or,  perhaps 
more  strictly  (unless  a  second  place  of  the  same  name 
be  meant),  in  N.  Arabia — mentioned  by  J  in  Gen. 
10i9  26i6i7  2026,  by  E  (?)  in  Gen.  20i/  (in  v.  z 
yalyapap<i)v  [E]),  and  by  the  Chronicler  in  2  Ch.  14i3 
([.a]/.  yeSup  [BA]). 

Since  the  time  of  Rowlands,  it  has  been  generally 
identified  with  the  ruins  called  Umm  el-Jerdr,  about  5 
m.  S.  of  Gaza,  in  a  deep  and  broad  torrent-bed  called 
Jurf  el-Jerar  (the  upper  part  of  the  Wddy  Ghazza). 
This  identification  suits  2  Ch.  /.  c. ,  where,  after  defeat 
ing  Zerah  near  Mareshah  (Mer'ash,  near  Beit  fibrin), 
Asa  pursues  his  foes  as  far  as  Gerar  ;  also  Gen.  10 19, 
where  '  towards  Gerar '  is  given  as  an  alternative 
geographical  point  to  'unto  Gaza'  (even  if  the  latter 
should  be  a  gloss,  it  is  probably  correct),  and  26 1, 
where  Abimelech,  who  resides  in  Gerar,  is  called  '  king 
of  the  Philistines '  (Philistia  cannot  have  reached  much 
farther  S.  than  the  '  strong '  city  of  Gaza).  It  is  incon 
sistent,  however,  with  Gen.  262i/". ,  where  SITNAH  and 
RKHOBOTH  (q.v.)  are  localised  in  the  valley  of  Gerar, 
and  with  Gen.  20 1  where  'and  he  sojourned  in  Gerar' 
is  an  alternative  geographical  statement  to  '  and  dwelt 
between  KADESH  (i.)  and  SHUR  '  (qq. v. ).  The  passages 
just  mentioned  absolutely  require  a  more  southerly 
situation  for  Gerar  than  that  proposed  by  Rowlands 
and  adopted  by  Robinson,  Socin  (Baed.W  143),  and 
Miihlau  (Riehm's  HWB®).  For  these  passages  at  any 
rate  the  site  fixed  upon  by  Trumbull  (Kadesh  Barnea, 
63  f.  255)  and  Guthe  (ZDPV&zis)  seems  indispensable. 
SW.  of  'Ain  Kadis  is  the  Wddy  Jeriir,  a  lateral  valley 
of  the  W.  esh-Sherd'if,  which  issues  into  the  IV.  el- 
''Arlsh  ;  the  name,  as  Robinson  who  describes  it  re 
marks,  nearly  corresponds  to  the  Gerar  of  the  OT. 

In  short,  it  is  probable  that  there  were  two  Gerars, 
and  that  J,  who  was  equally  unaware  of  this  and  of  the 
true  situation  of  Rehoboth  and  the  other  wells,  con 
founded  them,  and  consequently  made  Abimelech  a 
'king  of  the  Philistines,'  which  the  lord  of  Rehoboth 
and  Sitnah  cannot  have  been. 

This  view  of  the  locality  intended  in  the  original  form  of  the 
tradition,  of  which  we  have  J's  recast  in  Gen.  26,  is  confirmed 
by  the  version  of  the  same  folk-story  given  by  J  in  his  life 
of  Abraham  (Gen.  12 10-20),  where  the  scene  of  the  story  is 
laid  in  Mizraim.  That  J  understood  the  Mizraim  of  this 
tradition  to  be  the  land  of  Egypt,  is  obvious.  There  is  indeed 
no  special  Egyptian  colouring,  but  the  mention  of  Pharaoh 
is  enough  to  prove  this  reference.  Elsewhere,  however,  it 
has  been  shown  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  vb)  that  some  of  the  early 
traditions  may  have  been  misunderstood  by  J,  through  his 
ignorance  of  the  early  application  of  the  term  Mizraim  (or 
Missor)  to  a  region  bordering  on  Edom,  and  adjoining  the 
'  Wady  of  Mizraim,'  in  N.  Arabia  (see  EGYPT,  BROOK  OF). 
This  region  probably  included  the  territory  between  Kadesh 
and  Shur,  and  also  the  wells  Rehoboth  and  Sitnah.  Winckler 
(AF  \  32)  suggests  that  1-133  13*1,  'And  he  sojourned  in  Gerar,' 
in  Gen.  20 1  may  be  an  editorial  addition,  designed  to  harmonise 
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the  following  narrative  (E)  with  that  in  Gen.  26  (J).  This  is 
very  probably  correct;  otherwise  we  must  insert  'also,'  and 
attach  the  words  in  question  to  v.  2  (so  Strack),  a  most  un 
desirable  expedient.  The  modern  name  Jerar  means  '  pots  ' ; 
but  this  is  no  guide  to  the  sense  of  the  Hebrew  Gerar  (cp  the 
modern  name  of  BEER-SHEBA). 

Of  the  two  Gerars  only  the  first  is  known  to 
tradition.  It  is,  however,  not  the  K-ru-ru  of  the 
famous  list  of  Thotmes  III.,  which  was  hardly  near 
Gaza  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  159).  Josephus  apparently 
knows  of  Gerara  as  a  Palestinian  city  {Ant.  i.  12 1). 
Eusebius  mentions  it  as  25  R.  m.  S.  of  Eleutheropolis, 
and  as  capital  of  Geraritica  (OS  240  28;  cp  299  74 
77  80).  It  seems  to  be  mentioned  in  the  Talmud 
(Neub.  Ge"og.  65).  Sozomen  (Hist.  632)  says  that  there 
was  there  a  large  monastery.  Cp  GERRHENIANS. 

T.  K.  c. 

GERASENES,  THE  COUNTRY  OF  THE.     In  the 

original  tradition  of  the  casting  out  of  the  legion  of 
demons  it  was,  most  probably,  stated  that  Jesus  was  met 
by  a  demoniac,  or  by  two  demoniacs,  in  the  '  country 
of  the  Gerasenes.'  The  story  occurs  in  three  forms, 
and  according  to  both  AV  and  RV,  the  three  evangelists 
differ  as  to  the  scene.  In  Mt.  8  28  AV  gives  '  Gergesenes,' 
RV  '  Gadarenes '  ;  in  Mk.  5i  and  Lk.  826  AV  gives 
'Gadarenes,'  RV  'Gerasenes.'  It  is  not  very  easy  to 
say  in  each  case  which  is  the  best  reading. 

In  Mt.,  Ti.,  Treg.,  WH.,  and  Weiss  adopt  yaSapyviav ;  in 
Mk.,  Ti.  and  WH  agree  in  preferring  •yepacnji'wi' ;  in  Lk., 
WH  adopts  yepa<r/]v!av,  but  Ti.  yepye<n\vH>v  (so  N). 

'  Gergesenes '  may,  however,  be  confidently  rejected. 
It  has  arisen  out  of  '  Gerasenes, '  and  supplies  an  ex 
ample  of  the  tendency  of  the  scribes  to  repeat  the 
initial  g  in  gad  or  gar  at  the  beginning  of  the  next 
syllable  (see  GIRGASHITE).  It  was  equally  the  habit  of 
the  scribes  to  substitute  a  well-known  for  an  uncommon 
name.  '  Gerasenes '  therefore  is  to  be  preferred  to 
'  Gadarenes,'  if  we  can  only  find  a  Gerasa  which  was  on 
the  E.  coast  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee  ;  to  identify  this  Gerasa 
with  JeraS  (see  GILEAD,  §  6)  is  out  of  the  question.  To 
start  with,  we  have  some  reason  to  expect  that  there  was 
such  a  place,  because  Origen  (In  Ev.  Joann.  624)  states 
that  there  was  an  '  ancient  city '  called  Gergesa  near 
the  Lake  of  Tiberias,  and  hard  by  it  a  precipice,  with 
which  the  descent  of  the  swine  into  the  lake  was 
traditionally  connected.  So  also  Eusebius  (OS  24814). 

Under  '  Gergesa,  where  the  Lord  healed  the  demoniacs,'  he 
says,  Kal  vvv  SeiKwrai.  €7ri  roO  opovs  Ki6/ar)  wapa.  rr)v  \ift,vr)v 
Ti/3ept<£5os  eis  TJV  KOL  oi  x<npoi  K<nfKpTHJ.vi<r6r]<Ta.v'  Kfirai  Kal 
a.vla^ep<a.  Further,  in  an  earlier  place  (242  68),  where  •yep-yaerei 
is  treated  of,  it  is  defined  as  eire'/ceii/a  TOV  'lopSdvov  Trapax- 
etju.eVr)  TrdAis  rta  TaAaaS  f/v  eAa/Se  <£uAjj  Mai/a<r<r>J.  He  adds 
that  '  it  is  said  to  be  Gerasa,  a  notable  town  of  Arabia. 
And  some  say  that  it  is  Gadara.  And  the  Gospel  makes 
mention  of  the  Gerasenes';  and  under  Gcsurim,  24424,  we 
read  that  '  Gergasi  is  in  Basanitis,  from  which  the  children 
of  Israel  were  unable  to  expel  the  Geshurites' (cp  127  18  under 
'  Gesom '). 

The  probability  is  that  Origen  and  Eusebius  had 
really  heard  of  a  place  on  the  Sea  of  Galilee  called 
Gersa,  and  now  that  it  has  been  shown  that  '  on  the 
left  bank  of  the  Wady  Semak,  and  at  the  point  where 
the  hills  end  and  the  plain  stretches  out  towards  the 
lake,'  are  ruins  called  Kersa,  and  that  about  a  mile 
south  of  this  the  hills  approach  within  forty  feet  of  the 
lake,  terminating  in  '  a  steep,  even  slope,'  we  can 
hardly  doubt  that  here  is  the  lost  Gerasa.  '  The  site,' 
says  Sir  C.  W.  Wilson,1  '  is  enclosed  by  a  wall  three 
feet  thick.  On  the  shore  of  the  lake  are  a  few  ruined 
buildings,  to  which  the  same  name  is  given  by  the 
Bedouin.'  Thomson  (LB  375),  who  first  of  all  in 
dicated  these  ruins,  states  (in  harmony  with  Wilson) 
that  though  it  was  but  a  small  place  the  walls  can  be 
traced  all  round,  and  there  seem  to  have  been  consider 
able  suburbs. 

Thomson  further  states  that  there  are  ancient  tombs 
in  the  high  grounds  about  the  ruins  of  Kersa  (cp 

1  Recovery  of  Jerusalem,  368  ('71).  Cp  Schumacher,  The 
Jaulan,  179. 
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Macgregor,  Rob  Koy  on  the  Jordan,  423).  About 
Gadara  on  the  Hieromax,  caves  are  also  abundant,  and 
the  territory  of  the  city  seems  to  have  extended  to  the 
lake.  GADARA  (q.v. ),  however,  is  at  least  six  miles 
from  the  lake,  and  though  this  is  maintained  by  Keim, 
was  certainly  not  intended  in  the  original  tradition. 
The  possibility  that  Kersa  is  Gerasa  is  not  taken  into 
account  by  G.  A.  Smith  (HG  458/1),  who  identifies  it 
with  Gergesa,  and  considers  '  Gergesenes '  to  be  '  the 
reading  supported  by  the  documents. ' 

For  a  statement  of  the  documentary  evidence  see  WH  Af>p. 
ii  ;  from  which  we  can  hardly  avoid  the  inference  that 
YaSapyviav  is  probably  correct  in  Mt.,  repcurrji/ui'  in  Mk.  and 
Lk.  The  decision,  however,  is  not  historically  of  great  moment ; 
yepa.<rr\viav  is  virtually  supported  by  the  MSS  which  present 


, if<n\v!av,  for  the  reason  given  above,  and  should  be  preferred. 
With  the  statements  of  Eusebius  in  OS,  cp  the  parallel  passages 
in  Jerome  (viz.  130  18  12627).  The  most  important  variation  is 
at  the  close  of  the  latter  passage,  which  reads  'quidam  autem 
ipsam  esse  Gadaram  aestimant,  sed  et  evangelium  meminit 
Gergesenorum.'  The  authority  of  Eus.  and  Jer.  for  calling  it 
Manassite  appears  to  be  merely  the  general  statement  in  Josh. 
1829-31. 

GERGESITES  (oi  rePY6C<MOl  [BNA]),  Judith5i6 
AV,  RV  GIRGASHITES  (q.v. ). 

GERIZIM,  MOUNT  (DTU  1H  [Sam.  writes  the  two 
words  as  one,  DT~)3"in] ;  '  mountain  of  the  GIRZITES' 
„.,  ,.  [?-^-];  less  probably  from  T13  =  "lT3, 
'to  cut  in  two '  ;  the  vocalization  of  a 
certainly  primitive  name  has  but  slight  authority ; 
|-Ap(e)lzeiN  [BAFL],  but  r&zlpeiN  [A  in  Dt.  Il29 
Judg.  9?]  and  |-&piz[e]lN  [VA]  in  2  Mace.  623,  EV 
GARIZIM),  the  mountain  (now  called  Jebel  et  -Tor)  on 
the  southern  side  of  the  valley  or  fissure  in  which 
Shechem  lies,  facing  Ebal  which  is  on  the  north. 
The  height  of  Gerizim  (properly  Gerizzim)  is  2849  ft.  ; 
that  of  Ebal  228  ft.  more.  The  former  is  composed 
almost  entirely  of  nummulitic  limestone  ;  in  its  rocky 
slopes  are  large  caverns  which  were  probably  once 
quarries.  The  ascent  at  the  present  day  cannot  be 
called  difficult,  and  the  splendid  view  from  the  summit 
amply  rewards  the  climb.  One  feels  that  if  the  union 
of  N.  and  S.  Israel  could  only  have  been  accom 
plished,  the  sacred  mountains  Gerizim  and  Ebal,  with 
the  beautiful  city  nestling  between  them,  might  have 
been  thought  by  Israel's  leaders  to  have  superior  claims 
to  Mt.  Zion  and  Jerusalem. 

A  remarkable  description  is  given  of  the  situation  of 
Gerizim  in  a  passage  hitherto  much  misunderstood. 
Moses  has  set  before  the  Israelites  a  blessing  and  a 
curse,  and  directs  them,  when  they  have  been  brought 
into  the  land  of  promise,  to  '  put  the  blessing  upon 
Mount  Gerizim,  and  the  curse  upon  Mount  Ebal,  on 
the  other  side  Jordan,  beyond  Jericho,  towards  the 
entrance  into  Shechem,  in  the  land  of  the  Canaanites, 
who  dwell  in  the  House  of  the  Tower  beside  the  sacred 
trees  [tree  ?]  of  Moreh  '  (Dt.  11 29 /.  ).* 

The  terrible  state  of  corruption  into  which  this  passage  early 
fell,  led  Eusebius  (CW2),  243  89)  to  state  that  according  to  the 
Scripture  Gerizim  and  Ebal  were  '  near  Golgol 
2.  Dt.  11  29^  which  is  Galgala'  (ToA-ywA,  »j  KCU  ToAyaAa. 
Taunjs  etcai  TrAijtrt'oi'  17  ypaipT)  SiSdmcei  TO 
Yapi^eiv  icai  rov  TatjSaA  opous),  and  an  acute  proposal  has  been 
made  to  identify  the  '  Gilgal '  of  the  received  text  with  the  ruins 
called  Julejll,  SW.  of  the  valley  of  Shechem  (see  GILGAL,  §  5). 
This,  however,  does  not  suit  the  phrase  '  over  against  (S^n) 
Gilgal,'  and  on  grounds  of  principle  it  is  undesirable  to  attempt 
identifications  until  the  passage  containing  a  place-name  has 
been  thoroughly  scrutinised  from  the  point  of  view  of  textual 
criticism.  Julejll  may  represent  an  ancient  Gilgal  or  cromlech  ; 
but  this  does  not  show  that  it  is  referred  to  in  Dt.  11  30.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  text,  as  emended,  gives  a  thoroughly  accurate 
picture. 

The    '  entrance  into    Shechem '   is    completely  com- 

1  Cp  Gen.  126.  We  read  nK^tO  for  non-K^n  ;  yrK1?]  for 
nrm ;  npi&  for  vovn ',  TUDn  ITS  for  rmjn  wan  71.0-  See 

Crit.  Bib.  All  that  can  be  done  to  make  MT  intelligible  has 
been  done,  especially  by  Dillmann  ;  but  few  will  call  the  result 
very  satisfactory.  C.  Niebuhr  (Gesch.  1  328^)  has  realized  the 
doubtfulness  of  the  text ;  but  his  suggestions  that  a  highway 
through  the  land  of  the  Canaanites  is  spoken  of,  that  Shechem 
is  deliberately  omitted,  and  that  'the  Gilgal'  was  a  circumval- 
!ation  of  Gerizim  are  hardly  felicitous. 
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manded  by  these  two  grand  mountains,  Ebal  and 
Gerizim,  as  indeed  the  description  in  another  striking 
passage  (Josh.  8  33)  also  presupposes.  '  Near  the 
eastern  end,  the  vale  is  not  more  than  60  rods  wide' 
(Thomson),  and  from  the  highest  gardens  in  the  W. 
corner  of  Nablus  we  turn  at  once  to  the  path  which 
skirts  the  rocky  slopes  of  Gerizim.  At  no  great  distance 
is  a  platform  of  rock,  with  a  projecting  triangular  crag, 
about  10  ft.  in  diameter,  from  which,  as  from  a  pulpit, 
Jotham  could  easily  have  shouted  his  parable  in  the 
ears  of  the  people  below1  (Judg.  9  7),  'running  away' 
afterwards  (cp  EV's  naive  rendering  of  on  v.  21)  before 
Abimelech  could  take  him.  Nor  is  this,  probably,  the 
only  portion  of  the  story  of  Abimelech  which  refers  to 
Gerizim.  When  that  tyrant  heard  that  all  the  people 
of  the  tower  of  Shechem  were  gathered  together,  we  are 
told,  he  took  his  men  to  a  mountain  close  by  to  get 
wood  to  set  their  refuge  on  fire.  With  axes  he  and  his 
men  cut  down  branches  of  trees  and  carried  out  his 
stern  plan  (Judg.  947-49).  The  mountain  referred  to  can 
only  be  Ebal  or  Gerizim,  and  the  corruption  of  Gerizim 
into  ZALMON  [q.v.  ,  i.  ]  or  Hermon  (<§BAL)  is  easy. 

Dean  Stanley's  attempt  to  provide  Gerizim  with  other 
historical  associations  (the  meeting  of  Abram  and  Melchizedek 
and  the  sacrifice  of  Isaac)  can  hardly  be  called  a  success.  The 
Samaritan  traditions  are  of  no  historical  value  and  have  no 
sound  biblical  basis.  One  of  them  even  represents  Jacob  as 
having  had  his  great  vision  (Gen.  28  nyC)  on  the  summit  of 
Gerizim  (on  the  ruins  called  Loze2  [the  Luza  of  OS(Z)  274s 
135  13]  see  Rob.  BR).  See  SAMARITANS. 

There  are  still  two  biblical  passages  in  one  of  which 
possibly  or  probably  and  in  the  other  beyond  any  doubt 
^'-  Gerizim  is  referred  to  —  viz.,  Is.  66  1 
Jn-  ^20/  Certainly  if  Is.  661-4  is  post- 
exilic  (and  it  is  difficult  to  maintain  any 
longer  an  exilic  date),  we  can  hardly  find  any  other 
concrete  object  for  the  passage  than  that  first  assigned 
by  Duhm  —  viz.  ,  the  intention  of  the  Samaritans  to 
build  a  temple  to  Yahw6  on  Mt.  Gerizim3  (see  ISAIAH 
ii.  §  21).  Still,  owing  to  the  brevity  of  the  passage 
we  can  scarcely  claim  more  than  high  probability 
for  this  conjecture. 

The  second  passage  is  also  somewhat  enigmatical. 
A  modern  writer  quoted  by  Wetstein  4  remarks  on  v.  22, 
'  Christ  and  the  woman  were  both  agreed  in  the  object 
of  worship.  The  question  she  puts  is  only  which  is 
the  true  place  for  it.  But  how  is  that  determined  by 
the  answer  ?  '  The  truth  is  that  Jesus  goes  beyond  the 
question  of  the  Samaritan  woman.  He  asserts  (or  is 
made  to  assert)  that  neither  the  Jerusalem  nor  the  Gerizim 
temple  is  a  fit  place  for  spiritual  worshippers,  but  also 
denies  that  the  Samaritans  as  a  body  worship  the  Father 
(who  requires  spiritual  worship)  at  all  ;  and  he  looks 
forward  to  the  time  when  the  Samaritans  shall  give  up 
the  cultus  on  Mt.  Gerizim  without  accepting  (as  the 
author  of  Is.  661-4  had  doubtless  wished)  the  cultus  on 
Mt.  Zion.5  Thus  Mt.  Gerizim,  which  loomed  above 
Jesus  and  the  woman  as  they  conversed  by  Jacob's  well 
('in  this  mountain,"  v.  20),  gave  occasion  to  Jesus, 
according  to  the  Fourth  Gospel,  to  enunciate  the  great 
principle  of  spiritual  religion.  We  must  not,  however, 
allow  ourselves  to  exaggerate  the  blame  extended  by 
Jesus  to  Mt.  Gerizim.  Partisans  of  the  temple  at 

1  Moore  (Jiidgcs  246)  ascribes  this  very  plausible  theory  to 
Furrer  (l^am/erunfen,  244  f.)\  cp  also  Baed.(3)256.      But   as 
Thomson,   LB   ['60]    (473)    remarks,    several    lofty   precipices 
literally  overhang  Nablus.  Similarly  Porter  (KJMo'sBib.  Cyclop. 
'  Gerizim  '). 

2  May  we  compare  the  name  of  the  village  Talluza,  a  little  to 
the  N.  of  Ebal,  sometimes  identified  with  TIRZAH  (q.v.,  i)? 

3  Kcinig,  it  is  true,  sees  no  necessity  for  any  '  concrete  motive  ' 
such  as  Gressmann  suggests  (the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  at 
Jerusalem).      The   writer  of  w.  1-4  wishes   to   emphasise   his 
conviction   that   only  a   'house   of  prayer'  (cp   667)  was  'an 
appropriate  place  of  worship  for  Yahwe  '  (  The  Exiles'  Book  of 
Consolation,  201  f.  ['99]).     Is.  66  1-4  according  to  him  is  an  exilic 
passage,   but  66  5  }f.    '  were  added  after  tue   building   of  the 
temple.' 

*  Beaulacre,   ap.    Wetstein   (Bowyer,   Critical  Conjectures, 
143  [1782]). 
»  Cp  B.  Weiss,  Evang.  lies  Jo/tanncs,  193  ('86). 
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Jerusalem  were,  in  his  eyes,  not  less  '  sectarian  '  than 
partisans  of  the  temple  on  Gerizim.  See  SAMARI 
TANS. 

The   summit   of  this   mountain   testifies   to   a  succession   of 
faiths.     The  most  prominent  monument  is  not  the  most  import 
ant  ;   it  consists  of  ruins   of  the  castle   built  by 

4.  Rllins.  Justinian  in  533  A.D.  to  protect  the  Christian 
church  erected  in  475  A.D.  (the  foundations  of 
which  still  remain).  In  the  centre  of  the  plateau,  however, 
is  something  much  more  venerable — a  smooth  surface  of  rock 
which  is  the  traditional  site  of  the  altar  of  the  temple  of  the 
Samaritans,  and  therefore  their  '  Holy  of  Holies.'  The  cup 
hollow  in  it  resembles  those  in  many  Syrian  dolmens,  and  may 
well  have  been  used  in  primaeval  times  for  libations.  Conder 
(Syrian  Stonelore,  i6gf.)  suspects  that,  though  this  rock  may 
•once  have  been  enclosed,  there  was  no  proper  temple.  Josephus, 
however,  had  no  interest  in  exaggerating,  and  his  words  are 
plain — 'a  temple  like  that  at  Jerusalem'  (Ant.  xi.  82).  The 
drafted  blocks  of  the  walls  of  Justinian's  castle  may  possibly 
belong  to  a  still  older  structure  (Baed.(3)  256).  In  the  founda 
tions  of  the  western  wall  there  are  some  ten  or  twelve  large 
stones  beneath  which  tradition  places  the  'twelve  stones,' 
brought  up  from  the  bed  of  the  Jordan  by  the  Israelites  (Josh. 
4  20).  The  place  where  the  lambs  of  the  Samaritan  passover 
are  killed  is  a  short  way  down  the  W.  slope  of  the  mountain,  a 
little  above  the  spot  where  the  Samaritans  pitch  their  tents 
seven  days  before  the  feast.  For  an  account  of  the  passover 
ceremony,  see  SAMARITANS. 

Gerizim  rejoices  in  a  copious  spring  of  delicious  water  (the 
Ras  el- A  in),  which  may  quench  the  thirst  of  the  scanty  band 
of  Samaritans  at  passover  time,  but  was  naturally  insufficient 
for  the  multitude  gathered  on  the  mountain  and  slaughtered  by 
Cerealis  in  the  time  of  Vespasian  (see  Jos.  BJ  iii.  7  32). 

T.  K.  C. 

GERON,  an  Athenian,  introduced  by  RVms-  into  an 
account  of  measures  taken  by  Antiochus  Epiphanes 
against  the  Jewish  religion  (2  Mace.  61).  The  text  has 
yepovra  'AOrjvcuov  [VA],  which  EV  renders  '  an  old 
man  of  Athens. '  The  ||  passage,  i  Mace.  1 44,  speaks 
of  messengers  sent  by  the  king.  The  leader  of  these 
messengers  would  naturally  be  either  a  civil  or  a  military 
official  under  Antiochus. 

Probably  a.6T\va.lov  is  a  clerical  error  for  a.vn.o\ea. ;  Vet.  Lat. 
and  Vg.  have  '  Antiochenum,'  which  may  of  course  be  the  con 
jecture  of  a  translator,  but  is  none  the  worse  because  it  is 
ancient.  It  is  a  further  question  whether  yepovra.  is  not  itself 
corrupt;  RVmg-,  perhaps  unintentionally,  suggests  this  view. 
But  Ewald's  rendering,  '  a  senator  of  Antioch  '  {Hist.  5  298, 
n.  5),  is  very  plausible.  The  name  of  the  official  was  not 
necessary  ;  the  Ar.  vers.,  however,  gives  it  as  Filkus  (see  Grimm, 
ad  he.).  For  a  subtle  but  hardly  necessary  critical  conjecture 
see  Kosters,  Th.  T  12  495  ('78).  T.  K.  C. 

GERRHENIANS,  RV  GERRENIANS,  THE  (ecoc 
TO)N  peNNHpCON  [A],  e.  T.  repRHNOON  [V]),  evidently 
a  term  for  the  southern  limit  of  the  Syrian  dominion 
under  Antiochus  Eupator  (2  Mace.  1824).  The  town 
ofGerra  (rayeppa,  Strabo,  xvi.  233  ;  yep'^ov  8piov,  Ptol. 
iv.  5n)  lay  between  Pelusium  and  Rhinocolura,  but  can 
hardly  be  intended  here,  since  the  coast  as  far  N.  as 
Rhinocolura  was  at  this  time  Egyptian  (cp  Polyb.  v.  803). 
The  Syriac  reads  G-Z-K.  More  probably,  however,  we 
should  read  yepaprjvwv,  which  agrees  with  the  reading 
yepap-qpuv  of  one  MS  (cod.  55).  '  From  Ptolemais 
unto  the  Gerarenes '  (see  GERAR)  would  represent  the 
whole  of  Palestine  in  its  widest  extension  from  N.  to  S. 

Compare  the  expression  in  i  Mace.  11  59  where  Simon  is  made 
captain  of  the  country  'from  the  LADDER  OF  TYRUS  (about  100 
stadia  N.  of  Ptolemais)  unto  the  borders  of  Egypt. ' 

GERSHOM  (Dbna,1  cp  IBnj  in  Sin.  Inscriptions, 
and  see  GERSHOM,  GESHAM  ;  rnpCAM  [BNAFL  in 
Ex.  and  Ch.];  in  Judg.  r-HRCOM  [B],  pepCCOM  [A], 
THpcooN  [L])- 

i.  The  first-born  of  Moses  and  Zipporah  (Ex.  2 22 
18s),  from  whom  JONATHAN  (2),  the  priest  of  the  sanctu 
ary  at  Dan  (Judg.  1830),  claimed  descent.2  We  also 
find  a  Levitical  name  Shebuel  b.  Gershom  in  i  Ch. 
23 is/".  2624.  The  popular  etymology,  DE>  1:1,  'a  so- 
journer  there'  (Ex.  II. cc. ),  is  followed  by  <§  (yrjpa-afj.)  and 

1  For    the    orthography    of   Qtj-u    (  =  jt!n;i)  see    Frensdorff, 
Massoret.  Worterb.  277  ;  the  two  names  are  essentially  identical ; 
cp  Onam  and  Onan,  Hemam  and  Heman. 

2  Bennett  (Exp.  8£  ['98]  78)  points  out  a  possible  reference  to 
Gershom  in  Judg.  \1 7  CE'-nj  Kim,  as  though,   'and  he  (was) 
Gershom.' 
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Jos.  Ant.  ii.  13  i  (yypaos}.     See  MOSES,  and  on  Ex.  425, 
cp  CIRCUMCISION,  §  2. 

2.  The  head  of  the  b'ne  PHINEHAS  (3),  a  family  in  Ezra's  caravan 
(see  EZRA  1  §  2,  2  §  15  [i]  d),  Ezra  82  (yrjpcrw/x  [BA],  -<ra/t  [L]) 
=  i  Esd.  829  GERSON  (rapoo-OTo/Ltos  [B],  yrtpa-iav  [A],  -aafj.  [L]). 

GERSHON  (j'l&jna,  for  which  in  Ch.  regularly  DfcTl} 
and  D1KHJ  with  the  exception  of  i  Ch.  61  [627], 
reAetoN  [A],  236  rHpca>N  [A]  ;  peAcooN  [BAFL]), 
b.  Levi,  is  mentioned  only  in  P  and  Ch.  He  is 
the  first-born  of  Levi  in  Gen.  46  u  (y^pffiav  [AD]), 
Ex.  616  (y-ripffwv  [AF])  i  Ch.  61,  and  makes  up  with 
Kehath  and  Merari  the  three  chief  subdivisions  of  the 
Levites.  Although  the  first-born,  he  is  overshadowed 
by  the  Kehathites  (to  whom  Aaron  belonged).  His 
sons  Libni  and  Shimei  (Ex.  617  Nu.  81821  i  Ch. 617  [2] 
23?)  were  known,  according  to  the  Chronicler's  con 
ception,  already  in  David's  time  (i  Ch.  287-11). 

The  sons  of  Gershon  or  the  Gershonites  ('iBhjiri ; 
6  7e5<rwi'[e]i  [BAFL],  6  yqpffuv [e]i  [BA])  are  num 
bered  at  7500  in  the  wilderness  (Nu.  822) — which 
has  an  artificial  look  when  we  recollect  that  the  whole 
number  of  the  Levites  is  enumerated  at  about  three 
times  that  number,  viz.  23,000  (Nu.  2662).  P  de 
scribes  moreover  their  special  work  at  the  tabernacle 
and  also  the  position  taken  up  by  them  on  their  journey- 
ings  (ib.  825  424  7?).  Far  more  important,  however,  is 
the  notice  of  the  cities  apportioned  to  them  (Josh. 
21  27  33  yrjpffwv  [AL]  ;  i  Ch.  662  [47]  71-76  [56-61]  y-rjpcrwv 
[A]) ;  these  all  lay  to  the  N. ,  in  Manasseh  beyond  Jordan, 
Issachar,  Asher,  and  Naphtali,  and  if  we  take  this 
in  connection  with  the  notice  of  Jonathan  b.  Gershom  b. 
Moses  in  Judg.  1830  it  would  appear  that  the  priests 
of  Da-n  formed  a  group  which  traced  its  origin  back  to 
Moses,  and  derived  its  name  from  his  first-born.1  In 
the  post-exilic  and  priestly  genealogies  the  place  of 
Gershon  b.  Moses  is  taken  by  Gershon  b.  Levi ;  com 
pare  the  similar  case  of  ELIEZER  b.  Moses  and 
ELEAZAR  b.  Aaron.  See  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7. 

GERSON  ([-HPC60N  [A]),  i  Esd.  829  =  Ezra  82, 
GERSHOM,  2. 

GERUTH  CHIMHAM  (On>p3  .n-TlJ),  Jer.  41 17  Kr. 
See  CHIMHAM. 

GERZITES  OniD).  x  S.  278  Kt.,  AVme-  ;  AV 
GEZRITES. 

GESEM  (peceM  [BKA]),  Judith  19,  RV  GOSHEN. 
GESHAM,  or  rather,  as  in  RV,  Geshan  (|E"3.,  cp 
perhaps    }£*;!),    b.    JAHDAI,    a    Calebite    (i  Ch.  247; 

COOfAP  [B],   r-HpC60M[A],   f-eiCCON  [L])- 

©A'S  -yr/pcnoju.  may  be  due  to  a  misreading,  or  possibly  enough 
points  to  an  original  QK>"n  (so  Ki.  SBOT,  see  GERSHOM).  It 
is  noteworthy  that  in  both  cases  the  Calebite  name  finds  evident 
analogies  in  names  of  N.  Arabian  origin. 

GESHEM  (DB>4,  r-HCAM  [BXA],  pc.  [L]-  GOSI-M), 
called  '  the  Arabian,'  an  ally  of  Sanballat  and  Tobiah, 
and  an  opponent  of  Nehemiah  (Neh.  2 19  6if.  6).  In 
Neh.  66  the  name  takes  the  form  GASHMU  (IDC'S,  yofff/n, 
[Nc-a  m£-],  om.  BN*A ;  GOSEM]  ;  the  correct  form  is  prob 
ably  Gushamu,  a  well-known  Arabian  name  (cp  Cook, 
Aramaic  Glossary,  s.v.  ict/'j). 

For  the  ending  -u  which  occurs  frequently  in  Nabatean  in 
scriptions  compare  la'So  [Kr.],  Neh.  12  14  (RV  Malluchi,  RVmg-. 
Melicu),  JETHRO,  and  perhaps  BOCHERU,  and  see  Nold.  in  Eut. 
Nab.  Inscr.  73  ;  ZZM/&41  715.  See  ARABIA,  §3.  s.  A.  C. 

GESHUR  ("1-1  E?|).  i.  A  territory  in  NE.  Palestine, 
adjoining  the  Israelite  possessions,  and  reckoned  as 
Aramaean  (2  S.  158).  According  to  i  Ch.  223  (om. 
Pesh. ),  Geshur  and  other  Aramaean  peoples  took  the 
Havvoth-jair  from  the  Israelites.  It  may  often  be 
dangerous  to  treat  statements  of  this  kind  in  i  Ch.  1-9 

1  A  portion  of  the  Merarite  branch  of  Levites  actually  bears 
the  name  of  Mushi —  i.e.,  the  Mosaite.  Observe  that  this 
Levitical  name,  in  common  with  so  many  more,  is  remarkable  for 
its  S.  Palestinian  associations  ;  see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (v.). 
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as  historical  ;  but  the  statement  here  made  is  not  in  itself 
improbable  ;  it  implies  that  Geshur  was  at  any  rate  N. 
of  the  Havvoth-jair.  Still  less  reason  is  there  to  doubt 
the  correctness  of  the  geography  of  Dt.  814  Josh.  12$ 
(late  as  these  statements  are),  except  indeed  as  to  the 
localisation  (in  Dt.  I.e.  )  of  the  Havvoth-jair  in  Bashan 
rather  than  in  N.  Gilead  (see  HAVVOTH-JAIR). 

In  these  passages  the  Geshurites  and  the  Maacathites 
are  mentioned  together  as  bordering  on  the  territory  of 
Og  king  of  Bashan,  and  therefore  on  that  of  Israel. 
Hence  Guthe  (ZDPVV^z^},  Wetzstein,  and  G.  A. 
Smith  incline  to  place  Geshur  and  Maacah  in  the 
modern  province  of  J5lan  (Gaulanitis)  ;  Geshur  would 
of  course  be  S.  of  Maacah. 

Conder  (Smith's  DBW)  and  von  Riess  (Bibet-AttasP),  '95), 
indeed,  still  prefer  to  identify  it  with  the  plain  of  Jedur,  which 
is  SE.  of  Hermon  and  NE.  of  en-Nukra.  This  view  is  not  only 
linguistically  hazardous,  but  also  involves  identifying  en-Nukra 
with  Bashan,  and  placing  the  Havvoth-jair  outside  the  N. 
boundary  of  Gilead.  Furrer  (ZDPV  13  198)  places  Geshur  still 
farther  E.  He  identifies  it  with  the  LejS,  that  great  lava 
plateau  which  lies  E.  of  en-Nukra  and  NE.  of  the  Jebel 
Hauran,  and  corresponds  approximately  with  Trachonitis  ;  but 
his  reasons  are  very  insufficient. 

It  is  a  disputable  point  whether  Ishbaal  was  really 
king  'over  Gilead  and  over  the  Geshurites'  (28.29 
Pesh.  ,  Vg.  ).  For  two  reasons:  —  First,  because  in 
Absalom's  time  (28.  158)  'Geshur  in  Aram'  (?)  was 
an  independent  state,  and  secondly,  because  though  in 
Josh.  13  ii  (cp  v.  13)  Joshua  is  said  to  have  assigned 
Geshur  and  Maacah  to  the  two-and-a-half  tribes  beyond 
Jordan,  we  cannot  safely  accept  this  as  correct  in  the 
face  of  the  contrary  statements  in  Dt.  814  Josh.  12s. 
The  truth  probably  is  that  'in  Aram'  in  2  S.  158  and 
'Geshurites'  in  2  S.  2  9  are  incorrect  readings.  See 
GESHUR,  2  ;  ASHURITES. 

In  Josh.  12s  ©B  has  yep-yeo-ei,  in  Dt.  3  14  ©BAFL  [but  B* 
•yapracret,  see  Swete]  yapyaa-ei  (cp  Eus.  in  OS  244  24,  who  takes 
yea-ovpe  t|u  to  be  the  city  of  yep-yao-ei  in  Bashan  where  the  Israelites 
did  not  destroy  the  Geshurites)  ;  (5AF  in  Josh.  12$  ye<rovpi,  (5L 
•yecroupe.  Other  forms  are  :  in  2  S.  13  37  14  23  158  yeStrovp  [BA], 
•ye<rcreip  [L]  ;  in  i  Ch.  223  yeS&ovp  [B],  yecrtroup  [A],  yecroup  [L]  ; 
in  Josh.  13  13  -yecretpei.  [B],  •ye<rovp[e]i  [AL].  In  Josh.  12s  Pesh. 
exceptionally  has  '  Endor.' 

2.  (  "vm>  jirt,  '  the  Geshurite.')  A  district  at  the  extreme 
limit  of  Palestine,  S.  of  Philistia,  Josh.  182  (AV 
Geshuri),  i  S.  278  (EV  'the  Geshurites'  ;  so  RV 
in  Josh.  ).  The  former  passage  (late)  introduces  a 
description  of  the  land  in  the  SW.  towards  Egypt,  which 
in  Joshua's  old  age  still  remained  unconquered.  A 
reference  to  the  northern  Geshur  is  therefore  impossible.  • 
In  the  latter  passage  the  Hebrew  text  gives,  as  the 
names  of  peoples  or  districts  attacked  by  David  from 
Ziklag,  '  the  Geshurite,  the  Girzite  or  Gerizzite  (see 
GIRZITES),  and  the  Amalekite.  '  ©,  however,  gives 
only  two  names  ;  one  of  the  first  two  names  in  MT 
is  doubtless  a  doublet.  Wellhausen,  Driver,  and  Budde 
give  the  preference  to.  the  second  name  in  the  form  sanc 
tioned  by  the  Kre,  viz.  Hiarr,  'the  Gizrite,'  —  i.e.  ,  the 
Canaanites  of  GEZER  (so  RVms-,  see  Judg.  129  ;  i  K. 
9i6).  But  Gezer  lay  too  far  N.  It  is  better  to  read 
either  'the  Girzite'  or  'the  Geshurite,'1  and  the  latter 
is  on  the  whole  the  more  probable,  for  the  Girzites 
probably  belonged  to  northern  or  central  Canaan.  It 
was  probably  a  chieftain  of  these  southern  Geshurites 
whose  daughter  Maacah  became  one  of  David's  wives 
and  mother  of  Absalom.  He  is  called  Talmai,  which 
is  also  the  traditional  name  of  a  Hebronite  giant 
(Judg.  lio;  see  HEBRON,  §  i)  ;  David's  close  connec 
tion  with  S.  Palestine  is  well  known,  and  the  list  of  the 
children  born  to  him  in  Hebron  in  2  S.  82-5  mentions 
the  son  of  Abigail  the  Carmelite  just  before  Absalom. 
Maacah  is  given  as  the  name  of  a  concubine  of  Caleb 
(i  Ch.  248).  This  theory  accounts  more  fully  than 
he  rival  view  for  Absalom's  flight  recorded  in  2  S. 
1837  (cp  1423  158).  In  the  southern  Geshur,  close  to 
and  yet  outside  of  Judah,  the  pretender  would  have 


1  Kamph.,  however,  retains  both  names 
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every  opportunity  of  preparing  for  his  revolt.  Ahithophel 
(Ahiphelet?)  and  Amasa,  his  chief  supporters,  belonged 
to  S.  Judah,  and  it  was  the  tribe  of  Judah  which  was 
principally  concerned  in  the  rebellion  (cp  2  S.  19  u  [12] 
Jj^).1  The  only  objection  to  this  is  that  in  28.  158 
Absalom  says  to  David,  '  Thy  servant  vowed  a  vow 
while  I  dwelt  at  Geshur  in  Aram.'  This  specification, 
however,  would  rather  be  expected  in  2  S.  1837.  It  is 
clear  that  D1X3  'in  Aram'  is  a  gloss  (for  mxa?),  sug 
gested  by  the  vicinity  of  the  northern  Geshur  to  that  of 
Maacah. 

The  suggestion  of  Glaser  (AHT  242)  that  in  Josh.  132  i  S. 
278  we  should  read  for  niB'jrii  '•flB'Kn  (see  ASSHURIM),  should 
also  be  mentioned  ;  consistency  would  then  oblige  us  to  change 
Absalom's  'Geshur'  into  'Ashur.' 

<5B  in  i  S.  I.e.  gives  only  •yecreipi  =  'ii{j>3  ;  (B*1-  gives  both  names 
(yecj-epei  [A]  or  TOP  y«rcrovpalov  [L]  and  TOP  yt^palov).  After 
wards,  instead  of  'Shur,'  <5L  gives  '  Geshur'  (yeercroup).  In 
Josh.  132  ©B  yeo-eipei,  ©AI-  yf<rovp[e]i,  Pesh.  '  Endor.'  In  2  S. 
1837  (Sadds  eis  Tr)v  iia^aS  [B]('  to  the  land  of  Maacah  '),  «.  yijffi. 
[A],  e.  y.  xoAaajoia  [L].  T.  K.  C.-S.  A.  C. 


GETHER  On|,  perhaps  ina  =  l-l^l  [i.e.  GESHUR, 
i];  Marq.  ZATW  8155;  ya6ep  [AEL]),  one  of  the 
'  sons'  of  ARAM  (Gen.  1023,  i  Ch.  117  yedep  [L]). 

GETHSEMANE    (reGCHMANGi    [Ti.    WH]—  *.«., 
'oil    press,'    see  OIL;    the  word  is  Aramaic,    but  the 
somewriat  uncertain  [=(D)^O2>  D3 


1   In  NT 

Dalm.  Gramm.  152.  The  forms  yecrffr)- 
fj.avei,  yr/ffafj..  =(D)\3D^  JO  3]  ;  GETHSEMANI,  GESE- 
MANI]  is  given  in  Mt.  2636  Mk.  1432  as  the  name  of 
the  place  to  which  Jesus  retired  with  the  disciples  after 
the  Last  Supper.  In  both  passages  it  is  called  xuipiov 
(see  FIELD,  9);  EV  renders  'place'  (but  see  RVm*-)  ; 
the  word  answers  to  the  Latin  pradium  (so  Vg.  in  Mk.  , 
but  villa  in  Mt.  ).  What  is  meant  is  a  piece  of  ground 
enclosed  by  a  wall  or  fence  of  some  sort  ;  this  is  con 
firmed  by  Jn.  18i,  which  speaks  of  a  '  garden'  (K^TTOJ  ; 
see  GARDEN,  §  7)  and  uses  the  expressions  '  he  went  in  ' 
(dfffjKdev,  v.  i)  and  '  he  went  out  '  (^rjXdev,  v.  4).  Lk.  , 
like  Jn.  ,  does  not  name  Gethsemane  and  uses  the  vague 
expression  '  place  '  (T^TTOJ  ;  2240).  Possibly  it  belonged 
to  owners  who  willingly  afforded  access  to  Jesus  ;  at  all 
events,  he  was  in  the  habit  of  resorting  to  it  (Lk.  21  37 
2239),  and  the  habit  was  known  to  Judas  Iscariot. 
Doubtless  the  enclosure  contained  a  press,  perhaps  also 
a  house  in  which  the  other  disciples,  apart  from  Peter, 
James,  and  John,  may  have  sheltered.  It  has  been 
conjectured  that  the  owner  may  have  been  Mary  the 
mother  of  John  Mark,  that  she  may  have  had  some 
kind  of  country-house  there,  and  that  the  young  man 
mentioned  in  Mk.  14  si/,  may  have  been  Mark  himself 
suddenly  aroused  from  his  slumbers.  In  any  case,  we 
know  that  Gethsemane  was  situated  (Jn.  18  1)  to  the  E.  of 
KIDRON  [q.  v.  ,  §  3]  and  was  regarded  as  belonging  to  the 
Mt.  of  Olives  (Lk.  2137  22  39).  Thus  we  have  to  think 
of  Jesus  as  quitting  the  town  by  one  of  the  gates  of  the 
eastern  wall,  descending  into  the  Kidron  valley,  crossing 
the  bed  of  the  brook,  and  reascending  on  the  other  side. 
It  is  at  Gethsemane  that  the  touching  scenes  recorded 
by  the  evangelists  are  placed  —  the  agony  and  prayers 
of  Jesus,  the  sleep  of  the  apostles,  the  arrival  of  Judas 
and  his  train,  the  arrest  ;  the  NT  does  not  enable  us  to 
fix  the  site  more  exactly. 

Tradition  became  more  precise.  From  the  fourth 
century  onwards,  perhaps  from  the  time  of  the  visit  of 
2  Tradition  the  EmPress  Helena,  the  garden  of  Geth- 
'  semane  has  been  shown  at  the  foot  of  the 
Mt.  of  Olives  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Kidron,  some  fifty 
yards  from  the  present  bridge. 

Eusebius  tells  us  that  in  his  day  the  faithful  were  diligent  in 
prayer  at  the  place,  and  Jerome  says  it  had  a  church  (OSW 
13024;  24820).  The  Franciscans,  to  whom  the  ground  now 
belongs  —  it  measures  about  150  ft.  by  140  —  surrounded  it  with 
a  wall  in  1848,  adorned  it  with  chapels,  and  laid  it  out  as  a 
European  garden  with  walks,  borders,  and  beds  (the  oriental 
garden  is  a  plantation  of  trees  ;  see  GARDEN). 

1  See  AJSL  16  153  1597. 
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It  contains  eight  old  olive  trees  which  pilgrims 
willingly  believe  to  date  from  the  time  of  Christ,  or  at 
least  to  come  from  trees  of  that  date.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  has  to  be  remarked  not  only  that  olives  are  not 
in  the  habit  of  attaining  so  great  an  age,  but  also  that, 
according  to  Josephus  (BJ  vi.  li/.),  all  the  trees  about 
Jerusalem  were  cut  down  by  the  army  of  Titus  at  the 
time  of  the  siege.  The  earliest  trace  of  a  tradition 
relative  to  the  olives  of  Gethsemane  does  not  go  back 
farther  than  to  the  sixteenth  century.  Some  hundred 
yards  to  the  N.  of  the  garden  a  cave  (ancient  cistern), 
transformed  into  a  Latin  sanctuary—  the  Grotto  of  the 
Agony  —  is  shown  ;  the  suggestion  is  that  here  is  the 
place  spoken  of  by  Lk.  (2241)  as  '  about  a  stone's  cast1 
from  where  the  three  apostles  were.  The  Greeks  have 
a  garden  called  Gethsemane  close  to  but  distinct  from 
that  of  the  Latins  ;  the  Russians  also  have  built  a  church 
in  the  neighbourhood.  See  PEFQ,  1887,  p.  159  ; 
1889,  p.  176. 

The  authenticity  of  the  site,  then,  is  not  demonstrable  ; 
but  neither  is  it  utterly  improbable.  In  reality,  however, 
the  scene  must  at  all  events  have  been  larger.  It  may 
have  been  perhaps  more  to  the  N.  ,  or  more  to  the  S.  , 
in  the  valley  ;  or,  more  probably  still,  further  to  the  E.  , 
higher  up  on  the  western  slope  of  the  Mt.  of  Olives, 
though  not  on  the  very  top  —  a  site  ill  adapted  for  a 
retreat  (Reland,  857).  If  Lk.  (21  37  2239)  had  said  fnl 
instead  of  et'j  (rb  fipoy),  the  expression  would  have  been 
more  conclusive  against  the  traditional  site  (Eus.  OS® 
24820  has  irpbs  ry  opei  ;  Jer.  OSW  13024,  ad  radices 
mantis  Oliveti].  The  Emperor  Hadrian  caused  exten 
sive  terracings  to  be  made  in  the  Kidron  valley  ;  by  these 
doubtless  the  previous  contours  were  considerably 
modified  (PEFQ,  '93,  p.  80). 

Robinson,  BR(ty  \  234  yC  ;  Tobler,  Die  Siloahquelle  und  der 

Oelberg,  191-229,  Dritte  Wanderung  nach  Paltestina,  353-55  ; 

Gatt,  Beschreibung  liter  Jerusalem,  211^  ; 

3.  Literature.   Furrer,  Wanderungen  durch  das  HLP),  79- 

8  1  ;   Keim,  Lebenjesu  von  Nazara,  8297- 

301  ;   Guerin,  Jerusalem,    •z'&'&f.  ;    Petavel,    '  Le   Domaine   de 

Gethsemanii,'   Chretien    Evangelique,    '88,    pp.    219-25;    'The 

House  of  Gethsemane,'  Expos.  1891  a,  pp.  220-32  ;  Le  Camus, 

Voyage  aux  Pays  Bibliques,  1  252-56  ;   Conder,  Bible  Places, 

204.  Lu.  G. 


GEUEL       JBKJ,  '  majesty  of  God'  ;  cp  Gray,  HPN 

210;    Sam.   7N1J  ;    royAiHA    [Ba?AFL]  '<    ToyAmA 
[B*(foot)b]  .   GUEL),   b.  Machi,  a  Gadite  (Nu.  13isf). 

GEZER   ("IT.  3,   cp   two    places,   one    of    them    near 
Aleppo,    called   el-Jazra    [Yakut,     Mujam    al-bulddn, 
2?I  l'  ^  '  most  Usuall7  T^zep  [BAL]),  an 


1  History 
*" 


ancient  Canaanitish  city  said  to  have  been 


conquered  by  Joshua  (Josh.  1033  [f&ZHC,  BA]  12  12), 
and  situated  on  the  S.  border  of  Ephraim  (16s,  not  in 
MT  [cp  v.  3];  fAZApA  [BA],  -ROON  [L]).  towards 
the  W.  (i  Ch.  7  28);  a  Levitical  city  (Josh.  21  21 
[fAZApA,.  B  :  -zep&,  L].  i  Ch.  667  [52]).  It  remained 
Canaanitish  (Josh.  16  10  Judg.  1  29)  until  '  Pharaoh,  king 
of  Egypt,'  or,  as  has  been  conjectured,  Pir'u,  king  of 
the  N.  Arabian  Musri  (see  GENUBATH,  HADAD  i.  [3], 
MIZRAIM,  §  2  [£]),  took  and  burned  it,  and  gave  it  as 
a  marriage  portion  to  his  daughter,  Solomon's  bride 
(i  K.  9i6,  yefrp  [A];  for  B  see  433;  L5s);  Solomon 
fortified  it  (v.  17).  It  is  mentioned  in  28.  625  (AV 
GAZER,  yafrpa  [BAL])  =  i  Ch.  14  16  (•yafapa  [B],  -ftpa 
[AL]  =  MT  mi  3  )  as  the  limit  of  David's  pursuit  of 
the  Philistines  ;  obviously  it  was  on  the  border  of  the 
Philistine  territory.  In  i  Ch.  204  '  Gezer  '  is  given 
where  the  text  of  Samuel  (2  S.  21  18)  gives  '  GOB.  ' 
As  Maspero  has  pointed  out,  it  is  the  Kazir  (W.  Max 
Muller,  Ka-di'-ru)  of  Thotmes  III.'s  list  of  names  of 
Palestinian  cities  (RPW  651)  ;  in  the  Amarna  tablets  it 
appears  as  Gazri,  whose  ruler  Yapahi  protests  his  fidelity 
to  the  Pharaoh  (KB  5  328  f.  ).  On  its  share  in  the  revolt 
against  Rameses  II.  see  EGYPT,  §  58  ;  and  on  the 
mention  of  it  in  the  '  Israel  inscription  '  see  EGYPT,  §  60. 
As  Gazara  (yafapa)  it  is  frequently  mentioned  in  the 
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Maccabaean  wars  (i  Mace.  4  15  etc.)  ;  see  GAZARA.  In 
the  time  of  John  Hyrcanus  it  was  taken  by  Antiochus 
VII.  Sidetes  ;  but  at  the  conclusion  of  the  war  the 
Hasmonasans  were  permitted  to  retain  it,  apparently 
through  the  intervention  of  the  Romans  (see  Schiirer, 


,,., 

' 


By  Strabo  (xvi.  2  29)  it  is  mentioned  as  yaiapi's  '  which  also 
the  Jews  appropriated  '  ;  but  he  seems  to  have  somewhat  confused 
it  with  Gadara  beyond  Jordan.  In  Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  7  4)  the 
form  yaSupa  also  occurs  for  Gezer,  and,  in  a  Notitia  Episco- 
patuum,  peyeiav  yaSdptav  near  Azotus  is  distinguished  from 
yd&eipa  between  Pella  and  Capitolias.  At  a  synod  in  Jerusalem 
in  536  there  were  two  bishops,  each  of  Gadara.  In  the  OS 
(244  16  ;  127  10)  it  is  Gazara  (yafapa  a  'villa'  or  KW/O))  4  m. 
northward  from  Nicopolis.  (See  ZDPV  17  36-41.) 

The  long-lost  site  of  Gezer  was  discovered  in  1873. 
by  Clermont-Ganneau,  close  to  the  village  of  Abu 
Shusheh,  a  little  to  the  S.  of  Ramleh,  towards 
Jerusalem.  It  is  the  high  and  isolated  point 
known  as  Tell  Jezer,  which  being  just  4  m.  W.  by 
N.  from  'Amwas  (Emmaus-Nicopolis)  is  no  doubt  the 
Gazara  referred  to  in  OS.  The  Tell  is  described  (see 
PEFM  2428-440)  as  having  terraces  of  rude  stone,  and 
a  sort  of  citadel  at  its  eastern  end.  There  are  also- 
rock-hewn  tombs,  and  a  great  reservoir  near  the  modern 
European  farm,  and  the  correctness  of  Ganneau's 
identification  is  placed  beyond  dispute  by  his  discovery 
of  three  bilingual  inscriptions  —  one  of  which  includes. 
the  word  nu  'Gezer'  *  —  which  are  placed  palasographically 
between  the  Hasmonsean  and  the  Herodian  periods. 

For  the  present  state  of  the  archaeological  questions  which 
have  been  raised,  see  his  Archteological  Researches  in  Pales 
tine,  2257;  Recueil  d'Archeol.  Orient.  1351-391,  cp  401. 
Ganneau  has  shown  that  Tell  Jezer  is  the  Mont  Gisart,  near 
which  in  1177  Baldwin  IV.  gained  a  victory  over  Saladin.  See 
also  Lagrange,  Rev.  Bibl.  1899,  pp.  422-427. 


GEZRITES,  THE  (njjn),  Kr.,  for  which  Kt.  THE 
GERZITES  (AVm^-)  in  i  S.  278  (o  pezp&ioc  [AL]), 
where  RV  more  correctly  has  GIRZITES  (q.v.  ;  see 
also  GIRGASHITE),  mg.  GIZRITES.  The  GESHURITES 
(see  GESHUR,  2)  and  the  Gizrites  (?)  are  mentioned 
together.  '  The  Gezrites  '  might  mean  the  Canaanites 
of  GEZER  [q.  v.  ],  but  more  probably  should  be  deleted. 
See  GIRZITES. 

GIAH  (IT  3  ;  [-<M  [BA],  pez  [L]),  supposed  to  be 
the  name  of  a  place  on  the  road  in  which  Joab  pursued 
Abner  (2  S.  224).  See,  however,  GIISEAH,  §  2  (6). 

GIANT,  GIANTS,  i.  NET),  HEn,  rdpha  ,  D\SET), 
r'phalm,  28.  21  16  /.  Gen.  14s  etc.,  see  RAPHAH  (2), 
REPHAIM  (i.  ).  According  to  Duhm,  Rephaim  means 
(a)  giants,  (d)  the  shades  (Afanes),  inasmuch  as  the  God- 
defying  giants  were  hurled  into  ShSol  and  became  the 
chief  among  the  inhabitants  of  Shfiol.  See,  however,. 
DEAD,  §  3. 

2.  D'^'DJ,  n'phillm,  Gen.  64  Nu.  18331.     See  NEPHILIM. 

3.  "1133,  gibbor  (yiyas,  often  in  (5).     The  rendering  is  based 
on  the  Ar.  use  ofjabbar""  for  '  giant  '  (cp  Gen.  64)  ;  but  moderns 
prefer  the  sense  '  warrior  '  ;  cp  David's  gibborim  or  '  warriors.' 

4.  D'pJi?,  ANAKIM  [q.v.],  may  also  be  explained  as  'giants.' 

GIBBAR  (125  ;  TABep  [B],  r&.  [AL]).  a  district  of 
Judah  mentioned  in  the  great  post-exilic  list,  Ezra  2  20 
(see  EZRA  ii.  §  9,  §  8  c). 

It  has  been  proposed  to  read  Jlj;33,  'Gibeon'  (so  Berth.- 
Ryssel  as  in  ||  Neh.  "25,  ya/3aa>i/  [BNAL]),  but  against  this  see 
GIBEON,  §  3.  Guthe  prefers  "1JV3  or  "in  1V3  following  i  Esd. 
5  17  (RV  BAITERUS  ;  [viol]  /Samjpovs  [BA]).  See  BETHEK  i. 

GIBBETHON  (pn23  ;  r*BA660N  [BAL]),  a  city 
which,  according  to  i  K.  1627  1615  (r&B&a>N  [B]),  17, 
in  Baasha's  time  and  after  it,  belonged  to  the  Philis 
tines,  and  was  apparently  their  frontier  fortress  towards 
Ephraim  (see  PHILISTINES).  Possibly  it  is  the  same 
as  Gibeah  of  Phinehas  (see  GIBEAH,  §  2  [2]).  In  Josh. 
it  is  Danite  (1944  ',  fieytduv  [B],  yapardwy  [L])  and 

1  The  entire  inscription,  which  is  very  short,  is  read  iij  cm. 
which  M.  Ganneau  (Researches,  2  264)  rightly  renders  '  boundary 
of  Gezer,'  and  supposes  to  define  the  sabbatic  limit. 
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Levitical  (21  23;  ytOeSav  [B*],  ytOaipav  [Bavid-],  ya.pt- 
Ouv  [A],  yepOuv  [L]). 

Conder's  identification  with  Kibbiah,  to  the  NE.  of  Lydda, 
reappears  in  PEIf  map,  but  not  in  those  of  Fischer-Guthe  or 
Buhl.  Kibbiah  does  not  appear  to  be  an  important  site.  G. 
A.  Smith  (HG  351)  favours  it ;  but  it  is  surely  too  far  N.  for 
a  Philistine  stronghold.  All  memory  of  Gibbethon  seems  to 
have  been  lost  from  a  very  early  date.  Eusebius  and  Jerome 
(OSC2)  12815;  24652)  after  enumerating  several  places  named 
Gabathon,  content  themselves  with  adding  :  'there  is  also  another 
yaftaBuiv  (Gabatha)  of  the  Philistines  in  the  Book  of  Kings.' 

GIBEAH.  Any  isolated  eminence  such  as  those 
which  abound  in  the  central  plateau  of  Palestine  might 
be  called  Hr^X  gib'dh,  as  distinguished  from  har, 
'mountain,'  'mountain  range,'  or  'mountain  district.' 
The  distinction  cannot,  however,  be  rigorously  carried 
out. 

We  will  first  consider  the  two  places  called  Gibeah 
without  any  descriptive  qualification.  It  must  be  borne 


1.  Without 
qualification. 


in  mind  that  Geba,  Gibeah,  and  Gibeon 
are  very  liable  to  be  confounded  ;  for 


example,  in  Judg.  20  10,  and  perhaps 
in  v.  33  (but  see  Budde,  ad  loc.),  'Geba'  should  be 
'  Gibeah ' ;  in  v.  31  '  Gibeah '  should  probably  be 
'  Gibeon  '  ;  in  v.  43  '  Gibeah  '  should  perhaps  be  '  Geba. ' 
So,  too,  in  i  S.  13a  15  142  16  '  Gibeah  '  has  been  written 
in  error  for  '  Geba'  ;  and  in  2  S.  216  '  Gibeah  of  Saul ' 
for  '  Gibeon '  ;  see  the  commentaries  of  Moore,  Budde, 
and  H.  P.  Smith.  On  i  K.  1622  see  GEBA,  i,  and  on 
i  Ch.  829  (  =  935)  see  below. 

1.  A  city  of  Judah,  included  in  the  same  group  with 
places  to  the  SE.  of  Hebron  (Josh.  1657  '<  yafiaa  [BAL]). 

In  i  Ch.  249  it  is  called  Gibea  (N^3J;  yai/3aA  [B],  -|3aa  [A], 
ya.j3/3aa  [L]),  and  a  Calebite  origin  is  assigned  to  it.  It  may  be 
(see  Di.)  either  the  Gabaa  (ya.pa.0.)  or  the  Gabatha  (ya^aBa.)  of 
Eus.  and  Jer.  (OSM  246  55  ;  128  18).  There  is  a  Kb'u,  no.  114 
in  the  name-list  of  Thotmes  III.  (KFW  5  53). 

2.  (ya.j3aa.  [BAL] ;   6  /3owo's  [often  in  <§L]  ;  ol  Povvoi 
[Hos.  58]).       A  city  of  Benjamin  ('G.   of  Benjamin,' 
i  S.  132  [?]  ya.pfe  [B],  15  [om.  A],  14  16  ya/3fe  [B]  ;  cp 
Judg.  19 14;  also  '  G.  of  the  children  of  Benjamin,'  2  S. 
2329  ya.j3a.fO  [B],  but  (5L  has  TOV  POVVOV).      It  seems  to 
be  identical  with  GIBEAH  OF  SAUL  (^IKI?  njna),   i  S. 
11 4  (ya.paa.0a.    [A*],    7aa6»a    [A3'],    0ovvlv  [L]),    132 
(yapet  [B]),  1534  (povvov  [L]),  2  S.  216  (ya.pa.wv  [BA], 
povvy    [L]),    Is.  1629    (©    ayyai),    but    not    with   the 
GIBEATH  of  Josh.  1828  (ya.pa.uO  [BL],  -aa.6  [A]),    nor 
with  '  Gibeah  of  God  '  (see  §  2  [3]).      In  Hos.  58  99  (@ 
TOV  POVVOV),  lOg  (@  r$  povvf)  it  is  called  '  the  Gibeah  ' 
(njnan).    The  reference  in  Is.  1029  is  important  as  clearly 
distinguishing  the  two  places  Geba  and  Gibeah.    The  title 
1  Gibeah  of  Saul'  implies  that  this  was  Saul's  birthplace 
(cp  SAUL)  ;    probably  the  true  text  of  i  S.  9i  and  of 
i  Ch.  829  (  =  935)   stated   distinctly  that    Saul's   father 
was  of  Gibeah  of  Benjamin.1     The  gentilic  Gibeathite 
('ri^rnn  ;  6  yepuOfirris  [BN],  o  yapauvirrjs  [L],  d  ra/fa- 
01T7JJ  [A])  occurs  once  (i  Ch.  12 3). 

Gibeah  was  the  scene  of  one  of  the  most  elaborate 
narratives  of  the  Book  of  Judges  ;  chap.  20  describes 
how  the  assembled  tribes  captured  the  guilty  city  of 
Gibeah,  and  destroyed  the  Benjamite  army,  except  600 
men  (see  BENJAMIN,  §  5  ;  JUDGES  ii. ,  §  13). 2  In  the 
history  of  Saul  frequent  mention  is  made  of  the  royal 
city  (references  above).  Two  passages  are  specially 
helpful  in  fixing  its  situation.  From  Judg.  19 12-14  it 
appears  that  Gibeah  was  on  or  near  the  main  N.  road, 
and  S.  of  Ramah  ;  and  from  i  S.  10  2-7  10-13  that  from 
Beeroth  (see  below,  §  2  [3])  to  Geba  and  from  Geba  to 
Saul's  home  was  an  easy  journey.  Both  passages  become 
intelligible  if  Gibeah  is  located,  as  Gross  and  Valentiner 

1  In    i  Sam.  9 1  read    with   Marq.    {fund.  15)   J'D'33   njn^D 
(':  for  rrtwX  and  in   i  Ch.  829  correct  '  Gibeon '  into  'Gibeah' 
(Che.).     The  Bichrites  (see  BICHRI)  dwelt  at  Gibeah.     On 'the 
father  of  Gibeon,  Jehiel,'  see  JEIEL,  2. 

2  Wi.'s  attempt  to  show  that  the  ark  was  brought  by  some 
into  connection  with  Gibeah,  need  hardly  be  considered  here 
(see  BENJAMIN,  §  6). 
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first  suggested,1  and  as  Robinson  established,  at  Tell  (or 
Tuleil)  el-Ful,  a  bare  conical  hill  (2754  ft.  above  sea- 
level)  about  4  m.  N.  of  Jerusalem,  towards  er-Ram. 

According  to  Josephus,  '  Gabath  Saul '  was  from  20  to  30  stadia 
from  Jerusalem  on  the  way  thither  from  Gophna  (Ant.  \.  2s 
and  SJ  v.  2  i  combined),  which  suits  the  proposed  site.  Moore, 
however,  would  have  been  inclined  from  the  narrative  in  Judg.  1'J 
to  look  for  a  site  somewhat  nearer  to  er-Ram. 

There    are    several    place-names    compounded    with 

Gibeah  or  Gibeath  ;  1-3  are  represented  as  such  in  RVme-. 

i.    GIBEATH    HA-ARALOTH    (nyaa 

P  niWn  ;  Sowdj  TUV  d.Kpopv<TTiwi>),  '  the 

names.  •*'••'     ' 

hill  of  the  foreskins,'   RVme-  of  Josh. 

5i  (J),  between  the  Jordan  and  Jericho,  connected  with 
the  report  of  the  circumcision  (cp  GILGAL  i. ,  §  i ). 
The  name  suggests  Aralu,  a  Babylonian  name  for  the 
kingdom  of  the  dead  ;  a  popular  etymology  arose  when 
Aralu  had  been  forgotten  (Che. ).  For  another  view  see 
Stade,  Z.ATW,  '86,  p.  132 /:  See  also  HELKATH- 
HAZZURIM. 

2.  GIBEAH  OF  PHINEHAS  (om'B  nya? ;    yapaap  [B], 
ya.pa.a.0  [AL],  $[e]»/eer),  a  city  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  v.  129)  in 
Mt.    Ephraim  where  Aaron's  son,  Eleazar,  was  buried 
(Josh.  2433).     Possibly  it  is  the  same  as  GIBBETHON. 

Perhaps  the  Geba  (-yjj/Sa)  of  Eus.  and  Jer.  (OSW  248  3  130  5), 
which  was  5  R.  m.  from  Gophna  (Jifnu)on  the  road  to  Neapolis 
(Nablus),  and,  according  to  PEP'  Menr.Zzqo,  corresponds  to 
Jibia,  NW.  of  Jifna,  and  only  i  hr.  from  Tibneh  (Timnath- 
heres).  It  is  of  no  importance  that  the  tombs  of  Eleazar  and 
Phinehas  are  shown  at  'Awartd,  situated  in  the  plain  of 
Makhna,  SE.  of  Mt.  Gerizim. 

3.  GIBEAH  OF  GOD  (c-n^.i  'j,  <5  rbv  povvbv  TOV  6eov 
i  S.  10s  ;    but    in    v.  10  a  simple    'Gibeah'    [@UA   rbv 
Povvbv,  <@L  rbv  pafj.a  povv6v]  occurs).     The  locality  is 
defined  as  being  '  where  is  the  pillar  of  the  Philistines ' 
(see  SAUL,  §  2  n. ),  and,  since  this  definition  was  thought 
necessary,    it    may   be    questioned   whether    Stenning 
(Hastings,    DB  2170*7)    is  right  in   identifying  it  with 
Gibeah  of  Saul.      Prof.  G.  A.  Smith  (HG  250)  considers 
it  to  be  the  modern  Ramallah  (Ewald's  Ramah),  about 
10  m.  N.  of  Jerusalem.     The  names  agree  in  meaning, 
and  the  situation  of  Ramallah  is  quite  consistent  with 
regarding  TABOR  [q.v.,  ii.]  in  i  S.  103  as  a  corruption 
of  Beeroth  (Bireh)  and  with  the  identification  of  Gibeah 
of  Saul  with  Tell  el-Ful.     Still,  the  mention  of  the  '  pillar 
of  the  Philistines '  is  more  favourable  to  the  view  that 
the  Gibeah  of  God  is  identical  with  Geba  (i.e. ,  Jebd}. 
We  may  suppose  that  Saul  went  straight  across  the  hill- 
country  from  Beeroth  ('Tabor'  in  MT)  to  Geba,  and 
thence  by  Ramah  (i  S.  10 13,  see  below)  to  Gibeah  of 
Benjamin. 

In  i  S.  10  13  'he  came  to  the  high  place  '  should  be  '  he  came 
to  hti-ramah' — i.e.,  to  Ramah  (er-Rd»t).  ©BA  has  «i?  TOV 
POVVOV,  ©L  eis  TOV  fiovvbv  pa/ia. ;  cp  v.  10.  Either  Saul's  uncle 
dwelt  there,  or  something  has  fallen  out  of  the  text  between 
t'.  13  and  v.  14.  This  is  the  easiest  emendation. 

4.  THE  GIBEAH  OF  (THE)  MOREH  (Judg.  7 1).     See 
MOREH  i. 

5.  THE    GIBEAH   OF  (THE)    HACHILAH   (iS.  2819 
26i).     See  HACHILAH. 

6.  THE  GIBEAH  OF  AMMAH  (2  S.  224).     The  text  is 
in  great  disorder. 

Was  there  any  '  wilderness  of  Gibeon  '  ?  and  how  was  it  that 
the  pursuers  got  no  farther  than  the  district  of  Gibeon  by 
sunset?  Supposing  some  transposition  and  corruption  to  have 
taken  place,  an  intelligible  view  of  the  situation  can  be 
produced.  Jljna,  '  Gibeon '  may  be  a  corruption  of  c'J'2i'. 
'Zeboim,'and  ,-ICN,  '  Ammah  '  of  c'ClN.  '  Adummim.'  In  i  S. 
13  18  (see  H.  P.  Smith)  we  read  of  'the  hill  which  overhangs  the 
valley  of  Zeboim.'  The  same  hill  may  be  referred  to  here  under 
the  name  Adummim.  The  'ascent  of  AIJUMMIM  '  [?.7'.]  is  the 
ascent  which  leads  up  from  Jericho  to  the  fal  'at  ed-Dam  ;  some 
overhanging  hill  may,  however,  have  borne  the  same  name. 
Read,  therefore,  imDM  T"  C'yiyn  '3  'JD'Sv  nc*N  D'CIK  nj'ZJ 
'  (when  they  were  come)  to  the  hill  of  Adummim  which  fronts 
the  valley  of  Zeboim  towards  the  desert.'2 

1  St.Kr.  '43,  p.  1082  ;  ZDMG  12  i6i_#:  (Moore,  Judges,  414). 

-  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  n  in  rPJ  nere  becomes  n  and  is 
attached  to  the  word  which  probably  underlies  jljnj.  We.  and 
Bu.  eliminate  n'J  altogether,  and  suppose  the  »j  to  be  a  ditto- 
gram  ;  they  read  n  for  n,  and  prefix  it  to  yn. 
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7.  THE  GIBEAH  OF  GAREB  (Jer.  31  39).      See  GAKEB 
ii. 

8,  9,   10.    Conjecturally,  the  Gibeah  of  Baal-perazim 
(see  GIBEON,    §    i),    Gibeath-jarib  or  Gibeath-jearim 
(see  KIRJATH-JEARIM,  §  i)  ;  and  Gibeath-Elohim  (in  Is. 
1032  ;  see  NOB).  T.  K.  c. 

GIBEATH  (ni^a  :  r&B^6  [A],  r^B&ooe  [L], 
rv(iApeiM)  [B]),  Josh.  1828.  Usually  identified  with 
Gibeah  of  Saul,  but  perhaps  rather  a  fragment  of 
Gibeath-jearim  [?];  see  KIRJATH-JEARIM,  §  i. 

GIBEATH-HA-ARALOTH  (ni^Tim   TUfti),   Josh. 
53  RVme-.    See  GIBEAH,  §2(1);  CIRCUMCISION,  §  2. 
GIBEATHITE  (^ninan).  i  Ch.  123.     See  GIBEAH, 


GIBEON  (Jiiqa,    fABACoLN],    BAL).   a  city  of  the 
Amorites   (2S.  21  2),  or  more  definitely  of  the  Hivites 
_.   .  (Josh.  93  f.).     According  to  a  redactor  it 

1.  History.    was  eyen  ,greater  than  Ai.  (josh.  10z)  . 

but  we  can  estimate  its  importance  better  from  the  fact 
that  it  was  the  head  of  a  tetrapolis  or  confederacy  of 
four  cities,  to  which  Chephirah,  Beeroth  (not  perhaps 
the  Beeroth  which  is  disguised  under  MT's  'Tabor'  in 
i  S.  IDs,  and  which  is  the  modern  Bireh,  but  a  place  to 
the  SW.  of  Gibeon1),  and  Kirjath-jearim  also  belonged 
(Josh.  9  17).  The  humorous  story  of  the  deception  by 
which  they  escaped  the  fate  of  Jericho  and  Ai  is  well 
known.  It  is  evidently  the  attempt  of  a  later  age 
to  account  at  the  same  time  for  the  long  independence 
of  Gibeon  and  for  the  use  of  the  Gibeonites  (n'jjnan  ;  oi 
7a/3awi'[e]tTCU  [BX*AL  ;  A-ya/Jwi'/njs  N*  once])  for 
slave-service  in  the  Solomonic  temple.  The  story  of 
the  war  of  '  the  five  kings  of  the  Amorites  '  against 
Gibeon  in  Josh.  10  1-5  is  but  the  sequel  of  the  story  of 
the  Gibeonitish  ruse,  and  is  therefore  both  untraditional 
and  unhistorical  ;  this  does  not,  however,  necessarily 
involve  the  rejection  of  the  at  any  rate  traditional  battle 
near  Gibeon  (Josh.  10io-i4)  ;  see  BETHHORON,  §  3.  We 
next  hear  of  the  Gibeonites  in  the  reign  of  Saul,  though 
the  event  referred  to,  as  most  critics  have  held,  is  hot 
mentioned  in  due  chronological  order  (cp  Stenning  in 
Hastings'  DD  2  170  &).  Tradition  told  of  a  three  years' 
famine  in  David's  time,  which  was  regarded  as  a  punish 
ment  for  Saul's  having  '  slain  the  Gibeonites  '  and 
•thought  to  destroy  them'  (28.  21  if.).  The  motive 
of  Saul  is  said  to  have  been  '  zeal  for  the  b'ne  Israel  '  ; 
the  continued  occupation  of  cities  and  villages  by  the 
Gibeonites  (cp  2  S.  21  5,  end)  was  inconvenient  for  the 
Israelites.  It  has  been  pointed  out  elsewhere  (see  NOB) 
that  the  deed  referred  to  was  not  improbably  the 
massacre  described  at  length  in  i  S.  22  17-19.  We  can 
not,  however,  suppose  that  the  priests  of  the  sanctuary 
of  Gibeon  ('Gibeon,'  not  '  Nob,'  must  be  read  in  i  S. 
21  1  [2]  2291119)  at  the  time  of  the  massacre  were 
Israelites.  They  must  surely  have  been  Gibeonites,  and 
the  fact  that  the  Gibeonite  priests  aided  and  abetted 
David  was  probably  the  excuse  which  Saul  urged  for 
decimating  the  Gibeonite  population.2 

The  '  pool  of  Gibeon  '  attained  a  melancholy  notoriety 
through  the  event  related  in  2  S.  212-32  (but  see 
HELKATH-HAZZURIM  ;  in  v.  24  (5L  TOU  fiovvov).  It  is 
mentioned  again  in  the  account  of  the  violent  conduct 
of  Ishmael  b.  Nethaniah  after  he  had  assassinated  the 
Jewish  governor  Gedaliah  (Jer.  41n/i).  Another  act 
of  blood-guiltiness  was  placed  by  tradition  at  the  '  great 
stone  which  is  in  Gibeon  '(28.  208-io  ;  (SL  rov  /3owoD)  ; 
perhaps  it  was  recorded  in  order  to  degrade  the  stone, 
which  had  been  treated  as  sacred  like  the  '  great  stone  ' 
at  Beth-shemesh  (  i  S.  6  14).  The  desecrating  act  was  the 
murder  of  AMASA  [q.v.  ,  i]  by  Joab.  A  brighter  memory 
was  that  of  Yah  we'  s  great  deed  'in  the  plain  (poy)  by 

1  So  Buhl,  Ceog.  173. 

-  Where  the  '  tent  of  Yah  we  '  referred  to  in  i  S.  17  54  (emended 
text  :  see  NOB)  really  was,  may  be  left  uncertain. 
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Gibeon'  (Is.  2821),  if  the  Gibeon  referred  to  is  really 
the  well-known  city  of  that  name,  and  if  Isaiah's  words 
may  be  explained  by  2  S.  625  (©),  where  David  is  said 
to  have  routed  the  Philistines  '  from  Gibeon  to  the 
approach  of  Gezer '  (so,  too,  i  Ch.  14 16,  where  {§«  has 
yafiuv).  Gibeon,  however,  though  more  possible  than 
Geba  (see  Stenning  in  Hastings'  DB  2 171  a),  is  still  too  far 
from  the  Plain  of  Rephaim  to  be  the  starting-point  of 
David's  pursuit  of  the  foe.  Perhaps  in  all  three  passages 
we  should  read  '  Gibeah '  and  suppose  the  hill-town  of 
BAAL-PERAZIM  [q.v.}  to  be  meant. 

We  have  already  seen  that  there  was  an  important 
sanctuary  at  Gibeon  in  the  time  of  Saul— most  probably 


2.  The 

Sanctuary. 


a  Canaanitish  sanctuary.  Early  in  the 
reign  of  Solomon  we  meet  with  this 
sanctuary  again,  and  this  time  it  is  un 


doubtedly  Israelitish.  One  of  the  young  king's  first 
cares  was  to  go  to  Gibeon  to  sacrifice,  '  for  there  was 
the  great  high  place'  (iK.  84);  the  antiquity  of  the 
notice  is  proved  by  the  anxiety  of  the  Chronicler  to 
justify  the  action  of  Solomon  by  the  assumed  fact  that 
the  tent  of  meeting  and  the  brazen  altar  were  at  Gibeon1 
(2  Ch.  13).  It  is  certainly  remarkable  that  the  sanctuary 
of  Gibeon  should  even  without  the  ark  (which  was  still 
in  the  '  city  of  David,'  i  K.  81)  have  been  regarded  as 
the  right  place  for  a  newly  made  king  to  resort  to  for 
an  oracle.  But  clearly  without  the  spiritual  aid  of  a 
great  sacrificial  feast  Solomon  could  not  have  ventured 
on  the  solemn  act  of  erecting  a  temple  by  which  the 
ancient  sanctuaries  were  to  be  overshadowed.  Probably 
the  sanctuary  of  Gibeon  was  chosen  in  preference  to  any 
other  on  account  of  its  nearness  to  Jerusalem.  Its 
central  position  made  it  'the  great  high  place,'  and 
accordingly,  Stade  thinks,  it  is  referred  to  as  such  in 
Dt.  33 12  (but  see  BENJAMIN,  §  8). 

There  is  little  more  to  add.  From  Josh.  9  23  27  we  infer  that 
the  Canaanites  of  Gibeon  were  made  temple-slaves;  cp  i  K. 
9  21,  and  the  phrase  'the  children  of  Solomon's 
3.  Other  servants  '  (Ezra  2  58  Neh.  7  60  11  3).  In  i  Ch.  8  29-32 
notices.  (  =  ^35'38)  there  may  be  a  confusion  of  two  state 
ments,  one  referring  to  Gibeah  (where  the  clan  of 
Becher  dwelt),  the  other  to  Gibeon.  The  father  (or  son?)  of 
Gibeon  may  have  been  J  EDI  AEL(I),  who  was  the  brother  of  Becher. 
The  father  (or  son?)  of  Gibeah  would  naturally  be  Becher  (see 
i  S.  9  i,  and  cp  GIHEAH,  §  i  [2  n.]).  The  'sons'  mentioned  in 
8  30  (  =  936)  are  liichrites  (cp  KISH,  i).  In  Josh.  1825  Gibeon  is 
assigned  to  the  tribe  of  Benjamin  ;  in  Josh.  21  17  to  the  Levites. 
The  men  of  Gibeon  took  part  in  rebuilding  the  wall  under 
Nehemiah  (Neh.  3  7  ;  <SBNApm.,  ©L  ya./3awc<.'T»)s,  ya/Sacoi/ei),  and 
in  one  form  of  the  post-exilic  list  of  the  men  of  the  people  of 
Israel'  the  '  men  of  Gibeon  '  are  mentioned  (Neh.  7  25).  Since, 
however,  Gibeon  is  separated  by  several  names  from  the  three 
other  members  of  the  Gibeonite  tetrapolis,  and  its  nearest 
neighbours  are  Bethlehem  and  Netophah,  the  correctness  of 
the  reading  '  Gibeon  '  may  be  doubted.  Ezra  2  20  has  instead 
'  Gibbar,'  which  is  a  little  nearer  to  the  (probably)  true  reading 
"in'3,  Bether  (see  GIBBAR). 

We    can    hardly   hesitate    to    identify    the    ancient 
Gibeon  with  the  modern  village  el-Jib.     The  ancient 
T  ,      . ._         name  is  no  doubt  strangely  mutilated  ;  2 
4.  laentmca-  but  {he  biblical  data  and  the  statements 
tion.  Qj.    josepnus    and     the    Onomasticon3 

all  point  to  the  correctness  of  the  theory.  A  mile 
north  of  Neby  Samwil  (see  MIZPAH,  i),  at  the  point 
where  the  road  to  the  coast  divides  into  two  branches, 
rises  a  low,  isolated  hill,  composed  of  horizontal 
strata  of  limestone,  which  in  places  form  regular 
steps,  or  small  terraces,  from  bottom  to  top.  At  other 
points,  especially  on  the  east,  the  hillside  breaks  down 
in  rugged  irregular  precipices.  Round  the  hill  is  spread 
out  one  of  the  richest  upland  plains  in  central  Palestine 
— meadow-like  in  its  smoothness  and  verdure,  covered 

1  See  CHRONICLES,  §  7,  n.  2.     The  same  spirit  which  animated 
the    Chronicler    seems   to    have    prompted    the    alteration    of 
nD3rt   into   raien   in  the  Heb.  text  of  i  K.  84  (see  Benzinger). 

2  Analogy  forbids  us  to  suppose  that  Jib  has  come  directly 
from  Gib'on  (Kampffmeyer,  ZDPl^Uz-f). 

3  Jos.  (BJ  ii.  19  i)  places  Gibeon  50  stadia  NW.  from  Jeru 
salem  ;  Ant. vii.  11  17  less  correctly  gives  40  stadia;    Kl-JIb  is 
5-6  m.  W.  or  N.  of  Jerusalem,  according  to  the  road  taken. 
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near  the  village  with  vineyards  and  olive  groves  ;  and 
sending  out  branches,  like  the  rays  of  a  star  -fish, 
among  the  rocky  acclivities  that  encircle  it.  Upon  the 
broad  summit  one  sees  old  ruins  —  notably  one  massive 
building  which  was  probably  a  castle,  and  among  the 
ruins  the  houses  of  the  miserable  hamlet.  At  the 
eastern  base  of  the  hill,  beneath  a  cliff,  is  a  fine 
fountain.  The  source  is  in  a  large  chamber  hewn  out 
of  the  rock.  Not  far  below  it,  among  venerable  olive 
trees,  are  the  remains  of  an  open  reservoir  or  tank,  into 
which  the  surplus  waters  flow  —  no  doubt  the  '  pool  '  or 
•  great  waters  '  of  Gibeon  (28.  2  13  Jer.  41  12). 

T.  K.  c.1 

GIBLITES 

GEBAL  i.. 


n),  Josh.  135    i  K.  018(32).      See 


GIDDALTI    ('ra  ;    foAoAAAe   [L]),   a   son    of 
HEMAN  \_q.v.~}. 

i  Ch.  254,  yo6oAAa0«t  [B],  yeSoAAafli  [A],  v.  29  yoSofiadei  [B], 
ye&Sf\0i  [A],  GEDDELTH1  [Vg.]. 

GIDDEL  fcu.  '  [God]  has  reared'  ;  §  50  ;   reAAHA 
[AL]). 

1.  The   eponym  of  a  family  or    group    of    NETHINIM    in 
the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  li.,  §  9);    Ezra  2  47  (iceSeS 
[B])=Neh.  749    (yaSri\    [BNL],     <ra.    [A])=  i   Esd.   5  30  ;     EV 
GEDDUR  (xeS&ovp  [B],  ye.  [A],  yar)\  [LJ),  or  CATHUA  (/covo.  [B], 
nadova.  [A]). 

2.  (o-afiai2  [L])  a  group  of  '  Solomon's  servants  '  (see  NETHINIM) 
in   the   great    post-exilic   list    (see   EZRA  ii.,   §  9);    Ezra  256 
(yeSria   [B])=Neh.  7  58    (yaSijA.   [BK],   -«S))A   [A],   o-aSSai    [L])  = 
i  Esd.  633,  ISDAEL  (i(r6a>jA  [BA]). 


GIDEON  (flini,  as  if  from  V^l  '  to  fel1-'  §§  66-  77  • 
reAecoN  [BAL]  ;  GEDEON  in  Heb.  11  32  AV;  the  name 
appears  also  in  the  genealogy  of  Judith  [8  i])  son  of  Joash, 
of  the  Manassite  clan  of  Abiezer,  dwelling  at  OPHRAH 
[q.v.,  3],  renowned  through  his  success  against  the 
Midianites,  otherwise  called  JERUBBAAL,  Judg.  6-8, 
and  referred  to  in  Judg.  9  as  the  father  of  Abimelech, 
king  of  Shechem.  The  narrative  is  highly  com 
plicated,  and  traces  of  composite  origin  abound.3 
The  Hebrew  text,  too,  contains  many  errors  which 
must,  if  undetected,  lead  the  student  astray.  No 
where  has  criticism  been  more  carefully  and  acutely 
applied  than  here  ;  it  is  only  in  textual  and  historical 
criticism  (especially  in  the  former)  that  there  is  much 
still  to  be  done.  A  fresh  combination  of  textual, 
literary,  and  historical  criticism,  which  owes  much  to 
predecessors,  leads  to  the  results  given  below.  The 
degree  of  their  probability  varies  considerably,  owing  to 
the  large  amount  of  success  attained  in  the  early  fusion 
of  the  narratives.  It  is,  however,  scarcely  open  to  doubt 
that  Gideon  (Gaddiel  ?)  and  Jerubbaal  (  Uribaal  ?)  are  two 
different  heroes  (the  one  belonging  to  W.  Manasseh, 
the  other  either  to  Gad  or  to  E.  Manasseh)  whose 
respective  legends  have  been  combined  and  expanded 
by  successive  narrators  and  editors. 

The  Gideon-story  in  its  earlier  form  began  with  the 
statement  that  nomad  invaders4  from  the  Syrian  desert 
_.,  were  wont  to  spread  themselves  at  harvest- 

l"  time  over  the  fertile  country  near  Shechem 
'  ™'  and  over  the  plain  of  Jezreel,  plundering 
the  crops.  Then  Yahw6  appeared  to  Gideon  5  at  Ophrah 

1  §  4  mainly  from  Porter's  art.  '  Gibeon  '  in  Kitto's  Bib.  Cyc. 
"  The  readings  of  <SL  and  in  i  Esd.  of  ©DA  seem  to  point  to 
a  name  containing  'TO. 

3  '  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  the  fact  that  8  4-2115  not  from  the 
same  source  as  8  1-3  with  its  premises  in  the  preceding  narrative. 
Close  examination  shows  that  chaps.  C  7  are  not  of  one  piece 
throughout;    625^,  £.^".,   is  not  the  continuation   of  611-24; 
the  second  sign,  6  36-40,  is  strange  after  the  miracle  621;  cp  also 
634  with  63572-8,  and  on  the  other   hand   635   with   723^ 
8  i  '  (Moore).     Cp  JUDGES,  §  8. 

4  In  Judg.  63  33  7  12  Pesh.   reads  cp~>  '33  for  MT's  cnp  <j> 
Now  cpT   (REKEM)  is  most  probably  a  corrupt   fragment   of 
^NEnV  (Jerahmeel).     Pesh.  appears  to  have  the  right  reading. 
'  The  sons  of  Jerahmeel  '  is  a  variant  of  '  the  Amalekites  '  ;  for 
parallels  see  Job  1  3,  i  K.  5  10  (JoB,  MAHOL). 

5  Joash  is  the  father  of  Jerubbaal,  not  of  Gideon.     See  C  23 
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of  the  Abiezrites  as  he  was  beating  out  wheat  secretly  irt 
the  wine-press,  and  bade  him  go  with  his  trusty  clansmen  l 
against  the  Midianites.  At  once  a  divine  impulse  seized 
him  ;  he  sounded  the  war-horn  ;  his  clansmen  joined 
him,  and  with  them  warriors  of  Manasseh  and  Ephraim. 
They  marched  early  to  Mount  Gilboa,  and  took  'up- 
their  position  on  a  projecting  hill  of  that  range,  '  by 
(above)  the  spring  of  HAROD  [g.v.,  i],  while  the 
Midianites  were  encamped  to  the  north  of  them,  be 
neath  Mount  Gilboa,  in  the  vale.'  Towards  daybreak, 
Gideon  crept  down  with  his  armour-bearer  Pu(r)ah  (an. 
Issacharite  ?)  2  to  the  hostile  camp,  and  heard  one 
Midianite  relate  to  another  a  significant  dream  which 
he  had  had  that  night.  On  his  return  Gideon  called  his 
men  to  the  attack.  They  raised  the  war-cry,  '  For 
Yahwe  and  for  Gideon,'3  and  threw  the  Midianites  into 
such  confusion  that  they  fled  as  far  as  the  distant  slopes. 
of  Abel  -  beth  -  maacah.  4  The  Israelites,  however, 
hurried  after  them,  and  took  the  two  princes  of  the 
Midianites,5  and  brought  their  heads  to  Gideon.  Thus 
Midian  was  subdued.  And  Gideon  judged  his  people 
forty  years.  He  had  seventy  sons,  besides  Abimelech, 
the  son  of  his  Canaanitish  concubine. 

The  later  insertions  in  this  narrative  are  due  partly  to  a  desire 
to  place  the  theophany  above  doubt,  partly  to  a  tendency  of  late 
editors  to  use  the  old  narratives  for  edification  (cp  7  2-8  with  i  S. 
14  (J>),  partly  to  a  patriotic  wish  that  as  many  tribes  as  possible 
might  be  shown  to  have  had  a  share  in  Gideon's  exploit  (in  vi.  35. 
'  Asher  '  is  probably  a  corruption  of  '  Issachar  '),  and  partly  to  a 
desire  to  provide  a  link  between  this  narrative  and  that  in  ch.  8. 
With  regard  to  the  last-mentioned  point,  it  will  be  found  that  in 
7  22^  the  description  of  the  direction  of  theflightof  the  Midianites, 
the  text  of  which  had  become  accidentally  corrupted,  was 
manipulated  in  such  a  way  as  to  bring  Gideon  across  the  Jordan, 
ready  to  be  enriched  with  the  exploits  which  properly  belong  to 
Jerubbaal.  The  inserted  passage,  8  1-3,  stands  by  itself.  It 
seems  to  be  suggested  by  12  1-3  and  28.  1941,  and  is  a  con 
sequence  of  the  insertion  of  7  24,  in  which  the  Ephraimites  are 
said  to  have  been  summoned  to  cut  off  the  fugitive  Midianites. 
It  should  also  be  mentioned  that  '  Jerubbaal  '  in  chap.  9  seems 
to  have  been  substituted  by  the  editor  for  Gideon  (Wi.). 

The  Jerubbaal-story  may  have  been  somewhat  as 
follows  :  — 

[At  Jazer  in  the  land  of  Gad  (?)  there  dwelt  a  man  of 
the  Gadite  family  of  Uribaal,  which  name  he  himself 
bore  ;  later  generations  changed  it  to 


2.  Jerubbaal- 
story. 


Jerubbaal  (?);6  his  father's  name  was 
Joash.      Now  the  Midianites  oppressed 


Israel,  driving  away  their  cattle,  and  plundering  the 
fruits  of  the  ground.  And  Jerubbaal,  and  ten  of  his 
household,  went  by  night,  and  made  a  slaughter  among 
the  Midianites.7  To  avenge  this  the  Midianites  came 
upon  Jerubbaal's  brethren  in  Beth-sur,8  their  stronghold, 
and  slew  every  one  of  them,  whereupon  they  turned 
and  went  northward  on  their  camels,  plundering  as  they 
went,  till]  they  came  to  Karkor,9  S.  of  Hamath. 
Jerubbaal,  however,  called  his  clan  together,  three 
hundred  warriors,  burning  with  zeal  for  Yahwe,  and 
with  the  desire  for  vengeance.  They  took  the  '  road  of 

8  29.  The  context  of  the  former  passage  shows  that  originally 
Jerubbaal,  not  Gideon,  was  referred  to. 

1  nT"|nD3   'in    this   thy   strength'  (6  14)  needs  emendation  ; 
read  perhaps  TjO'jna  (cp  Gen.  14  14). 

2  For  rns  (7  10)  read  perhaps  .TJS  PUAH  [q.v.,  i]  (Gen.  4613 
etc.).     Cp  ISSACHAR,  §  4. 

3  3^rt  'sword,'  in  7  20,  is  an  interpolation  (Moore,  Bu.  etc.). 

4  Read   nji'Dvra   ^3N  n'TON"ij;  for  n'nnD  ^an  rfl?>  ~\y 

(722).  The  text  is  disfigured  by  transposition  and  corruption.  The 
editor  thought  of  nTIS  (mis),  which  he  placed  near  Abelme- 
holah.  This  agrees  with  the  probable  position  of  ZAR"ETHAN 
lff.v.1 

5  On  the  (probably)  true  name  of  the  princes  (or  prince?)  of 
Midian,  see  OREB  [i.]. 

6  Jerubbaal  is  possibly  the  same  as  ARELI  ly.v.],  or  rather 
Ariel  (Uriel  =  Uribaal  ?),  the  name  of  a  '  son  '  of  Gad. 

?  C.  Niebuhr  rightly  observes  that  the  early  fortunes  of 
Jerubbaal  must  be  told  in  the  passage  underlying  Judg.  0  25-32, 
if  we  could  only  recover  it.  Only  a  few  words,  perhaps,  were 
legible  to  the  later  narrator  to  whom  C  25-32  is  due. 

8  Read  Ttt-jvaa  for  liana  (S  IB).     See  THEBEZ,  TIRZAH,  i. 

8  Read  nplj?  *N3  (3  10). 


GIDEON 

Damascus,'1  to  the  E.  of  Jogbehah  (Ajbihdt],  and 
Nobah  (Kanawdf),'2  passing  by  Salecah3  (or  Salhad) 
and  Penuel,  at  the  SE.  corner  of  the  Hauran.4  Faint  and 
hungry,8  Jerubbaal  asked  for  bread  for  his  band.  The 
•elders'  or  '  princes'  (see  GOVERNMENT,  §  16)  of  both 
places,  however,  feared  the  wrath  of  the  Midianites  and 
refused  the  request.  Both  places  (Penuel  was  probably 
the  citadel  of  Salecah  ;  cp  v.  1  7  '  tower  '  )  were  threatened 
by  Jerubbaal  with  punishment.  And  when  he  came  to 
Karkor  he  divided  his  band  into  three  parts  (cp  Gen. 
14  15  i  S.  11  u  Job  1  17  ;  cp  2  S.  182),  and  gave  them 
empty  jars  with  torches  inside,  and  said,  Do  as  I  do. 
Then  each  company  blew  a  blast  on  the  horn,6  and  the 
three  hundred  broke  the  jars  (with  a  clash),  and  held 
fast  the  torches.  And  the  Midianites  were  panic- 
stricken,  and  Yahwe  set  each  man's  sword  against  his 
neighbour.  Jerubbaal  caught  the  two  kings  of  Midian,7 
and  returned.  On  his  way  he  punished  the  rulers  of 
Salecah  and  Penuel,8  and  so  announced  himself  as  king 
of  Gilead.  Then  came  the  turn  of  Zebah  and  Zalmunna, 
the  kings  of  Midian,  who  confessed  their  slaughter  of 
Jerubbaal's  brethren,9  and  underwent  their  doom.  On 
their  camels'  necks  were  necklaces  of  golden  crescents, 
which  were  the  marks  of  their  high  dignity.  These  the 
conqueror  took  for  himself  [for  the  people  had  made 
him  their  king].  10  Then  Jerubbaal  ben  Joash  went 
[to  Jazer  ?  u],  and  dwelt  in  his  own  house.  And  he 
made  for  himself  [a  royal  sanctuary  in  Jazer  with  an 
altar  and]  an  ephod,  the  ephod  which  he  had  made 
with  the  golden  rings  (earrings  ?)  taken  from  the  fallen 
Midianites. 

The  insertion  in  822_/C  reminds  us  of  i  S.  8  7  10  19  12  12  ff., 
Hos.  9g  lOglSioyC,  that  in  v.  27  expresses  the  view  of  later 
times  that  the  use  of  the  ephod  was  an  act  of  infidelity  to 
Yah  we. 

The  essential  features  of  the  above  reconstruction  are 
the  distinction  between  the  Gadite  (or  E.  Manassite12?) 
and  the  W.  Manassite  heroes  (due  to  C.  Niebuhr)  and 
the  critical  emendation  of  the  text  in  Judg.  84-21.  It  is 
possible  that  the  original  Gideon-story  represented  the 
hero  as  accompanied  only  by  his  three  hundred  clans 
men,  though,  since  the  scene  of  Gideon's  encounter  with 
the  Midianites  is  in  the  Great  Plain,  it  is  only  natural 
to  suppose  that  on  his  way  thither  Gideon  gathered  in 
fresh  volunteers  ;  possible,  too,  that  the  enrichment 
of  the  Jerubbaal-legend  by  the  story  of  the  jars  and 
torches  is  erroneous,  and  that  this  story  really  belonged 
to  a  second  version  of  the  Gideon-story.  The  similarity 
of  the  stories  not  unnaturally  led  to  their  combination. 

If  Jerubbaal  dwelt  at  Jazer,  the  similarity  of  this  name  to 
Abiezer  would  facilitate  the  combination  of  the  legends.  We 
might  also  assume  that  Jerubbaal  belonged  to  the  Gileadite  clan 
of  Abiezer;  in  i  Ch.  7  18  Abiezer  is  a  son  of  Hammolecheth,  the 
sister  of  Gilead.  It  should  also  be  noticed  that  HAMMOLECHETH, 


1  For   D^.tNl  'J13BTI  (8  u),   which   'does  not  admit  of  any 
grammatical     interpretation'     (Moore),     read     p&ETR  =  pK'S'n 

'Damascus.'     D'^HNl  >s  an  exegetical  insertion. 

2  'Nobah'  ought  to  follow  'Jogbehah.' 

3  Reading    njSp    for    ni3D  (8  5    etc.)  ;   see    SALCAH,    Suc- 

COTH,  I. 

4  Reading    .ITlin   for    n^.TH  (8  4).      liy   is    either  a   gloss 
(Moore)  or  a  corruption  of  [jliin- 

5  Reading   CTIlin  (Bu.,  after  (5)  for  G'SVI  (84). 

6  See  C.  Niebuhr.      We  need  not  suppose  300  horns  !     The 
horn  takes  the  place  of  the  war-cry  in  the  corresponding  part  of 
the  Gideon-story. 

?  Ste  ZEBAH  AND  ZALMUNNA.     The  chiefs  are  here  called 
'  kings,'  to  heighten  the  glory  of  king  Jerubbaal. 

8  For    'B'jIN  (8  i6/)  read  probably  ^J3\.     There  is  some  con 
fusion  in  v.  16  (see  Niebuhr). 

9  \7®^  VJ3  means   'thy  sons,   O  king.'     So  Niebuhr;   cp 
Kittel,'  Hist,  tti,  n.  1. 

10  It  isnoobjection  to  this  that  Judg.  7  spoints  to  an  oligarchy 
rather  than  a  monarchy.     Jerubbaal  was  every  inch  a  king 
while  he  lived,  nor  could  the  oligarchy  of  his  seventy  sons  (9  2) 
have  lasted  long. 

11  Something  has  clearly  dropped  out  after    s]7'l  in  8  29. 

12  E.  Manassite,  according  to  Niebuhr. 
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like  Zelophehad,  is  probably  a  corruption  of  Salecah  (Salhad), 
the  city  which  is  so  prominent  in  the  story  of  Jerubbaal. 

The  religious  interest  of  these  stories  in  their  combined 
and  expanded  form  was  very  early  felt  (Is.  9  4  [3], 
10261).  To  the  modern  student  their  historical  and 
archaeological  interest  must  almost  necessarily  be 
greater.  See,  however,  Elmslie's  striking  lecture, 
Expositor,  1892  a,  50-65. 

See  Stade's  and  Kind's  Histories  of  Israel  ;  and  Moore's  and 
Budde's  commentaries;  Wi.  AOF  142-59  ;  C.  Niebuhr,  Studien 
u.  Bemerkungen  zur  Gesch.  cics  alien  Orients,  i.  ['94],  1-29  ;  and 
the  critical  literature  cited  by  Moore  and  Budde.  T.  K.  C. 


GIDEONI  COJTU  ;  r^AecoNtell  [BAFL]),  the  father 
of  ABIDAN  \_q.v.~\,  Nu.  In  (peA-  [B])  222  7  60  (r£A 
[F],  r^AicoNei  [B])  65  (peAe-  [F])  1024. 


GIDOM(DJ;-|3  ;  peAAN  [B], 

[Pesh.  ],  ultra  [?  Vg.]),  apparently  the  limit  of  the 
pursuit  of  Benjamin  by  '  Israel'  (Judg.  2045). 

Such  a  place-name  is  in  the  abstract  possible,  but  there  is  no 
mention  of  it  elsewhere  ;  hence  the  guesses  'Gilead,'  '  Gibeon.  ' 
The  text  has  a  strong  appearance  of  corruptness. 

GIER  EAGLE,  i.  RV  VULTURE  (raham  DPP,  and 
rdhdmdh  HEP!"!  [see  Dr.  Dt.  ,  ad  loc.  1  ;  the  name  is 

T     T    T      L 

derived  from  the  care  it  bestows  on  its  young,  cp  Di. 
Lev.  ,  ad  loc.),  an  unclean  bird  (Lev.  11  18,  KVKVOS 
[BAFL],  Dt.  14i7t,  Trop<j>vpluv  [BL,  om.  AF2])  identi 
fied  as  the  Neophron  percnopterus,  the  white  scavenger, 
or  Egyptian  or  Pharaoh's  vulture,  belonging  to  the 
Vulturidag. 

The  Neophron  percnopterus  feeds  on  offal  and  the  vilest 
forms  of  refuse,  but  does  good  service  to  man  as  a  scavenger. 
Its  nests,  of  sticks  and  rubbish,  are  built  on  rocks,  trees,  or 
buildings,  often  in  the  suburbs  of  towns,  and  are  not  so  inacces 
sible  as  is  the  case  with  many  of  its  congeners.  '  Whilst  they  are 
with  the  Aarab  [Arabs],'  says  Doughty,  '  they  lie  wheeling  upon 
the  wing  all  day,  stooping  and  hovering  at  little  height  above 
the  menzil  [camp]'  (Ar.  Des.  1393).  Both  in  Arabia  and  in 
Palestine  it  is  a  migratory  bird,  returning  from  the  S.  in  the 
spring,  and  is  usually  found  in  pairs.  In  Egypt  the  vulture 
was  the  sacred  symbol  of  Nekhabit,  the  goddess  of  the  South 
(Maspero,  Dawn  of  Civ.  102). 

2.  ptres,  o-is,  Lev.  11  13  Dt.  14  12  RV,  AV  OSSIFRAGE 
(q.v.  ).  A.  E.  S. 


GIFT.  For  nrUID,  minhah,  TO-DD,  tfrumah, 
a.vaSi\^a.  or  apd0f/i<x  (Lk.  SlsAV),  and  Siapov,  see  SACRIFICE; 
for  DKbD  masetk,  see  TAXATION  AND  TRIBUTE  ;  for  GIFTS, 
SPIRITUAL  (xa/jio-^ara),  see  SPIRITUAL  GIFTS. 

GIHON  (PITS,  and  [i  K.]  fim  ;  v/fV3  'to  burst 
forth'). 

1.  A  spring  near  Jerusalem  (i  K.  1  333845).       From 
2  Ch.  3230  8814  it  appears  that  it  was  to  the  E.  of  the 
city,  and  that  Hezekiah's  aqueduct  diverted  its  waters. 
All  our  data  point  to  the  Virgin's  Fountain  (see  EN- 
ROGEL,  SHILOAH). 

I  K.  1333845  y[e]«oi/  [BAL],  2Ch.323o  (7[e]iU)X  [B],  -y[e]iooi' 
[AL],  33  14  yiov  [B],  VOTOV  [Ba.bA],  yeiwK  [L]. 

2.  One  of  the  four  rivers  of  PARADISE  [y.v.],  Gen. 
2  13  (yriuv  [ADE],  71.  [L]). 

3.  The  Nile,  Jer.2i8  <SB***Q  (y^w  ;  Heb.  lintr  [<riw/>, 
Q"'£-],  SHIHOR  [i.]),  Ecclus.  24  27  RV,  AV  GEON  (yywv 
[BXA]),  and,   by  crit.  emend.  Job  40  23^  (see  JORDAN, 
§  2  (3)),  where  read   'though  Gihon  overflow.'     This 
use  of  Gihon  implies  the  belief  of  a  later  age  that  the 
'  Cush  '  of  Gen.  2  13  was  the  African  Ethiopia. 

GILALAI  (  V73),  the  son  of  a  priest,  a  musician  in  the 
procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall  (see  EZRA  ii.  , 
),  Neh.  1236(reAu>A<M  [Kc-an«-L],  om.  BK*A). 


GILBOA,  MOUNT  (lOH  VI,  i  S.  31  1  8  2  S.  16, 
peBoye  [A],  but  '3  in  ||  i  Ch.  lOi,  peABoyG  [A],  8  ; 
Op-  peABoye  [BAL],  so  Jos.  Ant.  vi.  14a,  etc.;  MONS 

1  The  difficulty  found  by  critics  in  Is.  10  26  arises  probably 
from  an  error  in  the  text  (see  OKEB  AND  ZEEB). 

2  [It  is  possible  that  ©  represents  the  word  by  iropfyvpiiav  in 
both  passages,  for  in  Lev.  11  18  this  word  and  KVKVOS  may  have 
been  misplaced.] 

1722 


GILBOA,  MOUNT 

GELBOUE),  more  rarely  GlLBOA  ('73H,  rS.  284  2  S. 
21  12)  ;  once,  corruptly,  MOUNTAINS  IN  GILBOA  ('33  HPI, 
2  S.  1  21  ;  cp  i  S.  31  8  ;  T<\  ORH  r-  tBA])- 

The  name  Gilboa,  which  occurs  in  MT  only  in  the 
life  of  Saul,  but  should  most  probably  be  restored  in 

1  The  name  Judg"  7s  (Gideon)-  and  possibly  in  i  K. 
me'  2027  (Benhadad,  see  below  §  3  [>]). 
has  no  obvious  meaning.  The  early  guesses  in  the 
Onomasticon  (OS  8027  180  53  189  95)  are  valueless,  and 
the  modern  explanation  '  a  bubbling  fountain'  (seeGes. 
Lex.  <8')  is  no  better.  Transposition,  however,  so  often 
accounts  for  otherwise  inexplicable  words  (including 
names)  that  we  may  conjecture  the  name  Gilboa,  or 
rather  Haggilboa  (with  the  article),  to  be  a  corruption 
(probably  designed]  of  Gibeath  Habbaal  (Vjan  nyn^), 
'hill  of  the  Baal';  cp  K.IRJATH-JEAKIM,  §  i.  The 
corruption,  if  designed,  was  of  course  early  ;  @  knows 
only  '  Gilboa,'  and  the  same  name  was  preserved  in 
the  time  of  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  247  81  129  14)  in 
that  of  the  '  large  village  '  called  Gelbus  (Gelbu  =  Gelboe) 
in  the  mountains  distant  6  R.  m.  from  Scythopolis.  At 
the  present  day  there  is  a  small  village  called  Jelbon, 
SW.  of  that  other  village,  called  Faku',  which  has  given 
its  name  to  the  mountain  range  presently  to  be  described, 
and  is  very  naturally  supposed  to  represent  also  the  old 
name  Gilboa. 

What    then    does    the    geographical    term    '  Mount 

Gilboa'    designate?     Gilboa  (or   Haggilboa,  '  the  Gil- 

2.  Geographical  boa>).   if  the  name   has  been  rightly 

accounted   for,  belonged  originally  to 

meaning.  ,.    , 

°         one  of  the  elevations   m  the  Gilboa 

ridge,  probably  to  the  highest  (Sheikh  Burkan),  not  to 
the  ridge  itself.  'The  mountain  of  Gilboa,'  however, 
is  a  collective  term  for  the  entire  mountain  mass  now 
known  as  Jebel  Faku  ,  which  '  may  be  best  described 
as  a  horn-like  projection  from  the  hills  bounding  the 
plain  upon  the  S.  ,  which  first  curves  round  towards  the 
W.  for  more  than  three  miles,  and  then  runs  towards 
the  NW.  for  five  miles  further,  straight  out  into  the 
level  ground  like  a  peninsula.  The  greatest  height  is 
towards  the  E.  [Sheikh  Burkan,  1696  feet  above  the 
sea],  where  the  curve  merges  in  the  straight  line,  and 
where  the  range  looks  down  upon  the  valley  of  the 
Jordan  and  the  Acropolis  of  Bethshan,  as  it  starts 
abruptly  from  the  plain  three  miles  from  the  foot  of  the 
mountains.  At  the  southern  commencement  of  the 
curve  is  the  village  of  Jelbon.  .  .  .  Three  miles  NW. 
of  the  highest  peak,  where  the  peninsula  of  hills  is 
already  well  out  into  the  plain,  is  a  second  peak,  some 
1400  feet  in  height,  crowned  by  the  tolerably  prosperous- 
looking  village  of  el-Mezar.  Still  farther  to  the  NW. 
are  two  much  lower  peaks,  between  which  lies  the 
miserable  village  of  Nuris.  NW.  again  from  these 
peaks,  for  two  miles  or  a  little  less,  the  range  falls  down 
into  a  broken  and  irregular  tableland,  narrowing  and 
becoming  lower  as  it  goes  down  into  the  plain,  and 
bounded  by  steep,  but  nowhere  inaccessible,  stony 
slopes.  The  ridge  ends  in  three  fingers,  as  they  may 
be  called  —  the  two  southern  ones  mere  narrow  spurs, 
the  northern,  which  is  the  true  termination  of  the  ridge, 
somewhat  above  a  mile  in  breadth.  Across  this  blunt 
end  of  the  whole  peninsula  runs  the  valley  which  separ 
ates  it  from  the  broad,  flat  mound,  on  which  Jezreel 
was  built'  (Miller,  Less  than  the  Least  of  all  Lands, 


The  ridge  of  Gilboa,  which  is  the  southern  boundary 
or  rampart  of  the  Vale  of  Jezreel,  is  of  bleak  and  bare 
aspect,  except  on  the  S.  side,  where  it  is  used  as  arable 
and  pasture  land.  Probably,  however,  it  was  once 
wooded  ;  one  might  fairly  contend  that  when  28.  1  21 
was  written  (see  JASHER,  BOOK  OF,  §  2)  the  ridge  was 
not  so  conspicuously  bare  as  it  is  at  present.  The 
poet's  aim  is  not  to  account  for  an  existing  pheno 
menon  ;  he  feels  too  deeply  for  that.  Gilboa  has,  at 
least  in  parts,  its  clothing  of  grass  and  trees  ;  he  would 
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have  Gilboa  compelled  to  sympathise  with  the  mourning 
Israelites. 

We  have  next  to  ask,  Where  are  the  scenes  of  the 
two  great  events  certainly  connected  with  Mount  Gilboa 
3  The  '  Gilboa  '  to  ^  P'aced  ?  rhe  answer  can  best 
of  Judir  7  i  and  be  given  by.  quotin&  the  two  passages 

.  „  £a  -,*„  which  describe  the  respective  encamp- 
'•  ' 


ments  of  Gideon  and  Saul,  (a)  'Gideon 
and  all  the  warlike  force  (DV.T'TS)  that  was  with  him 
encamped  by  (or  at)  the  fountain  of  Harod,  while  the 
camp  of  Midian  was  to  the  N.  of  them,  beneath  Mount 
Gilboa,  in  the  Vale'  (Judg.  7i,  emended  text;  see 
HAKOD,  WELL  OF,  i  ).  This  was  where  Gideon  collected 
his  force  to  meet  the  hordes  from  the  other  side  of  the 
Jordan.  The  expression  'by  the  fountain  of  Harod' 
is  loose.  Gideon's  men  were  separated  from  the  foun 
tain  by  a  steep  and  rugged  slope  ;  but  they  had  the 
command  of  the  fountain.  It  '  is  on  the  plain,  but  so 
close  beneath  the  hill,  so  encompassed  by  rocks,  that 
a  small  detachment  could  secure  it'  (Miller,  op.  cit. 
178).  A  reference  to  the  fountain  made  it  at  once 
plain  whereabouts  Gideon's  force  was  posted.  To 
have  encamped  beside  'Ain  Jalud  would  have  been 
unnatural  for  mountaineers  like  the  Israelites. 

(b]  At  a  later  time,  we  read,  '  the  Philistines  gathered 
together    all    their    battalions    to    Aphek,    while    the 
Israelites  were  encamped  by   the   fountain   of   Harod 
which    is    in    Jezreel  '    (  i  S.  29  1  ,   emended    text  ;    see 
HAROU,  WELL  OF,  2);  or,  as  another  account  says,  'The 
Philistines  mustered,   and  came  to  Shunem,   and  Saul 
mustered  all  Israel,  and  they  encamped  on  Gilboa  '  (i  S. 
284).     We  are  not  to  infer  that  Aphek  and  Shunem 
were  close  together.1      Aphek  was   in   the  N.  of  the 
plain  of  Sharon  ;  the  two  statements  quoted  come  from 
different  hands.     They  are,  however,  easily  reconcilable. 
The  mustering  at  Aphek  was  swiftly  followed  by  the 
arrival  of  the  Philistines  at  Shunem  ;  the  Israelites  ex 
pected  this,  and  had  no  occasion  to  change  their  posi 
tion.      Soon,  however,  the  Philistines  must  have  found 
that  the}'  could  not  attack  Saul's  position  from  Shunem  ; 
the  Nahr  Jalud  has  too  deep  a  channel,  and  the  ascent 
from   the   lakelet   below  (see   HAROD)   to  the   broken 
plateau  above  is  too  steep  to  permit  a  hostile  attack  on 
warriors  drawn  up  above.      An  attack  would  be  per 
fectly  feasible,  however,  if  the  Philistines  went  up  the 
far  easier  slopes  and  wadies  to  the  S.  ,  which  lead  to 
open  ground  about  the  village  of  Nuris,  and  directly 
above  the  'Ain  Jalud.2    Thus  there  is  a  clear  parallelism 
between  the  position  of  the  Midianites  and  that  of  the 
Philistines,   and  between   that  of  Gideon  and   that  of 
Saul. 

Dean  Stanley  has  given  a  picturesque  account  of  the  battle 
of  Gilboa  (Jewish  Church,  225^;  cp  Sinai  and  Pal.  345). 
According  to  him,  the  position  occupied  by  Saul  was  '  on  the 
rise  of  Mount  Gilboa,  hard  by  the  "spring  of  Jezreel,"  the 
Israelites  as  usual  keeping  to  the  heights,  whilst  their  enemies 
clung  to  the  plain.'  The  objections  to  this,  however,  drawn 
from  close  observation  of  the  ground,  are  very  strong.*  The 
chariots  of  the  Philistines  could  not  have  pursued  the  Israelites 
up  that  steep  and  rugged  slope.  The  fighting  between  Saul  and 
the  Philistines  must  have  occurred  on  the  southern  slopes  of 
Gilboa. 

(c]  One  more  event  may  perhaps  be  assigned  to  this 
mountain-region  —  viz.  ,  the  defeat  of  Benhadad,  king  of 
Syria,  by  Ahab. 

RV,  following  the  received  text,  states  that  'at  the  return  of 
the  year  Benhadad  mustered  the  Syrians,  and  went  up  to  Aphek, 
to  fight  against  Israel.  And  the  children  of  Israel  were  mustered, 
and  were  victualled,  and  went  against  them'  (i  K.  '2026^C). 
'And  were  victualled,'  however,  must  be  wrong;  we  require, 

1  Prof.  G.  A.  Smith  formerly  held  that  Aphek  was  somewhere 
near  Jezreel  (cp  H.  P.  Smith,  Sam.  244)  ;  now,  however,  he  has 
come  over  to  the  view  advocated  by  WRS  (APHEK,  3  (/>),  supr. 
col.  192)  that  the  Aphek  in  Sharon  is  that  intended  (PEFQ, 
1895,  p.  252). 

'-i  GASm.  HG  403  ;  cp  Miller,  Less  than  the  Least  of  all 
Lands,  175,  i&of. 

3  It  is  inaccurate,  however,  to  represent  Stanley  as  sayins 
that  the  battle  was  'on  the  plain'  (Miller,  175  ;  GASm.  403). 
See  passages  referred  to  above. 
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instead,  a  statement  of  the  mustering-place  of  the  Israelites. 
1^3^3^  should  perhaps  be  J737;!;!,  'in  Gilboa';  the  error  was 
obviously  produced  by  the  following  word  la^'i  ('and  went'). 
This  is  confirmed  by  v.  yd>,  where  we  read  in  RV  that  '  Ben- 
hadad  fled,  and  came  into  the  city,  into  an  inner  chamber,'  a 
rendering  which  is  violently  extracted  from  an  obviously  cor 
rupt  text.  Klo.  reads  "hns  1\H  J'V  Sy  N3IV],  ' .  .  .  and  hid 
himself  by  the  fountain  of  Harod  in  Harod,'  or  "I"iri3  J'J/n  7J7, 
"by  the  fountain  in  Harod.'  The  difficulty  lies  in  the  distance 
between  Aphek  in  the  N.  of  Sharon  (see  APHEK,  3  [6]),  which 
is  surely  meant  here  (not  el-'Afuleh),  and  Mount  Gilboa ;  but 
the  textual  suggestions  are  extremely  plausible,  and  a  mustering 
of  the  Philistines  at  the  same  Aphek  preceded  their  final  attack 
upon  Saul  by  the  southern  slopes  of  Gilboa.  Cp,  however  (for 
the  whole  subject  of  this  article),  SAUL.  T.  K.  C. 

GILEAD  Hlta,  and,  with  thearticle,  "titan  ;  r<\AA&A 
[BAL]1),  a  trans- Jordanic  region  frequently  referred  to. 
The  name,  which  can  be  explained  from 
the  Arabic  jal'ad,  'hard,  rough,'  is  at  first 
sight  not  very  appropriate,  the  hills  and  dales  of  Gilead 
being  full  of  natural  beauty,  and  well  adapted  for 
cattle  (cp  Nu.  32 1)  and  for  the  flocks  of  goats  which 
are  still  fed  there  (cp  Cant.  4 1  ;  and  see  HAIR,  §  i). 
Upon  the  whole,  Gilead  is  better  provided  with  water 
and  woodland  than  any  part  of  W.  Palestine.  Hence 
Merrill  (Hastings,  DD  21746)  seems  inclined  to  doubt 
the  correctness  of  the  explanation.  The  name  '  hard, 
rough '  is,  however,  at  once  seen  to  be  appropriate 
when  we  study  the  geological  formation  of  the  country. 
The  base  slopes  of  the  mountain  chain  of  Moab  and 
•Gilead  consist  of  sandstone. 

This  '  is  covered  in  part  by  the  more  recent  white  marls,  which 
form  the  curious  peaks  of  the  foothills  immediately  above  the 
Jordan  valley  ;  but  reaches  above  them  to  an 
2.  Geological  elevation  of  1000  ft.  above  the  Mediterranean 
formation.  on  tne  S.,  and  forms  the  bed  of  the  Bukei' 
basin,  farther  E.  and  1000  ft.  higher.  Above 
this  lies  the  hard,  impervious  Dolomitic  limestone,  which 
appears  in  the  rugged  gray  hills  round  the  Jabbok,  and  in  Jebel 
'Ajlun,  rising  on  an  average  1500  ft.  above  the  sandstone,  and 
forming  the  bed  of  the  numerous  springs.  It  also  dips  towards 
the  Jordan  valley;  and  the  water  from  the  surface  of  the 
plateau,  sinking  down  to  the  surface  of  this  formation,  bursts 
out  of  the  hill  slopes  on  the  W.  in  perennial  brooks.  It  was 
from  the  ruggedness  of  this  hard  limestone  that  Gilead  obtained 
its  name.  Above  this  again  is  the  white  chalk  of  the  desert 
plateau,  the  same  found  in  Samaria  and  Lower  Galilee,  with 
bands  of  flint  or  chert  in  contorted  layers  or  strewn  in  pebbles 
on  the  surface.  Where  this  formation  is  deep  the  country  is 
bare  and  arid,  supplied  by  cisterns  and  deep  wells.  Thus  the 
plateau  becomes  desert,  while  the  hill-slopes  abound  in  streams 
and  springs  '  (Conder,  in  Smith,  £>£fi)  i  ngj  a). 

The  plateau  here  spoken  of  is  that  extensive  highland 
which    extends    eastward    to    the    Euphrates,     where 
_  ,  nothing  but  desert  shrubs  will  grow.      On 

the  edge  of  this  region,  and  rising  at 
**  '  most  500  ft.  above  it,  are  the  long 
mountain-ranges  which  from  their  geological  formation 
deserve  the  name  of  Gilead.  Rocky  as  they  may  be, 
the  higher  slopes  are  covered  with  pine-trees  (Pinus 
carica,  Don. ,  a  species  resembling  the  Aleppo  pine), 
and,  as  Conder  says,  mastic-bushes,2  whilst  lower  down 
are  beautiful  woods  of  oak  trees  and  carob  trees,  form 
ing  altogether,  with  the  addition  of  numerous  streams 
and  springs,  the  most  perfect  sylvan  scenery  in  Palestine. 
The  '  wood  of  Rephaim '  (so  read  for  '  wood  of 
Ephraim '  in  2  S.  186)  is  still  represented  by  the  thick 
groves  of  the  Jebel  'Ajlun,  with  which  the  woods  of  es- 
Salt  in  S.  Gilead  alone  can  compete.  Far  below  the 
Gilead  range  lies  the  Jordan  Valley,  which  is  reached  by 
a  very  steep  descent,  and  a  natural  division  in  the  range 
is  formed  by  the  river  Zerka  (Jabbok).  The 

Hebrew  writers,  whether  they  were  conscious  of  the 
original  meaning  of  Gilead  or  not,  were  well  aware  that 
the  name  had  properly  no  narrow  or  merely  local  refer- 

1  [In  <S  occur  the  following  forms  :— Judg.  104   yaaaS    [B*], 
108   •yaA.aaKTis    [AL],    11 5    itrpaijA.    [A],    I  K.  4 13    yaAaafl    [B], 
•yaAaait'njs  [LI,  4 19  ya.5  [L],  I  Ch.  5  16  yaAaaju.  [B],  Hos.  12  1 1  (12) 
yaAyotAois  [QVsemel],  Am.  1 13  •yaAaaSWiTT)?  [BAQ*r],  -iTiAtov 
{Qa  vicl.],  z  Mace.  69  yoAaaKrts  (A).] 

2  Smith's  Z>j9(2)  1  1191  ;  see  also  Conder,  Heth  and  Moab,  188. 
See,  however,  Post,  cited  sup.  col.  465,  with  reference  to  the 
'  Balm  of  Gilead.' 
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ence.  They  apply  it,  when  they  speak  most  deliberately, 
to  the  whole  mountain  range  between  the  Yarmuk  on  the 
N.  and  the  Arnon  on  the  S. ,  which  was  cut  into  two  parts 
by  the  great  trench  of  the  Zerka  or  Jabbok  (cp  Dt.  812 
Josh.  1^25  1825).  The  two  parts  together  are  some 
times  called  'all  Gilead'  (Dt.  Sio1  2  K.  1033),  and  the 
general  term  Gilead  is  applied  to  those  districts  on  the 
E.  of  the  Jordan  which  were  in  Israelitish  occupation 
(Nu.  3229  Josh.  229  Judg.  108  20 1  28.  246  i  K.  4 19 
Am.  1 3  13)  ;  but  also  to  the  northern,  or  to  the  southern 
part  alone  (see  for  the  one,  Dt.  £36  815^  Josh.  17 1  5, 
and  for  the  other,  Nu.  32 1  Josh.  1825).  The  elasticity 
of  the  term  is  strikingly  shown  by  the  fact  that  in  Dt. 
34 1  i  Mace.  Szoff.  'Gilead'  even  includes  the  region 
N.  of  the  Jabbok. 

We  have  seen  that  the  term  '  Gilead  '  belongs  of  right 
to  a  large  mountainous  district,  not  to  a  particular 

_,  „.  mountain.  It  would  be  a  mistake  to 

17  54°  infer  the  contrary  from  the  interesting 
composite  narrative  in  Gen.  31 17-54.  It  is  true  that 
what  is  said  of  Jacob  and  Laban  in  v.  25  2  and  of  Jacob 
in  v.  54  3  implies  that  a  particular  mountain,  known  to 
the  respective  writers  of  these  passages,  was  sometimes 
called  in  a  special  sense  ny?jn  in,  '  the  mountain  of  (the) 
Gilead '  ;  but  this  specialisation  merely  indicates  that 
the  mountain  referred  to  was  a  conspicuous  one  in  some 
part  of  the  Gilead  range.  That  the  two  narrators  J  and 
E  meant  the  same  part  of  the  Gilead-range  can  hardly 
be  maintained.  They  both  differ  from  the  original 
story  (see  GALEED,  i) ;  they  also  differ  from  one  another. 
When  Jacob  uttered  the  fine  prayer  in  32 g  ff.  (J)  he 
must  have  been  near  some  great  ford  of  the  Jordan. 
Probably  he  was  at  Succoth,  not  very  far  from  the  ford 
ecl-Damieh,  for  the  notice  in  Gen.  8817  has  surely  been 
misplaced  by  the  editor  of  JE,  and  in  J's  narrative  stood 
before  324 [s].4  It  is  possible  that  the  Jebel  Osha',  the 
highest  point  in  the  Jebel  Jil'ad  (N.  of  es-Salt,  and  N. 
of  the  Zerka)  is  J's  Gilead  mountain.  E,  however,  who 
makes  Jacob  go,  after  parting  with  Laban,  to  MAHANAIM 
(q.v. ),  presumably  localises  the  meeting  of  Jacob  and 
Laban  near  some  high  point  of  the  Jebel  'Ajlun.  One 
might  think  of  the  Jebel  Kafkafa  (3430  ft. )  which  is  to 
the  NE.  of  Suf  and  Jerash,  close  to  the  great  pilgrim 
road  from  Damascus  to  Mecca  ;  but  Suf  itself  (2720  ft. ) 
has  great  claims  on  our  consideration.  This  is  one  of 
the  sites  where  dolmens  are  to  be  found.5  It  is  probable 
that  by  the  '  pillar  '  and  the  '  heap '  of  Gen.  31 45  f.  the 
narrators  meant  some  of  those  primitive  stone  monu 
ments,  which  are  specially  abundant  on  the  E.  of  the 
Jordan. 

According  to  the  theory  here  presented,  there  should 
also  be  such  a  monument  on  Jebel  Osha'.  All  that  we 
find  is  a  shrine  (perhaps  300  years  old)  containing  a 
long,  open  trough,  said  to  have  been  the  tomb  of  Hosea, 
beside  which  the  Bedouins  kill  sheep  in  honour  of  the 
prophet.6  The  trough,  however,  may  have  been  pre 
ceded  by  a  cairn  ;  sepulchral  cairns  are  still  common 
among  the  Arabs,  and  Absalom's  cairn  (28.1817)  is 
familiar  to  readers  of  the  OT.  The  narrative  in  Gen.  is 
directed  against  the  attempts  of  the  Aramaeans  to  possess 
themselves  of  Gilead  ;  the  standing-stone  (masseba)  on 
E's  mountain  and  the  cairn  on  J's  were  represented 
by  E  and  J  respectively  as  having  been  erected, 
the  former  by  Laban,  the  latter  by  Jacob,  as  sacred 
boundary-stones.  The  masseba,  by  a  slight  distortion, 
was  called  '  the  Mispah '  to  indicate  that  Yahwe  would 

1  Gilead  is  here  distinguished  both  from  Bashan  and  from  the 
tableland  of  Moab. 

2  Jacob  is  here  said  (by  J)  to  have  pitched  his  tent  '  on  the 
mountain  [of  .  .  .],'  Laban  on  'the  mountain  of  (the)  Gilead.' 

3  Jacob  sacrifices  'on  the  mountain'  ;  v.  21  shows  that  some 
part  of  the  Gilead  range  is  meant.     E  is  the  writer. 

4  It  was  followed  probably  by  a  mention  of  Jacob's  crossing  of 
the  labbok.     Cp  Holzinger,  ad  loc. 

5  Conder,  Hetk  and  Moab,  z^f. 

6  Baed.  Pal.P]  163^  ;  cp  Conder,  op.  cit.  182.     A  large  tree 
stands   beside   the  shrine   which  is   '  one  out   of  the  very  few 
sacred  domes  E.  of  Jordan.' 
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'  keep  watch  (and  interpose)  between  '  Laban  and 
Jacob,  when  occasion  for  this  arose1  (v.  49).  \Ve  may 
certainly  infer  from  this  that  the  place  referred  to  by  E 
was  one  of  those  called  Mizpah.  Possibly  it  was 
Ramath-ham-mispeh,  which  in  Josh.  1826  -  is  described 
as  the  N.  limit  of  the  territory  of  Gad,  and  is  elsewhere 
called  ham-niispa  (see  MIZPAH,  2).  The  cairn  also 
received  a  name;  it  was  called  Gal'ed  —  i.e.  ,  Heap  of 
Witness,  implying  a  playful  etymology  of  the  name 
Gilead. 

There  is  yet  another  conceivable  inference  from  this 

singular  narrative  (when  explained  as  above),  against 

_       .  .     which  a   caution  may  be    desirable.      It 

.  bpecia  -   m;  nt  kg  Supp0se(j  that  when  E  wrote,  the 

ization  of          . 
p..      ,        territory  known  as  Gilead  began  at    the 

aa>  Jebel  'Ajlun.  The  truth  is  that  the 
Jebel  *  Ajlun  is  the  representative  of  the  whole  land  of 
Gilead.  So  at  least  it  must  appear  to  those  who  approach 
Gilead  from  Damascus,  and  see,  looming  up  beyond 
the  plain  of  Bashan,  the  summits  of  the  Jebel  'Ajlun. 
On  the  other  hand,  to  those  who  come  from  Moab, 
the  natural  representative  of  Gilead  will  be  the  first 
lofty  range  to  the  N.  of  the  plateau  of  Heshbon  —  i.e., 
the  Jebel  Jif  ad.  How  this  latter  name  fixed  itself  just 
here  is  an  obscure  problem  :  why  is  the  Yahwist's 
Gilead  mountain  preferred  to  the  Elohist's?  Problems 
of  this  kind,  however,  are  numerous  and  baffling. 
Why,  for  instance,  js  the  highest  mountain  in  this 
range  —  the  Jebel  Osha'  —  named  after  the  prophet 
Hosea?  It  is  true,  Hosea,  according  to  the  MT, 
speaks  of  a  city  of  Gilead  in  68  (cp  12  n),  and  has  been 
thought  to  refer  here  to  some  locality  in  the  Jebel 
Jil'ad  (see,  however,  2).  Can  this  have  been  known, 
however,  to  those  who  first  used  the  Arabic  name  ? 
Surely  Hosea  has  displaced  Joshua.  Who,  then,  pre 
ceded  Joshua  ?  The  truth  is  hidden  from  us. 

It  would  seem  as  if  this  specialization  of  the  term 

Gilead  had  already  occurred  by  the  time  of  Eusebius 

and  Jerome  (see  2)  ;  and  it  should  also  be  noticed  that 

5  m.  N.   of  es-Salt  there  is  a  ruin  known  as  Jal'ud,3 

perhaps  the    '  Gilead  '  of   the  Onomasticon.      Not  im- 

f  11  d    possibly,     too,     another     seemingly    recent 

_'         ,  „    place-name  preserves  the  memory  of  a  name 

uerasn/   of    Gilead|     which|    though    but    slightly 

attested,  may  be  genuinely  ancient.  The  place-name 
referred  to  is  Gerasa  (the  famous  city  of  the  Decapolis 
of  Peraea),  now  called  Jerash.  *  According  to  Neubauer,5 
the  Midrash  (Samuel,  13)  affirms  the  identity  of  Gerash 
and  Gilead  ;  and  Sir  G.  Grove  has  noticed  that  the 
Arabic  version  of  Josh.  208  21  38  [36]  gives  Ramat 
al-Jaras  for  MT's  '  Ramoth  in  Gilead,'  and  that  the 
Jewish  traveller  Parchi  (circa  1315  A.D.  )  also  says, 
'  Gilead  is  at  present  Jerash.  '  6  That  the  name  Gerasa 
is  derived  from  the  yepovres,  or  veterans,  of  Alexander 
the  Great  is  of  course  absurd.  It  reminds  us  so  much 
of  Girzites  and  Girgashites  that  one  is  tempted  to  sus 
pect  that  a  tribe  called  Girzim  or  Girshim  (cp  GIRGASH 
ITES)  may  have  dwelt  in  Gilead  in  pre-Israelitish  times 
(cp  2  S.  2g,  where  Ishbaal  reigns  '  over  Gilead  and 
over  the  Girshite  ');  see  GIRZITES.  Gerash,  like  Gilead, 
may  have  obtained  a  specialized  reference  to  a  town  and 
a  district  later  ;  hence  Yakut  speaks  of  '  the  Jerash 


1  Verse  49,  which,  as  it  stands,  is  obviously  imperfect,  must  be 
supplemented   from   v.  45.     Read   with   Ball,    '  And   the   pillar 
which  he  set  up  he  called  "  the  Mispah,"  for  he  said,'  etc. 

2  The  two  names  next  mentioned  are  Betonim  (rather  Botnim) 
and  MAHANAIM  [q.v.}. 

3  This  name  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  Jalud,  the  name  of 
a  river  which  starts  from  the  'Ain  Jalud  under  GILBOA  [q.v.,  §  3]. 
This  Jalud  is  also  pronounced  Jdlfit,  which  is  the  Ar.  form  of 
Goliath.     Goliath   impressed   the   Moslem  mind.      Mokaddasi 
(nth  cent.  A.D.)  calls  the  citadel   of  'Amman   the    'castle   of 
Goliath.' 

4  According  to  Guthe  (MDPV,  '98,  57^)  Jerash,  not  Jerash, 
is  the  popular  pronunciation. 

'  Geogr.  du  Tahn.  250. 

6  Zunz,  quoted  by  Grove  (Smith,  DBM  2  1003).    He  also  states 
that  the  Jews  derived  Gerash  from  Yegar-sahadutha  (Gen.  31  47). 
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mountain  district '  (Jebel  Jarash),  as  well  as  of  the  ruined 
city  of  that  name. 

If  the  name  of  Gerasa  is  rightly  thus  accounted  for, 
it  still  remains  to  determine  what  ancient  city,  if  any, 

7  Ancient  once  stooc^  uPon  'ts  site.  It  is  difficult 
sites  incleed  to  believe  that  the  founders  of  that 
magnificent  city,  the  ruins  of  which  still 
fascinate  us,  placed  it  upon  a  site  unconsecrated  by  the 
sanctuaries  of  the  past.  Both  Ramoth-Gilead  and 
Mahanaim  have  been  thought  of ;  but  we  have  reasons 
sufficient  for  accepting  neither  view.  Just  an  hour  W. 
of  Jerash  is  the  wretched  but  well-situated  village  of 
Reimun  (Ewald's  Ramoth-Gilead),  divided  by  a  ridge 
from  Suf  (Mizpah?).  Turning  to  the  W. ,  in  two  hours 
the  traveller  comes  to  'Ajlun  (Mahanaim  ?),  •  nestling  at 
the  bifurcation  of  the  valleys,  in  its  gardens  and  vine 
yards,'  with  the  great  castle  already  spoken  of  in  the 
neighbourhood  ;  on  either  hand  are  the  well-clothed 
heights  of  the  Jebel  'Ajlun.  A  descent,  a  climb,  and 
again  a  descent  bring  us  to  the  Wady  Yabis  (a  plausible 
claimant  to  the  title  of  '  the  brook  Cherith,'  were  it  not 
for  the  faultiness  of  the  reading  CHERITH  [g.v.  ]),  and  to 
an  isolated  round-topped  hill,  strewn  with  ruins  (ed- 
Deir) — but  these  not  ancient — Robinson's  site  for 
Jabesh-Gilead.  If  we  turn  to  the  N.  of  the  same 
Wady,  we  come  to  Miryamin,  Merrill's  site  for  the 
same  famous  city.  About  seven  miles  off  is  Pella 
(Fahl),  which  'enjoys  perhaps  the  finest  climate,  from  an 
agricultural  point  of  view,  that  can  be  found  in  Syria.' l 
The  known  history  of  Pella  is  a  short  one  ;  but  it  may 
be  noted  here  that,  according  to  Eusebius  (HE%$), 
the  Jewish  Christians  fled,  before  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  to  Pella. 

And  what  shall  one  say  of  Irbid,  the  capital  of  the- 
district  of  'Ajlun?  Doubtless  this  was  an  ancient 
Arbela.  Was  it,  then,  the  BETH-ARBEL  of  Hos.  10 14? 
Our  answer  will  probably  be  in  the  negative  ;  but  the 
site  is  of  strategic  importance,  and  the  name  implies  the 
antiquity  of  the  place.  Es-Salt,  too, — at  present  the 
only  capital  of  the  Belka,  and  the  only  important  place 
in  it — though  not  as  strikingly  placed  as  'Ajlun,  must 
surely  have_been  always  a  centre  of  population,  and  the 
lofty  Jebel  Osha'  to  the  north  must  always  have  been 
crowned  by  an  important  sanctuary,  surely  not,  however, 
Penuel.  Where  the  latter  place  was,  it  is  not  easy  to 
say  ;  SUCCOTH  (i),  however,  is  possibly  the  modern  Tell 
Der  'Alia.  With  more  confidence  we  can  identify  JOG- 
BEHAH  with  Jubeihat,  and  the  JABBOK  with  the  '  blue ' 
river,  the  Zerka. 2 

A  passing  reference  is  all  that  can  be  given  to  the- 
interesting  genealogies  of  Gilead  (Nu.  2629-33  Josh. 
8  OT  17l"3  I  Co.  714-19);  see  MACHIR, 
.  ASRIEL,  HEPHER  (ii. ,  2),  and  especially 

rences.  ZELOPHEHAD.  The  last  of  these  names 
occurs  in  a  mutilated  form  as  Jidlaph  in  Gen.  22  22  ;  it  is 
probablyidenticalwithSalecah.  and  as  Milcah,  themother 
of  Jidlaph,  is  a  corruption  of  Salecah,  we  see  how  mechani 
cally  the  genealogies  were  often  filled  up.  Nor  can  we 
here  gather  up  the  fragmentary  notices  of  the  history  of 
Gilead.  The  country  was  the  eastern  bulwark  of 
Palestine,  and  was  the  first  district  to  suffer  from  Syrian 
and  Assyrian  invasions.  In  sacred  legend  it  is  dis 
tinguished  by  the  passage  of  Jacob  and  by  the  residence 
of  JEPHTHAH  [y.v.].  The  names  of  Barzillai,  David, 
Ishbaal,  Ahab,  Elijah  (was  he  really  a  Tishbite  ? — see 
TISHBITE)  also  will  readily  occur  to  the  reader  as  con 
nected  with  Gilead.  The  clansmen  of  GAD,  whose  name 
is  almost  treated  as  synonymous  with  Gilead  (e.g. ,  Judg. 
5 17  i  S.  13y),  had  opportunity  for  learning  resource  and 
courage  in  the  mountains  and  glens  of  the  '  rugged  ' 
land.  Cp  GAD,  §  2,  PER.KA. 

Oliphant,  Land  o) 'Gilead ('80)  :  graphic  descriptions  ;  Conder, 

1  Le  Strange,  in  Schumacher,  Across  the  Jordan,  272.     Pella 
is  the  ^nB  of  Talm.  Jer.  (Neub.  Gtogr.  274)  ;  cp  GASm.  HG  292,. 
n.  2. 

2  On  the  Jabbok  of  Gen.  32  22,  see  JABBOK,  §  2. 
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Parentheses  indicating  articles  that  refer  to  the  place-names  are  in  certain  cases  added  to  non-biblical  names  having 
no  biblical  equivalent.  The  alphabetical  arrangement  usually  ignores  prefixes:  abu  ('father  of),  'ain 
('spring'),  'arak  ('  district '),  'ayu/i  ('springs'),  bahr  ('sea'),  beit  ('house'),  bildd  ( '  country '),  jebel  (' mt.'), 
jisr  ('bridge'),  kal'at  ('castle'),  kanat  ('conduit'),  karn  ('horn'),  kasr  ('castle'),  khirbet  ('ruin'),  kom 
('mound'),  makhddet  ('ford'),  nahr  ('river'),  rds  ('head'),  tell  ('mound'),  umm  ( '  jnother ' ),  wady 
( '  valley  ' ). 


Abel-Meholah,  63 

Abel-shittim,  64 

Abil,  Ci 

Abila,  Ci  (ABEL-SHITTIM) 

W.  el-Abyad,  63,  4 

Adam,  83 

Adamah,  83 

wady  el-'Adeimeh,  64 

Ajbehat,  C3  (JOGBEHAH) 

'Ajlun,    B2  (GlLEAD,  §  2) 

jebel  'Ajlun,  BC'2  (GILEAD, 

§7) 
wady  'Ajlun,  62,  3  (CHK- 

RITH) 
el-'Al,  €4 

tell  der 'Alia,  B3(Gn.EAD,  §7) 
Amateh,  83 
um(ni)  el-'Amdan,  B2 
'arak  el-Amir,  €4 
'Amman,  C4  (AUEL-CHERA- 

MIM) 

wady  'Amman,  03,  4 
Aqueduct,  Cr 
wady  el-' Arab,    Bi   (EPH- 

RON,  2) 
Arbela,  Ci 
Kh.  'Atuf,  A2 
W.  el-'Aujeh,  AB4 
'Ayun  Musa,  64 
wady    'Ayun    Musa,     84 

(BETH-PEOR) 

Batanah,  64 
Beisan,  A2 
Bethabara,  84 
Beth-haran,  84 
Beth-jeshimoth,  84 
Beth-shean,  A2 
Betonim,  84 
W.  el-Bireh,  Br 
Bithron,  82 
W.  el-Buke,  A^ 
el-Buke'a,  €3  (GILEAD,  §  2) 

Camon,  Bi 
Casphor,  Di 

ed-Damieh,  83 
Dathema,  Di 
ed-Deir,  82  (JABESH,  §  2) 
ed-Delhemiyeh,   Bi  (DAL- 

MANUTHA) 
Der'at,  Di 

FxJrei,  Di 
'Kdun,  Cz 


Elealeh,  €4 

Jericho,  Crusaders',  A4 

W.  er-Retem,  84 

Mar  Elyas,  82 

Jericho  of  OT,  A4 

er-Rujeb,  83  (ARGOB) 

'Arak   el-Emir,    84  (HYR- 

W.  el-Jozeleh,  AB3 

wady  er-Rujeb,  83 

CANUS) 

birket  Jiljuliyeh,  A4 

er-Rumman,  €3 

Ephron  2,  Ci 

Jogbehah,  03 

F.riha,  A4 

wady  el-Jorfeh,  84 

tell  es-Sa'idiyeh,  B2 

'ain  es-Sakut,  82 

Fahl  or  Tabakat  Fahl,  82 

jebel  Kafkafa,  €2  (GILEAD, 

es-Salt,  83  (MAHANAIM) 

(JAUESH) 

§4)' 

Samakh,  Bi 

W.  Fajjas,  Bi 

Karawa,  83 

es-Samik,  C4 

j.  Faku,  A2 
kanat  Fir'aun,  BCr  (CON 

Kaukab  el-Hawa,  Bi 
Kh.  el-Kefrein,  B4  (ABEL- 

khirbet  Sar,  €4  GAZER) 
karn  Sartabeh,  A  3 

DUITS) 
W.  Fasail,  A3 

Gadara,  Bi 

SHITTIM) 
tell  el-Kefrein,  64 
wady  el-Kefrein,  84  (ABEL- 
SHITTIM) 

Scythopolis,  A2 
wady  Sha'ib,  84 
'ain  esh-Shamsiyeh,  82 

Gerasa,  C2 

W.  el-  Kelt,  A  84 

Sheri'at  el-Kebireh,  81-4 

kasr   wady    el-Ghafr,    Ci 

Kerak/Bi 

Sheri'at  el-Menadireh,  Br 

(EPHRON) 
wady  el-Ghafr  ,  C  i  (E  PH  RON) 
W.  el-Ghuweir,  84  (DEAD 

ras  umm  el-Kharrubeh,  A3 
W.  el-Khashneh,  Aa 
Kumeim,  Bi 

(GOLAN) 
W.  esh-Shomer,  Bi 
W.  Shubash,  A2 

SEA) 

W.  es-Sidr,  83 

Mt.  Gilboa,  A2 

W.  abu  Sidreh,  83 

Mt.  Gilead,  83 

oanr  l^ut,  04 

wady  Sir,  04  (JAZER) 

Gilgal,  A4 

Mafias    C4 

Kh.  Siyaga,  84 

'ain  Hajla,  84 

Succoth,  83 

makhadet  Hajla,  84 

.Marine,  D— 
W.  el-Malih,  82 

Suf,  C2  (GILEAD,  §  7) 

jebel  Hakart,  €3 
tell  Hammam,  84 

jebel  el-Mastabeh,  C'3 
W.  Meidan,  84 

tell  es-Sultan,  A4 
Sumiyeh,  04 

W.  el-Hammam,  €3 
Hammath,  Bi 
el-Hammeh,  Br 
Kh.  Hamzeh,  C^ 

W.  el-Mellaha,  AB4 
jebel  el-Mi'rad,  83 
Miryamin,  82 

Kh.  es-Sur,  84 
'ain  Suweimeh,  84 
khirbet      Suweimeh,      84 
(BETH-JESHIMOTH) 

Hesban,  €4 
'ain  Hesban,  C4(HESHBON) 
wady  Hesban,  64  (BETH- 
TEOR) 

'  Mizpah  '  ?,  C2 
jisr  el-Mujami',  Bi 
W.  Mukelik,  B4 
el-Muzeirib,  Di 

jebel  bilad  es-Suwet,  Di 

Tabakat  Fahl,  82 
bahr  Tabarlyeh,  Bi 

Heshbon,  €4 

et-Taiyibeh,  Br 

wady  el-Himar,  82 

Neba,  84 

wady  et-Taiyibeh,  Bi 

el-Hod,  B4 

tell    Nimrin,     84    (BETH 

W.  abu  Tara,  84 

Humcid    B2 

ABARA) 

Taricheas,  Bi 

W.  el-Humr,  AB3 

W.  Nimrin,  84 

Tibneh,  82 

et-Turra,  Ci 

W.  Ibten  Ghazal,  63 

jebel  Osha  ,  83  (GILEAD,  §4) 

Um  Kes,  Bi 

Irbid,  Ci 

Pella,  82  (JABESH) 

ToKK^lr      13  /•» 

Philadelphia,  €4 

wady  Yabis,  82  OABESH) 

Jabesh,  82 
N.  Jalud,  A  i 
Jal'ud,  83  (GILEAD,  §  2) 
Jazer,  C3 
'ain  Jenneh,  C2 
Jerash,  C2  (DECAPOLIS) 
W.  Jerash,  C'2,  3 
jebel    Jil'ad,    83   (GILEAD, 
§4) 


kal'at  er-Rabad,  82  (EPH 
RON,  2) 

Rabbath  Ammon,  €4 

tell  er-Rameh,  84 

beit  er-Ras,  Ci  (DECAPOLIS, 
§.2) 

Reiniun,  Ca  (GILEAD,  §  7) 

er-Remtheh,  Di  (DA 
THEMA) 


Yajuz,  03  (JAZER) 
kom  Yajuz,  C% 

Zarethan,  A3 
beit  Zer'a,  Cq  (JAZER) 
kal'at  ez-Zerka,  03 
nahr  ez-Zerkk,  BCDs 
ras  umm  Zoka,  82 
jebel      ez-Zurnleh,       Dr 
(BASHAN) 
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1.  Name. 


GILGAL 

lleth  and  <1foa!>  ('83);    Selah    Merrill,  East  of  Jordan  ('81); 

Schumacher,  Across  the  Jordan  ('86),  contain- 

9.  Literature,  ing    '  A   Ride    through     Ajlun,'   by   Guy   Le 

Strange  ;   Tristram,    Land  of  Israel;   G.  A. 

Smith,  HG ;  and  Gautier,  Au  dela  dit  J ourdainC1)  ('96). 

2.  A  city,  mentioned  perhaps  in  Judg.  '10 17  and 
(<5A1-)  12?;  also  in  Hos.  68  12n  [12].  Ewald  (on 
Hos.  II. cc. )  thinks  of  Mizpeh  of  Gilead  (Judg.  Hag), 
which  was  the  seat  of  an  ancient  sanctuary  (Judg.  11  n 
'Mizpah').  Buhl  (Geogr.  262)  thinks  of  Ramoth,  or 
rather  Ramath-Gilead  ;  Hitzig  of  Jabesh-Gilead  ;  Budde 
(on  Judg.  10 17)  of  the  site  of  the  modern  Jal'ud,  N.  of 
es-Salt  (see  i),  which  may  represent  the  'Gilead' 
mentioned  by  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  24142,  124 
30).  But  'Gilead'  for  '  Mizpeh  of  Gilead,'  or  the  like, 
is  hardly  conceivable,  and  the  passages  quoted,  except 
the  first,  prove  to  be  corrupt. 

In  Judg.  1017  'in  Gilead'  simply  covers  over  the  narrator's 
ignorance  ;  11  n  supplied  '  Mizpah  '  as  the  place  of  encampment 
<>f  the  Israelites  ;  that  of  the  Ammonites  could_  not  be  determined 
(cp  Moore's  note).  In  Judg.  127  the  text  is  mutilated;  read 
probably  'in  his  city,  in  Mizpah  of  Gilead.'  In  Hos.  68 
12  ii  [12]  iyhl  should  most  probably  be  ^j'jj  (cp  yaAyaAois 
12  ii  [12]  [Q?]  for  -yaAaaS  [2«]).  No  doubt  Hosea  might  have 
referred  to  a  second  sanctuary  in  Gilead,  and  Ruben's  res 
toration  of  69  is  geographically  and  historically  plausible  | 
(cp  Che.  Exf>.,  Jan.  '97,  p.  47  _/T).  But  the  sanctuaries  of 
P.ethel  and  Gilgal  are  much  more  likely  to  be  referred  to  than 
the  hypothetical  sanctuaries  of  ADAM  [q.v.,  i.]  and  '  Gilead.'  For 
C1N3  in  v.  7  read  probably  JIN  n'33  'in  Beth-aven,'  and  read 
'•v.  8f.  thus — 'Gilgal  is  a  city  of  those  that  work  wickedness,  a 
hill  fortress  of  evildoers  (G'jPD  flj^).  And  a  company  of 
traitors  are  her  priests ;  the  way  of  Yahwe  they  reject ;  they  are 
eager  to  commit  crimes' OD'2^,1  «K3  ''  ~T1  ,TV13  D"i:3  13m 
Iby  nei).  In  12  n  [12]  JIN  VM  is  a  corruption  of  rTIU  hi!?! 

JIN  ;  the  prefixed  CN  is  a  dittographed  JIN  (Gra.). 

T.  K.  C. 

GILGAL  (always  with  definite  article,  ?|73n,  except 
Josh.  5  9  and  MT  of  1223),  the  name  of 
several  localities  in  the  Holy  Land. 
<&  usually  renders  S^JH  by  the  plural  TO.  ya\ya\a  [BAQFL], 
as  in  Josephus  and  i  Mace.  So  in  Josh,  (except  1223  146  [B], 
167;  see  below,  §  6),  i  S.  (except  7  16  Thv  •yaAyoAa  [BA],  -rr\v 
yaAyaA  [L] ;  1633  -yaAyaA  [BA]),  2  S.  2  K.  Am.  Hos.  (except 
9  15  yaAyaA  [BAQ],  1-'  i2fi[na]  yaAaaS  [BAQ*J).  The  singular 
7<iAyaA  occurs  in  Josh.  146  [B],  187  [AL],  Judg.  2  i  819  i  S. 
15  33  (yaA-yaAa  [L]),  Hos.  9  15  Mi.  6  5  ;  yoAyoA  [BA]  in  Dt.  11  30 
(but  yoAyo.1  [F],  croAyoA  [L]).  On  josh.  12  23  see  below,  §  6. 

The  name  means  literally  'the  circle' — i.e. ,  sacred 
circle  of  stones,  the  form  now  called  '  cromlech '  by 
archaeologists.1  Except  in  Galilee,  such  circles  are  not 
found  \V.  of  Jordan,  where  they  may  have  been 
destroyed  from  the  time  of  Josiah's  reformation  onwards  ; 
but  many  ancient  specimens  are  extant  in  E.  Palestine, 
similar  to  those  of  Western  Europe,  and  Arabs  still 
construct  stone  circles  round  graves.  For  a  picture 
of  a  gilgal  see  PEFQ,  '82,  p.  72  ;  and  for  a  plan, 
Survey  of  E.  Pal.  n. 

i.   The  first-  sanctuary  and   camp  of  Israel   in  W. 

Palestine.     The  earliest  of  the  documents  of  which  the 

_     ,       ,     Book  of  Joshua  is  composed  (JE)  relates 

'i,.,  .  that,  after  crossing  Jordan,  Joshua  erected 
°  '  twelve  stones  which  he  had  taken  from 
the  bed  of  the  river  on  the  W.  bank  '  in  the  Gilgal ' 
(4320),  and  they  became  (v.  2i/. ,  probably  Dt. )  a  monu 
ment  of  the  miraculous  passage.  This  account  agrees 
with  the  meaning  of  the  name.  The  same  document, 
however  (with  its  unscientific  habit  of  connecting  place- 
names  with  events  of  ancient  history),  derives  Gilgal 
from  the  reproach  '  rolled  away ' — Gall5thi,  '  I  have 
rolled' — from  Israel  by  Joshua  when  he  re-instituted 
there  the  rite  of  CIRCUMCISION  (q.  v. ,  §  2),  that  had 
been  in  abeyance  during  the  wanderings  in  the  wilder 
ness  (5g).  That  the  'place'  (mpo,  probably  meaning 
sacred  place,  5 15)  was  already  so  called,  and  was  a 
centre  of  Canaanite  worship,  is  apparent  both  from  the 
narrative  quoted,  and  from  Judg.  819  (7oX7oX  [BAL]), 

1  For  an  instance  of  twelve  stones  by  the  side  of  an  altar  see 
Ex.  24  4. 
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where  for  '  quarries '  read  perhaps  '  graven  images '  ; 
see  QUARRIES.  The  Priestly  Writer,  who  records  the 
celebration  of  the  passover  at  Gilgal  (Josh.  5 10-12),  de 
scribes  the  site  as  at  '  the  east  end '  of  the  territory  '  of 
Jericho'  (419). 

In  the  parallel  passage  in  Josephus  (Ant.  v.  1  4),  Gilgal  is  given 
as  10  stadia,  or  a  little  over  a  mile  from  Jericho — i.e.,  not  the 
OT  Jericho  at  'Ain  es-Sultan,  but  the  NT  site  on  the  W.  el- 


habitus.'  Theodosius  (Dc  Situ  Term  Sanctif  1(5,  circa  530  A.D.), 
sets  it  at  i  R.  m.  from  the  city  ;  and  later  Christian  records  from 
a  little  less  than  i  m.  to  as  much  as  5.  After  the  eighth  century 
the  name  was  lost  till  Robinson  heard  a  rumour  of  it  in  1838 
(BR  2  287) ;  and  in  1865  Zschokke  (Topog.  der  IV.  Jordansaue, 
28)  heard  '  Tell-Jeljul '  applied  to  a  low  mound,  a  little  more 
than  a  mile  E.  of  modern  Jericho,  on  the  N.  bank  of  the  Kelt, 
with  a  heap  of  stones  and  remains  of  a  wall.  Conder  (Tent 
Work,  203  Jf.~)  found  the  form  Jiljiiliyeh  applied  both  to 
some  small  mounds  and  to  a  tank.  An  Arab  graveyard 
suggests  the  traditional  sanctity  of  the  spot  j  and  associated 
with  it  is  a  legend,  derived  from  the  fall  of  Jericho.  There  can 
be  little  doubt  that,  whether  the  name  is  due  to  a  continuous 
tradition  (which  is  probable,  for  Jos.  [Ant.  v.  14]  could  hardly 
have  hit  on  the  site  otherwise),  or  is  a  Christian  revival  of  the 
fourth  century,  the  neighbourhood,  and  perhaps  the  s'ery  site, 
is  that  of  the  ancient  sanctuary  and  camp  of  Israel.  It  should 
be  said  that  the  modern  name  is  not  altogether  beyond  suspicion, 
Zschokke  having  asked  for  it,  '  in  various  forms,'  before  it  was 
given  back  to  him  by  the  natives  (op.  cit.  28).  Clermont-Ganneau 
(Arch.  Res.  2  37)  was  assured  that  the  name  Jiljuliyeh  was  'only 
used  by  the  Franks.'  His  excavations  revealed  nothing  decisive, 
and  he  says  '  the  matter  still  seems  to  me  extremely  doubtful.' 

The  ark  and  the  headquarters  of  the  host  remained 
here  during  Joshua's  invasion  of  the  hill-country,  to  which 
more  than  five  roads  opened  conveniently  from  Gilgal, 
96  106/ois  (om.  B*A  ;  70X70X0,  [Bb?  c?  mK-L])  43 
(om.  BA ;  70X70X0  [L])  ;  there  is  little  reason  for 
supplying  another  Gilgal  for  these  passages  (see  below, 
§  5),  some  of  which  are  perhaps  mere  glosses  (146,  Judg. 
2 1  all  JE  or  Dt. ).  The  place  of  Gilgal  in  the  reverence 
of  the  nation  was  secured  for  centuries.  Even  if  it  were 
not  the  sanctuary  to  which  Samuel  went  yearly  in  circuit 
(i  S.  7 16  7oX7oX  [L],  see  below,  §  4)  it  was  certainly  that 
to  which  he  sent  Saul  before  him  (108  70X005  [B]),  at 
which  Saul  was  anointed  king  (11 14 /. ),  offered  the  hasty 
sacrifices  which  estranged  the  prophet,  brought  to  Yahwe 
the  devoted  spoil,  the  hcrem  (see  BAN,  §  2  f.)  of  the 
Amalekite  campaign,  and  by  his  refusal  to  slaughter 
Agag  lost  his  kingdom  (1512-35).  (The  narratives  here 
are  doublets  :  see  W.  R.  Smith,  OTJC&  135  ft  ;  see 
SAMUEL  ii. ).  Under  Saul  as  under  Joshua  the 
religious  attractions  of  Gilgal  were  supported  by  its 
military  advantages.  The  Philistines  had  overrun  the 
central  range  to  the  W.  ;  there  was  no  other  place  in 
the  land  at  which  Israel  could  be  rallied  to  attack 
them  ;  and  Jordan  and  Gilead  lay  behind  for  a  refuge 
(1847).  In  the  following  reign  Judah  assembled  at 
Gilgal  to  meet  David  when  he  came  back  over 
Jordan  (28. 19 15  [16]  40  [41])  after  his  flight,  and  to 
escort  him  to  the  capital. 

At  the  disruption  of  the  kingdom,  Gilgal  fell  with 
the  rest  of  the  Jordan  valley  to  N.  Israel  ;  but  we  have 

_,  .  now  a  problem  to  decide  ;  whether  the 

3.  in<  QOU8  famous  N  sanctuary  of  Gilgal  was  the 

sanctuary  ?  Gi]gaj  of  this  site  by  jericho,  or  another 
Gilgal,  which  lay  on  the  central  range  to  the  N.  of 
Bethel,  and  was  also  a  place  sacred  to  Yahwe  (see  §  4), 
or  still  another  which  lay  near  Shechem  (see  §  5). 
Amos  and  Hosea,  who  frequently  speak  of  the  great 
national  sanctuary,  give  us  no  hint  as  to  where  it  lay  : 
• — Am.  44  'come  to  Bethel  and  transgress — at  Gilgal 
multiply  transgression  '  ;  5s  '  seek  not  Bethel,  nor  come 
to  Gilgal,  for  Gilgal  shall  taste  the  gall  of  exile'  (so  one 
must  clumsily  render  the  prophet's  play  upon  words 
hag-gilgal  galoh  yigleh. ;  Hos.  4 15  'come  not  to  Gilgal 
and  go  not  up  to  Beth-aven '  ;  9 15  'all  their  evil  is  in 
Gilgal,  for  there  I  hated  them  ...  I  will  drive  them 
out  of  mine  house  '  ;  12  n  [12]  '  in  Gilgal  they  sacrifice 
bullocks '  or  '  to  bullocks  '  or  (as  We. )  '  to  demons. ' 

Apropos  of  this  last  verse  it  is  interesting  that  the  Christian 
fathers  should  have  read  '  Gilgal,'  sometimes  for  '  Bethel,'  some- 

1730 


GILGAL 


GILGAL 


times  for  '  Dan,'  as  one  of  the  two  places  where  Jeroboam  set  up 
his  golden  calf  (Cyril,  Coinin.  in  J/oseatu,  5  ;  [I'seud.-]  Epiph. 
De  Vit.  Profit.  237  ;  Ckron.  Pose.  161). 

Thus,  then,  we  find  Gilgal  in  the  eighth  century 
oqual  in  national  regard  with  Bethel  ;  where  the  people 
zealously  worship  Yahwe,  but  do  so  under  heathen 
fashion  with  impure  rites  that  provoke  his  wrath.  In 
an  age  passionately  devoted  to  the  sacred  scenes  of 
antiquity,  such  a  kind  of  sanctuary  might  well  be  that 
ancient  Gilgal  (now  belonging  to  N.  Israel)  at  which, 
it  was  said,  the  ark  had  found  its  first  rest  in  the  land, 
circumcision  had  been  restored,  the  first  king  had  been 
anointed,  and  David  himself  had  been  reinstated  in 
the  affection  of  Judah.  Beyond  these  general  con 
siderations,  however,  there  is  no  proof  to  offer — unless 
it  be  found  in  the  facts  that  the  prophets  never  speak  of 
going  up  to  Gilgal  as  they  do  to  Bethel,  and  that  the 
Gilgal  known  to  the  writer  of  Micah6s  appears  to  be 
the  Gilgal  on  Jordan.  We  turn  now  to  the  rival  Gilgals 
in  the  hill-country  of  Ephraim. 

2.  As  early  as  the  time  of  Eusebius  there  were1 
'  certain  who  suspected  a  second  Gilgal  close  to  Bethel ' 

4  AGilsral  ^OS'  s'r'  7aXyaXa)-  This  susPicion- 
j*'  p  +1,  i  „  aroused  by  the  list  of  Samuel's  circuit 
7  (i  S.  7 16)  — Bethel,  Gilgal,  Mizpah— of 
which  Bethel  and  Mizpah  are  both  on  the  central  range, 
and  strengthened  by  the  prophets'  close  association  of 
Bethel  and  Gilgal,  in  regard  to  the  latter  of  which,  as 
we  have  seen,  they  never  use  the  expression  '  go  down,' 
which  would  have  been  almost  inevitable  in  the  case  of 
a  site  in  the  Jordan  valley,  is  raised  almost  to  the  pitch 
of  conviction  by  the  narrative  of  Elijah's  last  journey 
(2  K.  2i-8  ;  v.  i  ie/>etxw  [B*]-  7a\7a\a  [Babm«-AL]). 
The  order  given  is  Gilgal,  Bethel,  Jericho  (<5B*  for 
Gilgal  reads  Jericho,  but  evidently  by  error  ;  for 
variants  of  B  have  ya\ya\uv),  and  it  is  said  (v.  2)  that 
from  Gilgal  Elijah  and  Elisha  'went  down  to  Bethel."2 
This  implies  a  Gilgal  on  the  central  range,  with  at  least 
an  apparent  descent  on  Bethel.  Such  an  one  has  been 
found  in  Jiljiliyeh,  about  7  m.  N.  of  Bethel,  and  z\  m. 
W.  of  the  present  high  road,  between  Bethel  and 
Shechem  and  Samaria.  It  is  now  a  large  village  on 
the  summit  of  a  commanding  hill  2441  feet  above  the 
sea.  This  is  lower  than  Bethel,  which  is  2890  feet,  but 
the  hill  is  so  bold  and  isolated  that  the  phrase  '  to  go 
down  to  Bethel '  is  quite  appropriate.  The  view  is  one 
of  the  grandest  in  Palestine,  from  the  sea  to  the  hills  of 
Gilead  and  as  far  N.  as  Hermon  itself  (Robinson,  who 
seems  to  have  been  the  first  traveller  to  visit  it,  BR  3  81  ; 
cp  PF.FM  Izgo,  map,  sheet  xiv. ).  This  Gilgal,  like 
Jericho,  had  its  school  of  the  prophets.  That  it  was 
the  same  as  the  Gilgal  of  2  K.  4  38  (7a\7a\a  [BAL]), 
Elisha's  residence,  seems  implied  by  the  connection  of 
the  latter  (v.  42)  with  BAAL-SHALISHA  [q.v.~\,  another 
Samaritan  town,  also  on  the  western  watershed  (see 
further  Buhl,  Geogr.  171  ;  and  cp  GOURDS,  WILD,  ad 

/»•)• 

If  all  these  facts  be  held  to  justify  the  existence  of  a 
sanctuary  and  prophetic  centre  at  Jiljiliyeh  in  Elisha's 
day,  then  a  very  strong  presumption  is  established  in 
favour  of  this  being  also  the  Gilgal  famous  in  the  time 
of  Amos  and  Hosea.  Moreover  Jiljiliyeh  is  not  far  from 
Shiloh  [q.v.~\,  and  the  very  curious  passage  in  (Pseudo-) 
Epiphanius  quoted  above  (§  3),  which  identifies  Gilgal  as 
the  shrine  of  the  golden  calf,  adds  TJ  Iv  trrjXuv — i.  e. , 
Shiloh.  It  would  go  far  to  explain  the  disappearance 
from  Israel's  history  of  so  ancient  a  sanctuary  as  Shiloh, 
if  we  could  believe  that  its  sanctity  had  been  absorbed 
by  that  of  the  neighbouring  Gilgal,  which  in  such  a 
case  would  have  strengthened  its  claim  to  be  the  rival  of 
Bethel.  That,  however,  is  only  a  guess  :  and  the  claims 
of  this  Samaritan  Jiljiliyeh  are  as  inconclusive  as  those  of 

1  (B,  however,  reads  simply  Ji\dfv  or  fp\ovra.i  [L]  (N13)  i  cp- 
Schlatter,  Zur  Topog.  249. 

2  In  this   connection   it   is   interesting   that   the   place-name 
Ashkaf  (i.e.,  cliffs  of)  Jiljal  occurs  at   RammOn   3J  in.   E.  of 
Bethel  (PEP  Name  Lists,  p.  225,  sheet  xiv.). 
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the  Jordan  Gilgal.  The  case  between  them  must  still 
be  regarded  as  open  ;  nor  is  it  confined  to  them.  There 
is  a  third  Gilgal  which  also  has  strong  claims  to  be 
regarded  as  the  popular  Israelite  sanctuary  of  the  eighth 
century. 

Dt.  ll.io:    [Ebal  and    Gerizim]  .    .    .    'are  they  not 
beyond  Jordan,  to  the  west  of  the  road  of  the  sunset, 
in  the  land  of  the  Canaanites,  who  dwell 


6.  A  Gilgal 
by  Gerizim  ? 


in  the  Arabah,  over  against  Gilgal,  beside 
the  terebinth  of  Moreh  ?  '     As  punctuated 


by  the  Massoretes  the  text  means  that  it  is  Ebal  and 
Gerizim  that  are  opposite  Gilgal.  Taking  the  latter  to 
be  Gilgal  by  Jericho,  certain  Rabbis,  followed  by 
Eusebius,  Jerome,  and  a  constant  Christian  tradition, 
transferred  Ebal  and  Gerizim  to  the  hills  immediately 
behind  Jericho.  Recent  commentators  have  preferred 
to  alter  the  punctuation,  and  taking  '  over  against 
Gilgal '  as  describing  the  home  of  the  Canaanites  in  the 
Arabah,  have  thought  to  secure  both  good  grammar 
and  accurate  geography  (see  Driver,  ad  loc. ).  Dillmann, 
however,  preserving  the  Massoretic  punctuation,  sup 
posed  some  Gilgal  near  Shechem  ;  and  his  hypothesis 
has  been  justified  by  the  discovery  of  a  modern  place 
named  Juleijil,  on  the  plain  of  Makhna,  i  m.  E.  of 
the  foot  of  Mt.  Gerizim,  z\  m.  SE.  of  Shechem  and 
i£  m.  SW.  of  Salim  (PEFM  2238).  This  suits  the 
data  of  the  passage.  The  terebinth  of  Moreh,  '  the 
Revealer,'  takes  us  back  to  Abraham,  who  built  an 
altar  beside  it  (Gen.  126).  The  place  therefore  was  an 
ancient  sanctuary,  and  further  rendered  sacred  to  Hebrew 
hearts  by  the  worship  of  their  great  patriarch. 

(The  only  difficulty  in  Dt.  11  30  is  the  clause  '  who  dwell  in 
the  Arabah.'  It  is  very  possible  that  this  is  a  later  insertion 
due  to  one  who  supposed  that  the  Gilgal  mentioned  must  be 
that  in  the  Arabah  by  Jericho.) 

If  then  there  was  a  Gilgal  near  Gerizim,  sanctified  by 
the  worship  of  the  patriarchs  (for  Jacob  had  been  here 
as  well  as  Abraham,  Gen.  33 18),  and  by  the  command 
of  Moses  to  Israel  to  celebrate  there  their  entry  into  the 
Promised  Land,  this  Gilgal  has  equal  claims  with  the 
two  others  we  have  already  described,  to  be  considered 
as  the  popular  sanctuary  of  N.  Israel  in  the  ninth  and 
eighth  centuries. 

These  claims  have  been  defended  in  detail  by  Schlatter  (Zur 
Topogr.  it.  Gcsch.  Paldstinas,  246^)  and  accepted  by  Buhl 
(Pal.  202_/I).  Schlatter  makes  out  a  most  probable  case  ;  but 
his  argument  that  the  Makhna  Juleijil  was  also  the  Gilgal  where 
Joshua  placed  the  camp  of  Israel  after  the  conquest  of  Ai  (9  6 
106  15  43,  14  6  yaAyoA  [B])  is  very  doubtful,  and  his  other,  that  it 
was  the  Gilgal  of  Saul's  appointment  to  the  kingdom  (i  S.  108_^), 
is  quite  unsuccessful.  Schlatter  mistakes  the  Judaean  Carmel 
for  Mt.  Carmel.  [For  another  view  of  the  difficult  passage  Dt. 
11  30  see  GERIZIM,  §  2.] 

(a)  In  the  list  of  the  Canaanite  kings  conquered  by 

Israel  we  find   a  'king  of  the  nations  at  Gilgal'  (Josh.  1223 

[Dt.]:     SjtaS  DM3  7|Sa;    yweifA   TTJS   yeAyea  [A], 

6'    ,       .er     yeei    r^js   yaAeiAeu'as   [B],   yoei/n   nfc   y«AyeA   [L]). 

Gilgals.  In  harmony  with  SB'S  reading  some  propose  to 
read  'king  of  the  nations  of  Galilee '(see  GALILEE, 
§  i).  The  king,  however,  is  mentioned  between  the  kings  of 
DOR  (q.v.,  §  2)  and  Tirzah,  and  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS) 
place  a  yaAyovAi?  6  R.  m.  N.  of  Antipatris  ;  and  this  is  repre 
sented  to-day  either  by  Jiljulieh,  4  m.,  or  Kilkiliyeh,  6  m.  NNE 
of  Kal'at  Ras-el-'Ain,  a  probable  site  of  ANTIPATRIS  (q.v.,  §  2). 

(b)  In  Josh.  167  (P)  the  border  of  Judah  is  said  to  turn  N. 
'  from  the  Oak  of  Achpr  to  the  Gilgal  (yoAyoA  [AL],  raayaS  [B*], 
TO.  ayoS  [Bh])  which  is  over  against  the  ascent  of  Adummim,' 
the  present  Tal  'at  ed-Dam  on  the  road  from  Jericho  to  Jerusalem. 
(In  the  parallel  passage,  Josh.  18  17  (P),  WJfl  becomes  ni1?11^! 
GELILOTH,  yaAiawfl  [B],  ayaAAtAwfl  —  i.e.,  niS'Sj.T  [A]  yaAi- 
Aa>0  [L]).  This  is  surely  the  hitherto  unidentified  Beth-gilgal 
or  [AV]  House  of  Gilgal  (W"??  "'3  ;  BK*A  om.,  fad  ay'yoAyaA 
[ Ke.a  mg.],  /3ai0yoA  [L])  which  is  given  in  Neh.  12  29  along  with 
the  fields  of  Geba  and  Azmaveth  as  being  '  round  about  Jeru 
salem.'  (So,  independently,  Che.  [GALI.IM,  2],  who  also  reads 
'  Heth-gilgal'  for  Bath-gallim '  in  Is.  1030.)  If  placed  at  the 
Tal  'at  ed-Dam,Beth-gilgal  would  lie  almost  as  far  E.  from  the 
latter  as  Geba  lies  N. 

(c)  On  the  Gilgal  or  Galgala  of  i  Mace.  92  see 
ARBELA.  The  data  undoubtedly  suit  best  the  Gilgal 
on  the  Makhna  Plain,  not  the  Gilgal  suggested  in  §  3 
of  that  article.1  G.  A.  S. 

1  Besides  the  modern  place-names  mentioned  above  the  only 
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GILOH  (i"!?;i),  a  town  in  the  highlands  of  Judah,  in 
the  same  group  with  Shamir  (=Shaphir),  Dehir,  and 
Eshtemoh  (Josh.  15  51  XANN&[H],  |-HAcoN  [A],  AANOY 
[L]),  according  to  MT  of  2  S.  15  12  the  home  of  Ahitho- 
phd(n?jp  'Witt?;  £N  noAei  AYTOY  eic  [eisi]  r^A<\ 
[BA],  CK  THC  TToAecoc  AYTOY  THC  MGTAAAA^  [L]). 

The  gentilic  is  GilonitO,  'iVa  ;  2  S.  15  12  (Se/cui/ei  [B],  yi\<avan<a 
[A],  yf\fj.uii>a.iov  [L]);  2  S.  '23  34  (yeAwvetrou  [B],  yeiAwviT.  [A], 
yoAaoS  [L])  =  i  Ch.  1136  (PELONITE,  '37SH  a  corrupt  reading;1 
(^Swvei  [BN],  4>eAAwi>i  [AL]). 

Giloh  is  probably  referred  to  by  Micah  in  connection 
with  Ophrah  and  Shaphir,  though  the  paronomasia  is  dis 
guised  in  MT  (Micah  1  n).  It  seems  to  be  represented 
by  Jala,  the  name  now  attached  to  some  ruins  about 
3  m.  NW.  of  Halhul  ;  the  situation  of  Bet  Jala—  a 
place  NW.  of  Bethlehem  —  seems  too  far  north. 

The  text  of  2  S.  15  12  is  corrupt,  but  not  desperately  so. 
'While  he  offered  the  sacrifices,'  if  it  has  any  meaning  at  all, 
can  only  refer  to  the  important  sacrifices  connected  with  Absalom's 
assumption  of  royalty  at  Hebron.  Yet  the  position  of  the  clause 
shows  that  it  contains  a  statement  respecting  Ahithophel.  The 
scribe  must  have  wrongly  deciphered  his  original.  Read,  with 
Klostermann,  for  D'mi.TTW  1na73,  DWiT^J  ^l??'  <wnenne 


fled  to  the  Ziphites  '  (see  i  S.  23  19).  This  awakens  a  suspicion 
that  Giloh  was  not  the  real  name  of  Ahithophel's  home,  which  may 
have  been  rather  a  place  not  far  to  the  SW.  of  Jala,  viz.  Keilah. 
It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  translator  of  ©  had  before  him 
H73  or  rt7'J-  He  may  have  had  TFpyp  (Ke'ilah)  ;  and  even  if 
he  had  not,  n^'J  is  an  easy  phonetic  corruption  of  nS'Vp  (see 
KEILAH).  David  was  once  in  great  straits  at  Keilah  ;  the 
citizens  were  about  to  deliver  him  up  to  Saul,  but  he  sus 
pected  them,  and  escaped  in  time  (i  S.  288-13).  Ahithophel 
may  have  warned  David  or  Abiathar.  With  this  clue,  Kloster 
mann  thus  reads  the  former  part  of  this  passage,  '  Absalom 
had  made  a  league  (C?B"1)  with  Ahithophel  the  Keilathite 
(flV*Ppi"li  or  '  tne  Keilanite,'  »]7»ypn),  who  made  possible  his 
escape  (i"131?C)  from  Keilah.'  We  thus  understand  David's 
habitual  reliance  on  Ahithophel's  counsel,  and  see  how  Ahitho 
phel's  son  came  to  be  one  of  David's  'thirty'  (see  KI.IAM,  i). 

The  text  of  Micah  1  io_/C  is  also  corrupt.  It  opens,  '  In  Gath 
tell  it  not,'  which  Nowack  regards  as  an  interpolation  inserted 
from  2  S.  1  20,  whilst  G.  A.  Smith  thinks  that  the  words  describe 
the  doom  in  store  for  Philistia  as  well  as  for  the  Shephelah  of 
Judah  in  which  Micah's  home  lay  (Twelve  Profih.  1383).  In 
support  of  this  G.  A.  Smith  refers  to  the  situation  of  Shaphir, 
the  modern  Sawafir,  in  the  Philistine  plain.  It  is  not  probable, 
however,  that  Micah  extends  his  view  beyond  his  own  region, 
the  fate  of  which  alone  evokes  his  sympathy.  SAPHIR  [g.v.] 
need  not  be  Sawafir.  There  is  one  place  known  to  us,  and  only 
one,  the  name  of  which  suggests  a  paronomasia  fit  to  form  a 
parallel  to  '  In  Bochim  weep'  (see  BOCHIM),  and  that  is  Giloh. 
Read  therefore,  l7'Jin-7N  il7J3,  '  in  Giloh  exult  not.'  Cp  Che. 
JQR,  July  1898.  T.  K.  C. 


GIMZO  Ott?;!),  a  town  in  the  Shephelah  of  Judah, 
mentioned  in  2  Ch.  28i8f  (rAAezto  [B],  r&AA&IZ&l 
[A],  r&MZ&l  [L]).  I*  's  lhe  modern  Jimsu,  about  3 
m.  SE.  from  Lydda. 

GIN(i)K'p.!lO>  mokes;  (2)  PIS,  pah.   See  FOWLING,  §  9. 

GINATH  (fir*.  §  77;  i-coiMAe  [BA],  -N6o9  [L]). 
•father"  of  TIBNI  (i  K.  162i/.  f)-  Ginath  (or  rather, 
Gunath,  cp  <5)  is  probably  a  place-  or  clan-name. 

KIo.  compares  '  Guni  '  in  Gen.  4624  i  Ch.  713;  We.  (IJGP) 
•jo  n.)  refers  to  '  Shallum  b.  Jabesh  '  {i.e.,  the  Jabeshite). 

GINNETHO,  RV  Ginnethoi  (»in?]l  ;  reNN&6ooe 
[L]),  a  priest  in  Zeriibbabel's  band  (see  EZRA  ii.  ,  §  66)  ; 
Neh.  124.  In  Neh.  1'2  iff  Ginnethon  (pn«)  is  a  priestly 
family  temp.  Joiakim  (see  EZRA  ii.  ,  §  6b,  §  n),  which 
was  represented  amongst  the  signatories  to  the  covenant 
(see  EZRA  i.  ,  §  7). 

Other  readings  in  (S  are  :  Neh.  106  [7]  rvaroO  [B],  a.vaTta0  [xl, 
yaavvaBiav  [A],  yavaStad  [L],  124  ytwifOovi  [tfc-a  m£-  SUP-], 
BN*A  om.  ;  12  id  yavaStaft.  [}<c-a  nlS-  inf-],  BN*A  om. 

GIRDLE.    Originating  perhaps  not  so  much  in  notions 

other  in  W.  Palestine  which  seems  to  repeat  the  ancient 
Gilgal  is  Jeljel,  about  J  m.  S.  of  Beisan  (PEF  Name  Lists,  161). 
It  is  remarkable  that  the  name  has  not  yet  been  found  E.  of 
Jordan. 

1  On  the  passage  see  Klo.  Sam.,  ad  loc.,  and  cp  AHITHOPHEL, 
end. 
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of  decency  (Gen.  87)  as  in  the  necessity  of  protecting  the 
loins  from  the  extremes  of  temperature  in  tropical 
countries,  the  girdle  forms  one  of  the  oldest  and  most 
serviceable  of  all  articles  of  apparel.  In  Hebrew  the 
commonest  terms  for  '  girdle '  are  ezor  and  H&gor. 

1.  'Ezor,  I'ITK  ($uvt\,  etc. ),  is  exactly  the  Ar.  'isdr,  even 
the  lengthened  first  vowel  corresponding  to  the  long  form 
'tzar  (Dozy,  Diet,   de  Vet.  32)  which  seems  to  be  not 
merely   Egyptian,    since    Payne-Smith   has  fzdrd  from 
Bar-Bahlul.       The  'izdr,  now  a  large  outer  wrapper, 
was   originally   a   loin-cloth  or  wrapper   not    covering 
the  upper  part   of  the  body,    wound  round   the  loins 
(tied    with    a    knot,    Lane,    s.v.    p.    53)  so    as    to    be 
loosed    if  trodden    on    (Frey.    Chr.  Ar.   72  /.   7,    and 
Einl.    in  das  Stud.    etc.    298).     This  is  the  dress  of 
the   Saracens    in    Ammianus,    and    is    retained    in    the 
'ihrdm.     Mfzar,  now  a  pair  of  drawers,  is  not  origin 
ally  different,  Ham.  81  and  Dozy,   op.  cit.      Bar  'AH 
(Hoffm.    5842)  explains   Syr.    mizrdne  by  maydzir  or 
tabdbln.      The    latter   are  the   short   drawers    without 
legs  worn  by  wrestlers  or  sailors.     It  is  therefore  an  inner 
garment  and  so  different  from  the  hagor  (see  below,  2). 
This  suits  all  the  passages  of  OT.      From  Is.  5  27  we 
learn  that  it  was  easily  loosed  (halla  in  Frey.  Chr.,  I.e. ), 
from  Jer.  13  i  2  K.  1  8  that  it  might  be  either  of  linen 
(cws)  or  of  skin.      Elijah's  was  of  the  latter  material. 
Like  the  old  Arabs,   he  wore  but   two  garments,   the 
'izdr  and  the  addereth^  (Ar.  rida} ;  see  MANTLE. 

The  person  who  wears  the  'izdr  has  of  course  no  shirt.  So 
the  prophet  Isaiah  (202)  has  only  a  waist-wrapper,  and  this 
explains  Jeremiah's  'izdr  (Jer.  13  i).  Hence  it  is  that  in  Job 
12  18  the  king  who  is  humiliated  is  represented  as  wearing  the 
'izdr.  In  Ezek.  2815  it  is  a  peculiarity  of  the  Chaldeans  that 
they  wear  for  girdle  above  their  garments  an  'izdr,  and  this  is 
seen  on  the  monuments  (Perrot-Chipiez,  Art  in  Chald.  etc.,  1 
fig.  14,  2  figs.  15  116).  As  the  'izdr  is  next  the  skin,  the  phrase 
Is.  11 5  is  intelligible,  and  so  the  Arabs  say  huiva  minni 
ma' kid"  l-izdr',  meaning  '  he  is  my  near  neighbour '  (Lane,  s.v. 
ma' kid,  Fr.  Einl.,  I.e.).  Phrases  like  7>n  VHN  ('  S.  24)  are 
simply  '  are  clothed  with.'  But  in  Job  38  3  40  7  Jer.  1  17  Q'jjiO  "UN 
Q'S7n>  (in:i3  like  a  man)  is  like  shadda  izdrahu  or  nii'zaraku 
=  skammara,  'tuck  up  the  cloth  so  as  to  leave  the  legs  bare,' 
Ham.  334,  383,  n.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  a  (short)  'izdr 
was  the  dress  of  active  life  (sailor's  titbtdn  is  analogous),  like  the 
waist-cloth  of  the  modern  East  and  also  of  the  warrior.  In  Ham. 
334,  /.  i  the  warrior  is  mushammir""-  .  .  .  'an  shaivdhu — leaves 
his  sides  bare — like  Ammianus's  Saracens,  and  cp  Shanfara  /.  62. 
ITNnn  Ps.  93  i  simply =15(37.  But  in  Is.  89  it  is  Hithp.  'put  on 
your  'izdr'  (which  in  that  case  is  a  warlike  dress),  or  is  it  '  be 
a  covering  and  support  to  one  another '  as  in  Arabic  'dzara  '  to 
back '  (lit.  'cover '),  and  of  herbage,  ta' dzara  '  it  grew  thick  and 
rank,  the  stalks  supporting  each  other'?  Ham.  657  /.  i  nasr"" 
mu  'azzar'"'  =  '  effective  stout  help.'  See  also  Asds  al-Baldgha.'^ 

From  ezor  '  waist-cloth  '  is  distinguished  : — 

2.  Hagor,  -run,    nTurj,    hdgordh  (£wi>t),   ireplfa/j.a),    a 
belt  or  girdle  worn  round  the  waist  outside  the  dress. 
In   modern    times   it  is    usually  a   coloured    shawl,   or 
long  piece  of  figured  white  muslin.      The  girdle  of  the 
poorer  classes  is  of  coarse  material ,  often  of  leather,  with 
clasps.     This  leathern  girdle  is  also  much  used  by  the 
Arabs,  and  by  persons  of  condition  when  equipped  for 
a   journey.       It   is    sometimes    ornamented   with   work 
in  coloured  worsted,  or  silk,  or  with  metal  studs,  shells, 
beads,  etc. 

Such,  probably,  were  the  girdles  worn  by  the  ladies  of  post- 
exilic  Jerusalem  (Is.  3  24),  and  the  eulogy  of  the  '  virtuous 
woman '  describes  her  (Prov.  31  24)  as  making  a  hiigor  which 
Phoenician  merchants  did  not  disdain  to  buy  (cp  the  t,<avi]v 
Xpv<riji>  of  Rev.  113  15  e).  The  warrior  used  a  I.uigor  as  a  sword- 
belt  (2  S.  20s;  on  text  see  Comm.;  i  K.  2s);  cp  .Tljn  "Un 
2  K.  821,  and  2^n  n  Judg.  3  16  etc.  That  other  objects  also 


1  So  the  Baptist,  see  Mt.  84  Mk.  16. 

2  Elsewhere    Robertson  Smith  sums  up  thus  :  '  The  general 
impression  produced  by  a  survey  of  the  usage  of  the  word  is  that 
among  the  Hebrews  the  'ezor  ceased  to  be  part  of  their  ordinary 
dress  pretty   early,    being   superseded  by  the  tunic  [n^HDi  see 
TUNIC],  but   that   it   was  used   by   warriors,  by   the   meanest 
classes,  by  prophets  and  mourners,  and  that  the  word  (or  the 
cognate   word)  was  also   retained   in   proverbial    phrases    and 
similes,  just  as  was  the  case  with  the  Arabs '  ('  Notes  on  Hebrew 
Words,'   I.,  JQR,  1892,  p.  289^).      Cp  also,  on  the  'ezor  of 
Jeremiah,  Che.  Life  and  Times  of  Jer.  161  (88). 
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might  be  carried  in  it,  is  suggested  by  Dt.  23  13  [14]  &  ;  cp  Mt. 
10 9  Mk.  68l(EV  'purse'). 

3.  Mezah,  mo,  Ps.  109 19  (EV  '  girdle  ')  ;   n'lD,  m'ziuh, 
Job  122i  (for  nrc  =   nrn  I  AV   'strength,'   nig.  'girdle,' 
RV  'belt'). 

Che.  reads  in  Ps.  nrD  =  *YlTK  (cp  Lag.  Uebers.  177),  and  in 
Job  nini'C,  'greaves.'  nip  occurs  in  a  doubly  corrupt  context 
in  Is.  23  10  (AV  'strength,'  AVmg.  RV  'girdle');  'girdle'  for 
'restraint'  is  intrinsically  improbable.  Du.,  Che.  read  ihD, 
'haven.' 

4.  Ki&urlm,  D'"ns;p  (bands)  of  costly  make,  worn  by 
•women    (Is.    820     ffj,Tr\6Kiov,     Jer.    232    arrjOoSefffils}. 
Jewish  interpretations  vary  ;   Kimchi  and  Rashi  render 
'  headband  '  (so  AV  ;  RV  '  sashes  ' ).    The  kitturim  were 
richly  studded  with  jewels  and  were  the  receptacle  of 
the  other  ornaments  worn  by  men  and  women. 

5.  The  priestly  'abnet,  BJUN  (Ex.  28439/1  8929  Lev. 
87  164  ;  all  P),  was  a  sash  rather  than  a  girdle  (fwvi)  ; 
battens  [Vg.];   see   Lag.   Ges.  Abh.   39 ).2      The  'abnet 
was  of  great   length,   according  to  Rabbinic   tradition 
32  cubits  long  and  4  cubits  wide.     Josephus  (Ant.  iii. 
72)  says  that  the   'abnet  was  four  fingers  broad,    'so 
loosely  woven  that  you  would  think  it  was  the  skin  of  a 
serpent.3     It  is  embroidered  with  flowers  of  scarlet  and 
purple  and  blue  and  fine  linen  ;  but  the  warp  is  nothing 
but  fine  linen.'     It  was  wound  under  the  breast,  twice 
round  the  body,  was  tied  in  an  ample  bow  or  loop,  and 
the  ends  reached  the  ankles.      It  was  thrown  over  the 
left  shoulder  while  the  priest  was  officiating.      Driver- 
White  (SBOT,  '  Leviticus,'  70)  summarily  describe  the 
'abnet  as  'an  embroidered  loosely  woven  scarf.'     The 
'abnet  was  the  only  garment  in  which  an  intermixture 
of  wool  and  linen  was  permitted.      The  same  word  is 
applied  to  the  sashes  of  high  officers  in  Is.  22  21. 

6.  On   the   '  curious  girdle '  (RV    '  cunningly  woven  band  ' 
2&ri)  of  the  Ephod,  see  EPHOD,  §  3. 

The  NT  terms  are  : — 

7.  ^coi'jj  (common  in  OT,  cp  also  irapa.£uii>i)  2  S.  18  n)  Acts 
21  ii  Mt.  84  ;  see  above. 

8.  crtju.iKi'i'dia,  Acts  19  12,  see  APRONS. 

W.  R.  S.  (l) — I.  A. — S.  A.  C. 

GIRGASHITE,  GIRGASHITES  (»K>|"}|  ;  o  rep- 
[BA/JEFL]  ;  so  Jos.  ;  Judith  5 16  TOYC  r^P' 
AV  GERGESITES,  RV  GIRGASHITES),  a 
people  of  Canaan,  Gen.  10 16  (gloss),  15  21  (gloss),  Josh. 
3 10  (D2),  24 1 1  (D2),  Dt.  7 1  Neh.  98  (AV  always  '  Gir- 
gashites'  except  Gen.  10 16,  where  Girgasite ;  RV 
always  '  Girgashite ' ).  Another  form  of  the  name  is 
very  probably  GIRZITES  (')~u)>  which  has  sometimes 
been  corrupted  into  PKRIZZITES  (TIB).  In  the  Table 
of  Peoples  the  Girgashites  have,  properly  speaking, 
no  place ;  it  is  to  the  Deuteronomist,  who  had 
archaeological  tastes,  that  the  resuscitation  of  the  name 
is  due.  Apparently  for  a  good  reason  he  places 
it  next  on  the  list  of  peoples  in  Dt.  7 1  to  that  of  the 
Hittites.  Whence  did  he  derive  it?  Probably  from 
the  Song  of  Deborah,  where  the  slaughter  of  the 
Kadasoni,  or,  as  he  probably  read,  Kadeshi  or 
Gadeshi,  is  spoken  of  (Judg.  52i);  the  N.  or  Hittite 
Kadeshites,  see  K.ADESH,  2.  n  [rj  instead  of  n  [d], 
and  the  repeated  3  [g]  after  the  i  [r]  are  ordinary  errors 
of  scribes.4  T.  K.  c. 

1  It  is  enough  to  mention  the  analogical  use  of  '  girdle  '  (EV 
'  apron ' ;  but  see  AV">g-,  RVmg.)  in  Gen.  3  7. 

2  Jos.  (Ant.  iii.  72)  transliterates  ajScutf  (Niese  ;   al.  a/3ai/7}0), 
and  notes  that  the  term  in  use  in  his  day  was  e^ctav  (cp  Targ. 
on  Ex.    J'j'QnX  probably  the  Pers.   himyan ;   see  also  NECK 
LACE. 

3  [See  picture  in  Braunius,  Vestit.  Sacerdot.  Hebrcforum.} 

4  Phoen.  personal  names  tyjTJ,  DE>;n;i  are  quoted.     Are  these 
too   derived   from   Kadesh?      The    Hittites    had    allies   called 
Karkis ;  but  these,  as  Sayce  remarks  (Pat.  Pal.  51),  can  hardly 
have  left  their  name  in  Palestine.     According  to  W.  M.  Miiller 
(As.  «.  Eur.  355),  the  Barkis  were  Cilicians.     We  may  compare 
the  development  of  yepy ecnji'dx/  from  •yepa<r»)i'a»>  (see  GEKASENES), 
and  the  reading  of  ©  for  GESHUKI  (see  GESHUK,  2)  in  Dt.  3  14 
(©)• 

1735 


GITTITH 

GIRZITES,  THE  (^"15  ;  for  the  readings  of  ©  and 
of  EV  see  GEZRITKS),  i  S.  278  Kt.  There  seems  to 
have  been  a  widely  extended  pre-Israelitish  tribe  called 
Girzites  or  Girshites.  In  fact,  wherever  PERIZZITES 
[q.v.  ]  or  GIRGASHITES  is  read  in  the  Hebrew  text  we 
should  probably  restore  Girzites  or  Girshites. 

It  is  doubtful  whether  '  Geshurites  '  or  '  Girshites  '  is  the  correct 
reading  in  i  S.  27  8  (see  GESHUR,  2)  ;  but  in  2  S.  29,  instead  of 
'and  over  the  Ashurites,  and  over  Jezreel,'  we  should  most 
probably  read  simply  '  and  over  the  Girzites  '  ('Jisrr/Ni),  the  rest 
being  due  to  dittography  (see  Che.  Crit.  Bib.).  Of  the  '  Girzites  ' 
there  is  another  record  in  the  name  miscalled  '  Mount  Geriz(z)im  ' 
(the  mount  of  the  Girzites),  whilst  the  Girshites  are  also  attested 
'>Y  BHn  ('•'•>  'EHJi  se«  HIVITES,  §  i  «.)  in  Is.  17  10,  and  by  the 
two  trans-Jordanic  places  called  Gerasa  (see  GILEAD,  §  6). 

Another  (probable)  occurrence  of  the  gentilic  Geras 
has  escaped  notice  —  Boanerges,  which  seems  to  the 
present  writer  to  have  come  from  fiaveyepos  =  Eh:  '33, 
'  sons  of  Gerasa.  '  That  the  phrase  is  both  misread  and 
misinterpreted  need  not  disturb  us  ;  there  are  quite  as 
great  misinterpretations  in  Lk.  615  ('Simon,  called 
Zelotes')  and  in  Acts  436  (see  BARNABAS).  After  mis 
understanding  it,  Mk.  wrongly  ascribed  the  name  to 
Jesus. 

Parallel  corruptions  are  perhaps  Kai'ai'aio;  or  Kai/avtYijs  for 
icai/aios  or  ica.ciTr)s  =  'N3p  ,  '  a  man  of  Cana  '  (but  cp  CANAN^AN). 
and  KT(capicoT»)9  for  lepixconjs,  'a  man  of  Jericho'  (cp  JUDAS 
ISCARIOT,  §  i).  Possibly,  too  (but  see  JAIRUS,  first  note)  Tinueus 
in  Bartima:us  may  be  from  a  place-name  Timai  (see  Nestle, 
Marg.  91).  T.  K.  C. 

GISPA,  RV  Gishpa  (KBPS),  named  after  ZIHA  as 
an  overseer  of  NETHINIM  in  Ophel  (Neh.  11  2if  ;  peccJ)A 
[Nc-am£-inf-L],  om.  BX*A).  According  to  Ryssel  his 
name  is  a  corruption  of  HASUPHA  (NBBTI),  which  follows 
Ziha  in  the  list  in  Ezra  243. 

GITTAH-HEPHER  pDn  nn|),  Josh.  19  13  AV,  RV 
GATH-HEPHER  (q.v.\ 

GITTAIM  (Dins,  peee&iM  [BADEL];  probably 

=rGittam,  '  place  of  a  wine-press'  ;  on  form  of  name 
see  NAMES,  §  107). 

1.  An  unidentified  town  in  the  list  of  Benjamite  villages 
(EZRA  ii.,    §   5   [£].    §    15  [i]  a),   Neh.  11  33    (yc68itt. 

[}<c.a  mg.  inf.  .    om.   BX*A]). 

2.  A  town  where  the  fugitive  Beerothites  were  received 
as  gerim  or  protected  strangers,  apparently  in  the  days 
of  Saul  (2  S.  4s).      For  the  key  to  this  incidental  notice 
see  ISHBAAL  (i).      This  Gittaim  can  hardly  have  been 
the  Benjajnite  town.      The  persecuted  Beerothites  would 
surely  have  fled  to  the  territory  of  another  tribe.      There 
were  probably  several  Gittaims  as  well  as  several  Gaths. 
Thenius,  Grove  (Smith's  DB],  Klostermann,  think  the 
flight  was  towards  Gath  (ye66ai.  [B],  -0«/u  [A]). 

3.  Giltaim  is  also  probably  the  name  of  a  town  in  or  near 
Edom,    Gen.  36  35    (®ADEL),   i  Ch.  1  46  (so   <S«;    ©A   yfOOafJ., 
but  ©L  euifl),  where  MT  Kt.  has  AVITH  (<?.v.).     Note  that  vine 
yards  in  Edom  are  referred  to  in  Nu.  20  17. 

4.  By  a  manifest  error  Gittaim  appears  in  ©  i  S.  14  33  where 
Saul's  speech  begins,  not  with  the  appropriate  'Ye  transgress" 
(crn;3),  but  with  the  difficult  iv  yee&uft  ([BL],  ©A  ycOe/1.),  '  In 
Gittaim.'  T.  K.  C. 


GITTITE  pniri),  2  S.  6  10.     See  GATH,  §  i. 
GITTITH,  '  Set  to  the1  [RV],  or,  '  Upon  Gittith'  [AV] 


?),  un-ep  r.  Ai7i/wi'  =  nn;!rr?J?  [©BNAR  Syr.  Symm.]; 
pro  [or,  Ps.  81,  in]  torcularibus  [J]  ;  en-l  T.  Arjfoi),  Aq.  in  Pss. 
81  84  [Syro-Hex.],  but  in  Ps.  8  un-ep  T.  -yerSiViSos  (so  also  Theod.  in 
Ps.  8),  Ps.  8  81  (om.  T.  ;  u.  r.  aAAoiouei)<ro/iieVu>i'  [A]),  84  (headings). 

According  to  Wellhausen  we  have  a  twofold  question 
to  answer  :  (i)  Is  it  a  mode  or  key  which  is  denoted  by 
'  the  Gittith  '  ;  and,  (2)  Does  Gittith  mean  '  belonging  to 
Gath,'  or  '  belonging  to  a  wine-press  '  ?  The  latter  ques 
tion  must  be  answered  first.  No  doubt  the  vintage  festi 
val  had  special  songs  of  its  own  (one  such  may  be  al 
luded  to  in  Is.  65  8),  and  Baethgen  thinks  the  three  psalms 
with  the  above  heading  appropriate  for  such  an  occasion. 
If  this  view  of  the  appropriateness  of  the  psalms  be 
accepted,  it  becomes  plausible  to  follow  those  old  in- 
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terpreters  who  read  'on  (  =  \vith)  the  (treading  in  the) 
wine-presses.'  If  it  be  rejected,  there  still  remains  the 
view  that  the  temple  music  had  borrowed  a  mode  or 
key  or  (see  Tg.  )  instrument  from  the  city  of  Gath. 
Philistine  influence  on  the  temple  music,  however,  is 
scarcely  credible  (see,  however,  Hitz.  ,  Del.),  and  in 
any  case  Gath  had  probably  been  destroyed  before  the 
exile. 

No  theory  therefore  is  in  possession  of  the  field,  and 
when  we  consider  the  frequent  miswriting  of  these 
musical  headings  (see,  e.g.  ,  HIGGAION,  SHIGGAION, 
MAHALATH  [ii.]),  it  is  as  natural  as  it  is  easy  to  read 
nir^rVy,  'with  string-music.'  j  before  j  might  easily 
be  dropped  ;  the  next  stage  of  development  is  obvious. 
Gesenius  in  1839  (Thes.,  s.v.)  had  already  given  a 
kindred  solution  (ru  for  rn^ruj}).  The  question  rela 
tive  to  the  mode  or  key  called  the  Gittith  disappears. 

T    K    C 

GIZONITE,  THE  (^HPI),  i  Ch.ll34  ;  seeGuNi,  i. 


GIZRITES 


,  i  S.  278  RV'ns-  ;  AV  GEZRITES. 


GLASS.  '  The  art  of  glass-making,  unlike  that  of 
pottery,  would  appear  not  to  have  been  discovered 
...  ..  and  practised  by  different  nations  in- 
^  ^'  dependency,  but  to  have  spread  gradu 
ally  from  a  single  centre.  '  1  That  the  Phoenicians  are 
not  to  be  credited  with  this  invention  (Pliny,  HN 
862665,  etc.)  is  practically  certain,  since  our  oldest 
examples  of  glass  proceed  from  the  countries  watered 
by  the  Nile,  the  Tigris,  and  the  Euphrates.  From 
Egypt  we  have  a  dusky  green  glass  bead  of  the  queen 
Hatasu  (or  rather  Ha't-sepsut,  see  EGYPT,  §  53),  of 
the  middle  of  the  fifteenth  century  B.C.,  also  a  light 
green  opaque  jar  of  Thotmes  III.  (1500  B.C.),2  and, 
ascending  higher,  an  amulet  with  the  name  of  Nuantef 
IV.,  of  the  eleventh  dynasty  (circa  2400  B.C.).'2  With 
this  agrees  the  fact  that  the  most  ancient  representations 
of  glass-blowing  belong  probably  to  the  Middle  Empire, 
the  alleged  earlier  cases  being  capable  of  a  different 
explanation  —  viz.,  smelting  (Erman,  Anc.  Eg.  459). 

The  Assyrians,  too,  were  acquainted  with  the  use  of 
glass  (ASSYRIA,  §  13,  cp  n.  ib.  ),  and  we  have  one  of  the 
most  important  specimens  of  their  work  in  the  unique 
transparent  glass  vase  of  the  time  of  Sargon  (722- 
705  B.C.).2  The  recent  excavations  in  Nippur,  how 
ever,  appear  to  permit  us  to  carry  back  the  use  of  glass 
to  a  much  earlier  date. 

According  to  Peters  {Nippur,  2  134)  'badly  broken  inscribed 
axe-heads  of  a  highly  ornamental  shape  '  of  blue  glass,  coloured 
with  cobalt  (brought  presumably  from  China)  were  found  in 
mounds  of  the  fourteenth  century  n.c."  These  and  other  glass 
objects  found  here  had  been  run  in  moulds,  not  blown.  A 
small  glass  bottle  was  found  with  the  door-sockets  of  Lugal- 
kigub-nidudu  (circa  4000  H.C.  ;  op.  cit.  160,  374)  ;  but,  '  in  general, 
the  glass  objects  found  at  Nippur  were  of  late  date,  and  while 
glass  fragments  were  very  numerous  in  the  later  strata,  there 
were  few  or  none  in  the  earlier."  The  above  examples  should  no 
doubt  be  looked  upon  as  exceptions,  since  '  the  greater  part  of 
the  glass  found  belonged  to  the  post-  Babylonian  period  '  (pp. 
dt.  373/)- 

The  use  of  glass  among  the  Phoenicians  begins  at  a 
later  date.4  Their  acquaintance  with  it  was  probably 
derived  from  the  Egyptians  and  spread  abroad  by  them 
in  their  trading  expeditions.  To  them,  also,  are  pos 
sibly  due  the  many  specimens  of  coloured  beads  found 
in  many  parts  of  Europe,  Asia,  and  Africa. 

The  part  played  by  the  Phoenicians  in  spreading  the  know 
ledge  of  glass  —  as  well  as  certain  arts,  etc.  —  may  need  some 
qualifying  in  the  future  (see  TRADE  AND  COMMERCE).  In 
Cyprus,  at  all  events,  it  would  appear  that  glass  was  a  native 
production,  rather  than  of  Phoenician  origin.  The  art  itself 
was  probably  derived  from  Egypt  (Ohnefalsch-Richter,  Kypros, 
etc.,  416).  That  Egypt  exported  glass  is  well  known  (cp,  e.g., 
Martial,  Ep.  21,  74). 

1  A.  Nesbitt,  art.  '  Glass  '  in  EBW. 

2  Now  in  the  British  Museum. 

3  In  the  same  spot  were  found  objects  of  Euboean  magnesite, 
implying  regular  intercourse  with  Greece. 

4  The  later  manufacture  of  glass  in  the  districts  of  Beirut, 
Tyre,  and  Sidon  (see  MISREPHOTH-MAI.M)  does  not  therefore 
concern  us.    • 
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From    the    treatment    which    glass   received    in    the 
ancient   world   it   is   evident  that  in   Egypt  and  Baby- 
Ionia  it  was  held  to  be  a  precious  thing,  a 
fit  offering  for  the  gods      It  vvouldi  there. 

fore,  be  appropriate  to  find  it  mentioned 
along  with  precious  jewels  in  the  eulogy  of  wisdom, 
Job  28  17  (zlkiiklth,  jvaia],  fj  '  clear  '  [transparency  is 
not  implied],  AV  CRYSTAL,  RV  '  Glass  '  ;  va\os 
[BXAC]). 

iiaAos  originally  denoted  any  transparent  stone  or  stone-like 
substance  (e.g.,  Herod.  820).  On  the  other  hand,  some  vitreous 
ornament  is  undoubtedly  referred  to  in  ap-nj/u.a.Ta  re  At'Oipa  XUT* 
(ib.  -269). 

In  the  case  of  the  '  glassy  sea  '  (SaAatrcra  iaAtVr),  Rev.  46  15  2), 
and  the  comparison  of  the  golden  streets  of  the  heavenly  city  to 
pure  'glass'  (vaAos,  Rev.  21  1821),  the  earlier  meaning  of  iiaAos 
perhaps  holds  good,  although  we  are  reminded  of  the  Arabian 
legend  that  Solomon  prepared  in  his  palace  a  glass  pavement 
which  the  queen  of  Sheba  mistook  for  water  (Qoran,  S:ir.  27). 

A  reference  to  glass-making  has  been  found  in  Dt.  33  19  ('  the 
hidden  treasures  of  the  sand  ')  ;  1  but  see  ZEUULUN. 

The  colloquial  use  of  '  glass  '  to  denote  a  '  mirror  ' 
of  glass,  or  of  any  other  material,  is  found  in  AV  of 
(a)  Is.  823  (jV^3,  5ia<pa.!>i)  XaKiaviKa),  see  DRESS,  §  i 
(2);  (l>)  i  Cor.  13i2  Jas.  123  (Hffoirrpov)  ;  see  further 
LOOKING-GLASS,  MIRROR. 

See  art.  'Glass'  in  7','A'("),  and  in  Kitto's  Bib.  Cycl.;  also 
A.  Liiwy,  PSBA,  '8i/  pp.  84-86.  s.  A.  C. 

GLAZING  (xplCMA  [BaNA]),  Ecclus.  38  30.  See 
POTTERY. 

GLEANING  (Bj#),  Lev.  19g.  See  AGRICULTURE, 
§12. 

GLEDE  is  EV's  attempt  to  render  the  apparent 
Hebrew  word  PINT  in  Dt.  14  13  (pyy  [BAFL]).  The 
error  of  the  scribe  was  corrected  in  the  mg.  ,  and  from 
the  mg.  found  its  way  into  the  text  before  .TNrrrwi  (  '  and 
the  falcon  '  ).  That  this  view  is  correct  is  self-evident, 
even  without  the  confirmation  supplied  by  the  ||  passage, 
Lev.  11  14.  The  word  glead  <yc  gled  (AS*  glida)  is  Old 
English  for  '  kite,'  and  has  not  yet  entirely  disappeared. 

To  represent  the  phenomena  of  the  text  we  might  render, 
'And  the  bite  [read  'kite']  and  the  falcon.'  Tristram  (A7//>) 
thinks  that  our  translator  means  the  Buzzard,  and  adds  that 
there  are  three  species  of  Buzzard  in  Palestine.  T.  K.  C. 

GNAT.  i.  (KCONtoy  [Ti.  WH].)  Mentioned  only 
once  in  the  Bible  (Mt.  23  24). 

The  gnats  or  mosquitoes  are  dipterous  insects  belonging  to 
the  family  Culicida^.  There  are  many  species  ;  they  breed  in 
swamps  and  still  water,  the  first  two  stages,  larval  and  pupal, 
being  aquatic.  The  female  alone  inflicts  the  sting-like  prick 
with  its  mouth-organs  ;  the  male  insect  does  not  leave  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  breeding-place. 

RV's  strain  out  a  gnat  is  a  return  to  the  old  reading 
of  Tyndale,  Cranmer,  and  the  Geneva,  AV's  strain  at 
being  probably  due  to  a  misprint  (see  Whitney,  Diet.  ). 
Reference  is  made  in  this  proverb  to  the  scrupulous  care 
exercised  by  devout  Jews  (as  also  in  the  present  day  by 
Singhalese  Buddhists)  in  conformity  with  Lev.  1123  43 
(cp  Chullln,  f.  67  1).  The  comparison  with  the  smallest 
and  largest  things  finds  analogy  in  the  Talm.  —  e.g.  , 
Shabb.  77  b,  ^sn  hy  ttnrv  nD'K,  '  the  fear  of  the  gnat  is 
on  the  elephant  '  ;  cp  the  Ar.  proverb,  '  he  eats  an 
elephant  and  is  suffocated  by  a  gnat.  ' 

2.  The  word  ''  gnat  '  (  '  like  gnats  ')  occurs  also  in  the 
RV»ig-  of  Is.  51  6.  It  would  be  safer  to  read  Q'j3  (Weir,  Che.), 
which  elsewhere  AV  renders  LICE  [q.v.]  ;  in  SBOT  (Heb.)  147, 
however,  a  bolder  correction  is  suggested  (see  LOCUST,  §  2  [4]). 
In  the  case  of  the  plague  in  Ex.  8  i6[i2]^  'gnat'  is  possibly  more 
correct.  The  truvfy  (<S's  word  in  Ex.  I.e.)  is  called  by  Suidas 
£<aov  KiaviairiaSes.  A.  E.  S.  —  S.  A.  C. 

GNOSIS.  In  the  second  century,  and  also  to  some 
extent  even  in  the  third,  the  Church  was  engaged  in  a 
life-and-death  struggle  with  the  Gnostics. 
By  Gnostics  we  are  to  understand  a  cer 
tain  class  of  Christians  —  of  many  different 
schools,  bearing  a  great  variety  of  names,  and  diffused 
all  over  the  Hellenistic  world  —  all  having  in  common  a 


1.  Origin  of 
term. 


1  So  Af  eg.  6  a  interprets 
glass.  ' 


in  ('sand')  by  ,133^  1T313T1  '  white 
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certain  speculative  pretentiousness,  all  laying  claim  to  a 
special  knowledge  (gnosis)  in  contrast  to  the  mere  faith 
of  the  masses,  and  all  giving  effect  to  their  fantastic 
ideas  about  the  origin  of  the  world  and  the  origin  of 
evil  in  a  peculiar  ethic  that  offended  the  conscience  of 
the  Church.  If  we  could  assume  Carpocrates  and 
Cerinthus  (circa  100  A.D.  )  to  have  been  the  earliest 
representatives  of  the  tendency  in  question,  and  all  the 
writings  of  the  NT  to  have  been  composed  within  the 
apostolic  age,  biblical  science  as  such  would  have  no 
concern  with  the  Gnostics  ;  and  it  is  in  point  of  fact 
true  that  the  name  of  Gnostic  does  not  occur  in  the  NT, 
nor  is  it  mentioned  in  any  extant  writing  earlier  than 
176  A.D. 

However,  'they  who  make  separations'  (ol  a-rroSi- 
optfovT€s)  referred  to  in  the  epistle  of  Jude  (v.  19  RV) 
can  only  be  taken  as  Gnostics  of  a  libertinistic  com 
plexion  ;  the  emphasis  laid  in  w.  3  20  on  the  faith  once 
for  all  delivered  to  the  saints  is  best  explained  on  this 
assumption,  and  still  more,  their  ironical  designation 
as  'natural'  or  'animal'  ( RV"1*-'-  =\l/vx<-Koi)  ;  plainly 
they  were  in  the  habit  of  calling  themselves  Trv€v/j.a.TiKoi, 
'  spiritual  men,'  as  distinguished  from  the  ordinary  run 
of  '  psychical '  Christians  who  rested  content  with  faith 
merely.  So  also  in  2  Pet. ,  only  -  here  the  author 
points  still  more  clearly  at  the  Gnostics  by  his  repeated 
references  to  the  true  knowledge  (la/.  5 /".  822o3i8). 
The  polemic  of  the  Johannine  Epistles  has  a  similar 
scope  ;  if  the  substantive,  gnosis,  does  not  occur,  the 
verb  '  to  know '  is  met  with  all  the  more  frequently  ; 
'we  have  known  and  believed'  (ijn.  4i6)  is  intended 
to  express  the  true  knowledge  that  is  in  accord  with 
faith  as  contradistinguished  from  the  knowledge  which 
sets  it  aside.  When  the  Pastoral  Epistles  (i  Tim.  620) 
bluntly  warn  against  the  oppositions  of  the  gnosis 
which  is  falsely  so  called,  the  adherents  of  which  have 
erred,  or  '  missed  the  mark,'  concerning  the  faith, 
it  may  perhaps  be  possible  to  doubt  whether  the 
reference  is  to  the  Gnostic  Marcion,  who  wrote  '  Anti 
theses '  about  140  A.u. ,  but  not  to  deny  reference  to 
the  Gnostics  altogether.  Finally,  in  the  Apocalypse 
we  have  at  least  the  reference,  in  the  case  of  Thyatira 
1224),  to  the  false  teachers  who  claim  to  have  'known 
the  depths  of  Satan,'  a  grim  characteristic  of  Gnostic 
speculation. 

To  all   the  writings   hitherto   named    as   containing 

allusions  to  Gnosticism,  it  might  perhaps  be  possible  to 

_        ,.      attribute  a  date  about  the  year  100  A.D. 

.  '    ,       .        or  even  later,  in  which  case  the  traditional 
tendencies. 

account    of    the    Gnostic    movement    as 

having  arisen  about  the  end  of  the  first  century  would 
remain  unshaken  ;  on  other  grounds  also  the  Pastoral 
Epistles  have,  in  fact,  been  assigned  to  the  second 
century.  Yet  we  are  none  the  less  compelled  by  the 
NT  to  recognise  certain  gnosticising  tendencies  as  exist 
ing  within  the  apostolic  church  itself  as  well  as  certain 
extra-Christian  and  pre-Christian  developments  bearing 
a  Gnostic  character.  In  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  it  is 
true,  the  intellectual  side  of  religion  is  but  rarely  and 
exceptionally  brought  forward  :  Lk.  11  52  (key  of  know 
ledge),  Mt.  13  u  and  parallels  (the  gift  of  understanding 
the  mysteries  of  the  kingdom),  and  Mt.  1127  (the  know 
ledge  of  the  Father  [and  of  the  Son]  reserved  for  the 
chosen  ones  only)  are  the  leading  passages.  The 
Fourth  Gospel,  however,  lays  an  emphasis,  that  on  this 
account  is  all  the  more  striking,  upon  the  capacity  to 
understand.  Just  as  the  decisive  confession  of  faith  in 
Christ  is  (669),  '  we  have  believed  and  know  that  thou 
art  the  Holy  one  of  God,'  so  elsewhere  knowing  and 
believing  are  interchangeable  expressions  with  reference 
to  the  same  objects,  and  the  impression  is  left  that 
knowing  is  higher  than  believing.  Thus,  for  example, 
to  '  those  Jews  who  had  believed '  the  promise  is  given 
(831/1 ),  '  If  ye  abide  in  my  word  ...  ye  shall  know  the 
truth,  and  the  truth  shall  make  you  free.'  The  Gnosti 
cism  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  is  distinguished  from  the 
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heretical  gnosis  only  (i)  by  the  contents  of  the  gnosis 
to  which  it  attaches  so  high  a  value — in  this  case 
identical  with  the  contents  of  faith  ;  and  (2)  by  the 
closeness  of  the  connection  between  knowledge  and 
faith  ;  here  there  is  no  such  distinction  as  is  elsewhere 
drawn  between  the  disciples  who  only  believe  and  the 
disciples  who  only  know,  as  two  separate  classes. 

Paul  often  uses  the  words  for  knowing  (yivuffKfLv, 
(TriyLvuffKeiv)  in  their  most  ordinary  sense,  as  for  ex- 

3.  Paul's  use    ample  in  Phi1-112   2l922  4s  i  Cor. 

',  /  1437,  and,  inasmuch  as  he  attributes 

•  .  'to  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  to  the  Jews 

(Rom.  1 21  2i8)  a  knowledge  of  God 
—  in  contradiction,  it  is  true,  to  iCor.  121 — he  is 
obviously  bound  to  assume  in  the  case  of  every  believer 
a  knowledge  of  God,  of  Christ,  of  the  Gospel  as  in 
Gal.  4g  2  Cor.  89  13s  Phil.  810  (here  yivtbaKeiv  6ebv, 
Xpitrrtiv,  etc. )  or  2  Cor.  2 14  46  Phil.  38  Col.  19/.  (here 
7ci2><7tj,  tirL-yvuffis,  and  the  corresponding  genitives) 
without  our  being  thereby  entitled  to  ascribe  to  him  a 
vein  of  gnosticism. 

In  i  Cor.  189  12,  however,  he  speaks  of  '  knowing ' 
without  mentioning  any  particular  object,  and  the  sub 
stantive  yvGxns  is,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  used  ab 
solutely  ;  occasionally  and  exceptionally  {e.g. ,  Rom. 
1133)  as  an  attribute  of  God,  mentioned  along  with  his 
wisdom,  but  elsewhere  as  a  possession — highly  to  be 
prized — of  the  man  who  has  become  a  believer. 

As  proving  that  knowledge  is  here  sharply  separated  from 
faith  it  will  not  do  to  cite  i  Cor.  12s  f.,  where  we  read  that  to 
one  is  given  the  word  of  knowledge  and  to  another  faith ;  for  in 
this  passage  ITUTTIS,  faith,  is  used  in  a  narrower  sense  than 
usual,  whilst,  according  to  i  Cor.  128  I38,gnosis  is  one  of  the 
charismata  that  are  bestowed  only  on  certain  individuals,  and 
i  Cor.  87  [cp  8  io/?]  declares  expressly  that  all  have  not  know 
ledge.  It  is  half  ironically  only  that  Paul  (8  i)  declares  himself 
as  accepting  the  proposition  that  '  we  all  have  knowledge,'  since 
in  ?'.  2,  with  manifest  allusion  to  the  conceit  of  the  Corinthians, 
he  distinguishes  between  knowing  as  one  ought  to  know  and  a 
gnosis  that,  in  all  essentials,  is  merely  imagined.  The  circum 
stance  also  that  in  Gal.  4  9  (cp  i  Cor.  8  3)  he  speaks  of  it  as  the 
highest  object  of  Christian  effort  that  one  should  be  known  of 
God  rather  than  that  one  should  know  God,  is  not  to  be  under 
stood  as  depreciating  the  high  value  he  elsewhere  attaches  to 
gnosis,  any  more  than  i  Cor.  138/1  12  is  to  be  so  taken,  where 
he  speaks  of  all  knowledge  in  the  present  zeon  as  only  in  part, 
and  promises  that  in  the  time  of  perfection  it  shall,  as  imperfect, 
be  done  away.  For  the  same  thing  is  said  of  speaking  with 
tongues  and  of  prophecy,  and  of  them  also,  as  well  as  of  ac 
quaintance  with  all  possible  knowledge,  he  says  (13i_/I)  that 
they  are  of  no  profit  to  the  man  who  has  not  love. 

It  cannot  be  by  accident  merely  that,  in  Paul,  gnosis 
is  always  met  with  as  the  precious  possession  of  the 
members  of  the  Christian  community  and  never  as 
belonging  to  unbelievers  ;  it  has  its  place,  in  fact,  among 
the  charismatic  manifestations  of  the  spirit  of  God, 
which  this  same  spirit  bestows  on  individuals  lor  the 
benefit  of  all  (iCor.  127-11),  and  as  such  ranks  with 
prophecy  and  the  gift  of  miracles  ;  he  who  is  endowed 
with  knowledge — the  '  gnostic,'  as  the  expression  would 
have  been  at  a  later  date — belongs  to  the  number  of 
the  irvfVfjLaTiKoi,  the  men  of  the  spirit. 

We  might  venture,  after  Paul,  to  define  gnosis  as  the 

result  of  the  instruction  which   a   '  spiritual '  man  has 

_   ,.    ...         received  from  the  spirit  of  God  in  the 

.     e      i  ion.   tnjngs  Of  tlle  Spirit  down  to  the  very 

depths  of  the  Godhead  (i  Cor.  28-i6)  in  such  a  manner 
that,  possessed  of  the  God-given  teaching,  he  finds  every 
thing  dark  in  earth  and  heaven  become  clear  to  him 
and  (if  only  'through  a  glass,'  in  mere  outline)  he  sees 
that  which  is  true,  where  others  see  nothing,  or  only 
what  is  false.  Paul  himself  belonged  pre-eminently  to 
the  number  of  such  gnostics  (2  Cor.  116),  and  if  that 
piece  of  '  knowledge'  which,  as  we  learn  from  i  Cor.  8, 
he  shared  with  many  Corinthians — that  idols  are  nothing, 
and  that  consequently,  to  speak  strictly,  there  can  be 
no  such  thing  as  meat  offered  to  idols — is  of  a  somewhat 
elementary  character,  we  must  nevertheless  remain  lost 
in  admiration  at  the  deeper  passages  in  his  epistles 
(e.g. ,  Rom.  8  and  9-11),  in  which  he  expounds  the 
divine  plan  of  salvation — at  his  'gnosis,'  in  fact.  The 
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deeper  understanding  of  the  scripture,  which  became 
possible  to  him  as  a  Christian  (as  in  Gal.  87  42i^T), 
has  the  same  origin.  The  gnosis  of  the  individual 
becomes  fruitful  for  the  community  only,  of  course,  by 
the  communication  of  it,  whether  orally  or  in  writing  ; 
i  Cor.  128  accordingly  includes  the  word  of  knowledge 
in  the  list  of  the  charismata  ;  and  it  is  almost  certain 
that  in  i  Cor.  146  the  'teaching'  (SiSctx'?)  means  the 
communication  of  'gnosis'  (cp  1426),  and  therefore 
that  the  'teachers'  (1228)  who  take  the  third  place, 
immediately  after  apostles  and  prophets,  in  the  enumera 
tion  of  those  who  possess  the  gifts  of  the  spirit,  are  to 
be  thought  of  as  '  Gnostics. '  Their  sharp  differentiation 
from  the  prophets  is  somewhat  surprising ;  in  many 
cases  it  cannot  have  been  practically  possible  ;  but  as 
Paul  in  i  Cor.  146  gives  to  'prophesying'  the  same 
position  with  reference  to  '  revelation '  that  he  gives  to 
'teaching'  with  reference  to  'knowledge,'  he  would 
seem  to  have  distinguished  the  word  of  knowledge  from 
prophecy  much  in  the  same  way  as  the  latter  was  dis 
tinguished  from  speaking  with  tongues  ;  those  exercising 
the  last-named  gift  did  so  unconsciously,  those  who 
prophesied  did  so  in  at  least  enthusiastic  exaltation, 
whilst  those  who  gave  the  word  of  knowledge  did  so  in 
full  calm  consciousness  and  with  a  view  to  convincing 
their  hearers.  Moreover,  the  contents  of  prophecy  were 
derived  from  former  revelation  and  extraordinary  ex 
periences,  whilst  the  word  of  knowledge  proceeded  from 
the  continuous  instruction  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  making 
use  of  the  forms  of  human  thought. 

In  i  Cor.  128  Paul  speaks  of  a  word  of  wisdom  along 
side  of  a  word  of  knowledge,  and  students  have  seldom 
__.    ,          failed  to  observe  the  close  connection  be- 

a   tween  the  two  ;  in  fact,  the  '  teaching '  of 
a  gnosis.  14g26  must  indude  them  both      The  dis. 

tinction  between  them  has  sometimes  been  formulated  : 
thus  :  the  essential  feature  of  the  word  of  wisdom  is 
that  it  appeals  to  the  understanding,  whilst  the  character 
of  gnosis  essentially  consists  in  intuition,  in  an  illumina 
tion  by  the  spirit  of  God,  and  in  an  immediate  relation 
to  this  spirit  (Weizsiicker,  Apostolic  Age,  2264).  Wis 
dom  (ffo<t>ia),  however,  of  which  Paul  (apart  from  Col. 
and  Eph. ,  and  apart  from  the  fact  that  of  course  he 
does  not  deny  it  to  be  an  attribute  of  God)  almost 
always  speaks  in  a  tone  of  disfavour — the  wisdom  which, 
in  his  view,  as  the  ideal  of  the  Gentiles  (i  Cor.  122),  pro 
ceeds  from  the  rulers  of  this  present  world — could  never 
become  for  his  theology  a  conception  of  importance 
comparable  with  that  of  gnosis  ;  in  i  Cor.  26  ff.,  what 
he  opposes  to  the  false  wisdom  as  being  the  divine 
wisdom  which  he  proclaims  is  the  contents  of  his  own 
gnosis  (w.  8n),  and  only  on  polemical  and  rhetorical 
grounds  is  it  that  he  speaks  of  wisdom,  not  gnosis  (v.  6), 
as  the  subject  of  his  discourses. 

The  unique  passage  in  i  Cor.  12s  can  hardly  be  taken  as  im 
plying,  on  Paul's  part,  a  deliberate  co-ordination  of  wisdom  and 
knowledge ;  probably  all  that  he  desired  was  to  mention  the 
gift  of  teaching  as  heading  the  list  of  the  charismata,  and  this 
he  could  have  done  with  perfect  clearness  by  using  the  expres 
sion  'word  of  knowledge';  but,  inasmuch  as  the  Corinthians 
attached  great  importance  to  wisdom,  and  a  section  of  them  had 
even  perhaps  chosen  to  rank  themselves  among  the  followers  of 
Apollos  as  being  the  man  of  wisdom,  it  occurred  to  Paul  that  he 
ought  not  to  allow  it  to  appear  as  if  he  did  not  recognise  the 
'  word  of  wisdom '  of  (say)  an  Apollos  as  being  a  charisma  also, 
as  well  as  his  own  '  word  of  knowledge  ' ;  and  if  in  2  Cor.  11  6  he 
contrasts  his  '  rudeness '  in  respect  of  speech  with  his  mastery  in 
respect  of  knowledge,  it  becomes  natural  to  take  the  '  word  of 
wisdom'  of  i  Cor.  12s  as  a  kind  of  speech  distinguished  by 
correctness  and  brilliancy  of  form,  as  employing  the  resources 
of  a  finished  education  and  training. 

To  sum  up  :  Paul  reckoned  gnosis  as  among  the 
highest  gifts  of  grace  belonging  to  the  church  of  his  day  ; 

_  0  _.  its  possessor  was  able  to  solve  the  riddles 
6.  ounimincr  ,  .  ,  .  ,  ... 

^*  of  time  and  eternity  which  remained  in 
soluble  to  other  believers  ;   according  to 
i  Cor.  26  ft  he  even  held  that  such  pieces  of  knowledge 
could  be  communicated  only  to  such  as  were  '  perfect,' 
to  Christians  who,  in  truth,  deserved  to  be  called  spiritual 
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men.  These  opinions  Paul  shares  with  the  later  Gnostics  ; 
it  is  easily  intelligible  why  they  all,  and  Marcion  especi 
ally,  felt  closer  affinities  with  him  than  with  any  of  the 
other  NT  writers  ;  what  separates  their  gnosticism  from 
his  is  the  preponderance,  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  of 
heathen  elements  in  their  speculation,  whilst  his  own  con 
fined  itself  to  working  out  in  a  sympathetic,  if  speculative 
way,  the  fundamental  ideas  of  the  gospel.  That  Paul 
found  such  speculation  indispensable  is,  however,  no 
personal  peculiarity  of  his  ;  it  was  an  element  in  his 
composition  that  he  had  derived  from  the  atmosphere  of 
his  time  ;  under  its  influence  it  was  that  he  contributed 
to  make  Christianity,  from  being  a  religion,  into  a 
system  of  religious  and  metaphysical  thought. 

At  the  same  time  Paul's  epistles,  and  especially 
Colossians,  show  that  already  at  that  early  date  he  had 
to  combat  certain  developments  of  the  spirit  that  prided 
itself  on  knowledge.  The  false  teachers  of  Colossas  (see 
COLOSSIANS,  §  6)  become  intelligible  only  if  we  take 
them  as  judaizers  on  the  one  hand,  and  gnosticizers 
on  the  other,  Christians  who  gave  themselves  up  to 
fantastic  dualistic  speculation.  A  gnosticizing  Judaism 
of  this  sort  they  must  have  imported  with  them 
from  without ;  that  is  to  say,  gnosticism  already  existed 
in  the  apostolic  age,  and  it  was  introduced  into  the 
Christian  Church  by  the  Jews.  But  neither  had  it  its 
ultimate  origin  in  Judaism  ;  from  the  strong  heathen 
element  it  contains  we  can  see  that  it  must  have  been 
imported  from  the  heathen  religious  philosophy,  under 
going  manifold  modification  and  accommodation  in  the 
process.  Respect  for  gnosis  is  a  pre-Christian,  Hellenic 
phenomenon  ;  Christianity  was  no  more  successful  in 
withdrawing  itself  from  the  influence  of  this  predominant 
tendency  of  the  time  than  it  was  in  the  case  of  Judaism  ; 
but  Paul  at  so  early  a  date  as  that  of  his  epistle  to 
Colossse  already  found,  and  made  use  of,  the  oppor 
tunity  to  draw  the  line  beyond  which  gnosis  could  not 
be  tolerated  as  a  Christian  basis,  and  succeeding  genera 
tions  of  the  Church  only  followed  in  his  footsteps,  though 
with  increasing  earnestness  as  the  danger  increased, 
when  they  carried  on  the  struggle  against  '  Gnostics  after 
the  flesh. 

Cp  F.  C.  Baur,  Die  Christ!.  Gnosis,  '35,  and  Das  Christen- 
thuin  u.  d.  christl.  Kirche  der  3  crsten  Jahrhunderte^,  '60 ; 

R.   A.   Lipsius,   '  Gnosticismus,'  in  Krsch   and 
Literature.    Gruber's  Kncyc.  vol.   Ixxi.,   '60;  Mansel,   The 

Gnostic  Heresies,  '75 ',  J.  B.  Lightfoot,  Sf. 
Haiti's  Epistles  to  the  Colossians  and  Philemon,  '86  ;  M.  Fried- 
laender,  Der  vorchristliche  jiidische  Gnosticismus,  '98. 

A.  J. 

GOAD.  i.  dorbhdn,  \3~ft  (Apen&NON  I  stimulus], 
i  S.  1821  [also  v,  20 d,  emended  text,  see  SJBOT],  pTli  dorbhon 
(fiovKevTpov),  Eccles.  12nt.  2.  Malmddh,  ID^O  (aporpoTrovs), 
Judg.  831!.  3.  Ktvrpov,  Acts  26  14  RV.  See  AGRICULTURE, 
§  4,  col.  79. 

GOAH,  Jer.  31 39  RV  ;  AV  GOATII. 

GOAT.  To  supplement  the  general  introductory 
notes  respecting  large  and  small  cattle  among  the 
Hebrews  (given  elsewhere ;  see  CATTLE)  some  re 
marks  upon  the  treatment  of  goats  in  particular  are 
necessary. 

There  are  several  different  breeds  of  the  genus  Capra  in 
Palestine  and  adjacent  countries  ;  but  it  is 


not  possible  to  distinguish  each  precisely  by 


1.  Hebrew 

Q1S'     its  original  Hebrew  name. 

The  generic  Heb.  term,  common  to  all  the  Semitic  family  is 
(i)  'fz,  IJ?  (Ass.  enzu,  Ar.  'anz,  Syr.  'ezza  \  ©  usually  renders 
<uf  ,  also  ept<£os  Gen.  27  9,  etc.),  which  includes  male  and  female 
(e.g.,  Gen.  15  9). 

To  denote  the  he-goat  (so  RV),  four  words  are  found  :  (2) 
'attud,  liny  (Ass.  atfidu,  mentioned  as  a  swift  mountain  animal), 
AV  '  rams  '  in  Gen.  31  10  12.  (5  rpa-yos  ;  but  /cpios  Gen.  31  10  12, 


(3)  saphlr,    TSS   a  late  word  (Ass.  sa.ppa.ru,  Syr.  scf/iraya), 
Dan.  856,  and  (Aram.)  Ezra  8  35;    D'?V[J]  '*  Dan.  853!  2  Cb. 


In  Dan.  821  glossed  by  TJ/tPrr  (Bev.). 
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GOAT 

29zi.     ©  -rpayos  ;  but  xiMaP°s  2  Ch.  202i.    <BBNAL  a]so  read 
toM-lSS  '"  Neh.  5  18  (MT  cnss  'fowls'). 

(4)  jrt'fr,   Typ  ('  hairy  one  '),  D'jytn]  'i?  Gen.  3~3i  Ezek.  4322, 
etc.,  AV  'kid  of  the  goats'  (ep«£ov  alyuiv),  fern,  'j;  nTyj?  Lev. 
428,  etc. 

(5)  /«yi/,   trn,  Gen.  3035  32  14  [15],  ®  rpayos. 

The  generic  terms  for  the  young  animal  are  (6)  gecit,  H3 
(fem.  Cant.  1 8t),  <B  eptc^os,  or,  in  conjunction  with  (i)  above, 
D'?yti"|]  '"13,  i  S.  IGzo  Gen.  27 9  16,  etc.  ;  and  (7)  stA,  DC1,  used  of 
both  goats  and  sheep  (Ex.  12s  Dt.  144);  cp  CATTLE,  §  2  (6), 
and  see  SHEEP. 

The  Hebrew  terms  refer  generally  to  the  domesticated 
goat,  Capra  hircus,  which,  it  is  probable,  is  descended 
mainly  from  the  Persian  wild  goat,  C. 
a-gagrus,  though  doubtless  other  strains 
are  mingled  in  its  ancestry.  Of  the  various  breeds  in 
Palestine,  the  chief  is  the  mamber,  or  Syrian  goat,  which 
attains  a  large  size.  It  is  remarkable  for  its  long  pendant 
ears,  half  as  long  again  as  the  head,  an  allusion  to 
which  is  perhaps  found  in  Am.  3  12.  The  hair  is  long, 
black  and  silky.  Both  sexes  are  generally  horned  and 
have  short  beards.  Another  breed  which  is  found  in 
some  parts  of  the  North  of  Palestine  is  the  mohair  or 
Angora  goat.  It  is  generally  white  and  has  long  silky 
hair. 

The  WILD  GOAT  (C.  ergagrus]  extends  through  Asia 
Minor  and  Persia,  and  in  Homer's  time  was  abun 
dant  in  Greece.  It  would  be  well-known  to  the 
Assyrians,  although  the  species  occasionally  figured  is 
doubtless  (so  Houghton)  the  Asiatic  ibex- — viz.,  the 
Capra  sinaitica  (colloquially  called  the  beden).  This 
animal  occurs  in  the  Sinaitic  peninsula,  in  Palestine 
(but  not  N.  of  Lebanon),  in  Upper  Egypt,  and  in 
Arabia  Petrsea.  It  is  quite  distinct  from  the  ibex  of 
other  countries,  being  rather  smaller  than  the  Alpine 
species,  and  lighter  in  colour  than  any  of  its  congeners. 
It  is  a  shy  animal,  with  a  keen  scent,  and  its  coloration 
is  so  like  that  of  the  surrounding  rocks,  etc. ,  that  it  is 
very  difficult  to  see.  It  usually  goes  in  small  herds  of 
eight  or  ten,  and,  when  feeding,  has  a  sentry  on  the 
look-out  for  enemies.  The  flesh  is  said  to  be  excellent, 
the  horns,  which  are  much  smaller  in  the  female  than 
in  the  male,  are  often  used  for  knife  handles,  etc. 

The  generic  Heb.  term  for  the  'wild  goat'  is  ya'el  (only  in 
pi.,  ye" Him,  D'7jT),  to  whose  fondness  for  rocky  heights  allusion 
is  made  in  iS.  242  Ps.  104  18  (eAa<|>os),  Job  39  i  (Tpaye'Aa^os 
TreVpas).  Like  the  GAZELLE,  the  '  wild  '  or  (better)  '  mountain  ' 
goat  is  used  of  a  woman  (|n  fPJT  Prov.  5  19,  <SBNA  TTWAOS), 
and  occurs  as  a  personal  name  (see  JAEL).  Another,  probably 
more  specific,  term  is  'akko,  mentioned  as  a  '  clean '  animal  in 
Dt.  14  5  (see  CLEAN,  §  jf.).  The  Vss.  vary  between  >iV/(so 
Targ.  Pesh.),  and  Tpaye'Aa<£o?  (AFL,  B  om.),  which  is  applied 
distinctively  to  the  long-haired  and  bearded  goat  found  in 
Arabia  and  on  the  Phasis.l  We  may  probably  identify  the 
animal  with  the  bcden  or  Syrian  ibex  (cp  above). 

It  is  possible  indeed  that  several  of  the  terms  may  be 
mere  appellatives,  and  when  we  find  that  the  Hebrew 
'ayydl  (Cervus,  see  HART)  and  'avil  (Ovis  Aries,  see 
SHEEP)  are  virtually  identical,  it  is  natural  to  infer  that 
the  Semites  did  not  always  distinguish  precisely  be 
tween  the  CaprincB  and  the  Cetvidcc  and  Antilopince. 

We  cannot,  therefore,  state  exactly  what  animals  are  meant  by 
the  Ass.  arnu  (cp  AKAN,  Syr.  arna'l),  dassu  (see  PvGAKG), 
ditann,  tiiraku  (Syr.  tarha ;  cp  TERAH),  and  burhn  (cp  Syr. 
barha),  although  the  probability  is  that  a  mountain-goat  is 
referred  to  in  each. 

Goats  form  a  large  part  of  the  wealth  of  a  pastoral 
community.  In  hilly  and  poorly  watered  regions  they 
3  Ed'  are  inore  abundant  than  the  sheep. 
g-  '  On  the  downs  of  Arabia  where  no 
shrubs  are  to  be  found,  there  are  no  goats.  In  the 
rich  maritime  plains  their  place  is  taken  by  horned 
cattle,  for  the  luxuriant  grasses  are  too  succulent  for 
their  taste. ' 3  They  flourish  best  in  the  southern 

1  See  I.iddell  and  Scott.     The  gloss  s,"6,u/3pos  (it.)  is  no  doubt 
related  to  the  Heb.  zenier,  see  CHAMOIS. 

2  In  Dt.  144  Pesh.  for  101,  see  CHAMOIS. 

3  Tristram  in  Smith's  DBft\  12006. 
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wilderness  (Edom),  and  in  the  hills  from  Hebron 
(i  S.  202)  to  the  top  of  Lebanon,  and  beyond  Jordan 
(Cant.  4i  65  [cp  GILEAD,  §  i,  HAIR,  §  i],  Gen.  8033 /: 
32  14  [15]).  They  have  given  their  name  to 'Ain-Jidy 
(see  EN-GEDi),  where  they  are  said  still  to  be  found 
(Thomson,  LB  603). 

As  a  rule  they  are  herded  with  the  sheep.1  The 
two  flocks-  keep  apart,  however,  the  sheep  browsing  on 
the  short  grass  whilst  the  more  agile  and  independent 
goat  skips  along  nibbling  at  the  young  shoots  of  trees 
and  shrubs.  In  this  way  great  damage  is  done  to 
seedling  trees,  and  the  goat  is  to  a  large  extent  respon 
sible  for  the  absence  of  trees  in  Palestine.  \Yhen  folded 
together  at  night,  the  goats  and  sheep  gather  separately, 
and  round  the  well,  while  awaiting  the  filling  of  the 
trough,  they  instinctively  classify  themselves  separately 
(Tristram,  loc.  cit.). 

The  fay  if  is  mentioned  in  Pr.  8031  as  one  of  the 
things  '  stately  in  march  '  (rpdyos  riyoijfj.fvos  aliroXlov 
[GBXAC]),  an  allusion,  doubtless,  to  the  he-goat's  habit 
of  leading  the  flock  (cp  'attud  Jer.  503).  Hence 
the  latter  term  is  applied  to  the  leaders  of  the  people 
(Is.  14g  Zech.  10s  ;  cp  Jer.  6140  ||  D<IVK),  and  Ezekiel 
(Ezek.  3 7 17)  contrasts  the  weak  flock  (the  poor  people) 
with  their  leaders,  the  rams  and  he-goats  (the  rich  and 
powerful;  cp  Dan.  835).  It  is  plain  that  there  is  no 
real  affinity  between  this  passage  and  Mt.  25s2/.  where 
the  blessed  are  separated  from  the  cursed  '  as  the 
shepherd  divides  the  sheep  from  the  kids'  (tpiQia; 
RVm£-  kids).  This  language  does  not  imply  that  kids 
are  either  less  valuable  or  (see  Post  in  Hastings'  DB, 
2  195  £)  less  mild  and  tractable  than  sheep.3  On  the 
passage  as  a  whole  see  SHEEP. 

Herds  of  goats  were  a  valuable  possession  in  more 
ways  than  one  (cp  Prov.  27  26,  and  see  CATTLE,  §  8). 

4  Use  etc    Thdr   hair   WaS   W0ven   (J™0\   by   the 
women  into  curtains,  tent  coverings,  etc. 

(Ex.3526  Nu.  3l2o  etc.,  see  TENT,  §  3),  and  Paul's 
native  country  Cilicia,  in  particular,  exported  goats' 
hair  for  this  purpose  (see  CILICIA,  §  3).  The  skins 
might  be  used  to  cover  the  body  (see  below,  and  cp 
DRESS,  §  8  ;  Heb.  lls?  tv  alyeiois  Seppacnv),  though, 
in  later  times,  this  would  rather  be  the  garb  of  an  ascetic. 
More  commonly  they  were  used  for  bottles.4  Goats' 
flesh  was,  of  course,  eaten  (see  FOOD,  §  15).  and  goats' 
milk  (c'?y  a^n  Prov.  2727)  formed  one  of  the  main 
articles  of  diet  (see  MILK).  Hence  a  gift  or  present 
frequently  takes  the  form  of  a  goat  or  kid  (Judg.  15 1 
i  S.  10 1  Gen.  8817  Tob.  2 12),  and,  as  at  the  present 
day,  it  is  dressed  and  prepared  for  the  guest  by  every 
generous  host  (Judg.  6  i8f.  13is,  cp  Lk.  1529). 

The  goat  was  one  of  the  commonest  sacrificial  victims 
(Lev.  3 12    Gen.  169),    and    most   frequently   comes   in 
_  ..    .  connection  with  the  priestly  ritual  of 

5.  Keligion,       the  sm.offerine_     lt  was  t'he  anirnal 


archaeology,  etc. 


-offering, 
selected  on  the  great  DAY  OF  ATONE 


MENT  to  bear  away  the  sins  of  the  people  to  AZAZBL. 
Cp  SACRIFICE. 
The   following  terms  are  found:    iy   (Nu.  1027),  C'?y 


2  Ch.  292i,  TJfc  Lev.  4  24,  'yMTytr  Lev.  165/,  Nu.  7  16, 
fem.  'y  rryyst'  Lev.  56,  nNErn  HTJUP  Lev.  0  15  2  Ch.  2823. 
Similarly  in  the  Carthaginian  ritual  the  jj/  and  N~U  were  used  as 
offerings  ;  cp  CfS  I.  no.  165,  //.  7  9. 

The  so-called  Satyrs  (see  SATYR)  must  also  be 
referred  to  in  passing.  If  we  may  conjecture  that  there 
were  ancient  Hebrew  rites  wherein  worshippers  appeared 
in  goat-skins  (see  DRESS,  §  8,  ISAAC,  §  4  ;  and  \VRS 
Rel.  Sem.W,  467)  the  origin  of  these  /Vww-like  objects 

1  N^30  denotes  the  fold  of  the  goats  (Ps.  50  9)  as  well  as  that 
of  the  sheep. 

2  The  'flocks  of  kids  '(D'ly  'SC-n)  in  i  K.  2027  is  a  precarious 
rendering  derived  from  <E5  (iroiVii'ia  alyiav).     Klostermann  reads 
D'tt'  aBE'DO  ('BE'3),  '  on  the  bare  height,  after  the  manner  of  kids.' 

3  See  Is.  11  6  Ecclus.  47  3. 

4  See   BOTTLE,   §    i.      This    is    literally  expressed    in    the 
Palmyrene  ty  H  ppj  (Tadmor,  Fiscal  Inscr.  [137  A.D.],   B  2  48). 

1744 


GOATH 

of  veneration  becomes  more  obvious.  It  may  well  be 
that  at  some  early  period  the  goat  was  regarded  in 
Canaan  as  a  sacred  animal  (cp  GAZELLE,  HART). 
It  was  so  venerated  by  certain  communities  in  Egypt,1 
and  to  some  extent  among  the  Greeks.'-2  We  know, 
too,  that  it  filled  a  prominent  place  in  Babylonian 
astronomy. :!  A.  E.  s.-s.  A.  c. 

GOATH,  or  better  (RV)  GOAH  (Him  '  to  Goah1), 
one  of  the  land-marks  of  the  restored  Jerusalem  (Jer. 
31 39 1)-  Read  nni??a,  '  to  the  Hill  '—i.e. ,  probably  '  to 
the  Hill  of  God,  "hie  Mt.  of  Olives  (see  Is.  1032,  as 
emended  under  NOB).  Gratz  (MGIVJ,  1883,  p.  343) 
thinks  of  Gibeah  of  Saul ;  but  that  is  too  far  off.  In  v.  38 
the  new  wall  is  traced  from  the  Tower  of  Hananeel  on  the 
the  NE.  to  the  corner-gate  on  the  NW.  ;  in  v.  39  from 
the  NW.  back  to  the  NE.  on  the  S.  side,  passing  by 
GAREB  [ii]  (between  the  ravine  of  Hinnom  and  the  Valley 
of  Rephaim)  to  the  Mount  of  Olives. 

Pesh.  evidently  read  nny33  i  CP  *"''  ya/Safla,  cod.  36  (Field). 
0B|(AQ'g  rendering  (KOU.  Trepi/cuicAwflijo-eTai  icv'/cAw  ef  tKAeKTioi' 
Aiflwy)  represents  the  last  clause  (nnjn  3D31).  anc^  seems  to  be  a 
paraphrase  of  a  reading  ayaOa  (cp  j£>.;xJ  Syr. -Hex.)  from 
•yaafla(Aq.).  T.  K.  C. 

GOB  (33,  2i;i — i.e.,  'a.  cistern,'  Ges. ),  if  the  reading 
be  correct,  is  the  name  of  the  place  where  David's 
warriors  had  two  encounters  with  the  Philistines  (see 
DAVID,  §  7  ;  ELHANAN,  §  i),  28.  21i8/f  In  the  || 
passage  (i  Ch.  20  4  f.)  the  place  is  mentioned  only 
once  (v.  4),  and  is  given  as  Gezer  (so  in  28.;  Then. , 
Ew. ,  with  Jos.  Ant.  vii.  122)  which  is  plainly  a  corrup 
tion  of  3ia  =  33.  The  commentaries  are  just  here  very 
meagre  ;  but  we  can  hardly  doubt  that  the  true  reading 
in  2  S.  is  either  nj,  '  Gath  '  (so  Grove,  Gratz,  Klo. ), 
or  (more  probably)  rairn,  REHOBOTH  (q.v. ).  For  the 
restoration  of  Gob  in  28.  21  16  (We.  and  others)  see 

ISHBI-BENOB. 

All  the  three  encounters  mentioned  in  2  S.  21  18-21  presumably 
occurred  in  the  same  neighbourhood;  <B  in  v.  18,  and  MT  and 
<5  together  in  v.  20,  besides  the  reference  in  v.  22  (?),  support 
'  Gath.'  Ges.  naively  remarks  (T/ies.,  s.v.,  33)  that  '  Gob'  being 
little  known,  <S5  substituted  other  names.  The  truth  is  that, 
though  there  probably  in  Talmudic  times  was  a  place  called  3ip, 
I£(3b  (now  el-Kiibab,  Beed.'3)  15),"*  there  never  was  any  named 
'  Gob.'  Either  '  Gob  '  is  a  fusion  of  '  Gath  '  and  '  Nob,'  or  it  is  a 
corruption  of  Rehoboth.  The  latter  view  seems  preferable. 
The  ya£(0  of  <SL  in  v.  18  is  a  fusion  of  '  Gezer '  (ycujep),  and 
'  Gath  '  Cye0).  (Some  Heb.  MSS  have  3 j  ;  so  also  the  Soncino 
Bible  11488],  etc.  ;  v.  18,  yufi  [Compl.]  ;  yafep  [HP  246]  ;  -yap^eA 
[id.  xi.  21)236,  242  etc.];  yefl  [HA];  ya.^6  [L];  v.  19,  yo/3  [A], 
po/u  [BJ,  po|3  [L  ;  Compl.  nisi  viafi  ',  cp  HP).  T.  K.  C. 

GOBLET  (]|S),  Cant.  7?  [3].     See  BASON,  i. 

GOD,  NAMES  OF.     See  NAMES,  §  108^ 

GOEL  pX3).      The  idea  expressed  by  the  verb  ^Ni, 

gaal,  is  to  resume  a  claim  or  right,  which  has  lapsed 

or  been  forfeited,  to  reclaim,  re-vindicate,  redeem,  red- 

imo  (to  '  buy  back  ')  ;  it  is  thus  used  in  Lev.  2025^  of 

_    „        .        the  redemption  of  a  field  or  house  after  it 

'  ,  .  °  has  been  sold,  in  l^^ff.  of  the  redemption 

of  an  Israelite  who,  through  poverty,  has 
been  obliged  to  sell  himself  as  a  slave  to  a  resident 
foreigner,  and  in  27 13  15  etc. ,  of  the  redemption  of 
something  which  has  been  vowed  to  Yahwe  ;  in  the  first 
two  of  these  connections,  the  subst.  nVNa,  ge'ullah,  is 
used  similarly,  2524  26  48  etc.  In  practice,  how 
ever,  a  man  was  seldom  able  himself  to  '  redeem '  a 
right  which  had  lapsed,  and  thus,  by  ancient  custom, 
the  right  (and  the  duty)  of  doing  so  devolved  upon  his 
family  (cp  2548/),  and,  in  particular,  upon  that 
member  of  his  family  who  was  most  nearly  related  to 
him.  The  consequence  was  that  the  term  Go  el,  properly 
redeemer,  came  to  denote  a  man's  kinsman,  and  especi- 

1  See  Wilk.  Anc.  £g.  8303,  and  especially  Wiedemann, 
IFerodots  Zweites  Buck,  cap.  46. 

-  See  Frazer,  Golden  Bough,  1  326  ff.,  234^".;  Paus.  4  105^ 
:!  Jensen,  Kosmol.  ^t>ff. 
4  Neub.  Geogr.  76. 
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ally  his  next -of -kin  (<5  ayx.icrTeus,  dyx<-ffTevT'h* ,  o 
a.yxL<jrfv<j3i>}  ;  see  Lev.  2625  Nu.  58  Ruth  220  89  12 
4136814  i  K.  16  ii  (@BL  om. ),  where  it  is  rendered 
so  (or  similarly)  in  AV,  RV  (cp  Ruth  813,  where 
the  verb  '  to  redeem '  is  rendered  four  times  perform 
or  do  the  part  of  a  kinsman).  What  has  been  said  is 
well  illustrated  by  Jer.  827-9,  where,  Jeremiah's  cousin 
Hanameel  wishing  to  sell  some  property,  the  prophet  is 
represented  as  possessing  the  right  of  redemption,  which 
he  proceeds  to  exercise  ;  and  by  Ruth  3,  where,  when 
Naomi  had  determined  to  sell  her  husband's  estate  in 
Bethlehem,  her  nearest  of  kin,  who  has  the  right  to 
redeem  it  (<S  dyxiffreia),  expresses  himself  unable  to 
do  so,  and  the  right  devolves  upon  Boaz,  her  next 
nearest  kinsman,  who  accordingly  purchases  the  estate, 
and  takes  with  it  Ruth,  Naomi's  daughter-in-law,  as 
his  wife  (812  44-10). 

'jXJi  gA'al,  to  be  carefully  distinguished  from  the  late  verb 
Ss3i  ge'et>  ' to  defile,"  occurs  chiefly  in  the  later  literature, 
though  the  antiquity  of  the  ideas  and  usages  of  which  it  is  the 
expression  is  sufficiently  attested  by  2  S.  14  n  i  K.  1(5  ii.  In 
the  derived  meaning  '  to  act  as  kinsman  '  (2  S.  14  ii  i  K.  16  n, 
and  esp.  Ruth,  and  the  legal  codes  of  DHP)  it  is  generally- 
rendered  by  d-yxiorevu)  (-Tevnjs,  etc.),  whereas  the  other  mean 
ings  'to  redeem,  redemption,  etc.'  are  expressed  by  pvojuat 
(Gen.  48  16  and  often  [not  always]  in  Is.  40-06),  or,  more  frequently, 
by  AvrpoCjuiai  (Avrpooo-is,  etc.).  On  the  use  of  ^NJ  'n  'be  meta 
phorical  sense  of  'redemption'  from  trouble,  exile,  death,  etc., 
see  BDB  s.v.  no.  3  (p.  145);  in  Job  19  25  '^NJ,  '  my  vindicator ' 
(RV»ig-)  is  the  vindicator  of  my  innocence,  whether  (Di.,  Bu.)  as 
against  false  accusations,  or  (Hi.,  Del.,  Che.  Job  and  Sol.  288, 
Du.)  as  against  an  unjust  death  (see  2)  ;  on  the  distinction  from 
mS  see  Dr.  on  Dt.  1 8. 

The  principle  of  which  these  usages  are  the  expression 
is  the  desire  to  keep  the  property — or,  to  speak  more 
_,  generally,  the  rights — of  the  family,  intact ; 
and  Ihegoel had-dam  (c~\n  VNJ).  or  'avenger 
,  of  blood,'  is  just  the  embodiment  of  a  parallel 
application  of  the  same  principle.  The^wV/ 
had-ddm  is  the  man  who  vindicates  the  rights  of  one 
whose  blood  has  been  unjustly  shed  ;  by  primitive  usage 
the  duty  of  doing  this  devolves  upon  the  members  of 
the  family,  or  clan  (as  the  case  may  be),  of  the  murdered 
man  (cp  28.  14?:  'the  whole  family  is  risen  against 
thy  handmaid,  and  they  said,  Deliver  him  that  smote 
his  brother,'  etc.)  ;  and  any  one  of  them  (as  now  in 
Arabia)  may  find  himself  called  upon  to  discharge  it  ; 
but  naturally  the  responsibility  is  felt  most  strongly  by 
the  more  immediate  relatives,  and  one  of  these  is  the 
'  avenger  of  blood,'  KO.T'  f^o~xr]v. 

The  character  is  one  that  figures  in  many  primitive  or 
semi-primitive  societies.  In  a  completely  civilised  society 
the  right  of  punishment  for  murder,  or  for  other  crimes, 
is  assumed  by  the  state  :  for  the  revenge  which  might 
be  inflicted  in  haste  or  passion  ( Dt.  1 9  6 )  by  one  prompted 
by  personal  feeling,  is  substituted  the  judgment  of  a  cool 
and  impartial  tribunal.  In  a  primitive  community, 
however,  the  case  is  different  ;  what  the  manslayer  has 
there  to  fear  is  not  public  prosecution,  but  the  personal 
vengeance  of  the  relatives  of  the  slain  man.  Hebrew 
law  is  an  intermediate  stage.  Already  in  the  Book  of 
the  Covenant  (Ex.  21 12-14)  there  is  drawn  the  distinction 
(which  is  not  yet  found  in  Homer)  between  intentional 
and  unintentional  homicide,  and  the  importance  of  the 
distinction  is  insisted  on  in  all  the  Codes  (Dt.  19 1-13 
Nu.  359-34),  where  provisions  are  laid  down  to  prevent 
homicide,  as  distinguished  from  murder,  being  visited 
by  death.  The  go'el,  however,  not  the  state,  still 
executes  justice  on  the  murderer  (2  S.  14?  ii  Dt.  19 12  ; 
and,  in  P,  Nu.  8619  21 27)  :  on  the  other  hand,  his 
authority  is  limited ;  the  altar  of  Yahwe  in  Ex.,  and 
the  'cities  of  refuge'  in  Dt.  and  P,  are  appointed  as 
places  at  which  the  homicide  may  be  secure  from  the 
vengeance  of  the  go'el ;  restrictions  are  placed  in  the 
way  of  his  acting  hastily  or  in  passion  (Dt.  1936); 
according  to  Josh.  204/1  (D2)  the  manslayer  is  to  state 
his  case  before  the  elders  of  the  city  of  refuge,  and,  if 
he  has  satisfied  them  (it  is  implied)  of  its  truth,  is  to  be 
taken  under  their  protection;  in  Nu.  35 24/.  (P)  the 

1746 


GOG  AND  MAGOG 

case  between  him  and  the  avenger  of  blood  is  subject 
to  the  decision  of  the  '  congregation  '  ;  and  the  murderer 
is  to  be  put  to  death  only  on  the  evidence  of  more  than 
one  witness  (Nu.  8630  ;  cp  the  general  rule,  Dt.  19 15). 
The   practice  of   blood  -  revenge    is   widely   diffused, 
especially  among  tribes   in  a  relatively  primitive  stage 
3.  Practice  of  °f  civilisation-      II  is  essentially  con- 
blood-revenge.  deed  k   is  found  'Qnly  \vhere  a  ;,lan_ 

system  is  fully  developed  and  clan-sentiment  strongly 
felt.  Its  aim  is  to  maintain  intact  the  honour  and 
integrity  of  the  clan  ;  the  feeling  which  prompts  it  is 
the  esprit  de  corps  of  the  clan.  The  duty  is  felt  as  a 
sacred  one  ;  in  Australia,  for  example,  for  the  nearest 
relative  of  a  murdered  man  to  refuse  to  avenge  his 
death  would  be  to  repudiate  a  most  sacred  obligation, 
and  at  the  same  time  to  incur  the  taunts  and  derision 
of  the  entire  clan.  As  has  been  said  above,  however,  it 
is  often  a  matter  not  simply  between  a  particular  relative 
of  the  murdered  man  and  the  murderer  ;  the  whole 
clan,  on  each  side,  is  implicated,  and  a  remorseless 
and  protracted  blood-feud  between  the  two  clans  may 
be  the  consequence  of  a  murder,  until  the  penalty  which 
custom  demands  has  been  exacted. 

Wherever  the  practice  of  blood -revenge  exists,  the 
principle  underlying  it  is  the  same  ;  though  naturally 
there  are  many  differences  in  the  details  of  its  applica 
tion,  and  many  special  usages  and  customs  arise  in 
connexion  with  it.  The  limits  of  the  clan  implicated 
vary, — sometimes  it  is  the  murderer's  more  immediate 
family,  sometimes  it  includes  his  relations  in  a  wider 
sense ;  in  Arabia  it  is  the  group  called  the  havy — 
i.e..  the  aggregate  of  kinsmen,  living  and  moving 
from  place  to  place  together,  and  bearing  the  same 
name  (WRS  Kinship,  22-24,  cp  36-39).  Very  often, 
again,  a  iroivfi  or  -wergild  is  taken  in  compensation  for 
a  life  (cp  for  instance  Horn.  //.  18498^!;  Tac.  Germ. 
21  ;  and,  among  the  Saxons,  Stubbs,  Const.  Hist,  of 
Kng.  1  53  143  f.  157  161  f. )  ;  this  was  against  Hebrew 
feeling,  and  is  strictly  prohibited  —  implicitly  in  Ex. 
21 12  (JE)  Lev.  24 17  (H)  and  Dt.  19 11-13,  explicitly  in 
Nu.  8031-33  (P).1  Where  a  wergild  is  accepted,  its 
amount  varies  amongst  different  peoples,  and  also  in 
accordance  with  the  rank,  age,  or  sex  of  the  murdered 
person.  For  other  varieties  of  usage  in  connexion  with 
the  institution,  it  must  suffice  to  refer  to  A.  H.  Post, 
Studien  zur  Entwickelungsgesch.  des  Familienrechts 
"3-137  t'9°l ;  also  WRS,  Kinship,  12  ff.  38  47  52^;  Rcl. 
Sem.W  32 f.  272^  420;  PEFQ  '97,  pp.  128-130.  s.  K.  D. 

GOG  and  MAGOG.  Magog  (SUD  ;  MAfcor 
[BADEL]),  in  Gen.  10a  =  i  Ch.  15  (M^OO*  [A]),  is 
a  '  son  '  of  Japhet.  The  name,  which  should  be  con 
nected  in  some  way  with  Gog,  occurs  also  in  Ezek.  396 
(7W7  [HQ],  0"e  [A]),  where  Magog  is  spoken  of  as  ex 
posed  to  judgment  (Gog,  Meshech,  and  Tubal,  v.  i), 
and  in  Ezek.  882  where  we  have  '  Gog  of  the  land  of 
Magog,'2  mentioned  with  Meshech  and  Tubal.  Gog 
(ru  ;  70*7  [BAQ])  3  is  to  come  from  the  remote  part  of 
the  N.  (8815  392).  Meshech  and  Tubal  (see  TUBAL), 
as  well  as  Gomer  (386),  also  point  northward.  The 
order  of  the  names  would  place  Magog  between  Cap- 
padocia  and  Media, — i.e. ,  in  Armenia,  or  some  part 
of  it. 

The  correctness   of   the   Hebrew   text    has   been    doubted.4 


GOLAN 


1  It  was  permitted  only  in  the  case  of  a  man  or  woman  being 
gored  to  death  by  an  ox  (Ex.  21  v&ff.). 

'*•  Bertholet  reads  'against  the  land  of  Magog'  ('o  niilN)' 

••  (5  has  yiay  also  in  Am.  7  i  (/SpoO^o?  el?  y<ay  b  /3a(riAeu;),  and 
in  Nu.  247  (see  AGAG).  [B*  also  has  y<ay  for  'Og'  in  three 
places  in  Dt.  (3  i  13  447).  In  Ecclus.  48  17  rov  ytayl'QC]  (c'o) 
may  be  a  corruption  of  ayiayov  which  appears  in  «c-a]. 

4  [In  Gen.  102  3130  is  probably  a  corruption  of  130,  miswritten 
for  133.  In  Ezek.  38  2  read  j'l3O  flN'SK  1'JS  D'j;',  '  set  thy  face 
towardsthe  land  of  Migdon.'  Mig(a)don  is  probably  a  name  of  the 
Babylonian  god  of  the  underworld,  which,  like  Beliar  or  Belial 
(i.e.  Belili,  see  BELIAL,  §  3),  was  adopted  as  a  name  of  Anti 
christ  (see  ARMAGEDDON).  In  Ezek.  I.e.  '3  3uon  springs  out  of 
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Wi.  connects  Gog  with  the  gentilic  name  Gagaya,  'of  the  land 
of  Gag,'  used  in  Am.  Tab.  1  38  as  a  synonym  for  'barbarian.' 
Others  connect  it  with  Ass.  Gagu,  niler  (hazdn)  of  the  land 


traditional  identification  with  the  Scythians  (Jos.,  Jer.)  is  plau>- 
ible,  but  without  definite  evidence  (see  further  Di.  on  Gen.  102, 
Lenorm.  I.e.). 

For  Gog  and  Magog  in  eschatology  see  ANTICHRIST,  $  12, 
APOCALYPSE,  §  46,  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  88  (b),  and  SCYTHIANS. 

K.  H. 

GOG   Oljl),   in  a  genealogy  of  REUBKN,   i  Ch.  64! 

(royr  [HA],  poor  [L]). 

GOIIM.    (i)  AV  NATIONS  (DflJ  ;  eGNtoN  [ADEL] ; 


GENTIUM,  ffnSt-  '  Gen.  14  i),  possibly  =  Gutium  (Kurdistan). 
See  KOA,  TIDAL.  (2)  Josh.  12 23  RV.  See  GILGAL,  §  6. 

GOLAN  (jVl3  ;  THN  r&YAa>N  [BAFL],  in  Ch. 
rooA&N),  a  town  in  Bashan  in  the  territory  of  the  half- 
tribe  of  Manasseh,  only  mentioned  in  Dt.  443  Josh.  208 

(p?J  Kt.  ;  THN  |~wA<\N  [AL])  as  a  city  of  refuge,  and 
in  Josh.  21  27  (|TO  Kt. ;  THN  fwAAN  [AL])  =  i  Ch.  6  71 
[56]  (THN  TCOAAN  [B]),  as  a  Levitical  city. 

The  site  is  uncertain.  Golan  was  known  to  Josephus 
as  yav\dvri  (Ant.  xiii.  15s  ;  /?/ i.  448);  and  Eusebius 
(OS  242)  describes  it  as  a  'large  village  in  Batanaea' 
which  gave  its  name  to  the  surrounding  district,  Gaulan- 
itis  (cp  Schiirer,  GJV\  226  354).  Gaulanitis  is  frequently 
mentioned  in  Josephus  (e.g. ,  Ant.  xvii.  81  xviii.  46)  as 
part  of  the  tetrarchy  of  Philip.  The  ancient  name  is  still 
heard  in  the  modern  Jaulan — the  name  of  an  adminis 
trative  district,  bounded  on  the  W.  by  the  Jordan  and 
the  Sea  of  Galilee,  on  the  S.  by  the  Yarmuk  or  Sheri'at 
el-Menadireh,  on  the  E.  by  the  Nahr  el-' Allan,  and  on 
the  N.  by  the  declivities  of  Hermon  and  the  Wady  el- 
'Ajam.  Schumacher  (Across  the  Jordan,  92)  thinks 
that  Golan  may  have  been  on  the  site  of  the  present 
large  village,  Sahem  el-Jaulan,  on  the  W.  of  Hauran. 
17  m.  E.  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee  ;  the  ruins  here  are 
extensive,  and  there  is  a  tradition  current  among  the 
inhabitants  that  the  place  had  long  ago  been  the  'capital 
of  Jaulan,'  and  the  seat  of  government.  It  is  true, 
Sahem  el-Jaulan  is  about  a  mile  to  the  E.  of  the  present 
border  of  Jaulan  ;  but  we  do  not  know  that  the  ancient 
Gaulanitis  was  exactly  co-extensive  with  the  Jaulan  of 
to-day.  The  grounds  of  the  identification  are,  however, 
not  such  as  to  be  conclusive. 

The  modern  Jaulan  in  its  ivcstern  part  (between  the  Jordan 
and  the  Kukkad)  consists  of  a  plateau  rising  gradually  from 
a  height  of  about  1000  feet  above  the  sea  in  the  S.  to  upwards 
of  3000  feet  above  it  in  the  N.  The  whole  region  is  volcanic  ; 
and  the  country  is  studded  with  the  conical  peaks  of  extinct 
volcanoes.  The  N.  and  middle  tracts  of  this  part  of  Jaulan 
are  stony  and  wild,  abounding  in  masses  of  lava  which  have 
been  emitted  from  the  volcanoes.  The  soil  is  of  little  use  agri 
culturally  ;  but  it  is  valuable  as  pasturage  ;  wherever  between 
the  hard  basaltic  blocks  there  is  a  spot  of  earth,  the  most  luxuri 
ant  grass  springs  up  in  winter  and  spring,  affording  fodder  for 
the  cattle  of  the  Bedouin.  Parts  of  the  country  are  well  covered 
with  oaks  and  other  trees  ;  and  there  are  indications  that  it  was 
once  even  better  wooded  than  it  is  now.  The  plateau 

is  intersected  by  deep  wadys,  mostly  running  in  a  SW.  direc 
tion  into  the  Sea  of  Galilee.  The  SW.  part  of  this  plateau,  in 
the  angle  formed  by  the  Yarmuk  and  the  Sea  of  Galilee  is,  on 
the  other  hand,  stoneless  ;  the  lava-rock  surface  gradually  dis 
appears  and  in  its  place  is  a  rich  dark  brown  lava  soil,  such  as 
prevails  in  Hauran,  of  extreme  fertility,  on  which  wheat  and 
barley  flourish  in  large  quantities.  Timber  is  less  abundant 
here  than  it  is  farther  north.  Eastern  Jaulan  (between  the 
Rukkad  and  the  'Allan)  is,  in  the  N.,  covered  with  a  number  of 

plJO  I  JU  is  a  fragment  of  31 315.  Saim  IC'C  E'XT  Wtp—i.e. 
Tiras ;  Meshech,  and  Tubal,  is  a  late  insertion  from  Gen.  102, 
whence  also  comes  31313,  which  the  scribe  substituted  for  [jlnjc- 

In  39 1  a  similar  emendation  is  required.  313,  in  38  and  30,  should 
always  be  p-uc-  I'1  ai1  JI  njISrrS^TINl  is  a  mere  expansion  of 
a  miswritten  piJB.  In  39  1115  313  pen.  and  in  39  16  ,1310:1  V>' 
may  come  from  pljai.1— i.e.  Harmigdon.  We  now  perhaps  see 

from  which  source  the  Apocalyptist  drew  the  name  ARMA 
GEDDON  [y.v.],  and  also  where  Armageddon  was  (see  Ezek.  39  IT). 

T.K.C.] 
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volcanic  mounds,  so  that  the  soil  here  scarcely  repays  cultiva 
tion  ;  in  the  S.,  though  the  country  is  still  basaltic,  the  land  is 
richer  and  less  stony,  and  it  is  accordingly  more  cultivated. 
Kxtensive  ruins  have  been  discovered  in  different  parts  of  Jaulan, 
dating  from  Roman  times  and  onwards,  which  show  that  it  must 
once  have  been  the  home  of  a  thriving  population. 

Jauliin  has  been  described  very  fully,  with  maps,  sketches, 
and  particulars  respecting  ruined  sites,  etc.,  by  G.  Schumacher 
in  The  Janldn  and  Across  the  Jordan,  1-20,  41-102  (the  two 
last  named  passages  dealing  with  Eastern  Jaulan,  between  the 
Rukkad  and  the  'Allan).  S.  K.  D. 

GOLATH-MAIM.  Golath-maim  or  Gullath-maim, 
as  also  Golath  (Gullath)-illith  and  Golath  (Gullath)- 

tahtuh  (josh.  15 19,  ovp  rfes,  nv>>r  '».  Jivpinn  '3; 
judg.  iiS  JV;>i?  '3,  jvnnn  'a,  '»  j  ;  EV  •  springs  of 

water,'  'the  upper  springs,'  'the  lower  springs')  are, 
according  to  Moore  and  Budde,  proper  names.  See, 
however,  KEILAH. 

GOLD.  The  importance  of  gold  in  Semitic  antiquity 
is  suggested  by  the  number  of  words  for  gold  in  OT 
Hebrew  compared  with  biblical  Greek.  xPvfffo  an^ 
Xpvffiov  (the  latter  also  =  wrought  gold  [i  Pet.  83]  and 
gold  coin)  are  the  only  Greek  words.  Hence  in  Is.  13 12 
Job  3124  and  Prov.  25  12,  where  a  second  word  is 
wanted,  65  has  to  represent  era  by  Attfos,  Ai'tfoj  jroXv- 
reXfy,  and  ffdpdiov  Tro\vre\ts.  See  also  (d).  The 
Hebrew  terms  are  : 

(a)  3nt,  zdhab,  Aram.  3rn,  Ar.  dhahabu",  perhaps  '  the  spark 
ling  ' ;  cp  3HS.  Note  the  phrases  1S1D  3J7,  '  refined  gold  '  (i  K. 


1.  Terms. 


10  18),  for  which  2  Ch.  9  17  has  ling  3HI,  'pure 


gold'  (<B  in  each  case  \pv<ri<a  SoKi/j.ta;  but  Pesh. 
reads  TfliKO  't, '  gold  from  Ophir '),  and  Bins'  3HT  (\pv<ra  «Aara), 
'  beaten  gold,'  i  K.  10  i6/  2  Ch.  9  15/1  See  also  UPHAZ. 

(f>)  pin,  hdrus,  Ass.  hurdsu,  Phcen.  jnn  (whence  xpv<T°'»> 
\pva-iov);  in  Hebrew,  mostly  poetical  (Zech.  9  3  Ps.  68  13  [14] 
Prov.  3  14  8  10  19  16  16).  We  find  it  twice,  however,  in  prose, 
according  to  necessary  emendations  of  Gen.  2n  f. !  and  23  16. 
Gen.  2  n/I  should  run,  ' .  .  .  the  whole  land  of  Havilah,  where 
there  is  the  htiriis-go\A,  where  there  is  the  k&ittdu-StOM,  and  the 
slwham'  (malachite?);  see  OPHIR,  §  i ;  "ONYX  ;  TOPAZ.  The 
sudden  transition  to  naive  wonder('  The  gold  of  that  land  is  good ') 
conceals,  in  fact,  a  reference  to  a  kind  of  gold  designated  harfis. 
In  Gen.  23  16  hdrus  is  concealed  under  lassvher  (szz  KESITAH). 
What,  then,  does  hdrus  mean  ?  Noldeke  (ZDMG,  1886,  p.  728) 
and  Konig  (2  a  137)  advocate  the  explanation  'yellowish';  so 
BDB,  Ges.-Buhl.  See  Ps.  68 13  [14],  pin  p"lpT3,  '  with  yellowish 
[or,  greenish]  gold,'  and  cp  BDB,  s.v.,  p-)\  Ps.  68  13  [14],  how 
ever,  is  corrupt  (read  'n  lp'3,  '  with  the  glory  of  gold  '). 
pin,  harfis,  possibly  described  gold  in  one  of  the  stages  of 
its  production.  '  The  hard  stone  [quartz]  was  first  made  brittle 
by  the  action  of  fire,  then  hoed  out  ivith  iron  picks  '  (Aai-ofiiK<3 
<Ti8»jpu>  KaTattovovcri.  .  .  .  TVJTUTI  <nSr)pais  •riji'  /u.ap/uapifou<rai/ 
TreVpai/  KOTTTOvcnv,  Diod.  Sic.,  3  12). 

(c)  CHS,  kethem,   possibly  from  -\/Cn3,    'to  cover'  (so  Ass., 
Ar.);  same  word  in  Sab.;  in  Hebrew  only,  or  mostly,  poetical 
(Is.  13  12  Job  28  16  19  31  24  Prov.  25  12  [and  perhaps  Prov.  25  n, 
by  emendation,  see  BASKETS,  n.  i]  Lam.  4  i  Dan.  10s,  but  not 
Ps.  459[io]  Cant.  5  n,  where  the  text  is  corrupt).     One  of  the 
kinds  of  gold  specified  in  Egyptian  records  [New  Empire]  is 
'the  good  gold  of  Katm'  (Erman).     W.  M.   Miiller  gives  the 
forms  Kd-ti-ma  and,  more  common,  Ktmt  (As.  u.  Eur.  76). 
Possibly  CfiOi  kethem  (Katlmi),  also  is  the  name  of  a  gold- 
producing  place,  like  Ophir  ;  in  Is.  13  12,  as  Duhm  has  seen, 
T31N,  ephir,  is  a.  gloss   on   DH3-     Perhaps    in  Gen.  1030  mSD 
mpn  in  should  be  read  DH3  "in  m£b,  'to  Soph ir !(;>.,  OPHIR, 
q.v.),  to  the   mountains  of  Kethem.'     Tg.   recognises,   at  any 
rate,  a  special  kind  of  gold. 

(d)  IS  (Talm.  K?'S ;  Tg.  NW3), /«s,  'refined  gold,'  probably 
-IBID  3Ht  (see  above, «).    Ps.  19  IO[TI]  21  3 [4]  Prov.  8  19,  \i9ov 
ri.tii.ov  ;  Ps.  119  127,  roTtd^iov  [see  TOPAZ]  ;  Job  28  17  Cant.  5  15 
[<riceu»j,  ^derets],   XP1"7^'] ',    Is-  13  12   J.am.  42,  xpvo'iop ',    Cant. 
On,    <cai<f><zf[BA],  Ke-KT*]. 

(e)  "VB'lK,  'Ophir,'  also  could  be  used  poetically  for  TEN    3rtJ 
'  Ophir-gold  '  (Job  22  24  ff(u</>eip,  also  Ps.  45  9  [10]:  read  in.!).2 

(_/)  Similarly  "1UD,  scghor  (OWKACKT/UOS),    or  11JD   (Hoffm., 

1  Sophir  may  perhaps  be  simply  a  corruption  of  Ophir ;  N 
and  D  are  frequently  confounded  (e.g.,  NIT  f°r  D13%  's-  •*!  $)• 
The  forms  o"o)<£[e]tp,  <ru><^>etpa,  o~w(/>r/pa,  <ru>^>apa  occur  in  <ES. 

3  Vg.'s  renderings  are  peculiar.  TSIN  ODD  becomes  (Job 
28  16)  tinctis  Indite  coloribus  (cp  in  colore,  Jer.,  for  cnD3,  Dan. 
10s);  Is.  13  12,  jiiumio  obrizo,  where  o£rizo  =  Ophir  =  Ophir 
gold. 
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Bu.,  Duhm)  is  perhaps  used  for  1UD  3rn,  Job  2815,  lit.  'gold 

closed  up.'  See  the  Comm.  on  i  K.  620.  Tg.  'o  am;  Vg. 
aurum  obrizum.  Most  probably  =  Ass.  hurdsu  sakru,  '  massive 
or  solid  gold  '  (Del.  Ass.  HIVB  499  b).  It  seems  that  we  should 
read  pn  '  gold  '  for  natTN  (EV  '  gifts  ')  in  Ps.  72  ic,1  and  1JO  for 
nnon  (EV  '  a  round  goblet  ')  in  Cant.  7  3  [2]  (JQR  11  404  ['99]). 

To  these  we  must  not  add  the  phrase  13  pro,  Cant.  5  n,  EV 
'  the  most  fine  gold  '  (the  bridegroom's  hair),  the  text  being 
corrupt.2 

Besides  the  above  there  are  other  terms  (Latin,  etc.) 
of  strange  aspect,  which  may  claim  to  be  mentioned. 

1.  Does  the  phrase  xPv<ro<*  "Ir"pos  mean  Ophir-gold?  or  gold- 
dust   (Ass.   epru,   [a]   masses   of  earth,   [b]    dust)?      Scarcely  ; 
against  the  latter  view  see  Wi.  A  T  Unters.  146,  n.  2.     Nor  is 
there  much  to  be  said  for  Sprenger's  conjecture  (A  lie  Geogr.  von 
Arab.  56  f.)  that  both  Ophir  and  ajri/pos  describe  the  reddish 
colour  of  the  best  kind  of  gold  (Ophir,  therefore,  not  originally 
a  place-name). 

2.  6{ipv£ov,   Lat.   obrussa,    no  doubt   means   the   test  of  fire 
applied  to  gold  in  a  cupel  ;  the  gold  which  has  passed  this  test 
is  called  aurum  obrizunt  ;    cp  Arab,   ibriz"*,  whence  abrazu, 
cepit  aurum  purum.     But  what  is  the  origin  of  6/3pu£oi'  ? 

At  any  rate,  the  words  just  mentioned  have  a  real  right 
to  be.  That  is  more  than  we  can  say  of  the  Heb.  ~\S3,  beser, 
however,  commonly  explained  as  '  gold  -ore.'3  It  is  suspicious, 
that  1<J3)  'ore,'  was  altogether  unknown  to  the  ancients.  There 
is  only  one  passage  in  which  almost  all  moderns  have  found  it, 
and  only  one  more  in  which  one  or  two  have  suspected  its 
existence.  In  both  passages  the  word  taken  to  be  ijja  is  sur 
rounded  by  textual  corruption,  and  there  can  hardly  be  a  doubt 
that  it  is  itself  corrupt.  The  passages  referred  to  are: 

(a)  Job  2224/.  (1S3,  AV  'gold':  RV  'thy  treasure'  [mg. 
Heb.  'ore'];  1'"JS3,  AV  'thy  defence';  RV  renders  as  ni;|). 
It  is  necessary  here  to  give  the  context.  Budde  renders  his 
somewhat  emended  text  thus  :— 

'  And  (if  thou)  layest  ore  of  gold  in  the  dust, 
And  in  the  sand  by  the  sea  Ophir-gold, 
So  that  the  Almighty  is  thine  ore  of  gold, 
And  his  law  is  (as)  silver  unto  thee.' 

A  reference  to  the  Hebrew  will  show  that  /.  2  is  in  part  happily 
emended.  Still  the  gist  of  the  passage  seems  to  be  misappre 
hended,  and  the  -^3  of  MT  is  not  cleared  up.  Beer,  too,  while 
adopting  Budde's  reading  in  /.  2,  confesses  that  the  phrase 
ology  of  T'.  24  seems  to  him  very  strange.  So  also,  however,  is 
that  of  T.  25.  Nor  is  Budde's  emendation,  '  his  law,'  imin  for 

msyin,  plausible.  Duhm  hardly  improves  upon  Budde.  Prob 
ably  we  should  read  thus,  — 

And  thou  wilt  heap  up  treasures  as  the  dust, 

And  as  the  sand  of  the  sea  Ophir-gold, 

And  Shaddai  will  be  thy  diadem  (-pn), 

And  a  crown  of  Ophir-gold  (TSIN  "WD')  unto  thee.4 


(,8)  Ps.  68  30  [31],  IP^-Sra  DSina  ;  RV  '  trampling  under 
foot  the  pieces  of  sik>cr.'  For  this  Cheyne  (Ps.fl)  393, 
doubtfully)  and  Nestle  (JBL,  '91,  p.  151)  have  read  '3  ''1S33, 
'  with  (or  for)  pieces  of  silver  ore  '  ;  but  the  extreme  doubtfulness 
of  1!»3  in  Job  makesit  preferable  to  read  '3  1X1N3,'  with  store  of 

silver.'     On  the  corrupt  'inO  see  PATHROS.     (Duhm  is  rather 
disappointing  here.) 

It  does  not,  in  fact,  appear  that  the  OT  Hebrew  has  any 
expression  for  'gold  ore.'  In  the  margin  of  Job  286  AV  does 
indeed  give  'gold  ore.'  However,  this  may  only  record  the 
impression  of  the  translators  that  3ni  rni£j;  would  not  be  good 
Hebrew  for  'dust  of  gold.'  For  the  same  reason  probably 
RV  gives  in  the  margin  'and  he  winneth  lumps  of  gold'; 
but  the  only  safe  rendering  is  that  of  Delitzsch,  Dillmann, 
Hoffmann,  'and  he  hath  gold-bearing  earth.'  Yet  this  cannot 
represent  the  poet's  meaning.  No  miner  is  mentioned  in  the 
context,  and,  as  Bateson  Wright  has  seen,  the  parallelism  re 
quires  rprhsj;.  Probably  the  verse  should  run  thus, 

Its  stones  are  the  place  of  silver, 

Its  clods  are  the  mine  of  gold.5 
Thus  v.  6  corresponds  (as  it  should)  to  it.  i.     Cp  SAPPHIRE. 


1  In  Ezek.  27  15  T\3VK  should  probably  be  T.IQb- 

2  Gratz  (cp  Bu.)  would  read  -)ri3  f°r  CfO  ',  out  the  best  reading 
seems  to  be   Sci33>  'like  Carmel  '  (see  7  6  [5],  HAIR,  i).     @'s 
XpvcrtW  xai  <j>a£in  Cant.  5n   represents  1£31  DH3  (see  UPHAZ). 
This  became  oj^arf  (Cod.  253  HP),  o<f>ar^  (Cod.  300)  —  i.e.,  CD3 
1S1N  (Lag.  Mittheil.   '2  81).      Neither   form   of  text,  however, 
makes  a  good  sense,  and  the  connection  of  5na  with  7  6ab  can 
scarcely  be  denied. 

3  Abulwalrd  derives  it  from  1^2,   'to  break  off,'  comparing 
Ar.  tibrii"  (native  gold,  whether  dust  or  nugget). 

*  See  Exp.  T.,  10  94  /  (Nov.  '98). 

.T33K  t]03  DipD 
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The   localities  mentioned   in  the  OT  as  sources  of 
gold  (Havilah,  Ophir,  Sheba)  are  all  Arabian1  ;  Arabia 
was  evidently  the  Eldorado  of  the  Hebrews. 

N°W  il  is  the  g°ld  °f  °Phir'  now  that  of 
.     gneba   that   rises    before    the    mental   eye  ; 

never,  for  some  reason,  that  of  Havilah.  Midian,  too, 
appears  to  have  abounded  in  gold  ;  the  reference  in 
Nu.  3150-54  to  the  spoil  of  gold  taken  from  the  Midian- 
ites  comes  from  a  very  late  source  (P),  but  reflects  the 
traditional  belief  in  the  Midianitish  gold  ;  Gideon,  too, 
is  said  in  the  legend  to  have  won  enormous  spoil  from 
the  conquered  Midianites  (Judg.  824-27).  According  to 
Burton,2  the  '  land  of  Midian  '  was  '  evidently  worked, 
and  in  places  well  worked  '  in  antiquity.  There  is  just 
one  allusion  in  the  OT  to  the  abundance  of  gold  in 
Palestine  in  the  pre-Israelitish  period.  Achan  is  said  to 
have  appropriated  from  the  spoil  of  Jericho  200  shekels 
of  silver  and  a  '  tongue  '  of  gold  of  50  shekels  weight 
(Josh.  ?2i).  One  would  like  to  know  what  the  object 
called  a  '  tongue  '  really  was.  It  was  hardly  a  '  wedge  ' 
(Jos.  Ant.  \.  5  10,  fta^a  ;  Vg.  regula)  ;  both  here  and  in 
Is.  13  12  (  '  golden  wedge  '  for  oro)  AV  must  be  wrong  ; 
and  even  RV  has  been  too  conservative  in  its  render 
ing  of  Josh.  I.e.  Nor  is  there  evidence  for  any  object 
of  use  or  ornament  called  from  its  shape  a  '  tongue  ' 
either  in  Hebrew  or  in  Assyrian.3  It  seems  a  reason 
able,  and  it  is  certainly  an  easy,  conjecture  that  pc*1?  is  a 
corruption  of  J'VK?,  '  a  cuirass  '  (see  BREASTPLATE  [i.])  ; 
the  king  of  a  city  like  Jericho  may  well  have  been  sup 
posed  by  the  late  Hebrew  narrator  to  have  possessed 
golden  armour.  Certainly  the  quantity  of  the  precious 
metals  demanded  as  tribute  by  Thotmes  III.  and 
Ram(e)ses  III.  could  have  been  borne  only  by  a  very 
rich  country  (see  Brugsch,  Hist,  of  Egypt)  ;  the  gold 
was  no  doubt  brought  to  Palestine  by  trading  cara 
vans  from  Arabia.  In  the  Israelitish  period  Solomon's 
golden  shields  were  carried  off  to  Egypt  by  Sosenk 
(Shishak).  See  i  K.  14  25  f.  Solomon's  hunger  for 
gold  may  indeed  have  been  exaggerated  by  legend  (cp 
Jos.  Ant.  viii.  7  3)  ;  but  solid  fact  lies  under  the  possible 
exaggeration  (see  OPHIR). 

The  Egyptians,  however,  were  not  confined  to  pillag 
ing  highly  civilized  Syria  ;  they  were  in  direct  relations 
with  gold  -producing  districts.  At  Hammamat  (see 
Brugsch,  Gesch.  Aeg.  596)  and  at  Gebel  'Allaki,  near 
the  country  now  occupied  by  the  Ababdeh  Arabs,  and 
also  at  another  place  bearing  the  same  name  nearer  the 
Red  Sea,  there  were  important  gold-mines.  An  inter 
esting  account  of  the  mines  is  given  in  Egyptian  records 
(RP&TSJF.  ;  Brugsch,  of.  cit.  530;  Erman,  Anc.  Eg. 
463),  and  the  'earliest  known  map,'  now  in  the 
Turin  museum,  represents  the  second  of  these  mining 
districts,  which  was  visited  by  Theodore  Bent.4  The 
precious  metal  was  for  the  most  part  found  in  veins 
of  quartz  (according  to  Hoffmann,  the  B'TjWi  of  Job 
289),  and  Diodorus  (3  12)  gives  a  description  of  the 
processes  employed  which  throws  light  on  some  of  the 
Hebrew  terms  and  phrases  relative  to  gold  in  the  OT. 
First  of  all  the  hard  stone  was  made  brittle  by  fire  ; 
then  it  was  broken  up  into  small  pieces  which  were 
ground  to  powder  between  two  flat  granite  millstones. 
This  powder  was  washed  on  inclined  tables  furnished 
with  one  or  more  cisterns,  so  that  all  the  earthy  matter 
might  be  separated  [cp  Job  28  i,  jpi',  'where  they 

1  PARVAIM  and  UPHAZ  \qq.v.}  can  hardly  be  mentioned  ;  these 
supposed  place-names  arise  from  corruptions  in  the  text. 

»  The  Land  of  Midian  Revisited  ('79),  1  329.  Burton's 
object  was  '  to  ascertain  the  depth  from  W.  to  K.  of  the  quartz- 
formation  which  had  been  worked  by  the  ancients.'  His  ex 
ploration  was  stopped  by  the  Bedouin. 

3  Benzinger  (fJA,  190,  n.  2)  dismisses  the  rendering  'bar,' 
and  supposes  some  tongue-shaped  object  to  be  meant.  We  can 
hardly  acquiesce  in  this. 

*  See  Chabas,  Let  inscriptions  des  Mines  (fOr  ('62)  ;  and  cp 
Burton,  op.  cit.  196  ;  Bent,  Southern  A  rabia,  323  ff.  Prof. 
de  Goeje  thinks  it  probable  that  the  two  sets  of  mines,  though 
several  hundred  miles  apart,  may  have  belonged  to  the  same 
reef  and  have  been  known  by  the  same  name. 
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cleanse  it '],  flowing  down  the  incline  with  the  water. 
The  particles  of  gold  were  then  collected,  and,  together 
with  a  certain  amount  of  lead,  salt,  etc. ,  kept  for  five 
days  and  nights  in  closed  earthen  crucibles.  By  ex 
posure  to  the  heat  they  were  formed  into  ingots  which, 
having  been  extracted,  were  weighed  and  laid  by  for 
use.  (On  this  description  cp  Bent,  Through  Mashona- 
land,  184;  Southern  Arabia,  325.)  The  commonest 
objects  produced  were  rings  (ftp  2  26  ;  Erman,  464), 
or  '  thin  bent  strips  of  metal '  (Maspero,  Dawn  of  Civ. , 
324)  which  were  used  as  a  basis  of  exchange.  As 
distinguished  from  gold  rings,  the  gold  imported  by 
Ha't-sepsut  from  the  land  of  Punt  is  called  '  green '  or 
1  fresh ' ;  probably  it  was  in  ingots. l  At  a  later  time 
six  kinds  of  gold  are  specified, — 'mountain  gold,  good 
gold,  gold  of  twice,  gold  of  thrice,  gold  of  the  weight, 
and  the  good  gold  of  Katm'  (cp  §  i  [c\).  The  wealth 
of  Ram(e)ses  III.  (the  Rampsinitus  of  Herodotus)  must, 
to  judge  from  the  temple  inscriptions,  have  been  enor 
mous.  '  Gold  in  grains,  in  bags  filled  to  the  weight 
of  1000  pounds,  from  the  mines  of  Amamu  in  the  land 
of  Kush,  from  Edfu,  from  Ombos,  and  from  Koptos, 
bars  of  silver,  pyramids  of  blue  and  green  stones,'  etc. 
(Brugsch,  Gesch.  596). 

Gold  (hurasu)  was  in  equal  request  in  Babylonia  and 
Assyria,  though  AV's  rendering  in  Is.  144  '  golden 
city'  (mrnn)  is  as  impossible  as  the  reading  which  it 
represents.  Gudea  (the  very  ancient  patesi  of  Lagas) 
speaks  (KB  3  a  37)  of  having  received  gold  dust  from 
Miluhha  (i.e. ,  the  Sinaitic  peninsula).  Nothing  is  said 
of  gold  coming  from  Miluhha  elsewhere  ;  probably, 
however,  it  was  not  dug  up  in  Sinai,  but  brought  from 
Egypt.2  The  greater  part  of  the  Babylonian  gold 
doubtless  came  from  Arabia  ;  but  gold  entered  into  the 
tribute  of  all  the  richer  conquered  peoples  ;  Hezekiah, 
for  instance,  paid  thirty  talents  of  gold  (2  K.  1814; 
KAT&  293). 

That  the  art  of  the  Goldsmith  (5p'l¥,  Neh.  38[BNA°m-] 
TTYRCOTHC  [L]3i  [<§  transliterates],  32  x«\\K6YC  [BXA 
cp  Is.  41?]-  XAAKOYPTOC  [L],  Is.  40 19  466  Jer.  10 914 
51i7[AV  in  Jer.  'founder'],  XPYCOXOOC)  was  carried 
to  as  great  a  perfection  in  Nineveh  and  Babylon  as  in 
Egypt  does  not  appear.  Merodach-Baladan,  the  adver 
sary  of  Sargon,  had  a  canopy,  a  sceptre,  and  a  bed  of 
gold  (Sarg.  Ann.  339  ;  cp  Del.  HWB  27),  and 
gold  was  much  used  in  architectural  decoration.  Still 
there  was  a  Babylonian  guild  of  goldsmiths  whose 
patron  was  the  god  Ea.  It  may  be  noted  here  that  in 
Gen.  42o^T  no  mention  is  made  of  a  founder  of  the  gold 
smith's  art.  Yet  there  must  have  been  goldsmiths  at 
Jerusalem,  though  a  doubt  exists  whether  '  goldsmiths ' 
in  Neh.  3  32  should  not  rather  be  '  money-changers ' 
(Perles,  Anal.  78).  See  METALS,  and  cp  HANDI 
CRAFTS. 

For  the  Golden  Calf,  see  CALF,  GOLDEN. 

The  investigation  of  the  sources  of  the  gold  elsewhere  than 
in  Egypt,  Assyria  and  Babylonia,  and  Palestine  does  not  con 
cern  us  here.  The  accounts  which  Herodotus,  Arrian,  and 
Diodorus  give  of  the  treasures  of  the  great  cities  of  Asia  show 
that  gold-mines  in  widely  separated  regions  were  well-worked 
(see  Smith's  Diet.  Class.  Ant.,s  .v.  '  Aurum' ;  G.  F.  Hill,  Hand 
book  of  Greek  and  Roman  Coins,  18-20).  T.  K.  C. 

GOLGOTHA      (roAro0&      [Ti.    WH] ;      Syr. 

Jj^o^J,   Mt.  2733  Mk.  1522   (roAroGAN   [KB, 

etc.])  Jn.  19i7t-     The  name  of  a  place  outside  of  Jeru- 

.,  salem,   where  Jesus  was  crucified.      It  was 

l.  name.   ,without  the  gate.  (Heb  13l2)    and  appar. 

ently  beside  some  public  thoroughfare  (Mt.  27  39)  leading 
to  the  country  (Mk.  152i),  but  'nigh  to  the  city'  (Jn. 
192o).  See  CROSS,  §  4. 

The  Aramaic  form  of  the  name  (st.  emph.  KnSlJ^IJ  from 
K^^IJ  I  see  Onk.  Tg.  on  Ex.  16  16)  corresponds  to  the  Hebrew 
D?-!^,  gulgoleth.  In  the  Greek  transliteration  (except  in  A) 

1  Naville,  Deir  el-Bahari,  1  25. 

2  Krall,  Griindriss  der  altorient.  Gesch.  48;  cp  Jensen,  ZA, 
1895,  p.  372- 
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the  second  ^  of  the  original  word  has  been  dropped  in  order  to 
facilitate  pronunciation  (cp  Ar.  jalajat"",  and  see  Zahn,  NT 
Kinl.  1  i'o).  Mt.,  Mk.,  and  Jn.  give  its  interpretation  as  ic.pa.viov 
TOTTOS,  the  place  of  a  skull  ;  Lk.  gives  the  Greek  name  only  — 
'  to  the  place  called  Kranioti  '  ('23  33,  tTri  TOV  rcnrov  TOV  <caAov- 
nevov  Kpaviov),  RV  '  The  skull  '  —  or,  as  it  is  rendered  in  AV 
and  RV'"k'.  after  the  Vg.  (Cafoaria),  'Calvary.'  Eusebius 
mentions  it  as  y.  upaviov  (OS,  175  n),  y.  Kpavlov  (189  i  20263), 
and  y.  Kpaviov  TOTTOS  (li4S  21)  ;  Jerome  gives  Golgotha  caluariti 
(OS,  (51  22)  and  G.  locus  Caluariie  (130  25). 

According  to  Jerome  (Comment,  ad  Epkes.  5  14  ; 
Epist.  46),  and  Basil  (in  Canesii  Thes.\ia,'~,)  there  was 
a  tradition  that  the  skull  (whence  the  name)  of  Adam 
was  preserved  in  this  place  ;  Epiphanius  (contr.  Hcer. 
146),  Ambrose  (Epist.  1  1),  and  others  speak  of  his  burial 
at  Golgotha  (see  Guthe,  '  Grab  [das  heilige]  '  in  P&Eft). 
Such  a  tradition  only  needs  to  be  mentioned.  The  two 
explanations  that  have  found  most  support  are  —  (i) 
that  it  was  so  called  because  the  place  abounded  in 
skulls  (so  Jer.  Comm.  ad  Mt.  27  33;  cp  Jeremy  Taylor's 
description  '  Calvary  ...  a  hill  of  death  and  dead 
bones,  polluted  and  impure  .  .  .');  (2)  because  for 
one  or  more  reasons  it  resembled  a  skull  (so  Renan, 
Vie  de  Jtsus,  429  ;  Brandt,  Die  Evang.  Gesch.  168  ; 
Meyer,  Comm.  on  Mt.  486  f.  ['98],  who  compares  the 
German  use  of  '  Kopf,'  'Scheitel,'  and  'Stirn').1  To 
the  former  explanation  serious  objections  have  been 
raised  (see  Keim,  Jesu  von  A'as.  3  405).  The  latter  sug 
gestion  is,  therefore,  preferred  by  most  scholars. 

Several  examples  occur  in  the  OT  of  names  suggested  by 
the  configuration  of  the  ground  (see  NAMES,  §  99).  The  exist 
ence  of-  a  small  village  situated  on  a  hill-top  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  Tyre  called  el-  Jiitneijnieh  ('  the  little  skulls  '  ;  BR  3  56 
58,  PEFM  1  94)  makes  it  probable  that  a  similar  name  was  in 
ancient  times  applied  to  any  knoll  which  was  thought  to  resemble 
a  skull. 

Whatever  be  the  explanation  of  the  name,  the  place 
intended  must  have  been  outside  the  city  wall  (so  Jn. 
'  n'Sh  to  the  city'  tcP  Mt.  28n  Heb. 
1812],  and  Jn.  1941,  '  near  a  tomb,'  new  tombs 
would  be  outside  the  city).  Further,  it  was  a  prominent 
position  (Mk.  1540  Lk.  2849)  and  near  a  road  (Mt.  27  39 
Mk.  1029).  These  data,  however,  suit  several  positions. 

The  traditional  site,  the  Church  of  the  Holy  Sepulchre,  has 
lately  been  proved  to  lie  beyond  the  second  wall  (see  JERUSALEM, 
§  32,  ii.)  which  was  the  outside  wall  at  the  date  of  the  Crucifixion  ; 
and  several  rock  tombs  have  been  found  about  it.  It  was  near 
a  road.  It  therefore  may  have  been  the  site.  The  tradition  in 
its  favour,  however,  does  not  reach  behind  the  fourth  century  ; 
and  the  manner  in  which  the  site  is  said  to  have  been  indicated 
to  the  Emperor  Constantine  who  removed  a  temple  of  Venus, 
that  stood  over  the  spot,  and  discovered  the  alleged  tomb  of 
Christ  and  therefore  erected  the  Church  of  the  Resurrection, 
does  not  prove  that  the  sanctity  of  the  place  was  anciently,  or 
even  at  the  time,  publicly  known  (Eus.  Vit.  Const.  3  25).  When 
we  consider  the  extension  of  the  city  over  the  site,  the  operations 
in  the  siege  of  Titus,  whose  principal  camps  were  on  this  N. 
side  of  the  city,  the  devastation  of  Jerusalem  under  Hadrian, 
and  the  interval  before  the  first  attempts  of  Christians  to  identify 
the  sites,  we  can  see  how  precarious  the  tradition  is.  The  one 
element  of  value  in  it  is  the  statement  of  Eusebius  that  a  temple 
of  Venus  had  been  erected  on  the  site  ;  if  we  may  argue  from 
the  analogous  case  of  the  Temple  site,  on  which  a  temple  to 
Jove  was  raised,  this  temple  of  Venus  is  evidence  that  its  site 
had  been  regarded  by  the  Christians  as  sacred.2 

That  too,  however,  is  precarious,  and  by  no  means  strong 
enough  to  dispose  of  rival  sites.  Other  sites  for  Golgotha  have 
been  suggested  on  several  positions  to  the  north  of  the  city. 
One,  first  pointed  out  by  Thenius  in  1849,  and  adopted  by 
General  Gordon  and  Colonel  Conder,  has  received  recently  a 
great  deal  of  support.  It  is  an  eminence  above  the  grotto  of 
Jeremiah,  outside  the  present  wall  not  far  from  the  Damascus 
gate.  Besides  suiting  the  general  data  of  the  gospels  —  it  is  near 
a  road,  stands  high,  and  has  tombs  about  it  —  its  appearance 
agrees  with  Lk.'s  rendering  of  the  name;  it  has  a  strong  re- 

1  The  Old  English  '  cop,'  on  the  other  hand,  seems  to  have 
meant  primarily  'summit,'  and   then   'head'  or  'skull.'     See 
Murray,  s.v. 

2  A  resum^  of  the  voluminous  literature  on  the  Holy  Sepulchre 
and  a  discussion  of  the   claims  of   the   Church   of  the   Holy 
Sepulchre  to  occupy  the  site  of  our  Lord's  tomb  will  be  found 
in  the  article  'Sepulchre,  the  Holy,'  by  A.  B.  M'Grigor  in  the 
Ency.  Brit.W)      This  article  notes   that   the  existence   in   the 
rock  on  which  the  church  is   built  of  several  ancient  Jewish 
tombs  may  be  used  as  an  argument  against  the  site,  for  Eusebius 
(T/u'of/iania,   Lee's  transl.  ,   p.    199)  emphasises  the  fact   that 
'  there  was  only  one  cave  within  it,  but  had  there  been  many, 
the  miracle   of  him  who  overthrew  death   should   have   been 
obscured.' 


semblance  to  a  skull  ;  and  there  is  a  modern  Jewish  tradition 
that  it  was  the  place  of  stoning  in  ancient  times.  But  neither 
are  these  things  conclusive,  and  on  the  whole  we  must  be  con 
tent  to  believe  that  the  scene  of  the  greatest  event  in  Jerusalem's 
history  is  still  unknown.  From  this,  of  course,  it  also  follows 
that  the  site  of  Stephen's  martyrdom  is  uncertain. 

M.  A.  C.,  §  I  ;    G.  A.  S.  ,  §2. 

GOLIATH  (rr?;l,  Ginsb.  ;  some  editions  T\*b$  [except 


1    Earlier 
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2°5]'  §  ?8  :   TOAlAO  [BAL],  also 
TOAlAA     [B]  ;     in     Pss.     roAl<^    [BNR], 

[AT],  roAiAepc  [Jos.]. 

For  the  ending  see  AHUZZATH.  G-l-y  is  probably  a  corruption 
of  g-z-1.1  Goliath  is  a  pale  reflection  of  those  so-called  'throne- 
bearers  (gtizalt)  who  ran  over  hill  and  dale  at  the  Deluge  (Bab. 
legend,  /.  100),  and  who  are  rather  =  the  Anunnaki,  those  '  ravag 
ing  '  (^u)  evil  spirits  whom  Ramman,  Nebo,  etc.,  let  loose  at  the 
Deluge  ;  Jastrow  (Ret.  of  Bab,  and  Ass.  500)  renders  g^uzall 
in  the  Deluge-story  '  the  destroyers.'  It  is  a  title  which  belongs 
only  to  divine  beings  (see  Muss-Arnolt  and  cp  Jensen,  Kostn. 
389)  ;  Achish  is  an  analogous  name,  meaning  '  one  rushing 
forward  '  (from  Assyr.  akasu). 

A  Philistine  giant,  slain  according  to  i  S.  17  by 
David,  but  according  to  an  older  tradition  (2  S.  21  19  ; 
in  (5B  yodo\iav)  by  ELHANAN  (q.v.  ).  Some  details  — 
as  for  example  that  Goliath  was  of  Gath,  that  he  lived  in 
the  time  of  David,  and  that  the  staff  of  his  spear  was 
like  a  weaver's  beam  —  are  common  to  the  two  stories. 
The  older  tradition  adds,  besides  the  real  name  of  the 
slayer  of  the  'giant,'  the  statement  (v.  22  ;  cp  ©)  that 
Goliath,  like  his  three  fellows,  was  a  descendant  of  the 
Rephaites  (cp  Josh.  11  22,  where  Anakim  are  said  to 
have  remained  only  in  Philistia).  It  was,  in  fact, 
natural,  so  soon  as  the  four  tall  Philistine  champions 
had  been  magnified  into  giants,  to  account  for  their 
extraordinary  stature  by  making  them  Rephaites.  It 
is  also  noteworthy  that  in  2  S.  21  15-22  the  Israelite 
warriors  meet  the  gigantic  Philistines  or  Rephaites  with 
out  the  least  alarm,  whereas  in  i  S.  17  Goliath  succeeds 
in  paralysing  the  entire  Israelite  army. 

It  is  certain,  however,  that  this  is  not  presented  to 
us  as  the  object  of  the  giant's  appearance.  He  is  called 

a  champion  (c':2n  ITN,   a  man  of  the  aer- 

, 
aiX/Jil01'  '<  cpjos.  Ant.  vi.  9  i,  eras  [j.€Ta.l;u  TWV 

.  .,  ... 

Trapara^euw),  and  in  his  speech  he  throws 
out  a  direct  challenge  to  the  warriors  of  Israel.  The 
latter  shrink  back  in  cowardly  dismay—  an  unaccount 
able  falling  back  on  the  part  of  the  comrades  of  Jonathan 
(cp  i  S.  14),  which  had  to  be  asserted  in  order  to  make 
room  for  David.  With  fine  poetic  imaginativeness  and 
(as  we  shall  see)  religious  insight  the  conqueror  pro 
vided  for  the  giant  in  this  later  offshoot  of  tradition 
was  no  trained  warrior  (i  S.  16  18  belongs  to  the  older 
story)  but  a  shepherd  boy. 

In  v.  56,  indeed,  he  is  called  a  '  stripling  '  (C?J?)  ;  but  the  same 
word  is  applied  in  i  S.  20  22  to  one  who  in  v.  35  is  described  as 
a  '  little  boy  '  (or  '  lad  '),  and  the  youthful  age  of  David  is 
sufficiently  shown  by  the  scorn  expressed  by  Goliath  at  his  yet 
unspoiled  complexion  2  (v.  42). 

The  young  champion's  plan  was  simple.  He  would 
have  recourse  to  his  sling  —  the  weapon  of  the  '  light- 
armed  crowd1  in  the  army  of  the  Greeks  before  Troy.3 

He  would  replenish  his  shepherd's  scrip  with  some  good 
smooth  pebbles  from  the  '  deep  watercourse  which  like  a  ravine 
separates  the  armies'  (see  ELAH  [ii.]).  He  would  then  trust  to 
the  keenness  of  his  bright  eyes  and  his  lightness  of  foot.  The 
winding  up  of  the  drama  is  described  thus  (?'.  48).  '  And  it 
used  to  happen,  when  the  Philistine  set  forward  and  came  on 
to  meet  David,  that  David  would  haste  and  run  to  the  battle 
array  to  meet  the  Philistine'  —  i.e.,  whenever  Goliath  tried  to 
come  to  close  quarters  with  David,  David  would  run  quickly  to 
the  front  rank  of  the  Israelites  to  meet  his  foe  under  this  friendly 
cover,  and  when  the  giant  halted  for  a  moment  David  would  run 
upon  him  from  another  side  in  order  to  aim  at  him  before  he 
could  be  protected  by  the  great  shield.4  At  last  David's 
opportunity  came;  Goliath's  face  was  exposed.  'Then  David 

1  i.e.,  guzalu.     The  only  alternative  is  to  derive  jv^  from 
Ass.  gugallu,    '  a  leader  '  (Scheil,  '  a  giant  '). 

2  See   Che.    Aids,    102,    n.    i.     '30°1K    in  such  a  connection 
certainly  implies  a  youthful  freshness  of  colour  (cp  Cant.  5  10). 
Compare  the  description  of  an  Arab  shepherd  boy  quoted  from 
Doughty  in  Aids,  100,  n.  2. 

3  //.  13  716  ;  cp  A.  Lang,  Horn,  and  the  Epic,  yj^f. 

4  Cp  JAVELIN,  5. 
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put  his  hand  in  his  bag,  and  took  thence  a  stone,  and  slang  it, 
and  smote  the  Philistine  in  his  forehead  ;  and  the  stone  sank 
into  his  forehead,  and  he  fell  upon  his  face  to  the  earth  '  (v.  49). 
Though  sorely  wounded  Goliath  was  not  dead.  So  David  '  ran 
and  stood  upon  the  Philistine,'  triumphing  over  his  foe,  like 
Sanehat  in  a  similar  case  in  the  old  Egyptian  story ;  1  next  he 
drew  the  giant's  sword  2  from  its  sheath  and  cut  off  his  head. 
Then  the  Philistines  saw  that  the  incredible  had  happened,  and 
took  to  flight. 

Why  did  the  Philistines  flee?  Had  they  not  still 
their  well-appointed  infantry  and  their  war-chariots  ? 
Had  they  not  still  the  memory  of  their  former  victories  ? 
A  Greek  poet  would  have  said  that  a  god  impelled 
them  behind  with  mighty  hand,  and  struck  terror  into 
their  souls  ;  and  indeed  it  was  a  religious  dread  that 
seized  them.  They  were  powerless  to  resist  the  fierce 
Israelites.3  Meantime,  if  the  view  suggested  elsewhere 
(NOB)  be  correct,  David  took  the  head  of  the  Philistine, 
and  brought  it  to  Saul ;  but  he  put  his  armour  in  the  tent 
of  Yahwe  (v.  54). 

Goliath's  arms  of  attack  are  made  of  iron  ;  those  of 
defence,  of  bronze.  'Javelin  of  bronze'  in  i  S.  176 

3.  The  arms    m"st  be  *  mistake  (see  JAVELIN,  5). 

nf  Pnliath  sword    was    afterwards    given    to 

David  the  fugitive  by  Ahimelech  ( i  S. 
21 9  [10]  ;  cp  22 10).  The  tradition  said  (apparently) 
that  David  had  deposited  it  as  hallowed  spoil  in  the 
sanctuary  of  Nob  (or  Gibeon).  The  (reputed)  weapons 
of  ancient  divine  heroes  have  not  infrequently  been 
found  in  Babylonia,4  and  a  sword  like  that  with  which 
a  mere  shepherd  boy  had  cut  off  a  giant's  head  would 
have  not  less  supernatural  power  than  the  fairy  hince 
of  Gilgames.  There  may  have  been  stories,  in  the 
fuller  Odyssey  of  Hebrew  tradition,  in  which  this  sword 
played  a  part.  If  so,  it  is  obvious  that  they  have  been 
with  good  reason  passed  over. 

The  story  of  David,  as  edited  in  the  Book  of  Samuel,  is  that 

of  a  man  who  fought  the  '  wars  of  Yahwe,'  and  was  by  his  God 

delivered,    and    later   ages   clung  with   special 

4.  Religious   affection  to  the  story  of  Goliath,  because  of  its 

COVerin0'.  latent  religious  significance  (see  Ecclus.  47  2-11, 
and  cp  title  of  Ps.  144  [143]  in  ©BNRT).S  From 
the  first  the  idea  that  God  alone  gives  strength  to  conquer  must 
have  been  present  to  those  who  told  this  tale,  and  it  is  beyond 
reasonable  doubt  that  a  later  writer  of  the  post-Deuteronomic 
period  inserted  i  S.  17  if>f.,  to  bring  the  lesson  of  the  tale  into 
clearer  view.6  It  is  only  with  an  eye  to  this  latent  idea  that  the 
legend  of  Goliath  can  be  retained  by  critically  trained  teachers 
and  preachers.  It  has  indeed  been  urged  against  this  changed 
attitude  that  the  story  of  Odysseus  could  be  treated  in  the  same 
way.  So  it  could,  provided  that  there  was  a  genuine,  however 
small,  historical  kernel  in  the  story,  and  also  that  Odysseus 
held  a  prominent  place  in  the  period  of  preparation  for  the 
coming  of  Jesus  Christ.  Such  was  not  the  case  ;  the  story  of 
Goliath  may  therefore  remain  unchallenged  in  the  repertory  of 
the  religious  teacher.  Nowhere  else  outside  of  the  NT  does 
the  message  of  encouragement  to  the  humble  and  exhortation 
to  the  weak  in  faith  receive  so  affecting,  so  inspiring  an  expres 
sion.  Such  a  message  could  not  have  been  engrafted  even  on  the 
instructive  life  of  David  but  for  that  process  of  idealisation, 
which  is  so  characteristic  of  some  Hebrew  writers,  but  often  so 
shocking  to  modern  students. 

1  Flinders  Petrie,  Kgyfitian  Tales^  1  110135. 

2  Robertson  Smith  and   Klost.   think  there  was  a  conflict  of 
traditions,  one  stating  that  David  (Saul's  armour-bearer)  drew 
his  own  sword  to  slay  Goliath,  the  other  that,  having  no  sword, 
he  used  the  giant's. 

3  Che.  Aids,  io<)f. 

*  Maspero,    Dawn   of  Civ.    642;    cp  Revue  cfAssyriologie, 
3  Vff.  [94]- 

5  Tcj>  Aauet'S,  n-pb?    TOV  ToAtaS.     On    the    title    in    Pesh.    see 
SIFPAI.     The  Greek  Psalter  also  rejoices  in  a  Psalm  of  David 
ef<o0e»  TOV  dptfyiov,   composed  ore  efiovo^a.\i]<Tf  T<a  [n-pbs   TOV] 
roAtaS  [-0.6]  (cp  v.  (,/•). 

6  Verse   46   predicts    the   slaughter   by   David,    not   only  of 
Goliath,  but  also  of  the  army  of  the  Philistines;  and  announces  as 
the  consequence  of  this  the  universal  recognition  of  the  divinity 
of  Yahwe  (cp   Ps.  1847  [48]^    Is.  564;    both   passages    late). 
In  11.  47  the  warriors  of  Israel  are  spoken  of  just  as  if  they  were 
an  '  assembly '  gathered  together  for  religious  instruction  (2  Ch. 
2014-20  is  closely  parallel),  and  the  lesson  that  Yahwe  'saveth 
not  with  sword  and  spear '  is  precisely  that  which  was  so  dear 
to  the  psalmists   of  the  Second  Temple  (Ps.  207(8]  44  5  [f>]/.). 
The  second  clause  of  v.  46  reminds  us  of  Ps  79  2,    while  the 
phrase  fiND   JTn(lJVn)   occurs  elsewhere  only  in  late  writings 
(see  Gen.  1  24  /  30  9  2  10  Ezek.  29  5  32  4  34  28  Job  5  22  Ps.  79  2). 
So  Che.   Aids,  117;  cp   Hu.  Ri.  Sa.  214,  who  is  more  definite 
and  satisfactory  on  this  point  than  We.  (Gesc/i.W,  268  ;  ET,  266). 
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The  story  of  David  and  Goliath  has  taken  the  place 
of  another  narrative  which  described  the  call  of  the 

5  MT  and  (P5  war™or  David  to  the  court,  and  his 
'  advancement  in  the  army  as  the  re 
ward  of  his  military  talents  (see  DAVID,  §  i).  The 
narrative,  however,  whether  we  take  the  version  given 
in  MT  or  that  in  <S,  no  longer  preserves  its  original 
form.  The  former  is  too  long,  the  latter  too  short. 
Robertson  Smith,  indeed  (with  whom  F.  H.  Woods, 
Stud.  Dibl.  129,  agrees),  is  of  opinion  that  ©B's 
text  of  i  S.  I7i-18s  should  be  followed.  He  thinks 
that  whatever  the  Hebrew  text  has  in  addition  has  been 
interpolated  from  some  lost  history  of  David  which 
gave  quite  a  different  turn  to  the  story  of  Goliath  (see 
OT/CW  T.V.O/.  431  ff.\  When  in  1892  Robertson 
Smith  revised  his  fine  volume  of  Lectures  he  had  before 
him  all  the  recent  examinations  of  the  Goliath-story 
which  advocate  a  different  view  of  @B's  text,  and  was 
not  persviaded  by  the  arguments  of  Wellhausen  (who 
once  held  the  same  view  as  his  own),  Kamphausen, 
Stade,  Budde,  and  Kittel.  On  the  other  hand,  he  has 
not  himself  persuaded  Stade  and  Budde,  who  have 
expressed  themselves  anew  since  1892,  and  the  present 
writer,  in  view  of  the  difficulties  which  beset  Robertson 
Smith's  and  still  more  Klostermann's  theory  (cp  Budde, 
Ri.  Sa.  213  /. ),  sees  no  choice  but  to  hold  that  if  we 
put  aside  later  insertions  (such  as  v.  46  f. ,  pointed  out 
above),  MT  represents  the  one  original  story  of  David 
and  Goliath.  Some  of  Robertson  Smith's  observations 
are,  indeed,  not  only  acute  but  also  correct ;  but  the 
roughnesses  in  the  text  can  be  accounted  for  differently 
(see  Che.  Expos.,  '92  b,  p.  156/1  ;  and  cp  Bu.  SBOT; 
Kamphausen,  '  Bemerkungen  zur  alttest.  Textkritik,'  in 
the  Arbeiten  d.  Rhein.  IViss.  Pred.-Vereins,  7 13^). 
These  differences  among  critics,  however,  are  un 
important  compared  with  the  result  on  which  there  is 
no  doubt  whatever.  The  story  of  Goliath  has  poetical 
and  religious  truth,  but  not,  except  in  a  very  minute 
kernel,  the  truth  of  history.  Cp  REHOBOTH,  TAMMUZ. 

T.  K.  c. 

GOMER(i)  (105,  |-AMep  [BADEL];  Gen.  102/ 
i  Ch.  1  5/  ro.  [L]  Ezek.  386  r-Q.  LBAQ] ',  Ass.  Gimirrai 
[Schr.  KGF,  157^,  Del.  Par.  2457.]),  one  of  the 
'sons'  of  Japhet,  and  'father'  of  Ashkenaz,  Riphath, 
and  Togarmah  (Gen.,  Ch. ),  mentioned  'with  all  his 
hordes  '  along  with  Togarmah  '  in  the  uttermost  parts  of 
the  north,  and  all  his  hordes'  in  Ezekiel  (I.e. ).  The 
territory  corresponds  in  general  to  Cappadocia  (which 
in  Armenian  is  Gamir  (  +  pl.  ending  x)  •  Kiepert, 
Lehrb.  d.  alt.  Geog.  91  •  Lag.  Arm.  Stud.  32,  448  ; 
ubers.  77  ;  see  also  Gimmeri  =  Cappadocians,  Eus. 
Chron.  ed.  Migne,  138,  and  note  also  ydfiep  ^£  08 
KainradoKfs,  Eus.  2 12).  Probably  their,  earlier  home 
was  N.  of  the  Euxine  (/ct/x/ue/xot,  Herod.  4  uf.  ;  Strabo, 
iii.  2  12  7  222  f.  ;  cp  Homer,  Od.  11 14  ;  see  Gelzer,  AZ, 
'75,  p.  ~i^ff.  ;  Schr.  KGPltft  ff.).  The  Ass.  Gimirrai 
appear  in  Cappadocia  from  the  time  of  Esarhaddon 
(681-668  B.C.  ;  cp,  further,  on  Gomer,  Lenorm.  Origines, 
ii.  1332^;).  See  CAPPADOCIA.  F.  B. 

(2)  bath  Diblaim  (OvIH  P3  "IC3,  ri]V  yo/uep  Ovyarepa  Sej3r)Aoi/u. 
[B],  T.y.6.  Se/3rjAaein  [AQ] ;  cp  perhaps  D'nSin1  JV3,  €TT'  dlicov 

fiai/SAaflaiV.  («e/3.  [KA])  [BXAQ]  Jer.  4822),  Hosea's  wife  (Hos. 
13).  There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  her  name,  like  those 
of  her  children  (see  LO-KUHAMAH,  JEZREEL  [ii.,  2]),  has  any 
symbolical  import.  See  HOSEA,  §  6. 

GOMORRAH  (rnbtf).  Gen.  13io.  In  Mt.  10i5 
(fOMOppcoN  [Ti.  WH]),  AV  Gomorrha.  See  SODOM 
AND  GOMORRAH. 

GOODLY  TREES,  FRUIT  OF.    See  APPLE,  §2(3). 

GOPHER  ("123,  Gen.  6i4f),  a  very  uncertain  word, 
as  it  occurs  only  once  and  is  unknown  to  the  other 
Semitic  dialects. 

1  For  a  personal  name  with  this  termination  cp  APPAIM, 
SHAHARAIM. 
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The  ancient  versions  have  various  renderings;  ©ADEL  iK 
fuAwi'  rerpayuii'uji'  (a<nj7rT<ui'  and  KeSpiixav  being  cited  as 
alternatives  of  other  interpreters),  Vg.  de  /ignis  Ittvigatis,  Pesh. 

'of  juniper  wood,'  and  Targ.  'of  cedar  wood.' 
1.  Versions.  Gopher  is  by  some  moderns  taken  to  be  the  name 

of  a  tree ;  thus  Celsius  (1  y&ff.)  identifies  it 
as  the  cypress,  being  misled  by  the  likeness  of  names.1  The  word 
may  be  akin  to  1B3>  '  bitumen  ' — itself  according  to  Lag.  (IDS 
295;  but  see  BITUMEN)  properly  an  Aramaic  word,  for  which 
the  Heb.  equivalent  is  IDn — and  may  also,  according  to  the 
same  scholar,  be  connected  with  JVTS3,  'sulphur,'  for  which  an 
Indo-European  etymology  is  offered  (see  BRIMSTONE).  The 
most  plausible  suggestion,  therefore,  is  that  of  a  fragrant 
resinous  wood  (so  Di.);  but  the  entire  uncertainty  of  the  word 
(see  below)  must  be  maintained  with  Lag.  (JJebers.  218). 

The  ordinary  philological  means  fail  us  in  dealing 
with  the  word  Gopher.  It  is  natural  therefore  to  have 

.          .  recourse  to  Assyriology,  which  accounts 

2.  Assyriology.  ^see  DELUGE,  §  13)  for  the  mention  of 
"\S3  (EV  'pitch')  in  Gen.  614.  Is  it  possible  that  nsj,  or 
some  word  which  explains  it,  occurred  in  an  early  form 
of  the  Babylonian  Deluge-story  ?  If  so,  what  can  that 
word  have  been  ?  HaleVy  and  more  recently  Hommel 
(Hastings,  DB\mb}  compare  Bab. -Ass.  gipdru ;  but 
this  means  'reed,'  'canebrake'  (Jensen,  Kosmol.  170  /. , 
325/1  ;  but  not  so  Hal6vy),  and  would  have  been  more 
suitable  in  a  description  of  the  '  ark '  of  Moses  than  in 
that  of  Noah,  nsr'sj;  ('gopher-wood')  should  mean 
the  timber  of  some  tree  used  in  shipbuilding  when  J2's 
Hebraised  Babylonian  authority  (see  DELUGE,  §  10) 
took  shape — most  probably  some  kind  of  cedar. 

The  original  Babylonian  or  Assyrian  phrase  probably  ran — 
fustf  (or  giiSure  erini — i.e.,  beams  of  cedar ;  see  the  Ass. 
Lexx.).  Overlooking  (/S)erzni,  the  Hebrew  translator  mistook 
guXur  for  a  tree-name,  and  so  produced  the  phrase  -ypy^y- 
Next,  a  scribe,  who  saw  133  at  the  end  of  the  verse,  miswrote 
the  second  word  133  (3  and  &  confounded,  as  in  jy^rp  f°r  I^IVi 
Job  14  10  MT). 

If  this  is  correct,  the  timber  used  in  the  ark  would 
be  cedar-wood  (erinu).  Possibly,  too,  the  substitution 
of  a  'box'  (nan)  for  a  'ship'  (elippu]  arose  from  a 
confusion  between  erinu  '  cedar '  and  erinnu  (['IIN),  '  box, ' 
'  receptacle,'  in  the  phrase  gusur  (gusiire]  erini.  See 
Che.  ZATW,  1898,  p.  1637. 

N.  M.  ,  §  i  ;  T.  K.  c. ,  §  2. 

GORGET  (flT3),  i  S.  176  AVms-.     See  JAVELIN,  5. 

GORGIAS  (roprfeliAC  [ANY,  but  KOPHAC.  A  in 
i  Mace.  4s]),  one  of  the  Syrian  generals  sent  by  Lysias 
against  Judas  the  Maccabee.  It  was  his  vain  attempt  to 
surprise  Judas  by  a  night  attack  that  led  to  the  great 
battle  of  EMMAUS  [y.  v. ,  i],  in  which  the  Syrian  army 
was  signally  defeated  (166-165  B.C.).  After  this,  battle 
was  offered  to  Gorgias,  who  declined  it,  and  withdrew 
precipitately  into  Philistia(i  Mace.  4i^).  About  two 
years  later,  being  governor  of  Idumasa,  Gorgias  was 
threatened  by  a  small  Jewish  force  under  Joseph  and 
Azarias  at  Jamnia,  which  he  put  to  flight  (i  Mace. 
5  55^).  In  the  account  of  the  first  incident  given  in 
2Macc.  88^,  it  is  NICANOR  [</.v.,  i],  not  Gorgias, 
who  is  represented  as  being  at  the  head  of  affairs  ;  and 
in  2  Mace.  1232-37  the  second  incident,  so  unfortunate 
for  the  Jews,  only  receives  passing  notice  (v.  34),  whilst 
a  fuller  but  somewhat  confused  account  is  given  of  the 
defeat  and  flight  of  Gorgias. 

In  2  Mace.  1^32  for  'Idumaea'  (i&ou/nai'as)  we  should  prob 
ably,  but  not  certainly,  read  'Jamnia'  (ia/i/.i'eias),  with  Grotius 
(cp  i  Mace.  5  58  1040,  and  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  86),  and  in  v.  36  for 
'  Esdris '  we  should  perhaps  read  (with  44,  64,  etc.  of  ©) 
'  Gorgias  '  (see  ESDRIS). 

GORTYNA  (ropTYNA  [NV]-N(\N  [A];  in  classical 
writers  fOpryNA  or  fOpTYN).  The  rival  of  Cnossus 
for  supremacy  in  Crete  (Strabo,  476,  478  ;  Pol.  4ss/). 
It  lies  in  the  fertile  valley  of  the  Lethasus,  in  the  plain 
Messara,  midway  between  the  E.  and  W.  extremities  of 
the  island.  Its  only  biblical  interest  is  connected  with  the 

1  In  the  East  chests  are  often  made  of  the  wood  of  Cupressus 
sempcrvirens,  which  is  delightfully  fragrant.  In  the  Middle 
Ages  they  were  much  in  request  in  Italy. 

1757 


GOSHEN 

presence  of  Jews  (i  Mace.  1623)  in  the  time  of  Ptolemy 
Physcon  (139  B.C.  ).  In  that  year,  as  a  result  of  the  suc 
cessful  embassy  sent  by  Judas  the  Maccabee  to  Rome, 
the  Senate  dispatched  a  circular-letter  in  favour  of  the 
Jews  to  Gortyna,  and  to  eighteen  other  autonomous  cities 
and  countries.  We  may  perhaps  connect  their  presence 
with  the  abortive  attempt  of  Ptolemy  Philopator  to 
surround  the  extensive  site  of  Gortyn  with  walls  (222- 
205  B.C.). 

The  city  was  the  Roman  capital  of  the  island.  The  site  is 
now  marked  by  the  poor  village  of  Agiiis  Deka.  Among  its 
ruins  are  those  of  a  church  dedicated  to  Titus,  the  patron  saint 
of  Crete  ;  it  dates  from  the  fourth  or  fifth  century  (cp  Tit.  15). 
Gortyn  lies  ten  or  twelve  miles  from  FAIR  HAVENS  (Strabo,  478), 
so  that  during  the  long  delay  there  (Acts  27  9)  it  is  possible  that 
Paul  visited  the  city.  See  Spratt,  Travels  and  Researches  in 
Crete,  '2  26  f.  W.  J.  W. 

GOSHEN,  but  in  Judith  1  9  AV  GESEM  (  JB»3  ;  peceM 
[BXAL],  peceN  [e-g-,  D,  through  later  (Hexaplaric?) 
1  Names  and  influencel-  rarely  recce/v\,  recce, 

otSdata  etc';  VS'  Gessen<  CP  Jen  051254  Gesen 
•  or  [a^so  Gesem,  which  agrees  with  Jer.'s 
etymology]),  usually  in  the  phrase  '  the 
land  of  Goshen  '  (exc.  Gen.  4628*1  29),  is  in  J  and  E 
the  name  of  the  part  of  Egypt  inhabited  by  the  b'ne 
Israel  from  Joseph  to  Moses.  P  uses  instead  the 
phrase  'land  of  Rameses,'  Gen.  47  n,  and  remark 
ably  enough  <§  in  4628  appends  to  KO.&'  ypuuv  ir6\Li> 
(  =  mi?3,  'to  Goshen')  the  explanatory  gloss  e/s  yrjv 
pafj.ecra'r).  The  two  expressions  are  in  (5  synonymous 
(see,  however,  JOSEPH  ii.,  §  3).  The  problem  is  to 
determine  the  situation. 

In  4634  Goshen  is  outside  of  Egypt  and  not  inhabited' 
by  Egyptians  ;  in  v.  28  it  is  between  Pharaoh's  and 
Joseph's  residence  and  Palestine;  see  also  Ex.  13  17  as 
to  its  situation  on  the  frontier.  It  is  (Gen.  476  n) 
'  the  best  of  the  land  '  —  i.e.  ,  for  a  pastoral  population  ; 
cp  v.  6  (Pharaoh's  cattle  pasturing  there).  It  must 
therefore  have  been  unsuitable  for  agriculture  —  i.e.  ,  too 
far  E.  to  be  as  regularly  irrigated  as  most  of  Egypt. 
In  Ex.  23/i-  a  branch  of  the  Nile  flows  through  (?) 
it,  and  a  royal  residence  is  near  or  in  it. 

When  we  turn  to  ©  we  get  something  more  definite  : 
in  Gen-  45  I0  Goshen  is  called  '  the 
]and  of  Gesem  Of  Arabia1  (yr,  ytow 
dpapias).      Unfortunately,    'Arabia1 
is  ambiguous. 

There  was  (i)a  nomos  of  Egypt  called  ^  dpajSi'a  (in  the  Revenue 
Papyrus  of  Ptolemy  II.  always  connected  with  the  '  Bubastite 
nome'  ;  see  further  Ptol.  4  5  53  ;  Strabo,  803  ;  Pliny,  69),  correctly 
identified  by  Brugsch  with  the  2oth  of  Lower  Egypt  in  the 
Egyptian  lists  ;J  but  the  Greeks  (2)  gave  the  name  Arabia  also 
to  all  the  land  E.  of  the  Nile.  The  eastern  part,  indeed,  was 
a  distinct  nome  (see  below)  called  Heroopolites  (possibly  the 
Phagroriopolites2  of  Strabo  [840]  means  'Arabia');  but  by  the 
Greeks  (3)  the  name  Arabia  was  usually  extended  so  as  to 
include  it  and  to  reach  to  the  Crocodile  Lake  (B.  et-TimsSh). 

The  choice  between  the  alternatives  seems  easy  :  @ 
evidently  means  by  Arabia  a  special  district.  It  can 
not  well  be  the  Arabian  nome,  however,  as  we  should 
expect.  On  the  contrary  it  must  mean  a  more  eastern 
part  of  the  Arabian  district  ;  the  Wady  et-Tumilat  and 
its  western  vicinity  E.  of  Bubastus.  This  is  the  view 
of  Gen.  4628  f.  (see  begin,  of  art.),  where  @  is  still 
more  definite.  It  takes  Goshen  to  be  a  city,  Hero- 
opolis  (  !  ).  The  discovery  by  Naville  of  this  city  =  Tell  el- 
Maskhuta  —  Pithom  (  =  ETHAM  [y.v.]),  accordingly,  has 
determined  the  centre  of  the  region  intended,  and  con 
firmed  the  general  assumption  of  scholars.  There  is  no 
evidence  in  the  Egyptian  inscriptions,  however,  that 
that  region  was  ever  called  Goshen,  a  name  which,  as 
we  shall  now  see,  probably  represents  an  Egyptian 
name  for  the  western  nome  (next  §,  end). 

We  have  said  that  the  Greek  district  of  '  Arabia  '  was 

1  On  name  and  capital  see  below,  §  3. 

-  With  Oppert  and  Brugsch,  the  present  writer  derives  this 
name  from  Pakrur,  the  name  of  the  ruler  of  Pisaptu  in  the 
Egyptian  Arabia  under  Asur-bani-pal  (  A"/>  2  i6o./C).  Phagrori- 
opolis  is  possibly  identical  with  the  capital. 
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occupied  by  two  Egyptian  nomes,  the  western  of  which 
1    Tt«  woatArr,  <the  2Oth'  already  referred  to)  was  by 


the  Greeks  specifically  called  •  Arabia.  ' 

11  d  K°me    This    was    ^e  earlier    occuPied-       Its 
a   e     .  esm.    posjtjon  ;s  determined  by  the  fact  that 

it  was  called  '  that  of  the  god  Sapd(u),'  l  whose  chief 
temple2  was  in  the  city  P-('  house  of  ')Sapd(u),3  a 
name  which  evidently  has  survived  in  the  modern  Saft 
(cp  Brugsch,  AZ  81  16)  el-Hennch,  5  or  6  m.  E.  of 
Bubastus.  Naville4  has  argued  that  this  P-sapd(u) 
(Saft  el-Henneh),  another  name  for  which  may  have  been 
P-kos(?),  is  the  <t>a.Kov(ra.,  Phacusi(m),  of  the  Tab.  Peut., 
the  Phaguse  of  Geogr.  Rav.  ,  the  '  village  between  Egypt 
and  the  Red  Sea  '  of  Steph.  Byz.  ,  because  $a.Kovffffa  is 
called  by  Ptolemy  (iv.  653)  the  capital  of  the  Arabian 
nome,  and  Strabo  states  that  at  <ba.Kovff<ra  the  canal  to 
the  Red  Sea  branched  off  from  the  Nile. 

The  definition  of  the  position  of  4>aKouera  in  the  Tab.  Peut. 
(36  R.  m.  from  Pelusium),  however,  suits  better  the  modern 
Fakus,  16  m.  NE.  of  Saft  el-Henneh,  which  had  been  supposed 
to  be  Phakusa  by  modern  scholars.  On  the  other  hand,  that  the 
Greeks  might  repeatedly  have  confounded  P-kosem  (P-Sapd[uJ) 
with  a  name  like  Pakos5(?)  (Fakus)  may  be  admitted. 

However  that  may  be,  the  identification  of  P-sapd(u) 
(Saft  el-Henneh)  and  P-kos(em)  is  probable.  The  in 
scriptions  deal-  _  ___ 

ing  with  sacred 
geography  ap 
ply  the  phrase 
'landofSapdu' 
to  a  country 
'  Ksm(t]  of  the 
East'6  (Duem. 
Geogr.  Inschr. 
25).  Theshrine 
of  Saft  (publ. 
Naville),  pi.  6, 
calls  the  gods 
of  Saft  '  gods  of 
Ks  '  ,"'  connect 
ing  especially 
Sapduwith  this 
name  K  s. 
Other  texts 
combine  Ksm 
with  the  nome 
of  Sapdu,  in 
dicating  by  the 
orthography 
sometimes  a 

district,  sometimes  a  city.  See  §  4  on  the  earliest 
mention.  In  any  case,  it  is  clear  that  the  name  Ksm 
(A's  seems  only  an  abbreviation  or  '  defective  ortho 
graphy  '  )  referred  originally  to  the  land  immediately  E. 
of  Bubastus. 

The  question  arises  :  Was  the  range  of  A  ~sm  (  =Goshen8 


extended  to  the  newly  colonised  territory  to  the  E.  of 
.     Also  the  ^-  '      ^'s  m'£ht  nave  been  done  by  the 


eastern 

(8th?) 


new  settlers   and  the  Palestinians.      The 
sacred  Egyptian  lists,  however,  treat  this 


rocpdile  Lake) 

^    \ 

ehh  Hanaidik 
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quisher  of  the  Asiatics '  (htv  mntyiv),  as  being  a  god  of  the 
frontier  district.  The  present  writer  cannot  follow  de  Rouge 
(Duemichen,  Naville),  who  finds  in  a  coin-legend  of  the  nomos 
Arabia  e?rTa  «*p(cu  !),  Se/>ti-'Ah\*\c  \]o»i. 

~  It  was  called  'the  place  of  the  nuts-tree '  (sycomore?  lotus 
tree  ?). 

3  Mentioned  by  A3ur-bani-pal  as  Pisaptu  or  Saptu,  'at  the 
gate  of  the  East.' 

4  Op.  cit.  14^,  where  a  full  discussion  of  the  name  Goshen 
is  given.     Earlier  treatises,  e.g.,  in  Ebers,  Durck  Gosen  zu»i 
Sinai,  are  now  obsolete.     On  Saft  see  also  Daressy,  Rec.  trav. 
20,  76). 

8  KCOS  or  icoo?  /3p/3p  (  =  Ar.  I£us,  see  Peyron,  Lex.  71)  is  hardly 
Fhakusa  as  Champollion  (fOg.  sous  les  Phar.  2j6,  cp  Naville) 
thought.  The  article  /  is  not  —pha-,  fa-.  Lists  of  bishoprics 
make  'the  Arabian  nome '  =  Fakus,  which  is  in  favour  of 
Naville's  theory. 


eastern  country  ^at  least  after  300  B.C.)  as 
a  distinct  nomos,  the  eighth  of  Lower  Egypt,1  called 
'Eastern.  .  .  ,"2  its  capital  being  Tk(t),  Jk*(t),  Tko(t] 
(read  T"ko?},  which  had  the  sacred  name  P-atum.  (See 
SUCCOTH  and  PITHOM  on  the  question  whether  these 
names  are  identical. ) 

The  principal  god  was  Atuin  of  Heliopolis,  dwelling  in  the 
temple  'seat  (or  house)  of  (the  serpent)  Kerli' — evidently  this 
was  the  earlier  local  divinity.  The  canal  flowing  through  the 
land  was  the  Ilai-tna  (Ifal»id),*  water,  so  called  from  the  many 
crocodiles  (Jtehna  in  the  language  of  the  Hatnitic  Troglodytes)4 
which  have  given  its  name  also  to  the  present  Timsah-lake.  This 
lake  had  in  ancient  times  the  name  fni-serk*  '  Scorpion  lake.' 

The  eighth  nome  belonged  to  the  country  called  'n  6 
('aian?  see  ^fant,  Plin.  //TV  6  29,  as  name  of  the  gulf 
of  Suez),  which  included  the  desert  between  the  gulf 
and  Heliopolis  (also  the  modern  Mokattam-mountain 
opposite  Memphis).  This  desert  region  was  originally 
inhabited  only  by  a  few  Semitic  and  some  Troglodytic 
nomads  ;  it  was  unfit  for  agriculture,  the  narrow  valley 
alone  being  reached  by  the  yearly  inundations,  and  that 

irregularly.  At 
a  very  remote 
time,  indeed, 
the  Egyptians 
had  in  the 
Wady  e  t- 
Tumllat,  a 
strong  fortifica 
tion  called  the 
'  wall  of  the 
prince,'  to 
guard  (against 
the  inroads  of 
the  nomads) 
the  most  vul 
nerable  spot  of 
the  Egyptian 
frontier  ; 7  but 
the  colonisa 
tion  of  the 
eighth  (east 
ern)  nomos 
seems  to  have 
been  due  en 
tirely  to  the 

great  king  Ram(e)ses  or  Ra'messu  II.  (in  the  first 
twenty  years  of  his  reign),  who  must  have  improved 
the  irrigation.  The  chief  cities  founded  by  him  were  : 

If.  Consequently  the  Semitic,  or  at  least  non-Egyptian  origin 
of  the  name,  proposed  already  by  Semitic  scholars,  becomes  very 
probable.  The  name  seems  to  have  been  obsolete  after  400  B.C., 
so  that  ©'s  small  inaccuracy  in  making  Heroopolis  the  capital 
becomes  intelligible. 

1  On  our  present  knowledge  of  the  material,  see  Naville, 
PithontW. 

-       £  m?    The  proposed  reading  (nefer)  of  this  sign  is  very 
A       doubtful.    The  site  of  the  '  Western  .  .  .  '  to  which 
TJ<      this  name   is   opposed,   is  not  quite  certainly  de 
termined. 

4  See  WMM  in  ll'ZKM, 
>6,  P-  3- 


Biblical PI-BESETH 

Classical ..BUBA  STIS 

Egyptian P-sapdu 

Modern  Local. Saft  el-Henneh 

Modern  European (Sue?) 


k  =  g  in  the  transcription  is  regular;  but  not  Egyptian  s  = 
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"  This  was  the  point  selected  for  attack — e.g.,  by  the  English 
army  so  recently  as  in  the  campaign  against  'Arabi.  On  the 
history  of  the  fortification,  which  seems  to  go  back  to  the  first  four 
dynasties,  see  WMM  As.  it.  Kur.  43-45.  The  site  of  it  is  un 
known.  We  should  look  for  it  near  the  '  Great  Black  Lake  ' — 
i.e.,  about  the  S.  end  of  the  'Crocodile  Lake,'  according  to  the 
earlier  passages.  The  Se-nu/iyf-^ory  (I/.  3,  8),  however,  would 
place  it  several  hours'  march  from  the  lake.  Griffith  has  found 
a  passage  of  dyn.  12  (Kahun-Pap.  2  14),  which  speaks  of  '  the 
fortification  of  Sapdu ($)  (in)  Ksm.'  Therefore,  the  wall  of  the 
middle  empire  is  to  be  sought  for  in  the  eastern  part  or  near 
the  entrance  of  the  wady. 

1760 


GOSHEN 

1  The  house  of  Ram(e)ses  '  with  a  royal  residence 
and  temples  of  Amon,  Suteh,  'Astart,  and  Buto,1 
evidently  not  very  far  E.  ,  and  P-Atuni  =  Pithom  on 
the  site,  of  modern  Tell  el-MashfUa.  It  is  very  ques 
tionable  whether  before  Ram(e)ses  II.  there  were  in  the 
eastern  part  of  the  valley  any  Egyptian  settlements 
except  the  fortification  mentioned  above  ;  at  any  rate, 
it  fully  deserved  the  name  that  it  came  to  bear  in 
later  times  —  '  land  of  Ram(e)ses  '  (this  would  hardly 
apply  to  the  old  western  district).  The  position  of  the 
land  colonised  by  Rameses  was  very  advantageous.  It 
possessed  a  healthy  desert  climate  and  was  most  fertile 
as  long  as  the  canal  to  the  Crocodile  Lake  was  kept  in 
order.2  The  extension  of  the  canal  of  Ram(e)ses3  to 
the  Red  Sea  by  Necho  I.  increased  the  commercial  im 
portance  of  the  district.  Quite  recently,  the  repairing 
of  the  canal  has  trebled  the  population,  now  12000, 
of  this  district,  which  forms  a  part  of  the  modern  province 
esh-Sharkiye.  Heroopolis-Patum  thus  became  an  im 
portant  place4  for  the  trade  on  the  Red  Sea,  where 
also  the  Romans  built  a  fortified  camp. 

Thus  we  see  that  Kesm  -  Goshen  and  '  land  of 
Ram(e)ses  '  were  with  the  Egyptians  hardly  identical. 

_,     ,..•••     ,  The  '  country  of  Ram(e)ses'   could  be 


and  th 


only  the  eighth  (eastern)  nome'     The 


,.       _,     h         application  to  that  (eastern)  district,  of 
wan  irOS  en.    t^e    (0i)SO]ete   ancj    rare)    name   Kesm 

(vocalise  Kosm  ?)  of  the  western  (aoth  nome)  has  not 
yet  been  shown  on  the  (later)  Egyptian  monuments. 

The  Hebrew  story  (Nu.  33  $f.)  of  the  Israelites  marching  two 
days  (Rameses  to  Succoth,  Succoth  to  Etham)  through  the 
whole  valley  of  Tumilat  (instead  of  starting  from  its  eastern 
end)  might  suggest  to  some  a  mistake  of  P,  JE  placing  the 
country  of  the  Israelites  between  Bubastus,  Belbes,  and  Tell  Abu 
Isleman  (cp  Naville).  The  probabilities,  however,  of  such  a 
theory  are  small  ;  all  sources  seem  to  mean  the  same  part  of  the 
country. 

Probably  Heroopolis  had,  before  the  extension  of  the 
canal  by  Necho  I.,  less  importance,  and  the  possibility 
that  once  also  the  eastern  district  had  P-sapdu  as  capital 
and  belonged  to  the  district  Ksm  is,  therefore,  not  to  be 
denied.  It  must  be  confessed  that  the  geographical 
texts  upon  which  we  have  to  rely  date  from  Ptolemaic 
times  only.  The  division  of  the  '  Arabian  district  '  may 
have  been  different  in  earlier  centuries. 
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Tradition  has  been  exceptionally-  fortunate  with  the  name 
Goshen;1  Makrlzi,  in  particular,  identified  Goshen  with  the 
region  between  Belbes  and  the  land  of  the  Amalekites.  The 
limitation  of  Goshen  to  Sadir,  a  village  NE.  of  Belbes,  by  Sa'adia 
(and  Abu-sa'id)  is  as  strange  as  the  limitation  to  Fostaf  (Old 
Cairo)  by  Bar  Bahlfil.  Modern  scholars  have,  on  the  contrary, 
frequently  extended  Goshen  too  widely  :  Ebers,  e.g. ,  included  in 
it  the  whole  eastern  delta  between  the  Tanitic  branch  (cp  Targ. 
Jer.  which  made  Goshen  '  the  land  of  Pelusium  '),  Heliopolis, 
and  the  Bitter  Lakes.  We  can  afford  to  neglect  certain 
hypotheses  which  date  from  the  period  before  the  decipherment 
of  the  hieroglyphics  ;  for  the  situation  erroneously  assumed  by 
Brugsch,  see  EXODUS,  §  13.  w.  M.  M. 

GOSHEN  (|^5;  roco/v\  [BAFL] ;  COSHN).  i.  A 
'  land  '  mentioned  in  Deuteronomistic  portions  of  Joshua 
among  other  districts  of  S.  Canaan,  Josh.  1041  (yijv  y. 
[AFL]),  11 16  (yrjv  y.  [BAFL]).  It  is  strange  to  find 
the  name  of  Goshen  outside  the  limits  of  Goshen  proper. 
Hommel  (AHT  2277.  237  ;  cp  Exp.  T.  8 15  [Oct.  '96]), 
supposes  that  as  the  Israelites  in  Egypt  multiplied,  the 
area  allotted  to  them  was  extended,  and  that  the  strip 
of  country  between  Egypt  and  Judah,  which  still 
belonged  to  the  Pharaoh,  was  regarded  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  land  of  Goshen.  This  is  obviously  a  con 
servative  hypothesis  (see  EXODUS  i. ,  §  2  ;  MIZRAIM, 
§  2  b}.  The  text,  however,  may  need  criticism.  That 
the  MT  sometimes  misunderstands,  or  even  fails  to 
observe,  geographical  names,  is  plain  ;  we  have  learned 
so  much  from  Assyriology.  Let  us  then  suppose  that 
Goshen  is  wrongly  vocalised,  and  should  be  j^p  =  wu,  and 
compare  the  name  of  the  Galilsean  town  a^fl  Pia  ('fat 
soil'),  the  Gischala  of  Josephus.  Other  solutions  are 
open  ;  we  may  at  any  rate  presume  that  this  old  Hebrew 
name  had  a  Semitic  origin,  see  2. 

As  they  now  stand,  Josh.  10  41  and  11 16  do  not  convey 
the  same  geographical  picture.  The  words  in  11  16,  '  all  the 
Negeb  and  all  the  land  of  Goshen  (j^'aH)  and  the  Shephelah, 
suggest  that  '  the  Goshen '  lay  between  the  Negeb  or  southern 
steppe  region  and  the  Shephelah  or  Lowlands.  We  might  hold 
that  it  took  in  the  SW.  of  the  hill-country  of  Judah.  In  Josh. 
1041,  where  we  read  'all  the  land  of  Goshen  as  far  as  Gibeon,' 
we  may  presume  that  some  words  have  dropped  out  after 
'  Goshen.'  Cp  NEGEB,  g  4. 

2.  A  town  in  the  SW.  of  the  hill-country  of  Judah,  mentioned 
with  Debir,  Anab,  etc.,  Josh.  1051  [P],  Probably  an  echo  of 
the  old  name  of  a  district  in  the  same  region  (see  i).  Cp 
Gesham.  T.  K.  C. 
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GOSPELS 

[The  aim  of  the  following  article  is  to  set  forth  with 
sufficient  fulness  the  facts  that  have  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  formulating  a  theory  of  the  genesis  of  the 
gospels,  to  record  and  criticise  some  of  the  more  im 
portant  theories  that  have  been  proposed,  and  to  indi 
cate  if  possible  the  present  position  of  the  question  and 
the  apparent  trend  of  thought. 

Its  two  parts,  as  will  appear  from  the  prefixed  tabular 
exhibit  of  their  contents,  are  partly  independent,  partly 
complementary.  Roughly  it  may  be  said  that  the  first 


GOSPELS 

(§§  1-107)  is  relatively  full  in  its  account  of  the  contents 
of  the  gospels  as  a  basis  for  considering  their  mutual 
relations,  and  in  its  survey  of  the  external  evidence  as 
to  origin.  The  second  (§§  108-158)  aims  mainly  at 
giving  an  ordered  account  of  the  various  questions  bear 
ing  on  (especially)  the  internal  evidence  that  have  been 
raised  by  scholars  in  the  long  course  of  the  development 
of  gospel  criticism,  and  at  attempting  to  find  at  least  a 
provisional  answer  ] 


A.— DESCRIPTIVE  AND  ANALYTICAL. 


Of  the  Four  canonical  Gospels  the  first  Three  (differ 
ing  from  the  Fourth)  so  often  agree  in  subject,  order, 
and  language,  that  they  are  regarded  as  taking  a 


'  common   view 
Synoptic. 


of  the   facts,  and   are  hence   called 


A.    INTERNAL  EVIDENCE  AS  TO  ORIGIN. 


I.  THE  EARLIEST  TRADITION. 

Roughly  it  may  be  said  that,  of  the  Synoptists,  Mk. 

exhibits  the  Acts  and  shorter  Words  of  the  Lord  ;   Mt. 

_     v     t    a  combination  of  the  Acts  with  Discourses 

T  dV  °f  the  Lord'  the  latter  often  grouped 
together,  as  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount ; 
Lk.  a  second  combination  of  Acts  with  Discourses,  in 
which  an  attempt  is  made  to  arrange  the  Words  and 
Discourses  chronologically,  assigning  to  each  the  circum 
stances  that  occasioned  it.  A  comparison  shows  that  Mt. 
and  Lk. ,  where  Mk.  is  silent,  often  agree  with  one  another. 
This  doubly-attested  account — -for  the  most  part  con 
fined  to  Discourses,  where  the  agreement  is  sometimes 
verbatim — may  be  conveniently  called  'the1  Double 
Tradition.'  Where  Mk.  steps  in,  the  agreement  between 
Mt.  and  Lk.  is  less  close  ;  and  a  study  of  what  may  be 
called  'the  Triple  Tradition,'  i.e.  the  matter  common 
to  Mk. ,  Mt. ,  and  Lk. ,  shows  that  here  Alt.  and  Lk. ,  as 
a  rule,  contain  nothing  of  importance  in  common,  which 
is  not  found  also  in  our  Mk.  (or  rather  in  an  ancient 
edition  of  our  Mk.,  containing  a  few  verbal  corrections 
for  clearness  [see  below,  §  3]).  This  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that,  in  the  Triple  Tradition,  Mt.  and  Lk. 
borrowed  (independently  of  each  other]  either  from  our 
Mk.,  or  (more  probably)  from  some  document*  embedded 
in  our  Alk. 

Any  other  hypothesis  requires  only  to  be  stated  in  order  to 
appear  untenable.  For  example  :  (i)  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  should 
agree  by  accident,  would  be  contrary  to  all  literary  experience  ; 
(2)  if  Mt.  and  Lk.  borrowed  from  a  common  document  contain 
ing  Mk.,  or  (3)  differing  in  important  respects  from  Mk.,  or  (4)  if 
Lk.  borrowed  from  Mt.,  or  Mt.  from  Lk.,  the  two  (i.e.,  Mt.  and 
Lk.)  would  contain  important  similarities  not  found  in  Mk.  ; 
(5)  if  Mk.  borrowed  from  Mt.  and  from  Lk.,  he  must  have 
adapted  his  narrative  so  as  to  insert  almost  every  phrase  and 
•word  common  to  Mt.  and  Lk.  in  the  passage  before  him — a 
hard  task,  even  for  a  literary  forger  of  these  days,  and  an  im 
possibility  for  such  a  writer  as  Mk. 

The  Fourth  Gospel  (henceforth  called  Jn.)  does  not  contain 

the    Synoptic    'repent,'     'repentance,'     'forgiveness,'     'faith,' 

'baptism,'         'preach,'        'rebuke,'        'sinners,' 

2.  John,  'publicans,'  'disease,'  'possessed  with  a  devil,' 
'cast  out  devils,'  'unclean,'  'leper,'  'leaven,' 
'enemy,'  'hypocrisy,'  'divorce,'  'adultery,'  'woe,'  'rich,' 
'  riches,'  '  mighty  work,'  '  parable.'  3  Instead  of  '  faith  (TU'CTTIS),' 
Jn.  uses  'have  faith  in  (Trio-memo). '  'Faith,'  in  Jn.,  is  'abiding 
in  Christ.'  The  Synoptists  say  that  prayer  will  be  granted,  if  we 
'  have  faith  : '  Jn.  says  (15  7),  '  If  ye  abide  in  me,  and  my  words 
abide  in  you,  ask  whatsoever  ye  will,  and  it  shall  be  done  unto 
you.'  ^  Except  in  narrating  the  Crucifixion,  Jn.  never  mentions 


(verbally  different,  but  spiritually  the  same)  of  being  '  born  from 
above.' 

Since   the  author  of  the   Fourth  Gospel  must  have 

*  For  the  meaning  of  the  emphasised  'the,'  see  below,  §  15. 

The  hypothesis  of  an  Oral  Tradition,  as  the  sole  origin  of 
the  similarities  in  the  Synoptists,  is  contrary  both  to  external 
and  to  internal  evidence. 

3  'The  kingdom  of  God,1  or,  'of  heaven,'  occurs  in  Jn.  twice, 
in  the  Synoptists  more  than  eighty  times. 
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known  (Eus.  iii.  24?)  the  substance  of  the  Three,1  it  is 
antecedently  probable  that,  where  the  Synoptists  differ, 
if  Jn.  favours  one,  he  does  so  deliberately.  Inde 
pendently,  therefore,  of  its  intrinsic  value,  Jn.  is  im 
portant  as  being,  in  effect,  the  earliest  commentary  on 
the  Synoptists. 

II.   THE  TRIPLE   TRADITION. 

Here  we  have  to  consider:   (i.  )  The  edition  of  Mk. 
from    which  Mt.    and   Lk.    borrowed  ; 

^  Mk-  in  relation  to  Mt-  and  Lk-  : 
('"')  Jn'  'n  relat'on  to  Mk.  ,  Ml.,  and 

(i.  )  The  Edition  of  Mk.  from  which  Ml.  and  Lk. 
borrowed  differs  from  Mk.  itself  merely  in  a  few  points 
indicating  a  tendency  to  correct  Mk.'s  style. 

The  most  frequent  changes  are  (a)  to  substitute  etTrei'  for  Ae'yei,2 
and  to  insert  pronouns,  etc.  for  the  sake  of  clearness.  But  there 
is  often  apparent  (f)  a  tendency  to  substitute  more  definite,  or 
classical,  or  appropriate  words.  For  example,  exxetcrSai  and 
ttTroAAvcrOai  are  substituted  for  the  single  dn-oAAuo-flai  (Mk.  2  22, 
applied  to  wine  and  wine-skins),  (tAi'fjj  (or  some  other  word) 
for  the  barbaric  (Mk.  249  n  12)  «pd|8aTTOs,  TrepiTraret  for  (Mk. 
2  9)  vTraye  (to  the  paralytic),  e7ri/3aAAei  for  the  unheard  of 
(Mk.  221)  eTripaTrTec.S  Ambiguity  is  removed  —  f.g-,  by  the 
following  bracketed  additions  :  Mk.  4  n  '  [to  knou>]  the  mystery 
of  God;'  (3  is)  'Andrew  [his  brother];'  (44)  tv  rw  o-Treipeit/ 
[auroi/].  In  Mk.  4  15,  for  'them,'  Mt.  and  Lk.  substitute  'their 
heart.'  (c)  Sometimes  there  is  condensation  (e.g.  [Mk.  4  10]  oi 
Trepi  avToi>  aiiv  TOIS  SiaSexa.  [Mt.-Lk.oi  /u.a#i]Tal  airou])  ;  or  an 
unusual  word  (e.g.  [432]  di/ajSaiVei  [of  a  plant]  is  changed  to  a 
more  usual  one  [r)u£r)o-e])  ;  or  a  less  reverential  phrase  (5  27)  TOU 
1/j.a-riov  to  a  more  reverential  one  (TOU  KpatrweSov  TOV  i/uari'ou). 
In  Mk.  1025,  rpujoiaAias  is  altered  into  rp^aros  or  rpvjn}- 
H.O.TOS,  possibly  because  rpujuaAtd  means  in  05  (four  or  five  times) 


1  This  follows  from  the  generally  admitted  fact  that  versions 
of  the  Three  Synoptic  Gospels  were  well  known  in  the  Church 
long  before  the  publication  of  the  Fourth  (see  below,  '  External 
Evidence ').     An  interesting  testimony  to  the  authority  of  our 
Four  Canonical  Gospels,  and  also  to  the  later  date  of  the  Fourth, 
comes  from  '  the  Jew  '  of  Celsus,  who  says  that  (Orig.  Cels.  2  27) 
certain  believers,  'as  though  roused  from  intoxication  to  self- 
control  (or  to  self-judgment,  <!>«  CK  /oie'Orjs  r/KOVTas  ei?  TO  f^ftrravai. 
envTOis),  alter  the  character  of  (/xeTa^ipaTTcti')  the  Gospel  from 
its  first  written  form  (ex  TTJS  TrpajTTjs  ypa^rjs)  in  three/old,  four 
fold,  and  manifold  fashion  (rpi\rf  Kai  TeTpaxij  (cat  TroAAaxij),  and 

remould  it  (jueTan-AaTTEic)  that   they  might   have  wherewith  to 
gainsay  refutations  (iV  e>;oiFi>  jrpb?  roi/s  eAe'yxov?  ipveitrOau).' 

Celsus  apparently  believes  that  there  was  first  an  original 
Gospel,  of  such  a  kind  as  to  render  it  possible  for  enemies  to 
make  a  charge  of  '  intoxication  '  (perhaps  being  in  Hebrew  and 
characterised  by  eastern  metaphor  and  hyperbole),  then,  that 
there  were  three  versions  of  this  Gospel,  then  four,  thus  making 
an  interval  between  the  first  three  and  the  fourth,  which  he  does 
not  make  between  any  of  the  first  three.  The  word  '  manifold  ' 
appears  to  refer  to  still  later  apocryphal  Gospels. 

2  Perhaps  etn-ei'  seemed   more    appropriate    for    history.     At 
all  events  Lk.  never  applies  Ae'yei  (without  airo<cpi0ei's,  etc.),  to 
Jesus.     The    only   apparent   instance   is  Lk.  24  36,  '  And  saith 
unto  them,  Peace  be  unto  you.'     This  is  expunged  by  Tischen- 
dorf,  and  placed  in  double  brackets  by  WH.     Alford  condemns 
Tischendorf  on  the  ground  that  'the  authority  is  weak.'     But 
the  internal  e^t^dence  is  strong. 

3  The  deviations  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  from  Mk.  are  printed  in 
distinct  characters  in   Mr.  Rushbrooke's  Synopticon,  which  is 
indispensable  for  the  critical  study  of  this  question.     It  follows 
the  order  of  Mk. 
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'the  cleft  of  a  rock.'  Once  at  least,  our  Mk.  (850:  ava\ov 

yevrfrai)  seems  to  have  the  newer  tradition,  Mt.  and  Lk.  (/mcupai/0fl) 
the  older  :  but  there  the  parallel  Mt.  is  outofAlk.'s  order,  and 
is  takenfrotu  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  indicating  that  both  Mt. 
and  Lk.  derive  the  saying,  not  from  Mk.  hut  from  a  different 
source,  from  which  come  the  portions  common  to  Mt.  and  Lk. 
above  called  '  The  Double  Tradition.' 

An  examination  of  the  deviations  from  Mk.  common 
to  Mt.  and  Lk.  in  the  Triple  Tradition  confirms  the 
view  that  Mt.  did  not  borrow  from  Lk. ,  nor  Lk.  from 
Mt.  Had  either  borrowed  from  the  other,  they  would 
have  agreed,  at  least  occasionally,  against  Mk.  in  more 
important  details.1 

(ii. )  Mk.  in  relation  to  Mt.  and  Lk. — It  is  a  remark 
able  fact  that — whereas  the  later  Evangelists,  and  other 
4  Primitive  wr'ters  sucn  as  Barnabas  and  Justin, 

character     aPPcal  largely  to  detailed  fulfilments  of 

of  Mk         prophecy — Mk.  quotes  no  prophecies  in 

his  own  person,2  and  gives  no  miraculous 

incidents  peculiar  to  himself  except  (Mk.  825)  an  ancient 

and  semi-poetical  tradition  of  the  healing  of  the  blind. 

He  makes  no  mention  of  Christ's  birth  or  childhood, 

and  gives  no  account  of  the  resurrection.3 

Occasionally,  Mk.  repeats  the  same  thing  in  the  form  of  question 
and  answer.  This  may  sometimes  be  a  mere  peculiarity  of  style, 
e.g.,  2  19  3  33_/I  :  but  in  many  cases  (1  32  42  3  22  [compared  with 
3  30]  29  4  15  5  15  12  44  etc.),  he  seems  to  have  had  before  him  two 
versions  of  one  saying,  and,  in  his  'anxiety  to  omit  nothing,'4  to 
have  inserted  both.  For  amplifications  in  connection  with  un 
clean  spirits,  see  l?6/.  44  37-12  914-27;  for  others,  relating 
to  the  crowding  of  people  round  Jesus,  the  publicity  of  his 
work,  and  his  desire  for  solitude,  see  12835-3745  21-415 
310-12631  etc.  (some  paralleled  in  Lk.,  but  not  so  fully  or 
graphically).  Mk.  abounds  with  details  as  to  the  manner, 
look,  and  gestures  of  Jesus  (see  85  731-37  822-26).  In  some  of 
these,  Aramaic  words  are  given  as  his  very  utterances,  e.g.,  641 
^34  !436.  Sometimes  Mk.  gives  names  mentioned  by  no  other 
writer  (cp  3  17  8  10  1046). 

In  some  circumstances,  Mk. 's  elaboration  of  unim 
portant  detail  (and  especially  the  introduction  of  names), 
instances  of  which  abound  in  the  Apocryphal  Gospels, 
would  indicate  a  late  writer.  But  Mk.  often  emphasises 
and  elaborates  points  omitted,  or  subordinated,  by  the 
other  Evangelists,  and  likely  to  be  omitted  in  later  times, 
as  not  being  interesting  or  edifying. 

For  example,  Lk.  and  Jn.  subordinate  facts  relating  to  the 
personal  appearance,  influence,  and  execution  of  John  the 
Baptist.  Now  Acts  193  indicates  that  several  years  after  Christ's 
death  'the  baptism  of  John'  was  actually  overshadowing  the 
baptism  of  Christ  among  certain  Christians.  This  being  the 
case,  it  was  natural  for  the  later  Evangelists  to  subordinate 
references  to  the  Baptist.  Lk.,  it  is  true,  describes  Jn.'s  birth 
in  detail ;  but  the  effect  is  to  show  that  the  son  of  Zachariah  was 
destined  from  the  womb  to  be  nothing  but  a  forerunner  of  the 
Messiah.  Jn.  effects  the  same  object,  in  a  different  way,  by 
recording  the  Baptist's  confessions  of  Christ's  pre-existence  and 
sacrificial  mission.  It  is  characteristic  of  Mk.'s  early  date,  as 
well  as  of  his  simplicity  and  freedom  from  controversial  motive, 
that,  whether  aware  or  not  of  this  danger  of  rivalry,  he  set  down, 
just  as  he  may  have  heard  them,  traditions  about  the  Baptist, 
that  must  have  interested  the  Galilean  Church  far  more  than  the 
Churches  of  the  Gentiles. 

Another  sign  of  early  composition  is  the  rudeness  of 
Mk.'s  Greek. 

Mk.  uses  many  words  expressly  forbidden  by 

5.  Rude       Phrynichus,    e.g.,    (623)  ecrx«T<os   f\ei',   (249 

Greek  Style.  IIS-)   */>aj3aTTos;     (Ills)  KoAAv/SioW ;    (54i) 

icopatriov;  (146s)  paTTKr^a;  (1025)  ia^i'v.      Just 

as  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  improves  the  bad  Greek  of  the 

Didaclie  (Taylor's  Didacht,  43),  so  Lk.  always  (and  sometimes 

Mt.)  corrects  these  inelegancies.     Such  words  (which  stand  on 

quite  a  different  footing  from  Jewish  Greek,  such  as  we  find  in 

1  Almost  the  only  addition  of  importance  in  this  'corrected 
edition  of  Mk.'  is  (Mt.  2668  =  Lk.  2264)  'Who  is  it  that  smote 
thee?'  added  to  explain  the  obscure  Mk.  1465  '  Prophesy.' 

2  The  parenthesis  in  Mk.  1  2  is  the  only  exception.     This  was 
probably  an  insertion  in  the  original  Gospel  (see  §  8). 

3  For  proof  that   Mk.'s  Gospel  terminates  at  I(i8,  see  WH 
on  Mk.  169-20,  which  is  there  pronounced  to  be   'a  narrative 
of  Christ's  appearances  after   the  Resurrection,"  found   by  'a 
scribe  or  editor,'  '  in  some  secondary  record  then  surviving  from 
a  preceding  generation  :'_' its  authorship  and  its  precise  date 
must  remain  unknown  ;  it  is,  however,  apparently  older  than  the 
time  when  the  Canonical  Gospels  were  generally  received  ;  for, 
though  it  has  points  of  contact  with  them  all,  it  contains  no 
attempt  to  harmonise  their  various  representations  of  the  course 
of  events." 

4  So  Papias,  quoted  by  Eus.  (3  39)  :  '  For  he  (Mk.)  took  great 
care  about  one  matter,  viz.,  to  omit  nothing  of  what  he  heard.' 
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Lk.'s  Introduction)  might  naturally  find  their  place  in  the 
dialect  of  the  slaves  and  freedmen  who  formed  the  first  congrega 
tions  of  the  Church  in  Rome  ;  but  in  the  more  prosperous  days 
of  the  Church  they  would  be  corrected. 

Again,  a  very  early  Evangelist,  not  having  much 
experience  of  other  written  Gospels,  and  not  knowing 

6  Vividness    exactly   wnat   would    most    edify   the 

Church,  might  naturally  lay  stress  on 

vivid    expressions   and    striking    words,    or    reproduce 

anacolutha,  which,  though  not  objectionable  in  discourse, 

are  Unsuitable  for  written  composition. 

Many  such  words  are  inserted  by  Mk.  and  avoided  by  Mt.  or 
Lk.  or  by  both— e.g.,  (1 10)  ax^o/ue'covs,  (22i)  ayvaifros,  (138) 


3  1 4,  and  the  use  of  on,  to  ask  a  question  (2i6  !»n  28).  The 
Latinisms  of  Mk.  are  well  known  :  see  627  7  4  1615  39.  Those 
in  12 14  15 16,  and  <f>payeAAoCi'  in  1815,  Mk.  shares  with  Mt. 
Less  noticed,  but  more  noteworthy,  are  the  uses  of  rare,  poetic, 
or  prophetic  words  ("32  /uo-ytAaAoi',  823  o/1/u.ara,  25  njAavyais), 
which  may  indicate  a  Christian  psalm  or  hymn  as  the  basis  of 
Mk.'s  tradition.  1 

Mk.  also  contains  '  stumbling-blocks '  in  the  way  of 
•7   na^/i^i.    weak  believers,  omitted  in  later  Gospels, 

i  •   x/cLUQOUPi  *  ,      i  - 1      * 

and   not    likely    to  have   been  tolerated, 
except  in  a  Gospel  of  extreme  antiquity. 

For  example  ((>  s/),  '  He  was  not  able  to  do  there  any  mighty 


8.  Jn.  and 

Triple 
Tradition 
in  Mk.  1-8. 


work  ' ;  (1  32  34)  all  the  sick  are  brought  to  Jesus,  but  "he  heal_ 
only  many,  whereas  Mt.  (Sib)  says  that  he  healed  all,  and  Lk. 
(440)  that  he  healed  each  one  (kv\  eicao-To))  ;  (820-21)  his  mother 
and  brethren  attempt  to  lay  hands  on  him,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  insane;  (1035)  an  ambitious  petition  is  imputed  to 
James  and  John,  instead  of  (as  Mt.)  to  their  mother;  (1644) 
Pilate  'marvels'  at  the  speedy  death  of  Jesus,  which  might 
have  been  used  to  support  the  view  (still  maintained  by  a  few 
modern  critics)  that  Jesus  had  not  really  died  ;  Mk.  omits  (67) 
the  statement  that  Jesus  gave  power  (as  Mt.  10 1  Lk.  9i)  to  his 
apostles  to  heal  diseases; 2  (824)  he  enumerates  the  different 
stages  by  which  Jesus  effected  a  cure,  and  describes  the  cure 
as,  at  first,  only  partial;  (11 20)  the  fig-tree,  instead  of  being 
withered  up  'immediately'  (as  Mt.  21 19  irapaxpij/Aa),  is  not 
observed  to  be  withered  till  after  the  interval  of  a  day. 

(iii. )  Jn.  in  Relation  to  the  Triple*  Tradition. — (a) 
Instances  from  the  first  part  of  Mk.— The  following 
comparisons  will  elucidate  Jn.'s  relation 
to  the  Triple  Tradition.  (It  will  be  found 
that  Jn.  generally  supports  a  combination 
of  Mk.  and  Mt. ,  and  often  Mk.  alone, 
against  Lk.  ;  the  exceptions  being  in  those 
passages  which  describe  the  relation  of  John  the  Baptist 
to  Christ.  There  Jn.  goes  beyond  Lk. ) 

Mk.  1  zf.,  '  As  it  is  written  in  Isaiah,  etc.'  If  these  prophecies, 
wrongly  assigned  to  Isaiah,  are  not  an  early  interpolation,  they 
are  the  only  ones  quoted  by  the  Evangelist  in  person.  Mt.  and 
Lk.  assign  one  of  these  prophecies  to  Jesus;  Jn.  assigns  both  to 
the  Baptist,  so  as  to  emphasise  the  willing  subordination  of  the 
latter  ('  I  am  [but]  the  voice '). 

Mk.  (16^1)  mentions  no  suspicion  among  the  Jews  that  the 
Baptist  might  be  the  Messiah.  Lk.  mentions  (815)  a  silent 
'questioning'  (that  does  not  elicit  a  direct  denial).  Jn.  adds  a 
public  question  (119),  'Who  art  thou?'  followed  by  a  public 
denial,  '  1  am  not  the  Christ." 

Mk.  17:  'after  me.'  Rejected  by  Lk.  (possibly  as  being 
liable  to  an  interpretation  derogatory  to  Jesus),  but  thrice 
repeated  by  Jn.  (1 15  27  30)  in  such  a  context  as  to  testify  to 
Christ's  precedence  and  pre-existence. 

Mk.  18:  'shall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Spirit,'  omitting 
'  and  with  fire,'  which  is  added  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  Jn.  goes  with 
Mk.  (Jn.  1  33)  :  '  He  it  is  that  baptizeth  with  the  Holy  Spirit.' 

Mk.  lg  mentions  'Jordan'  in  connection  with  the  baptism  of 
Jesus  ;  Lk.  does  not  (though  he  does  afterwards  in  his  preface 
to^the  Temptation).  Jn.  (1  28)  does,  with  details  of  the  place. 
(Note  that  Lk.  never  mentions  the  Synoptic  '  beyond  Jordan  ' ; 


1  It  is  beside  the  mark  to  reply  that  these  words  are  used, 
occasionally,  by  classical  prose  writers.     The  point  is,  that  o/u/ua 
occurs  in  NT  only  here  and  in  a  Mk.-like  account  of  blind- 
healing  in  Mt.  2034,  whereas  o^oA^os  occurs  in  NT  about 
ninety  times  I     In  the  canonical  books  of  OT,  ofj.ua  occurs  only 
in  Proverbs.     TtjAavyjjs  occurs  only  here  in  NT,  and  only  twice 
(apart  from  a  leper's  '  bright  scab ')  in  OT,  and  there  in  poetical 
passages.     MoyiAaAos  (practically  non-occurrent  in  Greek  litera 
ture,  see  Thayer)  is  found  nowhere  in  the  Bible,  except  in  (P  of 
Is.  356,  and  in  Mk.'s  account  of  the  man  who  had  (Mk.  732) 
'an  impediment  in  his  speech." 

2  It  is  omitted  also  in  3  15  (where  D  and  Ss.  add  it). 

3  The  parallel  passages  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  to  Mk.  will  be  found 
by   reference   to    Rushbrooke's  Synopticon.        It    may   be   as 
sumed    that,  in    this    section,   Mt.  agrees    with    Mk.,  except 
where  otherwise  indicated. 
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Jn.  has  it  thrice.)  Lk.  (822),  in  describing  the  descent  of  the 
Spirit,  adds  'in  a  bodily  shape.'  Jn.  implies  that  the  descent 
of  the  Spirit  was  (1  33)  a  sign  to  the  Baptist  alone,  and  states 
that  it  permanently  abode  on  Jesus.  Thus  he  excludes  'bodily 
shape,' — at  all  events  in  the  ordinary  sense.  Lk.  alone  (136) 
had  stated  that  the  Baptist  was  connected  with  Jesus  through 
family  ties;  Jn.  represents  the  Baptist  as  saying  (133),  'And  I 
kne.i'  him  not.' 

Mk.  1 14  f.  (possibly  also  Mt.)  leaves  room  for  an  interval  after 
the  Temptation,  in  which  the  reader  may  place  Christ's  early 
teaching  in  Jerusalem  before  'John  was  betrayed.'  Lk.  414, 
omitting  the  mention  of  John,  appears  to  leave  no  interval.  Jn. 
repeatedly  says,  or  implies,  that  the  early  teaching  took  place 
(3  24  4  i  3)  before  the  Baptist  was  imprisoned. 

Mk.  217:  'I  have  not  come  to  call  the  righteous,  but  the 
sinful.'  Lk.  adds  'to  repentance.'  Jn.  never  uses  the  word 
'  repentance. '  1 

_\Ik.  821  puts  into  the  mouths  of  Christ's  household  or  friends 
the  words  (3  21),  '  He  is  beside  himself  (ef «Vn)) '  ;  Mt.  and  Lk. 
seem  to  transfer  this  to  'the  multitudes.'  They  render  it  'were 
astonished  (ef  icrrai/To), '  or  '  marvelled  (e#ai7/.a<rai'). '  Jn.  goes 
with  Mk.  in  mentioning  a  charge  of  '  madness '  (jtiaiVerat),  and 
connecting  it  with  the  charge  of  possession  (1020 :  '  He  hath  a 
devil  and  is  mail').  Mk.  822-30  repeats  the  charge  of  the 
Pharisees,  (a)  in  the  form  (822)  '  He  hath  Beelzebul,'  and  (830) 
'  He  hath  an  unclean  spirit,'  while  adding  (/;)  a  milder  form 
(822):  'In  the  prince  of  the  devils  he  casteth  out  the  devils.' 
Mt.  and  Lk.  reject  (a)  and  adopt  (b),  defining  'prince'  by 
'  Beelzebul.'  Jn.  goes  with  Mk.  (Jn.  102o),  'He  hath  a  devil.' 

Mk.  426-29:  the  parable  of  the  seed  that  springeth  up,  the 
sower  '  knoweth  net  how,'  is  omitted  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  Jn.  gives 
the  essence  of  this  in  his  description  of  the  birth  from  the  Spirit, 
as  to  which,  we  (3s)  'know  not  whence  it  cometh  and  whither 
it  goeth,'  apparently  modelled  on  Eccles.  11  $f.  :  'As  thou 
knottiest  not  what  is  the  'May  of  the  wind  (TI'S  17  ofibs  row 
Trvev/aaTOs),  nor  liow  the  bones  grow  in  the  womb  of  her  that  is 
with  child,  even  so  thou  knowest  not  the  work  of  God  who  doeth 
all.  In  the  morning  sow  thy  seed,  and  in  the  evening  withhold 
not  thine  hand  :  for  thou  knowest  not  which  shall  prosper,  this 
or  that.'2 

Mk.6i-6:  'Aprophet  in  his  own  country.'  Lk.  alone  connects 
this  proverb  with  a  visit  to  Nazareth,  in  which  the  Nazarenes 
try  to  '  cast  Jesus  down  a  precipice'  ',  Jn.  (444)  connects  it  with 
a  visit  in  which  the  Galileans  '  received'  Jesus.  Cp  NAZARETH. 

Mk.  827-29.  Here  Lk.,  alone  of  the  evangelists,  represents 
Jesus  as  (9i8)  'praying  (Trpo<re\>\6fj.fvov),'  and  he  does  the  same 
in  four  other  passages  where  Mk.  and  Mt.  omit  it.  Jn.  never 
uses  the  word  Trpo<revx«T6a.i  throughout  his  Gospel. 

(/3)  Predictions  of  the  Resurrection. — As  to  these  Mk. 
and  Lk'.  give  us  a  choice  between  two  difficulties. 

(a)  Mk.  9  10  (comp.  also  9  32)  says,  that  '  the  disciples  ques 
tioned  among  themselves  what  was  the  meaning  of  rising  from 
the  dead.'  Yet  what  could  be  clearer  ?  In 
9.  In  predicting  Lk.,  Christ's  predictions  of  death  and 

Resurrection,  resurrection  begin  with  fulness  of  detail, 
which  diminishes  as  the  Gospel  proceeds ; 

and  the  last  prediction  of  death  contains  a  statement  that  (i>  45) 
'it  was  as  it  were  veiled  from  them.'  (b)  Also,  whereas  Mk. 
14  28  (and  Mt.)  contains  the  prediction.  '  After  I  have  been 
raised  up,  I  will  go  before  you  to  Galilee,'  Lk.  omits  this;  and 
subsequently,  where  Mk.  (167)  and  Mt.  repeat  or  refer  to  this 
promise,  Lk.  alters  the  words  '  to  Galilee'  into  'while  he  was 
yet  in  Galilee.' 

Jn. 's  relation  to  (a)  and  (t)  is  as  follows  in  (a') 
and  (b'). 

(a'}  Jn.  makes  it  obvious  why  the  disciples  could  not 
understand  Christ's  predictions. 

Take  the  following  :— (2  19) 'Destroy  this  temple,  and  in  three 
days  I  will  raise  it  up  (eyepco)'  ;  (3  14)  '  The  Son  of  man  must 
be  lifted  up  (in//co0rjrat) ' ;  (1223)  'The  hour  is  come  that  the 
Son  of  man  should  be  glorified'  ;  (13  31)  '  Now  hath  the  Son  of 
man  been  g lorificd  (e6of a<r#i)) :J  and  God  hath  been  glorified  in 
him,  and  God  will  glorify  him  in  himself  and  will  straightway 
glorifyhim.'  Who  was  to  conjecture  that,  when  Jesus  spoke  of 
being  '  lifted  up  from  the  earth,'  he  said  this  (12  33),  '  signifying 
(oT)|u.aiV<ui>)'1  by  what  death  he  was  (rjiueAAei/)  to  die'?  or  that 

1  '  Call,'  used  by  Lk.  41  times,  Mt.  26,  Mk.  only  4,  is  used 
by  Jn.  only  twice.     '  Righteous  (Si'xaios)' — frequent  in  Mt.  and 
Lk.  (but  only  twice  in  Mk.),  to  describe  '  one  who  observes  the 
law' — is  used  but  thrice  in  Jn.,  and  then  in  the  higher  Platonic 
sense(17z5  '  O  righteous  Father,' and  see  630  724).    'A/uap-noAos, 
17  times  in  Lk.,  only  n  times  in  Mt.  and  Mk.  together,  occurs 
only  4  times  in  Jn.,  and  never  except  in  the  conversation  of 
'  the  Jeivs.'      Jn.  differs  in  expression  from  Mk.  and  Mt.  ;  but 
he  differsyfer  more  from  Lk. 

2  Similarly,  in  the  Logia  of  Behnesa  (see  §  86),  '  Raise  the  stone, 
cleave  the  tree,'  Jesus — while  mainly  referring  to  the  Baptist's 
doctrine  about  raising  up   stones  as  children  to  Abraham,  and 
about  cutting  down  the  barren  tree  of  Jewish  formalism — may 
possibly  have  had  in  his  mind  Eccles.  10  9. 

3  The  aorist  cannot  be  exactly  expressed  in  English  :  '  hath 
been  '  is  nearer  to  the  meaning  than  '  was.' 

1  'Signifying  ' — i.e.,  representing  under  a  figure  or  'sign'  (which 
no  one  understood  at  the  time).  In  21 18  the  cross  is  '  signified  ' 
more  clearly  by  the  'stretching  out'  of  the  'hands';  but  no 
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'glorify'  meant  'glorifying'  the  Father,  and  hence  the  Son,  by 
the  supreme  sacrifice  on  the  Cross?  No  one  can  deny  that  these 
were  what  Jesus  calls  'dark  sayings  (paroimiai).'  True,  the 
disciples  contradicted  him:  (1029)  '  Behold  at  this  moment  (y\iv) 
speakest  thou  clearly  and  utterest  no  dark  saying.'  But  they 
were  wrong. 

Jn.  seems  to  say,  therefore,  not  that  Christ's  teaching, 
though  clear,  was  '  concealed'  (Lk.  945}  from  the  disciples 
supernaturally,  but  rather  that  it  was  necessarily  altogether 
beyond  them  till  the  Spirit  was  given.  Imbued  with  the 
popular  belief  that  resurrection  must  imply  resurrection 
in  a  fleshly  form,  visible  to  friends  and  enemies  alike, 
how  could  they  at  present  apprehend  a  spiritual  resurrec 
tion,  wherein  the  risen  Christ  must  be  shaped  forth  by 
the  Spirit,  and  brought  forth  after  sorrow  like  that  of 
(1621)  '  the  woman  when  she  is  in  travail?' 

Mk.  and  Mt.  seem  to  have  read  into  the  utterances 
of  Jesus  details  borrowed  from  subsequent  facts  or  con 
troversies.-  Towards  these,  Lk.  and  Jn.  take  different 
attitudes. 

Lk.,  starting  at  first  in  accord  with  the  Synoptic  Tradition, 
gradually  drops  more  and  more  of  the  definite  predictions  ;  and 
at  last,  when  confronted  with  the  words,  '  After  I  am  raised,  I 
will  go  before  you  into  Galilee,'  omits  the  promise  altogether. 
Jn.,  on  the  contrary,  recognises  that  the  predictions  of  Christ 
were  of  a  general  nature,  though  expressed  in  Scriptural  types. 

Jn.  and  Lk.  differ  also  in  their  attitudes  towards  Scripture  as 
'  proving  '  the  Resurrection.  Lk.  represents  the  two  travellers 
as  blind  to  the  risen  Saviour,  till  he  (24  27)  '  interpreted  to  them 
in  all  the  Scriptures  the  things  concerning  himself.'  Jn. 
expressly  says  that  the  belief  of  the  beloved  disciple  preceded 
the  knowledge  of  the  Scriptures :  (20  8)  '  And  he  saw  and 
believed  ;  for  not  even  yet  did  they  know  the  Scripture,  how 
that  he  must  needs  rise  from  the  dead.' 

In  the  light  of  Jn.,  returning  to  Mk.'s  statement  that  the 
disciples  discussed  together  'what  the  rising  from  the  dead 
might  mean,'  we  have  only  to  substitute  'this'  for  'the,'  and  it 
becomes  intelligible.  Every  one  knew  what  '  rising  from  the 
dead '  meant.  But  they  did  not  know  the  meaning  of  this  kind 
of  J' rising  from  the  dead' — i.e.,  what  Christ  said  about  his 
resurrection. 

(b'}  The  promise  (Mk.  1428  and  Mt.),  'I  will  go 
before  you  to  Galilee,'  occurs  in  close  connection  with 
Peter's  profession  that  he  will  not  desert  Jesus.  Jn.  has, 
in  the  same  connection  (142),  'I  go  to  prepare  a  place 
for  you.' 

This  leads  us  to  look  elsewhere  for  a  confusion  between 
'Galilee'  and  'place.'  Comparing  Mk.  1  28  with  Lk.  437,  we 
find  that  Lk.  has,  instead  of  '  The  whole  n-cpi'^wpos  of  Galilee,' 
the  words  '  every  place  of  the  irepi'x<upo? '  (so  also  in  Lk.  7  17, 
Trao-r/  rfj  Trepix^PV  stands  where  we  should  expect  iracrrj  T/J  ToA. : 
so  Chajes  [Markns-studien,  13],  who  also  independently  offers 
the  same  theory  [double  meaning  of  7 '7|1  to  account  for  Lk.  4  37). 
In  Mk.  3  7,  Lk.  omits  '  Galilee.'  The  question,  then,  arises, 
whether  the  original  may  have  been  some  word  signifying 
'region,'  or  'place'  which  (i)  Mk.  -  Mt.  interpreted  to 
mean  'Galilee,'  (2)  Jn.  'the  place  (of  my  Father)'  or  'the 
(holy)  place,'  v/hile  (3)  Lk.  found  the  tradition  so  obscure 
that  he  omitted  it  altogether.  Now  the  word  "Jv?,  a  longer 
form  of  V'Ss  ('Galilee'),  is  used  to  mean  (Josh.  22  io/0  'region.' 
Again,  Mt.  28  16, '  to  Galilee,  to  the  mountain  where  he  appointed 
for  them,'  suggests  two  traditions,  (i)  'Galilee,' (2)  'appointed 
mountain.'1  Lastly,  besides  many  passages  (Acts  125;  Ign. 
Magn.  5;  Barn.  19  i  ;  Clem. Rom.  §  5,  TOV  bfaikofitvov  TOTTOC, 
and  also  TOV  ayioi/  TOTTOV)  where  Jn.'s  word  TOTTOS  is  used,  with 
an  attribute,  to  mean  'place  (in  the  next  world),'  Clem. Alex, 
(p.  978,  Trapo.  TcoToiro)  (caretxoi'To),  uses  the  word  absolutely  of 
'  Paradise.  All  this  leads  to  the  inference  [which  is  highly 
probable  as  regards  '  Galilee,'  and  which  further  knowledge 
might  render  equally  probable  as  regards  '  place  ']  that  an  expres 
sion,  misunderstood  by  Mk.  and  Mt.  as  meaning  '  Galilee,'  and 
omitted  by  Lk.  because  he  could  not  understand  it  at  all,  was 
understood  by  Jn.  to  mean  [my  Father's  '  place,'  i.e.]  '  Paradise.' 
In  any  case,  we  have  here  a  tradition  of  Mk.  and  Mt.,  rejected 
by  Lk.,  but  spiritualised  by  Jn.  in  such  a  way  as  to  throw  light 
on  the  different  views  taken  by  Lk.  and  Jn.  of  Christ's  sayings 
about  his  resurrection. 

one  is  said  to  have  understood  the  'stretching  out,"  and  the 
context  almost  compels  us  to  suppose  that  it  was  not  understood. 
1  In  i  Sam.  20  20,  where  MSS  of  <5  have  a  corrupt  reproduc 
tion  of  mattarah,  Sym.  has  <ruvTeray^.fvov  (TOTTOV)  'appointed 
place.'  Also  compare  Mt.  28 10,  'Go  tell  my  brethren  to 
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(7)  Deviations  of  Lk.  from  Mk.  (or  Mk.-Mt.)  caused 
by  obscurity,  appear  to  be  corrected, 
10.  In  correcting  or    omissions   supplied,   by  Jn.,    in 
Lk.'s  deviations.   the  following  instaiices  :— 

Mk.  (11  7,  eKoffia-fv)  and  Mt.  say  that  Jesus  '  sat  on  the  ass ' ; 
Lk.  first  confused  inaSiafv  with  ixtfiow,1  and  then  substituted 
for  the  latter  the  unambiguous  iirfftiftaa-av  '  they  put  him  thereon.' 
Jn.  (12  14,  e/caflicrei')  goes  with  Mk.  The  Synoptists  all  mention 
'  garments,'  placed  on  the  ass  and  strewn  in  the  road.  But  Mk. 
and  Mt.  mention  also  the  'strewing'  of  branches  (Mt.  /cAafious) 
— Mk.,  however,  calling  them  ori/3a5as,  a  word  that  mostly 
means  'litter,'  or  'grass  and  straw  used  for  bedding,  or  for 
the  stuffing  of  a  mattress.'  This  Lk.  omits.  John  inserts 
'  palm  -  branches '  (without  mentioning  'garments'),  but  in  a 
different  context:  (12 13)  'They  took  (in  their  hands)  the 
branches  of  the  palm  trees  (TO  /Sai'a  i<av  QoiviKiav),  and  went 
forth  to  meet  him.'2 

Whether  Jn.  or  Mk.  was  right,  or  whether  both  were  right, 
is  not  now  the  question.  The  point  is  that  where  Lk.  omits  a 
tradition  of  Mk.  possibly  as  being  difficult,  Jn.  modifies  it,  or 
substitutes  a  kindred  one. 

Mk.'s  (143-9)  account  of  the  anointing  of  Jesus  by  a  woman 
is  either  omitted  by  Lk.  (7  36-50),  or  placed  much  earlier  and 
greatly  modified,  the  woman  being  called  'a  sinner,  and  the 
host  being  described  as  'Simon,'  a  'Pharisee.'  Mk.  and  Mt., 
however,  call  him  'Simon  the  leper,' and  Jn.  (12  1-7)  suggests 
that  the  house  belonged  to  Lazarus  and  his  sisters.  It  is 
not  impossible  that  the  difference  may  be  caused  by  some  clerical 
error.  Chajes,  op.  cit.  747^,  accounts  for  'Simon  the  leper  by 
a  confusion  between  vusili  '  the  pious '  = '  the  Essene,'  and  jjTixn, 
'  the  leper. '  May  there  have  been  some  further  confusion  between 
ymn  and  ijyS  'Lazarus'?  Jn.  apparently  guards  the  reader 
against  supposing  the  woman  to  be  a  sinner,  by  telling  us  (11  if.) 
that  it  was  Mary,  the  sister  of  Lazarus.^ 

(5)  The  Passover  and  the  Lord's  Supper. —  The 
Synoptists,  and  especially  Lk.,  seem  to  represent  the  Cruci 
fixion  as  occurring  after,  Jn.  as  occurring  before,  the  Paschal 
meal.  There  are  traces  of  a  confusion  in 
11.  In  the  Lk.  between  the  Day  of  Preparation  and 
Last  Supper,  the  Day  of  7jrt/jOTy^  I^;™**  °af  the  Pass° 
over,'  and  another  to  (Lk.228)  'prepare  the  Passover  that .we 
may  eat  it,'  which  Lk.  substitutes  for  the  former.  Also  Mk. 
14  17  6i/u'as  yei/o/ueVrjs  (which  Mt.  adjusts  to  a  different  context, 
and  Lk.  omits)  indicates  that  Mk.'s  original  tradition  may  have 
agreed  with  Jn.'s  view  :  for  no  one  would  have  been  abroad  at, 
or  after,  sunset,  when  the  Passover  meal  was  to  be  eaten.  Though 
Mk.  and  Mt.,  in  parts,  unquestionably  sanction  Lk.'s  view,  they 
do  not  express  it  so  decidedly  as  Lk.,  and  they  contain  slight 
traces  of  an  older  tradition,  indicating  that  the  Last  Supper 
was  on  the  Day  of  Preparation. 

i.  Mk.  14  18,  'One  of  you  shall  betray  me,  he  that  eateth. 
(itrtitov)  with  me,'  was  perhaps  a  shock  to  some  believers,  as 
indicating  that  Judas  partook  of  the  bread.  Mt.  omits  the 
italicised  words,  retaining  Mk.'s  more  general  phrase,  '  while 
they  were  eating.'  Lk.  omits  'eating,'  having  simply,_  the 
hand  of  him  that  is  to  betray  me  is  with  me  on  the  table.  Jn. 
(13  is)  quotes  Ps.  41  9,  '  He  that  eateth  my  bread  .  .  .  ,  and 
specially  mentions  Judas  as  receiving  the  (1326)  sop  from 
Christ's  own  hands. 

2.  Mk.  1420  (and  Mt.),  '  He  that  dippeth  his  hand  in  the  dish 
with  me '  will  be  the  traitor,  is  omitted  by  Lk.  Jn.  com 
bines  a  modification  of  this  with  the  foregoing ;  Jesus  (13  26) 
'  dips  the  sop'  and  gives  it  to  Judas. 


1  Or  the  confusion  may  have  arisen  from  a  Hebrew  original, 
in  which  the  active  voice  was  mistaken  for   the  causative,  a 
common  error  in  ©,  and  one  that  may  explain  several  deviations 
of  Lk.  from  Mk.-Mt.  , 

2  Some  have  explained  '  the  '  as  meaning    the  branches  ot  tl 
(well-known)  palm  trees  (of  the  neighbourhood).'     More  pro 
bably  Jn.  meant  'the  palm -branches,  used   in   processions  of 
welcome  and  religious  triumph,"  as  when  Simon  (i  Mace.  13  51) 
entered  '  the  tower  in  Jerusalem '  in  triumph  '  with  praise  and 
palm-branches  (aireVews  <cat  jSaiW),'  and   as  was   the  regular 
custom  at  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  (Lev.  23  40),  in  which  the 
'  bundles '  of  palm-branches  and  other  twigs  were  (Hor.  Hebr. 
on  Mt.  21  9)  shaken  formally  during  the  recitation  of  certain 
parts   of  Ps.  118,  and   so   closely   associated   with   (Ps.  118  25) 
'  Hosanna,'  that    the   bundle    itself   was    sometimes  called    a 
'  Hosanna.'    But  cp  HOSANNA.  , 

3  Mk.  says  that  Jesus  said  (146)  i^cTe  avrrji/,    Let  her  alone. 
A  very  slight  change  (-e  being  often  -at  in  MS_S)  would  alter 
this  to  oMJmu  avTfj—  i.e.,  i^i'evTai  aurfj,  or  a^eirai  avrjj  (  [her 
sins]  are  forgiven  her,'  or  'she  is  forgiven'),  which  is  what  Lk. 
7  48  has  in  the  form  a</>e'u)vTcu. 

•*  Asregards(i),  Lk.22is,  '  /  have  desired  (f!re6v^<ra.)  ...  to 
eat  this  fassover,'  might- have  been  originally  used  (however 
interpreted  by  Lk.)  of  desire  not  destined  to  be  fulfilled  (as  in 
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Lk.  amplifies  and  dignifies,  while  Jn.  appears  to  subordinate, 
the  circumstances  of  the  Last  Supper.  What  Jn.  had  to  say 
about  the  feeding  on  the  flesh  and  blood  of  the  Saviour,  he 
placed  earlier,  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum.  There,  Jesus 
nsists,  ((',  53)  '  the  words  (ajj/aara)  that  1  have  spoken  to  you  are 
spirit  and  are  life,'  and,  'theflesh  profiteth  nothing.'  Now  he 
reiterates  this  doctrine  (13  10),  'ye  are  clean  (Ka6apoi),  but  not 
all.'  This,  when  compared  with  (15s),  'ye  are  clean  ((caflapoi') 
because  of  the  word  that  I  have  spoken  unto  you,'  indicates  that 
participating  in  the  bread  and  wine  and  washing  of  feet  was 
aseless,  except  so  far  as  it  went  with  spiritual  participation  in 
'the  Word'  himself.  A  climax  of  warning  is  attained  by 
making  Judas  receive  the  devil  when  he  receives  the  bread 
dipped  in  wine  by  the  hand  of  Jesus. 

4.  Jn.    avoids   the    ambiguous    Synoptic    word    'covenant,' 
'will,'  or  'testament  (fnaSi\x.i\),'  and  makes  it  clear,  throughout 
the   final   discourse,  that   he  regards   the   Spirit  as  a  gift  (or 
legacy)   that   implies  nothing   of  the   nature  of  a  bargain    or 
compact. 

5.  Mk.  1427  (and  Mt.;  but  Lk.  om.)  'All  ye  shall  be  caused  to 
stumble  ;  for  it  is  written,  I  will  smite  the  Shepherd,  and  the 
sheep  shall  be  scattered  abroad,'  was  likely  to  cause  a  'scandal' 
—as  though  God  could  'smite'  his  son.     This   may   be   seen 
from  Barnabas,  who  gives  the  prophecy  thus:  (On/)  'When 
they  [i.e.  the  Jews]  shall  smite  their  own  shepherd,  then  shall 
perish  the  sheep   of  the  flock.'     Jn.,  while   retaining   Christ's 
prediction    that    the    disciples    should    be   (1632)   'scattered, 
effectively  destroys  the   'scandal'  by  adding  that,  even  when 
abandoned  by  them,  he  would  not  be  abandoned  by  the  Father 
(ib.\  'And  yet  I  am  not  alone,  because  the  Father  is  with  me.1 

(e)  The  Passion. — The  facts  seem  to  be  as  follows: — 
i.  Mk.1442  and  Mt.  place  the  words,  'Arise,  let  us  go'  at 
the  arrival  of  Judas.     Lk.  omits  all  that  intervenes  between  (a) 
Mk.  14  38  '  ll'atch  and  pray  .  .  .  temptation,' 
12.  In  the        and  (/>)  Mk.  1442  '  Arise,  let  us  go,'  having 
Passion,         merely  (22  46)   'Stand  up  and    prayt .   .   . 
temptation.'      Now   'to    stand    (iDl1)'    was 
'  nothing  else  than  to  pray'   (Hor.   Hebr.  2  142).      But  'stand' 
might  also  mean  '  watch,'  cp  Neh.  73.     Lk.  may  have  considered 
(/;)  a  duplicate  of  (a),  taking  the  meaning  to  be    stand  fast  and 
orav  '     In.  places  the  words  'Arise,  let  us  go,'  at  the  moment 
:h,  not  of  Judas,  but  of  (14  3o/)  '  the 


when  Jesus  feels  the  approac 
•ince  of  the  world,'  -who  ha. 
•2.  Lk.  omits  all  mention  of  the 


prince  of  the  world,'  who  has  just  taken  possession  of  Judas. 

•  •'          e  •"--;    'binding'   of  Jesus.      Yet 


as  does  Mk.  15  i  (and  Mt.). 

3.  Lk.  speaks  of  (22  52)  'generals  (o-Tpar^yovs)  of  the  temple^ 
Jn.  says  (1812),  'The  chiliarch,  and  the  officers  of  the  Jews. 
Lk.  has,  loosely,  (82)  'Annas  and  Caiaphas  '  as  '  high  priests  ; 
Jn.  says  that  (18 13)  Caiaphas  was  high  priest,  and  Annas  his 
father-in-law. 

4  According  to  Mk.  14  55-60,  false  witnesses  asserted  that 
Jesus  had  declared  that  he  would  destroy  the  temple. 
Mt  alters  'would'  into  was  able,  and  implies  that,  though 
what  had  been  previously  testified  was  false,  this  may  have  been 
true.l  Lk.  omits  the  whole.  In  his  time  the  destruction  ot 
the  temple  by  the  Romans  was  accepted  by  Christians  as  a 
divine  retaliation,  which  might  be  regarded  as  inflicted  by 
Jesus  himself,  so  that  he  might  wish  to  avoid  saying  that  the 
testimony  was  'false.'  Jn.  says  in  effect,  'Some  words  about 
destroying  "the  temple  "  had  been  uttered  by  Jesus  (2  19)  ;  but 
they  referred  to  "  the  temple  of  his  body."  And  the  Jews  were 
the  "destroyers."' 

5.  Mk.  15  6  (and  Mt.)  says  that  it  was  the  custom  t. 
release  a  malefactor  at  the  feast.  Lk.  omits  this.  Jn.  not 
only  inserts  it,  but  adds  that  Pilate  himself  (1839)  reminded  the 
Jews  of  it.  .  x 

6  Mk.  15 16-20  (and  Mt.)  mentions  the  (purple  or  scarlet, 
'robe'  and  the  'crown  of  thorns.'  Lk.  omits  these  striking 
incidents— for  what  reason,  it  is  difficult  to  say.  2  Jn.  inserts 
both  of  them.  .  , 

7.  Mk.  1465,  alone  of  the  Synoptists,  mentions  blows  with 
the  flat  hand'  (panC^ara  ;  in  ©,  only  in  Is.  506).  Jn.  also 
mentions  them  19  3  (and  cp  18  22). 

(f)  Conclusion  and  Exceptions.— The  instances  above 
enumerated  might  be  largely  supplemented.  The 
conclusion  from  them  is  that — setting 
13.  Conclusion.  agide  ^  Descriptions  of  possession, 
and  other  subjects  excluded  from  the  Johannine  pro 
vince,3  (2)  allusions  to  John  the  Baptist,  (3)  a  few- 
passages  where  Jn.,  accepting  Lk.'s  development, 

Mt.13  17  Lk.  17  22).     Also  (3)  and  (4)  and  (5)  may  be  interpola 
tions  (but  more  probably  early  additions,  made  in  a  later  edition 
of  the    work)  fro.n   i  Cor.  11 23-25,    or   (more    probably)   fr 
tradition.  ft. 

1  D  and  Ss.  destroy  this  possibility  by  reading     two  Jalst 

"  2 'l?arnabas  (7)  connects  them  with  the  scapegoat.      Possibly 
this  connection  may  have  seemed  to  Lk.  objectionable. 

a  The  miracle  (Mk.  11 13  Mt.  21  19)  of  the  Withered  Fig  Tree 
may  come  under  this  head.     It  has  a  close  resemblance  to  Lk.  s 
(136)  parable  of  the  Fig  Tree.     Cp  Fu;. 
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carries  it  a  stage  further,  ///.  scarcely  ever  agrees  with 
Lk. ,  as  against  Mk. ,  whilst  he  very  frequently  steps  in  to 
support,  or  explain  by  modifying,  some  obscure  or  harsh 
statement  of  Alk. ,  omitted  by  Lk. 

Two  important  exceptions  demand  mention  : — 

(a)  Mk.  1625,  'It  was  the  third  hour  and  they  crucified 
him,'  is  omitted  by  Alt.  and  Lk.,  and  con- 

14.  Exceptions,  tradicted  indirectly  by  Jn.  19  14,  '  It  was 
about  the  sixth '  hour '  (when  Pilate  pro 
nounced  sentence).  Alk.  may  have  confused  F  ('  sixth  ')  with 
r  ('third').  [In  i  Mace.  637  the  impossible  'two  and  thirty' 
may  be  due  to  a  similar  confusion.  1  Or  the  sentence  may  be  out 
of  place  and  should  come  later,  describing  the  death  of  Jesus 
as  occurring  when  'it  was  the  third  hour  from  the  time  when 
they  crucified  him.'  How  easily  confusion  might  spring  up, 
may  be  seen  from  the  Acts  of  John  (12),  '  when  he  was  hanged 
on  the  bush  of  the  cross  in  the  sixth  hour  of  the  day  (<upa«  e')crr)s 
^nepiinjs) darkness  was  over  all  the  land.'  First,  e'«rr)s,  'sixth,' 
might  be  mistaken  for  e/c  TTJS,  '  from  the '  (or  vice  versa) ;  then 
a  numeral  would  have  to  be  supplied.  Or  e«  TTJS  might  be 
repeated  (or  dropped)  before  CKTT;?.  In  Mk.  1633,  D,  which 
elsewhere  gives  CKTO?  in  full,  has  an  unusual  symbol  [j. 

The  conclusion  is  that  Mk.  seemed  to  Mt.,  Lk.,  and  Jn. 
to  be  in  error,  and  that  Jn.  corrected  by  insertion  what  Alt. 
and  Lk.  corrected  by  omission. 

(/>)  Mk.  1430,  'Before  the  cock  crow  twice  thrice  thou  shall 
deny  me,'  is  given  by  Alt.  and  Lk.  with  the  omission  of 
'  twice.'  This  is  remarkable,  because  '  twice '  enhances  the 
miraculousness  of  the  prediction.  May  not  Alk.  be  based  on 
a  Semitic  original,  which  gave  the  saying  thus,  '  Before  the  cock 
crow,  twice  and  thrice'  (  =  repeatedly,  see  Job  8829  405)?  Jn. 
(1833)  accepts  Lk.'s  modification  of  Alt.,  but  with  a  slight  varia 
tion — 'the  cock  shall  not  crow,  until  such  time  as  thou  deny 
me  thrice  (e'ws  ou  api'ijo'T/  |U.e  rpt's).' 

Here  Jn.  accepts,  but  improves  on,  the  Synoptic  correction  of 
Alk.,  who,  though  perhaps  literally  correct,  does  not  represent 
the  spirit  of  what  Jesus  said. 

III.   DOUBLE  TRADITIONS. 
The  Double  Traditions  include  what  is  common  to 

15    Double    (MMk.  andMt.,(ii.)Mk.  andLk.,(iii.) 
ID.  urn    e   Mt  and  Lk      The  last  of  these  -s  SQ  much 

traditions :  ,  ,,  .,  ,.  \  ,••  \  .,..-.  , 
TVTk  Mt  'uller  than  (i. )  or  (n. )  that  it  may  be  con- 
1K  "'  veniently  called  '  The  Double  Tradition. ' 
(i. )  Mk.  and  Mt.  ;  Jn.  in  relation  to  Mk.  and  Mt. — 
Much  of  this  has  been  incidentally  discussed  above, 
under  the  head  of  the  Triple  Tradition  :  and  what  has 
been  said  there  will  explain  why  Lk.  and  Jn.  omit  Mk. 
16'2  and  624-29  (accounts  of  the  Baptist),  9 13  ( '  Elias 
is  come  already'),  1634-36  ('He  calleth  for  Elias').3 
Lk.'s  omission  of  a  long  and  continuous  section  of  Mk. 
(645-821) — including  (a),  Christ's  walking  on  the  Sea, 
(&),  the  doctrine  about  '  things  that  defile,'  and  (c),  about 
'the  children's  crumbs,'  (d},  the  feeding  of  the  Four 
Thousand,  (e],  a  comparison  between  this  and  the  feeding 
of  the  Five  Thousand,  and  (f ),  the  dialogue  (see  §  39  n. ) 
following  the  doctrine  of  '  leaven '  —  may  indicate 
that  Lk.  knew  this  section  as  existing  in  a  separate 
tradition,  which,  for  some  reason,  he  did  not  wish 
to  include  in  his  Gospel.  Most  of  it  may  be  said 
to  belong  to  'the  Doctrine  of  Bread,'  as  taught 
in  Galilee.  Jn.  also  devotes  a  section  of  his  Gospel  to 
a  '  doctrine  of  Bread '  (but  of  quite  a  different  kind  from 
Mk. 's),  concentrating  attention  on  Christ  as  the  Bread. 
Lk.  also  omits  (Mk.  943-47)  '  the  cutting  off  of  hand  and 
foot,'  and  (Mk.  162-9)  the  discussion  of  the  enactments 
of  Moses  concerning  divorce — the  former,  perhaps,  as 
being  liable  to  literal  interpretation,  the  latter,  as  being 
out  of  date.  The  ambitious  petition  (Mk.  1035-40) 
of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  Christ's  rebuke  (Mk.  832/1)  of 
Peter  as  Satan,  and  the  quotation  (Mk.  1427),  '  I  will 
smite  the  shepherd,'  Lk.  may  have  omitted,  as  not 
tending  to  edification.  In  the  discourse  on  '  the  last 
day '  Lk.  omits  a  great  deal  that  prevents  attention 
from  being  concentrated  on  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
as  exactly  fulfiling  the  predictions  of  Christ ;  but 
especially  he  omits  (Mk.  1832),  'of  this  hour  the  Son 
knoweth  not.' 

1  Attempts  have  been  made,  but  in  vain  (see  Classical  Review, 
1894,  p.  243),  to  prove  that  Jn.'s  'sixth  hour'  meant  6  A.M. 

'-1  The  parallel  passages  in  Alt.  can  be  ascertained  by  refer 
ence  to  Rushbrooke's  Synopticon. 

3  For  the  Withering  of  the  Fig -Tree  (Alk.  11 13-20)  see  §  13  n. 
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It  must  be  added  that,  both  in  this  Double  Tradition 
and  (to  a  less  extent)  in  those  parts  of  the  Triple 
Tradition  where  Lk.  makes  omissions,  Mk.  and  Mt. 
generally  agree  more  closely  than  where  Lk.  intervenes. 
The  phenomena  point  to  a  common  document  occasion 
ally  used  by  Mk.  and  Mt.  ,  and,  where  thus  used, 
avoided  by  Lk.  and  also  by  Jn.  The  Walking  on  the 
Water  is  an  exception  to  Jn.'s  general  omission.  The 
Anointing  of  Jesus  (since  Lk.  has  a  version  of  it)  has 
been  treated  above  as  part  of  the  Triple  Tradition.1 

(ii.  )  Mk.  and  Lk.;  Jn.  in  relation  to  Mk.  and  Lk. 
Mk.  -Lk.  is  very  brief.  The  larger  portion  of  it  relates 
Mir  Tlr  to  exorc'sm'  Mk.  121-25  938-40  (and  note 
'  the  close  agreement  between  Mk.  and 
Lk.  as  to  the  exorcism  of  the  '  Legion,'  a  name  omitted 
by  Mt.  in  his  account  of  it).  There  are  also  accounts 
of  Jesus  (Mk.  135-38  45)  retiring  to  solitude,  and  of 
people  Mocking  to  him  from  (38)  Tyre  and  Sidon.  A 
section  of  some  length  attacks  the  Pharisees,  as  (Mk.  12 
38-40)  '  devourers  of  widows'  houses,'  and  prepares  the 
(Mk.  1239  =  Mt.  236)  way  for  (Mk.  1241-44)  the  story  of 
the  widow's  mite.  In  the  later  portions  of  the  Gospel, 
Lk.  deviates  from  Mk.  (as  Mt.  approximates  to  Mk.  ), 
returning  to  similarity  in  the  Preparation  for  the  Pass 
over  (Mk.  14  12-16),  but  from  this  point  deviating  more 
and  more. 

Lk.'s  insertion  of  what  maybe  called  the  'widow- 
section,'  is  consistent  with  the  prominence  given  by  him 
to  women  and  to  poverty  (see  below,  §  39). 

(iii.  )  Mt.  and  I.k.~  or,  '  The  Double  Tradition  '  ;   (a) 

^cts,°f  the  Lord'  (h]  the  Words  °f 
the  Lord. 
^  Thg  Actg  Qf  the  Lord  are  con_ 

fined  to  ^  the  details  of  the  Tempta. 

tion  and  (/3)  the  healing  of  the  Centurion's  servant. 

(a)  Alk.  gives  no  detailed  account  of  a  Temptation,  but  just 
mentions  it,  adding  (113)  'and  the  angels  ivcrc  ministering 
(SujKoyoui^tohim'  —  i.e.,  apparently  during  the  Temptation  ;  Alt. 
says  that,  after  the  departure  of  the  devil,  '  angels  approached 
and  began  to  minister  (TrpocrT/AOoi/  /cal  Sirj/cdi/ow)  unto  him  '  ;  Lk. 
mentions  no  'angels.'  Jn.  omits  all  temptation  of  Jesus,  but 
suggests  (1  51)  that  '  angels  were  always  ascending  and  descend 
ing  on  the  Son  of  man,'  and  that,  in  course  of  time,  the  eyes  of 
the  disciples  would  be  opened  to  discern  them. 

(/3)  As  regards  the  healing,  some  assert  that  Jn.  (446-53)  does 
not  refer  to  the  event  described  by  Alt.  (8  5-13)  and  Lk.  (7  1-9). 
But,  if  so,  it  can  hardly  be  denied  that  he,  knowing  their 
account,  was  influenced^  by  it  in  inserting  in  his  Gospel  another 
case  of  healing,  resembling  the  former  in  being  performed  (i)  at 
a  distance,  (2)  on  the  child  (apparently)  of  a  foreigner,  and  (3) 
near  Capernaum.  Mt.  and  Lk.  differ  irreconcileably.3  Jn., 

1  Space  hardly  admits  mention  of  the  possible  reasons  for  Lk.'s 
several  omissions.     Some  of  these  passages  (e.g.,  the  practical 
abrogation  of  the  Levitical  Law  of  meats  in  Alk.  724-30)  may 
have  seemed  to  him  to  point  to  a  later  period,  such  as  that  in 
Acts  10  9-16,    where   Christ    abrogated   the   Law   by  a    special 
utterance  to  Peter.     Again,  in  the  Doctrine  of  Bread,  while 
(Mk.  7  28)  '  crumbs  '  and  (Alk.  815)'  leaven  '  are  used  spiritually, 
'loaves  'and  (Alk.  814)  'one  loaf'  are  used  literally;   and  this 
mixture  of  the  literal  and  metaphorical  may  have  perplexed  Lk., 
especially  if  he  interpreted  the  miracle  of  the  Fig-Tree  meta 
phorically,  and  was  in  doubt  as  to  the  literal  or  metaphorical 
meaning  of  the  Walking  on  the  Water.     Some  passages  he  may 
also  have  omitted  as  duplicates,  e.g.,  the  Feeding  of  the  Four 
Thousand.     As  regards  'leaven,'  Lk.'s  insertion  (12  1  'which  is 
hypocrisy  '),  if  authentic,  is  fatal  to  the  authenticity  of  Alk.  8  17-20. 
Perhaps  the  original  was  simply  '  Beware  of  leaven,'  and  the  ex 
planation,  g^^>en  after  the  misunderstanding,  was  '  Beware  of 
the  leaven  of  the   Pharisees  —  i.e.,  hypocrisy.'      The   rest  was 
evangelistic  teaching  ('  How  could  Jesus  mean  real  leaven  and 
real  bread  when  he  could  feed  his  flock  with  the  leaven  of  heaven 
at  his  pleasure?  ')  inserted  first  as  a  parenthesis  (perhaps  about 
the  Son  of  man  or  the  Son  of  God),  and  then  transferred  to  the 
text  in  the  first  person.     The  variation  of  Alt.  169-12  ftom  Mk. 
suggests  that  the  words  were  not  Christ's. 

Jn.  inserts  the  narrative  of  Jesus  walking  on  the  Sea,  but  adds 
expressions  (6  16  21),  borrowed  from  Ps.  10723,  'g°  down  to  the 
sea  '  and  (ib.  30)  '  the  haven  where  they  would  be,'  which  increase 
the  symbolism  of  a  story  describing  the  helplessness  of  the 
Twelve,  when,  for  a  short  time,  they  had  left  their  master.  Jn. 
omits  the  statement  (Alk.  and  Alt.)  that  Jesus  constrained  the 
disciples  to  leave  him. 

2  The  passages  referred  to  in  this  section  will  be  found  in 
Rushbrooke's  Synopticon,  arranged  in  Alt.'s  order. 

3  D  and  Diatess.  omit  Lk.  7  ja  '  Wherefore  neither  thought  I 
myself  worthy  to  come  unto  thee,'  thus  harmonising  Lk.  with 
Alt.,  who  says  that  the  man  did  come  to  Jesus. 
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while  correcting  both  Evangelists  in  some  respects,  and  especially 
in  tacitly  (448)  denying  that  Jesus  'marvelled,'  corrects  Lk. 
more  particularly,  by  stating  (i)  that  the  man  came  to  Jesus,  (2) 
that  Jesus  pronounced  a  word,  or  promise,  of  healing,  (3)  that 
the  child  was  healed  '  in  that  hour,'  and  (4)  by  making  it  clear 
that  the  patient  was  not  a  servant  but  a  son.1  In  the  first  three 
points,  Jn.  agrees  with  Mt.  ;  in  the  fourth,  he  interprets  Mt.  ; 
in  all,  he  differs  from  Lk. 

(b)  The  Words  of  the  Lord  are  differently  arranged 
by  Mt.  and  Lk.  Mt.  groups  sayings  according  to 
,  their  subject  matter.  Lk.  avows  in 
his  preface  (13)  an  intention  to  write 
'in  (chronological)  order,'  and  he  often  supplies  for  a 
saying  a  framework  indicating  the  causes  and  circum 
stances  that  called  it  forth.  Sometimes,  however,  he  is 
manifestly  wrong  in  his  chronological  arrangement,  e.g. , 
when  he  places  Christ's  mourning  over  Jerusalem  ( 13  34  35) 
early,  and  in  Galilee,  whereas  Mt.  (2837-39)  places  it  in 
the  Temple  at  the  close  of  Christ's  teaching.2 

The  Lord's  Prayer  (Mt.  69-13  Lk.  11 2-4).  It  was 
perhaps  on  the  principle  of  '  grouping '  that  Mt.  added 
to  the  shorter  version  of  the  Lord's  Prayer  the  words, 
1  thy  will  be  done,  as  in  heaven  so  on  earth,'  as  having 
been  in  part  used  by  Jesus  on  another  occasion  (Mt. 
2642). 3  Mt.'s  other  addition,  '  Deliver  us  from  the  evil 
one,'  is  not  indeed  recorded  as  having  been  used  by 
Jesus  elsewhere,  but  it  resembles  the  prayer  of  Jesus  for 
his  disciples  in  Jn.  17 15  :  '  keep  them  from  the  evil 
one'  (and  cp  2  Tim.  4i8).  On  Lk. 's  changes,  see 
LORD'S  PRAYER  ;  they  adapt  the  prayer  for  daily  use, 
and  indicate  that  Lk.  follows  a  later  version  of  the 
prayer  in  his  alterations,  but  an  earlier  version  in  his 
omissions.4 

The  exactly  similar  passages  in  the  Double  Tradition 
are  for  the  most  part  of  a  prophetic  or  historical  char 
acter.  Some  describe  the  relations  between  John  the 
Baptist  and  Christ ;  another  calls  down  woe  on  Chorazin  ; 
another,  in  language  that  reminds  us  of  the  thoughts, 
though  not  of  the  words  of  Jn. ,  thanks  God  for  revealing 
to  babes  what  He  has  hidden  from  the  wise  and 
prudent  ;  another  pours  forth  lamentations  over  doomed 
Jerusalem.  Others,  such  as,  '  But  know  this,  that  if 
the  goodman,'  etc.,  and  'Who  then  is  the  faithful  and 
just  steward,'  etc.,  appear  to  have  an  ecclesiastical 
rather  than  an  individual  reference,  at  all  events  in  their 
primary  application.  All  these  passages  were  especially 
fitted  for  reading  in  the  services  of  the  Church,  and 
consequently  more  likely  to  have  been  soon  committed 
to  writing.  On  the  other  hand,  those  sayings  which 
have  most  gone  home  to  men's  hearts  and  have  been 
most  on  their  lips,  as  being  of  individual  application, 
seem  to  have  been  so  early  modified  by  oral  tradition 
as  to  deviate  from  exact  agreement.  -Such  are,  '  The 
mote  and  the  beam  '  ;  '  Ask  and  it  shall  be  given  unto 
you  '  ;  '  Take  no  thought  for  the  morrow  '  ;  '  Fear  not 
them  that  kill  the  body'  ;  '  Whosoever  shall  confess,' 
etc.  ;  '  He  that  loveth  father  or  mother  more  than  me,' 
etc.  ;  and  note,  above  all,  the  differences  in  the  Lord's 
Prayer.  As  Lk.  approaches  the  later  period  of  Christ's 
work,  he  deviates  more  and  more  both  from  Mt.  and 

1  Mt.  86  mentions  irois,  which  may  mean  'child,'  but  more 
often  means  '  servant '  in  such  a  phrase  as  6  miis  jxov,  O.VTOV 
etc.  See  (RV)  Mt.  12  18,  '  my  servant ' ;  Acts  8  13,'  his  Servant 
(marg.  or  'Child').  Lk.  mentions  (7  2)  fioCAos  'servant  '  Jn. 
has  repeatedly  (446  47  50)  uios  'son,'  but  finally  recurs  to  Mt.'s 
word  (451),  '  his  child  (ircus)  liveth  '  (the  only  instance  in  which 
Jn.  uses  jrais). 

-  The  reason  for  Lk.'s  transposition  is  probably  to  be  found  in 
the  last  words  of  the  passage,  '  Ye  shall  not  see  me,  until  ye 
shall  say,  Blessed  is  he  that  comet h  in  the  name  of  the  Lord,' 
words  uttered  by  the  crowd  (Lk.  19  38)  welcoming  Jesus  on  his 
entrance  into  Jerusalem.  Lk.  probably  assumed  that  the 
prediction  referred  to  this  particular  utterance,  and  must,  there 
fore,  have  been  made  sometime  before  it — i.e.,  before  the  entrance 
into  Jerusalem. 

3  Cp  i  Mace.  36o  RV :    '  As  may  be  the  will   in  heaven,  so 
shall  he  do.' 

4  Cp  Lk.  9  23  :    'It  any  one  wishes  to  come  (epxeaBai)  after 
me,  ...  let  him  take  up  his  cross  daily,'  where  Lk.  substitutes 
the  present  infin.  f  IT  Mk.'s  and  Mt.'s  i\0elv,  and  inserts  'daily.' 
in  order  to  adapt  the  precept  to  the  inculcation  of  thf  daily  duty 
of  a  Christian. 
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from  Mk. ,  perhaps  because  there  was  a  Judasan  as  well  as 

a  Galilean  tradition  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  and  Lk. ,  towards 

the  close  of  his  history,  depended  mainly  on  the  former. 

The  Parables,   owing    to    their   length    and    number 

(and  perhaps  their  frequent  repetition  in  varied  shapes 

j.        by  Jesus  himself,  and  by  the  apostles  after 

' ,  .        the  resurrection),   would    naturally  contain 

P  '  more    variations    than    are    found    in    the 

shorter  Words  of  the  Lord.     The  parable  of  the  Sower, 

coming   first   in   order,   and   having  appended   to  it  a 

short    discourse    of    Jesus    (Mk.   4n/)     that     might 

seem  intended  to  explain  the  motive  of  the  parabolic 

teaching,1   might  naturally  find   a  place  in  the  Triple 

Tradition.      But  this  privilege  was  accorded  to  no  other 

parable  except  that  of  the  Vineyard,  which  partakes  of 

the  nature  of  prophecy.2 

The  longer  discourses  of  the  Double  Tradition  show  traces  of 
a  Greek  document,  often  in  rhythmical  and  almost  poetic  style. 
Changes  of  words  suca  as  nflc'Atjo'a.f  for  fwfdvfj.ri(rav,  /SacriAeis 
for  £tK<uoi,  e(cAau<raTe  for  eic6>//ao-0e,  (riTOjxeVpioi'  for  Tpo$>jf, 
anitrriav  for  vwOKpntav,  may  indicate  merely  an  attempt  to  render 
more  exactly  a  word  in  the  original ;  but  such  substitutions  as 
(Lk.  13  27)  aSutCa  for  (Mt.  7  23) ii/o/Lua,  and  (Lk.  11 13)  '[the]  Holy 
Spirit'  for  (Mt.  7n)  'good  things,'  may  indicate  doctrinal  pur 
pose.  The  original  of  Lk.  11 13  was  perhaps  (i)  TTO.V  ayaOov  (as 
Ja.  1 17),  (i\)irva.o.ya.8oi>,  (iii)  Tri/aayioi^asin  Ps.  143  10  'thy  spirit  is 
good'  TO  ayiof  [Nc.a  RT]  avofloV).  Lk.  appears  to  have  the  older 
version  when  he  retains  (Lk.  1426)  'hate  his  father,'  Mt.  (1037) 
'  love  more  than  me.' 

Other  variations  indicate  a  corruption  or  various  interpretation 
of  a  Greek  original  (not,  of  course,  precluding  a  still  earlier 
HebrewS  one):  e.g, ,  Mt.  1029  Svo  o-rpoufli'a  atro-apiov  was  probably 
in  Lk.'s  text  orpovtfia  /3  a<r<rapiov  which  he  read  as  ft  acro-aptia,  i.e., 
'  for  two  farthings,'  and  then  he  added  i  ('  five  ')  before  <npov8ia. 
to  complete  the  sense.  Perhaps  a  desire  to  make  straightforward 
sensej  as  well  as  some  variation  in  the  MS.,  may  have  led  Lk.  to 
substitute  TO.  evovra.  for  TO  tiros  in  Mt.  2823-29  Lk.  1137-52.* 
This  last  passage  exhibits  Lk.  as  apparently  misunderstanding 
a  tradition  more  correctly  given  by  Mt.  In  Mt.  it  is  part  of  a 
late  and  public  denunciation  of  the  Pharisees  in  Jerusalem ;  in 
Lk.  it  is  an  early  utterance,  and  in  the  house  of  a  Pharisee, 
Christ's  host.  Probably  the  use  of  the  singular  (Mt.  2826 
'  Thou  blind  Pharisee  '),  together  with  the  metaphor  of  the  '  cup 
and  platter,'  caused  Lk.  to  infer  that  the  speech  _  was  delivered 
to  a  Pharisee,  in  whose  house  Jesus  was  dining.  The  use 
of  (Lk.  ll^g)  o  Kvpios  (see  below,  §  38)  makes  it  probable 
that  Lk.'s  is  a  late  tradition.  Other  instances  of  Lk.'s  altera 
tions  are  his  change  of  the  original  and  Juda^an  (Mt.2334) 
rro<f>ovs  xal  ypa./x/u.aTeis  into  the  Christian  (Lk.  11 49)  airooroAovs. 
Lk.  also  omits  the  difficult  (Mt.2334)  a-ravptaa-eTf.  In  Mt. 
2834,  Jesus  is  represented  as  saying,  'Wherefore,  behold  / 
send  unto  you  prophets  .  .  .  and  some  of  them  shall  ye  slay 
andcrucify,'  etc.  ;  in  Lk.  1149,  '  Wherefore  also  the  W'isdom  of 
God  said,  I  will  send  unto  them  prophets  .  .  .  and  some  of 
them  shall  they  slay,'  etc.,  omitting  crucify.'  Here  Lk.  seems 
to  have  preserved,  at  least  in  some  respects,  the  original  tradition, 
whereas  Mt.,  interpreting  'the  Wisdom  of  God  '  (cp  i  Cor.  124 
'  Christ  the  Wisdom  of  God ')  to  mean  Jesus,  substituted  for  it 
'/.'  Also  Mt.  retains  an  apparently  erroneous  tradition  (2835) 
which  made  '  Zachariah '  '  son  of  Barachiah  ' ;  Lk.  omits  the 
error. 

In  the  '  parables  of  exclusion ' — e.g.  the  Wedding 
Feast,  the  Talents,  and  the  Hundred  Sheep — it  may  be 
said  that  Mt.  lays  more  stress  on  the  exclusion  of  those 
who  might  have  been  expected  to  be  fit,  Lk.  on  the 
inclusion  of  those  who  might  have  been  expected  to  be 
unfit. 

Thus,  in  the  Wedding  Feast,  Lk.  adds  (14 15-24)  the  invitation 
of  '  the  poor,  the  maimed,'  etc.  ;  Mt.  adds  (221-14)  tne  rejection 

1  Cp  PARABLES. 

2  Mk.  129  (also  Mt.  and  Lk.)  'he  will  destroy  the  husband 
men' — i.e.,  the  Jewish  nation.     The  parable  of  the  Sower  may 
also  be  said  to  predict  the  history  of  the  Church,  its  successes 
and  failures. 

3  '  Hebrew,'  when  used  in  the  present  article  concerning  the 


things,'  which  might  easily  be  corrupted  into  e»rt  i  iroAeuH/  'over 


almost  certainly  (Abbott  and  Rushbrooke's  Common  Tradition 
of  the  Synoptists,  p.  xxxvii.)  a  confusion  of  two  details  in  the 
Mission  of  the  Twelve  (i)  '  Take  nothing  for  the  journey,'  (2) 
(Mt.  10i2)  'Salute  the  house.'  The  corruption  of  a  Greek 
original  is  perhaps  sufficient  to  explain  this  ;  but  it  is  more  easily 
explicable  on  the  hypothesis  of  a  Greek  Tradition  corrected  by 
reference  to  a  Hebrew  original. 
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of  a  guest  who  has  no  wedding  garment,  and,  in  the  Talents 
(2030),  the  casting  out  of  the  'unprofitable  servant."  In  Mt. 
22  10  1847  the  inclusion  of  iroir/poi  prepares  for  an  ultimate  ex 
clusion.  The  conclusion  of  the  Hundred  Sheep  is,  in  Mt.  18 12- 
14,  '  It  is  not  the  will  of  my  Father  in  heaven  that  one  of  these 
little  ones  should  perish';  in  Lk.  15 7,  'There  shall  be  joy  in 
heaven  over  one  sinner  that  repenteth.'  The  Single  Traditions 
of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  when  examined,  Iwill  be  found  severally  to 
reveal  the  same  tendency  to  dwell  on  exclusion  and  inclusion ; 
and  this  will  confirm  the  inference,  in  itself  probable,  that  the 
hand  of  each  Evangelist  is  apparent  in  the  varying  characteristics 
of  the  parables  of  the  Double  Tradition. 

(iv. )  Jn.    in    relation    to   '  The   Double    Tradition. >1 

The  discourses  in  Jn.  have  almost  for  their  sole  subject 

_  ,   the  Father  as  revealed  through  the  Son, 

'      T',   ,       and  lie  outside  the  province  of  the  precepts, 

IVIu.-ljK.  S 


'Words.' 


parables,   and  discourses   of  the    Double 


Tradition.      In  the  Synoptists,  Jesus  is  a 
teacher  of  truth  ;  in  Jn. ,  Truth  itself. 

The  word  '  light '  (not  used  by  Mk.)  is  employed  by  Mt.  and 
Lk.  (Mt.  5i6t>23  Lk.  816  1133-30)  to  signify  the  light  given  by 
the  teachers  of  the  Gospel,  or  else  the  conscience.  The  Disciples 
themselves  are  called  by  Mt.  (014)  '  the  light  of  the  world.'  Jn. 
introduces  Christ  as  saying  (8  12)  '  I  am  the  Light  of  the  World.' 
Again,  Mt.  7 13  14  and  Lk.  1824  declare  that  the  'gate'  is  narrow  ; 
Jn.  implies  that  it  is  not  objectively  narrow,  but  only  to  those 
who  make  it  so,-  being  no  other  than  (107)  Christ  himself, 
through  whom  the  sheep  (10 9)  '  go  in  and  go  out,'  and  '  shall  find 
pasture.'  Mt.  7  23  speaks  of  sinners  as  being  excluded  by  avo^ia. 
(breaking  the  law  of  Moses),  Lk.  13  27  substitutes  aSixia  (break 
ing  the  law  of  justice) :  Jn.,  not  in  his  Gospel  but  in  his  Epistle 
(i  Jn.  84,  cp  with  5 17),  appears  to  refer  to  some  controversy 
about  these  words  when  he  pronounces  that  a/j.apria  is  dlvOfiut 
in  the  true  sense,  and  that  all  a&iKLa.  is  a/xapTia. 

Though  Jn.  never  mentions  '  praying '  but  always 
'asking'  or  'requesting,'  he  nevertheless  introduces 
Jesus  as  uttering,  in  his  last  words  (17 1-15),  a  kind  of 
parallel  to  the  Lord's  Prayer,  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
imply  that  what  the  disciples  were  to  pray  to  God  for,  as 
future,  Jesus  thanked  God  for,  as  past. 

It  is  true  that  prayer  and  praise  are  combined,  and  the  words 
are  wholly  different  :  for  example  (17  i)  '  the  hour  is  come '  has 
no  counterpart  in  the  Lord's  prayer.  But  (a)  '  the  hour,'  in  Jn., 
means  (1223-27)  '  the  hour  of  glorifying  the  Father  through  the 
Son,'  that  is  to  say,  'the  hour  of  doing  his  will  and  establishing 
his  kingdom ' ;  so  that,  in  essence,  '  the  hour  is  come '  means 
'Thy  kingdom  is  already  come.'  So,  too  (b)  (176),  'I  have 
manifested  thy  name  to  the  men  whom  thou  hast  given  me ' 
means,  in  effect,  'Thy  name  hath  been  hallowed.'  (c)  The 
prayer  that,  as  the  Son  has  glorified  the  Father  on  earth,  so  the 
Father  may  glorify  the  Son  in  heaven  (17  5  napa.  <reauTui)  with  the 
glory  which  he  'had  before  the  world  was,'  means,  in  effect, 
'  Thy  will  hath  been  done  on  earth  ;  so  may  it  now  be  done  in 
heaven  as  it  was  from  the  beginning.'  (if)  Also,  remembering 
that  '  the  words  '  of  God  are  the  '  bread  '  of  man,  we  find  in  178 
('  the  words  thou  gavest  me  /  have  given  them  ')  an  equivalent 
to  '  I  have  given  them  day  by  day  their  daily  bread.'  (e)  The 
declaration  (17 11-15)  that  he  has  kept  all  except  the  son  of 
perdition  'in  the  name'  given  him  by  the  Father,  seems  to 
mean  'I  have  prevented  them  hitherto  from  being  led  into 
temptation.'  (y)  Last  comes  the  one  prayer  not  yet  realised 
(17  15),  '  keep  them  safe_/)w«  the  evil  one  (e/c  TOU  vovripov) '  which 
seems  to  allude  to  the  clause  in  Mt.'s  version  'Deliver  us  from 
the  evil  one  (awb  TOV  Troi/ijpoG). '•* 

Possibly  there  is  also  an  allusion  to  Mt.  1634  Lk.  1251,  'I 
have  not  come  to  bring  peace '  (not  as  though  denying  the  truth 
of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  but  as  though  supplementing  what,  by  itself, 
would  be  a  superficial  statement),  in  Jn.  1427  '  Peace  I  leave  with 
you,  my  peace  I  give  unto  you,'  and  (1033)  '  These  things  I  have 
spoken  .  .  .  that  in  me  ye  may  have  peace. ' 

Jn.'s  agreement  with  Lk.  1426  ' hateth  .  .  .  his  own  soul  (or 
life),'  against  Mt.  1037  '  loveth  more  than  me  '  (omitting  '  soul '), 
in  Jn.  1225  'he  that  hateth  his  soul  in  this  world,'  indicates 
Jn.'s  belief  that  Lk.  has  preserved  the  older  tradition.  But  Jn.'s 
addition  shows  his  sense  of  the  obscurity  of  Lk.,  who  did  not 
make  it  clear  that  'father,'  'mother,'  and  'soul,'  are  to  be 
'  hated  '  only  so  far  as  they  are  '  in  this  world" — i.e.,  instruments 
of  temptation. 

More  conjectural  must  be  the  theory  of  an  allusion  to  the 
Double  Tradition  in  Jn.  1030  K^iveiv  -n\v  Ke<£aATJi>,  used  of  Jesus 
on  the  Cross.  It  is  commonly  rendered  'bowing'  his  head,  but 
no  authority  is  alleged  for  this.4  The  expression  is  not  found 

1  The  relation  of  Jn.  to  the  Double  Tradition  of  the  Acts  of 
the  Lord  has  been  considered  above,  §  17.     This  section  deals 
with  his  relation  to  the  Double  Tradition  of  the  Words  of  the 
Lord. 

2  Comp.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  79  :  Orel*?)  eirl  yij?  vTrepopajju.e'i/r),  rrAarcia 
ei>  oupai/ois  irpocncuPOV/ieVT). 

3  Even  in  this  last  clause  Jn.  implies  partial  fulfilment  already  : 
'  They  have  been  delivered :  now  let  them  be  kept  in  a  state  of 
deliverance.' 

•*  When  Lk.  means  'bowing,'  he  uses  24s  K\iveiv  TO.  irpocrcuira 
ei?  Tr/p  •yiji/.  And  the  word  'bow'  is  so  common  in  the  Bible 

1777 


GOSPELS 

in  the  LXX,  and  occurs  in  NT  only  in  Mt.  820  Lk.  '.(58,  'The  Son 
of  man  hath  not  where  to  rest  his  /lead.'  But  there  is  pathos  and 
power  in  the  thought  that  the  one  place  on  earth  where  the  Son 
of  man  '  rested  his  head  '  was  the  Cross,  and  the  one  moment 
was  when  he  had  accomplished  the  Father's  will. 

IV.   INTRODUCTIONS  (Mt.  and  Lk. ). 
(i. )   The  effect  of  prophecy  in  these  is  very  manifest. 
The  agreement   of   Mt.   and   Lk.   in   the  introductions 
_    .  describing   the    birth   and    childhood    of 

,   '  . .  Jesus  consists  in  little  more  than  fragments 

cluctjions  *     f         T     *•  i  •  i      • 

_-..          ,  T .     from  Is.  7 14,  which,    in  the  Hebrew,   is, 

'  '  A  young  woman  shall  conceive  and  bear 
a  (or,  the)  son  and  shall  call  his  name  Immanuel,' 
but  in  ©,  '  The  virgin  (veavis)  shall  be  with  child  and 
bring  forth  a  son,  and  thou  (i.e.,  the  husband}  shalt  call 
his  name  Immanuel.'  This  was  regarded  as  having 
been  fulfilled,  not  by  the  birth  of  Isaiah's  son  recorded 
in  Is.  Ss/.  (but  cp  IMMANUKL)  but  by  the  birth  of  the 
Messiah.  In  the  earliest  days  of  the  Jewish  Church  of 
Christ,  the  Messiah  would  naturally  be  described  in 
hymns  and  poetic  imagery  as  the  Son  of  the  Virgin  the 
Daughter  of  Sion.  In  Rev.  12i-6  'the  Man  Child'  is 
born  of  a  woman  '  clothed  with  the  sun,'  who  evidently 
represents  the  spiritual  Israel.  Eusebius  (HE  v.  145) 
quotes  a  very  early  letter  from  the  church  of  Lyons 
where  the  'Virgin  Mother'  means  'the  Church,'  and 
other  instances  are  frequent.1 

(ii. )  Philonian  Traditions  about  every  child  of  promise 
would  tend  in  the  same  direction:  (i.  131)  'the  Lord 
begat  Isaac'  ;  Isaac  (i.  215)  'is  to  be  thought  not  the 
result  of  generation  but  the  shaping  (ir\d<r/j.a.)  of  the 
unbegotten.'  The  real  husband  of  Leah  is  (i.  147)  '  the 
Unnoticed  (6  i^cri/xafojU.ei'os),'  though  Jacob  is  the  father 
of  her  children.  Zipporah  is  found  by  Moses  (i.  147) 
'pregnant,  (but)  by  no  mortal.'  Tamar  is  (i.  598-9) 
'pregnant  through  divine  seed.'  Samuel  is  (i.  273) 
'  born  of  a  human  mother '  who  '  became  pregnant  after 
receiving  divine  seed.'  Concerning  the  birth  of  Isaac, 
Philo  says  (i.  148) :  '  It  is  most  fitting  that  God  should 
converse,  in  a  manner  opposite  to  that  of  man,  with  a 
nature  wonderful  and  unpolluted  and  pure.'  If  such 
language  as  this  could  be  used  by  educated  Jewish 
writers  about  the  parentage  of  those  who  were  merely 
inspired  by  God's  Word,  how  much  more  would  even 
stronger  language  be  used  about  the  origin  of  one  who 
was  regarded  as  being  filled  with  the  Word,  or  the 
\Vord  himself ! 

(iii. )  Justin  and  Irenceus  confirm  the  view  that  pro 
phecy  has  contributed  to  shape  the  belief  in  a  miraculous 
conception.  Justin  admits  that  some  did  not  accept  it, 
but  bases  his  dissent  from  them  on  ( Trvph.  48)  '  the 
proclamations  made  by  the  blessed  prophets  and  taught 
by  him  (i.e.,  Christ).'  Irenoeus  says  that  the  Ebionites 
declared  Jesus  to  have  been  the  son  of  Joseph  (iii.  21 1) 
'following  (Ka.Ta.KO\ov(>i?]<Tai'T€s),'  those  who  interpreted 
'virgin'  in  Is.  7 14  as  'young  woman  (veavis).'  Pro 
phecy  will  also  explain  the  divergence  between  Mt.  and 
Lk.  Some,  following  the  Hebrew,  might  say  that  the 
divine  message  came  to  Mary,  the  mother  of  the  Lord, 
others  (following  (5)  might  assert  that  the  message 
came  to  Joseph,  Mary's  husband.  Lk.  has  taken  the 
former  course,  Mt.  (though  inconsistently)  the  latter. 
Prophecy  also  explains  Mt.  's  and  Lk.  's  attitude  toward 

that  the  non-use  of  K\ivtiv  ice^aAjji'  to  represent  it  throughout 
(55  and  NT  makes  it  improbable  that  it  would  represent  '  bowing  ' 
here. 

1  The  name  'virgin'  is  sometimes  ambiguous.  Thus,  when 
Abercius  (A.D.  about  190)  writes  that  '  the  pure  I'irgin  grasped 
the  Fish '  (the  Fish  meaning  Christ),  Lightfoot  (Ign.  i.  481) 
hesitates  between  'the  Virgin  Mary'  and  'the  Church,'  but 
apparently  inclines  to  the  latter.  Marcion  is  accused  by 
Epiphanius  of  '  seducing  a  virgin  '  and  being  consequently  ex 
communicated.  But  (i)  neither  Tertullian  (an  earlier  but  not 
less  implacable  enemy  of  Marcion)  nor  the  still  earlier  Irenaeus, 
makes  mention  of  any  such  charge  ;  (2)  Hegesippus  (Eus.  iii.  32  7) 
says  that  '  the  Church  remained  a. pure  and  uncomtpted  virgin' 
till  the  days  of  Symeon,  bishop  of  Jerusalem,  when  heresies 
began.  Marcion  must  clearly  be  acquitted  :  cp  Diognct.  ad 
_fin.  ovSe  Eva. <£#ei'peT<u  dAAa  TrapOeVos  (the  Church)  TrtcrreveTai. 
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the  Messianic  name  '  Immanuel.'  Jesus  was  not  (any 
more  than  Isaiah's  son)  called  by  this  name,  and  Lk. 
omits  all  reference  to  it.  Mt.  (or  the  author  of  Mt.'s 
Introduction),1  though  he  represents  Joseph  as  receiving 
the  Annunciation,  represents  people  in  general  as  destined 
to  give  Jesus  this  name,  and  alters  the  prophecy  ac 
cordingly  (Mt.  121-23),  'Thou  shall  call  his  name 
Jesus  .  .  .  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  .  .  .  They  shall 
call  his  name  Immanuel.' 

(iv. )  Divergence  of  Mt.   and  Lk. — For  the  rest,  Mt. 
and  Lk.   altogether  diverge.      Both  the  genealogies  of 
TVi   .       Jesus  (according  to  all  reasonable  inter 
pretation)     trace    his     descent    through 
divergence.  joseph     not   through    Mary,2   and    there 
survive  even  now  traces  of  a  dislocation  between  them  and 
the   Gospels    in   which    they   are    incorporated.3     The 
Genealogies  (for  an  account  and  analysis  of  which  see 
GENEALOGIES  ii.)  appear  to  have  denied,  the  Gospels 
certainly  affirm,  a  Miraculous  Conception. 

(a)  Mt.  1 16,  in  its  present  text,  has  'I.  6e  eyeVvrjo-ei'  rov  'Ico<rr)<£> 
TO»  oil-Spa  Mapias,  e£  175  eyeynjih)  'IrjcroO?  o  Aeyo^ei/os  XpicTTOS. 
Hut  Ss.  has  'J.  begat  Joseph;  Joseph,  to  whom  was  espoused 
Mary  the  Virgin,  begat  Jesus,  who  is  called  the  Christ.' 
'  Begat '  is  also  retained  by  a,  b,  Bobb.  and  S.  Germanensis, 
even  though  they  make  '  Mary '  the  subject.*  This  indicates  that 
the  original  had  simply  (a)  'James  begat  Joseph,  and  Joseph 
begat  "Jesus."  Then,  when  the  belief  in  the  Miraculous  Con 
ception  arose,  various  corrections  were  made,  such  as  (ff)  '  to 
whom  was  espoused,  or  betrothed,  Mary  the  Virgin,'  or  '  the 
husband  of  Mary,'  to  indicate  that  the  '  begetting '  was  to  be 
taken  in  a  putative  sense,  or  to  refer  the  reader  to  what  followed 
as  a  corrective  of  the  formal  genealogical  statement.  Then  (c), 
'Mary'  was  repeated  as  the  subject  of  a  new  clause  in  the 
genealogy,  but  with  the  repetition  of  the  now  misplaced  'begat.' 
Then  (if),  some  altered  '  begat '  into  '  brought  forth,  others 
into  'from  whom  was  begotten.' 

(ft)  Lk.  823  (WH)  has  (cat  avrbs  %v  'ITJCTOUS  apx<>Mei/0«  i">(rei 
t Tiav  TpiaKovra,  <ai>  vios,  J>s  ivofuftTQ,  'Ici)OT;<|>.  But  Ss  has,  '  And 
Jesus,  when  he  was  about  thirty  years  old,  as  he  was  called  the 
son  of  Joseph,  son  of  Heli,'  etc.,  which  is  not  a  complete 
sentence.  D  has  fy  Se  'Ir)<roCs  ws  friav  TPIO.KOVTO.  ap^o/aeros  <i>s 
eyOjku£rro  et^ai  vibs  'Iu)OTJ<|>,  etc.,  and  just  before,  has  (3  22)  cyio 
try/if  pov  yfyivi'TjKa.  <re  :  but  both  Clem.  Alex.  (407)  and  Iren. 
(ii.  '!•!  5)  read  fp\6fj.e  i/os  (for  ap^djuevos),  and  interpret  it  as 
'coming  to  baptism.'  D  maybe  interpreted  to  mean  that  Jesus, 
at  the  beginning  of  his  thirtieth  year,  was  (really),  as  he  was 
supposed  to  be,  the  son  of  Joseph,  but  that,  in  the  moment  of 
baptism,  he  was  begotten  again  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  Ss  will 
have  the  same  meaning  if  we  insert  '  was '  as  the  missing  verb, 
'Jesus  .  .  .  [was],  as  he  was  called,  the  son  of  Joseph. '»  The 
Ada  Pilati  throw  light  on  almost  forgotten  Jewish  charges 
against  Jesus  that  may  have  influenced  some  Evangelists, 
inducing  them  to  lay  stress  on  the  fact  that  Jesus  was  really 
'  the  son  of  Joseph,'  or  at  all  events  that  Mary,  at  the  time  of 
the  birth  of  her  first-born,  was  '  espoused  to  Joseph. '6 

1  It  is  highly  probable,  on  grounds  of  style,  that  the  author 
of  the  Introduction  is  not  the  author  of  the   whole  of  Mt.'s 
Gospel. 

2  D  rewrites  the  earliest  part   of  Lk.'s   genealogy,  partially 
conforming  it  to  Mt. 

3  This  is  all  the  more  important  if  the  tradition  recorded  by 
Clem.  Alex,  is  correctly  interpreted  to  mean  that  '  those  portions 
of  the  Gospels  which  consist  of  the  genealogies  were  \vritten 
first '  (see  below,  §  So). 

4  Codex  a  (and  sim.  Bobb.)  has  '  J.  autem  genuit  Joseph,  cui 
desponsata  Virgo  Maria  genuit  Jesum";  b  has   'Joseph,   cui 
desponsata  erat  V.  M.,  V.  autem  Maria  genuit  Jesum.'     Later, 
b  and    Bobb.  (a    is   missing)    use    'panel'    and    'peperit'    of 
Mary,    showing   that    'genuit'   is  not  an  error  here,   but  is  a 
retention  of  the  old  true  reading,  inconsistent  with  the  altera 
tions  adopted.     Codex  d  (D  is  missing)  alters   'genuit'   into 
'peperit,'  but    in   other  respects   agrees  with   a.      Corb.    and 
Krix.  agree  with  the  Greek  text.     The  Vat.  MS.  of  the  Diatess. 
gives  Mt.  1  16  thus  :  '  Jacob  begat  Joseph,  the  husband  of  Mary, 
who  of  her  begat  Jesus,  the  Messiah.'     See  the  English  transla 
tion    by    Hogg    (Ante-Nicene    Christian   Library,     add.     vol. 
1897,  p.  45,  n.  6),  who  points  out  the  possibility  of  confusion 
between  'who  of  her  begat,'  and  'from  whom  was  begotten,' 
in  passing  from  Syriac  to  Arabic. 

°  Ss,  however,  has  above  (not '  This  day  I  have  begotten  thee,' 
but)  (Lk.  3  22),  '  Thou  art  my  Son  and  my  beloved.'  But 
this  may  have  been  taken  as  equivalent  to  '  I  have  begotten 
thee  to-day  as  my  Son."  Codex  b  has  'quod  videbatur  et 
dicebatur  esse  filius  Joseph  ' ;  d  follows  D. 

6  In  Ada  P.  (A  and  B)  1  if.,  the  ' elders  of  the  Jews '  say  to 
Jesus,  'Thou  art  born  of  fornication,'  (B,  'of  sin'),  to  which 
other  pious  Jews  reply  (i)  (A),  '  we  know  that  Joseph  espoused 
(or  betrothed  [ejaojoreuaaTo])  Mary,  and  that  he  is  not  born  of 
fornication ' ;  (2)  (B),  '  we  know  that  Joseph  received  Mary  his 
mother  in  //if  way  of  espousals,  to  guard  her,'  of  which  another 
version  is  (3),  '  His  mother  Mary  was  given  to  Joseph  for 

1779 


As  regards  the  childhood  of  Jesus,  Mt.  looks  on 
Bethlehem  (2i)  as  the  predicted  home  of  Joseph  and 
Mary,  and  mentions  their  going  to  Nazareth  as  a  thing 
unexpected  and  (223)  a  fulfilment  of  prophecy.  He 
also  mentions  (as  fulfilments  of  prophecy)  a  flight  into, 
and  return  from,  Egypt,  and  a  massacre  in  liethlehem. 
Neither  of  these  is  mentioned  by  Lk. ,  and  the  latter  is 
not  mentioned  by  any  historian.1  But  a  typical  meaning 
is  also  obvious  in  both  Mt.  's  narratives  ;  Jesus  is  the  vine 
of  Israel  '  brought  out  of  Egypt. '  He  is  the  antitype  of 
Moses,  who  was  saved  from  the  slaughter  of  the  children 
under  Pharaoh.  Lk.  treads  the  safer  ground  of  private 
and  personal  narrative,  except  so  far  as  he  has  given 
trouble  to  apologists  by  his  statement  about  an  enrol 
ment  that  took  place  under  Quirinius,  which  was  the 
cause  why  Joseph  and  Mary  left  their  home  in  Nazareth 
in  order  to  be  enrolled  at  Bethlehem,  the  home  of  their 
ancestors.2  Instead  of  prophetic  there  is  contemporary 
and  typical  testimony  : — Anna,  the  prophetess  of  Asher, 
representing  the  extreme  north  ;  the  aged  Simeon 
representing  the  extreme  south  ;  and  Elizabeth  and 
Zachariah,  of  the  tribe  of  Levi. 

As  regards  the  Baptist,  while  omitting  some  points 
that  liken  him  to  Elijah,  Lk.  inserts  details  showing 
that,  from  the  first,  John  was  foreordained  to  go  before 
the  Messiah,  not  really  as  Elijah,  but  (1 17)  '  in  the  spirit 
and  power  of  Elijah.' 

(v. )  Jn.  in  relation  to  the  Introductions  is  apparently, 

but  not  really,  negative.      In  his  own  person  he  makes 

.  .    ,     no  mention  of  Nazareth  or  Bethlehem.      He 

Jonn  s  takes  us  back  to  the  cradle  (Jn.  1 1)  'in  the 
method.    ...  u       i 

beginning,    as  though  heaven  were  the  only 

true  '  Bethlehem  (House  of  [the]  Bread  [of  life]).'  The 
fervent  faith  of  the  first  disciples  defies  past  prophecies 
about  Bethlehem,  and  present  objections  as  to  Nazareth 
and  Joseph,  by  admitting  the  apparent  historical  fact 
to  be  fact,  and  yet  believing  (1 45  /. )  :  '  We  have  found 
him  of  whom  Moses  in  the  law,  and  the  prophets,  did 
write,  Jesus,  the  son  of  Joseph,  the  man  of  Nazareth.' 
When  the  objection  is  urged  against  (146)  '  Nazareth,' 
faith  in  the  personality  of  Jesus  overwhelms  the  objector 
with  the  mystical  reply  (1 46),  '  Come  and  see. ' 3  In  Mt. 

espousal,  not  in  actual  wedlock,  but  to  guard  (eis  fiMffffttav, 
oil  •yajou/ojc,  dAX'  eis  nipr/aic).'  The  first  of  these  three  versions 
defends  Jesus  against  the  Jewish  charge,  but  surrenders  the 
Miraculous  Conception.  The  second  is  obscure.  The  third 
sacrifices  the  defence,  but  retains  the  miracle. 

1  Some  attempt  to  explain  the  omission  by  other  omissions  of 
the  crimes  of  kings  by  their  panegyrists  i  but  Josephus  dwells  on 
the  history  of  Herod  and  his  family,  in  order  to  show  (Ant. 
xviii.  5  3)  the  retribution  of  Providence. 

2  Quirinius  was  governor  of  Syria,  A.D.  6,  ten  years  after 
this    time.      The    most    plausible    explanation    suggested    is, 
perhaps,   that   Quirinius   was   tivice^    governor    of  Syria ;    but 
there  is  no  direct,  and  scarcely  any  indirect,  evidence  to  justify 
the  belief.     There  is  also  no  proof  that  Mary's  presence  was 
obligatory.      That  Lk.    invented   such   an   'enrolment'   is   im 
possible  ;  but  that  he  antedated  it  is  highly  probable.     Making 
(or  revising)  a  compilation  toward  the  close  of  the  ist  century, 
he  might  naturally  consider  that  the  'enrolment'  supplied  an 
answer  to  the  difficult  question,    '  How  came   the  parents  of 
Tesus  to  Bethlehem  at  the  time  of  the  birth  ? '    See  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  59  f- ;  a'so  QUIRINIUS. 

3  For  the  meaning  of  this  Rabbinical  formula,  see  Schottg. 
and  Hor.  Hebr.,  ad  loc.,  and  Wetst.  (on  Jn.  140)  who  quotes, 
among  other  illustrations,  Rev.  Ci.     It  introduces  the  explana 
tion   of  a  mystery.      Note    also    a    similar   contrast    between 
personal  belief  and  pedantical  unbelief  in  "40^! :  'Some  .  .  . 
when  they  heard  these  words,  said,  This  is      .   .  the  prophet 
.  .  .  but  some  said,  What,  doth  the  Christ  come  out  of  Galilee* 
Hath  not  the  Scripture  said  that  the  Christ  cometh  of  the  seed 
of  David  and  from    Bethlehem?'      And    compare   the   sub 
ordinate  '  officers '  (7  46,  'Never  man  so  spake1)  with  'the  chief 
priests  and  Pharisees '  (7  52,  'Out  of  Galilee  ariseth  no  prophet '). 
Westcott  says,  on  Jn.  7  42,  '  There  is  a  tragic  irony  in  the  fact 
that  the  condition  which  the  objectors  ignorantly  assumed  to  be 
unsatisfied,'  i.e.   birth   in  Bethlehem,   'was  actually  satisfied.' 
But  are  we  to  believe  that   Jesus  knew  that  the  'condition' 
was   'satisfied,'    and    yet    left   the    objectors    in    their    ignor 
ance,  so  as   to  keep  back   from  them  the  fulfilment  of  God's 
word,  making  himself  responsible  for  the  '  tragic '  consequences  ? 
And  in  the  face  of  such  an  objection,  publicly  and  persistently 
made,   is  it  credible  that  a  conspiracy  of  silence  should  have 
been  maintained  by  Christ's  relations,  friends,  and  neighbours? 
This,  at  all  events,  cannot  be  disputed,  that  Jn.  represents  the 
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it  is  the  fulfilment  of  prophecy  ;  in  Lk.  it  is  the  testimony    I 
of  visions  and  voices  pointing  to  John  as  the  messenger 
of  the  Messiah,  and  to  the  Messiah  himself;  in  Jn.  it  is 
(1 14),  '  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father  ' 
— that  constitutes  the  true  testimony  to  Christ. 

V.   THE  CONCLUSIONS. 

The     conclusions     (Mt.     Lk.     and    Mk.  -App. )    in 

effect  treat  of  Christ's   resurrection. 

24.  'TheConclu-  Thjs    the  ine    Mk     does    not 

sions   :  method.  describe    breaking   off  abruptly  at 
(168),  'for  they  were  afraid. '  l 

i.  The  Evangelists  select  their  evidence.  —  Mt. 
mentions  two  appearances.  In  the  first,  Christ 
appears  to  women  who  '  held  his  feet '  ;  in  the 
second,  to  the  Eleven  ;  but  it  is  added  that  '  some 
doubted.'  In  Lk.  Christ  never  appears  to  women. 
Indeed,  Lk.  almost  excludes  such  an  appearance  by 
speaking  of  (2423)  'a  vision  of  angels,'  which  the 
women  are  reported  to  have  seen,  without  any  mention 
of  Christ's  appearing  to  them.  In  this  omission  he 
resembles  Paul,  who  enumerates  several  appearances 
to  men  but  none  to  women.2  Now,  in  giving  a  list  of 
the  '  appearances '  on  which  he  had  laid  stress,  an 
apostle  might  write  thus  in  a  letter  to  his  own  converts. 
But  Lk.  writes  as  a  historian,  giving  Theophilus  evi 
dence  that  he  might  know  'the  exact  truth.'  Him, 
therefore,  we  might  reasonably  expect  not  to  omit  any 
important  testimony,  known  to  him,  concerning  Christ's 
resurrection.  His  omission,  in  itself,  disposes  of  the 
theory  that  the  differences  of  Lk.  from  Mt.  arise  from 
mere  haste  or  carelessness  of  observation,  like  those 
with  which  we  are  familiar  in  a  court  of  justice.  Like 
a  glacier-worn  rock,  Lk.  exhibits  the  signs  of  attempts 
to  smooth  away  points  of  objection.  Not,  of  course, 
that  he  invents.  But  while  adopting  old  traditions,  he 
accepts  adaptations  suggested  in  the  course  of  new  con 
troversies.  He  shows  a  desire  to  prove,  improve, 
edify,  reconcile,  select — motives  natural,  but  not  adapted 
to  elicit  '  the  exact  truth.' 

(ii. )    The   Period  of  l\Ianifestations. — Even    for   the 

coolest    and   most   judicial    historian,    the    difficulty   of 

_        ,.         reconciling  and  selectingmust  have  been 

•__  ^^  "  a    very  great.      Jn. ,   though  he  mentions 

oi  lYiamtesta-  oniythreemanifestations,  implies  (20 30) 

that    there   were    many    more.       Not 

improbably  the  period  of  appearances  and  voices  was 

much  longer  than  is  commonly  supposed.3     Mt.  tells  us, 

concerning   the   only  manifestation  that   he  records  as 

made  to  the  Eleven,  that  (2817)  'some  doubted,'  while 

disciples  as  believing  in  a  'Jesus  of  Nasareth,'  whilst  the  un 
believing  Pharisees  demand  a  'Jesus  of  Bethlehem.' 

1  For  the  evidence  of  spuriousness  (lately  increased  by  the 
discovery  of  the    Sinaitic    Codex  of   the  Syriac    Gospels)  see 
WH  2  (notes),  pp.  29-51. 

2  Cp  A  eta  Pilati  (7)  (A  and  sim.  B),  '  We  have  a  law  that  a 
woman  is  not  to  come  forward  to  give  evidence.'     Doubtless, 
such  an  objection  was  often  heard   by  Christians  from   their 
adversaries. 

3  The   only   evidence   is    Acts  13    fit'  Trepan/    reo-crapaKoi'Ta, 
where  D  reads,  in  different  order,  recrcr.  i^a.  without  Sia.     In 
Hebrew  'days'  sometimes  means  'some,  or  several,  days,'  as  in 
Gen.  404,  '  They  continued  [for  some]  days  ((5  ^e'pas)  in  ward.' 
By  corruption,  or  tradition,   M  (i.e.    'forty')  might  easily  be 
added  to   HMEPON   (or  HMEPil)  before  or  after  it  ;   and  the 
number   would   suit    OT   traditions  about  Israel,   Moses,   and 
Elijah.     The  Valentinians  supposed  Christ   to  have  remained 
with    his   disciples    eighteen    months :    Pistis   Sophia,    ch.    1 
mentions  eleven  years.     Lk.  indicates  that  the  disciples  were  to 
remain  (Acts  1  +f.)  in  Jerusalem  till  the  descent  of  the  Spirit,  i.e., 
two  or  three  days.     Apollonius  indicates  (Eus.  v.  1814)  'from 
tradition,'  a  period  of  twelve  years  :  Clem. Alex.  (764)  says,   '  In 
the  Preaching  of  Peter,  the  Lord  says  to  the  disciples  after  the 
Resurrection,  '  I  have  chosen  you  twelve  disciples,  judging  you 


apostles.  .  .  .  After  twelve  years  go  forth  to  the  world,  lest 
any  should  say,  We  did  not  hear.'  Perhaps  there  was  a  con 
fusion  between  '  twelve  years '  and  '  twelve  (really  eleven) 
apostles.'  See  below  (§  89),  for  the  evidence  that  Barnabas  and 
Jn.  disagreed  with  Lk.  as  to  the  day  of  the  Ascension. 

1781 


GOSPELS 

others  'worshipped.'  If  other  manifestations  were  of 
the  same  kind,  different  observers  might  record  them 
differently.  To  testify  to  the  resurrection  was  the 
special  duty  of  an  apostle,  and  such  testimony  was 
oral.  The  two  earliest  Gospels  (even  if  we  include 
Mk. -App.  as  genuine)  contain  very  much  less  about 
the  resurrection  than  the  two  latest.  When  at  last 
the  apostles  passed  away,  and  it  became  needful  to 
write  something  about  Christ's  rising  from  the  dead, 
and  to  add  it  to  the  already  existing  manuals  of  his 
teaching,  the  writers  might  find  themselves  forced  to 
choose  a  few  typical  instances  that  seemed  to  them 
most  '  according  to  the  Scriptures, '  and  best  adapted 
for  edifying  the  Church.  At  first,  they  might  be  con 
tent  (as  Paul  was)  with  bare  enumerations  ;  but,  when 
the  time  came  to  fill  in  details,  the  narrators  might 
supply  them,  partly  from  prose  traditions,  partly  from 
the  most  ancient  and  popular  of  those  hymns,  which,  as 
Pliny  testifies,  they  sang  to  Christ  as  to  a  god,  on  the 
day  on  which  they  celebrated  his  resurrection,  partly 
from  the  Scriptures  on  which  the  earliest  witnesses  for 
Christ's  resurrection  lay  so  emphatic  a  stress. 

(iii. )    Traces  of  poetic  tradition. — In  the  more  ancient 

traditions  of  Mk.  and  Mt. ,  some  details  appear  to  arise 

p     ,.      from  hymnal  traditions. x     Later  accounts 

+     *•*•          indicate  an  intention  to  convey  either  (as 

°n'     Lk.)    'proofs'    of   a   historical    fact,    or 

(as  Jn. )  '  signs '  indicative  of  the  real  though  spiritual 

converse  held  with  the  disciples  by  the  risen  Saviour. 

(iv. )  Discrepancies. — Mt. 's  account  appears  to  have 

been  (in  parts  at  all  events)  the  earliest.     The  testimony 

_..  of  the  soldiers  to  the  Resurrection  (where 

!rep'  note  the  words  (28 15)  '  to  this  day')  was 
anciGS 

dropped  in  subsequent  gospels,    perhaps 

owing  to  the  unlikelihood  that  Roman  soldiers  would 
risk  their  lives  by  a  falsehood  such  as  Mt.  describes.'2 

Henceforth  there  was  (Mk.,  Lk.,  Jn.)  no  'guard '  ;  the  stone 
was  not  '  sealed  ' ;  there  was  no  '  great  earthquake  ' ;  an  angel 
did  not  descend  from  heaven  ;  the  women  came,  not  '  to  look  at 
the  tomb '  (for  they  had  carefully  '  looked  at '  it  before  (Mk. 

1  It  is  impossible  here  to  do  more  than  indicate  one  or  two 
traces  of  this.     The  earthquake,  which  Mt.  alone  reports,  might 
naturally  spring    from    Pss.  46_/I,    'God    is   gone   up   with   a 
shout,'  and    'The  earth  melted'  (©  ecraAevflj),    'was  shaken'). 
Mt.'s  account  of  the  resurrection  of  (2752)  '  many  bodies  of  the 
saints' — a  miracle,  if  authentic,  more  startling  than  the  Raising 
of  Lazarus,  but  omitted  by  the  other  Evangelists — was  probably 
derived  from  some  hymn  describing  how  Christ  went  down  to 
Hades   and   brought    up   to   light   the   saints    detained   there. 
Mk.  1()2  says  that  the  women  came  to  the  sepulchre  when  'the 
sun  had  risen,'  inconsistently  with  his  own  'very  early,'  Lk.'s 
'deep   dawn,'  and  Jn.'s  'dark.'     This   becomes  intelligible  if 
tradition   was  variously  influenced  by  hymns  describing  how 
(Mai.  42)   'the    sun  (of  righteousness)  had   risen,'  or   by  the 
prophecy  (Ps.  405)  '  God  shall  help  her,  and  that  at  the  dawn 
of  the  morning.'     It  is  difficult  for  us  to  realise  the  probable 
extent  and  influence  of  metaphor  in  the  earliest  traditions  of 
the  Christian  Church.      The   Logion   of  Behnesa,   '  Raise  the 
stone,  cleave  the  tree,'  is  taken  by  many  in  a  literal  sense.     But 
it  probably  means,  '  Raise  up  stones  to  be  children  of  Abraham  ; 
cut   down  and  cleave   the  tree  of  Pharisaism.'     Christ  never 
used  such  words  as  '  sowing  '  and  '  ploughing  '  in  a  literal  sense. 
If  his  own   disciples   misunderstood,  for  example,  his   use   of 
the  word  'leaven,'  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  hymns  of  the 
first  Christian  generation  might  be  so  misunderstood  as  to  affect 
the  historical  traditions  of  the  second. 

2  Later  writers  modify  Mt.'s  account  so  as  to  soften  some  of 
its  improbabilities.     Pseudo- Peter  makes  the  soldiers  tell   the 
whole  truth  to  Pilate,  who  (at  the  instance  of  the  Jews)  enjoins 
silence.     In  some  MSS  of  Ada  Pilati  (A)  the  soldiers  try  to 
deny  the  truth,  but  are  supernaturally  forced  to  affirm  it.     The 
retention  of  Mt.'s  story,  with  modifications,  in  apocryphal  books 
of  the  second  century  that  delighted  in  the  picturesque,  does  not 
prove  a  late  origin.     Some  have  thought  that  Mt.'s  tradition  is 
proved   to  be  late  by  the  excess   of  '  prophetic  gnosis '  in  it. 
But  that,  alone,  is  not  a  sure  criterion.     The  difficulties  pre 
sented  by  Mt.'s  account  of  the  'dead  bodies  of  saints  arising,' 
and  of   the   women    'grasping    the    feet    of    Jesus,'   and    the 
bald  statement  that  'some  doubted,'  all  suggest  early  origin. 
The  use  of  'prophetic  gnosis'  depends  in  large  measure  not  on 
the  date  but  on  the  personal  characteristics  of  the  writer.     For 
example,  there  is  more  in  Mt.  than  in  Jn.     But  the  existence  of 
'  stumbling-blocks  '  is  a  sure  sign  of  an  early  date.     In  course 
of  time,  sceptics  and  enemies  detected  and  exposed  'stumbling- 
blocks,'   and   subsequent    evangelists  adopted   traditions    that 
sprang  up  to  remove  or  diminish  them. 
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1647  Lk.  2855),  but  "to  'bring  spices '  for  the  purpose  of  em 
balming  the  body.  But  when  did  the  women  buy  them?  When 
the  Sabbath  was  ''quite  passed  (Siayero/uei/on)  '  says  Mk.  (16  i). 
Not  so,  says  Lk.  (2356);  they  bought  them  first,  and  then 
'rested  on  the  Sabbath.'  Again,  what  was  the  use  of  the 
'  spices  '  if  the  '  great  stone  '  was  in  the  way  ?  Mk.  gives  no 
reply.  Lk.  obviates  the  objection  by  not  asserting  that  the 
stone  was  'great.'  Pseudo-Peter,  who  has  committed  himself 
to  a  '  very  huge  stone,'  replies,  '  the  women  determined,  if  they 
could  not  enter,  to  leave  the  spices  outside  the  door.'  Jn.  says 
in  effect,  'The  women  brought  no  spices.  The  body  had 
received  this  honour  already  from  Nicodemus. '  From  this 
point,  incompatibilities  constitute  almost  the  whole  narrative. 
The  women  (i)  came  to  the  tomb  (Mk.  16z  [a]  Mt.,  Lk.,  Jn.) 
very  early,  before  dawn,  or  while  it  was  yet  dark,  yet  (Mk. 
16  2  [b])aftcr  sunrise ;  (2)  they  said  (^\\..)nothing  to  anyone,  yet 
(Lk. )  they  told  the  KU~>en  everything  ;  (3)  they  (Mk.,  Mt.),  were 
to  bid  the  Eleven  go  '  to  Galilee,' yet  (Lk.)  they  were  merely 
to  remind  the  Kleven  of  what  Jesus  had  said  'in  Galilee,'  or 
(Jn.)  they  (or  rather  Mary)  brought  no  message  at  all  from 
angels,  but  subsequently  a  message  from  Jesus  that  he  was  on 
the  point  of  'ascending';  (4)  they  (Lk.,  and  perhaps  Mk.)1 
entered  the  tomb,  yet  (Jn.,  prob.  Mt.)  they  did  not  enter  it ;  (5) 
the  angel  was  (Mk.,  Mt. )<>»<?,  yet  (Lk.  Jn.)  two ;  (6)  the  angel 

S3r  angels)  (Mt.)  encouraged  the  women  because  they  sought 
esus  (Mt.  285):  'Do  not  ye~  fear,  for  I  know  that  ye  seek 
Jesus,'  and  yet  (Lk.)  blamed  them  for  so  doing  (Lk.  245: 
'Why  seek  ye  the  living  among  the  dead?'3);  (7)  The  Eleven 
(Mk.,  Mt.)  were  to  go  to  Galilee  to  see  Jesus,  yet  (Lk.,  Jn.) 
they  saw  him  in  Jerusalem,  and  were  (Acts)  not  to  depart 
from  Je>~usalem  (apparently  not  having  left  it  since  the  resur 
rection  );  (8)  Peter  (Lk.24i2,  y.l.4)  looked  into  the  tomb  and 
then  went  home  without  entering,  yet  (Jn-)  Peter  entered  the 
tomb;  (9)  Mary  (Jn.)  was  not  to  touch  Jesus  because  he  had 
not  yet  ascended,  yet  (Mt.)  the  women  field  fast  his  feet 
though  he  had  not  yet  ascended  ;  (to)  when  the  two  disciples 
from  Emmaus  reported  that  the  Lord  had  appeared  to  them, 
the  Eleven  (Mk.-App.  10  13)  did  not  believe,  yet  (Lk.)  they 
replied  'the  Lord'  is  risen  indeed';  (n)  the  Lord  (Mt.  Jn.) 
appeared  to  the  disciples  in  Galilee,  yet  (so  far  as  we  can  judge 
from  Lk.  and  Acts)  no  manifestations  in  Galilee  could  have 
occurred. 

(v. )  Lk.' s  view  ('proofs'). — Lk.  concentrates  himself 
on    the    accumulation    of    (Acts  13)    'proofs,'    by    (i) 
rigidly     defining     the    time     when     Jesus 


28.  Lk.'s 


'  proofs. 


,  ascended    and    left   his    disciples,    (2)    re 


presenting  Jesus  as  appearing  merely 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem,  so  as  to  omit  all 
appearances  in  Galilee  where  '  some  doubted,'  (3)  giving 
the  impression  that  the  women  saw  nothing  but  (2423) 
'a  vision  of  angels,'  (4)  recording  no  apparition  that 
was  not  attested  by  at  least  '  two  [male]  witnesses,"  (5) 
introducing  Jesus  as  eating5  in  the  presence  of  his 
disciples. 

Yet  even  Lk.  shows  loopholes  for  detecting  possible  misunder 
standing  of  metaphor.  Compare,  for  example,  Lk.'s  narrative  of 
the  Lord's  drawing  near,  and  conversing  with  the  two  disciples 
on  their  way  to  Emmaus,  with  the  Martyrdom  of  Polycarp  (ii.) 
'  the  Lord  was  standing  near  and  conversing  •with  them 
(jrapeo-Toj?  6  Kvpios  w/ouAa  airTois).'  In  the  latter,  the  'standing 
near '  is  spiritual  ;  and  so  may  have  been  (originally)  the 
'drawing  near,"  and  the  'conversing,'  in  the  former.b 

The  difficulties  that  befell  Lk.  in  his  attempt  to  ascertain  the 
facts  may  be  illustrated  by  the  probable  explanation  of  his 
omission  of  the  appearance  of  Christ  to  Peter.  In  reality,  Peter 
was  probably  one  of  the  two  disciples  journeying  to  Emmaus,  as 
is  repeatedly  assumed  by  Origen.  But  Lk.'s  tradition  confused 
the  story,  by  attributing  to  the  Rlwen  the  words  really  uttered 
by  the  two  travellers.  Lk.  2433^  should  have  run  (as  in  D), 
the  travellers  'found  the  Eleven  and  those  with  them,  and  said 

1  B   (eAflovcrai)  favours   the   supposition   that   they  did   not 
enter.     This  is  not   inconsistent  with    efeA0eii>,    which    some 
times    means    'depart,'   nor    with    Mk.  168,    l<j>iryoi>    a?rb    TOW 
li.tm)iJLfiov,  which  may  mean  that  they  'fled'  away  from  (not 
'out  of)  the  tomb. 

2  '  Ye '  is  emphatic.     The  soldiers  might  well  be  afraid,  but 
the  women  were  not  to  be  afraid. 

3  This  is  still  more  obvious  in  Pseudo-Peter,  '  But  if  ye  believe 
not,  stoop  and  look.' 

4  Though  probably  not  apart  of  the  original  Lk.,  this  insertion 
represents  a  very  early  tradition,  and  perhaps  formed  a  part  of 
a  later  edition  of  the  Gospel.     It  can  hardly  be  a  condensation 
of  Jn.  203-10. 

5  See  Tobitl2i9  (and  cp.  Philo  on  Gen.  18s)  for  the  estab 
lished  belief  that  an  angel  or  spirit  might  ,Iive  familiarly  with 
men  for  a  long  period,  but  could  not  eat. 

6  Also 2431,  '  their  eyes  were  opened  (§<.T\voi\&ri<Ta.v) '  may  be  a 
metaphor   meaning   that   '  their   eyes   were   opened  to  discern 
Christ  in  the  Scriptures '  (cp.  Lk.  2445,  Acts  16 14,  where  it  is 
used  of  opening  the  mind,  or,  heart)  ;  and  their  '  constraining  ' 
the  Lord's  presence  (n-ape/Siao-ai'To)   at  the  breaking  of  bread, 
reminds  the  reader  of  the  implied  precept  to  resort  to  '  violence ' 
in  prayer  (Lk.  16  16,  and  cp.  181-5). 
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(lit.  'saying,'  Af-voi/res,  not  Ae-yo^ra?)  'the  Lord  is  risen  indeed 
and  hath  appeared  to  Simon.'1  This  is  consistent  with  Mk.- 
App.,  who  says  of  the  two  travellers,  '  they  went  away  and  told 
it  unto  the  rest  (i.e.,  to  the  Eleven),  neither  believed  they  them.' 
(vi.  )  The  Manifestation  to  the  F.leven  (Mk.-App., 

„.    ,  „,,       Lk.  ,     Ignatius),     occurring    in    Mk.-App. 

Eleven'  afterwards,'  but  in  Lk.  while  the  two 
travellers  are  telling  their  tale,  is  described 
by  the  latter  as  follows  (2439):  'See  my  hands  and 
my  feet  that  it  is  I  myself  :  handle  me  and  see 
(\f*ri\a.<f>-r}ffaTe  /*e  Kal  f5ere)  ;  for  (Sri)  a  spirit  hath  not  flesh 
and  bones  as  ye  see  me  having.  [And  when  he  had 
said  this,  he  shewed  them  his  hands  and  his  feet.2] 
And  while  they  still  disbelieved  for  joy  and  wondered, 
he  said  unto  them  :  Have  ye  anything  to  eat  here  (^?0d5e)? 
And  they  gave  him  a  piece  of  a  broiled  fish  [and  a 
honeycomb.]  And  he  took  it  and  did  eat  before  them.' 
Cp  Ignatius,  Smyrn.  3  :  '  For  I  know  and  believe  that 
he  was  in  the  flesh  even  after  the  resurrection  ;  and 
when  he  came  to  Peter  and  his  company  (rots  irepl 
lUrpov),  he  said  to  them:  "Take  (Xd/Sere),  handle 
me  (\f/t]\a<f>ricraT^  /jie)  and  see  that  (  Were  Sri  )  3  I  am 
not  a  bodiless  demon."  And  straightway  they  touched 
him  and  believed,  being  mixed  with  (Kpadivres)  his 
flesh  and  his  Spirit  (or,  v.l.  ,  blood).*  For  this  cause 
also  they  despised  death,  and  were  found  superior  to 
death.  And  after  his  resurrection  he  ate  with  them 


and  drank  with  them  as  being  in  the  flesh  (wj 
although  spiritually  united  with  the  Father.  '  The  word 
Xd/Sere  (as  in  Mk.  1422  Mt.  2626  Xd/3ere  [<j>dyere])  is 
grammatically,  as  well  as  traditionally,  adapted  to 
express  a  Eucharistic  meaning,5  and  the  words,  '  mixed 

1  Ss  is  confused,  'They  found  the  Eleven  gathered  together, 
and  them  that  were  with  them.     And  he  hath  appeared.     And 
they  .  .  .  saying,  Our  Lord  is  risen  indeed,  and  hath  appeared 
unto  Shnon.    And  they  also  told  them  what  things  had  happened 
in  the  way.  ..."      In   direct  speech  the  two  travellers  would 
say,  'The  Lord  hath  appeared  unto  us.'     In  reported  speech, 
this  would  become,  'the  Lord  appeared  unto  them.'     The  next 
stage  of  the  tradition  would   define  'them'  as  'Simon   and  a 
companion.'  Lastly,  Simon,  as  being  the  more  important,  %vould 
be  alone  mentioned. 

2  WH   regard   the   bracketed   words   as   an   insertion    'at  a 
period  when  forms  of  the  oral  Gospel  were  still  current.' 

3  '  See  that  '  is    prob.    the   rendering  of  tfiere  on   here   (so 
Lightf.),  though  in  the  corresponding  passage  in  Lk.  it  means 
'see,  because.' 

4  The  best  MSS  are  in  favour  ofvynuuNl. 

5  No  instance  has  been  alleged  of  the  use  of  Ao/3eTe  in  the 
sense  of  the  middle,  Ad/3eo-0e,  '  take  hold  of.' 

There  are  several  signs  of  early  variations  as  to  this  tradition 
both  in  Ignatius  and  in  Lk.  The  words  '  and  see  that  I  am  not 
a  bodiless  demon  '  dislocate  the  sentence,  which  begins  with  an 
appeal  to  touch,  not  to  sight.  We  know  from  Origen  (see 
Lightf.  ad  loc.)  that  these  words  were  in  the  Preaching  of  Peter 
which  he  rejected,  and  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  they  were 
not  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  as  known  to  him  and  Eusebius  ; 
Lightf.  suggests  that  they  were  added  in  the  recension  of  that 
Gospel  known  to  Jerome.  Cancelling  them,  we  should  have,  as 
the  original,  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  'Take  me;  and 
they  straightway  handled  him  and  believed.'  As  regards  Lk., 
Irenaeus  (iii.  14  3),  when  quoting  passages  from  Lk.  accepted 
by  Marcion  and  Valentinus,  omits  this  passage,  though  Tertullian 
inserts  it  as  part  of  Marcion  's  Gospel.  Possibly  Irenaeus  con 
sidered  that  Marcion  was  quoting  it  from  some  apocryphal 
source  (though  Tertullian  does  not  say  so,  but  merely  accuses 
Marcion  of  perverting  the  passage).  Irenaeus  himself  nowhere 
quotes  this  passage,  but  alludes  to  the  assumption  about 
'  spirits  '  expressed  m  it,  in  v.  2  3  '  For  the  Spirit  (TO  yap  nrev/Ka) 
hath  neither  bones  nor  flesh.'  Tertullian  ([a]  Marcion  443, 
[b]  De  Came  Christi  5)  quotes  the  words  twice,  omitting  the 
appeal  to  handling,  and  also  omitting  'flesh.'  Even  In  (a), 
the  context  shows  that  he  is  not  quoting  a  mutilated  text  of 
Marcion's  ;  but  (fi)  makes  it  certain  that  the  omission  is 
Tertullian  s  own.  He  quotes  thus,  (a)  '  See  my  hands  and 
feet  that  it  is  I  myself,'  (e)  '  See  that  it  is  I  '  ;  and  in  both  cases 
adds,  'for  a  spirit  hath  not  bones  as  ye  see  me  having.'  In  the 
context  of  (b),  he  asserts  that  a  spirit  has  'flesh,  'but  has  not 
'bones,'  'hands,'  and  'feet.'  Marcion  (according  to  Tertullian) 
interpreted  the  passage  thus  :  (Marcion  4  43)  '  A  spirit  hath  not 
bones,  as,'  i.e.  and  so,  'ye  see  me  having  (no  bones]':  and  he 
remarks  that  Marcion  might  as  well  have  cancelled  the  passage 
as  interpret  it  thus.  [In  (ff)  Clark  has,  by  error,  'hath  notjiesh 
and  bones'  instead  of  'hath  not  bones.']  A  fragment  of 
Hippolytus  from  Theodoret  (Transl.  Clark,  p.  95)  has  :  '  For 
He,  having  risen  .  .  .  when  His  disciples  were  in  doubt,  called 
Thomas  to  Him  and  said,  "  Reach  hither  ;  handle  me,  and  see  : 
for  a  Spirit  hath  not  bones  and  flesh,  as  ye  see  me  have."  ' 

D    (differing     from     d)     has     (Lk.  24  39)    </r»;Aa<f>T)<raTe    «cai 
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with  his  flesh  and  spirit  (or  blood),'  implying  a  close 
•union  such,  as  binds  each  member  of  the  Church,  to  Christ 
in  the  one  Body  or  one  Bread,  may  very  well  be  a  part  of 
the  tradition  (or  of  some  comment  on  it)  from  which 
Ignatius  is  quoting.  If  so,  the  original  (though  not  the 
Ignatian)  meaning  may  be  correctly  expressed  by  the 
Armenian  paraphrastic  version,  '  they  believed,  who 
(or,  and  they)  were  participators  of  the  Eucharist  (lit. 
communicated),  and  who  (?)  feasted  before  on  his  body 
and  blood.'  In  other  words,  the  disciples  not  only 
received  a  vision  and  an  utterance  of  the  Lord,  but 
also  were  made  one  with  the  body  and  spirit  (or  blood] 
of  Christ  and  were  raised  above  the  fear  of  death  by 
participating  in  the  Eucharist  and  therein  handling  his 
flesh.  These  facts,  being  literalised  in  later  narratives, 
may  have  given  rise  to  the  statements,  made  in  good 
faith,  that  they  had  'handled'  Christ's  'body,'  or  that 
Christ  had  given  them  his  '  body '  to  '  handle. ' 

(vii. )    The  historical  estimate  of  Lk.' s  Tradition  must 

be  lowered,   (i)   by  evidence  of  his  other  errors  and 

30.  Historical     misunderstanding.s   g>ven   above,    (a) 

f  <t  fiv  "v  l"e  vanatlons  ln  tne  corresponding 
01  **  tradition  quoted  by  Ignatius  and 
Tertullian,  (3)  by  the  fact  that,  about  A. D.  no, 
Ignatius,  bishop  of  Antioch  (of  which  city  Luke  [Eus. 
846]  is  said  to  have  been  a  native),  wishing  to  attest 
the  reality  of  the  bodily  resurrection  of  Christ,  quotes 
from  an  unknown  authority  a  passage  that  omits  all 
mention  of  '  eating, '  and  neither  here  nor  elsewhere 
refers  to  the  testimony  of  Lk.  This  certainly  leads  to 
the  inference  that  Lk.  had  not,  in  the  mind  of  Igna 
tius,  that  preponderant  authority  which  a  '  canonical ' 
or  even  authoritative  Gospel  might  be  expected  to 
have. 1 

Lk.'s  evidence  must  not  be  dismissed  without  a  reference  to 
Acts  14,  (Tvi'aAi^oiiAei'os,  which  really  meant  'assembling  with,' 
but  was  probably  interpreted  by  Lk.  (as  by  patristic  com 
mentators,  e.g.  Clement,  Epist.  to  James  and  Horn.  15 13) 
'  eating  with, '  cp  Acts  10  41 :'  Not  to  all  the  people,  but  to  witnesses, 
to  those  foreordained  by  God,  namely  ourselves,  who  (oirices) 
ate  and  drank  with  him  after  the  resurrection  from  the  dead.' 
This,  when  combined  with  Acts  1  4  Lk.  2443  and  Lk.  13  26  ('  we 
have  eaten  and  drunk  in  thy  presence  ' ;  not  in  parallel  Mt.  7  22) 
indicates  a  consistent  interpretation  of  such  a  nature  as  (possibly) 
to  convert  metaphorical  accounts  of  spiritual  intercourse  and 
revelation  into  literal  accounts  of  historical  'proofs.' 

(viii. )  Jn.  's  view  (signs].  In  Jn. ,  'proof  is  entirely 
subordinated  to  '  signs  '• — i.  e. ,  spiritual  symbolisms.  The 

,,  _  ,  first  manifestation  of  Jesus  is  to  a  woman, 
ol.  Jn.  3 


'  signs." 


who  (20 16)  does  not  recognise  him  till  called 


by  name.  The  Ascension  is  mentioned  as 
impending  and  as  (apparently)  preliminary  to  being 
(20i7)  'touched.'  In  the  second  manifestation,  Jesus 
conveys  to  'the  disciples'  the  Holy  Spirit  which  (739) 
could  not  be  conveyed  till  after  the  Ascension — a  fact 
indicating  that,  in  the  interval  between  the  two,  Jesus 
had  ascended.  In  a  third  (making  the  second  to  '  the 
disciples'],  he  offers  himself  to  the  'handling'  of  the 
incredulous  Thomas,  and  pronounces  a  blessing  on 
those  who  have  not  seen  yet  have  believed.  In  a  fourth, 
(21 14  'the  third'  to  'the  disciples'],  he  is  in  Galilee, 
directing  the  seven  fishermen  in  their  task  of  catching 

iSere  TO  irva  ocrra  OVK  e^ei  icat  <ra.piea.<;  KaBtas  «^.e  ^Ae7^eTe 
exovra.  Codex  a  has  'Handle  me  yourselves '  (reading  auroi 
for  aiirds  in  what  precedes).  In  Ss  the  passage,  which  has  been 
(142)  scraped  with  a  knife,  runs  thus,  '  Behold,  see  my  hands 
and  my  feet,  and  feel  and  see  that  it  is  I  ;  for  a  spirit  .  .  . 
flesh  and  bones  ...  as  ...  see  me  ...  When  .  .  .  not  .  .  . 
were.  Again  he  said  unto  them,  '  Have  ye  here  anything  to 
eat  ? '  Codices  a  b  d  and  Brix.  omit  '  me  '  after  '  handle.' 

The  emphasis  laid  on  'bones'  may  have  arisen  from  an 
allusion  to  Is.  60 14  (®BXAQ);  'Your  bones  shall  spring  up.' 
'Blood'  was  omitted,  perhaps  in  accordance  with  a  sense  that 
it  could  not  appeal  either  to  sight  or  to  touch.  (Justin  [Tryph. 
76]  indicates  something  specially  non-human  about  the  blood  of 
Christ.) 

1  Apologists  usually  depreciate  what  they  call  'a  mere 
argument  from  silence ' ;  but  it  has  weight  varying  with  cir 
cumstances.  Here  it  is  extremely  weighty.  The  evidence  is  almost 
as  strong  as  if  Ignatius  said  expressly,  'I  did  not  know  Lk..' 
or  else,  'I  knew  Lk.,  but  did  not  believe  it  to  be  so  authori 
tative  as  the  tradition  from  which  I  quoted.' 


GOSPELS 

the  one  hundred  and  fifty-three  1  fish  in  the  net  of  the 
Church,  and  feeding  them  with  the  One  Bread  and  the 
One  Fish  before  they  go  forth  to  preach  the  Gospel  to 
the  world.  Then,  without  definite  demarcation  of  the 
period  of  manifestations  and  voices,  the  Gospel  ends. 

In  all  this,  the  difference  between  Jn.  and   Lk.  is  obvious. 
Take,  for  example,  the  first  manifestation  to  the  disciples.     In 
i      ,         .    Jn.,  the  disciples  are  not  (Lk.  24  37)  'terrified 


32.  Contrast 


and  affrighted  ' ;  they  have  received  the  message 
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between  from  Mary  in  which  Jesus  calls  them  his 
'  SlgHS  '  and  '  brethren,'  and  when  Jesus  '  stood  in  the  midst ' 
i  proofs  '  °f  them,2  they  '  rejoice '  as  soon  as  they  see 
'  the  hands  and  the  side.'3  They  do  not  (as  in 
Lk.)  suppose  Jesus  to  be  a  '  spirit '  (or,  as  D,  '  phantasm ') ; 
they  require  no  appeal  to  sight  or  touch  ;  nor  does  Jesus  eat  in 
their  presence.  The  object  of  the  first  manifestation  in  Jn.  is 
apparently  not  to  prove  the  Resurrection  but  to  convey  the 
Spirit  to  the  disciples.  There  is  no  explanation  of  prophecy ; 
the  Spirit  is  conveyed  at  once,  not  promised  as  a  future  gift. 
The  appeal  to  touch  comes  afterwards.  The  incredulity  of 
Thomas  (absent  on  the  first  occasion)  makes  Jesus  reproachfully 
suggest  on  a  second  occasion  that  the  incredulous  disciple  may 
touch  the  wounds  in  his  hands  and  side  ;  but  it  is  not  indicated 
that  Thomas  does  this.  The  words  that  follow  suggest  that  it 
was  not  done :  (20  29)  '  Because  thou  hast  seen  thou  hast 
believed' :  (it  is  not  said,  '  Because  thou  hast  touched').* 

The  same  spiritual  (as  distinct  from  Lk.'s  logical) 
purpose  pervaded  Jn.  's  sign  of  the  '  seven ' — who,  if 
'proof  and  not  a  'sign'  had  been  intended,  should 
have  been  '  the  Eleven.1 5  There  is  indeed  some 
similarity  between  the  words  of  Jesus  in  Jn.  21s  : 
'  Children,  have  ye  any  meat?  '  and  those  in  Lk.  (24 41) : 
'  Have  ye  here  anything  to  eat  ? '  But  how  great  a 
difference  in  reality  !  In  the  latter  case  the  Messiah 
deigns  to  take  food  from  the  disciples  in  order  to  meet 
their  (Lk.  24  38)  'reasonings';  in  the  former,  the 
Saviour  gives  himself  to  the  '  children '  to  strengthen 
them  for  the  work  of  the  Gospel. 

(ix. )  Contrast  between  Jn.  and  the  Synoptists. — There 

1  For  the  symbolism  of  this,  see  below,  §  47. 

2  This  '  standing  in  the  midst,'  however,  is  from  prophetic 
gnosis :    see   Ps.  22  22,  quoted   by  Heb.  2nf.    and   by  Justin 
\Tryph.  106)  :  also  cp  Lk.  2436. 

3  Not,   as   Lk.,    'the  hands  and  the  feet.'     In   Jn.,   as  in 
Pseudo-Peter,  the  feet  are  apparently  regarded  as  bound,  not 
nailed,  to  the  cross. 

4  In  Jn.,   the  first  manifestation   to  the  disciples   seems   to 
include  a  new  and  spiritual  Genesis  or  Creation  of  man.     The 
old  Genesis  (27)  described   how  God   'breathed  (ei/e^vo-ijo-ei/) 
into  the  face  (of  man)  the  breath  of  life,  and  man  became  a 
living-  soul.' 

The  rarity  of  e/jitj>va-S.v,  which  occurs  in  NT  nowhere  except  in 
Jn.  20  22,  suffices  to  make  the  reference  to  Gen.  2  7  certain. 
Philo  also  frequently  quotes  Gen.  2  7  (with  eju.</>u<7-ai/)  to  contrast 
the  '  earthy '  or  '  first '  man  with  the  '  spiritual '  or  '  second  '  man. 
Not  improbably  Jn.  also  has  in  mind  that  Ignatian  tradition 
which  described  the  apostles  as  'mixed  with  his  flesh  and  his 
spirit.'  (Careful  analysis  of  all  the  passages  where  Ignatius 
combines  '  flesh  and  spirit '  and  '  flesh  and  blood '  makes  it 
probable  that  '  spirit '  (not  '  blood  ')  is  the  correct  reading.  At 
the  same  time,  if  both  traditions  were  prevalent,  Jn.'s  first 
manifestation  to  the  disciples  would  express  the  '  being  mixed 
with  his  spirit,'  and  the  second  (that  to  Thomas)  the  'being 
mixed  with  his  blood'). 

In  any  case,  Jn.  takes  this  historically  sacred  word,  tradition 
ally  associated  with  the  creation  of  man,  and  represents  it  as 
dramatised  in  an  act,  in  which  the  Logos  remakes  man  in  the 
Divine  image,  'breathing  into"  him  that  Spirit  of  himself 
which  (as  Paul  says,  i  Cor.  1645)  was  not  only  '  living  (fiv)'  but 
also  'life-giving  (^OOTTOIOW),'  so  as  to  enable  the  disciples  to 
transmit  life  to  others. 

5  It  is  interesting  to  note  here  (in  the  light  of  Mk.  1 16-20)  the 
difference  between   Lk.'s  and   Jn.'s   Draught   of  Fish,   which 
Lk.    connects   with   the   calling   of   Peter    to  be  a  Fisher  of 
Men,   but  Jn.  with   an  imparting  of  the  One    Fish   and    the 
One  Bread  to  the  '  seven  '  disciples — apparently  as  a  preparation 
for  their  apostolic  work.     It  will  be  found  that  Lk.  differs  from 
Mk.  and  Mt.  in  seven  points: — (i)  the  boats  are  'standing'  by 
the   lake ;    (2)  there  are  two  boats  (the  Jewish   and   Gentile 
Churches),   not  one ;    (3)  all  (Peter  included)  have   given   up 
fishing  in  despair ;   (4)  Jesus  enters  one  of  the  vessels  ;   (5)  the 
nets  are  '  rent  asunder ' ;  (6)  Peter  fears  and  bids  Jesus  depart ; 
(7)  Jesus  does  not  expressly  bid  any  of  the  fishers  '  follow  '  him. 
Jn.  differs  from  Lk.  in  all  these  details:  (i)  It  is  Jesus  (not  the 
boats)  who  is  standing  by  the  sea  ;  (2)  there  is  but  one  vessel ; 
(3)  Peter  has  not  given  up  fishing  ;  (4)  Jesus  does  not  enter  the 
vessel ;  (5)  in  spite  of  the  multitude  of  the  fishes  (21  n)  'the  net 
was  not  rent ' ;  (6)  Peter  leapt  into  the  sea  and  hastened  toward 
Jesus ;   (7)  Peter  is  bidden,  after  the  Sacramental  Feast,  not 
only  to  feed  Christ's  sheep,  but  also  to  '  follow '  him. 
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is  a  curious  contrast  between  the  personal  and  as  it 


33.  Last 
'words':  Paul. 


were   private    nature   of    Christ's    last 
utterances    in   Jn.   and    the    public   or 


ecclesiastical    utterances    recorded    by 
Lk. ,  Mk.  -App. ,  and  the  last  verses  of  Mt. 

In  Jn. ,  '  Hither,  break  your  fast,'  '  Lovest  thou  me?' 
'  Feed  my  sheep,'  '  If  I  will  that  he  tarry  till  I  come, 
what  is  that  to  thee?'  In  the  Synoptists,  either  (Mk.  - 
App. )  the  injunction  to  preach  the  Gospel,  the  prediction 
of  condemnation  for  those  who  will  not  believe  and  be 
baptized,  and  the  promise  of  signs  such  as  the  '  casting 
out  of  devils,'  '  tongues,'  '  lifting  up  serpents,'1  drinking 
poison,  etc.,  and  healing  the  sick  ;  or  else  (Mt. )  '  bap 
tizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and 
the  Holy  Spirit,  teaching  them  to  keep  all  things  as 
many  as  I  commanded  you,'  and  a  farewell  in  Galilee, 
with  an  assertion  that  Jesus  possesses  all  power,  and 
a  promise  that  he  will  be  always  present  with  the 
disciples;  or,  lastly  (Lk. ),  an  'opening'  of  the  dis 
ciples'  minds  to  understand  the  Scriptures,  and  a  long 
statement  that  the  Scriptures  '  must  needs  have  been 
thus  fulfilled,'  and  that  there  must  be  the  preaching  of 
repentance  in  his  name  '  with  a  view  to  the  remission 
of  sins  to  all  the  nations — beginning  from  Jerusalem,'2 
and  then  a  promise,  and  a  warning  that  they  must 
remain  in  the  city  till  the  promise  is  fulfilled: — concern 
ing  all  which  utterances  we  are  warned  by  our  knowledge 
of  the  various  accounts  of  Christ's  revelations  to  Paul 
that  we  must  accept  none  of  them  as  necessarily  repre 
senting  the  actual  words  of  Christ  himself,  though  (in 
various  degrees,  and  subject  to  various  qualifications) 
they  may  be  regarded  as  revelations  to  the  Early  Church, 
conveyed,  during  the  period  of  manifestations,  to  this 
or  that  disciple,  in  the  same  way  in  which  the  vision 
and  the  voice  were  conveyed  to  Paul  at  his  conver 
sion.8 

1  An    interesting    instance   of   the    combination  of  (i)  the 
historical,  (2)  the  exaggerated,  (3)  the  metaphorical,      (i)  The 
healing  of  diseases  by  the  Christians  was  a  historical  fact  ;  (2) 
the  gift  of  '  tongues ' — as  we  infer  from  Paul's  Epistles — was  a 
phenomenon  remarkable,  but  not  supernatural ;  (3)  the  '  taking 
up,'  or,  more  probably,  '  destroying  (apovtriv)  of  serpents '  was 
probably  a   literalising   of  the   promise   in   Lk.  10  19   that   the 
disciples  should  '  trample  upon  serpents  and  scorpions  and  all 
the  power  of  the  enemy.' 

2  The  text  is  doubtful. 

3  The  Testimony  of  Paul,  in  any  full  discussion  of  the  Re 
surrection,  would  come  first  and  claim  a  detailed  consideration. 
Here  we  can  only  observe  on  i  Cor.  15  3-8  that  (i),  among  the 
earliest  traditions  communicated   to  converts,  was  a  doctrine 
(probably  oral,  TrapeStaiea)  on  the  Resurrection  of  Christ ;  (2)  in 
this  tradition, '  accordance  with  the  Scriptures '  played  a  prominent 
part ;  (3)  the  manifestations  of  Christ  were  described  by  the 
word  'appeared  (u>$07)),'  a  word  regularly  denoting  visions  [the 
only  instance  in  which  it  is  used  in  NT  of  the  appearance  of  a 
material  body  is  Acts  1  26] ;  (4)  Paul  places  first  an  appearance 
to  Cephas,  and  last  but  one  an  appearance  to  James,  neither 
of  which  is  recorded  in  our  canonical  Gospels  ;  (5)  he  excludes 
all  appearances  to  women  ;   (6)  he  places   the  appearance  of 
Christ  to  himself  on  the  same  footing  as  those  witnessed  by  the 
apostles ;  (7)  he  speaks  of  the  risen  body  as  '  a  spiritual  body ' 
(on  which,  note  that  Clem.Alex.  (970-972)  says  that  every  spirit 
has  a  '  body,'  and  that  demons  are  called  '  bodiless '  only  in 
comparison  with  the  spirits  that  are  destined  to  be  saved),  and 
as  being  (8)  the  same,  in  kind,  for  Christ,  as  for  the  faithful 
after  death — i.e. ,  as  we  should  infer,  not  a  tangible  bcdy.     (9) 
The  latest  of  Paul's  speeches  on  his  vision   repeats,  as  from 
Jesus,  a  long  discourse  (Acts  2t>  14-18).     It  then  continues  (ib.  19) 
'  Whereupon  ...   I   was   not  disobedient    unto    the   heavenly 
vision.'     But  Paul's  earlier  speech  (22)  assigns  to  Jesus  merely 


of  Ananias  to  Saul,  and  another  (mentioning  'the  Gentiles  ) 
is  uttered  by  Jesus  indeed,  butona  much  later  occasion  (22  18-21) 
when  the  apostle  was  in  a  'trance.'  On  the  other  hand,  in 
the  earliest  account  of  the  vision,  the  mention  of  Saul's  mission 
to  'the  Gentiles'  is  made  by  Jesus  (815)  not  to  Saul,  but  to 
Ananias;  and  Jesus  is  represented  as  saying  to  Saul  no  more 
than  occurs  in  22. 


These  facts  lead  to  the  following  general  conclusions  : — (a] 


CIS  Ultcrcti  in  <*     t'i3iv7i     tuny  (WBVB  I'tcn  rtmru  irt  i-ric  (,fttfjc  <y    «* 

'  trance.'  (c)  The  alleged  occasion  of  utterance  may  really  be 
a  confusion  of  two  or  even  more  occasions,  (d)  Some  of  the 
words  may  have  proceeded  not  direftly/rom  Jesus,  tut  indirectly, 
through  an  inspired  speaker. 
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VI.  SINGLE  TRADITIONS. 

(a)  THE  FIRST  GOSPEL. — (i. )  Doctrinal 'and other -char 
acteristics. — That  Mt.  was  primarily  intended  for  Jewish 
34   Sinele       readers   is  suggested  by  the  stress  laid 

tradition  Mt  on  Pr°Phecy  '<  the  facing  of  genealogy 
tradition .  mt.  back  to  Abraham  (not|  ^  in  j  k  to 

Adam;  cp  GENEALOGIES  ii. )  ;  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount  corresponding  to  the  Law  given  on  Mount 
Sinai ;  the  contrast  between  what  had  been  said  '  of  old 
time '  and  what  the  new  Lawgiver  prescribed  ;  the  word 
'lawlessness'  (altered  in  Lk.  1^27  to  'iniquity'),  used 
by  Mt.  alone,  and  the  strong  condemnation  of  him 
who  (Mt.  619)  breaks,  or  teaches  others  to  break,  '  one 
of  the  least  of  the  commandments. '  * 

Mt.'s  parables  point  less  to  the  inclusion  of  the  Gentiles  than 
to  the  exclusion  of  unworthy  Jews.  He  alone  has  the  saying 
(22  14)  :  '  Many  are  called  but  few  chosen."  He  seems  to  move 
amid  a  race  of  backsliders,  among  dogs  and  swine  unworthy  of 
the  pearls  of  truth,  among  the  tares  sown  by  the  enemy,  among 
fishermen  who  must  cast  tack  again  many  of  the  fish  caught  in 
the  net  of  the  Gospel.  '  The  broad  way '  is  mentioned  by  him 
alone,  and  the  multitude  of  those  that  go  thereby,  and  the  guest 
without  the  wedding  garment,  and  the  foolish  virgins,  and  the 
goats,  and  those  who  even  '  cast  out  devils '  in  the  name  of  the 
Lord  and  yet  are  rejected  by  him  because  they  '  work  lawless 
ness.'  He  alone  introduces  into  the  Lord's  Prayer  the  words 
'  Deliver  us  from  the  evil  (one).'  Elsewhere  he  alone  gives  as  a 
reason  for  not  being  distracted,  'sufficient  for  the  day  is  the 
evil  thereof.'  The  wavering  or  retrogression  of  many  Jewish 
converts  when  the  breach  between  Jews  and  Gentiles  widened, 
about  the  time  of  the  siege  of  Jerusalem,  may  well  explain  the 
emphasis  laid  by  Mt.  on  backsliding  ;  and  the  condemnation 
of  '  lawlessness  '  might  refer  to  Hellenising  Jews  who  considered 
that  the  new  law  set  them  free  from  all  restraint,  and  who,  in 
casting  aside  every  vestige  of  nationality,  wished  to  cast  aside 
morality  as  well.  Yet  Mt.  prefers  (12  33)  even  open  and  con 
sistent  wickedness  to  the  sin  of  the  '  hypocrites '  whom  his  Gospel 
continually  denounced  (the  word  occurs  in  Mt.  13  times,  in  Mk. 
i,  in  Lk.  3,  in  Jn.  o) ;  and  he  dwells  more  than  the  rest  on  the 
blessings  of  the  meek,  the  merciful,  and  the  little  ones  whose 
angels  behold  the  face  of  the  Father. 

Besides  the  fulfilments  of  prophecy  or  type  mentioned 
in  his  Introduction,  Mt.  sees  several  others  not  men 
tioned  in  the  Triple  Tradition. 

Some  of  these,  e.g.  that  relating  to  the  (21  2-5)  '  ass  and  the 
colt,'  (27 9)  '  the  potter's  field,'  (1240)  the  '  three  days  and  three 
nights  in  the  belly  of  the  whale '  as  representing  the  time  of 
Christ's  remaining  in  the  tomb,  and  the  (23  35)  apparently  in 
accurate  reference  to  Zachariah  the  son  of  Baracniah,  contain 
such  obvious  difficulties  that  they  may  be  regarded  as  evidences 
of  early,  not  of  late  composition,2  and  the  same  applies  to  (2  23) 
'  He  shall  be  called  a  Nazarene,'  which  is  found  in  no  existing 
book  of  prophecy.  See  NAZARETH. 

Apart  from  his  account  of  the  Resurrectjon,  few  new  miracles 
are  introduced  by  Mt.  Two  of  these  consist  of  acts  of  healing. 
Two  are  connected  with  Peter,  (i)  Mt.  1428-33,  the  walking  on 
the  water,  (2)  Mt.  17  24,  the  coin  in  the  fish's  mouth.  As  to 
these,  the  omission  of  the  former  by  Mk.  and  Jn.,  who  record 
what  precedes  and  follows,  points  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  a 
poetic  symbolism  of  Peter's  lapse  and  restoration.  A  metaphorical 
explanation  probably  applies  also  to  the  latter.3 

1  Cp  also  Proceedings  of  the  Society  of  Historical  Theology 
('97),  t,f>f.,  as   to  the  seven   beatitudes  on  character  (omitted 
or  altered  by  Lk.),  the  seven  petitions  of  the  Lord's  Prayer 
(where  Lk.  probably  retains  the  original  and  shorter  form),  the 
seven  parables  in  Mt.  13,  the  genealogy  compressed  into  a  triad 
of  fourteen,  and  other  numerical  groupings  that  show  Jewish 
influence. 

2  An  authoritative  and  widely  circulated  Gospel  stands  in  this 
respect  on  quite  a  different  footing  from  an  apocryphal  and  non- 
authoritative  book.      The  former  would  be  attacked   by  con 
troversialists,   and   any   difficulties   contained    in   it   would   be 
exposed.      Christians  could   not   cancel   the   difficult   passages 
without   giving  up  the  authority  of  the  book.     Consequently 
the  difficult  passages  would  remain  in  that  Gospel,  but  would  be 
quietly  dropped  by  subsequent  evangelists.     Hence,  as  between 
our  canonical  Gospels,  the  presence  of  difficulties  is  a  mark  of 
early  date.     But  this  criterion  does  not  apply  to  comparatively 
obscure  works  not  so  liable  to  attack. 

3  See  an   extraordinary  comment  in  Ephraem  (p.   161)  'So 
when  Simon  .  .  .  took  his  net  and  went  to  cast  it  into  the  sea, 
they  also  went  with  him'  (cp  Jn.  213,  'I  go  a-fishing.     They 
say  unto  him,  We  also  come  with  thee').     Also  cp  Philo  (1  499) 
on  'the  holy  didrachm,'  a^d  Clem.Alex.  (947),  where  he  says 
that  'the  fish'  hints  at  (aiviTTti)  God-given  food,  and  that  the 
stater  might  admit  '  other  solutions  not  unknown  (oinc  ayvoov- 
jueVas) ' — which  implies  a  tradition  of  symbolism  on  this  incident. 
For  other  traces  of  Philonian  symbolism  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels, 
cp  Mt.  13  33  and  Lk.  13  21  on  the  '  leaven  '  which  a  woman  '  hid 
(fviitpv\litv,  eicpu!//ei')  in  three  measures  (<rara)  of  meal,'  with 
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(ii. )  Evidence  as  to  date.  — When  Mt.  recorded  the  pre 
diction  that  the  apostles  (1023)  would  not  'accomplish 

the  cities  of  Israel '  until  the  Son  of  man 
35.  Its  date.    ,     i 

had  '  come,    must  he  not  have  assumed 

that,  in  some  sense,  he  had  'come'  already  ?  If  so,  this 
will  explain  the  difficult  expression  in  2664,  '  ye  shall 
henceforth,  or  immediately  (air'  dipn),  see  the  Son  of  man, 
etc.'1  It  would  seem  that,  as  Jn.  saw  at  least  a  primary 
fulfilment  of  Zech.  12 10  ( '  They  shall  look  on  him  whom 
they  pierced ' )  in  the  moment  when  the  spectators  of 
the  Cross  gazed  on  the  pierced  side  of  Jesus,  so  Mt. 
regarded  the  '  coming  of  Christ  with  power '  as  com 
mencing  from  the  time  of  the  sacrifice  on  the  Cross, 
or  of  the  Resurrection.  But,  whatever  be  the  inter 
pretation,  the  difficulty  of  this  and  some  other  passages 
leads  to  the  belief  that  Mt.  has  in  some  cases  preserved 
the  earliest  tradition.  Other  passages  point  to  a  very 
much  later  date — e.g. ,  the  name  of  the  '  Field  of  Blood  ' 
borne  (278)  '  to  this  day,'  the  charge  of  stealing  Christ's 
body  repeated  (28 15)  'to  this  day,'  and  the  mention  of 
'  the  Jews '  in  the  same  passage  as  an  alien  race  ;  also 
the  recognition  of  (7 15)  '  the  false  prophets  'as  a  definite 
class  to  be  avoided,  and  of  (18 17)  'the  church'  as  the 
arbiter  in  quarrels.  Perhaps,  too,  when  viewed  in  the  light 
of  the  Didacht,  the  precepts  (5  24)  to  be  reconciled  with 
a  brother  before  'bringing  one's  gift  to  the  altar,'  and 
(76)  to  avoid  casting  pearls  before  swine,  indicate  a  time 
when  the  Eucharist  had  so  long  been  celebrated  in  the 
Church  as  materially  to  influence  the  general  traditions 
of  the  doctrine  of  Christ. 

(iii. )  Jn.  in  relation  to  Mt.' s  Single  Tradition. — Jn. 
often  agrees  with,  but  intensifies,  the  doctrine  of  Mt. 

Mt.'s  depreciation  of  (021-48)  the  teachers  of  old  time  is  more 

strongly  expressed  in  Jn.'s  (10s)  'thieves  and  robbers';  Mt.'s 

(1130)  'easy   yoke'  is  less  strong  than  Jn. 

36.    Its          831  f.,  which  implies   that  Christ's   service 

relation  to  Jn.  shall   deliver  from  every  yoke  ;    Mt.  125-7 

'  the  priests  profane  the  Sabbath '  is  not  so 

clear  as  Jn.  7 22  'on  the  Sabbath   ye  circumcise  a  man ' ;   and 

Mt.'s  (12342833)  'offspring  of  vipers'  and   'serpents'  (Satan 

being  'the  serpent ')  is  less   forcible  than  (Jn.  844)  'ye  are  of 

your  father  the  devil.'     Mt.,  alone  of  the  Synoptists,  describes 

the  Pharisees  as  (15  14)  '  blind,'  and  mentions  (15  13)  the  '  rooting 

up'  of  Pharisaism,  and  (1^27)  the  rewarding  of  men  according 


appeared  to  Jn.  liable  to  be  perverted  into  a  confession  that 
Christianity  was  a  religion  of  weakness  and  puerility.18  At  all 
events,  though  he  alone  of  the  Evangelists  supports  Mt.  21  5  in 
quoting  Zech.  9  9  'Behold  thy  king  cometh,'  he  omits  'meek 
(TrpaiSs)'  3  on  which  the  Rabbis  (Schottg.  2 139  171,  etc.)  laid 
emphasis;  and,  whereas  Mt.  immediately  afterwards  (21 157^) 
describes  the  testimony  to  Jesus  as  that  of  '  babes  and  children,' 
Jn.  (12 42 f.)  states  that  'even  of  the  rulers  many  believed  on 
him.'  In  a  few  other  passages  (Mt.  2622  25,  Jn.  13  247^  ;  Mt.  26 
52  Jn.  18  1 1),  though  partly  correcting  Mt.,  Jn.  appears  to  be 
rather  supporting  him  against  omissions  or  statements  of  Mk. 
and  Lk. 

(6)  THE  THIRD  GOSPKL.— (i. )  Literary  form.— (a.} 
The  Dedication  of  Lk. — The  dedication  (li-4)  shows 
37    Single      l^at  we  ^ave  Passe(i  into  a  new  literary 
tradition  •  Lk  Province'       The  Muratorian  fragment 
calls    attention    to  the    fact    that    the 
author  writes  '  in  his  own  name,'  a  novelty  among  evan 
gelists.      He  also  dedicates  his  work  to  some  one  who, 
if  not  an  imaginary  '  God-beloved,'4  would  appear  to  be 

Philo  (1  173)  on  '  the  three  measures  (jaeVpa)  of  the  soul '  that 
are  to  be  'kneaded'  like  cakes  (eyKpv^t'ai)  wherein  the  sacred 
doctrme  '  must  be  hidden  (ice/cpu'^flac).'  After  the  destruction  of 
the  Temple,  Vespasian  compelled  Jews  in  all  parts  of  the  Empire 
to  pay  the  didrachm  to  the  Roman  Treasury.  Among  Christian 
Jews  there  may  have  arisen  the  question  whether  they,  being 
no  longer  '  Jews,'  were  liable  to  pay  it. 

1  Mk.  1462  omits  'immediately,'  Lk.  226o  substitutes  'shall 
be'  for  'ye  shall  see.'     Cp  also  Mt.  1028  '  till  they  see  the  Son 
of  man  coming  in  his  kingdom,'  Mk.  9  i  '  the  kingdom  of  God 
having  come,'  Lk.  927  'the  kingdom  of  God.' 

2  Cp  i  Cor.  14zo   'be   not  children  (naiSia)  in   mind:    how- 
beit  in  malice  be  ye  babes,  but  in  mind  be  men '  (see  also  i  Cor. 
3  i  13  i). 

3  There  may  have  been,  however,  controversial   reasons  for 
omitting  that  epithet. 

4  Cp   Lightf.    BE   107,    '  Theophilus,    if  a   real   person   and 
not  a  nom  de  guerre.'     Theophilus,  in  itself,  is  not  an  unlikely 
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a  patron,  a  man  of  rank.  The  apostles — the  (1 2)  '  eye 
witnesses  and  ministers  of  the  word ' — appear  to  have 
'  delivered  '  their  testimony  by  oral  tradition  (iraptdoffav) 
and  to  have  passed  away.  To  supply  their  places  (li) 
'  many '  had  '  attempted  to  draw  up  a  formal  narrative 
(dvard^affdaL  5ir)jri<nv) '  concerning  the  matters  fully 
established  in  the  Church.  These  writers  had  clearly 
not  been  eye-witnesses,  nor  were  they,  in  Lk. 's  judgment, 
so  successful  as  to  make  unnecessary  any  further 
attempts.  Apparently  they  had  failed  in  the  three 
points  in  which  he  hopes  to  excel  :  they  had  not  ( i ) 
'traced  everything  up  to  its  source  (irapijKoXovdrjKOTi 
&vudev  Traffic),'  and  this  (2)  'accurately  (cl/cpt/3wj),'  and 
(3)  they  had  not  written  'in  order  (/ca0e|?7s). ' 

All  this  affords  an  interesting  parallel  to  the  description  of  the 
collection  of  the  Mishiia  by  R.  Judah  (Hor.  Hebr.  1 161). 
'  When  he  saw  the  captivity  was  (sic)  prolonged,  and  the  scholars 
to  become  faint-hearted,  and  thestrength  of  wisdom  and  the  cabala 
to  fail,  and  the  oral  law  to  be  much  diminished — he  gathered  and 
scraped  up  together  all  the  decrees,  statutes,  and  sayings  of  the 
wise  men.'  For  '  the  captivity  was  prolonged,' substitute  'the 
Lord  delayed  his  coming,'  for  '  sayings  of  wise  men  '  substitute 
'traditions  (Trapafidcrets)'  and  'narratives  (£iiryij<reis),'  some  of 
which  were  probably  based  on  the  Psalms  of  Israel  and  the 
hymns  of  the  first  generation  of  Christians — and  we  have  the 
same  phenomena  introducing  themselves.  Catechumens  were 
disturbed  by  the  diversity  of  traditions  ;  catechists  and  evangel 
ists  themselves  found  it  hard  to  distinguish  the  genuine  from 
the  spurious;  it  was  time  to  'gather  and  scrape  up  together' 
the  traditions — especially  those  upon  the  Resurrection  and  the 
Incarnation,  and  to  do  this  with  such  exactness  (aicpi/3u>s)  that 
the  catechist  might  '  know  the  certainty  (a<rc£aAeiai/)'  about  the 
points  of  Christian  faith. 

(/3)  Linguistic  characteristics. — As  a  corrector,  in 
the  Triple  Tradition,  Lk.  has  been  shown  above  to  be 

38  It  t  1  a  'mSu'st'c  Purist,  and  his  insertions 
^  '  often  indicate  a  love  of  sonorous  and 
compound  words  (1822  1?33).  But  in  his  Introduction, 
when  describing  the  days  before  the  Nativity  (as  also 
when  describing  the  first  days  of  the  church  in  Acts), 
the  narrative  takes  an  archaic  and  Hebraic  turn. 

The  vocabulary  of  Lk.  is  largely  borrowed  from  the  LXX,andin 
particular  from  the  Apocrypha — e.g.,  en-i/SAci/fop,  <x7ro<nracr<JeVTa>p, 
t;ri|3aAAet  (in  the  sense  of  'belonging'),  cmcriTicr/xos,  the  use  of 
VI/UOTOS  for  God,  (TTty/ouj,  ayri/SaAAeii/,  euOeros,  nepi<rira.o-9at, 
Kaipbf  eTTKrKOTrijs,  Soxri  and  Auo-iTeAei.  Cp  Lk.'s  story  of  the 
rich  fool  (12  19)  with  Ecclus.  11 18;  Lk.  187  ('Though  he  bear 
long  with  them  [nxaiepo0i>ju.er|  .  .  .')  with  Ecclus.  22  22  ;  Lk.  142 
('  Blessed  art  thou  among  women ')  with  Judith  13  18.  Often 
there  is  an  allusive  use  of  LXX  words.  Cp  Lk.  2851  (about 
Joseph  of  Arimathaea  who  had  not  '  consented  to '  the  decision 
of  the  Pharisees)  with  Ex.  23  i,  'Thou  shalt  not  consent  -with 
(crvyKaTadrjay)  the  unjust';  Lk.  23  49  with  Ps.  888  'Thou  hast 
put  mine  acquaintances  (yi/cocn-ous)  far  from  me'  ;  and  Lk.  20 20 
eyicaSeVous  with  Job  lit  12,  31 9  ;  also  Lk.  1  7  7rpoj3e/3r)/coTes  ev  rais 
Sepals  with  Gen.  18  n  7rpo/3e/3r)KOTes  r\ij.fpiav.  It  is  difficult  to 
decide  whether  those  portions  of  Lk.  which  approach  the  LXX  in 

name  for  a  Jew.  And  the  omission  of  (cpai-tore  in  Acts 
1 1  might  be  explained  on  the  ground  that  Lk.  thinks  it  in 
bad  taste  to  be-noble  a  young  catechumen  too  much  (just  as 
Dion.  Halic.  Orat.  Antiq.  [Reiske,  5  445]  begins  and  ends 
[til  128]  a  treatise  with  (cpa-nore  'Afj.fj.aLe,  but  intersperses 
[719]  T<2  ^lAraTO)  and  [722]  /3e'ATi<rre).  To  use  the  term  obtru 
sively  is  characteristic  of  '  the  obsequious  man '  in  Theophr. 
Charact.  5,  ai/6paKpaTi<TTOJ'et7noi/(Jebb,  '  after  a  large  display  of 
respect '). 

Kpa.ri.a-Te  certainly  cannot  refer  to  moral  qualities  alone. 
This  is  proved  (i)  by  Lk.'s  use  of  the  vocative  in  Acts  24  3  2625 
(and  cp  2326);  (2)  by  2  Mac.  4 12,  Jos.  Ant.  iv.  2s  (in  the 
latter,  vocatively),  where  it  is  applied  to  '  young  men  of  distinc 
tion  or  nobility, 'and  cp  Lucian  2272  Kp^riav  01  (cpaTtorot,  .  .  . 
ou^i  oi  iJtwrai  fj.6vov,  aAAa  <cal  oi  /SacriAt/cajTepoi  (cai  TrptoTeveii/ 
dfioOfTes).  (3)  Dion.  Halic.  seems  (as  quoted  above)  to  dis 
tinguish  between  (cpaTtore  and  jSeATicrre.  (4)  It  seems  highly 
probable  that  the  author  of  the  first  part  of  the  Epistle  to 
Diognetus  has  Lk.  in  view  when  writing  (§  i)  eTreiir/  opo>, 
^parterre  AidyiTji-e,  where  '  Diognetus  '  represents  not  a  Christian, 
but  an  inquirer,  and  is  probably  a  fictitious  name.  If  so,  this 
tends  to  show  that  he  regarded  Lk.'s  '  Theophilus '  as  represent 
ing  a  typical  catechumen,  just  as  his  own  '  Diognetus '  repre 
sented  a  typical  inquirer.  On  the  whole,  the  impression  left  by 
the  use  of  the  name  is  that  it  is  typical  of  one  who  might  be 
addressed  in  a  twofold  sense  as  (Hamlet,  i.  5  38) '  thou  noble  youth.' 
Philo  undertakes  a  treatise  on  the  Creation  (1 1)  '  for  the  sake  of 
the  God-beloved  (TOU  0eo<J>iAous).'  And  does  not  Lk.'s  (Actsli) 
TOV  fj.ev  irptarov  \6yov  en-onjo-anxT)!/  Trepi  navrtav,  a>  ©edc^iAe,  sound 
like  an  echo  of  Philo  2  444  6  /uef  n-pdrepos  Adyos  V  wiv,  <J>  © edfiore, 
irepl  TOU  .  .  .  ?  Tatian  speaks  of  (12)  'interpretations  (of 
Scripture)  which  being  published  in  writing  make  those  who 
give  heed  to  them  greatly  beloved  of  God  (<?eo<£>iAeis). ' 
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rhythm  and  vocabulary  are  translations  from  Hebrew  documents, 
or  imitations,  conscious  or  unconscious,  of  the  books  of  the  LXX. 
But  the  use  of  6  Kupios,1  'the  Lord' — in (7  13)  the  raising  of  the 
widow's  son  at  Nain,  (10  i)  the  appointment  of  the  Seventy,  (11 
39)  the  rebuke  of  the  Pharisees,  (1242)  the  preface  to  the 
parable  of  the  faithful  and  just  steward,  (1815)  the  healing  of 
the  daughter  of  Abraham  bound  by  Satan,  (17  sf.)  the  parable 
of  the  sycamore  tree,  (186)  the  parable  of  the  unjust  judge,  (19 
8)  the  story  of  Zacchaeus,  (22  61)  Christ's  looking  on  Peter,  and 
the  verse  (24  3)  where  it  is  said  that  '  they  found  not  the  body  of 
the  Lord  Jesus' — confirms  the  theory  (which  is  also  supported 
by  internal  evidence)  that  these  passages  in  Lk.  are  translations. 
Another  test-word  is  'IepovcraA>j/u..  Lk.  uses  'IcpoucraA^  about 
twenty-six  times,  'lepocroAujua  only  three  times  (222  1H28  287). 
The  latter  form  is  sometimes  used  geographically  by  writers 
who  use  the  former  rhetorically  or  historically  ;  but  it  is  remark 
able  that  in  222  and  4^1  the  two  forms  should  be  used,  apparently 
in  the  same  sense,  ai^yayov  O.VTOV  eis  'Iepo<roAujua  and  firo- 
pevovro  .  .  .  eis  'lepoutmAjj^.2  Cp  JERUSALEM,  §  i. 

(ii. )  Doctrinal  Characteristics.  — The  key-note  of  Lk.  's 
doctrine  is  touched  in  the  song  of  Zacharias  over  the 

.     Baptist,  and  struck  more  clearly  in  the 
39.   Its  spirit.  ,.,,   T 

song  of  Simeon  over  the  child  Jesus  ; 

proclaiming,  in  the  first  case,  redemption  for  (ly?) 
'God's  people,'  in  the  second,  for  (231  f. )  'all  the 
peoples,  a  light  for  revelation  of  the  Gentiles. ' 

The  implied  (416-30)  rejection  of  the  Jews  in  favour  of  the 
Gentiles  at  the  outset  of  Christ's  public  life  in  Nazareth  is  a 
chronological  error  ;  but  it  indicates  the  tendency  of  the  Gospel. 
When  (Mt.  632)  'the  Gentiles'  are  condemned  as  seeking 
pleasures,  Lk.  is  careful  to  add  (1230)  'the  Gentiles  oftheivorld,' 
i.e.,  those  who  are  spiritually  Gentiles;  and  Lk.'s  'seventy' 
missionaries  are  emblematic  of  the  Gospel  to  '  the  nations."  Mk. 
makes  no  mention  of  the  Samaritans;  Mt.  has  merely  (105) 
'  Go  not  into  any  city  of  the  Samaritans  ' ;  but  in  Lk.  the  sons 
of  Zebedee  are  rebuked  for  desiring  to  call  down  fire  on  a 
Samaritan  village  ;  a  just  Samaritan  shames  both  priest  and 
Levite  ;  and  a  grateful  Samaritan  puts  nine  Jewish  lepers  to  the 
blush.  As  for  the  law,  it  is  valid  as  long  as  Jesus  is  a  child  or 
(251)  'subject  to'  his  parents;  but  as  soon  as  he  has  been 
baptized,  it  is  regarded  as  (4i8  16 16)  superseded  because 
fulfilled. 

Lk.  's  Gospel  is  'abundant  in  contrasts.  It  couples 
'blessings'  with  (Lk.  624-26)  'woes.'  It  proclaims  a 
conflict  pending — between  God  and  Satan,  forgiveness 
and  sin,  self-renunciation  and  worldliness — which  is  to 
culminate  in  the  triumph  of  mercy  imparting  to  the 
Gentiles  (244?)  a  message  of  'repentance  and  remission 
of  sins. ' 

When  Satan  departs  from  Jesus,  it  is  only  (413)  '  for  a  time  '  ; 
Satan  binds  a  daughter  of  Abraham,  is  beheld  by  Jesus  '  fallen 
from  heaven,'  enters  into  Judas,  and  demands  the  Twelve  that 
he  may  '  sift '  them.  There  is  a  sharp  demarcation  between 
rich  and  poor.  It  is  'the  poor,'  not  (as  Mt.  63)  'the  poor  in 
spirit,'  that  are  'blessed.'  In  Lk.,  Christ  pronounces  a  woe 
upon  them  that  are  rich,  rebukes  the  '  cumbered '  Martha, 
exhorts  the  rich  to  entertain  the  poor,  and  dooms  the  rich  fool 
to  a  sudden  death,  while  Dives  is  consigned  to  unalterable 
torment.  But,  above  all,  Lk.  contrasts  'repentance'  with 
pride.  If  Lazarus  is  contrasted  with  Dives,  the  grateful 
Samaritan  with  the  ungrateful  Jewish  lepers,  the  merciful 
Samaritan  with  the  heartless  priest  and  Levite,  and  the  trivial 
anxieties  of  Martha  with  the  simple  devotion  of  Mary,  much 
more  does  the  publican  find  his  foil  in  the  Pharisee  who  prays 
by  his  side  ;  the  woman  '  which  was  a  sinner'  and  '  loved  much,' 
in  Simon  the  churlish  host  who  loved  little ;  the  prodigal 
younger  son  in  the  envious  elder  son  ;  and  the  penitent  thief  on 
the  right  in  the  impenitent  thief  on  the  left.  All  these  stories, 
as  well  as  that  of  Zacchseus,  and  the  lost  piece  of  silver,  must 
have  appealed  with  great  force  to  many  who  applied  to  them 
selves  the  words  of  Ephes.  2i  :  'And  you  did  he  quicken  when 
ye  were  dead  through  your  trespasses  and  sins ' ;  they  magnify 
the  power  of  forgiveness — contrasting  the  instantaneous  and 
complete  victories  of  faith  (for  the  most  part  '  without  works ') 
with  the  inferior  results  of  a  long  life  of  ordinary  and  prudent 
respectability. 

(iii. )  A  manual  for  daily  conduct. — The  insertion  of 

1  The  Gospel  of  the  Hebrew  always  uses  the  form  6  Kvptos, 
never  6  'IjjeroCs. 

2  Another  test-phrase  is  ti-ntv  fie,  frequent  in  Genesis  and  the 
early  part  of  Exodus,  but  rare  or  non-existent  in  later  books. 
It  does  not  occur  in  Mk.  or  Mt.     In  Jn.  it  occurs  only  (a)  in 
the  interpolated  8 1 1,  the  woman  taken  in  adultery;  (p)   in  126 
[where  D  transposes  Se,  and  Ss  omits  eiirei/  5e  ('Now  Judas 
did   not    care '),    the    original    probably   being    simply,     '  Not 
that  Judas  cared'];  (f)  in  21 23  OVK  elirev  5e,  where  Se  is  sup 
ported  by  NBC  and  is  perhaps  genuine,  meaning  'however.' 

In  Lk.  (as  also  in  Acts)  it  is  frequent,  mostly  in  his  Single 
Tradition,  but  sometimes  in  the  Double  or  Triple  when  lie 
introduces  ivords  or  arrangements  of  his  own.  In  view  of 
these  facts/ Mt.  1247,  bracketed  by  Tischendorf  and  placed  by 
WH  in  marg.,  should  be  rejected  as  an  interpolation. 
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'  day  by  day,'  both  in  the  Lord's  Prayer  and  in  the 
40  Its  aim  PrecePl  to  '  ta^e  up  the  cross,'  indicates 
a  purpose  in  the  writer  to  produce  a 
practical  Gospel.  Lk,  seems  to  see,  as  the  main  obstacles 
to  the  Faith,  not  '  hypocrisies '  nor  Jewish  backsliding, 
but  the  temptations  of  wealth  and  social  position  acting 
upon  half-hearted  converts  ;  and  his  sayings  about 
'  building  the  tower,'  '  putting  the  hand  to  the  plough,' 
'renouncing  all  one's  possessions,'  and  'hating'  father 
and  mother,  are  pathetic  indications  of  what  must  have 
been  going  on  in  the  divided  household  of  many  a 
young  '  Theophilus. '  The  important  part  played 

by  '  devout  women '  in  Acts  prepares  the  reader  for 
finding  prominence  assigned  to  them  here.  Lk.  alone 
gives  us  the  songs  of  Mary  and  of  Elisabeth,  and  the 
testimony  of  Anna.  The  mother  of  the  Lord  (not 
Joseph)  ponders  in  her  heart  the  words  of  her  Son,  and 
her  sufferings  are  made  (235)  the  subject  of  prophecy; 
Lk.  alone  mentions  the  domestic  anxieties  of  Martha 
and  the  devoted  faith  of  her  sister,  the  cure  of  the 
afflicted  'daughter  of  Abraham,'  the  woman  who 
invoked  a  blessing  upon  the  womb  that  bare  Jesus,  the 
story  of  her  who  '  loved  much,'  and  the  parable  of  the 
woman  rejoicing  over  the  lost  piece  of  silver.  Lot's 
wife  is  mentioned  by  him  alone  ;  nor  do  we  find  in  any 
other  Gospel  the  utterance  of  Jesus  to  the  '  daughters  of 
Jerusalem.'  Mk.  and  Mt.  concur  with  Lk.  in  pro 
nouncing  a  blessing  on  the  man  who  gives  up  father  or 
mother  or  lands  or  houses  for  Christ's  sake  ;  but  Lk. 
alone  adds  '  wife. ' 

Strangely  incongruous  with  these  sayings  and  with  the  great 
body  of  Synoptic  doctrine,  are  the  parables  of  the  unjust  steward, 
the  unjust  judge,  and  the  friend  persuaded  by  importunity. 
The  moral  of  them  appears  to  be  '  Copy  the  world,  only  in  an 
unworldly  fashion.'  Yet  the  thought,  the  style,  and  the  language, 
make  it  difficult  to  believe  that  Jesus  uttered  these  parables  in 
their  present  shape ;  and  the  last  two  (as  they  stand)  seem  at 
variance  with  his  command  to  remember  that  the  Father 
knoweth  what  things  we  need  before  we  ask  for  them.  Every 
thing  points  to  the  conclusion  that  we  have  here,  and  probably 
elsewhere  in  Lk.,  discourses,  based  indeed  on  Christ's  doctrine 
but  not  containing  his  words  or  modelled  after  his  methods  and 
style.  Else,  why,  in  the  parable  of  the  Shepherd,  do  we  find  the 
dramatic  element  in  Lk.  156  whilst  it  is  absent  in  Mt.  1813?  and 
why  do  Lk.' s  parables  alone  introduce  the  soliloquy — e.g.,  in  the 
case  of  the  rich  fool,  the  prodigal  son,  the  unjust  steward,  the 
unjust  judge? 

(iv. )  Evidence  as  to  date. — Lk. ,  more  clearly  than 
Mk.  -Mt. ,  describes  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  as  the  result 
_,  ,  .  of  a  siege  and  capture.  He  also  more 
date,  Definitely  sets  a  term  for  aij  troubles. 
Lk.  alone  has  the  exhortation  to  (2128)  'look  up.' 
Omitting  the  remarkable  saying  of  Mk.  and  Mt.  that 
the  Son  himself  knoweth  not  'the  hour,'  he  declares 
that  the  trampling  down  of  Jerusalem  will  be  only  till 
'  the  times  of  the  Gentiles  are  fulfilled. '  Then  will  come 
a  time  of  '  distress ' — not,  however,  now  for  Israel,  but 
for  the  Gentiles — and  amidst  convulsions  of  nature  the 
Son  of  man  will  come.  In  the  hope  of  this  coming, 
the  disciples  are  to  lift  up  their  heads,  remembering 
that,  although  some  of  them  will  be  'slain,'  not  a  hair 
of  their  heads  will  be  injured.  The  comparatively 
cheerful  discourse  on  the  Coming,  combined  with  the 
joyful  and  triumphant  tone  of  the  Introduction,  accords 
with  the  general  tenor  of  Lk.  when  compared  with  Mt. , 
and  indicates  as  the  author  a  Christian  Gentile  to  whom 
(as  to  Barnabas)  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  was  an  accepted 
and  not  unwelcome  fact.  Writing  with  recollection, 
but  not  under  the  present  pressure,  of  persecution, 
when  the  Church  was  making  rapid  progress  in  the 
conversion,  not  only  of  the  slaves,  the  poor,  and  the 
'devout  women,'  but  also  of  the  higher  and  more 
educated  classes  in  the  Roman  Empire,  the  Evangelist 
seems  to  be  looking  forward  to  the  moment  when  '  the 
times  of  the  Gentiles'  would  be  'fulfilled,'  and  the  Son 
of  man  would  suddenly  '  come. '  Such  a  date  might  be 
reasonably  fixed  at  the  close  of  Vespasian's  or  the 
beginning  of  Nerva's  reign. 1  See  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  84/1 

1  Acts 28 30 ('  And  he  (Paul)  abode  two  whole  years  [in  Rome]'} 
suggests,  at  first  sight,  that  Acts — and,  a  fortiori.  (Acts  1  i) 
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43.  Its  relative 


(v.  )  Supernatural  Narratives  peculiar  to  Lk.  ,  apart 

from  the  Introduction  and  the  Conclusion,  are  :  (i)  the 

_,        miraculous  draught  of  fishes  ;  (2)  the  raising 

.  '    .        of  the  widow's  son  at  Nain  ;  (3)  the  healing 

irac  es.  ^  the  woman  bound   by  Satan  ;    (4)   the 

cure  of  the  dropsical  man  ;  (5)  the  appearance  of  the 

angel  strengthening  Jesus,   and  (6)  the  healing  of  the 

severed  ear.1 

As  regards  (6),  its  omission  by  all  the  other  Evangelists  is,  in 
itself,  almost  fatal  to  its  authenticity,  and  it  is  probably  to  be 
explained  as  the  result  of  a  literary  misunderstanding.  There 
was  probably  some  tradition  —  ambiguous,  or  obscure,  and 
omitted  by  Mk.  —  that  Jesus  said  (a)  '  let  it  (i.e.  the  sworif)  be  re 
stored  to  its  place.'  This  was  misunderstood  by  Lk.  as  meaning 
(b)  '  let  it  (i.e.  the  ear)  be  restored.'  He  therefore  substituted 
(b)  for  (a),  and  amplified  his  narrative  in  such  words  as  to  leave 
no  ambiguity.  - 

(vi.  )  Lk.'  s  position  historically.  —  We  are  led  to  the 
conclusion  that,  although  Lk.  attempted  to  write 

'  ^^  '  and  '  in  ordf  -  '  y*  he 
could  not  always  succeed.  When 
>  deciding  between  an  earlier  and  a  later 
date,  between  this  and  that  place  or  occasion,  between 
metaphor  and  literalism,  between  what  Jesus  himself 
said  and  what  he  said  through  his  disciples,  he  had  to 
be  guided  by  evidence  which  sometimes  led  him  right, 
but  not  always. 

In  regarding  the  story  of  the  fig-tree  as  a  metaphor,  and  the 
promise  about  treading  on  scorpions  as  a  spiritual  promise,  and 
in  placing  the  home  of  the  infant  Jesus  at  Nazareth,  not  at 
Bethlehem,  he  was  probably  right.  The  Feeding  of  the  Four 
Thousand  he  may  have  rightly  rejected  as  a  duplicate  of  the 
tradition  about  the  Five  Thousand.  But  he  himself  seems  to 
give  in  his  Mission  of  the  Seventy  a  duplicate  of  the  Mission  of 
the  Twelve.3  His  two-fold  description  of  Jesus  as  mourning 
over  Jerusalem,  once  (1834)  in  Galilee,  and  once  (1941)  near  the 
city  itself,  seems  an  error  of  an  inferential  character  (like  his 
inference  from  the  expressions  '  cup  '  and  '  platter,'  that  a  certain 
discourse  of  Jesus  was  uttered  at  the  table  of  a  Pharisee).4 
Again,  Mk.  and  Mt.  show  traces  of  duplicate  traditions  concern 
ing  the  insults  offered  to  Jesus  in  the  Passion  ;  and  these 
(combined  with  the  Psalmist's  predictions  about  (Acts  4  26)  'The 
kings  of  the  earth  ')  may  have  led  Lk.  to  adopt  a  tradition—  not 
mentioned  by  the  other  Evangelists  —  that  Herod  joined  with 
Pilate  to  persecute  Christ.  In  the  journey  to  Emmaus  and  the 
Manifestation  to  the  Eleven,  it  has  been  shown  (§  28./)  that  he 
seems  to  take  metaphor  for  literal  statement.  Some  textual 
ambiguity  may  have  induced  him  to  believe  that  the  Nazarenes, 
instead  of  (as  Mk.  and  Mt.)  'being  caused  to  stumble  in  Jesus,' 
tried  to  '  cause  Jesus  to  fall5  (down  a  precipice),'  and  that  the 
words  uttered  to  the  woman  at  the  anointing  6  were  not  'Let 
her  alone,'  but  '  Her  sins  are  forgiven  her." 

Lk.  's  absolute  omission  of  some  genuine  and  valuable 
traditions  —  especially  in  connection  with  Christ's  ap 
pearing  to  women  after  the  Resurrection  and  with 
Christ's  promise  to  go  to  '  Galilee  '—though  it  may  be 
in  part  extenuated  on  the  ground  of  the  need  of  selection, 
and  in  part  almost  justified  on  the  ground  of  the  obscurity 
of  the  original,  nevertheless  seriously  diminishes  the 

'the  former  treatise,'  i.e.,  Lk.  —  was  completed  during  the  apostle's 
life.  But  although  Acts  may  incorporate  documents  written  while 
Paul  was  living  and  left  unaltered  by  the  compiler,  the  compila 
tion  may  have  been  made  many  years  after  the  apostle's  death. 

1  Of  these  (3)  and  (4)  demand  no  special  mention  ;  (i)  must  be 
classed  (§  32  and  §  47)  with  Jn.'s  draught  of  153  fishes,  which  is 
symbolical  ;  (2)  will  be  discussed  with  the  Raising  of  Lazarus 
(see  below,  §  58).     As  to  (5)  (described  by  WH  as  not  a  part 
of  Lk.'s  gospel,  but  as  one  of  'the  most"  precious  among  the 
remains  of'  an  'evangelical  tradition,'  'locally  current  beside 
the  Canonical  Gospels,'  and  as  being  '  rescued  from  oblivion  by 
the  scribes  of  the  second  century  ')  see  §  62  (4). 

2  The  same  word  airoKaOnTTavaL  means  '  restore  '  a  sword  in 
Jer.29  (Heb.  47)6,  and   a  limb  in  Lk.  610.      The  solution  is 
unconsciously  suggested   by  Ephrem    (236-7):    'Justitiam  (i.e. 
gladium)  in  locum  suum  reduxit  .  .  .  Aurem  in  locum  suum 
restituit.' 

3  Cp  Lk.'s  accounts  of  the  two  Missions  (a)  93-5  (t)  10i-i2 
with  Mt.s  account  of  the  single  Mission  (Mt.  10  7-15),  and  it  will 
be  found  that  (b)  is  almost  entirely  made  up  of  that  portion  of 
Mt.  which  does  not  occur  in  (a). 

4  See  above,  §  19. 

Confusion  between  a  verb  and  its  causal  form  produces 
many  variations  in  the  LXX(Gen.  8223  Num.  202?  Jer.  15  i6etc.), 
and  probably  explains  many  Synoptic  variations  ;  cp  Mk.  2  19  Mt. 
9i5_8ui/a>/Tai  i/rjorevW  (Mt.  wevedv)  with  Lk.  634  Svva.<r8e  .  .  . 
7roi)j<rai  i/ijcrreCo-ai  ;  Mk.  92  Lk.  928  Mk.  11?  Lk.  1935.  A  great 
many  instances  occur  in  Theodotion's  and  the  LXX  version  of 
Daniel  (1  5  [trrijom,  CTTTJI-CU]  n  213  16,  etc.). 
6  See  above,  §  10  n. 
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value  of  his  work.  Every  page  of  it  shows  signs  of 
pains,  literary  labour,  and  good  taste.  It  is  by  far  the 
most  beautiful,  picturesque,  and  pathetic  of  all  the 
Gospels,  and  probably  the  best  adapted  for  making 
converts,  especially  among  those  who  have  to  do  with 
the  life  of  the  household.  But,  if  bald  bare  facts  are  in 
question,  it  is  probably  the  least  authoritative  of  the 
Four. 

Jn.  often  intervenes  to  describe  facts  mentioned  by 
Mk. -Mt.  and  omitted  by  Lk.  But,  as  regards  facts 
mentioned  by  Lk.  alone,  Jn.  is  either  silent  or  gives  so 
different  a  version  of  them  (as  in  the  case  of  the  Draught 
of  Fishes)  that  many  would  fail  to  recognise  an  intention 
to  describe  the  same  event.  On  this  point,  see  the  next 
section. 

(vii. )  Jn.  in  relation  to  Lk.'s  Single  Tradition. — It 
is  only  where  Lk.  alters,  or  omits,  some  Synoptic 
44.  Tt«  ralafnn  Tradition,  or  where  he  attempts  to 
to  Jn  describe  the  phenomena  that  followed 

the  Resurrection,  that  Jn.  (as  a  rule) 
steps  in  to  correct  Lk.  The  Fourth  Gospel  lies  outside 
that  large  and  beautiful  province,  peculiar  to  the  Third, 
which  deals  with  the  welcome  of  repentant  sinners  ;  and 
some  of  the  words  most  in  use  with  Lk. — '  repentance,' 
'faith,'  'rich,'  'riches,'  'divorce,'  'publican,'  and  (in 
the  words  of  Jesus)  '  sinner ' — are  altogether  absent 
from  Jn. 

Perhaps  the  only  important  point  of  doctrine  in  which  Jn. 
may  be  thought  tacitly  to  contradict  the  Single  Tradition  of  Lk. 
is  prayer,  as  to  which  Lk.  encourages  something  approaching  to 
importunity,  while  Jn.  so  far  discourages  it  that  he  avoids  the 
very  use  of  the  word,  preferring  'ask'  or  'request,' and  every 
where  implies  that  the  essential  thing  is,  not  that  the  petitioner 
should  be  importunate,  but  that  he  should  be  'in  Christ,'  in 
which  case  his  petition  must  be  granted. 

Lk.  aims  at  chronological  order.  Jn.,  while  giving  a  new 
chronology,  groups  his  history  according  to  symbolical  and 
spiritual  principles.  Lk.  often  removes  from  the  old  Tradition 
such  words  as  Atticists  might  condemn  ;  Jn.  seems  sometimes 
to  prefer  them,l  and  always  uses  a  vocabulary  simple  even  to 
monotony.  Lk.  writes  what  'eye-witnesses'  have  delivered,' 
Jn.  (not  here  dissenting,  but  indicating  superiority)  writes  in 
the  name  of  eye-witnesses  concerning  (Jn.  1 14)  that  which  '  we 
have  contemplated  (eSeacra/aeSa). ' 

So  far,  Jn.  may  be  said  to  differ,  without  correcting ;  but  on 
one  or  two  points  of  Lk.'s  Single  Tradition  he  seems  to  write 
correctively.  For  example:  Lk.  82  mentions  'Annas  and 
Caiaphas  '  as  '  high  priests,'  but  Jn.  18 13  describes  Annas  as  the 
father-in-law  of  the  high-priest  Caiaphas;  Lk.2252  mentions 
'generals  of  the  temple,'  but  Jn.  18i2  'the  chiliarch.'  Lk., 
alone  of  the  Synoptists,  mentions  Martha  and  Mary  together. 
Mary,  he  says,  was  seated  at  Christ's  feet ;  Martha  was 
'troubled'  (8opvj3d£r),  Lk.  1041)  'about  much  serving.'  Jn. 
does  not  contradict  this  ;  but  he  presents  us  with  a  different 
aspect  of  Martha.  Mary,  he  says,  was  sitting  at  home  with  the 
Jews ;  Martha  went  to  meet  Jesus,  and  made  a  confession  of 
faith  in  him,  and  induced  Mary  to  come  forth  also  to  meet 
him. 

In  two  or  three  instances,  Jn.  represents  as  an  act  what  Lk. 
represents  as  a  "word.  E.g.,  Lk.  2227  ('I  am  in  the  midst  of 
you  as  he  that  serveth ')  is  parallel  to  Jn.  13 1-5,  where  Jesus 
'serves';  Lk.  2232  ('I  have  besought  for  thee')  seems  parallel 


to  the  prayer  to  the  Father  in  Jn.  17  15  ('keep  them  from  the 
evil   one  ') 
spirit ')  ar 


evil  one').     Perhaps  we  may  add   Lk.2346  ('I   commend  my 
ind  Jn.  1930  ('  he  delivered  up  [wapfSoiKe]  his  spirit '). 


(c)  THE  JOHANNINE  GOSPEL. — The  FourthGospel  has 

._    _      ,       been  the  subject  of  various  (i. )  hypotheses 

,.'       ',  '.      of  authorship.      The  internal  evidence  for 

!mp>  these   (apart  from   direct    statements)    is 

derivable  from  (ii. )  names,  allusions,  etc.  ;    (iii. )  style  ; 

(iv. )  structure. 

(i. )  Hypotheses  of  authorship. — The  Gospel  states  that 
(2l2o  24)  '  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  '  is  the  witness 
and  writer2  of  'these  things,'  adding  'and  we  know 
that  his  witness  is  true.'  A  comparispn  of  several 
other  passages  leads  (by  a  process  of  elimination)  to  the 
inference  that  the  author — writing  perhaps  with  some 
co-operation  or  attestation  of  others — was  John  the  son 
of  Zebedee.  But  the  belief  that  the  apostle  originated 
the  Gospel  is  compatible  with  a  conviction  that  he  did 
not  compose  or  write  it  in-its  present  shape. 

1  R.g.  KpajSaTTOS,  icoAA.vj3i<rTTJs,  TUOTIICOS  (as  used  in  Mk.  14  3). 

2  The  text  is  uncertain.     There  may  have  been  originally  a 
distinction  between  'the  witness'  and  'the  writer':   2031  has 
simply  'hath  been  written,'  and  1935  simply  'hath  witnessed.' 
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For  example,  the  teaching  of  the  aged  apostle  may  have  been 
taken  up  by  a  disciple  or  'interpreter,'  and  may  have  been 
ultimately  published  by  the  latter,  as  Peter's  is  said  to  have 
been  recorded  and  circulated  by  Mark  (see  below,  §  65), 
Peter's  'interpreter.'  If,  as  Irenaeus  says,  John  the  apostle 
wrote  the  Apocalypse  about  A.D.  96,  the  difference  of  style 
between  that  and  the  Gospel  would  necessitate  a  very  lone 
interval  to  admit  even  a  possibility  that  he  wrote  the  latter.' 
Suppose  the  apostle  to  have  been  ninety,  or,  say,  only  eighty- 
five,  when  he  wrote  the  Apoc.,  and  concede  an  interval  of  only 
ten  years  to  allow  him  to  learn  a  new  kind  of  Greek,  change  his 
vocabulary,  and  adopt  a  new  style,  new  thoughts,  and  a  new 
tone,  yet  this  brings  us  to  106  A.D.  and  the  apostle  to  the  age  of 
a  hundred  or  ninety-five.  Is  it  probable  that  one  so  aged  could 
retain  powers  of  memory  and  expression  sufficient  for  the  mental 
construction,  or  even  the  literary  expression,  of  a  work  in  which, 
as  will  be  shown,  every  word  is  weighed  and  every  detail 
adapted  to  a  spiritual  purpose  ?  The  improbability  is  increased 
by  the  tradition  (reported  by  Jerome)  that  towards  the  close  of 
his  life  the  venerable  apostle  had  to  be  carried  into  the  midst  of 
the  congregation  and  could  do  no  more  than  repeat  over  and 
over  again  the  injunction  '  Love  one  another.' 

If  this  was  so,  John's  Gospel  would  nevertheless  continue  to 
be  preached,  probably  by  one  or  more  of  his  'elders,'  preaching 
in  his  name,  say  from  A.D.  98  to  A.D.  no  or  A.D.  115.  Then  it 
becomes  easy  to  understand  how  the  individuality  of  an 
'  interpreter '  may  have  combined  with  the  force  of  new  cir 
cumstances — attacks  from  philosophers  without,  conflicts  with 
incipient  Docetism  within — to  mould  the  oral  Johannine  Gospel 
into  its  present  shape,  first  without  an  appendix,  and  then,  when 
the  nominal  author  had  passed  away  (say  A.D.  108),  with  the 
additional  chapter  that,  in  effect,  alludes  (21  23)  to  his  death. 
Who  this  '  Elder '  or  '  interpreter '  may  have  been  we  cannot  now 
discuss.2  For  the  present  it  must  suffice  to  point  out  that,  as 
the  Muratorian  Fragment  enrolls  among  the  canonical  books 
the  Wisdom  of  Solomon,  though  admitting  it  to  have  been 
written  not  by  Solomon  but  by  Solomon's  friends  '  in  his  honour,' 
so  a  pupil  and  '  interpreter '  of  John,  committing  to  writing  a 
Johannine  Gospel,  might  deem  it  a  merit  to  ignore  his  own  part 
in  the  composition,  and  to  impute  it  as  a  whole  to  his  master 
and  teacher.  The  alternative  was  to  do  as  Lk.  had  done :  to 
use  '  I '  and  '  me '  in  the  preface,  and  to  explain  that  the  writer 
had  received  his  doctrine  from  the  apostle.  That,  however,  was  an 
innovation.  The  first  two  Gospels  had  given  no  signs  of  author 
ship.  The  Fourth  Gospel  differs  from  the  Third  in  method, 
arrangement,  and  system,  as  well  as  in  matters  of  fact  and  views 
of  fact.  Lk.'s  novel  precedent  might  even  stimulate  the  Johannine 
'  interpreter  '  to  merge  his  own  authorship  in  that  of  the  apostle, 
or,  rather,  in  that  of  '  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved,'  and  whom 
he  perhaps  regards  as  a  pattern  and  type  of  true  discipleship. 

Some  of  these  points  will  be  more  fitly  discussed 
under  External  Evidence.  What  has  been  said  above 
is  intended  to  guard  the  reader  against  assumptions 
fatal  to  unprejudiced  criticism. 

For  example,  it  is  commonly  assumed  (i)  that  the  author 
must  be  an  eye-witness  or  a  forger ;  (2)  that  if  he  knows  some 
things  not  known  to  the  Synoptists  he  must  know  everything 
known  to  an  apostle  and  must  be  an  apostle  ;  (3)  that  the 
minute  details  with  which  the  narrative  abounds  are  signs  of  an 
eye-witness  with  a  taste  for  the  picturesque,  and  of  an  ear-witness 
with  a  keen  sense  of  the  dramatic.3  On  the  contrary,  (i)  if  the 
writer  is  a  disciple  regarding  himself  as  the  pen  of  a  teacher,  he 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  forger  ;  (2)  if  the  writer  received  from 
John  the  apostle  some  things  not  known  to  the  Synoptists,  it 
does  not  follow  that  he  received  everything,  still  less  that  he 
must  himself  be  an  apostle  ;  (3)  if,  among  a  vast  store  of  details 
of  name  and  number  (such  as  might  naturally  drop  from  the  lips 
of  a  very  old  man  in  oral  accounts  of  reminiscences)  he  selected 
those  which  lent  themselves  to  a  symbolical  meaning,  it  does 
not  follow  that  he  was  an  eye-witness  or  ear-witness ;  and  it 
may  even  be  that  he  would  have  regarded  picturesqueness  as 
an  impertinence  approximating  to  profanity  in  one  who  was 
attempting  to  write  a  Gospel  that  should  be  a  New  Testament 
'Scripture.' 

(ii. )  Evidence  from  Names,  etc. — Here  we  consider 
(a) Names,  (/?)  Numbers,  and(y}  Quotations. 4 — (a)  Names 

1  The  Apocalypse  contains  much  internal  evidence  (e.g.  the 
reference  to  cheap  wine  and  dear  corn  in  Rev.  66)  for  placing  at 
least  part  of  the  work  in  the  reign  of  Domitian.     The  ancient 
external  evidence  for  the  Domitian  date  is  singularly  strong.    Cp 
APOCALYPSE. 

2  See  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEREDEE.     If  it  was  John  the  Elder — a 
contemporary  who,  as  Eusebius  (iii.  396)  tells  us,  was  confused 
with  the  apostle  —  the  imputation  of  the  Gospel  to  John  the 
apostle  might  be  more  easily  explained. 

3  Some    critics    actually  extend    this    last   inference   to   the 
dialogue  with  the  Samaritan  woman  at  which  no  disciple  was 
present ! 

4  In  order  to  appreciate  what  follows,  the  reader  must  re 
member  (i)  that  every  name,  number,  detail,  and  even  syllable 
in  Scripture,  was  generally  supposed  in  Rabbinical  tradition  to 
have  some  spiritual  significance  ;  (2)  that  this  significance  or 
symbolism  was  reduced  to  a  system  by  the  Alexandrian  Jews 
(see  Siegfried  and  Drummond  on  Philo);  (3)  that  Jn.  (as  will 
be  shown  in  foot-notes  to  this  section)  was  familiar  with   the 
Philonian  teaching. 
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of  places  in  Jn.    divide  themselves  into  two  classes  : 

46.  Jn.'s  proper  first>  the,we11  know,n  ;  fcond>  the  ob' 
names  scure  and  contested.  Concerning  the 

former,  Jn.  may  be  shown  to  write 
mostly  from  biblical,  or  literary,  not  from  local,  know 
ledge.  The  latter  he  mentions  only  when  they  are 
adapted  for  symbolism. 

For  example:  (i)that  Jesus(82o)  'spake  in  the  Treasury '  is  an 
error  (so  far  as  we  know)  arising  from  a  supposition  that  what 
held  in  the  days  of  Nehemiah  (1037-39,  a"d  cp  Neh.  185)  held 
also  in  the  time  of  Christ  ;1  that  the  temple  was  built  in  (2  20) 
'  forty  and  six  years  '  was  a  false  inference2  from  Ezra  1 1  about 
the  second  temple.  (2)  That  Jesus  (18 1)  crossed  the  Kidron  may 
very  well  have  happened ;  but  the  fact  appears  to  be  introduced 
as  a  parallel  to  David,  who  similarly  (2  S.  1623)  crossed  the 
Kidron  in  mourning  to  return  in  triumph.  (3)  The  mention  of 
the  cornfields  of  Sychar,  or  Shechem,  far  from  implying  an  eye 
witness,  might  have  been  made  by  any  reader  of  Philo  (1471) 
familiar  with  Gen.  4915.  (4)  Dialogues  between  a  Samaritan 
and  a  Jew  about  '  this  mountain '  (Gerizim)  as  compared  with 
Mount  Sion,  existed  among  the  Talmudists,  and  it  was  the 
custom  to  place  the  scene  at  the  foot  of  the  former  near  Shechem.3 
SYCHAR  (ff.v.)  appears  to  have  been  an  opprobrious  name  for 
Shechem  (see  §  54,  y)  ;  it  adapted  itself  to  the  dialogue  on  '  the 
living  water.'  (5)  As  for  the  alleged  familiarity  with  Capernaum 
and  its  'sea,'  it  reduces  itself  to  this,  that  the  writer  knew 
Capernaum  to  be  on  the  sea-shore,  so  that  people  would  'go 
down '  to  it,  and  knew  that  the  sea  was  large  enough  to  allow 
men  to  row — under  stress  of  weather  and  not  necessarily  in  a 
straight  direction — for  (619)  'twenty-five  or  thirty  furlongs.' 

Passing  to  '  obscure  and  contested  '  places,  we  find  (6)  in  (3  23) 
'  jEnon  near  to  Salim  '  [the  var.  loc.  '  Salem  '  is  cited]  (i.e.,  foun 
tains  near  to  Peace^ '),  a  reference  to  the  Baptist's  purification  by 
water  as  a  preparation  for  the  higher  purification  of  Melchizedek, 
king  of  Salem  (or  Peace}— i.e.,  Christ.  Cp  SALIM.  As  for  (7) 
the  corrupt  passage 4  relating  to  Bethesda,  Bethzatha,  or  Beth- 
saida,  the  most  probable  supposition  is  that  Jn.  wished  to 
describe  some  place  of  bathing  or  purification  in  Jerusalem, 
that  the  Jews  themselves  (Wetst.  ad  loc.)  called  a  bathing 
place  by  the  Greek-derived  name  probati  ('  sheep-pool '),  and 
that  a  kindred  name  appeared  to  be  applied  to  a  pool  in  Jeru 
salem  by  Nehemiah.5  Lastly  (8),  the  pool  of  Siloam,  and  its 
spiritual  interpretation — which  Jn.  introduces  in  the  healing  of 
the  man  born  blind,  the  type  of  the  converted  Gentile  world — 
would  be  known  to  every  reader  of  Is.  86. 

(|3)  Numbers. — If  the  man   at    Bethesda  represents 

sinful  Israel,  his  38  years  of  waiting  might  correspond  to  the  38 

years  that  elapsed  before  Israel  (Deut.  2  14)  '  went 

47.  Its       over  the  Brook  Zered.'6     The  153  fish,  according 

numbers,   to  Philonian  principles,7  would  mean  (as  explained 

by  Augustine)  the  Church  as  evolved  from  the 

Law  and  the  Spirit.     The  6  water-pots  '  containing  2  or  3  firkins 

apiece '   (after   the   Jews'   manner  of  purifying)  represent   the 

inferior  dispensation  of  the  week-days — i.e.,  the  Law — preparing 

Further,  how  little  security  there  is  that  names  would  be 
accurately  preserved  in  passing  from  Hebrew  to  Greek  (not  to 
speak  of  the  gulf  dividing  an  oral  tradition  from  Gospels  written, 
say,  A.D.  65-110)  may  be  seen  by  comparing  two  books  of  ©B 
in  the  circumstances  most  favourable  to  accuracy,  viz.,  -where 
both  translate  the  same  Hebrew  original  by  which  errors 
might  be  corrected.  Cp  (a)  2  Ch.  86815  with  (b)  i  Esd.  18 
15  :  (a)  Iei>)A  (b)  H(7vr)Aos,  f.8  :  (a)  Ai/xrar,  ISeiflw^.  (b)  Za.\apt.a.s, 
Efifieti/ous,  v.  1 5.  Similar  discrepancies  abound  in  i  Esd.  and  2  Esd. 
It  was  inevitable  that  variations  in  obscure  Gospel  names  should 
abound  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  century,  leaving  it  open 
to  the  writer  to  choose  that  form  which  seemed  most  suitable. 

1  Neh.  1039  might  give  the  impression  that  'the  children  of 
Israel,'  when  bringing  their  offerings  into  'the  Chambers,'  were 
allowed  to  enter  the  treasure-house.     Mk.  1241  {'over  against 
the  Treasury')  is  correct,  and  so  is  Josephus  (BJ  \.  5 a,  Ant. 
xix.  6 1).     But  no  unofficial  person  was,  in  Christ's  time,  allowed 
'  in  the  Treasury.' 

2  See  the  Classical  Revinu,  '94,  pp.  89-93,  anfl  'he  Chronology 
of  Eusebius  (ii.  81).     A  pious  Jew  would  regard  Herod  as  re 
pairing,  not  as  'building,'  the  temple.     A  historian  would  say, 
with  Josephus  (Ant.  xv.  Us),  that  Herod  built  his  part  of  the 
temple  '  in  eight  years.' 

3  Hor.  Hebr.  on  Jn.  4 20. 

4  The  RV  rendering  'by  the  sheep  (gate)'  is  unsupported  by 
any  instance  of  a  similar  ellipse  in  Greek  literature,  and  is  in 
directly  condemned  by  Eusebius  and  Jerome. 

5  See  Neh.  815©,   '  the  pool  of  the  Jleeces  for  the  shearing 
of  the  king.'     'Sheep'  in  Philo  (1170)  represent  the  irrational 
passions.     The  sick  man  in  Jn.  typifies  sinful  Israel  (Jn.  614 

sin  no  more')  waiting  for  the  intermittent  purification  of  the 
Law  (typified  by  the  intermittent  pool). 

8  '  Thirty-eight '  does  not  occur  in  the  whole  of  the  Bible  except 
in  these  two  places. 

7  The  Law  =  10  (the  ten  commandments);  the  Spirit  (Rev.  1  4 
3 1  etc.)  =  7-  According  to  Philo  (1  10),  the  fulfilment  of  any 
potentiality,  say  3,  is  1+2+3  i  'he  fulfilment  of  4  is  1  +  2+3+4. 
The  fulfilment  of  10+7  (or  17)  is  1  +  2  +  3  •  •  •  +iT,i-e,  153  : — 
absurd  of  course  to  modern  readers,  but  a  systematic  result  of 
Philonian  interpretation,  and  not  thought  absurd  by  Augustine. 
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the  way  for  the  perfect  dispensation  of  the  Sabbath — i.e.,  the 
Gospel 1 — of  which  the  wedding  feast  at  Cana  is  a  type.  Peter 
(21  8)  swims  over  200  cubits,2  a  number  that  represents  (Philo 
on  Gen.  5  22)  repentance.  The  '  five  porches '  in  Bethesda 
represent  the  five  senses  of  unredeemed  humanity  —  i.e.,  the 
unregenernte  passions— and  so  the  '  five  husbands '  of  the  Woman 
of  Samaria  represent  what  Philo  calls  'the  five  seducers,'  who 
lead  the  soul  from  its  union  with  God. 

(y)  Quotations. — Quotations  from  OT  (rare  in  the 
Gospel,  and  non-existent  in  the  Epistle)  are  condensed 

_.     OT    anc^  adapted  to  the  context.     Almost  all 
48.  Its  Ul     differ  both  from  the  Hebrew  and  from  the 

*•  LXX,  even  where  these  agree.  For  the 
most  part,  Jn.  quotes  the  OT  as  illustrating  funda 
mental  tendencies  or  pointing  to  types.3 

The  words  (10 34)  'I  said  ye  are  gods'  are  taken  to  indicate 
that  all  men  who  have  received  '  the  Word  of  God  '  are  in  some 
sense  divine.  (817)  '  The  testimony  of  two  men  is  true  '  means 
that  in  the  spiritual  world,  as  in  the  material,  experience  is  the 
test  of  truth  ;  so  that  he  who  can  produce  the  results  he  aims  at 
is  proved  to  be— so  far  as  the  province  of  the  action  extends — in 
the  region  of  truth,  having  the  testimony  of  '  two '  (himself  and 
God,  or  himself  and  Nature).  From  first  to  last  this  Gospel 
abounds  in  allusions  to  the  OT  and  is  permeated  with  Jewish 
tradition,  but  the  author  seems  to  have  shared  in  the  growing 
dissatisfaction  felt  by  Jews  with  the  LXX  at  the  beginning  of 
the  second  century,  and  to  have  been  largely  influenced  by 
Christian  traditions  of  free  quotation.4 

(iii. )  Style. — The  Fourth  Gospel  abounds  in  iteration 

— sometimes  (a)  double,  sometimes  (/3)  triple,  sometimes 

49   Its  stvle    ^    °^   ^e    same    statement    expressed 

^    '  positively  and  negatively — quite  different 

from  anything  in  the  Synoptists. 

(1  20)  '  He  confessed,  and  (y)  denied  not,  but  (a)  confessed  ' ; 
(32oy.)  'everyone  that  doeth  ill  ...  cometh  not  to  the  light 
.  .  .  but  he  that  doeth  the  truth  (y)  cometh  to  the  light ' ;  (10 
79)'!  am  the  door  of  the  sheep.  .  .  I  am  (a)  the  door.'  (a)  In 
the  Baptist's  testimony,  and  at  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel,  the 
iteration  (with  or  without  slight  variation)  is  often  twofold — e.g., 

1  31  33  'I  knew  him  not '  (twice),  and  cp  3  31  4  23^  6  39^  6  35  48 
etc.  (/3)  But  not  infrequently — with  the  aid  of  question  and  answer, 
or  other  slight  variations,  which  have  a  meaning  besides  break 
ing  the  sense  of  monotony— the  effect  of  a  threefold  iteration  is 
produced,  as  when  Jesus  is  predicting  his  Resurrection  (16  16- 
19),  where  the  words  'A  little  while  and  ye  shall  see  me,'  are 
repeated  thrice,  and  '  a  little  while  '  seven  times.     So  the  words 
of  Mk.  and  Mt.    '(cometh)  after  me' — rejected   by  Lk. — are 
converted  by  Jn.  (1152730)  into  a  triple   testimony  from  the 
Baptist  to  the  pre-existence  of  Christ. 

Westcott  rightly  calls  attention  to  the  triple  repetition  of 
'  these  things '  in  12  16,  where  the  allusion  is  to  an  unconscious 
fulfilment  of  prophecy  ;  but  in  fact  the  Gospel  abounds  with  such 
instances  (83-7  654-57  855  10  15-18  1613-16  13  34^);  and  some 
times  the  repetition  refers  not  to  words  but  to  acts.  Thrice  did 
Jesus  (728  37  12  44)  'cry  aloud  (e/cpof  ei/) ' :  thrice  (65  1141  17  i) 
raise  his  eyes  to  heaven,  and  always  as  a  prelude  to  some 
sublime  mystery  of  act  or  utterance.  The  writer  implies  that 
Jesus  manifested  himself  to  the  disciples  after  the  Resurrection 
by  many  signs  ;  but  he  selects  three,  and,  of  the  last,  he  says 
(21 14)  '  This  is  now  the  third  time  .  .  .  ' 

Numerical  groupings,  in  threes,  fives,  sevens,  etc.,  are  frequent 

1  For  this  mention  of  6,  in  connection  with  2  and  3,  cp  Philo 

2  281  :    '  The  number  6  ...  composed  of  2X3,  having  the  odd 
as  male,  and  the  even  as  female,  whence  originate  those  things 
which  are  according  to  the  fixed  laws  of  nature  .  .  .  What  the 
number   6  generated,    that   the    number    7    exhibited    in    full 
perfection.' 

2_The  number  200  occurs  again  (67)  in  the  old  tradition 
derived  from  Mk.  6  37  :  '  two  hundred  pennyworth  of  bread.' 
This  is  a  good  instance  to  show  how  Jn.  may  (as  often  elsewhere) 
have  retained  an  old  tradition  that  adapted  itself  to  spiritual 
interpretation,  as  if  to  say,  '  Not  all  the  repentance  in  the  world 
could  suffice  to  buy  bread  to  feed  the  Church  ;  it  must  be 
received  as  tits,  free  gift  of  God.'  On  the  other  hand,  in 
mentioning  (12  5)  '  three  hundred  pence '  (see  Philo  on  Gen.  6  15), 
Judas  Iscariot  unconsciously  (like  Caiaphas,  11  49),  testifies  to 
the  completeness  of  '  the  offering  of  sweet  savour '  which 
represents  (as  300  does  in  Philo)  the  harmony  between  God  and 
man,  or  the  symmetrical  body  of  Humanity,  so  that  it  is  here 
appropriate  to  the  perfect  sacrifice  of  Christ,  and  the  consequent 
unity  of  the  Church  in  his  body. 

•   3,  J.n-1924. appears  at  first  sight  to  resemble  Mt.'s  quotations 

in  being  ^an  instance  of  minute  and  exact  fulfilment.     But  the 

vesture'  is  the  Church,  which  is  not  to  be  'rent,'  and  there  is 


1  Perhaps  also  he  did  not  know  Hebrew  enough  to  render 
the  OT  with  that  exact  accuracy  which  was  attempted  soon 
after  his  days  in  the  version  of  Aquila.  That  a  writer  might  be 
familiar  with  Hebrew  tradition  but  not  with  the  Hebrew  language, 
is  proved  by  the  example  of  Philo. 
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in  the  Talmudists ;   and  something  similar  has  been  indicated 
(8  34.«-)  as  present  in  Mt.     But  in  Jn.  we  find 

50.  Jn.  3,    repetition  rather  than  grouping.     Now  Jn.  differs 

'  witness.'  from  the  Synoptists  (and  shows  some  resemblance 
to  the  Apocalypse)  in  being  from  first  to  last  a 
'witness,'  whether  from  the  Evangelist,  or  the  Baptist,  or  the 
Son,  or  the  Father ;  and  it  expressly  distinguishes  between 
(812)  'earthly  things'  and  'heavenly  things,'  to  both  of  which 
Christ  'bears  witness.'  Hence  we  are  led  to  ask  whether  Jn.'s 
twofold  iteration  may  not  be  a  kind  of  verbal  image  of  the 
principle  that  '  The  testimony  of  two  men  is  true '  (referring  to 
the  earthly  witness  of  the  Son  attested  by  the  co-operation  of 
the  Father).  Again,  the  occurrence  of  threefold  iteration  in 
references  to  the  Resurrection  and  other  mysteries,  recalls  the 
mention  (in  the  Epistle)  of  the  '  Three  that  bear  witness  on 
earth, '  (i  Jn.  5  if.)  'the  Spirit,  and  the  Water,  and  the  Blood,' 
which  three  'make  up  the  one.'  Here  the  witness,  though  '  on 
earth,'  yet  testifies  to  a  'heavenly'  mystery,  namely,  to  the 
essence  and  redeeming  powers  of  Christ.  Thus,  once  more,  we 
are  led  to  ask  whether  this  juxtaposition  of  twofold  and  three 
fold  iteration  may  be  neither  accident  nor  tautological  blemish, 
but  the  result,  partly  of  a  style  formed  in  the  schools  of  Jewish 
thought,  partly  of  a  deliberate  purpose  to  direct  the  spiritual 
reader  to  distinguish  between  the  things  of  earth  and  those  of 
heaven.  And  the  question  is  almost  changed  into  an  affirmative 
inference,  when  we  find  Philo  commenting  on  the  distinction 
(1  284^)  between  the  Lord's  speaking  'once'  or  '  twice,'  and 
declaring — in  allusion  to  Deut.  19  15  ('two  witnesses  or  three') 
— that  (1  243)  '  A  holy  matter  is  proved  by  three  witnesses.'  I 

Probably,  also,  the  combination  of  positive  and  negative  was 
based  on  principles  of  Midrash.2 

It  may  be  objected  that  such  a  style  would  be  highly 

artificial,   whereas  Jn.'s  style  is  simplicity  itself.      But, 

51   Its          m    l^e    ^rst    Place'    what  might  seem 

.v~^;i~,;*;~,.     artificial    for   us    might    be   a   second 

ambiguities.  ,     .,        ,  . ,  T     .  , 

nature  for  those  bred  amid  Jewish  and 

Alexandrian  traditions  of  the  interpretation  of  the  OT  ; 
and,  in  the  second,  though  Jn.'s  words  are  as  simple  as 
those  of  Tennyson's  In  Memoriam,  his  style  is  not 
simple. 

There  are  more  ambiguities  in  Jn.  than  in  all  the  rest  of  the 
Gospels  put  together,3  so  that  sometimes  it  might  almost  seem 
as  if  he  intended  to  leave  his  readers  to  choose  between  several 
possible  meanings,  or  even  to  decide,  according  to  their  impres 
sions,  whether  the  Evangelist  or  some  other  is  speaking. 
Moreover  he  abounds  in  subtle  variations — impossible  to  render 
in  English,  and  wholly  wanting  in  the  Synoptists  —  between 
Greek  words  such  as  :  (21  15  sq.)  </>iA<o  and  ayajroi  ('  Simon,  .  .  . 


ives  as  a  Philonian  rule,  that  '  Scripture  points  to  a  deeper 
leaning  by  doubling  an  expression]  and  adds  that  this  is  'a 


can  hardly  be   right  ;    for   who  can   believe   that  Christ   used 


former?  Yet,  if  Jn.  added  the  second  '  verily 'without  additional 
meaning,  he  was  guilty  of  tautology,  which  Philo  calls  (1  529) 
the  vilest  kind  of  '  macrology '  (fiaicpoAoytas  TO  <f>av\6TOLToi> 
eifios,  TavToAoyiav),  denying  its  existence  in  the  OT.  Moderns 
may  think  this  a  trifle  ;  but  the  question  is,  not  what  they  think, 
but  what  was  thought  by  a  Jew  A.D.  95-115.  To  him,  no  word 
in  '  Scripture  '  could  be  trifling. 

This  distinction  between  the  heavenly  and  the  earthly,  repre 
sented  by  threefold  and  twofold  rhythms,  is  perceptible  at  the 
very  outset  (1  i/.'),  where  the  three  clauses  about  the  Logos, 
followed  by  their  summary  in  one  clause — suggesting  the  Three 
'heavenly'  Witnesses,  who  are  One — are  followed  by  the 
account  of  the  'man,  named  John,'  of  whom  it  is  twice  said 
that  he  (1  jf.)  '  came  to  bear  witness  of  the  light.' 

2  On  the  Positive  and  Negative,  see  the  Canon  of  So/tar,  a 
treatise  of  suspicious  origin  but  containing  very  ancient  elements 
— (Gratz,  Hist.  4 16),  '  All  laws  of  the  Torah  .  .  .  resolve 
themselves  into  the  mysteries  of  the  masculine  and  the  feminine 
principle  (positive  and  negative).  Only  when  both  parts  meet 
together  does  the  higher  unity  arise.'  As  regards  what  may  be 
called  the  Canon  of  the  Twofold  witness,  see  Schottg.  (2362) 
(on  Ex.  31  16)  :  '  It  (the  Sabbath)  is  mentioned  twice  because  of 
the  Shechinah  above  and  below,'  i.e.,  in  Johannine  language,  to 
attest  it  in  the  name  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Father  :  and  see  the 


verba  divina  '  or  '  duplicis  mundi  rationes.' 

3  The  first  chapter  alone  suffices  to  prove  this  (1  3  5  9  15  16 
50).  Especially  difficult  is  it  to  decide  whether  his  verbs  are 
used  affirmatively,  interrogatively,  or  imperatively  (5  39  12  19 
14 1  15  18  27  16  31  20  29)  ;  and  his  on  may  often  mean  '  that '  or 
'  because '  (3  21  5  28  7  52  etc.). 
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iovest  [dyamf  s]  thou  me  ? '  followed  by  '  Simon,  .  .  .  art  thou 
my  friend  [6iAei$]  ?  ')  and  (ib.)  ol&a  and  yiinatricio  ('  Thou  kncnuest 
[0*605]  that  I  am  thy  friend  [</uAu>] '  followed  by  '  Thou  knowest 
[olias]  all  things,  thou  understandest  [yivuicrKeis]  that  I  am  thy 
friend  [(/uAwJ ').  Similar  distinctions  are  drawn  between  the 
meanings  of  iroiui  and  »rpd<r<rw,  between  Oftapflv,  oi//«r0cu,  i&elv 
and  /SAf'jrftK,  and  between  the  aorist,  and  present,  and  subjunc 
tive.1  All  these  are  natural  in  an  Alexandrian  Jew  familiar  with 
Philonian  philosophy  and  so  long  habituated  to  Greek  as  to 
be  able  to  play  on  its  words  and  utilise  to  the  utmost  its  minute 
differences  of  grammatical  expression. 

(iv. )  Structure. — (a)  The  Gospel,  as  a  whole. — The 
Fourth  Gospel  (Westc.  on  Jn.  12 1)  'begins  and  closes 
with  a  sacred  week. '  The  '  week '  has 
to  be  deduced  from  a  careful  reading  of 
the  context.  But  this  is  a  characteristic 
of  the  Gospel,  distinguishing  it  from  the 
In  the  latter,  symbolism  is  on  the  sur 
face  ;  in  the  former,  latent.  The  word  '  seven '  occurs 
about  fifty-five  times  in  the  Apocalypse  (e.g. ,  '  seven 
spirits,'  'stars,'  'angels,'  '  vials,"  etc. );  in  the  Gospel 
never.  None  the  less,  as  might  be  expected  in  a  work 
that  opens  with  the  words  '  in  the  beginning,'  so  as  to 
suggest  a  parallel  with  the  seven  days  of  Creation  and 
Rest,  the  thought  of  the  perfect  '  seven '  pervades  all 
Jn. 's  highest  revelations  of  the  divine  glory.2 

There  are  seven  miracles  or  'signs.'  There  is  a  sevenfold 
witness  (West,  xlv.)  of  (i)  the  Father,  (2)  the  Son,  (3)  the  Son's 
works,  (4)  Scripture,  (5)  the  Forerunner,  (6)  the  Spirit,  (7)  the 
Disciples.  In  the  final  discourse  —  a  Deuteronomy  in  which 
Jesus  reviews  his  'testimony,'  the  clause  ravra  AeAdArjica  vfi.lv 
(which  occurs  nowhere  else  in  the  Gospels)  is  repeated  seven 
times.  So  is  the  noun  '  love  '  (which  the  Epistle  mentions  as 
the  very  Name  of  God).3  Lastly,  the  sacred  words,  I  AM, 
used  (8  58)  absolutely  to  represent  the  eternal  being  of  the  Son, 
are  combined  with  seven  predicates,  to  represent  seven  revela 
tions  :  (i)  the  Bread,  (2)  the  Light,  (3)  the  Door,  (4)  the  Good 
Shepherd,  (5)  the  Resurrection  and  the  Life,  (6)  the  Way,  the 
Truth,  and  the  Life,  and  (7)  the  true  Vine. 

(b]  The  Details. — (i)  The  Prologue  is  based  on 
ancient  traditions,  describing4  Wisdom  as  having  taken 

53.  Prologue.  part  with  G°d  frT  the  bfg;nning  in.lhe 
creation,  and  predicting  the  accomplish 
ment  of  God's  '  truth  and  grace,'  and  the  '  tabernacling  ' 
of  his  glory  among  men.5  These  traditions  Jn.  con 
centrates  on  Christ.  Only,  instead  of  calling  him 
Wisdom,  he  prefers  the  term  Word,6  more  commonly 
used  in  the  OT. 

The  Synoptists  begin  their  Gospels  by  saying  in  effect  (Mk.) 
'The  beginning  of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ  .  .  .  was  John7 
(eyeVero  'Imai/it)?),'  or  by  tracing  the  descent  of  Jesus  to  (Mt.) 
Abraham,  or  (Lk.)  Adam.  Jn.  goes  farther  back,  saying  that 
the  Word  '  was  (^v)  in  the  beginning,  and  .  .  .  was  God,"  and 
that  the  '  man  '  John  merely  (Westc.  on  Jn.  1  6)  'arose,  or  came 
into  existence  (eyevero).'  He  then  turns  to  nature  and  histor 
'  What  has  been  (yeyovcv)  in  the  Word,'  he  says,  '  was  I 


1  E.g.  10  38  :  'iva  •yi/dire  KOL  yiv(a<rici)Te  '  that  ye  may  know  and 
grow  in  knowledge. '  A  difference  is  also  kept  between  7ri<7Tevaxri 
and  Trtoreiieruxn. 

2  There  are  indications  that  Jn.,  in  writing  his  Gospel  about 
the    New   Genesis   or  regeneration   of  man,   had  in  view  the 
Great  Announcement  of  Simon  Magus,  who  (see  below,  §  91), 
allegorising  the  Pentateuch,  discerned  in  the  five  books  a  refer 
ence  to  the  five  senses,  and  in  the  whole  a  description  of  the 
second  creation.     If  so,  it  is  to  the  point  to  remember  that  the 
Talmudists  (Schottg.  ii.  363)  found   a   mystical  meaning  in  the 
sevenfold  repetition  of  'the  cloud' — i.e.,  the  Shechinah — in  the 
Pentateuch. 

3  Owing  to  the  variation  of  MSS,  it  is  impossible  to  speak 
with  certainty  as  to  the  repetition  of  6  ©edsas  the  subject,  repre 
senting  the  divine  Creator.     There  is  fair  evidence,  however, 
for  its  sevenfold  repetition,  and  still  better  for  that  of  eV  in  the 
words  of  Jesus,  expressing  the  divine  -unity. 

*  Prov.  8  1-36  Job  28  12-28.  The  latter  declares  that  God 
alone  '  hath  seen  and  declared  (elfiec  <cai  efrjyijo-aTo) '  wisdom. 

5  Mic.  7  20  Ps.  85  9-i i. 

*>  Thus  he  leaves  it  an  open  question — to  be  answered  in  what 
follows  concerning  the  person  of  Christ — as  to  the  ttature  of  the 
Word.  '  Wisdom  '  would  have  closed  the  question  by  giving  it 
a  too  narrow  answer.  Note  that  Jn.,  alone  of  the  Evangelists, 
never  nses  the  word  'wisdom,'  though  it  is  found  (four  times) 
in  the  Apocalypse.  He  regards  God  as  a  Spirit,  permeating, 
attracting,  and  harmonising  all  that  is,  and  especially  all  that 
is  in  the  sphere  of  righteousness.  To  call  such  a  being 
'  Wisdom  '  would  be  bathos.  In  the  Epistle  he  prefers  '  Love.' 

7  WH,  vol.  ii.,  on  Mk.  1  i;  say  that  'several  fathers' 
connected  the  words  thus,  and  this  is  by  far  the  least  harsh  con 
nection,  whether  the  parenthesis  (1  ?/.)  be  considered  genuine 
or  not. 
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and  the  Life  was  (J/v)  the  Light  of  men.'l  Alluding  to  the 
name  by  which  the  Jews  called  the  Messiah  (the  Comer,  6  «'px°- 
fi«i>os),  Jn.  tells  us  that  the  Light  has  been  ever  from  the  be 
ginning  (1  9)  '  coming '  to  the  world,  but  that  at  last,  as  the 
Psalmist  had  predicted,  the  Word  '  tabernacled  '  among  men, 
and  they  beheld  his  'glory.'  But  what  'glory'?  Not  that  of 
material  splendour,  but  that  of  '  grace  and  truth.'2  These  words 
introduce  a  parallelism  with  the  OT.3  The  same  Logos  who 
has  given  light  and  life  to  men  has  also  given  '  grace '  and  '  truth  ' 
to  Israel  ;  (1  17)  '  The  Law  was  given  through  Moses,  the  grace 
(thereof )  and  the  truth  (thereof )  were  through  Jesus  Christ.'4 
See  TRUTH. 

Having  prepared  us  by  a  parenthesis  (1  14,  '  the  glory  as  of 
an  only-begotten')  to  conceive  of  an  'only-begotten,'  and  of  a 
'glory'  in  the  unity  of  divine  love,  exceeding  all  Hebraic  notions 
of  the  splendour  of  prophetic  signs  or  visions,  and  all  Hellenic 
notions  of  wisdom,  he  now  concludes  by  saying  that  it  is  not 
(as  Job  had  said)  God  who  has  'declared'  Wisdom,  it  is  (1  18) 
the  Only-begotten  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father  who  has  '  declared 
('fTyj^aTo) '  God. 

(2)  The  Bridegroom. — This  section  contains  the 
Doctrine  of  Water  :  ist,  the  Water  of  the  Law  super- 

n±  r>«  f  •  r  seded  by  the  Wine  of  the  Gospel ; 
04.  uoctnne  I  ^  {he  Water  of  Purification  .  from 

above '  ;  yd,  the  Water  of  Life  that 
quenches  the  soul's  thirst.  The  three  scenes  of  these  sub 
sections  are  severally  Galilee,  Jerusalem,  and  Samaria. 

(a)  Galilee.  After  a  period  of  (129354321)  six 
days  comes  the  wedding-feast  at  Cana,8  where  Jesus,  the  un 
acknowledged  Bridegroom  of  the  Church,  after  first  doing  justice 
to  the  'purification  of  the  Jews,'  bids  his  ministers  draw  forth 
from  the  well  6  the  water  which  the  Governor  of  the  Feast  pro 
nounces  the  best  wine. 7 

(/3)  Jerusalem.      The    next   act   of   the   Bridegroom 

1  For  the  connection,  cp  Ps.  869,  'With  thee  is  the  fountain 
of  life  ;  in  thy  light  shall  we  see  light.'    Also  note  the  distinction 
between  that  which  'has  been  and  is  (yeyovtv) '  in  the  Logos, 
and  that  which  '  came  into  being  (eyeVero) '  through  the  Logos. 
The  former  is  permanent,  the  latter  transient.     This  distinction 
is  lost  in  the  punctuation  of  the  AV,  '  was  not  anything  made 
that  was  made.' 

2  Ps.  869-11,  after  mentioning  'glory,'  'tabernacle,'  'mercy' 


ness  as  looKing  uown  irom  neaveii.  ±nih  ouuiic*  us  iu  unuer- 
stand  the  spiritual  meaning  of  (Jn.  1  51)  'the  angels  of  God 
ascending  and  descending  on  the  Son  of  man.'  They  are  '  grace 
ind  truth,"  'peace  and  righteousness,"  looking  down  from  heaven 


>u*/  should  be  read  with  the  Valentinians  (Iren.  185),  cp  Orig. 
Cels.  6  68,  where  the  context  necessitates  6of  a,  though  the  text 
has  been  conformed  to  T.  R. 

3  Light  corresponds  to  'truth,'  as  every  Jew  would  feel  who 
thought  of  the  high  priest's  Urim  and  Thummim  ('  light '  and 
'  truth '),  and  of  Ps.  43  3,  '  Send  out  thy  light  and  thy  truth.' 
Again,    the   life   of  man,  says   the   Psalmist  (30  5),  is  in  God's 
'favour  (SeArjjuari,  more  often  \a.pis).'     Hence,  what,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  nature,  may  be  called  'light  and  life,'  will  be, 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Law,  'truth,  and  favour,  or  grace 

4  Cp.  Barn.  5  6,  '  the  prophets  having  their  grace  from  hint, 
i.e.,  Christ.'     For  the  curious  expression  (1 16)  '  grace  for  grace  ' 
— i.e.,  apparently  'grace  following  grace,'  i.e.,  one  'grace 'or 
'  favour,' after  another — cp  Philo,  1342,  'constantly  bestowing 
his   graces    one    after   another    (eyofieVas    dAArjAun')'   (possibly 
based  on  some  Jewish  tradition  about  the  repetition  of  '  grace ' 
in   connection   with   [Zech.  47]    'the    head    stone,'   (5    uro-njTa 
Xdpiros  xa.pi.ra.  ovrijs.) 

5  Origen   takes  Cana(h)  to   mean  '  purchased  .possessions '; 
but  it  might  mean  (n:p)  'jealous'  or  'zealous,'  a  word  applied 
only  to  Yahwe  as  the  husband  of  Israel.     The  meaning  '  zeal '  or 
'jealousy '  suits  the  context,  and  also  (2  17),  '  The  zeal  of  thine 
house,'  etc. 

6  '  From  the  well,'  not  from  the  '  vessels."     So  Westc.  ad  loc. 

7  Philo,  1  296  :  '  he  that  hath  received  from  God,  directly  (or 
indirectly,  through  an  angel),  draughts  of  wine  (d/cpdrov),  will 
not  drink  out  of  a  cistern.'     See  also  his  comment  on  Gen.  167, 
and  his  description  of  the  Therapeutae  as  (2485)  'intoxicated 
dj.(Ovo-6(i>Tf;) '  with  the  wine  of  the  divine  love  of  God.     Add 
also    (1 103)   '  Melchizedek '    bringing   forth    bread   and    '  wine 
instead  of  water,'  and  (1  683)  '  the  truly  great  High  Priest,  the 
Cupbearer  of  God,  who,  having  received  the  draughts  of  grace, 
gives  them  in  turn,  pouring  forth  the  libation  in  its  fulness, 
namely   himself.'       For    the    '  six '   vessels   and    the    '  two    or 
three  firkins,'  see  above,  §  47.     According  to  Westcott's  view, 
adopted  above,  the  water  in  the  vessels  '  remained  water,'  but 
the  water  afterwards  drawn  from  tlie  well  became  wine ;  so 
that  the  filling  of  the  vessels  was  a   purely  emblematic  act. 
This  fact,   the  context,   the  structure  of  the  Gospel,  and  the 
traditions  of  Philo,  combine  to  indicate  that  the  whole  of  the 
narrative  is  spiritual  and  emblematic. 
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is  to  attempt  to  win  back  and  purify  the  unfaithful 
daughter  of  Jerusalem,  typified  by  the  temple.  The 
Synoptists,  from  the  human  standpoint,  describe  the 
temple  as  '  a  den  of  robbers  ' ;  Jn.  2 16,  as  a  '  place  of 
merchandise  (ffjurbptov}.' 

Herein  Jn.  seems  to  be  following  the  prophets,  who  called 
Tyre  (Ez.  273  Is.  2817)  'a  place  of  merchandise  (eju.Tropioi') '  of 
the  nations — i.e.,  as  the  Hebrew  in  the  latter  passage  expresses 
it,  she  'played  the  harlot.'  To  Jn.  the  greedy  'merchandise' 
of  the  priestly  monopolists  in  the  temple  appeared  a  kind  of 
'idolatry'  (cp.  Col.  3  5) — i.e.,  unfaithfulness  to  the  Bridegroom 
— and  he  represents  Jesus  as  devoured  by  'jealousy  (£VjAos)'  for 
the  House  of  God — i.e.,  for  the  true  Church  (his  bride  and  his 
body) — and  as  predicting  that,  even  though  men  might  destroy 
it,  it  should  be  raised  up  in  '  three  days.' 

Closely  connected  with  this  attempt  to  purify  Jerusalem 
(Ezek.  1015-35),  ''he  harlot,'  comes  the  mention  of  a  new  birth 
by  'water  and  the  Spirit.'1  It  is  introduced  as  a  doctrine  of 
'  earthly  things ' — i.e.,  as  a  rudimentary  one — and  in  inculcating  it 


Jn.  seems  to  be  assuming  baptism  with  water,  and  insisting  on 
baptism  with  the  Spirit  also.  The  full  purification,  which 
requires  '  blood '  (i  Jn.  5  8  '  the  Spirit  and  the  water  and  the 
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blood  ')  is  yet  to  come  ;  but  it  is  faintly  suggested  by  the  (2  4) 
'  hour,'  and  (3  14)  '  the  (brazen)  serpent.'2 

(7)  Samaria.  3  From  unfaithful  Jerusalem  the 
Bridegroom  passes  to  unfaithful  Samaria  (the  woman 
with  the  '  five  husbands').  She,  too,  like  the  House  of 
Jacob  of  old  (Jer.  213-25),  had  played  the  harlot  'with 
many  husbands,'  and  had  gone  to  the  waters  of  Shihor4 
to  slake  her  thirst,  having  forsaken  the  Lord,  '  the 
fountain  of  living  waters.' 

The  dialogue  takes  place  near  Jacob's  well.  In  Philo,  the 
'  well  '  and  the  '  fountain  '  represent  different  stages  of  know 
ledge.  The  well  of  Agar  represents  a  lower  stage  than  that  of 
Rebecca  ;  Rebecca  (1  249-55)  supplies  the  camels  from  the 
'well,'  but  the  servant  from  the  'fountain,'  because  the  latter  is 
(1  255)  '  the  holy  word.'  The  highest  and  best  well  of  all  is  the 
Father  of  all,  the  Fountain  of  life,  ez*er-j2  owing  (a.evao<;).b  In 
Jn.  we  find  a  place  called  (45)  Sychar  or  'drunkenness,'  prob 
ably  an  opprobrious  name  for  Shechem  (see  §  46  a),  alluding 
to  (Is.  28  1-7)  'the  drunkenness  of  Ephraim,'  but  in  any  case 
suited  to  the  moral  of  the  dialogue.  It  is  (45)  '  near  the  place 
that  Jacob  gave  to  Joseph  his  son.'  This  is  explained  by  Philo. 
Shechem  ('shoulder')  has  two  meanings;  in  connection  with 
Gen.  49  15,  where  'a  certain  athlete'  becomes  a  'husbandman,' 
it  indicates  '  labour  '  ;  but  when  it  is  mentioned  as  given  to 
Joseph,  it  means  (1  92)  '  the  bodily  things  which  are  the  objects 
of  the  senses.'  Jesus  (Jn.  46),  '  wearied  .of  his  journey,  sat  thus 
at  the  well.'  So  Philo  (1  89  yC)  says  that  Moses  'sat  at  the 
•well'  —  not  in  a  cowardly  retreat,  but  'like  an  athlete  recover 
ing  breath  '  for  a  new  attack  —  an  interesting  parallel  to  the 
position  of  Jesus  before  his  attack  on  Samaritan  unbelief.  It 
was  (4e)  'about  the  sixth  hour'  —  the  hour  described  by  Philo 
on  Gen.  18  1)  as  fittest  for  the  revelation  of  divine  truth. 
he  woman  of  Samaria,  coming  to  draw  water  from  Jacob's 
well,  received  the  rebuke  from  Jesus  (4  18),  'Thou  hast  had 
five  husbands,  and  he  whom  thou  now  hast  is  not  thy  hus 
band.'  Philo  says  (on  Gen.  36)  that  woman  is  symbolically 
'the  sense  (sensus),'  and  (1  131)  '  There  are  two  husbands  of  the 
senses,  one  lawful,  one  a  seducer  '  ;  but  he  proceeds  to  say  that 
'the  seducer'  acts  through  the  five  senses;  he  also  (1  563)  con 
nects  'having  many  husbands'  (cp  Jer.  223,  7roAvai>6puu)  with 
'  having  many  gods,'  and  speaks  of  (1  609)  those  '  enamoured  of 
many  gods,'  who  know  not  the  one  Husband,  namely  God.e 

1  Cp  the  introductory  words  in  the  same  passage  of  Ez.16  -$f., 
'  Thus  saith  the  Lord  thy  God  unto  Jerusalem  .  .  .  neither  wast 
thou  washed  in  water  to  cleanse  thee  ;  thou  wast  not  salted.' 
'  Salt  '  is  a  symbol  of  the  Spirit.     Mk.  9  49  speaks  of  '  salting  ' 
with  'fire.' 

2  See  Philo,  1  80,  on  '  the  brazen  serpent  '  (the  enemy  of  the 
serpent  that  came  to  Eve);  it  is  (it.  315,  317)  'the  strongest 
virtue.'     For  the  apparently  abrupt  transition  that  ensues  from 
'the  serpent'  to  'the  living  water,'  see  Philo,  1  82  ;   'The  one 
is  healed  by  the  brazen  serpent,  the  other  is  caused  to  drink 
that  most  excellent  draught,  Wisdom,  from  the  fountain  which 
he  brought  forth  from  his  own  wisdom.' 

3  The   statement,    that   (Westc.  Jn.  p.  Ix)  '  there   can  be   no 
question  as  to  the  individuality  of  the  discourse  with  the  woman 
of  Samaria,'  is  perfectly  true,  if  'individuality'  means  unity  of 
style  and  purpose.     It  is  practically  certain,  however,  that  the 
dialogue  did  not  actually  occur  in  the  exact  words  recorded  by  Jn. 
For  (i)  no  disciple  (4  8)  was  present  ;  and,  even  if  we  assume  that 
the  Evangelist  received  an  account  of  the  dialogue  from  Jesus 
himself,  (2)  both  Jesus  and  the  Woman  of  Samaria  talk  in  Johan- 
nine  style.     The  same  applies  to  the  dialogue  with  Nicodemus. 

4  I.e.,  'the  Nile.' 

5  Cp  a  tradition  on  Joel  3  [4]  18,  Schottg.  1  361  :  '  As  the  first 
Goel  caused  a  well  to  spring  up,  so  shall  a  second  cause  waters 
to  spring  up.' 


'  prates  with  unbridled  mouth  of  countless  things  that  should  not 


GOSPELS 

The  woman  (Jn.  4  28)  '  left  her  water-pot  (vSpiav)  and  departed  ' 
to  carry  news  of  the  Messiah.  Philo  differs  here,  but  in  such  a 
way  as  to  show  that  the  '  water-pot '  is  not  a  mere  picturesque 
detail.  He  says  that  Rebecca  (1  252)  did  not,  like  Agar,  need 
the  ao-Kos,  leather  skin — i.e.,  the  body — to  hold  the  water,  but  only 
the  vSoia,  'water-pot,'  which  is  a  symbol  of  a  heart  that  can 
hold  the  supreme  draught.  Jn.'s  view  may  be  that,  as  Rebecca 
needed  not  the  aer/cd?,  so  the  woman  of  Samaria,  who  had  risen 
a  stage  higher,  needed  not  the  v&pia.,  having  received  the  in 
dwelling  spring  of  living  water. 

The  seed  of  the  Gospel  having  been  sown  in  Shechem,  the 
associations  of  the  place  are  changed.     It  is  connected  no  longer 


eyes '  to  look  on  the  fields  '  white  already '  with  the  results  of 
his  husbandry.  Immediately  the  harvest  begins.  The  Samari 
tans  come  from  the  city.  Some  of  them  had  believed  in  Jesus 
(4  39)  on  the  testimony  of  the  woman.  But  Philo  says  that  it  is 
characteristic  of  a  false  god  to  exist  only  '  by  report  and  con 
vention,  and  the  report  moreover  of  a  woman  (1  258 ;  axoj", 
(cat  TO!  voiJ.i£e<r8ai,  KOI  aKojj  jueWoi  yvvaiKO^).'  Here  it  is  added 
that  afterwards  the  Samaritans  (4  42)  believed  '  no  longer  owing 
to  the  speaking  (AaAiaf)  of  the  woman,'  but  owing  to  the  '  word 
(Aoyoi/) '  of  Christ. 

Jesus  returns  to  Galilee  and  Cana.  Thus  the  cycle 
of  the  Bridegroom  ends  in  the  place  where  it  began, 
making  way  for  the  doctrine  ot  Bread. 

(3)  The  Bread  of  Life.2 — -The  healing  of  the  sick  man 
at  Bethesda  on  the  Sabbath,  which  represents  the  heal- 

55    The  Bread  'n^  °^  ^srae^ — not  unaccompanied  with 

'     f  T  -f  (5  14)  warning  that  the  work  might  be 

undone — is  followed  by  a  statement 3 

that  the  Son  does  nothing  but  what  he  sees  the  Father 

do.       Hence,    when    he    '  lifts    his    eyes ' 4    before    the 

eucharistic  sign    of   the  giving   of  the    bread,   we   are 

prepared  to  hear  that  what  he  gives,  the  Father  is  really 

giving.      It  is  the  bread  from  heaven. 

By  placing  the  giving  of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood  early  in  the 
Gospel,  and  by  introducing,  much  later,  the  one  commandment 
of  love,  fulfilled  by  Christ  on  the  Cross,  Jn.  gives  the  impression 
of  a  desire  to  discourage  materialistic  views  of  the  Eucharist : 
(6  63)  '  The  spirit  it  is  that  giveth  life,  the  flesh  profiteth 
nothing ;  the  words  that  I  have  spoken  unto  you,  they  are 
spirit  and  they  are  life.'5 

(4)  The    Light.  — The   doctrine    of    Light,    though 
enunciated  in  the  Prologue,  and  touched  on  (apparently 

KB   Tlio  T  itrVit     not  by  Jesus  but  bv  the  Evangelist)  in 
LllgnTi-   3  19-21,   is   not   definitely  set    forth   by 
Jesus  till  near  the  middle  of  the  Gospel  (8  12),  '  I  am 
the  light  of  the  world. ' 

This  revelation  is  described  as  being  followed  by  a  more  active 
hostility  in  the  enemies  who  now  (8  37-44)  seek  to  destroy  him, 
revealing  themselves  as  the  children  of  the  Destroyer.  The 
depth  of  darkness  (8  48  :  '  thou  hast  a  devil ')  draws  out  the 
fullest  light :  (8  58  '  Before  Abraham  was,  I  AM  ').  Then,  upon 


be  uttered.'  If  Jn.  wrote  in  part  with  a  view  to  contemporary 
heresies,  he  might  very  well  include  that  of  Simon  Magus,  who 
is  said  in  Acts  (811)  to  have  held  the  Samaritans  at  a  very 
early  period  bound  in  his  enchantments.  Justin  Martyr  testifies 
to  his  influence  in  Samaria  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century. 
More  probably,  however,  it  means,  primarily,  religious  pride  and 
ambition  (leading  to  hatred  of  truth  and  moral  goodness),  Rev. 
13s  'a  mouth  speaking  great  things,'  which  some  might  identify 
with  Simon  Magtis. 

1  Philo,  i.  92471,  quoted  above. 

2  For(Jn.  4  46-54)  the  healing  of  the  nobleman  s  son  compared 
with  Mt.-Lk.'s  healing  of  the   centurion's  servant,  see  above 
(8  17).     /3ao-iAi»cos  may  mean  either  'king's  servant,'  or  'king- 
like,'  'princely.'     Origen  (perhaps  reading  j3n<nAi'oxos  with  D), 
regards  the  nobleman  as  representing  Abraham,  and  the  raising 
of  the  son  as  representing  the  action  of  the  Logos  in  raising  up 
Isaac,  as  if  from  the  dead.     If  that  is  so,  the  three  miracles  of 
healing  represent  the  action  of  the  Logos  (i)  before  the  Law,  (2) 
under  the  Law,  (3)  outside  the  Law.     This  '  sign '  is  wrought 
at  Cana,  and  is  (454)  'the  second.'     It  terminates  the  section 
of  the  Bridegroom,  and  introduces  that  of  health  and  food,  or 
healing  and  the  Bread  of  Life. 

3  Philo  says  that  (1414)  the  First-born  imitates  the  Father's 
ways  'looking  to  his  archetypal  patterns.' 

4  Jesus   thrice    lifts   his   eyes  (651141   17 1)  :    when  he   (i) 
gives  the  Bread,  (2)  raises  Lazarus,  (3)  offers  the  final  sacrifice  of 
praise  and  prayer  to  the  Father. 

8  Words — but  words  received  into  the  heart — not  acts,  nor 
miracles,  are  the  climax  of  Christ's  life   among  his  Disciples 


BUUEC* umniAo  zij  an  uicaii.  j.ncyuie  uieiiu  vllj  3/  uecause 
of  the  word'  that  he  has  spoken  and  they  have  received; 
Judas  is  not  'clean  '  because  he  has  not  received  it. 
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an  attempt  to  stone  Jesus,  he  '  was  hidden  (eitpv/S))),1  and 
went  forth  from  the  temple.'  This  and  a  second  (12  36)  eclipse 
are  '  two  witnesses '  against  '  the  darkness '  that  will  not  (1  5) 
'apprehend  the  light.' 

Next  comes  the  healing  of  the  Gentile  world,  typified 
by  the  man  who  was  blind  from  his  birth. 

As  Naaman  was  sent  to  Jordan,  so  the  blind  man  is  sent  to 
(9  7)  the  Pool  of  Siloam,  which  represents  (Is.  8  6_/C)  the 
worship  of  the  true  God  as  distinct  from  the  worship  of 
false  gods  (see  also  Is.  7  322  g  11  862  ;  Hor.  Hebr.  1365, 
3  292).  The  Judaising  inference  that  the  Gentile  world  must  be 
purified  by  Jewish  waters — i.e.,  by  the  Law — is  obviated  by  the 
statement — probably  implying  the  supersession  of  the  Law  by 
(Gen.  49  10)  'Shiloh' — that  Siloam  means  'sent.'2  This  sign  is 
altogether  different  from  the  healing  of  the  man  at  Bethesda 
(Israel),  who  is  never  said  to  believe,  and  who  is  threatened  with 
penalty  in  case  of  relapse.  The  Gentile  world  (838)  '  believes,' 
so  that  this  sign  includes  the  creation  of  spiritual,  as  well  as 
material,  light. 

The  section  terminates  with  a  denunciation  of  the 
'  abiding '  sin  of  '  the  blind  '  who  profess  to  lead  others 
and  who  say  '  we  see. '  3 

(5)  The  Life. — The  mention  of  the  'blind  leaders' 
leads  to  the  mention  of  the  ideal  Leader  who  '  knows  ' 

TVi    T  'f      (*'•*•  l°ves)  a^  ^at  are  his,  and  that, 
07.  ineijue.  to0i\n^vidufl\\y(iQ3<f>(1)V^KaT^VOfjLa)i 

so  that  they  are  drawn  towards  him  as  the  Good 
Shepherd  who  does  not  drive,  but  leads.4 

All  the  shepherds  and  deliverers  of  the  world  "that  '  came ' 
before  the  Logos  are  described  as  (10 8)  'thieves  and  robbers,'6 

1  Westcott  has  no  note  here  ;  but  the  second  '  hiding 
(eKpvfir)) '  in  12  36  he  translates  '  was  hidden  '  (not  '  hid  himself), 
and  declares  it  to  be  '  the  result  of  the  want  of  faith  '  of  Christ's 
adversaries;  and  he  there  refers  to  the  present  passage  (8  59), 
as  being  apparently  similar.  The  difficulty  of  this  theory 
('  want  of  faith  ')  here  will  be  at  once  detected  by  embodying  it 
in  the  context :  '  They  took  up  stones  therefore,  to  cast  at  him, 
but  Jesus  was  hidden  from  them  as  the  result  of  their  want 
of  faith,  and  went  out  of  the  temple.' 

Are  there  not  two  meanings  :  (i)  one  for  spiritual  readers  (2) 
another  for  superficial?  In  (i),  the  meaning  is  that  Christ  was 
hidden  from  the  souls  of  his  enemies,  in  (2),  that  he  was  hidden 


cessarily  spiritual.    Jn.  seems  to  leave  it  to  his  readers  to  choose. 


cally  possible,  is,  from  a  Johannine  standpoint,  impossible.) 

2  Probably  Jn.  (as  Grotius  suggested)  identified  Siloam  with 
the  Shiloh  of  Gen.  49  10  ;  cp  SHILOH. 

3  Cp  Philo  (1  382)  on  the  two  kinds  of  ignorance,  of  which  the 
second  fancies  that  it  knows  what  it  does  not  know,  puffed  up 
with  a  false  notion  of  its  own  wisdom  :  this  '  generates  deliberate 
evil-doing (CK  wpoi/oia?  afiucrjfiaTa). '    It  is  this  proud,  complacent, 
and  deliberate  evil-doing  (implying  hatred  and  scorn  of  goodness), 
that  is,  in  the  Synoptists,  unpardonable,  and,  in  Jn.,  the  sin 
that  '  abideth  (/ueVei.) ' — i.e.,  cannot  be  effaced.    (For  ^icVei  cp  Jn. 
15  16  i  Cor.  13  I3.) 

•*  The  true  Shepherd  and  the  true  Husbandman  (or  Vine 
dresser)  are  connected  by  Philo  (1  300-305)  in  a  discourse  about 
the  husbandry,  or  tendance,  of  the  soul.  He  distinguishes 
between  the  mere  tiller  of  the  ground  (who  is  [ib.  301]  a  'hire 
ling  ')  and  the  real  husbandman  (who  prunes,  or  encourages 
growth,  as  the  case  may  require).  So  (ib.  304)  the  '  shepherd  ' 
is  distinguished  from  the  mere  'keeper.'  Poets,  he  says  (ib. 


tinu   J 11.   la    niau    LIU 

life  for  the  sheep.' 

5  If  the  text  is  correct,  'came  (fiXBov)'  means  (with  allusion  to 
the  Comer,  or  Deliverer),  '  came  in  the  character  of  the  ideal 
Deliverer.'  Of  Gideon,  Barak,  David,  as  of  Abraham,  Jn. 
would  say  that  they  (8  56)  '  saw  Christ's  day ' — i.e.,  they  did  not 
claim  to  be  independent,  but  depended  on  the  ideal  Deliverer. 
But  this  does  not  explain  ?rpb  enou  'before  me.'  We  should 


a  traditional  version  of  the  n-pb  e^iou  in  Jn.  Many  authorities 
omit  n-pb  e/Aou  owing  to  the  perversion  of  the  words  by  heretics. 
Justin  may  have  adopted  a  new  interpretation  of  them. 

Tatian  (12  and  14),  gives  the  name  of  'robbers'  to  'demons,' 
and  adds  (18)  'the  admirable  Justin  has  rightly  denounced 
them  as  "robbers".'  Either  he  did  not  remember  it  in  the 
Gospel,  or  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  writing,  recognise  the 
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because  they  did  not  understand  that  ruling  implies  serving 
and  even  dying.  The  Shepherd  (10  n)  '  layeth  down  his  life 
for  the  sheep  '  (10  17)  '  in  order  that  it  may  be  received  again.  ' 
In  other  words,  the  Resurrection,  or  attainment  of  life  through 
death,  is  a  law  of  the  spiritual  world,  a  part  of  the  Father's  will. 
Thus  Jn.  anticipates  the  objection  that,  if  the  Shepherd  dies  in 
conflict  with  'the  wolf,'  the  wolf  is  victorious. 

Later,  the  law  is  restated  as  the  law  of  the  Harvest  : 
(1224)  'Except  it  (the  grain)  die,  it  abideth  alone,  but 
if  it  perish  it  bringeth  forth  much  fruit ; '  meantime, 
Jesus  says  (10  18)  that  he  has  power  to  take  up  his 
life  as  well  as  to  lay  it  down,  and  these  words  naturally 
prepare  us  for  a  '  sign  '  of  this  particular  '  power. ' 
Such  a  sign  is  afforded  by  the  Resurrection  of  Lazarus. 

(6)  The  Raising  of  the  Dead. — That  marvellous  cures  (and, 
not  improbably,  revivifications)  were  wrought  by  the  earliest 

,0    T>    .  Christians     is     indicated     by    the     Pauline 

58.  KaiSing  Epistles,  by  indirect  Talmudic  testimony, 
Of  dead  in  and  by  early  Christian  traditions.  There 
Gospels.  are  s'g"s.  however,  of  very  early  exaggera 
tion  arising  from  misunderstood  metaphor. 
For  example,  Apollpnius  (Eus.  v.  18  14)  alleges  (170  A.D.)  that 
John  in  Ephesus  raised  a  dead  man.  How,  we  ask,  did  this 
escape  earlier  writers — Papias,  for  example,  who  records  such 
an  act  of  Philip,  but  not  of  John?  The  answer  is  to  be  found 
in  Clem.Alex.  (960),  where  the  apostle,  questioning  an  Elder 
about  a  young  convert,  receives  the  answer  'He  is  dead.' 
'What  death?'  '  He  has  died  to  God.'  The  apostle  reconverts 
the  youth,  who  becomes  'a  trophy  of  resurrection.'  Similarly, 
whereas  the  churches  of  Gaul  speak  of  reconverted  apostates  as 
(Eus.  v.  1  45)  '  the  dead  brought  to  life'  by  the  prayers  of 
martyrs,  Irenjeus(ii.  31  2)  says  that,  ere  now,  in  the  brotherhood, 
'owing  to  sore  need,'  many  have  been  raised  by  the  prayers  of 
the  Church,  and  this,  literally ;  and  it  seems  highly  probable 
that  he  has  confused  some  metaphorical  tradition. 1  The  question 
arises,  how  early  did  such  misunderstandings  occur?  'The 
wicked,"  says  a  Jewish  tradition,2  '  though  living,  are  termed 
dead.'  'Let  the  dead?  says  our  Lord,  'bury  their  dead.'  In 
Christ's  commission  to  the  Twelve,  Mt.  (10  8)  alone  has  '  raise  the 
dead,'  and  afterwards  (11  5)  'the  dead  are  raised.'  Yet  Mt.  de 
scribes  Jesus  himself  as  revivifying  no  one  except  the  daughter  of 
Jairus,  concerning  whom  Mt.  has  written  (924)  'she  is  not  dead 
but  sleepeth.'  See  JAIRUS.  It  is  probable  that  Mt.  has  here 
given  the  actual  words  of  Jesus,  or  the  closest  approximation 
to  them  ;  they  were  perhaps  omitted  by  Mk.-Lk.  owing  to  their 
being  first  literalised  and  then  regarded  as  difficult  or  erroneous. 
Lk.  as  well  as  Mk.  records,  it  is  true,  (7  22)  '  the  dead  are  raised ' ; 
but  he  meets  the  possible  objection, '  No  dead  have  been  raised,' 
by  inserting  the  raising  of  a  widow's  son  (7  11-17)  immediately 
before.  Including  Jairus's  daughter,  he  might  now  plead  that 
the  raising  of  two  persons  justified  the  plural  '  are."  But — 
besides  the  suspicion  attaching  to  the  absence  of  this  narrative 
not  only  from  Mk.  but  also  from  the  parallel  Mt.  which  closely 
agrees  with  Lk. —  the  story  suggests  a  misunderstanding  of 
metaphor.  In  2  Esd.  943^  there  is  a  vision  of  a  woman  (Sion) 
sorrowing  for  the  death  of  her  '  only  son  '  (the  City  or  Temple). 
Christians  would  assert  that  Christ  (Jn.  2  19)  '  raised  up  the 
Temple,'  or,  in  the  language  of  Christian  psalms  and  hymns, 
that  he  'raised  up  the  only  son  of  the  sorrowing  widow.'3 
Thus  the  possible  influence  of  symbolism  combines  with  other 
causes1*  to  oblige  us  to  reject  as  non-historical  Lk.'s  account  of 
the  raising  of  the  widow's  son.  See  NAIN. 

Gospel  as  authoritative.  The  saying  has  affinities  to  the  Greek 
notion  that  the  only  lawful  kingdom  is  that  of  the  wise  man  (see 
Philo  2  38). 

1  (i)  Eusebius,  in  quoting  these  words  of  Irenaus,  prefixes  to 
them  (v.  7  i)  on  Sr/,  '  that,  as  he  says,'  which  (though  in  ii.  176 
it  introduces  a  statement  attested  by  '  the  canonical  Acts  of  the 
Apostles')  may  imply,  according  to  context,  an  emphasis  laid 
on  the  subjectiveness  and  doubtfulness  of  what  is  alleged  (see 
iv.  1546  v.  18613);  (2)  'he  words  'owing  to  sore  need  (6ia  TO 
ava.yKa.lov)'  apply  very  well  to  apostasy,  but  less  well  to  literal 
death;  (3)  subsequently,   Irenaeus  (ii.  824)  implies  that,  whilst 
healing  of  the  sick  still  went  on  (itavrai),  the  raising  of  the  dead 
was  a  thing  of  the  past  (^6>)  .  .  .  i^ye'pOijo-av),  and  that,  though 
they  had  lived  for  some  time,  none  were  living  when  he  wrote 
(Tro.pe'jLieii'ai'    <rvv  r)fiiv  ereo-tv    ifcacois).       For    the  date  of   the 
Gallican  letter,  seventeenth  year  of  Titus  Antoninus  Pius  (not 
Marcus  Aurelius  Antoninus),  see  Expositor,  1896  (p.   in  ff.). 
The  earlier  date  (by  lengthening  the  interval  between  Irenseus 
and  the  Gallican  letter)  facilitates  the  theory  that  Irenaus  mis 
understood  the  metaphor.     When  Papias  records  similar  acts, 
Eusebius,   by   the    words   (iii.  39  9)   Qa.vit.avi.av  and    napa&o£ov, 
appears  to  indicate  his  disbelief  in  them,  at  least  if  we  combine 
them  with  the  following  (ib.  11-13)  'mythical,'  'not  perceiving 
what  was  figurative  and  mystical,'  'of  very  limited  intelligence.' 

2  '  Berakhoth,'  18,  '  Bereshith  Rabba,'  c.  39.      The   applica 
tion  is  derived  from  Ezek.  21  25,  '  And  thou,  O  deadly  wounded 
wicked  one,  prince  of  Israel.'     The  interpretation  is  applied  to 
Eccl.  9  5,  '  The  dead  know  not  anything.'      See  an  article  on 
'  The  Raising  of  the  Dead   in  the  Synoptic  Gospels '  in   The 
Nciv  World,  '96,  pp.  473-493. 

3  So  Lam.  1  i  '  How  doth  the  city  sit  solitary  that  was  full 
of  people  !     How  is  she  become  as  a  widow  ! ' 

*  Lk.  7  14/1  says  that  Jesus  (i)  'came  near  and  touched  the 
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(7)  Reserving  the  historical  question  for  special  treat 
ment  (see  LAZARUS)  it  may  be  said  here  that :  in  spite 

of  Martha's  inferential  statement  in  11 39 
the  words  of  Jesus  at  the  tomb  (11  41), 
Father,  I  thank  thee  that  thou  heardest 
me,'  imply  that  the  '  hearing'  was  already  past,  and  the 
life  of  Lazarus  was  in  effect  already  granted  to  his  prayers. 
We  must,  however,  suppose  that  the  narrative — though 
possibly  based  on  one  or  more  of  Christ's  actual  works — 
is  mainly  allegorical.  The  great  negative  reason  is  the 
silence  of  the  Synoptists J  about  Christ's  greatest  miracle, 
which  was,  according  to  Jn. ,  the  chief  cause  of  both 
(a)  the  applause  that  greeted  his  entry  into  Jerusalem, 
and  (6)  the  resolution  of  the  priests  to  slay  him.'2 

The  positive  reasons  are  :  (i)  Jn.,  adopting  Philonian  tradi« 
tions  of  style  and  expression,  and  writing  on  the  lines  of  the  OT, 
might  naturally  subordinate  the  literal  to  the  symbolical.  For 
example,  Philo  calls  the  creation  of  Eve  from  Adam's  rib  (1  70) 
'  mythical  (pv9u>Ses).'  If  such  was  Jn.'s  view,  he  might  well 
think  himself  justified  in  composing  a  single  symbolical  story 
that  might  sum  up  a  hundred  floating  traditions  about  Christ's 
revivifying  acts  in  such  a  form  as  to  point  to  him  as  the  Consoler 
of  Israel,  and  the  Resurrection  and  the  Life  of  the  world.  (2) 
The  name  of  Lazarus  suggests  symbolism.  Another  form  of 
it  is  Eliezer,  who  is,  in  Philo  (1  481),  the  type  of  a  being  '  liable 
to  dissolution  and  (indeed)  a  corpse,'  but  'held  together  and 
kindled  into  life  (£a>07rvpeiT<u)  by  the  providence  of  God.'  (3) 
Lk.  and  Jn.  alone  mention  Martha  and  her  sister  Mary.  They 
appear  to  differ  in  their  views  of  the  sisters ;  possibly  they 
differ  as  to  the  brother  Lazarus.3  Some  early  writers  took  Lk.'s 
Lazarus  to  be  a  real  person ;  *  and  it  is  easy  to  see  that  traditions 
about  the  Lazarus  of  Lk.  may  have  prepared  the  way  for  the 
Lazarus  of  Jn.  'Jesus,'  it  might  be  said,  'raised  many  from  the 
dead  ;  but  concerning  one,  Lazarus  by  name,  he  said  (Lk.  1631)  : 
"  If  they  believe  not  Moses  and  the  prophets,  neither  will  they 
believe  though  one  rise  from  the  dead."  '  The  next  step  would 
be  to  say  that  this  prediction  was  fulfilled  :  '  Lazarus  was  raised 
from  the  dead  ;  yet  the  Jews  did  not  believe.'3 

(8)  The  Preparation  for  the  Sacrifice. — We  pass  to 
the  beginning  of  (12i)  the  week  before  the  Passover. 

The  anointing  of  Christ  (12  1-8)  is  a  kind  of  preparation  of  the 

lamb  for  the  sacrifice,  and  the  coming  of  the  '  Greeks '  to  the 

New  Temple  is  hailed  by  Jesus  as  a  sign 

60.  Preparation   that  (1223)  'the   hour'  of  'glory'  has  ar- 

for  Sacrifice.      rived.     The  Voice  from  heaven,  which  the 

Synoptists   place   at    the    Baptism   (where 

Jn.  omits  it),  and  also  at  the  Transfiguration,  is  mentioned 
(1228)  here  alone  in  this  Gospel,®  as  ratifying  the  act  of  Jesus 

coffin,'  (2)  'the  dead  man  sat  up,'  (3)  'he  began  to  speak,'  (4) 
Jesus  'gave  him  to  his  mother.'  Similar  details  are  found  in 
(©)  2  K.  1821  and  i  K.  1722/1,  which  describe  miracles  of 
revivification  performed  by  Elisha  and  Elijah. 

1  Those  who  regard  the  speeches  in  Acts  as  historical  would 
also  have  to  explain  how  Paul,  in  mentioning  the  Resurrection, 
omits  (17  31)  the  raising  of  any  dead  people  by  Christ,  and,  still 
more,  how  Peter  (1038),  when  emphasising  his  acts  of  'healing,' 
makes  no  mention  of  revivification. 

2  This  has  never  been  explained.     Some  have  suggested  that 
the  Synoptists  kept  silence  to  screen  Lazarus.     But  how  could 
they  hope  to  '  screen  '  one  who  was  known  to  all  Jerusalem,  not 
to  speak  of  the  multitude  of  pilgrims? 

3  As  regards  the  different  delineations  of  the  sisters,  see  §  44. 
In  Lk.  (1638)  Martha  comes  first  as  entertaining  Jesus,  appar 
ently  (or  certainly,  see  v.  1.)  in  her  house ;  then  Mary  is  men 
tioned,  but  Lazarus  not  at  all.     Jn.  (11  i)  mentions  in  order 
Lazarus,  Mary,  Martha.     In  Jn.  Mary  is  (before  the  anointing 
is  narrated) '  she  who  anointed  the  Lord, '  which  implies  knowledge 
of  only  one  anointer.     But  in  Lk.  (737)  the  only  woman  that 
anoints  the  Lord  is  'a  sinner.'     Again,  in  Lk.,  the  anointing  is 
in  the  house  of '  Simon  the  Pharisee ' ;  in  Jn.  in  the  house  of 
'Lazarus.'     Lk.'s  mention  (1623)  of  a  Lazarus   in  connection 
with  the  life  after  death  in  'Abraham's  bosom'  suggests  that 
there  is  some  confusion  of  tradition  latent  under  these  differences 
and  similarities   in  Lk.  and  Jn.      On  -the  name  Lazarus,  see 
above,  §  10,  and  cp  LAZARUS. 

4  Iren.  iv.  2  4  (see  Grabe's  note),  Tertull.  De  Anim.  7,  and 
the  Fathers  generally,  regard  the  story  as  history.     Lazarus  is 
placed  by  Constit.  Apost.  vii.  8  7  in  the  same  category  as  Job. 
But   those  who   took   this  view,   no  doubt,   distinguished   the 
Lazarus  of  Lk.  from  the  Lazarus  of  Jn. 

5  A  literal  interpretation  of  the  narrative  is  accompanied  by 
many  minor  difficulties,  such  as  the  question  why  Jesus,  after 
he  had   been  informed  of  the  sickness  of  Lazarus,   remained 
beyond  Jordan  (11  6)  'two  days.'      From  this  and  from  11 17 
Lightfoot    infers  (#£178)  'a    journey   which   occupies    three 
days,'  Westcott  (on  Jn.  11  6)  '  The  journey  would  occupy  about 
a  day.'     There  is  no  solid  basis  for  either  conclusion.     A  full 
discussion   of  the   subject  would   show  the  mystical   meaning 
underlying  these  and  other  details. 

6  Jn.  takes  pains  to  show  that  the   Voice   was   not,  in   the 
popular  and  modern  sense  of  the  term,  '  objective. '    A  '  multitude ' 
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when  he  puts,  and  answers  negatively,  the  question  '  What  shall 
I  say?  [Shall  I  say],  save  me  from  this  hour'i"  By  this  act, 
he  virtually  fulfills  the  Law  of  Sacrifice,  or  the  Law  of  the 
Harvest,  which  he  has  (1224)  just  enunciated.  If  (Hor.  Hebr. 
ad  loc.)  '  the  prince  of  this  world  '  is,  in  Jewish  Tradition, 
the  prince  of  the  '  seventy  '  nations  of  the  Gentiles,  there  is 
peculiar  point  in  the  words  that  follow  the  introduction  of  the 
'Greeks':  (1231)  '  Now  is  the  judgment  of  this  world,  now  shall 
the  prince  of  this  world*  be  cast  out  ;  and  I,  if  I  be  lifted  up, 
will  draw  all  men  unto  me.'  But  as  before  (859),  with  this 
second  manifestation  of  light  comes  (1236)  a  second  and  final 
eclipse  (e)cpu(3jj). 

The  unstable  o^os  or  '  multitude  '  of  the  Jews  is  now 
mentioned  for  the  last  time,  quitting  the  stage  as  the  devout 
Gentile  world  enters;  and  its  last  words  are  (1234):  'Who  is 
this  Son  of  man  ?  ' 

(9)  The  Deuteronomy.  —  The  public  doctrine  of  Jesus 
,  _  ,  ends  when  he  '  cries  aloud  '  for  the  third 

bl        1-iaSu  /  1  n  \  «  l  l     ' 

PVi  time   (see    above,    §    49),    saying    that    his 

l^narge.    word  w 


his  word  is  the  word  of  the  Father. 

We  are  now  transported  to  a  higher  sphere,  to  the 
inner  teaching  of  Christ,  the  revision  and  summary  of 
his  doctrine,  the  giving  of  the  One  commandment,  the 
promise  of  the  Paraclete,  and  the  prayer  to  the  Father. 

It  is  a  Deuteronomy,  full  of  mystical  allusions  in  which  a 
numerical  symbolism  —  sometimes  veiled,  sometimes  manifest,  as 
in  the  seven  times  repeated  refrain  '  These  things  have  I  spoken 
unto  you'  —  is  prevalent  throughout.  As  Abraham  (Gen.  184) 
washed  the  feet  of  the  Three  Persons  and  gave  them  food,  so 
now  the  Son,  or  Messiah  (Schottg.  2  bif.),  repays  the  debt  to 
Abraham's  children.  The  Talmudists,  speaking  in  the  spirit  of 
the  prophets,  describe  (Schottg.  2  370)  the  '  mansions  and 
habitations'  of  God  as  coming  to  man,  and  Philo  speaks  of  the 
Divine  word  and  Powers  (i.  249  158)  'making  their  home  in,' 
and  'sharing  their  table  with,'  the  devout  soul,  and  of  (i.  643) 
God  himself  as  '  walking  in  '  the  souls  of  the  perfectly  purified. 
So  Jn.  teaches  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  will  (1423)  'make' 
their  '  mansion  '  in  the  heart  of  the  faithful.2  As  Philo,  agreeing 
with  the  Talmudists,  warns  us  that  (1  457)  '  place  (TOTTO?)  '  does 
not  mean  a  region  filled  with  matter,  but  God  himself,  the 
refuge  of  the  Universe,  so  Jn.,  by  his  context,  teaches  us  that 
the  (142)  'place  (TOTTOS)'  which  Jesus  will  'prepare'  for  his 
disciples  is  a  home  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father. 

All  these  allusive  iterations  of  ancient  traditions,  and 
all  the  lines  of  various  doctrine,  converge  towards 
Christ  in  his  threefold  character  of  (146)  '  the  way,  the 
truth,  and  the  life.' 

First,  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Way,  the  disciples  are  taught  to 
pray  in  his  name  —  a  clause  seven  times  repeated.3  Then  the 
Truth,'  or  the  'Spirit  of  Truth,'  introduced  before,  becomes 
the  predominant  element,  leading  to  the  threefold  (16  8)  conviction 
of  the  Spirit.4  The  two  sections  of  the  Way  (or  Son)  and  the 
Truth  (or  Spirit)  terminate  with  a  prediction  of  victory  because 
the  Father  is  with  the  Son  ;  so  that  the  latter  has,  in  effect, 
already  (1633)  'conquered  the  world.'  Last  comes  the  doctrine 
of  the  Father  himself  (the  Life),  called  (17  1)  '  Father,'  (ifi.  n) 
'holy  Father,'  and  finally  (ib.  25)  'just,'  or  'righteous5  Father. 
Here  '  my  name  '  ceases  and  '  thy  name  '  is  introduced.  Finally 
—  with  repeated  references  to  the  Church  as  being  (17267  10, 
etc.)  'that  which'  or  'those  whom'  the  Father  hath  'given'  to 
the  Son  —  the  Last  Words  terminate  in  an  outpouring  of  the  Son's 
devotion  to  the  'righteous  Father,'  wherein  his  'name'  is,  in 
effect,  revealed  as  '  love  '  :  (1726)  '  I  have  made  known  unto  them 
thy  name,  and  will  make  it  known,  that  the  love  wherewith 
thou  lovedst  me  may  be  in  them,  and  I  in  them.' 

was  present.  Those  who  heard  anything  did  not  hear  the  true 
thing.  They  heard  'thunder  'or  'an  angel.'  See  Gratz,  2341, 
for  the  decline  of  the  authority  of  the  Bath-Kol. 

1  Cp   Lk.  10  18,    '  I    beheld   Satan   fallen   as    lightning    from 
heaven,'  uttered  on  the  return  of  '  the  Seventy.' 

2  Cp  Is.  57  15. 

3  14  13  14  26  15  16  1623  24  26  (15  21  is  obviously  to  be  excluded). 

4  The  Paraclete  or  'friend  called  in  to  help,"  is  connected  by 
Philo  sometimes  (ii.    247)  with   the   Elenchos,    or   Convicting 
Power,  sometimes  (ii.  155,  227)  with  the  high  priest  entering 
God's  presence  to  represent  the  Cosmos,  but  perhaps  more  often 
with  the  Spirit  of  the  ideal  Cosmos  (the  name  Logos  being  given 
to  the  High  Priest,  see  i.  501).     Sometimes  (ii.  227)  the  Priest 
appears  as   interceding   with   the    Father  of  the  Cosmos,  but 
calling  to  his  aid  the  Son  of  the  Father.     Philo  does  not  bind 
himself  to  one  form  of  expression.     The  Elenchos  is  called  (ii. 
247)  Paraclete  ;  (i.  219)  God's  own   Logos  ;  (i.   195)  the   ideal 
Alan,  or  Man  according  to  Truth  (6  irpbs  aAjjfleiac  av6  pwTros). 
The  whole  of  Jn.'s  last  discourse  shows  Philonian  influence  ; 
but  (as  usual),  whereas  Philo  regards  the  intellect,  Jn.  regards 
the  heart  —a  consequence  of  the  belief  of  the  latter  in  the  incarnate 
Logos.  • 

5  fit'/caio?  in  Jn.  and  i  Jn.  lo  2  i,  etc.  —  instead  of  having  the 
narrow  legal  meaning  implied  in  the  Synoptists  Mt.  1  19  Lk.  16 
Mk.  2  17,  etc.—  means  'just'  in  the  Platonic  sense,  and  is  the 
climax  of  the  attributes  of  God  and  Christ. 
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(10)  The  Passion  (see  above,  §  12).  —  Space  can  be 

found  here  for  only  one  or  two  points,  not  only  peculiar 

62   Pas  ion   toJn-  but  essential  to  his  purpose.      They 

are  connected  with  Christ's  last  utterances 

on  the  Cross,  and  with  what  followed  them. 

1.  The  words  'Eli,  Eli,  etc.,'  recorded  by  Mk.  and 
Mt.  ,  are  said  to  have  been  misunderstood  by  bystanders 
at  the  time.      Lk.  omits"  them,  and  even  Mk.  and  Mt. 
are  at  variance  in  the  context.1     In  the  corresponding 
passage  Jn.  has  simply  '  I  thirst.' 

Of  course  the  first  impulse  is  to  take  this,  as  the  bystanders 
took  it,  in  a  purely  literal  meaning,  and  to  say  that  it  has  no 
connection  with  Mk.  and  Mt.  But  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  the 
words  '  bread,'  '  water,'  '  food,'  '  eat,'  '  drink,'  '  feed,'  and  '  thirst  ' 
are  hardly  ever  used  by  Jesus  in  the  literal  sense  ;  e.g.  ,  when  the 
disciples  bring  him  food  he  replies  that  (434)  his  meat  is  to  do 
the  will  of  the  Father  and  accomplish  his  work.  This  suggests 
that  in  Christ's  last  utterance  the  same  spiritual  standard  must 
be  maintained,  so  that,  in  effect,  it  was  the  expression  of  a 
'  thirst  '  for  that  final  accomplishment  of  God's  will  which  would 
enable  him  to  say  'it  is  finished,'  and  then  to  break  down  the 
barrier  of  the  flesh  and  to  enter  into  unfettered  communion  with 
the  Father  (cp  Ps.(i3  i). 

What  Mk.  and  Mt.  express  in  the  form  of  (apparent) 
complaint,  and  what  Lk.  entirely  omits  (perhaps  because 
of  its  difficulty),  Jn.  appears  to  express  in  the  form  of 
the  highest  spiritual  aspiration.  Not  that  he  excludes 
the  physical  meaning,  but  (as  always  throughout  the 
Gospel)  he  includes  a  spiritual  meaning  —  that  the  Son 
of  God,  who  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  endured 
for  our  sakes  to  feel,  for  a  brief  space,  as  if,  in  a  certain 
sense,  he  were  not  there,  so  that  he  '  thirsted  '  for  the 
presence  of  God. 

2.  The  spontaneousness   of  Christ's  death  was  not 
clearly  expressed  by  the  two  earliest  traditions.2     Lk. 
inserts,  as  uttered  by  Jesus,  the  first  half  of  the  quotation 
that,  to  this  day,  terminates  a  pious  Jew's  confession  on 
his  death-bed  (Ps.  31s).     Yet  even  this  was  liable  to  the 
Jewish  objection  that  it  implied,  as  the  utterer,  not  a 
Redeemer,  but  one  in  need  of  redemption.      No  such 
objection  applied  to  the  tradition  preserved  by  i  Pet. 
2  23  (Trapedidov,  perhaps  '  gave  himself  up  as  a  sacrifice'  ; 
cp  Gal.  2  20  Eph.  52).     This  word  Jn.  adopts.      But  he 
represents  Jesus   not   as  saying  this,  but  as  doing  it  : 
(1930)  '  }\e  gave  up  his  spirit.'     See  above,  §  20. 

3.  The  rending  of  the  veil  is  omitted  by  Jn.  ,  partly 
perhaps  because,  in  his  view  (i)  Christ's  body  is  the 
Temple,  and  the  '  veil  '  is  his  flesh,  so  that  the  piercing 
of  his  side  by  the  soldier's  spear  constituted  the  true 
and  essential  'rending  of  the  veil,'  but  partly  because 
(2)    Jn.    may  have  considered    the   Synoptic    tradition 
erroneous. 

Jn.'s  tradition  here  explains  many  difficulties.  Death  under 
crucifixion  did  not  generally  ensue  till  after  two  or  three  days  ; 
Mk.  (1644)  mentions  Pilate's  '  surprise  '  (omitted  by  Mt.-Lk.)  at 
the  speedy  death  of  Jesus.  Unbelievers,  explaining  Christ's 
resurrection  as  a  fraud,  might  say,  'Pilate  might  well  be  "sur 
prised,"  for  death  could  not  happen  so  soon.'  Jn.  steps  in  to 
say  that  it  did  happen,  and  to  spiritualise  the  circumstances. 
The  '  crurifragium  (see  CROSS,  §  6),  was  performed,  he  says,  on 
the  two  criminals  ;  but  this  infliction  (which  would  have  violated 
the  ordinance  about  the  Paschal  Lamb  [Ex.  1246])  was  averted 
from  Jesus  by  his  death,  and  the  death  was  attested  by  the 
piercing  of  his  side  ;  and  thus  two  Scriptures  were  fulfilled. 

It  is  more  probable  that  the  Synoptic  account  of  '  the  rending 
of  the  veil  '  should  have  sprung  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
'piercing  of  the  side'  than  vice  versa.  In  the  earliest  days  of 
the  Church,  when  it  became  customary  to  speak  of  Christ's  flesh 

1  Mk.  15  36  supposes  a<£ere  to  be  addressed  by  the  man  with 
the  vinegar  to  the  bystanders,  Mt.  2749  supposes  a<£es  to  be 
addressed  by  the  bystanders  to  the  man.  See  ELI,  ii.  Aramaic 
(or,  in  D,  Hebrew)  is  confused  in  all  the  MSS.  Pseudo-Peter 
interprets  the  words  '  My  Power,  my  Power,  why  hast  thou 
forsaken  me?"  Justin  (Tryph.  125)  translates  HA  by  Jiifajius, 
Eusebius  (Dent.  Ev.  x.  8494;  Robinson  on  Pseudo-Pet.  21) 
translated  the  word  in  the  Psalm  by  tcrxus,  and  Aquila  by 


2  The  word  <f><airijv,  in  Mk.'s  (15  37)  d<ieis  <J>U>VTJV 
e^eirvevcrev  (where  MSS  might  have  <j><i>vrj  fj,fya\rj),  seems  to 
have  been,  in  the  corrected  edition  used  by_  Mt.-Lk.,  (jxavfi 
/ieyoAr).  Mt.  (27  50)  retained  atj>fis  (in  the  form  cu^rJKep),  but  with 
TO  irveinia  (from  Mk.'s  efeVvev(7ei>)  as  object.  This  expresses 
somewhat  more  of  voluntariness.  Lk.  (23  46)  goes  farther. 
Retaining  cfe'n-cevo-ei'  in  the  sense  of  '  breathing  his  last,'  he 
adds  an  expression  of  trust  on  the  part  of  Jesus. 
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as  'the  veil '  (Heb.  lOigf.),  it  would  be  natural  to  describe  the 
piercing  of  his  body  as  the  'rending  of  the  veil.'  It  is  said 
(Joel's  Religionsblicke,  7)  that  the  Jews  believed  the  veil  of  the 
Temple  to  have  been  literally  rent,  shortly  before  the  capture  of 
the  City.  This  may  have  helped  to  literalise  the  veil-tradition. 
Christians  would  say  to  Jews,  '  What  you  speak  of,  did  not 
happen  in  the  siege,  or  at  least  it  did  not  happen  only  then  ;  the 
veil  was  rent  when  our  Lord  was  crucified  by  you.'  Also, 
against  the  Synoptists,  there  is  this  consideration,  that  the 
'rending  of  the  veil,'  if  it  had  occurred,  would  probably  have 
been  kept  a  secret  by  the  priests  (who  alone  would  know  of  it), 
and,  if  it  was  ever  revealed  by  any  of  them,  would  probably  be 
revealed  by  zealous  converts  apt  to  make  exaggerations  and  find 
coincidences. 

4.  The  piercing  of  Christ's  side  takes  us  to  the 
central  thought  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  and  the  Epistle, 
namely,  the  love  of  God  revealed  in  the  Blood  of  Christ 
the  Paschal  Lamb. 

The  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  (9 19)  recognises  that  the  old 
way  to  God  was  through  (Lev.  146)  'blood,'  'water,'  'scarlet 
wool,'  and  '  hyssop,'  but  asserts  that  the  new  way  was  (Heb.  10 
19  ./)  simply  '  by  the  blood  of  Jesus.'  The  Epistle  of  Barnabas 
(11 1-8),  however,  will  not  give  up  the  old  Levitical  elements  :  it 
even  adds  the  Levitical  '  wood,  which  it  discerns  in  the  Cross 
(fuAov),  and,  though  not  without  difficulty,  it  brings  in  the 
notion  of  'water'  by  speaking  of  the  Cross  (f  v\ov)  as  a  'tree,' 
past  which  flows  the  purifying  stream  of  baptism.  In  the 
Gospels,  the  'scarlet  cloak'  represents  the  'scarlet  wool,'  and 
the  cross  the  '  wood  ' ;  but  the  '  blood  '  that  came  from  the  mere 
piercing  of  the  hands,  or  perhaps  the  hands  and  feet,1  might 
well  seem  insufficient  to  express  the  purifying  blood  of  the 
Lamb;  and  there  was  nothing  at  all  to  indicate  the  'water.' 
An  early  tradition  inserted  in  Lk.  (2244)  endeavoured  to  supply 
the  '  blood  of  sprinkling  '  by  relating  how  '  drops  as  of  blood  ' 
streamed  from  Jesus  in  his  agony ;  but  still  there  was  no 
mention  of  '  water.'  Yet  not  only  did  the  Levitical  requirements 
mention  'running  water,' but  Zech.  13 1  predicted  the  opening 
of  a  '  fountain  '  against  sin  and  uncleanness  for  Israel. 2  It  is  in 
the  piercing  of  Christ's  side  that  Jn.  sees  a  revelation  of  the 
opening  of  this  p'urifying  'fountain.'  This  completes  the  three 
fold  sacrifice  that  Christ  had  made  for  men  :  (i)  the  invisible 
sacrifice  of  the  breath,  or  spirit ;  (2)  the  human  soul,  visibly  re 
presented  by  the  '  blood ' ;  (3)  the  human  body,  visibly  repre 
sented  by  water.3 

Physically,  that  these  details  should  have  been  seen  by  the 
eye  of  a  disciple  kept  probably  at  some  distance  from  the  cross 
by  a  crowd  of  hostile  spectators  and  soldiers,  must  be,  if  not 
impossible,  at  least  disputable.  But,  whatever  physical  facts 
may  have  been  seen,  the  essence  of  the  narrative  is  a  spiritual 
fact.  A  revelation  is  vouchsafed  to  the  beloved  disciple.  His 
eyes  are  opened  to  discern  the  Fountain  of  Life.4  It  may  have 

1  In  the  Synoptists,  the  feet,  too,  are  pierced,  but  not  in  Jn. 
and  Pseudo-Peter. 

2  The  LXX,  however,  reads  CITC  '  place '  for  11  CD  ' fountain,' so 
that  Greek-speaking  Christians  would  hardly  be  much  influenced 
by  this  passage.    Justin  does  not  mention  it,  yet  he  quotes  Lk.'s 
tradition,  omitting  the  word  '  blood, '  and  seeing  in  it  a  fulfil 
ment  of  Ps.  22 14  '  poured  out  like  water.' 

B  This  symbolism  seems  to  be  in  accordance  with  Philo's  (1653) 
describing  'ashes  and  water'  as  'the  origin  of  man's  genera 
tion  (-yei/eVews  ai  opx<»0 '  \  ar>d  ('-  251)  the  purification  of  the  body 
with  water  as  preparatory  for  the  purification  of  the  soul  with 
blood.  But  Jn.  may  be  also  alluding  to  the  '  mixed  cup  '  of  the 
Eucharist,  which  contained  wine  mixed  with  water.  Irenseus 
says  that  (5  1-3)  the  Ebionites  (who  denied  Christ's  divine  nature 
and  used  water  alone  in  the  Eucharist)  '  not  receiving  the 
combination  of  God  and  man  into  their  soul,'  rejected  the  mix 
ing  of  the  heavenly  wine,'  and  did  not  'receive  God  into  their 
mingling  (non  recipientes  Deum  ad  commistionem  suam)': 
in  other  words  he  declares  their  rejection  of  the  divine  nature  in 
Christ  to  be  analogous  to  their  rejection  of  the  wine  in  the 
Eucharist.  According  to  this  view,  the  wine  in  the  Eucharist, 
and  the  blood  of  Christ  on  the  cross,  would  represent  Christ's 
divine  nature.  But  whatever  reference  Jn.  may  have  had  to 
Ebionitism,  or  to  a  rising  Docetism  that  rejected  Christ's  human 
nature,  it  seems  probable  that  his  main  object  is  to  bear  witness 
for  the  Church  to  Christ's  human  nature  as  being  completely 
real — in  body  and  soul  as  well  as  spirit.  Applied  to  the 
Eucharist,  the  Johannine  view  would  recognise  the  body  in  the 
bread,  the  soul  and  spirit  in  the  water  and  blood. 

4  Cp  Ps.  869:  'With  thee  is  the  fountain  of  life :  in  thy 
light  shall  we  see  light ' — a  passage  closely  connected  with  a 
key-passage  in  the  Gospel  (14):  '  The  life  was  the  light  of  men,' 
and  cp  Rev.  21 6:  'I  will  give  unto  him  that  is  athirst  of  the 
fountain  of  the  water  of  life  freely. '  Also  cp  Rev.  22 1  :  a  '  river 
of  water  of  life  .  .  .  proceeding  out  of  the  throne  of  God  and  of 
the  Lamb.'  It  was  a  saying,  older^han  the  Fourth  Gospel,  that 
(Barn.  85)  '  The  kingdom  of  Jesus  is  on  the  tree'  (or  Cross, 
cTri  fvAou  :  cp  Justin,  i  Apol.  41,  Tryph.  73,  'The  Lord  hath 
reigned  from  the  tree').  So,  in  Jn.,  the  Cross — being  the  place 
where  Christ  is  'lifted  up'  and  where  God  is  ''glorified' — is 
'  the  throne  of  God.'  In  Barn.  11  as  in  Rev.  222  (imitating  the 
pastoral  picture  of  Ezek.  477  *<?•)<  'he  Cross  is  also  '-the  tree 
(fv'Aof)  of  life  '  whose  leaves  will  heal  the  nations,  and  it  is  planted 
by  the  side  o/t\\e  river  of  living  water.  But  there  were  varieties 
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been  given  to  some  one  to  see  literally  the  piercing  of  the  side 
and  to  hand  down  to  the  church  of  Ephesus  a  historical  fact 
obscured  in  previous  traditions.  But  the  spiritual  meaning  of 
the  act  is  not  to  be  regarded  or  criticised  from  the  materialistic 
or  historical  standpoint. 1  The  whole  of  the  context  is  spiritual 
in  thought  and  mystically  symbolical  in  expression.  First 
there  is  a  threefold  mention  of  'accomplishment.'  Then,  as 
there  were  seven  'signs'  wrought  by  Christ  during  his  life,  so 
now  there  are,  perhaps,  seven  'accomplishments'  of  OT 
type  or  prophecy  that  accompany,  or  follow,  his  death.2  In 
the  last  of  these,  the  most  striking  of  all  (prospective  as  well  as 
retrospective,  pointing  backward  to  prophecy  but  also  forward 
to  the  conversion  of  the  Gentiles,  to  the  christianising  of  the 
Roman  Empire,  and  to  the  metamorphosis  of  blind  persecution 
into  awe-struck  adoration),  the  soldiers  of  'this  world,'  coming 
to  '  break  the  bones '  of  the  Paschal  Lamb,  are  not  only  diverted 
from  their  purpose,  but  as  it  were  forced  to  '  look  on  him  whom 
they  pierced." 

Thus,  amid  mysticism  and  symbolism,3  as  it  began, 
ends  the  Johannine  life  of  Christ.  Viewed  as  history,  it 
must  be  dispassionately  analysed  so  as  to  separate,  as  far 

B.    EXTERNAL 

The  External  Evidence  as  to  the  authorship  and 
authority  of  the  Gospels  consists  of  I.  Statements,  II. 
Quotations. 

I.   STATEMENTS. 

Written  Gospels  are  neither  mentioned  nor  implied 
in  the  NT  Epistles,  nor  in  that  of  Clemens  Romanus, 
nor,  probably,  in  that  of  Barnabas,  nor  in  the  Didache. 

i.  THE  THIRD  GOSPEL. — Lk.  li-4  implies  (a)  that 
'many'  Gospels  were  current,  and  perhaps  (6)  that 
_,  ,  their  diversity  was  calculated  to  obscure 
'  *  ® "  (#.14)  'the  certainty  concerning  the 
me  S  things  wherein '  the  Christian  catechu 

men  was  instructed  ;  (c]  that  whereas  the  apostles 
'  delivered  (Traptdocrav)'  these— i.e. ,  taught  them  orally — 
'many'  'drew  up  a  narrative' — i.e. ,  wrote.  This 
points  to  a  time  when  the  apostles  had  passed  away, 
leaving  the  ground  open  to  the  historians.  Lk. 's 
qualification  was,  not  that  he  had  consulted  an  apostle 
and  obtained  his  imprimatur,  but  that  he  had  (la)'  traced 
the  course  of  all  things  accurately  from  the  first.'  The 
particular  defects  implied  in  existing  '  narratives '  are, 
that  they  were  not  '  accurate,'  and  not  in  '  chronological 
order. ' 

ii.    Papias,   a  bishop  of   Phrygian    Hierapolis  in  the 

of  tradition,  and  Barnabas  himself  quotes  a  saying  that  sug 
gested  the  thought  of  the  Cross  as  a  Vine  from  which  the 
juice,  or  blood,  is  dropping  :  (Barn.  12)  '  When  a  tree  shall  bow 
down  and  rise  up,  and  when  blood  shall  Aropfrom  a  tree.' 

This  view  is  developed  in  the  later  Johannine  vision.  The 
water  and  the  blood  fiowfrom  the  Cross,  or  rather  from  Christ 
on  the  Cross.  See  Rev.  22  17. 

lit  may  be  objected  that  the  author  lays  stress  upon  '  seeing  ' 
(19  35  :'  He  that  hath  seen  hath  borne  witness ').  The  very  stress, 
however,  indicates  that '  seeing  '  has  a  spiritual  signification,  as  in 


uie  exposition  01  tnc  .nmoiniui  aiiu  joiuumiiic  uses  01  expres 
sions  relating  to  sight  and  vision,  which  would  demonstrate  this 
conclusion.  But  it  maybe  assumed  that,  whenever  verbs  of  the 


bl 

spirit '  may  be  regarded  as  a  fulfilment  of  Ps.  31  5  ;  but  there  is 
no  verbal  allusion  either  to  Zech.  13 1,  or  to  Ps.  22 14.  We 
cannot  therefore  assert  that  '  seven '  is  here  in  the  author's 
mind.  But  the  structure  of  the  whole  Gospel  makes  it  probable. 
3  (1^35):  '(i)  And  he  that  hath  seen  hath  borne  witness  (2) 
and  his  (avrou)  witness  is  true  (3)  and  he  (eKeu'os)  knoweth  that 
he  saith  true.'  On  the  assumption  (so  Westcott  and  Alford)  that 
CKetfos  is  the  usual  substitute  for  a  repeated  <xuT09,  the  sentence 
is  strangely  tautological.  But  may  not  Jn.  intend  eKeiro?  to  mean 
Christ?  The  passage  is  the  keynote  to  the  Epistle,  and  in  the 
Epistle  (see  Westc.  on  i  Jn.  26)  'exeiVos  is  always  used  of 
Christ'  (cp  especially  i  Jn.  3  16,  4 17).  It  is  characteristic  of 
Jn.  that  he  should  use  the  pronoun  so  that  a  superficial  reader 
should  render  it  in  one  way  and  a  spiritual  reader  in  another. 
In  any  case,  the  threefold  form  of  the  attestation  appears 
deliberately  adapted  to  the  context  describing  the  Three 
Witnesses. 


as  possible,  fact  from  not-fact.      No  criticism,  however, 

63  Conclusion  °ught  to  Prevent  ^  from  recognising 
'  its  historical  value  in  correcting  impres 
sions  derived  from  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  and  the  epic 
power  and  dramatic  irony  with  which  it  brings  on  the 
stage  the  characters  and  classes  whereby  the  will  of  God  is 
being  continuously  fulfilled,  so  that  we  find  ourselves 
learning  from  Pilate  to  'behold  the  man,"  and  discern 
ing  with  Caiaphas  that  '  it  is  expedient  that  one  man 
should  die  and  not  that  the  whole  people  should 
perish. '  It  often  raises  us  above  details  of  which  the 
certitude  will  probably  never  be  ascertained,  into  a 
region  where  we  apprehend  the  nature  and  existence  of 
a  Word  of  Life,  essentially  the  same  in  heaven  and  on 
earth,  human  yet  divine,  the  incarnation  of  the  concord 
of  the  spiritual  universe.  Yet,  while  no  Gospel  soars 
so  high,  none  stands  more  firmly,  more  practically, below. 

EVIDENCE. 

first  half  of  the  second   century,   wrote  five  books  of 

'  Exposition(s)  of  the  Lord's  Logia. '  1 

(a)  His  Exposition  was  probably  a   'setting  forth" 

of  the  Logia,  though  it  might  include  '  interpretation ' 

fi_    _,,  as    well.'2      By    'Logia    (oracles),'    he 


'Exposition'  of 


meant    the  Words    (possibly   also    in- 


Papias. 


eluding  the  Acts)  of  Christ  as  being 
'  oracularly '  applicable  to  the  guid 
ance  of  man.  This  title  was  already  in  use  to  denote, 
in  their  oracular  aspect,  the  Scriptures  of  the  OT,  and 
Papias  here  transfers  it  to  what  he  regards  as  the 
'  oracles  '  of  Christ. 3 

1  Eus.  iii.  39  i,  row  fie  Tlairia.  <rvyypdfj.fj.aTO.  TreVre  -rbv  apidfjibir 
<£e'peTcu,    a  Kai  eiriyeypairTai.  Aoyiiav    Ki/piaxa>i/   e^r)yrj<rea)S  (al. 
-eioi/,  Schwegl.  conj.  -eis). 

2  Lightfoot  (.SVC  156-57)  proves  that  Eusebius,  but  not  that 


-rr- ,.  n'as).'  For  example,  the  Valentinians  are  said  to(//>.  i.  8  i) 
'transgress  the  order  and  connection  of  the  Scriptures,'  'trans 
posing  and  recasting  (/ieran-AaTTOi'Tes),  and  making  anything  out 
of  anything  (aAAo  ef  dAAou  TroioiWes).'  As  an  instance,  they 
asserted  that  the  anguish  of  Sophia  was  indicated  by  the  words, 
'And  what  I  shall  say  I  know  not,'  which  Irenaeus  apparently 
regarded  as  a  heretical  e£ijyr)<7ts,  or  'exposition,'  of  Jn.  1227. 


preting. 


f  V-H11&. 

The  efjjyrjTai  of  oracles  in  Lucian  (ii.  255)  deal  with  both 
e^7Jy»)cris  ('  setting  forth  '),  and  SioAvo-is  ('  solution  ')  :  the  panto 
mime  makes  his  meaning  so  clear  as  to  need  (it.  ii.  301)  (irjSej/b? 
efr)yi)ToO,  'no  one  to  set  it  forth  in  words.'  In  Aristotle's 
Rhetor,  ad  Alex.  (30,  31)  efrjyrjo-t?  is  perhaps  a  short  version  of 
facts,  as  compared  with  fiirjyrjo-i?,  a  long  narrative.  Apollo  is 
called  by  Plato  Trarpios  e'fijyjTijs,  '  the  setter  forth  of  the  will  of 
Zeus,'  not  because  he  explained,  but  because  he  set  forth  the 
Oracles,  or  Logia,  of  Zeus.  In  course  of  time,  however,  both  among 
Christians  and  among  Greeks,  no  new  'oracles'  were  forthcom 
ing.  Then  the  exegetes  had  to  confine  himself  to  explaining  the 
old  oracles ;  and  so,  by  degrees,  exegesis  and  exegctic  assumed 
their  modern  meaning,  which  also  prevailed  in  the  days  of 
Eusebius.  This  explains  why  the  Alexandrine  scribe  altered 
efwyrjcn.?  into  6trjyr)<ris  in  Judg.  7  15. 

3  It  cannot  be  denied  that  a  collection  of  the  Lord's  Logia 
might  contain  nothing  but  his  words,  like  the  Oxyrhynchus 
papyrus.  It  is  true  that  Philo  applies  the  term  Logion  even 
to  a  historical  statement  in  the  Pentateuch  (e.g.,  Phi.  1 538 
quoting  Deut.  10  9 ;  Phi.  1  555  quoting  Gen.  4  15).  But 
in  the  passage  where  (2163  f.~)  he  speaks  of  'all  things 
written  in  the  sacred  books'  as  'oracles  (xp>;07xoO,'  he  proceeds 
to  say  that  they  were  '  oracularly  delivered  through  '  Moses,  and 
then  divides  them  into  three  classes  according  as  they  are  uttered 
(i)  in  the  person  of  God,  (2)  by  question  and  answer,  (3)  in  the 
person  of  Moses,  under  inspiration  and  control  from  God.  This 
separates  the.m,  it  would  seem,  from  historical  statements  made 
by  the  historians  themselves,  in  the  books  of  Kings,  Chronicles, 
Esther,  etc.  In  theLXX  the  regular  meaning  of  Adyia  is  the  Words 
of  the  Lord,  regarded  either  as  commandments  to  be  observed 
(e.g.,  Dt.  33g  Ps.  11967  [s'ng-J  rs8)  or  as  sure  promises  of 
deliverance  (e.g.,  Ps.  127  1831  105  19  Prov.  30s).  In  NT  the 
'  living  oracles  '  (Acts  7  38)  are  those  delivered  from  Mount  Sinai, 
apparently  referred  to  in  Rom.  3  2  ;  and  in  the  only  two  other 
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(6)  Papias'  account  of  Mk.  and  Mt.  is  as  follows  :  (Eus. 

iii.  39  15  y!)  "  MdpKO?  fj.ev  cpnirjvevTrjs  IleYpov  yepojuei'os,  o<ra 
tfj.vr)fj.6vevo-ev  1  aicpt/3u>s  iypaij/ev,  oil  fieVrot  Toilet,  ra  VTTO  TOV 
Xptorov  >)  2  \e\0evTa  TJ  Trpa\8evTa.  ovTe  yap  rjicovcrf  TOV  Kvpiov, 

instances  (Heb.  6121  Pet.  4  n)  it  means  the  moral  precepts,  or 
Law,  of  Christ.  In  the  only  two  instances  given  in  Otto's  index 
to  Justin,  it  means  ( i  Apol.  32)  OT  '  prophecy ,'  or  (  Trypk.  17-18) 
prophetic  denunciation  of  woe  (where  the  Lord's  Logia  against 
the  Pharisees  are  coupled  with  the  prophetic  Logia  of  OT). 
Eusebius  perhaps  expresses  his  view  of  the  meaning  of  Logia  (as 
signifying ;«rt;'«/ydiscourses),  whenhesaysthat(Eus.  H Em.  24s) 
Matthew  and  John  were  the  only  apostles  that  left  memorials 
of  the  Lord's  2iarpt/3ai,  a  word  that  in  sing,  sometimes  meant 
'life'  (Epict.  ii.  1629),  but  in  pi.  'discourses'  (Epict.  iii.  24  5, 
etc.).  Although  the  term  Logia  might  include  actions,  in  special 
circumstances,  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  Papias  would 
have  given  the  name,  for  example,  to  Mk.  614,  'And  King 
Herod  heard  it,  for  his  name  had  become  known  ;  and  he  said, 
John  the  Baptist  is  risen  from  the  dead,  etc."  We  must  there 
fore  be  content  to  be  uncertain  how  far,  if  at  all,  Papias  embodied 
history  in  his  '  setting  forth '  of  the  Logia,  as  distinct  from  the 
'  interpretations '  and  traditions  which  he  may  have  added  to 
them. 

Papias  calls  them  Kvpiaxd,  rather  than  Kupi'ov,  for  obvious 
reasons.  Kvptos  is  distinguished  from  6  Kv'ptos,  in  that  the 
former  often  means  'God,'  whilst  the  latter  means  'the  Lord 
(Jesus).'  Aoyiwv  Kvpiov  (e|jjy^creios)  might  have  meant  '  Oracles 
of  God' — i.e.,  the  OT  (as  in  Iren.  1'ref.  i).  Tiav  A.oyiiav  TOV 
Kvpiov  e.  would  be  clear,  but  lengthy.  Kvpta/cos,  being  applied 
to  the  Lord's  Day  as  distinct  from  the  Sabbath,  was  exactly  the 
fit  word  to  distinguish  the  oracles  of  the  Law  of  Christ  from  the 
oracles  of  the  Law  of  Moses. 

1  efj.vrffj.ovevo'ev  may  mean  'remembered.'  But  it  may  also 
mean  'mentioned.'  In  deciding  the  meaning,  the  usage  of 
Papias  elsewhere  will  be  our  best  guide  here.  In  §  68  below, 
Papias  uses  it  twice ;  and  there  Lightf.  (Sfi  143)  renders  it 
first  '  remember '  and  then  '  relate."  That  the  same  word  should 
be  used  in  two  consecutive  sentences  to  mean  quite  different 
things  is,  in  itself,  highly  improbable ;  still  more  when  Papias 
might  have  used  p.e^vri<T8a.i  for  'remember.'  The  meaning  're 
peat,'  '  teach  from  memory,'  which  is  absolutely  necessary  in  the 
second,  is  highly  probable  also  in  the  first.  When  a  convert  had 
been  taught  the  Logia,  his  business  was  (Heb.  5  12)  to  '  repeat ' 
them  to  others.  Hence,  in  §  68,  Papias  contrasts  himself,  as 
'learning  well  and  teaching (jii/Tj/j.ofevW)  well'  the  traditions  of 
'  the  Elders,'  with  tha  heretics  who  '  taught  (^iiTj/mocev'eii')  alien 
commandments'  and  not  those  of  the  Lord.  So  Iren.  i.  18  i  of 
the  Valentinians  teaching  their  dogma  of  the  decad  (fivyfiovevfiv 
with  gen.).  Eusebius  (iii.  24 12)  describes  the  Synoptists  as 
fj.vT]fj.ovevovTes  (whh  accus.),  co-ordinately  with  Jn.  as  7rapa6i6ov«. 

It  may  be  urged  that,  in  the  LXX,  fj.vr)fj.oveveiv  means  'call  to 
mind.'  There  is  close  connection,  however,  between  'calling  to 
mind '  (e.g.  Exod.  13  3,  the  deliverance  of  the  Passover)  and 
'  commemorating."  The  two  words  are  the  active  and  causative 
forms  of  the  same  Hebrew  verb  (-131),  and  ©  renders  both 
('remember'  and  'make  mention')  by  the  Greek  fii/ijo-Sjjo-ojxai 
and  €fiKrjop#Tj»  in  Ps.  77  n.  i  Mace.  12  n  speaks  of  'remember 
ing'  friends  in  prayers,  sacrifices,  etc.  (cp  2  Mace.  106),  and 
2  Mace.  9  21  (Tisch.),  'I  would  have  remembered  your  good 
will,'  means,  '  I  would  have  acknowledged  or  recorded  it  by 
some  act.'  Similarly,  in  NT,  Gal.  2  10,  '  remember  the  poor' 
means,  'remember  them  in  act.'  So  Heb.  187,  '  remember 
them  that  had  the  rule  over  you,  which  spake  unto  you  the 
word  of  God,'  would,  by  itself,  imply  what  actually  follows, 
'imitate  their  faith.'  So  the  Ephesians  are  bidden  to  (Acts 20 
31  35)  '  call  to  mind  '  Paul's  life  among  them,  and  also  '  the  words 
of  the  Lord  Jesus.'  Col.  4  18,  'remember  my  bonds'  (following 
Col.  4  3,  ' praying  for  us  that  God  may  open  unto  us  a  door  for 
the  word,  to  speak  the  mystery  of  Christ,  for  which  I  am  also 
in  bonds '),  probably  includes,  or  means,  as  in  i  Mace.  12  n,  and 
as  in  later  Christian  writers,  'remember  my  bonds  (in  your 
prayers).'  (For  the  connection  between  'praying'  and  're 
membering,'  see  i  Thess.  1  3.)  In  Mt.  169,  /xnj^.oi'eveTe  TOVS  is 
probably  a  corruption  of  Mk.  8  16  fj.vrnj.oveveTe  ore  Toys.  So 
far,  in  NT,  with  this  exception,  fj.v.  takes  the  gen.  or  OTI  :  but 
in  i  Thess.  2  9  fj.vTqfj.oveveTf  yap  TOV  KOTTOV  rffj.iav  (best  taken  im 
peratively),  the  meaning  is,  perhaps,  '  remind  one  another  of 
(implying  'mention'),  and,  in  any  case,  2  Tim.  2s  /xnj/u.oi'eve 
'IqcroCi'  Xptoroi',  following  2  2  ('the  things  which  thou  hast 
heard,  commit  to  faithful  men,  who  will  be  able  to  teach  others), 
and  preceding  2  14  ('  of  these  things  put  them  in  remembrance '), 
almost  certainly  means  '  make  mention  of,  or  teach,  Jesus 
Christ."  We  see,  therefore,  in  the  Pauline  Epistles,  a  com 
mencement  of  the  later  tendency  to  pass  from  the  active  to  the 
causative  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  131  (jj.vao~6a<.,  fiveiav  noielo-Oai, 
bvofj-dfriv,  fj.vrifj.ovfveii'),  from  mere  'remembering'  to  some 
practical  way  of  remembering — e.g.  ,in  prayer, doctrine,  preaching. 

The  ambiguity  of  the  word  has  probably  caused  Clem.  Alex, 
(following,  but  misunderstanding  and  modifying,  Papias)  to 
describe  Mark  as  (Eus.  HE  vi.  146)  '  remembering  (/u.ejii^ieVoi') ' 
Peter's  words.  Iren.  iii.  83  TOV  AtVov  llaGAos  fj.ffivi\ra<. 
(tneminif)  must  mean  '  Paul  makes  mention  of  Linus.'  Justin, 
Tryph.  117  fj.efi.vr)Tai  seems  to  mean  'a  commemoration  is 
made. 

'-  This  (which  is  a  very  rare  construction,  if  it  occurs  at  all,  in 
NT)  appears  to  differ  from  TO.  \ex6evra  icai  TO.  Trpa\6evTa,  and  to 
mean  'whatever originated  from  Cnrist,  «V/wdiscourse  traction.' 
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OVT«  TrapijKoAov'dijo-ei/  avT<j>,  vo-Tepov  Se,  w?  ((ftrfv,  IleTpw,  os  ffpbs 
Tots  xpeias  e;roi«iTo  Tas  6i£a<rxaAias,  aAA'  oiiv  liimrtp  irvvrafiv 
Ttav  Kvpiaxiav  Troiov/uei/os  Aoyuiv  (v.  r.  Aoyitui/),  iatrre  ovbfv  rjjiapre  * 
MdpKOS,  OVTIOS  ei/ia  ypdipat  tos  direfi.vi)fj.6vev<Tev,'t  tcbs  yap 
eiroijja'aTO  irpovoiav,  TOV  fitjoev  lav  T/icovcre  TrapaAureic,  TJ  «//evVao-0ai 
Tt  tvauTois."  TavTa  fiivovv  ioropjjTai  Ta>IIan-i<f  Trepi  TOU  Mapicou. 
TTfpi  6e  TOV  Mar0<u'ov  TaiV  flp»)Tai.a  "  MaT0aios  fj.et>  ovv  'E/3pai6i 

In  the  light  of  what  follows  —  about  the  contrast  between  (i) 
Peter,  who  'adapted  his  discourses  to  the  needs  of  the  occasion, 
making  no  classified  collection  of  the  Lord's  Logia,'  and  (2) 
Matthew,  who  'compiled  the  Logia' — he  seems  to  mean  that 
Peter  neither  confined  himself  to  the  Logia,  nor  attempted  to 
group  or  classify  them  (as  Matthew  in  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount),  but  taught  all  that  related  to  Christ's  life,  'whether 
spoken  or  done' — i.e.,  without  distinguishing  between  his  words 
and  his  deeds. 

1  He  '  committed  no  fault '  (not,  '  he  made  no  Mistake ').  This 
must  be  the  meaning,  as  the  verb  is  invariably  so  used  in  N  T 
and  almost  always  (if  not  always)  in  OT.  Cp  especially  Acts 
258  i  Cor.  7  28,  '  thou  didst  not  commit  a  fault  (OVY  ^ilJ-aPrff')t ' 
also  i  Cor.  736.  See  also  Lucian,  2  172,  TO.  fj.eyi.o-Ta  afj.apTav<av, 
ib.  176,  Tolspj.rioevYiiJ.apTriKoo-i,  etc.,  Plut.  Gracch.  ed.  Holden,  51, 
Xen.  Cyr.  hi.  1  40.  Papias  is  defending  Mark  against  the  very 
natural  objection  that  he  did  not  do  the  apostle  justice  in  writing 
down  oral  and  casual  (or  at  all  events  ejc  tempore,  trpbs  TO?  xpeias) 
teaching,  unchanged,  in  a  permanent  book.  The  style  that  suits 
the  former  is  often  unsuitable  to  the  latter.  Lightfoot  (SK 
163)  in  calling  this  ('  he  did  no  wrong  ')  a  '  mistranslation  '  of  the 
author  of  SR,  must  be  thinking  of  the  sense,  not  of  the  Greek. 
But,  thus  interpreted,  it  makes  excellent  sense. 

a  a.Tfffj.i'riij.ovevo-ev  appears  to  be  used  by  Papias  as  an  emphatic 
form  of  efivrifiovevo-ev  (used  above  in  the  sense  '  repeat,  or  teach 
from  memory  ')  and  to  mean  '  repeat  exactly  from  memory.'  Cp 
another  passage,  generally  admitted  to  be  from  Papias,  in  Iren. 
v.  883,  'As  the  Elders  who  saw  John,  the  disciple  of  the  Lord, 
repeated  from  memory  (Lat.  meminentnt),'  where  there  can  be 
little  doubt  that  the  Latin  points  to  a  Greek  original  airefivr)- 
fj.6vevov  or  tfj.vrf/j.ot'fvoi'.  And  a  precisely  parallel  use  occurs  in 
the  description  given  by  Irenaeus  himself  of  the  way  in  which 
Polycarp,  the  pupil  of  John  and  of  the  apostles  (Eus.  HE  \.  20  6), 
used  not  only  to  'relate  (amjyyeAAe) '  his  intercourse  with  them, 
but  also  '  to  repeat  exactly  from  memory  (a.Trffj.vrjfj.6vevf)  their 
words.'  Justin  goes  a  step  further  and  apparently  takes  a.-rtoy.vr\- 
fj.oveveiv  to  mean  something  distinct  from  teaching.  Influenced 
by  his  belief  that  the  airoii.vqiJ.oveviJ.aTa.  were  not  about  the 
apostles  but  from  the  apostles,  he  appeals  to  those  who  (i  Apol. 
33)  'having  recorded  (a.TfOiJ.vriij.ovevo-ai'T£<;) all  that  concerned  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  have  taught  (ioioafav)  it."  And  subsequent 
passages  show  that  he  meant  'recorded  in  writing.'  There  is 
no  doubt  that  he  was  in  error.  But  his  error  strengthens  the 
evidence  that  aTro/airj/u.ofeveii'  in  Papias  means  something  more 
than  'remember.'  In  Lucian,  28,  evia  a.Trofj.vrifj.oi>evo-ai.  means 
to  'relate  exactly,  or  in  detail,  some  special  instances';  (it.  3 
621)  it  is  contrasted  with  'disorderly  (aTaxTios)'  speech,  and 
seems  to  mean  '  repeating  what  one  has  thought  out ' ;  (ib.  3 
419)  it  describes  one  who  not  only  knew  the  exact  facts  but  also 
'repeated  from  memory  (or?  registered  in  memory)  the  exact 
words  (axpt^cos  eiSeVat  ra.  •yeyenj/xeVa  KCU  TOVS  Aoyovs  aiiTOVS 
aTrofj.i'rifj.oi'evo'ai). '  So  Strabo  830,  dirofj.vrjiJiOi'eiJovo-i  TOV 
•teioVov,  introducing  one  of  the  sculptor's  sayings. 

As,  therefore,  Irenaeus  describes  Polycarp,  one  of  John's  dis 
ciples,  as  '  repeating  exactly  from  memory  '  John's  doctrine  about 
(Eus.  HE\.  206)  'the  mighty  works  (fivvofxeis) '  and  'teaching 
(&L&a<TKa\iav) '  of  the  Lord,  so  Papias  appears  to  be  describing 
Mark,  Peter's  'interpreter,'  first  as  'repeating  from  memory 
(efj.vrjfj.oi'fvo-ev),'  and  then  as  'repeating  exactly  from  memory 
(a.TTffj.i'riiJ.ovfvo-ev) '  the  doctrine  of  Peter  about  Christ's  discourses 
or  actions,  and  as  afterwards  committing  to  writing  what  he 
(Mark)  had  thus  'repeated.' 

Lightfoot  translates  aiTefi.vr)ij.6vevo-ev  here  (SK  163)  're 
membered.'  And  the  word  has  this  meaning  in  a  few  phrases 
such  as  '  bear  a  grudge  against,'  etc.  But  (i)  there  is  no  notion 
here  of  'grudge';  (2)  the  general  usage,  and  (3)  the  context, 
favour  the  meaning  '  recount ' ;  (4)  besides  the  above-mentioned 
passage  from  Irenzeus,  and  (5)  that  from  Justin  (meaning 
apparently  'record,'  but  at  all  events  something  more  than 
'  remember  '),  there  is  also  (6)  Justin's  frequent  appeal  to  airo/a>T)- 
fj.ovevfj.aTa  as  'written  records."  These  considerations,  together 
with  th«;  kindred  use  of  nvyfj.oi>eveiv  above  mentioned,  are  con 
clusive  in  favour  of  the  decision  that  aTrofinjfioi'eueii'here  means 
'recount'  or  'repeat  from  memory.'  There  is  a  considerable 
probability  that  the  word  was  in  regular  use  to  denote  the 
Memoirs  or  Anecdotes  about  the  apostles,  first  'repeated'  by 
their  immediate  interpreters  or  pupils  ;  then  committed  to  writing 
by  some  of  them  in  the  form  of  Gospels  ;  and  lastly  accepted  by 
Justin  as  Memoirs  written  by  the  apostles  about  Christ.  Vet 
he  seems  to  have  retained  the  old  title.  As  Xenophon's  'ATTO^UT)- 
lj.ovevfj.aTa.  2<D/cpdTov«  mean  '  Memoirs  o/—i.e.,  about — Socrates,' 
so 'ATrofinj/u.oi'evju.aTa'ATroo'ToAa)!/ would  naturally  mean  'Memoirs 
about  the  apostles,'  and  about  Christ's  teaching  through  then;. 
Justin  appears  to  retain  an  old  title  but  to  give  it  a  wrong  in 
terpretation. 

Perhaps  the  use  of  a.irofj.vrtfj.ovevei.v  was  influenced  by  the  use 
of  the  Hebrew  '  siimi/t.'  This,  meaning  originally  '  repeat  from 
memory,'  came  to  mean  'teach  the  oral  Law,'  whence  came  the 
word  '  Mishna,'  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  Law. 

3  Is  eipjjTou  interchanged  with  the  co-ordinate  io-TOp>)Tat  for 
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JioAe'icTa)  ra  Aoyia  cruveypai/<aTO,  •qp^rjveva'e  5'  aura  <os  %v  Svvarbs 

eWtTTOS." 

(t)  The  system  of  Eusebius.  —  In  order  to  appreciate 
the  negative  as  well  as  the  positive  value  of  the  evidence 
of  Papias,  we  must  briefly  consider  the  purpose  of 
Eusebius,  who  has  preserved  it. 

Eusebius  promises  (HE  iii.  83)  to  record  (i)  the  quota 
tions  of  ecclesiastical  writers  from  '  disputed  books  ,' 
(2)  '  what  they  have  said  about  the  canoni- 

f     r»      •_*.!  j     ji  •? 

cal   scriptures   and   the    -uncanomcal   as 
,,  /  ,  ,      ~      ,  .    ,,  , 

•Well    (TlVa    Tf     TTfpL     T(l)V     (VOiaOriKUV     Kal 

6/j,o\oyov/jL^vui>  ypa<puv  Kal  &ra  Trepl  TUV  /J.T)  roiotruv 
aurols  etpr/Tcu).'  His  promise  to  include  the  latter  we 
have  reason  to  believe  that  he  faithfully  keeps.  But 
he  gives  no  extracts  from  Papias  about  Lk.  and  Jn. 
It  may  be  reasonably  inferred  that  Papias  was  silent 
about  them.  The  silence  may  have  proceeded  from 
either  of  two  causes  :  (  i  )  Jn.  and  Lk.  may  not  have 
been  recognised  by  Papias  as  on  an  equality  with  Mk, 
and  Mt.  ;  (2)  though  recognising  them  as  authoritative, 
Papias  may  have  had  nothing  to  say  about  them. 

^e  s^ence  °f  Paias  on  Lk.  and 
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mentioned  is  highly  improbable. 

Papias  dwells  on  the  defect  of  '  order,  or  arrangement  (ro^ei),' 
in  Mk.,  who,  he  says,  never  even  contemplated  an  'orderly 
treatise  (o-vVraf  iv)  '  of  the  Logia.  Now  Lk.  avowed  it  as  one  of 
his  objects  to  write  '  in  (chronological)  order  (icaSef  ijs),'  and  Lk.'s 
'order'  differs  not  only  from  that  of  Mt.,  but  also  from  that  of 
Jn.  It  is  hard  to  believe,  then,  that  Papias  would  '  have  nothing 
to  say  '  about  Lk.,  if  he  recognised  Lk.  Again,  as  regards  Jn., 
would  not  Papias  have  naturally  added  what  the  Muratorian 
Fragment  says  —  that  this  want  of  order  was  corrected  by  Jn. 
who  wrote  '  in  order  (per  ordinem)  '  ?  The  Muratorian  Frag 
ment,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  and  the  anonymous  tradition  pre 
served  by  Eusebius  (iii.  24  n)  all  have  something  of  great  im 
portance  to  tell  us  about  the  original  authorship  of  the  spiritual  ' 
Gospel  of  John  the  disciple  of  the  Lord  ;  and  what  they  say 
testifies  to  the  interest  taken  in  its  origin  by  those  ecclesiastical 
writers  who  were  among  the  first  to  recognise  it  as  apostolical. 
Is  it  likely  that  Papias,  if  he  acknowledged  it  to  be  the  work 
of  the  last  of  the  apostles,  knew  nothing  about  it  that  he  deemed 
•worth  saying  ?  1 

These  considerations  point  to  the  conclusion  that  Lk. 
and  Jn.  were  not  recognised  by  Papias  as  on  a  level 
with  Mk.  and  Mt.2 

If  Papias  did  not  recognise  Lk.  and  Jn.  as  authorita 
tive,  it  would  seem  likely  that  Jn.  —  though  probably 
(Eus.  HEm.  24.7)  it  had  been  for  some  time  taught 
orally,  and  though  traditions  from  it  may  have  been  in 
use  in  Proconsular  Asia  —  was  not  yet  circulated  in 
writing,  or,  if  circulated,  not  yet  acknowledged  as  apos 
tolic,  when  Papias  wrote  his  Exposition.  Consequently 
the  date  of  the  Exposition  becomes  of  great  importance. 

(e)  The  Date  of  Papias's  Exposition.  —  -There  is  no  evi 
dence  of  importance  bearing  on  it  beyond  Eus.  HE  iii. 
39i-4/. 

ToO  6e  Ilan-ia  o-uyypd/AjiiaTa  TreVrc  TOV  api9/j.ov  <£e'peTai,  a  Kal 
eViye'ypaTrrai,  Aoyiiav  Kvpuucuv  efrjy>jo'ea>£.  rovrtav  Kal  Etp7)i/aios 
cos  fioviav  avrw  ypatftevTiav  juyr/ju.oi'euet,  dSe'  TTCO?  Ae'ywi'  '  "  TaOra 
c$e  Kal  IlaTrtas  6  'luidvvov  /j.ev  a/coucmjs,  IIoAvKapJrou  <5e  eraipo? 

mere  variety?  Or  as  indicating  a  shorter  statement?  or  as  im 
plying  any  doubt?  In  Eus.  HE'\\.  152,  <j>a<rC  and  icrropia  probably 
denote  distinctions  of  historical  certainty  (see  below,  §  So). 

1  Lightfoot,  who  assumes  that  Papias  must  have  said  some 
thing   about  Jn.,  thinks  it  probable  that  (SR  207)  the  Mura 
torian  writer  borrowed  from  Papias  '  his  contrast  between  the 
secondary  evidence  of  Mk.  and  the  primary  evidence  of  Jn.' 
But,  in  that  case,  how  is  it  that  Eusebius  —  •who  was  bound  to 
record  _  -whatever   was    said   by   ecclesiastical  writers  about 
canonical  books  —  whilst  inserting  what  was  said  by  later  writers, 
omits  what  was  said  by  the  earliest  of  all? 

2  This  might  be  regarded  as  almost  certain  but  for  one  con 
sideration.     Eusebius  has  a  contempt  for  Papias.     Forced  by 
his  antiquity  to  devote  a  great  deal  of  space  to  him,  he  does  it 
with  terms  of  disparagement,  and  (iii.  39  14-17,  bis)  'confining 
himself  to  what  is  indispensable  (ayay/caioos).  '     Want  of  space, 
and  contempt  for  his  author,  may  have  induced  him  to  break  the 
promise  he  made  just  before,  and  to  omit  what  Papias  may  have 
said  about  Lk.  and  Jn.,  reserving  it  till  he  came  to  later  ecclesi 
astical  writers  who   borrowed   from   Papias.      This   is    highly 
improbable.    Eusebius  is  a  most  careful  and  conscientious  writer. 
Though,  for  example,  on  one  occasion  he  gives  in  his  own  words 
a  tradition  about  Mk.  at  an  early  period  in  his  history,  and  adds 
(215)  'Clement  has  quoted  this  story,  and  .  .  .   Papias  attests 
it,'  this  does  not  prevent  him  from  giving  the  testimony  of  Papias 
in  full,  in  its  chronological  order. 

1813 


A6ycoi> 

Kat  avToirnji/  oua/Licof  favTOv  yei/eVflat  T<av 
iepiav  dirocTToAcop  f^<f>aivei,  TrapetAArj^ieVai  <Se  TO. 
TT?  Tnoreios  Trapa  riav  eiceiVois  yv<ap(fj.<av l  SiSao-xei  Si  lav  <£r;cri 
Ae'£e<oy '  "  OVK  oKt^o~ut  fie  crot  KCU  ocra  Trore  wapa  TU>V  7rpeo~j3uTe'pu>i' 
(caAco?  epadov  Kal  xaAtus  e/uir)jLidi/cua'a>2  crui/Tajai  rais  epjoujyeiais,3 
fiia/Se/Saiov/u.ei'os  vrrep  avT<av  aAn9eiai>.  ou  yap  TOIS  TOL  jroAAa 
Ae'youcTiv  e^aipov  iixnrep  oi  jroAAoi,  aAAd  rocs  TaA7j#7j  fiiSacj/coveni', 
ovoe  TOIS  Tas  iAAorpia?  eWoAds  /j.vri/j.ovevovcrii',  aAAa  TOI?  ras 
Trapa  TOU  KvpCov  rfj  Trt'cTTei  £c£ojucVa?  KOI  air'  avrijs  napayivofj.fva'i 
TT}S  aAijSei'as-  ei  Se  TTOV  Kal  7rapr)icoAov#r)Kio?  Tis  TOIS  7rpe<r(3uTe'pocs 
e\9oi,  Toi>s  riav  rrpecrftvrepiav  avtKpivov  Aoyous — ri  'Ai/fipe'as  TJ  TI 
XleVpos  elirev,  r)  TI  ^lAtTTTros  ij  TI  ®a)/ias  rj  'la/caj/So?  r)  TI  'Ia)ai/n)s 
T)  MaTflaios  rj  TIS  eVcpos  -riav  TOV  Kvpiov  /aaSijTioc,  a  Te  'Apurritav 
Kal  6  irpetr/SvTepos  'lu>dvvr)s  [oi  TOV  Ki/pt'ov  ftaOijTai]  *  ^.eyovtriv. 
oil  yap  Ta  e«  T<av  |3t/3Ai'a)i/  ToaovTov  (xe  ax^cAeic  VTreAajx^acoi',  otrov 
TO.  wapa  fiicnjs  (JMavrjs  (cat  fj.ei>ov<rr)s. 

69.Notahearer  ^Wa;S  P^ias  'a  hearer  of  John '? 
of  John  — Was  Lusebius  right  in  denying,  or 

Irenaeus  in  asserting,  that  Papias  was 
'  a  hearer  of  John  '  ? 

Here,  and  in  what  follows,  we  must  distinguish  the  statements 
of  Eusebius  from  his  inferences.  The  former  are  almost  always 
accurate  ;  the  latter  are  sometimes  erroneous  (though  by  giving 
us  the  grounds  for  them  he  enables  us  to  avoid  error5).  Even 
the  inferences  of  Eusebius  are  probably  more  trustworthy  here 
than  the  statements  of  Irenaeus. 6  Now  Eusebius  rejects  the 
definite  statement  of  the  latter  that  Papias  was  a  '  hearer  of 
John,'  on  the  ground  that  Papias  himself  makes  no  such  claim 
in  his  preface,  where  he  naturally,  and  almost  inevitably,  would 
have  made  it,  if  he  could.  He  gives  us  the  preface  to  speak  for 
itself.  He  adds  facts  and  extracts  from  the  work  of  Papias, 
the  whole  of  which  was  apparently  before  him.  These  convey 
no  indication  that  Papias  'heard'  John.  That  Irenaeus — in 
fluenced  by  the  natural  tendency  of  early  Christian  contro 
versialists  to  exaggerate  the  continuity  of  Christian  tradition, 
and  by  the  fact  that  Papias  lived  in  Polycarp's  time  and  reported 
what  John  said  —  hastily  declared  Papias  to  be  'a  hearer  of 
John,'  is  more  probable  than  that  EusebiuSj  subsequently 
reviewing  all  the  evidence,  was  mistaken  in  denying  it. 

The  probable  conclusion  is  that  Papias  was  not  a 
'  hearer  of  John. ' 

2  and  3.  Was  Papias  'a  hearer  of  Aristion  and  of 
John  the  elder '  ?  And  were  they  '  disciples  of  the 
Lord '  ? 

2.  Eusebius  affirms  that  Papias  did  hear  them,  and  he  gives 
his  reasons  thus  (iii.  39  7)  :  '  He  (Papias)  confesses  that  he  has 
•7ft   KT          t        received  the  words  of  the  apostles  on  the 
70.  WOr  01         one   hand    from    those   who  had    followed 
AristiOU  and     (napriKO\ov6riK6Tu>v)  them ;  but  of  Aristion 
John  the  Elder.  anc'  °f  tne  Elder  John  he  says  he  was  him 
self  a  hearer.'     The  context  indicates  that 

Eusebius  is  drawing  this  inference  merely  from  the  '  distinc 
tion  ' '  that  Papias  makes  between  the  past  and  the  present, — 
'What  (TI)  Andrew,  etc.,  said  (ein-ei'),  and  the  things  thai 
(a  TC)  Aristion  and  the  Elder  John  say  (Ae'you<ri) ' — as  though 
the  two  last  were  still  living,  so  that  Papias  had  probably 
consulted  them ;  and  the  historian's  habitual  conscientiousness 
leads  him  (recognising  perhaps  the  slightness  of  his  grounds)  to 
qualify  his  inference  in  the  following  sentence — 'At  all  events 
(yoOv),  making  frequent  mention  of  them  by  name  in  his 
treatise,  he  sets  down  their  traditions.'  He  does  not  add  'and 
Papias  states  that  he  received  them  from  their  own  lips,'  and 
he  appears  to  have  no  evidence  beyond  what  he  himself  puts 
before  us.  But  the  change  of  tense  from  'said'  to  'say'  is 

1  yvtapLfjiiav — i.e.,  '  pupils,'  as  in  Origen,  Cels.  2  13  ;  Clem.  Alex. 
104  and  898  ;  Epictet.  passim  ;  and  Eus.  iii.  44,  etc.     It  is  equi 
valent  to  Papias's  7rapT)KoAou#>)Kaj£. 

2  Probably  'taught  from  memory,'  or  'repeated.'     See  note 
above,  §  65,  n. 

3  See  above,  §  65  n.     Papias  (i)  '  set  forth  (efjjyeio-flai) '  the 
Logia,  (2)  '  interpreted   epjurpeveii/ '   them,   and   (3)   '  arranged 
along  with  them  (trwi/rdf <u) '  illustrative  traditions. 

4  These  bracketed   words  are   perhaps  to  be   omitted.     See 
§  70  (3)  below. 

6  E.g.,  he  says  that  Luke  had  (Eus.  iii.  4  6)  '  diligently  followed 
the  rest  of  the  apostles  (besides  Paul),'  but  shows  the  source  of 
his  error  by  quoting  Lk.  1  3,  taking  iratTiv  as  masc.  He  also 
(cp  iii.  46  with  iii.  36  i)  takes  Lk.'s  iimjpeYai.  TOU  Aoyov  (the  word) 
to  mean  v.  TOV  Kvpiov  (the  Word).  These  are  such  errors  as 
the  most  honest  and  impartial  historian  might  make. 

6  This  could  be  proved  by  a  collection  of  Irenasus's  mistakes. 
And  a  comparison  of  the  eulogistic  remarks  made  by  Eusebius 
about  other  ecclesiastical  "writers  with  his  general  silence  -when 
quoting  Jrenteus  would  indicate  that,  although  he  would  by  no 
means  call  the  latter  (as  he  calls  Papias)  '  a  man  of  very  little 
understanding,'  he  nevertheless  thinks  less  highly  of  his  power 
of  weighing  evidence  than  of  his  (v.  20  3)  orthodoxy  and  high 
standard  of  carefulness  in  copying  MSS. 

7  Eus.  iii.  39  5  :  5iao~TetAas  TOV  \6yov. 
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(Lightf.  SR  150  n.)  'probably  for  the  sake  of  variety,'1  so 
that  nothing  can  be  inferred  from  it ;  and  the  mere  fact  that 
Papias  'sets  down  their  traditions'  and  'mentions  their  names,' 
by  no  means  proves  that  he  obtained  his  information  from  them, 
and  not  from  '  those  who  had  followed  them." 

We  conclude  that  (a)  Papias  is  not  proved  to  have 
been,  and  that  (6)  (so  far  as  we  can  judge  from  Eusebius's 
production  of  inadequate,  and  omission  of  adequate, 
evidence)  he  probably  was  not,  a  '  hearer '  of  Aristion 
and  John  the  Elder. 

3.  Again,  the  words  '  disciples  of  the  Lord '  can 
hardly  have  followed  'Aristion,  etc.,"  in  the  text  used 
by  Eusebius.  For  he  regards  Aristion  as  living  at  the 
time  when  Papias  wrote.  But  that  '  disciples  of  the 
Lord '  should  be  living  when  Papias  was  making  his 
investigations  (Lightfoot,  Sft  150  n. )  would  involve  'a 
chronological  difficulty. ' 

This  Eusebius  would  probably  have  felt,  especially  as  he 
apparently  regards  Papias  as  born  too  late  to  have  been  a 
'hearer  of  John."-  Moreover,  if  Papias  was  a  hearer  of  any 
'disciple  of  the  Lord,'  this  would  contradict  the  spirit  of  Euse 
bius's  inference  that  Papias  drew  his  information  about  the 
apostles  merely  from  their  'pupils.'  Aristion  and  the  Elder 
John,  if  '  disciples  of  the  Lord,'  could  not  be  called  '  pupils '  of 
the  apostles.  This  internal  evidence  that  Eusebius  did  not 
find  the  words  'disciples,  etc.'  after  'Aristion,  etc.'  is  confirmed 
by  (i)  their  absence  from  the  Armenian  version,  (2)  the  omission 
of  oi  in  several  Greek  MSS,  and  of  TOV  icvpiov  by  Rufinus,  (3) 
the  extreme  harshness  of  («)  'Elders,'  (6)  'disciples  of  the  Lord,' 
(c)  the  repetition  of  '  disciples  of  the  Lord,'  as  though  they  were 
three  classes^  and  (4)  the  ease  with  which  the  words  can  be 
explained  as  an  interpolation. 

71   Pawias's       4-    PaPias's  'Elders.'  — It  remains  to 
V., ,  *|  consider  who  are  '  the  Elders  '  from  whom 

Papias  obtained  his  information. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  apostles  were  called 'Elders.' 
Yet  Papias's  words  —  seeming  to  amount  to  this,  'If  pupils  of 
the  Elders  came,  I  used  to  ask  about  the  words  of  the  Elders, 
viz.  Andrew,  Peter,  etc.' — appear,  at  first  sight,  to  identify 
'apostles'  with  'the  Elders.' 

The  truth  appears  to  be  that,  in  the  days  of  Papias,  the  latter 
title  was  given  to  the  generation  of  Elders  ordained  by  the  '  dis 
ciples  of  the  Lord.'  The  next  generation  of  Elders  was  not  yet 
called  '  the  Elders,'  but  rather  the  'pupils  of  (or  those  who  had 
followed)  the  Elders.'  The  object  of  Papias  was  to  get  back  to 
the  teaching  of  the  disciples  of  the  Lord,  whether  through  (i) 
'  the  Elders  '  or  (2)  '  their  pupils.'  If,  for  example,  Papias  met  (i) 
an  Elder  appointed  by  John  the  apostle,  or  (2)  a  '  pupil '  of  such 
an  Elder,  in  either  case  his  question  would  be, '  What  said  John  ? '  "* 

The  most  probable  conclusions,  then,  are  that  (i) 
Papias  was  not  a  hearer  of  John  ;  (2  and  3)  whether  he 
was,  or  was  not,  a  hearer  of  Aristion  and  the  Elder  John, 
the  two  latter  were  not  '  disciples  of  the  Lord  ' ;  (4)  the 
Elders  from  whom  he  obtained  his  information  were 
not  apostles  but  Elders  appointed  by  John  or  other 
apostles ;  and  he  supplemented  this  by  information 
obtained  from  their  followers  and  successors. 

5.  Papias's  list  of  the  apostles. — Why  does   Papias 

specially  mention,  as  the  disciples  about  whose  sayings 

79   W    V  t   ^e  ma<^e  investigations,   Andrew,    Peter, 

of  apostles   Philip'  Thomas-  James'  J°hn'  Matthew? 
and  why  in  this  order  ?   An  answer  is  sug 
gested  by  the  context  in  the  extract  quoted  above  (§  71 ). 

1  Note  that  in  the  same  sentence  rC  is  varied  with  a.      So 
Eusebius  (quoted  above,  §  66)  varies  riva.  with  6Va,  where  there 
is  but  a  shade  of  difference  in  meaning. 

2  Eusebius  might  naturally  assume  that  Papias — who  tells  us 
that  he  regularly  cross-examined  any  who  could  tell  him  '  what 
John  said ' — would  have  questioned  John  himself  had  he  been 
alive  and  accessible  to  questioning.      Denying  that  he  was  a 
'hearer,'  he  probably  implies  that  he  was  too  late  to  be  one. 

3  See  Expositor,    4th   ser.   3  245.       Papias    probably   wrote 
'the  disciples  of  the   Lord  .  .  .  and  Aristion  and   John  their 
disciples.'     'Their,'  avriii  (in  oi /xafJijTai  CUITW,  i.e.  avriov),  was 
changed  into  'his  (CUITOV)'  and  avTOv  replaced  by  TOV  (cvpi'ov. 
(For  the  frequency  of  avrov,  TOVTOV,  etc.,  confused  with  avTwi', 
rovTtav,  see  Otto  on  Justin,  Tryph.  106,  p.  356.)     Prof.  W.  P> 
Bacon  has  suggested  that  oi  TOVTCO  was  corrupted  into  oi  rov  KV 
before  the  time  of  Eusebius.     This  is  very  likely  ;  cp  Judg.  4  24 
Tiav  viiav  B,  but  A  KV  (i.e.,  icvpiov)  vi<oi>. 

4  This  interpretation  of  '  Elders '  is  confirmed  by  the  following 
consideration.      Irenseus,    in   passages   where   he    is   probably 
(Lightf.  SR  202)  quoting  the  substance,  if  not  the  very  words, 
of  Papias,  speaks  of  the  doctrine  as  that  of  (v.  5  i  36  2)  '  the 
Elders,  the  disciples  of  the  apostles '  (i/>.  33  3),  '  the  Elders  luho 
have  seen  John.'     If  these  are  the  words  of  Papias,  the  fact 
that  he  uses  '  Elders '  there  to  mean  '  the  disciples  of  the  apostles. ' 
makes  it  probable  that  he  uses  it  in  the  same  sense  here,  and 
that  they  represented  the  generation  preceding  his  own. 
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'  Most  people,'  says  Papias,  took  pleasure  in  '  voluminous 
(TCI  TToXXd)  falsehoods '  ;  and  he  was  driven  to  conclude 
that  he  would  gain  more  profit  from  the  living  voice  of 
tradition  derived  from  '  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  '  than 
from  '  the  books '  that  attracted  popular  attention.  In 
'  the  books '  he  may  have  included  Gnostic  treatises, 
such  as  that  of  Basilides  ;  but  we  must  not  exclude 
Christian  apocrypha  and  '  disputed  '  books,  and  various 
versions  of  authoritative  books. 

For  example,  though  Matthew  had  made  a  compilation  of  the 
Logia,  it  was  variously  '  interpreted ' ;  and  this  affords  a  very  good 
reason  for  the  desire  of  Papias  to  ascertain  '  what  Matthew  said,' 
in  order  to  throw  light  on  what  Matthew  wrote  or  was  supposed 
to  have  written.  Again,  the  Epistle  of  James  mentioned  by 
Eusebius  (iii.  25)  not  as  spurious  but  as  'disputed,'  was  probably 
current  in  the  days  of  Papias  ;  and  we  can  understand  that  its 
existence  may  well  have  caused  him  to  add  his  name  to  the 
apostolic  list.  Between  '  Matthew'  and  'James'  comes  'John,' 
in  whose  name  a  gospel  (preached  perhaps  in  his  behalf  at 
Ephesus  during  his  last  years)  may  have  been  recently  circulated 
as  a  tradition  in  writing  ;  and  this  would  account  not  only  for 
the  inclusion  of  John's  name,  but  also  for  its  position  between 
that  of  James  and  Matthew.  Apocryphal  works  were  early 
current  in  the  names  of  (Eus.  iii.  25)  Andrew,  Peter  (whom 
Papias  himself  mentions  as  the  originator  of  Mk.),  and  Thomas 
(as  well  as  John  and  Matthias).  The  inclusion  of  Philip  (whose 
apocryphal  Acts  Eusebius  does  not  mention)  may  be  explained 
by  his  having  resided  in  Hierapolis,  where  Papias  was  bishop.1 
As  regards  Aristion,  Eusebius  (iii.  39  14)  informs  us  that  Papias 
inserted  some  of  Aristion's  'accounts  (SuTyrjcrei?)  of  the  words  of 
the  Lord  (roif  TOU  icvpiov  Adywc),'  and  there  is  some  slight  evi 
dence  (Exp.,  1893^,  p.  245)  for  regarding  him  as  the  author  of 
Mk.-App.  At  all  events,  the  fact  that  he  wrote  'accounts 
(curjyjjcreis)  of  words  of  the  Lord  ' — presumably  not  found  in  Mk. 
or  Mt.,  or  else  why  should  Eusebius  mention  their  insertion? — 
would  make  it  desirable  to  ascertain  what  Aristion  was  in  the 
habit  of  'saying.'  Lastly,  the  two  disputed  Epistles  of  John 
(the  Second  and  Third)  are  written  by  '  the  Elder,'  and  may 
have  been  naturally  attributed  to  the  Elder  John.  And  Papias, 
who  (Eus.  iii.  39  17)  '  makes  quotations'2'  from  the  First  Epistle 
of  John,'  may  on  this  as  well  as  on  other  accounts  have  made 
the  traditions  of  John  the  Elder  a  special  subject  of  investigation. 

Thus,  though  there  may  be,  and  probably  are,  other 
local  causes,  unknown  to  us,  for  Papias's  selection 
and  arrangement,3  the  drift  of  evidence,  external  and 
internal,  indicates,  as  one  important  cause,  the  un 
certainty  arising  from  spurious  Christian  literature,  and 
the  special  importance  of  ascertaining  what  had  been 

1  Among  other  things  that  came  to  him  (Eus.  iii.  398)  'as  from 
tradition  (UMTO.V  in  wapao'dcreoos),'  Papias  is  said  by  Eusebius  to 
have  received  'a  wonderful  narrative  (composed) by  the  daughters 
of    Philip   (SiTJyiJcru'    irapeiAr)<£eVcu    Savjiacriaf    VTTO    TO>V   TOV   *. 
6vya.rtp<av).'     From  this  passage  it  is  commonly  inferred  that 
Papias  knew  the  daughters  of  Philip.     But  (i)  iirjyijcris  (not 
TrapdSocriv,   see  ib.  14  and  vi.  13g,  both  of  which   distinguish 
between  TT.,  'oral  tradition,'  and  &.,  'written  narrative'),  and  (2) 
VTTO   (not   irapd    or    aTro),    and    (3)    uxrav    (K    TrapaSovtias    and 
7r<xpeiA»)<|>eWi,  all  imply  that,  though   the   narrative   had   been 
related  by  them,  Papias  did  not  receive  it  from  them,  but  from 
others   who   handed   it  down  and   warranted   its  genuineness. 
This  has  an  important  bearing  on  the  date  of  Papias.     The 
words  (Eus.  iii.  889)  Kara  TOVS  avTovs  yw^pMMCi  following   on 
Kara  TT\V  'lepairoAii/  .   .   .  o'tarpit/'ai  most   naturally  mean   that, 
whereas  Philip  and  his  daughters  li-ved  at  Hierapolis,  Papias 
was  'born  among  the  same  (people).'    (They  can  hardly  mean 
that  Papias  was  'born  during  the  time  (j/"the  same  people — i.e., 
Philip  and  his  daughters.') 

2  ice'xpijTai    /xopTvpi'ais.      We   are   not   to  infer   that    Papias 
•mentioned  John,  or  any  one,  as  the  author.     Had  he  done  so, 
Eusebius  would  probably  have  said,  as  he  does  of  Irenaeus  (Eus. 
v.  87),  'He  also  makes  mention  of  the  First  Epistle  of  John, 
introducing  a  good  many  quotations  from  it,  and  likewise  from 
the  First  of  Peter.'     From  (i)  this  contrast,  and  (2)  the  early 
custom  of  quoting  without  names,  we  may  reasonably  infer  that 
Papias  did  not '  mention  '  John's  Epistle.     It  is  shown  elsewhere 
(see  JOHN,  EPISTLES  OF)  that  some  so-called  quotations  from  the 
First  Epistle  are  probably  mere  quotations  from  floating  Johan- 
nine  traditions. 

Why  does  Eusebius — who  was  not  bound  to  tell  us  of 
quotations  from  canonical  books — take  up  space  by  telling  us 
that  Papias  quoted  from  (iii.  39 17)  'the  First  Epistle  of  John'? 
The  answer  is  to  be  found  partly  (i)  in  the  completion  of 
Eusebius's  sentence  ('  and  from  that  of  Peter  likewise  '),  partly 
(2)  in  the  similar  statement  about  (v.  87)  Irenseus.  It  is  simply 
a  quiet  way  of  saying,  '  You  see  Papias  and  Irenzeus  do  not 
quote  from  the  Second  and  Third  F.pistles  of  John,  nor  from 
theScconi/  Epistle  of  Peter.'  These  were  'disputed  works'  and 
Eusebius  is  tacitly  bringing  against  them  '  the  argument  from 
silence. ' 

3  For  example,  he   places   Andrew  first.     Cp  with  this   the 
leading  part  assigned  to  Andrew  by  the  Muratorian  Fragment 
(see  below,  §  78)  in  originating  the  Fourth  Gospel. 
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said  by  those  disciples  of  the  Lord  who  were  reported, 
truly  or  falsely,  to  have  left  writings  also. 

6.  Papias's  relation  to  Polycarp. — On  this  point,  Euse- 
bius  affords  the  following  indirect  evidence. 

He  first  (iii.  36 1-2)  mentions  Polycarp  as  'the  scholar  (6/iuAijTrjs) 

of  the  apostles ' — appointed  to  the  bishopric  of  Smyrna  '  by  the 

_..  eye-witnesses  and  ministers  of  the    Lord  ' — in 

73.  illS        wliose  time  flourished  '  Papias  (he,  too,  bishop 

relation  to    of    Hierapolis)   and   the   world-famed   (6   napa. 

Polycarp.  "^'Vrois  eiareVi  vvv  5ia(3dijros)  Ignatius,'  second 
'  in  succession  to  Peter  in  the  bishopric  of 
Antioch.1  Then  he  (ib.  4-15)  describes  the  Epistles  of  Ignatius 
and  Polycarp.  Next  he  mentions  (jib.  37  i)  Quadratus  and  the 
daughters  of  Philip  as  being  among  those  who  'occupied  the 
first  rank  in  the  succession  to  the  apostles,'  adding  that  he  has 
confined  his  mention  of  these  to  (ib.  374)  such  as  have  left 
extant  records  of  apostolic  teaching.  Then,  after  (iii.  3Sf.) 
going  back  to  Clement  of  Rome  to  protest  against  spurious 
works  attributed  to  him,  he  continues,  '  Now  I  have  (already) 
mentioned  the  works  of  Ignatius  and  Polycarp  :  of  Papias  five 
books  are  extant ' ;  and  he  deals  with  Papias  and  his  works  in 
detail,  denying  that  he  was  a  'hearer'  of  the  apostles,  which  is 
equivalent  to  denying  that  he  was  one  of  those  '  in  the  first  rank 
in  the  succession  to  the  apostles.'  Some  time  after  this  (iv. 
14/1)  comes  Polycarp's  visit  to  Rome  and  martyrdom.  All 
this  harmonises  with  the  supposition  that  Papias  was  so  much 
younger  than  Ignatius  and  Polycarp  that  he  could  not  be 
reckoned  in  their  'rank  of  succession,'  but  that  Eusebius  was 
obliged  to  insert  his  name  with  theirs  on  account  of  the  import 
ance  of  his  'extant  records,'  which  he  compiled  before  the  death 
of  the  aged  Polycarp.  His  habit  of  speaking  (in  his  Exposition) 
in  the  name  of  '  the  Elders  that  have  seen  John '  may  have  led 
Irenaeus  to  the  erroneous  inference  that  Papias  was  'a  hearer  of 
John  and  companion  of  Polycarp.' 

(/)  Summary  of  the  Evidence  relating  to  Papias. — 
Reviewing  the  evidence,  we  are  led  to  the  following 

74.  Conclusions  "egative  and  P05^6  fusions 
about  Papias.  PaP'aS(was  not  a  'hearer  of  John, 
nor  a  '  companion  of  Polycarp,  nor 
did  he  '  hear '  any  '  disciple  of  the  Lord. '  He  was  not  in 
the  same  '  rank  of  succession  '  as  Quadratus  and  Philip's 
daughters.  The  daughters  dwelt  in  Papias's  native  city  and 
died  (Lightfoot,  SR  150)  about  100-110  A.D.  Papias 
records  a  narrative  handed  down  by  them  but  not 
(apparently)  as  coming  to  him  from  them.  'These  facts 
suggest  for  Papias's  birth  a  date  about  85  A.  D.  When  he 
reached  early  manhood  ( 105  A.  D. )  the  last  of  the  apostles, 
if  still  living,  was  probably  incapacitated  by  old  age  for 
teaching.  The  Johannine  Gospel,  though  preached  orally 
at  Ephesus,  was  not  yet  published.  Being  probably 
(Lightf.  SR  153)  of  Pagan  origin,  and  (Eus.  iii.  39 12) 
given  to  literalise  Jewish  metaphor,  Papias  may  have 
been  perplexed  by  a  comparison  of  Hebrew  with  Greek 
1  interpretations '  of  Christian  traditions.  He  found 
current  the  Commandments  (Eus.  iii.  39 3)  'given  from 
the  Lord  to  the  Faith '  ;  but  he  desired  to  add  to  these 
from  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles,  as  repeated  by 
the  Elders  whom  they  had  appointed,  and  by  the 
successors  of  those  Elders.  He  also  mentions  ( i )  the 
teaching  of  the  apostle  Peter,  first  'repeated,'  and  then 
'written,'  by  his  'interpreter'  Mark,  including  the  Acts 
as  well  as  the  Words  of  Jesus,  and  making  no  attempt 
at  classifying  'the  Lord's  Oracles'  ;2  (2)  a  compilation 
by  the  apostle  Matthew,  in  Hebrew,  of  '  the  Lord's 
Oracles '  certainly  including  Christ's  discourses  and 
probably  giving  some  account  of  Christ's  life.  But  this, 
instead  of  being  circulated  in  Greek  (as  Peter's  teaching 
had  been)  by  one  authoritative  '  interpreter,'  had  received 
many  'interpretations.'3  About  Lk.  or  Jn.  (or  any 

1  I.e.,  Polycarp  and  Ignatius  have  phrases  that  suggest  the 
authority  of  antiquity.     Papias  has  none.     Several  MSS,  very 
naturally,  interpolate  a  compliment  to  Papias's  learning. 

2  If  we  may  judge  from  the  order   of  the  extracts,  Papias 
placed  Mk.  before  Aft.     This  is  slightly  confirmed  by  the  fact 
that  in  the  former  extract  Papias  uses  the  longer  title  KvpiaKa 
Adyia,  in  the  latter,  the  shorter  Aoyia — a  natural  abbreviation 
when  one  repeats  a  title  a  second  time. 

3  The  'interpreter'  (/for.  ffebr.  on  Mt.  1027,  and  Wetstein 
on  i  Cor.  1*27)  was  the  recognised  attendant  of  the  reader  and 
teacher  in  the  Jewish  schools.     When  a  Jewish  apostle  (e.g.,  the 
author  of  the  Apocalypse,  which  is  composed  in  most  barbarous 
Greek)  preached,  or  wrote,  to  Greek  congregations,  an  '  inter 
preter  '  may  often  have  been  in  request.     We  have  seen  that 
Mark  was  called  the  'interpreter'  of  Peter.     It  was  an  early 
belief  (Eus.  iii.  38)  that  Luke  or  Clement  of  Rome  '  interpreted  ' 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  from  Paul's  Hebrew  into  Greek— a 
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other  Gospel)  Papias  is  silent,  and  we  conclude  that  he 
knew  neither,  or  ranked  neither  with  Mk.  or  Mt.  But 
the  date  at  which  he  was  investigating  and  writing 
(about  115-130  A.D.)  and  his  quotations  from  i  Jn. 
(which  was  certainly  written  by  the  same  hand  as  the 
Gospel)  combine  to  make  it  probable  that  Jn.  must  have 
been  known  to  him,  at  least  in  parts,  as  a  tradition. 
We  are  led  to  conclude  that  he  was  writing  at  the  time 
when  Jn.  was  attaining,  but  had  not  yet  attained, 
recognition  as  an  apostolic  Gospel. * 

There  were  also  current  (as  Lk.  tells  us),  '  many 
narratives '  of  Christ's  life,  and  (as  Papias  says)  many 
diffuse  writings,  possibly  including  Gnostic  gospels,  and 
so  called  Apostolic  Acts,  Revelations,  and  Epistles. 
These  appear  to  have  prejudiced  Papias  against  '  books,' 
and  to  have  inclined  him  to  go  back  as  near  as  possible 
to  the  fountain-head.  His  attitude  is  so  well  described 
by  the  following  words  of  Irenaeus  that  we  can  imagine 
Papias  himself  using  them  :  (Iren.  v.  20  if.)  'All  these 
(heretics)  are  of  much  later  date  than  the  bishops  to 
whom  the  apostles  committed  the  churches  .  .  .  Those 
who  desert  the  teaching  of  the  Church  impugn  the 
knowledge  of  the  holy  Elders. '  To  these  '  bishops, ' 
then,  or  '  holy  Elders' — i.e. ,  to  the  Elders  appointed  by 
the  apostles — Papias  made  it  his  first  object  to  go.  But 
we  learn  from  Clement  of  Rome  (ch.  44)  that,  as  early  as 
95  A.  D. ,  some  of  '  tlie  Elders  appointed  by  the  apostles' 
and  even  some  of  those  '  (appointed)  in  the  next 
generation  (//.era£i>)  by  men  of  note,'  had  died.  It  is 
improbable  that  John,  during  his  last  years  of  disability, 
appointed  any  Elders  ;  and  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  by  A.D.  125-35  m°st  of  the  Johannine  Elders  would 
have  passed  away.  Hence,  though  Papias  did  his 
best  to  obtain  information  from  them,  he  was  glad  to 
glean  what  he  could  from  the  next  generation  ( '  those 
who  had  followed  them'),  his  question  to  an  Elder's 
pupil  always  being,  'What  said  John  (or  this  or  that 
Disciple  of  the  Lord)  by  whom  the  Elder  (whom  you 
"followed")  was  appointed?'  In  particular,  having 
regard  to  the  apocryphal  literature  circulated  in  the 
names  of  Andrew,  Peter,  Thomas,  to  the  traditions 
current  in  Hierapolis  about  Philip,  and  to  the  better 
attested  but  disputed  literature  circulated  in  the  names 
of  James  and  John,  to  the  great  diversity  of  the  '  inter 
pretations  '  of  the  Logia  compiled  by  Matthew,  and  to  the 
objections  brought  against  Peter's  teaching  as  recorded 
by  Mark — he  made  these  Disciples  of  the  Lord  the 
special  object  of  his  investigations.  It  is,  of  course, 
possible,  that  Jn.  may  have  been  acknowledged  as 
canonical  in  other  churches  before  it  was  acknowledged 

supposition  that  illustrates  the  early  and  familiar  recognition  of 
an  'interpreter'  as  a  natural  companion  of  an  apostle.  In  the 
(Eus.  iii.  393)  'interpretations'  that  Papias  inserted  in  his  Ex 
position,  he  may  have  included  his  own  or  other  Greek  versions 
as  well  as  explanations,  of  the  Logia.  From  A  cts  8  3 1  (oSrjyjjcrei) 
and  from  Ign.  Fhil.  6  (eai>  Se  TIS  iouSai'o>ib>'  ep/nrji/eur;)  we  see 
how  large  a  part  of  apostolic  and  presbyteric  teaching  would 
consist  of  '  interpretations '  of  OT  in  a  Christian  sense,  and  these 
might  sometimes  be  '  interpreted '  from  the  Hebrew.  Soon, 
however,  the  word  would  be  confined  to  'interpreting' — i.e. , 
explaining,  obscurities  in  the  Greek  Logia.  For  the  word  thus 
used,  see  Orig.  Cels.  iii.  58,  and  quotations  from  Irenaeus  given 
above,  §  65  n. 

1  The  hesitation  of  Papias  to  accept  Jn.  may  have  been  all 
the  greater  because  (if  we  accept  the  theory  that  Irenaeus  in 
his  fifth  book  is  quoting  Papias  in  support  of  Millennianism)  he 
appears  to  have  accepted  the  Apocalypse  as  John's  on  the 
authority  of  (Iren.  v.  30 1)-' those  who  saw  John  face  to  face,' 
and  to  have  habitually  appealed  to  John  in  support  of  (ib.  33  %f.) 
very  materialistic  views  of  the  Millennium.  A  historian  who 
believed  (with  Irenaeus)  that  the  Apocalypse  was  written  by  the 
aged  apostle  about  96  A.D.  might  well  hesitate  to  receive  a  work 
published,  as  coming  from  the  same  pen,  a  few  years  afterwards, 
yet  differing  from  the  former  in  language  so  completely  as  almost 
to  be  in  another  dialect,  and  also  absolutely  differing  from  Mk. 
and  from  the  '  interpreters  of  Mt.'  in  its  representation  of  the 
Words  of  the  Lord. 

The  teaching  (Iren.  v.  33  ^_f.)  about  the  vines  each  with  10,000 
branches,  etc.,  ascribed  to  the  Lord  by  the  elders  who  saw  John 
according  to  Papias,  helps  us  to  understand  how  even  Papias 
(trfyo&pa.  fjiiKpbs  rov  vovv,  Eus.)  might  feel  unable  to  believe  that 
the  expositor  of  this  teaching  was  the  author  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel. 
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in  Hierapolis  ;  l  but,  so  far  as  Papias  guides  us,  we  are 
led  to  the  conclusion  that,  in  115-130  A.  D.  ,  Lk.  and 
Jn.  were  not  yet  acknowledged  as  on  a  level  with  Mk. 
and  Mt.  ,  by  the  first  Christian  historian  who  gives  us 
any  account  of  the  Gospels. 

iii.  JUSTIN  MARTYR.  —  Justin  Martyr  (Lightfoot,  BE 

?7'    I,45'49    A-D')'   whil,st  1uo.tinS    the 
Gospels  under  various  titles,  makes  some 

incidental  but  very  important  statements  about  their 
composition. 

(a)  Justin's  titles  of  the  Gospels  are  adapted  to  his 
readers.     In  the  Apology,  addressed  to  Gentiles,  he  generally 
uses  the  term,  '  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles'  ;2  but  in  the  Dialogue 
with  the  Jew,  Trypho,  he  gradually  subordinates  '  Memoirs,'  and 
at  last  resorts  to  the  Jewish  authoritative  form,  'it  is  written.'3 

Like  Lk.  and  Jn.  (and  perhaps  Papias),  though  in  a  less 
degree,  he  avoids  the  term  'Gospels.'  In  the  Dialogue,  it  is 
Trypho,  not  Justin,  who  first  introduces  it  (Tryph.  10,  '  the  so- 
called  Gospel,  Tia  AeyojueVw  «.).'  Justin,  replying,  calls  it  (it>.  18) 
the  '  teaching  given  (SiSa^SeVra)  by  our  Saviour.'  In  lApol. 
he  does  not  use  the  word  till  toward  the  close,  and  then  seem 
ingly  as  a  concession  to  popular  language  (66),  '  Memoirs  .  .  . 
which  are  [commonly]  c  ailed  (icoAeiTai)  Gospels'  The  Memoirs 
(apart  from  '  Gospels  ')  he  generally  quotes  for  the  facts  of 
Christ's  life  ;  but  sayings  are  also  quoted  from  them,  twice  from 
Mt.,  and  twice  from  Lk.  (One  of  the  latter  [Tryph.  103]  agrees 
with  D.)  Christ's  words,  when  introduced  by  'he  said,' 
almost  always  agree  with  Mt.  ;  they  are  called  (Tryph.  100) 
Aoyot,1*  when  Jesus  is  predicting  his  sufferings,  but  (it.  18) 
Aoyia6  when  denunciatory  and  when  coupled  with  prophetic 
utterances.  '  Teachings  (fiiSay^iara)  from  Christ  himself 
(i  Apol.  14)  refer  to  chastity  and  Christian  love,  and  are  from 
Mt.  and  Lk.  ;  i  Apol.  53  speaks  of  Gentiles,  '  men  of  every  race, 
persuaded  by  the  Teaching  (SiSa.^)  that  came  from  his 
apostles.'  This  quotation  (as  well  as  Tryph.  18  and  10,  cp  also 
35)  indicates  moral  precepts,  such  as  are  in  the  Didacht  and 
the  Logia  of  Behnesa.  But  I  Apol.  33,  quoting  Lk.  with  a 
clause  from  Mt.,  and  describing  the  authors  of  the  Memoirs  as 
having  '  taught  '  the  Annunciation,  and  i  Apol.  66,  stating  that 
those  who  are  to  receive  the  Eucharist  must  first  accept  '  what 
is  taught  by  us,'  indicate  a  catechetical  'teaching'  of  facts, 
different  from  the  Didacht.  Moreover,  in  2  Apol.  2810,'  what 
Christ  taught  '  or  Christ's  '  Teachings  (SiSdynara)  '  refer  partly 
to  his  predictions,  partly  to  the  punishment  of  the  wicked  in 
fire.  Crescens  is  charged  with  (ib.  3)  not  having  '  read  '  them, 
so  that  they  must  have  been  a  book,  or  part  of  one. 

(b]  Indications  of  Lk.  as  a  recent  Gospel.  —  In  a  few 

instances  Justin   appeals,  as   it  Iwere,   beyond 

76.   HlS  Lk.,  the   Memoirs,   to  those   who  composed  them; 

recent.        or   e'se  ne  introduces  a  personal  quasi-protest 

of  authenticity,  '  I  assert,  '  I  have  learned,'  etc. 
(i.)  i  Apol.  33,  '  As  these  who  recorded  (airo^vrjuovevo-avTe^) 
all  things  about  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  have  taught,'  intro 
duces  Lk.'s  Annunciation  to  the  Virgin  (with  a  clause  taken  from 
Mt.)  ;  (ii.)  i  Apol.  66,  'For  the  apostles,  in  the  Memoirs 

made  (yevoju-eVois)  by  them,  which  are  called  Gospels,  delivered 
(ira.peStoKa.r)  that  Jesus  had  thus  ordained6  to  them,'  introduces, 
in  a  condensed  form,  Lk.'s  version  of  the  Institution  of  the 
Eucharist,  including  the  words,  'Do  this  in  remembrance  of 
me,'  not  found  in  Mk.  or  Mt.,  and  regarded  by  WH  as 
an  interpolation  from  i  Cor.  11  25;  (iii.)  Tryph.  88,  'Both 

(<cai)  fire  was  kindled  (anj^Or;)"  in  the  Jordan  .  .  .,  and  .  .  .  that 


1  The  Shepherd  of  Hermas  is  quoted  once  as  '  Scripture'  by 
Irenasus,  and  frequently  as  a  divine  revelation  by  Clem.  Alex. 
Yet  the  Muratorian  Fragment  decides  that  it  is  not  to  be  read 
in   the   churches.      Now   the   Shepherd   and   the    Muratorian 
Fragment  probably  both  originate  from  Rome,  and  the  Mura 
torian  writer  shows  familiarity  with  the  authorship  and  recent 
date   of  the   book.     The   more   distant   Fathers,   Irenaeus   and 
Clem.  Alex.,  accept   it  ;    the  author,   who   writes   on   the   spot, 
rejects  it.     Similarly  we  shall  find  Justin  Martyr  in  the  middle 
of  the  second  century  making  Ephesus  the  scene  of  a  Dialogue 
—  and  speaking  of  John  as  (Tryph.  81)  'a  man  among  us  (trap' 
rHjLLv)'  —  yet  abstaining  in  a  marked  manner  from  quoting  Jn., 
while   freely  quoting    the    Synoptists   and   occasionally   using 
Johannine  traditions. 

2  These  he  regards,  not  as  Memoirs  about  the  apostles  and 
their  doctrine,  but  as  Memoirs  about  Christ  composed  by  the 
apostles  (i  Apol.  33,  <i>s  oi  ajrofxnj/u.oi'evcrai'Tfs  Travra  TO.  irtpl  TOU 
Swnjpos  injuov  'Iijaou  Xpierrou  fSiSafav).     See  note  above,  8  65. 

*  Cp  Mt.  1127,  quoted  in  i  Apol.  63  ('Jesus  .  .  .  himself 
said')  with  Mt.  1127  in  Tryph.  100  ('  it  iswrilten  in  the  Gospel 
that  he  said  ').  H'henever  '  writing  '  is  mentioned,  the  passage 
quoted  is  in  Mt.  (which  Justin  may  prefer  to  quote  as  being  the 
Gospel  best  known  to  the  Jew  Trypho). 

•*  Try/>h.  35,  niv  TTJS  6i6a;(ij«  \6ytav,  and  i  Apol.  66,  '  the 
prayer  of  the  word  that  was  from  Christ  '  over  the  Eucharist. 

5  These  l.ogia  (Tryph.-  17)  are  from  Mt.,  supplemented  by 
Lk.  (as  in  D)  in  such  a  way  as  to  suggest  that  Justin  used  a 
rough  harmony  of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  or  a  correction  of  the  former  by 
the  latter. 

8  tireToAflai,    middle  ;   cp    Tryph.    21   and  40,  tireVoATai    6 


7  The   rhythm   demands  a 


Ephraem  (43)  comments 
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the  Holy  Spirit  as  a  dove  hovered  on  him  has  been  written  by 
his^  apostles  (the  apostles  1  mean),  of  this  our  Christ  (eypa^av 
oi  OTrdo'ToAoi  aiirov  TOVTOU  rov  XpicrroG  ijfiiav),'  if  the  text  wiTe 
correct,  would  exhibit  Justin  stating  a  non-canonical  event 
(the  '  fire ')  as  a  fact  on  his  own  authority,  and  the  canonical 
event  as  on  the  authority  of  the  'apostles'  ;l  (iv.)  Tryph. 

103,  '  For  in  the  Memoirs  which  /  assert  to  have  been  composed 


passage  found  in  some  MSS  of  Lk.  2244,  but  bracketed  by 
WH  as  not  genuine3  (and  found  in  no  other  Gospel) ;  (v.) 

Tryph.  105,  'As  ive  have  learned  through  the  Memoirs,'  accom 
panies  the  words,  '  becoming  a  man  through  the  Virgin  '  (from 
Lk.,  combined  with  Mt.),  and  is  followed  by  (vi.)  Trvph. 

105,  '  as  also  from  the  Memoirs  u<e  hare  learned  this,  too,'  intro 
ducing  an  utterance  of  Christ  on  the  Cross  peculiar  to  Lk.  •-'346. 

All  these  passages  reveal  Justin  as  quoting  with  a 
special  emphasis  Lk.4 — or  a  later  version  of  Lk. ,  in 
cluding  interpolated  passages — as  though  protesting  that 
Lk.  is  on  a  level  with  the  Memoirs,  and  was  composed 
by  apostles. 

(c)  Theorigin  of  Justin  sviewof  the  Memoirs.  — We  have 
seen  (col.  1814,  n.  i )  that,  in  Papias,  irapaKO\ov6ftv  is  the 
77  His  use  of  re£ular  word  f°r  a  '  pupil  and  successor.' 

°(_          ,      Now  Eusebius  (iii.  46)  misunderstands 

memoirs.      ,, ,    ,   >  x  , 

(Lk.  1.3)     •jrapr]KO\ov6i]KOTi    TTCHTIV     as 

meaning  that  Luke  hadbeena  'pupil  oi  all  (the  apostles},' 
and  Justin  might  do  the  same.  This  enables  us  to  answer 
the  question,  How  (in  Justin's  opinion)  was  Luke  taught 
the  Miraculous  Conception  ?  Justin's  view  is  that  Christ 
(i  Apol.  67  and  cp  Acts  13),  after  his  resurrection, 
'  appeared  to  his  apostles  and  disciples  and  taught 
them'  everything  relating  to  himself  (Acts  13  to  'the 
Kingdom  of  God '  ).5  This  '  teaching '  would,  therefore, 
apply  (i  Apol.  33)  to  the  Nativity  and  other  mysteries, 
as  well  as  to  moral  precepts,  and  Luke,  as  being  '  a 
pupil  of  all  the  apostles,'  would  receive  it.  As  regards 
the  form  of  transmission,  Justin  begins  with  an  ambigu 
ous  expression  (i  Apol.  33),  dtrffj.vr]fj.6v(i'0-av,  which 
may  mean  (i)  'remembered,'  or  (2)  'repeated  from 
memory. '  Adopting  the  latter  meaning,  he  uses  it,  not 
(as  Papias  did)  of  the  successors  of  the  apostles,  but  of 
the  apostles  themselves.  Then  he  gradually  inclines, 
and  finally  commits  himself,  to  the  theory  that  this 
'  repetition '  was  not  oral  merely,  but  also  in  writing. 
Hence  he  allows  himself  to  say  'the  apostles  wrote,' 

on  the  '  fire  '  as  part  of  the  story.  Both  here  and  in  Tryph.  103 
Justin  has,  'This  day  have  I  begotten  thee*  (as  D  in  Lk.3z2), 
indicating  that  he  had  a  text  differing  from  ours,  which  may 
very  well  have  included  the  'fire'  as  '  written  by  the  apostles,' 
equally  with  the  'dove.'  The  reading,  'this  day,'  etc.,  is  now 
found  only  in  some  versions  of  Lk.,  but  in  Tryph.  103  Justin 
follows  Mt.'s  (not  Lk.'s)  order  in  the  Temptation. 

1  Some   have   inferred   that,   in  (iii.),  apostles  must  include 
'John,' because  only  by  including  Mt.  and  Jn.  can  the  plural 
be  justified.     Such  an  argument  ignores  (ii.),  a  passage  also 
attributed  by  Justin  to  '  apostles,'  yet  neither  in  Mt.  nor  Jn. 

In  (ii.)  yet/ojieva  and  irapeotaKav  left  a  loop-hole  for  supposing 
that  the  apostles  might  not  have  written  aironiv»)/u.oi'ev/xaTa,  but 
simply  taught  them.  But  here  Justin  commits  himself  to  the 
statement  that  they  '  •wrote.' 

2  <7viT«To^6ai  (see   that  and  kindred  words  used  by  Justin 
[i  Apol.  26  63,  2  Apol.   i  15]  to  mean   'the  composition  of  a 
book')  represents  the  very  act  disclaimed  by  Papias  for  Peter 
and  Mark  (ov\  ws  (rvvra^iv).  Remembering  that  this  '  assertion ' 
of  Justin's  is  preceded  (a  few  lines  before)  by   '  the  Memoirs 
written  by  the  apostles '  (mentioning  the  words,  '  This  day  have 
I  begotten  thee,'  found  now  only  in  a  v.l.  of  Lk.),  we  are  led  to 
infer  that  he  is  protesting  against  the  statement  of  Papias  or 
against   similar   statements   made   by  others.     Justin   says,   in 
effect,  'The  apostles  did  write   regular  books,'  and  then  half 
corrects  himself:  '  Or,  at  all  events,  they  and  their  pupils  wrote 
them.' 

3  The  interpolated  Lk.  has  'drops  of  blood.' 

4  '  Lk.' of  course  means   'the  third  Gospel  as  "we  hare  it.' 
The  author  need  not  be,   and  probably  is   not,   'the  beloved 
physician,'  the  companion  of  Paul.     The  author  of  the  Preface 
of  the   Gospel   may   have   revised,  re-edited,  or   re-written  it, 
and  may  be  a  different  person  from  the  Pauline  Luke. 

5  i.'iarfi?  TOIS  an-ooToAois  ai/ToO  KCLI  fiaOrjTais  i&i&afe  Taura, 
aTrep  ets  i-rritritttyiv  xa\  ii^iv  oLvcStoKaticv.     These  words 
come  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Apology,  just  before  Justin's  first 
appeal  to  the  Romans  to  accept  the  Faith  ;  and  they  show  that 
TO.VTO.  means  the  substance  of  the  Christian  Faith,  which  Christ, 
after   his  resurrection,    was   supposed   to   have   taught   to   the 
apostles,  and  which  Justin  has  set  before  the  Romans  in  his 
treatise.  Clem.Alex.  has  it  somewhat  differently  (Eus. 
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though  he  uses  but  one  strictly  apostolic  Gospel  (that  of 
Mt. }.  Having  these  views  about  the  apostolic  consensus 
of  the  Memoirs,  and  having  a  preference  for  Lk.'s 
record  of  the  Nativity  and  the  Passion,  Justin  may 
naturally  have  recoiled  from  Jn.,  as  being  a  new  work, 
breaking  this  consensus  both  in  style  and  thought,  and 
especially  unfavourable  to  the  authority  of  Lk. l 

iv.     MURATORIAN    FRAGMENT.  —  The    Muratorian 

Fragment    (about     170    A.n. )     begins    thus — '.    .    . 

__  quibus  tamen  interfuit  et  ita  posuit. 

78.  Muratorian   Tertium  Evangelii  librum  secundum 

fragment.       Lucan  ,     The  six  words  ap_ 

parently  referring  to  Mk.  (on  which  supposition 
there  is  nothing  extant  about  Mt. )  appear  to  mean 
that  Mark  was  present  at  only  some  of  Peter's 
discourses.2  Luke's  disadvantages  are  dwelt  on  :  it  was 
not  till  '  after  the  Ascension '  that  Paul  took  him  as  a 
companion  ;  he  '  compiled  in  his  own  name,  on  [his 
own]  judgment,  ex  opinione  ; 3  he  '  had  not  seen  the 
Lord  in  the  flesh '  ;  he  [set  down  facts]  '  as  far  as  he 
could  ascertain  them.'  On  the  other  hand,  the  Fourth 
Gospel  was  written  by  John,  '  (one)  of  the  disciples/  4  at 
the  exhortation  of  his  '  fellow-disciples  and  his  bishops. ' 
After  a  three  days'  fast  '  it  was  revealed  to  Andrew, 

11.1.4):  'To  James  the  Just  and  John  atul  Peter  was  the 
Gnosis  delivered  (irape&taKf)  by  the  Lord  after  the  Resurrec 
tion.  These  delivered  it  to  the  rest  of  the  apostles,  and  the 
rest  to  the  Seventy.' 

1  Does  Justin  recognise  Mk.  as  a  distinct  Gospel  ?  see  Tryph. 
106,  Kai  TO  fin-eiy  fj.eriavofjiaKei'ai.  O.VTOV  fietpov  eVa  riav  a7ro<rr6A.wi> 
xal   yeypd^dai    fv  TOIS  airofi.vriiJ.ovev IJ.O.ITI, v  avroO   •yeyeir)- 
fievov   (cat    TOUTO,    /tiera    rov    KOU    aAAous    Svo    a6eA<f>oi>s    uious 
Xej3ei5aiou  ovras,  jaeTiofOfiOuce'i/ai  ofdjtiaTi  TOU  Boacepye's  (Mk.  3  17 
alone).     Here  ev  TOIS  a.  avrov  would  mean  (we  set  aside  the  in 
terpretation,  '  Memoirs  of  Jesus  '),  '  Peter's  Memoirs,'  indicating 
(i)  either  that  Justin  accepted   Mk.   as,   in  effect,   written  by 
Peter,   or  (2)  that   he   here,   inconsistently,   would   render  the 
phrase,  'Memoirs  about  Peter.'     (But  aurou  (§  70(3]  n.)  is  re 
peatedly  confounded  with  aiiriav.) 

The  passage  is  either  tediously  lengthy,  or  it  distinguishes 
between  what  Christ  said  and  what  he  did.  '  He  said  that  he 
changed  Peter's  name';  this  is  in  Mt.  1617-19  and  nowhere 
else.  '  It  is  -written  in  the  Memoirs  [that  he  changed  the 
name] ' ;  this  is  in  the  triple  tradition  (Mk.  3  16  Mt.  10  2  Lk.  6  14). 
This  distinction  would  indicate  that  Justin  was  here  quoting  the 
Memoirs  of  Peter  (our  Mk.)  in  support  of  the  Logia  of  Mt. 
(a  view  somewhat  confirmed  by  the  fact  that,  when  Justin  intro 
duces  quotations  with  '(Jesus)  says,'  he  quotes  from  Mt.). 

2  This  would  indicate  that  Mark  wrote  after  Peter's  death. 
Otherwise  Peter  could  have  supplied  him  with  the  substance  of 
the  discourses  at  which  the  latter  was  not  present.     Papias  also 
implies  that   Mark  could  not  correct  what  he  had  written  by 
reference  to  Peter.     Irenasus  says  (iii.  1  i)  that  Mark  wrote  after 
the  '  decease  (If oSov) '  of  Peter  (but  see  §  79). 

3  '  Nomine   suo  ex  opinione   conscripsit.     Dominum   tamen 
nec^pse  vidit  in  carne.'     Ex  opinione  may  express  an  original 
«f  afcoijs  'from  hearing,'  not  'from  sight.'     (See  Westc.  Canon, 
519-27,  Lightf.  SR  183/1).     But,  in  that  case,  should  we  not 
expect  'enim'  instead  of 'tamen,' — 'He  wrote,  not  as  an  eye 
witness,  for  he  had  not  seen  the  Lord'?     Writing  a  Gospel  'in 
one's  own  name  '  was  an  innovation.     Luke  did  it  '  on  [Ais  own] 
private  judgment  (ex  opinione) ' — Lk.   1  3   '  it  seemed  good  to 
me.'     How  objectionable   this   may   have   seemed   to   some,  is 
shown  by  the  addition  (Lk.  1  3  codex  b),  '  placuit   et   mihi   et 
spirituo  (sic)  sancto.'    The  Muratorian  writer  contrasts  this  later 
with   the  origin  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,   which  the  Evangelist 

wrote  down'  (' descripsit,'  not  'conscripsit' — i.e.,  wrote  from 
knowledge,  not  from  compilation)  '  in  his  own  name  '  as  tlie  result 
of  a  divine  revelation;  '  revelatum  ...  ut  ...  Johannes 
suo  nomine  cuncta  describeret.'  If  this  explanation  is  correct, 


nply 

ness   of  Luke's   innovation   and   the   limitations   of  his  know 
ledge. 

4  Andrew   is   here   called    an    'apostle,'    John    a    'disciple.' 
Papias  calls  'Andrew,  Peter,'  etc.,  ^disciples.'     The  Didache— 


identifying  (11 3-5)  'apostles'  with  'prophets,'  and  specifying 
rules  for  them,  which,  if  broken,  stamp  an  '  apostle  '  as  a  '  false 
prophet ' — suggests  a  time  and  place  in  which  an  '  apostle '  was 
little  more  than  a  'missionary.'  It  became  a  tradition  to  call 
John  t/te  disciple  '  (as  Paul  is  peculiarly  '  the  apostle ').  Poly- 


any  mention  of  apostleship.  This  may  be  explained  by  (i) 
uncertainty  whether  John  (like  Nathanael)  was  one  of  the  Twelve, 
(2)  a  feeling  that  'disciple'  was  a  higher  title  than  'apostle,' 
or  (3)  a  desire  to  describe  the  author  of  the  Gospel  as  he  de 
scribed  himself;  (2)  and  (3)  are  the  most  probable. 
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(one)  of  the  apostles,  that,  whilst  all  revised,1  John 
should  write  all  things  in  his  own  name.' 

The  writer  admits  that  'different  catholic  truths  (varia. 
principia)  are  taught '  in  the  Four  Gospels  ;  but  he  protests  thai 
th^re  is  '  one  Catholic  Spirit 2  (unus  ac  principalis  spiritus) ' 
dictating  the  facts  of  the  Nativity,  Passion,  Resurrection, 
intercourse  of  the  Lord  with  the  disciples,  and  the  two  Advents  : 
'  What  wonder  then  if  John  so  persistently  (fonstanter)  sets 
forth  each  point  in  his  Epistle,3  saying  with  reference  to  himself, 
"  What  we  have  seen  with  our  eyes  and  heard  with  (our)  ears 
and  our  hands  have  handled,  these  things  we  have  written?" 
For  thus  he  professes  himself  to  be  not  only  a  seer  but  also  a 
hearer,4  nay  and  a  writer  (too),  of  all  the  wonderful  works  of  the 
Lord  in  order  (per  ordinem).'  In  these  words  the  writer  meets 
objections  probably  urged  against  the  Fourth  Gospel.  Though 
differing  in  facts  and  style  from  the  Synoptists,  it  was  pervaded, 
he  says,  by  the  same  'one  Catholic  Spirit.'  Though  written 
'in  the  name  of  John,  it  had  been  revised  and  attested  by  the 
Disciples  and  Elders  at  Ephesus,  and  this  in  consequence  of  a 
special  revelation,  so  that  it  might  be  said  to  come  direct  from 
Christ,  and  to  represent,  even  better  than  the  earliest  Gospels, 
his  exact  teaching. 

This  theory  of  special  inspiration  was  well  calculated 
to  facilitate  the  diffusion  of  a  Gospel  that  seemed  to 
supply  just  those  things  that  were  wanting  in  the 
Synoptists  : — a  certainty  not  to  be  found  in  the  '  various 
interpretations '  of  Mt. ,  a  fulness  of  doctrine  to  which 
Mk.  did  not  pretend,  and — in  contrast  with  Lk. — the 
authority  of  a  disciple,  an  eye-witness,  and  ear-witness, 
who  also  wrote  '  in  order. '  5 

v.  IREN^EUS  (about  185  A.D. )  emphasises  the 
unity  of  the  Gospel  as  coming  (iii.  li)  from  inspired 
_  apostles  (who  first  preached  it  and  then 

naeus.  '  handed  it  down  (tradiderutit]  to  us  in 
Scriptures ' ),  but  touches  also  on  the  subject  of  distinctive 
authorship.  He  omits  the  various  '  interpretations '  of 
Mt.  mentioned  by  Papias,  and  the  disadvantages  of  Lk. 
mentioned  by  the  Muratorian  writer.  Mark  is  '  the 
disciple  and  interpreter  of  Peter  '  ;  Luke  '  the  companion 
(d/c6\oi'0os)  of  Paul'  :  thus  he  implies  that  their  gospels 
were,  in  effect,  apostolic. 

He  places  Mt.  before  Mk.  as  the  Muratorian  Fragment 
appears  to  have  done.  Jn.  is  placed  after  Lk. ,  thus  : 
'  Afterwards  John,  the  disciple  of  the  Lord,  who  also 
lay  on  his  breast,  he  too  published  the  Gospel  (/cat  ai^ros 
t££8uKe  TO  e. )  while  living  in  Ephesus  of  Asia. '  Else 
where  (iii.  Hi)  he  says  that  John  directed  his  Gospel 
against  Cerinthus  and  the  Nicolaitans.  Matthew,  he  says 
(iii.  li),  published  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew  'while  Peter 
and  Paul  in  Rome  were  preaching  and  founding  the 
Church':  after  their  'decease  (or  departure,  i-£o8ov 
but  Lat.  excessum—  '  death  '),'  Mark  (is  known  to  have) 
handed  down  (perf.  TrapaStdwKe)  in  writing  what  Peter 
was  in  the  habit  of  preaching  (Krjpvffff6/j.eva)  ;  Luke  '  set 
down  (KartOero)  in  a  book  what  Paul  was  in  the  habit 
of  preaching  (icr)pvff(r6fj.fvot>).'  6 

1  Recognoscentibus  ;  Lightf.  Sfi  189,  'certify';  but  the  word 
probably  represents  avayivuxritfiv,  'read,'  'revise.'  Had  the 
original  been  fiefiaiovv  or  en-tftapTvpeii',  we  should  expect  con- 
fir  mare  or  testari. 

-  Our  writer  has  in  view  Ezek.  15-12,  the  '  four  living  creatures ' 
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•winds  (J>rincipales  spiritus,  KoOokiKa.  nvev^a-Ta.,  capable  of 
meaning  "catholic  spirits"),'  so  there  must  be  four  Gospels 
corresponding  to  the  lion  (John),  ox  (Luke),  man  (Matthew), 
eagle  (Mark),  in  Rev.  47.  Irenaeus  seems  to  have  felt  bound  to 
keep  the  order  of  Rev.  and  yet  to  place  John  first ;  but  the 
result  is  so  strained  that  Jerome  carried  posterity  with  him  in 
assigning  the  eagle  to  John  and  the  lion  to  Mark. 

3  Epistulis  suis  used  of  a  single  letter  (see  Lightf.  SR  100), 
a  very  free  quotation  from  r  Jn.  1 1-3. 

4  I.e.,  not  merely  one  of  the  exoteric  spectators  of  the  mighty 
works  of  Jesus,  but  one  of  those  privileged  to  'hear'  or  'hear 
from'   (cp   the  Talmudic   'receive   from')  Jesus — i.e.,  to  be  a 
disciple,  and  a  transmitter  of  tradition.     '  Seer,'  alone,  might 
not  imply  admission  to  the  inner  circle  which  was  taught  by 
Christ,  according  to  Mk.,   during  his  life,  and,  according   to 
Justin  and  Clem.Alex.  (see  §  77  n.),  after  his  Resurrection. 

8  Why  does  not  the  writer  say  that  Luke,  too,  wrote  '  in 
(chronological)  order  (<ca<?ef  rjs) '  ?  Does  he  imply  that  Luke  had 
failed  ? 

6  There  is  no  early  testimony  to  any  simultaneous  presence  of 
the  two  apostles  in  Rome  except  at  the  time  of  their  martyrdom 
(see  Eus.  ii.  258,  quoting  Dionysius  of  Corinth,  eis  TT\V  'lra\iav 
OfjLO<rf  Sifiafoures  e/xapTvpr)<rai>  Kara  TOV  aiirbv  Kaipov).  This 
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vi.  CLEMENT. — Clement  of  Alexandria  (circa  195 
A. D. )  gives  (Eus.  vi.  145-7)  a  tradition  of  the  earliest 
80  Clement  e^ers  (T^v  &"^Kaffev  irpfcrfivripuv)  that 
'  those  portions  of  the  Gospels  which 
contain  the  genealogies  (T£IV  tvayyeXiuv  TO.  Trepif^ovra 
T&S  yeveaXoyias)  were  written  first.' l 

Clement  adds  a  tradition  about  Mk.,  apparently  on  the 
authority  of  the  same  Elders,  viz.,  that  after  Peter  had  'publicly 
preached  the  word  in  Rome  and  uttered  (efeiTrdvros)  the  Gospel 
in  the  spirit  (jrveufxcm),'  his  numerous  hearers  besought  Mark 
to  write  out  what  the  apostle  had  said  ;  and  that  Peter,  '  coming 
to  the  kno^vledge  (firiyvovra.)  ...  of  this,  neither  hindered  nor 
stimulated  him.' 

Eusebius,  however,  earlier  in  his  history,  gives  two  other  tradi 
tions  about  Mk. ,  and  appears  to  connect  one  or  both  of  them  with 
Clement.  First  he  states  in  his  own  person,  as  a  fact  (ii.  15  i), 
that  (a)  Mk.  originated  from  the  request  (as  above  described)  of 
Peter's  hearers.  Then  he  adds  0$)  (il>.  2),  '  But  they  say  (<f>a<ri) 
that  the  apostle,  learning  the  accomplishment  (yyovra.  TO  trpa-xOev) 
from  a  revelation  of  the  Spirit,  was  pleased  with  their  zeal  and 
sanctioned  the  work  for  reading  in  (lit.  for)  the  churches  : — 
Clement  in  the  sixth  book  of  his  Outlines  has  quoted  the  [t/ull\ 
history  (rt\v  tcrroptai'),and  his  account  is  confirmed  also  by  the 
Bishop  of  Hierapolis  called  Papias — and  further,  that  Peter 
.  .  .'  Now  (b)  is  not  in  Clement's  or  Papias 's  account  and 
differs  from  the  spirit  of  both.  Perhaps  Eusebius,  while  dis 
tinguishing  fact  from  doubtful  tradition  ('they  say'),  has 
inserted  a  parenthesis,  corrective  of  the  latter,  to  the  effect  that 
Clement  has  given  'the  {full  and  true]  history,'  and  that 
Clement's  view  (namely,  that  Peter  was  merely  the  origin,  but 
not  the  suggester,  supervisor,  or  authoriser  of  the  work)  was 
supported  in  substance  by  Papias.  If  so,  Eusebius,  instead  of 
committing  himself  to  the  view  that  Peter  'ratified'  Mk.,  pre 
pares  the  reader  for  finding  it  contradicted  later.2 

Concerning  Jn.  Clement  says  that  (Eus.  vi.  167) 
'John,  last  of  all,  reflecting  that  the  earthly  aspect  (rot 
ffupaTtKa)  had  been  set  forth  in  the  Gospels,  at  the 
instigation  of  his  pupils  (yvwpl/juav),  by  a  special  im 
pulse  of  the  spirit  (iri>fijfjLari  Oeo<popr)6evTa),  composed 
a  spiritual  gospel. '  3 

vii.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  EVIDENCE  AS  TO  MK.  AND 
MT.  4 —  Papias  apologises  for  Mark  ( '  he  was  not  in 
81.  Summary  :/flB/'')-  '  ™e  Muratorian  Fragment 
Mk  and  Mt  aPPears  to  be  apologetic  ( '  he  was 
'  present  only  at  some  discourses ' ). 
Both  imply  that  Peter  was  dead  when  Mark  wrote,  so 
that  the  latter  could  not  have  the  apostle's  supervision. 
Irenaeus,  though  stating  that  Mark  wrote  after  Peter's 
'departure'  (which  probably  meant  'death'),  gives  no 
indication  that  he  did  not  adequately  represent  the 
apostle  ;  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  he  did  not  mis 
interpret  the  word  '  departure. '  Clement  says  that 
Peter  lived  to  know  what  had  been  done  by  Mark,  yet 
so  far  retains  the  apologetic  as  to  add  that  Peter  neither 
hindered  nor  incited  the  composition.  Another  tradition 
(apparently  later)  says  that  Peter  was  informed  by  the 
Spirit  of  the  accomplishment  of  the  book,  and  authorised 

favours  the  rendering  '  decease '  for  ffoSov,  which  has  this  meaning 
in  Philo  2  388  Lk.  931  2  Pet.  1 15  Eus.  v.  1  36  (Letter  of  the 
Gallic  Churches). 

Yet  the  inference  from  Acts  28 30  (referred  to  in  Iren.  iii.  14 1) 
would  be  that  (Actsli)  'the  former  treatise' — i.e.,  Lk. — was 
composed  while  Paul  was  living.  Perhaps  Irenaeus  may  be 
setting  down  an  old  tradition  correctly  which  he  and  subsequent 
writers —  taking  Z£o&ov  to  mean  '  departure  (from  Rome) ' — inter 
preted  incorrectly. 

1  n-ejjiie'xeii/,  in  its  literary  sense,  means  (not   'include'   but) 
'  contain  as  their  substance,'  '  have  as  their  contents  '  :  Diod.  Sic. 
14  rail'  yap  /3i'/3Atoi/  r\p.lv  ef  at  irpta-rai  ireptf\ova'i   ras  Trpb  T<OC 
Tpianciav  irpafeis  KOI  juufloAoyi'as  (i.e. ,  '  have  as  their  contents)', 
cp    Eus.  iii.  24i3_     The   common   phrase   Trepie'^eiv   TOV   Tpoirov 
TOVT^V,  OVTOJS,  etc.  (i  Mace.  152  2  Mace.  11  1622)  means  'was  in 
substance  as   follows.'     Cp   Hippol.  1032   /3t'/3A.a>   7repi«x°l'0'I? 
"  Ilepi  TTJS  TOU  Trcti/Tos  o\i<Tia.^,"  '  (my)  book  having  as  its  contents, 
or  entitled,   "On  the  essence  of  the  All."1      Hence,  irepioxi} 
meant  a  '  section  ' ;  and  the  meaning  here  is,  '  the  sections  that 
have  the  genealogies  as  their  contents.'    To  place  Lk.  before 
Mk.  would  be  inconsistent  with  all  early  tradition.     See  §  22. 

2  The  tradition  that  Peter  '  knew '  of  the  composition  of  the 
Gospel   '  through  the  Spirit  (yvovra.  Tri'ev/oiaTt) '  probably  arose 
from  Clement's  firiyvovra.,  confused  with  Trviyvoina. — i.e.,  jrveti- 
/naTt  ypdi'Ta. 

;!  The  Muratorian  fragment  describes  a  '  revelation '  to  those 
who  urged  John  to  write  ;  Clement,  a  '  spiritual  impulse  '  given 
to  John  himself. 

•  As  regards  Mt.  there  is  practically  no  evidence  (under  the 
head  of  '  Statements ')  beyond  that  which  has  been  quoted  above 
from  Papias  (§  65). 

5  See  above,  §  65. 
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it  for  public  use.  Lastly  Origen,  unsurpassed  by  early 
Christian  writers  for  honesty  and  intellect,  says  (Eus.  vi. 
25  4-5)  '  from  tradition '  that  Mark  wrote  as  Peter  sug 
gested  ((is  TT.  v<pr)yr)ffaro  avry).1  The  investigation 
may  stop  here.  Later  writers  have  no  further  evidence, 
and  can  but  exemplify  the  tendency  of  tradition,  even 
among  honest  and  able  men,  to  exaggerate  or  to  mini 
mise,  in  the  supposed  interests  of  a  good  cause. 

viii.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  EVIDENCE  AS  TO  LK.  AND 
JN. — (i)  Papias  (115-130  A.D.),  recognising  Mk.  and 
82  Summary  •  Mt'  ^  aPostolic  (but  defective),  did 

Lk  and  Jn  not  l^us  rec°gn'se  Lk.  or  Jn. ,  though 
traditions  bearing  on  Jn.  were  probably 
known  to  him.  (2)  Justin  Martyr  (ISOA.D.),  regarding 
the  Synoptic  Gospels  as  Memoirs  written  by  the  apostles 
from  the  teaching  of  Christ,  and  showing  a  preference 
for  Lk.  (in  an  interpolated  form),  affords  no  trace  of  a 
recognition  of  a  Gospel  like  Jn.  outside  the  stream  of 
the  Memoirs.'2  (3)  The  Muratorian  fragment  (?  170 
A.D.  ),  welcoming  the  Fourth  Gospel  as  supplying  the 
deficiencies  of  the  Three,  meets  any  objection  that  might 
be  raised  against  its  divergence  from  the  Synoptists 
(a)  by  an  account  of  a  special  revelation  to  Andrew,  in 
accordance  with  which  this  Gospel  was  written  in  a  kind 
of  joint  authorship,  though  in  John's  name,  and  (6)  by  a 
protest  that  the  Four  Gospels  are  animated  by  One 
Spirit.  (4)  Irenaeus  has  no  trace  of  the  theory  of 
revision  or  joint  authorship  of  Jn.  He  compares  the 
'  four  Gospels  '  with  the  '  four  winds  '  or  the  '  four  living 
creatures '  of  prophecy,  as  being  divinely  ordained  in 
number.  (5)  Clement  makes  no  mention  of  a  'revela 
tion  '  to  Andrew  or  to  any  other  of  John's  friends,  but 
says  that  John  himself  received  a  '  divine  impulse '  to 
write  the  Gospel.3  From  the  time  of  Irenaeus  the 
Gospel  met  with  almost  universal  acceptance.4 

1  This  may  have  been  a  misunderstanding  of  some  such  ex 
pression  as  'in  accordance  with  Peter's  teaching.'    But  Origen's 
words  cannot  mean  the  latter. 

2  For  alleged  quotations  of  Justin  from  Jn.  see  §§  101-104. 

3  Traces  of  the  tradition  in  this  form  are  retained  by  Theo- 
philus  (222  irvevij.aTo<j>6piav)  and  Tatian  (see  §  105^).   Eusebius, 
after  recording  (iii.  24  7-11)  an  anonymous  tradition  ('  they  say,' 
'he  says')  that  John  supplemented  the  Synoptists  by  request  of 
friends,  says,  expressly  in  his  own  person  (cp  iii.  24  14  and  16 
'us1  with  26.16  TU>V  ap\a.iu>v),  that  John  'began  his  theology 
from  the  beginning,  since  that  had  been  reserved  for  him  by  the 
divine  Spirit  owing  to  his  superiority  [to  the  other  evangelists].' 
This  appears  to  be  the  Eusebian  way  of  expressing  6eo<j>opov- 
(ievo<;,  a  word  that  might  seem  to  him  to  savour  of  Montanism. 

4  An  important  exception  has  been  recently  brought  to  light. 
See  Rendel  Harris,  Hernias  in  Arcadia,  Cambridge,  1896,  pp. 
43-57.     Eusebius  gives  extracts  from  a  Dialogue  against  Proclus 
(a  Montanist)  written  by  Gaius  (ii.  25  6  '  an  orthodox  writer  [ai/r)p- 
eKKAT)<riacmic6$],'  vi.  203  '  of  very  great  learning  [AoyitoTarov] '), 
who  wrote  during  the  bishopric  of  Zephyrinus  (211-217  A.D.), 
and  whom  passages  from  his  writings  indicate  as  resident  in  or 
near  Rome.     In  one  of  these  extracts,  Gaius  attacks  (iii.  28  1-2) 
the  notion  of  an  earthly  reign  of  Christ  after  the  Resurrection, 
as  well  as  the  notion  of  '  pleasures  '  and  '  wedding  festivities  '  in 
Jerusalem,  all  of  which  he  attributes  to  Cerinthus.     Such  an 
attack,   even  if  it  assailed   the  Johannine  Apocalypse,  would 
probably  commend  him  to  Eusebius.     Now  Ebed-Jesu,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fourteenth  century,  recorded  that  Hippolytus 
wrote  a  treatise  called  '  Heads  against  Gaius,'  and  Dionysius 
Bar  SalTbi  quotes  from  this  treatise  (along  with  replies  from 
Hippolytus)  objections  raised  by  Gaius  not  only  to  the  Apo 
calypse,  but  also  to  the  Fourth  Gospel.     An  inscription  on  the 
chair  of  Hippolytus  (222  A.D.)  shows  that  this  bishop  had  before 
that  date  written  a  treatise  '  In  defence  of  the  Gospel  according 
to  John  ami  the  Apocalypse,'  and  it  is  argued  with  great  force 
that  this  treatise,  or  an  epitome  of  it,  was  the  '  Heads  against 
Gains." 

Eusebius,  whenmentioning(///s  vi.  22)  the  worksof  Hippolytus 
(seven  or  eight  in  number)  that  had  come  into  his  hands,  does 
not  include  the  '  Defence  of  the  Gospel  of  John,  and  the  Apo 
calypse ';  and  it  is  possible  that  his  'Heads  against  Gaius' 
attacked  some  other  work  of  Gaius  unknown  to  Eusebius, 
not  the  Dialogue  against  Proclus.  But  the  fact  seems  proved — 
a  fact  so  strange  that  learned  critics  have  described  it  as  '  im 
possible ' —  that  a  writer  of  the  Roman  Church,  described  by 
Kusebius  as  'learned'  and  'orthodox,'  attacked  the  Fourth 
Gospel  at  the  beginning  of  the  third  century.  The  almost 
complete  suppression  of  his  book  and  of  his  literary  existence — 
so  complete  that  Bishop  Lightfoot,  till  recently,  maintained  that 
he  was  a  fictitious  character  in  the  Dialogue  against  Proclus, 
which  (he  affirmed)  was  written  by  Hippolytus  —  shows  how 
difficult  it  is  for  modern  critics  to  realise  that  at,  and  shortly 
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II.  QUOTATIONS. 

i.   PAUL. — Paul  quotes  nothing  that  is  found  in  our 

Gospels  (Lk.  22,  part  of  19  and  20  being  set  aside  as  an 

„    ~  interpolation)  except  the  saving  about 

83.  Quotations        Tfm.5l8)'the    Dourer  worthy  of 

in    Hani  * 

his  hire'  (cp  Mt.  lOio  '  food,'  Lk.  107 
'hire').  But  this  is  also  found  in  the  Didachl,  13 1 
('food'). 

Other  sayings  of  Paul  are  akin  to  sayings  in  the  Didache  : 
(a)  Rom.  12g-i6  'Abhor  that  which  is  evil  (TO  rroirjpoi/),  cleave 
to  (KoAAuj/Aeyoi)  that  which  is  good  (TO>  ayaflw)  .  .  .  Minding 
not  lofty  things  (v>/a)A.a),  suffering  yourselves  to  be  carried  away 
with  the  humble  (ja.nei.voif)';  £>id.3i-g  'Flee  from  all  evil 
(jronjpou)  and  from  all  likeness  of  it.1  .  .  .  Thy  soul  shall  not 
c/(Ttf7v(icoAA7)0>j<7-eTat)  to  the  lofty  (v.)  but  thou  shall  be  conversant 
with  the  just  and  humble  (T.),'  where  parts  of  the  original  might 
apparently  refer  either  to  things  or  to  persons'2' :  (£)  2  Thess. 
3 10  '  If  any  will  not  work,  neither  let  him  eat,'  Did.  123 
' ...  let  him  ivork  and  [on  these  terms]  let  him  eat.' 

Paul  and  Did.  probably  used  an  antecedent  tradition. 
Rom.  122i  '  Be  not  overcome  by  evil,'  closely  resembles 
Pseudo-Clement's  (Horn.  1812)  'Let  not  evil  overcome 
us ' ;  but  the  latter  could  not  have  borrowed  from  Paul, 
whom  he  bitterly  attacks. 

ii.  JAMES. — The  Epistle  of  James,  which  is  of  un 
certain  date,  is  permeated  with  doctrine  similar  to  that 

°f  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount.     It  con- 
.  .  •  ,     ,  11  i      * 

tains  more  and  closer  parallels,  how 
ever,  to  the  Didachl  and  Barnabas. 3 

The  passage  that  is  closest  to  Mt.  is  that  which  forbids  swear 
ing  by  earth,  heaven,  or  any  other  oath  (Mt.  5  34-37  James  5  12); 
but  Mt.  says  'Let  your  speech  be  "Yea,  yea,"'  James  (RV) 
says  'Let  your  "yea"  be  "yea."'  The  meanings  are  quite 
different.  The  former  means  '  Say  "  yea  "  and  nothing  more 
than  "yea,"'  the  latter,  'Let  your  "yea"  of  speech  be  also  a 
"yea"  of  action.'  In  the  latter  form  it  is  (Wetst.  and  Hor. 
Hebr.  ad  loc.)  a  common  Rabbinical  precept  (apparently  alluded 
to  in  2  Cor.  liy).  As  it  is  also  thus  quoted  by  Justin  and 
Clem. Alex.,  it  was  probably  found  in  some  versions  of  Mt., 
and  therefore  the  Epistle  may  be  quoting  from  Mt.  But  it 
cannot  be  regarded  as  proved.  In  its  denunciations  of  '  the 
rich,'  the  Epistle  resembles  Lk.  624,  but  not  so  as  to  indicate 
borrowing. 

iii.  APPARENT  QUOTATIONS. — Passages  apparently 
quoted  from  the  Gospels,  in  the  Epistles  of  Paul  and 

85.  Apparent  James;  ha!f  •been  sh°wn  above  (!  8s/  } 
Quotations       to       foun"  ln  sources  other,  and  prob 
ably  earlier,  than  the  Gospels. 

There  were  probably  many  manuals  of  Christ's  moral  teaching 
(of  which  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  is  one)  as  well  as  of  his 
predictions  concerning  the  last  day  ;  probably,  too,  collections 
of  OT  prophecies  bearing  on  the  Messiah,  and  perhaps  accounts 
of  the  Passion  showing  how  these  prophecies  were  fulfilled. 
These,  together  with  the  'narratives'  of  his  life  mentioned  by 
Lk.  1  i,  and  the  various  interpretations  of  Mt.'s  Logia  mentioned 
by  Papias,  necessarily  left  their  impress  on  the  earliest  Christian 
writers  even  after  the  Four  Gospels  were  recognised  as  canonical, 
and  still  more  before  that  time.  Hence,  it  is  unsafe  to  infer 
(without  further  consideration  of  circumstances)  that  '  Barnabas 
quoted  Mt.,'  or  'Clem.Alex.  quoted  Clem.Rom.,'  or  'Justin 
quoted  Jn.  because  of  similarity,  or  even  identity,  in  the  quota 
tions.  For  example,  it  has  recently  been  inferred  that  the 
Vision  of  Hernias  must  be  later  than  is  usually  supposed, 
because  it  ( Vis.  iv.  2  4)  quoted  Dan.  622  from  the  version  of 
Thepdot.  (180  A.D.).  But  Heb.  11  33  appears  to  quote  the  same 
version.  Moreover,  Rev.  9  20  12  7  13  7,  etc.,  resemble  Theodot.'s 
version.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  Theodot.  incorporated  in 
his  version  an  earlier  one,  used  by  the  authors  of  Heb.  and 
Rrs.  (see  Diet.  o/\Cht  ist.  Biogr.,  s.v.  '  Theodotion,'  and  Rendel 
Harris's  Hennas  in  Arcadia,  25). 

iv.    LOGIA    OF    OXYRHYNCHUS.  —  The    Logia    of 

after,  the  first  appearance  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  it  may  have 
been  regarded  with  suspicion  by  orthodox,  educated,  and  con 
servative  Christians,  such  as  Justin  in  the  middle  of  the  second 
century-,  and  Gaius  at  the  beginning  of  the  third. 

1  an-6  irai/ros  O/AOI'OU  avrou,  a  saying  found  in  the  Talmud 
(Taylor,  Teaching  of  Twelve  A  post.  24).  Cp  i  Thess.  5  22,  OTTO 
Trairbs  e!5ous  irovripov  aire^etrOf. 

-  CJem.Rom.  §46,  goes  with  the  Didache:  '  It  is  written,  Cleave 
OcoAAaatfe)  to  them  that  are  holy,'  followed  by  a  quotation  from 
fs-1325/:,  which  he  misunderstands,  as  if  it  described  the 
influence  of  companionship  for  good  or  evil.  So  Clem.Alex. 
077,  only  reversing  the  order  ;  he  also  (ib.)  quotes  Barnabas 
One  should  cleave  with  (<coAA5o0<u  fieri)  them  that  fear  the 
Lord.' 

*E-S-  tne  use  of  (a)  6i<ln>xos,  (£)  WUTOS,  (c)  jrpoo-ojiroAijmJa'a, 
(<*)  Isaac  offered  on  the  altar  ' ;  cp  with  (a)  Did.  44701,  Barn. 
19  7  ii,  (b~)  Barn.  1  2  9  9,  (c)  Did.  4  3,  (d)  Barn.  7  3  (Heb.  11 17 
ora.  altar  ). 
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Behnesa    (Oxyrhynchus    fragment)    are  an  example  of 
86  Oxvrhvn     suc^  a  '  manua^    ^  ^as  l>een  described 

chus  fragment.  above"     T1?ey  "?  *  fragment  of  what 
seems    to    have   been    a    very   ancient 

edition  of  a  '  Sermon  on  the  Mount.  '  The  extreme 
antiquity  of  the  MS  (probably  not  later  than  200  A.D.  ) 
and  the  frequent  allusions  to  it  (or  to  doctrine  similar 
to  it)  in  Clem.Alex.1  combine  to  show  the  antiquity  of 
the  subject  matter.  But  a  still  stronger  proof  is  found 
in  the  nature  of  two  of  the  sayings.  Justin,  when 
using  such  a  phrase  as  '  Sabbatise  the  sabbath,'  avoids 
the  danger  of  literalism  by  saying  (  Tryph.  12)  '  the 
true  sabbath,"  'the  sabbath  of  God,  'etc.;  and  Clem. 
Alex,  is  even  more  cautious.  Ignatius  (Magn.  9)  bids 
his  readers  not  '  sabbatise  '  but  '  live  in  accordance  with 
the  Lord's  Day.'  No  one,  therefore,  but  Jesus  (who 
did  not  shrink  from  utterances  seemingly  inconsistent) 
appears  likely  to  have  originated  such  a  saying.  The 
same  argument  applies  to  the  last  words  in  the  same 
Logion  (  '  Unless  .  .  .  ,  ye  shall  not  see  the  Father  '  ). 
The  phrase  '  see  God  '  is  in  Mt.'s  Sermon  ;  but  '  see  the 
Father'  occurs  only  in  Jn.  149,  '  He  that  hath  seen  me 
hath  seen  the  Father,'  a  rebuke  to  Philip's  expectation 
of  a  materialistic  and  future  '  seeing  the  Father.'  These 
and  many  other  considerations  indicate  that  the  Logia 
are  genuine  sayings  of  Jesus,  ignored  or  suppressed 
because  of  the  '  dangerous  '  tendency  of  some  of  them, 
and  the  obscurity  of  others. 

The  Logia  testify  to  the  antiquity  of  (a)  passages  in  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  (£)  the  proverb  about  'a  prophet  in  his 
own  country  '  (favouring  Lk.'s  versions  of  these  sayings).  They 
also  show  traces  of  Johannine  thought.2  They  use  a  Hebraism 
('the  sons  of  men')  found  only  in  Mk.  828,  and  apparently 
corrupted  in  the  later  Gospels.  Another  Hebraism  is  probably 
latent  in  the  phrase  'fast  (accus.)  the  world  (j'ov  KOO-/JL.OI')  '  —  i.e., 
'fast  during  the  [present]  age'  (the  Hebrew  for  'world'  and 
'  age  '  being  the  same).  The  meaning  is,  '  fast  as  to  the  six 
days  of  the  flesh  :  sabbatise  the  sabbath  of  the  spirit.  '3 

v.  CLEMENT.  —  Clement  of  Rome  (about  95  A.  D.  )  has 
(a)  (13)  a  passage  (resembling  Mk.  4241125  Mt.  67614  7  2 
I2  Lk.  636-3831)  which,  when  compared 
wkh  Polycarp  ^phil  2>  and  Clem.  Alex. 

(476),  shows  pretty  conclusively  that  these  writers  had 
in  mind  some  other  tradition  than  that  of  the  Synoptists. 
The  subject  is  kindness  and  mercy.  Clem.Rom.,  besides 
throwing  the  Synoptic  tradition  into  a  terse  antithetical  form, 
adds  <os  xp7/(rreve<r#e,  OVTCOS  xpi7aTev07J<TeT<u  \j\iiv.  The  word 
XplcTTeveiv  occurs  nowhere  in  NT  except  in  i  Cor.  184.  Here, 
and  in  the  context  (14),  Clem.Rom.  uses  it  thrice,  and  also  (13  ; 
see  Lightf.)misquotes  under  Pauline  influence.  This  points  lo  his 
use  of  some  Pauline  tradition  of  Christ's  teaching  about  kind 
ness  and  mercy.  The  Didache  explains  the  reason.  It  has  mis 
understood  the  word  'kindness  'in  the  narrow  Jewish  sense  of 
'almsgiving,'  so  that,  instead  of  '  Blessed  are  the  merciful  for 
they  shall  obtain  mercy,'  it  has  (1  5)  '  Blessed  is  he  \hz.\.  giveth 
according  to  the  commandment,  for  he  is  exempt  (from  punish 
ment  at  the  Day  of  Judgment).'  Against  such  a  Judaising 
version  the  broad  Pauline  xprta"rf^_elv  would  express  a  useful 
protest.4  The  saying  is  introduced  with  a  preface  ('  Remembering 

1  Dr.  J.  B.  Mayor  pointed  out  that  Clem.Alex.  (556)  has  TOW 
Koo-fj-ov  nj<r-eu'oiTes  (not  alleged  as  yet  from  any  other  Greek 
author).     For  similarities  of  thought,  cp  Clem.Alex.  092,  876, 
878,  810-811,  770,  323,  789-790,  214,  374,  466,  64-65,  883,  466. 

2  It  is  characteristic  of  Jesus  to  use  sayings  that  are  literally 
inconsistent.      Hence  (a)  'seeing  the  Father'  is  Johannine,  in 
spite  of,  or  because  of,  Jn.  14  9.    So  also  is  (b)  '  thirst,'  used  abso 
lutely  of  spiritual  thirst  (see  Jn.  4  13-15  6  35  7  37  19  28,  and  the 
beautiful  saying  imputed  to  Jesus  [Resch,  Agr.  129]  by  Origen, 


07 
r. 


hi  - 

(Log.  '  I  stood  in  the  midst  of  the  world")  ;  (d)  the  impossibility 
that  the  true  disciple  can  ever  be  'alone'  (Jn.  1632);  (e)  the 
impediment  presented  by  '  knowledge  (ytvuMricovTas) '  to  the  art 
of  spiritual  healing  (Jn.  7  27). 

3  Log. //.  27-29,  '  raise  the  stone  .  .  .  cleave  the  tree, 'appears 
to  mean  that  any  single  disciple — while  doing  his  Master's  work 
by  '  raising  up  stones  '  to  be  children  of  Abraham,  and  by  cutting 
down  and  '  cleaving  '  the  barren  tree  of  Pharisasan  conventional 
Law  that  '  cumbered  the  ground  ' — would  have  his  Master  with 
him  (cp  Jer.  1  8-10  '  I  am  with  thee  ...  I  have  set  .  .  .  thee  to 
pluck  up  and  to  break  down,  .  .  .  and  to  build  and  to  plant '). 
If  so,  it  is  parallel  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Baptist  recorded  by 
Mt.  3  10  Lk.  3  9  about  the  stones  and  the  tree  (see  Amer.  Journ. 
ofTheol.  vol.  ii.  no.  i  ['98]). 

•*  Cp  Eph.  432,  ytVecrOe  6e  ei?  oAAjjAou?  \pi^<rroi.  Rom.  11  22 
(fir!  ie  <re  ^TJOTOTT??  6cov,  eav  firifj.fi'ji^  TTJ  x/njarorijTi)  is  equiva 
lent  to  xprjorevou  «ai  xpTjo-TevOijcreTat  <rot.  Clem.Alex.  quotes  this 
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the  words  of  the  Lord  Jesus  which  he  spake  ')  similar  to  that  in 
Acts  20  35,  which  is  prefixed  to  a  saying  not  found  in  any  Gospel. 
This  confirms  the  view  that  Clement  is  referring  to  a  Pauline 
manual  of  the  Words  of  the  Lord. 

(6)  Elsewhere  Clem.  Rom.  (46)—  in  the  same  chapter  in  which 
he  quotes  'cleave  to  the  holy,'  and  is  followed  by  Clem.  Alex., 
both  apparently  quoting  from  some  version  of  the  Lord's  Words 
—  combines  Mk.  942  14  21  and  parall.  Mt.  ;  and  again  Clem. 
Alex.  (561)  agrees  with  him.  Clem.Rom.  has  'Remember  the 
words  of  Jesus  our  Lord,  how  he  said,  Woe  unto  that  man. 
It  were  well  for  him  if  he  had  not  (oil)  been  born,  rather  than 
that  he  should  cause  to  stumble  one  of  my  elect.  It  were  better 
for  him  that  a  mill-stone  were  put  round  him  and  that  he  were 
sunk  in  the  sea,  than  that  he  should  pervert  (fitaorpe  i//ai)  one  of 
my  elect.'  Clem.  Alex.  (561)  has  the  same,  substituting  py  for 
oil,  and  'saith  (^rjeriV)  the  Lord'  for  'remember  .  .  .  saith.' 
The  reduplication  of  statement  has  a  Hebraic  sound,  and  it  is 
probable  (both  because  of  Clem.  Rom.  's  preface,  and  because  of 
the  apparent  borrowing  from  Logia  in  the  same  chapter)  that  the 
two  authors  are  here,  as  above,  quoting  independently,  from  an 
ancient  tradition  of  the  Words  of  the  Lord.1 

(c)  Clem.Rom.  15  condenses  Is.  29  13  similarly  to  Mk.  76  Mt. 


es 

.  fyf&MiP  o|ixoA. 

yoas  TOV  9eov,  a>5  aurbs  Keicpayfv  6  0eb?  -n]v  &e  KapSiav  nopp<a 
f\eiv  [sic]  an-'  aviToO).  Yet  in  Tryph.  78  he  quotes  the  passage 
quite  differently,  omitting  ev  TU  ord/uaTt  O.VTOV  Kai  iv  with  NAQ 
of  (£5,  but  taking  eyyi^ei  /not  6  A.  ou.  as  a  separate  sentence,  so  that 
the  latter  part  preserves  the  antithesis.  These  facts,  and  the  re 
markable  variations  in  the  text  of  the  LXX  and  in  that  of  Mk.-Mt., 
indicate  that  Clem.  Rom.  may  be  here  quoting  from  some  Christian 
manual  of  prophecy  used  also  by  other  authors.  Clem.  Alex.  ,  who 
frequently  quotes  it,  is  said  by  Lightf.  (Clem.Rom.  15)  to  '  follow  ' 
Clem.Rom.  But  this  is  not  likely.  For,  in  the  only  passage 
where  he  resembles  Clem.Rom.,  Clem.  Alex.  (461)  has  toriV, 
Clem.Rom.  a-rreo-Ttv.  Now  ttrnv  is  the  reading  of  D  in  Mt. 
15  8  (adopted  by  Clem.  Alex,  also  in  143).  Probably,  therefore, 
Clem.  Alex,  is  following  Mt.  158  (or  some  ancient  version  of  it). 
Clem.  Alex,  has  elsewhere  (206)  ^lAoCo-i  for  TL/J.HICTI,  and  similarly 
D  has  ayaira  for  ri^ia  in  Mk.  76.  Also  Clem.  Alex,  has  else 
where  (577)  6  crepes  Aaos.  The  facts  are  conclusive  negatively. 
The  passage  does  not  prove  that  Clem.Rom.  is  quoting  from 
Mk.-Mt. 

No  further  quotations  of  importance  are  alleged. 
The  conclusion  is,  that  (i)  Clem.Rom.  is  certainly 
not  proved  to  have  quoted  from  our  Gospels  ;  (2)  in  (a) 
and  (6)  he  is  probably  quoting  from  Logia  not  now  ex 
tant  ;  (3)  in  (c)  he  may  be  quoting  from  our  Gospels, 
but  quite  as  probably  from  a  Manual  (or  some  Oral 
Tradition)  of  prophecy  in  Christian  use. 

vi.  DIDACHE.  —  The  Teaching  of  the  Twelve  Apostles 
(?8o-no  A.D.  )  is  a  composite  document.  The  earlier 
_.  ,  .  ,  part  (1-6),  consisting  of  the  Doctrine  of 
the  Two  Ways,  inculcates  precepts  of  the 
Lord,  without  appeal  to  his  'words,'  or  'Gospel'  ;  the 
latter  part  appeals  to  both.  The  '  Gospel  '  meant  is  prob 
ably  Mt.  The  addition  of  a  doxology  to  the  Lord's  prayer, 
and  the  mention  of  (14  1)  the  Lord's  Day,2  indicate  for 
the  latter  portion  a  date  toward,  or  after,  the  close  of 
the  first  century.  There  is  no  indication  that  Lk.  was 
known  to  the  writer,  apart  from  supplements  or  correc- 


almost  exactly  as  Clem.Rom.  The  variation  may  indicate  that, 
in  the  latter  instance,  he  is  borrowing  from  some  earlier  tradition 
from  which  Clem.  Rom.  also  borrowed  (as  above,  in  the  saying 


.  .  .  have  denied  the  commandment  of  the  Lord  and  become 
defrauders  of  him,"  but  is  quoting  (what  Herrnas  is  trying  to 
spiritualise)  Did.  3  5,  '  My  child,  be  not  a  liar,  since  lying 
leadeth  to  theft,'  or  some  book  on  which  Did.  3  5  is  based. 

1  The  words  'better  .  .  .  born'  occur  only  in  our  Lord's 
utterance  about  Judas  at  the  Last  Supper.  It  seems  very 
unlikely  that  Clem.Rom.,  even  though  he  combines  OT  passages 
in  a  very  arbitrary  way,  would  apply  such  words  to  quite  a 
different  matter,  and  that  Clem. Alex,  would  follow  him.  The 
authority  of  some  collection  of  the  Logia  seems  needed  to  explain 
it,  and  to  justify  the  two  authors. 

•  '  The  Lord's  Day '  occurs  in  the  Apocalypse  (1 10),  which — 
at  all  events  so  far  as  concerns  the  passage  including  the  term — 
was  probably  written  (as  Irenaeus  asserted)  in,  or  a  little  before, 

96  A.D. 
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tions  of  Mt.  in  the  Two  Ways.1  So  far  as  this  little 
book  is  concerned,  the  '  Gospel  '  to  which  it  refers  might 
consist  of  a  version  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  and 
the  Precepts  to  the  Twelve.  On  the  Second  Advent, 
the  writer  mentions  (166-8)  'the  Signs  of  the  Truth" 
with  such  apparent  independence  of  Mt.  as  to  make  it 
doubtful  whether,  in  the  context,  the  resemblances  to 
Mt.  indicate  quotations  from  Mt. 

Of  all  the  promises  or  blessings  in  Mt.  63-11,  the  earlier  part 
of  the  Didachi  inserts  only  two.  Did.Sj,  'Be  meek,  since 
the  meek  shall  inherit  the  earth,'  is  based  (as  Mt.  5  5  is)  on  Ps. 
87  ii.  Did.  \  5,  '  Blessed  is  he  that  giveth  in  accordance  with 
the  commandment,'  refers  to  '  the  commandment  '  which  the 
writer  has  just  quoted  (Mt.  5  42  Lk.  6  30),  '  Give  to  every  one  that 

" 


(. 

Greek,  juoucapioi    01    tAeoOi'Tes  (or  eAeTJ/uoves  as  in   Mt.  67).     It 

should  be  noted  that  Lk.  omits  both  these  passages.2 

vii.  BARNABAS.  —  The  Epistle  of  Barnabas  ;  assigned 
by  Lightfoot  (BE  91)  to  70-79  A.  u.  ,  but  by  others 
placed  later. 

(i)  Alleged  Synoptic   Quotations   in   Barnabas.  —  (a) 
This  Epistle  is  alleged  to  quote  Mt.  22  14  as  Scripture 
8<i   Barnabas      (Barn-4l4>:     'Let    us    give    heed 
naDas     lest,   as  it  is  written,  we  be  found 
and  Synoptists.   ,  .  ,jed  but  few  chosen  -  - 


The  application  of  the  title  '  Scripture '  to  NT  before  the  end 
of  the  first  century,  if  here  intended,  would  be  unique.  But 
there  are  several  reasons  for  doubting  the  intention,  (i)  In  other 
allusions  to  Synoptic  tradition,  the  author  does  not  quote  as  from 
'  Scripture.'  (2)  He  twice  quotes  Enoch,  either  as  (IK  5)  '  Scrip 
ture,'  or  with  '  it  is  written  "(4s):  '  The  last  stumbling-block  hath 
drawn  nigh,  concerning  which  it  is  written,  as  Enoch*  saith, 
"For  to  this  end  hath  the  Lord  cut  short  the  times  .  .  ."' 
Now  (3)  these  two  passages  agree  with  the  one  under  discussion 
in  treating  of  the  'last  days,'  on  which  subject  'Enoch'  was  an 
authority.  Also,  (4)  in  the  last-mentioned  passage,  whereas  he 
might  have  quoted  Mk.  13  20  Mt.  2422  (if  known  to  him  as 
canonical)  about  the  'cutting  short  of  the  times,' he  not  only 
quotes  Enoch  instead  and  treats  it  as  '  Scripture,'  but  also  (5) 
appears  to  add  words  not  now  extant  in  Enoch  ('  For  to  this 
end,"  etc.).  (6)  The  book  of  Enoch,  as  we  have  it,  is  a  com 
posite  work,  and  is  likely  to  have  existed  in  many  forms.  (7) 
If  it  originated  for  NT  (or,  at  all  events,  anticipated)  the  phrases 
'Mammon  of  unrighteousness,"  'Gehenna,'  '  the  New  Jeru 
salem,'  'the  Son  of  Man  sitting  on  the  throne  of  his  glory,'  'it 
had  been  good  for  him  if  he  had  not  been  born,'4  it  is  a  very 
natural  supposition  that  it  may  have  contained  the  saying  in 
question. 

These  considerations  make  it  fairly  probable  that  the 
author  is  either  quoting  the  words  from  a  version  of 
Enoch,  or  confusing  some  tradition  of  the  Words  of 
Christ  with  a  version  of  Enoch,  and  make  either  of 
these  suppositions  very  much  more  probable  than  that 
he  is  quoting  from  Mt.  as  '  Scripture. ' 

(6)  and  (c)  In  Barn.  5 9  Christ  is  said  to  have  chosen  as 
his  apostles 'men  exceeding  in  lawlessness  (avontuTepovs)  beyond 
all  sin,  that  he  might  show  that  he  came  not  to  call  (the)  righteous 
tut  sinners.'  There  is  nothing  to  show  quotation,  but  the  words 
may  come  from  Mk.  217  (or  Mt.  9 13,  Lk.  inserts  '  to  repentance  ') 
or  from  some  document,  or  tradition,  used  by  Mk.  (c)  Among 
several  quotations  from  unknown  (7  4  11 9 12  i)  'prophets' — Barn, 
refers  to  the  New  Creation  of  man  thus  (613):  '  The  Lord  saith, 

1  Did.lGi,    though    at    first    sight   suggesting  Lk.  12  35,    is 
probably  an  allusion  to   Mt.  25  i   amplified  by  an  allusion  (to 

loins  girt'  in  [Ex.  12  n]  the  first  Passover)  which  became 
current  in  the  Church  (i  Pet.  1  13  Eph.  6  14).  The  latter  part  is 
more  like  a  blending  of  Mk.  13  35  and  Mt.  244244,  than  like 
Lk.  12  40. 

2  Lk.'s  omission  of  all  the  blessings  pronounced  on  positive 
virtue  ('meekness,'   'peacemaking,'   'purity,'  and  'mercy'  [or 
'  almsgiving  '])  is  perhaps  dictated  by  some  doctrinal  considera 
tion.     The  same  cause  may  explain  why,  in  his  parallel  to  Mt. 
5  48,  re'Aeioi  ('  ye  shall  be  perfect '),  he  preferred  a  tradition  that 
gave  (Lk.  636)  oiKTippowc,  'pitiful'  (possibly  a  synonym  for  a 
poetic  eAeivot  or  eAeZoi — MS  form  of  eAeetroi — a  corruption  of 
re'Aeioi)-     eAeeij/os  (for  which  the  Hatch-Redpath  Concordance 
wrongly  gives  eAejji/os)  occurs  thrice  in  Dan.  (iP). 

3  The  Latin  substitutes  '  Daniel '  for  '  Enoch  '  and  takes  the 
words,  'for  to  this,'  etc.,  as  coming  from  Barnabas. 

4  See  Charles  (Enoch,  pp.  47-49),  who  traces  its  influence  in 

ft .  i       _i     ^ft.-rrr,    rr    ,V  •         .         I       •       tr-U     A   __/tr ~U 


suppose  to  ave  een  wrtten  y  arnaas.  t  as  aso  n 
fluenced  Irenjeus,  Justin,  and  other  early  writers.  The  tradition 
of  Papias  about  the  vine  with  10,000  branches  comes,  directly  or 
indirectly,  from  Enoch  10  19. 
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Behold  I  make  the  last  as  the  first.'  This  may  possibly  be 
akin  to  the  Synoptic  (Mk.  1031  and  Mt.-Lk.)  'The  last  shall 
be  first';  cp  Mt.  2014,  '  I  will  give  unto  this  last  even  as  unto 
thee.' 

(d)  In  7  ii  and  11  n  the  author  probably,  but  not 
certainly,  assigns  to  Jesus  words  not  in  our  Gospels. 
He  (log)  regards  the  Ascension  as  taking  place  on  the 
day  of  the  Resurrection.  x 

(2)  Anticipations  of  Jn.  in  Barnabas.  —  The  special 
points  of  interest  in  this  epistle  are  that  (  i  )  it  was  written 

<LiShtf'    BE    91)    '  ^fore  the  Fourth 
Gospel.  .  ^  the  latter  resembles  it  in 

many  points:  —  (a)  (Barn.  11  n-125) 
the  juxtaposition  of  '  baptism  '  and  the  '  brazen  serpent,' 
and  the  parallel  between  the  serpent  and  Christ  ;  (b] 
(66)  the  application  of  Ps.  22  18  to  the  casting  lots  over 
Christ's  vesture;  (c)  (7g)  the  'piercing  (  KO.Ta.KevT'fi- 
(ra>'Tes2)'  of  Christ;  (d)  (11  1)  the  connection  between 
the  Cross  and  Water,  followed  by  a  connection  between 
the  Cross  and  Blood  ;  (e)  (11  n)  '  "  Whosoever  shall  eat 
of  these  shall  live  for  ever.  "  This  means,  '  '  Whosoever,  " 
saith  he,  '  '  shall  hear  these  things  when  they  are  spoken 
and  shall  believe,  shall  live  for  ever."  '  3  It  will  be  seen 
below  (§  101)  that  many  of  the  so-called  'imitations 
of  Jn.  by  Justin  '  might  be  called,  less  inaccurately, 
'  imitations  of  Barnabas.' 

viii.  SIMON  MAGUS.  —  The  Great  '  Apophasis'  of 
Simon  Magus  (Lightf.  BE  105,  '  probably  composed  some 

where  about  the  close  of  the  first  century,  perhaps 

91.    Simon  before    the   Gospel   of  John   was   written,    or  at 

MagUS.      least  circulated')  twice  uses  the  phrase  (Hippol. 

61214)  'remain  alone  in  potentiality  (ptimv 
rfj  SvvAfiei  fj.6vov),'  and  once  (ib.  16)  'but  if  a  tree  abide  alone 
(ea»  5e  fitiVrj  &ev&pov  fj.6vov)'  to  denote,  as  in  Jn.  1224,  that 
which  remains  barren  and  which  will  perish  with  the  world 
because  it  is  not  made  fruitful  by  being  likened  to  the  (divine) 
image  '  of  the  Spirit.4  Simon's  doctrine  of  three  divine  beings 
(il>.  17)  'there  are  three  that  stand,'  his  allegorising  of  the 
Pentateuch  in  connection  with  the  regeneration  of  man,  the 
general  tone  of  his  materialism,  and  the  wide  scope  of  his  influ 
ence,  make  it  probable  that  Jn.  had  Simon  in  view  when  he 
composed  his  Gospel. 

ix.  IGNATIUS.  —  Ignatius  (before  no  A.D.  )  mentionsa 

'  Gospel  '  —  which  he  compares  with  '  the  Law  '  and  '  the 

T        ,  .         Prophets  '  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate 

92.  Ignatius.   that  u  was  written_phiiad.  Si   8>  9i 

Smyrn.  5,  7.  He  quotes  short  sentences  found  in  Mt. 
(once  [Eph.  16]  a  phrase  peculiar  to  Mk.  843).  He 
never  quotes  Lk.5 

1  Herein   he  appears   to  anticipate  Jn.  20  17.      See  §  25  n., 
and  §  31. 

2  Jn.  1937  Rev.  17  cfeKe'i/TTjtrap. 

3  Cp  Jn.  624^651  63,   'He  that  heareth  my  word  (Koyov) 
and  believeth  in  him  that  sent  me  hath  eternal  life,'  '  If  any 
man  shall  eat  of  this  bread,  he  shall  live  for  ever,'  'the  words 
(prj^ara)  that  I  have  spoken  unto  you  are  spirit  and  are  life.' 

The  similarity  is  striking  ;  still  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  say 
"In.  borrowed  from  Barnabas.'  Barnabas,  borrowing  from 
Ezekiel,  has  previously  been  alluding  (11  9)  to  '  the  prophet  '  who 
calls  the  land  of  Jacob  (Ezek.  206)  'praised'  (<5  Kijpiov,  var. 
Swarri,  Hebr.  'glory'),  continuing  as  follows  (11  10),  'Next 
(etTa)  what  saith  he?  "and  there  was  a  river  winding  from  the 
right,  and  there  went  up  from  it  fair  trees,  and  whoso  shall  eat 
thereof  shall  live  for  ever."'  The  italicised  words  are  not  in 
Ezekiel  ;  but  they  were  (doubtless)  in  the  writer's  version  of 
Ezekiel,  or  in  some  Christian  Manual  of  prophecy  containing 
Christianized  extracts  from  Ezek.  47  1-12,  from  which  also 
comes  probably  Rev.  22  if.  ('  a  river  of  water  of  life,'  etc.). 

The  tradition,  then,  was  common  to  the  Church  at  the  close 
of  the  first  century,  and  Jn.  may  be  quite  independent  of 
Barnabas.  The  latter  generally  regards  the  Cross  as  a  '  tree,' 
and  the  crucified  Jesus  as  the  fruit  of  the  tree  (cp  Lightf.  on 
Ignat.  Smyrn.  i)  planted  by  the  side  of  the  baptismal  stream. 
The  former  regards  the  '  fountain  for  sin  and  uncleanness  '  as 
flowing  out  of  Jesus  himself,  but  out  of  Jesus  on  the  Cross, 
his  '  throne  '  to  which  he  is  '  lifted  up.' 

4  Jn.  applies  the  phrase  to  a  grain  of  wheat,  Simon  to  a  tree. 
It  looks  as  though  Simon  had  misunderstood  Christ's  doctrine 
in  such  a  way  as  to  induce  Jn.  to  emphasise  it.     The  union  of 
the  '  grain  '  with  the  earth  is  intelligible  ;  the  union  of  a  '  tree  ' 
with  fertilising  influences  affords  a  far  less  natural  and  forcible 
metaphor.     The  Logion  of  Behnesa  indicates  that  Jesus  may 
have    taught    a    systematic     doctrine    about    'abiding  alone.' 
Tatian  (13)  ('If  it  [the  soul]  live  alone  (IUOIT)  /uei/  SiaiTto^eVij) 
it  inclines  downward  to  matter,  dying  with  the  flesh  ;  but  if  it 
has  obtained  union  (crufuyiav)  with  the  divine  Spirit,  it  is  no 
longer  without  an  ally  ')  is  closer  to  Simon  than  to  Jn. 

6  Lightf.  's  index  contains  several  Ignatian  '  resemblances  '  to 
Lk.  One  of  these  is  Rom.  7  ('  pleasures  of  this  life  ')  resembling 
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The  Gospel  (Philad.  9,  Smyrn.  7)  is  said  to  contain  the  Passion 
or  Resurrection  and  also  (Philad.  5,  9)  the  '  flesh '  and  '  (personal) 
presence  (rrapouori'a)'  *  of  Jesus — i.e.,  it  brings  Christ  before  us  as 
in  the  flesh.  But  when  he  speaks  of  the  Incarnation,  Ignatiusdoes 
not  appeal  to  the  Gospel,  but  speaks  in  his  own  name  ;  describ 
ing,  for  example,  {Eph.  19)  the  'star  in  the  east'  in  language 
incompatible  with  any  sober  acceptance  of  Mt.'s  account,  and 
actually  saying,  almost  in  the  language  of  Simon  Magus,  that 
the  Logos  (JMagn.  8)  '  came  forth  from.  Silence ' — a  dangerous 
expression,  hardly  possible  for  any  one  who  devoutly  accepted 
the  Fourth  Gpspel.2 

The  Ignatian  passages  commonly  alleged  to  prove  that 
Ignatius  recognised  Jn.  as  a  Gospel  simply  prove  that  he  knew 
the  substance  of  some  traditions  incorporated  in  Jn.  (a)  Philad. 
7,  '  The  Spirit  .  .  .  knoweth  whence  it  cometh  and  whither  it 
goeth,  and  convicteth  the  things  that  are  secret,'  is  closer  in 
thought  (though  not  in  word)  to  In.  814  than  to  Jn.  38.  It  is 
a  tradition  from  Gen.  16s,  quoted  by  Philo  1576  (and  Qua-st. 
Gen.),  '  Conviction  therefore,  speaking  to  the  soul,  saith  unto 
her,  "  Whence  contest  thou  and  where  goest  t/iou?'"  Ignatius 
is  closer  to  Philo  than  to  Jn.  (b)  Philad.  9,  '  the  door  of  the 
Father,'  may  be  traced  to  Clem. Rom.  48  and  back  to  Ps.  118 
i§f.,  it  being  a  natural  tradition  that  the  'gate  of  righteousness  ' 
is  'the gate  in  Christ,'  and  that  this  leads  to  'life'  and  to  'the 
Father.'^  Lastly,  such  variations  as  (c)  Rom.  7  '  bread  of  God' 
(only  once  in  Jn.),  (d)  Eph.  17  iq,  etc.  'prince  of  this  age,'  and 
(e)  Magn.  5  '  His  living  (TO  (ftv)  is  not  in  us ' — instead  of  the 
familiar  'bread  of  life,'  'prince  of  this  war  Id,'  'His  life  is  not 
in  us' — would  be  almost  impossible,  if  the  Fourth  Gospel  were 
familiar  to  the  author  as  a  gospel,  but  quite  natural  if  he  had  a 
recent  acquaintance  with  the  substance  of  it  as  a  recent  doctrine. 

The  conclusions  are  that  Ignatius  (i)  recognised  Mt. 
and  probably  Mk.  as  a  written  gospel,  but  (2)  did  not 
recognise  Lk.  or  Jn.  The  latter  is  confirmed  by  the 
fact  that  (§§  29,  30)  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  reality 
of  the  Resurrection,  he  appeals,  not  to  Lk.  or  Jn. ,  but 
to  an  apocryphal  tradition.  The  '  gospel '  of  Ignatius 
does  not  appear  to  have  contained  Mt.'s  account  of  the 
Incarnation  as  we  have  it.  The  deficiency  in  Mt.'s 
account  of  the  Resurrection  he  supplies  from  apocryphal 
sources.4  Though  he  does  not  acknowledge  Jn.  as  a 
gospel,  he  accepts  a  rudimentary  Logos-doctrine,  and 
has  an  acquaintance  (but  not  a  familiarity)  with  Johan- 
nine  thought. 

x.  POLYCARP. — Polycarp  (no  A.D.  ;  see  §  87)  has 
sayings  similar  to  those  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount 
_  .  (Phil.  2),  and  to  the  words  of  the  Lord 

•  in  Mk.  1438  Mt.  264i  (Phil.  7). 

The  former  may  be  from  a  version  of  the  Didacht, 
but  the  latter  indicates  that,  like  Ignatius,  he  knew 
the  '  gospel '  of  Mk.  and  Mt.  (a)  His  omission  (Phil.  2) 
of  the  words  '  in  the  spirit,'  in  quoting  Mt.  53,  '  poor  in 
the  spirit,'  resembles  Lk.  620,  but  may  only  indicate 
that  Polycarp  and  Lk.  herein  agreed  in  adopting  the 
same  version  or  interpretation  of  the  Logia.  (b}(Phil.  7) 
'  Every  one  that  confesseth  not  that  Jesus  Christ  has 
come  in  the  flesh  is  Antichrist,'  resembles  i  Jn.  43,  '  every 
spirit  that  confesseth  not  Jesus  is  not  of  God  ;  and  this 
is  the  [spirit]  of  the  Antichrist '  ;  but  it  much  more 
resembles  2  Jn.  7  '  .  .  .  they  that  confess  not  that 

Lk.  8 14  ('  pleasures  of  life  ').     But  the  phrase  had  been  made 


the  tree  is  known  ')  than  like  Lk.  644  ('  Each  tree  is  known  from 
its  own  fruit ')  ;  the  other  (Smyrn.  3  '  Take,  handle  me.  and  see 
that  I  am  not  a  bodiless  demon ')  has  been  shown  to  be  not  from 
Lk.  (see  §  29/). 

1  Cp    2  Cor.  10 10,    17    Trapoutrc'a    TOV    <ra))naTOS,      bis    bodily 
presence. ' 

2  The  statement  that  (Rom.  2),  as  a  martyr,  he  will  be  J  God's 
Logos,'  but  otherwise  a  mere  'sound,'  is  based  on  a  distinction 


.  play  on  '  Logos  '  would  be  po 
was  plastic  ;  scarcely  possible  (because  scarcely  reverent)  for  one 
who  had  received  as  apostolic  the  Logos-doctrine  of  Jn. 

3  See  Hegesippus  (Eus.  ii.  238),  'What  is  the  door  of  Jesus  '? 
to  which  James  replies  apparently  that  '  the  Saviour  is  the  door 
(TOVTOV  elcai  TOV  2<oTrjpa),'  cp  Eph.  2  18  Rev.  38  Hebr.  10 20. 

4  Smyrn.  2   (saying   that   Christ  '  raised  himself  up ')  seems 
incongruous  with  Mt.'s  account  of  the  descent  of  an  angel  to 
roll  away  the  stone,  but  agrees  better  with  Pseudo-Peter,  who 
says    (9)   that   '  the    stone    rolled    away    of  itself,'   implying, 
perhaps,  that  Christ  caused  it  to  roll  away  and  arose  by  his 
own  power  (so  that  the  angels  descended  merely  to  carry  hint 
up  to  heaven).     The  more  orthodox  account  is  that  of  Paul,  and 
i  Pet.  l2i  quoted  by  Polycarp,  Phil.  '2,  'believing  on  him  who 
raised  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  from  the  dead.' 
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Jesus  Christ  cometh  in  the  flesh.  This  is  the  deceiver 
and  the  Antichrist.'  Now  2  Jn.  is  a  '  disputed  '  Epistle, 
so  that  if  Eusebius  believed  it  to  be  a  quotation,  he 
would  be  bound  to  call  attention  to  it. 1  But  he  makes 
no  mention  of  it,  though  he  tells  us  that  Polycarp 
(iv.  149)  quoted  i  Pet.  It  is  probable,  therefore,  that 
he  regarded  the  words,  not  as  a  quotation,  but  as  a  mere 
use  of  Johannine  traditions  in  vogue  during  the  conflict 
against  Docetism.2 

The  conclusion,  so  far  as  any  can  be  drawn  from  so 
short  a  letter,  is,  that  Polycarp  knew  Mk.  and  Mt.  but 
not  Lk.  or  Jn. ,  though  he  used  a  Johannine  tradition 
embodied  in  '  a  disputed  epistle.' 

xi.     PAPIAS.  —  Papias    (120-30    A.D.  )    is    probably 

(Lightf.  BE  67)  recorded  by  Irenreus  (v.  36 1  2)  to  have 

94    Panias    Preserved  a  tradition  of  a  saying  of  the 

Lord,     '  In    the    region  (tv   rots)   of   my 

Father  there  are  many  abiding-places  (/j.ovds). '    Cp  J n.  1 4  2 

'  In  my  Father's  house  (oi/a'p)  are  many  abiding-places.' 

The  context  indicates  that  Papias  had  one  meaning  and  Jn. 
another.  Papias  (taking  the  word  as  used  by  Pausanias  x.  31  7 
'encampment,'  'halting-place')  means  'there  are  many  stages 
on  the  journey  upwards' — viz.  the  New  Jerusalem,  Paradise, 
and  Heaven.  This  explains  why  Papias  has  '  in  the  region,' 
while  Jn.  has  'in  the  house.'*  fiovai  means  'stages'  in  the 
Petrine  Apocalypse  and  in  Clem. Alex.  (pp.  1000,  1003,  579^, 
645,  794),  who  also  (p.  797)  speaks  of  the  three  fj.ova.i  '  hinted  at 
(o.ifurcroi'Tai)'  by  'the  three  numbers  in  the  Gospel."  The 
'  three  numbers  '  are  explained  by  Papias  as  the  'thirty,'  'sixty,' 
and  '  hundred  '  of  the  Parable. of  the  Sower. 

The  conclusion  is  that  Papias  is  not  quoting  and  misin 
terpreting  Jn.  ,but  quoting,  and  interpreting  in  accordance 
with  tradition,  a  Logion  (illustrating  the  Synoptic  Parable 
of  the  Sower)  of  which  Jn.  gives  a  different  version.* 
And  this  leads  to  the  inference  that,  if  Papias  had  Jn.  in 
his  mind,  he  did  not  recognise  it  as  an  apostolic  gospel. 

xii.  DIOGNETUS.—  The  Epistle  to  Diognetus,  in  its 
former  portion  (Lightf.  117-47  A.D.),  while  accepting  a  Logos- 
doctrine,  accepts  it(ch.  7)  in  a  non-Johannine 

95.  Epistle  to   form  (see  Lightf.  on  Col.  1 16):  but  phrases  in 
Diognetus.      cn-  8/!  10  indicate  a  familiarity,  if  not  with 

Jn.  as  a  gospel,  at  all  events  with  Johannine 
doctrine  and  method  of  expression. 

The  latter  portion  (Lightf.  180-210  A.D.),  short  though  it  is,  yet 
contains  (ch.  ll)an  apparent  allusion  to  Jn.  1(5  29('  Nowspeakest 
thou  clearly  [Trapprjo-i'ix] '),  which  makes  it  highly  probable  that 
the  author  had  read  Jn.  The  late  date,  however,  makes  this 
testimony  of  little  importance. 

xiii.    HERMAS. — The  Shepherd  of  Hermas  (114-156 

A.D.)  contains  no  traces  of  recognised  authoritative  Johannine 

thought.    The  alleged  similarities  of  language 

96.  Hermas.  may  generally  be  traced  to  common  tradition 

based  on  OT — e.g . ,  (Sim.  9 1 2)  the  Rock  and  the 
Gate,  (16.)  the  Son  a  Fellow-counsellor  with  the  Father  in  creation 
(cp  Ecclus.  249  with  Is.  96)  ;  (Si»i.  5e)  '  showed  them  the  paths 
of  life  '(cp  Ps  16  n ).  Mand.  3  has  no  connection  with  i  Jn.  827. 
The  Logos-doctrine  (cp  Sim.  9  i  '  That  Spirit  is  the  Son  of  God,' 
and  see.SY;«.  56)  is  so  strikingly  unlike  that  of  Jn.  that  the  writer 
would  seem  either  not  to  know  Jn. ,  or  to  reject  it  as  non-authori 
tative.5 

1  See   g   66  above.      Eusebius's   omission  here   is  the   more 
noteworthy  because  (though  not  bound  to  do  it)  he  tells  us  that 
Papias  and  Irentfus  quoted  I  Jn.     Much  more  would  he  feel 
bound  to  tell  us  that  Polycarp,   earlier  than  either  of  them, 
quoted  both  i  Jn.  and  2  Jn.     Nor  could  it  have  escaped  him  in 
so  short  an  epistle,  Polycarp 's  only  extant  work. 

2  Besides   the   instances    above-mentioned,    Lightf.'s    Index 
mentions,  as  a  'resemblance'  to  Jn.,  Phil.  12  'that  your  fruit 
may  be  manifest  among  all.'  .  Jn.  15 16  has  '  that  your  fruit  may 
remain,'  but  i  Tim.  415  has  '  that  thy  progress  may  be  manifest 
to  all,'  and  the  notions  of  '  fruit '  and  '  progress  '  are  both  Pauline 
(cp  Rom.  6  22  '  your  fruit '). 

3  Clem. Alex,  has  (69)  ei>  rots  to  describe  a  saint's  citizenship 
in  the  region  of  the  Father.     The  primary  meaning  of  ev  TOIS 
is  ' at  a  man's  place,  property,  or  estate ' ;   'at   his   home '  is 
only  a  secondary  meaning. 

4  Cp  the  Slavonic  Enoch  (Charles  61 2)  '  For  in  the  world  to 
come  .  .  .  there  are  many  mansions  prepared  for  men,  good  for 
the  good,  evil  for  the  evil,  many  without  number.'     This  may 
be  one  of  several  instances  where  the  language  of  Enoch  appears 
in  the  doctrine  of  Jesus. 

1  No  doubt  many  early  authors  (such  as  Tatian  and  Theo- 
philus),  though  accepting  Jn.,  may  have  retained  for  a  long 
time  traces  of  an  older  Logos-doctrine — sometimes  more  like 
that  of  Philo.  But  Hermas  goes  beyond  any  bounds  consistent 
with  acceptance  of  Jn.  \r\Sitn.  v.  6  'The  Holy  Spirit  which  pre 
existed,  which  created  all  the  creation,  was  caused  by  God  to 
dwell  in  flesh  [in]  which  he  desired  [it  to  dwell].  That  [flesh] 
therefore  .  .  .  along  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  he  chose  as  a  partner." 
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xiv.    BASILIDES. — Basilides    (117-138    A.D.)    is   fre 
quently  alleged  to  have  quoted  from  Jn. ;  but  (owing  to  the  diffi 
culty   of  distinguishing  between  quotations 
97.  Basilides.    from     Uasilides    and    quotations    from    his 
followers,  and  the  fact  that  Hippolytus  and 
Clem.Alex.    differ   from    Irenaeus   in    their    expositions    of  his 
doctrine)  the  only  ground  for  the  allegations  is  in  an  extract 
(Clem.Alex.    599  /.,    expressly   quoting   the   23rd   book   of  his 
K.rcgetica)  which  teaches  that  all  suffering  proves  the  sufferer 
to   have  sinned.      Against   this   doctrine  —  not  by  any   means 
peculiar  to  Basilides — Jn.  protests  when  it  states  that  (9 3)  the 
man  who  was  born  blind   was   not   born   so    because    he    had 
sinned.     With  that  protest  before  him,  Basilides  could  hardly 
have  accepted  Jn.,  in  its  entirety,  as  authoritative. 

So  far  as  it  goes,  then,  the  evidence  indicates  that 
Basilides  did  not  accept  Jn.  as  an  authoritative  gospel. 

XV.MARCION. — Marcion  is  mentioned  byjustin  Martyr 

98  Marcion     ^5°  A'D^'   after  the  two  very  early 
"    heretics  Simon  Magus  and  Menander,  as 

'  even  now  teaching '  and  as  having  gained  followers  '  in 
every  race. ' 

This  implies  that  Marcionism  had  been  flourishing  for  several 
years,  and  points  to  125-135  A.D.  as  the  date  for  Marcion's 
gospel.  Rejecting  the  OT  and  the  God  therein  assumed,  he 
was  forced,  if  he  adopted  any  of  the  four  gospels,  to  make  many 
changes  and  omissions — e.g.,  in  '  1  have  not  come  to  destroy  the 
law  but  to  fulfil'  he  transposes  'fulfil'  and  'destroy.'  His 
gospel  is  shown  by  extracts  to  agree  largely  with  Lk.,  but  to 
omit  many  passages  peculiar  to  Lk.  He  did  not  call  it  by  Lk.'s 
name,  and  may  have  regarded  it  as  but  one  of  many  '  interpreta 
tions  '  of  the  Logia  of  Mt.,  more  authoritative  than  most,  and 
better  adapted  than  our  Mt.  to  express  his  anti-Jewish  views. 
The  omissions  and  alterations  that  he  would  have  had  to  make  in 
Jn.  are  trifling  as  compared  with  those  which  he  was  forced  to 
introduce  into  Lk.,  and  Marcion's  alleged  Pauline  predilections 
hardly  afford  a  satisfactory  reason  for  his  not  selecting  Jn. 

The  conclusion  is  that,  in  125-135  A.  D. ,  Lk.  had 
come  into  prominence  as  a  recognised  gospel  in  Marcion's 
region,  but  that  Jn.  was  not  yet  equally  prominent. 

xvi.   VALENTINUS. — Valentinus   (141-156   A.D.)   is 

assumedbyTertullian(.£te/V<z'.K:r.  38)touseourgospels.   Irenaeus 
says  that  his  followers  freely  used  the  Fourth. 

99.  ValentinUS.  Hippolytus  (635)  gives,  as  from  Valentinus 

himself,  a  quotation  from  Jn.  10s  'All  that 
are  come  before  me  are  thieves  and  robbers."  But  Tatian  has 
thrice  a  somewhat  similar  allusion  (calling  it  on  one  occasion  a 
saying  of '  the  most  excellent  Justin  ')(chaps.  12  14  IS),  referring 
to  '  demons '  who  have  been  '  robbers  of  deity  '  and  have  '  taken 
men  captive.'  As  has  been  shown  above  (§  57  n.),  it  is 
probably  the  Synoptic  tradition  about  the  contrast  between  the 
ideal  ruler  and  the  ruler  of  this  world,  thrown  into  a  Johannine 
form,  which  found  its  way  into  Christian  tradition  before  Jn. 
was  generally  recognised  as  authoritative. 

xvii.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  EVIDENCE  BEFORE  JUSTIN. 
— Thus,  up  to  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  though 

100.  Summary  the!"e  are  .traces  °.f  Johannine  th°»ght 

•    and  tradition,  and  immatureapproxima- 

tions  to  the  Johannine  Logos-doctrine,  yet  in  some 
writers  (e.g.,  Barnabas  and  Simon)  we  find  rather  what 
Jn.  develops,  or  what  Jn.  attacks,  than  anything  that 
imitates  Jn. ,  and  in  others  (e.g. ,  Polycarp,  Ignatius,  and 
Papias)  mere  war-cries  of  the  time,  or  phrases  of  a  Logos- 
doctrine  still  in  flux,  or  apocalyptic  traditions  of  which 
Jn.  gives  a  more  spiritual  and  perhaps  a  truer  version. 
There  is  nothing  to  prove,  or  even  suggest,  that  Jn.  was 
'  recognised  as  a  gospel. '  Many  of  these  writers,  how 
ever,  are  known  to  us  by  extracts  so  short  and  slight  that 
inference  from  them  is  very  unsafe  ;  it  is  otherwise  with 
the  writer  next  to  be  considered. 

xviii.  JUSTIN. — Justin  Martyr  (145-9  A.D.)  has  been 
found  above  (§  75^  )  ( i )  quoting  freelyfrom  Mt.  and  Lk. ; 
101  Justin  ^  sometmies  appearing  to  use  a  harmony 
of  the  two;  (3)  adopting  Lk.  by  preference 
as  to  the  Miraculous  Conception  and  the  Passion  ;  (4) 
quoting  (apparent)  interpolations  in  Lk.  ;  and  (5) 
showing  a  disposition  to  maintain  the  claims  of  Lk.  as 
a  new  but  authoritative  version  of  the  Memoirs  of  the 
apostles.  The  instances  given  (§§  75-77)  to  prove  these 
conclusions  will  suffice  to  show  Justin's  attitude  toward 
the  Synoptists.  It  remains  to  consider  his  attitude  toward 
Jn.  as  deducible  from  alleged  quotations,  or  types, 
borrowed  from  it  ;  abstentions  from  quotation  ;  agree 
ments,  or  disagreements,  with  Jn.  's  doctrine  or  statement. 
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1 i )  Minor  apparent  Johannine  quotations. 

(a)  Try  ph.  123,  'We  are  called  and  are  the  true  children  of 
God,'  is  alleged  (Lightf.  BE  88)  to  be  from  Jn.  1 12,  and  i  Jn.  3  if. 
'  that  we  should  be  called  the  children  of  God,  and  (so)  we  are.' 
Both  Justin  and  Jn.  are  alluding,  partly  (i)  to  Jewish  tradition 
about  God's  '  calling '  Isaac  to  birth  and  thereby  causing  him  to 
'&.•'  (Gen.  21 12  'In  Isaac  shall  thy  seed  be  called,'  Rom.  4 17 
'  calleth  the  things  that  are  not  [TO.  ^  ovra]  as  though  they  were 
[u>s  oi'Ta] ') ;  partly  (2)  to  the  tradition  that  Isaac  was  '  called '  from 
the  dead  (Heb.  11 19  '  that  God  was  able  to  raise  [him]  from  the 
dead,'  to  be  compared  with  Josephus's  comment  on  the  sacrifice 
of  Isaac  [Ant.  i.  182]  'that  God  was  able  to  bring  men  into 
abundance  of  the  things  that  are  not  [TU>C  OVK  ovriav],  and  to 
take  away  the  things  that  are ') ',  partly  (3)  to  Philonian  traditions 
about  God's  creative  'call'  (Philo  '2  367  '  He  calleth  the  things 
that  are  not  [TO.  ;ur)  6Vra]  so  that  they  are  [ei«  TO  ctvai]' :  cp  Philo 

2  176)  ;  and  partly  (4)  to  a  Stoic  phrase  '  I  am  and  I  am  called' 
(Philo  1  337),  Epict.  Ench.  15  'they  both  -were  (3\<ro.v)  and  were 
culled  (eAe'yoi/To)  divine'  (cp  ib.  ii.  1*144  'Heracles  was  believed 
to  be  the  son  of  Zeus  and  he  was  [so] ').     So,  here,  Justin  first 
shows  that  God  was  to  (Jer.  31  27  and  Is.  19  24/1)  'raise  up  a 
seed'  to  Israel;  then  asserts  that  he  'called'  this  people  Israel 
and  declared  it  his  inheritance ;  lastly,  in  answer  to  Trypho's 
'  Are  you  (i'/u.eis)  Israel  ? '  he  replies,  '  We  both  are  called  and 
are  the  children  of  God.'1     (/')  Apol.  6  'reason  and  truth'  is 
an  allusion  not  to  Jn.  424,  'spirit  and  truth,'  but  to  what  Justin 
has  just  said  about  the  temper  of  Socrates  'in  true  reason,  i.e., 
reasonableness,'  and  is  a  play  on  the  word  Logos,     (c)  Tryph. 
17,  '  the  only  spotless  and  righteous  [one],  sent  [as]  light  from 
God  to  man,'  implies  a  recognition  of  Christ  as  (Is.  426  496  Lk. 
232;    Enoch  4&4)a  'light  to  lighten,'  not  only  'the  Gentiles,' 
but  the  world  ;  and  an  allusion  to  Jewish  traditions  (Schottg.  2 
113  226)  based  on  Ps.  483  ' Send  out  thy  light  and  thy  truth.'2 
(d)  i  Apol.  60  ('  If  ye  ...  believe,  ye  shall  be  saved'),  treating 
of  the  brazen  serpent,  differs  so  much  from  Num.  217-9  ('that 
every  one  that  is  bitten,  when  he  seet/t  it,  shall  live')  that  it  is 
urged  (Lightf.    BE   87)   that   the  writer  had  in  his  mind  Jn. 

3  i4_/T  ('  that  whosoever  believeth  may  in  him  have  eternal  life '). 
But  Barn.  (12  7  '  let  him  hope  and  believe  .  .  .  and  immediately 
he  shall  be  saved')  differs  even  more  from   Num.     Justin   is 
closer  to  Barnabas  than  to  Jn.,  and  appears  to  be  condensing  the 
former  or  some  kindred  tradition.*    (i?)  Justin  accuses  the  Jews 
of  cancelling  (Tryph.  73)  'He  shall  reign  from  the  tree'  in  Ps. 
96 10  ;  and  some  might  infer  that  he  borrowed  this  thought  from 
Jn.,  who  regards  the  Cross  as  a  throne  on  which  Jesus  is  '  lifted 
up '  or  '  exalted.'     But  see  Barn.  85:'  the  reign  of  Jesus  on  the 
tree. ' 

The  close  and  numerous  resemblances  between 
Barnabas  and  Justin  in  respect  of  prophecies  and  types 
prove  that  Justin  followed  either  Barnabas  or  some 
tradition  used  by  Barnabas,  and  go  some  way  towards 
proving  that,  if  he  knew  Jn. ,  he  preferred  Barnabas. 

(2)  '  Except  ye  be  begotten  again.'  4 — i  Apol.  61,  '  For 
in    the   name    of  God,   the    Father   and    Lord    of   the 
Universe,   and  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,   they  then 
receive   the  washing    with    water.      P'or    indeed    Christ 
said,  Except  ye  be  begotten  again  ye  shall  not  (01)  /X.T?) 
enter  into  the  kingdom  of  the  heavens.      Now  that  it  is 
absolutely  impossible  for  those  once  born   to  re-enter 
the  wombs  of  those  that  bare  them  is  evident  to  all. ' 
Cp  Jn.  837^   '  Except  a  man  be  begotten  from  above ,5  he 
cannot  see  the  kingdom  of  God.      Nicodemus  saith  unto 

1  The  antithesis  was  naturally  common  after  the  persecutions 
of  Nero.  It  may  be  illustrated  by  Mt.  22  14  '  Many  are  called 
but  few  chosen,'  but  also  by  Epict.  ii.  9  20  '  When  we  see  a  man 
trimming,  we  are  wont  to  say,  "  He  is  not  a  Jew,  but  pretends." 


a  iu     hj*9M»  rt-cf   luiui    iiimi    LUC    iiuiy    iicttvcn?>,  ciiiu  refill  n.er  Hum 

the  throne  of  thy  glory,'  where  'her'  refers  to  Wisdom,  (ib.  7 
25)  '  the  pure  emanation  of  the  glory  of  the  Almighty,  the 
shining  (atra.vya<r/j.a.)  of  the  eternal  Light.'  Both  Jn.  and  Justin 


srit/ii/t-g  \u.Tmuyu.u  flu.}  ui  llic  Cf-Cf  ncil  J^igni.         £HJU1  J  11.  aim  J  11 

adapt  Jewish  tradition  to  the  Incarnation  ;  but  Jn.  (1246  '  I 
come  a  I'ght  into  the  world,'  819  [?]  1  9)  speaks  of  the  Lighi 
'  coming  '  into  '  the  World ':  Justin  speaks  of  it  as 'sent.'  (' 


am 

Light  as 
'     (The 


tion  (  sent  [as]  )  cp  i  J  n.  4 10  an-eo"TetAei>  TOV  vioi/  O.VTOV  tAao>ioi'. 

3  For  other  passages  in  Justin  and  Barnabas  resembling  one 
another,  and  found  also  in  Jn.,  see  the  connection  of  the  Cross 
or  '  tree '  ( Tryph.  86)  with  water  (mentioned  above,  §  90)  and 
the  application  of  Ps.  22 1 8  to  the  Messiah  (though  here  Justin 
[  Tryph.  97]  and  Jn.  [1924]  go  a  step  farther  than  Barn.  66). 

*  ' A.va.yevvr)8-IJTe  :  this  verb  does  not  occur  in  NT  except  in  I 
Pet.  1323  (RV)  '  begat  again.' 

5  TevirriOfi  avioOev.     The  evidence  from  Jn.'s  use  of  the  word 
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him,  How  can  a  man  be  begotten  when  he  is  old? 
Can  he  enter  the  second  time  into  his  mother's  womb 
and  be  begotten  ?  Jesus  answered  .  .  .  Except  a  man 
be  begotten  of  water  and  (the)  Spirit,  he  cannot  enter  into 
the  kingdom  of  God. ' 

Justin  is  here  meeting  heathen  misrepresentations  of  the  two 
sacraments,  by  showing  that  they  are  based  on  Christ's  com 
mand  and  on  reason,  and  that  the  heathen  themselves  have 
imitated  them.  As  to  the  Eucharist,  he  gives  (i)  Christ's 
Words  of  Institution  ;  (2)  the  Pagan  imitation.  As  to  baptism, 
since  he  gives  the  Pagan  imitation  later  (62  64),  he  is  (presum 
ably)  giving  here  what  he  regards  as  the  words  of  Institution 
(for  he  gives  no  others).!  That  they  are  derived  from  Jn.  is 
improbable  for  many  reasons,  (i)  Justin's  tradition  is  thrown 
into  the  form  of  an  indirect  precept  ('  thou  shall  be  baptized  or 
thou  shall  not  enter');  Jn.'s  is  a  stalement  of  a  law.  (2)  Justin 
omits  the  Iwo  elements  mentioned  in  the  full  form  of  the  Johan 
nine  utterance — viz.,  'water'  and  'spirit.'  (3)  Justin,  though 
familiar  with  the  use  of  a.tna6fv  to  mean  'from  above,' and 
though  he  once  aclually  uses  iivioOev  yevva<T8o.i,  here  has 
arayei/i/ao-Scu.2  (4)  That  Justin  agrees  with  Jn.  in  connecting 
the  doctrine  of  regeneration  with  words  about  the  impossibility 
of  re-entering  ihe  womb,  is  nol  indeed  an  accidenlal  coincidence, 
any  more  than  the  somewhat  similar  connection  in  an  utterance 
of  Simon  Magus  (Hippol.  6 14),  '  How,  then,  and  in  what 
manner,  doth  God  shape  men  (in  the  new  birth)'*.'  to  which 
Simon  replies,  '  Admit  that  Paradise  is  the  womb,  and  that 
this  is  true  the  Scripture  will  teach  thee,'  afterwards  entering 
into  minute  materialislic  delails  about  'the  womb.'  It  is  a 
connection  so  nalural  in  conlroversy  that  it  is  easy  to  understand 
that  it  became  a  commonplace  in  Christian  doctrine.3 

(3)  Other  alleged  quotations. — (a)  Tryph.  105,  '  That 
this  [man]  was  [the}  only-begotten  of  the  Falher  of  ihe  Universe 
(jiOVOyevrfS  yap  on  f/v  TO>  jrarpi  TWV  oAiof  OUTOS),  having  become 
from  him  in  a  special  way  Word  and  Power  (ifii'ws  c£  avrov 
Aoyos  icol  Svvafj.ii;  yeyei'ijfieVos  4),  and  afterwards  becoming  man 
through  the  Virgin  (icai  varepov  avdpiaitos  Sia  TTJS  irapGivov 
),  as  we  have  learned  from  the  Memoirs,  I  have  shown 


above.'      Lightfoot    (BE 


omitting    the    italicised   words, 
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infers  that  Justin  refers  to  Jn.  as  a  part  of  the  Memoirs  for  the 
proof  of  the  '  special '  antemundane  birth.  But  the  words  he 
omits  indicate  that  Justin  refers  to  Tryph.  100,  where  he  '  shows ' 
this  from  the  Memoirs,  as  an  inference  from  Peter's  confession. 
This  resort  to  the  Memoirs  to  prove  what  they  cannot  prove, 
but  Jn.  could  prove,  indicates  that  Justin  did  not  regard  Jn.  as 
authoritative ;  (6)  Justin,  against  Marcion,  is  said8  to  have 

(831  19  n)  and  from  Philo  1  482  263  443  498  (and  cp  Menander 
in  Eus.  826  and  Simon  Magus  in  Hippol.  6 18),  and  from 
Epict.  i.  183  (r>)s  aurtjs  avioOev  KarajSoArjs  [o-jrep/xaro;]),  is  ir 
resistibly  in  favour  of  the  rendering  '  from  above.'  "h.v(aSfv  may 
mean  'again,'  but  only  where  the  context  clearly  points  to  that 
meaning,  as  it  does  in  Artemidorus  (see  Grimm's  Lexicon),  who 
says  that  a  man  who  dreams  of  being  born  over  again  (aviaOev) 
will  have  a  son,  because  having  a  son  is,  as  it  were,  a  second 
birth. 

Justin  himself  never  uses  the  word  to  mean  'again,'  but  (i) 
'fromabove,'  of  the  Incarnation,  (Tryph.  6^)av<aOev  irpoeASdi/ra 
Kai  avdptarcov  ei>  ai/SpcuTrois  yevofjifvov,  and  also  probably  (against 
Maranus)  Tryph.  63  aviaOev  <cal  Sia  yao-rpbs  ayflpajTm'as  6  Oeb? 
.  .  .  ytwOKTem  (?)  avtov  e^ieAAei/ :  (2)  with  <cr;pv<ro-e(.i>  or 
TrpoetTreri/,  Tryph.  24,  99  'from  of  old.'  If  Justin  were  here 
quoting  Jn.,  he  would  be  altering  a  phrase  that  he  himself 
uses. 

1  Justin's  words,  '  In  the  name  of  the  Father,'  etc.,  show  that 
he  recognised  the  formulary  of  Mt.  28  19  as  binding  in  practice. 
So  the  Didache  (7 1)  recognises  (but  does  not  quote)  it. 
Justin  nowhere  quotes  Mt.  for  the  facts  of  Christ's  Kesurrec- 
tion,  but  only  Lk.  And  Lk.  omits  the  command  to  baptize. 

"  If  it  be  urged  that  Jn.  states  the  doctrine  in  two  forms,  and 
that  Justin  may  have  preferred  the  first  ('  begotten  from 
above  '),  then,  besides  altering  '  from  above  '  into  '  again,'  he  has 
altered  'see'  into  'enter,'  which  occurs  only  in  Jn.'s  second 
form. 

3  It  may  be  worth  noting  that  Barnabas  (168),  as  well  as 
Simon  Magus,  introduces  his  explanation  of  regeneration  (which 
he  bases  on  the  metaphor  of  a  temple)  with  a  'How?'  (Cp 
Jn.  89  'How  can  these  things  be?')  In  these  two  authors 
'  how '  is  rhetorical,  in  Jn.  it  is  not ;  but  the  usage  perhaps 

dicates  a  traditional  way  of  stating  and  answering  a  perplex- 


ence  of  the  Johannine  doctrine,  which  tacitly  protests  that 
'  second  birth  '  is  not  the  question.  The  question  is,  '  Is  it  from 
above'  or  (like  some  of  the  second  births  of  heathen  mysteries) 
'  from  below '  1 

•*  reyei'TjjU.eVos :  cp  I  Apol.  22,  io'tuis  .  .  .  yeyfirrjcrGai  O.VTOV 
ex  0eou  Ae'yo/itej'  Aoyoi/  deov.  Jn.  would  not  apply  the  verb 
yLvfirda.1  to  the  Logos  except  in  connection  with  (1  14)  '  flesh  ' ; 
he  frequently  draws  a  marked  distinction  between  the  e'rou  of 
the  Logos  and  the  yiveo-Oiu  of  man  or  matter  (1 1  3_/I  6  8  58). 

5  The  words,  '  But  the  only-begotten,'  etc.,  may  be  those  of 
Irenieus,  commenting  on  what  he  has  quoted  from  Justin, 
(i)  Eusebius  (4 18),  quoting,  from  Justin,  this  extract,  stops 
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•written  (I  ren.  iv.  62),  'I  should  not  have  believed  .  .  .  but  the 
only-begotten  Son  came  to  us.  .  .  .'  This  Lightfoot  (BE  89) 
asserts  to  be  based  on  Jn.  1  18.  Butj  besides  the  objection  that 
many  authorities,  as  W  £  H,  read  in  Jn.  1  18  'God'  for  'Son,' 
this  assertion  assumes  that  Jn.  must  have  invented  this  applica 
tion  of  'only-begotten,'  whereas  in  fact  it  followed  naturally 
from  the  Logos-passage  in  Wisii.  7  22  describing  the  Wisdom 
of  God  as  containing  a  Spirit  'only-begotten,'  and  might  be  sug 
gested  by  Ps.  22  20,  '  Deliver  my  soul  from  the  sword,  mine 
only-begotten  from  the  power  of  the  dog.'  Now  in  the  Apologies 
and  Dialogue  Justin  (so  far  as  Otto's  Index  shows)  never  uses 
the  word  '  only-begotten '  except  in  Tryph.  105,  referred  to 
above  (a),  where  he  supported  it  by  Ps.  22,  and  professed  to 
have  'previously  shown  it,  the  'showing'  being  really  a  futile 
inference  from  the  Memoirs.  All  this,  so  far  from  indicating  a 
borrowing  from  Jn.,  proves  that,  if  Justin  knew  /».,  he  refused 
to  base  any  statement  on  it  ;  (c)  Tryph.  88  has  simply 

the  Synoptic  tradition  of  the  Baptist,  developed  as  in  Acts 
13  25 !  (with  a  tradition  of  Justin's  own,  icaScfd^ei/o?,  twice 
repeated  in  connection  with  the  Baptist  elsewhere,  and  with 
tfti'm  adapted  from  Is.) ;  and  Tryph.  57,  as  to  the  Manna, 
instead  of  alluding  to  Jn.  631,  is  a  quotation  from  Ps.  7825 
with  an  allusion  to  Ps.  78  19  (cp  i  Cor.  10  3  and  also  Wisd.  16  20), 
representing  a  stage  of  tradition  earlier  than  Jn.  ;  (d) 

Try/>h.  60,  '  those  who  were  from  birth  and  according  to  the 
flesh  defective  [in  vision]  (Tnjpov?),'  is  alleged  by  some  2  to 
refer  to  the  healing  of  the  man  '  blind  from  birth,'  mentioned 
only  by  Jn.  (91-34).  But  Justin  speaks  of  these  people  in  the 
plural,  Jn.  9  32  states  that  the  healing  was  unique,  unheard  of 
'from  the  beginning  of  the  world.'  Justin  was  probably 
quoting  from  some  tradition  earlier  than  Jn.  ;  but  in  any  case 
this  instance  tends  to  show  that,  if  he  knew  Jn.,  he  did  not 
regard  it  as  authoritative. 3 

Other  alleged  quotations,  if  examined,  might  be 
shown,  even  more  conspicuously  than  those  treated 
above,  to  fail  to  prove  that  Justin  recognised  Jn.  as  an 
authoritative  gospel. 

(4)  Abstentions  from  Quotation. — It  is  generally 
recognised  that  the  Synoptists  do  not  teach,  whereas  Jn. 

„  _  ,.  ,  and  Justin  do  teach,  Christ's  pre-existence, 
102.  Justin  8 .,  ;  ,.  ,.,  .  .,  , 

_      the  feeding  on  Christ  s  '  flesh  and  blood 

°^  °  '  (as  expressed  in  those  precise  words),  the 
application  of  the  term  '  only-begotten '  to  Christ,  and 
the  Logos-doctrine.  When,  therefore,  we  find  Justin 
either  not  appealing  to  any  authority  in  behalf  of  these 
doctrines,  or  appealing  to  pointless  passages  in  the 
Synoptists  instead  of  pointed  passages  in  Jn. ,  it  is  a 
legitimate  inference  that  Justin  did  not  recognise  Jn.  as 
on  a  level  with  the  Synoptists. 4 

(a)  i  Apol.  66,  '  We  have  been  taught  that  the  food  ...  is 
both  the  flesh  and  the  blood  of  that  Jesus  who  was  made  flesh.' 
In  support  of  this,  instead  of  quoting  Jn.  654,  along  with  the 
Synoptic  words  of  Institution,  Justin  quotes  the  interpolated 
Lk.  '2-2  19  ;  (6)  Tryph.  105,  '_  only-begotten '  (see  §  101  3  [a]) ;  (c) 
Tryph.  48,  the  belief  in  Christ's  pre-existence  is  based  on  what  is 

short  before  '  but  the  only-begotten ' ;  (2)  the  part  omitted  by 
Eusebius  contains  words  common  in  Irenseus,  but  not  in  Justin, 
and  (3)  has  two  allusions  to  Paul's  Epistles  (to  which  Justin 
never  alludes)  ;  (4)  elsewhere  Justin  never  uses  '  only-begotten  ' 
apart  from  prophecy  that  justifies  it.  On  the  other  hand, 
Justin  might  quote,  to  a  Christian,  authorities  that  he  would 
not  quote  to  a  Jew,  to  whom  everything  needed  to  be  proved. 
(In  the  words  omitted  by  Eusebius  ['.  .  .  nos  plasmavit  .  .  . 
venit  ad  nos  .  .  .  firma  est  meet  ad  eum  fides  .  .  .  utraque  Deo 
nobis  pnebente']  the  intrusion  of  the  sing,  ['mea']  would  be 
strange,  whether  Justin  or  Irenseus  were  the  writer ;  but  r)jn<I> 
Tritons  may  have  been  misread  as  >)  /aou  TTKTTIS).  On  the  whole, 
the  words  are  probably  not  Justin's. 

1  Acts   vTrovoeire,    Justin   vireAd^gai'oi' :   Acts   OVK    ei/ui  eyia, 
Justin  oiiic  ei/ii  6  XpioTos. 

2  Not,  however,  by  Lightfoot  BE. 

3  After  quoting  Is.  35  $f.,    '  the  blind  (rv(/>AoO,   deaf,   lame, 
dumb,'  Justin  asserts  the  healing  of  TOVS  ix.  •yei/frrj?  icai  KO.TO.  TT\V 
trdpica  7TT)pov>5  KCU  KWC^OUS  «cai  ^coAovs  .  .  .  rov&i  Kal  opav  TTOHJ- 
<ras.     Clearly  m)p6s  includes,  if  it  is  not  restricted  to,  those  who 
are  made  '  to  see ' — i.e.,'  the  blind. '  In  his  earlier  work  Justin  (or  a 
scribe  ?)  appears  to  have  corrected  mjpovs  into  Trorjpou?  (i  Apol. 
22  x<i>Aovt  Kal  irapaAvrtKOut  /tai  ex  yeverfii  Trofrjpovs).      It  looks 
as   though  Justin   interpreted   spiritually  in   the  Apology,  but 
literally  in  the  Dialogue,  some  old  tradition  about  Christ's  acts 
of  healing.     Hence   the  strange   addition   'in   the   flesh."     He 
seems  to  mean  '  not,  as  some  say,  spiritually,   but  physically 
defective.-' 

4  On  this  point  i  Apol.  46  is  a  key-passage,  '  We  were  taught 
that  Christ  is  the  First-born  of  God,  and  we  indicated  abmie  that 
he  is  the  Word  wherein  every  race  of  men  participated.'     The 
doctrine  of  the  First-born  is  authoritative  'teaching,'  the  Logos 
doctrine  is  the  '  indication  '  of  the  writer.     On  the  rare  occasions 
when  Justin   asserts  (Tryph.    105)  that   he   has  'shown'  that 
Johannine   doctrine   is   in   the   Memoirs,   his   'showing,'  when 
analysed,  amounts  to  (Tryph.   100)  'we  have  inferred  (wvor;- 
jca^uc),'  supported  by  references  to  OT 
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'  proclaimed  by  the  blessed  prophets  and  taught  by  him  (Christ). 
On  this  Westcott  (Jn.  Introd.  Ixxxiv)  says  that  the  Synoptists 
'do  not  anywhere  declare  his  pre-existence,'  apparently  inferring 
that  Justin  must  have  Jn.  in  mind,  though  he  never  quotes  Jn. 
But  the  italicised  words  (cp  2  Apol.  8  10)  simply  indicate  the 
general  continuity  betiveen  what  Christ  taught  as  the  Logos, 
through  the  prophets,  and  what  he  taught  as  Jesus  in  the  flesh. 
When  Justin  'shows'  the  pre-existence  of  Christ  from  a  par 
ticular  passage,  it  is  from  the  Memoirs,  but  in  a  most  unsatis 
factory  manner  (see  last  footnote),  (d)  Tryph.  86  says  that  '  the 
rod '  in  OT  is  a  type  of  the  Cross,  and  that  Moses,  '  by  means  of 
this,  saw  water  that  gushed  front  the  rock ' — i.e.,  from  Christ — 
and (ib.  103)  applies  to  Christ  Ps.  22  14,  'poured out  like  water.' 
These  words  seem  absolutely  to  demand  some  reference  to  that 
stream  (if  he  knew  of  it)  which  the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 
alone  records  himself  to  have  '  seen  '  flowing  from  Christ  on  the 
Cross.  Yet  Justin  (ib.  103),  instead  of  quoting  Jn.,  quotes  the 
interpolated  Lk.  2244,  omitting  Lk.'s  mention  of  'blood,'1  so 
that  the  quotation  accords  with  the  Psalmist's  '  poured  out  like 
water.'  (e)  Tryph.  97  follows  Barnabas  (66)  in  applying  part 
of  Ps.  22  18  to  the  '  casting  of  lots  '  for  Christ's  garments,  put 
Justin  goes  farther,  by  quoting  the  whole  verse,  which  mentions 
'dividing 'as  well.  Jn.  also  quotes  the  whole  verse,  but  goes 
farther  still,  seeing  in  it  two  distinct  and  symbolical  acts.  It  is 
highly  improbable  that,  if  Justin  had  known,  as  apostolic,  this 
warrant  for  a  twofold  fulfilment  of  prophecy,  he  would  have 
omitted  to  refer  to  it.  But  he  neither  refers  to  it,  nor  even 
recognises  two  acts.2  (f)  Tryph.  no  says  that  the  Vine  is 
God's  people,  planted  and  pruned  for  its  good  by  Christ,  without 
reference  to  Jn.  15  if.,  where  Christ  describes  himself  as  pruning 
the  Church  that  the  fruitful  branches  may  bring  forth  more  fruit. 
(g)  i  Apol.  63,  '  The  Jews  are  justly  charged  ...  by  Christ 
himself,  with  knowing  neither  the  Father  nor  tlie  Son.'  This 
ought  to  refer  to  such  '  charges  'as  Jn.  8  19,  '  Ye  neither  knoiv 
me  nor  my  Father.'  Yet  Justin  quotes  for  it  nothing  but  an 
ancient  version  of  Mt.  11  27  Lk.  10  22('  No  one  knoweth  [eyvto,  but 
yiv(a<rK.fL  or  iinyiv.  in  Mt.  and  Lk.]the  Father,  save  the  Son  ;3 
nor  the  Son,  save  the  Father,  and  those  to  whom  the  Son  will 
reveal  [him] '),  which  is  merely  a  general  statement  of  the  con 
ditions  of  revelation,  (h)  Tryph.  40,  '  The  well-known  lamb 
(irpoparov)  that  was  commanded  to  be  roasted  whole  (6Ao»-)  was 
a  type  of  the  Cross.'  Jn.  alone  describes  the  providential  inter 
position  by  which  '  not  a  bone  was  broken  '  of  Christ,  the  Paschal 
lamb.  Yet  Justin,  instead  of  referring  to  this,  refers  to  the 
roasting  of  the  two  lambs  on  two  spits,  one  across  the  other, 
which  typified  the  Cross  ! 

(5)  Inconsistencies  with  Jn.   mostly  concern  Justin's 
IAO    T     *•      views   of   the   origin   of   Christ,  and  the 

1UJ.   JuSulH     T  ,        _    •  L     *       *i_  cr      *. 

,          .  Logos  -  doctrine  ;    but    they    also    affect 

108  his    views    °f    Godl     and    °f    theol°g>' 


generally. 

Justin's  view  is  that  (2  Apol.  6)  God  has  no  'name ' ;  Jn.'s  is 
that  the  Son  came  to  declare  the  Father's  '  name '  and  to  keep 
them  in  that  'name.'  The  notion  of  a  Trinity  in  a  Unity  of  will, 
sr  love,  is  absent  from  Justin.  Generally  Justin  shrinks  fron 


T^S  KoiAi'a?  TOU  Xpto-ToC  AaTO/u.T)0eWes).4  Elsewhere  he  allows 
himself  to  say  that  God  has  begotten  from  himself  (Tryph.  61) 
a  kind  of  Logos-power  (Aoyuojy  nva.  8vvaij.iv).5  Yet  when  he 
aks  of  the  Father  as  begetting  the  Son,  he  always  inserts  (ifi.) 


'oy  his  will,'^  or  (ib.  100)  'coming  forth  by  the  powc r  anil 
counsel'  of  God,  or,  speaking  of  the  birth  of  Jesus  (ib.  63),  he 
uses  the  middle  yfvi'3.<T0a.i,  'cause  to  be  begotten.'  In  his 


idopted  by  Justin. 

3  RV,  '  No  one  knoweth  the  Son  save  the  Father,'  but  quoted 
is  above  by  Justin  again  (Tryph.  100),  and  by  Clem. Alex., 
3rigen,  and  Tertullian. 
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anxiety  to  emphasise  the  supremacy  and  ineffability  of  the 
Father,  he  speaks  of  one  (meaning  the  Logos)  who  is  (Tryph. 
56)  'a  different  (erepos,  not  aAAos)  God  and  Lord,  under  the 
Maker  of  the  universe ' ;  (i  Apol.  32,  and  similarly  2  Apol.  13) 
'  The  first  Power,  next  to  the  Father  of  all.'  This  conveys  the 
notion  that  the  Logps  is  but  one  of  many  subordinate  Powers. 
Also,  the  multiplicity  of  names  given  to  the  Logos  (Try ph.  56 
61  100,  etc.) — Son,  Wisdom,  Angel,  Day,  East,  Sword,  etc. — 
suggests  Philo's  (1  427)  '  many-named '  Logos  rather  than  that 
of  Jn.  ;  and  when  Justin  quotes  Dan.  7  13,  to  lay  stress  on  the 
'as  '  in  '  as  Son  of  Man,'  and  tells  us  that  Christ  was  on\y  (Tryph. 
76)  <f>a.ivofitvov  KOJ.  yevo/j.evov  avOpunrov,  the  word  fya.ivoiJ.fvov 
seems  anti-Johannine,  and  bordering  on  Docetism. 

(6)  Summary  of  the  evidence  about  Justin.  • — It  appears, 

then,  that  (i)  when  Justin  seems  to  be  alluding  to  Jn. , 

T     ,.    >  he  is  really  alluding  to  OT  or  Barnabas, 

OC  some  Christian  tradition  different  from 

ummary.    jn   and  Often  eariier  than  Jn.  ;  (2)  when 

Justin  teaches  what  is  practically  the  doctrine  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  he  supports  it,  not  by  what  can  easily 
be  found  in  the  Fourth,  but  by  what  can  hardly,  with 
any  show  of  reason,  be  found  in  the  Three  ;  (3)  as 
regards  Logos-doctrine,  his  views  are  alien  from  Jn. 
These  three  distinct  lines  of  evidence  converge  to  the 
conclusion  that  Justin  either  did  not  know  Jn. ,  or,  as  is 
more  probable,  knew  it  but  regarded  it  with  suspicion, 
partly  because  it  contradicted  Lk. ,  his  favourite  Gospel, 
partly  because  it  was  beginning  to  be  freely  used  by  his 
enemies  the  Valentinians.  (4)  It  may  also  be  fairly 
added  that  literary  evidence  may  have  weighed  with 
him.  He  seldom  or  never  quotes  (as  many  early  Christian 
writers  do]  from  apocryphal  works.1  The  title  he  gives 
to  the  Gospels  ( '  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles  ' )  shows  the 
value  he  set  on  what  seemed  to  him  the  very  words  of 
Christ  noted  down  by  the  apostles.  Accepting  the 
Apocalypse  as  the  work  of  (  Tryph.  81)  the  apostle  John, 
he  may  naturally  have  rejected  the  claim  of  the  Gospel 
to  proceed  from  the  same  author.  This  may  account  for 
a  good  many  otherwise  strange  phenomena  in  Justin's 
writings.  He  could  not  help  accepting  much  of  the 
Johannine  doctrine,  but  he  expressed  it,  as  far  as  possible, 
in  non-Johannine  language  ;  and,  where  he  could,  he 
went  back  to  earlier  tradition  for  it,  such  as  he  found, 
for  example,  in  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas. 

xix.  TATIAN. — Tatian  gives  evidence  (150-80  A.D. )  of 

special  value  because,  being  a  pupil  of  the  recently  de- 

T  t"        ceased  Justin  who  does  not  quote  Jn. ,  he 

'  wrote  an  Apology  which  apparently  does 

quote  Jn. ,   or    Johannine    tradition ;    and,    later,    after 

he  had  become  an   Encratite  heretic,    he  composed  a 

Harmony  of  the  Four  Gospels,  thereby  accepting  the 

Fourth  as  on   a  level  with  the  Three.       His  Apology 

may   throw   light    on    the    date,    and    perhaps   on    the 

reasons,  of  acceptance. 

The  alleged  (Lightf.  BE  90)  quotations  in  the  Apology  are  the 
following  :  (a)  (Apol.  4)  '  God  is  a  spirit,  not  one  that  inter 
penetrates  matter  (ou  SL^KOV  &ia  TTJ?  vAr)s). '  This  is 

106.  HlS  simply  a  negation  of  the  Stoical  dictum  (Clem.  Alex. 
Apology.  699)  that  God  is  '  a  spirit,'  but  '  one  that  interpene 
trates  all  being  (Snqiceiv  Sid  mxcrrjs  TTJS  outruns) '  (and 
cp  Orig.  Cels.  617);  (V)  (Apol.  13)  'And  this,  you  see,  is  the 
meaning  of  the  saying  (TO  ilpruiirov)  "  The  darkness  compre- 
hendeth  (KaraAayxj3di/et)  not  the  light  "  ;  for  the  soul  did  not  itself 
preserve  (eoxocrei/)  the  spirit,  but  was  preserved  (etriaOri)  by  it,  and 
the  light  comprehended  (K<n(\a.^ev)  the  darkness.'  It  is  doubtful 
whether  Jn. — who  says  that  (i  Jn.  1  5)  '  God  is  light  and  in  him 

the  Valentinians  of  substitiMng  '  were  begotten  'for  '  was  be 
gotten.' 

The  fact  appears  to  be  that,  whereas  .preceding  writers  had 
laid  stress  on  being  'born  again,'  Jn.  laid  stress  on  the  nature 
of  this  second  birth,  describing  it  as  (1  13)  '  from  God,' (3  3)  '  from 
above.'  Many  took  offence  at  this,  as  suggesting  that  man's 
second  birth  is  of  the  same  nature  as  Christ's  incarnation  (which 
indeed  may  have  been  Jn.'s  meaning).  Therefore,  in  the  first 
passage  where  Jn.  states  the  doctrine  (re-stated  in  the  Epistle  too 
often  to  be  changed),  some  ventured  to  change  it.  Cp  Ja.  1 
18,  '  By  an  act  of  will  (/3ovAr)0ei's)  he  brought  us  forth.'  This 
explains  the  general  mistranslation  of  (3  3)  '  from  above,'  as  though 
it  must  mean  'again.' 

1  He  uses,  it  is  true,  a  corrupt  text  of  the  LXX,  and  refers  to  the 
Acts  of  Pilate;  but  he  never  quotes  Enoch  (as  Barnabas  does), 
the  Gospels  of  the  Hebrews,  Egyptians,  etc.  Eusebius,  who 
never  bestows  such  praise  on  Irenaeus,  praises  Justin's  (iv.  18  i) 
'  cultivated  intellect. 
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is  no  darkness ' — would  accept  the  latter  half  of  this  antithesis. 
Paul's  saying  that  Christ  (Phil.  3  12)  '  comprehends,'  or  '  catches 
(for  its  good),'  the  human  soul  is  very  different  from  saying  that 
the  light '  comprehends '  the  darkness.1  Also  the  use  of  eipij/ieVov2 
— which  applies  to  any  saying,  and  not  specially  to  Scripture — 
combines  with  the  naturalness  of  such  a  '  saying '  in  Christian 
controversy  to  make  it  probable  that  Tatian  is  quoting  a  common 
tradition,  and  not  Jn. ;  (c)  (Apol.  19)  '  Renounce  demons  and 
follow  the  only  God.  All  things  [are]  by  him  (wan-a  UTT'  aurov, 
i.e.  the  Father),  and  without  him  hath  not  been  made  (yeyovtv) 
anything  '  ;  cp  Jn.  (1  3),  '  All  things  were  made  (eye'i/ero)  through 
him  (i.e.  the  Logos),  and  without  him  was  not  made  (eyeVero) 
anything.'  The  two  sayings  are  quite  distinct  in  meaning  ;  but 
the  verbal  likeness  makes  it  certain  that  Tatian  must  have  known 
Jn.,  though  he  has  either  misinterpreted  it  or  altered  it  (possibly 
to  avoid  polytheistic  inferences). 

(a)  Traces  of  Jn.  as  a  recent  '  interpretation.'    Though 
the  Apology  teems  with  subtleties  (alien  from  Jn.)  about  matter 
and  the  Logos,  and  shows  no  recognition  of  the  Johannine  view  of 
the  spiritual  unity  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  yet  the  above- 
mentioned  allusions  or  quotations — occurring   as   they  do  in  a 
very  short  treatise  that  contains  hardly  a  single  allusion  to  the 
Synoptists — indicate  that  Tatian  attached  considerable  import 
ance  to  a  nevj  method  of  stating  the  Christian  case,  such  as  he 
found  in  Johannine  tradition  or  writing.     Such  passages  as  (Apol. 
5)  '  God  was  in  the  beginning  :  but  the  beginning,  we  have  re 
ceived  by  tradition  (jrapeiAijc^ajuci'),   is  a  Logos -power  (Aoyou 
Svva.fj.iv),'  indicate  what  may  almost  be  called  an  attempt  to 
improve  on  Jn.'s  'the  Word  was  in  the  beginning,'  so  that  we 
can  hardly  call  them  recognitions  of  Jn.  as  an  authoritative 
gospel.     And  the  following  passage  points  perhaps  in  the  same 
direction.      Supporting  his  theory  that  evil  springs   from  the 
inferior  of  '  two  kinds  of  spirits,'  Tatian  says  (Apol.  12),  '  These 
things  it  is  possible  to  understand  in  detail  for  one  who  does 
not  in  empty  conceit  reject  (ajroa-KopaKi^ovn)  those  most  divine 
interpretations  which,  in  course  of  time,  having  been  published 
in  writing  (read  Sia  ypcu^rjs  jfmpwypfrM  for  S.  y.  ef  eArjAey/tieVai), 
have  made  those  who  give  heed  to  them  acceptable  to  God 
(Oeo^tAeis).'     Now  the  only  passage  in  NT  that  definitely  and 
fully  recognises  Tatian's   'two  kinds  of  spirits'  —  bidding  the 
reader  'not  believe  every  spirit,'  giving  him  a  test  by  which  he 
may  'know  the  spirit  of  God'  and  discern  'the  spirit  of  truth 
and  the  spirit  of  error'— is  i  Jn.  4  1-6.     It  seems  probable,  then, 
that  Tatian  is  here  referring  to  the  Johannine  Epistle  and  Gospel, 
which  are  obviously  connected  and  are  generally  supposed  to 
have  been  published  together. 

This  would  fit  in  with  a  good  many  facts.  The  word 
'  interpretations '  was  applied  by  Papias  to  the  various 
'  versions  '  of  Matthew's  Logia.  Mark  was  called  Peter's 
'  interpreter,'  so  that  Mk.  itself  might  be  called  an  '  in 
terpretation  '  of  apostolic  tradition.  There  is  evidence 
to  show  that  the  Johannine  Gospel  was  long  preached 
orally  before  being  published  ;  and  Tatian's  words  seem 
to  hint  at  a  deferred  publication  ( '  in  course  of  time  hav 
ing  been  published  in  writing ' ).  If  it  was  '  interpreted ' 
by  an  Elder  of  Ephesus,  such  as  John  the  Elder,  it  might 
be  known  to  Tatian  as  an  '  interpretation.  Also,  the 
clause  about  '  rejecting  '  implies  that  some  had  rejected, 
or  were  disposed  to  reject,  the  work  in  question — and 
this  with  contempt.  Justin  may  not  have  gone  so  far  as 
this.  Tatian's  respect  for  (18)  'the  admirable  Justin ' 
is  quite  consistent  with  the  hypothesis  that  he  already 
dissented  from  his  former  master's  cautious  avoidance 
of  Jn. ,  especially  if  Tatian  himself  did  not  as  yet  rank 
it  with  the  Synoptists. 

(b]  The  Diatessaron  gives  us  little  help  beyond  the 
assurance  that,  when  it  was  composed,  Tatian  ranked 

TV   t        Jn.  with  the  Synoptists.     As  handed  down 
107.  mates-  in  ArabiC|  it  differs>  both  in  text  and  in 

saron.  arrangement,  from  the  text  commented 
on  by  Ephraem  ;  and  both  of  these  differ  from  the  text 
commented  on  by  Aphraates.3 

1  Cp  perhaps  Philo  1 4r5, '  If  some  were  unable  to  comprehend 
(Ko.Ta.\af}elv)  God,'  yet  Israel   received  a  revelation,    'having 
been  comprehended'  (read  KaT<xAT)(£0ei's  for  KarajSArjSei's)  —  i.e., 
grasped  and  drawn  towards  God,  because  God  '  wished  to  reveal 
his  own  essential  being.' 

2  In  NT  cipmufroi'  is  not  used  to  introduce  Scripture,  except 
when  (Lk.  2  24  Acts  2  16  13  40)  accompanied  by  some  qualifying- 
phrase — e.g.,  'in  the  Law,'  'in  the  Prophets,' etc.     When  not 
thus  qualified,  it  must  be  rendered   'said,'   'spoken,'  etc.  (cp 
Rom.  4  18  [RV],  'according  to  that  which  had  been  spoken' — 
i.e.,  to  Abraham— not  'according  to  that  which  hath  been  said' 
in  Scripture). 

3  A  complete  collation  of  Aphraates,  Ephraem,  and  the  Latin 
version  of  the  Arabic  shows  that  there  are  not  more  than  three 
or  four  passages — and  these  of  little  importance — where  these 
three  alleged  representatives  of  Tatian's  work  agree  against  the 
modern  text  (as  represented  by  WH) :  Mk.  823  Mt.  621  1625. 
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This  indicates — what  of  itself  is  highly  probable — that  at  a 
very  early  period  the  Diatessaron  was  revised  in  the  interests  of 
orthodoxy,  so  as  to  leave  few  traces  of  the  author's  Encratite  and 
other  heretical  tendencies.1  What  may  be  the  correct  inferences 
from  Theodoret's  account  of  Tatian's  excisions  and  of  '  the  mis 
chief  of  the  composition,'  and  what  ought  to  be  inferred  from 
Eusebius's  {HE  iv.  29  6)(probably)contempttious statement  about 
the  work,  are  questions  that  do  not  affect  Tatian's  recognition 
of  Jn.  All  agree  that  before  the  end  of  his  life — i.e.,  about 
170-180  A.D. — he  recognised  the  Four  Gospels  as  being  of 
special  authority,  although  his  notions  of  authority  may  not 
have  prevented  him  from  handling  them  with  considerable 
freedom. 

As  regards  the  date  of  recognition,  Tatian's  Diatessaron  adds 
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little  to  our  knowledge,  for  by  the  time  of  its  composition  (about 
180  A.U.),  Irenaeus  regarded  four  gospels'  as  no  less  essentially 
four  than  the  '  four  zones  of  the  earth,'  so  that  in  Gaul  the  Fourth 
Ciospel  must  have  been  recognised  much  earlier.  But  the  im 
portance  of  Tatian's  testimony,  following  on  Justin's,  is  that  the 
two  appear  to  fix  the  turning-point  in  sceptical  criticism — the 
teacher  favouring  Lk.  but  rejecting  Jn.,  whil  t  his  pupil  at  first 
apparently  took  up  Jn.  as  a  'divine  interpretation'  specially 
adapted  for  a  philosophic  appeal  to  the  Greeks,  and  before  long 
placed  it  in  a  Harmony  of  the  Four  Gospels. 

From  this  date  investigation  is  rendered  needless  by 
the  practically  unanimous  acceptance  of  the  canonical 
Gospels.  E.  A.  A. 


B.— HISTORICAL  AND  SYNTHETICAL. 


What  remains  of  the  present  article  will  be  devoted 
to  a  brief  statement  and  discussion  of  the  principal 
hypotheses  which  have  been  at  various  times  put  for 
ward  as  tentative  solutions  of  the  Synoptical  problem. 
On  the  fourth  gospel  see  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE. 

I.  TENDENCY  IN  THE  SYNOPTISTS. 

The  question  of  tendency  deserves  the  first  place,  for 
the  more  tendency  can  be  seen  to  have  been  at  work  in 

_      ,  the  composition  of  the  Synoptic  gospels, 

108.  lenaency  the  less  room  js  left  for  the  acdon  of 

.°  .,    c        merely  literary  influences  and  the  like. 

_  , .  ,  Now,  tendencies  of  one  kind  or  another 

in  the  Synoptists  are  conceded  even  by 
the  most  conservative  scholars.  Thus  they  find 

that  Mt.  wrote  for  Jewish  Christians,  or  for  Jews,2  to 
prove  to  them  from  the  OT  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  ; 
this  appears  from  Mt.  's  numerous  OT  quotations,  often 
even  prefaced  with  the  words,  '  that  it  might  be  fulfilled 
which  was  spoken  '  (tea  ir\ripu6ri  rb  pTjOtv  :  I  22  etc. ). 
Jerusalem  is  spoken  of  as  simply  'the  holy  city'  (4s 
27  53).  Much  space  is  given  to  the  polemic  against  the 
Pharisees  and  Scribes.  The  contrast  to  Mt.  pre 

sented  by  Lk.  is  striking.  Here  many  speeches,  which 
according  to  Mt.  were  directed  against  the  Pharisees, 
are  addressed  to  the  nation  in  general  (Lk.  1115/129 
639  43  as  against  Mt.  122438  15 12-14  7 15-20).  In  Lk. 
3  7  (contrast  with  Mt.  87)  we  have  the  (surely  impossible) 
story  that  the  Baptist  addressed  the  masses  who  desired 
to  receive  his  baptism  as  a  generation  of  vipers  (§  127  a, 
a).  The  fact,  too,  that  Lk.  834-38  carries  the  genealogy 
of  Jesus  back  to  Adam  points  to  the  conclusion  that,  in 
writing,  he  has  Gentile  Christians,  or  Gentiles,  in  his 
mind.  The  same  inference  can  be  made  for  Mk. , 

who  is  at  pains  to  explain  Jewish  words  or  customs 
(73/1  ii  34  817  641  1642)  and  by  frequently  using  Latin 
words  (09  627  7  4  1039)  and  forms  of  expression  (36  623 
146$  15 15)  and  even  explaining  Greek  by  Latin  phrases 
(1242  15i6)  shows  that  he  was  addressing  readers  who 
spoke  Latin.  Again,  from  the  relatively  small  number 
of  discourses  of  Jesus  reported  by  Mk.  we  may  perhaps 
conclude  that  he  attaches  less  importance  to  the  teaching 
than  to  the  person  of  Jesus.  It  is  the  person  that  he 
desires  to  glorify. 

Further,  each  evangelist  in  his  own  way  is  influenced 
by,  and  seeks  by  his  narrative  to  serve,  the  apologetic 
interest.  To  meet  particular  objections,  such  as  those 
preserved  by  Celsus  (cp  Mt.  28 15^),  we  find,  for  ex 
ample,  an  assertion  so  questionable  as  that  of  Mt. 
2762-66  (the  watching  and  sealing  of  the  tomb,  of  which 
the  other  evangelists  know  nothing),  or  that  of  the 
bribing  of  the  watchers  (Mt.  28 11-15 — a  charge  which, 
if  actually  made  and  believed,  would  certainly  have 
involved  their  death;  cp  Acts  12 19).  Once  more, 

1  Dr.  Rendel  Harris  says  (E/>Arem  on  the  Gospel,  19),  '  Bar 
Salibi  seems  to  intimate  that  Tatian  gave  no  harmonised  account 
of  the  Resurrection.  Every  reader  of  Kphrem's  text,  as  current 
in  the  Armenian,  will  have  been  struck  by  the  poverty  of  the 
Commentary  at  this  part  of  the  Gospel.'  But  there  is  no  corre 
sponding  '  poverty  '  now  in  the  Arabic  Diatessaron. 

'J  In  particular  (see  §  1303),  for  Greek-speaking  Jews.  It 
ought  to  be  added,  however,  that  Gentile  Christians  also  were 
interested,  or  at  least  capable  of  being  interested,  in  the  evi 
dences  of  Christianity  derived  from  the  OT  prophecies. 
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tendency  appears  also  in  another  direction,  the  political 
—in  the  desire  to  make  the  Roman  authority  as  little 
responsible  as  possible  for  the  death  of  Jesus  (Mk.  15 
1-14  Mt.  27  1-23  and  very  specially  Mt.  27  24  ;  most 
strongly  of  all  in  Lk.  281-23,  where  Pilate  even  invokes 
the  judgment  of  Herod,  w.  6-16 — certainly  an  unhis- 
torical  touch  of  which  there  is  no  hint  in  Mk.  or  Mt. 
(cp§431  ACTS,  §5,  i). 

The  very  widely  accepted  view,  that  Lk.  is  of  a 
specifically  Pauline  character,  can  be 
maintained  only  in  a  very  limited 
sense. 

(a)  The  mission  to  the  Gentiles  is 
brought  into  very  distinct  prominence  by  the  evangelist 
(231/1),  not  only  in  his  own  narrative  but  also  in  report 
ing  the  words  of  Jesus. 

By  Jesus,  partly  in  express  utterances  (2447),  partly  in  the 
choosing  and  sending  forth  of  the  seventy  (10  i),  whose  number 
corresponds  to  that  of  the  heathen  nations  enumerated  in  Gen. 
10,  partly  in  his  interest  in  the  Samaritans,  who  were  not  re 
garded  by  the  Jews  as  compatriots  and  who  in  the  Third  Gospel 
are,  to  all  appearance,  the  representatives  of  the  Gentiles.  The 
word  '  stranger '  (RV"ig-  '  alien  ' ;  aAAoyei^js),  used  to  designate 
the  cleansed  Samaritan  leper  (Lk.  17  is),  is  the  terminus  tech- 
nicus  used  for  all  Gentiles  in  the  well-known  inscription  marking 
the  limits  in  the  temple  precincts  which  non-Jews  were  pro 
hibited  from  passing,  under  penalty  of  death.1  Lk.  has  no 
parallels  to  Mt.  7  6  (pearls  before  swine),  10  <-,/.  ('  Go  not  into  any 
way  of  the  Gentiles '),10  23  1624  ('not  sent  but  unto  .  .  .  house 
of  Israel').  In  Lk.  632  ('even  sinners  love  those  that  love 
them ')  the  persons  spoken  of  with  depreciation  are  not,  as  in 
||  Mt.  646^,  publicans  and  heathens,  but  sinners.  In  Lk.  5  i-n 
(call  of  Peter)  the  mission  to  the  Gentiles  is  hardly  mistakable 
(§  32,  last  footnote)  :  the  other  boat  which  is  summoned  (5  7)  to 
aid  Peter  in  landing  the  multitude  of  fish,  is  that  of  Paul  and  his 
companions,  whilst  James  and  John  (according  to  5  10)  figure  as 
the  comrades  of  Peter,  and  the  astonishment  and  apprehension 
they  share  with  him  (5syl),  signify  that  until  now  they  had  not 
grasped  the  divine  command  of  an  extended  mission.  That  they 
nevertheless  took  part  in  the  mission  to  the  Gentiles  at  the 
divine  command  (5  5,  '  at  thy  word  ' ;  cp  2447  '  repentance  .  .  . 
in  his  name  unto  all  the  nations')  is  in  entire  agreement  with  the 
representation  in  Acts  10  (see  ACTS,  §  4). 

(6)  The  reverse  side  is  seen  in  the  rejection  of  the 
Jewish  nation,  in  great  measure,  or  indeed,  if  the  words 
be  taken  literally,  altogether. 

Cp  13  23-30  ('few  saved?  .  .  .  Strive  to  enter  .  .  .  last  .  .  . 
first  and  first  .  .  .  last '),  13  6-9  ('  cut  it  down  '),  where  the  Jewish 
nation  is  intended  by  the  fig-tree  (see  §  43),  4  16-30  (Nazareth 
synagogue).2  The  rejection  of  Jesus  in  his  native  city  means 
that  he  met  with  no  recognition  in  his  native  land,  the  word 
'  native  place '  (warpi's)  being  ambiguous.  The  mention  of 
mighty  works  wrought  in  Capernaum  (423),  where,  according  to 
Lk.,  Jesus  had  not  yet  been  (he  reaches  it  for  the  first  time  in 
431),  makes  it  evident  that  the  narrative  has  purposely  been 
given  the  earlier  place  by  the  narrator,  though  not  in  agreement 
with  his  sources,  as  a  sort  of  programme  expressive  of  the  relation 
of  Jesus  to  the  Jews  as  a  whole  (§§  39,  127  a,  y). 

In  an  entire  group  of  parables  the  whole  point  lies  in 
the  rejection  of  the  Jews  and  the  call  of  the  Gentiles  to 
salvation. 

Thus  the  Gentiles  are  indicated  by  the  third  class  of  those 
invited  to  the  royal  supper — those  compelled  to  come  in  from  the 
highways  and  hedges  (1415-24;  cp  §  H2/>).  Again,  Mt.'s  (25 


1  See  TEMPLE. 

2  Exceptions    such    as    13 16   19 9  ('daughter'    or   'son'   of 
Abraham),  1  33  ('  reign  over  house  of  Jacob  for  ever '),  54  ('  holpen 
Israel   his   servant'),    77   ('salvation   unto    his   people'),   2321$ 
('  glory  of  thy  people  Israel '),  38  ('  redemption  of  Jerusalem  '), 
which  doubtless  come  from  the  author's  sources,  do  not  invalidate 
the  above  observation — all  the  less  because  they  agree  with  what 
has  already  been  observed  under  ACTS,  §  4. 
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14-30)  purely  ethical  parable  of  the  talents  receives,  in  Lie.  19  12 
(' far  country,'  '  receive  kingdom '),  14  ('citizens  hated  him'),  27 
('these  mine  enemies,'  'slay  them'),  additions  which  give  it  a 
wholly  different  complexion.  Here,  the  nobleman  who  goes 
into  a  far  country  and  whose  people,  for  declining  his  rule,  are  in 
the  end  put  to  death,  was  suggested  by  the  well-known  story  of 
Archelaus,  son  of  Herod  the  Great  (see  HKROD,  §  8);  but  in  the 
intended  application  of  the  parable  the  nobleman  is  Jesus  him 
self  and  the  'far'  country  into  which  he  travels  is  the  region  of 
the  Gentiles ;  cp  the  similar  use  of  '  fur '  (jj.aKpa.v)  in  15 13 
('prodigal'),  Acts239  ('promise  to  all  ...  afar  off'),  222i 
('send  thee  [Paul]  far  hence  unto  Gentiles'),  Eph.  '2  13  ('once 
were  far  off'),  17  (same).  Kven  Lazarus,  who  in  Lk.  16 19-26 

comes  into  consideration  only  as  poor  and  as  suffering,  must,  in  the 
addition  in  w.  27-31,  be  regarded  as  representing  the  Gentiles, 
the  rich  man  and  his  brethren  being  characterised  in  the  words 
'  they  have  Moses  and  the  prophets'  as  representing  the  Jews. 
Cp  also  §  114. 

(c)  Against  the  work-righteousness  of  the  Mosaic  law 
we  have  the  saying  about  the  unprofitable  servant  (17 
7-10),  and  the  parable  of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican 
(189-14),   with  regard  to  which,   however,   there   is   no 
reason  to  doubt  that  it  was  spoken  by  Jesus. 

(d]  In  1814  we  have  a  specifically  Pauline  expression 
• — the  designation  of  the  Publican  as  'justified'   (5e5t- 
Ktuw/A&'os)  ;   another  in  8 12  '  lest  they  believe  and   be 
saved '   (iva.   fjiij  •jrio'Teticra.vTfS  ffwduxnv  :    cp  i  Cor.  1 21 
'to  save  them  that  believe')  ;  also  188  the  claim  that 
when  Christ  should  return  he  would  be  entitled  to  find 
faith  (rr)v  iriffnv)  on  the  earth  ;   lastly  the  formula,  '  thy 
faith  has  saved  thee '   (i)  iri<rns  ffov  ffecrwK^v  ere)  :  7  50 
(woman  in  Simon's  house),  17ig  (Samaritan  leper),  848 
(woman  with  issue),  1842  (blind  beggar).1     The  same 
formula,  however,  occurs  also  in  Mk.  634  (woman  with 
issue),  1052  (Bartimseus),  Mt.  922  (woman  with  issue). 
It   is   therefore  not  specifically   peculiar  to   Lk.  ;    and 
moreover  a  careful  survey  of  all  the  passages  cited  does 
not  show  that  Lk.  has  appropriated  any  specific  doctrine 
of  Paul,  but  only  that  he  has  made  his  own  in  all  their 
generality  the  gains  of  the  great  apostle's  lifework — free 
dom  from  the  law,  and  the  assurance  that  salvation  is 
open  to  all. 

The  same  conclusion  is  reached  by  examination  of  another 
parable — which  also  certainly  was  spoken  by  Jesus — that  of  the 
Prodigal  Son  who  is  taken  back  into  favour  by  the  father  with 
out  anything  being  said  of  any  sacrifice  on  his  behalf  such  as 
Paul  would  certainly  have  regarded  as  necessary.  The  woman 
who  was  a  sinner  (Lk.  7  47  50)  is  saved  not  by  reason  of  her  faith 
alone  but  quite  as  much  by  reason  of  her  love — just  as  Abraham 
and  Rahab  are  in  i  Clem.  Rom.  107,  12  i. 

Over  against  what  has  just  been  pointed  out  we  must 
set  those  ideas  which  Lk.  has  in  common  with  what  is 

i-in  T-K-  -A-  usually  called  the  Ebionitic  side  of 
110.  Ebiomtic  ....:_._  ™_.  .._-.. ...  ,  >  ~, 


passages  in  Lk. 


primitive  Christianity.'2     (a)  The  poor 


are  blessed  because  of  their  poverty, 
the  rich  condemned  because  of  their  riches  (Lk.  6  20-25 
'Blessed  ....  Woe  unto  .  .  .'  ;  16  25/1 ,  rich  man 
and  Lazarus  ;  cp  Jas.  lg,  let  brother  of  low  degree 
glory,  2s  God  .  .  .  choose  poor,  56  ye  have  killed  .  .  . 
the  righteous  one;  Clem.  Horn.  15g  'possessions  are 
in  all  cases  sin  ;  loss  of  them  in  any  way  is  a  taking 
away  of  sins  '  ;  Tratrt  ra  KTrj/j-ara  a.fj.apT'rjfj.a.Ta'  r)  TOVTUV 
Swat  Trore  crrepricris  a/j.apriiav  ianv  affiaipeffis).  (&) 
Beneficence  wins  salvation  (Lk.  1141,  give  for  alms  .  .  . 
all  things  are  clean  [but  see  §  130  d] ;  635,  do  good  and 
lend;  16g,  make  friends  by  mammon  ;  cp  Ecclus.  830, 
alms  an  atonement;  Tob.  128 /.,  2  Clem.  Rom.  164, 
Clem.  Ep.  ad  Jacobum,  9  ;  beneficence  the  ground  of 
salvation,  einroua  rrfs  ffwrujpias  atria),  (c]  God  is  to  be 
stormed  by  earnest  importunate  prayer  (118,  '  because  of 
importunity' ;  18 1-8,  judge  and  widow).  Such  thoughts, 
however,  do  not  run  through  the  entire  texture  of  Lk.  ; 
they  are  confined  to  definite  portions,  among  which  the 

1  Other  coincidences  are  seen  also  in  108  ('eat  such  things  as 
are  set  before  you  '),  11  46  ('  yourselves  touch  not  the  burdens1'), 
203&5  ('all   live  unto  him'),  when  compared  with  i  Cor.  1027 
('whatsoever  is  set  before  you,  eat'),  Gal.  6  5  ('each  bear  own 
burden'),  Rom.  148  ('whether  live  or  die,   the  Lord's').      Cp 
Hawkins,  i6o./  ;  also  (but  with  caution),  Evans,  St.  Paul  the 
author  of  the  Acts  and  of  the  Third  Gospel,  1884. 

2  It  is  necessary  here  to  give  a  note  of  warning  against  the 
usage  of  the  Tiibingen  school,  which  simply  made  Ebionitism 
identical  with  uncompromising  Judaism. 
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parable  of  the  Unjust  Steward,  the  Rich  Man  and 
Lazarus,  the  Importunate  Friend  and  the  Unjust  Judge, 
may  be  specially  mentioned  (§  40,  end).  Indeed,  the 
writer  does  not  seem  to  have  accepted  them  in  their  full 
extent,  for  by  his  appendix  to  the  Rich  Man  and  Lazarus 
(1627-31  question  of  sending  warning)  lie  has  given  the 
parable  quite  another  meaning  (§  109  <J);  similarly  in 
the  case  of  the  Unjust  Steward  by  the  appendix  16 10-14 
(little  and  much,  one's  own  and  another's)  (§  128  d)  ; 
and  even  in  the  last  parable  mentioned  above,  atten 
tion  is  directed  from  the  Judge's  unrighteousness  by  the 
addition  of  18 8 £  ('  faith  on  earth?').1 

In  Lk.  great  care  is  taken  to  warn  readers  against 
expecting  the  coming  of  the  kingdom  as  imminent 
in  Pnatrtnna  (21 9,  end  not  immediately ;  12,  ' before 

„'  ™*  '°e:  all  these  things  '  ;  24/,  until  times  of 
ment  01  end  of   .-,     ..,      r  ,c,,    , H      ,-  .  , 

world  in  Lk.  Gentiles  fulfilled  ;  1 ,  *,/.  not  with 
observation  ;  19  n,  parable  because 
supposed  kingdom  immediately').  The  'straightway' 
(evdfus)  preserved  in  Mt.  2^29  has  disappeared  in  Lk. 
(2125)  ;  so  also  (2123/. )  the  statement  in  Mt.  2422  that 
the  days  preceding  the  end  shall  be  shortened  for  the 
elect's  sake,  and  (226g)  the  announcement  of  the  speedy 
(air'  dpri)  appearance  of  the  Son  of  Man  coming  on  the 
clouds  of  heaven  (Mt.  26  64).  The  idea  in  Lk.  (21 24 /  ) 
that  the  premonitory  signs  of  the  end  cannot  appear 
'  until  the  times  of  the  Gentiles  be  fulfilled '  rests  upon 
the  belief  of  Paul  that  before  Christ's  parusia  the  gospel 
must  first  be  preached  to  all  nations  (Rom.  11  n  25  31). 
See,  more  fully,  §  153. 

(a)  Just  as  in  Lk.  Ebionitic  and  Pauline  ideas  are  found 
in  juxtaposition  and  contrast,  so  in  Mt.  are  universalism 

119    <!r>Pmal    and    Jewish    particularism    (15  24,    lost 
tendencies    sheep  of  Israel :  1928'  twelve  thrones  : 

inMt         195S-'  not   into  %vay  of  Gentiles:    23- 
cities  of  Israel,   as  against  8n/^,  from 

east  and  west ;  21 28-22 16,  two  sons  ;  wicked  husband 
men  ;  royal  marriage;  28 19,  teach  all  nations;  24 14, 
preached  in  whole  world  [oiKov/dvr]]  ;  2613,  wheresoever 
preached  in  whole  world),  legal  conservatism2  and  free 
dom  from  the  law  (5 17-20,  not  destroy  but  fulfil ;  23z/~. , 
what  they  bid  you  do  ;  24  20,  pray  flight  not  on  a 
Sabbath  ; — as  against  632  198,  divorce;  5 34,  swear  not ; 
39,  resist  not;  9i6/. ,  new  patch,  new  wine;  12 7  /. , 
Son  of  Man  lord  of  Sabbath). 

(b)  On  further  investigation,  it  is  manifest,  in  the  case 
of  two  parables  especially,  that  the  rejection  of  the  Jews 
and  the  call  of  the  Gentiles  to  salvation  was  introduced 
only  as  an  after-thought. 

In  the  case  of  the  royal  supper,  those  first  invited,  after  reject 
ing  the  invitation  and  slaying  the  messengers,  are  conquered  in 
war  and  their  city  burnt  (Mt.  22  bf.)  ;  but  in  the  original  form  of 
the  parable  their  place  was  in  the  king's  own  city.  After  the 
military  expedition  the  preparations  for  the  supper  remain  just 
as  they  had  been  (22  4  8).  '  The  others  '  (oi  AOITTOI)  too  in  22  6 
has  a  strange  look  coming  after  22  5  ('  they  went  their  ways  '). 
The  insertion  points  unmistakably  to  the  destruction  of  Jeru 
salem  in  70  A.D.  as  a  punishment  for  the  slaying  of  Jesus  and 
his  apostles,  and  serves  to  indicate  the  whole  nation  of  the  Jews 
as  signified  by  those  first  invited.  Had  this  been  the  original 
intention  of  the  parable,  it  would  not  be  easy  to  understand  why 
Lk.  (14  16-24)  should  have  enumerated  three  classes  of  invited 
persons  of  whom  of  course  only  the  third  can  signify  the  Gentiles. 
But  conversely  it  would  be  equally  incomprehensible  how  Mt. 
could  have  reduced  the  number  of  the  classes  to  two  had  three 
classes  been  already  mentioned  in  the  original  form  of  the 
parable  as  in  Lk.  Since  there  the  heathen  are  the  third  class,  if 
Mt.  omitted  that  class  he  was  obliged  to  transfer  the  explanation 
to  the  second  class,  which  he  could  do  only  by  inserting 


1  These  remarks  do  not  in  any  way  contradict  the  fact  that  in 
Acts  community  of  goods  is  an  ideal  with  the  author ;  for  the 
idea  of  COMMUNITY  OF  GOODS  (y.v.,  §  5)  is  indeed  related  to  the 
Ebionitic  ideas  of  the  Third  Gospel,  but  is  not  identical  with 
them.     Further,  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that,  though  with  Lk. 
this  community  was  indeed  an  ideal  for  the  past,  it  is  quite 
another  question  how  far  he  wished  to  see  it  realised  in  his  own 
time. 

2  The  whole  journey  of  Jesus  into  foreign  territory  (Mk.  7 
24-31)15  set  aside  by  the  statement  of  Mt.  15  2i_/I  that  theCanaan- 
itish  woman  came  out  from  the  borders  of  Tyre  and  Sidon  to 
meet  Jesus.     Far-reaching  consequences  follow  from  this  ;  see 
§135- 
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The  two  forms  of  the  parable  are  in  no  case 
independent  of  each  other,  for  of  the  three  excuses  of  the  first 
invited  two  agree  very  closely  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  We  must  there 
fore  assume  that  the  parable  in  its  original  form  —  in  which  we 
can,  without  any  difficulty,  attribute  it  to  Jesus  —  distinguished  | 
only  two  classes  of  invited  guests,  as  is  now  done  in  Mt.,  but  i 
that  these  were  intended  to  denote,  not  the  Jews  as  a  whole  and 
the  Gentiles  as  a  whole,  as  in  Mt.,  but  the  esteemed  and  despised 
classes  respectively,  among  the  Jews  themselves,  as  in  Lk.  Each 
of  the  two  evangelists,  therefore,  has  judged  it  necessary  to  bring 
some  reference  to  the  Uentile  world  into  the  words  of  Jesus 
which,  as  originally  uttered,  did  not  look  beyond  the  Jewish 
nation,  but  each  has  carried  out  his  object  in  a  quite  independent 
manner  (§  19,  end).  With  regard  to  the  parable  of  the 

wicked  husbandmen  we  are  expressly  told  in  Mt.  2145,  as  well 
as  in  Mk.  12  12  and  Lk.  20  19,  that  the  hearers  understood  it  as 
referring  to  the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees.  Clearly,  therefore, 
it  is  a  later  addition  when  Mt.  (21  43)  tells  us  that  the  Kingdom 
of  God  shall  be  given  to  a  nation  bringing  forth  the  fruits  thereof 
—  that  is,  to  the  Gentiles.  Moreover,  had  it  been  genuine,  this 
verse  would  have  found  its  appropriate  place  before,  not  after, 
2142  ('Did  ye  never  read  .  .  .?  )  On  the  other  hand, 

Mt.  20i-i6  has  been  left  unchanged.  The  fact  that  here  five 
classes  of  labourers  in  the  vineyard  are  distinguished  is  enough 
to  show  that  the  reference  cannot  be  to  the  Jews  as  a  whole  on 
the  one  side  and  to  the  Gentiles  on  the  other.  The  distinction 
of  two  classes  within  the  Jewish  nation  without  any  reference  to 
the  Gentiles,  which  has  been  shown  above  to  have  originally 
underlain  the  parable  of  the  royal  wedding,  has  been  expressly 
preserved  in  the  parable  of  the  Two  Brothers  (Mt.  21  28-32),  as 
also  in  that  of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican  in  Lk.  (189-14). 

(c)  In  two  places  in  Mt.  some  critics  have  even  de 
tected  a  polemic  against  the  apostle  Paul. 

(a)  In  5  19,  Whosoever  shall  break  .  .  .  and  teach 
.  .  .  shall  be  called  the  least  (  Paul  having  called  himself 
in  i  Cor.  15  9  the  least  of  the  apostles,  eXax'Tros  r(av 
dwoffToXav)  ',  (/3)  in  1828  (the  '  enemy,'  cxOpbs  &v6pwTros, 
who  sows  tares  among  the  wheat). 

'  Enemy  '  (e  \6po<s,  with  or  without  avBpuino';)  is,  in  the  Pseudo- 
Clementine  Recognitions  and  Homilies,  a  constant  designation 
for  Simon  Magus,  by  whom  is  meant  Paul  (see  SIMON  MAGUS). 
Perhaps  Paul  himself  in  Gal.  4  16  ('am  I  become  your  enemy?') 
is  already  alluding  to  the  term  '  enemy'  (ex#pos)  as  having  been 
applied  to  him  by  his  Judaistic  opponents.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  it  must  not  be  overlooked  that  the  First  Evangelist  him 
self  does  not  share  this  view  of  the  '  enemy  '  (e^Spbs  ai/0p<o7ros)  : 
according  to  him  (13  39)  the  enemy  is  the  devil  ;  it  is  only  the  author 
of  the  evangelist's  source,  therefore,  that  can  have  been  following 
an  anti-Pauline  tendency  here  (cp  §  i?sc).  AsforMt.  5  isy. 

('  till  heaven  and  earth  pass  .  .  .  shall  be  called  great  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  ')  it  is  almost  universally  recognised  that  these 
verses  interrupt  the  connection,!  and  it  therefore  remains  a 

Cossibility  that  they  were  not  written  by  the  author  of  the  gospel 
ut  placed  on  the  margin  by  a  later  hand  (see  §  128  e). 

(d)  As  regards  the  remaining  legal  and  Jewish  par- 
ticularist  passages  in  Mt.  (see  above,  a,  b],  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  not  probable  that  they  were  first  introduced 
after  those  of  a  universalistic  character. 

They  are  neither  so  few  as  to  admit  of  being  regarded  merely 
as  isolated  and  mutually  independent  interpolations,  nor  yet 
so  numerous  as  to  compel  us  to  regard  them  as  arising  from  a 
systematic  redaction.  True,  it  must  be  conceded  that  lOsyC 
(not  into  way  of  Gentiles),  23  ('  cities  of  Israel  '),  also  23  2  3*  (.  .  . 
Moses'  seat,  all  ...  bid  you,  do),  and  (with  special  facility) 
'  neither  on  a  Sabbath  '  (/urjSe  o-afipdTta)  in  24  20  admit  of  re 
moval  without  injury  to  the  connection  ;  but  not  15  24  ('  unto 
lost  sheep'),  26  (children's  bread),  or  1928  (twelve  thrones). 
But  precisely  the  '  neither  on  a  Sabbath  '  (jJ.ri&f  <raf$fia.T<a) 
is  quite  certainly  original  if  it  comes  from  the  '  little  Apoca 
lypse'  (§  124^).  As  for  the  substance,  we  can  more  easily 
refer  back  to  Jesus  those  utterances  in  which  salvation  is  re 
stricted  to  Israel.  So  far  as  the  principles  of  Jesus  are  con 
cerned  they  most  assuredly  contain  within  themselves  no  such 
limitation.  Purity  of  heart,  compassionateness,  the  childlike 
spirit,  can  be  shown  by  the  Gentile  as  by  the  Jew.  The  outlook 
of  Jesus,  however,  seems  still  to  have  directed  itself  but  little 
towards  the  Gentiles.  He  felt  himself  to  be  primarily  a  child 

1  5  20  ('  For  I  say  .  .  .  except  your  righteousness  ')  would 
serve  as  giving  the  grounds  (yap)  for  5  isf.  (one  jot  or  one  tittle) 
only  if  the  Pharisees  were  open  to  the  charge  of  denying  validity 
to  the  minor  precepts  of  the  law.  On  the  other  hand,  5  20 
would  serve  admirably  as  a  ground  for  5  17  (not  to  destroy  but 
to  fulfil)  if  by  the  word  'fulfil'  (TrATjpuxrai)  Jesus  wished  to  give 
to  the  law  a  fuller  and  more  perfect  meaning,  far  beyond  the 
mere  letter.  Were  5  i8_/C  actually  the  ground  (yap)  for  5  17,  the 
meaning  of  '  fulfil'  (jrArjpuxrcu)  could  only  be  that  Jesus  desired 
in  his  actions  to  follow  the  law  down  to  its  minutest  details,  and 
enjoined  the  same  in  others  also.  But  this  disagrees  not  only 
with  620  but  also  with  621-48  ('Ye  have  heard');  Mk.  227^ 
('  Sabbath  for  man  ')  ;  7  1-23  (washing,  corban)  ;  10  1-12  (divorce), 
etc.  —  in  a  word,  contradicts  the  whole  attitude  of  Jesus  towards 
the  Mosaic  law. 
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of  his  own  people,  and  even  as  regards  these  the  task  he  had  in 
hand  was  a  gigantic  one.  Mt.  1624  (lost  sheep)  26  (children's 
bread)  as  his  first  word  to  the  Canaanitish  woman  (not  as 
his  last)  is  by  no  means  incredible.  He  may  very  well  have 
actually  bidden  his  disciples  restrict  their  preaching  to  the  Jews 
(10  *,/.  23)  on  account  of  the  nearness  of  the  end  of  the  world. 
Mt.  19  28  (twelve  thrones)  also  is  perhaps  only  u  somewhat  modi 
fied  form  of  one  of  his  own  utterances,  even  if  assuredly  it  was 
not  spoken  by  way  of  answer  to  so  mercenary  a  question  as  that 
of  1927  ('what  shall  we  have?').  In  the  mouth  of  Jesus  perhaps 
the  most  difficult  saying  to  understand  will  be  the  expression  of 
friendliness  to  the  Pharisees  in  Mt.  23  2  ^a  (Moses'  seat),  to 
which  the  words  of  16 12  ('beware  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Pharisees'),  284  (heavy  burdens),  11  29 yC  ('my  yoke  is  easy') 
are  so  directly  contrary. 

See,  however,  in  general,  §  129  e.  At  all  events  it 
is  necessary  to  assume  that  the  last  redactor  (who  was 
friendly  to  the  Gentiles) — in  other  words,  the  canonical 
Mt. — dealt  much  more  gently  with  his  particularistic 
source  than  Lk.  did  with  his. 

(e)  In  spite  of  the  '  straightway  '  (ei)0^ws)  of  2429  Mt. 
is  not  altogether  exempt  from  the  tendency  we  have 
already  seen  in  Lk.  to  postpone  the  date  of  the  parusia  ; 
•cp  2448  (my  lord  tarrieth),  25$  (the  bridegroom  tarries), 
25 19  (after  a  long  time). 

Of  the  three  Synoptics  Mk.  is  characterised  least  by 
definite  tendencies.  The  traces  of  Paulinism  which  some 
critics  have  found  in  Mk.  are  of  the 
slightest.  For  example,  1 15  ('time  is 
fulfilled '  .  .  .  '  believe  in  gospel ' ;  Gal. 
44,  '  fulness  of  time '  ;  826,  '  sons  through 
faith'),  939*  (i  Cor.  12s),  1044  (i  Cor.  9ig)  are  remini 
scences  of  Paul ;  but  they  are  not  Pauline  ideas.  The 
mission  to  the  Gentiles  finds  its  place  in  13 10  ( '  gospel .  .  . 
unto  all  nations'),  14 9  ('wheresoever  the  gospel')  ;  cp 
also  'all  the  nations'  (7ra<7i  rots  IGveffi)  in  11 17  (house 
of  prayer  for  all  the  nations),  unless  indeed  this  be 
merely  a  filling  out  of  the  citation  from  the  LXX.  Some 
aversion  to  Jewish  particularism  may  be  seen  in  the 
toning  down  of  the  answer  of  Jesus  to  the  woman  of 
Canaan  (727,  'children  first'  inserted)  as  compared 
with  the  form  in  Mt.  1526.  Mk.  also,  like  the  others, 
seeks  to  postpone  the  date  of  the  parusia.  Instead  of 
the  'straightway'  (eyfltws)  of  Mt.  (242g)  he  has  (1824) 
'  in  those  days,'  and  in  9i  he  does  not,  like  Mt.  (1628), 
say  there  be  some  standing  here  that  shall  '  see  the  Son 
of  Man  coining  in  his  Kingdom, '  but  only  that  they  shall 
'  see  the  Kingdom  of  God  come  with  power. ' 

On  the  whole,  then,  it  would  seem  that  such  tendencies 

as  have  been  spoken  of  manifest  themselves  only  in  a 

_  few   parts   of   the   three   gospels.      A 

elusion  as  to 

tendency.  such  tendencjes  jn  the  way  in  which  the 
original  apostles  are  mentioned  whether  as  implying  praise 
or  blame. 

It  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  general  character  of  Lk. 
if  some  aversion  to  the  original  apostles  were  held  to  underlie 
the  censure  of  James  and  John  for  their  proposal  to  call  down 
fire  from  heaven  upon  the  inhospitable  Samaritan  village  (Lk. 
954^!);  and  it  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  opposite  char 
acter  of  Mt.  if  it  made  no  mention  of  the  hardness  of  heart  with 
which  the  original  apostles  are  charged  in  Mk.  6  52  S  i-jf.  But 
Mt.  is  precisely  the  one  gospel  which  chronicles  Peter's  faint 
heartedness  on  the  water,  and  Mt.  as  well  as  Mk.  has  the  speech 
in  which  Jesus  addresses  him  as  'Satan'  (Mt.  1428-31  1&2-2/. 
Mk.  832_/I).  On  the  other  side,  it  is  precisely  in  Lk.  (22  32)  that 
we  find  the  passage  which,  along  with  Mt.  It>i8./I,  could  be  in 
scribed  in  golden  letters  on  the  Church  of  St.  Peter  in  Rome. 

In  another  matter  (should  we  be  inclined  to  see  here 
any  '  tendency  '  at  all) — the  enhancement  of  the  miracles 
of  Jesus  in  number  and  character — all  the  evangelists 
have  a  share  (§  137).  Thus,  most  of  the  tendencies 

we  have  discussed  are  followed,  not  in  the  interest  of  a 
party,  but  in  that  of  the  church  which  was  ever  more  and 
more  approximating  Catholicism  in  character.  But, 
further,  the  tendencies  affect  only  a  limited  portion  of  the 
gospel  material,  and  by  far  the  larger  part  of  this  material 
does  not  admit  of  explanation  by  their  means.  In  the 
sections  referred  to  there  are  but  two  instances  in  which 
it  has  been  claimed  by  the  present  writer  that  ideas  have 
been  clothed  in  narrative  dress — those  of  Peter's  draught 
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of  fishes  and  of  the  tares  among  the  wheat  ;  the  other 
places  in  which  this  can  be  alleged  are  but  few  (§  142, 
and  CLEOPAS),  and  even  in  these  cases  the  symbolical 
meaning  borne  by  the  narrative  arises  almost  always 
from  an  originally  figurative  manner  of  speaking  being 
mistakenly  understood  as  literal  expression  of  a  fact,  not 
from  deliberate  and  conscious  invention  for  purposes  of 
edification. 

II.  ATTEMPTS  TO  SOLVE  THE  SYNOPTICAL  PROBLEM 
BY  LITERARY  CRITICISM. 

In  considering  the  attempts  to  solve  the  Synoptical 

problem  by  literary  criticism  we  begin  most  conveniently 

with  what,  in  appearance  at  least,  is  the 

simplest  hypothesis  :   that  of  a  primitive 

tradition     gospel  handed  down  solely  by  oral  tradi- 

hypothesis.  tion_    By  continuai  narrating  of  the  gospel 

history,   it  is  held,  there  came  at  last  to  be  formed  a 

fixed  type  of  narrative,   in  Aramaic.      Upon  this  each 

evangelist  drew  directly  without  any  acquaintance  with 

the  written  work  of  any  other. 

(a)  This  hypothesis  is  an  asytum  ignoranticc.  It  spares 
the  critic  all  necessity  for  an  answer  to  the  question 
wherefore  it  was  that  one  evangelist  wrote  in  this  manner 
and  another  in  that — although  the  question  presses  for, 
and  very  often  admits,  a  solution.  If  the  Synoptical 
oral  narrative  was  really  so  firmly  fixed  as  to  secure 
•verbatim  repetition  of  entire  verses  in  three  authors 
writing  independently  of  one  another,  then  the  varia 
tions  between  the  three  become  all  the  more  mysterious, 
or  else  all  the  more  manifestly  due  to  tendency.  Think 
only  of  the  variations  in  the  Lord's  Prayer,  in  the  words 
of  institution  of  the  Eucharist,  in  the  accounts  of  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus.  The  coincidence  appears,  how 
ever,  not  only  in  the  discourses  of  Jesus,  where  it  would, 
comparatively  speaking,  be  intelligible,  but  also  in  narra 
tive,  in  quite  indifferent  turns  of  expression  in  which  the 
same  writers  often  also  diverge  very  widely. 

The  doubly  augmented  form  of  the  verb  (a.ireKa.Te<TTa.(hi)  in 
Mt.  12i3  =  Mk.  3s  =  Lk.  6  10  cannot  indeed_  be  adduced  as  an 
example,  for  the  double  augment  is  met  with  also  not  only  in 
Mk.  825  (an-eKo/re'crrr))  but  often  elsewhere  outside  the  NT  in  the 
case  of  this  verb  (Winer(s),  §  12,  7).  But  compare,  for  example, 
how  Mt.  2"  12,  in  the  hearing  before  Pilate,  and  Lk.  23  9  (who 
here  has  no  parallel),  in  the  hearing  before  Herod,  uses  the 
middle  aorist— met  with  in  Mk.  14  61  in  the  hearing  before  the 
Synedrium  but  very  rarely  elsewhere  in  the  NT—'  he  answered 
nothing'  (oiiSev  iireKpiVaTo),  though  immediately  afterwards 
(Mt.  27  14)  we  have  the  passive  ([OUK]  direicpWr)),  Mk.  also  in  the 
parallel  passage  (15  5)  having  this  form  ;  or  the  '  Lord,  Lord ' 
(xupie  icupie)  in  the  vocative  of  Lk.  646,  retained  from  Mt.  7  21 
(or  his  source),  though  in  Lk.'s  modified  form  of  the  sentence 
'  why  call  ye  me  '  (TI  6e  pe  (caAeire)  only  the  accusative  (icupiov) 
would  be  appropriate.  In  one  pair  of  parallels  (Mt.  26  61  =  Mk. 
14  58)  the  words  of  Jesus  are  reported  as  being  to  the  effect  that 
he  would  build  the  (new)  temple  '  in  the  course  of  three  days ' 
(Sia  TfHtav  rifiepuv)  ;  in  another  (Mt.  274O  =  Mk.  15  29)  '  in  three 
days'  (fv  Tpicrlv  ^/u.c'p<u?  or  Tpuriv  i^e'pais).  Mk.  11 15  (cleans 
ing  the  temple)  coincides  in  the  first  half  word  for  word  with 
Lk  1045,  in  the  second,  almost  word  for  word  with  Mt.  21  12, 


observed,  for  example,  in  Mt.  39/T  =  Lk.  3sf.  ;  Mt.  624  =  . 
1(5 13;  Mt.7357  =  Lk.64iy:  llg;  Mt.82o  =  Lk.9  58;  Mt.93y  = 
Lk.  10  2  ;  Mt.  11 4-6  =  Lk.  7  22./C  ;  Mt.  11  21-233  257:  =  Lk.  10  13- 
I52I./T;  Mt.  124i/?  =  Lk.  11  31/1  ;l  or,  for  instances  of  coinci 
dence  between  all  three  evangelists,  Mt.  236  7«  =  Mk.  12  38^  39  = 
Lk.  11  43  20  46;  Mt.  24i9  =  Mk.  13  17  =  Lk.  21  23;  Mt.  2434/  = 
Mk.  1330 /;  =  Lk.  2132/:  Between  Mt.  and  Mk.  this  close 
agreement  is  met  with  elsewhere  mainly  in  the  OT  quotations 
(e.g.,  Mt.  158/7  4=Mk.  Ibf.  10,  Mt.  194-6  =  Mk.  106-g)  and  in 
the  narrative  of  the  Passion  (e.g. ,  Mt.  26  24  30  32  =  Mk.  14  21  26  28) ; 
of  agreement  between  Mk.  and  Lk.  Mk.  l24_/C  =  Lk.  4  347:  may 
be  taken  as  examples.  Instances  of  deliberate  divergence  in  the 
midst  of  the  closest  verbal  agreement  can  be  pointed  to  in  Lk. 
11  20  (cast  out  devils)  as  against  Mt.  12  28,  or  in  Lk.  11 13  (to 
give  good  gifts)  as  against  Mt.  7  n  (§  120  c).  The  _artificiality 
and  improbability  which  are  seen  to  be  necessarily  inherent  in 
the  hypothesis  under  discussion  as  soon  as  one  tries  to  apply  it 
in  detail,  come  very  clearly  to  light  in  Arthur  Wright's  The 
Composition  of  the  Four  Gospels  ('90),  A  Synopsis  of  the 
Gospels  in  Greek  ('96),  The  Gospel  according  to  St.  Lube  (1900). 
Veil,  the  most  recent  German  advocate  of  the  hypothesis  (Die 

1  Consult  further,  Wernle,  Die  Synoptische  Frage,  81  ('99). 
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Synoptischen  Parallelen,  '97),  has  even  found  himself  driven  to 
the  assumption  that  Jesus  communicated  his  teaching  to  his 
disciples  catechetically,  in  the  form  of  continually  repeated 
question  and  answer,  as  was  the  custom  with  the  Rabbis. 

(b]  To  many  this  hypothesis  commends  itself  as  an 
asylum  orthodoxies.      It  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of 
assuming    that    original    documents    from    which    our 
gospels   had   been   drawn — writings  of  eye-witnesses — 
have   perished  ;    also  with  the  necessity   of  supposing 
that  evangelists  had  deliberately — in  other  words,  with 
tendency — altered  the  written  text  of  their  predecessors 
that  lay  before  them.      But  such  advantages  are  only 
apparent,    not    real ;    the  variations    are   present,    and 
they    do    not    admit    of   explanation   as   due    to    mere 
accident. 

(c]  Nevertheless,    inadequate    though    the    unaided 
hypothesis  be  as  a  complete  explanation  of  the  pheno 
mena  displayed  by  our  present  gospels — and  of  course 
we  have  been  here  dealing  with  it  in  its  purity  and  as 
unassisted  by  any  other  assumption — it  is  at  the  same 
time  equally  certain  that  it  contains  an  essential  element 
of  truth.      Unquestionably  the  formation   of  a  gospel 
narrative   was    oral    in    its    beginning.      The   opposite 
theory  that  a  creative  writer  freely  composed  the  entire 
material  without    any   previous  oral    currency    (Bruno 
Bauer,  Volkmar)  may  be  regarded  as  no  longer  in  the 
field.       But,    further,    the    propagation    of   the   gospel 
story  by  oral  tradition  continued  to  be  carried  on  for 
a  considerable  time  even  after  the  first  written  docu 
ments    had   taken    shape,    and    thus    was    capable    of 
exerting   an    influence   even   upon    gospels   of   a  com 
paratively  late  date  (§  119^,  end). 

The  next  hypothesis  to  rely  upon  very  simple  means 

is  that  the  evangelist  who  wrote  second  in  order  made 

use  of  the  work  of  the  first,  and  the 

116.  Borrowing  thinj  used  the  work  of  one  or  both  of 

hypothesis.  hig  predecessors.  To  grasp  this  hypo 
thesis  in  its  purity  we  must  put  aside  all  idea  of  any 
other  written  sources  than  the  canonical,  and  must 
keep  out  of  account  as  far  as  possible  the  idea  of  any 
oral  sources.1 

Of  the  six  imaginable  orders,  two— viz.,  Lk.,  Mt.,  Mk.,  and 
Lk.,  Mk..  Mt.— have  long  been  abandoned.  A  third— Mt., 
Lk.,  Mk.'-' — may  also  be  regarded  as  no  longer  in  the  field.  It 
relied  specially  on  the  observation  that  Mk.  often  makes  use  of 
two  expressions  for  the  same  thing,  for  which  in  the  parallel 
passages  only  one  is  found  in  Mt.  and  the  other  in  Lk.  But 
this  phenomenon  admits  equally  well  of  another  possible  ex 
planation—that  the  difiuseness  observable  in  Mk.  (§  4)  gave 
Mt.  and  Lk.  opportunity  for  condensation.3  (Cp  Hawkins, 
110-113,  also  100-105;  Wernle,  23/1  151-154;  Woods  in  Stud. 
Bibl.  et  Eccles.  266JC). 

Three  orders  still  continue  to  be  seriously  argued 
for  :  Mt.  Mk.  Lk.  ;  Mk.  Mt.  Lk.  ;  Mk.  Lk.  Mt.  In 
spite  of  the  fact  that  every  assertion,  no  matter  how 
evident,  as  to  the  priority  of  one  evangelist  and  the 
posteriority  of  another  in  any  given  passage  will  be 
found  to  have  been  turned  the  other  way  round  by 
quite  a  number  of  scholars  of  repute,4  we  nevertheless 
hope  to  gain  a  large  measure  of  assent  for  the  following 
propositions  : — 

1  At  the  same  time,   even  when  these  are  assumed  as  sub 
sidiary  to  the  hypothesis,  the  remarks   we  have  to  make  will 
still  apply  of  course  at  all  points  where  borrowing  as  between 
the  three  evangelists  comes  into  the  question. 

2  The  hypothesis  of  Griesbach,— also  called  the  combination- 
hypothesis,  but  not  happily,  for  evidently  Mk.  or  Lk.,  if  either 
had  been  the  third  to  write,  could  also  have  combined  the  data 
supplied  by  his  two  predecessors. 

3  In  the  passage  most  frequently  cited  (Mk.  1  32)  it  was  even 
necessary,  after  'at  even,'  to  add,  'when  the  sun  did  set,'  for 
according  to  Mk.  it  was  the  Sabbath  day  and  before  sunset  it 
would  have  been  unlawful  to  bring  any  sick.     Yet  Lk.  (440) 
could  omit  the  first  of  the  two  clauses  without  loss,  and  Mt. 
(8  16),  as  with  him  the  events  did  not  occur  on  the  Sabbath, 
could  drop  the  second. 

4  - 

'th' 

'  '*     TOW    TCKTOJ'OS'  UIOS7  Ul    iviu   J.O  ^^j   wi       3<Jii  vi    j  ^ JV.L/»»      \wv* 

(^7  of  Lk.  422.     On  the  one  side  it  is  held  that  Mt.  and 

Lk.  are  here  secondary,  because  they  shrink  from  calling  Jesus 
an  artizan  ;  on  the  other,  the  secondary  place  is  given  to  Mk. 
because  he  shrinks  from  calling  Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph. 
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(a)  A  very  strong  argument  for  the  priority  of  Mk. 
is  the  fact  that,  with  the  exception  of  some  thirty 
verses,  his  entire  material  reappears  both  in  Mt.  and  in 
Lk. ,  or  at  least  in  one  or  other  of  them,  and  that  too — 
what  is  even  more  important — in  both,  or  at  least  in  one, 
in  the  same  order  as  in  Mk.  The  absence  of  the  thirty 
verses  admits  of  a  satisfactory  explanation  (§  118,  n. ), 
whilst  on  the  other  hand  the  absence  from  Mk.  of  so 
much  matter  contained  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  would  be  un 
accountable.  For  details  as  to  this,  and  especially  also 
for  the  explanation  of  the  marked  divergencies  in  the 
order  of  Mt.  8-12,  we  refer  the  reader  to  Woods,  63-78 
and  Wernle,  127-130. 

For  one  example,  see  §  128^: — Mt.  13s4/  (speaking 
in  parables)  comes  before  Mt.  1844-52  (treasure,  pearls, 
etc. )  instead  of  after  it. 

To  Mk.  645-826  there  is  no  parallel  in  Lk.  In  §  15  above, 
this  section  of  Mk.  is  derived  from  a  separate  tradition  '  which 
he  did  not  wish  to  include  in  his  gospel.'  Reasons  for  the  omis 
sion  in  Lk.  are  in  fact  conceivable  ;  for  example,  the  discussion 
of  the  ceremonial  law  in  7  1-23  (washing,  corban,  etc.),  it  may 
have  been  thought,  had  little  interest  for  Gentile  Christian 
readers,  or  in  the  narrative  of  the  Canaanitish  woman  Jesus 
may  have  seemed  too  Jewish ;  in  other  sections  the  omission 
is  less  easily  explained.  Others  have  accordingly  conjectured 
that  in  the  copy  of  Mk.  which  lay  before  Lk.,  645-826  were 
accidentally  wanting.  This  suggestion  cannot  be  set  aside  by 
showing  that  in  Lk.  11  38  (Jesus  not  first  washed)  12  i  (beware  of 
leaven)  we  have  echoes  of  Mk.  7  2  (disciples'  unwashed  hands) 
8  15  (beware  of  leaven),  for  Lk.  may  have  derived  these  from 
other  sources.  The  most  important  point  is  that  at  Lk.  9 18 
(Whom  do  the  multitude  say  that  I  am?),  where  after  omission 
of  Mk.  645-826,  Lk.  again  begins  to  follow  Mk.,  he  gives  an 
introduction  which  embodies  distinct  reminiscences  of  the 
beginning  of  the  portion  omitted,  645-47  (praying  alone,  etc. : 
KO.I,  avrov,  Trpoa-isv\6ii.evov,  KO.TO.  /noi/a?).  If,  therefore,  the  section 
of  Mk.  was  wanting  in  Lk.'s  copy,  that  copy  must  at  least  have 
contained  Mk.'s  three  first  verses,  or  the  single  words  just  cited 
must  at  least  have  been  still  legible  in  it.  Through  the  immediate 
sequence  of  Peter's  confession  (Mk.  8  27-30  =  Lk.  9  18-21)  on  the 
feeding  of  the  five  thousand  (Mk.  6  31-44=  Lk.  9  10-17)  it  has 
also  come  about  that  Lk.  transfers  the  scene  of  the  confession 
to  the  locality  of  the  feeding,  that  is,  to  Bethsaida  (so  accord 
ing  to  Lk.  9 10  ;  somewhat  otherwise,  Mk.  6  45),  instead  of  placing 
it  at  Caesarea  Philippi  (Mk.  827  ;  cp  §  135). 

(3)  Mt.  is  secondary  to  Mk. 

In  Mt.  14  5  Herod  wishes  to  put  the  Baptist  to  death,  and  is 
restrained  only  by  fear  of  the  people;  in  Mk.  6  ioyC,  on  the 
contrary,  it  is  Herodias  who  wishes  the  death  of  John,  whilst 
Herod  hears  him  gladly.  With  this  it  agrees  that  in  Mk.  626 
Herod  is  sorry  because  he  is  bound  by  his  oath  to  order  the 
execution.  But  the  same  sorrow  is  ascribed  to  him  also  in 
Mt.  14 9.  In  Mk.  629  the  Baptist  is  buried  by  his  disciples; 

in  Mk.  6  30  the  disciples  of  Jesus  return  from  their  missionary 
journey  and  report  the  miracles  they  have  wrought.  The 
connection  of  the  two  verses  is  quite  casual,  the  account  of  the 
Baptist's  end  being  episodical.  But  in  Mt.  14 12  it  is  the 
disciples  of  John  who  not  only  bury  their  master  but  also  bring 
their  report  to  Jesus — the  report,  namely,  of  this  burial.  The 
report  by  the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  their  own  return  would,  in 
fact,  come  in  too  late  here,  as  they  were  sent  out  as  early  as 
10  5  and  their  presence  with  Jesus  again  has  been  already 

Cresupposed  in  12  i  ;  but  in  14  12  Mt.  would  not  have  had  the 
:ast  occasion  to  mention  a  report  by  the  disciples  of  John  to 
Jesus  had  it  not  been  that  the  report  of  Jesus'  own  disciples 
had   been   mentioned   in    Mk.  630.  In    Mk.  10  177^    the 

answer  of  Jesus  to  the  question,  'Good  Master,  what  shall  I  do 
that  I  may  inherit  eternal  life?'  is  '  Why  callest  thou  me  good? 
None  is  good,  save  God  only."  In  Mt.  \9i6f.  the  question 
runs:  'Master,  what  good  thing  shall  I  do  that  I  may  have 
eternal  life? '  and  the  first  part  of  the  answer  corresponds  :  '  Why 
askest  thou  me  concerning  that  which  is  good?'  Very  in 
appropriate,  then,  is  the  second  part  :  '  One  (masc.)  there  is 
who  is  the  good  (6  ayaOos).'  Had  not  Mt.  here  had  before  him 
such  a  text  as  that  of  Mk.  and  Lk.  he  would  certainly,  following 
his  own  line  of  thought,  have  proceeded  'one  (neut.)  is  the 
good  (TO  ayaOov),'  all  the  more  because  the  immediate  con 
tinuation  also  (jru.  17-19),  the  exhortation  to  keep  the  command 
ments,  would  have  suited  so  admirably.  The  question  of 
Mt.  193  contains  the  words  'for  every  cause'  (/cara  iraa'av 
alriav)  merely  because  Mt.  wishes  to  introduce  'fornication' 
(n-opveta)  as  an  exception  (z>.  9).  But  in  this  form  the  question 
would  have  had  no  'temptation'  in  it,  for  an  authority  so 
great  as  Rabbi  Schammai  had  already  laid  down  restrictions  on 
the  freedom  of  divorce.  On  the  '  were  amazed  '  («f I'trrai'To) 
of  Mt.  1223  as  coming  from  the  'is  beside  himself  (i^ea-rri)  of 
Mk.  3  21,  see  §  8,  middle,  and  ACTS,  §  17  i.  On  the  first  journey 
of  Jesus  into  foreign  parts,  see  §112  a,  n.;  cp  further  §  137  a, 
§  140*2  6,  and  §  145  e  h;  also  Wernle,  130-178. 

(c)  Lk.'s  secondary  character  in  relation  to  Mk.  is 
shown  with  extraordinary  frequency,  especially  in  the 
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stylistic  changes  he  makes  while  retaining  individual 
words.  Let  a  single  example  suffice. 

According  to  Mk.  4  19  'the  lusts  of  other  things'  enter  into 
the  man  and  choke  the  word  of  God.  This  '  entering  in ' 
(fiarnopevoijLevai)  does  not  suit  the  figure  for  the  explanation  of 
which  it  is  used— the  figure,  namely,  of  thorns  choking  the 
good  seed.  Lk.  (8  14)  accordingly  avoids  the  expression 
'entering  in,'  yet  does  not  fail  to  bring  in  the  word  (going,1 
nopfvofifvoi),  using  it  now,  however,  of  men  who  in  their  walk 
(RV  'as  they  go  on  their  way')  are  choked  by  cares  and 
riches  and  lusts  as  if  by  thorns.  The  participle  had  in  fact  laid 
such  hold  on  his  memory  as  he  read  his  model,  that  it  came  at 
once  to  his  pen  though  in  a  new  connection.  Many  other 
examples  will  be  found  in  Wernle,  3-40  ;  Krenkel,  Josef  hus  u. 
Lucas,  35-49  ('94).  One  can  also  make  use  of  the  collections 
in  Hawkins,  53-61,  though  he  himself  prefers  to  infer  from 
them  'oral  transmission.'  But  in  order  to  furnish  also  from 
Lk.  an  instance  of  a  materially  important  and  clearly  intended, 
if  not  quite  deliberate,  distortion  of  an  expression  in  his  source 
into  a  very  different  meaning,  as  has  already  been  done  in  the 
case  of  Mt.  (19  \6f.  12  23  ;  see  above,  b),  and  will  be  done  in 
that  of  Mk.  (328yC,  see  below,  d),  we  point  to  his  procedure 
with  the  word  '  Galilee'  (Lk.  246  'when  he  was  yet  in  Galilee,' 
as  compared  with  Mk.  16  7  'goeth  before  you  into  Galilee  '  = 
Mt.  28  7  ;  see  §  9,  beginning). 

(d]  While  the  preceding  paragraphs  seem  to  speak 
for  the  order  Mk.  Mt.  Lk.  (or  Mk.  Lk.  Mt. )  we  must 
nevertheless  go  on  also  to  say  that  Mk.  is  secondary  to 
Mt.  On  Mk.  72712  (children  first),  1824  ('in  those 
days  after  that  tribulation'),  9i  (some  not  taste  of 
death),  see  above,  §  113. 

In  the  parable  of  the  wicked  husbandmen  Mk.  mentions,  on 
each  occasion,  only  one  messenger  as  having  been  sent,  but 
finally,  1^5,  in  a  quite  unnecessary  and  even  disturbing  manner 
says  that  there  were  yet  many  others  (in  agreement  with 
Mt.  21  35).  Mt.  says  (12  32)  that  blasphemy  against  the 

son  of  man  shall  be  forgiven,  and  only  that  against  the  Holy 
Spirit  shall  not  be  forgiven,  and,  immediately  before  (v.  31), 
that  every  sin  and  blasphemy  shall  be  forgiven  to  men,  but  the 
blasphemy  against  the  Spirit  shall  not  be  forgiven.  In  place  of 
these  two  sentences  Mk.  has  only  one  (3  28/1)  ;  all  their  sins 
shall  be  forgiven  unto  the  sons  of  men,  and  their  blasphemies ; 
only  not  those  against  the  Holy  Spirit.  Thus  he  has  retained 
the  word  '  Son  of  Man,'  but  made  it  plural  and  thereby  set 
aside  the  sense  which  seemed  offensive  from  the  point  of  view 
of  a  worshipper  of  Jesus,  viz.,  that  blasphemy  against  Jesus 
can  be  forgiven.1  Cp,  further,  the  examples  in  §  119. 

If  what  has  just  been  advanced  is  correct,  it  shows 
that  the  borrowing-hypothesis,  unless  with  the  assistance 
of  other  assumptions,  is  unworkable,  if  only  for  the 

1  The  attempt  has  often  been  made  to  invert  the  relationship 
of  the  two  passages  and  make  out  that  Mt.  1231  is  taken  from 
Mk.  3z8/.,  and  that  Mt.  12  32  says  the  same  thing  and  comes 
from  Lk.  12 10,  or  rather  from  Lk.'s  source.  It  is  argued 
that  the  Aramaic  expression  'Son  of  Man,'  meaning  any 
man  whatever,  as  in  Ps.  8  5,  is  rendered  with  justice  ad 
sensum  in  Mk.  by  the  plural,  but  in  Lk.'s  source  was 
erroneously  applied  to  Jesus.  But  since  'Son  of  Man' 
is  the  only,  or  almost  the  only,  Aramaic  expression  for  the 
idea  '  man,'  it  is  impossible  that  the  first  writers  of  Greek  in 
primitive  Christendom  should  not  have  had  occasion,  a  thousand 
times  over,  to  render  it  by  '  man '  (oi'SpwTros).  All  the  more 
inconceivable  is  it  that  precisely  here  they  should  have  under 
stood  Jesus  alone  to  be  meant  by  it,  if  such  an  interpretation 
had  not  been  absolutely  certain.  In  their  worship  of  Jesus  it 
must  have  appeared  to  them  in  itself  the  greatest  possible 
blasphemy  to  say  that  blasphemy  against  Jesus  could  be 
forgiven  (§  131).  It  is  precisely  Mk.  who  has  allowed  himself 
to  be  influenced  by  this  consideration.  He  alone  it  is,  further, 
who  in  3  30  adds  the  remark  that  the  reason  why  Jesus  spoke  of 
blasphemy  against  the  Holy  Spirit  was  because  they  had  spoken 
of  himself  as  possessed  by  an  unclean  spirit  (822).  But  the 
accusation  in  3  22  is  not,  as  Mk.  makes  it  appear,  a  blasphemy 
against  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  rather  a  blasphemy  against  the 
person  of  Jesus.  Thus  the  saying  to  the  effect  that  one 
blasphemy  can  be  forgiven,  another  not,  does  not  at  all  fit 
the  context  in  the  form  it  receives  in  Mk.,  and  830  is  only  an 
unsuccessful  attempt  on  the  part  of  Mk.  to  justify  his  addition. 
Mk.  in  so  doing  presupposes  that  Jesus  had  identified  himself 
with  the  Holy  Spirit.  But  the  opposite  view,  that  of  Mt.  and 
Lk.,  that  he  distinguished  between  himself  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
can  have  come  only  from  Jesus  himself.  Moreover,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  in  Lk.  this  saying  of  Jesus  stands  in  quite  a 
different  place  (12  10)  from  that  of  the  accusation  (11  15,  by 
Beelzebub,  etc.),  which  according  to  Mk.  (822-30)  and  Mt. 
(1224-32)  furnished  the  occasion  for  it.  Now,  precisely  here 
(11  i8<5-5o  23)  Lk.  is  drawing  from  the  same  source  as  Mt. 
(1227_/  30).  In  that  common  source,  therefore,  the  two  por 
tions  referred  to  were  not  yet  in  connection  with  each  other  ; 
for  in  that  case  Lk.  would  certainly  not  have  separated  them 
here.  We  can  attach  all  the  less  importance  to  their  connection 
in  Mk.  if  even  their  connection  in  Mt.,  though  so  much  more 
suitable,  is  not  original. 


GOSPELS 


GOSPELS 


(ai/ovcrii/  or  MK.  -tit*,  L.K..  siy  acpi<rTai/Ta<.  tor  o-*cai>oaAi^oi'Tai  01 
VIk.  4  17  ;  Lk.  814  ov  Te\etr<f>opov<ri.v  for  a/capTros  yiveran  of  Mk. 
[  tg  ;  Lk.  815  (capSt'a  xaAr)  xat  ayafltj  is  additional).  In  Lk.  8 14 
le  drops  the  Hebraism  [cares]  'of  the  world '  (TOV  oiwros);  he 


reason  that  it  is  compelled  in  one  and  the  same  breath 
to  say  contrary  things  as  to  the  relative  priority  of  Mt. 
and  Mk.  Nevertheless  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  that 
the  evangelists  did  borrow  from  one  another  ;  the  only 
question  is  whether  here  it  is  only  our  present  gospels, 
or  not  also  other  written  sources,  that  have  been  made 
use  of.  For  this  reason  we  have  hitherto  refrained 
from  expressing  ourselves  to  the  effect  that  Mt.  (or  Lk. ) 
was  dependent  on  Mk.  (or  vice  versa],  contenting 
ourselves  with  saying  that  the  one  was  secondary  to  the 
other  ;  we  are  thus  led  to  consideration  of  the  hypothesis 
of  a  written  source  or  sources. 

(e)  Before  passing  from  the  borrowing -hypothesis, 
however,  it  will  be-  well  to  illustrate  by  a  definite 
example  the  various  linguistic  changes  to  which  refer 
ence  has  been  made  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  (a  to 
d].  We  select  for  this  purpose  the  parable  of  the 
Sower  and  the  interpretation  it  receives.  The  circum 
stantiality  and  diffuseness  of  Mk.  appear  in  4i  (the 
thrice  repeated  '  sea '  [ddXacrcra],  and  the  pleonasm  '  by 
the  sea,  on  the  land'),  in  4a  ('he  taught  them  .  .  . 
and  said  unto  them  in  his  teaching'),  ±sf.  (the  repeated 
'  and '  [teal] — four  times — and  '  because  it  had  not  '— 
twice),  47  ('and  it  yielded  no  fruit'),  4i8  ('others  are 
they  that  are  sown  among  thorns  ;  these  are  they  that 
.  .  .  ') ;  an  infelicitous  manner  of  expression  is  in  v.  15 
'  these  are  they  where. '  It  is  Lk.  who  has  done  most  to 
smooth  Mk.  and  turn  it  into  idiomatic  Greek. 

For  Mk.'s  paratactic  sentences  Lk.  substitutes  participial 
constructions  (Lk.  86-8=  Mk.  46-8)  or  a  gen.  abs.  (Lk.  8i=Mk. 
4 1) ;  also  he  substitutes  better  Greek  words  (Lk.  88  ayaOriv, 
exaTOVTan^aa-iova  instead  of  Mk.  48  KaArji/,  tv  exarov ',  LK.  812 
6ta/3oAos  for  (rarai/as  of  Mk.  4 15;  Lk.8i3«  Se'xoi'Tai  for  Aa/oi- 
J3di/ovcri!>  of  Mk.  4 16  ;  Lk.  8 13/'  a$ltna.vTa.(.  for  o-*cai>5aAi'£oi'Tai  of 
Mk. 
*i. 

he '      •  -          -  - 

uses  prepositional   phrases  in   Lk.  84   'of  every  city'  (ot  Kara. 

irdAii/)  and  'by  a  parable'  (fiia  TrapajSoArjs),  and  in  Lk. 813 
inserts  the  relative  clause  '  which,  when  they  have  heard ' 
(ot  OTO.V  .  .  .)  immediately  after  the  antecedent  'Those  upon 
the  rock '  (ot  6e  e;ri  •riji'  ireTpav)  instead  of  at  the  end  of  its 
sentence  as  in  Mk.  4  16.  Lk. 's  dependence  upon  Mk.  is  shown 
by  the  'good  ground'  ((caArj  yrj)  of  Lk.  8i5  =  Mk.  42O  notwith 
standing  the  substitution  of  a  different  adjective  (ayaBrf)  in  Lk. 
88  =  Mk.  48  (/caAij),  similarly  by  his  '  into  '(ei?)=Mk.  47  (4i8  'on 
to,"  en-i),  and  his  'are  choked  '  (<ruju7ri't'-yoi/T<u)  in  Lk.  8i4  =  Mk. 
4 19  '  choke  '  (avvTrviyovviv)  in  spite  of  the  '  amid  '  (fv  fi-ea-w)  for 
Mk.'s  'into'  (eis)  and  substitution  of  a  different  verb  for  'choke' 
(an-e'iri/ifax  for  Mk.'s  o-weVftfai')  in  Lk.  87  =  Mk.  47.  In  v.  \?b 
Lk.  reverts  to  the  construction  of  Mk.  (4 15/1)  which  he  had 
avoided  in  123  (  =  Mk.  4i5«).  He  is  not  felicitous  in  his  sub 
stitution  of  '  rock  '  (8  6)  for  '  stony  ground  '  (Mk.  4  5),  for  on  the 
bare  rock  nothing  can  grow  at  all. 

Mt.  (181-23)  also  smooths  and  Grsecizes. 

Mt.  (v.  2)  omits  the  second  '  sea '  (SaAatrcra)  of  Mk.  4  i  and  in 
place  of  the  third  adopts  a  turn  of  expression  with  '  beach  ' 
(cuytaAos).  In  i>.  6  he  makes  use  of  the  gen.  abs.,  in  v.  21 
substitutes  other  connectives  (fie  for  KO.L  and  for  etTa).  The 
Hebraistic  'make fruit'  (/capn-bi/ Troieti/ ;  cp  Gen.  1  n)  he  alters  to 
'  give  fruit '  (Kapnbi>  StSoVat).  At  the  same  time  Mt.  13  23  shows 
his  dependence  on  Mk.  by  retaining  '  make  '  (noielv)  alongside 
of  'produce  fruit'  (icap7ro<f>opeti/)  and  in  1822  (just  as  Lk. 
814)  two  of  Mk.'s  turns  of  expression  (eis  of  Mk.  47  and 
fUfurvlyiiv  as  in  Mk.  4  7  19),  or  in  v.  zb  the  sing.  '  crowd  '  (o^Acs, 
cp  Mk.  4 1),  although  immediately  before  he  has  used  his  favourite 
form  'crowds  '  (ovAot).  That  Jesus  was  sitting  Mt.  has  already 
presupposed  (v.  i),  and  he  has  therefore  to  repeat  the  expres 
sion  in  v.  2  from  Mk.  4  i  after  Jesus  has  entered  the  boat.  In 
•v.  19  Mt.  has  an  infelicitous  alteration  to  the  effect  that  by  the 
first  sowing  are  intended  those  who  do  not  understand  the  word, 
whereas  we  should  think  rather  of  those  who  easily  allow  them 
selves  to  be  again  robbed  of  it. 

Though,  from  what  has  been  said,  Mk.  appears  to 
have  lain  before  both  Mt.  and  Lk.  it  is  not  possible 
to  assign  to  him  the  priority  at  all  points. 

Mk.'s'  hearken'  before  'behold'  in  4  3  is  superfluous  and 
disturbing;  in  45  Mk.  (and  with  him  Mt.  185)  introduces  an 
amplification  of  the  description  which  has  the  effect  of  prepar 
ing  for  the  explanation  of  the  parable  ;  it  is  absent  in  Lk.  (86). 
The  OT  expression  '  birds  of  the  heaven '  which  all  three 
evangelists  give  in  the  parable  of  the  mustard  seed  (Mk.  4  32 
Mt.  13  32  Lk.  13  19)  has  in  the  present  case  been  preserved  only 
by  Lk.  (8  5)  as  also  the  '  make  fruit '  (noielv  Kapirov)  of  8  8. 

(/)  On  the  relation  of  dependence  as  between  Mt. 
and  Lk.  see  §  127.  If  the  contention  at  the  close  of 
§  1 20  is  correct,  the  borrowing-hypothesis  when  taken 
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without  regard  to  the  limitations  demanded  by  Simons 
(§  1276)  leads  to  insuperable  contradictions  here  also  as 
in  the  question  of  the  interdependence  of  Mk.  and  Mt. 

The  hypothesis — especially  associated  with  the  name 

of   Eichhorn  (from   1794) — of  one  Aramaic  gospel,   in 

117   The    wmch   Lessing  as  far  back  as    1778   con- 

.'  .      .    jecturally   recognised   the    '  Gospel    of    the 

?..         Hebrews,'  is   in  many  points    open  to  the 

p  .  same  objections  as  that  of  an  oral  original, 
P  '  only  with  the  difference  that  it  explains  the 
agreements  in  our  gospels  better,  their  divergences  in 
the  same  proportion  worse.  Even  the  further  assump 
tion  of  various  translations  into  Greek  with  addition  of 
new  material  at  each  translation  is  far  from  supplying 
the  needed  explanation  of  the  divergences,  for  it  is  not 
by  any  means  the  literary  form  alone  that  differs  ;  the 
matter  also,  even  the  representation  of  the  same  matter, 
varies  widely.  The  same  thing  has  to  be  said  of  the 
hypothesis  recently  put  forth  anew  by  Resch  (Die  Logia 
Jesu,  '98),  who  has  even  sought  to  restore  to  their 
presumed  original  Hebrew  (not  Aramaic)  form  the 
sayings  of  Jesus,  along  with  a  great  number  of  narra 
tives,  including  a  history  of  the  passion,  the  resurrec 
tion,  and  the  ascension  of  Jesus  (thus  even  going  beyond 
B.  Weiss,  see  §  126  c,  end),  and  moreover  maintains  that 
this  original  gospel  was  already  known  to  Paul.  The 
hypothesis  of  an  original  written  gospel  contains  a 
kernel  of  truth,  only  in  so  far  as  it  is  certainly  undeni 
able  that  some  one  writer  must  have  gone  before  the 
others  in  committing  to  writing  the  gospel  tradition. 
But  the  fact  of  his  having  been  first  did  not  by  any 
means  necessarily  secure  for  him  exclusive,  or  even 
preponderating,  influence  over  those  who  came  after 
him  ;  his  production  may  have  been  promptly  followed 
by  equally  important  writings  from  other  pens. 

A  special  form  of  the  hypothesis  of  an  original  written  gospel 
is  that  set  forth  above  in  §§  3-14,  according  to  which  the 
Triple  Tradition  was  written  in  very  curt  and  often  ambiguous 
form,  somewhat  after  the  manner  of  a  discussion  on  the  Mishna 
or  of  a  modern  telegram,  and  was  variously  expanded  and 
supplemented  by  the  several  evangelists. 

The  agreement  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  against  Mk. ,  if  the  two 
former  were  not  acquainted  with  each  other,  leads  to 
O  '  '  1  the  nyPothesis  that  each  of  them  had 
1VTV  before  him  a  Mk.  in  one  and  the  same 

form  though  different  from  that  which 
we  now  possess  ;  this  was  used  both  by  Mt.  and  Lk. 
whilst  the  canonical  Mk.  diverges  from  it.  The  superior 
age  of  the  form  of  Mk.  postulated  by  this  hypothesis 
would  gain  in  probability  if  the  canonical  Mk.  were  found 
to  be  secondary  to  Mt.  and  Lk.  (see  §§  n6d,  e,  119  ; 
for  the  other  view  see  §  3,  and,  with  reference  to  it, 
what  is  said  in  §  126 a).  Hawkins  (Hor.  Syn.  App.  B) 
reckons  some  240  instances  of  agreement  of  Mt.  and 
Lk.  against  Mk.  Each  individual  case  may  be  unim 
portant  and  might  in  other  circumstances  admit  of  the 
explanation  that  Lk.  of  his  own  proper  motion  chose 
the  same  alteration  of  the  canonical  text  of  Mk.  as  Mt. 
had  ;  but  their  large  number  forbids  such  an  explanation 
here. 

As  for  the  extent  of  the  original  Mk.  now  conjectured, 
the  difficulty  with  which  the  hypothesis  can  be  made  to 
work  is  increased  if  with  Beyschlag  we  suppose  it  to 
have  been  nearly  equal  to  the  canonical  Mk.  ;  in 
particular,  it  then  becomes  difficult  to  understand  why 
a  new  book  differing  so  little  from  the  old  should  have 
been  produced  at  all.  If,  again,  the  original  book  is 
held  (so  Holtzmann)  to  have  been  longer  than  the 
canonical  Mk.  it  becomes  possible  to  assign  to  it  a  con 
siderable  number  of  paragraphs  (now  preserved  to  us 
only  in  Mt.  and  Lk. )  not  so  easily  explained  as  derived 
from  Mt.'s  and  Lk.'s  other  sources  (§  122).  If  finally 
we  think  of  the  original  Mk.  (so  Weizsacker)  as 
shorter,  then  the  additions  of  canonical  Mk.  that 
can  be  pointed  to  are  merely  the  verses  (some  thirty 
or  so)  peculiar  to  him,  together  with  such  individual 
expressions  as  have  no  parallels  either  in  Mt.  or  in  Lk. 
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These  individual  expressions  are  partly  for  the  sake  of 
more  graphic  description  (1  7  bowing  down,  KV\J/CLS  ;  14  3 
'she  brake  the  cruse';  see  also  141  2-^f.  \Q?-$f. 
15  43  ;  and  the  like),  partly  they  give  greater  precision  by 
giving  names  (2  14  3  17  10  46  15  21  40  16  i)  or  numbers 
(5 13  637  14s  ;  cp  on  the  whole  of  this  head  Hawkins, 
93-103;  Wernle,  45-47,  2i5/.).  They  do  not  give 
one  the  impression,  however,  of  being  interpolations 
of  later  date  than  the  rest  of  the  work,  and  they  can 
more  easily  be  supposed  to  have  been  dropped  by  the 
writers  who  came  after  Mk.  as  hardly  interesting  enough 
(Wernle,  23 /. ,  157 /•)  or  fitted  to  cause  offence  (so  for 
example  64  Sao/. — that  Jesus  had  no  honour  among 
his  own  kin  and  in  his  own  house,  and  that  they  even 
said,  'He  is  beside  himself,'  see  §  131).  The  entire 
verses,  or  narratives,  on  the  other  hand,  which  are 
peculiar  to  Mk.  are  much  too  inconsiderable  to  make 
it  likely  that  a  new  book  should  have  been  judged 
necessary  for  their  incorporation  ;  here  too  their 
omission  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  admits  of  some  explanation — 
or  it  is  possible  to  find  traces  of  them  in  Mt.  and  Lk.1 

If  the  original  Mk.  is  conceived  of  as  having  been 
materially  snorter  than  the  canonical  Mk. ,  the  point 
at  which  this  comes  into  consideration  is  when  the 
origin  of  the  latter  rather  than  when  that  of  Mt. 
and  Lk.  is  being  discussed,  for  we  have  no  means 
of  determining  with  precision  the  extent  of  the  sup 
posed  original  Mk.  Particularly  unpromising  of  any 
useful  result  must  be  any  attempt  (such  as  that 
made,  for  example,  by  Scholten)  to  construct  an  ori 
ginal  Mk.  that  shall  be  devoid  of  miracle.  If 
Jesus  did  anything  that  seemed  to  men  wonderful  it 
would  naturally  be  reported  as  in  the  fullest  sense 
miraculous  on  the  very  day  on  which  it  occurred.  In 
Acts  207-12  the  eye-witness — that  he  was  an  eye-witness 
is  not  doubted — relates  that  Eutychus  was  taken  up 
dead,  though  he  also  knows  and  tells  us  that  Paul  had 
said  the  young  man's  life  was  still  in  him. 

If  Lk.   was  acquainted  with  Mt. ,   or  Mt.  with  Lk. , 

the  need  for  postulating  an  original    Mk.    which   has 

_          ,          been    spoken    of    in    the    preceding 

.     scon  ary  sectjon   seems  to  disappear  ;    and  in 

uraccer  o      p0jnt  Of  fact  Holtzmann  when  he  ac- 

canomcal  MK.    cepted  Lk>  -s  acquaintance  with    Mt. 

(Jahrbb.  FT,  '78,  5537. ;  Theol.  Lt.-Zg. ,  '78,  553)  seemed 

for  a  time  to  abandon  the  hypothesis  of  an  original  Mk. 

(a)  The  hypothesis  nevertheless  continues  to  be  re 
commended  by  a  number  of  secondary  traits  in  canonical 
Mk.  which  do  not  indeed,  like  those  mentioned  in 
§  n.6d,  prove  dependence  of  Mk.  on  Mt.  or  on  Lk. 
but  still  render  it  inconceivable  that  the  canonical  Mk. 
could  have  been  the  work  which  served  Mt.  or  Lk.  as 
a  source.  Of  course  there  come  into  consideration  here 
those  places  also  in  which  Mt.  and  Lk.  show  no  agree 
ment  against  Mk. 

To  this  category  belong  such  additions  as  '  made  with  hands 
(xeipoiroi'rjTos)  and  '  made  without  hands '  (ax«pojroi'r)Tos)  (Mk. 
14  58  ||  Mt.  266i;  not  in  Lk.),  as  also  the  sense-disturbing 
parenthesis  (Mk.  9  12  ||  Mt.  17  n  ;  not  in  Lk.),  'And  how  is  it 
written  .  .  .  set  at  nought '? '  (KCU  TTWS  •ye'ypaTrrai  .  .  .  ef  ov- 
0ecu>0(j),  the  remark,  based  on  Roman  Law  (Mk.  10  12  after  v.  n 
=  Mt.  19  9  ;  Lie.  omit),  that  the  woman  also  can  put  away  her 
husband,  and  (1  2  ||  Mt.  3  3  Lk.  3  4)  the  quotation  from  Malachi 
wrongly  attributed  to  Isaiah.  Conversely  in  1462  the  'hence 
forth  '  (air'  dprt),  which  Mt.  (26  64)  has,  is  omitted.  7  27^ 
(children  first)  ;  9  i  (some  standing  by)  ;  13  24  (in  those  days 
after  that  tribulation,  see  §  113)  have  been  recast;  and  in 
1462  'I  am'  (eyoi  eijiu)  is  an  elucidation  of  the  obscure  '  thou 
sayest '  (<ru  ein-a;)  of  Mt.  2664.  In  42i_/  the  sayings  about 
the  lamp  and  about  the  hidden  thing  which  must  be  brought 
to  light  are,  by  the  introduction  of  '  in  order  that '  (iVa), 
adapted  to  the  object  for  which  they  are  here  intended, — 
namely,  to  say  that  if  one  happens  to  have  found  out  the 

1  Mk.  4  26-29  (stages  of  growth)  finds  its  parallel  in  Mt. 
1824-30  (tares)  (see  §  128  c),  Mk.  731-37  (deaf  and  dumb),  in 
Mt.  1529-31  (multitudes  diseased),  Mk.  1024  (answereth  again 
and  saith  .  .  .  how  hard),  in  Mt.  1924  (and  again  I  say  .  .  . 
easier  for  camel)  ;  the  '  were  amazed  '  (ef  iVrai/To)  of  Mt.  12  23 
arises  from  the  '  is  beside  himself  (efe'cm))  of  Mk.  821  (see  §  8, 
middle,  and  ACTS,  §  170,  the  touching  of  the  eyes  of  the  blind 
(Mt.  20  34  9  29)  from  Mk.  8  23  (spat  on  his  eyes,  etc.). 
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meaning  of  any  parable  he  is  not  to  keep  his  discovery  a 
secret  ;  but  this  application  of  the  two  sayings  is  certainly 
not  the  original  one  (see  §  134).  In  Mk.  3 16,  when  the 
statement  that  Jesus  appointed  the  twelve  is  repeated,  the 
designation  of  Simon  as  the  first  apostle  is  omitted,  only  his 
being  surnamed  Peter  is  mentioned.  In  10  42  the  expression 
'  they  which  are  accounted  to  rule '  (oi  6oicovi>Tes  dpxeti') — 
instead  of  the  simple  '  rulers '  (01  dp^oi/Tes)  of  Mt.  20  25 — is  a 
mitigating  reflection  of  the  same  kind  as  is  frequently  met  with 
also  in  Lk.  (the  closest  parallel  in  Lk. 8 18,  'that  which  he 
thinketli  he  hath').  In  Mk.  1234  the  statement  that  'no  man 
after  that  durst  ask  him  any  question  '  is  introduced  at  a  quite 
inappropriate  point  (namely,  immediately  after  the  commenda 
tion  of  the  discreet  scribe) ;  it  is  met  with  in  its  right  place  in 
Mt.  22  46  immediately  after  the  discomfiture  of  the  Pharisees  by 
the  telling  answers  of  Jesus  to  their  '  tempting  '  questions.  In 
Mk.  11  25,  we  find  '  the  father  who  is  in  heaven  '  (6  ircmjp  6  «i» 
TOIS  oiipavoLy),  the  only  instance  in  Mk.  of  an  expression  which 
is  characteristic  in  Mt.  Cp  also  950  (§  3). 

(i>)  It  is  open  to  us,  no  doubt,  to  try  to  account  for 
these  secondary  passages  by  assuming  that  after  the 
canonical  Mk.  had  been  used  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  it  was 
altered  by  copyists. 

The  additions  in  Mk.  14  58  ('  made  with[out]  hands  ')  do  not,  in 
point  of  fact,  reappear  in  1629  ('railed  at  him,  saying');  Mk. 
9  12^  ('  how  is  it  written,  etc.')  falls  into  place  after  9  13  ('  Elijah 
is  come  ')  and  perhaps  was  originally  a  marginal  note  on  this 
verse  by  an  early  reader.  1  2  (quot.  from  Mai.)  or  even  1  if. 
(v.  3  from  Is.)  have  often  before  now  been  thought  to  have  been 
prefixed  at  a  later  date— -especially  1  2,  since  only  v.  3  comes 
from  Isaiah  while  v.  2  on  the  contrary  comes  from  Mai.  3  i  and 
moreover  coincides  verbatim,  in  spite  of  original  Heb.  and  LXX, 
with  Mt.  11  io  =  Lk.  7  27  (§  4,  n.  i).  Should  we  be  prepared  to  go 
further  and  agree  to  treat  as  the  work  of  a  later  hand  everything 
that  could  by  any  possibility  be  so  explained,  we  should  regard 
also  the  end  of  MK.  12  5  ('and  many  others,  beating  some,  and 
killing  some,"  discussed  in  §  n6rf),  and  the  mention  of  the  sisters 
of  Jesus  in  3  32  (against  vv.  31,  33),  as  having  been  introduced  by 
an  old  reader  (3  32,  in  anticipation  of  v.  35  '  whosoever  shall  do, 
etc.);  so  also  11  2  ('whereon  no  man  ever  yet  sat')  and  even 
11 13  ('for  it  was  not  the  season  of  figs' ;  see  §  137 £,  /3).  'And 
j  the  gospel's'  in  835  1029  may  also  be  an  addition;  the  words 
'  for  my  sake '  make  it  superfluous.  On  the  other  hand,  after 
'prophesy'  (7rpo(£>JTeu<70j>)  in  Mk.  146.5,  tne  words  which  Mt. 
(2668)  and  Lk.  (2264)  agree  in  giving,  'who  is  he  that  smote 
thee,'  may  have  dropped  out  (§  3,  n.  2);  so  perhaps  also  'to 
know  '  (yi/u>i>ai)  after  '  is  given'  in  Mk.  4  n  ;  it  is  found  both  in 
Alt.  (13  n)and  in  Lk.  (8  10).  Cp  Hawkins,  122.  'Henceforth' 
(an-'  apri),  on  the  other  hand,  can  have  come  into  Mt.  26  64.  from 
divergent  oral  tradition,  the  existence  of  which  alongside  of 
written  sources  must  always  be  taken  into  account,  especially 
when  dealing  with  such  important  utterances  of  Jesus  (§  use). 

(c)  On   the  other   hand,   there  are   many    places  to 
which    this    explanation    (later    alteration  of  canonical 
Mk. )  does  not  admit  of  being  applied. 

7270:  ('children  first'),  9i  (some  standing  by),  13 24  (in  those 
days  after  that  tribulation),  42iyC(lamp),  1042  (accounted  to  rule) 
are  much  too  well  conceived  to  allow  of  our  resolving  them  into 
marginal  glosses  ;  so  also  Mk.  830  ('because  they  said')  (§  1160', 
n.)  and  the  weakening  of  the  statement  in  144  as  compared  with 
Mt.  268  (that  'some,'  but  not  'the  disciples,'  complained  of  the 
waste  of  the  ointment).  That  the  cock  crowed  twice  at  Peter's 
denial  of  Jesus  is  stated  not  only  in  1430  but  also  in  w.  68  and 
72  ;  and  even  if  the  statement  must  be  traced  to  a  misunder 
standing  (as  in  §  14),  the  misunderstanding  must  be  imputed  to 
the  author,  not  to  a  glossator  who  would  hardly  be  so  very  care 
ful  as  to  insert  his  note  in  three  separate  places.  We  should 
not  be  justified  in  setting  down  Mk.  948-50  (fire  not  quenched  ; 
salted  with  fire  ;  salt  is  good)  as  a  later  addition  simply  because 
in  this  passage  sayings  are  strung  together  without  any  inward 
connection  with  each  other  ;  for  the  same  phenomenon  can  be 
observed  elsewhere  in  the  gospels  (§  1331:). 

(d]  It  avails  little  to  seek  to  find  in  Codex  D  and  the 
allied   MSS   an  older  text  of  Mk.    as   compared  with 
which  the  present  Mk.    has   been    corrupted    by  tran 
scribers. 

In  the  first  place,  D  but  rarely  presents  different  readings  in 
those  places  where  Mt.  and  Lk.  offer  a  better  text  than  canonical 
Mk.  Moreover,  when,  for  example,  in  Mk.  4n  D  has  the  'to 
know '  (yvwvai),  the  absence  of  which  was  noted  above,  this  may 
be  due  quite  as  well  to  insertion  from  Mt.  or  Lk.,  or  even  to  anti 
cipation  of  the  '  how  shall  ye  know  ? '  (yvta<recrSf)  of  4  13.  In  D 
there  are  manifold  traces  of  a  very  independent  mind.  For  this 
reason  we  cannot  be  perfectly  confident  that  D's  reading  in  16, 
'  John  was  clothed  in  a  camel's  skin '  (Kippiv  <can>;Aou),  's  .tne 
original  one,  although  the  expression  in  canonical  Mk.  is  diffi 
cult  :  '  John  was  clothed  with  camel's  hair.'  The  'camel's  skin  ' 
may  be  a  deliberate  rectification  of  the  text  quite  as  well  as  that 
adopted  in  Mt.  84,  'he  had  his  raiment  of  camel's  hair.'  For  the 
same  reason  it  would  not  be  safe  to  lay  stress  on  the  fact  that 
for  Mk.  227/1  D  has  only  these  words  :  'Rut  I  say  unto  you, 
the  Son  of  Man  is  Lord  also  of  the  Sabbath,'  or  that  Mk.  835  b 
(if  any  man  would  be  first)  is  altogether  absent  (cp  §  12 
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(a)  From  the  statement  of  Papias  given  above  in  § 

65,   Schleiermacher    in    1832    first    drew    the  inference 

TVi     T  l'lat  tne  aPost'e  Matthew  had  made 

Ll0gla  in   Aramaic  a  collection    only  of  the 

aMt  SOUdCLk  sayjn£s  of  Jesus'  Whether  this  is 
"  what  Papias  really  meant  is  question 
able,  for  undoubtedly  he  was  acquainted  with  the 
canonical  Mt.  and  had  every  occasion  to  express 
himself  with  regard  to  this  book  as  well  as  with  regard 
to  Mk.  If  he  was  speaking  of  Mt. ,  then  he  was  as 
much  in  error  as  to  its  original  language  as  he  was 
as  to  its  author  (see  §  149)  ;  this,  however,  is  con 
ceivable  enough.  That  by  his  logia  Papias  intended 
the  whole  gospel  of  Mt. ,  although  this  contains  not 
discourses  merely  but  narratives  as  well,  is  not  by  any 
means  impossible  (see  §  65,  n.  3).  In  Greek,  logia, 
it  is  true,  means  only  things  said  (Acts  7  38,  the  angel 
which  spake;  Rom.  82  'oracles,'  etc.);  but  if  Papias 
took  the  word  as  a  translation  of  Heb.  dibhre  ('na^) — 
which  he  may  readily  have  done,  on  his  assumption  of 
a  Semitic  original — then  for  him  it  meant  '  events  '  in 
general.1 

(6)  The  actual  state  of  the  case  in  Mt.  and  Lk. ,  how 
ever,  furnishes  justification  for  the  hypothesis  to  which 
scholars  have  been  led  by  the  words  of  Papias,  even 
though  perhaps  only  by  a  false  interpretation  of  them. 
A  great  number,  especially  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus 
which  are  absent  from  Mk. ,  are  found  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 
in  such  a  way  that  they  must  be  assumed  to  have  come 
from  a  common  source.  If  these  passages  were  found 
in  absolute  agreement  in  both  gospels  it  would  be 
possible  to  believe  that  Lk.  had  taken  them  over  from 
Mt. ,  or  Mt.  from  Lk.  ;  but  in  addition  to  close  general 
agreement  the  passages  exhibit  quite  characteristic 
divergences. 

(c]  In  point  of  fact  the  controverted  question  as  to 
whether  it  is  Mt.  or  Lk.  who  has  preserved  them  in  their 
more  original  form  must  be  answered  by  saying  that  in 
many  cases  it  is  the  one,  in  many  other  cases  the  other. 

Secondary  in  Lk.,  for  example,  are  :  124  as  against  Mt.  1028 
(be  not  afraid  of  them  which  kill  the  body),  11 13  as  against  Mt.  7  n 
(prayer  for  the  Holy  Spirit),  Lk.  1142  as  against  Mt.  2823  (the 
generalisation  'every  herb,'  TTO.V  \axavov),  or,  1144,  the  mis 
understanding  that  the  Pharisees  are  like  sepulchres  because 
they  '  appear  not,'  and  not  because,  as  in  Mt.  2327./C,  they  are 
outwardly  beautiful  but  inwardly  noisome.  In  Lk.  627-36  = 
Mt.  5  38-48  Lk.  makes  love  of  one's  enemy  the  chief  considera 
tion  and  introduces  it  accordingly  at  the  beginning  in  v.  27.  He 
betrays  his  dependence,  however,  by  repeating  it  in  v.  35  because 
in  the  parallel  passage,  Mt.  5  44  (or  in  Mt.'s  source),  it  is  met  with 
in  that  position.  Cp  further,  §  127  a.  On  the  other  hand  Lk.'s 
representation  in  1326  (we  did  eat  and  drink)  fits  better  with  the 
Jewish  conditions  in  which  Jesus  lived  than  does  Mt.  722  (Lord, 
Lord,  did  we  not  prophesy?).  In  Lk.  202i  the  Hebraistic 
expression  '  respect  the  person '  (Aa^Sai/eii/  Trpocrioirov :  lit.  'accept 
the  face  ')  is  retained,  whilst  in  Mk.  12i4  =  Mt.  22 16  the  phrase  is 
changed.  On  Lk.  8  6  (other  fell  on  the  rock)  see  §  116  e,  end,  on 
1130,  §  140(1.  In  the  Lord's  Prayer  the  text  of  Mt.  where  Lk. 
has  parallels  is  distinctly  the  more  original  ;  on  the  other  hand, 
the  clauses  which  are  not  found  in  Lk.  may  have  been  intro 
duced  afterwards  (see  §  18  and  the  maxim  in  §  145  c  ;  also 
LORD'S  PKAYEK). 

A  similar  conclusion — the  existence  of  a  source  used 

in  common  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  but  different  from  Mk. — is 

T)     hi  t     indicated  by  the  doublets,    that  is   to 

'  ,.OU    e  S-  say  the  utterances  which  either  Mt.  or 

J       Lk. ,   or   both,    give,    in   two    separate 
two  sources.    plac'es  2 

(a)  In  the  majority  of  cases  it  can  be  observed  that 
in  Mt.  the  one  doublet  has  a  parallel  in  Mk.  and  the 
other  in  Lk.  In  these  cases  it  is  almost  invariably  found 

1  In  what  follows,  we  use  the  word   'logia'  (because  it  has 
become  conventional)  in  both  senses  ('  sayings '  alone,  and  '  say 
ings  and  narratives ')  throughout,  even  if  the  authors  to  whom 
we  have  occasion  to  refer,  prefer  another  word.     This  is  specially 
desirable  when  they  simply  say  '  the  source,'  for  we  must  allow 
for  the  possibility  of  several  sources  for  the  synoptic  gospels. 

2  In   Mk.    there   are   only   two  passages  that  can  be  called 
doublets— 935  ('if  any  man  would  be  first')  and  10 437:  ('who 
soever  would  become  great')  on  which  see  §   128  [/] ;  for  9i 
('there  be  some  here')  and  13  10  ('gospel  first  preached ')  can 
hardly  be  so  classed.     For  doublets  cp  Hawkins  64-87,  Wernle 
111-113  (i°  neither  is  the  enumeration  complete). 
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that  in  the  parallel  with  Mk.  not  only  the  occasion  but 
also  the  text  is  in  agreement  with  Mk. ,  and  in  the  parallel 
with  Lk.  occasion  and  text  are  in  agreement  with  Lk. 
Similarly,  Lk. ,  wherever  there  is  a  doublet,  is  found  to 
agree  in  the  one  case  with  Mk.  and  in  the  other  with  Mt. 
If  it  must  be  conceded  that  in  many  cases  the  agreement 
of  text  is  not  very  maryfest,  this  is  easily  accounted  for 
by  the  consideration  that  the  evangelist  (Mt.  or  Lk. ) 
in  writing  the  text  the  second  time  would  naturally 
recall  the  previous  occasion  on  which  it  had  been  given. 1 
The  passages,  however,  in  which  the  observation  made 
above  holds  good  are  many  enough.2  To  account  for 
them  without  the  theory  of  two  sources  would,  even 
apart  from  these  special  agreements,  be  extraordinarily 
difficult, — indeed  possible  only  where  an  epigrammatic 
saying  fits  not  only  the  place  assigned  to  it  in  what  is 
assumed  to  be  the  one  and  only  source,  but  also  the 
other  situation  into  which  the  evangelist  without  follow 
ing  any  source  will  have  placed  it. 

In  some  places  indeed  this  would  seem  to  he  what  we  must 
suppose  to  have  actually  happened,  as  we  are  unable  to  point  to 
two  different  sources.  So  Lk.  14  n  =  18  14  ('  he  whoexalteth  him 
self  shall  be  abased  ')  ;  or  the  quotation  from  Hos.  66  (mercy  not 
sacrifice)  in  Mt.  9 13  =  12  7  (which,  moreover,  is  not  very  ap 
propriate  in  either  case).  It  must  be  with  deliberate  intention 
that  the  preaching  with  which,  according  to  Mk.  115  (the  time  ; 
repent)=  Mt.4i7,  Jesus  began  his  ministry  is  in  Mt.32  already 
assigned  to  the  Baptist  ;  or  the  binding  and  loosing  (§  136)  to 
Peter.  On  the  other  hand,  the  answer  '  I  know  you  not '  which 
follows  the  invocation  'Lord,  Lord'  in  Mt.  722_/C  (many  will 
say)  and  25  n  f.  (five  virgins)  is  associated  with  a  different  narra 
tive  in  the  two  cases  and  cannot  therefore,  properly,  be  regarded 
as  an  independent  doublet ;  so  also  with  the  threatening  with 
fire  (3  12  =  13  30). 

But,  in  other  cases,  such  a  repetition  of  a  saying,  on 
the  part  of  an  evangelist,  without  authority  for  it  in 
some  source  in  each  case,  is  all  the  more  improbable 
because  Lk.  often,  and  frequently  also  Mt.  (see,  e.g. , 
§  128  [f,g\,  or  the  omission  of  Mk.  8 38  =  Lk.  9  26  after 
Mt.  1626  on  account  of  Mt.  lOss),  avoids  introducing  for 
the  second  time  a  saying  previously  given,  even  when 
the  parallel  has  it,  and  thus  a  doublet  might  have  been 
expected  as  in  the  cases  adduced  at  the  beginning  of 
this  section. 

Were  this  not  so,  we  should  expect  that  Lk. ,  having 
before  him  ex  hypothesi  the  same  sources  as  Mt. ,  would 
in  every  case,  or  nearly  every  case,  have  had  a  doublet 
wherever  Mt.  had  one  ;  and  vice  versa.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  only  three  or  four  sayings  are  doublets  in  Mt.  as 
well  as  in  Lk.  ;  on  the  other  hand,  although  the 
derivation  of  a  passage  from  the  logia  is  not  always  free 
from  doubt,  we  are  entitled  to  reckon  that  Lk.  has  seven 
doublets  peculiar  to  himself,  and  Mt.  twice  as  many. 

(b]  We  are  led  to  the  same  inference — that  two 
sources  were  employed — by  those  passages  common  to 
the  three  Gospels  in  which  Mt.  and  Lk.  have  in  common 
certain  little  insertions  not  to  be  found  in  Mk.  ;  as,  for 
example,  Mt.  186/1  (millstone)  =  Lk.  17 i/-  as  compared 
with  Mk.  942,  or  Mt.  3n/.  (baptize  with  water)  =  Lk. 
3i6f.  as  compared  with  Mk.  \T f.,  at  the  close  of  which 
passage  both  even  have  in  common  the  words  '  and  with 
fire'  (/ecu  Trvpi).  Another  very  manifest  transition  from 
one  source  to  another  is  seen  in  the  parable  of  the  mustard 
seed.  This  is  given  in  the  form  of  a  narrative  only  in 
Lk.  13 18/.  ;  in  Mk.  430-32,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the 
form  of  a  general  statement.  Now,  Mt.  1831/1  has  in 

1  For  example  Lk.  1133   (lamp   under  bushel)  agrees  much 
more  closely  with  8  16  (under  bed)  than  with  its  proper  parallel 
in  Mt.  5  15;  but   Lk.8i6  agrees  just  as  closely  with  its  proper 
parallel   in    Mk.  4 21    as   it   does   with    Lk.ll33-      Cp    further, 
especially,  Mk.  8  35  (save  life,  lose  it)=Mt.!6  25  =  Lk.  924,  from 
which  the  other  two  parallels,  Mt.  10  39  =  Lk.  17  33,  are  distin- 
guised  in  common  only  by  the  use  of  xai  instead  of  5e. 

2  E.g.  Mt.  13  12  (whosoever  hath)=  Mk.  4  25  (with  Lk.  8 18  b)  ; 
Mt. 25  29(unto  every  one  that  hath)  =  Lk.  1926,  or  Mt.  199  =  Mk. 
lOn;    Mt.  6.32   (divorce)  =  Lk.  16  18,    or    Mt.  193o  =  Mk.  103i  ; 
Mk.  20  16  (last,   first)  =  Lk.  1830,   or   Mt.  21  2i  =  Mk.  11  23  ;  Mt. 
17  20  (faith  as  mustard  seed)=Lk.  17  6,  or  Mt.  21  22  =  Mk.  11  24  ; 
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Lk.  1427  (bear  cross)=Mt.  10  38. 
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the   one   half  narrative,    in   the   other   general    state 
ment. 

In  short,  the  so-called  theory  of  t\vo  sources,  —  that  is 
of  the  employment  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  of  Mk.  (or  original 
Mk.  )  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  logia  on  the  other  — 
ranks  among  those  results  of  gospel  criticism  which 
have  met  with  most  general  acceptance. 

If  the  original  Mk.  was  more  extensive  than  the 
canonical,  possibly  it  contained  things  which,  on 
another  assumption,  Mt.  and  Lk. 
mi  ht  te  supposed  to  have  taken 
from  the  logia  In  particular  has 
logia.  tjijs  j)een  asserte(j  Of  the  centurion  of 
Capernaum  (Mt.  85-13  =  Lk.  7i-io),  of  the  detailed 
account  of  the  temptation  (Ml  4x-ix=Lk.  4i-X3)i  and 
also  of  the  Baptist's  message  (Mt.  112-19  =  Lk.7i8-3s), 
the  logia  being  held  to  have  been  merely  a  collection  of 
discourses.  At  present  it  is  almost  universally  con 
ceded  that  in  any  such  collection  the  occasions  of  the 
discourses  included  must  also  have  been  stated  in  nar 
rative  form.  This  once  granted,  it  is  no  longer  possible 
to  deny  that,  in  certain  circumstances,  even  narratives 
of  some  length  may  have  been  admitted,  if  only  they 
led  up  to  some  definite  utterance  of  Jesus.  B.  Weiss 
(§§  125  d,  I26c),  and,  after  him,  Resch  (§  117),  have 
even  carried  this  thesis  so  far  as  to  maintain  that  the 
logia  formed  a  complete  gospel  with  approximately  as 
many  narratives  as  discourses. 

A  definite  separation  of  the  portions  derived  from  the 
logia  might  be  expected  to  result  from  linguistic  investi 
gation.  B.  Weiss  has  in  point  of  fact  sought  with 
great  care  to  determine  the  linguistic  character  of  the 
logia  ;  but  his  argument  is  exposed  to  an  unavoidable 
source  of  error,  namely  this,  that  the  vocabulary  of  the 
logia  can  be  held  to  have  been  definitely  determined 
only  when  we  have  already,  conjecturally,  assigned 
certain  definite  passages  to  this  source.  In  so  far  as 
this  provisional  assignment  has  been  at  fault,  the 
resultant  vocabulary  will  also  have  to  be  modified. 
Such  a  vocabulary  can  never  be  accepted  otherwise 
than  conditionally  —  for  this  reason,  besides  the  reasons 
indicated  above,  that  it  would  be  necessary  first  to  de 
termine  whether  it  is  Mt.  or  Lk.  that  has  preserved  the 
logia  most  faithfully.  The  task,  moreover,  is  rendered 
doubly  difficult,  by  the  fact  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  by  no 
means  adopt  their  sources  without  modification  ;  they 
alter  freely  and  follow  their  own  manner  of  speaking 
instead  of  that  of  their  source,  or  allow  themselves  to 
be  influenced  by  Mk.  even  in  pieces  borrowed  from  the 
logia  ;  and  vice  versa. 

It  is  specially  interesting  to  notice  that  Titius,  a  disciple  of  B. 
Weiss,  expressly  acknowledges  the  unprovableness  of  his 
master's  hypothesis  as  a  whole.  He  calls  it  '  an  equation  with 
many  unknown  quantities.'  Nevertheless  he  thinks  he  can 
prove  it  'quite  irrefragably  '  if  it  be  restricted  to  the  discourses. 
This  has  theappearance  of  sounder  method,  for  greater  unanimity 
prevails  as  to  the  extent  of  the  discourses  which  belonged  to 
the  logia  (Wernle,  91  187).  At  the  same  time,  even  when  this 
restriction  has  been  made,  the  difficulties  that  have  been  urged 
hold  good,  and  all  the  more  so  since  Titius  at  the  outset  assigns 
too  large  an  extent  to  the  logia  and  also,  what  is  more  serious, 
in  his  verbal  statistics  makes  a  number  of  assumptions  of  a  kind 
that  are  quite  usual  but  also  quite  unjustifiable.  It  was  there 
fore  an  exceedingly  bold  step  when  (amongst  others)  B.  Weiss 
(Das  .Marcus-ei'angfliunt,  1872),  Wendt  (Die  Lekre  Jesn,  First 
Part,  1886),  Resch  (Die  Log-in  /esu,  1898)  and  Blair  (Apostolic 
Gospel,  1896)  printed  the  logia,  or  a  source  similar  to  them, 
verbatim.  Hawkins  (88-92)  came  to  the  conclusion  that  by 
linguistic  methods  no  trustworthy  separation  of  the  logia- 
portions  could  be  made.  See  further  §  126  c. 

(a)  The  divergences  between  Mt.  and  Lk.  in  the 
passages  common  to  the  two  but  not  shared  by  Mk. 
1  20  b)  are  often  so  great  that  it  be 
comes  a  question  whether  both  have 
been  drawing  from  one  and  the  same 
source.  If  it  be  assumed  that  they  were,  then  one  or 
other  of  them,  or  both,  must  have  treated  the  source 
with  a  drastic  freedom  that  does  not  accord  well  with  the 
verbal  fidelity  to  their  source  elsewhere  shown  by  them 
(§  1150).  It  is  the  Ebionitic  passages,  chiefly,  that 
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come  into  consideration  here.  According  to  §  no, 
Lk.  derived  them  from  some  source.  Now,  this  source 
must  have  had  many  matters  in  common  with  the 
logia;  e.g. ,  pre-eminently,  the  beatitudes,1  as  also  Lk. 
635^  (lend,  hoping  for  nothing  again) ;  1141  ('give  for 
alms');  1233  ('sell  .  .  .  and  give  alms').  In  §  no 
it  has  further  been  shown  to  be  probable  that  it  was 
not  Lk.  himself  who  was  enamoured  of  Ebionitic  ideas. 
All  the  more  must  they  already  have  found  a  place  in 
the  edition  of  the  logia  which  he  had  before  him. 

(b)  The  hypothesis  of  a  special  source  for  Lk.  must 
not,  however,   be  stretched  to  the  extent  of  assuming 
that  everything   Lk.   has  from  the  logia  had  come  to 
him  only  in  Ebionitic  form.      Much  of  his  logia  material 
is  free  from  all  Ebionitic  tendency,  yet  it  is  not  likely 
that  the  Ebionitic  editor  who  often  imported  his  ideas 
into  the  text  so  strongly  would  have  left  other  passages 
wholly  untouched.     Slight  traces  of  an  Ebionitic  colour 
ing  perhaps  can  be  detected  in  Lk.  14 330  ('whosoever 
renounceth  not  all'),  2i/.   (bring  in  the  poor)  (cp  13  ; 
bid  the  poor),  636  ('merciful,'  oiKrip/j.oi'fs) ;  1822  ('sell 
all,'  irdvTO.) ;  198  (half  of  my  goods).      But  that  Lk.  had 
access  to,   and  made  use  of,   the  unrevised  logia  also 
can  hardly  be  denied. 

(c)  All  the  more  pressingly  are  we  confronted  with 
the  question  whether  the  Ebionitic  source  of  Lk.  con 
tained  also  those  passages  which  are  peculiar  to  Lk. 
This    is    at   once    probable    as    regards    the    parables 
enumerated  in  §  no.      In  fact,  for  the  parable  of  the 
Rich  Man  and  Lazarus,  at  least  in  its  Ebionitic  shape 
(i.e. ,    1619-26  without    the   appendix  w.  27-31  ;   see  § 
109  £),  it  is  possible  to  conjecture  an  original  form  of 
a  purely  ethical  nature   which    characterised  the   Rich 
Man  as  godless  and  Lazarus  as  pious,  and  thus  had  a 
place  (along  with  the  beatitudes)  among  the  logia,  and 
may  have  come  from  the  mouth  of  Jesus.     On  the  other 
hand,  such  pieces  as  the  parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son 
(15n-32),  of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican  (189-14),  of 
the  unprofitable  servants  (17 7-10),  on  account  of  their 
wholly  different  theological  complexion,  cannot  possibly 
be  attributed  to  the  same  Ebionitic  source.      For  this 
reason  alone,  if  for  no  other,  it  becomes  impossible  to 
suppose  that  Lk.  had  a  special  source  for  his  account 
of  the  journey  of  Jesus  through  Samaria  (951-1814); 
this  narrative,   too,   has  some  things  in  common  with 
Mk. ,   others  with  Mt.     We  are  thus  led  to  the  con 
clusion,  so  far  as  Lk.  is  concerned,  that  he  had  various 
other  sources  besides  Mk.    (or  original  Mk. ) — a  con 
clusion  that    is,    moreover,  in  harmony  with   his  own 
preface. 

(a)    Short  Narratives.  — Going   much    beyond    the 

results    embodied    in    the    foregoing   section    (§    123). 

M"          Schleiermacher,  as  early  as  1817,  assumed 

nor  a  series  of  quite  short  notes  on  detailed 
Sources.  ,  •  ,      /•       ,-       /• 

events  which,    founding  (incorrectly)   on 

Lk.  1 1  (see§  153,  n.  2),  he  called  'narratives'  (dnryriffeis). 
On  the  analogy  of  OT  criticism  this  might  be  called  the 
'  fragment-hypothesis. '  -  That  our  present  gospels  should 
have  been  directly  compiled  from  such  fragmentary 
sources,  as  Schleiermacher  supposed,  is  not  conceivable, 
when  the  degree  in  which  they  coincide  in  matter  and 
arrangement  is  considered  (§  n6a).  As  subsidiary 
sources,  however,  or  as  steps  in  the  transition  from 
merely  oral  tradition  to  consecutive  written  narrative, 

1  The  two  forms  in  which  these  are  found  admit  of  explanation 
most  easily  if  we  assume  that  '  in  spirit '  (rci  n-i'fv/naTi ;  Mt.  5  3) 
and   'righteousness1  (TTJV  6i<cato<rv>T)i' ;  Mt.  56)  were   originally 
absent.     The  Ebionitic  source — and,  with  it,  Lk. — has  in  this 
case  preserved  the  tenor  of  the  words  with  the  greater  fidelity ; 
but  Mt.,  by  his  insertions,  has  better  preserved  the  religious  and 
ethical  meaning  in  which  unquestionably  Jesus  spoke  the  words 
— perhaps  also  by  the  addition  of  unambiguously  moral  utter 
ances  such  as  58_/C  (pure  in  heart,   peacemakers)  which   with 
equal  certainty  can  be  attributed  to  Jesus,  and  647  (mourn, 
merciful).     Both  these  are  wanting  in  Lk.,  although  they  are 
capable  of  being  used  in  an  Ebionitic  sense  if  he  had  chosen  to 
take  '  meek  '  (n-pafis)  in  the  sense  of  Ps.  37  9  1 1  22  29,  and  '  merci 
ful  '  (fAoj/xoi'es)  in  that  of  Lk.  11  41. 

2  [Cp  HEXATEL-CH,  g  3.] 
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the  possibility  of  such  brief  notes  can  by  no  means  be 
disregarded  (see  §  129^).  Still,  to  show  that  they  ex 
isted  is  by  no  means  easy. 

(i>)  The  'little  Apocalypse.' — Nevertheless,  the  belief 
is  continually  gaining  ground  that  into  Mt.  24,  into 
Mk.  13,  and  (only  with  greater  alterations)  into  Lk.  21 
a  work  often  called  the  'Little  Apocalypse'  has  been 
introduced. 

The  evidence  of  this  is  found  in  the  first  instance  in 
the  want  of  connection. 

'These  things'  (raura)  in  Mt.  24  33  (  =  Mk.  1829=  Lk.  21  31), 
coming  as  the  phrase  does  after  v.  31,  must  refer  to  the  end 
of  the  world  ;  yet  originally  it  must  have  meant  the  pre 
monitory  signs  of  the  approaching  end,  for  it  is  said  that  when 
the  beholders  see  all  'these  things,'  then  they  are  to  know 
that  the  end  is  '  nigh.'  Therefore  Alt.  24  32  /  (  =  Mk.  13  28  /  = 
Lk.  21  29-31)  is  not  in  its  proper  place  here.  On  the  other  hand, 
Mt.  2434  comes  appropriately  enough  after  2431.  Mt.  24  29 
(  =  Mk.  1824),  speaking  as  it  does  of  a  '  tribulation,'  does  not  come 
in  well  after  the  discourse  about  false  Messiahs  and  false  prophets 
in  Mt.  2423-28  (  =  Mk.  1821-23) — tne  parallel  to  which  in  Lk.  is 
actually  found  in  another  chapter  (1723_/I) — but  would  be  ap 
propriate  after  Mt.  24  i5-22(  =  Mk.  13  i4-2o=Lk.  2120-24),  where 
the  connection  is  excellent.  Mt.  249-14  (  =  Mk.  139^-i3  =  Lk. 
21  12-19)  occurs  also  in  Mt.  1017-22,  in  a  form  which,  as  suiting 
Jewish  circumstances  better  (10  17,  'in  their  synagogues  they  will 
scourge  you '),  must  be  regarded  as  the  more  original  ;  it  is  to 
be  regarded  as  out  of  place  in  chap.  24.  On  the  other  hand, 
'  the  abomination  of  desolation,'  Mt.  24 15  (  =  Mk.  1814),  comes 
fittingly  after  mi.  6-8  (  =  Mk.  137-9a=Lk.  219-11).  As  for  v.  5 
(  =  Mk.  136=Lk.  Zlsi),  it  belongs,  so  far  as  its  substance  at  least 
is  concerned,  to  the  passage,  vv.  23-28,  which  we  have  already 
seen  is  out  of  place  here.  KzM./(  =  Mk.  13i_/:  =  Lk.  21s/)  do 
not  fit  well  with  v.  15  (  =  Mk.  1814)  where  only  a  desecration, 
not  a  destruction,  of  the  temple  is  thought  of  (otherwise  in  Lk. 
2120 — 'when  ye  shall  see  Jerusalem  compassed'  —  on  which 
see  8  153).  Regarded  as  a  unity,  accordingly,  the  passage 
would  consist  of  Mt.  246-8  15-22  29-31  34  =  Mk.  187-93  14-20  24- 
2730.  As  a  discourse  of  Jesus  it  is  prefaced  by  v.  3^(=Mk. 
134  =  Lk.  21  7) — an  introduction  which  anticipates  v.  30  —  and  if 
you  will  by  v.  4  (=Mk.  13s  =  Lk.  '21  8a),  and  it  is  brought  to  a 
close  in  v.  35  (  =  Mk.  133i  =  Lk.  21 33). 

In  contents,  however,  the  passage  is  quite  alien  from 
Jesus'  teaching  as  recorded  elsewhere,  whilst  on  the 
other  hand  it  is  closely  related  to  other  apocalypses. 
It  will,  accordingly,  not  be  unsafe  to  assume  that  an 
apocalypse  which  originally  had  a  separate  existence 
has  here  been  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  and  mixed  up 
with  utterances  that  actually  came  from  him.  The 
most  appropriate  occasion  for  a  prophecy  concerning 
an  abomination  about  to  be  set  up  in  the  temple 
(24  15)  would  be  the  expressed  intention  of  the  emperor 
Caligula — which  in  40  A.D.  threw  the  whole  Jewish 
world  into  the  greatest  excitement — to  cause  a  statue  of 
himself  to  be  erected  there.1  The  origin  of  this  apoca 
lypse  will  best  be  placed  somewhere  between  this  date 
and  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  which  is  not  yet  pre 
supposed  in  Mt.  24  15.  Whether  it  was  composed  by  a 
Jew  or  by  a  Christian  is  an  unimportant  question  (see, 
however,  §  145  [/]). 

(c}  Anonymous  Gospels. — Of  other  minor  sources  that 
have  been  conjectured  mention  may  here  be  made 
of  the  so-called  anonymous  gospel  found  by  Scholten  2 
in  Mt.  87-1012  43-ii<z  85-10  13  19-22  827-34  112-19,  —  in 
other  words,  in  the  main,  the  passages  mentioned  at 
the  beginning  of  §  122, — and  of  the  book  which  is  held 
to  be  cited  by  Lk.  (1149)  under  the  title  of  '  Wisdom  ' 
(ffoQla,  §§19  150). 

(d)  Buddhistic  sources.  — Seydel  ( Evangelium  von  Jesu, 
1882  ;  Buddhalegende,  '84  ;  <2>,  '97)  has  not  actually 
attempted  to  draw  up  a  gospel  derived  from  Buddhistic 
material ;  but  the  parallels  he  has  adduced  from  the 
life  of  Buddha  are  in  many  places  very  striking,  at  least 
so  far  as  the  story  of  the  childhood  of  Jesus  is  con 
cerned,3  and  his  proof  that  the  Buddhistic  sources  are 

1  Tac.  Hist.  59;  Philo,  Leg.  30-43  ;  Jos.  BJ\\.  10;  Ant.x\iil 
8  2-9.  See  ISRAEL,  §  96. 

a  Das  iilteste  Kvangelium,  I.  end,  p.  y>f. 

3  To  the  virgin-birth  (Mt.  1  is),  the  annunciation  to  Mary 
(120/:),  the  star  (2  i-io),  the  gifts  (2u),  Simeon  (Lk.  225-39), 
the  incident  at  twelve  years  of  age  (Lk.  2  41-50),  must  be  added 
also  the  presentation  in  the  temple  ;  and  here  it  is  worthy  of 
remark  that  such  a  presentation  was  not  actually  required  either 
by  the  passage  (Ex.  132  12  15)  cited  in  Lk.  (222-24)  or  >'et  by 
the  other  passages  Nu.  3  46  18  1 5  Ex.  22  29. 
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I.  Weisse 
(in  1838). 


older   than   the   Christian   must    be    regarded    as    irre 
fragable.  1 

The  Synoptical  Problem  is  so  complicated  that  but 

few  students,  if  any,  will  now  be  found  who  believe  a 

125    Combina    solution  possible  by  means  of  any  one 

'  ,        of  the  hypotheses  described  above  with- 

h  DOtheses  °Ut  °ther  aids'  The  need  for  comb'ning 
'  several  of  them  is  felt  more  and  more. 
Most  frequently,  we  find  the  borrowing-hypothesis  com 
bined  with  the  sources-hypothesis  in  one  form  or  another, 
and,  over  and  above,  an  oral  tradition  prior  to  all  written 
sources  assumed.  Instead  of  attempted  detailed  accounts, 
we  subjoin  graphic  representations  of  some  combina 
tions  which  are  not  too  complicated  and  which  bring  into 
characteristic  prominence  the  variety  that  exists  among 
the  leading  hypotheses. 

(a)  Hilgenfeld   combines  with   the  borrowing -hypo 
thesis  the  further  assumption  of  a  written 
original  gospel  in   two  successive  stages, 
Hebrew  and  Greek  (so  also  Holsten,  only 
with  omission  of  the  first  stage). 

(6)  The  simplest  form  of  the  two-source- 
hypothesis  was  argued  for 
by  Weisse  in  1838  ;  in  \^\ 

1856,  however,  he  assumed  Lh 

an  original  Mk.  along  with  a-  Hilgenfeld. 
the  logia. 

(c]  An  original  Mk.  alongside  of  the 
logia  was  postulated  as  a  source  (a)  in 
simple  form  by  Holtzmann  down  to 
1878.  The  borrowing-hypothesis  Or! 
in  its  purest  state  —  the  theory, 
namely,  that  one  canonical  gospel 
had  been  used  in  the  preparation 

of      the  Pi        Mt  LI< 

other—        c  (a).  Holtzmann 
1  was      thus  (before  1878). 

Resource    superseded  (§  118). 

(;3)  As  a  more  complicated 
form  we  single  out  that  of 
Lipsius  (as  described  by  Feine, 
JPT,  '85,  p.  i/.).  In  addition 
to  Holtzmann's  scheme  he 
assumed  a  borrowing  from 

canonical  Mk.  by  Lk. ,  and 

.  .  »  /post.  Source  t^Laa) 

also  an  Lbiomtic  redaction 

of  the  logia  (§  123). 

(d)  B.  Weiss  reverts  al-    Peter 

most   to  the  hypothesis  of 

an    original    gospel.       He 

postulates    for     the     logia 

(which  he  therefore  prefers 
to    call    the 
'  Apostolical 
source'),    as 
many      nar 
ratives  as  discourses  (§§  122,  126  c). 
(e)  Simons   essentially    simplified 
theory    of    two 
sources  by  pos 
tulating     (what 

all  the  hypotheses  hitherto  enu 
merated  had  avoided  doing)  a 

borrowing    by   Lk.    from    Mt. 

(§  127)- 

(/)  Holtzmann  from  1878 
combined  this  last  with  the 
hypothesis  of  an  original  Mk. 
(§  iiqa). 

(g]  The  latest  form  of  the  two-source-theory  is  that 
propounded  by  Wernle.  Whether  Mt.  and  Lk.  severally 

1  Only  the  parable  of  the  Wicked  Servant  (Mt.  2445-51)  and, 
indirectly,  the  narrative  of  the  end  of  the  betrayer  (Mt.  27  3-10) 
are  affected  by  the  resemblance  to  the  story  of  Ahikar ;  cp  J.  R. 
Harris,  The  Story  of  Ahikar,  dof.,  'Did  Judas  really  commit 
suicide?'  in  Amer.  Journ.  of  Theol.,  1900,  pp.  490-513;  and 
see  ACHIACHARUS,  i. 
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used  one  or  more  subsidiary  sources  he  leaves  an  open 
question.  With  regard  to  the  logia  he  assumes  that 
before  they  were  used  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  they  had  under 
gone  additions,  transpositions,  and  alterations — yet  not 
to  too  great  an  extent — at  the  hands  of  a  transcriber 
or  possessor.  The  copy  which  Mt.  used  had  been 
worked  over  in  a  Judaistic  spirit  (§  129^).  that  used 
by  Lk.  was  somewhat  shorter.  Mk.  was  acquainted 
with  the  logia,  but  did  not  use  them  ;  he  merely  took 
them  for  granted  as  already  known  and  on  that  account 
introduced  all  the  fewer  discourses  (against  this  see 


.  Wernle. 


§  148).      Our  present    Mk.  is  different  from  that  used 

by  Mt.  and  Lk.  but  only  by  corruption  of  the  text, 

not  by  editing. 

It  is  the  agreement  between  Mt.  and  Lk.  as  compared 

with  Mk.  that  tries  any  hypothesis  most  severely,  and 
_      ,       .       it  is  with  reference  to  this  point  that 

126.  Uomronta-  ^  t^e  most  important  modifications 

tion  of 

.  ,  in    the    various    theories    have    been 

bypotneses.      made      We  proceed  to  test  the  lead. 

ing  hypotheses  by  its  means  —  always  on  the  presupposi 
tion  that  neither  Mt.  was  acquainted  with  Lk.  ,  nor  Lk. 
with  Mt. 

(a)  The  hypothesis  of  an  original  Mk.  is  in  a  general 
way  very  well  titled  to  explain  the  agreement  in  question 
in  so  far  as  canonical  Mk.  is  secondary  to  Mt.  and  Lk. 
But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  our  Mk.  has  elements  of 
greater  originality,  as  we  have  seen  to  be  the  case  with 
many  of  his  exact  details,  then  one  will  feel  inclined,  in 
accordance  with  §  3.  to  suppose  that  it  was  a  younger 
copy  of  Mk.  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  had  access  to.  In  actual 
fact,  however,  sometimes  the  one  condition  holds  good, 
sometimes  the  other.  It  is  in  this  textual  question,  over 
and  above  the  question  already  (§  118)  spoken  of  as  to 
its  extent,  that  the  difficulty  of  the  original-Mk.  -hypo 
thesis  in  its  present  form  lies. 

(&)  If  certain  passages  which  are  found  in  Mk. 
occurred  also  in  the  logia,  then  Mt.  and  Lk.  may  have 
derived  their  representation,  in  so  far  as  it  differs  from 
Mk.  ,  from  the  logia,  provided  that  the  logia  was  unknown 
to  Mk.  That  there  were  passages  common  to  Mk.  (an 
original  Mk.  is  not  required  when  we  approach  the 
question  as  we  do  here)  and  the  logia  is  at  least 
shown  by  the  doublets,  and  is  by  no  means  excluded 
even  where  there  are  no  doublets  (see  §  121  b  and 
Wernle,  208  /.  ).  One,  however,  can  hardly  help  think 
ing  that  the  great  degree  of  verbal  coincidence  which 
nevertheless  is  seen  between  Mk.  on  the  one  hand  and 
Mt.  and  Lk.  on  the  other  comes  from  oral  tradition.  Thus 
a  very  high  degree  of  confidence  in  the  fixity  of  the  oral 
narrative  type  (§  115)  is  required,  and  this  marks  one  of 
the  extreme  limits  to  which  such  hypotheses  can  be 
carried  without  losing  themselves  in  what  wholly  eludes 
investigation.  But,  moreover,  the  logia  must  be  con 
ceived  of  as  a  complete  gospel  if  we  are  to  suppose  that 
it  contained  all  the  sections  in  which  Mt  and  Lk.  are 
in  agreement  against  Mk.  Hawkins  (pp.  172-176) 
reckons  that  out  of  58  sections  which  almost  in  their 
whole  extent  are  common  to  the  three  evangelists  there 
are  only  7  where  Mt.  and  Lk.  are  not  in  agreement 
against  Nik.,  and  in  21  of  the  remaining  51  he  finds 
agreements  which  are  particularly  marked  and  by  no 
possibility  admit  of  explanation  as  being  due  to 
chance. 

(c)  According  to  B.  Weiss  not  only  Mt.  and  Lk.  but 
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also  Mk.  made  use  of  the  logia  ;  Mk. ,  over  and  above, 
drew  upon  the  oral  communications  of  Peter  and  was 
again  in  his  turn  used  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  This  hypothesis 
has  the  advantage  of  accounting  for  the  secondary 
passages  of  Mk.  as  due  to  a  more  faithful  reproduction 
of  the  logia  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  .and  the  fresher  colours  of  Mk. 
as  due  to  the  reminiscences  of  Peter.  It  still  remains 
surprising,  doubtless,  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  should  have 
omitted  so  many  of  these  vivid  touches  if  they  lay 
before  them  in  Mk.  The  supposition  that  they  did 
not  regard  Mk.  as  of  equal  importance  with  the  logia  is 
not  in  itself  inherently  impossible ;  but  it  does  not 
carry  us  far,  for  they  elsewhere  take  a  great  deal  from 
Mk.  Still  more  remarkable  is  it  that  Mk.  should  have 
omitted  so  much  from  the  logia.  The  suggested  ex 
planation  that  in  writing  down  the  reminiscences  of 
Peter  he  regarded  the  logia  as  only  of  secondary  value 
is,  in  view  of  the  number  of  passages  which  according 
to  Weiss  he  took  from  them,  still  more  improbable 
almost  than  that  already  mentioned. 

As  regards  the  coincidences  between  Mt.  and  Lk. 
against  Mk. ,  a  very  simple  explanation  seems  to  be 
found  for  them  in  the  hypothesis  of  Weiss,  viz.  that 
Mt.  and  Lk.  drew  upon  the  logia  with  greater  fidelity 
than  Mk.  did.  This,  however,  can  of  course  be 
claimed  by  Weiss  only  for  those  sections  which  he 
actually  derives  from  the  logia.  Yet  for  one  portion  of 
the  sections  in  which  such  coincidences  occur  (see 
above,  £)  he  finds  himself  compelled  by  his  principles  to 
regard  Nik. ,  not  the  logia,  as  the  source  of  Mt.  and  Lk. 
In  this  way,  of  the  240  coincidences  enumerated  by 
Hawkins,  some  50 — no  inconsiderable  number — remain 
unaccounted  for.  Nor  can  we  overlook  the  improb 
ability  that  the  logia,  as  conceived  of  by  Weiss,  should 
have  contained,  as  he  himself  confesses,  no  account  of 
the  passion. 

In  so  far  as  the  various  hypotheses  referred  to  in  the 
.,  .  preceding  section  are  found  to  be  in- 

h  f£rr,OWmS  sufficient,  in  the  same  degree  are  we 
Dy  1,11.  trom  compeUed  &  adniit  that  Lk  must 
mt.  ior  me  have  been  acquainted  with  Mt>  (or 

rice  versa). 

(a)  Each  of  the  two  assumptions — partly  without  any 
thorough  investigation  and  partly  under  the  influence  of 
a  '  tendency '  criticism — long  found  support  ;  but  the 
second  (§  1 57,  A  i.  c )  has  at  present  few  to  uphold  it.  The 
other  has  for  the  first  time  been  taken  up  in  a  thorough 
going  manner  with  use  of  literary  critical  methods  by 
Simons  l§  125^). 

We  begin  with  arguments  of  minor  weight. 

(o)  Out  of  the  selection  of  specially  strong  evidences  in  sup 
port  of  it  given  in  Hawkins  (i 74/1)  we  have  already  (§  119^) 
pointed  out  that  Mt.  13  11  Lk.  S  10  (as  against  Mk.  4n)  and 
Sit.  2068  Lk.  ±264  (as  against  Mk.  14  05)  admit  of  another  ex 
planation.  Similarly,  the  '  Bethphage  and  Bethany '  of  Lk. 
11>  29  may  be  sufficiently  explained  by  assuming  that  originally 
only  the  first  word  stood  in  the  text  (as  in  Mt.  21  i)  or  only  the 
second  (as  in  Mk.  11  i),  and  that  it  was  a  copyist  who,  of  his 
own  proper  motion,  introduced  the  name  he  found  lacking. 
Possibly  we  ought  to  trace  to  the  source  of  Mt.,  rather  than  to 
the  canonical  Mt.,  such  material  divergences  as  we  find  in  Mt. 
21  17  Lk.  21  37  (that  Jesus  sffnt  the  night  outside  of  Jerusalem, 
a  statement  not  found  in  Mk.  11  19)  ;  in  Mt.  21  23  Lk.  20  i  (that 
Jesus  taught  in  the  temple,  as  against  Mk.  11  27  '  he  was  walking 
in  the  temple ')  ;  in  Mt.  26  50  Lk.  22  48  (that  Jesus  spoke  to  the 
betrayer  in  the  garden — a  statement  not  found  in  Mk.  1445);  in 
Mt.  2S8  Lk.  24  9  (that  the  women  reported  to  the  disciples  the 
angel's  message,  whereas  according  to  Mk.  16  8  they  said  nothing 
to  any  one  ;  on  this  last  point,  however,  see  \  138^).  Similarly, 
the  representation,  the  impossibility  of  which  has  already  been 
referred  to  in  §  108  (by  which  the  Baptist  is  made  to  address  the 
penitent  crowds  flocking  to  his  baptism  as  a  generation  of  vipers) 
is  either  due  to  an  infelicitous  juxtaposition  of  Mt.  3  5  (where  it  is 
said  that  the  multitudes  went  out  to  him)  and  Mt.  3  7  (where 
the  words  in  question  are  addressed  to  the  Pharisees  and  Sad- 
ducees) ;  or  it  may  be  due  to  use  of  Mt.'s  source.  Lk.  appears 
to  be  dependent  at  once  on  Mk.  and  on  Mt.  (or  Mt.'s  source) 
when,  in  42-13,  ^e  represents  the  temptation  in  the  wilderness 
both  as  happening  during  the  forty  day*  (as  in  M  k.  1  13),  and  also 
as  happening  after  their  expiry  (as  in  Mt.  4  2-1  \\ 

03)  Greater  importance  belongs  to  the  verbal  agreements.  In 
Mt.  9  17  Lk.  637  'spilled'  (if\ci<rOa.i)  is  used  of  the  wine, 
'  perish  '  (o»t>AAv<r0ai)  only  of  the  bottles  ;  in  Mk.  2  22  '  parish  " 
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(a7roAAu<T#at)  is  used  of  both.  In  Mt.  9 20  Lk.  844  the  woman 
touches  the  hem  of  the  garment  of  Jesus,  in  Mk.  527  simply  the 
garment.  In  Mt.  14  i  Lk.  '.>  7  Herod  Antipas  is  correctly  called 


or  V7r«xwpi)<r« i/)  instead  of  they  went  away  (am/ASo^),  but  als 
'  the  multitudes  accompanied  him '  (oi  ovAoi  .  .  .  >)KoAov'#»)cra 
BVT<}>  instead  of  '  many  outwent  them '  (n-oAAoi  .  .  .  TrpOTJASo 


A  material  divergence  from   Mk.,  but  at  the  same  time  an 


hast  said  '  (<TV  etn-as)  of  M  t.  26  64  ;  the  remainder  of  the  sentence 
is  a  repetition  of  the  paraphrase  in  Mk.  (§  119  a).     For  another 


material  divergence  from  Mk.  see  Lk.  11 17  =  Mt.  12  25  as  against 
Mk.  823  (Jesus  knowing  the  thoughts  of  his  enemies). 


said  tnese  tilings  )  as  compared  witn  Alt.  it  5  (  wnile  ne  was  yet 
speaking'),  and  as  against  Mk.Oy.  Similarly,  Lk.  (4  16-30)  was 
able  to  find  a  justification  for  his  erroneous  statement,  that  Jesus 
had  come  forward  in  the  synagogue  at  Nazareth  at  the  very 
beginning  of  his  public  activity  (cp  §§  39,  109  <£),  in  Mt.  4  13, 
where  it  is  said  that  Jesus  before  coming  to  Capernaum  left 
Nazareth  (in  Lk.  431  he  comes  to  Capernaum  from  Nazareth). 
The  scribe's  question  as  to  the  greatest  of  the  commandments  is 
described  not  by  Mk.  (1228)  but  only  by  Mt.  (2235)  as  having 
been  asked  for  the  purpose  of  '  tempting  '  Jesus.  According  to 
Lk.1025  the  questioner  asks  what  he  must  do  to  inherit  eternal 
life.  Nevertheless  he  too  is  represented  as  having  sought  to 
'  tempt '  Jesus.  Lk.  16  17  would  be  specially  convincing  on  the 
present  point  if  here  a  sentence  had  been  taken  over  from  the 
latest  hand  of  Mt.  (5  18).  But  the  original  text  of  Lk.  probably 
said  the  opposite  (see  §  1281?).  On  the  other  hand,  we  really 
have  a  sentence  by  the  latest  hand  in  Mt.728  with  which  Lk.  7  i 
betrays  connection,  for  with  the  formula,  '  When  Jesus  had 
ended  all  these  words,'  Mt.  concludes  his  great  speech-composi 
tions  not  only  here,  but  also  in  four  other  places  (11  i  13  53  19  i 
20  i).  Moreover,  Lk.  also  shares  with  Mt.  the  statement  that 
the  multitude  heard  the  preceding  discourse,  though  this  is  con 
tradicted  by  the  introduction  to  it  in  Lk.  620  as  well  as  in  Mt. 
5  i.  Mk.  says  in  12  18  correctly,  'There  came  unto  him  Sad 
ducees,  oi.Vii'es  Ae'yovcrii',  who  [as  is  well  known]  say  that  there 
is  no  resurrection';  Mt.  2223  infelicitously  reproduces  this  as 
'there  came  unto  him  Sadducees  saying  (Ae'-yoi'Tes)  that,' etc. 
Lk.  2027  seeks  to  improve  this  :  '  There  came  to  him  certain  of 
the  Sadducees,  they  which  say  (oi  aimAe'yoi'Tes)  that  there  is  no 


reference,  however,  must  be  to  the  Sadducees,  not  to  '  certain ' 
(TIK'S).  The  formula,  'while  he  was  saying  these  things'  (see 
above,  Lk.  9  34),  is  met  with  also  in  Lk.  11  37,  where  Jacobsen 
would  derive  it  from  Mt.  1246  as  also  he  would  derive  the  state 
ent  in  Lk.  12 1,  '  When  the  myriads  of  the  multitude  were 

' 


considers  that  when  he  wrote  these  passages  Lk.  had  reached,  in 
taking  what  he  has  taken  from  Mt.,  exactly  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  two  Mt.  passages  just  cited  (1246  132).  This,  however, 
cannot  be  made  evident. 

(£)  On  general  grounds,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
dependence  of  Lk.  on  Mt.  (and,  equally  so,  the  con 
verse)  is  very  improbable.  In  each  of  the  two  evan 
gelists  much  material  is  absent  which  the  other  has, 
while  yet  no  possible  reason  can  be  assigned  for  the 
omission.  Nay,  more,  the  representations  given  in  the 
two  are  often  in  violent  contradiction.  Even  agree 
ments  in  the  order,  in  so  far  as  not  coming  from  Mk. , 
almost  always  can  be  accounted  for  as  derived  from  a 
second  source  —  the  logia.  Simons  has,  therefore,  in 
agreement  with  Holtzmann,  put  forward  his  hypothesis 
only  in  the  form  that  Lk.  regarded  Mt.  as  a  subsidiary 
source  merely,  perhaps,  in  fact,  only  knew  it  by  frequent 
hearing,  without  giving  to  it  any  commanding  import- 

1   Untersuch   it.  d.  synopt.  Huang.,  1883,  <-,if. 
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ance.  This  is  in  very  deed  quite  conceivable,  if  only  he 
knew  the  logia,  and  was  in  a  position  to  observe  how 
freely  Mt.  had  dealt  with  that  material. 

(c)  Soltau  sought  to  improve  the  hypothesis  of  Lk. 's 
dependence  on  Mt.  by  the  assumption  that  it  was  with 
the  penultimate  form  of  Mt.  that  Lk.  was  acquainted. 
That  Mt.  If.  was  still  absent  from  Mt.  when  Lk.  used 
it  is  an  old  conjecture.  The  pieces  from  the  middle  of 
the  gospel  which  Soltau  reserves  for  the  canonical  Mt. 
are  of  very  opposite  character  (to  it  he  reckons  even  the 
highly  legalistic  saying  in  5i%/.  and  the  strongly  anti- 
Judaistic  one  in  '2'26/.)  and  are  attributed  by  him  to 
very  various  motives.  This  indicates  a  great  difficulty 
in  his  hypothesis.  Nevertheless  the  suggestion  is  always 
worth  considering  that  OT  citations  of  the  latest  hand 
which  are  adduced  to  prove  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus 
(§  108),  and  perhaps  some  other  portions  besides,  did 
not  yet  lie  before  Lk.  That  there  is  no  reason  to  shrink 
from  a  hypothesis  of  this  kind,  see  §  129. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  consider  whether  the  possible 
origin   from   still  earlier  written  sources  of  those  con- 
<_  -  secutive  books  which  were  the  last  to 

<     .ces  o     prececje  our  present   gospels  can  be 
raised  above  the  level   of  mere  con- 
I    jecture.      This  of  course  can  be  done,  if  at  all,  only  at 
I    a  few  points.     To  show  that  it   has  not   unfrequently 
been  affirmed,  even  though  no  very  thoroughgoing  con 
sequences  were  drawn   from   the  affirmation,  we  shall 
begin  by  giving  three  examples  well  known  in  the  litera 
ture  of  the  subject. 

(a)  Johannes  Weiss  (on  Lk.  5  17,  in  Meyer's  Connnentar)  says 
that  the  exemplar  of  Mk.  used  by  Lk.  underwent,  after  it  had  been 
so  made  use  of,  another  revision,  which  we  have  in  our  Mk.,  and 
that  it  had  been  previously  made  use  of  by  Mt.  before  passing 
into  the  hands  of  Lk.  Here  and  in  the  following  paragraphs 
(a-g)  let  A,  B,  and  C  be  necessarily  different  hands,  and  Aa, 
A6,  Ac,  on  the  other  hand,  be  such  portions  as  may  perhaps 
be  due  to  one  and  the  same  hand  but  perhaps  also  proceed 
from  different  hands  ;  similarly  also  with  Ba,  B<5,  Be,  etc.  ;  then 
the  view  of  Weiss  can  be  stated  as  follows.  A  is  a  written 
source  on  the  healing  of  the  paralytic  without  mention  of  the 
circumstance  that  he  was  let  down  through  the  roof.  This 
source  was  drawn  upon,  on  the  one  hand  by  Mt.,  on  the  other 
by  B,  who  introduced  the  new  circumstance  just  mentioned.  B 
was  drawn  upon,  on  the  one  hand,  by  Lk.,  on  the  other  by  Mk. 
It  is  in  this  way  that  at  the  same  time  Johannes  Weiss  explains 
j  also  how  Mt.  and  Lk.  coincide  in  many  details  as  against 
I  Mk.  B  thus  takes  the  position  which  original  Mk.  has  in  the 
!  usual  nomenclature,  not  however — and  this  is  the  important 
!  point— being  the  oldest  writing,  but  being  itself  in  turn  dependent 
on  a  source.  For  our  own  part  we  cannot  regard  this  view 

as  being  sufficiently  firmly  based,  since  it  has  been  shown  in 
§  1166  that  it  is  Mt.  who  has  greatly  curtailed  the  narrative  of 
the  death  of  Herod  ;  it  is  therefore  conceivable  also  that  in  the 
passage  before  us  he  should  have  left  out  the  detail  about  the 
roof  also,  his  interest  being  merely  in  the  miracle  itself  as  prov 
ing  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  not  in  any  special  detail  of  it 
such  as  this  (cp  Hawkins  127-129  ;  and  also  Wernle,  156  f.  for 
similar  passages). 

(/>)  Woods,  86-88,  assumes  for  the  narrative  of  the  Mission  of 
the  disciples  two  sources, — one  (which  we  shall  call  A)  relating 
to  that  of  the  twelve,  the  other  (B)  to  that  of  the  seventy.1  Mk. 
67-11  and  Lk.  9  1-5  drew  only  from  A.  A  and  B  were  both 
drawn  upon  by  a  third  document  (C)  which  was  used  in  Lk. 
10  1-12  as  the  sole  source,  but  in  Mt.  10i-i6  along  with  A.  It 
will  create  no  difficulties  if  we  recognise  in  A  an  original  Mk. 
(according  to  Woods  '  the  Marcan  tradition  '),  in  B  the  logia. 
Whilst,  however,  such  critics  as  Bernard  Weiss  and  Holtzmann 
are  agreed  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  10  were  drawn  direct  from  the  logia 
(as  Lk.  9  was  from  Mk.,  or  original  Mk.),  Woods  has  found  it 
necessary  to  interpolate  an  intermediate  stage  (C)  in  which  both 
these  sources  were  already  fused.  One  might  even  feel  inclined 


less  the  one  form  had  come  from  one  source,  the  other  from 
another.  It  happens,  however,  that  neither  of  the  two  forms  is 
found  either  in  Mk.  or  in  Lk.  9.  Lk.  10,  therefore,  apart  from 
the  Mk.  source  (A),  which  is  made  use  of,  for  example,  in  10  i 
(ava.  STJO,  '  two  and  two '),  would  seem  to  have  had  two  other 
sources.  In  any  case  Woods'  observation  is  correct,  that 

Mt.  has  fused  together  all  the  sources  that  can  be  discovered  in 
Mk.  or  in  Lk.  Whilst  passing  over  the  rest  of  Lk.  108,  Mt. 
introduces  the  'city'  into  10  n  at  the  place  where  Mk.  6  10 


1  The  main  point  is  not  affected  if  it  be  assumed  that  B  also 
dealt  with  the  mission  of  the  twelve,  and  that  the  seventy  were 
first  introduced  by  Lk.  (§  109  a). 
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and  Lk.  04  speak  of  the  'house';  the  'house'  he  introduces 
into  10  12  in  the  parallel  to  Lk.  10  5  which  is  absent  from  Mk.  and 
Lk.  i».  In  10  9  Mt.  has  '  silver  '  (dpyvpof)  with  Lk.  0  3  (apyvpiuv), 
and  also  'brass'  (xaA«oi>)  as  well  (with  Mk.  (58).  Similarly, 
with  Mk.  and  Lk.  9  he  has  '  twelve '  in  10  i,  though  he  had  not 
hitherto  given  the  number  of  the  twelve  and  has  to  enumerate 
them  for  the  first  time  in  102-4.  The  injunction  laid  on  the 
missionaries  in  10 9  to  'acquire'  (K-njcnjo-to)  no  money  is  to  be 
explained  from  10  8  as  meaning  that  they  are  forbidden  to  take 
any  reward  for  their  teaching  or  healing  on  their  journey 
('  freely  ye  have  received,  freely  give  '),  whereas  in  10  10  ('  no 
scrip  for  the  way,'  fi>)  irripa.v  eis  o&ov)  we  are  to  interpret  it  as  a 
prohibition  against  taking  anything  with  them  when  they  set 
out  from  home  (as  in  Mk.  68  =  Lk.  83). 

(c)  Loman  (  '/'/«.  T,  '69,  pp.  577-585)  traces  back  to  one  original 
parable  those  of  the  Tares  in  the  Wheat  in  Mt.  13  24-30  and  of 
the  Seed  growing  secretly  in  Mk.  426-20.  However  different 
they  may  be  apparently,  he  urges,  and  however  possible  it 
might  be  to  show  that  even  such  words  in  which  they  agree  as 
'  man,'  '  spring  up,'  '  fruit,'  '  blade,'  '  corn,'  '  harvest '  (dvOpuirro?, 
fi\a<rTav,  Kaprros,  ^opros,  (TITOS,  Oepiovios)  belonged  to  two  quite 
distinct  parables,  a  common  original  form  is  betrayed  by  the 
word  '  sleep  '  (xaSevSeiv).  Mk.  would  never  have  introduced 
any  touch  so  self-evident  as  that  of  the  man  sleeping  and  rising 
night  and  day  had  there  not  lain  before  him  something  in  which 
the  sleep  was  spoken  of.  By  the  addition  that  the  man  awoke 
again  daily  the  original  meaning  of  the  sleep  is  obscured. 

If  the  two  parables  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  of  independent 
origin,  it  is  at  the  same  time  only  with  great  violence  that  we 
could  derive  Mk.'s  from  Mt.  or  Mt.'s  from  Mk.  Mt.'s  lacks 
the  quality  of  a  true  original  in  so  far  as  it  is  not  an  incident  of 
ordinary  life  that  any  one  should  sow  tares  in  another's  field — 
and  the  other  parables  of  Jesus  are  conspicuously  taken  from 
affairs  of  every  day.  Mk.'s  lacks  the  character  of  an  original  in 
so  far  as  its  fundamental  idea — that  the  kingdom  of  God  comes 
to  its  realization  without  the  intervention  of  God  or  of  the 
Messiah  (in  other  words,  the  precept  of  laisser  aller,  laisser 
faire)  is  quite  a  modern  one,  directly  inconsistent  with  the 
conceptions  of  Jesus  as  disclosed  elsewhere  in  the  gospels. 

Loman  therefore  supposes  that  Mt.  13  24  26  27  alone  stood  in  a 
source  A  :  after  the  seed  had  been  sown,  the  tares  grew  up  with 
it  and  the  servants  asked  their  master  whence  these  came.  The 
answer  he  takes  from  Mk.  4  28,  but  in  the  form  :  '  the  earth 
brings  forth  the  tares  of  itself.'  With  this  the  parable  ended. 
That  such  a  saying  would  be  eminently  appropriate  in  the 
mouth  of  Jesus  he  proves  very  aptly  by  Mt.  15  19  (out  of  the 
heart  proceed  evil  thoughts).  An  anti-Pauline  form  of  the 

parable,  however,  Ba,  took  Paul  as  the  sower  of  the  false 
doctrine  which  was  supposed  to  be  denoted  by  the  tares.  It 
therefore  introduced  Mt.  13  25  saying  that  the  enemy  (on  this 
designation  for  Paul  see  §  112^)  had  sown  the  tares,  and 
it  also,  for  the  conclusion  of  the  parable  in  A,  substituted 
Mt.  13  28/1 —  the  master's  answer  that  the  tares  were  sown 
by  the  enemy.  B<5  then  added  Mt.  13  28^-30 — signifying  that 
nevertheless  no  attempt  should  be  made  to  extirpate  the  false 
doctrine  of  Paulinism,  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  Final  Judg- 


with  A  and  B<*.  In  order  to  avoid  the  anti-Pauline  meaninj 
of  Brt  he  left  out  the  whole  figure  of  the  enemy  (e\9p6f)  anc 
consequently  also  the  tares.  He  had  therefore  to  take  the 
answer  of  the  master  from  A,  not  however  of  course  in  the  form 
that  the  tares  sprang  up  of  themselves,  but  in  the  form  that  it 
was  the  good  seed  that  did  so.  This  last  very  modern  idea 
accordingly  did  not  find  expression  here  out  of  the  inde 
pendent  conviction  of  an  ancient  author,  but  arose  from  the 
difficulty  in  which  Mk.  found  himself.  The  sleep  of  the  master 
lost  its  original  significance  when  the  daily  waking  was  added. 
From  42q  it  is  clear  that  Mk.  had  also  B£  before  him,  for  he 
speaks  of  the  harvest.  Canonical  Mt.  expressly  says  in  the 
interpretation  of  the  parable  attributed  to  Jesus  (1839)  that  the 
enemy  is  the  devil.  Either,  therefore,  he  no  longer  perceives 
the  anti-Pauline  tendency  of  KIT,  or  like  Mk.  he  deliberately 
seeks  to  avoid  it,  though  he  takes  a  quite  different  way  to  do  so. 
There  remains  a  possibility  that  he  may  have  understood  the 
Pauline  doctrine  to  be  meant  by  the  false  teaching  introduced 
by  the  devil  ;  but  it  is  equally  possible  that  he  was  thinking  of 
some  form  of  heresy. 

This  hypothesis  of  Loman  combines  with  a  literary  criticism 
which  has  for  its  object  the  elucidation  of  the  mutual  relations 
of  the  various  texts,  also  a  tendency-criticism  which  postulates 
an  anti-Pauline  tendency  in  Ba.  Even  should  one  be  unable  to 
adopt  the  latter  criticism,  it  is  not  necessary  on  that  account  to 
reject  the  former ;  it  is  open  to  any  one  to  suppose  that  the 
'  enemy '  (f\Bpb$  avSpojiros)  may  have  been  at  the  outset  some 
form  (as  already  indicated)  of  heresy. 

(d)  To  the  three  examples  given  above  we  purpose 
to  add  a  few  others  which,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  have 
not  been  previously  employed  in  this  connection. 

In  Lk.  16 1-9  the  Unjust  Steward  is  commended. 
He  accordingly  must  be  intended  in  the  commendatory 
clause  (v.  ioa)  which  follows — '  He  that  is  faithful  in 
a  very  little  is  faithful  also  in  much' — not  in  the 
words  of  censure  (v.  io£)  '  he  that  is  unrighteous  in  a 
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very  little  is  unrighteous  also  in  much.'  And  yet  in 
168  he  is  called  'the  unrighteous  steward.'  In 
16  ii  we  read  further  '  If  ye  then  (ouv)  have  not  been 
faithful  in  the  unrighteous  mammon  '  and  so  forth.  By 
the  '  very  little '  in  which  one  is  to  show  fidelity  we 
must  accordingly  understand  Mammon.  Where  then 
are  we  to  look  for  the  steward's  fidelity  as  regards 
Mammon  ?  According  to  the  parable,  in  this — that  he 
gave  it  away.  Unfaithfulness  accordingly  would 
manifest  itself  if  one  were  to  keep  Mammon  to  oneself. 
The  steward,  however,  did  not  keep  Mammon  to  himself 
and  yet  was  called  'unrighteous'  (which  of  course  is 
not  to  be  distinguished  from  'unfaithful').  We  see 
accordingly  that  the  terminology  in  16  10-12  is  in  direct 
opposition  to  that  of  the  parable  itself.  Further,  the 
contrast  in  the  parable  is  not  in  the  least  between 
fidelity  and  its  opposite.  What  the  steward  is  com 
mended  for  is  his  cleverness  ;  the  opposite'to  this  would 
be  want  of  cleverness.  Thus  i<v.  10-12  are  an  appendix 
to  the  parable  by  another  hand.  Taken  by  themselves 
their  meaning  would  be  simply  an  exhortation  to  fidelity 
in  money  matters.  Here,  however,  they  are  brought 
into  connection  with  the  parable  of  the  steward,  whose 
relation  to  Mammon  is  represented  as  one  of  .fidelity. 
Their  fundamental  idea  accordingly  is  just  as  exactly 
Kbionitic  as  that  of  the  parable  itself.  Thus  two 
Kbionitic  hands  can  be  distinguished,  and  distinct  from 
both  is  that  of  Lk.  himself  who  has  added  yet  another 
transformation  of  the  meaning, — in  v.  n/.,  where  he 
declares  the  parable  to  have  been  directed  against  the 
Pharisees  and  their  covetousness. 

(e)  According  to  §  112  b  d  we  may  take  it  that  the 
final  redaction  of  Mt.  was  made  in  a  sense  that  was 
friendly  to  the  Gentiles  and  thus  attached  no  value  to 
compliance  with  the  precepts  of  the  Mosaic  law. 
Unless  then  Mt.  5  i8/i  be  a  marginal  gloss  (see  §  112  c], 
it  must  have  been  introduced  not  by  the  last,  but  by 
the  penultimate  hand,  and  its  context  comes  from  a 
source  of  an  antepenultimate  hand. 

5  18  itself  rests  upon  Mt.  24  347^  or  the  source  in  which  this 
originally  stood.  The  close  of  5  18,  '  till  all  things  be  accom 
plished,'  does  not  amalgamate  easily  with  the  beginning  of  the 
verse,  '  Till  heaven  and  earth  pass  away  [one  jot  or  one  tittle  shall 
in  no  wise  pass  away].'  Moreover,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the 
law  should  cease  to  have  validity  the  moment  it  is  fulfilled  in  its 
entirety.  But  the  closing  sentence  in  2434  is  perfectly  intelli 
gible  :  'This  generation  shall  not  pass  away  till  all  these  things 
be  accomplished. '  '  All  these  things '  means  here  the  premonitory 
signs  of  the  end.  2435  proceeds  :  '  Heaven  and  earth  shall  pass 
away;  but  my  words  shall  not  pass  away.'  Marcion  has  the 
same  thought  in  his  redaction  of  Lk.  1017:  'It  is  easier  that 
heaven  and  earth  should  pass  away  than  that  one  tittle  should 
fall  from  my  words.'  For  this,  canonical  Lk.  has  '  than  for  one 
tittle  of  the  law  to  fall.'  But  this  can  hardly  have  been  what 
Lk.  intended  to  say,  for  this  verse  stands  between  two  verses 
which  accentuate  with  the  greatest  possible  emphasis  the 
abolition  of  the  law.  The  conjecture  of  Lipsius  therefore  is 
very  attractive — that  Lk.  wrote  '  than  for  one  tittle  of  my  law  to 
fall '  (T)  ToC  vofiov  fj.ov  fiCav  Ktpaiav  ne&dv).  Here,  on  account 
of  his  antipathy  to  the  idea  of  law,  Marcion  substituted  (but 
without  altering  the  sense)  'words'  for  Maw'  (fj  riav  \6yuiv  fiov 
fiiav  Ktpaiav  Trecrcif).  But  a  very  old  transcriber  of  Lk»  took 
the  word  '  my '  GIOV)  for  a  wrong  repetition  of  the  second  syllable 
of  '  law '  (VQIJ.OV)  ;  he  therefore  omitted  it  and  thereby  changed 
the  meaning  of  the  sentence  to  its  opposite.  This  nomistic  mean 
ing  is  reproduced  in  Mt.  5  j8_/C 

One  sees  how  many  the  intermediate  steps  must  have 
been  before  these  two  verses  could  have  received  their 
present  form.  Still,  as  already  said,  5  i8/!  may  possibly 
be  a  marginal  gloss. 

(/)  InMk.  9 33-42  and  parallels  (Mt.  18i-6Lk.  946-50), 
very  diverse  things  are  brought  into  combination.  First, 
the  account  of  the  disciples  disputing  with  one  another 
as  to  precedence  (9  33/1 ),  then  the  story  of  Jesus  placing 
a  little  child  in  their  midst  with  the  exhortation  to  receive 
such  in  his  name  (936/. )  ;  next,  the  exhortation  (938-40) 
not  to  forbid  other  miracle-workers  ;  further,  the  promise 
(941)  that  even  a  cup  of  water  given  to  a  follower  of 
Christ  shall  by  no  means  lose  its  reward  ;  and  lastly 
(942),  the  threatening  against  those  who  cause  any  of 
the  little  ones  that  believe  in  Christ  to  stumble. 
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The  dispute  about  precedence  is  answered  according  to  Mk. 
(z/.  35)  by  the  saying  of  Jesus,  '  If  any  man  would  be  first,  he 
shall  be  last  of  all,  and  minister  of  all.'  This  is  not  found  in  Lk. 
except  in  the  place  (2226)  where  it  occurs  as  a  parallel  to  Mk. 
1043/1  Besides  giving  it  in  the  same  parallel  to  Mk.  l(>43f.(Mt. 
20  2f>/'.),  Mt.  has  it  again,  only  in  a  quite  different  place  (23  1 1)  ; 
and  yet  neither  Mt.  nor  Lk.  would  have  omitted  it  in  the  parallel 
to  our  present  passage,  Mk.  9  35,  had  they  found  it  there.  For 
indeed  it  is  very  appropriate  to  the  matter,  whilst  the  mention 
of  the  child  by  no  means  serves  to  settle  the  dispute,  for  the 
child  is  not  brought  forward  as  an  example  of  humility  but  as  a 
person  to  be  'received,'  and  not  for  the  sake  of  his  attributes  as 
a  child  but  for  the  sake  of  the  '  Name  of  Christ.'  Mt.  felt  this 
want  of  connection,  and  in  order  to  represent  the  child  as  an 
example  he  says  in  v,  i  that  the  disciples  did  not  discuss  the 
question  among  themselves  but  referred  it  to  Jesus,  who  answered 
by  placing  the  little  child  in  their  midst.  Between  this  act  and 
the  exhortation  based  upon  it  he  inserts  further  his  third  verse, 
'  Except  ye  be  converted  and  become  as  little  children  ye  shall 
in  no  wise  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  This  he  borrows  from 
Mk.  10  15,  as  is  made  unmistakably  clear  by  the  fact  that  in  the 
parallel  to  this  passage,  viz.,  in  Mt.  19  13-15,  he  omits  it,  so  as 
to  avoid  a  doublet.  Mt.  IS  3  is  also  in  substance  a  very  fitting 
settlement  of  the  dispute  between  the  disciples,  and  would  not 
have  been  passed  over  by  Lk.  had  it  lain  before  him.  The  ex 
hortation  to  receive  such  a  child  is  in  Mt.  18  5  in  the  same 
degree  inappropriate  to  the  context.  Mt.  therefore  interpolates 
between  the  two  distinct  thoughts  his  fourth  verse  :  '  Whoso 
ever  shall  humble  himself  like  this  little  child,  the  same  shall  be 
greatest  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven.'  But  even  this  insertion 
does  not  fill  the  hiatus  between  v.  3  and  v.  5. 

The  exhortation  in  Mt.  185  to  receive  the  little  child  is 
immediately  followed  (r».  6)  by  the  antithesis,  '  But  whoso  shall 
cause  one  of  these  little  ones  to  stumble. '  This  fits  well  enough, 
on  the  assumption  that  children  are  intended  by  the  '  little  ones.' 
In  Mk.  and  Lk.,  however,  the  two  thoughts  are  separated  very 
unnaturally  by  the  account  of  the  miracle-worker  '  who  followeth 
not  with  us,'  and  in  Mk. ,  too  (841),  by  the  promise  of  a  reward 
for  the  cup  of  cold  water — a  promise  which  Mt.  (1042)  gives 
in  a  quite  different  connection,  and  there,  moreover,  using 
the  expression  '  these  little  ones,'  by  whom,  however,  he  under 
stands  (differently  from  186)  grown-up  persons  of  low  estate. 
To  this  promise  there  is  appended  in  Mk.  942  the  threatening 
against  him  who  shall  cause  one  of  these  little  ones  to  stumble, 
quite  fittingly — only,  however,  on  the  assumption  that  by  '  these 
little  ones  '  we  are  to  understand  grown-up  people  of  low  estate, 
not  children,  as  in  Mt. 

Let  us  now  endeavour  to  trace,  genetically,  the  origin 
and  growth  of  this  remarkably  complicated  passage. 
In  a  source  A  were  combined  only  those  two  parts  which 
are  common  to  all  three  gospels — to  wit,  the  statement 
of  the  dispute  among  the  disciples  and  of  the  placing  of 
a  child  in  the  midst  with  the  exhortation  to  receive  him. 
But  no  connection  between  them  had  been  as  yet 
established.  This  (primitive)  form  is  found  with  least 
alteration  in  Lk.  946-48*2  ;  in  Mk.  it  is  represented  by 
833/1  36/1,  in  Mt.  by  18 1/.  5.  Ba  added  to  it  the 
promise  of  reward  for  the  cup  of  water  to  a  disciple 
(Mk.  941).  Bi  further  added  the  threatening  against 
him  who  shall  cause  a  little  one  to  stumble  (Mk.  942).1 
C  interpolated  the  story  of  the  miracle -worker  who 
followed  not  with  the  disciples.  Its  distinctive  character 
forbids  the  obvious  course  of  assigning  it  to  Be.  Now, 
in  Mk. ,  only  9  38  390:  40  answers  to  the  form  of  the  story 
in  Lk.  949/1  The  form  of  the  whole  pericope  which 
arose  through  addition  of  this  piece  (without  Mk.  939^), 
thus  takes  the  place  which  in  the  usual  nomenclature  is 
given  to  original  Mk.  But  on  this  occasion  '  original 
Mk.1  has  had  not  one  literary  predecessor  merely,  but 
two,  or,  should  Ba  be  separated  from  Bb,  three  ;  and 
these  write  not,  it  is  to  be  noted,  independently  of  each 
other  ;  the  one  was  continually  making  use  of  the  other. 
Canonical  Mt.  rests  upon  A+B  (or  at  least  Bl>,  but 

1  Since  Mt.  18  offers  parallels  only  to  what  we  have  attributed 
to  A  +  B6,  one  might  be  inclined  rather  to  attribute  to  Ba  the 
addition  of  Mk.  942  and  to  Bb  that  of  Mk.  9  41.  If  this  were 
done  it  would  have  to  be  presupposed  (what  was  left  open,  above, 
under  a)  that  Ba  and  Bb  mean  two  different  authors.  We 
should  then  have  the  advantage  of  being  able  to  suppose  that 
Mt.  was  acquainted  with  Ba,  but  not  with  B6.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  we  should  have  to  attribute  Mk.  941  in  that  case 
rather  to  C,  for  on  the  previously  mentioned  presupposition  it 
must  remain  equally  possible  that  Bit  and  B6  together  mean 
only  one  author.  The  hypothesis  would,  therefore,  only  become 
more  complicated.  Further,  it  is  not  probable  that  Mk.  942 
should  have  been  introduced  earlier  than  9  41.  It  is  simpler, 
therefore,  to  suppose  that  Mt.  knew  Ba+Bb — in  other  words, 
Mk.94i  as  well  as  Mk.  942,  but  that  he  dropped  841  because 
he  had  himself  already  reproduced  the  same  thought  in  1042 
(cp  §  121  a). 
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surely  also  Ba:  see  last  footnote).  Mt.  then,  as  stated 
above,  changed  the  introduction  in  v.  i,  and  added  his 
own  v.  3/1,  so  as  to  bring  into  mutual  connection  the 
dispute  about  precedence  and  the  precept  about  receiving 
the  child.  Mt.'s  v.  6,  through  its  direct  contiguity  with 
•v.  5  (instead  of  with  1042  which  here  ought  to  have  been 
repeated  as  parallel  to  Mk.  941),  underwent  a  change  of 
meaning,  to  the  effect  that  children,  not  grown-up 
persons,  were  meant.  Lk.  rests  on  A  +  C.  He  added 
948^,  '  he  that  is  least  among  you  all,  the  same  is  great." 
This  does  not,  indeed,  come  in  appropriately  after  the 
precept  about  receiving  a  child  ;  it  would  have  found  a 
place  with  greater  fitness  before  this  precept  and  after 
the  statement  of  the  disciples'  dispute,  in  other  words 
between  v.  470  and  v.  47^ — i.  e. ,  at  the  very  point  where 
Mk.  v.  35  introduces  the  same  thought.  Mk.  rests 

upon  A  +  Ba  +  B6  +  C.  He  adds  on  the  one  hand  his 
v.  y)b,  which  Lk.  would  certainly  not  have  passed  over 
had  he  known  it,  and  on  the  other  hand  his  v.  35, 
containing  so  excellent  a  settlement  of  the  precedence- 
dispute.  Neither  Mt.  nor  Lk.  was  acquainted  with  the 
verse  or  (as  already  said)  they  would  not  have  omitted 
it  or  introduced  something  like  it  at  a  later  place,  as 
in  Lk.  v.  48^. 

It  is  certainly  worthy  of  notice  that  Mk. ,  by  the  in 
sertion  of  v.  35,  has  produced  the  only  doublet  which  he 
has  (§  121  a,  n.  i ).  The  circumstance  that  Jesus  calls  the 
disciples  to  him  in  v.  35  whilst  in  v.  33/1  he  has  already 
been  questioning  them,  points  also  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  passage  is  composed  from  various  pieces. 

(g )  The  successive  contents  of  Mk.  4 1-34  and  parallels 
(Mt.  181-35  ;  Lk.  84-18)  cannot  possibly  have  been  set 
down  in  any  one  gospel  in  their  present  order  at  one 
writing.  Let  us  examine  them.  After  the  parable  of 
the  Sower,  Jesus  is  alone  with  his  disciples  (Mk.  4io  = 
Mt.  13io=Lk.  89) ;  so  also  when  he  explains  the  par 
able  (vv.  13-20  =  Mt.  13 18-23  =  Lk.  811-15).  Nor  is  any 
hint  given  of  his  again  addressing  himself  to  the 
people  ;  yet  we  read  in  Mk.  4s3/.  that  he  spoke  openly 
to  the  people  in  parables  (so  also  Mt.  1834),  and 
that  he  gave  his  explanations  to  the  disciples  in  private. 
There  is  ground,  therefore,  for  supposing  that  in  one 
source,  A,  there  stood  an  uninterrupted  series  of  parables, 
viz.,  all  those  which  have  parallels  in  Mt.  (Mk.  4 1-9 
26-29  30-32 — in  an  older  form  as  regards  26-29  ;  see 
above,  c)  ;  also  the  conclusion  v.  33/.  Ba,  on  the 
strength  of  the  concluding  statement  that  when  they 
were  alone  Jesus  expounded  all  things  to  his  dis 
ciples,  introduced  Mk.  4 10  13  14-20  ; l  Bb  the  verses  21-25 
to  the  effect  that  one  ought  not  to  keep  back  know 
ledge  once  gained  of  the  meaning  of  a  parable,  but 
ought  to  spread  it  freely.  C  introduced  4n/l  These 
verses  to  the  effect  that  the  parables  were  intended 
to  conceal  the  meaning  they  contained  from  the  people 
are  in  contradiction  alike  to  v.  33/1  and  to  vv.  21-25, 
and  are,  moreover,  impossible  in  the  mouth  of  Jesus. 
What  pleasure  could  he  have  had  in  his  teaching  if 
he  had  to  believe  his  God-given  task  to  be  that  of 
hiding  from  the  people  the  truths  of  salvation  ?  It 
is,  therefore,  utterly  futile  to  make  out  forced  con 
nection  between  Mk.  4io  and  Mk.  4  n  /I,  by  inter 
preting  to  the  effect  that  Jesus,  when  asked  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  parables,  in  the  first  place,  said,  by 
way  of  introduction  to  his  answer,  that  to  the  disciples  it 
was  given  to  apprehend  the  meaning,  and  then  went  on 
to  tell  them  what  it  was.  Moreover,  Mk.  4 13  does  not 
fit  in  with  this  connection.  The  verse  is  clearly  a 
question  in  which  Jesus  expresses  his  astonishment  at 
the  small  understanding  of  the  disciples  :  '  How?  you 

1  In  Mk.  4  10  the  disciples  ask  concerning  '  the  parables.'  The 
plural  carries  us  back  to  what  is  said  in  Mk.  4  2  that  Jesus  spoke 
several.  The  sense,  therefore,  can  very  well  be  that  which  Lk. 
(8  9)  expresses  more  clearly  though  with  reference  to  one  parable 
only :  they  asked  about  the  meaning  of  these  parables.  Were 
it  the  intention  of  Mk.  to  say  like  Mt.(13io)  that  they  asked 
about  the  purpose  of  the  parables,  then  we  must  suppose  that 
only  Lk.  has  rightly  preserved  the  thought  of  the  source  Ba. 
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do  not  understand  this  parable  ;  how  then  shall  you 
know  all  the  parables  ? '  This  astonishment  again  is 
out  of  place  if  Jesus  in  v.  nf.  has  found  nothing  to  be 
surprised  at  in  the  circumstance  that  the  disciples  needed 
to  have  the  meaning  first  of  all  imparted  to  them.  The 
question  is  appropriate,  therefore,  only  as  a  direct  reply 
to  v.  10,  and  furnishes  a  very  good  occasion  for  Jesus  to 
decide  to  give  them  the  interpretation  (cp,  further,  § 
129  b,  n. ).  Here  also,  as  under  (f),  C  takes  the  position 
which  elsewhere  is  appropriate  to  original  Mk. ,  and  here 
also  there  are  two  or  three  antecedent  literary  stages.  D 
inserted  the  parable  of  the  leaven  (Mt.  1333  =  Lk.  132o/~. ). 

Each  of  the  three  canonical  gospels  then  rests  upon 
A+Brt  +  B^  +  C;1  Mt. ,  too,  upon  D.  Mk.  did  not 
change  the  extent  of  vv.  10-13  (perhaps  it  was  he  who  left 
out  the  yvuvai  from  v.  n  ;  cp  RV  with  AV),  on  the  other 
hand  he  gave  to  vv.  21  f.  a  form  which  suits  the  applica 
tion  here  made  of  the  saying  better  than  does  that  of  Mt. 
and  Lk.  (see  §  119  a).  Mt.  and  Lk. ,  on  the  other  hand, 
in  order  to  be  able  to  retain  from  C,  Mk.  4ii/l,  deleted 
the  surprised  question  of  Jesus  in  Mk.  4 13  (from  Brt), 
because  it  was  inappropriate  after  this  insertion. 

Moreover,  Mt.  has  also  so  altered  the  question  of  the 
disciples  (who  in  Mk.  4io  and  Lk.  89  ask  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  parable)  as  to  make  it  suit  the  answer 
which  was  first  brought  in  from  C  :  'to  you  it  is  given 
to  understand  the  parables,  but  to  the  multitude  it  is  not 
given.'  It  now  runs  in  Mt.  (13io)  :  '  Why  speakest  thou 
to  them  in  parables  ? '  But  such  a  form  of  the  question 
cannot  have  been  the  original  one — for  this  reason,  if 
for  no  other,  that  according  to  it,  Jesus  would  have  had 
no  occasion  to  expound  the  parable  to  the  disciples. 
Further,  Mt.  has  in  13 12  introduced  a  saying  which  in 
B<5  at  first  came  after  the  interpretation  of  the  first  par 
able.  We  further  see  that  he  must  have  found  difficulty 
in  the  assertion  that  the  purpose  ("iva.,  Mk.  412)  of  the 
parables  was  to  conceal  the  meaning  they  contained. 
He  substitutes  therefore  :  '  For  this  cause  do  I  speak  to 
them  in  parables  because  (6'ri)  they  see  not  and  hear 
not.'  He  thus  puts  in  the  foreground  the  defective 
understanding  of  the  multitude  as  a  fact  with  which 
Jesus  must  reckon.  By  what  follows,  however  (v.  14 f. ), 
taken  from  Isaiah,  he  gives  it  clearly  to  be  seen  that  he 
had  before  him  an  exemplar  in  which  their  not  being 
understood  was  alleged  as  the  purpose  of  the  parables 
(see  the  'lest  perchance,'  ui?  Trore,  in  13is).  Finally 
perhaps  it  was  Mt.  himself  who  added  the  interpretation 
of  the  parable  of  the  Tares  (not  immediately  after  the 
parable,  but  at  the  end  of  the  whole  section  that  is 
parallel  to  Mk.  41-34;  cp  §  n6a),  and  also  the  other 
parables  1836-52  ;  possibly  also  v.  35. 

Still  it  is  also  permissible  to  suppose  that  only  Mk.  4  1-9  33  f. 
stood  in  A,  but  this  makes  little  change  in  our  construction  as  a 
whole  ;  it  only  becomes  necessary  in  that  case  to  postulate  that 
Be  added  Mk.  4  26-32. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  mutual  relation  of  sources  can  become 
still  somewhat  more  complicated  if  Loman's  hypothesis  regarding 
•w.  26-29  (see  above,  c)  be  combined  with  what  has  just  been 
elaborated  about  Mk.  4  1-34.  Yet  it  is  possible  to  do  this  without 
multiplying  the  number  of  source*  We  therefore  refrain  from 
introducing  the  hypothesis  in  question,  all  the  more  because  it 
might,  as  being  of  the  nature  of  tendency-criticism,  call  forth 
special  objections. 

(ft)  Finally,  it  has  to  be  pointed  out  that  even  the 
doublets  might  be  used  to  give  probability  to  the  com 
posite  character  of  the  logia.  In  §  121  a  they  have  been 
employed  to  show  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  alike  draw  from 
two  sources.  For  the  most  part  these  were,  on  the  one 
hand  Mk.  (or  original  Mk. ),  and  on  the  other  the  logia. 
Only,  it  happens  by  no  means  infrequently  that  both 
places  in  which  Mt.  has  the  same  saying  are  generally 
traced  to  the  logia.  What  would  seem  to  follow  for 
this  would  be  that  the  writer  of  the  logia  himself  made 

1  As  regards  B/' — i.e. ,  Mk.  4  21-25 — it  is  possible  to  suppose  that 
Lk.  (8  1 8)  may  have  omitted  V.  24$  because  he  already  had  it  in 
638,  and  that  Mt.  may  have  omitted  all  these  verses  because  he 
also  had  them  all  elsewhere  in  one  place  or  another  (5  15  1026 
72  633) — the  last,  in  particular,  in  the  very  pericopewith  which 
we  are  now  dealing  (13  12). 

1867 


use  of  two  sources.  Now,  we  are  not  inclined  to  carry 
back  Mt.  7 16  =  20  to  two  sources  from  which  the  logia 
drew,  but  prefer  to  regard  the  repetition  as  an  express 
and  deliberate  accentuation  of  the  statement  upon  which 
stress  is  here  laid.  But  we  do  in  all  seriousness  adduce 
Mt.  10 15  =  11 24  ('more  tolerable  for  Sodom'),  7 17  = 
1233  (the  tree  and  its  fruits),  as  well  as  the  utterances  of 
John  which  are  also  afterwards  put  into  the  mouth  of 
Jesus  (87  =  2833,  'ye  offspring  of  vipers,  how  shall  ye 
escape';  3 10  =  719,  '  every  tree  that  bringeth  not  forth 
good  fruit  is  hewn  down  and  cast  into  the  fire '). 

What  has  been  said  above  as  to  sources  of  sources  has 
far-reaching  consequences. 

(a)  If  it  holds  good  even  partially,  then  most  of  the 
hypotheses  hitherto  put  forward  as  to  the  origin  of  the 
129.  Inferences  f spels  ^"  no  lon.Ser  ^  maintained. 

for  gospel-  '  m  .         case>  m  onSinal  Mk-  •  01" 

.°.  |*j          the    logia,    or  whatever    be  the  name 

given  to  the  sources  immediately  pre 
ceding  our  canonical  gospels,  we  are  no  longer  dealing 
with  the  earliest  written  compositions  each  produced 
by  a  writer  working  independently  without  written 
sources,  and  the  canonical  authors  were  not  dependent 
(as  used  to  be  supposed)  on  these  writers  alone,  but 
had  at  their  disposal  also  the  sources  of  these  sources. 
It  is  no  longer  possible  to  control  them  in  every  detail, 
to  ask  what  exemplar  they  had  and  why  they  made  this, 
that,  or  the  other  change.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
thesis  that  an  ancient-seeming  saying  if  it  occurs  in  a 
writing  that  can  be  shown  to  be  relatively  young  can  have 
no  claim  to  an  early  origin,  must  be  wholly  given  up. 

(&)  The  first  impression  one  derives  from  the  new 
situation  thus  created  is,  that  by  it  the  solution  of  the 
synoptical  problem  which  appeared  after  so  much  toil 
to  have  been  brought  so  near,  seems  suddenly  removed 
again  to  an  immeasurable  distance.  For  science,  how 
ever,  it  is  not  altogether  amiss  if  from  time  to  time  it  is 
compelled  to  dispense  with  the  lights  it  had  previously 
considered  clear  enough,  and  to  accustom  itself  to  a  new 
investigation  of  its  objects  in  the  dark.  Possibly  it  may 
then  find  that  it  has  got  rid  of  certain  false  appearances 
under  which  things  had  formerly  been  viewed.  In  this 
particular  instance,  it  finds  itself  no  longer  under  com 
pulsion  to  assign  a  given  passage  to  no  other  source 
than  either  to  the  logia,  or  to  original  Mk. ,  or  to  some 
other  of  the  few  sources  with  which  it  had  hitherto 
been  accustomed  to  deal.  The  great  danger  of  any 
hypothesis  lies  in  this,  that  it  sets  up  a  number  of  quite 
general  propositions  on  the  basis  of  a  limited  number 
of  observations,  and  then  has  to  find  these  propositions 
justified,  come  what  may. 1 

(c)  On  the  other  hand,  signs  have  for  some  consider 
able  time  not  been  wanting  that  scholars  were  on  the 
way  to  recognition  of  the  new  situation  just  described. 
It  is  not  only  Scholten  and  Wittichen  who  have  postu 
lated  a  tolerably  complicated  genealogy  for  the  gospels, 
with  Proto-,  Deutero-,  Trito-Mk. ,  and  the  like;  even 
those  critics  also  who  are  confident  in  the  adequacy  of 
the  usual  hypotheses  are  often  found  reckoning  with  the 
possibility  —  or  even  probability  —  that  writings  like 
original  Mk. ,  or  the  logia,  whether  in  the  course  of 
transcription,  or  at  the  hands  of  individual  owners,  may 
have  received  additions  or  alterations  whenever  any  one 
believed  himself  to  be  acquainted  with  a  better  tradition 
upon  any  point.  The  possibility  is  taken  into  account, 
in  like  manner,  that  canonical  Mk.  in  particular  does 
not  lie  before  us  in  the  form  in  which  it  lay  before  those 
who  came  immediately  after  him  ;  possible  corruptions 

1  I,et  one  example  suffice.  Mk.4i3  —  the  verse  which  was 
found  so  helpful  in  §  128^- — is  regarded  by  Feine  and  others  as 
an  addition  by  canonical  Mk.,  because  it  is  in  point  of  fact  in 
consistent  with  4nyC,  and  these  two  verses,  since  they  occur 
in  all  three  gospels,  must  be  ascribed  to  the  'source' — that  is  to 
say,  to  the  only  source  with  which  one  allows  oneself  to  reckon, 
whether  we  call  it  with  Feine,  'original  Mk.,'  or,  with  B. 
Weiss,  '  logia.'  If  one  could  only  tell  how  it  was  that  canonical 
Mk.  came  to  add  this  verse  ! 
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of  the  text,1  glosses  and  the  like,  have  to  be  considered. 
Another  element  in  the  reckoning  is  that  already  our 
oldest  MSS  of  the  gospels  have  latent  in  them  many 
examples  of  transference  from  the  text  of  one  gospel 
into  that  of  another,  examples  similar  to  those  which 
we  can  quite  distinctly  observe  in  many  instances  when 
the  TR  is  confronted  with  these  same  witnesses. 

It  may  be  that  an  older  form  of  Mk. ,  or  of  original 
Mk. ,  or  of  the  logia,  whose  differences  from  our 
present  gospels  are  so  limited  in  range  and  so  little 
intended,  can  hardly,  strictly  speaking,  deserve  the 
name  of  a  special  source,  the  general  contents  and 
arrangement  being  so  much  alike  ;  yet  the  effect,  in  its 
bearing  on  the  character  of  the  text  in  its  details,  is  pre 
cisely  the  same  as  if  we  actually  were  to  assume  such  a 
source.  For  in  particular  cases  it  is  not  possible  for 
us  to  rely  upon  a  text  as  lying  before  us  or  as  capable 
of  being  more  or  less  easily  reconstructed,  and  so  to  judge 
of  the  changes  that  have  been  made  by  the  canonical 
evangelists  ;  we  have  to  reckon  with  an  immense  range 
of  possibilities  and  thus  security  of  judgment  is  lost. 

Lastly,  scholars  are  also  beginning  to  remember  that  the 
evangelists  did  not  need  to  draw  their  material  from  books  alone, 
but  that  from  youth  up  they  were  acquainted  with  it  from  oral 
narration  and  could  easily  commit  it  to  writing  precisely  in  this 
form  in  either  case — whether  they  had  it  before  them  in  no 
written  form,  or  whether  they  had  it  in  different  written  form. 
In  this  matter  again  we  are  beginning  to  be  on  our  guard  against 
the  error  of  supposing  that  in  the  synoptical  problem  we  have 
to  reckon  merely  with  given  quantities,  or  with  such  as  can  be 
easily  ascertained. 

(d)  From  the  point  just  reached  to  the  recognition  of 
sources  of  sources  differing  not  only  in  text  but  also  in 
extent,  order,  and  tendency  is  always,  it  is  true,  a  real 
step.  Yet  the  distinction  is  after  all  but  a  fluid  one.  By 
mere  additions  it  is  possible  to  give  a  writing  a  tendency, 
which  without  these  does  not  exist  in  it  (§§  109  £,  no, 
112).  It  is  essentially  by  the  introduction  of  additional 
touches  that,  as  we  have  seen  in  §  128  a-g,  the  highly- 
complicated  production,  the  disentanglement  of  which 
now  causes  so  much  difficulty,  was  produced  out  of  a 
simple  combination  of  related,  or  at  least  not  mutually 
inconsistent,  pericopes.  And  each  intermediate  stage  in 
the  process  at  one  time  had  currency  as  a  gospel  writing 
and  served  as  a  basis  for  further  developments.  But  if 
this  consideration  is  taken  seriously,  it  becomes  in 
creasingly  impossible  to  hold — what  any  one  occupying 
the  standpoint  of  c  would  wish  to  hold  in  spite  of  every 
concession  to  the  actual  state  of  the  facts — namely,  that 
the  man  to  whom,  whether  by  tradition  or  by  the  voice 
of  some  scholar,  the  authorship  of  the  latest  recognisable 
form  of  such  a  pre-canonical  writing  is  ascribed,  can 
also  be  regarded  as  the  author  of  the  earliest  of  these 
forms.  Of  the  man  who  has  made  such  manifest 
changes  in  the  few  places  that  still  allow  us  to  follow 
him  in  the  process,  it  will  be  only  safe  to  assume  that 
he  treated  other  passages  also  in  the  same  way,  only 
that  we  no  longer  have  the  means  of  detecting  it.  In 
that  case,  however,  and  still  more  certainly  where  there  is 
individual  'tendency,'  his  writing  must  be  regarded  as 
a  new  work  in  so  far  as  in  this  class  of  literature  '  new 
ness  '  can  be  spoken  of  at  all ;  it  cannot  be  treated  as 
merely  another  form  of  its  predecessor.  From 

this  point  of  view  we  shall  be  able  to  give  its  full 
force  to  Lk.  's  prologue,  according  to  which  many  authors 
had  already  undertaken  in  an  independent  way  to  draw 
up  in  writing  (this  is  the  force  of  the  expression 
avard^affdai,  cp  §  153,  n.  2)  an  account  of  the  life  of 
Jesus.  But  Schleiermacher's  view  of  the  '  narratives ' 
(SnjyrifffLs)  (§  124  a)  also  in  this  way  comes  to  its  rights  ; 
for  doubtless  there  must  have  been  quite  short  notes  also 
as  well  as  narratives  of  a  more  comprehensive  character 
(§§  37.  64,  85),  and  yet  these  also  can  have  had  their 
influence  on  the  subsequent  form  of  individual  pericopes. 
The  reconstruction  of  original  Mk.  and  of  the  logia,  of 

1  For  example,  that  Lk.,  according  to  9  7  ('  it  was  said  by  some '), 
still  read  in  Mt.  6  14  H\fyov  instead  of  eAeyei^the  present  reading), 
while  Mt.  already,  on  account  of  this  last  reading,  regarded  Mk. 
6  16  as  a  mere  repetition  and  therefore  left  it  out. 

1869 


130   Sem't'c 
'  -   -      , 


their  arrangement  and  even  of  their  very  words  —  to 
which  so  much  acuteness  has  been  devoted  —  loses 
greatly  in  interest  as  soon  as  these  writings  are  regarded, 
not  as  the  earliest,  but  only  as  intermediate  steps.  In 
the  same  measure  does  one  gain  insight  into  the  diffi 
culty  of  the  problem,  and  the  lesson  of  caution  in  dealing 
with  it.  For  further  reasons  for  the  view  here  taken  of 
the  situation  see  §§  I4&/.  ,  153. 

(e)  On  the  other  hand,  however,  certain  difficulties 
become  easier  to  deal  with.  We  can  now,  for  example, 
offer  an  explanation  of  the  passage  in  Mt.  2823^,  so 
friendly  to  the  Pharisees,  and  of  all  the  Jewish-particu 
laristic  passages  in  §  112  a,  d,  which  it  is  impossible  to 
ascribe  to  Jesus,  and  also  even,  whatever  the  inter 
mediate  stages  may  have  been,  of  the  legalistic  Mt.  5  i8/~. 
(§  128  e  )  ;  they  are  attributable  to  a  Judaistic  redaction 
which  the  logia  underwent  before  they  were  made  use 
of,  and  (according  to  §  112  b]  altered  to  an  opposite 
sense,  by  Mt.  The  character  of  the  original  logia 
becomes  in  this  way  more  uniform  and  more  in  accord 
ance  with  the  free  attitude  of  Jesus  towards  the  law,  and 
one  can  understand  better  how  it  was  that  this  attitude 
of  his  was  successfully  transmitted,  whereas  all  record 
of  it  might  very  easily  have  dropped  out  of  sight  had  the 
first  transmitter  already  been  so  Judaistically  minded. 

By  way  of  appendix  the  question  of  late  so  keenly 
discussed  —  viz.  ,  as  to  the  influence  which  the  undeniable 
^act  l^at  Jesus  sP°ke  Aramaic  may  have 
had  upon  the  formation  of  the  gospels  — 
may  here  be  appropriately  considered. 
(a)  If  Papias  was  right  in  his  assertion  regarding  Mt. 
(see  §  65),  this  influence  would  have  been  very  great. 
But  our  gospels  were  from  the  first  written  in  Greek 

—  even  the  genealogy  in  Mt.  li-i/,1  as  well  as  that  in 
Lk.  823-38,  which  contains  (v.  36)  the  name  of  CAINAN 
(q.v.  ,  2),  met  with  only  in  the  LXX.     In  fact,  even  in  what 
we  find  reason  for  tracing  back  to  the  logia,  the  quota 
tions  are,  at  least  in  a  quite  preponderating  number  of 
cases,  taken  from  the  LXX  (cp  especially  44  where  the 
original  in  Dt.  83  supplies  no  basis  for  pij^uart).      It  is 
precisely    the   author    of  canonical    Mt.    who    oftenest 
gives   the  quotations  from  the  Hebrew  (Hawkins,  123- 
127),  and  who  could  not  have  given  such  quotations  as, 
e.g.  ,  2  15  23  817  27  9/.   after  the  LXX  at  all;   but  the 
allegation  that  his  book  is  a  translation  from  a  Semitic 
original  breaks  down  on  the  fact  that  it  also  nevertheless 
follows   the  LXX,   and  that,   too,   exactly  in   passages 
which  would  not  have  been  available  had  the  Hebrew 
original  been  followed. 

Only  the  mistranslation  '  virgin  '  (TrapSeVos,  cp  MARY  [MOTHER 
OF  JESUS])  made  it  possible  to  adduce  (in  Mt.  1  22^)  Is.  7  14  ; 
only  the  omission  of  the  second  member  to  '  in  the  desert  '  (ev 
7-17  cprjfioj)  in  the  Hebrew  parallelism  in  Is.  40  3  (©)  made  it  pos 
sible  to  bring  these  words,  in  Mt.  3  3,  into  relation  with  what 
precedes  instead  of  with  what  follows,  and  thus  to  find  in  the 
words  a  prediction  of  one  crying  in  the  wilderness,  though  in 
Isaiah  the  crier  is  of  course  not  in  the  wilderness,  where  no  one 
could  have  heard  him,  but  in  the  midst  of  the  exiled  Israelites 
in  Babylon.  In  Ps.  83  it  is  only  the  LXX  that  speaks  of  'praise' 
in  the  sense  in  which  Mt.  21  16  finds  it  here.  Further  '  Hosanna' 
(uxrai'i'a)  in  21  9  with  the  dative  is  regarded  as  a  cry  of  devotion 

—  'Praise,'  '  Vivat  '  —  which   is   not  reconcilable  with   the   true 
understanding  of  the  original  passage  (see  HOSANNA  ;  cp  Dai- 
man,  IVorte  Jesu,  1  180-182). 

(b}  The  language  of  Mk.  Hebraizes  still  more  strongly 
than  does  that  of  Mt.  Nevertheless,  the  combinations 
of  Allen  (Expos.,  1900,  1436-443)  do  not  prove  that  the 
evangelist  wrote  Aramaic,  but  only  that  he  wrote  a  kind 
of  Jewish  Greek  that  he  had  derived  from  a  reading  of 
the  LXX.  Lk.  also  has  Hebraisms,  not  only  in  chaps. 
1  /.  but  elsewhere  as  well,  and  not  only  where  he  is 
dependent  on  Mk.  or  Mt.  but  also  where  he  had  no 
exemplar  before  him  (as,  for  example,  often  '  and  it 
came  to  pass,"  Kal  iyevero  ;  see  Hawkins,  30),  and  yet 
no  one  holds  Lk.  's  writing  to  be  a  translation  of  a 
Semitic  original.  Is.  40s  (Mk.  13)  could  not  possibly 
be  cited  in  an  Aramaic  writing  (see  above,  a). 

1  See  Allen,  Exp.  T,  '99,  pp.  135-137.  Against  his  further 
assertion  that  the  genealogy  was  constructed  by  the  author 
of  the  entire  Gospel,  see,  however,  MARY  (MOTHER  OF  JESUS). 
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Just  as  little  can  the  very  small  number  of  variants — partly 
Lucan  in  character — in  D  and  old  Latin  translations,  which 
Blass  (Phil,  of  Gospels,  '98.  pp.  190-218)  does  not  regard  as 
traceable  to  transcribers,  be  held  to  show  that  the  entire  gospel 
of  Mk.  was  written  in  Aramaic  and  translated  into  Greek  in 
different  ways,  or  even — as  Hlass  formulates  the  hypothesis — 
that  Luke,  the  companion  of  Paul,  himself  before  he  wrote  the 
third  gospel,  revised  and  published  a  bad  Greek  translation  of 
the  Aramaic  Mk.,  on  which  account  it  was  that  afterwards  he 
omitted  much  of  it  from  his  own  book,  not  wishing  to  exceed 
the  ordinary  limits  of  a  papyrus  roll.  Elsewhere  (see  ACTS, 
§  17)  it  has  been  shown  with  what  independence  the  text  has 
been  dealt  with  in  D  and  its  allied  MSS.  Least  of  all  can 
Blass's  hypothesis  seek  support  in  the  contention  that  Lk. 
shows  little  verbal  coincidence  with  Mk.  This  fact  (so  far  as  it 
is  a  fact)  can  of  course  be  sufficiently  explained  by  the  linguistic 
character  of  Mk.,  which  Lk.  regarded  as  admitting  of  improve 
ment.  Whether  Mk.'s  linguistic  imperfections  are  due  to 
translation  from  the  Aramaic  is  a  quite  separate  question. 
Finally,  there  are  no  grounds  for  the  conjecture  of  Blass  that 
the  Aramaic  original  document  dealing  with  the  earliest  his 
tory  of  the  church  in  Jerusalem,  which  is  held  to  have  been  used 
by  Lk.  in  Acts  1-12  (on  this  point,  see  ACTS,  §  17  [«.],  col.  56) 
was  written  by  Mark,  and  that  he  will  on  this  account  have  written 
the  gospel  also  in  Aramaic — notwithstanding  that,  according  to 
Papias,  he  was  Peter's  interpreter  and  that  he  has  so  many  Latin 
words  (§  108). 

(c)  A  written  source  still  older  than  the  logia  or  Mk. 
(or  original  Mk.  :  see  §  148,  end)  may  have  been 
written  in  Aramaic.  A  writing  in  Hebrew  (§  117)  is 
not  wholly  impossible  but  certainly  quite  improbable. 
There  seems  to  have  been  a  Hebrew  original  in  the 
case  of  the  Psalms  of  Solomon  (see  APOCALYPTIC, 
§  83).  But  here  the  ruling  pattern  may  have  been 
that  of  the  OT  psalms,  and  perhaps  also  in  Pompey's 
time  Hebrew  was  somewhat  more  generally  in  use  than 
it  came  to  be  100  years  afterwards.  It  is  not  very 
helpful  to  suggest  that  people  would  have  been 
naturally  inclined  to  treat  of  the  sacred  subjects  of 
the  gospel  history  in  the  sacred  language.  The  masses 
did  not  understand  Hebrew  (see  ARAMAIC,  §  5),  and 
yet  gospel  writings,  unless  they  were  to  miss  the  purpose 
for  which  they  were  written,  had  to  be  adapted  to  the 
intelligence  even  of  the  least  instructed. 

(d}  The  gain  from  recourse  to  the  theory  of  such  an 
original  is  in  the  first  place  this,  that  certain  Greek 
expressions  will  then  admit  of  explanation  as  being 
errors  of  translation.  Once  made,  such  errors  could 
very  well  pass  on  without  change  from  one  Greek 
writing  to  a  second  and  to  a  third.  But  it  will  be  at 
once  obvious  that  such  an  explanation  can  have  im 
portance  only  in  regard  to  particular  passages,  not  in 
regard  to  the  origin  of  the  gospels  as  complete  books. 

Nor  even  for  this  purpose  is  it  necessary  to  aim  at  retrans- 
lation  of  whole  sentences,  a  process  which  will  always  offer 
room  for  new  error ;  all  that  will  be  required  will  be  that  we 
should  discover  the  individual  words  or  expressions  from  which 
the  error  can  possibly  have  arisen.!  As  an  instance  we  may 
point  to  Wellhausen's  531  (Lk.  11  41)^  which  may  equally  as  well 
mean  'purify'  as  'give  alms,'  Sore  f\fT]fi.o<Tvvi}v ',  the  sense  will 
then  be  the  same  as  in  Lk.  11  39,  and  in  the  parallel  Mt.2325./C, 
and  thus  the  character  given  to  the  passage  in  §  no  will  be 
changed. 

(e)  Another  advantage  will  be  that  the  consideration 
of  an  Aramaic  or  Hebrew  original  will  aid  in  determining 
as  to  the  meaning  and  use  of  important  or  difficult 
words  and  ideas  in  the  NT.  A  very  familiar  example 
occurs  in  the  ino  which  Jerome  found  in  the  gospel  of 
the  Hebrews  for  eirt.oijffi.os  in  Mt.  6n,  and  which  is 
assuredly  right  (see  Winer'8',  §  16,  3  b  ;  and  cp  LORD'S 
PRAYER).  But  it  must  be  said  that  the  recent  recourse 
had  to  Aramaic  in  this  field  of  research  has  already  had 
some  very  infelicitous  results. 

Thus  Lietzmann,2  Wellhausen,3  and  others  assert  that  Jesus 
used  the  word  '  son  of  Man '  only  in  the  sense  of  '  man  '  gener 
ally  (cp  §  n6d,  n.),  but  did  not  apply  it  to  himself  in  that  of 
'  Messiah ' ;  in  this  last  sense,  they  maintain,  it  was  only  taken 
by  the  evangelists  from  the  Apocalyptic  literature,  and  so  came 


interest  even  by  the  student  for  whom 
the  credibility  of  the  gospels  is  a  matter 


1  Cp  Wellh.  in  Nachr.  d.  Gesellsch.  d.  Wisscnsch.  zu 
Gdttingen,  '95,  pp.  \if.',  Arnold  Meyer,  Jesu  Muttersprache, 
'96  ;  Nestle,  Philologica  Sacra,  '96. 

-  Der  Menschensohn,  '96 ;  also  Theol.  A  rbeiten  aits  de»t 
Rhcinischen  ivissensch.  Predigerverein,  neue  Folge,  Hft.  2,  '99. 

3  7/(7'3)  381  ;  and  Skizzen  u.  Vorarbeiten,  6,  '99,  pp.  194-215. 
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to  be  introduced  into  the  gospel  history.1  But  Dalman  in  his 
turn  (p.  159)  disputes  the  genuineness  of  the  words  '  not  the  son 
but  only  the  Father  '  (Mk.  1832  ;  cp  Mt.  2436),  on  the  ground 
that  in  the  time  of  Jesus  these  expressions  were  not  customary 
without  additions  such  as  'my  [son],'  'of  God,'  'my  [Father].' 
As  if  the  meaning  they  express  could  not  possibly,  nevertheless, 
have  come  from  Jesus,  and  only  the  form  of  expression  be  due 
to  the  later  use  assumed  by  Dalman  (cp  §  139). 

III.  CREDIBILITY  OF  THE  SYNOPTICS. 

The  investigation  of  the  mutual  relationships  between 
the  synoptic  gospels  has  in  itself  a  scientific  interest 

and   can  therefore  be  carried  on  with 

131.  Funda 
mental 

considerations.  of  com^l[ve  indifference.  Still,  in 
the  end  the  answer  to  this  question  is  the  goal  of  every 
research  in  this  field.  The  question  is  often,  however, 
still  handled  quite  unscientifically.  Thus,  many  still 
think  themselves  entitled  to  accept  as  historically  true 
everything  written  in  the  gospels  which  cannot  be 
shown  by  explicit  testimony  to  be  false.  Others  pay 
deference  at  least  to  the  opinion  that  a  narrative  gains 
in  credibility  if  found  in  all  three  gospels  (as  if  in  such 
a  case  all  were  not  drawing  from  one  source) ;  and 
with  very  few  exceptions  all  critics  fall  into  the  very 
grave  error  of  immediately  accepting  a  thing  as  true  as 
soon  as  they  have  found  themselves  able  to  trace  it  to  a 
'  source. ' 

Once  we  have  freed  ourselves  from  the  dominion  of 
such  fallacies  it  cannot  but  seem  unfortunate  that  the 
decision  as  to  the  credibility  of  the  gospel  narratives 
should  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  determination  of 
a  problem  so  difficult  and  perhaps  insoluble  as  the 
synoptical  is.  It  would  accordingly  be  a  very  im 
portant  gain  if  we  could  find  some  means  of  making  it 
in  some  measure  at  least  independent  of  this.  Such 
means  have  already  been  hinted  at  above  (§§  27,  n.  i, 
and  34,  n.  2). 

The  examination  of  the  credibility  must  from  the 
beginning  be  set  about  from  two  opposite  points  of 
view.  On  the  one  hand,  we  must  set  on  one  side  every 
thing  which  for  any  reason  arising  either  from  the 
substance  or  from  considerations  of  literary  criticism 
has  to  be  regarded  as  doubtful  or  as  wrong  ;  on  the 
other  hand,  one  must  make  search  for  all  such  data,  as 
from  the  nature  of  their  contents  cannot  possibly  on 
any  account  be  regarded  as  inventions. 

When  a  profane  historian  finds  before  him  a  historical 
document  which  testifies  to  the  worship  of  a  hero  un 
known  to  other  sources,  he  attaches  first  and  fore 
most  importance  to  those  features  which  cannot  be 
deduced  merely  from  the  fact  of  this  worship,  and  he 
does  so  on  the  simple  and  sufficient  ground  that  they 
would  not  be  found  in  this  source  unless  the  author  had 
met  with  them  as  fixed  data  of  tradition.  The  same 
fundamental  principle  may  safely  be  applied  in  the  case 
of  the  gospels,  for  they  also  are  all  of  them  written  by 
worshippers  of  Jesus.  We  now  have  accordingly  the 
advantage — which  cannot  be  appreciated  too  highly — 
of  being  in  a  position  to  recognise  something  as  being 
worthy  of  belief  even  without  being  able  to  say,  or  even 
being  called  on  to  inquire,  whether  it  comes  from 
original  Mk. ,  from  logia,  from  oral  tradition,  or  from 
any  other  quarter  that  may  be  alleged.  The  relative 
priority  becomes  a  matter  of  indifference,  because  the 
absolute  priority — that  is,  the  origin  in  real  tradition — 
is  certain.  In  such  points  the  question  as  to  credi 
bility  becomes  independent  of  the  synoptical  question. 
Here  the  clearest  cases  are  those  in  which  only  one 
evangelist,  or  two,  have  data  of  this  class,  and  the 
second,  or  third,  or  both,  are  found  to  have  taken 
occasion  to  alter  these  in  the  interests  of  the  reverence 
due  to  Jesus. 

If  we  discover  any  such  points — even  if  only  a  few — 

1  See  on  the  other  side  Schmiedel,   Prat.  Monatshefte,  '98, 

>'.  252-267  291-308;  Muirhead,  Exp.  T,  Nov.   '99,  pp.  62-65; 
alman,  Worte  Jesu,  1  191-219. 
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they  guarantee  not  only  their  own  contents,  but  also 
much  more.  For  in  that  case  one  may  also  hold  as 
credible  all  else  which  agrees  in  character  with  these, 
and  is  in  other  respects  not  open  to  suspicion.  Indeed 
the  thoroughly  disinterested  historian  must  recognise  it 
as  his  duty  to  investigate  the  grounds  for  this  so  great 
reverence  for  himself  which  Jesus  was  able  to  call  forth  ; 
and  he  will  then,  first  and  foremost,  find  himself  led  to 
recognise  as  true  the  two  great  facts  that  Jesus  had 
compassion  for  the  multitude  and  that  he  preached  with 
power,  not  as  the  scribes  (Mt.  936  729).  Let  us,  then, 
proceed  to  test  in  the  two  ways  indicated  some  of  the 
leading  points  in  the  synoptic  gospels. 

The  chronological  framework  must  be  classed  among 

the  most  untrustworthy  elements  in  the  gospels.      Not 

_,  only  are  the  data  often  quite  vague — a 

•       rono-  fafecl  for  whjcn  we  couid  not  blame  the 

.  °  .  evangelists  if  they  had  no  precise  in- 
0  .  formation .  often  also  it  is  impossible 
to  have  any  confidence,  when  Mt.  so  frequently  says 
'  then  '  (roTf),  '  on  that  day  '  (4v  eKfivy  TJJ  17/^99),  or  the 
like,  or  when  Mk.  says  '  straightway1  (fvOus),  that  the 
event  really  followed  on  what  immediately  precedes  it 
in  the  narrative.  Were  we  to  take  the  evangelists 
literally,  an  enormous  number  of  events  would  have 
to  be  compressed  within  the  limits  of  certain  days  (e.g., 
Mt.  1215-1852),  and  there  would  be  only  a  very 
moderate  number  of  days  of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus 
with  regard  to  which  any  events  are  recorded  at  all.  Of 
the  six  time-determinations  in  Lk.  3i  /. — manifestly 
brought  together  with  great  care — only  the  first  three 
can  be  regarded  as  free  from  exception.  Philip  ruled 
over  Trachonitis  and  other  territories,  but  only  over  a 
small  portion  of  Ituraea.  The  office  of  high  priest  was 
never  filled  by  two  persons  at  the  same  time  ;  it  is 
Caiaphas  who  ought  to  have  been  named,  whilst  Annas 
held  the  office  from  6  to  15  A.  D.  On  LYSANIAS  see  that 
article.  The  statement  about  the  census  of  Quirinius 
in  2 1/.  is  quite  erroneous  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  59/1, 
QUIRINIUS,  also  above,  §  22,  last  footnote).  But  the 
data  are  often  even  in  direct  contradiction  to  each  other. 
In  Mt.  8-12  especially,  matters  stand  in  a  quite  different 
chronological  connection  from  that  which  they  have  in 
Mk.  and  Lk.  (§  n6<z).  Or  the  mother  and  brethren  of 
Jesus  come,  in  Mk.  831  and  Mt.  1246,  after  the  discourse 
about  Beelzebub,  in  Lk.  819  after  the  great  parable- 
discourse  (see  further  §  18,  begin.). 

The  case  is  no  better  with  the  order  of  the  narratives. 
(a)  A  large  number  of  sayings  of  Jesus  have  been  placed 


133.  Order  of 


together    by    Mt.    in    five    longer   dis- 


.,  ,.        courses   which    on    each    occasion    he 

tne  narrative.  cjoses  wjt]l  tjie  formuia  referred  to  in 

§  127  (a,  7).  Among  these  are  included,  for  example, 
a  series  of  seven  woes  upon  the  Pharisees,  23 13-36,  a 
series  of  seven  parables,  181-52,  and  a  series  of  six 
theses  in  correction  of  the  law  (621-48;  §  34,  n.  i  ; 
Hawkins,  131-135).  Lk.  has  arranged  in  two  similar 
large  groups — the  so-called  small  and  large  interpola 
tions,  620-83  and  9 51-!  8 14 — material  .partly  the  same 
as,  and  partly  different  from,  that  of  Mt. 

The  greater  interpolation — the  narrative  of  what  is  known  as 
the  Samaritan  journey — can  make  no  claim  to  historicity.  In  the 
midst  of  it  we  find  (10 1  and  17)  the  mission  of  the  seventy  and 
their  return,  (1831)  the  warning  against  the  plots  of  Herod 
Antipas,  who  ruled  over  Galilee  only,  not  Samaria,  (14 1)  a  feast 
in  the  house  of  a  Pharisee,  who  can  hardly  have  lived  in 
Samaria,  and  (17  n)  the  statement  that  Jesus  was  on  the 
borders  of  Galilee  and  Samaria,  which  yet  he  had  already 
passed  (851)  in  his  journey  to  Jerusalem. 

(b]  But  even  outside  of  these  compiled  discourses  the 
order  of  narration  is  often  such  as  to  suggest  the  sus 
picion  that  it  has  been  determined  by  the  nature  of 
the  contents.  The  rubbing  of  the  ears  of  corn  and 
the  healing  of  the  man  with  the  withered  hand  (Mk. 
223-86)  are  related  the  one  immediately  after  the 
other,  only  because  both  occurrences  showed  Jesus  in 
conflict  with  the  law  of  the  Sabbath.  Or  are  we  to 
believe  that  the  two  or  three  men — the  whole  number 
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recorded  in  the  gospels  (Mt.  819-22  Lk.  957-62) — who 
asked  of  Jesus  to  be  admitted  to  the  number  of  his 
disciples,  all  presented  themselves  at  one  and  the  same 
moment — viz. ,  when  he  was  about  to  take  ship  across 
the  Sea  of  Galilee,  or,  according  to  Lk. ,  at  one  and 
the  same  point  in  the  journey  through  Samaria  ?  Com 
pare,  further,  the  wholly  different  order  in  which  the 
events  in  Mt.  8-f2  (§  n6a)  are  given  as  compared  with 
Mk.  and  Lk. ,  with  the  result  that  (e.g. }  the  choice  of  the 
apostles  comes  to  be  placed  immediately  before  their 
sending-out  (102-4),  and  the  series  of  miracles  before 
the  arrival  of  the  messengers  from  the  Baptist  (§  137  a). 

(c)  In  many  cases  it  is  not  so  much  for  the  sake  of 
the  order,  but  simply  for  the  sake  of  a  word,  that 
certain  sayings  of  Jesus  are  brought  into  contiguity  with 
others  ;  thus,  Mk.  942-48  are  brought  together  only  by 
the  idea  of  'stumbling-block'  (ffKav5a\ifet.v),  w.  48 
and  490  only  by  that  of  fire,  w.  49*  and  50  only  by  that 
of  salt,  Lk.  1133-36  only  by  that  of  light,  1324/.  only  by 
that  of  the  door.  But  what  is  said  with  regard  to 
these  things  is  in  each  case  quite  different,  and  he  does 
no  honour  to  Jesus  who  believes  himself  in  duty  bound 
to  prove  that  the  Master  gave  forth  in  one  breath  utter 
ances  so  utterly  disconnected. 

(rf)  In  other  places  there  is  manifest  lack  of  clear 
appreciation  of  the  situation.  The  prohibition — which 
certainly  comes  from  Jesus  himself  and  is  no  mere  in 
vention  of  the  evangelists- — against  making  known  a 
deed  of  healing  wrought  by  him,  a  prohibition  still 
found  in  Mt.  84  9  30,  would  be  utterly  futile  if,  previously 
(423/ )  and  simultaneously  (935),  Jesus  had  healed  whole 
crowds  of  sick  persons.  In  12i6  the  prohibition  is  laid 
even  upon  a  great  multitude  of  persons  healed  at  one  and 
the  same  time.  But  we  find  the  same  thing  also  in  the 
parallel  Mk.  812  and  even  in  l34  =  Lk.  441;  and  here 
also  follows  the  same  prohibition  laid  upon  individuals 
(Mk.  !44  =  Lk.  5  14  Mk.  826). 

(e)  In  Mk.  one  is  very  willingly  disposed  to  recognise 
an  appropriate  arrangement  of  the  events  of  the  public 
ministry  of  Jesus  as  a  whole.  It  is  certainly  the  fact 
that  his  first  chapter  gives  the  impression  that  the  public 
activity  of  Jesus  may  actually  have  begun  in  the  manner 
here  related.  But  so  far  as  the  rest  of  the  gospel  is 
concerned,  little  confidence  can  be  placed  even  in  Mk. 's 
order.  In  saying  this,  we  lay  no  stress  on  the  assertion 
of  Papias  (see  §  65)  that  he  set  down  the  deeds  and 
words  of  Jesus  without  order  ;  for  Papias  may  very  well 
have  been  judging  of  that  order  with  Mt.  as  his  standard. 
Nor  can  we  accept  the  view  of  B.  Weiss,  that  Mk.  in 
tended  by  his  frequent  use  of  the  imperfect  to  convey 
that  he  is  narrating  not  individual  deeds  of  Jesus  but 
only  the  sort  of  things  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  doing, 
as  for  example  in  42. 1  The  whole  sum,  however,  of 
separate  events  in  Galilee  (miracles,  discourses,  and  the 
like)  has  so  comparatively  little  that  is  characteristic, 
and  their  order — for  a  writer  who  wrote  only  for  the 
glorification  of  Jesus  and  not  for  a  laboriously  exact 
account  of  his  biography — was  of  so  comparatively 
little  importance,  that  it  would  not  be  safe  for  us  to  rely 
on  them  with  any  confidence  whatever.  In  one  point 
Mk.  has  a  superiority  over  Mt.  and  Lk.  ;  in  72431  he 
records  a  journey  of  Jesus  to  Tyre  and  Sidon,  in  other 
words,  a  long  distance  abroad.  So  also  the  journey  to 
Cassarea  Philippi  recorded  by  him  (827)  in  common 
with  Mt.  (1613)  signifies  for  him  a  noteworthy  epoch 
in  the  public  life  of  Jesus  {%  135).  See  further  §  145^". 

The  alleged  situations  in  which  the  recorded  utter 
ances  of  Jesus  were  spoken  can  by  no  means  be  implicitly 

114  Occasions  accePted-       Was    the    Lord's    Pra*'er 

Lot.  »jood,oll)iiH       • _  .,  „  o ,„  *u«  vf«,.,,»  /n/r» 


of  utterances 
of  Jesus. 


given  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  (Mt. 
69-13),  or  at  the  special  request  of  the 
disciples  (Lk.  11 1-4)?  Did  Jesus  de 


liver  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  to  his  disciples  (Mt.  5i 

1  As  against  this  view  of  B.  Weiss  see  Feine,  JPT,  '87,  pp. 
45-57,  77  '•  '88,  pp.  405_/I  ;  Holtzmann,  ibid.,  '78,  pp.  168-171, 
with  WeUs's  reply,  pp.  583-585. 

1874 


GOSPELS 

Lk.  620),  or  was  it  heard  by  the  multitudes  (Mt.  7  28  Lk. 
7 1)  ?  For  a  whole  series  of  utterances  of  Jesus  Lk.  has 
assigned  occasions  of  which  Mk.  and  Mt.  know  nothing 
(e.g.,  9i8  Il29  37 /  124i  1823  141525  15i/.  17s  37 
19 n).  Even  where  an  utterance  of  Jesus  recurs  more 
than  once  in  the  gospels — and  we  may  be  certain  that 
he  repeated  himself  much  oftener  than  is  recorded  (§ 
145  a) — they  yet  afford  us  not  the  slightest  guarantee 
that  the  repetition  took  place  precisely  at  the  point  at 
which  they  place  it. 

The  saying  about  the  light  under  a  bushel  is  found  in  three 
different  connections.  In  Mk.  4  21  and  Lk.  8  16  the  light  is  the 
interpretation  of  the  parables  Jesus  had  spoken  (see  §  IIQ.«) — 
manifestly  a  very  special  application  of  a  thought  of  very  much 
wider  scope.  In  Lk.  1133  the  saying  comes  after  the  sentence 
which  affirms  that  in  the  person  of  Jesus  a  greater  than  Jonah  is 
present  ;  here,  then,  the  light  can  only  be  Jesus  himself.  In 
this  connection,  however,  it  is  impossible  to  carry  through  the 
most  obvious  meaning  of  the  saying  that  one  ought  not  to  put 
the  light  under  a  bushel.  Moreover  we  find  in  11  34  a  saying 
added  only  on  account  of  the  verbal  suggestion  (§  i33c)^-that 
the  light  of  the  body  is  the  eye.  Once  more,  then,  it  is  not 
likely  that  the  saying  belongs  to  this  place.  In  Mt.  5  14-16  two 
different  representations  are  combined  ;  the  disciples  are  ex 
horted  to  let  their  light  shine,  the  city  set  on  the  hill  on  the  other 
hand  shines  of  itself.  By  the  light  the  disciples  are  here  meant, 
but  the  opening  words,  '  ye  are  the  light  of  the  world,'  can  easily 
have  been  framed  on  the  model  of  the  preceding  sentence,  'ye 
are  the  salt  of  the  earth,'  and  that,  too,  for  the  first  time  by  Mt., 
for  the  two  sentences  can  hardly  have  stood  together  in  one 
source  since  in  Mk.  and  in  Lk.  they  are  given  in  two  quite  dis 
tinct  places.  Thus  in  no  one  passage  have  we  any  security  that 
we  are  in  possession  of  the  original  connection  of  the  saying,  and  it 
would  be  just  as  conceivable  that  it  may  have  been  spoken  by 
Jesus  when  one  of  his  followers,  concerned  about  his  safety,  had 
besought  him,  as  Peter  on  one  occasion  (Mt.  16  22)  did,  to  spare 
himself  and  not  expose  himself  to  danger — in  fact  very  much  as 
in  Jn.  Q  ^f.,  only  without  the  specifically  Johannine  meaning  of 
the  word.  See,  further,  Hawkins,  129-131  ;  Wernle,  2io_/I 

In  the  case  of  an  eye-witness  the  recollection  of  an 

event  associates   itself  readily  with   that  of  a  definite 

Pi  place,    but   for   those  who  are  not   eye- 

,'  witnesses  this  has  much  less  interest.      In 

i0nS<  Lk.  9  18  Peter's  confession  is  not  made  at 

Caesarea  Philippi  ;   indeed,  the  evangelist  knows  nothing 

about   a  journey   thither   at  all   (§   n6a,  end).      The 

leper  was  cleansed  according  to  Mt.  8if.  after  Jesus  had 

finished    his  Sermon   on  the  Mount,  but  according  to 

Lk.  (5 12)  a  considerable  time  before  that,  when  Jesus 

was  '  in  one  of  the  cities,'  similarly  as  in  Mk.  140. 

On  the  return  from  his  first  journey  abroad  (to  Tyre  and 
Sidon)  Jesus,  according  to  Mk.  7  31,  arrives  at  the  eastern  shore 
of  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  according  to  Mt.  1629  (if  we  are  to  take 
the  most  obvious  meaning  of  the  words),  at  the  western.  After 
the  feeding  of  the  4000  both  evangelists  agree  in  saying  that  he 
crossed  the  lake  ;  but  according  to  Mk.  8  10  the  crossing  is  to  the 
west  shore,  according  to  Mt.  15  39  it  is  to  the  east.  Then  follows 
a  new  crossing,  after  which  the  apprehension  about  want  of 
bread  arises  in  Mk.  8  T.T,/.  on  the  eastern  shore,  in  Mt.  16  5  on  the 
western.  The  two  routes  coalesce  according  to  Mk.  8  27  Mt. 
1613  only  when  Caesarea  is  reached — unless  we  are  to  assume 
that  Mt. ,  in  what  precedes,  means  the  same  localities  as  Mk. 
and  has  only  expressed  himself  misleadingly  (cp  §  112  a). 

As  for  persons — neither  the  names  of  the  women  at 
the  cross  (see  CLOPAS,  §  2)  nor  even  the  names  of  the 
twelve  disciples  (Mt.  102-4  Mk.  816-19  Lk.  614-16)  are 
given  in  two  places  alike  (see  APOSTLE).  On  the 
divergence  between  Mt.  9 9  on  the  one  hand  and  Mk.  2 14 
and  Lk.  627  on  the  other,  see  LEVI  and  MATTHEW. 

Several  of  the  reported  sayings  of  Jesus  clearly  bear 
the  impress  of  a  time  which  he  did  not  live  to  see.  The 
precept  about  taking  up  one's  cross 


,    ,        , 


is  certainly   not   to   be  explained   by 
pointing   out   that   the  sight   of  con 
demned  persons  carrying  their  crosses  to  the  place  of 
execution  was  a  familiar  one  ;  for  in  that  spectacle  the    j 
most   important   element   of  all  was   wanting — that   of 
innocence.      The  words  in  question  cannot  have  taken 
their  present  shape  till  after  the  death  of  Jesus.      Ex-    ] 
hortations  as  to  how  to  behave  in  times  of  persecution    j 
(Mk.  189-13)  he  can  hardly  have  found  it  necessary  to 
give  so  early,  for,  however  numerous  his  followers  may    ' 
have  been,  he  formed  in  his  lifetime  no  definite  com 
munity  outside  the  bonds  of  the  Jewish  religion,  and    ' 
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still  less  a  church.  It  was  therefore  also  in  the  lifetime 
of  Jesus  hardly  possible  that  his  followers  should  be 
expelled  from  the  synagogue  in  the  manner  spoken  of  in 
Lk.  622,  and  still  less  so  that  they  should  be  expelled  on 
account  of  the  name  of  '  Christian  '  (see  CHRISTIAN,  §  i). 
The  graduated  order  of  procedure  against  an  erring 
brother  (Mt.  1815-17)  is  much  more  easily  explained 
when  transplanted  to  a  later  time.  In  the  mouth  of 
Jesus  it  is,  at  all  events,  intelligible  only  if  by  ecclesla 
(tKK\-r)<rla)  we  understand  not  the  Christian  but  the 
Jewish  local  community.  But  also  the  authority  con 
ferred  in  the  verse  immediately  following  (18i8), 
'  Whatsoever  ye  shall  bind  on  earth  shall  be  bound  in 
heaven,  and  whatsoever  ye  shall  loose  on  earth  shall  be 
loosed  in  heaven,'  could  never  have  been  given  by  Jesus 
either  to  the  apostles  or,  what  the  context  leaves  open, 
to  his  followers  in  general ,  still  less  to  Peter  to  whom  it 
is  limited  in  16ig(cp  BINDING  AND  LOOSING).  Still 
more  16 18  is  open  to  serious  question,  quite  apart  from 
other  reasons,  on  account  of  the  word  ccclesia,  and 
because  the  verse  is  wanting  in  Tatian's  Diatessaron. 
Into  the  discourse  on  the  occasion  of  the  mission  of  the 
disciples  special  precepts  have  been  introduced,  of  a  sort 
which  can  only  owe  their  origin  to  later  missionary  practice 
taught  by  painful  experience  (e.g. ,  Mt.  10 1113).  The 
baptismal  precept  to  baptize  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  (Mt.  28  19)  is  questionable, 
not  only  because,  according  to  the  older  accounts,  the 
risen  Jesus  was  only  seen,  not  heard  (§  138  d],  but  also 
because,  according  to  the  NT  throughout,  baptism  was 
only  in  the  name  of  Jesus  (Rom.  63  Gal.  827  Acts238 
816  104819s  i  Cor.  6n  113;  even  in  Hermas  also; 
Vis.  iii.  7  3).  The  Trinitarian  formula  is  met  with  first 
in  Justin  (Apol.  I6i)  and  in  the  Didachl  (7i).  So  also, 
if  Jesus  had  enjoined  the  mission  to  the  Gentiles  on  the 
original  apostles,  as  is  stated  in  Mt.  28 19,  it  would  be  a 
practical  impossibility  to  understand,  how  they,  or  their 
followers,  could  have  withstood  Paul  so  hotly  upon  this 
very  point. 

It  would  clearly  be  wrong,  in  an  investigation  such  as 
the  present,  to  start  from  any  such  postulate  or  axiom 

1 VI    Th         as   l^at   '  m'rac'es '  are  impossible.      At 
the  same  time,  on  the  other  hand,  some 
miracle-       ,     ,  .  r  ., 

, .  doubt  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  accounts 

'  cannot  fail  to  arise  in  the  mind  even  of 
the  stoutest  believer  in  miracles  when  he  observes  such 
points  as  the  following  : — (a)  How  contradictory  they 
are.  In  Mk.  1 32  34  all  the  sick  were  brought  to  Jesus 
and  he  healed  some  ;  in  ||  Mt.  8  16  they  brought  many  and 
he  healed  all;  in  ||  Lk.  4  40  they  brought  all  and  he  healed 
all,  as  also  in  Mt.  424.  In  Mk.  3jf.  10  a  great  multi 
tude  followed  him  and  he  healed  many  ;  in  ||  Mt.  12 15 
many  followed  and  he  healed  all.  According  to  this  the 
view  of  the  evangelist  must  have  been  that  he  was 
followed  exclusively  by  sick  persons.  According  to 
what  is  said  in  §  i^j,d  not  only  the  early  date  but  the 
historicity  altogether  of  those  healings  en  masse  must  be 
held  to  be  doubtful.  Before  the  feeding  of 

the  5000,  in  Mk.  (634)  Jesus  teaches  the  multitude  ;  in 
Mt.  (14 14)  he  heals  their  sick;  in  Lk.  (9n)  he  does 
both.  At  the  beginning  of  his  journey  to  Jerusalem, 
according  to  Mk.  (lOi),  Jesus  teaches  the  multitude; 
according  to  Mt.  (192)  he  heals  them.  According  to 
Lk.  (?2i)  Jesus  heals  a  number  of  sick  —  possessed 
and  blind — in  the  presence  of  the  messengers  of  the 
Baptist,  and  immediately  before  this  he  raises  the 
widow's  son  at  Nain  (711-17);  Mt.  knows  nothing  of 
this,  and  Mk.  as  little  (the  message  of  the  Baptist  is 
wholly  wanting  in  Mk. ).  But  on  the  other  hand  Mt. 
records  as  before  this  date  not  only  the  healing  of  a 
leper  (81-4)  and  of  a  paralytic  (9i-s')t  as  does  Mk.  140- 
2i2=Lk.  5 12-26,  but  also  the  raising  of  the  daughter  of 
Jairus  (9 18-26),  and  the  healing  of  two  blind  men  (927- 
31),  and  of  a  dumb  man  possessed  with  a  devil  (;cw06s  : 
932-34) — healings  which  in  Lk.  are  all  brought  in  as 
having  been  wrought  after  the  message  of  the  Baptist 
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(840-56  1835-43  11 14-16).  Thus  each  of  the  two  evan 
gelists  secured  that  the  messengers  of  the  Baptist  should 
be  able  to  hear  of  miracles  of  most  various  kinds  as 
wrought  by  Jesus  (Mt.  lls  =  Lk.  7  22)  ; l  but  each  has 
done  so  in  a  different  way.  After  the  cleansing  of  the 
temple,  Jesus,  according  to  Mt.  (21 14),  heals  blind 
and  lame  there  ;  of  this  Mk.  and  Lk.  know  nothing. 
Similarly  in  2852  f.  he  alone  reports  the  resurrection  of 
many  dead  persons  on  the  death  of  Jesus.  On  the 
other  hand,  Mt.  (2617-20)  describes  the  preparation  of 
the  Passover  meal  without  presupposing  any  super 
natural  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Jesus  as  is  done  in 
Mk.  (14 12-17)  and  Lk.  (227-14).  Lk.  alone  knows  not 
only  of  the  miracles  reported  in  7 11-17  2I.  but  also  of 
the  healing  of  the  woman  with  the  spirit  of  infirmity,  of 
the  man  with  the  dropsy,  of  the  ten  lepers,  and  of  the 
high  priest's  servant's  ear,  as  also  of  the  fact  of 
Peter's  miraculous  draft  (1810-17  14i-6  17 11-19  22  50  f. 
5i-n).  In  the  last  two  cases  the  silence  of  Mt.  and 
Mk.  is  all  the  more  significant  as  they  give  a  quite 
precise  account  of  the  very  occurrences  in  the  midst 
of  which  a  miracle,  according  to  Lk. ,  was  wrought, 
and  in  Gethsemane  all  the  apostles,  and  at  the  call 
of  Peter  at  least  he  and  some  others,  were  present 
(Mk.  1447  =  Mt.  2651-54;  Mk.  li6-2o=Mt.  4i8-22;  cp 
§  32,  n.  5,  §  42).  Only  Mk. ,  again,  knows  of  the 
healing  of  a  blind  man  in  two  successive  stages,  by 
application  of  spittle  and  by  laying  on  of  hands  (822-26). 
Instead  of  the  one  man,  deaf  and  with  an  impediment 
in  his  speech,  who  is  healed  by  Jesus  in  Mk.  (732-37)  by 
the  same  means,  inl|Mt.  \5y>f.  a  whole  multitude  of  lame, 
blind,  and  dumb  are  healed.  At  Gerasa  Mk.  (62)  and  Lk. 
(827)  make  mention  of  one  demoniac,  Mt.  (828)  of  two, 
and  that  too  (v.  29)  with  clear  divergence  from  ||  Mk. 
$7  =  Lk.  828,  and  dependence  on  the  words  of  the 
demoniac  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum  (Mk.  124  = 
Lk.  434),  all  mention  of  which  has  been  wholly  omitted 
by  Mt.  At  Jericho  Mk.  (1046)  mentions  one  blind  man 
as  Jesus  was  leaving  the  city,  Lk.  1835  one  as  he  was 
entering,  Mt.  2029/1  two  as  he  was  leaving.  The  man 
who  in  Lk.  11 14  is  dumb  is  also  blind  in  Mt.  1222.2 
According  to  Mk.  623  the  daughter  of  Jairus  is  at  the 
point  of  death,  according  to  Lk.  842  she  is  a-dying  ;  in 
Mt.  9 18  the  father's  statement  runs,  '  my  daughter  is 
even  now  dead,'  whilst  in  Mk.  635  and  Lk.  849  this 
announcement  is  brought  to  Jesus  only  after  the  healing 
of  the  woman  with  the  issue  of  blood  which  has  been 
wrought  in  the  interval.  To  the  number  5000  as  well 
as  to  the  4000  of  those  who  were  miraculously  fed  Mt. 
adds  in  each  case  (14 21  15 38)  'besides  women  and 
children. '  In  Mk.  1 1 20  the  fig  tree  is  found  to  be 
withered  away  on  the  morning  after  the  curse  has  been 
pronounced  ;  according  to  Mt.  21 19  it  withered  away 
immediately.  Whilst  in  Mk.  1  iof.  it  is  Jesus  who  sees 
the  heaven  opened  and  the  spirit  descending  and  hears 
the  voice,  so  that  one  is  able,  if  so  disposed,  to  take  the 
whole  passage  as  describing  an  inward  mental  experi 
ence,  with  regard  to  which  the  disciples  had  derived 
their  knowledge  from  himself  alone,  Mt.  3i6f.  repre 
sents  the  opening  of  the  heavens  as  an  objective  occur 
rence  and  gives  the  voice  in  the  third  person  and  thus 
not  as  for  the  hearing  of  Jesus  alone,  whilst  according  to 
Lk.  Szif.  the  Spirit  even  descends  'in  bodily  shape.' 
As  for  the  narratives  of  the  nativity  and  childhood  see 
MARY  (MOTHER  OF  JESUS)  and  NATIVITY.  We  pass 
over  the  numerous  other  minor  differences  in  the  accounts 
of  miracles  in  the  gospels,  in  order  to  touch  upon  : — 
(i>)  Two  cases  in  which  even  one  strongly  predisposed 

1  It  must  be  granted  that  in  Mt.  832-34  K<O$O?  means  a  dumb, 
and  in  11  5  a  deaf,  person.     But  the  two  infirmities  so  often  go 
together  that  this  difference  of  meaning  cannot  be  held  to  in 
validate  the  statement  in  the  text,  which  in  all  other  respects  is 
absolutely  exact. 

2  These  two  passages  must  be  regarded  as  parallel  because  in 
each  there  follows  this  detailed  examination  of  the  criticism  that 
Jesus  cast  out  demons  by  Beelzebub  (Mt.  12  24-32  =  Lk.  11  15-23). 
A  second  parallel  to  Lk.  11  14  is  Mt.  9  32-34,  which  agrees  in 
its  details  with  Lk.  more  exactly. 
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to  believe  in  miracles  would  find  it  difficult  to  accept  a 
narrative  of  this  kind  on  account  of  the  time  to  which 
it  is  assigned,  (a)  Lk.  2344/.  expressly,  and  Mk.  1633 
Mt.  2745  also  to  all  appearance,  allege  an  eclipse  of  the 
sun,  a  celestial  phenomenon  which,  however,  is  pos 
sible  only  at  the  period  of  New  Moon — i.e. ,  shortly 
before  the  ist  of  Nisan — and  cannot  happen  on  the 
1 5th  or  I4th  of  a  month.  To  save  for  the  narrative  some 
relic  of  credibility  the  suggestion  has  even  been  made 
that  it  is  in  fact  an  eclipse  of  the  moon  that  is  re 
corded.  But  in  offering  this  explanation  it  was  for 
gotten,  not  only  that  at  midday  such  an  occurrence 
would  not  produce  darkness,  but  also  that  the  shadow 
of  the  earth  falling  upon  the  moon  is  visible  only  from 
the  side  of  the  earth  that  is  turned  away  from  the  sun, 
in  other  words,  during  the  night,  not  in  the  middle  of 
the  day  from  12  to  3. 

(P)  As  for  the  fig  tree  (Mk.  11 12-14  20-25  Mt.  21 18-22), 
it  is  certainly  the  fact  that  its  fruits  begin  to  form  before 
the  leaves  unfold  —  approximately  about  Easter- tide. 
But  at  this  early  stage  they  are  still  exceedingly  small 
and  quite  uneatable.  The  first  ripe  figs  are  gathered 
in  the  end  of  June,  most  of  the  rest  in  August,  and 
some  not  till  so  late  as  February.  Some  do  not  reach 
their  development  at  all  in  the  year  of  their  formation, 
but  only  in  the  following  spring.  Fruits  of  this  last- 
named  class  might  therefore  have  been  found  by  Jesus 
on  the  tree ;  but  they  are  in  no  sense  a  characteristic  mark 
of  a  good  tree  ;  the  characteristic  of  such  a  tree  is  its 
young  freshly-produced  figs.  But  with  figs  of  this  last 
kind  Jesus  could  not  have  satisfied  his  hunger  ;  the  nar 
rative  would  have  been  possible  at  any  time  from  June  to 
February  ;  but,  placed  at  Easter,  it  is  not  so  ;  and  yet  it 
belongs  so  definitely  to  the  Easter  season  that  it  would  be 
indeed  a  bold  thing  to  say  that  it  is  true  in  itself  but  wrongly 
dated.  The  only  really  pertinent  remark  is  that  of  Mk. 
(Ili3):  it  was  not  the  season  of  figs.  This  is  so  contrary, 
however,  to  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  narrative  that 
Scholten  thought  himself  justified  in  setting  it  down  as 
a  marginal  note  by  a  foreign  hand  (§  119  6).  Thus, 
even  where  there  is  not  the  slightest  shadow  of  aversion 
to  miracles  as  such,  there  is  nothing  to  surprise  us  when 
these  two  narratives  are  declared  to  be  unhistorical. 
See  FIG  TREE. 

(c)  Taken  as  a  whole  the  facts  brought  forward  in 
the  immediately  preceding  paragraphs  show  only  too 
clearly  with  what  lack  of  concern  for  historical  precision 
the  evangelists  write.  The  conclusion  is  inevitable  that 
even  the  one  evangelist  whose  story  in  any  particular 
case  involves  less  of  the  supernatural  than  that  of  the 
others,  is  still  very  far  from  being  entitled  on  that 
account  to  claim  implicit  acceptance  of  his  narrative. 
Just  in  the  same  degree  in  which  those  who  came  after 
him  have  gone  beyond  him,  it  is  easily  conceivable  that 
he  himself  may  have  gone  beyond  those  who  went 
before  him. 

With  reference  to  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  (a)  the 
most  credible  statement  in  the  Synoptics  is  that  of  Mt. 
(and  Mk. )  that  the  first  appearances 
were  in  Galilee.  The  appearance  in 


Jerusalem  to  the  two  women  ( Mt.  28  gf. ) 


Resurrection 

01  Jesus.  js  a]most  universally  given  up — not 
only  because  of  the  silence  of  all  the  other  accounts,  but 
also  because  in  it  Jesus  only  repeats  the  direction  which 
the  women  had  already  received  through  the  angel.  If 
the  disciples  had  seen  Jesus  in  Jerusalem  as  Lk.  states, 
it  would  be  absolutely  incomprehensible  how  Mk.  and 
Mt.  came  to  require  them  to  repair  to  Galilee  before 
they  could  receive  a  manifestation  of  Jesus.  The  con 
verse  on  the  other  hand  is  very  easy  to  understand  ; 
Lk.  found  it  inconceivable  that  the  disciples  who, 
according  to  him,  were  still  in  Jerusalem,  should  have 
been  unable  to  see  Jesus  until  they  went  to  Galilee.  In 
actual  fact  the  disciples  had  already  dispersed  at 
Gethsemane  (Mk.  14so  Mt.  2656);  this  Lk.  very  signi 
ficantly  omits.  Even  Peter,  after  he  had  perceived, 
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when  he  denied  his  Master,  the  dangers  he  incurred, 
will  hardly  have  exposed  himself  to  these,  gratuitously, 
any  longer.  At  the  cross  only  women,  not  disciples, 
were  present.  Whither  these  last  had  betaken  them 
selves  we  are  not  told.  But  it  is  not  difficult  to  con 
jecture  that  they  had  gone  to  their  native  Galilee.  The 
angelic  command,  therefore,  that  they  should  make  this 
their  rendezvous,  may  reasonably  be  taken  as  a  veiled 
indication  that  they  had  already  gone  thither.  The 
presupposition  made  both  by  Mk.  and  by  Mt.  that  they 
were  still  in  Jerusalem  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection  is 
accordingly  erroneous.  It  was  this  error  of  theirs  that 
led  Lk.  to  his  still  more  erroneous  inversion  of  the  actual 
state  of  the  facts. 

(£)  The  second  element  in  the  synoptics  that  may  be 
accepted  with  confidence  is  the  statement  that  it  was 
Peter  who  received  the  first  manifestation  of  his  risen 
master.  All  the  more  surprising  is  it  that  it  is  only  Lk. 
who  tells  us  so,  and  that  only  in  passing  (2434).  It  is 
the  chief  point  in  the  statement  of  Paul,  i  Cor.  15i-n. 
This  passage  must  be  regarded  as  the  earliest  account 
of  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  ;  unquestionably 
it  goes  back  to  the  communications  made  by  Peter 
during  the  fifteen  days'  visit  of  Paul,  three  years  after 
the  conversion  of  the  latter  (Gal.  1 18). 

(c)  Not  only  is  it  a  mark  of  inadequacy  in  the  gospels 
that  they  have  nothing  to  say  about  the  greater  number 
of  the  manifestations  here  recorded  ;    it  also  becomes 
necessary  to  withhold  belief  from  what  they  actually  do 
relate  in  addition.      Paul  would  certainly  not  have  left 
it  out  had  he  known  it ;  the  duty  of  bringing  forward 
all  the  available  evidence  in  support  of  the  truth  of  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus  as  against  the  Corinthian  doubters 
was  of  the  most  stringent  kind. 

(d)  Thus,    on   the   one    hand,    the    statements    that 
Jesus  was  touched,  and  that  he  ate  ( Lk.  24  39-43),  are  seen 
to  be  incredible.      But  these  are  precisely  the  statements 
which  make  it  possible  to  understand  why  the  evangelists 
should  pass  over  the  mere  appearing  of  Jesus  (&<f>0-r)}  to 
which  the  statements  of  Paul  are  confined,  inasmuch  as 
they  believed  they  could  offer  proofs  of  a  more  palpable 
character. 

In  criticism  it  was  a  great  error  to  believe  that  by  the  expres 
sion  '  was  seen  '  (OJ^STJ)  Paul  was  characterizing  the  appearances 
as  unreal.  It  is  indeed  true  that  in  the  NT  this  expression  with 
one  exception  (Acts  726)  is  applied  to  visions  ;  but,  unless  he  be 
a  thoroughly  modern  person  well  versed  in  philosophy  and 
science,  the  visionary  is  under  a  psychological  necessity  to 
regard  as  real  the  things  which  he  sees  in  vision  even  though  he 
distinguishes  between  them  and  the  objects  of  ordinary  sight. 
The  only  thins:  that  would  prevent  him  from  doing  so  would  be 
if  the  vision  offered  that  which  according  to  his  ideas  was  utterly 
impossible.  But  in  the  case  before  us  this  is  far  from  being  so. 
In  the  NT  the  resurrection  of  a  man — e.g.,  of  the  Baptist  or  of 
Elijah  —  is  supposed  to  be  thoroughly  possible  (Mk.  614-16  = 
Mt.  142  =  Lk.97/  Mk.9n  Mt.  17  10  11  14). 

What  the  expression  'was  seen'  (&<pdr))  proves  is, 
accordingly,  rather  this — that  in  no  description  of  any 
appearances  of  the  risen  Lord  did  Paul  perceive  any 
thing  by  which  they  were  distinguished  from  his  own,  re 
ceived  at  Damascus.  With  reference  to  this  he  uses  the 
same  expression  ;  he  therefore  characterizes  it  as  a  '  vision ' 
(diTTaffia),  and,  as  he  still  distinguishes  from  this  the 
'revelation'  (aTroKaXinj/is)  in  2  Cor.  12 1,  we  shall  have 
to  take  the  word  literally  and  interpret  it  as  denoting 
seeing,  not  hearing. 

(e)  The  statements  as  to  the  empty  sepulchre  are  to 
be  rejected  ;    Paul   is   silent   regarding  them,    and   his 
silence  is  very  strongly  reinforced   by  Mk.  168  which 
says  the  women  told  no  one  anything  of  what  they  had 
seen.     This  failure  to  carry  out  the  angel's  bidding  is 
quite  unthinkable,  and  one  readily  understands  why  Mt. 
and  Lk.  should  say  the  opposite,  though  this  is  probably 
the  most  violent  change  they  have  anywhere  made  on 
their  exemplar.      (The  word   'fear,'   </>6/3os,  in  Mt.  283 
shows  that  he  had  before  him  the  'were  afraid,'  £<f>o- 
POVVTO,  of  Mk. )     The  statement  of  Mk.   is   intelligible 
only  if  we  take  him  to  mean  that  the  whole  statement  as 
to  the  empty  sepulchre  is  now  being  promulgated  for  the 
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first  time  by  the  publication  of  his  gospel.  He  cannot 
intend  to  say  that  the  women  held  their  peace  for  a 
short  time  only,  for  the  general  belief  is  that  Jesus 
appeared  very  soon  after  his  resurrection,  and  every 
delay  on  the  part  of  the  women  would  have  put  back 
the  time  at  which  the  disciples  could  arrive  in  Galilee 
and  behold  the  promised  appearing  of  the  Lord.  If 
Mk.  is  understood  in  the  sense  we  have  indicated,  then 
in  him  we  have  a  virtual  admission,  veiled  indeed,  yet 
clear,  that  all  statements  as  to  the  empty  sepulchre 
were  innovations  of  a  later  time. 

(/)  Nor,  as  against  this,  will  it  avail  to  urge  the 
inherent  likelihood  that  the  sepulchre  must  without  fail 
have  been  visited. 

Here  the  assumption  is  that  forthwith  on  the  resurrection  day 
the  tidings  of  the  empty  sepulchre  became  known  in  Jerusalem. 
But  this  supposition  has  been  shown  to  be  groundless..  Yet  even 
had  the  tidings  been  brought  forthwith  to  the  Christians  in 
Jerusalem,  and  even  if  they  had  thereupon  at  once  visited  the 
sepulchre,  their  evidence  would  not  have  proved  more  than  did 
that  of  the  women.  Only  an  examination  by  opponents  could 
have  claimed  greater  weight.  But  it  is  hardly  likely  that  the 
tidings  reached  their  ears  forthwith.  Yet,  even  had  this 
happened  and  the  sepulchre  been  found  empty,  the  fact  would 
have  been  capable  of  being  explained  by  them  as  due  to  a 
removal  of  the  body.  The  (unhistorical)  statement  of  Mt.  as  to 
setting  a  watch  over  the  sepulchre  (§  108)  had  in  fact  just  this 
very  purpose  in  view — to  exclude  the  possibility  of  any  such 
removal.  But  after  the  visit  of  the  women  the  watch  was  not 
continued  even  in  Mt.  Further  it  has  to  be  borne  in  mind  that 
according  to  Jewish  belief  a  body  did  not  remain  recognisable 
for  more  than  three  days  (see  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE,  §  20  a). 
Had  a  body,  therefore,  really  been  found,  it  would  no  longer 
have  been  possible  to  identify  it  as  the  body  of  Jesus. 

This  comes  yet  more  strongly  into  view  if  we  picture 
to  ourselves  the  order  of  events  in  the  way  in  which,  in 
all  probability,  they  actually  happened.  The  first  belief 
in  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  arose  through  the  appearances 
in  Galilee  on  the  third  day  after  his  death,  or  later. 
The  disciples  believed  in  them  and  therefore  felt  them 
selves  under  no  necessity  to  assure  themselves  by  ex 
amination  of  the  sepulchre.  Even  if  the  tidings  of  the 
Galilaean  appearances  had  been  brought  to  Jerusalem 
forthwith,  not  even  so  would  they  have  given  occasion 
for  such  an  examination.  It  was  unnecessary  :  the 
followers  of  Jesus  believed  them  without  further  evi 
dence  ;  his  enemies  laughed  them  to  scorn.  One  knew 
that  the  emptiness  of  the  sepulchre  after  so  long  a 
time  could  prove  anything  just  as  little  as  could  the 
production  of  a  no  longer  identifiable  body.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  enter  more  fully  into  the  almost  incred 
ible  variations  in  the  accounts  of  what  happened  at 
the  sepulchre,  after  what  has  already  been  said  (see,  for 
enumeration,  §  27). 

(§•)  The  conclusion  of  Mk.  (169-20)  is  admittedly  not 
genuine  (see  W.  and  H.,  Appendix,  and  above,  §  4, 
n.  2).  Still  less  can  the  shorter  conclusion  printed  by  W. 
and  H.  lay  claim  to  genuineness.  Should  it  be  found  that 
the  longer,  in  accordance  with  an  Armenian  superscription 
found  by  Conybeare  (Expos.,  '93  b,  pp.  241-254),  was 
written  by  the  presbyter  Aristion — the  name  in  the  inscrip 
tion  is  Ariston, — then  a  very  unfavourable  light  would 
be  shed  upon  this  '  disciple  of  the  Lord,'  as  Papias  calls 
him.  Almost  the  entire  section  is  a  compilation,  partly 
even  from  the  fourth  gospel  and  Acts.  At  the  same  time 
the  words  '  for  they  were  afraid  '  (etyofiovvTO  yap,  168) 
cannot  have  been  the  close  intended  by  the  author, 
especially  seeing  that  appearances  in  Galilee  are  an 
nounced  (167).  The  suggestion  that  the  author  was 
interrupted  as  he  was  finishing  is  a  mere  makeshift. 
It  cannot  be  urged  in  support  of  it  that  in  Mt.  and 
Lk.  no  traces  of  the  conjectured  genuine  conclusion  of 
Mk.  are  to  be  found.  We  could  not  be  sure 
whether  at  least  Mt.  has  not  drawn  from  it,  especi 
ally  as  he  coincides  entirely  with  Mk.  166/1  But 
deliberate  divergence  from  the  (supposed)  conclu 
sion  of  Mk.  would  also  be  very  intelligible,  for  Mt. 
and  Lk.  have  already,  as  against  Mk.  168,  said  the 
opposite  of  what  lay  before  them  in  their  exemplar. 
The  fact  that  the  last  leaf  of  a  book  is  always  the  most 
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liable  to  get  lost  can  suffice  to  explain  how  the  close  of 
Mk.  should  have  disappeared  without  leaving  any  trace. 
Yet  a  deliberate  removal  of  it  is  also  conceivable, — if 
it  did  not  answer  the  demands  which  had  already  come 
to  be  set  up  in  the  time  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  Nothing  can 
be  conjectured  with  any  certainty,  except  that  it 
described  an  appearance  of  Jesus  to  the  disciples.  The 
fact  that  Peter  is  also  individually  named  in  16?  may 
perhaps  be  held  to  indicate  that  the  conclusion  con 
tained  also  an  appearance  to  Peter  alone. 

The  foregoing  sections  may  have  sometimes  seemed 
to  raise  a  doubt  whether  any  credible  elements  were  to 

139  Absolutely  be  ^ound  m  tne  g°sPels  at  all ;  all  the 
credible          more  emphatically  therefore  must  stress 

passages  •  be  laid  °n  the  existence  of  passages  of 

,    ,  *x.  '  .„  the  kind  indicated  in  §  131.      Refer- 

(a  \  About  Jesus  ,       ,    , 

^   '.  >  ence  has  already  been  made  to  Mk. 

10i7/.  ('Why  callest  thou  me  good? 
none  is  good  save  God  only'),  as  also  to  Mt.  12 31  f. 
( that  blasphemy  against  the  son  of  man  can  be  forgiven ) , J 
and  to  Mk.  821  (that  his  relations  held  him  to  be  beside 
himself;  cp  §  116^  d).  To  these,  two  others  may  now 
be  added:  Mk.  1832  ('of  that  day  and  of  that  hour 
knoweth  no  one,  not  even  the  angels  in  heaven,  neither 
the  Son  but  the  Father ' ;  the  words  '  neither  the  Son ' 
(ovSe  o  vibs)  are  absent  from  Mt.  in  many  MSS  and 
the  whole  verse  from  Lk.  ;  cp  §  130  e);  and  Mk.  15  34 
Mt.  2746  ('  My  God,  my  God,  why  hast  thou  forsaken 
me?' — an  utterance  which  Lk.  has  wholly  omitted). 

These  five  passages,  along  with  the  four  which  will 
be  spoken  of  in  §  140,  might  be  called  the  foundation- 
pillars  for  a  truly  scientific  life  of  Jesus.  Should  the 
idea  suggest  itself  that  they  have  been  sought  out  with 
partial  intent,  as  proofs  of  the  human  as  against  the 
divine  character  of  Jesus,  the  fact  at  all  events  cannot 
be  set  aside  that  they  exist  in  the  Bible  and  demand 
our  attention.  In  reality,  however,  they  prove  not  only 
that  in  the  person  of  Jesus  we  have  to  do  with  a  com 
pletely  human  being,  and  that  the  divine  is  to  be  sought 
in  him  only  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  capable  of  being 
found  in  a  man  ;  they  also  prove  that  he  really  did 
exist,  and  that  the  gospels  contain  at  least  some  absolutely 
trustworthy  facts  concerning  him.  If  passages  of  this 
kind  were  wholly  wanting  in  them  it  would  be  impos 
sible  to  prove  to  a  sceptic  that  any  historical  value 
whatever  was  to  be  assigned  to  the  gospels  ;  he  would 
be  in  a  position  to  declare  the  picture  of  Jesus  contained 
in  them  to  be  purely  a  work  of  phantasy,  and  could 
remove  the  person  of  Jesus  from  the  field  of  history, — 
all  the  more  when  the  meagreness  of  the  historical 
testimony  regarding  him,  whether  in  canonical  writings 
outside  of  the  gospels,  or  in  profane  writers  such  as 
Josephus,  Tacitus,  Suetonius,  and  Pliny,  is  considered. 

(a)  According  to  Mk.  812  Jesus  emphatically  declined 
to  work  a  'sign'  (crrjfj.etop)  before  the  eyes  of  his  con- 

140  (&)  On  the    temPorar'es  I    '  there  shall  no  sign  be 
miracles  of      gjven  unto  this  generation. '     In  Mt. 

Jesus  39  164and  Lk.  11 29  this  saying  is 

given  in  the  enlarged  form,  '  there 
shall  no  sign  be  given  to  this  generation  but  the  sign 
of  Jonah  (the  prophet).'  Unless  here  the  meaning 
intended  be  the  exact  contrary  of  what  is  said  in  Mk. , 
the  'sign  of  Jonah'  cannot  be  really  a  'sign,'  but 
rather  the  opposite  of  one. 

To  illustrate  how,  notwithstanding,  it  was  possible  for  Jesus 
to  express  himself  so,  let  us  put  an  imaginary  parallel  case.  A 
conqueror,  without  receiving  any  provocation,  invades  a  country. 
Its  inhabitants  send  an  embassy  to  ask  of  him  what  justification 
he  can  show  for  his  aggression.  He  gives  the  answer  :  You 
ask  me  what  I  can  allege  in  justification '?  I  shall  give  you  no 
other  justification  than  that  which  my  sword  gives.  The 
situation  in  the  gospel  is  quite  similar. 

The  one  thing  which  Jesus  has  hitherto  done,  and, 
if  he  refuses  to  work  signs  ((nj/xetet),  the  one  thing  which 

1  Lk.  also  as  well  as  Mk.  has  his  share  in  the  weakening  of 
this  sentence,  the  verse  he  gives  immediately  before  it  being 
12  9),  he  that  denieth  me  in  the  presence  of  men  shall  be  denied 
in  the  presence  of  the  angels  of  God.' 
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he  can  continue  to  do,  is  to  preach.  The  main  activity 
of  Jonah  also  in  like  manner  consisted  in  preaching. 
By  the  sign  of  Jonah  accordingly  is  meant  the  opposite 
of  a  sign— viz. ,  preaching  like  that  of  Jonah.  This  is 
shown  also  by  the  immediate  sequel  :  '  the  men  of 
Nineveh  repented  at  the  preaching  of  Jonah.'  Next 
follows  the  example  of  the  Queen  of  Sheba  who  came 
to  hear  the  preaching  of  Solomon  (Mt.  1241 /.  =Lk. 

11 3i/). 

It  is  only  in  Mt.  (l-4o)  that  this  good  connection  is  brolcen  by 
the  interpretation  that  the  sign  of  Jonah  means  his  three  days' 
sojourn  in  the  belly  of  the  whale,  and  that  by  this  is  signified 
the  three  days'  sojourn  of  Jesus  in  the  heart  of  the  earth.  But 
even  apart  from  its  breaking  the  connection,  this  verse,  which 
rests  only  on  misunderstanding  of  the  ambiguous  utterance  in 
Lk.  11  30,  is  quite  unsuitable  ;  for  a  '  sign  '  of  course  makes  its 
impression  only  when  it  can  be  seen.  The  people  of  Nineveh 
could  not  observe  the  emergence  of  Jonah  from  the  place  of  his 
sojourn,  nor  indeed  is  it  even  stated  that  he  told  them  of  it  ;  all 
that  is  said  is  that  he  preached  to  them. 

(d)  According  to  Mk.  65  f.  Jesus  was  able  to  do  no 
mighty  work  (save  healing  a  few  sick  folk)  in  Nazareth 
and  marvelled  at  the  unbelief  of  its  people.  This  then 
is  the  reason  why  he  was  unable.  Mt.  13  58  is  a 
manifest  weakening  of  this  :  '  he  did  not  many  mighty 
works  there  because  of  their  unbelief. ' 

(f)  In  Mk.  814-21  the  disciples,  in  the  crossing  of  the 
Lake,  which  has  been  touched  on  in  §  135,  are  re 
presented  as  having  forgotten  to  take  bread  with  them. 
Jesus  says  :  '  Take  heed,  beware  of  the  leaven  of  the 
Pharisees  and  of  Herod  '  (in  Mt.  166  :  'of  the  Pharisees 
and  Sadducees  ' ).  This  exhortation  the  disciples  take 
as  a  reproach  on  them  for  their  forgetful  ness.  But 
Jesus  rebukes  them  for  their  little  understanding,  and 
reminds  them  of  the  feeding  of  the  5000  and  of  the 
4000.  The  conclusion  is  given  fully  only  by  Mt. 
(16  Tif.),  but  unquestionably  in  the  sense  of  Mk.,  'How 
is  it  that  ye  do  not  perceive  that  I  spake  not  to  you 
concerning  bread  ?  .  .  .  then  understood  they  how  that 
he  bade  them  beware  of  the  teaching  of  the  Pharisees 
and  Sadducees.'  Both  evangelists  have  previously 
related  the  feeding  of  the  5000  and  the  4000  as  facts. 
If  Jesus  reminds  them  of  this,  the  consequence  must  of 
course  be  that  they  should  think  of  material  loaves  as 
being  what  they  are  to  beware  of.  In  reality,  however, 
the  deduction  is  quite  the  opposite.  This  is  possible 
only  on  one  assumption — if  the  feeding  of  the  5000  and 
the  4000  was  not  a  historical  occurrence,  but  a  parable 
having  this  as  its  point  that  the  bread  with  which  one 
man  in  the  wilderness  was  able  to  feed  a  vast  multitude 
signifies  the  teaching  with  which  he  satisfied  their  souls. 
On  this  view  the  closing  statement  of  the  narrative  first 
finds  its  full  explanation  ;  more  bread  remains  over 
than  was  present  at  the  beginning ;  truth  is  not  con 
sumed  when  it  is  communicated  to  others,  but  only 
serves  to  awaken  in  them  ever  new  thoughts  and  an 
ever-growing  power  to  satisfy  in  their  turn  the  spiritual 
hunger  of  others.  It  is  exceedingly  surprising,  yet  at 
the  same  time  evidence  of  a  reproduction  of  earlier 
materials,  that  Mk.  and  Mt.  should  give  the  present 
narrative  at  all — a  narrative  which  in  their  understand 
ing  of  the  miracle  of  the  feeding  is  so  meaningless. 

Mt.  has  made  some  attempt,  albeit  a  somewhat  feeble  one,  to 
bring  the  two  narratives  into  harmony.  With  him  Jesus  (16  8)  re 
proaches  the  disciples  for  their  little  faith.  Similarly  Mk.  at  an 
earlier  place  (652),  the  wording  of  which  recalls  that  of  the 
present  passage,  alludes  to  the  miracle  of  the  loaves  and  implies 
that  the  disciples  ought  to  have  learned  from  it  implicit  faith  in 
the  supernatural  power  of  Jesus  even  in  the  storm.  All  the 
more  important  is  it  to  notice  that  in  the  passage  of  Mk.  now 
before  us  (S  14-21)  Jesus  blames  them,  in  the  only  fitting  (and 
therefore  the  only  original)  way,  for  their  little  understanding; 
and  Mt.  by  taking  up  this  reproach  in  10 9  n  shows  that  the 
other,  that  of  unbelief,  is  not  the  original  one. 

(d)  In  Mt.  lls  Lk.  7  22  Jesus  sends  an  answer  to  the 
Baptist  that  the  blind  see,  the  lame  walk,  the  lepers 
are  cleansed,  the  deaf  hear,  the  dead  are  raised,  and 
the  poor  have  the  gospel  preached  to  them.  As  has 
been  shown  above  (§  137  a),  both  evangelists  have  seen 
to  it  that  all  the  miracles  mentioned  have  taken  place, 
either  at  an  earlier  date,  or  before  the  eyes  of  the 
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Baptist's  messengers.  All  the  more  remarkable  there 
fore  is  it  that  the  list  should  close  with  what  is  not  a 
miracle  at  all.  It  would  be  impossible  to  counteract 
the  preceding  enumeration  more  effectually  than  by  the 
simple  insertion  of  this  final  clause.  The  evangelists 
therefore  cannot  have  added  it  of  their  own  proper 
motion.  Neither  could  Jesus  have  neutralised  the 
force  of  his  own  words — if  we  assume  miracles  to  be 
intended  —  in  such  an  extraordinary  way.  On  the 
other  hand  the  clause  in  question  fits  admirably,  if 
Jesus  was  speaking  not  of  the  physically  but  of  the 
spiritually  blind,  lame,  leprous,  deaf,  dead.  This  is 
the  meaning,  too,  which  these  words  actually  have  in 
the  OT  passages,  Is.  35s/.  61 1,  which  lie  at  the  root 
of  this,  and  it  also  fits  very  well  the  continuation  in  Mt. 
116  Lk.  723,  which  reads,  'Blessed  is  he  who  is  not 
offended  in  me'  (i.e.,  in  my  unpretentious  simplicity). 
Here,  therefore,  we  have  a  case,  as  remarkable  as  it  is 
assured,  in  which  a  saying  of  Jesus,  though  completely 
misunderstood,  has  been — in  its  essence  at  least — 
incorporated  with  verbal  accuracy  in  the  gospels. 

Jesus,  then,  declined  to  work  signs  ((TTj/ueta),  and  that, 
too,   on  principle.       Mk.  812  (and    parallels)    is    not   a 


141.  Inference 


saying   of  a  kind  that  he  could  have 


',    uttered  one  day  and  broken  the  next ; 
as  to    sums. 

moreover   he   expressly   says    that    no 

sign  should  be  given  to  '  this  [whole]  generation,'  because 
as  a  whole  it  was  wicked  and  rebellious  against  God. 
Now,  the  word  semeion  does  not  denote  any  kind  of 
wonder,  but  only  a  wonder  of  the  kind  which  serves  the 
end  of  showing  the  power  of  him  who  works  it — as,  in 
the  present  case,  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus.  But,  so 
far  as  the  reported  miracles  of  Jesus  have  this  end, 
they  are,  if  this  saying  of  his  is  to  be  accepted,  no 
longer  to  be  taken  to  be  credible  ;  either  they  never 
happened  at  all  or  (at  least),  if  historical,  they  were 
not  miraculous. 

This  applies  very  conspicuously  to  the  withering  of  the  fig-tree. 
Apart  from  the  motive  mentioned  in  §  137  b,  ft,  this  particular 
miracle  is  rejected  by  many  theologians  on  the  ground  that  such 
a  deed,  having  no  manifest  saving  purpose,  appears  to  them  un 
worthy  of  his  character.  The  same  principle  will  apply  also  at 
least  to  the  stilling  of  the  storm  and  the  walking  upon  the 
water,  and  likewise  to  the  stater  in  the  fish's  mouth,  even 
though,  strangely  enough,  it  is  not  expressly  said  anywhere 
that  this  miracle  was  actually  carried  out. 

(a)  As  for  the  feeding  of  the  5000  and  the  4000,  so  also 
for  the  withering  of  the  fig-tree,  we  still  possess  a  clue  to 

142    O  "    '       f  tne  wav  m  w'h'ch  tf*6  narrative  arose 

°ln       out   of  a  parable.     The    narrative    in 

iracu  ous     quest;on  js  not  founcj  jn  Lk. ,  and  this 

narratives  In  •  ,  •     ,  <• 

,.  , .  is,  doubtless  correctly,  explained  from 

'  *ve  the  supposition  that  Lk.  considered  his 
speecn.  parable  (136-9)  of  the  fig-tree  — or 
rather  the  unspoken  sequel  to  the  parable,  that  the  tree 
had  at  last  to  be  cut  down  after  all — as  identical  with 
the  narrative.  By  the  fig-tree,  in  this  view,  was  meant 
the  nation  of  Israel,  and  that  which  we  have  seen  to  be 
impossible  if  the  story  is  taken  as  a  relation  of  actual 
fact  (§  137  b,  /3)  becomes  very  effective  as  soon  as  the 
symbolical  interpretation  is  adopted.  At  the  close  of 
his  ministry,  at  his  last  passover  festival,  Jesus  utters  his 
curse  upon  the  nation  that  has  borne  no  fruit.  Figu 

rative  forms  of  expression,  which  could  give  rise  to  the 
story  of  the  feeding,  are  also  to  be  found  in  Mt. 
56:  'blessed  are  they  that  hunger,1  for  they  shall  be 
filled,'  and  the  verse  which  in  Mk.  (634)  stands  before 
the  miraculous  narrative,  to  the  effect  that  Jesus  taught 
the  multitude,  embodies  in  reality  the  substance  of  that 
narrative.  For  Peter's  draught  of  fishes,  cp  Mk. 

Ii7  and  Mt.  1847-50.  It   is   not  difficult  to  con 

jecture  expressions  made  use-  of  by  Jesus  out  of  which 
the  narrative  of  the  walking  on  the  water  and  the  still 
ing  of  the  tempest  could  be  framed,  somewhat  after  the 
analogy  of  Mk.  11 22-24  and  Lk.  176  :  '  if  ye  have  faith  as 
a  grain  of  mustard  seed,  then  shall  ye  be  able  to  com- 

1  On  the  earliest  text  see  §  123  a,  n. 
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mand  the  storm  and  it  will  obey,  and  ye  shall  be  able 
to  walk  unharmed  upon  the  troubled  sea  (of  life).' 
Indeed  even  the  words  which  actually  stand  in  the 
passages  last  cited  might  have  given  occasion  to  the 
formation  of  miraculous  narratives.  '  If  ye  shall  say  in 
faith  to  this  mountain,  Be  thou  cast  into  the  sea,  or  to 
the  sycomore  tree,  Be  thou  transplanted  into  the  sea,  so 
shall  it  be  done.'  But  literalism  of  this  sort  even  in 
those  days  had  its  limits. 

(b)  The  same  explanation  is  capable  of  being  applied 
also  where  deeds  or  words  attributed  to  Jesus  himself  are 
not  concerned.  It  is  very  easily  conceivable  that  a 
preacher  on  the  death  of  Jesus  may  have  said,  purely 
figuratively,  that  then  was  the  veil  of  the  temple  rent  in 
twain  (Mk.  1538  =  Mt.27si  =  Lk.  2845).  What  he 
meant  to  say  was  that  by  the  death  of  Jesus  the 
ancient  separation  between  God  and  his  people  was 
done  away.  By  a  misunderstanding,  this  saying  could 
easily  be  taken  up  as  statement  of  a  literal  physical  fact. 
So  also,  if  another  preacher  said,  using  figurative 
language,  that  at  the  death  of  Jesus  the  graves  had 
opened  (Mt.  27  52),  or  that  darkness  (of  sorrow)  had 
spread  over  all  the  earth  (Mk.  1533  =  Mt.  2?45  =  Lk. 
2844).  Cpalso§  26,  n. 

(a)  In  the  present  connection  we  need  not  do  more 
than  allude  very  briefly  to  what  by  Strauss  was  regarded 
143  Influence  as  a^most  tne  on^y  source  of  origin  for 
Of  OT  passages  Such  miraculous  narratives  as  had  no 
real  foundation  in  fact  —  namely, 
passages  of  the  OT.  These  may  very  well  have  con 
tributed  to  the  shaping  of  such  narratives,  even  though 
we  do  not  assume  that  they  originated  them.  For  the 
raisings  of  the  dead  cp  i  K.  1717-24  2  K.  417-37;  for 
the  multiplication  of  the  loaves  and  fishes,  cp  Ex.  16  1-18 
Nu.  114-9  2  K.  442-44  ;  for  the  walking  upon  the  water 
Ps.  77  20  [19]  Is.  43 16  Job  9  8  ;  for  the  stilling  of  the  storm, 
Ps.  107  23-32  ;  for  the  healing  of  the  withered  hand 
i  K.  136  ;  for  the  healing  of  the  dumb  man,  Wisd.  102i. 

(6)  Apart  from  the  miracles,  there  is  one  OT 
passage  which  has  very  clearly  influenced  the  form  of 
the  gospel  narrative  in  Mt.  21  7.  It  is  impossible  to 
deny  Mt.  's  representation  here  to  be  that  Jesus  rode  into 
Jerusalem  upon  two  asses.  Even  if  one  chooses  to 
interpret  the  words  as  meaning  that  he  sat  upon  the 
garments  and  not  upon  the  animals  the  sense  is  sub 
stantially  the  same,  for  the  garments  were  laid  upon  the 
asses.  The  misunderstanding  rests  only  upon  a  too 
literal  interpretation  of  the  prophecy  in  Zech.  9  9,  which 
is  not  shared  by  Mk.  and  Lk.  So  also  the  number 

thirty  (unmentioned  in  Mk.  14 n  Lk.  22s)  given  to  the 
sum  received  by  Judas,  as  also  the  casting  away  of  the 
money  into  the  temple  (Mt.  26 15  27s),  would  seem  to 
come  not  from  tradition  but  from  the  passage  in  Zechariah 
(11  12  f.)  expressly  cited  in  Mt.  '27  9  f.  Upon 

Bethlehem,  as  the  birthplace  of  Jesus,  the  virgin  birth, 
the  Magi,  the  flight  into  Egypt,  the  massacre  of  the 
innocents,  see  MARY  [MOTHER  OF  JESUS]  and 
NATIVITY. 

According  to  Mk.  65^  (see  §  140  b)  we  are  to  under 
stand  that  Jesus  healed  where  he  found  faith.  This 

144   Miracles  power  is  s°  strong'y  attested  throughout 
'        ..  the  first  and   second  centuries  that,   in 

°'  view  of  the  spiritual  greatness  of  Jesus 
and  the  imposing  character  of  his  personality,  it  would 
be  indeed  difficult  to  deny  it  to  him.  Even  the  Phari 
sees  do  not  deny  his  miracles  of  healing,  though  they 
trace  them  to  a  compact  with  Beelzebub  (Mk.  822  Mt. 
934  1224  Lk.  11 15).  According  to  Mt.  1227  =  Lk.  11 19 
the  disciples  of  the  Pharisees  also  wrought  such  miracles  ; 
the  man  who  followed  not  with  the  disciples  of  Jesus  cast 
out  devils  (Mk.  938-4o=Lk.  949/  ) ;  the  same  is  said  of 
those  whom  in  Mt.  Inf.  Jesus  rejects  in  his  final  judg 
ment.  Paul  asserts  that  a  like  power  was  possessed  by 
himself  (2  Cor.  12  12  Rom.  15 19),  and  by  other  Christians 
(i  Cor.  128-n  28) ;  Justin  mentions  castings-out  of  devils 
(Apol.  26  Dial.  30,  35,  39,  76,  85) ;  so  also  Tertullian 
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(Apol.  23),  Irenseus  (231/1  Eus.  HE  67),  and  Quadratus 
(Eus.  HE\\.  32).1 

That  Jesus  demanded  faith  is  frequently  stated  (Mk. 
923_/".  Mt.  928),  as  also  that  he  was  approached  with 
faith  (Mk.  2s  =  Mt.  92  =  Lk.  620;  Mt.  810  =  Lk.  7  9  ; 
Mt.  15z//  =  Mk.  7a8 /.  ;  see  §  109  d),  and  that  he 
prayed. 

Many  of  the  accounts  contain  particulars  that  could  hardly 
have  been  introduced  at  will  merely  for  effect.  Thus  in  Mk.  5  7-10 
the  devil  does  not  leave  the  demoniac  of  Gerasa  at  the  first 
adjuration  ;  Jesus  must  first,  just  like  a  modern  alienist,  enter 
with  the  man  into  a  conversation  in  which  he  elicits  from  him 
what  his  hallucinations  are.  In  Mk.  5)14-29  all  the  symptoms 
shown  by  the  boy,  except  the  falling  into  the  fire,  can  be 
paralleled  from  the  descriptions  of  epilepsy  in  ancient  medical 
writers  (Krenkel,  Beitr.  zur  Attflielhmg  derGesch.  u.  d.  Briefs 
d.  Paulus,  'go,  pp.  50-63). 

Of  course  we  must  endeavour  to  ascertain  how 
many,  and  still  more  what  sorts  of  cures  were  effected  by 
Jesus.  It  is  quite  permissible  for  us  to  regard  as 
historical  only  those  of  the  class  which  even  at  the 
present  day  physicians  are  able  to  effect  by  psychical 
methods, — as,  more  especially,  cures  of  mental  maladies. 
It  is  highly  significant  that,  in  a  discourse  of  Peter 
(Acts  10  38),  the  whole  activity  of  Jesus  is  summed 
up  in  this  that  he  went  about  doing  good  and  healing 
all  those  that  were  oppressed  of  the  devil.  By  this 
expression  only  demoniacs  are  intended.  Cp  also  Lk. 
1832.  It  is  not  at  all  difficult  to  understand  how  the 
contemporaries  of  Jesus,  after  seeing  some  wonderful 
deed  or  deeds  wrought  by  him  which  they  regarded 
as  miracles,  should  have  credited  him  with  every  other 
kind  of  miraculous  power  without  distinguishing,  as  the 
modern  mind  does,  between  those  maladies  which  are 
amenable  to  psychical  influences  and  those  which  are  not. 
It  is  also  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  cure  may 
often  have  been  only  temporary.  If  there  was  a  relapse, 
people  did  not  infer  any  deficiency  in  the  miraculous 
efficacy  of  the  healer  ;  they  accounted  for  it  simply  by 
the  return  of  the  demon  who  had  been  cast  out.  On 
this  point  Mt.  1243-45  is  very  characteristic.  Perhaps 
also  Lk.  82  may  be  cited  in  this  connection,  if  the  seven 
devils  were  cast  out  of  Mary  Magdalene  not  simul 
taneously  but  on  separate  occasions. 

Most  obscure  of  all  are  the  two  accounts,  found  only  in  Mk. 
(732-35  822-26),  according  to  which  Jesus  made  use  of  saliva  to 
effect  a  cure.  Precisely  in  these  two  cases  it  is  extraordinarily 
difficult  to  believe  in  a  cure  whether  by  this  or  by  psychical 
methods. 

(a)  Even  if  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  had  lasted  fora 
few  months  only,  he  must  have  uttered  a  thousandfold 

,  ~  ,  more  than  all  that  has  been  recorded 

145  Conclusion  .  ^  ,  Ris  ,  discourse 

WOU'd  if  Delivered  in  the  form  in 
which  it  has  come  down  to  us,  not 
have  taken  more  than  some  five  minutes  in  the  delivery. 
However  self-evident,  this  has  been  constantly  over 
looked  by  the  critics.  They  are  constantly  assuming 
that  we  possess  the  several  words  of  Jesus  that 
have  been  reported  approximately  in  the  same  ful 
ness  with  which  they  were  spoken.  For  the  parables 
perhaps  (apart,  of  course,  from  the  manipulations 
pointed  out  above,  in  §§  109  b,  112  b,  128  c  d]  this  may 
be  to  a  certain  extent  true.  Of  other  utterances,  we 
have  traced  in  Mt.  lls=Lk.  722  and  Mk.  8  14-21  =  Mt. 
165-12  (§  140  c  d)  one  or  two  which  must  have  been 
preserved  almost  verbatim.  In  what  remains,  however, 
it  can  hardly  be  sufficiently  emphasised  th'at  we  possess 
only  an  excessively  meagre  precis  of  what  Jesus  said, 
namely,  only  so  much  as  not  only  made  an  immediate 
impression  when  first  heard,  but  also  continued  to  survive 
the  ordeal  of  frequent  repetition  (for  much  of  it  possessed 
too  little  interest  for  those  who  had  not  been  actual  ear- 
witnesses).  In  this  process  not  only  was  an  extra 
ordinary  number  of  utterances  completely  lost  ;  but  a 

1  As  for  Josephus,  cp  BJ\\.  86  vii.  6  3,  Ant.  iii.  11  3  viii.  2  5 
and  c.  Ap.  1  31 ;  for  Pliny,  JVffSQ  2  ;  for  Lucian,  Philops.  16  f. 
According  to  Tacitus  (Hist.  4  81),  Vespasian  effected  several 
wonderful  cures  (cp  above,  col.  1456). 
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large  number  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus  now  received  for 
the  first  time  that'  consecutive  and  pointed  form  which 
made  them  seem  worthy  of  further  repetition.  Without 
doubt  Jesus  must  very  often  have  repeated  himself ; 
but  what  he  assuredly  often  repeated  in  many  variations 
has  been  preserved  to  ns  only  in  a  single  form.  One 
may  perhaps  venture  to  compare  the  process  with  that 
of  a  photographer  who  prints  from  many  negatives  of 
the  same  individual  on  the  same  paper.  There  is  pro 
duced  in  this  way  an  '  average '  likeness  which  when 
viewed  from  some  distance  seems  satisfactory  enough, 
but  when  it  is  more  closely  viewed  the  vagueness  of  its 
contours  is  at  once  discovered. 

(b}  The  context  in  which  we  now  find  the  sayings  of 
Jesus  must  never  (from  what  has  been  said  in  §  134)  be 
taken  as  a  trustworthy  guide  in  determining  what  the 
original  meaning  may  have  been.  In  every  case  the 
context  tells  us  only  what  the  evangelists,  or  their  pre 
decessors,  found  it  to  mean  ;  indeed  in  many  cases  it  is 
impossible  to  believe  that  even  for  them  the  place  where 
they  introduce  the  saying  is  intended  to  convey  any  hint 
as  to  the  meaning.  A  source  like  the  logia  laid 
naturally  very  little  stress  upon  this  point.  The  greater 
number  of  the  utterances  of  Jesus  are  like  erratic  blocks. 
All  that  one  sees  with  perfect  clearness  is  that  they  do 
not  originally  belong  to  the  place  where  they  are  now 
found.  What  their  original  position  was  is  unknown. 
The  observer  has  to  rest  satisfied  if  in  spite  of  its  removal 
to  a  new  site  the  real  nature  and  quality  of  the  stone 
can  be  made  out  ;  and  this  is  happily  very  often  the 
case. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  wholly  mistaken  line  is  taken  when,  for 
example,  the  attempt  is  made  to  base  consequences  on  any  such 
assumption  as  that  Jesus  was  apt  to  give  forth  parables  or  say 
ings  in  pairs.  The  parable  of  the  leaven  which  in  Mt.  1831-33 
and  Lk.  13  18-21  immediately  follows  on  that  of  the  mustard-seed 
is  still  wanting  in  Mk.  4  30-32.  In  Lk. 's  source  as  well  as  in  Mk.'s 
the  sayings  about  the  salt  and  about  the  light  were  still  separate 
(not  connected  as  we  now  see  them  in  M  1.613-16).  Equally 
futile  are  discussions  as  to  the  order  in  which  Jesus  may  have 
spoken  the  beatitudes.  If  any  one  were  to  try  to  repeat  the 
beatitudes  after  hearing  them  once  he  would  not  be  sure  of  re 
taining  the  original  order.  We  cannot  expect  more  of  those  who 
heard  Jesus.  In  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  not  only  is  it  needless 
to  ask  whether  it  was  heard  by  the  disciples  alorfe  or  by  the 
multitude  as  well  (§  134)  ;  it  is  equally  needless  to  ask  whether  it 
was  intended  for  the  one  or  for  the  other.  It  is  a  conglomer 
ate.  Little  of  what  is  found  in  Mt.  5-7  recurs  in  Lk.  6  20-49.  On 
Mt.  5 13-16  see  §  134,  on  5  17-48  see  §  145  g.  In  chap.  (>J.  a  really 
good  connection  is  found  only  within  each  of  the  following 
groups: — 6  1-6  with  16-18;  625-34;  ^  Jm5  I  77-n;  not  between 
these  groups  reciprocally,  nor  yet  between  them  and  the  other 
sayings  contained  in  these  chapters.  Nay,  there  is  not  the  least 
ground  for  supposing,  because  they  are  three  in  number,  that 
Jesus  enumerated  immediately  in  succession  those  things  in 
which  according  to  Mt.  Gi-6i6-i8  hypocrisy  is  to  be  avoided, 
quite  apart  from  the  fact  that  the  enumeration  is  disturbed  and 
broken  by  w.  7-15. 

(c)  Words  of  such  pre-eminent  importance  as  the 
Lord's  Prayer  or  the  words  of  institution  of  the 
Eucharist,  or  the  description  of  a  scene  so  unforgettable 
as  that  in  which  the  sign  is  given  by  which  the  betrayer 
is  made  known  (Mk.  14i8-2o;  Mt.  2621-23  ;  Lk.  2^21) 
are  given  in  a  very  conflicting  manner.  Of  the  words 
uttered  on  the  cross,  Mk.  and  Mt.  have  only  one,  which 
in  turn  is  omitted  by  Lk. ,  who,  however,  gives  three 
others.  In  this  last  case,  however,  one  may  be  sure 
that  Mk.  and  Mt.  are  in  the  right  (§  139)  ;  and  to  the 
three  previous  ones  one  may  safely  apply  the  maxim 
that  additions  are  more  likely  than  omissions  ;  omissions 
would  in  fact  be  difficult  to  account  for  (§  120  c}.  Mk. 
1422-24  accordingly,  with  omission  of  'take'  (Xd/3eTe), 
may  be  regarded  as  the  relatively  (not  absolutely)  oldest 
form  of  the  words  of  institution  of  the  Eucharist. 
(Against  the  deletion  of  Lk.  22  19^  20  see  Schmiedel 
in  Hand-Commentar  on  i  Cor.  1134.) 

(d}  While  in  the  case  of  the  Eucharistic  words  only 
Lk.  is  dependent  on  Paul,  Mt.  and  still  more  Mk.  avoid 
ing  his  novelties,  Paul  in  i  Cor.  7  iof.,  as  against  all  the 
synoptists,  exhibits  the  earlier  form  of  the  prohibition  of 
divorce.  This  we  infer  from  the  fact  that  it  is  he  who 
gives  the  strictest  form  of  the  prohibition.  Subsequent 
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relaxations  in  view  of  the  difficulty,  in  working  the 
severer  form,  are  intelligible,  increases  of  stringency  are 
not ;  especially  would  these  be  unintelligible  in  the  case  • 
of  Paul,  who  actually  finds  himself  constrained  (i  Cor. 
7  15)  on  his  own  responsibility  to  introduce  a  relaxation 
of  the  law.  Even  the  Epistle  of  James,  although  it 
already  omits  (612)  Jerusalem  as  an  object  by  which 
one  can  swear  (§  150),  gives  an  older  form  of  the  precept 
against  swearing  than  is  found  in  Mt.  5  37  ;  namely,  Let 
your  yea  be  a  (simple)  yea,  and  your  nay  a  (simple) 
nay. 

(e)  As  for  the  substance  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus,  it  has 
already  been  pointed  out  in  §§  109  b,  in,  112  b,  136 
how  little  credence  we  can  attach  to  the  historicity  of 
the  sayings  attributed  to  Jesus  about  the  call  of  the 
Gentiles,  the  baptismal  formula,  the  later  conditions  of 
the  primitive  church,  and  the  postponement  of  his 
parusia.  Here  it  may  be  added  that  in  Mk.  14  9  a  say 
ing  which  certainly  was  originally  the  closing  remark 
of  a  preacher  on  the  anointing  at  Bethany  is  given 
as  a  word  of  Jesus.  In  Mt.  (2663)  it  is  still  further 
altered  by  the  addition  :  '  Wheresoever  this  gospel  shall 
be  preached,  that  also  which  this  woman  hath  done  shall 
be  spoken  of.'  As  regards  a  passage  of  such  great  im 
portance  as  Mk.  1045  =  Mt.  2028  ('to  give  his  life  a 
ransom  for  many'),  judgment  can  be  given  only  in 
accordance  with  the  following  considerations.  It  can 
be  accepted  as  genuine  if  Jesus  spoke  of  his  life  as  a 
ransom  in  no  other  sense  than  that  in  which  he  did  so 
at  the  last  supper — i.e.,  as  an  offering  not  for  sin  but 
for  the  immunity  of  his  followers,  after  the  manner  of  the 
Passover  lamb  in  Egypt,  or  for  ratification  of  their  cove 
nant  with  God  as  in  Gen.  15 1017  Jer.  34 18  Ex.  24i-8, 
and  if  he  did  so  at  a  date  not  too  long  before  his  death. 
Otherwise  the  doubt  will  have  to  be  expressed,  that  the 
sentence  comes  from  the  Pauline  theology.  In  any  case 
it  is  noteworthy  that  it  is  absent  from  ||  Lk.  2227. 

That  Jesus  had  in  view  the  possibility  of  his  death  some  con 
siderable  time  before  it  came  upon  him  is  not  unlikely.  But 
the  very  precise  predictions  of  it  with  their  various  details  are 
open  to  the  suspicion  that  they  took  shape  at  a  later  date  in 
accordance  with  the  facts  of  history,  and  least  of  all  is  it  credible 
that  Jesus  should  have  put  forth  such  a  prediction  directly  after 
Peter's  confession  Mk.  831  Mt.  10  21  Lk.  10  22.  This  confession 
must  have  been  one  of  the  supreme  moments  in  the  joyous  con 
sciousness  of  Jesus — the  discovery  that  he  was  finding  recog 
nition  as  the  Messiah  and  was  winning  his  battle.  Suffering 
and  death  are  the  very  opposite  of  all  that  is  looked  for  in  the 
Jewish  Messiah,  and  of  what  Jesus  at  that  moment  could  have 
looked  forward  to  for  himself. 

(/)  From  the  eschatological  discourses  disappears 
everything  specifically  apocalyptic  concerning  the  signs 
of  his  parusia,  if  the  separation  of  the  '  little  Apocalypse ' 
as  made  in  §  124  b  is  correct.  This  does  not,  however, 
by  any  means  imply  the  elimination  of  all  eschatological 
utterances  whatsoever.  On  the  contrary,  there  still 
remain  to  be  attributed  to  Jesus  the  words  in  Mt.  1627  f. 
262964  (ultimately  also  1023  1928/ ;  see  §  112  a?)  in 
which  he  prophesies  his  return  with  the  clouds  of  heaven, 
and  the  like.  This  is  in  fact  quite  intelligible,  and  even 
necessary,  if  he  held  himself  to  be  the  Messiah  ;  in  such 
a  case  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  him  to  believe 
that  God  would  allow  him  and  his  work  to  go  to  ruin 
through  the  persecutions  of  his  enemies.  The  failure  of 
these  prophecies  to  come  to  fulfilment  ought  in  no  case 
to  lead  to  any  attempt  to  make  out  that  they  were  not 
uttered  by  Jesus,  or  to  interpret  them  in  such  a  sense 
as  causes  their  inconsistency  with  the  facts  to  disappear. 
As  has  been  shown  in§§in,  112  e,  113,  the  evangelists 
found  that  much  trouble  was  required  in  order  to  tone 
down  this  inconsistency  ;  they  had  not  the  least  occasion, 
therefore,  to  invent  such  predictions  or  to  heighten  them  ; 
the  prophecies  must  have  lain  before  them  as  quite  fixed 
elements  of  tradition. 

Another  question  is  whether  Jesus  foretold  the  destruction  of 
the  temple  as  in  Mk.  13  2  Mt.  24  2  Lk.  21  6.  If  the  '  little  Apoca 
lypse  '  (Mk.  13  14  Mt.  24  15)  or  Rev.  11  if.  13  is  from  a  Christian 
hand  the  answer  can  hardly  be  affirmative,  for  a  Christian  writer 
could  hardly  have  presumed  the  continued  existence  of  the 
temple  in  contradiction  to  Jesus'  own  prophecy.  Both  these 
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pieces,  however,  may  be  Jewish  ;  and  Jesus  could  have  foreseen 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  even  without  supernatural  know 
ledge.  In  no  case,  however,  ought  we  to  lay  weight  on  the 
circumstance  that  he  connects  it  with  the  end  of  the  world,  for 
this  arises  from  the  fusion  of  the  (certainly  vacillating)  tradition 
regarding  his  own  words  with  the  '  little  Apocalypse'  (§  124^). 
Therefore,  also,  we  must  refuse  to  entertain  the  conjecture  that 
in  reality  he  prophesied  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  only,  and 
that  his  alleged  prediction  of  the  end  of  the  world  rests  on  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  disciples.  According  to  the  same 

mode  of  reasoning,  he  cannot  have  prophesied  his  resurrection 
alone  without  adding  a  prediction  of  his  second  coming  from 
heaven  ;  for  this,  according  to  the  general  and  most  ancient  belief, 
which  makes  no  mention  of  an  ascension  also  (i  Cor.  15  4-12  Rum. 
834  Kph.  1  20  2sf-  Acts  232-35  Heb.  1  3  10  12  iL'z  [13  20  Rev. 
1  18]  i  Pet.  3  19  22  Eph.  4<)f.),  carried  him  direct  to  heaven  ;  but 
there  was  quite  as  general  a  belief  that  as  Messiah  his  work  of 
setting  up  the  kingdom  of  God  upon  earth  required  his  presence 
here. 

Of  all  these  predictions  it  is  possible  to  deny  that  they 
were  uttered  by  him  only  if  it  be  at  the  same  time  denied 
that  he  held  himself  to  be  the  Messiah.  But  in  that 
case  it  will  be  impossible  to  explain  how  the  disciples, 
who  had  been  thrown  into  the  utmost  depths  of  despond 
ency  by  his  death,  nevertheless  came  to  be  able  to  believe 
in  his  resurrection.  Those  theologians  who  go  so  far  as 
to  remove  all  the  utterances  of  Jesus  to  the  effect  that 
he  was  the  Messiah,  hardly  continue  to  hold  that  the 
belief  in  his  resurrection  rests  on  anything  more  real  than 
the  visions  of  the  disciples  which  arose  out  of  their  sub 
jective  mental  condition.  All  psychology,  however, 
affirms  that  visions  arise  only  when  that  which  is  seen 
in  the  concrete  has  previously  taken  firm  and  living  hold 
on  the  soul  of  the  visionary.  The  belief  is  therefore 
inevitable  that  the  disciples  had  already,  in  the  lifetime 
of  Jesus,  held  him  to  be  the  Messiah.  They  could  not, 
however,  have  done  so  without  acquainting  him  with 
this  belief  of  theirs  ;  and  if  he  had  denied  it,  it  is  im 
possible  to  understand  how  their  respect  for  his  authentic 
declaration  should  have  permitted  them  to  go  on  believ 
ing  the  opposite.  As  regards  the  date  of  his  second 
coining,  the  statements  in  Mt.  1628  (that  it  would  be 
before  the  then  living  generation  had  passed  away)  and 
in  2664  (that  it  would  be  immediately,  air'  &pri)  have  a 
like  claim  to  probability.  Whatever  he  may  have  said 
as  to  this,  it  is  most  certain  that  he  also  declared 
that  '  none  knoweth  of  that  day  or  of  that  hour'  (Mk. 
13  32  Mt.2436). 

(g]  It  would  be  quite  out  of  place  to  look  in  the 
gospels  for  direct  statements  as  to  any  development  in 
Jesus  during  the  period  of  his  public  activity.  The 
latest  date  at  which  reverence  for  him  would  have  allowed 
a  conception  of  anything  of  the  kind  to  be  assigned  is  that 
of  his  temptation  (Mt.  4i-n  Lk.  4 1-13)  before  his  ministry 
began.  It  could  only  be  from  unconscious  touches  of 
theirs  that  we  could  be  led  to  conjecture  any  develop 
ment  later  than  this.  Yet  such  a  conjecture  we  may 
venture  to  make,  for  example,  as  regards  Jesus'  freedom  of 
attitude  towards  the  Mosaic  law.  What  he  says  in  Mt. 
621  f.  about  murder,  or  in  5  27  f.  about  adultery,  may 
be  easy  enough  to  reconcile  with  his  declaration  that  he 
is  not  come  to  destroy  the  law  (617);  but  the  case  is 
otherwise  with  the  sayings  immediately  following,  upon 
divorce  (5si/.  19 1-9),  upon  swearing  (633-37),  upon 
retaliation  (538-42),  upon  love  of  one's  enemy  (543-48),  as 
also  upon  the  laws  about  foods  (Mk.  7i-23  =  Mt.  15 1-20), 
and  about  the  Sabbath  (Mk.  223-86  and  parallels).  If 
the  first-mentioned  conservative  saying  (5 17)  is  to  be 
held  genuine,  we  must  assign  it  to  the  first  period  of  the 
public  activity  of  Jesus.  It  is  in  fact  quite  credible  that 
Jesus,  who  unquestionably  was  a  pious  Jew,  at  first  saw 
in  the  Mosaic  law  the  unalterable  will  of  his  Father,  and 
regarded  the  errors  of  the  Pharisees  as  consisting  only 
in  a  too  external  apprehension  of  it.  But  it  is  equally 
intelligible  that  in  the  course  of  his  controversy  with  them 
he  should  have  become  convinced  how  many  precepts 
the  law  in  point  of  fact  embodied  which  were  antagonistic 
to  the  spirit  of  religion  as  it  had  revealed  itself  to  him. 
It  was  one  of  his  greatest  achievements  that  he  sacrificed 
the  letter  of  the  law  to  this  and  not  this  to  the  letter  of 
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the  law  ;  but  we  may  be  sure  that  it  cost  him  many  a 
hard  struggle. 

(A)  Another  point  in  regard  to  which  we  may  venture 
to  conjecture  some  development  in  Jesus  during  his 
public  life  is  his  Messiahship.  As  late  as  on  the  occasion 
of  Peter's  confession  we  find  him  commanding  his  dis 
ciples  to  keep  this  a  secret  (Mk.  830  Mt.  1620  Lk.  9  21). 
With  this  it  agrees  that  in  Mk. ,  before  this  date,  he 
applies  the  designation  '  Son  of  Man '  to  himself  only 
twice1  (2 10 28).  In  Mt.,  on  the  contrary,  he  does  so 
very  often,  and,  besides,  the  significance  of  Peter's  con 
fession  is  completely  destroyed  by  14  33,  where  already 
all  the  apostles  have  been  made  to  declare  him  to  be  the 
Son  of  God.  In  Mt. ,  accordingly,  this  trace  of  develop 
ment  in  Jesus'  thinking  is  obliterated. 

(i)  It  is  when  the  purely  religious-ethical  utterances 
of  Jesus  come  under  consideration  that  we  are  most 
advantageously  placed.  Here  especially  applies  the 
maxim  laid  down  in  §  131  (end)  that  we  may  accept  as 
credible  everything  that  harmonises  with  the  idea  of 
Jesus  which  has  been  derived  from  what  we  have  called 
the  'foundation  pillars'  (§  i39/. )  and  is  not  otherwise 
open  to  fatal  objection.  Even  though  such  utterances 
may  have  been  liable  to  Ebionitic  heightening,  and 
already,  as  showing  traces  of  this,  cannot  lay  claim  to 
literal  accuracy — even  though  they  may  have  been 
unconsciously  modified  into  accord  with  conditions  of 
the  Christian  community  that  arose  only  at  a  later 
date — even  though  they  may  have  undergone  some 
distortion  of  their  meaning  through  transference  to  a 
connection  that  does  not  belong  to  them  —  the  spirit 
which  speaks  in  them  is  quite  unmistakable.  Here 
we  have  a  wide  field  of  the  wholly  credible  in  which  to 
expatiate,  and  it  would  be  of  unmixed  advantage  for 
theology  were  it  to  concentrate  its  strength  upon  the 
examination  of  these  sayings,  and  not  attach  so  much 
importance  to  the  minute  investigation  of  the  other  less 
important  details  of  the  gospel  history. 

IV.  AUTHORS  AND  DATES  OF  THE  GOSPELS  AND 
THEIR  MOST  IMPORTANT  SOURCES. 

Evangelion  means  originally  (and  still  continues  to  do 
so  in  2  S.  4 10)  the  reward  given  for  a  piece  of  good  news, 

_.,.       .   in  late  classical   Greek  the  good    news 
14b.  iitie  01   jtself>  for  which  the  Lxx  has  the  fem 

S  S'  (etayye\ia)  in  2  S.  182027.  For  religious 
tidings  we  have  the  verb  (evayye\i£effdai)  in  Is.  61 1, 
cited  in  Lk.  4 18.  The  NT  has  the  substantive  also  in 
this  sense.  It  was  a  serious  error  on  Origen's  part  when 
(ap.  Eus.  HEvl.Idd]  he  took  the  Gospel  of  Lk.  to  be 
meant  where  Paul  speaks  of  '  my  Gospel '  ( Rom.  2 16 
2  Tim.  28).  In  the  Didacht r!5 4  also,  evangelion  still 
signifies  the  substance  of  the  gospel  history  without 
reference  to  the  book  in  which  it  was  written  ;  so  too  in 
82,  'the  Lord  says  in  his  gospel'  ;  so  too  in  Irenasus 
when  he  describes  the  gospel  as  fourfold  (iii.  lln[8])  ; 
so  too  even  in  the  Muratorian  fragment  (I.  2  :  evangelii 
libei").  But  here  we  already  find  also  (1.  17)  evangel- 
orum  libri ;  similarly  Justin  (§  76)  speaks  of  the 
'memorabilia  of  the  apostles  which  are  called  gospels,' 
and  Claudius  Apollinaris  says  in  the  Chron.  Pasch. 
ffraffidfeiv  SoKei  TO.  fvayy&ia  (cp  JOHN,  SON  OF 
ZEBEDEE,  §§  42,  54),  'the  gospels  seem  to  contradict  one 
another. '  Thus  it  was  not  till  the  middle  of  the  second 
century  that  the  word  came  to  signify  a  book,  and,  even 
after  that,  till  the  end  of  the  second  century,  it  continued 
to  bear  its  original  meaning  as  well.  The  titles  '  Gospel 
according  to  Matthew,"  '  to  Mark,'  etc.,  accordingly  do 
not,  linguistically  considered,  mean  '  the  written  Gospel 
of  Matthew,'  etc.  ;  still  less,  however,  'written  Gospel 
based  on  communications  by  Matthew,'  as  if  theverytitles 

1  We  firmly  hold  that  by  this  name  he  means  to  designate 
himself  as  the  Messiah — and  that  too  even  in  Mk.  2  10  28,  although 
these  are  the  two  places  in  which  there  is  most  justification  for 
the  attempt  to  make  it  mean  'man'  in  general.  Cp  §  130*; 
also  SON  OF  MAN. 
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conveyed  that  Matthew,  Mark,  and  the  others  were  not 
the  authors,  but  only  the  guarantors  for  the  contents  of 
the  books.  The  inscription  means  simply  '  Gospel 
history  in  the  form  in  which  Matthew  put  it  into 
writing.'  In  Mk.  1 1  the  expression  'the  Gospel  of 
Jesus  Christ'  seems  already  to  designate  a  book;  but 
at  the  same  time  it  teaches  us  that  the  writer  of  these 
words  cannot  have  set  down  as  title  to  the  whole  book 
the  words  '  Gospel  according  to  Mark  '  (evayyeXiov  Kara 
Map/cop).  Thus  also  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  etc.  the  titles  (efla-y- 
yfXiov  Kara  M. ,  Kara  A. )  do  not  come  from  the  authors. 
In  fact  the  writings  bore  no  superscription  at  all.  *  Every 
one  who  possessed  any  book  of  this  sort  will  have  called  it 
'  the  gospel '  (rb  evayy^Xiov) ,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Marcion 
the  gospel  of  Lk.  which  he  caused  to  be  used  in  his 
congregations  was  called  simply  'gospel'  (evayye^iov). 
The  additions  with  '  according  to '  (/card)  became  neces 
sary  at  a  later  date  when  people  began  to  possess  several 
such  books  either  separately  or  bound  together  in  one 
volume.  If,  therefore,  it  should  prove  not  to  be  the 
case  that  our  gospels  were  severally  written  by  Matthew, 
Mark,  and  Luke,  the  statements  that  they  were  do  not 
arise  from  falsification  on  the  part  of  the  actual  authors, 
but  only  from  error  on  the  part  of  the  church  fathers, 
such  as  Papias  or  the  person  upon  whom  he  relied. 

Besides  the  statements  of  Papias  (§65),  at  most  those 
only  of  the  church  fathers  of  the  close  of  the  second  and 

147.  Statements  thfe  bef'nn!n8 •  <*  thpe  third  centu7 
-  ..  referred  to  in  §§  75-82  can  come  into 

church  fathers  consideration  here-  Howsmall.how- 
"  ever,  is  the  confidence  that  can  be 
placed  in  the  authors  of  these  will  at  once  be  evident 
when  it  is  remembered  that  Irenasus  (and  similarly 
Tertullian,  adv.  Marc.  4  2)  declares  Luke  to  have  com 
mitted  to  writing  the  Gospel  preached  by  Paul.  The 
details  of  the  life  of  Jesus  had  so  little  interest  for 
Paul  that,  for  example,  in  2  Cor.  89  in  order  to  induce 
the  Corinthians  to  contribute  liberally  to  the  collection 
for  the  poor  in  Palestine  he  is  able  to  adduce  no  other 
feature  in  Jesus  as  a  pattern  than  the  fact  of  his  having 
become  man.  As  his  explicit  declarations  in  2  Cor.  5i6 
i  Cor.  1 23  Gal.  3 1  tell  us,  he  preached  extremely  little 
to  his  congregations  about  the  earthly  life  of  Jesus.  The 
whole  attribution  to  Paul  of  the  gospel  of  Lk. ,  which, 
according  to  Origen,  the  apostle  even  refers  to  in  Rom. 
2i6  as  '  my  Gospel '  (§  146),  is  only  an  expedient  which 
the  church  fathers  adopted  to  enable  them  to  assign  a 
quasi-apostolic  origin  to  the  work  of  one  who  was  not 
himself  an  apostle. 

For  this  reason  suspicion  attaches  also  to  the  state 
ment  that  the  gospel  of  Mk*  rested  upon  communica 
tions  of  Peter  (§  148),  especially  as  it  is  accompanied 
with  an  elaborate  apology  for  Mark's  undertaking. 

The  statements  of  the  church  fathers,  moreover,  are 
not  in  the  least  consistent  among  themselves.  Accord 
ing  to  Irenaeus,  Matthew  wrote  his  gospel  while  Peter 
and  Paul  were  preaching  in  Rome — thus  somewhere  in 
the  sixties, — while  according  to  a  tradition  in  Eusebius 
(HE  iii.  246)  he  wrote  it  before  his  departure  from 
Palestine  into  foreign  parts,  that  is  to  say,  much  earlier. 
Again,  according  to  Irenaeus,  Mark  wrote  after  the 
death  of  Peter  and  Paul,  while  according  to  Clement  of 
Alexandria,  Peter  lived  to  see  the  completion  of  Mark's 
gospel.  Nay,  more, — the  two  statements  as  to  Peter's 
attitude  to  this  gospel  which  Eusebius  (HE  ii.  152  and 
vi.  14  6f. )  takes  from  Clement  (§  80)  are  in  conflict  with 
each  other,  quite  apart  from  the  question  whether 
Clement  did  not  also  regard  the  Gospels  that  had 
genealogies  as  older  than  those  which  had  not.  In 
short,  all  that  can  be  said  to  be  certain  is  this,  that  it  is 
vain  to  look  to  the  church  fathers  for  trustworthy  in 
formation  on  the  subject  of  the  origin  of  the  gospels. 

1  Bi/3Aos  yevea-cias  in  Mt.  1  i  could,  at  a  subsequent  date,  be 
regarded  as  such  after  the  analogy  of  Gen.  24;  after  that  of 
Gen.  5  i  it  originally  referred  only  to  the  genealogy  of  Jesus, 
Mt.  11-17. 
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According  to  Papias  (see  §  65),  and  also  his  authority, 
the  second  gospel  was  written  by  MARK  (q.v. ).  Mark 
is  known  to  us  from  Acts  12 12  13s- 
f  Mk  There  is  also  an  inclination  to  identify 
Of  Mk.  kim  with  the  young  man  who  left 
his  garment  in  the  hands  of  his  pursuers  in  the  garden 
of  Gethsemane  (Mk.  14 si/. ).  This  conjecture,  how 
ever,  has  no  value,  of  course,  in  the  way  of  proof 
either  that  the  young  man  was  Mark,  or  that  he  was  the 
author  of  the  second  gospel ;  he  need  only  be  one  of  the 
chief  vouchers  for  its  contents.  In  what  Papias  says  the 
important  point  is  not  so  much  the  statement  that  Mark 
wrote  the  gospel  as  the  further  statement  that  Peter 
supplied  its  contents  orally.  If  the  student  interprets 
the  narratives  of  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand  and 
of  the  four  thousand,  of  the  stilling  of  the  storm,  of  the 
walking  upon  the  water,  of  the  withering  of  the  fig-tree, 
and  so  forth,  in  the  manner  that  has  been  indicated  in 
preceding  sections  of  this  article  (§§  137,  140-143), 
then  the  supposition  that  the  gospel  is  essentially  a  re 
petition  of  oral  communications  by  Peter,  will  at  once 
fall  to  the  ground.  But  even  apart  from  this,  the 
compass  of  the  entire  work  is  far  too  short. 

1 1  is  hardly  felicitous  to  say  in  reply  to  this  that  Mk.  repeats  so 
few  of  the  words  of  Jesus  because  he  was  aware  that  the  others 
were  already  known  through  the  logia  (§  i?5g).  Why,  in  that 
case,  then,  does  he  fill  some  seven  of  his  sixteen  chapters  with 
these?  As  for  what  Mk.  tells  us  about  Peter  personally,  it 
certainly  is  true  that  the  statements  concerning  him  in  which 
Mt.  is  richer  than  Mk.  (his  walking  upon  the  water,  _  1428-33  ; 
the  promise  given  him,  16  17-19  ;  the  stater  in  the  fish's  mouth, 
1724-27)  can  make  no  claim  to  historicity.  But  the  statements 
in  which,  e.g.,  Wernle  (p.  197)  recognises  the  leading  position  of 
Peter  (he  finds  it  necessary  to  add  also  'and  of  the  sons  of 
Zebedee'),  are  found  with  trifling  exceptions  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 
also.  Only  Mk.  1  36  13  3  16  7  are  wanting  in  both  the  others  ; 
Mk.  3i6  637  is  wanting  also  in  Mt.  only,  and  Mk.  1433  37  in 
Lk.  only.  Peter's  leading  position  in  the  gospel,  in  any  case 
corresponds  to  the  actuality.  But  precisely  for  this  reason  the 
statements  regarding  it  are  all  the  less  conclusively  shown  to  be 
derived  from  Peter  personally. 

Whether  it  was  original  Mk.  that  arose  in  the  manner 
described  by  Papias  will  be  differently  judged  according 
to  the  various  opinions  that  are  held  regarding  that 
writing.  No  answer  to  a  question  of  this  sort,  however, 
can  be  of  any  real  service  to  gospel  criticism,  for  we  no 
longer  possess  original  Mk.  Should  Mark  have  written 
in  Aramaic  then  he  cannot  be  held  to  have  been  the 
author  of  canonical  Mk. ,  which  is  certainly  not  a 
translation  (see  §  130^),  nor  yet,  in  view  of  the  LXX 
quotations  which  have  passed  over  into  all  three  gospels, 
can  he  be  held  to  have  been  the  author  of  original  Mk. , 
but  only  to  have  been  the  author  of  the  source  from 
which  the  last-named  writer  drew. 

The  employment  of  various  sources  (amongst  others,  of 

Mk. ,  or  original  Mk. ),  the  characteristic  difference  of  the 

quotations  from  the  LXX  and  the  original 

149.  Author  ,„   I30a\    the  indefiniteness  of  the  deter- 

of  Mt.  and   minations   of  time   and   place  (§§    132, 

the  logia.      I3S^   the  jncredibilities   of   the   contents 

(§§    108,    137),    the    introduction    of   later    conditions 

(§    136),   as  also   the  artificial  arrangement  (§  1330), 

and  so  forth,  have  long  since  led  to  the  conclusion  that 

for    the    authorship    of    the    First    Gospel   the   apostle 

Matthew  must  be  given  up. 

All  the  more  strenuously  is  the  effort  made  to 
preserve  for  Matthew  the  authorship  of  the  logia. 
From  the  contents  it  is  clear  that  one  must  assign  to 
the  logia  many  things  which  no  ear-witness  can  have 
heard  from  the  mouth  of  Jesus.  This  is  the  case 
even  if  only  discourses  (for  examples,  see  §  136 
and  also  §  150)  are  sought  in  the  logia,  or  if  it  is 
assumed  that  the  legalistic  and  Jewish -particularistic 
passages  were  first  introduced  in  the  course  of  a  revision 
(§  1291?).  If  one  derives  most  of  the  narratives  also 
from  the  logia,  the  considerations  against  their  apostolic 
origin  already  adduced  in  §  148  became  still  more 
cogent.  That  the  apostle  Matthew  should  have  been 
the  author  of  a  still  older  writing  is  not  excluded.  On 
this  supposition  the  statement  of  Papias — that  he  wrote 
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in  Aramaic  —  becomes  also  possible,  which  cannot  be 
said  of  the  logia  according  to  §  1300.  But  there 
remains  this  difficulty,  that  according  to  the  prologue 
of  Lk.  no  eye-witnesses  of  the  life  of  Jesus  took  pen  in 
hand  —  none  at  least  appear  to  have  produced  any 
writing  which  Lk.  would  have  called  a  '  narrative  ' 
(dLTiytjffis)  (§  153,  n.  2). 

In    Mt.  521  f.    the  Jewish  judicial  procedure  is  still 
presupposed;    in  523/.  the  sacrificial  system  ;    and  in 
5  35  Jerusalem  is  referred  to  as  still  a  city 


•n 

150.    JL)at6 

of  logia. 


while  in  Jas.  5 12  the  swearing  by  Jerusalem 


is  significantly  omitted  ;  it  was  certainly 
no  longer  in  existence  then.  While  it  is  not  practicable 
to  prove  by  means  of  these  passages  that  Mt.  was  com 
posed  before  70  A.D.  (see  §  151),  they  strongly  tend  to 
establish  that  earlier  date  for  the  logia. 

Mt.  23  35  is  in  the  highest  degree  remarkable.  Zachariah  the 
son  of  Berechiah  is  the  well-known  prophet  of  the  OT,  who  did 
not  suffer  martyrdom.  But,  according  to  2  Ch.  Uzo /., 
Zechariah  the  son  of  Jehoiada  did  so  suffer.  This  was  about  750 
B.C.,  so  that  he  certainly  cannot  be  called  the  last  martyr,  and 
least  of  all  can  he  be  so  called  merely  because  Chronicles  is  the 
last  book  in  the  OT.  From  Josephus  (/>'/  iv.  5  4,  §  343)  we  learn 
that  in  the  year  68  A.  D.  Zechariah  the  son  of  Baruch  (N  iese  :J3opri« , 
Papovxov,  j3api<r/cai.ov)  was  put  to  death  iv  fj.t<r<a  TO>  iepcj>.  The 
conjecture  is  a  very  obvious  one  that  the  author  had  this  event 
in  his  mind.  If  it  be  correct,  the  date  of  composition  will 
have  to  be  placed  considerably  later  than  68  A.D.,  as  the  writer 
could  not,  very  shortly  after  this  event,  easily  have  confounded 
this  Zechariah  with  some  other  who  had  lived  before,  or  in,  the 
time  of  Jesus.  It  must  not  be  overlooked,  however,  that  accord 
ing  to  ||  Lk.  11  49-51  the  source  of  this  narrative  is  the  Sophia  of 
God,  that  is  to  say,  according  to  the  most  probable  conjecture, 
a  book  distinct  from  the  logia  which  either  bore  on  its  title  the 
words  '  Wisdom  of  God  '  or  introduced  the  Wisdom  of  God  as 
speaking.  It  is  doubtful  therefore  whether  the  passage  is  to  be 
assigned  to  the  logia. 

For  the  earliest  instance  in  which  a  passage  is  quoted 

which  now  is  to  be  found  in  our  canonical  Mt.  (Epistle 

_  ,    of  Barnabas)  see  §  89.      It  is  not  per- 

.51.  Date  or    mjss;t,ie  to  jnfer  a  date  earlier  than  70 

canonical  Mt.  A  D  either  from  the  .straightway' 
(ei'0<?ws)  which  Mt.  24 29  has  retained  from  the  'little 
Apocalypse'  (see  §§  in,  1246)  or  from  the  other  in 
dicia  adduced  in  §  150.  In  Mt.  22?  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  is  clearly  presupposed  as  already  past 
(see  §  112  £).  The  church-conditions  also,  as  well 
as  the  postponement  of  the  parusia  (see  §§  136, 
ii2<?),  point  to  a  later  date.  It  is  not  practicable 
to  separate  these  passages  as  later  interpolations, 
and  thus  gain  for  the  Gospel  as  a  whole  the  earlier 
date.  They  are  much  too  numerous,  and  many 
of  them  — as,  for  example,  precisely  226/.  —  much 
too  closely  implicated  with  a  tendency  which  pervades 
the  entire  work  (§  112  ab}.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  quite 
open  to  us  to  regard  some  of  them  as  interpolations : 
for  example,  1617-19,  or  the  baptismal  formula  2819,  or 
the  appearance  of  Jesus  to  the  women  28 9/,  or  also 
chaps.  I/  Substantially,  these  are  the  leading  pas 
sages  on  account  of  which  many  are  disposed  to  bring 
down  the  date  of  the  entire  gospel  as  late  as  to  130  A.D. 
The  fact  that  it  was  used,  as  well  as  Mk.  and  Lk. , 
by  the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  would  not 
forbid  this  late  date  (see  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE. 
§§  49-52).  Probably,  however,  its  main  contents  must 
have  been  in  existence  at  an  earlier  period  if  they  were 
known  to  Lk.  (§§  127,  153),  and  even  the  most  of  chaps. 
1  /  is  presupposed  to  have  been  in  existence  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  in  119  A.D.  a  final  addition  was  introduced 
into  it.  This  has  been  suggested  as  regards  the  story  of 
the  Magi  :  a  Syriac  writing,  ascribed  to  Eusebius  of 
Ceesarea,  which' was  published  by  William  Wright  in 
the  Journal  of  Sacred  Literature,  1866,  pp.  117 /. 
and  discussed  by  Nestle1  and  Hilgenfeld  in  ZWT,  '93, 1, 
pp.  435-438,  and  '95,  pp.  447-451,  makes  the  statement, 
which  can  hardly  have  been  invented,  that  this  narrative, 
committed  to  writing  in  the  interior  of  Persia,  was  in 

1  The  heading  of  the  whole  tractate  is,  according  to  Nestle, 
Betreffend  den  Stern  :  zeigend,  tvie  unii  durch  was  die  Magier 
den  Stern  erkannten  tend  dass  Joseph  Maria  nicht  ah  sein 
Weib  nahm. 
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119  A.D.,  during  the  episcopate  of  Xystus  of  Rome, 
made  search  for,  discovered,  and  written  in  the  language  of 
those  who  were  interested  in  it  (that  is  to  say,  in  Greek). 
As  regards  canonical  Mk.  we  possess  a  datum  for 
fixing  its  date  only  if  we  assume  it  to  have  been  the 
,  .  book  that  was  used  by  Mt.  and  Lk. 
152.  Date  Of  If  we  find  ourseives  unable  to  do  this 
canonical  Mk.  it  is  Qpen  {0  us  to  suppOSe  that  it  may 
have  received  its  final  form  later  than  Mt.  and  Lk.  It 
is  not,  however,  justifiable  to  find  a  proof  of  this  in 
the  fact  that  in  li  it  designates  the  public  appear 
ance  of  the  Baptist  as  the  beginning  of  the  gospel  of 
Jesus.  Some  scholars  have  detected  here  a  silent  polemic 
against  those  gospels  which  begin  with  the  narratives 
relating  to  the  nativity  of  Jesus.  The  significant  avoid 
ance  of  the  'straightway'  (ei''#e'ws)  of  Mt.  24  29  in  Mk.  1824 
(§  113)  certainly  points  clearly  to  the  period  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.  On  Mk.  169-20,  see  §  138^. 
If  Luke,  the  companion  of  Paul,  cannot  have  been 
the  author  of  Acts  (see  ACTS,  §§915),  neither  can  he  have 
been  the  author  of  the  Third  Gospel. 


153.  Author 
and  date  of  Lk. 


That  both  works  are  from  the   same 


pen  may  be  regarded  as  quite  certain. 
The  weightiest  evidences  of  the  employment  of 
Josephus  by  Lk.  are  seen  in  Acts  (see  ACTS,  §  16)  ;  yet 
tolerably  many  are  found  in  the  gospel  also.  In  that 
case  the  year  100  A.D.  will  be  the  superior,  and  some 
where  about  no  A.D.  the  inferior,  limit  of  the  date  of 
its  composition,  since  there  must  have  been  a  considerable 
interval  between  the  production  of  the  gospel  and  that 
of  Acts.  The  very  precise  description  of  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  in  Lk.  1943/.  21  n  20-24  is  in  full  accord 
with  history  and,  in  language,  with  Josephus.  It  cannot 
exactly  be  pronounced  absolutely  impossible  that  it 
should  nevertheless  have  been  written  before  70  A.D. , 
for  a  lively  imagination  acquainted  with  the  localities 
could  hardly  have  presented  them  very  differently. 
Only,  the  prediction  of  the  'little  Apocalypse'  (§  124  £) 
which  is  still  rightly  interpreted  in  Mt.  and  Mk.  in  ac 
cordance  with  Daniel  (see  DANIEL,  ii. )  as  referring  to 
the  setting  up  of  a  foreign  image  in  the  temple  has  been 
made  by  Lk. ,  wrongly  yet  very  skilfully,  in  accordance 
with  the  expression  epTj/xcocrts,1  to  refer  to  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  (21 20).  Upon  this  event,  he  says,  will 
follow  (v.  24)  the  times  of  the  Gentiles  (§  in)  during 
which  Jerusalem  is  to  be  trodden  under  foot.  Not  till 
after  these  times  are  the  signs  in  heaven  to  appear  and 
the  Son  of  Man  to  come  with  clouds  (w.  25-27),  and 
not  till  this  point  does  he  promise  to  the  followers  of 
Christ  their  redemption  and  the  coming  of  the  Kingdom 
of  God  (vv.  28  31).  Had  Lk.  written  before  the  destruc 
tion  of  Jerusalem  we  might  have  expected  him  to  have 
thought  of  this  event  as  connected  with  the  second 
coming  of  Jesus.  That  instead  of  this  he  should  re 
present  the  judgment  day  (v.  22)  and  the  beginning  of 
the  kingdom  of  God  as  being  separated  by  so  long  an 
interval  is,  as  compared  with  all  prophecy  and  apocalyptic, 
something  quite  new  and  admits  of  only  one  explanation 
— that  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  could  at  the  time 
of  writing  be  no  longer  regarded  as  a  recent  event. 

In  his  prologue  Lk.  distinguishes  himself  not  only 
from  the  eye-witnesses  of  the  life  of  Jesus  but  also  from 
the  many  who  before  him  had  written  comprehensive 
gospels,2  and  from  the  number  of  these,  he  again  seems 
to  exclude  the  eye-witnesses. 

1  DDK'  pj3B>  in  Dan.  12  n  (cp  9  27  11  31)  is  simply  a  veiled  ex 
pression  for  DptT  *?5;3= 'Lord  of  heaven'— z'.^.,  Zeus,  whose  altar 


tion  in  his  mind  in  the  least.     See  ABOMINATION  OF  D 


lion  in  msminu  in  tne  least,  see  AHOMINATIUH  ur  JJE.MJL.AHUIN. 
Further  information  as  to  similar  veiled  designations  of  heathen 
deities  is  given  in  Winer!8),  §  5,  n.  56. 


154.  Conclusion. 


(both 
" 
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Lk.  makes  a  quite  clear  division  :  the  eye-witnesses  have 
handed  down  (-rrapeSoa-av),  and  that  by  word  of  mouth,  otherwise 
no  purpose  would  have  been  served  by  adding  to  'eye-witnesses ' 
(auTOTTTai)  the  further  predicate  '  ministers  of  the  word  '  (vmjpe'Tai 
TOU  Adyou) ;  others  have  composed  gospel  writings ;  and  Lk. 
seeks  to  excel  these  last  by  accurate  research  (or  by  taking  up 
the  narrative  from  an  earlier  point)  and  by  correct  arrangement. 
That  he  himself  had  direct  intercourse  with  eye-witnesses  is 
therefore  not  very  probable,  and  it  is  not  at  all  expressed  by  the 
word  (I  2),  '  they  delivered  them  unto  us  which  from  the  begin 
ning  were  eye-witnesses  and  ministers  of  the  word,'  for  immedi 
ately  before  he  speaks  of  '  the  things  which  have  been  fulfilled 
among  us,'  a  phrase  by  which  he  obviously  cannot  mean  himself 
and  his  contemporaries,  but  only  Christendom  generally ; 
similarly  therefore  in  v.  2.  Cp  §§  37  64. 

The  discussion  of  the  dates  of  the  gospel  yields,  it 
will  be  seen,  but  few  definite  results.  We  have  deliber 
ately  refrained  from  making  use  of 
certain  arguments  which  could  be 
more  or  less  easily  applied  otherwise.  All  the  more 
would  we  emphasise  the  proposition,  that  our  uncertainty 
on  the  chronological  question  by  no  means  carries  with 
it  any  uncertainty  in  the  judgment  we  are  to  form  of  the 
gospels  themselves.  The  chronological  question  is  in 
this  instance  a  very  subordinate  one.  Indeed,  even  if 
our  gospels  could  be  shown  to  have  been  written  from 
50  A.D.  onwards,  or  even  earlier,  we  should  not  be 
under  any  necessity  to  withdraw  our  conclusions  as  to 
their  contents  ;  we  should,  on  the  contrary,  only  have 
to  say  that  the  indubitable  transformation  in  the  original 
tradition  had  taken  place  much  more  rapidly  than  one 
might  have  been  ready  to  suppose.  The  credibility  of 
the  gospel  history  cannot  be  established  by  an  earlier 
dating  of  the  gospels  themselves  in  any  higher  degree 
than  that  in  which  it  has  already  been  shown  to  exist, 
especially  as  we  know  that  even  in  the  lifetime  of  Jesus 
miracles  of  every  sort  were  attributed  to  him  in  the  most 
confident  manner.  But  as  the  transformation  has  de 
parted  so  far  from  the  genuine  tradition,  it  is  only  in  the 
interest  of  a  better  understanding  and  of  a  more  reason 
able  appreciation  of  the  process  that  one  should  claim 
for  its  working  out  a  considerable  period  of  time. 

By  way  of  appendix  a  few  words  must  be  said  here  on 
the  question,  postponed  from  APOCRYPHA  (§26,  i)  to 
this  place,  as  to  whether  the  gospel  of 
1r  \  T-?  gospel  the  Hebre%vs  is  to  be  reckoned  among 
of  tne  Hebrews.  thg  sources  of  the  synoptics.  Accord 
ing  to  the  church  fathers  this  gospel  was  the  Hebrew  or 
Aramaic  form  of  canonical  Mt.  If  this  were  correct, 
it  would  not  have  been  necessary  for  Jerome  to 
make  a  separate  translation  of  it.  According  to 
Nicholson  ( 7#£  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  '79) 
it  was  a  later  Hebrew  edition  of  the  gospel  of  Mt. , 
issued  after  the  Greek  had  already  been  published  by 
Matthew  himself.  Since  Lessing's  time  (§  117)  it  has 
often  been  regarded — especially  in  the  Tubingen  school 

as  one  of  the  sources,  or  even  as  the  most  ancient,  or 

even  as  the  only,  source  of  our  synoptics.  Handmann, 
again  (Hebrder-evangelium  in  Texte  v.  Untersuch.  63, 
'88),  identifies  it  with  the  logia.  That  it  may  have  been, 
in  some  older  form,  one  of  the  sources  of  the  Synoptics 
cannot  be  contradicted  ;  but  neither  can  it  be  proved, 
for  we  no  longer  possess  the  older  form.  Among  the 
fragments  preserved  to  us  there  are  only  a  few  which 
are  not  open  to  challenge  on  the  score  of  their  late  date. 
Many  on  the  other  hand  are  unquestionably  late  legends  ; 
e.g. ,  James,  the  brother  of  Jesus,  swore  at  the  last 
supper  (where  according  to  our  evangelists  he  cannot 
even  have  been  present)  to  eat  nothing  till  he  should 
have  beheld  Jesus  after  his  resurrection  ;  Jesus  accord 
ingly  appeared  in  the  first  instance  to  him,  brought 
bread,  broke  it,  and  gave  it  to  him.  Or,  again,  at  the 
death  of  Jesus  the  superliminare  or  lintel  of  the  temple 
was  broken.  Or,  Jesus  is  reported  to  have  said  :  '  even 

prehensive  work  in  accordance  with  literary  aims.  Atriyrjo-i? 
(AV  '  declaration,'  RV  '  narrative  ')  accordingly  must  also  mean 
this,  and  not  a  mere  statement  about  a  particular  occurrence, 
without  pretension  to  literary  art  (cp  §§  124  aizqd). 

1894 


GOSPELS 

now  has  my  mother,  the  Holy  Spirit,  seized  me  by  one 
of  my  hairs  and  borne  me  to  the  great  mountain  Tabor  '  : 
and  more  of  the  like.  . 

It  is  almost  universally  conceded  that  the  fragments 
of  the  so-called  gospel  of  the  Ebionites  can  claim 
antiquity  in  a  much  less  degree  still  than  can  the  gospel 
of  the  Hebrews  to  which  it  is  related. 

(a)  Other   uncanonical   gospel -fragments. — The   so- 
called  logia  of  Jesus  found  at  Oxyrhynchus,  first  pub 
lished  by  Grenfell  and  Hunt. 

These  contain,   besides    an    (almost)  verbatim  repetition   of 

Lk.  6  42,  sentences  which  go  far  beyond  the  Johannine  theology, 

IKC     rn-v.         an£l    have    absolutely    nothing    analogous    to 

ISb.    Utner    them  in  the  canon;Cal  gospels.     It  would   be 

Uncanonical  a  great  error  to  see  in  them  a   portion  of  the 

gospel         logia  of  Mt.      But   the   hypothesis   also,   that 

fragments    ^  ?re   e*cerPts   from  the   g°sPel  of.  the 

Egyptians,  has  its  strongest  support  only  in 
the  fact  that  according  to  accounts  this  gospel  itself  was 
of  an  equally  mixed  character.  Moreover,  the  identification 
cannot  be  made  out,  were  it  only  for  this  reason — that  we  cannot 
know  whether  these  seven  or  eight  sayings  were  excerpted 
wholly  from  one  book,  or  whether  they  were  compiled  from  a 
variety  of  sources.  For,  in  fact,  the  principle  on  which  such  a 
heterogeneous  variety  of  sayings  has  been  brought  together  is 
quite  obscure  to  us  (cp  §  86). 

(b)  Jacoby    (Ein    neues    Rvangelienfragment,    1900) 
has  published  a  Coptic  fragment  which,  amongst  other 
things,  touches  upon  the  scene  in  Gethsemane. 

In  character  this  is  the  same  mixture  of  Synoptic  and 
Johannine  or  even  supra-Johannine  ideas  as  has  been  observed 
in  the  Oxyrhynchus  logia.  Its  derivation  from  the  gospel 
of  the  Egyptians  is  just  as  questionable  as  is  that  of  those 
logia.  If  then  we  read  in  it — what,  according  to  the  con 
nection,  it  can  hardly  be  doubted,  notwithstanding  the  frag 
mentary  character  of  the  piece,  we  ought  to  read  —  that 
Jesus  used  the  words,  '  The  spirit  is  willing,  but  the  flesh  is 
weak,'  with  reference  to  himself  and  not  with  reference  to 
the  disciples,  and  if  we  should  feel  inclined  to  regard  this  as 
the  more  original  application,1  we  must  not  do  so  merely  on 
account  of  the  source  in  which  we  find  it. 

(c)  The  case  is  quite  similar  with  the  gospel  accord 
ing  to  Peter  (see  PETER). 

(d)  The  fragment,  first  published  by  Bickell  in  the 
Ztschr.  f.  Kath.   Theol.,  1885,  pp.  498-504,  which  has 
been  dealt  with  by  (amongst  others)  Harnack  (Texte 
u.    Untersuch.    54,    pp.    481-497)  and  Resch  (ib.  102  ; 
pp.  28-34,  322-327). 

This  fragment  contains  in  a  somewhat  divergent  form  the 
prediction  of  Jesus  that  all  his  disciples  would  be  offended  in 
him  and  that  Peter  would  deny  him,  mentioning  also  that  the 
cock  crowed  twice  ;  it  agrees  most  strongly  with  Mk.  14  26-30 
but  also  with  Mt.  2631  by  the  words  'in  this  night,'  since 
these  words  in  Mk.  do  not  occur  in  v.  27  but  only  in  i>.  30. 
That  we  have  here  before  us  a  pre-canonical  form  of  the  text 
cannot  be  proved  with  certainty  from  the  divergences  in  in 
dividual  words.  A  stronger  argument  is  supplied  by  the  fact  that 
in  the  present  fragment  v.  28  of  Mk.  (  =  v.  32  of  Mt.)  is 
wanting — a  verse  which  has  long  been  recognised  as  disturbing 
the  connection  :  '  After  I  am  risen  again  I  will  go  before  you 
into  Galilee.'  At  the  same  time,  we  must  not  forget  that  it 
may  have  been  omitted  precisely  for  this  reason,  if  we  are  dealing 
with  a  free  excerpt.  Neither  does  this  fragment,  then,  supply 
us  with  an  irrefragable  proof  for  the  existence  of  written  sources 
for  our  gospels. 

(e)  The  so-called  dicta  Jesu  agrapha,  that  is  to  say, 
sayings  of  his  which  are  not  met  with  in  the  gospels, 
have  been  collected  with  great  care  by  Resch  in  Texte 
u.   Untersuch.  64,  '89. 

Resch's  judgment  of  these,  his  readiness  to  recognise  genuine 
sayings  of  Jesus  preserved  even  in  the  latest  church  fathers,  and 
his  employment  of  these  for  his  Hebrew  original  gospel  (§  117) 
have,  however,  met  with  very  just  criticism  in  the  same  series 
(14  2)  at  the  hands  of  Ropes  (Die  Spriiche  Jesu,  d.'e  in  den 
kanonischen  Evangelien  nicht  iiberliefert  sind,  '96).  At  the 
same  time  Ropes  himself  in  accepting  so  many  as  fourteen  sayings 
as  probably  genuine  has  perhaps  gone  too  far.  A  somewhat 
richer  selection,  but  without  pronouncing  any  judgment  as  to 
their  genuineness,  is  given  by  Nestle  in  Novi  Testamenti  sup- 
plementum,  '96,  pp.  89-92,  where,  besides  a  collation  of  Codex 
D,  the  extra-canonical  fragments  as  a  whole  will  be  found  very 
conveniently  brought  together. 

Literature. — A.  In  German. — For  facility  of  refer 
ence  we  group  the  present  selection  from  the  German 
literature  on  the  Synoptical  problem 
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partly  according  to  the  methods  they 


1  It  is  so   applied  in  the  Roman  Missal   and   Breviary  (see 
Office  for  Palm  Sunday). 
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employ,  and  partly  according  to  the  views  they  main 
tain. 

i.  Mainly  tendency-criticism.— (<i)  Mt.,  Lk.,  Mk.  :  Baur, 
Krit.  Unters.  iiber  die  kanon.  Evang.,  '47  ;  Marcusevan- 
gelium,  '51.  Keim,  Gesch.  Jesu  von  Nazara,  i.  44-103  ('67)  ; 
Aus  dem  Urchristentum,  i.  28-45,  221-226  ('78). 

(/>)  Mt.,  Mk.,  Lk.  :  Hilgenfeld,  Marcuscvangelium,  '50;  Die 
Evangelien,  '54  ;  ZIVT  from  '58  onwards.  Holsten,  Die  drei 
ursprfing  lichen  Evangelien,  '83  ;  Die  synopt.  Evangelien,  '85  ; 
cp  §  1253. 

(c)  Mk.,  Lk.,  Mt.  :  Bruno  Bauer,  Kritik  der  evang.  Gesch. 
der  Synoptiker,  '  i,\f.  ',  Kritik  der  Evangelien,  '5o-'52.  Volk- 
mar,  Die  Evangelien  oner  Marcus  und  die  Synopsis,  '70 ; 
Marcus  und  die  Synapse  der  Evangelien,  '76  ;  Jesus  Aazarenus, 
'82.  Schulze,  Evangelientafel,  '61,  (-)  '86. 

ii.  Mainly,  or  entirely,  literary  criticism. — (a)  Mk.,  Lk., 
Mt.  :  Wilke,  der  Urevangelist,  '38.  Pfleiderer,  Urchristen 
tum,  "87. 

(V)  Schleiermacher,  Uber  die  Schriflen  des  Lukas,  '17; 
Stud.  u.  Krit.,  1832,  pp.  735-768  (=  Ib'erke  zur  Theologie,  ii. 
1-220,  361-392);  cp  §§  120,  124  a. 

(c)  Theory   of  two   sources  (Mk.    and   the   logia) :    Weisse, 
Evangel.  Gesch.,  '38;  Evangelienfrage,  '56  (but   see   §   125/1). 
Wernle,  Die  synopt.  Frage,  '99. 

(d)  Original  gospel  of  Philip,  with  the  logia :  Ewald,  Die  3 
ersten  Evangelien,  '50,  (2)  '71  ;  JBIV,  i848-'6s. 

(e)  Original   Mk.  with   the   logia :   Holtzmann,   Die  synopt. 
Evangelien,   '63 ;  JPT,   1878,    pp.    145-188,    328-382,   533-568 ; 
Theol.  Jahresbericht,   from   '81.      Cp   §    125  cf.      Weizsacker, 
Unters.  iiber  die  evangel.  Gesch.,  '64;  Das  apostol.  Zeitalter, 
'86,  (2)  '92.      Johannes   Weiss,   St.   «.   A'r.,   1890,   pp.   555-569 
('  Beelzebulrede ') ;  1891,  pp.  289-321  ('  Parabelrede ') ;  1892,  pp. 
246-270  ('  Wiederkunftsrede ') ;    in    Meyer's   Konnn.   zu  (Mk. 
und)  Lk.,  (8) '92.      Beyschlag,  St.  u.  A'r.,  1881,  pp.  565-636; 
1883,  5^4-602 ;  cp  §  118.     Feine,  JPT,  '8s-'88  ;  Eine  vorkano- 
nische  U berlieferung des  Lk.,  '91. 

(_/)  Apostolic  source  =  the  logia  :  Bernhard  Weiss,  St.  u.  Kr., 
1861,  pp.  29-100,  646-713;  1883,  571-594!  JDT,  1864,  pp.  49- 
140;  1865,  319-376.  JPT,  1878,  pp.  569-592;  Marcust~van- 
gelhim,  '72;  Matthiiusevangelium,  '76;  in  Meyer's  Komm.  zu 
ATt.,  (7)  '83,  (9)  '98  ;  zu  Mk.  und  Lk.,  (7)  '85,  (8)  (Mk.  only),  '92. 
Titius  in  Theol.  Stud,  fiir  Bernh.  Weiss,  284-331  ('97);  also 
separately  under  the  title,  Das  I'erhdltniss  der  Herrenu'orte 
im  Marciisevangelium  zu  den  Logia  des  Matthdus.  Cp  above, 
§§  122,  125^,  iz6c. 

(g)  Theory  of  two  sources  with  borrowing  from  Mt.  by  Lk. 
(§  127)  :  Simons,  Hat  der  dritte  Evangelist  den  kanonischen 
Mt.  benutzt?,  '80;  Stockmeyer,  '  Quellen  des  Lk.-Kvang."  in 
Theol.  Zeitschr.  aus  der  Schiveiz,  1884,  pp.  117-149;  Wendt, 
Lehre  Jesu,  i.,  '86.  Soltau,  Eine  L-iicke  der  synopt.  Forschung, 
'99;  Zeitschr.  f.  neatest.  Wissenscli.,  1900,219-248.  Combined 
with  hypothesis  of  an  original  Mk. :  Jacobsen,  Unters.  iiber  die 
synopt.  Evangelien,  "83;  ZWT,  1886,  pp.  152-179;  1888,  pp. 
129-158. 

(k)  More  complicated  hypotheses  (§  129^:):  Wittichen,  JD  T, 
1866,  pp.  427-482  ;  ZIVT,  1873,  pp.  499-522  ;  JPT,  1879,  pp.  165- 
182;  1881,  pp.  366-375,  713-720;  1891,  pp.  481-519;  Lebet 
Jesu,  '76.  Scholten,  Het  oudste  evangelic,  '68  (Germ,  transl., 
'69  :  das  alteste  Evangelivtn)  ;  Hct  paulinisch  evangelic,  '70  ; 
Is  de  derde  evangelist  de  schrijver  van  het  boek  der  handel- 
ingen,  '73  (German  translation  of  both,  '80 ;  under  title  das 
paulinische  Evangelium). 

B.  In  English. — It  may  be  well  to  notice  that  the 
efforts  of  recent  English  students  have  been  mainly 
devoted  to  collecting  and  arranging  the  material  for  the 
solution  of  the  critical  problems  under  consideration,  as 
a  preliminary  to  the  critical  hypotheses  which  may, 
unforced,  suggest  themselves  in  the  future. 

(a)  Books  helpful  to  students: — Rushbrooke's  Synopticon 
('80),  and  Abbott  and  Rushbrooke's  Common  Tradition  of  the 
Synoptic  Gospels  ('84)  ;  A.  Wright,  Synopsis  of  the  Gospels  ('96) 
and  St.  Luke's  Gospel  ('oo) ;  Sir  J.  Hawkins,  }Iorce  Synoptics: 
('99)  ;  F.  H.  Woods  in  Studia  Biblica,  1  59^  ('90). 

(/3)  Special  treatises,  etc.  : — A.  Wright,  The  Composition  of 
the  Gospels  ('90),  and  Some  Neiv  Testament  Problems  ('98) ; 
Badham,  The  Formation  of  the  Gospels  ('92,  ed.  2)  ;  St.  Mark's 
Indebtedness  to  St.  Matthew  ('97);  E.  A.  Abbott,  Clue:  A 
Guide  to  Hebre-w  Scripture  (1900)  and  The  Corrections  of 
Mark  (1900). 

(y)  Important  articles  : — E.  A.  Abbott,  art.  '  Gospels  '  in  Ency. 
BrilW)  '79  ;  W.  Sanday  in  Expositor  for  'QI,  '92,  '93,  and  art. 
'Gospels'  in  Smith's  Z>5(2),  '93;  V.  H.  Stanton,  art.  'Gospels' 
in  Hastings'  Dfi,  vol.  2,  '99  ;  LI.  J.  M.  Bebb,  art.  '  Luke,'  ibid. 
1900;  S.  D.  F.  Salmond,  art.  '  Mark,'  ibid.  1900;  J.  V.  Bartlett, 
art.  'Matthew,'  ibid.  1900.  \V.  C.  Allen  in  Exp.T,  '99  and 
1900  (vol.  ii). 

(6)  The  following  books  bear  upon  the  subject  : — Westcott, 
Introduction  to  the  Studv  of  the  Gospels  ('60  ;  |S|  '94)  ;  Salmon, 
Introd.  to  1VT('&5)  ;  Plummer,  Commentary  on  St.  Luke  ('96). 
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GOTHOLIAS 

GOTHOLIAS  (yoeoAioy  [BA],  -ONIOY  [LD-  J  Esd- 
833  =  Ezra87,  ATHALIAH,  3. 

GOTHONIEL    (ro6ONmA    [BNc-aA], 
[X*]),  the  father  of  CHABRIS  (q.v.  ),  JudithGis- 

name  is  identical  with  OTHNIEL  (  /S'OrW). 

GOUED  (frp;p  ;  KOAOKYN9&  [BAQ»];  Jon.  46,  -NTH 
[AQ*  bis]  \  7,  -NT&N  [A]  ;  9,  -NTH  [AQa]  ;  10,  -NTHC 
[AQa]f),  rather,  as  AVm*  '  palm-crist,'  RVme-  '  Palma 
Christi'  —  i.e.  the  castor-oil  tree,  Ricinus  communis,  L. 

The  rendering  '  gourd  '  is  that  of  ®  and  Pesh.  ;  Sym.  and  Vg. 
render  '  ivy  '  ;  but  Jerome's  remarks  in  his  commentary  (quoted 
Ges.  Thes.  1214)  point  to  the  ricinus.  Aq.  and  Theod.  trans 
literate. 

The  Hebrew  word  (klkdyon}  seems  to  be  identical 
with,  or  derived  from  /C/KI,  which,  according  to  Herod. 
294  Plin.  157,  was  the  Egyptian  name  of  the  castor-oil 
plant,  the  Kporuv  or  Kpbruv  of  the  Greeks.  This  plant, 
which  '  in  France,  Germany,  and  the  south  of  England, 
is  an  annual  herb  of  noble  foliage,  growing  to  a  height 
of  4  or  5  feet,'  becomes  '  in  the  Azores,  and  the  warmer 
Mediterranean  countries,  as  Algeria,  Egypt,  Greece,  and 
the  Riviera,  ...  a  small  tree,  10  to  15  feet  high' 
(Fliick.  and  Hanb.f2'  567).  Its  rapid  growth  (de  C. 
Orig.  341)  and  the  effective  shade  given  by  its  large 
leaves,  support  its  identification  with  the  Klkdyon. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  favour  of  the  rendering 
'  gourd  '  or  the  like,  a  statement  of  Kazwlm  (2  309)  may 
be  noted  (see  also  JONAH,  BOOK  OF,  §  5). 

Speaking  of  Mosul,  Kazwlni  describes  the  custom  of  making 
tents  of  reeds  (on  the  snores  of  the  Tigris),  in  which  the  inhabit 
ants  pass  the  summer  nights,  when  the  water  is  becoming  low. 
As  soon  as  the  earth,  where  the  tents  are,  has  become  dry 
enough,  they  sow  gourds,  which  quickly  spring  up  and  climb 
round  the  tents  (G.  Jacob,  Altarabische  Parallelen,  ijf.). 

EVmg-  proposes  'gourds'  for  B'ypB  in  i  K.  618  (BL  om.  ; 
iiravoLVTaytis  [A]);  it  should  also  stand  for  '3  in  7  24!  (VTTO- 
<rn)pi'y,u.aTa  [BAL],  om.  in  clause  /3)  (EV  'knops,'  in  the 
former  verse  they  have  mg.  '  gourds  ').  The  word  is  commonly 
explained  'gourd-shaped  ornaments';  but  though  the  form  of 
the  colocynth  (see  next  article)  would  suggest  a  graceful 
decoration,  there  is  too  much  uncertainty  about  the  text  (see 
Klo.)  to  permit  us  to  acquiesce  in  this  explanation.  Cp  TEMPLE 
and  SEA  (BRAZEN).  N.  M. 

GOURDS,  WILD  (iTfB>  nV|9B  ;  ToAyiTH  AfPi* 
[BL];  om.  AppiA1  [A]),  2  K.isgf.  EV  agrees 
with  the  ancient  versions  and  tradition.  The  kindred 
Ar.  ftikka  denotes  the  'colocynth'2  (Dozy);  .and 
although  the  etymological  connection  with  the  root  yps, 
which  has  the  sense  of  splitting  or  bursting,  is  not 
quite  clear,  it  may  be  explained  by  the  tendency  of  the 
ripe  fruit  to  split  when  touched,  or  even  of  its  own 
accord  (see  below).3 

The  fruit  intended  may  be  (i)  the  'colocynth'  or 
'  bitter  apple'  ;  the  fruit  of  Citrullus  Colocynthis,  Schrad.  , 
'  a  slender  scabrous  plant  with  a  perennial  root,  native 
of  warm  and  dry  regions  in  the  Old  World,  over  which 
it  has  an  extensive  area.'  Its  fruit  is  '  a  gourd  of  the 
size  and  shape  of  an  orange,  having  a  smooth,  marbled- 
green  surface.  '  The  pulp  of  which  it  consists  '  is  nearly 
inodorous,  but  has  an  intensely  bitter  taste'  (Fliick.  and 
Hanb.  W  295)-  (2)  The  'squirting  cucumber,' 

yielded  by  Rcballium  elaterium,  A.  Rich,  a  plant  which 
is  common  throughout  the  Mediterranean  region  and  was 
known  to  the  ancients  as  the  '  wild  cucumber.'4  It  has 
a  peculiarity  which  might  be  connected  with  the 
etymology  ofpakkif&k:  —  '  the  fruit  when  ripe  separates 
suddenly  from  the  stalk,  and  at  the  same  moment  the 
seeds  and  juice  are  forcibly  expelled  from  the  aperture 
left  by  the  detached  peduncle.'  Tristram  (Smith's 

Z>Z?(2',  s.v.  ;  NHB,  451)  thinks  that  the  details  in  2  K.  439 

1  The  aypiav  is  apparently  a  hexaplaric  addition  (see  Field, 
ad  loc.).     Sym.   had  ftoravt\v  aypiav,  and    'another'  translator 
' 


So 


..  .  , 

ito\OKvv8i&a.s  ',  so  Vg.  colocynthidas  agri. 

2  Its  more  ordinary  meaning,  however,  is  '  mushrooms." 

3  Others  explain  it   by  reference   to   medicinal   effects. 
Riehm,  HWBW. 

*  A  kindred  species  was  named  by  Linnanis  Cucumis  pro- 
phctarum, 
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point  clearly  to  the  colocynth.  '  The  squirting  cucumber 
is  not  so  bitter,  nor  does  it  bear  the  same  resemblance 
to  the  good  fruit. '  It  is  also  common  everywhere  and 
should  have  been  at  once  recognised.  One  who  came 
to  Gilgal  from  another  part,  however,  might  mistake  the 
colocynth  for  the  wholesome  globe  cucumber,  because 
it  only  grows  on  barren  sands  like  those  near  Gilgal 
and  round  the  Dead  Sea.  But  was  the  Gilgal  of  the 
narrative  the  famous  one  near  Jericho?  Buhl  thinks 
otherwise  (see  GILGAL,  §  4). 

At  any  rate,  the  fact  that  the  plant  on  which  the 
pakkuolh  grew  is  described  as  a  'wild  vine'  is  against 
the  identification  with  (3)  A/omordica  elaterium,  which 
is  '  a  coarse,  hispid,  fleshy,  decumbent  plant  without 
tendrils'  (Fliick.  and  Hanb.<2'  292). 

Both  (i)  and  (2)  are  extremely  bitter;  and  the  fact 
that  the  taste  instantly  suggested  poison  (2  K.  440)  is 
another  example  of  the  close  association  of  the  ideas  of 
bitterness  and  poison  in  the  Hebrew  mind  (cp  GALL). 

N.  M. 
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Tribal  relations,  §§  1-3.  Administration,  §§  16-24. 

Formation  of  tribes,  §§  4-7.  Persian  period,  §§  25-27. 

Position  of  individuals,  §§  8-10.    Greek  period,  §  z'&f. 
Union  of  Tribes,  §§  11-15.  Roman  period,  §  y>f. 

Literature,  §  32. 

Until  the  institution  of  the  monarchy  the  B'ne  Israel 
represented  the  stage  of  political  organisation  that  we  are 
_         .,      wont  to  call  tribal.     This  type  of  consti- 
.    srae  S    tution  is  not  peculiar  to  Israel.      It  is  to 
.  be  found  amongst  the  most  diverse  peoples 

°  '  at  a  certain  stage  of  civilisation.  The  OT 
records,  however,  belong  for  the  most  part  to  a  much 
later  age,  and  supply  us  only  with  an  imperfect  and  even 
(in  many  points)  misleading  picture  of  the  real  nature  of 
the  old  tribal  life.  Hence  in  trying  to  ascertain  what  the 
actual  conditions  really  were,  we  are  compelled  to  turn  to 
what  we  know  of  such  life  amongst  other  peoples, 
especially  the  pre- Islamic  Arabs  and  the  modern 
Bedouins.  We  must  suppose  that  similar  conditions 
at  one  time  prevailed  amongst  the  Hebrews.  The 
justification  of  this  inference  lies  in  the  essential  identity 
of  the  external  conditions  that  called  forth  the  tribal 
organisation  amongst  the  ancient  Hebrews  and  Arabs 
and  have  held  the  Bedouins  to  this  very  day  at  this 
stage  of  political  development,  namely,  the  nomadic  life 
of  the  steppes. 

Hebrew,    like  Arabic    tradition,    in  the  form   it  has 

reached  us,   has   reduced  the  mutual   relations  of  the 

Th  f    tr'Des  to  a  fixed  system  in  genealogical 

.eor7,°     form.       Such    systems     rest    on    the 

genea  ogis  s.    theorv    comrnon  to  the  Hebrews  and 

the  Arabs,  that  the  tribe  is  an  expanded  family.  See 
GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  2. 

This  conception  has  a  certain  amount  of  foundation 
in  fact.  The  bond  that  holds  together  the  family  or 
the  clan  is  not  any  form  of  political  organisation  ;  it  is 
the  feeling  of  consanguinity.  For  the  ancient  Semite, 
blood-relationship  was  the  only  basis  on  which  a  stable 
society  and  absolutely  binding  duties  could  rest. 

This  appears  most  clearly  in  the  fact  that  alliances  with 
strangers,  and  obligations  towards  them,  did  not  acquire  inviol 
ability  till  the  lacking  blood-relationship  had  been  artificially 
produced  (see  KINSHIP,  §  i). 

We  must  not,  however,  follow  the  old  genealogists 
and  at  once  infer  from  this  feeling  of  blood-relationship, 
_     .     . ,        actual  descent  from  a  common  ancestor. 
'  . .  .  ' »?        Not  to  speak  of  the  numerous  traces 
Ot  Kinsmp.      which  indicate  that  amongst  the  Heb 
rews,  as  amongst  the  Arabs,  descent  was  in  the  earliest 
times  reckoned  not  from  the  father  but  from  the  mother 
(matriarchate  ;    see  KINSHIP,  §  4),   it  is  clear  enough 
that  the  feeling  of  community  of  blood  was  not  quite 
the  same  thing  with  the  ancient  Semites  as  sense  of 
relationship  is  with  us.     The  latter  varies  according  to  the 
degree  of  nearness  ;  in  the  case  of  the  Semite,  on  the  other 
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hand,  community  of  blood  knew,  theoretically  at  least, 
no  such  thing  as  degree.  A  man  who  belonged  to  a 
given  kindred  group  was  connected  equally  with  all  its 
members,  irrespective  of  degree  of  relationship  (see 
KINSHIP,  §  2).  Moreover,  this  blood-kinship  can  be 
artificially  brought  about  by  blood-covenant  between 
persons  belonging  originally  to  alien  groups. 

This  representation  must  not,  however,  be  pressed  too 
far.  In  practice,  at  least  in  historical  times,  it  is  the 
narrower  circle  of  closer  kindred  that  has  been  most 
intimately  bound  together  by  unity  of  blood.. 

Within  the  larger  tribes  the  several  families  and  clans 
frequently  constituted  closely  united  groups,  carrying  on  blood- 
feuds  amongst  each  other  —  a  proof  how  naturally  the  feeling  of 
unity  of  blood  became  weaker  in  the  larger  groups.  Robertson 
Smith  cites  cases  (AV».  159)  that  show  how  the  feeling  of  kinship 
bound  together  families  of  alien  stock.  We  may  adduce  also 
the  line  in  the  Hamasa  (367)  :  '  Ally  thyself  with  whom  thou 
wilt  in  peace,  yet  know  :  In  war  must  every  man  be  foe  who  is 
not  kin.'  Among  the  Hebrews,  moreover,  the  blood-feud,  as  we 
meet  it  in  the  OT,  was  confined  to  the  limits  of  the  family  —  i.e. 
the  nearest  relatives. 

In  this  emergence  of  relationship  by  descent,  indeed, 
Robertson  Smith  sees  the  decay  of  the  ancient  tribal 
system  (Kin.  52,  57,  160).  He  regards  it  as  the  first 
appearance  of  a  new  principle,  quite  foreign  to  the 
original  tribal  organisation. 

We  must  leave  this  an  open  question.  We  cannot  here  enter 
into  the  problem  how  the  Semitic  families  and  clans  were  con 
stituted  in  the  earliest  times  before  the  various  Semitic  peoples 
separated  from  each  other.  It  is  indeed  a  question  that  in  our 
opinion  cannot  yet  be  answered  with  certainty. 

Although  kinship  by  descent  through  the  father  played 
in  historical  times  a  great  part,  the  records  show  that 
.  ,.        even    then    there    were     also     other 

Aggregation  factors  m  t-^e  formation  of  the  tribes. 
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Hebrew  tribes>  like  the  larger 


Arabian  tribes,   were  not  simple  but  composite,   com 
prising  several  kindred  groups. 

These  groups  are  commonly  called  in  the  OT  mispahoth 
(ninSE'ID)  'clans.'  though  an  older  designation,  which  at  a  later 
time  fell  into  disuse,  seems  to  have  been  hai  On),  the  commonest 
term  in  Arabic.  (Cp  Kin.  39  f.  ;  Nold.  ZDMG  40  176;  i  S. 
18  18  according  to  We.  TBS  p.  iii,  and  Dr.  TUSiig  ;  2  S.  23  13  ; 
also  preserved  according  to  Nold.,  I.e.,  in  TX'  niin;  see 
HAVVOTH-JAIR.) 

We  must  indeed  admit  the  possibility  with  Noldcke 
(ZDMG  40is8  ['86]),  that  in  the  case  of  these  'clans' 
the  families  that  formed  the  nucleus  were  often  really 
descended  from  a  common  ancestor  whose  name  they 
bore.  Even  in  this  case,  however,  it  remains  true  that 
the  family  did  not  grow  simply  by  the  natural  process 
of  marriage  and  birth. 

It  grew  also  by  accession  from  without.  Slaves  were  acquired  ; 
freedmen  remained  as  clients  of  the  family  of  their  master  ; 
individual  strangers,  cut  loose  for  some  reason  or  other  from 
their  own  clan,  sought  refuge  in  the  family  ;  poor  and  weak 
families  attached  themselves  for  the  same  reason  to  the  more 
powerful.  These  all  reckoned  themselves  as  belonging  to  the 
family  of  their  adoption  and  bore  its  name. 

In  order  to  understand  this  process  one  must  realise 
how,  amid  the  endless  feuds  of  the  desert,  it  was  only 
the  man  or  the  family  supported  by  a  powerful  group 
of  kinsmen,  ready  to  avenge  an  injury,  that  was  safe. 
This  insecurity  also  made  necessary  a  certain  amount 
of  cohesion.  The  individual  was  no  doubt  at  liberty 
in  time  of  peace  to  sever  himself  from  his  clan  ;  but 
as  he  went  farther  away  from  it  his  security  propor 
tionally  diminished,  unless  he  obtained  admission  as  a 
sojourner  in  some  other  clan.  Thus  it  is  the  dwelling 
together  and  roaming  together,  rather  than  the  common 
descent,  that  is  the  characteristic  feature  of  these 
'kindred  groups.'  'The  Hai  is  the  community  of 
people  that  live  and  travel  together'  (Nold.  ZDMG 
40  176  ;  WRS  Kin.  38). 

The  same  process  is  repeated  in  the  formation  of 
tribes.  The  instinct  of  self-preservation  drives  the  clans 

_   „        into  closer  association.      It  is  plain  that  here 

.*..          also    local    contiguity    must    have    been    an 

important  factor  in  forming  tribes  ;  clans  that 

were  in  the  habit  of  meeting  on  adjoining  pasture  lands 
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and  at  common  wells  were  by  that  very  circumstance 
bound  together  by  a  certain  community  of  interests  (cp 
ISRAEL,  §  8). 

It  is  not  the  case,  as  is  frequently  supposed,  that  the  Bedouin 
tribes  roam  at  large  over  the  entire  Arabian  wilderness  ;  on  the 
contrary,  now,  just  as  in  ancient  times,  each  one  has  its  own 
definite  territory  with  the  pasture  lands  and  wells  belonging  to 
it,  and  the  proprietary  rights  of  the  tribe  over  such  territory  are 
jealously  guarded  against  the  encroachments  of  other  tribes. 

Many  other  causes  contribute  to  the  formation  of  a 
tribe,  and  produce  a  constantly  shifting  result ;  new 
tribes  arise,  old  ones  disappear.  Mutual  jealousy  and 
feuds,  migrations,  the  disuniting  influences  of  war,  and 
other  circumstances,  may  result  in  the  separation  of  a  clan 
from  the  main  body.  This  almost  necessarily  happens 
as  soon  as  a  tribe  has  become  very  strong  or  extended 
itself  over  a  wide  area.  Should  a  subordinate  tribe  in 
these  circumstances  succeed  in  asserting  itself  without 
becoming  incorporated  with  a  foreign  tribe, — should  it, 
for  example,  have  grown  by  attaching  other  clans  to 
itself, — it  then,  in  course  of  time,  forms  a  new  tribe 
which  assumes  a  new  tribal  name  (after  that  of  a' 
prominent  family,  one  of  its  leaders,  or  the  like). 
Legend  next  comes  in,  and  soon  gives  it  a  patriarch, 
the  original  bearer  of  the  name,  and  the  connection  of 
the  new  tribe  with  the  old  also  finds  some  expression 
here,  the  heros  eponymus  of  the  tribe  being  brought  into 
some  sort  of  relationship  (usually  that  of  a  son)  with 
the  patriarch  of  the  older  tribe. 

In  other  cases  tribes  have  arisen  out  of  alliances  that 
originally  were  only  of  a  temporary  character.  In  the 
tribal  history  of  Arabia,  such  federa 
tions  (called  hilf]  play  a  prominent 
part  (Goldziher,  Muh.  Stud.  \(>ff.}.  Sections  of  a 
larger  tribe  enter  into  closer  relations  with  one  another 
or  with  outside  clans  ;  whole  tribes  form  treaties  with 
one  another,  and  sometimes  even  these  federated  groups 
in  turn  form  connections  with  other  similar  groups. 
Such  alliances  do  not  arise  out  of  considerations  of 
kinship  ;  they  are  determined  by  the  daily  exigencies  of 
offence  and  defence,  and,  in  particular,  by  the  necessity 
felt  by  the  weaker  of  seeking  support  from  the  stronger, 
the  instinct  of  groups,  weak  in  themselves,  to  attain  the 
strength  that  comes  of  union. 

In  many  cases  the  alliances  are  formed  for  particular  and 
definite  ends,  as  for  example  for  the  sake  of  a  common  blood- 
revenge.  Their  formation  is  often  inaugurated  in  a  very  solemn 
way, — as  with  sacrifices,  oaths,  and  the  special  ceremonies  con 
nected  with  blood-brotherhood  (see  KINSHIP,  §  i).  Sometimes  they 
are  quickly  dissolved  again  after  their  immediate  object  has  been 
gained  ;  but  sometimes  also  the  temporary  becomes  a  permanent 
relationship  ;  the  component  parts  become  completely  fused,  and 
the  group  naturally  takes  a  new  collective  name  by  which  the 
old  and  proper  names  of  the  individual  elements  are  often 
driven  completely  into  the  background.  Thus  the  formation  of 
new  tribes  is  a  process  that  is  related  on  the  other  side  to  the 
seeming  or  real  decay  of  old  ones. 

Clearly,  the  process  is  capable  of  taking  place  in  a 
very  great  variety  of  ways,  and  it  would  be  quite  a 

T  .  .  mistake  to  try  to  explain  them  all  in 

{.  i  enmnoiogy.  accorcjance  w;th  a  single  scheme. 
In  the  continual  process  of  modification  it  cannot 
surprise  us  to  find  in  Hebrew  (as  we  do  in  Arabic) 
tradition  that  the  most  contradictory  statements  are 
made  as  to  the  relation  of  the  clans  to  the  great  tribes. 

Finally,  it  results  from  what  has  been  said  that  the 
words  '  tribe  '  and  '  clan  '  (subordinate  tribe)  are  used 
only  relatively  ;  they  express  nothing  as  to  size. 

A  tribe  may,  if  numbers  be  regarded,  fall  below  the  strength 
of  a  clan,  and  yet  at  the  same  time,  if  it  remains  independent,  it 
will  continue  to  bear  the  designation  of  tribe.  Thus  in  the  OT 
Dan  is  at  one  time  spoken  of  as  a  tribe  (BriE',  sebhef)  at  another 
as  a  clan  (nnSE'D,  tnifpahdK);  cp,  e.g.,  Josh.  1040  Judg.  18  \\ff. 
In  Arabic  phraseology  the  change  in  the  use  of  the  words  is 
much  more  strongly  marked  (cp  Nold.  ZDMG  40  1 75  ff^)  ',  in 
Hebrew  tradition  the  relative  persistency  with  which  either  word 
is  used  is  a  result  of  the  arbitrary  limitation  of  the  application 
of  the  word  BntP  to  twelve  (or  thirteen)!  tribes. 

For  a  full  comprehension  of  the  tribal  system  it  must 

1  See  JOSEPH  i.,  §  i  n. 
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further  be   observed  that    these  social   unities  (family, 
_  ..   .         clan,  tribe)  are  at  the  same  time  religious 

.     e  igious  unjtjes       j^ot  onjy  among  the  Semites, 

meaning  but  algo  among  tjje  Greeks  aiuj  Romans, 
it  was  their  common  worship  that  marked 
the  clans  and  held  them  together.  This  is  not  the 
place  to  discuss  the  many  (still  disputed)  questions 
as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  the  tribal  gods  among 
the  Semites.  However  these  cjuestions  may  be  decided, 
there  remains  the  fact  that  '  the  original  religious 
society  was  the  kindred  group,  and  all  the  duties  of 
kinship  were  part  of  religion '  (WRS  Rel.  Sent.  47). 
Community  of  blood  between  man  and  man  derives 
its  absolutely  uniting  character  precisely  from  this, 
that  it  is  at  the  same  time  a  real  community  with  the 
divinity. 

The  tribal  god  stands  in  just  the  same  relationship  of  blood- 
community  with  his  worshippers,  the  members  of  the  clan. 
Every  sacrifice  seals  anew  this  mystic  oneness  of  the  members 
with  each  other  and  with  the  deity. 

Where  a  person  of  alien  blood  is  received  by  blood- 
covenant  (see  above,  §§  2,  6,  and  cp  KINSHIP,  §  i)  into 
clan-fellowship,  he  is  at  the  same  time  by  the  covenant- 
sacrifice  received  into  blood-fellowship  with  the  deity. 
Every  violation  of  the  duties  of  blood-community  thus 
becomes  a  crime  against  the  deity.  * 

The  tribal  constitution  is  excellently  adapted  for  the 
steppe  and  for  nomads.  Its  importance  here  lies  in 
_.  -v.-1-j.  this,  that,  on  the  one  hand,  it  allows 
'*  the  necessary  freedom  of  movement  to 
the  individual  and  the  smaller  aggregates  (family  and 
kindred),  whilst  at  the  same  time  it  creates  a  certain 
natural  social  unity  which  satisfies  the  demands  and 
necessities  of  the  nomadic  life.  In  the  wilderness  no 
great  tasks  present  themselves,  such  as  demand  the 
strength  of  a  whole  people.  What  the  individual,  and 
the  group  of  kinsmen,  require,  in  this  state  of  universal 
war,  is  some  protection  for  life  ;  and  this  is  guaranteed 
by  belonging  to  a  clan.  For  blood-revenge  and  mutual 
help  in  war  are  the  most  sacred  duties  of  those  who  are 
united  by  community  of  blood.  Conversely,  the 
individual  who  has  been  expelled  frqm  his  tribe  is  a 
wanderer  and  a  vagabond  so  long  as  he  has  failed  to 
gain  admission  to  some  other  clan.  It  is  this  that  gives 
its  power  to  tribal  custom  and  law,  a  power  from  which 
none  can  shake  himself  free.  On  the  other  hand  the 
freedom  of  the  individual  and  of  the  separate  clans  is 
tolerably  unrestricted  in  times  of  peace.  The  organisa 
tion  of  the  tribe  exists  only  for  purposes  of  war  and  of 
migration  ;  it  is  only  in  these  conditions  that  the  sheikh 
has  any  say  and  any  command  ;  in  times  of  peace  his 
authority  is  purely  a  moral  one  :  it  reaches  just  so  far 
as  the  influence  he  has  been  able  to  acquire  by  his 
personal  qualities  can  carry  it.  He  can  only  advise, 
not  command.  In  a  dispute  he  can,  doubtless,  give  a 
decision  ;  but  he  has  no  power  to  execute  his  judgment 
if  those  affected  by  it  refuse  to  submit  to  it ;  he  can 
neither  declare  war  nor  conclude  peace,  neither  pitch 
the  camp  nor  break  it  up,  until  the  leading  men  of  the 
tribe  have  been  consulted.2  In  a  tribe  of  those  related 
by  blood  all  the  individual  members  are  '  brothers,'  and 
thus  on  a  footing  of  equality  ;  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
permanent  authority  or  subjection,  for  even  the  Roman 
patria  potestas  was  unknown  among  the  Semites.  The 
freedom  of  individuals  and  of  clans  reaches  so  far  that 
in  time  of  peace  they  can  separate  from  the  main  camp 
without  any  ceremony  and  go  their  own  way,  if  only 
they  have  strength  enough  to  give  the  feeling  of  security. 
It  is  in  this,  as  Goldziher  (Muh.  Stud.  168)  and  Well- 
hausen  (IJG  24 f.)  have  rightly  pointed  out,  that  the 
moral  importance  of  the  tribal  constitution  lies.  In 
•proportion  as  the  feeling  of  kinship  becomes  weaker 
when  set  against  the  wider  tribal  bonds,  in  the  enjoy 
ment  of  such  freedom,  its  place  is  taken  by  that  public 

1  On  this  sacral  character  of  sacrifice,  see  e.g.,  WRS  Rel. 
Sent.  26gjT.  312^  '<  We.  Arab.  Heid.  \igff. 

2  Burckhardt,  Bemerkungen  iiber  die  Beduincn,  <)s,f. 
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spirit  which  acts  freely  and  is  capable  of  making 
sacrifices  for  the  public  good.  Fidelity  to  covenant 
obligations  extending  beyond  the  narrow  bounds  of  kin 
is  reckoned  by  the  Arabs  among  the  higher  virtues. 

It  is  in  the  way  we  have  indicated  that  we  must  picture 
to  ourselves  the  condition  of  the  Israelite  tribes  before 
their  migration  into   Palestine.     With 


10.  Ancestor- 
worship. 


them,  too,  family  and  clan  were  origin 


ally  a  community  of  worship,  held  to 
gether  by  common  ancestral  cults.  Many  of  the  old 
and  famous  sanctuaries  appear  to  have  ow.ed  their  posi 
tion  as  such  to  their  being  regarded  as  the  burial  places 
of  heroes.  There  was  a  sacred  stone  at  the  tomb  of 
Rachel  (Gen.  35  20)  ;  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob  were 
buried  at  Hebron  (Gen.  25g  8629  50 13),  Joseph  in 
Shechem  (Josh.  24  32  Dt.  11 30),  Miriam  at  Kadesh- 
barnea  (Nu.  20 1),  and  Deborah  under  the  sacred  tree 
of  Bethel,  Gen.  358  (see  the  several  articles). 

Within  historical  times  we  have  one  recorded  instance 
of  clan  worship — none  the  less  convincing  that  it  is  the 

11   Traces  of  on^  one — m  T  ^'  ^^ff-<  wnere  David 

'.  ..         excuses  his  absence  from  Saul's  table  at 

new  moon  on  the  ground  that  his  clan 

are  celebrating  their  yearly  festival  at  this  season — an 

excuse  which  is  regarded  as  perfectly  adequate.      In  like 

manner  we  may  take  clan  worship  to  be  presupposed 

in  the  question  with  which  the  Danites  seek  to  induce 

Micah  the  Levite  to  accompany  them  ;    '  is  it  better  for 

thee  to  be  priest  unto  the  house  of  one  man,  or  to  l>e 

priest  unto  a  tribe  and  a  family  in  Israel?  '  (Judg.  1819). 

How  far  the  tribes,  which  afterwards  constituted  the 

people  Israel,  had  already  been  welded  into  one  before 

__   ...        the  settlement  is  a  more  difficult  question. 

f  t^b     S  That  they  were  firmly  knit  toSether  as  a 
people  and  felt  themselves  to  be  so,  as  is 

assumed  in  the  OT  tradition,  is  refuted  by  the  simple 
fact  that  even  after  the  immigration,  during  the  so-called 
period  of  the  Judges,  such  a  people,  with  an  ordered 
government  and  the  like,  did  not  exist  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  7). 

It  is  now  universally  recognised  that  the  Judges  were  not 
rulers  of  the  whole  people  but  only  heroes  of  particular  tribes. 
Neither  does  the  manner  in  which  the  immigration  took  place 
— gradually,  by  tribes  and  clans — show  any  evidence  of  a  unified 
organisation. 

All  this  by  no  means  excludes,  however,  as  Winckler 
(GI  1  i\ff.  21  ff.}  and  others  suppose,  every  sort  of  con 
nection  between  the  immigrating  tribes.  On  the  con 
trary,  the  analog)-  of  the  Arab  tribal  history  makes  it 
in  every  way  possible  and  probable  that  those  tribes 
which  had  a  point  of  contact  and  common  meeting- 
place  at  the  oasis  of  Kadesh  (see  KADKSH,  i)  may, 
on  one  occasion  or  another,  have  entered  into  a  solemn 
covenant,  after  the  manner  referred  to  above  as  prac 
tised  by  the  Arabs  (cp  COVENANT,  §  4).  The  covenant- 
sacrifice  in  Ex.  24 1  ff.  exactly  recalls  the  ceremonies 
elsewhere  practised  on  such  occasions.  The  adoption,  by 
the  tribes,  of  a  common  worship,  the  service  of  Yahwe, 
gave  to  the  alliance  an  enduring  character  still  more 
than  solemn  oath  and  sacrifice  had  done ;  and  the 
common  name,  B'ne  Israel,  assumed  by  all  (perhaps 
after  the  name  of  the  strongest  of  the  contracting  tribes), 
was  the  outward  expression  of  the  firmness  of  the  bond. 
Such  a  confederation  was  loose  enough  to  allow  of  the 
independent  advance  of  the  individual  tribes  and  clans, 
in  the  process  of  the  settlement  as  we  now  read  of  it  in 
the  sources  before  us  ;  but  just  on  this  account  it  was 
firm  or  elastic  enough  to  survive  the  various  changes 
within  the  separate  tribes  and  the  reconstructions  and 
readjustments  of  their  mutual  relations,  which  were  the 
inevitable  results  of  the  settlement  in  the  territory  to  the 
W.  of  Jordan  (see  below).  What  was  necessary  for  its 
continuance  under  the  altered  conditions  was  not  a  rigid 
unity  or  a  strong  executive  authority,  but  something 
quite  different,  namely,  that  the  common  worship  of 
Yahwe,  as  the  god  of  the  B'ne  Israel,  should  already 
have  taken  a  hold  that  was  deep  enough.  The  Song  of 
Deborah  plainly  shows  that  their  common  worship  was 
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the  sole  bond  of  unity  in  those  times,  but  also  that  it 
was  sufficiently  strong  ;  the  war  of  the  confederate  tribes 
is  a  war  of  Yah  we,  and  whoever  fails  to  come  to  their 
help,  in  so  doing  has  failed  to  come  to  the  help  of  Yahwe 
(Judg.  523).  Winckler  (6/1.34)  will  have  it  that  the 
reference  to  Yahwe  in  the  song  ought  to  be  deleted  as  a. 
later  addition.  Even  so,  however,  the  song  bears  witness 
to  the  subsistence  of  a  confederation  of  Israelite  tribes, 
to  which  even  the  tribes  eastward  of  Jordan  belonged. 
Such  a  confederation  cannot  possibly  have  arisen  for  the 
first  time  after  the  settlement,  for  the  territories  E.  and 
W.  of  Jordan  have  no  common  interests  of  such  a  kind 
as  would  lead  to  a  junction  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  main 
tenance  of  intimate  relations  was  always  a  matter  of 
difficulty,  owing  to  the  nature  of  the  respective  territories, 
as  is  shown  by  their  history.  On  the  other  hand,  no 
bond  between  the  eastern  and  the  western  tribes,  entered 
into  before  the  settlement,  could  have  survived  all  the 
vicissitudes  of  such  a  time  otherwise  than  by  the  inter 
vention  of  some  factor  which  stood  supreme  above  the 
divergent  political  interests.  Such  a  factor  was  supplied 
by  the  common  religion.  Even,  therefore,  if  their 
common  worship  of  Yahwe  did  not  manifestly  appear 
in  our  present  sources  as  being  the  uniting  bond  of  the 
confederation,  we  should  still  have  to  postulate  such  a 
community  of  religion  in  order  to  explain  the  continued 
subsistence  of  the  Israelite  tribal  union.  Hebrew  tradi 
tion  is,  therefore,  justified  in  regarding  (as  it  does)  the 
union  of  the  tribes  with  one  another,  and  their  accept 
ance  of  the  religion  of  Yahwe  as  coincident  facts,  and  , 
as  both  of  them  having  been  accomplished  by  the  instru 
mentality  of  one  and  the  same  person — MOSES  (q.v. ). 

What  were  the  tribes  that  originally  joined  in  this 
covenant  can  only  be  matter  of  conjecture.  No  his- 
.  _  ,  ,.  -Juaj  torical  validity  can  be  claimed  for  the 

'       ..  conventional  statement  of  the  genea 

logists,  according  to  which  Israel  was, 
from  the  first,  composed  of  twelve  tribes,  a  number 
which  never  afterwards  varied  (cp  GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  5, 
ISRAEL,  §  2).  It  is  possible  that,  originally,  different 
genealogies  may  have  been  kept  at  different  sanctuaries  ; 
the  present  form  apparently  being,  as  Stade  has  pointed 
out  (GI  1 145  f. ),  the  result  of  compromise.  An  ancient 
tribal  list  has  come  down  to  us  in  the  Song  of  Deborah 
(Judg.  5),  where  Ephraim,  Machir,  Zebulun,  Issachar, 
Reuben,  Gilead,  Dan,  Asher,  Naphtali  are  enumerated. 
To  this  list  may  be  added  Simeon  and  Levi  (see  below). 
The  Kenites  also  seem  to  have  been  an  old  tribe  that 
had  disappeared  at  an  early  period  (Judg.  1 16  624  ;  see  i 
KENITES)  ;  on  the  other  hand,  Judah  (and  Benjamin),  ! 
also  absent  from  the  Song  of  Deborah,  may  have  come 
into  existence  at  a  later  date.  It  seems  very  doubtful 
whether,  from  the  circumstance  that  Naphtali,  Gad,  and 
Asher  figure  in  the  genealogy  as  sons  of  concubines, 
we  are  entitled  to  infer  that  these  tribes  did  not  come 
into  the  confederation  till  after  the  sons  of  Leah  and 
Benjamin  (We.  IJG  16).  With  regard  to  the  tribe  of 
Joseph  a  further  conjecture  may  perhaps  be  permis 
sible  ;  if  the  view  that  the  ark  (see  ARK,  §  10)  was 
originally  the  sanctuary  of  Joseph- Kphraim  be  correct, 
we  may  venture  to  infer  that  in  the  federation  this  tribe, 
from  the  first,  had  in  some  sense  a  leading  part. 

The  settlement  in  Palestine  at  once  brought  with  it, 

14.  Theirdiverse  asf  *  necesf ry  cof  e<Juence.  *  series 
,  .  of  far-reaching  changes  in  the  con 

dition  of  the  tribes. 

Simeon  and  Levi  disappeared  from  their  number ;  it  is  probable 
that  they  became  disintegrated  in  the  course  of  the  struggles  of 
the  occupation,  and  that  the  fragments  that  remained  were  re 
ceived  into  other  tribes  (cp  Gen.  495^,  and  see  SIMEON,  LEVI, 
DINAH).  The  case  of  REUBEN  seems  to  have  been  similar  ;  in 
ancient  times  one  of  the  most  powerful  of  all  the  tribes  (cp  Gen. 
49  3./),  it  seems  to  have  steadily  lost  ground.  At  an  early  date 
Eglon  of  Moab  figures  as  ruler  of  the  Reubenite  territory  (Judg. 
812^);  the  list  of  towns  in  Nu.  32  34^  exhibits  this  same 
territory  largely  curtailed,  and  entirely  surrounded  by  the  tribe 
of  Gad  ;  and  in  the  inscription  of  Mesha  the  Gadites  alone  are 
.spoken  of  as  having  been  masters  in  these  regions. 

On  the  other  hand,  new  formations  have  to  be  noted.     Perhaps 
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it  was  only  after  the  settlement  that  Joseph  split  up  into  the  two 
branches  of  Kphraim  and  Manasseh  (cp  Josh.  17  i\ff. ',  but 
see  also  above).  The  case  of  Gilead  may  also  have  been  similar 
(Judg.  5  17  2  5  ft)  ;  its  place  is  subsequently  taken  invariably  by 
Gad  and  Eastern  Manasseh.  Judah,  which  has  not  yet  come 
into  prominence  in  the  Song  of  Deborah,  first  became  a  great 
tribe  in  the  reign  of  David — in  all  probability,  as  the  result  of 
the  coalescence  of  several  minor  tribes  in  the  south,  such  as  the 
Calebites  (Nu.  32  12  Josh.  14614),  the  Kenites  (i  S.  27  10 ; 
cp  Nu.  102gy?  Judg.  1  16),  the  Jerahmeelites  (i  S.  27  10),  and 
the  absorption  of  the  sedentary  Canaanite  population  (Gen.  38). 
Doubtless,  also,  the  transference  of  individual  clans  from  one 
tribe  to  another,  must  have  been  of  frequent  occurrence.  This 
has  already  been  suggested  above,  with  reference  to  the  surviv 
ing  portions  of  Simeon  and  Levi,  and  another  example  is  pre 
sented  by  the  Kenite  clan  of  Jael,  which  figures  in  the  Song  of 
Deborah  as  an  isolated  fragment  in  the  north  (Judg.  5  24 ;  cp 
4  17).  See  the  articles  on  the  tribes  and  clans  named. 

The  most  important  consequence  of  the  settlement, 

though  it  did  not  manifest  itself  so  immediately,   was 

T  "h  1       ^e  complete  dissolution  of  the  entire 

..    '.        ,  .       tribal   constitution.      The  form   under 

cusp  ace       y   wnjcjj  the  umoris   Of  tribes  and  clans 

local  ties.  •  ,-    • 

were  maintained — the  fiction,  namely, 

of  a  common  descent — was  kept  up,  it  is  true,  for  a  long 
time,  one  might  almost  say,  indeed,  permanently  ;  but 
its  contents  and  its  significance  underwent  essential 
change  ;  once  settled  on  the  soil  of  Palestine  the  clans 
and  tribes  became  metamorphosed  into  local  communities 
and  territorial  unions  (cp  ISRAEL,  §8). 

It  is  an  inevitable  process  wherever  nomad  tribes  take  to  a 
settled  life.  Noldeke  adduces  instructive  examples  from  the 
Arabian  tribal  history  (ZDJ\fG  40  183) ;  Caliph  Omar  found  it 
needful  to  exhort  his  Arabs  to  hold  by  their  genealogies  and  not 
to  do  like  the  peasants  of  'Irak,  whose  answer  to  the  question, 
'  From  whom  comest  thou  ? '  was  '  From  such  and  such  a  village.' 
In  like  manner  it  was  said  of  the  people  of  Khorasan  '.  '  Their 
villages  are  their  genealogies.'  What  happened  in  the  case  of 
the  Israelites  was  precisely  similar. 

Families  living  together  in  the  same  place  united  to 
form  a  clan,  held  together  by  community  of  interests. 
Thus  it  is  that  in  so  many  instances  place-names  and 
clan -names  are  identical.  Here  little  question  was 
made  as  to  descent ;  Canaanite  clans  were  quite  readily 
received  into  Hebrew  clans  and  genealogies  (cp  Gen. 
38  Judg.  \zlff.  etc.). 

With  this  may  be  compared  the  observation  of  Burckhardt 
(Nold.  ZDiWG  40 183)  that  all  Arabs  of  the  Nejd,  settled  in 
Baghdad,  belonged  to  the  tribe  of  'Okail,  whatever  their  descent 
might  have  been.  Under  such  circumstances,  even  if  the  old 
formulas  applicable  to  the  clan  and  the  family  were  transferred 
to  the  new  local  communities,  in  other  words,  if  the  families 
living  in  the  same  locality  continued  to  express  the  fact  of  their 
belonging  to  one  another  by  alleging  descent  from  a  common 
ancestor,  this  none  the  less  meant,  substantially,  the  transition 
from  a  tribal  to  a  civil  constitution. 

In  the  Canaanite  communities  which  had  formed 
themselves  around  a  city  as  the  central  point,  we  already 
_  .  find  a  species  of  nobility  who  were  desig- 
u  gam-  natecj  by  the  peasants  as  mania,  '  our 
sation.  lords,  (pjetschmann,  Gesch.  d.  Phan.  198). 
In  the  towns,  which  in  process  of  time  peacefully  threw 
open  their  gates  to  the  Israelites,  we  may  suppose  these 
nobles  to  have  retained  their  rank  and  to  have  shared 
it  with  the  more  prominent  Israelite  families.  The  heads 
of  these  leading  families  (not,  as  under  the  tribal  consti 
tution,  the  heads  of  all  the  clans)  constituted  the  '  lords  ' 
or  'elders'  of  the  city  (sdrlm,  bifaltm,  zgkenim ;  Judg. 
814).  It  would  seem  also  that,  from  the  first,  the 
villages  adjoining  the  cities  stood  to  these  in  a  relation 
of  subordination.  In  the  old  sources  frequent  mention 
is  made  of  '  the  cities  and  their  villages,1  or  of  '  the  cities 
and  their  daughters  '  (Nu.  2X25  32  Josh.  17n);  similarly, 
a  city  is  occasionally  spoken  of  as  a  '  mother  in  Israel ' 
(2  S.  20 19).  Even  if  we  must  not  think  of  these  '  elders  ' 
as  having,  from  the  first,  constituted  an  organised 
magistracy,  yet  the  development  advanced  naturally  in 
that  direction  ;  it  was  necessarily  involved  in  the  settle 
ment  that  the  rule  of  the  heads  of  the  communities 
should  tend  more  and  more  to  organise  itself  on  an 
assumed  basis  of  legal  authority  (Ex.  2228  [27]).  In 
respect  of  jurisdiction,  in  particular,  the  local  community 
had  a  direct  interest  in  seeing  that  the  judicial  findings 
of  its  heads  were  given  effect  to. 
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The  tribes  also  gradually  came  to  acquire  mainly  a 
territorial  significance,  just  as  the  clans  had  done.  After 
170,  -t  •  i  its  union  with  Caleb  and  the  other  tribes 

divTsVons"     of  the   S"   <see   above>    §    I4)l    Judah 
„,  .  '      was  no  longer  a  tribe  to  be  placed  in 

the  same  category  with  one  of  the  large 
Bedouin  tribes  ;  it  was  also  a  geographical  idea — a 
primitive  state,  capable  of  embracing  elements  of  the 
most  diverse  kind  as  long  as  they  were  geographically 
connected. 

For  an  interesting  proof  of  this,  see  the  parenthetic  note  in 
28.  \ibf.  on  the  words  'a  Beerothite  of  the  children  of  Ben 
jamin.'1  Cp  also  the  Deuteronomic  phrase  'in  all  thy  gates' 
(Dt.  1(5  is),  which  is  parallel  to  '  throughout  thy  tribes,'  and  the 
use  of  tribal  names  as  geographical  terms— Ephraim,  Gilead  (in 
Judg.  10_/  the  two  are  interchanged),  Judah,  Gad  (2  S.  245),  etc. 

In  this  process  the  tribes  lost  the  character  they  had 
possessed  as  communities  of  blood  involving  strict  obli 
gations.  When  the  separate  clans  of  a  tribe  settled  in 
separate  localities  and  became  amalgamated  with  the 
native  population,  they  lost  their  mutual  interdependence. 
Each  had  its  own  interests  and  went  its  own  way, 
regardless  of  the  weal  or  woe  of  the  other.  The  nature 
of  the  country  facilitated  this  parting  ;  and  it  was  further 
assisted  by  the  circumstance  that,  even  in  the  time  of 
the  monarchy,  Canaanite  settlements  still  maintained 
themselves  sporadically  throughout  Israelite  territory. 
Henceforth  it  required  unusual  firmness  and  energy  to 
stir  even  a  single  tribe,  and  still  more  a  number  of  tribes, 
to  concerted  movement.  The  territorial  character  which 
the  '  tribes  '  had  now  assumed  shows  that  the  patriarchal 
leadership  of  the  elders  was  no  longer  sufficient  ;  the 
new  circumstances  demanded  the  tyrannis  (so  to  speak) 
of  petty  '  kings  '  such  as  there  had  already  been  among 
the  Canaanites.  The  so-called  '  judges  '  mark  the  tran 
sition  stage.  These  were,  in  the  first  instance,  clan 
chiefs  ;  but  some  of  them  (among  whom  JEPHTHAH 
and  GIDEON  \fiq.v.~\  still  live  in  the  fragments  of  tradi 
tion)  succeeded  in  becoming  tribal  kings.  Israel  was 
now,  perhaps,  in  a  fair  way  to  fall  asunder  into  petty 
'  kingdoms." 

How  this  fate  was  averted  and  from  what  causes  the 
transitional  period  issued  in  a  united  kingdom  and  a 
„  _,,  united  people,  is  told  elsewhere  (see 
®  ISRAEL,  §  10  ff.\  The  practical  trans- 
^'  formation  of  the  tribes  into  unions  of 
communities,  linked  together  by  identity  of  local  interests, 
however,  did  not  remove  the  danger  arising  from  ex 
cessive  tribal  feeling  and  consequent  tribal  rivalry.  The 
proof  of  this  is  found  in  grave  internal  complications  in 
the  early  regal  period.  David  had  good  cause  for 
devising  some  means  of  neutralizing  this  danger,  and 
such  a  means  he  found  in  the  creation  of  a  very  small 
permanent  force  (see  DAVID,  §  n[«]).  Hence,  whilst 
Saul  in  time  of  peace  was  little  more  than  a  tribal  chief, 
David,  with  the  aid  of  his  body-guard  (gibborlm],  re 
tained  his  supremacy  even  when  no  danger  threatened 
the  land.  Saul's  simple  way  of  life  gave  place  to  an 
imposing  establishment  at  Jerusalem,  and  a  series  of 
officials  supported  the  king.  With  a  view  to  regulating 
the  military  service  and  the  collection  of  the  revenue,  a 
census  of  the  citizens  was  taken  even  in  David's  time 
(28.  24 1  ff.},  whilst  Solomon,  as  a  further  step  in 
advance,  divided  the  whole  land  into  administrative 
districts,  over  each  of  which  he  set  an  officer  called 
nissab  (3x3 ;  i  K.  4?^).  A  division  of  the  northern 
kingdom  into  mUdinoth  (rririp,  '  administrative  circuits') 
is  mentioned  also  in  the  time  of  Ahab  (i  K.  20 14^.). 
It  is  a  noteworthy  fact  that  in  the  arrangement  of  his 
districts  Solomon  purposely  ignored  the  ancient  tribal 
distinctions  (see  §  19  and  Benzinger  on  i  K.  \.-j  ff.}. 

The  most  essential  duty  of  the  ruler  was  then,  and 

ever  continued  to  be,  the  administration  of  justice ;  David, 

_        .       the    pattern    king,     was    pre-eminent 

^.          in  this  (see  DAVID,  §  ii /.).     In  fact, 

prerogatives.  jn  that  age_  it  was  self.evident  that 

1  See  BEEROTH,  ISHBAAL,  i,  and  cp  Nold.  ZDMG  ('86)40  183. 
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the  king  must  be  supreme  judge.  A  case  was  naturally 
decided  by  the  man  who  had  the  power  to  enforce  his 
decision.  Thus  the  second  main  element  of  the  power 
of  the  old  etkenlm  (a':pi)  of  the  clans  was  taken  from 
them,  when  every  one  could  go  directly  or  appeal 
against  them  to  the  king  (28.152  i  K.  3i6  Dt.  17  9, 
where  EBBS  sophet  =  '  ruler  ' — i.e.  '  king  ').  What  these 
lost  the  officers  of  the  king  gained,  for  they  also 
obtained  a  share  in  his  jurisdiction  and  dispensed 
justice  in  his  name. 

According  to  the  notions  of  the  age,  it  was  also 
self-evident  that  the  king  was  the  priest  of  highest  rank, 
who  represented  his  people  before  their  God. 

Saul  and  David  sacrificed  in  person  (i  S.  1433^  z  S.  6  13),  as 
indeed  at  that  time  eve^  Israelite  was  at  liberty  to  do.  David 
wore  the  epliod  bad,  the  priest's  gown  ;  it  was  as  priests  that 
David  and  Solomon  blessed  the  people  at  great  festal  gatherings 
(28.  618  i  K.  8  14),  and  it  was  as  Pontifex  Maximus  that  the  king 
was  anointed. 

Still,  on  the  whole,  the  priestly  character  was  not  as 
prominent  in  Israelite  kings  as,  e.g. ,  in  Babylonian  and 
Egyptian  ;  they  discharged  their  priestly  functions  for 
the  most  part  through  the  intervention  of  their  officers, 
the  ordinary  priests  ;  for  such  were  the  priests  at  the 
royal  sanctuaries  (28.  20  23^). 

These  priests  were  appointed  and  removed  by  the  king  at 
pleasure  (28.  817  i  K.  226,  etc.);  they  held  office  by  royal  ap 
pointment,  not  by  hereditary  right.  For  the  royal  citadel  it 
was  an  indispensable  requisite  that  it  should  contain  a  sanctuary. 
It  was  as  such  that  Solomon  built  the  temple  ;  and,  even  as 
late  as  Ahaz,  the  king  made  free  with  it  as  private  property. 

Any  other  information  that  we  have  regarding  admini- 
_.  .  strative  affairs  has  to  do  for  the  most  part 

'.,    ,.          with    the   collection  of   the  revenue,   the 
institutions.  .  ,     c     •       , 

most  important  work  of  oriental  princes. 

Nothing  is  told  us  of  Saul  in  this  connection  ;  for  the  main 
tenance  of  his  simple  establishment  on  his  paternal  estate  there 
was  needed,  in  addition  to  the  produce  of  his  own  land  and  the 
customary  share  of  any  war  booty,  nothing  but  the  voluntary 
gifts  of  his  subjects  who  came  to  do  homage  or  to  seek  justice 
and  protection  (cp  i  S.  10  20). 

Under  David  the  forced  labour  became  the  special 
care  of  an  officer  of  rank,  and  probably  taxation  in 
general  was  then  regulated  (2  S.  2024). 

We  can  hardly  be  mistaken  in  connecting  the  census  of  2  S. 
24  i  ff.  with  this  control  of  the  public  works,  which  is  explicitly 
said  to  have  been  the  chief  object  of  Solomon's  division  of  the 
land  into  districts  (i  K.  4  7  ff.,  cp  4  27  [67].  If  Judah  was  really 
exempted  from  this  burden,  this  was  a  very  significant  con 
cession  ;  but  the  text  is  corrupt,  and  Stade  (GV1 1  309)  con 
jectures  that  Judah  was  perhaps  mentioned  as  a  thirteenth 
district  (but  see  Benz.  on  i  K.  4  ~]ff.). 

These  taxes  and  forced  labours  were  felt  by  the 
people  to  be  an  oppressive  innovation  ( i  K.  124).  As  they 
were  the  occasion  of  the  secession  of  the  Northern  King 
dom,  we  must  suppose  that  they  were  there  dispensed 
with  at  first.  For  the  same  reason  we  can  hardly 
assign  a  much  earlier  date  to  the  institution  of  the 
king's  tithe  mentioned  in  i  S.  815  17  (to  which  i  S.  1?25 
may  also  refer)  than  that  of  the  document,  the  '  law  of 
the  king,'  in  which  it  is  mentioned.  Unfortunately  we 
are  told  practically  nothing  of  regular  taxes,  although 
such  were  doubtless  exacted. 

A  land  tax  seems  to  have  been  unknown,  as  Wellhausen 
rightly  concludes  from  the  mention  of  the  introduction  of  such 
a  tax  in  Egypt  (7/C786).  A  property  tax  is  mentioned  only 
once,  and  then  as  an  exceptional  imposition  (2  K.  2835).  In 
such  cases  of  extremity  the  kings  of  Judah  had  recourse  to  the 
temple  treasures,  which  they  always  regarded  as  lying  at  their 
disposal.  They  also  drew  an  income  from  crown  lands,  which 
they  probably  rented  to  trusty  subjects  (18.812).  What  is 
thus  attested  for  Judah  (Ezek.  45  7/),  we  may  assume  for  Israel 
as  well.  '  The  king's  mowings '  (Am.  7  i)  probably  refer  to  a 
contribution  in  kind  from  the  first  mowings  in  spring  intended 
for  the  war  horses,  for  the  support  of  which  the  king  was  re 
sponsible  (i  K.  18s;  CP  S?r-  RSm.  Rechtsbuch,  ed.  ^Bruns  u. 
Sachau,  121).  Certain  commodities  were,  in  Solomon's  time,  a 
royal  monopoly  (chariots  and  horses  i  K.  1028^".),  and  a  duty 
was  levied  on  passing  caravans  (i  K.  10  15)  ;  in  certain  cases  the 
property  of  an  executed  man  seems  to  have  been  confiscated  by 
the  king  (iK.  21  iff.). 

__.  Not    much   fuller   is   our    information 

21.  Officers.  about  the  royal  officers   (sdrlm,    C"i^. 

The  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  (sar  'al  hassdbd, 
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Kasri  Sy  1C')  and  the  captain  of  the  royal  bodyguard,  the 
gibborlm,  occupied  probably  the  most  influential  posi 
tions.  The  mazkir  (TDID  I  EV  RECORDER)  stands  first 
amongst  holders  of  administrative  offices.  He  is  not. 
as  has  often  been  supposed,  a  state  historian,  but,  as 
the  title  shows  (T3TD:=one  who  brings  to  mind),  a  kind 
of  chief  counsellor  and  state  orator,  the  Grand  Vizier  of 
modern  oriental  states.  By  his  side  was  the  Secretary 
of  State  (sopher,  TBD),  charged  with  the  duty  of  conduct 
ing  the  king's  correspondence  with  foreign  princes  (see 
SCRIBE).  The  chief  superintendent  of  works  (at  least  in 
Judah  ;  see  above)  and  the  priest  of  highest  rank,  as 
already  stated,  were  also  high  officials  in  attendance  on 
the  king  (2  S.  20  23^).  Later  we  hear  occasionally  of  a 
master  of  the  palace  (or  of  the  household,  jrarr  Sj?  n^N, 
dler  'al  habbdyith,  i  K.  46  2K.  18i8  Is.  22is),  who, 
from  Is.  I.e. ,  appears  to  have  been  also  called  po 
(sokhen,  see  MINISTER  [CHIEF]).  Finally  we  come  upon 
the  designation  king's  servant  (^Van  iny)  as  the  title  of 
a  high  dignitary  (2  K.  22 12,  also  on  seals),  most  plausibly 
explained  by  Stade  (G  lr/\6y>)  as  the  principal  eunuch. 
Strange  to  say  this  official,  so  high  in  rank  in  modern 
oriental  courts,  is  nowhere  mentioned  (unless  this  be  he), 
although  in  a  harem  like  Solomon's  he  can  hardly  have 
been  lacking. 

Of  other  officers  of  inferior  rank,  the  prefects  of  the  provinces 
have  been  mentioned  already.  Of  court  officials  proper  we 
meet  with  a  cup-bearer  (inaskeh,  ~£C'D,  r  K.  10  5),  a  master  of 
the  robes  (2  K.  10  22),  and  others.  Chronicles  speaks  of  twelve 
stewards  of  the  royal  treasury  under  David  (i  Ch.  27  25  jf.). 
Probably  among  the  court  servants  were  also  the  chamberlains 
(sdris'un,  CTjnD>  iK.  22g  2  K.  8  6  9  32,  etc.),  an  expression 
which  we  find  later  as  the  designation  of  the  overseer  of  the 
harem  at  the  Persian  court  (Esth.  2314  ±4/.).  As  such  a 
saris  is  elsewhere  called  a  captain  (2  K.  25  19,  cp  Gen.  37  36 
39  i)  we  can  hardly  regard  the  sdrisiiu  in  the  earlier  times  as 
eunuchs.  See  EUNUCH. 

The  stage  of  civilization  that  had  been  reached  placed 
great  power  in  the  hands  of  these  officers  ;  for  in  the 
still  quite  undeveloped  political  relations  of  the  time,  no 
attempt  was  made,  except  in  the  case  of  the  chief 
ministers  mentioned  above,  to  define  the  spheres  of  the 
several  departments. 

In  particular  there  does  not  yet  appear  to  have  been  any  dis 
tinction  drawn  between  administrative  and  judicial  functions,  or 
military  and  civil  authority.  The  resident  officer  of  state, 
wherever  there  was  such,  combined  in  his  own  person,  in  pro 
portion  to  the  authority  committed  to  him,  the  functions  of 
commander  of  the  forces,  administrator  of  the  province,  collector 
of  taxes,  and  also,  and  above  all,  judge  (see  above,  §  18). 

The  impression  left  by  the  description  of  this  bureau 
cracy  given  us  by  the  prophets  is  by  no  means  flatter 
ing.  It  exhibits  all  through  the  radical  vices  character 
istic  of  the  oriental  official  in  all  ages ;  towards 
superiors,  the  unscrupulous  tool  of  the  royal  pleasure 
(cp  e.g.,  i  K.  \1iojf.  2  S.  11 14  ff.}  ;  towards  inferiors, 
the  overbearing,  reckless  tyrant. 

No  longer  bound  to  their  subjects  by  the  ties  of  clanship,  the 
governors  took  advantage  of  them  for  their  own  interests. 
Venality  and  partiality  in  particular  characterised  high  and  low 
alike  ;  all  that  distinguished  the  former,  the  Abners,  Jpabs,  and 
Jehus,  from  officers  of  lower  grade,  was  that  their  intrigues  and 
violence  were  on  a  grander  scale. 

It  was  the  will  of  the  people  that  gave  Saul  and 
David  their  authority.  Still  this  does  not  warrant  us 

22.  The  throne.    '"  H°fing    *e    monarchy     either   in 
Judah    or    in    Israel,    elective.       Its 
hereditary  character  was  really  bound  up,  so  to  speak, 
with  the  royal  dignity. 

Thus  even  a  Jerubbaal  could  secure  his  authority  sufficiently 
to  bequeath  it  to  his  sons.  That  Saul  never  dreamed  of  any 
successor  but  his  son  Jonathan,  may  be  the  kernel  of  truth  in 
iS.  2(>3ojfl  When  the  men  of  Judah  set  up  David  against 
Ishbaal,  the  rest  of  Israel  regarded  it  as  a  revolt  against  the 
legitimate  heir— a  revolt  to  be  suppressed  by  force  of  arms  (cp 
e.g.,  28.  2  io^C).  Two  sons  of  David,  Absalom  and  Adonijah, 
successively  posed  as  his  successors  (28. 15i_^  i  K.  1  <-,jf.). 
Solomon,  too,  reached  the  throne  simply  by  the  will  of  his 
father,  the  people  having  no  say  in  the  plot  to  set  him  on 
the  throne.  Accordingly  the  election  of  Jeroboam  by  the 
northern  tribes  was  virtually  a  fresh  revolt  against  the  legitimate 
dynasty,  though  it  must  be  admitted  that  Ephraim  and  Ben- 
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jamin  had  never  thoroughly  accepted  the  line  of  David  as 
legitimate ;  '  we  have  no  part  in  David,  no  inheritance  in  the 
son  of  Jesse  ' — such  had  been  the  rallying  cry  also  on  an  earlier 
occasion  (28.  20i^.);  see  BENJAMIN,  §  7.  In  the  many  later 
revolutions,  of  which  North  Israel  was  the  scene,  the  people 
had  no  voice ;  on  the  contrary,  they  retained  throughout  a 
passive,  not  to  say  an  apathetic  attitude. 

Still,  there  lay  in  the  popular  will  an  important 
limitation  of  the  power  of  the  sovereign.  One  might 
imagine  on  reading  the  so-called  '  law  of  the  kingdom  ' 
(i  S.  810^)  that  the  kings  of  Israel  as  a  whole  were  the 
greatest  despots, — men  whose  power  was  at  the  service 
of  every  whim  and  fancy.  This  picture,  however,  con 
formably  to  the  whole  tendency  of  the  narrator,  who 
had  little  fondness  for  the  monarchy,  is  overdrawn  and 
painted  in  colours  too  dark.  In  reality  the  state  of 
affairs  was  quite  otherwise.  If  there  is  one  impression 
that  remains  with  us  more  than  another  it  is  that  the 
power  of  the  kings  lay  rather  in  their  personality,  and 
depended  on  their  success  in  war  and  their  personal 
weight.  Powerful  men  like  David,  Solomon,  or  Jero 
boam  could  allow  themselves  many  liberties  that  men 
23  Po  ular  ^e  Rehoboam  could  not  venture  on. 
.  P  Law  or  constitution  defining  the  mutual 

rights  of  king  and  people  there  was  none 
(the  '  law  of  the  kingdom,'  Dt.  17 14-20  is  a  later  growth). 
Thus  in  the  forms  of  government  in  the  kingdom  of 
Israel  we  meet  with  a  singular  blending  of  despotism 
with  elements  of  democracy. 

Saul  could  massacre  the  priests  of  Nob,  David  could  appro 
priate  the  wife  of  Uriah,  Solomon  could  drain  the  very  blood  of 
the  nation,  Ahab  could  bring  about  the  judicial  murder  of 
Naboth,  Jehu  and  Athaliah  could  make  havoc  amongst  dangerous 
adherents  of  the  reigning  house;  yet  these  kings  had  themselves 
to  learn  that  their  caprices  were  limited  by  the  popular  will. 

The  people  did  not,  like  other  oriental  nations,  put 
up  with  the  atrocities  of  their  rulers  as  something  inevit 
able.  Jehu's  massacre  was  long  regarded  with  universal 
detestation.  The  imperiousness  with  which  the  public 
conscience  could  speak  is  seen  in  Nathan's  famous 
reproof  of  David,  and  in  the  action  of  men  like  Elijah 
and  Elisha,  who  spoke  for  the  people  as  well  as  for 
Yahwe  (see  ISRAEL,  §  33^,  and  cp  PROPHET). 

Disregard  for  this  on  the  part  of  Solomon,  Ahab,  and  Athaliah 
cost  them  their  throne.  Nor  must  we  fail  to  observe  how  it  was 
that  the  Deuteronomic  Code  was  rendered  a  universally  binding 
law-book  ;  not  by  royal  decree,  but  by  a  compact  between  king 
and  people,  did  a  law  come  into  existence.  In  all  else  law  and 
right,  even  for  the  king,  was  determined  by  custom  and  usage. 

In  such  circumstances  local  authority  must  have  been 
to  a  great  extent  left  to  itself.  Outside  of  the  royal  city, 

T        ,  over  which  was  set  a  royal  governor  (i  K. 
24   T  oral 
,;       .,       2226),   the  village  communities  were  prob- 

*"  ably  independent  of  the  government,  so  far 
as  their  own  affairs  were  concerned.  In  the  Northern 
Kingdom  the  revolutionary  changes  of  dynasty  hindered 
the  sovereign  from  becoming  dangerously  predominant 
over  the  local  authorities  and  the  ancient  nobility,  as 
was  somewhat  the  case  in  the  smaller  kingdom  of 
Judah.  See  i  K.  21. 

This  local  independence  is  still  acknowledged  by  the  Deutero 
nomic  code  (Dt.  16  is),  although  it  tries  to  restrict  it  (Dt.  \~%ff. 
19  17;  cp  LAW  AND  JUSTICE,  §  "&/.).  Even  in  affairs  of  state, 
though  probably  only  in  exceptional  cases,  the  '  elders  of  the 
people  '—i.e.  the  local  magistrates— had  their  voice  (i  K.  20  7 
2  K.  23  i). 

In  the  Persian  period  the  Jewish  territory  became  a 

district  (mtdtnah,  nrip,  Neh.  76  Ezra2i)  of  the  trans- 

p  Euphratic    province    (Ezra 5 3   i  Mace. 

25.  Persian      g^    etc  ^    which    was   the    province 

westward    of    the   Euphrates.      For    a 
governors.     time  it  had  a  governor  Of   jts  own 

(nns,A%tf  [see  GOVERNOR,  i];  Nntrrc [seeTiRSHATHA]), 
who  was  placed  under  the  ruler  of  his  province  (see 
ISRAEL,  §§  50  ff.,  64).  This  arrangement,  however, 
seems  to  have  been  terminated  comparatively  soon. 

Nehemiah,  it  is  true,  ranks  himself  with  former  governors 
(Neh.  5  15.^)  ;  but  the  narrative  of  his  doings,  taken  as  a  whole, 
rather  suggests  that  he  was  sent  as  a  high  commissioner  with 
dictatorial  powers.  Thus  we  do  not  hear  of  a  substitute  or  suc 
cessor  being  appointed  when  he  leaves  Jerusalem  (cp  We. 
//C(-)  164,  (31 168).  This  is  confirmed  by  the  letter  of  Rehum  to 
Artaxerxes  in  Ezra  4  8-23  (see  v.  t2/.). 
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For  the  rest,  the  central  Persian  authority  seems  to 
have  left  the  Jews  a  considerable  amount  of  freedom 
with  respect  to  their  internal  affairs.  That  it  should 
concern  itself  about  such  matters  as  the  building  of  the 
temple  or  of  the  walls  was  a  matter  of  course  ;  but 
apart  from  these  instances  we  hear  next  to  nothing 
airout  any  intervention  of  theirs.  Of  course,  the  pay 
ment  of  the  tribute  and  the  enrichment  of  the  officials 
had  to  be  seen  after  ;  but  on  the  whole  there  was 
much  internal  liberty,  which,  indeed,  was  involved  in 
the  freedom  of  worship  granted  to  the  Jews.  In  the 
time  of  Ezra  we  find  law  and  police  in  the  hands  of  the 
national  authority  (op  Ezra  10 14). 

The  history  of  ZUKUBBARKI,  (q.v. )  is  obscure.     He  is 

represented  as  the  secular  head  of  the  community  with 

.      _        .       Joshua  (see  JESHUA,  5)  as  spiritual  head 

,.         bv  his  side.      Yet  strangely  enough  we 
organisation.   fi;id  jn  Kzm2a  =  Neh.  7*  (7=  ,  Esf,.  58. 

irpoiryovfi.fvoi)  a  list  of  twelve  '  heads  '  as  the  chiefs  of  the 
community,  at  whose  head  stand  Zerubbabel  and 
Joshua,  presumably  as  primi  inter  pares.  We  also 
hear  of  the  'elders  of  the  Jews'  (Ezra5s  67  108,  etc.), 
of  certain  'rulers'  or  'deputies'  (so  RV,  Q'JJD)  in  Neh. 
2:6  48  [14],  etc.,  and  of  'princes  of  the  people'  who 
dwelt  at  Jerusalem  (Neh.  11 1).  Are  these  names  then 
perhaps  synonymous?  If  not,  what  are  the  mutual 
relations  of  the  officers  whom  they  severally  denote  ? 1 

We  shall  not  go  far  wrong  if  we  recognise  in  the 
twelve  '  heads '  the  chiefs  of  the  leading  families  (cp 
Ezra 4  3),  a  proof  of  the  tenacious  life  of  the  tribal 
organisation.-  At  the  head  of  the  clans  were  the  raU 
hd-dboth  (rvaNn  'e'x-i.  Ezra  Is  '263  Neh.  7?o,  etc.)  ;  over 
all  were  the  twelve  men  already  mentioned.  The 
number  twelve  was  of  course  suggested  by  that  of  the 
tribes  ;  indeed  the  Priestly  Writer  speaks  of  twelve 
'princes  of  the  tribes'  (Num.7).  It  is  not  necessary, 
however,  that  this  number  should  have  been  permanent. 
We  may  plausibly  suppose  that  the  '  princes '  (including 
the  'heads')  were  the  l>eginning  of  the  later  gerusia 
(below,  §  27).  From  Neh.  5 7  we  may  infer  that  the 
plutocratic  principle  had  much  to  do  with  their  appoint 
ment.  Most  important  of  all,  the  priests  did  not  yet 
belong  to  the  gerusia ;  they  are  always  sharply  dis 
tinguished  from  the  ruling  magistrates,  the  heads  of  the 
people  (cp  e.g.,  Neh.  938-1027  [10 1-28]). 

This  was  soon  changed,  and  not  least  in  consequence 

of  the  measures  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  little  as  they 

97   P  '     tl     themselves  left  for  Eliashib  or  auy  other 

'     Code         high  priest  to  d°  *cp  Neh' 134jf: )'     The 
tendency  of  the  law  brought  by  Ezra  from 

Babylon  was  to  exalt  the  spiritual  over  the  secular 
power.  In  this  law,  which  corresponded  in  the  main 
with  the  so-called  Priestly  Code  (on  this  point  cp  LAW 
LITERATURE  ;  ISRAEL,  §  59  ;  CANON,  §  2%/.  ;  EX.RA 
i.,  §  8)  ;  the  community  was  provided  with  a  constitu 
tion.  It  is  true,  Ezra  and  his  adherents  had  consider 
able  difficulty  in  getting  their  theory  of  the  law  accepted. 
The  theory  was  briefly  this.  The  high  priest  was 
supreme  head,  alike  in  the  spiritual  and  in  the  secular 
sphere.  To  him  were  transferred  all  the  powers  of  the 
king,  in  so  far  as  they  were  at  all  compatible  with  the 
Law.  Not  even  such  an  unassuming  place  as  Ezekiel 
assigned  to  a  king  remained.  Far  belosv  the  high  priest 

1  See    ISRAEL,    §   64,   and    Benzinger's   article   'Alteste'   in 
PK£P)  I  22ft./:  .  [Guthe  (see  '  Ezra  and   Neh.,1  S£OT)  regards 
Ezra 'J  2  =  Neh.  "7  (from  o'xan  down  to  ,1J1'3>  with  the  addition 
°f  D.VC'Kn  (see  ||  i  Esd.  5  8)  as  an   addition  of  the   chronicler. 
He  thinks  that  the  existence  of  the  twelve  'heads'  presupposes 
the   activity  of   Kzra   and    Nehemiah.     The    'heads'   are   not 
identical  with  the  'elders,'  who  come  before  us  at  the  close  of 
the  rebuilding  of  the  temple,  when  Zenibhabel  seems  to  have 
disappeared.      Perhaps   they   were   supplanted   by   the   twelve 
'heads.'     The :'  ruleis '  (c'JJD)  °f  Nehemiah    are   regarded   by 
liuthe  as  officials  ;  the  term  maybe  equivalent  to  the  'princes' 
(C'ir)ofNeh.(1232).l 

2  Even  during  the  Exile  the  '  elders  '  or  heads  of  clans  directed 
the  affairs  of  the  settlements ;   we  find   them  seeking  oracular 
advice  of  Ezekiel  (Ezek.  8  I  14  i  20  i  ff.  \  cp  Jer.  29  i) 
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in  rank  stood  the  'princes,'  the  chiefs  of  the  twelve 
tribes — i.e.,  in  reality,  the  men  who  had  had  in  their 
hands  the  administration  of  affairs.  The  numerous 
priestly  families  constituted  a  sort  of  spiritual  nobility 
surrounding  the  high  priest.  What  the  law  required 
was  probably  not  after  all  very  new.  That  the  influ 
ence  of  the  priests,  even  if  they  had  not  a  seat  in  the 
gerusia,  was  really  gieat,  appears  from  /ech.  §\off. 

How  long  it  was  before  the  theories  of  the  Priestly 
Code  were  translated  into  practice  we  do  not  know. 
Our  information  regarding  the  internal  development 
and  the  foreign  relations  of  the  community  in  the  second 
half  of  the  Persian  period  is  unfortunately  very  meagre. 

That  the  abolition  of  the  provincial  governorship  (see  above, 
§  24)  meant  a  great  increase  of  power  for  the  high  priest,  is  rightly 
emphasized  l>y  Wellhausen  ;  Nehemiah's  provision  for  the 
regular  payment  of  the  taxes  to  the  priests  furnished  the 
needful  material  basis  for  their  claim  to  power.  The  quarrel  of 
the  brothers  Johanan  and  Joshua  about  the  high-priesthood  .uul 
the  interference  of  the  Persian  governor  Bagoses  (Jos.  Ant. 
xi.  7  i)  presuppose  an  important  position  for  the  high  priest. 

By  the  beginning  of  the  Grecian  period,  at  latest, 

the  law  had  become  a  reality.      Neither  the  Ptolemies 

28   Greek  nor  tne  Seleucids  nac*  a  governor  of  their 

.    ,      own  in  Jerusalem,  and  generally  speaking 

"  *  these  Hellenistic  sovereigns  left  a  large 
amount  of  freedom  to  the  communes.  Thus  in  the 
Jewish  capital,  as  elsewhere,  the  national  assembly 
seems  to  have  enjoyed  fairly  extensive  powers.  Its 
organisation  had  probably  undergone  no  essential 
change  from  what  it  had  formerly  been  ;  the  gerusia 
continued  as  before  an  aristocratic  senate.  This  of 
itself  is  sufficient  proof  that  we  have  not  here  to  do 
with  a  new  institution,  a  creation  of  the  Grecian  period; 
for  the  new  communities  of  Hellenistic  times  had,  as  a 
rule,  democratic  institutions.  There  is  no  good  ground 
for  doubting  the  connection  between  this  senate  and  the 
genuine  Semitic  institution  of  a  '  council  of  the  elders ' 
which  survived  in  the  Persian  period.  It  is  merely  a 
casual  circumstance  that  the  gerusia — under  this  name 
— does  not  happen  to  be  mentioned  until  the  reign  of 
Antiochus  the  Great  (223-187  B.C.).  Whether  or  how 
far  Grecian  influences  may  have  co-operated  in  the 
development  of  this  gerusia  out  of  the  college  of  elders 
(so  Schurer,  GJV 2  i44/. )  we  have  no  means  of  deciding, 
as  we  possess  no  sufficient  information  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  assembly  of  elders  as  a  ruling  body  was 
organised  towards  the  end  of  the  Persian  period.  The 
ordinary  traditional  designation  of  '  elders,'  TrptfffiijTcpoi, 
is  applied  also  without  qualification  during  this  period 
to  the gentsia  (cp  i  Mace.  126  with  14 20,  etc.).  Long 
before  this,  of  course,  the  word  had  ceased  to  mean 
the  heads  of  clitns  ;  by  elders  were  intended  simply  the 
more  distinguished  men,  the  e"lite  of  the  people.  Along 
side  of  the  secular  nobility,  the  priesthood  also  seems 
from  an  early  date  to  have  obtained  a  place  in  this 
assembly  (cp  2  Ch.  198). 

During  the  Greek  period  it  is  the  high  priest  who  is 
at  the  head  of  the  gerusia  and  thus  of  the  entire  com 
munity.  The  Ptolemies  first,  and  afterwards  the 
Seleucids,  recognised  him  as  ethnarch.  On  him  lay 
the  duty  of  seeing  that  the  tribute  for  the  community 
was  paid  to  the  court  at  Alexandria  ;  and  in  order  to 
do  this  he  had  the  right  of  levying  a  tax  in  Judaja  (Jos. 
Ant.  xii.4i^).  We  have  an  evidence  of  the  importance 
of  the  position  of  high  priest  in  the  internecine  strife 
with  reference  to  the  office  which  was  the  prelude  to  the 
Maccabean  revolt  (2  Mace.  ±iff.  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  5i^). 
On  account  of  its  importance  Ptolemies  and  Seleucids 
alike  claimed  the  right  of  appointment  to  it  and  removal 
from  it. 

The   rise   of   the    Hasmona-ans    meant,    strictly,    no 

constitutional  change,  only  a  change  of  persons.     During 

_.          the  continuance  of  the  war  strictly  so-called 

the  commanders,  the  M.uvabees,  exercised, 
iiiontGans.     *•  <•  » •  *  •       »       *  * 

of  course,  a  sort  of  dictatorship.    In  2  Maee. , 

it  is  true,  mention  is  made  of  the  gerusia  also,  alongside 
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of  Judas  (lio  444  11 27)  ;  but  on  internal  grounds  more 
reliance  must  be  placed  on  the  representation  given  in 
i  Mace. ,  where  besides  Judas  no  governing  body  is 
mentioned  save  the  people  themselves  (4  59  5i6  820 
102546  11303342).  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  period  of 
peace  after  the  victory  at  Beth-zacharias,  Demetrius  at 
once  restored  the  old  order  of  things — Alcimus  being 
high  priest,  with  'elders' — (i  Mace.  633),  and  in  like 
manner  after  the  definitive  peace  had  been  negotiated 
it  was  again  rehabilitated  in  its  entirety,  with  the  single 
exception  that  the  office  was  now  bestowed  not  on  the 
legitimate  heir  but  on  Jonathan,  who  legally  was  dis 
qualified  for  it  (i  Mace.  1127).  This,  of  course,  meant 
for  the  priests  of  Jerusalem  a  great  diminution  of  power 
and  influence,  especially  since  the  old  aristocratic  party 
which  had  been  friendly  to  the  Greeks  had  now  to 
retire  into  the  background  altogether  ;  and,  in  the 
gerusia  also,  had  to  make  room  for  the  partisans  of  the 
Hasmonseans.  The  institution  of  tiie.  gerusia,  as  such, 
however,  continued  alongside  of  the  Hasmonaean  high- 
priests  and  princes  (Jonathan  I.  :  see  i  Mace.  1123 
12  6  35  ;  Simon  I. :  see  i  Mace.  1836  142028). 

The  Jews  became  entirely  independent  of  Syria  under 
John  Hyrcanus  ( 135-105).  Hyrcanus  himself,  however, 
remained  as  before,  the  people's  high  priest.  On  the 
other  hand,  of  course,  he  was  not  unconscious  of  his 
dignity  as  prince,  and  he  put  his  name  upon  the 
coinage.  His  son  and  successor  Aristobulus  (105-104) 
actually  took  the  royal  title,  continuing,  however,  to 
retain  that  of  high  priest  on  the  coinage.  Alexander 
Jannaeus  (104-78)  was  the  first  to  call  himself  king 
on  the  coinage.  Here  again,  however,  the  assumption 
of  the  kingly  title  meant  no  constitutional  change  ;  it 
was  only  the  fitting  expression  of  the  fact  that  from 
the  first  the  Hasmonasans  had  subordinated  the  spiritual 
side  of  their  office — their  high  priesthood — to  the  exercise 
of  their  political  authority  as  ethnarchs. 

The  gerusia,  therefore,  continued,  at  least  in  form, 
under  the  kings.  At  how  early  a  date  the  name  of 
synedrium — which  subsequently  seems  to  have  been  the 
usual  one — arose,  is  unknown.  Possibly  the  expression 
heber  (tin)  upon  the  Hasmonaean  coins  refers  to  this 
body.  At  this  period  it  would  of  course  be  out  of  the 
question  to  look  for  any  sharply  defined  jurisdiction 
as  possessed  by  such  a  court.  Under  strong  rulers 
like  Hyrcanus  and  Jannasus  its  power  can  hardly  have 
been  great  ;  of  Alexandra,  on  the  other  hand,  who  on 
account  of  her  sex  had  to  hand  over  the  high-priesthood 
and  the  presidency  of  the  council  to  her  son  Hyrcanus, 
Josephus  remarks  that  '  she  held  the  kingship  in  name, 
but  the  Pharisees  had  the  power'  (Ant.  xiii.  162).  It  is 
probable  that  it  was  through  her  that  the  Pharisees  had 
gained  admission  to  the  gerusia  alongside  of  the 
Sadducean  nobles  and  the  priests. 

Pompey  brought  the  Hasmonaean  rule  to  an  end  in    i 
63  B.  c.      In  other  respects  he  found  no  change  necessary 
„-    j>  in  the  forms  of  the  internal  administra-    , 

a  tion  of  the  country.  He  appointed 
Hyrcanus  II.  to  the  high-priesthood,  and  at  the  same 
time  invested  him  with  '  the  government  of  the  nation ' 
(Jos.  Ant.  xx.  lOs:  TTJV  TTpoffraffiav  TOV  Z&vovs).  The 
proconsul  Gabinius  (57-55)  on  the  other  hand,  withdrew 
this  political  dignity  from  the  high  priest,  dividing  the  j 
Jewish  territory  into  five  jurisdictions — Jerusalem, 
Jericho,  Gazara,  Amathus,  Sepphoris.  By  the  ex 
pressions  used  by  Josephus  (crvvodot,  o-vvtdpia)  we  are 
doubtless  to  understand  independent  districts  each 
under  the  synedrium  of  the  chief  city  (Jos.  BJ\.  85). 
By  this  measure  the  political  importance  of  the  Jeru 
salem  authorities  was  virtually  destroyed. 

This  condition  of  things,  however,  was  of  brief 
duration.  Caesar  (in  47  B.C.)  again  made  the  high 
priest  ethnarch  ;  nominally  and  constitutionally  the 
gerusia  shared  the  government  with  him.  The  juris 
diction  of  the  gerusia  appears  to  have  included  even 
Galilee  ;  at  least  we  read  that  Herod  was  summoned 
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before  the  synedrium  on  account  of  misdeeds  committed 
there  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  93-5)-  In  point  of  fact,  however, 
as  is  shown  by  the  course  of  this  very  prosecution 
against  Herod,  the  synedrium  had  come  to  be  a  helpless 
tool  in  the  hand  of  the  ruler,  who  at  this  time  was 
Antipater.  Herod  accordingly  began  his  own  reign  by 
purging  the  synedrium  of  his  own  opponents,  forty-five  of 
its  members  being  executed  at  his  command  (Jos.  Ant. 
xiv.  94,  compared  with  xv.  12).  Though  doubtless 
replenished  with  nominees  of  his  own,  the  council 
henceforward  played  no  part  of  importance  during 
his  reign  (cp  e.g. ,  Ant.  xv.  62).  The  high  priests  also, 
whom  he  appointed  and  deposed  at  pleasure,  were 
entirely  his  creatures. 

The  territory  of  Herod  was  divided  at  his  death. 
Archelaus  received  Judaea,  Samaria,  and  Idumaea,  with 
the  title  of  ethnarch  ;  but  after  a  short  term  of  years  he 
was  deposed  (6  A.D. )  and  his  ethnarchy  made  a  Roman 
province  under  a  procurator  (tTrirpoiros  ;  in  NT  ijyefubv, 
Mt.  27  2  etc. )  of  equestrian  rank.  The  procurator  of 
Judaea  was  subordinate  in  rank  to  the  governor  of 
Syria,  and  the  latter  could  in  special  cases  of  need 
interfere  with  him  (see  Mommsen,  Rom.  Gesch.^yx), 
n. ).  In  all  other  respects  the  procurator  of  Judaea  had 
military  command  and  jurisdiction  ;  in  other  words,  was 
independent  in  his  province. 

In  other  matters  the   Romans    allowed  the   Jews  a 

considerable    degree    of    internal    freedom    and    self- 

T  i  g°vernment-     Josephus  is  not  very  wide  of 

'**•'.       tne  truth  when  he  describes  the  new  con- 

,   .   '      stitution  as  aristocratic,  as  distinguished 
svnedrium.  , 
J  from  the  monarchical  despotical  rule  of  a 

Herod  (Ant.  xx.  10 1).  The  synedrium  enjoyed  greater 
power  than  ever  before.  The  Roman  procurator  was 
the  court  of  review  ;  the  synedrium  was  the  governing 
body,  and,  more  particularly,  no  longer  had  to  share 
its  powers  as  formerly  with  its  president,  the  high 
priest. 

After  the  high-priestly  office  ceased  to  be  held  for  life, 
and  hereditary  high  priests  had  come  to  be  appointed 
and  deposed  in  rapid  succession,  first  by  Herod  and 
then  by  the  Romans,  their  political  power  diminished 
greatly,  and  they  no  longer  held  a  paramount  position 
even  within  the  priestly  college,  although  formerly  the 
high  priest  could  still  be  regarded  as  holding  '  the  govern 
ment  of  the  nation'  (Ant.  20 10).  Next  in  rank  to 
the  reigning  high  priest  stood  those  who  had  previously 
held  the  office.  In  the  NT  and  in  Josephus  these  '  high 
priests '  figure  as  properly  speaking  the  leaders  of  the 
high  council  (cp  e.g.,  Mt.  2659  2?4i  and  parallels). 

As  a  second  class  within  the  same  body  we  find  the 
'scribes'  or  professional  'lawyers'  (Mt.  20 18  21 15  2?4i 
and  parallels  ;  see  SCRIBES,  §  2). 

The  other  members,  belonging  to  neither  of  these  two  groups, 
are  called  simply  'elders'  (npeafivrcpoi.  :  see  passages  already 
cited);  or  the  word  'councillor'  (/touAeuTrJs)  is  occasionally 
employed  (Mk.  1643;  but  cp  JOSKF-H  OF  AKIMATH.BA,  §  4). 
To  this  body  as  a  whole,  besides  synedrium,  we  find  the  names 
presbyterium  (Lk.  22  66  Acts  22  5),  gerus,a  (Acts  621),  and  bouli 
(Jos./7/ii.  156  xi.  102)  applied.  In  the  Mishna  the  supreme 
court  is  called  beth  din  hag-gddol,  or  by  the  Hebraised  Greek 
name  of  J'^l-TD  (sanhedrin).  See  ISRAEL,  §  81. 

The  number  of  members  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Jerusalem  is  in  the  Mishna  (Sank.  16)  given  at  71  — 
a  tradition  that  is  not  inherently  improbable.  As  for 
the  mode  of  replenishing  its  numbers — popular  election 
is  excluded  alike  by  the  history  of  its  origin,  and  by  its 
aristocratic  character. 

Whether  the  original  custom  which  gave  the  right  of  member 
ship  to  particular  families  was  retained  also  during  the  Grecian 
period  is  unknown  ;  for  the  Roman  it  is  at  least  very  question 
able.  During  this  last  period  we  find  the  political  authorities 
(e.g.,  Alexandra,  Herod,  the  Romans)  introducing  into  the 
supreme  court  persons  acceptable  to  themselves  at  their  pleasure. 
The  Mishna  knows  only  of  co-optation  (Sank.  44). 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  synedrium,  so  far  as  its  moral 
influence  was  concerned,  extended  over  all  Jewish 
communities  everywhere ;  its  decrees  were  regarded 
as  binding  by  all  orthodox  Jews  even  beyond  the  con- 
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fines  of  Judaea  (cp  Acts92).  Regarded  as  a  high  court 
of  the  state,  however,  its  jurisdiction  and  authority, 
after  the  division  of  the  land  on  the  death  of  Herod, 
were  confined  to  Judaea  proper,  the  province  ruled  by 
the  procurator.  In  point  of  fact  its  range  was  very 
wide.  It  was  at  once  the  supreme  administrative 
council  and  the  supreme  court  of  justice.  As  adminis 
trative  council,  its  functions  included  in  particular  that 
of  levying  taxes.  The  Roman  practice  was  to  cause  the 
taxes  to  be  levied  by  the  senates  of  the  towns.  In 
accordance  with  this,  the  synedrium  of  Jerusalem  also 
(see  Jos.  Z?/ii.  17 J)  was  responsible  for  the  taxes  of  the 
whole  of  Judaea.  The  actual  collection,  on  the  other 
hand,  was  farmed  out  to  private  speculators.  As  a 
court  of  justice  the  synedrium  had  civil  as  well  as 
criminal  jurisdiction,  in  which  it  was  governed  by  the 
Jewish  law  (cp  Acts  4 sff-  621^);  it  had  its  own 
police,  and  could  make  arrests  of  its  own  accord 
(Mt.  2647 f.,  etc.).  Its  full  freedom  was  restricted 
in  one  point  only  :  it  was  not  allowed  to  carry  out 
capital  sentences  ;  these  required  the  confirmation  of 
the  procurator  and  had  also  to  be  carried  out  by 
him,  as  is  clearly  shown  by  the  whole  narrative  of  the 
trial  and  death  of  Jesus  (note  in  particular,  the  express 
declaration  in  Jn.  1831).  The  stoning  of  Stephen 
must  therefore  be  held  to  have  been  illegal.  Roman 
citizens  were  of  course  exempt  from  Jewish  jurisdiction 
(Acts  25io_^).  In  like  manner  the  procurator  had 
the  right  to  intervene  at  any  moment  or  to  transfer  a 
process  to  his  own  judgment  seat ;  but  these  were 
exceptions  from  the  stated  order  of  things. 

The  division  of  Judasa  into  toparchies — eleven, 
according  to  Josephus  (BJ  m.  85),  ten,  according  to 
Pliny  (HN'o^o} — most  probably  dates  from  the  Roman 
period.  Unfortunately  we  are  told  nothing  as  to  the 
origin  or  object  of  this  division.  We  may  venture  to 
guess  that  in  all  likelihood  it  had  something  to  do  with 
the  system  of  taxation.  No  conjecture  even  can  be 
hazarded  as  to  whether  these  administrative  divisions 
were  justiciary  circuits  also. 

The  great  synedrium  in  Jerusalem  was  also  the 
municipal  council.  In  close  analogy  with  this,  the 
various  communities  throughout  the  country  had  also 
their  local  synedria  (crvveSpiov,  Mt.  10 17  Mk.  13g  Mt. 
622;  /Sot/XiJ,  Jos.  B/ ii.  14 1,  etc.;  Trpefffitirepoi,  Lk. 
7s).  This  also,  as  shown  above,  was  an  ancient  in 
stitution  among  the  Jews.  As  in  earlier  times  so  also 
now  these  local  courts  exercised  judicial  functions. 
According  to  what  Josephus  tells  us  (Ant.  iv.  814  BJ 
ii.  20s)  the  membership  of  one  of  these  provincial  courts 
required  to  be  not  less  than  seven  ;  in  larger  centres 
they  seem  to  have  had  twenty-three  members.  As  for 
jurisdiction — even  grave  criminal  cases  came  before 
them  (Mt.  52i/).  In  relation  to  them  the  great 
synedrium  was  not  a  court  of  appeal  ;  but  recourse 
was  had  to  it  when  the  judges  of  the  local  courts  could 
not  agree  (Jos.  Ant.  iv.  814  ;  Sank.  11 2). 

On  the  general  subject  see  the  recent  works  dealing  with 
biblical  history  (We.,  Ki.,  Klo.,  St.)  and  archaeology  (Benz., 
Now.).  On  the  tribal  constitution  see 
32.  Literature.  WRS  Kin.  '85,  and  Nold.'s  review  ZDMG, 
1886,  pp.  148-187;  Riehm,  art.  'Stamm'  in 
HWBW-}.  On  the  monarchical  period  Oehler,  art.  '  Konigthum  ' 
in  PREC*  8 102-110 ;  Diestel,  art.  'Konigthum'  in  Riehm's 
ffllSB(2)  ;  the  commentaries  of  Benzinger  and  Kittel  on  Kings. 
On  post-exilic  government;  Schiirer,  6[/K(2)  251-174  and  art. 
'  Synedrium  '  in  Riehm's  IflVBC2-)  •  Strack,  art.  '  Synedrium  ' 
in  PREW  15  101-103  !  Ed.  Meyer,  Entstehungdes  Judenthittns, 
'96.  The  older  literature  will  be  found  fully  indicated  in 
Michaelis,  Mas.  RechtV)  (1775),  Saalschutz,  Mas.  Recht  ('53); 
also  in  the  works  on  Hebrew  Archaeology  by  De  Wette,  Ew., 
Keil.  I.  B. 

GOVERNOR.  This  word  is  used  widely  in  the  EV 
to  denote  any  title  of  rank  or  superiority.  Neither 
EV  nor  <S  is  always  consistent,  and  the  words  referred 
to  below  are  sometimes  differently  rendered.  On  the 
methods  of  organization  among  the  Hebrews  cp  the 
preceding  article  (§§  isff-}>  and  see  ARMY,  §§2,  4  ; 
DAVID,  §  ii  ;  ISRAEL,  §  64. 


1.  Pehkdk,   nns  (cp  Ass.  pihti,  to  tax  or  govern,  bll  pah&ti, 
governor  or  satrap).     It  is  not  quite  clear  what  kind  of  officer 
we  are  to  understand  by  Solomon's  '  governors   of  the   land  ' 
(pNH  Dins,  *  K.  10  15  2Ch.9i4  [craTpanTjsJ),  or  by  Ben-hadad'.s 
'governors,'  as  distinguished   from   'kings'  (iK.  2024  [<rar.]). 
In  the  latter  case  the  title  is  manifestly  expressive  of  military 
rank.     In  like  manner  it  is  used  by  RABSHAKEH  [q.v.]  in  2  K. 
1824  Is.  869  (TOTropvTjs)  in  the  sense  of  'general.'     In  Jeremiah 
(61232857  [^ye/noii/  J),  Ezekiel  (23623),  Daniel  (82  [ron-.])'  and 
Esther  (a  12  8  q  !>  3  [AV  '  deputies  ']),  however,  a  civil  administra 
tive  officer  of  high  rank  is  intended.     Palestine,  while  under 
Persian  dominion,  was  under  the  jurisdiction  of  such  officers, 
called   -|,-J3  -\^y  '«j,   'governors  beyond   the   river'   [Euphrates] 
(Ezra836  Neh.27g  Neh.37  [eTrap^o?  iripa.v  rov  Trora.ft.ov]);  see 
GOVERNMENT,  §  25.     The  title  'governor  of  Judah'  was  borne 
by   Zerubbabel    (Hagg.  1  i  14  2221)    and,  also    by   Nehemiah 
(Neh.  5  \^f.  18  [allusion  to  the  'bread  of  the  governor';   cp 
Mai.  1  8,  ^ov/ue  ros]  12  26/.). 

2.  Tirsdtha, 


,  Ezra  263  EVmg.,  etc.     See  TIRSHATHA. 

3.  Sagdn,  po,  Dan.  3  2,  etc.  See  DEPUTY,  i.  4.  Nagid 
VJJ,  5.  nail,  X'BO,  and  6.  sar,  1b;  see  PRINCE.  7.  Pakid, 
TpS,  see  OVERSEER.  8.  Aliuph,  *]?«;  see  DUKE,  i. 

9.  Sallit,  B'TC'  (from  B^C',  Heb.,  Aram.,  Ass.,  '  to  rule,  have 


it  denotes  military  rank  (see  ARIOCH,  2),  and  it  is  used  more  or 
less  vaguely  in  Dan.  5  29,  etc.  (Daniel,  third  '  ruler '  EV), 
Kccles.  7  19  ('ten  rulers  [RV,  AV  'mighty  men']  in  a  city,'  <B 
efovcn.a^W). 

10.  Hokck    ppin,    EV  'governor,'  Judg.  5 9  (TO.  Si.a.TfTayfifva. 
[AL]),  used  poetically  in  a  somewhat  vague  sense ;   cp   p£hp, 
'governor,'  in  Judg.  5  14,  e^epevvtavTf;  [BAL]),  usually  rendered 
1  law-giver  '  (Gen.  49  10  Dt.  33  21  Is.  10  i  33  22). 

11.  Mosel,  WO,  Jer  30  21  (apx<ov)  ;  usually  '  ruler,'  in  a  general 
sense.     Cp  RULER.      12.    Haddabtrayya,    NHa^n,    Dan.  824, 
AVmg.  ;    see   COUNSELLOR,  3.     Six  Greek  words  come   under 
consideration. 

13.  en-apx0?  (CP  J>  above),  2 Mace.  427  RV  (AV  'ruler');  see 
SOSTRATUS.  14.  riyovfifvos,  Mt.  26  (quoting  Mi.  5  i  [2],  7E7D, 
ap\tai>).  See  ii,  above.  15.  yyefjitav,  the  title  given  in  MT  to 
the  Roman  procurators  (Pilate,  Mt.  27  2,  etc.  ;  Felix,  Acts  23  24, 
etc.;  Festus,  Acts 26 30);  see  ISRAEL,  §  90.  16.  idvapxn':, 
i  Mace.  1447,  etc.  ;  see  DAMASCUS,  §  13,  ETHNARCH.  17.  For 
apX<.rpiK\i.vo<;  (Jn.  2syC  AV)  see  MEALS,  §  n.  18.  tv&vvtav,  Jas. 
34,  RV  'steersman.'  19.  OIKOCO^IOS,  Gal.  4  2,  RV  STEWARD. 

GOZAN  (JTia  ;  in  Ki.  r-oozAN  [BA]  ;  in  Ch.  Xcoz&p 
[B],  rooZA  [A];  roiZ&N  [L  ;  Ki. ;  Ch.]),  one  of  the 
districts  to  which  Israelites  were  deported  by  the  king  of 
Assyria  (2  K.  176  [pcoz&p  B]  18  n  i  Ch.  526),  also  men 
tioned  (with  Haran,  Rezeph,  and  the  B'ne-Eden  of  Tel- 
assar)  in  a  letter  of  Sennacherib  to  Hezekiah,  according 
to  2  K.  19 12  (  =  Is. 37 12).  It  is  no  doubt  the  Assyrian 
Guzanu,  the  ravfaviris  of  Ptolemy  (v.  18s/. ),  mentioned 
in  2  R.  53  430:  between  Tushan  and  Nasibina  (Nisibis). 
This  province  was  ruled  by  a  governor  who  sometimes 
had  the  honour  to  give  his  name  to  the  year  as  limu 
(eponym).  It  rebelled  in  809  B.C. ,  and  again  in  759,  but 
was  finally  subdued  in  758.  Its  chief  stream  was  the 
HABOR  [q.v. ],  now  the  Habur,  on  the  banks  of  which 
the  exiles  were  settled.  (See  Del.  Par.  184,  and  cp 
Schr.  KB  2275,  326;  KGF  167,  n. ,  310,  352  /  ;  also 
HABOR,  HALAH,  HARA.  ) 

[In  2  K.  176  and  18  u  <5L,  and  in  176  ©BA  read  Troroftotj  T., 
'rivers  of  Gozan.'  The  former  is  universally  represented  as 
<5's  reading.  This  may  be  so,  but  is  not  proved  by  the  evidence. 
Trora/xols  may  very  well  be  a  scribe's  conjecture.  There  is 
hardly  occasion  to  inquire,  with  Winckler  (A  T  Unters.  108) 
and  W.  M.  Miiller  (Hastings,  DB  2285  /'),  which  rivers  may 
be  meant. — T.  K.  c.J  C.  P.  T. 

GRABA,    RV  Aggaba 

i  Esd.  5  29=  Ezra  2  45,  HAG  A  BAH. 

GRAFTING(eNK6NTpizeiN  [Ti.  WH]),  Rom.  11 17. 
See  OLIVE. 

GRAPE.  Blossom,  early  berry,  sour  and  ripe  fruit, 
all  find  mention  in  the  OT. 

1.  rPS,  pfrah  (ai^os),  blossom,  Is.  18  st  ;  cp  Gen.  40  10. 

2.  .1X3,  niftah   (jSAao-ros    [Gen.],   ai'Dos   [Is.]),    properly   the 
blossom,  but  perhaps  also   the   cluster  of  tiny  berries   which 

1  Mentioned  along  with  ;jo,  sce  DEPUTY. 
1916 


GRASS 

becomes  visible  as  soon  as  the  blossom  is  over(Gen.  40  10  Is.  185). 
In  Job  15  33  the  1D3  or  'sour  grape'  is  parallel  to  the  nJH  of 
the  olive. 

3.  11DD,  sfmadar  (nwnpi^ovcriv,  -<7<u,  KUTrpio^bs,  but  oivavQi) 
[Sym.]),  the  fragrant  vine-blossom,  the  appearance  of  which  was 
a  sign  of  spring,  Cant.  2  13  15   7  13.     The   impossible   reading 
niDlC*  in  Is.  16  8  (late  ;  see  ISAIAH  ii.,  §9  [4]),  should  be  emended 
•nap  (see  Che.  SBOT,  'Isaiah,'  121  ig&f.)  ;  read  '  withered  are 
the  vine-blossoms  of  Heshbon  '  (important  for  the  flavour  of  the 
wine  [see  WINE]);  similarly  Dt.  32  32  Hab.  Si/.1     'D  is  a  late 
Aramaising  word.     In  the  Syriac  lexicon  of  Bar  Bahlul  oivavdy 
is  always  rendered  by  NT1CD.  CP  Is-  17  nj  Pesh.  Tg.,  gives  'D  for 
nx:  (Is.  18  5),  but  the  text  of  Tg.  seems  in  disorder.     Derenbourg 
(ZA  TIV5  joiyC  6  98  f.)  takes  both  nS3  and  'D  to  be  the  earliest 
unripe  berries  on  the  vine.   Whilst,  however,  this  sense  seems  to  be 
required  by  Is.  18  5,  the  passages  in  Cant,  do  not  recommend  it 
for   'D.      On    the    whole    question,   cp   Duval,    REf  14  277_/C 
Derenbourg's  exposition  of  Is.  18  5  seems  rather  forced  ;  but  the 
facts  adduced  by  him  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  proper  sense  of 
'o-     See  further  WINE. 

4.  1D3,  baser  (o^af),  the  unripe  grape  which  sets  the  teeth 
on   edge,    Is.  185   Job  15  33   Jer.  31  29  f.   Ezek.  18  2.  f     Verjuice 
pressed  out  from  wild  grapes  is  a  strong  acid. 

5.  33V,  'enab  (<rra$vAjj),  Gen  40  n  Is.  5  2  etc.,  the  usual  term 
for  grape,  found  also  in  Aram.,  Arab.,  and  Ass.     Hence  perhaps 
a/un-eAos  (Lag.   Mitth.l^y*).     <TTCUJ>.  in  Mt.  7  16  Lk.  644  Rev. 
14  18. 

6.  C'DJO,    bffislm    (a.Kav0a.i,    cp    Mt.  7  16  ;     labrusca),    the 
wretched  grapes  produced  by  the  wild  vine,  Is.  5  2  4. 

7.  7bB>N,  eskol  (;3oTpvs),  the  cluster  of  ripe  grapes,    often  ; 
e.g.,    Gen.  -JO  10   Cant.  7  7  [s]f.   and    Hab.  3  17   (crit.    emend.: 
see  n.  i  below).     In  NT  Corpus  in  Rev.  14  i8f. 

8.  D'3Sin,  harsannliii  (EV  'kernels')  mentioned  with  3T,  zdg 
(EV  'husk')  Nu.  64!.      (5  aTro  o-TejacJmAAtui/  e<os  yiyaprov  —  i.e., 
whether  pressed  grapes  or  grape-stone(s).     Tg.,  Talm.   agree 
with  EV  ;   but  it  is  very  possible  that  this  traditional  view  is  of 
purely  arbitrary  origin.     Rabbinic  opinion  was  not  agreed  as  to 
whether  'in  meant  the  exterior  and  D'3T  (plur.)  the  interior  of 
grape-berries  or  vice  versd,  (Naz.  6  2  34/5).     The  supposed  con 
nection  of  ji,  'grape  skin,'  with  jij  or  337,  'to  be  clear'  (Ges. 
7'Aes.),  is  not  very  plausible  ;    perhaps  we  should  read    D'J'l 

(Gen.  40  10  Joel  1  7).  jinn  may  perhaps  be  connected  with  v~\r\> 
'  to  be  sharp  (to  the  taste),'  and  mean  '  sour  grape.'  The  phrase 
used  in  Nu.  6  3  ('  from  the  grape-vine,  '  not  '  from  the  grapes  ') 
favours  this  view  of  the  passage.  Render  therefore  in  Nu.  I.e., 
'  he  may  eat  nothing  that  is  produced  by  the  grape-vine,  whether 
young  (sour)  grapes  or  tendrils  '  (the  edible  tops  of  the  tendrils 
are  meant,  even  if  we  read  .37  ;  see  Dillm.).  jsin  then  is  a 

synonym  of  103-     This  result   receives   some   support   from  a 
probable  emendation  of  the  text  of  Is.  18  4  (which,  as  it  stands,  is 
not  very  satisfactory)  — 
Thus  has  Yahwe  said  to  me  :   I  will  be  still  and  look  out  like 

the  vine-dresser, 
For  the  appearance  of  the  fresh  growths  and  for  the  coming  up 

of  the  young  grapes. 
For  before  the  young  grapes,  when  the  blossom  is  over,  and  the 

small  berries  begin  to  ripen  into  sour  grapes, 
He  will   cut   off  the  tendrils  with  knives,  and  the  spreading 

branches  he  will  clear  away. 

The  chief  changes  are  D133  for  '31303,  and  Q'|Sln,  {Sin  for 
'TXp  DH>  Tsp-     See  further  Che.  SBOT  196/1  T.  K.  C. 


GRASS,     (i)  "V>*n,  hdslr  (^/t^H,  signifying  green 

ness  ;  cp  Ar.  hadira  '  to  be  green  '  ;  ^opros  [(SoTafr;  twice])  :  i  K. 
185  2  K.1926  Job8i2  (EV  'herb')  Prov.2~25  (EV  'hay') 
Is.  156  (AV  'hay')  and  frequently;  also  Nu.  11s  where  it  is 
translated  LEEKS  [y.v.]. 

2.  Ncn,  de$e'  (cp  \/Ntn,  '  to  sprout  luxuriantly  '  ;  cp  Che.  on 
Ps.  232)'  Jer.  14  5  (cp  fi)  Prov.  27  25  Job  38  27  Is.  66  14  RV 
'tender  grass.'  In  Jer.  .00  n  NEH  n^jy,  'heifer  at  grass' 
(RVmg.  ;  Cp  ©  Vg.)  is  rightly  rendered  by  RV  'heifer  that 
treadeth  out  [the  corn].' 

3-  Km,  dethe  (Dan.  4  15  [12]  23  [2o]t),  Aramaic  for  no.  2. 

4.  and  5.  pv,y&rdk,  and  3e'J?>  'esebh.     See  HERBS,  i  and  2. 

6.  X°PTOS  Mt.  6  30  Mk.  6  39  etc. 


1  In  Dt.  <S  has  17  (cAr^arcs  aiiTuiv  e/c  yo/xoppas  ;  read  QIICD 
mc>Ci  'their  vine-blossom  is  from  Gomorrah.'  So  Symm.  in 
Is.  K\rjna.TOL.  In  Hab.  read  ^I^N  HC'V  N1?  1112011  'and  (though) 
the  vine-blossom  produces  no  grape-cluster.'  '  Twice,'  says  Ges. 
/^jr.01-13),  'this  plur.  noun  (nlDlE')  has  a  sing,  verb.'  The 
sing,  verb  should  have  awakened  a  suspicion  of  the  faultiness 
of  the  text.  [This  article  supplements  the  note  in  SBOT,  which 
was  condensed  from  want  of  space,  and  meets  Marti's  criticism 
in  his  commentary.] 
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GRECIANS 

GRASSHOPPER,  AV,  sometimes  RV  (HaiX,  213 
and  2Jn  ;  Lev.  1122  Nah.  817)  ;  see  LOCUST,  §  2,  nos. 
i,  4,  8.  It  is  impossible  to  identify  the  species  of  insect 
referred  to.  The  English  word  grasshopper  is  loosely 
applied  to  members  of  the  true  Orthopteran  families, 
Acridiidse  and  Locustidae,  and  as  a  rule  to  the  smaller 
and  non-migratory  species. 

In  the  famous  description  of  old  age  in  Eccl.  12  occurs  the 
enigmatical  expression  :  '  and  the  grasshopper  shall  be  a  burden  ' 
(v.  5  3Jnri  Sanp;!),  or  rather,  as  in  RVmg.,  '  shall  drag  [drags] 
itself  along. ' 

GRATE  (123P),  Ex.  27  4  etc.     See  NETWORK. 
GRAVE.     See  TOMB  ;  HADES. 
GRAY    [HAIRS]    (n3»B>),    Gen.4238    4429.      See 
COLOURS,  §  9  (a). 

GREAT  OWL  is  AV's  unhappy  rendering  of: 

1.  Dm,  raham  (Lev.  11  ist)  or  HDHl,  rahdmiih  (Dt.  14  17!). 
See  GIER-EAGLE,  i. 

2.  llSp,   Jfippoz  (e^ti/o?  :    Is.  34  ist),   RV   probably  correctly 
AKROWSNAKE  (serpens  iaculus).     See  SERPENT,  §  i  (8). 

GREAT  SEA,  Nu.  346/. ,  cp  GEOGRAPHY,  §  4.  and 
see  MEDITERRANEAN. 

GREAVES  (nnVD,  as  if  sing,  in  stat.  constr.  ;  but 
almost  certainly  @'s  KNHMlAec — i-f- .  rihyp,  is  right  ; 
note  V?3"1,  'his  feet'),  mentioned  in  the  account  of 
GOLIATH  [q.v.~],  i  S.  l76t.  These  greaves  probably 


Warrior  with  captured  Idol.  Attendant  of  Sennacherib. 

(After  Layard.) 

consisted  of  plates  of  bronze  (nt?m)  which  covered  the 
lower  portion  of  the  legs.  The  annexed  figures  of 
Assyrian  combatants  may  illustrate  the  kind  of  defensive 
armour  that  was  used,  protecting  the  lower  portion  of 
the  leg  both  in  the  front  and  at  the  back.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  greaves  were  used  among  the  ancient 
Egyptians.  See  SHOES.  o.  c.  W. 

GRECIANS,  a  word  occurring  four  times  in  EV  and 
thrice  in  AV  of  Mace. 

i.  On  Joel  3  [4]  6,  where  the  mg.  and  RV  render  literally 
'sons  of  the  Grecians'  (D'ilV'.'l  '33  ;  r.  vi.  T.  eAArj><wi/[BNAQ])see 
JAVAN,  HELLENISM,  §  i  f.  In  i  Mace.  62,  2  Mace.  4  15,  RV 
reads  '  Greeks '  ;  in  i  Mace.  8  9,  '  they  of  Greece. ' 

2.  In  Acts  929  'Grecians  '  means  Greek-speaking  Jews 
(Grecian  Jews)  [RV],  HELLENISTS  [RV111*.'-],  ' 
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GRISLED  (TJ|),  Gen.  31 10.     See  COLOURS,  §  12. 

GROVE,  GROVES.  For  ( i )  rWK,  'dserdh,  Dn^X, 
aserim,  see  ASHERAH,  §  i,  and  for  (2)  /l^N,  '/&/,  Gen.  2133 
AV,  i  S.  226  AVm?.  (Cp  31 13),  see  TAMARISK. 

GUARD.  On  the  employment  of  men  for  the  pur 
poses  of  protection  and  of  keeping  watch,  see  ARMY 
(esp.  §§  4,  10),  CARITES,  CHERETHITES,  DAVID, 
§  ii  a,  GOVERNMENT,  §  21,  FORTRESS. 

1.  tabbahnn,  D%n|n  (e.g.,    2  K.  25 8);  see   EXECUTIONER  (i) 
and  cp  CATTLE,  col.  714,  n.  i. 

2.  riisim,  D'sn,  i  S.  22  17,  RV,  etc.  ;  see  ARMY,  §  4,  col.  314. 
CHARIOT,  §  10. ___^_ 

1  On  <J3's  rendering  of  Pellstim,  in  Is.  9  12,  see  PHILISTINES. 
2  For  the  Greek  readings,  see  COCK,  col.  855,  n.  4. 


GREEK,  GREEKS 

ray  [Ti.  WH]) — as  it  is  paraphrased  in  Pesh.  — as  dis 
tinguished  from  non-Jewish  Greeks  ("EXXr/ves  [Ti.  WH], 
Rom.  1 14)  on  the  one  hand,  and  Palestinian  Jews 
('Eppaiuv  [Ti.  WH],  Phil.  85)  on  the  other.  In  Acts 
6 1  the  Hellenists  spoken  of  are  Christian.  The  distinc 
tion,  however,  has  not  always  been  understood  or 
observed  by  copyists  and  translators. 

In  Acts  11  20  the  better  reading  is  '  Greeks '  [RV  text],  "EAArji/as 
[Ti.  WH,  Blass,  following  NCAD*]—  i.e.,  non-Jews.  In  Jn.  12  20 
Acts  174,  'Greeks 'are  proselytes  to  Judaism  (cp  HELLENISM, 
§  2,  PROSELYTE). 

GREEK,  GREEKS  (eAXHN  Rom.  1 16,  eAAHNec1 

Jn.  1220).  See  HELLENISM,  §  2,  and  cp  GRECIANS  (above). 
For  Greek  Language  (eAATji/tcrrt  [Ti.  WH])  Jn.  1920,  see 
HELLENISM,  §  3. 

GREEN.  For  (i)  p"V,  yardk  (2  Ki.  1926  etc.)  see 
COLOURS,  §  ii  ;  for(2)  n^,/a//(Gen.3037etc.);(3)  ]:y~t,ra'andn 
(Dt.  122  etc  ),  and  (4)  3CTI,  ratob  (Job  8  16  etc.)  see  COLOURS, 
§17.  Greenish  C?"y^.,  y'rakrak)  Lev.  18491437  ;  seeCoLOURS, 
8  ii.  Greenness  (ax,  'ebh)  Job  8 12 ;  see  COLOURS,  §  17.  For 
Green  [hangings]  (DSi3,  karpas)  Esth.  1 6,  see  COTTON. 

GREETINGS  UCTTACMOI),  Mt.  237.  See  SALUTA 
TIONS. 

GREYHOUND  (D^D  "fHT,  'well  girt  [or,  'well- 
knit']  in  the  loins,'  RVraK-),2  one  of  the  four  things 
mentioned  in  Prov.  30 31  EV  as  of  stately  motion,  the 
lion,  the  he-goat,  and  the  king  (going  to  battle?)  being 
the  other  three.  Whether  the  poet  meant  the  grey 
hound  (Kim.,  Gr. ,  Ven. ,  Luth. ,  Ew. ,  Bo.,  De. ),  is  l 
another  matter. 

The  revisers  of  AV  felt  uncertain,  and  placed  '  war-horse '  (so 
Bochart,  Wildeboer?)  in  the  margin,  with  what  they  conceived  to 
be  the  literal  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  phrase  (see  above)  ;  the 
eagle  (Ibn  Ezra)  and  even  the  S.  African  zebra  have  also  been 
thought  of  (Ludolf,  Simonis). 

The  rendering  '  cock '  is  advocated  elsewhere  ;  but 
the  rendering  in  EV  would  be  not  less  suitable  if  only  it 
could  be  justified  (see  COCK).  On  this  hypothesis 
something  good  would  for  once  be  said  of  a  dog  (see 
DOG,  §  i).  The  large  Persian  greyhound  is  used  in 
the  desert  for  hunting  the  GAZELLE  (q.v. ) ;  as  of 
'  noble  kind,'  it  is  allowed  to  lie  down  in  the  nornad 
booth  (Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1 327  337).  Tristram  states 
that  this  dog  is  known  in  modern  Palestine  (NHB  80). 

GRINDING  (runp),  Eccles.  124.     See  MILL. 


GYMNASIUM 

3.  mismdr,  TDB*D,  Neb.  4  22  f.  [i6/.]  EV  (ib.  49  [3],  73  EV 
'  watch  ")  ;  the  word  primarily  denotes  the  place  where  a  watch 
or  guard  is  posted  (cp  Gen.  403,  rnCB*p  Is.  21  8  etc.,  in  Neh. 
7  3  TDB'Di  irpo<J>uAaK7j  ;  rnCB'D,  fpo^vAaf  ). 

4.  misma'at/i,   nyDB^D,  28.2823  H  iCh.llzs;  see  COUNCIL 
i.,2.    Possibly  to  be  emended  to  TTDE'D  (cp  above). 

5.  (T7r«KovAaTu>p,  Mk.  627  RV  ;  see  EXECUTIONER  (3). 

6.  Kowerrcoii'a,  Mt.  'i~l  (>$/.,  RV. 

7.  On  the  captain  of  the  guard,  (rrp<xTOJreSapx>)«,  Acts  28  16 
AV,  cp  CAPTAIN,  17,  and  see  PRAETOR. 

GUDGODAH  (n*li"j3  ;  cp  Ar.  jttdjud™  '  a  cricket  '  ; 

r<\ArAA  [BA],  r-AAir&A  [L].  r^Af*.'  [p])'  a  Place- 
name  in  a  fragment  of  an  itinerary  preserved  in  D  (Dt. 
107)  ;  cp  HOR-HAGIDGAD,  and  see  WANDERINGS,  §  8. 

GUESTS  (D'N-lp),  i  Ki.  I4i.  See  MEALS,  §  4. 
STRANGER,  §  3  and  SACRIFICE.  For  Guest-Chamber  (KO.TO.- 
Av/aa)  Mk.  14  14  Lk.  22  n,  see  HOUSE,  §  2. 

GUILT  OFFERING  (DK>N),  Lev.  56  etc.  RV,  AV 
'  trespass  offering  '  ;  see  SACRIFICE. 

GUM  TRAGACANTH  (JIND?),  Gen.  37  25  RVms  , 
EV  'spicery.'  See  SPICE,  3;  STORAX,  2. 

GUNI  CVA—i.e..  '  Gunite  '  ;   rcoYN[e]l  [BADFL]). 

1.  A   Naphtalite  clan   individualised  (Gen.  4624)    Nu.  264* 
(yauvei  [B],  <ayvvi  [F]),   i  Ch.  7  13  (ytavfi  [B],  yovvi  [L]).     The 
gentilic   'jljn  occurs   in   Nu.  2648   EV,   The   Gunites  (yavvei 
IB]),  and  is  read  by  most  critics  in  i  Ch.  1134  (<E>A  o  ycovvi  ; 
©B  for  »jmn  Dt/'H  '33   has   (tevvaia*   6    crofioAoyei'i'Oui'etv,    ©N 
yeas  6  <TOfj.oyevvovv<.v,  <SL  vioi  a<7OjU.  TOU  £evi/i)  instead  of  EV's 
GIZONITE.     See  JASHEN. 

2.  A    Gadite    family    individualised    in    i  Ch.  615    (yovv[(]i 
[BAL]). 

GUR,  THE  GOING  UP  TO,   RV  The  Ascent  of 

("Vl3~n?lMp;  for  similar  combinations  see  ADUMMIM, 
AKRABBIM,  and  Ziz),  a  place  near  IBLEAM  [g.v.] 
where  Ahaziah  seems  to  have  received  his  death-blow  ; 
2  K.  927  (GN  [npoc]  TOO  ANABAINBIN  r*-'  [BA1-  £N 


Josephus  mentions  no  name  ;  he  has  merely  '  in  a  certain 
ascent  '  (ev  nvi  7r/>o<rj3a<ret,  Ant.  ix.  63).  The  name  appears  as 
Cer,  yi7p,  in  OSft)  129  30  ;  247  96.  Flinders  Petrie  (Syria  and 
Egypt,  160)  identifies  Gur  with  the  land  of  Gar  in  the  Amarna 
Tablets  ;  see  art.  below,  and  cp  HORITES. 

GUR-BAAL  (  ?y2r"Vl3),  a  place  inhabited  by  Arabians 
(2  Ch.  267). 

The  Targum  reads  '  Gerar  '  instead  of  '  Gur  '  ;  cp  ®'s  '  Gerar  ' 
for  'Gedor,'  i  Ch.  439  [BAL],  and  note  that  in  both  passages 
of  Ch.  the  MEUNIM  [q.v.]  also  are  spoken  of.  <S,  however,  has 
(in  2  Ch.  I.e.)  iir\  nijs  ireVpas  [BAL],  which  supports  Kittel's 
suggestion  of  Sj73"°HB  (Vg.  cod.  Amiat.  Turbaat). 

The  rock  or  mountain  of  Baal  might  be  the  Jebel  Neby 
Hdrun  (see  HOR,  MOUNT,  i),  the  summit  of  which  was 
doubtless  always  crowned  by  a  sanctuary. 

The  neighbourhood  of  this  sacred  mountain  would  be 
inhabited  by  '  Arabians  '  before  the  later  city  of  Petra 
arose.  See  Kittel's  note  (SBOT)  and  Buhl,  Edomiter. 
37,  41  (n.  4),  and  cp  ARABIA,  §  3. 

Wi.  (CK/146  n.  i)  reads  Q'jiyDrrSyi  1133  and  identifies  Gur 
with  the  Gar  (  =  Edom)  in  the  Amarna  Tablets  (237  23)  ;  but  see 
HORITE.  Contrast  the  view  of  Flinders  Petrie  :  cp  preceding 
article.  T.  K.  C. 

GYMNASIUM  (i  Mace.  Ii4  2  Mace.  4  12^).  See 
HELLENISM,  §  5,  PALESTRA. 
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HAAHASHTARI 


HABAKKUK 


H 


HAAHASHTARI  (nPIETI^n,  the  art.  being  pre 
fixed  ;  ACHRAN  [B],  Ac6np&  [A],  Aec0OYP6i  [L])- 
A  Judahite  family  which  traced  its  origin  to  Ashhur 
(i  Ch.  46)  ;  perhaps  we  should  read  '•wnE'Nn,  '  the  Ash- 
hurite.  '  The  error  has  arisen  from  a  mistaken  assimila 
tion  of  the  already  corrupted  name  to  D'JineriKi  Est.  8  10. 

T.  K.  C. 

HABAIAH  (iron  [Ba.],  but  n>2H  [Ginsb.]  '  Yahwe 
hides  '  or  '  protects  '  ;  cp  ELIAHBA,  JEHUBBAH),  a  post- 
exilic  priestly  family  which  was  unable  to  prove  its 
pedigree,  Ezra  26i  (A<\Bei&  [B],  oB&IA  [A],  coAoyi^ 
[L])  =  Neh.  7  63,  RV  HOBAIAH  (fVrin  [Ba.],  but  fVari 
or  n»?n  [Ginsb.]  ;  eBeiA  [BA],  ABteJiA  [KL])  =  i  Esd! 
538,  OBDIA  (oBBeiA  [B],  oBAiA  [A],  coAoyiA  [L])- 
See  GENEALOGIES  i.  ,  §  3  (2). 


2.  First  section : 
chap.  I/ 


HABAKKUK  (jMjSOn,  §  66,  AMB&KOYM  [BXAQ], 
AMBAKOyK  Da.  (Theod.  )  Bel  [A]  Complut.  ,  4  Esd. 
l4of  ABACUC  ;  Frd.  Del.  compares  Ass.  hambakuku,  the 
name  of  a  garden  plant,  Ass.  HWB  281,  Prol.  84  ;  cp 
Hommel,  Aufsdtse,  27  f.  ['92]),  the  eighth  of  the  minor 
prophets,  about  whom,  in  the  absence  of  authentic  tradi 
tions,  legend  has  much  to  say. 

In  Bel  and  the  Dragon  Habakkuk  is  commanded  to  carry  a 

meal  to  Daniel  in  the  lions'  den,  for  which  purpose  an  angel 

seizes  him  by  the  hair  and  carries  him  to  Babylon 

1.   Legends,   and  back  ;  and  the  same  story  is  told,  but  more 

picturesquely,    in   the    different   Lives  of  the 

Prophets,  which  have  reached  us  in  a  great  variety  of  languages 

and  forms.     Here  he  is  represented  as  a  Simeonite,  born  at  Beth- 

zechariah,  and  dying  two  years  before  the  end  of  the  Babylonian 

exile.1     In  the  heading  of  the  Codex  Chisianus  (see  DANIEL, 

§  16)  Habakkuk  is  a  son  of  Jesus  of  the  tribe  of  Levi.     No  his 

torical  value  attaches  to  any  of  these  notices  :  their  sole  link  of 

connection  with  the  biblical  book  is  the  mention  of  the  Chal 

deans  (Hab.le)  by   which   the   prophet's   place   in   history   is 

approximately  indicated. 

The  book  is  divided  by  the  new  heading  of  3  1  into 
two  independent  sections  which  demand  separate  treat 
ment.  The  first  two  chapters  are 
headed  :  '  The  oracle  (xbart)  which 
the  prophet  Habakkuk  saw.'  The 
very  first  word,  which  had  already  been  ridiculed  for  its 
ambiguity  by  Jeremiah  (2833-40)  and  strictly  prohibited, 
is  proof  that  the  heading  is  due  to  a  late  editor  (see 
ISAIAH  ii.,  §  9).  It  need  not  surprise  us  therefore  to 
find  many  traces  of  editorial  intervention  within  the 
book  itself. 

I.  Chaps.  \f.  ,  as  we  now  have  them,  may  be  analysed 
somewhat  as  follows  :  — 

1  2-4  sounds  like  a  Psalm,  or  rather  a  Lamentation  :  the 
prophet  complains  to  Yahwe  that  he  is  left  to  cry  in  vain  for 
help  against  the  oppression  and  tyranny  of  the  wicked,  from 
which  law  and  justice  are  suffering. 

1  5-11.  Yahwe  speaks  without  any  introductory  formula 
(such  as  '  And  Yahwe  said  ').  He  is  about  to  raise  up  the  war 
like  Chaldeans,  who  will  achieve  complete  success. 

1  12-17.     Again     "without    an    introductory  formula,    the 
prophet  addresses  Yahwe  once  more.     He  cannot  understand 
how  the  God  of  Israel,  himself  holy  and  just,  can  look  on  while 
the  sinner  destroys  the  man  who  is  better  than  himself,  how  the 
wicked  is  allowed  to  take  men  and  peoples  like  fish  with  hook 
and  net,  and  then  to  pay  divine  honours  to  these  instruments  of 
his  wealth  and  greatness. 

2i:  '  I  stand  upon  my  watch  tower,'  etc.  The  prophet  awaits 
the  answer  of  Yahwe  to  his  complaint. 

2  2-4  :  '  Then   Yahwe   answered   me,'   etc.      The   prophet   is 
bidden  write  and  set  up  where  all  may  read  them  the  joyous 
tidings  that  help  is  coming  in  due  time,  and  that  the  just  who 
waits  patiently  shall  live  by  his  faith. 


1  Cp  two  recensions  of  the  Vit<z  prophctaruin,  with  numerous 
notes,  by  E.  Nestle,  Marginalien  u.  Materialien,  2 1,  esp. 
36  f.  57:  also  Delitzsch,  De  Habacuci  prophetce  -vita  atque 
cetatew,  '42,  and  Hamaker,  Comm.  in  libellum  de  vita  et 
morte  prophetarum,  '33. 
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2  sff.  Over  the  violent  one  who  had  made  the  nations  his 
prey,  these  nations  shall  utter  a  taunting  song,  which  is  com 
prised  in  five  sections  from  v.  66  onward,  each  beginning  with 
'in  or  'woe'  (-uv.  6^-89-11  12-14  I5'I7  18-20 — in  the  last  section 
the  'in  is  at  the  beginning  of  v.  19). 

A.  The  taunting  song  just  referred  to  stands  apart  as 
a  separate  section  within  the  first  two  chapters  of  the 
book,  although  it  is  in  connection  with  the  preceding 
prophecy.  We  have  therefore  now  to  discuss  12-24. 

The  question  we  have  to  consider  is,  to  whom  does 
this  prophecy  (12-24)  relate?  or,  rather,  to  whom  is 

PVi  19  salvation  promised-,  to  whom  destruc- 
3.  l/nap.  12-^4.  t-on  threatened?  Untii  quite  recently 

it  was  universally  held  that  the  latter  were  the  Chaldeans 
and  the  former  the  people  subject  to  them,  especially 
Israel. 

The  ground  for  this  belief  was  that  in  1  i^ff.  1$ff-  the  crafty 
and  violent  wrongdoer  is  altogether  described  as  an  imperial  or 
world-power,  and  the  sufferers  as  an  aggregate  of  nations  ;  and 
since  the  only  such  power  named  is  the  Chaldean  (1  6),  it  was 
assumed  that  the  prophecy  was  directed  against  this. 

It  is  now,  however,  coming  to  be  recognised  that  the 
matter  is  by  no  means  so  simple.  Scholars  cannot  shut 
their  eyes  to  the  fact  that  in  1 6  the  nation  of  the 
Chaldeans  appears,  not  as  the  object  of  a  divine  judg 
ment,  but  as  its  instrument. 

It  is  Yahwe  who  will  raise  the  Chaldeans  up  (D'i?5  'W)  >  tne 
promise  of  victory  is  for  them,  the  threatening  is  for  others. 
Later,  the  relation  of  Yahwe  to  the  hostile  power  is  reversed ; 
but  in  the  text  as  we  now  have  it  this  change  does  not  come  out 
clearly,  and  there  is  confusion  in  consequence.1 

The  present  position  of  the  question  may  here  be 
briefly  stated.  The  element  of  truth  in  the  theories  of 
earlier  scholars  has  of  late  been  rediscovered  by  several 
independent  workers,  notably  Giesebrecht 2  and  Well- 
hausen.3  The  present  writer  also,  with  equal  independ 
ence  of  predecessors,  pointed  out  (St.  Kr.,  1893,  p. 
383^)  that  14  and  1  12  should  be  brought  together, 
to  which  he  added  the  entirely  new  theory  that  Is-n  is 
not  an  independent  earlier  prophecy  but  an  integral 
part  of  the  same  prophecy  removed  from  its  original 
place,  and  that  this  prophecy  is  a  threatening  addressed 
not  to  Chaldea  but  to  Assyria.  It  has,  in  fact,  been 
overlooked  that  the  prophecy,  if  it  contains  a  threatening 
against  a  world-power,  must  be  speaking  not  of  one 
world-power  only,  but  of  two  —  i.e. ,  not  only  of  the 
oppressor  but  also  of  the  destroyer  of  that  oppressor. 

Why  not,  indeed  ?  He  who  '  alone  doeth  great  wonders ' 
both  can  and  does  avail  himself  of  secondary  causes.  The 
prophets  are  well  aware  of  this,  and  Habakkuk  himself,  in  his 
threatenings,  gives  clear  expression  to  this  truth  (2 s).  If,  then, 
the  prophecy  were  directed  against  the  Chaldeans,  we  should 
have  expected  to  find  Cyrus  as  in  II.  Isaiah,  the  Medes  as  in 
Is.  13  17,  or  Elam  and  the  Medes  as  in  Is.  21  2  (cp  also  Jer. 
51  27  f.),  mentioned  by  name  as  the  instruments  of  Yahwe's 

1  The  first   to  observe  this  was  von  Gumpach  (Der  Proph. 
ffab.  '60)  to  whom  de  Goeje  (review   in  Arzeuive  Jaarboeken, 
etc.,    '61,    p.    304  ff.)  in   the   main   assents.      A   full   and   dis 
criminating  account  of  their  theories  will  be  found  in  Kuenen's 
Ond.fi)  2  362  ;  a  more  condensed  statement  is  given  in  the  second 
edition  of  this  indispensable  work,  where  the  author's  own  re 
vised  opinion  will  be  read  with  profit  (German  translation  by 
M  tiller,  2  371^). 

2  See  his  Beitrdge  zur  Jesaiakritik,  197  ['90],  where  strong 
arguments  are  brought  to  show  (against  Kuenen)  that  1 12  ought 
to  come  immediately  after  1  4.     According  to  this  scholar,  the 
appropriate  place  for  1  5-11  (which  is  a  piece  complete  in  itself) 
is  before  1  i.     It  is  the  Chaldeans,  he  thinks,  who  are  here  for 
the   first   time  announced  :    they  are  described   with    imagery 
derived  from  the  Scythians.      The  rest  of  the  prophecy  was 
written  under  the  Chaldean  yoke,  probably  during  the  exilic 
period. 

3  See  his  Kl.  Pro/>h.  162  ff.  (92) ;  (3),  165^!  ('98).     Both  with 
regard  to  the  people  addressed,  and  as  to  the  origin  of  1  5-11, 
he  agrees  with  Giesebrecht ;   but  he  apparently  makes  all  the 
prophecy  pre-exilic.     This  it  must  be  because  1  2-4  presupposes 
the  existence  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah. 
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justice,1  or  at  the  very  least  the  announcement  made  that  a 
warlike  people  should  appear,  even  if  no  name  were  given. 
Instead  of  this,  the  power  which  is  to  cause  the  fall  of  the 
oppressor  is  not  even  referred  to  in  the  divine  response  given 
in  22-4  ;  indeed,  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  the  fall  itself 
is  spoken  of  in  the  obscure  words  of  2 +a.~ 

Now  for  our  hoped-for  solution.  We  have  detached 
Is-n  from  its  surroundings,  and  must  study  it  in  and 
,  for  itself.  It  describes  how  Yahwe, 
4.  15- 1 1  against  who  speaks  in  the  first  person,  calls 
Assyria.  up  a  warr;or  people  that  he  may  give 
it  an  unheard-of  victory;  by  the  'for'  (^)  in  the  be 
ginning  of  v.  6  this  word  of  Yahwe  is  linked  to  another 
that  must  have  preceded  it.  A  divine  word  of  such 
deep  import  will  exactly  correspond  to  the  prophet's 
anxiety  in  2i.  The  divine  response  waited  for  begins 
indeed  in  22,  but  after  v.  4  we  find  an  unaccountable 
hiatus.  Now,  is  it  not  obvious  that  the  passage  we 
have  alreadly  isolated  fills  the  hiatus,  that  it  calls  by 
its  name  the  mighty  warrior  nation  which  is  the  destined 
conqueror  of  the  oppressor  ?  It  will  be  objected  :  we 
cannot  suppose  that  the  Chaldeans  are  to  abolish  them 
selves  ?  Of  course  not ;  but  we  have  seen  that  the 
theory  which  identifies  them  with  that  oppressor  rests 
only  on  16.  If  now  the  Chaldean  power  in  16  is  re 
ferred  to,  not  as  the  oppressor  but  as  the  oppressor's 
conqueror,  then  the  oppressor  himself  is  the  power 
which  was  vanquished  by  the  Chaldeans,  in  other  words 
Assyria  :  that  is,  the  prophecy  is  directed  not  (as  used 
to  be  thought)  against  the  Chaldeans  but  against  the 
Assyrians. 

The  view  just  indicated  is  supported  by  other  weighty 
considerations. 

1.  The  exceedingly  vivid  picture  of  the  oppressor  in 
Ii4/.  2s  does  not  suit  the  Chaldeans,  whilst  it  fits  the 
Assyrians,  the  Romans  of  the  East,  perfectly. 

Not  all  at  once,  but  by  numerous  separate  efforts  spread  over 
three  centuries,  not  merely  by  force  of  arms,  but  (as  the  angling 
metaphor  suggests)  by  policy  and  craft,  were  so  many  petty 
principalities  and  more  than  one  important  kingdom  swept 
into  the  hands  of  these  robbers  (cp  Is.  lOs-n  137^).  The 
Chaldean,  on  the  other  hand,  far  from  being  the  unresting, 
persistent,  grasping  amasser  of  wealth,  was  simply  the  smiling 
heir.  His  conquest  of  Babylon  threw  the  empire  of  the 
Euphrates  and  Tigris,  like  ripe  fruit,  into  his  hands,  and  his 
victory  at  Carchemish  over  the  pharaoh  Necho  did  the  same  with 
Western  Asia :  within  a  very  few  years — within  twenty,  if  we 
reckon  from  the  accession  of  Nabopolassar  in  Babylon — all 
had  been  accomplished.  This  does  not  correspond  well  with 
Habakkuk's  figure. 

2.  Even  if  it  were  granted,  however,  that  ultimately 
perhaps  the  Chaldean  ascendency  did  come  to  partake 
of  the  character  described,  Judah  at  all  events  had  no 
time  allowed  her  to  experience  it. 

The  conquest  of  Nineveh  brought  relief  rather  than  oppression 
to  the  whole  of  Western  Asia  ;  and  even  after  the  battle  of  Car 
chemish  about  605  B.C.  Judah  would  have  had  little  to  suffer  at 
the  hands  of  the  Chaldeans  had  not  Jehoiakim's  senseless  renun 
ciation  of  his  vassalage  in  602  provoked  their  wrath.  Between 
that  date  and  597  at  latest  the  prophecy  might  conceivably  have 
been  directed  against  the  Chaldeans ;  not  later,  because  we 
find  in  it  no  trace  of  the  hard  fate  of  Jerusalem  and  Jehoiakim. 
This  short  interval  is  hardly  long  enough,  however,  to  account 
for  such  a  picture  as  we  have  in  1  14  ff.,  and,  moreover,  within 
these  years  a  prophecy  of  the  fall  of  the  Chaldean  power  would 
certainly  have  been  most  premature. 

3.  The  strong   personification  of  the  enemy  in   the 
image  of  the  fisher,  as  in  1 15  and  elsewhere,  is  worthy 
of  attention. 

It  is  very  appropriate  in  the  case  of  the  Assyrians,  who  are 
always  designated  by  the  singular  A^sur;  and  a  splendid  in 
stance  of  a  similar  kind  had  already  been  supplied  by  Is.  10  *,  ff. 
(see  especially  v.  14).  It  does  not  fit  in  with  the  plural  Kasdim 


1  M.  Lauterburg  (JTheol.  Z.  aus  d.  Schiveiz,  1896,  p.  ^^ff•) 
draws  this  inference.     He  reads  in  1 6  '  Persians '   for   '  Chal 
deans,'  and,  accordingly,  dates  the  whole  book  from  the  exile, 
including   ch.  3,  which   could,  he   thinks,   in   this  way  be  as 
cribed  to  the  same  hand. 

2  Wellhausen    justly   remarks :    '  However  anxious   he   was 
about  it,  Habakkuk's  revelation  is  surprisingly  meagre.      To 
bring  at  least  some  divine  judgment  out  of  it,  the  Septuagint 
[<SKAQ]  nas  taken  leave  to  translate  in  2  4011*  eiijoicei  17  i/wx1?  M0" 
iv  avrta.'     How  near  the  acute  critic   is   to  a  solution  of  the 
riddle  !     But  for  his  low  opinion  of  the  prophet  he  might  have 
reached  it. 

1923 


HABAKKUK 

nearly  so  well,  and  we  notice  that  in  1  6  we  at  once  meet  with 
the  apposition,  'the  people,'  etc.,  a  phrase  which  controls  the 
entire  description  down  to  v.  10. 

Such  is  the  only  solution  that  meets  the  conditions 
of  the  problem.  The  argument  is  necessarily  simple  ; 
no  long  historical  discussion  is  required.  The  change 
of  date  involved  is  at  most  twenty-eight  years,  perhaps 
considerably  less.1  The  counter -hypothesis  offered 
by  Rothstein,  however  carefully  elaborated,  labours 
under  insuperable  difficulties.'2 

We  may  therefore  proceed  to  show  how  the  theory 
adopted  illuminates  the  whole  prophecy. 

That  the  '  law '  in  1  4  is  that  of  Deuteronomy  needs  no  show 
ing.  The  '  righteousness '  claimed  here  and  in  1  13  is  the  will 
for  good  produced  by  this  law,  the  promulgation  of  which  was 
accompanied  by  such  high  hopes.  The  weight  of  the  long- 
continued  Assyrian  suzerainty,  however,  has  crushed  all  effort 
(1  2-4).  The  righteous  people  feels  itself  worthy  of  freedom, 
and  cannot  comprehend  how  it  is  that  Yahwe  can  passively 
watch  the  violence  done  (1  12-17).  After  uttering  this  complaint 
the  prophet  is  commanded  to  write  legibly  upon  a  tablet  that 
deliverance  is  coming  but  must  be  waited  for  with  patience 
(2  1-4).  Yahwe  is  about  to  send  the  Chaldeans,  a  warlike  people 
which  will  subvert  everything  (1  6-10).  Then  the  might  of  the 
Assyrian  will  be  at  an  end  and  disappear  without  leaving  a 
trace  (1  n  2  5).  Thus  far  the  exposition  (given  by  Yahwe  him 
self)  of  the  inscription  in  2  3_/C3 

This  view  of  l2-2s  has  been  variously  received  by 
scholars. 

Accepted  without  qualification  by  Cornill  (.£Y«/.(3)(4)  ['96]),  and 
rejected  by  Davidson {Nah.  Hub.  and  Zepk.  ['96])  and  Nowack 


[99]).     Theobje  . 

other  side  reference  may  be  made  to  GASm. 

One  point  put  forward  by  Davidson  in  his  Appendix 
(X37/)  demands  special  notice.  He  lays  stress  on  the 
fact  that  according  to  the  recently  discovered  inscrip 
tions  '  those  who  accomplished  the  final  destruction  of 
Nineveh  were  the  Medes  alone,  the  Babylonians  having 
no  part  in  it. '  He  concludes  '  that  this  course  of  events 
can  hardly  be  said  to  give  any  additional  plausibility 
to  the  interpretation  of  Habakkuk  advocated  by  Prof. 
Budde.'  It  is  difficult,  however,  on  the  other  hand,  to 
see  how  this  '  course  of  events '  could  militate  against 
the  interpretation  in  question. 

If  the  Chaldeans  took  no  personal  part  in  the  final  destruction 
of  Nineveh,  they  at  least  were  in  alliance  with  the  Medes  who 
did,  and  they  contributed  all  they  could  to  the  overthrow  of  the 
Assyrian  Empire.  Even  if  this  had  not  been  the  case,  it  is 
still  conceivable  that  the  prophet  might  by  anticipation  have 
erroneously  assigned  this  part  to  them.  If  in  point  of  fact, 
however — as  Wmckler  had  conjectured  and  the  inscriptions 
now  confirm— the  Chaldeans  held  back  from  the  final  destruction 
of  Nineveh  and  left  the  task  to  their  allies  simply  because  they 
shrank  from  the  wrath  of  the  gods  of  Nineveh,  the  fact  remains 
that  they  were  morally  the  authors  of  the  overthrow  as  well  as 
the  others,  and  the  prediction  of  the  prophet  according  to  the 
interpretation  in  question  was  completely  realised. 

Those  who  reject  this  interpretation  are  themselves 
divided  into  two  camps.  Nowack  follows  Giesebrecht 

1  The  death  of  Asur-bani-pal  in  626  B.C.,  and  the  commence 
ment  of  Nabopolassar's  reign  over  Babylon  in  625,  constitute 
for  our  hypothesis  the  superior  limit  ;  the  inferior  is  to  be  sought 
in  the  battle  of  Megiddo  in  609  and  the  fall  of  Nineveh  in  608. 

2  See  his  article  on  Hab.  1  and  2,  St.  A>.,  1894,  p.  $iff.     Like 
the  present  writer  he  transposes  1  6-10  so  as  to  stand  after  2  50  ; 
but  he  infers  from  1  2-4  (v.  5  an  editorial  insertion)  that  the 
entire  prophecy  was  originally  directed  against  the  godless  in 
Judah,  particularly  King  Jehoiakim.  who  was  to  be  punished 
by  the  Chaldeans.     This  prophecy  (1  2-4  12*1  13  2  1-50  1 6-1014 
[read  nb'i^l]  150),  originally  delivered  about  605  B.C.,  was,  he 
thinks,  revised  during  the  Exile,  so  as  to  make  it  an  oracle 
against  Babylon.    Against  this  view  compare  the  present  writer's 
article,  Expos.  May,  '95,  372^ 

3  For  the  necessary  emendations  of  the  text  see  Budde,  Expos. 
May,  '95,  p.  376,  where  an  answer  will  be  found  to  the  objection 
of  Davidson.  Nah.  Hab.  Zeph.  55,  that  'it  is  improbable  that 
the  same  thing  should  be  said  of  two  different  nations  '  (?'.  1 1 
of  the  Chaldeans,  v.  16  of  the  Assyrians).     It  would  seem  that 
1  ii  also  must  be  taken  as  referring  to  the  Assyrians,  and  in 
the  article  already  cited  the  present  writer  has  even  ventured 
to  substitute  -nsS'N  for  the  impossible  ctWI  before  nilD  fjSrt'  IN 
najn  :  '  then   shall   disappear  like  the   wind,  and  pass  away, 
Asshur  who  has  made  his  strength  his  God.'     v.  1 1  simply  refers 
back  to  v.  16  and  explains  it.     [Ruben,  more  boldly,  mTN'I-l 
TlW?  nan  Q'b'Nl  "Uyn  nnV,  '  Am  I  to  sacrifice  to  the  wind  that 
passes?  Am  I  to  make  the  angle  my  god?'] 
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and  Wellhausen  in  simply  removing  ls-n,  as  being  an 
older  prophecy,  from  its  present  position  and  making 
v.  12  follow  immediately  on  v.  4.  Davidson  and  Driver, 
on  the  other  hand,  in  spite  of  all  the  difficulties  which 
they  themselves  acknowledge,  prefer  to  retain  the  section 
in  its  present  order,  and  thus  essentially  follow  the 
view  of  H.  Oort  (  Th.  T,  '91,  pp.  357^)  :  1  2-4  speaks 
only  of  the  internal  corruption  of  Judah,  vv.  5-11 
threaten  this  corruption  with  punishment  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  Chaldeans. 

On  this  assumption  the  prophet  loses  his  way,  and  his 
threatening  comes  to  be  directed  against  the  Chaldeans.  This 
sudden  change  of  front  is  attributed  to  the  personal  peculiarity 
of  the  prophet.  Only,  Driver  is  inclined  to  assign  1  2-11  (not, 
as  Giesebrecht,  Wellhausen,  Nowack,  1  5-11)  to  a  date  consider 
ably  earlier  than  that  of  the  following  sections. 

B.   The  new  section  begins  with  26,  not  with  2s. 

Certainly  26  establishes  a  close  connection  with  2  5  by  the 
words  'Verily  they  all  of  them  (i.e.,  'all 
5.  Chap.  26-20.  peoples,'  with  which  v.  5  closes)  will  take 
up  a  parable  and  a  taunting  proverb  against 
them  and  will  say '  (read  nDN'l).  This  introduction,  like  similar 
ones  elsewhere,  as  for  example  in  Is.  14  3^,  presupposes  that  the 
enemy  has  already  fallen.  Only  then  is  there  any  occasion  to 
take  up  a  '  mashal '  against  the  enemy.  What  we  read  in  the 
following  passage  (2  6<5-2o),  however,  does  not  fit  into  the 
situation.  The  evil  that  befalls  the  enemy  there  lies  wholly  in 
the  future,  and  is  throughout  expressed  in  the  future  tense  (cp 
•w.  7  f.  ii  I3i6_/).  Rothstein  accordingly  has  rightly  deleted 
the  introductory  clause,  v.  6a  down  to  inDN'l,  as  an  editorial 
addition.  In  reality  it  is  only  the  prophet  himself  (not  the 
nations)  who  again  takes  up  speech,  after  Yahwe  has  spoken, 
cataloguing  the  oppressor's  sins  with  ever-recurring  woes,  and 
threatening  him  with  punishment  from  God. 

These  things  being  so,  we  have  in  the  first  instance 
to  suppose  that  the  enemy  in  2  6^-20  is  the  same  as 
the  enemy  in  the  opening  section  of  the  book — in  other 
words,  the  Assyrian.  The  strong  personification  cannot 
mislead  us  here  ;  it  corresponds  exactly  with  what  we 
have  already  read  about  the  Assyrian  in  1 13^  2  5.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  added  introduction,  v.  6a,  leads  us 
to  anticipate  editorial  additions  also  in  the  body  of  the 
section. 

As  such  may  be  pointed  out  (i)  2  12-14.  Verse  12  is  taken 
from  Mic.  3  10,  v.  13  is  brought  in  as  a  Divine  word  (point, 
with  ©BNAQ,  nsri)  frOm  Jer.  51  58  and  z'.  14  from  Is.  11  9.  In 
substance  the  entire  passage  is  in  harmony  with  the  thought 
and  feeling  of  the  post-exilic  community,  but  has  little  to  do 
with  Habakkuk's  time.  (2)  irv.  18-20.  For  it  is  wasting  time 
to  charge  a  heathen  king  with  his  idolatry  when  Judah 's  one 
desire  is  to  be  rid  of  his  tyranny.  The  passage  recalls  the 
manner  of  II  Isaiah.  Further,  V.  18  stands  before  its  proper 
'  woe '  in  v.  19.  These  verses  must  be  transposed  ;  probably 
v.  18  is  a  later  amplification,  wrongly  brought  in  from  the 
margin.  Verse  20  may  have  had  its  origin  in  Mic.  1  2  and  Zeph. 
1 7.  It  closes  the  passage  not  unfittingly,  but  perhaps  was 
intended  at  the  same  time  to  prepare  for  the  theophany  in 
chap.  3. 

The  remaining  three  woes  have  all  a  beauty  of  their 
own  and  are  strikingly  characteristic.  The  first  (2 
6^-8)  declaims  against  the  plundering  of  the  nations  ; 
the  second  (vv.  9-11)  against  the  buildings  for  display 
or  defence  carried  out  at  the  cost  of  violence  and  forced 
labour  ;  the  third  (vv.  15-17)  against  the  ravishment  of 
lands  and  peoples  (v.  15  to  be  taken  figuratively),  in 
particular  by  the  stripping  of  the  forests  and  hunting- 
grounds  of  Western  Asia.  That  all  this  admirably 
fits  the  case  of  Assyria  is  certain.1 

The  text,  it  is  true,  is  very  corrupt  (see  Wellhausen 's  sugges 
tions).  Perhaps  it  was  the  mutilation  of  the  text  that  gave 
opportunity  for  the  drastic  revision  we  now  have  before  us. 2 

To  sum  up  :  in  chaps.  1  and  2  the  Assyrians,  whose 
vassals  the  kings  of  Judah  have  continuously  been  since 

-    T,        ,.  the  time  of  Ahaz,  are  threatened  with 

6.  Result  as  re-    ,  c   ,    •  ,     .. 

Kards  chat)  1  /.          overthrow  of  their  empire  by  the 
"     J'   Chaldeans.     These  Chaldeans,  not  to 

1  For  proofs  see  St.  A'r.,  1893,  p.  y)\f. 

2  The  view  of  Stade  (ZATW  4154-159  ['84]),  who  explains 
2  9-20  as  an  interpolation  speaking  of  a  petty  Palestinian  tyrant, 
cannot   be  discussed   here  ;   see   Kue.  EM.  2  371  _ff.     Against 
Rothstein,  who  explains  the  whole  section,  in  its  original  form, 
of  Jehoiakim,  see  St.  A>.  as  above,  and  Expos.  May  '95,  p. 
372^ 

1925 


be  confounded  with  the  Babylonians,  are  a  new  and 
rising  people  whose  seat  is  on  the  seaboard  to  the  S. 
of  Babylonia  :  once  already  in  the  seventh  century  they 
were  a  menace  to  the  Assyrian  empire  for  a  time  (2  K. 
20)  ;  the  danger  was  again  in  sight  from  the  time  when 
the  Chaldean  Nabopolassar  secured  for  himself  the 
throne  of  Babylon  (625).*  In  l6-io  the  prophet  de 
scribes  them  as  a  people  beginning  to  be  known  by 
hearsay,  and  the  surmise  of  earlier  scholars  is  no  doubt 
correct,  that  the  Scythian  irruption  (from  about  630 
onwards),  of  which  the  prophet  himself  had  personal 
experience,  supplied  him,  in  part  at  least,  with  colouring 
for  his  picture.  The  time  is  more  precisely  determined 
by  1  4  as  subsequent  to  Josiah's  reformation  in  621,  but 
also  (with  equal  certainty)  prior  to  the  death  of  that 
king  in  609,  so  that,  halving  the  difference,  we  may 
take  615  or  (by  preference)  a  slightly  earlier  time  to  be 
the  date  of  composition.  At  that  time  the  people  of 
Judah  was  conscious  of  righteousness  :  indeed,  even 
later,  men  saw  in  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and  the 
exile  the  punishment,  not  of  their  own  sins,  but  of 
those  of  king  Manasseh  (2  K.  24s  Jer.  154),  or  °f 
their  fathers  (Jer.  81.29  Ezek.  182).  As  the  solitary 
expression  of  this  mental  attitude  to  be  found  among 
all  the  prophetic  writings  that  have  come  down  to  us, 
the  book  of  Habakkuk  possesses  peculiar  value,  and 
takes  a  high  place  among  our  sources  for  the  history  of 
the  period. 

The  oracle,  then,  expected  from  the  Chaldeans 
freedom  and  prosperity  for  Judah.  The  actual  result 
was  quite  different  :  they  were  the  instruments  of  Judah's 
overthrow.  Of  course,  the  responsibility  for  this  must 
primarily  be  attributed  to  the  bad  policy  of  the  kings  of 
Judah  and  to  the  fanaticism  of  the  patriotic  party. 
Apart  from  these  causes  the  prophecy  of  Habakkuk 
had  every  likelihood  of  being  fulfilled.  Jeremiah  too 
could  venture  to  promise  the  continuance  of  the  kingdom 
if  only  it  could  decide  to  yield  to  the  Chaldeans. 

We  can  easily  understand  that  in  the  exilic  or  the 
post-exilic  period  a  prophecy  which  had  been  so  sadly 

_  falsified  could  not  escape  alteration.    By 

T.  ouccGssors    1*1  r  .,  •        i_  •  i_ 

,  displacement  of  the  passage  in  which 

p  ,  good  fortune  was  promised  to  the  Chal- 

>rSl  deans  (nowl  6-10),  and  by  other  editorial 
changes,  including  perhaps  removal  of  the  name  of 
Asshur,  the  prophecy  was  so  transformed  as  to  be 
capable  of  being  interpreted  of  the  fall  of  the  Chaldeans. 
These  alterations  hardly  belong  to  the  exilic  period, 
which  produced  its  own  oracles  against  Babylon  and 
the  Chaldeans.  They  are  rather  to  be  assigned  to  the 
great  period  of  editorial  activity — the  fifth,  perhaps,  or 
the  fourth  century. 

From  a  literary  point  of  view,  the  original  work  of 
Habakkuk  in  its  main  features  is  plainly  dependent  on 
the  great  prophet  of  the  preceding  century,  Isaiah. 
The  picture  of  the  Assyrian  tyrants  in  1 13-17  recalls 
Is.  10s^,  the  announcement  of  the  Chaldeans  in  l6-io 
suggests  that  of  the  Assyrians  in  Is.  brtff.,  and  the  three 
woes  of  26^-17  the  'seven'  woes  of  Is.  68-23  10 1-4. 
At  the  same  time  it  is  true  that,  as  Rothstein  has  been 
at  special  pains  to  show,  Habakkuk  has  also  in  details 
a  very  close  affinity  with  his  contemporary  Jeremiah. 
One  must  not  be  in  a  hurry  to  infer  that  he  copies 
Jeremiah  :  almost  everywhere  the  facts  of  the  case  are 
explained  by  identity  of  period  and  circumstances. 
When  all  has  been  said,  Habakkuk  is  entitled  to  be 
regarded  as  a  well-marked  prophetical  and  poetical 
personality  :  the  remains  of  his  work  which  have  reached 
us  are  among  the  finest  examples  of  prophetic  literature, 
and  have  served  as  models  to  later  writers,  particularly 
to  the  authors  of  Is.  13  21  i-io.  Unfortunately  the  text 
is  not  in  good  preservation,  and  cannot  always  be  quite 
satisfactorily  restored. 

II.   The  concluding  section  of  the  book  has  words  at 

1   For  the  proofs  see  St.  Kr.,  1893,  as  above. 
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its  opening   and  at  its  close  which  mark  it  out   as  a 


8.  Chap.  3 
a  psalm. 


psalmus  extra  canonem  1  and  give  it  the 
full  apparatus  of  a  poem  fitted  to  be 


used  in  public  worship.  The  only 
singularity  is  the  division  of  the  descriptive  words  into 
a  superscription  and  a  subscription  :  read  '  A  prayer 
of  the  prophet  Habakkuk  after  Shigyonoth  (?) '  and 
'  By  the  chief  musician,  with  stringed  instruments'  re 
spectively.  Clearly,  what  is  here  the  subscription  must 
originally  have  come  before  v.  i. 

Adopting  Wellhausen's  suggestion,  jura:  for  nirJB',  we 
may  restore  the  superscription  thus  nSsn  niJM33  nwch 
K'aan  pipsnS  (to  the  chief  musician,  on  stringed  instru 
ments  :  a  prayer  of  the  prophet  Habakkuk).2  [See, 
however,  SHIGGAION.] 

In  any  case  the  words  prove,  as  Kuenen  rightly 
perceived,  and  as  Cheyne  (OPs.  156/1)  has  well 
shown,  that  the  piece,  before  it  had  its  proper  position 
assigned  to  it,  belonged  to  one  of  the  collections  of 
psalms  that  were  in  use  in  the  worship  of  the  temple. 
Perhaps  the  only  reason  for  its  exclusion  from  the 
Psalms  as  we  now  possess  them  was  that  the  editors  of 
the  prophetic  canon  had  already  appropriated  it.  They 
did  so  because  it  bore  Habakkuk' s  name,  just  as  in 
(§,  Pss.  146  147  148,  which  in  the  original  text  bear  no 
author's  name,  are  attributed  to  Haggai  and  Zechariah. 
(See  PSALMS.  ) 

To  Stade  belongs  the  credit  of  having  first  shown 
(ZA  T\V k  157 /. )  that  the  authorship  of  Habakkuk  is  on 
A  th  V  mternal  grounds  impossible  ;  but  it  is 
.  .  "to  Wellhausen  that  we  owe  the  com 
plete  elucidation  of  this  obscure  com 
position  (Kl.  Proph.  1 66,  (•')  170/1 ).  As  he  well  remarks  : 
'  It  is  the  community  that  is  the  speaker.  Awe-struck, 
it  remembers  that  first  great  deed  of  Yahwe  to  which  it 
owed  as  it  were  its  existence,  and  yet  it  prays,  Renew 
thy  work  in  the  midst  of  the  years.  The  long-since 
founded  theocracy  has  fallen  into  ruin,  and  a  new 
foundation  is  desired.  The  child  has  become  gray- 
haired,  and  "  in  the  midst  of  his  years  "  a  new  birth  is 
sought  for  the  sake  of  a  happy  final  result,  even  though 
it  will  not  take  place  without  bitter  pangs.'3  In  the 
description  of  the  theophany  which  follows — extending 
from  3  3  to  almost  the  end  of  the  poem — the  colours 
are  derived  exclusively  from  the  deliverance  from  Egypt, 
as  can  be  seen  with  sufficient  clearness  from  vv.  37  %ff. 
(cp,  however,  MIZRAIM).  With  this  description  of 
the  deliverance  wrought  for  the  fathers  that  of  the 
new  deliverance  now  prayed  for  and  expected  becomes 
for  the  poet  so  blended  that  in  remembering  the  one 
he  seems  to  behold  the  approach  of  the  other. 
Wellhausen  leaves  open  the  possibility  that  this  may 
not  always  have  been  the  case,  and  that  the  proper 
close  of  the  poem  has  been  lost,  since  vv .  17-19  cannot 
be  the  genuine  one.  This  is  possible,  but  by  no 
means  certain.  Verse  17,  which  certainly  seems  strange, 
may  give  some  fresh  touches  to  the  picture  of  the  fate 

1  It  alone  shares  with  the  Psalms  the  following  peculiarities  : 
the  use  of  the  word  Selah  (vv.  3  g  13;  in  the  Psalms  seventy-one 
times)  ;  the  expression  rtSJD1?  ('  to '  or  '  by  '  '  the  chief  musician  ' 
•v.  19  :  in  the  Psalms  fifty-five  times)  ;  the  immediately  following 
expression  n'U'J33  ('with'  or  'on'  'stringed  instruments';  so 
to  be  read,  see  below),  used  in  v.  19  and  in  Pss.  4  6  54  67  76  ;  the 
word  ^Sn,  'prayer,'  used  to  designate  a  poetical  piece  (v.  i  : 
Pss.  17  86  90  102  142  :  cp  also  Ps.  72  20,  according  to  which  all 
Psalms   admit   of  being  called    '  prayers ') ;  the   use   of  the   *? 
auctoris  in  v.  i  (as  also  after  nVs^l  in  Pss.  17  86  90  102) ;  the 
word  Ji'j?'  (in  plu.),  if  it  be  genuine  (Ps.  7  ;  see  SHIGGAION). 

2  It  would  be  eccentric  to   argue  from   MT's  vnj'jja  that 
Habakkuk  was  a  Levite  and  temple  chorister  :   yet,  probably 
enough,  the  inscription  of  Bel  and  the  Dragon  (cp  above)  pre 
supposes  this  inference. 

3  Wellhausen  hns  put  the  case  above  so  brilliantly  that  Oort's 
defence  of  the  traditional  view  falls  to  the  ground.    To  set  aside 
the  liturgical  not-s  in  3 1  and  igi  as  editorial   additions,   and 
account  for  the  obscurity  and  want  of  order  in  chap.  3  from  the 
idiosyncrasy  of  Habakkuk,  as  in  chaps.  1  and  2,  is  certainly 
inadequate. 
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of  the  hostile  people  ;  but  vv.  i8/l  present  not  only  a 
very  appropriate  contrast  to  this,  but  also  a  thoroughly 
typical  psalm  -epilogue  (see  Ps.  13s[6]/  '2&n/.  528[io]/ 
59i6[i7]/.  Toiofg]/.),  and  no  sure  inference  can  be 
drawn  from  the  borrowing  of  v.  iga  from  Ps.  1832  [ss]/ 

Elsewhere  also  (as  could  easily  be  shown)  the  poem 
frequently  recalls  the  psalms,  and  particularly  the  latest 
psalms.  If  we  want  a  quite  infallible  indication  of  post- 
exilic  date,  we  have  it  in  the  special  application  of  the 
phrase  '  Yahwe'  s  anointed'  (v.  13)  —  i.e.  ,  in  the  transfer 
ence  of  the  kingly  title  to  the  kingless  but  consecrated 
people  (We.  rightly  refers  here  to  Ps.  288  [©BKART 
12^]  849  [10]  8938[39]  51  [52]  105  15,  also  to  Dan. 
727).  The  very  late  divine  name  '  Eloah  '  (v.  3)  is  also 
a  decisive  proof  of  the  late  date  of  the  Psalm  of 
Habakkuk  (see  PSALMs).1 

The  poetical  value  of  the  composition  is  not  slight  ; 
but  it  suffers  greatly  from  corruptions  of  the  text 
(especially  in  vv.  9-11  i3/),  in  correcting  which  Well 
hausen  has  rendered  excellent  service.  [See  also  HORN, 
MIZRAIM,  ON  [ii.  ],  VILLAGE,  6,  and  cp  Ruben,  JQR 
^^45IJf-  ('99)1  who  rejects  vv.  2,  17-19  as  later  additions, 
and  arranges  the  genuine  psalm  in  three  stanzas  of  nine 
lines  each,  with  '  corresponsio,  '  according  to  the  theory 
of  D.  H.  Miiller.] 

The  fullest  catalogues  of  the  earlier  works  on  Hnbakkuk  will 
be  found  in  the  otherwise  unimportant  commentaries  of  A.  A. 
Wolff  ('22)  and  L.  Reinke  ('70),  where  no 
10.  Literature,  fewer  than  135  treatises  are  mentioned. 
Among  modern  works,  besides  those  referred 
to  in  the  course  of  this  article,  Franz  Delitzsch's  Commentary 
('43)  should  not  be  overlooked  (cp  also  OT  History  of  Re 
demption,  126  ['81]  ;  fsaiah(*),  ET  1  22  ['90]);  see  also  A.  B. 
Davidson,  Nahum,  Habakkuk  and  Zephaniah  (Cambr.  Bible), 
'96  ;  W.  Nowack,  Die  Kleinen  Propheten  in  HK,  '96  ; 
GASm.  The  Book  of  the  Twelve  Prophets  2  (Expos.  Bible), 
'98.  On  Hab.  3  see  also  Nestle,  ZA  TW  20  167  /.  (1900). 

K.  B. 

HABAZINIAH,  RV  Habazziniah  (  ITmn  ;  X&B<V 
c[e]lN  [BXAQ]),  a  Rechabite,  or  rather  the  home  of  a 
Rechabite  (Jer.  803).  The  name  seems  to  be  a  corrup 
tion  of  Wsap,  KABZEEL  [q.v.  ].  p  and  n  were  con 
founded  ;  3  intruded  from  miN'.  Kabzeel  was  a  place 
in  S.  Judah.  (See,  however,  NAMES,  §  39.) 

T.  K.  C. 

HABBACUC  (AMB&KOYM[BQTheod.]«*f.  87  [6]), 
Bel  and  Dragon,  33,  35,  39,  RV  HABAKKUK  [g.v.]. 

HABERGEON  ({On?),  Ex.  2832  39  23  AV;  RV 
COAT  OF  MAIL.  See  BREASTPLATE  i. 


HABOR  ("lUn,  A.Boop  [BAL]),  a  river  in  the  land 
of  GOZAN,  near  which  were  settlements  of  the  Israelites 
deported  by  Sargon  in  the  time  of  Hoshea,  2  K.  176  = 
18  ii  (&Bia>p  [B]),  and  also,  according  to  the  critically 
emended  text2  of  1  Ch.  526  (xABoop  [BA]),  of  the  trans- 
Jordanic  Israelites  deported  in  the  reign  of  Tiglath- 
pileser  III.  It  was  the  Habur  of  the  Assyrians  (a  name 
which  it  still  retains),  the  Chaboras  of  classic  writers 
(a/3o/>/>as  [Strab.  ],  a/3oi>/ras  [Isidore  of  Charax],  a^wpa 
[Zosimus],  xaPwPa*  [Ptol.  ]).  It  is  a  tributary  of  the 
EUPHRATES  [g.v.  ],  which  it  enters  about  36°  N.  lat. 

For  references  to  the  Habur  in  the  Assyrian  annals  see  KB 
1  39(Tiglath-pileser  I.  hunts  elephants  on  its  bank),  and  197101 
(Asur-nasir-abal  mentions  the  Habur  and  its  '  mouths  '  in  describ 
ing  his  conquests).  Several  important  places  lay  near  it. 
Cp.  Del.  Par.  i^ff.  See  CHEBAR. 

HACHALIAH,  RV  Hacaliah  (H^On,  probably  a 
corruption  of  n»p?n,  Hilkiah  ;  scarcely  for  PPpHSn, 
•wait  for  Yahwe,'  §§  23,  34,  79;  &x<\AlA  [KAL]). 
the  father  of  NEHEMIAH  (Neh.  1  1,  xeAKei*.  [B],  -xioy 
[L]  ;  10  i  [2],  AxeAiA  [BX]).  T.  K.  c. 

HACHILAH,  HILL  OF  (riTpnn  nr?3,  exeAA 
[BAL]  |  ;  in  1  S.  26  1  xeAM&9  [B],  AyiAA  [A]).  a  hill  in 
the  wilderness  of  Judah,  associated  with  the  wander- 


1  In  Hab.  1  ii  read  Irf^N1?  (suffix  forms  of  mNdo  not  occur). 

2  Read  '  In  Halah   and  by  Habor  the  river  of  Gozan  and  in 
Harhar  a  city  of  Media.'     See  HARA. 
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HADAD  (Yiri,  §  57  ;  &A&A  [BADEL]  ;  a  Canaan- 
itish  and,  some  think,  Aramaean  name  of  the  storm- 
god,  who  was  known  also  as  Ramman,  Bir,  and 
Dadda  ;  cp  Winckler,  A  T  Forsch.  69,  Schr.  KGF, 
371-395,  538;  KA  T  200-206,  454;  Tiele,  BAG  525; 
Hilprecht,  Assyriaca,  76-78  ;  Baethgen,  Beitr.  67. 
The  first-mentioned  of  the  four  gods  of  the  N.  Syrian 
kingdom  of  Ya'di  is  Hadad  [Zenjlrli  inscr.  ].  These 
references  also  illustrate  the  name  BEN-HADAD). 

i.  b.  Bedad,  fourth  king  of  Edom  ;  Gen.  8635/1  (v.  36  aSa/j. 
[E]),  i  Ch.  1  46/:  See  BELA  ii.,  i. 

2.  Eighth  (?)  king  of  Edom,  i  Ch.  1.50  (a.  wos  j8apa<5 
[BL  ;  om.  vl.  j3.  A],  v.  51  adda  [B])  ;  miswritten  HADAR 
[g.  v.  ],  Gen.  8639.  See  BELA  ii.,  i.  The  name  of  his 
city  was  PA'U  [q.v.  ]  or  Pa'i.  Probably,  however,  there 
is  a  considerable  error  in  the  text. 

Pa'u  is  almost  certainly  corrupted  from  Pe'or,  and  this  very 
probably  from  Be'or,  an  alternative  reading  to  Achbor  in  i  Ch. 
1  49.  'Son  of  Achbor,'  or  'Son  of  Be'or,'  however,  does  not 
belong  to  BAAL-HANAN  [q.v.,  i],  who  is  really  this  Hadad's 
father.  Thus  the  name  of  Hadad's  city  is  not  really  given  ; 
there  was  a  lacuna  in  the  text. 

He  married  a  N.  Arabian  —  a  Misrite  or  Musrite, 
named  MEHETABEL  [q.v.  ,  i],  who  is  also  mis-described 
in  the  received  text.  Most  probably  he  lost  his  life  in 
the  massacre  referred  to  in  i  K.  11  15  f.  The  cause  of 
the  massacre  is  unrecorded  ;  probably  it  was  a  retaliation. 
Cp  DAVID,  §  8  (c),  EDOM,  §  6. 
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ings  of  David  twice  (1  S.  2819  26  if.).  On  the  former 
passage,  see  HOKESH.  It  relates  how  the  men  of  ZIPH 
\_q.v.  ,  2]  told  Saul  that  David  had  found  hiding-places 
1  in  HorSshah,  in  the  hill  of  Hachilah,  which  is  on  the 
S.  of  the  Jgshlmon.  '  In  the  latter  passage,  however, 
the  same  persons  describe  the  same  hill  as  being  '  in 
front  of  the  Jeshimon  '  —  i.  e.  ,  where  the  desert  begins. 
The  second  definition  alone  is  correct. 

In  i  S.  2819  'on  the  south  of  the  Jeshimon'  is  an  error  intro 
duced  from  v.  24  (where  the  wilderness  of  Maon  is  referred  to  ;  see 
HORESH).  Further  references  to  the  name  are  presupposed  by 
©  in  i  S.  23  14/1  19  26  1.  In  23  14,  where  MT  merely  gives  -||-|3 
'in  the  mountain,'  MSS  of©  give  a  combination  of  readings, 
including  et?  opos  rb  avx/u-wSes  and  ev  TT\  yfi  rfj  auxjiiuiSei  ; 
avxfi:  corresponds  to  flT'SB-  Possibly  for  avx/u.u>Ses  we  should 
read  a^avpov,  and  so  forth.  So  also  in  Mic.  48  for  euxju..  read 
o/navpds  (  =  7SX).  Bentley's  suggestion  of  ei>  afiavpto  roma  for 

4v  a.vxf.i\p<a  Toiriji  in  2  Pet-  1  '9  seems  indispensable.  On  tv  rfj 
Kaivfi  (v.  14)  see  HoRESH. 

Conder  ventures  to  find  a  trace  of  the  name  Hachilah 
in  the  Zahret  el  Kola,  a  ridge  which  runs  down  from  the 
plateau  of  Zif  towards    the   desert  of  En-gedi.      The 
name  is,  however,  by  no  means  certain.      In  i  S.  23  28    ; 
we  meet  with  the  name  nipSnon  (EV  Hammahlekoth).    ; 
@B's  xeX/ua0  in  26  i  favours  a  reading  roWron,  which 
would  be  miswritten  for  nipVnsri,   the   name  found   in 

•23  28.     A  hill  with  rocky  clefts  seems  to  be  intended. 

The  Onom.  (OSW  2663;  120  15)  confounds  Hachilah  with 
KEILAH.  Glaser,  not  very  plausibly,  reads  '  Hachilah  '  for 
'Havilah'  in  i  S.  167  [see  TELEM  i.].  T.  K.  C. 

HACHMONI.  Jehiel,  tutor  of  David's  sons,  is 
•called  '  the  son  of  Hachmoni  '  in  EV  of  1  Ch.  27  32 
(']bpn-j3,  o  TOY  &X&M6I  [B],  .  .  .  -MAN  i  [A],  .  .  . 

AMAX&NI  [L])- 

Jehiel  is  either  an  imaginary  personage,  whose  description  is    j 
borrowed  from  the  Jashobeamof  i  Ch.  11  n  (see  HACHMONITE,     j 
THE),  or,  as  Marquart  (/•  'und.  16)  supposes,  Jehiel  is  a  substitute 
for   Ishbaal,   which  is  explained  as  7J?2!5^  =  WriV.       Certainly 
David's  sons  had  a  lion-hearted  tutor,  on  the  second  hypothesis, 
for  Ishbaal  and  Jashobeam  are  identical.  T.  K.  C. 

HACHMONITE,  THE.  In  i  Ch.  11  n  JASHOBEAM 
(q.v.,  i)  is  called  ^iD^n"^  (<\xAMAN[e]l  [BA],  -/v\ANNI 
IN],  0eKeMIN&  [L]),  RV  'the  son  of  a  Hachmonite  ' 
(AV  quite  incorrectly,  'an  Hachmonite').  It  has  been 
pointed  out  (see  TAHCHEMONITE)  that  the  true  descrip 
tion  of  Jashobeam,  or  rather,  Ishbaal,  is  most  probably 
'  a  man  of  Beth-cerem.  ' 

This  should  also  be  substituted  for  '  the  son  of  a  Hachmonite  ' 
in  i  Ch.  11  ii,  and  '  the  son  of  Hachmoni  '  in  i  Ch.  27  32. 

T.  K.  C. 


HADAD-RIMMON 

3.  (In  i  K.  11  17  TIN;  aSep  [BAL].  )  According  to 
the  MT,  which  presents  many  difficulties,  Hadad  was  a 
royal  prince  of  Edom  who  escaped  with  some  '  Edomites,  ' 
servants  of  his  father,  when  Joab  massacred  '  every  male 
in  Edom,'  by  an  obscurely  indicated  route  to  Misraim 
or  Egypt  (i  K.  1114-22;  but  'Misraim'  should  rather 
be  'Misrim'  ;  see  below).  There  he  was  welcomed, 
and  received  the  sister  of  the  queen  Tahpenes  as  his 
wife.  By  her  he  had  a  son  GENUBATH  [q.v.~\.  On  the 
death  of  David  he  returned  home,  and  became  '  an 
adversary  to  Solomon'  (cp  v.  25).  According  to  the 
parallel  narrative  of  the  marriage  of  Jeroboam  in  L.  's 
text  of©  (i  K.  1236  Lag.;  1224^  Swete),  which  is  evi 
dently  copied  from  a  narrative  of  the  marriage  of 
Hadad,  the  name  of  the  '  Egyptian  '  princess  referred 
to  in  i  K.  11  19  was  Ano  (Klo.  reads  rvnnx,  Ahnoth). 

This  reading  (Ano),  though  accepted  by  Klo.,  Wi.,  Benz.,  Ki. 
as  genuine,  is  merely  a  corruption  of  ninN,  '  sister  (of)  '  ; 
TAHPENES  [y.v.]  is  also  certainly  corrupt.  Indeed,  textual 
criticism  is  much  needed  in  this  narrative.  It  was  not  to 
'Misraim'  (Egypt)  but  to  'Misrim'  (the  N.  Arabian  Musri) 
that  Hadad  and  his  Mizrite  followers  fled,  and  he  went  there 
because  MEHETABEL  [q.v.,  i],  his  mother,  was  a  Misrite. 
This  N.  Arabian  land  appears,  both  at  this  time  and  later,  to 
have  had  a  keen  interest  in  the  affairs  of  Palestine  (see  MIZRAIM, 
§  2  [b]).  In  what  the  'mischief  which  Hadad  did  to  Israel  on 
his  return  consisted,  we  are  not  informed  (see  EDOM,  §  6). 

See  Winckler,  A  T  Untersuch.  1-6  ;  Benzinger,  in  KHC  ;  Ki. 
in  HK  ;  Che.  JQR  11  551-556  ('99).  Winckler's  attempted 
analysis  of  the  Hadad  narrative,  though  it  has  given  a  healthy 
stimulus  to  critics,  was  not  preceded  by  a  sufficiently  thorough 
examination  of  the  text.  T.  K.  C. 

HADAD  (Tin  [Gi.  Ba.  ]),  eighth  son  of  Ishmael,  Gen. 
25  15  RV  (so  Sam.  ;  x°SSa-"  [A],  x<xASa  [D],  xoBSaS  [EL]  ;  Jos. 
Ant.  i.  124  x6Sa|Aos  [conj.  xo^aSos]),  i  Ch.  130  (yovSav  [B], 
XoSSaS  [A],  aSaS  [L]).  Gen.  AV  and  i  Ch.  AVmg.  and  some 
printed  Heb.  editions,  HADAR. 

HADADEZER  (1$  Yin,  '  Hadad  is  help,'  §§  28,  43  ; 

2  S.  83^  28.  10  16  ff.  'and  i  K.  11  23,  where  ©A  has  oSaSefep 
[sic;  cp  v.  14  in  BL]),  or,  as  some  codd.  and  iCh.  183^". 
19  i6jf.  (best  codd.),  and  as  EV  also  2  S.  10,  and  Pesh.  and 
©BAL  everywhere,  Hadarezer  (ijtj;  -nn  ;  aSpaafap  [BL  every 
where  except  aSpa^ap  [B*]  in  2  S.  10  16  and  so  B  in  i  K.  11  14  ; 
A  in  28.  810];  aSpafap  [A  in  i  Ch.  1  9  and  KA  in  i  Ch. 
18/1]  with  varr.  in  N,  aSpouJapei  [in  i  Ch.  183]  and  in  N*  aSpa^a. 
[i  Ch.  185],  eSpaa^ap  [i  Ch.  19  16]  ;  the  Hebrew  is  also  written 
with  Makkef  every  where  in  some  MSS.  An  old  Aramaic  seal 
bears  the  letters  -iiy-pin  ;  and  a  cuneiform  inscription  has  Dad- 
'idri  ;  cp  Euting,  Ber.  der  Berl.  Akad.,  '85,  p.  679;  Baeth. 
Beitr.  67). 

The  name  of  the  king  of  Aram-zobah,  who  was  de 
feated  by  David.  See  ARAM,  §  6,  DAMASCUS,  §  6/, 
ZOBAH. 

HADAD-EIMMON  (flST  Yin  ;  POCONOC  [ENACT]; 
.  CUSii  »S;  Adadremmon),  according  to  the  usual  inter- 

_,  .     pretation  of  Zech.  12  n,  a  place,  in  the  plain 

1.  Current 


Qf  Megiddo 


3)  where  a  great 


lamentation  had  taken  place  ;  it  is  further 
held  that  the  occasion  of  the  mourning  was  the  death 
of  JOSIAH  (q.v.  ,  i)  on  the  battlefield  near  Megiddo. 
This  view  dates  from  Jerome,  who  states  (Comm.  in 
Zach.  )  that  Adadremmon  is  a  village  near  Jezreel  now 
called  Maximianopolis.  The  latter  place  was  an  im 
portant  station  between  Csesarea  and  Jezreel,  and  von 
Raumer  has,  with  probability,  identified  it  with  Legeon 
or  Legio,  the  ancient  MEGIDDO  (q.  v.  ). 

What  authority  (if  any)  Jerome  had  for  his  assertion,  we  know 
not  ;  at  any  rate,  we  cannot  connect  Maximianopolis-Adad- 
remmon  with  the  modern  village  Rummaneh  (so  Van  de  Velde, 
Baudissin),  for  to  this  theory  there  is  a  geographical  objection 
(see  Buhl,  209),  and  any  place  with  a  pomegranate  tree  might  be 
called  Rimmon  (whence  Rummaneh).  Apart  from  this,  however, 
the  traditional  theory  labours  under  these  difficulties  —  that  the 
state  mourning  for  Josiah  cannot  have  been  elsewhere  than  in 
Jerusalem  (2  K.  23  29/1),  and  that  Megiddo  is  nJC,  not  p-ur> 

The  Targ.  mentions  the  Josiah-theory  only  in  the  second 
place,  and  combines  with  it  another,  according  to  which  Hadad- 
rimmon,  son  of  Tab-rimmon,  was  the  slayer  of  Ahab,  king  of 
Israel,  so  that  the  phrase  of  the  prophetic  writer  of  Zech.  12  ii 
really  means  '  the  mourning  for  Ahab  ben  Omri.' 

Baudissin  (Stud,  zur  Sent.  Rel.  -gesch.  1  ^  320)  gives  a  new 
form  to  the  Josiah-theory,  explaining  the  disputed  phrase,  'as 
the  mourning  for  the  battle  of  Hadad-rimmon.'  This  is  surely 
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unnatural  ;  nor  can  it  be  proved  that  there  ever  was  such  a 
place  as  Hadad-rimmon. 

Hitzig  and  Movers  see  a  reference  to  the  mourning  for  the 
mythic  ADONIS(^.Z'.)  mortally  wounded  by  a  boar(Macrob.  1  21)  ; 
'  women  weeping  for  Tammuz  '  are  referred  to  in  Ezek.  814; 
'the  only  one  '  (TIV),  Zech.  12  10  may  also,  it  is  held,1  refer  to 
Adonis.  The  obvious  objection  is  that  RIMMON  (q.v.,  i.)  is 
certainly  the  Assyrian  Storm-god  Ramman.  Even  if  the  pome 
granate  tree  was  sacred  to  Tammuz,  it  is  hazardous  to  suppose 
that  Tammuz  was  called  Kimmon. 

There  is  need  of  a  new  theory  which  shall  unite  the 
elements  of  truth  in  earlier  theories,  and  justify  itself 

._  .  .  from  some  new  source.  '  The  mourn- 

Bi  JMCW  tneory.  -m^  ^Qr  tjie  Qn^  one'  ancj  <  tne  mourn. 

ing  of  Hadad-rimmon  '  are  parallel  ;  the  reference  is  to 
the  mourning  for  TAMMUZ  (q.v.  ).  The  original  read 
ing,  however,  was  not  Hadad-rimmon.  <SBAQr  read 
simply  Rimmon  (pot)-  What  then  is  the  mythological 
name  nearest  to  Rimmon  that  can  stand  in  such  a  con 
nection?  The  answer  is,  Either  Migdon,  or  some  name 
out  of  which  Migdon  is  corrupted. 

Jensen  has  conjectured  that  inayeSiav  in  the  apocalyptic  ap/ua- 
yeSiav  (see  ARMAGEDDON)  may  be  identical  with  myaSuiv  in 
vea'iiJu.yaStai',  the  name  of  a  god  of  the  underworld,  corresponding 
to  epecrxii'aA,  the  Babylonian  Persephone  ;2  and  it  has  elsewhere 
been  shown  (see  GOG)  that  '  Gog  '  and  '  Magog  '  in  Ezek.  38  39 
are  both  corruptions  of  Migdon.  Still,  the  Greek  myaSiav  and 
the  Hebrew  Migdon  do  not  seem  to  be  identical.  Yecre/niyaScoi' 
is  probably  Eshmun-Adon  (Eshmun  and  Adonis  were  identified 
in  Cyprus)  ;  if  so,  fiiyaSuv  comes  from  (ivva&uv.  But  JTUD) 
Migdon,  given  by  MT  in  Zech.  12  u,  is  most  probably  a  corrup 
tion  of  jntNllDln]  —  z-^->  Tammuz-Adon.  This  is  suggested  by 
the  only  possible  emendation  of  the  corrupt  word  flJ7p33  in  Zech. 
12  n,  and  of  the  equally  corrupt  word  "pro  m  Is-  6617  (see 
TAMMUZ),  viz.  ni23D.  The  women  who  wept  for  the  TIT,  or  for 
'  Tammuz-Lord,'  are  naturally  referred  to  in  a  prophecy  so  much 
influenced  by  Ezekiel.  On  the  other  hand,  whereas  Ezekiel 
takes  Tammuz  as  a  symbol  of  the  power  opposed  to  God  (cp 
Belial,  if  this  comes  from  Belili,  the  name  of  the  sister  of 
Tammuz,  and  goddess  of  the  underworld,  see  BELIAL),  the 
author  of  Zech.  l'2i-136  merely  refers  to  the  mourning  for 
Tammuz  as  an  image  of  the  mourning  of  the  house  of  David  and 
the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  for  some  great  offence  committed 
by  them  in  the  past.  Render,  '  In  that  day  there  shall  be  a 
great  mourning  in  Jerusalem  as  the  mourning  of  the  women  who 
weep  for  Tammuz-adon.' 

'  Hadadrimmon  '  may  be  neglected  ;  apparently  it 
owes  its  origin  to  a  scribe's  error.  By  a  common  acci 
dent  p-no  became  jnn  ;  then  a  too  clever  scribe  con 
verted  jno  into  poi,  and  glossed  Rimmon  by  Hadad 
(Hadad  and  Ramman  or  Rimmon  were  in  fact  identified). 
Thus  the  plausible  reading  Hadad-Rimmon  grew  up, 
and  the  door  was  opened  to  Jerome's  misapprehension. 
Possibly  '  Armagedon  '  in  Rev.  16i6  (AV)  is  due  to  the 
conflation  of  two  readings,  '  Magedon  '  and  '  Adar- 
remman  '  (aSappffifiav,  for  Hadadrimmon).  For  a 
parallel  to  the  combination  of  JIDT  and  JIIJD,  two  rival 
readings  in  Zech.  12  n,  see  MICRON.  T.  K.  C. 


HADAR  (Tin  ;  <\pA.e  yioc  B&P&9  [A],  <\.  yi. 
[E],  APA.A  yiOC   B&P&A  [K],  &PA9  Yl-  B.  [L]),  a  king 
of  Edom  (Gen.  36397).     See  HADAD,  i.  (2). 

HADAR  (Tin  [some  printed  edd.],  TTTI  [Ba.  Gi.]), 
Gen.  25  15  AV  ;  'i  Ch.  I3o  AV'"*,  RV  HADAD  [ii.]. 

HADAREZER  (")W  Tin),  28.  10i6.     See  HADAD- 

EZER. 


HADASHAH  (nBn  —i.e.,  'new  [town]';  6.A&C&N 
[B],  -CA  [A],  -CAI  [L]),  a  town  in  the  lowland  of  Judah, 
named  between  Zenan  and  Migdal-gad  (Josh.  15  37!). 

According  to  the  Mishna  (Erubin,  5  6)  it  was  the  smallest 
place  in  Judah.  Sayce  (Pat.  Pal.  165,  236)  finds  this  name  in 
the  lists  of  Rameses  II.  and  III.  ;  but  see  W.  M.  Mailer's 
remark  (As.  u.  Eitr.  166  top).  It  is  to  be  distinguished  from 
ADASA  (?.?'.).  T.  K.  C. 

HADASSAH  (HD^ri.  §  69,  'myrtle'  ;  cp  MYRTIA. 
MyppiNH  ;  but  see  MYRTLE),  the  Jewish  name  of 
ESTHER  [q.v.  ,  §  7]  in  Esth.  2?  (om.  <5BNAI-). 

1  So  Movers,  Lenormant,  Lagarde. 

2  SeeHalevy,  'LeRapt  de  PersephonS  par  Pluton,'  Rev.  Sent., 
*93>  PP-  yi2  ff-\  cp  Jastrow,  Rel.  Bab.  and  Ass.  584. 

1931 


HADATTAH    (iirnn),   Josh.  1625.      See    HAZOR- 

HADATTAH. 

HADES  (A.AHC)-  i-  The  word  occurs  ten  times  in 
RV  of  NT  (AV  '  hell ')  for  the  nether  world  (but  '  unto  Hades ' 
in  Mt.  11  23  is  metaphorical)  ;  in  i  Cor.  15  55  [not  Ti.  WH],  Rev. 
6s,  and  20i3yC  this  nether  world  is  personified,  like  Sheol  in 
Hos.  13  14.  In  Mt.  16  18  it  is  represented  as  a  city  with  gates 
like  Sheol  in  Ps.  9  13  [14]  (see  GATE). 

2.  Hades  is  (J3's  common  rendering  of  sh''ol,  VlNt?  (see 
SHEOL).  But  also  employed  to  render  other  expressions  :  (a) 
Is.  14  19  (-|U  «j3n),  38  18  (nn'mv)  J  see  PIT  ;  (b)  Is.  28  15  Prov. 
14  12  1625  (niD),  Job  33  22  (n«3);  see  DEAD,  THE,  §  2 ;  (c)  P.s. 
94  17  11617  (noil);  see  SILENCE;  (d)  Job  38  17  (nic1?^);  see 
SHADOW  OF  DEATH.  On  the  Hebrew  equivalent,  see  SHEOL, 
and  (on  the  whole  subject)  ESCHATOLOGY  (see  index  under 
'  Sheol '). 

HADID  (inn ;  AA[e]lA  [AL] ;  cp  the  corrupt 
CALAMOLALUS  of  i  Esd.  622).  Our  notices  of  Hadid 
are  all  post-exilic.  Its  people,  along  with  those  of  Ono 
and  Lod  (Lydda),  are  included  in  the  list  (see  EZRA  ii. , 
§  9,  §8f)  of  'children  of  the  province,'  Ezra  233 
(ap(>)6  [B])  =  Neh.  737  (adia  [B{<]),  and  according  to 
Neh.  1134/.  (a5u5  [Nc.ame.mf.L] .  BN*A  om.  passage), 
these  were  among  the  places  in  Judaea  that  were  in 
habited  by  Benjamites. 

The  list  of  Benjamite  towns,  however,  in  Josh.  ,18  mentions 
none  of  them,  though,  according  to  the  Mishna  ('Ardk/iin,  96), 
Hadid  and  Ono  were  fortified  as  early  as  the  time  of  Joshua, 
and  i  Ch.  8  12  asserts  that  Ono  and  Lod,  with  the  towns  thereof, 
were  '  built '  by  Shemed  a  descendant  of  Benjamin. 

Hadid,  or,  in  its  Greek  form,  ADIDA  in  the  Shephelah, 
(a5[e]i5a  [XA]),  but  also  'over  against  the  plain'  (iv 
dSiSois  [A],  aSeivois  [X*],  adeid.  [Xc-a],  a5i/aou  [V], 
Kara  irpbfTWTrov  TOV  irediov)  was  at  any  rate  fortified  and 
'  made  strong  with  gates  and  bars  '  by  Simon  the  Macca- 
bee  (i  Mace.  1 2 38  1813  ;  cp  GASm.  HG  202). 

As  ASSiSa  or  A.SiSa  it  is  also  referred  to  by  Josephus,  from 
whom  (BJ  iv.  9  i)  we  learn  that  it  commanded  the  road  from  the 
coast  to  Jerusalem. 

Jerome  ( Onom.  93 1 )  describes  Aditha  as  near  Dios- 
polis  (Lydda)  in  an  easterly  direction.  This  enables 
us  with  considerable  probability  to  identify  it  with  the 
modern  el-Hadlthe,  about  half  an  hour  eastward  from 
Lydda,  and  since  Thotmes  III.  in  his  Karnak  list 
refers  to  Hadid  among  other  southern  cities  as  Huditj 
(no.  76),  it  is  probable  that  the  modern  form  correctly 
represents  the  ancient  name.  Cp  WMM  As.  u.  Eur. 
159,  165.  T.  K.  C. 

HADLAI  (yin),  an  Ephraimite,  father  of  Amasa, 
2Ch.  28 12  (VQAA  [B],  AAAi  [A],  <\AAl  [L]). 

HADORAM  (DTin,  '  the  beloved  of  the  High  One '? 
Baeth.  Beitr.  67,  n^  6.  Possibly  for  DTHN.  Hilprecht 
['98]  mentions  a  Jewish  name  Addu-ramu  [see  ADONI- 
RAM].  Cp  Sayce,  RPW  470  ['go].1  For  another  view 
see  Hommel,  Exp.  T.  10329  [Ap.  '99]  ;  aSwpan  [L]). 

1.  A  son  of  Joktan  (Gen.  1027  ;  oSoppa  [AE],  -y.  [L] ;  i  Ch. 
1  21  ;   om.   B,  KeSovpav  [A]).      The  name  is  obscure.      D.   H. 
Miiller  (Burg.  u.  ScUftttr,  1  360^)  and  Glaser  (Skizze,  '2  426  f. 
435)  compare  Dauram  near  San'ii  (which  is  identified  with  UZAL 
[^.z'.])  in  Yemen.      The  name  seems  to  appear  in  Sabaean  as 

nmn  (.CIS  iv.  1 1). 

2.  Son  of  Toi  (see  Tou) ;  i  Ch.  18  10  (tSoupaa/a  [B],  -pa/i  [K], 
Sovpa.fi  [A]).     The   same  form  should  be   restored  (with  Ew., 
We.,  Bu.,   HPSm.)  for  JOKA.M  in  28.810,    where  ©  has  i«fi- 
Sovpav  [  BAL]  [Josephus  has  dStapafios]  =  Q^IV  (on  which  form  cp 
IDDO  ii.).     Sayce 's  remark  on  the  name  '  Joram'  (Early  Hist. 
He/>.  423)  will  hardly  be  accepted. 

3.  2  Ch.  10  18,  see  ADONIRAM. 

HADRACH  CnTtn,  ceApAX  [BN'-  -K.  AQ]  =  Shad- 
rach),  a  region  of  Syria,  mentioned  by  an  archaism  in 
Zech.  9 1  (late  ;  see  ZECHARIAH,  BOOK  OF,  §  6). 

'  A  word  has  Yahwe  sent  into  Hadrach,  and  upon  Damascus 
does  it  light ;  for  Yahwe's  are  the  people  of  Aram,  as  well  as  all 
the  tribes  of  Israel. '2 

1  Baethg.  (fieitr.  76)  compares  Samas-ramm;"in,  Asur-rammfm, 
Ilu-ramman. 

2  Insert  rrW  after  l^  (Is.  9  7  [8]),  and,  with  Ball,  read  G^N  DJ? 
(Am.  1  5).     See  JQR  lO^S  i  ('98). 
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HAGAR 


In  Rabbinic  times,  the  name  was  explained  on  the 
same  principles  as  ABUECH  as  '  sharp  -tender,'  a 
compound  name  of  the  Messiah.  The  view  did  not 
satisfy  every  one,  however,  and  R.  Jose,  whose  mother 
was  from  Damascus,  identified  Hadrach  with  a  locality 
near  that  city,  bearing  the  same  name.1  This  evidence 
stood  alone  till  the  name  Hatarika  was  found  in  the 
Assyrian  inscriptions  sometimes  beside  Damascus, 
sometimes  beside  Zoba,  Zemar,  and  Arka.  In  the  list 
of  eponyms,  three  expeditions  to  the  land  or  city  of 
Hadrach  are  recorded  in  772,  765,  and  755  (COT 
2igoJ^.  ;  cp  Del.  Par.  279)  —  and  in  Tiglath  -  pileser 
III.'s  account  of  his  war  with  '  Az(s?)riyahu  Jaudai  ' 
(see  UZZIAH)  the  city  of  Hatarika  is  mentioned  as 
tributary  to  Assyria  (  KB  2  27  ). 

Lately  the  name  Hadrach  has  been  detected  in  a  corrupt  word 
in  the  Song  of  Deborah  (Judg.  5  21  ;  see  KADESH,  2).  Hadrach 
seems  to  have  formed  part  of  the  Hittite  country,  and  furnished 
men  to  Sisera's  army.  Certainly  too  -pin  should  be  restored  in 
Ezek.  47  15  for  the  impossible  T]Tin.  See  HETHLON. 

T.  K.  C. 


HAGAB  (2Jn,  §  68,  'grasshopper'  ;  cp  HAGABA, 
HAGABAH  ;  AfAB  [BAL]),  a  family  of  NETHINIM  (q.v.  ), 
in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.  §  9)  ;  Ezra 
246=  Neh.  748  (|-AB&  [N],  om.  MT  ©B  EV)  =  i  Esd. 
53of  (AGABA  AV,  ACCABA  RV  ;  AKKABA  [B],  fAB* 
[A]).  The  same  name  is  borne  by  a  NT  prophet 
(AGABUS  :  Acts  11  28  21  10). 

HAGABAH  (n2jn,  §  68;  'grasshopper,'  Ezra 
[Aram.])  or  Hagaba  (N2Jn,  Neh.  ),  a  family  of 
NETHINIM  (q.v.  )  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA 
ii.  §9);  Ezra24S  (AfABA  [BAL]  )  =  Neh.  748  (AfABA 

[BNL],  ArT&B&[A])  =  I  Esd.  529(GRABA,  RVAGGABA, 

[B«-b"B-A],  AfABA  [L]). 


HAGAR,  and  Hagrites  or  Hagarenes  ("l^n,2  D^n, 
DW)-|?ri;  AF-AP  [BADEQL],  Ol  AfARHNm  [BTL]). 
Hagar  is  introduced  to  us  in  Gen.  16  1  [J]  as  an 
Egyptian  slave  of  Sarah,  a  description  which  is  repeated 
.  by  P  in  v.  3.  All  the  three  narrators  (J, 

E|  and  P>  a&ree  that  she  bore  Ishmael 

1.      ,  \  i          i  J       •*.      •  i*  *i        A       ii 

to  Abraham,  and  it  is  plain  that  the 
story  of  her  flight  or  expulsion  symbolically  expresses 
the  separation  of  the  Ishmaelites  from  the  Israelites.3 

We  have  two  parallel  versions  (Gen.  161^24-711-14 
[JJ  218-21  [E])  of  this  story  and  of  the  oracle  respecting 
Ishmael  given  at  a  well  in  the  desert  (see  BEER-LAHAI- 
ROi)  ;  these  have  been  harmonised  by  means  of  an 
interpolated  passage  (168-io)  in  which  Hagar  is  com 
manded  to  return  to  her  mistress.  The  interpolator, 
however,  does  not  express  the  intention  of  the  original 
tradition  ;  probably  J  made  Hagar  give  birth  to  Ishmael 
at  Beer-lahai-roi  (We.  CH^iif.  ).  That  Hagar  appears 
as  a  slave-woman  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
theory  on  which  the  Hebrew  myth  is  based,  the  notion 
being  that  Ishmael  was  of  inferior  origin.  (On  the 
geographical  details  of  these  narratives,  cp  ISHMAEL, 
§  i,  MIZRAIM,  §  2  [£].  ) 

Like  Ishmael  and  his  twelve  sons,  Hagar  is  no  doubt 
the  personification  of  a  tribe  or  district.  In  several 
2  Haer'tes  Passa§es  °f  trie  OT  we  read  of  a  nomadic 

people  called  the  Hagrites.  In  Saul's 
days  the  tribe  of  Reuben  waged  a  successful  war  against 
them,  seized  their  tents  and  took  possession  of  their 
territory  throughout  all  the  land  to  the  E.  of  Gilead 
(i  Ch.  5  10  RV  Hagrites,  AV  Hagarites;  roi>s  ir 


1  Siphre,    ed.    Friedmann,    65    (Neub.    Gcogr.  297).       The 
lexicographer,   David   ben  Abiaham,   also   places   Hadrach   at 
Damascus.     Olsh.  (Lehrgeb.  411)  emends  into  Tr!  '  Hauran." 

2  Hagar  not  only  in  Ethiopian  but  also  in  some  Arabic  dialects 
denoted  '  settlement,    village,  town  '  ;   the   name   of  the   tribe, 
whose  eponym  is  Hagar,  may  be  derived  from  that  word,  though 
we  know  the  tribe  but  as  nomadic  ;  a  settlement  named  Hagar 
(as  several  in  Arabia  are  named)  was  perhaps  the  centre  of  the 
sons  of  Hagar. 

3  On  Gal.  4  24-26  see  below,  §  3. 
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[BA]).  This  campaign  is  perhaps  identical  with  that 
described  in  vv.  18-22  (T.  19  ot  ayapcuoi  [A],  v.  20  ayepatoi 
[B],  ayop.  [A])  of  the  same  chapter,  which  refer  to 
victories  gained  by  the  tribes  beyond  Jordan  over  the 
Hagrites  and  other  foes  (Jetur,  Naphish,  and  Nodab). 
The  numbers,  it  is  true,  are  here  enormously  exaggerated, 
and  the  whole  story  is  moulded  in  accordance  with  the 
religious  conceptions  of  the  later  Jews  ;  but  observe 
that  the  principal  booty  consists  of  camels  ;  the  people 
in  question  must  therefore  be  nomads.  In  i  Ch.  27  31 
(6  yadapi  [L],  6  yapeirrjs  [B],  6  ayapirrj^  [A]),  a 
Hagrite  ( RV  ;  AV  '  Hagerite  ' )  figures  as  chief  overseer 
of  David's  flocks;  but  Hagri  ('a  Hagrite')  in  i  Ch. 
1138  is  an  incorrect  reading  (see  HAGRI).  Ps.  836  [7] 
(ot  ayyapTivoL  [B*KAR],  ot  ayapijvoL  [BbT])  (Maccabean) 
mentions  the  Hagrites  (EV  Hagarenes)  among  the 
enemies  of  Israel. 

Moreover  Eratosthenes  (cited  by  Strabo,  767)  classes  the 
'Aypatoi  with  the  Nabataeans  and  the  Chaulotaeans,  placing 
them  to  the  E.  of  Petra.  Dionysius  (Perieg.  956),  who  refers 
to  the  'Aype'es  in  connection  with  the  NabatEeans  and  the 
Chaulasians,  seems  to  have  derived  his  information  from 
Eratosthenes.  Ptol.  (5  18),  presumably  following  some  ancient 
authority,  couples  the  'Aypaipi  with  the  Baravaioi, — i.e. ,  the 
inhabitants  of  Bashan,  a  district  which,  at  least  during  certain 
periods,  was  occupied  by  Israelites.  These  statements  are  all 
in  harmony. 

The  Hagrites,  we  must  suppose,  were  a  pastoral 
people  who  wandered  hither  and  thither  in  the  Syrian 
desert  to  the  E.  of  the  Israelites.  What  is  the  precise 
ethnographical  relationship  denoted  by  the  portrayal  of 
Hagar  as  the  mother  of  Ishmael  remains  altogether 
obscure,  like  so  many  other  genealogical  affinities 
between  the  mythical  ancestors  of  tribes. l 

The  Agrcei  of  Pliny,  628  (§  154),  have  no  connection  with  the 
Hagrites,  but  dwelt,  on  the  contrary,  in  Yemen  ;  the  occurrence 
of  the  name  in  another  passage  (ib.  §  161)  depends  on  a  hazardous 
conjecture. 

In  later  times  the  term  '  Hagarenes  '  was  applied  by  Christians 
to  Muslims,  and  from  the  name  of  Hagar  the  Syrians  even 
formed  the  verb  ahgar  or  ethhaggar,  'to  become  a  Muslim,'  as 
well  as  the  noun  Mahgrtiya,  'a  Muslim,'  whence  are  derived 
the  late  Greek  words  juayapi'rr)?,  fj.aya.pKTfj.6s,  fiayapi^eiv  ',  but 
all  this  is  based  simply  on  the  OT,  the  name  of  the  bondwoman 
being  attached,  by  way  of  insult,  to  her  supposed  descendants. 

T.  N. 

A  word  must  be  added  regarding  the  use  made  of 
the  story  of  Hagar  by  Paul  (Gal.  424-26).  The  apostle 

»   /i   i  t       a-    neither  affirms  nor  denies  the  historical 
3.  Gal.  424  if. 

*•"      character    of   the    narrative  ;     his    sole 

interest  is  in  its  esoteric  meaning.  To  this  he  attaches 
the  greatest  weight,  as  it  enables  him,  in  accordance 
with  Rabbinical  methods,  to  prove  the  temporariness 
of  the  Jewish  religion.  Hagar  and  Ishmael,  Sarah  and 
Isaac  are  therefore  allegoric  (d\\T)yopou/j.fva) ;  the 
Sinaitic  '  covenant'  corresponds  to  Hagar,  the  Christian 
to  Sarah  (contrast  Philo's  explanation  :  Drummond, 
Philo  Judceus,  2243^).  As  Hagar  was  a  bondwoman, 
so  too  is  the  present  Jerusalem  ;  as  Sarah  was  free,  so 
also  is  '  Jerusalem  which  is  above. '  Let  the  Galatian 
Christians,  who  belong  to  this  Jerusalem,  refuse  tc  be 
forced  under  the  Sinaitic  covenant,  lest  they  fall  under 
the  doom  of  Hagar  and  her  son. 

The  sense  of  the  passage  has  been  obscured  by  the  gloss, 
pointed  out  by  Bentley  and  others,2  TO  Be  'Ayap  Siva  opos  e<rriv 
fv  rfj  'Apa/Sujt  (WH  ;  '  Now  this  Hagar  is  Mt.  Sinai  in  Arabia'); 
the  following  words  <ru(no<.\el  6c  are  really  the  continuation  of 
TJTIS  f<TTiv  Ayap  {v.  24) ;  probably,  however,  we  should  read,  not 
<rvcTTOi^ec  Se,  but  <rvi/<rroixoC<ra  (D*FG  :  pr.  17  FG ;  gui  con.- 
junctus  est,  Vg.,  Victn.).  What  does  the  gloss  mean?  Some 
(cp  the  comment  of  Chrys.)  assume  that  hajar,  '  a  stone,'  was  a 
name  given  to  Mt.  Sinai  by  the  Arabs  whom  Paul  had  met. 
The  order  of  the  words  TO  6e  Ayap  Sira.  opos  (instead  of  opos  Siva, 
as  in  v.  24),  however,  favours  the  view  that  Ayap  is  a  later  addition 
to  the  gloss,  and  there  is  strong  MS  authority  (NCFG)  for  the 
omission  of  Ayap.  The  recognition  of  this  makes  the  gloss  more 
intelligible.  (RV  adopts  the  reading  TO  yap,  but  yap  is  evidently 
an  alteration  to  improve  the  sense.) 

T.  N.   §  I/.  ;    T.  K.  C.  §  3. 

1  The  only  reference  to  the  Hagrites  ('  sons  of  Hagar ')  in  the 
Apocrypha  is  in  Baruch  3  23,  where  they  are  mentioned  together 
with  T*man,  and  described  as  those  '  who  seek  after  wisdom.' 

2  For  references,  see  Bakhuyzen,  Over  cie  toepassing  van  de 
conjccturaal-kritiek,  273  ('80). 
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HAGGAI  or  [in  i  Ksd.]  AGGEUS,   AGG^US  ('ifl ; 

AfTAlOC  [BXAQTL]  ;l  perhaps  '  born  on  the  feast  day,' 

1   The     a         §  72  I  unless  -ai  is  substituted  for  -yah 

and  the  man  [cp  MATTENAI-  ZACCAI].  In  this 
••  case  Haggai  =  either  Hag-iah,  '  feast  of 
Yahwe'  [Olsh.  §  277  £],  or,  by  contraction,  Hagariah, 
'Yahwe  hath  girded'  [We.  in  Bleek's  Einl.(^  434]. 
Hilprecht  has  found  the  Jewish  name  Hagga  on  a  tablet 
of  fifth  century  B.C.  from  Nippur,  PEFQ  Jan.  '98,  p. 
55).  A  contemporary  of  Zechariah,  with  whom  he  was  as 
sociated  in  his  prophetic  ministry  ( Ezra  5 1  i  Esd.  6 1  7s). 
His  book  contains  four  short  prophecies  delivered 
between  the  first  day  of  the  sixth  month  and  the  twenty- 
fourth  day  of  the  ninth  month — that  is,  between  Sep 
tember  and  December — of  the  second  year  of  '  Darius  the 
king ' — i.e. ,  of  Darius  Hystaspis  (521-485  B.C.  ).  From 
the  language  of  the  prophet  in  chap.  2  3  we  may  perhaps 
infer  with  Ewald  that  Haggai  was  one  of  those  who 
had  seen  the  temple  '  in  its  former  glory, '  and  that  his 
prophetic  work  began  in  extreme  old  age.  This  sup 
position  agrees  well  with  the  shortness  of  the  period 
covered  by  his  book,  and  with  the  fact  that  Zechariah, 
who  began  to  prophesy  in  the  same  autumn,  afterwards 
appears  as  the  leading  prophet  in  Jerusalem  (Zech.  7 1-4). 
Whether  he  was  ever  in  Babylonia  or  whether  he  had 
been  continuously  in  Jerusalem  (cp  '  her  [Jerusalem's] 
prophets,'  Lam.  29),  we  are  not  told,  nor  can  we 
venture  to  trust  the  later  traditions  respecting  him  (in 
the  Vit<z  Prophelarum  ascribed  to  Epiphanius,  and 
copied  by  Dorotheus  and  by  Hesychius  of  Jerusalem).2 
His  name  occurs  in  the  titles  of  certain  psalms  in  LXX 
(Pss.  112  [R]  145-148  149  [R])  and  other  versions  ;  but 
no  inference  can  be  drawn  from  this.  These  titles  vary 
in  the  MSS,  and  Eusebius  did  not  find  them  in  the 
Hexaplar  (§.3  They  have  no  critical  value. 

(a)  In  his  first  prophecy  (li-n)  Haggai  rebukes  the 

2   The  four  Pe°P^e    ^or    'eaving    the    temple    unbuilt 
while  they  themselves  dwell  in  panelled 

propnecies.  houses 

The  prevalent  famine  and  distress  are  '  because  of  Yahwe's 
house  that  lies  waste,  while  the  Jews  are  zealous  (enough)  for 
their  own  houses.'4  Let  them  'build  the  house,  and  Yahwe 
will  take  pleasure  in  it  and  glorify  himself  (i.e.,  accept  the 
honour  paid  to  him).  The  rebuke  took  effect,  and  the  people 
began  to  work  at  the  temple  under  the  leadership  of  Zerubbabel 
the  governor  and  Joshua  the  high  priest  (1 12-15).* 

(ff)  In  a  second  prophecy  (2  1-9),  delivered  in  the  following 
month,  Haggai  forbids  the  people  to  be  disheartened  by  the 
apparent  meanness  of  the  new  temple.  The  silver  and 

1  In  Hag.  1  i  ©B*  has  ayyeos,  a  reading  adopted  by  ©N  in 
everv  passage. 

2  See  the  double  recension  in  Nestle,  Marg.  (Haggai,  pp. 
26^).     Epiphanius  says  that  Haggai  came  up  from  Babylon 
while  still  young,  prophesied  of  the  return  of  the  people,  saw 
[in  part]  the  building  of  the  temple,  and  on  his  death  received 
an  honoured  burial  near  the  priests.     The  fuller  recension  adds, 
icai  aurbs  li//aAAe»  e/cet  Trpuiros  aAAr)A.ovia-    o  ep/xjji'eiieTat  aiyeVw- 
ftef   TCJ>   £iavTi   0f<a  afj-Tjv  (sic).      It  closes   with   the   words,   Stb 
\eyofjiev  aAArjAouia,  o  itmv  UJU.I/QS  "Ayyai'ou  «al  Za^api'ou. 

3  On  this  subject  cp  Kohler,  TVeissag.  Haggai 's,  32  ;   Wright, 
Zech.  ami  his  prophecies,  Introd.  xix.  yC  ;    B.  Jacob,  ZA  TW 
16  290  ['96] ;  and  see  note  on  Ps.  145  i  in  Field's  Hexapla. 

4  Read  D'snri  for  Q'sn  (v.  9).    '  While  ye  each  run  every  man 
to  his  own  house"  (RV)  is  clearly  not  correct.     We.  now  reads 
IH'33  B"N  D"iT  ;  but  '  while  ye  delight  every  man  in  his  house' 
is  an  infelicitous  substitute  for  the  received  text.      Robertson 
Smith,  like  every  other  critic  until  of  late,  thought  the  refer 
ence  was  to  the  providing  of  costly  houses  for  rich  men  among 
the  returned  exiles.     The  majority  of  the  people,  however,  can 
not  have  been  returned  exiles,  and  in  any  case  the  received  text 
will  not  bear  the  strain  put  upon  it.     It  was  not  merely  their 
houses  but  their  fields  which  called  forth  the  '  zeal '  of  the  Jews 
(w.  6q) ;  '  house'  has  a  wide  sense  (as  in  Gen.  152  Job  8  15). 

5  The  section  is  altogether  narrative  ;  v.  n,  which  professes  to 
give  a  short  prophecy  of  Haggai,  being  evidently  a  gloss  from 
the  margin  (Bohme,  ZA  TW,  1887,  p.  216).     The  second  part  of 
the  verse  is  taken  from  2  4  (where  moreover  the  very  same  words 
are  followed  by  another  gloss,  which  is  not  given  by  ©).     The 
first  part  would  certainly  have  been  expressed  differently  by 
Haggai.     One  phrase  in  it  ('Yahwe's  messenger')  gave  rise  to 
the  notion,  mentioned  by  Jerome  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  that 
Haggai  was  really  an  angel,  and  had  only  in  apnearance  the 
human  form.     The  same  fancy  was  entertained  with  regard  to 
Malachi  and  John  the  Baptist. 
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gold  are  the  Lord's.  Soon  '  he  will  shake  all  nations,  and  the 
choicest  things  (point  nnprt)  of  all  nations  will  come'  (i.e.,  will 
be  brought)  to  adorn  his  house.  Its  glory  will  be  greater  than 
that  of  the  former  temple,  and  in  this  place  Yahwe  will  give 
peace.  Here  ©  adds,  KO.\  flprji^v  ^iv\-fi<;  els  TrepiTroujo-ii/  navri 
r<p  KTifovTt.  TOV  ayacrrijcTat  TOV  va.bv  TOVTOV,  which  Wellhausen 
cleverly  reproduces  in  Hebrew  so  as  to  give  the  sense,  '  and  rest 
of  soul,  to  repair  all  the  foundation,  to  raise  this  temple.' 
Probably  the  passage  really  belongs  to  Haggai,  and  was  omitted 
by  a  later  scribe  in  deference  to  the  narrative  of  the  Chronicler 
(so  Now.). 

(c)  A  third  prophecy  (2  10-19)  contains  a  promise,  enforced  by 
a  figure  drawn  from  the  traditional  theory  of  holiness,  that  God 
will  remove  famine  and  bless  the  land  from   the   day  of  the 
foundation  of  the  temple  onwards.    2  17  is  inserted  in  an  incorrect 
form  from  Am.  4  9  (We.). 

(d)  Finally,  in  2  20-23  (unnecessarily  doubted  by  Bohme)  a 
special  prophecy  is  addressed  to  Zerubbabel,  who  is  not  indeed 
expressly  called  a  son  of  David,  but  receives  a  promise  which  is 
hardly  intelligible  unless  he  were  one.     '  I  will  shake  the  heavens 
and  the  earth,'  is  the  terrifying  exordium;   'I  will  overthrow 
the  throne  of  kingdoms,  and  destroy  the  strength  of  the  kingdoms 
of  the  heathen.'     But  fear  not,  O  Zerubbabel,  for  'in  that  day, 
I    will   make   thee  as  a  signet '  (thus  reversing   the  doom   of 
Zerubbabel's  grandfather,  Jeconiah,  in  Jer.  22  24),   '  for  I  have 
chosen  thee.'     To  what  high  dignity  Zerubbabel  is  called,  we 
are  not  expressly  told  ;  but,  comparing  Zech.  6iz/:,  we  cannot 
doubt  that  he  is  to  become  the  Messianic  king.     See  ZERUB 
BABEL. 

(a)  What  induced  Haggai  (and  Zechariah)  to  come 
forward  in  the  second  year  of  Darius  with  the  exhorta- 

3  Difficulties  t'on  to  reDU^d  tne  temple  and  the 
promise  of  kingship  to  Zerubbabel? 
Why  had  they  waited  sixteen  years  before  stirring  up 
the  people  to  restore  the  sanctuary  ?  And  why  did  they 
address  their  promises  to  Zerubbabel  rather  than  to 
his  predecessor?  The  answer  is  that  a  startling 
historical  event  had  opened  their  eyes  to  the  will  and 
purpose  of  Yahwe.  Just  after  the  accession  of  Darius 
to  the  throne  of  Persia,  revolts  broke  out  in  different 
parts  of  Eastern  Asia.  In  Babylon,  two  pretenders 
successively  assumed  the  favourite  name  of  Nebuchad 
rezzar,  and  even  where  there  was  no  rebellion  the  hope 
of  the  recovery  of  independence  must  have  revived. x  Can 
we  doubt  that  such  hopes  were  awakened  in  Judah  ? 
Must  not  Yahwe's  prophets  have  heard  in  these  events 
the  rumbling  of  the  chariot- wheels  of  the  Most  High  ? 
Of  a  surety,  the  Messianic  era  was  at  hand,  and  the 
temple  must  be  quickly  prepared  to  receive  the  Great 
King. 

(6)  Another  question  forces  itself  upon  the  mind. 
What  is  the  cause  of  the  indifference  of  the  Jews  to  the 
desolate  condition  of  their  sanctuary  ?  The  restoration 
of  the  temple  and  its  worship  was  the  necessary  ex 
pression  of  the  faith  that  the  service  of  Yahwe  was  the 
true  national  vocation  of  Israel.  How  was  it  that,  so 
soon  after  527  B.C.,  the  people  of  Jerusalem  so  com 
pletely  forgot  their  ideal  calling  as  the  nation  of  the 
true  God  ?  Our  surprise  would  be  diminished  if 
Haggai  made  any  allusion  to  a  party  of  stricter  ad 
herents  of  the  Law  and  more  zealous  worshippers  of 
Yahwe.  Allusions  of  this  kind,  however,  which  are 
not  wanting  in  the  post-exilic  Palestinian  portions  of 
Is.  40-66,  are  not  to  be  found  in  this  book.  Some 
scholars  think  that  the  only  natural  explanation  is  that 
no  considerable  body  of  exiles  had  as  yet  returned,  and 
that  those  who  had  arrived  (in  the  train  of  Shesh- 
bazzar?)  belonged  to  the  more  secular-minded  portion 
of  the  Babylonian  community.  The  people  whom 
Haggai  addresses  in  23  as  having,  some  of  them,  seen 
the  first  temple,  are  in  fact  (it  is  thought)  almost  entirely 
Jews  who  had  never  been  to  Babylon. 

(c)  A  third  question  may  arise — how  is  it  that  Haggai 
makes  no  direct  reference  to  moral  duties  ?  In  this 
respect  he  falls  below  Zechariah.  The  reason  may 
possibly  be  that  the  notes  of  his  prophecies  are  in 
complete.  We  need  not  therefore  believe  that  the 
only  command  of  Yahwe  the  neglect  of  which  he  regrets 
is  the  erection  of  a  house  for  Yahwe's  dwelling-place. 
It  remains  true,  however,  that  both  Haggai  and 
Zechariah  give  precedence  to  a  duty  which  to  us 
1  See  Ed.  Meyer,  Entst.  teff.\  Che.  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  14. 
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must  appear  a  secondary  one.  Both  stood  on  the 
threshold  of  a  new  age,  and  though  they  performed  the 
task  of  the  moment  successfully  they  had  not  the  varied 
gifts  which  the  creation  of  a  new  people  demanded. 
See  ZECHARIAH,  §  2. 

The  style  of  Haggai  is  truly  described  by  Kirk- 
patrick  (Sm.  DB^  1  1265)  as  tame  and  prosaic.  Evi- 

.  _,  .,  dently  the  notes  of  his  discourses  have 
'  ,  ?'  not  been  touched  up  by  a  more  literary 

writer;  his  repetitions  have  not  been 
pruned.  Telling  passages,  however,  are  not  altogether 
wanting  (see  169  2i6),  and  the  frequent  interrogations 
give  life  to  the  addresses. 

Among  older  books,  the  learned  commentary  of  Marckius 
may  be  specially  mentioned,  nor  must  we  omit  Rosenmiiller's 
still  useful  Scholia.  Kohler's  comm.  ('60)  is 

5.  Literature,  elaborate  and  valuable.  Reinke's  work  ('68) 
gives  the  views  of  a  scholarly  Roman  Catholic. 
It  is  hardly  needful  to  mention  Pusey,  Wellh.,  GASm.,  Dods, 
and  the  books  of  introduction.  Duhm's  Theol.  des  Propheten 
('75),  however,  should  be  added  to  the  student's  list  for  a 
historical  view  of  the  place  of  Haggai  as  a  prophet,  and  Rosters' 
Het  herstel  van  Israel  {pp.  19-24)  for  a  suggestive  treatment  of 
the  question,  Were  there  returned  exiles  among  the  people 
addressed  by  Haggai  and  Zechariah  ?  w.  R.  S.  -T.  K.  C. 

HAGGEDOLIM  (D^IJD),  Neh.  11  14  RV.  See 
ZABDIEL,  2. 

HAGGERI  Cnjn),  iCh.  H38t  AV,  RV  HAGRI 
(g.v.}. 

HAGGI  (''in,  'born  on  the  feast  day,'  §  72),  b. 
GAD  \_q.v.,  i.  §  13]  (Gen.  46i6,  AryeiC  [ADL]  =  Nu. 
26  15,  Arrte]-  [BAFL]);  gentilic,  Haggite,  Nu.  26  15 

('ann  :  0  &r  rfe 


HAGGIAH  (n»3n,  'my  feast  is  Yahwe,'  §  72),  a 
Merarite  (iCh.  6  30  [15],  ApriA  [A],  AMA  [Ba],  AN&IA. 
[L]).  In  @  the  Merarite  names  cannot  always  be  identi 
fied  with  those  in  MT. 


HAGGITH  (JVin,  §  72,  perhaps  '  born  on  the  feast 
day,'  §99,  &fp[e]i0  [BAL]),  wife  of  David  and  mother 

of  ADONIJAH  [?.».,  i]-.  28.  34  (4>errei9[B],  (}>eNn6 

[A]  ;  i  K.  Is,  A[-l9  CA]>  L,  substitutes  A&yi^1  "  '•  2  13. 
A[~ei0  [A  om-  B],  J  Ch-  ^2)-  Perhaps  rnn  is  an  early 
corruption  from  nwrii  '  the  Gittite  '  ;  the  mention  of  a 
wife  from  Gath  after  those  from  GESHUR  (2),  Caleb, 
and  Jezreel,  would  be  quite  suitable  ;  see  DAVID, 
§  ii  (</),  col.  1032.  S.  A.  C. 

HAGIA    (AH*    [BA]),    lEsd.  534     AV  =  Ezra2S7, 
HATTIL  [g.v.]. 

HAGRI,  AV  Haggeri  C1")}!!,   'a  Hagrite';  Ar-&pei 

[BK],  arapcu  [A],  <ry>)pi  [L]),  an  incorrect  reading  for  'the 
Gadite,'  'ijn)  in  i  Ch.  11  38!,  where  '  Mibhar  son  of  Hagri  ' 
should  rather  be  '  ...  of  Zobah,  Bani  the  Gadite  '  as  in  2  S.  23  36 
(see  Dr.  ad  loc.~). 

HAI  (;i>n),  Gen.  133  AV  ;   RV  Ai  (q.v.,  i). 

HAIL    (T^2,    cp  Ar.  barada,  to  be  [become]  cold  ; 

X&AAZA;  Bfa^1  [Ezek.  13  ii  13  (Aieoyc)  nerpo- 
BoAoyc,—  i.e.,  Bfrpjn?  8822  X&A&Z&]).  Hailstones 
were  devoutly  regarded  as  proofs  of  God's  might 
(Ecclus.  43  15  and  @);  he  kept  them  in  his  'store 
chambers'  (Job  3822,  cp  SNOW);  they  served  as  his 
weapons  (Josh.  10n,  cp  Ecclus.  46s/2  Wisd.  622). 
Naturally,  therefore,  hail  forms  a  feature  in  descriptions 
of  judgment  (e.g..  Is.  28  17  [not  ©]  30  30  32  19  Ezek. 
13ni3  8822  ),  and  once  in  a  description  of  a  theophany 
(Ps.  18i2[i3]),  where,  as  often  elsewhere,  it  is  coupled 
with  fire  (lightning)  ;  cp  Ps.  7848  (see  below)  10532 
1488  Ecclus.  3929  Rev.  87  cp  11  19. 

1  Generally    connected   with    EJ'33  ;    see    CRYSTAL.      Most 
probably,  however,  we  should  read  iP'O^n  ;  see  FLINT,  and  cp 
Crit.  Bih. 

2  Read  'answered  him  with  hail  and  flint-stones  '  (see  Heb. 
text). 
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Hail  is  also  mentioned  with    'voices'   (thunder)  in 
j    Ex.  92328/1  33/.  ,  and  in  Ps.  1488  is  not  far  off  from 
'  storm    wind.  '     This    too    is    perfectly    natural.      The 
most  destructive  hailstones  are  those  which  accompany 
a  tornado  or  a  violent  thunderstorm.      Perhaps  we  may 
assume  such  a  combination  for  the  great  overthrow  of 
i    the  Canaanite  kings  at  Beth-horon  (Josh.  10  n  ;  cpjudg. 
620),   when   more  died  by  the  hailstones  than  by  the 
sword    of    Israel.       Hail    frequently    accompanies    the 
thunderstorms    of    winter    and    spring    in    Palestine  * 
(GASm.    HG  64).       Certainly   such    a   combination    is 
presupposed    in    the    two,    or  strictly  speaking,   three, 
|    notices    of   the    plague    of   hail    in    Egypt    (Ex.  913-35 
i    Ps.  7847^),  to  which  we  now  turn.      The  former,  which 
;    is  the  only  original  one,  is  '  conflate'—  i.e.,  it  has  been 
produced  by  the  fusion  of  two  distinct  accounts,2  one  of 
which  does  not  know  of  a  plague  of  locusts,  and  makes 
the  crops  to  be  destroyed  by  the  hail,  while  the  other  says 
nothing  of  a  plague  of  murrain,  and  makes  the  hail- 
!    stones  fall    upon  man  and   beast.      Hence  the  cattle, 
though  destroyed  in  Ex.  9  6,  are  still  presupposed  in  9  22. 
The  poetic  version  of  the  plagues  in  Ps.  78  devotes  one 
distich  to  the  locusts,  and  two  to  the  hail,  if  MT  is  correct. 
Sym.  ,   however,  reads    'pestilence,'    'murrain,'    where 
MT  gives  -na  '  hail  '  in  v.  ^Sa.      This  is  most  probably 
correct.3     If  so,  the  psalmist  transposes  the  plague  of 
hail  and  the  plague  of  murrain. 

It  is  remarkable  that  he  says  nothing  of  the  destruction  of 
human  life  caused  by  the  hail  ;  also  that  (if  the  text  is  correct) 
he  uses  the  very  unusual  word  j-in  ('  to  kill  ')  in  speaking  of  the 
destruction  of  the  vines,  and,  as  a  parallel  to  'hail,'  in  ^.47,  an 
otherwise  unknown  and  perfectly  inexplicable  word  (7Djn,  EV 
'  frost  '  ;  mg.  '  great  hailstones  '  ;  ©  n-a\»/j7,  '  rime  '  ;  Aq.  Kpvos  ; 
but  Sym.  <TKcoAi)£  ,  '  worm  '  ;  and  Tg.  wainj,  '  locust,'  as  if 
reading  QOJn).  Both  these  words  appear  to  be  corrupt.  Adopt 

ing  the  most  probable  emendations  we  obtain  this  quatrain  : 
He  wasted  their  vines  with  hail, 
And  their  fig-trees  with  hot  coals  ; 
He  gave  their  cattle  over  to  the  murrain, 
And  their  flocks  to  burning  sickness.4 

The  narrative  represents  the  hailstorm  as  occurring 
at  the  end  of  January  (Ex.  931),  a  month  during  which 
hailstorms  may  very  well  occur.  In  summer  they 
are  rare;  according  to  Pruner  (Di.-Rys.  Ex.  Lev.  98) 
in  twelve  summers  hail  only  fell  thrice,  and  then  not 
very  much.  Prof.  Macalister  (Hastings'  DB2z&i) 
mentions  stones  which  fell  in  a  brief  hail  -shower 
in  Egypt  on  i3th  Aug.  1832,  which  weighed  several 
ounces.  In  Rev.  1621  we  read  of  hailstones  of  the 
i  weight  of  a  talent  —  z.  e.  ,  about  two  cubic  feet  in  bulk. 
This  is  the  weight  ascribed  to  the  stones  cast  at  the 
Jews  by  the  Romans  at  the  siege  of  Jerusalem  (Jos.  BJ 
v.  63).  T.  K.  C. 


_  i 

' 


HAIR  (irb*  ;  6pi5).  The  question  of  the  origin  of 
the  Israelitish  race  and  the  variations  of  the  Israelitish 
type  is  too  uncertain  to  be  referred  to  in 
this  connection.  We  can  therefore  only 
state,  with  regard  to  the  colour  of  the  hair,  that  in 
Canticles,  which  represents  the  conventionalised  type 
of  a  Jew  and  a  Jewess  in  the  country  districts  in  the 

1  The  reference  to  '  hail  '  as  destructive  to  crops  in  Hag.  2  17 
(an  interpolation  from  Am.  4  9)  is  due  to  corruption.  Read 
Timnrti  '  I  destroyed  '  (as  We.  in  Am.  I.e.). 

"  See  Bacon,  Trip.  Trad.  i$f. 

3  In  the  parallel  line  (v.  48^)  we  find  D'BBn1?.  which  is  gener 
ally  rendered  'to  the  lightning  flashes'  ;  but  rt?-|by  itself  does  not 
mean  '  lightning  '  ("63  [4]^  is  corrupt),  and  the  strong  expression 
130"!  ('he  gave  over,'  as  if  to  a  supernatural  power)  favours 
Sym.'s  reading  "l^?.     Perhaps  we  should  read  F$~g  (sing.)  ; 
cp  Hab.  85  where  ~\yi  and  f]B!n  are  parallel.     Thus  we  gain  an 
allusion  to  Ex.  93  (•H'T).     For  D'StPlh  Sym.  has  oiw^ois,  based 

on  a  well-attested  but  quite  erroneous  interpretation  of  r.tjn  (cp 
Ecclus.  43  17,  Heb.  and  Gk.). 

4  For  aim  read  anrvi  ;  for  SojH,  D%l?rn  ;  for  "raS,  la^  (so 
also  Dyserinck,  Bi.(2t  Gra.),  and  for  D'BEnJ?,  p|Bh!j,  with  Che. 
(Ps.(2i). 
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latter  part  of  the  OT  period,  the  hair  that  receives 
poetic  eulogy  is  black.  Neglecting  the  opening  words 
of  Cant.  5  it,  which  describe  the  head  of  the  bridegroom 
as  '  the  most  fine  gold  ' — an  unintelligible  and  doubtless 
cornipt  phrase,1  we  find  in  the  next  line  that  '  his  locks 
are  bushy,  and  black  as  a  raven.'  Elsewhere  no  doubt 
the  hair  of  the  bride  is  said  to  be  '  like  purple'  (Cant. 
7s  [6]),  and  with  a  little  ingenuity  this  might  be  plausibly 
explained  (see  Del.  ad  loc. ),  if  we  could  venture  to 
believe  that  the  passage  was  correctly  read  in  the  received 
text.  We  must  take  care,  however,  not  to  commit  such 
an  offence  against  the  ideal  bride  as  to  make  her  red- 
haired.2  In  Cant.  4i  (65)  the  song- writer  says,  'Thy 
hair  is  like  a  flock  of  goats,  that  lie  along  the  side  of 
Gilead '  ;  it  is  plain  that  the  goats  of  Palestine  could  by 
no  caprice  of  language  be  called  purple.  Thus  in  post- 
exilic  times  the  Jews  considered  dark  hair  as  beautiful. 
Clear  evidence  of  a  similar  estimate  in  pre-exilic  times 
is  wanting.  We  may  reasonably  assume,  however,  that 
David's  hair  was  dark,  for  it  is  represented  in  Michal's 
stratagem  by  a  net  of  goat's  hair  (i  S.  19 13),  and  when 
the  youthful  David  is  called  *yy\*  (i  S.  16 12  1742),  this 
means,  not  that  he  was  red-haired3  like  Esau  (-\yty  'JOTM, 
Gen.  2625),  but  that  he  had  not  yet  become  browned 
by  exposure  to  the  sun.  Kitto4  thinks  that  Eccles.  12s 
contains  a  reference  to  the  striking  contrast  in  a  mixed 
assembly  between  the  snow-white  head  of  an  old  man 
and  the  jet  black  heads  of  the  younger  men. 

There  is  certainly  no  better  explanation  to  propose  for  j'N3' 
"'P^'i!1  (cp  ALMOND);  but  the  reading  is  uncertain,  and  the 
object  of  the  little  poem  to  which  the  phrase  belongs  is  disputed. 

It  would  accord  well  with  the  ordinary  view  if  the 
same  writer  used  the  expression  '  black  hair '  5  as  a 
synonym  for  'youth'  (Eccles.  11 10) ;  but  no  stress  can 
safely  be  laid  upon  this.  Kitto's  remark  is  at  any  rate 
illustrative  of  Prov.  1631  2629  (cp  2  Mace.  623),  where 
1  gray  hairs '  (ru'b>)  are  represented  as  the  ornament  of 
old  men,  no  doubt  because  the  wicked  were  supposed  not 
to  reach  old  age.  It  must  have  shocked  Jewish  senti 
ment  (cp  Mt.  636)  when  Herod  (if  the  story  is  true)  dyed 
his  hair  black,  to  conceal  his  advanced  age  (Jos.  Ant. 
xvi.  8 1 ).  Of  wigs  we  hear  nothing  in  the  Bible,  though 
such  toilet  articles  were  common  in  ancient  Egypt 
(Erman,  Anc.  Eg.  219-223). 

Quite  incidentally  the  prophet  Ezekiel  (83)  shows  us 
how  well  rooted  the  bushy  locks  of  the  Israelites  were 
(cp  LOCKS).  This  native  vigour  is  one 
of  the  presuppositions  of  the  story  of 
Samson.  'Beguile  him,'  said  the  Philistine  princes  to 
Delilah,  'and  see  how  it  comes  that  he  is  so  strong' 
(Judg.  16s)  ;  and  Samson  replies  at  last,  '  If  I  be  shaven, 
then  my  strength  will  go  from  me,  and  I  shall  become 
weak,  and  be  like  any  other  man '  (v.  17).  It  is  true, 
Samson's  strength  was  held  to  be  due  to  his  consecrated 
character ;  but  this  is  not  the  whole  of  the  secret.  His 
hair  was  the  symbol  of  that  natural  strength  which  the 
Nazirite  vow  placed  under  the  divine  protection. 

The  true  origin  of  Samson's  hair  is  a  matter  of  conjecture. 
It  is  probable  enough  that  the  hair  of  the  'solar  one'  (ptycuO 
originally  meant  the  rays  of  the  sun.  In  Job 89  41 18  [10]  the 
eyelids  or  eyelashes  of  the  dawn  (or  rather,  of  the  sun  ;  see 
LUCIFER)  were  the  rays  of  the  sun6  (see  Schultens,  Comm,  in 
Jobinn,  1  61). 

Hence  too  in  Ps.  6821  [22],  if  MT  is  correct,  we 
read — 

1  Read  '  His  head  is  like  Carmel.' 

2  Gra.  renders  '  Thy  head  upon  thee  is  like  crimson '  (S'D'GJ 
=  SDIDD)  ;  but  cp  Del.  ad  loc. 

:j  So  Kitto  (Bib.  Cycl.),  Sayce  (Races  of  the  OT  74),  Then., 
Klo.  The  Qj;  which  follows  'JOIN  is  not  a  corruption  of  lj?[t;'], 
'  hair  '  (KIo.'s  view),  but  a  prematurely  written  nt'yljJ. 

•*  Kitto,  Bib.  Cycl.,  art.  '  Hair.'  The  passage  gives  striking 
expression  to  the  still  prevalent  view. 

5  Wins'  is   so   explained  by   Del.  and   Wildeboer  following 
Tar<j.  and  Rab.  interpretation. 

6  For  more   distant  parallels  (Greek,  Latin,   American)  see 
Goldziher,  Heb.  Mythology,  137.     See  especially  Wilken,   '  De 
Simsonsage,'  De  Gids,  2303  ('88). 
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Vea,  God  smites  asunder  the  head  of  his  foes, 
The  hairy  crown  that  stalks  on  in  his  sins.1 

He  who  placed  his  long  hair  and  his  corresponding 
physical  strength  at  the  service  of  his  sins  challenged 
God  to  interpose  and  crush  him.  Hair  and  strength 
are  here  once  more  related.  To  a  Jew  it  must  therefore 
have  seemed  a  striking  paradoxical  expression,  when, 
in  the  picture  of  an  anthropomorphic  God,  it  was  said, 
'The  hair  of  his  head  was  like  pure  wool'  (Dan.  7 9). 
The  colour  indicated  that  he  was  '  ancient  in  days '  ; 
but  the  '  fiery  stream  '  which  was  '  before  him  '  proved 
that  his  white  hair  was  no  symbol  of  weakness.  Com 
pare  Rev.  1 14. 

On  the  Nazirite  vow  see  NAZIKITK.  Analogous  to  it 
is  the  consecration  of  their  hair  by  warriors,  supposed 
to  be  referred  to  in  the  words  jtnea 

l>*&?  n'^  (Judg"  5z)l  which  Robert'son 
hair  Smith  rendered,2  '  for  that  flowing  locks 

were  worn  in  Israel. ' 3  We  must  not 
suppose,  however,  that  Israelites,  in  time  of  peace,  wore 
their  hair  short.  To  be  sure,  there  were  barbers  (Ezek. 
5t;  see  BEA-RD)  ;  but  the  popular  sentiment  or 
superstition  about  hair  justifies  us  in  assuming  that  an 
Israelite's  hair  was  only  trimmed,  especially  in  front, 
not  cut  close  ;  and  it  is  not  probable  that  the  author  of 
2  S.  1425-27  would  have  wished  to  make  us  laugh  at 
Absalom's  vanity.  Cp,  however,  ABSALOM. 

That  Absalom  employed  the  barber  only  once  a  year  is  told 
us  in  order  to  explain  how  it  was  that  his  hair  (and  also  his 
strength?)  was  so  abundant.  Probably  it  is  not  a  whit  more 
historical  than  the  story  in  Josephus  (Ant.  viii.  7  3)  of  the  '  horse 
guards  '  of  Solomon,  who  had  gold  dust  sprinkled  every  day  on 
their  long  hair.  The  writer  may  be  of  the  post-exilic  age  (Bu.)  ; 
certainly  his  sole  aim  is  to  glorify  Absalom. 

On  the  other  hand,  to  express  contempt  for  a  man,  it 
was  enough  to  call  him  a  'bald  head'  (2  K.  223  ;  cp 
Is.  81724),  and  the  object  of  plucking  out  (Ezra 9s) 
and  shaving  (Job  1 20)  or  disfiguring  the  hair  of  the 
head  by  throwing  dust  upon  it  (Job  2 12),  and  extending 
similar  treatment  to  the  beard,  was  to  express  the 
mourner's  sense  that  he  was  cut  off  from  all  the 
pleasures  and  honours  of  ordinary  life.  See  MOURNING 
CUSTOMS. 

In  this  connection  we  may  refer  to  a  limitation  placed 
by  P  on  the  high  priest.  He  was  neither  to  rend  his 
clothes  as  a  mourner,  nor  to  let  the  hair  of  his  head  go 
loose  (Lev.  21 10,  cp  106).  His  hair  was  at  all  times 
to  be  tended  in  such  a  way  as  to  enhance  the  popular 
respect  for  so  exalted  a  personage.  Ezekiel,  too,  gives 
this  precept  to  the  priests,  '  They  shall  not  shave  their 
heads,  nor  suffer  their  locks  to  grow  long  ;  they  shall 
only  poll  their  heads  '  ( Ezek.  44  20).  They  were  to  strike 
the  mean  between  the  practice  of  the  Nazirites  (Nu.  65) 
and  the  heathenish  asceticism  referred  to  in  Lev.  19  27 
21s  Dt.  14 1  Am. 8 10  (see  CUTTINGS,  §  3). 

That  long  hair  was  admired  in  women,  is  plain  from 

Canticles  (see  above,  §  i).     One    might    almost  infer 

_...  ,     from  Jer.  7  29   that  scissors  were  hardly 

.  '     ,   ,  applied  to  women's  hair  (on  Dt.  21 12  see 

5SB'  Driver's    note),    for   the   word    rendered 

'  hair '  (nn)  is  the  same  which  is  applied  elsewhere  to 

the  inviolable   hair    of  the    Nazirite  (TIJ).      Certainly, 

as  Kamphausen  remarks,  the  goats,  with  whose  black 

hair  the  hair  of  the  ideal  bride  is  compared  (Cant.  4 1 

65),  were  not  shorn  goats.      Of  the   'artful  curls'  (Is. 

824,    SBOT)    of  the   ladies    of  Jerusalem    in    Isaiah's 

1  So  De  Witt  renders.     Duhm  even  supposes  an  allusion  to 
the  Nazirites  among  the  Pharisees.     ~\y\y  'hair,'  however,  should 
no  doubt  be  J/Bh  '  wicked  one '  (Gra.,  Che.  etc.). 

2  J.  S.  Black,  Judges,  39  ('92). 

3  Probably,    however,   v.  2   and  v.  9   are  duplicates  (Marq., 
Ruben),  and  i>.  9  should  be  used  to  correct  v.  2.     In  this  case 
the  'long  hair'  disappears,  and,  if  Cheyne's  emendation  (/QR, 
July    '99)    be    adopted,    the    verse   will    run  :    '  Bless    Yahwe, 
O  ye  marshals  of  Israel,  who  displayed  (such)  zeal  among  the 
people.'     ijns  ar|d  J,T3  in  ?'•  2,  and  ^  '3*7  in  v.  o,  both  came 
from  a»  13-13  (which  was  in  fact  inserted  at  the  end  of  v.  2  as  a 
correction). 
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time,  we  have  no  information.  The  Talmud,  how 
ever,  presents  us  with  a  word  for  the  women's  hair 
dresser  («^:p,  cp  MARY  MAGDALENE),  and  the  verb 
from  which  it  comes  means  'to  plait.'  Judith,  one 
remembers,  '  braided  her  hair  '  (Sdra^e  [ddi-ave,  N] 
ras  rpixas,  10  3)  before  entering  the  camp  of  Holo- 
fernes  ;  and  NT  writers  dissuade  strongly  from  using 
irX^y/JLara  (i  Tim.  2  9)  and  e/iTrXo/o;  rpixuv  (i  Pet.  83), 
and  from  adorning  the  hair  with  pearls  and  jewels.  On 
i  Cor.  114-15  see  VEIL. 

Illustrations  from  the  Egyptian   monuments  are,   as 
far  as  men's  hair  is  concerned,  of  less  importance  than 
those  from  the  Assyrian.      Great  pains 


were  taken  by  Assyrians  of  high  rank 
in  the  arrangement  of  their  hair.      As 


5.  Illustrations 
from  the 

Lonume  ts.  we  gee  |-rom  ^e  monuments,  it  was 
carefully  combed  down  and  parted  into  several  braids 
or  plaits,  and  was  allowed  to  spread  out  upon  the 
neck  in  a  mass  of  curls.  This,  together  with  the 
similar  use  of  braids  or  plaits  among  the  Arabs,1  illus 
trates  the  seven  braids  (mahliphdth,  niB^no)  of  Sam 
son's  hair  mentioned  in  Judg.  1613  19.  Cp  BEARD. 

T.  K.  c. 

HAJEHUDIJAH  (nnn'il).  iCh.  4i8  RV™g-  ;  AV 
JEHUDIJAH  (q.v.  ). 

HAKKATAN  (|Bi9n,  '  the  small  one,'  §  66  ;  AK[K]A- 
TAN  [BAL]),  father  of  JOHANAN  (  15)  of  the  b'ne  Azgad, 
a  family  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see  EZRA  i.  ,  §  2  ;  ii.  ,  §  15 
[i]rf),  Ezra8i2=i  Esd.  SsSf  RVme-,  but  AVACATAN  ; 
RV  AKATAN. 

HAKKOZ  (f'lpn,  as  if,  'the  briar';  A,K[K]COC 
[BNAL])  RV;  AV  always  Koz  except  in  (3)  where  it 
has  HAKKOZ;  in  i  Ch.  48  RV  even  has  HAKKOZ  for 
Heb.  pp.  Coz. 

1.  The  b'ne  Hakkoz  were  a  post-exilic  family  who  were  unable 
to  prove  their  pedigree  ;  Ezra  26i  (oxovs  [B],  O.K.K..  [AL])=Neh. 
763    (<"**•    [L])  =  i  Esd.  5  sst,   AV    Accoz,    RV    AKKOS,    mg. 
HAKKOZ  (cuc/Sus  [B],  cuocovs  [L]). 

2.  Grandfather  of  MEREMOTH  (i),  Neh.  8421  (au«ap,  v.  21  [B]). 

3.  According  to  i  Ch.  24  10  the  seventh  of  the  priestly  courses 
fell  to  HAKKOZ  (fipnS,  *o>«  [B]). 


HAKUPHA(KQ-1pn,  '  crooked'  (?)  ;  Ax[e]i(J)A[BA]), 
a  family  of  NETHINIM  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA,  ii. 
§  9),  Ezra  251  (a</>et«a  [B],  aKOv<f>a  [AL])=Neh.  7  53  (a<cei(/>a  [N], 
om.  L)=iEsd.  631  (ax*ij3a  [B],  a.Kov<j>a.  [L],  ACIPHA  [AV], 
ACHIPHA  [RV],  and  possibly  ACUB  [see  BAKBUK]  is  really 
a  duplicate  of  the  same  name). 

HALAH  (r6p  ;  AA[Ake  [BA],  eAA^e  [L]  ;  in  2  K. 

176    18n    HALA  ;    in    I  Ch.  626    )(&&X    [Bl'    X<5^A    LA]' 

&AAAN  [I']'  LAHELA  ;  Pesh.  always  U»^A»),  a  city  or 
district,  mentioned  with  Habor,  the  river  of  Gozan,  and 
the  '  cities  (?)  of  Media,'  as  one  of  the  places  colonised 
with  Israelites  from  Samaria  (2  K.  176  18  n  ;  cp  i  Ch. 
626).  Schrader  (KGF  167,  n.  ;  CO7'l268)  combines  it 
with  a  city  called  Halahhu  mentioned  in  a  geographical 
list  (2  R.  5836^)  between  Arrapachitis  and  Reseph, 
and  Winckler  (A  OF  292)  gives  references  (K.  10922 
etc.  )  for  a  land  called  Halahha  connected  obscurely 
with  Harran.  ©BAL  in  2K.176  and  (SL  in  2  K.  18n 
treat  Halah  as  one  of  the  rivers  of  Gozan  ;  but  see 
GOZAN  (end).  T.  K.  c. 

HALAK,  MOUNT  (p^HH  inn  ;  A.[A.]AAK  [AFL]). 
'  The  smooth  (or  bare)  mountain  that  goeth  up  to  Seir  ' 
(i.e.  ,  in  this  passage,  to  the  mountain  district  W.  of 
the  'Araba,  bounded  on  the  N.  by  the  IVddy  el-Marreh, 
the  Wddy  Madarah,  and  the  Wddy  el-Fikreh],  is 
opposed  as  the  limit  of  Canaan  (or,  more  precisely,  of 
Joshua's  conquests)  in  the  S.  to  Baal-gad,  '  under  Mt. 
Hermon,'  in  the  N.  ,  Josh.  11  17  (ax.eX  [B]),  12; 

1  We.  Ar.  Heid.C*}  197.  Tabari  reports  of  a  certain  Ribi' 
that  he  wore  four  braided  locks  which  were  as  stiff  as  the  horns 
of  a  wild  goat.  It  is  still  said  by  the  Bedouin  in  praise  of  a 
good-looking  young  man,  'He  has  great  and  long  horns' 
(Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1469). 
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(xe\xa  [B]).  aAo/c  [AL]).  Elsewhere  the  S.  frontier 
of  Judah  towards  Edom  is  the  '  ascent  of  AKRABBIM  ' 
(q.v.  ),  which  is  the  long  winding  pass  on  the  route  from 
Petra  to  Hebron  fitly  called  the  Nakb  es-Safd,  or  Pass 
of  the  Bare  Rock.  This  pass  indeed  could  hardly  be 
said  to  '  go  up  to  Seir  '  ;  but  not  very  far  to  the  SW.  ,  in 
a  wady  of  the  same  name  (the  continuation  of  the  Wel- 
Fikreli],  stands  the  Jebel  Aladarah  —  a  conical  limestone 
hill  or  mountain,  which  no  one  descending  to  Edom 
could  fail  to  notice,  rising  in  isolation  '  like  a  lofty 
citadel'  (Rob.  BR  2589  ;  Palmer,  Desert  of  Exodus, 
415,  418).  This  has  been  identified  by  Trumbull  with 
Mt.  Hor  (see  HOR,  MOUNT,  i)  ;  it  is  at  any  rate  safer 
to  regard  it  as  the  '  bare  mountain  that  goeth  up  to 
Seir.'  T.  K.  c. 

HALHUL  (  •'•'UTpn  ;  perhaps  '  full  of  hollows  '  ;  cp 
HOLON  ;  AAOYA  [B],  -yA  [A],  -ye  [L]),  in  the  hill- 
country  of  Judah,  grouped  with  Beth-zur  and  Gedor 
(Josh.  15s8);  Jerome  (OS  119?)  speaks  of  a  village 
Alula  near  Hebron.  No  doubt  it  is  the  mod.  Halhul, 
about  4  m.  N.  of  Hebron,  a  village  beautifully  situated 
between  Beit  Sur  (BETH-ZUR)  and  Beit  'Ainun  (BETH- 
ANOTH)  ;  Jedur  (GEDOR,  i)  lies  to  the  N. 

A  village  Alurus,  where  an  Idumaean  army  assembled,  is 
mentioned  in  Josephus  (BJ  iv.  96);  it  is  plausible  to  identify 
this  name  with  Halhul  (Buhl,  Geogr.  158).  The  CHELLUS  of 
Judith  1  9,  however,  lies  elsewhere. 

HALI  (  vH),  if  the  text  is  right,  an  unidentified  city 

of  Asher;  Josh.  1925f  (&Ae<|>  [B],  ooAei  [A],  AXei  [L]). 
Corruption,  however,  is  not  unfrequent  in  these  place-names, 
and  we  may  possibly  read  (fOa^Mi  cp  ©K  ;  see  HELBAH.  To 
connect  Hali  with  'Alia  (Guerin,  Gal.  262',  cp  Buhl,  231)  is 
hardly  plausible.  s.  A.  C. 

HALICARNASSUS  (A.AIK&PN&CCOC  [ANV];  mod. 
Budrun],  a  Carian  city,  on  S.  shore  of  the  promontory 
which,  with  that  of  Cnidus  to  the  S.  ,  encloses  the 
Ceramic  gulf,  the  mouth  of  which  is  occupied  by  the 
island  of  Cos.  It  is  celebrated  as  the  birthplace  of 
Herodotus  and  the  seat  of  Mausolus  (inscrr.  and  coins, 
Maussollos)  whose  tomb,  built  by  his  widow  Artemisia, 
who  was  also  his  sister,  was  one  of  the  seven  wonders  of 
the  world  (Strabo,  656).  The  town  is  mentioned  inci 
dentally  in  i  Mace.  1623  (referring  to  139  B.C.)  as  con 
taining  a  Jewish  colony,  like  all  the  cities  on  this  coast. 
The  coinage  seems  to  indicate  that  Halicarnassus  did 
not  share  in  the  trade  with  Egypt  in  the  fifth  century 
B.  c.  to  any  great  extent. 

From  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  1023  we  learn  that  a  decree  of  the  city, 
passed  under  Roman  influence  (46  B.C.  ?),  guaranteed  that  the 
Jews  of  Halicarnassus  should  be  allowed,  in  addition  to  other 
privileges,  '  to  make  their  proseuchae  at  the  seaside,  according 
to  the  customs  of  their  forefathers  '  (Tas  Tr/poo-eu^os  7roiet<r0at 
Trpbs  rfj  OaAaTTT)  Kara  TO  Trdrpiov  eOos),  which  illustrates  Acts 
16  13  '  without  the  gate  by  a  river  side,  where  we  supposed  there 
was  a  place  of  prayer  '  (e£  <o  rijs  jrvX>)s  napa  TTOTafibv  of  eyo/aifei-o 
7rpo<rei>xi)  [ivo(t£fojt€l»  irpocrfvxnv  WH]  eii/at,  sc.  at  Philippi). 

The  town  never  recovered  from  its  siege  and  capture 
by  Alexander  (334  B.C.).  It  was  rebuilt  in  the  third 
century  B.C.  Cicero,  writing  to  his  brother  in  60  B.C., 
calls  it  '  diruta  ac  psene  deserta'  (Ad  Q.  Fr.  i.  125); 
but  he  is  magnifying  his  brother's  services  towards  the 
town  during  his  governorship  in  the  previous  year. 

See  Newton,  Hist,  of  Discov.  at  Hal.  ,  etc.  ;  Travels 
and  Discoveries  in  the  Levant  (views  and  plans).  Frag 
ments  of  the  Mausoleum  are  in  the  British  Museum. 
On  the  form  of  the  name  see  Ramsay,  Hist.  Geogr.  of 
A.M.,  405.  w.  j.  w. 

HALLEL  P?n),  a  Mishnic  Hebrew  derivative  from 
77n,  hillel,  '  to  praise,'  is  a  term  in  synagogal  liturgy, 
(i)  for  Pss.  113-118,  specifically  called  nyr2H  hhr\, 
hallel  hammisrl,  'the  Egyptian  Hallel,'  and  recited 
during  the  Paschal  meal  on  the  night  of  the  Passover, 
and  also  on  eighteen  other  festal  days  of  the  year 
(  Tadnith,  286)  ;  and  (2)  for  Ps.  136  (according  to  some 
Pss.  120-136  or  1354-136;  Pes.  n8a;  Sophfrim,  182), 

called  b'nan  ^H,  hallel  haggddol,  'the  great  Hallel.' 
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HALLELUJAH 

Rabban  Gamaliel's  words  (M.  Ptsdhim,  10s)  suggest 
that  the  reciting  of  the  Hallel  originated  in  the  desire  to 


1.  Origin 


amplify  the  passover  celebration  by  render- 


j  ^  4.  ing  of  special  praise  for  Israel's  deliverance 
'  from  Egypt  (hence  its  name  '  the  Egyptian 
Hallel  ')  ;  and  that  the  custom  was  in  his  time  (Gamaliel 
was  the  teacher  of  Paul1)  only  just  in  its  inception. 
Some  years  later  the  extent  of  the  Hallel  was  still  in 
dispute  ;  the  school  of  Shammai  favoured  Ps.  113  ;  the 
school  of  Hillel,  Pss.  1  13  and  114  (Pes.  ,  ibid.  ).  It  should 
be  observed  that  the  connection  in  which  the  passage  cited 
is  found  in  the  present  arrangement  of  the  Mishna  sug 
gests  that  this  difference  of  opinion  relates  only  to  what 
became,  by  later  additions,  the  first  part  of  the  Hallel. 
The  compilation  of  the  Mishna,  however,  is  over  a 
century  later,  and  the  injunction  to  close  with  a  blessing 
for  the  deliverance  indicates  that  here  at  some  time  was 
the  end.  During  the  first  half  of  the  second  century  the 
Hallel  received  considerable  additions,  and  it  probably 
reached  then  its  present  proportions.  R.  Tarphon  and 
R.  'Akiba'"  (110-135  A.  u.  )  supplied  it  with  the  closing 
blessing  ;  after  this,  the  second  part,  Pss.  115-118,  was 
added,  to  be  recited  after  the  pouring  out  of  the  fourth 
cup  ;  later,  to  this  also  was  added  a  closing  blessing, 
which  was  made  to  cover  the  entire  song  (M.  Pes.  106). 
The  Mishna  no  longer  gives  us  the  form  of  this  blessing  ; 
it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  determined  at  the  time 
of  its  compilation.  According  to  the  G6mara  (Pes. 
118  6),  R.  Jehuda  and  R.  Johanan  (130-160  A.D.,  cp 
Strack,  Einl.  in  J.  Talm.  83  f.  )  suggested  different 
forms. 

The  opinion  of  Samuel  (died  254  A.D.  ;  cp  Strack,  88)  that  the 
prophets  among  them  instituted  it  in  Israel  to  the  end  that  they 
should  recite  the  Hallel  when  they  were  threatened  with  perse 
cution,  to  avert  it,  and  when  delivered,  in  thanksgiving,  indicates 
a  twofold  tendency,  first,  to  extend  the  reciting  of  the  Hallel  to 
other  occasions,  leading  to  its  incorporation  into  the  liturgy  of 
other  festivals,  and  second,  to  regard  it  as  a  custom  which  was 
followed  in  Israel  as  far  back  as  the  time  of  Moses  {Pes.  117  a). 
R.  Jehuda's  statement  (M.  Pes.  67)  that  the  Hallel  was  recited 
in  the  temple  during  the  slaughtering  of  the  passover  sacrifices, 
is  evidently  only  a  similar  piece  of  ideal  history. 

Allusions  to  the  Exodus  and  appropriate  national 
sentiment  determined  the  selection  of  the  Psalms  that 
were  to  constitute  the  liturgical  thanksgiving  for  the 
passover  ;  the  great  Hallel,  on  the  other  hand,  was  to 
serve  the  wider  purpose  of  a  general  thanksgiving.  R. 
Johanan  says  it  is  called  the  great  Hallel  because  (allud 
ing  to  Ps.  13625)  the  Holy  One  sits  in  heaven,  and  thence 
deals  out  food  to  all  his  creatures  (Pes.  u8a).  With 
this  sentiment  accords  its  use  in  thanksgiving  for  the 
blessing  of  rain  (  To.'  an.  19  a). 

We  may  now  attempt  to  answer  the  question  of  the 

relation  of  the   Hallel  to  the  hymn  referred  to  in  the 

„  .  .       phrase    '  when    they    had    sung    a   hymn  ' 

t     d  d"1"  l^f^fWTet)   in    Mt-  263°   and   Mk-  1426- 

\Tt   98  m  ^e  answer   commonly  given   is   that   the 

Mir    14.3fi    hymn  was  tne  Hallel,  and  the  statement  is 

followed  by  a  description  of  the  Hallel  in  its 

most  developed  form  ;  but  in  tracing  its  history  it  has 

appeared  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  Hallel  was 

in  the  time  of  Christ  more  than  in  its  inceptive  stage, 

consisting  of  Ps.  113,  or  at  the  most  also  of  Ps.  114. 

Cp  Del.  on  Ps.  113  ;  Gra.  MClVf,  1879,  p.  203  /..  241  f., 
Psalmen,  56  f.  ;  and  especially  Biichler,  ZA  TW1Q  114-135 
(190°)-  I.  J.  P. 

HALLELUJAH(IT';!l?t?n,3  v.l.  Pin^H  ;  once  i 
[Ps.  1043s;  ?'./.  RJI^n],  'praise  Jah'),  or  (as  @ 
[&AAH\OYIA]  and  Vg.  always,  and  AV  in  Tobit  and 
in  Rev.  )  ALLELUIA,  a  Jewish  doxological  formula,  which 
obtained  an  Aramaic  colouring,  and  under  the  form 
a\\i)\ovia  was  adopted  (like  Osanna  —  see  HOSANNA) 
by  the  Gentile  Christian  congregations;  cp  Tob.  13  18 
Rev.  191346.  In  3  Mace.  "13, 


1  He  belongs  to  the  first  generation  of  Tanna'Im  (50-90  A.D.); 
cp  Strack,  Einl.  in  d.  Talmud,  n  f.  ;  Schur.  GJV^  1  364/ 

2  Schiir.  op.  cit.,  yi*,ff. 

3  So  Ginsb.  ;  Ba.  *?9rr. 
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a\\r)\ovia,  we  find  it  treated  as  a  substantive.  Its 
original  use  was  to  summon  the  congregation  to  join 
the  cantor  in  reciting  a  psalm,  or  in  responding  by  a 
united  acclamation  of  praise.  This  view  assumes  that 
it  was  in  use  only  in  the  liturgy  of  the  synagogue, 
not  in  the  temple,  where  a  choir  of  Levites  sang  the 
appointed  psalms.  It  seems  to  have  been  originally 
inserted  (in  collections  of  psalms  for  synagogue  use)  at 
the  beginning  of  psalms,  and  here  we  still  find  it,  both 
in  MT  and  in  @,  in  Pss.  106  111-113  135  146-150, 
and  in  @  also  in  104  [105]  106  [107]  113  [114-115] 
114  [116i-9]  115  [116io-i9]  116-118  [117-119]  135 
[136]  147  [147 12-20].  The  fashion  seems,  however, 
to  have  varied.  In  Pss.  104  105  115-117,  the  MT 
gives  '  Hallelujah '  at  the  end  of  each  psalm,  and  in 
the  MT  of  Pss.  135  and  146-150,  as  well  as  in  @ 
of  Ps.  150,  the  doxology  occurs  both  at  the  beginning 
and  at  the  end  of  a  psalm.  Two  apparent  in 
accuracies  of  <§  may  also  be  mentioned  ;  it  includes 
Ps.  119,  which  is  a  purely  didactic  psalm,  among 
the  Hallelujah  psalms,  and  excludes  from  their  number 
Pss.  103-104,  which  ceHainly  ought  to  have  been  Halle 
lujah  psalms  (or  rather  a  Hallelujah  psalm  in  two 
parts)  if  we  can  judge  on  this  point  from  the  contents. 
As  to  the  characteristics  of  this  class  of  psalms  (to 
which  the  HALLEL  psalms  belong),  see  the  comment 
aries,  and  cp  PSALMS,  BOOK  OF. 
Cp  Gratz,  MGWJ,  '(79),  193^  ;  Psalmen  ('82),  63/,  gi/ 

HALOHESH,  RV  Hallohesh  (WT&ri,  see  below, 
A.AA6GHC  [AL]),  a  name  occurring  twice  in  post-exilic 
lists. 

1.  Father  of  Shallum  in  the  list  of  wall  builders  (see  NEHE- 
MIAH,  §  i/  ;  EZRA  ii.,  g§  16  [i],  15  d),  Neh.  3 12  (r,teia  [BX]). 

2.  Signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7);  Neh.  10  24  [25] 
(oAojrjs  [BN],  aSta  [A]). 

According  to  Meyer  (Ent.  143;  cp  157),  an  appellative,  '[the 
family]  of  magicians'  (cp  NAMES,  §  70);  but  the  number  of 
miswritten  names  in  Ezra-Neh.  suggests  caution.  That  both 
COL-HOZEH  [^.z/.]  and  Hallohesh  are  miswritten  appears  certain  ; 
the  name  which  underlies  both  words  seems  to  be  'n/B'rt,  ffas- 
Xilhi.  See  SHILHI.  T.  K.  C. 

HAM  (DP!  ;  X&M  [BAL]),  according  to  P,  second 
son  of  Noah  (Gen.  632,  x&4>  CA]'  as  m  610  7 13), 
and  ancestor  of  the  peoples  of  the  south,  especially 
Cush,  Mizraim,  Put,  and  Canaan  (Gen.  106 /.  20).  Jj 
also  gives  him  the  second  place  among  the  brothers, 
and  though  in  Gen.  9  24  he  appears  as  Noah's  '  youngest ' 
or  rather  (see  JAPHETH)  'younger  son,'  this  arises 
from  a  manipulation  of  the  text  of  Jr  Originally  it 
was  Canaan  who  was  so  designated,  and  also  Canaan 
who  was  represented  as  having  treated  his  father 
Noah  with  irreverence  ;  '  Ham,  father  of,'  in  v.  22,  is  a 
redactional  insertion  (see  SBOT). 

The  origin  and  meaning  of  the  name  are  disputed. 
In  Pss.  1052327  10622  we  read  of  the  'land  of  Ham,' 
where  Ham  clearly  means  'Egypt,'  just  as  'stock  of 
Jesse'  in  Is.  11 1  =  ' stock  of  David.'  It  was  natural, 
therefore,  to  connect  Ham  with  the  old  native  name  of 
Egypt,  kcme  or  ckemi,  'black,'  with  reference  to  the 
black  colour  of  the  Egyptian  soil  (see  EGYPT,  §  i) — 
a  connection  supported  by  Ebers  (^Egyften,  1  55)  but 
disputed  by  Lepsius  (PRE,  s.v.  '^Egypten'),  who  would 
explain  the  name  as  a  general  term  for  the  '  hot '  south 
(on,  '  hot,'  Josh.  9 12).  Probably  Lepsius  lays  too  much 
stress  on  the  difference  of  vocalisation  between  chemi 
and  cham.  Since  cham  had  a  meaning  in  Hebrew,  and 
chem  had  not,  the  Hebrews  might  have  substituted  the 
one  form  for  the  other.  Lef6bure x  at  any  rate  is 
unconvinced  by  Lepsius. 

Still,  the  (probable)  analogy  of  Shem  suggests  an 
other  explanation.  Ham,  which  seems  originally  to 
have  meant  the  land  and  people  of  Canaan,  may  be 
a  shortening  of  such  a  form  as  Hammu-rabi,  the  name 
of  an  early  Babylonian  king  (see  AMRAPHEL)  ;  cp  Zur 

1  TSBA  9  170  suggests  comparison  with  Chem,  the  name  of 
an  Egyptian  god  imported  from  the  land  of  Punt  (see  PUT). 
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for  Zuriel  (?).  Possibly  there  was  an  early  tradition 
(of  which  Gen.  14  may  give  us  a  late  modification)  that 
Hammu-rabi  conquered  Canaan,  and  the  name  mien 
may  thus  have  become  known  to  an  early  narrator,  who 
wanted  a  symbol  for  Canaan,  and  explained  the  name, 
on  the  analogy  of  ABIRAM  (q.v.  ),  'the  (divine)  kinsman 
is  a  great  one.'  1  Glaser's  identification2  of  Ham  with 
'Amu,  the  Egyptian  name  for  the  Bedouin  races  of  the 
Semitic  countries  adjoining  Egypt,  appears  less  plaus 
ible.  In  i  Ch.  440  the  phrase  'from  Ham'  (crrp,  © 
£K  rCiv  vlwv  x&/".  ',  but  Pesh.  reads  one)  is  very  improb 
able  ;  for  there  was  neither  a  place  nor  a  tribe  called 
Ham.  Read  [7tc]Dn[v]-|D,  and  see  MEUNIM. 

T.  K.  C. 

HAM  (DPI  ;  7  MSS  of  Sam.  DH  ;  cp  Jer.  Qucestt.}, 
the  land  of  the  ZUZIM  (q.v.  ),  Gen.  14s-  Since  the 
Zuzim  seem  to  be  the  same  as  the  ZAMZUMMIM,  '  Ham  ' 
must  be  a  corruption  either  of  Ammon  (if  we  read  nn  ; 
n  and  y  confounded)  or  of  Rabba  or  Rabbath  (so  Ball). 
Cp  Dt.  220. 

<S  (a/uo.  ayrois  [AEL]),  Pesh.,  Vg.  express  D^3,  'among  (or 
with)  them  '  ;  Tg.  Onk.  and  Jerus.  give  NnDm-  T.  K.  C. 


HAMAN  (JOn,  a  name  of  Elamite  origin;  see  ESTHER, 
§71  AMAN  [BNAL],  but  ANAM,  MAN  [A,  Esth.  3i* 
7(16)  17]),  called  AMAN  in  (Apoc.)  Esth.  10?,  etc.;  son  of 
ADMATHA  or  HAMMEDATHA  [<?</.  v.]  ;  one  of  the  chief 
characters  in  Esther,  where  he  appears  as  the  inveterate 
enemy  of  the  Jews  (Esth.  3i  ff.  etc.,  Apoc.  Esth.  126). 
He  is  accordingly  represented  as  an  AGAGITE  [q.v.]  (so 
Jos.  Ant.  xi.  65,  and  Targg.  call  him  an  'Amalekite') 
or  Macedonian  (see  ESTHER,  §  i).  The  first  Targum 
(with  much  probability)  identifies  with  him  the  import 
ant  but  otherwise  obscure  MEMUCAN  [q.v.  ].  On  the 
fate  of  Haman  see  HANGING  [i.],  and  on  the  combina 
tion  of  Haman  with  one  of  two  mythological  dragons, 
see  DRAGON,  §  3. 

HAMATH  (non.  '  enclosed  or  guarded  place  '  [WRS 
Rel.  Sem.W,  150];  HMA9  [BAL]  ;  other  common 
forms  in  the  uncial  MSS.  are  AIMA9  or  e/V\A9),  a  royal 
city  of  the  Hittites  on  the  Orontes,  to  the  territory  of 
which  the  boundary  of  Israel  is  said  to  have  reached 
under  David,  Solomon,  and  Jeroboam  II.  (2  S.  89  i  K. 
865,  &IMA9  [A],  2  K.  1425,  &IMA9  TEA],  eMA9  [L]. 
cp  Nu.  1822  [21],  ecj)AA9  [B],  e.A9  [F]  348).  The 
Chronicler  states  that  Solomon  built  store  -cities  in 
(the  land  of)  Hamath  (2  Ch.  84)  ;  but  this  stands 
in  connection  with  the  statement  (based  on  a  mis 
understanding)  that  he  also  built  '  Tadmor  in  the 
desert.'  The  Table  of  Nations  (Gen.  10  18)  mentions 
'the  Hamathite'  ('nenn  ;  6  a/j.a.6i  [AEL])  in  the  last 
place  among  the  eleven  descendants  of  Canaan  ;  but  vv. 
i6-i8a  are  due  to  R.  The  bulk  of  the  population  of 
Hamath  was  certainly  Semitic  (note  the  Semitic  names 
of  the  kings  in  the  time  of  Tiglath-pileser  III.  ).  See 
HITTITES,  §  11  ff. 

The  fall  of  Hamath  deeply  impressed  the  people  of 
Judah.  '  Is  not  Hamath  as  Arpad  ?  '  asks  the  Assyrian 
king  in  Isaiah's  prophecy  (Is.  10g  ;  not  ©).  A  similar 
question  (suggested  by  Is.  10  9)  is  put  into  the  mouth 
of  the  Rab-shakeh  (2  K.  18  34  =  Is.  86x9,  afiap  [N*], 
cu/uap  [Ar],  ffefj.a.p  [Q])  and  the  king  of  Assyria  (2  K. 
19  13,  M*0  [B],  cutfayu  [A]  =  Is.  37  13,  a/xap  [NAQ*], 
ai/aap  [Qa]).  Balaam,  too,  if  a  recent  critical  con 
jecture  may  be  accepted,  becomes  the  mouthpiece 
of  Jewish  consternation  at  the  downfall  of  so  ancient 
a  state  as  Hamath.3  According  to  tradition,  some  of 

1  It  is  just  possible  (so  Gray,  HPN  56)  that  the  Babylonian 
king's  name  was  really  compounded  with  nn,  though  5  R  44 
a  6  21  explains  it  as  kijnta  rapastum,  '  wide  family.' 

2  In  Hommel,  AffT  4&. 

3  Nu.  24  24.     '  Alas  !   who  will  survive  of  Sham'al  (Vxjpato), 
or  come   forth   from  the   city  of  Hamath'  (HDH    TJTO    KS.'.l)? 
DDPI  and  Q<m  confounded,  as  in  Is.  11  n  (see  below). 

63  1945 


HAMMEAH,  TOWER  OF 

the  colonists  transported  by  '  the  king  of  Assyria  '  to 
the  land  of  N.  Israel  were  Hamathites  (2  K.  172430), 
and  it  is  further  stated  that  the  men  of  Hamath 
made  images  of  ASHIMA.  The  problem  of  the 
origin  of  this  name  can  no  longer  be  called  un 
solved.  The  other  divine  names  in  2  K.  17  y>  f-  being 
Assyrian  (see  special  articles),  Ashima,  or  better  Ashi- 
math  (see  (51!AL),  must  be  Assyrian  too.  Tasmitu,  the 
consort  of  Nebo,  is  not  great  enough.  The  original 
name  was  irtB'N  =  ~\T\wy,  Ishtar.  1  Ishtar  was  the  second 
of  the  five  planetary  deities,  four  of  whom  are  mentioned 
besides  in  2  K.  17  30  f.  The  notice  in  2  K.  172430, 
however,  needs  a  close  examination.  To  understand 
it  is  one  thing  ;  to  accept  it  as  quite  historical  is 
another.  Hamath  and  Avva  (or  rather  Gaza.,  rny)  have 
no  right  of  existence  in  this  passage,  the  context  of 
which  requires  well-known  Babylonian  cities.  No  As 
syrian  king  would  ever  have  placed  Hamathite  colonists 
in  Samaria  ;  the  object  of  such  transferences  of  popula 
tions  was  to  remove  restless  elements  to  a  distance  from 
their  home.2  The  cause  of  the  insertion  of  the  wrong 
names  can  easily  be  surmised  (see  SEPHARVAIM).  Al 
most  equally  improbable  is  it  that  a  prophetic  writer, 
in  a  list  of  the  countries  from  which  Israelitish  captives 
should,  by  a  mighty  divine  act,  be  brought  back,  would 
write  '  and  from  Elam,  and  from  Shinar,  and  from 
Hamath,  and  from  the  isles  of  the  sea'  (Is.  11  n). 
Not  improbably  non,  '  Hamath,'  should  be  D'ro, 
'  Kittim  '  (Cyprus);3  ©  reads  otherwise  (see  'Isaiah,' 
SBOT  [Heb.]), 

To  assume  with  Millar  (Hastings,  DB\  166)  that,  'as  Hamath 
was  occupied  by  the  Hittites  '  the  name  (Ashima)  may  very 
possibly  be  Hittite,  is  opposed  to  the  facts  suggested  above,  and 
mentioned  by  Jensen  (H  ittiter  u.  Annenier,  164).  Below  is 
given  a  list  of  the  divine  names  in  2  K.  17  y>f.  with  their  prob 
able  identifications  :  — 

Succoth-benoth  =  Sakkuth-Kaiwan  (N  inib)  =  Saturn 

Nergal  =  Mars 

Ashima  =  Ishtar  =  Venus 

Nibhaz  (Nibhan)=Marduk  =  Jupiter 

Adrammelech=  ,,  ,, 

Anammelech=  ,,  ,, 

Tartak  or  Tartah  =  the  lance-star  =  Antares. 
The  references  to  Hamath  in  Ezck.  47  i6_/.  have  not  come 
down  to  us  quite  accurately.  In  v.  16  XU?  should  go  with 
f"j!?j  ZEDAD  (tj.v.)  being  an  interpolation,  and  in  v.  17  'rj  71331, 
'  and  the  region  of  Hamath,'  is  a  gloss  (Cornill).  [The  names  in 
©  the  first  time  are  corrupt  ;  later  in  v.  16  there  occurs  rj/xaflei 
[BJ  ;  in  v.  17  B  omits  Hamath.]  T.  K.  C. 


Ch.  83,  B<MCtoB<\ 
[B],  AiMA9ccoBA[A],  6M&9COYBA  [L])-  See  ARAM, 
§  6,  HAMATH,  SOLOMON. 

HAMITAL  (Kt.  ^pPI),  2  K.  24  18  RV"*.  EV 
HAMUTAL. 

HAMMATH  (J~IE>n  —  i.e.,  'hot  spring'),  one  of  the 
fenced  cities  of  Naphtali  (Josh.  19  35  ;  60MA0A  [AAK60] 
[B],  AMA9  [A]_,  &MMA9  [L]),  probably  =HAMMOTH- 

DOR   nxi  nfon  ;   Ne/v\/v\&e  [B],  e/v\A9Aa>p  [A], 

AM&GAoop  [L]).  reckoned  among  the  Levitical  cities 
in  Naphtali  (Josh.  2132,  P),  and  called  m  the  parallel 
passage,  i  Ch.  676  [61],  HAMMON  [2]  (p^PI;  x&/v\oo9 
[BL],  -CON  [A]).  It  is  perhaps  to  be  connected  with  el- 
Hammeh,  the  hot  springs  to  the  S.  of  Tiberias. 
josephus  (Ant.  xviii.  2  3;  U/iv.ls)  calls  it  Emmaus 
(cp  EMMAUS).  Wilson  took  the  temperature  of  seven 
distinct  springs,  three  of  which  have  been  enclosed 
(Recovery  of  Jerus.  362).  Cp  GASmith,  HG  450. 

HAMMATH  (JWI),  i  Ch.  25s,  RV,  AV  HEMATH 
[?.».,  i]. 

HAMMEAH  (HS'SH),  Neh.  3i,  RV,  AV  MEAH,  in 
'  Tower  of  Hammeah  '  ('7-02).  HNDn  's  evidently  a  corruption 

1  See  Che.  'Gleanings   in   the   Books  of  Kings,'  Exp.    T,, 
10429  (June  '99). 

2  Winckler,  A  T  Unters.  101. 

3  By  transposition  and  confusion  of  3  and  n  (Che.  SBOT, 
'  Isaiah,'  Heb.).     Cp  last  col.,  n.  3. 
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of  nNJDrt  (see  v.  3),  which  in  turn  is  a  corruption  of  rtfB","T,  <tne 
Old  (city).'  See  COLLEGE,  HASSENAAH,  HULDAH,  and  cp 
HANANEEL.  T.  K.  C. 

HAMMEDATHA    (KlTTOn  ;    AMAAAOoy    [BNL], 

aiJ.affa.Sov  [A]),  the  father  of  Haman  (cp  the  name  /noSaraj  in 
Xenophon,C'j'r.  v.  841  ;  and  see  Be-Ryss.),  Esth.  3  i  (ava^adaSov 
[A],  v.  10  om.  BNAL)  8  5  (only  in  N°-a  m£-  as  above)  9  10  (a/xa- 
va.Sa.0ov  [{<*))  24  (anayaeovv  .In*])-.  His  name  appears  as  AMA- 
DATHUS  in  126  (a/oiapaSaOoi/ni'vid.,  see  Swete],  i/afxacaS.  [Kb]) 
and  10  10  17  RV,  where  AV  AMADATHA  (cyxatfou  [A]  in  z>.  10, 
om.  L0  in  •;>.  17). 

HAMMELECH  ("Sj^B)  appears  in  AV  and  RV™e-  as 
the  name  of  the  fathers  of  JERAHMEEL  and  MALCHIJAH, 
2  (Jer.  36  26  38  6).  In  RV  and  AVms-  each  of  these 
persons  is  called  'the  king's  son'  (so  ©).  Probably, 
however,  -jSs.i  is  a  corruption  of  an  imperfectly  written 
^NOfiT.  Jerahmeel.  Men  of  Jerahmeelite  origin  would 
naturally  be  called  'sons  of  JERAHMEEL'  (q.v.  ).  Cp 
JOASH  i.  ,  4.  T.  K.  c. 

HAMMELZAR  OV^ri),  Dan.  In,  RV'"K-,  AV 
MEL/AR  (q.v.  ). 

HAMMER  is  not  always  an  accurate  rendering  of  the 
word  in  MT. 

1.  n3j3D,  tnakkdbdh,  (<r<f>vpa,   jualleus,  but  in  Is.  44  12  rfpt- 
rpov)  a  tool  used  by  the  stone  mason  (i  K.  6  7),  the  smith  (Is.  44  12  ; 
MThasplur.,  (5  sing.),  and  the  woodcarver  (Jer.  104).   The  word 
(n2£!3)  is  also  applied  to  the  (wooden)  mallet  with  which  tent- 
pins  were  driven  (Judg.  4  21).     It  was  therefore  smaller  than 
the  pattls  (no.  3,  below). 

2.  D  ;i?J{  n'0??,   halmuth  'Antelim,  afyvpav  KOiritovriav  [B  ; 
really   Aq.  ?],    aTroro/nas    KaraKomav    [A],    a.    KaraKOirTiav    [L]  ; 
Vg.  malleosfabrorum,  a  name  given  to  the  implement  with  which 
Jael  slew  Sisera  (Judg.  5  26).     The  phrase  is,  however,  highly 
suspicious  (see   Moore).      Che.    emends  J,'?D  B"O7n,     'a     flint 
of  the  rock."     Cp  Dt.  32  13,  and  see  JAEL. 

3.  t^'ES,  pattis,  <T<j>vpa  [Tre'Auf  in  Jer.  23  29],  malleus,  a  heavy 
tool  used  in  image-making  and  in  quarrying  (Is.  41  7  Jer.  2829). 
Nebuchadrezzar  is  called  by  this  term  (Jer.  50  23),  which  gives 
no  support  to  the  explanation  of  '  Maccabasus  '  as  '  Hammerer  ' 
(see  MACCABEES  i.,  §  i). 

4.  From  niB^'Dl  i"  PS-  746fa  noun  'IS?'?,  kelappah,  Aa£eu- 
TJjpioi',  ascia,  has  been  inferred  ;  but  in  the  light  of  the  Tg.  we 
should  doubtless  emend  to  n'VJJ  Vj?3,  'two-edged'  (Herz),  and 
render,  not  '  with  axes  and  hammers,'  but  '  with  two-edged  axes.' 

5.  cr<t>vpa,  Ecclus.  8828  (blacksmith's  hammer). 

HAMMIPHKAD  pi?SBn),  Neh.  831,  RV,  AV 
MIPHKAU,  in  'the  gate  of  Hammiphkad  '  ;  cp  Ezek. 
432i,  'the  appointed  place'  (miphkad)  of  the  temple 
(following  (@,  T<f>  aTTO/cexwptcryU^y). 

The  sense,  however,  is  not  good  ;  read  perhaps  '  the  burning- 
place  (itidked)  of  the  temple  '  (Konig,  Lehrgcb.  2  a,  93  n.).  The 
gate  would  be  that  which  adjoined  the  '  burning-place.'  See 
JERUSALEM,  §  24. 

HAMMOLEKETH,    or    (RV)    HAMMOLECHETH 

(nDpfon,  as  if  'she  who  reigns,'  sister  of  MACHIK  ; 
i  Ch.  7  i8f  (H  MAAexeG  [BA],  Me\x<*6  M  :  KEGINA 
[Vg.])- 

Close  by  we  find  ZELOPHEHAD,  GILEAD  (ij.v.  i,  §  8),  ISHOD 
(see,  however,  the  article),  MAHLAH,  each  of  which  is  a  corrup 
tion  of  Salecah  or  Salhad.  The  older  view  that  Hammolecheth 
is  a  divine  title  requires  too  much  confidence  in  MT  ;  we  should 
have  expected  Beth-Milcah(cp  Gray,  HPN  116)  ;  but  Milcah 
itself  is  a  corruption  of  Salecah  (see  MILCAH,  2). 

HAMMON  (|V3n,  'glowing,'  perhaps  a  divine  title, 
cp  Baal-Hamman  —  i.e.,  the  Baal  of  the  solar  glow; 
but  see  [2]). 

i.  A  place  on  the  border  of  Asher,  apparently 
near  the  sea,  Josh.  1928  (e^enauv  [B],  afj.uv  [AL]). 
Identified  by  Robinson  with  the  ruins  at  the  head  of 
the  W.  Hamul,  which  he  saw  from  the  high  hill 
of  Belat  (see  RAM  AH  [6]),  and  believed  to  bear  the 
name  of  Hamul.  Since,  however,  the  existence  of  a 
locality  of  that  name  is  very  doubtful  (see  GueYin, 
Galilee,  2147),  it  would  be  better  to  connect  Hammon 
with  'A  in  Hamul,  near  the  point  where  the  wady 
reaches  the  sea,  and  where  there  are  the  remains  of  an 
ancient  fortress.  This  Dillmann  admits  as  a  possibility. 
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But  the  fortress  was  certainly  in  connection  with  a 
town,  the  striking  ruins  of  which  still  exist,  now  called 
Umm  el-  A  mud  (or  '  Aivdmid).  It  was  there  that  Renan 
found  an  inscription  dedicated  to  El  (  =  Baal)  Hamman 
(see  Baethg.  Beitr.  27  ;  also  G.  Hoffmann,  Ueber  einige 
phon.  Inschr.  21  f.  ['89]).  These  ruins  are  possibly  on 
the  site  of  the  ancient  Hammon  (GueYin,  I.e.  ). 

•2.  A  Levitical  city  in  Naphtali,  i  Ch.  676[6i]  (xa.ii.ia9  [BL], 
•v  [A]).  Probably  identical  with  HAMMATH  (i.).  Josh.  1S»  35,  and 
HAMMOTH-DOR,  Josh.  21  32.  The  name  in  this  case  has  refer 
ence  to  hot  springs.  T.  K.  C. 


HAMMOTH   DOR 

HAMMATH   i.  . 


fl'SH),  Josh.  21  32.      See 


HAMMUEL  (jtiSTl.  §  46),  i  Ch.  426,  RV,  a  mis 
take  of  MT  for  HAMUEL  [AV]  (q.v.). 

HAMONAH  (rmon.  Ezek.  39i6  TTOAy&NApiON  J 
[BAQT],  and  Hamon-Gog  (JirflOn,  'Gog's  multi 

tude,'  Ezek.  39  n£  15,  TO  TToAyAN.  joy  l~k>r 
[BAQF]).  The  latter  is  the  name  which,  in  Ezekiel's 
prophecy,  is  given  to  the  valley,  or  rather  ravine  ('p  ; 
see  VALE,  3),  where  GOG  {q.v.  ]  and  his  multitude  are 
buried,  and  which  is  more  precisely  described  as  '  a 
ravine  of  (the  mountains  of)  the  Abarim,  east  of  'the 
(Dead)  Sea.'  This  is  intelligible.  But  what  is  to 
be  said  of  HAMONAH?  Is  there  really  to  be  a  city 
with  this  name?  So  AV  and  RV  lead  us  to  sup 
pose  ;  and  Tg.  may  have  found  an  allusion  to  the  city 
of  Bethshean,  deriving  its  name  Scythopolis  from  the 
Scythian  invasion  in  the  yth  cent.  B.C.  Gog,  however, 
as  has  been  pointed  out  elsewhere,  is  a  corrupt  fragment 
of  Mig(a)don,  a  title  of  the  enemy  of  God  derived  from 
Babylonia  ;  Hamon-Gog  is  either  a  corruption  of  the 
same  name,  or  perhaps  of  Har-mig(a)don  (ARMAGED 
DON).  We  may  then  continue  p-uD  pun  1DJ1,  '  and 
Mig(a)don  shall  disappear  from  the  land,'  after  which 
read  '  and  the  land  shall  become  clean  '  (so  (5,  Co.). 

T.  K.  c. 

HAMOR  (Iran,  'ass,'  §68;  eMMCOR  [ADEL]),  the 
'father  of  SHECHEM  '  [q.v.'].  Gen.  881934  Josh.  2432 
Judg.  9  28  Acts  7  16  (  AV  EMMOR  )  etc.  There  is  a  current 
view  that  Hamor  is  the  name  of  a  '  totem-clan.'  In  the 
abstract  there  is  no  objection  to  a  belief  in  early  '  totem 
clans,'  as  stated  by  Gray  (HPN,  115).  It  is  more 
probable,  however,  that  man  p  in  342  is  analogous  to 
nn  ':3,  'sons  of  Heth'  (  =  Hittites),  and  simply  means 
'  Hamorite  '  ;  ^n,  which  follows,  should  perhaps  be 
read  nbn,  '  Hamorite,'  and  be  regarded  as  a  gloss  (see, 
however,  HIVITES,  §2).  In  this  case  '  Hamorite'  prob 
ably  ='  Amorite'  ;  in  fact  Gen.  4822  (E)  represents 
Shechem  as  won  from  noNn,  'the  Amorite.  '  The 
Assyr.  name  of  the  kingdom  of  Damascus  (mat 
fa-imere-su)  has  similarly  been  derived  from  imeru 
'  ass  '  ;  but  the  real  name  was  probably  related  to 
'  Amorite  '  (cp  Del.  Par.  280  f.  ).  The  Assyrians  made 
a  pun  on  the  name.  T.  K.  C. 

HAMRAN  (HPf).  i  Ch.  1  41  RV=Gen.  8626, 
HEMDAN. 

HAMU  or  HAMI,  NAMES  WITH.  This  group  of 
Hebrew  names  is  small  ;  it  may  perhaps  comprise  only 
HAMUEL  (q.v.  )  and  one  other  (see  HAMUTAL  ; 
but  cp  HEMDAN).  Renan  (REJ  6175),  Wellhausen 
(De  Gent.  22,  n.  i),  and  Hommel  (AHT  322)  derive 
these  and  similar  Semitic  names  (e.g.  ,  nnnyon  in 
Himyaritic)  from  hama,  '  to  protect.'  That  such  a  root 
was  used  in  forming  proper  names  seems  clear  (see 
JAHMAI)  ;  but  the  analogy  of  the  names  compounded 
with  Abi-,  Ahi-,  etc.  is  in  favour  of  taking  Hamu  as  a 
term  of  kindred. 

That  en  means  'father-in-law,'  rfen  'mother-in-law,' 
is  certain  ;  the  instances  may  be  few,  but  they  range 

1  This  word  represents  the  Heb.  frj  in  Jer.  2  23  19  2  6  as  also 
in  Ezek.  39  n  a  ;  cp  2  Mace.  94144  Mace.  15  20. 
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from  early  documents  in  Gen.  and  Sam.  to  a  possibly 
late  passage  of  Micah  (76)  and  the  late  book  of  Ruth. 
The  cognate  Ass.  word  Imu  (emu)  also  means  '  father- 
in-law  '  *  ;  Winckler's  definition,  '  the  head  of  a  family 
from  which  a  man  gets  a  wife,'  illustrates  the  anticipative 
use  of  the  term  in  two  of  the  letters  of  Dusratta  to 
Amen-hotep  III.  (Am.  Tab.  17s,  182).  Like  similar 
words  (e.g.  ,  jnn),  its  precise  usage  varied  in  different 
Semitic  languages.  Thus  in  biblical  Hebrew  it  seems 
to  denote  a  woman's,  in  Ass.  a  man's  father-in-law. 
We  cannot  be  certain,  however,  that  even  in  ancient 
Hebrew  it  was  never  used  in  a  wider  sense,  as  e.g.  ,  it 
sometimes  is  in  Arabic,  and  as  nx  and  oy  certainly  are 
in  Hebrew.  Thus  perhaps  all  the  men  of  a  group 
might  be  called  ah  by  the  husband  and  ham  by  the 
wife,  or  vice  versa,  and  so  Hamu-el  might  be  practically 
synonymous  with  Ahi-el,  or,  for  that  matter,  with  Abi-el 
(see  ABI,  NAMES  WITH).  H.  w.  H. 


HAMUEL,  RV  Hammuel  (pMBn,  §  46,  om.  B, 
AMOyHA  [AL]),  a  Simeonite  (i  Ch.  426).  The  form 
with  double  m  (MT  and  RV)  was  explained  '  asstus 
Dei  '  by  Ges.  ,  but  should  no  doubt  be  read,  as  in  AV 
and  <B,  Hamuel2  (VmCQ)  as  in  the  case  of  HAMUL  (see 
below).  The  meaning  will  then  be,  '  The  head  of  my 
kindred  is  God.'  Set  HAMU,  NAMES  IN. 

HAMUL  (SlDH—  i.e.,  Vl.OH  or  ^DTJ,  possibly  a 
corruption  of  TWOn  ;  see  above,  HAMUEL  ;  but  the 
name  rv'jDrr  has  been  found  on  an  Israelite  seal, 
which  makes  Gesenius's  interpretation  '  clementiam 
expertus,'  just  possible  [cp  GAMUL]  ;  see  also  We.  De 
Gent.  22  ;  and  cp  Ki.  on  i  Ch.  2s  ;  more  probably, 
however,  like  MAHOL,  the  name  is  a  corruption  of 
JERAHMEEL  \_q.v.  §  4]  :  Hezron,  Hamul's  brother, 
appears  in  i  Ch.  2g  as  Jerahmeel's  father),  a  grandson 
of  Judah3  (Gen.  46  12,  le/touijX  [ADL],  ^»{cuSa-»  • 

i  Ch.  2s,  te/xo.i^X  [BA],  a/t.  [L]  'V.OSa*.  ;  Nu.  2621, 
uinovv  [B],  ia/j.ovt]\  [AFL],  "^asa**),  whence  arises 
the  patronymic  Hamulite  ('^cnn,  Nu.  I.e.  ;  ta/jiovvei 
[B],  iafjiovr]\i  [AL],  te/j..4  [F]). 

HAMUTAL  ("PP-IDH  Kt.  ^DTI,  'my  husband's 
father  is  the  dew'  [see  NAMES,  §  46]  ;  but  the  second 
element  in  the  name  is  very  suspicious  [see  ABITAL]  ; 
read  rather  HAMUTUB,  '  the  head  of  my  kindred  (  = 
my  God)  is  goodness'  ;  <\MIT<\A  [ALQ]),  the  mother 
of  Jehoahaz  and  Zedekiah,  2  K.  2831  (A.MeiT<M  [B]), 
24i8  (MITAT  [B],  AMITAS  [A]),  Jer.  52  1  (AM[e]iT<\&A 
[BNA])  and  in  ©BAL  of  2  Ch.  8623  (^BeiT&A  [B]). 

T.  K.  C. 

HANAMEEL,  or  (RV)  Hanamel  (^N!p3n,  'God  is 
kind  '  ?  [see  below]  ;  ANAM6HA  [BXAQ]),  b.  Shallum,  a 
cousin  of  Jeremiah,  from  whom,  in  the  first  part  of  thesiege 
of  Jerusalem,  Jeremiah  purchased,  for  seventeen  shekels,  a 
property  at  Anathoth,  thus  demonstrating  his  faith,  vic 
torious  over  doubts,  in  the  ultimate  restoration  of  Israel 
(Jer.  32  [<§  39]  7-12,  cp  44).  The  account  is  evidently 
authentic,  though  it  received  its  present  shape  only  after 
the  fall  of  Jerusalem  (see  Giesebrecht).  The  details  of 
the  purchase  are  interesting.  The  deed  of  purchase  was 
subscribed  and  sealed  (with  clay  ;  see  CLAY),  and 
together  with  a  second  unsealed  copy  was  deposited  in 
an  earthen  vessel,  which  may  have  been  like  the  earthen 
jars  which  contain  the  Babylonian  contract-tablets. 

1  Muss-Arnolt  connects  it  with  a  root  emit  [  =  rtcnl>  'to  pro 
tect,  surround,'  inferred  from  a  proper  name. 

-  1  he  altered  form  may  he  a  mistake  under  the  influence  of 
Ammiel,  or  an  intentional  alteration. 

3  Names   common    to    Judah    and    Simeon    occur    not    un- 
frequently  :  see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §§  5,  7  [>'.]• 

4  The  ©  forms  with  initial  t  seem  to  have  arisen  from  a  ditto- 
graphy  ;  KCU  ie/uovr)A  is  for  icai  ejiovrjA.     [Jos.  (Ant.  ii.  74)  has 
«Movpos,  also  the  form  lafiovoos  (see  Niese).] 
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The  name  much  exercised  the  old  interpreters.  '  Grace  of 
God,'  'Grace  of  God's  people'  (or  'of  circumcision'),  are  the 
explanations  given  in  OS  162  25  (cp  186  20),  and  the  former  appears 
as  a  note  on  the  name  in  <B<J  "'g-  of  v.  7.  We  should  probably 
read  7N'Jjn  =  T'N'iin,  '  God  is  pity.'  HANMEL  [g.v.}  occurs  twice. 
Gray's  remark  (HPN,  307,  n.  2)  goes  too  far.  The  support  of 
the  versions  could  only  prove  the  comparative  antiquity  of  the 
reading  ^NDJIT  D  's  very  frequently  miswritten  for  <> 

T.  K.  C. 

HAN  AN  (|jn,  §  50,  an  abbreviated  name  ;  cp  EL- 
HANAN,  HANANIAH  ;  AN&N  [BNAL]). 

1.  A  name  occurring  twice  {v.  23  and  v.  38,  avvav  [L]  =  944)in  a 
genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (g.v.,  §  9,  ii.  /3)  in  i  Ch.  8. 

2.  b.  MAACAH  (g.v.,  ii.  9),  one  of  David's  heroes  (i  Ch.  1143, 
avvav  [  «]). 

3.  The  b'ne  Hanan,  a  post-exilic  family  of  the  NETHINIM 
in  the  great  post-exilic  list  [see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9],  Ezra  246=  Neh. 
749  (in  latter,  yavav  [N])=I  Esd.  630,  ANAN,  2. 

4.  A  Levite,  present  at  the  reading  of  the  Law  under  Ezra 
(Neh.    87    om.    BA  =  i  Esd.   948,  avvias   [B],   avavias    [AL], 
ANANIAS,  5);  probablythe  signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  7)  Neh.  10  10  [ii]  (om.  B,  avav  [nc-alnK-A],  avavi.  [L]). 

5.  The  name  borne  by  two  signatories  to  the  covenant  (see 
EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  1022  [23]  ai/ai/c  [L],  1026  [27]  aivav  [BA], 
a.iva  [Nv'd.],  fvav  [L]). 

6.  b.    Zaccur,   a    keeper   of   the    storehouses,   appointed    by 
Nehemiah,  Neh.  1813  (aavav  [jj],  avaviov  [L]). 

7.  The  sons  of  Hanan  b.  IGUALIAH  (g.v.\  were  a  family  which 
had  a  chamber  in  the  temple  (Jer.  864  ...  viiiv  Itavav  vioO 
avaviov  [BAQ],  avvav  vl.  avvavtov  [N,  avav.   Kc-a,   but  j<  omits 
tiiou  •yoSoAiov]). 

HANANEEL,  AV,  RV  Hananel  (^N^H),  in  '  Tower 
of  Hananeel,'  Neh.  3i  12  39  Jer.  31  38  Zech.  14  10  ; 
see  JERUSALEM,  §  24. 

In  Neh.,  both  times,  the  tower  of  Hananeel  is  coupled  with 
that  of  HAMMEAH  (y.z1.).  When  we  consider  that  HAMMEAH  is 
probably  a  corruption  of  hayfsanah  '  the  old  (city),'  it  seems 
very  possible  that  the  name  of  the  '  tower  of  the  old  (city)  '  was 
Hananeel.  Observe  in  this  connection  that  in  Neh.  1239  ©I! 
does  not  recognise  '  the  town  of  Hammeah.  '  T.  K.  C. 


HANANI   (<IMP|1   §  52,  shortened  from 
HANANIAH  ;  A.N<Msi[e]i  [BNAL]). 

1.  P'ather  of  the  prophet  JEHU  [y.v.,  2],  i  K.  16  i  (in  v.  7  ai/as 
[Ba  rag.],  avavia  [A]),  2  Ch.  16  7  (aca/uei  [B],  19  2  2034). 

2.  A  temple  musician,  a  son  of  Heman  (i  Ch.  25  4  [om.  B]  25 
avav(.a<i  [B]  ;  L  has  avai/ujA  in  both  verses  which  points  to  a  form 

^ttun). 

3.  One  of  the  b'ne  IMMER  (^.7'.,  ii.  i)  among  the  sons  of  the 
priests  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZR  A  i.  ,  §  5  end), 
Ezra  10  20  (avavia  [A]  -<;  [L])=  i  Esd.  9  21  ANANIAS  [2]  (avavias 
[BAL]). 

4.  One  of  the  '  brethren  '  of  NEHEMIAH  (Neh.  1  2,  avav  [L], 
avavfis  [N  ;?  avav  etv  as  in  L],  7  2,  avavia  [BXAL]). 

5.  A  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  13^-),  Neh.  1236  (avavias  [L],  avavi  Kc.amg.  inf.],  Om. 
BN*A). 

HANANIAH     (PP^n,     -irPMn  —  i.e.,     '  Yahwe     is 
gracious,1  §§  28,  52/84  ;  ANANIA(C)  [BNAQFL,  87]). 

1.  One  of  Daniel's  companions,  also  called  Shadrach  (Dan.  16 
etc).     See  DANIEL,  §  14. 

2.  Son  of   Azzur  ;   a  prophet   who    opposed  Jeremiah   (Jer. 
28i.#). 

3.  Ancestor  of  the  captain  of  the  guard  who  arrested  Jeremiah 
(Jer.  37  13). 

4.  A  son  of  Zerubbabel  (i  Ch.  3  1921). 

5.  b.  Shashak  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (g.v.   §  9,  ii.  ff), 
i  Ch.  8  24. 

6.  One  of  the  fourteen  '  sons  of  Heman  '  (i  Ch.  25  4  23). 

7.  One  of  the  Bene  Bebai   in   the  list   of  those  with  foreign 
wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end);  Ezra  1028  (viava  [B],  aveia  [«*], 
avavfia  [NamE-])=I  Esd.  9  29,  ANANIAS,  3. 

8.  An  apothecary  in  list   of  wall-builders  (see   NEHEMIAH, 
§  i/  EZRA  ii.,    §§  16  [i],    15^),   Neh.  8  8.      Perhaps   the  same 
person  is  intended  in  Neh.  3  30  (same  list). 

9.  Neh.  3  30.     See  no.  8. 

10.  Governor  of  the  castle,  under  Nehemiah,  who  describes 
him  as  '  a  faithful  man,'  and  one  '  who  feared  God  above  many  ' 
(Neh.  72).     Cp  nos.  ii,  13. 

11.  Signatory   to   the    covenant    (see    EZRA!.,    §7);    Neh. 
10  23  [24],  tvav  [L]  ;  perhaps  the  same  as  no.  10. 

12.  Head  of  a  priestly  house  in  the  days  of  Joiakim  (see  EZRA 
it.,  §§  6  l>,  n),  Jeshua's  successor  (Neh.  12  12  ;  BN*  om.). 

13.  A  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall 
(Neh.  1241  [om.  BN*A])  ;  perhaps  the  same  as  no.  10. 


HAND  ("V,  xeip)-  Many  of  the  uses  of  the  hand  in 
Hebrew  phraseology  are  too  plain  to  need  special  ex 
planation.  There  are  some,  however,  which  are  not 
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devoid  of  strangeness,  and  some  of  the  passages  in 
which  T  '  hand  '  occurs,  need  brief  consideration  from 
the  point  of  view  of  textual  criticism.  Not  that  mere 
critical  puzzles  are  worth  mentioning  here,  but  when 
exegesis  is  distinctly  affected  by  textual  criticism,  it 
would  seem  to  be  a  fault  of  method  not  to  refer  to  this. 
Ydd,  T,  the  hand,  sometimes  with  reference  solely  to  the  wrist 
(Gen.  2422,  etc.)  or  finger,  sometimes  including  even  the  arm 
(zerffa.',  yiij),  is  to  be  kept  distinct  from  kaph,  pj,1  the  palm  of 
the  hand  (or  the  sole  of  the  foot,  paw,  etc.,  cp  Lev.  11  27).  The 
hollowed  hand  is  the  so  ill,  ^yy  (i  K.  20  10,  etc.),  or  h&phcn, 
Jfin  (Prov.  304,  etc.).  For  parts  of  the  hand  the  Hebrew  terms 
are  esbd'dh,  nyai'N,  finger2  (Ex.  31  18,  etc.),  bohen,  pa,  thumb 
(Judg.  1  6,  etc.),  koten,  p'p,  little  finger  (i  K.  12  10),  and  sippbren, 
pbi,  nail.3  The  span  of  the  hand  is  tophah,  n3b  (Ex.  25  25, 
etc.,  nstp,  i  K.  725),  used  as  a  unit  of  measurement  (cp  the 
similar  use  ot'  'finger'  in  Jer.  52  21);  see  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  full  phrase  for  right 
hand  is  yad  ydinin,  pa'  T  (e.g.,  Ps.  7825);  ydinin,  po'  is 
properly  '  right  side."  '  Left-handed  '  is  expressed  by  'itter  \yad 
ydinin}  [J'D'"1']  IBM,  Judg.  3  15  20  16. 

a.  In    two    important    passages    (i  S.  15  12  Is.  56s) 
RV"'£-    records    the   fact    that    where    English    idiom 
requires  'monument,'  or  'memorial,'  the  Hebrew  has 
'hand'  (T).      'Saul  came  to  Carmel,  and,   behold,  he 
set  him  up   a  monument  '  ;    this    trophy  of  Saul    the 
Hebrew  text  calls  a  '  hand.  '     The  reading,  however,  is 
not  free  from  doubt.  4     At  any  rate,  this  use  of  '  hand  ' 
is  certainly  found  in  2  S.  18  18  (Absalom's  '  monument  ') 
and  in  Is.  56s  (the  '  memorial  '  promised  to  God-fearing 
eunuchs).     On  many  Phoenician  votive  steles  an  out 
stretched  hand  is   represented,    probably  to  symbolize 
the  action  which  accompanied  the  vow.5     The  monu 
ments  referred  to  in  the  OT  passages  may  be  regarded 
as  votive  steles. 

b.  Similarly  Abram,  when  he  makes  a  vow,  lifts  up 
his  hand   (Gen.  14  14  ;    cp  Dt.  32  40  2  K.  Ids   Ezek. 
17  18  ;  and  especially,  according  to  the  usual  interpreta 
tion,  Ex.  17  16,  Prov.  11  21). 

Ex.  17  16  forms  part  of  an  account  of  the  defeat  of  the  Amale- 
kites,  when  Yahwe  declared  that  he  would  utterly  blot  out  the 
Amalekites.  The  Hebrew  has,  '  And  he  said,  That  a  hand  to 
the  throne  (?)  of  Jah,  war  hath  Yahwe  against  Amalek  from 
generation  to  generation  (?).'  For  the  first  part  of  this  RV  gives, 
And  he  said,  The  Lord  hath  sworn.1  Those  who  are  less  tied 
to  the  MT  than  the  Revisers  were,  will  admit  that  the  text  is 
hardly  translateable,  and  needs  emendation  (see  JEHOVAH-NISSI). 
Prov.  11  21  is  also  commonly  said  to  refer  to  the  custom  of  lifting 
up  the  hand  for  an  oath.  As  an  alternative  to  the  faulty  render 
ing  of  AV  we  find  in  RVmiT-,  '  My  hand  upon  it  !  Heb.,  Hand 
to  hand.'  There  is,  however,  no  parallel  for  a  proverb  con 
structed  as  RVm£-  supposes  Prov.  11  21  to  be,  and  we  should 
almost  certainly  read,  not,  '  My  hand  upon  it  ;  the  evil  man 
shall  not  go  scot  free,'  but,  '  The  malignant  witness6  shall  not  go 
scot  free.' 

No  doubts  need  be  raised  against  that  well-known 
passage,  Ps.  1448,  '  Their  right  hand  is  a  right  hand  of 
falsehood  '  ;  yamin  in  Arabic  has  the  double  meaning 
of  '  right  hand  '  and  '  oath.  '  Cp  2  K.  10  15  (see 
JONADAB,  3);  Gal.  2g,  '  the  right  hands  of  fellowship.  ' 

c.  Clasping   hands   was    the    sign    of    a    completed 
bargain  ;  see  Job  17s  Prov.  61. 

RV,  however,  goes  too  far  when  it  gives  in  Is.  26,  'and  they 
strike  hands  [in  bargains]  with  the  children  of  strangers.'  The 
present  Hebrew  text  is  hardly  translateable,  and  no  suggested 
rendering  is  thoroughly  suitable  to  the  context.  Most  probably 
we  should  read,  '  And  with  the  secret  arts  of  the  Harranians 
they  practise  enchantments  '  (see  HARAN  i.).7 

d.  In  Ex.  2841  299,   Lev.  21  10  (all  P),  we  find  the 
strange  idiom,  'to  fill  the  hand'  (T  N^D)  for  'to  con 
secrate  as  priest.'8     In  Judg.  17s,  however,  it  simply 

1  In  Bibl.  Aram.  D9,  Dan.  65;  see  Bevan,  Dan.  100,  n., 
Dr.  on  2  S.  13  18. 

-  With  Q<(?:n  =  toes,  2  S.  2120. 

3  With  nb'J,'='to  pare  the  nails,'  Dt.  21  12  1.     On  the  custom 
here  referred  to,  see  WRS,  Ki;t.  178.     Bibl.  Aram.  IBs*  Dan. 
4  30  [33!- 

4  Cp  Schwally,  Leben  nacli  dan  Tode,  58. 
s  See  SAUL,  beg. 

"  ^y.'1??  ~W  (CP  Prov-  1^28),  represented  in  MT  byjn  T1?  T- 
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means  '  to  bestow  the  office  of  priest,'  which  is  near  the 
original  sense.  Hale\-y  has  pointed  out  (REJ,  Oct. - 
Dec.  1890,  p.  209)  that  it  is  exactly  parallel  to  an  Assyrian 
phrase  for  the  transmission  of  authority ;  Delitzsch 
(Ass.  HWB  4091?)  gives  this  as  kat&  mullti,  '  to  fill  the 
hand  '  =  '  to  invest  with  an  office. '  There  is  therefore 
no  need  to  suppose  either  that  the  objects  with  which 
the  hand  was  filled  were  pieces  of  a  sacrificial  offering 
(Di. ,  Baudissin),  or  that  a  sum  of  money  was  placed  in 
it  ( Vatke,  Wellh. )  ;  it  is  the  office  itself  which  is  given. 
Nor  can  we  say,  with  most  scholars,  that  Ezek.  43  16,  where 
the  phrase  seems  to  be  applied  to  the  reconsecration  of  the  altar, 
shows  how  completely  the  consciousness  of  its  original  meaning 
has  faded  away.  For  VT  IN^DI  (Kr.,  ®)  seems  to  be  a  corrup 
tion  of  Q'D'nviN  VnH,  words  which  appear  in  MT  (but  with 
1^3'  for  1^3)  at  the  head  of  v.  27,  but  are  lacking  in  ©.  Obvi 
ously  there  are  two  rival  readings,  and  VT  IX^Cl  is  the  worse 
of  the  two.  Cp,  however,  Nowack,  HA  2  120  jf.  ;  Addis,  Doc. 
Hex.  2263  n.  ;  Dr. -White,  SHOT,  Lev.  Eng.,  71. 

T.  K.  C. 

HANDBREADTH  (FlBb),  Ex.  37 12  2  Ch.  4  5  Ps. 
39s  [6]-  See  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

HANDICRAFTS.  To  attempt  a  complete  account 
of  all  the  handicrafts  practised  by  the  Hebrews,  in  the 
light  of  the  Talmud  and  the  evidences  of  the  monu 
ments,  would  mean  a  history  of  their  civilisation  and 
culture,  and  would  lie  far  outside  the  limits  of  this 
article.  It  must  suffice,  therefore,  here  to  give  a  brief 
summary  of  the  various  occupations  to  which  reference 
is  made  in  the  Bible,  and  to  indicate  any  additional 
features  which  seem  to  be  of  general  interest. 

1.  Leaving  on  one  side  all  workers  in  metal,  whether 
coppersmiths  ( i  K.  7 14  2 Tim.  4 14),  ironsmiths(Is.  44 12), 
gold-  or  silversmiths  (Judg.  174  Is.  40 19  Mai.  32/),1  we 
may  start  with  two  allied  crafts — viz.  those  of  workers 
in  wood  and  workers  in  stone. 

The   common   term   is  E'^J,   haras  (for   harras ;    <&   usually 

reieriav),  \/to  cut,  used  generally  of  an  artisan  (e.g.  2  K.  22  6  24  14 

Jer.  24  i  29  2),  or,  more  definitely,  of  a  carpenter 

1.  Terms.  (Jer.  103  Is.  417),  or  metal-worker  (Hos.  182);  in 

i  S.  13  19  (TC'KTWV  <ri6ijpoii  [BAL])  the  reference  is, 

as  the  context  shows,  to  armourers.     Usually,  however,  the  term 

is  qualified  by  addition  of  the  material — viz.  (i)  |3N  'n,  worker 

in  stone,  2  S.  5  n  (T.  At'0u»>),  i  Ch.  22  15  (oiKoSdjuos  \i9<at>,  Aarojio? 

\iO<av),    Ex.  28 1 1    (AiSoupytKJjs    Te'x>")«),   (2)    p]/  n,  worker    in 

wood,  28.  5  n  2  K.  12  ii  [12]   i  Ch.  22  15  (T.  [TWV]   fuAcoi/),   (3) 

Dil'nj  'n,    worker   in   bronze,    i  K.  7  14  (T.   ^aXicou),    2  Ch.  24  12 

(xaAxevs  xaAicov),  (4)  /H3  n,  worker  in   iron,  2  Ch.  24  12  (xa^-- 

<cet>?   o-ifirjpou).      From  the  same   root  comes  ncnn,   hdrosith, 

'  work '  (naturally  more  specific  than  nDN^a,  meld'kdK),  defined, 

as  above,  by  the  addition  of  J3X  or  f  y  (Ex.  31  5). 

Words  used  to  express  the  idea  of  carving,  cutting,  or  hewing 
are  :  ^sn  (to  new  out  °f  tne  living  rock),  i  Ch.  22  15  (rex^u'ris), 
2  Ch.  2  18  [17]  (with  "IFI3,  Aard/aos),  to  be  kept  distinct  from  2Bfl 
('to  cut  or  gather  wood'),  Dt.  19  5  29u[io],  etc.;  and  ppn 
(stone),  Is.  22  16,  as  opposed  to  npn  (wood),  i  K.  6  35.  Common 
to  both  crafts  are  mD,  Dt.  19  5  i  K.  5  6  [20]  Is.  14  8  (wood),  Mesha 
inscr.  1.  25  (stone),  and  ypa,  Gen.  22  3  (wood),  Hos.  13  2  Ps. 
78  15  Job  28  10  Eccles.  10  9  (stone),  apj  (to  judge  from  the  use 
of  napa  in  Siloam  inscr.  I.  i)  is  used  only  of  stone  ;  f]pj,  on  the 
other  hand,  of  wood  (Is.  1034,  cp  *]gi,  chap.  176  24  13). 

2.  The  work  of  the  carpenter  belongs  to  the  earliest 
efforts  of  man  to  provide  himself  with  the  ordinary  con- 


2.  Workers 
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veniences   and    simple   comforts   of   life. 
His  work  ranges  from  the  fashioning  of 


-  •  -- 

8  Note  the  Syr.  cognate  sumlayd  'ordination.' 
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the  rude  tent  furniture  to  veneering,  in 
laying,  and  carvings  in  wood  (miklaoth,  my'jpD,  e.g.  of 
cedar,  i  K.  618  ;  olive,  id.  32  ;  fir,  ib.  v.  34  f.  ;  pittuhim, 
D'rnnB,  iK.629);  see  BED,  EBONY,  IVORY.  Cp  also- 
SHIP. 

The  implements  used  would  be  primarily  of  the 
simplest  description.  (The  modern  Bedouin  for  example 
fashions  a  hammer  by  taking  a  fragment  of  hard  red 
granite  and  bringing  it  into  the  required  shape  by 
chipping  it  with  another  stone. )  The  precise  meaning 
of  some  of  the  terms  is  uncertain,  and  the  mention  of 

1  See  METALS,  and  cp  COFFER,  GOLD,  IRON,  etc. 
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hdreb  (sword)  in  Ex.2025  to  denote  an  implement  is 
significant.  Naturally  growth  of  culture  went  side  by 
side  with  the  invention  of  more  elaborate  and  delicate 
tools.  As  we  should  expect  from  the  analogies  of  folk 
lore,  implements  of  stone  or  wood  were  long  preferred 
for  certain  purposes  to  those  of  iron  (cp  Ex.  20  25)  ;  but 
the  tradition  that  in  the  building  of  Solomon's  temple 
no  '  tool  of  iron  '  was  heard  (i  K.  67)  is  hardly  genuine 
(see  IRON,  §  2). 

The  tools  comprised  various  kinds  of  AXE,  HAMMER,  SAW, 
measuring-line  (lp,  Is.  44  13),  chisel  or  carving-tool  (n^lspD,  pi. 
Is.  44  13,  EV  'planes'),  the  stylus  or  graver  (TIB?,  see  PENCIL), 
and  an  instrument  for  making  circles  (so  apparently  ruinp).  Some 
of  these  tools,  of  course,  were  used  by  workers  in  stone. 

From  Is.  44 13^  Wisd.  ISiojf.  we  gain  interesting 
particulars  regarding  some  of  the  details  of  carpentry. 
The  artificer  takes  care  to  choose  a  sound  tree,  one  that 
will  not  rot,  avoiding  the  crooked  and  knotted  pieces, 
or,  may  be,  '  planteth  an  ash  tree '  for  the  purpose. 
Having  made  his  choice  he  saws,  hews,  or  cuts  it  into 
beams.1  The  wood  is  then  ready  to  be  shaped  into  a 
slab  (m1?),  board  (chp),  plank  (ybx),  stave  (13),  etc. 

3.   The  art  of  working  in   stone  goes  back   to  the 
earliest  ages.      In  its  rudest  forms  it  is  exemplified  in 
the  primitive  rock-cut  altars,  aqueducts, 
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wine-vats,  cisterns,   and  conduits  still  to 


be  seen  in  Palestine.  Of  a  less  primitive 
character  are  the  rough-hewn  stones,  varying  in  work 
manship,  used  as  landmarks  (Jer.  31  21),  gravestones 
(2  K.  23  17),  inscriptional  steles,2  etc.  Finally,  the  art 
in  its  most  cultivated  and  advanced  form  is  seen  in  the 
manufacture  of  stone  vases,  etc.  (see  ALABASTER)  ; 
sculpture,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  practised  by  the  Hebrews,  although  the  prohibition 
in  Ex.204  is  sufficiently  wide  to  indicate  that  this  par 
ticular  branch  of  art  was  not  unknown. 

4.  One   of  the  most  interesting  features  connected 
with  the  craft  of  stone-cutting  in  general  is  the  faculty 
which  the  ancients  possessed  of  dealing  with  huge  masses 
of  stone   (in  the  form   of  foundation-blocks,   obelisks, 
or  statues).     The  hugest  of  the  stones  of  Stonehenge 
is    quite    put    in    the    shade    by    such    specimens    of 
Egyptian  workmanship  as  Cleopatra's  Needle  (186  tons), 
and  the  obelisk  of  Hatshepsu  at  Karnak  (circa  374  tons), 
and  —  to  go  beyond  Egypt—  by  the  largest  of  the  stones 
in  the  outer  wall  of  the  Temple  Hill  at  Jerusalem  (some 
of  which  measure  25x12x8  ft.),   or  by  some  of  the 
stones  in  the  ruins  of  Baalbek,  three  of  which  are  about 
13  ft.  in  height,  probably  as  much  in  thickness,  and  no  less 
than  from  62  to  64  ft.  in  length.      '  The  greatest  marvel 
is  that  they  have  been  raised  to  the  top  of  a  substruction 
already  23  ft.  high.  '  3  One  is  enabled  to  see  from 
the  extant  quarries  of  red   granite  at  Syene  the  way 
in  which  the  stone  was  cut  away  from  the  mother-rock 
before  removal.     Thence  it  was  conveyed  upon  sledges 
and  rollers  or  upon  rafts  and  floats,  which  were  drawn  by 
men  orcattle(sometimes  both)  to  the  required  spot.    Brute 
strength  —  with    a  total  disregard  of  human  life  —  aided 
by  such  simple  mechanical  expedients  as  levers  was  the 
sole  motive  power  employed.4 

5.  Turning  now  to  the  builders  (cna,  otVo56/ioi),  we 
note  that  in  the  construction  of  walls  both  wood  and 
stone  were  used  (Ezra  6863;  cp  Herod.  1  179,  Rawl.  ad 
loc.  ).      The  specialised   term  for  wall-builders  is 


1  Cpmip  'vsn.  2K.  65. 

2  The  specific  term  (at  all  events  for  the  stele  maker)  is  K7DS, 
found  at  the  end  of  several  Nabataean  inscriptions.     In  some 
cases  there  are  two  (CfS  2  nos.  206  209  221)  or  even  three  (ib. 
no.  208)  workmen.     One  bears  the  (possibly  appropriate)  name 
nnBN  (cp  nr\3,  mns  ;  see  ENGRAVE). 

3  Baed.  Pa!.(3)  375.      Even  these  are  exceeded  in  size  by  a 
prodigious  block  in  the  quarries  to  the  SE.,  measuring  71  X  14X13 
ft.,  and  probably  weighing  about  1500  tons  (pp.  cit.  376).    Though 
hewn  out  it  has  not  yet  been  separated  from  the  rock. 

4  SeeWilk.  Anc.  Eg.  2302^,  and  for  the  interesting  description 
upon  the  bas-relief  in  the  Deir  el-Bahri  temple,  see  F.  L.  Griffith 
in  Eg.  Expl.  Fund  Report  for  '95-'96,  p.  (>ff. 
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(2  K.  12 12  [13])  or  vp  j3N  *ehn  (2  S.  5n).  Houses  were 
made  of  bricks  or  clay  ;  but  hewn-stone  was  not  un 
common  (cp  below,  6),  especially  in  the  case  of  houses  of 
the  better  class  and  such  buildings  as  the  pa^S,  j'Spna, 
nO'3,  etc. ,  which  (like  the  names  they  bear)  were  of 
foreign  introduction.  Joisting  is  referred  to  in  2  Ch. 
34  ii  (manp).  Naturally  some  knowledge  of  measuring 
and  the  drawing  of  plans  (cp  rmn,  i  Ch.  28 n/. ,  etc.) 
was  required. 

6.  Here   mention    may   be    made   of  the    plasterers 
(DTIB,  tdhim,  Ezek.  13  u,  see  MORTAR,  3),  and  the  white- 
washer  (MH  T'D,  cp  Kovidw,  Mt.  2827  Acts  23  3)  who 
carried  a  brush  with  jointed  handles  (Shabb.  470.). 

For  the  terms  used  to  express  the '  cutting '  of  stone  see  above  (§  i); 
the 'quarrying 'is  called  JTDn  (i  K.  5  i8[3i]  Eccles.  10  9).  Stones 
which  have  been  thus  treated  are  styled  (i)  3STO  '33N,  2  K.  12 
12  [13]  226  (Ai'floi  AaTOjUijTOt),  2  Ch.  34  n  (A.  T«Tp<Mre8oi),  (2) 
n't;!,  i  K.  5  17  [31]  (A.  an-eAeKiJTOus),  i  Ch.  22  2  (A.  f  uo-roik),  i  K. 
1 9  ii  636  (jt-frpov  a.TreAeioJTioi'),  Am.  5n  (fecrrovs,  or  £v<rrov's) ; 
used  for  altars,  Ezek.  40  42  (Atfivai  AeAaf ev^eVai)  ;  cp  the  pro 
hibition  Ex.  20  25  (TJUWITOI)  ;  also  in  buildings,  Is.  9  10  [9].  (3) 
^a  used  in  building,  Ezra  6864,  the  same  word  in  Palm,  is 

used  of  an  inscriptional  stele. 

Special  tools  which  would  be  needed  in  addition  to  those  men 
tioned  above  are  the  plumb-line  (T]JN,  Am.  7  7),  or  plummet- 
weight  (n7pB>p,  Is.  28  17  2  K.  21 13),  and  the  measuring-reed  (i"Up 
or  mDfl  H3p>  Ezek.  40  3).  For  the  mechanical  methods  employed 
by  the  Egyptians,  see  especially  F.  Petrie,  Pyramids  and 
Temples  ofGizeh,  173  21  zjf. 

7.  On  the  art  of  setting  and  engraving  jewels  (Ex. 
2Sgj^.,  etc.),  see  PRECIOUS  STONES). 

8.  Workers  in  clay  and  earth.     Their  trade  ranged 
from  the  building  of  houses  to  the  manufacture  of  house 
hold    utensils,    and    pottery   of    the    finest 


4.  Other 
trades. 


construction    (see    BRICK,    §    2  ;     HOUSE  ; 


POTTERY).  GLASS  \q.v. ]  was  known  to 
the  Hebrews  ;  but  the  glazier  is  first  mentioned  in  the 
Mishna  (jjt). 

9.  For   the   tanning   and   preparation   of  skins   see 
BOTTLE,  §  i  ;  LEATHER. 

10.  For  the  various  kinds  of  cloths,  wearing  apparel, 
etc.,  see  DRESS  and  the  related  articles,  and  for  their 
manufacture,  see  EMBROIDERY,  LINEN,  TENT,  WEAV 
ING,   WOOL.      In   connection  with  this   trade  mention 
must  be  made  of  the  FULLER  and  the  dyer  (Mish.  yix  ; 
see  generally  COLOURS). 

11.  Considerable   attention  was    paid   to  the  body. 
The  use  of  perfumes  and  perfumed   unguents  necessi 
tated  the  '  apothecaries  '  and  '  confectionaries  '  (in  AV)  ; 
see  INCENSE,  OIL,  SPICES.     Barbers  were   an   indis 
pensable  class  (see  BEARD,    HAIR).      The   bath-man 
(MH  j|?3),  and  the  TUD  (Phcen.),  who  scraped  the  skin 
with  a  strigil,  first  appear  at  a  late  date. 

12.  Finally  must  be  enumerated  the  most  domestic 
of  all   arts— that   of  cooking;    see  BAKING,    BREAD, 
COOKING,  FISH,  FOOD. 

Among  dwellers  in  the  desert  whose  wants  are  few, 
and  who  derive  food  and  clothing  from  their  herds,  a 

_,  knowledge  of  handicrafts  cannot  be  expected 

Jjf  to  flourish.  The  women  do  more  than  their 
remarks.  share  of  the  work,  and  owing  to  inter-tribal 
co-operation  outside  aid  is  rarely  needed.  Doughty, 
however,  speaks  of  a  tribe  of  nomads  who  travelled  as 
cheese-sellers  (Ar.  Des.  2208 /. ),  and  in  the  case  of  metal 
workers  it  is  not  improbable  that  there  were  nomad 
craftsmen,  the  ancestors  of  the  sdny  and  solubby  of 
to-day.1 

It  is  among  a  settled  population  living  in  towns  and 
villages  that  need  for  special  craftsmen  arises.  Outside 
help  was  needed  by  Soldhon  in  the  building  of  the 
temple  (i  K.  56  [20],  see  GEBAL  i. ),  and  the  intercourse 
thus  established  (not  necessarily  for  the  first  time)  was 

1  That  the  Kenites  were  such  a  guild  (Sayce,  Races  of  OT,  118) 
rests  upon  the  slenderest  of  bases ;  see  AMALEK,  §  7  n.,  and  cp 
METALS. 
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not  without  its  influence  on  the  religious  history  of  Israel 
(Neh.  13i62o/.,  cp  HORSE,  §  3). 

With  the  increase  of  trade  special  places  for  the  trans 
action  of  business  sprang  up.  The  '  shop'  (nun)  is  first 
mentioned  in  MH  (on  the  text  of  Jer.  37 16  see  CELLS)  ; 
the  Gk.  [xOSsas  (iravToiruiXla.}  occurs  only  in  a  Palmyrene 
inscription.  The  usual  custom,  no  doubt,  was  to  carry 
on  business  out  of  doors,  in  the  streets  (niiin,  see  especially 
i  K.  2034),  and,  as  is  still  so  frequently  the  case,  special 
localities  would  be  set  apart  for  certain  trades.  Hawkers 
and  pedlars,  however,  were  not  unknown.  Bdbd  Bathra 
22<z  mentions  the  itinerant  vendors  of  perfumes  who 
visited  cities  to  sell  toilet  requisites  to  women,  and  the 
Taclmor  fiscal  inscription  of  137  A.  D.  imposes  a  tax  on 
all  peripatetic  dealers  in  old  clothes  (pjr 


7r6\ei). 

In  Alexandria  there  were  streets  reserved  for  the  goldsmiths,  j 
silversmiths,  coppersmiths,  etc.  (Succah,  51^),  similarly  in  Damas-  I 
cus(cp  Baed.  Pal,*?)  348  ;  see  also  JERUSALEM).  On  the  'valley  j 
of  craftsmen  or  sorcerers'  (i  Ch.  4  14),  see  GE-HAKASHIM. 

The  classification  by  trade  and  the  formation  of  guilds    | 
doubtless  arose  at  an  early  date  (cp  EPHESUS,  col.  1305, 
n.  i).    Guilds  of  goldsmiths  and  perfumers  are  mentioned 
in  Neh.  38,  1  possibly  also  temple-masons  in  POCHERETH- 

HAZ/CEBAIM. 

If  so  the  family  was  a  hereditary  guild,  similar  to  the  later 
families  of  Garmu  and  Abtinas  who  tenaciously  retained  the 
secret  of  baking  the  shew-bread  and  preparing  the  holy  incense 
in  their  respective  families  (}roiudZ  n).  Guilds  of  potters  and 
weavers  seem  to  be  referred  to  in  i  Ch.  4  21.  A  nDJDH  JV3  of 
the  coppersmiths  is  mentioned  in  Shabb.  1  1/>,  and  a  K'j'p  'T  NCJH 
(smiths'  guild)  in  a  Palmyrene  inscription  of  the  third  century 
A.  D.  It  was  possibly  as  a  sign  of  membership  that  each  artisan 
used  to  wear  something  distinctive  of  his  calling  ;  the  scribe,  a 
pen  in  his  ear  ;  the  wool-carder,  a  woollen  thread  ;  the  tailor 
(a"n)>  a  needle  in  front  of  his  dress,  etc. 

No  encroachment  of  trade  was  allowed  {Mass.  240),  and 
to  avoid  competition  two  butchers  would  agree  together  not  to 
kill  on  the  same  day  (Bdbd  Bathra,  qa\  see  ib.  8ga).  Each 
baker  adopted  a  particular  shape  of  loaf  to  distinguish  his  work 
manship  from  that  of  others. 

All  labour  was  looked  upon  as  honourable.  Ex 
ceptions  were  few.  The  sailor,  herdsman,  driver  of  | 
asses  or  camels,  and  barber  were  regarded  with  dis 
favour.  The  tanner  was  obliged  to  carry  on  his  evil- 
smelling  craft  outside  the  precincts  of  the  city  (Bdbd 
Bathra  250,  incidentally  confirmed  by  Acts  lOsz),  and 
the  low  esteem  in  which  his  calling  was  held  was  only 
exceeded  by  that  of  the  skinner  of  carcases  (P/sdch. 
1133).  The  trades  closed  to  the  high  priest  were  those 
of  the  weaver,  fuller,  perfumer,  barber,  tanner,  leech, 
and  bath-man.  Apart  from  this  the  practice  of  some 
trade  or  other  was  recommended  to  all.  '  Great  is  work, 
for  it  honours  the  worker  '  (Nlddr.  46^).  To  neglect  to 
teach  one's  son  some  handicraft  was  tantamount  to 
bringing  him  up  to  robbery  (Kidd.  29^).  Not  all  trades, 
as  we  have  seen,  were  estimated  alike.  Bifrdkh.  (63(1) 
advises  every  man  to  teach  his  son  a  clean  and  light 
employment,  such  as,  for  example,  tailoring,  because 
the  stitches  form  neat,  straight  lines  like  the  furrows  of 
the  field.  Many  Rabbins,  renowned  in  their  day,  were 
not  ashamed  to  earn  their  living  by  the  labour  of  their 
hands  ;  R.  Johanan  as  a  sandal-maker,  Hillel  as  a 
wood-cutter,  R.  Jehudah  as  a  baker,  R.  Simon  as  an 
embroiderer  —  and  many  other  instances  could  be 
given.2  It  is  quite  exceptional,  therefore,  when  Ben-Sira 
elevates  the  literary  profession  far  above  all  trades,  and 
refuses  to  concede  the  possibility  of  the  artisan's  acquir 
ing  wisdom  (Ecclus.  8828^  ).  See  EDUCATION. 

s.  A.  C. 

HANDKERCHIEF   (coyAAplON)   Acts  19  12.       See 
NAPKIN. 

HAND  MIRROR  (j 
See  LOOKING-GLASS. 

1  The  idiom  D'EISfTp,  etc.,  may  perhaps  be  the  source  of  the 
6  roO  rejcrdi'o?  tnos  (Mt.  1855;  contrast  Mk.  63).    See  JOSEPH 
(HUSBAND  OP-  MARY). 

2  e.g.  Paul  ;  cp  CILICIA,  §  3  (end),  TENT,  §  3. 
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HANDS,  LAYING  ON  OF.  The  same  English 
phrase  '  to  lay  hands  upon '  is  used  in  the  AV  to  render  two 
distinct  Greek  phrases — viz.  xeipas  eTri/SdAAeiv,  to  lay  hands  on 
with  violence,  and  xeipai;  fcrtnWnu,  to  lay  hands  on  to  convey 
some  gift.  With  the  latter  phrase  corresponds  the  eiri'0e<ris 
Xfiptav  of  Heb.  621  Tim.  4142  Tim.  1  6.  From  it,  again, 
must  be  distinguished  the  verb  mt0eiwau>  (Acts  14  23),  which 
properly  signifies  simply  'to  appoint,'  so,  e.g.,  in  the  Didacke, 
chap  15,  'Appoint  for  yourselves  (xf<.porovri<raTf  eavrois)  bishops 
and  deacons '  :  though  at  a  later  period  xeiPOTOV<-o-  's  regularly 
used  as  a  synonym  of  xeipoBecria.. 

In  the  OT  we  find  '  laying  on  of  hands '  practised  (a) 
by  privileged  individuals,  of  their  own  free  will,  and  (6) 
by  religious  officers  as  a  legal  act.  In  the  NT  we  find 
(c)  Jesus  and  the  apostles  using  it  at  their  pleasure 
in  acts  of  healing  or  in  benedictions  ;  we  also  find  it  (</) 
as  an  ecclesiastical  rite.  In  all  cases  we  must  suppose 
the  laying  on  of  hands  to  be  accompanied  by  words. 
If  the  words  partake  of  the  nature  of  a  spell,  the  laying 
on  of  hands  must  also  be  said  to  have  a  magical  char 
acter  ;  our  judgment  on  the  one  act  conditions  our 
judgment  on  the  other  (see  BLESSINGS  AND  CURSINGS). 
For  an  instance  of  (a)  see  Gen.  48  *T  ff.  ;  for  instances 
of  (b)  Ex.  29io  15  Lev.  14  82  44  8i3/.  22  1624  29  33 
1621  (see  AZAZEL,  §  i)  24 14  Nu.  810  12  27 18  20  Dt.  189 
17y;  cp  also  Ecclus.  5020.  See  SACRIFICE. 

The  later  Jewish  semlkha  is  the  lineal  descendant  of  this  OT 
rite;  but  by  the  fifth  century  A.D.,  the  symbolic  act  of  imposi 
tion  of  hands  had  entirely  disappeared  from  the  Jewish  ordina 
tion  of  religious  teachers.  (See  Schiirer's  note  GJI'fi)  2 199 
[<7/H2)  2  152  ET  3  177]  ;  andarticle  'Ordinirung'in  Hamburger, 
RE,  Abt.  "i«A2ff.). 

For  instances  of  (c)  see  Lk.  440  (the  parallels  in  Mt. 
and  Mk.  are  silent),  Mk.  823  [16 18]  10i6  (blessing 
children)  Acts  9 17  288.  The  several  passsages  in  Acts, 
however,  need  separate  consideration.  In  Acts8i6/". 
we  read  that  Peter  and  John,  after  prayer,  laid  their 
hands  on  those  who  had  been  baptized  by  Philip  in 
Samaria,  and  they  (for  the  first  time)  received  the  Holy 
Spirit.  That  the  action  was  in  no  degree  magical  is 
shown  by  the  incident  related  in  Acts  1044.  Similarly 
in  Acts  196  Paul  lays  his  hands  on  disciples  of  John  the 
Baptist  (see  JOHN,  DISCIPLES  OF). 

Instances  of  (d}  occur  in  Acts  66  (imposition  of  hands 
on  the  Seven),  13s  (Barnabas  and  Saul),  i  Tim.  4 14 
522  2  Tim.  16.  It  is  everywhere  apparent  that  only 
certain  privileged  persons  are  able  so  to  perform  the  rite 
of  imposition  of  hands  that  the  x<£/)«rjua  of  office  may 
be  communicated,  and  it  is  this  communication  of  a 
X<ipi<r/ua  which  constitutes  investiture  of  office. 

Once  more  the  non-magical  character  of  the  rite  is 
manifest.  In  i  Tim.  4 14  the  imposition  of  the  hands 
of  the  presbytery  is  in  close  connection  with  prophetic 
utterances  (cp  i  Tim.  1 18).  In  2  Tim.  1  6  the  description 
is  condensed  into  'the  gift  (x<*-P-)  of  God  which  is  in 
thee  through  the  laying  on  of  my  (Paul's)  hands." 

The  meaning  of  i  Tim.  5  22  is  not  quite  plain.  '  Lay  hands 
suddenly  (or,  hastily)  on  no  man  '  might  refer  to  the  appointment 
of  church  officers  ;  but  the  following  words,  '  and  be  not  partaker 
with  other  men's  sins,'  hardly  seems  favourable  to  this.  The 
laying  on  of  hands  was  afterwards  employed  in  the  reception  of 
catechumens  and  in  the  restoration  of  offenders.  The  en-i'flecris 
\eiptav  of  Heb.  62is  closely  connected  with  '  baptisms '  ;  1  but  we 
are  unable  to  define  the  precise  meaning.  See  SPIRITUAL 
GIFTS. 

HANDWASHING.     See  WASHINGS,  MEALS,  §  5. 

HANES  (D3H  ;  on  the  versions  see  n.  2),  a  place  in 
Egypt  (Is.  304  to  which  v.  5  belongs).  MT  is  generally 
rendered  thus  :  '  For  though2  his  princes  are  in  Zoan, 

1  BanTKT/ixoi  firiOsiris  rf  \npiav  corresponds  to  avaaraais 
vfKpiav  xal  KplfMO.  aliovtov. 


/* 

presupposes  yyp,  D'DK^Di  f°r  nr,  VSN^D  \  a'so  ^yy  Djn 
(tid-njv  Koiri.<i<rov(nv  [BKAOQ])  for  1J?'J'  03P1 ;  and  C'%N3,1  "?D  is 
unrepresented.  So  far  as  Qjn  for  D3n  's  concerned,  we  cannot 
pronounce  ®BJ<AOQ'S  text  an  improvement.  See,  however,  no.  3. 
Jerome  keeps  Hanes,  but  guesses  badly  at  '  ultimam  juxta 
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and  his  messengers  go  as  far  as  Hanes,  none  wins  aught 
but  disappointment,'  etc.  (so  SHOT,  'Isaiah') — i.e. , 
however  far  the  rule  of  the  Pharaoh  may  extend,  none 
who  has  anything  to  ask  of  him  fails  to  be  disappointed 
(Di. ,  Duhm,  Che.}.  If  this  is  correct,  Hanes  must 
have  been  at  some  distance  from  the  royal  residence,  so 
that  the  Pharaoh  communicated  with  it  by  messengers 
or  envoys.  Our  first  object  will  be  to  illustrate  by 
Egyptology  what  the  critics  pronounce  the  most  prob 
able  view  of  the  Hebrew  text ;  we  therefore  disregard 
at  present  the  different  interpretation  of  EV. 

i.  We  may  well  be  cautious  in  seeking  to  identify 
Hanes,  considering  the  failure  of  <5>  to  recognise  any 
Egyptian  name  resembling  it.  But  we  may  at  any  rate 
reject  the  view  put  forward  by  Diimichen,  who  identifies 

both  Hanes  and  the  Assyrian  Hinin(\}si  with    ^~JL^ 


the  capital   of  a  district 


with  a  sanctuary  fit- 


ftnmtt  ('house  of  the  nurse'?).  Diimichen  held  this 
city  to  be  Daphnee,  and  Daphnas  to  be  Heracleopolis 
parva,  but  without  any  other  reason  than  the  an 
alogy  of  this  alleged  'Hems'  to  the  southern  Hnes 
(wrongly  read  Henensuten  by  Diimichen).  Unfortu 
nately,  the  reading  Henes  is  a  guess  of  the  highest 
improbability.  Naville  (Ahnas  el-Medineh,  4)  admits 
it  to  be  doubtful,  and  prefers  to  emphasise  the  fact  that 
in  Asur-bani-pal's  account  of  his  war  with  Tarku 
(Tirhakah)  Hininsi  occurs  among  the  names  of  cities 
all  of  which  belong  to  the  Delta.  It  is  clear,  however, 
that  this  circumstance  will  not  justify  us  in  accepting 
Diimichen's  identification.  It  can  only  suggest  that 
Asur-bani-pal's  Hininsu  was  probably  a  city  in  the 
Delta,  which  is,  in  fact,  all  that  Naville  contends  for. 

2.  We  have  next  to  consider  the  view  prevalent  among 
scholars  from  Vitringa's  time — a  view  that  is  at  any 
rate  in  harmony  with  the  generally  accepted  interpreta 
tion  of  Is.  304-  This  identifies  Hanes  with  Heracleopolis 
(magna),  a  city  of  Middle  Egypt,  W.  of  the  Nile, 
near  the  place  where  the  Bahr  Yusuf  branches  off  into 
the  Faiyum.  The  spot  is  now  called  Henasslye  or 
Henassiyet-el-Medlneh,  12  mm.  W.  of  BeniSuef;  on 
the  unproductive  excavations  there  see  Naville,  Ahnas 
el  Medineh  (nth  Memoir  of  EEF,  '94).  Earlier 
Arab  writers  called  it  A/inds;1  the  Copts  fines  (or 
Ehnes)  ;  the  ancient  hieroglyphic  name  was  Hat 
(i.e.,  'house,'  cp  rra),  Henen-suten  (or  setenl]  (i.e., 
'  abode  of  the  royal  youth  ' ). 2  This  name  seems  to  have 
been  shortened  to  Hne(n}s(e)  in  the  vulgar  pronunciation 
(cp  Ass.  Hininsi  J). 

The  city  was  the  capital  of  the  twentieth  nome  (or 
county)  of  Upper  Egypt,  which  formed  an  island 
surrounded  by  the  main  Nile  and  the  present  Bahr 
YQsuf  (?  Ptol.  125,  Strabo,  789,  809,  812),  or  at  least 
by  a  similar  branch  of  the  Nile  (called  Menhi  in  Coptic 
writers).  The  chief  god  was  Harsaf(y), ' Apaatfr/is — i.e. , 
'  Horus  the  valiant"  (cp  Plut.  De  Is.  37),  whence  the 
Greek  name  of  the  city  (the  ram-headed  Hnumu  being 
identified  with  Heracles),  or  according  to  an  earlier 
etymology  '  the  one  on  his  lake'  (vocalize hri-scif]  ;  but 
most  likely  the  name  (Hr-sfy)  meant  originally  only 
'  the  ram-headed. '  The  sacred  animal  was  the  ich 
neumon.  The  city  and  its  chief  temple  played  a  great 
part  in  Egyptian  theology,  and  deep  cosmogonic  sym 
bolism  was  found  in  the  ceremonies  of  the  great  local 
festivals  of  '  hoeing  the  ground,'  of  '  lifting  the  heaven,' 
etc.  The  story  which  in  Egyptian  mythology  takes 
the  place  of  the  Deluge-story  (see  DELUGE,  §  15) 

^Ethiopas  et   Blemmyes    JEgypti    civitatem.'      Saad.    renders 


authority. 
2 


Q 


$ 
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represents  the  destruction  of  mankind  as  having  begun 
here.1  Politically,  the  city  took  the  highest  rank  under 
the  ninth  and  tenth  dynasties  (Heracleopolitan),  and 
again  we  find  it  important  in  the  eighth  and  seventh 
centuries.  The  Ethiopian  P'anhy  (commonly  miscalled 
Pianchi)  mentions  the  ruler  (nomarch)  of  Heracleopolis 
as  the  chief  adversary  of  the  powerful  prince  of  Sais 
(EGYPT,  §  65).  The  Assyrian  king  Asur-bani-pal  speaks 
of  a  ruler  of  Hininsi  (  =  Heracleopolis  ?)  whom  he 
called  Nafykt  (but  see  above).  Herodotus  (2137)  knows 
something  of  a  blind  king  Anysis  (!)  who  in  the 
island-city  "Avvffis  (=Ahnes)  held  out  against  the 
Ethiopian  invasion  for  fifty  years  (a  confusion  of  some 
historical  and  mythological  facts).  w.  M.  M. 

3.  But  is  the  text  on  which  recent  critics  have  worked 
correct?  It  is  very  difficult  to  think  so.  Gratz  (Emen- 
dationes,  '92)  and  Cheyne  (JQK  July  '98)  have  inde 
pendently  suggested  cruEnn  as  an  emendation  of  Din  ; 
'  Zoan  '  and  '  Tahpanhes  '  are  very  naturally  combined. 

Ojrj  a'  any  rate  is  wrong,  thinks  the  latter ;  D3i"!N  would  be 
possible  (cp  the  Coptic  name  Ehnes);  but  the  appearance  of  ii>. 
4  and  5,  both  in  MT  and  in  ©,  suggests  that  more  than  one 
letter  may  have  fallen  out  of  the  text.  B"tOH  VD  a'so  appears 
to  him  wrong.  There  is  a  ]£re  W3n  (see  Ginsburg)  ;  but  this  is 
artificial.  Krochmal,  Gratz,  and  Cheyne  read  •& 
'  they  all  bring  presents.'  one',  Q'DN'JD  (so  <@)  for  vitS'i 
removes  all  the  ground  for  dispute  between  EV  and  the  recent 
critics ;  Cheyne's  Un  for  vrt  may  also  be  right,  unless  the  cor 
ruption  is  more  deeply  seated.  Verses  5  and  6  thus  become 
parallel,  and  within  v.  5  itself  the  parallelism  between  'Zoan' 
and  '  Tahpanhes  '  is  as  perfect  as  it  could  be  (see  TAHPANHES). 
Cp  Ruben,  JQR  11  448  [99]. 

W.  M.  M.   (l,  2) — T.  K.  C.   (3). 

HANGING.  The  Hebrew  terms  employed  to  denote 
deaths  of  this  or  of  a  like  nature  require  to  be  carefully 
distinguished. 

1.  In  the  cases  of  Ahithophel  (2  S.  17 23}  and  Judas 
Iscariot  (Mt.  27s)  death  by  strangulation  (pjn,  hanak; 
a7rd,7xe<r0cu)  is  a  mode  of  suicide.     Another  reference 
has    been   found    in    Job  7 15,   where,   after    describing 
some  of  his  distressing  symptoms,  Job  says,  according 

to  RV, 

So  that  my  soul  chooseth  strangling, 
And  death  rather  than  (these)  my  bones. 

It  is  very  improbable,  however,  that  a  righteous  man 
like  Job  should  be  thus  represented,  and  either  the 
'  strangling '  must  be  one  of  the  well-known  symptoms 
of  leprosy,  or,  much  more  probably,  the  word  rendered 
'  strangling  '  (pjno  ;  so  Aq.  t,-y\bvr]v}^  is  corrupt.  It  is 
at  any  rate  certain  that  there  is  a  reference  to  suicide 
by  strangling  in  Tob.  3io,  and  to  a  violent  death 
caused  thus  in  Tob.  2s,  also  in  Jos.  Ant.  xvi.  11?  (two 
sons  of  Herod  ffrpayyaXr;  KjelvovTat). 

In  later  times,  according  to  the  Talmud,  this  form  of  death 
was  the  ordinary  mode  of  execution  (Sank.  11  i  ;  cp  7  3)  ;  some 
form  of  the  garrotte  such  as  is  still  used  in  executions  in  Spain 
and  elsewhere,  is  intended  by  the  expression. 

2.  The  word  rendered  'hanging'  in  EV  (,-^n,  tdldh, 
N^n,   tdla  ;  Kpe/j.d£eiv,  /cpe/uup,  Kp€fj.avvijvai,  in  Esth.  7  9 
crravpovv ;   suspendere  [appenclere,  affigere]  in  patibulo 
[ligno,   cruce],   or    super  stipites,   or    super   trabem,   or 
cruci]  seems  invariably  to  mean  some  form  of  impale 
ment  or  crucifixion. 

(a)  It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  references  in 
Esther  (fXJj-ty  d?$  5l4  64  7gf.  87  9i3/  25)  refer  to 
impalement  or  tj  crucifixion  (after  death).  It  is  true, 
impalement  (dvaffKoXoirifai',  Herod.  1 128)  would  have 
been  the  correct  punishment  to  specify,3  the  scene  of 
the  story  being  laid  in  Persia  (cp  Schr.  KA  TW  378, 

1  Inscription,  /.  19  (Naville,  TSBA  8415). 

2  The  whole  verse  seems  to  need  careful  restoration.      See 
Che.  Exp.T.,  May  '99,  381  /). 

3  Both  acaovcoAoTTitJeii'  and  avaarravpovv  mean  either  to  impale 
or   to  oucify.      In   Herod.  8125   avea-ravpiaaev   is  used   of  the 
punishment  inflicted  by  Oroetes  the  Persian  on  Polycrates,  and 
here   there   can   be    no  doubt   that    impalement    is    intended. 
Lucian,  however  (De  Peregr.  Morte,  u),  speaks  of  rov  ei>  TJJ 
naAcuariVr)   aixjo-KoAoTricrOei'Ta, — i.e.,  Jesus  Christ  (quoted    by 
Brandt,   Evangel.  Gesch.    180).      Diodorus  (632)  says  of   the 
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615)  ;  but  we  must  not  expect  minute  accuracy  (see 
ESTHER,  §  if.).  Further,  the  description  in  5 14  seems 
inconsistent  with  impalement.  Both  here,  and  in  the 
other  passages  referred  to,  EV  has  '  gallows,'  but  in  223 
'  hanged  on  a  tree  '  as  elsewhere.  At  any  rate,  the 
impalement  of  the  living  body  seems  to  be  meant  in 
Ezra  6  ii,  RV  '  let  a  beam  (yx)  be  pulled  out  from  his 
house,  and  let  him  be  lifted  up  (n'pi)  and  fastened 
(xnon')  thereon'  (<SBA  upOu^vos  TTATjy^crerai  [irayri- 
fftTai,  A],  ^TT'  avTov,  <SL  dpOudrjfffTai  Kal  iray/ifferai). 
We  may  compare  the  Ass.  phrase  ina  zakipi  uzakif;  zakipu 

is  the  ordinary  word  for  '  pale,  cross  ' ;  cp  Aram.  |&*£)  '  cross ' 
(same  verb  in  Heb.  in  Ps.  145  14  1468). 

(6)  Beyond  all  doubt  it  is  the  impalement  or  gibbeting 
of  the  offender  (or  part  of  the  offender)  after  death,  for 
propitiation  to  God  or  warning  to  man,  that  is  meant 
in  Dt.2122/1  (see  below),  Josh.  829(king  of  Ai)  1026/. 
(the  five  kings),  and  28.  4 12  (Rechab  and  Baanah's 
hands  and  feet  ;  so  Klo. ).  Probably  also  in  Gen. 
40 19  22  41 13  (cp  Ebers,  ^Egypten,  334,  and  EGYPT,  § 
28).  Similarly  Nicanor's  head  and  shoulder  (2  Mace. 
1635),  Holofernes'  head  (Judith  14 1),  and  the  princes 
hanged  up  by  their  [enemies'  ?]  hand  (Lam.  612). 

3.  Closely  allied  to  the  usage  of   (6)  is  that  which 
apparently  underlies  another  word  (yp'),  which  is  taken 
by  EV  (after  Symm.  and  Pesh. )  to  mean  hanging. 

It  occurs  in  MT  only  in  Nu.  264  (where  (5  has  ira.pa.Sci.y- 
fiaTi'crat)  and  in  2  S.  21  69  i3(where  <&  has  cfrjAiacJeii/,  GL  in  ».  6 
eftAacruijueOa ;  Vg.  cruel  figere  ;  cp  v.  14  ®BA  ^\tafeiK,  Vg. 
affigere).  Probably,  however,  the  same  verb  ought  to  be  read 
also  in  i  S.  31  10  (so,  after  Lag.  Prov.  p.  iv,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Lohr). 

The  etymology  is  difficult.  WRS,  Rel.  Sem.W  419, 
thought  of  precipitation,  and  reminds  us  of  the  many 
cases  in  which  precipitation  from  a  rock  was  a  mode  of 
execution  ;  2  but  this  hardly  suits  the  context.  Dillmann 
on  Nu.  25  4  takes  the  meaning  to  be  to  expose  with 
dislocated  limbs.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  mean 
ing  attached  by  <S5  (cp  irapa.8eiy/j.a.Tifa  in  Heb.  66).  In 
all  cases  the  reference  is  to  a  solemn  presentation  of 
the  dead  body  with  piacular  intent — in  the  sun  (Nu. 
254),  before  Yahwe  (2  S.  216  Nu.  254  28.  21 9)— on 
the  'mountain'  of  Gibeon  or  the  walls  of  Bethshan, 
until  the  falling  rain  showed  that  the  divine  wrath  had 
been  appeased. 

4.  In  spite   of   the  fact   that    crucifixion  was    not  a 
Jewish  punishment,  we  find  Paul  in  Gal.  813  expressly 
asserting  that  the  death  of  Christ  made  him  '  a  curse ' 
on  the  ground  that  '  every  one  who  hangs  on  a  stake 
(EV   a    tree,   l-u\oif,   fj?)   is    cursed'   (Dt.  2123,   quoted 
freely  from   ©).      In  Acts  630    lOsg    (cp  i  Pet.  224)  is 
found  the  very  same  Hebraistic  phrase  for  crucifixion, 
together  with  the  ascription  of  the  responsibility  of  the 
act  to  the  Jews.      Evidently  those  who  wrote  thus  con 
sidered  crucifixion  to  have  a  piacular  character,  and  the 
only  wonder  is  that   Paul   could  have  represented  an 
innocent    person    as   attracting    to    himself   the   divine 
punishment  by  an  act  which  was  a  judicial  error.      It 
should  be    observed,   however,   that  Paul   qualifies  the 
term  twiKa.Ta.pa.Tos  by  the  preceding  expression  yfi>6/j.fvos 
virtp  ri/jL^v  KO.Ta.pai,  'being  made  a  curse  for  us.'      It  is 
true,  Kardpa.  '  curse '  may  have  been  suggested  by  the 
Heb.   nSSp,  which  corresponds  to  e7riKard.pa.Tos  in  Paul's 
free  quotation  from  Dt.  (<§  has  KeKaTTjpa/j.ti>os  virb  TOV 

Gauls  TOUS  (caKoupvovs  ai'a<ricoAojri'£bii<ri  rot?  Ctois,  and  Strabo 
(198),  speaking  of  the  Druids,  says  KCU.  aAAa  6e  avdpiairoBvcniav 
«I6rj  Ae'yeTai '  jcai  yap  (tareTof evd»  Tiras  xal  ave&Tavpovv  fv  TOI? 
tepois. 

1  Jos.  BJ  iv.  5  2  [§  317],  referring  to  this  law,  has  apeerTavpw- 
/xeVou?. 

2  Cp  also  Ar.  waka'a,  'to  fall,'  and  note  the  statement  'they 
fell  seven   together  '  (2  S.  21  9).      The  words  '  before   Yahwe  ' 
(v.  9),  however,  hardly  favour  this  view.     The  word  seems  to 
be  a  religious   synonym  for    n?n  ;   for  ^S'l  in   2  S.  21  9  read 
(with  Klo.,   Che.)   '75*1,   'and   they  remained   hanging   there' 
((SL  eicci).     '  Hanging  '  with  a  piacular  intent  is  what  is  meant ; 
'  before  Yahwe '  and  '  before  the  sun  '  (Nu.  25  4)  are  synonymous. 
When  the  divine  wrath  had  been  appeased,  the  bones  of  'those 
who  were  hanged '  were  collected  and  buried  (2  S.  21  13). 
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6eou).  Bearing  in  mind,  however,  the  parallel  abstract 
term  anaprla,  in  2  Cor.  5  21  ('made  him  to  be  sin  for 
us,'  v-rrtp  rm.uv  afj.apTLai>),  we  cannot  help  supposing 
that  there  is  another  more  important  reason  for  the 
choice  of  the  term  Kardpa.  '  Christ  was  not  personally 
accursed,  but  only  came  to  stand  in  the  place  of  such 
an  one  before  God,  inasmuch  as  he  suffered  the 
accursed  death  as  a  vicarious  expiatory  sacrifice' 
(Pfleiderer,  Paulinism,  199).  He  was  therefore  a 
'curse,'  but  not  'cursed'  in  the  same  sense  as  any 
justly  condemned  criminal  would  have  been.  Paul's 
object  being  to  overthrow  the  legal  religion  by  terms 
derived  from  the  law,  we  cannot  hold  that  this  minute 
distinction  is  a  mere  quibble.  He  deliberately  avoids 
<5's  expression  as  liable  to  misinterpretation.  Cp  Holtz- 
mann,  Neutest.  Theol.  2 105^  See  also  Lightfoot's 
note,  Galatians^,  \zpff. 

HANGING.  For  (i)  ^DD  mdsdkh,  Ex.  26 36,  RV 
'screen.'  AV  sometimes'  covering,'  'curtain';  and  for  (2) 
D'JPp,  keld'itn,  Ex.  27 9  etc.,  see  TAUERNACLE.  For  (3) 

D'Pia,  bdt(f)im,  2  K.  23  7,  RVmg.  '  tents,  Heb.  houses  [for  the 
Asherah] ' ;  see  ASHERAH,  IDOLATRY,  §  4,  also  DRESS,  §  8. 

HANIEL  (V'jin),  i  Ch.  7 39  AV,  RV  HANNIEL,  2. 

HANNAH  (H3n,  '  graciousness, '  §  51  ;  ANNA 
[BAL]  ;  Vg.  ANNA],  wife  of  Elkanah  and  mother  of 
the  prophet  Samuel  (i  S.  1).  On  the  probable  date 
of  Hannah's  prayer  or  song  (i  S.  2  i-io),  see  SAMUEL, 
ii.  §  7. 

HANNATHON  (firm  ;  AMOOG  [B],  eNNAGwe  [A], 
ANA-  [L]),  a  city  on  the  N.  border  of  Zebulun  (Josh. 
19i4).  Perhaps  for  Anathon  =  Beth-anath  ?  <§L's  read 
ing  (cp  @L  a.vadd)v,  i  Ch.  78,  for  Anathoth)  favours  this 
view.  There  was  a  Beth-Anath  in  Zebulun,  and  not 
far  off  a  Kart-'Anat  or  Kirjath-Anath  (WMM  As.  u. 
Eur.  195).  In  Am.  Tab.  11 17  19632  we  find  a  city 
called  Hin(n)atuni  in  Kinahhi  ;  but  h  in  Assyrian 
sometimes  represents  y,  e.g.,  Hazitu  =  'Azzah  (Gaza). 

T.  K.  c. 

HANNIEL  (T^IPI,    'favour  of  God,'  §§    21,    28; 

AN[e]mA  [BAFL]).' 

1.  A  Manassite  prince,  Nu.  34  23  (P). 

2.  AV  HANIEL,  in  a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (§  4  ii.),  i  Ch.  739. 

HANOCH  (Tpjn,  ^Jn  ;  GNCOX  [BADEFL]). 

1.  Third  son  of  MIDIAN  [g.v.j  ;  Gen.  25  4  ;  also  i  Ch. 
133  [AV  HENOCH].    See  ENOCH,  3.     Perhaps  the  mod. 
Handkiya,    three   days'   journey   N.    from    Medina  (so 
Knobel).      See  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  2 183. 

2.  Eldest  son  of  REUBEN  \_q.v.},  Gen.  469  Ex.  6  14 
Nu.  26  s  (Gentilic,  Hanochite,  '3in  ;   o  evu%  [BAFL]), 
i  Ch.  5  3.      Perhaps  the  clan   thus  designated    was    of 
Midianitish  origin. 

HANUN  (}«n,  'pitied  [by  God],'  §  56;  ANNCON 
[B],  A[N]CON  [A]  in  2  S.  ;  ANAN  [BNA],  but  also 
ANNAN  [X  in  i  Ch. ;  ANNAN  [L]  in  both  places;  cp 
Hanunu,  the  name  of  a  king  of  Gaza  mentioned  by 
figlath-pileser,  KAT®  257  =  CO  T 1 249). 

i.  Son  of  Nahash,  king  of  Ammon,  who  went  to 
war  with  David,  after  insulting  his  ambassadors  (2  S. 
10 iff.  i  Ch.  19 1  /.).  In  2  S.  10  i  Wellhausen  and 
Budde  (see  SBOT]  omit  the  name  '  Hanun '  ;  but  see 
H.  P.  Smith.  See  AMMONITES,  §  4  ;  NAHASH  ii. ,  2  ; 
ISRAEL,  §  19. 

2.  In  list  of  wall -builders  (see  NEHEMIAH,  §  if.,  EZRA  ii., 
§§  16  [i],  15  d),  Neh.  813  (avow  [BNA ;  om.  L]),  30  (avov/j. 
[BN],  o^co/i  [A],  av<ov  [L]). 

HAPHARAIM,  AV  Haphraim  (DnQH;  possibly 
'  place  of  a  well  or  moat '  ;  on  form  of  name  see 
NAMES,  §  107;  ApeiN  [BJ  A(J>epAei/v\  [A],  AM- 
(J)APAIM  [L]),  in  Issachar  (Josh.  19  19). 

Max  Muller(/lj.  ».  Eur.  170)  compares  the  Eg.  Ha-pu-ru-m-a. 
According  to  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OSft)  223  61  04  2?)  Haph 
raim  (ai<t>pat.n)  lay  6  R.  m.  N.  of  Legio.  Perhaps  the  site  is 
eZ-Farriyek,  NW.  of  Lejjun  (Conder). 
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HAPPIZZEZ,  AV  APHSES  (p-Van  ;  A(J>ecH  [B],  -CCH 
[A],  -ccei  [L]),  the  name  of  the  eighteenth  priestly 
course  (i  Ch.  24  15),  corrupted  probably  from  PASHHUR 


became,  by  accidental  transposition  of  letters, 
and  this  became  pjsn>  T  and  jj,  n  and  ,T  being  confounded.  The 
corruption  of  nOBD  'nto  USD  tsee  DANCE,  §  4  (4)]  is  partly 
analogous.  T.  K.  C. 


KARA  (KTiri),  mentioned  with  Halah  and  Habor  as 
a  place  where  Israelitish  exiles  were  settled  by  Tiglath- 
pileser  (i  Ch.  526  ;  om.  ©BA  ;  <\pp&N  —  i-£-,  pn  [L]). 
From  a  comparison  of  2  K.  176  it  is  clear  that  n~\n  is  a 
mutilated  form  of  some  longer  phrase.  Most  critics 
think  that  it  represents  the  HD  nj>  ('cities  of  Media') 
or  perhaps  rather  HD  nn  ('mountains  of  Media'),  or 
HD  nry  ('river  of  Media').1  It  is  possible,  however, 
that  the  original  document  had  some  name  of  a  place 
such  as  Harhar,  a  city  and  region  on  the  border  of 
Media,  near  Ellip,  conquered  by  Sargon,  and  colonised 
by  him  with  captives  from  other  countries  (KB  26i). 

It  is  noteworthy  that  among  the  families  of  Nethinim 
mentioned  in  the  great  list  in  Ezra  2  Neh.  7  and  i  Esd.  5, 
occur  the  b'ne  Harhur  (Harhar).  Out  of  HD  TJ7  nrnmi.  '  and 
in  Harhar,  a  city  of  Media,'  all  the  various  readings  of  MT  and 
®  may  have  arisen.  (©BA,  in  2  K.  176,  has  icai  opij  \ii$u>v, 
where  oprj  is  not  =  "in,  but  is  corrupt.  <5L  ei/  opiois  [  =  opea-<.  ; 
see  Mai.  1  3]  /u.r)Sa>j>,  which  is  a  conjectural  correction.) 

T.  K.  C. 

HARADAH  (rVTY]  ;  X&PAA&9  [BAF],  -AA  [L]),  a 
stage  in  the  wandering  in  the  wilderness  (Nu.  33  24/). 
See  WANDERINGS,  §  nf. 

HARAN  (ft!!  ;  x&ppAN  [BADEQaL]),  or,  as  we  shall 
here  call  it,  for  distinction  from  the  Haran  properly 
so-called,  HARRAN  (CHARRAN,  Acts  724  AV),  is,  in 
P,  the  place  where  Terah  and  his  family  halted  in  their 
migration  from  Ur  Casdim  and  where  Terah  died  (Gen. 
11  31  f.  12  46  5)  ;  whilst  J  represents  it  as  the  birthplace 
of  Abraham  (Gen.  12  i  2447  ;  cp  2743  28  10  29  4,  xctppcts 
[E]),  and  gives  it  the  name  of  the  '  city  of  Nahor  '  (Gen. 
24  10).  J  also  describes  it  as  the  home  of  LABAN 
(f.v.  ),  and  introduces  it  as  such  into  the  story  of  Isaac 
and  Jacob  ;  he  places  it  in  ARAM-NAHARAIM.  There 
are,  however,  great  difficulties2  in  this  view,  and  it  is 
not  improbable  that  pn  in  Gen.  is  miswritten  for  pin, 
Hauran  ;  not  Harran,  but  the  chief  city  of  Hauran  was 
the  home  of  the  Laban  clan  (see  NAHOR).  At  any 
rate  there  is  no  doubt  that  Harran  is  mentioned  in 
2  K.  19  12  (see  below);  reference  is  made  (||  Is.  37  12, 
Xapav  [&**])  there  to  its  conquest  by  the  Assyrians,  and 
in  Ezek.  27  23  (x«ppa  [BQ])  to  its  commercial  intercourse 
with  Tyre.  Nor  can  any  one  fail  to  see  the  certainty  of  the 
restoration  DTin  for  ona:  in  Is.  26  which  (if  we  adopt 
also  two  other  appropriate  corrections)3  produces  this 
complete  picture, 

For  they  are  full  of  diviners  from  the  east, 

And  of  soothsayers  like  the  Philistines, 

And  with  the  secret  arts  of  the  Harranians  they  practise 
enchantments. 

Harran,  Ar.  Harran,  is  situated  about  nine  hours' 
journey  from  Edessa,  on  the  small  stream  called  Jullab, 
at  the  point  where  the  road  from  Damascus  joined  the 
great  highway  from  Nineveh  to  Carchemish  and  Arpad. 
The  commercial  and  strategical  importance  of  its  position 
may  account  for  its  name  (Ass.  harrdnu,  'road').4 

1  At  any  rate  the  phrase,  whatever  it  may  have  been,  was 
first  omitted  and  then  restored  in  the  wrong  place. 

2  This  is  the  ground  of  identifications,  such  as  that  of  Beke 
(/.  of  R.  Geog.  Sac.  32),  who  thinks  of  Harran  el-'Awamid,  16  m. 
E.  of  Damascus,  where  there  is  a  so-called  well  of  Abraham,  and 
more  recent  theories  of  Halevy  (see  Literature,  and  cp  ARAM- 
NAHARAIM).     Several  places  bore  the  name  Harran  ;  but  on  the 
above  theory  we  need  none  of  them. 

3  'en^ai  for    H^'3?  (see  Ex.  7n);    IBS'??  for    Ip'BB".     The 
latter  is  due  to  Krochmal.     Cp  HAND. 

4  Winckler,    however,  questions  the  connection  between  the 
words. 
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The  site  was  first  explored  by  a  party  detached  from 
the  Euphrates  expedition,  and  the  disinterment  of  a 
fragment  of  an  Assyrian  lion  at  Harran  preceded  the 
discoveries  of  Layard  in  Assyria  proper.  No  inscrip 
tions  have  yet  been  brought  from  Harran  itself ;  but 
the  Assyrian  and  Babylonian  texts  throw  some  light  on 
its  history.  The  '  country  of  Harran  '  is  mentioned  in 
the  Prism  inscription  of  Tiglath-pileser  I.  (KB\yj), 
and  in  another  inscription  believed  to  be  of  not  later 
date  (3  R  4i  /.  ig/).  In  5  R  64  Nabuna'id,  the  most 
scrupulously  religious  of  the  later  kings  of  Babylon, 
relates  that  he  rebuilt  the  temple  of  Sin  (the  moon-god) 
at  Harran  on  the  foundation-stone  of  Asur-bani-pal, 
who  discovered  the  foundation-stone  of  Shalmaneser 
(II.),  son  of  Asur-nasir-pal.  The  cultus  of  this  deity 
had  its  chief  home  and  perhaps  its  origin  at  Harran  ; 
asib  harrani  ( '  inhabiter  of  Harran ' )  is  a  title  of  Sin 
under  Asur-bani-pal  (1  R  8,  no.  2,  /.  13),  and  Nabu 
na'id  tells  us  that  Sin  had  had  his  dwelling-place  at 
Harran  from  remote  days  (PSBA,  1883,  p.  7). 

Hence  it  has  been  fancifully  conjectured  that  Terah  may  have 
halted  at  Harran  because  the  moon-god  had  attracted  his  special 
reverence  at  Ur  (Uru).  So  Tomkins  (.Life  of  Abraham), 
Hommel  04  7/7-73). 

Sargon  II.  also  mentions  Harran.  He  states  that  he 
restored  its  privileges  (as  well  as  those  of  Asur)  '  which 
had  long  been  forgotten'  (KB  2  53,  cp  41)  ;  it  would 
seem  therefore  that  Harran  had  taken  part  in  the 
rebellion  of  Asur  in  the  year  of  the  great  solar  eclipse 
763.  Asur-bani-pal,  who  had  been  crowned  in 
Harran  with  the  crown  of  Sin,  was  not  less  friendly 
to  this  sacred  city.  He  rebuilt  its  temple  (see  above), 
and  raised  his  younger  brother  to  the  rank  of  high 
priest  of  Sin.  During  the  invasion  of  the  Ummanmanda 
(i.e. ,  here,  the  Medes  ;  see  CYRUS,  §  2)  much  damage 
was  done  to  Harran  and  its  temple. 

An  inscription  of  Nabu-na'id  discovered  by  Scheil  gives  a 
second  account  of  that  king's  restoration  of  the  temple  of  Sin 
fifty-four  years  after  its  destruction  (see  Messerschmidt,  MVG, 
1896,  and  cp  the  cylinder  inscription  described  at  length  by 
Del.  CalwerBib.  Lex.P),  s.v.  '  Haran '). 

The  conquest  of  Harran  mentioned  in  2  K.  19 12 
evidently  stands  in  connection  with  the  restoration  of 
privileges  spoken  of  by  Sargon  II.  When  the  rebellion 
of  Asur  and  Harran  was  suppressed,  these  places  were 
doubtless  deprived  of  their  ancient  rights. J 

It  only  remains  to  be  mentioned  that  at  Carrhae  (=  Harran) 
Crassus  was  defeated  and  slain  by  the  Parthians  (53  B.C.),  and 
the  emperor  Caracalla  murdered  at  the  instigation  of  Macrinus 
(217  A.D.).  The  place  long  continued  to  be  a  centre  of  idolatry, 
and  especially  of  moon-worship.  Its  principal  temple  remained 
in  the  hands  of  the  heathen  Harranians  till  the  eleventh  century 
A. n.,  and  was  finally  destroyed  by  the  Mongols  in  the  thirteenth. 

The  commercial  importance  of  Harran  in  the  sixth 
century  B.C.  is  attested  not  only  by  Ezek.  27  23,  but  also 
later  by  Pliny,  who  enumerates  among  its  specialities  a 
certain  odoriferous  gum  (HN  12  40).  Josephus  (Ant. 
xx.  22),  too,  speaks  of  its  plentiful  production  of 
amomum.  (There  are  also  in  it,  he  adds,  the  remains 
of  Noah's  ark. ) 

See  Mez,  Gesch.  derS tacit  Harran,  '92  ;  Wi.  GBA,  and  AOF 

175  ff- ;  Sachau,  Reise,  217  f.  ;  Ainsworth,/3^/^/),  1891,  p.  387^ 

(on  the  ruins  of  various   dates) ;    Chwolsohn, 

Literature.  Dit  Ssabicr  mud derSsa&umvs,  bk.  i.  (a  history 

of  Harran  and  the  Harranians) ;  Halevy,  Mel. 

T2jff.,  Rev.  Sem.  1894  (Harran,  in  Syria,  seven  days' journey  to 

the  N.  of  Mt.  Gilead);  Noldeke,  '  Harran,'  ZA  11  107-109  ('96), 

questions  the  importance  assigned  by  Winckler  and  Hilprecht 

to  the  primitive  Harran.  T.  K.  C. 

HARAN  (pn ;  APAN  [AL  in  i  Ch.]).  i.  Brother  of 
Abraham,  ancTfP  adds)  father  of  Lot  (Gen.  11 28/. 
[Jl  ;  26 /.  31  [P]  ;  APP&  [A],  -N  [ADEL]).  According 
toMT  (v.  29)  his  daughters  were  MILCAH  (i)  and  ISCAH. 
Wellhausen  thinks  that  Haran  was  originally  Harran 
(Prol.,  ET,  313),  and  Yakut,  the  Arabian  geographer, 
mentions  the  opinion  that  Harran  was  named  after 

1  These  privileges  were  probably  connected  with  the  reverence 
paid  to  the  ancient  sanctuaries.  One  of  them  probably  was  that 
of  immediate  dependence  on  the  king  ;  we  never  hear  of  a 
governor  of  Harran  (Wi.  A  OF  1  94). 
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Haran,  Abraham's  brother  (2231,  ap.  Mez,  Harrdn, 
24).  If  Milcah  =  Salecah  (of  which  MT's  Iscah  must 
be  another  corruption)  all  becomes  plain.  The  city  of 
Salecah  might  equally  well  be  called  the  wife  and  the 
daughter  of  Hauran.  J,  doubtless,  reconciled  these 
statements  (which  lay  before  him  in  a  corrupt  form) 
by  inventing  a  Haran  (pn).  That  P  understood  the 
Terahites  to  have  sojourned  in  Harran  on  their  way 
from  '  Ur-kasdim  '  (?)  to  Canaan,  is,  of  course,  not  to 
be  questioned. 

2.  b.  Shimei,  a  Levite  (i  Ch.  23  9  ;  ai&av  [B*],  <tal  Aai>  (sic) 
[Bb]).  T.  K.  C. 

HARAN  (ft!!;  cp  Sab.  pr.  n.  pn  ;  DHM  Epig. 
Denk.  56),  the  name  of  a  Calebite  family,  i  Ch.  246 
(&PP&N  [HA],  copcoN  [L]). 

HARARITE,  THE  ('"linn,  BOB  Lex.,  doubtfully 
'mountain-dweller';  o  &p&x[e]l  t^]).  an  unknown 
ethnic  applied  to  certain  of  David's  heroes. 

1.  Shammah  b.  Agee,  2  S.  23  n   ("i"in,  6   apou^cuos   [BA]); 
more  probably  an  AKCHITE  (<?.?'•)  ',  see  SHAMMAH,  3. 

2.  Shammah,    2   S.  23  33*1  (6   apa>6eir>j«   [BA])=  i    Ch.  11  34 
(o  apa,x«  [B*b],  apap[e]i  [Bab.S'A],  apcupi  [L]),  properly  the  same 
as  (i)  above,  see  SHAMMAH  (4). 

3.  Ahiam  b.  Sharar,  2  S  23  33^  ('"TJ**  n  [Ba.  for  common  'MH]  ; 
RV  ARAKITE;  o-opaoupetrrjs  [B],  apap.  [A],  apepijua  [L]),  where 
we  may  read  with  Marq.  (fund.  21)  Ahiam   b.  SHARAR  (q.v.) 
the  '  Aradite  '  ('"£•#?)  or  '  Adorite  '  OyiNn)  ;  Cp  ARAD. 

HARBONA  (W'n^ri  ;  6APRA  K&i  Btop&ZH  [BXL^, 
om.  La],  o&pe  BCO&  [A]),  or  as  in  Esth.  7  9  Harbonah 
(rwrnrt;  BoyrAe<\N  [BAL*],  -e«\  [N*]  TAZ&N  [N"], 


ayadas  [La]),  a  chamberlain  of  Ahasuerus  (Esth.  1  10). 

In  Jos.  Ant.  xi.  6  n  the  name  appears  as  crajSouxaSas,  o-a^ou- 
(Jai/ijs,  and  the  latter  stands  for  pafiavgdinr)s  (so  for  /Siopa^Tj  above, 
read  pajSw^i))  —  i.e.,  K3Timn>  a  name  on  the  analogy  of  /ouflpo- 
/3ov£air]5,  etc.  ;  see  SHETHAR-BOZNAI.  So  Marq.  (Fund.  71). 


HARE  (rnriX  ;  AACynoyc  [BAFL]  [w.  5  and  6  in 
<5BAF  Lev.  having  apparently  changed  places]),  Lev.  116 
Dt.  14  T\.  The  hare  is  included  amongst  the  unclean 
animals,  on  the  ground  that  it  chews  the  cud  and  does 
not  part  the  hoof;  cp  CLEAN  AND  UNCLEAN,  §  8.  The 
idea  that  it  chews  the  cud  is  an  error,  probably  to  be 
accounted  for  by  the  peculiar  and  constant  twitching  of 
the  hare's  upper  lip  when  feeding,  which,  to  a  superficial 
observer,  has  somewhat  the  appearance  of  the  motion 
of  the  jaws  when  the  cud  is  being  chewed  by  ruminants. 
Five  species  of  hare  (Lepus)  have  been  described  by 
Tristram  from  Palestine,  where,  he  states,  they  are 
highly  esteemed  by  the  Arabs  as  food.  The  rabbit, 
L.  cuniculus,  is  not  found  in  the  Holy  Land.  Cp 
CONEY.  A.  E.  s. 


HAREL  (P^nn),  Ezek.  43  15  EVmff-  See  ARIEL,  2, 
n.  6,  and  ALTAR,  §  4. 

HAREPH  (»]"!n,  'sharp';  §  57,  cp  HARIPH),  a 
Calebite,  was  the  father  of  BETH-GADER  [q.v.~\  (i  Ch. 
2si  &pei  [A],  -eiM  [B],  A.PHM  [L]). 

HARETH  (RV  Hereth),  THE  FOREST  OF  (~\W 
rnH),  apparently  the  place  to  which  David  went  after 
leaving  Mizpeh  of  Moab,  i  S.  22  5  (EN  noAei 
CApeiK  [B],  .  .  C&PIX  [L],  6N  TH  n.  APIA.0  [A], 
C&PIN  [Jos.  Ant.  vi.  124]).  Conder  (PEFQ,  1876, 
p.  44)  adopts  Tj',  'city,'  instead  of  -\y,  'forest,'  and 
finds  Hareth  (Hereth?)  in  the  hill-village  of  Kharas, 
near  the  valley  of  Elah.  We  should  most  probably  read 
[oVij;]  rnyp  (from  rms)  —  i.e.,  iy  and  rnn  are  two  frag 
ments  of  rnjra-  Adullam  was  David's  refuge.  See 
HORKSH.  T.  K.  c. 

HARHAIAH  (""PiTin,  so  the  best  edd.,  others  read 
""Crnn  (nTnn),  rvrhh,  see  Baer,  Ginsb.  ,  adloc.  ;  P.XA 
[ed.  Sw.J  om.,  ApAXlOy  [Tisch.  ;  cp  H-P],  B&p.  [L], 
)>*»•»  »^>  [Pesh.],  ARAIA  [Vg.]),  the  name  given  to  the 
father  of  UZZIEL,  6  (Neh.  38).  Its  genuineness  is 
1963 


doubtful  ;  the  MT  D'Sis  rrmrrp  htciy  can  scarcely  be 
defended  (in  spite  of  Be.  -Kys.  ),  and  after  the  analogy 
of  rrnp-in-p  ,T«n  (#•  )  we  should  read  simply  o'«nsrrp  'y. 
The  origin  of  the  intrusive  rpmn  may  perhaps  be  explained. 
Its  close  similarity  to  the  equally  unnecessary  mn.T  ">  v.  20 
(BXAL  om.)  suggests  that  w.  8  20  originally  stood  opposite  one 
another  in  parallel  columns,  and  that  a  marginal  note  has  found 
its  way  into  boih  passages,  suffering  corruption  in  the  process. 
The  note  in  question  was  mnn  ('  to  the  mount  '),  a  gloss  upon 
Vi'pon  (the  turning  of  the  wall)  in  v.  ig/;.l  It  still  survives  in 
<SL,  where  eis  TO  opos  is  inserted  bodily  between  07rier<o  and  O.VTOV 
(  =  Vinjt,  ?'.  2o«),  and  has  been  transplanted,  but  not  yet  cor 
rupted,  in  the  Vg.  reading  of  v.  -20  ('post  eum  in  monte  a;difi- 
cavit').  A  somewhat  similar  fate  (according  to  We.  TBS  151) 
has  befallen  another  marginal  note  in  2  S.  1  (J>  ija  (cp  We., 
Dr.  ad  lac.);  see  Exp.  T.  10  280  (Mar.  '99).  s.  A.  C. 

HARHAS  (Drnn),  ancestor  of  SHALLUM  (2),  2  K. 
22  14  (APAA.C  [B*]!  APAAC  [Bb  «rte],  Ap&c  [A],  AApA 
[L])  =  2Ch.  3422  HASRAH  (q.v.). 

HARHUR  ("l-in-in,  §  74i  •  fever  '  [?],  or,  rather,  a 
place-name  [see  HARA]  ;-  <\poyp  [BA],  ApoyAp  [L]), 
family  of  NETHINIM  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  9,  Ezra  2  51)=  Neh.  7  53  UpoyM  [M*]) 
=  i  Esd.  531  ASSUR,  RV  ASUR  (<\coyp  [BA]). 

HARIM  (D")PI,  'inviolable'?  cp  Nab.  and  Sin.  IDT! 
and  Ar.  and  Sab.  name  haram  ;  or  =  HARUMAPH?  see 
NAMES,  §  66  ;  Hp&/v\  [BKA]  HIPAM  [L]). 

1.  One  of  the  twenty-four  (post-exilic)  priestly  courses  ;  i  Ch. 
248  (\aprip  [B],  -TJ/H  [A],  xeiPaP  [L]),  whose  head  in  the  days  of 
Joiakim  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  t>b  n)  was  Adna  ;  Neh.  1^15  (opc/j. 
[Xc.arog.  inf.^   peol)^    [L^   BN»A  j)m_j<     jt  ;s  ment;oned  ;n  the 
great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9),  Ezra  2  39  (om.  B,  r)pe/i 
[A],    iapi,x    [L])  =  Neh.  7  42   (r,pa.   [«],    iap«^.   [LJ)  =  i  Esd.  5  25 
(xap^itj  [BA],  apa/ix  [L]);  and  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign 
wives  (EZKA  i.,  §  5   end),  Ezra  10  21  =  1  Esd.  9  21   (©BA   Om. 
name)  ;    and   was   represented    among   the   signatories   to   the 
covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  10$  [e]  ([t]tpa/a  [BXA]). 

2.  A  lay  family  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9) 
i  Esd.  5  16,  EV  AROM  (apo/j.  [BA]  ;  but  see  also  HASHUM),  mis 
placed  (from  between  *rv.  16  and  17)  among  names  of  towns  (so 
Bertheau)  in  ©'   and  in  the  \\  Ezra  2  32  (iijpajt  [L])=Neh.  735  ; 
mentioned  also  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA 
i.,  §  5  end),  Ezra  10  31  (/uepapet  [L]),  and  in  that  of  wall-builders 
(see  NEHEMIAH,  §  i/,  EZRA  ii.,  §§  16  [i]  15  d),  Neh.  3n  (rjp/aa 
[A]),  as  also  among  the  signatories  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  7),  Neh.  1027  [28]  Ojpcyi  [BNvid.],  peouju  [A],  aeipan  [L]). 

HARIPH  (S]['nn,  §  57).     The  B'ne  Hariph,  a  post- 

exilic  family,  Neh.  7  24  (<xpci^>  [BN],  -et/u  [A],  iwprje  [L])  =  Ezra 
2i8,  JORAH  [?.?-.]  (ovpa.  [B],  uap.  [A],  iwp>)e  [L])=  i  Esd.  5  16, 
AZEI-HURITH,  RV  AR.siPHL'i<iTH(ap<rei</>oi;petfl[B],  ap<ri<fipovpfiO 
[A],  topai  [L]),  on  which  see  JORAH;  represented  among  the 
signatories  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  10  19  [20] 
(ap[<-H  [BNA],  o.pitf>  [L]);  cp  the  gentilic  Hariphite  ('Enn, 

Kr.  'S'"in  [so  Ki.,  Kau.]  ;  xapaifyei.  [BN],  a.pov<j>t  [A],  xaPa</" 
[L]),  i  Ch.  125,  a  designation  of  Shephatiah  (4),  and  the  Caleb 
ite  HAREPH.  3 

HARLOT  (ruit,  zondh,  nopNH  ;  HBHip,  kZdeteh, 
'one  consecrated'  [cp  CLEAN,  §  i],  iepdSouAos,  cp  Ass.  kadistfi; 
Tropi/r;  [Gen.  Dt.],  rereAecr^teVai  [Hos.],  'those  initiated,'  cp  the 
masc.  form  BH£,  AV  'sodomite,'  Tropi-evtov  [Dt.],  ei'SujAAa-yjieVo? 
[i  K  22  46  (4  7)  A],  TcAerai  'sacred  rites  or  mysteries'  [  =  C^pp, 
mikdas,  i  K.  15  12,  ©L  tmjAas],  (caSrjeret'ni  [B],  ica&i)<r[e]ii/  [AL] 
[2  K.  23  7],  <ru/iurAo<oj  [©AL  i  K.  1628],  cp  crcu'pa  [Judg.  11  2]). 

The  difference  between  the  Greece-Roman  and  the 
early  Israelitish  (and  indeed  Semitic)  conceptions  of 
marriage  must  be  borne  in  mind  when  we  consider  the 
prevalence  of  harlotry  attested  by  the  OT  documents. 
The  Semitic  conception  is  closely  bound  up  with  the  idea 
that  a  dead  man  who  has  no  children  will  miss  some 
thing  in  Sheol  through  not  receiving  that  kind  of  worship 
which  ancestors  in  early  times  appear  to  have  received 
(cp  Stade,  GVK2>,  390^  ).  The  object  of  marriage  thus 
regarded  is  not  the  obtaining  of  legitimate  heirs  ;  a  son 
of  a  zondh,  like  Jephthah,  is  brought  up  in  his  father's 

1  So  Be.-Rys.,  who,  however,  do  not  notice   its  connection 

with  .-rmn- 

2  A   connection  with   Talm.  "VT"1?,   '  coulter,'  Ass.   hat-ham, 
'bucket  '(?),  does  not  help  us. 

3  Hariphite  and  son  of  Hareph  may  be  synonyms. 
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house  with  the  legitimate  children  (Judg.  11  2),  and  can 
even  under  certain  circumstances  succeed  to  the  throne 
(Judg.  9i8;  cp  KINSHIP,  §  6).  Social  and  religious 
progress  (cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  5/ )  necessarily  led  to  the 
rise  of  a  higher  conception  of  marriage  (cp  Gen.  224)  ; 
but  in  countries  where  the  reproductive  forces  of  nature 
were  deified — in  short,  where  the  worship  of  the  Baby 
lonian  goddess  Istar  had  been  introduced — harlotry 
became  so  deeply  rooted  that  it  taxed  all  the  energy  of 
the  Hebrew  prophets  of  the  eighth  century  and  their 
adherents  to  overcome  or  at  least  to  restrain  it.  For 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  worship  of  Istar  was 
'  saturated '  with  this  shocking  practice  (see  Jeremias, 
Izdubar-Nimrod,l$9  f.  ;  Jastrow,  Rel.  Bab.  and  Ass. 
485),  and  at  the  1  local  shrines  of  N.  Israel  (see  Hos. 
4 14)  the  worship  of  Yahwe  was  deeply  affected  by 
Canaanitish  practices  derived  ultimately  from  Babylonia. 
Even  in  Judah  the  consecrated  harlotry  of  both  sexes 
was  not  unknown  (see  i  K.  15i2  2246J[47]) ;  but  we 
must  not  be  too  prompt  to  draw  historical  inferences 
from  i  K.  1424  (ffvvde(rfj:0s  [BAL]),  vv.  21-24  being  a 
redactional  insertion,  nor  must  we  infer  from  passages 
like  Ezek.  16  15-34  23s  ff.,  that  licentious  religious  rites 
were  universally  prevalent  in  the  closing  years  of  the 
Southern  Kingdom.2  In  the  original  text  of  Am.  43 
there  was  probably  a  distinct  reference  to  the  temple- 
prostitutes  in  Assyria  (see  HARMON). 

This  religious  prostitution  was  prohibited  in  the 
Deuteronomic  code  (Dt.  2817  [18]  f. ),  and  the  Levitical 
legislation  (Lev.  2023)  represents  Canaanitish  abomina 
tions  as  the  chief  reason  why  the  Canaanites  were 
exterminated.  Lev.  21  7  (old?)  forbids  a  priest  to  take 
a  harlot  to  wife,  Lev.  21 9  directs  that  the  daughter  of 
any  priest  who  '  profanes  herself  by  playing  the  harlot ' 
shall  be  burned. 

In  the  Wisdom  Literature  there  is  no  trustworthy 
reference  to  the  religious  prostitutes. 

In  Job  8614,  where  RV  gives,  'And  their  life  (perisheth) 
among  the  unclean '(mg.  'sodomites'),  the  usual  explanation  is 
so  far-fetched,  and  affords  so  poor  a  parallelism,  that  emendation 
of  the  text  is  indispensable.8 

Ordinary  harlots  are,  however,  referred  to,  and 
comparatively  high  ground  is  taken  in  the.  Prologue 
to  the  Book  of  Proverbs4  (Prov.  2  16-19  5-7) 
in  dealing  with  their  immorality.  Harlotry  had 
become  a  social  evil  of  a  new  sort,  and  had  to  be 
encountered  by  new  arguments.  Paul,  as  might  be 
expected,  reaches  the  highest  point  of  Christian  insight 
( i  Cor.  6 13-19),  and  our  first  Gospel  contains  the 
interesting  notice  (Mt.  21 3i/. )  that  the  harlots,  equally 
with  the  publicans,  listened  to  John  the  Baptist  whilst 
the  hierarchical  leaders  turned  a  deaf  ear  to  his  call. 
This  circumstance  is  not  indeed  referred  to  in  the 
accounts  of  John  the  Baptist's  ministry  ;  but  it  is  possible 
that  the  '  publicans '  are  mentioned  there  as  representa 
tives  of  the  most  degraded  <  lasses. 

On  the  singular  term  '  dog,'  Dt.  23  18  [19],  see  DOG,  §  3  (end), 
IDOLATRY,  §  6,  and  cp  Dr.  Deut.  264.  Halevy's  attempt 

1  The  '  harlots  '  intended  in  i  K.  22  38  (see  RV)  may  perhaps, 
though  zonoth  is  the  word  used,   be  religious    prostitutes  (so 
Kittel).     The  clause,  however,  is  a  very  late  insertion. 

2  The  difficult  passage,  Ezek.  20  29,  is  commonly  misunder 
stood.     Neither  of  the  explanations  cited  by  Dav.  will  stand ; 
D'N3rt  is  plainly  corrupt,  and  this  throws  suspicion  on  the  whole 
passage.     Read  probably,  '  what  are  the  loves  (D'3nKn)  which 
ye  pursue  (Cr^nNC)  there?    So  the  name  of  the  land  was  called 
Ahfibim  (i.e.,  "  loves ")unto  this  day.'    The  meaning  is,  Unto  this 
day   the  land  is  given  to  idolatry.     Cp  the  symbolic   names 
AHOI.AH,  AHOLIBAH. 

3  In  v.  14*1  for  1J733,   'in  youth,'  read  3JT13>  '  by  famine '  (cp 
Pesh.   in  b),  and  in   b  for  Q'Bnp3,  '  among  the  kedcsini,'  read 
Q'Eijna,  '  by  pestilence.' 

4  On  the  exceptional  use  of  H'^p:  (EV  '  a  stranger  ')  for  a 
'  harlot '  in  Prov.  2  16  5  20  6  24  7  5  23  27   see  Toy  on  Prov.  2  16  ; 
Bertholet,  Stellung,  195.     The  dissolute  women  spoken  of  were 
probably  often  non-Israelites  ;  but  the  wise  men  had  thrown  off 
a  narrow  nationalism  to  such  an  extent  that  the  origin  or  birth 
place  of  an  adulteress  or  a  harlot  is  of  no  moment  to  them. 
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(REJ  9  ['84],  186)  to  show  that  Ass.  kadistu  (nBHp)  can  mean 
the  legitimate  wife,  and  that  Herodotus  (1  \9g)  misunderstood 
and  misrepresented  a  perfectly  innocent  matrimonial  custom, 
has  not  met  with  acceptance. 

See  further  HOSEA,  §  6,  MARRIAGE.  T    K    C 


HAE-MAGEDON  (ApM&reAwisi),  Rev.  16i6  RV, 
AV  ARMAGEDDON  (q.v.  ). 

HARMON.  In  Am.  43  RV  has  'and  ye  shall  cast 
[yourselvesj  into  Harmon,'  where  AV  has  '  and  ye  shall 

cast  [them]  into  the  palace,  '  for  nJIEnnn  nJFQ^IjJ'n'l. 
The  text  is  undoubtedly  corrupt.  Probably  we  should 
read  nienpa  ruVjltali  '  and  ye  shall  be  ravished  among 
the  temple-prostitutes  '  —  i.e.  ,  ye  shall  be  devoted  as  spoil 
of  war  to  the  goddess  Istar  (see  Crit.  Bib.  ).  Cp 
HARLOT. 

(S's  ets  TO  opos  TO  pofj.fjiav  ([B]  ;  peit.fi.av  [AQ*]),  supposes 
an  unlikely  reference  to  Rimmon  ;  Tg.'s  '  beyond  the  mountains 
of  Armenia'  (cp  Sym.)  postulates  too  early  an  acquaintance  with 
Armenia.  Theodot.  has  TO  ui/njAbi'  opos.  Heilprin  (Historical 
J'oetry  of  the  Hebrews,  2  75  ['80])  and  Konig  (Lehrgeb.l^t), 
n.  5)  suggest  a  reference  to  Mt.  Hermon  ;  cp  <&  [Q'"g-]  epjito^a. 
Hitzig  and  Steiner  see  a  reference  to  the  heathen  sanctuary  of 
Hadad-rimmon.  Zech.  12  n,  however,  is  most  obscure,  and 
HADAD-  RIMMON  [q.v.]  is  itself  corrupt.  So  much,  at  least, 
these  critics  have  seen  more  clearly  than  most,  that  some 
extremely  pointed  expressions  must  have  closed  the  prophecy. 

T.  K.  C. 

HARNEPHER  pGrin,  possibly  of  Egyptian  origin, 
'  Horus  is  good  '  [so  Tomkins,  Marquart]  ;  cp  nBjncM  'n  an  old 
Aram,  inscr.  CfSZ  no.  155  B  5,  and  /or  compounds  of  Horus 
[with  n  not  nl  cp,  with  caution,  Aram,  -nyn,  '  Horus  helps,'  and 
*?3mn>  'Horus  is  a  confidence'  [see  Cook,  Aramaic  Glossary, 
s.v.  in!  ;  ai/ap^ap  [B],  ap»/a<£ap  [A],  apta^ep  [L]),  a  name  in  a 
genealogy  of  AsHP.R(y.z/.,  §  4  ii.),  i  Ch.  ?36.t  Cp  AHIRA,  HUR, 
and  note  the  connection  between  Egypt  and  ASHER  [q.v.,  §  i]. 

S.  A.  C. 

HARNESS,  equally  with  'armour'  (see  i  K.  1025 
2  K.  10  2),  is  given  by  AV  for  pOl  (see  WEAPONS).  In  i  K.  22  34 
||  2  Ch.  18  33,  '  the  joints  of  the  harness  '  is  a  vague  paraphrase 
of  a  difficult  phrase  (cp  AV'ng-  and  RVnig.,  and  see  BREAST 
PLATE  i.,  col.  606). 

HAROD,  THE  WELL  OF  (Tin  ftf,  '  the  fountain 
of  trembling'  [?],  cp  v.  8  ;  TTHfHN  &R&A  [B],  THN 
[-HN  I&6P  [A],  THN  HN  ApcoA  [L]),  Judg.  7  1,  and  per 
haps  originally  iS.  28?29i  iK.203o.  The  fountain 
'  above  '  which  Jerubbaal  encamped. 

i.  Judg.  7  1.—  If  Moore  is  right  inreferring  this  passage 
to  a  different  stratum  of  tradition  from  633  (which  makes 
the  Midianites  encamp  in  the  vale  of  Jezreel),  we  shall 
have  to  conjecture  that  'En  Harod  is  the  name  of  some 
fountain  near  Shechem.  Certainly  the  two  other  pas 
sages  in  which  MOREH  \_y.v.  ]  is  mentioned,  localise  the 
name  near  Shechem,  and  Ophrah,  the  home  of  Gideon, 
was  probably  not  far  from  that  town  ;  but  (a)  the  word 
Moreh  ='  soothsayer  '  was,  of  course,  not  confined  to 
Shechem,  and  (6)  Moore's  view  of  the  origin  of  Judg. 
7  1  is  not  quite  satisfactory.  It  is  safest  to  hold  with 
Budde  that  7  i  is  the  continuation  of  633  (cp  MOREH, 
HILL  OF),  so  that  the  Well  of  Harod  must  be  sought 
in  the  vale  of  Jezreel  ;  and  since  there  are  only  three 
wells  or  fountains  which  can  come  into  consideration  — 
viz.  ,  the  'Ain  el-Meiyiteh,  which  is  at  the  foot  of  the  hill 
of  Jezreel,  the  'Ain  Tuba'un,  which  is  out  upon  the 
plain,  and  the  'Ain  Jalud,  close  under  Gilboa  —  and  since 
a  position  by  the  first  or  second  of  these  would  have 
exposed  Gideon  to  the  attack  of  the  Midianites,  G.  A. 
Smith  (HG  397  f.  )  appears  to  be  right  in  assenting  to 
the  plausible  traditional  view  that  the  third  is  the  foun 
tain  referred  to.  Its  waters  well  out  at  the  NE.  end  of 
Mt.  Gilboa  from  under  a  sort  of  cavern  in  the  wall  of 
conglomerate  rock,  and  spread  out  into  a  limpid  pool 
or  lakelet  40  or  50  ft.  in  diameter  (BA'3i(>8).  From 
this  pool  and  from  the  'Ain  Tuba'un  (the  Tubania  of 
mediaeval  writers),  which  is  some  little  way  off,  the 
Xahr  Jalud  flows  down  past  Bethshan  into  the  Jordan. 
With  its  unusually  deep  bed  and  its  soft  banks  it  formed 
a  natural  ditch  in  front  of  the  position  which  both 
Gideon  and  Saul  appear  to  have  taken  up  on  the  plateau 
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of  Gilboa,  and  rendered  it  possible  for  those  encamped 
on  the  plateau  to  hold  the  lakelet  below  against  an 
enemy  on  the  plain.  See  GILBOA,  §  3  (i). 

It  is  true,  Budde  (who  denies  that  'En  Harod  is  'Ain  Jalud) 
objects  that  the  Nabi  Dahi  (with  which  the  'hill  of  Moreh,' 
Judg.  7 1  [MT],  is  generally  identified)  is  too  imposing  an 
eminence  to  be  called  a  '  hill,'  njOJ  ;  but  (i)  loftier  heights  than 
the  Nabi  Dahi  (e.g.,  probably  the  Tell  el-Ful,  i.e.,  Gibeah  of 
Benjamin)  can  be  called  ny^J,  and  (2)  the  text  of  Judg.  7  i  is 
evidently  in  disorder.  It  may,  in  fact,  be  regarded  as  certain 
that  originally  v.  ib  harmonised  with  v.  *&b ;  there  must  also  (as 
Budde  allows)  be  some  omission  in  v.  la.  The  omitted  words 
probably  are  '  and  passed  on  to  Mt.  Gilboa  '  *  (which  were  after 
wards  transferred  with  an  alteration  to  v.  3)  ;  and  the  description 
of  the  position  of  the  Midianitish  camp  in  v.  16  should  most 
probably  run  thus,  '  and  the  camp  of  Midian  was  to  the  N.  of 
them,  beneath  Mt.  Gilboa,  in  the  vale.'2  Cp  GILBOA,  §  j, 
MOREH,  HILL  OF.  We  can  thus  dispense  with  the  hypothesis 
of  Schwarz  and  Grove  that  '  Gilead  (v.  3,  MT)  was  the  name 
of  the  NW.  part  of  Gilboa,  and  that  there  is  a  trace  of  this  in 
the  name  'Am  Jalud. 

2.  i  S.  29 1. — It    has    usually    been    held    (e.g.,    by 
Robinson,   Stanley,   and  W.  Miller)  that  '  the  fountain 
which  is  in  Jezreel '  (so  MT),  beside  which  Saul's  army 
encamped,  is  the  'Ain  Jalud.     The  expression,  however, 
will  hardly  bear  this  interpretation.      '  The  fountain  in 
Jezreel,'  par  excellence,  can  only  be  the  fountain  below 
Zer'in  now  called  'Ain  el-Meyiteh  ('  the  dead  fountain  '). 
This  shows  the  necessity  of  basing  biblical  geography 
on  a  revised  Hebrew  text.     A  word  must  have  fallen 
out  of  the  text,  and  this  word  must  be  -nn.      For  MT's 
J'ja  we  must    therefore   read    -nn  |'J72.      This  view  is 
supported  by  <SB  tv  atduv  and  ©A   tv   afvdwp  —  i.e., 
Tin  pjn  (Klo. ).     The  'Ain  Jalud  (  =  'En  Harod)  is,  in 
fact,  little  more  than  a  mile  from  the  E.  of  the  foot  of 
the  hill  of  Jezreel,  and  could  therefore  fairly  be  described 
as  being  '  in  [the  district  of]  Jezreel. '     It  was  on  the 
plateau  above  this  that  Saul's  army  was  posted,  unless 
MT  is  very  far  wrong  indeed  (see  SAUL). 

3.  i  S.  28  7.  — Did  Saul  really  go  7  or  8  m.  to  visit 
the  so-called  '  witch  of  Endor  '  ?     It  is  shown  elsewhere 
(ENDOR),  with  as  near  an  approach  to  certainty  as  is 
possible,  that  Endor  is  an  error  for  'En  Harod.     The 
wise  woman  lived  at  only  ten  minutes'  distance  from 
the  Israelite  camp.      See  ENDOR  (6),  but  cp  SAUL. 

4.  i  K.  2030. — Did  Benhadad  attempt  to  hide  him 
self  '  in  an  inner  chamber '  ?     Does  Tina  Tin  really  mean 
this  ?     Perhaps   we   should   read    '  by  the   fountain   in 
Harod.'     See  GILBOA,  §  3  (c).  T.  K.  c. 

HARODITE  (H1H,  poYAAioc  [B],  ApoYAdioc 
[A],  A.^A.pi  [L],  28.23250),  a  designation  applied 
to  Shammah,  one  of  David's  heroes  ;  in  v.  25^  Elika 
is  also  called  a  Harodite  ;  but  v.  256  is  probably  an 
interpolation  (see  ELIKA).  The  situation  of  Sham- 
mah's  native  place  depends  somewhat  on  that  of  the 
home  of  his  fellow  on  the  list,  for  the  names  are  given 
in  couples.  If  we  omit  Elika,  the  companion  of  Sham 
mah  is  Helez  the  Paltite.  BETH-PALET  [q.v.}  was  in 
the  far  south  of  Judah,  which  forbids  us  to  connect 
'Harodite'  with  En-harod  (H.  P.  Sm. ),  and  suggests 

1  V37:in  °1'T7N  1-^f].     For  attempts  to  explain  v.  3  with  the 
minimum  of  change  in  the  text,  or  even  with  no  change  at  all, 
see  Moore's  commentary  and  the  article  'Gilead,  Mt.'  in  Has 
tings,  DB2  1760.  (Dr.).     To  the  present  writer  it  seems  useless 
to  'heal  the  hurt'  of  the  text  'lightly.'     The  view  maintained 
by  him  is  that  an  editor  transferred  the  words  to  v.  3  to  form 
part  of  the  address  to  the  'fearful  and  trembling,'  but  with  an 
alteration.     The   text   now   stands  "1^/3.1  "inp  IBS'1 ;  but   "IBS 
('  to  plait ')  cannot  mean  '  to  turn  aside  '  (Ges.  -Buhl)  ;  there  has 
been  both  corruption  and  editorial  manipulation.     An  earlier 
reading  was  almost  certainly  Jf3^n  "^l?  "^jp,   'and   let   him 
pass  on  from  Mt.  Gilboa.'     What  the  editor  did  was  to  alter 
"1.T7K  into  "ins,  to  adapt  the  words  which  he  transferred  to 
their  new  position.     The  emendation  'Gilboa'  for  'Gilead'  is 
adopted  from  Clericus(i7o8)  by  Hitzig,  Bertheau,  Gratz,  Reuss, 
Driver,  etc.  ;  but  it  is  not  sufficient  alone. 

2  For  miart  njn3D,  '  from  the  hill  of  the  soothsayer,'  read 
jn^Jn  in1?  nnnCi  'beneath  Mt.  Gilboa.'     pp3JD  is  composed  of 
the  first  two  letters  of  nnnD  and  three  of  the  letters  of  yaSj.T 
OH  in  ,TT)D."!  comes  from  nn>  and  nil  from  ~\rh- 
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reading  "ny  for  'yin  (j;  and  n  are  often  confounded). 
Shammah  then  becomes  a  man  of  ARAD  (q.v. ,  i).  So, 
in  the  main,  Marquart  (Fund.  19),  who  identifies  this 
Shammah  with  one  of  David's  brothers.  Cp  DAVID, 
§  i,  n.  2.  T.  K.  C. 

HAROEH  (HXVl).  Shobal  'the  father  of  Kirjath- 
jearim  '  had  sons  :  '  Haroeh,  half  of  the  Menuhoth  ' ; 
i  Ch.  252  (rumen  'sn  nn"in  ;  atco  ecreipa  /jLuvaiw  [B],  apaa 
eo-et  afj.fj.avid  [A,  om.  L]).  For  nuin  we  should  read 
,T«n.  See  REAIAH,  i  ;  cp  also  MANAHETHITES. 

HARORITE  CHnn),  so  i  Ch.  11 27  for  HARODITE 
[y.f.].  See  SHAMMAH,  5. 

HAROSHETH  OF  THE  GENTILES  (Dtyn  HtTin  ; 
<\peicu>6  [TCON  eGNcoisi]  [B],  ^ceipcoG.  ApeicooG. 
APYMOY  [r.e.]  [A],  ACHpooG.  ApicooG,  APYMOY 
[r.6.]  [L]).  the  place  of  residence  of  Sisera,  a  powerful 
king  (see  Cooke,  Hist,  and  Song  of  Deb.  4),  whose 
oppression  roused  six  Israelitish  tribes  to  common 
hostile  action  against  him  (Judg.  42  13  i6f).  It  has 
been  identified  by  Thomson  (with  the  assent  of  Conder, 
G.  A.  Smith,  G.  A.  Cooke,  Socin,  Buhl)1  with  mod. 
el-Harithiyeh,  on  the  right  bank  of  the  lower  Kishon, 
N  W.  of  Megiddo.  This  is  '  an  enormous  double  mound , ' 
'  situated  just  below  the  point  where  the  Kishon  in  one 
of  its  turns  beats  against  the  rocky  base  of  Carmel, 
leaving  no  room  even  for  a  footpath.  A  castle  there 
effectually  commands  the  pass  up  the  vale  of  the 
Kishon  into  Esdraelon,  and  such  a  castle  there  was 
on  this  immense  double  tell  of  Harothieh  [Harithlyeh]. 
It  is  still  covered  with  the  remains  of  old  walls  and 
buildings'  (Thomson,  LB  437).  The  situation  is  well 
adapted  for  an  oppressive  chieftain,  and  is  not  to  be 
rejected  on  the  ground  of  the  remoteness  of  Jabin's 
city  of  Hazor,  for  Sisera  was  no  mere  '  captain  of  the 
host.'  The  place-name,  however,  does  not  occur  in  the 
Amarna  tablets,  and  textual  criticism  favours  the  view 
(first  suggested  by  the  names  Shamgar  and  Sisera)  that 
Sisera  was  a  Hittite  king.  If  this  is  correct,  his  place 
of  residence  must  have  been  Kadesh  on  the  Orontes  ;  in 
fact,  recent  textual  criticism  of  Judg.  5  reveals  to  us  the 
Kadeshites  and  Hadrachites  fighting  against  Israel 
under  Sisera.  More  precisely,  the  Hittite  city  KADESH 
[q.v. ,  2]  bears  a  fuller  name  in  the  true  text  of  the  Song 
of  Deborah — viz. ,  Kadshon  or  Kidshon. 

Now,  looking  at  nt?"in,  we  notice  that  two  of  its  letters  recur 
in  ptJHp,  for  "i  and  -\  resemble  each  other  so  closely  in  all  the 
alphabets  as  to  be  often  hardly  distinguishable.  Moreover  n,  3> 
and  h  are  sometimes  confounded  through  phonetic  similarity, 
while  the  corruption  of  y\  (the  final  forms  of  letters  but  slowly 
established  themselves)  into  n  is  easy. 

The  conclusion  we  reach  is  that  the  otherwise  un 
known  '  Harosheth  of  the  nations '  should  rather  be 
'Kidshon  of  the  nations.'  It  was  so  called  to  dis 
tinguish  it  from  places  of  the  same  name  in  Canaan. 
This  view  is  substantially  that  of  Marquart  (Fund.  3) 
and  Ruben  (JQR  10554) ;  but  these  scholars  did  not 
remark  the  existence  of  the  termination  -on  appended 
to  the  fundamental  element  Kadsh.  Whether  the 
corrupt  name  TAHTIM-HODSHI  [y.^.]  may  be  com 
pared,  is  doubtful.  T.  K.  c. 

HARP  (1133,  Ps.  332  etc.;  D'lJVj?,  Dan.  85^). 
See  Music,  %7ff. 

HARROW.    For  Job  39 10  (*nb>)  see  AGRICULTURE, 

§  3  beg.  and  §  4.  For  2  S.  1231  =  1  Ch.  203  6mn  'sin)  see 
AGRICULTURE,  §  8,  n. 

HARSHA  (NiTin,  'deaf,'§66,cpalsoTEL-HARSHA), 
a  family  of  Nethinim  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii. ,  §  9), 
Ezra  852  (apij<ra  [BA],  a/Wa  [L])=Neh.  7s4  (aWai>  [BNA], 
aSaa-a  [L])=i  Esd.  632  EV  CHAREA  (vapea  [A],  om.  B,  /Saacra 
[L?]). 

1  J.  S.  Black,  however,  in  1892,  and  (at  greater  length)  Moore 
in  1895,  expressed  themselves  doubtfully.  See  their  respective 
commentaries. 
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HAESITH.in  'The  gate  Harsith  '  (Kr.  rVp"inn 
but    Kt.    niDinn  'IT),  Jer.  192  RV.'AV  'THE  EAST 
GATE  '  (as  if  from  o"in.  '  sun,'  cp  nig.  ),  RVme-  '  the  gate 

of  potsherds.' 

Although  <0's  x<xp<r(e)i#  favours  Kre,  this  may  be  merely  due 
to  an  early  corruption  or  conjecture.  Harsith  cannot  easily  be 
explained.  Most  scholars  (see  BDB)  render  as  RV>»g-,  but  the 
ending  -ith  constitutes  a  difficulty  ;  Hitzig  renders  Scherben- 
tfiutii,  Konig  (2  205  [«])  Scherbenci,  but  improbably.  Read 
perhaps  JYIBE'N  H  ;  the  Dung-gate  seems  to  be  meant.  See 
HINNOM,  VALLEY  OF,  §  4  (2),  JERUSALEM,  §  24,  col.  2423. 

T.  K.  C. 

HART,  HIND  pT»N,  r6»N  ;  eAA(}>OC  [BNAQRTFL]). 

The  animal  intended  is  probably  the  fallow-deer  (  Cervus 
dama,  L.  ),  which  is  still  to  be  found  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  Sidon  (Tristram)  ;  see  ROE,  4.  As  the  name 
Aijalon  shows,  the  ayydl  must  have  been  found  in  very 
ancient  times  far  to  the  S.  of  this,  and  Dt.  121522  1522 
proves  that  it  was  quite  common  game.  It  was  regu 
larly  supplied  to  Solomon's  table,  according  to  i  K. 
423  [63].  In  Dt.  14s  it  is  enumerated  among  the  clean 
animals.  Hebrew  poets  delight  to  refer  to  it.  Its 
slender  but  powerful  build,  the  swiftness  and  sureness 
of  its  motions,  suggested  a  pleasing  comparison  for 
warriors  or  for  the  victorious  people  of  Israel  (2  S.  2234 
=  Ps.  1833  [34]  Hab.  819,  e'ts  ffvvrk\eia.v  [BNAQ]),  and 
in  Gen.  49  21  (o-rAexos  [BADFL]),  if  MT  is  correct, 
Naphtali  is  likened  to  a  nimble  hind,  with  reference 
to  the  swiftness  of  its  heroes  (see,  however,  below). 
The  horns  (a  figure  for  rays  of  the  rising  sun  ?)  of  the 
ayyal  have  been  thought  (wrongly)  to  be  referred  to  in  the 
title  of  Ps.  22  (see  RVms-)  ;  but  cp  AIJELETH-SHAHAR. 
Its  languishing  condition  when  deprived  of  pasture  is 
referred  to  in  Lam.  16  (KpioL  [BNAQ])  ;  its  disregard 
of  its  young  under  these  circumstances  in  Jer.  148  ;  its 
eager  panting  for  water  in  Ps.  42  1  [a].1  An  image 
of  feminine  grace  and  affectionateness  is  derived  from 
the  elegance  and  the  gentle  gaze  of  the  hind  (Prov. 
5  19  ;  cp  Cant.  2  7  85  [tv  (rats)  Iffxtiffffftv  rov  dypov 
(BANG  in  both  verses)])  ;  and  a  lover  may  be  likened 
to  a  young  hart,  Cant.  2  17  814  (D'^'KH  "iBJ?)- 

Two  passages  remain  which  have  to  be  taken  together,  Job 
39  1-4  and  Ps.  29  9.  In  the  former  passage  the  ease  with  which 
the  hinds  bring  forth  appears  as  one  of  the  wonders  of  creation  ; 
in  the  latter,  a  phrase  used  in  Job  39  i  of  the  travailing  of  the 
hinds  is  employed,  but  with  a  causative  sense,  of  the  effect  of 
thunderclaps  in  hastening  the  parturition  of  hinds.  It  must  be 
admitted,  however,  that  the  reference  to  the  accelerated  pangs 
of  the  hinds  is  not  quite  what  we  should  expect  in  this  grand 
storm-piece,  nor  does  it  suit  the  parallel  line.  ni"lJT>  'forests,' 
seems  to  require  us  to  point  Jli/'X,  'terebinths'  (so  Lowth, 
Gratz,  Thrupp,  Che.)  ;  the  suspicious-looking  VVin1  should  rather 
be  '2?P)i  'shakes'  (Che.(2)).  On  the  analogy  of  the  former 
emendation  some  (Bochart,  Lowth,  Ew.  ,  Olsh.,  Di.  ,  etc.),  would 
point  rp'N,  'terebinths,'  in  Gen.  49  21  instead  of  n?".1*,  'hind.' 
See  NAPHTALI. 


HARUM 


cp  Sab.   Din,   HOIH  [DHM.  Ep. 


Denk.  59],  Ar.  hinn,  also  HORAM),  father  of  Aharhel,  a  name 
in  an  obscure  part  of  the  genealogy  of  Judah  ;  i  Ch.  48  (lapeiyix 
[BA]  ;  om.  L,  see  AHARHEL). 

ri,    prob.  =  P|N    D-DPl,    'with 


HARUMAPH 

pierced  nose,'  §  66),  father  of  Jedaiah  in  list  of  wall-builders  (see 
NEHEMIAH,  §  i/;  EZRA  ii.,  §§  66,  16  [i]  150?),  Neh.  3iot 
(epw/u.afl  [B],  -<#>  [AL],  eiu/xae  [N]). 

HARUPHITE  (''Qnn  Kt.  ),  i  Ch.  12  5.    See  HARIPH. 

HARUZ  (pin,  -  eager'?'  gold'  ?§  66,  A.POYC[BAL]), 
of  Jotbah,  father  of  Meshullemeth,  king  Amon's  mother 
(2  K.  21  19). 

HARVEST  (TVJ5,  Gen-  822  etc-  :  OepiCMOC-  Mt. 
937  etc.).  See  AGRICULTURE,  §§17;  YEAR,  §  4. 

HASADIAH(nHpn,  'Yahwe  is  gracious,'  §  28),  one 
of  the  children  of  Zerubbabel  ;  i  Ch.  820  (&CAAIA 
[BA],  -BiA  [L]). 


1  Read   with    Olsh.,   Che.,   We.,   Du., 

follows). 
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HASENUAH   (ilNJpn),  i   Ch.  9  7   AV,    RV   HAS- 

SKNUAH.     See  HASSE'NAAH. 


HASHABIAH  (-irrQKT!  in  i  Ch.  25  3  26  30  2  Ch. 
35g  ;  elsewhere  fVIiKTI  ;  '  Yahwe  has  taken  account  of,' 
see  NAMES,  §  32  ;  &cABlA(c)  [BNAL]),  a  name  so 
common  in  post-exilic  times  that  the  identity  or  differ 
entiation  of  the  individuals  bearing  it  is  sometimes 
uncertain.  On  Nos.  i,  2,  4,  7,  cp  GENEALOGIES  i.  ,  §  7 
[ii.  ,/]. 

1.  A  Merarite  Levite  (i  Ch.  645  [30],  aere|3[e]i  [BA]). 

2.  b.    Bunni,    a    Merarite    Levite   in    list   of   inhabitants  of 
Jerusalem  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  5  [6],  15  [i]  a),  i  Ch.  9  14  Neh.  11  15 
(ao-a/Siou  [xc-amg.  sup.]  Om.  BN*A). 

3.  One  who  with  his  brethren  '  men  of  valour,'  1700  in  number, 
was   overseer   in    Israel    '  beyond   Jordan   westward  '   (i  Ch.  20 
30);  see  HEBRON  ii.,  i. 

4.  A  musician,  a  'son  of  Jeduthun  '  (i  Ch.  263  and  19  apio. 
[B]). 

5.  A  Levite,  son  of  Kemuel  (i.e.,  Kadmiel?  i  Ch.  27  17),  per 
haps  the  same  as  3. 

6.  A  Levite,  according  to  the  Chronicler,  of  the  time  of  Josiah 
(2  Ch.  809).     In  i  Esd.  lg  his  name  appears  as  ASSABIAS,  RV 
SABIAS  (<ra.|8ias  [BA]). 

7.  A  Levite  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see  EZRA  i.  §  2,  ii.  §  15  [i]  d), 
Ezra  819  (<xo-e/3[e]ia  [BA],  <x<r<ra/3ia  [L]),  i  Esd.  848  ASEBIA,  RV 
ASEBIAS  (om.   B,  a<re/3tai/  [A]);  cp  Ezra  824  (crania  [Avid.])=I 
Esd.  854  ASSANIAS,   RV  ASSAMIAS  (aa-a-afiiav   [B],   acra.   [A], 
acra|3iai>  [L]),  see    Kosters,  Herst.  44,  n.  2  ;    signatory  to  the 
covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7)  Neh.  10  n  [10]  (om.   BN*,  c<re/3iaj 
[Nc.aing.  A])  ;  11  22,  acra/3eia  [X]  (see  Herstel,  105^).    The  name 
also  appears  among  the  Levites  in  Zerubbabel's  band  (see  EZRA 
ii.,  §§  6  l>,  n)  Neh.  1224  (a/3ia  [BN*]). 

8.  '  Ruler  of  half  the  district  of  Keilah,'  mentioned  in  list  of 
wall-builders  (see  NEHEMIAH,  §  i  f.,  EZRA  ii.,  §§  16  [ij,  15^), 
Neh.  3  1  7. 

9.  Head  of  the  house  of  Hilkiah  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  6  b,  ii),  Neh. 
1221  (Nc.amg.inf^  Om.  BN*A). 


HASHABNAH  (riXHPn,  §  32,  probably  to  be  read 
iVJZltJT!  —  i.e.,  Hashabni-jah  ;  see  HASHABNIAH),  sig 
natory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.  ,  §  7)  Neh.  102$  [26] 
[BNA],  AcB-  [L]). 


HASHABNIAH,  RV  Hashabneiah  (n;:?L';n,  or 
perhaps,  if  the  text  is  right,  as  suggested  in  §  32, 
iVJijlKT'!  —  i.e.  ,  Hashabni-iah,  '  Yahwe  has  taken  thought 
of  me'),  a  Levite;  Neh.  9s  (BNA  om.,  CABd-NlAC  or 
(rexevtas  [L,  the  order  of  the  names  is  different])  ;  the 
name  also  of  the  father  of  HATTUSH  (2);  Neh.  3io 
(&CB&NAM  [B*],  -N6AM  [B-Mvid.)],  -eNedvM  [«], 
-AN  I  A  [A],  CABANIOY  [LD-  The  J-  however,  seems 
due  to  a  scribe  who  thought  of  mJK'-  Names  of  the 
type  '  Hashabniah  '  are  generally  corrupt.  Probably 
Hashabiah  is  right.  T.  K.  C. 

HASHBADANA,     RV    Hashbaddanah 

probably,  if  original  [see  below],  a  corruption  of  iT 
Hashabni-jah  ;  §  32),  one  of  those  (probably  Levites  ;  so 
Kosters,  Herstel,  88)  present  x  at  the  reading  of  the  law 
under  Ezra;  Neh.  84(001.  B,  ACABAANA[Nc-am1-'-  dextr-], 
-BAAMA  [A],  ABAANAC[L])  =  I  Esd.  944  (LOTHASUBUS 
+  NABARIAS  :  AooGACoyBoc  +  NABAp[e]iAC  [BA], 
'ACCOM  KAI  AVAAANAC  [L])-  Their  number  is 
doubtful. 

According  to  L  (in  both  Neh.  and  i  Esd.)  there  were  seven 
standing  on  each  side  of  Ezra  ;  according  to  Neh.  MT,  6  on  his 
right,  and  7  on  his  left  ;  according  to  Neh.  NA,  6  and  7  [Nc.aA]  re 
spectively  ;  Neh.  B,  6  and  4  ;  i  Esd.  BAand  RV,  7  and  6  ;  i  Esd. 
AV,  7  and  5. 

The  MT  seems  to  have  suffered  somewhat  from  the  nth 
name  onwards  ;  the  last  two  names  lack  the  connective  'and,' 
and  the  preceding  name  is  surely  corrupt.  Hashbaddanah  may 
in  fact  have  arisen,  the  first  half  (ne'n)  from  a  repetition  of  the 
preceding  Hashum  (DETI)>  and  the  second  (mil)  from  a  repetition 
of  the  following  n'lDd).  The  corruption  has  taken  another 
course  in  i  Esd.,  3K'm  becoming  SBTnC?),  Lothasubus,  and 
rVQl  becoming  ri<"a:,  Nabarias.  We  thus  lose,  no  doubt,  the 
two  heptads  desiderated  by  Kosters  (Herstel,  88  ;  so  also  Be.- 
Ryss.  ,  Guthe),  but  we  get  twelve  names,  corresponding  to  the 
tribes.  See  HASHUM.  s.  A.  C. 

1  Neh.  8  4<5  may  be  due  to  the  Chronicler  (Kosters,  Herstel,  88). 
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HASHEM,  THE  SONS  OP 
HASHEM,   THE   SONS    OF,    the  Gizonite   (i  Ch. 

1134,  EB>n  '33;  Bevyaias  6  'S.ofiO\oyevvovvei.v  [B],  uioi  Aa^a/a'  6 

rtuvvi  [A],   Bei/yeas   6  'S.ofj.oyfvvovviv  [{<],   viol   Aao^i   TOU   Zei/c 
[L  z/.  34],  Etpacrai  6  YOWL  [L  7'.  33]  ;  but  see  J  ASHEN). 


HASHMONAH  (n±>^n;  ceAMCONA  [BL],  AceA- 
MCONA  [AF]),  a  stage  in  the  wandering  in  the  wilderness  ; 
Nu.  3329/t.  See  WANDERINGS,  §  n/.  ,  and  cp  MAC 
CABEES  i.  ,  §  2. 

HASHUB  (3-ltrn),  iCh.  9i4AV;  RVHASSHUB(?.Z;.). 

HASHUBAH  (i"QtJTl  ;  cp  HASHUB),  one  of  the 
children  of  Zerubbabel  ;  i  Ch.  820  (ACOyBe  [B],  ACeBA 
[A],  AACABAG  [L]). 

HASHUM  (Q^'Hi  vocalisation  doubtful  ;  cp  <5's  read 
ings  and  Meyer,  Entst.  144,  who  suggests  D'C'n  ;  cp  the  name 
Q'tf^n  ;  a[cr]cron  [BAL]),  a  family  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §§  9,  8  c),  Ezra  2  19  (acreji  [B],  acrov/x  [A],  a<rto/x  [L])  = 
Neh.  722  (r)<7a;m[i]  [BNA])=i  Esd.  5  16,  AROM!  (apoju.  [BA]), 
represented  among  the  signatories  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  7),  Neh.  10  18  [19]  (r)<ra.fi.  [BNA]).  Various  members  of  it  are 
mentioned  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5 
end),  Ezral033(r)<rU]a,i  [BN],  a<r|  o-]r)/ui.  [AL])=i  Esd.933)  ASOM. 
The  name  is  borne  apparently  by  an  individual  in  list  of  Ezra's 
supporters  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  13  L/]  ;  cp  i.  §  8,  ii.  §  16  [5],  ii. 
§  15  [i]  C),  Neh.  84  (om.  BN*,  wan  [Nc.amg.  dextr.A])=I  Esd- 
944,  LOTHASUBUS  (A<o0dcrovj3os  [BA]).  See  HASHBADANA. 

HASHUPHA(KS-lbTl),Neh.  746AV,  RV  HASUPHA. 

HASMAAH  (nrp'/'n),  i  Ch.  12  3  AVme-,  EV 
SHEMAAH  (q.v.  ). 

HASMON^EANS.     See  MACCABEES  i.  ,  §  2. 

HASRAH  (rnpn),  ancestor  of  SHALLUM  (2),  2  Ch. 
3422  (xeAAHc  [B],  eccepH  [A],  Acep  [L]).  2  K. 
22  14  has  HARHAS  (q.v.  ). 

HASSENAAH  (Neh.  3  3),  or  SENAAH  (Ezra  2  35 
Neh.  738),  or  [i  Esd.  623]  RV  SANAAS,  AV  ANNAAS, 
nJOipn,  nxjp  ;  CCNNAA  [AL]). 

In  Neh.  738  cravavar  [B*],  cravava.  y  (they'  is  numerical)  [Ba.], 
cra.va.vaL  [NA]  ;  in  Ezra  traava.  [B]  ;  in  Neh.  738,  a<raf[B],  ao-ai/aa 
[}{],  aaava.  [A]  ;  in  i  Esd.  crapa.  [B],  eracaas  [A]. 

(a)  The  name,  which  only  occurs  with  the  prefix  '33, 
'  sons  of,'  was  formerly  regarded  as  the  name  of  a  city, 

1  Current  l^e  inhabitants  °f  which  returned  in 
explanations  large  numbers  (393°  in  Neh.  7  38  ;  3630 
in  Ezra  2  35  ;  3330  [A]  or  3301  [B]  in 
i  Esd.  623)  with  Zerubbabel,  and  rebuilt  the  fish- 
gate  at  Jerusalem  (Neh.  83).  This  is  the  first  stage  in 
the  quest  of  the  true  meaning  of  the  phrase  b'ne  hasstnadh 
or  b'ne  sfnddh.  But  where  is  there  a  city  with  a  name  like 
Senaah  ?  The  Magdalsenna  of  Eusebius  and  Jerome 
(OS  292815022),  8  or  7  R.  m.  N.  of  Jericho,  is  surely 
not  what  is  meant.  (b}  Schlatter  (Zur  Topogr.  u. 

Gesch.  Pal.  )  and  Siegfr.  -  Sta.  therefore  suspect  that 
a  Benjamite  family  (cp  i  Ch.  9?)  may  be  meant. 
No  such  name,  however,  occurs  in  the  list  in  Neh. 
1014-27.  (c)  Hence  a  third  view  :  Senaah,  or  rather 

Hassenaah  (with  the  art.),  may  be  wrongly  vocalised. 
In  i  Ch.  9?  Neh.  11  9  we  meet  with  a  'son  of 
Hassenuah  '  (in  Ch.  aai>a  [B],  affavova  [A],  vaava.  [L]  ; 
asana  [Vg.  ];  in  Neh.  AV  SENUAH  ;  avava  [BNA], 
affevva.  [L],  senna  [Vg.])  ;  cp  HODAVIAH,  2.  That 
i  Ch.  97-9  contains  material  derived  from  a  post-exilic 
list,  has  long  been  recognised.2  Ed.  Meyer,  therefore,3 
does  not  hesitate  to  regard  Hassennah  (misread  Hae- 
senaah)  as  a  post-exilic  designation,  and  to  explain  it 
from  post  -exilic  circumstances.  Among  those  who 
returned  with  Zerubbabel,  or,  perhaps  rather,4  who 
after  Ezra's  arrival  formed  the  kdhdl  or  '  congregation  ' 
of  true  or  genuine  Israelites,  there  must  have  been  many 
who  had  no  landed  possessions.  The  popular  wit 

1  But  see  also  HARIM  (2). 

2  See  Herzfeld,  Gesch.  \  299  ('47). 

3  East.  150,  154,  156.     J.  D.  Michaelis  partly  anticipated  him. 

4  Meyer,  however,  takes  the  former  view. 
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HATITA 

may  have  described  such  as  '  children   of  the  slighted 
wife  '  (nn»p=  nNUB-  '  hated,'  '  slighted  '  ;  see  Dt.  21  is/.  , 

Is.  GOisV 

This  theory  is  ingenious,  and  might  provisionally 
serve  us.  But  it  has  perhaps  a  family  likeness  to  the 
explanations  one  finds  in  the  Midrash,  and  to  the 
edifying  vocalisations  of  names  in  the  Chronicler.  Is 
not  '  Praise-  Yahwe,  the  son  of  the  slighted  '  an  un 
natural  combination  ? 

The  key  to  the  mystery  must  be  sought  elsewhere. 
It  is  to  be  found  in  the  problematical  term  MISHNKH 

.,  ..  [$M/.],  the  current  explanation  of  which 

^'  is  purely  hypothetical.  An  examination 
of  the  passages  in  which  this  word  occurs  with  reference 
to  Jerusalem  suggests  that  underneath  it  lies  the  term 
mty'ri,  '  the  old  city  '  —  i.e.,  the  city  which  existed  before 
Hezekiah  built  'the  other  wall  without'  (2  Ch.  32s; 
see  JERUSALEM,  §  23).  Hassenaah  (nx:D.n)  or  Has 
senuah  (nnjort)  and  Senaah  (HNJO)  are  probably  corrup 
tions  of  n]B''n.  '  the  old  city  '  —  the  city  which  is  referred 
to  under  that  title  in  three  or  rather  four  passages  in 
which  MT  gives  ruc'D  (RV,  conjecturally,  'the  second 
quarter  '  ).  The  3000,  or  more,  people  mentioned  in 
Ezra  2  35  Neh.  7  38  at  the  end  of  the  list  of  town  popu 
lations  are  the  '  sons  '  or  people  of  the  '  old  city,  '  or 
quarter,  of  Jerusalem.  Now  we  understand  the  relative 
largeness  of  the  number.  T.  K.  C. 

HASSHUB  p-ltrn,  '  thought  of  [by  God]';  ACOYB 
[BNAL]  ;  but  ACooB  [BA]  in  Ch.  ;  coyB  [$*]  in  Neh. 
823  ;  ACOy6  [BN]  in  Neh.  1023  [24]). 

1.  A  Merarite  Levite  (i  Ch.  9  14  Neh.  11  15  [AV  HASHUB]). 

2.  AV  HASHUB,  b.  Pahath-moab,  one  of  the  repairers  of  the 
wall  (Neh.  3  n). 

3.  AV  HASHUB,  .another  of  the  repairers  of  the  wall  (Neh.  823). 

4.  AV  HASHUE,  signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7); 
Neh.  10  23  [24]. 

HASSOPHERETH     JTlDbn,    'scribe'?  or  =  ZARE- 


FHATH  ?  a<Tio<j>epf6  [L]).  The  B'ne  Hassophereth,  a  group  of  '  Solo 
mon's  servants  '  (see  NETHINIM)  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see 
EzRAii.,  §9),  Ezra  2  55  (a<7-e</>T)po#[B],  -<£opa0[A])  =  Neh.  757  with 
article  omitted,  B'ne  SOPHERKTH  (HIED  ;  a-a<j>apaO  [BA],  -61  [X], 
a<To<t>fpe8  [L])=i  Esd.  633  AV  AzAPHiox,  RV  ASSAPHIOTH 
(aa-a-afauad  [B],  aaa.<f>(j>i.  [A]).  It  is  plausible  to  read  HD1S  '33, 
'  men  of  ZAREPHATH  '  (q.v.).  T.  K.  C. 


HASUPHA  (ND;lTI,  in  Neh.  NDCT  ;  Acoyc{>A[AL], 
family  of  NETHINIM  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,§9), 
Ezra  2  43  (a<70u</)€  [B],  a<rov(|)aT[L])  =  Neh.  746  (acr<f>a  [B],  acreiif>a. 
[NA],  AV  HASHUPHA)  =  I  Esd.  629  (rao-fiia  [B],  ao-ei^o  [A],  EV 
ASIHHA).  Corrupted  to  GISPA  (q.v.)  in  Neh.  11  21. 

HAT.  For  (  i  )  N72n3  (Aram.),  karbttd,  Dan.  821  AV 
(AVmg-  'turban,'  RV  'mantle'),  see  TURBAN,  2;  and  for  (2) 
Tre'racros,  2  Mace.  4  12  (RV  '  [Greek]  cap  '),  see  CAP. 

HATACH,  RVHATHACH  (^nn  ;  AXPA6<MOc[BNL/3], 

-060S  [A],  om.  La  ;  in  Jos.  Ant,  xi.  6  7  a^paSeos),  one  of  the 
eunuchs  of  Ahasuerus  (Esth.  4syC  [om.  BNAL  in  v.  6],  v.  9  [6] 
apx^aOaLoi  [N*A]  ;  v.  10).  Marq.  (Fund.  7)  makes  this  the  O. 
Pers.  hu-karta*  ,  'well-made.'  ©  also  inserts  the  name  in  4  12 
(apxaflatos  [A]),  13  (ax8pa6a.Lov  [K],  om.  A). 

HATCHET  (?V|,  TTeAeKYC  [BNR],  securis],  Ps. 
74  6f.  See  AXE,  3. 

HATHACH  nnn),  Esth.  45  RV  ;  AV  HATACH  (q.v.  ). 

HATHATH  (Jinn  ;  A.0A6  [BA],  -e0  [L]),  a  Keniz- 
zite,  i  Ch.  4i3f.  Probably  the  word  is  a  fragment  of 
'nmn  (see  MANAHATH),  a  variant  to  'n:iyo(see  MEONO- 
THAI).  The  clan  called  -nmo  was  Calebite  (i  Ch.  2  54). 

T.  K.  C. 

HATIPHA  (ND'pn  [Aram.],  'snatched'  ;  AT[e]i<t>& 

[BKA],  uTOv<j>a  [L],  see  NAMES,  §  63)  a  family  of  Nethinim  in  the 
great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9),  Ezra  '2  54  (arou^o  [B])  = 
Neh.  "56  ;  i  Esd.  632  (are^a  [BA]),  EV  ATIPHA. 

HATITA  (Ntpnpn,  'pointed'?);  AT[G]ITA  [BA], 
a£i<Ja  [L]),  a  family  of  doorkeepers  in  the  great  post  -exilic  list  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  9),  Ezra  242  (arrjTa  (B])  =  Neh.  745  ;  i  Esd.  628,  TETA, 
RV  ATETA  (arriTa.  [A],  B  om.). 
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HATTIL 

ATT  I  A    [L]).       The   B'ne    Hattil, 


a  group  of  'Solomon's  servants'  (see  NKTHINIM)  in  the 
great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.  ,  §  9);  E/.ra^57  (erreia  [B], 
arriA[A])  =  Neh.  7  59  (eyijA  [BX],  em)A[A])=  i  Esd.  634,  HAGIA, 
RV  AGIA  after  ©HA  ayla. 

HATTUSH  (ir-lujn,  ATTOYC  [AL]  ;  in  Ch.  x&TToyc 

[B],   X6TT.  [A],   AT.  [L]). 

1.  A  descendant  of  David  and  son  J  of  SHECANIAH  [y.v.]  ;  he 
went  up  with  Ezra  (see  EZKA  i.  §  2,  ii.  §  15  (i)  d),  Ezra  8  2  (TOUS 
[B])=iEsd.  829,  LETTUS.S  RV  ATTUS  (B  om.),  cp  i  Ch.  822; 
priestly  signatory  to   the   covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7);   (Neh. 
104  [5],  TODS  [BN*1(  arous  [Nc-a]);  also  appears  among  the  'priests 
and    Levites,'  who  went   up   with   Zerubbabel   [see   EZRA   ii.  , 
§  6  b]  (Neh.  12  2  [Nc-a(rag->,  om.  BN*A]). 

2.  b.  HASHABNEiAH[y.r>.]inlistofwall-builders(seeNEHEMlAH, 
§  if.,   EZRA  ii.,  §§  16  [i],   15  d),  Neh.  3io  (aTOvO  [BN],  aurous 
[A]). 

HAURAN  (llin;3  AYP*N[e]mc  [BAQ]  ;  in  v.  18 
(ORANITIC  [A],  AcopANemc  [B]),  a  region  mentioned 
in  connection  with  the  ideal  eastern  border  of  Canaan 
in  Ezek.  47  16  i8f.  Of  Hazar-enan  (see  HAZAR-HATTI- 
CON)  we  learn  that  it  was  on  the  border  of  Hauran  (v.  16), 
and  more  particularly  that  it  was  on  the  border  between 
the  territories  of  Hauran  and  Damascus  (v.  18  ;  see  Co.  's 
text  of  Ezekiel).  Furrer  (  /.DP  V  8  27  ff.  ;  cp  Grove, 
Smith's  DB]  places  Hauran  far  away  in  the  N.  at 
Hawwdrln,  between  Sadad  and  Karyaten  (  Baed.  (3I  405  )  ; 
but  it  is  a  false  assumption  of  his  that  Hauran  is  de 
scribed  as  N.  of  Damascus  ;  it  is  the  S.  region  that 
Ezekiel  mentions  first  (cp  v,  i6f.  ,  first  Damascus,  then 
Hamath). 

Nor  is  it  safe  to  work  upon  an  incorrect  text.  Verse  18  should 
be  emended  with  Cornill  so  as  to  run  thus,  'And  the  east  side  ; 
from  Hazar-enan  which  lies  on  the  border  between  Hauran  and 
Damascus,  the  Jordan  forms  the  border  between  Gilead  and  the 
land  of  Israel  as  far  as  the  east  sea,  unto  Tamar  ;  that  is,  the  east 
side.' 

If  we  adopt  Cornill'  s  emendation  it  becomes  clear 
that  Hauran  is  the  district  which  still  bears  this  name, 
with  the  addition  of  GOLAN  (q.v.)  which  (the)  Hauran 
adjoins.  The  name  is  also  found  in  the  Assyrian  in 
scriptions  (Hamranu  =  Havranu,  KB1%n\  Havrina, 
A~#22i6),  and  in  the  Mishna  (Rosh  hashanah,  24). 

Elsewhere  it  has  been  suggested  that  J,  and  presumably  also 
E,  misunderstood  the  stories  respecting  the  patriarchs  which 
lay,  written,  before  them,  and  misread  '  Haran  '  and  (in  Gen. 
24  i  o)  'Nahor'  for  'Hauran.'  The  'city  of  Nahor,'  or  rather 
'of  Hauran,'  will  be  some  important  place  (Ashtaroth?)  in  the 
district  between  Damascus  and  Gilead  called  Hauran.  Possibly 
too  '  Aram-naharaim  '  (E  V  '  Mesopotamia  ')  in  Gen.  24  10  was 
misread  by  J  for  Aram-Hauran.  See  HARAN,  NAHOR. 

On  the  Auranitis  of  Roman  times,  see  Schiirer,  GJV 
1  354  ;  on  the  modern  Hauran  see  PALESTINE. 

T.  K.  c. 

HAVEN  represents,  in  EV,  (i)  Ppn,  hoph,  Gen.  49  13 
etc.  (f]Qn,  '  to  enclose  '). 

2.  nriDi  mdhoz,  Ps.  107  30,  f  primarily   'a  large  city' 
(for  Assyrian  and  Syriac  usage  see  BDB,  and  cp  Lexx. 
of  Delitzsch  and  Payne  Smith),  but  in  a  special  context 
possibly  '  haven  '  (see,  however,  below). 

3.  XtwTjc  Acts  27  8  12. 

It  is  doubtful,  in  view  of  the  clearness  of  the  Assyrian  usage, 
whether  jino  can  really  mean  '  haven  '  ;  improbable  too  that  this 
particular  word  would  have  been  used  in  Ps.  107.  Cheyne 
(/*£.(-)),  on  these  grounds,  emends  the  text  of  v.  30  reading 
D"i°  *]in  S  '  for  a  beach  of  ships  '  (cp  Gen.  49  13)  ;  3PI  was  written 
twice  over,  and  the  first  fjn  corrupted  into  7nn.  In  Is.  23  10 
Duhm  and  Cheyne  read  ?hD  for  fltD  ;  but  we  are  not  obliged  to 
render  jno  'haven.' 

On  the  harbours  of  Palestine,  see  MEDITERRANEAN, 
and  on  the  terms  of  the  Blessing  of  Zebuhm  (Gen.  49  13) 
see  ZEBULUN. 

HAVILAH  (  nT'in,  perhaps  explained  by  the  Hebrews 

'  sand-land  ';  cp  Wl  ;  ey(e)iAA(T)[BADEL]  ;  HEWLA 

1  Emending  MT  in  accordance  with   ||  i   Esd.  8  29  (see   Be- 
Rys.  ndloc.\ 

2  ATTUS  (AV  LETTUS)  is  from  a  reading  Aarrovs,  a  scribe's 
error  which  could  have  easily  arisen  in  an  uncial  MS  for  arrows. 

3  '  The  black  land  '  (so  Wetzstein,  see  Del.  Hiob,  597),  with 
reference  to  the  basalt  formation. 
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except  Gen.  2 ii  HEVILATH),  a  son  of  Cush,  Gen.  10? 
(P),  iCh.  19;  of  Joktan,  Gen.  10  29  (J),  iCh.  123 
(eyi  [A])-  The  same  name  is  given  to  a  region 
bordered  by  the  river  Pishon  (Gen.  2n  J)  ;  but  where 
the  Pishon  was,  interpreters  are  by  no  means  agreed 
(see  PARADISE).  Twice  again  (if  not  thrice,  for 
Cornill  restores  the  name  in  Ezek.  2/22,  'Havilah, 
Sheba,  and  Raamah'),  we  find  mention  of  Havilah. 
In  Gen.  25i8[J]  the  limits  of  the  Ishmaelites  are  'from 
Havilah  unto  Shur,'  and  a  similar  phrase  describes  the 
region  within  which  the  Amalekites  were  defeated,  i  S. 
15?  (but  here  the  text  is  disputed  ;  see  TELEM).  The 
combination  of  all  the  data  is  difficult,  and  many  critics 
have  been  led  to  distinguish  several  Havilahs.  It  would 
seem,  however,  that  only  absolute  necessity  would  justify 
this,  and  it  is  perhaps  safest  to  hold  that  Havilah  is 
always  the  same  region — of  which  sometimes  one  part, 
sometimes  another,  is  specially  referred  to.  Del.  (Par. 
12 /.  57 ff.},  E.  Meyer  (Gesch.  d.  Alt.  1224),  identify 
with  the  NE.  part  of  the  Syrian  desert;  G  laser  (Skizte, 
2323^)-  with  Central  and  NE.  Arabia.  See  GOLD, 
ONYX,  TOPAZ. 

Attempts  to  find  an  African  Havilah  ('AjSoAiTcu,  etc.)  are 
therefore  unnecessary,  especially  since  the  only  other  son  of  Cush 
in  Gen.  10  7  who  can  be  probably  identified  points  to  Arabia 
(viz.  Raamah).  It  appears  that  P  regarded  all  (non-Ishmaelite) 
Arabian  tribes  as  connected  with  Africa.  F.  B. 

HAVVOTH-JAIR,  AV,  less  correctly,  HAVOTH-JAIR 
(T'JO  nin,  enekyAeic  i&eip  [BAFL] ;  in  Ch.  KOOMAI 
c&eip  [B*],  K.  lAeip  [Ba-b],  K-  i&peip  [A],  A,y6o9  i<\eip 
[L];  Auothiair,  Jer.  [O5<2',  89 14]).  This  was  the  name 
of  certain  towns  (which  arose  out  of  tent-villages1)  on 
the  E.  side  of  Gilead.  An  early  tradition  respecting 
them  is  given  by  JE  in  Nu.  823941^  (v.  40  is  an  inter 
polation)  ;  v.  41  ^Tra^Xets  iarjp  [A]). 

Bu.  thinks  that  this  passage  originally  stood  after  Josh.  17  14- 
18  (AV.  Sa.  87)  ;  but  surely  the  colonisation  described  in  it  belongs 
to  a  later  period  (see  Judg.  103^).  A  geographical  difficulty  is 
caused  by  Dt.  814  (avwfl  taeip  [BAFL])  and  Josh.  1830  (<co>ju.ai 
ia[e]tp  [BAL]),  which  localise  the  Havvoth-jair  in  Bashan  instead 
of  in  Gilead.  Apparently  the  writers  identify  them  with 
the  sixty  fortresses  (Dt.  84  iK.  413)  in  the  former  region— a 
mistake  into  which  only  late  writers  could  have  fallen.  '  (Even) 
Bashan'  (j£'3rrnN)  in  Dt.  3  13  is  evidently  a  redactional  interpo 
lation,  and  the  reference  to  Havvoth-jair  (EV  '  the  towns  of  Jair  ') 
in  1  K.  4 13  (om.  BL.,  avioS  tapetp  [A])has  been  interpolated  from 
Nu.  3241.  In  the  post-exilic  passage  i  Ch.  223  (om.  Pesh.) 
Geshur  and  Aram  are  said  to  have  taken  sixty  cities  (including 
twenty-three  belonging  to  Jair).  Such  is  the  account  generally 
given  of  the  matter  ;  but  a  closer  inspection  of  the  text  of  various 
passages  referring  to  Gilead  (where  '  Gilead  '  should  probably  be 
'  Salhad ')  leads  to  a  more  favourable  view  of  the  writers  who 
localise  the  Havvoth-jair  in  Bashan,  and  to  a  comprehension 
of  the  otherwise  dark  passage,  i  Ch.  223,  respecting  the  conquest 
of  the  Havvoth-jair  by  Geshur  and  Aram.  See  JAIR,  KENATH. 

See  Kue.  Hex.  47  ;  Di.  Deut.,  and  Bertholet,  Dent.,  ad  loc.  ; 
Moore,  Judges,  2747^',  GASm.,  HG  551  n.  9. 

HAWK  (|*3,  nes,  iepA.5  [BXAFL];  ACCIPITER},  men 
tioned  only  in  Lev.  11 16  (om.  A),  Dt.  14is  (AF  in  v. 
14),  as  one  of  the  unclean  birds,  and  in  Job89z6  (see 
below). 

By  the  hawk  no  well-defined  zoological  species  is  meant ;  the 
term  may  be  used  of  any  of  the  smaller  diurnal  birds  of  prey. 
These  are  common  in  Palestine,  the  commonest  being  perhaps 
the  kestrel  (Tinnttnculus  alaudarius)  and  the  lesser  kestrel  (T. 
cenchris).  Both  were  protected  in  Egypt  as  sacred  birds.  The 
hawk  (in  Eg.  bek)  was  especially  the  sacred  bird  of  Horus 
(the  sun  god)  and  it  is  the  characteristic  feature  of  solar  deities 
in  Egypt  that  they  are  hawk -headed.  The  association  of  the 
hawk  with  the  sun  is  found  outside  Egypt.  The  Neo  -  Platonists 
connect  the  two,  and  in  Od.  15  525  the  hawk  is  called  '  the 
swift  messenger  of  Phoebus.'  Such  was  their  sanctity  among 
the  Egyptians,  that  they  were  kept  in  sacred  groves  in  various 
places  along  the  Nile,  and  when  dead  their  bodies  were  em 
balmed. 

In  Job  39  26  the  nes  is  described  as  stretching  out  its 
wings  and  flying  to  the  south.  This  applies  to  the 
migratory  habits  of  many  of  the  smaller  kinds,  such  as 
the  lesser  kestrel,  which  migrates  to  central  and 
southern  Africa  for  the  winter  (cp  Thomson,  LB  326). 

A.  E.  S.— s.  A.  c. 

1  Havvoth  occurs  only  in  this  compound  name.  It  is  a  legacy 
from  the  nomadic  stage  of  Hebrew  life  (see  GOVERNMENT,  §  4). 
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HAY.  (i)  Tyn,  //</.;/>;  Prov.  27  25  (RVmg. 
'grass'),  Is.  156  (RV  'grass'),  see  GRASS,  i;  (2)  x°PTO*i 
i  Cor.  3  1  3. 


HAZAEL  (sm,  2  K.  88,  etc.,  or  xHTn,  2  K.  89, 
etc.,  '  God  sees,'  §  32  ;  AZAHA  [BAQL];  Ass.  Haza'ilu). 
Successor  of  BENHADAD  I.  (q.  v.  )  as  king  of  Syria. 
Two  great  prophetic  biographies  referred  to  him.  In 
i  K.  19  15  Elijah  is  sent  from  Horeb  to  Damascus1  to 
anoint  Hazael  king  over  Syria  ;  in  v.  17  f.  Hazael's 
victories  over  Israel  are  represented  as  the  divine  venge 
ance  upon  Baal-worshippers.  In  2  K.  87-15,  however,  we 
read  that  '  Elisha  came  to  Damascus,'  that  he  described 
the  cruelties  which  Hazael  would  practise  on  the 
Israelites,  and  that  when  Hazael  shrank  in  affected 
humility  from  the  prospect  (see  DOG,  §  3),  he  answered, 
'  Yahwe  has  showed  me  that  thou  shall  be  king  over 
Syria.'  It  would  seem  that  two  different  accounts  were 
current,  and  that  the  redactor  combined  portions  of 
each.  Historically,  it  is  not  important  to  determine 
whether  either  or  neither  of  these  accounts  is  correct. 
What  is  important  is  the  light  which  2  K.  87-15  throws 
on  the  road  which  Ha/.ael  took  to  the  throne.  There 
is  no  reason  to  doubt  the  accuracy  of  this  narrative  as 
far  as  Hazael  is  concerned,  and  the  natural  impression 
of  the  reader  is  that  it  was  not  the  sick  king,  but 
Hazael  who  '  took  the  coverlet2  (RV),  and  dipped  it  in 
water,  and  spread  it  on  his  face,  so  that  he  died.'  The 
opposite  view  is  no  doubt  reconcilable  with  the  letter  of 
the  narrative.3  Probably  the  redactor  has  produced 
this  indistinctness  by  the  omission  of  some  words,  to 
make  it  more  difficult  to  accuse  Elisha  of  complicity  in 
the  deed.  Who  Hazael  was,  we  are  not  told  ;  but  the 
expressions  used  by  him  in  f.  13  seem  to  preclude  the 
idea  that  he  was  the  legitimate  heir  of  Ben-hadad.  He 
met  the  allied  forces  of  Jehoram  of  Israel  and  Ahaziah 
of  Judah  at  RAMOTH-GiLEAD  (2  K.  828/1  9i4/), 
and  gained  important  successes  against  Jehu  which  are 
referred  to  elsewhere  (DAMASCUS,  §  8).  So  great 
indeed  was  the  stress  of  the  affliction  of  Israel  that  it 
was  not  till  the  reign  of  Joash  b.  Jehoahaz,  that  the 
losses  inflicted  upon  Israel  by  the  Syrians  were  repaired. 
In  the  time  of  Amos  the  barbarities  of  Hazael  were  still 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  men  (Am.  Is/).  Hazael  also 
came  into  conflict  with  SHALMANESER  II.  (q.v.  }. 
Twice  (842  and  839  B.C.)  the  Assyrian  king  says  that 
he  marched  against  him  and  defeated  him.  Shalman- 
eser  does  not,  however,  appear  to  have  gained  any 
permanent  advantage,  and  he  troubled  Aram  of 
Damascus  no  more.  Thus  Hazael  was  at  liberty  to 
extend  his  dominion,  and  this  accounts  for  the  notices 
in  2  K.  1032  12i8[i7]  1822  of  his  successes  against  Jehu 
and  Jehoahaz  of  Israel  and  Jehoash  of  Judah.  Cp 
GATH,  and  (on  <§L's  insertion  in  2  K.  1822)  APHEK, 
3  (a),  KINGS,  §  3  (2).  Hazael's  successor  was  probably 
Mari  (see  BEN-HADAD  II.  ).  T.  K.  c. 

HAZAIAH  (rVTn,  •  Yahwe  sees';  Oz[e]lA  [BXA], 
o^iou  [L]),  in  list  of  Judahite  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  5  [*]  §  15  [i]  a),  Neh.  11  5. 


a  place  on  the  S.  border  of  Judah,  Nu.  34  4.  t  In  the  || 
passage,  Josh.  15s,  it  is  called  TIN,  Addar  (AV  ADAR); 
but  probably  the  HEZRON  [q.v.  i.]  which  occurs  close 
by  is  a  corruption  of  -ran  (so  Ges.  -Buhl).  Probably, 
too,  adopting  necessary  emendations,  the  geographical 
statement  in  both  passages  is  that  the  S.  border  of 
Judah  went  round  by  the  S.  of  KADESH-BARNEA  ('Ain 
Kadis)  and  up  to  Hazar-jerahmeel  (near  'Ain  Muwaileh), 
and  then  passed  along  Azmon  (Jebel  Helal  and  Jebel 

1  Read  penyi  nN31  (cp  ©),  and  cp  KINGS,  §  3. 

2  Read  n3T>  (see  BED,  §  3,  n.  6). 

3  Cp  Wi.  Alttest.  Unttrs.  64-66. 
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Yelek),  and  so  to  the  torrent  of  Misrim  (the  Wady  el- 
'Aris).  Thus  the  frontier  line  went  southward  from 
'Ain  Kadis  as  far,  perhaps,  as  the  edge  of  the  Tih 
plateau,  and  then  made  a  circuit  to  the  Jerahmeelite 
settlement  near  the  sacred  fountain  (see  BEER-LAHAI- 
ROI,  JERAHMEEL),  and  to  el-'Aujeh  (EN-RIMMON). 
where  Palmer  noticed  strongly-embanked  terraces  which 
must  once  have  been  planted  with  fruit-trees,  and  thence 
by  the  Wady  el-Abyad  into  the  Wady  el-'Aris.  A  less 
probable  view  is  learnedly  set  forth  by  Wetzstein  in  Del. 
Gen.W,  586-590. 

The  two  texts  can  hardly  both  be  correct  :  some  corruption 
must  be  assumed.  One  emendation  is  suggested  above.  Azmon 

(?13sy)  should  probably  be  En-rimmon  (P^TT^)  ',  J'  became  r, 
and  •)  fell  out.  It  remains  to  read  7NCITV  ^or  IT'  an(^  ^or 
yp~!prt  ('he  latter  occurs  in  Josh.  163).  (TIN  represents  ^{p- 
yplp.T  is  more  nearly  complete  ;  it  comes  from  Vxcm  by  ordin 
ary  corruption  and  transposition.)  T.  K.  C. 

HAZAR-ENAN  (}J»j;  t^H,  <villa§e  (enclosure)  of 
springs'  —  the  second  element  is  not  Hebrew-  but 
Aramaic  ;  in  Ezek.  AYAHC  Toy  <MNA(N)  [BAQ],  inNu. 
APCGNAGIM  [B  v.  9],  -N  [B  v.  10],  -C6RN.  [Bafbl>.  9], 
ACepNA[e]iN  [AFL  v.  9,  and  Bafb  v.  10]),  is  the  ex 
treme  E.  point  of  the  ideal  N.  boundary  of  Canaan  in 
Ezek.  47  17  (where  it  is  jirj?  -ran,  Hazar-Enon),  48  1 

(AYAHC  TOY  <MAAM  [R]>  A-  T.  AINAM  [Q]).  and  also 
in  Nu.  349  (cp  v.  10),  a  passage  which  belongs  to  the 
priestly  narrative  and  depends  on  Ezekiel.  Probably 
Hazar-enon  ought  also  to  be  substituted  for  HAZAR- 
HATTICON  (q.v.  )  in  Ezek.  47  16.  Its  position  is  un 
known  ;  but,  from  the  passages  in  Ezekiel  where  the 
territory  of  Damascus  seems  to  be  placed  on  the  N. 
side  of  the  border  and  excluded  from  Canaan,  the 
conjectures  which  place  it  at  Karyaten  or  some  other 
point  N.  of  Damascus  appear  to  be  illegitimate. 

Identifications  must  be  precarious,  whatever  view  be  taken 
of  the  ideal  northern  frontier.  Van  Kasteren  (Rev.  bit.,  3o_/I 
['95])  thinks  of  el-IJddr,  to  the  E.  of  Banias,  near  the  road  to 
Damascus.  As  Buhl  points  out,  however  (Geog.  67  240),  the 
name  would  be  still  more  appropriate  for  Banias  itself  (Banias 
not  being  the  ancient  Baal-gad).  This  may  be  only  a  plausible 
conjecture  ;  but  it  acquires  importance  from  its  complete  con 
sistency  with  the  description  of  the  E.  border  in  Nu.  34  10-12  ; 
cp  Ezek.  47  18  and  HAURAN.  w.  R.  S.  —  T.  K.  C. 

HAZAR-GADDAH  (PR3  nyrj,  §  105;  cepei  [B?]. 
ACepfAAAA  [A],  ACAp.  [L]),  a  place  on  the  Edomite 
border  of  Judah  (Josh.  1527).  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS 
24535  ;  12728)  identify  '  Gadda'  with  a  village  in  the 
extreme  parts  of  the  Daroma,  overhanging  the  Dead  Sea. 
More  than  one  site  agrees  with  this  description  (see  Buhl, 
Geog.  185)  ;  but  most  probably  Eusebius  and  Jerome 
are  mistaken,  and  the  village  Hazar-gaddah  lies  nearer 
to  Beer-sheba  than  to  the  Dead  Sea.  Cp  the  name 
Migdal-gad,  and  see  HAZOR,  i  (end).  T.  K.  c. 

HAZAR-HATTICON,  RV  HAZER-HATTICON 
fibrin  —  i.e.,  'the  middle  village'  ;  AYAH  T 
[B],  6YNAN  KAI  TOY  6YNAN  [A],  om.  AYAH  [Q*]. 
AYA&I  TOY  GlXCON  [Qmg'])-  on  the  ideal  N-  frontier 
of  Canaan  (  Ezek.  47  16). 

It  is  probable,  both  on  external  grounds  and  on  the  evidence 
of  (B,  that  we  should  read  Hazar-enon  (pry  for  jn'n)  (so  Sm., 
Co.).  Van  Kasteren's  attempted  identification  (Rev.  Bib!.,  '95, 
p.  30)  is  therefore  needless.  See  HAZAR-ENAN. 


HAZARMAVETH  (niO-)Vn,  §105;  Sab. 
in  Gen.  ACAp/v\U>0  [A1],  CApMU)9  [A*],  <Ta\[j.ui>  [E], 
ACAPAM609  [L]  ;  in  Ch.  APAMC00  [A],  om.  B, 
Acep/v\co0  [L]);  the  eponym  of  an  Arabian  clan,  called 
son  of  JOKTAN  (q.v.  )  ;  Gen.  1026,  i  Ch.  l2of.  The 
name  (which  cccurs  in  Sabaean,  see  above)  represents 
the  mod.  Hadramaut  (or  Hadramut),  the  name  of  a 
broad  valley  running  for  100  m.  or  more  parallel  to  the 
coast,  by  which  the  valleys  of  the  high  Arabian  table 
land  discharge  their  not  abundant  supply  of  water  into 
the  sea  at  Saihut.1  A  similar  name  occurs  in  Asia 
Minor  (ADRAMYTTIUM)  ;  the  final  syllable  was  probably 
1  Bent,  Southern  Arabia,  71  [1900]. 
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-moth  or  -muth  (cp  AZMAVETH).  The  modern  district 
is  less  extensive  than  the  ancient.  The  kings  of  Hadra- 
rnaut  have  left  inscriptions  which  Glaser  has  lately  dis 
covered. 

According  to  Strabo  (xvi.  4  2),  the  x<""pa^amTai  were  one  of  the 
four  chief  tribes  dwelling  in  southern  Arabia  (their  capital  was 
Sabata  or  Sabatas  (the  SABTAH  of  v.  7).  See  Glaser,  Skizze, 
220,  423^  ;  Hommel,  AHT,  ^^f.,  80  etc.,  and  cp  BDB. 

Here  dwelt  the  people  who  in  v.  7  are  called  SABTAH 
{g.v.l 

HAZAR-SHUAL  (?1M?  1VH.  §  105),  a  city,  on  the 
extreme  southern  border  of  Judah,  assigned  to  Simeon  :  Josh.  15 
28  (xoAao-eioAa  [BL],  eurapo-ovAa  [A]);  Josh.  183  (ap<ria\a  [B], 
trepo-ouAa  [A],  a[<ra]pcroA(X  [L])  ;  i  Ch.  4  28  (ecrrjpeovAa/S  [B], 
f<rep<rova\  [A],  a<rfp<ra.ta8  (L])  ;  Neh.  11  27  (om.  BK*A,  cucpCToaA 
[Kc.  a  mg.)>  ao-epffuoA  [L]). 

It  is  very  probably  identical  with  the  7N<ifc>tti  ASAREEL 
of  i  Ch.  4 16,  and  effe\uv,  the  brother  of  '  Ir-nahash ' 
(Beer-sheba),  <§  i  Ch.  4 12.  Conder  identifies  with  the 
ruin  Sa'weh,  on  a  hill  E.  of  Beersheba.  But  the  name 
is  almost  certainly  a  Hebraised  form  of  Ar.  siyal,  a 
kind  of  acacia  tree,  which  grows  in  Arabia  (see  Doughty, 
Ar.  Des.  2gi).  Cp  SHITTAH-TREE.  T.  K.  c. 

HAZAR-SUSAH  (HD-ID  iVn),  Josh.  19st ;  CAp- 
coyceiN  [B],  AcepcoyciM  [A],  A[CA]  pcoyciN  [L]), 

also  called  HAZAR-SusiM  (<&  in  Josh.  ;  and  MT. 
iCh.43it,  D^D-ID  TI;  HMlcycecopAM1  [B*], 
HMicyccoc  OPAM  [Babl,  HMicyeoociM  [A  HMICY 
points  to  a  reading  »xn]),  Acepcoyci  [L].  where  a 
Simeonite  village.  The  name  apparently  means  '  station 
of  a  mare. '  But  this  is  an  early  editor's  guess,  not  a 
record  of  Solomon's  importation  of  horses  (cp  MARCA- 
BOTH).  Possibly  a  corruption  of  rjl?  isn.  Haser  'aziz, 
'  strong  enclosure. '  Kephar  'Aziz  was  a  place  in  the 
province  of  Idumaea  where  R.  Ishmael,  a  contemporary 
of  R.  'Akiba,  resided  (Neub.  Gtogr.  117).  T.  K.  c. 

HAZAZON-TAMAR,  RV,  AV  HAZEZON-TAMAR 
("lOn  pf>TI  [in  Ch.  fl^ri],  §  103 ;  &CACAN  0AMAP 
[BAL],  in  Ch.  &CAM  0AMApA  [B],  ANACAN  0AMAp 
[A]  ;  ASASONTHAMAR],  mentioned  as  inhabited  by 
Amorites,  and  as  conquered  by  Chedorlaomer,  together 
with  the  region  of  the  Amalekites,  after  he  had  come 
to  Kadesh,  Gen.  14  7.  In  2  Ch.  202  it  is  identified 
with  En-gedi,  which  was  probably  suggested  by  the 
meaning  of  Tamar  (date-palm),  En-gedi  having  been 
famous  for  its  palms.  But  the  situation  of  En-gedi 
does  not  suit.  Hence  Knobel  thought  of  the  important 
site  called  Thamaro  or  Thamara,  and  identified  by 
some  with  Kurnub,  NE.  of  'Ain  Kadis  (see  TAMAR)  ; 
but  palms,  we  may  be  sure,  have  never  grown  at 
Kurnub.  There  must  be  a  corruption  in  the  text, 
which  in  so  ill-preserved  a  narrative  need  not  surprise 
us.  Probably  we  should  read  for  '  (the  Amorites  that 
dwelt)  in  Hazazon-tamar '  '(the  Amorites  that  dwelt) 
in  the  land  of  Misrim,'  o'lsp  f^a-2 

In  truth,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  N.  Arabian  land  of 
Musri  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  26)  could  h:we  been  passed  over.  The 
neighbourhood  of  Kadesh  and  Jerahmeel  are  probably  thought 
of.  In  i  Ch.  202  the  note  'that  is,  En-gedi'  may  fairly  be 
taken  as  a  gloss,  and  '  H  azazon-tamar '  be  explained  as  a  con 
ventional  expression  for  the  country  S.  of  Judaea,  derived  from 
Gen.  147  in  its  already  corrupt  form.  T.  K.  C. 

HAZEL  (T-l1?,  Gen.  SOs/t).  This  very  interesting  tree- 
name  (lus]  is  wrongly  rendered. 

Note  (i)  that  the  scene  of  the  narrative  in  Gen.  8031-43  is  laid 
in  Haran,  whereas  the  hazel-tree  is  said  not  to  grow  in  this 
region,  and  (2)  that  this  tree  is  also  not  known  in  S.  Palestine, 
to  which  the  author  of  the  narrative  (J)  belongs. 

The  fact  that  in  Syr.  and  Ar.  the  cognate  word  means 
'  almond-tree,'  strongly  favours  RV's  rendering  ALMOND 
(q.v. ),  which  is  also  given  by  Vg.  (amygdalinas)  and 


is   not  inconsistent  with  the    Kapviv-r]v   of 


Kapvov 


being  a  general  term.      nS  may  be  a  foreign  word  ;  the 

1  DIlDD'sn  ;  a  simple  transposition. 

2  j'l.vn   became  sn3  i    D'ISD  was  corrupted  into  TCnjS  (n3  = 
')-     For  an  analogous  corruption  see  Ps.  1204  (Che.  Ps.(W). 


proper  Heb.  term  for    '  almond  '  is   -ipv.      See  Low, 
no.  319;   Celsius,  1253/1 
HAZELELPONI,     RV    Hazzelelponi    (^is^n  ; 

ecHAeBBcoN  [B],  ecnAAeAcpooN  [A],  AceAA<t>ooNei 
[L]),  sister  of  JEZREEL,  ISHMA,  and  IDBASH  \uq  v  ] 
(i  Ch.43). 

One  of  the  oddest  names  in  Chronicles,  mentioned  in  con 
nection  with  (the  Judahite)  Jezreel,  Ktam,  and  (probably)  Hur 
b.  Judah  (i  Ch.  43).  Olshausen  (Lehrb.  d.  htbr.  Spr.  618) 
explains,  'Give  shade,  thou  who  lookest  upon  me'  ;  Curtis  (in 
Hastings,  DB  2  128  a)  'the  Zelelponites.'  Neither  view  com 
mends  itself.  <ji3  (.ponf)  is  a  duplication  of  133  (J>enu)  in  <?N'U9 
(Penuel)  which  follows  :  ^^n  is  miswritten  for  ^N^n,  Halasel, 
the  true  original  of  W?!O  BEZALEEL  [q.v.].  Possibly  Halasel 
is  the  full  name  of  'is^n  Halusa  (better  known  to  usas  ZIKLAG). 
The  name  would  correspond  to  Jerahmeel  (see  REHOBOTH, 
JERAHMEEL).  T.  K.  C. 

HAZER-HATTICON,  or  '  the  middle  Hazer  '  ("!>'£ 
,  Ezek.  47  16  RV,  AV  HAZAR-HATTICON  [q.v.]. 
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HAZERIM  (Dnvrj,  ACHAcoS  [B],  ACHpcoG  [AFL]). 
AV's  mistake,  derived  from  <@,  for  '  villages  '  (so  RV 
Dt.223).  See  AVVIM. 

HAZEROTH  (JTnmn;  ACHpcoG  [BAFL]  ;  in  Dt. 
li  translated  AyAcoN  [BAFL]),  an  unknown  locality 
mentioned  in  Nu.  11.35  12  16  8817  /  Dt.  1  1.  See 
WANDERING,  §  7. 

HAZEZON-TAMAR  (")»FI  |Vvn)  Gen.  14  7  AV, 
RV  HAZAZON-TAMAR. 

HAZIEL  (^Tn,  §  32  prob.  =JAHAZIEL  [q.v.},  '  El 
sees';  eiemA  [B],  AZIHA  [AL]),  a  Gershonite  Levite, 
temp.  David  (i  Ch.  23  9). 

HAZO  (Ifn,  AZAY  [ADL]),  Nahor's  fifth  son  (Gen. 
2222).  The  name  resembles  Ass.  Hazu  (=-lTri),  which 
was  a  mountain  region  of  volcanic  conical  hills  (so  Fr. 
Del.  )  in  N.  Arabia  (KB  2  131).  See  Buz. 

HAZOR  ("li¥n;  ACCOp[BAFL];  ASOR],  like  HEZRON 
(q.v.  },  is  a  name  corresponding,  probably,  not  to  the 
Ar.  hisdr  ('fort')  but  to  hazira  ('sheep-fold,'  cp 
CATTLE,  §  6  n.  5),  an  enclosure  of  thorny  branches  or  of 
stone.  The  name  Hazor  or  Hazar  occurs  frequently 
as  a  place-name  in  the  pastoral  Negeb,  the  region  of 
the  '  Hezronites  '—nomads  who  dwelt  within  such  en 
closures  (cp  HEZRON).  The  phrase  '  the  kingdoms  of 
Hazor'  (Jer.  4928  30  33  ;  i]  av\ri  [BNAQ])  is  a  collec 
tive  term  for  the  region  of  the  settled  Arabs  in  the  S. 
or  E.  of  Palestine  (cp  Jer.  2634  Is.  42n)  ;  cp  the  Ar. 
hddir  used  (in  the  plur.  )  of  the  settled  Arabs  living  in 
towns  and  villages  as  contrasted  with  the  purely  nomad 
Arabs  (cp  Rob.  BR  1305  and  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1274). 

i.  The  Hazor  of  king  JABIN  (q.v.  )  lay  near  the 
waters  of  Merom,  not  far  from  Kedesh  (Jos.  11  and  [©B 
acrofj.,  ©L  acr<ru>p]  12  19  Judg.  42  17  i  S.  12g;  aaup,  -pos 
Jos.  Ant.  v.  5  i  xiii.  5  6/1  ).  Its  identification  is  doubt 
ful.  Wilson  and  Guerin  think  of  the  Tell  Harreh, 
SE.  of  Kedesh,  where  there  are  extensive  ruins.  Conder 
and  others  prefer  Jebel  Hadlreh  (  '  Mt.  of  the  sheep-fold  '  ; 
cp  the  plain  Merj-Hadlrehj,  a  little  to  the  W.  of  Deshun, 
about  three  quarters  of  an  hour  S.  from  Kedesh  (cp 
Baed.  ,  262).  On  the  whole,  Robinson's  identification 
with  the  Tell  Khureibeh,  1680  ft.  above  sea-level, 
z\  m.  S.  from  Kedesh,  seems  the  most  suitable  ;  but 
no  ruins  have  as  yet  been  discovered  there. 

As  hudara.  (-t~tt)  it  seems  to  be  mentioned  on  the  old 
Egyptian'  list's  ofThotmes  and  the  papyrus  Anastasi  (WMM 
As.  u.  Eur.  173),  and  its  importance  in  the  forrteenth  century 
is  perhaps  revealed  by  the  Amarna  Tablets,  where  the  king  of 
Hasura  or  Hazura  is  mentioned  several  times  ;  it  had  smaller 
cfependent  towns,  and  its  king  is  mentioned  with  the  king  of 
Sidon  (from  which  Petrie  infers  that  a  Hazor  n  m.  SE.  of  Tyre 
is  meant).1 

In  Jos.  19s6  (P)   Hazor  appears  as  a   'fenced'  city 

and    is    allotted    to    Naphtali.      Its    inhabitants    were 

carried    off   by    Tiglath-pileser    (2  K.  1629).         It    is 

1  Syria  and  Egypt,  94  173. 
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mentioned  in  i  Mace.  1167  (AV  NASOR,  vatrup  [VA], 
oo-wp  [N])  and  is  the  ASER,  RV  ASHER,  of  Tob.  la 
(affTjp  [BA]  affffrjp  [X]). 

Whether  the  Hazor  fortified  by  Solomon  was  really 
the  northern  one  seems  doubtful  (  i  K.  9  15  om.  BL,  ecrep 
[A]  ;  in  1023,  awovp  [B],  -5  [L],  om.  A;  HESER  [Vg.]). 
Although  followed  by  Megiddo  its  mention  with  Gezer  and 
localities  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem  does  not  inspire 
confidence,  and  both  Jer.  and  Eus.  (0S(2>  97  10,  assure; 
227  34  affaovp)  actually  locate  it  in  Judah.  This  position 
seems  more  natural,  and  in  <§'s  addition  to  i  K.  2(35? 
affffovp  [BA],  acrovd  [L])  Hazor  and  the  other  places  are 
followed  immediately  by  Beth-horon  and  Baalath. 
Which  Hazor  is  meant,  however,  is  uncertain.  Jer. 
and  Eus.  speak  of  a  Judsean  Aser  (OS®  92  19  22093) 
between  Ashkelon  and  Ashdod  ;  and  an  Asor  on  the 
borders  of  the  former  is  by  them  (erroneously?)  identi 
fied  with  HAZOR-HADATTAH.  Perhaps  Solomon's 
Hazor  is  the  same  as  no.  3  below.  Megiddo  seems  to 
be  a  corruption1  of  MIGDAL-GAD  [y.v.~\,  unless  for 
'  Hazor,  Megiddo,'  we  should  read  HAZAR-GADDAH 
[?.».].» 

2.  A  locality  in  Benjamin  mentioned  between  Ana- 
niah  (Beit  Hanina?)  and  Ramah  (  Neh.  11  33  N  c-a  "«•  inf-  L, 
om.    BX*A).      One  might  plausibly  identify  it  with  the 
ruins   of   Hazzur   near    Beit   Hanina  (PEFMm.  8114). 
The  mention  of  Zeboim,  however,  between  Hadid  and 
Neballat    (v.    34)  makes    it   possible  that   Hazor    may 
mean  BAAL-HAZOR  (inn  Vja  2  S.  1823  [3ai\acrup  [B], 
/3eXXa.  [A],  /3a<reXX.    [L]),  which  in  its  turn  is  defined 
as  being  'beside  EPHRAIM  '    [q.v.,  ii.].      This  is   Tell 
'Asur  —  a  hill  i  hour  NE.  from  Bethel  (which  place  is 
mentioned  in  Neh.  11  31)  —  and  lies  ENE.  of  Jifna  (i.e. 
OPHNI)  ;  cp  Buhl,  Pal.  177.     See  ESORA. 

3.  A  town  in  the  Negeb  of  Judah  mentioned  between 
Kedesh  and  Ithnan  (Josh.  1623  acrop  [iwvaiv]  [B],  acrwp 
[L.],  om.  A)  ;   Buhl  (I.e.  182)  identifies  with  Hudere,  E. 
from  Hebron  and  NE.  from  Ma'ln.      Cp  below. 

4.  Another    Hazor,    alternatively   called    j'visn  n'vip 
(KERIOTH-HEZRON,  RV;  AV  read  as  two)  is  enumerated 
in  the  same  group  (Josh.  1625  7r6\ets  afftpuv  [B],  ?r6Xis 
-ju.  [A],  7r6X«is  ecrpw/*  [L])  and  is  identified  by  Buhl  with 
mod.  Karyaten  S.  of  Main,  the  place  whence  Judas  per-  . 
haps  derived  his  designation  '  Iscariot  '  (but  see  JUDAS). 

The  modern  form  of  Hazor  survives  in  the  Negeb  in  the  forms 
Hadira,  a  mount  S.  of  Kurnub,  and  a  well,  el-Huderd,  in  et-Tth 
(cp  ~Rob.  BR  1  223).  See  HAZOR-HADATTAH.  s.  A.  C. 


HAZOR-HADATTAH  (so  RV  ;  nrnn  "n.—/.*. 

[Aram.]  'New  Hazor,1  Accop  THN  K<MNHN  [L  ; 
om.  BA],  ASOR  NOVA  [Vg.  ]),  a  place  on  the  Edomite 
border  of  Judah  (Josh.  15  25). 

'  An  Aramaic  adjective,  however,  in  this  region  is  so  strange 
that  the  reading  must  be  questioned  '  (Di.).  nmn  's  probably  a 
miswritten  form  of  nvip  which  follows  ;  Hadattah  should  be 
omitted.  AV  gives,  '  And  Hazor,  Hadattah.'  Eus.  and  Jer. 
(OS  21731  90s)"  place  this  Hazor  too  far  N.,  viz.,  on  the  borders 
of  Ashkelon,  towards  the  E.  See  HAZOR,  i.  T.  K.  C. 


rt),  i  Ch.  43   RV.     AV 


HAZZELELPONI 

HAZELELPONI. 

HEAD  is  the  equivalent  in  OT  of  £»N~I,  rot,  and  in 
Aram,  parts  of  Dan.  of  K>K~I,  res,  and  in  NT  of 
K6(t><5iAH-  In  i  Ch.  10  10  EV  also  gives  'head'  for 
nSj7ii,  gulgoleth.  This  passage  furnishes  a  good  starting- 
point  for  our  survey  of  some  of  the  ideas  connected  by 
the  Hebrews  with  the  head.  rta^J  (gulgoleth)  does  not 
really  mean  '  head.  '  The  Chronicler  misunderstood 
i  S.  31  10. 

The  first  part  of  the  verse,  relative  to  Saul's  armour,  is  a 
parenthesis,  and  probably  a  gloss,  but  seemed  to  the  Chronicler 
to  be  the  beginning  of  a  statement  respecting  the  trophies  carried 
off  by  the  Philistines.  If  this  view  was  correct  there  was  no 


1  In  i  K.  9  15(10  23)  the  readings  are  /j.ay&<a  [A],  paSiav  [B]  (cp 
meda.ni,  OSP)  140  34),  payeSSia  [L] ;  in  2  35  /iayau  [B],  -So>  [AL]. 

2  A    possible    connection    with    MAKKEDAH    may  also    be 
suggested. 
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choice  but  to  emend  '1JV13  'his  body  '  into  IPlSjVa  'his  skull,' 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that,  according  to  usage,  it  was  not  merely 
the  skull,  but  the  whole  head  of  an  enemy,  that  was  the  victor's 
trophy. 

A  critical  translation  of  Chronicles  would  therefore 
have  to  render,  in  1  Ch.  10  10,  '  and  they  stuck  up  his  skull 
in  the  house  of  Dagon.  '  Why  the  head  was  chosen  as  a 
trophy  (Judg.  7  25  i  S.  17  54  57  31  9  2  S.  4  7  20  2i/.  2  K. 
106_^)  may  at  first  seem  to  need  no  investigation; 
was  not  the  severed  head  a  convincing  proof  of  death  ? 
It  may  have  become  no  more  than  this  when  the  grim 
narrative  in  2  K.  106^  was  written.  \Yhen,  however, 
we  read  of  the  Australians  that  one  of  the  trophies 
which  they  carry  home  after  killing  an  enemy  is  the 
kidney  fat,  and  that  this  is  kept  by  the  assassin  to  lubricate 
himself,  because  he  thinks  that  thus  he  acquires  the 
strength  of  his  victim,1  we  begin  to  suspect  that  there  is 
something  more  than  we  at  first  supposed  in  the  custom 
of  decapitating  a  dead  enemy.  What  is  it,  then  ?  It 
is  the  idea  that  the  head  is  a  special  seat  of  life  (which 
accounts  for  the  phrase  'to  swear  by  the  head,'  Ml. 
636).  Hence  among  the  Iranians  the  head  of  a  victim 
was  dedicated  to  Haoma,  in  order  that  the  life, 
represented  by  the  head,  might  return  to  its  divine  giver. 
That  was  not  indeed  the  usage  of  the  Egyptians  or 
of  the  Hebrews.  Yet  both  peoples  had  a  reverence 
for  the  head.  '  There  are  twenty-two  vessels  in  the 
head  which  draw  the  spirits  into  it,  and  send  them 
thence  to  all  parts  of  the  body,  'is  the  assertion  of  the 
Ebers  Papyrus  (Maspero,  Dawn  of  Civ.  216),  and  shows 
what  the  feeling  of  the  Egyptians  was. 

It  is  true  Herodotus  (2  39,  quoted  by  WRS,  Rel.  Sem.  (2)  379) 
states  that  the  head  of  a  sacrificial  victim  was  not  offered  on  the 
altar,  but  sold  to  Greek  traders,  or  thrown  into  the  Nile  ;  but 
this  is  opposed  to  the  clear  evidence  of  the  Egyptian  monu 
ments.2 

The  Hebrews,  too,  doubtless  offered  the  head,  among 
the  other  chief  parts  of  the  body,  upon  the  altar,  and 
there  is  considerable  improbability  (see  DOVE'S  DUNG, 
col.  1130)  in  the  statement  in  the  MT  of  2  K.  625  that 
heads  of  asses  were  eaten  during  a  great  famine  in 
Samaria,  —  first,  because  ass's  flesh  was  forbidden  food, 
and  next,  because  the  dried  head  of  any  animal  being 
used  by  the  Semites  as  an  amulet,  it  was  not  natural 
for  them  to  eat  the  head.3  (The  eating  of  the  head  of 
the  paschal  lamb  was  an  exception.  )  It  is  also  probable 
that  there  is  a  sense  of  the  sacredness  of  the  head  in  the 
statement  of  i  S.  17  54  and  iCh.  lOio  respecting  the 
head  of  Goliath  and  the  skull  of  Saul  respectively.  In  the 
former  passage  the  MT  tells  us  that  David  took  the  head 
of  the  Philistine  and  brought  it  to  Jerusalem  (c^srrv), 
but  this  anachronism  is  probably  an  error  of  the  scribes 
(Che.  Exp.  T.  10522  ['99]);  the  true  reading  is  to 
'Saul'  (^KB*1?).  Saul  who  had  not  stirred  from  his 

T:    ' 

place  could  not  regard  the  head  of  Goliath  as  a  trophy  ; 
but  he  may  have  valued  it  greatly  as  a  supertiatural 
guardian  or  amulet.  And  so  in  iCh.  lOio  even  the 
Chronicler  feels  that  the  skull  (representing  the  head) 
of  Saul  may  well  have  been  affixed  as  a  sacred  object 
to  the  wall  of  a  Philistine  temple.  Possibly  we  may 
connect  his  statement  with  the  view  certainly  held  in 
Talmudic  times  that  a  mummified  human  head 
(tlraphim)  or  even  a  human  skull  ('ob),  could  give 
the  knowledge  of  the  future.4 

Among  the  various  idioms  in  which  the  head  finds  a  place  a 
few  may  be  mentioned. 

(1)  To    '  lift   up   the   head,'   when   spoken  of  another,   most 
naturally  means  'to  raise  to  honour'  (see  e.g.  Gen.  40  13  2  K.'2o 
27).     In  Gen.  40  19,  however,  it  means  'to  take  off  the  head' 
as  a  punishment.     It  is  one  of  those  plays  on  words  in  which 
Hebrew  writers  delight. 

(2)  Yah  we  '  will  take  away  thy  master  from  thy  head  '(2  K.  2  3  5 
EV)  alludes  to  the  customary  position  of  pupils  at  the  feet  of  their 
teacher  (cp  Acts  22  3). 

1  'VVRS  Rel.  Sem.  (2)  380. 

2  See  Rawlinson,  Herodotus,  271. 
»  WRS  Rel.  Sem.  (2),  381. 

4  For  the  references  see  Buxtorf,  Lex.  Talmud.  2660  ff.\ 
Selden,  De  Dis  Syris,  59;  Levy,  NHll'B,  s.v. 
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(3)  '  They  shoot  out  the  lip,  they  shake  the  head  '  (Ps.22  7  [8]) 
may  strike  us  as  a  strange  combination  of  phrases.     With  the 
Hebrews,  however,  shaking  the  head  is    a  sign  of  mockery  (cp 
Ps.  44i4  [15],  2K.  19  21),  though  it  may  also  be  a  gesture  of 
sympathy  (Job  164). 

(4)  '  Thou  shalt  heap  coals  of  fire  on  his  head  '  (Prov.  25  22) 
would  most  naturally  mean,  '  Thou  shalt  take  vengeance  upon 
him  by  destroying  him'1  (Gen.  1924,  PS-  H  6  [7]).     Of  course, 
this  does  not  suit  the  context,  nor  can  ,-tnn  mean  anything  but 
'fetch,'  or  '  carry  away.'     Hence  the  text  must  be  out  of  order. 
Read,  '  for  (so)  thou  wilt  quench  coals  of  fire  '  2  (i.e.  evil  passions, 
Ecclus.  8  10).     Certainly  the  reference  to  the  head  can  be  well 
spared  ;  the  ethical  gain  is  considerable. 

In  a  Zend  scripture  we  read,  after  an  exhortation  to  charity 
on  the  ground  that  the  Law  begs  for  charity  in  the  person  of 
thy  brethren  who  beg  for  bread,  '  Ever  will  that  bread  be 
burning  coal  upon  thy  head'  (Vistasp  Vast,  36,  in  [Oxford] 
Zendavesta,  part  ii.,  by  Darmesteter,  338).  The  'burning 
coal  on  the  head  '  seems  to  be  a  figurative  expression  for  the 
vengeance  imprecated  on  him  who  refuses  the  bread  of  alms. 
If  so,  it  suggests  what  the  MT  of  Prov.  25  220.  ought  to  mean. 
On  the  phrase  'to  cover  the  head,'  etc.  (in  mourning),  see 
MOURNING.  T.  K.  C. 


HEADBAND.  For  (i)  D^tf  p.  kitfurim,  Is.  820  AV 
(RV  '  sashes  ');  see  GIRDLE,  4,  ;  and  for  (2)  13K,  cipher,  i  K. 
2038  41  RV  (AV  'ashes'),  see  TURBAN,  2. 

HEADTIRE.  i.  RV  for  H^app,  migbadh,  the 
priestly  'bonnet'  of  AV  (Ex.  2840  etc.).  See  MITRE,  i.  2.  RV 
for  IKS,  peer,  in  Is.3  20  (AV  '  bonnet  '),  Ezek.  24  17  (AV  '  tire  '). 
See  TURBAN,  2.  3.  EV  for  Ki'Sapis,  i  Esd.  36  ;  see  CROWN. 

HEART  (  j?  or  3IP,  on  the  distribution  of  which  re 
spectively  in  OT  writings  see  Briggs,  Kohut  Memorial 
Studies,  94-105  ('97);  KApAlA)-3  There  are  some 
interesting  varieties  in  the  biblical  use  of  the  term  '  heart.' 
Primarily  the  heart  is  the  seat  and  principle  of  vitality, 
for  '  the  life  of  the  flesh  is  in  the  blood  '  (Lev.  17  n),  and 
the  receptacle  of  the  blood  is  the  heart. 

Hence  the  expressions,  '  let  your  heart  live  '  (Ps.  22  26  [27])  ; 
'  it  reaches  to  thy  heart  '  (Jer.  4  18  ;  cp  v.  10  '  to  the  soul  ')  ;  '  the 
whole  heart  is  faint  '  (Is.  15). 

'Heart'  and  'flesh'  (iw)  combined  designate  the 
whole  inner  and  outer  man  (as  in  Ass.  feru  and  libbit)  ; 
see  Ps.  169  7326  (cp  ESCHATOLOGY)  ;  and  for  'heart' 
in  the  sense  of  '  inner  man  '  note  the  phrase  so  frequent 
in  Dt.  (e.g.,  429),  'with  all  the  heart  and  with  all  the 
soul. 

More  special  meanings  are  the  following  :  — 

(a)  The  seat  of  the  appetites,  emotions,  and  passions  ;  see, 
e.g.,  Ps.  104  15  Dt.  196  i  K.  838  Is.  3029. 

(If)  Mind,  intellect,  purpose,  memory;  so  'men  of  heart  '  = 
'  men  of  understanding,'  Job  34  10  34  ;  '  all  the  wickedness  which 
thine  heart  (  =  thy  mind)  is  privy  to,  '  i  K.  2  44  E  V  ;  '  wisdom  and 
understanding  exceeding  much,  and  largeness  of  heart,'  i  K.  4  29 
EV  ;  '  it  is  in  his  heart  (i.e.  purpose)  to  destroy,'  Is.  10  7  ;  '  the 
heart  (purpose)  of  Pharaoh  was  changed,'  Ex.  14s;'  David  laid 
up  these  words  in  his  heart,'  i.e.  in  his  memory,  i  S.  21  12  (cp 
Lk.  2  1951).  So  Ps.  31  12  [13],  'a  dead  man  out  of  heart'  would 
mean  'a  dead  man,  forgotten,'  if  the  Hebrew  text  were  correct. 

(c)  Consciousness,  conscience,  character.  So  Prov.  14  10  (a 
fine  passage  even  in  EV  ;  but  '  intermeddleth  with  its  joy  '  strikes 
a  false  note,  for  even  a  stranger  feels  some  sympathy  with  simple 
human  joys),  where  read  — 

A  heart  that  feels  its  deep  vexation 

Cannot  intermingle  with  the  joy  of  a  stranger.4 

Hitzig  would  give  the  sense  of  '  consciousness  '  to  the  word 
'heart'  in  the  well-known  phrase  'a  clean  heart,'  Ps.  51  10  [12]. 
He  supports  this  by  a  reference  to  Prov.  22  i  la  ;  a  clear  conscious 
ness  —  i.e.  ,  a  joyous  temper  —  would  then  be  the  boon  sought  for  by 
the  speaker.  But  the  reference  is  not  tenable,  for  in  the  passage 
referred  to  ©  enables  us  to  restore  an  all-important  word  which 
has  been  lost  —  viz.,  '  Yahwe.  '  A  human  king  may  be  partial  to 
joyous-hearted  subjects,  but  Yahwe  loves  those  whose  conscience, 
or  moral  character,  is  spotless  ;  dyamf  (cuptos  6<ri'a5  KapSi'as. 

As  to  Ps.  51  10  [12],  the  true  sense  of  this  religiously 

1  Toy  (Prov.  468)  still  adheres  to  the  traditional  view  that  the 
pang  of  contrition  is  meant.     But  what  unsophisticated  Jewish 
reader  could  so  have  interpreted  the  words? 

2  rtaan  nm  K;N"Srn  <3. 

3  Lazarus  (Etkik  d.  Judenthums  ['98],  231)  notes  that  Talm. 
K3?  has  a  narrower  reference  than  the  biblical  37?  and  desig 
nates  the  inward  disposition  as  distinguished  from  external  acts. 

4  In  b  read,  with  Chajes,   rnj/JV  X1?  TT  nncra.     Deep  sorrow 
incapacitates  a  man   for  sympathy  with   the  joys  of   others. 
Frankenberg  reads  jilt  (©  v/3pi«)  for  "11  ;  but  the  result  is  not 
simple  enough  for  a  proverb. 
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important  passage  is  shown  by  Ezek.  11  ig/.  1831  36  26  f.  , 
where  '  a  new  heart,'  or  '  a  heart  of  flesh,'  is  the  organ 
of  that  new  life  which  Israel  is  to  lead  in  the  ideal  age. 
A  '  clean  heart  '  is  therefore  '  a  pure  conscience  and 
character.  '  The  consciousness  of  being  free  from  guilt 
had  often  been  possessed  by  the  early  Israelites  tem 
porarily  as  a  consequence  of  the  due  performance  of 
ritual  forms  ;  but  the  future  Israelites  would  possess 
it  permanently,  because  they  would  have  a  moral  organ 
which  would  guard  them  against  displeasing  their 
righteous  and  holy  God. 

Such  a  '  clean  heart  '  is  otherwise  described  as  a  '  steadfast 
spirit  '  (R  Vmg.  ;  cp  Ps.  78  8  37,  EV  '  a  right  spirit  ')  by  which  the 
Psalmist  must  mean  '  a  steady  impulse  towards  all  that  is  good.' 
For  the  sense  of  'conscience'  see  also  Job  276,  EV  'my  heart 
doth  not  reproach  me'  (?),  and  especially  i  K.  838  where  EV's 
rendering,  'every  man  the  plague  of  his  own  heart,"  should 
rather  be  'every  man  a  stroke  in  (lit.  of)  his  own  conscience.1 
The  idea  is  that  God  not  only  strikes  the  body  or  the  possessions 
of  a  sinner,  but  forcibly  touches  his  heart,  or  conscience,  with 
conviction  of  sin  (see  Klo.,  Ki.). 

In  the  books  admitted  into  the  Heb.  canon  (for  the 
Apocrypha  cp  Wisd.  7  n  Ecclus.  42  18  [K])  ©  has  the 
proper  Greek  term  for  conscience,  ffweiSricris,  only  once 
—  viz.  in  Eccles.  10  20,  where  the  Hebrew  text  has  the 
late  word  jno-1  It  is,  however,  common  in  NT,  though 
it  occurs  only  once  in  the  Gospels  (Jn.  89  in  a  disputed 
section).  For  the  sense  of  '  character,'  see  also  Jer.  12s, 
'  Thou  hast  tried  my  heart  '  ;  Ps.  7  9  [10]  i  Thess.  24. 

Here  we  find  ourselves  on  the  line  of  progress  to  NT 
religion.  The  Pauline  epistles  give  the  heart  a  central 
position  in  the  moral  nature  of  man.  It  has  the  power 
of  immediate  perception  of  the  spiritual  truths  revealed 
by  God's  spirit.  God,  we  are  told,  has  shone  in  the 
hearts  of  Christians  to  give  the  light  of  the  knowledge 
of  the  divine  glory  (2  Cor.  46)  ;  we  even  meet  with  the 
strange  expression  '  the  eyes  of  your  heart'  (Eph.  1x8). 
Here  the  '  heart  '  is  in  fact  almost  a  Hebraistic  synonym 
for  that  '  reason  '  or  '  understanding  '  (vovs  or  didvoia) 
which  is  the  responsive  element  in  man  to  the  divine 
spirit  (cp  GNOSIS,  §  5).  The  germ  of  this  representa 
tion,  however,  is  to  be  found  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus. 
1  Happy  are  the  pure  in  heart,  for  they  will  see  God  ' 
(Mt.  58).  Indeed,  the  entire  Sermon  on  the  Mount  im 
presses  the  necessity  of  keeping  the  '  heart  '  pure  and  in 
constant  contact  with  God  and  with  heavenly  things  as 
the  condition  of  pure  morality.  This  again  is  but  the 
clearer  expression  of  the  OT  view  that  it  is  affinity 
of  character  that  brings  a  man  near  to  God  ;  and  that 
the  moral  and  spiritual  life  which  produces  character  is 
seated  in  the  innermost  part  of  man  —  i.  e.  ,  in  his 
'  heart.'  T.  K.  c. 


HEARTH.  For  (i)  PIK,  'ah  (ecXARA  I  arula),  Jer. 
Z§22S.;(2)-\V3,kiyy3r,  Zech.  126  RV  'pan  (of  fire)'  (SoAdj, 
caminuni)  ;  (3)  "IpID,  nwked,  Ps.  102  3  [4]  (<£piryioi/,  cremium, 

i.e.,  dry  wood),  RV  'firebrand';  plur.  HplD>  vtokfde,  Is. 
33  14,  EV  '  burnings,'  see  COAL,  §  3. 

Lev.  6  9  [2]  is  difficult  (see  below)  ;  RV  'on  the  hearth,'  RVmg. 
'  on  its  firewood  '  ;  neither  is  right.  The  small  Q  proceeds  from 
an  ancient  corrector  (cp  the  small  j  in  Is.  44  14)  and  (as  in  Is. 
I.e.)  is  conjectural.  Read  "Bp*n"7y,  'on  the  fire  '  (see  4)  ;  the 
letters  nip'n  were  accidently  misarranged  as  rnpV>  and  a 
corrector  changed  <  into  Q  (suggested  by  SS). 

4-  ""PT'i  yakftd,  Is.  30i4t  (©BKAQP  om.,  al.  [see  Field] 
Kavcrrpa,  incendiiini)  ;  '  the  fire  burning  on  the  hearth.' 

On  the  'hearth  of  God,'  Is.  29  i  (RVmg.),  see  ALTAR,  ARIEL; 
on  the  '  cakes  upon  the  hearth  '  of  Gen.  186  see  BREAD,  §  2  (a)  ; 
on  the  '  hearthstones  '  of  Ezek.  4043  (AV">g-)  see  HOOK,  7. 

HEATH,  RVme-  'tamarisk'  ('ar'dr,  TlTll?;2  AfPlQ- 
MYRIKH,  Jer.  176  48  6f).  The  Heb.  word  may  be  con 
nected  with  sJ~Tty,  signifying  nakedness,  and  so  point  to 
the  stunted  appearance  of  the  plant  (see  below). 

1  y-|g,  however,  in  Eccles.,  I.e.,  is  probably  corrupt;  Perles 
reads  T]VXD3,  'on  thy  couch.' 

2  The  same  form  occurs  as  an  adj.  =  '  naked  '  in  Ps.  102  17  [18]  ; 
but  cp  Che.  Ps.W 
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The  form  'iiro'fr,  ~\V\~\y  in  Jer.  486—  for  which  ©BNAQ  read 
~fnj}  (implied  in  ovos  aypios)—  is  most  naturally  explained  as  a 
'broken  plural'  of  'ar'dr^  (Hitz.  Jes.  201,  Lag.  Sent.  130); 
Barth's  view  of  it  as  a  sing,  adjectival  form  (NB  160)  is  less 
likely.  'Tamarisk'  is  the  rendering  of  ©BNAQ  in  Jer.  176 
(d-ypio/xvpi'io)  [BNAOJ),  of  Aq.  in  Jer.  176  (in  486  juvpt'ici))  and 
of  Vg.  ;  Tg.  has  in  the  former  place  NjV21DJ7  =  <''*°A»'f«>«,  'edible 
thistle,'  but  in  the  other  takes  'aro'er  to  be  a  proper  name  (so 
Sym.  aporjp)  ;  Pesh.  simply  renders  by  '  root  '  in  both  places. 

The  plant  intended  is  almost  certainly  a  juniper,  as 
that  is  the  meaning  of  Ar.  'ardr,  and  the  most  likely 
sort  is,  according  to  Tristram  (NHD  358),  the  Juni- 
perus  Sabina  L.  ,  or  Savin.  This  tree  abounds  on  the 
rocks  above  Petra,  where  as  Robinson  (BR'2.y&]  says, 
it  grows  to  the  height  of  10  or  15  feet,  and  hangs  upon 
the  rocks  even  to  the  summit  of  the  cliffs  and  needles. 

'Its  gloomy  stunted  appearance,  with  its  scale-like  leaves 
pressed  close  to  its  gnarled  stem,  and  cropped  close  by  the  wild 
goats,  gives  great  force  to  the  contrast  suggested  by  the 
prophet.'  Tristram  adds,  'There  is  no  true  heath  in  Palestine 
S.  of  the  Lower  Lebanon.'  Hooker  states  that  this  particular 
plant  is  still  called  '  ar'ar  by  the  Arabs.  See  also  AKOER. 

[The  'ardr,  or  juniper,  has  been  found  in  i  S.  20  19  f.  41, 
(crit.  emend.),  where  David  is  said  to  have  sat  down  beside 
a  juniper  tree,  while  Jonathan  shot  arrows  at  three  prominent 
rocks  near.  The  passage  gains  in  picturesqueness.  (ms  D'sn 
in  v.  20  should  be  D"JS  ;  ms  was  originally  DHS,  and  intended 
as  a  correction  of  jysn  :  see  Che.  Crit.  Bib.  and  cp  EZEL.)] 

N.  M. 

HEATHEN  (D'ijl  ;  e9NH)-  The  rendering  is  plainly 
wrong  in  AV  of  Lev.  2644  2645,  but  is  admissible  when 
goyim  or  ZOvr)  is  used  of  nations  whose  religion  is 
neither  Jewish,  nor  Jewish  -Christian,  nor  Christian, 
with  consciousness  of  this  fact. 

Cp  Sanderson  (1627),  '  Abimelech,  an  heathen-man,  who  had 
not  the  knowledge  of  the  true  God  of  heaven  to  direct  him  '  ; 
Caxton,  Pref.  to  Malory's  Arthur  (1485),  'in  al  places  crysten 
and  hethen.'  Possibly  the  Gothic  original  of  '  heathen  '  may  be 
traced  to  Armenian  het'anos,  an  adaptation  of  Gk.  fdvos,  though 
the  stem-vowel  seems  to  have  been  assimilated  to  Gothic  haiyi 
'heath'  (Murray,  New  Eng.  Diet.).  See  GENTII.E,  §  2. 

HEAVEN.  On  the  various  Hebrew  conceptions  of  a 
heaven  as  the  abode  of  supernatural  beings  and  (later) 
of  the  risen  dead,  see  ESCHATOLOGY,  and  cp  EARTH 
AND  WORLD,  EARTH  [FOUR  QUARTERS],  PARADISE. 

The  usual  Hebrew  term  is  DT!tt>  (plur.,  not  dual  ;  ©  ovpacos), 
but  'heaven'  is  used  also  by  AV  to  render  7373  Ps.  77  i8[ig] 
(RV,  whirlwind,'  see  WINDS),  and  pro?  Ps.'sOe  [7]  37  [38] 
(RV  'sky').  In  the  NT  besides  ovpavos  and  eiroupapiot  the 
only  feature  which  calls  for  remark  is  the  reference  to  a  belief  in 
a  plurality  of  heavens  (rd  tirovpavia.,  Eph.  l32o263io,  etc.), 
probably  due  to  Persian  influence  ;  see  especially  Charles, 
Secrets  of  Enoch,  xxx-xlvii. 

HEAVENLY  BODIES  (croixeiA).  2  Pet.  3  10  12 
RV'"S-  See  ELEMENTS,  §  2. 


HEAVE  OFFERING  (TO-Tiri, 
primitia;  ;    Ex.  29  27,  etc.  ).       See    SACRIFICE,    and    cp 
TAXATION  AND  TRIBUTE. 


HEBEL 


,  Josh.  1929  RVm*-     See  AHLAB,  n. 


in  Nu.  26  45  ;    X  <*Bep  [BAL]  ; 


HEBER  (inn,  but 
see  NAMES,  §  70). 

i.  The  husband  of  JAEL  (q-v.  ),  and  head  of  a  Kenite 
sept  which  separated  from  the  main  body  of  the  tribe 
(see  KENITES),  and  in  the  course  of  its  nomadic  wander 
ings  went  as  far  north  as  a  certain  sacred  tree  near 
Kedesh  (see  ZAANAIM,  THE  PLAIN  OF)  ;  Judg.  4n  (ol 
TrXijcrioj'  [B])  1721.  In  Judg.  624  (xaXe/3  [A])  he  has 
been  introduced  by  a  glossator.  WMM  (As.  ti.  Eur. 
174,  cp  193)  connects  <yp  with  Kina,  mentioned  in  the 
Pap.  Anastasi,  and  apparently  situated  E.  of  Megiddo 
(see  Jensen,  Z  A  10  355  f.,  and  cp  AMALEK).  Thus 
there  is  an  apparent  coincidence  between  Heber  of 
Kina,  and  the  eponym  of  the  neighbouring  tribe  of 
Asher  (see  2  below).  See  ENGANNIM,  JETHRO. 

2.  The  eponym  of  an  Asherite  clan;  Gen.  4(5  17  (P)  (xoj3u>p 
[A],  -/3oA  [Z>],  -/Sop  [L]);  Nu.  2645  (x°P*P  [BAFL]);  and  i  Ch. 

1  Of  the  {ormfa'dlil  (Wright's  Arab.  Gram.,  §  305). 
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"t^if.  (yaftep  [B  v.  31],  iexo/fcp  [LJ).  The  clan  is  called  the 
Heberttes  in  Nu.  26  45  ("nnrr  ;  xo/M')'  [BAFL]).  Jastrow 
connects  this  name  with  the  Habiri  of  the  Amarna  tablets  (cp 
his  view  on  MAI.CHIEL,  g.v.)  \JBL  11  ns^fl,  Ylbiff.  ;  so  also 
Hommel,  AHT,  235  260  n.  This  is  problematical.  See  ASHER, 
§i. 

3.  A  clan  in  Judah,  the  '  father  '  of  Socoh  (i  Ch.  4  18  :  aStiaa 
[B],  a/3ep  [AL]).1     See  SOCOH,  i. 

4.  A  Benjamite  (i  Ch.  8  17  ;  a/Sop  [BA],  a/3tp  [L]). 

5.  i  Ch.  613.     See  EBER  (3). 

6.  i  Ch.  8  22.     See  EBER  (4). 

7.  Lk.  3  35.     See  EBER  (i).  S-  A.  c 

HEBREW  LANGUAGE.2     The  name  Hebrew  (Lat. 

Hebraus  ;  Gr.   eBp&lOc)  is  a  transcription  of  'ebrdya, 

„  the  Aramaic  equivalent  of  the  original  OT 

Hebrew6  word  ^^'  'ibr''  p1'  'ibrim<  which  is  the 
proper  gentilic  name  of  the  people  who  also 
bore  the  collective  name  of  Israel  or  Children  of  Israel 
(B'ne1  Israel).  The  name  of  Israel  with  its  sacred 
associations  in  the  patriarchal  history  is  that  by  which 
the  OT  writers  prefer  to  designate  their  nation  ;  and 
this  circumstance,  combined  with  the  fact  that  the  term 
Hebrews  is  frequently  employed  where  foreigners  are 
introduced  as  speaking  or  spoken  to  (e.g.  ,  Ex.  26  i  S. 
469  Gen.  40is  Ex.  3i8),  has  led  to  the  conjecture  that 
the  name  of  Hebrews  (men  from  the  other  side,  scil.  of 
the  Euphrates)  was  originally  given  to  the  descendants 
of  Abraham  by  their  Canaanite  neighbours,  and  con 
tinued  to  be  the  usual  designation  of  the  Israelites  among 
foreigners,  just  as  the  Magyars  are  known  to  other 
Europeans  as  Hungarians  (foreigners),  as  we  call  the 
High-  Dutch  Germans  (warriors),  or  as  the  Greeks  gave 
the  name  of  Phoenicians  to  the  people  that  called  them 
selves  Canaanites.  3  A  closer  view  of  the  case,  does  not 
confirm  this  conjecture. 

[Stade's  theory,  however,  —  that  the  Israelites  were  called 
Hebrews,  after  their  passage  of  the  Jordan,  in  contradistinction 
to  the  other  West-  Jordamc  peoples,  though  connected  with  a 
historical  theory  not  borne  out  by  the  (later)  Israelite  tradition 
—  is  still  maintained  by  its  author,  Akad.  Rcden,  '99,  p.  no.  As 
to  the  Habiri  of  Am.  Tab.,Wi.  (Kohut  Memorial  Studies,  604^; 
cp  GI\i%ff.)  defends  the  view  that  the  people  so-called  are 
nomads  from  the  other  side  of  the  Jordan,  such  as  the  Suti  or 
pre-  Aramaic  Redawins  of  the  Syrian  desert.  These  nomads  were 
the  earlier  '  Hebrews.'  But  cp  Hommel,  AHT,  vyiff.,  258^] 
Nor  has  the  word  Hebrew  been  hitherto  found  in  the  early 
monuments  of  other  Eastern  nations  [unless  indeed  the  Habiri 
of  the  Am.  Tab.,  who  give  such  trouble  to  Abd-hiba  of  Jeru 
salem,  may  be  identified  with  the  Hebrews  —  a  theory  which  in 
its  newer  form  deserves  consideration].  The  identification  pro 
posed  by  Chabas  which  finds  the  Hebrews  in  the  hieroglyphic 
Apuriu  is  more  than  doubtful,4  whereas  the  name  of  Israel 
appears  on  the  stone  of  Mesha,  king  of  Moab  (/.  7),  and  perhaps 
has  been  deciphered  on  Assyrian  monuments.5  [On  the  occur 
rence  of  this  name  in  an  old  Egyptian  inscription,  see  EXODUS 
i-,  §§  2,  9.] 

The  form  'ibrl  is,  in  the  language  of  Semitic  gram 
marians,  a  relative  noun,  presupposing  the  word  '  '  Eber 
as  the  name  of  the  tribe,  place,  or  common  ancestor, 
from  whom  the  Hebrews  are  designated.  See  EBER. 

Accordingly  we  find  Eber  as  a  nation  side  by  side  with  Assyria 
in  the  obscure  poetical  passage  Nu.  24  24,  and  Eber  as  ancestor 
of  the  Hebrews  in  the  genealogical  lists  of  Gen.  \Qf.  Here  we 
must  distinguish  two  records.6  According  to  Gen  11  (and  Gen. 
1024)  Eber  is  the  great-grandson  of  Shem  through  Arphaxad, 
and  the  ancestor  of  Terah  through  Peleg,  Reu,  Serug,  and  Nahor. 
These  are  not  to  be  taken  as  the  names  of  individual  men. 
Several  of  them  are  designations  of  places  or  districts  near  the 
upper  waters  of  the  Euphrates  and  the  Tigris,  and  among  other 
circumstances  the  place  at  the  head  of  the  series  assigned  to  the 
district  of  Arrapachitis  (see,  however,  ARPHAXAD),  through 
which  a  migration  from  Ararat  to  the  lands  occupied  by  the 
Semites  in  historical  times  would  first  pass,  suggests  the  prob 
ability  that  the  genealogy  is  not  even  meant  to  exhibit  a  table 

1  For  these  forms  we  may  compare  the  way  in  which  the  river 
"linn  is  in  one  place  transliterated  x<*/3<op  and  in  another  a/3t»p. 

2  Hebrew  literature  is  dealt  with  in  the  following  articles:  — 
POETICAL  LIT.,  HISTORICAL  LIT.,  PROPHETICAL  LIT.,  LAW 
LIT.,  WISDOM  LIT.,  EPISTOLARY  LIT.     On  the  labours  of  the 
Massoretes  see  WRITING,  TEXT. 

3  See  especially  Ges.  Gescli.  der  htb.  Sfrache  u.  Sclirift,  t)f.  ; 
more  recently  Kautzsch  in  Riehm's  HWB. 

4  See  EGYPT,  §  61  ;  EPHKAIM,  §  i. 

8  Schr.,  KG  359  536  ('78),  defends  this  not  undisputed  reading; 
cp  AHAB,  §  4. 

6  See  De  Goeje  in  Th.T,  '70,  p.  243  ;  and  We.  in  Jahrbb. 
f.  D.  Tkeol.,  '76,  p.  395. 

1984 


HEBREW  LANGUAGE 

of  ethnological  affinities,  but  rather  presents  a  geographical 
sketch  of  the  supposed  early  movements  of  the  Hebrews,  who 
are  personified  under  the  name  of  Kber.  If  this  is  so,  we  can 
hardly  venture  to  assert  (with  some  scholars)  that  the  author  of 
the  list  (the  Priestly  Writer)  extended  the  name  of  Hebrews  to 
all  descendants  of  Terah.l 

The  case  is  different  with  another  (doubtless  older)  record  of 
which  a  fragment  seems  to  be  preserved  in  Gen.  10  21  25-30. 
Here  there  is  no  intermediate  link  between  Shem  and  Eber. 
Sons  of  Shem  and  sons  of  Eber  appear  to  be  co-extensive  ideas, 
and  to  the  latter  are  reckoned  not  only  the  descendants  of  Peleg 
(Aramaeans,  Israelites,  Ishmaelite  Arabs,  etc.),  but  also  the 
South  Arabian  tribes  of  Joktan. 

As  to  the  etymological  origin  of  the  name  of  Hebrews 
we  have  an  early  statement  in  Gen.  14 13,  where  <§ADL 
renders  '  Abram  the  Hebrew'  [see  Di.]  by  6  irepaTt)*, 
'  the  crosser. '  2 

Grammatically  more  accurate,  while  resting  on  the  same  ety 
mology,  is  the  rendering  of  Aquila,  6  TrepaiVqs,  '  the  man  from 
the  other  side '  of  the  Euphrates,  which  is  the  explanation  of 
Jewish  tradition  (/>Vr.  /?.,  and  Rashi) ;  cp  Ew.  <5/(3)  1  407  f. 
(ET,  1  284). 

Steiner,  however,  takes  'eber  in  the  Arabic  sense  of  a  river 
bank,  and  makes  the  Hebrews  'dwellers  in  a  land  of  rivers' 
(Bib. -Lex.  2613).  This  goes  well  with  Peleg  (watercourse),  as 
in  Arabia  we  have  the  district  Falag,  so  named  because  it  is 
furrowed  by  waters  (Sprenger,  Geog.  Arab.  234).  Cp  EBER. 

By  the  Hebrew  language  we  understand  the  ancient 
tongue  of  the  Hebrews  in  Canaan — the  language  in 

2  Name     wn'ch  the  OT  is  composed,   with  the  ex- 
'    .  ception  of  the  Aramaic  passages  (Jer.  10  n 

lanKuwre  '  Ezra  4  8'6 18  7 I2'26  Dan"  2^7  28)"     We  do 
°     °  '    not  find,  however,  that  this  language  was 

called  Hebrew  by  those  who  spoke  it.  It  is  the  lip — 
i.e.  speech — of  Canaan  (Is.  19 18),  or,  as  spoken  in 
southern  Palestine,  jvii.v,  Jewish  (2  K.  1826  [||  Is.  36 n] 
Neh.  1824).  The  later  Jews  call  it  the  holy  tongue  (nth 
enpn)  in  contrast  to  the  profane  Aramaic  dialect  (com 
monly  though  improperly  enough  called  Syro-Chaldaic) 
which  long  before  the  time  of  Christ  had  superseded 
the  old  language  as  the  vernacular  of  the  Jews.  This 
change  had  already  taken  place  at  the  time  when  the 
expression  '  in  Hebrew  '  (e/Spai'or*)  first  occurs  (Prologue 
to  Sirach) ;  and  both  in  the  Apocrypha  and  in  the  NT 
the  ambiguous  term,  naming  the  language  after  those 
who  used  it,  often  denotes  the  contemporary  vernacular, 
not  the  obsolete  idiom  of  the  OT.  The  other  sense, 
however,  was  admissible  (e.g.,  Rev.  9n,  and  so  fre 
quently  in  Josephus),  and  naturally  became  the  prevalent 
one  among  Christian  writers  who  had  little  occasion  to 
speak  of  anything  but  the  OT  Hebrew.3  See  ARAMAIC 
LANGUAGE. 

Hebrew  is  a  language  of  the  group  which,  since  Eich- 
horn,  has  generally  been  known  as  Semitic,  the  affinities 

3  Semitic    °^  l^e  several  members  of  which  are  so 

languages  close  that  they  may  fairly  be  comPared 
with  a  sub-group  of  the  Indo-Germanic 
family — for  example,  with  the  Teutonic  languages. 

The  fundamental  unity  of  the  Semitic  vocabulary  is 
easily  observed  from  the  absence  of  compounds  (except 
in  proper  names)  and  from  the  fact  that  almost  all 
words  are  derived  from  their  roots  in  definite  patterns 
(measures]  as  regular  as  those  of  grammatical  inflection. 
The  roots  regularly  consist  of  three  consonants  (seldom 
four  or  five),  the  accompanying  vowels  having  no 
radical  value,  but  shifting  according  to  grammatical 
rules  to  express  various  embodiments  of  the  root 
idea. 

The  triliteral  roots  are  substantially  common  to  the 
whole  Semitic  group,  subject  to  certain  consonantal  per 
mutations,  of  which  the  most  important  are  strikingly 

1  The  Terahites,  according  to  other  testimonies,  are  Aramaeans 
(Gen.  22  2o/  ;  Dt.  26  3)  ;  but  the  Priestly  Writer,  who  cannot  be 
pre-exilic,  makes  Aram  a  separate  offshoot  of  Shem,  having 
nothing  to  do  with  Eber  (Gen.  10  22^). 

,2  9^rlerome'  Qu<*st-  ffebr.,  on  the  passage,  and  Theodoret, 
Qu.  LXI.  in  Gen. 

3  The  term  '  Hebrew  language '  seems  to  have  originated  with 
the  Greeks  or  Hellenists.  Philo,  however,  calls  the  language  of 
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analogous  to  those  laid  down  by  Grimm  for  the  Teutonic 
languages. 

There  are  in  Arabic  four  aspirated  dentals,  which  in  Hebrew 
and  Assyrian  are  regularly  represented  by  sibilants,  as  follows  : — 

Arabic  t!i  =  Hebrew- Assyrian  /;  Ar.  <zyi=Heb.-Ass.  z;  Ar. 
z=Heb.-Ass.  s;  Ar.  c^=Heb.-Ass.  s. 

In  most  of  the  Aramaic  dialects  the  first  three  of  these  sounds 
are  represented  by  t,  d,  and  t  respectively,  while  the  fourth 
is  usually  changed  into  the  guttural  sound  y.  But  it  would 
appear  from  recent  discoveries  that  in  very  ancient  times  some 
at  least  of  the  Aramaic  dialects  approximated  to  the  Hebrew  and 
Assyrian  as  regards  the  treatment  of  the  first  three  sounds,  and 
changed  the  fourth  into  n  (cp  ARAMAIC,  §  2,  beginning,  and  see 
below,  §6).i 

Derivation  from  the  roots  and  inflection  proceed  partly 
by  the  reduplication  of  root  letters  and  the  addition  of 

.    _.    .    .       certain    preformatives    and    afformatives 
4.  Their  in-  ,  , , 

,,     ,.  (more  rarely  by  the  insertion  of  formative 

consonants  in  the  body  of  the  root),  partly 
by  modifications  of  the  vowels  with  which  the  radicals 
are  pronounced.  In  its  origin  almost  every  root  ex 
presses  something  that  can  be  grasped  by  the  senses. 

The  mechanism  by  which  words  are  formed  from  the  root  is 
adapted  to  present  sensible  notions  in  a  variety  of  nuances  and 
in  all  possible  embodiments  and  connections,  so  that  there  are 
regular  forms  to  express  in  a  single  word  the  intensity,  the 
repetition,  the  production  of  the  root  idea — the  place,  the  instru 
ment,  the  time  of  its  occurrence,  and  so  forth.  Thus  the  ex 
pression  of  intellectual  ideas  is  necessarily  metaphorical,  almost 
every  word  being  capable  of  a  material  sense,  or  at  least  con 
veying  the  distinct  suggestion  of  some  sensible  notion.  For 
example,  the  names  of  passions  depict  their  physiological  ex 
pression  j  'to  confer  honour'  means  also  'to  make  heavy,'  and 
so  on. 

The  same  concrete  character,  the  same  inadequacy 
to  convey  purely  abstract  thoughts  without  a  substratum 
appealing  to  the  senses,  appears  in  the  grammatical 
structure  of  the  Semitic  tongues. 

This  is  to  be  seen,  for  example,  in  the  absence  of  the  neuter 
gender,  in  the  extreme  paucity  of  particles,  in  the  scanty  pro 
vision  for  the  subordination  of  propositions,  which  deprives  the 
Semitic  style  of  all  involved  periods  and  reduces  it  to  a  succession 
of  short  sentences  linked  by  the  simple  copula  and. 

The  fundamental  element  of  these  languages  is  the 
noun,  and  in  the  fundamental  type  of  sentence  the 
predicate  is  a  noun  set  down  without  any  copula  and 
therefore  without  distinction  of  past,  present,  or  future 
time.  The  finite  verb  is  developed  from  nominal  forms 
(participial  or  infinitive),  and  is  equally  without  dis 
tinction  of  time.  Instead  of  tenses  we  find  two  forms, 
the  perfect  and  the  imperfect,  which  are  used  according 
as  the  speaker  contemplates  the  verbal  action  as  a  thing 
complete  or  as  conditional,  imperfect,  or  in  process. 

It  lies  in  the  nature  of  this  distinction  that  the  imperfect  alone 
has  moods.  In  their  later  stages  the  languages  seek  to  supply 
the  lack  of  tenses  by  circumlocutions  with  a  substantive  verb  and 
participles. 

Other  notable  features  (common  to  the  Semitic 
tongues)  are  the  use  of  appended  suffixes  to  denote  the 
possessive  pronouns  with  a  substantive,  or  the  accusative 
of  a  personal  pronoun  with  a  verb,  and  the  expression 
of  the  genitive  relation  by  what  is  called  construction 
or  annexation,  the  governing  noun  being  placed  im 
mediately  before  the  genitive,  and,  if  possible,  slightly 
shortened  in  pronunciation  so  that  the  two  words  may 
run  together  as  one  idea. 

A  characteristic  of  the  later  stages  of  the  languages  is  the 
resolution  of  this  relation  into  a  prepositional  clause. 

These  and  other  peculiarities  are  sufficient  to  establish 
the  original  unity  of  the  group,  and  entitle  us  to  postu 
late  an  original  language  from  which  all  the  Semitic 
dialects  have  sprung. 

Of  the  relation  of  this  language  to  other  linguistic  stems, 
especially  to  the  Indo-Germanic  on  the  E.  and  the  North- 
African  languages  on  the  W. ,  we  cannot  yet  speak  with  certainty ; 
but  it  appears  that  the  present  system  of  triliteral  roots  has 
grown  out  of  an  earlier  biliteral  system  which,  so  far  as  it  can 
be  reconstructed,  must  form  the  basis  of  scientific  inquiry  into 
the  ultimate  affinities  of  the  Semitic  group.2 

1  [See  Cook,  Aramaic  Glossary,  s.  j,  jj,  p,  £•.] 

2  Renan,  Hist,  des  Langues  Sent.,  sketches  the  history  of 
research   in   this   direction.      Noteworthy   are   the   remarks   of 
Lagarde,  Symmicfa,  121.     On  survivals  from  the  biliteral  stage, 
see  Nold.  Mand.  Gram.  96. 
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Before    the   rise  of  comparative  philology    it  was  a 


5.  Age  of 


familiar  opinion  that  Hebrew  was  the  original 


Hebrew.    sPeech  of  mankind. 

Taken  from  the  Jews,  and  as  already  expressed 
in  the  Palestinian  Targum  on  Gen.  11  i,  this  opinion  drew  its 
main  support  from  etymologies  and  other  data  in  the  earlier 
chapters  of  Genesis,  which,  however,  were  as  plausibly  turned 
by  Syriac  writers  in  favour  of  their  own  tongue.1 

Till  recent  times  many  excellent  scholars  (including 
Ewald)  claimed  for  Hebrew  the  greatest  relative  antiquity 
among  Semitic  tongues.  It  is  now,  however,  generally 
recognised  that  in  grammatical  structure  the  Arabic, 
shut  up  within  its  native  deserts  till  the  epoch  of  Islam, 
preserved  much  more  of  the  original  Semitic  forms  than 
either  Hebrew  or  Aramaic. 

In  its  richer  vocalisation,  in  the  possession  of  distinct  case 
endings,2  in  the  use  for  feminine  nouns  of  the  afformative  t,  which 
in  the  northern  dialect  has  passed  through  h  (originally  audible 
as  in  Egyptian  Arabic)  into  a  mere  vowel,  in  the  more  extensive 
range  of  passive  and  modal  forms,  and  in  other  refinements  of 
inflection,  Arabic  represents  no  later  development,  but  the 
original  wealth  and  primitive  subtlety  of  Semitic  speech,  as 
appears  not  only  from  fragmentary  survivals  in  the  other  dialects, 
but  also  from  an  examination  of  the  process  of  decay  which  has 
brought  the  spoken  Arabic  of  the  present  day  into  a  grammatical 
condition  closely  parallel  to  the  OT  Hebrew. 

Whilst  Arabic  is  in  many  respects  the  elder  brother, 
it  is  not  the  parent  of  Hebrew  or  Aramaic.  Each 
member  of  the  group  had  an  independent  development 
from  a  stage  prior  to  any  existing  language,  though  it 
would  seem  that  Hebrew  did  not  branch  off  from 
Aramaic  so  soon  as  from  Arabic,  whilst  in  its  later 
stages  it  came  under  direct  Aramaic  influence. 

[On  the  relation  which  Hebrew  bears  to  the  other  Semitic 
languages,  see  Wright,  Co>np.  Grant.  ;  Driver,  Tenses  (.App. 
iii.);  and  N  pldeke's  art.  '  Semitic  Languages  '  in  EBW,  published 
separately  in  German,  with  some  additions  (Die  sent.  Sprachen, 

'87  ;<2),  '99)-] 

The  Hebrew  spoken  by  the  Israelites  in  Canaan  was 

separated  only  by  very  minor  differences  (like  those  of 

_     ..     ,  our  provincial  dialects)  from  the  speech  of 

H  b  w  neighbouring  tribes.  We  know  this  so  far 
as  the  Moabite  language  is  concerned  from 
the  stone  of  Mesha  ;  and  the  indications  furnished  by 
proper  names,  as  well  as  the  acknowledged  affinity  of 
Israel  with  these  tribes,  make  the  same  thing  probable 
in  the  case  of  Ammon  and  Edom.  More  remarkable  is 
the  fact  that  the  Phoenicians  and  Canaanites,  with  whom 
the  Israelites  acknowledged  no  brotherhood,  spoke  a 
language  which,  at  least  as  written,  differs  but  little  from 
biblical  Hebrew.  This  observation  has  been  used  in 
support  of  the  very  old  idea  that  the  Hebrews  originally 
spoke  Aramaic,  and  changed  their  language  in  Canaan. 
An  exacter  study  of  the  Phoenician  inscriptions,  how 
ever,  shows  differences  from  Hebrew  which  suffice  to 
constitute  a  distinct  dialect,  and  combine  with  other 
indications  to  favour  the  view  that  the  descendants  of 
Abraham  brought  their  Hebrew  idiom  with  them.  In 
this  connection  it  is  important  to  observe  that  the  old 
Assyrian,  which  preceded  Aramaic  in  regions  with  which 
the  book  of  Genesis  connects  the  origins  of  Abraham,  is 

1  Theodoret  (Qutest.  in  Gen.  11),  Barhebrseus,  and  others  cited 
by  Assemani,  Bib.  Or.  iii.  1314.  The  same  opinion  appears  among 
the  Babylonian  Jews  (Rab  in  Synh.  38^).  Conversely,  Jacob 
of  Sarug  concedes  the  priority  of  Hebrew  (see  ZDMG  25  520). 
The  Arabs,  whose  language  is  in  many  points  older  than  either, 
yield  priority  to  Hebrew(Abulfeda,  HA  18),  or  to  Syriac  (Tabari, 
1  220;  Abu  'Isa  in  Abulfeda,  148),  the  language  of  the  race  to 
which  they  owed  their  first  knowledge  of  letters. 

-  That  the  case  endings  in  classical  Arabic  are  survivals  of  a 
very  ancient  system  of  inflection  can  hardly  be  doubted.  It  does 
not  necessarily  follow,  however,  that  in  the  primitive  Semitic 
language  these  terminations  were  used  for  precisely  the  same  pur 
poses  as  in  Arabic.  Moreover,  the  three  Arabic  case-endings 
commonly  called  by  European  scholars  the  nominative,  genitive, 
and  accusative,  do  not  by  any  means  correspond  exactly,  as  re 
gards  their  usage,  to  the  respective  cases  in  the  Indo-European 
languages  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  Arabic  language  sometimes  employs 
the  accusative  where  we  should,  on  logical  grounds,  have  ex 
pected  the  nominative  and  vice  versil.  These  apparent  anomalies 
are  probably  relics  of  a  time  when  the  use  of  the  case-endings 
was  determined  by  principles  which  differed,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  from  those  known  to  the  Arabic  grammarians. 
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in  many  respects  closely  akin  to  Hebrew.1  [Certain 
inscriptions,  moreover,  recently  discovered  at  Zenjirli, 
in  the  extreme  N.  of  Syria,  are  written  in  a  dialect  which 
exhibits  many  striking  points  of  resemblance  to  Hebrew, 
although  it  would  seem,  on  the  whole,  to  belong  to  the 
Aramaic  branch.'2] 

As  the  origin  of  Hebrew  is  lost  in  the  obscurity  that 
hangs  over  the  early  movements  of  the  Semitic  tribes, 
so  we  know  very  little  of  the  changes  which  the  language 
underwent  in  Canaan.  The  existence  of  local  differences 
of  speech  is  proved  by  Judg.  126  ;3  but  the  attempt  to 
make  out  in  the  OT  records  a  Northern  and  a  Judoean 
dialect,  or  even  besides  these  a  third  dialect  for  the 
Simeonites  of  the  extreme  S.4  has  led  to  no  certain 
results.  I  n  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  OT  text  supplies 
inadequate  data  for  studying  the  history  of  the  language. 
Semitic  writing,  especially  a  purely  consonantal  text 
such  as  the  OT  originally  was,  gives  an  imperfect  picture 
of  the  very  grammatical  and  phonetic  details  most  likely 
to  vary  dialectically  or  in  course  of  time. 

The  later  punctuation  (including  the  notation  of  vowels  ; 
see  below,  §  9,  and  WRITING)  and  even  many  things  in  the 
present  consonantal  text,  represent  the  formal  pronunciation 
of  the  Synagogue  as  it  took  shape  after  Hebrew  became  a 
dead  language  —  for  even  ©  has  often  a  more  primitive 
pronunciation  of  proper  names  (cp  NAMES,  §  $f.).  This  modern 
system  being  applied  to  all  parts  of  the  OT  alike,  many 
archaisms  were  obliterated  or  disguised,  and  the  earlier  and 
later  writings  present  in  the  received  text  a  grammatical 
uniformity  which  is  certainly  not  original.  It  is  true  that 
occasional  consonantal  forms  inconsistent  with  the  accompany 
ing  vowels  have  survived — especially  in  the  books  least  read  by 
the  Jews — and  appear  in  the  light  of  comparative  grammar  as 
indications  of  more  primitive  forms.  These  sporadic  survivals 
show  that  the  correction  of  obsolete  forms  was  not  carried 
through  with  perfect  consistency ;  but  it  is  never  safe  to 
argue  as  if  we  possessed  the  original  form  of  the  texts  (cp 
WRITING). 

The  chief  historical  changes  in  the  Hebrew  language 

which  we  can  still  trace  are  due  to  Aramaic  influence. 

_  ,  .  .,    The    Northern    Israelites    were    in 

r'     TeW  ^C     8  immediate    contact    with   Aramaean 

to  Aramaic.  ,    • 

populations  and  some  Aramaic  loan 
words  were  used,  at  least  in  Northern  Israel,  from  a 
very  early  date.  At  the  time  of  Hezekiah  Aramaic 
seems  to  have  been  the  usual  language  of  diplomacy 
spoken  by  the  statesmen  of  Judah  and  Assyria  alike 
(2  K.  1826).  After  the  fall  of  Samaria  the  Hebrew 
population  of  Northern  Israel  was  partly  deported, 
their  place  being  taken  by  new  colonists,  most  of  whom 
probably  had  Aramaic  as  their  mother-tongue.  It  is 
not  therefore  surprising  that  even  in  the  language  of 
Judaea  increasing  signs  of  Aramaic  influence  appear 
before  the  Exile.8  The  fall  of  the  Jewish  kingdom 
accelerated  the  decay  of  Hebrew  as  a  spoken  language. 
Not  indeed  that  those  of  the  people  who  were  trans 
ported  forgot  their  own  tongue  in  their  new  home,  as 
older  scholars  supposed  on  the  basis  of  Jewish  tradition  : 
the  exilic  and  post-exilic  prophets  do  not  write  in  a 
lifeless  tongue.  Hebrew  was  still  the  language  of 
Jerusalem  in  the  time  of  Nehemiah  (1824)  in  the 
middle  of  the  fifth  century  B.C.6  After  the  fall  of 
Jerusalem,  however,  the  petty  Jewish  people  were 
in  daily  intercourse  with  a  surrounding  Aramaean 

1  See  Stade's  essay  on  the  relation  of  Phoenician  and  Hebrew, 
Morgenlandische  Forschungen  ('75),  with  Noldeke's  criticism, 
ZDMG,  29325;  also  the  latter 's  article,  '  Sprache,  hebraische,' 
in  BL,  6362^". 

2  One   of  these  inscriptions,  set  up  by  Panammu,  king  of 
Ya'di,  probably  dates  from  the  ninth  or  the  beginning  of  the 
eighth  century  B.C.     Two  other  inscriptions  set  up  by  a  king 
named  Bar-Rekiib,  belong  to  the  latter  half  of  the  eighth  cen 
tury.     See  ARAMAIC  LANGUAGE,  §  2  ;  in  addition  to  the  works 
on  the  subject  which  are  there  specified,  the  reader  may  consult 
Lidzbarski's  Handbuch  der  nordsemitischen  Epigraphik  (Wei 
mar,  '98),  p.  440/ 

3  On   the  difficulty  of  drawing  precise  inferences  from  this 
narrative  see  Marq.  ZATIW&,  pp.  151-155. 

4  Bottch.  Lehrb.  d.  hebr.  Sprache,  \T.T,/.  ('66). 

5  Details  in  Ryssel,  De  Elohistte  Pentateuchi  Sermonc  (Leip- 
sic,  '78),  the  most  important  collection  of  materials  since  Gesenius, 
Gesch.  der  hebr.  Spr.  u.  Schrift(t^). 

6  An  argument  to  the  contrary  drawn  by  Jewish  interpreters 
from  Neh.  Ss  rests  on  false  exegesis. 
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population,  and  the  Aramaic  tongue,  which  was  the 
official  language  of  the  western  provinces  of  the  Persian 
empire,  began  to  take  rank  as  the  recognised  medium 
of  polite  intercourse  and  letters  even  among  the  tribes 
of  Arabic  blood — the  Nabatceans — whose  inscriptions  in 
the  Hauran  are  written  in  Aramaic.  Thus  Hebrew  as 
a  spoken  language  gradually  yielded  to  its  more  power 
ful  neighbour,  and  the  style  of  the  latest  OT  writers  is 
not  only  full  of  Aramaic  words  and  forms  but  also 
largely  coloured  with  Aramaic  idioms,  whilst  their 
Hebrew  has  lost  the  force  and  freedom  of  a  living 
tongue  ( Ecclesiastes,  Esther,  some  Psalms,  Daniel). 
The  Chronicler  no  longer  thoroughly  understood  the 
Old  Hebrew  sources  from  which  he  worked,  while  for 
the  latest  part  of  his  history  he  used  a  Jewish  Aramaic 
document,  part  of  which  he  incorporated  in  the  book  of 
Ezra.  Long  before  the  time  of  Christ  Hebrew  was  the 
exclusive  property  of  scholars. 

About  200  B.C.,  Jesus  the  son  of  Sirach  (Ben  Slra), 
a  Palestinian  Jew,  composed  in  Hebrew  the  famous 
treatise  known  in  the  West  as  Ecclesiasticus.  A  large 
portion  of  the  original  text  has  recently  come  to  light, 
unfortunately  in  a  mutilated  condition.  Though  Ben 
Slra  uses  a  considerable  number  of  late  words,  mostly 
borrowed  from  the  Aramaic,  the  general  character  of 
his  Hebrew  style  is  decidedly  purer  and  more  classical 
than  that  of  some  parts  of  the  OT  (e.g. ,  Ecclesiastes), 
and  it  is  specially  to  be  noted  that  the  recovered  frag 
ments,  as  far  as  is  known  at  present,  contain  not  a 
single  word  derived  from  the  Greek.  See  ECCLESI 
ASTICUS. 

Several  other  books  of  the  Apocrypha  appear  to  be 
translated  from  Hebrew  originals — Judith,  i  Mace. — 
8.  Scholastic the  ^st  according  to  the  express  testi- 

_  ,  mony  of  Jerome.  It  is  certain  that  the 

OT  canon  contains  elements  as  late  as 
the  epoch  of  national  revival  under  the  Maccabees 
(Daniel,  certain  Psalms),  for  Hebrew  was  the  language 
of  religion  as  well  as  of  scholarship.  As  for  the 
scholars,  they  affected  not  only  to  write  but  also  to 
speak  in  Hebrew  ;  but  they  could  not  resist  the  influence 
of  the  Aramaic  vernacular,  and  indeed  made  no  attempt 
to  imitate  the  classical  models  of  the  OT,  which  neither 
furnished  the  necessary  terminology  for  the  new  ideas 
with  which  they  operated,  nor  offered  in  its  forms  and 
constructions  a  suitable  vehicle  for  their  favourite  pro 
cesses  of  legal  dialectic.  Thus  was  developed  a  new 
scholastic  Hebrew, '  the  language  of  the  wise'  (o'Djn  pvh), 
preserving  some  genuine  old  Hebrew  words  which  happen 
not  to  be  found  in  the  OT,  and  supplying  some  new 
necessities  of  expression  by  legitimate  developments  of 
germs  that  lay  in  the  classical  idiom,  but  thoroughly  inter 
penetrated  with  foreign  elements,  and  as  little  fit  for 
higher  literary  purposes  as  the  Latin  of  the  mediaeval 
schoolmen.  The  chief  monument  of  this  dialect  is  the 
body  of  traditional  law  called  the  Mishna,  which  is 
formed  of  materials  of  various  dates,  but  was  collected 
in  its  present  form  about  the  close  of  the  second  century 
A.D.  (see  LAW  LITERATURE). 

[A  remarkable  feature  in  the  Hebrew  of  the  Mishna 
is  the  large  use  made  of  Greek  and  even  of  Latin  words. 

That  these  words  were  actually  current  among  the  Jews  of 
the  period  and  are  not  mere  literary  embellishments  (as  is  some 
times  the  case  with  Greek  words  used  by  Syriac  authors)  appears 
from  the  fact  that  they  often  present  themselves  in  strangely 
distorted  forms— the  result  of  popular  mispronunciation.] 

The  doctors  of  the  subsequent  period  still  retained 
some  fluency  in  the  use  of  Hebrew ;  but  the  mass  of 
their  teaching  preserved  in  the  Gemara  is  Aramaic.1 

The  language  of  the  Mishna  has  been  described  by  Geiger, 
Lehr-  und  Lesebnch  zu.-  Sprache  der  Mischnah  (Breslau,  '45); 
L.  Dukes,  Die  Sprache  der  Mischna  (F.sslingen.  "46)  and  Zur 
rabbinischen  Sprachkunde  (Vienna,  '51);  J.  H.  Weiss,  Mish- 
fat  L'shdn  ham-Mishna  (Vienna,  '67). 

1  See  ^ashzx^ieAggadaderbcibyloniscltenAmoraer^lrtt- 
burg,  '79),  for  many  illustrations  of  the  Hebrew  scholarship  of 
the  Gemarists. 
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During  the  Talmudic  period  nothing  was   done  for 

the  grammatical  study  of  the  old  language  ;  but  there 

_  was    a    traditional    pronunciation    for    the 

.       '  synagogue,  and  a  traditional  interpretation 

ma  ica      Q^  t^e  sacrecj  text_      The  earliest  monument 

8  ''  of  Jewish  interpretation  is  the  Septuagint ; 
but  the  final  form  of  traditional  exegesis  is  embodied  in 
the  Targums  or  Aramaic  paraphrases,  especially  in  the 
more  literal  Targums  of  Onkelos  and  Jonathan,  which 
are  often  cited  by  the  Talmudic  doctors.  Many  things 
in  the  language  of  the  OT  were  already  obscure,  and 
the  meaning  of  words  was  discussed  in  the  schools, 
sometimes  by  the  aid  of  legitimate  analogies  from 
living  dialects,1  but  more  often  by  fantastic  etymological 
devices  such  as  the  Notarikon,  or  use  of  analogies  from 
shorthand. 

The  invention  and  application  of  means  for  preserving 
the  traditional  text  and  indicating  the  traditional  pro 
nunciation  are  spoken  of  elsewhere  (see  WRITING, 
TEXT). 

The  old  traditional  scholarship  declined,  however,  till 
the  tenth  century,  when  a  revival  of  Hebrew  study  under 
the  influence  of  Mohammedan  learning  took  place  among 
the  Arabic -speaking  Jews  (Saadia  of  the  Fayyum, 
Menahem  ben  Sarug,  etc.  ).2  Then,  early  in  the  eleventh 
century,  came  the  acknowledged  fathers  of  mediaeval 
Jewish  philology,  —  the  grammarian  Judah  surnamed 
Hayyug,  discoverer  of  the  system  of  triliteral  roots,3 
and  the  lexicographer  Abulwalld  Mervvan  ibn  Ganah 
(Rabbi  Jonah),  who  made  excellent  use  of  Arabic 
analogies  as  well  as  of  the  traditional  material.4 

A  succession  of  able  scholars  continued  their  work,  of  whom 
the  most  famous  are  Abraham  ben  Mei'r  of  Toledo,  surnamed 
Ibn  Ezra — also  written  Aben  Ezra — (1092-1167),  a  man  of  great 
originality  and  freedom  of  view ;  Solomon  Isaaki  of  Troyes, 
called  Rashi  (i.e.,  R[abbenu]  Sh[elomoh]  Y[ishaki])  and  some 
times  by  error  Jarchi — i.e.,  of  Lunel  (HT>  Muna') — (died  1105), 
whose  writings  are  a  storehouse  of  traditional  lore  ;  and  David 
Kjmhi  of  Narbonne,  called  Radak  (circ.  1200),  whose  comment 
aries,  grammar,  and  lexicon  exercised  an  enormous  and  lasting 
influence.  Our  own  authorised  version  bears  the  stamp  of 
Kimhi  on  every  page. 

In  the  later  Middle  Ages  Jewish  learning  was  cramped 
by  a  narrow  Talmudical  orthodoxy  ;  but  a  succession 
of  scholars  held  their  ground  till  Elias  Levita  and  others 
of  his  age  transmitted  the  torch  to  the  Christian  uni 
versities. 

[The/«t» &A  Encyclopedia,  now  in  preparation,  will  for  English 
readers  give  an  adequate  account  of  the  Jewish  scholars  and 
their  work.  The  portion  dealing  with  Philology  will  be  con 
tributed  by  Prof.  G.  F.  Moore.]  W.  R.  S. — A.  A.  B. 

HEBREWS  (D'rai?n),  Gen.  40 15  etc.  See  above  and 
cp  ISRAEL,  §  i. 

HEBREWS  (EPISTLE).  The  NT  writing  usually 
known  under  the  name  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 


1.  Title. 


or,  less  correctly,  as  the  Epistle  of  Paul  the 


apostle  to  the  Hebrews,  bears  in  the  oldest 
MSS  no  other  title  than  the  words  npOC  eBpMOyc 
[so  Ti.  WH ,  etc.  ],  '  To  the  Hebrews. '  This  brief  heading 
embraces  the  whole  information  as  to  the  origin  of  the 
epistle  on  which  Christian  tradition  is  unanimous. 
Everything  else — the  authorship,  the  address,  the  date 
— was  unknown  or  disputed  in  the  early  church,  and 
continues  to  form  matter  of  dispute  in  the  present  day. 
As  far  back  as  the  latter  part  of  the  second  century,  how 
ever,  the  destination  of  the  epistle  '  to  the  Hebrews ' 
[though  it  cannot  be  proved  for  Rome  at  so  early  a 
date]  was  acknowledged  alike  in  Alexandria,  where  it 
was  ascribed  to  Paul,  and  in  Carthage,  where  it  passed 
by  the  name  of  Barnabas  ;  and  there  is  no  indication 
that  it  ever  circulated  under  another  title.  At  the  same 

1  See  B.  Rosh  hash-Shana,  26  b ;  Del.  on  Ps.  5623124]  and 
Is.  1423- 

2  The  connecting  link  between  the  Massoretes  and  the  gram 
marians  is  Rabbi  Aaron  ben  Mosheh  ben  Asher,  whose  Dikdukt 
hat-Tamim  has  been  published  by  Baer  and  Strack  (Leips.  '79). 

3  See  his  Two  Treatises,  edited  by  Nutt,  London,  '70. 

4  His  Book  of  Roots,  in  Arabic,  edited  by  Neubauer,  Oxford, 
1875- 
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time  we  must  not  suppose,  as  has  sometimes  been 
supposed,  that  the  author  prefixed  these  words  to  his 
original  manuscript.  The  title  says  no  more  than  that 
the  readers  addressed  were  Christians  of  Jewish  extrac 
tion,  and  this  would  be  no  sufficient  address  for  an 
epistolary  writing  (1822)  directed  to  a  definite  circle  of 
readers,  a  local  church  or  group  of  churches  to  whose 
history  repeated  reference  is  made,  and  with  which  the 
author  had  personal  relations  (181923).  The  original 
address,  which  according  to  custom  must  have  stood  on 
the  outside  of  the  folded  letter,  was  probably  never 
copied,  and  the  universal  prevalence  of  the  present  title, 
which  tells  no  more  than  can  be  gathered  (as  a  hypo 
thesis)  from  the  epistle  itself,  seems  to  indicate  that 
when  the  book  first  passed  from  local  into  general 
circulation  its  history  had  already  been  forgotten. 

With  this  it  agrees  that  the  early  Roman  church, — 
where  the  epistle  was  known  about  the  end  of  the  first 
2.  Authorship:  ^y-  ^nd  where  indeed  the  first 
histo  of  traces  of  the  use  of  it  occur  (Clement, 
.  7  andShepherdo/Hermas) — had  nothing 

to  contribute  to  the  question  of  author 
ship  and  origin  except  the  negative  opinion  that  the 
book  is  not  by  Paul. 

Caius  and  the  Muratorian  fragment  reckon  but  thirteen 
epistles  of  Paul ;  Hippolytus  (like  his  master  Irenaeus  of  Lyons) 
knew  our  book  and  declared  that  it  was  not  Pauline. 

The  earliest  positive  traditions  of  authorship  to  which 
we  can  point  belong  to  Africa  and  Egypt,  where,  as  we 
have  already  seen,  divergent  views  were  current  by  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  i.  The  African  tradition 
preserved  by  Tertullian  (De  Pudicitia,  20),  but  certainly 
not  invented  by  him,  ascribes  the  epistle  to  Barnabas. 

Direct  apostolic  authority  is  not  therefore  claimed  for  it ;  but 
it  has  the  weight  due  to  one  who  '  learned  from  and  taught  with 
the  apostles,'  and  we  are  told  that  it  had  more  currency  among 
the  churches  than  '  that  apocryphal  shepherd  of  the  adulterers ' 
(the  Shepherd  of  Hermas).  This  tradition  of  the  African  church 
holds  a  singularly  isolated  position.  Later  writers  appear  to 
know  it  only  from  Tertullian,  and  it  soon  became  obsolete,  to  be 
revived  for  a  moment  after  the  Reformation  by  the  Scottish 
theologian  Cameron,  and  then  again  in  our  own  century  by  the 
German  critics,  among  whom  at  present  it  is  the  favourite  view 
[see  below,  §§  4,  n]. 

2.  Very  different  is  the  history  of  the  Egyptian 
tradition,  which  can  be  traced  back  as  far  as  a  teacher 
of  the  Alexandrian  Clement,  presumably  Pantaenus 
(Euseb.  Hist.  Eccl.  614). 

This  '  blessed  presbyter,'  as  Clement  calls  him,  sought  to 
explain  why  Paul  did  not  name  himself  as  usual  at  the  head  of 
the  epistle,  and  found  the  reason  in  the  modesty  of  the  author, 
who,  in  addressing  the  Hebrews,  was  going  beyond  his  commis 
sion  as  apostle  to  the  Gentiles.  Clement  himself  takes  it  for 
granted  that  an  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  must  have  been  written 
in  Hebrew,  and  supposes  that  Luke  translated  it  for  the  Greeks. 

Thus  far  there  is  no  sign  that  the  Pauline  authorship 
was  ever  questioned  in  Alexandria,  and  from  the  time  of 
Origen  the  opinion  that  Paul  wrote  the  epistle  became 
more  and  more  prevalent  in  the  East. 

Origen  rests  on  the  same  tradition,  which  he  refers  to  '  the 
ancient  men ' ;  but  he  knows  that  the  tradition  is  not  common  to 
all  churches.  He  feels  that  the  language  is  un-Pauline,  though 
the  admirable  thoughts  are  not  second  to  those  of  the  unques 
tioned  apostolic  writings.  Thus  he  is  led  to  the  view  that  the 
ideas  were  orally  set  forth  by  Paul,  but  that  the  language, 
arrangement,  and  some  features  of  the  exposition  are  the  work 
of  a  disciple.  According  to  some,  this  disciple  was  Clement  of 
Rome  ;  others  [Clement  and  his  school]  named  Luke ;  but  the 
truth,  says  Origen,  is  known  to  God  alone  (Eus.  625,  cp  838). 
It  is  not  surprising  that  these  limitations  of  the  tradition  had  less 
influence  than  the  broad  fact  that  Origen  accepted  the  book  as 
of  Pauline  authority. 

I  n  the  West  this  view  was  still  far  from  established  in 
the  fourth  century  ;  but  it  gained  ground  steadily,  and, 
indeed,  the  necessity  for  revising  the  received  view  could 
not  be  questioned  when  men  began  to  look  at  the  facts 
of  the  case. 

Even  those  who,  like  Jerome  and  Augustine,  knew  the  varia 
tions  of  tradition,  were  unwilling  to  press  an  opposite  view  ;  and 
in  the  fifth  century  the  Pauline  authorship  was  accepted  at  Rome, 
and  practically  throughout  C  iristendom,  not  to  be  again  disputed 
till  the  revival  of  letters  and  the  rise  of  a  more  critical  spirit. 

It  was  Erasmus  who  indicated  the  imminent  change 
of  opinion. 
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Erasmus  brings  out  with  great  force  the  vacillation  of  tradition 
and  the  dissimilarity  of  the  epistle  from  the  style  and  thoughts 
of  Paul  in  his  concluding  annotation  on  the  book.  He  ventures 
the  conjecture,  based  on  a  passage  of  his  favourite  Jerome,  that 
Clement  of  Rome  was  the  real  author.  Luther  (who  suggests 
Apollos)  and  Calvin  (who  thinks  of  Luke  or  Clement)  followed 
with  the  decisive  argument  that  Paul,  who  lays  such  stress  on 
the  fact  that  his  gospel  was  not  taught  to  him  by  man  but  was 
by  direct  revelation  (Gal.  1  nyC),  could  not  have  written  Heb. 
Z$f.  where  the  author  classes  himself  among  those  who  received 
the  message  of  salvation  from  the  personal  disciples  of  the  Lord 
on  the  evidence  of  the  miracles  which  confirmed  their  word. 

The  force  of  tradition  seemed  already  broken  ;  but 
the  wave  of  reaction  which  so  soon  overwhelmed  the 
freer  tendencies  of  the  first  reformers,  brought  back  the 
old  view.  Protestant  orthodoxy  again  accepted  Paul  as 
the  author,  and  dissentient  voices  were  seldom  heard  till 
the  revival  of  free  biblical  criticism  in  the  eighteenth 
century.  As  criticism  strengthened  its  arguments,  theo 
logians  began  to  learn  that  the  denial  of  tradition  in 
volves  no  danger  to  faith,  and  at  the  present  moment, 
scarcely  any  sound  scholar  will  be  found  to  accept  Paul 
as  the  direct  author  of  the  epistle,  though  such  a 
modified  view  as  was  suggested  by  Origen  still  claims 
adherents  among  the  lovers  of  compromise  with 
tradition. 

The  arguments  against  the  Alexandrian  tradition  are 
in  fact  conclusive. 

It  is  probably  unfair  to  hamper  that  tradition  with  Clement's 

notion  that  the  book  is  a  translation  from  the  Hebrew.     This 

monstrous  hypothesis  received  its  reductio  ad 

3.  Not  by  Paul,   absurdum  in   the    attempt    of   J.    H.    R. 

Biesenthal  to  reconstruct  the  Hebrew  text 

(Das  Trostschreiben  des  Apostels  Paulus  an  die  Hcbriier, 
kritisch  iviederhergestellt,  etc.,  '78).  Just  as  little,  however, 
can  the  Greek  be  from  Paul's  pen. 

The  un -Pauline  character  of  the  style,  alike  in  the 
words  used  and  in  the  structure  of  the  sentences,  strikes 
every  scholar  as  it  struck  Origen  and  Erasmus. 

The  type  of  thought  is  quite  unique.  The  theological  ideas 
are  cast  in  a  different  mould  ;  and  the  leading  conception  of  the 
high-priesthood  of  Christ,  which  is  no  mere  occasional  thought 
but  a  central  point  in  the  author's  conception  of  Christianity, 
finds  its  nearest  analogy  not  in  the  Pauline  epistles  but  in  John 
17  19.  The  Old  Testament  is  cited  after  the  Alexandrian  transla 
tion  more  exactly  and  exclusively  than  is  the  custom  of  Paul, 
and  that  even  where  the  Hebrew  original  is  divergent.  Nor  is 
this  an  accidental  circumstance.  There  is  every  appearance 
that  the  author  was  a  Hellenist  whose  learning  did  not  embrace 
a  knowledge  of  the  Hebrew  text,  and  who  derived  his  metaphysic 
and  allegorical  method  from  the  Alexandrian  rather  than  the 
Palestinian  schools.1 

The  force  of  these  arguments  can  be  brought  out  only 
by  the  accumulation  of  a  multitude  of  details  too  tedious 
for  this  place  ;  but  the  evidence  from  the  few  personal 
indications  contained  in  the  epistle  is  easily  grasped  and 
not  less  powerful. 

The  argument  from  23_/T,  which  appeared  decisive  to  Luther 
and  Calvin,  has  been  referred  to  already  (§  2).  Again,  we  read 
in  13ig  that  the  writer  is  absent  from  the  church  which  he 
addresses,  but  hopes  to  be  speedily  restored  to  them.  This 
expression  is  not  to  be  understood  as  implying  that  the  epistle 
was  written  in  prison,  for  1823  shows  that  the  author  is  master 
of  his  own  movements.2 

The  plain  sense  is  that  the  author's  home  is  with  the 
church  addressed,  but  that  he  is  at  present  absent,  and 
begs  their  prayers  for  a  speedy  return.  The  external 
authority  of  the  Alexandrian  tradition  can  have  no 
weight  against  such  difficulties.  If  that  tradition  was 
original  and  continuous,  the  long  ignorance  of  the 
Roman  church  and  the  opposite  tradition  of  Africa  are 
inexplicable.  No  tradition,  however,  was  more  likely 
to  arise  in  circles  where  the  epistle  was  valued  and  its 
origin  forgotten.  In  spite  of  its  divergences  from  the 

1  For  the  Alexandrian  elements  in  the  epistle,  consult  the  list 
of  passages  in   Hilgenfeld's  Einleitung  384,   n.  (Leipsic,  '75). 
A  large  mass  of  valuable  material  is  collected  in  J.  B.  Carpzov's 
Sacm  Exercitafioties  in  Ef>.  ad  Heb.  ex  Phi  lone  Alexandrine 
(Helmstadt,   1750).      [Von  Soden  (Handcomm.  4)  gives  addi 
tional  instances  of  dependence  on  Philo,  and  proves  the  literary 
influence    also   of  the   Wisdom  of  Solomon ;  cp   Plumptre   in 
Expositor,  ist  ser.  vol.  i.  ('74).] 

2  In  1034  the  true  reading  is  not  '  of  me  in  my  bonds,'  but  '  on 
them  that   were  in  bonds '   (TOI?  iea^iiois  or/peTraflrja'aTe).     The 
false   reading,    which    was   that   of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  is 
probably  connected  with  the  tradition  that  Paul  was  the  author. 
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standard  of  Pauline  authorship,  the  book  has  manifest 
Pauline  affinities,  and  can  hardly  have  originated  beyond 
the  Pauline  circle,  to  which  it  is  referred,  not  only  by 
the  author's  friendship  with  Timothy  (1823),  but  also  by 
many  unquestionable  echoes  of  the  Pauline  theology, 
and  even  by  distinct  allusions  to  passages  iu  Paul's 
epistles. ' 

In  an  uncritical  age  these  features  might  easily  suggest 
Paul  as  the  author  of  a  book  which  [doubtless,  because 
its  Pauline  origin  was  universally  believed  in  Alexandria] 
took  its  place  in  MSS  immediately  after  the  recognised 
epistles  of  that  apostle,  and  contained  nothing  in  its 
title  to  distinguish  it  from  the  preceding  books  with 
similar  headings,  'To  the  Romans,'  'To  the  Cor 
inthians,'  and  the  like.2  A  similar  history,  as  Zahn  has 
pointed  out,  attaches  to  the  so-called  second  epistle  of 
Clement  to  the  Corinthians. 

When  we  see  that  the  tradition  which  names  Paul  as 

author  does  not  possess  an  authentic  historical  basis,  we 

_ , .  are  necessarily  carried  on  to  deny  historical 

authority  to  the  subsidiary  conjectures  or 

•8>  traditions    which    speak    of    Luke    and 

Clement  of  Rome. 

The  history  of  the  Alexandrian  tradition  shows  that  these 
names  were  brought  in  merely  to  lessen  the  difficulties  attaching 
to  the  view  that  Paul  wrote  the  book  exactly  as  we  have  it. 

The  name  of  Luke  seems  to  be  a  conjecture  of  the 
Alexandrian  Clement,  for  it  has  no  place  in  the  tradition 
received  from  his  master. 

Origen  attaches  no  importance  to  either  name.  Some  had 
mentioned  one,  and  some  the  other  ;  God  alone  knows  the  truth. 
We  have  no  reason  to  think  more  highly  of  these  suggestions 
than  Origen  did.  Indeed,  no  Protestant  scholar  now  proposes 
the  name  of  Clement,  whose  extant  epistle  to  the  Corinthians 
shows  his  familiarity  with  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  and  at  the 
same  time  excludes  the  idea  that  he  composed  it.  The  name  of 
Luke  has  still  partisans — Delitzsch  carefully  collected  linguistic 
parallels  between  our  epistle  and  the  Lucan  writings  (Comm. 
57  ;  ET,  '68-'7o).  The  arguments  of  Delitzsch  are  generally  met 
with  the  objection  that  our  author  must  have  been  a  born  Jew, 
which  from  his  standpoint  and  culture  is  in  the  highest  degree 
probable,  though  not  perhaps  absolutely  certain.  In  any  case 
we  cannot  suppose  that  Luke  wrote  the  epistle  on  Paul's  com 
mission,  or  that  the  work  is  substantially  the  apostle's  ;  for  such 
a  theory  takes  no  account  of  the  strongly-marked  individuality  of 
the  book  in  thought  and  method  as  well  as  expression. 

The  theory  that  Luke  was  the  independent  author  of 
the  epistle  (Grotius  and  others)  has  no  right  to  appeal 
to  antiquity,  and  must  stand  entirely  on  the  very 
inadequate  grounds  of  internal  probability  afforded  by 
language  and  style. 

If  Alexandria  fail  us,  can  we  suppose  that  Africa 
preserved  the  original  tradition?  This  is  a  difficult 
question.  The  intrinsic  objections  to  authorship  by 
Barnabas  are  not  important. 

The  so-called  Epistle  of  Barnabas  was  not  written  by  our 
author  ;  but  then  it  is  admittedly  not  by  Barnabas.  The  superior 
elegance  of  the  style  of  pur  epistle  as  compared  with  that  of 
Paul  is  not  inconsistent  with  Acts  14 12  ;  nor  is  there,  as  we  shall 
see  presently,  any  real  force  in  the  once  favourite  objection  that 
the  ordinances  of  the  temple  are  described  with  less  accuracy 
than  might  be  looked  for  in  Barnabas,  a  Levite  and  one  who  had 
resided  in  Jerusalem  (see  below,  §  8).  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  hard 
to  believe  that  the  correct  account  of  the  authorship  of  our  book 
was  preserved  only  in  Africa,  and  in  a  tradition  so  isolated  that 
Tertullian  seems  to  be  its  only  independent  witness.  How  could 
Africa  know  this  thing  and  Rome  be  ignorant?  Zahn,  who  is 
the  latest  exponent  of  the  Barnabas  hypothesis,  argues  that  in 
the  West,  where  the  so-called  epistle  of  Barnabas  was  long 
unknown,  there  was  nothing  to  suggest  the  idea  of  Barnabas  as 
an  author  ;  that  the  true  tradition  might  perish  the  more  readily 

1  An  unambiguous  proof  that  our  author  had  read  the  epistle 
to   the    Romans   seems   to   lie   in  1030.     This  is  the   one   OT 
citation  of  the  epistle  which  does  not  follow  the  LXX  (Dt.  8235)  ; 
but  it  is  word  for  word  from  Rom.  12 19.     [The  proof  is  not, 
however,  conclusive.     Dependence  on  Romans  cannot  be  shown 
elsewhere  in  the  epistle,  and  this  particular  citation  is    found 
exactly  as  it  is  in  Onkelos.]     Further  signs  of  dependence  on 
Romans   and   Corinthians  (which    require    sifting)  have   been 
collected    by    Holtzmann    (Einl.   332) ;   see    also    Hilgenfeld's 
Zt.  94/ 

2  The  place  of  the  epistle  in  MSS  varies.     The  order  of  EV 
is  that  of  the  Latin  Church,  the  oldest  Greek  codices  placing  it 
before  the  pastoral  epistles.     The  Latin  order,  which  expresses 
the  original  uncertainty  of  the  Pauline  tradition,  was  formerly 
current  even  in  the  East. 
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in  other  parts  of  the  church  after  the  name  of  Barnabas  had 
been  falsely  attached  to  another  epistle  dealing  with  the  typology 
of  the  ceremonial  law  ;  and  finally,  that  the  false  epistle  of 
Barnabas,  which  was  first  so  named  in  Alexandria,  may  there 
have  carried  off  the  true  title  of  tlie  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  after 
the  latter  was  ascribed  to  Paul.  That  is  not  plausible,  and  it  is 
more  likely  that  an  epistle  which  calls  itself  Ao-yos  TrapaxA/jcreajs 
(Heb.  1822)  was  ascribed  to  the  uibs  7rapaJcA.7j<Teios  (Acts  436)  in 
the  same  way  as  Ps.  127  was  ascribed  to  Solomon,  '  the  beloved 
of  the  Lord'  (2  Sam.  12z4yC),  from  the  allusion  in  1272,  than 
that  this  coincidence  of  expression  affords  a  confirmation  of  the 
Barnabas  hypothesis. 

In  short,  the  whole  tradition  as  to  the  epistle  is  too 
uncertain  to  offer  much  support  to  any  theory  of  author 
ship,  and  if  the  name  of  Barnabas  is  to  be  accepted,  it 
must  stand  mainly  on  internal  evidence.  See  further 
below,  §  n. 

_  .   .      .        Being  thus   thrown  back  on  what  the 
original  epistle  itself  can  tell  USj  we  must  lool{  at 

.   ..  ,'      the  first  readers,  with  whom,  as  we  have 

.     already  seen,    the  author  stood    in  very 
use  of  OT.    dose  /elations 

Until  comparatively  recently  there  was  a  general 
agreement  among  scholars  that  the  church  addressed 
was  composed  of  Hebrews,  or  Christians  of  Jewish 
birth.  We  are  not,  however,  entitled  to  take  this 
simply  on  the  authority  of  the  title,  which  is  hardly 
more  than  a  reflection  of  the  impression  produced 
on  an  early  copyist — an  impression  the  justice  of 
which  is  now  seen  to  be  more  than  doubtful.  It  is 
plain,  indeed,  that  the  writer  is  at  one  with  his  readers 
in  approaching  all  Christian  truth  through  the  OT. 

He  and  they  alike  are  accustomed  to  regard  Christianity  as  a 
continuous  development  of  Judaism,  in  which  the  benefits  of 
Christ's  death  belong  to  the  ancient  people  of  God  and  supply 
the  shortcomings  of  the  old  dispensation  (49  9  15  13  12).  With 
all  the  weight  that  is  laid  on  the  superiority  of  Christianity,  the 
religion  of  finality,  over  Mosaism,  the  dispensation  which 
brought  nothing  to  its  goal,  the  sphere  of  the  two  dispensations 
is  throughout  treated  as  identical. 

This,  however,  is  no  less  the  position  of  Paul  and  of 
Acts.  Not  only  Jews  by  birth,  but  Gentiles  also,  are 
reckoned  as  belonging  to  the  people  of  God,  children  of 
Abraham,  heirs  of  the  promise,  as  soon  as  they  become 
believers  in  Christ. 

The  OT  is  the  book  of  this  the  true  people  of  God  ;  it  is  the 
original  record  of  the  promises  which  have  been  fulfilled  to  it  in 
Christ ;  and  the  institutions  of  the  Old  Covenant  equally  with 
the  histories  of  the  ancient  people  are  types  for  Christian  times. 

The  difference  between  Paul  and  the  author  of  our 
epistle  is  only  one  of  temperament.  With  respect  to 
the  two  stages,  Paul  brings  into  bolder  prominence  the 
differences,  the  incompatibilities,  which  render  compro 
mise  impossible,  and  compel  a  man  either  to  abide  in 
the  one  or  to  make  the  decisive  forward  step  to  the 
other.  Our  author,  on  the  other  hand,  lays  stress 
rather  on  their  common  features,  with  the  object  of 
pointing  out  the  advance  they  show  from  the  imperfect 
to  the  perfect.  Moreover,  as  an  Alexandrian,  he  is 
bolder  in  the  freedom,  rendered  possible  by  the 
allegorising  method,  with  which  he  adapts  OT  pre 
scriptions  to  NT  times.  In  the  same  degree  in  which 
our  author  comes  behind  Paul  in  originality  and 
force  of  character  does  he  rely  in  a  more  academic  and 
thoroughgoing  manner  on  the  absolute  and  supreme 
authority  of  the  OT  for  Gentile  Christians  also. 

The  whole  tendency  of  the  epistle,  however,  is  against 
the  theory  that  it  was  originally  addressed  to  Jewish 

.  ,     Christians.      That  the  readers  were  in 
6.  Not  Jewish 


Christian. 


no  danger  of  relapsing  into  participation 


in  the  Jewish  sacrifices,  that  the  tenor 
of  the  epistle  in  like  manner  forbids  the  assumption 
that  they  had  consistently  followed  the  ceremonial 
observances  that  had  their  centre  in  the  temple  ritual, 
has  been  shown  conclusively  by  the  original  author  of 
the  present  article.  Nowhere  is  any  warning  raised 
against  taking  part  in  the  worship  of  the  temple,  against 
the  retention  of  circumcision,  or  against  separation  from 

1  [§§  5-9  of  the  present  article  have  undergone  very  consider 
able  revision,  the  view  that  the  epistle  was  originally  addressed 
to  Jewish  Christians  being  here  abandoned.] 

1994 


HEBREWS,  EPISTLE 

those  who  are  not  Jews.  Nor  could  any  such  warning 
be  necessary  in  the  case  of  readers  who  so  plainly  were 
at  one  with  the  author  of  the  epistle  with  regard  to  the 
Alexandrian  allegorizing  methods.  Robertson  Smith 
concedes  that  at  least  their  ritualism  seems  to  have  been 
rather  theoretical  than  practical,  and  goes  on  to  say — and 
with  truth — that  among  men  of  this  type  (of  the  Hellen 
istic  Diaspora  and  of  such  a  habit  of  thought  as  enabled 
them  readily  to  sympathise  with  the  typological  method 
of  our  author)  there  was  no  great  danger  of  a  relapse 
into  practical  ceremonialism.  They  would  rather  be 
akin  to  the  school  of  Judaism  characterised  by  Philo 
(De  Migr.  Abr.  16,  ed.  Mangey,  1450),  who  neglected 
the  observance  of  the  ceremonial  laws  because  they  took 
them  as  symbols  of  ideal  things. 

Over  and  above  all  this,  however,  we  learn  quite 
clearly  from  the  admonitions  of  the  letter  itself,  what 
were  the  dangers  that  threatened  its  readers. 

Its  theoretical  expositions  constantly  end  in  exhortations  to 
hold  fast  to  the  end  their  confession,  their  confidence,  the  firm 
convictions  with  which  they  had  begun  their  Christian  life,  to 
draw  near  with  boldness  to  the  throne  of  grace  in  full  assurance 
of  faith,  to  serve  God  acceptably,  earnestly  to  seek  an  entrance 
into  rest,  and  so  forth.  On  the  usual  assumption  that  the 
readers  were  Jewish  Christians  who  were  in  danger  of  going 
back  to  Judaism,  these  are  precisely  the  objects  which  they 
would  have  hoped  to  realise  by  taking  this  step.  The  exhorta 
tions  expressed  in  such  terms  as  these  would  not  have  been 
appropriate  to  their  case. 

btill  more  does  this  hold  good  of  the  negative  precepts  of  the 
epistle.  Assuming  that  they  had  thoughts  of  returning  to 
Judaism,  how  could  they  have  felt  themselves  touched  by  a 
warning  not  to  depart  from  the  living  God  (3  12),  not  to  reject 
'  him  that  is  from  heaven  '  (TOI/  an-'  ovpavtav,  12  25),  not  to  despise 
so  great  salvation  (2  3),  not  to  sin  willingly  (10  26),  not  to  tread 
under  foot  the  Son  of  God,  not  to  reckon  the  blood  of  the 
covenant  an  unholy  thins;,  not  to  do  despite  to  the  spirit  of  grace 
(10 2g)?  How  could  they  be  expostulated  with  as  if  their  pro 
posed  action  proceeded  from  an-ei'tfeia  (3  18  4  n),  or  from  an  evil 
heart  of  unbelief  (;i  12),  or  as  if  they  were  being  hardened  in  the 
deceitfulness  of  sin  (3  13),  or  in  danger  from  regard  to  outward 
show,  and  from  clinging  sin  (12  i)?  How  could  the  OT  (Dt. 
29  18  [17])  figure  of  the  root  of  bitterness  (12  15),  or,  still  more, 
that  of  Esau  (12  16),  appeal  to  them  ? 

Such  expressions  as  these  can  refer  only  to  an  open 
apostasy  from  Christianity  out  of  very  unworthy  motives, 
and  if  applied  to  a  proposed  return  to  Judaism  on  re 
ligious  motives  working  upon  a  pious  but  unenlightened 
conscience  would  be  harsh,  unreasonable,  and  tactless. 
The  reproaches  would  seem  so  unjust  to  the  person 
addressed  as  to  lose  all  their  force. 

Further,  the  remonstrance  in  6 1  f.  would  even  be 
absolutely  meaningless,  for  the  points  there  named  are 
for  the  most  part  positions  that  are  common  to  Jews 
and  Christians,  and  none  of  them  touches  upon  what  is 
distinctive  of  Christianity  as  contrasted  with  Judaism. 

Nowhere  does  our  author  speak  a  word  of  warning  against 
participation  in  heathen  sacrifices.  As  causes  of  the  apostasy  that 
is  feared,  no  prominence  is  given  nor  indeed  is  any  mention  made 
of  any  inclination  to  legalism.  Indeed  it  was  the  exact  opposite 
of  this  that  was  the  temptation  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness 
with  whom  the  readers  are  compared  (3  i-4  13).  Apart  from  the 
references  to  moral  infirmity  in  12  13,  the  only  positive  fault 
that  the  author  mentions  in  connection  with  the  lesson  drawn  from 
his  doctrine  to  use  with  diligence  the  specifically  Christian  way 
of  access  to  God  (10  19  f.)  is  a  disposition  to  neglect  the  privileges 
of  social  worship  (10  25).  This,  again,  is  plainly  connected,  not 
with  an  inclination  to  return  to  the  synagogue,  but  with  a  re 
laxation  of  the  zeal  and  patience  of  the  first  days  of  their  Chris 
tian  profession  (f>i,f.  1032^7  V2if.),  associated  with  a  less  firm 
hold  than  they  once  had  of  the  essentials  of  Christian  faith,  a 
less  clear  vision  of  the  heavenly  hope  of  their  calling  (3  12  4  n 
6  12). 

The  writer  fears  lest  his  readers  fall  away  not  merely 
from  the  higher  standpoint  of  Christianity  into  Judaising 
practices,  but  from  all  faith  in  God  and  judgment  and 
immortality  (812  6i/!). 

What,  in  fact,  threatens  to  alienate  the  readers  of 
the  epistle  from  Christianity  is  the  character  of  the  out 
ward  circumstances  in  which  they  are  placed.  In  this 
their  case  resembles  that  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness. 
This  comes  clearly  into  view  in  the  second  part  of  the 
epistle,  in  which  the  theological  arguments  are  practi 
cally  applied. 

At  the  very  outset  of  this  second  part  (10  32-34)  we  learn  that 
the  readers  have  been  passing  through  sore  persecutions.  How 
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long  these  have  lasted  is  not  said ;  but  the  present  attitude  of 
the  readers  is  different  from  what  it  had  been.  Once  they  had 
kept  steadfast ;  but  now  their  endurance  threatens  to  give  way  ; 
they  are  in  danger  of  casting  away  their  conhdence.  In  chap.  11 
they  are  pointed  to  the  examples  of  a  faith  that  triumphed  over 
every  obstacle,  and  exhorted  to  a  similar  conflict,  even  unto 
blood,  inasmuch  as  Jesus  has  gone  before  them  as  the  beginner 
and  ender  of  faith  (12  if,).  The  writer  grants  that  their  cir 
cumstances  are  such  as  may  well  make  hands  listless  and  knees 
feeble  and  souls  weary  and  faint  (12  3  12^  612);  but  the  proper 
course  is  to  take  all  this  as  irau&cia  (124-11),  to  remember  the 
persecuted  and  imprisoned  with  true  fellow-feeling  (13  3),  to  find 
strength  in  recalling  the  memory  of  their  departed  teachers 
(187),  to  go  forth  eftu  TTJ?  7r<xp«/i/3oATJs — i.e.,  in  the  allegorising 
style  of  the  epistle,  to  quit  the  world  (see  below) — with  Jesus, 
bearing  his  reproach  (13  13). 

Now  it  is  quite  true  that  troubles  of  the  kind  indicated 
might  very  well  tend  to  tempt  back  to  Judaism  those 
who,  originally  Jews,  had  experienced  on  account  of 
their  Christianity  persecution  that  contrasted  with  the 
religious  freedom  they  had  enjoyed  as  Jews.  In  that 
case,  however,  their  Jewish  character  would  certainly 
have  appeared  otherwise  also  — which,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  not  the  case — or  the  theoretical  ground-work  on 
which  the  hortatory  part  proceeds  must  have  aimed  at 
depreciating  the  Jewish  religion  and  bringing  it  into 
irreconcilable  antithesis  to  the  Christian.  This  is 
certainly  not  the  tenor  of  chaps.  1-10.  On  the  contrary, 
the  close  connection  of  Christianity  with  the  old 
Covenant,  and  the  high  significance  of  the  latter,  is 
elaborated  in  every  way  ;  it  is  so  at  the  very  outset 
(li),  and  again  in  2a  82-6  and  elsewhere. 

The  argument  in  chaps.  7-10  is  not  intended  to  prove  the  abro 
gation  of  the  law  ;  it  assumes  it  and  proceeds  upon  it  as  an 
acknowledged  fact.  The  elaborate  description  of  the  OT  sacri 
ficial  system  in  8  1-5  9  i-io  10  1-3  is  at  no  point  accompanied 
with  a  warning  against  participation  in  it.  The  author  draws 
conclusions  as  to  the  glory  of  the  new  covenant  from  the  signi 
ficant  ordinances  of  the  old,  which  are  regarded  as  shadows  of 
the  other  ;  but  his  argumentation  has  not  for  its  aim  the  desire 
to  detach  the  readers  from  Judaism  any  more  than  has  Philo's 
manner  of  proving  from  the  OT  the  truth  of  his  philosophy  and 
ethics,  which  he  regards  as  constituting  its  kernel. 

The  author  knows  no  better  way  to  prove  the  truth 
of  Christianity  than  simply  by  showing  that  it  is  in 
every  respect  the  complete  fulfilment  of  all  that  was 
prefigured  and  promised  in  the  OT,  the  record  of  the 
pre-Christian  revelation  of  God. 

This  manner  of  using  the  OT  in  argument  must  not, 
however,  be  held  to  imply  on  the  part  of  the  readers  a 
previous  acquaintance  with  the  OT,  such  as  would 
have  been  possible  only  in  the  case  of  Jews.  A  similar 
line  of  argument  is  addressed  in  Gal.  3f.  zCor.Ziof. 
to  the  Pauline,  and  admittedly  Gentile,  Christian  com 
munities  of  Galatia  and  Corinth  ;  Philo  also,  addressing 
pagan  readers,  takes  all  his  proofs  from  the  OT. 

The  view  that  those  originally  addressed  in  the  epistle 
were  Jewish  Christians,  although  supported  by  the 
ancient  tradition  implied  in  its  superscription,  must  thus 
be  given  up.  With  this,  the  difficult  problem  of  finding 
a  local  habitation  for  such  a  community  disappears. 

The  following  are  the  hypotheses  as  to  the  place  of 
abode  of  the  readers  of  the  epistle  that  have  been 

..          offered.  i.   To    some    writers    the 

T .  At 


Jerusalem  ? 


emphatic  '  all '  in  1824,  the  admonitions  in 


1025  1817,  have  suggested  the  possibility 
that  the  Hebrews  addressed  were  but  part,  a  somewhat 
discontented  part,  of  a  larger  community  in  which  Gentile 
elements  had  a  considerable  place.  This  appears  a 
strained  conclusion  (Phil.  421  iThes.  626),  distinctly 
contrary  to  the  general  tone  of  the  epistle,  which  moves 
altogether  outside  of  the  antithesis  between  Jewish  and 
Gentile  Christianity.  We  must  think  not  of  a  party  but 
of  a  church,  and  such  a  church  can  be  sought  only  in 
Palestine,  or  in  one  of  the  great  centres  of  the  Jewish 
dispersion. 

That  the  epistle  was  addressed  to  Palestine,  or  more 
specifically  to  Jerusalem,  has  been  a  prevalent  opinion 
from  the  time  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  mainly  because 
it  was  assumed  that  the  word  Hebrews  must  naturally 
mean  Jews  whose  mother-tongue  was  Aramaic.  The 
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term  has  this  restricted  sense,  however,  only  when 
put  in  contrast  to  Hellenists.  In  itself,  according  to 
ordinary  usage,  it  simply  denotes  Jews  by  race,  and  in 
Christian  writings  especially  Jewish  Christians. 

There  are  several  things  in  the  epistle  that  seem  to 
exclude  Palestine,  and  above  all  Jerusalem.  The  Hel 
lenistic  culture  of  the  writer  and  the  language  in  which 
he  writes  furnish  one  argument.  Then  the  most 

marked  proof  of  Christian  love  and  zeal  in  the  church 
addressed  was  that  they  had  ever  been  assiduous  in 
ministering  to  the  saints  (610).  This  expression  may 
conceivably  have  a  general  sense  (i  Cor.  16 15?)  ;  but  it 
is  far  more  likely  that  it  has  the  specific  meaning  which 
it  generally  bears  in  the  NT — viz. ,  the  collection  of  alms 
for  the  church  in  Jerusalem. 

At  any  rate  it  was  clearly  understood  in  the  first  age  of  Chris 
tianity  that  the  Judaean  church  took  alms  and  did  not  give  them, 
receiving  in  temporal  things  an  acknowledgment  for  the  spiritual 
things  they  had  imparted  (Rom.  15  27).  In  fact,  the  great 
weight  laid  in  the  epistles  of  Paul  on  this — the  only  manifesta 
tion  of  the  catholicity  of  the  church  then  possible  (Gal.  2  10) — 
alone  explains  the  emphasis  with  which  our  author  cites  this 
one  proof  of  Christian  feeling. 

Again,  the  expressions  in  2s  already  referred  to  imply 
that  the  readers  did  not  include  in  their  number  direct 
disciples  of  Jesus,  but  had  been  brought  to  Christ  by 
the  words  and  miracles  of  apostolic  missionaries  now 
dead  (13 7). 

This  conversion,  as  it  appears  from  1032,  was  a  thing  of  pre 
cise  date  immediately  followed  by  persecution  (note  the  aorists 
<j>ioTi<T0fi>Tfs — virefj.fLva.Tf).  Accordingly  we  cannot  suppose  those 
addressed  to  represent  a  second  generation  in  the  Palestinian 
Churcli ;  we  are  referred  to  some  part  of  the  Diaspora. 

Against  these  difficulties — which  have  led  some  of 
the  defenders  of  the  Palestinian  address,  as  Grimm 
(who,  in  Hilgenfeld's  Zeitschr.,  '70,  proposes  Jamnia) 
and  Moulton  (New  Testament  Commentary  for  English 
headers,  vol.  iii. ,  '79)'  to  g've  UP  Jerusalem  altogether, 
whilst  others,  as  Riehm,  suppose  that  the  Hellenists  of 
Jerusalem  (Acts  6 1)  are  primarily  addressed  [and  B. 
Weiss  thinks  of  the  epistle  as  having  been  a  circular  to 
Palestine  generally] — it  is  commonly  urged  that  the 
readers  are  exposed  to  peculiar  danger  from  the  per 
secutions  and  solicitations  of  unbelieving  Jews,  that 
they  are  in  danger  of  relapsing  into  participation  in  the 
Jewish  sacrifices,  or  even  that  they  appear  to  have  never 
ceased  to  follow  the  ceremonial  observances  that  had 
their  centre  in  the  temple  ritual. 

The  capital  argument  for  this  is  drawn  from  13  13,  where  the 
exhortation  to  go  forth  to  Jesus  without  the  camp  is  taken  as  an 
injunction  to  renounce  fellowship  with  the  synagogue  and  with 
the  ceremonies  and  ritual  of  Judaism.  This  exegesis,  however, 
rests  on  a  false  view  of  the  context,  which  does  not  include 
v.  9,  and  expresses  by  a  figure  that  Christians  (as  the  priests  of 
the  new  covenant)  have  no  temporal  advantage  to  expect  by 
their  participation  in  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  but  must  be  content 
to  share  his  reproach,  renouncing  this  earthly  country  for  the 
heavenly  kingdom  (cp  11  16  25-27  with  13  14  Phil.  3  20). 

Altogether,  this  view  of  the  situation  of  the  first 
readers  of  the  epistle  appears  distorted  or  exaggerated. 

It  is  obvious  that  our  Hebrews  were  familiar  with  the  law, 
and  had  a  high  regard  for  the  ordinances  of  temple  worship. 
In  particular  it  appears  that  they  had  not  fully  understood  how 
the  mediatorial  functions  of  the  OT  were  superseded  by  the 
mediatorship  of  Christ.  Their  ritualism,  however,  seems  to 
have  been  rather  theoretical  than  practical.  Had  they  been 
actually  entangled  in  the  daily  practice  of  superseded  ordin 
ances,  the  author,  whose  insight  into  the  true  worth  of  these 
ordinances  is  clear,  and  whose  personal  relations  to  the  Pauline 
circle  are  obvious,  could  hardly  have  been  so  nearly  one  of 
themselves  as  appears  in  13  19,  and  at  any  rate  could  not  have 
failed  to  give  an  express  precept  on  the  subject.  On  the  con 
trary,  he  is  in  thorough  sympathy  with  the  type  of  doctrine  on 
which  their  church  was  formed  (13  7) ;  the  easy  way  in  which  he 
touches  on  the  'meats  and  drinks  and  divers  washings'  of 
Judaism  seems  to  show  that  on  this  head  he  could  count  on 
carrying  his  readers  along  with  him  ;  and  13  9  hardly  refers  to 
sacrifices  or  to  Levitical  laws  of  clean  and  unclean,  but  rather 
to  some  such  form  of  asceticism  (cp  5  4)  as  is  spoken  of  in  Rom.  14 
[or,  still  more  probably,  to  the  question  discussed  in  1  Cor.  8-10, 
about  the  eating  of  meat  that  has  been  offered  to  idols]. 

Nowhere  does  our  author  speak  a  warning  against 
participation  in  sacrifices  ;  nowhere  does  he  touch  on 
the  burning  questions  that  divided  the  Pharisaic  Chris 
tians  of  Jerusalem  from  the  converts  of  Paul. 
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2.  This  accordingly  has  led  other  critics  to  think  of 
one  or  other  of  the  centres  of  the  Diaspora.  Hofmann 
c  Ala  inrfvia  suggests  Antioch  ;  Ewald.1  Ravenna; 
fc  but  Rome  and  Alexandria  are  the 
places  for  and  against  which  most  has  been  said.  One 
argument  for  Alexandria  on  which  great  stress  has  been 
laid  must  certainly  be  dismissed.  Wieseler  ( Untersuch- 
ung  uber  den  Hebrderbrief,  2  ['61]),  combining  the  argu 
ments  against  a  Palestinian  address  with  the  impression, 
which  we  have  seen  to  be  without  sufficient  foundation, 
that  the  readers  lived  in  the  neighbourhood  of  a  Jewish 
temple,  seeks  them  among  the  Egyptian  Jews  who 
frequented  the  schismatical  temple  of  Leontopolis. 
See  HERKS,  CITY  OF. 

Wieseler  tries  to  show  that  in  his  description  of  the  temple  and 
the  functions  of  the  high  priests  our  author  diverges  from  the 
Judaan  pattern  and  follows  peculiarities  of  the  Egyptian 
temple.  This  argument,  however,  rests  on  a  series  of  improb 
able  assumptions.  The  supposed  peculiarities  of  Onias's  temple 
are  proved  by  arbitrary  exegesis  from  passages  of  Philo,  who 
apparently  never  thought  of  that  temple  at  all.  Nor  can  it  be 
shown  that  it  had  ever  such  a  reputation  as  to  play  the  part 
which  Wieseler  assigns  to  it. 

Moreover,  our  author's  supposed  ignorance  of  the 
Jerusalem  ritual  is  not  made  out. 

In  the  true  text  of  10  n  the  high  priest  is  not  mentioned,  and 
in  727  the  phrase  Kaff  rfficpav  does  not  mean  'daily,'  but  'on 
every  appointed  day,"  that  is,  ever  again  and  again. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  understand  why  in  94  the  golden 
0uju.io.njpi.oi',  that  is,  the  censer  or  incense-altar, — for  the  usage 
of  the  word  does  not  determine  which  is  meant, — is  assigned  to 
the  Holy  of  Holies.  A  passage  from  the  almost  contemporary 
Apocalypse  of  Baruch  (6  7,  see  ed.  Charles,  p.  168),  however,  to 
which  Harnack  has  directed  attention  (St.  Kr.,  '76,  p.  572^), 
similarly  connects  the  censer  with  the  Holy  of  Holies,  and 
seems  to  show  that  our  author  here  proceeds  on  a  current 
opinion  and  has  not  simply  made  a  slip.2  « 

For  Alexandria  no  further  arguments  can  be  adduced. 
The  use  in  chap.  11  of  2  Mace. ,  an  Egyptian  Apocryphon 
[and  of  the  Book  of  Wisdom,  perhaps  also  of  Philo's 
writings],  and  the  general  sympathy  of  the  argument 
with  Alexandrian  thought,  can  at  best  be  adduced  as 
proving  something  with  regard  to  the  writer,  but  not 
with  regard  to  the  readers.  Against  Alexandria,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  the  whole  history  of  the  epistle.  It  was 
in  Rome  that  it  first  became  known  ;  in  Alexandria, 
when  evidence  of  its  presence  there  becomes  forthcoming 
during  the  last  third  of  the  second  century,  men  have 
ceased  to  be  aware  that  Paul  is  not  its  author.  If, 
however,  the  original  recipients  of  the  epistle  were  not 
Jewish  Christians  (above,  §  f,f. )  there  is  no  need  to 
think  of  Alexandria,  which  presented  itself  to  men's 
minds  only  in  the  search  for  a  place  where  a  community 
of  Jewish  Christians  might  be  conceived  to  have  existed. 

Among  Continental  scholars  the  disposition  at  present 
is  to  favour  the  Roman  address. 

It  is  true  that  as  long  as  the  Jewish  character  of  the 

addressees  is  maintained  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said 

p     ,    . .      against  regarding  Rome  as  their  home. 

9.    ro  a    y  jn  tjia(.  cage  Qne  mustj   to  begin  with, 

assume  that,  even  in  the  post- Pauline 
period,  either  the  Roman  church  consisted  mainly  of 
believers  who  had  been  born  Jews  (which  even  for  the 
Pauline  period  is  justly  called  in  question  by  the  most 
recent  investigators),  or  that,  assuming  the  Roman 
church  to  have  been  a  mixed  one,  the  letter  was 
originally  directed  to  a  Jewish  section  of  the  Roman 
Christians.  This  is  not  quite  plausible,  especially  since 
we  find  in  the  epistle  no  trace  of  the  division  of  parties 
alluded  to  by  Paul  in  his  epistle  from  Rome  to  the 
Philippians. 

As  soon,  however,  as  the  Gentile  character  of  the 
addressees  is  conceded,  everything  else  fits  admirably 
with  the  assumption  that  the  epistle  was  directed  to 

1  Das  Sendschreiben  an  die  Hebriier  und  Jakotus  Rund- 
schreiben,  iibersctzt  und  erkliirt,  Gottingen,  '70. 

2  The  Syriac  word  in  Baruch  is  Plrma..     To  the  passages 
cited  by  Harnack  to  establish  for  this  word  the  sense  of  censer, 
not  incense  altar,  may  be  added   Bar  AH,  ed.  Hoffmann,  No. 
2578;   Barhebr.  Citron.  Eccl.  507;   Ezek.  811  (Pesh.  and  Syr. 
Hex.). 
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Rome,  where  it  was  read  as  early  as  in  the  days  of 
Clem.  Rom.  The  salutation  by  'those  of  Italy'  (oi 
curb  rfjs  'IraXlas:  1824)  permits  the  inference  that  not 
only  the  entourage  of  the  writer,  but  also  the  readers, 
had  some  relations  with  Italy.  As  the  writer,  as  well 
as  '  those  of  Italy,'  is  away  from  his  own  home,  it  is 
not  too  much  to  infer  that  both  are  in  the  same  case — 
that  both  the  writer  and  those  who  join  in  the  salutation 
have  their  home  in  Italy.  The  Roman  church  had, 
as  presupposed  of  the  readers  here,  received  the  gospel 
through  intermediary  persons.  From  the  beginning 
also  it  had  had  to  suffer  persecution.  The  atrocities 
of  Nero  had  been  confined  to  Rome.  Chap.  13?  could 
apply  very  specially  to  Peter  and  Paul.  If  it  be  thought 
that  the  same  episode  is  referred  to  in  1033,  the  word 
6fa.Tpi£!>/j.fi>oi  ( '  made  a  gazing-stock  ' )  would  be  intended 
to  be  taken  literally,  i  Cor.  4  9,  however,  leaves  room 
also  for  a  less  literal  meaning.  There  is  much  to  be 
said  for  the  view  that  there  were  two  persecutions,  in 
the  midst  of  the  second  of  which  the  readers  at  present 
are,  although  as  yet  there  has  been  no  actual  shedding 
of  blood  (cp  Von  Soden,  Hebr.  vi. ). 

On  this  assumption  we  should  have  to  think,  if  Rome 
be  the  place,  of  the  reign  of  Domitian  (others  suggest 
that  of  Trajan).  The  many  coincidences  between  our 
epistle  and  that  to  the  Romans  are  explained  most 
easily  in  this  way.  That  Hippolytus  no  longer  has 
any  knowledge  about  the  author  of  the  letter  is  no 
objection  to  the  view  at  present  being  set  forth.  The 
address  of  the  epistle  was  doubtless  lost  soon  after  it 
had  been  received.  It  would  not  take  long  for  the 
name  of  the  writer  also  to  drop  into  oblivion,  especially 
when  the  church  was  passing  through  such  troublous 
times.  It  is  impossible  to  tell  whether  the  writer's  hope 
of  one  day  revisiting  the  afflicted  church  was  ever 
realised. 

It  has  generally  been  argued  that  the  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  which  describes  the  temple  services  in  the 
10  T)  t  Present  tense,  must  necessarily  have  been 
written  before  they  ceased  to  be  performed. 
It  has  been  shown  in  the  most  conclusive  manner,  how 
ever,  from  the  similar  use  of  the  present  tense  in 
Rabbinical  writers  as  well  as  in  Josephus  and  elsewhere, 
that  this  argument  goes  for  nothing — especially  as  our 
Alexandrian  theologian  is  dealing,  not  with  external  facts, 
but  with  truths  which  continue  valid  whether  the  temple 
be  standing  or  not — and  the  most  recent  writers,  since 
Holtzmann's  discussion  of  the  subject  in  Schenkel's 
/libel- Lexikon,  2623  f.,  generally  admit  that  the  epistle 
may  have  been  written  after  the  fall  of  the  temple.  If 
this  be  so  it  can  hardly  be  questioned  that  the  most 
natural  view  of  the  apostle's  argument,  as  it  comes  to  a 
point  in  such  passages  as  813  9g,  is  that  the  disappear 
ance  of  the  obsolete  ritual  of  the  old  covenant  is  no 
blow  to  Christian  faith,  because  in  Christ  ascended  into 
glory  the  Church  possesses  in  heavenly  verity  all  that 
the  old  ritual  presented  in  mere  earthly  symbol.  It 
was  the  ruin  of  the  Jewish  state  and  worship  that  com 
pelled  Christianity  to  find  what  is  offered  in  our  epistle 
— -a  theory  of  the  disappearance  of  the  old  dispensation 
in  the  new. 

For  attempts  to  determine  the  date  of  the  epistle 
more  precisely,  see  the  close  of  the  preceding  section. 

The  author  shows  himself  fully  aware  of  the  in 
tellectual  movements  of  the  Christianity  of  his  time 
,  .,  (so  far  as  these  are  known  to  us).  He  is 

.  i  erary  acquajntecj  wjth  tne  theology,  and  with 
.....  some  of  the  letters,  of  Paul ;  he  shares 

h         t         Paul'S  V'eW  that  the  followers  of  Christ 
'    are  the  people  of  God,  the  true  successors 

of  the  people  Israel,  but  freed  from  all  the  external 
ordinances  imposed  upon  the  latter  in  the  OT.  Within 
the  Christian  community  he  recognises  no  distinction 
between  Jew  and  Gentile.  The  whole  problem  as  to 
these  distinctions  has  for  him  disappeared.  In  seeking 
to  arrive  at  an  intelligent  view  of  the  Christian  redemp- 
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tion,  and  at  a  right  appreciation  of  the  relation  of  the 
New  Covenant  to  the  Old,  from  which  it  proceeded  and 
in  which  it  passed  through  its  initial  stages,  he  follows 
a  path  entirely  his  own,  and  shows  himself  to  be  an 
original  thinker  in  no  way  dependent  on  Paul,  i  Peter, 
Ephesians,  and  the  writings  of  '  Luke '  show  closer 
affinities  with  his  epistle.  Their  authors  seem  all  to 
have  been  influenced  by  him  ;  or  at  least  they  move  in 
the  same  sphere — a  region  of  thought  which  he  alone, 
however,  has  systematically  surveyed  and  is  able  to  set 
forth  with  classical  exactness.  The  movement  of 
primitive  Christianity  which  finds  its  highest  expression 
in  the  Fourth  Gospel  and  i  John  is  only  the  ripest  fruit 
of  a  growth  to  the  maturing  of  which  his  way  of  looking 
at  things  contributed  most,  next  to  Paul.  The  epistle 
of  Clement  of  Rome  shows  his  dominating  influence 
no  less,  though  in  a  much  more  mechanical  way  ;  the 
one  is  the  shadow  of  the  other. 

The  author  is  the  most  '  cultured  '  of  all  the  primitive 
Christian  writers,  with  the  possible  exception  of  '  Luke. ' 
He  has  a  rich  vocabulary  at  his  command,  and  uses  it 
with  great  skill.  His  epistle  is  full  of  rhetoric,  and  has 
the  character  of  an  urgent  address  more  than  of  a 
letter.  Cp  EPISTOLARY  LITERATURE. 

The  epistle  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the 
later  Greek  rhetoric  :  1 1-4  13,  Trpooi'/uuov  jrpbs  evvotav  with  state 
ment  of  the  n-poflecris;  414-620,  6i»jyT)<ris  Trpbs  Tn8avoTT\ra  ;  7  i- 
10  18,  ajroSeifis  irpbs  nt idut ;  1619-1821  en-iXoyo?,  deducing  the 
practical  conclusions  and  pressing  them  home. 

The  writer  is  master  of  the  Greek  OT,  down  to  minute 
details,  and  has  thoughtfully  and  intelligently  considered 
the  Jewish  ritual  system.  He  is  acquainted  with 
Hellenistic  literature  (Wisdom  of  Solomon  ;  cp  §  3,  n.  i) 
and,  whether  as  a  diligent  disciple  or  as  an  independent 
intellectual  kinsman  of  Philo,  understands  the  Alex 
andrian  method  of  spiritualising  literal  facts  and  appreci 
ating  their  significance.  His  main  interest,  however, 
is  in  religion,  not  in  mere  speculation,  although  in  im 
mediacy  of  experience  and  in  spiritual  depth  he  cannot 
compare  with  Paul. 

Although  we  may  not  know  his  name,  we  have  what 
is  better,  a  piece  of  spiritual  self-portraiture  by  his 
own  hand — one  of  the  most  precious  possessions  of 
Christendom,  a  picture  full  of  character,  clearly  and 
finely  drawn.  Perhaps  the  eye  of  Luther  was  not 
mistaken  in  reading  the  signature  as  that  of  Apollos  ; 
all  that  we  know  of  Apollos — his  origin,  his  in 
dividuality,  his  relation  to  Paul — admirably  agrees 
with  the  self- portraiture  of  this  anonymous  writer. 

This  Apollos — or  whoever  he  may  be — was  the  leader 
of  those  Alexandrian  thinkers  whose  vocation  it  was  to 
present  Christianity  in  such  a  form  as  would  admit  of  its 
being  appropriated  by  the  ancient  world  of  culture,  but 
who  at  the  same  time,  as  the  process  went  on,  exceeding 
their  vocation,  so  involved  the  simple  religious  kernel 
in  speculations  that  interest  was  more  and  more  con 
centrated  on  this  until  at  last — must  it  be  said  ? — the 
kernel  was  lost  sight  of  and  disappeared.  For  this  last 
result,  however,  Apollos  cannot  be  held  responsible  ; 
on  the  contrary,  in  universal  history  he  has  the  noble 
distinction  of  having  been  the  first  to  lead  Alexandria 
to  Bethlehem. 

A  full  account  of  the  older  literature  will  be  found  in 
Delitzsch's  Commentary;  and  in  the  great  work  of  Bleek  (Dcr 
Brief  an  die  Hebrtier  erldutert  durch  Ein- 
12.  Literature,  leitung,  Uebersetzung,  und  fortlaufendcn 
Contmentar:  Abth.  I.,  Versuch  eincr  voll- 
standigen  Einleitung,  Berlin,  '28;  Abth.  II.,  Ueberseizuiig  und 
Commcntar,  '36,  '40),  which  has  formed  the  basis  for  all  subse 
quent  work  on  the  epistle,  and  is  an  indispensable  storehouse  of 
material  for  the  student.  Bleek's  ultimate  views  on  the  exposi 
tion  of  the  book  may  be  gathered  from  the  briefer  posthumous 
work  edited  by  Windrath  (Elberfeld,  '68).  To  the  recent  com 
mentaries  cited  in  the  course  of  the  article  may  be  added  those 
of  Ebrard  ('50;  ET,  Edinburgh,  '53);  Tholuck(3)  ('50,  ET, 
Edinburgh,  "42) ;  Liinemann  (•>)  (Gottingen,  '67) ;  H.  Kurtz 
(Mitau,  '69);  B.  Weiss  in  Meyer's  Comm.;  Westcottl2)  ('92); 
A.  B.  Davidson  ('82).  For  the  doctrine  of  the  epistle  the  most 
elaborate  work  is  Riehm's  very  useful  Lehrbegrijf  des  Hebrder- 
briefs  (Ludwigsburg,  's^-'sg) ',  with  which,  in  addition  to  the 
general  works  on  NT  theology  by  Weiss,  Reuss,  Beyschlag, 
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Stevens,  and  others,  the  reader  may  compare  Ritschl's  Ent- 
stehung  der  Altkatholischen  KircheP),  159  f.  (Bonn,  '57), 
Pfleiderer's  Paulinismus,  chap.  9  (Leipsic,  '73,  '<yo),Urchristen- 
t/iunt  (Berlin,  (-),  '87),  and  (for  the  latest  advocate  of  Barnabas) 
Ayles,  Destination,  Date,  ami  Authorship  of  the  Ep.  to  the 
Hebrews  ('99).  An  excellent  summary  of  the  present  state  of 
the  critical  questions  bearing  on  the  epistle  is  given  by  Zahn 
in  the  art.  '  Hebraerbrief  '  in  PRE$).  w.  K.  S.-H.  v.  S. 

[Harnack  ('  Probabilia  iib.  die  Adresse  u.  den  Verfasser  des 
H.  -briefs,1  ZNTW\  16  ff.  [1900])  accepts  the  results  of  Zahn 
(Einl.  2  no  ff.)  as  decisive,  viz.  that  the  epistle  was  addressed 
to  a  small  circle  of  Christians  (a  H  ausgemeinde)  within  a  large 
and  complex  Christian  community  —  the  Roman—  and  most  in 
geniously  argues  that  the  author  of  the  epistle  was  Prisca,  the 
wife  of  Aquila.  See  PRISCA.] 


HEBRON  (I'Vpn,  '  league  '  [BDB],  XeBpo>N  [BAL]), 
one  of  the  oldest  and  most  important  cities  of  S.  Judah, 
supposed  to  have  been  founded  seven  years  before 
Tanis  (Nu.  1822,  see  ZoAN),1  is  the  mod.  el-Halll  (see 
below),  situated  about  midway  between  Beer-sheba  and 
Jerusalem. 

Little  is  known  of  the  history  of  Hebron.  According 
to  Josh.  15i3/.  it  was  taken  by  CALEB  [q.v.  ,  §  2],  who 
„.  ,  overthrew  its  three  chieftains  AHIMAN  (  i  ), 

l.  .History.  SHESHAIi  and  TALMAI  [i]  (see  ANAKIM), 
and  changed  its  name  from  Kirjath-arba  (yanx-nnp) 
to  Hebron.  This  move  may  probably  form  part  of 
the  '  Calebite  '  migration  from  Kadesh  in  Musri  to  the 
N.  ,  fragmentary  notices  of  which  may  be  discovered  in 
JE  (see  EXODUS  i.  ,  §  6  ;  KADESH  i.  ,  §  3).  2  Since  other 
clans  besides  Caleb  shared  in  this  move  (see  JERAH- 
MEEL,  KENITES),  one  is  tempted  to  conjecture  that 
the  new  name  of  Kirjath-arba  was  derived  from  the 
confederation  of  these  allies. 

On  this  view  the  immigrants  were  of  Misrite  origin,  a  supposi 
tion  which  may  illuminate  some  obscure  details  in  the  patri 
archal  legends  which  centre  around  Hebron  (see  MIZRAIM, 
§  2  b).  If,  too,  our  interpretation  of  the  genealogy  in  i  Ch.  234^ 
be  correct  (see  JARHA,  SHESHAN),  we  actually  possess  a  record 
of  a  marriage  alliance  with  older  inhabitants  of  the  district. 

Karlier  than  this  we  can  scarcely  ascend.  The  identification 
of  Hebron  with  the  Khibur  in  the  lists  of  Rameses  III., 
suggested  by  Sayce  (RPP)  6  32  39,  HCM  333,  cp  336  f.),  is  most 
improbable  (cp  Moore,  Judg.  24  n.),  nor  are  we  obliged  to  con 
nect  the  name  with  the  Habiri  of  the  Am.  Tab.,  who  overran 
Canaan  in  the  fourteenth  century  B.C.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  just  possible  that  K  irjath-'Arba'  (the  earlier  name  of  Hebron) 
is  no  other  than  the  Rubfite  mentioned  in  the  same  records.3 

Under  David  Hebron  attained  considerable  promi 
nence.  He  had  already  been  on  friendly  terms  with 
its  inhabitants  (cp  i  S.  30  31),  and  on  his  departure  from 
ZIKLAG  he  made  it  his  royal  city  and  the  base  of  his 
operations  against  Jerusalem  (2  S.  2  1-3;  see  DAVID,  §  6). 
Here  he  is  said  to  have  reigned  for  seven  years,  his 
position  being  rendered  secure  by  alliances  with  the  sur 
rounding  districts  (cp  DAVID,  §  n,  col.  1032).  The  con 
quest  and  occupation  of  Jerusalem  gave  the  opportunity 
for  those  who  had  chafed  under  David's  rule  to  revolt. 
Absalom,  who  had  spent  some  time  at  the  court  of  his 
grandfather  Talmai4  in  GESHUR  (q.v.  ,  2),  made  Hebron 
his  centre,  and  was  supported  by  such  prominent  S. 
Judcean  officers  as  Ahithophel  (cp  GILOH)  and  Amasa. 
The  result  of  the  rebellion  is  well  known,  and  when  — 
at  a  later  time  —  another  revolt  occurred,  the  whole  of 
this  district  supported  the  king  (2  S.  202;  see  SHEBA 
Pl,l]).« 

Hebron  was  fortified  by  Rehoboam  (2  Ch.  11  10),  and 

1  Josephus    says   (BJ  iv.  9  7)    that    it   was    founded    before 
Memphis  and  was  2300  years  old. 

2  Cp  Caleb's  expedition  to  Hebron  in  the  oldest  account  of 
the  story  of  the  spies  (Nu.  13)  ;   see  Bacon,  Trip.  Trad.  Ex. 
'77  ff-     Hebron  appears,  appropriately  enough,  in  the  Calebite 
genealogical  lists  (i  Ch.  2  42). 

3  So   Hommel,  AHT  231,  n.   3;   see,   however,  REHOBOTH. 
The  view  that  the  name  Kirjath-arba  ('city-  four  '?)  is  derived 
from  the  circumstance  that  four  patriarchs  (Abraham,   Isaac, 
Jacob,  and  Adam)  were  buried  here,  or  that  the  town  was  divided 
into  four  quarters  —  as  was  formerly  the  case  with  the  mod.  el- 
Haiti  (ZDMG  12  487  ;  Baed.P)  135  speaks  of  seven  quarters)— 
may  be  mentioned  here. 

4  The  name  is  identical  with  that  of  one  of  the  '  sons  of  Anak  ' 
expelled  from  Hebron. 

»  The  view  adopted  above  rests  upon  the  belief  (a)  that  2  S. 
13-20  has  been  heavily  redacted  ;  (b)  that  the  rebellion  of 
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remained  Jewish  (cp  Neh.  lias)  until  it  was  seized  by 
the  Edomites  in  their  movement  northwards  (see  EDOM, 
§  9).  It  was  recovered  again  by  Judas  the  Maccabee 
(i  Mace.  665  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  86).  During  the  great  war 
it  was  taken  by  Simon  Giorides,  but  was  recaptured  and 
burnt  by  Cerealis,  an  officer  of  Vespasian  (Jos.  BJ  iv. 

979). 

A  place  of  such  importance  could  not  be  without  its 
traditions,  and  in  the  patriarchal  representations  we 
find  it  closely  connected  with  the  figure 
of  ABRAHAM  (q.v. ,  4  [i.]).  His  son, 
however  (see  ISAAC,  §  5,  end),  belongs  rather  to  the 
more  southerly  district,  and  though  the  '  vale  of  Hebron  ' 
(iron  ppj?)  is  once  associated  with  Jacob  (Gen.  37 14), 
it  is  probable  that  either  the  text  is  corrupt  (see  JOSEPH, 
ii- 1  §  3.  where  '  Beeroth  '  is  proposed  ;  cp  also  EPHRATH, 
i),  or  else  '  Hebron  '  has  been  inserted  by  a  harmonising 
redactor.1  Nor  does  the  cycle  of  Samson-legends  con 
tain  any  perfectly  safe  reference  to  Hebron,  for  in  Judg. 
163  we  should  very  possibly  read  SHARUHEN  [q. v.~\. 
But  what  better  expression  of  Hebron's  primaeval  sanctity 
could  there  be  than  Abraham's  altar  (Gen.  13i8,  J),  or 
than  the  cave  of  MACHPELAH  \q.  v.  ]  where  Abraham 
and  Isaac  2  were  said  to  have  been  buried  ;  or  than  the 
ancient  'oaks'  (rather  'oak')  connected  with  the  name 
of  MAMRE?  Accordingly  we  find  Hebron  recognised 
in  the  time  of  David  as  pre-eminently  the  holy  city  of 
Judah 3(2  S.  5  3  157). 

Hehron  gave  its  name  to  a  family  of  Levites  (see  next  art., 
and  cp  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  [v.]),  and  P  makes  it  a  city  of  refuge 
(Josh.  21 13),  and  assigns  it  to  the  b'ne  Aaron  (i  Ch.  0  55  [40]). 

Later  generalising  tradition  believed  that  Caleb's  conquest 
of  Hebron4  was  due  to  the  initiative  of  Joshua  (Josh.  15  13),  or 
inconsistently  made  its  capture  part  of  a  great  S.  Palestinian 
campaign  in  which  Joshua  took  the  leading  part  (Josh.  10  jf.)  ; 
see  JOSHUA. 

From  the  time  of  Josephus  onwards  the  traditional 
tombs  of  the  patriarchs  formed  the  great  attraction  of 
Hebron,  and  the  name  '  Castle  of  Abra 
ham  '  from  being  applied  to  these  struc 
tures  by  an  easy  transition  was  applied 
to  the  city  itself  till  in  the  time  of  the  crusades  the 
names  of  '  Hebron  '  and  '  Castle  of  Abraham '  were  used 
interchangeably.  Hence  since  Abraham  is  known 
among  the  Mohammedans  as  Haiti  A  llah,  'the  friend 
of  God,'  their  name  for  Hebron  is  '  the  town  of  the 
friend  of  God,'  or  briefly  el-Halll. 

The  modern  town  lies  low  down  on  the  sloping  sides  of  a 
narrow  valley,  to  the  W.  of  which  on  the  hill  Rumtideh  lay 
the  ancient  Hebron.  Still  farther  to  the  W.  is  the  traditional 
'oak  of  Abraham'  (see  MAMRE).  To  the  E.  of  the  hill  is  the 
'A  in  Sara,  the  probable  scene  of  the  murder  of  Abner  (see 
SIRAH,  WELL  OF).  The  environs  are  very  fertile.  Vineyards 
and  plantations  of  fruit-trees,  chiefly  olive-trees,  cover  the  valleys 
and  arable  grounds,  and  it  has  therefore  been  customary  to  seek 
for  ESHCOL  [q.v.,  i]  in  the  neighbourhood  (for  another  view  see 
NEGEH).  The  chief  antiquities  of  the  place  consist  of  ruins 
of  ancient  walls  on  the  hill  Rumeideh,  two  large  reservoirs 
(Birket  el-Kazzazin  and  B.  es-Suhan) — the  latter  of  which  has 
been  identified  with  the  pool  mentioned  in  2  S.  4  12 — and  the 
famous  Haram  which,  tradition  states,  encloses  the  grave  of 
Machpelah.  On  the  sites  of  Hebron  see  PEFQ,  '81,  pp.  266-271, 
and  on  the  contents,  etc.,  of  the  Haram  see  Conder,  PEFQ,  '82, 
p.  \^T=-Survey  ofW.  Pal.,  Memoirs,  3  333^;  cp  Tentwork,  2 
79-86.  S.  A.  C. 

HEBRON  (|'n?n  ;   yeBpcON  [BADFL]). 

i.  b.  Kohath,'  b.  Levi  (Ex.  618  [P],  Nu.  8.19  [P], 
i  Ch.  6i8[3]23i2),eponym  of  the  Hebronites  CO'pnn  • 
6  xe/3/w»>(e)t(s)  [BAFL]  ;  Nu.  827  [P],  26 58  [P]'xe/3pw 
[A],  i  Ch.  2623,  xePpw  [BAL]  3o /. )  or  B'ne  Hebron 
( i  Ch.  1592819)  ;  see  GENEALOGIESI.  ,  §7(v. ).  Hebron 
(see  preceding  art. ,  §  2 )  was  a  Levitical  city.  According  to 

Absalom  happened  early  in  David's  reign  (cp  JOAB,  i),  previ 
ous  to  his  wars  (2  S.  8  10 ;  cp  SHOBI);  and  (c)  that  the  revolt 
of  SHEBA  (ii.,  i)  has  been  artificially  appended  to  the  rebellion 
(see  AySLlGisqS.  164  i66_/f.  [1900]). 

1  So  Kue.  (Hex.  §  13,  n.  7),  Kautzsch-Socin,  Holzinger. 

2  The  redactor  includes  Jacob  ;  cp  Gen.  3V  14  above. 

3  Note  that  in  i  K.  3  4  Josephus  (Ant.  viii.  2  i)  reads  '  Hebron  ' 
for  'Gibeon  '  (see  GIBEON,  §  2). 

4  In  Judg.  1 10  the  deed  is  ascribed  to  Judah  ;  but  see  Moore, 
ad  loc. 


3.  Modern 
town. 


HEBRON 

i  Ch.26so/.  both  Hashabiah  and  Jerijah  were  Hebronite 
Levites.  The  latter's  name  and  position  is  substantiated 
by  23 19  ;  but  the  enumeration  of  the  four  Levitical 
subdivisions  in  26  23  suggests  that  Troth  as  applied  to 
Hashabiah  (v.  30)  is  simply  a  blunder  for  'DTDj£»  (to  the 
Amramites),  or  'W»j£  (to  the  Uzzielites) ;  observe  that 

in  v.  29  the  Izharites  are  mentioned.1 

2.  In  iCh.  242  Hebron  figures  in  the  Calebite  genealogy. 
See  HEBRON  i.,  §  i,  n.  2.  S.  A.  C. 

HEBRON,  RV  EBRON  (p2tf),  Josh.  1928,  an  error 

for  ABDON  (q.v. ,  i. ). 

HEDGE,  i.  The  word  for  a  thorn-hedge  is  !"D-1Dp, 
mesiikah  (||  pin,  heiiek,  see  BRIAR,  6;  Mic.  "4!;  ®  differs) 
or  rtSlB'p,  mesukkah ',  (f>pay/j.6t  (\\  VI3,  gader,  see  below ;  Is. 
5st).  See  AGRICULTURE,  §  5. 

2.  T13,  gdder,   and    mi3,  gederah,  are   frequently  rendered 
'  hedge  '  in  AV  ;  RV  substitutes  '  fence '  in  all  cases,  except  in 
Ps.  8S»4o,  where  'hedge'  is  retained,  and  in  iCh.  423,  where 
GEDERAH  [q.v.,  2]  is  given. 

3.  <£payiu.ds  ('hedge'  in    Mt.  21.33  Mk.  12  i  Lk.  1423,  'parti 
tion'  in  Eph.  214)  is  (B's  rendering  of  naiB'O  >  als°  of  TJJ   in 
Nu.  2224   Ezra9g    Ps.  623  [4]   8012(13]    Prov.  2431    Eccl.  108, 
and  of  nVU  in  Ps.  8940  [41]  Nah.  817. 

HEGrAI  C'JH),  keeper  of  the  harem  of  Ahasuerus 
(D^'ari  -Ipb>,~  Esth.  28  [-A.,  [BXAL/3],  v.  15  [BXc-aL|3]) ; 
in  v.  3  called  &OH  (so  Ba.,  Ginsb. )  Hege,  RV1"*,  RV 
HEGAI  (BANL  om. ).  The  name  is  probably  Persian; 
Rodiger  compares  'H-ytas,  the  name  of  a  courtier  of 
Xerxes  (Ctesias,  Pers.  24). 

Marq.  Fund.  71,  however,  noticing  that  in  23  Esth.  La  has 
ycuyaiou  and  in  ib.  8  /Souycuos,  identifies  the  name  with  BIGVAI 

ig.v.i 

In  w.  14  (Feu  [BSc-a  L/3],  Taios  [N*],  Te  [A]),  SHAASH- 
GAZ  (livyv,  susagazi  [Vg. ],  sangalgsir  [Pesh. ]),  the 
keeper  of  the  concubines  (D'Bto^'BH  nc'tr),  would  appear 

to  be  a  different  personage,  although  @BXL  reads 
7<u[os],  thus  identifying  him  with  Hegai. 

HEIFER.     See  generally  CATTLE. 

The  EV  rendering  of  (i)  mD,  pdrdh,  in  Nu.  19  2  5,  etc., 
Hos.  4  16.  In  Nu.  I.e.  for  the  ritual  of  the  'red  heifer'  (ms 
H3TX,  parah  'adummdh)  see  CLEAN,  §  17. 

2.  tnjyi  'fgl&h,  Gen.  15g  Judg.  14i8  Jer.  4620  Hos.  lOn;  cp 
1p3   rhiy<    'eglatk   bdkdr,    Dt.  21 3    iS.  102   Is.  7  21,   and   see 
EGLATH-SHELISHIYAH. 

3.  Sd^xaAis,  Heb.  9  13  (referring  to  Nu.  19  2),  cp  Tob.  1  5,  and 
see  CALF,  GOLDEN,  §  2,  n.  i. 

HELAH  (nK?n  ;  A.AA.A,  [A]),  a  wife  of  ASHHUR,  the 
father  of  Tekoa ;  i  Ch.  4  5  7  (v.  5,  auSa  [B],  cXaa  [L] ;  v.  7, 
Aoafias  [B*],  60.  [Bb],  (\ea  [L]).  See  NAARAH. 

HELAM  (D^H  ;  in  v.  17  nipxSn,  Kre  HO^n  ;  AjAAM 
[BA],  of  which  X&A&MA.K  [B],  x&AA&MA  [L],  inserted 
in  v.  16  after  roy  TTOTAMOY.  are  misplaced  variants),2 
a  place  '  beyond  the  river'  (i.e. ,  W.  of  the  Euphrates), 
near  which  the  Syrians  under  Hadadezer  are  said  to 
have  been  defeated  by  David  (28.  10i6/.3;  xAAdAMA 
[L]);  probably  Aleppo,  the  Halman  of  the  Assyrian 
inscriptions.  (5  seems  to  have  read  the  name  in 
Ezek.  47  16  (r)\[f]ia/j,  [BAQ]),  and  assuming  this  to  be 
correct  we  might  infer  that  Helam  lay  between  the 
territory  of  Damascus  and  that  of  Hamath,  probably 
not  far  from  SiBRAiM  [f.z/.],  which  is  mentioned  just 
before.  This  may,  have  been  the  view  of  the  translator 
of  (5  in  Ezekiel  ;  but  it  would  be  hasty  to  assume  its 
correctness.  The  place  associated  with  the  traditional 
defeat  of  the  Syrians  (see  DAVID,  §  8t>)  must  have  been 

1  If  we  omit  the  parenthesis  in  v.  31  ('even  of  the  Hebronites 
.  .  .   Gilead  '),  the  close  similarity  between  300:  and  320.  becomes 
very  striking. 

2  Jos.  (Ant.  vii.  6  3),   following  L  but  misunderstanding  the 
expression  r'ov  Svpop,   makes  Xanana.?  the  name  of  the  Syrian 
king. 

3  In  the  parallel  passage  i  Ch.  19  Q^>ri  is  omitted  in  v.  16 ;  but 
in  v.  17  it  has  been  corrupted  into  Dn'^N  ('  unto  them  ')  and  also 
(corruptly)  repeated  in  DTP^M  "PSTI  (tne  latter  is  omitted,  how 
ever,  by  L  and  the  Gr.  of  the  Compl.  Polyg.), 
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HELED 

some  famous  and  ancient  city.  Such  a  place  was 
Aleppo,  which  is  mentioned  in  Egyptian  records 
between  2000  and  1000  B.C.,  and  by  Shalmaneser  II. 
(860-824  B-c-  )•  to  whom  it  surrendered  without  a  siege, 
whereupon  Shalmaneser  sacrificed  to  Dadda  the  god  of 
Halman.  (So  G.  Hoffm.  ,  Phon.  Inschr.  39  ;  Sayce, 
Crit.  Man.  314  ;  Peters,  Nippur,  1  77.)  T.  K.  C. 

HELBAH  (na'pn,  'fat';  cp  AHLAB;  xeBA&  IB], 
CXeAlAN  *  [A],  eAB&  [L]),  aCanaanite  town  within  the 
nominal  territory  of  Asher  (Judg.  131,  and  Josh.  1925 
emended  text,  see  HALI).  Schrader  (KAT,  ad  loc.  ; 
cp  JTBIgof.)  and  Delitzsch  (Par.  284)  compare  the 
Mahalliba  of  the  Prism  inscription  of  Sennacherib,  and, 
with  Moore,  we  cannot  doubt  that  they  are  right. 
Mahalliba  is  a  Phoenician  town  mentioned  with  Sidon, 
Bit-zitti,  Sariptu,  Usu,  Akzibi,  and  Akko,  and,  to 
judge  from  the  order  of  the  names,  must  have  lain 
between  Sariptu  (Zarephath)  and  Usu  (see  HOSAH). 
If  we  may  assume  that  AHLAB  (q.v.  )  and  Helbah  are 
variations  of  the  same  name,  this  Assyrian  inscription 
gives  us  reason  to  think  that  Helbah  is  nearer  the  correct 
form  than  Ahlab.  T.  K.  c. 

HELBON  (|ia!?n,  XeABo>[N]  [BQ],  XeBpo)N  [A]). 
the  wine  of  which  is  noticed  by  Ezekiel  (27  18)  as  one  of 
the  articles  exported  from  Damascus  to  Tyre,  is  surely 
the  present  Halbun  13  m.  NNW.  of  Damascus  in  the 
E.  offshoots  of  Antilibanus.  Halbun,  whose  antiquity 
is  indicated  by  the  Greek  inscriptions  found  in  it,  lies  at 
the  top  of  the  fertile  wady  of  the  same  name,  the 
upper  end  of  which  not  only  bears  the  marks  of  ancient 
vineyard  terraces,  but^also  still  has  the  vine  as  its  staple 
produce,  and  is  famed  for  producing  the  best  grapes  in 
the  country  (Porter,  Five  Years  in  Damascus,  1  323^). 
An  inscription  of  Nebuchadrezzar  (I/?.  65,  cp  JAVAN, 
§  i^)  speaks  of  the  dedication  of  wine  from  '(the 
country  of)  Hi-il-bu-nim  '  and  another  Assyrian  list  of 
wines  (II.  R.  44)  includes  the  wine  of  Hil-bu-nu. 

Strabo  (15  735)  describes  the  Syrian  wine  from  Halubon,  olvov 
i<  Svpi'as  TOV  Xa\vfl<ai>iov  as  drunk  in  the  court  of  Persia.  The 
XaAvjSuii-  of  Ptol.  v.  1617  is  hardly  the  same  place  (see  COT 
2i2i).  Cp  further  ZDPVZyj,  Del.  Par.  281,  Waddington, 
Inscr.  25,  526.  G.  A.  S. 

HELCHIAH,  AV  Helchias  (xeAK(e)ioy  [BAL]), 
i  Esd.  8i  =  Ezra  7i,  HILKIAH. 

HELDAI  C^pn  [probably  to  be  vocalised  Holdai 
or  Huldai  ;  cp  readings  below,  and  HULDAH],  or 
perhaps  more  correctly  T?n,  Holed,  'weasel'  ;  cp 
again  HULDAH,  and  note  the  form  HELED  (rather 
Holed)  below,  also  the  Sab.  name  TTI,  in  DHM  Ep. 
Denk.  35)  ;  otherwise  we  might  explain  'long-lived'  ;  see 
NAMES,  §§  67  f. 

1.  b.  Baanah  the  Netophathite,  one  of  David's  heroes,  in  Ch. 
one  of  his  twelve  captains  (i  Ch.  27  15,  x°^fia  [K],  -Sai  [A], 
oA6ia  [L],  HOLDAI  [Vg.]).     The  name  also  appears  under  the 
shortened  form  HEI.ED  (i  Ch.  1130,  iSn,  x^aoS  [B],  \oo8fi  [N],2 
CAO£[  A],  OA.  [L],  HELED  [Vg.]),  and  thecorrupt  HELEB  (2  S.  23  29, 
aSn  om.  B,  oAa£  [A],  aAAav  [L],  HELED  [Vg.]). 

2.  One  of  a  deputation  of  Babylonian  Jews,  temp.  Zerubbabel, 
see  JOSIAH   2,  ZERUBBABEL  (Zech.  610,  oASo.  [Aq.],  HOLDAI 
[Vg.]  ;  in  v.  14,  by  an  error  ('"I  became  D  or  C),  HELEM,  D?n, 
which   <&   misunderstands3;    eAe/u.  [Aq.  Theod.],  helem  [Vg.], 

[Pesh.  in  both]). 


HELEB  P^n),  2  S.2320.     See  HELDAI,  i. 
HELED  (*vO),  i  Ch.  11  30.     See  HELDAI,  i. 

1  There  is  a  place  of  this  name  in  3  Mace.  4  n,  four  schoene 
from  Alexandria  (Strabo). 

2  XOAOAand  XOAAA  apparently  originate  fromXOAOA  and 
XOAAA  —  i.e.,  "in  —  which  is  probably  the  correct  vocalisation 
here. 

3  V.    jo,    -riav    apxovTuiv     [BNAQV];    ^.14,    TOi?    \monevovaiv 
[BNAQl'],  rots  nofjLfvov<riv  ',  Auir.  avrov  [Ba-b].     In  v.  14  Symm. 
apparently  read  cSh  (r<p  opojvTi  cvviri/ia). 
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HELEK 

HELEK  (p/H),  a  Manassite  and  Gileadite  clan 
(Josh.  172,  KeAez[B],  <J>eAeK[A],  eA.  [L] ;  Nu.  263o, 
XeAep  [B],  -eK  [AL],  -ex  [F] ;  patronymic  *p?nn, 
Helekite,  Nu.  263o  (xeAepei  [B],  -e«i  [AFL]).' '  Cp 

LlKHI. 

HELEM(D?n).  I.  A  name  in  a  genealogy  of  ASHER 
(q.v.,  §  4  ii.  and  n. )  (i  Ch.  7 35). 

VHN  Q^rrj31  is  represented  by  KOU  /3aAaa/x  aieA^oi  auToO  [B], 
»cat  vio?  eAcm  a.S.  av.  [A],  «al  viol  tacrouA  a&e\<f>ov  av.  [L].  In 
v.  32  the  name  is  HOTHAM  (q.v.,  i). 

2.  A  Babylonian  Jew,  temp.  Zerubbabel  (Zech.  614,  TOIS 
ijroiu.eVovo-u'  [BKAQr]),  miswritten  for  HELDAI  ;  cp  HELDAI,  2. 

HELEPH    (ifaj  ;      MOoA^M    [B],    MeAed>    [A], 

MeeAe4>tL]),  a  place-name  (?)  in  Naphtali  (Josh.  1933t). 
rj^n.  however,  does  not  look  much  like  a  place-name  ;  hence 
©  regards  D  as  part  of  the  name.  The  text  is  corrupt,  and  <ESB 
suggests  the  (probable)  remedy.  r  SJ-JD  (©B  read  nSriD)  has  arisen 
out  of  a  dittographed  0723,  the  letters  of  which  were  trans- 

Cosed,  and  partly  corrupted.     '  From  Heleph  '  should  therefore 
e  omitted,  and   the  derivation  of  ALPH/EUS  (y.v.)  from  '  the 
place-name  Heleph '  abandoned.  X.  K.  C. 

HELEZ  (fVn,  pn  probably  should  be  }4>n,  an 
abbreviated  name,  '  [God]  has  delivered,'  §  50  ; 
X6AAHC  [BKAL]). 

1.  The  Pelonite  or  PALTITE  [?.v.]  (i  Ch.  27  10,  x^o"^1)?  [B] ; 

1  Ch.  1127,  eAArjs  [L] ;  2  S.  2826,  <reAAr)s  [B,  -s  precedes],  eAAr)s 
[A],  XaAAT,s  [L]). 

2.  A    Jerahmeelite    (i    Ch.  239,    oAAaf    [L]).         Cp    Elusa 
(BERED  i.). 

HELI.     i.  (/='/./)  ancestor  of  Ezra  (4  Esd.  1 1),  see  ELI. 

2.  (ijAei  [Ti.  WHJ)  the  father  of  Joseph,  Mary's  husband, 
according  to  Lk.  823  (called  Jacob  in  Mt.  1 16).  See  GENE 
ALOGIES  ii.  The  commentators  have  misunderstood  a  Tal- 
mudic  passage  (Jer.  Talm.  Chag.  n  b)  to  mean  that  Miriam  or 
Mary  was  known  as  >7y  rrOi  'daughter  of  Eli.'  The  mistake 
is  set  right  by  G.  A.  Cooke,  Expos.,  Oct.  '95,  316^ 

HELIAS  (HELI AS  [ed.  Bensly]),  4  Esd.  7 39  AV  ;  RV 
ELIJAH. 

HELIODORUS  (HA[e]ioAu>poC  tyA] ;  but  in  87 
lAioAcopOC  [V*],  and  so  ©v  in  w.  8,  13,  and  5i8). 
The  chancellor  (6  iirl  ruv  Trpay/j-driiiv)  of  Seleucus  IV., 
Philopator,  whom  he  murdered,  and  hoped  in  vain  to 
succeed  (App.  Syr.  45;  cp  Liv.  4124);  2  Mace.  3 1- 
4 1.  The  picturesque  story  of  the  horse  with  the 
terrible  rider  dashing  into  the  temple  precinct,  and 
trampling  the  sacrilegious  officer  of  the  Syrian  king 
under  foot,  is  well  known  ;  Dante  in  poetry  (Purgat. 
20113)  and  Raphael  on  the  walls  of  the  Vatican  have 
given  it  fresh  life.  According  to  the  author  of  the 
so-called  4  Mace. ,  who  turns  the  story  to  account  for 
edification,  it  was  APOLLONIUS  [q.v. ,  i]  who  attempted 
to  plunder  the  Jewish  temple. 

The  story  may  have  a  historical  kernel ;  Jason  of  Cyprus  was 
often  well  informed  (see  MACCABEES,  SECOND,  §  3).  We  know 
that  the  priests  of  Delphi,  when  their  treasures  were  threatened 
by  Xerxes,  knew  how  to  protect  them  (Herod.  837^)  ;  cp  also 
the  story  in  Paus.  1023. 

That    Heliodorus    was    the    'chancellor'    (RV;    see 

2  Mace.  10  ii  132    3  Mace.  7i  ;    and  cp  i  Mace.  832 
2  Mace.  87  1823;   similarly  Polyk. ,  Jos.)  and  not  the 
'  treasurer  '  (AV  ^pr;/idra;v  with  Cod.  19,  etc.,  for  irpay- 
/j.d.Tui')  is  shown  by  an  inscription  in  which  Heliodorus, 
son  of  ^schylus,  of  Antioch,  the  crvvrpofios  (or  intimate 
friend,    cp  MANAEN)  of  King  Seleucus   Philopator,   is 
described  as  ^wl  TWV  Trpa[y/j,dTuv]  TfTay/jitvov. 

There  is  also  another  inscription  referring  to  the  same 
Heliodorus,  who  is,  according  to  Homolle  and  Deissmann,  the 
Heliodorus  of  the  Jewish  story.  If  so,  Heliodorus  deserved 
a  better  fate  than  to  be  immortalised  as  a  robber  of  temples. 
Let  us  leave  the  name  of  the  author  of  the  attempted  outrage 
uncertain.  See  Deissmann,  Bibelstudien,  171-75  ('95). 

HELIOPOLIS.     See  ON. 

HELKAI  (*gfo  abbrev.  from  Hilkiah),  head  of  the 
priestly  B'ne  Meraioth  (or  Meremoth)  in  the  time  of  the  high- 
priest  Joiakim  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  66,  ii),  Neh.  12is  (BN*A  om., 
eAxat  [Nc.a  mg.  inf.],  xex«ias  [L]). 
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HELLENISM 

HELKATH  (np?n,  '  portion  '?  Josh.  1925.  eAeKe9 
[B],  xeAKAe  [A],  €A.  [L] ;  or  ngfo,  ib.  21 31,  XeAKAT 
[B],  06AKA.9  [A],  x&A.  tL])-  once-  by  a  textual  error, 

HUKOK    (pP'in,    I    Ch.    660   [75],    IKAK   [B],     IAK.    [Aa], 

6.KWK  [L]),  an  unidentified  Asherite  locality.1  The 
name,  if  correct,  is  virtually  identical  with  the  forms 
hakaru,  hnkrua,  etc.  ('district'),  which  occur  no  fewer 
than  eight  times  in  Shishak's  list  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur. 
170 / ). 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  Josh.  1825  is  the  oldest  of  the  three 
passages  cited  (Addis),  and  that  it  does  not  describe  a  boundary, 
but  consists  only  of  a  list  of  towns.2  Most  probably  it  should  be 
emended  thus  :  '  And  the  territory  of  their  inheritance  (7133 
DJlWlJi  as  in  v-  41)  vvas  Helbah  (see  HALI),  etc.,"  unless  indeed 
we  suppose  the  name  to  be  incomplete  (cp.  HELKATH-HAZZURIM). 
P  in  Josh.  21  31  may  have  had  the  text  before  him  in  a  corrupt 
form.  That  the  Asherite  list  (19  24^)  is  composite  and  frag 
mentary  is  shown  by  Addis  (Doc.  Hex.,  1  230  ;  cp  REHOB  [i,  2]). 

S.  A.  C. 

HELKATH-HAZZURIM  (Dn-Vn  n^H,  MepicrcoN 
emBOYAooN  [BAL]},  the  scene  of  the  encounter  between 
the  men  of  Joab  and  Abner  (28.  2i6).  Whatever  its 
meaning  may  be,  Budde  (Ki.  Sa.  240)  and  Lohr  (Sam. 
129,  n.  i)  plausibly  see  in  w.  14-16  a  typical  etymolo 
gising  explanation  of  a  name  which  has  become  corrupt 
and  enigmatical.  Observe  further  that  the  skirmish  has 
no  obvious  bearing  upon  the  rest  of  the  chapter,  since 
Joab's  words  in  v.  27  refer  not  hither  (as  RVme- 
suggests),  but  to  v.  26  (cp  Driver,  ad  loc. ).  It  would  be 
unreasonable  to  assume  that  Abner's  invitation  (v.  14) 
was  the  sole  cause  of  the  fight ;  a  battle  would  surely 
have  ensued  between  the  contending  parties  under  any 
circumstances.  Moreover,  as  Budde  has  observed,  v.  17 
follows  immediately  upon  v.  13  a,  and  therefore  it  is  quite 
possible  that  the  original  scene  of  the  skirmish  was  neither 
at  Gibeon,  nor  even  in  its  neighbourhood.  '  Which  is 
in  Gibeon  '  (pjnja  ntfx)  (  =  i6t>)  may  well  be  a  gloss; 
a  later  writer  knew,  of  course,  that  Gibeon  was  not 
destitute  of  pools  (see  Jer.  41  12^). 

With  regard  to  the  name,  most  moderns  follow  Schleusner,  and 
read  D'l'sn  'n  (after  ©,  cp  Dr.,  ad  loc.).  Against  this,  however, 
see  H.  P.  Smith,  who  (with  Thenius)  points  D'"]i'n  'n  ;  '  there  is 
no  question  of  plotters  or  Hers -in --wait,  but  of  determined 
enemies' (cp  eTri'jSouAos  for  "IX,  Est.  76  [xc-am^-])-  It  is  also 
possible  to  read  D'lsnn  'n>  '  field  of  the  reapers '  ;  or  D'.lsnn'n 
'field  of  the  men  of  Hazor'(pr  'nomads'?  see  HAZOR).S  But 
in  ch.  2  we  may  plausibly  distinguish  (a)  a  fragmentary  account 
of  a  battle  against  Abner  and  all  Israel,  the  scene  of  which 
is  Gibeon  (12,  130;  .  .  .  17,  28  f.\  and  (b)  a  narrative  wherein 
Abner  is  supported  by  Benjamites  only  (13^-16,  18-24 1  cp- 
25«,  2ga,  31).*  Now  in  (l>),  i>.  24  finds  Abner  at  the  hill  of 
Adummim,  before  the  valley  of  Zeboim  (on  text,  see  GIBEAH, 
§  2 [6]).  It  is  therefore  conceivable  that  the  'field  of  blades' 
(retaining  the  MT ;  cp  RVms-)  is  connected  with  Josh,  bzf.,5 
and  that  it  lay  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Gibean-ha'araioth 
(see  GIBEAH,  §  2i).  If  so,  the  vanquished  followers  of  Abner 
fled  from  Gilgal  along  by  the  ascent  of  Adummim  to  their  homes 
in  Benjamin.  s.  A.  C. 

HELKIAS  (xeAK[e]iAC  [BAL]),  i  Esd.  18  =  2  Ch. 

358,    HlLKIAH. 

HELL,  an  unfortunate  and  misleading  rendering  of 
the  Heb.  seal (71X12, — on  etym.  cp  Jastrow,  Bab.-Ass.  Rel.  560 ; 
<P  aSrjs  cp  HADES),  for  which  the  RV  (partially)6  and  Amer. 
Ver's.  (wholly)  substitute  SHEOL.  In  the  NT  'hell'  renders 
(i)  oSrjs  (Mt.  11  23  etc.) ;  (2)  the  derivative  of  raprapos  (2  Pet. 
24f  RVroff.  TARTARUS),  and  (3)  ytevva.  (Mt.  622  etc.,  see 
GEHENNA,  HINNO.M).  See  generally  ESCHATOLOGY. 

HELLENISM.  The  writer  of  the  article  GENTILES 
closes  with  a  reference  to  the  epoch-making  declaration 
of  Paul  that  in  Christ  '  there  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek ' 

1  Guerin's   identification   with    Yerka,    8J   NE.  of  Acco,   is 
extremely  improbable. 

2  Hence  <BB's  '  from  Helkath  '  is  incorrect. 

3  v.   i6a  may  imply  a  reading  D'~ltn.     With  respect  to  the 
first  suggestion  above  it  may  be  noticed  that  if  N/I^H  is  Ass.  and 
Aram,  rather  than  Heb.,  the  use  of  np"?n  itself  is  equally  note 
worthy  (see  FIELD,  3). 

*  See  AJSL,  1900,  p.  148  _# 

8  Perhaps  another  aetiological  legend. 

8  See  the  revisers'  preface. 
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(Gal.  828).      How  this  distinction  of  'Jew  and  Greek' 

arose,  he  has  himself  partly  indicated  ;   how  far  it  is  an 

absolute  one,  has  to  be  considered  in  the  present  article. 

References  to  the  Greeks  are  not  wholly  wanting  in 

the  OT.     Thus  JAVAN  (q.v.  )  is  the  Heb.  term  for  the 

_,       .      .     lonians  and  Greeks  generally;  in  Zechariah 

th^OT  m  anc*  ^ame^  'l  even  stands  for  the  Graeco- 

Macedonian  world-empire. 

In  Is.  9  12  [n]  <8"NAQ  speaks  of  the  Syrians  of  the  East  and 
the  Greeks  of  the  West  as  destroyers  of  Israel  ;  but  in  the  original 
it  is  Aram  and  the  Philistines  —  a  fact  that  shows  that  the 
translator  lived  in  the  days  of  the  Diadoche  when  the  Greeks 
were  the  chief  danger  for  the  Jewish  people.  The  >xa^aipa 
t\\r)viicrj,  too,  of  Jer.  26(46)  16  27  (50)  16,  is  due  to  a  misunder 
standing  of  the  Hebrew,  which  is  naturally  to  be  ascribed  to  a 
period  when  the  thought  of  the  sword  of  the  Greeks  was  often 
present  to  the  Jews. 

Of  the  OT  Apocrypha,  the  books  of  the  Maccabees 
manifest  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  Greeks. 

Thus  i  Mace,  begins  with  the  statement  that  Alexander  the 
Macedonian  defeated  Uarius  and  reigned  over  Greece  in  his 
stead,  while  the  Macedonian  empire  is  in  i  Mace.  1  10  called 
|3a<nAeia  'E\\rjv<av  ;  armies  raised  by  the  Syrian  king  are  called 
Greek  in  2  Mace.  132,  and  by  Greek  cities  in  2  Mace.  6s  are 
meant  Macedonian  colonies.  With  Greece  proper,  however, 
the  Jews  were  not  unacquainted.  We  find  references  to  Athenians 
and  Spartans  in  2  Mace.  (3  1  9  15  i  Mace.  12-14,  and  a  long  list  of 
Greek  cities  in  i  Mace.  1623;  nay,  according  to  i  Mace.  126, 
Jonathan  the  Hasmonacan  greets  the  Spartans,  whose  alliance  he 
seeks  against  the  Syrians,  as  brothers. 

The  name  '  Greeks,  '  however,  now  acquires  a  special 
sense  in  the  mouth  of  Jews  :  the  inhabitants  of  a  city 

9   swrmrlarv   are  distinguished  in  2  Mace.  4  36  into 

abdication  of  Jews  and  Greeks  (cp  lla  3Macc'  3s8)  ; 

name  Greek    is    ecluivalent    to    anti-  Jewish, 

heathen  (2  Mace.  4  1015  69  1124)  ;  and 

in  2  Mace.  4  13  Hellenism  is  parallel  to  aXXcx^iAicryUos 

(RV   'alien  religion'),   as  summing  up  all  that  a  Jew 

could  attain  only  by  abandoning  the  principles  of  his 

fathers  (2  Mace.  624  4  Mace.  18s). 

Hellenism  thus  no  longer  denotes  what  is  characteristic  of 
the  Greek  people  or  makes  use  of  their  language,  but  what 
represents  heathen  as  opposed  to  Jewish  religion  and  morals, 
and  promotes  heathen  error.  The  idolatry  that  confronted  the 
Jews  of  Palestine  and  more  than  ever  those  of  the  Diaspora  was 
now  always  in  Greek  forms  ;  for  the  Greek  kingdoms  of  the 
Diadochi  included  almost  the  whole  world,  and,  at  least  in  the 
cities,  had  with  wonderful  rapidity  secured  for  Greek  civilisation 
as  well  as  for  the  Greek  language  an  unquestioned  supremacy  ; 
and  heathenism  was  a  danger  to  Israel  only  in  so  far  as  there  lay 
behind  it  Greek  civil  power  and  Greek  life.  Hence  it  is  natural 
that  it  soon  became  customary,  even  for  those  who  themselves 
spoke  Greek,  to  oppose  anything  as  hurtful  if  only  it  was  Greek, 
and  to  identify  Greek  with  anti-Jewish. 

In  the  NT  we  see  completed  the  development  by 
which  '  Greeks  '  ("EXX^ves)  was  substituted  for  '  gentiles,' 
'AXX60u\ot,  and  mankind  was  divided,  from  the  most 
important,  the  religious,  point  of  view,  into  Jews  and 
Greeks.  The  original  meaning  of  the  word,  however, 
is  not  yet  quite  forgotten. 

'EAATJVKTTi,  ev  Tp  eAATji/iicjj  (Acts  21  37  Jn.  19  20  Rev.  9  n,  cp. 
the  interpolation  in  Lk.  23  38)  mean  simply  '  in  the  Greek 
language  '  ;  and  Acts  20  2  makes  Paul  journey  from  Macedonia 
into  Greece,  thus  using  '  Greece  '  in  the  older  sense,  whilst  Luke 
himself  is  no  less  at  home  in  these  matters  than  the  apostle  of 
the  Gentiles.  When  too  in  Rom.  1  14  Paul  calls  himself  a 
debtor  to  Greeks  and  barbarians,  to  wise  and  foolish,  he  is 
following  a  classical  usage;  and  even  in  Col.  3n  whereto 
Greek  and  Jew  are  added  barbarian  and  Scythian,  we  seem  to 
have  an  echo  of  the  same  usage  (see  BARBARIAN). 

In  Col.  3  ii,  however,  alongside  of  the  antithesis  of 
Greek  and  Jew,  we  have  that  of  uncircumcised  and  Jew, 
and  so  we  find,  almost  everywhere  in  Paul,  'Greek' 
used  as  a  name  for  uncircumcised,  no  doubt  representing 
a  terminology  already  prevailing  in  the  Jewish  world. 

Even  Titus,  though  a  Christian,  is  reckoned  to  the  Greeks  as 
being  uncircumcised  (Gal.  23,  cp  Rom.  1  16  2  10  10  12  i  Cor. 
1  24  12  13).  Quite  similar  is  the  usage  in  Acts  where  the 
most  characteristic  passages  are  1613  174  184;  and,  as  by 
'  Greek  women  '  in  Bercea  (17  12)  we  are  to  understand  heathens, 
so  also  in  the  story  of  the  Syrophcenician  (Mk.  7  26). 

Thus  in  the  NT  the  distinction  between  '  Jews  and 
Greeks  '  is  used  in  exactly  the  same  sense  as  the  Jewish 
distinction  between  '  heathen  and  Israelites,'  as  '  nations 
(tQfrj)  and  chosen  people  (Xo.6s)  '  respectively.  Cp  Wisd. 
15  14/.  ,  a^d  many  passages  in  the  NT  (e.g.  ,  Mt.  10s  Mk. 
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.  21  24  Acts  26  23  Rom.  829  i  Tim.  3i6  Rev.  1619). 
The  adjective  tOt/ucbs,  '  heathen  '  (Mt.  18  17  3  Jn.  7),  and 
Paul's  phrase  '  live  as  do  the  nations  '  (tOviK&s  frji>  [Gal. 
2  14]),  are  used  to  describe  a  life  regardless  of  the  prescrip 
tions  of  the  Jewish  law.  It  is  significant,  however,  for 
the  standpoint  of  Paul  that  he  uses  both  '  nations  ' 
((6vri)  and  Greeks  ("EXXr/ves)  even  of  Christians,  if 
they  are  of  heathen  origin. 

The  same  man  who  in  i  Cor.  5  i  treats  the  t6vr\  as  a  community 
separated  from  his  readers  by  a  great  gulf,  and  reminds  them  in 
i  Cor.  122  of  the  time  when  they  were  etfirj,  writes,  e.g.,  to 
the  Roman  church,  '  I  speak  to  you  that  are  Gentiles  '  (Rom. 
11  13,  cp  Gal.  2  12  14  Eph.  3  i).  The  same  man  who  divides 
mankind  (i  Cor.  1032)  into  the  three  classes,  Jews,  Greeks,  and 
Christians  (church  of  God),  divides  the  called  (i  Cor.  1  24)  into 
Jews  and  Greeks,  an  apparent  inconsistency  that  is  to  be 
explained  in  his  case  only  by  the  fact  that  for  him  circumcision 
and  uncircumcision,  Jew  and  Greek,  had  really  ceased  to  exist 
alongside  of  the  'new  creature'  (Gal.  828  56  6  15),  and  it  was 
only  by  a  sort  of  accommodation  to  the  imperfect  conditions 
of  the  present  that  such  distinctions  could  any  longer  be  re 
garded. 

The  Fourth  Gospel  occupies  an  exceptional  position  ; 
it  never  once  mentions  the  HGvij,  and  five  times  applies 
the  term  (Ovos  to  the  Jews.  Thrice  indeed  it  mentions 
the  "EXXTjpes  ;  but  in  one  passage  (12  20)  they  are  men 
who  had  gone  up  to  the  feast  of  passover  at  Jerusalem, 
and  in  the  other  (7  35  £")  not  only  are  they  the  supposed 
objects  of  Jesus'  teaching,  but  in  the  beginning  of  the 
verse  '  the  Diaspora  of  the  Greeks  '  are  the  goal  of  a 
tour  to  be  made  by  him.  It  is  therefore  most  probable 
that  in  this  gospel  "EXXiji'ej  are  Greek-speaking  Jews 
living  in  Greek  cities,  called  elsewhere  Hellenists  (cp 
Acts  6  i).  In  Acts  9  29  11  20  also  "EXXr/ves  is  a  variant 
for  Hellenists. 

That  to  almost  all  the  writers  of  the  Hebrew  OT 
Greek  was  an  unknown  language,  will  hardly  be 
questioned  by  any  one.  Daniel  is  the 
only  book  that  has  adopted  one  or  two 
Greek  words  in  Aramaic  form  (3  5  7 
10  15  ;  see  DANIEL  ii.  ,  §  1  1).  Even  the 
parts  of  the  OT  that  are  later  than 
Daniel  were  still  in  some  cases  (such  as  i  Mace. 
Ecclus.  and  Psalms  of  Sol.  )  written  in  Hebrew  ;  though 
to  secure  a  wider  circulation  they  had,  like  the  already 
canonised  books,  to  be  translated  into  Greek. 

Greek,  however,  was  certainly  the  common  language 
of  the  men  who  wrote  2,  3,  and  4  Mace,  and  Wisd. 
of  Sol.  The  Jews  settled  outside  of  Palestine  lost 
almost  completely  their  original  tongue,  and  used  Greek 
even  in  religious  worship  ;  and  the  Hellenistic  litera 
ture  that  sprang  up  between  250  B.C.  and  100  A.D.  , 
which  had  its  most  famous  representatives  in  Philo 
and  Josephus,  and  was  in  no  sense  confined  to  Alexandria 
and  its  neighbourhood,  is  Greek  in  language,  only  with 
a  Semitic  flavour.  (See  HISTORICAL  LIT.,  §§  20  22). 
Indeed,  had  not  a  reaction  against  the  Hellenising 
tendency  begun  after  the  catastrophe  of  70  A.  D.  ,  Hebrew 
would  then  perhaps  have  succumbed  to  Greek  even  in 
Palestine  and  amongst  its  theologians.  To  suppose, 
however  (as,  e.g.  ,  G.  B.  Winer  supposes,  because  of  Mk. 
724  Jn.  7  35  122o),  that  Jesus  used  the  Greek  language 
is  quite  out  of  the  question,  although  as  a  Galilean, 
belonging  to  a  province  where  language  was  very  much 
mixed,  he  must  have  understood  some  Greek  words, 
and  in  particular  must  have  been  able,  like  other  Pales 
tinians,  to  read  Greek  inscriptions  on  coins  (  Mt.  22  20  f.  ). 
The  earliest  notes  on  his  history  may  have  been  in  the 
Aramaic  dialect  that  he  himself  used  ;  but  none  of  our 
four  gospels  is  a  translation  from  Aramaic.  Although 
they  make  use  in  part  of  such  translations,  they  have 
all  been  written  from  the  first  in  Greek,  and  the  author 
of  the  Third  gospel,  as  of  Acts,  may  have  been  a  born 
Greek  who  knew  no  Hebrew.  The  epistles  of  NT  are 
one  and  all  originally  Greek.  Biesenthal  (Das  Trost- 
schreiben  des  Ap.  Paulus  an  die  Hebriier,  '76)  stands 
alone  in  recent  times  in  venturing  to  deny  this  in  the 
case  of  the  eminently  smoothly  written  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  (cp  HEBREWS,  §  n).  Even  the  Apocalypse, 
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notwithstanding  the  abundance  of  its  Hebraistic  defects 
of  style,  cannot  have  had  a  Hebrew  original. 

The  necessary  consequence  of  the  employment  of  the 
Greek  language  was  that  the  influence  of  the  Greek 

4   Greek  ideas  spirit  and  of  Greek  forms  °f  thouSht 
IB-  made  itself  felt.       Even  parts    of  the 

Greek  version  of  the  OT  marked  by  gross  literality 
of  rendering  do  not  fail  to  betray  this  influence. 
How  much  more  plainly  must  it  reveal  itself  in  the 
originally  Greek  writings  of  Jewish  or  Christian  origin  ! 
Involuntarily  the  Jews  appropriated  from  the  rich 
vocabulary  of  the  Greek  language  expressions  for 
conceptions  that  would  always  have  lain  beyond  the 
scope  of  Hebrew. 

There  is,  e.g. ,  no  Hebrew  word  corresponding  to  <j>i\c<To<f>ia, 
i^iAooTop'yi'a  and  most  of  the  compounds  of  $i'Aos ;  or  for  <r;rep- 
/xoAoyos  and  oAoicAijpos  ;  or  for  aijavairia.  and  a.<t>6a.p<ria.  (see 
IMMORTALITY). 

On  the  other  hand,  old  Greek  expressions  acquire  new 
signitications  corresponding  to  Jewish  conceptions  such 
as  SiKaioavvrj  and  Trams. 

This  linguistic  change,  the  most  important  stage  of  which  is 
reached  in  Paul,  begins  with  the  oldest  parts  of  the  LXX  (cp  J. 
Freudenthal,  Die  Fl.  Joscpltus  beigelcgte  Schrift  iiber  die 
Herrschaftder  Vemunft  [4  Mace.]  26 f.  ['69] ;  E.  Hatch,  Essays 
in  Biblical  Greek,  '89 ;  A  Deissmann,  '  Beitr.  z.  Sprachgesch. 
der  griechischen  Bibel '  in  Bibelstudien,  55-168  ['95]). 

The  increasing  prevalence  of  the  Greek  language  may 
be  conveniently  seen  in  the  abundance  of  Greek  proper 
names  even  amongst  Jews  of  Palestine. 

In  Maccabajan  times  sprang  up  the  custom  of  giving  Hebrew 
names  a  Greek  form,  Eliakim,  e.g.,  becoming  Alcimus  (see 
ALCIMUS,  and  NAMES,  §  86) ;  then  we  find  combinations  of  a 
Greek  and  a  Hebrew  name  as  in  Saul-Paul ;  and  then,  as  in  the 
case  of  at  least  two  of  the  original  apostles,  Philip  and  Andrew, 
we  have  pure  Greek  names.  That  so  authoritative  a  court  as 
the  chief  council  at  Jerusalem  was  for  the  Jews,  could  from 
about  130  B.C.  bear  the  official  name  of  avv&piov,  only  at  a 
later  day  hebraised  into  Sanhednn,  is  specially  significant  for 
the  hold  that  the  Greek  language  had  acquired  even  at  the 
headquarters  of  Hebrew  life. 

The  spread  of  the  Greek  language  brought  with  it 
a  spread  of  Greek  civilization  ;  nay,  the  latter  sometimes 
_  ,  led  the  way.  In  the  OT  Apocrypha, 
.  '.rre,e-  but  more  fully  in  the  NT,  we  have 
°n>  abundant  evidence  how  dependent  life 
in  all  phases  was  on  Greek  custom  and  Greek  institu 
tions. 

Greek  coins  such  as  the  talent,  mina,  and  drachma  super 
seded  the  old  Hebrew ;  even  Roman  coins  like  the  as,  the 
qiiadrans,  and  the  denarius  meet  us  in  Hellenised  forms. 
Nor  is  it  otherwise  in  the  case  of  measures  of  length  and 
capacity,  and  this  also  already  in  the  LXX  ;  the  chronological 
system  of  their  Greek  neighbours  also  exerted  its  influence  on 
the  Jews.  The  latter  were  well  acquainted,  too,  with  the  military 
affairs  of  the  Greeks  :  mention  is  made  of  rams  (icpios)  (2  Mace. 

12  15  Ps.  Sol.  2  i,  alongside  of  'engines  of  war')  and  spearmen 
— even   Sopvfiopia.  (2   Mace.  3  28) — and   chiliarchs  are   not   yet 
displaced  by  Roman  institutions  accommodated  to  Greek  usage, 
such  as   trn-eipa  for   cohort  (Acts  10  i   2131   27  i;    cp  2   Mace. 
823  1^2022  Judith  14  u).     In  accordance  with  Greek  tastes 
we  find  inns  conducted  by  an  inn-keeper  (Lk.  10  34  f.),  here  and 
there  over  the  country  ;  Greek  luxury  has  invented  the  side 
board  of  Simon  (KV\LKI.OI'  i.q.  icvkticeiov,  i  Mace.  15  32)  and  the 
mosquito-net  of  Holofernes  (xui/oiirioi',  Judith  10  19);  and  even 
the    humble    handkerchief    crovSapiov   (e.g.    Lk.  l'J2o)   reached 
Palestine   through   the   Greeks.      2   Mace.  4 12   shows   how  in 
clothing,  too,  Greek  usage,  such  as  the  wearing  of  broad-brimmed 
hats  (TreYao-os),   was  contending  with  long-established  custom 
(see  CAP).     The  tympanon,  both  as  musical  instrument  (Judith 

3  7,  cp  Ex.  15  20  (B)  and  as  instrument  of  torture  (2  Mace.  0  19), 
was  of  Greek  origin,  as  was  the  well-known  cymbal  of  i  Cor. 

13  i. 

In  the  description  of  forcible  attempts  at  Hellenising 
under  Epiphanes  (2  Mace.  4  ;  cp  i  Mace.  1  14  4  Mace. 

4  20),  great  indignation  is  expressed  at  the  founding  of  a 
gymnasium  and  an  ephebeion  within  the  holy  city  (cp 
CAP).     Here  the  priests  betook  themselves  to  dancing  in 
the  palaestra  and  to  throwing  the  discus  (see  Discus), 
practices  almost  as  abominable  in  the  eyes  of  the  writer 
as  taking  part  in  the  Dionysos  festival  (2  Mace.  (17)  or 
the  gnmes  at  Tyre,   when  a  sacrifice  was   offered    to 
Heracles.     The  NT  writers,  however,  do  not  show  the 
same    sensitiveness.     Rev.  7  9    describes    the    saints    in 
figurative  language   borrowed  from  the  prize  fights  of 
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the  Greeks,  and  so  Paul  is  not  unwilling  to  connect 
Christian  ideas  with  the  proceedings  on  the  race-course 
or  in  the  circus,  and  to  draw  his  illustrations  from  such 
sources. 

Nowhere  else  can  he  have  become  acquainted  with  the 
prize-runners  and  boxers  whom  in  i  Cor.  9  24-27  he  sets  as  patterns 
for  his  readers  ;  and  the  figurative  description  of  the  Christian 
life  as  a  race  or  a  contest  is  a  special  favourite  with  him  (e.g. 
Gal.2257  Phil.  1  30  2  16),  in  which  respect  later  writers  have 
followed  his  example  (Heb.  12  i  2  Tim.  25  47  i  Tim.  4 10 
6  12).  Even  the  sanguinary  spectacles  of  the  amphitheatre  are 
so  familiar  to  him  that  he  calls  an  unusually  violent  encounter 
with  an  Ephesian  mob  a  &np>.oii.a.\tlv  (i  Cor.  15  32).!  According 
to  Acts  19  29-31  he  was  even  willing  to  enter  the  Ephesian 
theatre,  although  to  be  sure  not  for  artistic  gratification.  In 
i  Cor.  4  9  he  declares  that  his  fate  has  made  him  a  spectacle 
(SeaTpof)  for  angels  and  men  (cp  Heb.  10  33) ;  and  in  4  Mace. 
6  17  we  have  the  word  Spa^a  similarly  used. 

There  must  be  deep  reasons  for  the  fact  that  at  the 
very  time  when  Pharisaism  was  so  passionately  combat 
ing  the  popular  amusements  of  the  Greeks,  and  when  it 
hardly  forgave  even  its  patron  Agrippa  I.  his  theatre- 
building  in  Berytus,  Paul  the  Christian,  brought  up  in 
Tarsus  and  labouring  among  Greeks,  speaks  of  those 
amusements,  when  occasion  offers,  quite  ingenuously  as 
something  morally  inoffensive.  At  least  it  was  nowhere 
necessary  in  the  NT  to  sound  any  warning  of  danger 
threatening  in  that  direction. 

Much  more  important  than  all  this  is  the  question 

that   remains.     What  did  the  Jewish  or  the  Christian 

_       .    writings  appropriate  from   Greek  thought  ? 

.".         ,  ,     How   far   have  the  literature,    philosophy, 

,°_      and  religion  of  the  Greeks  influenced  those 

m  Ui*  of  the  OT  or  the  NT?  In  the  Hebrew 
parts  of  the  OT  this  influence  must  certainly  not  be 
rated  very  high.  Only  in  the  case  of  Kohe'leth  (Eccles. ) 
is  the  question  important. 

Cornill,  e.g.,  regards  it  as  certain  (Einl.  §  42)  that  the  mind 
of  this  author,  who  could  but  imperfectly  combine  radical 
pessimism  with  his  ancestral  religious  faith,  became,  as  it  were, 
simply  intoxicated  under  the  stimulation  of  Hellenic  thought. 
Wellhausen  is  more  guarded  in  confining  himself  (7/C(J)  196 
n.  ;  (2),  230  n.  ;  (•*),  237  n.)  to  'undefined  and  general  influences' 
that  may  have  reached  the  Preacher  from  Greek  philosophy. 

In  reality  we  can  no  more  prove  any  direct  acquaint 
ance  on  his  part  with,  say,  the  system  of  HeraclTtus  or 
with  Epicureanism  (cp  Tyler,  Plumptre,  Pfleiderer), 
than  with  Greek  literature  generally.  Whatever  may 
seem  to  have  a  Hellenic  ring  in  his  thought  or  his 
allusions,  such  as  the  individualistic  idea  of  the  soul  of 
man,  may  very  well  belong  to  the  age  in  which  he 
lived  (cp  ECCLESIASTES,  §  10). 

In  the  LXX,  including  the  Apocrypha,  traces  of  Greek 
philosophy  are  more  frequent ;  but  as  a  rule  they  are 
not  of  such  a  kind  that  we  should  venture  to  explain 
them  in  any  other  way  than  in  the  case  of  Ecclesiastes. 
The  tendency  of  the  LXX  to  avoid  anthropomorphic  ex 
pressions  (e.g. ,  '  see  the  salvation  of  God '  for  '  see  YahweV 
Is.  38  ii  ;  cp  Ex.  24io),  the  use  of  the  divine  name 
'  existing  one '  (Jer.  14 13  39[32]i;  ;2  cp  Ex.  814  ©),  the 
mention  of  the  sons  of  the  Titans3  and  giants  (Judith 
16  6  [8],  the  way  in  which  a  divine  power  is  spoken  of 
as  encompassing  the  holy  place,  and  God  as  its  ewbirT-qs 
and  /3oi7#6s  (2  Mace.  838 /.)— such  features  betray  the 
influence  of  the  philosophic  and  religious  ideas  of 
Hellenism.  Anything,  however,  like  real  acquaintance 
with  these  founded  on  actual  study,  we  have  no  right 
to  affirm. 

Wisd.  Sol.  and  4  Mace,  are  an  exception.  In  the 
latter  this  appears  in  the  very  opening  words. 

Notwithstanding  that  4  Mace,  sings  the  praises  of  an  imperturb 
ability  peculiarly  Jewish,  the  familiarity  of  the  writer  with  Greek 
philosophy  is  everywhere  apparent.  He  knows  the  Greek 
cardinal  virtues,  he  makes  use  of  the  Stoic  phrase  'to  live  in 
arapafia  '  (826,  fierd  arapafias),  he  actually  quotes  from  a  Greek 
Stoic  writer  (7  22  ;  see  the  work  of  Freudenthal  cited  above,  §4). 

1  [But  see  M'Giffert,  Apostolic  Age,  280.] 

2  [It  is  possible,  however,  that  6  lav  is  really  a  corruption  of 
the  interjection  0>  which  represents  a,1N  in  Aq.  and  Sym.  of 
32  17.] 

3  The  Titans  appear  also  in  ©  of  2  S.  5  18  22. 
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It  is  in  Wisd.  Sol. ,  however,  that  the  Hellenistic 
colouring  becomes  most  prominent  when  we  compare  it 
with  Ecclus.  In  fact  Wisd.  Sol.  aims  at  effecting  a 
reconciliation  between  Greek  philosophy  and  the 
religious  spirit  represented  in  the  OT.  Just  as  its  con 
ception  of  the  deity  and  the  supplementary  conceptions 
of  Wisdom  and  Logos,  almost  counting  as  personifica 
tions  mediating  between  God  and  the  world,  show 
Platonic  influences  ;  so  are  its  ethics  and  psychology 
set  forth  under  the  forms  of  the  popular  philosophy  of 
the  age. 

According  to  8  7  wisdom  teaches  the  four  cardinal  virtues  ;  in 
place  of  a  creation  out  of  nothing  we  have  the  assumption  of  an 
original  substance  ;  the  body  is  viewed  as  a  prison  for  the  soul, 
the  latter  as  pre-existent  and  immortal,  life  a  trust  from  God — 
all  ideas  derived  from  Hellenism. 

Before  turning  our  attention  to  the  NT  we  must  lay 
emphasis  upon  the  fact  that  this  absorption  of  Hellenic 

7  In  other  elements    bv    Jewish    thought,    even    in 
"...  Palestine,  reaches  much  further  than  can 

°  '  be  shown  from  writings  that  could  in  any 
sense  be  called  biblical,  and  that  much  in  the  NT  and 
early  Christianity  can  be  explained  only  on  this  supposi 
tion.  Those  Jews  who,  from  the  third  century  B.C., 
thought  to  diffuse  Jewish  piety  by  means  of  Greek 
verses,  whether  attributed  to  Orpheus  or  to  the  Sibyl 
(see  APOCALYPTIC,  §  86^),  or  to  Hystaspes,  combined 
with  prose  writers  like  Philo,  to  break  a  way  for  the 
freeing  of  Jewish  life  and  thought  from  its  exclusiveness, 
and  so  helped  to  bring  about  the  conditions  necessary 
for  its  more  complete  reformation.  The  ideas  of  Satan 
and  demons,  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  and  of  the  world, 
of  hell  and  the  life  of  the  blest,  which  lie  ready  made  in 
the  NT,  if  they  naturally  rested  on  a  thoroughly  Jewish 
basis,  were  not  without  contributions  from  Greek  theo 
logy  (cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  and  the  several  articles).  So 
Essenism  can  be  understood  only  when  regarded  as 
a  blending  of  Jewish  and  Greek  ideas  (cp  ESSENES), 
and  the  gnosis  of  the  later  Jews,  older  than  Christianity 
though  it  was,  even  surrendered  to  Hellenism.  Ac 
cordingly  the  possibility  must,  to  begin  with,  be  kept 
in  view,  that  NT  writers  have  been  influenced  by  ideas 
originating  in  such  ways. 

At  the  present  time,  however,  there  is  more  danger 
of  overestimating  than  of  underestimating  the  Hellen- 

8  In  tha  NT    'st'c  e'ements  m  'ater  Judaism  and  the 

earliest  stages  of  Christianity.  Books, 
for  example,  like  Winckler's  Der  Stoicismus  eine 
Wurzel  des  Christenthums  ('78),  or  M.  Friedlander's 
Zur  Entstehungsgeschichte  des  Christenthums  ('94), 
generalise  from  certain  perfectly  just  observations  in 
this  direction  in  a  most  unguarded  manner ;  not  a 
single  idea  derived  from  a  Greek  source  can  be  attri 
buted  to  Jesus,  and  it  may  almost  be  regarded  as  the 
strongest  evidence  of  the  trustworthiness  of  the  Synoptic 
account  of  him  that,  in  respect  of  their  contents,  they 
too  know  of  no  approach  to  Hellenism.  Such  parallels 
to  the  Synoptic  speeches  of  Jesus  as  have  been  hunted 
out  in  Greek — or  Latin — writers  are  accidental  con 
sonances. 

Still  more  un-Hellenic  in  both  subject  and  spirit  is 
the  Apocalypse  of  John  ;  yet  it  is  not  improbable  that 
the  mysterious  figure  of  the  dragon  pursuing  a  woman 
with  child  (ch.  12)  is  to  be  traced  ultimately  to  the 
Greek  myth  of  the  Pythic  dragon  and  the  pregnant 
Leto  (see  A.  Dieterich,  Abraxas,  119  f.  ['91]). 

In  the  case  of  Paul,  contact  with  the  Greek  world 
unquestionably  goes  deeper.  Socrates  the  church 
_  .  historian  (circa  440)  felt  justified  (3i6)  in 
crediting  the  apostle  with  a  knowledge  of 
numerous  sayings  of  the  Greek  classical  writers,  relying 
in  so  doing  on  Actsl7a8  i  Cor.  1633  Tit.  1 12.  The 
metrical  form  of  the  passages  in  question  is  indeed 
enough  to  show  that  they  are  drawn  from  the  poetical 
literature  of  the  Greeks,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  Acts 
17  28  has  been  found  in  Aratus  and  the  Stoic  Cleanthes, 
Tit.  liz  in  Epimenides  and  Callimachus,  i  Cor.  1633  in 
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Menander  and  Euripides.  If,  however,  the  Pastoral 
Epistles  are  the  work  of  an  unknown  writer  about 
100  A.  u. ,  Tit.  Ii2  proves  nothing  regarding  the  culture 
of  Paul  ;  whilst  Acts  17  is  in  no  sense  a  stenographic 
report  of  a  speech  of  Paul  in  Athens  ;  it  is  the  historian 
that  puts  it  in  the  mouth  of  his  hero  ;  and  that  this 
writer  is  a  Greek  of  no  mean  culture,  whose  memory 
could  have  supplied  him  with  still  other  quotations  of 
like  nature,  is  already  clear  on  other  grounds.  Hence 
there  remains  only  i  Cor.  1633.  Here,  however,  there 
is  no  introductory  formula,  and  it  is  at  least  doubtful 
whether  Paul  in  using  the  verse  knew  whence  it  came  ;  it 
is  not  by  such  means  that  an  acquaintance  of  Paul  with 
Greek  literature  can  be  established.  If,  according  to 
Actsl7i8_/i,  Paul  discussed  in  Athens  with  Epicureans 
and  Stoics,  this  does  not  prove  that  he  had  read  their 
writings.  When,  e.g. ,  Ramsay  (St.  Paul,  the  Traveller 
and  the  Roman  Citizen,  237  ft  ['95])  treats  the  account  in 
Acts  17,  of  how  Paul  at  Athens  forthwith  adopted  the 
Socratic  method  of  free  discussion  in  the  Agora,  and 
became  for  the  time  an  Athenian,  as  evidence  that  Paul 
had,  at  least  in  part,  the  same  '  education '  as  those 
Athenians,  this  may  be  too  rash  a  conclusion  ;  what  we 
really  have  here  is  the  author  of  Acts  showing  his  own 
knowledge,  his  own  'education,'  and  his  own  fine 
historical  feeling. 

Those  go  too  far  on  the  other  side,  however,  who, 
like  Hausrath  (Der  Apostel  Paulus,  11  ff.^jz]),  would 
deny  Paul  any  influence  from  the  Greek  learning  that 
surrounded  him  at  Tarsus  from  his  youth  up.  We 
know  only  that  writing  presented  difficulties  for  him, 
not  simply  or  particularly  writing  in  Greek.  The 
absence  of  real  quotations  from  Greek  authors  in  what 
he  has  written,  shows  not,  '  that,  apart  from  the 
Apocrypha,  Paul  had  never  had  a  Greek  book  in  his 
hand,'  but  simply  that  Christ  had  become  to  him  all  in 
all,  and  that  he  would  allow  nothing  but  words  of  God 
a  place  in  his  heart  and  on  his  lips..  He  may  very  well 
have  been  trained  in  the  Greek  schools  even  if  his 
style  'has  little  grace  to  show';  few  Jewish  Greeks, 
even  when  their  Greek  '  school  education '  is  beyond 
question  (Philo,  Josephus),  can  surpass  him  in  grace 
or  even  in  power  over  the  language.  The  fact  itself 
that  Paul  was  acquainted  with  the  OT  in  the  Greek 
translation  of  the  LXX,  and  knew  much  of  this  version 
by  heart,  counts  for  something  here ;  and  the  very 
probable  points  of  contact  between  him  and  Philo  (e.g. , 
Col.  lis/. )  permit  us  to  conclude  that  he  had  made 
himself  acquainted  also  with  other  books  written  in 
Greek  ;  he  must  have  had  a  vernacular  knowledge  of 
both  Greek  and  Aramaic,  and  received  both  a  Jewish 
and  a  Greek  education. 

How  far  this  education,  which  he  certainly  after  his 
conversion  did  not  care  to  extend,  wrought  as  a  leaven 
in  the  formulation  of  that  magnificent  system  of  thought 
by  which  he  sought  to  fuse  together  Judaism  and  the 
Gospel,  it  is  hard  to  say.  His  universalism,  his  cosmo 
politanism,  his  doctrine  of  freedom,  notwithstanding 
cognate  ideas  and  expressions  in  Greek  literature,  need 
not  have  been  derived  thence,  or  at  least  may  have 
been  only  suggested  there  ;  they  are  the  outcome  of 
his  struggle  to  effect  an  adjustment  between  what  he 
inherited  and  what  he  himself  experienced. 

If,  e.g.,  he  mentions  and  correctly  uses  allegories  and  types 
drawn  from  names  (i  Cor.lOen  Gal. 424),  although  this  was  a 
plant  that  flourished  on  Greek  soil,  it  was  not  there  that  he 
made  its  acquaintance,  but  in  his  Jewish  schools  of  theology. 
Other  features  of  resemblance  between  his  ideas  and  those  of 
Greek  philosophers  may  have  reached  him  through  the  same 
channel. 

In  the  main,  however,  Paul  is  original,  and  cannot 
be  understood  on  any  other  supposition.  The  ascetic, 
unworldly  character  of  his  ethic  corresponds  to  the 
temper  of  the  age  he  lived  in  ;  so  also  the  proneness 
to  the  mysterious,  and  the  high  estimate  of  knowledge, 
and  of  the  intellectual  element  in  religion,  is  common  to 
him  with  his  whole  environment.  Hence  there  remain, 
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as  representing  the  direct  influence  of  Hellenism  on  his 
theology,  only  minor  secondary  features.  The  denomi 
nation,  however,  of  the  good  as  TO  KaXov  (Rom.  7i82t 
2  Cor.  13?  Gal.  4i8  69  iThess.  621),  the  emphasis 
laid  on  virtue  (d/jerij ;  Phil.  48),  the  classification  of 
man  as  pneumatic,  psychic,  and  sarcic,  the  glorifica 
tion  of  the  Stoic  moderation  (avrapKeia  ;  Phil.  4 n); 
such  features  are  no  accidental  points  of  contact 
between  Paul  and  Greek  thought ;  and  the  appeal  to 
'nature  itself  and  its  teachings  (i  Cor.  1114;  cp  the 
frequent  'against  nature,'  or  'according  to  nature') 
has  a  specifically  Greek  sound.  Notwithstanding  all 
this,  however,  we  are  never  able  to  detect  any  traces  of 
direct  borrowing  from  Greek  literature.  Paul  may 
have  acquired  what  he  had  through  intercourse  with 
Greeks  or  even  through  the  medium  of  the  Alexandrian 
religious  philosophy  (cp,  e.g. ,  Lightfoot,  'St.  Paul's 
preparation  for  the  ministry,'  in  Biblical  F.ssays,  \<)<)ff. 
['93];  Hicks,  'St.  Paul  and  Hellenism,'  in  Studia 
Biblica  et  Kccles.  4  1-14  ['96]). 

Nor  is  there  anything  essentially  different  in  the  case 
of  the   NT  books   that  stand  closely  related  to  Paul. 
We  feel  that  we  have  moved  more  out 
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parts  of  NT.  in  the  Pastoral  Kpistles,  in  Hebrews— 
which  is  beyond  doubt  dependent  both  in  form  and  in 
contents  on  the  Alexandrians  (e.g. ,  131814) — and  in 
the  Catholic  Epistles  ;  the  Epistle  of  James,  even  if,  with 
Spitta,  we  should  class  it  with  the  Jewish  writings,  must 
have  had  for  its  author  a  man  with  a  Greek  education. 
Tt  was  a  born  Greek  that  wrote  Acts.  If  his  Hellenic 
character  does  not  find  very  marked  expression  it  is 
merely  due  to  the  nature  of  his  work  ;  no  pure  Jew 
would  have  uttered  the  almost  pantheistic -sounding 
sentence,  '  in  God  we  live  and  move  and  have  our 
being'  (1723).  In  the  Fourth  Gospel,  finally,  the 
influence  of  Greek  philosophy  is  incontestable.  Not 
only  is  the  Logos,  which  plays  so  important  a  part  in 
the  prologue  (Ii-i8),  of  Greek  origin  ;  the  gnosticising 
tendency  of  John,  his  enthusiasm  for  '  the  truth ' 
(svithout  genitive),  his  dualism  (God  and  the  world 
almost  treated  as  absolute  antithesis),  his  predilection 
for  abstractions,  compel  us  to  regard  the  author,  Jew 
by  birth  as  he  certainly  was,  as  strongly  under  the 
influence  of  Hellenic  ideas.  Here  again,  however,  we 
must  leave  open  the  possibility  that  these  Greek 
elements  reached  him  through  the  Jewish  Alexandrian 
philosophy  ;  just  as  little  can  his  Logos  theory  have 
originated  independently  of  Philo,  as  the  figure  of  the 
Paraclete  in  chaps.  14-16  (see  J.  ReVille,  La  doctrine 
du  Logos  dans  le  quatrieme  Evangile,.  Paris,  '81).  Cp 
JOHN  [SON  OK  ZKBEDEE],  §  31. 

We  must  conclude  with  the  following  guarded  thesis. 
There  is  in  the  circle  of  ideas  in  the  NT,  in  addition  to 
what  is  new,  and  what  is  taken  over 
from  Judaism,  much  that  is  Greek  ;  but 
whether  this  is  adopted  directly  from  the  Greek  or 
borrowed  from  the  Alexandrians,  who  indeed  aimed  at 
a  complete  fusion  of  Hellenism  and  Judaism,  is,  in  the 
most  important  cases,  not  to  be  determined  ;  and 
primitive  Christianity  as  a  whole  stands  considerably 
nearer  to  the  Hebrew  world  than  to  the  Greek. 

Cp  K.  Hatch,  1'lie  Influence  of  Greek  Ideas  and  Usages  on 
the  Christian  Church,  '90 ;  A.  F.  Diihne,  Gesch.  Darstellung 
Jer  jud.-a.lex.  Rel.-philosophie,  '34;  C.  Siegfried,  Philo  Ton 
Alexandr.,  '70,  esp.  p.  303  ff.  ;  M.  Heinze,  Die  Lehre  votn 
Logos  in  tier  griech.  Philosophic,  '72 ;  H.  Bois,  Essai  sur  les 
vrigines  de  la  philosophic  Judeo  -  alexandrine,  '90;  H.  J. 
Holtzmann,  I.ehrbuch  tier  NT  Theol.,  '97.  A.  J. -T.  K.  C. 
HELMET  (koba\  173'lp.  or  koba' ,  17313). 

The  pronunciation  with  initial  k  is  sustained  by  the  Aramaic 
form  of  the  word  Kfibil'a.  We  may  perhaps  compare  the  word 
kiMa'atk,  'cup,''  Ass.  Kabtttu,  Ar.  hub' at.  KoM  occurs 
in  i  S.  1738  and  Kzek.  8894  (?  see  (B  arid  Cornill),  whereas  we 
find  jniS  in  i  S.  17  5  Is.  59  17  Jer.  40  4  Ezek.  27  10  2  Ch.  26  14. 
0*8 equivalent  is  ireptice<f>aAai'a,  a  designation  which  is  not  found 
in  the  classical  period,  but  is  not  infrequent  in  Polybius. 

Helmets  made  of  bronze  were  worn  by  distinguished 
2013 
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men  and  leaders  in  war  (as  Goliath  and  David,  i  S. 
17s  38)  I  but  we  can  infer  from  Jer.  464  and  2  Ch.  2614 
that  helmets — probably  of  leather  or  felt — were  worn 
also  by  the  ordinary  warrior.  It  is  impossible  to 
determine  the  precise  material  or  form,  yet  it  is 
probable  that  the  helmet  of  the  common  Israelite 
soldier  consisted  simply  of  a  solid  cap  adorned  perhaps 
with  horse-hair  tassels  as  well  as  with  a  prolonged  flap 
or  cheek-piece  to  cover  the  side  of  the  face  or  ears. 
Max  Muller  (As.  it.  Eur.  302^  325^  361  ff.  375-378 
380 f.  384)  gives  copious  illustrations  of  the  various 
forms  of  helmets  and  caps  worn  by  the  Bedouin, 
Syrian,  and  Hittite  warriors.  The  Hittite  head-gear 
was  mostly  a  round  and  flat  covering  with  prolonga 
tions  at  the  side  and  at  the  back  of  the  head,  sometimes 
surmounted  by  a  tassel.  Frequently  there  is  a  band 
tied  behind  the  ear  and  back  of  the  head  and  passing 
round  the  forehead  in  front  of  the  cap  (see  the  figures  in 
As.  11.  Eur.  pp.  232,  323)  ;  the  LXX  therefore  was 
guided  probably  by  a  right  instinct  in  selecting  the 
term  7repiKe</>aXeua  as  the  most  apt  term  to  designate  a 
kind  of  head-gear  which  covered  not  only  the  head  but 
also  a  portion  of  the  cheek  and  neck.  Probably  the 
kings  and  nobles,  in  order  to  distinguish  their  persons 
as  leaders,  wore  a  taller  covering  made  of  bronze  like 
that  of  the  Egyptian  monarchs.  Among  the  Hittites, 
however,  the  head-covering  of  the  leaders  was  often 
considerably  broader  at  the  top  than  at  the  base.  See 
As.  u.  Eur.  p.  361. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  helmet  worn  by  the  Assyrians 
and  Babylonians  was  loftier  than  that  which  was  in 
vogue  among  the  Syrians  and  Hittites  and  was  pointed 
at  the  summit.  There  was  also  a  side  piece  for  the 
protection  of  the  ears  (see  illustrations,  s. v.  GREAVES), 
resembling  the  <f>d\apa,  flaps  or  cheek-pieces  (wapa- 
yva6ides),  of  the  ancient  Greeks. 

The  Cypriote  helmet  figured  in  Warre-Cornish's  Concise  Diet, 
of  Greek  and  Roman  Antiqq.,  p.  79,  fig.  158,  presents  a  close 
analogy.  For  the  different  forms  of  Greek  helmet  the  reader  is 
referred  to  the  article  '  Arms  and  Armour '  in  that  work.  The 
Greek  helmet  presented  varieties  and  complications  of  detail,  as 
well  as  adornment  in  the  form  of  crests,  altogether  unknown 
among  the  plainer  and  more  modest  accoutrements  of  Egypt 
and  Western  Asia. 

The  helmet,  like  the  coat  of  mail,  is  metaphorically 
employed  by  the  writer  of  Is.  59 17,  the  helmet  desig 
nating  salvation,  an  image  which  is  borrowed  by  Paul 
(Eph.  617  i  Thess.  58).  Cp  TURBAN.  o.  c.  w. 

HELON(^ri;  XAIAOON  [BAF],  X£A-  [L]),  a  Zebu- 
lunite  (Nu.  1 9  2?  72429  10 16  [P]). 

HELPER  (TT&P&KAHTOC),  Jn.  14 16  RV-sr,  EV 
COMFORTER.  See  PARACLETE. 

HEMAM  (DDTl.  AIMAN  [BADEL]),  b.  Seir  the 
Horite  (Gen.  8622),  called  in  i  Ch.  139  HOMAM  (DDin, 
HMAN  [L]).  Probably  with  (5  (cp  Vg.  HEMAN  in  Gen. ) 
we  should  read  HEMAN  (see  below). 

HEMAN  (|O»n,  AIMAN  [BAL]),  one  of  the  three 
sons  of  MAHOL  [g.v.~\  who  were  renowned  for  their 
wisdom,  i  K.  431  [f>n]  (aivav  [B],  tj/jiav  [A]).  The 
name  appears  again  in  i  Ch.  26  (aifiovav  [B])  among 
the  sons  of  the  Judahite  Zerah.  The  same  legendary 
personage,  however,  is  intended  ;  the  clan  of  Zerah  was 
Edomite  before  it  became  Judahite  (see  Gen.  861317). 
Possibly  (as  S.  A.  Cook  suggests)  the  name  '  Heman  ' 
may  be  identified  with  the  Edomite  HEMAM  (oa'.i)  ; 
more  probably,  however,  HEMAN  and  ETHAN,  2,  are 
both  corrupt  forms  of  jrrn,  TEMAN,  one  of  the  oldest 
districts  of  Edom,  sometimes  used  poetically  as  a 
synonym  for  Edom.  The  whole  force  of  the  passage 
(i  K.  431)  depends  on  this.  See  MAHOL. 

In  post-exilic  times  Heman,  like  Ethan,  gives  his 
name  to  one  of  the  guilds  of  singers  (see  PSALMS). 
According  to  the  Chronicler  he  took  part  in  the  dedica 
tion  of  the  temple  (2  Ch.  5 12,  RV  ;  cp  i  Ch.  1641  f. 
25 6  [ai/uLavei  B]).  A  levitical  genealogy  is  produced  for 
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him  ;  he  becomes  the  grandson  of  Samuel,  and  traces 
his  origin  to  Kohath,  son  of  LEVI  (see  GENEALOGIES 
i. ,  §  7  ii.a,  m.c).  In  this  connection  it  may  be  remarked 
that  Samuel  himself  is  represented  in  i  S.  1 1  as  grand 
son  of  Jeroham,  a  shortened  form  of  JERAHMKEL  (g.v. , 
§  3  ;  cp  JEROHAM,  i).  The  double  heading  of  Ps.  88 
assigns  that  psalm  first  to  the  sons  of  Korah  and  then 
to  Heman  (cu0a/u.  [A])  the  Ezrahite.  Heman  was 
indeed,  according  to  i  Ch.  26,  a  Zarhite  (  =  Ezrahite)  ; 
but  this  made  him  of  the  tribe  of  Judah  ;  as  a  singer  he 
was  a  Korahite.  There  is  thus  a  confusion  of  two 
representations  implied  in  this  heading. 

In  i  Ch.  254_/C  (ou/uafei  [B]  once  in  v.  4)  a  little  section,  full 
of  difficulty,  is  devoted  to  Heman.  He  is  called  the  'king's 
seer'  (Just  'ike  his  ancestor  Samuel,  but  also  like  Asaph  and 
Jeduthun),  and  is  said  to  have  had  fourteen  sons  and  three 
daughters.1  The  difficulty  lies  in  the  words  which  follow  '  the 
king's  seer,'  and  in  the  closing  names  in  the  list  of  Heman's  sons. 
These  are  as  follows  :— Giddalti,  Romamti-ezer,  Joshbekashah, 
Mallothi,  Hothir,  Mahazioth  (rtSfpatr,  iTJT'riDDh,  'PlSia, 

mX'tnOi  yni.1>  *nVoX  Ewald  2  long  ago  suggested  that  these 
names  might  be  so  rendered  as  to  form,  in  combination,  a 
poetical  couplet, — '  I  have  given  great  and  majestic  help,'  '  I 
have  spoken  in  abundance  oracles.'  One  word  (nt5'p3tJ'0  h£ 
omitted  ;  later  scholars  have  sought  to  repair  his  omission  by 
rendering  '  to  him  that  sat  in  distress  '  (see  also  NAMES,  §  23). 
The  theory  was  plausible  as  long  as  it  was  supposed  that  the 
Chronicler  was  in  the  habit  of  framing  uncommon  names  in  the 
interest  of  edification.  Now,  however,  that  the  evidence  for 
this  supposition  is  beginning  to  break  down  elsewhere,3  we  are 
bound  to  be  more  strict  in  criticising  Ewald's  suggestion.  It  is 
safe  to  maintain  not  only  that  the  rendering  is  extremely  un 
natural,  but  that  the  clause  produced  by  combining  the  last 
four  names  is  execrable  Hebrew.  This  objection  cannot  be  raised 
against  the  reading  proposed  by  Kau.1*  in  lieu  of  '  Hananiah, 
Hanani,  Eliathah,'  viz.,  HBX  'Sx  '33n  PP  "im—f.e.,  'Have  pity 
upon  me,  O  Yahwe,  have  pity  upon  me  ;  thou  art  my  God '  ; 
still  we  must  ask,  How  comes  such  a  passage  to  be  introduced 
just  here,  even  as  a  marginal  note?  '  Eliathah '  is  no  doubt  an 
impossible  name  ;  but  is  there  no  better  theory  to  account  for  it  ? 
Certainly  there  is  a  better  one.  Joshbekashah  (,iB'p3B")  and 
Mahazioth  (niN'ino)  are  corruptions  of  the  same  word,  and 
Mallothi  Orfe)  and  Hothir  (Tnin)  are  corrupt  fragments  of 
it.  Again  and  again  we  find  different  corruptions  of  the  same 
word  side  by  side,  and  this  is  the  case  here  ;  or  rather,  there 
are  two  words  in  construction,  viz.,  rn'p  V33.  As  for  Giddalti 
and  Romamti-ezer,  the  former  is  miswritten  for  Gedaliah  (n'71j)i 
the  latter  for  a  dittographed  Jerimoth  (niD'T)  ar|d  Azar'el  (^Nllj;, 
a  variant  to  Uzziel  in  v.  18).  Gedaliah  was  introduced  as  a 
correction  of  the  corrupt  Eliathah  (nnx'^x)-  '  Hanani '  is  really 
a  dittographed  Hananiah,  and  is  to  be  omitted.  In  v.  5  D'ln1? 
pp  ('to  lift  up  the  horn'!)  is  miswritten  for  VOrn  "1B]7,  'to 
praise  his  compassion.'  'All  these  ' — -viz.,  Bukkiah,  Mattaniah, 


Uzziel,    Shebuel    (Samuel  ?),    Jerimoth    (Jeroham  ?),    Hanani, 

king's  seer  (who  pro 
phesied  ?)  with  words  of  God  to  praise  his  compassion.      God 


Gedaliah — were  the  sons  of  Heman,  the  king's  seer  (who 


gave  to  Heman  seven  (njnt?)  sons  and  three  daughters."  The 
seven  sons  are  called,  quite  correctly,  'sons  of  Korah'  (Joshbe 
kashah,  etc.!),  i.e.,  members  of  the  Korahite  guild.  This  is  a 
sign  that  the  Chronicler  draws  here  from  a  Midrashic  source 
(cp  2  Ch.  20  19,  and  WRS  OT/CP),  205,  n.  2).  T.  K.  C. 

HEMATH,  RV  Hammath  (TVpn,  MecHMA  [B], 
AIMA0  [A],  eMA0  [L])-  'the  father  of  the  house  of 
Rechab  '  (i  Ch.  2  sst)-  Elsewhere  Jonadab  is  the 
'  father  '  of  the  Rechabites,  and  if  any  one  can  dispute 
this  title  with  him  it  is  Hobab,  '  the  father-in-law  of 
Moses.  ' 

The  Chronicler  must  have  known  of  Hobab  ;  and  if  so  he 
must  mean  Hobab.  The  easiest  solution  of  the  problem  is  to 
suppose  that  JlSn  is  a  fragment  of  'WO  Jnri,  '  father-in-law  of 
Moses,'  and  to  see  in  this  an  allusion  to  the  phrase  in  Judg. 
1  16.  See  HOBAB,  JONADAB,  2,  and  on  the  Kenite  connection  see 
RECHABITES,  KENITES.  In  <&,  i  Ch.  4  12,  the  avSpts  pix"/3 
[BL]  (MT  '  Recah  ')  appear  among  the  Calebites  (pointed  out 
by  Meyer,  .£«/.  147),  which  seems  to  agree  with  the  notice  in 
i  Ch.  255.  T.  K.  C. 

HEMATH  (nOH),  Am.  6i4,  AV,  RVHAMATH  [?.».]. 
HEMDAN  (Hpn,  '  desirable  '  [?],  §  77  ;  Gray  [HPN 


1  Klostermann,  who  identifies  Heman  and  Job,  sees  here  a 
coincidence  with  Job  42  13  (taking  .1JV?!?'  as  a  dual  =  fourteen). 

2  Lehr/'itch  der  hebr.  Sf  racked,  672  ('63). 

3  See,  e.g.,  BESODEIAH,  BEZALEEL,  ELIOENAI,  HAZZELEL- 

PONI,  JOSHAB-HESED. 
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64],  however,  suggests  ppn  :  Cp  "jB'cn,  and  see  ABIDAN  ;  but  the 
analogy  of  most  of  the  other  names  in  the  list  suggests  that  the 
|  is  not  radical),  a  Horite  clan-name  (Gen.  3026 ;  a^aSa.  [ADL], 
aSafia  [E]);  in  ||  i  Ch.  141,  apparently  by  a  scribe's  error, 
HAMRAN,  AV  AMRAM  (pen;  f^fp<av  [B],  a/uaSa  [A],  -a^i  [L]). 
See  DISHON. 

HEMLOCK.   For  ( i )  tJ>8O,  ro'f,  Hos.  104,  see  GALL,  i 

and  for  (2)  TOD/,  laaniih,  Am.  6  12,  see  WORMWOOD. 

HEN  (op NIC).  Mt.  2337  Lk.  1334  («/vi|  Ti.]).  See 
FOWLS,  §§  2  4. 

HEN  (fH),  one  of  the  Babylonian  Jewish  delegates, 

temp.  Zerubbabel  (Zech.  6  14!).  ©BXAQF  has  ei?  x*P'Ta  '•  so  a'so 
RV»)g.  ;  'for  the  kindness  of  the  son  of  Zephaniah.'  The  text 
is  plainly  in  disorder.  Read  probably,  'Joshua  the  son  of  Z.' 
(We.).  See  JOSIAH,  2. 

HENA  (17? H),  an  imaginary  name  which,  through  a 
scribe's  error,  has  found  its  way  into  the  Rabshakeh's 
message  to  Hezekiah  (2  K.  19 13,  AN6C  [B],  AINA  [A], 
-A[-  [L];  Is.  37 13,  ANAf  [BN'Ol"1].  ANAB  [Nc],  ANA 
[A],  ANAC  [Q*],  ANA6  [Q"*-].1  The  text  stands  thus, 
'  Where  is  ...  the  king  of  Sepharvaim,  of  Hena,  and 
Ivvah?1  (RV).  Underlying  this  is  a  witty  editorial 
suggestion  that  the  existence  of  cities  called  yjn  and  niy 
respectively  has  passed  out  of  mind  (cp  Ps.  96  [7]),  for 
niyi  jnn  clearly  means  '  he  has  driven  away  and  over 
turned'  (so  Tg. ,  Sym. ).  To  look  out  for  names  re 
sembling  Hena  and  Ivvah  is  waste  of  time.  The 
context  further  makes  it  plain  that  only  one  city  was 
mentioned.  Either  pn  or  my  must  therefore  be  omitted, 
and  a  comparison  of  2  K.  17  24  shows  that  jnn  is  the 
superfluous  word.  Probably  jnn  was  miswritten  for  rnj?, 
or  rather  (see  AVVA)  for  nty,  '  Gaza.'  T.  K.  c. 

HENADAD  (T]3n,  HNAAAA  [BXA,  note  confusions 
of  A  A  and  \  below]).  A  Levitical  name  (see  below), 
the  peculiarity  of  which  requires  notice.  The  name 
may  be  corrupt,  and,  if  so,  an  easy  emendation  would  be 
3"m%  Jonadab,  a  not  unnatural  name  for  a  Levite.3 
Baethgen,  however  (Beitr.  68,  n.  4)  and  BDB  explain  as 
Tirr|n>  'favour  of  Hadad '  (so  also  §  42),  cp  Ph. 
isJlt-3  The  bearer  of  the  name  is  a  Levite,  mentioned 
as  the  father  of  BINNUI  [q.v. ,  3]  in  list  of  wall- 
builders  (see  NEHEMIAFI,  §  i /. ,  EZRA  ii. ,  §§  16  [i], 
15^),  Neh.  3i8  (rjvaSaXaT  [BN],  vaj3a.d  [L]),  v.  24 
(t)i>ada[3  [L,]),  also  as  a  signatory  to  the  covenant 
(EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  109  [i°]  (-nvaSap  [B*t-,],  -Xa/3 
[Bb-vid-],  i)i>-r]\ad  [A],  iwva.5a.l3  [L]j.  The  name  occurs 
once  again  in  the  difficult  passage  Ezra  89,  on  which 
see  Ryle,  Camb.  Bible,  adloc.  (•tycaaS  [B],  tuvadajS  [L]). 

In  EzraSg  it  is'  best,  perhaps,  instead  of  rm.T  'J3  V331 
to  read  mim  '33T4 !  'I16  corruption  would  arise  through  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  name  Bani  (as  in  Ezra  2 40,  etc.), 
helped  by  the  preceding  vnni  V33-  As  regards  Henadad,  it 
is  clear  that  the  concluding  words  are  out  of  place  (cp  i  Esd. 
557(58],  and  see  MADIABUN),  and  supported  by  Neh.  169  [10]  it 
may  be  suggested  that  -njn  ^SD  was  a  marginal  gloss  to  Bani 
which,  on  being  taken  into  the  text,  was  rounded  off  by  the 
addition  of  the  words  D'l^n  Dn'riNI  Dma-  S.  A.  C. 

HENNA  (153),  Cant.  1 14.     See  CAMPHIRE. 

HENOCH  Cq'un  ;  eNoox  [BAL]).     i.   i  Ch.  1  3,  AV, 
RV  ENOCH  (g.v.,  i).     2.  i  Ch.  1  33,  AV,  RV  HANOCH  (i). 
HEPHER  pan.  o<J>ep  [BAL]).    Cp  GATH-HEPHER. 

i.  A  Canaanite  city  mentioned  between  Tappuah  and  Aphek 
in  Sharon  (see  APHEK,  3);  Josh.  12i7(«f>«p  [L]).  CpEpHRAiM, 
§  12,  end. 

1  Compare  also  2  K.  18  34  (om.  B,  ava.  [A],  L  differs)  ||  Is.  36 
2  Ch.  32  om. 

2  Cp  (S1-  Ezra  3  9  Neh.  10g  (10).     The  manner  in  which   the 
name-lists  in  Ez.-Neh.  have  been  compiled  and  the  harmonising 
labours  of  the  earliest  scribes  will  account  for  the  circumstance 
that  such  a  familiar  name  could  ever  have  gone  astray. 

3  Not  only  does  one  expect  ;  (nun  with  daghesh)  on  the  analogy 
of  ^N'jn  and  Hannibaal,  but  such  a  Levitical  name  is  unlocked 
for  ;  the  case  of  AZOAD  is  different. 

4  '33,  '33,  or  '133,  cp  Neh.  94/  128,  also  743  (see  BANI,  3), 
and  1224  (see  BINNUI,  2). 
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2.  A  district  in  Judah  (?)  which  fell  into  Solomon's  third  pre 
fecture,  I  K.  4  10  ((j>ap[a^eiv]  [B],  <#>ap-  (.LJ).  See  BfiN-HESED, 
§  i. 

HEPHER  pan),  i.  (o4>Ap  [BK],  0)4>AP  [L],  A 
has  [top]*-  <t>ep[o/v\exOY,pA0i])-  A  name  in  the 
Chronicler's  list  of  David's  heroes,  i  Ch.  1136.  The 
passage  is  plainly  corrupt  ;  see  ELIPHELET,  2. 

2.  (o<j>{p  [BAFL]).     The  founder,   or  eponym,   of  a 
Gileadite  clan,  who   is  variously  described   as   the  son 
(Josh.  17  2,  JE,  t(j>ep  [L])  and  as  the  great-grandson  of 
Manasseh  (Xu.  2ti32/.   [©  36/.]  27  i.  P).     The  clan 
itself  is  called  the  Hepherites  (  nsnn,  6  6<f>fp[f]i  [BAFL]  ; 
Nu.  26  52)  or  '  sons  of  Hepher  '  (josh.  17  2). 

3.  (r)<£oA  [BA],  ai^ep  [L]).     The  eponym  of  a  family  of  Judah, 
called  the  'son'  of  ASHHUR  (i  Ch.  4e). 

HEPHZIBAH  (nipyan,  usually  '  in  whom  is  my 
delight,'  §§  22,  107  ;  but  analogy  favours  Smend's 
rendering,  'in  whom  is  delight'  ;  see,  however,  i). 

1.  The  mother  of  King  Manasseh,  2  K.  21  i  (oi/<ei/3a  IB*],  a\j/. 
[Bab],  o^crijSa  [A],  ei£t/3a  [L]).    The  Phoen.  form  ^jQjtBri  suggests 
that  Hephzibah  may  be  a  deliberate  distortion  i  of  the  name 
Hephzibaal,   'delight   of  baal'  (i.e.,  either   of  Baal,   or  of  a 
husband).     The  Chronicler  (2  Ch.  33  i)  passes  over  Manasseh  's 
mother. 

2.  The  symbolical   name  of  restored   Zion,  Is.  62  4  (0c'A>jfia 
iy.6v  [BNAQ]  ;  cp  yff  df\rfnj  Mai.  3  12).     Here,  too,  the  reading 
SjO'sSn  seems  preferable  ;  Yah  we  is  the  baal  or  '  husband  '  who 
'  delights  '  in  his  bride  Zion  (v.  5  ;  see  SBO'f). 

T.  K.  C.  —  S.  A.  C. 

HEEALD  appears  three  times  in  NT  (RVme-)  as  the 
rendering  of  KHpyS.  f°r  which  EV  has  'preacher' 
(iTi.  2?  2  Ti.  In  2  Pet.  2s).  Krjpvffffu  means  simply 
'to  proclaim'  ;  see,  e.g.,  Jon.  85  (<§>),  Mt.  3i.  See 
MINISTRY. 

In  ©  (ojpvf  represents  the  NVTQ  EV,  'herald,'  of  Dan.  84. 
On  the  probable  philological  connection  of  113  (Dan.  629 
Aph.  ;  '  made  proclamation  ')  with  K7)pOcr<rei»'  (©  87  cSuiKei/ 
e£ovo-i'ai>),  see  Be  van  on  Dan.  629;  Kau.,  Graiiun.  des  bibl. 
Aram.,  §  644;  No.  GGA,  '84,  p.  1019.  KT/pvf  also  occurs  in 
Gen.  41  43  (see  ABRECH),  Ecclus.  20  15  4  Mace.  04. 

HERBS.     A  rendering  of  various  Hebrew  terms. 

z'  p"l%  y&r<ik,  'that  which  is  green,'  'a  garden  of  herbs,' 
Dt.  11  10  i  K.  21  2.  A  dinner  (AV,  Che.,  cp  Ass.  arahu,  '  to 
eat  '  ;  RV'ing.  '  portion  '  of  herbs)  Prov.  15  17. 

2-  3tyy,  'esebh,  'herbage,'  including  grasses  and  cereals,  Gen. 
1  n,  etc. 

3  and  4.  Nt?i,  dese'  ,  and  vsrli  h"?lr-     See  GRASS. 

5  and  6.  rhN,  'troth  (MH  rrnui),  2  K.  4  39  (aplw0  [BAL], 
herbas  agrestes).  Elisha  had  just  'come  down'  to  Gilgal  in 
time  of  famine  and  sent  a  man  to  gather  'ordth,  '  herbs  '  or 
vegetables  for  a  pottage.  The  Talmud  (}'omd,  18  b)  explains 
'oroth  by  the  word  gargir  (Vjlj),  which  means  '  colewort  ' 
(enica).  Royle  (Kitto's  Bib.  Cyc.,  s.v.  'Oroth  '),  indeed,  insists 
that  the  'oroth  must  have  been  the  fruit  of  some  plant  for  which 
the  so-called  '  wild  gourds  '  (EV)  might  have  been  mistaken. 
This,  however,  is  not  at  all  clear.  The  man  spoken  of  in  the 
story  need  not  have  confined  himself  to  colewort.  If  he  found 
a  cucumber,  or  what  he  thought  to  be  such,  he  would  not  reject 
it.  See  GOURDS,  WILD. 

In  Is.  26ig  rniK  SB  (<V<*  [BKAQr];  ros  lucis;  EV  'dew 
of  herbs'),  if  correct,  means  'dew  of  lights'  (RV'nfT-  'dew  of 
light  ').  See  DEW,  §  2  b.  But  ©  suggests  CnDIN,  '  their  heal 
ing'  (see  LIGHT).  And  in  Is.  184  AV's  rendering  of  niK-'Sj/  (as 
>f  rnN-Sy)-  '  upon  herbs  '  (is  <f>u>s  <cavju.a.T<K  /j.eoT)(i/3pias  [BNAQT]  ; 
meridiana  lux),  is  generally  abandoned  ;  RV  gives  'in  sunshine.' 
But  the  text  probably  needs  emendation  (see  VINE). 

7.  fimdvri  =  NE-I,  dese,  3&y,  'esebh,  in  ©  ;  'grass';  Heb.  67. 

8.  Aaxai»a=pr,  yardk,  and  p-|<,  yerek,  in  ©  ;   'herbs,'  Mt. 
1332. 

For  C"np,  mfrorim,  Ex.  12s,  see  BITTER  HERBS. 


HERCULES  ('HPAKAHC  [VA]),  mentioned  only  in 
2  Mace.  4  19  /!  in  connection  with  the  games  held  in  his 
honour  at  Tyre,  for  which  JASON  \q.v.  ,  2]  sent  300 
drachmas  of  silver.2  The  contest  was  held  every  fifth 
year,  and  was  probably  based  upon  the  Olympic  games 
(cp  further  Schiir.  (7/7  2  ^  ff.).  Hercules  was  the 

1  Or  an  abbreviated  form. 

2  According  to  Polyb.  31  20,  Arr.  Alex.  2  24  etc.,  it  was  custom 
ary  for  the  colonies  to  send  embassies  to  Tyre  in  honour   of 
their  deity. 
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Greek  name  for  the  Tyrian  Melkarth1  (rnpSo,  i.e.,  ~fco 
mp,  king  of  the  city),  whence  the  Greek  Melikertes  (see 
Roscher,  Lex.  ,  s.v.).  See  BAAL,  §  6,  HELLENISM, 
§5- 

HERD  (1153),  Ex.  109;  Herdsman  (Hlh),  Gen.  13  7. 
See  CATTLE,  §§  2a  6. 

HERES,  CITY  OF,  EV™*-,  or,  CITY  OF  DESTRUCTION, 
EV  ;  (D-jnn  Ttf  ;  so  MT,  Pesh.  )  ;  or,  CITY  OF  THE 
SUN,  EV  second  margin  (D^Pin  Y17  ;  so  Symm.  ,  Vg.  , 
Talm.  ,  Mindhoth  no  a,  Saad.  ,'2  and  some  Heb.  MSS), 
or,  'city  of  righteousness'  (pIXil  TJ?  [?],  noAlC 
ACeAeK  3  [BNAQ11]  ;  <\pec  Aq.  ,  Theod.  ,  may  be  either 
DID  or  D~in).  The  name  which  was  to  be  given  at  a 
future  day  to  one  of  five  cities  in  Egypt,  where  Hebrew 
would  be  spoken  and  the  Jewish  religion  practised  (Is. 
19  18). 

Opinion  is  much  divided  as  to  the  reading  of  the  name, 
and  as  to  the  date  of  the  section  to  which  the  clause 
containing  the  name  belongs.  Some  critics  (Dillmann, 
Guthe)  even  hold  that  the  clause  is  a  later  addition  to 
the  section  ;  this,  however,  seems  an  unnecessary  refine 
ment  of  criticism,  suggested  by  a  wish  to  push  the  date 
of  the  rest  of  the  chapter  as  high  up  as  possible. 
Considering  that  there  is  nothing  in  vv.  18-25  that  is 
decidedly  favourable,  and  much  that  is  adverse,  to  the 
authorship  of  Isaiah,  and  that  the  section  only  becomes 
fully  intelligible  in  the  light  of  the  history  of  the  Greek 
period,  it  is  best  to  interpret  v.  17^  as  the  translation  of 
a  fact  of  history  into  the  language  of  prophecy.  The 
meaning  of  the  verse  seems  to  be  that  early  in  the 
Greek  period  there  were  to  be  in  Egypt  colonies 
of  Jewish  worshippers  of  Yah  we,  among  whom  the 
'  language  of  Canaan  '  was  not  exchanged  for  Greek, 
and  that  one  of  them  would  be  settled  in  the  city  of 
Heres,  or  (shall  we  say?)  of  Heres.  Probably  Heres, 
not  Heres,  is  the  right  reading  ;  it  is  Heliopolis, 
the  city  of  the  Sun-god,  that  is  meant  —  the  city  which 
before  the  foundation  of  Alexandria  was  perhaps  best 
known  to  the  Jews  (see  ON).  The  rare  word  Din  is 
preferred  to  E>CE>  (contrast  Jeremiah's  procedure,  if 
'  Beth-shemesh  '  in  Jer.  43  13  is  correct).  The  reading 
Heres  (i.e.  ,  destruction)  is  no  doubt  an  intentional 
alteration  of  Heres  (a  few  MSS  even  read  c~\n  = 
anathema),  just  as  Timnath-heres  (Judg.  2g)  is  altered 
into  Timnath-serah  in  Josh.  19  50  24  3o. 

©'s  reading  'city  of  Zedek'  (i.e.,  'city  of  righteousness'), 
though  it  is  defended  by  Geiger  [Urschr.  79],  Bredenk.,  Guthe, 
and  half  accepted  by  Dillmann,  is  very  improbable,  and  may  seem 
to  have  arisen  out  of  a  desire  for  a  distinct  prediction  of  the  temple 
of  Onias  at  Leontopolis  (see  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  3i).  pns  will  then 
mean  'legal  correctness'  (cp  pis  *rp7.  Ps.  5l2i);  the  Oneion 
was  not  at  first  regarded  with  dislike  in  Palestine.  But  N*'S  acrefi 
[cure,  Nc-a]  suggests  the  possibility  that  -etc  is  a  later  addition 
to  ao-eS,  which  perhaps  arose  through  transposition  of  letters  ; 
ao-eS  in  fact  suggests  -\or\  or  "1D.T  On  the  critical  questions,  see 
further  Che.  Intr.  Is.  p.  xxvi  102  f.,  Kittel's  revision  of  Dill- 
mann's  Jesaia  ('98),  and  Marti's  commentary.  To  recapitulate 
fantastic  theories  which  have  small  claim  on  consideration  would 
lead  the  reader  away  from  the  main  point  (on  which  cp  HIGH 
PLACE,  §  9,  n.).  T.  K.  C. 

HERES,  THE  ASCENT  OF.  So  RV,  in  Judg.  8  15, 
to  define  the  road  which  Gideon  took  in  returning  to 
Succoth  from  the  battlefield.  RV  partly  follows  certain 
versions,  which  read  oinn  nVjffiD  for  oinn  njJJfloSo 
(MT).  This,  however,  is  not  enough  ;  we  do  not 
expect  a  place-name  here,  onrra  (Symm.,  Theod.) 
would  be  a  slight  improvement. 


Most  probably,   however,  the  true   reading   is  D"infJ 
'he    devoted   the   host   to  destruction,'  —  originally  a  marginal 
correction  of  T"]nn  n:riEn  (v.  12,  end).     Tina  is  in  fact  a  weak 

1  So  especially  C/S  1  no.  122,  where  for  -|<{  ^J73  'D  the  parallel 
Gr.  has  lipcucAei  apXTjye'rei  ;  cp  Baethg.  Beitr.  zof. 

2  The  Oxford  MS  has  distinctly  Din^N    mp-    Derenbourg, 
however,  emends  mn  into  D"1>"!>  and  conjectures  that  Saad.  gave 
this  word  the  Arabicizing  sense  of  '  crushing  '  (2A  TIV9  57). 

3  On  the  supposed  reading  IT.  ax«pe«  (in  the  Complutensian 
edition),  see  Del.  on  Isaiah,  I.e. 

2018 


HERES,  MOUNT 

expression  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  v.  6  5,  SityBeipt).  For  the  form  of  the 
correction  cp  i  K.  <>3  [423],  where  the  last  two  words  are  a  cor 
rection  of  a  preceding  word,  see  FOWL,  KATTKD. 

<S's  readings  are  inavtadfv  (TTJS  Traparof  ea>s)  '  Apf  s  [B,  omitting 
an  accidental  repetition),  dirb  ai>a/3<icr«ws  apf«  [ALJ.  Ac|.  had 
airo  aim/},  rov  Spvfiov  (reading  t/"inn)>  Symm.  .  .  .  ruiy  bptav, 
Theod.  .  .  .  opout  (see  Field  with  his  quotation  from  Jerome 
in  the  note),  Vg.  ante  soils  ortutit,  Tg.  xycy  Sy»O  «!?  1J,',  'be 
fore  sunrise.' 


HERES,  MOUNT  (Dnrnn).  Mentioned  with 
Aijalon  and  Shaalbim  as  still  occupied  by  the  Amorites, 
Judg.  Is4/.  Almost  certainly  in  is  a  scribe's  error  for 
Tj?,  so  that  we  should  read  Ir-heres  =  lR-SHKMKSH. 
Budde  in  his  commentary  overlooks  this,  but  makes 
the  valuable  suggestion  that  Ir-heres,  Har-heres  (?), 
and  BETH-SHEMESH  [q.v.,  i]  may  all  be  identified  with 
'  Bit-Ninib  in  the  district  of  Jerusalem  '  (Am.  Tab. 
183  i4/.  ).  If  this  be  so  <SI!  may  be  right  and  we  can 
connect  Heres  with  '  the  gate  Harsith  '  of  Jer.  192.  We 
may  even  go  further  and  suggest  as  a  possibility  that 
Din  was  originally  vocalised  differently  and  was  a 
Hebraised  form  of  Uras,  a  synonym  of  the  Ass.  god 
Ninib  (worshipped  at  Bit-Ninib),  who  is  primarily  the 
fierce  morning  sun  (see  Jensen,  Kosmol.  458). 

@AL  (fV  r£  opei)  TOW  fivptriMui>os=Dnn"in:i  (an  anachronism, 
see  MYRTLE);  cod.  58  rov  Spvuiovos  (mg.  TO!  6o-Tpa/eu>Sei)  = 

cnrrina;  cp  Moore.     ®«  reads  TW  oo-rpaicuiSci    (oin  =  inn). 

Conder  mentions  the  ruins  of  Ibn  Harith  in  the  vale  of  Aijalon. 

Cp  TlMNATH-JIERES.  T.    K.   C. 


HERESH  (Knri;  p&pAihA  [B],  «\pec  [A],  A.PHC 
[L]),  an  Asaphite  Levite  ;  i  Ch.  9isf. 

The  name  has  no  1  prefixed  to  it  ;  Vg.  therefore  gives  '  car- 
pentarius  '  (Bnn),  most  improbably.  A  comparison  of  Neh.  H  17 
(crit.  emend.)  shows  that  yyft  enn  (not  found  in  the  list  in 
Neh.)  should  be  fl?nn.1  ^X"),  '  the  leader  in  the  song  of  praise.1 
The  words  should  have  stood  after  '  Mattaniah  .  .  .  son  of 
Asaph.'  T.  K.  C. 

HERESY,  HERETIC,  SECT.  '  Heresy  '  and  •  sect  ' 
in  EV  both  represent  AjpeciC- 

For  '  heresy  '  in  AV  see  Acts  24  14  ;  for  '  heresies,"  i  Cor.  11  19 
Gal.  5  20  2  Pet.  2  i.  For  '  sect,'  see  Acts  5  17  15  5  24  5  '26  5  28  22 
and  mg.  of  i  Cor.  11  19.  RV,  however,  gives  'a  sect'  in  Acts 
24  14  (mg.  '  heresy  ')  ;  '  factions  '  in  i  Cor.  11  19  ing.  ;  '  parties  ' 
in  Gal.  5  20  mg.  ;  '  sects  '  in  2  Pet.  2  i  mg.  Both  AV  and  RV 
give  '  heretical  '/or  aiperticot  in  Tit.  3  10  ;  RVni£-  '  factious.' 

We  shall  treat  aifpetrts  (heresy)  and  alperiKds  (heretical) 
here,  from  a  phraseological  and  exegetical  point  of 

1.  Biblical  use  v!,ew  :  see  further  HELLKNISM,_§  6/. 

-    .,  cupecris    occurs    several    times    in    the 

01  cupsa  L^x    ^     £g      Ley  22  jg    ^  Macc 

830);  alperiicds  neither  in  the  LXX  nor  in  classical 
writers  (but  see  Suicer).  In  the  OT  a'lpfffis  means 
'  free  choice  '  ;  but  in  classical  literature  it  has  also, 
in  pre-Christian  times,  the  more  specialised  sense  of 
'  freely  chosen  opinion.'  Thus  ai'pecm  'AKaSyfj-aiK-/!  is 
equivalent  to  'the  Platonic  philosophy  '-  —  i.e.  ,  Platonism. 
Only  a  short  step  was  needed  to  designate  the  holders 
—  in  the  aggregate  —  of  such  an  opinion  also  as  a  ai'pecris, 
though,  of  course,  without  any  flavour  of  censure, 
merely  in  the  sense  of  a  school  or  party.  It  is  in  this 
sense  of  the  word  that  Josephus  (Ant.  xiii.  5g,  §  171) 
describes  the  Pharisees,  the  Sadducees,  and  the  Essenes 
as  the  three  aipfofts  of  the  Jews  since  the  Maccabean 
period,  '  who  had  different  opinions  concerning  human 
actions.'  Following  the  same  usage,  Acts  5  17  speaks 
of  the  aipeffis  of  the  Sadducees  and  15s  (26s)  of  that  of 
the  Pharisees,  whilst  in  24  5  14  2822  the  word  is  employed 
to  denote  the  followers  of  Christ  —  this  last,  it  is  true, 
only  in  the  mouths  of  unbelieving  Jews.  Wherever  in 
the  first  century  of  Christianity,  whether  in  Jerusalem  or 
in  Rome,  Jewish  believers  in  the  Messiah  made  their 
appearance,  and  rallied  to  their  freely  chosen  ideal  with 
a  zeal  and  a  claim  of  separateness  recalling  in  some 
respects  the  manner  of  the  Essenes,  they  would  neces 
sarily  appear  to  their  fellow-  Jews  in  the  light  of  a  new 
a'lpfffis.  The  accent  of  superciliousness  which  we  note 
when  Paul's  accusers  at  Caesarea  speak  of  him  as  a 
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leader  of  the  eupferts  of  the  Nazarenes  does  not  lie  on 
the  word  ai'pecrts  but  on  the  genitive  rCiv  Nafaj/xuajp, 
'of  the  Nazarenes,'  the  deluded  followers  of  the  false 
Messiah  from  despised  Galilee  (see  NAZARETH).  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  Paul  in  Acts  24  14'  in  his  answer  to 
Tertullus  substitutes  the  word  656s,  'way,'  'doctrine,' 
•religion,'  for  a'ipfffis,  it  is  not  because  the  latter  word 
is  in  itself  a  name  of  reproach,  but  because  he  regards 
himself  as  representing,  not  a  new  aipfais — and,  there 
fore,  at  best,  only  a  portion  of  the  people  of  God — but 
the  nation  of  Israel  as  a  whole  in  so  far  as  it  can  claim 
this  name. 

In  the  genuine  Pauline  epistles  the  word  aipeais  is 
met  with  twice  :  in  Gal.  5  20,  where  in  the  list  of  the 
'  works  of  the  flesh '  it  is  enumerated  between  otxooracricu 
('divisions')  and  >p66i>oi  ('  envyings  '),  and  in  i  Cor. 
11 19,  where  it  is  used  as  synonymous  with  (rxt'0>taTa- 
The  new  religion  inscribed  on  its  banner  the  motto 
'  All  ye  are  one  in  Christ  Jesus,"  and  accordingly 
regarded  with  the  liveliest  aversion  any  breaking-up  into 
narrower  circles,  and  every  tendency  to  give  prominence 
to  individual  opinions  of  the  school.  This  spirit  had 
already  asserted  itself  to  such  an  extent  that  the  otpeVets 
or  divergent  views,  the  existence  of  which  to  a  Greek 
philosopher  would  probably  have  betokened  a  fresh  and 
vigorous  intellectual  life,  were  deprecated  as  manifesta 
tions  of  grave  and  most  disquieting  import.  It  is  only 
in  a  tone  of  bitter  irony  that  the  apostle  (i  Cor.  11 19) 
says  '  there  must  needs  be  aipecrets  (or  factions) '  among 
the  Corinthians,  '  in  order  that  they  who  are  approved 
among  them  may  be  made  manifest.'  Here  he  has  in 
view  only  those  factions  turning  on  personal  questions 
which  were  so  specially  conspicuous  in  the  church  life  of 
Corinth — not  false  doctrines  or  the  formation  of  sects 
occasioned  by  these.2  For  these  there  is  as  yet  no 
word  with  the  force  of  a  terminus  technicus,  otherwise 
Paul,  who  (especially  in  Galatia  and  in  Colossas)  had  a 
hard  enough  battle  to  fight  against  false  teachers,  would 
assuredly  have  made  use  of  it  somewhere  in  that  con 
nection.  To  him  aifpecrts  is  hateful  just  as  schism 
(crxur/xa)  and  faction  (Sixoffrairia)  are- — in  other  words, 
only  as  interfering  with  that  oneness  amongst  the 
members  which  is  so  essential  to  the  existence  of 
Christianity. 

In  the   post-apostolic   age,    as   early  as  the  time  of 

Ignatius  and  Justin,  as  a  result  of  the  catholic  tendencies 

2.  Use  in  post-  °f  the    Period,    the   word    cupecm    be- 

,    ..  r          came  the  terminus  technicus  for  hetero- 

apostoiic  age.  doxy  Qr    .heresy-_for   alj    doctrine 

that  departs  from  the  true  faith,  as  well  as  for  the 
company  of  the  maintainers  of  such  doctrine.  Those 
who  held  to  the  church  found  it  impossible  to  think  of 
such  departures  as  having  their  origin  in  anything 
but  arbitrary  self-will,  the  church  being  by  revelation  in 
possession  of  the  entire  truth  attainable  in  the  present 
aeon.  Hence  Tertullian's  definition  (De  prcescr.  har. 
6),  '  adulterae  doctrinas,  hasreses  dictie  Grasca  voce  ex 
interpretatione  electionis  qua  quis  sive  ad  instituendas 
sive  ad  suscipiendas  eas  utitur.'  The  word  has 

already  reached  this  stage  in  2  Pet.  2  i  where  there  is  a 
prediction  of  false  teachers  who  shall  bring  in  aiptafis 
airu>\fia.s — 'destructive  heresies'  (RV) — by  reason  of 
which  the  way  of  truth  (cp  Acts  24 14)  shall  be  evil 
spoken  of.  Whether  aiptfffis  be  taken  here  in  the 
sense  of  'separations'  or  in  that  of  'sects  or  (better 
— note  irapeiffdyfiv )  of  'incorrect  doctrines'  they  are, 
in  the  mind  of  this  writer,  ipso  facto  and  as  such, 

1  |RV  renders,  '  After  the  Way  which  they  call  a  sect,  so  serve 
I  the  God  of  our  fathers,"  i.e.,  'I  serve  the  same  God  as  my 
accusers,  but  according  to  a  form  of  religion  (TJI'J,  Judg.  222 
Jer.  32  39)  which  is  simpler  and  truer   than  theirs."     Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  in  other  words,  is  a  reformer  of  Judaism,  a  restorer 
of  the  primitive  religion  of  Israel.     The  '  sect  of  the  Nazarenes ' 
therefore  deserves  toleration  by  the  Romans  as  belonging  to  the 
great  Jewish  body.] 

2  Chrys.   ov  TauTas  \tyuiv  ras  riuv   Soy/iorair,   aAAa   TO?  rail' 
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something  abominable,  a  work  of  falsehood  ;  and  the 
additional  word  diroAaas  is  simply  the  expression  of 
his  belief  that  hell,  or  everlasting  destruction  (RV'ne- 
'sects  of  perdition')  is  their  destined  end.  In  like 
manner  also  Tit.  3 10  enjoins  that  a  factious  man 
(aipfTiKO*  dvOpwiros)  is  to  be  shunned  if  a  repeated  effort 
to  bring  him  to  a  better  state  of  mind  has  failed  ;  in 
that  case  he  is  an  irreclaimable  sinner,  self-condemned  ; 
cp  EXCOMMUNICATION.  This  employment  of  an 
adjective  aipeTi/c6j  shows  merely  (cp  cupeeriamu,  Just. 
Dial.  c.  Tryph.  80)  how  firmly,  even  at  that  early 
date,  the  idea  of  all  that  is  ungodly  and  against  the 
church  had  attached  itself  to  the  word  cti'peo-ts  ;  an  idea 
which,  further  heightened  by  the  distinction  drawn 
between  heresy  and  schism,  remains  to  this  day  insepar 
ably  bound  up  with  it  in  ecclesiastical  phraseology. 

On  the  New  Heb.  term  D'VO  (tniniin),  the  origin  and  exact 
references  of  which  are  disputed,  but  which  many  (e.g., 
Schechter,  Studies  in  Judaism  ['96],  420)  render  'heretics,'  see 
H.  Kraus,  Begrijf  und  Farm  der  Hdresie  nach  Talmud  u. 
Midrash  ('96) ;  Friedliinder,  Der  •vorchristliche  jiid.  Mono- 
(Atismus  ('98) ;  Schurer,  C/J'and  TLZ,  24  167^  ('99>- 

A.  J. 

HERETH  (rnn  -W)  i  S.  225  RV,  AV  HARETH(<?.  v. ). 

HERMAS  (epMAC  [Ti.  WH],  an  abbreviated  name) 
is  one  of  five — Hermes  being  another — who  '  with  the 
brethren  that  are  with  them'  are  saluted  in  Rom.  1614 
(cp  ROMANS,  §§  4,  10).  They  seem  to  have  been  heads 
of  Christian  households,  or  perhaps  class  -  leaders  of 
some  sort. 

The  names  Hermas  and  Hermes  occur  twice  in  inscriptions 
belonging  to  the  province  of  Asia  (the  former  in  CIG  2  2826, 
the  latter  in  CIG  2  2747  2825).  In  the  lists  of  the  seventy 
apostles  by  the  Pseudo-Dorotheus  and  Pseudo - Hippolytus, 
Hermas  figures  as  bishop  of  Philippi.  No  one  any  longer  sup 
poses  that  he  was  the  author  of  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas, 
the  date  of  which  is  about  140  A.D.,  though  from  Origen  (in 
Ep.  ad  R am.)  onwards  church-writers  have  expressed  this  view, 
and  accordingly  have  given  that  allegorical  work  a  place  among 
the  writings  of  the  apostolical  fathers  or  immediate  disciples  of 
the  apostles.  Against  this  view  see  Diet.  Chr,  Biog.,  and 
Lipsius'  '  Hermas,'  Bib.  Lex.  Qvojf. 

HERMES  (ep/WHC  [Ti.WH])  is  one  of  five  who  are 

mentioned  together  in  Rom.  16  14  (cp  ROMANS,  §§  4, 
10). 

The  name  is  of  frequent  occurrence  among  slaves,  especially 
members  of  the  imperial  household  of  the  first  century.  In 
Pseudo-Dorotheus  and  Pseudo-Hippolytus  Hermes  is  called 
bishop  of  Dalmatia.  Cp  HERMAS. 

HERMOGENES  (epMOfeNHC  [Ti.  WH])  is  men 
tioned  in  2  Tim.  1  isf,  '  All  that  are  in  Asia  turned 
away  from  me,  of  whom  are  Phygelus  and  Hermogenes. ' 
Nothing  is  really  known  of  him,  though  the  '  list  of  the 
seventy  disciples  of  our  Lord  '  by  the  Pseudo-Dorotheus 
of  Tyre  (Chr.  Pasch. ,  Bonn  ed.  2 121)  makes  him  bishop 
of  Megara,  while  in  the  apocryphal  Acts  of  Paul  and 
Thecla  he  appears  (with  Demas)  as  a  hypocritical  fellow- 
traveller  of  Paul. 

A  certain  Hermogenes,  a  magician,  figures  largely  along  with 
his  disciple  Philetus  in  the  Apocryphal  Passio  Jacobi  Majoris  ; 
the  names  are  obviously  borrowed  from  2  Tim.  1  15  2  17,  and  the 
story  is  a  commonplace  narrative  of  magical  wonders  (see 
Lipsius,  Apocr.  Ap.-Gesch.  8201^). 

HERMON  (|iEnn,  '  belonging  to,  or  connected  with, 
a  sanctuary,'  A,ep/v\CON  [BAFL]),  the  great  mountain- 
buttress  of  Antilibanus  ;  cp  SENIR,  SIRION,  SIGN. 

'Mount  Hermon'  (pD"in  in)  occurs  in  Dt. 3 8_/^  (apiLiav  [B*] 

in  v.  9)  Josh.  11 17  12i  5  13$  n  i  Ch.  623  (||  'Baal-hermon  and 

Senir');    'Hermon'  alone  in  Josh.  11 3  (TTJV 

1.  References.  <pq^*rfB]),  Ps.89i2[i3]  (aep/A*>x  [B]),  1333, 

Cant.  4  8  (tpn<av  [B]  cpfi^vile]^  [BNART]) 
(where  'Senir 'and  'Hermon'  are  combined).  In  Judg.  83  we 
find  'Mount  Baal-hermon';  but  comparing  Josh.  11 17  (where 
'  Baal-gad  in  the  valley  of  the  Lebanon  at  the  foot  of  Mt. 
Hermon  '  appears  as  the  N.  boundary  of  Israel),  Budde  rightly 
reads  '  the  Hittites  that  dwelt  from  Baal-gad  which  is  at  the 
foot  of  Mt.  Hermon  to  the  approach  to  Hamath '  (cp  also  Josh. 
127).  As  the  ideal  N.  boundary  of  Israel  Mt.  Hermon  appears 
again  in  Dt.3s  (cp  Josh.  12s) 

The  poetical  references  to  Hermon  are  not  very  many ;  and 
those  which  apparently  occur  need  careful  testing.  Ps.  426  [7] 
('the  Hermons'  RV,  AV  HERMONITES)  is  considered  under 


HERMON 

MIZAK,  HII.LOK;  I's.  89 12  [13]  under  TABOR  (i.);  Ps.  1883  under 
DKW,§2(</);  Cant.  4  sunder  AM  ANA,  i,  and  CANTICLES,  §  15  (d). 
In  the  first  two  of  these  passages  '  Hermonim'  and  '  Hermon' 
are  not  genuine. 

That  Ezekiel  (27s)  should  prefer  the  name 'Senir' to  that  of 
'  Hermon '  is  remarkable ;  but  we  must  remember  that  the  OT 
passages  in  which  'Hermon'  occurs  do  not  (unless  Judg.  83  be 
an  exception)  represent  at  all  an  early  period. 

In  the  NT  '  Hermon  '  is  not  mentioned  ;  but  neither  is 
Lebanon  ;  and  '  Gerizim  '  is  only  referred  to  in  John  4  2o/. 
as  '  this  mountain. '  It  would  be  delightful  to  think  that 
Hermon  was  the  '  high  mountain  '  of  the  Transfiguration- 
scene  ;  but  though,  as  Stanley  (SP  399)  remarks,  '  high 
upon  its  southern  slopes  there  must  be  many  a  point 
where  the  disciples  could  be  taken  ' '  apart  by  them 
selves,"  '  and  Keim  (Jesu  -von  Naz.  2585)  sees  no 
difficulty  in  supposing  that  the  narrator  thought  of  one 
of  the  spurs  of  Hermon,  good  reason  has  been  urged  by 
Weiss  for  placing  the  scene  in  Christ's  usual  haunts  in 
the  NW.  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee  (Leben  Jesu,  2331 /.). 

We  have  still  to  notice  a  strange  reference  to  Hermon 
in  the  Book  of  Enoch  (66),  where  the  wicked  angels  are 
„  _  ...  said  to  have  descended  in  the  days  of 
*"  ^'  Jared  ('descent')  on  the  summit  of  Mt. 
Hermon,  and  to  have  called  it  Hermon,  because  of  the 
oaths  which  they  had  sworn  upon  it.  This  is  a  proof 
of  the  persistent  sacredness  of  Mt.  Hermon,  and  reminds- 
us  of  the  statement  of  Philo  of  Byblus  that  the  giants 
were  named  after  the  mountains  of  Syria  —  Casion 
(Mt.  Casius),  Libanus,  Antilibanus  (Hermon)  and 
Rpa6v  =  t?ri3  (?).  A  notable  temple  on  the  summit  is 
referred  to  by  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  21 7 39  ;  90 21) 
as  the  seat  of  pagan  worship,  and  recent  exploration  has 
confirmed  this  statement.  Not  only  have  the  ruins  of 
many  Roman  temples  been  discovered  round  the  base 
and  sides  of  the  mountain,  but  also  on  its  highest  crag 
there  are  the  traces  of  an  open-air  sanctuary,  and  close 
by  on  the  plateau  is  an  underground  chamber,  hewn  in 
the  rock,  perhaps  a  Mithraeum.1 

Mount  Hermon  has  in  fact  three  craggy  summits, 
which  rise  out  of  a  plateau  ;  hence  it  is  usual  to  explain 

3.  DescripMon.  £  ,££_  ""%.£"%£  '„  ''I 

Hebraistic  expression,  means  in  this  phrase  a  range  of 
mountains,  stretching  from  SW.  to  NE. ,  and  separated 
from  Antilibanus  by  a  ravine  in  the  N.  Its  modern 
names  are  Jebel  es-Seh,  '  the  mountain  of  the  (white- 
haired)  old  man,'  and  Jebel  eth-Thelj,  'the  snow 
mountain. '  The  latter  agrees  with  the  appellation 
found  in  the  Targum  (tuWi  lie),  and  is  specially  suitable, 
Hermon  being  widely  visible  in  Palestine.  It  is  rare  for 
the  snow  to  disappear  entirely,  and  hence,  as  a  rule, 
snow  from  Hermon  is  still,  as  in  Jerome's  time  (note  on 
Prov.  25i3),  used  for  cooling  drinks  in  the  hot  weather. 
Hermon  is  9166  feet  above  the  sea-level.  As  one 
approaches  it  from  the  S. ,  it  seems  to  swell  up  like  a 
vast  dome  ;  but  it  is  also  visible  in  the  Jordan  Valley 
nearly  as  far  south  as  Jericho.  The  lower  part  of  the 
mountain,  says  Conder,2  consists  of  Nubian  sandstone, 
which  appears  also  in  the  Lebanon.  The  upper  part  is 
'  a  very  rugged  and  barren  dome  of  hard  grey  fossil  iferous 
dolomitic  limestone.'  Snow  and  frost  combined  have 
produced  '  a  sort  of  shingle  which  covers  the  higher 
slopes  between  the  rocks  and  pinnacles  of  the  mountain 
side.'  Conder  and  Tristram  give  pleasing  descriptions 
of  the  vegetation  on  the  lower  slopes  ;  both  the  fauna 
and  the  flora  present  a  remarkable  contrast  to  those  of 
the  Jordan  Valley,  at  the  foot  of  the  mountain.  On  the 
N.  and  the  W.  slopes  are  vineyards  and  orchards,  which, 
however,  are  liable  to  visits  from  Syrian  bears.  On  the 
S. ,  the  main  source  of  the  Jordan  bursts  from  its  cavern 
(see  CyKSAREA,  §  7).  The  oak  and  the  poplar  are  the 
chief  trees  on  the  lower  slopes  ;  higher  up,  the  Aleppo 
pine  is  conspicuous.  Nor  must  we  forget  the  famous 
'  dew  of  Hermon. '  So  abundant  is  the  moisture  of  the 
night -mist  on  Hermon  that  those  who  encamp  there 

1  Conder,  in  Smith's  DBV),  1340*1.  2  Ibid. 
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during  a  summer  night  will  find  their  tent  as  com 
pletely  saturated  as  if  heavy  rain  had  fallen  (cp  DEW, 
§  i).  T.  K.  c. 


HERMONITES(D7ienH; 


[BXAR'T], 


epvu/j.tii>  [R*  vil1-]  ;  ffermoniim)  —  i.e.  ,  dwellers  on  Mt. 
Hermon  (so  Kimchi,  Ainsworth,  etc.),  Ps.  426  [7],  AV  ; 
RV  '  the  Hermons'  —  i.e.  ,  the  three  summits  of  HERMON 
(q.  v.  ).  See  MiZAR. 

HEROD    (FAMILY   OF).       The    ancestor    of    the 

Herodian    family    was     Antipater,     whom    Alexander 

_  .   .       ,  Jannaeus  (104-78  B.C.  )  had  made  governor 

,J      -,°    ..       of  Idumasa  (ffTpaTrjybs  6\r;s  T^j'ISoi/yuaias, 
n(   xiy  The  accounts  of  his 


,        -,       .. 
Jramiiy. 


origin  are  contradictory. 

Nicolas  of  Damascus  represented  him  as  belonging  to  the 
stock  of  Jews  (ex  T<av  npMTiav  >Iou6Wco»')  who  returned  from  liaby- 
lon  (Jos.  l.c.)\  but  because  Nicolas  was  Herod's  minister  and 
ap  >logist  Josephus  rejects  his  testimony.  His  own  belief  is  that 
Antipater  was  an  Idumaean  of  honourable  family  (wpioTevtov  TOV 
tdvovs  ',  BJ  i.  6  2  ;  cp  Ant.  xiv.  8  i). 

The  Idumaeans  had  been  subjugated  by  John  Hyrcanus 
in  128  B.C.,  and  compelled  to  embrace  Judaism. 

In  course  of  time  they  came  to  regard  themselves  as  Jews 
(Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  9  i)  ;  though  they  were  sometimes  reminded  that 
they  were  only  'half-Jews'  (fit.  xiv.  152,  'HpiaSrj  .  .  .  161(01-17  re 
OVTI  Kal  'I6ou/Aat'w,  TOVTfcrTiv  T]fj.iiov&aita.  On  the  other  hand, 
when  it  was  convenient,  Herod  was  claimed  as  a  Jew;  Ant. 
xx.  8  7,  TO  yeVos  'lovSalov). 

The  stories  of  the  servile  and  Philistine  origin  of  the 
family,  spread  abroad  by  Jewish,  and  perhaps  also 
Christian,  foes,  are  to  be  rejected  (e.g.  ,  Just.  Mart. 
Dial.  52,  'Hpujdr/i>  'AtTKaXuviryv  ;  Jul.  Afr.  in  Eus.  HE 
i.  711  ;  see  Schiir.  Hist.  1314  n.  ).  The  occurrence  of 
an  Antipater  of  Ascalon  on  a  tombstone  in  Athens 
(cYGlns),  and  of  a  Herod  of  Ascalon  on  one  at 
Puteoli  (C/G  101746),  is  interpreted  in  favour  of  origin 
from  that  town  by  Stark  (Gaza,  5357^). 

la.  Antipater  (the  younger}.  —  The  history  of  the  family 

begins  with  Antipater's  son,   himself  also  called  Anti- 

2.  Antipater    patf  '  °r  Antipas-a  diminutive  form, 

rthft  vmiTi<rpr^   Perhaps  used  to  avoid  ambiguity  during 

iuu  younger;.  his   father.s   lifetime   (so   wilcken,   in 

Pauly's  Realencyc.,  s.v.  '  Antipatros,'  no.  17).  Anti 
pater  the  younger,  who  may  perhaps  have  succeeded  to 
his  father's  governorship,1  threw  himself  devotedly  into 
the  cause  of  Hyrcanus  II.  in  his  struggle  against  the 
usurpation  of  the  crown  and  high-priesthood  by  his 
brother  Aristobulus  II.  in  69  B.C. 

This  struggle,  in  which  Antipater  enlisted  the  arms  of  the 
Arabian  (Nabataean)  king  Aretas  (Haritha),  ultimately  cost  the 
Jews  their  independence.  The  bold  and  vigorous  character  of 
Aristobulus  augured,  in  fact,  a  resumption  of  the  national  policy 
of  the  Hasmonaean  house,  with  which  the  Sadducaeari  nobles 
were  in  sympathy.  The  accession  of  Queen  Alexandra  (78-69 
B.C.)  had  marked  the  abandonment  of  this  policy,  and  the 
adoption  of  the  Pharisaic2  abnegation  of  political  development. 
(On  this  conflict  of  ideals  between  the  two  sects,  see  ISRAEL, 
§82/;  Momms.  Hist,  of  Rome,  ET4i32;  Id.  Prat:  of  R. 
Einl>.  1  161.)  The  Pharisees  attempted  to  attain  their  objects 
under  the  merely  nominal  rule  of  the  weak  Hyrcanus,  and  it 
was  among  them,  as  well  as  among  the  legitimist  Sadducees, 
that  Antipater  found  support  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  1  3). 

It  is  unnecessary  to  tell  at  length  the  story  of  the  over 
throw  of  the  Maccabee  state,  effected  by  Pompeius  as  a 
part  of  his  policy  for  the  organization  of  Syria. 

The  gates  of  Jerusalem  were  opened  to  the  legions  of  Pompeius 
by  the  party  of  Hyrcanus  ;  but  the  national  party  seized  the 
temple-rock  and  bravely  defended  it  for  three  months  (Ant. 
xiv.  42^C).  This  was  in  the  autumn  of  63  B.C.  The  final  result 
of  the  struggle  was  the  curtailment  of  Jewish  territory.  In  con 
formity  with  the  general  policy  of  Rome  in  the  East,  of  basing 
rule  upon  the  (Greek)3  urban  communities,  Pompeius  '  liberated' 

1  Jos.    Ant.  xiv.  13,    however,    calls    him   merely  $i'Aos   TI? 
"fpxavov.     Hence  Momms.  Prov.  of  R.  Emp.  2  174  n.  ,  wrongly 
says,  '  Antipater  began  his  career  as  governor  of  idumaea'  :  un 
less  we  suppose  the  '  governorship  '  to  have  been  merely  a  vague 
commission    of   superintendence    attached    to    the    hereditary 
chieftainship. 

2  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  162,  navra.  TOIS  ^apiomois  sjreVpejrei/  iroieii', 
oTs  <cai  TO  77X7)805  fKt\.£v<Tfi>  irfiQapxeiv. 

3  For  the  meaning  of  '  Greek  '  in  this  connection,  as  contrasted 
with    'Jewish,'   see   Kuhn,    Die  stiidt.    u.    biirg.  Verfass.   dcs 
Ram.   Reichs,  'i^yjf.     It  signifies  not  nationality  so  much  as 
mode  of  organization. 
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from  the  Jewish  rule  all  the  coast  towns  from  Raphia  to  Dora, 
and  all  the  non-Jewish  towns  of  the  Perasa  together  with 
Scythopolis  and  Samaria.  To  all  these  communal  freedom  was 
restored,  whilst  in  other  respects  they  were  under  the  rule  of  the 
governor  of  the  newly-constituted  province  of  Syria. 

The  purely  Jewish  portion  of  the  Hasmonaean  king 
dom  was  left  under  Hyrcanus,  who  was  recognised  as 
high  priest,  but  had  neither  the  title  nor  the  powers  of 
a  king  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  104).  The  whole  country  was 
made  tributary,  paying  its  taxes  through  the  governor 
of  Syria  (id.  Ant.  xiv.  44;  BJ  i.  76). 

It  is  clear  that  as  a  civil  governor  Hyrcanus  was  a 
complete  failure,  succumbing,  as  he  did,  before  the  first 
attack  of  Alexander,  son  of  Aristobulus.  Gabinius 
therefore  deprived  him  of  all  his  secular  powers,  and 
divided  the  whole  country  (i.e. ,  Judosa,  Samaria,  Galilee, 
and  Peraaa)  into  five  independent  districts. 

These  districts  (o-vvo&oi,  avve&pia.)  were  administered  by 
governing  colleges  with  an  aristocratic  organisation  (Jos.  BJ 
1.  8  5,  do>ieV<us  Se  TTJS  ef  evos  CTrtKpareia;  f\fv0(p<a8(i>T(S,  TO 
AotTTOi' apio-TO/cpaTi'a  SLWKOVVTO).  This  was  in  57  B.C.  The  two 
following  years  were  also  marked  by  abortive  attempts  on  the 
part  of  Aristobulus  or  his  son  to  recover  the  lost  crown  (see  on 
the  position  of  parties  at  this  time,  Wellh.  Prol.,  ET,  527^). 

The  position  of  Antipater  at  this  period  is  described 
by  Josephus  (Ant.  xiv.  81). 

Josephus  calls  Antipater  'governor  of  the  Jews'  (rtav'lovoaiiav 
«jriju.eA7)T)js)  ;  so  also  Strabo,  quoted  by  Josephus  (ibid.  3).  This 
office  was  probably  in  the  main  concerned  with  finance,  for  the 
five  districts  above  mentioned  must  have  been  connected,  not 
with  the  administration  of  law  merely,  but  also  with  the  arrange 
ments  for  collecting  the  taxes.  In  any  case  Antipater  was  an 
officer,  not  of  Hyrcanus,  whose  power  was  at  this  time  purely 
ecclesiastical,  but  of  the  Roman  governor  of  Syria.  The  degree 
to  which  this  was  evident  in  practice  depended  entirely  upon 
the  attitude  of  Antipater  towards  Hyrcanus,  and  it  was  easy 
for  him  to  act  as  though  he  were  merely  his  first  minister. 
Probably  he  owed  this  position  to  Gabinius,  who  in  55  B.C. 
'  settled  the  affairs  of  Jerusalem  according  to  the  wishes  of 
Antipater'  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  64). 

It  is,  therefore,  an  inversion  of  the  facts  when  Josephus 
assigns  to  the  initiative  of  Hyrcanus  the  services  of 
Antipater  to  Caesar  in  Egypt  in  48-7  B.C.  {Ant.  xiv.  81, 
^  frTo\T)s  'TpKavov).  There  was,  in  fact,  no  alterna 
tive  open,  once  Pompeius  had  fallen.  An  additional 
reason  for  this  policy  was  that  in  49  B.C.  Cassar  had 
attempted  to  use  the  defeated  rival  of  Hyrcanus  against 
the  Pompeian  party  in  Syria.  The  plan  was  frustrated 
by  the  poisoning  of  Aristobulus  even  before  he  left 
Rome,  and  by  the  execution  of  his  son  Alexander  at 
Antioch  by  the  proconsul  of  Syria,  Q.  Metellus  Scipio, 
the  father-in-law  of  Pompeius.  Antigonus,  the  second 
son  of  Aristobulus,  still  lived  and  had  strong  claims  on 
Caesar's  gratitude.  The  personal  services  of  Antipater, 
however,  carried  the  day  ;  he  fought  bravely  and  success 
fully  for  Caesar  at  Pelusium  and  in  the  Delta.  Hyrcanus 
was  consequently  confirmed  in  his  high-priestly  office 
and  appointed  hereditary  '  ethnarch '  of  the  Jews — i.e., 
he  was  reinstated  in  the  political  authority  of  which  he 
had  been  deprived  by  Gabinius.  Antipater  was  made 
procurator  (eTrtrpoTros  :  not  the  procuratorship  of  the 
imperial  period,  but  an  office  delegated,  in  theory,  by 
Hyrcanus;  cp  Momms.  Prov.  of  Jf.  Emp.  2174  n. ). 
In  addition,  he  was  granted  Roman  citizenship,  and 
freedom  from  taxation  (immunitas :  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  83; 
B/L9S). 

The  real  control  of  the  country  was  in  the  hands  of  Anti 
pater  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  93  ;  BJ\.  10s/. ),  who  strengthened 
his  position  by  appointing  Phasael  and  Herod  (two  of 
his  sons  by  Cypros,  an  Arabian  ;  Ant.  xiv.  7  3)  governors 
(ffrparr/yoi) — the  former  in  Jerusalem  and  the  south,  the 
latter  in  Galilee  (Ant.  xiv.  92).  This  is  the  first  occasion 
on  which  we  hear  of  Herod.  He  was  at  this  time, 
according  to  Josephus  (I.e.  ;  cp  BJ  i.  104,  Ko/ju.drj  vtov), 
only  fifteen  years  old.  Probably  we  should  read 
'  twenty-five,'  for  Herod  was  about  seventy  at  the  time 
of  his  death  (BJ  i.  33 1  ;  see  Schiir.  Hist.  1  383  n.). 

Once  again  before  his  end  Antipater  had  an  oppor 
tunity  of  displaying  that  sagacity  in  choosing  sides,  to 
which  he  owed  his  success. 

In  46  B.C.,  Cascilius  Bassus,  a  member  of  the  Pompeian  party, 
caused  Sextus  Caesar,  the  governor  of  Syria,  to  be  assassinated, 
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and  made  himself  master  of  Syria.  He  was  besieged  in  Apameia 
by  the  Caesarians  under  C.  Antistius  Vetus,  who  was  assisted  by 
troops  sent  by  Antipater  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  11  i  ;  Dio  Cass.  47  27). 
The  new  governor,  L.  Statius  Murcus,  obtained  no  advantage 
over  Hassus  and  the  siege  continued  without  result,  when  the 
assassination  of  Caesar,  and  the  arrival  in  Syria  of  Gaius  Cassius 
Longinus,  one  of  his  murderers,  changed  the  aspect  of  affairs. 
Both  besiegers  and  besieged  went  over  to  Cassius,  and  the 
republican  party  was,  for  a  time  at  least,  dominant  in  the  East. 
The  ite  facto  rulers  of  Palestine,  Antipater  and  Herod,  displayed 
their  zeal  for  the  party  in  raising  the  700  talents  demanded  as 
the  Jewish  contribution  to  the  republican  war-chest  (44  B.C.). 

Iii  the  following  year,  after  the  withdrawal  of  Cassius, 
Antipater  fell  a  victim  to  poison  administered  at  the 
instigation  of  a  certain  Malichos. 

The  object  of  the  conspiracy  is  not  clear.  Was  Malichos  a 
leader  of  the  Pharisaic  section  anxious  for  a  reinstatement  of  the 
old  theocratic  government  under  Hyrcanus  (so  Matthews,  Hist, 
of  NT  Times  in  Palestine,  106  ;  cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  11  3,  TTJV 
TOVTOV  TeAeuTrji'  a<T<£aAeiai/  'YpKavov  rrjs  <xpx*)S  etfai  >/ojui£W)  ;  or 
was  he  prompted  merely  by  ambition  (so  Schiir.  Hist.  1  386  ;  cp 
Jos.  BJ  i.  11  3,  <nrfv&(av  ave\eiv  'AvTiiraTpov  TOV  ejUTroStoi'  O.VTOV 
rots  a6i/ojjmacrij>,  and  ibid.  7)  ?  Or,  thirdly,  was  he  a  patriot  who 
saw  in  the  civil  war  an  opportunity  of  getting  rid  of  Roman 
dominion  altogether  ;  including  both  Antipater  and  (if  necessary) 
Hyrcanus,  who  were  its  representatives  (cp  Jos.  BJ  i.  118,  end)? 
Lastly,  was  Hyrcanus  himself  possibly  privy  to  the  murder  of 
Antipater  ? 

16.  Herod  the  Great. ,l — The  services  rendered  by 
Herod  to  the  cause  of  Cassius  were  rewarded  by  his 
_  TT  ,  , ,  appointment  as  stratcgos  of  Coele- Syria 

G       t        ^°S-  BJ  l  U  ^  '  k  was  tyP1^1  of  the  man 
rea  '        that  he  should   have   held   this   position 

originally  under  the  Caesarian  governor,  Sextus  Caesar 
(id.  Ant.  xiv.  9s).  Already  in  Galilee  he  had  given 
proof  of  his  energy  and  ability,  and  at  the  same  time  of 
his  thorough  enmity  to  anti-Roman  sentiments,  by  his 
capture  and  execution  of  Ezekias,  a  noted  brigand  chief 
or  patriot,  who  for  long  had  harassed  the  Syrian  border 
(Jos.  BJ  i.  10s).  It  was  not  long,  however,  before  (41 
B.C.,  the  year  in  which  Antigonus,  son  of  Aristobulus 
II.,  was  defeated  by  Herod)  Herod  performed  another 
volte-face,  the  defeat  of  Brutus  and  Cassius  at  Philippi 
having  thrown  all  the  East  into  the  power  of  Antonius. 

Partly  by  reason  of  the  friendship  which  there  had  been  be 
tween  Antonius  and  Antipater  in  the  days  of  Gabinius,  partly 
also  no  doubt  by  reason  of  the  remarkable  similarity  in  character 
between  the  Roman  and  the  Idumaean,  Herod  had  no  difficulty 
in  securing  the  thorough  support  of  Antonius.  Deputation  after 
deputation  from  the  Sadducaean  party  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  12  2  f.) 
appeared  before  Antonius  with  accusations  against  Phasael  and 
Herod  ;  but  in  vain.  Hyrcanus  himself  was  fain  to  admit  the 
ability  of  the  accused. 

Antonius  was  only  consulting  the  interests  of  peace 
and  good  government  in  declaring  both  Phasael  and 
Herod  tetrarchs  (Ant.  xiv.  13 1). 

In  the  following  year  (40  B.C.  )  Herod  experienced  the 
strangest  vicissitudes  of  fortune.  The  Parthians  were 
induced  by  Antigonus  to  espouse  his  cause. 

They  passed  from  Syria  into  Judaea,  where  the  legitimists  (i.e., 
the  aristocrats,  in  the  main  Sadducees)  rallied  round  Antigonus, 
who,  seeing  that  Hyrcanus  was  bound  hand  and  foot  to  the 
hated  Idumasans,  was  now  the  real  representative  of  the  Has- 
monaean  line.  Hyrcanus  and  Phasael  incautiously  put  them 
selves  in  the  power  of  their  enemies.  The  ears  of  Hyrcanus 
were  cut  off  in  order  to  make  it  impossible  for  him  ever  again 
to  hold  the  high-priesthood  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  13  10).  Phasael, 
happy  in  his  knowledge  that  he  had  an  avenger  in  his  brother 
who  was  free,  dashed  out  his  own  brains. 

Herod  himself,  too  crafty  to  be  deceived  by  the 
Parthians,  had  made  his  escape  eastwards  with  his 
mother  Cypros,  his  sister  Salome,  and  Mariamme,  to 
whom  he  was  betrothed  ;  Mariamme  was  also  accom 
panied  by  her  mother,  Alexandra.  These  Herod  de 
posited  for  safety  in  the  strong  castle  of  Masada  by  the 
Dead  Sea  (Ant.  xiv.  13 9).  He  himself  made  his  way 
with  difficulty  to  Alexandria,  and  at  length  arrived  at 
Rome,  where  he  was  welcomed  both  by  Antonius  and 
by  Octavian.  Within  a  week  he  was  declared  king  of 
Judaea  by  the  Senate  ;  his  restoration  indeed  was  to  the 
interest  of  the  Romans,  seeing  that  Antigonus  had 
allied  himself  with  the  Parthian  enemy. 

P.  Ventidius,  the  legate  of  Antonius  in  Syria,  succeeded 
in  expelling  the  Parthians  from  Syria  and  Palestine  ( Dio 
1  For  an  earlier  notice  see  above,  §  2  end. 
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Cass.  4841)  ;    but  neither  he   nor   his  subordinate  Silo 
gave  Herod  real  help  in  regaining  Jerusalem. 

Herod  was  in  fact  compelled  to  rest  content  for  this  year  (39 
B.C.)  with  the  seizure  of  Joppa,  the  raising  of  the  blockade  of 
Masada,  and  the  extermination  of  the  robbers  (i.e.,  patriots)  of 
Galilee  in  their  almost  inaccessible  caverns  of  Arbela  (Irtia,  in 
the  Wady  el-JJamd»t,  see  AKUELA,  §  i).  Next  year  he  joined 
Antonius,  then  besieging  Antiochus,  king  of  Commagene,  in 
Samosata,  probably  with  the  object  of  securing  more  effectual 
assistance.  At  Daphne  (Antioch),  on  his  homeward  journey,  he 
received  news  of  the  defection  of  Galilee,  and  the  complete  de 
feat  and  death  of  his  brother  Joseph  at  the  hands  of  Antigonus 

It  was  not  until  the  following  year  that  the  fall  of 
Samosata  enabled  Antonius  to  reinforce  Herod  before 
Jerusalem  with  the  bulk  of  his  army  under  C.  Sosius, 
the  new  governor  of  Syria  ( 37  B.  C. ).  Herod  chose 
this  moment  for  the  celebration  of  his  marriage  with 
Mariamme,  to  whom  he  had  been  betrothed  for  the 
past  five  years  (Ant.  xiv.  15 14).  The  ceremony  took 
place  at  Samaria.1  This  central  district  of  Palestine 
remained  loyal  to  Herod  throughout  these  troublous 
years,  and  a  large  part  of  his  forces  was  recruited  there 
from. 

After  a  three  months'  siege  Antigonus  surrendered, 
and  was  carried  in  chains  to  Antioch,  where,  by  Herod's 
wish,  Antonius  had  him  beheaded2 — the  first  king,  we 
are  told,  to  be  so  dealt  with  by  the  Romans  (Jos.  Ant. 
xv.  12  ;  Plut.  Ant.  36).  This  was  the  end  of  the  Has- 
monasan  dynasty,  and  from  this  year  dates  Herod's 
reign  (37  B.C.). 

Herod's  reign  is  generally  divided  into  three  periods — 
(i)  37-25  B.C. ,  in  which  his  power  was  consolidated; 

4  Herod      ^  25~13  B'C"  the  Period  of  prosperity  ; 

askine      *3^   I3~4   ac"    the  period  of  domestic 
°'      troubles. 

i.  The  consolidation  of  Herod 's  power  (37-25  B.C.). — 
During  the  early  years  of  his  reign  Herod  had  to  con 
tend  with  several  enemies. 

It  is  true  that  the  immediate  execution  of  forty-five  of  the 
most  wealthy  and  prominent  of  the  Sanhedrin — i.e.,  of  the 
Sadducaean  aristocracy,  which  favoured  Antigonus  (Jos.  Ant. 
xiv.  94,  Train-as  airfKreivev  TOUS  eV  T<3  mvtSpitf  ;  cp  id.  Ant.  xv. 
1  2,  TOUS  npiarow;  eic  rrjs  aipeVecus  'Ai/riyopov) — broke  the  active 
resistance  of  the  rival  house,  whilst  the  confiscation  of  their 
property  filled  the  new  king's  coffers. 

With  the  Pharisaic  party  resistance  was  of  a  more 
passive  nature ;  but  the  leaders  of  even  the  more 
moderate  section,  Pollio  and  Samoeas,3  in  advising  the 
surrender  of  Jerusalem,  could  only  speak  of  his  dominion 
as  a  judgment  of  God,  to  which  the  people  must  submit. 
Opposition  on  the  part  of  the  surviving  members  of  the 
Hasmonsean  house  never  ceased  ;  its  mainspring  was 
Alexandra,  Herod's  mother-in-law,  who  found  an  ally 
in  Cleopatra  of  Egypt.  The  enmity  of  Cleopatra  was 
possibly  due  simply  to  pique  (BJ\.  142,  end).  Hyrcanus, 
who  had  been  set  at  liberty,  and  was  held  in  great 
honour  by  the  Babylonian  Jews,  was  invited  by  Herod 
to  return  to  Jerusalem,  and,  on  his  arrival,  was  treated 
with  all  respect  by  the  king.4 

As  Hyrcanus  could  no  longer  hold  the  liigh-priesthood  (Lev. 
21 i6_/^),  Ananel,  an  obscure  Babylonian  Jew  of  priestly  family, 
was  selected  for  the  post,  which  he  occupied  for  a  time  ;  but  the 
machinations  of  Alexandra  soon  compelled  Herod  to  depose 
him  in  favour  of  Aristobulus  (III.),  son  of  Alexandra  (35  B.C.). 
The  acclamations  of  the  populace,  when  the  young  Hasmonaean 
prince  (he  was  only  seventeen  years  of  age)  officiated  at  the 
Feast  of  Tabernacles,  warned  Herod  that  he  had  escaped  one 
danger  only  to  incur  a  greater. 

Shortly  afterwards  Aristobfilus  was  drowned  by  Herod's 
orders  in  the  bath  at  Jericho. 

Cleopatra  constituted  a  real  danger  for  Herod  during 
the  first  six  years  of  his  reign,  owing  to  her  boundless 
rapacity  and  her  strange  influence  over  Antonius.  In 
34  B.C.  she  induced  Antonius  to  bestow  upon  her  the 
whole  of  Phoenicia  (with  the  exception  of  Tyre  and 

1  Mariamme  was  Herod's  second  wife.     His  first  wife  was 
Doris  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  12  i  ;  BJ  i.  123  22  i).     By  her  he  had  one 
son,  Antipater. 

2  Dio  Cass.  49  22  says  that  he  was  crucified. 

3  Possibly  the  celebrated  Abtalion,  and  his  pupil  Shemaia. 

•*  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  2  T,f.  absurdly  explains  this  as  merely  a  piece 
of  treachery  on  Herod's  part. 
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Sidon),  part  of  the  Arabian  territory  (for  the  revenue  of 
which  Herod  was  held  responsible),  and  the  valuable 
district  of  Jericho  (which  Herod  was  compelled  to  take 
in  lease  from  the  queen,  for  200  talents  yearly  ;  BJ 
i.  18s).  Loyalty,  combined  with  prudence,  enabled  the 
harassed  king  to  resist  the  fascinations  of  the  Egyptian 
enchantress  when  she  passed  through  Judaa  (Ant.  xv. 

42). 

When  the  Roman  Senate  declared  war  against 
Antonius  and  Cleopatra,  it  was  Herod's  good  fortune 
not  to  be  compelled  to  champion  the  failing  cause.  In 
obedience  to  the  wishes  of  Cleopatra  herself,  he  was 
engaged  in  a  war  with  the  Arabian  king  Malchus  for  no 
nobler  cause  than  the  queen's  arrears  of  tribute.  On 
the  news  of  Octavian's  victory  at  Actium  (and  Sept.  31 
B.C.  ),  he  passed  over  at  once  to  the  victorious  side  (Jos. 
Ant.  xv.  67  ;  Dio  Cass.  Sly).  He  did  not  venture  to 
appear  before  Octavian  until  he  had  removed  the  aged 
Hyrcanus  on  a  feeble  charge  of  conspiracy  with  Malchus 
the  Arabian  (Ant.  xv.  63).  The  interview  upon  which 
his  fate  depended  took  place  at  Rhodes. 

Herod  accurately  gauged  the  character  of  Octavian,  and 
frankly  confessing  his  past  loyalty  to  Antonius,  left  it  to 
Octavian  to  say  whether  he  should  serve  him  as  faithfully.  It 
should  not  be  forgotten  that  Herod  and  Octavian  were  no 
strangers  to  each  other,  and  that  no  one  was  better  able  to 
estimate  the  necessities  of  Herod's  position  during  the  past  few 
years  than  Octavian  ;  probably  Herod  was  in  less  danger  than 
is  sometimes  imagined. 

The  result  was  that  Octavian  confirmed  Herod's  royal 
title  ;  and,  after  the  suicide  of  Antonius  and  Cleopatra, 
restored  to  him  all  the  territory  of  which  the  queen  had 
deprived  him,  together  with  the  cities  of  Gadara,  Hippos, 
Samaria,  Gaza,  Anthedon,  Joppa,  and  Strato's  Tower. 
The  400  Celts  who  had  formed  Cleopatra's  guard  were 
also  given  to  him  (BJ  i.  203).  These  external  successes 
were  counterbalanced  by  domestic  troubles. 

These  troubles  had  their  origin  in  the  eternal  breach  between 
Mariamme  and  her  mother  on  the  one  side,  and  Herod's  own 
mother  and  sister  on  the  other.  The  contempt  of  the  Hasmon- 
zans  was  returned  with  hatred  by  the  Idurmcnn  Salome.  The 
machinations  of  the  latter  bore  fruit  when  in  a  paroxysm  of 
anger  and  jealousy  Herod  ordered  Mariamme  to  execution. 
Renewed  conspiracy  soon  brought  her  vile  mother  also  to  her 
doom  (28  B.C.). 

The  extermination  of  the  Hasmoncean  family  was 
completed  by  the  execution  of  Costobar,  Salome's 
second  husband. 

Salome's  first  husband  Joseph  had  been  put  to  death  in  34  B.C. 
Costobar,  as  governor  of  Idumsa,  had  given  asylum  to  the  sons 
of  Baba,  a  scion  of  the  rival  house  ;  these  also  were  executed, 
and  thus  the  last  male  representatives  of  the  Hasmonaean  line 
were  swept  from  Herod's  path  (25  B.C.). 

ii.  The  period  of  Herod 's  prosperity,  25-13  B.C. — 
Secure  at  last  from  external  and  internal  foes,  Herod 
was  free  for  the  next  twelve  years  to  carry  out  his 
programme  of  development.  '  He  was  governing  for 
the  Romans  a  part  of  the  empire,  and  he  was  bound  to 
spread  western  customs  and  language  and  civilisation 
among  his  subjects,  and  fit  them  for  their  position  in 
the  Roman  world.  Above  all,  the  prime  requirement 
was  that  he  must  maintain  peace  and  order  ;  the 
Romans  knew  well  that  no  civilising  process  could  go 
on,  so  long  as  disorder  and  disturbance  and  insecurity 
remained  in  the  country.  Herod's  duty  was  to  keep  the 
peace  and  naturalise  the  Graeco- Roman  civilisation  in 
Palestine '  (Rams.  Was  Christ  born  at  Bethlehem  f  174). 
The  great  buildings  were  the  most  obvious  fruit  of 
this  period. 

Strata's  Tower  was  entirely  rebuilt  (BJ  i.  21 5_/C),  and  furnished 
with  a  splendid  harbour  (see  C*:SAREA,  §  i).  Samaria,  also,  was 
rebuilt  and  renamed  Sebaste  (Strabo,  p.  760).  Both  these  cities 
contained  a  temple  of  Augustus,  and  Herod  showed  his  zeal  for 
the  empire  by  similar  foundations  in  other  cities,  outside  the  limits 
of  Judaea  (Jos.  Ant.  xv.9s).  Connected  with  this  was  the 
establishment  of  games,  celebrated  every  fourth  year,  in  honour 
of  the  Emperor  (Ant.  l(5s  i,TOvay<ova  KcuVapt  Kara  TrecraeTTjpiSa 
.  .  .  dyeii/,  at  Caesarea ;  cp  id.  Ant.  xv.Si  ;  also  at  Jerusalem, 
ibiii.).^  With  this  went,  of  course,  the  erection  of  the  necessary 
buildings  (theatre,  amphitheatre,  and  hippodrome  at  Jerusalem, 
A  nt.  xv.  8 1 ;  BJ  ii.  3 1  ;  the  same  at  Jericho,  A  nt.  xvii.  635;  BJ 

1  Cp  Suet.  Aug.  59  on  the  games  and  the  '  Caesareje  urbes' 
built  by  the  '  reges  amici  atque  socii.' 
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i.338;  at  Caesarea,  Ant.  xv.  96).  The  games  were  necessarily 
after  the  Greek  model.  Kven  in  the  time  of  the  Macccabees 
Hellenism  in  this  form  had  infected  Jerusalem  (i  Mace.  1 14)  :  ->ce 
HELLENISM. 

The  defensive  system  of  the  country  was  highly 
developed,  by  the  erection  of  new  fortresses,  or  the  re 
building  of  dismantled  Hasmonaean  strongholds.  Some 
of  these  fortresses  were  destined  to  give  the  Romans  much 
trouble  in  the  great  war  (BJ  vii.  64,  vii.  8zf. ).  They 
were  designed  by  Herod  for  the  suppression  of  brigandage 
(a  standing  evil)  and  the  defence  of  the  frontier  against 
the  roving  tribes  of  the  desert  (Ant.  xvi.  9a).  So  success 
ful  was  he  in  fulfilling  this  primary  requirement,  that  in 
23  B.C.  Augustus  put  under  his  administration  the 
districts  of  Trachonitis,  Auranitis,  and  Batanaea,  in 
habited  by  nomad  robber-tribes,  which  the  neighbouring 
tetrarch  Zenodorus  had  failed  to  keep  in  order  (BJ\.  204  ; 
cp  Strabo  756,  Kara\v0^i>Tti)v  vvvl  T&V  irepi  7^v(>5wpov 
XflcrTwc).  In  20  H.C. ,  on  the  death  of  Zenodorus, 
Herod  was  given  his  tetrarchy,  the  regions  of  Ulatha 
and  Panias  (Ant.  xv.  10s  ;  cp  Dio  Cass.  54 9)  ;  and  he 
obtained  permission  to  appoint  his  brother  Pheroras 
tetrarch  of  Persea.  On  Herod's  work  cp  Momms. 
Prov.  of  Rom.  Emp.  2 182. 

Much  might  be  said  of  Herod's  munificence  both  to 
his  own  subjects  and  far  beyond  the  limits  of  his 
kingdcfm. 

The  Syrian  Antioch  (Jos.  Ant.  xvi.  63),  the  cities  of  Chios 
and  Rhodes,  the  new  foundation  of  Augustus,  Nicopolis  in 
Epirus,  and  many  others,  experienced  Herod's  liberality.  The 
Athenians  and  Lacedaemonians  counted  him  among  their  bene 
factors  (BJ  i.  21  ii  ;  cp  CIA  iii.  1550).  The  ancient  festival  at 
Olympia  recovered  something  of  its  old  glory  through  his 
munificence  (Ant.  xvi.  63).  At  home,  in  20  B.C.,  he  remitted 
one-third  of  the  taxes  (Ant.  xv.  104),  and  in  14  B.C.  one-fourth 
(Ant.  xvi.  25).  In  25  B.C.  he  had  converted  into  coin  even  his 
own  plate  in  order  to  relieve  the  sufferers  from  famine  by  im 
porting  corn  from  Egypt  (Ant.  xv.  9  if.). 

The  greatest  benefit  of  all,  however,  in  the  eyes  of 
Jews  must  have  been  his  restoration  of  the  Temple,  a 
work  which  was  carried  out  with  the  nicest  regard  for 
the  religious  scruples  of  the  nation  (Ant.  xv.  116). 
Begun  in  20  B.C.,  it  was  not  entirely  finished  until  the 
time  of  the  Procurator  Albinus  (62-64  A.n. ),  a  few 
years  before  its  total  destruction  (cp  Jn.  220).  Its 
beauty  and  magnificence  were  proverbial  (cp  Mt.  24  i 
Mk.  13 1  Lk.  21  5). 

iii.  Period  of  domestic  troubles,  13-4  B.C. — The  last 
nine  years  of  Herod's  life  were  marked  in  a  special 
degree  by  domestic  miseries.  Of  his  ten  wives  (enumer 
ated  in  Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  1 3  ;  BJ  i.  284),  the  first,  Doris  (col. 
2026  n.  i),  had  been  repudiated,  along  with  her  son 
Antipater  (BJ\.  22 1).  By  his  marriage  with  Mariamme 
Herod  had  hoped  to  give  his  position  a  certain  legitimacy. 

Mariamme's  mother,  Alexandra,  was  the  daughter  of  Hyrcanus 
II.,  whilst  her  father,  Alexander,  was  a  son  of  Aristobulus  II. 
(brother  of  Hyrcanus) :  consequently  Mariamme  represented 
the  direct  line  of  the  Hasmonasan  (Maccabaean)  family. 

The  political  intrigues  of  Mariamme's  mother,  and 
the  mutual  enmity  of  Mariamme  and  Herod's  mother 
(Cypros)  and  sister  (Salome),  effectually  frustrated  these 
hopes.  Of  the  three  sons  borne  to  Herod  by  Mari 
amme,  the  youngest  died  in  Rome  (BJ  i.  222);  but 
Alexander  and  Aristobulus  were  fated  to  die  on  the 
gibbet  at  that  very  Sebaste  which,  thirty  years  before, 
had  seen  Herod's  marriage  with  their  mother. 

Salome  had  in  the  second  tragedy  also  a  large  share,  notwith 
standing  the  fact  that  Berenice,  the  wife  of  Aristobulus,1  was 
her  own  daughterly  Costobar,  see  above,  i.  end).  The  recall  of 
the  banished  Antipater,  son  of  Doris,  brought  a  more  deadly  in 
triguer  upon  the  scene  (14  B.C.  ;  BJ  i.  '23 1).  Under  the  combined 
attack  of  Antipater  and  Salome,  the  two  sons  of  Mariamme 
incurred  the  suspicions  of  the  king.  The  reconciliation  effected 
by  Augustus  himself  (Ant.  xvi.  4  5  :  in  12  B.C.)  at  Aquileia,  and 
two  years  later  by  Archelaus,  the  Cappadocian  king  (Ant. 
xvi.  86),  had  no  long  continuance.  The  elements  of  discord  and 
intrigue  were  reinforced  by  the  arrival  at  Herod's  court  of  the 
Lacedaemonian  adventurer  Eurykles  (BJ  i.  26  if.).  The  brothers 
were  again  accused  of  treason,  and  Augustus  gave  leave  to  Herod 

1  The  wife  of  Alexander  was  Glaphyra,  daughter  of  Archelaus, 
king  of  Cappadocia.  Glaphyra  and  Berenice  were  also  on 
terms  of  bitterest  enmity  (BJ  i.  24  if.). 
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to  deal  with  them  as  he  saw  fit.  They  were  tried  at  Berytus 
before  C.  Sentius  Saturninus,  the  governor  of  Syria  (BJ  i.  '27  2), 
and  condemned  to  death.  The  execution  took  place  at  Sebaste 
(7  B.C.). 

Antipater,  whose  life,  says  Josephus,  was  a  '  mystery 
of  iniquity'  (BJ\.  24 1),  next  plotted  with  Pherdras  to 
remove  the  king  by  poison.  Herod's  days,  indeed, 
were  already  numbered,  as  he  was  afflicted  with  a 
painful  and  loathsome  disease  (BJ  \.  885).  He  lived 
long  enough,  however,  to  summon  the  arch -plotter 
from  Italy,  and  to  bring  him  to  trial  before  Quinctilius 
Varus,  then  governor  of  Syria,  and  finally  to  re 
ceive  the  emperor's  permission  for  his  execution  (BJ 
i.337).1 

Herod  is  said  to  have  contemplated  the  wholesale  massacre  of 
the  chief  men  of  Juda;a,  in  the  hippodrome  of  Jericho,  in  order 
that  his  funeral  might  be  accompanied  by  the  genuine  lamenta 
tions  of  the  people  ;  but  Salome  released  them  during  his  last 
days  (Ant.  xvii.  65).  We  may  reasonably  doubt  whether  Jewish 
tradition  has  not  intensified  the  colours  in  which  the  closing 
scenes  of  the  hated  king's  life  are  painted  (Ant.  xvii.  8 1). 

Herod  died  in  4  B.C.,  five  days  after  the  execution  of 
Antipater.      '  There  is  probably  no  royal  house  of  any    i 
age  in  which  bloody  feuds  raged  in  an  equal   degree    I 
between  parents  and  children,   between  husbands   and 
wives,    and    between    brothers   and    sisters'    (Momms. 
Prov.  of  Rom.  Emp.  2i8o). 

We  cannot  here  discuss  the  question  whether  Herod 
is  rightly  called  '  the  Great. '  '2  Certainly  it  is  not  easy  to 
be  strictly  fair  towards  him  ;  but  so  much  must  be  clear, 
that,  judged  by  the  standard  of  material  benefits  con 
ferred,  few  princes  have  less  reason  to  shrink  from  the 
test.  In  addition  to  the  benefits  of  his  rule  at  home, 
there  were  gains  for  the  Jews  of  the  Dispersion  in  Asia 
Minor.  By  his  personal  influence  with  Agrippa,  he 
obtained  safety  for  their  Temple  contributions,  exemption 
from  military  service,  and  other  privileges  (Jos.  Ant. 
xvi.  64/1).  In  estimating  these  services,  Herod's  posi 
tion  in  the  imperial  system  must  be  remembered. 

Herod  was  only  one  of  a  large  number  of  '  allied  kings  '  (rcges 
socii),  whose  use  even  of  the  royal  title  was  dependent  upon  the 
goodwill  of  the  emperor,  and  their  exercise  of  royal  authority  no 
less  so.3  In  the  most  favourable  case,  their  sovereign  rights 
were  strictly  limited  within  the  boundaries  of  their  own  land, 
so  that  a  foreign  policy  was  impossible.  The  right  of  coining 
money  was  limited ;  and  as,  of  the  Herodian  line,  only  copper 
coins  are  known,  we  must  correct  the  impression  of  Herod's  im 
portance  derived  from  many  of  the  statements  of  Josephus. 
The  fact  that  no  tribute  was  imposed,  at  least  upon  Judaea, 
made  all  the  more  imperative  Herod's  obligations  in  respect  of 
frontier  defence  and  internal  good  government. 

The  connection  of  Herod  the  Great  with  the  NT  is 
slight.       Both   Mt.  (2i)  and   Lk.  (2i)  agree  that    the 
5   H       d  '      b'rtn  °f  Jesus  t°°k  place  during  his  reign  ; 
'th    NT       kut  l^e  ac'ditional  information  given  by 
Lk.   as   to   the  date   has  caused   serious 
difficulties  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  $7  /. ).      On  the  narra 
tive  of  the  Massacre  of  the  Innocents,  see  NATIVITY. 

Herod  made  several  wills.     As  a  rex  socius,  indeed, 

he  could  not  bequeath  his  kingdom  without  the  consent 

fi    Th          °^    R°me-       It    had    been,    therefore,    a 

Slices     'o       distinct  mark  of  favour  that,  on  his  visit 

to  Rome  to  accuse  Alexander  and  Aris- 

tobulus,  he  had  been  given  leave  by  Augustus  to  dispose 

1  Antipater's  wife  was  the  daughter  of  Antigonus,  the  last  of 
the  Hasmonaean  kings  (Ant.  xvii.  62). 

2  Josephus,  in  fact,  uses   the  title  only  once  (Ant.  xviii.  5  4, 
'HpioSj)  TW  fieyd\<a  Ouyare'pe?  e«   Mapia/x/xT)s  .   .    .   yivovrat  &vo. 
Further  on  we  have  'Hpcofirj  'HpcoSou  TOU  jieyaAou  Traifii)-     Com 
parison  with  the  expression  'EAxias  ofie'-yas  in  Ant.  xviii.  84  has 
suggested  that  Jos.    meant  by   the    title   ju.e'yas  merely  '  elder," 
marking  him  as  head  of  the  dynasty.    Similarly  it  is  in  this  sense 
that  it  is  applied  to  Agrippa  I.   (Ant.   xvii.  '22,  "AypiVn-as  .   .   . 
6  jiie'yas  «ai  6  mxts  aurou  Kal  OfjLtavvfj.O';)  ;  but  Agrippa  claimed  the 
title  in  the  other  sense  (cp  his  coins  with  the  legend  BcuriAeirs 
fie'yas   'Aypi'n-iras).       It   is    therefore    not    impossible    that    Jos. 
deliberately  abstained  from  giving  the  title,  even  though  it  was 
popularly  in  use  with  reference  to  the  first  Herod.     The  verdict 
that  '  he  was  still  only  a  common  man '  (Hitzig,  quoted  by  Schiir. 
Hist.  1 467)  scarcely  does  justice  to  one  who  for  thirty-four  years 
combated  the  combined  hatred  of  Hasmonseans  and  Pharisees, 
and  extended  his  frontier  to  the  widest  limit  ever  dreamed  of 
by  Solomon. 

3  Cp  Jos.  Ant.y.v.'o-j,  where  Herod  recognises  that  he  has 
his  kingdom  Soaei  KaiVrapo?  ical  Wy/xaTi  'PwpatW. 
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of  his  kingdom  as  he  saw  fit  (Ant.  xvi.  4s)  :  apparently 
it  was  only  on  the  express  command  of  the  emperor 
that  he  refrained  then  from  abdication. 

On  his  return  to  Jerusalem  he  announced  to  the  people, 
assembled  in  the  temple,  that  his  sons  should  succeed  him — first 
Antipater,  and  then  Alexander  and  Aristobulus.  The  first 
formal  testament  did,  in  fact,  designate  Antipater  as  heir ;  but, 
as  the  sons  of  Mariamme  were  then  dead,  Herod,  the  son  of  the 
high  priest's  daughter,  was  to  succeed  in  the  event  of  Antipater's 
dying  before  the  king  (Ant.  xvii.  82).  After  Antipater's  disgrace 
a  second  will  was  made,  bequeathing  the  kingdom  to  his  youngest 
son  Antipas  (Ant.  xvii.  (5 1).  This  was  in  its  turn  revoked  by  a 
will  drawn  up  in  his  last  hours,  by  which  he  divided  his  realm 
among  three  of  his  sons  :  Archelaus,  to  whom  he  left  Judtea, 
with  the  title  of  king ;  Antipas,  to  whom  he  gave  Galilee 
and  Persea,  with  the  title  of  tetrarch  ;  and  Philip,  to  whom  he 
gave  the  NE  districts,  also  with  the  title  of  tetrarch  (Ant.  xvii. 
il> 

2.    Herod  Antipas.  —  ('H/»e6$ijs    (-^5.   [WH])   6  rer- 
paapx»)s     [Ti.    WH],     Mt.  14  i     Lk.  811997    Acts  13 1  ;     in 
correctly  called  'king'  in  Mk.  014,  6  /SatriAei/? 
7.  Antipas.    'ttp^  (-^S.  [WH])  [Ti.  WH]  (so  also  in  Mt. 
14 9,  6  /3a<riAev's)  ;  cp  Mk.  622_/C      Sometimes 
called  simply  Herod  (Acts  4  27)  ;  as  often  by  Josephus,  who  also 
calls  him  Antipas   ['Amtfc^vof,  an   abbreviated  form  of  'Avri- 

TTdTpOS  1). 

Son  of  Herod  the  Great  by  the  Samaritan  Malthace, 
consequently  full  brother  of  Archelaus  (Jos.  Ant.  xvii. 
Is).  By  Herod's  last  will  he  received  the  prosperous 
regions  of  Galilee  and  Persea,  with  the  title  of  tetrarch.1 
The  confederation  of  independent  Grasco- Roman  com 
munities  called  the  Decapolis  lay  between  the  two  parts 
of  his  territory  which  brought  in  an  annual  revenue  of 
two  hundred  talents  (Ant.  xvii.  114).  He  had  the  char 
acteristically  Herodian  passion  for  building.  In  Galilee 
he  rebuilt  Sepphoris  (Ant.  xviii.  2i),  and  in  Peraea  Beth- 
aramptha  (see  BETH-HARAN)  ;  and  after  26  A.D.  he 
created  the  splendid  capital  named  by  him  TIBERIAS 
[q.  v.  ].  Little  is  told  us  of  the  course  of  his  long  reign 
(4  B.C. -39  A.D.  ).  We  may  believe  that  he  was  a 
successful  ruler  and  administrator  ;  but  the  diplomacy 
which  distinguished  Herod  the  Great  became  something 
far  less  admirable  in  Antipas,  as  we  may  see  from  the 
contemptuous  expression  used  of  the  tetrarch  by  Jesus 
in  Lk.  1832,  'Go  ye,  and  tell  that  fox.' 

Perhaps,  however,  this  utterance  should  be  restricted  to  the 
particular  occasion  that  called  it  forth  and  should  not  be 
regarded  as  an  epitome  of  the  tetrarch's  character  ;  nevertheless 
we  have  an  illustration  of  this  trait  in  the  story  told  by  Josephus 
(Ant.  xviii.  45)  of  his  out-manoeuvring  Vitellius  in  forwarding 
the  report  of  the  treaty  with  the  Parthian  king  Artabanus  to 
Tiberius.  Antipas  certainly  did  not  inherit  his  father's  qualities 
as  a  leader  in  war. 

Perhaps  it  was  consciousness  of  his  weakness  in  this 
respect  that  prompted  Antipas  to  seek  the  hand  of  the 
daughter  of  the  Arabian  king  Aretas  ;  or  he  may  have 
been  urged  to  the  alliance  by  Augustus,  in  obedience  to 
the  principle  enunciated  with  reference  to  the  inter 
marriage  of  reges  socii  by  Suetonius  (Aug.  48). 

The  connection  with  Herodias,  wife  of  his  half-brother 
Herod  (son  of  the  second  Mariamme),  gained  Antipas 
his  notoriety  in  evangelic  tradition.  The  flight  of  the 
daughter  of  Aretas  to  her  father  involved  him  ultimately 
in  hostilities  with  the  Arabians,  in  which  the  tetrarch 
was  severely  defeated — a  divine  punishment  in  the  eyes 
of  many,  for  his  murder  of  John  the  Baptist  (Ant. 
xviii.  5  2).  There  was  apparently  no  need  for  Antipas 
to  divorce  his  first  wife  in  order  to  marry  Herodias  ; 
but  Herodias  perhaps  refused  to  tolerate  a  possible 
rival  (Ant.  xviii.  5  i  ;  cp  Ant.  xvii.  1  2).2 

The  story  of  the  connection  of  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST 
[^•f.]  with  the  court  of  Antipas  need  not  be  repeated 
here.  Later,  the  Pharisees  warn  Jesus  that  the  tetrarch 
seeks  his  life  (Lk.  13  31).  On  the  phrase  'the  leaven 
of  Herod'  (Mk.  8  15)  see  HERODIANS.  Again  in  the 

1  Since  Herod  Antipas  is  the  only  Herod  who  bore  the  title 
of  tetrarch,  we  must  refer  to  him  an  inscription  on  the  island  of 
Cos  (C/G  2502),  and  another  on  the  island  of  Delos  (Bull,  de 
Corr.  Hell.  3  365  f.    ['79 1) ;    but  nothing   is   known  about  his 
connection  with  those  places. 

2  According  to  the  Mishna,  Sank.  24,  eighteen  wives  were 
allowed  to  the  king  (see  authorities  quoted  by  Schiir.  Hist.  1 455 
n.). 
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closing  scene  in  the  life  of  Jesus  we  meet  with  Antipas. 
Pilate,  we  are  told  by  Lk.  (23 if.},  sent  Jesus  to  the 
tetrarch  '  as  soon  as  he  knew  that  he  belonged  unto 
Herod's  jurisdiction.' 

The  death  of  his  firm  friend  Tiberius,  and  the 
accession  of  Gaius  (Caligula),  in  37  A.  n. ,  led  to  the  fall 
of  Antipas. 

The  advancement  of  Agrippa  I.  to  the  position  of  king  over 
Philip's  old  tetrarchy  by  the  new  emperor  was  galling  to  his 
sister  Herodias ;  and  against  his  better  judgment  Antipas  was 
prevailed  upon  by  her  to  go  to  Rome  to  sue  for  the  royal  title. 
The  interview  with  Gaius  took  place  at  Baia;.  Agrippa 
meanwhile  had  sent  on  his  freedman  Fortunatus  with  a  document 
accusing  Antipas  of  having  been  in  treasonable  correspondence, 
not  only  with  Seianus  (who  had  been  executed  in  31  A.D.),  but 
also  with  the  Parthian  king  Artabanus.  Antipas  could  not,  in 
fact,  deny  that  his  magazines  contained  a  great  accumulation  of 
arms  (probably  in  view  of  his  war  with  the  Arabians). 

The  deposition  and  banishment  of  Antipas,  how 
ever,  were  in  all  probability  due  as  much  to  the 
caprice  of  the  mad  emperor  as  to  real  suspicions  of 
disloyalty. 

His  place  of  banishment  was  Lugdunum  (Lyons)  in  Gaul 
(Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  72);  according  to  BJ  ii.  96,  he  died  in  Spain,1 
and  it  has  been  suggested  that  his  place  of  exile  was  actually 
Lugdunum  Convenarum,  at  the  northern  foot  of  the  Pyrenees, 
near  the  sources  of  the  Garonne  ;  but  this  will  not  save  the 
statement  of  Josephus.  A  confused  remark  of  Dio  Cassius  (59  8) 
seems  to  imply  that  he  was  put  to  death  by  Caligula. 

3.  Herod  Archelaus.—  ( 'A/>x<?Aaos  [Ti.  \VH]  :  Mt. 
222f).  Son  of  Herod  the  Great  by  Malthace,  and 

8  Archelaus  elder  brother  of  AntiPas  (BJ  i-  33  7). 
'  Antipas  actually  put  in  a  claim  for  the 
crown  against  him  before  Augustus,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  been  himself  named  sole  heir  in  the  will 
drawn  up  when  Herod  was  under  the  influence  of  the 
accusations  made  by  Antipater  against  Archelaus  and 
Philip  (see  §  6).  The  majority  of  the  people,  under 
the  influence  of  the  orthodox  (the  Pharisees),  seized  the 
opportunity  afforded  by  Herod's  death  to  attempt  to 
re-establish  the  sacerdotal  government  under  the  Roman 
protectorate.  Herod  was  scarcely  buried  before  the 
masses  in  Jerusalem  gathered  with  the  demand  for  the 
deposition  of  the  high-priest  nominated  by  him,  and  for 
the  ejection  of  foreigners  from  the  city,  where  the 
Passover  was  just  about  to  be  celebrated.  Archelaus 
was  under  the  necessity  of  sending  his  troops  among 
the  rioters.  A  deputation  of  fifty  persons  was  sent  to 
Rome  requesting  the  abolition  of  the  monarchy.  To 
Rome  also  went  Archelaus  claiming  the  kingdom — a 
journey  which  probably  suggested  the  framework  of  the 
parable  in  Lk.  19  ia/.  Augustus  practically  confirmed 
Herod's  last  will,  and  assigned  to  Archelaus  Judaea 
proper,  with  Samaria  and  Idumrea,  including  the  cities 
of  Caesarea,  Samaria,  Joppa,  and  Jerusalem  ;  but  the 
royal  title  was  withheld,  at  least  until  he  should  have 
shown  that  he  deserved  it  (Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  11  4,  BJ\\.  63). 
The  city  of  Gaza  was  excepted  from  this  arrangement, 
and  attached  to  the  province  of  Syria. 

The  proper  title  of  Archelaus  was  ethnarch.  Mt.  2  22  uses 
the  inaccurate  expression  /SatriAeuei  (and  so  Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  43 
6  e7ri(ca.Ta<TTa6)eis  ai>T<5  (SacriAeiis  'Ap^e'Aaos  vtbs  lov).  The 
troops  indeed  had  saluted  him  as  king  on  Herod's  death  (Ant. 
xvii.  8  2) ;  but  he  refused  to  accept  the  title  until  it  should  be 
confirmed  by  Augustus  (BJ  ii.  1  i).  Probably  in  popular  speech 
it  was  given  as  a  matter  of  courtesy.  The  coins  with  HPJ1AOY 
E0NAPXOY  must  be  his,  for  no  other  member  of  the  family 
bore  the  title ;  and,  like  Antipas,  he  used  the  family  name  of 
Herod  (so  Dio  Cass.  55  27  calls  him  'HpioSrjs  6  IlaAaiaTii'os. 
Josephus  never  calls  him  Herod.) 

Of  the  details  of  the  administration  of  Archelaus  we 
know  nothing,  nor  apparently  did  Josephus.  He 
indeed  says  that  his  rule  was  violent  and  tyrannical 
(cp  BJ\\.  7s,  and  Ant.  xvii.  182,  where  he  is  charged 
with  w/i6rr;r  and  rvpavvis).  The  description  in  the 
parable  is  apt  —  Lk.  19 21  (tivdpuiros  avffrripds),  and 
hence  we  can  the  better  understand  the  statement 
in  Mt.  222  respecting  Joseph's  fear  to  go  to  Judaea. 
Apparently  Archelaus  did  not  take  the  pains  to  handle 
gently  the  religious  prejudices  of  his  subjects. 

1  Niese,  however,  rejects  the  reading  Siraia'a  or  'loTrart'a  in 
this  passage,  and  restores  roAAux  from  Ant.  xviii.  7  2. 

2031 


HEROD,  FAMILY  OF 

Not  only  did  he  depose  and  set  up  high-priests  at  his  pleasure,1 
but  he  also  took  to  wife  Glaphyra,  the  daughter  of  the 
Cappadocian  king  Archelaus  (probably  between  i  B.C.  and 
4  A.U.).  Glaphyra  had  been  wife  of  Alexander,  half-brother  of 
Archelaus,  who  was  executed  in  7  B.C.  (see  §  4,  iii.).  Her  second 
husband  was  Juba,  king  of  Mauretania,  who  was  indeed  still 
living  when  she  married  Archelaus.  Moreover,  she  bad  had 
children  by  Alexander,  and  for  this  reason  marriage  with  her  was 
unlawful. 

After  nine  years  of  rule  the  chief  men  of  Judoea  and 
Samaria  invoked  the  interference  of  the  emperor,  and 
Archelaus  was  banished  to  Vienna  ( Vienne]  in  Gaul 
(Ant.  xvii.  182  ;  cp  Dio  Cass.  55  27). 2 

It  is  to  Archelaus  that  Strabo  (765)  refers  when  he  says 
that  a  son  of  Herod  was  living,  at  the  time  of  his  writing, 
among  the  Allobroges,  for  Vienna  was  their  capital  town.  If 
the  statement  of  Jerome  (CAS"  101  n):t  that  Archelaus'  grave  was 
near  Bethlehem  is  trustworthy  (cp  RACHEL),  he  must  have  re 
turned  to  Palestine  to  die. 

The  territory  of  Archelaus  was  taken  under  the  im 
mediate  rule  of  Rome,  and  received  a  governor  of  its 
own  of  the  equestrian  order  (^rrfrpoTroj,  procurator,  see 
ISRAEL,  §  90)  ;  but  it  was  under  the  general  supervision 
of  the  imperial  legate  of  Syria  (on  the  status  of  Judsea 
at  this  time,  see  Momms.  Prov.  of  R.  Emp.  2  185,  n. ). 
Forthwith,  of  course,  the  obligation  to  Roman  tribute 
fell  upon  the  territory  thus  erected  into  a  province 
(hence,  in  Judaea,  Jesus  was  brought  face  to  face  with 
the  whole  question  of  the  compatibility  or  otherwise  of 
Judaism  with  the  imperial  claims:  cp  Mt.  22 15^ 
Mk.  12 13 /:  Lk.  20  2o/). 

4.  Herod  Philip. — ["H/x^Sijs,  Jos.  ;  &i\i7riros,  Mk. 
617;  see  below.  ]  Son  of  Herod  the  Great  by  Mariamme, 
q  TT  ,  daughter  of  Simon  (son  of  Boethos),4  whom 
(Philin'M  Herocl  made  high  P"est  (about  24  B.C.). 
'''  In  spite  of  Mk.  617  (see  below),  we  cannot 
hold  that  he  ever  really  bore  the  name  Philip  ;  the 
confusion,  which  is  doubtless  primitive,  arose  from  the 
fact  that  the  son-in-law  of  Herodias  was  called  Philip 
(see  CLOP  AS,  §  2).  Herod's  first  will  arranged  that 
Philip  should  succeed  in  the  event  of  Antipater's  dying 
before  coming  to  the  throne  (see  §  6)  ;  but  Philip  was 
disinherited  owing  to  his  mother's  share  in  Antipater's 
intrigues  (Ant.  xvii.  4  2,  BJ  i.  30  7).  '  Philip  '  lived  and 
died,  therefore,  in  a  private  station,  apparently  in  Rome 
(Ant.  xviii.  5  i) ;  for  it  seems  to  have  been  in  Rome 
that  his  half-brother  Antipas  saw  Herodias.  It  is 
indeed  only  in  connection  with  his  wife  Herodias,  sister 
of  Agrippa  I.,  that  the  name  of  this  Herod  occurs  in 
the  NT. 

In  Mk.  6 17  all  MSS  read  'his  brother  Philip's  wife'  (rr\v 
yvvalxa  <J>iAi7r7rou  TOW  a6eA<£oC  avToG),  from  which  it  would 
appear  that  this  Herod  also  bore  the  name  Philip.  When, 
however,  we  find  that  Josephus  knows  only  the  name  Herod 
for  him  (cp  Ant.  xvii.  13,^  0vydrr)p  TOV  apxiepe'ws,  ef  •%<;  6ij  /ecu 
ojuwrvjiios  avTu  TTCUS  yeyova),  and  that  another  son  of  Herod  the 
Great  also  certainly  bore  the  name  Philip  (see  §  ii),  suspicion  is 
aroused,  and  this  is  confirmed  when  we  find  that  '  of  Philip '  is 
omitted  in  Mt.  143  by  D  and  some  Lat.  MSS  (followed  by 
Zahn,  Einl.  2  309),  whilst  in  Lk.  3  19  it  is  omitted  by  NBD. 
That  Lk.  does  not  give  the  name  is  highly  significant.  An 
appeal  to  the  fact  that  several  sons  of  Herod  the  Great  bore  the 
name  Herod  cannot  save  the  credit  of  Mt.  and  Mk.  in  this 

Particular;    for    Herod   was  a  family  and   a  dynastic    title.5 
'he   coexistence    in    the   family   of   the    names    Antipas    and 
Antipater  is  also  no  argument,  for  they  are  in  fact  different 
names. 


[WH] :    Mt. 


.        . 

o  re  'HpaJfirjs  6  IIctAcucrrti'OS,  curiay  TU'a  vrro  TU>V  a.Se 
SuJi',    v?rep   ras  "AAn-eis  VTrepiopt'crSi),   /cai    TO  juepo?    rrjt  " 


/Ai. 

•*  Sed  et  propter  eandent  Bethleem  rcgis  quondam  Judcr(t 
Archelai  tumulus  ostenditur. 

4  So  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  93.     In  other  places  Boethos  is  the  name 
of  her  father.     The  family  belonged  originally  to  Alexandria. 

5  The  name  was  borne  not  only  by  Archelaus  (see  his  coins, 
cp  §  8)  and  Antipas  (see  §  7),   after  their  rise  to  semi  -royal 
dignity,  but  also  by  two  sons  of  Herod  the  Great  who  never 
attained  thereto  —  viz.,  the  subject  of  this  section,  the  son  of  the 
second   Mariamme,  and  also  one  of  the  sons  of  Cleopatra  of 
Jerusalem  (Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  1  3,  BJ\.  284). 
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143-iz  Mk.  617-29  Lk.  319).      Daughter  of  Aristobulus 

10  TTornHias     (Herod's    second    son    by   Manamnie, 

3'  granddaughter  of  Hyrcanus).  Her 
mother  was  Bernice  (Berenice),  daughter  of  Salome, 
Herod's  sister.  Herod  of  Chalcis  (see  §  12),  Agrippal., 
and  the  younger  Aristobulus,  were  therefore  full  brothers 
of  Herodias.  According  to  Josephus  (^»/.  xviii.  54)  she 
was  wife  first  of  her  half-uncle  Herod  (see  preceding 
section),  who  is  erroneously  supposed  to  have  been 
also  called  Philip.  The  issue  of  this  marriage  was 
the  famous  Salome  who  danced  before  Herod  Antipas, 
and  thus  became  the  instrument  of  her  mother's  venge 
ance  upon  the  Baptist.  Herodias  deserted  her  first 
husband  in  order  to  marry  his  half-brother  Antipas, 
thus  transgressing  the  law  (cp  Lev.  18 16  Dt.  25s). 

In  Mk.  6  22  the  reading  '  his  daughter  Herodias '  (TIJS  Ovya-rpbs 
O.VTOV  'Hpw5ia5os  [WH])  is  that  of  tf  BDLA.  This  would  make 
the  girl  daughter  of  Aiuipasand  Herodias,  bearing  her  mother's 
name.  Certainly  the  expression  applied  to  her  in  the  same 
verse  (Kopdviov)  is  in  favour  of  this  :  conversely,  if  the  ordinary 
reading  which  designates  the  dancer  as  Salome  is  accepted,  we 
must  admit  a  great  disparity  in  age  between  her  and  her  first 
husband  Philip  the  tetrarch,  if  she  is  rightly  called  K.opa<r(.ov 
about  28  A.D.  ;  for  Philip  died  in  34  A.D.,  at  the  age  of  sixty,  or 
thereabouts.  As  the  protest  of  John  the  Baptist  in  reference  to 
the  marriage  by  no  means  compels  us  to  assume  that  the  union 
was  recent,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  maintain  that  a  daughter 
by  it  must  have  been  too  young  to  dance  at  a  banquet.  In  our 
ignorance  of  the  chronology  of  the  reign  of  Antipas  a  solution  is 
not  to  be  had ;  though  it  is  always  possible  by  means  of 
assumptions  to  create  a  scheme  that  fits  in  with  the  received 
reading  (cp  Schiir.  Hist.  228  n.,  and  authorities  there  quoted). 

It  would  scarcely  be  just  to  ascribe  the  action  of 
Herodias  solely  to  ambition  ;  it  was  rather  a  case  of 
real  and  intense  affection.  It  is  true  that  it  was 
Herodias  who  goaded  her  husband,  in  spite  of  his 
desire  for  quiet  and  in  spite  of  his  misgivings  (Ant. 
xviii.  7  2),  to  undertake  the  fatal  journey  to  Rome  ;  but 
she  made  what  amends  she  could  by  refusing  to  accept 
exemption  from  the  sentence  of  exile  pronounced  upon 
her  husband  by  the  emperor.  See  above,  §  7. 

6.  Philip. — (4>f\t7T7ros,  Lk.  3i,  ^iXtirirov  5e  .  .  . 
reTpaapxovvTos  TT}S  'Irovpaias  KO.I  TpaxwptriSos  ^wpas 

11  PhT        [Ti-  WH]. )     Son  of  Herod  the  Great  by 

Cleopatra,  a  woman  of  Jerusalem  (Jos. 
Ant.  xvii.  13,  KXeoTraVpa  'lepcxroXi/jUms).1  He  was 
left  in  charge  of  Jerusalem  and  Judaea  when  Archelaus 
hastened  to  Rome  to  secure  his  inheritance,  but  sub 
sequently  appeared  in  Rome  in  support  of  his  brother's 
claims  (BJ  \\.  61).  By  the  decision  of  Augustus  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  Herod's  last  will  (see  §  6), 
Philip  succeeded  to  a  tetrarchy  consisting  of  Batanasa, 
Auranitis,  Gaulonitis,  Trachonitis,  and  the  district  of 
Panias  (which  last  is,  apparently,  what  Lk.  3i  calls 
'the  Iturasan  region,'  though  not  indeed  the  whole  of 
it).  Cp  ITUR^A.  This  list  is  obtained  by  combining 
the  different  statements  in  Josephus  (Ant.  xvii.  81  11  4 
xviii.  46,  BJ\\.  63).  Thus  Philip's  territory  embraced  the 
poorest  parts  of  his  father's  kingdom — those  lying  E. 
and  NE.  of  the  sea  of  Galilee  as  far  as  Mt.  Hermon  : 
the  annual  revenue  from  it  was  estimated  at  one 
hundred  talents.'2  The  population  was  mixed,  but  was 
mostly  Syrian  and  Greek — i.e. ,  it  was  predominantly 
pagan. 

Hence  Philip's  coins  bear  the  image  of  Augustus  or  Tiberius, 
contrasting  in  this  respect  with  those  of  Herod  the  Great  (which 
have  neither  name  nor  image  of  the  emperor)  and  those  of 
Antipas  (some  of  which  bear  the  emperor's  name,  without  his 
image).  In  addition,  all  the  coins  of  Philip  bear  the  image  of  a 
temple  (the  splendid  temple  of  Augustus  built  by  Herod  the 
Great  near  the  Grotto  of  Pan — TO  Udveiov — at  the  source  of  the 
Jordan  :  cp  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  103,  BJ\.  21  3). 

Having  been  brought  up,  like  all  Herod's  sons, 
at  Rome,  Philip's  sympathies  were  entirely  Roman. 
Owing  to  the  non-Jewish  character  of  his  territory  his 
Hellenistic  and  Roman  policy  was  more  successful  than 
was  the  case  with  his  brothers.  Of  the  events  of  his 

1  Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  8  i    inaccurately    describes    Philip    as    full 
brother  of  Archelaus — 'Ap\eAaov  aSeA^ui  vi/rjcrup. 

2  The  Greek  cities  of  the  Decapolis  'were,  of  course,  outside 
Philip's  jurisdiction. 
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thirty-seven  years  of  rule  (4  B.C.-34  A.D.)  we  know 
indeed  nothing  beyond  the  summary  given  by  Josephus. 

'  His  rule  was  marked  by  moderation  and  quiet,  and  his  whole 
life  was  spent  in  his  own  territory.  His  progresses  were 
attended  by  a  few  chosen  friends,  and  the  seat  on  which  he 
sat  to  give  judgment  always  followed  him  ;  so  that  when  any 
one,  who  wanted  his  assistance,  met  him  he  made  no  delay,  but 
set  down  the  tribunal  wherever  he  might  be,  and  heard  the 
case  '  (Ant.  xviii.  46). 

Philip  seems  to  have  had  scientific  leanings,  judging  from  the 
story  told  of  his  supposed  discovery  and  proof  that  the  sources 
of  the  Jordan  were  really  connected  by  a  subterranean  passage 
with  the  circular  lake  called  Phiale  (*iaArj,  Birket  Ram  ?), 
1 20  stades  from  Ceesarea  (BJ  iii.  107). 

Apart  from  his  evident  administrative  ability,  Philip 
retained  only  one  quality  of  his  race — the  passion 
for  building.  Early  in  his  rule  he  rebuilt  Panias 
(IIcmas,  Habeas),  at  the  head-waters  of  the  Jordan, 
and  named  it  Cossarea ;  he  also  created  the  city 
of  Julias,  formerly  the  village  of  Bethsaida.  See 
CJESAREA,  §  7  ff.  •  BETHSAIDA,  §  i.  He  was  only 
once  married — to  Salome,  the  daughter  of  Herodias — 
and  died  without  issue.  After  his  death  his  territory  was 
attached  to  the  province  of  Syria,  retaining,  however, 
the  right  of  separate  administration  of  its  finances  (Ant. 
xviii.  46).  Gaius  on  his  accession  (37  A.D.)  gave  it 
to  Agrippa  I.  with  the  title  of  king. 

7.  Herud  Agrippa  /.— (Hpwdrjs  [Ti.],  -yd.  [WH], 
Acts  ;  'A7pi7T7ras,  Josephus  and  Coins). 

Son  of  Aristobulus  (Herod  the  Great's  son  by 
Mariamme  I.)  and  Bernice  (daughter  of  Salome, 

12   Herod     ^erod    t'ie    Great's    sister :     Jos.     Ant. 


Agrippa  I. 


xviii.  5  4).      He  was  called  after  his  grand 


father's  friend  Agrippa  (see  §  4). 
Shortly  before  the  death  of  Herod  the  Great,  Agrippa  and 
his  mother  were  sent  to  Rome,  where  they  were  befriended  by 
Antonia,  widow  of  the  elder  Drusus  (brother  of  the  emperor 
Tiberius).  Agrippa  and  the  younger  Drusus  (the  emperor's 
son)  became  fast  friends;  but  when  Drusus  died,  in  23  A.D., 
Agrippa  found  himself  obliged  to  leave  Rome  with  nothing  but 
the  memory  of  his  debts  and  extravagances.  He  retired  to 
Malatha,  a  stronghold  in  Iduma:a,  and  meditated  suicide  ;  but 
his  wife  Cypros  1  appealed  to  his  sister  Herodias,  with  the 
result  that  Antipas  gave  him  a  pension  and  the  office  of 
Agoranomos  (controller  of  the  market)  at  Tiberias.  Before 
very  long  there  was  a  quarrel,  and  Agrippa  resumed  his  career 
as  adventurer.  For  a  time  he  was  with  the  Roman  governor 
Flaccus  in  Antioch  ;  but  ultimately  he  arrived  again  in  Italy 
(36  A.D.),  after  running  the  gauntlet  of  his  creditors  (Ant. 
xviii.  6  3).  He  attached  himself  to  Gaius  the  grandson  of 
Antonia.  An  incautiously  uttered  wish  for  the  speedy  ac 
cession  of  Gaius  (Caligula)  was  overheard  and  reported  to  the 
old  emperor,  and  Agrippa  lay  in  prison  during  the  last  six 
months  of  Tiberius. 

Caligula,  on  his  accession  (37  A.D.)  at  once  set 
Agrippa  free,  and  bestowed  upon  him  what  had  been 
the  tetrarchy  of  his  half-uncle  Philip,  together  with  that 
of  Lysanias  (viz.,  ABILENE  \tj.v.~\  Lk.  3i ;  cp  Dio  Cass. 
598),  with  the  title  of  king  (cp  Acts  12i)  and  the  right 
to  wear  the  diadem  ;  he  also  presented  him  with  a 
golden  chain  equal  in  weight  to  his  iron  fetters  (Ant. 
xviii.  6 10).  The  Senate  conferred  upon  him  the  honorary 
rank  of  prastor  (Philo,  in  Place.  §  6).  Three  years 
later  he  obtained  the  forfeited  tetrarchy  of  Herod 
Antipas  (Ant.  xviii.  7  2).  He  adroitly  used  his  influence 
with  the  emperor  to  induce  him  to  abandon  his  mad 
design  of  erecting  a  statute  of  himself  in  the  temple  at 
Jerusalem  (Ant.  xviii.  8  7).2  Agrippa  was  in  Rome  when 
Gaius  fell  by  the  dagger  of  Chasrea  (Jan.  41  A.D.  ), 
and  by  his  coolness  at  a  critical  moment  contributed 
largely  to  securing  the  empire  for  Claudius  (Ant. 
xix.  4  if. ).  In  return  for  this  service  he  received  Judaea 
and  Samaria,  being  also  confirmed  in  his  previous 
possessions  ;  he  also  obtained  consular  rank  (Ant. 

*  Cypros  was  daughter  of  Phasael,  whose  wife  was  his  cousin 
Salampsio,  Herod  the  Great's  daughter  by  the  Hasmonaean 
Mariamme. 

2  Apparently  this  abandonment  was  only  temporary :  a 
peremptory  decree  was  finally  sent,  and  the  crisis  was  averted 
only  by  the  emperor's  assassination.  The  account  given  by 
Josephus  of  the  manner  of  Agrippa's  intervention  differs  from 
that  given  by  Philo,  Leg.  ad  Cahttit,  §  ssyC,  and  seems  worked 
up  on  conventional  lines — this  romantic  apocryphal  element  is 
very  conspicuous  in  the  whole  account  of  Agrippa's  life. 
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xix.  5i;  nj  \\.  lls;  Dio  Cass.  608,  n/xds  virariKas 
fvfifj.f).  These  grants  were  confirmed  by  solemnities 
in  the  Forum  (cp  Suet.  Claud.  25).  For  his  brother 
Herod  he  obtained  the  grant  of  the  kingdom  of  (Jhalcis 
in  Lebanon.  In  part  also  at  least  his  influence  must  be 
seen  in  the  edicts  published  by  Claudius  in  favour  of 
the  Jews  throughout  the  empire,  freeing  them  from 
those  public  obligations  which  were  incompatible  with 
their  religious  convictions.  In  putting  under  Agrippa 
the  whole  extent  of  territory  ruled  by  his  grandfather, 
'  it  was  certainly  the  design  of  Claudius  to  resume  the 
system  followed  at  the  time  of  Herod  the  Great  and  to 
obviate  the  dangers  of  the  immediate  contact  between 
the  Romans  and  the  Jews  '  (Mommsen,  Prov.  of  R.  Emp. 
2200). 

Now  began  the  second  period  in  Agrippa's  life,  in 
which  the  spendthrift  adventurer  appears  as  a  model 
of  Pharisaic  piety.  He  began  his  three  years  of  actual 
rule  with  significant  acts — the  dedication  in  the  temple 
of  the  golden  chain  received  from  Gaius,  the  offering  of 
sacrifices  in  all  their  details,  and  the  payment  of  the 
charges  of  a  great  number  of  Nazirites  (cp  Acts  21  24). 
'  He  loved  to  live  continually  in  Jerusalem,  and  strictly 
observed  the  laws  of  his  country,  keeping  himself  in 
perfect  purity,  and  not  allowing  a  single  day  to  pass 
over  his  head  without  its  sacrifice'  (Jos.  Ant.  xix.  7s  : 
so  in  the  Talmud,  if  the  references  are  not  in  part  to  the 
younger  Agrippa).  His  appeal  to  Petronius,  governor 
of  Syria,  in  the  matter  of  an  outrage  against  Judaism 
in  the  Phoenician  town  of  Dora  was  based  on  general 
grounds  of  policy  and  national  self-respect,  and  need 
not  be  traced  specially  to  his  correct  attitude  with 
regard  to  Pharisaism.  It  was  undoubtedly  a  conse 
quence  of  this  attitude  that,  though  of  a  mild  disposi 
tion  (Ant.  xix.  7  3),  he  began  a  persecution  of  the 
Christians  (Acts  12 1).  James  the  great  was  sacrificed, 
and  Peter  escaped  only  by  a  miracle. 

Agrippa's  action  against  the  Christians  is  supposed  by  some 
to  have  been  due  to  the  famine  over  'all  the  world  '  (Acts  11  28), 
a  generalisation  which  cannot  be  entirely  defended  by  the  its- 
xiduie  sterilitates  that  marked  the  reign  of  Claudius  (Suet. 
Claud.  18),  or  the  enumeration  of  the  occasions  mentioned  by 
other  authors  (in  Rome,  at  the  beginning  of  his  reign,  Dio 
Cass.  60  ii  ;  in  Greece,  in  his  eighth  or  ninth  year,  Kus.  Clir. 
2152;  in  Rome,  in  his  eleventh  year,  Tac.  Ann.  1243.  Cp 
/arm,  Einl.  2  415).  Just  as  little  can  we  defend  the  words 
/3ouj3pu>crTis  .  .  Kocrjioi'  erre'cr^eSe  VO.VTO.  of  the  inscr.  of  Apol- 
lonia  in  Galatia  referring  to  famine  in  Asia  Minor  in  57  A.I). 
(CIG  3973;  Rams.  Stud.  Oxon.  IV.,  '96,  p.  52^).  The  ex 
aggeration  is  natural.  It  is  indeed  true  that  often  subsequently 
public  calamities  were  the  signal  for  persecution  (cp  Blass,  Act. 
.\post.  l.c.)\  but  the  famine  referred  to  in  the  prophecy  of 
Agabus  occurred  in  45-46  A.D.  (cp  Rams.  Paul  the  7Var'f//t'r, 
pp.  49,  68),  after  the  death  of  Agrippa.  Nevertheless  the  latest 
date  that  will  fit  the  prophecy  is  41  A.D.,  if  not  earlier.  Such 
a  prophecy  might  well  be  regarded  outside  the  Christian  circle 
as  a  threat. 

The  outspoken  Jewish  sympathies  of  the  king  cost 
him  the  affection  of  the  towns  that  adhered  to  the 
Romans,  and  of  the  troops  organised  in  Roman 
fashion  :'  at  any  rate  the  report  of  his  death  was  re 
ceived  with  outrageous  jubilation  on  the  part  of  the 
troops  in  Coesarea  on  the  coast  (KcutrapeTs  KOI  £e/3ao-- 
rrjvoi,  Jos.  Ant.  xix.  9  i  xx.  8  7). 

The  striking  incident  recorded  in  the  Mishna  (Sotti,  7  8)  is  to 
be  referred  to  this  Agrippa  rather  than  to  Agrippa  II.  When 
at  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  (consequently  in  41  A.D.)  he  read, 
according  to  custom,  the  Book  of  Deuteronomy,  he  burst  into 
tears  at  the  passage  '  Thou  mayest  not  set  a  stranger  over 
thee,  which  is  not  thy  brother"  (Dt.  IT  15)  :  but  the  people  cried 
out,  '  Be  not  grieved,  Agrippa  !  Thou  art  our  brother  ! '  1 

The  question  as  to  how  far  Agrippa  was  sincere  in 
all  this  is  difficult. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  Agrippa  was  not  only  a  vassal 
king  (see  §  4),  but  a  Roman  citizen,  belonging  by  adoption  to 
the  Gens  lulia  (cp  the  inscr.  quoted  under  BERENICE,  and  Schiir. 
Hist.  2 162  n.),  so  that  he  owed  concessions  to  the  imperial 
system  that  were  not  in  strictness  compatible  with  his  position 
as  a  Jewish  monarch.  This  fact  must  have  been  recognised  by 
the  strictest  Jew  (always  excepting  the  fanatical  Zealots),  who 
must  perforce  have  tacitly  consented  to  the  king's  playing  on 
behalf  of  the  nation  two  contradictory  parts.  It  is  true,  the 

1  Strictly  justified  by  Dt.  23  [7] »/. 
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difficulty  with  which  he  had  to  grapple  was  only  the  standing 
problem  of  his  house.  As  compared  with  his  grandfather,  how 
ever,  he  had  this  advantage — that  rival  claims  were  silenced  ; 
or  rather  in  his  own  person  he  combined  those  of  both  Has- 
mona:ans  and  Herodians.  At  the  same  time,  his  long  residence 
in  Rome,  where  he  had  been  in  closest  contact  with  the  main 
spring  of  the  imperial  machinery,  had  given  him  an  insight  into 
the  possibilities  of  his  rule  far  superior  to  that  possessed  by  any 
other  member  of  the  family.  Two  episodes  of  his  reign  show 
clearly  that  he  grasped  these  possibilities.  On  the  N.  of 
Jerusalem  he  began  the  building  of  a  wall  which,  if  completed, 
would  have  rendered  the  city  impregnable  to  direct  assault.  It 
was  stopped  by  the  emperor  on  the  report  of  C.  Vibius  Marsus, 
who,  as  governor  of  Syria,  had  the  duty  of  watching  the  imperial 
interests  in  the  protected  states  in  his  neighbourhood  (Jos. 
Ant.  xix.  7  2  ;  cp  Tac.  Hist.  5  12).  Of  still  greater  significance 
was  the  conference  of  vassal  princes  of  Rome  assembled  by 
Agrippa  at  Tiberias,  viz.  Antiochus  of  Commagune,  SampM- 
ceramus  of  Kmesa,  Cotys  of  Armenia  Minor,  Polemon  of 
Pontus,  and  Herod  of  Chalcis.  This  was  rudely  broken  up  by 
Marsus  himself  (Ant.  xix.  8  i). 

The  skill  with  which  Agrippa  brought  into  alliance 
with  himself  the  Pharisaic  element,  which,  alike  in  its 
moderate  and  in  its  extreme  forms,  constituted  the 
backbone  of  the  nation,  with  the  intention  of  finding 
therein  a  basis  for  a  really  national  policy,  proves  him 
to  have  possessed  statesmanlike  qualities  even  superior 
to  those  of  Herod  the  Great.  His  premature  death 
prevented  the  realisation  of  his  schemes  ;  but  it  is  at 
least  doubtful  whether  we  shalF  not  be  right  in  holding 
that  the  glory  of  the  Herodian  rule  reached  its  real 
culmination  in  Agrippa's  reign. 

Of  Agrippa's  death  we  have  two  accounts. 

According  to  Josephus,  he  went  to  Cajsarea  in  order  to 
celebrate  games  in  honour  of  the  emperor  (Ant.  xix.  8  2,  itirep 
TTJS  exeiVou  <7a>T7jpi'as — which  can  only  refer  to  the  safe  return 
of  Claudius  from  his  victorious  British  expedition  ;  spring  of 
44  A.D.  :  cp  Dio  Cass.  6023;  Suet.  Claud.  17).  The  leading 
men  of  the  kingdom  were  there  gathered  (Acts  12  20  mentions 
particularly  a  deputation  from  Tyre  and  Sidon,  introduced  by 
Blastus,  the  king's  chamberlain ').  On  the  second  day  of  the 
festival,  as  he  entered  the  theatre  clad  in  a  robe  of  silver  tissue 
gleaming  in  the  sun,  Agrippa  was  saluted  by  his  courtiers  as 
more  than  mortal.  The  shouts  of  #eos  and  eiifiCiH)S  etijs,  as  if  to 
a  divine  being,  remind  us  of  Acts  12  22,  'a  god's  voice  and  not 
man's '  (0eoC  <j>u>iT)  icai  oixc  avOptairov).  Shortly  afterwards, 
looking  upwards,  the  king  spied  an  owl  sitting  over  his  head 
on  one  of  the  ropes,  and  recognised  it  as  the  messenger  of  doom  1 
(alluding  to  the  omen  which,  during  his  early  imprisonment, 
portended  his  good  fortune,  Ant.  xvni.  67).  He  was  seized  at 
that  instant  with  severe  pains,  and  in  five  days  he  was  dead. 
Though  more  detailed,  this  account  agrees  substantially  with 
that  in  the  NT. 

It  has  been  suggested,  however,  that  the  two  narra 
tives  are  actually  connected  with  each  other,  and  that 
the  intermediate  stage  is  marked  by  the  rendering  of 
the  story  in  Eusebius  (f/E2io),  in  which  the  owl  of 
Josephus  appears  as  an  angel.  The  narrative  of  Acts 
is  not  without  its  apocryphal  features. 

Note  especially  the  expression  '  he  was  eaten  of  worms ' 
(r>.  23,  •yepdjmci'Of  <TKc»Ai)Ko/3pu>TOs).  For  this  there  is  no  warrant 
in  Josephus,  who  describes  perhaps  an  attack  of  peritonitis 
(cp  &taKiip&Lov  f<r\ev  oS-uvrfv,  a.8povv  &'  aiircp  rijs  xoiAiat  Trpocr- 
efyvarev  aAy^^o  ficra.  <rc|>o6(p07TjTos  ap^a/jLeifOv).  To  be  eaten 
of  worms  was  the  conventional  ending  of  tyrants  and  monu 
mental  criminals  (c.f.,  Pheretime,  queen  of  Cyrene,  Herod. 
4205;  Sulla  the  Dictator,  Plut.,  who  gives  other  instances; 
Antiochus  Kpiphanes,  2  Mace.  89,  but  not  in  i  Mace.  6s;  the 
end  of  Herod  the  Great  is  evidently  regarded  as  very  similar). 
In  this  way  tradition,  Christian  and  pagan,  took  its  revenge. 

8.     Herod    Agrippa    II.  —  ( 'Aypiiriras     6    /SaatXei's 

[Ti.   WH],    Acts  25 13;    pa*.    'Ayp.,   26  2.        'Ayp.    6 

_        ,     veurrepos,     and   after    his   accession    'Ayp. 

'  .   6r°TT    simply,  or  6  /3a<r.  'Ayp.  in  Jos.      His  full 

°^  PP  '  name,  Marcus  Julius  Agrippa,  is  found 
on  coins  and  inscriptions,  see  reff.  in  Schur.  Hist. 
219111. ). 

Son  of  Agrippa  I.  and  Cypros.  He  was  only  seven 
teen  years  old  at  the  time  of  his  father's  death,  and 
Claudius,  though  personally  inclined  to  the  contrary, 
was  advised  not  to  allow  him  to  succeed  to  his  father's 
kingdom  (Ant.  xix.  9i). 

Consequently,  the  whole  of  Palestine  came  under  the  direct 
rule  of  Rome,  and  was  administered  by  procurators  under  the 
supervision  of  the  governor  of  Syria  (cp  Marq.  AVw.  Staatsi'.(-i, 

1  ayye\oi>  TOVTOC    «u0t>?  ivoycrev  KOUCWI-  ecrai  :    cp   Acts  12  23, 
ie  tffarafti1  avroi-  dyyeAos  xvpiov. 
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1411  n.).  'The  Claudian  government  had  here,  as  elsewhere, 
lighted  on  the  right  course,  but  had  not  the  energy  to  carry  it 
out  irrespective  of  accessory  considerations'  (Momms.  Prov.  of 
Rani.  Etitp^lzoi).  The  death  of  the  elder  Agrippa,  in  fact, 
had  as  its  consequence  the  final  absorption  of  all  Palestine 
west  of  the  Jordan  (with  the  exception  of  certain  parts  of 
Galilee  subsequently  given  to  his  son)  within  the  circle  of 
directly-governed  territory  (Tac.  Hist.  5  9). 

Agrippa  II.  resided  in  Rome,  where  he  was  able  to 
use  his  influence  with  some  effect  on  behalf  of  the  Jews 
(.////.  xx.  1263).  His  uncle,  Herod  of  Chalcis,  had 
been  invested  by  Claudius  with  the  superintendence  of 
the  temple  and  the  sacred  treasury,  together  with  the 
right  of  nominating  the  high  priest  (Ant.  xx.  1  3)  ;  on 
his  death  in  48  A.n.  these  privileges  were  transferred  to 
Agrippa  II.1  Agrippa  also  received  his  uncle's  kingdom 
of  Chalcis  (50  A.D.  :  BJ\\.  12 1).  Four  years  later  he 
surrendered  this,  and  received  in  return  what  had  been 
the  tetrarchy  of  Philip  (viz.  Batancea,  Gaulonitis,  and 
Trachonitis),  with  Abila,  which  had  been  the  tetrarchy 
of  Lysanias  (///ii.  128).  This  was  in  53  A.D.  This 
realm  was  further  enlarged  by  Nero,  who  conferred 
upon  him  the  cities  and  territories  of  Tiberias  and 
Taricheae  on  the  sea  of  Galilee,  and  the  city  of  Julias 
with  fourteen  surrounding  villages  (/y/ii.  182;  Ant. 
xx.  84).  This'  accession  of  territory  was  made  prob 
ably  in  56  A.D.  (see  Schiir.  Hist.  2194  n. ). 

Agrippa  gratified  his  hereditary  passion  for  building 
by  the  improvement  of  his  capital  Caesarea  (Philippi), 
which  he  named  Neronias  (see  his  coins),  and  by  adding 
to  the  magnificence  of  the  Roman  colony  of  Berytus 
(Ant.  xx.  94).  In  all  other  directions  his  hands  were 
tied,  and  the  history  of  the  previous  few  years  must  have 
convinced  him  that  it  was  no  longer  possible  for  a  Jewish 
king  to  play  any  independent  part.  It  is  probable  that 
his  general  policy  should  be  ascribed  to  astuteness  rather 
than  to  '  indolence  and  general  feebleness  '  (Schiir.  Hist. 
2 196).  By  training  he  was  far  more  a  Roman  than  a 
Jew.2  Occasionally,  indeed,  he  yielded  to  the  claims  of 
his  Jewish  descent  (see,  however,  col.  754,  top)  ;  but  as 
a  rule  he  was  utterly  indifferent  to  the  religious  interests 
of  his  time  and  country,  and  the  subtleties  of  the  scribes 
can  only  have  amused  him. 

(See  Gratz,  'Agrippa  II.  und  der  Zustand  Judiia's  nach  dem 
Untergang  Jerusalems,'  MGir/  80481-489  ['81]). 

In  Acts  25  13-2632  we  have  an  interesting  account  of 
an  appearance  of  Paul  before  the  Jewish  king  and  the 
Roman  governor  Festus  at  Cossarea.  The  utterance  of 
Agrippa  in  2628  has  been  well  explained  by  B.  Weiss 
(Ap.-gesch.,  in  '  Texte  u.  Untersuch.  zur  Gesch.  der  alt- 
christ.  Lit.'  ix.  34).  In  accordance  with  what  we  know 
of  Agrippa's  character,  it  must  be  viewed  as  a  virtual 
repudiation  of  that  belief  in  the  prophets  which  was 
attributed  to  him  by  Paul.  '  King  Agrippa  !  believest 
thou  the  prophets,'  Paul  had  said  ;  '  I  know  that  thou 
believest'  (v.  27).  The  gently  ironical  rejoinder  amounts 
to  this  :  '  on  slight  grounds  you  would  make  me  a  believer 
in  your  assertion  that  the  Messiah  has  come.'  (For 
another  view  see  CHRISTIAN,  NAME  OK,  col.  754,  n.  i). 

Agrippa  did  all  in  his  power  to  restrain  his  country 
men  from  going  to  war  with  Rome  and  rushing  on 
destruction  (BJ\\.  164)  ;  and  he  steadfastly  maintained 
his  own  loyalty  to  Rome,  even  after  his  Galiloean  cities 
joined  the  revolutionary  party.  There  was  no  other 
course  to  pursue.  The  catastrophe  was  inevitable  ;  the 
last  of  the  Herods  could  not  help  witnessing,  and  to 
some  extent  aiding  it.  For  a  time  he  was  at  Rome  ; 
but  on  his  return  to  Palestine  he  went  to  the  camp  of 
Titus,  where  he  remained  until  the  end  of  the  war. 
Probably  he  was  present  at  the  magnificent  games  with 
which  Titus  celebrated  at  Caesarea  (Philippi)  his  con 
quest  of  Jerusalem  (BJ  vii.  2i).  On  the  conclusion  of 
the  war  Agrippa's  dominions  were  extended  in  a  northerly 

1  There  is  indeed  no  mention  of  the  conferring  of  the  right 
of  appointing  the  high  priest ;  but  Agrippa  is  found  exercising 
it  (Ant.  xx.  8s  ii,  etc.). 

2  His  coins,  almost  without  exception,  bear  the  name  and 
image  of  the  reigning  emperor— Nero,  Vespasian,  Titus,  and 
Doniitian. 
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direction.  In  75  A. IX  he  went  to  Rome,  and  was  raised 
to  the  rank  of  prietor  (Dio  Cass.  66  15).  We  know  that 
he  corresponded  with  Josephus  about  the  latter's  History 
of  the  Jewish  War,  which  he  praised  for  its  accuracy 
(Jos.  Vit.  65  ;  c.  Ap.  Ig).  He  appears  to  have  died  in 
Trajan's  third  year  ( 100  A.  D. ).  He  left  no  descendants  ; 
perhaps,  indeed,  he  was  never  married.  His  domains 
were  incorporated  in  the  province  of  Syria. 

9.  Berenice. — (KepviKr)     [Ti.     WH]  :     the     Mace 
donian   form  of  ^epeviKij. )      The  oldest  of  the  three 

14  RpronifA  daughters  of  AgriPPa  I-  (Jos.  Ant.  xix. 
i R  '  \  9l)'  She  was  betrothed  to  Marcus,  son 
'  of  Alexander  the  Alabarch  ;  but  he  died 
before  the  marriage  took  place  (Ant.  xix.  5  i).  About 
41  A.[>. ,  being  then  about  thirteen  years  old,  Berenice 
became  the  second  wife  of  her  uncle  Herod  of  Chalcis,1 
by  whom  she  had  two  sons,  Bernicianus  and  Hyrcanus 
(BJu.  116).  When  Herod  died  in  48  A.D.  Berenice 
joined  her  brother  in  Rome,  and  black  stories  were 
circulated  as  to  their  relationship.'2  With  the  object  of 
giving  these  rumours  the  lie,  Berenice  at  length,3  by 
means  of  her  wealth,  induced  Polemon  II.,  king  of 
Cilicia,  to  be  circumcised  and  to  marry  her  ;  but  she 
soon  deserted  him  (Si  d.Ko\a<rlai>,  tis  etjxiffav,  Jos.  xx.  7 3) 
and  returned  to  Agrippa.  She  accompanied  him  on  his 
visit  to  Festus,  as  above  related  (see  §  13.  Acts  25  23, 
/j-erb.  iro\\rjs  (pavTaffias,  'with  great  pomp,'  refers 
especially  to  her,  as  is  clear  from  the  order  of  the  words). 
She  is  next  heard  of  in  Jerusalem,  fulfilling  a  '  vow  of 
a  Nazirite'  (cp  Nu.  6i/).  That  she  inherited  the 
personal  courage  which  distinguished  her  family  was 
shown  by  her  brave  attempt,  at  the  risk  of  her  life,  to 
stay  the  massacre  ordered  by  Florus,  the  last  and  worst 
of  the  procurators  of  J  udcea  ( BJ  ii.  1 5 1 ).  Her  sympathy 
was  not  allowed  to  blind  her  to  the  prudent  course  ;  but, 
like  her  brother,  she  was  an  ardent  supporter  of  the 
Roman  cause,  and  of  the  Flavian  dynasty  in  particular 
(Tac.  Hist.  28i).  She  was,  in  fact,  a  Jewish  Cleopatra 
( '  on  a  small  scale,'  Momms.  Prov.  of  Kom.  Kmp.  2219), 
and  Titus,  as  early  apparently  as  67  A.  D.  ,  had  fallen  a 
victim  to  her  charms  ;  his  return  to  Judrca  from  Corinth 
in  order  to  Concert  measures  with  his  father  on  the 
downfall  of  Galba  was  ascribed  by  gossip  to  his 
passion  (Tac.  Hist.lz,  'accensum  desiderio  Berenices 
regince').  The  intimacy  was  renewed  in  Rome  in  75 
A.D.  Berenice  lived  on  the  Palatine  with  him  as  his 
wife  (Dio  Cass.  6615,  iravra.  ^dy  ws  KO.I  ywr)  avrov  oiVa 
fTToiei),  and  it  was  said  that  Titus  had  promised  to  make 
her  his  consort  (Suet.  Tit.  7).  He  was,  however,  too 
shrewd  to  endanger  his  popularity  by  opposition  to  the 
public  feeling,  and  insisted  upon  her  departure  from 
the  capital.  After  Vespasian's  death  she  returned  ;  but 
Titus  took  no  notice  at  all  of  her — she  had  played  for 
an  empire,  and  lost.4 

To  these  notices  of  her  life  we  can  only  add  the  inscription 
found  in  Athens  (CIG  ^6i  =  C/A  3  i,  no.  556):  'H  /SovArj  »j  ef 
"Apei'ov  irdyov  KO.I  r;  /3ouArj  T(av  %'  Kai  6  STJ^OS  'lonAiW  Bcpci/ci'm)i' 
@acrt\icrcrai>  /jifyaXi^v,  'lovAi'ou  'AypiV;ra  jSacriAt'tus  0vya.Tfpa  «al 
/ue-yaAwi/  /3<x<7iAe'wc  evepyerwi'  rrjs  TniAecos  txyovoi'. 

10.  Drusilla  ( Apow/XXa  [Ti.  WH],   Acts  24  24.      A 
diminutive  form,  from  Drusus  ;  like  Priscilla,  ActslSa). 

_       ...      The  youngest  of  the  three  daughters  of 
lUa>  Agrippa   I.,5  born  about   38   A.D.   (Jos. 

1  His  first  wife  was  Mariamme,  a  granddaughter  of  Herod  the 
Great ;  by  her  he  had  one  son,  Aristobiilus  (Ant.  xviii.  64). 

2  The  scandal  was  evidently  current  in   Roman  fashionable 
circles  (Ant.  xx.  7  3,  </>rjjmr)s  eruo'xou'oTjs,  on  TaSfk.<j>ta  oT/i/eiT) ;  cp 
Juv.  Sat.  6  i56_/C — 

' .  .  .  adamas  notissimus  et  Berenices 
In  digito  factus  pretiosior  :  hunc  dedit  olim 
Barbarus  incesta;,  dedit  hunc  Agrippa  sorori, 
Observant  ubi  festa  mero  pede  sabbata  reges, 
Et  vetus  indulget  senibus  dementia  porcis '). 

3  iroAiii/  xp&vov  (m\r)pfV(ra(ra. :  Jos.  Ant.  xx.  7  3. 

4  Dio  Cass.  66  18 ;  Suet.  I.e.,  '  Berenicen  statim  ab  urbe  dimisit, 
invitus  invitam ' ;  Aur.  Viet.  Kpit.  10.     Dio  Cassius  alone  clearly 
distinguishes  the  two  occasions. 

5  The  second  daughter,  Mariamme,  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
NT.     For  her  career,  curiously  parallel  to  that  of  her  sisters,  see 
Ant.  xx.  7  3. 
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Ant.  xix.  9i).  She  was  betrothed  by  her  father  to  [ 
Epiphanes,  son  of  Antiochus,  king  of  Commagene  ;  but 
he  refused  to  be  circumcised,  and  the  marriage  did  not 
take  place.  After  Agrippa  II.  received  his  kingdom  from 
Claudius,  he  gave  his  sister  in  marriage  to  Azizus,  king 
of  Emesa,  on  condition  of  his  accepting  circumcision. 
Antonius  Felix,  brother  of  the  emperor's  powerful  freed- 
man  Pallas,  was  captivated  by  her  beauty,1  and  em 
ployed  as  his  agent  in  seducing  her  affections  one  Simon,'2 
a  Cypriote,  who  had  the  reputation  of  being  a  magician 
(some  would  identify  him  with  Simon  Magus  of  Acts 
89).  Partly  in  order  to  escape  the  persecutions  of  her 
sister  Berenice,  who  was  jealous  of  her  beauty,  Drusilla 
deserted  her  husband  and  became  the  third  wife  of  Felix, 
who  was  then  procurator  of  Ju''tea  (for  his  character, 
see  Tac.  Hist.  5g;  Ann.  12 54;  Suet.  Claud.  28,  '  trium 
reginarum  maritus').  This  was  in  53  A.n.  It  is  not 
always  realised  that  Drusilla  can  only  have  been  about 
sixteen  years  old  at  the  time. 

In  Acts  24  24  we  read  how  Felix  '  with  his  wife  Drusilla,  which 
was  a  Jewess  '  (so  AV  ;  TJJ  l&icf  yvvaiiei,  WH  :  RV,  '  with  D..  his 
wife  ' ;  marg.  '  his  own  wife  ' ;  ifii'o  is  omitted  by  all  uncial  MSS, 
except  BCa),  heard  Paul  '  concerning  the  faith  in  Christ ' 
(in  58  A.I).).  Drusilla  would  naturally  be  interested  (like  her 
brother  Agrippa  later,  Acts  25  22)  to  hear  some  account  of  what 
professed  to  be  the  fulfilment  of  Jewish  prophecy.  According  to 
some  authorities  for  the  western  text,  indeed,  the  interview  took 
place  at  her  special  request  (so  restored  in  ?'.  24  by  Blass,  Act. 
Af>ost.  ed.  phil.  1895,  I.e.,  ripiara.  l^elv  TOV  TT.  (cai  axovtrai  TOV 
\i>yov.  /SouAo/nei'os  otiv  TO  iKavov  Troiflv  avrfj,  (t.T.A.  ;  and  in 


1  Ant.  xx.  7  2,  KCU  yap  Jfv  KaAAe 
-  But  Niese  here  reads  "Axo/uor 


rraatav  Siacjepovcra. 


V.  27  the  western  text  has  TOV  &f  II.  eia.<rev  iv  r>)p7J<rei  Sia  Apov- 
•riAAaf — we  must  then  suppose  1  >rusilla  to  have  been  actuated 
by  a  spirit  of  revenge,  like  Herodias  in  the  very  similar  case  of 
John  the  Baptist). 

Drusilla  bore  to  Felix  a  son,  called  Agrippa,  who 
perished  in  the  great  eruption  of  Vesuvius  (in  the  reign 
of  Titus),  by  which  Pompeii  and  Herculaneum  were 
destroyed  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  7  2,  d  vcavlas  OUTOS  avv  TTJ 
yvvaiKi  .  .  .  rj<j>a.vi(rOri  ;  some  take  this  to  moan  '  along 
with  Drusilla,'  but  more  probably  it  signifies  his  own 
wife). 

The  authority  for  the  history  of  the  whole  Herodian  family  is 

Josephus  ;  isolated  references  only  are  found  in  other  writers. 

Of  modern  books  dealing  with  the  history  we 

16.  Authorities,  need  only  mention  Schiirer's  great  work,  Ces- 

chichte  des  Jiidischen  Volkts  int  Zeitaltcr 

Jesii  Christ! ;  the  second  edition  of  which  is  accessible  in  an 
English  translation  (6  vols.).  Two  vols.  of  a  new  edition  in 
German  have  appeared  (2,  3,  '98).  Farrar's  Herods  is  a  popular 
account  written  without  sympathy  or  historical  insight.  The 
various  '  Histories  of  NT  Times,'  both  English  and  foreign,  deal 
with  the  family,  deriving  their  facts  from  Schftrer.  The  evidence 
of  the  coins  will  be  found  in  Madden's  Coins  of  the  Jews. 

Appended  is  a  genealogy  of  the  Herodian  family. 
Names  printed  in  heavy  type  are  those  of  members  of 

the  family  mentioned  in  the  NT.      All 
17.  Genealoerv   ,  •  ._       i 

...     &J   the  names  in  any  one  upright  column 

ex'  are  names  either  (a)  of  sons  (or 
daughters)  or  (6)  of  husbands  (or  wives)  or  (c)  of  fathers 
(or  mothers)  of  the  persons  named  in  the  adjacent 
columns  to  right  or  to  left  respectively.  The  numbers 
attached  to  the  names  are  the  same  as  those  attached 
to  them  in  the  annexed  index.  w.  j.  w. 


INDEX 


Agrippa,  73 
Agrippa,  82 
Agrippa  I.,  51 
Agrippa  II.,  67 
Agrippinus,  81 
Alexander,  24 
Alexander,  41 
Alexander,  52 
Alexander,  63 
Alexandra,  42 
Alexas,  21 
Alexas,  61 
Antigonus,  d.  of,  44 
Antipas,  29 
Antipater,  i 
Antipater,  2 
Antipater,  23 
Antipater,  37 
Antipater,  39 
Archelaus,  30 
Archelaus,  76 
Aretas,  d.  of,  47 
Aristobulus,  25 
Aristobulus,  55 


Aristobulus,  62 
Aristobulus,  74 
Azizus,  78 

Bernice,  38 
Bernice,  59 
Bernice,  80 
Bernicianus,  64 

Cleopatra,  15 
Costobar,  20 
Cypros,  4 
Cypros,  27 
Cypros,  43 
Cypros,  56 
Cypros,  71 

Demetrius,  77 
Doris,  ii 

Drusilla,  70;  §  15 
Drusus,  68 


Felix,  79 
Glaphyra,  45 

Herod,  6 
Herod,  32 
Herod,  40 
Herod,  54 
Herod,  72 
Herod  (Philip?),  28 
Herodias,  46 
Hyrcanus,  65 

lotape,  60 
lotape,  66 

Joseph,  3 

Joseph,  7 
oseph,  19 

Malthace,  14 
Mariamme,  12 
Mariamme,  13 
Mariamme,  48 


Mariamme,  57 
Mariamme,  69 

Olympias,  31 

Pallas,  16 
Phaedra,  17 
Phasael,  5 
Phasael,  10 
Phasael,  34 
Pheroras,  8 

Philip  the  Tetrarch,  33 
Polemon,  75 

Roxana,  35 

Salampsio,  22 
Salome,  9 
Salome,  36 
Salome,  49 

Tigranes,  53 
Tigranes  V.,  58 
Timius  of  Cyprus,  50 
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HERODIANS 

HERODIANS  (HP6oAiANOl  [Ti.];  -popA-  [WH]). 
The  Herodians  were  the  adherents  of  the  dynasty  of 
Herod,  who  made  common  cause  with  the  Pharisees 
against  Jesus,  as  they  had  previously  done  against  John 
the  Baptist  (Lk.  1831).  Jesus,  on  his  side,  did  not  spare 
denunciation  of  his  opponents,  in  whom  he  recognised 
in  different  forms  the  same  corrupting  power,  the  same 
'leaven'  of  wickedness.  'Besvare,'  he  said  (Mk.  815), 
1  of  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees  and  of  the  leaven  of 
Herod'  (we  may  disregard  the  slightly  supported  read 
ing  rHiv  HpcoStctJ'coj'). 

In  Mt.  10  12  '  leaven  '  is  explained  to  mean  '  teaching '  (8iSax»)). 
The  early  evangelic  tradition,  however,  seems  not  to  have  been 
unanimous  as  to  the  meaning  of  '  leaven ' ;  in  Lk.  12 1  the 
'  leaven  of  the  Pharisees  '  is  interpreted  as  '  hypocrisy.'  We  may 
venture  then  to  give  the  phrase  '  the  leaven  of  Herod  '  its  natural 
explanation  ;  it  means  the  vital  spirit  of  the  kingdom  of  Herod, 
just  as  the  'leaven'  of  the  parable  in  Mt.  1833  Lk.  13 21,  means 
the  vital  spirit  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  Cp  GOSPELS,  §  140  (c). 

At  the  time  when  the  question  respecting  the  tribute 
money  was  put  to  Jesus  (Mt.  22 17  Mk.  12 14) — a  question 
in  putting  which  the  '  Herodians '  as  well  as  the 
Pharisees  were  concerned — Judasa  was  not  under  any 
member  of  the  Herodian  family,  but  under  a  Roman 
procurator.  Still,  the  Herodian  spirit  lived  on.  It 
was  not  true,  as  the  Herodians  pretended,  that  they 
scrupled  about  paying  tribute  to  Caesar  ;  what  they 
longed  for  was  the  re-establishment  of  the  Herodian 
kingdom  in  spite  of  its  subjection  to  Rome,  as  repre 
senting  that  union  of  Hellenism  and  Judaism  which 
seemed  to  enable  Jews  to  '  make  the  best  of  both 
worlds. '  Such  a  re-establishment,  however,  was  hindered 
by  the  preachers  of  Messianism,  and  the  friends  of 
Herodianism  recognised  Jesus  as  one  of  these.  So 
these  '  spies,'  as  they  are  called  (Lk.  20 20),  put  the  in 
sidious  question  to  him,  '  Is  it  lawful  to  give  tribute 
unto  Caesar,  or  not,'  simply  '  that  they  might  catch  him 
in  talk,'  and  accuse  him  to  the  governor. 

The  Herodians  are  referred  to  again  in  Mk.  36. 
Early  in  the  Galilaean  ministry  of  Jesus  they  are  said 
to  have  joined  the  Pharisees  in  plotting  his  destruction. 
This,  however,  is  evidently  a  mistake.  In  the  country 
of  the  tetrarch  Antipas  there  could  not  be  a  party  called 
'Herodians.'  If  Greek-speaking  Jews  in  Galilee  ever 
used  the  term  'Hpudiavoi,  they  could  only  mean  by  it 
'  members  of  the  household  of  Herod,'  a  meaning  which, 
to  be  sure,  is  not  unsupported  in  modern  times,  but  is 
unsuitable  in  Mk.  12 13,  and  is  not  favoured  by  the 
phraseology  of  Josephus.1 

It  is  remarkable  that  in  Mt.  166  the  place  of  the 
'  Herodians '  is  taken  by  the  Sadducees.  No  stress, 
however,  can  be  laid  upon  this  ;  there  is  no  evidence 
that  there  was  a  faction  of  the  Sadducees  which  was 
devoted  to  the  interests  of  the  Herodian  family.  It  was 
more  natural  to  the  evangelist  to  speak  of  the  Pharisees 
and  the  Sadducees  ;  he  had  no  thought  of  suggesting 
that  the  Sadducees  and  the  Herodians  had  any  points 
in  common.  Still  less  can  the  Pharisees  and  the 
Herodians  have  had  any  real  sympathy.  There  is  in 
Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  84  a  story  that  the  Pharisees  predicted 
the  fall  of  Herod  and  his  house  and  the  accession  of  his 
brother  Pheroras  to  the  throne  of  Israel ;  this  is  rightly 
rejected  by  Wellhausen  (7/G(3)  337  n. ).  Just  as  little 
could  they  have  attached  their  hopes  for  the  future 
to  Herod  or  to  any  Herodian  prince.  Yet  as  early  a 
writer  as  Tertullian  (De  prescript,  adv.  hceret. ,  Append. ) 
speaks  of  those  who  '  Christum  Herodem  esse  dixerunt,' 
and  as  modern  a  writer  as  Renan  (  Vie  de  Jhus,  226) 
supposes  the  Boethosian  section  of  the  Sadducees  to 
be  intended  by  the  Herodians  of  the  evangelists.  Hitzig 
too  (GVI  559)  apparently  agrees  with  Tertullian. 
These  views  and  a  similar  theory  of  Ewald  (G 'VI ^ 532 
647)  no  longer  find  any  support. 

On  the  name  llp<a&iai>oi  cp  the  remarks  on  the  form 'Christians,' 
CHRISTIAN,  NAME  OF,  §  4.  See  also  Keim,  '  Herodianer,'  in 
Bib.  Lex.  T.  K.  C. 

1  'HpcuSeioi  (BJ\.  16  6)  =  those  of  Herod's  party,  in  antithesis 
to  'Apriyoi'eioi. 
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HERODIAS  (H  poo  A  I  AC),  Mt.  146,  etc.  See 
HEROD,  §  10. 

HERODION  (H  poo  A  ICON  [Ti.  WH])  is  saluted  in 
Rom.  16  ii  as  'my  kinsman,'  an  expression  which 
suggests  that  he  was  of  Jewish  origin  (cp  ROMANS,  §§ 
4,  10).  The  name  would  indicate  the  freedman  of  some 
prince  of  the  dynasty  of  Herod.  Weizsacker  (Apost. 
Age,  1397399)  suggests  that  he  may  have  worked  for 
Christ  within  the  household  of  Narcissus  mentioned  just 
afterwards  (cp  APELLES). 

In  the  list  of  the  Pseudo-Dorotheus,  Herodion  figures  as 
bishop  of  Patras.  According  to  the  v7rojuiT)/ua  of  Peter  and  Paul 
by  the  Pseudo-Symcon  Metaphrastes  he  was  so  consecrated  by 
Peter,  and  he  and  Olympas  were  both  beheaded  at  Rome  at  the 
time  when  Peter  was  crucified  there.  He  is  commemorated  in 
in  the  Greek  Metuea  on  8th  April. 

HERON  (nS3^),  an  unclean  bird  (Lev.  11  19  Dt. 
14  i8f  ;  x^pAAplOC  [BAFL]),  for  which  RVmK-  suggests 
'  ibis  '  as  an  alternative  rendering  (Onk.  -I^N).  Accord 
ing  to  the  Lexicons  'andphdh  is  of  quite  uncertain  mean 
ing  ;  Lidd.  and  Scott  translate  <§5's  xa/>a5pi6s  the 
'  stone  -curlew  '  or  thick  -kneed  bustard,  CEdicnemus 
crepitans  ;  but  even  if  this  be  correct  one  hesitates  to 
identify  this  bird  with  the  'andphdh.  Unless  the  word 
'andphdh  is  misplaced,  we  may  with  some  confidence 
infer  from  the  proximity  of  rn'pn,  '  stork,'  that  it  means 
the  order  of  herons  (note  'after  its  kind').  At  least 
seven  species  of  heron  are  common  in  Palestine. 

Both  the  Common  and  the  Purple  Herons  (Ardea  cinerea 
and  A.  purpurea),  the  Egrets  (A.  alba  and  A.garzetta),  and 
the  Squacco  Heron  (A.  ralloi'des),  as  well  as  the  Buff-backed, 
may  often  be  seen  fishing  by  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  and  of  the 
Buff-backed  Heron  (A.  bnbukus),  often  called  the  White  Ibis, 
'  immense  flocks  live  and  breed  in  the  impenetrable  swamps  of 
the  Huleh  '  (Tristram  NHB  241  /). 

It  is  this  class  of  birds  which  is  presumably  meant  by  the 
Ass.  anpatu,  with  which  the  Lexicons  (after  Friedr.  Del.) 
naturally  compare  'dndphah.  The  Ibis,  both  white  and  black, 
is  common  in  the  swamps  of  the  Egyptian  Delta,  and  may 
in  the  winter  be  seen  anywhere  in  the  basin  of  the  Upper 
Nile.  The  Egyptians  held  it  sacred  to  Thoth.  Ibis, 
however,  is  too  definite  a  rendering. 

T.  K.  C.  —  A.  E.  S. 


HESED 


,  i  K.  4  10  ;  AVme-  RV  BEN-HESED. 


HESHBON  (P3BTI  ;  eceBooN  [BSAQ]  ;  hesebon],  a 
town  of  Moab,  often  mentioned  in  the  Hexateuch  (JE, 

D,  and   P)  ;  in   Is.  154  168/    Jer.  482  34  45  49s  ;    in 
Cant.  ?4[s]  (MT,  (51,  but  see  BATH-RABBIM)  ;  and  in 
Judith  5  15  (ec-e^ow  [e]  tras  [B],  etre/Swy  [KA]).     Heshbon 
(riffepuv,   eaefiuv)  and    the    '  Hesebonitis  '    (ecre/Sowns, 
e<r<re/3.  cre/3.  )  are  named  repeatedly  also  in  Josephus  (Ant. 
xii.  4n  xiii.  154  xv.  85,  BJ  \\.  18i  iii.  83)  and  ecrcre/3w»' 
or  Esebon  is  defined  in  OS  117  29  ff.  y&^ff.  as  being 
the  contemporary  e<r/3ous  or  Esbus,  '  a  notable  city  of 
Arabia  in  the  mountains  facing  Jericho,  20  R.  m.  from 
the  Jordan.'     It  is  the  modern  Hesban,  which  is  finely 
situated  on  the  edge  of  the  W.  Hesban  at  a  height  of 
600  feet  above  the  'Ain  Hesban,  and  close  to  the  water 
shed  from  which  the  W.  Habis  drains  southwards  into 
the  Zerka  Ma'in.     The  ruins,  chiefly  Roman,  are  mainly 
on  two  hills,  2930  and  2954  feet  above  sea  level  ;  Mt. 
Nebo,  5  miles  to  the  SW.  is  considerably  lower  (2643 
ft.).     There  are  remains  of  a  castle  and  of  a  temple, 
and  on  the  east,  at  the  base  of  the  castle  hill,  a  great 
reservoir,  now  ruinous  and  dry.     '  It  is  a  difficult  thing,' 
remarks  Post  (PEFQ,  '88,  p.  190),  'for  the  imagination 
to  restore  to  the  reservoir  the  beauty  which  made  the 
fishpond  of  Heshbon,  a  suitable  simile  for  the  eyes  of 
Solomon's  bride'  (Cant.  7  4  [5]).     There  are,  of  course, 
plenty  of  pools  near  the  'Ain   Hesban  (see  Tristram, 
Land  of  Moab,  340).     The  text,  however,  is  open  to 
suspicion  ;  see  BATH-RABBIM. 

For  the  ancient  history  of  Heshbon  see  MOAB,  SIHON.     On 
the  modern  topography  see  Tristram  as  above  ;  and  Survey  of 

E.  Palestine,  1  esp.  104^,  and  map. 

HESHMON  (pOBTI;   ACGMOON  [L],  BA  om.),  an 
unidentified    place   on   the    Edomite   border   of  Judah 

2044 


HETH 

(Josh.  1527),  mentioned  with  Moladah  and  Beersheba. 
Hence  perhaps  came  the  Hasmonseans 


HETH  (On),  Gen.  10  15  etc.     See  HITTITES. 

HETHLON  (fvnn  ;  the  THC  KATAB<MNOYCHC  KM 
rrepicxizoycHC,  and  T-  KdvTAB&cecoc  TOY  nepi- 
CXIZONTOC  of  @BAQ  do  not  recognise  the  word  as  a 
proper  name  ;  Syr.  Hethron}.  The  '  way  of  Hethlon' 
is  one  of  a  series  of  landmarks  by  which  Ezekiel 
(47  15  48  1)  defines  the  ideal  north  boundary  of  Canaan. 
In  Nu.  34?^  (post-exilic),  where  the  boundary  is  on 
the  whole  the  same,  Hethlon  does  not  appear.  In 
Ezekiel  it  seems  to  lie  between  the  point  where  the 
border  leaves  the  Mediterranean  and  that  at  which  it 
strikes  the  Hamathite  frontier.  If,  as  seems  possible, 
Ezekiel  (like  Josh.  13s)  contemplates  the  inclusion  in 
Canaan  of  Phoenicia  as  far  N.  as  Gebal  and  of  all 
Lebanon,  the  '  way  of  Hethlon  '  may  be  identical 


HEXATEUCH 

with  the  route  from  the  coast  up  the  Eleutheros 
(Nahr  el-Kebir)  round  the  northern  slopes  of  Lebanon 
to  Emesa  (Hims)  and  Rihlah.  In  that  case  we  may 
consider  Furrer's  proposal  (ZDP f  827)  to  identify 
Hethlon  with  the  village  of  Heitela,  N.  of  Tripoli, 
between  Nahr  el-Kebir  and  Nahr  'Akkar  (Robinson, 
BR  4s?6). 

The  scholar  who  warned  us  so  pointedly  against 
dwelling  too  much  on  possibly  casual  resemblances  of 
names  would  not  have  been  sorry  for  an  excuse  to 
abandon  this  hazardous  conjecture  (for  another,  see 
van  Kasteren,  Rev.  bibl.,  '95,  p.  24;  cp  Hommel,  in 
Hastings'  DB1?£>-$).  As  Halevy  (Journ.  As.,  Jan.- 
Feb.  '99)  has  seen,  -pin  and  -pi,  the  words  preceding 
pSnn  in  Ezek.  47 15  and  48 1  respectively,  should  be 
-rrm  (see  HADRACH).  It  follows  that  p^nn  ('  Hethlon  ') 
is  a  corruption  of  |mnn  ;  a  verb  is  almost,  if  not  quite, 
necessary.  For  the  reason  of  the  choice  of  this  verb, 
see  HOR,  MOUNT,  2.  W.R.S. — T. K.C. 


HEXATEUCH 

CONTENTS J 


A.  EARLIER  CRITICISM. 

i.  Earliest  criticism  (§  1). 
ii.  Analysis  :  Astruc,  etc.  (§§  2-7). 
iii.  Synthesis  :  Vatke,  etc.  (§§  8-12). 

The  name  Pentateuch,  found  already  in  Tertullian 
and  Origen,  corresponds  to  the  Jewish  '"{J'O'in  llt^On 
minn  (the  five-fifths  of  the  Torah,  or  Law)  ;  the 
several  books  were  named  by  the  Jews  from  their  initial 
words,  though,  at  least,  Leviticus,  Numbers,  and 
Deuteronomy  had  also  titles  resembling  those  we  use 
—viz.,  'Priests'  Torah' (D^HD  mill),  '  The  Fifth  con 
taining  the  enumeration  of  the  people,  the  mustering, ' 
DHIpQn  E'On  (&MMeccJ>eK6oAeiM,  Origen,  in  Eus. 
HE  6  25),  and  'Duplicate  of  the  Torah  '  (iTYin  n:t?D). 
The  Pentateuch,  together  with  Joshua,  Judges,  and 
Ruth,  with  which  it  is  usually  united  in  Greek  MSS, 
makes  up  the  Octateuch  ;  the  Pentateuch  and  Joshua 
together  have  recently  been  named  the  Hexateuch. 
The  date  of  the  division  of  the  Torah  into  five  books 
cannot  be  made  out ;  it  is  probably  older  than  the 
Septuagint  translation.  See  CANON,  §  23^ 

A.   EARLIEST  CRITICISM. 

At  an  early  date,  doubts  suggested  themselves  as  to 

1    Earliest    l^e   Mosaic  authorship  ;    but  it  was  not 

critic'     '       l'^   l^e   seventeenth    century   that    these 

'     became  so  strong  that  they  could  not  be 

suppressed.2 

It  was  observed  that  Moses  does  not  speak  of  himself  in  the 
first  person,  but  that  some  other  writer  speaks  of  him  in  the 
third, — a  writer,  too,  who  lived  long  after.  The  expression  of 
Gen.  126,  'the  Canaanite  was  then  in  the  land,'  is  spoken  to 
readers  who  had  long  forgotten  that  a  different  nation  from 
Israel  had  once  occupied  the  Holy  Land  ;  the  words  of  Gen.  36  31, 
'these  are  the  kings  that  reigned  in  the  land  of  Edom,  before  there 

1  [The  general  articles  on  the  several  books  of  the  Hexateuch 
and  on  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE  and  LAW  LITERATURE,  as 
well  as  the  special  articles  on  such  subjects  as  the  EXODUS  and 
also  on  the  different  persons  and  places  named  in  the  Hexa 
teuch  narratives,  deal  with  the  critical  investigations  relative  to 
the  constitution  and  history  of  the  Hexateuch  and  the  problems 
connected  therewith.     But  it  would  manifestly  have  been  out 
of  place  to  attempt  to  give  under  any  one  of  these  headings  a 
connected  history  of  the  long   march   of  Pentateuch-criticism 
from  its  earliest  beginnings  down  to  the  period  when  the  '  Graf- 
Wellhausen '   hypothesis   may   be  held   to  have  met  with  the 
general  acceptance  of  scholars, — a   march   with  the  stages  of 
which  it  is  nevertheless  important  that  every  serious  student 
should  be  familiar.     The  following  authoritative  survey  of  its 
course,  originally  made  in  the  Ency.  Brit.  (vol.  18  '  Pentateuch 
and  Joshua')  in  1885,  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  recent  revision  by 
its  distinguished  author. — ED.] 

2  Hobbes,  Leviathan,  33  ;   Peyrerius,  Syst.  theol.  ex  Pm- 
adamitanim   Hypothesi,  4  i  f.  ;   Spinoza,  Tr.    Theolo^ico-pol., 
7 ;  R.   Simon,  Hist.  Crit.  du  VT,  1  5-7  ;  Le  Clerc,  Sentitntns 
de  guelgues  theologiens  de  Hollande  (Amst.,  1685),  lett.  6. 
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B.  GRAF-WELLHAUSEN  HYPOTHESIS  (§§ 

13-24)- 

i.   Layers  of  law  (§§  13-21). 
ii.   Of  legendary  history  (§§  22-24). 
iii.  Objections  to  hypothesis  (§§  25-30). 

reigned  any  king  over  the  children  of  Israel,'  have  no  prophetic 
aspect ;  they  point  to  an  author  who  wrote  under  the  Hebrew 
monarchy.  Again,  the  '  book  of  the  wars  of  Yahwe  '  (Nu.  21  14) 
cannot  possibly  be  cited  by  Moses  himself,  as  it  contains  a 
record  of  his  own  deeds  ;  and,  when  Dt.  34  10  (cp  Nu.  12)  says 
that  'there  arose  not  a  prophet  since  in  Israel  like  unto  Moses,' 
the  writer  is  necessarily  one  who  looked  back  to  Moses  through 
a  long  series  of  later  prophets. 

At  the  same  time  attention  was  drawn  to  a  variety  of 
contradictions,  inequalities,  transpositions,  and  repeti 
tions  of  events  in  the  Pentateuch,  such  as  excluded  the 
idea  that  the  whole  came  from  a  single  pen.  Thus 
Peyrerius  remarked  that  Gen.  20  and  26  stand  in  an 
impossible  chronological  context  ;  and  on  the  incon 
gruity  of  Gen.  1  and  2,  which  he  pressed  very  strongly, 
he  rested  his  hypothesis  of  the  Preadamites.  Such 
observations  could  not  but  grievously  shake  the  per 
suasion  that  Moses  was  the  author  of  the  Pentateuch, 
whilst  at  the  same  time  they  directed  criticism  to  a  less 
negative  task — viz.,  the  analysis  of  the  Pentateuch. 
For  this,  indeed,  the  seventeenth  century  did  not  effect 
anything  considerable  ;  but  at  least  two  conclusions 
came  out  with  sufficient  clearness.  The  first  of  these 
was  the  self-contained  character  of  Deuteronomy,  which 
in  those  days  there  was  a  disposition  to  regard  as  the 
oldest  book  of  the  Pentateuch,  and  that  with  the  best 
claims  to  authenticity.  In  the  second  place  the  Penta- 
teuchal  laws  and  the  Pentateuchal  history  were  sharply 
distinguished  ;  the  chief  difficulties  were  felt  to  lie  in 
the  narrative,  and  there  seemed  to  be  less  reason  for 
questioning  the  Mosaic  authorship  of  the  laws. 

Spinoza's  bold  conjecture  that  in  their  present  form 
not  only  the  Pentateuch  but  also  the  other  historical 
o  A  t  books  of  the  OT  were  composed  by  Ezra 

ran  far  ahead  of  the  laborious  investigation 
of  details  necessary  to  solve  the  previous  question  of  the 
composition  of  the  Pentateuch.  Jean  Astruc  has  the 
merit  of  opening  the  true  path  of  this  investigation. 
He  recognised  in  Genesis  two  main  sources,  between 
which  he  divided  the  whole  materials  of  the  book,  with 
some  few  exceptions,  and  these  sources  he  distinguished 
by  the  mark  that  the  one  used  for  God  the  name 
Elohim  (Gen.  1  5  ;  cp  Ex.  63)  and  the  other  the  name 
Yahw&  (Gen.  2-4). J  Astruc's  hypothesis,  fortified  by 
the  observation  of  other  linguistic  differences  which 
regularly  accompanied  the  variation  in  the  names  of 

1  Conjectures  sur  les  inenwires  originaux  dont  il  paroit  gilt 
Moyse  s'est  servi  pour  composer  le  livre  de  la  Genese  (Brussels, 
J7S3)-  Cp  Journ.  des  Scavans,  Oct.  1767,  pp.  291-305. 
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God,  was  introduced  into  Germany  by  Eichhorn  (Einl. 

in  d.  A  T).  and  proved  there  the  fruitful  and  just  point 

of  departure  for  all  further  inquiry.      At  first,  indeed, 

it  was  with  but  uncertain  steps  that   critics  advanced 

from  the  analysis  of  Genesis  to  that  of  the  other  books, 

where  the  simple  criterion   of   the   alternation   of  the 

„  .    divine  names  was  no  longer  available. 

.        In  the  hands  of  the  Scotsman  Geddes 

Hypothesis.  and  the  German  Vater  the  Pentateuch 
resolved  itself  into  an  agglomeration  of  longer  and 
shorter  fragments,  between  which  no  threads  of  con 
tinuous  connection  could  be  traced l  ( '  Fragment- 
hypothesis ').  The  Fragment -hypothesis  was  mainly 
supported  by  arguments  drawn  from  the  middle  books 
of  the  Pentateuch,  and  as  limited  to  these  it  long  found 
wide  support.  Even  De  Wette  started  from  it  in  his 
investigations  ;  but  this  was  really  an  inconsistency,  for 
his  fundamental  idea  was  to  show  throughout  all  parts 
of  the  Pentateuch  traces  of  certain  common  tendencies, 
and  even  of  one  deliberate  plan  ;  nor  was  he  far  from 
recognizing  the  close  relation  between  the  Elohist  of 
Genesis  and  the  legislation  of  the  middle  books. 

De  Wette's  chief  concern,  however,  was  not  with  the 
literary  but  with  the  historical  criticism  of  the  Penta 
teuch,  and  in  the  latter  he  made  an  epoch. 

In  his  Dissertatio  Critica  of  1805  (Of  use.  Theol.  149-168)  he 

placed   the  composition   of   Deuteronomy   in 

4.  Historical     the  time  of  King  Josiah  (arguing  from  a  com- 

criticism        parison  of  2  K.  2'2  f.   with   Dt.  12),   and   pro- 
(De  Wette)       nounced  it  to  be  the  most  recent  stratum  of 
the  Pentateuch,  not,  as  had  previously  been 
supposed,  the  oldest. 

In  his  Kritiscker  I'ersiich  iibcr  die  Glaubiviirdigkeit  der 
Bilcher  der  Chronik  (1806)  he  showed  that  the  laws  of  Moses 
are  unknown  to  the  post-Mosaic  history ;  this  he  did  by  in 
stituting  a  close  comparison  of  Samuel  and  Kings  with 
Chronicles,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  variations  of  the 
latter  are  to  be  explained  not  by  the  use  of  other  sources,  but 
solely  by  the  desire  of  the  Jewish  scribes  to  shape  the  history 
in  conformity  witli  the  law,  and  to  give  the  law  that  place  in 
history  which,  to  their  surprise,  had  not  been  conceded  to  it  by 
the  older  historical  books. 

Finally,  in  his  Kritik  der  Mosaischen  Geschichte  (1807),  De 
Wette  attacked  the  method  then  prevalent  in  Germany  of 
eliminating  all  miracles  and  prophecies  from  the  Bible  by  ex 
plaining  them  away,  and  then  rationalizing  what  remained  into 
a  dry  prosaic  pragmatism.  De  Wette  refuses  to  find  any  history 
in  the  Pentateuch  ;  all  is  legend  and  poetry.  The  Pentateuch 
is  an  authority  not  for  the  history  of  the  time  it  deals  with,  but 
only  for  the  time  in  which  it  was  written  ;  it  is,  he  says,  the 
conditions  of  this  much  later  time  which  the  author  idealizes 
and  throws  back  into  the  past,  whether  in  the  form  of  narrative 
or  of  law. 

De  Wette's  brilliant  dt'biit,  which  made  his  reputation 
for  the  rest  of  his  life,2  exercised  a  powerful  influence  on 
his  contemporaries.  For  several  decennia  all  who  were 
open  to  critical  ideas  at  all  stood  under  his  influence. 

Gramberg,  Leo,  and  Von  Bohlen  wrote  under  this  influence ; 
Gesenius  in  Halle,  the  greatest  Hebraist  then  living,  tauglit 
under  it ;  nay,  Vatke  and  George  were  guided  by  De  Wette's 
ideas  and  started  from  the  ground  that  he  had  conquered, 
although  they  advanced  beyond  him  to  a  much  more  definite 
and  better  established  position,  and  were  also  diametrically 
opposed  to  him  in  one  most  important  point,  of  which  we  shall 
have  more  to  say  presently.3 

Meantime   a   reaction  was   rising   which    sought    to 
direct  criticism   towards    positive  rather  than  negative 
_ .,  results.       The    chief    representatives    of 

...  .  ^  this  positive  criticism,  which  now  took 
cri  icism.  up  ^  distinct  attitude  of  opposition  to  the 
negative  criticism  of  De  Wette,  were  Bleek,  Ewald, 
Movers,  and  Hitzig.  By  giving  up  certain  parts  of  the 
Pentateuch,  especially  Deuteronomy,  they  thought  them 
selves  able  to  vindicate  certain  other  parts  as  beyond 

1  Alex.  Geddes,  Crit.   Remarks  on  the  Hel>.  Script.   1800 ; 
J.  S.  Vater,  Comm.  iib.  den  rent.  (1802-5). 

2  [De  Wette  scarcely  maintained  the  high  position  as  a  critic 
which  he  conquered  by  his  early  writings.     What  the  causes  of 
this  were,  and  what   were  De  Wette's   services  to  the  general 
critical  and  theological  movement,  have  been  described  by  Che. 
Founders,  '93.] 

3  H.  Leo,   I'orlesuniren    fiber  die   Geschichte   des  jii'lischfn 
Staats,    '28;    C.   P.   W.   Gramberg,   Kritische  Geschichte  der 
Religiansirf'en  des  A  T,   '?<)-y>  \    P.  v.   Bohlen,   Die  Genesis, 
'35  I  W.  Vatke,  Biblische  Theologie,  '35  ;  J.  F.  L.  George,  Die 
alteren  judischen  Feste,  '35. 
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doubt  genuinely  Mosaic,  just  in  the  same  way  as  they 
threw  over  the  Davidic  authorship  of  certain  psalms  in 
order  to  strengthen  the  claim  of  others  to  bear  his 
name.  The  procedure  by  which  particular  ancient 
hymns  or  laws  were  sifted  out  from  the  Psalter  or  the 
Pentateuch  was  arbitrary ;  but  up  to  a  certain  point 
the  reaction  was  in  the  right. 

De  Wette  and  his  followers  had  really  gone  too  far  in  apply 
ing  the  same  measure  to  all  parts  of  the  Pentateuch,  and  had 
been  satisfied  with  a  very  inadequate  insight  into  its  composition 
and  the  relation  of  its  parts.  Historical  criticism  had  hurried 
on  too  fast,  and  literary  criticism  had  now  to  overtake  it.  De 
Wette  himself  felt  the  necessity  for  this,  and  from  the  year  1817 
onwards — the  year  of  the  first  edition  of  his  Einleitung — he 
took  an  active  and  useful  part  in  the  solution  of  the  problems  of 
Pentateuchal  analysis. 

The  Fragment-hypothesis  was  now  superseded  ;  the 

connection  of  the  Elohist  of  Genesis  with  the  legislation 

_        .  L    of    the    middle    books    was    clearly 

h  th  recognized,  and  the  book  of  Joshua 

was  included  as  the  conclusion  of  the 
Pentateuch.  The  closely-knit  connection  and  regular 
structure  of  the  narrative  of  the  Elohist  impressed  the 
critics  ;  it  seemed  to  supply  the  skeleton  which  had 
been  clothed  with  flesh  and  blood  by  the  Yahwist,  in 
whose  contributions  there  was  no  such  obvious  con 
formity  to  a  plan.  From  all  this  it  was  naturally  con 
cluded  that  the  Elohist  had  written  the  Grundschrifl  or 
primary  narrative,  which  lay  before  the  Yahwist  and 
was  supplemented  by  him  ('  Supplement-hypothesis').1 

This  view  remained  dominant  till  Hupfeld  in  1853 
published  his  Die  Quellen  der  Genesis  und  die  Art 
_  ...  ihrer  Zusammensetsung.  Hupfeld  denied 
7.  Hupleld.  that  the  Yahwist  followed  the  context  of 
the  Elohistic  narrative,  merely  supplementing  it  by 
additions  of  his  own.  He  pointed  out  that  such 
Elohistic  passages  in  Genesis  as  clearly  have  undergone 
a  Yahwistic  redaction  (e.g. ,  chaps.  20-22)  belong  to  an 
Elohist  different  from  the  author  of  Gen.  1.  Thus  he 
distinguished  three  independent  sources  in  Genesis  ; 
and  he  assumed  further,  somewhat  rashly,  that  no  one 
of  them  had  anything  to  do  with  the  others  till  a  fourth 
and  later  writer  wove  them  all  together  into  a  single 
whole.  This  assumption  was  corrected  by  Noldeke, 
._...,  .  who  showed  that  the  second  Elohist  is 
e  preserved  only  in  extracts  embodied  in 
the  Yahwistic  book,  that  the  Yahwist  and  '  second ' 
Elohist  form  one  whole  and  the  Grundschrift  another, 
and  that  thus,  in  spite  of  Hupfeld's  discovery,  the 
Pentateuch  (Deuteronomy  being  excluded)  was  still  to 
be  regarded  as  made  up  of  two  great  layers.  Noldeke '- 
has  also  the  honour  of  having  been  the  first  to  trace  in 
detail  how  the  Elohistic  Grundschrift  runs  through  the 
whole  Hexateuch,  and  of  having  described  with  masterly 
hand  the  peculiar  and  inflexible  type  of  its  ideas  and 
language.  In  this  task  he  was  aided  by  the  valuable 
material  collected  in  Knobel's  commentaries.3 

The  work  of  synthesis,  however,  did  not  hold  even 
pace  with  the  critical  analysis  ;  indeed,  the  true  scope 
q  q  tv,  •  of  the  problem  was  not  as  yet  realized. 
9.  ayntnesis.  ^g  regarcjs  the  narrative  matter  it  was 
forgotten  that,  after  the  Yahwistic  (i.e.,  JE's),  the 
Deuteronomic,  and  the  priestly  versions  of  the  history 
had  been  happily  disentangled  from  one  another,  it  was 
necessary  to  examine  the  mutual  relations  of  the  three, 
to  consider  them  as  marking  so  many  stages  of  a  his 
torical  tradition,  which  had  passed  through  its  suc 
cessive  phases  under  the  action  of  living  causes,  and 
the  growth  of  which  could  and  must  be  traced  and 
historically  explained.  Still  greater  faults  of  omission 
characterized  the  critical  treatment  of  the  legal  parts  of 
the  Pentateuch.  Bleek,4  the  oracle  in  all  such  matters 

1  Bleek,  in  Rnsenmuller's  Repertorhitit,  1822,  and  in  St.  A";-., 
1831:    Ewald,  St.   Kr.,   1831;  Tuch,  Genesis,  1838;  especially 
De  Wette  in  the  various  editions  of  his  Einleitung. 

2  Untersuchungen  zur  Kritik  des  A  T,  '69. 

3  Gen.,  '52  ;  Ex. -Lev.,  '57  ;  Num.  Dt.  Josh.,  '61. 

4  For  critical  sketches  of  Bleek,  Ewald,  and  Hitzig  see  Che. 
Founders. 
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of  the  German  school  of  '  Vermittelungstheologen  '  (the 
theologians  who  tried  to  mediate  between  orthodoxy 
and  criticism  alike  in  doctrine  and  in  history),  never 
looked  beyond  the  historical  framework  of  the  priestly 
laws,  altogether  shutting  his  eyes  to  their  substance. 
He  never  thought  of  instituting  an  exact  comparison 
between  them  and  the  Deuteronomic  law,  still  less  of 
examining  their  relation  to  the  historical  and  prophetical 
books,  with  which,  in  truth,  as  appears  from  his  Intro 
duction,  he  had  only  a  very  superficial  acquaintance. 
Ewald,  on  the  other  hand,  whose  views  as  to  the 
Priestly  Code  were  cognate  to  those  of  Bleek,  un 
doubtedly  had  an  intimate  acquaintance  with  Hebrew 
antiquity,  and  understood  the  prophets  as  no  one  else 
did.  But  he  too  neglected  the  task  of  a  careful  com 
parison  between  the  different  strata  of  the  Pentateuchal 
legislation,  and  the  equally  necessary  task  of  deter 
mining  how  the  several  laws  agreed  with  or  differed 
from  such  definite  data  for  the  history  of  religion  as 
could  be  collected  from  the  historical  and  prophetical 
books.  He  had  therefore  no  fixed  measure  to  apply 
to  the  criticism  of  the  laws,  though  his  conception  of 
the  history  suffered  little,  and  his  conception  of  prophecy 
still  less,  from  the  fact  that  in  shaping  them  he  left  the 
law  practically  out  of  sight,  or  only  called  it  in  from 
time  to  time  in  an  irregular  and  rather  unnatural  way. 

Meanwhile,  two  Hegelian  writers,  starting  from  the 

original  position  of  De  Wette,   and   moving  on   lines 

_          apart   from  the  beaten    track  of  criticism, 

had  actually  effected  the  solution  of  the  most 
i.    •  ,  i        •      ,         111  r 

important  problem  in  the  whole  sphere  of 

OT  study.  Vatke  (on  whom  see  Cheyne's  book  already 
mentioned)  and  George  have  the  honour  of  being  the 
first  by  whom  the  question  of  the  historical  sequence  of 
the  several  stages  of  the  law  was  attacked  on  a  sound 
method,  with  full  mastery  over  the  available  evidence, 
and  with  a  clear  insight  into  the  far-reaching  scope  of 
the  problem.  Their  works  made  no  permanent  impres 
sion,  however,  and  were  neglected  even  by  Reuss, 
although  this  scholar  had  fallen  at  the  same  time  upon 
quite  similar  ideas,  which  he  did  not  venture  to  publish. 
The  following  propositions  were  formulated  by  Reuss  in  1833 
(or,  as  he  elsewhere  gives  the  date,  in  1834),  though  they  were 

not  published  till  1879.  i.  L'element  historique  du 
11.  Reuss.  Pentateuque  peut  et  doit  etre  examine  a  part  et  ne 

pas  etre  confondu  avec  1'element  legal.  2.  L'un  et 
1'autre  ont  pu  exister  sans  redaction  ecrite.  La  mention,  chez 
d'anciens  ecrivains,  de  certaines  traditions  patriarcales  ou 
mosaiques,  ne  prouve  pas  1'existence  du  Pentateuque,  et  une 
nation  peut  avoir  un  droit  coutumier  sans  code  ecrit.  3.  Les 
traditions  nationales  des  Israelites  remontent  plus  haut  que 
les  lois  du  Pentateuque  et  la  redaction  des  premieres  est 
anterieure  a  celle  des  secondes.  4.  L'interet  principal  de 
1'historien  doit  porter  sur  la  date  des  lois,  parce  que  sur 
ce  terrain  il  a  plus  de  chance  d'arriver  a  des  resultats  certains. 
II  faut  en  consequence  proceder  a  1'interrogatoire  des  temoins. 

5.  L'histoire  racontee  dans  les  livres  des  Juges  et  de  Samuel, 
et  meme  en  partie  celle  comprise  dans  les  livres  des  Rois,  est  en 
contradiction  avec  des  lois  dites  mosaiques  ;  done  celles-ci  etaient 
inconnues  a  1'epoque  de  la  redaction  de  ces  livres,  a  plus  forte 
raison  elles  n'ont  pas  existe  dans  les  temps  qui  y  sont  decrits. 

6.  Les  prophetes  du  8e  et  du  ye  siecle  ne  savent  rien  du  code 
mosaique.      7.  Jeremie  est  le   premier  prophete  qui  connaisse 
une   loi   ecrite    et   ses   citations  rapportent    au    Deuteronome. 
8.  Le  Deuteronome  (4  45-28  68)  est  le  livre  que  les  pretres  pre- 
tendaient  avoir  trouve  dans  le  temple,  du  temps  du  roi  Josias. 
Ce  code  est  la  partie  la  plus  ancienne  de  la  legislation  (redigee) 
comprise  dans  le  Pentateuque.     9.   L'histoire  des  Israelites,  en 
tant  qu'il  s'agit  du  developpement  national  determine  par  des 
lois  cuprites,  se  divisera  en  deux  periodes,  avant  et  apres  Josias. 
to.  EzSchiel  est  anterieur  a  la  redaction  du  code  ntuel  et  des 
lois  qui  ont  definitivement  organise  la  hierarchic,      n.  Le  livre 
de  Josue  n'est  pas,  tant  s'en  faut,  la  partie  la  plus  recente  de 
1'ouvrage  entier.     12.   Le  redacteur  du  Pentateuque  se  distingue 
clairement  de  1'ancien  prophete  Moyse.     (L'histoire  sainte  et  la 
loi,2j,f.  [Paris,  '79].) 

The  new   ideas  lay  dormant  for   thirty  years  when 
they  were  revived   through   a  pupil   of  Reuss,   K.    H. 

•10    A**  Graf.      He  too  was  deemed  at  first  to 

12.  Attempts     „.  . 

of  Graf         oner  an  easy  victory  to  the  weapons  of 

1  critical  analysis,'  which  found  many 

vulnerable  points  in  the  original  statement  of  his  views. 

For,    while  Graf  placed   the   legislation  of  the  middle 

books  very  late,  holding  it  to  have  been  framed  after 
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the  great  captivity,  he  at  first  still  held  fast  to  the  doctrine 
of  the  great  antiquity  of  the  so-called  Elohist  of  Genesis 
(in  the  sense  which  that  term  bore  before  Hupfeld's 
discovery),  thus  violently  rending  the  Priestly  Code  in 
twain,  and  separating  its  members  by  an  interval  of 
half  a  millennium.  This  he  was  compelled  to  do, 
because,  for  Genesis  at  least,  he  still  adhered  to  the 
supplement  hypothesis,  according  to  which  the  Yahwist 
worked  on  the  basis  laid  by  the  (priestly)  Elohist. 
Here,  however,  he  was  tying  himself  by  bonds  which 
had  been  already  loosed  by  Hupfeld  ;  and,  as  literary 
criticism  actually  stood,  it  could  show  no  reason  for 
holding  that  the  Yahwist  was  necessarily  later  than  the 
Elohist.  In  the  end,  therefore,  literary  criticism  offered 
itself  as  Grafs  auxiliary.  Following  a  hint  of  Kuenen's, 
he  embraced  the  proffered  alliance,  gave  up  the  violent 
attempt  to  divide  the  Priestly  Code,  and  proceeded 
without  further  obstacle  to  extend  to  the  historical  part 
of  that  code  as  found  in  Genesis  those  conclusions 
which  he  had  already  established  for  its  main  or  legis 
lative  part.  Graf  himself  did  not  live  to  see  the  victory 
of  his  cause.  The  task  of  developing  and  enforcing 
his  hypothesis  was  left  to  others,  primarily  to  the  great 
Leyden  critic,  A.  Kuenen.1 

B.   GRAF-WELLHAUSEN  HYPOTHESIS. 

The  characteristic  feature  in  the  hypothesis  of  Graf  is 
that  the  Priestly  Code  is  placed  later  than  Deuteronomy, 
so  tnat      e  order  's   no  longer  Priestly 

Code'   Yahwist  <JE>'   Deuteronomy>    but 
>  Jehovist     (JE),     Deuteronomy,     Priestly 

Code.  The  method  of  inquiry  has  been  already  indi 
cated  ;  the  three  strata  of  the  Pentateuch  are  compared 
with  one  another,  and  at  the  same  time  the  investigator 
seeks  to  place  them  in  their  proper  relation  to  the 
successive  phases  of  Hebrew  history  as  these  are  known 
to  us  from  other  and  undisputed  evidence.  The 
process  may  be  shortened  if  it  be  taken  as  agreed  that 
the  date  of  Deuteronomy  is  known  from  2  K.  22  (see 
DEUTERONOMY,  §§  •zff.};  for  this  gives  us  at  starting  a 
fixed  point,  to  which  the  less  certain  points  can  be  re 
ferred. 

The  method  can  be  applied  alike  to  the  historical  and  to  the 
legal  parts  of  the  three  strata  of  the  Hexateuch.  For  JE  gives 
legislative  matter  in  Ex.  20-23,  34,  and  Deuteronomy  and  the 
Priestly  Code  embrace  historical  matters  ;  moreover,  we  always 
find  that  the  legal  standpoint  of  each  author  influences  his 
presentation  of  the  history,  and  vice  versa.  The  most  important 
point,  however,  is  the  comparison  of  the  laws,  especially  of  the 
laws  about  worship,  with  the  statements  in  the  historical  and 
prophetical  books. 

i  .  The  principal  law-book  embodied  in  JE,  the  so-called 
Book  of  the  Covenant,  takes  it  for  granted  in  Ex.  20  24-26 
that  altars  are  many,  not  one.      Here 


14.  Laws  : 


First  period : 
JE. 


there  is  no  idea  of  attaching  value  to  the 


retention  of  a  single  place  for  the  altar ; 


earth  and  rough  stones  are  to  be  found 
everywhere,  and  an  altar  of  these  materials  falls  into 
ruins  as  easily  as  it  is  built.  Again  a  choice  of 
materials  is  given,  presumably  for  the  construction  of 
different  altars,  and  Yahwe  proposes  to  come  to  his 
worshippers  and  bless  them,  not  in  the  place  where  he 
causes  his  name  to  be  celebrated,  but  at  every  such 
place.  The  law  adopted  in  JE  therefore  agrees  with 
the  customary  usage  of  the  earlier  period  of  Hebrew 
history  ;  and  so  too  does  the  narrative,  according  to 
which  the  patriarchs  wherever  they  reside  erect  altars, 
set  up  cippi  (massebotti],  plant  trees,  and  dig  wells. 

The  places  of  which  these  acts  of  the  patriarchs  are  related 
are  not  fortuitous,  they  are  the  same  places  as  were  afterwards 
famous  shrines.  This  is  why  the  narrator  speaks  of  them  ;  his 
interest  in  the  sites  is  not  antiquarian  ;  it  is  due  to  the  practical 
importance  they  held  in  the  worship  of  his  own  day.  The 
altar  which  Abraham  built  at  Shechem  is  the  same  on  which 

1  K.  H.  Graf,  Die geschichtlichen  Bticher  des  A  T,  '66  ;  essays 
by  Graf,  in  Merx's  Archiv,  1225  ff.  466  ff.  ',  A.  Kuenen  in 
De  Godsdienst  van  Israel,  2  vols.,  '6q-'7o  (ET  '74-'7s),  and 
his  essays  in  Th.  T,  '77-'84.  See  also  [especially]  J.  Well- 
hausen,  Prolegomena  zitr  Geschichte  Israels^),  '99. 
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sacrifices  still  continued  to  be  offered  ;  Jacob's  anointed  stone 
at  Bethel  was  still  anointed,  and  tithes  were  still  offered  at  it  in 
fulfilment  of  vows,  in  the  writer's  own  generation. 

The  things  which  a  later  generation  deemed  offensive 
and  heathenish  —  high  places,  massebolh,  sacred  trees, 
and  wells  —  all  appear  here  as  consecrated  by  patriarchal 
precedent,  and  the  narrative  can  be  understood  only  as 
a  picture  of  what  occurred  daily  in  the  first  century  (or 
thereabout)  after  the  division  of  the  kingdoms,  thrown 
back  into  the  past  and  clothed  with  ancient  authority. 

2.  The  Deuteronomic  legislation  begins  (Deut.  12), 
just  like  the  Book  of  the  Covenant,  with  a  law  for  the 


_          , 
15.  Second 


place  of  worship.      Now,  however,  there 


complete  change  ;    Yahwe  is  to  be 


period  .  u.  worshipped  only  in  Jerusalem.  The  new 
law-book  is  never  weary  of  repeating  this  command  and 
developing  its  consequences  in  every  direction.  All 
this  is  directed  against  current  usage,  against  '  what  we 
are  accustomed  to  do  at  this  day  '  ;  the  law  is  polemical 
and  aims  at  reformation.  This  law  therefore  belongs 
to  the  second  period  of  the  history,  the  time  when  the 
party  of  reform  in  Jerusalem  was  attacking  the  high 
places. 

When  we  read,  then,  that  King  Josiah  was  moved  to  destroy 
the  local  sanctuaries  by  the  discovery  of  a  law-book,  this  book, 
if  we  assume  it  to  be  preserved  in  the  Pentateuch,  can  be  none 
other  than  the  legislative  part  of  Deuteronomy  in  a  shorter  form 
(see  further,  DEUTERONOMY). 

3.  In  the  Priestly  Code  all  worship  depends  on  the 
tabernacle,  and  would  fall  to  nothing  apart  from  it. 
The  tabernacle  is  simply  a  means  of  put- 


16.  Third 


ting   the   law  of  unity  of  worship   in   a 


period  :  P.  h;storicai  form  .  jt  ;s  the  oniy  legitimate 
sanctuary  ;  there  is  no  other  spot  where  God  dwells  and 
shows  himself,  no  other  where  man  can  approach  God 
and  seek  his  face  with  sacrifice  and  gifts.  But,  while 
Deuteronomy  demands,  the  Priestly  Code  presupposes, 
the  limitation  of  worship  to  one  sanctuary.  This 
principle  is  tacitly  assumed  as  the  basis  of  everything 
else,  but  is  never  asserted  in  so  many  words ;  the 
principle,  it  appears,  is  now  no  novelty  ;  it  can  be 
taken  for  granted.  Hence  we  conclude  that  the  Priestly 
Code  builds  on  the  realization  of  the  object  aimed  at  in 
Deuteronomy,  and  therefore  belongs  to  the  post-exilic 
period,  when  this  object  had  been  fully  secured. 

An  institution  which  in  its  origin  must  necessarily  have  had 
a  negative  significance  as  an  instrument  in  the  hands  of  polemical 
reformers  is  here  taken  to  have  been  from  the  first  the  only 
intelligible  and  legitimate  form  of  worship.  It  is  so  taken 
because  established  customs  always  appear  to  be  natural  and  to 
need  no  reason  for  their  existence. 

The  abolition  of  the  local  shrines  in  favour  of 
Jerusalem  necessarily  involved  the  deposition  of  the 


17.  Priesthood : 

in  Dt. 


.  provincial  priesthood  in  favour  of  the 


sons  of  Zadok  in  the  temple  of  Solomon. 


The  law  of  Deuteronomy  tries  to  avoid 
this  consequence  by  conceding  the  privilege  of  offering 
sacrifices  at  Jerusalem  to  the  Levites  from  other  places ; 
Levites  in  Deuteronomy  is  the  general  name  for  priests 
whose  right  to  officiate  is  hereditary.  This  privilege, 
however,  was  never  realized,  no  doubt  because  the  sons 
of  Zadok  opposed  it.  The  latter,  therefore,  were  now  the 
only  real  priests,  and  the  priests  of  the  high  places  lost 
their  office  with  the  destruction  of  their  altars  ;  for  the 
loss  of  their  sacrificial  dues  they  received  a  sort  of  elee 
mosynary  compensation  from  their  aristocratic  brethren 
(2  K.  289).  The  displacing  of  the  provincial  priests, 
though  practically  almost  inevitable,  went  against  the 
law  of  Deuteronomy  ;  but  an  argument  to  justify  it  was 

supplied  by  Ezekiel  (Ezek.  44).  The 
18.  In  bzefciel.  Qther  Levites  he  says,  forfeited  their 
priesthood  by  abusing  it  in  the  service  of  the  high 
places  ;  and  for  this  they  shall  be  degraded  to  be  mere 
servants  of  the  Levites  of  Jerusalem,  who  have  not  been 
guilty  of  the  offence  of  doing  sacrifice  in  provincial 
shrines,  and  thus  alone  deserve  to  remain  priests.  If 
we  start  from  Deuteronomy,  where  all  Levites  have 
equal  priestly  rights,  this  argument  and  ordinance  are 
plain  enough  ;  but  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  understand 
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them  if  the  Priestly  Code  is  taken  as  already  existing. 
Ezekiel  views  the  priesthood  as  originally  the  right  of 
all  Levites,  whilst  by  the  Priestly  Code  a  Levite  who 
claims  this  right  is  guilty  of  baseless  and  wicked  pre 
sumption,  such  as  once  cost  the  lives  of  all  the  company 
of  Korah.  On  the  other  hand,  the  position  of  the 
Levites,  which  Ezekiel  qualifies  as  a  punishment  and  a 
degradation,  appears  to  the  Code  as  the  natural  posi 
tion,  which  their  ancestors  from  father  to  son  had  held 
from  the  first.  The  distinction  between  priest  and 
Levite,  which  Ezekiel  introduces  expressly  as  an  innova 
tion,  and  which  elsewhere  in  the  OT  is  known  only  to 
the  author  of  Chronicles,  is,  according  to  the  Code,  a 
Mosaic  institution  fixed  and  settled  from  the  beginning. 
Ezekiel's  ideas  and  aims  are  entirely  in  the  same 
direction  as  the  Priestly  Code,  and  yet  he  plainly  does 
not  know  the  Code  itself.  This  can  only  mean  that 
in  his  day  there  was  no  such  Code,  and  that  his  ordi 
nances  formed  one  of  the  steps  that  prepared  the  way 
for  it. 

The    Priestly    Code    gives    us    a    hierocracy    fully 
developed,    such  as  we  find    after   the   exile.       Aaron 
_     stands  above  his  sons  as  the  sons  of  Aaron 
stand  above  the  Levites. 

He  has  not  only  the  highest  place,  but  a  place  quite  unique, 
like  that  of  the  Roman  pontiff;  his  sons  minister  under  his 
superintendence  (Nu.S-t);  he  himself  is  the  only  priest  with 
full  rights  ;  as  such  he  wears  the  Urim  and  Thummim,  and  the 
golden  ephod  ;  and  none  but  he  can  enter  the  holy  of  holies  and 
offer  incense  there. 

Before  the  Exile  there  were,  of  course,  differences  of 
rank  among  the  priests  ;  but  the  chief  priest  was  only 
primus  inter  pares ;  even  Ezekiel  knows  no  high  priest 
in  the  sense  of  the  Priestly  Code. 

The  Urim  and  Thummim  were  the  insignia  of  the  Levites  in 
general  (Deut.  33  8),  and  the  linen  ephod  was  worn  by  them  all, 
whilst  the  golden  ephod  was  not  a  garment,  but  a  metal-plated 
image,  such  as  the  greater  sanctuaries  used  to  possess (Judg.  827, 
Is.  3022).  Moreover,  down  to  the  Exile  the  temple  at  Jerusalem 
was  the  king's  chapel,  and  the  priests  were  his  servants ;  even 


return  defrays  the  sacrificial  service.  In  the  Priestly  Code,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  dues  are  paid  direct  to  the  sanctuary,  the 
ritual  service  has  full  autonomy,  and  it  has  its  own  head,  who 
holds  his  place  by  divine  right. 

Nay,  the  high  priest  represents  more  than  the 
church's  independence  of  the  state ;  he  exercises 
sovereignty  over  Israel. 

Though  sceptre  and  sword  are  lacking  to  the  high  priest, 
his  spiritual  dignity  makes  him  the  head  of  the  theocracy. 
He  alone  is  the  responsible  representative  of  the  commonwealth ; 
the  names  of  the  twelve  tribes  are  written  on  his  shoulders 
and  his  breast.  An  offence  on  his  part  inculpates  the  whole 
people  and  demands  the  same  expiation  as  a  national  sin,  whilst 
the  sin-offerings  prescribed  for  the  princes  mark  them  out  as 
mere  private  persons  compared  with  him.  His  death  makes  an 
epoch  ;  the  fugitive  manslayer  is  amnestied,  not  on  the  death  of 
the  king,  but  on  the  death  of  the  high  priest.  On  investiture 
the  high  priest  receives  a  kingly  unction  (whence  his  name,  '  the 
anointed  priest ')  ;  he  wears  the  diadem  and  tiara  of  a  monarch, 
and  is  clad  in  royal  purple,  the  most  unpriestly  dress  possible. 
When  now  we  find  that  the  head  of  the  national  worship  is  as 
such,  and  merely  as  such — for  no  political  powers  accompany 
the  high-priesthood — also  the  head  of  the  nation,  this  can  only 
mean  that  the  nation  is  one  which  has  been  deprived  of  its  civil 
autonomy,  that  it  no  longer  enjoys  political  existence,  but 
survives  merely  as  a  church. 

In  truth  the  Priestly  Code  never  contemplates  Israel 
as  a  nation,  but  only  as  a  religious  community,  the 
whole  life  of  which  is  summed  up  in  the  service  of  the 
sanctuary.  The  community  is  that  of  the  second 
temple,  the  Jewish  hierocracy  under  that  foreign 
dominion  which  alone  made  such  an  hierocracy  possible. 
The  pattern  of  th'e  so-called  Mosaic  theocracy,  which  does 
not  suit  the  conditions  of  any  earlier  age,  and  of  which  Hebrew 
prophecy  knows  nothing,  even  in  its  ideal  descriptions  of  the 
commonwealth  of  Israel  as  it  ought  to  be,  fits  post-exilic  Judaism 
to  a  nicety,  and  was  never  an  actual  thing  till  then.  After  the 
Exile  the  Jews  were  deprived  by  their  foreign  rulers  of  all  the 
functions  of  public  political  life;  they  were  thus  able,  indeed 
compelled,  to  devote  their  whole  energies  to  sacred  things,  in 
which  full  freedom  was  left  them.  The  temple  became  int 
one  centre  of  national  life,  and  the  prince  of  the  temple  head  of 
the  spiritual  commonwealth,  white,  at  the  same  time,  the 
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administration  of  the  few  political  affairs  which  were  still  left  to 
the  Jews  themselves,  fell  into  his  hands  as  a  matter  of  course, 
because  the  nation  had  no  other  chief. 

20    Sacred       "^ne   materia^   basis   of  the  hierarchy 
dues  in  P     was  suPP^ed  by  the  sacred  dues. 

In  the  Priestly  Code  the  priests  receive  all 
sin-offerings  and  guilt-offerings,  the  greater  part  of  the  cereal 
accompaniments  of  sacrifices,  the  skin  of  the  burnt-offering,  the 
breast  and  shoulder  of  thank-offerings.  Further,  they  receive 
the  male  firstlings  and  the  tithe  of  cattle,  as  also  the  firstfruits 
and  tithes  of  the  fruits  of  the  land.  Yet  with  all  this  they  are 
not  even  obliged  to  support  at  their  own  cost  the  stated  services 
and  offerings  of  the  temple,  which  are  provided  for  by  a  poll-tax. 
The  poll-tax  is  not  ordained  in  the  main  body  of  the  Code  ;  but 
such  a  tax,  of  the  amount  of  one-third  of  a  shekel,  began  to  be 
paid  in  the  time  of  Nehemiah  (Neh.  10 32  [33]),  and  in  a  novel  of 
the  law  (Ex.  30 15)  it  is  demanded  at  the  higher  rate  of  half  a 
shekel  per  head.  That  these  exorbitant  taxes  were  paid  to 
or  claimed  by  the  priests  in  the  wilderness,  or  during  the 
anarchy  of  the  period  of  the  judges,  is  inconceivable.  Nor  in 
the  period  of  the  kingship  is  it  conceivable  that  the  priests  laid 
claim  to  contributions  much  in  excess  of  what  the  king  himself 
received  from  his  subjects  ;  certainly  no  such  claim  would  have 
been  supported  by  the  royal  authority.  In  i  S.  815  the  tithes 
appear  as  paid  to  the  king,  and  are  viewed  as  an  oppressive 
exaction,  yet  they  form  but  a  single  element  in  the  multiplicity 
of  dues  which  the  priests  claim  under  the  Priestly  Code.  Above 
all,  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  system  of  priestly  dues  in 
the  Code  are  absolutely  irreconcilable  with  the  fact  that,  as 
long  as  Solomon's  temple  stood,  the  king  had  the  power  to 
dispose  of  its  revenues  as  he  pleased. 

The  sacred  taxes  are  the  financial  expression  of  the 
hierocratic  system  ;  they  accord  with  the  condition  of 
the  Jews  after  the  exile,  and  under  the  second  temple 
they  were  actually  paid  according  to  the  Code,  or  with 
only  minor  departures  from  its  provisions. 

In  pre-exilic  times    the  sacred  gifts  were  paid  not  to 

the  priests  but  to  Yahwe  ;  they  had  no  resemblance  to 

n-t     r>  f          taxes,  and  their  religious  meaning,  which 

, , '    _   .,        in  the  later  system  is  hardly  recognizable, 

uH6    XjXllG.  .  l-l  11  r-r^l 

was  quite  plainly  marked.  They  were  in 
fact  identical  with  the  great  public  festal  offerings  which 
the  offerers  consumed  in  solemn  sacrificial  meals  before 
Yahwe,  that  is,  at  the  sanctuary.  The  change  of  these 
offerings  into  a  kind  of  tax  was  connected  with  an 
entire  transformation  of  the  old  character  of  Israel's 
worship,  which  resulted  from  its  centralization  at 
Jerusalem.  In  the  old  days  the  public  worship  of  the 
nation  consisted  essentially  in  the  celebration  of  the 
P  I  yearly  feasts  ;  that  this  was  so  can  be 

relisiou/feasts  Plainly  seen  from  the  prophets— from 
S>  Amos,  but  especially  from  Hosea. 
Accordingly  the  laws  of  worship  are  confined  to  this 
one  point  in  JE,  and  even  in  Deuteronomy.  After 
the  Exile  the  festal  observances  became  much  less 
important  than  the  tdmtd,  the  regular  daily  and  weekly 
offerings  and  services  ;  and  so  we  find  it  in  the  Priestly 
Code.  Apart  from  this,  the  feasts  (especially  the 
paschal  feast)  underwent  a  qualitative  change,  which 
claims  special  attention  (see  FEASTS,  §  9  ff.]. 

The  conclusions  reached  by  comparing  the  successive 

strata  of  the  laws  are  confirmed  by  a  comparison  of  the 

TTi  several  stages  of  the  historical  tradition 

„  3.  ,.  embodied  in  the  Pentateuch.  The 

arra  ives.  severa^  threads  of  narrative  which  run 
side  by  side  in  the  Pentateuch  are  so  distinct  in  point 
of  form  that  critics  were  long  disposed  to  assume  that 
in  point  of  substance  also  they  are  independent  narra 
tives,  without  mutual  relation.  This,  however,  is  highly 
improbable  on  general  considerations,  and  is  seen  to  be 
quite  impossible  when  regard  is  paid  to  the  close  cor 
respondence  of  the  several  sources  in  regard  to  the 
arrangement  of  the  historical  matter  they  contain.  It 
is  because  the  arrangement  is  so  similar  in  all  the 
narratives  that  it  was  possible  to  weave  them  together 
into  one  book  ;  and  besides  this  we  find  a  close  agree 
ment  in  many  notable  points  of  detail.  Here,  too, 
analysis  does  not  exhaust  the  task  of  the  critic  ;  a 
subsequent  synthesis  is  required.  When  he  has  sepa 
rated  out  the  individual  documents  the  critic  has  still 
to  examine  their  mutual  relations,  to  comprehend  them 
as  phases  in  a  living  process,  and  in  this  way  to  trace 
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the  gradual  development  of  the  Hebrew  historical 
tradition.  In  the  present  article,  however,  we  cannot 
say  anything  of  the  way  in  which  the  Deuteronomist 
views  the  Hebrew  history  (see  HISTORICAL  LIT.,  §  7), 
nor  shall  we  attempt  to  characterize  the  differences 
between  J  and  E  (see  GENESIS,  §  $ff.),  but  limit  our 
selves  to  a  general  comparison  between  the  narrative  of 
JE  and  that  of  the  Priestly  Code. 

Bleek  and  his  school  viewed  it  as  a  great  merit  of  the 
latter  narrative  that  it  strictly  observes  the  difference 
94  TF  A  P  between  various  ages,  mixes  nothing 

, .          Mosaic  with  the  patriarchal  period,  and 

narratives   .    .,     ,,      .    ,  .  f 

contrasted  m  Mosaic  history  never  forgets  that 
the  scene  lies  in  the  wilderness  of  wander 
ing.  They  also  took  it  as  a  mark  of  fidelity  to  authentic 
sources  that  the  Code  contains  so  many  dry  lists,  such 
a  mass  of  unimportant  numbers  and  names,  such  exact 
technical  descriptions  of  details  which  could  have  no 
interest  for  posterity.  Against  this  view  Colenso1 
proved  that  just  those  parts  of  the  Hexateuch  which 
contain  the  most  precise  details,  and  so  have  the  air  of 
authentic  documents,  are  least  consistent  with  the  laws 
of  possibility. 

Colenso,  when  he  wrote,  had  no  thought  of  the  several  sources 
of  the  Hexateuch  ;  but  this  only  makes  it  the  more  remarkable 
that  his  criticisms  mainly  affect  the  Priestly  Code.  Noldeke 
followed  Colenso  with  clearer  insight,  and  determined  the 
character  and  value  of  the  priestly  narrative  by  tracing  all 
through  it  an  artificial  construction  and  a  fictitious  character. 

The  supposed  marks  of  historical  accuracy  and  de 
pendence  on  authentic  records  are  quite  out  of  place 
in  such  a  narrative  as  that  of  the  Pentateuch,  the 
substance  of  which  is  not  historical  but  legendary. 
This  legendary  character  is  always  manifest  both  in  the 
form  and  in  the  substance  of  the  narrative  of  the 
Yahvvist  (JE) ;  his  stories  of  the  patriarchs  and  of 
Moses  are  just  such  as  might  have  been  gathered  from 
popular  tradition. 

In  JE  the  general  plan  of  the  history  is  still  quite  loose ;  the 
individual  stories  are  the  important  thing,  and  they  have  a  truly 
living  individuality.  They  have  always  a  local  connection,  and 
we  can  still  often  see  what  motives  lie  at  the  root  of  them.  But 
even  when  we  do  not  understand  these  legends  they  lose  none  of 
their  charm  ;  for  they  breathe  a  sweet  poetic  fragrance,  and  in 
them  heaven  and  earth  are  magically  blended  into  one. 

The  Priestly  Code,  on  the  other  hand,  dwells  as  little 
as  possible  on  the  details  of  the  several  stories  ;  the 
pearls  are  stripped  off  in  order  that  the  thread  on  which 
they  were  strung  may  be  properly  seen. 

Love  and  hate  and  all  the  passions,  angels,  miracles,  and 
theophanies,  local  and  historical  allusions,  disappear ;  the  old 
narrative  shrivels  into  a  sort  of  genealogical  scheme, — a  bare 
scaffolding  to  support  a  pragmatic  construction  of  the  connection 
and  progress  of  the  sacred  history.  In  legendary  narrative,  on 
the  other  hand,  connection  is  a  very  secondary  matter  ;  indeed 
it  is  only  brought  in  when  the  several  legends  are  collected  and 
written  down.  When,  therefore,  the  Priestly  Code  makes  the 
connection  the  chief  thing,  it  is  clear  that  it  has  lost  all  touch  of 
the  original  sources  and  starting-points  of  the  legends.  It  draws 
therefore,  not  from  oral  tradition,  but  from  books ;  its  dry 
excerpts  can  have  no  other  source  than  a  tradition  already  fixed 
in  writing.  In  point  of  fact  it  simply  draws  on  the  Yahwistic 
narrative.  The  order  in  which  that  narrative  disposed  the 
popular  legends  is  here  made  the  essential  thing  ;  the  arrange 
ment,  which  in  the  Yahwist  (JE)  was  still  quite  subordinate  to 
the  details,  is  here  brought  into  the  foreground  ;  the  old  order 
of  events  is  strictly  adhered  to,  but  is  so  emphasized  as  to  become 
the  one  important  thing  in  the  history.  Obviously  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  priestly  narrator  to  give  by  this  treatment  the 
historical  quintessence  of  his  materials  freed  of  all  superfluous 
additions.  At  the  same  time,  he  has  used  all  means  to  dress 
up  the  old  naive  traditions  into  a  learned  history.  Sorely 
against  its  real  character,  he  forces  it  into  a  chronological 
system,  which  he  carries  through  without  a  break  from  Adam 
to  Joshua.  Whenever  he  can  he  patches  the  story  with  things 
that  have  the  air  of  authoritative  documents.  Finally,_  he 
rationalises  the  history  after  the  standard  of  his  own  religious 
ideas  and  general  culture ;  above  all,  he  shapes  it  so  that  it 
forms  a  framework,  and  at  the  same  time  a  gradual  preparation 
for  the  Mosaic  law.  With  the  spirit  of  the  legend,  in  which 
the  Yahwist  (JE)  still  lives,  he  has  nothing  in  common,  and 
so  he  forces  it  into  conformity  with  a  point  of  view  entirely 
different  from  its  own. 

The  middle  position  which  the  legal  part  of  Deuter- 

1  The  Pentateuch  and  Book  of  Joshua  Critically  Examined, 
pt.  i  ('62).  For  a  sketch  of  Colenso  see  Che.  Founders. 
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onomy  holds  between  JF,  and  the  Priestly  Code  is  also 
.,  characteristic  of  the  Deuteronomic  nar- 

25.  Narrative  rative_  whjch  js  founded  throughout 
oi  u,  etc.  Qn  jp-^  kut  from  time  to  tjnie  shows  a 
certain  leaning  to  the  points  of  view  characteristic  of  the 
priestly  narrator.  The  order  of  the  several  parts  of  the 
Hexateuch  to  which  we  have  been  led  by  all  these  argu 
ments  is  confirmed  by  an  examination  of  the  other 
historical  books  and  the  books  of  Chronicles.  The 
original  sources  of  the  books  of  Judges,  Samuel,  and 
Kings  stand  on  the  same  platform  with  JE  ;  the  editing 
they  received  in  the  Exile  presupposes  Deuteronomy  ; 
and  the  latest  construction  of  the  history  as  contained 
in  Chronicles  rests  on  the  Priestly  Code.-  This  is  ad 
mitted  (see  HISTORICAL  LIT.,  §7);  the  conclusion  to 
be  drawn  is  obvious. 

We  have    now   indicated    the  chief   lines  on   which 

criticism  must  proceed  in  determining  the  order  of  the 

„    _,  .      .  sources  of  the  Hexateuch,  and  the  age 

26:  Objections  of  the  Priestly  Code  jn   particular!_ 

to  irra  an  though,  of  course,  it  has  not  been 
31S>  possible  at  all  to  exhaust  the  argu 
ment.  The  objections  that  have  been  taken  to  Graf's 
hypothesis  partly  rest  on  misunderstanding.  It  is  asked, 
for  example,  what  is  left  for  Moses  if  he  were  not  the 
author  of  the  Torah. 

Moses  may  have  been  the  founder  of  the  Torah,  though  the 
Pentateuchal  legislation  was  codified  almost  a  thousand  years 
later ;  for  the  Torah  was  originally  not  a 
27.  Antiquity  written  law,  but  the  oral  decisions  of  the 
Of  Torah.  priests  at  the  sanctuary — case-law,  in  short, 
by  which  they  decided  all  manner  of  questions 
and  controversies  that  were  brought  before  their  tribunal  (cp 
LAW  AND  JUSTICE,  §§14);  their  Torah  was  the  instruction  to 
others  that  came  from  their  lips,  not  at  all  a  written  document  in 
their  hands  guaranteeing  their  own  status,  and  instructing  them 
selves  how  to  proceed  in  the  sacrificial  ritual.  Questions  of  clean 
and  unclean  belonged  to  the  Torah,  because  these  were  matters 
on  which  the  laity  required  to  be  directed  ;  but,  generally,  the 
ritual,  so  far  as  it  consisted  in  ceremonies  performed  by  the 
priests  themselves,  was  no  part  of  the  Torah.  Whilst,  however, 
it  was  only  at  a  late  date  that  the  ritual  appeared  as  Torah  as  it 
does  in  the  Priestly  Code,  its  usages  and  traditions  are  exceed 
ingly  ancient,  going  back,  in  fact,  to  pre-Mosaic  and  heathenish 
times. 

It  is  absurd  to  speak  as  if  Graf's  hypothesis  meant 
that  the  whole  ritual  is  the  invention  of  the  Priestly 
Code,  first  put  into  practice  after  the  exile. 

All  that  is  affirmed  by  the  advocates  of  that  hypothesis  is  that 
in  earlier  times  the  ritual  was  not  the  substructure  of  a  hiero- 
cracy,  that  there  was  in  fact  no  hierocracy  before  the  exile, 
that  Yahwe's  sovereignty  was  an  ideal  thing,  not  visibly  em 
bodied  in  an  organization  of  the  commonwealth  under  the  forms 
of  a  specifically  spiritual  power.  The  theocracy  was  the  state  ; 
the  old  Israelites  regarded  their  civil  constitution  as  a  divine 
miracle.  The  later  Jews  assumed  the  existence  of  the  state  as 
a  natural  thing  that  required  no  explanation,  and  built  the 
theocracy  over  it  as  a  special  divine  institution. 

There   are,    however,  some  more   serious  objections 

taken  to  the  Grafian  hypothesis.      It  is,  indeed,  simply  a 

_      ,  misstatement  of  facts  to  say  that  the 

language  of  the  Priestly  Code  forbids 
nomic  redaction.  us  g  ^  k  so  late  ^  post.exilic 

times.  On  the  other  hand,  a  real  difficulty  lies  in 
the  fact  that,  whilst  the  priestly  redaction  extends  to 
Deuteronomy  (Dt.  Is),  it  is  also  true  that  the  Deutero- 
nomic  redaction  extends  to  the  Priestly  Code  (Josh.  20). 
The  way  out  of  this  dilemma  is  to  be  found  by  recognizing 
that  the  so-called  Deuteronomic  redaction  was  not  a  single  and 
final  act,  that  the  characteristic  phrases  of  Deuteronomy  became 
household  words  to  subsequent  generations,  and  were  still 
current  and  found  application  centuries  after  the  time  of  Josiah. 
(See  further,  HISTORICAL  LIT.,  §  7).  Thus,  for  example,  the 
traces  of  Deuteronomic  redaction  in  Josh.  20  are  still  lacking  in 
the  Septuagint ;  the  text,  we  see,  was  retouched  at  a  very  late 
date  indeed  (cp  JOSHUA,  §  18  ;  Bennett  SSOT  '  Heb.,'  notes). 

Of  the  other  objections  taken  to  the  Grafian  hypothesis 
only  one  need  be  mentioned  here — viz.,  that  the  Persians 
are  not  named  in  the  list  of  nations  in  Gen.  10. 

This  is  certainly  hard  to  understand  if  the  passage  was  written 
in  the  Persian  period ;  but  the  difficulty  is  not  insuperable. 
The  Persians,  for  example,  may  have  been  held  to  be  included  in 
the  mention  of  the  Elamites,  and  this  also  would  give  the  list 
the  archaic  air  which  the  priestly  writer  affects. 

At  any  rate,  a  residue  of  minute  difficulties  not  yet 
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thoroughly  explained  cannot  outweigh  the  decisive 
arguments  that  support  the  view  that  the  Priestly  Code 
originated  in  and  after  the  Exile.  Kuenen  observes  with 
justice  that  '  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  start  with  the 
plain  and  unambiguous  facts,  and  to  allow  them  to 
guide  our  judgment  on  questionable  points.  The  study 
of  details  is  not  superfluous  in  laying  down  the  main 
lines  of  the  critical  construction  ;  but,  as  soon  as  our 
studies  have  supplied  us  with  some  really  fixed  points, 
further  progress  must  proceed  from  them,  and  we  must 
first  gain  a  general  view  of  the  whole  field  instead  of 
always  working  away  at  details,  and  then  coming  out 
with  a  rounded  theory  which  lacks  nothing  but  a 
foundation.'  » 

Finally,  it  is  a  pure  petitio  principii,  nothing  more, 
to  say  that  the  post-exilic  age  was  not  equal  to  the  task 
of  producing  a  work  like  the  Priestly  Code. 

The  position  of  the  Jews  after  the  Exile  made  it 
imperative  on  them  to  reorganize  themselves  in  con- 
9Q  Post  P-x-iliV  formity  with  the  entire  change  in  their 

««/.    i  uau  t;.vjiiu     •  •  XT         .1       ii   •      .1      /  •      i      •        11 

,  situation.      Now  the  Priestly  Code  is  all 

that  we  should  expect  to  find  in  a  con 
stitution  for  the  Jews  after  the  Exile.  It  meets  the  new 
requirements  as  completely  as  it  fails  to  satisfy  the  con 
ditions  which  a  law-book  older  than  the  Exile  would  have 
had  to  satisfy.  After  the  final  destruction  of  the  kingdom 
by  Nebuchadrezzar,  they  found  in  the  ritual  and  personnel 
of  the  temple  at  Jerusalem  the  elements  out  of  which  a 
new  commonwealth  could  be  built,  in  conformity  with  the 
circumstances  and  needs  of  the  time.  The  community tof 
Judtea  raised  itself  from  the  dust  by  holdingon  toils  ruined 
sanctuary.  The  old  usages  and  ordinances  were  reshaped 
in  detail ;  but  as  a  whole  they  were  not  replaced  by  new 
creations  ;  the  novelty  lay  in  their  being  worked  into  a 
system  and  applied  as  a  means  to  organize  the  '  remnant ' 
of  Israel.  This  was  the  origin  of  the  sacred  constitution 
of  Judaism.  Religion  in  old  Israel  had  been  a  faith  which 
gave  its  support  to  the  natural  ordinances  of  human 
society ;  it  was  now  set  forth  in  external  and  visible  form 
as  a  special  institution,  within  an  artificial  sphere  peculiar 
to  itself,  which  rose  far  above  the  level  of  common  life. 

on  -D  *A    „*•/«,   The   necessary  presupposition   of  this 
roaucti  n  kind    of   theocracy    is    service    to   a 

foreign  empire,  and  so  the  theocracy 
is  essentially  the  same  thing  as  hierocracy.  Its  finished 
picture  is  drawn  in  the  Priestly  Code,  the  product  of 
the  labours  of  learned  priests  during  the  Exile.  When 
the  temple  was  destroyed  and  the  ritual  interrupted,  the 
old  practices  were  written  down  that  they  might  not  be 
lost.  Thus  in  the  Exile  the  ritual  became  matter  of 
teaching,  of  Torah  ;  the  first  who  took  this  step,  a  step 
prescribed  by  the  circumstances  of  the  time,  was  the 
priest  and  prophet  Ezekiel  (see  EZEKIKL  i.  §  4,  ii.  § 
21  f. ).  In  the  last  part  of  his  book  Ezekiel  began  the 
literary  record  of  the  customary  ritual  of  the  temple  ; 
other  priests  followed  in  his  footsteps  (Lev.  17-26)  ;  and 
so  there  arose  during  the  captivity  a  school  of  men 
who  wrote  down  and  systematized  what  they  had 
formerly  practised.  When  the  temple  was  restored  this 
theocratic  zeal  still  went  on  and  produced  further  ritual 
developments,  in  action  and  reaction  with  the  actual 
practice  of  the  new  temple ;  the  final  result  of  the 
long-continued  process  was  the  Priestly  Code. 

[The  student  who  has  read  and  assimilated  the  fore 
going  sketch  will  be  qualified  to  estimate  the  progress 
which  has  been  made  since  the  lonely  Jewish  thinker 
of  Amsterdam  (Baruch  Spinoza)  propounded  his  doubts 
on  Genesis,  and  since  Jean  Astruc,  professor  of  medicine 
but  also  student  of  the  Pentateuch,  opened  the  '  true 
path '  of  critical  investigation.  Now,  however,  we  are  in  a 
different  position  from  that  at  which  Kuenen  had  arrived 
when  he  rewrote  his  Onderzoek  and  Wellhausen  when 
he  wrote  his  illuminative  Prolegomena.  The  criticism  of 
the  Hexateuch  is  approaching  a  fresh  turning-point,  and 
the  students  of  to-day  need  to  be  warned  that  new 
methods  will  be  necessary  to  carry  the  discussion  of 
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critical  problems  nearer  to  definite  solutions,  \purely 
literary  criticism  has  had  its  day,  and  biblical  archaeology 
and  the  comparative  study  of  social  customs  have  forced 
us  to  undertake  a  more  searching  examination  of  the 
contents  of  the  Hexateuch,  which  is  leading  to  a  com 
plication  of  critical  problems  not  before  dreamed  of. 
With  the  problems  we  hope  that  we  are  catching  a 
glimpse  of  the  new  methods  to  be  applied  in  their 
solutions.  These  new  methods  will  best  be  learned  by 
observing  the  practice  of  the  critical  workers.  Budde's 
Die  biblische  Urgeschichte  (Gen.  l-12s)  untersucht  is 
not  a  recent  book  (it  appeared  in  1883)  ;  but  a  student  of 
method  may  learn  much  from  it.  With  more  complete 
satisfaction,  however,  we  may  mention  Stade's  admirable 
essays  on  'Cain's  Sign,'  on  the  'Tower  of  Babel,'  and 
on  the  '  Torah  of  the  Sacrifice  of  Jealousy/  now  reprinted 
in  his  Akademische  Rcden  und  Abhandlungen  (1899). 
The  introduction  to  the  Hexateuch  by  Steuernagel  will, 
it  may  be  hoped,  furnish  many  fruitful  hints  ;  but  the 
present  writer  looks  forward  with  higher  hopes  to 
Gunkel's  expected  commentary  on  Genesis.  From 
many  articles  of  the  present  work  the  student  will  be 
able  to  gather  how  the  present  writer  views  the  task 
that  lies  before  us  in  Genesis,  and  by  what  means  we 
should  attempt  to  accomplish  it.  Gunkel  will  doubtless 
do  much  more,  and  for  Exodus,  Leviticus,  and  Numbers 
the  student  will  be  in  safe  hands  if  he  begins  under  the 
tuition  of  Baentsch.  To  Deuteronomy  and  Joshua 
reference  is  made  below. 

To  say  more  just  now  about  the  road  which  the  students 
of  to-day  will  have  to  traverse  would  be  unwise.  It 
would  be  tantamount  to  doing  the  work  superficially 
which  in  a  longer  or  shorter  time  the  investigators  of 
to-day — both  those  who  have  worked  their  way  out  of 
purely  literary  criticism  and  those  who  have  the 
advantage  of  beginning  their  journey  at  the  point  now 
reached  by  critics — may  modestly  but  confidently  hope 
to  accomplish.  Let  our  last  word  be  this  :  Hexateuch 
criticism  is  passing  into  a  new  phase.  This  phase  is 
largely  due  to  archaeology  and  the  comparative  study  of 
social  customs,  but  in  part  also  to  the  further  develop 
ments  of  Hebrew  philology  and  textual  criticism.  Let 
the  student  therefore  devote  the  utmost  pains  to  the 
critical  study  of  Biblical  archosology,  and  of  the  Hebrew 
texts,  for  without  a  better  knowledge  of  what  the  texts 
really  contain  and  of  the  circumstances  in  which  these 
texts  arose  no  secure  step  in  advance  can  be  taken  by 
Hexateuch  criticism. 

A  word,  too,  may  be  said  on  the  present  position  of 
the  study  of  that  part  of  the  Hexateuch  which  relates 
to  the  laws.  The  immense  labour  bestowed  on  the 
adaptation  of  the  old  Hebrew  laws  is  becoming  more 
and  more  manifest.  The  Oxford  Hexateuch J  indicates 
the  nature  of  some  of  the  newer  problems  which  are  at 
present  engaging  the  attention  of  workers,  especially  in 
the  department  of  the  legal  literature.  Together  with 
Holzinger's  (German)  Introduction  to  the  Hexateuch 
it  can  be  confidently  recommended  to  all  thorough 
students.  It  is  gratifying  to  know  that  defenders  of 
religious  truth  (even  in  the  Roman  church'2)  are  finding 
out  that  criticism  of  the  '  Books  of  Moses '  is  no  enemy 
to  religion.  In  fact,  the  wonderful  ways  by  which 
God  led  the  people  of  Israel  towards  the  light  of  life 
may  be  studied  in  that  strangely  composite  work,  the 
Hexateuch,  with  as  much  benefit  to  edification  as  in  the 
Psalms  or  the  prophecies,  and  recent  works  on  the 
religion  of  Israel  (e.g. ,  vol.  ii.  of  Duff's  Old  Testament 
Theology*}  do  not  neglect  to  use  the  main  results  in 

1  The  Hexateuch  according  to  the  R  V  arranged  in  its  con 
stituent  Documents  by  members  of  the  Society  of  Historical 
Theology,  Oxford,  J.  E.  Carpenter  and  G.   Harford-Battersby 
(London,  1900). 

2  See,  e.g.,  M.  J.  Lagrange,  '  Les  sources  du    Pentateuque,' 
Revue  biblique,  7  10-32. 

3  Prof.   Duff's  view  of  Deuteronomy,  however,  differs  from 
that   which   is   still  most  prevalent  among  critics.     Cp  Steuer- 
nagel's  commentary,  and  the  Oxford  Hexatench.     These  three 
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pictures  both  of  the  popular  and  of  the  higher  religion 
of  Israel.  The  bibliographies  to  be  found  at  the  end  of 
the  articles  on  the  books  of  the  Hexateuch  are  so  care 
fully  selected  that  not  much  more  need  be  said.  A 
really  satisfactory  history  of  the  religion  of  Israel  still 
has  to  be  written,  and  when  we  have  reached  the  fresh 
starting-point  for  which  we  are  looking,  this  much 
desired  book  will  be  written.  T.  K.  c.  ] 

J.  w. 

HEZEKI,  RVHIZKI  (»j?fn  ;  AZA«[e]i  [BA],  ezeKi* 
[L]),  b.  Elpaal  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.  v. , 
§  9  ii.  jS)  ;  i  Ch.  8i7t  ;  cp  JQR  11 103,  §  i. 

HEZEKIAH  (in'pjn  [usually],  fVpm  [in  2  K. 
1814-16,  which  comes  from  a  separate  record],  also 
n'pTIT  [no.  i  in  Hos.  Ii  Mic.  1 1]  and  -in»pjrP  [no.  i 
in  Is.  1 1  and  constantly  in  2  Ch.  ]  ;  see  also  JEHIZKIAH  ; 
the  vocalization  of  the  two  latter  forms  is  anomalous  ; 
626KIAC  [BAL]).  The  name  Hizkiya.hu  is  written 
Hazaki[i]au  in  Assyrian  ;  cp  also  the  name  pin'  on  a 
seal  [see  JAs. ,  Feb. -Mar.  1883,  p.  134  (no.  7)].  It 
means  '  Yahwe  has  strengthened,'  or  'is  strength'; 
cp  EZEKIEL,  and  the  plays  upon  the  name  in  Ecclus. 
48 17  22  [Heb.  text]. 

i.  King  of  Judah  (7720-691  ;  cp  CHRONOLOGY,  § 
36).  Of  the  reign  of  this  king  little  is  known  with 
„.  ..  certainty.  He  certainly  ascended  the 
1.  ma  policy.  throne  at  a  yOUthful  age.  M 'Curdy1 
makes  him  only  fifteen  at  his  accession  ;  he  was,  by 
general  admission,  certainly  under  twenty-five  (the  age 
given  by  the  Redactor  in  2  K.  182  [cp  KINGS,  §  4]),  we 
may  even  confidently  say,  under  twenty.  Elsewhere 
(see  ISAIAH  i. ,  §  6)  reason  has  been  given  for  supposing 
that  Hezekiah  may  have  been  early  influenced  by  the 
preaching  of  Isaiah,  and  unlike  his  father  have  responded 
to  the  prophet's  demand  for  '  faith. '  The  kings  of 
Judah,  however,  did  not  possess  absolute  power,  and 
Hezekiah's  action  was  in  the  main  dictated  by  the 
political  party  which  happened  to  be  predominant 
among  the  nobles.  His  personal  relation  to  Isaiah  was 
therefore  of  comparatively  slight  significance,  and  it  is 
but  a  conjecture  that  the  (probable)  dismissal  of  SHEBNA 
(q.  v. )  and  the  alarm  produced  by  the  Assyrian  invasion 
led  to  something  in  the  nature  of  a  reform  which  con 
sisted  partly  in  the  requirement  of  a  higher  standard  of 
morality  from  the  judges  (Is.  1 17  23  815)  and  partly  in 
the  abolition  of  certain  idolatrous  objects  at  Jerusalem, 
such  as  the  brazen  serpent  (2  K.  184).  A  much  larger 
measure  of  iconoclasm  is  ascribed  to  Hezekiah  in 
2  K.  184-7,  where  the  compiler  of  Kings  (to  whom  the 
passage  in  its  present  form  is  due)  assigns  the  re 
formation  to  one  of  the  first  years  of  Hezekiah's  reign 
(cp  v.  22  and  2  Ch.  293). 

The  language,  however,  which  the  compiler  uses  is  so  strongly 
suggestive  of  the  influence  of  Deuteronomy  (reign  of  Josiah) 
that  we  cannot  venture  to  take  it  as  strictly  historical.  There 
is  no  sound  evidence  that  Isaiah  attacked  either  the  Masscl'ahs 
or  the  Asherahs,  much  less  the  Bamoth  or  high  places.2  The 
destruction  of  these  objects  seems  a  detail  transferred  to 
Hezekiah's  times  from  those  of  Josiah,  to  which  it  properly 
belongs. 

books  show  that  the  origin  of  Deuteronomy  is  one  of  the  problems 
which  need  a  more  thorough  investigation.  Steuernagel's 
Joshua  may  also  be  recommended. 

1  Hist.  Proph.  Man.  2250.     This  implies  dating  Hezekiah's 
accession  in  720  or  719.     Similarly  Wi.  and  C.  Niebuhr  (720) 
assume    that    Merodach-baladan's    embassy  (2  K.  20  12-19  =  Is. 
3i>)  was  sent  on  Hezekiah's   accession,  which  took   place  (ex 
hyp.)  not  long  after  his  own  (cp  Schr.  COT  2  25).     M'Curdy's 
assumptions  are   different,  and  need  testing.      Most   scholars, 
with  We.,  prefer  715.     The   question   is   not    settled.     On  the 
doubtful   statement    'in   the   fourteenth   year'   (2  K.  18 13  =  Is. 
36 1)    see    Di.  Jes.  313  ;    Duhm,  Jes.  235  ;    Kau.   in    Kamph. 
Chronologic,  94 ;   Che.  Intr.  Is.  217  f.  ',  and  cp  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  36,  and  Dr.  IsaiahW,  \^f. 

2  Is.  17  7  f.  is  an  interpolation.     See  Stade,  ZA  TW  813,  who 
is  scarcely  answered  by  Konig,  ffauptprobleme,  70.      Steuer 
nagel's  answer  to  Sta.,  We.,  and  Smend  is  not  critical  enough 
(Ent.  des  deut.  Gesetzes,  100  ['96!).     Hezekiah's  supposed  edict 
for  a  reformation  remains  as  improbable  as  before,  and  should 
not  be  mixed  up  with  a  discussion  of  the  '  original  Deuteronomy.' 
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The  removal  and  destruction  of  the  brazen  serpent  is 
not  to  be  explained  away. 1  That  Hezekiah  did  away 
with  this  much  misunderstood  object  (see  NEHUSHTAN) 
is  credible,  and  this  may  even  be  the  whole  historical 
kernel  of  the  story  of  the  reform  of  the  cultus,  which 
the  Chronicler  (after  his  fashion)  has  still  further 
elaborated  (2  Ch.  29-31). 

(a)  Philistine  campaign. — It  is  less  doubtful  to  what 
period    Hezekiah's    successful     campaign    against    the 

_  Philistines  is  to  be  referred  (2  K.  188). 

2.  campaigns.  According  to   Stade   (GF/1624)  and 

Kittel  (Hist.  2371),  the  account  is  to  be  taken  in  connec 
tion  with  Sennacherib's  statement  that  he  deprived  Heze 
kiah  of  certain  cities,  as  a  punishment  for  his  rebellion, 
and  attached  them  to  the  territories  of  three  Philistine 
kings  (KB  2g4/. ).  Hezekiah,  it  is  suggested  by  these 
critics,  may  not  have  submitted  tamely  to  this,  and  may 
even  have  enlarged  his  own  territory  at  the  expense  of 
the  Philistines  after  Sennacherib's  departure.  This  is  too 
arbitrary  a  view.  The  cities  which  Sennacherib  wrested 
from  Hezekiah  are  probably  cities  which  Hezekiah  had 
previously  taken  from  the  Philistines. 

(b]  Assyrian  campaign. — -The  other  events  of  Heze 
kiah's  reign,  so  far  as  we  know  them,  are  treated  else 
where  (see  ISAIAH  i. ,  §5^  ;  MERODACH-BALADAN  ; 
SENNACHERIB  ;   EGYPT,  §   66 ;    ISRAEL,    §   34).     To 
supplement  these  notices,  it  is  only  necessary  to  point 
out  here:  (i)  that  a  thorough  criticism  of  2  K.  1 813-1937 
( —  Is.  36  f. )  in    connection    with  the    Assyrian   annals 
raises  the  character  of  Hezekiah  considerably  ;  he  was 
a  true  hero,   who,  unlike  the  cowardly  Luli  of  Sidon, 
stuck  to  the  post  of  duty,  and  only  gave  way  when  all 
hope  had  fled,  and  Jerusalem  was   '  like  a  booth  in  a 
vineyard  or  a  lodge  in  a  cucumber-field  '  (Is.  18)  ;  and 
(2)  that  great  caution  must  be  used  in  reconstructing 
the  history  of  Jewish  religion  on  the  basis  of  the  im 
perfectly-known    facts   of    the    close    of    the   Assyrian 
invasion. 

Much  that  has  been  assigned  to  Isaiah's  pen  belongs  to  a  later 
age,  and  presupposes  a  glorification  of  Isaiah  which  that  great 
prophet  and  lover  of  truth  would  certainly  have  deprecated. 
The  circumstances  under  which  Jerusalem  was  liberated  from 
the  blockading  Assyrian  force  were  not  such  as  to  promote  a 
spiritual  religion  such  as  Isaiah  would  have  approved.  It  is  by 
no  means  certain  that  Sennacherib  retired  in  consequence  of  a 
pestilence  in  his  army ;  the  evidence  is  as  unsatisfactory  as 
possible,  and  the  story  may  have  been  developed  out  of  the 
words  of  Isaiah  in  17  14,  'At  eventide  behold  terror!  before 
morning  he  is  no  more  !  This  is  the  portion  of  those  that  spoil 
us  ;  and  the  lot  of  those  who  rob  us.' 

If  Sennacherib's  army  had  been  almost  destroyed,  is 
it  likely  that  Hezekiah  would  have  sent  a  special  envoy 
with  tribute  to  Nineveh  (KB  1gf>f.}~?  It  is  much  more 
probable  that  the  inability  of  Sennacherib  to  meet 
Taharka  was  due  to  the  receipt  of  bad  news  from 
Babylon.  In  the  failure  of  historical  information, 
nothing  was  more  natural,  especially  in  the  light  of 
Isaianic  prophecies  (supposed  to  have  been  literally 
fulfilled),  than  to  postulate  a  plague  as  the  cause  of  his 
retreat.  See  SENNACHERIB. 

To  quote  on  the  other  side  the  story  of  the  priest-king  Sethos 
(Herod.  2  141)  is  extremely  unsafe,  considering  Herodotus's  ill- 
fortune  in  the  matter  of  popular  Egyptian  stories,  and  the 
mythological  connections  of  the  detail  of  the  field-mice  gnawing 
the  quivers  of  the  invaders. 2 

The  only  doubt  is  whether  there  may  not  have  been 
a  second  invasion  of  Sennacherib,  which  may  perhaps 
have  been  abruptly  terminated  by  a  pestilence. 

On  one  point,  however,  it  is  safe  to  adhere  still  to  the 
older  critical  view.  The  fact  that  Jerusalem  escaped 

1  See  Stade,  ZA  TW  3  9  ('83). 

2  Hommel's  statement  \Gesch.  des  alien  Morgenlandes,   142 
['95l)>  '  A  plague  (or,  as  Herodotus  symbolically  expresses  him 
self,  a  '  swarm  of  field-mice  ')  fell  upon  the  Assyrian  host  so  that 
Sennacherib  had  to  return  (with  no  results  to  show)  to  Nineveh," 
and  M'Curdy's  in   Hist.    Proph.   Man.  2yg8jf.,  428,  seem  to 
need  modification.     It  has  not  been  proved  that  mice  were  a 
symbol  of  plague-boils.     In  i  S.  f>f.  the  plague  and  the  mice 
are  two  distinct  punishments.     On  the  mythological   affinities 
of  the  field-mice  of  Sethos,  see  A.  Lang,  Custom  and  Myth, 
111-114.     See  EMERODS,  MOUSE. 
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being  taken  when  all  the  other  fortified  cities  fell  before 
the  Assyrians,  and,  as  Sennacherib  states,  200,150 
Judaeans  were  led  into  captivity,  must  have  enhanced 
the  prestige  of  the  temple  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  34  ;  DEUTER 
ONOMY,  §  13).  The  religious  reaction  under  Manasseh 
would  rather  promote  than  hinder  this.  The  misin 
terpretation  of  Is.  28 16 1  may  have  begun  very  early. 

That  Hezekiah  composed  a  song  in  the  style  of  the 
Psalms,  is  a  priori  most  improbable.     The  song  in  Is. 
H       k'   h'      ^  's'  k°tn  on  general  and  on  linguistic 
and    phraseological   grounds,  of  post- 
exilic  origin  (see  ISAIAH  ii. ,  §  15).    Nor 
can  we  venture  to  accept  the  statement  in  Prov.  25 1 
that  'Hezekiah's  men'  collected  the  proverbs  contained 
in  Prov.  25-29  (cp  PROVERBS).     Hezekiah  has  hardly 
earned    the   title   of  the    '  Pisistratus   of   Judah.'     On 
the  reign  of  Hezekiah  see  especially  Stade,  GVI 1603- 
624  ;  and  cp  ISRAEL,  §  33/.  T.  K.  c. 

2.  'T|pjn,  RV   HIZKIAH,  the  son   of  Neriah  of  the   seed  of 
David(i  Ch.  3  23  e<«ia  [BA],  -s  [L]). 

3.  Ater-  Hezekiah  (Neh.  7  21  =  Ezra  2  16  =  i  Esd.  615,   Neh. 
lOi/);  see  ATER  (i). 

4.  An    ancestor    of   Zephaniah   the    prophet    (Zeph.  1  i  AV 
HIZKIAH,  e£e»ctou  [BNAQ]).     Since  the  genealogy  is  traced  back 
so   far,   it   has   been  supposed   that  he   must  have  been  some 
renowned  person,  perhaps  the  king.     It  is  probably  accidental 
that  no  other  prophet's  genealogy  is  carried  above  the  grand 
father.     No  reference  is  made  in  Kings  to  a  brother  of  Manasseh 
named   Amariah  ;   but   the  chronology  is  not   opposed   to   the 
hypothesis  which  is  regarded  as  probable  by  Kuenen  (ii.,  §  78,  n.  i, 
cp  also  Keil,  Hi.,  Steiner).     Ibn  Ezra  also  accepts;  but  Abar- 
banel  rejects  it.     See  Gray,  Exp.,  July  1900,  pp.  76  ft 

HEZION  (]V?n;  A.ZAH\  [AL],  ^zeiN  [B]),  an 
Aramaean  king,  father  of  Tab-rimmon,  and  grandfather 
of  Benhadad  I.  (i  K.  15 18).  The  name,  however,  is 
plainly  corrupt. 

Winckler  (A  T  Unters.  fiojff'.)  restores  ^Kin,  Hazael,  in  accord 
ance  with  ®AL.  Others  (e.g.,  Ew.,  Hist.  824,  n.  5,  The.  and 
Klo.)  prefer  j'flTn,  Hezron,  of  which  they  take  fin,  Rezon,  in 
11 23  to  be  another  form,  basing  this  view  upon  i  K.  11  23  (eo-puju. 
[B],  -upfc],  om.  A);  but  ecrpco/u  points  rather  either  to  p"l?n 
Hesron,  or  to  p*T  (cp  REZON).  Probably  Wi.  is  right. 

T.  K.  C. 

HEZIR  (TTH  'boar,'  the  pointing  —may  be  in 
tentional,  to  avoid  a  connection  with  Tin  [No.,  ZDMG  40 162 
('86)].  Neub.  compares Talm.  Targ.  NlNrt,  TPrt,  'pomegranate,' 
'apple'  [Acad.,  Dec.  '87,  p.  4iib] ;  cp  RIMMON.  The  -vjn  '33 
are  mentioned  upon  a  Hebrew  inscription  dating  shortly  before 
the  Christian  era  [Chwolson,  Corp.  /nscr.  Heb.  no.  6 ;  cp  Dr. 
TBSxxm.f.].  Cp  perhaps  Hiziri,  Am.  Tab.  159,  and  the  Bab. 
n.  pr.  Hainziru  [Muss-Arnolt]). 

1.  A~priest,  to  whom,  according  to  the  Chronicler,  the  seven 
teenth  of  the  twenty-four  lots  fell  in  David's  time,  i  Ch.  24  15 
(jpfciv  [B  v.  14],  te<T«p  [A],  xr/f.  [L]). 

2.  Signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh.  1020  [18] 
(r,£ip  [BKA],  oftp  [L]).  S.  A.  C. 

HEZRO(n>TI;  i  Ch.  11 37  and  2  S.  23  35  Kt.)  or 
Hezrai  (^VH  I  2  S.  2835,  Kr. )  or,  more  probably, 
Hezron  (Klo. ,  Marq. ),  one  of  David's  thirty,  a  native  of 
Carmel,  in  Judah. 

<S  has  :  in  Ch.  r)<r«pe  6  \apiJ.a.Sai  [B],  >)<7€poi  6  \-  [N]>  iffapai  6 
leapjurjAi  [A],  ecrpei  6  xep/xeAAi  [L]  ;  in  2  S.  acrapai  6  <capju>)Aio« 
[BA],  [6aju.i  6]  eo-crepi,  Kap^iaAi  [6  a<£apet]  [L]. 

HEZRON  (ptyri;  AC60R60N  [B],  ecpcoM  [A], 
ecpCON  [L]),  one  of  the  points  which  mark  the  S.  border 
of  Judah  in  Josh.  15s,  mentioned  between  Kadesh- 
barnea  and  Addar(?);  in  the  ||  passage,  Nu.  344, 
Kadesh-barnea  is  followed  by  HAZAR-ADDAR  (Tunxn  ; 

1    -T       --: 

CTTAYAlN  &P&A  [BAFL]).  There  may  have  been  two 
places,  Hazar  or  Hezron,  and  Addar,  close  to  one 
another.  The  site  is  uncertain  ;  Saadia  in  his  transla 
tion  takes  it  to  be  Raphia.  See,  however,  HAZAR-ADDAR. 

HEZRON  (|'nyn.  'enclosure,'  eCRCOM  [AL]  I  cp 
IVn,  court-yard,  village,  and  see  above). 

1  The  laying  of  the  foundation-stone  is  future  (read  10"),  and 
the  promised  benefits  are  only  for  those  who  have  what  Isaiah 
would  recognise  as  faith.  Cp  Is.  86yC 
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i.  b.  Perez  b.  Judah  (Gen.  4612,  acrpu/j.  [A],  -v  [D]  ; 
Nu.  26zi,  a<rpuv  [BFL],  avrpuv  [A];  Ruth  4i8  /.  , 
tepuv  [B,  and  A  in  v.  19],  efpw  [L]  ;  i  Ch.  2s,  ap<rwi> 
[B*],  eo-pwi/  [Ba?b""s-]  ;  4i  apcrwv  [B],  e<rpui>  [L];  Mt. 
Is  Lk.  833,  effpw/j.  AV  ESROM  ;  Hezronite  'j'nsn,  Nu. 
2621,  aoywi'tejt  [BAFL]).  This  relationship  is  late 
and  is  a  modification  of  the  older  scheme  which 
appears  in  i  Ch.  2  9.  Here  Hezron  (eirepwv  [B*],  evpwv 
[Bab])  is  the  '  father  '  of  the  two  clans  Jerahmeel  l  and 
Chelubai  (  =  Caleb),  and  in  this  connection  his  name  is 
probably  as  symbolical  as  those  of  Caleb's  wives  (see 
AZUBAH,  i),  since  '  Hezronites  '  seems  to  mean 
1  the  inhabitants  of  cnsn  —  nomad  encampments  '  —  so 
WRS  /.  Phil.  991  (see  HAZOR).  Caleb  and  Jerahmeel 
in  David's  time  inhabited  the  negeb  of  Judah  (cp,  e.g.  , 
i  S.  8029),  and  it  was  not  until  later  times  that  they 
migrated  northwards.  Hence  it  is  natural  that  upon 
their  subsequent  adoption  into  the  tribe  of  Judah,  they 
should  be  genealogically  represented  as  the  offspring  of 
the  tribal  eponym  by  making  their  father  a  son  of  PEREZ 
[q.v,].  The  genealogical  fragment  i  Ch.  2  18-24  which 
connects  Hezron  with  Gilead,  etc.  ,  may  represent  post- 
exilic  relations,  or  perhaps  simply  implies  that  Gilead 
had  a  nomadic  origin  (vv.  18  21  24  f.  ecrepuv  [B],  eapuifj. 
[A],  -v  [L  and  A  in  v.  25])  ;  cp  i  Ch.  5  10.  See  also 
CALEB-  EPHRATAH. 

2.  A  son  of  Reuben  (Gen.  46  9  a<rp<av  [ADL],  Nu.  266  a<rp<av 
[BFL],  -ju.  [A],  Ex.  614  avpuv  [BAF],  -M  [L],  i  Ch.  5  3  -v  [L], 
apo-iav  [B],  ea-ptov  [A];  Hezronite,  '3isn>  Nu.  26e,  a<rpco>/[e]i 
[BAFL]). 

HIDDAI  («|PI  ;  A.AA.OI  [B*],  &APOI  [Bab],  &09AI 
[A],  &AA&I  [L]),  one  of  David's  thirty  :  2  S.  2830  = 
i  Ch.  1132,  HURAI  (q.v.). 

HIDDEKEL  (Sj^n  ;  TirpiC  [AEL  in  Gen.], 
TlfRHC  [@  87  in  Dan.],  nrpic  eAAeKeA  [Theod.  in 


Dan.];  but  eislAeKeA  A  with  cy  —  *'•*••  Symmachus  — 
written  above  it]  ;  fcsX.C?,  n?,n  ;  Ass.  Diklat(f),  Bab. 
Diglat},  the  river  of  Eden  '  which  goeth  eastward  to 
Assyria'  of  Gen.  2  14,  '  the  great  river  '  of  Dan.  10  4,  is 
undoubtedly  the  TIGRIS.  The  name  of  this  river, 
in  the  pre-Semitic  writing  of  Babylonia,  was  MA&- 
TIG-GAR,  a  group  of  signs,  which  in  this  connection 
denoted  an  idea  whose  audible  expression  was  Idigna 
or  Idignu.  As  applied  to  the  river,  it  was  regarded 
by  the  Babylonian  scribes  as  denoting  the  river  they 
called  Diglat.  This  form  of  the  name  is  clearly  pre 
served  in  the  Greek  of  Pliny,  NH  6127,  diyXirw, 
Aramaic  Deklat,  Arabic  Diglat  and  8i.y\aO  (Jos. 
Ant.  i.  13). 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  that  Diglat  is  formed  from 
Idigna,  by  dropping  the  initial  vowel  (for  which  many  parallels 
can  be  produced),  and  adding  the  Semitic  feminine  (F.  Delitzsch, 
J'arad.  171).  The  Hebrew  and  modern  Arabic  have  not  this  t. 
The  former  substitutes  for  the  £  the  closely  related  k,  a  change 
which  may  also  be  indicated  in  the  Assyrian,  if  that  really  was 
Diklat.  The  presence  of  the  initial  Hi,  in  the  Hebrew,  has 
been  accounted  for  by  the  prefixing  of  the  Hebrew  article  to  a 
form  beginning  with  I.  This  scarcely  accounts  for  the  h, 
without  further  explanation.  The  Samaritan,  however,  has 
7pirt-  The  modern  vArabic  follows  the  local  form  Digleh. 

That  the  sign  MAS  had  among  its  phonetic  values  Hi,  Hi,  i, 
is  a  legitimate  suggestion,  but  has  no  support.  It  "denoted, 
among  other  ideas,  '  the  bank  of  a  river,'  and  as  such  was  read 
Ahi.  Thus  Ahitiggar,  or  with  a  change  of  r  to  1,  for  which 
many  parallels  could  be  found,  Ahitiggal,  Hidikal,  is  a  natural 
progression. 

_  The  same  group  of  signs,  however,  not  only  denoted  the 
river  Tigris,  but,  with  the  same  pronunciation,  was  translated  by 
the  Babylonian  scribes  as  nagit,  '  a  district,'  nadbaku,  .'  a  gully 
or  wady,'  and  finally  was  an  ideogram  for  the  verb  zabu,  '  to 
flow,'  which  furnished  the  names  of  the  two  Zabs,  tributaries  of 
this  river.  Thus,  if  Tiggar  was  the  early  pronunciation  of  this 
group  of  signs  it  may  have  been  a  pre-Semitic  name  that  perhaps 
clung  to  the  upper  reaches  of  the  stream,  where  the  Medo- 
Persian  invaders  first  became  acquainted  with  the  river.  At 
any  rate,  it  seems  more  than  coincidence  that  the  Old  Persian 
name  should  be  Tigra,  a  feminine  form.  The  existence  of  a 

1  The  introduction  of  Ram  (a  mere  fragment  of  'Jerahmeel,' 
Che.)  is  erroneous. 
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similar  Old  Persian  word  tigri  (the  Zend  tighri)  for  '  arrow  '  1 
may  perhaps  help  the  change. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that  the  other  ancient 
writing  of  the  name  was  HAL-HALA,  the  cuneiform  signs  of 
which  are  very  suggestive"  of  Tour  'arrows'  following  one 
another  ;  and  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  probably  represent  an  old 
pictorial  indication  of  'running  water.'  At  the  same  time,  the 
Babylonians  translated  these  signs  byg-ardru,  'to  flow,"  when 
used  otherwise  than  as  the  name  of  the  river.  Another  old 
name  for  this  river,  or  some  part  of  it,  was  the  Ammu.  At 
bottom  we  may  suppose  the  old  writing  MAs-(Ahi  ?)-TIG-GAR  to 
have  been  also  phonetic  and  either  directly,  'or  by  way  of 
suggestion,  the  parent  of  Hiddekel,  Diglat,  and  Tigris. 

C.  H.  W.  J. 

HIEL  (TWn,  if  the  letter  n  is  correct,  perhaps  for 
?&pn,  'El  lives,  '§35;  AX[e]lHA[BA],  ^./  [Pesh.]; 
unless  on  account  of  <§  and  Pesh.  ,  7&OPI  may  be  con 
sidered  to  be  for  7KT1N,  cp  Bathg.  Beitr.  156,  and 
2NPI  for  2SHN  on  an  inscription  from  Safa  [see  AHAB]), 
the  Bethelite  2  (  'Vjtn-rra),  who  in  the  days  of  Ahab  '  built  ' 
(i.e.  ,  fortified?)  Jericho,  and  who  'laid  the  foundation 
thereof  at  the  cost  of  (the  life  of)  Abiram  (DT3K3)  his 
firstborn,  and  set  up  the  gates  thereof  at  the  cost  of  (the 
life  of)  Segub  (nuba)  his  youngest,  according  to  the 
word  of  Yahwe  which  he  spoke  by  Joshua  the  son  of 
Nun'  (i  K.  1634).  Several  interesting  questions  arise 
out  of  this  passage  :  (  i  )  as  to  the  name  and  period  of 
the  '  builder  '  of  Jericho  (§  2)  ;  (2)  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  he  lost  his  two  sons  (§  3)  ;  and  (3)  as  to  the 
relation  of  the  passage  to  Josh.  626  (Joshua's  curse  on 
the  '  builder'  of  Jericho)  (§  i).  Let  us  take  the  last  of 
these  first. 

Comparing  the  two  passages,  we  find  that  the 
phraseological  evidence  favours  the  view  that  the 

passage  in  Josh,    is   the  later  (see   Kit. 
.      ~  \        Ti   .        . 

22'3'  "'   '•      "  1S   also  P™bab  e 
*  K-  1°  34  (which   is   not    found  in 

-  -  _ 

was  introduced  from  some  other 
context  ;  the  closing  words  would  naturally  be  inserted 
later,  to  provide  a  point  of  contact  with  Josh.  626. 
In  ©BAL  the  fulfilment  is  narrated  in  Josh,  (ofav  [B*], 
aofav  [Ba  •"£•],  6  a£av  [AL]). 

Next,  as  to  the  person  intended.  The  notice  is  very 
obscure  ;  what  has  a  Bethelite  to  do  with  the  building 
9  WVm  -nraa  or  ref°rtincation  of  Jericho  ?  According 
'  Hiel?  to  Ewald  (<^/349°)  Hiel  was  a  'rich 
man  of  an  enterprising  turn  of  mind.1 
The  building  of  a  city,  however,  is  an  unusual  enterprise 
for  a  private  person,  and  such  a  distinguished  man 
ought  to  have  had  a  genealogy.  Next,  we  notice  that 
the  second  part  of  the  Hebrew  for  '  the  Bethelite  '  ('^Nn) 
contains  nearly  the  same  letters  as  Hiel  (^N'n).  This 
suggests  that  Hiel  may  have  been  a  variant  of  Hiel,  and 
have  been  transformed  into  Beth-ha'eli,  when  the  two 
readings  had  come  to  stand  side  by  side.  But  who  is 
Hiel  ?  Not  a  Bethelite,  but  some  one  important  enough 
to  do  without  a  patronymic.  It  is  a  probable  conjecture 
that  Jehu  (possibly  from  Wirr?)  is  disguised  as  Hiel, 
and  that  the  notice  of  his  rebuilding  Jericho  originally 
stood  after  z  K.  lOss-3  JEHU  [i]  built  or  refortified 
Jericho  because  he  had  been  deprived  of  so  much 
territory  by  Hazael,  and  had  to  protect  what  was  left. 
The  change  of  '  Jehu  '  (JShoel  ?)  into  '  Hiel'  and  the 
transference  of  the  notice  to  the  story  of  Ahab  arise  out  of 
the  embarrassing  fact  that  the  story  of  Elijah  repre 
sented  that  prophet  as  having  been  sent  to  Jericho 
(2  K.  24). 

Lastly,  as  to  the  fate  of  Hiel's  or  Jehu's  two  sons. 

1  As  asserted  by  Strabo  xi.  14  8,  and  others  (Curtius,  4  9). 

2  Tg.  gives  »DlOnn.  Pesh.  )]^.^Q^  kwO;  Ar.   ^511  o*J  , 
all  in  agreement  with   the   Rabbinical  tradition   (Rashi,  etc.) 
which  connects  •Vwrfra  with  rh«  ('a  curse'),  Jericho  being 
the  '  house  of  a  curse.' 

3  This  view  is  due   to  C.   Niebuhr  (Gesch.  1  332^),  except 
that   he   cannot   see   that   the  sons   mentioned   have   anything 
to  do  with  Jehu  ;  nor  is  he  quite  full  enough  on  the  disguising 
name  Hiel. 
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The  writer  of  the  notice  makes  Hiel  (Jehu)  responsible 

.»      for  their  deaths,  and  the  inserter  of  the 
3.  The  sacrifice 


of  Hiel's 


gloss,  '  according  to  the  word  of  Yahwe 


,  T  .     ,  .  which  he  spoke  by  Joshua,'  supposed 

(jenus)  o  .  the  deaths  to  have  been  judgments  upon 
Hicl  (Jehu)  for  his  impiety  in  breaking  the  taboo  laid 
upon  the  site  of  Jericho  by  Joshua.  Of  this  taboo, 
however,  we  have  no  early  record,  and  the  explanation 
is  certainly  not  natural.  The  key  to  the  passage  is 
supplied  by  the  comparative  study  of  primitive  customs. 
It  is  not  the  ordinary  sacrifices  of  children  that  we 
have  before  us  (so  Kue.  Ond.M  1 233  =  Hex.  240),  but 
a  special  kind  of  sacrifice  to  the  local  supernatural 
powers  such  as  has  been  practised  in  many  countries. 

This  can  hardly  fail  to  have  suggested  itself  to  many  readers 
of  Tylor's  Primitive  Culture  (1  104^!),  and  has  for  many  years 
been  held  by  the  present  writer.  From  Tylor's  instances  it  is 
enough  to  quote  the  Japanese  belief  (jyth  cent.)  that  'a  wall 
laid  on  the  body  of  a  willing  human  victim  would  be  secure  from 
accident  ;  accordingly  when  a  great  wall  was  to  be  built,  some 
wretched  slave  would  offer  himself  as  foundation,  lying  down  in 
the  trench  to  be  crushed  by  the  heavy  stones  lowered  upon  him. ' 
Similarly  at  Algiers  '  when  the  walls  were  built  of  blocks  of 
concrete  in  the  sixteenth  century,  a  Christian  captive  named 
Geronimo  was  placed  in  one  of  the  blocks  and  the  rampart  built 
over  and  about  him. '1  At  Shanghai,  when  the  bridge  leading 
to  St.  John's  College  was  being  built,  an  official  present  threw 
into  the  stream  first  his  shoes,  then  his  garments,  and  finally 
himself,  'and  as  his  life  went  out,  the  workmen  were  enabled  to 
go  on  with  their  building.'  In  India,  to  this  day,  engineers  and 
architects  have  to  reassure  the  natives  at  the  commencement  of 
any  great  undertaking,  to  prevent  them  from  anticipating  a 
sacrifice  of  human  victims  (Sewell).  It  is  still  more  important 
to  notice  that  the  American  explorer,  J.  H.  Haynes,  in  ex 
cavating  the  zikkurrat  of  the  temple  of  Bel  at  Nippur  (the  oldest 
yet  found)  discovered  many  skulls  built  in  with  the  bricks.2 

It  is  probable  that  in  primitive  times  these  foundation- 
sacrifices  were  customary  in  Palestine  as  well  as  in 
Babylonia,  and  that  they  even  lingered  on  in  northern 
Israel.  Even  if  we  believe  that  Hiel  (Jehu)  sacrificed 
his  two  sons  in  the  usual  way  (i.e.,  not  adopting  the 
precise  practice  referred  to  by  Tylor),  we  must  at  any 
rate  suppose  that  he  sprinkled  the  foundation-stones  and 
the  side-posts  of  the  gates  (cp  Ex.  12?  22 f.)  with  his 
children's  blood,  just  as  Arabian  husbandmen,  when 
they  build,  are  still  wont  to  sprinkle  the  blood  of  a 
peace-offering  upon  the  stones.3 

That  he  selected  his  firstborn  and  his  youngest  sons 
as  the  sacrificial  victims,  is  in  accordance  with  the 
principle  implied  in  2  K.  827  Mic.  67. 4  The  only 
biblical  critic  who  has  explained  the  passage  by  folklore 
is  Winckler  (Gesch.  1163,  n.  3);  but  the  present  article 
is  independent  of  his. work.  [Cp  Ki.  Kon.  136.] 

T.  K.  C. 

HIERAPOLIS  depArroAic.  iep<\  rmAicEWH;  Str. 
629]),  a  city  in  Phrygia,  mentioned  incidentally  in  Col. 
4 13  along  with  the  neighbouring  Laodicea.  It  occupied  a 
shelf,  1 100  ft.  above  the  sea,  springing  from  the  mountains 
bounding  the  Lykos  valley  on  the  NE.  The  modern 
village  Pambuk  Kalesi  ('cotton  castle,'  from  the  lime 
of  the  springs)  lies  close  to  the  site.  The  hot  calcareous 
springs,  and  the  chasms  filled  with  carbonic  acid  gas, 
were  and  are  still  remarkable  features.5  The  water  of 
the  springs  falls  over  the  cliffs,  100  ft.  or  more  in  height, 
above  which  the  city  stood,  and  the  snowy  white 
stalactites  present  the  appearance  of  a  frozen  cascade. 
The  Plutonium,  a  hole  from  which  mephitic  vapour 
issued,  was  filled  up  by  the  Christians  between  19  A.D. 
(Strabo's  visit)  and  380  A.D.  :  this  appears  in  legend  as 
the  subjugation  of  Echidna  (Snake  =  Satan)  by  the 
Apostles  Philip  and  John. 

1  Cornhill  Magazine,  Feb.  1887  (quoted  by  Trumbull). 

2  Peters,  JBL  16  n   ['96];   Trumbull,   The   Threshold  Cove 
nant,  48  ('96).     On  p.  46  the  author  vaguely  remarks  that  there 
is  a  '  suggestion '  of  the  idea  of  the  foundation  sacrifice  in  the 
curse  pronounced  by  Joshua.      (See  also  Frazer,  Journ.  Phil. 

Uisg/rssD. 

3  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1  136. 

4  Cp  WRS,  Rel.  Sem.W,  464. 

5  Strabo  says  (629),  xtnavTiicpv  AaoSiieei'as  'lepa  rrdAts,  OTTOU 
TOL  titp/j.a  vSaTa  »cai  TO   II \ovTtaviov,  dfxc/>w   TrapaSofoAo-yiai/  Ttca 
i\ovTa..     He  calls  the  chasms  xaptavia,  579  ;  cp  Vitr.  viii.  3  10. 

2063 


As  contrasted  with  the  Seleucid  foundation  of  Laodicea, 
6  m..  to  the  S. ,  Hierapolis  was  the  focus  of  Phrygian 
national  feeling  and  religious  ideas.  As  Ramsay  points 
out,  it  exemplifies  a  phenomenon  common  in  Asia 
Minor.  The  sacred  cities  of  the  early  period  generally 
grew  up  in  a  locality  where  the  divine  power  was  most 
strikingly  manifested  in  natural  phenomena.  A  sacred 
village  (If pa.  Kufj-tj)  arose  near  the  sanctuary  (cp  Ephesus), 
and  this  developed  into  a  city  of  the  native  character, 
with  the  name  Hieropolis. 

Wherever  native  feeling  is  strong,  the  form  of  this  name  is 
Hieropolis,  'City  of  the  Sanctuary';  but  where  Hellenic  feeling 
and  education  spreads,  the  Greek  form  Hierapolis,  '  Sacred 
City,'  is  introduced.  The  difference  in  form  corresponds  to  a 
difference  in  spirit.  According  to  the  former  the  sanctuary, 
according  to  the  latter  the  city,  is  the  leading  idea. 

The  great  goddess  of  Hierapolis  was  the  Mother  Leto 
(Str.  469  f.  ;  see  PHRYGIA).  Hence  the  warnings 
issued  in  Col.  3s  16  Eph.  417-19  5  s/.  The  churches 
in  the  Lykos  valley  were  not  founded  by  Paul  personally 
(see  COLOSSE,  §  2).  That  of  Hierapolis  may  have  been 
the  creation  of  Epaphras  (Col.  4i2/. ).  Justinian  made 
it  the  metropolis  of  a  group  of  bishoprics. 

See  Ramsay,  Hist.  Geogr.  of  Asia  Minor,  84 ;  Cities  and 
Bishoprics  of  Phrygia,  I.  chap.  3.  w.  J.  W. 

HIEREEL  depenA  [BA]),  i  Esd.  92i  =  Ezra  102i, 
JEHIEL,  i.  10. 

HIEREMOTH. 

1.  (i«p<-n.i«>e  [BA]),  i  Esd.  9  27  =  Ezra  1026,  JEREMOTH,  10. 

2.  (icpffuaO  [BA]),  i  Esd.  9  30=  Ezra  10  29,  JEREMOTH,  12. 

HIERIELUS  (iczpiHAoc  [A],  iczopiKAoc  [B]), 
i  Esd.  9 27  =  Ezra  1026,  JEHIEL,  i.  n. 

HIERMAS  depMA  [B],  -C  [A]),  i  Esd.  926=Ezra 
1025,  RAMIAH. 

HIERONYMUS  (lepcoNyMOC  [VA]),  one  of  the 
commandants  (ffTparyyoi)  of  a  district  in  Palestine  in 
the  time  of  Judas  the  Maccabee  (2  Mace.  122). 

HIGGAION  (|V|n),  coupled  with  Selah,  Ps.  9iS  [17], 
(ooAH  [BXART]).  A  derivation  from  run  'to  moan, 
muse'  (cp  AVm2-  'meditation'),  is  as  unsatisfactory  as 
the  EV  rendering  ('  solemn  sound')  of  the  same  word 
in  Ps.  923  [4],  for  which  Wellh.  -  Furness  ('Psalms,' 
SBOT)  substitutes  'with  resounding  chords.'  Cheyne 
(Ps.W)  emends  the  text  in  both  passages. 

In  Ps.  923  [4],  with  <S,  he  reads  -1133  nb'JJJ  Vlp3>  ' to  tne 
sweetly-sounding  notes  of  the  lyre.'  In  Ps.  9 15  [17]  (for  >Vjn 

H^D)  he  reads  C3?  I'vjil,  'the  meditation  of  their  heart,'  and 

T  '  .  .  L 

regards  it  as  a  marginal  correction  of  the  partly  corrupt  C37  J'^ri 

of  MT  in  Ps.  10 17,  which  intruded  into  the  text  of  another 
column  of  the  archetype  (cp  a  similar  suggestion  in  HAR- 
HAIAH).!  Cp  SHIGGAION,  SELAH. 

HIGH  PLACE,  as  a  translation  of  Heb.  bdmdh  (HO3, 
pi.  niO2).2  In  the  literal  sense  'heights,'  only  in  the 

1  Poetical  use  plural  and  only  Poetical  (28.  1 19  25; 
'e-  cp  Ezek.  862,  where  however  the  text 
is  questioned). 

The  literal  sense  is  found  chiefly  in  certain  phrases :  to  ride 
or  stalk  over  the  'heights  of  the  earth  '  (Dt.  32  13  Is.  5S  14  Am. 
4  13  Mic.  1  3,  cp  Hab.  3  19),  or  stand  upon  them  (2  S.  22  34  =  Ps. 
1833  [34]);  'heights  of  the  sea'  (mountainous  waves,  Job  9s); 
'  cloud  heights  '  (Is.  14  14) ;  cp  Assyrian  ba»iati  sa  sade,  '  moun 
tain  heights  '  (Del.  HWB  177  /<).3 

In  prose  (sing,  and  pi.)4  bdmdh  is  always  a  place  of 
worship. 

In    this    use    © — which    frequently   transliterates  (cp,    e.g., 


1  So  far  as  the  reading  coh  JVJn  in  Ps.  10  17  is  concerned,  Gr. 
and  Hal.  have  a  claim  to  priority.     TJ2?  j'Dr)  (Hi.,  We.,   Du.) 
does  injustice  to  the  parallelism. 

2  The  other  words  occasionally  rendered  in  EV  '  high  place ' 
(CnD,   'Si?)  are  not  used  in  the  specific  sense  of  bamiih. 

3  Other  etymologies,  such  as  that  nD3  's  an  Indo-European 
loan-word  (/Sto/mds ;  J.  D.  Michaelis),  or  that  it  originally  meant 
not  'height'  but  'enclosure'  (Thenius,  Boucher),  need  not  be 
discussed.     On  the  origin  of  the  word  see  below,  §  7. 

4  Sing,  i  S.  9/.  i  K.  34(Gibeon),  2  K.  23  15  (Bethel),  Is.  16 12 
Jer.  48  35  Ezek.  20  29. 
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i  S.  9  12)—  renders  in  Pent.  crrijAat.l  in  the  Prophets  generally 

fiiafjioi,  in  the  Hist.  Books  VI//T),  vi/ojAd  ;  Aq.  and 

2.  As  a  place  prob.  Sym.  v^u^ara,  v^jjAd  ;  Vg.  consistently 

Of  Worship,   e-rcclsa;  Pesh.  'alawatha,  'high  places,'  some- 

times perakke,  'idol  shrines.' 

The  connection  of  the  notion  '  place  of  worship '  with 
the  primitive  meaning  '  high  place  '  is  well  illustrated  by 
i  S.  9 10-25  ;  the  town  (Ramah)  lay  on  the  side  of  the 
hill,  with  its  spring  of  water  at  the  foot  of  the  hill  below 
it,  and  the  place  of  sacrifice  (the  '  high  place')  above  it 
on  the  summit.2  That  mountain  and  hill  tops  were  the 
common  places  of  sacrifice  we  have  abundant  evidence 
in  the  OT. 

See  Hos.  4  13  9i/(cp  28.  24 16^),  Jer.  17  2  2  20  36  Ezek. 
6  13  20  27-29  i  K.  14  23  2  K.  16  4  17  io  etc.3 

In  the  older  prophets  'high  place'  (naa)  is  synonymous 
with  'holyplace,  sanctuary'  (cnpn);  see  Am.  7  9  Is.  16i2, 
also  Lev.  2630 /.  Such  places  were  very  numerous; 
we  know  of  many  from  the  historical  books,  and  may 
with  all  confidence  assume  that  every  city,  town,  and 
village  had  its  own  (cp  2  K.  17 9  «  238).  Some  of  these 
sanctuaries,  like  those  at  Bethel,  Gilgal,  and  Beersheba, 
had  a  wider  fame,  and  were  frequented  at  festival  seasons 
by  worshippers  from  near  and  far. 

As   a   place  of  sacrifice,4    the   bdmdh  had   its  altar 
(Hos.  8 ii    10i8    12n  [12]    etc.);    further,     according 
to  a  Canaanite  custom  adopted  by  the 


3.  The  sacred 


Israelites,  a  stone  stele  (massebdk]  and  a 


things.  wooden  post  or  pole(dsAerdA) ;  see  Hos. 
84  lOi  Dt.  122/  Ezek.  63-613  Lev.  263o/.  ;  cp  Philo 
Byblius,  frag.  1 7  (FHG  8564  B).5  Often  there  was  also 
a  sacred  tree,  as  at  Gibeah  where  Saul  sat  in  council 
(see  SAUL)  '  under  the  tamarisk  tree  in  the  bdmdh.  (i  S. 
226)  ;6  see  also  Hos.  4 13  Dt.  122  Jer.  220  Ezek.  6 13  etc.7 
At  Ramah  there  was  a  hall  (ns&h,  cp  X^x^)  in  which 
the  sacrificial  feast  was  held  (i  S.  922),  and  doubtless 
such  an  adjunct  was  common  ;  the  greater  sanctuaries 
may  have  had,  like  that  in  Jerusalem,  several  such 
rooms.  In  some  places  there  was  also  an  idol  or  idols 
(Hos.  4 17  84-6  10S  112  132  143[4]8[9]  Mic.  17  Is. 
28  1820  Ezek.  63-6913  Lev.  263o/.  ),8  such  as  the  bull 
images  of  Yahwe  at  Bethel  and  Dan  (i  K.  1226-30)  and 
the  serpent  idol  at  Jerusalem  (2  K.  184)  ;9  where  this 
was  the  case  there  would  necessarily  be  a  sacellum  or 
small  shrine  to  protect  the  idol,  which  was  often  made 
wholly  or  in  part  of  precious  metals  (Judg.  17s-  n'3 
DTI^N,  cp  i  S.  31 9)  ;  there  was  such  a  structure  at  Shiloh, 
in  which  the  ark  of  Yahwe  was  kept,  with  a  servant  of 
the  priest  as  sedituus  (i  S.  83),  and  probably  at  Nob 
(iS.  21). 

It  is  possible  that  the  more  primitive  agalmata,  the 
stone  steles,  obelisks,  or  cones,  were  sometimes  sheltered 
by  a  cella  with  open  front,  as  we  occasionally  see  it  upon 
Phoenician  coins ;  but  of  this  there  is  no  direct  evidence. 10 
Small  tents  or  tabernacles  may  have  been  used  for  a 
similar  purpose  ;  David  provided  such  a  shelter  for  the 
ark  (28.617  i  K.  228-30;  cp  Ex.  33 iff.},  and  2  S. 

1  With  this  translation  cp  the  inscription  on  the  stele  of  Mesha 
king  of  Moab,  tWDD1?  H.XT  nC3H  Ul'ttl- 

2  Such  has  been  in  all  ages  the  usual  situation  of  towns  in 
Palestine  ;  Benz.  HA  373  ;  cp  WRS  Rel.  Sent.  157  47O/.,  (2)  172 
4897: 

3  On  holy  mountains  among  the  Semites,  and  in  particular 


--iff.  Onthesubje 
Hohencultus  asiatischcr  und  europdischer  Volker,  '91  ;  Beer, 
Heilige  Hohen  derGriechen  itnd  Ranter,  '91.  See  also  NATURE 
WORSHIP,  §  4. 

4  Note  the  verbs  n3T  and  TCj?n,  'slaughter' and  'burn  fat,' 
as  the  .standing  description  of  the  high-place  worship,  i  K.  3  2^ 
'_'243  [44]  2  K.  12  3  [4]  144  15  4  35  16  4  23  s  etc. 

5  See  MASSEBAH  and  ASHF.KAH. 

6  Read  nS33  <&BL  ;  MT  nl213  ',  ®A  «"  Powxa. 

7  See  NATURE  WORSHIP. 

8  In  some  of  these  passages  domestic  idols  may  be  meant ;  so 
probably  in  Is.  II. cc. 

!l  See  IDOL,  §  4  ;  and  on  the  ephod  of  Gideon  and  Micah,  and 
at  Nob,  see  EPHOD,  §§  2,  4. 

1"  See  Per.-Chip.  History  of  Art  in  PJucnicia,  1  2767:  and  fig. 
199  ;  cp  Philo  Bybl.  fg.  1  7,  FHG  8564  B. 
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7  2-7  shows  that  at  a  comparatively  late  time  there  were 
those  who  thought  that  a  tent  was  a  more  suitable 
dwelling  for  Yahwe  than  a  house.  Ezek.  16 16  speaks 
of  bdmoth  ((5  el'SwXa)  made  of  clothing  stuffs,  a  patch 
work  of  divers  colours,  by  which  tents  or  canopies  are 
perhaps  to  be  understood  (Targ. ,  etc. )  ;  see  also  Hos. 
96  aK.  23;.1 

The  later  Jewish  distinction  of  public  and  private  bamoth, 
and  descriptions  of  them  (Mish.  Meg.  1  10 ;  Mish.  Zebachim, 
14io;  Tos.  Zebach.  13n^),  are  of  no  authority  for  the  times 
with  which  we  are  concerned. 

All  the  worship  of  old  Israel  was  worship  at  the  high 
places  ;  to  them  the  tithes  were  brought  (Gen.  2820-22 


4.  The  cultus. 


Am.  44) ;  at  them  all  sacrifices,  stated 


and  occasional,  by  the  individual,  the 
family  or  clan,  or  the  larger  sacral  community,  were 
offered  (i  S.  §\\ff.\  and  in  general  Dt.  125-8111317, 
whose  prohibitions  are  testimony  to  the  former  practice)  ;2 
there  transactions  requiring  a  solemn  sanction  were 
ratified  before  God  (Ex.  21  6  228  [7]  28  [27]  etc.  ),  and  there 
councils  were  held  (i  S.  226  <&).  To  the  high  places 
the  troops  of  dervish-like  nZbflm  resorted  to  work  up 
the  prophetic  ecstasy  by  music  and  whirling  dances  (i  S. 
10s  io).3  At  the  great  high  place  at  Gibeon  Solomon 
offered  his  hecatombs  and  practised  incubation  (i  K. 
2>1,ff.}.  Of  the  worship  at  the  high  places  of  Israel  in 
the  eighth-century  Hosea  paints  for  us  a  vivid  picture  ; 
the  joyous  gatherings  on  festival  days  —  new  moons, 
sabbaths,  annual  feasts  —  when  the  people  appeared  in 
gala  dress  (2  13  [15]  15  [17])  ;  the  sacrifices  and  libations 
(94),  and  offerings  of  corn  and  wine  and  oil,  of  flax  and 
wool,  of  figs  and  raisin-cakes,  in  gratitude  for  the  fruits 
of  the  year  (2  5  [7]  8  [io]/  12  [14]  3i);  in  times  of 
scarcity  the  '  cuttings  in  the  flesh  '  to  move  the  obdurate 
god  (7  14  (S5,  cp  i  K.  1828}  ;4  the  licentious  intercourse 
of  men  and  women,  in  which  the  priests  and  the  conse 
crated  women  (menp,  religious  prostitutes  ;  see  CLEAN, 
§  i,  col.  837,  IDOLATRY,  §  6,  SACRIFICE)  set  the 
example  —  a  rite  hallowed  by  sacrifice  (4  13  jf.  ,  cp  n  ; 
and  see  what,  is  narrated  by  a  late  writer  of  Eli's 
sons,  18.222);  the  divination  (rhabdomancy  ?  4  12). 
In  similar  terms  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel  describe  the 
worship  of  their  time. 

In  writers  of  the  seventh  and  the  sixth  centuries  the 
word  bdmoth  (always  plural,  even  when  a  single  holy 
place  is  meant)  5    is  used  with   the  pre- 


*~ 


dominating  connotation  '  sanctuaries  of  a 


3ntury      heathenish  or  idolatrous  cult'  ;   thus  Jer. 
writers.      ^  J9s  32^  (Melek)>  cp  17s  (@  om-) 

Ezek.  63-613  Lev.  2630/.6  The  deuteronomic  author 
and  the  subsequent  editor  of  Kings  apply  the  name  to 
the  sanctuaries  of  Judah  outside  of  Jerusalem,  which  they 
unhistorically  represent,  not  as  holy  places  older  than 
the  temple  of  Solomon,  but  as  originating  in  the  apostasy 
of  Rehoboam's  time  (i  K.  1422-24  2  K.  23s,  cp  8/.  ), 
and  as  having  been,  after  their  destruction  by  Hezekiah, 
rebuilt  by  Manasseh  (2  K.  21  3)  ;  also  to  the  shrines  of 
other  gods  in  Jerusalem  (2  K.  238)  or  its  vicinity  (i  K. 
117  2  K.  23i3,  on  the  Mt.  of  Olives)  ;  and  particularly 
to  the  holy  places  of  the  northern  kingdom  (on  which 
more  fully  below,  §  4).  In  the  same  way  moan  'jn3i 
'  high-place  priests,'  is  an  opprobrious  title  for  the  priests 
of  the  cities  of  Judah  (in  distinction  from  the  priesthood 
of  Jerusalem  ;  2  K.  289,  cp  8  =  Levites  Dt.  186),  who 
are  also  called  D'TDS,  'pagan  priests'  (2  K.  23s;  see 
CHEMARIM),  and  for  the  priests  of  Israel,  whose  illegiti- 

1  Note  also  the  names  Oholah  and  Oholibah,  Ezek.  23  4^,  and 
Oholibamah,  Gen.  862.  Tents  were  used  not  only  as  portable 
sanctuaries  in  camps  (e.g.,  by  the  Carthaginians,  Diod.  Sic. 
2065),  but  also,  in  certain  cults,  even  in  temples  (e.g.,  of  Beltis 
at  Harran,  En-Nedlm  in  Chwolsohn,  Sabier,  2  33),  and  in  some 
mysteries  (Maury,  Religions  de  lit  Grtce,  8494)  ;  cp  also  the 
yabs  <Jevyoc£opoun.ei>o9,  Philo  Bybl.  FHG  8567  A. 

-  See  further  SACRIFICE,  and  TITHE. 

3  See  PROPHET. 

4  See  CUTTINGS  IN  THE  FLESH,  §  i. 
8  Exceptions  2  K.  23  15  Ezek.  20  29. 

6  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  word  does  not  occur  in  Dt. 
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macy  is  emphasized  (i  K.  1232  18233  2  K.  2820),  as 
well  as  for  the  priests  of  the  heathen  colonists  of  Samaria 
(ib.  1732)-  In  this  period  the  stigma  of  heathenism  thus 
everywhere  attaches  to  the  word. 

In  several  places  (none  earlier  than  the  end  of  the 
yth  cent.)  we  read  of  a  niD3  rva  (sing.,1  plur.  nica  »na), 

c  T*,«  Ks~.K4.v,    — i-e-<  a  temple  of  an  idolatrous  cult  : 

6.  i ne  bamotn-  . ,  T,  .;,  .        ' 

temoles          thus,  2  K.  1/2932,  the  old  temples  of 

the    Samaritans,    in    which    the    alien 

colonists  set    up  their   images  and  worshipped  Yahwe 

after    their    fashion  ;    i   K.    1231,    the    temples    which 

Jeroboam  I.  built  in  rivalry  to  the  temple  of  Yahwe  at 

Jerusalem;  further,  i  K.  1832   2  K.  23  19. 

In  other  cases  JTC3  alone  (always  plur.)  seems  to  be  used  in 
the  same  sense  ;  note  the  verbs  n33,  '  build '  (i  K.  14  23  2  K.  17  9 
213  Jer.  731  19s  3235),  and  JTU,  'pull  down,  demolish '  (2  K. 
23s  15,  cp  Ezek.  16  39), 2  though  by  themselves  these  verbs  do 
not  necessarily  imply  an  edifice,  being  used,  e.g.,  of  an  altar. 

In  the  passages  just  cited  the  word  bamah  has  lost  the 
physical  meaning  '  high  place '  altogether  ;  the  bdmoth 
spoken  of  were  in  the  cities  of  Israel  and  Judah  (2  K. 
1?9  23 15),  in  one  of  the  gates  of  Jerusalem  (2  K.  238), 
in  its  streets  or  open  places  (Ezek.  16  24  f.  3139,  where 
HOT  [i|  3J]  is  equivalent  to  noa.  if  indeed  the  text  should 
not  be  so  emended)  ;  3  the  bdmoth  of  the  Melek  cult 
were  in  the  valley  of  Hinnom  (Jer.  731  etc. );  see 
MOLECH.  We  often  read  of  bdmoth  on  hills  (e.g. ,  Ezek. 
63  i  K.  ll/),  and  under  green  trees  (e.g. ,  i  K.  1423)  ; 
observe  also  that  the  sacrifices  are  always  said  to  be 
offered  ma33  (in  or  at  the  bdmoth},  never  ^y  (on),  and 
contrast  Is.  16 12.  It  has  been  thought  that  the  bdmoth 
in  valleys,  cities,  etc. ,  were  artificial  mounds,  taking  the 
place  of  the  natural  'high  places,'  the  summits  of  hills 
and  mountains,  such  as  are  found  among  various 
peoples.4  This  is  in  itself  possible  enough  ;  but  evidence 
of  it  is  lacking  in  the  OT  ;  even  in  Ezek.  16  24  f.  31  39 
it  is  doubtful  whether  this  is  the  prophet's  meaning. 

The  history  of  the  high  places  is  the  history  of  the 
old  religion  of  Israel.  Here  we  have  only  to  do  with 

7  Historv  •  nre  the  attitude  to  tnem  assumed  by 
.  .  i  y-V  tne  reijgious  leaders  and  reformers.5 
deuteronomic.  ,T  .  ,.a,  ,  .  ,  , 

Most  of  the  high  places  were  douotless 

old  Canaanite  holy  places  which  the  Israelites,  as  they 
gradually  got  possession  of  the  land,  made  their  own 
(see  Dt.  122^  2  K.  17  n  etc. )  ;  the  legends  in  Genesis 
which  tell  of  the  founding  of  the  altars  of  the  more 
famous  sanctuaries  by  the  forefathers ,  Jacob-Israel  and 
Abraham,  often  in  connection  with  atheophanyor  other 
manifestation  of  Yahwe 's  presence  at  the  spot,  are  at 
once  a  recognition  that  these  holy  places  were  older  than 
the  Israelite  invasion  of  Palestine  and  a  legitimation  of 
them  as  altars  of  Yahwe  ;  the  name  bamah  itself  was 
probably  borrowed  from  the  Canaanites.  There  can  be 
little  doubt  that  the  cultus  at  the  high  places  was  in  the 
main  learned  by  the  Israelites  from  the  older  occupants 
together  with  the  agriculture  with  which  it  was  so  closely 
interwoven  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  26  f. ).  Not  only  were  the 
rites  the  same  as  those  with  which  the  Canaanites 
worshipped  their  baals,  but  it  is  probable  that  at 
the  beginning  the  worship  was  actually  addressed  to 
the  baals,  the  givers  of  the  fruits  of  the  soil  (cp  BAAL, 

Is/)- 

Later,  when  Canaan  had  become  completely  the  land 
of  Israel,  and  thus  Yahwe,  Israel's  God,  whose  old 
seats  were  in  the  distant  south,  became  the  God  of 

1  Never    ,103    iV3 ',   cp   nD3  rT3,  Mesha   /.   27  (Is.  15  2),  n. 
pr.  loc. 

2  Oftener  the  more  general  words  TSBTI,  natfJ.  DB'3(Niph.), 
13N.     In  2  K.  23  15  the  text  is  in  disorder  ;  rny  did  not  origin 
ally  refer  to  the  nD3- 

3  [33,  w.  24  31  3gt   EV,    'eminent  place,'   the  mound   upon 
which  stands  the  altar  (Bertholet,  etc.),  or  a  cupola  or  'vaulted 
chamber'  (RVmg.)  for  heathen  worship  (Davidson).     AVmg-'s 
rendering  after  Vg.  and  ®BAQ'",  etc.,  is  needless.] 

4  [See  Gesenius,   Preface  to  Gramberg,   Religions-ideen  des 
AT  \  pp.  xix-xxi.] 

5  See  also  HEXATEUCH,  §  14^! 
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the  land,  the  cultus  was  addressed  to  him;1  but 
as  its  character  was  not  changed,  the  consequence  was 
that  Yahw6  was  worshipped  as  a  baal.  It  is  thus  easy 
to  understand  how,  to  a  prophet  like  Hosea,  the  religion 
of  his  countrymen  should  seem  to  be  unmixed  Canaanite 
heathenism  (2s  [7]  cp  8  [10]  12  [14]  /.  16  [18]  /  13  i 
etc. ),  and  how,  from  the  same  point  of  view,  the  religious 
reformers  of  the  seventh  century  should  demand  the 
abolition  of  the  high  places  as  the  first  step  to  restoring 
the  true  religion  of  Yahwe. 

From  the  standpoint  of  Dt.  and  the  deuteronomistic 
historians,  the  high  places  were  legitimate  places  of 
sacrifice  until  the  building  of  the  temple  at  Jerusalem 
( i  K.  3  2)  ;  after  that  they  were  forbidden.2  The  history, 
however,  shows  that  they  continued  to  be  not  only  the 
actual,  but  also  the  acknowledged  sanctuaries  of  Judah 
as  well  as  Israel  down  to  the  seventh  century.  The 
building  of  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  had  neither  the 
purpose  nor  the  effect  of  supplanting  them.  The  author 
of  KINGS  (who  reckons  it  a  heinous  fault)  records  of  all 
the  kings  of  Judah  from  Solomon  to  Hezekiah  that  they 
did  not  do  away  with  the  high  places.  The  oldest  collec 
tions  of  laws,  in  Ex.  3424-26,  assume  the  existence  of  these 
local  sanctuaries  ;  Ex.  20  24-26  formally  legitimates  their 
altars.  The  prophets  of  the  ninth  century  contend 
(against  the  foreign  religion  introduced  by  Ahab)  for  the 
worship  of  Yahwe  alone  in  Israel ;  to  Elijah  the  destruc 
tion  of  the  altars  of  Yahwe  (high  places)  is  a  token 
of  complete  apostasy  (i  K.  19  10-14) ;  he  himself  repairs 
the  fallen  altars  on  the  sacred  mountain  Carmel  (1830). 
Amos  and  Hosea  assail  the  cultus  at  the  high  places  as 
corrupt  and  heathenish,  like  the  whole  religion  of  their 
contemporaries  ;  but  it  is  the  character  of  the  worship 
and  the  worshippers,  not  the  place,  that  they  condemn  ; 
the  worship  in  Jerusalem  pleases  the  prophets  no  better 
(Is.  1 10  ff. ;  cp28?/  ,  which  is  at  least  applied  to  Judah). 
Hezekiah  is  said  to  have  removed  the  high  places  (2  K. 
18422213);  3  but  it  is  hardly  probable  (see  HEZEKIAH, 
§  i)  that  the  king's  reforms  went  beyond  an  attempt  to 
suppress  the  idolatry  against  which  Isaiah  so  incessantly 
inveighed  ; 4  the  mention  of  the  high  places  is  from  the 
hand  of  the  deuteronomic  author,  who  thus  conforms 
the  account  of  Hezekiah' s  good  work  to  that  of  Josiah 
(2  K.  23)  and  to  the  deuteronomic  law.  Certainly 
the  high  places  were  in  their  full  glory  in  the  reigns  of 
Hezekiah's  successors  Manasseh  and  Amon. 

One  of  the  chief  aims  of  Deuteronomy  is  to  restrict  the 

worship  of  Yahwe  to  the  temple  in  Jerusalem.     All  other 

S.Deuteronomy  pla'fs  °f  sacrifice-which  are  signifi- 

and  Josiah's     *?**%  described  as  the  places  where 

reforms  Canaanites  worshipped  their  gods 

— are  to  be  razed  ;  no  similar  cult  is 

to  be  offered  to  Yahwe  (122-8  and  many  other  places).5 

Within  the  limits  of  his  little  kingdom  Josiah  (621) 

carried  out  the  prescriptions  of  the  new  law-book. 

We  are  told  that  he  also  destroyed  the  high  places  at  Bethel 
and  in  the  other  cities  of  Samaria  (2  K.  23  15  igyC).  In  the  weak 
ness  of  the  moribund  Assyrian  empire  such  an  action  is 
conceivable  (cp  2  K.  23 \2t)f.  );  but  the  author  of  2  K.  23  15-20  is 
hardly  a  competent  witness. 

That  the  people  of  the  Judasan  cities  and  villages  saw 
unmoved  the  altars  at  which  their  forefathers  had 
worshipped  Yahwe  for  centuries  torn  down,  the  venerated 

1  Stade's  view,  that  the  high  places  were  ancestral  tombs,  and 
that  the  cult  which  was  supplanted  by  that  of  the  national  god 
Yahwe  was  that  of  a  tribal  hero(f7K/.  1449^),  is  perhaps  true 
of  some  of  them  ;  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  this  was  the 
universal  development. 

2  For  the  Jewish  attempts  to  reconcile  this  theory  and  the 
practice  of  the  times  of  the  Judges,  Samuel,  and  David,  with  the 
existence  of  the  tabernacle  of  P,  see  Mish.  Zeba.ch.lm,  \\i,_ff., 
Tos.  Zi'bachlm,  13  ;   further,  the  numerous  passages  from  the 
Tnlmuds  and   Jewish  commentators  collected  by  Ugolino  in  his 
Thesaurus,  105597?: 

8  According  to  Chron., — in  conflict  with  its  sources, — other 
good  kings  had  done  the  same  before  (2  Ch.14  3  [2],  Asa,  cp  15  17; 
176,  Jehoshaphru). 

4  See  the  notice  in  2  K.  18  $b,  and  cp  NEHUSHTAN  and 
IDOLATRV,  §  9. 

6  See  DEUTERONOMY,  §  13. 
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symbols  of  the  deity  destroyed,  the  holy  places  profaned, 
the  priests  forcibly  removed  to  Jerusalem — their  whole 
religion  plucked  up  by  the  roots — is  not  to  be  imagined  ; 
their  temper  may  be  guessed  from  the  reception  which 
one  preacher  of  the  new  model  met  in  his  native  town 
of  Anathoth  (Jer.  11).  When,  in  608,  Josiah  fell  in 
battle  against  Pharaoh  Necho,  a  swift  and  sweeping 
reaction  set  in.  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  and  Zephaniah,  as 
well  as  the  author  of  Kings,  give  abundant  evidence 
that  the  old  cults  flourished  in  full  vigour  down  to  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  in  586  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  36^). 

It  is  commonly  believed  that  the  Exile  accomplished 
what  the  covenant  and  the  reforms  of  Josiah  had  failed 
permanently  to  achieve. 

The  population  of  Judah,  it  is  assumed,  was  carried  away  to 

Babylonia  ;     and    when    after    fifty     years   a   new  generation 

returned  to  Palestine,  they  had  no   motive 

9.   I  he  Exile     for  restoring  the  old  local  cults  whose  con- 
and  the          tinuity  had  thus  been  so  long  interrupted. 

Restoration  Moreover,  those  who  came  back  were  men 
of  a  new  mind;  the  propensity  to  polytheism, 
idolatry,  and  a  superstitious  and  sensuous  worship  had  been 
eradicated  ;  the  one  great  end  of  the  returning  exiles  was  to  re 
establish  the  pure  religion  of  Yahwe  on  the  basis  of  the 
deuteronomic  law. 

This  representation  of  the  effect  of  the  catastrophe  of 
586  rests  upon  conceptions  of  the  character  of  both  the 
'  Exile '  and  the  restoration  which  are  demonstrably 
erroneous  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  41  ff.}.  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel 
are  our  witnesses  that  the  deportation  of  597  wrought  no 
amendment  either  in  those  who  were  carried  away  or  in 
those  who  were  left  behind  ;  from  Jer.  44  we  see  that  the 
events  of  the  disastrous  year  586,  so  far  from  making 
the  people  throw  away  their  idols,  led  directly  to  a 
revival  of  foreign  cults.  The  Jews  who  were  left  in  the 
land — and  they  were  the  greater  part  of  the  old  popula 
tion  of  Judah — certainly  continued  to  worship  Yahwe 
after  the  manner  of  their  fathers  ;  and  that  they  paid 
small  respect  to  the  deuteronomic  laws  is  shown  by  the 
attitude  which,  at  a  later  time,  the  representatives  of  the 
goldh  take  towards  this  'am  hd-ares.  Evidence  of  the 
survival  or  revival  in  the  Persian  period  of  the  cults  which 
were  put  under  the  ban  of  Deuteronomy  is  perhaps  to  be 
found  in  Is.  57  ^ff.  661-7  66  ijf.  27 9,  cpalso  the  glosses 
in  178.  *  So  far  was  the  dogma  that  sacrifice  could  be 
offered  to  Yahwe  only  in  one  place  from  being  universally 
acknowledged  after  the  Exile,  that  in  the  second  century 
B.C.  a  temple  after  the  model  of  that  in  Jerusalem  [so 
far  as  the  internal  arrangements  were  concerned]  was 
erected  by  the  Egyptian  Jews  at  Leontopolis,  with  a 
priesthood  of  unimpeachable  legitimacy.2  In  the 
petition  which  Onias  addresses  to  Ptolemy  and  Cleopatra 
for  permission  to  build  this  temple  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  3  i, 
§  65^).  one  of  the  reasons  urged  is  that  the  Egyptian 
Jews — like  those  in  Ccelesyria  and  Phoenicia — have 
many  temples  (tepd;  cp  also  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  23)  not  of 
the  proper  type,  and  on  this  account  are  at  variance 
with  one  another,  as  the  Egyptians  also  are  on  account 
of  the  multitude  of  their  temples  and  differences  in 
their  cultus  ;  he  asks,  therefore,  to  be  allowed  to  build  a 
temple  after  the  pattern  of  that  in  Jerusalem,  that  the 
Jews  in  Egypt  may  be  united  by  having  one  common 
place  of  worship.  This  testimony  is  none  the  less 
remarkable  if  the  letter  of  Onias  was  composed  by 
Josephus  himself,  or  by  a  preceding  historian.  In 
view  of  all  these  things,  we  may  well  hesitate  to  believe 
that  the  old  high  places  of  Judah  disappeared  for  ever 
with  the  Exile.  The  process  was  probably  gradual, 

1  [See  Che.  Intr.  Is.  316  n.  3.     Smend's  interpretation  of  Is. 
27g  (heathen  altars  tolerated,  out  of  necessity,  by  the  Jews  in 
the  land  sacred  to  Yahwe)  is  hardly  probable— ED.]     In  Is.  57 
etc.,  Duhm  and  Che.  find  utterances  of  Jewish  orthodox  zeal 
against  the  Samaritans  and  those  Jews  who  sympathised  with 
them.      It    is   questionable    whether   the  application   of  these 
passages  should  be  restricted  to  the  Samaritans. 

2  Menachoth,   109*;   cp  Is.   19 18^     See  Schur.   GJV1<m- 
456  ;  Willrich,  Juden  und  Griechen,  u.s.w.,  126  ff.  ;  Biichler, 
Tobiaden   und  Oniaden,    239  ff.      Even   in   the   Mishna   the 
validity   of  the   sacrifices   offered    in  the   temple    of  Onias  is 
somewhat  grudgingly  acknowledged  (Menachoth,  13 10). 
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and  is   hidden  from  us  in   the  obscurity  which  hangs 
over  the  centuries  of  the  Persian  and  Greek  period. 

Spencer,     De    legibus    ritualibus,      223,  §   i  ff.\     Blasius 
Ugolinus  in   his   Thesaurus,   10559^  {De  Excelsis  ;  cases  of 

apparent  violation  of  the  deuteronomic  law 
10.  Literature,  of  the  single  altar,  with  Jewish  comment 

on  the  same)  ;  Baudissin,  '  Hohendienst,  ' 
PREP)  6181-193  (literature,  193);  Scholz,  Gotzendienst  und 
Zauberwesen,  120  ff.;  We.  Prol.W  17  ff.\  Stade,  GVI  \t,t,t,ff.  ; 
Piepenbring,  '  Histoire  des  lieux  de  culte  et  du  sacerdoce  en 
Israel,'  Rev.  if  Hist,  des  Rel.  24  1-60,  133-186  ('91);  Hoo- 
nacker,  Le  iieu  du  culte  dans  la  legislation  rituelle  des  Hebreux 
(^94)  ;  Nowack,  HA  2  -]ff.  ;  v.  Gall,  Altisraelitische  Kultstdtte 
('98).  See  also,  on  the  Critical  questions,  the  literature  under  the 
articles  on  the  books  of  the  Hexateuch.  Q.  F.  M. 

nijn),   Lev.  21io  etc.     See 


HIGH  PRIEST 

PRIEST. 
HILEN  (J^n),  i  Ch.  6S8  [43]-     See  HOLON,  i. 

HILKIAH  (-irPjp^n,  i1»j^>n  [so  in  nos.  4-7],  '  Yahw<b 
is  my  portion'  ;  cp  HELKAI  ;  \eAK[e]i<\C  [BAL]).  Cp 
CHELCIAS,  Sus.  22963  ;  Bar.  1  1  7. 

i.  The  chief  priest  under  Josiah,  mentioned  in  con 
nection  with  the  repairs  of  the  temple  and  with  the 
event  which  made  the  king  a  definite  adherent  of 
purified  Yahwism  (2  K.  22  4  ff.  ).  That  Hilkiah  '  forged  ' 
the  book  which  he  stated  (v.  8)  that  he  had  '  found  ' 
is  an  impossible  theory  (WRS  OTJCW  363).  What 
led  Hilkiah  to  say  that  he  had  '  found  the  book  of 
direction'  (EV  'the  book  of  the  law')  is  not  recorded. 
He  may  merely  have  meant  '  Here  is  the  best  and 
fullest  law-book,  about  which  thou  hast  been  asking.' 
Twaa  need  not  mean  '  I  have  found  for  the  first  time.' 
It  is  possible  that  the  seeming  connection  of  the  '  find 
ing  '  of  the  law-book  with  the  arrangement  about  the 
temple-money  may  be  simply  due  to  the  combination 
of  two  separate  reports.  At  any  rate,  Shaphan,  not 
Hilkiah,  must  have  begun  the  conversation  on  the 
law-book.  '  In  the  house  of  Yahw6  '  probably  means 
'  in  the  temple  library."  See  JosiAH,  §  i. 

2.  Father  of  ELIAKIM^  i  [q.v.]  (2  K.  18  18  :  \a.k.  [A;  om.  L 
in  this  verse],  26,  37,  [n'Crml  ',  Is.  22  20  36  322). 

3.  Father  of  the  prophet  Jeremiah  (Jer.  1  1). 

4.  In    the    Levitical   genealogy   of  ETHAN    [y.v.,    3]   (i  Ch. 
645(3°];  XeAXtov  [A],  xeA<"a  [L],  om.  B). 

5.  b.   Hosah,  a  Merarite   Levite  (i  Ch.  26  n;    x6^X6las  [AJ> 
om.  B).     See  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (ii.  d). 

6.  Father  of  GEMARIAH,  2  (Jer.  29  [<B  36]  3). 

7.  A  priest,  temp.  Ezra;  Neh.  8^(e\Kfia  [B],  x<^ie[>]ta  [XA]), 
12  7  (Nc.amg.  sup^  om.  BN*A)2i(om.  BN*A,  eAicia  [Kc.amg;.  inf.])  ; 
in  i  Esd.  9  43,  EZECIAS,  RV  EZEKIAS  (efexias  [BA]). 

T.  K.  C. 

HILL,  HILL-COUNTRY.    See  MOUNT  ;  cp  GIBEAH. 

HILLEL  (??n,  a  well-known  Jewish  name  in  Rab 
binical  times),  father  of  ABDON  (ii.  ,  i)  the  judge,  a 
native  of  PIRATHON  (q.v.  i),  Judg.  12/3  15  (eAAHA  [B], 
eAAHX  [B*v!d-  in  v.  15],  ceAAHM  [A,  c  precedes], 
eAAHM  [L])- 

<5A,  and  ©L  if  correct,  point  to  some  form  like  Q^,-|,  i  Ch. 
735  (cp  HELEM). 

HIN  (i^n,  on  etym.  cp  ZDMG,  46n4).  Ex.  29-to 
etc.  See  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

HIND  (r6»N,  nW),  Gen.  49  21  etc.     See  HART. 

HINNOM,  VALLEY  OF  (D3H  »|),  or  Valley  of  the 
son  (also,  children)  of  Hinnom  (Dili!  ["^J'P  [NPI), 
also  called  simply  The  Valley  (Jer.  223 
8X40  [so  too  Ass.  Mos.  10  10],  cp  2  Ch. 
26g  Neh.  21315  813  'the  valley  gate'),  one  of  the 
valleys  round  about  Jerusalem. 

(a)  Vss.  <j>dpa.y£  [•viov]evvoi±[RXA.QL](con-)vallisennom[Vg.]. 
The  shorter  designation  D3H  'j!  is  found  only  in  Josh.  15  sb 

18  i6/'  Neh.  11  30  (om.  BNA),  in  Josh.  I.e.  w.^fi  i6a,  the  longer 
and  usual  form  is  used.  (BBAL  reads  $.  [uiou]  fvvofi,  but  <f>. 
[viov]  ovofj.  [B  in  158]  a-ovva/j.  [B  in  18  16].  (6)  -p  is  transliter 
ated  in  2  Ch.  2S3(yeu/Sei/00|U.  [B],  yrj/Seei/i'Oju.  [A],  <f>apayyi  |3ei/ei/i>o/u. 
[L],  vallis  Benennont  [Vg.]),  2  Ch.  336  (y1  |3«mup'  [A],  yr) 
fievevvoii.  [L]  and  ye  (Save  epi'O/u.  [B]).  ©B's  rendering  points  to 

Dlin  '33  '•>.  '  Valley  of  the  sans  of  Hinnom,'  which  is  found  once 

••  .     .^  j 
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in  the  MT,  2  K.23  10  (Ketib).  The  Kera  and  Vss.  (c/>.  vlov  evvo.fi. 
[13L],  <j>.  vt.  ti'TO/io/j.'  [A])  read  -p.  Cp  also  Josh.  18  i6a  v. 
jiliorum  ennom  (Vg.).  (c)  For  <f>dpay£,  I-OTTIJ  occurs  in  Josh. 
18  i6a  (BAL),  and  also  eco/a  (LI,  and  the  transliterated  you  it. 
166  (yat.evva[fi]  [BL]  y.  ovvop  [A]).  In  Jer.  196  N'J  is  repre 
sented  by  TTO\vdvSpiov. 

Bottcher,  Graf,  and  Ges.-Buhl  derive  ojn  from  Ar. 
hanna,  '  to  sigh,  whimper '  ;  but  the  word  is  much 
_  .  .  more  probably  an  unmeaning  fragment  of  a 
°  '  name.  The  true  name  was  hardly  that  of 
a  person  (so  Stanley,  Sin.  and  Pal.  172),  for  in  Jer. 
732  196  the  name  is  altered  to  'valley  of  slaughter'; 
originally  therefore  it  had  some  agreeable  sense.  Con 
sidering  the  use  made  of  the  valley  we  may  further 
assume  that  the  true  name  had  a  religious  reference,  and 
may  with  some  probability  emend  D:rrp  into  ]Dj?r|3, 
•  pleasant  son '  (Che. ),  and  suppose  that  a  syncretistic 
worship  of  TAMMUZ  and  Melech  (see  MOLECH)  was 
practised  in  the  valley.  This  helps  us  to  understand 
the  horror  felt  by  Ezekiel  (if  the  view  of  GOG  and 
MAGOG  is  correct)  at  the  worship  of  '  Tammuz-Lord.' 

The  first  occurence  of  ge  hinnom  (?)  is  probably  in  Is. 
22s  (cp  v.  i),  where  no  less  a  writer  than  Isaiah  has 
been  thought  to  mention  it.  The 
occurence,  it  is  true,  is  gained  by 
emending  the  text ;  but  a  parallel  emendation  is  called 
for  in  Zech.  14s  (see  VISION,  VALLEY  OF).  The  most 
notable  reference,  however,  is  in  2  K.  23 10,  where  we 
read  that  Josiah  '  defiled  the  Topheth  which  is  in  the 
valley  of  the  sons  of  Hinnom'  (see  above,  §  16),  '  that 
no  man  might  make  his  son  or  his  daughter  to  pass 
through  the  fire  to  Molech '  ;  so  that,  if  Ben  Naaman 
was  the  name  of  the  divinity  originally  worshipped  in 
the  '  valley,'  the  awful  Molech  (or  rather  Melech)  had 
acquired  a  precedence  over  Ben  Naaman.  Probably 
too,  as  Geiger  suggested,1  the  phrase  '  the  graves  of  the 
common  people '  (v.  6)  should  rather  be  '  the  graves  of 
ben-hinnom  '  2  (ben  ndaman  ?}.  The  text,  thus  cor 
rected,  shows  that  the  burying-place  of  ben-hinnom  was 
at  any  rate  near  the  gorge  of  KIDRON  (y.v.).  It  was 
in  this  valley,  according  to  the  Chronicler,  that  Ahaz 
and  Manasseh  sacrificed  their  sons  (2  Ch.  28s  336). 
Jeremiah  (7 31)  speaks  of  the  'high  places  of  the 
Topheth,  which  is  in  the  valley  of  ben-Himmon  (?) '  ; 
in  the  ||  passage  (32  35)  he  calls  them  '  the  high  places 
of  Baal.'  The  abominations  there  practised  were  the 
cause  of  the  change  of  name  announced  by  the  prophet 
(Jer.  732  196).  See  further  ESCHATOLOGY,  §§  10  ff. 
63  (3)  7°  ("'•/)  8l  (3.  i"-)  :  TOPHET. 

Opinions  differ  as  to  the  site  of  this  valley.       The 

question  is  complicated,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  decide 

_,      ,.„      it    with  confidence.      'Whatever  view  is 

4.  identm-   taken  of  the  p0sition   of  the  vaney  Of 

.  Hinnom,  all  writers  concur  in  its  extend 
ing  to  the  junction  of  the  three  valleys  of  Jerusalem 
below  Siloam — i.e. ,  there  must  be  one  spot  below 
Siloam  which  all  agree  in  making  a  portion  of  the 
valley  of  Hinnom '  (Warren).  The  point  on  which 
geographers  are  divided  is  whether  the  valley  is  the 
Wady  er-Rababi  (the  west  and  south  valley),  the 
Tyropceon  (the  centre  valley),  or  the  Kidron  (east 
valley).  The  first  view  is  supported  by  Robinson, 
Stanley,  Barclay,  Baed.-Socin,  and  Buhl ;  the  second  by 
Robertson  Smith  (Enc.  Brit.W,  'Jerusalem'  ;  cp  RS&, 
372),  Sayce  (PEFQ,  '83,  p.  213),  and  Birch  (PEFQ, 
'78,  p.  I79/)  ;  the  third  by  Sir  C.  Warren3  (Recovery 
of  Jerus.,  307;  Hasting' s  .£52387).  Cp  JERUSALEM, 
§io/ 

Let  us  collect  some  of  the  data.  i.  According  to  P 
the  Valley  entered  into  the  boundary  of  Judah  and 
Benjamin  (see  Josh.  158  18 16),  and  so  much  at  least  is 

1  Jild.  Zt.  2  259  ;  there  are  traces  of  the  reading  in  Tg. 

2  For  the  inappropriate  nyn  '33  the  Chronicler  (2  Ch.  344) 
substitutes  DH1?  D'rnlrr. 

3  Eus.  OS  300  12,  identifies  the  <j>apa.y£  cvvofj.  with  the  Valley 
of  Jehoshaphat ;  cp  Jer.,  OS  128  10. 
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clear,  that  the  border-line  runs  through  NEPHTOAH,  the 
Mount  (inn),  the  Valley  of  Hinnom,  En-Rogel,  and 

En-shemesh. 

In  describing  the  border  of  Judah  from  E.  to  W.  (Josh.  15s) 
'  the  Mount '  is  spoken  of  as  '  before  OjB'Sy)  the  valley  of  Hinnom 
westward  '  and  '  at  the  end  of  the  plain  of  KKPHAIM  (q.v.)  north 
ward.'  Similarly  in  18  16,  which  proceeds  in  the  reverse  direction, 
'  the  Mount'  is  still  'before'  the  valley  but  is  mentioned  first. 
It  would  seem  that  either  (a)  'JB-^V  does  not  (exceptionally,  see 
CHERITH,  col.  740,  n.  3)  mean  the  east,  or  (/>)  the  words  defining 
the  position  of  '  the  Mount '  are  an  inaccurate  gloss. 

2.  In  Jer.  19  2  the  ge  ben-Hinnom  is  said  to  be   'by 
the  entry  of  the  gate  HARSITH  '  (Harsuth  ?).     Wherever 
this  gate  was,  its  name  does  not  mean  'east.'     If  it  is 
the  same  as   the    '  Dung-gate '   (niDin  may  even   be  a 
corruption  of  rnstrn,  see  Neh.  3 13),  it  was  at  the  end  of 
the  Tyropceon  valley. 

3.  We  have  also  t'o  note  what  is  said  of  the  position 
of   the    'Valley    Gate'    (rebuilt  by   Uzziah  :    2  Ch.  269 
yuviav  [Bab  mg'],  TTU\TJV  y<avia.s  rrjs  (f>ap.  [B*A],  IT.  ayyai 
[L]).      It  faced  the  '  Dragon  Well'  (Neh.  2 13  ;  perhaps 
EN-ROGEL  [g.v.],  see  also  DRAGON,  4  [£•]),  and  was 
distant  a  thousand  cubits  from  the  '  Dung-gate  '  (Neh. 
813  ;  Tri>\T)v  TTJS  <f>ap.  [BA],  IT.  yai  [L]),  beyond  which 
came  the  '  Fountain  Gate,'  and  the  '  King's  Pool.' 

Of  discussions  on  the  site  of  the  Valley  of  Hinnom  we  may 
mention  Sir  C.  W.  Wilson's  in  Smith's  DBV)  ('93)  and  Sir  C. 
Warren's  in  Hastings'  DB  ('99).  At  present  the  majority  of 
scholars  adhere  to  the  view  expressed  by  the  former,  that  the 
true  Valley  of  Hinnom  is  the  Wady  er-Rababi;  but  cp  JKRU- 
SALEM,  col.  2423.  T.  K.  C. — S.  A.  C. 

HIPPOPOTAMUS  (ntona,  OHRIA  [BNA],  KTHNH 
[Aq. ,  Theod.]  ;  see  BEHEMOTH,  §  i),  Job40si,  RVms- 
Ten  verses  (w.  15-24)  or  distichs  are  devoted  in  Job  40 
to  a  description  of  an  animal  which  is  most  probably 
the  hippopotamus  (H.  amphibius,},  though  there  are 
elements  in  the  description  which  appear  to  some  to 
require  a  mythological  explanation  (see  BEHEMOTH, 
§  3).  Sa'adya,  it  is  true,  the  only  old  interpreter 
who  ventures  on  an  identification,  renders  Behemoth 
by  the  Arabic  word  for  rhinoceros,  and  Schultens, 
unmoved  by  the  arguments  of  Bochart,  identifies 
it  with  the  elephant.  Most  commentators,  how 
ever,  since  Gesenius,  have  taken  the  side  of  Bochart, 
who  has,  as  they  believe,  clearly  shown  (i)  that  the 
animal  is  described  as  amphibious,  (2)  that  the  juxta 
position  of  Behemoth  and  leviathan  here  accords  with 
the  close  association  of  the  hippopotamus  with  the 
crocodile  in  ancient  writers  (e.g. ,  Herod.  269-71,  Diod. 
135,  Plin.  //7V825  288)  as  chief  among  the  tenants  of 
the  Nile,  and  (3)  that  the  description,  apart  from  one 
or  two  difficult  clauses,  exactly  suits  the  hippopotamus. 
Some  commentators  (e.g. ,  Del. )  would  also  find  the 
Behemoth  or  hippopotamus  in  Is.  306  ;  but  this  is  not  a 
probable  view  (see  BEHEMOTH,  §  i). 

We  now  turn  to  the  details  of  the  description.  Verses  15^ 
and  20, 

'  He  eateth  grass  like  the  ox "... 
'  Surely  the  mountains  bring  him  forth  food  ; 
Where  all  the  beasts  of  the  field  do  play,' 

refer  to  the  fact  that  the  hippopotamus  is  graminivorous,  and 
inoffensive  towards  other  animals.  In  w.  16-18  we  have  a 
powerful  picture  of  his  muscular  strength,  on  the  ground  of 
which  he  is  to  be  regarded  as  among  the  most  wonderful  of 
God's  creatures  (71.  iga).1  Verse  ig/>  is  difficult,  but  (unless 
we  emend  the  text  [see  BEHEMOTH,  vol.  i.  col.  521,  middle]) 
must  allude  to  the  animal's  tusks,  with  which  he  shears  his 
vegetable  food  : 

'  (God)  who  made  him  so  that  he  should  apply  his  sword  ' 
(so  DL). 

Verses  21  f.  describe  his  favourite  haunts,  and  r'.  23  refers  to 
the  most  wonderful  fact  of  all — that  the  animal  is  equally  at 
home  on  land  or  water  ;  it  is  puzzling,  however,  to  find  the 
Jordan  mentioned.2  Verse  24  is  generally  taken  interrogatively ; 
but  Di.,  referring  to  the  fact  that  the  Nubians  of  the  present 
day  openly  attack  the  hippopotamus  with  harpoons,  understands 
an  actual  description. 

1  [Verse  17  should  probably  run,  '  He  cleaves  marsh  plants  as 
with  a  chisel  (3srr  IXVED  pDJx)  ',  the  sinews  of  his  neck  (isij;) 
are  knit  together.— T.  K.  c.] 

^  Di.  and  Du.  think  that  'Jordan'  may  be  used  as  a  kind  of 
appellative.  [For  a  critical  emendation  of  the  text  see  JORDAN, 
§2(3).] 
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'  They  take  him  though  he  be  on  the  watch 
(literally  '  in  his  own  sight  '), 

And  pierce  through  his  nose  with  snares' 
(probably  ropes  with  harpoons  attached). 

This  is  a  more  natural  rendering  of  the  Hebrew,  though  it  is 
doubtful  if  it  suits  the  context  so  well.  Bu.  renders  an  emended 
text, 

Who  will  seize  him  by  the  teeth, 
And  pierce  his  nose  with  a  snare?1 

The  chief  question  that  arises  in  connection  with  this 
animal  (Hippopotamus  amphibius}  is  whether  it  ever 
lived  in  Palestine,  or  whether  its  fame  had  spread  to  the 
poet  from  Egypt.  At  the  present  time  the  river-swine 
(as  the  ancient  Egyptians  called  them)  do  not  extend 
north  of  Dongola,  between  the  second  and  the  third 
cataracts,  and  even  there  they  are  rare  ;  but  both  the 
frescoes  and  writings  of  the  Egyptians  and  the  fossil 
remains  found  in  the  Delta  of  the  Nile  show  that  in 
former  times  it  inhabited  Lower  Egypt  and  was  har 
pooned  by  the  inhabitants.  During  the  Pleistocene  and 
Pliocene  epochs  an  animal  specifically  indistinguishable 
from  the  hippopotamus  was  widely  spread  over  southern 
and  middle  Europe,  extending  even  into  England,  so  that 
although  at  present  there  is  no  distinct  evidence  of  its 
existing  in  the  Jordan  it  is  possible  that  it  may  formerly 
have  done  so. 

The  animals  are  exclusively  fluviatile,  and  can  remain  under 
water  for  considerable  periods  —  as  much  as  ten  minutes.  They 
are  fond  of  frequenting  the  reed-covered  margins  of  the  rivers, 
piercing  tunnel-shaped  paths  in  the  closely-matted  vegetation 
on  the  banks.  They  are  herbivorous.  (See,  further,  BEHE 
MOTH,  §§  i  3.) 

[There  may  be  a  safer  reference  t(7  the  hippopotamus  in  Ps. 
8014(13),  where  the  reading  varied  between  "UfD  ar"d  IN'D 
(i.e.,  '  from  the  forest  '  and  '  from  the  River  ')  ;  see  Ginsb.  Introd. 
to  the  Mas.-crit.  ed.  of  the  Heb.  Bible,  y$ff._  The  latter 
reading  was  the  more  popular  one  in  Palestine  in  pre-Roman 
times  ;  the  swine  of  the  River  would  naturally  be  the  hippo 
potamus.  Cp  SWINE.]  N.  M.  —  A.  E.  S. 

HIEAH  (iTVn,  'noble'?  cp  Palm.  TH),  an  Adul- 
lamite,  a  friend  of  Judah  (Gen.  88112:  [e]lp&C 
[ADEL]). 

HIRAM  (D"Vn,  perhaps  an  abbreviation  of  D'TTltf, 
AHIRAM  ;  cp  HIEL;  Phoen.  D~in  ;  \[e]ipAM  [BttAL]). 

1.  Hiram  I.,  king  of  Tyre,  famous  for  the  help  he 
rendered  Solomon  in  the  building  of  the  temple,   and 
in  the  manning  of  his  '  Tarshish-fleet  '  (i  K.  5i[is]^ 
926^  ;  see  OPHIK,  §  i),  in  return  for  which  Solomon 
gave  him  twenty  cities  in  the  land  of  Galilee  (  i  K.  9  tiff.  ; 
see  CABUL).     The   later  tradition   that   the  friendship 
between    the    two    was    strengthened     by    Solomon's 
marriage  with    a   daughter  of    Hiram    (Tatian,    Cent. 
GrcBC.,   §   37)   may  rest   upon    i  K.  11  1    Ps.  45  12  [13]. 
David,  soon  after  occupying  Jerusalem,  is  said  to  have 
received  cedar-wood  and  workmen  from  Hiram  to  help 
him  in  his  building  operations  (2  S.  5  n,  cp  i  K.  5  1  [15])  ; 
but    Hiram    was  also  a   contemporary    of   Solomon's. 
Unless,  therefore,  we  assume  that  the  event  referred  to 
in   28.    relates   to   the  last   part  of  David's  reign,   we 
meet  with  a  serious  chronological  difficulty.     Hence  some 
conjecture  that  the  length  of  Hiram's  reign  (969-936 
B.C.,  based  upon  Jos.  c.  Ap.  1  18)  is  inexact,  or  that  it 
was  Hiram's  father,  Abiba'al,  who  really  helped  David 
(cp    Kittel,  Hist.  2  157  n.  ).2     More  probably   Hiram's 
kindly  offices  towards  Solomon  have  been  anticipated.3 
Hiram's  reputed  tomb  (  Kabr  Hlrdm  [//az'ra/z])  is  still 
pointed  out  to  the  E.  of  Tyre  ;    the  date  is  unknown 
(cp  Baed.(3>,  296)  ;  see  APOCRYPHA,  §  14  ;  CHRONICLES, 
§  8,  n.  3.  s.  A.  C. 

2.  The  artificer  sent  by  Hiram,  king  of  Tyre  (i  K. 
7134045    2  Ch.  2is[i2]/.    4m6).       A  man   of  mixed 
race,  it  would  appear,   though  i  K.  I.e.  leaves  it  open 


1  Reading  V3Ba  Kin  <D  and  ISN.  Another  suggestion  is  to  read 
n|sa,  'hook'(cp  Am.  4  2)  for  VVjn. 

2  p'or  other  conjectures  cp  Ew.  Hist.  3  226. 

3  Similarly  the  author  of  i  S.  1447^  ascribes  to  Saul  deeds 
which  really  belong  to  David  ;  cp  SAUL,  §  3. 
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to  the  reader  to  suppose  that  his  father,  as  well  as 
his  mother,  may  have  been  Israelitish.1  His  name  is 
variously  given  in  Kings  and  Chronicles.  In  2  Ch. 
2i3[i2J(not  4n),  according  to  the  common  view  (see 
Bertheau),  the  word  'ax,  'my  father'  (rbv  iraidd.  /tou2 
(Babmg.  AbL])and4i6v3N,  'his  (i.e.,  the  king's)  father  ' 
[<S  [*rai]  avriveytcev  ;  see  note)  is  appended  to  Huram. 
Giesebrecht  (ZA  TW  1  239^),  indeed,  has  argued  ably 
for  the  view  that  Huram-abi  or  Hiram-abi  ('  Hiram  is 
my  father ' )  was  the  real  name  of  the  artificer  sent  from 
Tyre  (van  in  2  Ch.  4i6  being  supposed  to  be  an  error). 
So,  too,  Stade  (Gesck.  1330,  n.  2),  whilst  Kamphausen 
(Kau.  HS)  thinks  that  Huram-abiw3  may  have  been 
the  original  form  of  the  name,  shortened  in  our  text  of 
Kings  and  of  2  Ch.  4n  into  Hiram  or  Huram,  and  in 
our  text  of  2  Ch.  2 13  [12]  into  Huram-abi.  These 
scholars,  however,  seem  too  ready  to  trust  the  Chronicler 
in  this  point  ;  neither  form  of  the  solution  proposed 
seems  plausible. 

We  are  bound  to  consider  in  the  first  instance  whether 
some  error,  either  of  the  Chronicler  or  of  the  scribe,4 
may  not  be  at  the  root  of  the  strange  name  or  reading 
Huram-abi.  It  appears  certain  that  either  the  name 
of  the  artificer  was  precisely  that  of  the  Tyrian  king 
(for  which  ancient  parallels  might  be  adduced),  or  that 
it  was  near  enough  to  Hiram  to  be  assimilated  to  this 
name  through  corruption.  It  might,  e.g. ,  be  (i) 
AHOLIAB  [?.».],  a  name  which  has  analogies  in  Phoe 
nician  (Vjn?nMi  I^D'N),  and  S.  Arabian  (W?nx,  inny'tf), 
and  is  given  by  P  to  the  colleague  of  the  artificer, 
Bezaleel,  or  (2)  Huram  (with  a  i  for  ')  ;  one  remembers 
that  Bezaleel  in  P  is  called  ben  Uri,  ben  Hur.5 

The  more  common  form  of  the  name  is  DTfl  (cp  ©  above) 
found  in  28.  5n  i  K.  5  \ff.  [is^fi]  811^27  10 1122,  and 
Kt.  in  i  Ch.  14  i  2  Ch.  9  10,  for(i);  for  (2)  in  i  K.  7  13  40*  45. 
A  variant  is  DTin  (EV  HURAM,  cp  btt'33  and  SNUS)  used  of 
no.  iin2Ch.  2  3  [2]  n  \\o\f.  82  18  9  21,  and  Kr.  in  i  Ch.  14  i  2Ch. 
8  18  9  io  ;  also  of  no.  2  in  2Ch.  4  n«6and  Ji<$  [Kr.].  On  2  Ch. 
2i3[i2]5i6,  see  above.  Finally,  the  rare  form  DlTn  is  me' 
with  in  i  K.  5  1018(2432]  referring  to  no.  i,  and  in  i  K.  7  400;  for 
no.  2.  This  form  agrees  with  the  Ass.  hirummu,  the  etpwjixo?, 
U'pwjiios  of  Jos.  (the  last  form  used  to  represent  no.  2),  and  the 
0-i'pwju.os  of  Herod.  798.  Thus  the  names  of  the  two  Hirams 
present  identical  variations.  Kittel  on  i  Ch.  14  i  suggests  that 
the  original  form  may  have  been  Huram  (D'lin),  which  passed  suc 
cessively  into  DTVin  7  and  DITn  (on  this  phonetic  change  see 
Barth,  NB,  p.  xxix) ;  hence,  from  a  combination  of  these  two 
forms,  arose  CH'n.  x.  K.  C. — S.  A.  C. 

HIECANUS  (ypK&NOC  [VA])  a  Mace.  3 n,  RV 
HYRCANUS  [q.v,,  2]. 

HIEE,  HIEELING  p3B>)  Gen.  31  8,  p»3B>)  Job  7i. 
See  SLAVERY. 

HIEOM  (D'Wn)  i  K.  74oEVme- ;  EV  HIRAM  (q.v.,  2). 

1  i  K.  makes  his  mother  of  the  tribe  of  Naphtali  ;  2  Ch.,  of 
that  of  Dan.     To  the  latter  belonged  Aholiab. 

2  This  early  reading  found  favour  with  the  correctors  of  (SB 
and  with  one  corrector  of  @A  who  may  possibly  have  been  the 
original  scribe  himself.     Swete  gives  At>  (A*?).     The   reading 
seems  to  be  a  guess,  corresponding  to  the  guess  DX3'1  presup 
posed  by  <5  in  4  16  (see  next  note  but  one). 

3  The   name   extas>    which   the   artificer  bears   in   Josephus, 
Hypomnesticum,  63,  is  only  a  corruption  of  e/3ia?  (='3N). 

4  Two  views   seem  possible,     (i)  The  Chronicler  may  have 
misread  DTn  '3N  ('the  fleet  of  Hiram  ')  in  i  K.  10  n,   DTIV3K, 
as  if  a  person  called  Abi-Huram  were  the  leader  of  '  Hiram's 
servants,'  and  changed  the  relative  position  of  Abi  and  Hiram 
or  Huram  to  prevent  the  mistranslation  '  father  of  (king)  Hiram' ; 
see  Che.  Exp.  7*9471  [July,  '98]).    (2)  For  '3N  and  van  we  may 
read  "laV,   'my  servant,'  VDy,   'his  servant';   cp  readings  of 
(5  in  2  Ch.  2  13  [12].     But  this  seems  too  simple  an  expedient. 

5  Josephus  names  the  craftsman's  father  Uri(os)  or  Uri(as) ; 
Trarpbs  Se   Oupiov,   he   says  (Ant.  viii.  84).     Does  he  think  of 
Bezaleel's  father? 

6  According    to  Ginsb.   some   MSS  in   4na   and   8 18  have 
Kt. 

7  Cp  the  form  crovpiov,  Eupol.  ap.  Eus.,  Pr.  Ev. 
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1.  Beginnings 
of  Hebrew 
historical 
literature. 


The  aim  of  the  present  article  is  to  sketch  the 
development  of  Israelitish  and  Jewish  historiography 
from  its  beginnings  down  to  the  second  century  of  our 
era.  For  fuller  information  about  particular  books  the 
reader  is  referred  to  the  pertinent  articles. 

The  making  of  history  precedes  the  writing  of  history, 
and  it  is  often  found  that  the  impulse  to  write  history  is 
first  given  by  some  great  achievement 
1  exaits  the  self-consciousness  of  a 
people  and  awakens  the  sense  of  the 
memorable  character  of  what  it  has 
done.  The  Persian  wars  in  Greece, 
the  second  Punic  war  in  Rome,  the  empire  of  Charles 
the  Great  among  the  Germans,  are  familiar  instances. 
In  Israel,  the  national  history  begins  with  the  consolida 
tion  of  the  tribes  in  a  kingdom  and  the  throwing  off  of 
the  Philistine  yoke.  The  circumstances  in  which  this 
was  accomplished,  and  the  personality  of  the  men  who 
freed  and  united  Israel  and  raised  it  at  once  to  a 
leading  place  among  the  kingdoms  of  Syria,  were  such 
as  powerfully  to  stimulate  the  national  spirit  and  kindle 
the  imagination.  Internal  evidence  makes  it  highly 
probable  that  the  earliest  Hebrew  historians  wrote  in 
the  reign  of  Solomon  (middle  of  the  loth  cent.  B.C.), 
and  wrote  first  of  the  great  events  of  the  preceding  half- 
century. 

A  large  part  of  2  S.  9-20  i  K.  \f.  is  derived  from  such  a  work, 
the  author  of  which  was  exceedingly  well-informed  not  only 
about  political  affairs  but  also  about  the  inner  history  of 
David's  house  and  court.  The  story  of  David's  youth,  his 
relations  to  Saul,  his  romantic  friendship  with  Jonathan,  his 
adventurous  life  as  a  freebooter  in  the  south,  forms  the  natural 
introduction  to  the  history  of  his  reign.  The  older  form  of  the 
history  of  Saul  is  probably  of  approximately  the  same  age  *  (see 
SAMUEL  ii.). 

The  beginnings  having  thus  been  made,  the  Israelite 
writers  naturally  turned  to  the  earlier  history  of  their 
people. 

i.  Sources.  —  Their  sources,  like  those  of  the  Greek 
logographers  with  whom  it  is  natural  to  compare  them, 
were  poems,  such  as  the  Song  of 
Deborah,  and  briefer  lyrics  like  those 
in  Nu.  21,  of  which  collections  had 
been  made  (see  JASHER,  BOOK  OF  ; 
YAHWE,  WARS  OF)  ;  2  GENEALOGIES 
(q.v.  ),  often  representing  clan  -  groupings  ;  tribal  and 
local  traditions  of  diverse  kinds,  such  as  furnish  the 
material  for  most  of  the  book  of  Judges  ;  the  historical 
traditions  of  sanctuaries  ;  the  sacred  legends  of  holy 
places,  relating  theophanies  and  other  revelations,  the 
erection  of  the  altar  or  sacred  stone,  the  origin  of 
peculiar  usages  —  for  example,  Bethel  (Gen.  28)  ;  laws  ; 
myths  of  native  and  foreign  origin  ;  folk  -  lore  and 
fable  —  in  short,  everything  which  seemed  to  testify  of 
the  past.3 

To  us  the  greater  part  of  this  material  is  not  in  any 
proper  sense  historical  at  all  ;  but  for  the  early  Israelite 
as  for  the  early  Greek  historian  it  was  otherwise  ;  our 
distinctions  between  authentic  history,  legendary  history, 
pure  legend,  and  myth,  he  made  as  little  as  he  recognised 

1  That  the  earliest  Hebrew  historians  wrote  soon  after  the 
time  of  David  ;  and  that  they  began  with  contemporary  history 
and  gradually  went  back  to   the  remoter  past  is  the  view  of 
Graf  ('40)  and  of  several  recent  scholars  (Kittel,  Hudde,  etc.). 

2  The   theory   that   poems  form  the  nucleus  of  the   earliest 
prose  narratives,  the  chief  source  of  the  first  historians,  has  been 
much  exaggerated. 

3  For  a  more  particular  account  of  these  sources  see  GENESIS, 
§  iff.  ;  EXODUS,  §  3  ;  NUMBERS,  §  9  ;  JOSHUA,  8  15  ;  JUDGES, 

Sis- 
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our  distinction  of  natural  and  supernatural.  It  was  all 
history  to  him  ;  and  if  one  part  of  it  had  a  better 
attestation  than  another,  it  was  certainly  the  sacred 
history  as  it  was  told  at  the  ancient  sanctuaries  of  the 
land. 

The  sources  were  not  equally  copious  for  all  periods. 
The  stories  of  the  heroes  who  delivered  their  countrymen 
from  invaders  and  oppressors  gave  a  vivid  picture  of 
the  times  before  the  kingdom.  Of  the  crossing  of  the 
Jordan  and  the  taking  of  Jericho  the  local  traditions  of 
Gilgal  furnished  a  pretty  full  account.  Of  the  further 
progress  of  the  invasion,  the  struggles  by  which  the 
Israelite  tribes  established  themselves  in  the  hill- 
country,  the  oldest  historian  found  no  tradition.1 
About  the  deliverance  from  Egypt  and  the  adoption  of 
the  religion  of  Yahwe  at  his  holy  mountain  a  mass  of 
legendary  and  mythical  circumstance  had  gathered  (cp 
EXODUS  i. ,  §§  i  ff. ) ;  but  of  the  wandering  in  the  deserts 
S.  of  Palestine  only  the  most  fragmentary  memories 
were  preserved  (cp  WANDERINGS).  Of  the  sojourn 
in  Egypt,  again,  there  was  no  tradition  (cp  MIZRAIM, 
§  2^) ;  the  gap  is  filled  by  genealogies  which  really  repre 
sent  later  clan-groupings.  Beyond  these  centuries  the 
stream  of  narration  suddenly  broadens  out ;  the  stories 
of  the  patriarchs,  Abraham,  Isaac,  Israel  and  his  sons, 
are  told  with  a  wealth  of  circumstance  and  a  vividness 
of  colour  which  show  that  we  have  entered  the  realm  of 
pure  legend2  (see  the  several  articles). 

ii.  Limits  ;  remains. — Whether  the  earliest  compre 
hensive  history  of  Israel  began  with  the  migration  of  the 
Terahites,  or  with  the  primeval  history — the  first  man, 
the  great  flood — is  uncertain.  The  literary  analysis 
cannot  decide  the  question,  and  the  examination  of  the 
foreign  elements  in  Gen.  1-11  has  as  yet  led  to  no 
positive  results.  Nor  is  it  quite  certain  where  the 
history  ended.  The  presumption  is  that  the  author 
brought  it  down  to  his  own  times  ;  but  the  evidence 
in  our  historical  books  is  not  as  clear  as  we  could 
wish. 

A  considerable  part  of  this  oldest  Hebrew  history  is 
preserved  in  the  stratum  of  the  HEXATEUCH  which  critics 
designate  by  the  symbol  J,  and  in  the  parts  of  Judges 
and  Samuel  that  are  akin  to  J.  It  has  not,  indeed, 
come  down  to  us  intact  or  in  its  original  form  ;  re 
dactors,  in  combining  it  with  other  sources,  have  omitted 
parts,  and  additions  to  it  of  diverse  character  and  age 
have  been  made.  What  remains,  however,  gives  us  a 
most  favourable  impression  of  the  authors'  abilities. 
To  this  writing  we  may  apply  what  a  Greek  critic  says 
of  the  early  Greek  historians  :  A^£tc  .  .  .  tirtTrjdevcrav 
.  .  .  aa<f>?i  Kal  KOivyv  Kal  Ka.6a.pav  Kal  ffvvrofj.ov  Kal 
TOLS  irpdy/jiatn  trpo<T<pvrj,  Kal  fj.ri8tfj.iav  (TKevwpiav  twHpai- 
vov<rav  rexviKrji'.3 

The  early  Hebrew  historians  did  not  affix  their  names 
to  their  works  ;  they  had,  indeed,  no  idea  of  authorship. 
_  .  The  traditions  and  legends  which  they 

3.  Kecensio  .  couectec}  were  common  property,  and 
did  not  cease  to  be  so  when  they  were  committed  to 
writing  ;  the  written  book  was  in  every  sense  the  pro 
perty  of  the  scribe  or  the  possessor  of  the  roll.  Only 
a  part  of  the  great  volume  of  tradition  was  included  in 

1  Judg.  1  is  in  the  main  an  attempt  to  fill  this  gap  by  infer 
ences  from  known  facts  of  a  much  later  time  ;  see  JOSHUA,  S  IS- 

2  The  same  phenomenon  is  observed  in  Greek  and  Roman 
history;  see  Wachsmuth,  Einl.  511,  620. 

3  '  They  affected  a  diction  clear,  popular,  pure,  concise,  suit 
able  to  the  subject,  and  making  no  show  of  artful  elaboration,' 
Dion.  Halic.  De  Thuc.  judic.  5. 
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the  first  books.  Transcribers  freely  added  new  matter 
from  the  same  sources  on  which  the  original  authors 
had  drawn,  the  traditions  of  their  own  locality  or 
sanctuary,  variants  of  historical  tradition  or  legend. 
Every  new  copy  was  thus  in  some  measure  a  fresh 
recension.  When  in  the  course  of  time  the  enrich 
ment  of  the  narrative  directly  from  oral  tradition 
became  a  less  considerable  factor,  it  was  succeeded  by  the 
more  literary  process  of  conflation  or  contamination  of 
recensions  ;  scribes  compared  different  copies,  and 
combined  their  contents  according  to  their  own  judg 
ments  or  interests.  The  transmission  of  the  oldest 
historical  writings,  even  in  its  earlier  stages,  before  the 
systematic  redactions  of  RJR  and  his  successors,  was 
thus  an  extremely  complicated  process.1 

The  problems  thus  presented  to  criticism  are  often  insoluble ; 
in  general,  only  those  elements  can  be  certainly  recognised  as 
secondary  which  by  underscoring  the  moral  of  the  history  or 
enlarging  on  its  religious  aspects  in  a  prophetic  spirit  betray  a 
different  religious  point  of  view  from  that  of  the  older  narrators, 
and  even  in  these  cases  the  age  of  the  addition  is  often  in  doubt. 

The  oldest    Hebrew   history  (J)  was  written    in  the 

southern    kingdom.       At    a    somewhat    later    time    a 

_,,  similar  work  ( E)  was  produced  in  Israel. 

P   ,'     .  The  material,  drawn  from  the  common 

h    t1       °     fund  °f  Israelite   tradition,2  is  in   the 

*"        main  the  same  ;  but  the  local  interest 

in  E  is  that  of  the  northern  kingdom,  and  the  moral 

and  religious  point  of  view  is  more  advanced. 

Thus,  in  the  patriarchal  legend  traits  offensive  to  a  more 
refined  age  are  frequently  tacitly  removed  (cp,  e.g.,  the  way  in 
which  Jacob's  flocks  are  increased  in  J  and  in  K,  Gen.  30yC) ; 
theological  reflection  is  shown  in  the  substitution  of  dreams 
and  audible  voices  for  theophanies  as  modes  of  revelation  ; 
historical  reflection,  in  the  representation  of  the  Aramsean  fore 
fathers  as  idolaters,  in  the  avoidance  of  the  name  Yahwe  before 
Moses,  and  so  forth. 

In  later  recensions  of  the  work  (E2)  the  conduct  and 
fortunes  of  Israel  are  judged  and  interpreted  from  a 
point  of  view  resembling  that  of  Hosea.  If  those  critics 
who  ascribe  to  secondary  strata  in  E  such  chapters  as 
i  S.  7  1 2  1 5  are  right,  some  of  these  editors  approximated 
very  closely  to  the  deuteronomic  pragmatism.3 

For  the  period  down  to  the  time  of  Solomon  the  sources 
of  the  historians  were  almost  exclusively  oral  tradition 

_,  .  .  of  the  most  varied  character  and  con- 

,  . .  ^  tents  ;  of  records  and  monuments  there 

are  but  few  traces,   and  these  for  the 
kingdoms. 


most  part  doubtful.  With  the  establish 
ment  of  the  monarchy  this  is  changed  in  some  degree. 
The  stream  of  popular  tradition  flows  on  and  continues 
to  be  drawn  upon  largely  by  writers  of  history  ;  but  by 
its  side  appears  matter  evidently  derived  from  docu 
mentary  sources.  Records  were  doubtless  kept  in 
the  palace.4  From  the  references  to  them  in  the  Book 
of  Kings,  and  from  the  similar  records  of  Assyrian  and 
Egyptian  monarchs  we  may  infer  the  nature  of  their 
contents  :  the  succession  to  the  throne,  the  chief  events 
of  the  reign  (probably  year  by  year),  wars,  treaties  and 
alliances,  important  edicts,  the  founding  or  fortifying  of 
cities,  the  building  or  restoring  of  temples,  and  the 
like. 

Everything  goes  to  show  that  these  avaypa.<j>ai  were  brief; 
there  is  no  reason  to  imagine  that  the  records  of  a  reign  were 
wrought  into  narrative  memoirs.  It  is  antecedently  probable 
that  the  kings  of  Israel  and  Judah,  like  other  Oriental  monarchs 
—for  example,  their  neighbour,  Meshapf  Moab — commemorated 
their  prowess  or  their  piety  in  inscriptions ;  but  there  is  no 
evidence  of  this  in  the  OT,  nor  has  any  such  monument 
hitherto  been  recovered. 

The  temples  also  doubtless  had  their  records, 
running  in  great  part  parallel  to  those  of  the  kingdom. 

1  It  has  its  complete  analogy  in  the  transmission  of  the  text, 
which  is,  indeed,  but  a  part  of  the  same  process. 

2  The  distinctively  Judaean  element  in  J  is  small. 

3  See  further,  GENESIS,  §  6  end,  EXODUS  ii.,  §  3,  JOSHUA,  §  6, 
JUDGES,  §  3,  iv. 

4  Direct  evidence  of  this  has  frequently  been  sought  in  the 
titles  of  two  officials  of  the  court,  the  TDlo(EV  RECORDER)  and 
the  1210  ;  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  rightly.     See   GOVERN 
MENT,  §  21. 
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The  succession  in  the  priesthood  (dated  by  the  year  of 
the  reigning  king);  repairs  of  the  temple — as  under 
Joash  and  Josiah — or  changes,  such  as  the  new  altar  of 
Ahaz  ;  the  intervention  of  the  priests  in  the  affairs  of 
state,  as  in  the  revolution  which  overthrew  Athaliah 
and  brought  Joash  to  the  throne,  would  naturally  be  set 
down  in  the  archives  of  the  temple.  The  priestly 
annals  may,  as  in  other  countries,  have  taken  a  wider 
range,  and  included  political  events  and  remarkable 
occurrences,  such  as  earthquake,  famine,  pestilence. 
There  may  have  been  also  local  records  of  cities  and 
towns. 

It  is  in  accordance  with  frequent  observation  in  other 
literatures  to  suppose  that  the  history  of  the  early 
kingdom  of  which  we  have  spoken  above  was  carried 
on  from  age  to  age  by  successive  continuators.  Such  a 
continuation  seems  to  underlie,  e.g. ,  the  present  accounts 
of  the  reign  of  Solomon  and  the  division  of  the  kingdom, 
and  traces  of  others  may  perhaps  be  recognised  in  the 
subsequent  narrative.  The  continuators  were  doubtless 
at  the  same  time  redactors,  who  supplemented  the  work 
of  their  predecessors  from  oral  or  written  sources — as, 
for  example,  the  history  of  Solomon  is  amplified  and 
embellished  from  the  luxuriant  Solomonic  legend — or 
abridged  those  parts  which  seemed  to  them  less  inter 
esting  or  less  important. 

The  kingdom  of  Israel  also  had  its  own  historians, 
but  little  of  their  writing  has  come  down  to  us  ;  even 
the  reign  of  a  monarch  as  great  as  we  know  from 
foreign  sources  that  Omri  was  is  an  absolute  blank  in 
our  Book  of  Kings.  There  is,  however,  one  por 
tion  of  the  Israelite  historical  literature  that  strongly 
appealed  to  later  Judaean  writers,  and  has  consequently 
been  largely  preserved — viz. ,  the  lives  of  the  great 
Israelite  prophets  of  the  ninth  century,  Elijah  and 
Elisha.  These  stories  are  not  all  of  the  same  age  or 
origin  ;  whether  they  were  taken  from  an  earlier  written 
collection  is  not  certain,  though,  on  the  whole,  probable. 
They  are  of  the  highest  value  for  the  light  which  they 
throw  on  the  political  as  well  as  on  the  religious  history 
of  the  northern  kingdom  (see  KINGS,  §  8,  and  ELIJAH). 

The  relations  of  the  two  neighbour  nations  of  the 
same  people  to  each  other  in  peace  and  war  must  have 
filled  a  large  place  in  the  histories  of  both,  which  ac 
cordingly  had  much  in  common  ;  but  it  is  not  probable 
that  the  attempt  to  unite  them  in  a  parallel  history  of  the 
two  kingdoms  was  made  till  some  time  after  the  fall  of 
Samaria.  In  this  combined  history  Judaean  sources  and 
the  Judaean  point  of  view  naturally  preponderated  ;  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  effort  wrfs  made  to  exalt 
Judah  at  the  expense  of  Israel.  The  impartiality  with 
which  the  author  records,  e.g. ,  the  rebuff  received  by 
Amaziah  from  Joash  ( 2  K.  148/1)  is  noteworthy. 
This  history  is  the  basis  of  our  Books  of  Kings  ;  but 
the  deuteronomic  redaction  has  here  been  so  thorough 
that  the  attempt  to  reconstruct  the  earlier  work  or  even 
to  determine  more  exactly  its  age  is  attended  with  un 
usual  difficulty. 

The  prophets  of  the  eighth  century  interpreted  Yahwe's 
dealing  with  his  people  upon  a  consistent  moral  prin- 
_  ,  ciple  :  the  evils  which  afflict  the  nation, 

tVi  pU  .Te .  and  the  graver  evils  which  are  imminent, 
P  '  are  divine  judgments  upon  it  for  its 
sins — the  injustice  and  oppression  that  are  rife,  the 
political  fatuity  of  its  statesmen,  the  religious  corruption 
of  priests  and  people,  who  desert  Yahwe  for  other  gods, 
or  offer  him  the  polluted  worship  of  the  baals,  or  affront 
his  holiness  with  the  sacrifices  and  prayers  of  unrighteous 
men.  Nor  was  it  the  present  generation  only  that  had 
sinned  :  Hosea,  in  particular,  traces  the  worship  of  the 
baals  back  to  the  first  settlement  of  the  Israelites  in 
Canaan  ;  and  in  every  age  sin  must  bring  judgment  in 
its  train. 

The  application  of  this  principle  by  the  writers  of  the 
seventh  and  sixth  centuries  makes  an  era  in  Hebrew 
historiography  ;  narrative  history  is  succeeded  by  prag- 
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matic  history  ;  not  the  mere  succession  of  events,  but 
also  their  interdependence  and  causation  engages  the 
author's  interest.  This  step  has  been  taken  at  some 
period  in  most  historical  literatures  ;  what  is  peculiar  in 
the  Hebrew  historians  is  that  their  pragmatism  is  purely 
religious. 

The  favour  or  the  displeasure  of  God  is  the  one  cause  of  pros 
perity  or  adversity  ;  and  his  favour  or  his  displeasure  depends  in 
the  end  solely  on  the  faithfulness  or  unfaithfulness  of  the  people 
to  the  religion  of  Yahwe.  The  standard  was  at  first  that  which 
the  prophets  of  the  eighth  century  had  set  up  ;  later,  it  was  the 
deuteronomic  law.  Under  the  impression  of  the  deuteronomic 
movement,  of  the  prophecy  of  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel,  and  of  the 
events  of  the  last  half-century  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  the 
interest  of  the  writers  was  increasingly  absorbed  in  the  lesson  of 
the  history ;  history  was  indeed  for  them  prophecy  teaching  by 
example. 

The  influence  of  the  prophets  (orators)  is  manifested 
in  another  way  ;  the  pragmatism  of  the  new  school  of 
historians,  like  that  of  the  Greek  and  Roman  historians, 
especially  under  the  influence  of  Isocrates,  is  a  rhetorical 
element.  This  appears  in  the  amplification  and  height 
ening  of  the  congenial  portions  of  the  older  narratives, 
and  especially  in  the  introduction  at  critical  points  in 
the  history  of  speeches  by  prophets — often  anonymous 
— in  which  the  author's  own  comment  or  reflection  is 
effectively  put  into  the  mouth  of  an  actor  or  a  spectator 
of  the  action. 

This  pragmatic  historiography  is  frequently  called 
'  deuteronomistic '  ;  on  account  of  its  affinity  to  Deuter 
onomy.1  It  flourished  in  the  latter  part  of  the  seventh 
century  and  especially  in  the  sixth ;  but  the  same 
moralising  treatment  of  the  history,  the  same  distinctive 
turns  of  thought  and  phrase,  recur  in  much  later  writers 
— e.  if. ,  in  the  Chronicler  2 — and  the  fundamental  prin 
ciple  of  the  school  is  nowhere  formulated  so  clearly  and 
concisely  as  by  Josephus  in  the  Introduction  to  his 
Antiquities  (3,  §  14,  Niese). 

i.   Deuteronomistic  history  of  the  two  kingdoms. — The 

first  product  of  the  new  school   of   historians   was    a 

__  history  of  the  kingdoms  of  Judah  and 

.  Israel  from   the  accession   of  Solo- 

deuteronomistic  mori|3written  before  the  fallof  Jeru. 

sc  100  .  salem,  which  (in  a  second  redaction 

dating  from  after  the  middle  of  the  6th  century)  we 
have  in  the  Books  of  Kings.  The  author  took  his 
material  from  older  histories  such  as  have  been  spoken 
of  above  (§  5).  The  purpose  to  enforce  the  moral  of 
the  history  appears  in  the  selection  of  material  as  well 
as  in  the  treatment  of  it.  It  is  presumably  to  this 
author  that  we  are  to  ascribe  the  omission  of  all  details 
concerning  whole  reigns  (e.g. ,  Omri),  where  the  recorded 
facts  did  not  conform  to  the  historical  theory.  The 
sovereign  is  responsible  for  the  purity  of  the  national 
religion  ;  upon  every  king  a  summary  judgment  is  passed 
from  this  point  of  view. 

With  hardly  an  exception,  all  have  come  short  of  the  strict 
standard  of  the  deuteronomic  law1 ;  but  this  departure  has 
degrees  ;  some — the  good  kings  of  Judah — only  tolerated  the 
worship  of  Yahwe  at  illegitimate  altars  (high  places)  ;  others — 
Jeroboam  and  his  successors  in  the  northern  kingdom — wor 
shipped  idols  of  Yahwe  ;  others  still  introduced  foreign  gods  and 
rites.  A  few  suppressed  gross  abuses  such  as  the  kcdeshim  (see 
IDOLATRY,  §  6);  only  Hezekiahand  Josiah  instituted  thorough 
going  reforms,  which  were  made  the  more  imperative  by  the 
revival  and  importation  of  all  kinds  of  heathenism  under  their 
predecessors,  Ahaz  and  Manasseh. 

The  history  is  interpreted  upon  deuteronomic  prin 
ciples,  which  are  clearly  set  forth  at  the  beginning 
in  the  prayer  of  Solomon  at  the  dedication  of  the 
temple,  and  are  first  applied  to  Solomon  himself. 

The  earlier  part  of  his  reign,  we  are  told,  was  prosperous  ;  in 
his  later  years  there  were  revolts  abroad  and  treasons  at  home  ; 
after  his  death  the  kingdom  was  divided  ;  the  cause  was  that 
Solomon  in  his  old  age,  under  the  influence  of  his  foreign  wives, 
introduced  the  worship  of  other  gods  ;  the  prophet  Ahijah  the 

1  Particularly  to  the  secondary  parts  of  that  book. 

2  Cp  also  2  Mace. 

3  This  was  the  natural  beginning  under  the  influence  of  the 
prophets  and    the   immediate  impression  of  the  deuteronomic 
reforms. 
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Shilonite  declares  the  sin  and  denounces  the  divine  judgment 
(i  K.  11). 

The  editor,  who  after  the  fall  of  Judah  revised  the 
work  of  his  predecessor  and  gave  the  Book  of  Kings 
substantially  its  present  form,  sharpened  the  pragmatism 
throughout  in  the  spirit  of  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel  and  of 
the  contemporary  additions  to  Deuteronomy  (esp.  4  29 /! 
and  the  end  of  28)  ;  the  Exile  itself  is  the  final  vindi 
cation  of  the  prophetic  theodicy. 

The  rhetorical  character  of  the  new  historical  writing  especi 
ally  invited  amplification ;  if  the  older  authors  seemed  not 
sufficiently  to  have  emphasised  the  lesson,  the  later  ones  supplied 
the  deficiency.  Such  chapters  as  i  K.  13  exemplify  the  growth 
of  moralising  legend  in  the  youngest  additions  to  the  book. 
The  systematic  chronology  also,  with  its  calculated  synchron 
isms,  is  the  work  of  the  exilic  editor.l 

ii.  The  pre-monarchic  period. — The  earlier  history 
was  now  taken  in  hand  by  the  new  school.  The  in 
vasions  and  forays  of  the  neighbouring  peoples  in  the 
period  before  the  kingdom  were  divine  visitations,  just 
like  the  invasions  of  Egyptians,  Syrians,  Assyrians, 
Babylonians  in  later  times. a  The  sin,  also,  which  pro 
voked  this  judgment  was  the  same,  unfaithfulness  to  the 
religion  of  Yahwe.  The  stories  of  the  judges  illustrate 
this  moral. 

In  a  general  introduction  (Judg.  26  36)  and  in  the  introduc 
tions  to  the  individual  stories  the  author  draws  out  the  lesson  : 
whenever  Israel  fell  into  the  worship  of  the  gods  of  Canaan, 
Yahwe  gave  it  over  into  the  power  of  its  foes ;  when  in  distress 
it  turned  to  him  again,  he  raised  up  a  champion  and  delivered 
it  (see  JUDGES,  §  2).  Those  parts  of  the  older  book  of  stories 
which  could  not  be  adapted  to  this  scheme  were  omitted.  A 
chronology  having  the  same  systematic  basis  as  that  of  Kings, 
and  directly  connected  with  the  latter,  was  supplied  (see  CHRON 
OLOGY,  §  5). 

Here  also  more  than  one  stage  in  the  deuteronomistic 
redaction  is  probably  to  be  recognised.  The  deutero 
nomistic  book  of  Judges  included  Eli  and  Samuel,  and 
was  an  introduction  to  the  history  of  the  kings. 

In  the  view  of  the  author,  the  deliverers  formed  a  continuous 
succession  of  extraordinary  rulers  (shophetlm,  'judges  '),  differing 
from  the  kings  who  followed  them  in  that  their  office  was  not 
hereditary,  each  being  immediately  designated  by  God. 

The  history  of  Saul  and  David  (i  S.  13.^)  was  not 
subjected  to  so  thorough  a  deuteronomistic  redaction. 

The  rejection  of  Saul  was  already  sufficiently  motived  in  the 
prophetic  source — he  disobeyed  the  commandment  of  God  by 
his  prophet  (i  S.  15) :  the  glorious  reign  of  David  was,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  pragmatic  school,  evidence  enough  of  his 
fidelity  to  the  religion  of  Yahwe.  The  traces  of  deuteronomistic 
hands  in  i  S.  13-2  S.  21  are  limited  to  relatively  inconsiderable 
additions  (see  SAMUEL  ii.,  §§  zf.  sf.). 

iii.  Prehistoric  period. — The  peculiar  deuteronomistic 
pragmatism  was  from  its  nature  little  applicable  to  the 
patriarchal  story  or  the  primeval  history.  The  wander 
ings,  from  Horeb  to  the  banks  of  the  Jordan,  are  briefly 
recounted  from  this  point  of  view  in  Dt.  1-3  (cp  also 
9 7-10 5)  ;  but  in  the  parallel  portions  of  Ex.  and  Nu. 
there  is  no  evidence  of  a  deuteronomistic  recension. 
The  history  of  the  conquest  of  Canaan  as  we  have  it  in 
Joshua  is,  on  the  other  hand,  largely  the  work  of  an 
author  of  this  school  (see  JOSHUA,  §§4  ii). 

The  corruption  of  the  religion  of  Israel  was,  as  Hosea  had 
taught,  the  consequence  of  contamination  with  the  religion  of 
Canaan ;  the  prophetic  legislation  strictly  forbids  alliance  and 
especially  intermarriage  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  land  (f.f., 
Ex.  34  12-16)  ;  the  later  deuteronomists  demanded  their  extermin 
ation  as  the  only  sure  way  to  prevent  the  infection  (Dt.  1 2). 
The  generations  which  followed  Joshua  had  neglected  these 
commands  and  reaped  the  bitter  consequences  (cp  Judg.  2  1-5, 
late) ;  but  Joshua  and  the  god-fearing  generation,  which  in  the 
might  of  Yahwe  conquered  Canaan,  did  God's  bidding  faithfully 
in  this  as  in  all  other  things.  They  must,  therefore,  have 
destroyed  the  Canaanites,  root  and  branch  ;  if  the  older  histories 
did  not  so  represent  it,  they  must  be  corrected.  This  is  the  chief 
motive  of  the  deuteronomistic  account  of  the  conquest  (see  esp. 
Josh.  10-12).  We  have  here  an  instructive  example  of  the  way 
in  which  the  pragmatic  dogma  overrides  a  conflicting  tradition  ; 
what  is  said  to  have  been  has  to  yield  to  what  must  have  been. 
The  unflinching  consequence  with  which  this  unhistorical  re 
presentation  of  the  conquest  is  carried  through  reminds  us  of 
the  Chronicler  (see  below,  §  15),  and,  with  other  things,  suggests 
that  the  deuteronomistic  redaction  of  Joshua  is  one  of  the  later 

1  See  KINGS,  $  3,  CHRONOLOGY,  §  df. 

2  How  far  this  treatment  may  have  been  preformed  in  older 
recensions  (E2  RJE)  is  a  mooted  point ;  cp  JUDGES,  §  14. 
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products  of  the  school,1  which  continued  its  work  long  after  the 
restoration. 

Besides  the  productions  of  the  deuteronomistic  school 
of  historians,   we  have  one  other  work  from  the  sixth 
_,.  .       century  which  possesses  a  peculiar  in- 

Of  JtaSSK  tefeSu:  ^e  life  of  the  prophet  Jeremiah, 
which  was  united  with  the  collections 
of  his  oracles  by  the  compiler  of  our  book  of  Jeremiah. 
It  was  written  from  the  memories  of  the  prophet's  inti 
mate  disciples,  apparently  not  long  after  his  death.  In 
addition  to  its  historical  value,  especially  for  the  reign 
of  Zedekiah  and  the  years  following  the  fall  of  Jerusalem, 
and  its  still  greater  value  as  a  revelation  of  the  person 
ality  of  one  of  the  greatest  of  the  prophets,  it  is,  as  far 
as  we  know,  the  first  essay  in  biography,  and  stands 
nearly,  or  quite,  alone  in  the  extant  literature.2 

In  the  Persian  period,  probably  in  the  fifth  century, 
9  The  Hebrew  aPPeare<^  a  work  which  treated  the 
'  Orielnes '  •  P  anc'ent  history  from  a  new  point  of 

°  '       view. 

i.  The  history. — The  author's  purpose  was  to  set 
forth  the  origin  of  the  sacred  institutions  and  laws  of 
the  Jews,  thus  showing  their  antiquity  and  authority. 
Beginning  with  the  creation  of  the  world,  he  closed  with 
a  minute  description  of  the  territories  of  the  several 
tribes  in  Canaan.  The  contents  and  character  of  this 
work,  now  generally  designated  by  critics  by  the  symbol 
P,  P2,  PC. 3  etc. ,  are  sufficiently  exhibited  elsewhere.4 

The  whole  tendency  of  the  book  is  to  carry  back  the  origin  of 
Jewish  institutions  to  the  remote  past ;  the  sabbath  was  ordained 
at  the  creation  ;  the  prohibition  of  blood  was  given  to  Noah  ; 
circumcision  is  the  seal  of  the  covenant  with  Abraham ;  the 
developed  temple  ritual  of  the  kingdom  and  even  the  temple 
itself  with  all  its  paraphernalia — in  portable  form — are  Mosaic  ; 
the  post-exilic  high  priest  has  his  prototype  in  Aaron. 

This  is,  no  doubt,  to  some  extent  to  be  ascribed  to 
the  working  of  a  natural  and  familiar  process  which 
may  be  observed  in  the  older  literature  as  well  as  in  the 
later  (Chronicles)  ;  it  may  also  be  surmised  that  there 
was  a  desire  to  give  the  laws,  in  the  eyes  of  the  Jews 
themselves,  the  authority  of  immemorial  prescription  or 
the  sanctity  of  most  solemn  promulgation.  Besides 
this,  however,  the  question  may  properly  be  asked, 
whether  contact  with  the  ancient  civilisation  and  religion 
of  Babylonia  may  not  have  prompted  the  author  to 
attempt  to  vindicate  the  antiquity  of  the  Jewish  religion, 
just  as,  somewhat  later,  the  Hellenistic  historians,  especi 
ally  in  Egypt,  were  moved  to  do.  The  same  influence 
may  be  suspected  in  the  minute  chronology,  which  in 
its  antediluvian  parts  certainly  stands  in  some  connec 
tion  with  that  of  the  Babylonians  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  4). 

ii.  The  laws.  — The  Mosaic  laws  in  the  '  Origines  '  are 
doubtless  to  be  regarded  not  as  a  transcript  of  the  actual 
praxis  of  the  author's  own  time,  but  as  an  ideal  of  the 
religious  community  and  its  worship,  projected  into  the 
golden  age  of  the  past  as  Ezekiel's  is  projected  into  the 
golden  age  of  the  future.  Whether  the  book  was  com 
posed  with  the  more  definite  aim  of  serving  as  the  basis 
of  a  reform  in  the  Jerusalem  use,  is  not  so  clear  ;  the 
whole  character  of  the  work  seems  unfavourable  to  the 
hypothesis  that  PG  was  from  the  beginning  a  reform 
programme  as  the  original  Deuteronomy  was. 

iii.  Sources. — The  narrative  portions  of  the  work 
present  an  appearance  of  statistical  exactness  in  matters 
of  chronology,  genealogy,  census -lists,  and  the  like, 
which  led  earlier  scholars,  who  regarded  P  as  the  oldest 
stratum  in  the  Pentateuch  (cp  HEXATEUCH,  §  24),  to 
infer  that  the  author  had  access  to  ancient  documentary 
records.  This  supposition  is  excluded  both  by  the  late 
date  of  PG  and  by  the  character  of  the  matter  in  question. 
See  GENESIS,  §  zf. 

1  Perhaps  it  is  a  second  redaction. 

2  The  older  legends  of  Elijah  and  Elisha,   and  the  multi 
tudinous  prophet  legends  of  later  times  are  hardly  to  be  com 
pared. 

3  P(;,  the  groundwork  of  P,  Ps,  secondary  extensions  of  PG. 

4  See  HEXATEUCH,  §  24;  GENESIS,  §  if.  ;  EXODUS,  §§25; 
LEVITICUS,  §  3;  NUMBERS,  §  \off\  JOSHUA,  §§  5  12. 
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The  semblance  of  more  definite  statistical  knowledge  in  P,  as 
compared  with  the  older  historians,  has  an  instructive  parallel  in 
the  younger  Roman  annalists,  for  example,  Valerius  Antias,! 
and  is  to  be  explained  in  the  same  way.  We  have  another 
illustration  of  the  same  phenomenon  in  Chronicles. 

In  the  patriarchal  story  and  the  narrative  of  the  exodus 
it  is  not  demonstrable  that  the  author  used  any  other 
sources  than  the  older  historical  works  which,  combined 
with  his  own,  have  been  transmitted  to  us  (J  and  E) ; 
but  he  doubtless  had  them  in  a  more  complete  form, 
and,  it  may  be,  in  a  different  recension.  Whether  in 
the  primeval  history  he  made  a  fresh  draught  upon 
Babylonian  tradition — in  the  account  of  creation  (Gen.  1), 
for  example,  or  in  the  variant  form  of  the  flood  legend 
— or  whether  here  also  he  had  Hebrew  precursors,  is  a 
question  which  seems  at  present  not  to  admit  of  a 
confident  answer  (see  CREATION,  §§  %ff.  n  17 f.  ; 
DELUGE,  §§  -Loff.). 

iv.  Later  additions.  —  P  contained  many  laws  pur 
porting  to  have  been  given  to  Moses  ;  to  these  a  multi 
tude  of  others  were  added  by  later  hands,  sometimes 
singly,  sometimes  in  whole  collections  (Ps),  until  the 
symmetry  and  consistency  of  the  original  work  was 
completely  destroyed  ;  the  result  was  the  heterogeneous 
conglomerate  which  it  is  customary  to  call  the  Priests' 
Code  (see  HEXATEUCH,  LAW  LITERATURE).  Late 
additions  to  the  narrative  parts  of  P  also  can  be  recog 
nised,  especially  in  Ex.  and  Nu.  (see  EXODUS,  §  5, 
NUMBERS,  §§  io_f.). 

It  has  been  observed  above  (§  3)  that  copies  of  the 

same  work,  differing  in  text  or  in  contents,  were  com- 

10   Histories  Pared  anc*  comDmed  by  subsequent  tran- 

.  .      ,      scriber-editors.     A   process  of  a  similar 

combined..    ,  •    , 

kind,   on  a  much   larger  scale,   was   the 

union  of  the  parallel  histories  J  and  E  in  one  continuous 
narrative,  JE. 

i.  Union  of  J  and  E. — This  task  was  accomplished 
with  considerable  skill ;  the  redactor  (RJE)  for  the  most 
part  reproduces  the  text  of  his  sources  with  little  change, 
combining  them  in  different  ways  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  indicated.  The  additions  of  his  own  which  he 
makes  are  akin  to  the  later  strata  of  the  separate  books, 
J  and  E  ;  they  are  chiefly  enlargements  upon  prophetic 
motives  in  the  history,  and  have  frequently  a  repro 
ductive  character,  as,  e.g. ,  in  the  renewal  of  the  promises 
to  the  patriarchs.2  The  author  (RJE)  probably  lived  in 
the  second  half  of  the  seventh  century.  This  composite 
work  can  be  followed  in  our  historical  books  from  the 
creation  to  the  reign  of  David  ;  if  it  went  farther  than 
this,  the  latter  part  was  supplanted  by  a  history  of  the 
kingdoms  written  on  a  different  plan. 

JE  did  not  at  once  displace  the  separate  works  J  and 
E ;  they  continued  to  circulate  till  a  considerably  later 
time,  and  later  transcribers  of  JE  may  have  enriched 
their  copies  by  the  introduction  from  the  older  books  of 
matter  which  the  first  redactor  (RjE)  had  not  included. 

The  deuteronomistic  redaction  described  above  (§  6f. ) 
is  based  upon  JE,  though  some  of  the  deuteronomists 
used  E,  at  least,  separately. 

ii.  Union  of  JE  with  D  and  P. — A  post-exilic  redac 
tion,  finally,  united  P. with  JE  and  D.  The  method  of 
the  redactor  (RP)  is  more  mechanical  than  that  of  RJE  ; 
his  religious  and  historical  point  of  view  is  that  of  P — 
especially  of  the  later  additions  to  P — and  Chron.3 

iii.  Later  priestly  editors.  — RP  very  likely  ended  his 
compilation  where  P  itself  ended  ;  but  later  editors  not 
only  made  additions  to  his  work,  but  also  extended  a 
priestly  redaction  over  the  books  of  Judges,  Samuel, 
and  Kings,  sometimes  restoring  (from  JE)  passages 
which  the  deuteronomistic  redaction  had  omitted,  some 
times  adding  matter  drawn  from  the  midrash  of  their 

1  The  fondness  of  Valerius  for  enormous  numbers  also  is  shared 
by  P. 

2  On  the  character  and  method  of  this  redaction  see  further, 
HEXATEUCH,  §  24;   GENESIS,  §  6;   EXODUS,  §  3;  NUMBERS, 
§  6  ;  JOSHUA,  §  ii ;  JUDGES,  §  14. 

3  See  HEXATEUCH,  §  vqf.  ;  GENESIS,  §  2  ;  EXODUS,  §  2 ; 
LEVITICUS  ;  NUMBERS,  §  21 ;  JOSHUA,  §  n  ;  JUDGES,  §  14. 
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time,  sometimes  combining  the  old  version  of  a  story 
with  the  midrash  upon  it.  In  this  way  the  great 
Hebrew  history,  from  the  creation  to  the  fall  of  Judah, 
which  we  possess  in  Gen.  -2  K.,  gradually  assumed  sub 
stantially  its  present  form.  In  consequence  of  the 
essentially  compilatory  character  of  the  Jewish  historio 
graphy,  this  work  of  the  fifth  or  fourth  century  B.C.  has 
fortunately  preserved,  without  material  change,  large 
parts  of  the  pre-exilic  historical  literature,  from  the 
tenth  century  to  the  sixth.1 

The  national  history  of  Judah  came  to  an  end  in  the 
year  586,  when  Judoea  became  a  Babylonian  province. 
TT"  t  f   Curing    the    century   which    followed, 

.,   '  _          %.       many  writers  occupied  themselves  with 
Jr  the  history  of  the  kingdoms  and  of  the 

earlier  ages  (see  above>  §  7*  '  but  there 

was  little  to  inspire  the  Jews  either  in 
Judaea  or  in  Babylonia  to  write  the  his 
tory  of  their  own  times.  It  is  plain  that  when  long 
afterwards  the  attempt  was  made  to  relate  the  events 
of  this  period,  the  author  had  hardly  any  material  at 
his  command  except  the  references  to  the  completion  of 
the  temple  in  the  prophets  Haggai  and  Zechariah.  It 
is  scarcely  to  be  doubted  that  in  the  archives  of  the 
temple  the  succession  of  the  priests,  repairs  and  improve 
ments  of  the  edifice,  and  other  matters,  were  recorded, 
and  official  documents  relating  to  the  temple  and  its 
privileges  or  to  the  city  were  preserved  ;  2  perhaps  also 
lists  of  families  (with  their  domiciles),  on  the  basis  of 
which  the  capitation  tax  was  collected  ;  some  such 
material  is  preserved  by  the  Chronicler.  There  is  much 
less,  however,  than  might  have  been  expected  ;  it  is 
possible  that  the  archives  were  partially  or  completely 
destroyed  when  the  city  was  taken  by  the  armies  of 
Ochus,  as  they  were  almost  certainly  destroyed  in  the 
days  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes. 

A  new  type  of  Jewish  historical  literature  is  repre 
sented  by  the  memoirs  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra.3  Nehe- 
miah  narrates  in  a  plain  and  straight 
forward  way,  though  not  without  a  just 
appreciation  of  his  own  merit,  what  he 
had  done  for  his  people  by  restoring  in  the  face  of  great 
difficulties  the  ruinous  defences  of  Jerusalem,  and  by 
remedying  many  abuses  which  he  found  rife  in  the 
community.4  Ezra  tells  how  he  conducted  a  colony 
from  Babylonia  to  Jerusalem,  and  describes  the  sad 
state  of  things  he  found  among  priests  and  people,  his 
efforts  to  purge  the  community  from  the  contamination 
of  mixed  marriages,  and  finally  the  introduction  and 
solemn  ratification  of  the  book  of  the  law.5 

The  memoirs  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  were  used  by 
the  Chronicler  as  sources  for  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes, 
and  through  him  considerable  portions  of  them  have 
been  transmitted  to  us,  though  curtailed,  deranged, 
and  in  parts  wrought  over. 

To  the  latter  part  of  the  Persian  or  the  beginning  of 
the  Greek  period  must  be  ascribed  another  of  the 
sources  of  the  Chronicler  ;  an  Aramaic 
narrative,  incorporating  documents 
relative  to  the  building  of  the  walls  of 
Jerusalem  and  of  the  temple,  parts  of 
which,  worked  over  and  supplemented  by  the  Chronicler, 
are  preserved  in  Ezra  4-6.  The  original  scope  of  the 

1  A  most  instructive  parallel  to  the  Jewish  literature  in  this 
respect  is  afforded  by  the  Christian  chroniclers  and  historians  of 
the  Middle  Ages  ;   see,  for   example,   the   Saxon   Annalist,   in 
Alonumenta  Germanitf,  6. 

2  The  library  of  the  Jerusalem  patriarchate  now  contains  a 
collection  of  Arabic  and  Turkish  edicts  about  the  holy  places, 
beginning  with  the  'Testament  of  Mohammed.' 

3  Delitzsch  (ZL  7*3136  ['70])  compares  the  beginning  of  the 
memoir   literature  among  the  Greeks  and  Romans.     See   also 
Wachsmuth,  Einl.  204  f. 

4  A  natural  motive  for  the  memoirs  is  the  desire  to  acquaint 
the  Jews  in  the  E.  with  what  he  had  found  and  done  in  Jeru 
salem.     See  NEHEMIAH. 

5  See  EZRA  and  EZRA-NEHEMIAH.     The  genuineness  of  the 
Memoirs  of  Ezra  has  recently  been  impeached  by  Torrey,  Ezra- 
Nehemiah  ('96). 
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work  can  only  be  uncertainly  guessed  from  the  extant 
fragments.  The  conjecture  that  other  parts  of  Ezra 
were  translated  into  Hebrew  from  the  same  source  (van 
Hoonacker,  Howorth)  is  not  well  founded.  Some 
interest  attaches  to  these  fragments  as  the  first  trace  of 
historical  writing  in  the  vernacular.  The  experiment 
seems  to  have  found  little  favour  ;  Hebrew  was  too 
firmly  established  as  the  literary  language. 

To  the  same  age  is  to  be  assigned  a  lost  work  on  the 

history  of  the  kingdom  which  is  frequently  referred  to 

_,        by  the  Chronicler,  and  of  which  considerable 

„.",       ,     parts   are    preserved    in    Chronicles.      The 


of  Kings. 


Chronicler  cites  this  work  under  a  variety 


of  names  (Book  of  the  Kings  of  Israel  and 
Judah,  or,  of  Judah  and  Israel,  etc.  ),  and  particular 
sections  of  it  under  special  titles  (Words1  of  Samuel 
the  Seer,  Nathan  the  Prophet,  Gad  the  Seer,2  and  so 
on).  Twice  the  book  is  referred  to  under  the  signifi 
cant  name  'midrash'  (chip),  —  The  Midrash  of  the 
Book  of  Kings  (2  Ch.  2427),  the  Midrash  of  the  Prophet 
.  1322). 


The  name  denotes  a  homiletic  exposition,  particularly  a  story 
teaching  some  edifying  religious  or  moral  lesson,  and  usually 
attaching  itself  more  or  less  loosely  to  the  words  of  an  older  text. 
This  is  the  character  of  both  the  passages  in  connection  with 
which  the  term  occurs,  and  of  many  others  in  Chronicles  e.g., 
2  Ch.  148  [7]-15  15  20  285-15  33  10-19,  et.c-.  Budde  (ZATIV 
12  yiff.)  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  edifying  stories  of  a  kind 
similar  to  those  which  in  Chronicles  are  supposed  to  come  from 
the  lost  Midrash  of  Kings  are  found  in  other  parts  of  the  OT, 
and  conjectured  that  the  Prayer  of  Manasseh  and  the  Books  of 
Jonah  and  Ruth  are  derived  from  the  same  work,  extracts  from 
which  he  surmises  in  i  S.  161-13  and  i  K.  13.  The  obvious 
resemblance  is,  however,  sufficiently  explained  by  the  supposition 
that  these  writings,  together  with  other  pieces  of  the  same  kind 
in  Num.  and  Judg.,  are  the  product  of  the  same  age  and  school  ; 
that  they  were  all  taken  from  the  same  book  is  hardly  to  be 
proved. 

That  the  '  Book  of  the  Kings  of  Israel  and  Judah  ' 
which  the  Chronicler  cites  was  based  upon  the  deutero- 
nomistic  history  of  the  kingdoms  (Sam.  -Kings)  is 
beyond  question.  The  most  probable  theory  is  that  it 
was  an  edition  of  that  work  enriched  by  the  introduction 
of  a  large  element  of  historical  midrash  illustrating  the 
moral  and  religious  lessons  which  the  history  ought  to 
teach,  and  with  such  changes  and  omissions  as  the 
additions  or  the  author's  pragmatism  rendered  necessary. 
Its  relation  to  the  canonical  KINGS  was  thus  very 
similar  to  the  relation  of  the  Book  of  Jubilees  to  Genesis. 
The  author's  religious  point  of  view,  ruling  interests, 
and  literary  manner  so  closely  resemble  those  of  the 
Chronicler  that  what  is  to  be  said  under  this  head  will 
best  be  reserved  for  the  next  paragraph. 

In  the  early  part  of  the  Greek  period,  probably  after 

300  B.C.  ,  an  author  connected  with  the  temple  composed 

_.          a  history  of  Jerusalem  from  the  time  of 

1     .          .  David  to  the   latter  part   of   the   fourth 

Ohromcle  ot  century  .     prefixing    a  skeleton    of    the 

isa  e    .    prececiing  history  from    the   creation    to 

the  death  of  Saul  in  the  form  of  genealogies,  in  which 

are   manifested    interests    the   same    as    those    which 

dominate   the   body   of  the   book.       This   history   we 

possess  in  our  Books  of  Chronicles,  Ezra,  and  Nehemiah, 

which  originally  formed  a  single  continuous,  work. 

The  narrative  begins  with  Saul's  last  battle,  the  anointing  of 
David  as  King  of  all  Israel,  and  the  taking  of  Jerusalem  (i  Ch. 
10_/;)  ;  from  this  point  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by 
Nebuchadrezzar  it  runs  parallel  to  Sam.  and  Kings,  but  deals 
with  Judah  only.  From  the  deportation  of  586  the  author 
passes  at  once  to  the  edict  of  Cyrus  permitting  the  Jews  to 
return  to  Palestine  (2  Ch.  36  22  f.  =  Ezra  1  i/.).  The  return  and 
the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  are  then  related,  to  the  completion 
of  the  building  in  the  sixth  year  of  Darius  ;  then  follows 
immediately  the  commission  of  Ezra  in  the  seventh  year  of 
Artaxerxes,  his  return  at  the  head  of  a  colony,  and  his  attempted 


reforms  in  Jerusalem  (Ezra 7  ff.)\  and,  again  without  any  con 
the   appointment  of  Nehemiah   as  governor 


the 


nection, 

1  i.e.,  'Narrative  [of  Samuel',  etc.]. 

2  See  CHRONICLES,  §62.   It  is  not  quite  clear  whether  this  form 
of  citation  is  only  a  convenient  way  of  indicating  the  part  of  the 
extensive  work  in  which  the  prophet  named  figured  ;  or  whether 
it  implies  a  theory  that  each  prophet  wrote  the  events  of  his 
own  time  (Jos.  c.  Ap.  1  8). 
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twentieth  year  of  Artaxerxes,the  rebuilding  of  the  walls  (Neh.1-7), 
and  the  ratification  of  the  law  (Neh.  8-10).  The  narrative  ends 
with  the  measures  of  reform  which  Nehemiah  found  necessary 
on  the  occasion  of  a  second  visit  in  the  thirty-second  year  of 
Artaxerxes  ;  but  the  genealogies  are  brought  down  to  the  reign 
of  the  last  Persian  king. 

The  author's  sources  naturally  varied  for  the  different 
periods. 

i.  For  the  earlier  part  of  the  work  he  used  the  Hexa- 
teuch  and  the  older  historical  books,  the  genealogical 
material  in  which  he  excerpted,  condensed,  and  combined 
in  his  own  way,  supplementing  it  with  constructions  of 
his  own  which  plainly  reflect  post-exilic  conditions. 

ii.  For  the  history  of  the  kingdom  the  ulterior  source 
was  the  deuteronomistic  work  (Sam. -Kings)  ;  it  seems 
probable,  however,  that  the  Chronicler  used  this  work, 
not  in  the  form  in  which  it  lies  before  us,  but  as  it  was 
embodied  in  the  Midrash  of  Kings  (§  14),  of  which 
Chronicles  may  then  be  regarded  as  mainly  an  abridg 
ment. 

iii.  From  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  in  586  to  the  time  of 
Alexander,  the  sources  were  the  prophets  Haggai  and 
Zechariah,1  the  Aramaic  history  already  spoken  of  (§  13), 
the  Memoirs  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  (§  12),  a  list  of  high 
priests  from  Jeshua  to  Jaddua,  and  probably  other 
priestly  genealogies,  etc.  The  narrative  material  all 
belonged  to  the  first  quarter  century  of  the  Persian  period 
and  a  few  years  in  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes  ;  there  was 
evidently  no  continuous  historical  tradition,  written  or 
oral,  when  the  Chronicler  wrote  ;  indeed,  his  knowledge 
was  not  sufficient  to  enable  him  rightly  to  arrange  the 
fragmentary  remains  at  his  disposal.2 

In  the  Chronicler's  account  of  the  first  two  (i.  and 
ii. )  of  these  three  periods  there  are  occasional  historical 
notices  not  otherwise  transmitted  to  us  which  seem  to 
come  from  old  sources. 

The  recension  of  Gen. -Kings  which  lay  before  the  Chronicler 
or  the  author  of  the  Midrash  may  have  been  different  from  ours, 
as  the  recension  in  the  hands  of  the  Alexandrian  translators 
frequently  differed  from  that  on  which  MT  is  based.  The 
restoration,  by  the  last  redactor  of  Judges,  of  considerable 
material  from  JE  which  the  deuteronomistic  redactor  had 
omitted,  proves  that  the  final  loss  of  the  old  Hebrew  history  books 
occurred  at  a  comparatively  late  time,  as  so  much  of  the  classic 
literature  perished  late  in  the  Byzantine  period. 

The  Chronicler's  work  is  an  ecclesiastical  history  ;  the 
Jewish  Church  in  Jerusalem  is  its  subject.  The  whole 
history  of  the  Northern  Kingdom,  which  was  included 
not  only  in  the  deuteronomistic  Book  of  Kings  but  also 
in  the  Chronicler's  immediate  source,  the  Book  of  the 
Kings  of  Israel  and  Judah,  is  therefore  omitted.  The 
temple,  the  ministry,  the  ritual,  have  central  importance ; 
and  special  interest  is  shown  in  the  prominence  of  the 
Levites  on  festal  occasions  (see  CHRONICLES,  §  7).  The 
clergy  are  also  the  custodians  of  the  law  ;  they  give 
instruction  in  it  and  decisions  under  it.  The  liturgy 
of  the  temple  and  the  minute  organisation  of  the  ministry 
with  its  guilds  of  musicians,  singers,  door-keepers,  etc. , 
are  attributed  to  David.3  Upon  the  deuteronomistic 
pragmatism  which  it  found  in  its  sources  the  post- 
exilic  History  superimposed  a  pragmatism  of  a  new 
type.  In  it  also  prosperity  and  adversity  depend  upon 
fidelity  to  the  religion  of  Yahwe  ;  but  the  conception  of 
religion  is  clerical  rather  than  prophetic.  The  ideas  of 
theodicy  and  retribution  are  more  mechanical  ; 4  the 
vindication  of  God's  law  is  not  only  sure,  it  is  also 
signal  and  swift. 

The  exhibition  of  this  principle  in  history  is  the  motive  of  the 
most  radical  changes  made  in  the  representation  of  the  older 
books  as  well  as  in  the  long  haggadic  additions.  In  both,  it  is 
probable  that  the  Chronicler  was  preceded  by  the  author  of  the 
Midrash  ;  but  the  same  spirit  appears  in  the  Chronicler's  own 
work  in  Ezra  and  Neh.5 

1  The  influence  of  Is.  40  ff.  is  also  visible. 
!  The  derangement  of  Ezra-Neh.  is,  however,  partly  to  be 
ascribed  to  later  hands. 

3  This  may  be  connected  with  the  belief  that  David  composed 
Psalms  for  the  temple  service. 

4  The  influence  of  Ezekiel  is  manifest. 

5  On    the    character    of    the    additions    and    changes,   see 
CHRONICLES,  §  iff. 
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Taken  altogether,  it  is  as  historical  midrash  (i.e. ,  as 
edifying  fiction  with  an  historical  background),  not  as 
history,  that  Chronicles,  like  its  lost  precursor,  must  be 
regarded  and  judged.  This  type  of  literature  enjoyed, 
as  we  shall  see,  an  immense  popxilarity  in  the  Greek 
period  among  both  Hebrew  and  Hellenistic  Jews. 

The  first  part  of  the  Chronicle  of  Jerusalem,  from 
the  creation  to  the  exile,  ran  parallel  to  the  great 
historical  work  Gen. -Kings;  the  second,  beginning 
with  the  edict  of  Cyrus,  had  no  competitor.  The 
latter  was  accordingly  detached  to  serve,  under  the 
title  Book  of  Ezra,1  as  a  continuation  of  the  older 
history  through  the  Persian  period.  When  at  a  later 
time  the  first  part  (Chronicles)  was  given  a  place  in  the 
canon,  it  was  not  reunited  with  Ezra,  but  was  counted 
either  as  the  last  (Talmud)  or  as  the  first  (Massora)  of 
the  Kethubim  (see  CANON,  §  9).  In  the  Alexandrian 
Bible,  where  a  general  rearrangement  was  effected, 
the  original  order  was  restored. 

The  oldest  Greek  translation  of  the  post-exilic  History  is 
preserved  to  us  as  a  torso,  beginning  with  2  Ch.  35  1-27  and 
ending  abruptly  with  Neh.  8  12.2  It  presents  the  material  in  a 
different — and  to  some  extent  more  original — order  than  MT 
and  the  later  Greek  version  ;  and  contains  one  long  passage  not 
found  in  either  (Pages  of  Darius,  3_/C).3 

A  sketch    of  Jewish    historical    literature   would    be 

incomplete  without  some  mention  of  the  popular  religious 

p        .         stories  so  abundant  in  the  last  three  or 

16.  opu  ar  jQur  centurjes  before  our  era.  These 
re  igious  ajj  jiave  an  historic  setting,  and 
8  ones<  doubtless  passed  from  the  beginning, 
as  they  still  do  with  many,  for  veracious  history.  In 
character  they  do  not  essentially  differ  from  the  haggadic 
additions  in  Chronicles  ;  but  instead  of  attaching  them 
selves  to  a  given  situation  in  the  older  history,  they 
create  their  own  situation.  With  this  freedom  is 
naturally  connected  a  greater  variety  in  the  motive  and 
moral  of  the  story. 

i.  and  ii.  Two  of  the  longer  tales  of  this  class,  to 
which  we  might  perhaps  give  the  name  historical 
romances,  are  the  books  of  Judith  and  Esther.  They 
have  in  common  the  patriotic  motive,  and  also  that  in 
each  it  is  a  woman  who,  at  great  peril  to  herself,  saves 
her  people  from  threatened  destruction.  JUDITH  (q.v. ) 
was  probably  written  in  Palestine,  in  Hebrew.  The 
setting  of  the  action  is  purely  fictitious  ;  the  author's 
notions  of  history  and  of  geography,  beyond  his  own 
region,  are  of  the  most  confused  kind. 

If  any  historical  incident  furnished  the  nucleus  of  the  story, 
the  circumstances  had  been  thoroughly  forgotten.  The  religious 
point  of  view,  as  it  appears  in  the  speech  of  Achior,  for  example, 
and  in  the  stress  laid  on  clean  meats  (cp  Dan.  1)  and  the  sacred- 
ness  of  tithes,  etc.,  is  that  of  correct  Judaism  ; — it  is  erroneous  to 
say  of  Pharisaism.  The  lesson  of  faith  in  God  and  fidelity  to 
his  law  is  obvious ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  assume  that  the 
book  was  written  to  inculcate  this  lesson  and  to  encourage  its 
readers  in  a  particular  crisis. 

The  considerable  differences  in  the  recensions  (three  Greek,  Old 
Latin,  Syriac)  show  that  the  book  had  considerable  currency ; 
but  it  never  enjoyed  the  same  popularity  as  its  companion, 
Esther.4 

A  peculiar  interest  attaches  to  ESTHER  (g.v. )  as  one 
of  the  very  few  remaining  pieces  of  the  literature  of  the 
Oriental  Jews.5  The  feast  of  PURIM  (q.v. ),  the  origin 
of  which  is  celebrated  in  the  book,6  was  certainly 
adopted  by  the  Jews  in  the  E.  Probably  too  (see 
ESTHER,  §  7)  the  legend  was  borrowed  or  imitated  ; 
but  this  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  the  story  constructed 
upon  it  is  one  of  the  most  characteristic  works  of  Jewish 
fiction. 

How  the  young  Jewess  Esther  becomes  Queen  of  Persia ;  how 

1  Our  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  (cp  EZRA-NEH.,  §  4). 

2  See  EZRA  (THE  GREEK). 

3  See  Torrey,  JBL  16  168-170  ;  cp  EZRA  (GREEK),  §  6  i. 

4  On   parallels   and   reminiscences    in   Jewish    literature   see 
Lipsius  in  ZWT\§  337^  ('67).    The  midrashimall  put  the  occur 
rence  in  the  Asmonsean  times,  and  several  of  them  connect  it 
with  the  Hanukka  festivities  as  Esther  is  connected  with  Purim. 

5  Tobit  is  the  only  other  of  which   this  can   confidently  be 
affirmed. 

6  In  the  subscription  to  the  Greek  version  it  is  called  eTROToAr) 
Tiav  <j>povpai  (Esth.  10  ii). 
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the  proud  vizier  Haman  is  compelled  to  do  the  almost  royal 
honour  he  had  conceived  for  himself  to  the  Jew  Mordecai  whom 
he  hates  most  of  all  men  ;  and  how  Esther  by  her  address  saves 
her  people  from  the  general  massacre  which  Haman  had  planned, 
gets  the  minister  hanged  on  his  own  gallows  and  Mordecai 
appointed  in  his  place,  and  procures  a  counter-edict  by  authority 
of  which  the  Jews  in  Susa  and  the  provinces  slaughter  their 
fellow-subjects  without  resistance,— that  was  something  to  delight 
the  heart  of  a  race  whose  peculiarities  and  contempt  for  the  state 
religion  involved  it  in  such  bitter  sufferings. 

When  the  temple  was  destroyed  and  the  other  feasts 
ceased,  Purim  only  gained  in  importance,  and  the  book 
connected  with  Purim  so  well  expressed  the  feelings  of 
the  oppressed  Jews  that  Esther  became,  next  to  the 
Torah,  the  best  known  and  most  highly-prized  book  in 
the  Canon.1 

iii.  A  book  of  very  different  spirit  and  tendency  is 
JONAH  (q.v. ),  which  tells  how  the  prophet,  who  was 
unwilling  to  preach  to  the  heathen,  was  miraculously 
constrained  to  go,  and  how  at  his  message  Ninevah 
repented  and  its  doom  was  averted,  and  pointedly 
rebukes  the  spirit  which  would  have  God  show  no 
mercy  upon  the  nations.  The  protest  against  the 
persuasion  that  God's  word  and  his  compassion  are  for 
the  Jews  only  is  noteworthy.  The  book  is  not  only  a 
story  about  a  prophet ;  more  than  any  other  product  of 
its  age,  it  breathes  the  prophet's  spirit.2 

iv.  A  similar  motive  is  thought  by  many  to  actuate 
the  Book  of  RUTH  (q.v.);  the  author  would  answer 
those  who,  like  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  were  so  hot 
against  mixed  marriages,  by  showing  how  the  blood  of  a 
Moabite  ancestress  flowed  in  the  veins  of  David  himself. 
v.  One  of  the  most  pleasing  of  these  writings  is 
TOBIT  (q.v. ),  with  its  attractive  pictures  of  Jewish  piety 
and  its  instructive  glimpses  of  current  superstitions,  for 
the  history  of  both  of  which  it  is  an  important  source. 
It  is  a  moral  tale  simply,  without  any  ulterior  motive 
other  than  the  edification  of  its  readers.  The  numerous 
varying  recensions  show  that  it  had  a  wide  popularity 
among  Jews  as  it  had  afterwards  among  Christians.  See 
ACHIACHARUS. 

vi.  Smaller  didactic  stories. — Other  stories  celebrate 
the  constancy  of  pious  Jews  to  their  religion  in  spite  of 
all  efforts  to  turn  them  from  it.  The  Gentile  world- 
power,  whether  represented  by  Babylonian,  Persian, 
Seleucid,  or  Ptolemy,  appears  not  only  as  the  oppressor 
but  also  as  the  persecutor  of  the  Jews,  prohibiting  the 
exercise  of  their  religion  and  trying  to  force  them  to 
worship  idols  and  practise  abominable  rites. 

Some  of  the  stories  tell  of  the  miraculous  deliverance  of  God's 
faithful  servants,  others  of  the  triumphant  fortitude  of  the 
martyrs  under  the  most  appalling  tortures.  To  inspire  a  like 
faith  and  devotion  in  the  readers,  leading  them  to  prize  more 
highly  a  religion  which  has  produced  such  fruits,  and  making 
them  also  ready,  if  need  be,  to  die  for  their  holy  law,  is  the 
obvious  motive  of  the  tales.  3 

To  this  class  belong  the  stories  of  Daniel  and  the 
three  Jewish  youths  in  Babylon,  in  the  Book  of  DANIEL 

Here  the  faithful  worshippers  of  Yahwfe  are  miraculously 
delivered  from  the  fiery  furnace  and  the  lions'  den,  and  endued 
with  a  supernatural  wisdom  which  puts  all  the  Chaldean 
astrologers  and  magicians  to  shame,  so  that  the  heathen  kings 
are  constrained  to  confess  the  god  of  the  Jews  the  supreme  God. 
In  the  Greek  version  other  stories  are  added ;  Susanna 
and  the  Elders,  illustrating  Daniel's  wisdom  in  judg 
ment  ;  Bel  and  the  Dragon,  showing  how  Daniel  ingeni 
ously  proved  to  Cyrus  that  the  gods  of  the  Babylonians 
were  no  gods.  The  display  of  Jewish  wisdom  before 
heathen  kings  is  the  motive  also  of  the  story  of  the 
Three  Pages  of  Darius  (i  Esd.  3i/. ),  where  a  contest 
of  wits  in  answer  to  the  question,  What  is  the  mightiest 
thing  on  earth?  wins  for  Zerubbabel  permission  to 
return  and  restore  the  temple  at  Jerusalem.4 

The  Greek-speaking  Jews  also  had  their  story-books 
with  similar  subjects.  One  of  these  is  3  Maccabees  (see 

1  The  entire  lack  of  a  religious  element  in  the  story  was  made 
good  in  the  Greek  translation  by  extensive  additions. 

2  Cp  Ezek.  3s/  Mai.  1  \if. 

3  We  should  compare  the  Christian  martyna. 

4  Cp  Ep.  Arist.  tfff.  (Schmidt)  ;  EZRA  (GREEK),  §  6. 
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MACCABEES  [THIRD]),  which  professes  to  narrate 
events  in  the  reign  of  Ptolemy  I'hilopator  after  the 
defeat  of  Seleucus  III.  at  Raphia  in  217  B.C.  It  may  be 
regarded  as  in  some  sense  a  Hellenistic  counterpart  to 
Esther,  and  is  one  of  the  worst  specimens  of  this  kind 
of  fiction. 

It  seems  to  be  an  elaborated  variation  of  an  older  legend 
preserved  by  Josephus  (c.  Ap.  $5).  Many  scholars  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  occasion  of  writing  the  book  was  the  persecution 
of  the  Alexandrian  Jews  under  Caligula.1 

Of  the  stories  of  martyr  heroism,  the  most  famous 
are  those  of  the  aged  Eleazar  and  of  the  mother  and 
her  seven  sons  in  2  Mace.  6/,  repeated  in  great  detail 
in  4  Mace. ,  which  took  their  place  among  the  most 
popular  of  Christian  martyria. 

There  were  doubtless  many  other  religious  stories  in 
circulation  ;  from  a  later  period  considerable  remains  of 
a  similar  literature  have  come  down  to  us ;  e.g. ,  the  tale 
of  Joseph's  wife  Aseneth  (see  APOCRYPHA,  §  12). 

The  glorious  events  of  the  Asmonasan  age  inspired 
more  than  one  author  to  write  the  history  of  Mattathias 
f  and  his  sons.  The  oldest  and  by  far  the 
17.  Hist.  01  most  jmportant  of  these  works  is  that 
Asmonseans:  whkh  we  have  in  the  First  Book  of 
Hebrew.  Maccabees  (see  MACCABEES  [FIRST]), 
written  in  Hebrew,  probably  in  the  reign  of  John 
Hyrcanus.  It  covers  the  period  from  the  accession 
of  Antiochus  Epiphanes  (175  B.C.)  to  the  death  of 
Simon  (135  B.C.  ) ;  but  it  deals  chiefly  with  the  struggle 
with  the  Syrians  ;  of  the  fierce  and  treacherous  strife 
of  Jewish  parties  we  catch  only  passing  glimpses. 
The  author  had  probably  no  older  written  account  of 
the  events,  but  drew  upon  a  tradition  close  to  the 
Asmoneean  house.  Besides  this  tradition,  he  incor 
porated  certain  documents  which  were  preserved  in 
public  places  (\^i /• )  or  in  the  archives  (cp  11  37  127)-2 
The  writer  is  sincerely  religious,  as  are  the  heroes  of 
his  story.  As  to  his  method  of  conceiving  history,  we 
need  only  point  out  here  that  the  action  moves  wholly 
on  the  earthly  stage,  without  miracle,  or  prophecy, 
i  Mace,  is  an  historical  source  of  the  first  value  for  the 
times  of  the  early  Asmonseans ;  it  is  deeply  to  be 
regretted  that  we  have  not  similar  sources  for  other 
epochs  of  Jewish  history. 

At  the  end  of  the  work  (1623/ )  the  reader  is  referred 
for  information  about  the  following  period  to  the 
Chronicles  of  the  high-priesthood  of  John  Hyrcanus. 
Of  these  Chronicles  nothing  has  survived  ;  it  cannot 
even  be  shown  that  the  history  of  Hyrcanus'  rule  in 
Josephus  ultimately  goes  back— in  whole  or  in  part— to 
these  Chronicles.3 

The  struggle  of  their  brethren  in  Palestine  had  a  keen 
interest  for  the  Greek-speaking  Jews  also.  Jason  of 
.  Cyrene  wrote  a  history  of  it  in  five  books, 
18.  Greek.  Beginning  with  the  antecedents  of  the  con 
flict  under  Onias  III.,  and  ending,  if  we  are  to  judge 
from  the  summary  of  its  contents  in  2  Mace.  219-23, 
with  the  liberation  of  the  city  by  Judas  after  the  victory 
over  Nicanor  (cp  2  Mace.  1537)-4  We  know  this  work 
only  through  2  Mace. ,  which  is  professedly  an  abridg 
ment  of  it.  The  original  must  have  been  very  prolix, 
which  is  perhaps  one  reason  why  it  was  not  more 
generally  known.  The  character  of  the  work  is  in 
striking  contrast  to  i  Mace.  ;  it  imitates  and  outdoes 
the  worst  types  of  Greek  rhetorical  historiography.5 
The  straining  for  effect  is  tiresomely  persistent.  Every 
thing  is  exaggerated  ;  special  divine  interventions  occur 
at  every  turn  ;  and  the  operation  of  the  law  of  retribu 
tion  is  everywhere  emphasised  (see  chap.  9).  There  is 

1  See  now,  however,  Buchler,  Tobiaden  u.  Oniaden,  iT^ff. 
9£  On  the  genuineness  of  these  pieces,  see  MACCABEES  (FIRST), 

3  Aeainst  Bloch  see  Destinon,  44. 

4  Schiirer  considers  it  doubtful  whether  Jason  made  an  end 
here ;     but    cp    2  Mace.  2  20,     and    see    Willrich,    Juden    u. 
Griechen,  66. 

B  See,  however,  Buchler,  277^,  Niese,  Hermes,  1900. 
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no  evidence  that  Jason  had  any  written  sources  ;  the 
whole  character  of  the  book  suggests  rather  that  he 
derived  his  information  from  the  reports  —  confused  and 
mingled  with  legend  —  which  came  1  by  various  channels 
from  Palestine.  On  the  two  epistles  in  2  Mace.  1  1-2  18, 
and  on  the  other  critical  points,  see  MACCABEES 

(SECOND).2 

Other  writings  of  a  legendary  character  are  known  to 
us  through  Josephus,  who,  directly  or  indirectly,  drew 
upon  them  in  his  history  of  the  Greek  period  ;  among 
them  were  the  account  of  Alexander's  relations  to  the 
Jews  (Ant.  xi.  8)  and  the  story  of  the  Tobiadoa  and 
Oniados  (Joseph  the  tax-farmer),  Ant.  xii.  4,  cp  BJ  1  i. 
On  the  latter  see  Buchler  (op.  cit.  preceding  col.  n.  i). 

In  the  third  and  the  second  centuries  B.C.,  most  of 

the    Hebrew   historical   literature   was    translated    into 

rr  4-     •        t     Greek.     Jews  in  the  new  centres  of 

19.  mi  Greek   culturep   especially  in  Alex- 

£    iTi1,     ?et°-P      andria-  became  Acquainted  with  the 
oy  Hellenistic      writings  of  Greek  historians,   and 

with  works  like  those  of  Manetho 
and  Berossus,  written  in  Greek,  through  which  the 
ancient  history  of  Egypt  and  Babylonia  from  authentic 
sources  was  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  educated 
world.  It  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if  they  had  not 
felt  stirred  to  perform  a  like  service  for  the  history  of 
their  own  nation. 

i.  Demetrius.  —  The  earliest  of  these  writings  of  which 
we  know  anything  is  that  of  Demetrius,  TLepi  TUV  fr  TT) 
'lovdaLg,  /3acuAeaw.4  It  is  a  chronological  epitome 
rather  than  a  narrative  history,  and  was  doubtless 
composed  for  Jewish  readers.  The  author  brings  to 
the  solution  of  the  difficult  problems  of  chronology 
thorough  knowledge  of  the  OT  and  great  acumen. 

The  occasional  explanations  of  other  difficulties  in  the  Scriptures 
show  honesty  as  well  as  ingenuity.  The  close  connection  in 
many  of  these  points  between  the  Hellenistic  and  the  Palestinian 
exegesis  has  also  been  remarked. 

ii.  Eupolemos.  —  The  work  of  Eupolemos  under  a 
similar  title  was  of  a  different  nature.  He  narrated  the 
history  more  at  large,  and  with  embellishments  in  the 
taste  of  his  times,  such  as  the  correspondence  of  Solomon 
with  the  pharaoh,  the  legend  of  Jeremiah  (fr.  24),  and 
so  on.  In  him  also  we  first  note  the  disposition  to 
vindicate  for  the  Hebrews  the  priority  in  philosophy, 
science,  and  the  useful  arts,  which  is  so  characteristic  of 
later  Hellenistic  authors. 

Moses  was  the  first  sage  (crowds),  and  the  first  who  gave  his 
people  written  laws.  He  taught  the  art  of  writing  to  the  Jews  ;  the 
Phoenicians  learned  it  from  the  Jews,  and  the  Greeks  from  them. 

Eupolemos  probably  wrote  under  Demetrius  Soter 
(circa  158  B.C.),  and  it  has  been  surmised  that  he  may 
be  the  same  who  is  mentioned  in  i  Mace.  817  ;  in  which 
case  his  book  would  have  additional  interest  as  the  work 
of  a  Palestinian  Hellenist.5 

iii.  Artapanos.  —  It  was  natural  that  Jews  in  Egypt 
should  seek  to  connect  the  story  of  Abraham's  sojourn 
in  Egypt,  of  Joseph's  elevation,  and  above  all,  of  Moses 
and  the  exodus,  with  Egyptian  history. 

They  had  an  additional  reason  for  giving  their  version  of  these 
events  in  the  fact  that  native  writers  had  set  afloat  injurious 
accounts  of  the  expulsion  of  the  leprous  hordes,  which  found 
only  too  willing  credence  not  merely  among  the  populace  but 
with  serious  historians.  6 

The  Jewish  writers  had  no  access  to  authentic  sources 
of  information  ;  in  the  most  favourable  case  they 
could  give  only  uncritical  combinations  of  names  and 


1  See  Torrey, 

2  The   book  may  perhaps  have  been  used  as  a  Hellenistic 
Haggada  for  the  Hanukka  as  Esther  for  Purim. 

•*  On  the  works  described  in  this  paragraph  see  Freudenthal, 
Hellenistische  Studien,  '75  (the  fragments  edited,  219  ff.~)  ; 
Schiirer,  History  of  the  Jewish  People,  2,  §  33  (5  200  ff.~)  ;  Will- 
rich,  JudenundGriechen  vorder  makkabaischen  Erhebung,  "95. 

*  Freudenthal  fixes  the  date  under  Ptolemy  IV.  (222-205); 
Willrich  tries  to  prove  that  all  this  literature  is  much  younger. 

5  Against  both  this  combination  and  the  date  given  in  the 
text,  see  Willrich. 

6  If  the  account  ascribed  to  Manetho  is  genuine  —  which  has 
seldom  been  questioned  —  these  malicious  inventions  began  very 
•early  in  the  Ptolemaic  period. 
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events  taken  from  Egyptian  history  or  legend  (known 
to  them  through  a  Greek  medium)  with  the  narratives 
of  the  Pentateuch.  The  spinning  out  of  these  com 
binations  is  doubtless  in  the  main  pure  invention. 

Considerable  fragments  of  a  work  of  this  sort  have 
been  transmitted  to  us  under  the  name  of  Artapanos. 
This  Persian  name  is  with  reason  suspected  of  being 
a  pseudonym,  the  glorification  of  the  Jews  being  for 
greater  effect  attributed  to  an  unprejudiced  foreigner 1 
who  collected  his  information  from  the  best  Egyptian 
authorities.  However  that  may  be,  the  author  shows 
considerable  knowledge  of  things  Egyptian  and  a  very 
respectable  degree  of  Hellenistic  culture.  The  design 
of  the  book  is  plainly  to  magnify  the  forefathers  of  the 
Jews  by  showing  that  they  are  the  real  authors  of  the 
Egyptian  civilisation. 

Abraham, during  his  twenty  years' sojourn,  taught  the  Egyptians 
astrology  ; 2  Joseph  first  caused  the  fields  to  be  properly  surveyed 
and  meted  out,  reclaimed  by  irrigation  much  uncultivated  land, 
allotted  glebes  to  the  priests,  and  invented  measures.  His  kins 
men,  who  followed  him  to  Egypt,  built  the  temples  in  Athos 
and  Heliopolis.  It  is  particularly  in  the  story  of  Moses,  how 
ever,  that  Artapanos  develops  all  his  art.  Moses,  who  was 
named  by  the  Egyptians  Hermes  and  is  known  to  the  Greeks  as 
Musseus,  was  the  adopted  son  of  Merris,  the  childless  queen  of 
Chenephres.  He  was  the  inventor  of  boats,  the  Egyptian 
weapons,  engines  for  hoisting  stones,  for  irrigation,  and  for  war ; 
he  divided  the  country  into  its  thirty-six  nomes,  and  assigned  to 
each  the  god  which  was  to  be  worshipped  in  it ;  he  was  the 
founder  of  philosophy  and  the  author  of  the  hieroglyphic  writing 
used  by  the  priests.  Besides  all  this  he  was  a  great  general, 
who  at  the  head  of  an  army  of  fellahin  subdued  the  Ethiopians, 
built  the  city  of  Hermopolis,  etc.  The  jealousy  of  Chenephres 
finally  compelled  him  to  flee  the  country ;  on  the  way  he  slew 
an  Egyptian  officer  who  lay  in  wait  for  him  to  kill  him  (cp  Ex. 
2  ii  ff.~).  As  the  last  example  shows,  the  author  deals  very  freely 
with  the  biblical  narrative  when  it  suits  his  purpose. 

iv.  Fragments. — We  possess  fragments  of  several 
other  works  of  similar  tendency  to  those  of  Eupolemos 
and  Artapanos  ;  the  names  of  Aristeas  and  Malchos- 
Kleodemus  may  be  mentioned.  Of  peculiar  interest 
are  some  fragments  of  this  sort  which  plainly  come 
from  the  hand  of  Samaritan  Hellenists.  One  of  these 
(erroneously  ascribed  in  Eusebius  to  Eupolemos)  makes 
Mt.  Gerizim  the  site  of  the  city  of  Melchizedek  and  the 
temple  of  the  most  high  God  ;  and  is  otherwise  instruc 
tive  for  the  combination  of  the  OT  narrative  with 
Babylonian  learning  :  for  example,  Ur  of  the  Chaldees  is 
Camarina  ;  Abraham  brought  the  Babylonian  astrology 
to  Egypt,  but  the  real  father  of  the  science  was  Enoch, 
etc. 

The  same  aim,  to  exalt  the  Jewish  people  in  the  eyes 
of  other  races,  appears  in  a  different  way  in  various 
pseudepigraphic  works  purporting  to  be  written  about 
the  Jews  by  foreigners.3 

v.  Pseudo-Hecatceus. — Hecatasus  of  Abdera  (under 
Ptolemy  I. )  had  given  in  his  History  of  Egypt  a  brief  and 
unprejudiced  account  of  the  Jews  ;  which  gave  occasion 
for  forging  in  his  name  a  whole  book,  the  partiality  of 
which  for  all  things  Jewish  aroused  the  suspicion  of 
ancient  critics. 

vi.  Aristeas. — The  letter  of  Aristeas,  pretending  to  be 
written  by  a  Gentile  to  a  Gentile,  giving  the  history  of 
the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  law  into  Greek,  also  is 
palpably  spurious. 

In  it  we  have  a  glorification  of  the  Torah  and  of  the  LXX 
translation,  of  the  profound  and  practical  wisdom  of  Jewish 
sages,  of  the  temple  and  the  cultus — a  fabrication  on  a  grand  scale, 
fortified  with  edicts,  correspondence,  and  all  the  apparatus  with 
which  fictitious  history  had  learned  to  give  itself  the  semblance  of 
authenticity. 

Among  the  voluminous  writings  of  Philo  at  least  one 

work  dealing  with  the    ancient   history  of  his   people 

PVTI       f  demands  mention  here — the  life  of  Moses. 

nilo  01  The  first  book|  in  particulari  on  Moses  as 

Alexandria.  a  rulen  fairly  deserves  to  be  called  the  best 

specimen  of  Hebrew  history  retold  for  Gentile  readers. 

1  Cp   Pseudo  -  Hecataeus,  Aristeas,   the  Jewish    Sibyl,   etc. ; 
Freudenthal,  i^ff. 

2  This    is    repeated    by    many    Jewish    writers.      Abraham 
brought  the  art  from  Babylonia  (FHG  8213  A). 

3  This  species  of  literature  flourished  rankly  in  the  centuries 
before  and  after  our  era. 
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It  narrates  the  life  of  Moses  from  his  birth  to  the  permission 
to  the  two  tribes  to  occupy  the  conquered  territory  E.  of  the 
Jordan  (Nu.  32),  following  the  Pentateuch  with  occasional 
allegorical  digressions  and  many  edifying  reflections,  and  with 
those  speeches  by  the  personages  at  important  moments  without 
which  no  author  of  this  time  would  have  thought  it  possible  to 
write  history  ;  but  free  from  any  infusion  of  the  Hellenistic 
midrash  which  we  have  found  in  Eupolemos  and  Artapanos. 

Philo's  work  differs  favourably  from  the  corresponding 
parts  of  Josephus'  Antiquities  in  the  point  just  mentioned, 
and  also  in  the  fact  that  Philo  does  not,  like  Josephus, 
suppress  unpleasant  passages,  such  as  the  worship  of 
the  golden  calf  which  Aaron  made.  The  second  book 
is  on  Moses  as  a  lawgiver  ;l  the  third,  on  Moses  as  a 
priest  (the  tabernacle  and  its  furniture,  priests'  vestments, 
and  so  on). 

Philo  wrote  also  a  history  of  the  persecutions  of  the 
Jews  in  his  own  time,  apparently  in  five  books. 

The  first,  it  is  inferred,  was  introductory  ;  the  second  described 
the  oppression  of  the  Jews  in  the  reign  of  Tiberius  by  Sejanus 
at  Rome  and  by  Pontius  Pilate  in  Judsa  ;  the  third  dealt  with 
the  sufferings  of  the  Alexandrian  Jews  at  the  beginning  of  the 
reign  of  Caligula;  the  fourth,  with  the  evils  in  which  the  Jews  were 
involved  by  the  demand  of  Caligula  that  divine  honours  should 
be  paid  him,  and  his  determination  to  set  up  an  image  of  himself 
in  the  temple  at  Jerusalem  ;  whilst  the  last  described  the  change 
in  the  fortunes  of  the  Jews  brought  about  by  Claudius's  edict  of 
toleration. 

Of  these  books  only  the  third  and  the  fourth  have 
survived  (Adversus  Flaccum,  Legatio  ad  Caium}.  Philo 
was  a  witness  of  the  tribulations  of  the  Jews  in  Alexandria 
in  the  last  year  of  Flaccus's  administration,  and  was  the 
leading  member  of  the  deputation  to  Caligula.  Notwith 
standing  their  tiresome  preaching  tone,  and  obvious 
reticence  about  the  result  of  the  mission — -not  to  say  sup 
pression  of  its  failure — the  books  are  historical  sources 
of  high  value,  not  only  for  the  troubles  of  the  Jews  but 
also  for  the  character  of  the  Emperor. 

The  revolt  against   Rome  in   the  years  66-73    A-D- 
01    T.,^  found  its  historians  in  two  men  who  had 

4l.  JUSLUS         .,  ,  .  T 

of  Tiberias 2    t'lemselves  Deen  actors  in  it,   Justus  of 

Tiberias  and  Flavius  Josephus. 

The  work  of  Justus  is  lost — it  is  known  to  us  only 
through  the  polemic  in  the  autobiography  of  Josephus — 
and  the  loss  is  the  more  to  be  regretted  because  Justus 
would  have  enabled  us  to  control  Josephus's  account  of 
the  events  in  Galilee,  where  we  have  only  too  good 
reason  to  distrust  him.  Justus  wrote  also  a  Chronicon 
or  concise  history  from  Moses  to  the  death  of  Agrippa 
II.  (in  the  third  year  of  Trajan),  which  was  used  by 
Julius  Africanus,  through  whom  some  material  derived 
from  it  has  been  transmitted  to  us.  Both  works  of 
Justus,  like  those  of  Josephus,  were  written  in  Greek — 
Josephus  testifies  that  he  had  a  good  Greek  education — 
for  Greek  and  Roman  readers. 

i.  Bell.  Jud. — Josephus  (b.  37A.D.,d.  end  of  century) 
first  wrote  the  history  of  the  war  in  Aramaic  for  the 

97    Flaw      i    Jews    in    the    E-     Afterwards,     moved 
•«•   r  icLvius     /i  \   v      ,.1  i_         t>      •  *      *• 

Josephus 3  '  Says)  y  number  of  misleading 
accounts  which  were  in  circulation,  he 
put  his  own  work  into  Greek.4  The  Greek  cannot,  how 
ever,  be  a  mere  translation  of  the  earlier  work  ;  for 
Greek  and  Roman  readers  it  would  need  to  be  materially 
recast,  and  we  can  hardly  doubt  that  his  own  part  in 
the  action  was  put  in  a  quite  different  light.  Very  prob 
ably  also  the  rtsumd  of  Jewish  history  from  the  time  of 
Antiochus  Epiphanes  to  the  death  of  Herod  (bk.  i. ) 
was  first  prefixed  in  the  Greek  ;  the  greater  part  of  the 
seventh  book  was  doubtless  added  at  the  same  time. 
The  history  ends  with  the  taking  of  Masada  (the  last 
stronghold  of  the  insurgents)  and  the  closing  of  the 
temple  of  Onias  in  Egypt,  with  a  final  chapter  on  the 
outbreak  in  Cyrene.  The  work  was  completed  before 
the  death  of  Vespasian  (79  A.  D.  ). 

1  In  this  book  the  history  of  the  LXX  translation  is  repeated 
after  Aristeas. 

-  Schiirer,  (7/K(2)l47^r.  ET  1  65^ 

3  Schurer,  GJVM\*f>ff.,  ET  177^;  where  the  literature 
will  be  found  (Hist.  \oi,ff.). 

•*  <I>AauiOu  'IUOTJTTOV  io-ropia  'lovScuKOu  TroAe'juou  irpb? 
'Piu^iai'ovs  ;  De  Bella  Judaico  Libri  Septem. 
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For  the  agitation  which  preceded  the  war,  and  for  the 
war  itself,  Josephus  was  both  at  the  time  and  afterwards 
in  a  position  to  be  exceptionally  well  informed  ;  but  it 
must  be  remembered  that,  writing  for  the  eyes  of  the 
emperor  and  his  officers,  he  was  under  strong  temptation 
to  put  things  in  the  way  which  would  be  most  pleasing 
to  his  imperial  patrons  ;  and  that  he  had  the  difficult 
task  of  giving  an  honourable  colour  to  his  own  conduct. 
We  know  that  Justus  charged  him  with  falsifying  the 
history  of  the  events  in  Galilee,  and  the  acrimony  of 
Josephus's  reply  shows  that  the  shaft  had  found  a 
vulnerable  spot. 

For  the  earlier  part  of  the  work,  from  Antiochus 
Epiphanes  to  the  death  of  Nero,  he  used  substantially 
the  same  sources  as  in  the  parallel  books  of  his  Antiqui 
ties.  The  Jewish  War  is  composed  with  considerable 
art ;  Josephus  had  a  remarkably  dramatic  subject,  and 
he  puts  his  facts  together  in  a  highly  effective  way  ;  the 
Greek  style,  in  revising  which  he  had  expert  assistance, 
is  praised  by  Photius  for  purity  and  propriety. 

ii.  Antiquities. — Later  in  life  Josephus  wrote  his 
Antiquities,  or,  rather,  'Archeology'  ('louSa-iicr)  apxa-io- 
Xo-yt'a),  the  Ancient  History  of  the  Jews,  in  twenty 
books.  * 

The  first  ten  books  extend  from  the  creation  of  the 
world  to  the  end  of  the  Babylonian  exile  (closing  with 
Daniel).  His  sources  here  were  the  books  of  the  OT, 
chiefly  in  the  LXX  version;  but  when  he  affirms  (i 
Proem.  3,  x.  106)  that  he  reproduces  exactly  the  contents 
of  the  sacred  books,  without  addition  or  omission,  he 
claims  too  much — or  too  little. 

The  Antiquities  was  written  for  Gentile  readers,  and  was 
intended  not  merely  to  acquaint  them  with  the  history  of  the 
Jews,  but  also  to  counteract  the  current  prejudice  against  the 
people  and  its  institutions,  and  to  exhibit  both  in  a  favourable 
light.  To  this  end  he  omitted  things  which  might  give  ground 
for  censure  or  ridicule,  and  embellished  the  narrative  from  legend 
and  midrash.  That  he  used  the  writings  of  Hellenistic  Jews 
who  before  him  had  treated  the  history  in  the  same  way  (see 
above,  §  19)  is  certain  ;  the  extent  to  which  he  was  dependent 
upon  them  cannot  now  be  determined.  Josephus  also  often 
refers  for  confirmation  or  illustration  of  the  biblical  narrative  to 
foreign  authors  ;  who  are  sometimes  cited,  not  at  first  hand,  but 
from  compilations  or  other  intermediate  sources.2 

For  the  following  period,  from  Artaxerxes  I.,  under 
whom  he  puts  Esther  (the  latest  book  in  the  OT),  the 
sources  used  \vere  of  diverse  character  and  value.3 
From  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  to  the  beginning  of 
the  second  there  was  no  authentic  historical  tradition  ; 
a  few  stray  facts  and  a  mass  of  legends  have  to  stop  the 
gap.  From  Antiochus  Epiphanes  to  the  accession  of 
Herod,  Josephus's  chief  authority  was  an  unknown 
Jewish  writer  who  had  combined  his  Jewish  sources 
( i  Mace. ,  a  history  of  the  later  Asmonasans  ?)  with  Greek 
writers  on  the  history  of  Syria  (Polybius,  Posidonius, 
Strabo).  This  work  probably  began  with  Alexander, 
and  came  down  at  least  to  the  death  of  Germanicus  (19 
A.  D. ).  To  this  Josephus  added  the  fruit  of  his  own 
reading  in  the  Greek  historians,  some  Jewish  marvel- 
stories,  and  a  collection  of  documents  authenticating 
privileges  of  the  Jews.  For  the  life  of  Herod  he  drew 
directly  on  Nicolaus  of  Damascus,  with  additions  from 
a  Jewish  source  unfavourable  to  Herod.  In  the  later 
part  of  the  work  the  narrative  becomes  fuller  and  the 
sources  more  numerous ;  among  them  information 
derived  from  King  Agrippa,  and  a  Roman  author 
(?  Cluvius  Rufus)  may  be  recognised.  The  history 
closes  with  Gessius  Florus  (=DJ  ii.  14 1),  on  the  eve 
of  the  war. 

iii.  The  Life,  which  in  the  manuscripts  immediately 
follows  the  Antiquities,  is  not  really  an  autobiography; 
it  is  an  apologia,  and  is  chiefly  occupied  with  a  relation 

1  The   title   and   the   number   of  books  are   in  imitation  of 
Dionysius  of  Halicarnassus,  'PuiftcuiCT)  ap^aioXoyi'o. 

2  The  ancients  understood  as  well  as  the  moderns  this  trick  01 
seeming  to  be  familiar  with  books  they  had  never  seen. 

3  For  titles  of  works  on  the  sources  of  Josephus,  see  Schurer, 
Hist.  1  \o\ff.      Of  more   recent    investigations    Biichler,    Die 
Tobiaden    und   die    Oniaden.    'QQ,   also   /(?./?  9  311  ff.,    REf 
32  179^,  3969^,  and  Unger  (SMA  IV,  '95^)  must  be  named. 


HISTORICAL  LITERATURE 

and  defence  of  the  author's  conduct  as  commander  in 
Galilee  in  the  earlier  stage  of  the  revolt.  It  supple 
ments  the  War;  but  is  to  be  used  with  even  greater 
caution. 

iv.  The  short  work  which  we  commonly  call  the 
Reply  to  Apion  (Contra  Apionem),  but  of  which  the 
true  title  seems  to  be  '  On  the  Antiquity  of  the  Jews' 
(Ilept  T?}S  rCiv  'lovdaiuv  dpxaibTriTos)  is  a  defence  of 
the  Jews  against  their  assailants,  of  whom  the  Alex 
andrian  grammarian  and  polyhistor  Apion  is  taken  as 
a  leading  representative.1  The  chief  value  of  the  book, 
apart  from  the  light  it  throws  on  the  '  antisemitism  '  of 
the  times,  lies  in  the  copious  extracts  from  profane 
writers  on  Oriental  history  which  are  incorporated  in  it. 

Josephus  was  the  author  through  whom  the  Roman 
and,  later,  for  centuries,  the  Christian  world  got  most 
of  its  knowledge  of  Jewish  history.  His  works  were 
translated  into  Latin  ;  a  Greek  abridgment  of  the 
voluminous  Antiquities  was  made  ;  the  mediaeval 
Hebrew  '  Josippon  '  professes  to  be  the  work  of 
Josephus,  from  whose  writings  the  material  is  largely 
drawn  ;  in  modern  times  Josephus  has  been  translated 
into  all  the  languages  of  Europe.  His  authority  as  an 
historian  stood  very  high,  his  writings  were  appealed 
to  with  almost  as  much  confidence  as  the  OT  itself. 

In  recent  times,  on  the  contrary,  he  has  not  infre 
quently  been  judged  with  unjust  severity.  The  gravest 
faults  of  the  Antiquities  are  those  which  it  shares  with 
the  Jewish  Hellenistic  historiography  in  general,  and 
indeed  with  no  small  part  of  the  profane  history  of  the 
Alexandrian  age,  not  the  individual  sins  of  Josephus. 

To  expect  critical  history  of  these  writers  is  to  look  for  figs 
on  thistles.  The  business  of  the  historian  is  to  interest  his 
readers  ;  an  effective  story  carries  it  off  over  all  dry  investiga 
tions  ;  and  legends  which  redounded  to  the  glory  of  the  race 
were  accepted  without  impertinent  question.  It  is  not  to  be 
charged  as  a  crime  to  Josephus  that  in  these  respects  he  is  an 
author  of  his  time  and  his  people.  On  the  other  hand,  the  care 
lessness  and  lack  of  pains  with  which  the  latter  part  of  the  Anti- 
gitities  particularly  is  worked  out  may  fairly  be  laid  at  his  door  ; 
he  visibly  wearies  of  his  long  task  before  it  is  completed. 

We  have  no  extensive  historical  writings  in  Hebrew 
or  Aramaic  to  set  beside  the  productions  of  the  Grecian 

1*    carter  01am     JeWS'        Some     works     on     Particular 
*"  periods  have  perished,  or,  like  i  Mace. 

and  Josephus's  Jewish  War,  have  reached  us  only  in 
Greek  garb.  The  chief  motive  of  the  Hellenistic  authors 
for  retelling  the  ancient  history  of  their  people  —  to  bring 
it  to  the  knowledge  of  foreigners  —  was  lacking.  Their 
own  need  was  satisfied  by  the  Sacred  Books  them 
selves,  interpreted  by  Targum  and  Midrash.  The  only 
comprehensive  Hebrew  work  on  Jewish  history  of  which 
we  know  anything  is  the  bald  chronological  epitome 
known  as  Seder  'Oldm.  Down  to  the  Persian  period 
it  follows  the  OT  with  occasional  midrashic  episodes, 
and  with  a  minute  determination  of  the  chronology 
which  is  evidently  the  raison  d'etre  of  the  work.2  The 
six  centuries  and  more  from  Nehemiah  to  the  war  under 
Hadrian  are  comprised  in  the  second  half  of  chap.  30. 
The  lack  of  any  continuous  historical  tradition  is  here 
again  obvious  ;  the  chronology  of  the  Persian,  the 
Greek,  the  Asmonaean,  and  the  Herodean  periods  — 
partly  in  consequence  of  corruption  of  the  text  —  is  far 
out  of  the  way.  The  work,  which  enjoys  Talmudic 
authority,  is  attributed  to  R.  Jose  ben  Halaphta  (circa 
130-160  A.  D.  ),  probably  because  he  is  often  cited  in  it 
as  an  authority.  It  has  undoubtedly  been  more  than 
once  worked  over  by  later  hands.  3 

E.  Schrader,  art.  '  Geschichtskunde  bei  den  Israeliten,'  BL 
2413^;  Franz  Del.  'Die  Formenreichthum  der  israelitischen 

Geschichtsliteratur,  '  Zeitsch.f.  lather.  Theol. 
24.  Literature.  «.  Kirche,  36  3ijf.,  '70;  L.  Diestel,  'Dieheb. 

Geschichtsschreibung,'  JDT  18365  ff.  ('73)  I 
R.  Kittel,  Die  Anfange  der  heb.  Geschichtsschreibung  im  A  T, 
'96  (Rektoratsrede)  ;  'B.  Duhm,  Die  Entsteh.  des  A  Ts,  '97  ; 
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see  also  HEXATEUCH,  and  the  articles  on  the  several  books  dis 
cussed  above. 

On  various  aspects  of  the  general  subject  :  F.  Creuzer,  Die 
historische  Kunst  der  Griechen  in  ihrer  Entsteh.  und  fr'ort- 
bildung,  '45  ;  H.  Ulrici,  Charakteristik  der  antiken  Histori- 
ographie,  '33  ;  K.  W.  Nitzsch,  '  Romische  und  deutsche  An- 
nalistik  und  Geschichtsschreibung,'  in  Sybel's  Zeitschr.  11  iff. 
('64);  A.  v.  Gutschmid,  'Aus  Vorlesungen  uber  die  Gesch.  der 
griech.  Historiographie,'  Kleine  Schrjften,  ^2-jgjff".  (esp.  the 
mtrod.  279-298). 

J.  \V.  Loebell,  'Das  reale  und  das  ideale  Element  in  der 
geschichtlichen  Uberlieferung  und  Darstellung,'  in  Sybel's 
Zeitschr.  \  269-331  ('59);  W.  Wachsmuth,  '  Ueber  die  Quellen 
der  Geschichtsfalschung,'  Ber.  d.  konigl.  sdc/iischen  Gesellsch. 
der  Wiss.  8  121-153  ('56) ',  E.  Zeller,  '  Wie  entstehen  unge- 
schichtlichen  Ueberlieferungen,'  Deutsche  Rundschau,  Feb.  '93 
(excellent) ;  Steinthal,  '  Mythos,  Sage,  Marchen,  Legende, 
Erzahlung,  Fabel, '  Z.  fiir  l*'6lkerpsychologie  u.  Sprachiviss. 
17  113  ff.  ('87).  See  also  Bernheim,  Lehrb.  d.  historischen 
MetlwdeV]  ('94);  and  C.  Wachsmuth,  Einl.  in  das  Studium 
der  alien  Gesch.  ('95).  G  F-  M. 

HITTITES  (DTjri),  a  name  which  occurs  rather 
frequently  in  the  OT,  and  is  often  connected  with  regions 

1.  Occurrence  so™ewhat  remote  from  one  another. 

Ine  name  is  given  to  one  of  the  groups  of 
01  name  pre-Israelitish  inhabitants  of  Southern  Pales- 
in  OT.  tine,  whose  full  name  is  B'ne  Heth  (X«T)  ;  so 

Gen.  28357  2746.  A  single  member  of  the 
group  is  Hitti  (''FIH  xeTTO«>*i  e.g.,  Gen.  492g,  28.1124),  and 
from  the  form,  the  group  is  commonly  referred  to  as  ha-Hitti 
— i.e.,  the  Hittite.  So  throughout  Ex.,  Nu.,  Dt.,  Josh.,  Judg., 
Ezra,  and  Neh.,  and  also  i  K.  9  20  (||  2  Ch.  87).  The  references 
so  far  given  refer  to  the  earlier  period  of  Hebrew  history,  before 
detinite  steps  had  been  taken  leading  to  the  formation  of  the 
kingdom  ;  but  Hittites  are  mentioned  also  in  the  later  period, 
in  the  days  of  Saul  (i  S.  266),  David  (2  S.  1136172124  129/1 
2839  xerrfi  [L],  and  a  parallel  passage  i  Ch.  1141  x«"ret  [BN], 
Xerflei  [AL]),  Solomon  (i  K.  1029  xe"-ieti/  [B  ;  om.  A],  -/u  [L], 
11 1  2  K.  76  and  a  parallel  passage  2  Ch.  1 17  ye88ai<av  [A]).  The 
term  Hitthn  occurs  more  rarely  —  only  twice  for  the  earlier 
period,  Josh.  14  (BA  om.),  Judg.  126  (x.eTreii'  [B],  -KIJU  [A],  -v 
[L],  'land  of  the  Hittites');  and  three  times  for  the  later  period 
(i  K.  1029  2K.76  and  a  parallel  passage  2  Ch.  117,  'kings  of 
Hittites ').  The  persistent  occurrence  of  Hettites  in  the  Greek 
transliteration  in  place  of  Hittites  should  not  be  overlooked. 

In  the  genealogical  table,  Gen.  10,  Heth  is  introduced 
(v.  15  [J])  as  a  son  of  Canaan  ;  but  the  mention  of  Heth 
2  Gen  10  mav  here  is  evidently  a  gloss  — though  an 

be  ignored      °ld    one~ tacked    on    to    ' Sidon>    the 
g  orea.     firstborn  of  Canaan.' 

The  Greek  translators,  perceiving  the  incongruity  of  the 
use  of  Heth  for  the  nation  alongside  of  gentilicia,  like  JebusI, 
Emorl,  etc.,  changed  Heth  to  Hitti  (TOV  \erTalov).  We  may 
indeed  accept  the  view  of  Ball  (SBOT  ad  loc.)  and  others,  and 
regard  the  introduction  of  all  the  nations  mentioned  in  v.  16  as  a 
redactorial  addition  suggested  by  the  gloss  Heth  ;  but  this  will 
not  affect  the  question  of  the  inference  about  Heth  to  be  drawn 
from  the  passage.  For  the  entire  section,  Gen.  10i6-io,  is  an 
independent  fragment  (taken  from  some  genealogical  list  of 
Canaanites)  belonging  to  the  same  stratum  of  tradition  as  that 
preserved  in  the  song,  Gen.  825-27,  according  to  which  the  three 
divisions  of  mankind  were  Canaan,  Shem,  and  Japheth.  This 
wide  sense  of  Canaan^lO  19)  accords  well  with  certain  passages 
in  the  OT  (see  CANAAN,  §  2)  which  make  Canaan  a  general  term 
for  the  whole  district  between  the  Jordan,  the  Mediterranean,  the 
wilderness  in  the  S.,  and  the  Lebanon  range  in  the  N.  ;  but  it  is 
to  be  noted  that  this  usage  is  in  contradiction  to  the  more  common 
application  of  the  term  in  the  Hexateuch  and  in  passages  like 
Judg.  85  Ezra9i  (eflci  [B],  e#0<.  [A])  Neh.  9s  — dependent  upon 
the  Hexateuch — where  the  Canaanites  are  merely  one  of  five, 
six,  or  seven  divisions  into  which  the  district  defined  is  divided. 
When  it  is  furthermore  considered  that  in  this  enumeration  the 
Canaanites  are  assigned  not  always  the  first  place — at  times  the 
second  (Ex.  2328  34n)  or  the  third  (Dt.  'iQij  Josh.  9i  24n),  or 
even  the  fourth  (Ex.  2823) — it  is  evident  that  no  value  is  to  be 
attached  to  the  assignment  of  Heth  as  a  '  son '  (i.e.,  subdivision) 
of  Canaan.  One  conclusion,  however,  may  be  drawn  from  the 
variation  in  nomenclature  :  at  one  time  the  Canaanites  were 
spread  over  a  much  larger  area  than  was  the  case  when  the 
Israelites  entered  the  country.  To  Israel  the  Canaanites  still 
loomed  up  large  enough  ;  but  the  tradition  which  made  them 
the  ancestors  of  all  the  other  groups  occupying  the  highlands, 
and  valleys  to  the  west  of  the  Jordan,  and  which  regarded  them 
as  one  of  the  three  great  divisions  of  mankind,  belongs  to  a 
more  remote  age. 

We  conclude,  then,  that  the  Hittites  of  the  OT,  as 
an  ethnic  group,  do  not  necessarily  stand  in  a  closer 

„..   .          .   relation  to  the  Canaanites  than  to  the 
t'   p  ,     J  Amorites,    Hivites,    Perizzites,    or   any 

n        oTf'    of    the    pre-Israelitish    inhabitants    of 

Gen.  23.1      palestineF 

1  [On  the  '  Hittites '  of  Hebron  cp  REHOBOTH.] 
2094 


HITTITES 

The  question  confronts  us  here,  whether  in  all  cases 
where  the  OT  mentions  Hittites,  the  same  people  is 
meant?  To  put  it  more  precisely,  are  the  B'ne  Heth, 
of  whom  an  interesting  incident  is  recorded  in  Gen. 
23  [P],  identical  with  the  group  called  ha-Hitti  (win), 
and  enumerated  among  the  pre-  Israelitish  inhabitants 
of  Palestine,  and  are  these  Hittites  the  same  as  those 
found  in  the  days  of  Saul,  David,  and  Solomon? 

According  to  Gen.  23  [P],  Abraham  purchases  a 
burying-cave  at  Mamre  from  the  B'ne  Heth,  who  are 
represented  as  a  settled  population  with  Hebron  as  a 
kind  of  centre. 

The  antiquity  of  the  tradition  is  hardly  open  to  question, 
though  the  details,  such  as  the  formal  deed  of  purchase,  may 
have  been  supplied  by  the  fancy  of  a  much  later  age,  to  which 
Abraham  had  already  become  a  favourite  subject  for  Midrashic 
elaboration.  That  the  Hebrew  tradition  regards  the  Hittites 
of  Hebron1  as  identical  with  those  mentioned  elsewhere  follows 
from  the  introduction  of  Heth  in  Gen.  10 15  [J],  as  well  as  from 
the  qualification  ha-Hitti  added  to  the  name  of  Ephron(Gen. 
23io),2  the  chief  of  the  B'ne  Heth. 

These  Hittites  extended  as  far  south  as  the  edge  of 
the  desert,  since  we  find  Edomitic  clans,  settled  around 
Gerar  and  Beersheba  (Gen.  2634  [P],  xeryaiov  [E]), 
entering  upon  matrimonial  alliances  with  Hittites. 

The  opposition  of  Isaac  and  Rebecca  to  Esau's  marriages  with 
Hittite  women  (i'A.,  27+6  [R])  reflects  the  later  sentiments  ex 
pressed  in  the  Hexateuchal  prohibition  (Dt.  "3),  whereas  the 
tradition  itself  clearly  points  to  there  being  at  an  early  period 
friendly  relationships  between  Hebrew  and  Edomitic  clans  on 
the  one  side  and  Hittites  on  the  other. 

Bearing  these  two  features  in  mind — (i)  the  settlement 
of  the  B'ne  Heth  in  the  extreme  south  of  Palestine,  and 
(2)  the   friendly  relations   between   them 


4.  Hittites 
of  Central 


and  the  clans   which   constitute   the  an 
cestors  of  at  least  a  section  of  the  later 


Israelitish  confederacy — it  is  certainly  not 
without  significance  that  the  Hittites  mentioned  in  the 
OT  outside  of  the  book  of  Genesis  dwell  in  the  centre 
or  extreme  north  of  Palestine,  and  that  they  are  viewed 
as  the  bitter  enemies  of  the  Israelites.  True,  in  the 
days  of  Saul  and  David,  we  find  Hittites  joining  their 
fortunes  with  David  (i  S.  266),  and  a  Hittite  occupies 
a  prominent  place  in  David's  army  (2  S.  2839)  (see  below, 
§  5),  whilst  Solomon  enters  into  matrimonial  alliances 
with  Hittite  princesses  (r  K.  11 1)  (see  below,  §  6)  ;  but 
these  are  exceptional  incidents.  The  Hittites,  together 
with  the  Canaanites,  Amorites,  Perizzites,  Hivites, 
Jebusites,  and  Girgashites, 3  hold  the  various  parts  of 
Palestine  proper  against  the  Hebrew  invaders,  and 
contest  every  advance.  The  chief  passages  are  Ex. 
3 8 17  13s  2323  332  Dt.  7 1  20 17  Josh.  Siolla  (om.  F) 
128  (om.  L)  24 ii  Judg.  85.  An  important  indication 
of  the  distribution  of  the  various  groups  is  furnished  by 
Josh.  113.  The  Canaanites  are  settled  both  in  the  E. 
and  in  the  W.  ;  Amorites,  Hittites,  Perizzites,  and  Jebu 
sites  in  the  mountains,  and  the  Hivites  at  the  foot  of  Mt. 
Hermon  in  the  N.  (In  <SB  the  positions  of  the  Hivites 
and  Hittites  are  exchanged  ;  but  the  gloss  in  Nu.  13  29 
is  a  support  for  MT  ;  see  HIVITES,  §  2. )  Here,  then, 
we  find  the  Hittites  settled  in  the  mountainous  districts 
of  Central  Palestine  contesting  the  encroachments  of  the 
Hebrews.  It  is,  of  course,  not  impossible  that  the 
southern  Hittites  were  gradually  forced  northward 
through  circumstances  of  which  we  are  ignorant ;  but  a 
solution  of  the  problem  more  in  keeping  with  the  con 
ditions  of  OT  nomenclature  is  to  suppose  an  inexactness 
and  vagueness  in  the  use  of  the  term  Hittites,  similar  to 
that  which  characterises  the  use  of  such  terms  as  Canaan 
ites,  Amorites,  and  even  Philistines.  A  support  for  this 

1  ['Sta.  (GescA.M  143),  Bu.  (Ifrg-escA.  347 /),  E.  Mey.  and 
others'  (e  .g.,  Che.,  art.  'Hittites,'  EB($))  'are  quite  sure  that  in  this 
use  of  the  name  "  Hittites"  for  the  population  of  the  land  (cp 
also  2634  f.  2*46  with  28  i),  A.  (i.e.,  the  Priestly  narrator,  P)  is 
deplorably  wrong'  (Di.  G'-n.  297  ['92],  ironically).] 

*  Also  7'.  8,  according  to  the  Samaritan  version. 

3  The  order  in  which  these  nations  are  enumerated  varies,  and 
at  times  one  or  other — Girgashites,  Perizzites,  or  Hiwites — 
is  omitted,  though  the  Greek  translators  usually  supplied  the 
deficiency  by  inserting  them. 
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view  is  to  be  found  in  Josh.  1 4,  where  the  whole  district 
of  Israel's  prospective  possessions,  from  the  wilderness 
in  the  S.  to  the  Lebanon  in  the  N. ,  and  eastward  to  the 
Euphrates,  is  designated  as  '  the  whole  land  of  the 
Hittites.'  It  is  true  that  these  words  are  a  gloss,  and 
perhaps  a  late  one,  since  they  are  not  contained  in  ©BAL 
(©'•"  alone  inserts).  Their  value  is  not  impaired,  how 
ever,  by  this  circumstance  ;  in  the  opinion  of  the  scribe 
who  added  them,  '  Hittite  '  was  a  term  covering  a  very 
large  territory.  Judg.  126  is  perhaps  another  in 

stance  of  the  vague  use  of  the  phrase  '  land  of  the 
Hittites,'  though  here  we  have  to  reckon  with  the  possi 
bility  of  a  redactional  insertion  referring  to  a  Hittite 
empire  established  in  NE.  Syria,  of  which  we  hear  much 
in  the  inscriptions  of  Assyrian  monarchs  (see  below,  §  6), 
just  as  this  empire  is  referred  to  in  2  K.  76,  and  probably 
in  i  K.  1029.  Again,  when  Ezekiel  tells  Jerusalem, 

'  Thy  father  was  an  Amorite  and  thy  mother  a  Hittite ' 
(Ezek.  16345  [om.  Q*]),  he  is  using  both  terms  in  a 
vague  and  comprehensive  sense  for  the  pre-Israelitish 
inhabitants  of  Palestine. 

From  such  usage  it  follows  that  there  is  no  necessary 
connection  beyond  the  name  between  the  southern 
Hittites  and  those  whom  the  Israelites  encounter  in 
Central  Palestine.  Indeed  one  might  be  inclined  to 
regard  thegrouping  of  Hittites  with  Canaanites,  Amorites, 
etc. ,  as  a  conventional  enumeration  without  any  decided 
reference  to  actual  conditions  ;  but  such  a  passage  as 
Josh.  11s  is  against  this  view. 

Since    the   older    inhabitants    of   Palestine  were  not 

exterminated,  it  is  not  surprising  to  find  a  Hittite — the 

5    S   Hittites  ^amous  Uriah — among  the  chiefs  that 

:_'  i~*  ~   constituted    the    following    of    David 

in  later  times.  /    0  no         /~i.  n     \      %-u          •  • 

(2  S.  2839  i  Ch.  Il4i).      The  position 

occupied  by  Uriah  points  to  a  partial  assimilation 
between  Judasans  and  Hittites,  and  similarly  the 
strange  tale  of  David  and  Bathsheba  ( Uriah's  wife),  as 
related  in  2  S.  11,  embodies  a  distinct  recollection  of  a 
close  alliance  at  one  time  between  the  two  groups. 
The  unfavourable  light  in  which  David's  act  is  placed  is 
due  to  an  age  which  regarded  it  as  a  heinous  crime  for 
any  Hebrew  to  marry  a  woman  who  was  not  a  worshipper 
of  Yahwe ;  but  the  age  of  David  is  still  far  removed  from 
the  spirit  which  animates  Deuteronomy  and  the  Priestly 
Code  on  this  point.  There  is  no  objection  against 
regarding  these  Hittites  as  the  descendants  of  those 
whom  we  encounter  in  the  days  of  Abraham. 

The  case  is  different,  however,  when  we  come  to 
Solomon,  whose  marriages  with  Hittite  princesses 
6  Solomon's  so'emmze  political  alliances,  just  as  does 
Northern  the  enlarSement  of  his  harem  through 
H'tt'tes  Moabitish,  Ammonitish,  Edomitish,  and 
Sidonian  concubines.  Solomon  but  imi 
tated  the  example  set  by  the  kings  of  Egypt,  who  had  long 
been  in  the  habit  of  adding  to  their  harems  representa 
tives  of  the  various  nations  whom  they  had  conquered 
or  with  whom  they  had  entered  into  political  alliances. 
The  king's  harem  in  ancient  days  in  a  measure  took  the 
place  of  the  diplomatic  corps  of  our  times.  These 
Hittites  cannot  possibly  be  identical  with  those  we 
encounter  in  the  days  of  David  ;  there  is  no  room  in  the 
days  of  Solomon  for  a  Hittite  empire  or  principality  in 
Southern  Palestine.  The  Hittite  district  must  have 
been  as  clearly  defined,  however,  as  that  of  the  Moabites, 
Ammonites,  Edomites,  and  Sidonians  (i  K.  11 1).  That 
there  was  a  Hittite  empire,  and  that  it  wns  important,  is 
implied  by  the  statement  (i  K.  1629)  that  Solomon 
imported  horses  from  Egypt  for  '  all  the  kings  of  the 
Hittites '  (see  HORSE,  §  3,  MIZRAIM,  §  zb}.  The  same 
Hittite  power  is  referred  to  in  2  K.  76,  where  the  juxta 
position  of  '  kings  of  the  Hittites  '  with  '  kings  of  Egypt ' 
may  be  taken  as  a  measure  of  the  importance  of  this 
power.  This  reference  alone  might  be  sufficient  warrant 
for  concluding  that  the  Hittite  district  is  to  be  sought 
in  the  N.  of  Palestine,  the  purport  of  the  passage  being 
to  imply  that  Aram  was  attacked  simultaneously  from 
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the  N.  and  the  S.  A  more  definite  conclusion,  however, 
may  be  drawn  from  2  S.  24  6.  Despite  the  corruptness 
of  the  passage,  one  may  be  certain  that  it  contains  a 
reference  to  the  '  land  of  the  Hittites. ' x  The  reference 
is  tq  a  land  lying  N.  of  Gilead,  and  we  are  thus  brought 
to  the  region  where,  as  we  know  from  other  sources  to 
be  mentioned  presently,  an  extensive  '  Hittite '  empire 
flourished  as  early  at  least  as  1000  B,  c. 

In  a  study  of  the  Hittites  of  the  OT  we  must  therefore 
take  into  consideration   the  varying  use   of  the  term. 
,  We  must  distinguish  (a)  the   Hittites 


7.  Summary  of 
OT  data. 


settled  around  Hebron  (who  maintain 


their  identity  down  to  the  days  of  David) 
from  (b)  the  'conventional1  Hittites  whom  tradition 
enumerated  with  other  groups  as  opponents  whom  the 
Hebrew  invaders  in  a  severe  and  protracted  struggle 
dispossessed  of  their  land  ;  and  both  these  divisions 
must  be  kept  separate  again  from  (c)  an  extensive 
Hittite  power  (divided  up  into  principalities)  situated 
in  the  north-eastern  part  of  Syria,  beyond  the  confines 
of  Palestine  proper  ;  and,  lastly,  there  is  the  vague  and 
indefinite  use  of  the  term  which  makes  Hittite  almost 
synonymous  with  (d]  all  Palestine  and  Syria,  and  thus 
adds  another  complicating  element. 

So  far  as  the  evidence  goes,  there  is  nothing  to  warrant 
any  connection  (beyond  the  name)  between  the  Hittites 
(6)  who  form  part  of  the  pre-Israelitish  population  of 
southern  Palestine,  and  the  Hittites  (c)  whose  alliance 
is  sought  by  Solomon.  It  is  the  latter  Hittites  who 
play  much  the  more  prominent  part  in  the  ancient 
history  of  the  East. 

Thotmes  I.,  the  third  king  of  the  eighteenth  dynasty, 
began  about  1600  B.C.  an  extended  series  of  Asiatic 
campaigns  which  eventually  brought  about 


8.  Egyptian 
data. 


the  subjection  of  Palestine  and  Syria  to 


the  pharaohs  of  Egypt.  Among  the  more 
formidable  enemies  enumerated  by  the  Egyptian  rulers 
is  a  people  whose  name  H-t'  2  appears  to  be  identical 
with  the  term  Heth  or  HettI  of  the  OT.  This  people 
occupied  the  mountainous  districts  of  northern  Syria, 
and  extended  to  the  E.  as  far  as  the  Orontes,  indeed 
at  times  beyond  it  to  the  Euphrates.  A  stronghold  of 
the  H-ta  which  is  prominently  mentioned  in  the  inscrip 
tions  of  Thotmes  III.  (circa  1500  B.C. )  is  Kedesh.  The 
Ht-a  did  not  confine  themselves,  however,  to  their 
mountain  recesses.  Joining  arms  with  the  various 
nationalities  of  northern  Palestine  and  the  W.  district, 
they  advanced  as  far  as  Megiddo  to  meet  the  Egyptian 
armies.  The  pharaohs  found  their  task  difficult, 
and,  even  after  many  campaigns  had  been  waged,  the 
subjection  of  the  H-ta  was  not  definitely  accomplished. 
The  kings  of  Egypt  advanced  to  Carchemish,  Tunep, 
Hamath,  and  claim  to  have  laid  siege  to  these  places  ; 
but  again  and  again  armies  had  to  be  sent  into  northern 
Syria  and  the  Taurus  region.  Marash,  at  the  extreme 
E.  of  Cilicia,  appears  to  have  resisted  all  attempts  at 
conquest.  The  Egyptians  at  one  time  found  a  valuable 
ally  in  Dusratta,  king  of  Mitanni — a  district  to  the 
NW.  of  Assyria.  This  alliance  between  Egypt  and 
Mitanni  seems  to  have  kept  the  H-ta  in  check  ;  but  it 
was  not  long  before  the  H-ta  of  Marash,  Carchemish, 
Hamath,  and  Kedesh  regained  their  complete  independ 
ence.  In  the  fourteenth  century  the  hold  of  Egypt 
upon  her  Asiatic  possessions  was  loosened,  and  about  a 
century  later  her  control  practically  comes  to  an  end. 

It  is  clear  from  the  way  in  which  the  H-ta  are  spoken 
of  in  the  Egyptian  records  that  the  prevailing  notions 
about  them  were  vague.  To  assume  that  there  was  at 
this  time  an  extensive  Hittite  empire  is  a  theory  that 
meets  with  serious  difficulties.  The  district  embraced 
by  the  Egyptian  rulers  under  the  designation  H-ta 
appears  to  have  been  divided  up  among  a  varying 

1  Read  D'Finn  f"lN,  and  see  further  TAHTIM-HODSHI. 

2  This  is  the  transliteration  now  adopted  by  Egyptologists. 
The  character  of  the  vowel  following  t  cannot  be  definitely  deter 
mined.     The  spelling  adopted  here  is  H-ta  (after  WMM). 
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number  of  principalities,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
rulers  and  inhabitants  of  these  principalities  were  even 
of  one  and  the  same  linguistic  or  ethnic  stock. 

Our  knowledge  of  the  early  history  of  Babylonia  and 
of  the  rise  of  the  Assyrian  power  is  still  too  uncertain  to 

e"ae  "s    °  Say        "         inhabitants 


9.  Cuneiform 

,    ,  of  the  Euphrates  valley  first  came  into 

'  contact  with  the  Hittites.  The  Kasiite 
dynasty,  which  maintained  its  sway  over  Babylonia  for 
upwards  of  500  years,  was  of  an  aggressive  character, 
and  in  the  fifteenth  century  we  find  Babylonia  joined 
with  Egypt  in  a  close  alliance.  The  use  of  the 
Babylonian  script  and  language  at  this  time  as  the 
medium  of  diplomatic  interchange  between  the  court 
of  Egypt  and  officials  stationed  in  Palestine  and  Syria 
under  Egyptian  control  points  to  a  predominating 
Babylonian  influence  and  an  earlier  Babylonian 
supremacy,  during  which  the  Babylonian  language 
was  introduced  into  the  district  in  question. 

The  text  containing  an  account  of  the  western  exploits  of 
Sargon  I.  [see  BABYLONIA,  §  41]  (whose  date  is  provisionally 
fixed  at  3800  B.C.)  is  of  a  very  late  date,  and  cannot  therefore  be 
relied  upon  as  confirming  the  general  tradition  of  an  early  con 
quest  of  Syria  on  the  part  of  Babylonian  rulers.  (The  name 
Hittite  does  not  appear  in  the  text  referred  to,  the  lands  to  the 
W.  being  embraced  under  the  general  designation  of  '  Amorite 
country.'  On  this  point  see  CANAAN,  §§  7  ff.) 

As  the  Asiatic  campaigns  of  Egypt  begin  in  the 
eighteenth  century  B.  C.  ,  we  must  assume  that  the  Baby 
lonian  control  of  Syria  and  Palestine  belongs  to  an 
earlier  time.  We  know  enough  of  the  history  of  the 
Kassite  dynasty  in  Babylonia  to  say  that  it  was  probably 
during  the  period  of  its  ascendency  that  the  control  of 
Babylonia  over  the  western  districts  was  most  effective, 
and  the  testimony  of  the  Egyptian  inscriptions  warrants 
us  in  assuming  that  the  Hittites  were  then  the  most 
powerful  federation  against  whom  the  Babylonians  had 
to  contend.  It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  the  term 

TVi    TT  tt"    Hittite,  or  Haiti,  which  appears  to  be 
10.  ine  |jatti.  jcjentjcai  wjtn  ;t>  cjoes  not  mai<e  jts 

appearance  in  cuneiform  literature  till  the  days  of 
Tiglath-pileser  I.,  about  noo  B.C.  Then  it  means  a 
distinctly  defined  kingdom  lying  along  the  Orontes  (with 
Carchemish  as  one  of  its  important  centres)  and  extend 
ing  well  into  the  Taurus  range.  Against  these  Haiti 
the  Assyrian  ruler  waged  a  fierce  campaign.  According 
to  his  account  it  ended  in  a  complele  triumph  for  the 
Assyrian  arms.  In  reality,  however,  the  conquest  was 
far  from  complete.  The  successors  of  Tiglath-pileser 
were  much  harassed  by  the  troublesome  Haiti,  and  it  is 
not  until  Ihe  reign  of  Sargon  (721-704  B.C.)  that  they 
finally  disappear  from  the  horizon  of  Assyrian  hislory. 

Curiously  enough,  we  encounter  in  the  Assyrian  in 
scriptions  Ihe  same  vagueness  in  Ihe  use  of  the  term 
Haiti  that  is  characteristic  of  OT  usage  ;  Sennacherib 
and  olher  Assyrian  rulers,  when  Ihey  speak  of  Ihe  '  land 
of  Haiti,'  have  in  mind  Ihe  entire  region  lo  the  W.  of 
Ihe  Euphrates,  embracing  Ihe  Phosnician  coasl  and  in 
cluding  apparenlly  Palestine  (see  CANAAN,  §  12).  Still, 
Ihere  can  be  no  doubl  that  the  Assyrians  distinguished 
the  Haiti  proper  from  Ihe  olher  principalities  of  Syria 
and  Palestine  ;  and  if  the  leslimony  of  the  comparatively 
|  lale  Assyrian  inscriptions  could  only  be  used  for  Ihe 
earlier  periods,  Ihe  elhnic  and  geographical  problems 
involved  would  be  considerably  simplified. 

Fortunately,  as  an  aid  to  Ihe  solution  of  Ihese  problems, 
we  have  a  considerable  number  of  monuments  left  us  by 
the  Hiltiles  themselves,  and  allhough  Ihe 


dale  of  ihese  monuments  does  nol  carry 


11.  Hittite 

monuments.  us  back  {0  as  early  a  period  as  the  Egyptian 
campaigns  in  Western  Asia,  Ihey  help  us  lo  a  clearer 
underslanding  of  Ihe  earlier  history  of  the  Hittites.  At 
Carchemish  and  Hamalh  have  been  found  remains  of 
sculplures  accompanied  by  inscriptions,  and  elsewhere 
in  ihis  region,  as  al  Zenjirli,  there  are  abundant  traces 
of  Hitlile  art.  Quite  recently  (August,  '99)  a  Hillite  slele 
has  been  found  al  Babylon,  transported  from  a  Hittite 
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centre  by  an  Assyrian  monarch.1  This  art  is  so  distinctly 
based  upon  Assyrian  and  Babylonian  models  as  to 
decide  definitely  the  influences  at  work  in  producing  the 
civilisation  in  this  region.  In  addition  to  this,  Cappa- 
docia,  Paphlagonia,  Lycaonia,  and  Phrygia  abound  in 
remains  of  edifices  and  of  works  of  art  showing  the  same 
types  and  the  same  general  traits  as  those  of  Carchemish 
and  Hamath,  whilst  the  inscriptions  found  with  the 
edifices  belong  likewise  to  the  same  class. 

Thanks  to  the  .researches  of  Jensen  it  may  now  be 
regarded  as  certain  that  the  inscriptions  cover  the  period 
1200-800  B.C.  ;  and  it  has  also  been  made  probable  that 
the  spread  of  the  Hittites  was  gradual  from  the  region 
of  Cilicia  to  the  N. ,  NE. ,  and  NW. ,  nearly  to  the 
borders  of  the  Euxine,  and  W.  to  the  ^Egean.2  It  is 
fair  to  presume  that  the  language  of  all  the  so-called 
Hittite  inscriptions  is  the  same,  although  it  may  be 
added  that  several  styles  of  Hittite  characters  may  be 
distinguished,  some  being  pictorial,  others  branching 
off  into  conventional  forms  with  a  strong  tendency 
towards  becoming  linear.  These  varieties,  which  are 
quite  paralleled  by  the  styles  of  writing  in  the  Egyptian 
and  Babylonian-Assyrian  inscriptions,  do  not  affect  the 
question  of  the  language  ;  and,  this  being  the  case,  we 
can  understand  the  vagueness  in  the  geographical  use 
of  the  term  Hittites  among  the  ancients.  At  what 
period  the  extension  of  Hittite  settlements  began  it  is  as 
yet  impossible  to  say  ;  but  the  indications  are  that  we 
must  go  back  several  centuries  beyond  1200  B.C.  for 
the  date.  On  the  other  hand,  whilst  in  general  the 
Hittite  traits  are  clearly  defined  on  the  monuments, 
there  are  good  reasons  for  assuming  several  ethnic  types 
among  those  grouped  under  the  term.  From  an  anthro 
pological  point  of  view,  the  Mongolian,  or  to  speak 
more  definitely  the  Turanian,  type  seems  to  prevail  ; 
but,  whatever  the  ground-stock  of  the  Hittites  of  Asia 
Minor  may  have  been,  there  is  a  clear  indication  of 
Semitic  admixture. 

The  decipherment  of  the  Hittite  inscriptions  which 
would  throw  so  much  needed  light  on  the  ethnic  prob- 
_...,.,  lems,  is  now  being  vigorously  prose 
cuted.  After  several  attempts  on  the 
*•  part  of  Sayce,  Peiser,  and  Halevy,  which 
constituted  an  opening  wedge,  Jensen  has  recently  struck 
out  on  a  new  path  which  gives  promise  of  leading,  ere 
long,  to  a  satisfactory  solution  of  the  mystery.  With 
great  ingenuity  he  has  determined  much  of  the  general 
character  of  the  inscriptions.  He  has  identified  ideo 
graphs  and  sign-groups  for  the  names  of  countries  and 
gods,  some  of  which  appear  to  be  established  beyond 
reasonable  doubt.  Passing  beyond  those  limits, 

Jensen  is  fully  convinced  that  the  language  of  the  in 
scriptions  belongs  to  the  Aryan  stock — is  in  fact  the 
prototype  of  the  modern  Armenian.  This  rather  startling 
result,  although  it  has  received  the  adherence  of  some 
eminent  scholars,  cannot  be  said  to  be  definitely  assured, 
and  for  the  present  remains  in  the  category  of  a  theory 
to  be  further  tested.  The  proof  furnished  by  Jensen 
for  the  Aryan  character  of  the  Hittite  language  is  not 
sufficiently  strong  to  overcome  the  objection  that  many 
of  the  Hittite  proper  names  occurring  both  in  the 
Egyptian  and  in  the  Assyrian  inscriptions  are  either 
decidedly  Semitic  or  can  be  accounted  for  on  the 
assumption  of  their  being  Semitic,  whilst  the  evidence 
which  can  be  brought  to  bear  upon  the  question  from  OT 
references  points  in  the  same  direction.  Again,  if, 

as  Jensen  believes,  and  as  seems  plausible,  the  Hittite 
characters  are  to  be  regarded  as  showing  a  decided 
resemblance  to  Egyptian  hieroglyphs — so  much  so, 
indeed,  as  to  suggest  a  connection  between  the  two 
systems — there  would  be  another  presumption  for  ex 
pecting  to  find  an  affiliation  between  the  Hittite  language 

1  R.  Koldewey,  Die  Hettitische  Inschrift  gefunden  in  der 
KSnigsburg  von  Babylon  (Leips.,  1900). 

a  At  Karabel,  near  Smyrna,  there  is  sculptured  on  a  rock  the 
picture  of  a  Hittite  warrior  with  a  few  Hittite  characters. 
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and  the  Semitic  stock,  if  not  indeed,  as  in  Egyptian,  a 
Semitic  substratum.  No  valid  conclusion  can  be 

drawn  from  the  unquestionable  relationship  of  the 
Cypriote  characters  to  the  Hittite  signs,  since  the 
Cypriote  syllabary  is  clearly  the  more  simplified  of  the 
two,  and  is  presumably,  therefore,  a  derivative  of  the 
former.  What  we  know  of  early  Semitic  influences  in 
the  proto-Grecian  culture  and  religion  of  Asia  Minor, 
speaks  against  an  Aryan  civilisation  flourishing  in  the 
region  covered  by  the  Hittite  monuments. 

These  suggestions  are  thrown  out  with  all  due  reserve, 
for  the  problem  is  too  complicated  to  warrant  at  present 
anything  like  a  decided  tone.  So  far  as  Jensen's  de 
cipherment  has  gone,  the  inscriptions — some  thirty  in 
all — contain  little  beyond  the  names  and  titles  of  rulers, 
lands  and  gods,  with  brief  indications  of  conquests. 
Valuable  as  such  indications  would  be  if  definitely  estab 
lished,  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  our  knowledge  of 
Hittite  history  would  be  much  advanced  by  the  complete 
decipherment  of  the  meagre  material  at  our  command. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that 
excavations  in  Hittite  centres  will  increase  the  material, 
and  we  may  also  look  forward  to  finding  a  bilingual 
inscription  of  sufficient  length  to  settle  definitely  the  still 
uncertain  elements  in  the  decipherment,1  and  clear  the 
field  of  the  many  hypotheses  that  have  been  put  forward. 
Meanwhile,  bearing  in  mind  the  necessarily  tentative 
character  of  all  conclusions  until  excavations  on  a  large 
scale  shall  have  been  carried  on  in  centres  of  Hittite 
settlements,  we  may  sum  up  our  present  knowledge  as 
follows  : 

i.  Among  the  pre-Israelitish  inhabitants  of  Palestine 
there  was  a  group  settled  in  southern  Palestine,  known 

„    _  .as  the  Hettites  or  Hittites.      2.   When  the 

13.  General  T^        •       ^  r  <_-    • 

.,          Egyptians  began  their  conquest  of  Syria, 

Hittites  formed  one  of  their  most  formid 
able  adversaries,  and  continued  to  be  prominent  through 
out  the  several  centuries  of  Egyptian  supremacy  in  Syria 
and  Palestine.  The  chief  seat  of  these  Hittites  was  in 
the  extreme  N.  of  Palestine  and  extended  well  into  Syria. 
The  further  extension  of  Hittite  settlements  brings  under 
control  not  merely  the  district  to  the  W.  of  the  Taurus 
range,  but  a  considerable  portion  of  western  Asia  Minor 
(including  Cilicia  and  Cappadocia)  extending  to  the 
Euxine  Sea  on  the  N.  and  the  ^Egean  to  the  W.  The 
north-eastern  boundary  is  uncertain  ;  but  it  may  have 
reached  to  Lake  Van.  After  the  withdrawal  of  the 
Egyptians  from  Asia  Minor  the  Assyrians  engage  in 
frequent  conflicts  with  the  Hittite  kingdom  in  the  region 
of  the  Orontes,  and  it  is  not  until  the  eighth  century  that 
they  are  finally  reduced  to  a  condition  where  they  could 
no  longer  offer  any  resistance. 

The  vagueness  in  the  use  of  the  term  Hittite,  in  the 
OT  as  well  as  in  the  Egyptian  and  Assyrian  records, 
makes  it  difficult  to  decide  whether  all  Hittites  are  to  be 
placed  in  one  group.  The  evidence  seems  to  show  that 
the  sons  of  Heth  settled  around  Hebron  at  an  early  period, 
have  nothing  in  common  (beyond  the  name)  with  the 
Hittites  of  central  and  northern  Palestine,  and  have 
nothing  to  do,  therefore,  with  the  Hittites  of  Syria  and 
of  regions  still  farther  N.  The  Hittites  of  Hebron  were 
Semites  and  spoke  a  Semitic  tongue  ;  the  Hittites  of 
northern  Palestine  and  Syria  were  probably  not  Semitic 
but  became  mixed  with  Semites  at  a  comparatively  early 
period.  Their  language,  likewise,  appears  to  contain 
Semitic  elements,  and  may  indeed  have  a  Semitic  sub 
stratum.  The  Hittite  script  appears  to  have  been  taken 
over  from  the  Egyptian  hieroglyphics,  and  in  any  case 
has  strong  affinities  with  it,  though  it  seems  also  certain 
that  it  contains  elements  which  are  either  original  or 
derived  from  some  source  that  is  still  unknown. 

M.  J.  (Jr.) 

Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Hist,  of  Art  in  Sardinia,  etc.,  vol.  ii., 

1  The  only  bilingual  as  yet  found  is  a  small  silver  boss  (of 
Tarkondcmos)  containing  a  rather  obscure  Assyrian  inscription 
accompanied  by  eight  Hittite  characters. 


HIVITES 

'The  Hittites'  ('90);  Sayce,  The  Hittites  ('88);  Wright,  The 
Empire  of  the  HittitcsV)  ('84)  ;  Lantsheere, 

14.  Literature.  De  la  Race  et  de  la  Langue  des  Hittitts 
CQI);  Jensen,  Hittiter  und  Arntenier  ('98), 

and  articles  in  ZDMG,  48. 

HIVITES,    RV    'the    HIVITE  '    (•'•inn  —  *.*.,    'the 
Hivvites '  ;    oi   ey<MOl   [BAL]),    named  in  the  lists  of 


1.  Name. 


tribes  driven  out  of  Palestine  by  the  b'ne 


2.  Location. 


Israel  (Ex.  38  17,  etc.,  also  Is.  17 9 i1  SHOT, 
where,  however,  Cheyne  now  holds  the  reading  to  be 
impossible). 

The  origin  of  the  name  an cf  even  its  existence  (see  below)  in 
the  true  text  have  been  disputed  (see  HORITE).  Some  critics 
explain  from  the  Ar.  hayy,  'family,'  as  if  =  people  who  live  in 
Din,  Bedawin  encampments  (see  GOVERNMENT,  §  4,  HAVVOTH- 
JAIR) — whilst  Wellhausen  (CV/(2)  343)  suggests  that  the  name  is 
derived  from  Wn,  Eve  (on  the  meaning  of  which  name  see  ADAM 
AND  EVE,  §  36).  It  is  at  any  rate  possible  that,  if  the  reading 
'in  is  correct,  the  early  interpreters  in  the  Onontastica  were 
right  in  connecting  it  with  >"|jn, '  serpent '  (OijpiwSes,  uonrep  o^cis  : 
OS  16464,  etc.),  and  that  the  Hivites  were  originally  the  '  Snake  ' 
clan  (so,  doubtfully,  Moore,  Judg.  83_/^). 

In  Gen.  10 17  (  =  i  Ch.  1 15,  Bom.,  euet  [L])  the 
Hivites  are  reckoned  among  the  sons  of  Canaan.  Moore 
thinks  they  were  a  petty  people  of  Central 
Palestine  (Judges,  79) ;  but,  if  so,  the 
textual  and  critical  difficulties  in  passages  which  would 
otherwise  be  of  value,  render  it  impossible  to  fix  upon 
their  locality. 

In  Josh.  §7  the  Gibeonites  are  spoken  of  as  '  Hivites  ' ; 
cp  11 19  'the  Hivites  the  inhabitants  of  Gibeon '  (<§BAF 
om.  ;  cp  Bennett,  SBOT).  As  we  know,  GIBEON 
[^.f.]  remained  for  a  long  time  in  the  possession  of  non- 
Israelites,  but  whether  they  were  Hivites,  Horites  (as 
(gBAFL  suggests),'2  or  Amorites  (cp  2  S.  21  2)  is  un 
certain.  (§  may,  however,  be  right  in  reading  '  Horite' 
for  '  Hivite'  in  Gen.  342  (see  SHECHEM  b.  Hamor  ;  cp 
HORITE),  and  the  same  emendation  is  required  in  862 
(see  ANAH,  BASHEMATH,  ZIBEON). 

Another  error  occurs  in  Josh.  11 3,  where  the  Hittites 
must  certainly  be  referred  to  in  the  geographical  loca 
tion,  '  under  Hermon  in  the  land  of  Mizpah '  ;  the 
Hivites  (om.  <§A)  and  Hittites,  as  <@B  shows,  have  acci 
dentally  exchanged  places  (cp  Meyer,  ZA  TW  1 126,  Bu. 
Ri.  Sa.  81  n. ,  Moore,  Judg.  81  ;  see  HITTITES,  §  4). 
So  again  in  Judg.  83,  for  the  'Hivites'  who  dwell  in 
Mt.  Lebanon,  etc.,  and  who  are  named  after  the 
Zidonians,  we  should  most  probably  read  '  Hittites'  (cp 
Moore,  I.e. ).  It  is  difficult  to  decide  whether  '  Hivites  ' 
in  2  S.  24?  (evet  [L])  is  correct.  The  'cities  of  the 
Hivites  and  the  Canaanites '  are  enumerated  after  Zidon 
and  Tyre,  and  by  adopting  the  reading  'Hittites'  (so 
Pesh. )  the  geographical  details  will  agree  substantially 
with  the  above-quoted  passages.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  words  in  question  may  be  a  gloss  based  on  the  lists 
in  Ex.  3  8  etc. ,  and  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  Pesh.  goes 
a  step  further  and  adds  '  Jebusites. '  s.  A.  c. 

HIZKI  Opm),  i  Ch.  817  RV,  AV  HEZEKI. 
HIZKIAH  (n»pm),  Zeph.  li  AV,  RV  HEZEKIAH. 

HIZKIJAH  (n»j?m),  Neh.  10i7[i8]  AV,  RV  HEZE 
KIAH.  See  ATER,  i. 

HOBAB  pin),  son  of  REUEL  [?.v.~\,  Moses'  father- 
in-law  (Nu.  1029  Judg.  4n  [a  gloss?  see  Moore],  and 
probably  Judg.  1 16  [emended  text;  cp  ico&B  [A], 
IO)B<\B  [L],  see  Moore]).  In  Nu.  1029  he  is  repre 
sented  as  a  Midianite,  in  Judg.  Ii64n  as  a  Kenite. 
Elsewhere  (except  in  i  Ch.  2 55,  see  HEMATH),  JONA- 
DAB  [q.  v.  ],  or  Jehonadab,  is  called  the  founder  of  the 
Rechabites,  and  we  may  doubt  (but  see  RECHABITES) 

1  Read    'inn  for   Bnit.l   (©BNAQ    oJ    evaioi),    with    Lowth, 
Lag.,  etc.  (cp  RVmg.).     Cheyne  now  reads  'Bnnn  =  'Bnjri  (see 
GIRSHITE). 

2  Read  Trpbs  TOV  \oppaiov  (in  sing.).    Vg.  ad  eos  is  either  a 
corruption  from  ad  ha>(£os,  or  points  to  the  reading  c^1?  which 
is  perhaps  the  more  probable  alternative. 


HODBSH 

whether  the  simple  mode  of  life  of  the  Rechabites 
really  dates  back  only  to  the  age  of  Jehu,  and  whether 
the  Rechabites  at  that  time  really  adopted  a  new 
'  father '  or  founder  different  from  the  reputed  '  father  ' 
of  the  Kenites.  If  so,  we  may  suppose  Hobab  to  be 
a  corruption  either  of  Jehonadab  (or  Nadab)  or  else 
of  Jehobab  (331,1'),  which  is  probably  the  fuller  form  of 
JOBAB  \_q.v. ].  The  latter  alternative  is  the  easier; 
accepting  it,  we  shall  proceed  to  emend  Jehonadab  and 
Jonadab  in  Jer.  356  8  ff.  into  Jehobab  (231,1')  and  Jobab 
(33v)  respectively.1  Thus  Jehobab  the  father-in-law  of 
Moses  becomes  the  father  and  legislator  of  the  Kenites 
or  Rechabites. 

®  has  ico/3aj3  [BAL]  in  Judg.,  ojSa/3  [B],  <o/3a|3  [A],  iw. 
[F*],  iwjSajS  [F!mg.L]  in  Nu.  ;  see  readings  in  Swete.  We. 
(//«V/.(2i  146)  compares  Hobab  with  Ar.  hubab,  'serpent';  but 
most  connect  the  name  with  33n,  '  to  love ' ;  cp  Nab.  13'3n. 
'  beloved.'  T.  K.  C. 

HOBAH  (raid;  XCOBA\  P];  xo.  [L];  Joseph. 
a>BA.)p  the  point  to  which  Abraham  pursued  CHEDOR- 
LAOMKR  (q.v. )  and  his  allies  (Gen.  14 15).  It  was  on 
the  left  hand  (i.e. ,  on  the  N. )  of  Damascus.  In  the 
Amarna  Tablets,  139  59  63  146  rev.  12,  mat  Ubi  is 
mentioned  ;  once,  to  define  Damascus,  '  D.  in  the 
land  of  Ubi '  (ib.  63).  On  the  edge  of  the  Syrian 
desert,  between  Damascus  and  Palmyra,  there  is  a 
spring  called  Hoba  which  is  still  famous  in  the  songs  of 
the  Bedouin.  Wetzstein  (in  Del.  Gen.W  561^)  identi 
fies  this  with  Hobah.  The  objection  is  the  distance 
from  Dan,  where  Abraham  is  said  to  have  set  upon 
the  kings  and  defeated  them.  From  Dan  (Tell  el- 
Kadi]  to  Damascus  is  fifteen  hours'  journey,  from 
Damascus  to  Hoba  more  than  twenty.  This  is  not 
decisive,  however  ;  the  narrator  (if  he  knew  the  dis 
tance)  may  have  wished  to  emphasise  the  unwearied 
energy  of  Abraham.  It  is  likely  that  in  ancient  times 
so  excellent  a  spring  was  even  more  frequented  than 
now  ;  for  then,  like  other  important  springs  on  the 
verge  of  the  desert,  it  probably  had  a  village  beside  it. 

T.  K.  C. 

HOBAIAH  (rvnn),  Neh.  763  RV,  AV  HABAIAH. 

HOD  ("tin,  perhaps  shortened  from  1irV2N  ;  co^ 
[BA],  IHOYA  [L]),  in  a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (q.v.,  §  4 
ii.),  iCh.  73?t. 

HODAVIAH  (rvniri,  as  if  'praise  Yahwe';2  cp 
HODIAH  and  JUDAH  ;  ooAoyiA  [BAL]). 

1.  Head  of  a  father's  house  belonging  to  Manasseh  (i  Ch.  5  24  : 
cuxSoina  [L]). 

2.  b.  Hassenuah,  an  ancestor  of  SALLU  (i  Ch.  9  7  ;  oSina  [B]) ; 
in  Neh.  11  9,  Judah  (,nin»;   lovSa.  [NL],  -as  [BA])  b.  Senuah  is 
doubtless  the  same  person.     Cp  SENAAH. 

3.  b.  Elioenai,  a  descendant  of  Zerubbabel  (i  Ch.  3  24  ;  MVli.1 

Kt.,  i.Tiiin  Kr.,  AV  Hodaiah ;  oSoAia  [B],  uSia  [L]). 

4.  A  Levitical  family  in  great  post-exilic   list   (see  EZRA  ii., 
§§    9,    13  d),    Ezra  2  40    (croSovia    [B],    crwS.    [A];    the   <r   is  a 
dittograph  of  the  preceding  s)  =  Neh.  7  43,  Hodevah,   RVmg. 
Hodeiah  (,1111.1  Kt.,  .Tiin  Kr. ;  6ov&oma.[B], ou.  [NA])=i  Esd. 
626,  SUDIAS  (crovSiov  [BA]).     To  this  family  the  b'ne  Jeshua 
and    Kadmiel    apparently   belonged   (cp    also    Ezra  3  9,    where 
Hodaviah    gives    place    to    Judah     as    in    no.    2    s«/>ra,    see 
JUDAH,   3).     Since,  however,  Jeshua,  Kadmiel,  and   Bani   are 
mentioned  together  in  Neh.  $  $f.  it  is  better  to  emend  Ezra  2  40 
etc.   and  read  '  the   b'ne   Jeshua,  Kadmiel,  Bani,    and    Hoda 
viah.'     So  already  in    i  Esd.  626   Kadmiel,  and    Bannas,   and 
Sudias.     From  a  comparison  of  the  lists  in  Neh.  it  is  probable 
that  Hodaviah  is  the  same  as  Hodiah  in  Neh.  8  7  etc.  and  Judah 
in  Neh.  12s.     See  HODIAH.  s.  A.  C. 

HODESH  (PHI"!,  '  born  at  the  feast  of  the  new 
moon?1  §  72  ;  *A<\  [BA],  B&AAA  [L];  ,»££  [Pesh.]). 
a  name  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (i  Ch.  89),  perhaps 
a  corruption  of  Ahishahar  (see  JQR  11 107,  §  6).  (55L 
identifies  it  with  BAARA  of  v.  8. 

1  The  scribe  read  j  instead  of  3  (the  first  time),  and  inserted 
1.  That  letters  not  only  fell  out,  but  were  inserted  by  editors, 
is  certain. 


HODIAH 

HODIAH  (nnin,  'Yahwe  is  my  glory,'  cp  HODA- 

VIAH  ;  coAOyi&(c)  tL])- 

1.  As  the  text  stands,  a  Judahite,  whose  wife  was  a  sister  of 
NAHAM  [g.v.],  i  Ch.  4  19  (TTJS  iSoinas  [BJ,  rrjs  iov£aiat  [A],  cuSia 
[L]).     ©BA,  however,  has  the  better  reading  'his  wife  Hodiah  ' 
in  v.  18.     Thus  we  see  that  Hodiah  and  Ha-Jehudijah  are  really 
the   same  genealogical  person,  who  is  called   in  v.  19  mother 
of  'the   father  of  KEILAH  [y.v.]  and  ESHTEMOA'  [q.v.],  and 
was   the   wife   of  MEREU   [g.v.]  —  a  corrupt  form  which  needs 
emendation.     <5L  makes  Hodiah  the  brother  of  Naham. 

2.  AV  Hodijah,  mentioned  in  lists  of  priests,  teachers,  and 
Levites,  N  eh.  8  7  9  5  [4]  (om.  ©BNA  ;n  both  passages),  i  Esd.  948 
(AuTEAs;   avratas   [BA]);    Neh.  10  10,    ufiovia  [BNA]    13   [14] 
(loSov/u.  [BX],  cofiova  [A],  uSias   [L])  ;    ».  18  [19]  (oSovia  [BNA], 
uiias  [L]).     He  is  probably  the  same  as  HODAVIAH  (4).     The 
name  apparently  recurs  in  i  Esd.  5  16  under  the  corrupt  form 
ANNIS  (so  RV)  ;  see  ANANIAS,  i. 

HOGLAH  (r6:n,  as  if  •  partridge,1  §  68  ;  epA*.  [BL], 
AlfAA  [AF],  in  Josh-  <MrA&M  [A]),  the  third  of  the 
five  daughters  of  ZELOPHEHAD,  i.e.  ,  Salhad  (Nu.  2633 
27  1  36  ii  «5,i|-A.A  [F],  Josh.  17  3  Pf).  Though  a  place- 
name  Hoglah  is  possible  (see  BETH-HOGLAH),  yet  some 
better  known  name  is  more  probable  for  a  '  daughter  ' 
of  Salhad.  Perhaps  rtan  is  a  corruption  of  nVhp  —  i-e.  , 
Abel-meholah.  See  MAHLAH. 

HOHAM  (Dn'in),  king  of  Hebron,  defeated  by 
Joshua  (Josh.  103  ',  <MA*,M  [BA],  eA&M  [L]).  Accord 
ing  to  Hommel  (AHT,  223  n.  )  the  name  is  identical 
with  the  Minsean  Hauhum.  See  HOKAM. 

HOLD.  A  stronghold  or  citadel,  used  especially  with 
reference  to  David's  retreat  in  the  cave  of  ADULLAM 
(nTl¥!p,  mlsudah,  i  S.  224  /.  [but  see  HARETH],  cp 
2*22  [23]  2  S.  5  17  ;  rm*P,  mSsddah,  i  Ch.  128  16). 

Both  words  are  employed  to  denote  the  fortress  of  Zion  (2  S. 
671  Ch.  11  7),  and  in  a  general  sense  are  used  of  any  place  of 
refuge  or  safety.  See  FORTRESS  (beg.). 

The  legitimacy  of  the  rendering  '  hold  '  for  fV"]!*,  serial},  in 
i  S.  13  6  (AV  '  high  places  ')  Judg.  9  46  49  (EV),  is  not  certain. 
The  signification  rock-hewn  or  sepulchral  chamber  which  the 
word  has  in  Nabataean  (see  Cook,  Aram.  Gloss.,  s.v.  NITIs)  is 
suitable  in  i  S.  (cp  RV'»g-  '  hole  '),  but  appears  less  satisfactory 
in  Judg.  I.e.,  where  (unless  some  underground  chamber,  e.g., 
the  reputed  antrum  of  the  god  BAAL-BERITH  [g.v.  ]  be  intended) 
the  rendering  '  tower  '  (as  in  Sabaean)  seems  preferable  (cp 
Moore,  ad  toe.).  The  text,  however,  may  be  corrupt. 

See  Dr.  (Sam.  76),  Moore,  Bu.  ad  loc.,  and  for  rP")!i  cp  Barth, 
AJSL,  '97,  p.  273  (with  lit.  cited). 

HOLM  TREE.  i.  nT"]R  tirsdli,  Is.  44i4f  (@  om.  ; 
Aq.,  Theod.,  <\rploBAA*.NON  [in  Qme-])  RV,  AV 
CYPRESS. 

2.   »rptco«  (Hex,  JLUAO9)i    mentioned  in   Sus.  58   with  the 

characteristic  paronomasia,  '  the  angel  of  God  waiteth  with  the 
sword  to  cut  thee  (n-piVai  <re  [Theod.],  ica  (caraTrpioT)  <re  [©87])  in 
two  '  ;  see  SUSANNAH.  By  nplvos  [87  and  Theod.]  (cp  Theophr. 
Hist.  Plant,  iii.  7  3  and  Aq.  in  Gen.  1438;  the  adj.  irpCvivo<; 
Aq.  in  Ezek.  27  5)  is  intended  probably  the  Quercus  Coccifera 
L.  and  Q.  pseudo-coccifera  (Houghton).  Similarly,  a  Syriac 
gloss  (in  Low,  PJlanz.  72)  treats  it  as  a  species  of  oa 


HOLOFERNES  (oAocbepiMHC  [BKA]; 
[Syr.]),  the  name  given  to  the  Assyrian  general  in  the 
legendary  book  of  Judith.  The  name,  also  pronounced 
Orofernes,  was  borne  by  two  Cappadocian  princes,  the 
one,  a  young  son  of  Ariamnes,  and  the  other  a  son  of 
Antiochis,  the  daughter  of  Antiochus  the  Great,  and,  at 
one  time,  the  friend  of  Demetrius  I.  The  latter  has 
been  identified  with  Holofernes  by  Ewald  (4  621)  and 
independently  by  E.  L.  Hicks  (/.  Hell.  Stud.  6261  /. 
['85]).  Ball,  however,  prefers  to  identify  him  with 
Nicanor  the  Syrian  general  overcome  by  Judas  the 
Maccabee,  and  Gaster  with  Scaurus,  the  general  sent 
by  Pompey  into  Syria  65  B.C.  According  to  Winckler 
(AOFW  273)  Holophernes  =  Osnappar  (Asur-bani-pal). 

If  the  termination  is  genuine  we  may  compare  Artaphernes, 
Dataphernes,  Tissaphernes,  and  two  Median  princes  of  the  time 
of  Esar-haddon,  viz.  Sidir-parna  and  E-parna(see  Ball,  Speakers 
Comm.,  ad  loc.,  and  cp  the  Syr.  form  supra).  See  JUDITH, 
BOOK  OF,  and  esp.  Willrich,  Judaica,  i^ff.  (1900). 
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HOLON  (jVn  or  p^PI). 

i.  A  town  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah,  assigned  to 
the  Levites  (Josh.  15 51  21 15,  x^Aoy,  reAA*.  [B], 
XiAoyooN,  coAooN  [A],  xeiAoy,  lAcoN  [L]).  It  is 
mentioned  between  Goshen  and  Giloh.  The  site  is 
unknown.  In  ||  i  Ch.  658(43)  it  is  HILEN  (jS-n  ;  fff\va 
[B],  vr)\<iiv  [A],  xf^wv  [L]),  for  which  there  is  a  v.  I. 
Hilez  (iS'n  ;  so  the  Soncino  edition  of  the  Prophets). 

According  to  Klo.  in  <SBA  of  i  S.  172  (see  ELAH,  VALLEY 
OF)  ail-rot  =  auAioi/  =  Holon.  Possibly,  too,  Holon  is  intended 
in  Judith  164  ;  see  COLA. 

2.  A  town  of  Moab  ;  Jer.  48  21  (xaiA<o>/  [B],  xeAwy  [HA]). 

HOLY  (BTIJ5),  Ex.  196  ;  HOLINESS  (EHp),  Ex. 
15  ii.  See  CLEAN,  §  i. 

HOLY  GHOST  (nNeyM*.  AF-ION),  Mt.  1  18.  See 
SPIRIT,  and  cp  PARACLETE,  PENTECOST,  SPIRITUAL 
GIFTS. 

HOMAM  (DDin),  i  Ch.  139.     See  HEMAM. 

HONEY  (tJ>T1,  dtbas,  same  order  of  root  letters  in 
Aram,  and  Ar.  ;  Ass.  diSpu,  'rjoney,'  daspu,  dussupu, 
'a  sweet  drink'  ;  /vxeAl)-  The  word  dtbaS1  has  three 
distinct  senses  :  (i)  the  honey  of  the  wild  bee,  (2)  the 
honey  of  the  domesticated  bee,  and  (3)  manufactured 
honey,  or  syrup,  the  dibs  of  modern  Syria. 

1.  In    the   sense   of    '  wild    honey '   the   word    is   of 
frequent   occurrence.       '  Honey    out    of    the    rock '    is 

1  Varieti  mentioned  in  Dt.  32  13  and  Ps.  81 162 
'  f  -a  '  [17]  ;  and  Canaan  is  even  described,  and 
01  Jioney.  similarly  Goshen  (Nu.  16 13),  as  'a  land 
flowing  with  milk  and  honey '  ( Ex.  8817  passim ;  cp 
Dt.  8  8  2  K.  18  32  Jer.  41  8).3  Theories  attaching  either 
of  the  two  other  significations  to  the  term  dfbas'  as 
used  in  this  phrase,  have  no  adequate  justification. 
It  was,  further,  the  honey  of  the  wild  bee  which  Sam 
son  found  in  the  carcase  of  the  lion  (Judg.  14  8  ff.  ;  see 
BEE),  and  of  which  Jonathan  partook  (i  S.  1425  ff.},1 
by  dipping  his  staff  into  the  honey-comb  (yy>\n  rny  ; 
cp  Cant.  5i)  ;  and  wild  honey  (/xAi  Aypiov)  was  the 
fare  of  John  the  Baptist  (Mk.  1  6  Mt.  84). 

2.  There    is    no    direct   reference   to    domestic    bee 
keeping    in    the    OT    (see    BEE).        Nevertheless,     it 
would    be   strange,    in    view    of  the   antiquity   of    the 
domestication  of  the  bee  in  the  East  (Am.  Tad.  138 12 
speaks  of  honey  and  oil  in  Syria),  if  the  Hebrews  were 

1  In  EV  invariably  rendered  'honey,'  except  in  2  Ch.  31  5, 
where  AVmg.  has  'dates.' 

2  In  the  latter  passage  Lag.,   Gr.,  We.,   Che.  read,   'With 
droppings  CP"P  for  "I'^ffi)  of  honey '  ;  note  the  parallelism. 

3  [The  phrase  '  a  land  flowing  (n3T)  with  milk  and  honey '  is 
more  poetical  than  its  context  seems  to  justify.     It  was  already 
conventional  in  the  time  of  _JE.      It  is  a  reasonable  supposi 
tion   that   it   comes   from  ancient   poetry ;   and,    since  ancient 
poetry  is  always  tinged  with  mythology,  it  is  not  improbable 
that  the  phrase  in  question  had  a  mythological  origin.     If  it 
were  Sanscrit,   we  should  not  doubt  it.     But  the  more  sober 
Semitic  mythology  does  not  appear  to  have  spoken  of  the  sun 
as  a  cow  and  the  moon  as  a  bee  (Goldziher,  Heb.  Mythology, 
28/1).     Nor  was  it  imagined  by  the  Semites  that  the  Milky 
Way  was  specially  the  abode  of  the  Sun-god  (as  by  the  Egyptians  : 
Maspero,  Dawn  of  Civ.  181).     Probably  the  phrase  alludes  to 
the  idealised  past  of  human  history.     In  the  time  of  Nepher- 
cheres,  says  Manetho  (Muller,  Fr.  Hist.  Gr.  2  542^),  the  Nile 
flowed  with  honey  for  fifteen  days.     So,  in  the  Hebrew  Golden 
Age  it  may  have  been  said,  with  perfect  sincerity,  that  the  land 
'flowed  with  milk  and  honey.'     It  is  to  such  a  myth  that  an 
Assyrian  poet  may  allude,  when  he  wishes  for  his  king,  besides 
the  protection  of  the  Sun-god  and  the  Moon-god,  that  God  may 
cause   to   flow  into   his  channels  dispa  hitneta,   '  honey  (and) 
curdled  milk'(Frd.  Del.,  G.  Smith's  Chald.  Gen.).    CpMARAH. 

T.  K.  C.J 

*  The  text  (both  MT  and  <B)  is  here  admitted  to  be  corrupt. 
According  to  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  v.  25  should  run,  'and  there  was 
honeycomb  on  the  face  of  the  field.'  'This  is  perhaps  the  best 
that  can  be  done'  (H.  P.  Smith).  But  how  is  (B's  n-ao-a  ^  717 
i7purTa  to  be  accounted  for?  The  continuation  is,  «ai  laoA 
fipujubs  7Ji>  jieAt<7<ru)i'Os.  Klo.  omits  laaA  Spu/io?  as  a  bad  gloss 
on  iy<,  and  corrects  7jpi<rra  into  ep-yacria  or  tpyarai,  with  this 
result  (which  he  too  boldly  adopts),  '  Now  the  whole  district 
was  occupied  with  bee-keeping.'  [But  ^picrra  may  have  come 
in  in  a  corrupt  form  from  the  transliterated  Heb.  column  of  a 
Hexaplar  text  and  have  represented  j~)j<.] 
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acquainted  only  with  wild  honey,  nor  could  this  be 
reconciled  with  the  mention  of  honey  as  well  as  other 
products  of  cultivation  in  2  Ch.  31  5. 

Apiculture  is  first  mentioned  by  Philo,  who  says  that  the 
Essenes  were  fond  of  11(2633,  ed.  Mangey).  In  the  Mishna 
references  to  it  abound.  The  hive  (rnjSI)  was  either  of  straw 
(tt'IDn's)  or  of  wicker  (D'Jpn'a),  doubtless  plastered  over,  as  at 
the  present  day,  to  keep  out  the  excessive  heat  (see  description 
of  modern  hives  under  BEE).  The  technical  term  for  removing 
the  combs  when  filled  was  flTl  (lit.  to  scrape,  see  Levy  NHWB 
s.7'.,  with  quotation  from  Rashi  ;  see  also  Moore's  note  on  Judg. 
14  9,  where  alone  in  OT  the  word  occurs).  The  bees,  it  would 
appear,  were  first  stupefied  by  the  smoke  of  charcoal  and  dung 
kindled  in  front  of  the  hive  on  the  f]lD  (see  Kilim,  16  7  ap. 
Surenhusius,  with  Maimonides'  commentary).  When  the 
combs  (CQ'H  JYITn)  were  removed  in  this  way,  at  least  two  had 
to  be  left  in  the  hive  as  food  for  the  bees  during  winter  (Bab. 
bathra,  63). 

3.  In  later  Hebrew  certain!}',  and  in  the  OT  possibly, 
dtbat  is  also  used  to  denote  certain  artificial  prepara 
tions  made  from  the  juice  of  various  fruits  by  inspissation, 
like  the  modern  dibs.  Reference  has  already  been 
made  to  the  theory  that  the  '  honey '  with  which  the 
land  of  Canaan  was  said  to  '  flow  '  was  this  inspissated 
syrup  ;  it  has  also  been  held  that  at  least  the  honey 
intended  for  transport  (Gen.  43  n  i  K.  14  3)  and  export 
(Ezek.  27  17)  must  be  so  understood.  The  former  view 
is  unsatisfactory  ;  to  the  latter,  if  Cheyne's  emendation 
of  Ezek.  27  17  be  accepted  (see  PANNAG),  no  objection 
need  be  offered.  Stade  (Gesch.  1  371,  n.  2),  it  is  true, 
thinks  that  grape-syrup  was  unnecessary  in  the  '  land 
which1  flowed  with  milk  and  honey. '  The  early  inhabit 
ants  of  Canaan,  however,  as  Bliss  appears  to  have  shown, 
were  certainly  acquainted  with  this  manufacture.  His 
excavations  at  Tell  el-Hesy  (Lachish)  revealed  two 
wine-presses,  with  apparatus  (as  he  judged)  for  boiling 
down  the  filtered  juice  (inspissation)  into  grape  syrup.1 

The  first  unmistakable  Jewish  reference  to  it  is  in  Josephus 
(the  date-syrup  of  Jericho;  see  PALM  TREE);  Tg.  ps.-Jon. 
(see  Dt.  8  8)  also  mentions  it.  In  the  Mishna  it  is  called  WIN 
D'HOP,  and  we  may  infer  that  in  the  Mishnic  period  dates  were 
the  chief  source  of  the  manufacture.  Since  the  spread  of  Islam, 
which  forbids  wine-drinking,  the  grapes  of  Syria  have  been 
mainly  diverted  to  the  manufacture  of  dibs.  The  pure  grape 
juice  is  drawn  off  into  a  stone  vat  (see  description  of  press  under 
WINE),  and  allowed  to  settle,  after  which  it  is  conveyed  to  a 
large  copper  cauldron  (khalkiin,  or  khalklne,  Landberg,  Pro- 
verbes,  etc.,  53),  about  three  feet  in  diameter,  in  the  wine-press 
boiling-room  close  at  hand  (cp  Bliss's  illustration,  above).  After 
the  juice  has  boiled  for  a  short  time  it  is  returned  to  the  vat, 
which  in  the  interval  has  been  thoroughly  cleaned,  and  allowed 
to  cool.  The  process  of  boiling  and  cooling  is  repeated,  after 
'which  the  juice  is  boiled  for  the  third  and  last  time,  the  yellow 
syrup  being  constantly  stirred  and  lifted  up  by  means  of  a  large 
perforated  wooden  spoon  with  a  long  handle  (the  mnkhbat, 
Landb.  op.  cit.  107).  The  boiling  is  an  affair  of  much  skill,  and 
every  village  with  large  vineyards  has  several  experts,  who 
superintend  the  process,  and  from  the  colour,  consistency,  and 
manner  of  boiling  recognise  the  moment  when  the  process  is 
completed.  The  inspissated  syrup  is  now  hurriedly  conveyed 
to  a  clean  stone  cistern  within  the  building,  and  allowed  to  cool 
before  being  put  into  vessels  for  conveyance  to  the  owner's 
house.  '  The  final  stage  of  the  process  is  to  beat  the  dibs  with 
a  stick  and  draw  it  out  to  make  it  of  a  firmer  consistency,  and 
somewhat  lighter  in  colour.  It  is  of  a  dark  golden  brown  colour 
like  maple  molasses,  and  its  taste  is  intensely  sweet  like  honey ' 
(Rev.  Geo.  Mackie,  Beyrout,  to  whom  the  writer  is  indebted 
for  most  of  the  above  details).  Both  Greeks  and  Romans  were 
alike  familiar  with  this  process  of  inspissation,  the  products 
being  variously  known  as  ev/njjiia,  eri'paiof,  sapa,  defrutujit. 
The  first  three,  according  to  Pliny,  were  prepared  by  boiling 
down  the  must  to  one-third  its  bulk,  '  when  must  is  boiled  down 
to  one-half  only,  we  give  it  the  name  of  defrutuin,'  //7V14  n). 
Burckhardt  also  states  that  three  hundredweight  of  grapes 
are  calculated  to  yield  a  hundredweight  of  dibs.  Wellstedt 
found  the  Arabs  using  the  pods  of  the  carob-tree  (cp  HUSKS) 
for  the  manufacture  of  dibs  (Reiscn  in  Arabien,  1331^),  a 
practice  still  followed  in  Syria  (Post,  Flora,  297). 

Among  '  £he  principal  things  for  the  whole  use  of 
man's  life '  Ben  Sira  fitly  assigns  a  place  to  honey 

2   Uses     (3926).      It  was  eaten  alone  as  a  delicacy, 

of  Honev   as  ^y  Samson  and  Jonathan  (cp  also  2  S. 

*'  17  29  i  K.  14s)  and  as  a  relish  with  other 

articles  of  food.      '  A  piece  of  broiled   fish  and  of  an 

1  Bliss,  A  Mound  of  Many  Cities,  69-71,  with  diagram. 
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honeycomb '  (airb  /j.e\iff<rlov  Krjpiov)  was  doubtless  a 
familiar  combination,  although  absent  from  the  best 
MSS  of  Lk.  24  42  (and  RV).  But  curdled  milk  and 
honey  alone  (EV  'butter  and  honey"  ;  Is.  71522)  was 
very  poor  diet  (see  MILK).  It  was  as  a  sweetener  of 
food  that,  before  the  introduction  of  sugar,  honey  was 
everywhere  in  demand  ;  '  the  bee  is  little,  but  her  fruit 
is  the  chief  of  sweet  things  '  (Ecclus.  11 3).  In  particular 
it  was  used  for  all  sorts  of  sweet  cakes  (Ex.  16  31,  tyKpls  ; 
see  also  BAKEMEATS,  §  3) — such  cakes  (TrXa/coCvrej)  as 
were  so  much  relished  by  the  Greeks  as  dessert.  But  it 
is  well  known  that  honey  partaken  of  too  freely  produces 
nausea1  (Prov.  2627).  Honey,  however,  was  dis 

allowed,  at  least  by  the  later  legislation  (Lev.  2n/. ),  as 
an  ingredient  of  any  meal-offering,  because  of  the  ease 
with  which  it  ferments  (cp  Pliny,  //.A7 11 15),  although 
admitted  freely  in  other  cults  (see  Bertholet,  KHC  on 
Ezek.  16ig).  A  drink  resembling  mead  was  known  to 
the  later  Jews  by  a  name  (j'^oi:")  derived  from  the 
Greek  olv6/j.e\i,  and  said  to  have  been  compounded  of 
wine,  honey,  and  pepper  (TPrum.  11  i  Shabb.  202). 
Honey  was  kept  in  jars  (i  K.  14s,  EV  'a  cruse  of 
honey'  ;  cp  Jer.  418),  in  which  probably  it  was  largely 
exported  through  the  markets  of  Tyre  (Ezek.  27  17). 
Cp  PANNAG. 

The  medicinal  uses  of  honey  are  discussed  at  length  by  Pliny 
(NH  22  50)  and  were  not  unknown  to  the  Jfews  either  of  Jerusalem 
(Shabb.  8  i)  or  of  Alexandria  (see  addition  to  Gk.  text  of  Prov. 
68  quoted  under  BEE).  The  body  of  Aristobulus,  Josephus 
informs  us,  was  preserved  from  decomposition  by  being  laid  in 
honey  (ev  jmeAirt  KeicTjSeufxeVos,  Ant.  xiv.  "4,  §  124). 

As  '  the  chief  of  sweet  things,'  honey  is  much  used  in 
similes  and  metaphors  by  Hebrew  writers.  The  word 
of  Yahwe  to  the  Hebrew  poet  is  '  sweeter  than  honey 
and  the  honeycomb'  (o'Bix  nsi  Ps.  19 10  [n],  cp  EVmK- ; 
also  Ps.  llQios).  The  pleasant  speech  of  one's  friends, 
also,  is  '  as  an  honeycomb,  sweet  to  the  soul,  and  health 
to  the  bones'  (Pr.  1624,  cp  Cant.  4n).  Wisdom,  even, 
is  comparable  to  honey  (Pr.  24  \if.  25 16  Ecclus.  24  20), 
and  the  memory  of  a  good  man  is  '  sweet  as  honey  in 
every  mouth'  (Ecclus.  49 1,  said  of  Josiah). 

A.  R.  s.  K. 

HOOD.     fpV,  Is.  823  AV.     See  TURBAN,  §  2. 

HOOK.  For  the  words2  (nos.  1-5,  below)  used  with 
reference  to  fishing  see  FISH,  §  3. 

1.  rnn,hd"h,  error  for  nn  (©    i/,e'At0v)    Job  41 2   [4026]   (AV 
'  thorn ').     See    BEHEMOTH,    §   2.      Used   with  reference   to   a 
captive  in  2  Ch.  33  n  (iv  Seer^iois  ;  but  see  MANASSEH). 

2.  nn,    hfih,    2   K.  1928    (ayKKTrpov)  =  Is.  8*29    (<£t/nos,    i.e., 
'muzzle'),    used   in   the   pi.    C'nn,   Ezek.  1949    (AV    'chains,' 
Kijjaos),   29  4  (Tra-yc'Ses)  38  4  (om.  BA,  xa^'^os  tQ ',  but  ascribed 
to  Theod.]  see  Co.  ad  loc.~).      nn  is  once  used  of  an  ornament, 
Ex.  35  22  :  see  BUCKLE,  i. 

3.  nan,  kakkah,  Job41i  [40  25],  RV.  'fish-hook.'     In  Is.  19* 
Hab.  1  15  EV  '  angle.'     <S  throughout  ayKia-rpov. 

4.  rmi  n'lTD,  sirdth  di'igfih,  '  fish-hooks'  (Am.  4  2).     (5  Ae'/Sijrcs, 

confusing  with  TO,  'pot.' 

5.  n'm,   sinnoth  (Am.  42),   ©  on-Aa,  cp   njjS,    'shield.'     The 
word,  like  I'D  (above),  is  used  also  of '  thorns'  (see  THORN). 

6.  11,  waw,  only  in  descriptions  of  the  tabernacle  (Ex.  2632  37 
27 17  863638   [ice^aAi's]  ;    Ex.  27  lof.    [pcpi'xos,   which  elsewhere 
represents  Dip,  a  '  tache  ']  ;  Ex.  38  17  19  (dy/cuAi),  used  elsewhere 
for    rtM^7f  '  loops ']).     Not  the  capitals  of  the  pillars  (as  ©),  but 
probably  tenters  or  hooks  rising  from  the  tops  of  the  pillars. 

7.  QTiBE',   sh'phattaim,    Ezek.  40  43,  a    word  which  greatly 
puzzles  the  interpreters  (cp  AVmg.  and  RVmg.)  ;  neither  'posts' 
nor  '  gutters '  will  do.    The  preferable  reading,  as  Cornill  has 
shown,   is    CnBJ?   (' their  edge,'  lit.   'lip');  ©   •yeuros ;    Aq.(2), 
Theod.,  Sym.,  getta). 

'Hook'  in  NT  corresponds  to  dy/aorpoi',  which  is  common  in 
©  for  a  '  hook  '  (in  one  case,  Ezek.  32  3,  used  to  represent  D'ln, 
NET  [?.?'.]). 

1  Cp  the  Rabbinic  proverb  quoted  by  Buxtorf  (Lex.,  s.v.  £-3-1). 

2  n'l3p,  EV  '  barbed  irons,'  Job  41  7  [4031],  seems  to  be  a  cor 
ruption  'for  nirBD,  'ships';  cp  ©;  JOJN,    AV   'thorn,'  ib.  41  2 
[4026],  should  certainly  be  DJ3,  '  nose-ring  '  (Beer,  Che.). 
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HOOPOE  (nETO-'n,  dukiphath;  enoy  ;  upupa.  \ 
N11D  1«  [Targ.],  J;a^a^j»L  [Pesh.]),  Lev.  11, 9 
Dt.  14i8[i6]f  (wiroira.  [B*F],  viruira  [A]).  RV,  how 
ever,  and  the  older  English  versions,  without  authority, 
LAPWING.  It  is  usual  to  acquiesce  in  the  traditional 
rendering  '  hoopoe. '  The  Upupa  epops  is  in  fact,  not 
less  than  the  lapwing,  a  Palestinian  bird.  It  winters 
in  and  near  Egypt,  and  returns  to  Palestine  in  March. 

It  seeks  its  food  in  dunghills,  and,  it  is  supposed,  was  on  this 
account  included  among  the  unclean  birds  ;  it  is,  however,  freely 
eaten  in  the  Levant  at  the  present  day.  Possibly  because  of  its 
crest  (Aristoph.  Birds,  94),  it  has  always  inspired  a  superstitious 
awe,  and  the  Arabs,  who  call  it  hudlnui,  from  its  cheery  cry, 
ascribe  to  it  the  power  of  discovering  water  and  of  revealing 
secrets.  In  the  late  Jewish  legends  respecting  Solomon  the 
hoopoe  plays  a  great  part  in  connection  with  the  queen  of  Sheba 
(see  second  Targ.  on  Esth.  1),  and  the  story  is  adopted  in  the 
Qoran  (sur.  27). 

But  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  dukiphath  is  really 
(see  Di. )  '  the  cock  of  the  rock  '  (or  '  of  beauty  ' ),  or  that 
it  refers  to  the  hoopoe's  fondness  for  rocks  and  mountain- 
ravines  (cp  Tristram,  Land  of  Israel,  461,  467),  or  to 
its  striking  crest.  This  odd -looking  word  ns'sn  is 
simply,  apart  from  the  final  n,  a  corruption  (by  trans 
position  of  letters)  of  kippod,  iisp(Che. ).  That  late  Heb. , 
Aram. ,  and  Arabic  usage  favour  the  rendering  '  hedge 
hog  '  may  be  admitted  ;  but  '  zoologically  there  are  con 
siderable  difficulties.'  This  discovery  (as  it  seems)  of 
kippod  in  the  list  of  unclean  birds  seems  to  show  that 
Tristram,  Houghton,  and  Cheyne  (Proph.  Is. (3)  1 93  2 149  ; 
SBOT,  Isaiah,  Eng.  64)  were  right  in  preferring  'bittern' 
to  '  hedgehog '  as  a  rendering  of  lisp.  See  BITTERN. 

There  is  of  course  no  connection  with  Sansk.  kapota,  a  kind 
of  pigeon,  regarded  as  a  bird  of  ill  omen  (Acaei.  Dec.  25,  '86). 
T.  K.  C. — A.  E.  S. S.  A.  C. 

HOPHNI  (s3Sn  ;  Od>N[e]l  [BAL])  b.  Eli ;  brother 
of  PUINEHAS  [?.!>.] ;  i  S.  Is  234  (e(pNei[A]),  4411  i?t 

(om  BL).  Hophni  and  Phinehas  seem  very  much  like 
Jabal  and  Jubal,  as  Goldziher  should  have  noticed  (Heb. 
Myth.  347  ff.  \_Mythos  bei  den  Hebr.  232  Jf.])  —  i.e. , 
Hophni  has  been  developed  out  of  Phinehas.  Add  D 
to  '3En,  and  the  component  letters  of  onrs  are  complete. 
Possibly  both  have  developed  out  of  a  third  form  (see 
PHINEHAS).  We  cannot  isolate  the  name  Hophni, 
and  trust  in  Sabaean  (cp,  e.g.,  o:sn)  and  other  seeming 
parallels.  T.  K.  c. 

HOPHRA  (in$>n ;  OYA4>PH  [BX'AQ] ;  A(j>pH  [K*]; 
Vg.  EPHREE ;  Aq.  Theod.  o4>PHN  [accus. ]  Q  margin 
[where  <r(i}ytt/oiaxoj) :  c/c5oro  =  ?/c5oroi']),1  Jer.  44 30!  is 
mentioned  as  '  the  king  of  Egypt '  after  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem.  He  is  identical  with  the  king  called 
merely  '  Pharaoh  '  in  Jer.  37s  7  n  Ezek.  29s  etc. 

The  name  is  transcribed  oua^>pis  by  Manetho,  ovo^>p>)«  (after 
(S)  by  Clem.  Alex.  1332,  ajrpi>)s  by  Herodotus  and  Diodorus. 
In  Egyptian  his  names  are  Ha'a'-eb-re' (v\i\gar p-re')'^ — i.e.,  'glad 
is  the  heart  of  the  sungod  ' — and  Uah  (  =  later  uefi)  -eb-(fi)-re ,3 
'  confident  is  the  heart  of  the  sungod  '  (the  same  name  as  Psamejik 
I.).  This  latter  name  was  evidently  rendered  both  by  the 

Greeks  and  by  the  Hebrews.  Both  have  assimilated  the  ft  to  the 
following  /.  The  Hebrew  transcription  is  rather  exact. 

This  king,  the  fourth  (or,  according  to  another  reckon 
ing,  the  seventh,  see  EGYPT,  §  66)  of  the  Sa'i'te  or  twenty- 
sixth  dynasty  of  ManStho,  the  son  of  Psametik  II. 
(Psammis  of  Herodotus)  and  grandson  of  Necho,  came 
to  the  throne  about  589  or  588  B.C.,  and  reigned 
according  to  ManStho  (in  Africanus)  nineteen  years, 
according  to  Herodotus  and  Eusebius  25  years  (22 

1  i.e.,  Jf~IS'T  (see  Field).  Comp.  Jerome  in  the  Liber  interpr. 
Hebr.  noin.  (Lag.  OS,  53  13) :  Afrte  furor  alienus  sive  vita 
dissipata  atque  discissa  (cp  J'arao  :  dissipans  sive  discooperuit 
eum).  Targ.  'the  broken  one,'  NT3P,'  Pesh.  '  the  lame-one,' 

'  ^T-J.     The  preceding  'Pharaoh'  is  wanting  in  most  MSS 

of  (9  (put  in  by  codd.  22,  36  etc.),  being  taken  for  a  doublet  of 
Hophra. 
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Diodorus,  30  Jerome,  34  Syncellus).  The  monuments 
confirm  the  first  number.  He  ruled,  therefore,  about 
588-569  B.C.  His  reign  fell  in  a  very  critical  period, 
when  Egypt  was  exposed  to  constant  danger  from 
Babylonia.  Hophra  seems  to  have  shown  energy  both 
in  building  (traces  in  the  chief  temple  of  Memphis,  in 
the  Serapeum,  at  Silsileh  etc.),  and  in  foreign  politics. 
He  even  attempted  to  check  the  Babylonians.  Thus, 
according  to  Herodotus  (2i6i),  he  conquered  the 
Phoenicians  ('Tyrus')  at  sea;1  but  most  likely 
Herodotus  only  means  that  he  sent  assistance  to  the 
Tyrians  in  their  long  resistance  to  Nebuchadrezzar. 

The  (distorted  ?)  statement  of  Herodotus,  '  he  led  an 
army  against  Sidon,'  refers  evidently  to  the  expedition 
planned  with  a  view  to  succour  besieged  Jerusalem  (Jer. 
37s  n).  Hophra  did  indeed  interrupt  the  siege  for  a  short 
time ;  but,  if  Herodotus  was  not  mistaken,  we  may 
assume  Hophra's  final  defeat  in  the  N.  of  Palestine. 
It  does  not  seem  that  he  took  the  offensive  again  after 
his  repulse  ;  but  he  gave  an  asylum  to  the  many  fugitives 
from  Palestine  in  Egypt.  Of  the  Babylonian  attacks 
upon  Egypt  which  we  should  naturally  expect,  we  are 
ignorant  ;  but  so  much  is  now  certain — that  Jeremiah's 
and  Ezekiel's  predictions  of  a  conquest  of  Egypt  by 
Nebuchadrezzar  were  not  fulfilled.2  A  suppressed 
military  revolution  at  the  S.  frontier  of  Egypt  is  referred 
to  elsewhere  (EGYPT,  §  69).  From  this  we  can  imagine 
in  what  difficulties  this  unmilitary  country  was  involved 
through  having  to  sustain  large  battalions  of  foreign 
mercenaries.  These  difficulties  led  to  Hophra's  ruin. 
The  account  in  Herod.  2i6i  may  be  full  of  doubtful 
anecdotes,  but  is  probably  trustworthy  in  a  general  sense. 
The  Egyptian  (or  rather  Libyan)  mercenaries  sent  against 
Battus  of  Cyrene  to  aid  the  Libyan  chief  Adikran  revolted 
after  two  defeats.  Apries  and  the  European  and  Asiatic 
mercenaries  at  Momemphis  were  overpowered  by  Amasis 
II.  ('Ahmose),  who,  according  to  Herod.  (2169),  left  the 
unfortunate  king  alive  for  some  time,  but  at  last  permitted 
an  infuriated  mob  to  '  strangle'  him.3  w.  M.  M. 

HOR,  MOUNT  ("liin  In,  '  Hor  the  mountain '). 

1.  (tap   rb  6pos   [BAFL]),   the  scene   of  the   death 
of  Aaron  (Nu.  2022-27  21 4*  33 37-41  Dt.  325of  [all  P]). 
In  Nu.  8837  the  situation  is  defined  as  '  in  the  edge  of 
the   land    of    Edom,'    and    tradition,    since   Josephus, 
identifies  it  with  the  Jebel  Nebl  Hdrun  (4800  ft. ),  a  con 
spicuous  double-topped  mountain  on  the  E.  edge  of  the 
Wady  el-'Arabah,  a  little  to  the  SW.  of  Petra.     Trum- 
bull   (Kadesh-barnea,    127-139)    refutes    this  view   on 
grounds    of    '  revelation    and    reason '  ;    critics,    since 
Knobel,  have  taken  the  same  view.      Trumbull  himself 
identifies   Mt.    Hor  with  the    Jebel   Madara,   a  conical 
mountain  NVV.  of  'Ain   Kadis  (cp  HALAK,  MT.  ).     Cp 
GUR-BAAL,  and  WANDERING,  WILDERNESS  OF. 

2.  (r6  fipos  rb  6pos  [B  ;  om.  rb  8pos  2nd  in  v.  7  AFL], 
in   -v.  8  roO  6povs  rb  6pos),  a  point   on   the  ideal    N. 
boundary  of  Canaan,  Nu.  34? /.  (a  post-exilic  passage). 
According  to  Furrer  (ZDPl'8  •*•!  ff-}  Hor  is  a  term  for 
N.  Lebanon  ;  but  Van  Kasteren  thinks  that  it  means 
the  mountains  where  the  Nahr  Kasimiyeh  bends  upwards 
(Rev.  Bib. ,  '95,  p.  28  f. ).     The  Targums  render  Amanos 
or  Amanon  (  =  Amana  ?).    Unfortunately  the  existence  of 
the  northern  '  Mt.  Hor  '  is  threatened  by  Halevy's  practi- 


1  Diod.  1  68  ascribes  the  conquest  of  Cyprus  to  him  (Hero 
dotus,  less  probably,  to  Amasis). 

-  The  contrary  has  been  often  asserted  ;  but  merely  on  the 
basis  of  a  vague  statement  of  Berossus,  on  a  misinterpretation  of 
the  report  on  the  rebellion  of  foreign  mercenaries  referred  to 
above,  and  on  two  forged  inscriptions  relating  to  Nebuchadrezzar 
which  had  been  brought  to  Egypt  from  Bagdiid. 

3  See  EGYPT,  §  69,  on  the  question  whether  Amasis — who 
married  a  daughter  of  Hophra-Apries — was  first  co-regent  with 
his  predecessor.  The  object  of  this  theory  was  to  reconcile  the 
different  durations  assigned  to  the  reign  of  the  latter  (19  and  25 
years)  ;  but  it  is  not  probable.  A  recently  discovered  inscription 
(Kec.  tic  Trait.  222)  removes  some  difficulties.  It  tells  us  that 
Apries  fell  in  battle  after  having  held  part  of  the  delta  for  nearly 
three  years. 
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cally  certain  restoration  of  '•pin,  '  Hadrach,'  for  MT's 
impossible  reading,  '•fvm,  in  Ezek.  47  15.  In  Nu.  34  8/. 
we  must  obviously  read  ?|Tin  ty  D3^  mnn  Via?  D^n-jo 
non  »<aV™iy  ™nn  ^"nnpi,  '  from  the  great  sea  ye  shall 
draw  a  line  for  you  as  far  as  Hadrach  ;  and  from 
Hadrach  ye  shall  draw  a  line.  ..." 

Di.'s  proposal  to  read  (tyKnn,  'ye  shall  desire'  (cp  v.  10)—  as 
if  suggesting  that  the  boundary  was  only  desirable  or  ideal  —  is 
most  improbable.  In  v.  10  we  should  read 


HORAM  (DVI),  king  of  Gezer,  who  sought  to  help 
Lachish,  but  was  defeated  and  slain  by  Joshua,  Josh. 
1033  (  VCJO»0»,  AiAAM  [BA],  eAAM  [L]).  The  read 
ing  of  (5  agrees  with  that  which  it  gives  for  HOHAM. 


HOREB 


,  Ex.  336.     See  SINAI. 


HOREM  (Q~in,  or  perhaps  rather  D^H,  'sacrosanct'; 
[/v\er"&AA]<\peiM  [B],  cop&M  [AL]),  either  the  full 
name  or  the  epithet  of  a  city  in  Naphtali  (Josh.  1938). 
Van  de  Velde  identified  it  with  Hurah,  a  little  to  the 
W.  of  Yarun  (see  IRON).  Gue'rin,  however,  and  the 
PEF  lists  give  the  name  as  Kh.  el-Kiirah.  For 
reasons  against  searching  modern  name-lists  for  an 
echo  of  Horem,  see  MIGDAL-EL.  T.  K.  c. 


HORESH  (ntJnri;  @BAL,  Jos.  [H]  K&INH-  i.e., 
ntjnn),  according  to  RVme-,  Stade,  Wellhausen,  and 
others,  the  name  of  a  place  in  the  wilderness  of  Ziph  ( i  S. 
23 is/,  is/).  Wellhausen  would  also  read  the  name 
Horesh  in  iS.  22s  (but  see  HARETH).  The  reference 
in  i  S.  23  occurs  in  the  account  of  David's  last  inter 
view  with  Jonathan,  and  in  the  description  of  David's 
retreats  among  the  Ziphites,  and  in  the  latter  passage 
Horesh  (?)  is  co-ordinated,  singularly  enough,  with  the 
hill  of  Hachilah  (?).  This  co-ordination  is  sometimes 
ascribed  to  an  editor  (see  HACHILAH)  ;  but  no  one  has 
doubted  that  both  Horesh  (?)  and  Hachilah  (?)  were 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Ziph.  Horesh  is  supposed 
(see  FOREST,  i)  to  mean  'wood'  or  (comparing  Ass. 
hursii}  'mountain'  (Del.  Heb.  Lang.  17).  The  mean 
ing  '  mountain '  would  be  the  more  suitable  for  the 
narrative  in  i  S.  23,  for  certainly  the  wilderness  of  Ziph 
was  never  thickly  wooded  (see  ZIPH).  It  should 

be  noticed,  however,  that  Horesh  is  not  the  name  given 
in  i  S. ,  but  Horgshah,  and  that  experience  warns  us  to 
look  closely  at  the  text  when  the  locative  n  is  affixed  to 
a  proper  name  without  any  apparent  reason  ( it  is  always 
ntsnm)-  Add  to  this  that  there  is  no  certain  evidence 
elsewhere  for  the  existence  of  chn  in  Hebrew.1  It  is 
extremely  probable  that  Hor2shah  (ntsnn)  is  a  corruption 
•of  rmj;  ;  the  intermediate  stage  is  nyo.  A  reference  to 
i  S.  23  24  will  make  this  plain.  There  we  have  the 
statement  that  David  and  his  men  were  in  the  wilder 
ness  of  Maon  in  the  Arabah,  S.  of  the  JSshimon.  It 
may  reasonably  be  held  that  in  v.  19  the  original  ques 
tion  of  the  Ziphites  was,  '  Doth  not  David  hide  him 
self  with  us  in  the  retreats  in  the  Arabah?'  The 
rest  of  the  question  in  MT  is,  of 'course,  an  editorial 
insertion.  The  Ziphites  were  too  clever  to  tell  Saul 
precisely  where  David  was  hidden.  The  insertion  is 
of  interest  to  us  just  now  as  proving  that  the  editor 
read  nanya.  not  ntnm-2 

Conder  has  identified  the  supposed  Horesh  with  the  ancient 
site  Hureisa,  i  m.  S.  of  Ziph.  Yet  even  if  Horeshah  were 
genuine,  it  could  hardly  mean  '  a  village  or  hamlet  belonging  to 
the  larger  town  at  Tell  Zif '  (PEFQ,  '95,  p.  45). 

T.  K.  C. 

1  On  Is.  17g  Ezek. 31  3  see  Che.  and  Toy  (SBOT).      c'cnn 
in  2Ch.  27  4  is  also  corrupt  ;  read  either  D'3"l#  (cp  Di.  on  Is. 

I57)orni:ni;. 

2  When  he  made  the  insertion  he  had  his  eye  on  v.  24,  where 
nmva  occurs,  and  therefore  wrote  '  south  of  instead  of  '  front 
ing.'    See  HACHILAH. 
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HORHAGIDGAD,  RV  Hor-haggidgadOnsn  in, 
'  the  Hollow  of  Gidgad ';  TO  OROC  r^AfAA  [BA], 

T.  o.  PA.  r*.  tFJ-  T.  o.  r^Air-AA  [L],  NU.  3332/t). 

a  station  in  the  wilderness  of  WANDERING  (q.v. );  cp 

also  GUDGODAH. 

HORI  cnn,  niii).    i.  (x<w[e>  [ADEL]).    son  of 

Lptan,   son  of  Seir  the  Horite  (Gen.  36  22).      Possibly  a  sub 
stitute  for  some  lost  clan  name. 

2.  (croup[e]t  [BAF],  <rov&pi  [L]).     Ancestor  of  the  Simeonite 
Shaphat  (Nu.  13s).     See  SIMEON. 

3.  In  Gen.  36 30  AV,  RV  'the  HORITES.' 

HORITE  (Gen.  362of),  Horites  Cnh,  D^n,  usually 
explained  '  cave-dwellers,'  '  Troglodytes  ' !  ;  but  Jensen 
\_ZA,  '96,  p.  332]  questions  this  ;  x°PPai0*-  X°PPfi 
[ADEL]),  the  name  given  to  the  primitive  population  of 
Mt.  Seir  in  Dt.  2 12  (AV  Horims).  It  also  occurs  in 
Dt.  222  (AV  HORIMS),  Gen.  146  (xopdaiovs  [E]),  and 
(virtually)  Gen.  862  (for  '  Hivite '  read  'Horite')  20 /. 
29  f.  ;  and  it  should  be  restored  in  36 2  (see  (5),  possibly 
too  in  342  (<S)  in  preference  to  <pin,  if  we  take  nh  to  be 
a  contraction  of  nin  —  "PH  anotner  f°rm  of  npN.  D. 
Haigh,  Stern,  and  Hommel  (AHT,  264,  n.  2,  267) 
combine  '  Hori '  with  the  Eg.  ffaru,  a  name  frequently 
applied  to  a  part  of  Palestine,  e.g. ,  on  the  stele1  of 
Merenptah  (cp  Maspero,  Struggle  of  the  Nations,  121  ; 
WMM  As.  u.  E-ur.  137  148^),  and  Hommel  identifies 
both  with  the  land  of  Gar  mentioned  on  the  Amarna 
Tablets  (but  cp  GUR-BAAL).  WMM  seems  to  be  right 
in  rejecting  this  view.  '  Cave-dwellers '  can  only  be 
justified  if  we  interpret  this  (with  WMM)  as  merely  an 
epithet  of  the  Seirites,  or  people  of  Mt.  Seir.  Cp  Driver, 
Deut.  38  ;  EUOM,  §  3  end.  T.  K.  C. 

HORMAH  (HCnn  ;  ep/V\<\  [BAFL]),  according  to 
one  statement  was  so  called  because  the  Israelites  in 
fulfilment  of  a  vow  'devoted'  it  to  the  herein  (DIP!)  or 
ban  (Nu.  213;  ANA06MA  [BAFL]);  according  to 
another,  it  received  its  name  when  Simeon  and  Judah 
similarly  devoted  it  (Judg.  li;,  AN&0eMdv  [B],  eSoAo- 
GpeyciC  [AL]).  This,  however,  is  merely  a  literary 
etymology,  and  falls  to  the  ground  together  with  the 
misread  name  Hormah,  which,  as  we  shall  see,  appears 
to  be  a  very  old  corruption. 

Hormah  was  a  city  of  Simeon  (Josh.  194  i  Ch.  4 30, 
apa/j.a.  [L])  or  Judah  in  the  remote  south  (Josh.  1630, 
epfj.a\  [A],  cp  v.  21).  David  sent  presents  to  its  elders 
from  ZIKLAG — i.e. ,  Halasah  (i  S.  SQ^o,  iepet/j.ovd  [B], 
pa/j.fj.a  [A]).  Earlier  still,  a  king  of  Hormah  is 
mentioned  among  the  kings  of  Canaan  overcome 
by  Joshua  (Josh,  12  14,  D(->  ;  ep/j.a0  [B])  ;  we  also 
hear  of  defeats  inflicted  on  the  Israelites  by  the 
Amalekites  and  Canaanites,  which  extended  locally  '  as 
far  as  (the)  Hormah,'  Nu.  1445  (nmnn,2  see  below  ; 
ep/jLav  [B])  ;  cp  Dt.  1 44  'from  Seir  to  Hormah'  (Di. , 
Dr.  following  ©).  Two  more  references  remain.  Ac 
cording  to  the  present  text  of  Nu.  21 1-3  (J)  the  Canaanite 
king  of  ARAD  (q.v.},  who  had  at  first  defeated  the 
Israelites,  was  at  last  overcome  by  them,  on  which 
occasion  'the  name  of  the  place  (mpen)  was  called 
Hormah. '  From  this  it  would  appear  as  if  Arad  were 
the  old  name  of  Hormah,  and  yet  we  are  told  in  Judg. 
1 17  (see  above)  that  its  old  name  was  ZEPHATH  (q.v. ). 
How  is  this  to  be  accounted  for?  To  suppose  with 
Bachmann  that  the  city  was  twice  destroyed  and  re 
named,  seems  absurd.  Nor  is  it  easy  (though  Dill- 
mann,  Wellhausen,  and  others  adopt  this  expedient)  to 
explain  Nu.  21 3  as  relating  by  anticipation  the  destruc 
tion  by  Simeon  and  Judah  (Judg.  1 17),  in  which  case 
the  king  of  Arad  must  also  have  ruled  over  Zephath. 

The  simplest  explanation  is  the  boldest.  In  Nu.  21 1,  for  '  the 
king  of  Arad  who  dwelt  in  the  Negeb '  read  '  (the  Canaanites) 
who  dwelt  in  the  Negeb  of  the  Jerahmeelites.' 3  The  corruptions 

1  ©  Vg.  give  '  Troglodytes  '  for  the  Sukkiim  of  2  Ch.  12  3. 

2  Only  here  with  art.  ;  hence  Targ.  Jon.  renders  '  unto  de 
struction.' 

3  See  JERAH.MEEL.     C'lnxn  should  be  '"1CXH  in,  '  the  moun 
tains  of  the  Amorites  ' ;  cp  Dt.  1 20. 
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assumed  are  regular,  and  the  whole  passage  receives  a  flood  of 
light.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the  writers  of  Judg.  1  17  Nu. 
2X3  confound  the  names  of  two  neighbouring  places,  which, 
being  in  the  far  south,  they  had  never  visited.  The  true  name 
of  the  city  of  Hormah  is  probably  Rahamah  ;  it  was  apparently 
the  chief  town  of  the  '  Negeb  of  the  Jerahmeelites  '  (i  S.  SOzgyC). 
It  is  true  nmn  occurs  eight  times  ;  but  there  is  evidence  enough 
that  at  a  very  early  date  passages  containing  some  remarkable 
word  were  systematically  harmonized.  For  riOtn  we  should 
restore  in  all  the  passages  except  Judg.  1  17  Nu.  21  3,  nDITV 
The  Wady  Kukhama  perpetuates  the  name  (see  JERAH.MEEL). 

T.  K.  C. 

HORN  (\~]\),  Kep<\c)-  Nowhere  perhaps  is  the 
necessity  for  looking  closely  into  seeming  trifles  more 
apparent  than  here.  The  usual  explanation  is  un 
questionable  in  such  passages  as  the  following  :  — 

i  S.  2  i,  '  By  Yahwe  my  horn  is  exalted  '  ;  Ps.  89  17  [18],  '  By 
thy  favour  our  horn  is  exalted  '  ;  Ps.  "64  [5],  '  Lift  not  up  your 
horn  '  ;  Jer.  48  25,  '  The  horn  of  Moab  is  cut  off'  (cp  Lam.  2  3). 
In  such  passages  '  horn  '  symbolizes  power,  and  its  exaltation 
signifies  victory  (cp  i  K.  22  1  1)  and  deliverance  (Lk.  1  69,  '  horn 
of  salvation,'  xeoat  <rum)pt'as).  It  will  be  remembered  that  in 
an  oracle  of  Balaam  the  re"f»i,  or  wild  ox,  is  the  emblem  of  an 
invincible  warrior  (Nu.  23  22)  ;  cp  also  Dan.  7  7. 

In  other  passages  it  will  not  suit. 

1.  When  we  read  in  Job  10  15,  '  I  have  defiled  my  horn  in  the 
dust  '  (AV),  or  '  I  have  laid  my  horn  in  the  dust,'  we  see  that 
there  must  be  something  amiss  with  the  text  ;   the  language  is 
inappropriate.1     'To  lift  up  the  horn  '  may  be  to  increase   in 
power,  or  to  show  a  proud  sense  of  greatness  ;  but  it  is  hardly 
safe  to  maintain,  on  the  ground  of  a  single  doubtful  passage, 
that  to  'thrust  it  into  the  dust'  (Di.),  or  to  defile  it  in  the  dust, 
is  a  Hebrew  phrase  for  feeling  the  sense  of  deepest  humiliation. 
In  Hebrew  idiom,  people  '  roll   in   the  dust  '   tliemselves  (Mic. 
1  10),  not  their  '  horn.'     The  remedy  is  to  examine  the  text,  and 
see  what  errors  the  scribe  was  most  likely  to  have  committed. 
There  are  in  fact  two  very  likely  errors,  by  emending  which  we 
obtain   the  very  suitable  sense  '  I  have  profaned   my  glory  in 
the  dust.'2    There   is  a  similar  error  in  Am.  613;   where  the 
'  horns  '  appear  through  an  error  of  interpretation  of  the  first 
magnitude.      'Have  we   not   taken  to  us   horns?'  should    be, 
'Have  we  not  taken  Karnaim?'     Men  can  be  said  to  '  lift  uf> 
horns,'  not  to  take  them.     Travellers  have  sometimes  illustrated 
the  former  phrase  by  the  silver  horn  which  was  formerly  worn 
on  the  head  by  Druse  women  in  the  Lebanon.     This,  however, 
is   a  mistake.      The  silver  horn  was  simply  an  instrument  for 
holding  up  the  long  veil  worn  in  the  Lebanon  by  married  women. 

2.  The  old  painters,  and  Michael  Angelo  after  them,  repre 
sented  Moses  with  two  horns.     Ultimately  perhaps  this  may  be 
traced  to  the  two  horns  of  Am(m)on,  the  god  of  the  Egyptian 
Thebes,   which  were  adopted  by  Alexander  the   Great  on  his 
coins  (cp   'the   two  -horned'   in  the  Koran,   Su>:  1885).     The 
immediate  cause,  however,  of  this  mode  of  representation  is 
what  we  may  safely  regard  as  an  error  of  the  text  in  Ex.  34  29 
(cp  w.  30,  35),  where  Vg.  very  naturally  renaers  V3S  "liy  pp  '2> 
'  quod  cornuta  esset  facies  sua  '  (so  too  Aq.,  according  to  Jerome). 
Here  the  original  reading  must  have  been  not  pp,  but  p^3, 
'  lightened.'      It   is  usual,  indeed,   to  say  that  pp  means   '  to 
radiate  light'  ($5  SeSo^acrrai.),  and  to  compare  Hab.  84,  where 
AV  has,  '  His  brightness  was  as  the  light  ;  he  had  horns  (coming) 
out  of  his  hand,'  but  in  mg.,  'bright  beams  out  of  his  side.' 
RV  substitutes  '  rays  '  for  '  horns,'  but  truthfully  records  '  Heb. 
horns'   in   the    margin.      No   doubt    D'3"lp   should   be    n"pl3, 
'  lightnings  '  ;  Hab.  3  is  not  an  Arabic  but  a  Hebrew  poem.     It 
is  just  possible,  however,  that  Jerome's  version  '  that  the  face 
of  Moses   was   horned'   was  influenced   by  the   symbolism   of 
Alexander's  coins.     It  would  be   going   rather   too  far  off  to 
compare  the  horns  of  the  moon-god  Sin,  whose  emblem  was  a 
crown  or  mitre  adorned  with  horns,  though  G.  Margoliouth  has 
lately  defended  the  very  improbable  reading  just  referred  to  by 
making  this  comparison,  which  seems  to  him  to  fit  in  admirably 
with  the  primitive  worship  of  Sin  recorded  by  the  name  Sinai. 

3.  That  the  term  '  horn  '  can  be  used  for  a  horn-shaped  vessel, 
is  intelligible  (i  S.  16  i  13  i  K.  1  39).     Such  a  phrase  as  '  horn  of 
pigment   for  anointing    the    eyelashes'    is    therefore    in    itself 
possible.     But  was  there  ever  a  father  in  ancient  legend  who 
gave  this  name  to  his  daughter,  as  Job  is  said  to  have  done  in 
MT  of  Job  42  14  (see  KEREN-HAHPUCH)? 

4.  On  the  meaning  of  the  expression  '  the  horns  of 
the  altar,'  see  ALTAR,  §  6. 

Whether  the  phrase  has  a  right  to  stand  in  Ps.  11827^  is 
extremely  doubtful.  Some  (e.g.,  J.  P.  Peters)  would  place  the 
passage  in  the  margin  as  a  ritual  gloss,  and  if  the  text  is  correct, 
this  is  the  best  view  ;  no  ingenuity  can  avail  to  explain  v.  276  as 
a  part  of  the  text.  For  a  critical  emendation  of  the  text  3  based 

1  But  W7J;  can  hardly  mean  this. 

2  njr  nsjn  'nSWi.    Cp  Ps.  so  39  [40]  b. 

3  Q'srn?  Vina?  nij 


na 


ne 


on  the  analogy  of  undoubted  corruptions  elsewhere,  see  Che. 
/V.l2)  ',  but  cp  the  commentaries  of  Del.  and  Baethgen.  On  the 
ncpi  keseth,  of  Ezek.  Vzf.  nf,  see  INKHORN  ;  on  the  'horns' 
of  Dan.  7  T  ff.,  see  DANIEL,  g  7  ;  and  on  those  of  Rev.  123,  see 
APOCALYPSE,  §  41,  etc.  ;  also  ANTICHRIST,  $  4  ;  DRAGON,  g  2. 
On  the  horn  as  a  musical  instrument,  see  Music,  §  5(1).  See 
Elworthy,  Horns  of  Honour  (1900).  T.  K.  C. 

HORNED  SNAKE  (jb'D^),  Gen.  49  17  RV™g-,  AV 
ADDER,  4.  See  also  SERPENT,  10. 

HORNET  (Hiny,  CCPHKIA  [BAL],  CRABRO). 

Strictly,  the  word  hornet  is  applied  to  I'esfa  crabro;  but 
it  is  often  used  for  any  large  species  of  wasp.  There  are 
many  species  of  these  Hymenoptera  in  Palestine,  but  the  most 
conspicuous  is  l^esfa  orientals,  which  spreads  from  S.  Europe 
through  Egypt  and  Arabia  to  India.  It  is  frequently  very 
abundant.  It  builds  its  cells  of  clay,  and  they  are,  as  a  rule, 
very  symmetrical  and  true. 

The  hornet  is  mentioned  in  the  OT  as  the  forerunner 
sent  by  Yahwe  to  destroy  the  two  kings  of  the  Amorites 
(Josh.  24  12,  E  or  D2),  and  to  drive  out  the  Hivites, 
Canaanites,  and  Hittites  (Ex.2328  [E],  Dt.  ?2o;  cp 
Wisd.  128,  ffifrfZ,  AV  RV*-  'wasp').  The  old 
identification  of  nyis,  sir  ah,  with  njnis,  '  leprosy,'  may  be 
passed  over  ;  the  main  question  is  whether  '  hornet  ' 
is  employed  literally  or  figuratively.  A  metaphorical 
interpretation  of  the  term  (cp  Lat.  asstrus,  '  panic,  ' 
properly  '  gadfly  '  )  is  not  favoured  by  the  passages 
quoted  (cp  especially  Ex.  I.e.).  On  the  other  hand,  a 
reference  to  the  insect  itself  raises  difficulties.  Although 
the  absence  of  any  mention  of  the  appearance  of 
hornets  (e.g.,  in  Nu.  21  Josh.  2^)  is  not  in  itself  an 
insuperable  objection,  the  fact  remains  that  the  implied 
extent  of  their  devastation  is  unique,  indeed  incredible. 

Parallels  have  certainly  been  quoted  as  examples  of  the  in 
convenience  caused  by  these  and  similar  pests  ;  but  the  cases 
adduced  refer  not  to  peoples  but  to  the  inhabitants'  of  more  cir 
cumscribed  limits  (towns,  e.g.,  Megara,  /Eiian,  9  28  ;  Rhaucus, 
sElian,  1735  [quoting  Antenor  of  Crete]  ;  cp  Di.,  ad  loc.,  and 
see  Smith's  DBM  s.v.). 

Further,  hornets,  though  their  attacks  are  furious 
when  their  nests  are  disturbed,  and  are  continued  when 
the  foe  retreats,  are  not  wont  to  attack  unprovoked. 
Hence,  for  example,  Furrer  (ap.  Riehm,  HWB)  ex 
presses  a  doubt  whether  '  hornet  '  can  be  the  true  mean 
ing  of  njnx,  and  Che.  (Crit.  Bib.)  proposes  to  emend 
the  word  into  $>sSs  ;  cp.  Dt.  2842,  'All  thy  trees  and 
fruit  of  thy  land  shall  the  locust  consume.'  See 
LOCUST. 

A  new  line  must,  at  any  rate,  be  taken.  njns  (if 
correct)  seems  to  refer  to  some  enemy  who  made  an 
early  inroad  upon  Canaan.  Sayce  (Early  Hist,  of 
Hebrews)  ingeniously  finds  a  reference  either  to  the 
campaign  of  Rameses  III.  (p.  286)  or  to  the  Philistines. 
(p.  292/.  ),  and  in  regard  to  the  former  it  is  note 
worthy  that  the  Egyptian  standard-bearer  wore  among 
other  emblems  two  devices  apparently  representing  flies 
(see  ENSIGN,  §  3).  But  if  we  may  lay  stress  upon  the 
fact  that  the  hornet  does  not  attack  unprovoked  (see 
above),  it  is  plausible  to  suggest  a  new  rendering  for 
•,yis  —  viz.,  'serpent'  (cp  Ass.  siru)  —  and  see  a  refer 
ence  to  the  uroeus  or  sacred  serpent  on  the  crown  of 
the  pharaoh  (cp  Ode  of  Thotmes  III.,  v.  n  ;  Brugsch, 
Gesch.  Ag.  354).  1  On  the  other  hand,  however,  the 
reference  may  be  to  some  local  invasion  which  has  been 
amplified  by  E  or  his  informant.  In  this  case  a  tribe, 
whose  totem  was  some  kind  of  serpent  (cp  ZORAH), 
may  conceivably  be  intended.2  A.  E.  s.  —  S.  A.  c. 

HORONAIM  (D^inn,  Jer.  48  3,  or  D»jhK  Jer.  48  34, 
60P60NAIM  [BXAQ],  OR.  [X  in  v.  3]),  a  place  in  Moab  ; 
the  'descent  of  Horonaim  '  (D^IT!  "HID,  eN  oAo> 

1  The  reference  to  the  uraeus,  and  the  Ode  of  Thotmes,  is  due 
to    Prof.  Cheyne,   who   compares   Is.  169,   but   on   the   whole 
inclines  to  suspect  corruption  of  the  text  (see  above). 

2  One  recalls  the  classical  legends  of  races  that  were  led  to 
their  seats  by  a  bird   or  animal.     That   such  creatures  were 
originally  totems  is  in  the  highest  degree  probable  (see  I-an.L:, 
Myth,  Ritual  and  Religion  ['99],  295).      For  a  parallel  to  the 
theory   of    a    totem-ensign    suggested    above   see    M'Lennan, 
Studies,  2nd  ser.  301  (on  the  serpent  as  a  totem  see  ib.  521^!). 


HORONITB 

OORCONAIM  [c\p.  K*.  op-  Nc'a])  is  mentioned  in  Jer. 
48  5,  and  the  'way  of  Horonaim'  (D'Olh  ">\~F[,  [TH]  OA60 

[BXQ11],    o.   topcoNAeiM  [Q"*-]i  T.  o. 

[A])  in  Is.  15s-  The  former  phrase  is 
illustrated  by  Mesha's  statement  (inscr.  //.  3i/-)  that 
he  'went  down'  to  Horonen  (pvin).  Horonaim  is 
nowhere  mentioned  as  an  Israelite  city,  which  confirms 
the  natural  inference  from  Is.  15s  that  it  was  near  the 
S.  border  of  Moab,  on  one  of  the  roads  leading  down 
from  the  Moabite  plateau  to  the  Jordan  valley.  Buhl 
(272/1  )  thinks  of  some  ruins  near  the  Wady  ed-Dera'a 
(W.  Kerak);  but  these  are  described  as  insignificant. 
Josephus  states  that  Horonaim  was  one  of  the  places 
in  Moab  conquered  by  Alexander  Jannasus  (Ant.  xiii. 
154  xiv.  14).  That  SANBALLAT  [q.v.]  had  any  con 
nection  with  the  place  has  been  shown  to  be  improb 
able.  On  '  Horonaim  '  for  the  two  Beth-horons,  see 
BETH-HORON.  T.  K.  c. 

HORONITE  (Tin,  A.PcoN[e]i  [BKA],  ANpcaN6i 
[Xvid-  in  v.  10],  tOpCONlTHC  [L])-  Neh.  2ioi9  1828 
(upaviTT)?  [Xc-a  <m£->  ;  BK*A  om.]).  See  BETH-HORON, 
SANBALLAT. 

HORSE  (D-1D,  ITTTTOC.  see  below).  Many  interest 
ing  points  arise  in  connection  with  references  to  the 
horse  (equus,  caballus)  in  the  Bible.  The  philologist 
will  find  scope  for  all  his  keenness  in  dealing  with  the 
names  of  the  horse  ;  the  historical  student  will  gather 
valuable  facts  illustrating  political  and  religious  history. 
That  the  horse  is  one  of  the  most  important  factors  in 
a  people's  growth,  appears  once  more  from  the  OT 
literature,  for  though  the  prophets  spoke  strongly 
against  its  use,  civilization  could  not  be  held  back.  A 
late  prophetic  writer  predicts  that  the  flock  of  Judah 
(the  Jews)  will  become  like  '  finest  horses  '  a  in  battle 
(Zech.  10s),  and  one  of  the  most  fervently  religious  of 
the  '  wise  men  '  gives  us  an  unsurpassable  picture  of  the 
war-horse  (see  §  2  end).  The  following  Hebrew  words 
come  under  consideration. 

1.  DID,  sits  (Ass.  sisti.  Eg.  sesmet[s&e  EGYPT,  §  9  n.], 

Aram.  N'DID,  origin  unknown),  Gen.  49  17 
Ex.93  14923  15  1  1921  and  often. 
In  Gen.  47  17  there  is  a  confusion  in  the  text.  '  Horses  and 
asses'  should  come  together  as  in  Ex.  83  at  the  close.  In  Ex. 
149  3D"1  D5D~/3  should  be  rendered  'all  chariot-horses'  (see  2). 
Just  so  in  Ass.  sist  is  a  general  term  for  horses  ;  but  add  rukfiln, 
and  the  phrase  means  'chariot-horses.'  In  Cant.  1  9  (RV) 
the  bridegroom  compares  the  bride  to  'a  steed  in  Pharaoh's 
chariots  '  C^DID,  with  old  '  construct  '  form)  ;  but  the  figure  does 
not  suit  the  context,  and  the  termination  <—  is  suspicious. 
Not  a  '  mare  '  (Margoliouth),  but  '  grape-clusters  '  (in  Solomon's 
vineyards)  are  probably  meant;  cp  Siif.  and  see  Che.  Crit. 
Bib.  (AV  '  a  company  of  horses  '  ;  RVms-  '  the  steeds  '  ;  17 
ITTTTOS  ;  equitatus). 

2.  ehs,  paras  (in  Syr.,   Ar.  ,   Eth.  ,    'horse';   hence 

Spanish  alfaras.  Mid.  Lat.  farius,  etc.  ). 

Not  found  in  the  sing,  in  this  sense  ;  '-  but  this  may  be  acci 
dental.  We  certainly  want  a  word  for  '  riding-horse'  =  Ass. 
bithallu.  The  plur.  should  be  D'Sh?  ;  MT's  O'Chf  presup 
poses  the  sense  'horsemen'  (@  iTm-eis,  but  also  imroi).  In  i  S. 
8  ii  i  K.  426  [56]  Is.  2828  (interpolated;  not  in  €5)  Joel  2  4 
D'CHS)  'horses,'  can  hardly  be  explained  away,  and  Haupt 
('Isaiah,'  Heb.  SBO  T  122  /.)  recognises  it  in  Is.  21  9.  To  read 
C"T|S,  'mules,'  would  be  too  bold;  to  render  'horsemen'  is 
not  at  all  plausible.  Schwally's  decision  (ZA  TW  8  191  n.) 
must  be  reversed. 

3.  T3N,     '  abbir,      '  strong      one,'     poetically       (cp 

CATTLE,  §  2  d)  •  Jer.  816  47s  50  n  (©raOpot)  Judg.  622 
(?  see  /£>,<?  10  566). 

4.  fc'Ti,    rekesh,    Mic.  1  13    (see    LACHISH),    i  K.  428 
[58]  (<§   &pfj.a<riv,   reading  331),  Esth.  810   (om.    <§)   14 

1  Read  I'm  DID  (or  'DID). 

-  In  Ezek.  26  10  ens  comes  probably  from  'onB  =  JTIDIB,  a 
variantofnySB'(Che.,cpz/.  n).  Read  vS:Sjl  13DT  Vlpa(cp2324). 
Co.  doubts  B'lS,  but  omits  to  explain  its  presence  in  MT  and 
<8  Observe,  however,  that  ©HA  renders  lirirtiav,  not  'imrtav 
<©Q). 

2113 
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HORSE 

(BK*A  om.  ;    rCiv   iropiuv  [Nc-a  ms-])  ;    '  swift    beast  '  ; 
RV    'swift    steed';    AV    in    Esth.     'mule,'    cp    Syr. 


5-  O'ssnn  '33  1  Esth.  8  10,  possibly  'herds  of  horses' 
(cPLa»»)'  RV  'bred  of  the  stud1  (AV,  RVms-  'young 
dromedaries  '  ). 

The  word  is  not  explained  in  the  Lexicons.  Considering, 
therefore,  that  cb^  and  C'12'l  (though  confounded  by  ©  in 
Nu.  1632)  cannot  plausibly  be  connected,  and  that  rakisu  in 
the  Ass.  phrase  cited  elsewhere  (LACHISH)  never  appears  by 
itself  in  the  sense  of  horse,  we  must  take  an  entirely  new  course. 
If  it  is  true  that  the  term  TOD  =  Ass.  suhiru  (some  kind  of  costly 
animal,  a  variety  of  the  horse  or  perhaps  of  the  camel)  has 
(no  doubt  rightly)  been  restored  for  TTO  in  '  K.  10  28  (see 
MIZKAIM),  and  in  the  plural  compound  phrase  D'Tnp  '33,  in 
Ezek.  27  20  (see  CLOTH,  n.),  and  in  the  phrase  D'TnO.l  '33,  for 
D'DQTT  '33,1  in  Esth.  8  10  we  cannot  doubt  that  for  t?31,  in  the 
four  passages  in  which  it  occurs,  we  should  read  THD  {Exp.  T. 
Dec.  '99). 

6.  Another  naturalised  Assyrian  term  is  murniske  (  m&r 
niske],  i.e.,  perhaps  '  splendid  young  (horses)'  ;  so  Del. 
Ass.  HWB  473  b  ;  cp  391  b.  See  also  KB  2134  /.  53, 
140  /.  46;  and  Houghton,  TSBA  5si  ('77).  Not 
improbably  this  should  be  restored  in  (a)  i  K.  1025, 
2  Ch.  924  (Cook,  Exp.  T.  10  279  /  [March,  '99]),  (b} 
for  D'3inET!N2  in  Esth.  81014  (Che.  Exp.  7\,  Aug. 
'99),  but  cp  CAMEL,  §  i,  n.  i,  and  (t)  Gen.  4X43,  see 
JOSEPH,  §  6. 

The    horse  was    kept    in  a  stall  (rim   or   mx,  see 

BDB),   and    fed    upon    barley  and    straw  (i  K.  42628 

[568]).    1  1  was  controlled  by  a  bit  (jcn  ;  cp 

referaro.     X^'"^  Jas.  33),  and   bridle   (onoj'and 

urged  on  by  a  whip  (BIB').     The  hoof 

is   likened  to  a  flinty  rock  (Is.  628)  —  -a  sudden  sting  in 

the  heel   (agu)  from  the  lurking    scorpion  unseats   the 

rider  (Gen.  49  17). 

Whether  its  '  harness  '  is  really  referred  to  by  pjyj  in  2  Ch.  824 
(AV)  is  doubtful  (see  WEAI-ONS)  ;  nor  can  we  safely  make 
Ezekiel  speak  of  '  saddle-cloths  '  (Co.)  in  Ezek.  27  20  (see  above). 
On  Zech.  14  20,  see  BELLS. 

Passing  over  the  references  to  the  horse  in  symbolical 
phraseology,  and  its  association  with  religious  cults 
(see  §  4),  we  turn  to  the  use  of  the  horse  among  the 
Hebrews.  Like  the  Assyrians  they  never  used  it 
for  draught  purposes  (the  text  of  Is.  2828  is  faulty  ;  see 
Du.  ,  Che.  SBOT).  Nor  can  we  assume  that  the  horse 
was  used  to  any  extent  for  riding  purposes  in  pre-exilic 
times.  The  mention  of  a  king's  horse  for  state  occasions, 
and  of  a  royal  stud  (if  RV's  '  bred  of  the  stud  '  for 
D'jtnrnx  be  admitted)  occurs  first  in  the  Persian  period 
(Est.  68  81014). 

The  horse  known  to  the  Hebrews  was  a  war-horse. 
As  such  it  excited  mingled  admiration  and  awe.  Its 
strength  (cp  §  13  TSN)  and  swiftness  (Hab.  18  Jer.  4  13) 
seemed  almost  supernatural,  so  that  the  early  prophets 
complained  that  it  was  more  regarded  by  politicians 
than  the  God  of  Israel  himself  (Is.  30  16  Ps.  20?  [8] 
33  17  147  10).  The  Hebrews  marked  its  fiery  trampling 
(nayE*  Jer.  47st).  its  rushing  and  stamping  (im  Nah.  82 
Judg.  622  [doubtful]),  and  its  eagerness  for  the  fray  (Jer. 
86).  The  finest  expression  of  Jewish  sentiment,  however, 
is  to  be  found  in  Job  3919-25.  The  delighted  wonder 
with  which  the  poet  describes  the  war-horse  appeals  to 
modern  readers. 

1  Most  connect  the  7J8T  of  MT  with  Syr.  L^xxi  (a  loan 
word  from  old  Pers.  ?)  ;  but  Persisms  are  not  to  be  accepted 
where  an  Ass.  or  Bab.  origin  is  defensible.  Q  and  g,  PI  and  3 
are  easily  confounded.  E'3"in  in  Esth.  8  10  is  therefore  to  be 
cancelled  as  a  doublet. 

'-  That  the  forgotten  word  mumiskt  was  corrupted,  first  by 
misarrangement  of  letters,  and  then  by  confusion  of  letters  and 
editorial  manipulation,  so  that  a  seemingly  Persian  word  (cp 
B'lTirnN  Ahasuerus)  arose,  is  intelligible.  x  is  an  editorial 
prefix  ;  n  =  3>  &  =  D>  n  =  D  >  the  rest  is  clear  (Che.). 
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The  text  is  not  in  perfect  order,  and  in  w.  igf.  a  slight 
disarrangement  seems  to  have  occurred,  which  Duhm  rectifies 
thus: 

Givest  thou  strength  to  the  horse  — 
His  resounding,  terrible  snorting? 
Dost  thou  clothe  his  neck  with  a  mane,1 
And  cause  it  to  spring  like  the  locust  ? 
The  fact  that  the  horse  of  the  Hebrews  is  a  war-horse 

shows    that    its    introduction    among 
3.  Introduction  them  was  not  of  ear]y  date      For  g 

among      e       0,-igmai  home  we  must  look  outside 
the  regions  occupied  by  the  Semitic 
and  Egyptian  civilisations. 

The  horse  was  not  known  in  Egypt  before  the  time  of  the 
Hyksos  (EGYPT,  §  9;  Masp.  Dawn  of  Civ.  32  n.  2,  Struggle  of 
the  Nations,  51  n.  4).  It  is  first  depicted  in  the  time  of 
Amenhotep  I.,  and  appears  among  the  presents  sent  to  Egypt  by 
BurnaburiaS  of  Kardunia5  (Am.  Tab.  10  rev.  12).  Upon  the 
monuments  of  Assyria  the  horse  appears  very  frequently,  and 
the  care  bestowed  on  its  appearance  (mane,  tail  and  trappings) 
shows  how  much  it  was  valued.  '  The  whole  animal  was  more 
fitted  for  war-purposes  than  for  those  requiring  speed.'  They 
are  '  not  represented  drawing  carts,  or  carrying  baggage  of  any 
kind.'2  Like  the  Egyptians,  the  Assyrians  no  doubt  obtained 
their  horses  from  N.  Mesopotamia,-*  where,  in  turn,  they  were 
introduced  from  Central  Asia,  whose  plains  and  steppes  seem  to 
have  been  one  of  the  earliest  homes  of  the  horse. 

The  Amarna  Tablets  give  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  horse 
in  Palestine.  Feudal  princes,  Aziru,  Rib-addi,  Milkili,  and 
others  of  the  N.  of  Canaan  beg  for  chariots  and  horses  from  the 
Egyptian  king.  Abd-milki  of  Sashimi,  and  AmayaSi,  on  the 
other  hand,  offer  to  furnish  them  to  the  king.  The  region 
around  Jerusalem  being  unsuitable  for  chariots,  Abd-hiba  makes 
no  mention  of  them,  and  asks  only  for  troops.  The  odd  phrase, 
'  servant  of  thy  horses '  (kartabbi,  kuzi,  or  gvzi  sistka),  perhaps 
to  be  taken  literally,  is  used  by  Japahi  of  Gezer,  Jabnilu  of 
Lachish,  Pu-addi  of  Wurza  and  others  (see  KB.  5  nos.  224,  243). 

The  earlier  OT  narratives  vouch  for  the  use  of  this 
noble  animal  among  Egyptians,  Philistines,  and  non- 
Israelite  tribes  of  the  N.  ;  but  it  was  long  before  the 
Israelites  attempted  to  supply  their  own  deficiency  of 
horses.  Apart  from  a  few  untrustworthy  passages 
(2  S.  84  15 1  i  K.  Is)4  horses  do  not  appear  as  in 
use  among  the  Hebrews  until  the  time  of  Solomon 
(i  K.  426  [56]),  who,  it  is  stated,  imported  them  in 
large  quantities,  with  the  result  that  in  the  following 
centuries  they  were  not  unfrequently  employed  in  war 
by  both  Judah  and  Israel  (see  CHARIOT,  §  5). 

That  the  horse  was  not  commonly  used  appears 
further  from  there  being  no  mention  of  it  in  the  earlier 
legal  literature.  It  finds  no  place  in  the  Book  of  the 
Covenant  (Ex.  21^)  ;  it  is  not  mentioned  even  in  the 
tenth  commandment  (Ex.  20 17  Dt.  621).  It  appears 
first  in  D's  code,  where  the  king  of  Israel  is  forbidden 
to  multiply  horses  (Dt.  17  16).  The  warning  is  aimed 
partly  against  the  foreign  intercourse  which  rendered 
easy  the  introduction  of  heathenish  cults  (see  below, 
§  4),  and  partly  against  alliances  with  Egypt. 

The  Hebrews  obtained  their  horses  indirectly 
from  Egypt  (Is.  31 1  3  Ezek.  17 15),  or  Assyria  (Hos. 
143  [4J)t  doubtless  by  hiring  mercenaries;  but  more 
frequently  through  the  Tyrians  who  traded  directly  with 
Armenia  (Ezek.  27 14,  see  TOGARMAH),  and  the  adjacent 
regions  of  Kue  (E.  of  Cilicia),  and  Musri  (N.  Syria,  S. 
of  the  Taurus).5  The  whole  region  in  question  has 
been  famed  for  horses  from  the  earliest  times,  and  to  a 
Hebrew  prophet  no  description  of  an  invader  from  the 
N.  seems  to  be  complete  without  a  reference  to  its 
horses  and  horsemen  (Jer.  47s  5042  Ezek.  26710 

1  nDJHi  ®  $6fiov  (Bochart  ^ojSrji').  The  word  is  philologically 
inexplicable.  Read  n^Ut/'  (cp  Job  4 15),  which  is  not  in  Job  a 
noinen  uni(atis(C\iz.).  Duhm  strangely  flDpl. 

'•*  Houghton,  TSBA  651. 

3  Ibid.,  referring  to  the  Sumerian  name  of  the  horse  (animal 
from  the  east)  ;  Hehn,  Kultttrfji.  if)ff.  527  f. 

4  28.  Sis  late  (see  SAMUEL  ii.,  §4).    As  for  2  S.  15  i,  there  is  no 
further  reference  to  horses  in  Absalom's  revolt ;  he  himself  rode 
a  mule  (189).    See  also  ARMY,  §  4.    The  mule  or  ass  continued  to 
be   the   ordinary   animal   for   riding   purposes,    even   for   royal 
persons  (2  S.  13  29),  and  upon  state  occasions  (i  K.  1 33./C). 

5  We  follow  the  emended  text  of  i  K.  1028./C  2  Ch.  1  ibf.  ;  see 
CII.ICIA,  §  2,  MIZRAIM,  §  2/>.    Sargon's  s!si  niusuri  (KB  78  /.  183) 
were  no  doubt  from  the  above-mentioned  Musri.     Egypt  itself 
could  never  have  exported  horses  in  any  large  quantity. 
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38  4  15).  The  horse  of  the  ancient  Hebrew  was 
probably  similar  to  the  lusty,  stalwart  animal  depicted 
upon  the  Assyrian  monuments.  The  gentler  and  more 
domesticated  '  Arab  '  steed,  which  has  derived  its  name 
from  the  country  in  which  it  has  been  bred  for  centuries, 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  introduced  until  about  the 
beginning  of  the  Christian  era.  l 

The  horse  is  a  favourite  image  in  symbolical  language 
(cp  Zech.  \Z/.  6  1  /.  Rev.  62  ff.  19  n  /.;  and  see 
CHARIOT,  §  13). 

Evidence  for  the  worship  of  the  horse  among  the  Semites 

(except  as  a  borrowed  cult)  hardly  exists.     It  is  true  the  Qoran 

supposes   Ya'us  to  have  had  the  form  of  a 

4.   The  Horse    horse  ;  but  another  explanation  is  more  prob- 

in  Religion,  able  (Kin.  20&/.,  We.  ffeid.M  22  /.).  An 
instance  is  quoted  of  the  worship  of  the  horse 
by  an  Arabian  tribe  in  Bahrein  ;  but  its  name  alone  (the 
Asbadhuyun)  seems  rather  to  point  to  a  Persian  origin  of  the 
worship  (from  the  Pers.  asp,  '  horse  ').  Horse-worship  appears 
to  be  implied  in  the  Phoenician  name  CDD"nj7  (C/S168  115). 

The  horse,  especially  as  related  to  sun  -  worship 
(CHARIOT,  §  13),  was  worshipped  in  Armenia,  Persia, 
etc.2  Horses  were  sacrificed  to  the  sun  at  Mt.  Taletum, 
a  peak  of  Taygetus  (Paus.  iii.  204),  and  annually  thrown 
into  the  sea  for  a  similar  purpose  at  Rhodes.  Consider 
able  interest,  therefore,  attaches  itself  to  the  unique 
notice  of  the  bronze  horses  and  chariots  of  the  sun  which 
Josiah  burned  in  the  course  of  his  reforms  (2  K.  23  n). 
This  cult,  obviously  of  foreign  origin,  was  probably  intro 
duced  at  the  same  time  as  the  horse,  and  from  the  same 
quarter.  The  Hebrews  being  unaccustomed  to  the  care 
of  horses,  foreigners  would  be  required  to  tend  them, 
and  their  presence  would  facilitate  the  spread  of 
this  particular  worship.  D's  enactment  regarding  the 
horse  thus  appears  in  a  clearer  light.  In  2  K.  11  16 
reference  is  made  to  the  way  along  which  the  horses 
were  brought  from  the  palace  to  the  temple,  alluding 
perhaps  to  their  being  regularly  sacrificed  upon  the 
altar.  For  the  HORSE  GATE  (2  Ch.  23  15)  see 
JERUSALEM,  §  24  (9).  A.  E.  s.  —  s.  A.  c.  —  T.  K.  c. 


HORSE-LEECH  (  Hr,  'Xlftka  h,  'sucker1;  BAeAA<\ 
[BNAC];  SAXGUISUGA]  or'EV  HORSE-LEACH  (Pr.SOis) 
[<§  24  50]. 

The  passage  runs,  'the  horse-leech  hath  two  (three,  <SBNAC) 
daughters  (crying)  Give,  give  '  (so  EV  ;  cp  Toy).  This  render 
ing  is  supported  by  ©,  by  the  Ar.  'alak,  which  is  used  in  the 
present  day  to  denote  a  species  of  leech,  and  also  by  the 
passage  in  the  Talm.  '  Abadah  Zarah,  17  b,  where  a  warning 
is  given  against  drinking  water  from  a  river  or  pool  for  fear  of 
the  npl?V  rU3D  —  i.e.,  the  danger  of  swallowing  a  leech.  The 
voracity  of  the  horse-leech  is  proverbial  ;  cp  the  Targ.  on  Ps. 
VI  8  [9],  where  oppressors  are  compared  to  the  xpl?y  which 
sucks  the  blood  of  men. 

Both  the  horse-leech,  }ftf»topis  (Aulastotnnni)  gvlo,  and  the 
medicinal  leech,  Hinido  inedicinalis,  are  common  in  the 
streams  and  fresh  waters  of  Palestine.  The  former,  which  is 
indigenous  in  Europe  and  N.  Africa,  has  thirty  teeth  or 
serrations  on  its  jaws,  by  means  of  which  it  punctures  the  skin, 
and  it  adheres  to  the  surface  of  the  wound  with  the  greatest 
tenacity  by  means  of  the  sucker  which  surrounds  its  mouth.  In 
the  East  a  species  of  Liiunatis,  of  small  size,  also  occurs  in  the 
same  pools  as  H.  gulo.  Both  cause  much  trouble  to  man  and 
cattle.  They  are  taken  into  the  mouth  with  the  drinking-water 
and  attach  themselves  to  the  back  of  the  throat,  and  there  cause 
loss  of  blood. 

The  natural  history  explanation  of'Alilka  is  not,  however, 
the  only  one,  and  the  mythological  interpretation  is  perhaps  pre 
ferable  (see  LILITH  and  VAMPIRE).  A.  E.  S.  —  S.  A.  C. 

HORSELITTER  (^ORION).  2  Mace.  98  AV,  RV 
LITTER  [//.  r.  ,  3]. 

HOSAH  (nph  ;  |A.cei(J>  [B],  coycA  [A].  COCA  [L]). 
a  city  on  the  border  between  the  territory  of  Asher  and 
that  of  Tyre  (Josh.  1929).  The  reading  is  not  quite 
certain.  The  iaffei<f>  of  <§"  suggests  an  identification 
with  Kafr  Yaslf,  a  small  village  with  an  ancient  well 

1  Despite  the  later  Arabian  pedigrees  which  in  many  cases 
reach  back  to  the  time  of  Solomon. 

-  For  the  horses  of  the  sun  in  Assyria,  see  Jensen,  Kos.  \t&ff., 
and  for  horse-worship  generally,  see  M'Lennan,  Studies,  2nd 
ser.  529.^ 
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NE.  of  Acre  (PEFM  1  146  153;  cp  Baed.<a<  306).  If, 
however,  we  accept  '  Hosah,'  it  is  tempting  to  connect  it 
with  the  'Osu  in  Seti  I.'s  list  of  conquered  places 
(WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  194),  the  Usu  of  the  Assyrian 
inscriptions  (see,  e.g.  ,  KB  2  91  ;  G.  Smith,  Hist,  of 
Assurbanipal,  281  ;  Am.  Tab.  153  18). 

Usu  was  certainly  by  the  sea,  and  had  within  its 
walls  reservoirs,  on  which  the  island-city  relied  for  its 
water-supply  (cp  Sayce,  Pat.  Pal.  128  /.  i,  Maspero, 
Hist.  anc.W  185).  It  appears  probable  (as  Prasek 
first  suggested  ;  see  ESAU)  that  Usu  was  the  Assyrian 
form  of  the  name  of  the  old  city  of  Tyre  on  the  main 
land  ;  and  if,  with  Smend  (Riehrn's  HWBW  1720),  we 
may  explain  the  phrase  '  the  fenced  city  of  Tyre  '  (Josh. 
1929)  of  the  island-city,  and  accept  the  statement  of 
Strabo  (16758)  that  the  so-called  Palcetyrus  was  thirty 
stadia  S.  of  the  island-city  at  the  modern  Ras  el  'Ain 
(see  TYRE),  it  is  not  impossible  to  identify  Hosah  with 
Usu,  as  Sayce  (Crit.  Mon.  429)  and  Moore  (Judges,  51) 
suggest.  The  Papyrus  Anastasi  I.  speaks  of  the  '  land 
of  Usu,'  so  that  Usu  -Hosah  would  be  a  well-defined 
boundary.  The  Usous  (of  Philo  of  Byblus),  whom 
Porter  in  Smith's/?/?  (following  Kn.  and  Di.  )  compares 
with  the  biblical  Esau,  seems  to  be  really  a  personifica 
tion  of  Usu.1  —  On  Josh.  1928  /.  see  RAMAH  (6). 

T.  K.  c. 

HOSAH  (Hph,  cp  the  place-name  HOSAH  above),  a 
Merarite  door-keeper  (temp.  David),  who,  with  his  sons, 
had  charge  of  the  west  portion  of  the  temple  (i  Ch. 
1638);  OCCA  [B],  OCA  [K].  COCHe  [AL]  ;  26io-i6, 
IOCCA  [B],  COCA  [A],  -A6  [L,  but  in  v.  10,  |CA/V\])- 

According  to  MT,  his  charge  was  '  by  the  gate  of  Shallecheth,' 
which  critics  have  unwisely  retained.  Both  in  Is.  613  and  here 
r\37&  is  very  doubtful.  Read  here  HJK'7  '(°0  the  chambers' 
(of  the  temple-ministers,  i  Ch.  926).  <SBAL,  [ToO]  7ra<TTO</>opiov 
?1?)-  ^n  7'-  J8  (which,  in  @HA,  is  almost  an  exact  repetition 
Z'.  16  f.)  the  name  appears  as  locrcra  [B]  or  tas  [A]. 

S.  A.  C.  —  T.   K.  C. 


HOSAI 


),  2  Ch.  33  19  AVms-,  RV  HOZAI. 


HOSANNA  (d>  CAN  NAr  Ti.  ;  COCANNA-  Treg.  WH. 
Note  the  variations  of  D,  *ocr<Tava.,  hia&crava.  bis,  item  15  [in 
Mt.],  *ocraa.vva.,  aa)<7<7a.  [in  Mk.],  otrtrava,  a<o<7or.  [in  Jn.]; 
Evang.  sec.  Hebr.,  ap.  Hieron.,  Ep.  20  ad  Dam.,  Osanna 
barrama,  i.e.,  Osanna  in  excelsis,  Pesh.,  Syr.  Curet.,  Syr. 
Sin.  NiyE'lN  ;  Syr.  Jer. 


The  cry  of  praise  of  '  those  that  went  before  and  those 
that  followed  '  at  the  last  entry  of  Jesus  into  Jerusalem 
(Mt.  21g  Mk.  11  9/.  Jn.  12i3),  and  afterwards  of  the 
children  in  the  temple  (Mt.  21  15).  Twice  (Mk.  llg 
Jn.  1213)  it  stands  by  itself;  twice  (Mt.  21  9  15)  it  is 
combined  with  the  dative  ('  to  the  Son  of  David  '),  and 
twice  (Mt.  219  Mk.  11  10)  it  is  followed  by  'in  the 
highest.  '  We  must  not  begin  by  assuming  that  '  Hosanna' 
means  aucrov  drj  (Theophylact),  i.e.  ,  '  save  now  ';  the 
signification  of  the  term  can  only  be  gathered  from  the 
gospels.  Now,  the  gospel  narratives  are  not  favourable 
to  the  interpretation  '  save  now.'  If  a  doubt  be  permis 
sible  whether  T$  w<£  AaueiS,  '  to  the  son  of  David,'  may 
not  be  a  too  literal  translation  of  TnpV(w  n'ytyin)  — 
a  legitimate  Hebrew  phrase  (cp  Ps.  724  8616  116  16),  — 
yet  iv  rots  in/ao-rots,  'in  the  highest,'  seems  quite 
incapable  of  being  joined  to  '  Hosanna,'  if  this  term  is 
really  an  ejaculation  meaning  '  Save  now.  '  As  Dalman 
remarks  (Die  Worte  Jesu,  Ii8i),  Mt.  (and  surely  we 
may  add,  Mk.  )  cannot  have  understood  uxr.  eV  TO?S 
otherwise  than  in  Ps.  148  1  (<§)  cuVe?re  avrbv  ev 


1  See  Sayce,  Pat.  Pal.  218,  and  cp  ESAU.  In  the  fragments 
of  Philo  of  Byblus  preserved  by  Eus.  {Prczp.  Ev.  i.  10  10) 
we  read  of  two  rival  brothers  Samemrumus  and  Usous, 
the  former  of  whom  dwelt  at  Tyre  and  made  huts  of  reeds, 
and  the  latter  invented  garments  of  skin.  Where  Usous  took 
up  his  abode  we  are  not  told  ;  but  the  mythographer  adds 
that  he  was  the  first  to  go  to  sea  on  the  stem  of  a  tree,  and  that 
he  consecrated  two  pillars  to  Fire  and  Wind.  This  probably 
means  that  Usous  occupied  the  islands  off  the  coast  of  Tyre,  and 
erected  on  one  of  them  the  famous  twin  pillars  of  Melcarth  (cp 
Herod.  244).  So  Maspero,  Hist.  anc.W  185. 
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TOIJ  L>^I(TTOIJ — i.e. ,  of  the  praise  rendered  to  God  by  the 
angels.  Lk.  (19  yj  f. )  supports  this  view.  He  says  that 
the  multitude  '  began  to  rejoice  and  to  praise  God  with 
a  loud  voice,'  and  closes  the  popular  song  with  the 
words  ev  ovpavf  eiprjvr)  KOI  do^a  tv  iiipiarois. 

These  are  not,  however,  the  only  difficulties  which 
attend  the  still  prevalent  view  that  Hosanna,  or  Osanna, 
is  derived  from  xj  njTBnn,  'save  now,'  in  Ps.  11825  (see 
below).  A  careful  reading  of  Ps.  118  will  show  that  it 
was  by  no  means  the  most  natural  psalm  for  the 
multitude  instinctively  to  quote  from,  especially  as  it 
was  not  then  the  time  of  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles,  to 
which  this  psalm  was  appropriated.  Nor  is  it  un 
important  to  remark  that  the  psalmist's  reference  in 
Ps.  11825  is  not  to  the  Son  of  David,  but  to  the 
assembled  congregation  whose  mouthpiece  he  is.  To 
these  objections  the  present  writer  knows  no  satisfactory 
answer.  Few,  at  any  rate,  will  agree  with  Wiinsche 
(Erlauterungen  der  Fvangelien  aus  Talmud  und 
Midrash,  241)  that  in  Mt.  218,  '  it  is  beyond  doubt  that 
either  the  Feast  of  Passover  is  confounded  with  that  of 
Tabernacles,  or  else  the  narrator  has  intentionally 
transferred  to  the  former  festival  a  ceremony  properly 
belonging  to  the  latter. ' 

In  order  to  advance  further,  we  must  gently  criticise 
the  narrative  of  the  entry  into  Jerusalem.  No  reference 
is  made  to  this  '  triumphal  entry '  (as  it  is  usually 
called)  in  the  accounts  of  the  trial  of  Jesus,  and  it  does 
not  seem  in  accordance  either  with  his  spiritual  in 
terpretation  of  his  Messiahship,  or  with  his  clear 
anticipation  of  the  bitter  end  which  was  approaching. 
Dalman  has  already  found  the  view  of  Wellhausen 
(//(?(•*),  381,  n.  2)  acceptable,  that  the  facts  connected 
with  the  entry  of  Jesus  received  a  distinctly  Messianic 
colouring  at  a  later  day  ;  and  when  we  look  at  the 
narrative  of  Mt. ,  we  find  that  its  second  section 
abundantly  suffices  as  a  description  of  the  way  in  which 
the  Christ  (as  since  Ceesarea  Philippi  we  may  call  him) 
made  his  arrival  known  to  the  poor  and  distressed.  He 
went,  we  are  told  (Mt.  21 12^)  into  the  temple,  cast 
out  those  that  sold  and  bought  there,  and  healed  the 
blind  and  the  lame  (for  whom  there  was  now  room), 
and  thereupon  the  very  children  cried  aloud,  saying, 
'  Hosanna  to  the  Son  of  David. '  (Were  they,  literally, 
the  blind  and  the  lame?  were  they,  literally,  children?1) 
The  chief  priests  and  scribes,  indeed,  were  '  sore 
displeased,'  but  Jesus  reminded  them  of  the  words  of 
the  Psalm  (82  [3]),  'Out  of  the  mouth  of  babes  and 
sucklings  thou  hast  perfected  praise'  (<§  Kar-qpriffui 
dlvov). 

This  quotation  may,  perhaps,  as  Nestle  has  pointed 
out,  enable  us  to  account  for  the  introduction  into  the 
gospel  narrative  (which  has  obviously  been  amplified) 
of  the  obscure  word  axravva..  The  Hebrew  text  of 
Ps.  82  [3]  has  ij;,  '  strength,'  or  possibly  '  praise'  (hence 
<5>'s  alvov).  The  Tg. ,  more  literal  than  @,  renders  this 
by  xjehy,  'ftsnd  ( '  strength ' ).  The  question  arises  whether 
the  tradition  that  Jesus  defended  the  songs  of  praise  to 
God  into  which  the  simple-hearted  children  ('boys,'  roiis 
TrcuSas)  broke  by  a  reference  to  Ps.  82  [3]  may  not  have 
suggested  to  a  pre-canonical  evangelist  to  put  the  words 
'  Strength  (i.e. ,  praise)  be  ascribed  to  the  son  of  David' 
into  the  mouth  of  the  children  as  a  short  hymn.  He 
himself  read  the  OT  in  the  Targum,  and  he  introduced 
the  significant  word  'uSnd  from  the  Targum  into  the 
children's  hymn.  The  right  form  of  the  word  will  then 
be  Osanna  (strictly,  Osen[n]a  ;  the  final  a  however  has  a 
retro-active  assimilating  force),  not  Hosanna.  For  the 
double  n,  if  accepted,  cp  Pe/3eK/cct  for  naan,  Boffoppa.  for 
msa,  MaOeKKa.  or  Mare/c/ca  for  npns- 

Apart  from  the  difficulties  here  mentioned,  the  best 
explanation  of  Hosanna  is  that  of  Dalman  (Die  Worte 
Jesu,  1 182  ;  cp  Gramm,  198).  It  may  conceivably  have 

1  Ps  82  [3],  if  we  assume  the  text  to  be  correct,  may  naturally 
be  interpreted  with  reference  to  childlike  Jewish  believers. 
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come  from  NJ  pe'in.  a  shortened  form  of  NJ  njrc-in,  '  save 
now.'  This  phrase  was  in  liturgical  use  among  the  later 
Jews  (see  TABERNACLES,  FEAST  OK).  Keim  (Jesus  von 
.Vaz.  891,  n.  3)  remarks  truly,  that  Merx's  explanation 
of  Osanna  from  Aram.  N^cnK,  'ofa'nd,  'deliver  us,' 
agrees  neither  with  Ps.  11825  nor  with  the  following 
dative. 

It  is  worth  reminding  the  reader  that  when  a  passage  of  a 
psalm  or  a  prophecy  is  clearly  unsuitable  to  the  context,  we  are 
justified  in  considering  the  possibility  of  interpolation  or  corrup 
tion.  Interpolation  seems  to  be  the  theory  called  for  to  account 
for  Ps.  11826,  '  Blessed  in  the  name  of  Yahwe  be  he  that  enters! 
we  bless  you  from  the  house  of  Yahwe.'  It  is  not  less  probable 
that  the  original  form  of  v.  25  has  been  marred  by  transcriptional 
error.  Probably  we  should  correct  thus, — 

Our  Redeemer  is  Yahwe  ;  he  has  succoured  us ; 
Our  Redeemer  is  Yahwe  ;  he  has  prospered  us. 
Duhm,  it  is  true,  adheres  to  the  MT  of  v.  25,  and  retains  v.  26 
as  a  part  of  Ps.  118,  but  without  showing  how  m*.  25  /",  thus 
read,  fit  into  the  context.  He  holds  that  K3  ny'B'in  (rendered  in 
his  metrical  version  'Hosanna')  was  an  ancient  ritual  exclam 
ation.  For  this  he  refers  to  Jer.  227,  '  In  the  time  of  their  trouble 
they  will  say,  Arise,  and  save  us,'  but  ijjrB'l.ll  fraip  >s  no  ritual 
formula,  and  even  if  it  were,  it  is  a  long  way  off  from  taaavva.. 
In  fact,  if  it  favours  any  of  the  current  views  of  the  origin  of 
laaavva.,  it  is  that  which  is  now  seldom  defended,  viz.  that 
oxraira  comes  from  Aram.  K~V>vHK,  'save  us.' 

Thayer  (in  Hastings,  DB  2419),  whose  name  deservedly 
carries  great  weight,  refers  to  the  obscuration  of  the  true 
'  etymological  meaning '  of  Hosanna  in  many  patristic  writings. 
Even  Clem.  Alex.  (Pied.  \  5  12)  says  that  it  means  <f><as  xal  Sofa 
xai  alyos,  while  Suidas  'or  his  annotator'  defines  it  eipTjfij  (cat 
Sofa,  and  adds  that  trtatrov  Sr/  is,  by  some,  incorrectly  given  as 
the  meaning.  Augustine  too  (De  Doctr.  Christ.  2 1 1,  and  Tract, 
in  Jokan.t>\'£)  says  that  Hosanna  is  only  a  joyous  interjection, 
and,  carrying  on  this  tradition,  our  own  Anglo-Saxon  versions 
render  it  '  Hail.'  As  a  rule,  we  should  not  attach  much  import 
ance  to  these  authorities.  When,  however,  we  find  their  view 
confirmed  by  the  early  Christian  doxological  use  (Didac/te,  106 ; 
IIE\\.  23 9),  we  may  be  excused  for  preferring  the  unsophisticated 
judgments  of  Clement  and  Augustine  to  the  less  penetrating 
though  more  erudite  statement  of  Jerome  (Ep.  xx  ad  Damasum). 
The  Glossae  Colbertina'  combine  the  two  views,  coo-ayra,  Sofa, 
aruMTOv  Srj,  with  which  we  may  contrast  Jerome's  'Osanna, 
salvifica'  in  the  Liber  interpretationis  (OS  204  50  62  29). 

See  further  Wetstein,  JVtnt.  Test.  Gnec.  \$<x>f,\  Schottgen, 
Hortz  /ie6f.,  on  Mt.  218;  Merx  in  Hilgenf.,  NT  extra  can.V) 
425;  K.e\m,/esu  von  Nazara,  891  104;  Ewald,  Die  drei  ersten 
Rvangelien,  314;  GV/  6(2)428;  Weiss,  Lebenjesit,  2441  (passes 
lightly  over  difficulties) ;  Zahn,  Kinl.  1 14.  Acccording  to 
Ewald,  the  words  of  the  popular  cry  in  Mt.  21 9,  Mk.  11  gf. 
are  an  'Urlied  des  Christenthums' ;  Dean  Stanley  too,  calls  it 
the  'earliest  hymn  of  Christian  devotion'  (cp  HYMNS).  But,  as 
we  have  seen,  Mt.,  and  Mt.  alone,  gives  the  earliest  summary  of 
the  Messianic  song  on  the  entry  of  Jesus,  viz.  lairavva.  TU>  vi<? 
AaveiS,  '  Praise  to  the  son  of  David.'  The  song  was  added  to  by 
Mt.  himself,  and  still  further  by  Mk.  (cp  also  Lk.  and  Jn.);  and 
is  said  (by  all  the  evangelists)  to  have  been  uttered  while  Jesus 
was  in  the  public  way.  It  was  originally  an  inspired  outburst  of 
the  praise  and  gratitude  of  children,  or  perhaps  rather  of  child 
like  believers;  it  became  under  the  hands  of  the  evangelists  the 
acclamation  of  a  multitude,  either  of  Jerusalemites,  or  (Lk.)  of 
disciples,  or  (Jn.)  of  pilgrims  who  had  come  up  for  the  feast. 

T.  K.  C. 

HOSEA  (B0n  ;  OOCH6  [BAQ] ;  OSEE),  the  son  of 
Be'erl,  the  first  in  order  of  the  minor  prophets.  The 
name  ought  rather  to  be  written  Hoshea,  and  is  identi 
cal  with  that  borne  by  the  last  king  of  Ephraim,  and 
by  Joshua  in  Nu.  13 16  Dt.  8244.  Of  the  life  of  Hosea 
we  know  nothing  beyond  what  can  be  gathered  from 
his  prophecies.  That  he  was  a  citizen  of  the  northern 
kingdom  appears  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  book, 
but  most  expressly  from  12,  where  'the  land,'  the 
prophet's  land,  is  the  realm  of  Israel,  and  from  7s, 
where  '  our  king '  is  the  king  of  Samaria. 

The  date  at  which  Hosea  flourished  is  given  in  the 

title  (li)  by   the  reigning  kings  of  Judah  and  Israel. 

1    Dat    •  ed'     ^e  Prophesied.   'l  >s  said,   (i)  in  the 

'.  •  i  '  t  days  of  Uzziah,  Jotham,  Ahaz,  and 
Hezekiah,  kings  of  Judah  ;  (2)  in  the 
days  of  Jeroboam  the  son  of  Joash,  king  of  Israel. 
As  Jeroboam  II.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Uzziah,  these 
two  determinations  of  the  period  of  Hosea's  prophetic 
activity  are  not  strictly  coincident,  and  a  question  arises 
whether  both  are  from  the  same  hand  or  of  equal 
authority. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  second  date  (Jeroboam  II.)  rests 
upon  1 4,  where  the  downfall  of  the  dynasty  of  Jehu  is 
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threatened,  which  justifies  the  inference  that  the  incidents  in 
the  domestic  life  of  the  prophet  described  in  chap.  1  had  taken 
place  before  the  death  of  Jeroboam.  On  the  other  hand  it 
seems  equally  certain  that  chaps.  4-14  are  in  their  present  form 
a  continuous  composition  dating  from  the  period  cf  anarchy 
subsequent  to  that  king's  death.  Thus  it  might  seem  natural 
to  suppose,  wifh  Ewald  and  other  scholars,  that  the  name  of 
Jeroboam  originally  stood  in  a  special  title  to  chaps.  1-3  (which 
are  closely  connected),  which  was  afterwards  extended  to  a 
general  heading  for  the  whole  book  by  the  insertion  of  the 
words  'of  Uzziah  .  .  .  and  in  the  days  of.'  As  Hosea  himself 
can  hardly  be  supposed  to  have  thus  converted  a  special  title 
into  a  general  one,  the  scholars  who  take  this  view  suppose 
further  that  the  date  by  Judaean  reigns  was  added  by  a  later 
hand,  the  same  perhaps  that  penned  the  identical  date  in  the 
title  to  Isaiah. 

According  to  the   view  just  described,   the  Judatan 

date  merely  expresses  knowledge  on  the  part  of  some 

_    ...          .   Hebrew  scribe  that    Hosea  was  a  con- 

.  ', .      ..          temporary   of   Isaiah.      The   plausibility 

ica  ions.  oj.  ^^  hypothesis  is  greatly  increased  by 

the  fact  that  there  does  not  appear  to  be  anything  in 

the  book  of  Hosea  that  is  clearly  as  late  as  the  reign 

of  Hezekiah.      On  the  contrary,  the  latter  part  of  the 

book  seems  to  have  been  written  before  the  expedition 

of  Tiglath-pileser  against  Pekah  in  the  clays  of  Ahaz. 

In  that  war  Gilead  and  Galilee  were  conquered  and  depopu 
lated  (2  K.  1629);  but  Hosea  repeatedly  refers  to  these  districts 
as  still  forming  an  integral  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel  (5  i  08 
12  1 1  [12]).  Assyria  is  never  referred  to  as  a  hostile  power.  It 
is  a  dangerous  ally,  from  which  some  of  the  godless  Ephraimites 
were  ready  to  seek  the  help  which  by  another  party  was 
expected  from  Egypt  (but  cp  MIZRAIM,  §  2/<),  but  in  truth  was 
to  be  found  only  in  Yahwe  (5 13  7  1 1  89  106  [14  3  [4]]). 

The  picture  given  in  the  book  thus  agrees  precisely 
with  what  we  read  in  2  K.  15  of  the  internal  dissensions 
which  rent  the  northern  kingdom  after  the  fall  of  the 
house  of  Jehu,  when  Menahem  called  in  the  Assyrians 
to  help  him  against  those  who  challenged  his  preten 
sions  to  the  throne. 

Under  Pekah  of  Israel,  and  Ahaz  his  contemporary  in  Judah, 
the  political  situation  was  altogether  changed.  Israel  was  in 
alliance  with  Damascus,  and  Assyria  made  open  war  on  the 
allies  (2  K.  16).  This  new  situation  may  be  said  to  mark  a 
crisis  in  the  history  of  OT  prophecy,  for  to  it  we  owe  the 
magnificent  series  of  Isaiah's  Assyrian  discourses  (Is.  ~ff.}.  The 
events  which  stirred  Judaean  prophets  so  deeply,  however,  have 
left  no  trace  in  the  book  in  which  Hosea  sums  up  the  record  of 
his  teaching.  He  foresees  that  captivity  and  desolation  lie  in 
the  future  ;  but  nowhere  in  Hosea  do  we  find  the  Assyrians 
spoken  of  otherwise  than  as  a  people  to  whom  Israel  looks  for 
help  and  victory. 

The  traditional  chronology  of  the  kings  of  Judah  and 
Israel  is  notoriously  precarious. 

A  comparison  of  the  Assyrian  monuments  and  eponym  lists 
with  the  biblical  data  makes  it  probable  that  the  period  from 
the  accession  of  Zachariah,  son  of  Jeroboam  II.,  to  the  fall  of 
Samaria  must  be  shortened  by  as  much  as  twenty  years,  and 
that  the  interregnum  which  was  commonly  supposed  to  have 
followed  Jeroboam's  death  must  be  cancelled.  This  correction 
may  be  held  to  remove  one  difficulty  in  the  title  of  our  book, 
which  on  the  current  chronology  assigns  to  Hosea  some  sixty 
years  of  prophetic  activity.  On  the  other  hand,  most  Assyn- 
ologists  agree  that  the  expedition  of  Sennacherib  took  place  in 
701  B.C.  In  that  case  Hezekiah  did  not  come  to  the  throne  till 
after  the  fall  of  Samaria,  which  the  book  of  Hosea  predicts  as  a 
future  occurrence  (13i6[14i]) — another  argument  against  the 
authority  of  the  title.  There  is  still,  however,  a  large  element 
of  uncertainty  in  the  reconstruction  of  Hebrew  chronology  by 
the  aid  of  monuments. 

One  date  bearing  on  our  book  may  be  taken  as 
certain — viz. ,  the  war  of  Tiglath-pileser  with  Pekah  in 
734 — and,  according  to  our  argument,  Hosea  committed 
his  prophecies  to  writing  before  that  year.1 

A  more  exact  determination  of  the  date  of  the  book  has  been 
sought  by  comparing  SoyC  with  the  statement  on  the  monuments 
that  Tiglath-pileser  received  tribute  from  King  Menahem 
j  (Minhimmi)  of  Samaria  in  738  B.C.  That  Minhimmi  of  the 
monuments  is  the  Menahem  of  the  OT  there  seems  no  good 
reason  to  doubt,  in  spite  of  the  objections  of  Oppert  and  G. 
Smith  ;  but  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  tribute  was  paid  by  him 
in  738  for  the  first  time.  The  narrative  in  2  K.  1*119  seems  to 
indicate  that  the  relations  of  Menahem  to  Assyria  began  earlier 

1  Some  writers,  including  Pusey,  claim  a  later  date  for  the 
book,  identifying  Shalman  in  10 14  with  Shalmaneser  IV.,  the 
successor  of  Tiglath-pileser.  This  identification  is  altogether 
arbitrary.  [The  closing  words  of  10 14  are  obscure,  nor  is 
Schrader's  explanation,  referred  to  by  WRS,  thoroughly  satis 
factory.  See  BETH-ARBEL.  ] 
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perhaps  not  long  after  his  accession,  which  may  be  dated  with 
probability  circa  742  u.c.1 

To  sum  up,  the  first  part  of  Hosea's  prophetic  work, 
of  which  \ve  read  in  1-3,  falls  (partially  at  least)  in  the 

.     —       .      .          years  immediately  preceding  the  cata- 
3.  Conclusion  :>trophe  of  the  j^J  of  j*^   in  or 

origin  o  -        secon(j  part 


near  the  year  ^^  e  secon(   part 

'  ™  'of  the  book  is  a  summary  of  prophetic 
teaching  during  the  subsequent  troublous  reigns  of 
Menahem  and  of  Pekahiah  his  successor,  and  must  have 
been  completed  before  734  B.C. 

The  conclusion  thus  gained  from  the  book  itself  as 
to  the  date  of  the  prophet  is  not  favourable  to  the 
hypothesis  of  Ewald  and  others,  with  which  we  began, 
as  to  the  origin  and  importance  of  the  title. 

Of  the  four  kings  of  Judah  not  only  Hezekiah  but  also  Ahaz, 
who  did  not  ascend  the  throne  till  734,  is  incorrectly  included  in 
1  i,  and  the  assumption  that  Hosea  himself  at  1  1  affixed  a  date 
—  that  of  Jeroboam  —  but  failed  to  place  a  similar  date  at  the 
head  of  chap.  4,  although  a  new  period  was  now  being  dealt 
with,  sounds  highly  improbable,  quite  apart  from  the  considera 
tion  that  from  the  prophet  one  would  rather  expect  no  date  at 
all  than  a  defective  one. 

Resides  this,  the  form  of  the  superscription  presents 
difficulties.  '  The  word  of  Yahwe  that  came  to  Hosea 
the  son  of  Beeri  '  is  by  no  means  very  appropriate  to 
the  narrative  chapters  1  and  3,  and,  so  far  as  the 
remaining  chapters  are  concerned,  such  a  heading  is 
intelligible  only  from  the  post-Deuteronomic  period, 
which  identified  the  written  prophetic  word  with  the 
word  of  Yahwe.  On  the  analogy  of  Am.  1  1  and 
Jer.  li,  it  is  therefore  to  be  conjectured  that  the  old 
superscription  may  have  run  somewhat  thus  :  '  words 
of  Hosea  the  son  of  Been'  (nxa-ja  J^in  '"Tin),  where  it 
is  to  be  observed  that  nan  may  also  have  borne  the 
more  general  meaning  '  Story  of.  '  In  any  case  it  is  the 
view  of  a  later  century  as  to  the  age  of  Hosea  that  is 
conveyed  by  the  data  of  the  superscription.  In  fact  it 
is  perhaps  possible  for  us  still  to  perceive  how  this  view 
may  have  arisen. 

From  1411  was  possible  to  infer  that  Hosea  must  have  lived 
in  the  time  of  Jeroboam,  who  was  known  to  have  been  a  con 
temporary  of  Uzziah.  The  name  of  Hezekiah,  on  the  other 
hand,  suggested  itself  to  close  the  series  of  kings  of  Judah,  as 
1  7  was  rightly  regarded  as  containing  an  allusion  to  the  deliver 
ance  of  Jerusalem  from  Sennacherib,  which  took  place  under 
his  reign. 

Since,  if  this  view  be  correct,  the  dates  are  only 
deductions  of  scholars  from  the  contents  of  the  writings, 
we  have  no  longer  any  reason  for  giving  an  earlier  date 
to  the  writing  of  chaps.  1-3,  than  to  that  of  chaps,  kff. 

The  occurrences  of  which  chaps.  1-3  speak  are  some  of  them  — 
e.g.  the  prophet's  marriage  and  the  birth  of  his  eldest  son 
Jezreel  —  earlier  than  the  fall  of  the  house  of  Jehu;  but 
it  is  not  to  be  concluded  on  that  account  that  they  were  com 
mitted  to  writing  earlier  than  the  complete  narrative.  There 
is  no  obvious  reason  why  the  prophet  could  not  have  written 
l4_/^  at  a  later  date  ;  for  the  confusions  immediately  following 
the  downfall  of  the  dynasty  of  Jehu  could  not  have  presented 
themselves  to  him  otherwise  than  as  the  last  convulsions  of  the 
kingdom  of  Israel  after  it  had  received  its  death-blow  in  the 
overthrow  of  that  royal  house. 

Further,  the  first  three  chapters  express  an  understanding  of 
the  occurrences  in  the  home-life  of  the  prophet  that  he  could 
have  arrived  at  only  after  he  had  brought  back  his  faithless 
spouse.  If,  then,  it  is  only  the  birth  of  Jezreel  that  can  safely 
be  dated  within  the  period  before  Jeroboam's  death,  the 
restoration  of  Hosea's  wife  already  brings  us  down  to  Mena- 
hem's  reign,  since  she  had  borne  him  two  more  children. 

More  precisely,  therefore,  we  are  able  to  say  that 
before  743  (before  the  death  of  Jeroboam)  Hosea  was 
already  a  prophet  —  this  appears  from  the  s;gnificant 
name  he  gave  to  his  son  —  but  that  the  production  of 
the  written  book  belongs  to  a  date  after  743,  though 
before  734. 

The  superscription,  however,  is  not  the  only  element 
which  the  book  of  Hosea  owes  to  later  hands.'2  Apart 


4.  Interpola 
tions. 


from  minor  and  more  casual  interpola 
tions  there  are  two  distinct  categories 
of  such  additions :  ( i )  those  which 


1  See  CHRONOLOGY, 
-  [Prof.  G.  A.  Smith's  treatment  of  the  question  of  interpola 
tions  (Twelve  Prophets,  vol.   i)  shows  increased  willingness  to 


bring  the  prophecies  into  relation  to  the  southern 
kingdom,  and  so  supply  a  painfully  felt  omission  ;  and 
(2)  those  which  interrupt,  or  round  off,  Hosea's  predic 
tions  of  the  coming  judgment,  with  promises  of  a  time 
of  final  blessedness  (of  which,  in  the  view  of  a  later 
age,  every  prophet  must  of  course  have  known). 

To  the  first  class,  over  and  above  the  interpolations  of  entire 
verses  or  of  entire  portions  of  verses,  such  as  1 7  (the  allusion  to 
the  deliverance  of  Jerusalem  in  Sennacherib's  time),  4  i$a  65^/8 
(in  814  (cp  also  Am.  25),  10 14  end  ('!),  and  IS  Id,  we  must 
reckon  all  those  changes  by  which  '  Judah '  was  simply  substi 
tuted  for  '  Israel  '  or  '  Ephraim  '  in  the  original  text — so  in  5 10 
(unless  the  entire  verse  be  an  interpolation),  512-14  64  (also 
perhaps  wholly  interpolated)  10  n  and  12  2  [3]  (where  clearly 
'  Israel '  is  to  be  read  for  '  Judah  '  ;  cp  the  play  on  words  in 
12  3  UD- 

To  the  second  category  belong  1  io-2  i  [2 1-3] — a  section  which 
interrupts  the  picture  of  the  judgment  contained  in  1  2-2  15  [17]  ; 
2  16-23  t- I8~25]  (perhaps  with  the  exception  of  '2  17  [19])- — an 
appended  description  of  the  blessedness  to  come  '  in  that  day ' 
(viz.  in  Messianic  times);  85 — the  promise  of  the  return  from 
the  dispersion  to  the  happy  fatherland;  5is-(i3 — the  penitent 
return  after  the  judgment;  6n-7i — an  utterance  relating  to 
the  restoration  after  the  Exile  ;  11  io_/ — again  a  promise  of  the 
home-coming  after  dispersion  (cp  Is.  (i08_/^);  and  14  1-9  [142-io], 
an  appendix  (cp  n.  2,  above)  pointing  forward  to  the  blessed 
coming  time  which  stands  in  glaring  contrast  with  13  16  [14  i].1 

Apart  from  the  narrative  in  chaps.  1-3,  to  which  we 
shall  presently  recur,  the  book  throws  little  or  no  light 
__  ,  ...  on  the  details  of  Hosea's  life.  It 
116>  appears  from  97/.  that  his  prophetic 
work  was  greatly  embarrassed  by  opposition  ;  '  As  for 
the  prophet,  a  fowler's  snare  is  in  all  his  ways,  and 
enmity  in  the  house  of  his  God.'  The  enmity  which 
had  its  centre  in  the  sanctuary  probably  proceeded  from 
the  priests  (cp  Am.  7),  against  whose  profligacy  and 
profanation  of  their  office  our  prophet  frequently 
declaims — perhaps  also  from  the  degenerate  prophetic 
guilds  of  the  holy  cities  in  the  Northern  Kingdom,  with 
whom  Hosea's  elder  contemporary  Amos  so  indignantly 
refuses  to  be  identified  (Am.  7 14).  In  4s  Hosea  seems 
to  comprise  priests  and  prophets  in  one  condemnation, 
thus  placing  himself  in  direct  antagonism  to  all  the 
leaders  of  the  religious  life  of  his  nation.  In  such 
circumstances,  and  amidst  the  universal  dissolution  of 
social  order  and  morality  to  which  every  page  of  his 
book  bears  testimony,  the  prophet  was  driven  to  the 
verge  of  despair  (97),  and  only  the  sovereign  conviction 
of  Yahwe's  essential  nature,  which  is  no  other  than 
salvation,  and  of  his  infinite  power,  which  will  surely 
bring  salvation  to  pass,  so  upheld  him  that  Ihe  inevit 
able  collapse  of  the  existing  commonwealth  of  Israel 
did  not  mean  for  him  that  all  the  workings  of  Yahw£- 
had  come  to  an  end.  The  hypothesis  of  Ewald,  that 
he  was  at  last  compelled  by  persecution  to  retire  from 
the  Northern  Kingdom,  and  composed  his  book  in 
Judaea,  rests  mainly  on  an  improbable  exegesis  of  some 
of  the  passages  mentioning  Judah,  referred  to  above, 
which  it  is  impossible  for  us  now  to  attribute  to  Hosea. 

The  most  interesting  problem  of  Hosea's  history  lies 

in  the   interpretation   of  the  story  of  his   married  life 

_.         (chaps.    1-3).      We  read  in  these  chapters 

.  that  Hosea  married  a  profligate  wife,  Corner 

marriage.  the  daughter   of    Diblaim,    and   that    the 

prophet  regarded  this  marriage  as  in  accordance  with  a 

divine  command. 

Three  children  were  born  and  received  symbolical  names 
illustrative  of  the  divine  purpose  towards  Israel,  which  are  ex 
pounded  in  chap  1.  In  chap.  2  the  faithlessness  of  Israel  to 
Yahwe,  the  long-suffering  of  God,  the  moral  discipline  of  sorrow 
and  tribulation  by  which  he  will  punish  and  yet  bring  i>ack  his 
erring  people  are  depicted  under  the  figure  of  the  relation  of  a 
husband  to  an  erring  spouse.  The  suggestion  of  this  allegory 

admit  editorial  manipulation.  He  is  conservative  as  regards 
chap.  14,  and  Nowack  partly  supports  him.  Cp,  however,  Che., 
op.  cit.  p.  xix  ;  Exp.  7'.,  March  '98.  See  also  Che.  Introd.  to 
WRS  Proph.W,  '95,  and  especially  We.  Kl.  Proph.  95  j/f.,  and 
Oort  (referred  to  in  next  note).] 

1  On  the  interpolations  in  the  text  of  Hosea  see,  further, 
Oort  (Th.T.,  'go,  p.  345  jff.~),  who  would  assign  those  in  which 
Judah  is  named  to  the  time  of  Josiah.  This,  however,  can 
hardly  be  accepted,  the  interpolations  in  question  being  too 
inseparably  mixed  up  with  the  others,  which  presuppose  a 
later  date. 
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lies  in  the  prophet's  marriage  with  Comer  ;  but  the  detail*  are 
worked  out  quite  independently,  and  under  a  rich  multiplicity  of 
figures  derived  from  other  sources.  In  chap.  3  we  return  to  the 
personal  experience  of  the  prophet.  His  faithless  wife  had  at 
length  left  him  and  fallen,  under  circumstances  which  are  not 
detailed,  into  a  state  of  misery,  from  which  Hosea,  still  follow 
ing  her  with  tender  affection,  brought  her  back  and  restored  her 
to  his  house,  where  he  kept  her  in  seclusion,  and  patiently 
watched  over  her  for  many  days,  yet  not  readmitting  her  to  the 
privileges  of  a  wife.  In  this  last  action,  too,  the  prophet  sees  a 
fulfilment  of  the  will  of  God. 

In  these  experiences  the  prophet  again  recognises  a  parallel 
to  Yahwe's  long-suffering  love  to  Israel,  and  the  discipline  by 
which  the  people  shall  be  brought  back  to  (>od  through  a  period 
in  which  all  their  political  and  religious  institutions  are  over 
thrown. 

Throughout  these  chapters  personal  narrative  and 
prophetic  allegory  are  interwoven  with  a  rapidity  of 
transition  very  puzzling  to  the  modern  reader  ;  but  an 
unbiassed  exegesis  can  hardly  fail  to  acknowledge  that 
chaps.  1  and  3  narrate  an  actual  passage  in  the 
prophet's  life.  The  names  of  the  three  children  are 
symbolical ;  but  Isaiah  in  like  manner  gave  his  sons 
symbolical  names  embodying  prominent  points  in  his 
prophetic  teaching  (Shear -jashub,  Is.  7 3,  cp  lOai  ; 
Maher-shalal-hash-baz,  83).  Gomer  bath  Diblaim  is 
certainly  the  name  of  an  actual  person  (cp  GOMER  ii. ). 

On  this  name  all  the  allegorists,  from  the  Targum,  Jerome, 
and  Ephrem  Syrus  downwards,  have  spent  their  arts  in  vain, 
whereas  the  true  symbolical  names  in  the  book  are  perfectly 
easy  of  interpretation.1  That  the  ancient  interpreters  take  the 
whole  narrative  as  a  mere  parable  is  no  more  than  an  application 
of  their  standing  rule  that  in  the  biblical  history  everything 
which  in  its  literal  sense  appears  offensive  to  propriety  is 
allegorical  (cp  Jerome's  proem  to  the  book).  The  supposed 
offence  to  propriety,  however,  seems  to  rest  on  mistaken  exegesis 
and  too  narrow  a  conception  of  the  way  in  which  the  Divine 
word  was  communicated  to  the  prophets. 

There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Hosea  knowingly 
married  a  woman  of  profligate  character.  The  point  of 
the  allegory  in  1 2  is  plainly  infidelity  after  marriage  as 
a  parallel  to  Israel's  departure  from  the  covenant  God, 
r.nd  a  profligate  wife  l'c'3'37  rirx)  is  not  the  same  thing 
as  an  open  prostitute  (nsii).  The  marriage  was  marred 
by  Gomer's  infidelity  ;  and  the  struggle  of  Hosea's 
affection  for  his  wife  with  this  great  unhappiness — a 
struggle  inconceivable  unless  his  first  love  had  been 
pure  and  full  of  trust  in  the  purity  of  its  object — • 
furnished  him  with  a  new  insight  into  Yahwe's  dealings 
with  Israel.  Then  he  recognised  that  the  great  calamity 
of  his  life  was  God's  own  ordinance  and  appointed 
means  to  communicate  to  him  a  deep  prophetic  lesson. 
The  recognition  of  a  divine  command  after  the  fact  has 
its  parallel,  as  \Vellhausen  observes,  in  Jer.  32  8. 

The  explanation  of  the  narrative  here  adopted,  which 
is  essentially  Ewald's,  has  commended  itself  to  not  a 
few  recent  expositors,  as  Valeton,  Wellhausen ,  and 
N'owack,  also  to  v.  Orelli,  but  with  the  qualification 
thai  it  is  another  wife  that  is  spoken  of  in  3.2  It  has 
the  great  advantage  of  supplying  a  psychological  key  to 
the  conception  of  Israel  or  the  land  of  Israel  (li)  as  the 
spouse  of  Yahwe,  which  dominates  these  chapters,  but 
immediately,  in  the  other  parts  of  the  book,  gives  way 
to  the  personification  of  the  nation  as  God's  son.  This 
conception  has,  indeed,  formal  points  of  contact  with 
notions  previously  current,  and  even  with  the  ideas  of 
Semitic  heathenism. 

On  the  one  hand,  it  is  a  standing  Hebrew  usage  to  represent 
the  land  as  mother  of  its  people,  whilst  the  representation  of 

1  Theodorus  Mops,  remarks  very  justly,  itai  TO  oro/ia  «cai  T'OV 
naTtpa  Ae'yei,  iis  fir)  n-Aacrpia  i//iAoi/  n  So/coir)  TO  \ey6fjLfVOV,  ioropca 
6c  oAij^rjs  TUP  Trpayfidrun'. 

2  Seesemann  also  now  upholds  the  view  that  another  wife  is 
intended  in  3  (fsrael u.  Judo,  tei  Amos  u.  Hosea,  '98,  pp.  32-44). 
Volz  on  the  other  hand  ('  Die  Ehegeschichte  Hosea's'  in  ZWT, 
'98.  pp.  321-335)  takes  3  to  be  an  allegorical  narrative  added  to 
1  at  a  later  date.     Perhaps  there  is  some  truth  in  this.     To  the 
present  writer  the  matter  presents  itself  somewhat  as  follows  : 
Hos.  3  is  a  later  addition  and  is  intended  as  an  allegory  referring 
to  Israel  (cp  *?K1C"  '12  \   3 '),   Hosea's  own  words,  especially 
chap.  1,  having  been  taken  as  referring  to  Judah.     In  the  mind 
of  the   redactor  Hos.  1-3  was  a  companion   picture  to  Ezek. 
23,  and  if  so  we  shall  then  have  to  say  that  Hosea  had  two 
wives, —  one    literal,    viz.    Corner    (  =  Judah),   one    allegorical 
(chap.  3=  Israel). 
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worshippers  as  children  of  their  god  is  found  in  Nu.  21  29,  where 
the  Moabites  are  called  children  of  Chemosh,  and  is  early  and 
widespread  throughout  the  Semitic  field  (cp  TSftA  6  438 ;  /. 
Phil.  982).  The  combination  of  these  two  notions  gives  at 
once  the  conception  of  the  national  deity  as  husband  of  the 
land.  On  the  other  hand,  the  designation  of  Yahwe  as  Baal, 
which,  in  accordance  with  the  antique  view  of  marriage,  means 
husband  as  well  as  lord  and  owner,  was  current  among  the 
Israelites  in  early  times  (see  BAAL),  perhaps,  indeed,  down  to 
Hosea's  own  age  (unless  '2  16  [is]  be  merely  a  learned  gloss, 
reminiscent  of  the  earlier  time).  Now  it  is  highly  probable  that 
among  the  idolatrous  Israelites  the  idea  of  a  marriage  between 
the  deity  and  individual  worshippers  was  actually  current  and 
connected  with  the  immorality  which  Hosea  often  condemns  in 
the  worship  of  the  local  Baalim,  whom  the  ignorant  people 
identified  with  Yahwe.  For  we  have  a  Punic  woman's  name, 
Vj.'-'"lC~:Ki  ' trie  betrothed  of  Baal '  (Euting,  Putiische  Sttint, 
g,  15),  and  there  .vas  a  similar  conception  among  the  Babylonians 
(Herod.  1  I8i/). 

Hosea,  however,  takes  the  idea  of  Yahwe  as  husband, 
and  gives  it  an  altogether  different  turn,  filling  it  with  a 
new  and  profound  meaning,  based  on  the  psychical 
experiences  of  a  deep  human  affection  in  contest  with 
outraged  honour  and  the  wilful  self-degradation  of  a 
spouse.  It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  all  that  lies  in 
these  chapters  is  an  abstract  study  in  the  psychology  of 
the  emotions.  It  is  actual  human  experience  that  gives 
Hosea  the  key  to  divine  truth. 

Among  those  who  do  not  recognise  this  view  of  the 
passage,  the  controversy  between  allegory  and  literalism 
is  carried  on  chiefly  upon  abstract  assumptions. 

The  extreme  literalists,  of  whom  Pusey  may  be  taken  as  the 
modern  representative  in  England,  will  have  it  that  the  divine 
command  justified  a  marriage  otherwise  highly  improper,  and 
that  the  offensive  circumstances  magnify  the  obedience  of  the 
prophet.  This  is  to  substitute  the  Scotist  and  Neo-Platonic 
notion  of  God  for  that  of  the  prophets.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
allegorists,  who  argue  that  God  could  not  have  enjoined  on  his 
prophet  a  marriage  plainly  improper  and  fitted  to  destroy  his 
influence  among  the  people,  are  unable  to  show  that  what  is 
repulsive  in  fact  is  fit  subject  for  a  divine  allegory.  A  third 
school  of  recent  writers  (including  the  elder  Fairbairn),  led  by 
Hengstenberg,  and  resting  on  a  thesis  of  John  Smith,  the 
Cambridge  Platonist,  will  have  it  that  the  symbolical  action  was 
transacted  in  what  they  allow  themselves  by  a  contradictio  in 
adjecto  to  call  an  objective  vision.  Cp  J.  Th.  de  Yisser,  Hosea, 
De  titan  des  gecstes,  Utrecht.  1886. 

It  was  in  the  experiences  of  his  married  life,  and  in 
the  spiritual  lessons  opened  to  him  through  these,  that 
_.  Hosea  heard  the  revealing  voice  of  Yahwe. 
Even  so  early  as  at  the  birth  of  Jezreel  he 
°  '  had  perceived  the  will  of  God  concerning 
Israel,  and  given  to  his  son  a  significant  name  accord 
ingly.  At  a  later  date  he  recognised  that  the  word  of 
Yahwe  had  been  leading  him  even  at  the  time  when  he 
married  Gomer  bath  Diblaim.  Like  Amos  (Am.  38), 
he  was  called  to  speak  for  God  by  an  inward  constrain 
ing  voice,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  he  had 
any  connection  with  the  recognised  prophetic  societies, 
or  ever  received  such  outward  adoption  to  office  as  was 
given  to  Elisha. 

Hosea's  position  in  Israel  was  one  of  tragic  isolation. 
Amos,  when  he  had  discharged  his  mission  at  Bethel, 
could  return  to  his  home  and  to  his  friends  ;  Hosea 
was  a  stranger  among  his  own  people,  and  his  home 
was  full  of  sorrow  and  shame.  Isaiah  in  the  gloomiest 
days  of  Judah's  declension  had  faithful  disciples  about 
him,  and  knew  that  there  was  a  believing  remnant  in 
the  land.  Hosea  knows  no  such  remnant,  and  there  is 
not  a  line  in  his  prophecy  from  which  we  can  conclude 
that  his  words  ever  found  an  obedient  ear.  For  him 
the  present  condition  of  the  people  contained  no  germ 
or  pledge  of  future  amendment,  and  he  describes  the 
impending  judgment,  not  as  a  sifting  process  in  which 
the  wicked  perish  and  the  righteous  remain,  but  as  the 
total  wreck  of  the  nation  which  has  wholly  turned  aside 
from  its  God. 

In  truth,  while  the  idolatrous  feasts  of  Ephraim  still  ran  their 
joyous  round,  while  the  careless  people  crowded  to  the  high 
places,  and  there  in  unbridled  and  licentious  mirth  flattered 
themselves  that  their  many  sacrifices  ensured  the  help  of  their 
God  against  all  calamity,  the  nation  was  already  in  the  last 
stage  of  internal  dissolution.  To  the  prophet's  eye  there  was  '  no 
truth,  nor  mercy,  nor  knowledge  of  God  in  the  land— nought 
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but  swearing,  and  lying,  and  killing,  and  stealing,  and  adultery  ; 
they  break  out,  and  blood  toucheth  blood  '  (4  \f.). 

The  root  of  this  corruption  lay  in  total  ignorance  of 
Yahwe,  whose  precepts  were  no  longer  taught  by 
the  priests,  while  in  the  national  calf- worship,  and 
in  the  local  high  places,  this  worship  was  confounded 
with  the  service  of  the  Canaanite  Baalim.  Thus  the 
whole  religious  constitution  of  Israel  was  undermined. 

The  political  state  of  the  realm  was  in  Hosea's  eyes 
not  more  hopeful.  The  dynasty  of  Jehu,  still  great  and 
powerful  when  the  prophet's  labours  began,  is  itself  an 
incorporation  of  national  sin.  Founded  on  the  blood 
shed  of  Jezreel,  it  must  fall  by  God's  vengeance,  and 
the  state  shall  fall  with  it  (14  84).  This  sentence 
stands  at  the  head  of  Hosea's  predictions,  and  through 
out  the  book  the  civil  constitution  of  Ephraim  is  re 
presented  as  equally  lawless  and  godless  with  the 
corrupt  religious  establishment.  The  anarchy  that 
followed  on  the  murder  of  Zachariah  appears  to  the 
prophet  as  the  natural  decadence  of  a  realm  not  founded 
on  divine  ordinance.  The  nation  had  rejected  Yahwe, 
the  only  helper.  Now  the  avenging  Assyrian  is  at  hand. 
Samaria's  king  shall  pass  away  as  foam  ]  on  the  water. 
Fortress  and  city  shall  fall  before  the  ruthless  invader, 
who  spares  neither  age  nor  sex  ;  and  thistles  shall  cover 
the  desolate  altars  of  Ephraim. 

Is  this,  then,  the  last  word  in  the  message  of  the 
prophet  ? 

If  the  passages  already  indicated  as  later  additions, 

in  which  a  happy  future  is  spoken  of,  could  have  been 

4-1,     *•  4-         assigned  to  Hosea,  we  could  answer 

all    1         9* 6  with  a  categ°rical  negative.      In  that 

°  '       case  alone  could  we  say 

'  Hosea  could  discern  no  faithful  remnant  in  Ephraim,  yet 
Ephraim  in  all  his  corruption  is  the  son  of  Yahwe,  a  child 
nurtured  with  tender  love,  a  chosen  people.  This  people,  the 

Erophet  knows,  is  destined  once  more  to  return  in  truth  and 
lithfulness  to  its  father  [see  Hos.  11 1,  and  cp  LOVINGKINDNESS] 
and  its  God,  through  whose  love  all  its  plagues  will  be  healed 
and  a  glorious  and  blessed  land  prepared  for  its  occupation.  Of 
the  manner  of  Israel's  repentance  and  conversion  Hosea  presents 
no  clear  image  ;  the  certainty  that  the  people  will  at  length 
return  rests  only  on  the  invincible  supremacy  of  Yahwe's  love.' 

Even  so  we  should  have  to  say  of  Hosea  that  the  two 
sides  of  his  prophetic  declaration,  the  passionate  de 
nunciation  of  Israel's  sin  and  folly,  and  the  not  less 
passionate  tenderness  with  which  he  describes  the  final 
victory  of  divine  love,  are  united  by  no  logical  bond. 
The  unity  is  one  of  feeling  only,  and  the  sob  of  anguish 
in  which  many  of  his  appeals  to  a  heedless  people  seem 
to  end,  turns  once  and  again  with  sudden  revulsion  into 
the  clear  accents  of  evangelical  promise,  which  in  the 
closing  chapter  (if  we  accept  this  as  Hosea's)  swell  forth 
in  pure  and  strong  cadence  out  of  a  heart  that  has 
found  its  rest  with  God  from  all  the  troubles  of  a  stormy 
life. 

What,  however,  we  are  compelled  by  the  actual  facts 
as  they  present  themselves  to  conclude,  is  that  in  the 
original  historical  Hosea  there  was  no  assurance  of  a 
final  triumph  of  the  divine  love  or  of  a  penitent  return 
of  the  sinful  nation. 

Hosea's  last  word  was  in  reality  an  announcement  of  the 
unrelenting  judgment  upon  his  people  which  Yahwe,  with 
bleeding  heart  indeed,  is  threatening  and  in  course  of  fulfilling  ; 
as  the  Holy  One,  in  spite  of  his  love,  he  dares  not  allow  himself 
after  the  manner  of  men  to  be  swayed  by  his  feelings,  or  exercise 
compassion  any  further  (lls_/T  1814).  The  land  of  Israel  is 
becoming  as  Admah  and  as  Zeboim,  its  inhabitants  are  destined 
to  be  swept  away  to  death  and  Shefil,  or  to  live  in  an  exile 
where  all  communion  with  their  God  is  cut  off  just  as  the  wife 
of  the  prophet  is  excluded  from  communion  with  her  husband. 

1  [MT  fJSJJS.  RVmg-.  substitutes  'twigs'  for  AV's  'foam' 
(Tg.)  in  accordance  with  Hi.  and  most  moderns  (<£>  <j>pvyavov). 
f]Sp3>  however,  is  surely  corrupt ;  GrS.'s  nnp3  is  plausible,  but 

the  corruption  lies  deeper.  pnCB'  anc^  ri°->'p3  are  'joth  corrup 
tions  of  BHJ3D ;  D'D  »33  "?V  should  be  D'ISK  J1NJ.  Thus  we  get, 
'  The  sanctuary  of  his  king  (cp  Am.)  is  destroyed,  the  pride  of 
Ephraim'  (Che.).  There  are  many  such  corruptions  in  the 
prophetic  writings  which  need  to  be  treated  with  reference  to 
the  habits  of  the  scribes.  Cp  TEXT.] 
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Still  we  should  not  have  fully  understood  Hosea  did 
we  imagine  we  saw  in  this  judgment  the  final  close  of 
all  God's  dealings.  We  must  not  fail  to  notice  that  for 
Hosea  the  judgment  passed  upon  Israel  means,  not  an 
end  to  all  salvation,  but  a  self-assertion  of  Yahwe. 
Yahwe  for  the  prophet  is  the  very  impersonation  of 
salvation,  and  therefore  it  is  precisely  by  his  asserting 
of  himself  that  the  accomplishment  of  salvation  is 
guaranteed.  What  the  further  ways  of  God  might  be 
Hosea  was  unable  to  say  ;  salvation,  however,  depended 
not  upon  the  continued  existence  of  the  nation,  but 
upon  Yahwe.  This  recognition  of  Yahwe,  and  hope  in 
him  (4  1  66  126  [7])  saved  the  prophet  from  despair  and 
enabled  him  with  a  tranquil  heart  to  leave  the  future  to 
his  God.  Cp  AMOS,  §  18  ;  ISAIAH  i.  ,  §  2. 

Been,    the    prophet's  father,    is   identified    by   the  Rabbins 

with   Beerah  (i  Ch.  56),  a  Reubenite  prince  carried  captive  by 

Tiglath-pileser.     This  view  is  already  expressed 

9.  Traditions  by  Jerome,    Quiest.   in  Paralip.,   and  doubt- 
aboilt  Hosea.  'ess  underlies  the  statement  of  the  Targum  to 

Chronicles  that  Beerah  was  a  prophet.  For 
it  is  a  Jewish  maxim  that  when  a  prophet's  father  is 
named,  he  too  was  a  prophet,  and  accordingly  a  tradition  of  R. 
Simon  makesls.  8  ig/^aprophecyof  Been  (Kimchiz'«  /for.;  Leviti 
cus  Ral'ba,  par.  15).  According  to  the  usual  Christian  tradition, 
however,  Hosea  was  of  the  tribe  of  Issachar,  and  from  an  otherwise 
unknown  town,  l.elemoth  or  Helemon  (pseudo-Epiphanius, 
pseudo-Dorotheus,  Kphrem  Syr.  2234  ;  Chron,  Pasch.,  Bonn  ed., 
1  276).  As  the  tradition  adds  that  he  died  there,  and  was  buried 
in  peace,  the  source  of  the  story  lies  probably  in  some  holy  place 
shown  as  his  grave.  There  are  other  traditions  as  to  the  burial- 
place  of  Hosea.  A  Jewish  legend  in  the  Shalshelet  haqqabala 
(Carpzov,  Introd.,  pt.  3,  ch.  7,  §  3)  tells  that  he  died  in  captivity 
at  Babylon,  and  was  carried  to  Upper  Galilee,  and  buried  at 
H3U,  that  is,  Safed  (Neubauer,  Gcogr,  227)  ;  and  the  Arabs  show 
the  grave  of  'Neby  Osha',  E.  of  the  Jordan,  near  Es-Salt  (see 
GILEAD,  2,  and  cp  Burckhardt's  Syria,  353). 

Of    the    older    comms.    on    Hosea,    which   have   been    fully 

catalogued  by   Rosenmiiller   in  his  Scholia,  it  is  sufficient  to 

name  Le    Mercier's  Latin   annotations,  em- 

10.  Literature,     bodying  a  translation  of  the  chief  rabbinical 

expositions,  and  the  English  comm.  of  E. 
Pococke  (Oxford,  1683),  which  is  not  surpassed  in  learning  and 
judgment  by  any  subsequent  work.  Among  special  commentaries 
may  be  mentioned  those  of  Simson  ('51),  Wiinsche  ('68),  with 
abundant  references  to  Jewish  interpreters,  Nowack  ('80), 
Cheyne,  in  the  Camb.  Bible  ('84  ;  (2)  '92),  and  J.  H.  de  Visser  (see 
above).  Ew.,  Hitz.,  and  (especially)  We.  and  Now.,  have  done 
much  for  Hosea  in  their  comprehensive  works  [to  which  WRS 
1'roph.,  Lect.  4,  G.  A.  Smith's  progressive  but  cautious  Book  of 
the  Tivdve  Prophets,  vol.  i  ('96),  Duhm's  Thcol.  der  Proph., 
and  Smend's  A  T  ReL-  gesch.,  Nowack's  A7.  Proph.  will  natur 
ally  be  added.  See  also  Sayce,  /£>/?  '89,  pp.  162-172  ;  Houtsma, 
Theol.  Tijdscr.  '75,  p.  55  f.  :  Oort,  ib.  '90,  p.  345^;  Beer, 
ZA  TIV,  '93,  p.  •2^ff.\  Co.  ib.  '87,  p.  285^;  and  (for  the  text  of 
©)  Vollers,  ib.  '83,  p.  219^,  '84,  p.  i  ff.\.  \v.  K.  S.  —  K.  M. 

HOSEN,  Dan.  821  RVfor^lD,  sarbdl(\V  '  coats'); 
AV  for  t^DD,  pattis  (RV  '  tunics  ').  See  BREECHES. 

HOSHAIAH  (nWiil,  •  Yahwe  succours,'  §  28). 

1.  Mentioned    with   a   company   of  'princes   of   Judah  '    in 
procession  at  the  dedication  of  the  wall  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  13^) 
Neh.  12  32  (wo-aiaM  [BXAL]). 

2.  Father  of  Jezaniah  (or  Azariah)  ;  Jer.  42  i  (^cuxo-aiou  [B], 
avva.vi.ov  [X*],   avav.    [Wort)],   ucraiou  [Nc.aQ],    ^aaatou  [A]); 
43  2  (|naa<T<r.  [  B*l,  n/.i>a<r<r.  [B^],  ^.atreov  [N*],  jLtaatr.  [Nc-a],  jota<raiou 
[A],  wcr.  IOJ). 

HOSHAMA  (tfOPin,  §  33  ;  for  JEHOSHAMA  [y.v.]), 


one  of  the  seven  sons  of  Jechoniah  ;   i  Ch.3  ist  (wcra/u.<o0  [B], 
-Mw[Aasupras],  -,ia[L]). 

HOSHEA  (ytJ'in,  an  abbreviation  of  l?B>in*.  §  50; 
see  JOSHUA  ;  it  is  otherwise  transliterated  HOSEA, 
COCHG  [BAL,  in  2  K.  18  1  770-576  B*]). 

i.  The  last  king  of  Israel  (733-722),  called  Ausi'(a) 
in  the  Assyrian  inscriptions.  In  retracing  his  tragic 
fortunes  we  must  at  once  start  from  a  critical  point  of 
view.  Hoshea  came  to  the  throne  not  in  the  twelfth 
year  of  Ahaz  (see  2  K.  17  1),  but  in  733,  J  when  Pekah 
was  killed  by  his  subjects,  and  Hoshea  (  Ausi'  )  was  set  up, 
as  king  of  the  land  of  Bit  Humri  (see  PEKAH),  by  Tiglath- 
pileser,  who  records  it.  No  doubt  Hoshea  was  a 
leading  member  of  the  Assyrian  party,  whereas  Pekah 
had  done  his  utmost  to  promote  resistance  to  Assyria. 

1  Cp  Schr.  KATW  475  (COT  2  183). 
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(15  29)  In  the  days  of  Pekah, 
king  of  Israel,  etc.,  and  car 
ried  them  away  to  Assyria, 
[And  Hoshea conspired  against 
Pekah]  and  slew  him,  [and  the 
king  of  Assyria  appointed  him 
to  be  king].  (17  3^)  And  Hoshea 
became  subject  to  him,  and 
brought  him  tribute.  40.  And 
the  king  of  Assyria  found 
treason  3  in  Hoshea,  for  he  had 
sent  messengers  to  Seve,  king 
of  Misrim.  4^.  And  the 
king  of  Assyria  blinded  him  4 
and  placed  him  bound  in 
prison. 


It  is  equally  impossible  to  hold  that  Hoshea  twice 
revolted  from  Assyria,  and  twice  was  punished  by  an 
Assyrian  invasion.  It  must  be  to  the  redactor  that  the 
present  tissue  of  improbabilities  is  due,  and  the  only 
remedy  is  critical  analysis  of  the  section,  2  K.  17  3-6. 
Two  parallel  reports,  as  Winckler  has  shown,  have  been 
combined. 

(1630)  And  Hoshea  ben 
Elah  conspired  against  Pekah 
ben  Remaliah,  and  smote  him 
and  became  king  in  his  stead. 
(l~3<z)  Against  him  came  up 
Shalmaneser,  king  of  Assyria, 
for  1  Hoshea  used  to  bring  him 
tribute  every  year,  but  in  this 
year  he  brought  him  no  tribute. 
5.  And  the  king  of  Assyria 
came  up  against  the  whole 
land,  and  went  up  against 
Samaria,  and  besieged  it  three 
years.  6.  And  after  three 
years2  he  took  Samaria,  and 
carried  Israel  away  to  Assyria. 

Thus  we  have  four  fixed  points  in  the  history  of 
Hoshea  : —  (i)  he  steps  to  the  throne  over  the  body  of 
his  murdered  predecessor  ;  (2)  he  pays  yearly  tribute  to 
Assyria;  (3)  he  revolts,  in  reliance  on  the  support  of 
the  king  of  Misrim  ;  (4)  his  land  is  invaded,  and,  on 
the  capture  of  Samaria,  he  is  blinded  (a  vassal  king's 
usual  punishment  for  treason)  and  imprisoned.  The 
payment  of  tribute  probably  went  on  till  the  death  of 
Tiglath-pileser  in  727.  Inevitably  it  much  increased  the 
burdens  of  a  land  already  weakened  by  Tiglath-pileser's 
annexations.  The  nobles  would  suffer  most  directly  ; 
but  these  would  seek  to  compensate  themselves  by 
oppressing  the  commons.  This  is  probably  referred  to 
by  Hosea  (5 11-13). 

Ephraim  is  oppressed,  is  crushed  by  his  judges, 

For  he  chose  to  go  after  Assyria  ! 

And  I  am  as  the  moth  for  Ephraim, 

As  rottenness  for  the  house  of  Judah. 

And  when  Ephraim  saw  his  sickness, 

And  Israel  his  festering  wound, 

Ephraim  went  to  Masor  {i.e.,  Musri), 

Israel  to  the  Arabian  king  ; 

But  he  will  not  be  able  to  help  you, 

Nor  will  he  cure  you  of  your  wound.' 

Now  we  see  clearly  what  was  the  immediate  cause  of 
the  ruin  of  Israel.  The  people  could  not  any  longer 
bear  the  exactions  of  Assyria.  A  gleam  of  hope  shone 
when  their  tyrant  (Tiglath-pileser)  died.  The  anti- 
Assyrian  party  everywhere  formed  plans  for  concerted 
action.  Jeroboam  I.  of  N.  Israel,  and  long  afterwards 
Hanun  of  Gaza,  had  already  sought  refuge  in  the  land 
of  Musri,  which  was  a  province  of  the  great  kingdom  of 
Meluhha  in  N.  Arabia  ;6  and,  later,  we  shall  find 
Yaman  of  Ashdod  following  their  example.  What  more 
natural  than  for  Hoshea  to  enter  into  negotiations  with 
the  powerful  prince,  Pir'u,  king  of  Musri,  whose 
tartan,  or  general,  Sargon  names  Sib'i  (out  of  which 
name  the  Hebrew  scribes  have  made  xio,7  see  So)?  It 
was  of  no  avail.  In  724  B.  c.  the  Assyrian  army  took 
the  field  against  Samaria.  In  722  the  city  was  taken, 
and  there  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  closing  the  political 
career  of  Hoshea  at  an  earlier  date.8  The  prophets 

1  Following  (SL  v.  4&,  eviavTOv  KO.T'  fviavrov. 

2  In  accordance  with  18 10. 

3  ©BAiJuu'ai^ljW  (Thenius,  Klo.,  etc.). 
*  Read  irrnyn  (see  267). 

5  In   -MI    read    VOSffD    (for     ESr2)   and    "KiPX    (for    IX). 
In    I-.  13    ajS,    read  lixs  (for  11S:N),  and  ':nj?  (for  3Y).      See 
Che.  Crit.  Bib.,  and  cp  JAREB. 

6  The  theory  of  Wi.  is  fully  explained  elsewhere  (see  MIZRAIM, 
§  *  /'). 

7  The  Hebrew  writer  made  the  tartan  into  a  melekor  'king.' 

8  Whitehouse,  however  (Hastings,  DB  426),  hesitates  between 
this  view  and  that  of  Hommel  (GBA  675)  and   Tiele  (BAG  232) 
that  Hoshea  was  taken  captive   before  the  siege  of  Samaria. 
The   latter   view   makes  Hoshea's   reign  last   only   nine  years 
(agreeably  to  2  K.  17  i),  but  requires  us  to  suppose  not  only  that 
the  writer  of  i'.  6  confounds  the  capture  of  Hoshea  with  that  of 
Samaria,  but  also  that  the  people  of  Samaria  had  courage  to 
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Hosea  and  Isaiah  foresaw  the  result  (Hos.  14i[2]    Is. 

881-4). 

We  know  but  little  of  Hoshea  ;  but  the  redactor  of 
Kings  found  reason  to  believe  that  he  was  a  better  king 
than  his  predecessors  (2  K.  17  2).  Lucian's  recension 
of  ©,  however,  turns  the  praise  into  blame, — no  doubt, 
as  Benzinger  remarks,  to  carry  out  the  theory  of  pro 
portionate  retribution.  Hoshea,  having  suffered  so 
terribly,  must  have  been  the  worst  of  Israel's  kings. 

See  Benzinger's  commentary  ;  Wi.  A  T  Unters.  15  ff.,  Musri 
Meluhha.  Main,  1  5  27,  etc.,  Gl  1  i6g/~.;  Guthe,  Gl-'f  191  _ff. 

T.  K.  C. 

2  RV  in  Nu.l38i6  [P],  AVOsHEA,  and  EV  in  Dt.3t241  (but 
Sam.  ©  Vg.  Pesh.  '  Joshua ' ;  see  Dr.'s  note) ;  see  JOSHUA,  i. 

3.  b.   Azaziah  according   to   the  Chronicler,   an    Ephraimite 
chief,  temp.  David,  i  Ch. '27  20  (wcnj  [BA]). 

4.  Signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA i.,§ 7) ;  Neh. 1023(24] 
(oxnjfla  [BK]). 

HOSPITALITY.  The  duty  of  hospitality  is  recog 
nised  both  in  the  Old  and  in  the  Xew  Testament.  The 
ideal  Hebrew,  Abraham,  runs  to  meet  the  strangers  who 
approach  his  tent  (Gen.  182)  ;  Paul  would  have  his 
converts  '  pursue  hospitality  '  (TT\V  <f>i\oi;evia.v  diuKovTcs. 
Rom.  12  13).  It  will  be  observed,  Paul  does  not  in 
culcate  the  duty  as  something  new  to  Gentiles  ;  with 
the  Greeks,  as  with  the  Hebrews,  hospitality  rested  on 
religious  sanctions  (cp  Horn.  Od.  6206).  Zeus  Xenios 
is  a  well-known  divine  title  ;  it  was  to  Zeus  in  this 
character  ( RV  '  the  Protector  of  strangers ' )  that  the 
Samaritan  temple  at  Gerizim  was  rededicated  by 
Antiochus  Epiphanes  (2  Mace.  62).  The  God  of  Israel 
too  was  'a  preserver  of  strangers'  (c"u,  Ps.  146 9) ;  in 
fact,  it  was  everywhere  the  gods  who  set  the  example  of 
hospitality  by  granting  protection  to  fugitives  in  their 
sanctuaries,  and  by  welcoming  poor  as  well  as  rich  to 
the  sacrificial  feasts  in  which,  it  was  believed,  the  gods 
and  their  worshippers  met  and  ate  together. 

The  Jewish  law  as  to  the  treatment  of  sojourners  requires 
separate  treatment  (see  STRANGERS)  ;  it  is  onlv  the  externals  of 
hospitality  (in  its  wider  sense),  as  described  in  the  Bible,  that 
here  concern  us. 

We  naturally  turn  in  the  first  instance  to  passages 
like  Gen.  ISi/:  19i-3  24i8j£  29i3/  Ex.  220  Josh.  2i 
cp  4,  Judg.  13 15  19 17-21.  No  question  was  asked  as  to 
the  name  and  circumstances  of  the  guest  until  his  first 
needs  were  satisfied  (cp  Gen.  24 32  /. ).  While  under 
the  roof  of  his  host,  the  guest  was  in  security  ;  hence 
the  earnest  appeal  of  Lot  to  the  men  of  Sodom — death, 
or  something  as  bad  he  could  suffer,  rather  than  that 
his  guests  should  be  exposed  to  gross  ill-treatment 
(Gen.  196-8).  To  illustrate  this  we  must  go  to  Arabia, 
where  the  insecurity  of  the  land  has  ensured  the 
permanence  of  primitive  hospitality.  As  Bought}'  says, 

'  Perilous  rovers  in  the  field,  the  herdsmen  of  the  desert  are 
kings  at  home,  fathers  of  hospitality  to  all  that  seek  to  them  for 
the  night's  harbour.  "  Be  we  not  all,"  say  the  poor  nomads, 
"guests  of  Ullah'"?  Has  God  given  unto  them,  God's  guest 
shall  partake  with  them  thereof:  if  they  will  not  for  God 
render  his  own,  it  should  not  go  well  with  them.  The  guest 
entered,  and  sitting  down  amongst  them,  they  observe  an 
honourable  silence,  asking  no  untimely  questions  (such  is  school 
and  nurture  of  the  desert),  until  he  have  eaten  or  drunk  somewhat 
at  the  least,  and  by  '  the  bread  and  salt '  there  is  peace  established 
between  them,  for  a  time  (that  is  counted  two  nights  and  the 
day  in  the  midst,  whilst  their  food  is  in  him).'1 

Indeed,  hospitality  is  to  the  poor  Bedouin  what 
almsgiving  became  to  the  later  Jews — the  proof  and 
expression  of  righteousness.  These  are  the  words  of  a 
thoughtful  Bedouin  to  a  Dowlany,  or  government  officer, 
at  Damascus. 

'  Hearken  !  A  stranger  alighting  at  a  Bedawin  booth,  we 
welcome  him,  and  are  busy  to  serve  him  and  we  prepare  the 
guest-supper ;  and  when  he  has  eaten,  in  the  same  place  he 
sleeps,  in  the  assurance  of  Ullah,  and  with  the  morning;  light  he 
rises  up  refreshed  to  hold  on  his  journey.  But  ha '.  when  I 
came  to  es-Sham,  riding  upon  my  thelul  [riding-camel],  it  was 
an  evening  (at  the  supping  hour),  and  passing  weary  and 
hungry  by  the  suk  [street],  I  alighted  before  some  door  where 
I  thought  to  take  my  night-lodging.  .  .  .  This  is  their  dealing 

prolong  the  struggle  even  after  such  a  decisive  event  as  the 
capture  of  their  king. 

1  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.  1228. 
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with  strangers  which  enter  your  towns !  And  wellah  [verily] 
the  Dowluny  allowed  our  life  to  be  nigher  unto  God,  because  of 
the  hospitality.'1 

'  With  all  this,'  continues  Doughty,  '  there  lacks  not 
Arabic  hospitality  in  the  good  city  of  Damascus,'  and 
among  the  faults  of  the  Jews,  according  to  Jesus  Christ, 
the  vice  of  inhospitality  was  not  included.  Even  a 
poor  man,  receiving  a  late  visit  from  a  friend,  would 
take  the  trouble  to  go  to  an  acquaintance  at  midnight 
and  ask  and  ask  again  for  the  loan  of  three  loaves  to 
set  before  his  friend  (Lk.  11 5-8).  But  while  even  a 
Nasrani  in  our  day  receives  hospitality  in  the  desert,  a 
Jew  could  not  be  received  by  a  Samaritan  in  our  Lord's 
time,  nor  a  Samaritan  by  a  Jew  (Lk.  952  f.  Jn.  4g  ;  but 
cp  Lk.  10  33/1). 

The  Arabic  term  for  the  bond  between  the  host  and 
his  guest  is  milhat,  from  milk  'salt.'  There  is  no 
such  phrase  in  Hebrew  ;  but  in  Nu.  1819  2  Ch.  13s  we 
find  the  phrase  nSa  rria.  btrlth  milah,  'a  salt  pledge,' 
which  is  usually  explained  by  the  light  of  the  Arabic 
phrase,  'the  salt  that  is  between  us,'  as  a  reference  to 
the  commensality  of  the  god  and  his  worshippers  at  the 
sacrificial  feast.  This  was  hardly  the  original  intention 
of  the  phrase,  but  was,  probably  enough,  an  early 
explanation.2  Still  salt,  in  the  Arabic  phrase  quoted 
above,  is  only  symbolical.  Drinking  milk  together  in 
the  same  tent  is  the  best  sacramental  form  in  hospitality, 
for  milk  is  the  natural  substitute  for  blood  ;  a  milk- 
covenant  is  the  nearest  equivalent  to  a  blood-covenant. 
Upon  this  theory  Sisera  very  nearly  became  the  true 
guest  of  the  Kenite  woman  Jael.  He  drank  of  her 
milk,  but  not  with  her,  nor  within  her  tent. 

As  Judg.  027  shows,  the  fugitive  stood  at  the  door  of  Jael's 
tent ;  there  he  began  to  drink,  and  there  sank  down,  struck  by 
a  deadly  blow.  That  the  text  is  corrupt  is  certain  ;  that  it  has 
been  correctly  emended  is  probable  (see  JAEL).  An  early 
narrator  appears  to  have  had  the  Song  of  Deborah  before  him 
in  an  already  corrupted  form.  The  housewife's  coffer  had 
become  a  tent-peg,  and  the  flint-stone  a  hammer.3  We  have  no 
occasion  either  to  devise  some  subtle  excuse  for  Jael,  or  to  call 
her  act  fiendish.  She  was  in  covenant  with  Barak  not  with 
Sisera,  and  by  keeping  Sisera  outside  her  tent  retained  her 
right  of  blood-revenge.  It  remains  true,  however,  that  the 
importance  of  the  law  of  hospitality  was  not  adequately 
appreciated  by  the  writer  of  Judg.  4,  and  that  the  Jael  of  his 
narrative  contrasts  strongly  with  the  Canaanitish  woman  Rahab 
in  Josh.  2.  Very  different  was  the  common  Israelitish  feeling, 
as  is  shown  by  the  vengeance  for  the  outrage  on  hospitality 
related  with  such  painful  preciseness  in  Judg.  20  (see  JUDGES, 
BOOK  OF,  §  i-!.). 

For  NT  references  to  hospitality  see  Rom.  12  13  1623  i  Tim. 
82  5 10  Tit.  Is  Heb.  132  i  Pet.  4g.  Cp  WRS  Rel.  Sem.V} 
76  26g/  458,  and  see  INN,  MEALS,  §  t,ff.,  STRANGER,  §  2. 

T.  K.  C. 

HOST  (^n,  ttJno,  CTRATIA),  HOST  OF  HEAVEN 

(Dspy;n  SOy),  HOSTS  (JTINny).  See  ARMY,  CAMP 
§  i,  NAMES,  §  123,  NATURE-WORSHIP,  STARS,  §  4. 

HOSTS,  LORD  OF  (n'lK3y  fliPP).  28.62.  See 
NAMES,  §  123. 

HOTHAM  (Dnin.  '  seal,'  §  71  ;   Xco9AN  [BL]). 

1.  Anamein  a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (y.v.,  §  4,  ii.)  iCh. ~32t 
(xioSaji  [A],  ovd.  [L]).     In  -'.  35  the  name  appears  as  HELEM. 

2.  AV  Hothan,  i  Ch.ll44(<cwfl<xv  [BN],  x^a  [A]),  father  of 
Shama  and  Jehiel,  is  described  as  an  Aroerite.     Which  Aroer 
is  meant  is  unknown. 

HOTHIR  (T*JrAfl),  according  to  the  Chronicler  a  son 
of  Henmn  (iCh.  26428,  ooGHRCi.  HGei  [B],  icoeGipi. 
i€-  [A],  o)9eip  [L]).  OTHIR  [Vg.]);  but  seeHEMAX. 

HOURS  OF  THE  DAY.     See  DAY,  §  3. 

HOUSE  (JV3  [oiKOC,  OIKIA]  of  uncertain  deriva 
tion,  properly  denotes  hardly  more  than  a  dwelling-place.  In 


1  Doughty,  Ar.  Des.lzsB. 

2  Wellhausen  mentions  an  ancient  Arabic  oath  by  salt  and 
ashes  (ffciet.W,  124;   cp  WRS  Rel.  Sem.V),  479).     The  ashes 
may  be  those  of  the  cooking-pot  ;  but  they  may  also  be  those  of 
the  sacred  fire.     Cp  COVENANT,  §  5. 

»  Either  napa  in  Judg.  4  21  is  a  substitute  for  niaVrt,  at  the 
meaning  of  which  the  narrator  guessed,  or  it  is,  like  flia/rii  a 
corruption  of  C'SnS  =  U',-^n  (flint),  7  having  been  misplaced. 
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Sab.  =  fortress  or  temple.  It  is  used  occasionally  of  a  tent  (see 
TENT),  but  more  generally  of  an  abode  made  of  solid  materials 
with  doorposts.  For  the  various  turns  of  expression  in  com 
binations  of  n»3,  see  BDB,  s.i'.  On  its  use  as  a  house  contain 
ing  a  family,  hence  descendants  as  an  organised  body,  etc.,  cp 
FAMILY,  §  2.  n'3  occurs  in  numerous  compound  place- 
names  ;  see  BETH,  and  cp  NAMES,  §  96). 

In  attempting  to  describe  the  houses  of  ancient 
Palestine  we  must  take  into  consideration  the  houses 
now  used  in  those  parts  of  Western  Asia  which  have 
been  the  least  exposed  to  the  changes  of  time,  and  in 
which  the  manners  of  ancient  days  have  been  the  best 
preserved.  The  Hebrews  themselves  were  a  people  who 
had  been  accustomed  to  tent-life  ;  hence  their  know 
ledge  of  house-building  must  have  been  derived  from 
the  inhabitants  of  Canaan,  who,  as  the  Amarna  Tablets 
clearly  show,  were  at  one  time  largely  influenced  by 
Assyrian  culture. 

The  construction  of  houses  depends  upon  the  accessi 
bility  of  suitable  material  and  climatic  exigencies.  At 
„  .  .  .  the  present  day  clay-bricks  are  used  in 
the  plain,  stone  in  the  mountains.  Sun- 
dried  bricks  (rtaaS,  see  BRICK)  were  used  in  the  older 
times  in  Mesopotamia,  Egypt,  and  Palestine  ;  hewn  stone 
(n'ts)  was  rare,  and,  in  the  time  of  Amos,  a  sign  of 
luxury  (Am.  5n  i  K.  7g,  cp  Is.  Qiofg]).1  The  houses 
of  the  lower  classes  were  low  and  frail,  and  contrasted 
with  the  high  stone  houses  of  the  rich  nobles.  Job 
speaks  of  '  houses  of  clay'  (Job  4 19),  also  of  those  who 
'  dig  (or  break)  into  houses  '  (Job  "24 16),2  and  a  parable 
of  Jesus  describes  the  ease  with  which  a  house  (on  a 
sandy  foundation,  it  is  true)  might  be  beaten  down  by 
a  storm  (Mt.  727).  In  fact,  the  houses  of  the  peasantry 
even  in  the  present  day  need  continual  renovation.  At 
best  they  are  made  of  small  stones  and  untempered 
mortar ;  often  they  are  of  nothing  but  hard  earth 
with  layers  of  sun-dried  bricks,  and,  if  neglected, 
soon  perish.  The  town -houses  are  more  solid  and 
permanent.  Though  nearly  always  of  only  one  story, 
they  are  sometimes  as  high  as  houses  of  three  stories 
among  ourselves.  Approached  from  the  outside,  the 
modern  house  presents  little  more  than  a  dead  wall. 

Entering  the  GATE  [?•*'•]•  one  finds  oneself  in  a 
passage  usually  sloping  downwards,  which  with  an 
abrupt  turn  (to  ensure  privacy)  leads  into 
the  court  (isn,  hdser).  This  is  paved  with 
slabs  of  stone,  and  is  frequently  planted  with  trees  which, 
extending  sometimes  above  the  roof,  present  that  curious 
effect  which  has  been  noticed  in  towns  in  SW.  Asia 
(cp  the  illustration  of  the  Egyptian  house,  Wilkinson, 
Anc.  Eg.  1361,  fig.  130).  That  the  richer  Jews  in  later 
times  had  the  like  arrangement  is  possible,  but  cannot 
be  inferred,  even  as  regards  the  temple,  from  Ps.  84 
a[3]/  92  13  [14]  (cp  BIRDS,  col.  576,  n.  i).  A  large 
basin  of  clear  water  (or  perhaps  a  well,  28.  17 18) 
occupies  the  centre  of  the  court,  once  used  for  bathing 
(cp  2  S.  11 2?),  but  now  superseded  by  the  establish 
ment  of  public  warm  baths  in  every  town  and  in 
private  mansions.  Cold  bathing  has  all  but  ceased  in 
W.  Asia. 

The  number  of  courts  varies.  Small  houses  have 
one,  superior  houses  have  two,  and  first-rate  houses 
three,  communicating  with  each  other ;  for  the  Orientals 
dislike  ascending  stairs  or  steps,  and  prefer  to  gain  room 

1  In  Assyria,  at  all  events,  mortar  or  cement  seems  to  have 
been   unknown.      Stone  blocks  (which,   however,   were  rarely 
used)  were  carefully  dressed  and  placed  in  close  juxtaposition. 
Bricks   formed   the   usual   material    in   building.      When   used 
crude,  'sufficient  adherence  was  ensured  by  the  moisture  left 
in  the  clay  and  by  its  natural  properties.'     In  the  case  of  burr.t 
or  well -dried  bricks  'ordinary  clay  mixed  with  water  and  a 
little  straw  was  their  only  cement '  (see  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Art 
in   Chald.   etc.  1 154).      For    the    more    carefully   constructed 
buildings  a  kind  of  natural  mortar  from  the  bituminous  fountains 
found  in  parts  of  the  country  was  used,  but  only  in  those  parts 
where  more  than  the  ordinary  cohesive  power  was  needed  ;  cp 
op.  cit.  155,  and  Herod.,  1  179. 

2  Job,  it  must  be  remembered,  is  in  the  main  a  work  prob 
ably  of  the  early  Greek  period. 
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rather  by  the  extent  than  by  the  height  of  their  habita 
tions.  If  there  are  more  than  two  courts  the  second 
is  devoted  chiefly  to  the  master's  use,  whilst  the  outer 
one  is  devoted  to  social  intercourse,  and  is  therefore 
different  from  the  others.  When  there  are  only  two 
courts  the  innermost  is  the  harem  (cp  D'C'ari  rra,  Esth. 
2s),  which  is  occupied  by  the  women  and  children,  and 
is  the  true  domicile  of  the  master.  In  the  country 
districts  the  court  is  not  infrequently  used  as  a  stable  ; 
in  other  cases  the  occupants  live  above  the  stables,  which 
take  up  the  ground  floor  (cp  Rob.  BRW  339).  The 
former  arrangement  has  probably  come  down  from  the 
nomadic  custom  of  encamping  with  the  cattle  in  the 
enclosure  formed  by  the  encircling  tents. 

The  mandara,  or  reception-room  of  the  master,  faces 
the  outer  court.  It  is  entirely  open  in  front,  thus 
corresponding  to  the  open  place  in  the  tent  used  for 
the  same  purpose,  and  is  richly  fitted  up  with  divans, 
etc.  This  is  used  also  as  a  guest-chamber.  A  large 
portion  of  the  other  side  of  the  court  is  occupied 
with  a  frontage  of  lattice -work  filled  with  coloured 
glass,  belonging  to  a  room  as  large  as  the  guest- 
chamber,  which  in  winter  is  used  for  the  same 
purpose,  or  serves  as  the  apartment  of  any  visitor 
of  distinction.  The  other  apartments  in  this  outer 
court  are  comparatively  small,  and  are  used  for  visitors, 
retainers,  and  servants  ;  they  are  usually  upon  what  we 
should  call  the  first  floor,  or  at  least  upon  an  elevated 
terrace.  The  ground  floor  is  in  that  case  occupied  by 
various  store-rooms  and  servants'  offices.  In  all  cases 
the  upper  floor,  containing  the  principal  rooms,  is 
fronted  by  a  gallery  or  terrace,  protected  from  the  sun 
by  a  sort  of  penthouse  roof  supported  by  pillars  of 
wood.  See  CHAMBER. 

Over  the  gateway  stands  a  latticed  chamber,  corre 
sponding  to  the  upper-room  (virepyov)  or  cooling-room  ; 
see  BED,  §  i.  It  was  to  the  chamber  of  the  gate  that 
David  retired  to  indulge  his  grief,  and  it  was  here 
perhaps  that  consultations  with  a  prophetess  were  held 
(2  K.  22 14,  emended  text)  ;  see  HULDAH. 

The  arrangement  of  the  inner  court  is  very  similar 
to  that  of  the  outer  ;  but  the  whole  is  more  open  and 
airy.  The  buildings  usually  occupy  two  sides  of  the 
square,  of  which  the  one  opposite  the  entrance  con 
tains  the  principal  apartments.  They  are  upon  what 
we  should  call  the  first  floor,  and  open  into  a  wide 
gallery  or  verandah,  which  in  good  houses  is  nine  or 
ten  feet  deep,  and.  covered  by  a  wooden  penthouse  sup 
ported  by  a  row  of  wooden  columns.  This  terrace,  or 
gallery,  is  furnished  with  a  strong  wooden  balustrade, 
and  is  usually  paved  with  squared  stones,  or  else  floored 
with  boards.  The  greater  part  of  one  of  the  sides  of 
the  court  front  is  usually  occupied  by  the  large  sitting- 
room,  with  lattice-front  covered  with  coloured  glass, 
similar  to  that  in  the  outer  court.  The  other  rooms  of 
smaller  size  are  the  more  private  apartments  of  the 
mansion.  There  are  usually  no  doors  to  the  sitting  or 
drawing  rooms  of  Eastern  houses  ;  they  are  closed  by 
curtains,  at  least  in  summer. 

The  basement  is  occupied  by  various  offices,  stores 
of  corn  and  fuel,  places  for  the  water-jars  to  stand  in, 
3   The        Places  for  grinding  corn,  baths,  kitchens, 
basement     etc'    ^~^e  kitchen,  which  is  open  in  front, 
is  always  in  this  inner  court,  as  the  cook 
ing  is  performed  by  women.      It   is   surrounded  by  a 
brick  terrace,   on  the  top  of  which  are   the  fireplaces 
formed  in  compartments,  and  separated  by  little  walls 
of  fire-brick  or  tile.      In  these  different  compartments 
the  various  dishes  of  the  Eastern  feast  may  be  at  once 
prepared  at  charcoal  fires  (cp  COOKING,  §  4).      This 
place  being  wholly  open  in  front,  the  half-tame  doves, 
which  have  their  nests  in  the  trees  of  the  court,  often 
visit  it,   in   the  absence  of  the  servants,   in   search  of 
crumbs,  etc.  (cp  Rob.  HR®  3 60). 

In  Turkish  Arabia  most  of  the  houses  have  underground 
cellars  (serdabs  as  they  are  called)  to  which  the  inhabitants 
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retreat  during  the  mid-day  heat  of  summer,  and  there  enjoy  a 
refreshing  coolness.  The  biblical  writers  do  not  refer  to  this 
usage.  At  Acre,  however,  the  substructions  of  very  ancient 
houses  have  been  discovered  with  just  such  cellars  (cp  Thomson, 
LB  ['94]  309).  Commonly,  the  winter- house  is  the  lower 
apartment  (el -belt),  the  upper  ('ulliye/i)  being  the  summer- 
house.  Every  house  of  the  better  class  has  both,  and  they  are 
familiarly  called  b.  she taivy  and  b.  sai/y,  the  winter  and  summer 
house.  Where  both  are  on  the  same  story  the  interior  and 
more  sheltered  chamber  becomes  the  winter-house,  the  external 
and  more  airy  one  being  used  in  summer. 

From  the  court  a  flight  of  stone  steps,  usually  at  the 
corner,   conducts  to  the  gallery,  from  which  a  plainer 

4  Roof  Sta'r  ^eads  to  tne  house-top.  If  the  house 
be  large,  there  are  two  or  three  sets  of  steps 
to  the  different  sides  of  the  quadrangle,  but  seldom 
more  than  one  flight  from  the  terrace  to  the  housetop 
of  any  one  court.  There  is,  however,  a  separate  stair 
from  the  outer  court  to  the  roof,  and  it  is  usually  near 
the  entrance.  This  will  bring  to  mind  the  case  of 
the  paralytic,  whose  friends,  finding  they  could  not  get 
access  to  Jesus  through  the  people  who  crowded  the 
court  of  the  house  in  which  he  was  preaching,  took 
him  up  to  the  roof,  and,  uncovering  it,  let  him  down 
(Mk.  2 1-4).  Lk.,  writing  for  Roman  readers,  describes 
a  Roman  house  (517-20).  His  readers  are  accustomed 
to  a  house  with  tiles  (cp  tegulee,  icipafun)  and  with  a 
hole  (implwium)  in  the  roof  of  the  principal  chamber, 
where  the  company  would  be  assembled.  For  him  to 
have  said  that  the  roof  was  uncovered  would  have  been 
unintelligible  to  his  readers  (Ramsay,  Was  Christ  born 
in  Bethlehem?  58^). 

The  roof  (jj)  of  the  house  is,  of  course,  flat,1  and  in 
modern  villages  is  reached  by  a  stairway  from  the  yard 
or  court.  It  is  formed  by  rafters  of  tamarisk  or  palm- 
trees,  across  which  are  laid  branches,  twigs,  and 
matting  ;  earth  is  then  laid  over  and  trodden  down  ; 
after  which  it  is  covered  with  a  compost  which  acquires 
considerable  hardness  when  dry.  Such  roofs  would 
not,  however,  endure  the  heavy  and  continuous  rains 
of  our  climate ;  and  in  those  parts  of  Asia  where 
the  climate  is  more  than  usually  moist,  a  stone  roller 
is  usually  kept  on  every  roof,  and  after  a  shower  a 
great  part  of  the  population  is  engaged  in  drawing  these 
rollers  over  the  roofs  (cp  Rob.  BKM  83944).  It  is 
now  very  common,  in  countries  where  timber  is  scarce, 
to  have  domed  roofs  ;  but  in  that  case  the  flat  roof, 
which  is  indispensable  to  Eastern  habits,  is  obtained 
by  filling  up  the  hollow  intervals  between  the  several 
domes,  so  as  to  form  a  flat  surface  at  the  top.  These 
flat  roofs  are  often  alluded  to  in  the  Bible  ;  and  the 
allusions  show  that  they  were  used  for  recreation  and 
many  other  purposes  (Josh.  26  Judg.  1627  I  S.  925  f. 
2  S.  11  2  1622  Is.  22i  Jer.  19i3  Zeph.  ls  Mt.  24i7  Mk. 
13 15  Acts  10 9),  cp  HUT.  A  similar  arrangement 
known  in  Assyria  was  a  long  open  arcade  (the  Italian 
loggia)  running  along  above  the  roof  the  whole  length 
of  the  fa9ade.  This  is  not  unlike  the  constructions 
adopted  by  the  Nestorians  in  the  villages  of  Kurdistan 
(see  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Art  in  Chald.  etc.  1 139/1, 
with  illustrations). 

The  roofs  of  the  houses  are  well  protected  by  walls 
and  parapets.  Towards  the  street  and  neighbouring 
houses  is  a  high  wall,  and  towards  the  interior  court 
yard  usually  a  parapet  or  wooden  rail.  Parapets  of 
this  kind,  for  the  prevention  of  accidents,  are  strictly 
enjoined  in  the  Law2  (Dt.  228,  npyS,  ffTe<f>di>ri ;  cp  Ar. 
'akd,  'to  hinder,'  'withhold';  note  the  form  of  the 
battlements  of  the  Egyptian  house  in  Wilkinson,  Anc. 
Eg.Wl 362,  fig.  132). 

1  Sugar-loaf  roofs  are  often   to   be  seen   in  many   parts  of 
Upper  Syria  and  Mesopotamia.     In  Assyria  both  forms  of  roof 
seem  to  have  been  common  ;   see  Perrot  and  Chipiez,  Art  in 
Chald.  etc.  1  MS/;  (with  illustration);  and  especially  \(x>ff. 

2  The  Law  is  peculiar  to  D  :  'a  provision  prompted  by  the 
same  general  motive  is  found  in  Ex.  21  33/1'  (Dr.  Deut.,  ad  he.). 
The  Book  of  the  Covenant  does  not  anywhere  presuppose  houses ; 
the  community  for  whom  it  was  intended  had  not  perhaps  ad 
vanced  so  far. 
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The  windows  had  no  glass.     Windows  were  rare, 

and  in  the  winter  the  cold  was  kept  out  by  veils  over 

_..    ,  the  openings  ;  see  LATTICE.      Chimneys 

D.  Windows,  were  unknown,  and  artificial  warmth  was 

supplied  by  braziers  (see  COAL,  §  3). 
In  the  East,  where  the  climate  allows  the  people  to  spend  so 
much  of  their  time  out  of  doors,  the  articles  of  furniture  and 
the  domestic  utensils  have  always  been  few  and 
6.  Furniture,  simple.     On  these  see  the  separate  articles  on 
BED,  CANDLESTICK,  LAMP,   TABLE,  and  the 
like  ;  also  POTTERY,  COOKING  UTENSILS,  MEALS. 

See  Benz.  HA,  Now.  HA,  etc.,  and  Kitto's  art.  in  the  Bib. 
Cycl.,  from  which  several  sentences  in  the  above  have  been 
taken.  S.  A.  C. 

HOZAI,  in  RV,  or  Hosai.  in  AV'n£-,  as  a  proper  name, 
represents  ""Tin  in  2  C'h.  8819  ('  the  history  of  Hozai'), 
where  RVme-  and  AV  have  '  the  seers  '  (the  sayings  of 
the  seers). 

Kautzsch,  with  <5IiAL  ([TO>I']  \6yiav  riav  bpiavriav),  reads 
C'tinn  ;  Budde  (•?.'!  TIV,  '92,  p.  38  Vlh)  '  his  [Manasseh's]  seers,' 
which  is  easier,  and  is  accepted  by  Kittel.  See  CHRONICLES, 
§  6,  col.  767,  n.  i. 


HUKKOK  (ppn,  IAKANA,  [B],  IKCOK  [A], 
[L]),  a  place  in  Naphtali  (Josh.  1934),  but  hardly  Yakuk, 
SE.  of  Safed  (Rob.),  which  is  too  far  N.  The  name  is 
probably  corrupt  (cp  HUKOK). 

HUKOK  (pp-in  ;  IKAK  [B]  etc.),  i  Ch.  660  [75].  See 
HEI.KATH. 

HUL  ("Pin,  OYA  [AEL]),  Gen.  10  23  iCh.  Ii7. 
An  Aramasan  region  ;  see  GEOGRAPHY,  §  20. 

HULDAH  (i"ITpn,  'weasel,1  'mole,'  cp  Achbor, 
'  mouse,'  and  see  HELDAI  ;  otherwise  we  might  explain 
•long-lived,  '§§67,  68;  Palm.  m^PI  ;  oAA&N  [BAL]), 
a  prophetess,  whose  husband  Shallum  held  the  court 
office  (or  temple  office)  of  'keeper  of  the  wardrobe' 
(2  K.  22  nff.  =  2  C'h.  3422^:).  The  strangely  insignifi 
cant  notice,  '  Now  she  dwelt  at  Jerusalem  in  the  Mishneh' 
(RV  '  second  quarter  '  ),  is  due  to  an  error  like  that  in  the 
text  of  i  S.  17  54  (see  NOB).  The  true  reading  no  doubt 
is,  '  Now  she  was  sitting  in  the  upper  part  of  the  gate 
of  the  old  city'  —  in  a  public,  central  position,  ready  to 
receive  those  who  desired  to  'inquire  of  Yahwe.  '  It 
was  to  Huldah  that  the  priest  Hilkiah  and  his  four 
companions  resorted  when  the  alarmed  king  bade  them 
'  inquire  of  Yahwe  '  after  the  reading  of  the  law-book 
found  in  the  temple.  Her  response  is  not  preserved  in 
its  original  form  ;  the  slender  promise  in  v.  20  was 
certainly  not  enough  to  kindle  in  Josiah  such  extra 
ordinary  zeal  as  chap.  23  describes.  '  Tell  ye  the  man 
that  sent  you  unto  me  '  (v.  15)  looks  original,  and  w.  i&b 
igb  may  be  fragments  of  the  true  oracle  ;  the  rest  has 
been  thoroughly  recast  in  accordance  with  the  melancholy 
facts  of  history  (see  Stade,  Gesc/i,l652/.,  Benzinger, 
ad  loc.}. 

Why  did  not  the  deputation  consult  Jeremiah  in 
preference  ?  Probably  they  were  afraid  of  him  ;  Huldah, 
sitting  in  the  chamber  of  a  city  gate,  was  evidently  a 
popular  personage.  Peritz  (JBL  17  142  ['98])  sees  a  trace 
of  the  importance  of  women  in  the  ancient  religious 
rites  ;  but  the  connection  is  obscure.  Cp  DEUTERONOMY, 
§  2  (end).  T.  K.  c. 

HUMTAH  (Htppn  ;  Josh.  15  54t  :  ey/WA  [B],  XAM- 
M6.T6.  [A],  AMMA.TA.  [L]),  a.  place  in  the  hill-country 
of  Judah,  mentioned  between  Aphekah  and  Hebron. 
Grove  (Smith's  DB]  remarks  on  its  resemblance  to 
Kei/J.a.9  (Kimath),  mentioned  in  (5B  i  S.  8629  between 
ye()  (  =-ye00op  =  Jattir)  and  <ra<t>eK  (=Siphmoth)  as  a 
town  in  S.  Judah.  Evidently  the  two  names  are  the 
same. 

In  another  interpolation  (see  i>.  28,  <5'0  Humtah  appears  as 
au^aSfL  (CD  afj.fjio.Ta.  above)  between  Aroer  and  Siphmoth.  Cp 
We.  and  Klo.  ad  loc.  Cp  further  CHADIASAI.  T.  K.  C. 

HUNTING  (TV),  Gen.  27  30.     See  VENISON. 
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HUPHAM  (DB-in),  the  eponym  of  the  (Benjamite) 
Huphamites  (VpS-in  ;  Nu.  2639  :  BAFLom.).  Cp 

HUPPIM,   HUKAM. 

HUPPAH  (HSn),  the  name  of  the  thirteenth  priestly 
course  :  i  Ch.  24 13!  (oxxo4>(j>d.  [B],  o<J>(j><\  [AL]). 

HUPPIM  (DHSn),  a  son  of  Benjamin  (but  see 
HUPHAM):  Gen.  4621  (o</>/aeii/  [D],  o<f>i/j.[e]iv  [AL]) ;  i  Ch.  ~  12 
(a.ir<j>eiv  [B],  a^eifj.  [A],  r)<f>a.v  [L])  ;  I  Ch.  7  15  (a^fiv  [B],  a<j><j>. 
LA],  o4>ep  [L]). 

HUE  (~Vin,  cop  [BAFL],  §  81).  A  connection  with 
the  Egyptian  Horus  seems  very  probable,  cp  Nab.  and  Sin.  nin> 
Eg.  Aram.  Tin,  mn,  "in>  '"in-  I"  Ass.  Sayce  (PSJ3A  2026O./! 
['98])  compares  Abihar,  '  my  father  is  Horus,'  on  an  early  Baby 
lonian  contract  tablet,  temp.  Apil-Sin,  A'.54i5  /.  20.  Ass. -Aram, 
compounds  of  ~\r\(e.g.,  "nin.T,  '?:jrnn)are uncertain  ;  for  thesoften- 
ing  of  the  guttural  see  HARNEPHER,  but  Hoffmann  (ZA  11  228) 
reads  everywhere -in  (  =  -nn)  'Hadad.'  Marq.  finds  another  trace 
of  Horus  in  the  Benjamite  Ahihur  (so  read  for  AHIHUD,  i  Ch. 
8  7,  which  in  7  10  is  corrupted  to  AHISHAHAR).! 

1.  Mentioned  together  with  Aaron  as  being  present 
at  the  battle  of  Rephidim  (Ex.  17  10-12,    E)  and  left  in 
charge  of   the  people  during  Moses'   absence  on   Mt. 
Sinai  (*'£.  24  14,  E).      Possibly  his  connection  with  Moses 
belongs  to   a  secondary    stratum    of   E,    i.e.,    E2   (cp 
MIRIAM,  §  i)  ;   P  (see  3)  regards  the  name  as  Midian- 
itish,  and  we  remember  that  Moses  married  a  Midianitish 
wife.     Josephus  (Ant.  iii.  24)  calls  Hur  the  husband  of 
Miriam  (iii.  6  i),  and  identifies  him  with  2. 

2.  A  Judahite,  the  grandfather  of  BEZALEEL  (q .T.,  i),  a  temple 
workman   (Ex.  31 2  =  35  30,   8822  [om.   <&]  [P],    i  Ch.  2  igf.   50 
4142  Ch.  1  5).     Cp  HIKAM,  2. 

3.  One   of  the  five  kings  of  Midian   mentioned  in  Nu.  31 8 
Josh.  132i   [P]  (ovp   [HAL   Jn  both  places,  F   in   Nu.]).     See 
MIDI  AN. 

4.  Father  of  REPHAIAH,  5  (Neh.  3  9,  om.    BNA   [pa<£aia(s)] 
uibs  cra.fia.vi.ov  viov  <rovp  [L]). 

5.  i  K.  48,  see  BEN-HUR. 

HURAI  (n-in  ;  oypteli  [BA],  oypiA  tLl).  of  the 
'brooks  of  GAASH'  [q.v.~\,  one  of  David's  'thirty,' corre 
sponds  in  i  Ch.  1132  to  the  HIDDAI  (q.v. )  of  2  S.  2830. 

Kennicott  (Dissert.  194),  We.  (TBS),  H.  P.  Smith  and  Budde 
(SBOT)  prefer  '  Hurai ' ;  Klost.  (on  'Sam.,'  I.e.)  and  Kittel 
(SBOT)  defend  Hiddai  (nn),  out  of  which  n_n  could  so  easily 
have  been  corrupted.  Marq.  (Fund.  20),  however,  suggests  that 
aSSai  [<SL)  28.2830]  is  a  corruption  for  afiAai,  and  would 
restore  ^-jn  (cp  Hadlai,  2  Ch.  28  12).  Adlai  (i  Ch.  27  29)  is  also 
possible.  See  GEIJER,  2. 

HURAM  (Dn-in).  i.  b.  Bela  in  a  genealogy  of 
BENJAMIN  (q.v. ,  §  9),  i  Ch.  8  st :  (KO.!  yepa  KO.  [sic] 
aw<t>a.p<t>a.K  /cat  wt/a  [B],  /cat  yripa  /cat  <ru(pa.v  /cat  a^tpa 
/cat  IWL/JL  [A],  y-rjpa  /cat  aeir<f>a/j.  /cat  apovafj.  [L]).  In 
P's  list  in  Nu.  2639  the  name  appears  as  HUPHAM 
(q.v.}. 

2.  and  3.     See  HIRAM. 

HURI  0~);in,  §  81)  ;  in  Gadite  genealogy  ;  i  Ch. 
5i4t(ou/)[e]t'[BAL]). 

HUSBAND  (E^N).  Gen.  36.  See  FAMILY,  KIN 
SHIP,  MARRIAGE. 

HUSHAH  (nt^n  ;  CGCA.N  [BA],  oycA  [L]),  a 
Hurite  name  (see  HUR,  and  cp  Edomite  HUSHAM)  ; 
the  context  seems  to  suggest  a  locality  (i  Ch.  44t). 
Sibbecai  (less  correctly  Mebunnai  in  2  S.  2827)  was  a 
Hushathite  ('ntrnn). 

®'s  renderings  of  vie'nn  -™= :  2  S.  21  18,  6  aoraTajflei  [B],  o 
aoucrao-Tioi'tfei  [A],  6  X*TTCUO«  [L] ;  2  S.  2827,  TOV  a-vuideirov  [B], 

TOV  ao-io.  [A],  6  xe68i  [Li!  J  Ch-  Il29.  °  a6ei  I8)'  °  'oflet  M' 
6  aa-iadi.  [A],  vios  <a<ra.8(.  [L]  ;  i  Ch.  204,  OoxraOei  [B],  6  ov<ra.0L 
[A],  6  ecraaei  [L]. 

HUSHAI  (''K'-in,  perhaps  related  to  <lEJliaN,  as  Huram 
[Hiram]  to  Abiram  ;  see  ABISHAI  and  cp  Cook,  Exp.  T. 
10  526,5  ['99];  otherwise  Gray,  HPN  323  ;  xoycei  [B, 
and  in  2  S.  16  17  5,  A],  -Ci  [AL]),  the  ARCHITE,  2  S. 
1532-17i5  i  K.  4i6  i  Ch.  2/33  ;  see  BAANA,  2.  Hushai 

1  For  the  intrusive  y  in  -irwnN  there  is  the  analogy  of 
Elihaph  for  ELIHOREPH. 
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filled  the  office  of  'friend'  (jn  [i  Ch.  2733],  nyi1  [2  S. 
1537  16  16]  ;  ercupos  [B  in  2  S.  los?2])  of  king  David. 
See  FRIEND. 

By  a  simulated  adherence  to  the  cause  of  Absalom, 
Hushai  was  able  to  get  his  advice  preferred  to  that  of 
Ahithophel  and  thus  brought  about  the  downfall  of 
Absalom.  See  AniTHOPHEi,.3 

HUSHAM  (D'JTI  [Gen.],  D'^-in  [Chron.]  ;  Aao/x 
[BADL.  om.  E]),  the  third  Edomite  king  (Gen.  86347. 
i  Ch.  1  45  f.  )  His  city  is  not  named  ;  but  he  is  described 
as  '  of  the  land  of  the  Temanites.  '  For  a  possible 
connection  of  the  name  with  one  of  the  stories  in 
Judges,  see  CUSHAN-RISHATHAIM. 

HUSHATHITE  pnBTin),  2  S.  21  18.     See  HUSHAH. 


HUSHIM  (Dn,   perhaps  transposed  from 
other  forms  are  DOT,  i  Ch.  7  12,  and  D^-lPI,  i  Ch.  88  ; 

COCIM  [A]). 

1.  The  name  of  '  the  sons  of  Dan'  in  Gen.  4623  (inoc  Se  &at> 
ao-ofi  [DL],  v.  Se  Sou.  &av  a.  [A])-l=  Nu.  2(5  42_/,  SHUHAM  (<7aji[e]i 
[BF],  -Sri  [A],  -/xe  [L]>.     Perhaps  the  same  as 

2.  The  name  of  '  the  sons  of  Aher  '  in  i  Ch.  7  12  (icai  viol  paiafj. 
nio?  avroO  aep  [B],  K.  v.  <apa  aox>/3  v.  a.  app  [A],  K.  v.  iepifj.ov0 
iea-0-ovS  v.  a.  [L]).     See  AHER,  DAN,  §  9. 

3.  Probably   the   same   as   (i),   a   name    in   a    genealogy   of 
BENJAMIN  (q.v.  §§  3,  9,  ii.  /3)  :   i  Ch.  8  8  (o-uo-ii/  [B],  wo-ei/u  [L])  ; 
and  S  n  (oxr-t^  [B],  jneua-e^  [L]).     (CpJQR  11  104,  §  2.) 

HUSKS  (KGP&TI&,  i-e->  '  little  horns  ';  'carobs'  [Pesh. 
and  Syr.  Sin.];  'carobs  of  the  sea'  ["Syr.  Curet.  ]).5 
The  prodigal  son,  when  reduced  to  tend  the  swine  of  a 
Gentile,  would  fain  have  kept  off  hunger  with  '  the 
husks  that  the  swine  did  eat'  (Lk.  15  16).  So  at  least 
EV,  obscuring  one  of  the  most  striking  touches  in  the 
parable.  The  'husks,'  as  explained  in  RVm^-,  are  the 
pods  of  the  carob  tree  (MH  ann,  D'3nn  =  Ar.  harrub""}, 
also  called  the  locust  tree  (Ceratonia  siliqua],  which  is 
a  characteristic  tree  of  the  shores  of  the  Mediterranean, 
and  common  in  Palestine  from  Hebron  northwards.  Cp 
Theophrast.  i.  11  2  ;  Dioscor.  i.  158. 

The  foliage  is  dense  (see  HUT);  the  leaves  are  '  like  those  of  our 
ash,  but  the  leaflets  more  rounded  and  very  dark,  glossy,  and 
evergreen.  6  It  blossoms  at  the  end  of  February,  and  the  pods 
are  found  in  enormous  quantities  in  April  and  May.  They  are 
flat  and  narrow,  from  six  to  ten  inches  in  length,  of  the  shape  of 
a  horn,  whence  the  Greek  name  [as  above].  These  husks  are  to 
be  seen  on  the  stalls  in  all  Oriental  towns,  where  they  are  sold 
for  food  '  (Tristram,  NHB  361). 

Carob-pods,  then,  to  the  prodigal  son  took  the  place 
of  bread  —  a  poor  but  by  no  means  an  innutritious 
substitute.7  There  are  certainly  two  (2  K.  625  1827 
||  Is.  8612),  and  most  probably  three  (Is.  1  20)  OT 
passages  in  which  the  carob-pods  may  be  referred  to 
(see  Che.  Expos.,  July  '99). 

i.  2  K.  625,  which  should  run  thus,  when  the  errors  of  an 
early  scribe  have  been  removed  :  '  .  .  .  and,  behold,  they 
besieged  it,  until  a  homer  of  lentils  (D'bHj;  TOh)  was  sold  for 
fifty  (so  ©)  shekels,  and  a  quarter  of  a  cor  (13)  of  carob-pods 
for  five  shekels.' 


1  On  the  anomaly  of  ,1jn  for  HJJl  in  si.  Constr.  see  Driver 
on  2  S.  15  37.     '  Friend  of  David  '  should  of  course  be  added 
(with  ©HAL)  after  'Archite'  in  2  S.  1632,  the  first  mention  of 
Hushai. 

2  B  elsewhere  and  AL  everywhere  have  joined  the  Gentilic 
'Archite'  to  eraipo?  and  produced  the  title  apxieracpos,  '  chief 
friend,'  which  BA  once  (i  Ch.  2733)  translate  6  irpwro?  <£>i'Ao? 
roO  jSaa-iAe'ius. 

3  For  a  criticism  of  the  narratives  see  AJSL,  April  1900,  pp. 
162.^: 

•*  On  ayofj.  =  "C'CTI  see  Ball,  SHOT,  on  Gen.  4623. 

5  This  reference  to  Cureton.  is  due  to  Mr.  M'Lean.  The 
carob-tree,  however,  is  not  confined  to  the  littoral  region. 
Several  localities  in  Galilee  in  the  Talmudic  period  bore  names 
compounded  with  ^nn  (Neub.  Geo^r.  266).  Pesh.  renders 
C^xa  (Is.  624)  freely  'carobs.' 

*>  In  Enoch  S'2  4  the  leaf  of  the  tree  of  wisdom  is  compared  to 
that  of  the  carob  tree. 

7  Carobs  are  largely  used  in  the  composition  of  Thorley's 
food  for  cattle.  English  corn-dealers  supply  the  pods  under  the 
name  of  'locusts.'  The  brown  hard  seeds  used  to  be  the 
weights  employed  by  jewellers  for  weighing  gold  and  silver  ; 
hence  the  familiar  term  'carat.' 
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2.  2  K.  18  27  : '  .  .  .  to  the  men  who  sit  on  the  wall  to  eat  their 
carob-pods  (Q.T3nn)  and  to  drink  their  sour  wine  (CXCIt)  with 
you."     So  Is.  30  12. 

3.  Is.  1  20 :  '  If  ye  be  willing  and  obedient,  the  good  of  the 
land  shall  ye  eat;  but  if  ye  refuse  and  resist,  carob-pods  shall 
ye  eat  O^DKfl    DOnn).'     So  by  a   happy  guess  the   Midrash 
Wayyikni  Rabba,  35. 

These  three  passages  are  mutually  illustrative.  In  a 
time  of  siege,  when  better  victuals  were  scarce,  men 
were  only  too  glad  of  carob-pods  and  vinegar,  and  were 
sometimes  even  reduced  to  buy  these  at  a  high  price. 
It  is  worth  noticing  that  not  a  few  coarse  passages  in 
the  OT  are  due  to  corruption  of  the  text.  Cp  DOVE'S 
DUNG. 

4.  It  is  a  probable  view  that  another  reference  to 
carob-pods  occurs  in  Mt.  84  (John  the  Baptist's 
'  locusts'). 

It  is  true,  the  handbooks  tell  us  that  '  the  Greek  word 
for  locusts  [dK/3i5es]  shows  the  insect  to  be  meant ;  not 
the  ceratonia  pods '  (Sir  Joseph  Hooker,  in  Queen's 
Printers'  Aids,  39  ['80]),  and  Bochart's  references 
for  the  eating  of  locusts  have  been  copied  again  and 
again.  The  fact  that  dried  locusts  were  and  still  are 
eaten  is  undenied  (cp  Lev.  1122).  Common  sense, 
however,  tells  us  that  locusts  would  not  have  been 
preferred  by  the  Baptist  as  his  habitual  food  to  nourish 
ment  supplied  by  the  soil.  Humility  would  not  pass 
over  the  ordinary  food  of  the  poorest  class,  viz.  carob- 
pods.  It  was  a  Jewish  saying  that  '  Israel  needs  wann 
(carob-pods)  to  do  repentance'  (  Wayyikrd  R.  35),  and 
the  Baptist  was  KO.T  Qoxfiv,  the  preacher  of  repentance. 
Mt.  3  is  thoroughly  Semitic  in  phraseology  ;  the  Greek 
translator  or  adapter  may  easily  have  made  mistakes. 
K3iin  was  possibly  mistaken  for  join  or  N^rin  by  one 
who  remembered  the  Tg.  of  Lev.  1122.  Thomson's 
remark  (LB  665),  '  The  name  of  "St.  John's  Bread" 
has  been  given  to  the  gelatinous  pods  of  this  tree  by 
pious  pilgrims,  anxious  to  rescue  the  Baptist  from  the 
imputation  of  feeding  on  locusts,'  only  shows  that  the 
realism  of  pilgrims  may  now  and  then  be  worth  more 
than  the  learning  of  doctors.  Cp  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST. 

T.  K.  C. 

HUT,  RV,  AV  COTTAGE,  Is.  242of  (H^lp).  In  Is. 
1  8<z  the  same  Hebrew  word  is  rendered  'lodge,'  in 
order  not  to  tamper  with  a  familiar  piece  of  dignified 
old  English.  In  Job  27 18  (cp  MOTH)  and  in  Is.  18^ 
a  synonymous  word  (nap)1  is  rendered  BOOTH.  All 
these  words  mean  the  temporary  shelter  erected  for  the 
'watcher'  (isi,  noser.  Job  27  18)  in  a  vineyard  or  garden 
of  cucumbers. 

The  sort  of  booth  now  used  in  Syria  is  well  described 
by  Wetzstein  in  Del.  HiobW,  348,  and  an  illustration 
is  given  in  SBOT,  '  Isaiah,'  162  (cp  Niebuhr,  Beschreib. 
v.  Arabien,  i,  Tab.  15,  Fig.  F).  As  the  illustration 
shows,  the  floor  or  platform  is  sometimes  bound  at  the 
corners  to  four  poles,  at  some  distance  above  the  ground  ; 
the  roof  is  formed  of  boughs  of  trees  or  matting.  From 
its  dense  foliage,  the  carob-tree  (see  HUSKS)  is  specially 
adapted  to  supply  the  branches  required  (cp  Bliss,  PEFQ, 
July  '99,  p.  189).  The  same  practical  sense  dictated  the 
very  common  arrangement  of  huts  of  boughs  on  the 
house-tops  in  the  heat  of  summer  (see  BED,  §  i,  end). 
The  garden -huts  (6irupo(t>v\a.K(.ov,  ©,  Is.  18),  however, 
are  the  more  striking  emblems  of  instability.  When  the 
withes  with  which  they  are  bound  are  loosened  by  the 
winds  of  autumn,  the  shelter  soon  falls  asunder  and 
becomes  a  ruinous  heap  (cp  Is.  2-1 20).  Cp  SCARECROW. 

HUZ  (p-117).  Gen.  222i  ;  RV  Uz. 

HUZZAB  (3-Vn  ;  H  YTTOCTA.CIC  [BNAQ]),  a  corrupt 
word  in  Nah.  2 7  [8],  which  Rabbinic  commentators 
supposed  to  be  the  name  of  the  Assyrian  queen.  RV11*- 

1  In  i  K.  20  12  16  RVniff.  renders  HISD,  sttkkdth,  '  huts '  (EV 
PAVILIONS);  but  see  SUCCOTH,  i  (end). 
2136 


HYACINTH 

treats  it  as  a  Hophal,  from  3*3,  —  'and  it  is  decreed' 
(so  De  Dieu  ;  AVme-  is  still  less  plausible). 

The  first  question  is  whether  nn^l  asm  belongs  properly  to  v.  ^ 
[8]  or  to  v.  6  [7].  In  the  former  case,  the  conjectures  offered  under 
N  AHUM  are  more  plausible  than  the  renderings  of  A  V  and  RV  ;  in 
the  latter,  we  require  a  noun  in  apposition  to  'the  palace'  such 
as  3X8H  (i  S.  13  23),  and  may  render,  '  the  palace  is  in  consterna 
tion,  the  garrison  is  terrified  '  6,-nj  for  nn1?:)-1  T.  K.  C. 


HYACINTH  (YAKINGINOC),  Rev.  9  17  RV,  AV 
JACINTH  (q.v.}.  See  also  SAPPHIRE,  PRECIOUS 
STONES. 


HY2BNA,  but  EV  HYENA  ( 

Ecclus.  13i8f.  The  Sdbua  is  the  striped  hyasna,  H. 
striata,  of  S.  Asia  and  N.  Africa,  which  is  meant. 
To  express  the  intensity  of  class-hatred  among  the  later 
Jews  the  wise  man  asks,  '  Whence  should  there  be  peace 
between  the  hyaena  and  the  dog  ?  whence  peace  between 
the  rich  man  and  the  poor  ?  '  It  is  true,  he  speaks  only 
of  the  abhorrence  of  the  rich  for  the  poor  ;  but  the  Psalms 
offer  proof  enough  of  the  abhorrence  of  the  poor  for 
the  rich.  Indeed,  Ben  Sira  himself  evidently  takes  the 
part  of  the  poor,  for  the  hyaena  is,  in  the  eyes  of  the 
natives  of  Palestine,  the  meanest  of  the  beasts  of  prey 
except  the  jackal.  It  is  very  cowardly,  and  attacks  living 
animals  only  under  pressure  of  hunger.  Its  food  is 
carrion  ;  it  prowls  about  the  graveyards,  or  if  it  meets 
with  a  skeleton  already  picked  clean  by  vultures,  it  can 
still  make  a  meal  off  it  by  crushing  the  bones  with  its 
powerful  jaws  and  extracting  the  marrow.  Those  bones 
which  baffle  its  gnawing  power  it  carries  back  to  its 
den.  As  a  rule  it  is  solitary.  We  thus  see  the  force 
of  the  bitter  cry  of  Yahwe,  according  to  <§,  in  Jer.  12g, 
'  Is  my  heritage  (become)  a  hyaena's  den  to  me?' 

The  passage  is  no  doubt  difficult  ;  for  another  quite  possible 
view  of  it  see  BIRD,  col.  576,  n.  2.  <B's  reading,  however, 
is  in  harmony  with  v.  8.  Probably  there  is  no  interroga 
tion.  The  first  B'JW  should  be  rnjfl?  ;  the  second,  JlVn.  The 
second  line  will  then  become  'wild  beasts  (i.e.,  hyaenas,  etc.) 
are  round  about  it'  (Che.).  Then  the  other  wild  beasts  are 
summoned  to  aid  in  the  desolation  of  Israel.  On  the  form  Jfi^S 
see  Lag.  Uebers.  36  ;  but  cp  Kon.  Lehrg.  2«  137,  n.  3. 

We  also  meet  with  the  hyaena  in  a  place-name; 
valley  of  ZEBOIM  [g.v.  ]  probably  means  'valley  of 
hyaenas.'  The  Horite  proper  name  '  ZIBEON  '  \q.v.  ] 
also  may  be  connected  with  the  name  of  the  same 
animal.  This  is  not  to  be  wondered  at.  The  hyaena 
plays  an  important  part  in  early  Arabian  beliefs  (cp 
Rel.  Sem.W  129,  133  ;  Kinship,  198  ;  and  Lane,  s.v. 
dab'iin},  and  the  diminutive  form  dob  ay  a.  is  found  fre 
quently  as  a  tribal  name  in  Arabia,  indicating  perhaps  a 
totemic  belief. 

An  animal,  half  hyaena  and  half  wolf,  concerning  which 
Arabian  fables  have  much  to  say  is  the  Sim'  (situ'""),  whose 
name,  according  to  Robertson  Smith,  was  borne  by  the  totem- 
clans  Sim'  (a  division  of  the  Medinites).  Cp  also  the  Sam  an, 
and  perhaps  Heb.  SHIMEI,  SIMEON. 

A.  E.  S.—  S.  A.  C.  —  T.  K.  C. 

HYDASPES  (YA&CTTHC  [BKA]),  a  river  mentioned 
in  Judith  1  6  along  with  the  Euphrates  and  the  Tigris. 
The  context  shows  that  it  cannot  be  the  Indian 
Hydaspes  (Jelum).  On  the  assumption  that  the  present 
reading  is  correct,  it  has  been  suggested  that  it  is 
the  Choaspes  —  which  some  commentators  understand 
by  the  '  Medus  Hydaspes  '  of  Virgil  (Georg.  4  211).  The 

Vg.  reads  ladason  ;  but  the  Syriac  has  u^Of,  i.e., 
ULAI  (q.v.),  and  Ball  (against  Fritzsche)  regards  this 
as  the  probable  original. 

HYMEN.SUS  (YM6N&IOC  [Ti.WH]).  We  cannot 
critically  assert  that  Hymenaeus  was  '  a  false  teacher  of 
the  time  of  St.  Paul.  '  He  is  mentioned  in  i  Tim.  1  20 
2  Tim.  2  17.  In  the  former  passage  he  is  represented 
as  belonging  (with  Alexander)  to  those  who  have 
deliberately  '  thrust  away  '  both  '  faith  '  and  '  a  good 

1  Ruben  (PSBA,  June  '98)  keeps  nnSji  and  to°  boldly  explains 
it  '  is  frightened,'  from  Assyrian. 
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conscience,'  and  have  'made  shipwreck  as  regards  the 
faith,'  and  who  have  been  'given  over  (by  the  writer) 
to  the  Satan,  that  they  may  learn  by  chastisement  not 
to  blaspheme.'  In  the  latter  he  is  included  (with 
PHILKTUS)  among  those  who  have  '  swerved  from  the 
right  direction  (i7<TT6x'?cra»')  as  regards  the  truth,'  saying 
that  '  the  resurrection  has  taken  place  already  '  (  i.  e.  , 
in  the  intellectual  sphere,  Iren.  Haer.  231),  and  who 
'subvert  the  faith  of  some,'  leading  them  (as  v.  19 
clearly  implies)  into  the  practice  of  'unrighteousness.' 
By  comparing  2  Tim.  2  16  18  with  i  Tim.  6  20  1  6  we 
see  that  the  doctrine  of  a  past  resurrection  belonged  to 
that  '  empty  verbiage  '  which  constitutes  '  gnosis  falsely 
so  called  '  (Kevo<puvias,  fj-araioXoyiav,  TTJS  \f/fvSuvtinov 
•ypwcrewj).  All  this,  as  Julicher  (summing  up  the  con 
clusions  of  a  long  period  of  criticism)  has  pointed  out, 
is  thoroughly  un-  Pauline.  We  cannot,  therefore,  be 
sure  that  there  were  forerunners  of  the  later  Gnosis  (cp 
irpoKdirrovcriv,  2  Tim.  2  6)  named  Hymenasus,  Alexander, 
and  Philetus  in  Paul's  time.  And  though  it  is  no 
doubt  possible  to  explain  i  Tim.  1  20  as  a  reference 
to  an  act  of  '  giving  over  to  Satan,  '  said  to  have  been 
performed  by  Paul  (cp  i  Cor.  5s)  upon  persons  called 
Hymenaeus  and  Alexander  (a  reference  which  had  for 
its  object  the  suggestion  of  church  penalties  for  Gnostic 
teachers  contemporary  with  the  real  writer  of  i  Tim.  ), 
how  do  we  know  that  the  evidence  of  this  fact  (if  evidence 
there  were)  was  historically  sound?  We  have  to  do 
with  mere  possibilities,  and  though  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  the  author  of  the  Pastoral  Epistles,  who 
shows  such  zeal  for  truth,  was  not  a  mere  romancer, 
how  can  we  tell  that  the  presumed  sources  from 
which  he  (ex  hypothesi)  drew  were  worthy  of  the  credit 
which  he  gave  to  them  ?  The  name  Hymenaeus  may 
even  suggest  that  in  the  source  from  which  the  writer 
possibly  drew,  the  name  of  this  Gnostic  teacher  was 
given  him  as  an  ironical  nickname,  because  he  '  forbade 
to  marry1  (see  i  Tim.  4s).  Cp  PHILETUS,  PASTORAL 
EPISTLES,  EXCOMMUNICATION,  GNOSIS. 

Cp  Zahn,  Einl.  1  412  472  486,  who  points  out  that  in  the  Ada 
Theclce,  14,  Demas  and  Hermogenes  (2  Tim.  1  15  4  to)  take  the 
place  of  Hymenaeus  and  Philetus.  T.  K.  C. 


HYMNS.  Psalms  and  hymns  and  songs 
suggested  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  and  designed  for  use  in 
the  Christian  assemblies,  are  spoken  of  in  Col.  3i6 
Eph.  5  19.  The  former  passage  is  the  fuller,  and  seems 
to  be  imitated  in  the  latter. 

'  Let  the  word  which  tells  of  Christ  (6  Ad-yos  rov  Xpiorov)  dwell 
in  your  midst  abundantly,  while  in  all  wisdom  ye  teach  and 
instruct  yourselves,  while  with  psalms,  hymns,  spirit-given  songs 
ye  sing  pleasantly  with  your  (whole)  hearts  to  God  .  .  .  giving 
thanks  to  God  the  Father  by  him  '  (Col.  3  16). 

'  Be  filled  with  spiritual  influence,  while  ye  speak  to  yourselves 
in  psalms  and  hymns  and  spirit-given  songs,  singing  songs  and 
chanting  psalms  with  your  (whole)  heart  to  the  Lord  .  .  .  while 
ye  give  thanks  always  for  all  things'  (Eph.  619). 

The  predominant  tone  of  Christians  is  to  be  one  of 

thanksgiving.      Teaching   or  learning   is  not  to   be  a 

-.  mere    intellectual    exercise  ;    the    truths 

1.  Nature.  taught  or  iearned  are  to  blossom,  as  it 
were,  into  hymns.  Indeed,  not  only  teaching,  but  also 
all  words  spoken  and  all  deeds  done  are  to  suggest  articu 
late  or  inarticulate  thanksgiving  to  God  the  Father. 
The  hymns  are  described  by  three  terms,  the  first  of 
which  (psalms)  may  imply  the  influence  of  OT  models, 
though  it  need  not  do  more  than  express  the  suitableness 
of  the  songs  spoken  of  to  be  accompanied  with  music.  x 
The  songs  are  further  described  as  irvevfutTiKai  —  i.e.  , 
suggested  by  the  divine  spirit  which  (or,  who)  dwells  in 
the  community,  and  those  who  are  to  sing  the  songs  are 
directed  to  do  so  iv  ya.fH.Ti.  2  —  i.  e.  ,  pleasantly  —  so  as  to 

1  Plut.  Alex.  M.  67  :  /xovcra  <rupiyyu>v  (cat  auAtii/,  coSrjs  T«  icai 
\jja\fj.ov. 

2  The  reading  of  TR  (ii>  \apiTi)  is  that  of  AN*C"t  vid.  DC  rel. 
Arm.  ;  ec  777  x<iptTi  is  read  by  B«c  D*FG,  Clem.     The  former  is 
not  the  best  attested  ;  but  it  is  the  most  suitable  reading.     Even 
as  a  conjecture  it  would  be  worth  accepting.     Cp  Col.  4s.     Von 
Soden's  rendering   '  with  thankfulness  '  for  iv  17}  \apirt  is  not, 
indeed,  inappropriate  ;  but  it  is  too  bold. 
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charm  both  singers  and  hearers.  It  is  a  mistake  to 
infer  from  '  in  your  heart(s) '  (4v  rats  Ka.p5ia.is  [or  T-Q 
KapSiq.]  V/JL&V)  that  the  singing  is  to  be  purely  inward,  as 
if  the  phrase  formed  an  antithesis  to  '  teaching. '  Inward 
psalm-singing  would  certainly  not  have  contented  the 
writer  of  Colossians.  A  spiritual  impulse  comparable  in 
intensity  to  that  of  wine  must  have  suggested  audible 
expressions  of  praise.  The  phrase  quoted  is  like  033^3, 
which  can  undoubtedly  mean  'with  all  your  heart,' 
'  heartily '  (the  instrumental  '  with '  as  in  Ps.  122  [3]  162). 

These  are  not  the  earliest  references  to  '  spirit-given 

songs '  among  Christians.      The  language  of  the  writers 

_  may  perhaps  presuppose  the  existence  of  a 

.  bource.  stock  of  songS|  which  were  known  (in  more 
than  one  sense)  by  heart,  and  naturally  rose  to  the  lips 
even  of  those  who  had  themselves  no  poetic  gift.  Turn 
ing  to  i  Cor.  we  find  ourselves  in  a  somewhat  different 
atmosphere.  Says  the  apostle — '  What  is  it  then, 
brothers  ?  Whenever  you  come  together,  each  one  has 
a  psalm  .  .  .'  (i  Cor.  1426).  He  means  not  that 
every  Christian  in  the  assembly  feels  an  impulse  to  utter 
a  freshly  inspired  psalm,  but,  as  the  context  shows,  that 
there  is  a  conflict  of  gifts  ;  one  man  breaking  into  song, 
another  into  a  speech  in  a  strange  tongue.  It  some 
times  even  happened  that  the  '  spirit-given  song '  was  in 
a  strange  tongue,  and  unintelligible  to  the  /5iwri;s  or 
'  plain  man,'  so  that  the  apostle  has  to  declare  that  for 
his  part  if  anything  obscure  comes  out  of  his  lips  under 
inspiration  he  will  not  omit  to  interpret  it. 

'  I  will  pray  with  the  spirit,  and  I  will  pray  also  with 
the  mind.  I  will  chant  a  psalm  with  the  spirit,  and  I 
will  chant  a  psalm  also  with  the  mind'  (i  Cor.  14 15). 

To  do  justice  to  these  NT  facts  we  must  consider  two 
points  :  ( i )  the  long  continuance  of  the  practice  of 
writing  psalms  among  the  post-exilic  Jews,  and  (2)  the 
close  affinity  between  prophecy  and  the  composition  of 
psalms  for  the  use  of  the  faithful.  To  illustrate  the 
former  point,  we  may  refer  to  the  Psalms  of  Solomon, 
the  psalms  in  the  Greek  Daniel,  in  Judith  and  Tobit, 
and  in  the  '  Assumption  of  Moses '  ;  to  illustrate  the 
latter,  to  the  prophetic  character  of  Miriam  and  Deborah 
(both  writers  of  '  spirit-given  songs  ')  and  to  the  frequent 
occurrences  of  an  oracular  tone  in  the  canonical  psalms 
•(cp  Hickes,  The  Spirit  of  Enthusiasm  Exorcised,  31  f. 
[1709]).  Since  the  Jewish  psalms  were  certainly  not 
uttered  at  random,  but  had  their  proper  place  in  the 
services,  we  may  assume  that  the  psalms  referred  to  by 
the  apostle  also  had  their  proper  place.  Paul  speaks  of 
prayer  and  praise  (irpofffV'xeaQa.i  and  \f/a\\eiv)  together. 
This  would  be  the  natural  combination  in  the  very 
earliest  liturgical  arrangements.  From  the  fact,  how 
ever,  that  'a  psalm'  (\l/a\/j.6s)  is  mentioned  alone  in 
1426,  we  may  infer  (with  Weizsacker) l  that  the  song  of 
praise  was  as  a  rule  more  prominent  than  prayer  (in  the 
usual  sense  of  the  word).2  Cp  GOSPELS,  §  26,  n. 

According  to  the  scholar  just  mentioned,  the  psalm 
spoken  of  by  Paul  was  not  necessarily  in  every  case  a 
new  and  original  composition.  Certainly.  But  it  does 
appear  to  be  a  probable  inference  that  there  was  in 
every  case  a  new  and  original  element  in  it.  Inspiration 
appears  to  be  presupposed,  and  the  inspiration  of  the 
canonical  psalms,  though  often  secondary  in  character, 
never  fails  to  add  some  touches  which  redeem  the  work 
from  the  discredit  of  absolute  unoriginality  ;  if  there  be 
any  exceptions  to  this  rule,  let  it  be  conceded  that  such 
psalms  have  only  been  admitted  to  make  up  the  required 
number  of  150. 

The  songs  ascribed  in  Lk.  to  Mary,  Simeon,  and 
Zachariah,  and  known  to  us  as  the  Magnificat,  the 
Nunc  Dimittis,  and  the  Benedictus  (to 


3.  The  Gospel 


which  we  may  add  the  Gloria  in  Ex- 


°  '          celsis    and    perhaps    the    Hosanna    of 

1  The  Apostolic  Age,  2  259. 

2  n?En,  'prayer,'  can  include    n?nn,   'song  of  praise.'     See 
i  S.  2  i    Ion.  2  i  [2],    and    the   headings    of  Ps.  17  86  90  142 
Hab.  3. 
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Palm  Sunday,  see  HOSANNA),  are  obviously  Jewish 
Christian  hymns.  Israel  is  the  '  people '  which  is 
redeemed  ;  its  believing  members  are  the  '  poor '  who 
are  comforted.  It  is  for  no  merely  worldly  conqueror, 
however,  that  these  Christian  psalmists  look,  but  for  one 
who  can  communicate  '  forgiveness  of  sins.'  It  is  the 
Christian  community  which  speaks,  and  these  '  canticles' 
gain  in  beauty  and  in  interest  by  the  recognition  of  this. 
That  Resch1  and  Warfield  should  hold  that  Mary 
herself  wrote  the  Magnificat,  is  unfortunate.  The  latter 
scholar,  however,  admits  that  '  had  we  met  with  the 
Magnificat  in  the  midst  of  the  Psalter  it  would  have 
occasioned  no  suspicion  and  seemed  in  no  sense  out  of 
place'  (Expositor,  '85  b,  304). 

The  tfSat  or  songs  given  in  the  Apocalypse  are 
more  distinctly  prophetic  than  the  canticles  in  the 
.  „  ,  , ,  Gospels.  Weizsacker  (Apost.  Age,  2260) 

.bongs  oi^  ne^jjv-jes  tjjem  mto  two  da^gs — those 
poca  ypse.  ^^h  ^g  related  by  their  contents  to 
the  prophecy  of  the  book,  and  those  which,  the  contents 
being  of  a  general  nature,  may  be  traditional.  To  the 
former  class  belong  the  song  of  triumph  in  chap.  18,  the 
nuptial  ode  in  19i-8,  and  the  triumphal  chant  of  the 
twenty-four  elders  in  heaven,  11 17  f.  To  the  latter 
belong  the  songs  in  4n  5gf.  12 f.  15s/".  11 17 /. 
The  tone  of  triumph  which  pervades  these  odes  or 
hymns  is  not  less  characteristically  Christian  than 
Jewish.  '  Carmenque  Christo  quasi  Deo  dicere  secum 
invicem '  are  the  well-known  words  of  Pliny  (Ep.  97). 

All  these  songs  display  in  their  structure,  in  more  or  less  per 
fection,  the  characteristics  of  Hebrew  poetry.  It  was  a  true 
insight  which  led  the  writer  of  codex  A  of  the  Greek  Bible  to 
place  the  '  prayers '  of  Mary  (TTJS  QtoroKov),  Simeon,  and 
Zachariah,  together  with  the  u/nvos  fioOivot  of  the  Gloria  in 
Excelsis  (with  an  appendix  of  quotations  from  the  psalms),  at 
the  end  of  the  taSaC  which  follow  the  Psalms  of  Solomon.  On 
the  reading  of  L'k.  3 14  (fv  a.vdp<airoi<;  eiiio/ci'as  or  eu6o<ci'a)  and  on 
the  arrangement  and  rendering  of  the  hymn,  see  WH,  ii.  App. 
55./C  T.  K.  C. 

HYPOCRISY,     HYPOCRITE,    HYPOCRITICAL. 

AV's  rendering  of  fpn  (Job  813  [eight  times  in  Job],  Ps.  35 16 
Prov.  llg  Is.  9i6[i7]10fi326  33 14),  for  which  RV has  substituted 
'  "  '  '  ' 


group  of  passages).  ii7roicpiT»;9  =  *]pn  is  found  in  ©  in  Job343o 
36  13!,  an  inconsistency  due  to  the  incorporation  of  passages  of 
Theod.  Aq.,  Theod.,  and  Sym.,  all  sometimes  have  vTroicpi-njs, 
vn-oKpicris,  for  *]3n,  »]3'n.  Is  this  due  to  the  imposition  of  a  late 
meaning  on  passages  where  rpn  really  has  quite  another  sense? 
Or  may  we  hold  with  Hatch  (Biblical  Greek,  92)  that  'early 
in  the  second  century  and  among  Greek-speaking  Jews,'  vn-oxp. 
had  come  to  connote  positive  badness  or  irreligion  ?  To  decide 
these  points  we  must  observe  that  on  exegetical  grounds  «]3n 
hanef,  in  the  OT  must  primarily  mean  '  polluted. 

A  hanef  is  not  simply  a  wicked  person  ;  he  is  one 
who  by  impiety  has  become  unholy,  and  therefore 
cannot  enter  God's  presence  (Job  13i6).  This  loss  of 
religious  standing  of  course  implies  certain  moral  or 
immoral  characteristics.  First  of  all,  'speaking  impiety' 
(nSnj,  Is.  9i7[i6]) — a  note  of  character  which  is  also 
assigned  to  the  'impious'  man  (^33,  see  FOOL)  in  Is. 
326.  Next,  the  unholy  state  involves  (as  indeed  these 
two  passages  imply)  the  commission  of  wicked  actions, 
such  as  violation  of  the  marriage  bond  (Jer.  3i[2]), 
murder  (Nu.  8033  Is.  24s  Ps.  10638),  and  apostasy 
(Dan.  llsz).  For  a  community  to  be  hanef  involves 
its  abandonment  by  its  God  to  a  foreign  oppressor  (Is. 
106  Mic.  4n). 

As  a  class-name  hanef  appears  to  be  late  (see  refer 
ences  above)  ;  honef  (Is.  326)  and  hanuppah  (Jer. 
23 15)  are  also  late. 

The  verb  hanef  first  appears  in  Jer.  3i  2  9  23 IT,  where  (as 
also  in  Mic.  4  n,  later  than  the  prophet  Micah)  it  clearly  means 
'  to  be  polluted.'  In  the  Psalter,  remarkably  enough,  the  class- 
name  hanef  occurs  only  once,  and  then  only  if  we  emend  the 
text;  the  'hypocritical  (RV  'profane')  mockers  in  feasts'  of 

1  Ausserkanon.  Parallcltexte,  323^! 
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AV  (Ps.  35 16)  must  disappear  ;  but  in  Ps.  14  6  [7]  (  =  53  5  [6])  f]m 
should  probably  be  restored  (for  '3^,  ^h).  The  sense  '  polluted ' 
is  supported  by  Pesh.  (the  verb  ^H  =  /'«<!/)  and  Tg.  (the  verb 
sometimes  =  ma). 

The  facts  here  adduced  appear  decisive.  If  Jesus 
used  Aram,  hanfd  in  the  sense  of  the  OT  fpn,  he  cannot 
have  meant  to  convey  the  idea  of  '  hypocrite. '  It  is 
not  certain,  however,  that  he  did.  There  may  have 
been  a  second  Heb.  and  Aram,  root  rpn  meaning  '  to 
be  untruthful,'  '  dishonest '  (cp  Ar.  hanafa,  '  to  incline' ; 
hanifa,  '  to  be  bandy-legged  '). 

In  Am.  Tab.  1818,  hanapu  apparently  means  'to  slander' 
(Wi.),  and  in  old  Egypt  Imp  seems  to  be  a  Semitic  loan-word 
=  '  false,'  applied  to  weights  (WMM,  PSBA,  6th  Feb.  '94).  It 
is  apparently  this  second  root  which  has  established  itself  in 
New  Hebrew  (nflUfl  =  hypocrisy ,  dishonesty,  flattery)  and  has 
produced  the  renderings  of  the  Greek  versions  of  the  OT 
referred  to,  and  perhaps  also  the  Syriac  use  of  hanfa,  'pagan,' 
the  word  which  corresponds  to  the  edviicos  of  Mt.  67  1817  in 
Curet.,  Sin.,  Pesh. 

On  the  whole  it  seems  unwise,  until  further  evidence 
is  produced,  to  change  the  rendering  of  uiroKpiraL  in 
the  NT  into  '  impious  ones '  as  suggested  by  Hatch. 
Probably,  however,  '  dishonest  ones '  would  be  better 
than  '  hypocrites. '  Jesus  may,  perhaps,  have  been 
thinking  of  the  false  Pharisees,  called  in  a  well-known 
saying  '  the  dyed  ones.'  See  PHARISEES. 

The  above  explanation  of  f].jn  differs  from  that  given  in  the 
recent  lexicons.  BDB  connects /«z«f/'with  Ar.  hanafa,  '  to  in 
cline  or  decline,'  whence  hanif,  applied  by  Mohammed  to 
Moslems  (as  inclining  to  the  truth).  Yet,  somewhat  incon 
sistently,  BDB  gives  as  the  first  sense  'to  be  polluted."  Ges.(13) 
on  the  other  hand  gives  two  Arabic  connections,  and,  quite 
consistently,  makes  the  first  meaning  '  to  be  impious,  or  faith 
less.'  Neither  lexicon,  however,  explains  how  the  senses  '  to  be 
impious '  and  '  to  be  polluted  '  are  connected  ;  tame  in  Heb.  and 
tanfa  in  Aram,  never  mean  'impious.'  That  falseness  and  im 
piety  are  connected,  is  easy  to  understand  (see  TRUTH);  but 
the  statement  'the  land  was  polluted'  could  not  be  expressed 
by  words  which  might  permissibly  be  rendered  '  the  land  was 
untruthful.'  On  the  difficult  class-term  /ranlfsee  We.  Heid.C2-) 
238  f.  250  (end);  also  Lane,  Lex.,  who  states  that  according 
to  some  it  was  applied  by  idolaters  to  themselves  as  a  term 
of  praise,  whilst  according  to  others  it  was  applied  by  them 
to  those  who  followed  the  Din  Ibrahim.  It  is  not  clear  that 
BDB  is  right  in  comparing  the  Heb.  class-term  hanef  with 
the  Ar.  class-term  hanlf;  but  this  Lex.  renders  a_  service  by 
pointing  out,  however  inconsistently,  that  hdnef  implies  pri 
marily,  not  '  wickedness,'  but  '  pollution.'  This  was  the  view 
of  those  famous  Jewish  lexicographers,  the  Karaite  David  ben 
Abraham  (loth  cent.)  and  Ibn  Janah  (nth  cent.),  both  of  whom 
define  «]3n  as  meaning  'defilement.'1 

Eustathius,  the  commentator  on  the  Iliad,  gives  this  interest 
ing  definition  ^of  ^hypocrite'  (on  II.  •>),  564,  arj.  Schleusner)  : — 
iiTTOKpiTTjs  Trapi  TOIS  vorepoyeces  piiJTOp<riv  6  /lit)  fK  i^vxrjs  \cy<av  r) 
irpdrTiav,  fiySe  cnrep  <f>povei,  oTrot'ws  TrpaJTO)?  /uaAiora  01  CK  flujae'ATjs, 
01  oxT}i/iicot.  This  will  express  the  ordinary  view  of  the  meaning 
of  the  '  hypocrites  '  of  the  Gospels  ;  but  it  is  not  altogether  what 
Jesus  meant.  We  need  an  interpretation  of  the  word  actually 
spoken  by  Jesus  which  will  cover  both  the  wickedness  which 
acts  a  part  (as,  e.g.,  in  Mt.  62  5  16  Mk.  76  Lk.  642  13  15)  and  the 
wickedness  which  needs  not  to  simulate,  and  is  readily  recog 
nised  as  novripia.  (Mt.<2218  Lk.  2023).  Cp  Lk.  12 46,  where 
awio~r<ov  is  ||  to  Mt.'s  viroKpirlav,  and  is  most  naturally  para 
phrased  'irreligious.'  T_  K.  C. 

HYRCANUS.  i.  For  John  Hyrcanus,  see  MAC 
CABEES,  §  7. 

2.  (upKuvos  TOV  T(i)ftlov[v~\),  son  of  Tobias,  who  had 
a  large  amount  of  wealth  deposited  in  the  temple  at 
the  time  when  Heliodorus  came  to  plunder  it  (2  Mace. 
813,  AV  HIRCANUS).  The  name  was  not  uncommon 
among  Jews,  owing  to  the  deportation  of  Jews  to 
Hyrcania  by  Ochus  about  350  B.C.  (?).  Nevertheless,  it 
is  plausible  to  identify  this  Hyrcanus  with  the  '  Jewish 

1  Che.  Notes  and  Criticisms  on  the  Heb.  Text  of  Is.  ('68), 
P-  13- 


Alcibiades  '  of  the  same  name  (referred  to  in  Jos.  Ant. 
xii.  4n),  who,  like  his  father,  became  a  collector  of  the 
revenue  of  Palestine  under  the  Egyptian  government. 
The  splendid  remains  of  'Arak  el-Emir  (see  Baed.  Pal.W, 
173)  still  attest  his  magnificence,  and  an  inscription 
copied  there  by  Gautier  has  led  Clermont  Ganneau 
(Rev.  Crit.  ,  '  97,  p.  503)  to  conclude  that  the  Jewish  name 
of  the  builder  was  Tobiah  (Jos.  Ant.  xii.  4  2  represents 
a  Tobiah  as  his  grandfather). 

It  is  also  possible  to  find  a  veiled  reference  to  this  Hyrcanus 
in  Zech.  114-17,  where  'the  prominent  man  who  does  not  fill 
the  shepherd's  office  in  his  own  interest,  but  in  that  of  the  flock, 
and  gives  it  up  as  soon  as  he  sees  that  the  flock  is  not  worthy 
of  him'  seems  to  correspond  to  the  proud  character  and  high- 
flown  plans  of  Hyrcanus  (We.  A7.  Pr.i3),  196).  Cp  ZECHARIAH, 
BOOK  OF. 

HYSSOP  P'lTK,  'ezdb;  ycccoTTOC  :  Ex.  12  22  Lev. 
144649  51  /.  Nu.  196  18  i  K.  433  [5  13]  Ps.  51  7  [9]  Jn. 
1929  [but  see  below]  ;  Heb.  9i9t),  a  small  wall-growing 
plant,  well  adapted  for  sprinkling,  and  hence  regularly 
used  to  sprinkle  blood  in  various  purificatory  rites. 

The  name  may  be  of  Sem.  origin,  as  kindred  forms  are  found 
in  Ass.,  Aram.,  Ar.,  and  Eth.  ;  v<r<rianos  is  probably  derived 
from  the  Sem.  word,  and,  from  Greek,  has  passed  into  modern 
languages.  But  whatever  the  uVcrcoTros  of  the  Greeks  may  have 
j  been,  the  Heb.  'ezdb  can  hardly  be  our  '  hyssop  '  (Hyssofus 
officinalis,  L.),  which  is  not  a  native  of  Palestine. 

There  have  been  endless  conjectures  as  to  the  plant 

intended  (see  esp.  the  42  pp.  in  Celsius  1407^!).    Many 

have  adopted  the  opinion  of  Maimonides,  who  identifies 

it  with  the  satar  of  the  Arabs  —  i.e.  ,  with  some  species 

of  Satureia.     It  is,  however,  doubtful  whether  Satureia  is 

,    a  wall-plant  ;  the  only  species  in  Palestine  is  Satureia 

\    Thymbra.     A  more  probable  identification  is  that  with 

|    the  caper  plant  (Capparis  spinosa}.      This  bright  green 

I    creeper  has  a  special  fondness  for  rocks  and  walls,  and 

is  plentiful  in  Egypt,  in  the  Sinaitic  peninsula,  in  the 

gorge  of  the   Kidron,   and  on   the  walls  of  Jerusalem 

(Tristram). 

The  similarity  of  'ezob  to  'asaf,  an  Arabic  name  for  the  caper, 
is  a  further  argument  adduced  by  Tristram  (NHB  457)  ;  but  the 
i     philological  connection  is  doubtful. 

The  cleansing  properties  of  this  plant  appear  to  be 
traditional  in  the  East  (cp  Watt,  Diet.  Econom.  Products 
of  India,  2133).  On  the  whole  this  identification  deserves 
the  preference,  unless  we  choose  rather  to  suppose  that 
the  word  is  somewhat  general,  including  various  herbs 
of  the  nature  of  thyme,  savory,  and  marjoram.  On  the 
ritual  use  of  hyssop  see  SACRIFICE. 

[Jn.  1929  states  that  'they  filled  a  sponge  with  vinegar  and 
put  it  upon  hyssop'  (v<T<Ttt>ir<p)  ;  Mk.lJ>36  says  'upon  a  reed' 
(/caAct^tw).  'A  hyssop  stalk,  then,'  say  the  commentators.  But 
see  Naber  (Mnemosyne,  363  ['78]),  who  defends  the  reading  vcrcria 
conjectured  by  Joachim,  Camerarius,  and  Bentley,  and  actually 
found  in  hscr*  [Ti.].1  In  v.  34  the  spear  used  in  piercing  the 
side  is  called  ^dyxi  ',  but  vcrtros  was  at  all  events  a  well-known 
word  for  javelin  (Lat.  piluni).  De  Pieu  (Crit.  Sac.  $?6f.  [1593]) 
gives  an  elaborate  note  on  the  reading  v<r<rtan<a.  He  rejects  the 
conjecture  of  Camerarius,  and  no  wonder,  for  that  scholar 
thought  it  necessary  to  read  v<r<rta  irponepi.6fVTts,  'binding  it 
[the  sponge]  round  the  top  of  a  spear.'  He  is  half  inclined  to 
accept  the  much  worse  conjecture  of  D.  Heinsius  that  we  should 
read  oicrturoi'  TrepifleVres  (scil.  KaAa/iia)).  That  Greek  medical 
writers  used  WO-O-UTTOS  corruptly  for  otcrvn-o?  (the  grease  ex 
tracted  from  wool,  and  waxed,  which  was  used  as  a  sedative  for 
the  pain  of  wounds)  is  certain.  But  the  refreshment  offered  to 
Jesus  was  sour  wine  (ofos)  mixed  with  myrrh  ;  what  was  wanted 
in  addition  was  not  ottruiro?  but  something  to  bring  the  refresh 
ment  to  the  sufferer's  mouth.  v<r<reS  suits  the  context,  oivvirov 
does  not.  WH  notes  corruption  in  the  passage  ;  no  other  word 
but  ixrtria  is  available  :  TTCO  before  Trepi  is  not  a  surprising  addi 
tion.  The  text  of  Jn.  19  29/>  should  therefore  probably  run,  'so 
they  put  a  sponge  full  of  sour  wine  upon  a  javelin,  and  brought 
it  to  his  mouth.']  N.  M.  —  W.  T.  T.-D.  —  T.  K.  C. 


Cp  also  Bowyer,  Critical  Conjectures^), 
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IBHAR  (inn\  '  He  (God)  chooses,1  §  53 ; 
CIS  2  no.  147  ;  BA&P  [BX],  ieB-  [AL]),  a  son  of  DAVID 
(q.v.,  §  ii,  col.  1032),  2  S.  615  (eBe&p  [B],  ieB&p 
[A]),  x  Ch.  36  14S. 

IBIS  (nBJKn),  Lev.  11  igf  RVms-;  EV  HERON  (q.v. ). 

IBLE  AM  ( OF? y  ;  local  names  of  this  formation  [cp 
AMMI,  NAMES  WITH,  col.  138,  n.  i,  §  3;  NAMES, 
§  97]  may  have  been  originally  clan-names  ;  i[e]BAAAM 
[BAL]),  together  with  its  'daughters'  (i.e. ,  depend 
encies),  was  one  of  the  towns  whose  (Canaanite)  in 
habitants  Manasseh  was  unable  to  drive  out  ( Judg.  1 27, 
BAA&K  and  ieB.  [B],  BdA&AM  and  ieB.  [A],  ieBA<w\ 
[L]). 

In  Josh.  17  ii  the  mention  of  Ibleam  is  not  original,  as  it  is 
manifest  that  the  whole  passage  has  been  arranged  to  suit  Judg. 
127  (om.  BA,  iaj3Aaa/u.  [L]).l 

It  was  near  Ibleam  at  the  ascent  of  GUR  that  Ahaziah, 
king  of  Israel,  was  slain  ;  2  K.  9  27  (e/c/SXaa/u.  [B]). 

According  to  MT,  2  K.  15 10,  Zechariah,  the  son  of  Jeroboam, 
was  slain  by  Shallum,  ny-^p.  This  un-Hebraic  phrase,  which 
RV  ungrammatically  renders  '  before  the  people '  (a  legacy 
from  AV),  was  emended  by  Gratz  (Gesch.  1 1  99)  to  cy^3'3>  '  in 
Ibleam' — a  happy  conjecture  which  was  afterwards  confirmed 
by  ©L  (e^  le/SAaa/u.,  Kt$\aa.p.  [BA]). 

In  i  Ch.  6  70  [55]  the  name  appears  as  BILEAM  (oy^a, 
om.  B),  and  perhaps  in  Judith  in  several  forms  (see 
BELMEN).  It  seems  to  have  been  near  EN-GANNIM, 
and  the  name  has  probably  survived  in  the  IVddy  (and 
Blr]  Bel'amek,  about  half-an-hour  S.  of  Jenin.  The 
identification  with  el-Jelameh  is  unsatisfactory :  this 
place  is  situated  in  an  open  plain,  there  is  no  pass-  in 
the  neighbourhood,  and  it  could  never  have  been  a 
place  of  great  strength.2  Ibleam  occurs  together  with 
Taanach  in  the  list  of  Palestinian  cities  subdued  by 
Thotmes  III.  in  the  sixteenth  century  B.C.  (  Y-b-ra-a-mu, 
see  WMM,  As.  u.  Eur.  195).  See  GATH-RIMMON,  2. 

S.  A.  C. 

IBNEIAH  (H^5\  'Yahwe  builds  up,'  §  31;  cp 
IBNIJAH  ;  B&NA&M  [B],  leBN&A,  [AL]),  head  of  one  of 
the  Benjamite  clans  settled  in  Jerusalem  in  Nehemiah's 
time(i  Ch.  98).  In  ||  Neh.  118  the  name  appears  as 
GABBAI.  See  GABBAI. 

IBNIJAH  (nT>33»;  B&NMA  [B],  ieB&NA«M  [A], 
I6XONIOY  [L]}-  a  Benjamite  (i  Ch.  98).  Cp  IBNEIAH. 

IBRI  (nay.  AB&I  [B],  coBAl  [A],  ABApiA  [L]),  a 
Merarite  Levite  (i  Ch.  2427);  see  BENO,  JAAZIAH. 
In  view  of  the  way  in  which  the  Chronicler  built  up 
his  name-lists  (see  GENEALOGIES  i.  §  7  [ii.  /.]),  it 
becomes  highly  probable  that  for  nay  we  should  read 
nay,3  which  the  Chronicler  seems  to  have  used  as  a 
useful  Merarite  '  dummy '  name. 

ABDI  (i),  ABDA  (2),  and  the  cognate  OBADIAH  (9)  occur  in  the 
genealogy  of  the  Merarite  Ethan-Jeduthun,  and  to  the  same 
Levitical  division  belong  the  names  OBED-EDOM,  OBED  (4),  and 
OBADIAH  (8).  S.  A.  C. 

IBSAM  (Db'T),  i  Ch.  72  RV  ;  AV  JIBSAM. 

IBZAN(|>'?N,Judg.l28-iot;  AB<MC<\N[B],  eceBcoN 
[AL],  A.VP&NHC  [J°s-]).  one  of  the  six  minor  judges  in 
the  Book  of  Judges,  belonged  to  Bethlehem  (i.e. ,  not 
the  place  of  that  name  in  Judah,  as  Jos.  Ant.  v.  7 13, 
but  the  Bethlehem  in  the  land  of  Zebulun),  and  was 
buried  there  (v.  10,  gN  eceBcON  [A]). 

1  See  Bu.  Ri.  Sa.  IT,/.,  and  SBOT,  'Judges.' 

2  Cp  Baed.(3)  262,  and  Moore,  Judges  (I.e.),  who  notes  a  pos 
sible  connection  of  Ibleam  with  the  Balamon  of  Judith  83.     See 
BELMEN. 

3  Cp  ©A,  in  ©B  &  and  A  were  confused. 
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The  name  seems  to  be  connected  with  that  of  ABEZ  ;  cp  Cain 
and  Cainan,  Hazor  and  Hezron,  Shema  and  Shim'on  (Simeon). 
He  '  had  thirty  sons,  and  sent  out  thirty  daughters,  and  brought 
in  from  abroad  thirty  daughters  for  his  sons  '  —  i.e.,  was  the  head 
of  a  widely  ramified  clan. 

ICE  (rnj5).  Ps.  147  17  Job6i6  EV,  etc.  In  Ezek.  1  22 
RVmK-  ;  AV  CRYSTAL.  See  FROST. 


ICHABOD  O'Uan*),  b.  Phinehas,  b.  Eli,  the  brother 
of  Ahitub  (iS.  143T,  icox^BHA  [B  ;  om.  A],  -Be  [L], 
Jos.  |A.X60BHN  [Niese],  iA3O*[Pesh.]).  In  a  passage 
of  later  date  (  i  S.  42i/  ),  resembling  the  narrative  of  the 
birth  of  Benjamin  (Gen.  35i6_^  ),  an  account  is  given 
of  his  birth  and  a  quasi-historical  explanation  of  his 
name.  The  tidings  of  the  loss  of  the  ark  and  of  the 
death  of  Eli  and  his  sons  are  stated  to  have  reached 
the  wife  of  Phinehas  as  she  lay  in  childbirth  ;  she  named 
the  new-born  babe  '  Ichabod,'  saying,  '  The  glory  (112:, 
i.e.  ,  the  divine  glory)  is  departed  from  Israel  '  (cp  Hos. 
10s,  also  i  Mace.  28,  avyp  fr/Sofos).1  A  touching  story, 
but  one  that  is  obviously  suggested  by  a  popular  ety 
mology. 

Instead,  however,  of  at  once  seeking  for  this  etymology,  let  us 
apply  for  a  suggestion  to  the.  versions.  In  i  S.  4  21  ©  gives 

ovai/3apxa/3<«>0  [B],  ovacxajSwfl  [A],  ouai|3apia>x<i/3»)S  [L],».T>Q-» 
[Pesh.].  ©B'S  reading  is  variously  explained  as  representing 
rrarna  'IN,  'woe  on  the  streets'  (We.),  or  H133  13y  'IN.  'alas! 
the  glory  has  passed  away'  (Klo.).  ©A,  however,  suggests  a 
simpler  reading,  1133  'IN.  In  i  S.  143  tne  Vss.  (see  above) 
presuppose  the  reading  "133V,  JOCHEBED  (q.v.),  and  ©L's  read 
ing  in  i  S.  422  combines  this  with  the  first  part  of  ©B's.  It  is 
very  plausible  to  suppose  that  tradition  gave  a  slight  turn  to 
this  name,  so  as  to  reflect  the  painful  feelings  of  contemporaries 
of  the  capture  of  the  ark  (cp  Ben-oni  side  by  side  with  Benjamin 
in  Gen.  35  is). 

In  short,  the  popular  etymology  presupposed  by 
i  S.  421  was  not  Ti33"'N,  'inglorious'  (Jos.  a5o|ta),  but 
1133  'in,2  '  alas  for  the  glory'  (so  Klost.  ;  cp  i  K.  1830 
Am.  5i6).  If  so,  we  must  decline  the  view  (proposed 
afresh  by  Marq.  Fund.  24)  that  the  original  name  was 
Abi-cabod  (cp  JESSE,  JEZEBEL).  Jochebed  (or  Joca- 
bod)  —  i.e.  ,  '  Yahwe  is  glory  '  —  would  seem  to  be  the  true 
name  —  certainly  an  appropriate  one  for  the  brother  of 
Ahi-tub,  i.e.  ,  'The  (divine)  brother  is  goodness.'  It 
will  be  seen  from  these  facts  that  Hommel's  explanation, 
'Ai  (=Yah)  is  glory'  (AHT  116),  is,  to  say  the 
least,  quite  needless.  One  point  remains.  The  vicis 
situdes  of  ethnic  names  are  so  strange  that  we  may 
surmise  I-cabod,  or  rather  Jochebed,  to  be  the  original 
form  of  the  name  Jacob  (Che.  )  ;  see  JOCHEBED. 

T.  K.  c.  —  S.  A.  C. 

ICONIUM  (iKONlpN  [Ti.WH],  mod.  Konia}.  The 
site  has  preserved  a  single  name  from  the  earliest  times. 
The  town  was  selected  by  the  Seljuk  Sultans  as  their 
capital,  owing  partly  to  its  central  position,  and  partly 
to  its  pleasant  surroundings,  which  are  in  great  contrast 
to  the  rest  of  the  Lycaonian  plain  (cp  Strabo,  568).  The 

1  v.  22  is  usually  taken  as  a  gloss  to  preclude  the  idea  that  the 
death  of  Eli  and  both  the  sons  could  be  as  grievous  as  the  loss 
of  the  ark  (cp  Then,  and  Bu.   in  SBOT).      ©B  Omits  -en1? 
•  •  •  ^lOty'D  in  v.  21,  and  if  v.  2ib  be  an  interpolation,  as  Oort 
suggests  (7"A.7'183o8)  —  the  "dying   mother  in  206  pays  little 
regard  to  the  child,  but  only  to  the  loss  of  the  ark,  and  216  is  a 
clumsy  clause  which  we  could  well  do  without  —  v.  22  is  then 
original,  and  will  aptly  follow  after  the  mention  of  the  name 
Ichabod. 

2  In   Eccles.  4  10  10  16    'X  =  'iN;   see  Ko.  Lehrg.  ii.  1  339.     It 
should   be   noticed   that  the  existence  of  a  negative  part.    »K 
in  the  OT  is  very  disputable  ;  'p3~'N,  Job  22  30,  stands  in  a  very 
obscure  context.     It  is,  however,  found  regularly  in  Ethiopic, 
Mishnic-Hebrew,  and  Phoenician. 
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gardens  of  the  suburbs  are  still  a  pleasant  feature  ;  they 
depend  entirely  on  irrigation  (cp  Nik.  Chon.  542). 
The  town  lies  on  the  W.  edge  of  the  vast  upland  plain 
of  Lycaonia  ;  the  mountains  rise  six  miles  to  the  W. , 
whilst  on  the  N.  and  S.  at  a  distance  of  ten  miles  are 
ranges  of  hills. 

'  On  first  seeing  Konia  from  the  hills  above,  the  traveller  is 


struck  by  its  open  and  undefended  position,  lying  as  it  does  in 
the  plain,  with  no  natural  citadel,  and  equally  by  its  apparent 
size.    Modern  Iconium  very  meagre 
Little  remains  of  old  Iconium'  (Ho 


by  its 
old  fra 


size.  Modern  Iconium  very  meagrely  fills  out  its  old  framework, 
ittle  remains  of  old  Iconium'  (Hogarth  \nJHS  1X154). 
Under  the  Persian  empire  Iconium  was  the  frontier 
city  of  Phrygia  (first  mention  in  Xen.  Anab.  i.  2 19,  rijs 
$pvylas  TToXis  tcrxdrT;,  sc.  in  the  direction  of  Lycaonia). 
In  precise  agreement  with  this  is  the  implication  in 
Acts  146,  that  in  traversing  the  eighteen  miles  between 
Iconium  and  Lystra  the  apostles  crossed  the  Lycaonian 
frontier.  Yet  the  city  is  assigned  to  Lycaonia  by  Pliny, 
Strabo  (I.e. ),  and  Cicero  (Ad  Fam.lb^:  castra  in 
Lycaonia  apud  Iconium).  This  is  because  during  the 
first  century  before  and  after  Christ  the  town  was  united 
with  Lycaonia  for  administrative  purposes.  Under 
Roman  dominion  geographical  facts  prevailed  over 
ethnical  affinities,  and  Iconium  was  recognised  as  the 
centre  of  Lycaonia  and  the  capital  of  its  tetrarchy  of 
fourteen  cities  added  to  Galatia  Proper  probably  about 
1 60  B.C.  (Plin.  jFfN5gs-  the  region  called  IIpocmXTj/u- 
(itvri,  the  Added  Land,  by  Ptol.  v.  4io).  In  Acts  146, 
therefore,  the  writer  speaks  according  to  local  Iconian, 
not  official,  usage. 

In  39  B.C.  this  district  (i.e.,  part  of  Lycaonia,  with 
Isauria  and  some  of  Cilicia  Tracheia),  was  given  by 
Antony  to  M.  Antonius  Polemon  (Strabo,  568)  ;  but 
Iconium  and  the  Lycaonian  part  of  Polemon's  kingdom 
soon  passed  into  the  hands  of  Amyntas,  who  in  25  B.C. 
left  his  kingdom  to  the  Romans.  By  them  it  was 
formed  into  the  Province  Galatia.  When  Claudius 
turned  his  attention  to  the  fringe  of  the  Empire, 
Iconium  was  given  the  title  Claudian  (50-54  A.D.  ),  and 
struck  coin  as  Claudeikonion — a  title  which  expresses 
the  share  of  the  town  in  the  Romanisation  of  the  Pro 
vince,  and  its  pride  in  its  position.  Not  until  Hadrian's 
time  was  Iconium  raised  to  the  rank  of  a  Colony,  with 
the  title  ^.lia  Hadriana  Iconiensium.  Hence  in  Paul's 
time  the  town  was  popularly  described  as  Phrygian, 
officially  as  Galatian,  or  Phrygo-Galatian  (i.e. ,  belonging 
to  that  part  of  Phrygia  which  was  attached  to  Galatia 
Provincia  ;  so  in  Acts  16  6  :  '  and  they  went  through  the 
region  of  Phrygia  and  Galatia, '  dirj\6ov  St  TT\V  $pvyia,i> 
teal  TaKaTiKTjv  •x&Pa-v>  referring  to  this  district.  See 
PHRYGIA,  but  cp  GALATIA,  ITUREA).  In  polite  style  its 
inhabitants  would  be  addressed  as  TaXdrai,  for  $ptiyes 
in  ordinary  parlance  meant  slaves  (cp  Cic.  pro  Place. 
65  :  hoc  vetus  proverbium,  Phrygem  plagis  fieri  solere 
meliorem).  The  name  Lycaones,  again,  would  have 
been  peculiarly  inappropriate  at  any  time  between  37 
and  72  A.D.  as  it  then  signified  the  inhabitants  of  the 
non-Roman  part  of  Lycaonia,  the  subjects  of  king 
Antiochus  (cp  his  coins  with  the  legend  ATKAONfiN). 
The  only  other  possible  mode  of  address  would  have 
been  to  use  the  title  "EXX^ves. 

The  idea  supported  by  Farrar,  that  Paul  and  Barnabas  used 
the  frontier  like  brigands,  must  be  rejected.  They  found  safety 
in  an  intelligent  use  of  the  self-government  of  the  various  cities. 
The  events  in  Iconium,  where  the  magistrates 
(&pXOVTes,  native,  not  Roman,  officials)  play  so  active  a 
part,  illustrate  the  difference  in  attitude  displayed  by  the 
Roman  colonial  and  ordinary  municipal  magistrates 
towards  the  new  teaching  (cp  Ramsay,  St.  Paul,  304/1 ). 
Iconium  owed  its  importance  in  Paul's  time  to  its 
connection  with  the  backbone  of  the  Roman  road- 
system  in  Asia  Minor  (i.e. ,  the  great  road  from  Ephesus 
to  the  Euphrates)  by  a  cross-road  running  northwards 
to  Laodiceia  Katakekaumene  (Combusta)  about  nine 
hours  distant  (Strabo,  663 ;  traversed  by  Paul,  Acts  166). 
It  lay  itself  in  the  direct  route  to  the  Cilician  Gates  (by 
way  of  Barata  and  Kybistra).  This  commercial  im 
portance  is  illustrated  by  the  presence  of  many  Greeks 


IDOL 

and  Jews  (Acts  14  1,  cp  the  inscrip.  :  see  Rams. 
Cities  and  Bish.  of  Phrygia,  2667673)  ;  the  latter  evi 
dently  possessed  considerable  influence  (Acts  14s). 
Timothy's  reputation  had  easily  spread  from  his  native 
town  to  the  Jews  of  Iconium  (Acts  162).  'One  of  the 
most  extensive  groups  of  early  Christian  inscriptions 
belongs  to  Iconium  and  the  country  N.  and  NE.  from 
it  '  (Rams.  Hist.  Comm.  220).  The  city  seems  to  have 
been  the  centre  from  which  Christianity  radiated  in  S. 
Galatia  (cp  Rams.  Cities  and  Bish.  of  Phrygia,  2  511). 
It  was  the  scene  of  the  legend  of  Thecla.  According 
to  tradition  Sosipatros,  one  of  the  Seventy,  was  bishop 
of  Iconium,  and  was  succeeded  by  Terentius,  also  one 
of  the  Seventy  (Rom.  162i/.  ). 

See  account  in  Ramsay's  Historical  Commentary  on  the 
Galatians.  w.  J  W 

IDALAH  (nVv,  lepeixco  [B],  ,AXH\A  [A], 
ICA&A.  [L]),  a  town  in  Zebulun,  mentioned  between 
Shimron  and  Bethlehem,  Josh.  19  ist-  Conder  identifies 
it  with  Kh.  el-ffuwdra,  S.  of  Beit  Lahm  (PEFM\  288), 
-  —  a  name  which  closely  resembles  "Yn,  ffirye,  with 
which  Talm.  /.  ,  Meg.  1  1,  identifies  it  (but  cp  KATTATH, 
KITRON).  T.  K.  c. 

IDBASH  (G?3T),  an  obscure  name  (§  54)  in  i  Ch.  4  3 

(I&B&C  [B],  IT&BHC  [A;  cp  v.  9/],  ieAeB&c  [L]). 
connected  with  ETAM  (q.v.  ). 

IDDO  ('nX,  perhaps  =  Phcen.  NIK,  CIS  1  no.  426),  the 
chief  of  some  Levites  and  Nethinim  at  CASIPHIA 
(q.v.),  Ezra8i7(om.  BA,  &AA&6I  [L])  =  i  Esd.  84S/.  , 
LODDEUS  [RV],  a  combination  of  VN,  '  to'  and  '  Iddo' 

(AA&A&IOC  and  AoA&lOC  [B],  AoAA&IOC  [A],  <\AA<M 
[L])  ;  in  AV  SADDEUS  and  DADDEUS. 

IDDO  (IT,  see  HADORAM,  and  cp  in  Palm.  H\ 
'  beloved1  [in  Gr.  inscr.  taSScuoj],  perhaps  shortened  from 

rVT,  JEDAIAH,   lAAlcM  [L]). 

1.  b.  Zechariah,  a  ruler  in  Manasseh.  E.  of  the  Jordan,  i  Ch. 
27  21  (LO.S&O.I  [BAL]). 

2.  (So  RV,  but  AV  JADAU)  otherwise  JADDAI,  one  of  the 
B'ne  Nebo  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5 
end),  Ezra  10  43  (IT,  Kt.,   'T,  Kr.  ;  Sia  [BN],  tafiet  [A],  iSat  [L]) 
=  i  Esd.  9  35,  EDES,  RV  EDOS  (rjSos  [B],  rjfiai?  [A]). 

IDDO(dAA6o[BNAQL]).  i.  (^.[Kt.],  H^^Kr.] 
in  2  Ch.  929,  RVm£-  JEDAI  or  JEDO  ;  twTjA  [BA],  -5  [L], 
but  VW,  12  15  1822;  a3w[B]  in  both  places),  a  prophet 
contemporary  with  Jeroboam  and  Abijah  according  to 
the  Chronicler,  and  designated  '  the  Seer1  (nTHH),  2  Ch, 
929  12  15  1822.  On  his  connection  as  a  historical 
authority  with  the  Bk.  of  Chronicles,  see  CHRONICLES, 
§  6  (2). 

2.  (ITy).     A  Gershonite  Levite  ;  i  Ch.  6  21  [6]  (aSei  [B],  aSSi 
[  Aat  sup  ras  et.  in  mg.]).    In  z/.  41  [26]  the  name  appears  as  ADAIAH 
('"C?J>  :  <*£'«  [B],  aSaia  [A],  aSia  [L]). 

3.  (ny,  Zech.  1  i.butN'nyz/.  7,  Ezra5i6i4[Ginsb.]Neh.  124). 
Grandfather  of  the  prophet  Zechariah  (Zech.  1  1  7  ;  cp  Ezra  5  i, 
aSia  [B]  =  i  Esd.  6  i,  ADDO,  eSSeti/  [B],  eSSia  [L]  ;  Ezra  6  14,  aSta 
[B],  eS8.  [L]  =  iEsd.  73,  where,  however,  the  name  is  omitted. 
He   is   mentioned    in    the    post  -exilic   list,    Neh.  124    (oSaias 
[Kc.a  mg.  sup.L])  om.  BN*A),  and  according  to  v.  16  the  repre 
sentative  of  his  house  was  Zechariah  (K^V,  Kt.  ;   Kliy,  Kr.  ; 
om.  BN*A,  aSSai  [Kc.amg.  inf.],  asal?  [LJJ^     ' 

4-  (NT1V).  tne  father  of  AHINADAB  (q.v.),  i  K.  4  14  (ax«X  [B], 
o-aSawc  [A],  axta/3  [L]). 

IDOL,  a  representation  of  a  deity  which  is  made  an 
object  of  worship.  In  this  article  the  word  is  used  in 
the  restricted  sense  to  designate  an  iconic  representation, 
an  image  ;  on  the  aniconic  agalmata  see  MASSEBAH, 
ASHERAH  ;  cp  also  IDOLATRY,  §  2. 

a.  A  name  for  '  image  '  common  to  all  the  Semitic 
languages  is  selem  (cbx,  <S  generally  elK(av,  also  6fJioiu/j.a, 


1  liy  is  probably  a  miswriting  of  tay  (or  '"ny,  the  vocalisation 
is  not  certain  ;  cp  ®)  rather  than  its  equivalent.  <Z5  carries  the 
error  a  step  further  by  presupposing  1V°V  (IHHA  =  inHA).  Cp 
Ki.  'Cbron.'SBOT. 
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Sdcm  is  used  of  the  golden  imagesof  field  mice  and  of  tumours(?) 

which  the  Philistines  sent  to  appease  the  anger  of  Yahwe  when 

they  returned  the  ark  (18.6511);   ot"  figures  of 

1.  Names.  Chaldeans  painted  on  a  wall  (Ezek.  23  14)  ;  cpalso 

Gen.  1  26  f.  (man  made  in  the  image  of  God),  9  6 

63;  of  idols,  Ezek.  720  (of  gold  and  silver),   1617  (images  of 

males),  2  K.  11  18  Nu.  8852  Dan.  3  iff.  (in  Aramaic).     In  this 

sense  the  word  does  not  occur  in  any  writer  earlier  than  the  later 

part  of  the  seventh  century  (in  Am.  5  26  it  is  a  gloss). 

6.  Another  general  name  for  idols  is  '  asdbbim  (tray, 
sing.,  Is.  48s  'oseb,  conformed  to  axj?,  'pain');1  © 

usually  etSw\a,  also  yXvirra,  6foi. 

Hosea  speaks  contemptuously  of  'iisabbim  as  the  manufacture 
of  craftsmen  (13  2,  parallel  to  massekah,  '  molten  image  ' ;  note 
also  '  the  calves '  in  the  following  clause) ;  they  were  of  silver 
and  gold  (8  4,  cp  Ps.  1164);  see  also  4  17  148  [9].  Is.  48  5  couples 
the  name  with  pesel  and  nesek,  '  graven  image  and  molten 
image  '  ;  see,  further,  Is.  46  i  (Bel  and  Nebo),  Jer.  50  2  (Bel  and 
Merodach);  i  S.  31 9  28.621  (gods  of  the  Philistines;  see 
below,  §  3)Zech.  132  Is.  10  n  Ps.  1063638. 

The  derivation  of  the  word  is  not  clear  ;  according  to 
the  most  probable  etymology  the  primary  meaning  is 
akin  to  that  of  pesel,  a  work  of  sculpture  (cp  the  verb, 
Job  10  8  Jer.  44 19).  Jewish  scholars  in  the  Middle  Ages 
connected  it  with  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  verb 
'dsab  and  its  derivatives  in  Hebrew,  and  interpreted 
1  cause  of  woe '  ;  but  this  would  be  possible  only  if  we 
could  suppose  that  the  name,  like  tlillm,  gillfdlm,  etc. 
(see  below,  §  3),  was  coined  by  the  haters  of  idolatry.2 

c.  Semel  ("?SD,    eix&v,  y\vTrr6v)  is  used   by   Ezekiel 
in  (835)  speaking  of  a  particular  idol  in  the  temple  at 
Jerusalem,    called    nx:j3.T    hoo  (seme!  hakkindh],    '  the 
jealousy  image,"  because,  it  is  explained  (v.  3),  it  pro 
vokes  (Yahwe)  to  jealousy.3     (Cp  CHIUN  and  SICCUTH.  ) 

The  word  occurs  also  in  Dt.  4  16,  'an  image  in  the  form  of 
male  or  female' ;  2Ch.  33 7  15,  where  semel  is  put  in  the  place 
of  the  dsherdh  of  2  K.  21  7  (pesel  is  a  gloss  both  in  Kings,  I.e., 
and  in  Ch.  v.  7).  In  Phoenician  semel  ('JDD.  nVno)  is  a  statue 
of  a  man  or  woman  (CISi,  no.  88,  /.  2  ;  no.  91,  /.  i). 

In  Hebrew  semel  seems  to  be  a  loan-word  introduced 
in  the  sixth  century. 

d.  P/sel  (*?ga,  plur.  D'^'DS  I  ©  usually  y\vjrr6v,  also 
elKiiiv,    •yXv/j.fj.a,    ftdu\ov),    EV    'graven    image."     The 
verb  from  which  this  noun  is  derived  is  used  of  cutting, 
hewing,  or  dressing  wood  or  stone  (e.g. ,  i  K.  5i8  [32]). 
The  graven  image  is  described  as  the  work  of  a  crafts 
man   (ehn,   hard?,    Is.  40  ig/.    Dt.  27 15;    see   HANDI 
CRAFTS,  §  i) ;   it  was  commonly  of  wood  (Is.  40 20  44 15 
4620,   cp    Dt.  7525   123),   but  sometimes  of  stone  (Is. 
21  9,  idols  of  Babylon).     As  the  graven  image  was  prob 
ably  always  the  commonest  kind   of  image,   the  word 
pesel  is  frequently  used  generically  for  'idol'  (Ex.204 
Dt.  58),  even  for  those  which  were  cast  in   metal,   the 
specific    name   of  which  was  massekah.  ( Is.  30  22  40 19 
44 10  Jer.  10i4,  cp   Judg.  1?4);    on    the    massekah   see 
below  (e).     The/<w/  might  represent  human  or  animal 
forms,   or  the  heavenly  bodies  (Ex.204  Dt.  58,  especi 
ally  Dt.  4162325). 

See  further  Hos.  11  2  (parallel  to  '  the  baals  '),  Mi.  1  7  5  13  [12] 
Nah.  1  14  Hab.  2i8  Jer.  8  19  2  K.  1741,  frequent  in  Is.  40^ 
Jer.  10  50  51. 

e.  The  counterpart    of  the   '  graven    image '   is   the 
'molten  image,'  massekah  (roDD,   also   •qp:,    nesek,    Is. 
41 29  48s  Jer.  10 14  51 17,  and  Tpp:,  n'slk,  Dan.  118  ;  @ 
generally   -xiavevrbv,   occasionally    -xj^vevfia.,    y\virr6v), 
properly  an  image  of  metal  cast  in  a  mould,  the  work 
of  the  founder  (^nix,  soreph,  goldsmith  ;  specially  idol- 
maker,   Is.  40i9    41?    466   Jer.  10914;    cp    Judg.  174)- 
The  name  is  used  repeatedly  of  the  golden  '  calf '  which 
Aaron  made  (Ex.  8248,  cp  24*,  '  I  cast  it  into  the  fire 
and  out  came  this  calf,'   Dt.  9 1216  Neh.  9i8),   a  story 
aimed  at  the  worship  of  the  Yahwe  bulls  in  the  king- 

1  Cp  Q'TX,  Is.  45  16,  'pangs'  for  'figures'  (idols). 

2  The  older  Jewish  explanation  of  the  name — these  idols  were 
called  'dsdbbim,  because  they  were  made  of  joints  or  members 
(S(/ra  on  Lev.  19  4)— is  based  on  an  etymology  which  we  do  not 
understand. 

•*  The  explanation  is  perhaps  an  incorrect  gloss ;  cp  Syr. 
kanyatha,  idols  of  female  deities' ;  also  'dolls,  puppets." 

2147 


IDOL 

dom  of  Israel;  cp  2  K.  17 16  (where  'two  calves'  is 
a  gloss  to  'a  molten  image,'  i  K.  149).  See  also 
Hos.  182  (of  silver  ;  cp  28  [io])  Ps.  10619.  The  '  molten 
image"  is  the  only  kind  of  idol  specifically  prohibited 
in  the  oldest  legislation  (Ex.  34 17,  repeated  Lev.  194, 
cp  Nu.  33  52).  Pesel  and  massekah  are  frequently 
coupled,  to  include  every  species  of  idol ;  Nah.  1 14 
Hab.  2i8  Is.  48s  Jer.  10 14  =  51 17  Dt.  27 15.  The  name 
and  the  thing  were  probably  adopted  from  the  Canaan- 
ites  ;  in  Phoenician  to  cast,  found,  metal  is  -pa,  ndsak, 
in  Hebrew  px\  ydsak  (i  K.  746,  etc. ). 

/  In  Lev.  26 1  eben  maskith  (rrae'D  pK> ;  <5BAL  \iOov 
ffKoirbv,  <§F  \t6o<TK&irov  ;  RV  '  figured  stone, '  mentioned 
with  llilim,  pesel,  massebah,  as  an  object  of  idolatrous 
worship,  is  generally,  and  doubtless  rightly,  understood 
of  a  stone  with  images  in  relief,  such,  for  example, 
as  the  winged  solar  disk;  cp  Nu.  8852  (plur.  ni'SE-D, 
maskiyyoth,  (55  <r/co7ri<ij)  in  a  similar  context  ;  also  Ezek. 
812  (@  KpvTrrtf),  chambers  in  private  houses  decorated 
with  mythological  reliefs  or  paintings  (P).1 

See  for  further  illustration  of  the  meaning  of  the  word,  Prov. 
25  1 1  (embossed  silver  vessels),  Is.  2  16,  and  the  tropical  uses  in 
Ps.  73  7  Prov.  18  n. 

g.  In  Is.  45  16  the  D'TS  '^"JH,  hardse  firim,  are  makers  of 
'figures,'  idols;  cp  NH  rnis.  MT  intends  a  play  on  DTK, 
'  pangs.'  ©  has  a  different  text.  Cp  also  is',  Hab.  2  18. 
Cheyne  reads  D'oSs- 

h.  In  the  prohibitions  of  idolatry  the  words  Fmundh 
and  tabnith  are  of  frequent  occurrence. 

Of  the  two  temiinah  (HJ'Dn,  ©  generally  o^oiufjia,  also  idfa, 
^.op'/D),  Ofiouucns  [A])  is  connected  with  ntin,  '  species,'  and  is 
properly  that  which  is  distinctive  in  the  appearance  of  a  thing 
(see  Nu.  128  Ps.  17  15,  also  Job4i6  ©  f-op^ri',  in  the  laws, 
Ex.  204  Dt.  5s  4  12  isf.  23  25).  Tabnith  (H'Jan,  ©  commonly 
0/j.oLwfj.a,  sometimes  more  exactly  jrapaSecy/na)  is  properly  a 
building-plan,  pattern,  model  (e.g.,  Ex.  25  9  2  K.  16  10),  hence 
'  likeness  '  (Ezek.  8  3)  ;  Dt.  4  ibff.  Is.  4  13  Ezek.  8  10  (gloss  from 
Dt.  4i7/). 

i.  Other  words  translated  in  EV  '  idol '  or  '  image '  are  miph- 
leseth,  nx'jBD,  JK.  1613  (see  below,  §2/1);  massebah,  naso 
hammantm,  D'3Qn  (see  MASSEBAH)  ;  terdphitn,  D'Sln  (see 
TERAPHIM);  cp  also  EPHOD.S 

j.  Greek  names  in  Apocrypha  and  NT  are  elSta\ov  (i  Mace. 
14347  etc->  2  Mace.  1240  Tob.  146  Wisd.  14n_/:  etc.,  Acts 
741  1620  Rom.  222  i  Cor.  84  etc.,  Rev.  9 20  etc.);  eixuv 
(Wisd.  13 16  141517  Rom.  123  Rev.  13 14  etc.,  14on  15z 
etc.); 3  e'Sos  (Wisd.  15 4);  -yAvn-TOK  (i  Mace.  568  Wisd.  14 16 
15  13  etc.). 

The  words  discussed  in  the  preceding  section 
are  the  proper  names  for  idols  in  general  or  for 

,  -.  ,  .  particular  species  ;  they  may  all,  so 
2.  Opprobrious  £  as  we  kl£W|  haye  ^  Jed  wkh. 

,      . .  .  out  offence  by  the  worshippers  them- 

,  . ,  .    ,          selves.4     Beside    these,    however,    we 
ana  idolatry.    find  in  the  QT  a  great  variety  of  terms 

which  express  the  writers'  contempt  for  the  idols  and 
their  abhorrence  of  idolatry.  These  are  of  much  more 
frequent  use,  and  indeed  in  some  books  predominate  so 
that  the  proper  designations  occur  rarely  or  not  at  all. 
Some  of  these  terms  are  rendered  in  EV  ad  sensum, 
'  idols. ' 

They  describe  the  idols,  or  the  heathen  gods  identified  with 
the  idols,  as  unreal,  vain  (N)E%  sdiv',  Jer.  18  15  Ps.  31 6  [7]  etc.  ; 
^3JI,  hebhel,  Jer.  2s  819  Dt.  32  21,  and  often),  or  false  PijE', 
seker,  Is.  44  20  Jer.  10  14  etc.  ;  D'3J3,  ktzabhlnt,  Am.  2  4  etc.  ; 
JJN,  'ait-en,  Is.  41  29  663  etc.);  no-gods  (^N  K1?,  Id  'el,  H17K  «<S, 
lo  'eloah,  QV^K  K1?,  IS  'eldhlm  (Dt.  821721  Jer.  2n  5  7  etc.), 
impotent  (^y'ln  jt1?,  15  hffil,  Jer.  28  etc.),  lifeless,  mere  car 
casses  (D'nD,  methlm,  Ps.  10628;  D"!J9,  j*garim,  Lev.  2630; 
cp  Wisd.  13  10  17  etc.). 

The  following  words  of  this  class  require  somewhat 

1  The  words  are  athetized  by  Hitzig,  Cornill,  and  Siegfried. 

2  [O'JWS  nryiD  in   2  Ch.  3  10,   '  image    (AVmg.    '  moveable  ') 
work '  is  obscure  ;  see  comm.  ad  !oc.     |j  i  K.  6  23  has  jogf  'sy.l 

3  It  should  be  noted  that  tlictav  and  el&oAoi'  in  classical  Greek 
usually  designate  portrait  statues  or  paintings  of  men  or  women  ; 
seldom  images  of  the  gods  (Blumner,  Technologic,  2  182). 

4  Several  of  these  also  are  given  an  opprobrious  interpretation 
in  Si/ra  on  Lev.  19  4. 
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fuller  discussion  ;  (a)  tlilim  (D<7'7N,  @  etSwXa,  X€iP°~ 
TrotTjra,  pdeXvy/jLara.,  etc. ),  first  in  Is.  2  8  18  20,  perhaps 
coined  by  the  prophet,  and  in  secondary  or  doubtful 
passages,  10 10  /  191331?;  further,  Hab.  2i8  Jer. 
14 14  (AV<?)  Ezek.  30 13  Lev.  194  26 1  Ps.  96 5  977- 

The  derivation  of  the  word  is  disputed  ;  the  most  probable  and 
most  widely  accepted  hypothesis  is  that  it  is  connected  with  the 
negation  7N,  al,  'not';  cp  Ass.  ul,  'not,'  ullu,  'non-being,' 
•uldlii,  'powerless'  (Del.  Ass.  HWB,  71),  Syr.  dill,  'weak '(in 
body  or  mind)  ;  also  NH  77^  (Levy,  NHWB 1  86)  ;  see  Job  13  4 
(©  Ka.K<av),  where  fill  is  parallel  to  seker,  'falsehood,  deceit.' 
Others  regard  elll  as  etymologically  a  derivative  of  el,  '  god  ' 
(diminutive,  Movers,  Fiirst) ;  cp  n?N7N  in  Sabsean  inscriptions 
(No.  SBA  IV,  1882,  p.  1191).  The  word  was  then  by  popular 
etymology  associated  with  al,  'not.'  The  similarity  of  sound 
leads  to  the  paronomasia  Q'7'7**  D'DJ?n  TI7N  73,  Ps.  96  5,  'all 
the  elohlm  of  the  nations  are  ellllm ;  see  also  Hab.  2  18.  It 
does  not  appear,  however,  that  this  play  was  designed  in  the 
formation  of  the  word. 

b.  The  favourite  word  for  idols  in  Ezekiel  is  gillidim 
(o'TlVfi  @  most  frequently  etduXov,  but  often  fvOvfj.ijfji.a, 
also  pStXvyjui,  ^iriTrjSfv^a  [?]    n7'7v)  I    Ezek.  64  etc. 
(more   than    forty  times)  Jer.  50 2  Lev.  2630    Dt.  29  16 
i  K.15i2  2126  2K.  17 12  21ii2i  2824   (all  deutero- 
nomistic). 

The  etymology  of  gillullm  also  is  uncertain  ;  the  Rabbinical 
interpreters  connect  it  with  gel,  gdldl,  'dung'  (e.g.,  Ezek. 
4  12  15);  so  probably  Aquila's  Ka6a.pii.ara  (Ezek.  64)  is  meant  ; 
cp  AV  Dt.  29i7[i6]  mg.,  'dungy  gods.'  So  Ges.-Buhl,  Stade- 
Siegfried,  and  others.  Cp  the  use  of  73T  and  7131  in  the 
Hebrew  of  the  Talmud  (see  BEELZEBUL).  That  Ezekiel  should 
coin  such  a  term  is  quite  conceivable  in  the  light  of  chaps.  16 
and  23,  where  no  expression  is  too  gross  for  him.  Others  prefer 
to  connect  the  word  wither/,  'stone  heap,'  or  with  the  primary 
meaning  of  the  root,  '  be  round ' — the  idol  contemptuously 
called  a  mere  log,  a  shapeless  mass  ;  so  Jahn  (not  excluding  the 
former  explanation),  and  many  recent  scholars.  It  is  possible 
that  in  the  coinage  of  the  word  a  contemptuous  play  upon  some 
term  in  use  in  the  worship  of  the  host  of  heaven  may  have  been 
designed  (cp  MH  galgal,  'celestial  sphere,'  especially  the 
sphere  of  the  fixed  stars  in  which  is  the  zodiac) ;  but  we 
have  no  evidence  of  this  use  in  the  OT. 

c.  Another  term,  expressive  of  the  deepest  abhorrence 
of  idolatry,    is   Hkkus   (pptp,    ©    generally   pS4\vy/j.a, 

sometimes  7rpoo-6x^'0'Ma>  fJ-ia^fM ',  EV '  detestable  things ' ; 
less  frequently  'abomination'). 

The  word  is  cognate  with  sekes,  which  is  a  technical  term 
for  tabooed  kinds  of  food  (flesh  of  various  animal  kinds,  vermin, 
carrion,  etc.),  with  a  connotation  of  loathsomeness ;  similarly 
sikkus  itself  in  Nah.  3  6  Zech.  9  7  (see  ABOMINATION,  2).  Since 
these  prohibitions  in  great  part  had  their  root  in  religious  anti 
pathies,  being  laid  on  things  associated  with  superstitions  which 
the  religion  of  Yahwe  abhorred,  the  opprobrious  term  sikkus  is 
not  unnaturally  applied  to  everything  which  belongs  to  another 
religion,  its  cultus,  the  images  of  its  gods,  and  the  gods  them 
selves  ;  the  worship  of  Yahwe  in  similar  ways,  which  the 
prophets  treat  as  mere  heathenism,  is  included.  Thus,  of  idols, 
Jer.  16  18  7  30  32  34  Ezek.  20  jf.  30  2  Ch.  158  etc.  ;  of  cultus, 
Jer.  13  27  Ezek.  37  23  Is.  66  3  ;  in  many  cases,  naturally,  this  dis 
tinction  cannot  be  made.  See,  further,  Jer.  4  i  Ezek.  5  n  7  20 
11 18  2i  Dt.  29 16  2  K.  2824  etc.  (on  cases  in  which  sikkus  is  a 
substitute  for  elohlm  see  below,  §  3). 

d.  A  word  of  like  meaning,  history,  and  application  is  to'ebdh 
(najjifl,  ©  generally  /3$e'Avyju.a,  sometimes  apo/ui'a,  AV  '  abomina 
tion  ')  ;  see  Is.  44  19  Ezek.  16  36  7  20 11  21  Jer.  16  18 ;  more  gener 
ally,  Ezek.  6  9  i  K.  14  24  2  K.  16  3  etc. 

e.  In  Dan.  8  13  (cp  v.  12  ©)  pesa'  (y^'S)  '  crime  '  (©  a^apria.') 
is   used  just   as  sikkus   is   in   the  parallel   passages   927  1131 
12n;  see   also   Ezek.  14  n,   and   the  conjunction  of  gillullm, 
sikkiislm,  and  p'sd'lm  in  Ezek.  37  23. 

f.  The  words  miphleseth  (n!j?SD,  i  K.  15  13  2  Ch.  15  16),  'an 
object  of  horror,'  and  emlm  (nVD'tt),  'terrors'  for  'idols'  (Jer. 
50  38),  also  belong  to  this  class  (see  below,  §  3  end).  Contempt  for 
the  idols  is  also  expressed  by  more  general  terms  when  they  are 
described  as  the  work  of  men's  hands  (e.g.,  Is.  2s),  mere  wood 
and  stone  (Dt.  4  28  28  3664  2  K.  19  18  Ezek.  20  32  Dan.  5  4  etc.). 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  many  instances  the 

contemptuous  expressions  which  we  have  been  examining 

3.  Substitution   wfre  introduceKd  into  the  text  by  later 

of  opprobrious   edltors  or  sTbe,s  m'h?  Place  °futhe 

for  inoffensive   Pr°P<"°rds   for   idols   or   heathen 

terms  g°ds,    in    the    same    way    in    which 

boseth,    'shame,'    has    been    put    for 

ba'al,  both  alone  (e.g. ,  Jer.  3  24  11  13  etc. )  and  in  proper 

names   like    Ishbosheth  (see  ISHBAAL),    and   with  the 

same  motive.      In  particular,   the  word  glohim,    'god' 

(or   'gods'),  when  used  of  other  deities  or  their  idols, 
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gave  much  offence,  and  led  to  many  alterations  of  the 
text.1  Thus  in  2  S.  5  21  the  Philistines,  routed  by 
David,  left  their  gods  on  the  field  of  battle  (<5  TOI)J 
deovs  avruv,  MT  i  Ch.  14  12  DftflTM)  ;  MT  substitutes 
Drvsxy,  'their  idols'  ;  in  i  S.  31 9  this  correction  has 
prevailed  in  all  the  texts,  though  the  context  leaves  no 
room  for  doubt  that  the  author  wrote  '  their  gods.' 

i  K.  11  contains  some  peculiarly  instructive  examples ;  in 
•irv.  5  7  the  original  reading  was,  'Astarte  the  god  of  the 
Phoenicians,  Milcom  the  god  of  the  Ammonites,  Chemosh  the 
god  of  the  Moabites ' ;  cp  v.  33,  where  MT  has  preserved  this 
text,  and  v.  8,  'their  gods.'  <&  translates  DTPHi  'god,'  by 
ciSioAoi/ ;  in  MT  sikkus,  has  been  inserted  in  two  of  the  three 
cases,  but  '  Astarte  the  god  of  the  Phoenicians '  remains 
untouched,  whilst  in  (E5  this  alone  has  been  changed  to  /SSeAvyfia. 
In  33,  where,  as  has  been  said,  MT  has  thrice  elohlm,  (5L  has 
Tfj  'AoTaprrj  /USeAvy/aari  ^iStavitav  KO\  r<a  Xa/j.ojs  eiSuJAcu  Mcoa/3 
(cal  rc3  MeA^Ojii  Trpo<ro\8i<riJ.aTi.  viiiv  'A/OIJOKOV.  Cp  also  2  K.  23  13 
in  MT  and  <5.  So  also  in  Is.  19  3  ©  has  focus  whilst  MT  reads 
ellllm.  For  another  case  of  substitution  see  ABOMINATION  OF 
DESOLATION. 

These  illustrations  show  that  as  late  as  the  time  when 
the  Greek  version  was  made  the  text  of  such  passages 
was  very  variable. 

Note  also  passages  like  Ezek.  7  20,  where  sikkuslm  appears 
as  a  doublet  to  to'cboth  ;  further  j36eAvyju.aTa  for  Q-JDH  (Is-  17s), 
for  D'7'7X  (Is-  2  8  20),  for  Q-^J  (i  K.  21  26  Ezek.  8013);  wpocr- 
oxOivfia.  for  'jya  (i  K.  16  32).  Perhaps  the  substitution  of  the 
contumelious  words  was  at  first  made  (both  in  Hebrew  and 
Greek)  in  reading,  as  a  standing  K^re  (cp  -q  /3daA  read  alcrxvvri), 
which  then  made  its  way  into  the  written  text  as  so  many  other 
Kerer's  did  at  an  early  time.  It  is  probable  that  miphleseth, 
'object  of  horror,'  in  i  K.  15  13  2  Ch.  15  16,  is  also  a  substitute 
for  some  more  concrete  word  ;  but  the  conjectural  restorations 
proposed  are  not  altogether  satisfactory. 

This  perversion  of  names  associated  with  idolatry  is 
not  an  accidental  conceit  of  individual  readers  or 
scribes  ;  it  has  the  warrant  of  an  old  and  authoritative 
tradition  which  attaches  itself  to  the  command,  '  Ye 
shall  not  mention  the  name  of  other  gods'  (Ex.  23 13  ; 
see  Mechilta,  Mishpdtim,  1070.,  ed.  Friedmann)  ;  and, 
'  Ye  shall  destroy  their  name  out  of  that  place '  (Dt. 
12s),  combined  with  '  thou  shall  utterly  detest  it,  and 
thou  shalt  utterly  abhor  it '  (uajmn  3Vni  l3Sj?B>n  ['/jit',  Dt. 
7  26 ;  interpreted,  '  thou  shalt  make  a  sikkus  and  a 
toebah  of  it ' ). 

See  Tosephta,  'Aboda  zdrd,  6  4,  ed.  Zuckermandel,  469  ;  Jer. 
'Aboda  zdrd,  36;  Bab.  ' '  Abodd  zdrd,  45^463;  Temiira,  28^; 
Aboth  de  Rabbi  Nathan,  §  34.  Examples  of  such  changes 
are  given  in  the  places  cited  ;  among  them  Beth-aven  (JIN  fva, 
Hos.  4  15  10s  etc.)  for  Bethel.  Without  any  direct  testimony 
we  should  unhesitatingly  assume  that  boseth  and  Hikkiisim 
in  Hos.  9  10  were  the  words,  not  of  the  eighth-century  prophet, 
but  of  a  Jewish  copyist ;  and  so  in  many  other  cases.  The 
principle  of  substitution  is  illustrated  in  the  Targums,  which 
put  ?ytD  'error'  for  elohlin  'god,'  when  used  of  the  gods  of  the 
heathen  (e.g.,  Dt.  28  36  Judg.  17  5  Is.  21  9  2  Ch.  32  15  35  21  etc.) ; 
and  render  by  the  same  general  term  many  words  for  '  idol ' ; 
e.g.,  ellllm  (Is.  2  18  20  19  3  etc.),  'asabblm  (Hos.  4  17  84  148  [9]), 
gilliillm  (Ezek.  64  f.  810  and  often),  semel  (Dt.  4  16  ps.  Jon.), 
miphleseth  (i  K.  1613),  etc.  Similarly  N?rn,  dahld,  'fear,'  is 
used  to  translate  elohlm  (Ex.  20  20  Hos.  8e),  etc.  Compare  also 
HXV,  'fear,'  for  'idol'  in  the  Talmud  (Levy,  N H  W B  <i  •*(>-$. 

Of  idols  which  were  the  object  of  a  public  cult  among 
the  Israelites,  we  have  descriptions   only  of  the  bull- 
images  of  Yahwe  at  Bethel,  Dan,  and  prob- 


4.  Forms 
of  idols. 


ably  other  temples  in  the  Northern   King- 


dom>  and  of  the  serpent  jn  the  temple  at 
Jerusalem.  The  former  were  introduced  by  Jeroboam 
I.  (i  K.  1228  /  2  K.  1029  I7i6  etc.);  they  were  of 
less  than  life-size — hence  the  contemptuous  '  calves  ' — 
and  of  gold,  that  is,  covered  with  gold  (see  §  5). 
Down  to  the  fall  of  Samaria  (721)  the  worship  of  these 
bulls  was  the  national  cultus  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel ; 
see  Hos.  8s/.  10  8  13  2.  According  to  Ex.  32  a  similar 
idol  which  Aaron  made  at  Horeb  was  indignantly 
destroyed  by  Moses,  and  the  people  severely  punished 
for  their  apostasy — an  anticipative  repudiation  of  the 
religion  of  the  Northern  Kingdom  (cp  Dt.  9i6  Neh.  9i8 
etc.).  Whether  the  conception  of  Yahwe  as  a  bull 
belonged  to  the  Israelites — or  some  part  of  them — at 

1  See  Geiger,  Urschr.  279-299  ('57). 
2150 


.  GOLDESV  and  soldered  oa  <  41  7)  :   » 

a»  «at  ant  af  *a  «%jnfc  I  the  bodr  of  dte 
">  «»       i. 

Book  of  Dmd  tens  of  an  idol  which 


- 


S*«—  *— 


7  'I     ;---...:  ~    '      "i    -    :--i 


-   :    : 
iai5  on    iety 


as  are  deseribfcd  • 


•  Ti    II  j      CpDuuuuf  2- 


dodbtks  aa  act  of 


---------   i  .' 


in  Is.  4Cj.  cp  Jer.  10  5. 

The  idoi  ««s  placed  ai  a  odla  or  sacdhaa  (a  *e(a 
Jadg.  17s  : 

"       «  Bad.  1»  i  Mace.  10:?  CM.); 

(afcaaa.  IMai.  l»is>. 

ie  OT  aaa«  |  val  (A).  Ike  idol  was  liHiaiil  ap  at  ib  pfaee  by 
oeaiciaB  aad  |  aaiis  (Is.  41?  Jer.  104  Wisd.  £<:).  or  secared  bf  cbaias 
d  especaBj  i  ftat  he  angfat  not  desert  bis  vocdappexs  <  I*-  4iaj|.* 
pt,  Assyria.  The  idols  were  often  dressed  in  eosflf  stsft  aad  rich 


.. 
adorned  mi*  jeads  (M.  'AMM  aaX.  !•).      Sesse  of 

them  vxncrorasiipaBtBea-  beads  I  Bar.  69)aadheid 

^f  -__  .  - 


The  auDHBactare  of  idols  is  ssfiricalf  Utmlirf  in 
certaia  passages  in  die  OT  :  see  Hah.  >••  /.  Is. 
40rfy:  41«/  44««  4«6/  Jer.  10«-59U/  Ps- 
1154/T=lJSisJEWisd.l9a»^15;  cpaboBsnehC, 
Bel  aad  the  Dragon.  3  j:  Except  die  §0*.  none  of 
-  -  -  ...  .  ...  -  -  .  -  - 

------   "  -       "  --"    -•-'-- 

tdolaliy  of  die  Gentiles. 

.-       -  :  :--_-:  :        -        rl'      :--    II       -       "  =     ! 

G.T-X- 

IDOLATBY      A5D      PBDOTITE      RELIGION. 

UosaHy  (o*w>\*Wr^ia>  is  etnaciogkaDT  die  vonfaip 

_."  j  .:  '      •  "-    '• 

1-T"*™im   vas  used  in  die  LXZ  of  a  fibe  (Dd, 

••*•<•"  represented  bjr  an  image  or  not.*  so  Panl.  by 

,  5_    .    ... 


.   -  •          .-  •  .     -          - 

^nW  iLP-llTuBn.    r*~  *T?^ 

.       '   :       :    .    -  .:.---.*;       ~     ~.  •         -   - 

-:'•  -         .    .      -    :  •    •  '.        ------ 

Be 


- 


--  - 

•  •        .  - 

.   . .  :-:  - .  .   . 


-  ".-.'.-.:'.-.'-.'. 


F        •--•---- 


«  3. B0at  (Pta. 

. 

£>i,xK.n>    OB  tfce 
nk 

of 


~..    -   -..     ~.  ~  ~ r      ..   -~ 


:  -  : :  2152 


IDOLATRY  AND  PRIMITIVE  RELIGION 


to  any  creature  the  homage  or  devotion  which  belongs 
to  God  alone. 


_     _.     IgS 

Maimonides  :  '  the  worship  of  any  one  of  all  the  creatures. ' 3 

In  a  somewhat  more  restricted  sense  the  term  may  be 
properly  employed  to  comprehend  those  forms  of 
religion  in  which  the  worship  of  a  deity  is  connected 
with  some  material  object,  in  which  he  is  supposed  to 
reside,  or  to  be  present  at  the  performance  of  the  sacred 
rites.  So  the  word  will  be  understood  in  this  article. 

The  origin  and  progress  of  idolatry  lies  beyond  the  scope  of 
our  present  inquiry,1*  which  has  directly  to  do  only  with  the 
forms  of  idolatry  mentioned  in  OT  and  NT. 

Men  early  recognised  certain  places  as  the  homes  or 

haunts  of   the  gods.      These  spots  were  protected  by 

_  .    religious    reverence,   and  thither   wor- 

~!          ,     „    shippers  resorted  to  bring  their  offerings 

gods  ^f1^01  ancj  present  their  prayers  to  the  deity, 
spirits.  Among  the  Semites,  as  among  Indo- 
European  peoples,  mountains  were  often  thus  sacred  to 
the  gods  ;  on  their  summits  were  sanctuaries  ;  altars 
were  erected  there  beneath  the  open  sky  (see  HIGH 
PLACES,  %z/.). 

Many  such  mountains  are  known  to  us  from  the  OT  :  Horeb, 
'the  mount  of  God,'  Sinai,  Mt.  Peor  and  Mt.  Xebo  in  Moab, 
Carmel,  Tabor,  Hermon,  Lebanon,  Ebal  and  Gerizim,  Zipn. 
Worship  on  the  mountains  and  '  on  even-  high  hill '  is  in  Jeremiah 
and  Ezekiel  the  distinctive  mark  of  heathenism.8 

Fountains,  wells,  and  rivers,  also,  were  frequently 
sacred ;  the  living  waters,  the  verdure  which  they 
supported,  were  visible  signs  of  a  present  deity. 

Beer-sheba.  Beer-lahai-roi.  Kadesh  (En-mishpat).  and  Dan,  are 
holy  places  of  this  class  ;  the  veneration  for  sacred  fountains, 
streams,  and  lakes  among  the  Phoenicians  and  Syrians  is  well 
known.  1 

Holy  trees  are  extremely  common  among  the  Semites, 
as  among  other  races  ;  and  rites  which  had  their  origin 
in  tree-worship  have  here  as  elsewhere  proved  among 
the  most  ineradicable  of  survivals.  In  the  OT  we  read 
of  sacred  trees  at  various  places. 

At  Shechem  ('elcm  march, — the  name  implies  that  it  was  an 
oracular  tree;  Gen.  Vikf.,  cp  804  ;  further,  Josh.  24  26  Judg. 
96),  Hebron  (Gen.  13  18  IS  i),8  Beer-sheba  (Gen.  21  33),  Gibeah 
(i  S.  142  226),  and  elsewhere.  The  idolatrous  Israelites  set  up 
their  altars  'under  every-  luxuriant  tree'  (Dt.,  Jer..  Ezek.).tf 
Holy  trees  often  stood  beside  sacred  waters,  as  at  Beer-sheba, 
and  on  hill-tops,  with  which  they  are  constantly  associated  in  the 
seventh-century  polemic  against  idolatry. 

Fountains  and  trees  were  regarded  in  early  times  as 
possessing  a  demonic  life  of  their  own  ;  at  a  later  stage, 
as  the  dwelling-place  or  embodiment  of  a  demonic 
spirit.  Each  such  object  had  its  own  numen ;  in  the 
language  of  Canaan,  its  'el  OT  baal.  So,  too,  every  holy 
mountain  had  its  baal  (see  BAAL).  In  the  develop 
ment  of  anthropomorphic  religion  these  old  local  numina 
are  frequently  supplanted  by  gods  of  a  wholly  different 
character, — an  old  holy  tree,  for  example,  becoming  a 
Zei)s  tvSfvSpos  ;  then  the  felt  incongruity  of  the  associa 
tion  may  give  rise  to  a  myth,  as  in  the  case  of  Atargatis 
at  Hierapolis  and  at  Ascalon  (\VRS  Rel.  Sem.W  ij^f. ). 
Under  the  influence  of  more  advanced  ideas  the  place 
or  object  which  was  primitively  holy  of  itself  comes  to 
be  thought  of  as  merely  the  abode  or  the  symbol  of  a 
god,  owing  its  holiness  (as  did  the  artificial  sanctuaries 
presently  to  be  spoken  of)  to  this  association.  Finally 
the  association  itself  is  rejected  by  a  more  spiritual 

1  Exhort,  ad  Mart.     (Voss)  De  Idolalatria,  L  i.  ch.  3). 

-  Crat.  in  TJuophan.  ch.  13. 

3  Mishne  Terra,  Aboda  Zara,  2  i. 

*  This  question  can  be  satisfactorily  discussed  only  in  connec 
tion  with   the   phenomenology  of  religion   in  general  and  the 
development  of  the  religious  consciousness. 

8  On  the  Israelite  holy  places  see  von  Gall,  Altisraelitische 
Kultstdtten,  '98. 

6  See  Baudissin,  Sent.  Rtl.-gesch,  liyif, 

7  Movers,    Phdnizier,    \  665    ff. ;    Baudissin,    I.e.    14!  J£ ; 
Pietschmann,  Pkffnizier,  2i5/.  ;  \VRS  Rel.  Sem.ft)  165^ 

s  On  the  holiness  of '  Abraham's  oak,'  see  Jerome,  OS  W  114 16. 

9  Movers,  PhSnizier,  1  567-583;  Scholz.  GStzenditnst,  292-295; 
Baudissin,  /.c.  184-230;  WRg  Lc.  185^?!,  cp  i^ff.     Additional 
literature  in  Baudissin,  184  n. 
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conception  of  the  godhead  ;  idolatry  is  a  folly  and  an 

impiety.       Thus,    in    Canaan,   Yahwe   superseded    the 

!    multitude  of  local  ba'als  at  the  old  holy  places  of  the 

land  ;  the  prophets  and  Deuteronomy  regard  the  result 

j    of  this  syncretism  as  pure  heathenism  (see  below,  §  9). 

Another  class  of  holy  places  are  the  tombs  of  the 
ancestors  of  clans  and  tribes,  whose  spirits  watch  over 
and  protect  their  descendants  (see  Jer.  31  is/). 

The  burial-place  of  Abraham,  the  cave  of  Machpelah  at  Hebron, 
which  is  still  one  of  the  holiest  places  of  Islam  ;  the  tomb  of 
Joseph  at  Shechem  ;  the  tombs  of  Rachel  near  Ephralh  in  Ben 
jamin,  of  Deborah  near  Bethel,  of  Joshua  at  Timnath-heres, 
are  familiar  examples  from  the  OT. 

That  worship  was  offered  at  these  tombs  is  not 
directly  attested  in  the  OT  ;  but  it  is  on  other  grounds 
very  probable.1 

Of  the  worship  of  animals  among  the  Israelites  in 
historical  times  we  have  no  evidence  ;  the  totemistic 

.    .       .     survivals  which  have  been  discovered  in 
3.  Animal     . 

institutions  and  cultus  come  down  from 
and  SCUT  ,  •  ,    « •  »    «•  • 

,  .         an  earlier  stage  in  the  history  of  religion  ; 

"'  and  the  images  of  Yahwe  in  the  form  of 
bulls  in  the  Northern  Kingdom,  and  the  bronze  serpent 
at  Jerusalem,  are  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  worship 
of  living  animals  (e.g. ,  the  Apis  and  Mnevis  bulls  in 
Egypt),  or  of  whole  species  of  animals. 

An  ancient  and  widespread  theory  regards  the  worship 
of  the  heavenly  bodies  as  the  beginning  of  idolatry  ; 2 
and  the  whole  history  of  Semitic  religion  has  often  been 
constructed  upon  this  assumption — Baal  was  originally 
the  sun,  Astarte  the  moon,  etc.  All  the  evidence 
which  we  possess,  however,  goes  to  show  that  in 
Palestine  and  Phoenicia,  whilst  the  sun  and  the  moon 
under  their  proper  names  were  worshipped  in  various 
places,  the  identification  of  the  old  deities  with  the 
heavenly  bodies,  and  the  introduction  of  distinctively 
astronomical  cults,  fall  comparatively  late,  and  were 
accomplished  under  foreign  influence.  In  Israel  the 
invasion  of  these  cults  occurred  in  the  seventh  century, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  it  came  materially 
earlier  in  Phrenicia  (see  NATURE  WORSHIP). 

Thus  far  we  have  been  considering  objects  and  places 
which  were  sacred  apart  from  any  act  of  man,  natural 

_,._  .   ,  sanctuaries.      There  is  an  important  dis- 
4    A  TMrifMal 

,        .       tmction — not  always  observed — between 

sane  s'  this    class    and    that   in    which   human 

agency  has  a  part  in  the  constitution  or  consecration  of 
the  holy  place  or  object  ;  we  may  call  the  latter  artificial 
sanctuaries.  Of  these,  probably  the  oldest,  as  it  is 
certainly  by  far  the  most  important,  is  the  sacred  stone 
(monolith  or  heap  of  stones.  See  MASSEBAH  I. 

The  sacred  fountain  and  the  sacred  tree  were  common  but  not 
universal  adjuncts  of  the  sanctuary ;  in  the  times  covered  by 
our  evidence  they  played  a  very  subordinate  part  in  the  ritual 
(see  below,  §  10).  On  the  other  hand  the  sacred  stone  (niassetdk) 
or  the  rude  altar  of  stones  was  found  at  every  place  of  worship  ; 
it  was  anointed  with  oil  (Gen.  28  18,  cp  Lev.  S  n) ;  the  blood  of 
the  victims  was  smeared  upon  it  or  poured  out  at  its  base; 
with  it  all  those  rites  by  which  the  worshipper  comes  immedi 
ately  into  contact  with  the  object  of  his  worship  are  inseparably 
connected.3  The  masstbdh  was  set  up,  the  altar  built,  for  this 
purpose. 

The  holiness  of  the  stone  is  not  derived  from  the  dis 
cover)-  that  a  spirit  already  dwells  in  it ;  it  is  holy  because 
a  deity  has  consented  to  enter  into  it,  in  it  to  be  present 
in  the  midst  of  his  worshippers,  and  receive  their 
sacrifice  ;  it  is  the  seat  (£5os)  of  the  god.  This  stage  or 
type  of  religion  is  frequently  called  '  fetishism  '  ; '  but 
this  much-abused  name  ministers  only  to  misunder 
standing  and  prejudice  (WRS  Rel.Sim.1®  209 _/".). 

A  connecting  link  between  this  conception  and  those 
rocks,  of  strange  shape  or  otherwise  remarkable,  which 
are  natural  sanctuaries  may  perhaps  be  found  in  the 

1  See  Stade,  GVI 1  450^?!     On  the  hypothesis  that  a  stage  of 
hero-worship  preceded  the  worship  of  Yahwe  at  the  Canaanite 
sanctuaries,  see  HIGH  PLACES,  §  7. 

2  References  in  Scholz,  Gct:e*dicnsi,  53^  ;  cp  Maimonides, 
'Abfdd  Zdrd,  1  i. 

3  See  WRS  ReL  Sfm.®  vx>Jf. 
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worship  of  aerolites  (fSairvXiov  =  ^Niva,  bethel,  \i0oi 
fyti/'uxot),  or  thunder-stones  ;  but  of  this  connection 
there  is  no  direct  evidence  (see  MASSEBAH). 

A  particularly  interesting  question  is  suggested  by  the  tradition 
that  the  ark  which  Moses  made  at  Horeb  contained  stone  tablets 
inscribed  with  '  ten  commandments '  (cp  ARK,  §  10 ;  DECALOGUE). 
That  the  fundamental  laws  were  thus  put  where  they  could  not 
be  seen  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  ;  on  the  other  hand, 
the  chest  was  certainly  made  to  hold  some  sacred  object,  and 
nothing  is  more  likely  than  that  this  object  was  a  stone  from 
the  'mount  of  God,'*  by  taking  which  with  them  the  Israelites 
were  assured  of  the  presence  and  protection  of  Yahwe  when 
they  wandered  away  from  his  holy  mountain. 

Another  '  artificial  sanctuary '  is  the  wooden  pole  or 
post  (asherdh]  which  ordinarily  stood  at  Palestinian 
holy  places.  It  is  a  common  opinion  that  this  pole  or 
mast  was  a  surrogate  for  the  living  holy  tree  ;  but  this 
is  not  certain  (see  ASHERAH,  §  2).  What  the  significance 
of  the  dsherah  was,  or  what  rites  were  connected  with  it, 
we  do  not  learn. 

Images  of  the  gods  belong  to  a  comparatively  ad 
vanced  stage  in  the  history  of  religion  ;  they  presuppose 
a  definiteness  of  conception  which  is 
°  '  foreign  to  early  religions,  and  a  discrimi 
nation  of  the  character  and  attributes  of  different  deities 
which  is  a  product  of  history  and  reflection.  From  the 
ancients  themselves  we  have  many  testimonies  that  the 
introduction  of  cultus-images  was  a  recent  thing. 

Thus  Varro  affirms  that  for  more  than  170  years  from  the 
founding  of  the  city  the  Romans  had  no  image  of  a  god  in 
human  or  animal  form  ;  Numa  is  said  to  have  forbidden  such 
representations  ;  '2  the  Persians  had  no  temples  or  idols  before 
Artaxerxes  I.; 3  in  Greece  also  temples  and  images  of  the  gods 
were  unknown  in  ancient  times;4  the  earliest  temples  of  the 
Egyptians  were  without  idols.6  Arab  tradition,  which  is 
supported  by  philological  evidence,  declares  that  idols  like  that 
of  Hobal  at  Mecca  were  of  foreign  origin.6 

Some  of  these  testimonies  have  no  historical  value ; 
they  represent  a  theory  of  antiquity  which  is  generalised 
by  Eusebius  :  '  the  oldest  peoples  had  no  idols. ' 7 
Archaeological  evidence,  however,  confirms  the  fact  that 
the  iconic  age  was  everywhere  preceded  by  one  in  which 
the  objects  of  worship  were  aniconic.8 

The  development  of  the  stone  image  of  the  deity 
out  of  the  dp7os  X/0os,  and  of  the  wooden  idol  (£6avov) 
out  of  the  aniconic  wooden  posts,  can  be  traced  with 
some  distinctness  in  Greece  ;  it  is  natural  to  conceive 
that  the  same  evolution  took  place  in  Palestine  and 
Phoenicia  ;  but  the  proof  cannot  be  given.  Our  texts 
do  not  enable  us  to  connect  the  fisel  (graven  image) 
with  the  ashcrah  (wooden  post)  in  any  way,  and  monu 
mental  evidence  is  lacking.  What  is  certain  is  that 
the  aniconic  agalmata,  especially  the  stone  steles, 
obelisks,  pyramids,  or  cones,  maintained  themselves  in 
the  Phoenician  cults  down  to  late  times,  and  were  not 
superseded  by  stone  temple  idols.  Images  of  the  gods 
seem  to  have  been  first  introduced  as  domestic  idols  : 
most  of  the  images  which  have  been  found  in  Phoenicia 
and  its  colonies  are  of  small  size  and  inferior  materials  ; 
none  have  been  discovered  which  can  be  certainly  iden 
tified  as  cultus-idols.  (See  IDOL,  §  5.) 

It  does  not  fall  within   the  scope  of  this  article  to 

describe  the  worship  of  the  Semites  in  general ;  we  must 

_   .,          confine  ourselves  to  a  brief  mention  of  the 

idolatrous   ceremonies   mentioned  in  the 

OT  or  the  NT. 

Holy  mountains,  waters,  and  trees,  as  we  have  seen, 
were  places  of  worship  in  Palestine  ;  but  we  learn  nothing 
from  the  OT  about  peculiar  rites  such,  for  example,  as 

1  Less  probably  an  aerolite,  as  has  often  been  surmised ;  cp 
Jevons,  Introd.  to  Hist.  ofRel.  if>i,f. 

2  Aug.  Civ.  Dei,  4  31  ;  Plut.  Numa,  8  ;  cp  Plin.  .AW  34 15. 

3  Dinon    in    Clem.Al.   Protrept.    43    Syllb.  ;     Hdt.    1  131  ; 
Strabo,  732. 

4  Lucian,  De  sacrif.  n. 
8  Lucian,  Dea  Syr.  3. 

6  We.  Ar.  Heid.V)  ijn.  ggn. 

^  Pr<rp.  Ev.  1 9  ;  cp  Wisd.  13 

8  See  Farnell,  Cults  of  the  Greek  States,  1,  chaps,  i  2  ;  Schoe- 
mann,  Alterth.  2  156^;  esp.  Overbeck,  '  Das  Cultusobject  bei 
den  Griechen  in  seinen  altesten  Gestaltungen,'  Ber.  d.  sticks. 
Gescllsch.  d.  Wissensch.  ('64)  \iiff. 
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in  Syria  are  connected  with  sacred  fountains  and  lakes  ; 
and  it  is  only  from  the  practice  of  other  Semites  in 
ancient  and  modern  times  that  we  may  infer  that 
offerings  or  mementoes  (strips  of  cloth,  and  the  like) 
were  hung  upon  the  sacred  trees.1  It  is  obvious  that 
these  cults  were  of  inferior  importance  ;  indeed,  tree 
worship  was  probably  under  the  kings  just  what  it  is 
now  for  both  Christians  and  Moslems — a  superstition,  in 
the  proper  sense  of  the  word — that  is,  a  cult  which  has 
been  left  on  one  side  by  the  development  of  religion. 
The  nature  of  the  places  of  worship  and  their  ordinary 
furniture  has  been  described  elsewhere  (see  HIGH 
PLACE,  and  ALTAR). 

The  rites  of  sacrifice  are  essentially  the  same  through 
out  the  Semitic  world  (see  SACRIFICE).  They  connect 
themselves  primarily  with  the  sacred  stone  ( see  MASSES  A  H , 
and  above,  §6).  Distinctive  ceremonies  associated  with 
the  sacred  post  or  pole  are  not  mentioned  in  the  OT  ; 
the  numerous  Assyrian  reliefs  and  the  seals  which 
appear  to  represent  the  adoration  of  the  sacred  post  are 
of  uncertain  interpretation  (see  ASHERAH).  Sacrifices 
to  the  idols  were  offered  by  fire  (Hos.  4 13  etc. )  ;  libations 
were  poured  out  (Jer.  7i8  etc.) ;  the  fruits  of  the  earth 
(tithes,  first-fruits)  were  presented  to  them  (Hos.  28[io] 
Is.  576  etc.)  ;  tables  spread  with  food  were  set  before 
them  (Is.  65 1 1  ;  cp  Bar.  628/1 ,  Bel  and  the  Dragon,  •$/. ). 

The  worshippers  kissed  the  idols  (Hos.  13z  i  K.  19 18  ; 
cp  Cic.  in  Verrem&w),  or  threw  kisses  with  their 
hands  (Job  31  27,  to  the  sun  and  moon)  ;2  stretched  out 
their  hands  in  prayer  and  adoration  (Ps.  44  20  [21]); 
knelt  before  the  idols  or  prostrated  themselves  to  the 
earth  ;  when  the  deity  was  obdurate  the  priests  leaped 
or  danced  about  the  altar,3  calling  loudly  upon  the  name 
of  their  god,  and  gashed  themselves  with  knives  (i  K.  18 
2628). 

The  Mishna  enumerates  the  acts  of  worship  or  homage  by 
which  the  prohibition  of  idolatry  is  violated  thus  :  He  breaks 
the  law  who  sacrifices  or  burns  incense  to  an  idol,  offers  a 
libation,  prostrates  himself  before  it,  or  acknowledges  it  to  be  his 
god  ;  also  he  who  embraces  the  idol,  kisses  it,  sweeps  or 
sprinkles  water  before  it,  washes  it,  anoints  it,  dresses  it,  or 
puts  on  its  shoes  (Sanhedrin,  76;  cp  Maimonides,  Aboda 
Zara,  36). 

The  idols  were  often  carried  in  procession,  either  at 
fixed  seasons,  or  upon  some  particular  occasion  (Is.  46; 
Jer.  10s);  such  processions  are  represented  on  Egyptian 
and  Assyrian  monuments,  and  frequently  referred  to  by 
Greek  and  Roman  authors. 

The  idolatrous  cults  had  their  priests  ( for  an  opprobrious 
name  of  whom  see  CHEMARiM)and  prophets  (i  K.  18 
40)  and  oracles  (2  K.  1  216).  To  the  ministry  of  some 
of  these  religions  belonged  also  the  '  consecrated  men 
and  women  '  (n-cnp,  niBhp,  Dt.  23 18/. ) ;  that  is,  religious 
prostitutes  of  both  sexes  (cp  HARLOT). 

The  offering  of  the  body  in  honour  of  the  deity  prevailed 
widely  in  the  North-Semitic  religions ;  in  some  of  them  it  is 
said  —  though  not  on  the  best  authority  —  to  have  been  obli 
gatory  on  every  woman  once  in  her  life  ; 4  in  others — perhaps 
in  all — a  special  class  of  temple-harlots  was  maintained.  Com 
merce  with  them  was  a  religious  act,  accompanied  by  sacri 
fice  (Hos.  413);  the  hire  was  sacred  and  was  brought  into  the 
treasury  of  the  god  (Dt.  23  i8[i9]).  The  laws  forbidding  men 
and  women  to  wear  the  garments  of  the  opposite  sex  (Dt.  22s) 
are  aimed  at  cults  of  this  kind. 

Certain  peculiar  rites  and  custome  are  known  to  us 
from  passing  allusions  in  the  OT  ;  the  priests  of  Dagon 
would  not  set  foot  on  the  sacred  threshold  ( i  S  5  5  ;  cp 
Zeph.  1  9);  the  altars  to  the  host  of  heaven  were  erected 
on  the  roofs  of  the  houses  (Jer.  19 13  Zeph.  1  5  etc. );  cakes 
of  a  peculiar  form  were  offered  to  the  Queen  of  Heaven 
(Jer.  7i8);  the  sun-god  had  a  chariot  and  horses  stabled 
in  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  (2  K.  23  n);  the  worshippers 
of  the  sun  stood  with  their  faces  to  the  east  (Ezek.  816); 

1  Cp  Gen.  864,  jewels  buried  at  the  foot  of  a  sacred  tree.     See 
also  DRESS,  §  8. 

2  Cp  Scholz,  55. 

3  On  the  dances  of  the  priests  in  Syrian  cults  see  Herodian,  v. 
815  and  passim;  Lucian,  Dea  Syr.  50. 

4  Hdt.  1 199 ;  Strabo,  745  ;  Baruch,  642/1;  Lucian,  Dea  Syria, 
6,  etc.    Cp  HARLOT. 
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children  were  sacrificed  to  the  divine  king  at  the  Topheth 
in  the  Valley  of  Hinnom  (Jer.  7 31  etc. ;  see  MOLOCH)  ; 
the  women  of  Jerusalem  made  a  mourning  for  the  death 
of  Tammuz  (Ezek.  814);  the  gardens  of  Adonis  are 
referred  to  by  Isaiah  (17  to/. );  lectisternia  to  Gad  and 
Meni  by  a  post-exilic  writer  (Is.  65  n).  An  examination 
of  the  seemingly  irrational  prohibitions  in  the  legislation, 
in  the  light  of  comparative  ethnology,  yields  considerable 
information  about  the  older  cults  and  superstitions  which 
were  put  under  the  ban  by  the  religion  of  Yahwe  ;  but 
into  this  field  it  is  impossible  to  enter  here. 

The  Israelites  when  they  invaded    Canaan    brought 
with  them  the  common  ideas  of  the  nomadic  Semites  ; 
they  had  their   holy  mountain  (Horeb), 


7.  History. 


holy   wells  (Beer-sheba),   and    fountains 


(Kadesh);  the  standing  stone  or  stone-heap  (altar) 
represented  the  deity  in  sacrifice ;  domestic  idols 
were  probably  not  unknown  (see  TERAPHIM). 
They  found  in  Canaan  a  people  of  kindred  race, 
possessed  of  an  agricultural  civilisation  which  the 
newcomers  adopted.  The  Canaanite  high  places 
became  Israelite  sanctuaries  (see  HIGH  PLACE),  and 
the  massebdhs  and  dsherahs  beside  the  fire-altars  and 
beneath  the  holy  trees  were  taken  over  with  them  ;  if 
new  sanctuaries  were  founded,  they  were  furnished  with 
a  similar  apparatus.  The  prophets  and  prophetic 
historians  regard  the  idols  also  as  adopted  from  the 
Canaanites  ;  and,  speaking  generally,  this  is  doubtless 
true.  The  Baals  and  Astartes,  the  gods  of  the  land, 
were  worshipped  by  the  side  of  Yahwe.  The  founding 
of  the  national  kingdom  gave  rise  to  international 
relations  and  led  to  the  introduction  of  foreign  religions 
(Phoenician,  Moabite,  Ammonite,  iK.ll),  which  were 
externally  much  like  that  of  Israel.  The  worship  of  the 
Tyrian  Baal  in  the  reign  of  Ahab,  however,  provoked  a 
reaction  which  overthrew  the  dynasty  of  Omri.  The 
larger  political  horizon  in  the  eighth  and  seventh 
centuries,  and  especially  the  long-continued  friendly 
relations  of  Judah  with  Assyria,  opened  the  way  for 
the  introduction  of  many  foreign  cults,  among  which 
the  worship  of  the  HOST  OF  HEAVEN,  the  QUEEN 
OF  HEAVEN,  the  MOLOCH -worship,  and  the  rites  of 
mourning  for  TAMM  uz  are  the  most  important ;  2  K.  23  $ff. 
shows  us  the  state  of  things  in  Jerusalem  and  its  suburbs 
in  621. 

The  reforms  of  Josiah  made  no  permanent  change, 
as  is  evident  from  the  prophecies  of  Jeremiah  and 
Ezekiel ;  the  latter  gives  us  glimpses  of  the  strange 
rites  which  were  introduced  or  revived  in  the  last  years 
of  the  city  (Ezek.  8).  In  the  Persian  period  the 
strongest  foreign  influence  was  Aramaean  ;  this  is  seen 
not  only  in  the  gradual  displacement  of  Hebrew  by  the 
Aramaic  vernacular,  but  also  by  the  allusions  to  Syrian 
cults  such  as  those  of  GAD  and  MENI  (Is.  65 n  ;  see 
FORTUNE).  Under  the  successors  of  Alexander,  the 
Jews  in  Palestine  as  well  as  in  Egypt  and  Syria  were 
brought  under  the  spell  of  Hellenic  civilisation,  and  the 
liberal  party,  especially  strong  among  the  priestly 
aristocracy,  showed  no  prejudice  against  the  Greek 
religions,1  until  the  violent  measures  of  Antiochus 
Epiphanes  provoked  an  equally  violent  reaction. 

'Molten  gods'  (massekdhs],  which  were  doubtless 
regarded  as  distinctively  Canaanite,  are  prohibited  in 
8  Rel'eio  a  l^e  °^est  laws  (Ex.  34iy).  Jeroboam's 
'l  j  2  '  ca^ves '  were  of  this  kind,  and  we  may 
well  believe  that  they  were  condemned  in 
his  own  time  by  men  who  looked  with  jealous  eyes  upon 
the  assimilation  of  the  religion  of  Yahwe  to  that  of 
the  baals  of  Canaan  (on  the  untrustworthy  record 
iK.  13,  see  JEROBOAM,  i  [end]).  The  Deuteronomic 
historians  are  in  error,  not  in  assuming  that  there  was 
opposition  from  the  first  to  the  Canaanitizing  of  Israel, 
but  in  ascribing  this  opposition  to  higher  religious 

1  See  Scholz,  419^ 

2  On  the  attitude  to  foreign  gods  in  general,  see  Baudissin, 
Sent.  Rcl.-gesch.  1  V)ff. 
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ideas  like  their  own.  The  prophets  of  the  eighth 
century,  particularly  Hosea  and  Isaiah,  zealously  declaim 
against  the  images,  of  which  the  land  was  full  (Is.  28); 
under  the  influence  of  Isaiah,  Hezekiah  probably  made 
an  effort  to  root  out  the  idols  (2  K.  184).  The  older 
aniconic  representatives  of  the  deity,  the  massebdhs,  were 
not  yet  assailed  —  the  command  to  destroy  the  Canaanite 
sacred  stones  has  a  different  motive.  In  the  succeeding 
period  these  also  fall  under  the  condemnation  of 
idolatry  :  no  such  symbol  shall  stand  by  the  altar  of 
Yahwe  (Dt.  1621  /.  123/.  Lev.  26i  etc.  );  no  image  of 
any  kind  is  to  be  tolerated  (Ex.  264—  Dt.  58  etc.).  In 
Dt.  415-19  (sixth  century)  a  reason  is  annexed  to  this 
prohibition  :  at  Horeb,  where  Yahwe  revealed  himself  to 
Israel,  they  saw  no  visible  form  in  which  they  might 
image  him.  Violation  of  these  laws  incurs  the  severest 
penalties,  —  for  the  individual,  capital  punishment  (Dt. 
17  *ff-\,  for  a  city,  the  ban  (Dt.  13);  for  the  people  as 
a  whole,  national  ruin  (29  i-off.  etc.  ).  With  the  prophets 

9.  Hostility  to  of  the  sevent>!  cefintury  b^r  *f 
f  .  jL.  contemptuous  identification  of  the  gods 
roreign  CUICB.  of  the  heathen  with  their  idols  and 

in  the  sixth  the  trenchant  satire  upon  the  folly 
of  making  gods  of  gold  and  silver,  of  wood  and  stone, 
which  runs  on  through  the  later  Psalms,  Wisdom,  Baruch, 
the  Jewish  Sibyllines,  etc.  (see  IDOL,  §  5  end),  to  be 
taken  up  again  by  Christian  apologists.  The  attack  of 
Antiochus  Epiphanes  upon  their  religion  made  offering 
sacrifice  to  idols  the  very  act  of  apostasy  ;  faithful  Jews 
submitted  to  martyrdom  rather  than  obey  the  king's 
command  ;  the  Maccabasan  revolt  was  a  rising  against 
the  attempt  to  force  idolatry  upon  them.  With  the 
memories  of  bitter  persecution,  of  heroic  struggle  and 
glorious  victory,  there  was  instilled  into  the  breast  of 
every  true  Jew  an  inexpugnable  hatred  of  idols  at  which 
the  ancient  world  wondered.  Their  Roman  masters 
were  more  than  once  surprised  by  the  outbreaks  of  this 
to  them  incomprehensible  fanaticism.  Pilate's  first 
collision  with  the  Jews  was  occasioned  by  his  bringing 
the  military  ensigns  (see  ENSIGNS)  from  Csesarea  to 
Jerusalem  (Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  3i);  the  order  of  Caligula 
that  his  statue  should  be  set  up  in  the  temple  would 
have  precipitated  the  Jewish  revolt  had  not  the  good 
sense  of  Petronius  interposed  delays,  and  the  death  of 
the  Emperor  put  an  end  to  the  plan  (Ant.  xviii.  8,  BJ 
ii.  10);  the  desperate  war  under  Adrian  was  provoked 
by  the  setting  up  of  a  temple  and  image  of  Jupiter  on 
the  site  of  the  ruined  temple  (Dio  Cassius,  69  12  ;  cp 
Jerome  on  Is.  29). 

It  is  instructive  to  compare  this  history  with  that  of 
the  Greek  religion.       Some  of  the  greatest    of  Greek 

.    „  .         philosophers    had    protested    against 

10.  Comparison  ido]atry  almost    ^    strong]y   as  thg 

prophets  of  Israel.  Heraclitus,  Xeno- 
phanes,  Empedocles  had  satirised  the  folly  of  praying  to 
images  ;  Zeno  declared  that  neither  temples  nor  idols 
befitted  the  gods.1  Their  words,  however,  made  no 
impression  upon  the  popular  religion  ;  and  later  philoso 
phers  had  no  difficulty  in  discovering  good  reasons  for 
the  use  of  images.2  In  Israel,  on  the  contrary,  a  whole 
people  had  been  trained  to  the  worship  of  God  without 
visible  embodiment  or  symbol. 

On  Idolatry  in  general  the  older  works  of  G.  J.  Voss,  and  A. 

van  Dale  may  still  be  consulted  ;   from  a  modern  standpoint, 

Tylor,  Early  History  of  Mankind,  chap.  6; 

11.  Bibliography.  Prim.  Cult.P)  1  -K&ff.  ;  Lippert,  Cultur- 

gesch.  2  438^  ;  further,  J.  Selden,  de  Dis 

Syris,  with  the  Additamenta  of  A.  Beyer,  1672  ;  P.  Scholz, 
Gotzendienst  u.  Zauberwesen  bei  den  alien  Hebraern  u.  den 
benachbarten  Volkern^-;-/');  Baudissin,  Studien  zur  sent.  Rel.- 
gesch.  1  ('76)  ;  2  ('78)  ;  WRS  Rel.  Sem.W  ('94).  G.  F.  M. 

IDUEL    (lAOYHAOC    [BA]),    i   Esd.  843    EV,    mg. 
ARIEL,  i. 
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RV  'Edom':    Is.  34s/   Ezek. 


1  See  Welcker,  Griechische  GStterlehre,  2  1  n/. 

2  Plotinus,  Ennead.  iv.  3  1  1  ;  Porphyry  in  ~E.useb.Pmp.Ev.  3  7  ; 
cp  Dio  Chrysost.  Or.  12  405  Reiske  ;  Maxim.  Tyr.  Diss.  8. 
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35is  36S),  Idumsea  (IAOY/WAIA  :  Mk.  3s),  Idumeans, 
RV  Idumaeans  (lAoyMAioi  tA]-  2  Macc-  1Ql6)-  See 
EDOM. 

IEDDIAS  (ieAAi&c[A]),  i  Esd.  926  RV  =  Ezra  10  25, 
JEZIAH. 

IEZER,  IEZERITE  OT1PN,  ^T^K),  Nu.  263of  RV. 
See  ABIEZER. 


[B]), 


Esd.  926    RV»«-  =  Ezra 


IEZIAS 

1025.  JEZIAH. 

IGAL  (ht*V,  '  he  [God]  ransoms,1  §  53). 

1.  Issacharite  'spy':Nu.  13?  P  (lAaoA.  [B],  iyoA  [AF],  iy\ai> 
[L]).     See  JOSEPH  i.  §  i  n. 

2.  b.  Nathan  of  Zobah,  one  of  David's  heroes(2  S.  2836!  :  yaoA. 
[BA],  u»,A  [L]).     Cp  JOEL,  3;  NATHAN   3;  MIBHAK. 

3.  AV  Igeal,  a  descendant  of  Zerubbabel  (i  Ch.  3  22  :   iwjjX 
[BA],  teyaaA  [L]). 

IGDALIAH  (-irrjny,  lEGBDEUA  [Vg.],  probably  a 
mere  error  for  GEOALIAH  [y.z>.],cpyo5oAtov  [BAQ,  om.  N],  K'VlJ 
[Pesh.]  §  37),  father  of  HANAN,  7  (Jer.354>. 

IGNORANCE.  If  true  religion  is  '  wisdom  '  or 
1  knowledge,  '  false  religion  must  be  '  folly  '  or  '  ignorance  ' 
(cp  Wisd.  1422),  and  in  the  Bible  'religion'  includes 
practice  as  well  as  theory.  This  antithesis  is  constantly 
present  to  the  minds  of  the  biblical  writers,  though  they 
may  not  always  develop  the  antithesis  in  the  same  way. 
Legislation  drew  a  broad  distinction  between  intentional 
sins  (nan  T3,  '  with  a  high  hand  ')  and  sins  committed 
'by  error'  (mjtpa  ;  RV  'unwittingly').  The  modern 
Christian  standard  must  of  course  not  be  applied  too 
rigorously  to  the  details  of  the  law,  and  the  extreme 
anxiety  (cp  Ps.  19  13)  produced  by  the  ease  with  which 
'  sins  of  ignorance  '  could  be  committed  appears  to  us 
not  to  be  a  feature  of  an  ideal  character.  However, 
the  principle  of  discrimination  recognised  by  the  legis 
lators  is  still  acknowledged  in  Christendom,  and  self- 
distrust,  if  coupled  with  trust  in  the  'higher  self  —  the 
indwelling  Spirit  —  is  an  undeniably  Christian  quality 
(2  Cor.  129). 

Another  variety  of  ignorance  shows  itself  in  doubts 
of  the  divine  justice  ;  '  so  foolish  was  I  and  ignorant  ' 
(  Ps.  7  3  22  92  6  [7]  ).  There  are  mysteries  which  ,  if  handled 
at  all,  should  be  handled  wisely  ;  and  who  can  keep  off 
the  mystery  referred  to  by  the  Psalmist  ?  On  the  other 
hand,  a  mystery  such  as  the  cause  of  Israel's  blindness 
(Rom.  11  25)  is  one  which  does  not  touch  the  ordinary 
Christian  so  closely  that  he  must  either  solve  the 
problem  or  suffer  spiritual  shipwreck. 

The  spiritual  ignorance  of  the  heathen  and  of 
unbelieving  Jews  is  a  point  which  is  variously  treated 
by  the  OT  writers.  Sometimes  it  is  assumed  that  the 
heathen  deliberately  neglect  the  elementary  divine  laws 
(Is.24s  Ps.  9i7[i8]?,  cp  Ps.2227[>8]);  sometimes  it 
is  stated  or  implied  that  God  allows  each  nation  to 
follow  its  own  course  in  religion  ;  the  course  may  be  a 
foolish  one,  but  it  is  at  least  natural  and  uncondemned 
(Jer.  2  u  Mic.  4s).  Even  in  the  NT  we  find  a  certain 
variety  of  view.  In  Rom.  1  20-23  idolatry  is  repre 
sented  as  a  deliberate  silencing  of  the  conscience, 
which  leads  to  the  manifestation  of  the  wrath  of  God 
(v.  18).  In  Acts  17  30,  however,  the  Paul  of  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles  excuses  the  error  of  Jews  and  heathen  in 
the  times  before  Christ  as  'ignorance'  (&yvoia)  which 
God  has  'winked  at  '  (inrepiStliv  ;  D*,  irapidwv)  —  a  phrase 
which  reminds  some  of  us  of  the  term  '  ignorance  ' 
applied  in  Arabic  to  pre-Mohammedan  paganism.  If, 
with  Denney  (  Hastings,  DB  2  449*  ),  we  attempt  to  combine 
these  two  passages,  we  arrive  at  the  difficult  view  that 
God  can  '  wink  at  '  or  excuse  something  which  is  '  in  the 
last  resort  due  to  an  immoral  suppression,  and  even 
extinction,  of  divine  light.'  If,  on  the  other  hand,  we 
recognise  that  the  speeches  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
are  literary  compositions,  we  shall  at  once  see  how  well 
these  speeches  are  adapted  to  effect  their  assumed 
purpose.  See,  for  instance,  Acts  817,  1827,  and,  to 
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illustrate  inrtptSuv,  14  16,  '  who  in  time  past  suffered  all 
the  nations  to  walk  in  their  own  ways.'  It  is  true  that 
Paul  himself  speaks  of  'the  passing  over  (rj}v irdptffiv] 
of  the  sins  done  aforetime,  in  the  forbearance  of  God ' 
(Rom.  825,  RV);  but  the  sins  of  the  past  (irpoyeyovdra 
a^aprrifj-ara)  are  the  whole  mass  of  human  sins,  with 
no  special  reference  to  heathenism.  Since  only  in  the 
sacrificial  death  of  Christ  could  the  righteousness  of 
'God  be  satisfied,  it  was  theoretically  necessary  to 
maintain  that  God  had  shown  forbearance  to  the  sins 
of  the  pre-Christian  period,  to  those  of  a  Moses  or  an 
Ezra  not  less  than  to  those  of  an  idolater. 

That  ayvorifia  and  a/napria  are  practically  synonymous  will 
appear  from  Judith  5  20  and  from  the  parallelism  in  i  Esd.  8  75 
[72]  Ecclus.  232  ;  see  also  Heb.  9  7  (cp  63). 

The  beautiful  application  of  the  legal  phrases  ayvo^a  and 
ayvoelv  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  should  be  noticed.  The 
ideal  High  Priest  is  one  who  can  'bear  gently  with  the  ignorant 
and  erring  (TOIJ  ayi/oov<n  icai  TrAai/oojieVois),  for  that  he  also  is 
compassed  with  infirmity'  (Heb.  62  RV);  Jesus  can  do  this, 
without  ever  having  yielded  to  sin  (Heb.  4 15).  Nor  does  the 
author  ignore  the  terrible  possibility  of  'sinning  willingly' 
(eicouauDs),  i.e.,  'with  a  high  hand,"  after  having  been  once 
'enlightened '  (Heb.  10  26,  cp  6  4-6).  Cp  Is.  22  14,  i  John  5  16. 

T.  K.  C. 

IIM(Q<l>r,  i.e.,  -heaps'). 

1.  A  city  of  Judah  on   the   Edomite  border    (Josh.  15  29!: 
/SaicuK  [B],  aveifi.  [AL]).     Robinson's  Bet  'Attrwa  (31°  30'  N.  34° 
56'  E.)  seems  too  far  N.     Possibly  a  corrupt  anticipation  of  the 
following  o^j;. 

2.  See  IjE-ABARIM. 

IJE-ABARIM  (RV  IYE-ABARIM:  D^3rn  "17— i.e., 

'heaps  of  the  Abarim  '  :  Nu.  21  n  xoAyaei  jeie  TOV  ircpav  [B], 
axeAyat  ™  irepav  [AFvid.],  ax<-A<iju.  \aieiiJi  r<a  itipav  [L] ;  8844 
yat  *v  TU>  Trcpa[i>]  [BAF],  y«i  cv  TCJ>  ire'pav  [L]),  otherwise  IlM  or 
IYIM  (Nu.  33  45  yat  [BAF]  y«i  [L]).  See  ABARIM,  and  WANDER 
ING,  WILDERNESS  OF,  §  n. 

IJON,  or  rather  'lyyon  (Jl'l? ;  <MN  [BL],  NAIN  [A; 
the  first  v  is  a  dittograph],  in  K. ;  10)  [B],  MOON  [AL] 
in  Ch. ),  is  mentioned  with  Dan  and  Abel-beth-maacah 
(or  Abel-maim)  in  i  K.  1520  (||  2  Ch.  164)  as  conquered 
by  Benhadad  in  the  reign  of  Baasha,  and  again  in  2  K. 
1629  with  Abel-beth-maacah,  Kedesh,  etc.,  as  'carried 
captive  '  by  Tiglath-pileser  in  the  reign  of  Pekah  ;  prob 
ably  also  in  28.  246  (see  DAN-JAAN).  The  place  and 
name  are  apparently  as  old  as  Thotmes  III.  ('a-y-na, 
WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  393,  cp  159).  No  wonder,  there 
fore,  that  the  name  should  still  survive  in  that  of  the 
Merj*Ayun  (the  Campus  Alergium  of  William  of  Tyre), 
a  rich  plain,  oval  in  shape,  at  the  foot  of  the  mountains 
of  Naphtali,  near  the  bend  of  the  river  Litany.  The 
Talmud  speaks  of  'the  pass  (Nropu)  of  Ijon'  (Neub. 
Gdogr.  1 8),  which  favours  the  identification  of  Ijon  with 
Tell  Dibbin,  a  large  mound  in  a  commanding  position 
near  the  northern  end  of  the  Merj  'Ayun.  See  Rob. 
.frff  8375;  Guerin,  Gal.  22087. 

IKKESH  (^j?y,  'crooked,'  §  66;  eKKHC  [BA], 
-KI«  [L]),  a  Tekoite,  father  of  IRA,  2  S.  23  26  (eioDta  [B],  «<cas 
[A]),  i  Ch.  11 28  («(t  T>)«  [B«])  27  9. 

ILAI  (fyv),  i  Ch.  Il29t  =  2  S.  2328t  ZALMON,  2. 

ILIADUN  (iXi&AOYN  [A],  eiAiAAoyN  [B]),  i  Esd. 
5 58  RV,  AV  MADIABUN  (q.v.). 

ILLYRICUM  (iXAYPIKON  [Ti.  WH]).  The  'in 
hospitable  district  between  Istria  and  Epirus,  which, 
with  its  wild  series  of  mountain-caldrons  broken  neither 
by  river-valleys  nor  by  coast-plains  and  arranged  like 
scales  one  above  another,  and  with  its  chain  of  rocky 
islands  stretching  along  the  coast,  separates  rather  than 
connects  Italy  and  Greece'  (Momms.  Hist,  of  Rome, 
8172,  ET;  cpStrabo,  Sij).1 

Illyricum  in  its  widest  sense  denoted  the  entire  region  S.  of 
the  Danube  from  Rhaetia  (or  at  least  Noricum)  to  Moesia.  _  As 
first  known  to  the  Romans  it  was  the  region  between  the  river 
Drilo  and  Epirus  (fllyris  Grtrca).  Illyris  Barbara  extended 
northwards  towards  the  head  of  the  Adriatic ;  part  of  it  was 
distinguished  by  the  name  Dalmatia.  In  n  A.D.  the  district 

1  For  the  Illyrian  stock  see  Mommsen,  Prov.  of  Rent. 
E»if>.  1 199,  and  Hirt  in  the  Festschrift  fur  H.  Kiepert  ('98), 
1 79.X 
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was  divided  into  Lower  Illyricum  (Pannonia)  and  Upper 
Illyricum  (Dalmatia)  [but  see  Ptol.  2i6].  The  name  Illyricum 
applied  in  this  narrower  sense  to  the  region  between  the  Arsia 
(Arsa)  and  the  Drilo  was  gradually  displaced  by  the  name 
Dalmatia,  which,  from  the  time  of  the  Flavian  emperors,  was 
the  regular  term. 

The  mention  of  Illyricum  in  the  NT  is  confined  to 
Rom.  15 19,  where  Paul  affirms  that  he  has  'fully 
preached  the  gospel '  '  round  about  unto  Illyricum ' 
(KVK\tf}  u^XPL  T°v  TXXqpMfwP).  Two  questions  are  raised 
by  the  passage — viz.  the  exact  meaning  of  (i)  Illyricum, 
(2)  'unto'  (/j.£xpi).  Illyricum  may  here  be  understood 
of  the  southern  part  attached  to  Macedonia,  which  con 
tained  the  important  commercial  cities  of  Epidamnus 
(in  Roman  times  Dyrrhacium  =  modern  Durazzo]  and 
Apollonia — -the  two  termini  of  the  Via  Egnatia,  which 
runs  a  distance  of  500  m. ,  from  the  Hebrus  to  the 
Adriatic.  The  great  landing-place  on  the  Macedonian 
sidewasDyrrhacium(cpCatull.  8615:  '  Adrias tabernam,' 
Strabo,  283,  329).  The  apostle  might  easily  have  under 
taken  the  transcontinental  journey  from  Thessalonica  or 
Beroea  during  57  A.D.1  (see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  71). 

On  the  view  that  Paul  always  uses  geographical  terms 
in  their  Roman  sense  (Zahn,  Einleit.  1124),  Illyricum 
must  be  taken  to  denote  the  Roman  Province  N.  of 
the  Drilo.  In  favour  of  this  interpretation  are  the  facts 
(i)  that  Paul  is  writing  to  a  Roman  church,  in  which 
his  words  would  naturally  be  taken  in  their  Roman 
sense  ;  and  (2)  that  he  uses  not  the  Greek  form  'IXXupi's 
('IXXupta),  but  the  adjectival  form  'IXXvpticd?  (  =  Lat. 
Illyricum]. 

Applying  the  same  reasoning  to  the  use  of  the  term  Dalmatia 
(2  Tim.  4  10),  we  shall  be  compelled  to  take  that  also  as  denoting 
the  Roman  Province,  and  hence  to  trace  in  the  NT  writings  the 
change  in  Roman  usage  with  regard  to  the  name  of  the  Province 
which  has  been  above  explained.  All  the  more  striking  appears 
the  variation  when  it  is  remembered  that  it  is  in  writing  to  a 
Greek  that  the  word  Dalmatia  is  used  in  preference  to  the  (to 
a  Greek)  more  familiar  form  Illyria  [see  DALMATIA]. 

The  decision  of  the  question  whether  by  Illyricum 
Paul  meant  Illyris  Grceca  or  the  Roman  Province 
Illyricum  (Dalmatia)  really  lies  in  the  answer  given  to 
the  further  question — whether  '  unto '  (fn^xP1)  is  used  in 
an  inclusive  or  exclusive  sense. 

Mexpti  perhaps,  need  not  involve  the  inclusion  of  the 
word  with  which  it  is  combined,  hence  an  actual  cross 
ing  of  the  frontier  of  Illyricum  from  Macedonia  is  not 
to  be  proved. 

An  unprejudiced  reader,  however,  would  here  un 
doubtedly  understand  Illyricum  to  lie  -within  the  circum 
ference  of  the  ever-widening  circle  of  missionary  enter 
prise  pictured  by  the  phrase  dirb  'lepovcraX^/j.  /cat  w/cXy 
(t^XP1  r°v  "IXXupticftS.  For  in  fact,  if  Berea,  the  most 
westerly  recorded  city  (Acts  17 10),  is  taken  to  have  been 
the  most  westerly  point  actually  reached  in  this  region 
by  Paul,  he  was  still  nearly  100  miles  east  of  the  Illyrian 
frontier — and  therefore  the  employment  of  Illyricum  to 
mark  the  extreme  limit  of  preaching  can  with  difficulty 
be  justified.  We  hold,  then,  that  Paul's  words  imply 
actual  work  in  Illyricum — i.e. ,  probably  in  Illyris  Grceca 
— (cp  his  apparent  familiarity  with  Nicopolis,  Tit.  812)  ; 
but  a  visit  to,  e.g. ,  Salona  ( Colonia  Martia  Julia  Salona), 
the  capital  of  the  Roman  Province  Illyricum  (Dalmatia) 
may  also  have  found  a  place  in  the  itinerary  of  which 
we  get  this  solitary  glimpse. 

That  the  phrase  '  unto  Illyricum  '  might  have  been  legitimately 
used  'even  if  his  [Paul's]  apostolic  labours  were  entirely  to  the 
eastward  of  the  mountains  (sc.  Mt.  Scardus),  in  the  country 
watered  by  the  Strymon  and  the  Axius  '  (Conybeare  and  Howson, 
2  156),  cannot  be  maintained  by  reference  to  the  vague  use  of  the 
word  Illyricum  to  designate  the  region  S.  of  the  Danube  (e.g., 
Tac.  Hist.  1276  285,  where  Illyricum  =  Pannonia  Moesia  and 
Dalmatia;  jV.  Ann.  146244,  where  it  =  Pannonia  Rhaetia 
Noricum). 

See  Poinsignon,  Quid  prcecipue  apud  Romanes  adusque 
Diocletiani  tempera  Illyricum  fuerit  ('46),  Zippel,  d.  rom. 
Herrschaft  in  Illyrien  bis  auf  Augustus  ('77),  and  Bahr,  D. 
Ursprung  d.  ro'm.  Provinz  Illyrien  ('76).  W.  J.  W. 

1  Cp  Acts  20 2.  For  other  views  see  Zahn,  Einl.\2g$, 
M'Giffert,  Apost.  Age  254. 
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IMAGE,  see  IDOL,  §  i. 

IMALCUE(AVSlMALCUE,CINMAAKOYH[A], 
KOYe    [NV],    EMALCHU-EL    [Vg.],    TONMAAXON    D°S. 

Ant.  xiii.  5i],  ofl^AB  [Pesh.],  MALCHUS  [Vg.  cod. 
Sangerm.]),  an  Arabian  prince  who  had  charge  of  the 
young  ANTIOCHUS  \$.v.,  4]  (i  Mace.  1139). 

The  name  is  clearly  equivalent  to  n^D',  a  name  found  in  Palm. 
and  closely  allied  to  the  common  Nab.  name  i;i7,-.  According 
to  Diodorus  (who  gives  the  name  as  Jamblichus"),!  the  prince 
reigned  near  Chalkis  (Miiller,  Frag)n.  hist.  grcec.  2  17,  n.  21)  ; 
see  Schur.  GJV\  184,  n.  24,  and  the  authorities  quoted  there.  He 
was  perhaps  related  to  ZABDIEL,  or  the  son  and  successor  of 
Diodes  in  whose  hands  Balas  placed  Antiochus  (Diod.  Fr. 
xxxii.  10  1). 

IMLAH-(n7O\    'he  is  full,'  §  54  ;  cp  Palm,  name 
»,  Vog.  Syr.  Centr.  85  ;   i  K.  228)  or  Imla  (K^P"1  ; 
2    Ch.  187),    father  of    Micaiah    the    prophet    (in    K. 

ie/v\l6.c  [B  ;  in  v.  9  -ta],  ie/v\AA  [A],  NAMAAl  [L]  ;  in 
Ch.  leMAAC  [B  ;  in  v.  18  -aa],  ie/v\A&  [A], 


IMMANUEL,  a  symbolic  name,  meaning  '  With  us 
(is)  God'  (cp  Judg.  61216),  found  twice  in  EV,  viz. 
(a)  in  Is.  7  14,  and  (/3)  in  Is.  88. 

In  (a)  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  expression  is  to  be  viewed  as  a 
proper  name,  whether  with  Baer  we  adopt  7WJQV,  or  with  Ginsb. 
7X  UBj;  as  the  Mass,  reading.  All  the  versions  are  here  agreed 
(18,  Mt.  1  23,  efi/uai/ou7)/\.  [BNAQr]).  In  (/3),  however,  whereas  Vg. 
Pesh.  recognise  '  Immanuel  '  and  MT,  which  gives  7X  ?3Sy> 

does  not  exclude  this  view,  ©NBAQF  renders  /uefl'  ri/jLuv  o  fledy, 
i.e.,  '  God  is  with  us'  —  an  affirmation  of  the  favourableness  of  God 
to  the  people  of  Judah,  and  Tg.  closes  the  verse  with  the  words, 
'thy  land,  O  Israel.' 

The  historical  occasion  on  which  the  prophecy  of 
Immanuel  was  given  is  described  elsewhere  (see  ISAIAH  i.  , 

1  Various    §  3)'      ^'e  ^ave  now  s'mP1y  to  record 

theories  l^e  answers  which  have  most  recently 
been  given  to  the  question,  Who  is  meant 
by  noVjrn  (  '  the  'alma  ft  '  —  lit.  the  maiden  or  young 
woman),2  and  by  Immanuel? 

(a)  Lagarde,  M'Curdy,  and,  with  some  hesitation, 
Porter,  identify  the  'almah  with  the  wife  of  Ahaz,  or 
(at  least)  with  some  one  of  the  inferior  members  (cp 
Cant.  68)  of  the  royal  harem.  In  this  case,  it  is  natural 
to  take  the  further  step  of  identifying  Immanuel  with 
Hezekiah. 

As  M'Curdy  points  out,  the  chronological  objection  still 
urged  by  some  scholars  rests  upon  disputable  grounds.  Those 
who  go  thus  far  may  also  wish  to  modify  the  vocalization 
of  one  Heb.  word  (reading  nxn^l),3  so  that  the  formal  naming 
of  the  child  will  be  entrusted  to  the  father. 

(!>}  Hitzig  and  Reuss  identify  Immanuel  with  Maher- 
shalal-hash-baz,  the  child  whom  '  the  prophetess  '  bore 
to  Isaiah  soon  after  his  meeting  with  Ahaz  (Is.  83). 

Riehm  and  H.  Schultz,  however,  suppose  that  an  elder 
brother  of  this  child  may  be  meant,  and  the  former  accounts  for 
the  phrase  '  the  maiden  '  by  conjecturing  that  Isaiah  had  recently 
become  a  widower  and  had  married  again. 

(c)  Weir,  Hofmann,  and  Orelli  explain  the  phrase 
'  the  maiden  '  allegorically. 

The  people  of  Israel  is  often  described  as  the  bride  of  Yahwe 
(e.g.,  Is.  54s  Ezek.  16  Hos.  2),  and  Mic.  63  [2]  (cp  4io)  may  be 
plausibly  understood  as  interpreting  '  the  maiden  '  in  Is.  7  14  of 

1  Schurer  refers  to  the  Lat.  '  Jamlicus  '  in  the  Corp.  Inscrip. 
Rhenan.,  ed.  Brambach,  no.  1233. 

2  On  the  sense  of  noSy  see  BOB,  s.v.,  and  cp  Che.  Proph. 
Is.  P)  2i39/;    WRS  Proph.   424.       The  prophet  chooses  the 
most  comprehensive  word  he  can  find  (cp  Pr.  30  19),  so  as  to 
include  all  classes  of  women  ;  the  article  is  best  viewed  as  generic 
(see  e  below).     On  most  of  the  theories  which  will  be  mentioned 
(a,  b,  c,  d),  the  term  constitutes  a  real  and  perhaps  an  insuperable 
difficulty.     At  any  rate  '  the  maiden  '  need  not  be  explained  of 
any  single  well-known  individual.    The  phrase  may  be  Hebraistic 
for  '  one  who  is  a  maiden  '  (i.e.,  a  young  woman  of  marriageable 
age)  ;    cp  i   S.  17  34,  '  there  came   the   lion  '  (so   literally  ;   EV 
'  a  lion  '). 

3  This  pointing  is  supported  by  <S  (except  Q*  (caAeo-ere,  and 
F  KoAecr[ou<Ti]i'),  Aq.,  Theod.,  Symm.      In  Mt.   123  the  more 
general  Kahetrovcriv  is  substituted  for  KoAe'trcis,  which  might  be 
paraphrased  '  men  shall  call.  ' 
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the  faithful  Israelitish  community.  According  to  Hofmann,  the 
child  Immanuel  means  the  regenerate  people  of  Israel ;  Weir, 
however,  thinks  that  child-birth  is  simply  an  allegory  of  deliver 
ance  from  danger,  though,  inconsistently,  he  admits  a  secondary 
reference  of  the  passage  to  the  Messiah.  1 

(d)  Ewald  and  many  other  critics  take  the  '  maiden  ' 
to    be   the  mother   of  the   Messiah,    and    it    has    been 
regarded  as  Isaiah's  chief  distinction  that  he  had  thus 
early  an  intuition  of  this  grand  eschatological  figure. 

The  vagueness  of  the  title  '  the  maiden '  may  be  intentional ; 
we  are  meant  to  fix  our  attention  on  the  personality  of  the  child, 
whose  speedy  advent  and  strange  experience  will  be  the 
divinely  appointed  '  sign '  of  the  truth  of  Israel's  prophecy. 
This  view  was  formerly  that  of  the  present  writer,  and  is  still 
maintained  by  Guthe,  G.  A.  Smith,  and  Skinner.  If  it  be 
correct,  Is.  7  14  is  the  only  prophecy  of  the  Messiah  addressed 
by  Isaiah  (whose  authorship  of  9 6  [5]^  11  i-o  is  here  assumed) 
to  any  but  his  attached  disciples,  and  there  Isaiah  kept  silence 
as  to  the  Davidic  origin  of  the  mysterious  child. 

(e)  Roorda    ('40),    Kuenen,   W.    R.    Smith,   Smend, 
Duhm,  Cheyne,  Marti  take  a  different,  and.  at  first  sight, 
a  startling  view,  which,  however,  is  in  perfect  accordance 
with  Hebrew  grammar.      '  It  does  not  appear  that  he 
[Isaiah]  pointed  his  hearers  to  any  individual.      He  says, 
only,  that  a  young  woman,  who  shall  become  a  mother 
within   a  year,  may   name  her   child   "God  with  us." 
For  before  the  babe  begins  to  develop  into  intelligent 
childhood,  the  lands  of  Pekah  and  Rezin  shall  be  laid 
waste '(WRS  Proph.W  272).     Those  who  take  this  view 
will  most  naturally  regard  ^N  uay  in  88  (as  well  as  in 
v.  10)  as  a  statement  that  'God  is  with  Judah,'  not  as 
a  proper  name  ('  thy  land,  O  Immanuel'),  and  will,  by 
a  very  slight  rearrangement  of  the  Hebrew  letters,  read 
'  ...   of  the  land.      For   with  us  is  God.'     Various 
considerations,   critical  and   exegetical,  almost  irresist 
ibly  urge  this  theory  upon  us   (see  Duhm,  Is.,  and  cp 
Che.   SBOT,  and  Intr.  Is.  32-37). 

(/)  F.  C.  Porter  (JBL  14  26  ff.  ['95])  suggests  that 
Immanuel  '  expresses  not  the  prophet's  faith,  but  the 
false  faith,  the  ungrounded  confidence  of  the  king 
and  the  people.' 

'  "  Yahwe  is  with  us  "  was  a  popular  expression  of  religious 
faith  (Am.  5  14) ;  Amos  denies  it  of  Israel  as  a  nation."  So 
Hosea  and  Micah,  the  one  by  the  names  of  his  children,  the 
other  by  express  contradiction,  oppose  this  superstition. 
Jeremiah  too  denies  it  in  its  more  recent  form  (Jer.  88). 
Immanuel,  then,  would  be  'a  name  which  a  Jewish  woman 
soon  to  give  birth  might  naturally  give  to  her  son,  but  which 
the  experiences  of  such  a  son  even  in  his  earliest  infancy  would 
contradict.'  The  sign  consists  'not  in  the  name  nor  in  the 
lot  of  the  boy,  but  in  the  relation  of  the  two,  in  the  contradiction 
of  the  name  by  the  lot.'  Thus  the  name  forms  a  climax  to  the 
announcement  of  judgment  in  Is.  88. 

That  the  historical  meaning  of  Is.  7 14  should  be  for 
gotten  in  the  post-exilic  period  was  only  natural.  It 
then  became  essential  to  fill  the  old  prophecy  with  a  new 
meaning — for  the  'scriptures'  (men  thought)  should 
throb  with  life  from  end  to  end,  if  they  were  indeed 
divine.  This  was  done  by  giving  the  passage  a 
reference  to  the  gradually  developing  doctrine  of  the 
'  last  things.' 

We  find  the  first  certain  trace  of  this  in  Mic.  5  3,2  which  is  not 
from  the  pen  of  Micah,  and  is  rooted,  not  in  contemporary 
history,  but  in  the  deductive  theology  or  rather  eschatology  of 

st -exilic  times  (se«  Gesch.  d.  isr.  Rel.   255,  Kaiser- Marti). 

wish  Christians  interpreted  the  passage  on  the  same  principles. 

st  as  they  explained  Is.  9  i  [8  23]  of  the  residence  of  Jesus  at 
Capernaum,  and  Hos.  11  i  of  the  flight  into  Egypt,  so  they 
interpreted  Is.  7  14  of  the  virgin  birth  of  Jesus. 

Several  interesting  points  must  necessarily  be  passed 

over  here,      (i)  The  controversial  use  of  Is.  7 14  belongs 

2   Other  sPec'a'lv    to    tne   history   of  the  OT  in   the 

.    .        Christian   Church   (cp  Diestel's  useful  work, 

'69).      (2)  The  LXX  rendering  of  no'jjjn  also 

requires  attention. 

J.  P.  Peters  has  suggested  that  the  true  reading  in  Is.  7 14 
maybe  n?W3[t.  If  so,  a  view  of  the  meaning  of  'Immanuel' 
which  a  recent  commentator  describes  as  'purely  fanciful' 
(mentioned  above  as  c)  becomes  almost  forced  upon  us.  Most 


1  Che.  Proph.  /j.(3)  1  48. 

2  If  Is.  9  6  [5]  be  post-exilic,  it  may  also  be  mentioned  here  as 
implying  (probably)  that  Immanuel  is  the  Messiah. 
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scholars,  however,  will  doubt  this  bold  conjecture,  and  think 
that  TI\  napBfvos  in  &  is  a  trace  of  the  belief  that  the  Messiah  was 
to  be  born  of  a  virgin.  Hadham  (Acad.  8th  June,  '95)  has 
adduced  much  evidence  to  show  that  such  a  belief  was  current 
among  Palestinian  and  Alexandrian  Jews.  Aq.,  Sym.,  Theod. 
have  t\  veavif. 

(3)  The  relation  of  the  Immanuel  prophecy  to  Is. 
92-7  [1-6]  and  to  Ps.  46  is  critically  important.  See  the 
special  introductions.  (4)  The  meaning  of  'signs'  in 
Hebrew  prophecy  deserves  special  study.  We  can  here 
only  quote  a  Mohammedan  illustration  of  ordinary  non- 
miraculous  signs  such  as  that  given  to  Ahaz  by  Isaiah. 
It  was  a  common  belief  among  early  Moslems  that  the 
coming  of  the  prophet  had  been  announced  by  various 
'  signs '  to  the  world  at  large.  One  of  the  non- 
miraculous  'signs'  is  thus  described  by  Ibn  Hisham. 
A  Jew  was  speaking  of  resurrection  and  judgment  to 
heathen  Arabs,  who  demanded  a  sign  of  the  truth  of 
his  statements.  'A  prophet,'  he  answered,  'sent  from 
yonder  country'  (Mecca).  'But  when,'  they  asked, 
'  do  you  think  he  will  come  ? '  Then  he  looked  at  me, 
and  said,  '  If  this  boy  reaches  the  full  term  of  life,  he 
will  see  him.'  Here,  as  Bevan  remarks,1  it  is  not 
merely  the  doctrine  of  a  future  state  which  receives  a 
sign.  The  sign  that  there  is  a  future  state  consists  in 
the  coming  of  the  prophet,  and  the  sign  that  the 
prophet  is  really  coming  consists  in  the  fact  that  the 
boy  who  is  singled  out  will  live  to  see  him.  The 
applicability  of  this  illustration  to  Is.  7 14  is  obvious. 
Whether  Immanuel  is  an  individual,  or  a  whole  genera 
tion  of  children,  makes  no  difference.  Cp  also  Ex.  812, 
which  is  strikingly  parallel  to  Is.  7 14,  and  equally  requires 
illustration. 

See  Giesebrecht,  'Die  Immanuelweissagung,'  St.  Kr.,  1888, 
pp.  217-246;  Guthe,  Das  Zukunftsbild  des  Jesaia,  $of.  ('85); 
Smend,  A  T  Rel.-gesch.  214^  ;  M'Curdy,  Hist.  Proph..  Man. 
14:7-420;  Porter  (JBL,  as  above);  Kirkpatrick,  Doctrine  of 
the  Prophets,  185-189;  and  the  commentaries.  Cp  also 
GOSPELS,  §  21,  MESSIAH,  NATIVITY.  T.  K.  C. 

IMMER  ("ISN  ;  eMMHp  [AL]),  a  place  mentioned 
with  CHERUB  and  ADDAN  in  Ezra2s9  (e/v\Hp  [B])  = 
Neh.  76i  (IGMHP  [BXA1],  €M.  [A**M-])  =  iEsd.  536 
where  the  name  is  AALAR,  RV  ALLAR  (&AA&P  [B], 
AA&p  [A]).  See  CHERUB,  2. 

IMMEE  ("I8X,  §  68,  'sheep'  (?),  or  cp  AMARIAH  ; 
eMMHp[BNAQL]). 

1.  The  father(?)of  the  priest  PASHHUR  (Jer.  20  i,  pre-exilic). 
The  (post-exilic)  genealogy  of  Immer  is  given  in  i  Ch.  9  12  (<TI*)P 
[B])  =  Neh.  11  13  (BNA  om.  t^wp  Nc.a  mg.inf.);  the  same  family- 
name  occurs  in  i  Ch.  24  14.     There  is  frequent  reference  to  the 
post-exilic  family  of  B'ne  Immer  (Ezra  2  37  ;  10  20  aju./u.rjp  [N*]  ; 
in   Neh.  7  40  om.  B,   x'M'V   W)',    cp   Neh.  3  29  (Zadok).       In 
iEsd.92i    the  name  appears  as   EMMER  (s/u-rjp   [B]),    and  ib. 
5  24  as  MERUTH,  RV  EMMERUTH  (epjiijpov  [B]),  e/ayu7)pov0[AJ). 

2.  See  AMON,  2. 

IMMORTALITY.  There,  is  no  equivalent  in 
Hebrew:  in  Prov.  1228  DID'^X  cannot  grammatically 
mean  'no  death'  (EV)  or  'immortality'  (Ew. ),  nor  is 
immortality  within  the  wise  man's  circle  of  ideas. 
See  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  15^ 

1.  aQavavia  ;  immortal! tas :  i  Cor.  15  53^  i  Tim.  6  16.     Also 
Wisd.  84  ('hope  full  of  immortality'),  4i  ('in  the  memory  of 
virtue   is   immortality')  81317  ('in  the  kinship  of  wisdom  is 
immortality'),  163  ('to  know  God  is  the  root  of  immortality'). 
Cp    also    4  Mace.  14  5    1613.       adav<no<;    occurs    in    Wisd.  1 15 
('righteousness  is   immortal'),   Ecclus.  1730  ('son  of  man  not 

immortal').  Cp  Ecclus.  51  9  [A],  4  Mace.  7 3  [N]  146  1823 
[AaNc.a  y]_ 

2.  afiBapvia,  incorruptio :  Rom.  2  7  i  Cor.  1642  50  53_/C  Eph. 
624  2  Tim.  1 10  ;  in   RV   always  '  incorruption '  (in   Eph.    '  un- 
corruptness  ).     a.<j>Oa.j>Tos  is  rendered  'immortal'  in  i  Tim.  1  17 
AV.     Elsewhere  EV  has  '  incorruptible.'     a<£>dap<rt'a  occurs  also 
in  Wisd.  223  (man  created  for  incorruption),  619  (incorruption 
brings  near  to  God).     Cp  4  Mace.  9  22  17  12.     a<f>0aproy  in  Wisd. 
12  i  (of  the  spirit  of  God),  18  4  (of  the  light  of  the  law). 

IMNA  (WO»,  §  53,  '  [God]  keeps  off']),  name  in  a 
genealogy  of  ASHER  (q.v.  §  4,  ii. ),  i  Ch.  7sst  (iMANA 
[BA],  IAMN&  [L]).  Cp  perhaps  Nab.  nj?:o  (see  Cook, 
Aram.  Gloss.,  s.v.),  and  see  TIMNA. 

1  Bevan,  JQR  1894,  pp.  220-222. 
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IMNAH  (rnr??,  §  53,  '[God]  determines'  or 
'measures';  leMNA,  [ADL]).  i.  b.  ASHER  (q.v.  ,  §  4,  i.  ), 
Gen.  46i7  (AV  JIMNAH)  =  NU.  2643  [44]  (AV  JIMNA  ; 
IAMGIN  [BAFL])=lCh.  73°  (|NIN<\[B],  lAMN&LL]); 

gentilic  Imnite,  AV  JIMNITES,  Nu.  2643^4]  (iAM[e]- 
IN[e]i  [BAFL]). 

2.  A  Levite,  father  of  Kore  :  2  Ch.  31  14  (ai/otav  [B]).  We 
should  perhaps  transpose  and  read  jo'fj  —  i.e.  ID'!!1,  Heman  ;  see 
KORE. 

IMRAH  (mp\  'he  resists,'  §  53  ;  cp  MERAIAH),  in 
a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (q.v.,  §4,  ii.),  i  Ch. 
[B],  leMpA  [A],  -BRA  [L]). 

IMBI  ("HPK,  §  52  ;  abbrev.  from  AMARIAH). 


1.  A  Judahite,  i  Ch.  9  4  ;  see  AMARIAH,  3. 

2.  Father  of  ZACCHUR^)  in  list  of  wall-builders  (see  NEHEMIAH, 


1.  Terms. 


§  i/,  EZRA  ii.,  §§  16  [i],  15^) :  Neh.  82!  (apapei  [BNL],  piapi 
[A]). 

INCENSE  is  the  perfume  arising  from  aromatic 
substances  during  combustion,  and  the  substances 
themselves  which  are  burned  to  produce 
the  perfume.  In  EV  '  incense '  translates 
two  Hebrew  words,  one  of  which  (rnbp,  fctoreth,  6v/j,ia/jt,a) 
properly  denotes  '  smoke,'  specifically  the  smoke  of 
offerings  to  the  deity  by  fire  ;  the  other  (nji^i  I'bhondh, 
Xi(3avos),  more  frequently  rendered  frankincense,  is  the 
name  of  a  species  of  gum  (see  FRANKINCENSE). 

K'toreth  is  used  of  the  savoury  smoke  of  victims  (Homeric 
Kvia-rf),  Dt.  33  10  (mbp,  k'tordti),  Is.  1 13  Ps.  66  15  ; l  and  the 
verb  (~TC?jp,  kilter,  Piel)  means  'cause  to  smoke'  upon  the  altar, 
e.g.,  the  fat  of  a  sacrifice  (i  S.  2  15  f,  falsely  pointed  as  Hiphil, 
cp  IBp  in  16),  an  oblation  of  bread  (Am.  4$;  not  ®);  more 
frequently  without  direct  object  (Hos.  4  13  11  2  Jer.  19  13  etc.). 
Then,  as  the  burning  of  at  least  a  portion  of  the  offering  was  an 
essential  part  of  the  religious  rite,  by  a  development  analogous 
to  that  of  rm>  zebak  ('slaughter,  sacrifice')  fitter  means  'offer 
sacrifice.'  Later,  kftoretk  is  used  specifically  of  the  sweet  smoke 
of  frankincense  and  other  aromatics ;  of  the  incense-offering  (as  in 
TOR  rnbp.,  Ex.308  etc.);  and  of  the  material  burned  in  this 
offering  (Ezek.  8  n  Lev.  10  i  and  frequently)  ;  the  last  meaning 
finally  predominates.2  The  compound  prescribed  in  Ex.  30  34  is 
D'EDrt  rnbp,  'the  incense  of  aromatics.'  The  verb  ordinarily 
used  in  this  connection  is  VGpn,  hiktlr  (Hiph.),  which  pre 
dominates  in  the  later  literature  in  all  uses. 

The  use  of  incense  in  religious  ceremonies  is  very 
widespread,  and  a  great  variety  of  substances  has  been 

„   ,  used    for    the     purpose — woods,     barks, 

2.  Incense     ,  .   ,    a 

dried    flowers,     grasses,     seeds,     resins, 

gums.3     In  Egypt  the  offering  of  incense 


religions. 


by  a  king  is  a  very  frequent  subject  on 


the  monuments  ;  4  enormous  quantities  of  incense  were 
consumed  in  the  temples  ; 5  and  expeditions  were  re 
peatedly  sent  to  the  land  of  Punt  (Somali)  to  bring 
back  the  fragrant  gums.6  In  the  religion  of  the  Baby 
lonians  and  Assyrians  incense  (kutrinnu)  was  also 
much  used  :  the  hero  of  the  Deluge  after  leaving  the  ark 
offers  sweet  calamus  (nap),  cedar  wood,  and  fragrant 
herbs  (?)  ; 7  references  in  the  royal  inscriptions,  hymns, 
and  magical  texts  are  not  infrequent.8  Herodotus  says 
that  a  thousand  talents'  weight  of  frankincense  was 
offered  on  the  great  altar  of  burnt  offerings  at  the 
annual  feast  of  Bel  (1183).  Sabsean  inscriptions,  some 
of  them  on  censers,  name  various  substances  used  for 


1  The  Arab,  kutdr  is  the  scent  of  flesh-meat  roasted  on  live 
coals,  and,  secondarily,  according  to  some  scholars,  of  aloe-wood 
burnt  for  fumigation. 

2  In  this  sense  the  word  is  found  in  Phosn.  inscriptions ;  see 
CIS  1  no.  166  6  334  3  f. 

3  For  a  list  of  substances  used  in  the  East  in  ancient  and 
modern  times,  see  Birdwood  in  EB($)  12718. 

4  See  Wilkinson-Birch,  Anc.  Eg.  8398-400,  414-416  ('78). 

5  See  the  reckoning  of  the  gifts  of  Ramses  III.  during  his 
reign,  Erman,  AZgypten,  407/1 

6  Erman,  669,  673,  677;  Naville,  Deir  el  Bahari,  ^iff.  ('94)  ; 
cp  also  Gen.  37  25. 

'  Bab.  deluge-story,  147  jf, 

8  See  RITUAL  (Assyr.  Babyl.),  §  2  ;  Del.  Ass.  HWB  600  ; 
Tallquist,  Maqlu,  2gf,  6gsf. 

9  Mordtmann  and  Miiller,  SabdischeDenkmcilcr,  78  8i^f!   See 
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The  gums  and  resins  of  Syria  were  carried  to  market 

in  Egypt  through  Palestine  (Gen.  3725)  ;   the  perfumes 

3   Earliest  use  *°r  w^'c^  Southern  Arabia  was  famous 

'    .     T--,--!        were  brought  to  Jerusalem  in  Solomon's 

time   (iK.  lOio/.);    but  there  is   no 

reference   to    the   use  of   incense   in    Israelite  worship 

before  the  seventh  century  B.C. 

The  prophets  of  the  eighth  century,  in  their  picture  of  the 
ostentatious  religion  of  their  contemporaries  (Am.  44y".  621^ 
Is.  1  n_^I  ;  cp  also  Mic.  §6f),  could  hardly  have  failed  to  make 
some  allusion  to  this  feature  of  the  cultus,  if  it  had  been 
customary  in  their  time.  Nor  is  there  any  mention  of  it  in  the 
older  historical  books  or  laws  ;  1  it  is,  indeed,  at  variance  with 
the  fundamental  principle  of  the  older  laws,  that  the  material  of 
sacrifice  should  be  the  gift  of  Yahwe  —  i.e.,  the  product  of  his 
land.  Jeremiah  is  the  first  to  speak  of  it  :  'What  care  I,'  says 
Yahwe,  '  for  frankincense  (rU3^)  that  comes  from  Sheba  (cp  Is. 
60  6)  and  sweet  calamus  (31^  njp)  from  a  distant  land  '  (6  20,  cp 
41  5  ;  17  26  is  post-exilic)  ;  see,  further,  Is.  43  23  f.  Yahwe  did 
not  burden  Israel  with  a  costly  cultus,  frankincense  and 
calamus  (see  REED  [6])  bought  with  money.2  The  earliest 
determinable  use  of  K'toreth  for  the  material  of  incense  is  Ezek. 
8  ii  —  significantly  enough,  in  a  description  of  a  heathenish 
mystery  -cult  ;  see  also  23  41. 

It  is  to  be  conjectured,  therefore,  that  the  use  of 
these  imported  aromatics  in  the  worship  of  Yahwe 
came  in,  with  other  innovating  imitations  of  foreign 
religions,  during  the  reign  of  Manasseh.3 

We  may  distinguish  (i)  the  use  of  incense  as  the 
concomitant  of  certain  oblations,  and  (2)  the  offering 

4   OT  usaee    of  incense  bv.  itself-     (  J  )  In  the  first 
'    case  the  oblation  consists  of  fine  flour 

and  oil  (the  ordinary  minhdh),  or  roasted  ears  or  grits 
(first-fruits)  and  oil,  with  frankincense  ;  a  handful  of 
the  flour  or  grain,  and  all  the  accompanying  frank 
incense  was  burned  on  the  great  altar  (the  azkdra; 
see  SACRIFICE).*  On  the  table  of  shewbread  pure 
frankincense  was  placed  (in  two  golden  vessels,  Jos. 
Ant.  iii.  10/,  M.  Mindch.  lls  if-  )  ',  when  the  bread  was 
removed  on  the  following  sabbath,  the  frankincense 
was  burned  on  the  great  altar,  as  an  azkdrdh  to  the 
bread  (Lev.  247-9).  In  all  these  cases  frankincense 
alone  is  prescribed. 

(2)  In  the  offering  of  incense  kftoreth  by  itself,  the 
older  use  was  to  burn  it  in  censers,5  of  which  it  seems 
to  be  assumed  that  each  priest  had  one. 

So  in  P  ;  Nadab  and  Abihu  are  destroyed  by  lightning  from 
Yahwe  because  they  put  profane  fire  (coals  not  from  the  great 
altar)  in  their  censers,  and  offered  incense  to  Yahwe  (Lev.  10  iff.)  ', 
cp  also  Nu.  16  (laymen  presume  to  usurp  a  priestly  function), 
and  17  1  1  (16  46)  (Aaron  carries  his  censer  through  the  camp  to 
stay  the  plague).  This  was  the  common  mode  in  Egypt  (see 
Wilkinson,  as  in  preceding  col.  n.  4,  and  CENSER  ;  cp  also 
Ezek.  8  1  1). 

This  practice  survived  in  the  ultimate  ritual  of  the 
temple  only  in  the  ceremonies  of  the  Day  of  Atonement 
in  Lev.  16,  where  precisely  this  part  belongs  to  the 
older  stratum  (P)  connected  unmistakably  with  Lev.  10  ; 
see  ATONEMENT,  DAY  OF,  §§  i  3,  LEVITICUS,  §  12. 

In  a  later  stratum  of  P  a  permanent  golden  altar  is 
provided  in  the  Holy  Place,  upon  which  the  stated 
incense-offering  (TCH)  is  burned  morning  and  evening 
(Ex.  30  1^;  see  ALTAR,  §  n,  and  EXODUS  ii.  ,  §  s[i.]). 
The  pan,  or  rather  shovel  (^nno,  see  CENSER),  which 
formerly  served  as  a  censer,  is  now  used  only  to  take 
the  coals  from  the  great  altar  and  carry  them  to  the 
altar  of  incense. 

In  the  same  late  stratum  of  P  we  find  directions  for 

.,  Birdwood  in 


in  general  Dillm.  Exod.  11.  Lev.  on  Ex. 
EJ3W,  s.v.  'Incense.' 

1  The  silence  of  Kings  must  be  compared  with  the  frequent 
references  in  Chronicles.     See  Wellh.  Prol.(4)  64^.  ;   Nowack, 
HA  2  246. 

2  The  'fragrant  calamus'  is  an  ingredient  of  the  holy  chrism, 
Ex.3023. 

3  In  Greece  and  Rome,  also,  the  use  of  imported  odorifera  in 
worship  was  a  refinement  of  a  more  luxurious  age  (Porphyr.  De 
abstinent.  2  5  ;    Arnob.  C.  gent.  1  26)  ;    in   Greece   it   seems   to 
begin  about  the  seventh  century. 

*  See  Ley.  2  if.  i$f.  6  15  [8]  ;  cp  Neh.  185.  In  two  instances 
it  is  prescribed  that  the  minhah  shall  not  be  accompanied  by 
frankincense  (Lev.  5n  Nu.  615). 

5  See  CENSER. 
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the  ceremonial  :  Aaron  (i.e.  ,  the  high  priest)  shall  burn 

5    Ritual       incense    on    the    golden    altar    every 

prescriptions.  mo™[nS  when  he  dresses  the  lamps, 

and  every  evening   when   he  replaces 

them  on  the  candelabra  ;   this  is  a  Ton  map  (EV   '  a 

perpetual     incense  '),     corresponding     to     the     stated 

morning    and    evening    offerings    on    the    great    altar 

(Ex.307/:).. 

The  incense  is  of  a  peculiar  composition,  and  is  very  sacred  ; 
the  use  of  any  other  kind  in  the  temple,  or  of  this  compound  for 
any  other  purpose,  is  a  mortal  sin  (Ex.  30  34-38).  To  offer  incense 
is  a  high  prerogative  of  the  priesthood  :  the  story  of  Uzziah 
(2  Ch.  26  16-21)  illustrates  the  peril  at  which  others  intrude 
upon  it. 

The  formula  for  compounding  the  sacred  incense  is 
given  in  Ex.  8034-38. 

The  ingredients  are  four  fragrant  substances  (Q'GO,  sammlm), 
viz.,  1W,  nataph(<najiTti  ;  EV  STACTE),  nWlB',  &hcieth(ow£  ;  EV 


of  Incense 


6.  Composition  °*VCHA>.  n«,  ****** 

kah  (\if3avot  Sia^aojs  ;  EV  'pure  FRANK 


, 
GAI.BANUM),  and  H2T  HJ37,    Icbhonah  zak- 


INCENSE').!  These  in  equal  parts,  with  a  seasoning  of  salt,  are 
to  be  made  into  a  '  perfume  incense  according  to  the  perfumer's 
art,'  and  reduced  to  a  very  fine  powder. 

In  the  Herodian  temple  was  employed  a  much 
more  elaborate  compound  containing,  according  to  Jos. 
(BJv.  5s),  thirteen  constituents.  This  agrees  with  the 
Talmudic  testimony,  which  names  eleven  aromatic 
substances,  besides  salt  and  a  certain  herb.2 

The  additional  ingredients  are  myrrh,  cassia,  spikenard, 
saffron,  costus  (ats'lp),  mace  (nSl^lp),  cinnamon  (Jer.  Yomd,  4s  ; 
Bab.  Kcrithoth,  6a).  These  were  combined  with  the  four  pre 
scribed  in  Exodus  in  such  quantities  as  to  make  for  the  year's 
supply  a  total  of  368  minas  (say,  roughly  —  pounds),  one  for  each 
day  of  the  solar  year,  and  three  additional  for  the  rites  of  the 
Day  of  Atonement.  With  the  aromatics  was  mixed  a  small 
quantity  (J  kab)  of  Sodom  salt,  and  a  certain  herb  which  had 
the  property  of  causing  the  smoke  to  ascend  in  a  vertical 
column.  With  this  formula  we  may  compare  the  description 
which  Plutarch  gives  of  the  Egyptian  incense  (and  medicinal) 
compound  called  kuphi,  which  consisted  of  sixteen  ingredients 
(De  Isid.  et  Osir.  p.  383).  3  Cp  also  Jubilees  3  27  16  24.  Accord 
ing  to  Apoc.  Mosis,  29,  Adam  was  allowed  to  take  with  him, 
when  he  was  expelled  from  Paradise,  the  sweet-smelling  plants 
used  for  incense. 

The  proper  compounding  of  the  incense  was  an  art 
and  mystery. 

Some  of  the  ingredients  required  previous  preparation  :  the 
onycha  or  sea-shell  (nSnty),  e.g.,  was  purified  with  vegetable 
alkali,  and  steeped  in  a  particular  kind  of  wine  to  take  off  the 
rankness  of  the  odour.  The  materials  were  powdered  in  a 
mortar,  the  workman  repeating  as  he  pounded,  '  bray  it  well  !  ' 
and  the  incense  was  left  in  a  fine  powder,  not  made  up  into 
pastils  or  osselets  such  as  we  see  in  Egyptian  representations. 
The  stress  laid  on  the  prohibition  of  honey,  though  it  has  a 
general  warrant  in  Lev.  2n,  may  be  a  side  -glance  at  the 
Egyptian  mode  of  preparation,  in  which  honey  was  probably 
used  to  make  the  mass. 

In  the  last  age  of  the  temple  the  fabrication  of  the 
incense  was  in  the  hands  of  the  family  of  Abtinos 
(Euflwos  or  ~Evdvvovs),  who  had  a  room  in  the  precincts 
assigned  them  for  the  purpose.  They  alone  knew  the 
herb  which  caused  the  column  of  smoke  to  ascend 
straight  to  the  roof  before  it  spread  out  ;  no  others 
could  get  this  effect  (Jer.  Yomd,  3  9  ;  Bab.  Yomd,  38a, 
etc.  ).  They  are  said  to  have  had  a  secret  book  of 
formulas. 

The  ceremonial  also  became  with  time  much  more 

complicated.      Instead  of  the  high  priest,  the  duty  of 

_..      .     .      burning    the    incense   was   assigned 

HerodianUtem°Dle  daily  by  lot  (cp  Lk"  1  8-'°>  to  a  priest 
"    *    '  who  had  not  previously  enjoyed  this 

distinction. 

Three  others  assisted  :  one  removed  from  the  altar  of  incense 
the  ashes  from  the  preceding  day  ;  another  filled  a  shovel  or 
pan  with  coals  from  the  south-western  of  the  two  fires  on  the 
great  altar,  put  them  upon  the  altar  of  incense,  spreading  them 
out  evenly,  made  his  prostration,  and  withdrew.  The  officiating 
priest  then  entered  the  Holy  Place,  carrying  the  proper  quantity 

1  See  STACTE,  ONYCHA,  GALBANUM,  FRANKINCENSE. 

2  The  repetition  of  C'DD  in  Ex.3034  made  possible  an  exe 
gesis  which  gave  a  warrant  for  improvement. 

3  See  also  Dioscor.  1  24. 
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of  incense  (i  mina)  in  a  cup  with  a  lid  (-jij) l  set  inside  a  shallow- 
vessel  (rp)  with  a  handle,  over  which  a  cloth  was  laid.  Another 
priest  accompanied  him ;  when  they  reached  the  altar  the 
assistant  took  the  vessel  and  poured  into  the  hands  of  the 
officiating  priest  every  grain  of  the  incense ;  he  then  made  his 
prostration  and  withdrew.  At  the  word  from  the  master  of 
ceremonies  (rmcp),  'Incense!'  OBjpri),  the  priest  sifted  the 
incense  on  the  coals,  then  made  his  prostration  and  retired. 2 
During  this  ceremony  no  one  was  allowed  to  be  in  the  temple, 
nor  within  the  court  between  the  altar  and  the  front  of  the  temple.3 

The  exact  moment  for  burning  the  incense  was 
carefully  fixed  in  the  series  of  rites,  and  served  to  mark 
the  time  of  day  (Judith  9 1  Lk.  1 10).  On  the  ritual  of 
the  Day  of  Atonement,  see  ATONEMENT,  ii.  §  7. 

Philo  (Quis  rerum  divin.  heres,  c.  41)  finds  in  the 
four  ingredients  of  the  incense  (Ex.  8634)  symbols  of 

8  Significance  t!ie  fourelenients.  water-  earth,  air,  fire ; 
the  composition  represents  the  universe. 
Josephus  (BJ  v.  5  5)  thinks   that  the    thirteen   ingredients, 
gathered   from   the  sea,   the  desert,   and  the  inhabited  earth, 
signify  that  all  things  are  of  God  and  unto  God.     Maimonides 
(More  Nebdkhlm,  3  45)  sees  in  the  incense  only  a  means  of  over 
coming  the  slaughter-house  stench  arising  from  the  sacrifice  of 
so  many  victims. 

That  it  is  a  symbol  or  vehicle  of  prayer  is  suggested 
by  a  natural  association  with  the  sweet  smoke  rising 
heavenwards  (cp  Ps.  1412  Rev.  8s/.  58). 4  The  more 
subtle  speculations  of  modern  'symbolists,'  such  as 
Bahr,  testify  to  the  authors'  ingenuity  rather  than  to 
their  sobriety. 

Many  recent  scholars  remark  the  fondness  of  the 
Orientals  for  perfumes  and  the  common  use  of  fumi 
gations  in  honour  of  guests  and  rulers 5  (cp  Prov.  7 17 
Cant.  36  Ps.  45 9  [8]).  The  perfuming  of  garments  by 
fragrant  smoke,  and  the  use  of  fumigatories  after  meals 
are  frequently  alluded  to  in  the  later  Jewish  literature. 
The  use  of  incense  in  worship  is  thus  explained  :  men 
believe  that  what  is  so  grateful  to  themselves  is  pleasing 
to  the  deity.  That  there  is  truth  in  this  explanation 
need  not  be  questioned  ;  and  it  is  not  improbable  that 
in  Israel  this  was  the  prevailing  conception.6 

This  is  not  the  whole  truth,  however,  any  more  than 
the  theory  that  the  origin  of  all  sacrifice  is  the  offering 
of  food  to  the  gods.  We  have  only  to  recall  the  wide 
use  of  fumigation  as  a  demonifuge,  of  which  Tobit6i-7 
81-3  are  familiar  instances.  In  Nu.  1646  \\li-L\ff., 
where  Aaron  with  his  censer  stands  betsveen  the  living 
and  the  dead  and  stays  the  plague,  the  incense  is 
called  an  atonement  (cp  Wisd.  1821);  but  the  back 
ground  of  older  belief  is  not  concealed.  The  use  of 
fumigation  in  magical  rites  is  also  to  be  noted,  one 
striking  example  of  which  is  found  in  Baruch  6  43  [42]  ; 
the  Babylonian  women  who  exposed  themselves  to 
prostitution  by  the  wayside  '  burnt  bran  for  fumigation,' 
with  which  the  commentators  properly  compare  Theo 
critus  233,  where  a  girl,  in  the  course  of  a  complicated 
magical  ceremony  to  win  back  the  affection  of  her 
lover,  burns  bran  to  Hecate  (cp  Verg.  Eel.  882  'sparge 
molam ' ).  On  incense  in  magical  ceremonies  see  also 
Test.  Salom.  ed.  Fleck,  119. 

The  principal  texts  have  been  cited  in  the  foregoing. 

A   clear  description   of  the   ritual,  using  all   the   Talmudic 

material,  is  given  by  Maimonides,  Misnf    Tora,  Temidin  u- 

musaphln,  %iff.,  cp  Kele  hamikdash,  2  \£. 

9.  Literature.  Some    older    monographs   are    collected    in 

Ugolini,    Thtsaurus  11,    to  which   may   be 

added  Schlichter,  De  si'ffitu  sacra  Hebrirorum  ejusque  mys- 

teriol  1754.     The  subject  is  treated  in  the  Comm.  on  Ex.  SO, 

esp.  in  Kalisch  and  Knobel-Dillmann,  and   in  the  works  on 

1  Cp  the  spherical,  covered  pastil-holders  in  Egyptian  repre 
sentations  (Wilk.  8398). 

2  The  high  priest  on  the  Day  of  Atonement  was  forbidden 
to  prolong  his  prayer  in  the  Holy  Place,  lest  the  people  should 
fear  that  something  had  happened  to  him  (M.   l'5rna,5i,  cp 
Lk.  1  21). 

3  M.  Tamid,  869  5  2  i,f.  6  1-6  ;  cp  Lk.  1 10. 

4  See  also  Test.  xii.  Pair.,  Levi,  3  ;  esp   Apoc.  Mosis,  33. 

6  See,  e.g.,  Lane,  Mod.  /."^-.i5|  203,  cp  138^.  ('60) ;  classical 
examples,  Herod.  754,  Curt.  v.  120  viii.  923,  Herodian,  iv.  %g/.', 
11  3;  Dillm.  on  Ex.  8034^ 

6  See,  e.g.,  the  Zulu  quoted  by  Tylor,  1y,$/.,  or  the  Baby 
lonian  Deluge  myth  cited  above,  g  2. 
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H\VB  s.m>.  'Rauchern,  Raucherwerk.'  For  the  Altar  of 
incense  (rncpn  mTCi.  Kx.  8027)  see,  besides  §  4  above,  CENSER, 
i ;  ALTAK,  §  n  ;  and  SACRIFICE.  G.  F.  M. 

INDIA  (-nh;  H  iNAiKH  [HXAVL«0]).  That  the 
Pishon  of  Gen.  2n  is  the  Indus,  and  that  Havilah  is 
India  properly  so-called  (i.e.,  the  region  watered  by 
the  Indus) ;  that  the  wood  brought  to  Solomon  from 
Ophir  (i  K.  10 n/.)  was  sandal-wood,  and  that  'ships 
of  Tarshish  '  imported  for  him  Indian  ivory  and  animals 
(i  K.  1022),  are  opinions  which  have  been  widely  held, 
but  are  now,  to  say  the  least,  seriously  threatened  by 
recent  investigations  (see  HAVILAH,  IVORY,  APE, 
PEACOCK,  ALMUG  TREES,  OPHIR,  TRADE  AND 
COMMERCE).  That  Indian  wares  did  sometimes  find 
their  way  to  Palestine,  is  possible  enough  ;  but  no 
distinct  knowledge  of  India,  or  direct  intercourse  with  it 
on  the  part  of  the  Jews,  can  be  imagined  before  the  time 
of  Darius  (see  Herod.  894  98)  or  confidently  assumed 
before  the  time  of  Alexander.  It  is  in  Esther  (a  work 
of  the  Greek  period)  that  we  find  the  first  mention  of 
India  under  the  term  Hod(d}ii  (or  perhaps  rather  Hiddu  : 
cp  the  form  hiildus1  in  the  Old  Pers.  cuneiform  inscrip 
tions,  also  Syr.  hendu,  Ar.  hind,  all  derived  ultimately 
from  Sanskr.  sindhu,  'sea,  great  river1).  'From  Hod(d)u 
[Hiddu?— EV  "  India  "J  to  Cush  [EV  "Ethiopia"]'  is 
the  description  of  the  range  of  the  dominions  of 
Ahasuerus  in  Esth.  li  89."  In  i  Mace.  637  we  read  of 
the  Indian  '  ruler  '  of  the  war-elephants  of  Antiochus  V. 
(see  ELEPHANT),  and  in  i  Mace.  88  India  is  included 
among  the  dominions  of  Antiochus  the  Great,  transferred 
by  the  Romans  to  Eunienes. 

The  statement  in  i  Mace.  88,  which  is  plainly  unhistorical  (see 
EUMENES),  raises  a  text-critical  point  of  some  delicacy.  It  is 
scarcely  fair  to  say  with  Rawlins'on  (Speaker's  Apocr.,  ad  loc.) 
that  'attempts  have  been  made  to  save  our  author's  credit  by 
turning  "India"  into  "Ionia"  and  "Media"  into  "Mysia."' 
The  simple  fact  is  that  names  of  countries  were  very  liable  to  be 
miswritten,  and  in  Acts'2g  we  find  a  very  similar  difficulty — viz. 
Judiea  (iovSaiav  without  the  article)  coupled  with  'Cappadocia,' 
which,  as  Blass  truly  says,  'is  intolerable,  especially  here."  In 
both  passages  (i  Mace.  8s  Acts  '2g)  we  should  probably  read 
'  Ionia'3  (for  '  India"  and  'Judaea'). 

These  are  all  the  references  to  '  India  '  in  the  biblical 
writings.  The  hypothesis  of  Hitzig  that  Sanskrit  words 
underlie  some  of  the  names  in  old  Hebrew  legends  was 
only  possible  before  the  renascence  of  Semitic  archaeology. 
Nor  can  Sanskrit  etymologies  of  names  of  precious 
stones  be  trusted.  T.  K.  c. 

INHERITANCE  ( nbrt)),  Gen.  31 14.  See  LAW  AND 
JUSTICE,  §  18. 

INK  ('VI,  cp  MH  id.,  Aram.  NHI1^,  *J  uncertain; 
MeA&rsl)-  Once  in  OT,  Jer.  8618,  where  Baruch  says 
that  he  wrote  Jeremiah's  prophecies  '  in  the  book  with 
ink.'  @BXAQ  does  not  express  'via  (some  cursives  [e.g. 
22  36  48  51]  however  ev  ^\a.vt).  If  the  reading  is 
correct,  it  may  imply  that  the  words  were  written 
indelibly.4  Robertson  Smith,  however  (OTJC1®  71  n. ) 
thinks  the  ancient  ink  of  tke  Jews  could  be  washed  off 
(Ex.  8233  Nu.  623).  In  any  case,  via  is  not  very 
probable. 

Rothstein  (Kau.  7/5)  reads  VSD,  'at  his  mouth';  but  a 
repetition  of  this  word  is  hardly  probable.  Giesebrecht,  '"V3,  but 
the  antithesis,  '  with  his  mouth  ' — '  by  my  hand,'  is  unpleasing. 


1  For  the  form  Hindus  (=India)see  /?/•  9  70  (text  of  Perse- 
polis,  designated  I.  by  Lassen). 

2  Cp  <E5  of  Esth.  3  12  (not  La),    i  Esd.  3  2,    Dan.  (87)8  i,   and 
Apoc.  Est.  13  i  Hi  i. 

s  'Ionia'  in  i  Mace,  goes  back  to  the  time  of  Luther.  In 
Acts,  Blass  has  proposed  'Syria,'  Hemstershuis  and  Valckenar 
more  plausibly  'Bithynia.'  '  Ionia,'  however,  seems  easier,  and 
the  passage  in  i  Mace.,  where  'Ionia' seems  the  only  possible 
emendation,  gives  a  support  to  it.  Cp  Is.  6(3 19  (Jewish  exiles  in 
Javan  =  Ionia). 

4  Cp  Galen,  De  vir.  medic,  simfilic.  n,  «  TOV  jttrj  jSAaTTTeif 

ypa.fyoij.eva.  (quoted  by  Wetstein,  Nov.   Test.  '1  if  4). 
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Probably  via  is  a  corruption  of  c"Ui[n]  (Che.  ). 
/ji^Xav  occurs  thrice  in  NT,  2  Cor.  83  2  Jn.  12  3Jn.  13. 
See  WRITING  MATERIALS. 

INKHORN.  In  Ezek.  9  2,  6  'E/3/xuos  in  Orig.  Hex. 
renders  npp  ($&VT\  [BAQ])  by  fj.t\av  KCU  /cdXa^uos  ypd- 
tpews,  and  so  EV.1  '  Inkhorns  '  no  doubt  contained 
both  ink  (in  the  cup)  and  reed-pens,  as  they  still  do  in 
the  East.  On  the  writer-angel  referred  to,  see  NEBO. 

The  name  ktseth  was  borrowed  with  the  object  from 
Egypt;  the  scribe's  box  (see  illustration  inToy's  '  Ezekiel,' 
SHOT  113)  was  called  in  Eg.  gsty—i.e.,  that  which  is 
in  two  parts.  (WMM,  OLZ,,  Feb.  1900,  col.  50.) 

INN    (P/E.     ^^    general'y     'inn';     Gen.  42  27    ofr 

KareAvcrai',  4321  ets  TO  KaraAvo'ai,  Ex.424  tv  T<a  Ka.Ta\vfi.a.n  ; 
Jer.  9  i  [2]  Q'n~)N  [i^p,  EV  'a  lodging-place  of  wayfaring  men'  ; 
but  Giesebr.,  after  <B's  <TTO.BII.OV  eVxarof,  plHK  P?!?  'the 
furthest  lodging  -  place  ';  Lk.  2  7  tv  TU>  /caraA.  ;  1634,  els 
irapfioKiov  ;  cp  Talm.  p~mB,  Ar.  funduk  and  Span.yo«</rt). 

A  mdlon  (jiVn)  is  a  station  for  the  night,  a  lodging- 
place  ;  the  same  word  can  be  used  for  the  night-quarters 
of  an  army  (Josh.  438  Is.  1629  2  K.  1923  =  Is.  8/24,  see 
SHOT)  ;  a  KaTa\vfj.a.  is  a  place  where  burdens  are  loosed 
for  a  night's  rest.  The  warm  commendations  of  hospi 
tality  in  the  NT  show  that  even  in  the  Roman  period 
the  buildings  'set  apart  for  strangers  to  lodge  in  were  of 
a  simple  character  in  Palestine  ;  hence  a  description  of  a 
modern  khan  or  karavanserai  (the  former  term  properly 
belongs  to  an  '  inn  '  within  or  near  a  town)  may  be  not 
without  some  illustrative  value.  Let  the  reader  imagine, 
then,  a  large  building,  in  the  form  of  a  square,  whose 
sides,  each  about  100  yards  in  length,  are  surrounded 
by  an  external  wall  of  fine  brickwork,  based  on  stone, 
rising  generally  to  the  height  of  20  feet.  In  the  middle 
of  the  front  wall  there  is  a  wide  and  lofty  archway, 
having  on  one  or  both  sides  a  lodge  for  the  porter 
and  other  attendants  ;  the  upper  part  of  it,  being 
faced  with  carving  or  ornamental  mason-work,  and 
containing  several  rooms,  surmounted  by  elegant  domes, 
is  considered  the  most  honourable  place  of  the  building, 
and  is  therefore  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  better 
sort.  This  archway  leads  into  a  spacious  rectangle,  the 
area  forming  a  courtyard  for  cattle,  in  the  midst  of 
which  is  a  well  or  fountain.  Along  the  sides  of  the 
rectangle  are  piazzas  extending  the  whole  length,  and 
opening  at  every  few  steps  into  arched  and  open 
recesses,  which  are  the  entrances  into  the  travellers' 
apartments.  An  inner  door  behind  each  of  these  con 
ducts  to  a  small  bare  chamber,  which  derives  all  its 
light  from  the  door,  or  from  a  small  open  window  in 
the  back  wall.  In  the  middle  of  each  of  the  three 
sides,  there  is  a  staircase  leading  to  the  flat  roof, 
where  the  cool  breeze  and  a  view  may  be  enjoyed. 
In  the  few  buildings  of  this  sort  which  have  two  storeys, 
the  travellers  are  accommodated  above,  whilst  the  under 
flat  is  reserved  for  their  servants  or  as  warehouses  for 
goods. 

Such  superior  karavanserais,  however,  are  not  often 
met  with.  The  most  part  are  but  wretched  lodging- 
places,  which  supply  neither  necessaries  nor  comforts. 
The  only  service  the  traveller  can  depend  upon  receiving 
from  the  keeper,  besides  water  for  man  and  beast,  is 
attendance  in  sickness.  For  one  of  the  qualifications  of 
this  functionary  is  the  possession  of  a  knowledge  of 
simples  and  of  the  most  approved  practice  in  case 
of  fracture  or  common  ailments.  Hence  the  good 
Samaritan  in  the  parable  (Lk.  1034),  although  he  is 
obliged,  in  the  urgency  of  the  case,  himself  to  apply 
from  his  own  viaticum  a  few  simple  remedies  for  wounds, 
may  be  supposed  to  leave  the  wounded  man  in  full  con 
fidence  that  he  will  be  nursed  by  the  keeper  of  the  khan 
(6  iravSoKfiJS,  or  -doxefa  [W  H]),  whose  assiduities  in 


1  Field  suggests  a  confusion  between  D'^3  (which  occurs  just 
before)  and  V13  ;  but  this  seems  improbable.     Aq.  f1)  has  KO.<TTV 
jLaTCias,  Aq.f-)  nf\avo&o\tioi>  yp.,  Symm.  wivaKtSiov  ypa<j)C<as. 
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dressing  the  wounds  of  his  patient  will  be  quickened  by 
the  prospect  of  an  adequate  remuneration.  See  HOUSE. 

Surely  we  cannot  venture  to  suppose,  with  Jiilicher  (Gleich- 
nissreden,  590)  that  the  Good  Samaritan's  (cardAn/no.  was  a 
Gasthausot  hostelry.  It  is  much  more  probable  that  the  '  lodging- 
place  differed  but  slightly  from  the  so-called  Good  Samaritan's 
Inn  on  the  way  to  Jericho,  which  bears  the  name  of  Khan 
1  latrura. 

Nor  would  it  be  reasonable  to  suppose  that  a  different  sort  of 
lodging-place  is  meant  by  the  (caroAu/ota  (EV  inn)  of  Lk.  27; 
that  Lk.  uses  different  words  in  2  7  and  in  1034  may  only  arise 
from  a  difference  in  the  literary  source.  It  is  true  that  in 
Lk.  22  1 1  icaToAujua  seems  to  mean  a  room  that  was  lent  to 
pilgrims  (for  the  passover)  ;  but  the  context  in  2  7  is  as  adverse  to 
the  meaning  'guest-chamber'  as  to  that  of  'inn.'  That  the 
gernth  Ckiinham  of  Jer.  41 17  (RV'ng-  'the  lodging  -  place  of 
Chimham ')  is  meant,  is  quite  impossible,  though  this  has 
been  suggested  (cp  Plummer,  St.  Luke,  54).  See  CHIMHAM,  and 
cp  NATIVITY. 

That  an  Oriental  '  manger '  (<f>d.Tvi\)  was  not  like  those  of  the 
West  is  shown  at  great  length  by  Kitto  (Pict.  Bil>.  Lk.  27),  who 
states  that  '  when  persons  find  on  their  arrival  that  the  apart 
ments  usually  appropriated  to  travellers  are  already  occupied, 
they  are  glad  to  find  accommodation  in  the  stable,  particularly 
when  the  nights  are  cold  or  the  season  inclement,'  and  adds  that 
'  the  part  of  the  stable  called  "  the  manger  "  could  not  reason 
ably  have  been  other  than  one  of  those  recesses,  or  at  least  a 
portion  of  the  bench  which  we  have  mentioned  as  affording 
accommodation  to  travellers  under  certain  circumstances.' 

INSCRIPTIONS  (SEMITIC).  See  WRITING, 
PAPYRI. 

INSPIRATION  (HOt?:),  Job  328,  RV  '  breath.'  See 
SPIRIT,  PROPHET. 

INSTRUMENTS  OF  MUSIC  (^6T^3),  i  Ch.  15i6. 
See  Music,  §  zff. 

INTERPRETER  (f^P).  Gen.  42  23  Job  8823  EV, 
and  elsewhere.  See  AMBASSADOR,  i  ;  PARACLETE. 

IOB  P'V),  Gen.  4613  RV,  a  corruption  of  JASHUB,  i. 

IPHEDIAH,  RV  Iphdeiah  (H^S11,  §  30,  •  Yahvve  re 
deems'),  b.  Shashak  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.  v. , 
§  9,  ii.  p),  i  Ch.  825t  decfcepeiA  [B],  ie4>AAi&  [AL]). 

IPHTAH  (nna»),  Josh.  1543  RV;  AV  JIPHTAH  (q.v. ). 

IPHTAH-EL  (VlKVinai),  Josh.  19 14  RV  ;  AV  JIPH- 

THAH-EL  (q.V.). 

IR  CW),  i  Ch.  7i2f.      See  IRI,  i. 

IRA  (N-yi;,  '  watchful '  ?  [e]ipAC  [BAL]). 

1.  b.   Ikkesh,  the  Tekoite,  was  one  of  David's  heroes  (28. 
23  26,  iSae  [L] ;  i  Ch.  11 28,  wpcu  [BKA])  ;  in  i  Ch.  27  9  (eipa.  [A], 
oSowas  [B],  16.  [L])  he  is  at  the  head  of  the  sixth  division  of 
David's  army.     Marq.  (Fund.  19)  would  read  N^V  (cp  L  and 
B  in  Ch.)and  identify  him  with  the  Iddo  in  i  K.  4  14  ;  see  IDDO 
(iii.  4). 

2.  The  ITHRITE  (q.v.),  another  of  David's  heroes,  2  S.  2838 
(oiafi  [L]),  i  Ch.  11  40  (,pa  [B],  la  [«],  r,pa  [L]). 

3.  The  JAIRITE  ('"IN'.I) — /.^.,aman  of  jAiK(aGileaditeclan) — 
was  one  of  David's  '  priests '  (in1?  i?3);  28.  2026;  cp  Dr.  TBS 
220  (eipas  o  lapeiv  [B],  e.  o  laeipci  [A],  icuSae  o  teSep  [L] ;  Pesh. 
«fc^-^^!O»).      Perhaps   for   'IN'rt    we    ought    to   read    '"W'?, 

i.e.,  the  Jattirite  (so  Th.,  Klo.,  after  Pesh.;  cp  L).  See 
ABIATHAR. 

IRAD  (TVI7:  p-AlA^A  [ADEL]  ;  IRAD),  Gen.  4i8f. 
Philo  explains,  7cu5a5  8  epfj-yveverai.  Trolfj.vioi>  (de  Post. 
Caini,  Mangey,  1237);  possibly  he  read  yaidap,  which 
the  copyists  altered.  The  best  reading  seems  to  be 
-pry,  'Erad  (cp  ^>3'#,  Mt.  'Ebal) ;  but  Lagarde  (Orien- 
talia,  233)  prefers  'Edad. 

To  read  Tnj/,  'ArOd,  '  wild  ass,'  and  compare  the  '  sons  of 
Hamor,' — i.e.,  members  of  the  Ass-clan  (?),  Gen.  33  19 — does  not 
suit  the  character  of  the  genealogy,  nor  are  we  helped  by  the 
proper  name  Arad.  The  name  is  probably  of  Bab.  origin.  See 
CAINITES,  §  7.  T.  K.  C. 

IRAM  (DTI?),  a  phylarch  (alliiph)  or  rather  clan 
(ilepti)  of  Edom  (Gen.  8643  [(55  om.],  i  Ch. 
A  ;  Aip.  L]).  In  Gen.  I.e.  <§'s  Hebrew  text  had 
(a  variant  of  IBS)  ;  so  also  ©B  reads  in  Ch.  I.e.  B.  W. 
Bacon,  following  Ewald,  suggests  that  originally  Zepho 
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(iss)  stood  before  Irain,  thus  making  the  number  of 
clans  twelve.  But  from  ©  of  Gen.  36  n  (see  ZEPHO) 
we  shall  do  better  to  adopt  the  reading  isi-  '  Zophar ' 
(cp  ZOPHAR),  and  may  then  with  probability  emend 
GTJ;  into  no  IK  (Omar)  which  precedes  Zepho  in  Gen. 
36n,  so  that  all  the  sons  of  Eliphaz  but  GATAM  [g.v.], 
will  be  included  in  the  list  of  clans  of  Edom.  It  is  also 
possible,  however,  with  S.  A.  Cook,  to  connect  Iram 
with  the  S.  Judahite  names  IRA,  IRU  ;  cp  GENEALOGIES 
i. ,  §  5  n.  W.  R.  Smith  suggests  a  connection  with  'Aireh, 
the  name  of  a  village  near  the  ruins  of  Petra  (see 
SELA,  §2).  See  also  Haupt's  note  in  Ball,  SBOT, 
Gen.  94. 

See  Lag.  Septuaginta-Studien,  ii.  1017887270,  cited  by 
Nestle,  Marg.  12,  where  the  order  is  *  Magediel,  Eram,  Fazoin 
(Fazon).'  T.  K.  C. 

IRI  P"}"1!?,  §  76,  '  my  watchman  '  ?  ;  cp  IRU,  and 
see  IRAM). 

1.  b.  Bela  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (g.v.,  §  9,  ii.  a) ;  i  Ch. 
T7(ovp[e]i[BA],-pias[L],  URAI[\z.},i.e.*-w).     In  i  Ch.  7  12! 
the  name  is  IR  (Ti? :   [vioi]pa[(oji]  [15],  u>pa  [A],  [uioi]  ifpi[fj.ovO] 
[L  ;  note  that  Jerimuth  precedes  Iri  in  v.  7],  HIK  [Vg.]),  on  which 
see  also  AHEK. 

2.  i  Esd.  862  AV(oupi  [A]).     See  URIAH,  4. 

IRU  AH  ( rP'X-lV  'Yahwe  sees'),  a  captain  of  the 
guard,  temp.  Jeremiah  (Jer.  37i3/t  ;  CApoyiA  [BL  "C 
[NA],  ApoyiAC  [Q]-  l&p.  [Q*]). 

IR-NAHASH  (BTW  "M,  as  if  •  city  of  Nahash ' ;  so 
EVm£-)  is  represented  as  a  descendant  of  ESHTON  [^.v.] 
in  i  Ch.  4 12  (noAecoc  [noxecoc  B],  NA&C  [BA], 
HpNAAC[L]);  see  TEHINNAH.  The  name  has  actually 
been  taken  to  mean  Bethlehem  (see  Jer.  Qu.  Heb.  ad 
loc.,  and  on  2  S.  172s,  cp  NAHASH)  ;  but  it  is  certainly 
corrupt. 

Probably  it  has  arisen  out  of  Jtjty  "113,  Cor-ashan  (i  S.  8030), 
which  is  itself  an  easily  explicable  corruption  of  VIW  1.X3,  '  Beer- 
sheba'1  (<SBL  /3rjp<7<x/3ee).  ASH  AN  [q.v.}  in  Josh.,  I  Ch.,  also 
comes  from  jng1,  '  Sheba.'  A  less  plausible  emendation  would 
be  C'm  "1N3,  'serpent's  well.' 

©  adds  that  rroAcs  i/aas  was  the  brother  of  etreAcoi/  (B,  -p.  [A]), 
TOU  xepe^et  ([B],  T.  xei/tfi  [A]),  or  adSofj.  TOV  xevefaiov  [L],  which 
means  that  Beer-sheba  was  closely  related  to  HAZAR-SHUAL  (in 
the  Wady  Seyal).  With  eo-eAwc  cp  (5L's  a[cra]pcroAa  in  Josh. 
193.  The  reference  to  the  Kenizzites  confirms  the  above  ex 
planation.  T.  K.  C. 

IRON  (j'lK-V,  Kepcoe  [B],  IAPICON  [A],  iepcoN  [L]), 

a  '  fenced  city '  of  Naphtali  named  between  Migdal-el 
and  En-hazor,  Josh.  1938.  Now  Yarun,  a  village  6^ 
m.  W.  from  Hazor  and  about  the  same  distance  W.  by 
S.  from  Kadesh  (Josh.  19s8).  On  a  hill  to  the  NE. 
are  the  ruins  of  a  monastery,  which  was  originally  a 
synagogue  like  the  famous  one  at  Kefr  Bir'im  (Guerin, 
Gal.  2  IDS/:;  PEF  Mem.  1258). 

IRON     (bpS;     CIAHPOC;     Vg.    fin-um"-).      The 

Israelites   of  course  derived  the  use  of  iron  from  the 

.  Canaanites,  and  it  was  comparatively  late 

, .  '  _  .,°  that  iron  displaced  bronze  as  the  metal 
the  Semites. .  ,.  ,,,  ,  . , 

in    ordinary  use.      \\  e    should   naturally 

expect  this.  In  Egypt  the  use  of  bronze  preceded  that 
of  iron,  though  iron  was  perhaps  not  wholly  unknown 
as  early  as  the  great  pyramid  of  Gizeh,  where  a  piece  of 
wrought  iron  has  been  found  in  an  inner  joint  near  the 
mouth  of  the  air-passage  on  the  southern  side.3  For  a 
later  period  we  may  mention  the  oxidised  remains  of 
some  wedges  of  iron  intended  to  keep  erect  the  obelisks 
of  Rameses  II.  at  Tanis.  Iron  is  also  frequently  re 
ferred  to  in  the  lists  of  tribute  (see  Brugsch's  Hist,  of 
Egypt).  In  Babylonia  and  Assyria,  too,  the  actual  work 
ing  of  iron  seems  to  have  been  late,  though  it  was 

1  Here  pointed  out  for  the  first  time,  though  H.  P.  Smith 
seems  on  the  verge  of  the  suggestion. 

-  Except  where  it  gives  an  explanatory  translation,  as  '  falcatos 
currus  '  (Judg.  43),  though  it  sometimes  gives  the  literal  transla 
tion  of  the  same  expression  as  '  ferreos  currus,'  Josh.  17  18. 

3  Trans.  International  Congress  of  Orientalists,  '74,  p.  396.^ 
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certainly  manufactured  and  employed    much   more   in 
these  countries  than  in  the  Nile  Valley. 

There  is  no  trace  of  iron  in  the  early  hymns,  and  it  seems  clear 
that  iron  did  not  displace  bronze  till  after  800  B.C.,  for  in  the 
ninth  century  we  still  find  '  bronze  axes '  mentioned  in  the  in 
scriptions.  Place  found  hooks,  grappling-irons,  harnesses, 
ploughshares,  etc.,  at  Khorsabad,  and  Layard  abundance  of 
scale-armour  of  iron  in  a  very  decomposed  state  at  Nimrud.1 

We  now  pass  to  Syria  and  Palestine.  It  is  recorded 
by  the  Assyrian  king  Ramman-nirari  III.  (810-782  B.C.) 
that  he  received  3000  talents  of  copper  and  5000  talents 
of  iron  as  tribute  from  the  land  of  Imfrisu  (i.e. ,  Aram- 
Damascus).  At  about  the  time  of  Amos,  then,  iron 
was  plentiful  in  Syria.  This,  however,  is  no  proof  that 
iron  was  not  well  known  in  Syria  and  Palestine  at  an 
earlier  date.  If  Hommel  is  correct,  the  Canaanites  de 
rived  their  first  knowledge  of  iron  from  Babylonia. 

Both  7I"13  and  Ass.  parsillu  were,  he  says,  connected  with 
the  Sumerian  bargal  and  the  New  Sumerian  tajral,  the  non- 
Semitic  sound  _/  having  become  z  in  Semitic  (ZDMG  45  340). 

It  is  probable,  however,  that  before  iron  was  much 
used  in  Babylonia,  it  was  worked  in  N.  Palestine. 
There  iron-smelting  must  have  been  understood  at  an 
early  period.  The  iron  chariots  of  the  Canaanites  (see 
CHARIOT,  §  3),  so  familiar  to  us  from  the  OT,  are 
mentioned  also  in  the  historical  inscriptions  of  Egypt  ; 
they  came  from  the  valley  of  the  Kishon  and  the  inland 
district  to  the  N.,2  and  iron  objects  were  found  by  Bliss 
in  the  fourth  of  the  ruined  cities  in  the  mound  of  Tell- 
el-Hesy  (Lachish),  which  he  inclines  to  date  about  noo 
)!.C.3  We  can  therefore  readily  understand  that  a 
Canaanite  legend  (from  which  the  Israelite  legend  in 
Gen.  422  must  be  derived)  placed  the  ancestor  of  iron 
workers  as  well  as  brass-workers  in  primeval  times  (cp 
CAINITES,  §  10). 

We  are  in  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  source  whence  the 
Canaanites  obtained  their  iron  ;  it  was  the  mountain- 
range  of  Lebanon  (Dt.  89  ;  see  LEBANON).  Jeremiah, 
too  (15 12),  speaks  of  iron  from  the  N.  ;4  but  whether 
the  eulogist  of  wisdom  refers  to  these  northern  mines  in 
Job  282  cannot  be  determined.  The  unknown  writer 
may  have  travelled  beyond  the  limits  of  Palestine.  The 
Egyptians  procured  iron  (with  other  metals)  from  the 
Sinaitic  peninsula  ;  had  this  poet  travelled  there  ?  At 
any  rate,  smelting-furnaces  were  well  known  to  the  later 
Hebrew  writers  (Jer.  11 4  Dt.  420  i  K.  851). 

There  are  but  few  OT  passages  of  really  early  date 

which  refer  to  iron.      The  references  in  the  Hexateuch 

2  OT        (e-§->  ^TU-  3122  35i6  Dt.  3n5  19s  Josh. 

efe'  ence  228)  occur  in  documents  of  late  com- 
'  position.  The  account  of  Goliath's  spear 
(i  S.  17?)  was  written  at  least  200  years  after  David's 
time,  and  the  mention  of  an  axe-head  of  iron  in  2  K.  65 
(certainly  not  due  to  a  'copyist'6)  belongs  to  a  com 
paratively  late  stratum  of  prophetic  legend.  The  most 
important  reference  in  the  David-narratives  is  doubtless 
that  in  2  S.  1231.  The  phrase  '  axes  of  iron  '  used  there 
suggests,  however,  that  axes  of  bronze  were  still  in  use  ; 
cp  Am.  13  '  threshing-instruments  of  iron  '  (see  AXE,  6). 
It  is  remarkable  that  according  to  tradition  no  iron 
instrument  was  used  in  the  construction  of  Solomon's 
temple.  The  editor  of  the  tradition  accounts  for  this 
by  the  legal  orthodoxy  of  his  hero  (see  Dt.  27s/.,  and 
cp  Josh.  831).  The  Chronicler  is  bolder;  he  supplies 
the  omission  (i  Ch.  22 3  and  elsewhere),  and  even  repre 
sents  Solomon  as  having  able  iron-workers  of  his  own 
(2  Ch.  2  7),  though  obliged  to  send  to  Tyre  for  a  chief 
artificer. 

1  Dr.  J.  H.  Gladstone,  '  The  metals  used  by  the  great  nations 
of  antiquity,'  Nature,  2ist  April  1898,  p.  596. 

-  This  coincides  with  the  statement  in  Josh.  IV  16  (cp  Juda;. 
4  13).  See  WMM  As.  u.  Enr.  154. 

:;  I'.liss,  A  Mound  of  Many  Cities,  135. 

4  Wi.  reads  here  'iron  of  Raal-zephon  and  Chalcis.'  He  ex 
plains  -jV-n  (which  in  MT  follows  ntrmi,  but  in  the  next  verse) 
here  and  in  Ezek.  27  n  as  meaning  Chalcis,  W.  of  Damascus, 
near  Antilibanus  (A  T  Unters.  180).  But  see  CILICIA  (end). 

•"'  On  Og's  '  iron  bedstead,'  see  BED. 

*>  So  Flinders  Petrie  in  Hastings'  DB,  s.v.  'axe.' 
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It  has  often  been  supposed  that  the  graphic  description  in 
Nah.  2  3  [4]  contains  a  reference  to  steel.  Where  AV  renders 
'  The  chariots  shall  be  with  flaming  torches  '  (taking  rn^S  as  if 
=  nTS7),  the  Thesaurus  of  Gesenius-Rodiger  gives  'fulgent 
chalybe  vel  falcibus  currus.'  RV  too  has  'the  chariots  flash 
with  steel,'  without,  however,  committing  itself  to  the  hypothesis 
that  the  Assyrian  chariots  had  scythes.  That  hypothesis,  as  is 
shown  elsewhere  (CHARIOT,  §  i),  is  untenable  ;  nor  is  the  render 
ing  '  steel  '  at  all  well  supported.1  In  fact,  the  word  peladoth 
is  corrupt  ;  not  improbably  m7B  should  be  nS?n  =  Ass.  halluptu, 
'  covering  '  (from  halapu,  'to  be  covered,'  in  II.  'to  cover'),2  a 
word  often  used  in  connection  with  horses,  chariots,  and  warriors. 
Render,  therefore,  '  the  (metal)  plating  of  the  chariots  flashes 
like  fire.'  In  view  of  Nahum's  fondness  for  Assyrian  technical 
terms  (see  SCKIBK),  this  is  not  a  difficult  conjecture.  3  Steel. 
then,  is  not  mentioned  in  the  OT,  for  no  one  will  no\v 
defend  AV's  rendering  '  steel  '  (nym)  in  2  S.  22  35  Ps.  18  34  [35] 
Job  20  24  Jer.  15  12  (see  BRASS). 

From  the  time  of  Amos  onwards  iron  was  in  general 
use  among  the  Israelites  as  well  as  among  the  Syrians 
(see  above). 

Amos  (1  3)  mentions  threshing  instruments  of  iron.  Writers 
of  a  later  date  mention  iron  objects  in  abundance,  e.g.,  tools 
(i  K.  6  7  2  K.  6  5),  pans  (Ezek.  4  3),  nails  for  doors  (i  Ch. 
223),  bars  for  fortifying  city-gates  (Ps.  107  16  Is.  452),  a  stilus 
or  pen  (Job  19  24  Jer.  17  i),  hunters'  darts  (Job  41  7  [40  31]), 
horns  (Mic.  4  13,  cp  i  K.  22  n),  fetters  (Ps.  105  18).  Note  also 
that  the  ideal  described  in  Is.  tiO  includes  '  iron  instead  of 
stones  '  (?'.  17),  obviously  a  hyperbole. 

Numerous  literary  metaphors  are  derived  from  iron. 
Thus,  affliction  is  symbolised  by  the  smelting-furnace 
3.  Metaphors.  (Dt'  4  -)  and  by  ,ron  fetters  (  Ps  107  10), 
a  severe  rule  by  a  rod,  and  slavery  by 
a  yoke  of  iron  (Ps.  29  Dt.  2848),  obstinacy  by  an  iron 
sinew  in  the  neck  (Is.  484)  ;  a  destructive  imperial  power 
by  iron  teeth  (Dan.  7  7)  ',  a  tiresome  burden  by  a  mass 
of  iron  (Ecclus.  22  15);  insuperable  obstacles  by  iron 
walls  (2  Mace.  11  9).  As  a  beautiful  simile  drawn  from 
this  metal  we  may  select  Prov.  27  17,  '  Iron  sharpens 
iron,  so  a  man  sharpeneth  the  countenance  of  his 
friend.  '  •*  T.  K.  c. 


IEPEEL  (?8pT,  '  God  heals  '  ;  cp  Rephaiah,  and 
?XDT  in  CIS  2  no.  77  ;  NAMES,  §  30),  an  unknown  city 
of  Benjamin,  grouped  with  REKEM  (or  rather  Bahurim) 
and  ZELA,  Josh.  1827!.  We  should  probably  read, 
'And  Bahurim,  and  Irpeel,  and  Zelah  '  (taking  over 
pVsi  from  v.  28). 

Observe  that  in  <E5B  OopfrjAa,  the  corruption  (see  TARALAH)  is 
given,  but  the  true  reading  SXJJT  is  not  represented.  Neither  is 
the  second  corruption  rSttn  represented  in  <B  (see  EI.EPH).  In 
MT  the  true  reading  7«BT  and  the  two  corruptions  n7J<n  and 
~i7Nn  both  find  a  place.  ©A,  however,  gives  iep$ar;A,  and  <BL 
iep4»}A.  T.  K.  C. 

IR-SHEMESH  (t*fDL;:  Ttf),  Josh.  19  4i  ;  another 
name  of  BETH-SHEMESH  [</.  z\  ]. 

IRU  (-1T1?  ;  HP  [B],  HpaJA],  HAA[L  om.]),  a  son  of 
Caleb  (i  Ch.  4ist)  ;  cp  IK  AM. 

ISAAC  (pn>M,  or  [Am.  79i6  Jer.  8826  Ps.  105  9] 
PP?"..  §  54  I  ICAAK  [ADL,  etc.],  but  in  Am.  7g  TOY 
reAcoTOC  [BAQ],  HCAAK  [E«Gen.  288]). 

Popular  tradition  could  not  mistake  the  obvious  mean 
ing  of  Isaac.  According  to  J  (Gen.  1812),  Sarah  laughed 
to  herself  when  she  overheard  the  promise  of 
a  son  ;  when  it  was  fulfilled,  she  exclaimed, 
'  Whoever  hears  of  it  will  laugh  at  me  '  (Gen.  21  6£  ;  see 
SBOT}.  E,  however,  gives  other  accounts.  On  the  birth 

1  The  Syriac  and  Arabic  words  for  'steel,'  which  resemble 
MT's  pfladiith,  appear  to  be  loan-words  from  Persian. 

2  Del.   s.i'.   quotes  the  phrase,    '  Forty  of  his  chariots  with 
trappings  (Ausrfistung)  they  carried  away.' 

:i  On  the  metal  plating  of  the  chariots  see  Billerbeck,  in  Beitr. 
zur  Assyriologie,^  8167,  and  cp  CHARIOT,  §  3,  and  on  the  re 
mainder  of  this  difficult  verse  of  Nahum,  see  SHOE. 

4  A  better  sense,  however,  is  obtained  by  pointing  1  IV  instead 
°f  T£  (ys-  exacuitur),  and  by  reading  'S3  instead  of  'JS. 
The  proverb  then  becomes,  '  Iron  is  sharpened  by  iron  ;  so  a 
man  is  sharpened  by  the  speech  (lip,  mouth)  of  his  friend.'  So 
Griitz  (Monatssclir.,  1884,  p.  424).  '3  and  '33  are  sometimes 
confounded.  Toy's  note  is  hardly  satisfactory,  because  he  does 
not  adequately  account  for  '33. 
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of  Isaac  she  cried  out,  'God  has  given  me  cause  to  laugh" 
(Gen.  21 6a) ;  in  v.  9  of  the  same  chapter  she  sees  Ishmael 
'laughing,'  or  rather  'playing'  (pnxa).  Lastly,  P  tells 
us  (Gen.  17 17)  that  Abraham  laughed  in  surprise  on 
hearing  the  promise.  Evidently  the  voice  of  tradition 
varied.  We  might  have  expected  to  hear,  but  we  do 
not  hear,  that  Isaac,  like  Zoroaster  ( Plin.  HN,  7 16,  and 
Solinus,  c.  i.),  laughed  on  the  day  of  his  birth. 

It  is  customary  to  suppose  that  Isaac  was  originally 
at  once  a  tribal  name  and  a  divine  title,  and  that  the 
full  form  of  the  tribal  name  was  Yishak-el, — i.e. ,  El 
laughs  (so  also  Ed.  Meyer).  The  divine  title  Yishak 
=; '  he  who  laughs,'  '  the  Laugher,'  has  been  thought  to 
point  to  the  god  of  the  clear  sunny  sky  ; l  the  myth  of 
Zoroaster's  laugh  has  no  doubt  a  solar  connection.  It 
would  be  safer  to  explain  the  name  as  the  '  cheerful,  or 
friendly  one  '  (cp  Job  2924),  who  turns  a  smiling  counte 
nance  towards  his  worshippers. '  Such  a  conception  of 
their  deity  might  seem  natural  to  the  pastoral  tribes 
who,  to  judge  from  the  traditional  narratives,  honoured 
and  became  identified  with  the  name  of  Isaac,  and  who 
in  early  times  paid  him  religious  homage  as  the  divine 
patron  of  Beersheba.2 

It  is  much  more  probable  that  '  Isaac '  like  Abraham 
(see  JERAHMEEL)  and  JACOB  (y.v. )  is  an  ancient 
popular  corruption.  With  much  probability  it  may 
be  regarded  as  a  corruption  of  Ahihalas  ('  the  brother 
defends,'  cp  Ass.  fcalsu  'stronghold'). 

Ha.la.sa.  is  close  to  the  W&dy  Ruheibek  (Rehoboth),  one  of 
theT  seats  of  Isaac  (S  2  below),  and  is  probably  to  be  identified 
with  the  ancient  ZIKLAG  (q.v.~).  The  equivalent  name  Halasel 
appears  elsewhere  as  BEZALEEL,  also  as  Hazzelel[poniJ.  All 
these  are  Judahite  names  which  must  perhaps  ultimately  be 
traced  back  to  the  primitive  Jerahmeelite  divine  name  Ahihalfis 
(j'SrrnN),  the  original  of  Isaac  (pns').  The  religious  importance 
of  Elusa  (  =  Halasa)  can  now  be  more  fully  considered. 

In  Gen.  31  42  53  the  singular  phrase  '  the  fear  of  Isaac '  (  *  1H9 
occurs  ;  in3  is  very  rare  in  the  older  literature.  It  is  specially 
frequent  in  Job  ;  cp  Job 4  14/1,  where  -jnS,  'terror,'  is  the  result 
of  an  apparition.  Hence  '  ghost '  may  seem  to  some  to  be  a 
plausible  rendering  (Schwally,  Gespenst) ;  Dillmann  gives  nunien 
reverendtittt ;  similarly  Holzinger.  But  the  objection  from  late 
usage  remains.  The  matter  is  important  in  its  bearing  on  early 
spirit-lore.  More  probably  ins  is  here  an  old  word  meaning  i. 
thigh  ;  2.  ancestor ;  3.  clan  (as  sprung  from  a  single  ancestor  ; 
cp  WRS  Kin.  34  174  ;  Bevan,  Daniel,  214). 

The  narrators  found  comparatively  little  to  say  about 

Isaac  (for  the  reason  see  below,  §  5)  ;  but  some  of  their 

_,  ,    traditions  are  of  great  interest.      First  in 

.t?    .     importance  is  that  of  Abraham's  sacrifice 

.        ...     '     of  his    'only  son,'   accomplished   in  will 
locality.     but  not  Jn  act  ^Qen  22  ^^      Few  of  {he 

early  narratives  have  received  more  light  than  this  from 
analytic  and  historical  criticism. 

It  has  become  certain  that  the  story  has  been  considerably 
altered  since  E  wrote  it.  The  editor  or  compiler  of  JE  not  only 
appended  w.  14^-18  (an  unoriginal  passage,  full  of  reminiscences), 
but  also  introduced  several  alterations  into  vr>.  1-14*1. 

The  most  remarkable  of  the  editorial  changes  concerns 
the  locality  of  the  sacrifice.  It  is  obvious  that  such  a 
sentence  as  '  Go  into  the  land  of  the  Moriah  (so  in  the 
Hebrew)  and  offer  him  ...  on  one  of  the  mountains 
which  I  will  tell  thee  of,'  is  no  longer  in  its  original 
form,  and  most  critics  have  thought  that  '  the  Moriah ' 
was  inserted  (together  with  the  divine  name  Yahwe  in 
w.  it  14)  by  the  editor  of  JE.  This  writer  was  probably 
a  Judahite,  and  it  is  supposed  that  he  wished  to  do 
honour  to  the  temple  of  Jerusalem  by  localising  on  the 
hill  where  it  was  built  one  of  the  greatest  events  in  the 
life  of  Abraham  (see  MORIAH).  We  are,  at  any  rate, 

1  See  Goldziher,  Hebrew  Mythology,  94  ff.  ;  Schirren,  Myth- 
en  aus  NeiiseclanJ,  186  (laughter  of  the  dying  sun-god).     De 
Goeje,  thinking  of  the  '  only  son  '  in  Gen.  22,  formerly  made  Isaac 
=  the  spring  sun. 

2  Am.  8  14:   read,    with   Wi.,    ?TTH  for  the  impossible  "^  of 
MT.     From  Am.  05,  however,  it  appears  that  northern  as  well 
as  southern  Israelites  resorted  to  the  sanctuary  of  Beersheba — 
a  recognition,  perhaps,  of  the  early  connection  of  Israel  with 
the  land  of  Musri,  to  which  Kadesh  apparently  belonged.    This 
illustrates  Amos's  remarkable  use  of  '  Isaac  '  as  a  synonym  for 
'  Israel '  in  7  9 16  (©  IcucujS,  and  so  Symm.  in  v.  9). 
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not  entitled  to  assume  that  the  original  locality  was  the 
temple  mountain  ;  nor  is  it  safer  to  suppose,  with  Well- 
hausen  and  Stade,  that  Mount  Gerizim  is  intended,  and 
to  read,  '  to  the  land  of  the  Hamorites  '  (c"ibn  ["nar^x)1 
(cp  Gen.  8819,  '  Hamor  the  father  of  Shechem'),  for 
Gerizim  is  undoubtedly  too  far  off,2  and  we  hear  nothing 
of  Abraham's  having  to  climb  a  steep  mountain.  Dill- 
mann's  suggestion  (adopted  by  Ball  in  SBOT)  is  at 
first  sight  more  attractive.  A  vague  expression,  such 
as  'Go  into  the  land  of  the  Amorite  '3  ("TCjtrt  px-^K), 
would  harmonise  with  one  of  J's  leading  objects,  which 
was  to  represent  Abraham's  action  as,  not  a  concession 
to  surrounding  superstition,  but  the  height  of  self- 
devoting  faith.  The  patriarch,  as  Dillmann  rightly 
holds,  is  supposed  to  set  off  with  his  '  only  son  '  (©  rbv 
vl6v  ffov  rbv  a.ya,TTf}T6v)  without  balancing  the  claims  of 
rival  sanctuaries,  just  as  he  set  off  from  Haran,  'not 
knowing  whither  he  went'  (Heb.  118),  but  following  his 
invisible  Guide.  The  reading  '  the  land  of  the  Amorite,' 
however,  cannot  be  held  satisfactory.  It  leaves  us 
without  a  clue  to  the  situation  of  the  place  of  sacrifice, 
except  that  it  was  in  Palestine,  more  than  two  days' 
journey  from  Beersheba.  The  mere  name  (however 
we  read  it)  in  v.  14  tells  us  nothing.  No  sanctuary 
in  Palestine  proper  with  a  name  at  all  resembling  this 
is  mentioned  in  the  OT. 

In  considering  the  question  of  the  reading  in  v.  2  it 
would  have  been  better  to  try  another  course.  The 
sanctuary  (nipc,  v.  4,  means  'sacred  place')  was  no 
doubt  well  known,  at  least  by  hearsay,  to  most  Israelites. 
It  %vas  called  (the  narrative  being  Elohistic)  Elohim-  (or 
El-)yir'e  (v.  14)  ;  we  abstain  here  from  questioning  the 
accuracy  of  this  reading,  and  of  the  El-roi  and  Lahai- 
roi  of  Gen.  16i3/".  (see,  however,  end  of  this  section). 
Is  there,  then,  any  sacred  place  bearing  this  name,  or 
a  name  that  might  fairly  be  regarded  as  another  form  of 
this  ?  There  is  the  divinity  who,  according  to  J^  appeared 
to  the  exhausted  Hagar,  and  was  called  by  her  El-roi,  i.e.  , 
God  of  seeing  (Gen.  1613)  ;  and  the  name  was  shared  by 
the  divinity's  sanctuary.  It  was  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  well  (bfer)  of  Lahai-roi  or  El-roi,  that  Isaac  dwelt 
(Gen.  25  ii  ;  see  below),  and  hence  it  is  reasonable  to 
suspect  that  here  may  be  the  sacred  spot  intended  by  the 
narrative  ;4  the  '  mountain  '  may  be  the  nearest  hill  to  the 
well  called  'Ain  Muweileh,  which  we  have  elsewhere  iden 
tified  with  BEER-LAHAI-ROI.  The  place  is  10  hours  S.  of 
Ruheibeh  (Rehoboth),  on  the  road  to  Beersheba.  Going 
at  a  leisurely  pace,  it  might  conceivably  take  Abraham 
three  days  to  reach  it.  In  this  case  the  expression  which 
the  editor  of  JE  misread  as  '  to  the  land  of  the  Moriah  ' 
was  probably  '  to  the  land  of  (the)  Misrim  '  5  (onsp  nsnN). 
As  Winckler  has  pointed  out,  both  Kadesh  and  Beer- 
lahai-roi  lay,  in  all  probability,  in  the  region  anciently 
called  MUST  or  Musri  (see  MiZRAlM,  §  2  6).  A  bright 
light  is  now  thrown  on  details  which  have  hitherto  caused 
embarrassment,  such  as  the  loneliness  of  the  place  of 
sacrifice,  and  the  precaution  taken  by  Abraham  of 
carrying  wood  for  the  altar  (cp  Grove,  in  Smith's  DB, 
art.  'Moriah').8  Habitations,  indeed,  there  must  have 


1  D'7'bn  would  surely  read  very  oddly,  especially  as  in  w.  35 
Abraham's   ass  pion)   occupies   a  rather    prominent   position. 
Bleek  and  Tuch  suggested  rnsri  (Gen.  126  Judg.  7  i). 

2  See  the   books  of  travel,  e.g.,  Tristram's  Land  of  Israel, 
where  a  strong,  but  not  too  strong,  opinion  is  expressed.     The 
Samaritan  tradition,  identifying  the  mountain  with  Gerizim,  is 
purely  sectarian  and  artificial. 

3  Cp  Geiger,  Urschr.  278. 

•*  This  view  was  first  proposed  by  B.  W.  Bacon  (Hebraica, 
April,  '1891  ;  Genesis,  141^  [92]),  who  thinks,  however,  that  the 
original  reading  in  v.  2  was  3jl3n  f^lX  (cp  20  1  Nu.  1829  E  ;  cp 
Gen.  2462  J).  This  is  palseographically  improbable.  Bacon 
also  thinks  that  in  v.  14  E  originally  wrote,  not  £l-yir'e,  but  Kl- 
ro'i. 

8  !i  in  C'lsO  ^e"  out  '  l^e  corruPti°n  °f  D  int<>  n  then  became 
easy,  and  after  the  editor  had  misread  D'tscnslX  as  n'TCnsHN* 
it  was  natural  for  him  to  prefix  *?N. 

6  \Vi.  (Gesch.  ii.)  accepts  the  proposed  reading  for  Moriah  in 
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been  not  very  far  from  El-roi  ;  but  there  was  no  walled 
city  like  Jerusalem,  and  the  ascent  of  the  hill  would 
take  less  time  and  trouble  than  Mount  Gerizim.  The 
hill  itself  is  to  be  imagined  as  bare  of  trees  ;  but  near  at 
hand  Abraham  could  see  thick  brushwood 


which  a  ram  was  caught  by  the  horns. 

This  view  of  the  story,  too,  enriches  us  with  something 
that  we  did  not  know  to  be  recoverable,  viz.,  E's 
explanation  of  the  name  of  the  old  southern  sanctuary 
of  El-roi  (or,  as  he  calls  it,  El-yir'e).  The  editor  of 
JE  having  already  adopted  a  fine  narrative  accounting 
for  the  name  (161-14),  and  wishing  to  attach  the  great 
event  described  in  our  ch.  22  to  the  central  sanctuary  of 
Judah  (see  MOKIAH),  introduced  the  changes  to  which 
reference  has  been  made.  Elsewhere,  however  (see 
JEKAHMEEL),  in  treating  the  apparently  corrupt  text 
of  Gen.  16i3/i  suggestions  have  been  made  which 
favour  the  emendation  of  Gen.  22  14  as  follows,  —  'and 
Abraham  called  the  name  of  that  place  Well  of  Jerah- 
meel,  even  as  it  is  called  to  this  day.' 

There  are,  also,  two  other  related  aspects  under  which  the 

'  Moriah  '  story  must  be  considered.    The  writer  obviously 

_.  ,     ,  .     wishes,  in  the  most  considerate  manner,  to 

oppose  the  practice  of  sacrificing  firstborn 
DUFTJOSC. 

sons  (cp  FIRSTBORN),  and,  subordinately 

to  this,  to  justify  the  substitutionary  sacrifice  of  an  animal. 
In  treating  this  part  of  our  subject,  we  need  not  linger 
on  the  famous  passage  of  Philo  of  Byblus1  (professedly 
reproducing  a  primitive  Phoenician  story),  in  which 
Kronos  (or  rather  El)  is  said  to  have  sacrificed  his  only 
son  leoi'S  to  free  his  country  from  the  calamities  of  war. 
In  spite  of  its  doubtful  attestation  and  modernised  form, 
the  story  has  the  appearance  of  being  based  on  tradition. 
Probably  it  was  told  at  Byblus  to  justify  the  rite  of 
human  sacrifice,  and  a  similar  myth  may  have  been 
current  among  the  Canaanitish  neighbours  of  the 
Israelites.  The  story  in  Gen.  22,  however,  is  clearly 
intended  as  a  basis  for  the  abrogation  of  the  rite. 
There  may  have  been  stories  having  the  same  object 
among  the  Canaanites  or  the  Israelites  ;  these,  not 
the  story  in  Philo  of  Byblus,  would  be  the  right 
narratives  to  compare  with  the  Elohist's.  So  far, 
however,  as  an  opinion  is  possible,  the  form  of  the 
Elohist's  story  is,  apart  from  the  detail  about  the  ram, 
all  his  own.  It  was  suggested,  indeed,  by  circumstances 
already  related  in  the  traditional  narratives  ;  but  it  was 
moulded  by  himself,  and  it  is  bathed  throughout  in  an 
ideal  light.  Evidently  this  pious  writer  felt  that  for  the 
higher  religious  conceptions  no  traditional  story  would 
be  an  adequate  vehicle. 

The  course  which  he  adopted  shows  the  writer  to  have 
been  a  great  teacher.  He  admits  the  religious  feeling 
which  prompted  the  sacrifice  of  a  firstborn  son  ;  but  he 
suggests  that  the  idea  of  such  a  sacrifice  is  unnatural 
(the  unsophisticated  mind  of  Isaac  cannot  take  it  in, 
and  Abraham  himself  would  never  have  thought  of  it  but 
for  a  divine  oracle),  and  earnestly  insists  that  Israel's 
God  demands  no  more  and  no  less  than  absolute 
devotion  of  the  heart.  One  thing  more  he  suggests  — 
that  there  are  stages  in  religious  enlightenment,  and 
that  an  act  which  was  justifiable  in  the  wild  days  of 
JKPHTHAH  (q.v.  ),  was  no  longer  tolerable.  In  the 
Southern  Kingdom  a  protest  against  the  continuance  or 
revival  of  human  sacrifices  was  raised  by  the  writer 
of  Mi.  66-8  ;  in  the  Northern,  at  an  earlier  date,  by  the 
Elohist.  - 

There  is  a  fine  Indian  parallel  to  the  story  of  the  deliverance 
of  Isaac  in  Aitariya  Brahinana,  7  13-16  (Max  Miiller,  Anc. 

Gen.  222,  and  thinks  that  the  original  seats  of  both  Abraham 
and  Isaac  were  in  the  north  near  Dan  (perhaps  the  true  [accord 
ing  to  him]  Kirjath-arba).  The  journey  referred  to  in  Gen.  22 
would  thus  be  from  the  far  north  to  the  far  south. 

1  Miiller,  FHGStfof. 

2  See  further,  Kamph.,  Das  Verhdltniss  ties  Menschenopfers 
zur  israelit.  Kt-L,  '96,  where  recent   literature  is  referred   to. 
On   human   sacrifices   in  Babylonia,    cp    Ball,  PSBA  14  ('92), 
No.  iv.  ;  in  Egypt,  Tylor  and  Griffith,  Tomb  of  Paheri  (Egypt 
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Sanskr.  Lit.  408-419),  where  (Junacepha,  son  of  a  Brahman, 
who  had  been  all  but  sacrificed  in  honour  of  Varuna,  is  liber 
ated  by  the  gods,  and  adopted  by  a  priest.  The  stage  of  moral 
development,  however,  represented  in  this  story,  is  more  ad 
vanced  than  that  in  Gen.  22. 

It  is  true,  the  narrator  is  behind  the  prophet  in 
spirituality  —  thousands  of  rams,  says  the  latter,  will 
a.  c,,v.0t  r,  not  propitiate  the  '  high  God '  (God 

Of  ram  of  heaven),-but  the  Elohist  spoils  his 

pathetic  narrative  by  a  close  which, 
for  modern  taste,  could  hardly  be  more  prosaic.  '  And 
Abraham  lifted  up  his  eyes,  and  looked,  and  behold,  a 
ram  caught  in  the  thicket  by  his  horns,  and  Abraham 
went  and  took  the  ram,  and  offered  him  up  for  a  burnt- 
offering  instead  of  his  son  '  (22 13).  The  first  readers  of 
the  Elohist,  like  the  first  readers  of  the  epilogue  of  the 
Book  of  Job,  had  standards  and  requirements  different 
from  ours.  Below  the  new  taste  for  spirituality  lay 
the  old  taste  for  ritual.  If  human  sacrifices  were 
not  to  be  offered,  what  was  the  surrogate  for  them? 
The  voice  of  humanity  in  certain  priestly  circles  had, 
it  appears,  spoken  for  a  ram,  which  in  the  symbolism 
of  vicarious  sacrifice  was  henceforth  to  represent  a  man. 
The  animal  selected  was  not  always  the  same.  At  the 
Syrian  Laodicea  ( =  Phcen.  Ramitha)  it  was  a  stag, 
which  animal  was  annually  sacrificed  in  place  of  a 
maiden  as  late  as  the  second  century  A.D.1  We  would 
gladly  know  at  what  date  this  stag  sacrifice  was  intro 
duced.  Did  the  humane  Israelitish  priests  precede  or 
follow  the  priests  of  Phoenicia  ?  And  was  the  original 
substitute  for  the  life  of  the  firstborn  son  among  the 
Israelites  a  ram  CTN)  or  a  stag2  (V'x)  ?  When  we  con 
sider  ( i )  that  wild  animals  were  not  usually  sacrificed 
among  the  Israelites;  (2)  that  in  Gen.  22 7  a  sheep  is 
spoken  of  as  a  victim  ;  and  (3)  that  in  the  region  of  El-roi 
we  should  expect  a  gazelle  ('as)  rather  than  a  hart  (W), 
it  seems  best  to  abide  by  the  ordinary  reading  '  ram.' 

No  subsequent  narrative  comes  up  to  that  in  22 1-14, 

though  the  idyllic  tone  and  the  deep  religious  spirit  of  J's 

ntVi        account  of  the  finding   of    the   right    wife 

'      .          for    Isaac  (ch.   24)   claim    admiration    (see 

s  ones.  REBEKAH)  The  narratives  respecting 
Isaac  himself  tend  to  lower  our  estimate  of  his 
character  ;  but  we  must  remember  that  the  patriarchs 
represent  the  highest  Israelitish  ideals  only  in  part;  they 
also  embody  Israelitish  weaknesses.  Isaac's  shiftiness 
in  his  relations  with  Abimelech  (Gen.  26i-n  Rj)  need 
not  be  excused  when  we  have  learned  to  look  upon  him 
as  a  tribal  representative  ;  the  repetition  of,  virtually, 
the  same  story  twice  over  in  the  life  of  Abraham  (cp 
Gen.  12 10-20  J  ;  20  E)  is  an  indication  of  the  compara 
tive  lateness  of  the  traditional  stories  of  that  patriarch, 
as  well  as  of  the  fondness  of  the  people  for  this  particular 
tradition,  which  showed  how  inviolable  were  the  persons 
of  their  ancestors. 

The  mingled  greatness  and  weakness  of  Isaac  is  most 
strikingly  shown  in  the  story  of  his  paternal  benedictions, 
one  of  which,  however,  is  more  fitly  styled  a  curse 
(Gen.  27).  It  is  to  us  a  somewhat  repellent  narrative, 
on  account  of  the  unfilial  and  unbrotherly  craft  of 
Jacob  and  the  love  of  good  eating  ascribed  to  Isaac. 
With  the  ancients  it  must  have  been  popular.  As  to 

Expl.  Fund,  '94),  20  /.;  Crum,  PSBA  10133;  »"d  Masp. 
Dawn  of  Civilisation,  168,  193 ;  in  Semitic  countries,  WRS 
Rel.  Sem.V)  T£>-iff.  ;  We.  Heid.  nzf.  Maspero  includes  the 
gazelle  among  the  animals  substituted  for  human  victims  ;  in 
2nd  ed.  he  notices  Flinders  Petrie's  recent  discoveries. 

1  Porphyr.  De  Abst.1^6;   Pausan.  iii.  16s;  cp  WRS  Rel. 
Sein.C-'i  409,  466.     On  the   commutation  of  victims,   cp   Lang, 
Myth,  Ritual,  and  Sacrifice,  1269-271. 

2  'Stag'  (S^X)  is  Clermont-Ganneau's  reading  (JA,  7th  ser. 
11  510).     There  is  the  same  doubt  as  to  the  vocalising  of  ^^  in  the 
sacrificial  tablet  of  Marseilles  (/.  9) ;  here,  however,  the  mean 
ing  '  stag  '  is  certainly  preferable.     A  '  ram  '  in   Phoenician  is 
^^.     Were  the  stags  spoken  of  in  the  Marseilles  tariff  substi 
tutes  for  human  victims?     Robertson  Smith  (Rel.  Sem.i-t  467) 
suspects  an  allusion  in  2  S.  1 19  to  an  ancient  stag  sacrifice  like 
that  at  Laodicea.     This  hypothesis,  however,  is  not  borne  out  by 
the  most  recent  criticism  (see  Klo.,  ad  loc.^  and  Bu.  in  SHOT). 
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the  craft  of  Jacob,  we  need  not  excuse  it,  for  it  was 
inherited  by  the  tribes  of  Isaac  and  Jacob  from  their 
nomad  ancestors.  As  to  Isaac's  passion  for  a  certain 
food,  this  too  was,  no  doubt,  a  tribal  failing  ;  a  notable 
Arabic  song  in  the  Hamasa  (Freytag,  506)  reckons 
'  roast  flesh  '  as  first  among  the  pleasures  of  life.  The 
detail  mentioned  in  27s/.  would  not,  however,  have 
been  thought  of  but  for  the  necessity  of  giving  scope 
to  the  cunning  of  Jacob.  Possibly,  too,  the  first  tellers 
of  the  story  may  have  thought  that  Isaac,  being  a  semi- 
divine  hero,  and  being  about  to  pronounce  fateful 
oracles  (see  ESAU),  should  not  be  treated  otherwise 
than  as  a  deity.  It  was  in  festival  raiment  (v.  15) 
that  Jacob  the  deceiver  approached  his  father  (the 
Jews  in  Jerome's  time  said  that  they  were  Esau's 
priestly  garments),  and  Robertson  Smith  has  plausibly 
defended 1  the  view  that  the  skins  worn  by  Jacob  on 
his  arms  and  neck  were  analogous  to  those  worn  by 
worshippers  in  many  lands  at  sacrificial  ceremonies  (cp 
ESAU).  At  any  rate,  it  is  evident  that  the  pronouncing 
of  the  oracles  was  a  quasi-divine  act,  and  that,  accord 
ing  to  the  narrators,  the  circumstances  connected  with 
it  were  overruled  by  their  God  to  the  accomplishment 
of  his  own  ends.  It  would  seem  that  this  was  not  one 
of  the  very  earliest  narratives  ;  in  the  oldest  stratum  of 
tradition  Isaac  and  Ishmael  (both  attached  to  Beer-lahai- 
roi)  must  have  taken  the  place  afterwards  occupied  by 
Jacob  and  Esau.  The  details  of  the  present  genealogical 
connection  were  of  course  afterthoughts.  (If  Isaac  was 
originally  a  Jerahmeelite  hero  we  can  the  better  under 
stand  how  the  Israelites,  whilst  frequenting  his  sanc 
tuary,  adopted  comparatively  little  of  his  legend. ) 

It  is,  however,  not  only  at  Beer-lahai-roi,  but  also  at 
REHOBOTH,  BEERSHEBA,  and  GKRAR,  that  we  find  Isaac 
established.2  These  three  places  come  before  us  in 
Gen.  26 1-33,  which  is  substantially  the  work  of  J,  though 
editorial  insertions  have  been  made,  and  v.  33  (as  Bacon 
— see  below,  n.  4 — has  rendered  very  probable)  should 
change  places  with  21 31-33.  It  was  at  Bcersheba,  accord 
ing  to  J  and  E,  that  Isaac  spent  the  second  part  of  his 
life,  and  no  doubt  it  was  there,  not  at  Mamre  or  Hebron 
(as  P,  in  3527,  represents),  that  tradition  supposed  the 
patriarch  to  have  died.  According  to  the  most  probable 
view  of  2133,  it  was  Isaac,  not  Abraham,  who  planted 
the  sacred  tree  at  Beersheba,  invoking  the  name  of 
Yahwe.3  It  was  there,  too,  that  he  '  intreated  Yahwe 
for  his  wife,  because  she  was  barren,'  and  that  Esau  and 
Jacob  were  born.4  It  was  at  Beer-lahai-roi,  however, 
endeared  to  Isaac  (as  fancy  involuntarily  suggests)  by 
the  memory  of  the  interrupted  sacrifice  (and  not  less  to 
Ishmael  by  the  memory  of  his  mother  Hagar),  that 
Isaac  received  his  wife  that  evening  when  he  had  gone 
out  on  some  unknown  errand  into  the  open  country. 

It  is  worth  remarking  that  the  Wady  Muweileh  (in 
which  the  well  of  Lahai-roi  should  be  placed)  must  at 
one  time  have  been  better  watered  and  more  cultivated 
than  at  present  (Palmer). 

On  apocryphal  allusions,  see  APOCRYPHA,  §  n. 

T.  K.  c. 

1  Rel,  Sc»i.(")  437  ;  cp  467. 

2  The  reader  should  be  cautioned  against  some  inaccurate 
though  seemingly  very  critical  statements  in  Maspero's  Struggle 
of  the   Nations,  68.      To  make    Isaac  a  resident   at   Hebron 
effaces  one  of  the  leading  distinctions  between  him  and  Abraham. 

3  Gen.  21  33  is  interesting  (cp  ETERNAL,  TAMARISK).     Was 
the  tree  an  "?E:X  ('tamarisk')?  or  an  rnrx('  sacred  post')?  and 
was  the  divine  name,  which  Isaac,  according  to  the  original  J, 
invoked,  D71J?  SN,   'the  everlasting   (or    'ancient'?)  deity,'   or 
(supposing  cVlJ?  to  be  corrupt)  jV?V  /K,  '  the  most  high  deity  '  ? 

4  Probably  the  order  of  the  narratives  is  24  25i-6n3  261-32 
2131-33.      See   Bacon   (Genesis,    141,  248;  cp  Hebraica,   April 
1891),  who  thinks   that,    in   2133,  J   originally  wrote  'Isaac,' 
'Abraham'  being  due  to  the  writer  of  JE,  who  transposed  the 
passage  ;  but  cp  Kautzsch  and  Ball. 
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ISAIAH,  in  RV  Mt.  83,  and  OT passim;  ESAIAS,  in 
AV;  and  in  AV  Ecclus.  4822,  ESAY  (-liT^S"  everywhere 
except  in  title  of  book;  there  IT^S"  [see  JESHAIAH, 
456]),  son  of  AMOZ  (y.v.),  2K.  19s  Is.li  2  Ch.  2622 
32  20  32  etc. ,  — the  most  gifted  and  powerful  of  those  early 
prophets  who  are  known  to  us  by  written  records. 

The  name  is  to  be  explained  probably  either  as  '  help  of  Yahwt ' 
[so  J.  H.  Mich.],  cp  "yo",  or  as  '  Yahwe  helps,'  from  yy^  JTjyin 
[so  Del.];  cp  Sab.  yni  ar>d  the  names  Vxyfll)  J?fil'?N  ;  ®  has 
rjeraios  [  =  n'l'C>'?  so  Klo.1]  of  the  prophet — L  everywhere,  BKA 

everywhere  except  2  Ch.  2622 — te<r<r[f]iou  [HA]  and  irjcrov  IN]  in 
Ecclus.  4820(23),  but  never,  except  Ezra  87  [A],  of  the  other 
six  bearers  of  the  name2  (see  JESHAIAH). 

I.  Isaiah  lived  at  Jerusalem,  was  married  (83),  and 
had   children  (?3  83).      Plainly  he  was  of  high   social 

_.  .  .     .    rank.     When  he  needs  a  witness  he 

l.  Biograpr     u  applies  to  the  chief  priest  (see  URIAH), 

'  and  his  whole  conduct   and   bearing 

bespeak  one  who  can  claim  social  respect.  In  this  he 
contrasts  with  Amos  and  Micah.  We  may  presume 
therefore  that  he  had  every  educational  advantage  which 
the  capital  could  supply,  and  it  is  plain  that  he  inherited 
a  literary  tradition  of  no  very  recent  date.  The  heading 
in  Is.  1 1  refers  to  Uzziah,  Jotham,  Ahaz  and  Hezekiah 
as  the  kings  in  whose  '  days '  (or  period)  he  prophesied. 
This  heading,  however,  is  probably  the  work  of  a  late 
editor,  who  gained  his  information  from  a  study  of  the 
works  of  Isaiah.  From  the  reference  to  Judah  and 
Jerusalem  as  the  subjects  of  the  prophecies,  we  may 
assume  the  statement  to  have  been  intended  to  apply 
only  to  chaps.  1-12.  It  remains  true,  however,  that  we 
have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Isaiah  prophesied  under 
Manasseh.  The  story  that  he  was  put  to  death  (the 
later  legend  said,  sawn  asunder  ;  cp  Heb.  11 37)  by  order 
of  Manasseh,  as  a  punishment  for  speeches  on  God  and 
on  the  holy  city  which  were  contrary  to  the  law,  obtained 
a  wide  currency,  but  has  no  support  in  the  Book  of 
Kings,  and  is  unworthy  of  credit.3 

These  dry  bones  of  biography  need  to  be  clothed 
with  living  flesh,  and  for  this  we  must  turn  to  Isaiah's 
discourses,  which  contain  the  very 
essence  of  his  life.  Grand  and  an 
tiquely  simple  was  his  character,  and 
those  who  have  been  enabled  by  a  thorough  criticism 
and  exegesis  to  form  an  idea  of  the  limits,  the  period, 
and  the  meaning  of  his  discourses,  will  find  themselves 
in  a  position  to  rectify  some  common  misapprehensions. 

II.  It  will  be  convenient  to  obtain  our  first  introduc 
tion  to  Isaiah  from  certain  still  extant  narratives  respecting 
portions  of  his  prophetic  ministry,  proceeding  from  his 
disciples    or    admirers    at    different   periods, — viz.,    (a) 
Is.  6,  (6)  7i-i6,  (c)  8 1-4,  (d)  20,  (e)  36-39  (2  K.  18 13- 
20 19  ||  z  Ch.  32). 

From  (a) — which  is  an  account  of  the  vision  by  which 
Isaiah  was  set  apart  as  a  prophet — we  learn  that  he 
entered  on  his  ministry  in  the  year  of  the  death  of  Uzziah, 

1  PR £(2)6585.  Klo.'s  alternative  restoration  n"<y*y  (the  only 
restoration  retained  in  I3 REV)  8713)  does  not  seem  plausible,  yet 
the  Arabic  'Isii  for  JW'  might  perhaps  lend  it  some  support. 

'-'  With  reference  to  the  ©  equivalents,  it  may  be  noted  here 
that  the  first  vowel  is  oftenest  t  or  e  or  te,  the  <r  being  frequently 
doubled  (iecr[o-]ia«=  .TyiP'?  so  Klo.;  cp  ie<r«t,  iCh.23i  [A]),  !>nt 
also  (four  times  in  B,  once  in  A,  once  in  L)  <o  or  o  (ia><ma, 
i  Ch.25is  [B]  =  irrj7ir?  so  Klo.;  axraias,  i  Ch.  2625  [BA]  = 
.Tyrirt,  cp  Neh.  12T32?'-c«ooT)(,  i  Ch.  2625  [L]). 

3  See  APOCALYPTIC  LITERATURE,  §  42.  Besides  the  Asccns. 
fsaiir,  and  Justin,  c.  Tryfih.  120,  cp  the  passage  quoted  from  a 
MS  of  the  Targum  on  the  prophets  in  Lagarde's  Proph.  Chald. 
p.  xxxiii. 
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i.e. ,  probably  in  740  B.C.  Isaiah  had  evidently  been 
waiting  for  indications  of  the  divine  will — otherwise  how 
should  the  words  '  Send  me '  have  darted  at  once  to  his 
lips?  Already,  too,  he  had  the  not  less  humbling  than 
exalting  consciousness  of  a  divine  presence  which  glori 
fied  the  world.  To  this  was  now  added  the  sense  of  a 
new  and  special  relation  between  himself  and  Yahwe.  He 
was  sent  to  work  among  his  people  as  a  prophet.  At  the 
same  time  he  had  a  presentiment,  which  in  the  light  of 
his  newrelation  to  Yahwe  seemed  tohim  arevelation,  that, 
being  such  as  it  was,  not  merely  Israel,  but  even  Judah, 
was  doomed  to  perish.1  The  revelation  was,  it  is  true, 
as  yet  more  like  an  objective  fact  than  a  subjectively 
realised  truth,  or  rather  like  many  a  flash  of  insight 
which  visits  and  revisits  us  for  moments,  and  then 
disappears,  till  at  length  a  sad  or  joyful  experience 
makes  it  ours  for  ever.  Nor  was  it  so  terrible  a 
presentiment  as  it  may  appear  to  us,  because  it  was 
evidently  accompanied  by  a  revelation  of  the  conversion 
of  a  remnant,  as  we  gather  from  the  name  which  Isaiah 
gave  to  his  eldest  son  SHEAR-JASHUB  (y.v. ).  And  we 
must  believe  that,  as  time  went  on,  apparent  changes 
for  the  better  in  the  moral  condition  of  Israel  somewhat 
dimmed  Isaiah's  perception  of  the  contents  of  his  earli 
est  revelation.  Only  by  the  sternest  experience  could 
he  be  absolutely  and  entirely  convinced,  in  the  depths 
of  his  nature,  of  the  necessity  for  the  fall  of  Judah. 

(6)  Probably  to  a  period  shortly  before  the  writing 

down  of  the  consecrating  vision  belongs  the  gran  riftuto 

_     _  (to  apply  Dante's  phrase)  which  is  related 

'  '  I . '  in  our  second  narrative  piece  (&).  Isaiah 
a  uei.  ancj  _^jiaz  are  {kg  soje  acting  figures. 

Perhaps  it  is  because  the  consecration  narrative  (a) 
serves  as  a  preface  that  the  prophet  or  his  secretary 
has  made  no  reference  to  the  revelation  of  the  '  rem 
nant.  '  The  unbelief  of  Ahaz  was  in  fact  an  unpardon 
able  offence  which  made  Isaiah  indisposed  to  look  at 
the  brighter  side  of  his  revelation.  Nothing  can  well 
be  sterner  than,  Isaiah's  prophecies  at  this  period  (see 
SBOT,  or  Intr.  Is.  396/1),  though  a  short  breathing- 
time  is  allowed  before  the  sad  end. 

The  story  of  the  '  great  refusal '  of  Ahaz  is  well  known. 
The  king  expected  a  siege,  and  was  preparing  for  it, 
when  Isaiah  accosted  him.  He  bade  him  not  be  afraid, 
reminding  him  that  Yahwe  was  the  head  of  Jerusalem, 
whereas  the  rulers  of  Damascus  and  Samaria  were  but 
puny  mortals,  and  no  better  than  half -burned  fire 
brands  ;  in  short  the  coalition  against  Judah  would,  in 
common  parlance,  '  end  in  smoke. '  The  prophet,  how 
ever,  saw  clearly  the  inefficacy  of  his  appeal.  Ahaz  had 
no  confidence  either  in  his  material,  or — worse  by  far — 
in  his  spiritual,  bulwarks.  To  his  friendly  '  fear  not ' 
Isaiah  therefore  added  a  caution  against  the  dangers  of 
unbelief.  What  those  dangers  were  he  did  not  say  ; 
but  Ahaz  caught  his  meaning,  and  had  no  need  to 
question  him.  '  An  established  house '  was  a  common 
phrase  for  a  family  which  did  not  die  out,  and  re 
mained  in  its  ancient  seat  (18.235  2528  iK.  1138); 
Isaiah's  caution,  therefore,  if  we  may  consider  its 
reference  as  limited  to  Ahaz,  threatened  the  king  with 
nothing  less  than  the  extinction  of  his  dynasty.  At 

this  point  (Is.  7io)  the  record  becomes  incomplete  ;  the 
omission  is  veiled  by  a  conventional  introductory  formula, 
indicating  a  fresh  stage  in  the  discourse.  Probably  some 
startling  announcement  was  made,  for  the  accrediting 
of  which  Isaiah  conjectured  that  Ahaz  would  require  a 
'sign.'  Then  this  extraordinary  man,  who  deals 

with  the  king  as  though  his  equal  or  superior,   gives 

1  The  closing  words,  'a  holy  seed  is  the  stock  thereof,"  are 
probably  an  editorial  attempt  to  make  sense  of  a  corrupt  passage. 
For  a  possible  restoration  see  Che.  Crit.  Bib.  Budde's  rendering, 
'  When  then  a  tenth  is  there,  it  shall  serve  again  for  pasture ' 
(New  World,  Dec.  '95,  p.  741)  is  improbable.  The  natural  sense 
is  that  given  in  EV.  The  following  word  p^NO  ('  'ike  the  tere 
binth ')  should  probably  be  emended  to  p'V^  %  '  for  consump 
tion  ..."  Cp  review  of  Marti's  Je  saia  in  Crit.  Rev.  Jan.  1900. 
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Ahaz  carte  blanche  in  the  choice  of  a  '  sign '  (see 
IMMANUEL).  The  king  has  no  doubt  that  Isaiah  can, 
as  we  should  say,  work  a  miracle,  and  consequently 
believes  that  one  way  to  safety  from  his  present  foes 
would  be  to  obey  the  prophet  ;  but  he  is  not  sure  that 
some  worse  trouble  for  himself  might  not  follow.  He 
does  not  believe  that  Yahwe  will  be  strong  enough,  a 
little  later,  to  save  him  from  Assyria  ;  and  yet  how  can 
he  accept  Yahwe's  help  in  the  smaller  trouble  unless  he 
is  prepared  to  accept  it  in  the  greater  ?  The  only  way, 
from  his  point  of  view,  to  avert  the  danger  from  Assyria 
is  to  make  it  a  friend,  which  will  moreover  be  able 
to  save  him  from  Syria  and  Ephraim.  Friendship 
involves  the  protection  of  the  weak  by  the  strong,  so 
that  there  is  really  no  cause  (Ahaz  thinks)  to  introduce 
religious  considerations  into  the  question.  Then 

Isaiah,  to  save  his  honour  as  a  prophet,  hurls,  as  it 
were,  a  sign  at  the  unbelieving  Ahaz.  He  says  that 
Immanuel  —  i.e.,  'God  with  us' — will  be  the  name 
which  any  one  of  the  children  soon  to  be  born  will 
receive  from  its  mother,  for  before  the  tender  palate  of 
the  child  can  distinguish  between  foods,  the  lands  of 
Rezin  and  Pekah  will  have  been  devastated  by  Assyria. J 
Isaiah  has,  in  fact,  not  less  political  than  religious  in 
sight.  If  he  could  have  put  off  the  prophet,  and  spoken 
only  as  a  statesman,  he  might  have  asked  why  Ahaz 
should  pay  Assyria  for  humiliating  Syria  and  N.  Israel 
when  it  was  its  own  interest  to  do  this.  There  was,  at 
any  rate,  no  immediate  necessity  for  burdening  his  small 
territory  with  tribute  to  Assyria  ;  the  unbelieving  king 
was  as  weak  in  politics  as  he  was  in  religion.  If  we 
possessed  a  fuller  record  of  the  declarations  of  Isaiah 
(vv.  17-20  cannot  be  relied  upon,  being  fragmentary, 
and  partly  recast  by  a  late  editor),  we  should  prob 
ably  find  that  the  immediate  punishment  of  the  king's 
unbelief  specified  in  it  was  this  —  that  deliverance 
from  Rezin  and  Pekah  would  be  a  '  sign '  to  him,  not 
of  good,  but  of  evil  import.  Since  the  king  has  rejected 
the  opportunity  so  graciously  given  him  of  winning 
Yahwe's  favour,  he  must  not  look  for  a  long  continuance 
of  calm  days.  Disaster  is  looming  right  in  front  of  him. 
That  the  '  sign '  which  Isaiah  indignantly  hurls  at 
Ahaz  is  one  which,  in  our  fragmentary  record,  appears 
to  be  of  happy  augury,  has  caused  a  difficulty  to  many 
students.  Prof.  F.  C.  Porter  in  particular  has  felt 
this  so  strongly  that  he  has  devised  a  new  interpreta 
tion  of  Immanuel  which  deserves  consideration  (see 
IMMANUEL).  Two  chief  objections  to  it  must,  however, 
be  mentioned. 

(1)  Immanuel — i.e.,  '  God  is  with  us  ' — by  no  means  expresses 
the  faith  or   the   'underlying  assumption'  of  Ahaz;   the  true 
object  of  the  king's  worship  was  neither  the  old  national  God, 
nor  the  Yahwe  of  Isaiah,  but — policy.     Hence  his  perturbation 
of  mind,  with  which  contrast  the  confidence  arising  out  of  a  sense 
of  oneness  with  their  God  possessed  by  the  N.  Israelites  (Am. 
0  141$  18  613). 

(2)  The  explanation  of  Immanuel  as  an  expression  of  the  false 
faith  of  the  multitude  is  opposed  by  the  analogy  of  the  name 
SHEAR-JASHUB  (q. v.),  which  conveys  a  truth  accepted  by  Isaiah. 

It  is  perfectly  true,  however,  that  the  unbelief  of  Ahaz  made 
the  confidence  of  the  happy  mothers  of  Is.  7  14  only  top  likely  to 
prove  of  short  duration.  They  would  suppose  that  Yahwe  was 
unreservedly  favourable  to  their  people,  whereas  he  had  but 
granted  a  short  interval  before  the  sin  of  Ahaz  should  bring  its 
terrible  punishment  on  king  and  people.  The  sign  was  not  as 
happy  a  one  as  Isaiah  had  intended. 

(c)  The  third  piece  of  narrative  is  81-4  (cp  next  art., 

§  6).     From  7s  we  already  know  that  in  734  Isaiah  had 

_     s  a  son  named  Shear-jashub,  who  was  old 

' .    * ,    T"4  '      enough  to  accompany  his  father  in  his 

5  S0ns'  walks.       From     81-4    we     learn     that 

shortly  afterwards  he  had  another  son,  named  MAH£R- 

SHALAL-HASH-BAZ, whose  name  portended  the  fall  of  the 

1  Dillmann's  objections  to  this  explanation  are — (i)  that  V  is_/C 
produces  the  impression  that  the  child  of  a  mother  well  known 
to  Isaiah  and  to  Ahaz  is  meant,  and  (2)  that  'thy  land,  O 
Immanuel'  in  Sa  can  only  be  understood  of  a  historical  person. 
But  7 15  can  be  shown  to  be  a  gloss,  and  SN13DV  "|!S"IN  (8s)  should 
rather  be  'y  »j  ;  {>-)}<•  Certainly  the  passage  is  difficult ;  but  no 
other  solution  seems  available. 

2182 


ISAIAH,  PROPHET 

two  northern  kingdoms.  These  two  sons,  apparently, 
are  the  'children  whom  Yahwe  has  given  him,1  and, 
like  himself,  they  are  '  signs  and  omens  in  Israel '  of 
divine  appointment.  His  children,  at  any  rate,  are 
'  signs '  in  virtue  of  their  names,  which  are  doubtless 
as  well  known  in  Jerusalem  as  that  of  the  crown  prince 
himself.  With  regard  to  Isaiah  we  are  not  told  that 
he  received  his  name  by  divine  appointment.  It  is 
only  the  prophet  Jeremiah  who  claims  to  have  been 
consecrated  from  his  birth,  and  who  may  therefore 
conceivably  have  regarded  his  name  as  an  omen  (cp 
Jer.  1 10).  It  is  enough  that  Isaiah  and  his  sons  alike 
prophesy  of  the  future,  and  rouse  the  dull  consciences 
of  men.  Thus,  when  the  crisis  comes,  Isaiah  will 

not  stand  alone.  Before  his  inward  consecration  (in 
B.C.  740?)  he  felt  himself  'unclean'  through  his  soli 
darity  with  his  people;  but  now,  by  solidarity  with  him, 
the  members  of  his  family  are  virtually  detached,  like 
himself,  from  the  '  people  of  unclean  lips '  among 
whom  they  dwell.  For  Isaiah's  wife,  too,  is  a  prophetic 
personage  (83),  though  she  may  not  bear  a  prophetic 
name  ;  she  participates  in  the  privileges  of  her  husband. 

(d)  Chap.  20   describes    the    strange    procedure   by 
which  Isaiah  gave,  so  to  speak,  an  acted  prediction 1  of 

5  Is  20    l^e    ^ate    reserved     f°r     tvvo     neighbouring 

'  countries.  The  people  of  Ashdod  revolted 
from  Assyria  in  713,  and  Judah  (now  itself  a  vassal  of 
the  Great  King)  was  tempted  to  follow  their  example. 
Isaiah  heard  an  inner  voice  bidding  him  go  about,  like 
one  of  the  poorest  class,  without  either  sandals  or  an 
upper  garment.  He  obeyed  till  the  siege  and  capture 
of  Ashdod  in  711,  which  was  a  still  more  striking  omen 
of  the  punishment  in  store  for  rebellion.  This  is  the 
only  prophetic  action  recorded  of  Isaiah.  Generally 
he  was  contented  with  spoken  prophecy, — either  upon 
aesthetic  grounds,  or  because  spoken  prophecy  was  less 
susceptible  than  acted  prophecy  of  misinterpretation. 
The  strange  attire  in  which  he  appeared  for  three 
years  need  not  have  meant  what  it  was  at  length 
declared  to  mean.  It  might  have  signified  merely  the 
prophet's  grief  (cp  Mi.  18)  for  Ashdod  ;  but  as  we  see 
from  vv.  3-6,  it  was  a  perfectly  unsympathetic  announce 
ment  of  the  fate  of  the  north  Arabian  countries  of  Musri 
and  Kus,'2  which  had  long  been  important  factors  in 
Palestinian  politics.  To  this  Isaiah  added  a  graphic 
description  of  the  confusion  of  the  statesmen  of  Pales 
tine  ( '  this  coastland  ')  at  the  fall  of  the  single  great  ally 
on  whom  they  had  counted  (cp  ISAIAH  ii. ,  §  9  a  [4]). 

(e)  From  the  two  remaining  narratives  we  must  not 
expect  too  much,  owing  to  the  lateness  of  their  date 

6  Is   36-39    'S-e  next  art"  §  I5)'     One  of  them  (36~ 

37 92  37/)  is  no  doubt  earlier  than  the 

other  (37  9^-38 /. ) ;  but  even  the  earlier  is  full  of  contra 
dictions  to  the  ideas  and  the  implied  situations  in  the 
universally  acknowledged  prophecies.  So  much,  how 
ever,  we  may  admit  to  be  just  conceivable: — (i)  that 
Hezekiah  in  702-1  B.C.  really  did  take  pains  to 
propitiate  Isaiah,  and  did  convince  the  prophet  of  his 
disposition  to  obey  the  divine  oracles  ;  and  (2)  that 
Isaiah  in  consequence  declared  that  on  this  occasion 
Jerusalem  should  escape  a  siege.  The  grounds  for  this 
view,  however,  are  more  hypothetical  than  one  likes,  and, 
at  any  rate,  the  details  of  Hezekiah's  embassy  to  Isaiah 
and  the  speeches  assigned  to  the  prophet  are  altogether 
untrustworthy.  And  yet  how  transcendently  great  this 
prophet  of  Yahwe  must  have  been  to  have  formed  the 
subject  of  so  much  imaginative  writing  !  And  how 
highly  the  later  Jews  must  have  valued  the  privilege 
of  prophetic  revelation  to  have  devoted  themselves  so 
earnestly  to  filling  up  the  gaps  in  its  historical  record  ! 

III.  We  now  turn  to  those  discourses  of  Isaiah  which 
have  no  accompanying  narratives.  We  will  view  them 
as  revelations  of  a  great  religious  character,  and  treat 
them  with  the  respect  due  to  all  such  revelations  ;  i.e. , 

1  He  uses  the  same  phrase  as  in  818. 

2  See  CUSH,  §  2  ;  MIZRAIM,  §  2/>;  but  cp  GEOGRAPHY,  §  9. 
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we  will  not  require  them  to  exhibit  throughout  a  cast-iron 
7  Prophecies  consisten°y-  The  criticism  which  we 
without  narra-  !mve  sought  to  empl°y  elsewhere  has  n°' 
tives  •  Is  "6-21  n  controllec'  by  preconceived  ideas 
respecting  Isaiah's  prophetic  system, 
and  we  may  therefore  venture,  as 
historians,  to  build  upon  its  conclusions.  We  have 
heard  from  Isaiah's  lips  his  own  account  of  his  con 
secrating  vision.  Criticism  justifies  us  in  holding  that 
he  lost  no  time  in  expanding  and  applying  the  stern 
truth  which  had  lodged  itself  in  his  mind.  For  both 
Israel  and  Judah  he  announced  a  grievous  disaster, 
which  to  the  deeply-moved  prophet  appeared  not  less 
awful  than  a  judgment  upon  the  world  (2 6-21).  Never 
again  did  he  write  in  a  style  so  poetic,  so  sublime. 
Probably  he  learned  that  a  manner  at  once  more 
pointed  and  with  more  personality  was  better  fitted  to 
win  the  attention  of  the  people  ;  indeed,  in  2 6-21  he 
writes,  it  would  seem,  more  to  relieve  himself  than  to 
impress  others. 

In  3 1-5  Isaiah  expresses  himself  more  plainly.  He 
anticipates  a  captivity  like  that  in  Jehoiachin's  time, 
when  (if  we  may  trust  the  narrative)  few,  except  the 
poorer  class,  were  left  in  Judah,  and  says  that  young 
men  of  tyrannical  character  will  be  the  rulers  of  the 
humiliated  state  which  should  remain. 

This  picture  of  the  future  (which,  apart  from  the 
reference  to  the  rulers  who  would  take  the  place  of  the 
8  Is  3  6  4  caPt've  king,  he  repeated  in  3i6-4i  5 1-7 

and  58-24)  did  not  correspond  to  facts. 
01-7  08-24.    „,,  .', 

I  he  punishment  of  the  sins  of  Judah  s 

rulers  was  delayed  ;  the  Davidic  king  remained  on 
an,  as  yet,  unshaken  throne. 

Isaiah  was  not  at  all  perplexed  at  this.  He  recog 
nised  the  divine  will  that  Ahaz  should  have  a  fair  trial 
and  choose  between  the  broad  and  the  narrow  way. 
Again  and  again  he  offered  counsel  to  Ahaz  ;  but  the 
young  king  was  too  wilful  to  listen,  and  his  counsellor 
began  to  grow  'weary'  (7 13).  One  trial  more,  as  we 
have  seen,  was  given,  but  in  vain  ;  and  then  Isaiah 
distinctly  pointed  to  the  'waters  of  the  river'  (i.e.,  to 
Assyria)  as  the  source  of  the  calamity  in  store  for 
Judah  as  well  as  for  Israel  (87^ ;  cp  626-30  720). 

We  have  but  fragments  of  Isaiah's  discourses  at  this 
period  ;  but  it  is  plain  that  the  unbelief  of  Ahaz  had 
q  T  o  greatly  deepened  the  prophet's  conviction 

of  coming  ruin  ;  no  words  of  Carlyle  are 
more  fraught  with  indignation  and  grief  than  821  f. 
Still,  even  here  all  is  not  dark.  Many,  we  are  told, 
not  all,  will  rue  their  opposition  to  the  divine  word 
(814),  and  if  we  could  be  sure  that  89  f.  and  92-7  (1-6) 
were  written  at  this  period  by  the  prophet,  we  should 
feel  that  Isaiah  was  by  no  means  destitute  of  the  richest 
consolation.  The  strict  conservative  view,  however, 
is  difficult  in  the  extreme,  and  though  Isaiah  certainly 
believed  that  a  'remnant'  would  (like  himself  and  his 
disciples,  816-18)  turn,  in  humble,  penitent  faith,  to 
Yahwe,  and  so  escape  captivity,  it  is  not  safe  to  sup 
pose  that  Isaiah  pictured  to  himself  its  future  history. 

Had  Isaiah  any  hope  for  (northern)  Israel  ?     He  had 

none  for  the  survival  of  the  ancient  kingdom  ;  but  did 

10   Is   Q         ^e  Believe  tnat  m  Samaria  too  there  was 

i'"  oa  f  2I  a  '  remnant '  which  would  '  turn  '?  Three 
important  prophecies  (not  counting  2 6-21 
and  shorter  passages)  relate  to  Israel  :  9g-2i  (8-20)  17 
and  28 1-6.  The  second  and  third  of  these  contain 
passages  which  may  seem  to  favour  an  affirmative 
answer  ;  but  a  strict  criticism  will  not  allow  us  to 
regard  \1  T  f.  and  28s  f.  as  more  genuine  than  11 11-13. * 
Yes  ;  Isaiah  ha:d  no  hope  for  the  country  which,  on  the 
ground  of  its  past  leadership,  still  arrogated  to  itself 
the  name  of  Israel.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  when 
the  Assyrian  hosts  actual!}'  drew  near  Samaria  (later 
than  the  prophet  had  at  first  anticipated),  Isaiah's  hopes 

1  pillmann  (on  Is.  28syC)  quotes  all  these  passages  as  con 
clusive  evidence. 
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for  his  own  land  revived.  He  appears  at  that  time  to 
have  expected  an  Assyrian  invasion  of  Judah,  and  in 
prophetic  vision  to  have  seen  the  foe  pressing  on  to  the 
capital.  There  is  actually  a  record  of  this  vision  in 
T  10  l^at  ^ne  Descriptive  passage,  1028-32, 

o  ',S,'»    2    32  and  we  have  some  reason  to  think  that 

O  Q  / .    1/12-1*1.  ,  •  ,,  ,     r* 

Isaiah  at  that  time  uttered  the  defiant 
words  of  8gf.,  and  in  17  12-14  announced  the  destruc 
tion  of  the  Assyrian  invaders  of  Judah.  This,  if  true, 
was  certainly  not  mere  patriotism  on  the  part  of  Isaiah. 
There  must  have  been  some  change  in  the  internal 
condition  of  Judah,  which  to  Isaiah's  prophetic  eye 
spoke  of  a  modification  (surely  not  a  reversal)  of 
Yahwe's  purpose.  We  can  hardly  err  in  connecting 
this  with  a  change  in  the  government  of  the  country. 
It  is  possible  that  Hezekiah  had  considerable  political 
influence  even  before  his  father's  death,  and  that  he 
was  supposed,  on  good  grounds,  to  have  been  influenced 
by  the  preaching  of  Isaiah.  This  will  account  for  the 
hopeful  spirit  of  89  f.  and  17  12-14  (the  present  writer 
.„  -  ,  ,  would  formerly  have  added,  of  a  third 

passage,  1428-32,  which  the  heading 
states  to  have  been  written  '  in  the  death-year  of  king 
Ahaz,'  719  B.C.).1  Isaiah  at  this  time  no  longer  appre 
hended  an  immediate  Assyrian  invasion  ;  the  reason 
of  which  is,  that  the  Assyrian  arms  had  (in  721 
or  720)  received  a  temporary  check  in  N.  Babylonia. 
He  was  well  aware,  however,  that  Sargon  would  soon 
be  as  dangerous  as  ever,  and  if  he  was  still  confident 
in  the  present  security  of  Jerusalem,  it  was  because  the 
ruler  of  Judah  was  now,  what  Ahaz  had  not  been,  a 
believer.  For  Isaiah  does  not  yet  regard  the  individual 
as  a  moral  unit.  If  Yahwe  protects  Zion,  it  is  because 
Zion's  ruler  has  responded  to  the  demand  for  '  faith ' 
(cp  28:6). 

Eight  years  passed,  and  still  Isaiah  held  the  same 
language.  For  though  the  greater  part  of  10  s-1 2 6 

Is    10-126    (next   art"    §   7.)    's    certainly    of  late 
,     '  ,,'    _  .  origin,  and  written  for  other  circum- 

4  27'  stances  than  those  of  the  eighth 
century,  yet  enough  remains  to  assure  us  that  Isaiah 
in  711  regarded  an  Assyrian  conquest  of  Judah  as 
contrary  to  the  plan  of  Yahwe.  The  grand  rebuke 
addressed  to  Assyria  in  10s- 15  (apart  from  the  inter 
polations)  should  not  improbably  be  combined  with 
1424-27,  which  is  the  misplaced  conclusion  of  the 
Isaianic  prophecy  (next  art.,  §  9  \a\,  i).  Thus  in  711 
(this  date  may,  on  good  grounds,  be  assumed)  Isaiah 
believed  it  to  be  Yahwe's  purpose  '  to  break  Assyria  in 
his  (Yahwe's)  land,  and  on  his  mountains  to  tread  him 
under  foot'  (1425).  No  light  is  thrown  either  in 

lOs-'is  or  in  1424-27  on  the  condition  of  affairs  in  Judah  ; 
but  we  must  assume  that  Hezekiah  still  maintained  the 
attitude  of  one  who  '  believed  '  Yahwe  and  his  prophet, 
for  without  this  we  know  that  Isaiah  could  have  seen  no 
hope  for  his  country  (7g  28 16). 

It  is  true,  Sargon  states,  in  a  fragmentary  inscription  {KB 
1 64  f,),  that  the  inhabitants  of  Philistia,  Judah,  Rdom,  and 
Moab  planned  revolt  from  the  Assyrian  suzerainty,  and  entered 
into  negotiations  with  Musri  (see  MlZRAIM.  §  2  /') — the  passage 
relates  to  the  time  preceding  the  siege  of  Ashdod  mentioned 
above — but  it  is  allowable  to  suppose  either  that  the  Assyrian 
scribe  put  down  four  of  the  best-known  names  of  Palestinian 
peoples  somewhat  at  random,  or  that  Hezekiah  confessed  his 
error  to  Isaiah,  and  gave  pledges  of  future  obedience. 

At  any  rate,  Isaiah,  who  had  already  expressed  such 
strong  confidence  in  the  present  safety  of  Zion,  could  not 
and  would  not  change  his  tone  without  solid  reasons. 

Again  eight  years  elapsed  ;  but  now  symptoms  of  a 
change  appear.  The  next  prophecy  in  chronological 

14   Is   28-32    orcler  to  tne  Sreat  '  Woe '  on  Assyria  is 

287-22  (next  art.,  §  12,  end).     No  passage 

of  Isaiah  gives  us  quite  such  graphic  details  as  to  the 

1  The  passage,  however,  is  really  an  imaginative  composition 
like  the  poem  in  144^-21  (see  next  art.,  §  9,  '6  [9],  /3).  It  is  Sen 
nacherib's  death,  most  probably,  that  is  referred  to  in  both 
poems.  See  Marti's  commentary,  and  cp  SBOT,  'Isa.,'  Heb. 
195,  where  an  emended  text  is  exhibited. 
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faults  of  the  upper  classes  at  Jerusalem,  and  it  is  remark 
able  that  Isaiah  appends  to  these  details  a  solemn  re 
statement  of  the  spiritual  basis  of  the  security  of  Judah. 
If  we  take  this  prophecy  in  combination  with  one  of 
certainly  not  much  later  date  (the  denunciation  of  Shebna, 
22 15-18  :  next  art.  §  9  [6],  2),  we  may  infer  that  Isaiah 
again  thought  he  saw  an  imminent  prospect  of  the  de 
portation  of  many  of  the  leaders  of  the  state  to  Assyria 
(cp  3i).  There  was  indeed  still  a  possibility  of  averting 
this  fate.  But  would  these  clever  politicians  adopt  it  ? 
Of  the  king,  however,  we  hear  nothing.  Isaiah  seems 
to  regard  Hezekiah  as,  to  a  great  extent,  the  puppet  of 
the  predominant  political  faction.  Indeed,  remembering 
the  story  of  Padi  of  PIkron,  one  is  inclined  to  think 
that  such  dependence  may  have  been  generally  the  lot 
of  the  small  kings  of  Palestine  at  this  time.  At  any 
rate,  Isaiah's  great  object  is  to  startle  the  politicians 
out  of  their  security.  He  warns  them  that,  though  the 
horizon  is  clear  at  present,  it  will  not  remain  so.  He 
will  not  on  this  occasion  say  when  the  storm  will  break 
out.  '  Add  year  to  year,  let  the  feasts  run  their  course  ' 
(29i).  Certain  it  is,  however,  that  before  long  ARIEL 
(q.v.)  will  be  marked  out  as  his  prey  by  the  Assyrian  ; 
Jerusalem  (for  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  symbolic  name 
employed)  will  be  besieged  and  reduced  to  great  straits. 
It  is  not  the  Assyrian,  however,  who  will  deal  the  final 
blow.  A  theophany  will  take  place  ;  Yahwe  himself, 
the  storm -God  and  the  war -God,  will  appear  and 
destroy  the  guilty  city  (cp  2 10-21). 

What  was  the  cause  of  the  change  in  Isaiah's  preach 
ing?  It  was  the  rise  to  power  of  an  Egyptian  party  at 
Jerusalem.  The  peoples  of*  Palestine  and  Phoenicia 
saw  in  the  new  (Ethiopian)  dynasty  of  Egypt  the  only 
power  which  could  save  them  from  the  oppressive  and 
uncongenial  rule  of  Assyria  (cp  EGYPT,  §  66).  Isaiah, 
on  political,  but  vastly  more  on  religious,  grounds, 
insisted  on  the  futility  of  an  alliance  with  Egypt 
(chaps.  30  f. ).  He  supplemented  his  'woe'  upon 
Jerusalem  by  the  declaration  that  the  Egyptian  allies 
of  Judah  should  be  defeated,  for  Yahwe  himself  would 
fight  on  the  side  of  the  Assyrians  (so  we  must  under 
stand  Sis).  This  cycle  of  prophecies  (28-31)  is  of 
the  highest  value  both  for  the  history  of  Judah  and 
for  the  biography  of  the  prophet.  It  gives  us  a 
graphic  picture  of  the  excitement  at  Jerusalem  and  the 
opposition  to  Isaiah's  preaching,  and  shows  how  the 
initial  revelation  of  Judah's  doom  was  gradually  fixing 
itself  more  and  more  in  the  prophet's  mind.  It  also 
confirms  an  idea  which  has  probably  already  suggested 
itself  to  us — that  Isaiah's  interest  is  not  in  the  circum 
stantial  details  of  his  prophecy,  but  in  the  connection 
between  national  sin  and  national  calamity.  His  object 
is  to  reveal  God  in  history,  not — except  in  a  secondary 
sense — to  turn  the  course  of  events. 

The  negotiations  with  Egypt  do  not  appear  to  have  as 
yet  succeeded,  and  if  chap.  18  (next  art.,  §  9  [«],  3)  was 
written  at  this  period,  it  shows  that  Isaiah 
''  had  for  a  time  triumphed  over  the  Egyptian 
party.  Otherwise  he  would  certainly  not  have  given 
Judah  a  further  breathing-time.  Otherwise,  too,  he  would 
not  have  so  calmly  bidden  the  Ethiopian  ambassadors 
return  to  their  own  land.  It  is  remarkable  that  Isaiah 
should  speak  so  respectfully  of  the  Ethiopians,  for  not 
long  since  he  spoke  quite  otherwise  of  Egypt  (803-7).  A 
fuller  acquaintance  with  this  period  of  Egyptian  history 
might  enable  us  to  explain  this.1  It  is  still  more  re 
markable  that  Isaiah  should  have  adopted  so  lofty  a 
tone  of  enthusiasm  in  speaking  of  the  prospects  of 
Judah.  May  we  not  venture  to  assume  that  Hezekiah 
had  initiated  something  in  the  nature  of  a  reform,2 
something  which  might  be  charitably  regarded  as  '  turn- 

1  Or,  possibly,  if  there  was  a  second  Assyrian  invasion,  the 
prophecy  in  chap.  18  might  refer  to  this. 

2  See  HBZKKIAH,  where  the  supposed  fact  of  an  early  reform 
in  the  cultus  is  controverted.     Isaiah's  main  object  was  moral 
amendment ;  he  has  no  programme  for  any  other  reform. 
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ing  to  Yahw£ '  ?  Isaiah  has  already  told  us  how  far, 
at  an  earlier  time,  the  'princes'  of  Judah  were  from 
practising  the  virtues  which  befitted  them.  Must  we 
not  conjecture  that  Hezekiah  had  lately  made  examples 
of  some  of  the  chief  offenders  among  them  (e.g. , 
Shebna)  ?  If  so,  king  and  prophet  were  destined  to 
be  sadly  disappointed.  The  prophecy  in  chap.  18  (if 
rightly  dated)  had  been  delivered  on  the  assumption 
that  the  rulers  of  Judah  had  really  '  turned  '  to  Yahwe. 
It  did  not  indeed  promise  that  there  should  be  no 
Assyrian  invasion.  Sennacherib  would,  of  course,  take 
the  field  against  the  kings  of  Palestine  (including  Heze 
kiah)  who  had  refused  tribute.  But  it  did  guarantee 
(upon  implied  conditions)  that  the  invasion  should  be 
stopped  at  the  outset  by  a  supernatural  intervention. 
This,  however,  did  not  happen.  As  Sennacherib  and 
Isaiah  agree  in  stating,  widespread  desolation  was 
wrought  in  Judah  by  the  irresistible  warriors  of  Assyria. 
To  all — to  the  prophet  not  less  than  to  his  countrymen 
— this  was  a  sign  of  Yah  we' s  displeasure.  All  that 
could  now  be  hoped  for  was  to  avert  destruction  from 
-  ,  Jerusalem.  The  rulers  took  one  means 

of  doing  this ;  Isaiah  wished  them  to 
take  another.  Sacrifices  had  never  been  so  abundant, 
nor  public  prayers  so  fervent  (1 11-15;  cp  Am.  62224 
with  vv.  15 18)  ;  but  Isaiah,  like  Amos,  attached  no 
intrinsic  value  to  ceremonies.  One  means,  and  one 
only,  there  was  to  check  the  progress  of  Sennacherib  ; 
it  was  to  change  their  lives.  Their  God  would  forgive 
the  past,  and  restore  to  them  his  protecting  care.  They 
would  sow  and  reap,  undeterred  by  Assyrian  warriors  ; 
they  would  '  eat  the  good  of  the  land. '  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  rebelled  against  the  divine  will  they  would 
surfer  the  hardships  of  a  siege  (see  HUSKS). 
'  If  your  sins  be  scarlet,  they  may  become  white  as  snow ; 
If  they  be  red  as  crimson,  they  may  become  as  wool. 
If  ye  be  willing  and  obedient,  the  good  of  the  land  shall  ye  eat; 
But  if  ye  refuse  and  rebel,  carob-pods  shall  ye  eat'  (1  18-20,  last 
line  emended). 

Even  in  the  too  brief  summary  (15-26),  the  discourses 
of  Isaiah  delivered  at  this  period  move  us  deeply.  We 
long  to  know  what  effect  they  produced.  Only  a  late 
tradition  on  this  subject  has  come  down  to  us  ;  it  is 
that  contained  in  chaps.  36  f.  (next  art.,  §  15).  It  may 
be  barely  possible  to  hold  that  a  good  effect  was  pro 
duced,  that  Isaiah  assured  Hezekiah  of  safety.  If  this 
was  the  case,  he  very  soon  changed  his  tone.  It  is 
17  T  *>2  certain  that,  as  the  last  Assyrian 

*'  warriors  disappeared,  Isaiah,  sick  at 
heart,  used  language  (221-14:  next  art.,  §  9  \b~\,  2) 
which  can  be  understood  only  as  a  final  acceptance 
of  the  doom  pronounced  in  6  9-13.  He  bows  to  the 
decree  of  the  God  of  Israel.  For  Judah  there  is  no 
more  hope ;  for  himself  no  further  ministry.  The 
heart  of  '  this  people '  has  become  gross,  and  there  is 
no  possibility  of  salvation.  Therefore  cities  must  be 
come  waste,  and  houses  uninhabited,  and,  should  a 
tenth  be  left,  this  must,  in  turn,  be  consumed.  For 
the  small  prophetic  band — himself,  his  children,  and 
his  disciples — there  may  still  be  a  future  (cp  816-18)  ; 
but  he  has  received  no  revelation  on  this  subject  ;  nor 
could  he,  without  a  psychological  miracle,  have  even 
imagined  a  condition  of  things  totally  opposed  to  the 
present.  Only  a  short  time  ago  he  could  anticipate 
the  restoration  to  Jerusalem  of  'judges  as  at  the  first, 
and  counsellors  as  at  the  beginning'  (126).  Now  it 
would  appear  as  if,  by  a  moral  compulsion,  he  placed 
himself  by  the  side  of  Amos,  who  had  prophesied  of  the 
guilty  worshippers  in  the  sanctuary  at  Bethel,  that  '  not 
one  should  flee  away,  not  one  should  escape  '  (Am.  9 1 ). 

The    reader    may    need    to    be    reminded    that    the 

latter    part    of  this    picture    of   Isaiah    is    based    upon 

_       ...        critical   conclusions    which   are  not  as 

.     esu    ing  yet  genera]]v  accepted.      The  criticism 

",     .   .  of  the  prophecies   of  Isaiah   is  slowly 

emerging  from  a  position  analogous  to 

that  in  which  the  Hexateuch  was  before  the  publication 
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of  Wellhausen's  Prolegomena.  The  reader  may,  if  he 
will,  keep  his  mind  in  suspense  as  to  the  critical  prob 
lems  of  the  day,  and  confine  his  attention  to  the 
earlier  part  of  the  present  article.  Should  he  do  so, 
he  will  obtain  a  sound  though  an  incomplete  concep 
tion  of  the  great  prophet.  But  to  those  who  have 
seen  the  weakness  of  the  old  criticism,  and  the  strength 
of  that  which  offers  itself  as  on  the  whole  far  more  in 
accordance  with  facts,  and  who  find  the  synthesis  of 
new  and  old  presented  in  this  article  historically  credible, 
it  may  be  safely  said  that  the  more  they  contemplate 
the  character  of  Isaiah  as  now  disclosed  to  them,  the 
grander  it  will  appear.  We  have  not  hitherto  realised 
the  scale  and  proportions  of  his  truly  heroic  faith. 
What  Abraham  was  in  legend,  Isaiah  was  in  fact.  He 
was  prepared  to  trust  God  in  the  darkness  as  implicitly 
as  the  'father  of  the  faithful,'  when,  according  to  the 
noble  story,  he  lifted  up  his  hand,  at  the  divine  com 
mand,  to  slay  his  only  son.  For  we  may  be  sure — 
the  variations  in  his  picture  of  the  future  attest  this — 
that  Isaiah  loved  his  people  dearly,  and  was  alive  to 
the  least  indications  of  moral  progress.  And  yet  he 
could,  with  breaking  heart,  give  up  the  present  Israel  to 
its  doom,  so  complete  was  his  faith  in  the  all-wise  pur 
pose  of  the  God  of  Israel.  How  that  which  seemed  the 
end  of  all  things  could  yet  not  be  a  fatal  blow  to  the 
divine  purpose,  it  was  not  for  him  to  judge. 

As  a  man  and  a  prophet  we  have  now  fully  recognised 
Isaiah's  greatness.  Was  he  also  a  poet?  In  3722-29 

19  Was  Isaiah  .*next  art"  §  IS  ^  a  very  fine  taunt" 
.  9         ing  poem  on  Sennacherib  is  assigned  to 

him  ;  but  the  lateness  of  the  narrative 
in  which  it  is  placed,  together  with  the  late  character  of 
the  phraseology,  prevent  us  from  accepting  this  assign 
ment.  Another  fine  taunting  poem  also  has  been  claimed 
for  Isaiah — that  in  144^-21,  which  was  not  originally 
connected  with  the  late  prophecy  against  Babylon  in 
chap.  13  (see  ISAIAH  ii.,  §  9,  b  [9],  ft).  But  ideas  and 
phraseology  alike  point  away  from  Isaiah,  unless  we  apply 
a  very  imperfect  criticism  to  both  sections  of  the  evidence. 

It  must  suffice  here  to  mention  the  fact  that  in!4  12-14  reference 
is  made  to  a  fully  developed  myth  of  Babylonian  origin,  for 
which  there  is  no  parallel  in  the  works  of  the  pre-exilic  prophets, 
and  to  point  out  the  similarity  of  this  taunting  song  to  that  in 
37  22-29.  Both  these  songs  were  probably  composed  with 
reference  to  the  story  of  Sennacherib,  and  both  are  of  late 
origin.  Probably  1428-32  (next  art.,  §  9  [/']>  3)  also  should  be 
included  in  the  group  (see  above,  §  12). 

Nor  can  we  reckon  as  more  than  a  curiosity  of 
criticism  the  theory  that  Pss.  46-48  were  written  by 
Isaiah,  the  first  when  the  Syrians,  the  second  when  the 
Philistines,  and  the  third  when  the  Assyrians  were 
overthrown.  The  simple  truth  is  that  Isaiah  was  too 
great  to  be  a  literary  artist  ;  his  words  were  deeds. 

The  preceding  sketch  requires  to  be  supplemented  by 
a  sympathetic  survey  of  the  prophetic  literature  of  the 

20.  Unknown  post-exilic    Pe"°f    (**     PROPHETIC 
'       .  .  LITERATURE).     A  critical   rearrange- 

saia  S.  ment  Of  the  prophecies  of  the  Book  of 
Isaiah  not  only  makes  Isaiah  a  simpler  and  a  grander 
and  therefore  also  a  more  truly  antique  personality  than 
he  could  be  according  to  the  older  criticism  ;  it  intro 
duces  us  to  a  number  of  less  original,  but  in  some  re 
spects  more  attractive  personages,  who  being  neither 
public  men  nor  ambitious  of  fame  in  an  age  (aivv)  that 
was  passing  away,  have  not  been  remembered  by  name. 
They  drew  their  inspiration  (so  they  must  have  believed) 
from  the  divine  Spirit  which  dwelt  within  the  community 
(Is.  63 n  ;  cp  SPIRIT),  and  they  were  content  with  the 
hope  so  touchingly  expressed  by  a  psalmist  of  similar 
character — 

Remember  me,  O  LORD,  in  the  gracious  welcome  of  Thy  people  ; 
Oh  visit  me  with  Thy  salvation  ; 
That  I  may  look  on  the  prosperity  of  Thy  elect, 
May  rejoice  in  Thy  nation's  joy, 
May  triumph  with  Thy  inheritance. 

(Ps.  \0&4f.,  Kay's  translation.) 

It  may  be  hoped  that  English  students  will  not  any 
longer  cherish  the  unfounded  prejudice  that  to  follow 
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out  the  many  traces  of  plurality  of  authorship  in  Isaiah 
involves  less  appreciation  of  those  passage?  of  the  book 
which  were  not  written  by  the  son  of  Anioz. 

Besides  the  commentaries  and   histories  of  Israel,   see  Dr., 

Isaiah,  his  life  and  times  (2)  ('93) ;  WRS  Proph.  Is.  ('82),  205- 

356;  Duhm,  Theol.  tier  Proplieten,  149-177 

21.  Literature.  ('75);  Guthe,  Das  Zukunftsbild  dcs  Jesaia 

('85) ;    Giesebrecht,    Beitr.    c.  JtttuaJtritik, 

76-84  ('90)  ;    Hackmann,   Die  Zukunftsenvartung-  des  Jesaia. 
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('93);  Smend,  AT  Rel.-Gesch.  203-227  ('93);  Duff,  Old  Test. 
Thcol.  1150-294  ('94);  A.  B.  Davidson,  'The  Theology  of 
Isaiah  in  Kxp.  T.  '94  (beginning  at  296);  M 'Curdy,  Hist., 
Proph.,  and  Man.,  vol.  2  ('96),  though  a  good  Assyriologist,  does 


also  DEUTERONOMY,  HKZEKIAH,  MESSIAH,  PROPHECY,  TEMPLE. 
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The  criticism  of  the  Book  of  Isaiah  has  been  almost 
revolutionised    within    the    last    twenty    years.1      The 

-,    n  -A-  •          problems   have  become  more  compli- 

1.  Criticism  .,  ,   ,        .  . 

v>  f        iaan     ca-ted,  the  methods  of  the  critics  more 

06101*6  J-ooO-  •      .          ,       .I          «M  .   . 

varied  and  subtle.  1  he  present  position 
of  criticism  cannot  be  properly  understood,  however, 
without  some  acquaintance  with  an  earlier  stage.  It 
is  necessary,  therefore,  to  preface  this  article  by  a 
sketch  of  what  appeared  certain  or  probable  before 
1880.  To  give  the  student  a  mixture  of  the  two  criti 
cisms  would  be  misleading.  He  has  to  pass  as  quickly 
as  possible  through  the  initial  stage  already  traversed  by 
criticism,  that  he  may  not  perplex  himself  with  unreal 
difficulties. 


Introductory  (§  i). 
Earlier  criticism  (§  2_/.). 
Critical  principles  (§  4). 
Chaps.  1-12  (§§  5-8). 


Chaps.  49-55  (§  i7/). 
Soliloquies  in  Chap.  $\f.  (§  19). 
Chaps.  56-66  (§  21). 
Redaction  (§  22): 


A.  EARLIER  CRITICISM 

We  must  begin  with  the  criticism  of  I.  Isaiah  (i.e., 
Is.  1-39),  and  then  proceed  to  that  of  II.  Isaiah  (i.e., 
Is.  40-66),  remarking  by  way  of  introduction  that 
critics  in  general  are  agreed  that  the  final  redaction  of 
the  Book  of  Isaiah  must  have  been  anterior  to  the 
composition  of  Ecclesiasticus  (probably  about  180  B.C. ), 
because  of  the  description  of  Isaiah's  wide  range  as  a 
prophet  in  Ecclus.  4822-25,  a  passage  which  occurs  not 
only  in  the  Greek  and  the  Syriac,  but  also  in  a  lately 
discovered  fragment  of  the  Hebrew  text. 

Abraham  Kuenen  ('aS-'gi),  one  of  the  greatest  of 
2  Kuenen  recent  '  n'Sher  critics,' gave  this  sketch  of 

'.  1Rfi_  the  growth  of  I.  Isaiah  in  the  first  edition 
of  \\\%lntrod.  (OnderzMk]  in  '63. 

A.  CHAPTERS  1-39.  i.  Arrangement. — The  earliest 
parts  of  the  book  Kuenen  takes  to  be  the  two  collec 
tions,  chaps.  1-12  and  13-23.  The  former  consists 
entirely  of  genuine  prophecies  of  Isaiah ;  the  latter 
contains  some  prophecies  dating  from  the  last  years  of 
the  exile.  A  characteristic  of  the  second  group  is  that 
headings  are  prefixed  to  the  prophecies,  with  the  peculiar 
term  N^I?  '(divine)  utterance,'  or  'oracle'  (13i  1428 
15i  17\  [20i]  21iin3  22i  23i).  It  is  natural  to 
assume  that  this  was  the  later  of  the  two  collections, 
and  it  is  possible  that  the  present  position  of  the 
short  prophecy,  1424-27,  is  due  to  the  editor  of  this 
group,  who  may  have  wished,  by  transferring  this 
passage  from  lOs-126  (near  which  it  must  once  have 
stood)  to  a  place  amongst  the  oracles  of  his  own 
collection,  to  connect  the  two  groups,  and  give  them  an 
appearance  of  homogeneousness.  This  editor  certainly 
lived  in  post-exilic  times,  whereas  the  collector  of 
chaps.  1-12  was  either  Isaiah  himself  or  one  of  his 
disciples  (cp  82  16).  Time  passed,  and  other  prophecies 
came  to  light  which  rightly  or  wrongly  were  ascribed  to 
the  prophet  Isaiah.  Another  editor,  wishing  to  complete 

1  Until  quite  lately  the  school  of  Dillmann  has  been  regarded 
in  England,  as  elsewhere,  among  students  of  Isaiah,  as  represent 
ing  the  farthest  point  to  which  a  sober  criticism  can  go.  The 
willingness  to  reconsider  things,  however,  shown  in  the  art. 
'  Isaiah'  (Hastings,  DB  1  ['99])  by  Prof.  G.  A.  Smith,  justifies 
the  hope  that  the  transition  to  a  more  consistent  critical  position 
will  not  be  so  slow  in  England. 
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a  Book  of  Isaiah,  attached  chaps.  28-33  24-27  and  34 / , 
and  appended,  as  a  suitable  close  for  the  book,  a 
historical  account  of  Sennacherib's  invasion  and  Isaiah's 
prophetic  activity  at  this  period. 

ii.  Collections  of  Isaianic  prophecies.  —  a.  The 
earliest.  —  These  are,  Kuenen  thought,  in  chaps.  2-4, 
written  in  the  first  years  of  Ahaz,  before  the  outbreak 
of  the  Syro-Ephraimitish  war.1  Chap.  5  describes 
Isaiah's  expectations  a  few  years  later,  after  the  first 
defeat  experienced  by  Ahaz.  During  the  same  war 
Isaiah  wrote  his  account  of  his  great  vision  (chap.  6), 
and  from  chap.  7  w-e  learn  what  he  held  out  in  prospect 
to  Ahaz  at  the  height  of  the  crisis.  Chaps.  17 1-"  and 
8 1-96  [7]  are  only  a  little  later  than  chap.  7,  whilst  the 
prophecy  in  9?  [8]-104,  which  in  9  10  [n]  presupposes 
the  defeat  of  Rezin  by  the  Assyrians,3  and  the  devasta 
tion  of  N.  Palestine,  was  probably  delivered  shortly 
after  the  close  of  the  Syro-Ephraimitish  war,  when  the 
N.  kingdom  was  beginning  to  recover  from  its  serious 
disasters.  1428-32  also,  in  spite  of  the  heading  in 
v.  28,  may  be  placed  in  this  period.  The  Philistines, 
threatened  by  the  Assyrian  power,  may  have  sent  an 
embassy  to  Ahaz,  the  prottge'  of  Tiglath-pileser,  desiring 
his  support. 

b.  The    prophecies   of  the  Assyrian    period. — These 
are  divided  into  two  classes — (a)  those  before  and  (/3) 
those  after  Hezekiah's  revolt. 

(a)  To  the  formerclass  belong  21  \\f.  and  13-17,  which  suggest 
that  the  Assyrian  power  was  gradually  extending  towards 
Egypt.  More  certainly  chap.  28  belongs  to  the  three  years  of 
the  siege  of  Samaria.  Chap.  23  refers  to  Shalmaneser's  campaign 
against  Phoenicia.  The  obscurity  of  ?'.  13  permits  no  very 
positive  critical  inference  ;  but  the  mention  of  Assyria  confirms 
the  Isaianic  authorship.  Nor  is  Kuenen  prepared  to  give  up 
the  epilogue  (?T'.  15-18),  though  he  recognises  the  comparative 
weight  of  the  objections  to  the  genuineness  of  this  passage  and 
indeed  of  the  whole  prophecy.  The  'hard  king'  of  194  ls 
Sargon,  who  is  actually  named  in  chap.  20. 

(|3)  Then  come  the  important  chaps.  29-32,  all  of  which  belong 
to  the  year  before  Sennacherib's  invasion,  and  open  the  second 
class  of  the  prophecies  referred  to.  29  1-8  is  regarded  as  a  two 
fold  prediction,  first  of  Jerusalem's  extreme  danger,  and  then 
of  her  deliverance.3  The  prophecies  in  22  15-25  (Shebna)  and 
22 1-14  were  delivered  not  much  later.  The  description  in 
228-n  is  viewed  as  partly  imaginative  ;  the  preparations  for  the 
defence  of  Jerusalem  were  such  as  would  naturally  be  made  on 
the  approach  of  a  foe.  10  5-12  6  was  written  during  the  invasion  ; 
1424-27  is  closely  connected  with  it,  and  may  be  regarded  as  its 
epilogue.  Jerusalem  itself  was  threatened  when  chap.  1  was 
written,  and  17  12-14  18  and  33  belong  to  the  same  period.  All 
these  prophecies  express  a  firm  assurance  of  the  speedy  destruc 
tion  of  the  foe. 

c.  The  prophecy  against  Moab. 

This  prophecy  (chap.  15^)  receives  from  Kuenen  a  careful 
consideration.  He  recognises  the  peculiarity  in  language,  in 
style,  and  in  ideas,  of  15i-16i2,  which  he  assigns  to  an  older 
prophet  of  the  Northern  Kingdom.  The  epilogue  he  thinks  may 

1  The  heading  in  1  i  is  of  course  due  to  an  editor  and  of  no 
authority  (cp  CHRONOLOGY,  §  2_/C). 

2  This   implies  the  reading  '  the   adversaries  of  Rezin  '   ("IS 
px"!),  which  is  accepted  by  Dillmann,  but  rejected  by  Duhm  and 
Cheyne  (see  SBOT).    Kuenen,  however,  is  not  unconscious  of  its 
difficulties. 

3  Kuenen's  view  of  29  1-8,  9-14,  has  been  till  quite  lately  the  one 
generally  held.     It  has  been  well  stated  by  Driver  (Isaiah, 
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well  have  been  written  by  Isaiah,  when  he  adopted  the  work  of 
his  predecessor,  about  the  same  time  as  21  13-17  (see  above,  t  [a]). 
The  earlier  prophet  most  probably  lived  before  the  great  con 
quests  of  Jeroboam  II.,  when  Kdom  was  subject  to  Judah  (cp 
166  with  2K.  14  7). 

iii.  The  historical  chapters  (36-39). — These  are  re 
garded  as  having  been  compiled  from  contemporary  docu 
ments  shortly  after  the  time  of  Hezekiah,  and  inserted 
by  the  collector  of  chaps.  1-35  (or  perhaps  of  the  whole 
book),  partly  to  illustrate  the  prophecies  of  the  Assyrian 
period,  partly  to  supplement  the  narratives  in  chaps.  7 
820  (cp  above,  §  z,  i. ). 

iv.  Later  additions. — a.  Chaps.  24-27. — The  earliest 
of  the  exilic  prophecies  inserted  in  I.  Isaiah  is  held  to  be 
that  in  chaps.  24-27.  The  evidence  against  Isaiah's 
authorship  is  not  indeed  so  overpowering  as  in  the  case  of 
chaps.  40-66,  because  of  the  obscurity  of  the  prophecy, 
but  is  still  forcible  enough.  Points  of  contact  between 
the  language  of  these  chapters  and  that  of  Isaiah  are 
not  wanting  ;  but  there  is  such  a  striking  difference  in 
style,  in  imagery,  in  vocabulary,  and  even  in  ideas,  that 
on  this  ground  alone  we  may  be  sure  that  Isaiah  is  not 
the  author.  Then  the  historical  situation — however 
difficult  of  interpretation  some  features  in  it  may  be — is 
certainly  not  that  of  any  of  the  acknowledged  prophecies 
of  Isaiah.  Kuenen's  conclusion  is  that  the  author  lived 
during  the  first  part  of  the  exile  and  that  he  predicts 
the  fall  of  Babylon.  On  three  points  he  remains  in 
doubt — (i)  where  the  prophet  lives,  whether  in  Judaea 
(cp  256 f.  10),  or  elsewhere;  (2)  whether  24 1-13  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  prophecy,  or  as  a  description,  and 
whether  it  relates  to  the  whole  earth,  or  to  Judah  and 
Jerusalem;  and  (3)  whether  27  io/.  pictures  the  con 
dition  of  Jerusalem,  or  of  the  hostile  city  mentioned  in 
252  26s — i.e.  (according  to  Kuenen),  of  Babylon. 

b.  Chaps.  34/. — To  the  same  period  Kuenen  assigns 
chaps.  34  f.  The  writer's  silence  as  to  the  Medo- 
Persians  and  his  indignation  against  Edom  are  the 
reasons  for  placing  these  chapters  early  in  the  Exile. 

Peculiar  ideas  and  words  are  of  course  not  as  abundant  here 
as  in  chaps.  24-27.  This  last  remark  applies  also  to  13  i-14  23, 
but  the  historical  situation  is  defined  even  more  plainly  than  in 
34yC  as  that  of  the  Exile,  and  more  definitely  of  the  close  of  the 
Exile.  The  Babylonian  oppression  is  presupposed,  and  the  tone 
of  the  writer  is  evidently  embittered  by  the  thought  of  the  suffer- 


is  probably  not  much  later  than  13  1-1423. 

B.  CHAPTERS  40-66.  Chaps.  40-66  are  regarded 
by  Kuenen  (i.e.,  the  Kuenen  of  1863)  as  forming  a 
single  book  in  three  equal  parts  (chaps.  40-48  49-57 
58-66)  marked  by  a  kind  of  refrain1  (4822  57ai), 
the  substance  of  which  was  written  by  one'  man, 
before  the  capture  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus,  though  the 
different  prophecies  or  poems  composing  it  may  have 
been  collected  and  arranged  after  that  event. 

a.  External  evidence  as  to  authorship.  — Kuenen  ex 
amines  at  length  the  external  evidence  for  and  against 
Isaiah's  authorship  of  this  book. 

The  evidence  for  it  is,  (i)  the  testimony  of  Ecclus.  48  23-25 
(which,  however,  simply  proves  that  the  writer  was  not  in  a 
position  to  discriminate  between  works  of  different  ages  copied 
into  the  same  roll). 

2.  The  'edict  of  Cyrus'  in  Ezra  1  •zf.  2  Ch.  8623  (which  has 
been  thought  to  imply  that  Cyrus  had  become  acquainted  with 
the  prophecies  ascribed  to  Isaiah,  but  which  in  reality  merely 
implies  that  the  narrator  had  such  an  acquaintance).2 

3.  The  use  made  of  Is.  40-1)0  by  prophets  who  lived  after  Isaiah 
but  before  the  middle  part  of  the  Exile  (the  extreme  insecurity 
of  which  argument,  in  the  form  in  which  Delitzsch  presented  it, 
is  shown  by  Kuenen). 

On  the  opposite  side,  too,  some  external  evidence  is 
produced. 

1  For  the  later  view  of  these  '  refrains,'  see  Duhm  or  SBOT 
('Isaiah'). 

3  On  the  question  whether  the  publication  of  the  '  edict  of 
Cyrus '  is  a  historical  fact,  and  whether  the  kernel  of  the  '  edict ' 
is  genuine,  see  CYRUS,  §  5;  EZRA  ii.,  §6jf.;  ISRAEL,  §  50  f. 
Kuenen,  in  both  editions  of  his  Introduction,  whilst  admitting 
the  fact  of  the  return  under  Cyrus,  maintained  that  the  so-called 
'  edict '  was  a  free  composition  of  the  Chronicler. 
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Stress  is  laid  on  the  position  of  chaps.  40-66,  which  are  separated 
from  the  preceding  collection  of  prophecies  by  some  historical 
chapters,  and  must  once  have  circulated  in  a  separate  form. 
Without  any  strong  grounds  an  editor  who  had  noticed  the 
reference  to  a  Babylonian  captivity  in  396_/C,  may  have  supposed 
that  chaps.  40-0(3  were  a  grandly  planned  supplementary  prophecy 
by  Isaiah. 

b.  Internal  evidence. — i.  Historical  situation.  —  The 
most  important  argument,  however,  is  that  based  on 
the  historical  situation  in  those  chapters.  All  agree 
that,  at  least  in  general,  the  author  addresses  the 
Israelitish  exiles  in  Babylon. 

Jerusalem  and  the  cities  of  Judah  lie  in  ruins ;  and  this  sad 
state  of  things  has  already  lasted  a  considerable  time  (51  3  62  2  5 
58  12  63  18  19  [  18  i g«l  (J4Q-II  [8- io]  42  14  57  12  58  12  03  1 5-19  [19*1]). 
Deliverance,  however,  is  at  hand  ;  Cyrus  will  conquer  Babylon 
and  release  the  Jews,  who,  on  their  return,  will  rebuild  Jeru 
salem  and  the  temple,  and  enjoy  unimaginable  prosperity 
(409-n  4127  43i9^4426  46  13  58  12  60  io  614  66  i2/).  In 
this  connection,  it  is  noteworthy  that  no  mention  is  made  of 
Israelitish  kings  or  of  sacrifices.  On  the  other  hand,  the  keep 
ing  of  the  sabbath  (562-8)  and  fasting  (58  iff.)  are  specially 
mentioned.1 

We  are  at  once  inclined  to  place  such  a  book  in  the 
second  half  of  the  Exile. 

This  conclusion  is  strengthened  by  the  writer's  accurate  know 
ledge  of  the  very  heart  and  soul  of  the  exiles  (see,  e.g.,  4027 
459/  46ey:  4924  563^.  57 $ff.  682^  62e/.  'o'o^ff.  661-5). 

Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  book  suggestive  of  the 
pre-exilic  age.  If  Isaiah  had  written  it,  he  would 
certainly  have  betrayed  his  real  as  opposed  to  his 
imaginary  period  by  some  involuntary  allusion. 

On  the  contrary,  (i)  all  the  allusions  to  the  age  of  Isaiah,  to 
the  continuance  of  Jerusalem  and  of  the  temple,  and  to  Judsea 
as  the  home  of  the  prophet,  which  have  been  indicated  in  chaps. 
40-6li,  rest  without  exception  on  misunderstanding.2  (2)  The 
proof  derived  by  the  prophet  from  the  predictions  of  Israel's 
liberation  and  the  fall  of  Babylon  loses  all  its  significance  if  the 
writer  were  not  close  at  hand  (see  41  1-7  21-29  4-9  43  8-13  44  19-21 
468-13  48).  At  first  sight,  indeed,  the  passages  in  which  idolatry 
is  attacked3  may  seem  inconsistent  with  an  exilic  date;  but 
observe  (i)  that  the  writer  frequently  has  in  view  not  Israelites, 
but  the  surrounding  heathen  population  ;  (2)  that  sometimes  it 
is  rather  of  a  danger  than  of  an  actual  fact  that  the  prophet 
speaks;  (3)  that  Ezekiel  (2030-38)  refers  to  idolatrous  prac 
tices  among  the  exiles  by  the  river  Chebar ;  and  (4)  that  we 
cannot  infer  from  the  attachment  of  the  returned  exiles  to  the 
religion  of  Yahwe  that  those  left  behind  were  all  devoted  mono- 
theists. 

ii.  Language  and  ideas.  —  Nearly  200  years  could 
not  have  passed  away  without  leaving  their  impress  on 
prophetic  language  and  ideas.  The  second  Isaiah  is  in 
fact  very  different  from  Isaiah  b.  Amoz,  both  as  a  writer 
and  as  a  thinker. 

1.  Of  the  personal  Messiah  expected  by  the  son  of 
Amoz4  (96  [5]/  lli-s)    there    is   not    a   trace    in   II. 
Isaiah  (see  MESSIAH). 

It  is  to  a  widely  different  figure — the  '  servant  of  Yahwe ' — 
that  II.  Isaiah  assigns  the  liberation  and  the  regeneration  of 
Israel.  In  connection  with  this  it  should  be  noticed  that  the 
older  prophet  is  much  more  universalistic  in  his  pictures  of 
the  future  than  the  younger,  who  is  by  no  means  free  from  an 
extreme  nationalism,  and  cherishes  exaggerated  expectations 
of  the  future  glory  of  Israel  (for  which,  it  is  true,  there  are  points 
of  contact  in  some  of  Isaiah's  prophecies;8  see,  e.g.,  \\dtf.  187 
19  18-25  -'3  is). 

2.  Other  differences,  too,  may  be  referred  to. 

Thus  the  high  respect  for  the  sabbath  expressed  in  chaps. 
56  58  is  very  unlike  Isaiah  (contrast  111-15).  The  uniqueness 
of  the  divinity  of  Yahwe  becomes  more  prominent  in  the  second 
part  of  Isaiah,  and  is  proved  by  arguments  which  Isaiah  b.  Amoz 
could  hardly  have  used,  whilst  the  fundamental  ideas  of  that 
prophet's  discourses  are  somewhat  in  the  background  in  chaps. 
40-66. 

1  It  need  hardly  be  said  that  this  is  among  the  weaker  of  the 
arguments  here  adduced. 

3  Here  we  may  reply  in  the  words  of  Goethe,  '  Du  sprichst 
ein  grosses  Wort  gelassen  aus.' 

3  These  passages  are  40  17  ^  41  \ Jf.  z\ff.  43  9^  44  t)Jf.  22 
45  -njff.  466-9  12  48  i^:  4_/  8  556jf:  57  4  Jf.  58  i  5!>2  12  f.  63  17 
6^6  \5\f-  65  3^  <563yT,  though  Kuenen  admits  it  to  be  possible 
that  where  general  terms  are  used  for  the  sins  of  the  exiles,  the 
reference  may  be  to  moral  and  religious  laxity  rather  than  to 
idolatry.    Not  a  few  passages,  too,  refer  specially  to  born  heathen 
men. 

4  This  is  one  of  the  many  points  in  which  later  criticism  finds 
something  to  correct  in  the  older  theories. 

6  Here  again  Kuenen  in  1863  expresses  views  which  later 
criticism  shows  to  be  inaccurate. 
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Such — apart  from  the  linguistic  and  stylistic  argu 
ment,  which  is  not  at  all  adequately  presented  by  the 
older  critics — is  the  reasoning  by  which  Kuenen  in  1863 
justified  his  disintegration  of  the  Book  of  Isaiah.  If  \se 
compare  it  with  that  of  conservative  critics  we  are  struck 
by  its  superior  naturalness.  It  is  the  outcome  of  a. 
critical  movement  of  long  duration,  and  cannot  fail  to 
be,  to  a  large  extent,  in  accordance  with  facts. 

B.   LATER  CRITICISM 

If  we  apply  the  same  critical  methods  still  further,  we 

cannot  fail  to  see  weak  points.      The  earlier  criticism 

_   .  .  abounds  in  inaccuracies,  and  the  newer 

»u     eq  criticism,  after  well-nigh  twenty  years 

of  elaboration,  has    so  far   completed 

its  task  that  Kuenen's  older  view  (still  to  a  very  large 

extent    represented    in    students'    books)   needs    to    be 

superseded.      If  we  do  not  adopt  that  form  of  the  newer 

criticism  which  is  due  to  Kuenen  himself,  it  is  because 

a  growing  criticism  cannot  be  tied  down  to  the  results 

of  a  single  man,    and   because  much   work  has  been 

brought  to  maturity  since  1889  (the  date  of  Kuenen's 

second  edition). 

The  interval  between  the  traditional  view  of  the  Book 
of  Isaiah  and  that  which  is  now  presenting  itself  was  too 
great  to  be  traversed  without  a  halt.  The  criticism 
which  has  just  been  summarised  will  enable  the  reader 
to  break  the  journey.  He  will  now  be  in  a  better 
position  to  consider  those  points  in  which  the  earlier 
solutions  of  critical  problems  may  have  been  unsatis 
factory,  and  consequently  to  do  justice  to  the  criticism 
which  still  remains  to  be  described. 

The  fault  of  the  earlier  critics  was  that  they  had  an 
imperfect  sense  of  the  deep  gulf  between  the  old  and 

a    «  ...     .  the  new  Israel.      Even  the  books  which 

4.  Critical  ,     ,  .,  .  ,       ,-  .  ,    „•   .  -,- 

.    .  had  the  most  beneficial  effect  on  pre-exihc 

princip  es.  jsraeijtes  were  not  jn  ajj  respects  suitable 

for,  or  even  intelligible  to,  the  much  altered  people  of 
the  later  age.  The  prophetic  writings  in  their  present 
form  are  post-exilic  works  ;  such  pre-exilic  records  as 
they  contain  have  been  carefully  adapted  to  the  wants 
of  post-exilic  readers.  With  regard,  then,  to  Is.  1-39, 
our  first  question  should  be,  not,  Is  there  any  reason  why 
this  or  that  chapter  or  section  should  not  be  the  work 
of  Isaiah?  but,  To  what  age  do  the  ideas,  expressions, 
and  implied  circumstances  most  naturally  point  ?  We 
can  seldom  expect  to  find  that  the  whole  of  a  long 
passage  belongs  to  the  same  period,  because  a  post- 
exilic  editor  would  almost  certainly  have  found  it  neces 
sary  to  modify  what  the  earlier  writer  had  said  by  longer 
or  shorter  insertions.  It  must  be  remembered,  too,  that 
the  prophets  of  the  eighth  century  were  too  great  and 
too  much  absorbed  in  their  message  to  spend  much  time 
in  the  written  elaboration  of  their  prophecies.  We  can 
hardly  expect  to  find  that  Isaiah  left  much  in  writing, 
and  we  must  also  make  allowance  for  the  perils  to  the 
ancient  literature  arising  from  the  collapse  of  the  state. 

It  will  be  well  for  the  student  to  be  continually  revis 
ing  his  earlier  results  in  the  assignment  of  dates  in  the 
light  of  his  later  critical  acquisitions.  Critics  are  some 
times  accused  of  arguing  in  a  circle  because  they,  by 
anticipation,  mention  facts  in  favour  of  the  non-Isaianic 
origin  of  a  prophecy  derived  from  sections  which  only 
later  will  be  proved  to  be  non-Isaianic.  This  accusation 
is  not  reasonable.  It  is  necessary  that  the  whole  body 
of  relevant  facts  should  be  before  the  student,  and  it 
is  important  to  see  what  points  of  contact  a  disputed 
prophecy  has  with  other  prophecies  which  are  equally 
disputed.  To  economise  space,  it  is  sometimes  neces 
sary  to  leave  the  student  to  distinguish  between  those 
arguments  which  are  immediately  available,  and  those 
which  will  only  later  be  seen  in  their  full  force.  It 
will  be  found  that  each  step  we  take  in  the  assignment 
of  dates  will  supply  subsidiary  facts  (especially  phraseo 
logical)  in  proof  of  conclusions  already  seen  to  be 
probable.  But  the  student  must  not  be  in  a  hurry, 
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and  must  sometimes  let  difficult  problems  wait  till  he  is 
riper  for  them. 

It  is  too  bold  to  maintain  that  we  still  have  any  collec 
tion  of  Isaianic  prophecies  which  in  its  present  form 

5  Chans  2  5  goes  back  to  the  Period  of  that  prophet, 
'  To  begin  with  chaps.  1-5.  Chap.  1 
has,  properly  speaking,  no  connection  with  chaps.  2-5. 
It  is  a  preface  to  the  whole  collection  of  the  prophecies 
of  Isaiah  (chaps.  2-33  or  35).  It  seems  to  be  composite. 
Verses  29-31  are  possibly  (or  probably)  the  close  of  a  separ 
ate  prophecy  of  an  earlier  date  (see  below),  whilst  w.  27  f. 
are  certainly  a  post-exilic  insertion  (cp  Marti).  The  early 
section  formed  by  chaps.  2-5  has  been  much  altered. 
It  contains  fine  prophetic  writing  ;  but  if  a  disciple  of 
Isaiah  really  bestowed  much  editorial  care  upon  it — 
i.e.,  if  it  was  welded  by  such  an  editor  into  a  whole — 
the  traces  of  his  work  have  entirely  disappeared. 

Chap.  2  (soon  after  740  B.C.)  is  composed  of  two  different  frag 
ments  of  similar  contents,  on  the  day  of  Yahwe  (w.  6-10  18-21, 
and  w.  11-17),  which  have  been  brought  together  by  an  early 
editor,  and  had  prefixed  to  them  an  important  eschatological 
prophecy  (2  2-4).' 

3  i-4  i  (735  B.C.)  is  nearly  in  its  original  .form  (see  especially 
Marti);  but  the  appendix,  42-6,  is  beyond  the  possibility  of 
doubt  post -exilic.2  It  was  in  fact  a  fixed  custom  of  later  editors 
to  adapt  prophecies  of  judgment  (most  early  prophecies  were 
such  ;  cp  Am.  3  6-8)  to  the  use  of  contrite  post-exilic  readers  by 
Messianic  appendices.  But  what  of  2  2-4?  Why  should  26-4  i 
have  a  preface  as  well  as  an  appendix  ?  Probably  it  has  been 
moved  from  its  original  position,  to  fill  the  place  of  a  passage 
which  had  become  illegible.  It  was  originally  intended  to  be  the 
appendix  to  1  29-31,  which  appears  to  be  a  fragment  of  an  in 
dependent  prophecy  of  Isaiah  against  tree-worship,  linked  to 
1  2-26  by  the  editorial  passage,  \vj  f.  Chap.  5  1-7  and  8-24 
(5  25  is  editorial)  form  two  distinct  but  related  prophecies 
(735  B.C.).  On  5  26-30  see  below  (§  7,  begin.). 

The  next  group  of  prophecies  is  6i-9  7  [6].  In  its 
original  form  this  came  most  probably  from  a  disciple 

6.  Chaps.  6 1-96.  °.f  IsaialJ  <about,  734  B.C.).  It  con- 
sisted  of  a  prologue  on  Isaiah's  in 
augural  vision,  and  prophecies  on  the  invasion  of  Rezin, 
the  ruin  of  Syria  and  Ephraim,  and  the  Assyrian 
invasion,  and  concluded  with  a  divine  warning  to 
Isaiah  and  his  disciples,  and  an  epilogue  of  great 
interest,  as  showing  the  editorial  care  which,  in  this 
instance  at  least,  a  disciple  of  Isaiah  bestowed  on  his 
master's  work.  To  this  has  been  added  a  fragment 
on  the  despair  of  the  people  of  Judah  ;  Sigf.  (except 
the  last  words)  are  late  and  editorial.  Other  traces  of 
late  editorial  work  could  be  mentioned. 

One  of  them  is  the  opening  verse  of  chap.  7,  which  is  depend 
ent  on  2  K.  165  (late  pre-exilic),  and  another  possibly  8s^-io  (this 
passage,  however,  can  be  defended  as  Isaiah's).-*  Editorial  work 
is  also  plainly  discernible  in  7  17-25  ;  but  on  this  we  cannot  linger. 

The  most  important  monument  of  an  editor  is  not 
the  closing  words  of  chap.  6  in  MT  (not  in  ©),  'a 
holy  seed  is  the  stock  thereof,'4  but  the  Messianic 
appendix,  92-7  [1-6].  This  appendix,  though  recently 
defended  by  Duhm,  is  (in  the  opinion  of  some  scholars) 

1  2  5   is   a   later  addition    to   a   late   prophecy.     2  2-4  is  the 
prophecy  itself,  which  in  a  large  sense  may  be  called  Messianic. 
Duhm  regards  it  as  the  work  of  Isaiah,  but  refers  it  to  the 
prophet's  old  age,  when  he  may  have  written  prophetic  poems, 
like  this  passage  and  like  92-7  [1-6]  11  1-8,  for  the  edification  of 
his  disciples.     But  the  pronounced  universalism  of  the  religion 
of  2  2-4,  and  its  similarity  in  phraseology  to  passages  which  have 
an  unmistakable  post-exilic  impress,  and  are  regarded  by  Duhm 
himself  as  late,  besides  its  want  of  a  natural  connection  with  the 
context  both  in  Is.  2  and  in  Mic.  4  (for  Mic.  4  1-4  gives  a  second 
edition  of  the  passage),  makes  Duhm's  romantically -sounding 
theory  impossible.     Cp  MICAH  ii.,  §  2C,  and  see,  further,  Che. 
Intr.  Is.  9-16  ;  Sta.  ZA  TW\  i65_/C,  4  292  ;  Hackmann,  Zukun/ts- 
erivartung,  126-130  ;  Marti,  Jes.,  KHC  ;  Mitchell,  Isaiah  i.-xii., 
joSflT. ;  and  on  the  other  side  especially  Bertholet,  Die  Stellung 
i/i'r  Israeliten,  etc.,  97  ff. 

2  So   Giesebrecht  (Beitr.   27),    Duhm,    Hackmann,    Cheyne. 
Stade  in  1884  took  a  middle  position  (Z 'A  TW  ±  149^). 

3  See   ISAIAH  i.  §  3  n.,  and  cp  Che.  Intr.  Is.  37-40.      The 
passage  was  at  any  rate  composed  and  inserted  later ;  at  what 
period,  is  disputed. 

4  -'.  13  should  probably  run  thus  (or  nearly  thus) :  }'l '  ? D  '3 
5*$<-»N5»r,  p£ns>l  .Tjni2,  '  for  consumption  shall  be  on  its  plants, 
and  parching  on  its  productions. '    n^ND  and  p^ND  are  duplicates; 
nn:i!»2  C'~lp  JHI  is  a-  second  attempt  to  make  sense  of  a  corrupt 
passage. 
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almost  as  certainly  late  as  anything  in  the  whole  com 
pass  of  prophetic  literature.1  Its  combination  of 
enthusiasm  and  moderation  gives  the  passage  a  unique 
position  among  Messianic  prophecies  ;  to  assign  it  to 
post-exilic  times  (which  were  not  incapable  of  fine  as 
well  as  poor  literature)  involves  no  disparagement.  It 
is  clearly  an  independent  composition  attached  by  the 
editor  by  means  of  the  linking  verse,  9i  [823].  Observe 
the  vagueness  of  96  [$]/.,  which  implies  that  the  hope 
of  the  Messiah  was  already  well  defined  in  the  popular 
mind,  which  could  easily  fill  up  the  outlines.  In  the 
age  of  Isaiah  such  vagueness  is  inconceivable.2  Both 
these  additions,  when  accepted  as  Isaiah's,  could  not 
but  distort  the  interpretation  of  the  portions  really  due 
to  the  prophet. 

The  next  prophecy  is  lOs-126,  to  which  98[7J-104 
was  prefixed  by  a  later  editor,    probably  to  fill  up  the 
ft      sPace  °n  a  r°U  which  was  too  large  for 
?  the  Pr°Phecy  iOs-.11 16-     Originally  this 
IG    11    6  •  PassaSe-   wn'ch    is    hardly    to    be 


526-30. 


combined    with    5  26-30,3    belonged    to 


the  same  group  of  prophecies  as  61-7 
and  8-24  (see  above,  §  8).  It  is  nearly  in  its  original 
form  ;  but,  besides  minor  changes  due  to  accident, 
9  14  [13]  /.  and  W^a  have  been  substituted  for  passages 
which  had  become  illegible.  The  latter  is  the  most 
important  because  (as  rightly  emended  by  Lagarde)  it 
contains  a  reference  to  Beltis  and  Osiris  which  is  un 
expected  in  this  context.4  Chap.  10  is  Isaianic,  but, 
even  apart  from  the  editorial  insertions  (see  SBOT),  does 
not  all  come  from  one  time.  Vv.  276-32  are  clearly  an 
insertion  from  some  other  source;  i.e. ,  they  were  not 
written  as  a  part  of  Isaiah's  great  '  woe '  upon  the 
Assyrian.  The  passage  describes  the  expected  march 
upon  Jerusalem  of  a  foe  from  the  N.,  and  Duhm 
doubts  whether  a  passage  so  full  of  plays  upon  names 
can  be  Isaiah's.  If  it  is  not  Isaiah's,  one  might 
plausibly  ascribe  it  to  Micah,  who,  in  the  bitterness  of 
his  spirit,  makes  very  similar  plays  on  the  names  of 
towns  in  danger  of  capture  from  the  Assyrians  (Mic.  1 
10-15).  We  may  probably  date  it  722  B.C.  10  16-27^, 
at  any  rate,  is  certainly  not  Isaiah's.  It  refers,  it  is 
true,  to  the  Assyrian  invasion  ;  but  it  treats  this  as  typical 
of  the  attack  of  the  assembled  heathen  nations  on 
Jerusalem  expected  by  late  eschatological  writers.  It 
tells  us  of  the  great  final  judgment  on  all  Yalnve's 
enemies,  from  which  transgressors  within  Zion  itself 
will  not  be  exempt  (cp.  Is.  1 28  33 14,  and  passages  in 
the  Psalms).  There  is,  however,  a  bare  possibility 
that  some  scarcely  intelligible  fragments  of  Isaiah  may 
have  been  worked  into  his  material  by  the  editor.  The 
Isaianic  portion,  lOs-g^/.,  may  be  dated  711  B.C. 

To  this  composite  work  (ch.  10)  three  appendices  were 
attached — (i)  the  last  (12i-6)  very  late  indeed,  so  ex 
ceedingly  poor  is  it,  and  so  entirely  unprophetic  in 
style.5  (2)  The  first  (11  1-8)  is  a  description  of  the 

1  See  Che.  Intr.  Is.  44-46  (cp  Jew.  Rel.  Life.  98-101). 
To  the  works  there  cited  (against  Isaianic  origin)  add  Volz, 
Die  vorexilische  Jahweprophctie  und  dcr  Messias,  57-59  ('97); 
Sellin,  Serubbabel,  36-38  ('98).  Sellin  places  the  prophecy  at 
the  close  of  the  Exile  ;  he  thinks  that  it  refers  to  Zerubbabel. 
His  disparagement  of  the  phraseological  argument  is  inconsist 
ent  with  his  own  practice.  It  is  true,  however,  that  the  text  is 
in  several  respects  corrupt.  In  94«[5],  for  instance,  it  is  surely 
necessary  to  read  TJ'npn  R^ri  ?pcrn  fl'3'iri  (SHO7',  Heb.  195). 
If  this  be  admitted,  Isaiah  cannot  have  written  the  passage, 
f°r  IDn  an<l  C'Crn  are  not  used  by  Isaiah.  On  pxo  no  stress 
can  be  laid  ;  the  word  is  corrupt.  See  SHOE.  The  name  of  the 
king,  however,  if  the  text  be  emended,  is  not  such  as  Isaiah 
would  have  disowned  (see  MESSIAH,  and  cp  Crit.  Bib.). 

''  The  fact  that  this  fine  composition  produced  no  effect  on 
Haga;ai,  Zechariah,  and  Malachi,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
sketch  of  the  growth  of  the  prophecies  given  in  this  article 
(against  Dillm.-Kittel,  90). 

3  The  phrases  in  v.  26  are  too  hyperbolical  as  applied  to  the 
Assyrians.     Peiser  and  Wi.  acutely  find  a  reference  to  the  Cim 
merians  (cp  4  5-8  19-31). 

4  See  GEHAL  i.,  and  for  a  parallel  see  CHIUN  and  SICCUTH. 

5  On  this  point  there  is  unanimity  among  critics.     To  make 
chap.  12  exilic  with  Konig  would  be  needless  caution. 
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Messiah  as  a  perfect  ruler — a  counterpart  of  96[s]/. 

8  ADnendices  II  is  not  wel1  lillked  to  the  context-    A 
11     «  1  -2  Better  connection  was  produced  for  the 

former  passage  (9 2-7  [1-6]),  though  in 
neither  case  is  any  mention  made  of 
that  sifting  of  the  population  of  Jerusalem  to  which 
Isaiah  (125)  refers  as  .1  condition  of  better  government. 
There  is  also  none  of  Isaiah's  classic  moderation  in  the 
terms  of  the  description.  The  elaborate  description 
of  the  transformation  of  the  animal  world,  and  the 
extravagance  of  v.  $b,  is  in  the  taste  of  the  later 
period.1 

(3)  The  second  appendix  (Ilio-i6)  is  marked  out  as 
such  with  singular  defmiteness.  Whoever  wrote  112-9 
certainly  regarded  it  as  a  suitable  close.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  can  well  understand  a  subsequent  writer 
wishing  to  insert  something  »n  the  restoration  of  the 
exiles  of  Israel  and  Judah.  The  style  is  poor  (note 
the  impossible  expression  '  root  of  Jesse  '  for  the  Messi 
anic  king)  ;  the  rhythm  still  poorer  ;  the  phraseology 
and  ideas  late.  '  Assyria '  means  to  the  writer  the 
Persian  empire.  This  is  one  of  the  most  assured  and 
suggestive  results  of  criticism. 

VVe  have  now  analysed  all  the  first  part  of  our  Book 
of  Isaiah  (chaps.  1-12),  and  pass  on  to  a  collection  of 


9.  Chaps.  13-23. 


ten   oracles   (13-23),   mostly  on  the 


neighbours  of  the  Israelites,  each  with 
a  heading  containing  the  word  massa  (NCC) — an  ex 
pression  which  specially  belongs  to  collectors  and  editors 
(cp  also  306,  where  it  forms  part  of  a  late  insertion). 

a.  Four  short  passages,  however  (1424-27  17 12- 14  18 
203-6),  strike  the  eye  as  having  no  editorial  headings. 
These  must  once  have  stood  in  some  other  connection  ; 
all  appear  to  be  genuine  works  of  Isaiah,     (i)  The  first 
is  perhaps  the  true  conclusion  of  Isaiah's  prophecy  on 
the  failure  of  the  plan  of  the  Assyrian  king  (10  5-15  ;  see 
ISAIAH  i.,  §  13).     (2)  The  second  is  either  an  appendix 
attached  by  Isaiah   to  17i-n   (see   below),  or  a  short 
independent  prophecy  of  uncertain  date.     (3)  The  third 
(which  has  a  late,  artificial  appendix,  v.  7)  belongs  to 
the  time  of  Sennacherib's  invasion   (Duhm,   Cheyne). 
(4)  The  fourth,  as  the  brief  historical   preface  states, 
is  contemporary  with  the  siege  of  Ashdod  by  Sargon  in 
711  B.C.      It  has   been  thought  to  predict  the  ruin  of 
Egypt  and  Ethiopia  ;   but  upon  archaeological  grounds 
must   be   held   to   refer   rather    to   the   fate  anticipated 
for   Pir'u,   king  of   Musri   (to  whom  Yaman,   king  of 
Ashdod,  fled  for  refuge).     See  ASHDOD,  MIZRAIM,  §  2  b. 
This    Pir'u,    not    the    Egyptian    Pharaoh,    is    the   king 
who  will   grievously  disappoint   the  Judahites,  accord 
ing  to  Is.  20  sf.',  to  which  306  is  parallel,  in  complete 
accordance  with  Sargon's  own  statement   in  the  frag 
mentary  cylinder  text.       The  opening  verse  therefore 
comes  from  some  ill-informed  early  editor  or  biographer. - 

b.  (1-2).    Of  the  ten  oracles -with  headings,  only  two 
can  be  regarded  as  certainly  Isaianic — viz.  (i)  17i-6 
9-11, 3  and  (2)  221-1415-18.      (i)  The  former  was  evi 
dently   written    before   720  ;     (2)  the   latter   falls    into 
two  parts,    of  which  the  first  ( ISAIAH    i.,   §    17)  may 
have    been    written    in    701,    and    the   second    a    year 
or    two   earlier.       Kuenen's    former    view   that    228-n 
is  an  imaginary  description  can  hardly  be  maintained  ; 
but  it  is  probable  that  the  descriptions  in  w.  5-7  8-10 

1  See   Intr.    Is.   62-66;   Jew.   Rel.  Life,    101-104.      Sellin's 
remark  (Serubbabel,  38)  that,  though  this  prophecy  might  also 
have  been  written  at  the  end  of  the  Exile,  or  shortly  before 
Haggai,  it  contains  nothing  inconsistent  with  Isaiah's  author 
ship,  implies  a  wrong  point   of  view.     Considering   the   frag 
mentary  state  of  the  prophecies  ascribed  to  Isaiah,  we  have  to 
ask,  not,  Can  we  with  some  ingenuity  imagine  Isaiah  uttering 
this  or  that  passage?  but,  To  what  period  does  this  anonymous 
fragment  of  prophecy  most  naturally  belong? 

2  So  first  \Vi.  Mitsri.  '24  ;  cp  SBOT  '  Isa.'  (Heb.).     In  Intr. 
Is.  120  the  Sargon-text  is  cited  ;  but  Pir'u  is  wrongly  taken  to  be 
=  Pharaoh  (so  Schr.  and  formerly  Wi.).  At  this  period,  however, 
as  Winckler  has  shown,  Egypt  had  not  yet  begun  again  to  be  a 
factor  in  Asiatic  politics. 

3  On  the  interpolated  passage  (?'.  if.)  see  Intr.  Is.  93,  and 
cp  especially  Stade,  ZA  Tll^S  10-13  ('83). 
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have  been  amplified.     On  the  text  of  this  most  import 
ant  prophecy  (22 1-14)  see  SBOT  (Heb. )  197. 

(3)  1428-32  may  plausibly  be  claimed  for  Isaiah.  In 
721  (or  720)  Sargon  was  completely  defeated  by  the 
Elamitesat  Uur-iluin  N.  Babylonia  (Bab.  Chron.  B,  col. 
1,  lines  33-35  ;  KB  2  276  f. ),  which  led  to  a  pretty  general 
rising  in  Syria  and  Palestine.  Hanun,  king  of  Gaza, 
with  the  help  of  the  N.  Arabian  Musri  (see  MIZRAIM, 
§  2b),  again  asserted  his  independence.  Both  in  the 
N.  and  in  the  S. ,  however,  Sargon  put  down  the 
rebellions,  and  Hanun  fell  into  the  hands  of  the 
Assyrians.  Foreseeing  this,  Isaiah  may  have  written 
this  prophecy  ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  headings  are  not 
generally  so  accurate,  and  the  language  used  of  Zion 
seems  to  Duhm1  more  in  accordance  with  post-exilic 
views  than  with  Isaiah's.  Even  Winckler,  to  whom 
(AT  Unters.  135^)  the  above  historical  explanation 
belongs,  feels  compelled  to  sacrifice  iay  ":y,  '  the  poor 
of  his  people '  (v.  32)  as  post-exilic  in  appearance  (in 
spite  of  102).  Marti  agrees  with  Duhm,  and  the  present 
writer  now  coincides.  See  ISAIAH  i. ,  §  12  ;  SBOT 
(Heb.)  195  ;  but  cp.  Intr.  Is.  80-82. 

(4-8)  There  are  also  prophecies  in  which  it  has  been 
suspected  that  there  is  at  least  an  Isaianic  element — 
viz.,  (4),  chaps.  15/;  (5),  (6),  and  (7),  21 11-17;  (8),  23. 
As  to  (4),  the  only  portion  which  can  be  at  all  plausibly 
viewed  as  Isaianic  is  1614  (beginning  '  In  three  years'). 

K)4<$-5  has  also  been  regarded  as  a  scrap  of  Isaiah's  work. 
At  any  rate  it  has  the  appearance  of  being  an  insertion.  To 
regard  it  as  Isaianic,  however,  is  reasonable  only  if  the  prophecy 
in  which  it  is  enclosed  can  be  shown  to  be  an  older  work  adopted 
by  Isaiah,2  and  against  Isaiah's  authorship  is  the  striking 
resemblance  between  v.  46  and  2S>20,  and  between  v.  5  and  96 
[si/  (passages  suspected  of  being  late). 

Nor  is  it  in  accordance  with  the  critical  results  obtained 
elsewhere  to  regard  part  of  1614  as  Isaianic  ;  those  phraseologi 
cal  points  in  it  which  at  one  time  seemed  Isaianic  are  now 
rightly  viewed  in  a  different  light  (e.g.,  nuTO  ayn  is  suspicious, 
just  because  it  appears  also  in  1025  -9 17).  The  original  elegy 
on  Moab  may  be  most  plausibly  referred  to  the  time  of 
Nebuchadrezzar ;  but  not  on  grounds  derived  from  parallel 
passages  in  Jer.  48  (see  JEREMIAH  ii.,  §  n^T). 

As  to  oracles  (5),  (6),  and  (7),  21  i6f.  shares  the  same 
suspicion  as  1614,  and  is  best  regarded  as  post-exilic. 
The  two  oracles  in21n/i  and  13-15  suggest  the  danger 
to  which  Edom  and  Arabia  were  exposed,  either  from 
Asur-bani-pal  (Wi.  AT  Unters.  124),  or  from  the  later 
Chaldean  invasion  (Che.).  As  to  oracle (8),  Dillmann's 
view  that  an  Isaianic  elegy  on  Tyre  was  retouched  on  a 
large  scale  by  a  post-exilic  writer  is  the  most  conserva-  . 
live  view  which  has  still  any  claim  to  be  considered. 

The  blockade  of  Tyre  by  Shalmaneser  IV.  (who  died  during 
the  blockade)  and  Sargon  must  have  greatly  interested  Isaiah, 
and  the  prophet,  if  he  described  the  fate  of  Damascus  and 
Philistia,  is  not  very  likely  to  have  passed  over  that  of  Tyre. 
Still  it  is  on  the  whole  hardly  worth  while  to  search  chap.  23 
for  fragments  of  a  prophecy  on  Tyre  by  Isaiah  ;  the  results  of 
an  analysis  are  too  precarious,  especially  if  we  take  account  of 
recent  proposed  emendations  of  the  text.  We  may,  it  is  true, 
reasonably  suppose  i*v.  1-12  14  to  be  of  comparatively  early  date, 
though  not  Isaianic.  It  was  at  any  rate  written  before  Nebu 
chadrezzar's  siege  of  Tyre  in  586-573  B.C.  v.  13,  which  is  a 
prophecy  of  the  capture  of  the  city  by  the  Chaldeans,  is 
clearly  a  later  insertion  ;  it  is  the  work  of  a  post-exilic  editor 
who  held  the  mistaken  opinion  that  Tyre  had  been  stormed 
and  destroyed  by  Nebuchadrezzar.  The  epilogue  (w.  15-18, 
all  in  prose,  except  the  dance-song  in  v.  16)  is  by  another  hand, 
and  is  also  obviously  post-exilic. 

(9)  Of  the  ten  oracles  with  headings  two  still  remain 
to  be  mentioned — (9)  chaps.  13-1421  and  (10)  chap.  19. 
(9)  a.  So  far  as  the  oracle  on  Babylon  (chap.  13)  is  con 
cerned,  the  older  critics  gave  the  correct  date;  chap.  13, 

1  Duhm  dates  this  prophecy  between  the  battle  of  Issus  (333) 
and  the  capture  of  Tyre  and  Gaza  by  Alexander  (332),  and  even 
suggests  that  the  name  '  Ahaz '  has  taken  the  place  of  '  Arses  ' 
king  of  Persia  from  338  to  336  B.C. 

2  So   Kuenen    in     1863 ;    Che.    Proph.   Is.    1 96  f.  ;     Dillm. 
Jfs.  ndf.     In  1889  Del.  (Jes.  231)  described  this  as  'at  present 
the  prevailing  opinion.'     Later  criticism,  however,  has  attacked 
it   with   some   vigour.      See   Duhm's    commentary,    and   Che. 
Intr.  Is.  86ft      Driver's    suggestion    that    the    body    of    the 
prophecy  may  have  been  written  by  Isaiah  in  anticipation  of 
Tiglath-pileser's  foray  in  E.  Palestine  in  734  (Isaiah,  91  ['88]) 
may  be  mentioned. 
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which  is  closely  related  to,  but  earlier  than,  Jer.  50 /.  (see 
JEREMIAH  ii.,  §  n^)  is  of  not  much  earlier  date  than 
chap.  40  etc.  p.  The  ode  'on  the  king  of  Babylon,' 
however  (14.46-21),  can  hardly  have  been  written  by  the 
author  of  the  oracle. 

14  i-4«  and  in>.  zz/.  (which  stand  outside  both  oracle  and  ode, 
and  are  more  inelegant  in  style  than  either)  must  surely  belong 
to  an  editor,  who  probably  took  the  ode  from  an  anthology. 

The  ode  (144^-21)  is  parallel  to  the  poem  on  Sennacherib  in 
3722/J-2Q,1  and  both  songs  most  probably  refer  to  the  same 
Assyrian  king  ('king  of  Babylon  '  in  14  4  is  therefore  a  mistake).2 
That  Isaiah  would  have  expected  or  even  wished  Sennacherib 
to  be  excluded  from  the  royal  tombs  is  indeed  most  unlikely. 
The  fact  that  the  poet  did  both  wish  and  expect  this  contumely 
for  Sennacherib  only  confirms  the  view  that  the  author  of  the 
ode  was  not  that  great  prophet.3  The  phraseology,  the  antici 
pations,  and  the  ideas  of  the  song  are  alike  opposed  to  the 
theory  of  its  Isaianic  authorship.  See  ISAIAH  i.,  §  19. 

(10)  Chap.  19  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  sections  of 
the  first  half  of  Isaiah. 

It  seemed  natural  that  the  prophet  should  have  left  some 
more  definite  record  of  his  expectations  for  Egypt  than  is  to  be 
found  in  chap.  20  or  chaps.  SOyC  Eichhorn,  however,  could 
not  see  anything  Isaianic  either  in  the  main  prophecy  or  in  the 
supplement  (vz'.  16  or  18-25),  and  Ewald  found  such  a  falling  off 
in  the  style  that  he  felt  obliged  to  assign  it  to  Isaiah's  declining 
years.  The  present  writer  till  1892  thought  that  at  any  rate 
w.  1-4  and  11-15  contained  an  Isaianic  element.  He  now 
recognises  that  even  this  is  too  conservative  a  view,  and  that 
the  points  of  contact  with  Isaiah  are  not  greater  than  can  be 
accounted  for  by  imitation. 

Not  only  19s-io,  but  also  vv.  1-4  and  11-15  are  post- 
exilic.  The  '  harsh  lord  '  (v.  4)  is  not  Asur-bani-pal, 
but  some  Persian  king  ;  the  writer  may  not  have  meant 
any  single  king.  Stylistic  and  exegetical  data  point 
unmistakably  to  the  Persian  period,  though  not  neces 
sarily  to  so  late  a  date  as  the  time  of  Artaxerxes  Ochus 
(so  Duhm). 

The  supplement  (vv.  16  or  18  to  25),  which  possesses 
the  highest  religious  interest,  still  more  manifestly 
belongs  to  the  time  when  the  fusion  of  Israelites  and 
non-Israelites  first  became  a  reasonable  anticipation — 
i.e. ,  to  the  early  Greek  period.  Before  275  it  can 
hardly  have  been  written.  See  HERBS,  and  cp  SBOT 
'  Isa. '  (Heb.)  on  19 18,  and  TLZ  '96,  no.  20,  col.  522. 

(n)  Chap.  21  i-io.  For  a  time  the  present  writer 
(supported  by  Driver)  accepted  the  view  of  Kleinert 
(St  Kr.  1877  p.  174^:)  that  Is.  21i-io  was  Isaianic 
and  related  to  one  of  the  three  sieges  of  Babylon  by  the 
Assyrians  (710,  703,  and  696  B.C.).  The  chief  ad 
vantage  of  that  view  is  that  it  affords  a  ready  explana 
tion  of  the  grief  which  the  prophet  expresses  at  the 
'  hard  vision  announced '  to  him.  The  difficulties  of 
the  view  cannot,  however,  be  completely  surmounted 
(see  Intr.  Is.  123 ff.}.  Driver  (Introd.}  too  has  fully 
abandoned  Kleinert's  attractive  view.  Winckler's  view 
(AT  Unters.  120 ff.)  that  the  war  between  Asur-bani- 
pal  and  his  brother  Samas-sum-ukin  is  referred  to,  has 
also  not  found  acceptance.  W.  H.  Cobb  (JBL  \1  $off.} 
revises  the  theory  of  Isaiah's  authorship.  He  takes 
21  i-io  to  refer  to  the  invasion  of  Palestine  by  Assyria. 
Against  this  see  Marti,  Jes.  165/1  Marti's  own  view, 
however,  which  is  an  improved  form  of  the  usual  cr'tical 
view,  is  not  free  from  objection.  Elsewhere  (see  Crit. 
Bib. )  the  present  writer  has  sought  to  show  that  the 
poem  in  21  i-io  relates  really,  not  to  Babylon,  but  to 
Edom,  which,  in  later  times,  came  to  be  regarded  as 
Israel's  arch  enemy.  The  emendations  that  seem 
necessary  relate  mainly  to  proper  names. 

1  Cp  Budde,  ZATll'V2  32 /.  (92). 

-  Cobb  (JBL  1896  p.  31)  thinks  that  '  king  of  Babylon '  is  here 
used  as  a  title  of  an  Assyrian  king,  since  Sennacherib,  as  well 
as  Sargon  and  Tiglath-pileser,  repeatedly  calls  himself  '  king  of 
Babylon.'  The  supposition  is  as  needless  as  it  is  improbable. 
The  introduction  to  the  ode  can  easily  be  shown  to  be  of  late 
editorial  origin. 

3  Winckler,  who  originally  proposed  to  explain  the  ode  of 
Sennacherib  {Altar.  Forsch.  IQT,/.  ',  so  Cobb,  JBL,  1896,  p.  28), 
now  finds  it  necessary  to  interpret  it  of  the  murder  of  Sargon 
(it.  414).  Maurice,  quoted  by  Strachey  (Jewish  History  and 
Politics,  166),  was  'confident'  that  the  description  exactly 
answered  to  Sennacherib.  Plumptre  (in  Ellicott's  OT  Com 
mentary)  preferred  Sargon. 
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Let    us    now  turn  to  that    remarkable    collection  of 

10   Chan      prophecies    in    chaps.  28-33,    beginning, 
'    „    P'     for  reasons  of  convenience,   with   chap. 
32 /. 

The  phenomena  of  chapters  32/.  are  very  peculiar. 
That  chap.  33  is  later  than  any  part  of  chap.  32  is 
certain,  both  on  account  of  the  phraseology  and  because 
of  the  ideas.  It  could  not  indeed  otherwise  have  been 
possible  for  Duhm  to  assign  32 1-5  9-14  and  15-18  20  to 
Isaiah. 

In  SBOTS2i-8  is  described  as  a  first,  and  vv.  9-20  as 
a  second  appendix.  It  is  possible,  however,  that 
Bickell 1  is  right  in  connecting  w.  15-20  (he  emends  v. 
19  with  much  skill)  with  vv.  1-5. 

The  main  question  is  not  whether  w.  1-5  (or  1-5  15-20) 
are  Isaianic  or  not,  for  the  late  date  of  this  passage  is  even 
more  certain  than  that  of  92-7[i-6]  11  i-8,2  nor  can  it  be  very 
much  earlier  than  ?/<'.  6-8,  which  Duhm  admits  to  be  post-exilic.3 
It  is  rather  this  :  Are  w.  9-14  a  genuine  though  strangely  mis 
placed  Isaianic  fragment,  akin  to  316/124?  It  is  certainly 
conceivable  that  it  once  stood  at  the  end  of  chaps.  2S-31,  follow 
ing  the  analogy  of  that  very  striking  little  prophecy  (cp  Intr. 
Is.  180).  In  order  to  recognise  it  as  Isaianic,  however,  it  would 
be  necessary  at  any  rate  to  emend  the  text,  and  even  then  there 
is  a  rhetorical  indefiniteness  which  distinguishes  the  passage 
from  3  ikf.  24,  and  does  not  suggest  Isaiah  as  the  author.4 

On  the  whole,  the  remark  of  Stade  is  as  true  now  as 
when  it  was  first  made,  that  when  we  pass  from  chap. 
31  to  chap.  32  we  find  an  altogether  new  set  of  ideas 
and  an  entirely  changed  situation.5 

As  to  chap.  33,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  period  of 
Sennacherib's  invasion  it  gives  in  many  ways  an  in- 
11  Oh  W  accurate  view  °f  the  facts.  In  reality, 
'  however,  it  is  addressed  to  a  later  genera 
tion  which  regards  the  Assyrian  invasion  as  typical  of 
later  crises  in  Jewish  history.  Hence  the  absence  of 
any  attempt  to  imitate  Isaiah's  style  ;  hence,  too,  the 
liturgical  tone  which  presupposes  a  not  very  early  part 
of  the  post-exilic  period. 

The  only  question  is  whether  we  may  venture  to  follow  Duhm 
and  Bickell,  the  former  of  whom  identifies  the  enemies  referred 
to  with  the  Syrians  under  Antiochus  Eupator  (cp  7'V.  8  19,  with 
i  Mace.  062  29  respectively),  and  the  situation  with  that  pro 
duced  by  the  battle  of  Beth-zacharias  and  the  capture  of  Beth- 
zur  (164  B.C.),  when  Jerusalem  was  at  the  last  gasp,  and  the 
Jewish  revolt  seemed  almost  crushed,  whilst  the  latter  finds  in 
chap.  33  tiuo  Maccaba:an  poems,  the  first  written  after  a  defeat, 
the  second  after  Simon  the  Maccabee's  conquest  of  the  Akra  of 
Jerusalem  *>  (142  B.C.).  It  is  at  least  not  impossible  ;  a  prophecy 
later  than  200  B.C.  is  not  indeed  to  be  expected ;  but  the 
phenomena  of  this  appendix  to  an  appendix  are  somewhat 
peculiar.  Chap.  33  is  more  than  usually  unconnected ;  it  may 
therefore  be  composite.  In  this  case  v.  i  will  be  due  to  the 
editor.  Moreover,  the  exulting  tone  of  the  latter  part  of  the 
chapter  agrees  extremely  well  with  Bickell's  proposed  date. 
C'SJn  (v.  14)  as  a  religious  class-name  (almost  =  lawless,  see 
HYPOCRISY)  is  specially  characteristic  of  Job,  which  probably  be 
longs  to  the  early  Greek  period.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  not 
impossible  that  this  usage  began  earlier  and  that  the  exulta 
tion  is  a  reaction  from  the  preceding  melancholy  of  the  writer 
(as  often  in  the  psalms).  Bickell  rearranges  too  much,  how 
ever. 

The  composition  may  plausibly  be  referred  to  the 
dark  period  of  the  third  Artaxerxes  (see  Intr.  Is.  lyi/i )  ; 
but  the  use  of  D'fljrr  (see  above)  and  the  reference  to  the 
Tax-collectors  (cp  i  Mace.  129)  in  v.  18  (for  emended 

1  See  his  article  in  ZKM,  '97. 

2  Duhm  thinks  that  no  post-exilic  writer  would  have  written 
so  drily  and  in  such  an  incidental  manner  of  the  expected  king. 
It  is  evident,  however,  that  there  were  long  spaces  in  the  earlier 
post-exilic  period  in  which  the  hope  of  the  Messiah  was  by  no 
means  vital,  and  in  which  consequently  the  Messiah  would  be 
spoken  of  without  enthusiasm.     On  the  arguments  for  a  late 
date,  see  Intr.  Is.  172-175,  177-180. 

3  The  passage  is  too  colourless  to  be  dated  with  precision, 
but  clearly  belongs  to  the  age  of  the  Wisdom-literature,  and  not 
to  any  very  early  part  of  that  period. 

4  Stade's  objection  to  vv.  9-20,  that  the  passage  is  inconsistent 
with   Isaiah's  conviction  that   Yahwe  will  not  let  Jerusalem  be 
captured  (7.  A  Til7  4  260),  is,  however,  invalid,   because   Isaiah 
does  not  seem  to  have  had  such  a  conviction  at  this  period  (see 
ISAIAH  i.,  §  14).     According  to  Duhm  w.  15-20  are  of  uncertain 
origin,  but  most  probably  Isaianic;   of  vv.  9-14  he  appears  to 
have  no  doubt,  but  places  it  in  Isaiah's  period. 

6  Stade,  ^^r;K4256('84). 

3  See  Bickell,  ZKM,  '97,  and  see  SBOT  (Heb.)  106  ;  Marti, 
Is.  in  KHC  242. 
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text,  see  SCRIBE),  together  with  the  peculiarities  of  the 
poem,  incline  the  present  writer  to  agree  with  Marti  in 
dating  the  work  about  163  B.C.  The  objection  drawn 
from  the  history  of  the  canon  is  no  doubt  weighty  ;  but 
it  is  not  absolutely  conclusive  (see  CANON,  §  39,  col. 
665,  n.  i). 

The  removal   of  the  chaps,   just  considered  (32/. ) 

from  the  work  (28-31  :   ISAIAH  i. ,  §  14  end)  to  which 

_.  they  are   appended   makes   it   somewhat 

'  o  01      '    easier  to  appreciate  that  work.     Though 

only  the  framework    of  chaps.  28-31    is 

Isaianic,  the  inserted  passages  do  not  all  equally  blur 

the  outlines  of  Isaiah's  picture  of  the  future.      Still  we 

must  not  on  that  account  think  lightly  of  the  critical 

problems  which  remain.      No  part  of  the  true  Isaiah 

has  been  so  systematically  manipulated  out  of  regard 

I    to  the  feelings  of  later  readers  as  this. 

a.  Let  us  first  of  all  take  29 16-24  and  30 18-26. 

It  is  certain  from  the  context  that  Isaiah  was  addressing  him 
self  not  to  a  penitent  and  believing  community  which  stood  in 
need  of  comfort,  and  whose  chief  fault  was  their  dreaming  of 
earthly  means  of  realising  God's  promises,  but  to  irreligious 
politicians  and  a  'rebellious'  unreceptive  people.  If  we  apply 
the  principles  set  forth  above  (see  §  4),  and  ask  to  what  age  the 
ideas,  the  expressions,  and  the  situation  in  29 16-24  30 18-26 
most  naturally  point,  we  cannot  doubt  that  these  passages  are 
of  post-exilic  origin  and  addressed  to  the  same  set  of  people  as 
32  1-5  15-20.  Imagine  their  being  intended  for  the  same 
audience  as  that  which  listened  to  the  preceding  prophetic 
speeches,  and  we  are  disposed  to  doubt  Isaiah's  sanity.  By  such  a 
flattering  view  of  the  religious  condition  of  his  hearers  he  would 
have  defeated  his  own  object.  Besides,  what  ideas  could  the 
rulers  possibly  have  attached  to  the  description  of  a  spiritually 
regenerated  people?  The  mention  of  a  'great  slaughter'  when 
the  '  towers '  should  fall  might  perhaps  have  arrested  their 
attention;  but  the  only  'slaughter'  which  they  would  have 
thought  of  would  be  that  of  the  Assyrians,  whereas  the  prophetic 
writer  means  a  general  destruction  of  all  the  opponents  of  what 
he  regards  as  the  true  religion  both  without  and  within  Jeru 
salem. 

The  affinity  of  these  passages  to  the  post-exilic  type 
of  thought  and  expression  is  too  striking  to  be  over 
looked  or  doubted  by  the  student. 

b.  Other  post-exilic  additions  are,  probably,  2823-29 
and  3027-33.      The  latter  passage  develops  the  idea  of 
the  '  great  slaughter'  (3025);  it  is  more  in  the  manner 
of  63 1-6  (§  21 )   than  in  that  of  the  two  late  additions 
just    considered,    being  warlike   and    grandly,    though 
luridly,  picturesque.1 

2823-29,  if  really  Isaiah's,  must  be  addressed  to  an  inner 
circle  of  disciples,  who  have  assimilated  the  prophetic  teaching 
of  a  'remnant.'  However,  the  leading  idea  of  the  passage  is 
characteristically  late.  Its  first  occurrence  seems  to  be  in  Jer. 
1024;  but  it  is  not  quite  certain  whether  Jer.  1023-25  is 
Jeremiah's  (see  Stade,  Gesch.  1676  n.).  As  to  the  phraseology, 
nwn  in  v.  29,  which  occurs  only  in  Prov.  and  Job  (Mic.  69  is 
corrupt),  is  perhaps  the  only  very  suspicious  word.  It  is  most 
improbable  that  Isaiah  would  have  used  it. 

c.  The  most  remarkable  insertions  of  all,  however, 
are  those  in  29i-8.      According  to  the  older  critics  (see 
above,    §  2,  i.  c),    Isaiah    put   a  double-faced    enigma 
before  his  hearers,  which  only  excited  blank  amazement 
as  being    '  out  of  all  relation  to  the  facts '  ;    but  can 
the  delightful  part  of  the  prophecy  in  w.  1-8  really  have 
been  written  by  Isaiah  ?     Surely  not. 

Duhm  has  already  recognised  later  insertions  in  w.  \b  -,a  S  ; 
and  we  cannot  stop  short  there.  We  must  evidently  include  v.  7 
among  the  interpolated  passages,  for  here  too  we  are  struck  by 
the  great  falling  off  in  the  style,  and  the  wide  difference  in  the 
picture  of  the  future.  '  Rhythm  and  parallelism  came  easily  to 
Isaiah  ;  there  are  but  slight  traces  of  them  in  (all)  the  passages 
assigned  here  to  a  later  writer.  And  whereas  Isaiah  can  bear 
to  contemplate  a  sore  judgment  upon  Jerusalem,  the  author  of 
w.  5  if.  has  before  him  a  future  day  when  all  nations  shall 
gather  together  round  the  holy  city,  and  be  cut  off'  (Intr.  Is. 
189).  With  this  view  Hackmann  agrees.  He  is,  indeed,  its 
originator,  except  that  he  defends  v.  7  by  giving  a  new  turn  to 
the  meaning.  In  short,  his  idea  is  that  the  dream  in  v.  7  is 
a  figure  for  the  suddenness  of  the  appearance  of  the  foes  before 
Jerusalem.  This  is  ingenious  ;  but  Hackmann  forgets  Job  20s, 
Obad.  16  (end). 

Apart  from  the  interpolations  just  considered,  chap. 

1  Though  defended  as  Isaianic  by  Duhm,  it  has  been  doubted 
by  Guthe  and  Smend.  Hackmann  (Znkunftser\vartung,  42/1) 
and  Cheyne  (Intr.  Is.  199^)  regard  it  as  on  all  grounds  post- 
exilic. 
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29  appears  to  be  a  combination  of  three  distinct 
prophecies  (each  very  short  but  very  striking)  dealing 
respectively  with  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  the 
culpable  insensibility  of  the  rulers  to  the  divine  teaching, 
and  the  fatal  consequences  of  a  formal  religion.  Chap. 
29 15  contains  a  fragment  of  a  prophecy  on  the 
Egyptian  alliance  ;  and  there  are  two  more  fragments 
on  the  same  subject  in  30i-35  and  Sli-s^z.1  308-1? 
clearly  formed  the  close  of  an  ancient  prophetic  col 
lection  ;  30 1-3  (with  450,  and  the  supplement  670,) 
must  have  been  misplaced. 

Except  28 1-4,  the  Isaianic  prophecies  may  be 
assigned  to  703-702  B.C.  ;  the  oracle2  is  earlier,  and  pre 
supposes  the  siege  of  Samaria.  287-22  may  belong  to 
703  ;  it  gives  a  warning  to  Jerusalem,  suggested  by  the 
doom  of  Samaria. 

The  difference  between  the  older  and  the  newer 
criticism  is  perhaps  even  more  conspicuous  in  the  group 
of  chapters  (24-27)  placed  before  that 


13.  Chaps. 
24-27. 


which    we    have    been    discussing.       (i. ) 


Referring  by  way  of  contrast  to  what 
Kuenen  thought  in  1863  (above,  §  z  iv.  a),  let  us  see  what 
Duhm  thought  in  1892.  (a)  His  method  is  that  which 
all  good  critics  now  employ  ;  he  begins,  that  is,  by 
removing  later  accretions. 

Among  these  he  classes  (i)  the  song  in  25 1-5,  which  com 
memorates  the  destruction  of  a  strong  city,  and  states  that  on 
this  account  another  mighty  city  will  praise  God ;  (2)  the 
taunting  song  on  Moab,  25g-ii  ;  (3)  an  artistic  poem  (261-19) 
which  stands  alone  in  the  OT  in  respect  of  the  many  variants 
which  have  penetrated  into  the  text ;  and  (4)  the  little  song  in 
272-s. 

The  prophecy  itself  comprises  chaps.  24256-8  2620-27  i 

12  f. 

278  is  a  quotation  from  the  margin,  which  properly  speaking 
illustrates  v.  10  and  is  therefore  misplaced,  whilst  vv.  79-11  are 
the  remainder  of  an  exhortation  to  the  Jews  to  break  off  from 
their  sins,  and  so  become  entitled  to  deliverance,  which  is 
certainly  parenthetical  and  very  possibly  a  later  insertion. 

(b)  Let  us  then  look  first  at  the  prophecy  or 
'  apocalypse. ' 

It  describes  the  desolation  of  a  great  world-empire  by  war, 
and  closes  with  the  final  judgment  upon  Israel's  oppressors, 
the  setting  up  of  the  divine  throne  in  the  holy  city,  and  a 
festival,  full  of  refreshment  and  consolation,  for  all  peoples. 

The  author,  Duhm  thinks,  lived  under  John  Hyrcanus  ; 
he  saw  the  siege  of  Jerusalem  and  the  devastation  of 
Judah  by  Antiochus  Sidetes,  the  beginning  of  the  war 
with  the  Parthians,  in  which  the  Jews  were  forced  to 
take  part  (B.C.  129),  and  the  defeat  and  death  of 
Antiochus  (B.C.  128).  The  last  is  the  event  obscurely 
referred  to  in  24i4-i6a,  which  the  writer  cannot  for 
his  part  regard  as  a  happy  omen,  because  the  barbarous 
Parthians  will  invade  and  devastate  Palestine.  In  25 
1-5  Duhm  finds  the  exultation  of  the  Jews  at  the 
destruction  of  Samaria,  and  the  demolition  of  the 
temple  on  Mount  Gerizim  ;  3  the  '  city  of  nations  '  is 
Rome  (cp  Schiirer,  Jewish.  People,  i.  1  277).  The  same 
background  is  assigned  to  261-19;  259-n,  however, 
Duhm  refers  to  the  time  of  King  Alexander  Jannasus, 
who  made  the  Moabites  pay  tribute  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  13s). 
(ii. )  The  last  of  the  dates  just  quoted  is  the  least 
important ;  the  Moabites  were  not  dangerous  to  the 
Jews  in  post-exilic  times.  The  reference  to  them  in  25 
9- 1 1  is  probably  archaistic.4  The  other  dates  are 
rather  plausible.  The  Parthians  did  not  indeed  actually 
invade  Palestine  before  B.C.  40  (cp  Enoch  56s/.  and 
Dillmann's  note) ;  but  the  author  may  have  expected  that 
they  would  do  so  in  128.  The  hatred  of  the  Jews  for 
the  Samaritans  might  well  find  expression  in  a  psalm, 

1  30  1-3  relates  to  the  embassy  to  Egypt  and  is  Isaianic.    vv.  4 
50.  are  a  late  insertion  based  on  a  fragment  (vv.  6b  ja)  which 
described  the  flight  of  Hanun,  king  of  Gaza,  and  his  followers 
to  Pir'u,  king  of  Musri  in  N.  Arabia  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  2(5).    Cp  this 
late  insertion  with  366  (also  late),   and  see  Wi.   Musri,  1 34  f. 
30 /i  is   a   late   insertion  of  a  scribe   (see   RAHAB)  ;    815^-9  is 
composite,  but  altogether  post -exilic  (Intr.  Is.  203  f.). 

2  285_/C  is  obviously  Messianic  in  the  wider  sense,  and  is  a 
later  insertion  addressed  to  the  post-exilic  community. 

3  Cp  Bertholet,  Die  Stellung  der  Israeliten,  etc.,  237. 

4  Intr.  Is.  159  ;  cp  Smend,  ZA  T IV 1209  212. 
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and  the  poor  style  of  the  song  in  25 1-5  favours  a  late 
date.  These  passages,  however,  are  admittedly  accre 
tions.  Their  date  is  of  less  importance  than  that  of  the 
main  prophecy  or  apocalypse,  which  refers  to  so  many 
popular  religious  beliefs. 

To  Duhm's  date  for  the  main  prophecy  there  are 
objections  derived  from  the  history  of  the  Canon  (see 
CANON,  §  39,  cp  n.  i,  col.  665).  Strong  reason  is 
required  for  making  any  considerable  part  of  Isaiah 
later  than  200  B.C.  Chap.  33  indeed,  as  an  'appendix 
to  an  appendix,'  may,  since  internal  evidence  favours 
this,  be  made  Maccabaean  ;  but  can  we  venture  to  assign 
the  important  collection  of  prophecies  and  songs  in 
chaps.  24-27  to  a  period  even  later  than  the  Maccabees  ? 

The  matter  concerns  the  history  of  religious  ideas  as 
well  as  of  literature.  Will  not  the  period  of  the  fall  of 
the  Persian  and  the  rise  of  the  Grasco  -  Macedonian 
empire  answer  all  the  requirements  of  the  passages  ?  It 
is  a  pity  that  the  historical  evidence  is  not  stronger  ;  but 
Marti' s  treatment  of  it  in  his  commentary  is  certainly 
too  superficial. 

The  opening  section  is  the  monument  of  a  time  of  long- 
continued  misery  in  Syria  and  Palestine.  Such  a  time  began 
under  Artaxerxes  II.,  and  lasted  till  the  consolidation  of  the 
power  of  the  Ptolemies  in  Palestine  (301).  The  frequent 
passage  of  Persian  armies  marching  to  Egypt  must  have  caused 
much  distress  to  the  Jews  ;  and  once,  if  not  twice,  they  were 
concerned  in  a  revolt  against  Persia.  Cruelly  did  Artaxerxes 
punish  them ;  as  Noldeke  says,  '  much  blood  appears  to  have 
been  shed  in  Judaea '  at  this  time.  Most  probably,  too,  Robertson 
Smith  is  right  in  transferring  the  defilement  of  the  temple 
mentioned  by  Jos.  (Ant.  xi.  7  i)  to  this  period,1  and  seeing  in 
the  narrative  a  legendary  or  even  patriotic  distortion  of  facts. 
The  phrase  '  the  city  (or,  perhaps,  cities)  of  destruction  '  (24  10) 
may  allude  to  the  fate  of  Sidon  and  Jerusalem  ;  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  add,  of  Jericho.2  26  1-19  (a  liturgical  poem)  may 
describe  the  feelings  of  the  pious  community  of  Jerusalem  when 
their  city  had  been  spared  by  the  army  of  Alexander.  They 
were  deeply  grateful  for  this,  but  were  still  painfully  conscious  of 
the  ruin  wrought  by  the  tyrant  Ochus.  The  deportation  of 
many  Jews  to  Hyrcania  and  elsewhere3  had  made  a  gap 
in  the  population,  and  only  by  a  '  dew  of  healing '  (read 
Drnix  7tp)  from  God  could  the  martyrs  be  restored  to  their 
brethren.  For  a  study  of  the  ideas,  phraseology,  and  situation, 
see  Intr.  Is.  145-162  ;  and  see  below  (§  21)  on  687-64 12  [n]. 

Chaps.  24-27  were  prefixed  to  chaps 28-33  to  indicate 
that  for  the  post-exilic  age  the  chief  interest  of  the 

14  Arrange  latter  SrouP  °f  prophecies  was  eschato- 
ment  of  chaps  lo§icaL  The  two  closely  related  com- 
o4  35  v  positions  in  chaps.  34 f.  were  doubt 
less  added  to  promote  the  same  interest. 

The  former,  chap.  34  (observe  the  strange  use  made  of 
popular  superstitions),  is  sombre  in  the  extreme.  It  relates  to  the 
great  future  judgment  upon  the  hostile  nations.  These  nations 
are  specially  represented  by  the  arch-enemy  Edom  (cp  C3i-6), 
from  whom  some  fresh  outrage  must  have  been  suffered  not  long 
before  the  prophecy  was  written.  This  outrage  was  presumably 
connected  with  the  further  progress  of  the  Edomite  immigration 
into  the  S.  of  Judah.4 

The  companion  prophecy  chap.  35,  makes  up  for  the  horrors  of 
chap.  34.  It  relates  to  the  return  of  the  Jewish  exiles  and  the 
glorification  of  their  land. 

According  to  Duhm,  the  author  of  these  works  wrote 
also  Jer.  50/1  ;  but  why?  Surely  there  were  other 
members  of  the  same  school  who  were  capable  of 
producing  or  redacting  this  final  outburst  of  wrath  at 
Babylon.  All  that  we  have  a  right  to  say  is  that  these 
various  works  were  written  in  Palestine  nearly  at  the 
same  time  in  the  post-exilic  period.  If  the  MT  of  34 
162  is  correct,  the  collection  of  real  and  supposed 
Isaianic  prophecies  to  which  chaps.  34  f.  had  lately  been 

1  <97yC(2)  438;   so  Judeich,    K ' leinasiatische  Studien,   176; 
Che.  New  World,  Sept.  '92  ;    perhaps  also  We.  IJG  ed.  148. 

2  Solinus  (354  Mommsen)  says  that  Jericho,  which  succeeded 
Jerusalem  as  the  capital  of  Judaea,  was  subdued  by  Artaxerxes  ; 
but  this  has  been  shown  by  Reinach  (in  Semitic  Studies  in 
Memory  of  A.   Kohut,    457^  ['97])  to   refer  to   the  invasion 
of  Palestine  by  Ardashir,   the  founder  of  the   dynasty  of  the 
Sassanidae,  who  came  into  conflict  with  the  emperor  Alexander 
Severus. 

3  Syncellus  (Dindorf),  1 486.     '  The  notice  is  beyond  doubt ' 
(Marquart,    Untersuch.  zur  Gesch.  von  Eran,   26  ['96]).     Note 
the  Jewish  name  Hyrcanus.    Artapanus  too — a  Jewish  Hellenist 
—bears  a  Hyrcanian  name(Marq.). 

4  See  EDOM,  §  gf-  ;  and  cp  Torrey,  JBL  \1if>ff.\  Che.  Intr. 
Is.  2T.o/.,JBL  17207./C 
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attached  were  already  a  'book  of  Yahwe' — i.e.,  a 
sacred  scripture.  These  two  prophecies,  then,  were 
very  probably  the  latest  of  the  group. 

To  an  equally  late  period  we  must  refer  the  appending 
_   «!.___    of    certain     narratives     (chaps.  36-39)     to 
ia    '  w^ich  reference  has  been  made  already  (see 
<JSJ-     ISAIAH  i.,  §6). 

These  narratives,  which  are  derived  ultimately  from  prophetic 
biographies,1  agree  in  most  respects  with  the  text  of  2  K. 
1813  17-20  ip.  The  older  critics  were  in  the  main  right;  but 
their  analysis  of  the  narratives  was  incomplete,  and  they  gave 
too  much  credit  for  accuracy  to  the  account  as  a  whole.  Under 
the  influence  of  this  impression  they  assigned  too  early  a  date  to 
the  historical  document  from  which  it  seemed  to  be  derived. 

It  has  been  shown  (especially  by  Stade  and  Duhm) 
that  Is.  36-39  consists  of  two  distinct  narratives  :  (a) 
36  i-37  ga  37/,  (b)  37 96-36  38 / 

(a)  Psalm. — As  to  the  inserted  passage,  889-20 
(Miktabh  of  Hezekiah)  which  Kuenen  in  1863  did  not 
deny  to  Hezekiah,  there  can  no  longer  be  any  doubt  that 
it  is  a  post-exilic  thanksgiving-psalm  on  the  deliverance  of 
the  faithful  community  of  Israel  from  some  great  danger 
(cp  Ps.  30) ; 2  the  song  or  '  supplication  '  (see  MICHTAM) 
is  not  found  in  the  parallel  section  of  Kings. 

(/3)  Mdshdl.  — Another  passage,  which  to  the  last  was 
held  by  Kuenen  to  be  Isaiah's  (though  he  recognised  the 
weight  of  the  counter  arguments),  and  certainly  belongs 
to  the  original  narrative  (more  strictly  to  the  second  of 
the  narratives)  is  held  by  Stade,3  Duhm,  Cheyne,  and 
Marti  to  be  certainly  post -exilic.  This  is  37=2^-32. 
Evidently  this  was  taken  by  the  narrator  (or  more  prob 
ably  by  the  first  editor)  from  some  lyric  anthology,  such 
as  that  from  which  we  have  already  supposed  the  song 
in  14  4  £-21  to  have  been  taken.  It  is  in  fact  a  fine  '  dra 
matic  lyric'  (cp  Pss.  4648),  showing  at  once  a  vivid 
realisation  of  the  traditional  story,  and  a  sense  of  its 
continued  value  to  the  community,  which  (as  we  have 
seen)  regarded  the  invasion  of  Sennacherib  as  typical  of 
a  great  future  event. 

The  final  redaction  of  the  first  half  of  Isaiah  may  be 
dated  (like  the  appendix  to  chap.  19)  about  250- 
220  B.C.  ;  but  this  is  not  free  from  doubt. 

On  chaps.  40-48  we  can  be  somewhat  briefer.  Taking 
this  collection  for  the  moment  as  a  unit,  and  putting 
aside  all  but  historical  considerations,  we 
can  no  more  dream  of  assigning  it  to  Isaiah 
than  of  ascribing  '  By  the  waters  of  Babylon 
we  sat  down  and  wept'  (Ps.  137i)  to  the  authorship  of 
David.  There  might  have  been  a  case  for  the  Isaianic 
origin  of  '  Go  ye  out  from  Babylon '  (4820),  if  only  the 
passage  had  run,  '  Behold,  in  the  latter  days  my  people 
shall  go  forth  from  Babylon. '  There  might  have  been 
a  case  for  such  an  origin  of  '  Thus  saith  Yahwe  to 
Cyrus"  (45 1),  and  of  'Our  holy  and  our  beautiful 
house  ...  is  burned  up'  (64n[io]),  if  these  passages 
had  been  introduced  by  '  Behold,  I  will  raise  up  a  king, 
Cyrus  by  name,'  and  '  In  days  to  come  Yahwe  will  send 
fire  upon  Jerusalem.'  No  literary  critic,  however, 
would  dream  of  supposing  that  the  author  of  chaps.  40- 
66  was  a  prophet  of  the  eighth  century  who  had  become 
dead  to  his  actual  present,  and  lived  again  in  imagina 
tion  among  men  still  unborn. 4 

On  this  point  the  newer  critics  have  nothing  to  add 
to  what  was  so  well  said  by  Kuenen  in  1863.  Indeed, 
that  eminent  critic  in  his  earlier  stage  was  right  both 
positively  and  negatively  as  regards  chaps.  40-48 5 

1  Konig  (EM.  266)  also  recognises  that  these  narratives  came 
from  a  separate  work  of  prophetic  origin. 

2  See    Che.   Profih.    Is.\2\%f.,    Intr.    Is.   224^;  Skinner, 
Isaiah,  1-39,  p.  278,  who  holds,  however,  that  the  song  is  based  on 
a  record  of  individual  experience,  which  was  adapted  for  use  in 
the  temple  by  an  editor. 

3  See  KINGS,  BOOKS  OF,  §  9. 

•*  This  was  long  the  theory  by  which  Franz  Delitzsch  sought 
to  reconcile  the  requirements  of  criticism  and  of  orthodox 
theology. 

5  The  later  insertions  (apart  from  the  Songs  on  the  Servant) 
detected  by  recent  critics  in  chaps.  40-48  cannot  be  discussed 
here.  The  most  remarkable  of  these  are  to  be  found  in  chap.  48. 
The  editor  has  actually  interspersed  the  Second  Isaiah's  writing 
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(Duhm  would  say  40-55)  ;  he  was  right,  at  any  rate 
negatively,  as  regards  chaps.  56-66.  Where  he  failed 
was  in  not  giving  due  weight  to  certain  phenomena  in  the 
second  part  of  chaps.  40-66  which  (as  conservative 
critics  saw)  pointed  away  from  Babylon  as  the  place, 
and  from  the  closing  years  of  the  Exile  as  the  time  of 
composition.1 

It  is  this  second  part  of  chaps.  40-66  that  we  have 
now  to  consider. 

._  _,  The  first  question  is,  Have  chaps.  49-55 

P  '   ^>een  rightly  assigned  to  the  Second  Isaiah? 
(a)  Kuenen  himself  in  1889  already  saw 
the  difficulty  of  his  former  position. 

He  came  to  the  conclusion  that  chaps.  50/T  54/1  were  written 
after  the  return  from  Babylon,  and  even  expressed  some  doubt 
whether  chap.  49  should  not  be  added  to  the  group  (Otut.<?) 
2  137/1  142).  In  536  B.C.  the  Second  Isaiah  might  have  brought 
the  original  Prophecy  of  Restoration  to  Juda;a  (ib.  145),  and 
Kuenen  thought  it  not  unreasonable  to  credit  the  same  great 
writer  with  the  composition  of  the  four  chapters  just  mentioned. 

(b)  Kosters,  too,  who  did  not  accept  the  tradition  of 
a  return    in   536,   was  of  opinion  that  49  12-26  51 1-16 
51 17-52 12  54/.  2  cannot  have  the  same  origin  as  chaps. 
40-48.       They   were    written,     according    to    him,    in 
Palestine,  but  not  by  the  Second  Isaiah.     The  following 
are  Koster's  arguments. 

1.  As   to   style   and   diction.     There   is  no   doubt  a  general 
resemblance  to  chaps.  40-48.     But  observe  that  nowhere  in  these 
passages  are  the   persons   addressed   described   collectively  as 
'Jacob'  and  'Israel,'  and  that  in  52  i  Jerusalem  is  called  the 
'  holy  city '  (BHpn  TJ?),  a  characteristically  late  phrase,  found 
also  in  48  2  (which  is  probably  interpolated),  and  in  Neh.  11 1 18 
Dan.  924;  cp  also  64  jo  [9],  '  thy  holy  cities '  (IBHg  njp. 

2.  As  to  contents.     Almost  throughout,  the  point  of  view  is 
shifted  from  the  exiles  at  Babylon  to  the  small  and  struggling 
community  of  Zion.     There  are  indeed  points  of  contact  with 
the  preceding  prophecies  ;  but  this  only  proves  that  the  writer 
of  this  section  was  acquainted  with  the  other  work,  not  that  he 
wrote  it.     Moreover,  when  he  comes  to  speak  of  the  departure 
of  the  exiles  from  Babylon,  his  expressions  are  inconsistent  with 
those  of  a  parallel  passage  in  the  other  work3  (contrast  52  12,  '  not 
in  hurry  shall  ye  go  out,'  with  48  20,  '  flee  ye  from  Chaldaea '), 
and  if  not  in  52  10-12,  yet  in  49  12  18  he  admits  the  idea  of  a 
general  return  of  the  Diaspora,  which  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
earlier  chapters,  but  was  one  of  the  chief  hopes  of  the  later  Jews. 
(See  also  Kuenen's  argument   from   internal   evidence,  Ont/.ft) 
2  138,  or  Intr.  Is.  296/1). 

(c)  On    the    other    hand,    several    things    must    be 
observed. 

(i)  The  disputed  passages  are  written  in  the  manner  of 
II.  Isaiah,  and  contrast  strongly  with  chaps.  56-66;  (2) 
they  display  an  optimistic  idealism  which  residence  in  the 
Jerusalem  of  Haggai  and  Zechariah  would  have  speedily 
diminished  ;  *  and  (3)  the  address  in  55  2,  appropriate  enough 
for  a  preacher  in  Babylonia,  would  have  sounded  hollow  and 
insincere  if  spoken  at  Jerusalem. 

Thus  the  evidence  does  not  all  point  in  one  direction, 
and  a  reconciling  theory  is  required.  Let  us  then 
suppose  that  the  passages  in  question  were  written  in 
Babylonia  by  a  writer  of  the  school  of  II.  Isaiah,  but 
with  an  eye  to  the  circumstances  of  Judoea.  The 
writer's  object  was  partly  to  induce  Babylonian  Jews 

with  severe  reproaches  addressed  to  his  own  contemporaries, 
whom  he  conceived  to  have  fallen  back  into  obstinate  unbelief 
(see  '  Isaiah,'  SBOT).  Nor  can  we  here  consider  the  question, 
Where  did  the  author  of  chaps.  40-48  live  ?  Probably  the  right 
answer  is,  at  Babylon.  See  Intr.  Is.  273-276,  282/7 

1  In  1880-81  the  present  writer  began,  not  from  a  conservative 
point  of  view,  to  set  forth  these  phenomena  on  a  large  scale,  and 
to  indicate  the  provisional  conclusions  to  which  they  appeared 
to  lead  (see  Prophecies  of  Isaiah,  and  the  art.  '  Isaiah  '  in  Ency. 
Brit.1?}).  He  has  lately  (1895-97)  summed  up  the  results  of  a 
second  period  of  study  in  the  Introduction  to  Isaiah  and  in  his 
contributions  on  Isaiah  to  SHOT.  To  these  works  and  to 
Duhm's  commentary  (which  has  given  the  first  complete  ex 
planation  of  the  historical  background  of  most  of  Is.  56-66)  he 
must  send  the  reader  for  a  fuller  treatment  of  the  subject. 
[Marti's  fine  commentary  can  now  be  added.]  See  also  the  im 
portant  critical  notes  on  Isaiah  in  Stade's  GVI,  vol.  i,  which 
really  opened  the  subject  to  discussion. 

a  49i-n  50  52  13-53  12  he  treats  in  another  connection.  See 
farther  on  in  this  article  (§  18). 

3  Kosters  also  refers  to  DB'O,  '  from  thence,' in  52  u,  asproving 
that   the  writer   was  not   at    the    time   in  Babylonia ;    but   in 
4820  we  have  'from  Babylon,'  'from  Chakla;a.' 

4  The  words,    '  the  people  in  whose  heart  is  my  law '  (51  7), 
would  be  strange  indeed  if  written  at  Jerusalem. 
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to  go  to  Judaea  and  assist  in  the  regeneration  of  Israel, 
partly  to  encourage  sorely  tried  workers  in  Jerusalem, 
such  as  Haggai,  Zechariah,  and  Malachi. 

Sellin  (Serubbabel,  '99)  has  endeavoured  to  show  that 
chaps.  40-55  were  written,  not  in  Babylonia,  but  at 
Jerusalem  between  515  and  500  B.C.,  to  comfort  the 
Jews  for  the  failure  of  the  high  hopes  attached  to  ZERUB- 
BABEL  [j'.z'.].  Those  passages  which  seem  to  refer  to 
the  fall  of  Babylon  he  regards  as  having  been  written  by 
the  same  author  at  Babylon  about  545  B.C. 

The  passages  which  are  most  certainly  Babylonian  are,  Sellin 
thinks,  40  18-20  41  2-4  41  6-8  [41  17-20?]  41  25  42  14-16  43  1-8  43  14 
44g-ii  4426-28  45i-i3  46i./6-8  io£n  47  48  14  (2o/?).  The 
reference  in  various  passages  to  '  the  former  things "(41  22  42  9 
439[?]!  469)  with  which  'new  things'  (42 9  486)  or  'a  new 
thing '  (43  19)  are  contrasted  is  explained  by  this  theory.  The 
successes  of  Cyrus  are  the  '  former  things '  prophesied  some 
thirty  years  ago,  the  glorification  of  Israel  and  the  accomplish 
ment  of  God's  purposes  for  the  world  through  Zerubbabel,  as 
the  Messianic  king  of  Israel,  are  the  'new  things'  now  just 
being  announced.2  When  the  hopes  attached  to  Zerubbabel 
failed  in  one  sense,  the  prophet  was  still  able  to  look  forward  to 
their  realisation  in  another  (see  chap.  53). 

It  is  absolutely  impossible  to  accept  this  theory  as  a 
whole.  But  to  those  who  do  not  accept  Rosters'  theory 
{that  chaps.  49-55  are  a  later  appendix  to  chaps.  40-48) 
it  may  seem  plausible  to  hold  that  chaps.  40-55  were 
written  at  Babylon  with  the  object  of  encouraging  the 
community  of  Jerusalem  to  hope  for  a  speedy  regenera 
tion,  and  of  stimulating  patriots  in  Babylonia  to  go 
to  Jerusalem  and  help  forward  the  cause  of  progress. 
We  say  'at  Babylon ,'  because  certain  passages  pre 
suppose  that  Jerusalem  is  desolate,  which,  strictly 
speaking,  it  was  not.  Only  a  writer  living  at  a  dis 
tance  from  Judcea  can  have  indulged  in  such  idealism. 

Another  difficult  problem  relates  to  the  four  very 
beautiful  songs  on  the  Servant  of  Yahwe  (42 1-4  49i-6 
18  Servant  of  ^64-9  52i3-53i2).  It  has  been  doubted 

Yahwe  Songs  whether  these  sonSs  are  exilic  or  Post- 
exilic.3  A  careful  exegesis,  however, 
proves  that  they  could  be  removed  without  material 
injury  to  their  surroundings,  and  that  the  tone  of 
thought  differs  from  that  of  the  prophecies  among 
which  they  are  placed.  They  must  have  received 
their  present  position  from  a  later  editor,  who  wrote 
42 5-7  497-ga  (or  9-12),  but  not  50  io/,  which  (cp 
Intr.  Is.  302/. )  is  more  recent  still.  These  passages 
were  designed  to  link  the  songs  with  their  prophetic 
framework.  The  inserter  and  editor  cannot  be  identified 
with  the  Second  Isaiah  ;  still  less  was  he  the  author  of 
the  songs.  He  did  his  work  subsequently  to  the 
expansion  of  the  original  Book  of  the  Second  Isaiah  ; 
in  other  words,  he  had  before  him  the  main  part  of 
Is.  40-55. 

The  songs  on  the  Servant  of  Yahwe  have  one  general 
object — that  of  exhibiting  the  highest  Israelitish  ideal  in 
accordance  with  law  and  prophecy.  They  are  not, 
however,  without  differences  among  themselves,  which 
require  to  be  studied. 

In  the  first  three  songs  the  Servant  is  '  an  imaginative 
fusion  of  all  the  noble  teachers  and  preachers  of  the 
Jewish  religion  in  and  after  the  time  of  Ezra,4  those  of 
whom  the  writer  of  Daniel  says,  ' '  And  the  teachers  shall 
shine  as  the  splendour  of  the  firmament,  and  those  who 
make  the  many  righteous  as  the  stars  for  ever  and  ever  " 

1  But  the  text  seems  to  be  incorrect  (see  SBOT,  ad  loc.). 

2  The  '  new  things  '  are  here  described  quite  correctly,  except 
so  far  as  relates  to  Zerubbabel.     It  is  possible  that  the  writer  of 
chaps.  40-48  did  mean  to  suggest  that  the  successes  of  Cyrus  had 
been    prophesied   a  good   while   before  they  took  place.     The 
older  prophecies  were  no  doubt  accommodated  by  interpreters 
to  present  circumstances. 

3Duhm;  Smend  (A  T  Rcl.-gesch.  260  /);  Che.  Intr.  Is. 
304^;  SBOT,  'Isa.';  Schian,  Die  Ebed-Jahwe-Lieder  in 
Jcs.  40-66  ('95) ;  Kosters,  Th.  T,  '96,  p.  588  ff.  agree  in  holding 
that  the  songs  on  the  Servant  were  not  originally  intended  for 
their  present  position.  On  Laue,  Die  Ebed-Jalnve  Lieder  im 
II.  Teil  des  Jes.  ('97),  see  SBOT  (Heb.)  126  f.,  and  on  the 
views  of  Sellin,  Kittel,  and  Bertholet,  see  p.  199/1 

4  Duhm  rightly  points  out  that  the  quiet,  concentrated 
character,  and  the  missionary  and  pastoral  activity  ascribed  to 
the  Servant,  will  only  suit  the  period  opened  by  Ezra. 
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(Dan.  123).'  These  the  poet  may  have  supposed  to 
form  a  band,  whose  members  would  proceed  in  various 
directions  to  'bring  the  law  to  the  nations'  (42i). 
Their  experiences  were  not  uniformly  favourable  ;  but 
they  knew  that  in  the  end  their  faith  in  the  God  who 
sent  them  would  be  rewarded. 

In  the  fourth  song,  however,  the  conception  of  the 
Servant  is  somewhat  modified.  Looking  back  on  the 
sufferings  of  righteous  Israelites  both  under  Babylonia 
and  under  Persia,  the  poet  saw  them  irradiated  by  a 
glorious  divine  purpose.  '  He  fused  the  different  name 
less  martyrs  into  one  colossal  form,  and  identified  this 
personage  with  the  people  of  Israel,  not  perhaps  without 
a  thought  of  Jeremiah,  who  certainly  regarded  himself 
as  representing  the  true  Israel.'  It  would  seem  that 
the  opening  and  closing  stanzas  (1-3  14/1,  see  emended 
text  in  SBOT)  were  written  after  the  description  of  the 
fortunes  of  the  Servant  as  a  framework  to  receive  it. 

Schian  and  Kosters  think  that  this  last  of  the  songs 
was  written  by  a  different  writer  from  the  rest  ;  it  is  the 
oldest  of  the  songs  according  to  the  former  critic,  the 
most  recent  according  to  the  latter.  The  grounds  of 
this  view  do  not  appear  to  be  adequate.  Already  in  the 
third  song  there  is  an  approach  to  the  characteristics  of 
the  fourth,  and  the  phraseology  of  the  latter  is  much 
less  obscure  than  has  commonly  been  thought,  if  proper 
text-critical  methods  are  applied. 

Cp  Budde,  '  The  so-called  "  Ebed-Yahweh  Songs,"  etc.,'  AM. 
J.  Theol.,  '99,  pp.  499-540.  See  further  SERVANT  OF  THE  LORD. 

It  would  seem  that  after  the  insertion  of  the  Songs  in 
Is.  40-55,  a  prophetic  writer  did  them  the  highest 

i  a   c/041/N,,     ,„  honour  in  his  power  by  imitating  them. 
19.  Soliloquies  ,r,         ,   .  r      ...       f       ...... 

in  Chaps  61  /".  Three  brief  sollloquies  of  this  ideal 
''  personage  (61 1-43  62 1-3  and  6/. )  are 
introduced  in  chaps.  61/  (on  which  see  below,  §  20). 
The  writer  evidently  regards  the  Servant  as  a  personifi 
cation  of  the  company  of  prophets  of  whom  he  himself 
is  one,  and  gives  vividness  to  his  prophecy  by  introduc 
ing  the  Servant  of  Yahwe  first  as  discoursing  on  his 
delightful  mission,  and  then  as  importuning  Yahwe  to 
fulfil  his  promises.1 

At    this   point    the   present  writer  may  refer  to  the 
20  Present     cr'^ca^  theory  (based  on  an  earlier  one 

writer's  earlier  PrTSed  j"  '.f*1 5l?.tl!e  " ticle  ',Isaiah' 
tViPA  in  hncy.   Brit. )  which  he  put  forward 

'ory-  in  JQR,  July  and  Oct.  '91. 
He  divided  the  work  of  the  Second  Isaiah  into  two  books, 
viz.  (i)  chaps.  40-48,  and  (2)  a  broken  collection  of  discourses, 
consisting  of  chaps.  49  j-52  12  ;  52  13-58  12  (a  later  insertion  by 
the  Second  Isaiah),  54y;,  56g-572i  (beginning  with  a  long 
passage  from  an  older  prophet),  and  60-62.  The  second  book, 
being  left  incomplete  by  the  author,  was  well  adapted  to  receive 
additions  from  the  Sopherim,  or  students  and  editors  of  the 
religious  literature.  Such  additional  passages  were  56i-8 
58  f.  63-66. 

This  theory  was  in  advance  of  the  current  criticism 
of  the  time,  but  is  now  superseded  by  a  more  completely 
defensible  theory. 

Chaps.  56-66  contain  no  works  of  the  Second  Isaiah, 
but,  with  the  possible  (or  probable)  exception  of  687- 

21  Oliann  Kfi  fifi  64 12'  belonS  to  nearly  the  same 
'66;  period— that  of  Nehemiah. 

Duhm  indeed  assigns  all  these  eleven  chapters  to  a  single 
writer  of  Nehemiah's  age  whom  he  calls  Trito-Isaiah  (as  the 
successor  of  Deutero-Isaiah).  The  date  is,  on  the  whole, 
correct,  so  far  as  regards  56-63  6  (>bf.  ;  this  portion  gives  a  vivid 
picture  of  the  difficulties  with  which  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  con 
tended,  and  throws  fresh  light  on  the  dealings  of  the  orthodox 
Jews  with  the  Samaritans.11  On  the  other  hand,  the  view  that 
the  book  has  anything  like  literary  unity,  and  that  it  is  the  work 
of  one  man,  is  not  at  all  satisfactory.  Cp  Gressmann,  Ueber  die 
in  Jes.  c.  56-66  vorausgesetzten  Verhiiltnisse  ('98) ;  Littmann, 
Ueber  die  Abfassungszeit  des  Trito-jesaia  ('99). 

We  may  hold  it  to  be  practically  certain  that  chaps. 
60-62  were  written  as  an  appendix  to  chaps.  40-55  ; 
probably  the  original  order  was  61  62  60  (cp  Duhm). 
As  to  56  9-57 130,  it  belongs  indeed  to  the  same  period 

1  So  Che.  Intr.  Is.  346 ;  but  cp  Duhm's  commentary. 

2  Ed.  Meyer  (Entst.  fud.  122)  recognises  this;  cp  also  Che. 
Jew.  Rel.  Life,  27-29,  45. 
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as  the  surrounding  prophecies  ;  but  it  shows  in  a  special 
degree  the  influence  of  Ezekiel. 

We  now  pass  to  chap.  687-6412  [n],  which  stands 
in  many  respects  alone  in  the  prophetic  literature.  It 
is  at  any  rate  later  than  the  neighbouring  prophecies,1 
for  though  some  illustrate  it  by  Neh.  1  2,  the  prayer  of 
Nehemiah  there  given,  and  his  account  of  what  he 
found  at  Jerusalem,  do  not  correspond  to  such  a  terrible 
situation  as  we  find  in  this  strange  work.  That  a  date 
in  the  age  of  Nehemiah  is  impossible  cannot  indeed  be 
said,  considering  how  imperfect  is  our  information. 
But  it  is  more  probable  that  the  work  is  a  fresh  monu 
ment  (cp  on  chaps.  24-27,  §  13)  of  the  oppression  and 
persecution  of  the  Jews  by  Artaxerxes  Ochus.  Pos 
sibly  the  opening  verses  (687-14)  were  added  later  to 
soften  the  gloom  of  the  passage  (cp  Ps.  89). 

For  objections  to  this  view  see  G.  A.  Smith  (Hastings'  DB, 
2495),  and  Marti's  commentary.  (Marti  has  to  account  for 
64  9-  1  1  by  making  it  a  later  addition.)  The  objections  are  not 
insuperable. 

1.  The  view  under  consideration  separates  63  7-64  12  [n]  from 
the  other  compositions  which  make  up  chaps.  56-66.     It  is  set 
apart  already,  however,  by  its  form  and  contents. 

2.  The  passage  expresses  a  consciousness  of  guilt  not  to  be 
found   in   Pss.  44  74  79,   which,    also,    have    been    assigned    to 
the  time  of  Ochus.     But  it  was  possible,  even  after  the  intro 
duction  of  the  Law  by  Ezra,  to  take  different  views  of  the  rela 
tion  of  the  people  to  its  God,  according  to  the  extent  given  to 
the  conception  of  the  people.     The  inner  circle  deserved  to  be 
called  pious  and  loyal  to  the  covenant  (Ps.  44  17  [18]  792);  but 
the  people  at  large  were  far  from  corresponding  exactly  to  this 
description  ;  they  were  '  neither  cold  nor  hot.' 

3.  In  63  18  the  possession  of  the  Holy  Land  is  said  to  have 
lasted  but  'a  little  while,'  which  points  to  an  earlier  part  of  the 
post-exilic  period.     The  text,  however,  is  notoriously  doubtful. 
63  18  should  be  emended  thus  (see  SBOT,  '  Isa.,'  [Heb.]  202)— 

Why  do  the  wicked  trample  thy  dwelling-place  ? 

Our  adversaries  tread  down  thy  sanctuary. 
Marti's  suggested  emendation  is  hardly  an  improvement  upon 
this. 

4.  In  64  ii  [10]  the  temple,  over  the  destruction  of  which  the 
liturgical  poet  laments,  is  described  as  '  our  holy  and  our  glorious 
house  where  our  fathers  praised  thee,'  which  points  to  the  first 
temple.     But  (i)  the  first  and  the  second  temple  are  regarded 
by  Haggai  (2  3  9)  as  the  same  house,  and  can  be  so  regarded  by 
another  writer,  and  (2)  the  second  temple  had  no  doubt  been 
enriched  by  offerings  from  the  Jews  abroad  before  the  time  of 
Ochus  (cp  Zech.  5  io_/C). 

5.  Ps.  74  points  to  the  conviction  that  prophecy  has  ceased  in 
Israel.     But  Is.  63  7-64  betrays  no  such  conviction.     We  must, 
however,  be  quite  sure  of  the  correctness  of  the  text  of  Ps.  74  9. 
There  is  much  corruption  close  by.     '  There  is  no  prophet  any 
more  '  is,  on  more  than  one  ground,  to  be  regarded  as  a  gloss  on 
the  corrupt  reading  jnr,  which  should  be  enpo  ('sanctuary'). 
'  There  is  no  longer  among  us  any  sanctuary.' 

There  is  one  alternative,  no  doubt.  This  is  to  suppose  that 
the  authors  of  Ps.  74  and  79  and  of  Is.  63  7,  etc.,  threw  themselves 
back  imaginatively  into  the  time  of  the  Chaldaean  invasion.  The 
commemorative  fast-days  would  provide  an  occasion  for  this. 
(So  PSALMS,  BOOK  OF).  This,  however,  is  not  quite  such  a 
natural  view  as  that  here  adopted.  One  may  admit  that  there  is  a 
neral  resemblance  between  most  of  the  products  of  the  later 
rsian  period  ;  but  those  which  express  the  deepest  misery  can 
hardly  find  a  home  except  in  the  period  of  the  insane  cruelties 
of  that  degenerate  Persian  king,  Ochus.  It  is  remarkable  that 
there  are  parallels  of  thought,  expression,  and  situation  between 
Is.  637-64  12  [n],  and  Ps.  74  and  79,  to  which  Robertson  Smith 
has  already  given  this  date. 

To  a  still  later  time  belong  two  outbursts  of  bitter 
animosity  in  50  io/!  6623/1 

The  final  redaction  of  chaps.  40-66  may  be  placed 

with  probability  in  the  early  part  of  the  Greek  period. 

The  first  half  of  the  Book  of  Isaiah 

22.  Redaction   (un]ess  chap  33  be  of  a  later  date) 

66>  was  completed  between  250  and  220 
B.C.  (cp  §  15,  end),  and  there  appears  to  be  no  reason 
why  the  second  half  may  not  have  reached  its  final  form 
about  the  same  time.  On  the  redaction  of  Isaiah  as  a 
whole  see  above,  §  i  (end). 

i.  Recent  commentaries.  —  For  'college  students'  no  better 
book  can  be  recommended  than  Skinner's  commentary  in  the 

Cambridge  Bible  (2  vols.,  '96,  '98),  with 
23.  Literature,  which  Driver's  Isaiah  ('  Men  of  the  Bible  ') 

may  be  combined.  For  special  students  the 
commentaries  of  Delitzsch  (4th  ed.,  '89),  Dillmann  and  Kittel 
(6th  ed.  of  the  Jesaja  in  KGH,  '98),  Duhm  in  HK  ('92),  and 


g 
P 


1  It  could  not  be  placed  in  its  chronological  order  at  the  end 
of  the  book  because  of  the  unmitigated  gloom  of  the  conclusion. 
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Marti  in  KHC  (1900)  are  indispensable  helps ;  on  the  whole 
Marti's  is  at  present  the  most  helpful  commentary  ;  but  it  needs 
supplementing.  H.  G.  Mitchell's  Study  of  Is.  1-19  (New  York, 
'97)  is  a  good  book  for  those  who  do  not  read  German. 

2.  Among  the  well-known  excellent  introductions  to  the 
whole  OT,  none  is  as  critical  from  the  point  of  view  of  1900  as 
was  that  of  Kuenen  (pnd.W  2  ['89];  German  translation,  '92) 
ten  years  before.  One  special  introduction  has  appeared 
(Cheyne's  Introduction,  etc.,  '95  ;  Germ,  transl.  '97). 
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parts,  '88,  '90)  ;  stimulating  as  they  are,  are  open  to  very 
much  adverse  criticism.  (English  critics  have  lain  top  much 
under  the  spell  of  Dillmann.)  This  scholar  is  now  giving  way 
to  the  force  of  argument  (whether  his  point  of  view  is  quite  clear, 
careful  readers  of  Duhm  and  Marti,  and  of  similar  books  on  other 
prophets,  will  be  able  to  judge).  His  article,  however,  is,  to 
gether  with  Skinner's  unpretending  but  learned  work,  one  of 
the  most  hopeful  signs  in  English  Bible-study,  which  at  present 
in  the  OT  department  is  too  predominantly  '  moderate.'  G.  A. 
Smith's  inclusion  of  the  '  theology  '  of  Isaiah  (a  bad  but  gener 
ally  accepted  term)  limits  the  criticism  somewhat  unduly,  and 
leads  him  into  statements  which  are  not  as  securely  founded  as 
one  could  wish.  But  he  is  true  to  himself,  and  what  he  says, 
even  when  critically  defective,  is  sure  to  be  educationally  most 
useful.  The  bibliography,  which  occupies  over  two  closely 
printed  columns,  is  so  full  that  it  would  seem  like  imitation  to 
give  the  like  here.  Besides,  it  is  really  better  for  the  student 
to  find  out  bibliographical  details  for  himself  from  the  references 
contained  in  first-rate  books.  C.  H.  H.  Wright  has  a  learned 
article  in  Smith's  DBV)  1  1450-1474,  and  Klostermann  mPREP) 
6  585-607.  To  learning  Klostermann  joins  a  singular  independ 
ence  of  view  ;  but  he  often  leads  the  student  on  rough,  unpassable 
ways. 

4.  Investigations  of  farts  of  Isaiah.     Articles  by  B.  Stade 
in  the  ZA  TW  ('8i-'84)  have  left  their  impress  on  all  later  works 
(cp  Intr.  Is.\     Cornill,  '  Die  Composition  des  B.  Jes.,'  ZA  TW 
4  83-104  ['84].     Lagarde,  Semitica  ('78,  pp.  1-32);  critical  notes 
on  chaps.  1-17.     Giesebrecht,  Beitrage  zur  Jesaiakritik  ('oo)  ; 
cp  Siegfried's  review,  TLZ,  '90,  p.  568.     We  find  these  words  in 
the  preface,  '  I  can  find  no  other  epithet  for  Dillmann's  treat 
ment  of  the  text  but  "antiquated."     It  cannot  be  right  for  an 
interpreter  to  put  sentences  into  the  mouth  of  such  masters  of 
speech  as   the  prophets,  which   by  the  awkwardness  of  their 
form  and  the  unnaturalness  of  their  contents  are  nothing  short 
of  offensive.  '     Guthe,  Das  Zukunftsbild  des  Jes.  ('85).     Winck- 
ler,  AT  Untersuch.  '97;  Altorient.  Forsch.  '93,  etc.;  J.  Ley, 
Histor.  Erklarung  des  zweiten  Teils  des  Jes  ('93)  ;  J.  Meinhold, 
Die  Jesaja-  er  zahlungen  Jes.  36-39  ('98),  valuable.      Konig, 
The  Exiles  Book  of  Consolation  ('99),  based  on  two  articles 
in  the  Neue  Kirchl.  Zt.,  Nov.,  Dec.,  '98  (exegetical  and  con 
troversial).     Neubauer  and  Driver,  The  $yd  chapter  of  Isaiah 
according  to  the  Jewish  interpreters,  2  vols.  '76,  '77.     See  also 
ISAIAH  i.;  IMMANUEL;  MESSIAH;  SERVANT  OF  THE  LORD. 

5.  Earlier  works.     Among  older  commentators  Vitringa  (2 
vols.  fol.,  1714)  stands  out  by  his  exemplary  thoroughness.     But 
the  reconstruction  of  exegesis  produced  its  first  great  work  in 
Gesenius's  Isaiah  ('20,  '21)  ;  Hitzig  ('33),  Ewald  (Die  Profheten, 
'40,  '41  ;  2nd  ed.,  '67,  '68),  Dillmann  (sth  ed.  of  Knobel's  /«.  in 
KHG,  '90)  worthily  followed.     Cp  Del.  fesaja(*),  30-36,  where 
the  titles  of  Cheyne's  earlier  works  on  Isaiah  are  given  ;  Che. 
Proph.  fs.(3)  2268-286;  Intr.  Is.  283-295. 

6.  Text  of  Isaiah.     The  greatest  weakness  in  most  commen 
taries  on    Isaiah   is  their  too  great   dependence   on   the   MT. 
Among  the  older  exegetical   scholars  of  our  day  no  one  has 
perceived  this  so  clearly  as   Klostermann,  as  can  be  seen   to 
some  extent  from  his  article  in  PREP)  just  referred  to,  and 
still  more  from  his  indispensable  work,  Deuterojesaja,  Hebriiisch 
ttnd  Deutsch,  mit  Anmerkungen  ('93).     If  the  present  writer  s 
Book  of  Isaiah  in  SBOT  (Heb.),  '99  (cp  English  edition,  98) 
should  be  grouped  by  scholars  with  this  little  work,  and  with 
the  collections  of  critical  emendations  of  other  able  workers,  it 
will  be  a  recompense.     For  many  specimens  of  the  fine  work 
of  Seeker,   Lagarde,   Gratz,   Duhm,   etc.,  the   reader   may  be 
referred  to  SBOT.     Later  results  on  several  parts  of  Isaiah  will 
be  found  in  Crit.  Bib.  T.  K.  C. 

ISCAH  (H3p^  ;  iecx&  [ADEL]),  daughter  of  HARAN 
i.  i  (Gen.  11  29)!  '  The  strong  probability  is  that  '  the  father  of 
,130'  '  's  a  variant  of  'the  father  of  H37D1  (similarly  Ball,  Gen. 
59,  foot).  But  instead  of  comparing  Heb.  kasdlm  and  Ass. 
kaldu,  we  can  now  see  that  HDD'  comes  from  nD7D.  which  was  a 
necessary  emendation  of  nsVo-  See  MILCAH.  T.  K.  C. 


ISCARIOT.     See  JUDAS  ISCARIOT. 
ISDAEL,  RV"'g-  GIDDEL 
=  Ezra  2s6  GIDDEL,  2. 


[BA])  i  Esd.  633 


ISHBAAL  (3fcrS'  or  v2V\  §§  20,  31,  42,  i.e., 
man  of  Baal  [  =  Yahwe]  ;  cp  the  Greek  forms  eicBA&A 
[end  of  i],  icBAAA  [end  of  2],  also  the  form  ESHBA'AL 

^2^K,  in  MT  of  i  Ch.  833  9  39  :  <\C*.B<\A.  ieB&&A  LB] 

leBAAA,  BAAA  [A]  icBAAA  [L,  N  in  939])- 

i.   Most   critics  hold  that  the  true  name  of  Saul  s 
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successor  was,  not  ISHBOSHETH  (ntra  E>'N),  but  Ishbaal, 
and  they  account  for  the  form  Ishbosheth  ('man  of 
shame' — i.e.,  of  the  shameful  idol),  and  for  the  faulty 
pronunciation  Eshbaal  by  religious  scruple  ;  see  Hos. 
2x6  [i8]/,  and  cp  Hos.9io  Jer.324lli3  and  @  of 

1  K.  1825;  see  also  JERUBBAAL;  MERIBAAL.     Bosheth 
for  Baal  gratifies  the  love  of  alliteration. 

ii.  Jastrow  thinks  that  Bosheth  in  Ishbosheth  and  Mephi- 
bosheth  is  a  distortion  of  Besheth,  which  is  the  name  of  a  Baby 
lonian  deity,  as  inferred  from  such  names  as  Mutibasti,  '  man  of 
BaSt,'  and  suggests  that  Bast  (powerful? — cp  bafta,  Am.  Tab. 
57  5)  may  have  been  a  designation  of  the  consort  of  Baal  (JBL, 
'94,  p.  igjf.). 

iii.  There  is,  however,  still  another  explanation  which  may 
seem  to  avoid  some  of  the  difficulties  of  both  these  views  (see 
MEPHIBOSHETH). 

1.  The  youngest  son  of  Saul,1  and,  under  the  tutelage 
of  ABNER  [g.v.],  his  successor.     His  authority  is  said 
to  have  extended  over  '  Gilead,  the  ASHURITES  (Asher- 
ites?  Geshurites?),  Jezreel,  Ephraim,  Benjamin,  and  (in 
fact)  all  Israel'  except  Judah  (2  S.  2910^).     That  his 
capital  was  fixed  at  Mahanaim  on  the  E.  of  the  Jordan 
shows    that    Saul's    house  felt    itself  safer    in   Gilead2 
than  within  reach  of  the  Philistines,  unless  indeed  we 
suppose    with    Winckler    that    Ishbaal    was    gradually 
pushed  by  the   conquering   David   into   trans-Jordanic 
territory.      So  much  at  all  events  is  certain,  that  Ishbaal 
was  a  political  nonentity  ;  the  true  chief  of  the  house  of 
Saul  was  Abner.      Ishbosheth  or  Ishbaal  was  too  young 
for  his  position  (the  statement  as  to  his  age  in  28.  2io 
implies    a  wrong  chronological    scheme),    and  equally 
devoid  of  shrewdness  and  courage.    The  precise  amount 
of  truth  in  the  story  of  the  dispute  concerning  Rizpah 
(28.87-12)    cannot  be   determined;    Winckler    indeed 
hazards  the  conjecture  that  Abner  murdered  Ishbaal  in 
the  hope  of  becoming  king  himself.      The  tradition  or 
legend,  however,  ascribes  Ishbaal's  death  to  two  of  his 
captains.       But    the    story    is    difficult.       To    a    man 
'  reckoned  '  as  belonging  to  the   same  tribe  as  them 
selves  (see  BEEROTH,  BENJAMIN,  §  3),  who  had  also, 
when   they  came  upon   him,   the  sacredness   attaching 
to  a  sleeper  (see  DAVID,   §  n,   col.  1032,   n.    2),  and 
who  was  above  all  '  the  anointed  of  Yahwe, '  they  dealt 
a  fatal  blow  (2  S.  42-7).3 

A  plausible  explanation  has  been  given  by  Ewald 
(Hist.  3n8  136).  The  two  reputed  Benjamites  may 
have  been  descendants  of  the  Canaanites,  and  have  had 
to  flee  to  GITTAIM  (q.v.)  from  the  Canaanitish  town  of 
Beeroth,  when  Saul  '  put  to  death  the  Gibeonites'  (2  S. 
43,  cp  212).  The  murder  of  Ishbaal  would  in  this  case 
be  the  performance  of  the  sacred  duty  of  avenging 
bloodshed.4 

The  Greek  forms  of  the  name  are  ie'j3w<r009  [Jos.],  ie/3ocr0e  [B], 
{f](.e/3o<r#cu  [A],  ei0-/3aaA  [cod.  93;  Aq.,  Symm.,  Theod.].  In 
2  S.  Zf.  occurs  the  odd  reading  jue|iic£i/3o<r0e  [BL],  -0<u  [A],  but 
ie£o<r0e  [AlV  a?  in  3  7  and  A?  (rag.)  ib.  8] ;  teo-/3oaA  [Aq.,  Symm., 
Theod.].  If  the  view  maintained  elsewhere  (MEPHIBOSHETH) 
be  adopted,  the  form  '  Ishbosheth '  has  a  better  claim  to  be 
adopted  than  Ishbaal. 

2.  Either  Ishbosheth  (or  a  name  which  may  underlie 
Ishbosheth  ;  see  MEPHIBOSHETH)  or  Ishbaal  seems  to 
be  the  true  name  of  the  first  hero  on  the  list  of  David's 
mighty  men,  which  is  to  be  restored  in  2  S.  238  i  Ch. 
11  n  (see  JASHOBEAM).      If  we  may  follow  the  prevalent 
theory,  Ishbaal  is  to  be  preferred  ;   but  in  either  case 
the  name  of   David's  hero  has    undergone  a  strange 
transformation.       Anticipating    the    explanation    given 

1  Another  corruption  of  the  name  appears  to  occur  in  ISHVI 
\g.v.},  in  i  S.  1449. 

-  Wi.  (Gesch.  2  149^)  has  tried  to  make  out  that  Saul  was 
really  a  Gileadite  of  Jabesh  who  conquered  the  tribe  of  Benjamin, 
which  had  previously  had  the  leadership  of  N.  Israel  on  this 
side  of  the  Jordan.  But  see  SAUL,  i. 

3  The  scene  is  vividly  represented  in  ©,  which  in  v.  6  is  to  be 
preferred  to  MT  (Driver,  Budde,  H.  P.  Smith,  etc.). 

4  It  should  be  observed,  however,  that  2  S.  4  2/>,  3  is  a  marginal 
gloss   of    uncertain    age    and    authority  (We.   TBS  161).      It 
has  been  suggested  that  Da-vid's  treatment  of  the  two  captains 
is  in  a  line  with  his  treatment  of  the  Amalekite  who  slew  Saul, 

2  S.  1 14.    But  is  this  tradition  to  be  trusted  ?   See  SAUL,  ISRAEL, 
§  16  ;  cp  Wi.  Gesch.  ii.  195/1 
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.under  Jashobeam  (see  JASHOBEAM,  i)  we  may  remark 
(i)  that  out  of  the  final  th  in  bosheth  ('  shame  '  =  Baal), 
,  combined  with  b  from  ben  ('son  of),  a  syllable  beth 
(has  been  produced  in  MT  of  2  S.  (the  letters  being 
transposed),  thus  completing  Joshebbasshebeth  (cp 
RV)  ;  (2)  that,  the  final  |  in  (p  having  been  dropped, 
the  initial  n  in  'joanrt,  'the  Hachmonite')  has  been 
corrupted  into  a  n,  thus  producing  the  otherwise  un 
known  word  'joonn  (RV  'a  Tahchemonite')  ;  and  (3) 
that  the  name  of  the  warrior's  father  can  be  supplied 
from  i  Ch.  27  2.  On  the  third  point,  notice  the  similar 
designations  of  Eleazar  and  Shammah  in  2  S.  28911 
(and  cp  Budde,  SBOT,  ad  loc.  ;  Marq.  fund.  is/.]. 

The  corruption,  however,  of  this  passage  reaches  still 
further.  In  2  S.  we  are  told  that  the  hero  was  '  chief  of 
the  captains  '  (so  EV)  ;  from  the  sequel,  however,  it  is 
clear  that  we  should,  with  Wellhausen,  read  ntff^vn  ^Ni, 
'chief  of  the  three'  (cp  v.  176,  'these  things  did  the 
three  mighty  men  '  ).  1  '  The  three  '  was  in  fact  the  title  of 
David's  noblest  heroes,  next  to  whom  came  the  '  thirty  ' 
(see  DAVID,  §  na;  ABISHAI).  The  verse  continues 
most  tantalisingly  with  three  meaningless  words,  for  a 
probable  restoration  of  which  see  ADINO.  At  the  close 
we  hear  of  '  800  slain  at  once.'  In  Ch.  the  number  is 
put  at  300  ;  but  the  reading  '  800  '  (which  (SL  both  in 
Sam.  and  in  Ch.  increases  to  900)  is  supported  by  the 
obvious  fact  that  it  was  by  outdoing  Abishai  (cp  v.  18)  that 
Ishbaal  obtained  the  first  place.  The  account  of  Ishbaal 
in  28.  238  should  therefore  most  probably  be  read  thus 
—  '  Ishbaal,  son  of  Zabdiel,  a  Hachmonite,  chief  of  the 
three.  He  brandished  his  spear  against  800  men,  slain 
at  one  time  '  (firm). 

The  Greek  renderings  are  t<re/3o9  uibs  a^e/naiou  [Jos.  Ant. 
vji.  124],  in  S.  iej3o<T0e  [ie/3o<r8ai]  [A],  6  \ava.vcu.o<s  [BA],  ictrjSaaA 
vtbs  OeKf/j-avei  [L]  ;  in  i  Ch.  27  2,  <ro/3aA  [B,  io-fioa.fi.  A,  leoVSoa/u. 
L],  6  TOV  £a/3S[e]o]A  ;  in  i  Ch.  11  ii,  letrffiaSa  [probably  a  mere 
textual  error  for  ie<re/3oAa],  nibs  axa/u-avet  [B],  te<r<rai/3a5a  vib? 
a.\aij.a.vvL  [N],  icrjSaaju.  inbs  axa/xai/i  [A],  ie<rcre/3aaA.  ([Dr.  TBS 
ad  loc.  mentions  seven  codices  with  the  reading  lecre/SaoA  and 
three  with  iov3aaA]  tubs  0eKe(iii>a  [L]). 

3.  A  Korahite  :  i  Ch.  126  (D^IIE^;  <roj3oKa^  [B],2  <ro)3oo/u.  [R], 
ieo-j3a.aju.fAL]).  See  IsSHIAH,  2.  T.  K.  C.  —  S.  A.  C. 


ISHBAH  (n3t,  §  54),  the  clan  to  which  the 
people  of  Eshtemoa  belonged,  i  Ch.  4  17  (iec&B<\  [A], 
M&pee  [B,  i.e.,  Mered?],  N&pe  and  i<\c«\4>,vr  [L]). 
©  makes  Ishbah  a  son  of  Jether  ;  MT,  as  it  now  stands, 
mentions  neither  of  his  parents  (see  Be.  ad  loc.  ). 


ISHBAK  (pai,  §  54  ;  iecBoK  [AL]  ;  lecBoyK  [D 
in  Gen.];  iccOK  [E  in  Gen.];  coB&K  [B  in  Ch.]),  a 
'son'  of  Abraham  by  Keturah  (Gen.  262  i  Ch.  132). 
Identified  by  Fr.  Del.  (ZX'FZgif.)  and  Ball  (Smith's 
DBW,  s.v.)  with  Yasbuk,  a  district  in  N.  Syria  men 
tioned  by  Shalmaneser  II.  in  his  monolith  inscription 
(KB\\5<)}.  Its  king  or  chieftain  was  an  ally  of  the 
Patinceans,  and  Yasbuk  must  therefore  have  lain  some 
where  between  the  Euphrates  and  the  Orontes.  Yasbuk 
suggests  the  spelling  piae". 

ISHBI-BENOB  (Ktb.  im  MW,  Kr.  '1  »3$»  ; 
lecBl  [BAL],  GN  NOB  [A]),  the  supposed  name  of  a 
Philistine  giant  (see  RAPHA),  2  S.  21  16  (not  mentioned 
in  2  Ch.  20).  The  words  so  read,  however  (given  more 
accurately  in  Kt.  with  i  instead  of  •>),  have  to  be  taken 
with  their  context.  Notice  first,  with  Wellhausen,  that 
the  closing  words  of  v.  15,  in  *]jn  (EV  'and  David  waxed 
faint  '),  are  very  inappropriate  in  a  description  of  a  single 
combat.  The  verb  should  probably  be  Dp'},  while  in 
appears  to  conceal  the  name  of  the  giant  with  whom 
David  fought  ;  thus  we  get  the  sense  '  and  .  .  .  arose  ' 
(cp  i  S.1748).  The  two  opening  words  of  v.  16  should 
obviously  be  read  aja  33B»'i,  'and  they  (i.e.  ,  David  and 

1  i  Ch.  11  1  1  reads  'chief  of  the  thirty'  (Kt.),  or  'chief  of  the 
knights.'     The  former  is  read  in  S.  by  Be.  and  Gr. 

2  Kittel  (SBO  T)  suggests  that  the  KCUVO.  KO.I  a-ojSoicaju.  of  <5 
stands  for  KOUVO.  9V0MutBMN  ta<roj3o(K)afi,  whence  we  should 
restore  '  Ishbaal  '  ;  cp  Marq.  Fund.  16. 
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his  men)  tarried  in  Nob'  ;  they  should  be  replaced 
either  after  iey  'with  him,'  or  before  -m  Dp'i  (v.  15). 
The  latter  position  is  that  recommended  by  Kittel 
(Kau.  £/S),  who,  appealing  to  the  dadov  wds  of  <SL  (see 
below),  finds  in  -m  (end  of  v.  15),  pronounced  -rn,  the 
name  of  David's  antagonist.  At  any  rate  it  seems 
plain  that  the  words  rendered  '  and  Ishbi-benob '  should 
rather  be  read  'and  tarried  in  Nob,'  unless  indeed  we 
boldly  correct  '  Nob '  into  '  Gob, '  and  '  Gob '  into 
REHOBOTH  \_q.v.~\. 

Wellhausen,  Kittel,  and  Budde  read  '  Gob,'  for  '  Nob '  com 
paring  in'.  18  f.  in  MT.  This  is  either  too  much  or  too 
little.  We  know  of  no  place  called  '  Gob ' ;  but  we  do  know 
of  'Nob.'  It  remains  worthy  of  consideration,  however, 
whether  the  bold  step  mentioned  above  would  not  really  be  a 
proof  of  true  critical  circumspection. 

If  '  Nob '  is  correct  it  may  mean  the  place  called  Nobe 
by  Jer.  and  now  known  as  Beit  Nuba,  which  is  on  an  old 
road  from  Ramleh  to  Jerusalem,  a  little  to  the  NE.  of 
Aijalon  and  some  13  m.  NW.  of  Jerusalem.  Though 
really  more  than  700  ft.  above  the  sea-level,  it  lies  on 
flat  ground.  Twice  in  1192  Richard  I.  stayed  here 
with  his  army,  nor  can  it  be  denied  that  it  was  a  natural 
place  for  David  and  his  men  coming  from  Jerusalem 
(see  DAVID)  to  tarry  in,  awaiting  the  Philistines  (w. 
15 f.,  (5L  Kal  e^fXvdr]  david  Kal  dadov  vlbs  iwas  K.T.\.  ; 
Pesh.  has,  '  and  David  and  Joab  and  Abishai  feared  the 
giant').  T.  K.  c. 

ISHBOSHETH  (nB>3  B»N),  2  S.  2  S  ff.  ^  ff.  EV 
(following  MT).  See  IsHBAAL,  i  ;  MEPHIBOSHETH. 

ISH-HAI,  the  son  of  (TT^N'p,  YIOY  lecc&i  [L]), 
a  title  of  BENAIAH  (q.v. ,  i)  in  2  S.  2820  RVm&- — Hai 
is  a  fragment  of  Hail  ('valour');  the  lost  letter  is 
supplied  in  the  Kr.  CvrrB>'K'|a),  with  which  i  Ch.  1122 
(YIOC  ANApOC  AYNATOY  [BAL])  agrees,  and  which 
EV  follows.  '  The  son  of  a  valiant  man  '  (EV),  how 
ever,  is  only  half  right  ;  -?3  'son  (of),'  which  was  added 
by  a  scribe's  error,  should  be  omitted  with  ©BA  (dvrip 
avr6s — i.e. ,  [N]in  r'N,  unless  avr6s  is  a  corruption  of 
Swards).  After  all,  it  may  be  best  to  read  '^KDrPI'  B"N  J3 
'pD,  '  son  of  a  Jerahmeelite  of  Kabzeel '  (Che. ). 

ISHHOD  (Yin  K»X),  i  Ch.7i8  RV,  AV  ISHOD(?.V.). 

ISHI  C^N),  in  mg.  of  EV  rendered  '  my  husband  ' 
(so  (5BAQ  o  (MMHp  MOY)'  tne  antithesis  to  Baali  (Hos. 
2i6  [18]).  See  HOSEA,  §  6. 

ISHI  (*$?*,   §  51,   abbrev.   from  ISAIAH  (?) ;  ceei 

[B],  lecei'CAJ). 

1.  A  Jerahmeelite,  representing  the  sons  of  Appaim,  i  Ch.  231 
(icreju.ir|A  [B],  lecro-ouei  [L]).     See  JERAHMEEL,  §  za. 

2.  Mentioned  in  a  Judahite  genealogy  ;  i  Ch.  4  20  (es  [A],  teo-ot 
[L]). 

3.  Mentioned  in  a  Simeonite   genealogy;  i  Ch.  442  (leereflei/ 
[B],  ifo-ove  [L]). 

4.  A  Manassite,  i  Ch.  624  (ie<r<ret  [L]). 

ISHIAH  (nT»G^),  i  Ch.  73;  RV  ISSHIAH,  i. 
ISHIJAH  (n»E>1),  Ezra  10  31  AV.     See  ISSHIAH,  5. 

ISHMA  (N1Q£",  §  51,  abbrev.  from  ISHMAEL?),  an 
obscure  place-  or  family-name  in  i  Ch. 

I6CMA  [A],    CAMAA  P&A&B&&  [L]). 

ISHMAEL      (!?XWJ^,     'El     hears' 
[BADEL])  and   ISHMAELITES,  ISHMEELITE,  i  Ch.  2i? 

1.    Position.  AV  &«*&!  ICMAHAEel.THC  [BAL])^ 
i.    Ishmael,    the    son    of   Abraham    and 
HAGAR  (q.v. ),  is  the  personification  of  a  group  of  tribes 
who  were  regarded  as  near  kinsmen  of  the  Israelites. 

Their  wild  mode  of  life  is  admirably  portrayed  in  the  account 
of  their  ancestor — '  he  shall  be  as  a  wild -ass  among  men  ;  his  hand 
shall  be  against  every  man,  and  every  man's  hand  against  him  ; 
and  he  shall  dwell  (as  a  dangerous  enemy)  over  against  all  his 
brethren  '  (Gen.  1612).  Another  passage  states  only  that  Ishmael 
dwelt  in  the  desert  and  was  an  archer  (Gen.  21  20). 

According  to  some  statements  the  home,  or  original 
abode,  of   Ishmael    was    the   wilderness    to   the    S.    of 
Palestine  as  far  as  the  frontier  of  Egypt.     When  Hagar 
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is  driven  forth  together  with  her  child  Ishmael,  an  angel 
appears  to  her  in  the  desert  of  Beersheba  (Gen.  21 14). 
The  other  account  places  the  appearance  of  the  angel 
'between  Kadesh  and  Bered '  (Gen.  1614).  BERED 
(q.v. )  is  obscure  ;  but  the  site  of  Kadesh  ('Ain  Kudais) 
is  no  longer  doubtful  (see  KADESH,  i.  §  i).  The  state 
ment  in  Gen.  16 14  agrees  with  the  passage  which 
represents  Ishmael  as  dwelling  in  the  wilderness  of 
Paran  (Gen.  21 21) — i.e. ,  the  N.  part  of  the  Sinaitic 
peninsula.  His  mother  was  an  Egyptian  (Gen.  163 
25 12  ;  cp  MIZRAIM,  §  zb}.  The  corresponding  word  in 
another  account  (Gen.  21 9)  may  perhaps  be  a  harmon- 
istic  addition  by  the  compiler ;  the  same  narrative, 
however,  mentions  that  Ishmael's  mother  took  him  a 
wife  out  of  Egypt  (u.  21).  On  the  other  hand  Esau, 
the  ancestor  of  the  Edomites,  marries  a  daughter  of 
Ishmael  (Gen.  289  863)  ;  in  both  passages  she  is 
expressly  designated  as  the  sister  of  Nebaioth,  Ishmael's 
firstborn  ;  but  whilst  in  the  former  passage  she  is  called 
Mahalath,  she  bears  in  the  latter  the  name  of  Basemath. 
In  Gen.  2634,  however,  Basemath  is  another  wife  of 
Esau.  How  this  confusion  is  to  be  explained  we  cannot 
say  ;  but  it  seems  clear  at  least  that  the  references  to 
Ishmael's  connection  with  Egypt  on  the  one  side  and 
with  Edom  on  the  other,  accord  with  the  geographical 
position  of  the  Ishmaelites  in  the  N.  of  the  Sinai  desert. 
This,  moreover,  is  the  region  explicitly  assigned  to  them 
in  Gen.  25 18,  though  there  we  read  that  their  domain 
extended  much  farther  in  the  direction  of  Arabia,  for 
such  is  doubtless  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  '  from 
Havilah,'  whatever  uncertainty  there  may  be  as  to  the 
precise  position  of  HAVILAH  (q.v. ),  or  as  to  the 
author's  conception  of  it.  The  idea  that  the  Ishmaelites 
were  actually  spread  over  this  wide  territory  agrees  with 
all  that  can  be  ascertained  respecting  the  '  sons '  of 
Ishmael. 

According  to  Gen.  25 f-^ff-  (  =  i  Ch.  \2gff.}  Ishmael 

had  twelve  sons  ;  these  are  to  be  regarded  as  eponyms 

(  _      .       of  tribes  or  localities.       In  this  case  we 

have  even  less  right  to  attach  a  strictly 
sous 

literal  sense  to  the  number  twelve  than 

in  the  case  of  the  twelve  sons  of  Israel  (cp  ISRAEL,  §  2, 
GENEALOGIES,  i.  §  5).  Nor  is  it  possible  to  ascertain 
whether  at  any  time  there  were  twelve  tribes  forming 
some  kind  of  religious  confederation  under  the  name 
of  Ishmael — i.e. ,  '  God  hears' — or  whether  the  tribe  of 
Ishmael,  in  consequence  of  its  superiority,  came  to  be  re 
garded  as  the  father  of  several  smaller  tribes,  or  whether, 
finally,  this  classification  be  due  to  some  other  cause. 

That  the  genealogy  cannot  be  treated  as  the  expression  of  a 
fixed  political  system  is  abundantly  clear  from  the  fact  that  in  an 
ancient  narrative  (Judg.  8  24)  the  Midianites  are  reckoned  among 
the  Ishmaelites,  whereas,  according  to  the  genealogical  lists  in 
Genesis,  Midian  was  a  step-brother  of  Ishmael. 

The  name  of  Ishmael  must  have  played  a  considerable 

part  in  very  ancient  times.     Soon,  however,  it  fell  com- 

_    -        pletely  into  the  background.      In  i  Ch.  27  30 

the  chief  overseer  of  David's  camels  is  the 
enc6s 

Ishmaelite   Obll,    which    may  be    plausibly 

explained  as  a  Hebrew,  or  specifically  Ishmaelite,  form 
of  the  Arabic  dbil,  '  camel-herd  '  (see  ABEL).  Another 
Ishmaelite  (but  see  ABIGAIL,  2  ;  ITHRA)  married  a  cousin 
of  David  and  was  the  father  of  the  military  chief  Amasa 
(i  Ch.  2 17  ;  IffparjXlTrjs  [L],  see  AMASA).  Moreover,  J's 
version  of  the  story  of  Joseph  describes  the  people  who 
brought  Joseph  into  Egypt  as  Ishmaelites  (Gen.  37 25 
2728^),  whereas  E.  calls  them  Midianites  (6$E  renders  'no 
by  &rjua?7\tT<u  in  ^.28).  The  Yahwistic  narrator  (8th 
century  B.C.  ?)  speaks  of  Ishmaelites  carrying  spices  on 
their  camels  from  Gilead  to  Egypt  ;  he  must  therefore 
have  been  acquainted  with  Ishmaelite  caravans  engaged 
in  traffic  of  this  kind.  In  subsequent  times  we  hear  no 
more  of  Ishmael  as  an  actually  existing  people  ;  for  the 
mention  of  the  Ishmaelites,  together  with  several  other 
ancient  peoples,  in  Ps.  83  7  [8]  (Maccabasan),  is  a  mere 
figure  of  speech  referring  to  some  hostile  nation  of  the 
author's  own  time. 
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On  the  other  hand,  some  of  Ishmael's  'sons'  are 
mentioned  later,  and  even  very  much  later ;  we  find 

-,..,,  them,  moreover,  in  several  places  separ- 
4.  weoaiotn,  d  b  considerable  distances,  (i)  The 

etc 

first-born,     Nebaioth,     not    unfrequently 

appears  as  Nabaitu  (not  to  mention  slight  variations  of 
spelling)  in  Assyrian  inscriptions1  (see  Del.  Par.  296 /., 
Schr.  KATW  147).  As  an  example  may  be  cited 
the  great  inscription  of  Asur-bani-pal  (668-628  B.C.), 
KB  1-211  ff.  This  tribe  seems  therefore  to  have  dwelt 
in  the  Syrian  desert  or  farther  S.  Its  name  is  not  to  be 
confounded  with  that  of  the  NABATVEANS. 

(2)  A  considerable  number  of  passages  in  the  pro 
phetical  and  poetical  books  make  mention  of  KEDAR 
\q.v.},  which  is  invariably  described  as  a  desert  people 
in  the  full  sense  of  the  term. 

The  Assyrian  inscriptions  several  times  mention  the  Kidru  or 
Kadru  (see  Del.  op.  cit.  299,  Schr.  KGF  101  /.,  KA  TV) 
147  _/.).  Once,  in  an  inscription  of  A5ur-bani-pal,  the  name  is 
used  even  as  a  synonym  of  Arabia  (see  KB  22i$f.,  with  the 
variants  there  given).  Furthermore,  Pliny  (5  n,  §  65)  refers  to 
the  Cedrei  as  an  Arabian  tribe  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the 
Nabatjeans  (cp  also  OSW  111  17). 

From  these  passages  we  may  conclude  with  tolerable 
certainty  that  the  tents  of  Kedar  were  pitched  in  the 
Syrian  desert,  perhaps  encroaching  upon  Arabia  proper. 

(3)  Adbeel   is   identified  by  Del.   (Par.   301  f. )  with 
the   Idibaila  or  Dibi'ila  (?)    of  Tiglath-pileser   III.'s 
inscriptions.     Their  home,   he  states,  was  SW.   of  the 
Dead  Sea,  towards  the  Egyptian  frontier — i.e. ,  in  the 
ancient  territory  of  Ishmael  (but  cp  ADBEEL). 

(4)  Dumah  is  probably  the  eponym  of  the  oasis  of 
Duma  or  Dumat-el-Jandal,   now  usually  called  al-Jof 
(about   half-way  between   Damascus  and  al-Hail,    the 
present  capital  of  Nejd),  on  the  S.  border  of  the  Syrian 
desert. 

In  Pliny  6 28  (§  157)  the  place  appears  as  Domatha,  in  Ptol. 
5 18  as  Sov^aiOa,  and  in  Steph.  Byz. ,  on  the  authority  of  the  well- 
informed  Glaucus,  as  Sov/xafla.  See  DUMAH. 

(5)  Massa  seems  to  occur  in  Ass.  as  Mas'u  (mentioned 
with  Terna),  a  N.  Arabian  tribe  (see  Schr.  KB  2  21,  KGF 
261   etc.,    KAT  on  Gen.  2614,   Del.    Par.    302).      Cp 
MESHA  [i.]  (Gen.  lOso). 

(6)  Tema  ( Tema  ,  '  south  country,'  from  the  root  ND', 
cp  its  synonym  Teman  from  JD')  is  doubtless  identical 
with  the  modern    Teima  or    Tema  (in   the   N.    of  the 
Hijaz).       Tema  was   unquestionably  one  of  the  most 
important    stations   on    the   ancient    trade   route   from 
Yemen  to  Syria.     On  its  historical  importance  and  on 
other  biblical  references  see  TEMA. 

(7)  Jetur  was  one  of  the  tribes  that  waged  war  with  the 
Israelites  settled  to  the  E.    of  the  Jordan  (i  Ch.  619). 
From  v.  10  it  would  seem  that  they  dwelt  there  in  the 
times  of  Saul.     This  is,  however,  probably  wrong  ;  but 
the  position  may  be  right  for  the  Chronicler's  time.    The 
domain  of  Jetur  must  accordingly  have  been  not  far  from 
the  Israelite  Peraea  ;  somewhat  fuller  information  on  the 
subject  may  be  obtained  from  Strabo  (753,  755,  756), 
who  places  the  Iturasans,  a  people  doubtless  identical 
wtih  Jetur,  in  the  southern  part  of  the  Antilibanus,  and 
also,  it  would  seem,  in  the  eastern  spurs  of  this  mountain 
range.      The   Ituraei  or    Ityragi 2  are    not   unfrequently 
mentioned  during  the   ages    in   question.     They  were 
partially  subdued  by  the  Jewish  king   Aristobulus   I. 
(107  B.C.)  and  compelled  to  adopt  the  Jewish  religion 
(Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  11 3);  but  it  is  scarcely  probable  that  they 
remained  faithful  to  the  Mosaic  law.     Afterwards  this 
country,   like  many  other  districts  of  Syria,   served   a 
succession  of  masters,   until  in  50  A.D. ,  on  the  death 
of  the  last   Ituroean  king   Sohemus   (Sohaim),    it  was 
finally  incorporated  with  the  province  of  Syria  (see  Dio, 
4632,  Appian,  Mithr.  106,  Bell.  Civ.  5,  7,  10  ;   Eutrop. 

1  Quite    distinct   from    this    are    the  Aramaean   Nabatu   (of 
Tiglath-pileser  III.  and  his  successors),  who  appear  to  belong 
to  a  Babylonian  subdivision  (see  KB  2  99^). 

2  The  spelling  Etur&i  occurs  once  in  a  military  inscription 
(C/X33446).     On  two  inscriptions  laroupaios,  see  MDPV,  '99, 
P-  %lf- 
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614;  Strabo,  loc.  cit.  ;  Dio,  59  12  ;  Tac.  Ann.  1223). 
The  Ituraeans  were  an  unusually  savage  people,  and  the 
neighbourhood  of  Damascus  suffered  much  from  their 
depredations  (Strabo,  755)  ;  'omnium  gentium  maxime 
barbaros, '  says  Cicero  in  speaking  of  them  (Philipp.  244). 
See  JETUR,  ITUREA. 

Like  the  Ishmaelites  of  old,  the  Ituraeans  used  the  bow  as  their 
chief  weapon  ;  several  authors  mention  Ituraan  archers  in  the 
armies  of  Rome  (see  Cicero,  loc.  cit.,  Bell.  Afric.  29;  Lucan, 
Phars.  7230,  514  ;  Vopiscus,  Aurelian,  n  ;  and  compare  Vergil, 
Georg:  2448;  Vibius  Sequester  in  Riese's  Geog.  lat.  min.  158). 
Similarly,  in  Latin  inscriptions  dating  from  the  time  of  the 
Emperors  we  read  of  Ituraean  soldiers  (e.g.,  CIL  84367,  4368, 
4371).  In  some  of  the  passages  above  mentioned  the  Ituraeans 
are  represented  as  Arabs  (cp  also  Pliny,  623  =  !  81),  whilst  in 
others  the  Arabs  and  the  Ituraeans  are  distinguished.  In  the 
fourth  century  after  Christ  the  name  of  this  people  seems  to 
have  been  obsolete.  No  genuine  tradition  as  to  Jetur  or  any  of 
his  brethren  is  to  be  found  in  Arabian  literature,  and  the  sole 
surviving  traces  of  their  existence  are  the  geographical  names 
Duma  and  Tema. 

( 8 )  Naphish  occurs  in  i  Ch.  5 19  together  with  Jetur, 
among  the  enemies  of  the  Reubenites  ;  but  nothing  else 
is  known  of  this  tribe.  See  also  MIBSAM,  MISHMA, 
HADAD,  KEDEMAH. 

Whether  the  language  of  the  tribes  who  bore  the 
names  of  Ishmael  and  of  his  sons  was  more  nearly 
5  Lanmaffe  relatec*  to  Hebrew  or  to  Arabic  remains 
°  °  '  an  open  question.  The  former  view 
might  seem  to  derive  some  support  from  the  OT. 
That  a  few  of  these  tribes  are  occasionally  described  as 
Arabs  would  prove  nothing  to  the  contrary,  for  in  the 
OT  the  term  '  Arab '  does  not  necessarily  convey  the 
precise  ethnographical  and  linguistic  sense  which  we 
attach  to  it  at  present  (cp  ARABIA,  §§1,3).  In  favour 
of  the  hypothesis  that  the  Ishmaelite  language  was  at 
least  closely  akin  to  that  which  we  call  Arabic,  it  may 
be  mentioned  that  in  an  Assyrian  inscription  (AT?  2  216) 
the  god  of  Kedar  bears  the  name  of  Afar  S  amain  ; 
here  Afar  is  the  Arabic  'Athtar,  not  the  Hebrew  'Ashtar, 
whilst  Samain  admits  of  being  taken  as  an  ancient 
Arabic  plural  of  Santa,  '  heaven. '  Of  the  Iturasan 
proper  names  in  the  inscriptions  (CIL  3  4367  4371)  some 
are  undoubtedly  Aramaic,  others  probably  Arabic ;  but 
from  these  facts  no  certain  conclusion  can  be  drawn 
with  regard  to  the  original  nationality  of  the  people  in 
question,  as  must  be  apparent  to  any  one  who  is 
moderately  well  acquainted  with  the  personal  names  of 
those  times  and  countries.  Still  less  can  we  build  an 
argument  upon  the  Arabic  name  Suhaim,  which  was 
borne  by  the  last  Ituraean  king,  for  of  the  use  of  this 
name  there  are  other  instances  in  Syria  at  that  period, 
and  it  is  moreover  quite  uncertain  whether  this  Suhaim 
was  himself  of  Ituraean  extraction. 

The  occasional  use  of  the  name  Ishmael  in  later 
times,  long  after  it  had  become  obsolete  in  reality,  as  a 
designation  of  the  Arab  race,  and  the  theory  of  the 
Muslim  genealogists,  who  regard  Ishmael  as  the 
ancestor  of  one  half  of  the  Arabs,  cannot  be  derived 
from  any  independent  native  tradition ;  it  must  be 
mere  speculation  based  upon  the  OT.  T.  N. 

2.  b.  Nethaniah  b.  Elishama ;  the  murderer  of 
GEDALIAH  (q.v. ),  whom  Nebuchadrezzar  had  made 
governor  of  Judah  after  the  captivity  of  Zedekiah  (Jer. 
40  8  ff.  41  [LXX,  47  8  ff.  and  48  ;  HrpayX  B*  "d-  in 
489]).  The  terrible  episode  is  briefly  told  elsewhere 
(see  ISRAEL,  §  43).  It  is  enough  to  mention  here 
that  it  was  an  act  of  vengeance  on  the  Babylonians 
who  had  overthrown  the  family  of  David,  to  which 
Ishmael  himself  belonged.  This  conjecture  is  not 
only  intrinsically  probable,  it  appears  to  be  proved 
by  the  fact  that  not  only  Gedaliah  and  his  Jewish 
attendants  but  also  '  the  Chaldaeans  who  were  there '  (i.e. , 
at  Mizpah),  namely,  the  warriors,  fell  victims  to  the 
rage  of  Ishmael.  Another  person  was  not  less  eagerly 
bent  on  this  fell  deed — this  was  the  Ammonite  king 
Baalis — the  same  perhaps  who,  at  the  beginning  of 
Zedekiah's  reign,  had  sought  to  induce  that  king  to 
head  a  confederacy  against  the  Babylonians  (Jer.  27  3). 
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With  Baalis  Ishmael  designed  to  place  the  captives 
whom  he  carried  away  from  Mizpah,  among  whom 
were  relations  of  his  own  —  certain  '  daughters  of  the 
king,'  whom  Nebuzaradan  had  left.  The  plan  was 
deeply  laid  ;  but  word  of  it  had  got  abroad,  and  but 
for  his  unsuspecting  simplicity  the  honest  and  patriotic 
governor  might  have  escaped  (Jer.  40  is/i  ).  Treachery 
came  to  the  aid  of  revenge.  First,  Ishmael  and  his  ten 
companions  were  entertained  at  a  meal  by  the  hospitable 
governor,  and  then,  perhaps  at  night,  they  set  upon  their 
host  and  all  who  were  about  him,  and  slew  them.  Even 
certain  pilgrims,  who  arrived  the  next  day  with  offerings 
for  the  'house  of  Yah  we'  (i.e.,  the  sanctuary  of  Mizpah?), 
were  nearly  all  cruelly  put  to  death,  lest  they  should 
spread  the  news.  Their  dead  bodies  were  thrown  into 
the  '  great  cistern  '  (Jer.  41  9  ;  we  follow  ©)  which  ASA 
(g.v.  )  had  long  ago  constructed  in  MIZPAH.  This 
done,  Ishmael  and  his  caravan  moved  northward. 
They  paused  by  '  the  great  waters  that  are  in  Gibeon  ' 
—  possibly  the  ancient  reservoir,  the  remains  of  which 
may  still  be  seen  on  the  W.  side  of  the  hill  of  el-Jib 
(see  GIBEON,  §4).  This  gave  time  for  Johanan  (one  of 
Gedaliah's  captains)  to  come  up  with  them.  Ishmael 
and  his  ten  warriors  had  to  give  way  to  superior  force. 
Two  of  them  were  slain  ;  the  rest  made  good  their 
escape  to  the  Ammonites.  The  seventh  day  of  Tishri 
(the  seventh  month),  the  day  of  Gedaliah's  murder,  was 
long  observed  by  the  Jews  as  a  fast-day  (see  SHAREZER, 

2). 

3.  b.  Azel,  of  the  family  of  Saul  (1  Ch.  8  38  9  44). 

4.  Father  of  ZEBADIAH  (q.v.)  (2  Ch.  19  n  ;  om.  B). 

5.  b.   Jehohanan,   a  captain   who    took    part    in  Jehoiada's 
revolution  (2  Ch.  23  i). 

6.  One  of  the  b'ne  PASHHUR  among  the  priests  in  the  list  of 
those   with   foreign   wives  (see   EZRA  i.,  §   5   end).     Ezra  10  22 
(o-ajuarjA  [B],  -an)A  [K])=I  Esd.  9  22,  ISMAEL  (ttr/AaTjAos  [BA]). 

T.  N.  ,  no.  i  ;  T.  K.  C.  ,  no.  2. 


ISHMAIAH  (-lrPi;»£»,  §  33,  '  Yahwe  hears'; 
i  Ch.  27  19  CAMAIAC  [BAL]).  i.  A  Zebulunite,  an 
overseer  of  David,  i  Ch.  27  19  ;  see  DAVID,  §  n  c  [i.]. 
2.  A  Gibeonite,  one  of  David's  'thirty,'  i  Ch.  124  (AV 
ISMAIAH,  o-dyiieas  [„])  ;  see  DAVID,  §  n  a  [iii.]. 

ISHMEELITE    (^K$$»),    i    Ch.  2  17    AV.     See 

ISHMAEL,  §  i. 

ISHMERAI  (np2»,  abbrev.  for  'Yahwe  keeps'; 
CA.MA.pei  [B],  ieCA.MA.pl  [A],  IACCHM-  [L]),  b. 
Elpaal  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9,  ii.  /3) 
(i  Ch.  8i8f)  ;  perhaps  the  same  as  Shemer  or  Shemed 
in  v.  12  (see  SHAMED).  See  JQ  fill  103,  §  i. 

ISHOD,  RV  Ishhod  (Tin^,  as  if  "fint^K,  'man 
of  glory'),  one  of  the  sons  of  HAMMOLEKETH  (q.  v.  )  • 
i  Ch.  7  i8f  (ICAAGK  [B],  coyA  [A],  !ecc.  [L]  ; 

Virum-decorum  [Vg.  ]). 

As  the  lists  of  P  and  the  Chronicler  sometimes  seem  to  contain 
different  forms  of  the  same  name,  it  is  probable  that  '  Ishhod  ' 
should  rather  be  11,10  (as  >f  '  witness,"  aramaice),  suggested  by 
'  Jegar-sahadutha  '  in  Gen.  31  47  ;  see  GILEAD,  HAMMOLECHETH. 

T.  K.  C. 

ISHPAH  (HS^J,  i  Ch.  816  RV,  AV  ISPAH  [q.v.}. 

ISHPAN  (JSB>\  §  54,  meaning  obscure),  b.  Shashak, 
a  Benjamite  ;  i  Ch.  8  22f  (ic4>AN  [B],  ec-  [A],  iec. 
U-"])- 

ISHSECHEL,  in  RVmff-,  represents  the  ^  WX  of 
Ezra  8  18,  where  AV  has  '  a  man  of  understanding,' 
RV  'a  man  of  discretion  '  (ANHP  CA\oox  [Bl-  A-  CAyco 
[A],  A..  CYNCTOC  [L]).  A  proper  name  seems  wanted. 
Did  the  editor  substitute  this  phrase  for  an  illegible 
name?  More  probably  we  should  read  i3B'b'.  Issachar 
(cpiCh.  265).  TT.  K.  c. 

ISH-TOB  (AV  31DB»N,  [elicrcoB  [BAL],  JSTOB 
[vg-]>  oolX.Ajw(  [Pesh.])  is  mentioned  with  Aram-beth- 
rehob,  Aram-zobah,  and  Maacah  in  2  S.  1068  (but  not 
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in  ||  i  Ch.  1969).  According  to  AV,  it  is  the  name  of 
a  state  (otherwise  unknown)  which  furnished  twelve 
times  as  many  warriors  as  Maacah.  It  appears  certain, 
however,  that  the  words  '  a  thousand  men '  after  '  the 
king  of  Maacah '  (see  RV  of  v.  6)  should  be  omitted  ; 
they  must  have  arisen,  by  corruption  of  the  text,  sub 
sequently  to  the  time  of  the  Chronicler  (see  i  Ch.  19  7). 
Kittel  (in  Kau.  HS)  and  Budde  (in  SBOT)  preserve 'and ' 
before  'Ish-tob'  (aie  ITKI).  This,  however,  is  hardly 
natural  ;  it  seems  better  to  read  isjn  am  e»n  JIN  '  ( the 
king  of  Maacah)  Ish-tob,  and  with  him  .  .  .  (see 
Klo. 's  note).  Ish-tob  is  apparently  the  name  of  the 
king  (so  Jos.  Ant.  vii.  6  i,  Klo.,  Wi. ) ;  or  rather,  it  is  a 
substitute  for  his  name,  for  it  only  describes  the  king  as 
a  '  man  of  Tob.'  RV  renders  'the  men  of  TOB  '  (q.v. ), 
which  is  philologically  quite  possible,  though  here 
improbable.  The  second  reference  to  Ish-tob  (310  B"NI, 
v.  8)  may  be  an  interpolation  from  MT's  version  of  v.  6. 

T.  K.  C. 

ISHUAH  (rnti»),  Gen.  46  17  AV;  RV  ISHVAH  (q.v.}. 

ISHUAI(''^<'.)1iCh:73o;  andIshui(1(<l^),iS.1449; 
RV  ISHVI,  i,  2. 

ISHVAH  (niK>1,  §  54,  'he  is  worthy,'  cp  BARJESUS, 
§  i  b},  one  of  the  sons  of  ASHER  :  Gen.  4617  (lecCAl  [A], 
I6COYA  [D],  -oyp  [L].  AV  Ishuah);  i  Ch.  7  30 
(i[e]cc>YA  [BA],  IACOYA  [L],  AV  ISUAH).  The  name 
is  absent  from  the  parallel  list  in  Nu.  26  44. 

ISHVI  C1)^,  §  42;  cp  ISHVAH).  i.  b.  ASHER 
[q.v.,  §  4]  Gen.' 46 17  (AV  Isui  ;  i[e]oYA  [ADL])  =  Nu. 
2644  (AVjESUi;  iecoYtB*L],  lecOYl  [Ba-bA],  iecc. 
[F])  =  i  Ch.  73o(AV  ISHUAI;  icoyi  [B]>  I6COYI  [A], 
leccoye  [L]).  The  gentilic  Ishvite  (AV  JESUITES) 
occurs  in  Nu.  24  44  (iecOYte]l  [BAL],  iecc.  [F]). 

2.  The  second  of  the  three  sons  of  Saul  mentioned 
in  i  S.  1449  (AV  ISHUI  ;  ieffffiov\  [B],  tcroi/ei  [A], 
ifffcnov  [L]).  ©AL  represents  the  form  VB"  =  VBIK  which 
is  doubtless  an  alteration  for  ^ya^N  (cp  i  Ch.  833),  see 
ISHBAAL,  i.  All  four  names  are  given  by  the  Chronicler 

(iCh.  833)- 

©  evidently  read  <  after  yy,  and  Ewald  (Hist.  3 108),  Well- 
hausen,  Driver,  and  others  conclude  that  VB"  =  VlfN  °r  in'tPKi  a 
transformation  of  ^yivtt,  Ishbaal  (see  ISHBAAL,  i).  This  is 
slightly  forced,  and,  as  Klostermann  points  out,  Ishvi  is  replaced 
in  i  S.  31  2.  It  is  surely  obvious  that  the  notice  in  1449,  with 
a  natural  kind  of  art,  prepares  the  way  for  that  in  31  2.  But 
it  would  be  rash  to  say  with  Klostermann  that  the  two  names 
may  be  synonymous.  VIB»  is  simply  due  to  textual  error.  The 
scribe  wrote  'Jonathan,  Malchishua,  and  Melchishua'  instead 
of  'Jonathan,  Abinadab,  and  Malchishua.'  But  of  the  first 
J7W37D  all  that  remained  was  y\w,  which  was  corrupted  into 
<1S-M.  The  first  three  letters  became  effaced.  That  Ishbaal 
is  not  mentioned  has  already  been  accounted  for.  (He  was  not 
on  the  fatal  battlefield.  &'s  reading  is  but  a  guess.) 

T.  K.  C. 

ISLE,  ISLAND  (*K  ;  ©  usually  NHCOC-  but  e6NH 
in  Is.  41  5  42  4,  0<iAa<rcra  in  Jer.  25  22  Esth.  10  i  [also  Dan.  11 18 
cod.  87],  insula).  See  GEOGRAPHY,  §  21.  EV  uses  the  two 
words  indifferently  ;  see  for  example  Is.  41  i  and  41  5,  42  10  and 
42  12.  In  Jer.  47  4  AV  'country 'and  in  Jer.  2522  AVmg-  'region.' 
RVmg-  frequently  'coastland'  and  once  (Jer.  474)  'sea  coast.' 
In  Is.  42  15  RV  retains  the  difficult  '  islands '  ;  '  dry  lands '  is  the 
sense  we  expect,  and  this  could  perhaps  best  be  reached  by  read 
ing  D".S  1  (with  Oort,  Duhm,  Gratz,  Kittel)  or  rather  DVS.  '  Far 
countries  '  is  not  a  bad  rendering  of  Lowth  in  some  other  passages 
of  Is.  40-66 — D'|N  seems  to  connote  distance. 

The  biblical  writers  draw  within  the  circle  of  their 
hopes  and  aspirations  a  number  of  countries  which  were 
accessible  by  sea.  '  Islands  '  for  '  far  countries  '  is  also 
a  common  phrase  in  certain  Egyptian  records.  '  Islands 
in  the  midst  of  the  sea,'  '  the  lands  of  the  sea,'  and  '  the 
end  (or,  ends)  of  the  sea'  are  phrases  used  in  the  same 
connection  with  special  reference  to  the  coasts  of  Greece 
and  Italy  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  334  359  363  369). 
The  later  OT  writers  constantly  use  the  term,  and  we 
find  the  'isles  of  ELISHAH'  (Ezek.  27 9),  the  'isles  of 

1  Cp  Saad.'s  rendering  of  D"S  in  Is.  23  13. 
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KITTIM'  (Jer.  2io,  Ezek.  276)  ;  Phoenicia,  too,  and 
Caphtor  are  'isles,'  according  to  EV  of  Is.  282,  and 
RVm£-  of  Jer.  47  4.  This  rendering  is  defensible  in  the 
passage  in  Jer.  (if  CAPHTOR  [q.v.}  be  Crete),  but  not  in 
that  in  Is.  The  occurrence  of  o'ri  "N  in  Is.  11  n  (<§ 
is  arbitrary)  is  a  subsidiary  argument  for  making  this 
verse  and  its  context  post-exilic.  The  writers  of  the  Pro 
phecy  of  Restoration  (Is.  40-55,  see  ISAIAH  ii.,  §  i6_f.) 
appeal  to  the  '  islands  '  or  '  far  lands '  to  interest  them 
selves  in  the  successes  of  Cyrus  and  the  rescue  of  the 
Jews.  They  even  say  that  the  '  far  lands  wait ' 
(longingly)  for  Yah  we  and  for  the  teaching  of  his 
servant  (Is.  424  51s;  cp  Ps.  97 1).  Very  different 
language  is  used  by  a  later  prophet  (Is.  59 18),  who 
evidently  belonged  to  a  period  of  disillusionment,  when 
the  Gentile  world  (see  GENTILES)  seemed  wholly  given 
up  to  wickedness.  '  Islands '  in  Ecclus.  43  23  (Q"N. 
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vr/ffovs),   and    'island'   in  Job  2230  (AV)   are  corrupt. 
On  '  wild  beasts  of  the  islands  '  see  JACKAL  (4). 

X    K    C 

ISMACHIAH  (-in^ODI,  '  Yahw^  sustains,'  §§'29 
44  ;  cp  SEMACHIAH),  a  Levite,  temp.  Hezekiah  ; 
2  Ch.  Slist  (c<\M&x[e]l&  [BAL],  L  adds  ffexfias  and 


Judith  2  23 
iEsd.  922 


ISMAEL    (ICMAHA     [BNc-aAL]). 
(MAHK  [K*]),    RV   ISHMAEL   [?.».]. 
(iCMAHAoc  [BA]).     See  ISHMAEL  (6). 

ISMAERUS  (ICMAHROC  [A]),  i  Esd.  934  RV  =  Ezra 
1034,  AMRAM,  2. 

ISMAIAH  (iTrOB"),  i  Ch.  124,  RV  ISHMAIAH  (q.v). 

ISPAH,  RV  ISHPAH  (nBKty,  b.  Beriah  in  a  gene 
alogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §9,  ii.  /3),  i  Ch.  816  (CA<J>AN 
[B],  ecd>AX  [A],  iecd>A  [L]). 
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The  mountains  of  Canaan  are  world-famous  because 
they  are  the  scene  of  the  history  of  the  Israelites  —  a 
history  of  gradual  growth,  brief  prosperity,  and  slow 
yet  glorious  decline.  For  the  original  roots,  however, 
of  the  people  of  Israel  we  must  look  elsewhere  than  in 
the  land  where  its  history  was  lived.  It  was  not  till 
it  had  become  a  growing  tree  that  Israel  was  trans 
planted  to  Canaan,  nobler  already  than  when  it  first 
appeared,  a  wilding  of  the  desert.  It  is  true  that  in 
relating  their  reminiscences  the  Israelites  expressed 
themselves  as  if  in  the  very  earliest  times  their  people  had 
been  a  full-grown  tree  planted  in  Canaan.  Unquestion 
ably  in  this  mode  of  regarding  the  facts  one  can  see 
the  workings  of  a  primitive  nature  ;  it  makes  the  task 
of  ascertaining  the  historical  facts  doubly  difficult. 
Events  of  the  wilderness  period,  which  never  come  into 
the  full  daylight  of  history  as  they  actually  happened, 
are  presented  in  a  false  light  when  they  are  related  as 
events  in  the  life  of  a  united  and  settled  people  living 
and  thinking  under  quite  other  conditions,  such  as  Israel 
did  not  attain  until  centuries  afterwards  in  Canaan. 
Thus  the  attempt  to  describe  the  first  beginnings  of 
Israel  demands  the  exercise  of  all  the  skill  and  tact  that 
the  historian  can  command.  First  of  all,  he  must  make 
it  his  business  to  remove  the  materials  of  his  story  out 
of  the  false  light  in  which  he  finds  them.  He  must  not 
carry  back  the  settled  and  fully  organised  Israel  of  the 
land  of  Canaan  into  the  wilderness,  but  must  begin 
with  separate  pastoral  tribes  such  as  they  were  there. 
Next,  he  must  constantly  bear  in  mind  the  peculiarities 
of  the  narratives  he  works  with — their  legendary  char 
acter,  their  conformity  to  a  scheme,  their  didactic 
purpose  (see  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2  ff.}. 
At  the  same  time,  he  must  not  allow  his  readers  to 
forget  the  impossibility  of  reaching  conclusions  at  once 
definite  and  certain  about  the  beginnings  of  Israel. 
What  can  be  done  in  this  obscure  period  is  really 
only  tentative.  It  would  be  perverse,  however,  to 
be  altogether  silent,  and  so  the  attempt  must  be 
made. 

The  scene  of  the  movement  which  resulted  in  the 
creation  of  Israel  as  a  people  is  the  wilderness  lying 

1  On  the  name  see  IESHURUN. 
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S.   and   E.   of  Palestine  :    more   precisely,  that  portion 

,     O  •   •      .     of  it  which  borders  in  the  N.  and  W. 

,  '      .  ?  on  those  lands  of  ancient  civilisation, 

me'    the  regions  of  the  Euphrates  and  the 

Tigris,   of  Syria  and  Egypt.      The  pastoral  tribes  that 

had  their  abode  there,  in  as  far  as  they  can  be  reckoned 

as  ancestors  of  Israel,  belonged  to  the  North  Semitic 

stock,  probably  to  the  Aramaean  group. 

This,  at  least,  is  the  assertion  of  Israel's  own  later  tradition, 
when  (i)  in  the  patriarchal  histories  it  uniformly  represents  its 
nearest  kinsmen  of  pitre  blood  as  being  Aramaeans  (Gen.  24 
29_^),  and  (2)  in  the  liturgical  formula  preserved  in  Dt.  265  it 
designates  its  ancestor  as  a  '  wandering  Aramaean '  (cp  ARAM, 
§  3,  col.  278).  The  name  '  Hebrew,'  far  from  contradicting  this, 
actually  confirms  it,  for  "13J?  means  one  who  comes  from  the 
lands  bordering  on  the  Euphrates  ("ijjn  '13^,  Is.  7  20).!  Nor 
is  the  philological  difficulty,  that  the  Hebrew  language  is  not 
Aramaic,  of  any  weight.  What  we  now  call  Hebrew  is 
precisely  the  language  of  Canaan  (Is.  19  is),  which  makes  its 
appearance  in  the  Amarna  tablets  as  early  as  1400  B.C.  ;  and  the 
oldest  Aramaic  with  which  we  are  as  yet  acquainted  (cp  the 
Sam'al-Zenjirli  inscription  of  King  Panammu,  temp.  Tiglath- 
pileser  III.)  approaches  the  Hebrew  of  the  land  of  Canaan  very 
closely  ;  the  difference  is  one  only  of  dialect  (cp  ARAMAIC,  §  2). 
It  may  be  conjectured  that  the  language  of  the  Bedouins  of  that 
period,  on  the  borders  of  the  cultivated  territory  of  Syria,  was 
very  similar  to  this  Old  Aramaic.  If  some  of  their  clans  or 
tribes  migrated  into  Canaan  and  settled  there,  the  exchange,  as 
far  as  language  is  concerned,  was  thus  only  one  of  dialect. ' 

Our  earliest  notice  of  these  pastoral  tribes  is  met  with 
on  the  Egyptian  monuments.      Within  the  period  of  the 
nineteenth  dynasty  certain  Edomites 


2.  In  what 

sense  was 

Israel  in  Egypt? 


(see  EDOM,  §  3)  seek  admission  into 
Egyptian  territory,  and  Rameses  III. 


(2oth  dyn. )  commemorates  a  defeat  he 
had  inflicted  on  the  Seirites  (rj?b).  Now,  the  Edomites, 
as  we  know,  are  reckoned  in  the  OT  as  blood  relations 
of  Israel.  It  is  a  matter  of  indifference  whether  these 
'shepherds'  (Sasu)  found  the  means  of  subsistence  failing 
them  in  the  over -peopled  wilderness,  or  whether  the 
pressure  of  other  tribes  behind  forced  them  westward  over 

1  See  further  HEBREW  LANGUAGE,  §  i,  and  cp  EBER. 

2  [On  the  other  hand  it  is  most  unlikely  that  there  was  any 
Aramaean   element   of   importance  in  Palestine  as   early   even 
as   the    time   of  Solomon   (cp   ARAM).       Israel's    theory  of   a 
general  Aramaean  origin  may  have  arisen  from  the  circumstance 
that  some  of  the  tribes  belonged  to  a  N.   Semitic  stock ;    cp 
GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  4  ;  TRIBES.] 
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the  Egyptian  border.  We  must  at  any  rate  regard 
it  as  a  parallel  case  when  Israel's  ancestors  sought 
admission  into  Egypt  and  received  permission  to  feed 
their  flocks  in  the  land  of  Goshen — i.e.,  the  neighbour 
hood  of  Saft  el-Henne  (Gen.  45io  4634,  etc.,  J).1 
Here  they  continued  to  observe  the  customs  and  usages 
of  nomads,  and  consequently  were  regarded  by  the  civil 
ised  Egyptians  as  utter  barbarians  who  had  neither  part 
nor  lot  in  their  own  public  life.  As  to  the  period  of 

this  immigration  into  the  eastern  part  of  the  Nile  Delta, 
and  the  duration  of  the  sojourn,  we  have  no  trustworthy 
data.  Nor  is  it  easy  to  say  which  of  the  '  twelve 

tribes '  of  Israel  took  part  in  it.  According  to  the  OT, 
indeed,  all  of  them  did  so  ;  but  it  can  easily  be  shown 
that  this  representation  is  not  historical.  The  number 
twelve  is  itself  artificial  and  conventional,  as  among  other 
peoples.2  Nor  can  it  be  even  plausibly  made  out  from 
the  narrative  that  all  the  '  twelve  tribes '  were  con 
temporaneous  (Simeon  and  Levi,  Gen.  495-7;  Benjamin, 
Gen.  35 16-20  ;  the  '  grandchildren '  of  Jacob — Ephraim 
and  Manasseh,  Gen.  488-22).  Several  of  them  first 
came  into  being  in  Palestine  itself.  It  is  only  of  Joseph 
that  the  OT  itself  predicates  any  specially  close  con 
nection  with  Egypt  (cp  JOSEPH  ii. ,  §  n).  In  his  case 
the  tradition  is  clear  ;  and  the  connection  can  hardly  be 
purely  imaginary,  though  it  is  now  impossible  for  us  to 
discern  distinctly  the  historical  nucleus  of  truth  through 
the  veil  with  which  legend  and  poetry  have  enveloped 
it.  To  Joseph  are  to  be  traced  back  not  only  Manasseh 
and  Ephraim,  but  probably  also  BENJAMIN  \q.v.  §§  i,  3] 
(the  three  together  being  equivalent  to  Rachel)  :  in  other 
words,  Israel  strictly  so-called.  It  is  probable  that  Israel , 
like  Ishmael  or  Jerahmeel,  was  originally  a  tribal  name, 
assumed  (like  that  of  Joseph?)  in  contradistinction  from 
other  tribes  of  Hebrews,  by  the  clans  which  had 
sojourned  for  some  time  in  Egypt  ;  but,  since  at  a 
later  date,  in  Canaan,  the  name  embraced  the  whole 
people,  we  can  understand  how  the  later  legend  came 
to  represent  all  the  tribes  which  had  had  a  share  in  the 
conquest  and  settlement  of  Canaan  as  having  also  taken 
part  in  the  Egyptian  sojourn. 

The  Exodus,  historically  viewed,  is  but  one  in  a  long 

Th  P  H  series  of  movements  having  (in 
6.  me  xoc  u  .  generai|  as  their  common  goal  the 
civilised  land  of  Canaan.  See  EXODUS  i. 

Among  the  Bedouin  tribes  of  that  period,  MOAB  and  AMMON 
(<?.z<.  §  3)  seem  to  have  been  the  first  to  become  sedentary  (cp, 
however,  GAD,  §  jf.) — Moab  on  the  E.  of  the  Dead  Sea  ;  Ammon 
on  the  NE.  of  Moab,  on  the  Upper  Jabbok  (Dt.  2  10  f.  20  f.~). 
Their  example  was  followed  by  the  Edomites  (cp  EDOM,  §  4), 
who  settled  on  both  sides  (and  chiefly  on  the  E.)  of  the  Wady 
el-'Araba.  Their  success  exercised  an  irresistible  fascination 
upon  the  tribes  of  the  adjacent  wilderness.  These  felt  themselves 
touched  with  the  breath  of  God,  and  their  aimless  wanderings 
gave  way  to  a  planned  movement, — they  now  aimed  at  Canaan  ! 

When  and  where  they  made  their  first  inroad  we 
know  not,  nor  are  we  concerned  to  do  more  than  trace 
the  share  which  Israel  took  in  this  movement.  We 
may,  however,  note  in  passing  that  the  frequently  sug 
gested  parallel  between  the  Habiri  of  the  Amarna 
tablets  and  the  D'nay  of  the  OT  does  not,  from  this 
point  of  view,  seem  wholly  inadmissible  :  only,  it  must 
not  be  so  understood  as  to  make  the  Habiri  identical 
with  Israel. 

From  the  confused  mass  of  tribes  and  clans  the 
august  figure  of  Moses  stands  out  in  bold  relief.  The 
name  is  Egyptian  (see  MOSES)  ;  tradition  reckons  its 
bearer  (doubtless  because  he  was  a  priest)  to  the 
tribe  of  Levi.  He  was  a  shepherd  in  the  service  of 
Reuel  (or,  according  to  another  account,  of  Jethro), 
the  priest  of  the  Midianites,  and  was  also  his  son-in-law 
(Ex.  2 16-22  ;  Hobab,  son  of  Reuel,  Nu.  1029-32  ;  Jethro, 
Ex.  3i  4i8  18i_^;  on  the  other  hand,  a  Kenite, 

1  See  GOSHEN  i. 

2  The  Hebrew  genealogists  have  either  to  mention  Joseph  as 
one  tribe,  to  make  room  for  Levi  (Gen.  46  19  J^.),  or  to  omit  Levi, 
so  that  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  can  be  counted  separately  (Nu. 
1  20-47).     The  number  twelve  may  be  the  result  of  compromise 
(see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  5). 
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Judg.  1 16  4n).  It  may  safely  be  assumed  that  the 
Midianite  priest  exercised  an  influence  on  Moses'  work 
(Ex.  18  Nu.  10).  The  Midianites  are  repeatedly  spoken 
of  as  merchantmen  well  acquainted  with  the  trade  routes 
(Gen.  372836  Nu.  lOsi)  ;  and  we  may  be  sure  that  all 
the  news  brought  by  caravans,  about  events  in  the 
wilderness  and  in  the  settled  lands  on  which  it  bordered, 
never  failed  to  reach  the  ears  of  their  priest.  Among 
other  pieces  of  information  came  the  news  that  the  warlike 
AMORITES  (coming  down  from  the  north  ;  cp  col.  1586, 
top)  had  invaded  the  territory  of  the  Ammonites  and 
Moabites  in  the  districts  to  the  E.  of  Jordan,  and  after 
conquering  it  for  the  most  part,  had  founded  within  it 
two  kingdoms — a  more  northerly,  with  Ashtaroth  and 
Edrei  as  its  two  great  towns,  and  a  more  southerly, 
with  Heshbon  for  capital.  Perhaps  the  vanquished  may 
have  called  upon  the  wilderness  tribes  that  were  related 
to  them  to  assist  in  doing  battle  with  the  victors  ; 
perhaps  the  tidings  of  what  had  occurred  may  have 
been  inducement  enough  to  form  an  expedition  against 
the  cultivated  country  beside  Jordan.  At  all  events,  it 
was  Moses  who  had  the  insight  to  take  control  of  the 
movement  and  who  became  its  leader. 

At  the  mountain  of  God  (Horeb,  see  SINAI),  the  legend 
runs,  Moses  heard  the  call  of  Yah  we  his  tribal  god  (Ex. 
36, '  the  god  of  thy  father '  :  cp  184)  to  summon  back  into 
the  wilderness  the  tribe  of  Israel  now  sojourning  in  Egypt, 
and  to  give  it  a  place  in  the  forward  movement.  Moses 
betook  himself  to  Egypt  and  demanded  permission  for 
the  tribe  of  Israel  to  depart,  the  God  of  the  Hebrews 
having  commanded  them  to  observe  at  Horeb,  in  the 
wilderness,  a  sacrificial  feast — that  of  the  Passover  (Ex. 
5i-3  825  [21]^  108-10,  cp  81218).  This  appears  to 
have  been  a  skilfully  chosen  pretext.  The  demand,  as 
relating  to  worship,  was  one  that  could  with  good  reason 
be  made,  and  the  refusal  of  it  must  put  the  Egyptians 
in  the  wrong  and  rouse  Israel's  anger.  Refused,  how 
ever,  it  was.  The  explanation  of  this  in  the  legend  is 
that  the  Egyptians  required  the  presence  of  the  Israelites 
for  forced  labour  on  the  building  of  the  treasure  cities, 
PITHOM  and  RAMSES.  Still  here  and  there  (Ex.  828  [24] 
10  io/.)  we  catch  glimpses  of  Pharaoh's  real  suspicion. 
Not  impossibly  the  Egyptians  were  acquainted  with 
what  had  been  happening  on  the  borders  of  the 
Jordan,  and  with  the  agitation  of  the  wilderness  tribes, 
the  growth  of  which,  as  being  perilous  to  their  suzerainty 
over  Canaan,  they  wished  to  arrest.  In  the  end,  how 
ever,  Pharaoh  finds  himself  compelled  to  give  the  tribe 
of  Israel  the  liberty  to  migrate  that  it  asks,  and  Moses 
leads  his  shepherds  with  all  their  belongings — after  the 
manner  of  pastoral  peoples  in  their  migrations — out  of 
Goshen  to  the  wilderness. 

Both  the  routes  which  lead  across  the  narrow  isthmus 
between  the  marshes  of  the  eastern  branch  of  the  Nile 
and  the  northern  extremity  of  the  Red  Sea  (TD~C-)  into 
the  wilderness  were  blocked  by  walls  and  defensive 
works.  Accordingly,  when  the  Israelites  had  reached 
the  vicinity  of  Pithom  (Heroonpolis) J — at  that  time 
the  present  Gulf  of  Suez  stretched  so  far  inland — an 
Egyptian  army  suddenly  presented  itself  in  their  rear. 
Escape  seemed  impossible  :  the  wall  and  the  water  cut 
them  off.  The  men  despaired  of  deliverance.  Moses 
alone  did  not  flinch.  He  led  Israel  right  up  to  the 
shore  of  the  Gulf,  the  waters  of  which  were  being  driven 
back  by  a  strong  east  wind.  Taking  this  natural 
phenomenon,  perhaps  already  familiar  to  him,  as  a 
favourable  token  from  Yahwe,  he  caused  the  forward 
march  to  be  continued  during  the  night  over  the  sea 
bed  that  had  been  left  dry,  and  the  eastern  shore 
was  safely  reached.  The  pursuing  Egyptians  were 
embarrassed  by  their  war-chariots,  and  in  the  morning 
the  waters  began  to  return  to  their  natural  state  and  cut 
the  enemy  off.  '  Thus  Yahwe  saved  Israel  that  day  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  Egyptians  ;  and  Israel  saw  the 

1  See  EXODUS  i.,  §  \off. ;  GOSHEN  i. 
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Egyptians  dead  upon  the  sea-shore,  and  the  people 
feared  Yahwe,  and  they  believed  in  Yahwe,  and  in  his 
servant  Moses'  (Ex.  143o/i). 

Moses  had  summoned  Israel  out  of  Egypt,  in  the 
name  of  Yahwe,  to  war,  and  victory  had  come  to  him 
before  he  had  lifted  a  weapon.  For  all  those  who  had 
lived  through  the  experience  it  was  a  manifest  work  of 
God.  The  clans,  which  were  already  related  by  blood, 
felt  themselves  drawn  together  by  a  new  bond  of  union 
through  the  common  deliverance  which  God  had  vouch 
safed  to  them.  By  the  undreamed-of  success  he  had 
achieved,  Moses  was  accredited  without  question  as  the 
mouthpiece  of  God,  and  the  people  cheerfully  yielded 
him  obedience.  He  led  them  to  Horeb  (Sinai),  the  mount 
of  God  ;  and  that  was  the  scene  not  only  of  the  sacri 
ficial  feast  of  which  he  had  spoken  to  Pharaoh,  but  also  of 
the  institution  of  the  '  Israelite'  religion.  A  manifest  work 
„,.  of  God,  a  prophet  of  God  to  interpret  it, 

...  a  community  of  men  who  had  experienced 

ellgion.  jt  and  uncierstooci  ;t — sucn  were  the  con 
ditions  under  which  the  new  religion  arose.  It  was 
based  neither  upon  the  order  of  nature  as  a  whole  nor 
upon  the  manifestation  of  any  particular  force  of  nature, 
but  was  called  forth  by  events  in  human  history,  events 
in  the  spiritual  life  of  men. 

From  this  we  perceive  that  in  the  religion  instituted 
by  Moses  we  have  to  do  with  a  new  apprehension  of 
God.  The  name  Yahwe,  certainly  of  primitive  anti 
quity,  and  thus  no  longer  capable  of  explanation  by 
us,  tells  us  nothing  as  to  the  nature  of  the  Godhead.1 
Certain  expressions  in  the  OT  (e.g..  Gen.  1924),  and 
perhaps  also  the  conception  that  underlies  the  CHERUB 
(q.v.  §7),  would  seem  to  indicate  that  Yahw6  was  origin 
ally  thought  of  as  a  divinity  of  the  sky.  What  was 
peculiar  to  and  characteristic  of  the  conception  of  God 
in  the  new  religion  was  that  he  was  not  thought  of  as  a 
personification  of  any  natural  force  whatever,  but  was  be 
lieved  in  as  the  lord  over  nature.  He  was  not  regarded 
as  the  one  only  God  ;  but  he  was  thought  of  as  being  the 
god  to  whom  none  of  the  other  gods  could  be  compared 
(as  is  shown  by  the  old  proper  name  Micah  ;  see  NAMES, 
§  37,  MICHAIAH).  His  might,  therefore,  was  terrible  ; 
he  was  greatly  to  be  feared.  He  was,  moreover,  con 
tinually  present  in  Israel ;  which  made  his  help  a  cer 
tainty,  but  was  a  warning  not  to  neglect  him.  Israel's 
victories  were  to  be  his  victories  ;  Israel's  disasters 
were  chastisements  from  him.  The  ordering  of  justice 
in  Israel  was  to  be  determined  and  maintained  by 
Yahwe  ;  he  was  Israel's  Lord  and  owner  (Vjn.  see  BAAL, 
§  i),  for  Israel  was  his  handiwork.  He  had  his  abode 
in  Sinai  or  Horeb,  it  is  true  ;  but  he  was  not  the  deity 
of  any  land  or  city  whose  power  and  enjoyment  of  the 
gifts  of  civilisation  he  guaranteed.  Being  a  wilderness 
deity,  Yahwe  was  not  attached  to  any  definite  place  in 
the  same  degree  as  the  gods  of  the  more  civilised 
peoples  :  he  went  wherever  his  people  went. 

The  community  which  Yahwe  created  meant  more  than 
a  mere  natural  union  of  the  clan  and  the  tribe.  The 
whole,  it  is  true,  continued  to  be  confined  within  the 
tribal  limits  and  to  retain  the  tribal  organisation  ;  but 
the  manifest  work  of  God  (the  deliverance  from  Egypt) 
and  the  religious  construction  that  was  based  upon  this, 
founded  all  anew  on  a  higher  and  historical  basis, 
that  had  expression  and  evidence  in  the  divine  name, 
now  filled  with  a  new  meaning.  What  bound  the 
community  together  for  the  future  as  well  as  for  the 
present  was  the  exclusive  worship  of  Yahwe  (monolatry), 
the  system  of  law  introduced  and  practised  by  Moses, 
the  source  and  guardian  of  which  was  Yahwe,  but  above 
all  the  hope  of  possessing  the  land  of  Canaan.  Moses 
made  the  conquest  of  Canaan,  as  a  divine  command 
and  promise,  an  article  in  the  religious  constitution. 
The  name  Yahwe  thus  acquired  a  strong  power  of 
attraction  for  the  desert  tribes,  as  in  its  turn  it  gave  the 

1  Its  occurrence  in  North  Syria — also  among  Aramaeans? — 
has  recently  been  proved  (see  further  NAMES,  §  112). 
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higher  sanction  of  faith  to  a  movement  somewhat  re 
sembling  that  of  the  Arabs  against  the  Byzantine 
empire.  The  war-cry  was  in  the  name  of  Yahwe  ;  the 
sacred  ARK  (q.v. )  instituted  by  Moses  was  the  symbol 
of  Yahwe  the  war-god  who  went  forth  with  his  people 

(Nu.  1035 /.  ;     ['jN-IB"]  HK3S   'n"?K    !UT  I     28.62).         How 

many  tribes  at  the  outset  put  their  faith  in  Yahwe's 
summons  to  war  and  entered  into  covenant  with  him  by 
oath  we  do  not  know  ;  doubtless  Joseph  or  Israel 
(properly  so  called)  formed  the  kernel  of  the  new 
religious  community. 

Moses  was  the  founder  of  the  religion  of  Israel  and 
the  leader  in  Yahwe's  war  ;  he  was  priest  of  the  sanctuary 
he  had  set  up  (Ex.  387-11),  and,  as  such,  he  was  also 
supreme  judge  (Ex.18  Nu.  1615^).  A  later  age  called 
him  a  prophet  (tru ',  Hos.  12i3[i4]  Dt.  18is),  and 
even  unique  in  his  kind  (Nu.  126-8)  ;  this,  too,  was 
not  substantially  incorrect.  But  lawgiver  in  the 
traditional  sense,  as  author  of  the  Pentateuch  (mm, 
6  v6[j.os,  Jn.  liy),  or  as  the  frainer  of  a  particular  kind 
of  government,  the  theocratic  (Jos.  c.  Ap.  2i6),  Moses 
certainly  was  not. 

In  Ex.  24  and  34  we  still  meet  with  traces  indicating  that  the 
oldest  tradition  knew  of  certain  '  words  of  Yahwe '  or  '  covenant- 
words  '  which  had  come  down  from  the  times  when  the  religion 
was  founded.  These  words,  however,  have  been  so  mixed  up 
with  non-Mosaic  matter  in  later  collections  of  ordinances  that  we 
are  no  longer  in  a  position  to  clear  the  Mosaic  kernel.  Speaking 
generally,  we  may  say  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Moses,  during 
the  period  of  his  judgeship,  established  legal  principles  or  rules 
which  became  norms  and  precedents  for  succeeding  times.  But 
it  is  impossible,  out  of  the  collections  of  laws  that  have  come 
down  to  us,  to  answer  the  question  what  these  actually  were  ; 
for  every  one  of  the  collections  in  question  dates  from  times  in 
which  Israel  had  already  accomplished  the  transition  to  the 
agricultural  life.  See  LAW  LITERATURE. 

Nevertheless,  Moses  remains  the  founder  of  Israelite 
law,  just  as  much  as  he  is  the  founder  of  Israelite 
religion.  Israelite  law — -jus  and  fas — was,  in  fact,  the 
essential  part  of  the  Israelite  religion  (ni,T  y-m,  Gen. 
18 19  ;  ''  BSB>D,  Jer.  64).  Apart  from  the  fundamental  law 
that  Yahwe  alone  was  to  be  sacrificially  worshipped, 
Moses  appears  to  have  retained  the  traditionary  and  very 
simple  customs  of  the  wilderness  in  matters  of  worship  ; 
even  images  were  not  forbidden.  In  2  K.  184,  for 
example,  the  brazen  serpent  is  carried  back  to  Moses  (cp 
Nu.  216-9,  see  NEHUSHTAN).  In  fact,  we  may  be 
certain  that  it  was  in  the  sphere  of  worship  that 
primitive  customs  (totemism,  animism)  continued  to 
survive  with  greatest  tenacity  (cp  IDOLATRY).  The 
worshipping  community,  strictly  so-called,  continued 
to  be  the  clan,  as  before  (cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  8).  With 
the  above  representation  cp  MOSES,  PROPHECY. 

Through  the  foundation  of  the  religion  by  Moses  the 
political  and  economical  currents  of  the  wilderness  were 
directed  into  a  new  and  deeper  channel, 


the  waters   of  which  were  augmented 
from  a  new  source.      The  mysterious 


5.  Movements 

in  the 

•wilderness.  source  of  fakh  touched  by  God>  had 
opened,  and  now  poured  forth  its  stream  with  elemental 
power  ;  the  flood  laid  hold  of  and  swept  along  all  that 
it  .could  reach.  Indeed,  if  testimony  were  needed  to  the 
power  of  Moses's  personality,  it  would  certainly  be 
found  in  the  fact  that  he  established  himself  as  leader  of 
the  movement,  gaining  the  upper  hand  over  all  out 
breaks  of  impatience  or  despondency,  yet  without 
quenching  the  enthusiasm.  For  there  were  many 
delays.  A  long  waiting-time  was  devoted  to  self- 
concentration  and  to  experimental  efforts  at  Kadesh 
Barnea,  now  ' Ain  Kadis  (Nu.  20 1^13  Dt.  146;  see 
KADESH,  §  i),  from  which  the  '  mountain  of  God,'  Sinai 
or  Horeb,  the  scene  of  the  founding  of  the  religion,  was 
probably  not  far  distant.  Relations  were  entered  into 
and  unions  formed  with  the  neighbouring  or  kindred 
tribes  (e.g. ,  Midianites,  Kenites,  Kenizzites),  while 
collisions  with  hostile  tribes  (Amalekites)  were  not 
unknown.  An  attempt  to  penetrate  into  Canaan  by 
the  shortest  way — i.  e. ,  from  the  south — proved  un- 
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successful  (Nu.  13/  Dt.  120-45  Nu.  21 1);  but  the  con 
jecture  may  be  ventured  that  the  peoples  known  as 
Kain  and  Kenaz  were  originally  small  groups  which 
remained  within  the  limits  of  Canaan  as  the  result  of 
this  attempt. l  The  first  real  advance  was  gained  by  the 
flood  of  immigrants  on  the  road  to  the  land  eastward  of 
Jordan  ;  thence  it  was  easy  to  enter  Canaan.  Again 
and  again  the  devastating  waters  broke  through  the 
slight  barriers  of  public  order  in  the  civilised  territory 
— principally,  it  would  seem,  in  two  main  irruptions,  the 
second  of  which  was  of  such  force  that  it  covered 
Canaan  for  centuries. 

The  details  of  the  movement  cannot  now  be  given. 
It  is  hardly  possible  to  trace  them,  for  tradition  invariably 
gives  the  events  of  the  wilderness  life  as  if  they  related 
to  the  entire  nation  of  Israel,  such  as  it  was  when  finally 
settled  in  Canaan,  and  thus  distorts  the  (presumable)  facts. 
Moreover,  all  the  narratives  for  the  most  part  spring  out  of 
legend  ;  many  of  them,  also,  have  a  purely  didactic  purpose. 
Legend  laid  hold  of  these  occurrences  with  avidity  ;  in  the  eyes 
of  the  hosts  who  actually  took  part  in  them — animated  and  exalted 
by  religious  faith — they  were  extraordinary,  miraculous ;  how 
much  more  so  they  must  have  been  in  the  memory  of  the  people  ! 

We  can,  however,  perhaps  still  discern  in  dim  out 
line  the  arrival  of  separate  bands  upon  agricultural 
soil,  and  their  attempts  at  settlement  there.  For  if 
we  compare  the  order  of  the  tribes  of  Israel — the 
twelve  sons  of  Jacob  (Gen.  29  31  35 18) — with  the 
notices  we  possess  of  their  first  appearance,  their  settle 
ments,  and  in  some  cases  their  early  disappearance,  we 
are  led  to  conjecture  that  Israelite  legend  has  placed  at 
the  head  of  the  list  those  tribes  which  were  the  first  to 
become  sedentary,  while  those  which  were  the  last  to  do 
so  are  enumerated  last.  This  criterion  admits  of  being 
applied  with  tolerable  certainty  in  the  case  of  the  first 
four  Leah  tribes  (Reuben,  Simeon,  Levi,  and  Judah), 
as  also  in  that  of  the  tribes  of  Rachel  (Joseph  and 
Benjamin)  ;  and  it  may,  accordingly,  be  conjectured  that 
the  younger  Leah  tribes  (Issachar  and  Zebulun)  were 
placed  between  these  two  groups  out  of  regard  to  the 
time  of  their  settlement  in  Canaan.  The  position  of 
the  Bilhah  tribes  (Dan  and  Naphthali)  and  of  the 
Zilpah  tribes  (Gad  and  Asher)  is  obscure.  Why  were 
some  assigned  to  Rachel,  and  others  to  Leah  ?  Only 
this  much  can  safely  be  asserted  :  they  had  come  into 
existence  not  in  the  wilderness,  but  in  Canaan.2 
Leaving  these  questions  aside  (see  the  articles  on  the 
several  tribes)  let  us  try,  out  of  what  can  be  discerned, 
to  form  for  ourselves  some  picture  of  the  manner  in  which 
Israel  entered  Canaan.  But,  first,  as  to  Canaan  itself. 

In  virtue  of  its  natural  situation  between  such  re 
nowned  seats  of  primeval  civilisation  as  Babylon  and 

6   Canaan  •  its  Egypt'  Canaan  had  at  an  early  Period 

civilisation       self  become    civilised.       The    oldest 

,., .  j    culture  of  Syria,  as  a  whole,  was  mani- 

reli  ion  festly  derived  from  Bat>ylon  I  Northern 
Syria  immediately  borders  on  the 
Euphrates,  whilst  Egypt,  on  the  other  hand,  is  separated 
from  Southern  Syria  by  a  desert  journey  of  several  days. 
The  peaceful  influences  of  trade  and  the  inroads  of  war 
had,  accordingly,  brought  Babylonian  culture  to  the 
West  as  early  as  the  third  millennium  B.  c.  (cp  CANAAN, 
§  9,  TRADE).  How  closely  the  whole  life  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Syria  about  1400  B.C.  was  dependent  on 
the  culture  of  Babylonia  and  Egypt  is  attested  for  us  in 
a  tangible  manner  by  the  'Amarna  tablets,3  consisting 
as  they  do,  for  the  most  part,  of  letters  in  the  Assyrian 
language  written  in  Babylonian  cuneiform  characters, 
and  addressed  from  Middle  and  Southern  Syria  to  the 
Egyptian  kings,  Amen-hotep  III.  and  Amen-hotep  IV., 

1  [For  the  view  that  Caleb  and  Jerahmeel  were  among  these 
groups,  see  EXODUS  i.,  §  6  ;  HEBKON,  §  i  ;  JERAHMEEL,  JOSHUA 
ii.,  §  15  ;  KADESH  i.,  §  3.] 

'-  See  RACHEL,  LEAH. 

3  [Tell  el-'Amarna  is  the  site  of  the  town  built  by  Khu-en- 
aten  or  Amen-hotep  IV.,  near  the  Nile,  about  180  m.  S.  of 
Memphis.  Here  the  tablets  were  found  in  1888  in  the  tomb  of  a 
scribe  of  Amen-hotep  III.  and  Amen-hotep  IV.  See 
CHF.DORLAOMER,  §'5  ;  CANAAN,  §  10;  EGYPT,  §  55.] 
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about  the  year  1400  B.C.  They  confirm  the  knowledge, 
previously  derived  from  the  Egyptian  inscriptions,  that 
from  the  time  of  the  eighteenth  dynasty  (Thotmes  I.  and 
Thotmes  III.)  Syria  had  been  under  the  suzerainty  of 
the  Pharaohs,  a  sovereignty  which  continued  into  the 
tenth  century  to  be  reasserted,  though  in  a  fitful  way, 
from  time  to  time — then  becoming  merely  nominal, 
till  finally  Palestine  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  Assyrians 
and  the  Babylonians.  In  this  way  Egyptian  civilisation, 
beside  that  of  Babylon,  acquired  a  formative  influence 
on  Syria  ;  the  country  had  for  long  Egyptian  governors 
and  Egyptian  garrisons  ;  and  Egyptian  monuments  were 
erected.1  It  was  this  twofold  fertilising  stream — from 
the  Euphrates  and  from  the  Nile — that  produced  the 
peculiar  civilisation  of  Syria  and  gave  it  the  mixed  char 
acter  it  possessed,  although  in  the  domain  of  religion 
and  mythology  the  Babylonian  substratum  continued 
to  prevail  throughout. 

The  most  important  representatives  of  this  civilisation 
were  the  Hittites  and  the  Phoenicians.  Whilst  the 
political  power  of  the  Phoenicians  was  limited  to  a  narrow 
strip  of  coast  in  Middle  Syria  (see  PHOENICIA),  the 
HITTITES  (q.v. )  moulded  between  the  Orontes  and  the 
Euphrates  a  great  empire  which  continued  to  subsist 
until  about  1200  B.C.  In  the  south,  in  Canaan 
properly  so-called,  there  were,  as  the  'Amarna  letters 
let  us  know,  many  petty  princes,  kings  of  cities,  who 
ruled  over  the  territory  immediately  adjacent  to  their 
capitals.  They  acknowledged  the  Egyptian  suzerainty, 
but  manifestly  regarded  it  as  a  means  of  maintaining 
their  own  petty  power,  partly  against  envious  rivals  who 
were  constantly  accusing  them  before  the  pharaoh  as 
rebels,  and  partly  against  the  hostile  inroads  of  foreign 
peoples  (Amorites,  Hittites,  and  Habiri ;  cp  CANAAN. 
§§  12  ff.,  and  see  above,  §  3).  Thus,  for  example,  we 
find  'Abd-hiba  of  Jerusalem  protesting  his  loyalty  to 
the  Egyptians,  while  complaining  of  neglect  on  their 
part.  Indeed  the  land  seems  at  this  period  to  have 
been  denuded  of  its  Egyptian  troops,  and  the  sover 
eignty  of  the  pharaohs  to  be  falling  into  decay. 

The  religion  of  the  inhabitants  of  Canaan  belonged  to 
the  class  of  Semitic  nature -religions.  Originally  their 
deities  were  simply  personified  forces  of  nature  (e.g. , 
sky,  sun,  moon,  thunder)  ;  but  from  their  close  con 
nection  with  the  civilisation  of  the  country  they  had 
become  the  protectors  of  the  most  important  human 
activitities  and  relations,  such  as  agriculture,  vine- 
culture,  law,  medicine,  and  war.  The  cultus  showed 
manifold  variety.  The  changing  scene  of  life  and  death 
reproduced  itself  now  in  wild  and  extravagant  sensuous 
revelry,  now  in  the  infliction  of  cruellest  pain.  Self- 
surrender  and  self-renunciation  before  God  found  ex 
pression  even  in  the  sacrifice  of  children  (see  FIRST 
BORN).  Yet  the  daily  pursuits  of  the  Canaanites — 
agriculture,  gardening,  vine-culture,  cattle-rearing — 
impressed  upon  the  worship,  in  the  greater  part  of  the 
country,  especially  in  the  '  hill -country '  strictly  so- 
called,  a  very  simple,  rustic  character.  Its  forms 
may  be  supposed  to  have  been  on  the  whole  uniform  ; 
yet,  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a 
common  order,  but  rather  a  multitude  of  local  cults. 
The  deities  worshipped  were  for  the  most  part  not 
called  by  their  proper  names,  but  designated  as  the 
'  lord  '  or  '  lady '  of  the  place  where  they  were  worshipped 
(e.g. ,  Baal  of  Hazor,  Baal  of  Hermon,  Baalath  of  Gebal ; 
see  BAAL,  §  i,  NAMES,  §  42).  The  place  of  worship 
had  an  altar,  beside  (or  upon)  which  was  a  sacred 
pillar  (ravo,  see  MASSEBAH),  a  sacred  tree,  or  its  re 
presentative  a  sacred  post  (mpx  ;  see  ASHERAH),  and, 
if  the  place  aspired  so  high,  an  image  of  the  god,  with 
a  priest  and  a  house  for  it  (see  IDOLATRY).  The  more 
level  districts  of  the  country,  especially  those  places 

1  Thus,  for  example,  the  so-called  Stone  of  Job  in  the  Hauran 
was  identified  by  Dr.  G.  Schumacher  of  Haifa  in  i8ai,  as  being 
an  Egyptian  monument  bearing  the  portrait  of  Kameses  II.  Cp 
EGYPT,  §  58,  n.  i. 
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which  were  touched  by  the  important  trade  route 
between  the  Euphrates  and  the  Nile  (see  TRADE), 
were,  properly  speaking,  the  seats  of  civilisation  ;  the 
mountain  country,  on  the  other  hand,  was  the  home 
of  the  simplest,  peasant-like  manners  and  customs. 

In  the  trans-Jordanic  region  the  frontier  between  the 
settled  parts  and  the  area  wandered  over  by  Bedouin 
shepherds  was  unstable  (GAD,  §§  5/,  10),  and,  conse 
quently,  the  ordinances  of  the  civilised  life  of  Canaan 
were  much  less  stringently  observed.  It  has  already  been 
said  that  at  the  time  of  the  onslaught  of  the  Israelite 
warrior-hordes  there  were  here  two  Amorite  kingdoms, 
under  kings  named  Sihon  and  Og,  by  whom  the  territory 
of  the  Ammonites  and  the  Moabites  had  been  seriously 
infringed  on.  These  Amorite  kingdoms,  regarded  by 
the  Israelites  as  hostile  territory,  formed  the  first  point 
of  attack  ;  the  invasion  was  begun  at  the  southern 
frontier  on  the  banks  of  the  Arnon  (  Wady  el-Mojtt}  : 
Nu.  21 13  Dt.  224 /:  See  GAD,  §§  8,  ir. 

It  is  probable  that  the  struggle  in  the  trans-Jordanic 
region  was  begun  by  the  four  Leah  tribes — Reuben, 
-  ...  Simeon,  Levi,  Judah.  The  Amorite 
-"-srae  i  e  ^m^  gjjlon  was  Defeated  at  Jahaz  on  the 
immigrations.  borders  of  the  wiiderness,  and  Heshbon, 
his  capital,  with  the  rest  of  his  kingdom,  conquered  up  to 
the  Jabbok.  The  king  of  the  more  northerly  kingdom, 
which  had  its  chief  seats  at  Ashtaroth  and  at  Edrei  (by 
the  Yarmiik),  the  gigantic  Og  (Dt.  3n),  was  vanquished 
at  Edrei  (Derat).  The  tribe  of  REUBEN  appropriated  to 
itself  the  southern  portion  of  the  conquered  territory 
(northward  from  the  Arnon),  and  cattle-breeding  con 
tinued  to  be  its  chief  occupation  (Nu.  32  Judg.  5 is/.). 
The  final  settlement  of  the  more  northern  territory  seems 
not  to  have  come  to  pass  till  a  later  day  ;  on  the  other 
hand,  Simeon,  Levi,  and  Judah  pressed  on  into  the 
country  to  the  W.  of  Jordan,  and  settled  in  the  district 
of  Shechem,  and  to  the  N.  of  that.  When  the  in 
dependence  of  one  of  their  clans  (Dinah,  called  the 
daughter  of  Leah),  which  had  settled  in  the  city  of 
Shechem  itself,  was  threatened  by  the  Canaanites, 
Simeon  and  Levi  broke  the  compact  that  had  been  made 
with  these,  and  massacred  them  wholesale  (see  DINAH). 
But  the  outrage  brought  destruction  on  their  own  heads. 
The  tribe  of  Levi  was  scattered,  and  the  few  remnants 
of  Simeon  were  driven  to  the  extreme  southern  limits  of 
the  land,  where  at  a  later  date  they  had  settlements 
alongside  of  Judah  (Gen.  34  49s-;  [cp  We.  CH-2ij,f. 
354/  ] ;  Gen.  37 12  17  ?).  The  tribe  of  Judah  migrated — 
voluntarily  or  under  compulsion  ? — southward,  along  the 
western  slope  of  the  hill-country  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Timnath  and  Adullam,  formed  connections  with  the 
Canaanites,  suffered  repeated  losses,  and  finally  obtained 
a  permanent  footing  only  by  means  of  alliance  with 
families  that  had  their  seats  farther  to  the  south  (Perez 
and  Zerah  ;  Gen.  38).  Cp  CALEB,  JUDAH. 

The  first  impact  of  the  Hebrew  tribes  had  effected  no 
permanent  changes  in  the  territory  west  of  Jordan  ; 
but  it  was  otherwise  with  the  second.  How  long  the 
interval  of  time  between  them  may  have  been  we  are 
unable  to  determine ;  perhaps  the  traditional  forty 
years  of  wandering  in  the  wilderness  (Am.  625,  see 
WANDERINGS)  originally  referred  to  this  period.  The 
connection — no  doubt  there  was  a  connection  —  be 
tween  the  two  immigrations  is  obscure.  It  is  even 
doubtful  what  share,  if  any,  Moses  had  in  the  first 
assault.  For,  of  course,  Moses  accompanied  the  ark  ; 
but  this  came  up  only  with  Israel  properly  so-called 
(the  Rachel  tribe  of  Joseph),  so  that  we  may  take  it 
that  Moses  arrived  in  the  territory  east  of  Jordan 
later  than  Reuben,  Simeon,  Levi,  and  Judah.  In 
Nu.  16 1 12-15  25^  an  obscure  reminiscence  of  disputes 
between  Moses  and  certain  Reubenite  families  has  been 
preserved  ;  perhaps  on  this  occasion  Reuben  and  other 
tribes  may  have  broken  loose  from  the  leadership  of 
Moses  and  taken  their  own  independent  way.  Those 
who  came  after  had  at  least  one  thing  to  thank  their 

2225 


ISRAEL 

predecessors  for  :  the  way  to  the  Jordan  lay  open,  the 
Amorite  power  that  barred  it  was  destroyed.  Yet  the 
Rachel  tribe  of  Joseph  also  seems  to  have  paused,  or  to 
have  been  detained,  for  some  time  on  the  Moabite 
borders.  For  the  hostile  intentions  of  the  Moabites, 
of  which  at  a  later  date  Israel  was  wont  to  speak  in 
connection  with  the  legendary  figure  of  the  Aramaean(?) 
Balaam  (Nu.  22/1  Josh.  24g),  probably  concerned  this 
tribe  (but  cp  BALAAM,  §§  i,  •$/.}.  The  Midianites, 
too,  seem  even  then  to  have  taken  up  an  unfriendly 
attitude  towards  Israel  (Nu.  224725  31 1-20  ;  cp,  however, 
MIDIAN,  §  3). 

Moses  did  not  himself  reach  the  goal  of  the  move 
ment.  Even  in  legend  every  trace  of  him  disappears 
on  Mt.  Nebo,  from  the  summit  of  which  he  is  repre 
sented  as  having  viewed  the  Promised  Land  ;  his  grave 
remained  unknown.  A  strange  ending  which  even  the 
later  version  in  Dt. Is?/  42i/.  8248^  Nu. 27 12-14  does 
not  succeed  in  making  historically  clearer.  He  lived 
only  to  see  the  first  sproutings  of  the  seed  he  had  sown; 
a  long  time  had  yet  to  elapse  before  it  took  firm  root 
or  brought  forth  its  first-fruits.  The  OT,  indeed, 
speaks  of  Joshua  as  having  been  his  successor,  but  only 
from  the  point  of  view  that  Israel  was  led  to  its  goal  by 
him.  That  Moses  had  any  single  successor  is  not  to 
be  supposed  ;  in  point  of  fact,  he  had  many — warriors, 
priests,  kings,  prophets,  scholars — each  of  whom  in  his 
own  time  and  in  his  own  way  advanced  or  maintained 
the  great  work  of  the  founder. 

JOSHUA  (q.v,  i. ),  already  mentioned  in  Ex.  33  n  as  the 
'  minister '  of  Moses  at  the  sanctuary,  was  simply  the 
leader  of  the  house  of  Joseph — Israel  strictly  so-called. 
The  accounts  of  the  book  of  Joshua,  indeed,  represent 
him  as  at  the  head  of  all  the  Hebrew  tribes,  even  of  that 
of  Reuben.  And,  inasmuch  as  Joshua's  victories  laid  the 
foundation  of  the  possession  of  Canaan  not  only  for 
Joseph  but  also  for  all  the  other  tribes,  this  feature  in 
the  tradition  is  easily  intelligible.  But  it  is  not  historical; 
it  is  contradicted  by  what  we  read  in  Judg.  1  (cp 
JOSHUA  ii. ,  §§  13  ff.}.  What  actually  happened  was 
that  Israel,  escorting  its  sacred  object,  crossed  the 
Jordan  to  Gilgal  (see  ARK,  §  4)  and  conquered  Jericho, 
Ai,  and  Bethel  (Josh.  2-8  Judg.  1 22-26),  the  last- 
named  being  a  commanding  site  on  the  ridge  of  the 
hill -country,  and  at  the  same  time  an  ancient 
seat  of  Canaanitish  worship.  It  appears  to  be  an 
original  feature  in  the  tradition  that  Israel  under 
Joshua  waged  a  ruthless  war  against  the  Canaanites, 
that  it  regarded  them  as  '  devoted'  (mn)  to  Yahwe,  and 
therefore  extirpated  them  (see  BAN).  It  is  certain,  how 
ever,  that  the  ban  of  Yahwe  fell  only  on  those  who 
attempted  to  offer  armed  resistance  to  the  victorious 
course  of  his  hosts,  and  not  even  on  these  in  every  case. 
In  this  matter,  tradition  has  on  the  whole  generalised  ; 
all  the  more  credible  and  instructive,  therefore,  are  the 
exceptions  which  it  records,  such  as  the  case  of  Gibeon 
and  the  surrounding  district  (Josh.  9  ;  cp  2  S.  21 2).  The 
region  occupied  or  subjugated  by  the  house  of  Joseph 
lay,  approximately,  between  the  plain  of  Jezreel  on 
the  N.  and  the  head  of  what  is  now  called  the  Wady 
Bet  Hanina  on  the  S. ;  it  was  the  best  part  of  the  hill- 
country  (cp  EPHRAIM,  §  3).  If  the  younger  Leah  tribes 
really  entered  Canaan  earlier  than  the  tribe  of  Israel  ( = 
JOSEPH  ;  q.v.  \. )  and  the  Bilhah  and  Zilpah  tribes  came 
into  being  there  (by  mixture  of  race),  we  may  well 
suppose  that  they  profited  by  the  victories  of  the  '  house 
of  Joseph,'  and  even  that  in  some  cases  Joseph  actually 
fought  their  battles.  It  is  possible  to  conjecture  that 
such  facts  underlie  the  narratives  of  Josh.  10/.  (with 
Josh.  11,  however,  Judg.  4  ought  to  be  compared). 

According  to  the  statements  of  the  OT,  the  Hebrew 
tribes  never  come  in  Canaan  into  conflict  with  a  power 
of  any  magnitude — only  with  minor  potentates  among 
whom  there  was  no  firm  bond  of  union.  It  is  other 
wise,  however,  in  an  inscription  found  by  Prof.  Flinders 
Petrie  at  Karnak,  which  speaks  of  a  victorious  fight 
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of  Me(r)neptah  the  son  and  successor  of  Rameses  II. 
with  '  Israel  '  in  Palestine  itself.  *  Although  the  style  of 
the  inscription  is  far  from  being  that  of  a  sober  historical 
narrative,  we  may  learn  from  it  (  i  )  that  even  in  Canaan 
itself  '  Israel'  had  to  fight  with  the  Egyptians,  and  (2) 
that  as  early  as  1  200  B.  C.  '  Israel  '  was  already  in 
Palestine.  Much,  however,  remains  not  clear.  We  are 
not  told  where  '  Israel  '  encountered  the  Egyptians  in 
Canaan  —  W.  or  E.  of  the  Jordan  —  and  we  do  not 
know  whether  or  not  the  Israel  with  whom  the  Egyp 
tians  fought  was  identical  with  the  '  house  of  Joseph  '  (  = 
Israel).  Rameses  III.  also  fought  in  southern  Syria 
(E.  Mey.  GA  i,  §  263,  GA  3i8/.).  Apparently,  how 
ever,  by  1  200  B.C.  Egyptian  suzerainty  in  Palestine 
was  no  longer  a  reality  but  a  name.  At  the  same  time 
the  kingdom  of  the  HITTITES  (q.v.  ,  §  8)  was,  it  seems, 
broken  up  into  petty  principalities  by  the  onset  of  the 
'peoples  of  the  sea"  (cp  Meyer,  GA\,  §§  263,  265). 
The  successful  occupation  of  Canaan  by  the  Hebrew 
tribes  will,  accordingly,  have  to  be  assigned  to  the 
period  1230-1200  B.C.,  a  time  when  a  foreign  power 
to  control  Syrian  affairs  and  a  home  power  that  could 
unite  the  forces  of  the  inhabitants  in  possession  for 
purposes  of  effective  resistance  were  alike  wanting. 

Amid  such  favouring  circumstances  an  entrance  into 
Canaan   was  effected   by  Israel  ;    but    it    had  not   yet 
become  a  nation.       A   confederation   of 
wilderness  tribes  is   one   thing  ;    a   con- 
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solidated,  settled  people  is  another. 
For  this  last  the  primary  conditions  are  a  permanent 
settlement  and  engagement  in  agricultural  pursuits  — 
conditions  which  in  this  case  required  more  than  one 
generation  for  their  realisation.  The  settlement  was 
carried  on  partly  by  warlike  and  partly  by  peaceful 
methods.  The  Canaanites  were  gradually  pushed  back 
(Ex.  23z9/.  =  Dt.  ?2oa  22  Judg.  2zo-36).  The  Hebrews 
had  already  taken  firm  hold  of  the  hill-country,  while 
the  Canaanites  still  dominated  the  plains  by  means  of 
their  dreaded  war-chariots  (Josh.  17  16  Judg.  1  19).  In 
each  case  the  details,  we  may  be  sure,  worked  out 
differently  (cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  i  iff.  ).  Where  the  con 
querors  had  the  upper  hand  entirely  they  violently  took 
their  possessions  from  the  vanquished  ;  those  who  up  to 
this  time  had  been  masters  had  now  to  till  the  soil 
as  serfs  for  the  victors.  Where  the  balance  of  power 
was  more  nearly  equal,  or  where  it  varied,  treaties  were 
no  doubt  ultimately  formed  (connubium  and  commer- 
cium),  so  that  Canaanite  clans  were  received  into  the 
Israelite  union  of  tribes,  or,  conversely,  Israelite  families 
became  settlers  in  Canaanite  cities  (see  ABIMELECH  2  ; 
SHECHEM  ;  and  cp  Judg.  127^.  3s/.). 

One  consequence  of  the  transition  to  an  agricultural 
life  now  became  apparent  —  the  difficulty  of  maintaining 
the  original  tribal  organisation  (cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  15). 
The  land  had  been  divided  into  communes  or  districts, 
and  the  new-comers  began  to  reckon  in  terms  of  these  ; 
names  were  chosen  in  accordance  with  dwelling  places. 
Thus  one  group  of  families  of  the  tribe  of  Joseph  which 
had  become  separate  from  the  rest  was  called  '  the 
Southern'  (Ben-jamin,  psj-j|)  because  it  occupied  the 
most  southern  part  of  the  whole  territory  of  the  tribe. 
From  its  growing  importance  and  especially  its  valour 
in  war  (Gen.  49  27),  it  received  the  rank  of  a  separate  tribe 
and  came  to  be  reckoned  as  the  youngest  son  of  Jacob, 
Gen.  35  16^  (cp  BENJAMIN,  §§  i,  4).  The  remainder 
of  the  territory  of  Joseph,  again,  was  divided  between 
Manasseh  (Machir)  and  Ephraim,  who  are  designated 
as  grandsons  of  Jacob.  EPHRAIM  (§  if.  )  was  really  the 
name  of  a  district  in  Canaan,  so  that  this  division  of  Israel 
also  was  named  after  its  seat.  The  permanent  settle 
ment  of  the  clans  loosened  the  old  tribal  bonds,  and, 
more  particularly,  as  one  of  its  results,  weakened  the 
old  defensive  power.  Judg.  1  shows  what  were  the 

1  Cp  Spiegelberg,  Sitzungsber.  d.  Berl.  Akad.  1896,  p.  593 
ff.\  Steindorff,  ZATW,  1896,  p.  330^;  Wiedemann,  Museon 
('98),  1-19.  See  also  EGYPT, 
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weak  points  of  the  Hebrew  tribes  in  western  Canaan. 
What  happened  in  the  case  of  DAN  (q.  v.,i.)  is  particularly 
instructive.  Unable  to  hold  their  own  on  the  plain  at 
the  western  base  of  the  hill -country,  they  were  driven 
back  to  the  mountain  land,  but,  not  feeling  secure  even 
there,  had  no  course  but  to  migrate  anew.  They 
traversed  the  length  of  the  territory  of  Israel,  not  without 
plundering  an  Ephraimite  settlement,  and  at  the  source 
of  the  Jordan  subdued  the  district  of  the  city  of  Laish, 
which  thenceforth  bore  the  name  of  Dan  (Judg.  1 34 
17  /•  Josh.  1947).  The  northern  tribes  of  Naphtali 
and  Asher  found  themselves  for  long — the  latter  indeed 
permanently — in  the  minority  and  at  a  disadvantage  as 
compared  with  the  Canaanites  (Judg.  131^;  gllil  hag- 
goylm  =  Galilee). 

It  would  seem  that  much  pressure  was  always  required 
before  the  tribes  could  be  got  to  renew  the  '  wars  of 
Yahwe '  against  the  Canaanites  ;  the  comforts  and  the 
pursuits  of  civilised  life  may  well  have  impaired  the 
old  ardour  and  delight  in  the  business  of  war.  Yet  the 
.religious  conscience  had  not  altogether  gone  to  sleep. 
From  time  to  time  clan-chiefs  1  of  specially  strong  per 
sonality  appealed  to  it,  and  did  not  fail  to  arouse  the 
old  heroism.  What  the  call  to  arms  in  the  name  of 
Yahwe  was  then  able  to  accomplish  is  like  a  reflected 
image  of  the  warlike  spirit  of  the  earliest  days  of  areligion, 
which  was  characterised  equally  by  self -surrender  to 
God,  immovable  conviction  of  his  nearness  and  help, 
death  -  defying  courage  in  the  fight,  wild  enthusiasm 
after  victory,  and  scorn,  contempt,  and  even  God's  curse, 
for  all  who  refused  to  take  part  in  the  common  cause. 

The  evidence  of  this  is  seen  in  the  unfortunately  ill- 
preserved  song  known  as  the  Song  of  Deborah  (see 
DEBORAH  i,  §  3;  JUDGES,  §  7;  POETICAL  LITERA 
TURE).  Under  the  leadership  of  Barak  and  Deborah, 
the  tribes  bordering  on  the  plain  of  Jezreel  fight  the 
Canaanites  under  Sisera  near  Taanach.  The 
Canaanites  are  defeated,  for  Yahwe  comes  to  the 
help  of  his  people  in  a  violent  storm.  It  is  remark 
able  that  no  mention  is  made  of  Simeon  and  Le'vi 
or  of  Judah,  though  there  are  references  (in  praise 
or  in  blame)  to  all  the  other  tribes  (four  or  five)  in 
addition  to  those  actually  engaged  (five  or  six).  Here 
Israel  already  denotes  more  than  the  house  of  Joseph. 
In  fact,  the  song  seems  to  take  for  granted  that  all  the 
ten  tribes  which  are  mentioned  ought  to  have  obeyed 
the  war -summons  of  Yahwe ;  in  other  words,  that 
they  all  belong  to  Israel.  When  and  how  this  more" 
extended  employment  of  the  name  of  Israel  came  in — 
whether  gradually  or  as  the  result  of  a  single  event — 
we  do  not  know  ;  but  the  facts  of  the  case  seem  to 
require  the  assumption  that  after  a  successfully  ac 
complished  occupation  of  the  land  the  tribes  were 
united  by  a  solemn  compact,  as  the  result  of  which  the 
name  of  Israel  acquired  a  wider  meaning.  This  may 
have  been  the  historical  occasion  of  the  Elohistic  nar 
rative  of  the  folk-moot  in  Josh.  24  (cp  JOSHUA  ii.,  §  10). 

On  the  borders  of  the  land  also  the  Israelite  tribes 
had  their  work  to  do — in  the  first  instance,  in  the  E. 
The  westward   migrations  out  of  the 
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wilderness  were  not   yet  at   an   end  ; 
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other  tribes  sought  to  follow  in  Israel's 
footsteps.  The  Moabites,  Ammonites,  and  Amalekites 
had  taken  Jericho  (Judg.  813);  the  independence  of 
Reuben  was  already  at  an  end,  and  Benjamin  had 
become  tributary  to  Eglon  king  of  Moab,  when  Ehud 
b.  Gera  freed  his  tribe  from  this  imposition.  After 
assassinating  the  king  in  his  residence  (where?),  he 
called  out  the  levies  of  Mt.  Ephraim  and  regained  com 
mand  of  the  fords  of  the  Jordan  (Judg.  3).  So  Jephthah 
the  Gileadite  of  Mizpah  waged  successful  war,  we  are 
told,  against  the  Ammonites  (and  Moabites  ? )  who 
threatened  Gilead  (Judg.  11). 

1  On  the  transition  from  the  rule  of  the  heads  of  the  leading 
families  of  the  respective  cities  to  that  of  tribal  chiefs  or  Tvpavvot, 
see  GOVERNMENT,  §  \-j. 
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Of  greater  importance,  however,  and  richer  in  results, 
was  the  stand  which  Gideon,  or  Jerubbaal  b.  Joash,  of 
Ophrah,  a  member  of  the  Manassite  clan  of  Abiezer, 
made  against  the  Midianites.  These  nomads  had 
invaded  the  territory  of  Manasseh  with  their  flocks  and 
tents,  plundering  and  forcing  into  subjection  the 
Israelites,  who  had  formerly  been  their  friends  (Nu. 
1029^:)  —  just  as  the  house  of  Joseph  had  at  an  earlier 
date  treated  the  Canaanites.  GIDEON  (q.v.  ),  filled 
with  the  spirit  of  Yahwe,  led  the  levies  of  his  clan  — 
300  warriors  —  against  the  Midianites,  surprised  them, 
and  put  them  to  flight  (Judg.  63-6  11-24  719-83).  The 
story  is  a  most  instructive  illustration  of  that  union  of 
religious  feeling  with  warlike  enthusiasm  which  character 
ises  the  early  period  of  the  national  development  of  Israel 
(cp  Gideon's  war-cry,  '  For  Yahw&  and  for  Gideon  '  ).1 

The  event  enables  us  to  perceive  how  great  was  the 
change  which  in  the  meanwhile  had  come  over  Israel. 
10  Attemnts  Once  marauding  shepherds,  they  had 
at  consolida-  become  df  f  dfs  of  the  agricultural 
,  .  country  —  defenders  against  the  cupidity 

of  their  former  allies.  Gideon  himself 
rose  to  great  consideration.  His  territory  embraced  the 
richest  and  most  fertile  part  of  the  country  from  the 
plain  of  Jezreel  southward  to  Shechem  —  a  petty  kingdom, 
it  is  true,  yet  already  signifying  more  than  the  power  of 
the  earlier  Canaanite  kinglets.  Here,  for  the  first  time 
since  Israel's  coming  into  Canaan,  we  observe  a  move 
ment  clearly  pointing  to  a  firm  fusion  of  the  parts  into 
one  whole  ultimately  to  be  gained.  Gideon  (if  Judg. 
8  22  f.  really  rests  upon  genuine  tradition)  declined  any 
hereditary  lordship  over  his  territory  —  anything  of  the 
sort  seemed  to  him  heathenish  —  but  after  his  death  his 
(70)  sons  were  accepted  at  first  as  masters.  Soon  the 
idea  that  monarchy  is  better  than  oligarchy  (Judg.  92) 
found  expression,  and,  relying  upon  this,  Abimelech 
b.  Gideon,  of  Shechem,  sought  to  secure  for  himself  the 
sovereignty  over  the  Shechemites.  The  Canaanite 
citizens  of  Shechem  decided  in  favour  of  their  kinsman 
by  blood,  and  with  their  support  he  hired  a  band  of 
armed  men.who,  under  his  leadership,  massacred  Gideon's 
other  descendants  in  Ophrah,  Jotham  alone  escaping. 
Abimelech  was  now  actually  made  king  by  the 
Shechemites  ;  and  for  three  years  he  ruled  over  '  Israel  ' 
—  i.e.  ,  over  the  territory  of  Gideon  (Judg.  922).  Violence 
and  injustice  were,  however,  the  characteristics  of  his 
rule,  and,  though  his  reign  may  have  strengthened 
Israel's  position  in  Canaan  (for  Abimelech  doubtless 
felt  himself  to  be  an  Israelite),  this  unpleasant  experience 
of  regal  government  cannot  have  disposed  the  Israelites 
to  regard  it  with  much  favour  (Judg.  9  7-20).  See 
ABIMELECH,  2. 

The  Philistines,  like  Israel,  were  immigrants  in 
Canaan.  The  present  state  of  inquiry  (see  PHILISTINES) 

11  Israel  Just'^es  tne  supposition  that  they  first 
loses  its  in- 


°f 


dependence. 


Rameses  III.,  perhaps  somewhat  later  than 


the  occupation  of  Canaan  by  the  Israelites. 
They  settled  on  the  southern  coast,  and,  as  they  were 
not  very  numerous,  they  soon  adopted  the  language, 
religion,  manners,  and  customs  of  the  Canaanites.2 
Their  strength  lay  in  their  formidable  armour  and  in 
their  general  military  superiority.  The  slopes  of  the 
neighbouring  hill-country,  peopled  by  clans  belonging 
to  Judah  (and  Dan),  became  their  subjects.  Farther 
north,  too,  they  pressed  on,  and  advanced  into  the  hill- 
country,  defeating  the  tribes  of  Israel  properly  so-called 
again  and  again.  The  last  of  these  defeats  reduced 
Israel  to  despair.  After  an  unsuccessful  battle  the  sacred 
ARK  (q.v. ,  §  5),  then  kept  at  Shiloh,  was  brought  into 
the  camp  in  the  belief  that  Israel  would  thus  become 
invincible.  Rudely  indeed  was  the  illusion  shaken  (see 
ELI).  It  was  an  incomprehensible  mystery,  and  morally 
as  well  as  materially  the  power  of  Israel  was  broken. 

1  See  JUDGES,  §  8. 
2  Cp  also  CAPHTOR,  CHERETHITES. 
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The  land  lay  open  to  the  Philistines,  who  stationed  a 
governor1  at  Geba  (i  S.  13s/  ;  Gibeah,  in  10s  ;  see 
KV  mg.  ),2  and  subdued  and  laid  under  tribute  the  more 
level  country  N.  of  Shechem  as  far  as  Carmel  and  the 
plain  of  Jezreel.  It  was  probably  at  this  time  that  the 
temple  of  Shiloh  was  destroyed  (Jer.  7  12). 

The  Ark  itself  had  been  carried  away  by  the  Philistines, 
but  did  not,  according  to  the  narrative  in  iS.  61, 
remain  long  in  their  possession.  Its  return  to  Israel, 
however,  is  not  represented  as  having  produced  any 
great  effect.  The  tone  of  feeling  was  perhaps  so  closely 
akin  to  despair  that  the  recovery  of  the  symbol  of  the 
presence  of  Yahwe  failed  to  revive  the  moral  courage  of 
the  people.  It  is  a  phenomenon  which  we  cannot  help 
regarding  as  strange  (see  ARK,  §  5). 

From  the  midst  of  Israel  itself  was  to  proceed  that 
new  sense  of  strength  which  could  alone  nerve  it  to 

12  Revival  and  its  task-     The  y°uthful  P60?16  had 
consolidation     bee?  frowmS  to  maturity,  and  only 

under  Saul.      feded    some    on?    to    ^waken    lts 
dormant  energy.      It  was  the  privilege 

of  the  seer  SAMUEL  (q.v. ,  i. )  b.  Elkanah,  we  are  told, 
to  find  the  gifted  man  who  could  do  this.  How  early 
tradition  represented  the  first  meeting  of  Saul  and  Samuel 
is  told  elsewhere  (see  SAUL,  i,  §  i).  Distinguished 
even  in  outward  appearance,  the  young  Benjamite  im 
mediately  approved  himself  to  the  patriotic  seer  as  the 
divinely  appointed  prince  (vji)  of  Israel.  Soon  the 
hesitation  which  Saul  showed  at  first  was  dissipated. 
He  was,  in  fact,  changed  by  the  '  spirit  of  God '  into  a 
hero  and  enthusiast,  who  was  successful  in  arousing  a 
similar  religious  and  patriotic  zeal  among  his  country 
men. 

It  was  in  the  danger  which  threatened  Jabesh  in 
Gilead,  we  read,  that  Saul  first  heard  the  call  to  action. 
Messengers  from  the  besieged  city  had  passed  through 
all  Israel,  but  found  everywhere  (we  may  presume)  the 
same  reception  as  in  Gibeah  ;  there  was  much  weeping 
and  lamentation,  but  no  helpful  suggestion.  Saul  alone 
knew  how  to  rouse  the  faint  hearts  of  the  Israelites. 
Like  Deborah  and  Gideon  before  him,  he  proclaimed  a 
holy  war  [cp,  further,  SAUL,  i,  §  i,  end,  and  notes],  and 
the  proclamation  produced  its  wonted  effect.  In  warlike 
enthusiasm  Israel  recovered  its  victorious  might,  and  at 
the  same  time  experienced  the  delivering  presence  of 
Yahwe.  Jabesh  was  relieved,  and  the  question  whether 
the  tribes  should  submit  themselves  to  regal  authority 
was  decided  in  the  affirmative.  The  need  was  indeed 
great.  Unless  some  strong  will  should  take  command 
of  such  energies  as  still  remained  and  unite  them, 
Israel  would  be  ruined.  Influences  which  had  thitherto 
served  to  unite  its  separate  elements — faith,  worship, 
military  force,  law,  order — were  not  enough  to  secure 
prompt  and  united  action  of  the  aggregate.  Monarchy 
was  the  one  system  already  familiar  in  the  life  of 
Canaan  that  seemed  capable  of  bringing  the  tribes 
together.  There  were  no  doubt  some  arguments  urged 
against  it — an  opposition  which,  we  may  safely  suppose, 
had  two  roots.  For  (i)  the  Israelite  love  of  freedom, 
an  inheritance  derived  from  the  desert,  was  incom 
patible  with  anything  that  brought  servitude  in  its  train, 
and  (2)  the  religion  of  Yahwe  seemed  inconsistent  with 
monarchy,  the  proudest  fruit  of  heathen  civilisation. 
Both  arguments,  indeed,  coincided  in  as  far  as  the  old 
piety  belonged  to  the  same  period  with  the  pastoral  life. 
Nevertheless,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  at  the  time, 
the  kingship  of  Saul  was  welcomed  by  the  majority  as  a 
deliverance,  as  a  saving  ordinance  of  God  for  Israel. 
This  view  not  only  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  repre 
sentation  of  i  S.  9i-10i6  11,  but  also  appears  plainly  in 
a  portion  of  the  younger  narrative  in  i  S.  1020-24.  A 
harmony  between  the  two  being  nevertheless  impossible, 
exclusive  use  is  made  in  the  present  sketch  of  the  older 
narrative. 

1  See  next  col.,  note  i. 
2  See  GEBA,  i ;  GIBEAH,  §  1  (3). 
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The  effect  of  Saul's  exploit  was  that  he  was  pro 
claimed  king  at  Gilgal  by  the  warriors.  What  means 

13  Saul's  work had  he  at  his  disPosal  for  the  ac' 
as  kintr  complishment  of  his  task  ?  They  were 
°'  not,  at  the  outset,  great.  At  first 
his  rule  extended  merely  over  Israel  in  the  narrower 
sense  of  the  word — Benjamin,  Ephraim,  Manasseh, 
and  the  more  northerly  tribes  of  Western  Canaan — and 
the  army  at  his  command  was  but  small,  according  to 
i  S.  ISa,  numbering  only  3000  men.  Nevertheless  Saul 
straightway  took  the  field  against  the  Philistines  ;  his 
son  Jonathan  smote  their  '  governor '  *  in  Gibeah  and 
thus  raised  the  signal  for  revolt.  But  the  enemy 
advanced  in  force  to  suppress  the  insurrection,  and  the 
courage  of  all  but  a  faithful  few  of  Saul's  followers 
failed  them.  Jonathan  changed  the  position  of  affairs 
by  the  daring  exploit  related  in  i  S.  14  1-14,  and  it  was 
Saul  and  his  six  hundred  who  completed  the  defeat 
which  Jonathan  had  begun.  Only  when  the  rout  was 
general  did  the  men  of  Israel  who  had  hidden  them 
selves  join  their  bolder  brethren. 

This  second  success  of  'the  king  was  more  brilliant 
than  the  first ;  it  had  been  gained  over  the  dreaded 
tyrants  of  the  land,  and  Yahwe  himself  had  come  amidst 
the  convulsions  of  nature  (i  S.  14 15)  to  Saul's  aid. 
The  kingdom  had  greatly  gained  in  strength.  Un 
fortunately  we  know  but  little  of  what  Saul  did  further 
for  Israel.  It  is  said  that  besides  carrying  on  the  war 
against  the  Philistines,  he  fought  the  Amalekites  and 
restored  the  supremacy  of  Israel  in  the  territory  east 
of  Jordan  (i  S.  1447/".  15) — a  statement  not  to  be 
altogether  set  aside  [cp  SAUL,  i,  §  3],  Saul's  chief 
concern  was,  of  course,  the  war  with  the  Philistines. 
He  gave  the  chief  command  of  his  army  to  his  cousin 
Abner  b.  Ner  ;  but  brave  men  from  all  the  tribes  were 
welcomed  to  his  banner  (1452).  An  independent  com 
mand  was  certainly  given  for  a  time  to  David  b.  Yishai 
(Jesse)  of  Bethlehem,2  in  whom,  as  far  as  we  know,  we 
have  the  first  case  of  a  family  of  Judah  coming  into 
connection  with  the  kingdom  of  Israel.  Thus  the 
course  of  events  promoted  the  unification  of  Israel ; 
even  Judah,  which  until  now  had  had  but  a  very  slight 
fellow-feeling  with  the  Israelitish  tribes,  was  brought 
within  the  range  of  the  regal  authority. 

More  than  one  reason  is  suggested  by  tradition  for 
the  introduction  of  the  young  David  to  his  king  (see 

14.  The  breach  PAVID'  §  *  *|     S"ffice  ,k  l°  ,remark 
l«»  Tt      .~j      here  that,  whilst   the  melancholy  from 

witn  uavia.    which  gaul  is  said  to  have  suffered  and 

his  change  of  feeling  towards  David  are  undisputed 
facts,  the  true  grounds  of  his  suspicion  of  David  can  no 
longer  be  ascertained  from  the  tradition  (i  S.  18-20). 
It  is  possible  that  a  real  or  supposed  intercourse  of 
David  with  persons  whom  the  king  regarded  as  his 
opponents  was  the  first  cause  of  Saul's  dislike  of  his 
son-in-law,  and  that  jealousy  of  David's  success  in  war 
and  of  his  increasing  popularity  intensified  this  dislike 
into  bitter  hatred.  At  the  fortress  of  Adullam,  near  the 
border  of  Philistia,  the  exile  gathered  round  him  a  troop 
of  400  men  who  had  nothing  to  lose  and  much  to  gain 
by  fidelity  to  his  person,  and  his  fortunate  marriage 
with  the  widow  of  Nabal  (see  DAVID,  §  4,  col.  1025  ; 
NABAL)  secured  a  stable  connection  with  the  Calebites. 
But  he  could  not  long  maintain  his  ground.  He  became 
the  feudatory  of  Achish,  the  Philistine  king  of  Gath, 
finding,  however,  means  to  win  or  retain  the  good 
graces  of  the  chiefs  of  certain  towns  in  Judah  (i  S. 
27  30).  Cp  Kamphausen,  ZATWS^ff.  ('86). 

Meantime  the  Philistines  had  gained  a  brilliant  victory 

over  Saul,  who  had  ventured  to  meet  them  in  the  plain 

F  11     °^  Jezreel-      His  too  slightly  equipped  troops 

i     were    driven     back    by    these    formidable 

of  Saul.          •  •  f  ^-ii_ 

'     warriors  to  the  mountain  range  of  Gilboa. 

1  So    the    present    writer    renders   3(xj>    with    Stade.      For 
another  possible  view  see  SAUL,  §  2,  n. 

2  [On  the  question  of  his  real  native  place,  see  JUDAH,  §  4.] 
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Then  this  noble  king,  through  whom  alone  Israel  had 
gained  courage  to  resist  its  tyrants,  after  seeing  his  sons 
fall,  perished  by  his  own  hand  [cp  SAUL,  i,  §  4].  He 
could  not  bear  the  thought  of  falling  alive  into  the 
hands  of  '  the  uncircumcised. '  Well  might  those  hated 
foes  of  Israel  triumph  at  so  complete  a  ruin  of  Saul's 
patriotic  enterprise  !  And  well  may  we  be  surprised  at 
the  darkness  which  closed  in  upon  a  champion  so  heroic  ! 
What  was  the  cause  of  this  blighting  of  his  hopes  ? 
Had  he  overrated  Israel's  strength  in  comparison  with 
that  of  the  Philistines?  Did  the  bow  break  in  his 
hands  because  he  had  stretched  it  too  far  ?  We  may 
venture  to  think  so,  and  to  believe  that  his  morbid 
melancholy  was  partly  to  blame  for  this  miscalculation 
of  his  powers.  [For  another  view  of  the  course  of 
events  see  JUDAH,  §  5,  SAUL,  §  4.]  t 

After  their  victory  the  Philistines  occupied  the  cities 
of  the  Plain  of  Jezreel  and  those  by  the  Jordan  l  (e.g. , 
in  o,,v;,,,,  .  Beth-shan) ;  the  hill-country,  however, 

of  Israel        and  the  la"d  be>'ond  J°rdan  they  left 
unmolested.      Probably  they  were  too 

weak  in  numbers  to  attempt  more.  We  may  be  sure, 
however,  that  Israel  as  a  whole  was  in  at  least  as  bad 
a  position  after  this  defeat  as  before  Saul's  first  victories  : 
i.e. ,  the  tribes  on  the  W.  of  the  Jordan,  in  as  far  as 
they  had  to  serve  in  Saul's  army,  became  once  more 
tributary  to  the  Philistines.  Judah,  therefore,  shared  this 
fate.  This  is  not  to  be  proved  from  the  OT  ;  but  the 
circumstances  in  themselves  and  the  subsequent  events 
under  David  (28.517^)  make  the  theory  in  a  high 
degree  probable. 2  Still,  to  one  acquisition  of  the  preced 
ing  period  Israel  held  fast,  as  a  pledge  of  a  better  future 
— regal  government.  The  victorious  contests  of  Saul 
with  the  Moabites,  the  Ammonites,  and  the  Aramaeans 
provided  a  sure  refuge  for  royalty  on  the  land  to 
the  E.  of  Jordan  (2  S.  28/).  It  is  the  merit  of  Abner 
to  have  saved  the  tribes  then  beginning  to  grow 
together  from  the  loss  of  this  bond  of  union.  The 
tribes  of  Israel  on  both  sides  of  Jordan  (except  Judah) 
recognised  Ishbosheth  (ISHBAAL,  i)  as  king,  while 
David,  at  the  direction  of  an  oracle  of  Yahwe,  took  up 
his  abode  at  Hebron.  There  he  was  formally  anointed 
'  king  over  the  house  of  Judah  '  (2  S.  2 1-4). 

The  unpleasing  story  of  the  brief  reign  of  Ishbaal  may 
be  sought  elsewhere  (see  ABNER,  ISHBAAL,  i).  After 
17  Da  "d  *^e  c^eatns  °f  Abner  and  Ishbaal,  David 

J  .  exchanged  his  tribal  kingdom  (which  he  had 

°'  ruled,  it  is  said,  for  7^  years)  for  the 
sovereignty  which  he  had  long  coveted.  With  the 
general  consent  of  the  tribes,  he  was  made  king  of  all 
Israel  at  Hebron  (2  S.  5 1-3).  To  this  period  belongs 
the  remarkable  notice  in  2  S.  5 17,  '  When  the  Philistines 
heard  that  they  had  anointed  David  king  over  Israel,  all 
the  Philistines  went  up  to  seek  David.'  As  king  of 
Judah,  David  had  still  been  their  vassal ;  as  king  of  all 
Israel  he  naturally  broke  with  his  past,  and  so  the 
Philistines  understood  the  situation.  And  if,  before  the 
close  of  his  tribal  kingship,  he  had  already  possessed 
himself  of  the  important  Jebusite  fortress  of  Zion  (above 
the  Gihon  in  the  Kidron  valley  at  Jerusalem),  it  becomes 
all  the  easier  to  understand  the  conduct  of  the  Philistines. 
For  it  was  the  conquest  of  the  Jebusites  that  made  free 
communication  possible  between  Judah  and  the  northern 
tribes,  so  that  we  must  regard  it  as  one  of  the  means 
by  which  David  sought  at  once  to  announce  and  to 
achieve  his  object — the  inclusion  of  the  northern  tribes 
within  his  kingdom.  Now  that  this  object  was  gained, 
the  forbearance  of  the  Philistines  was  exhausted.  There 
were,  it  would  seem,  repeated  and  violent  contests 
between  them  and  David  (cp  2  S.  517-252115-22289-17), 
the  traditional  stories  of  which  breathe  the  very  spirit 
of  the  old  accounts  of  the  '  Wars  of  Yahwe '  (cp  Judg. 

1  'And  when  the  men  of  Israel  who  were  in  the  cities  of  the 
plain  and  in  the  cities  of  the  Jordan  saw,'  etc.  (i  S.Sl?  ;  read 
'^3  for  naja  with  Klost.) 

2  Cp  Kamphausen,  ZATW§t,-$ff.  ('86). 

2232 


ISRAEL 

"tqff.  i  S.  14).  Finally,  David,  who  was  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  military  tactics  of  the  Philistines, 
achieved  the  liberation  of  his  people.  Whether  Israel 
freed  itself  by  its  own  unaided  efforts,  or  whether  the 
Philistines  were  simultaneously  attacked  by  the  Egyptians 
(see  DAVID,  §  7,  end),  cannot  be  decided.  The  fact 
remains  that  David  avenged  the  death  of  Saul  and  his 
sons,  completed  his  work  of  delivering  Israel  from  the 
Philistines,  and  even  perceptibly  curtailed  their  territory 
at  the  foot  of  the  hill-country.  The  monarchy,  to  which 
men  had  clung  even  at  the  worst  of  their  disgrace  and 
humiliation,  had  stood  the  test,  and  could  lay  claim  to 
the  divine  sanction  of  success.  The  goal  set  by  Moses 
in  constituting  the  religion  had  been  reached  :  the  tribes 
found  themselves  now  in  sure  possession  of  the  land  of 
Canaan. 

This  had,  however,  involved  a  struggle  of  about  two 
hundred  years,  in  the  course  of  which  much  that  was 
Per'sned.   ancl  much    that    was    new 


18    Th 
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came  into  existence.      There  were  now 
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,.         . 

many  who  had  little  or  no  connection 
with  the  old  state  of  things,  whether  from  oneness  of 
blood  or  from  common  memories.  The  old  and  the 
new  clans  and  tribes,  especially  Juclah  and  its  allies  —  and 
perhaps  we  should  here  once  more  include  the  Bilhah  and 
the  Zilpah  tribes  (cp  above,  §§  5,  7)  —  were  united  under 
the  royal  sceptre  into  a  new  whole  —  the  people  of  Israel. 
Its  roots  were  in  part  quite  distinct  ;  but  the  young  stems, 
in  as  far  as  they  maintained  themselves,  gradually  grew 
in  Canaan  into  one  tree.  The  process  had  begun  im 
mediately  on  the  abandonment  of  the  nomadic  life,  and 
reached  its  completion  under  the  first  kings.  Practically, 
indeed,  it  attained  its  goal  when  David  reconstituted 
the  tribe  of  Judah  and  closely  united  it  with  Israel,  with 
Jerusalem  for  the  national  centre  (see  DAVID,  §  10). 
And  when,  finally,  the  latest-won  of  all  the  cities  of 
Israel  became  not  only  the  royal  residence  but  also  the 
seat  of  the  most  venerable  of  Israel's  sacred  objects,  the 
ARK  (q.v.  ,  §  6)  (28.6),  the  history  of  the  genesis  of 
Israel  as  a  nation  was  at  an  end  ;  and  now  we  may 
say  that  we  have  gained  the  presuppositions  on  which 
the  further  history  of  the  nation  rests. 

The  chronology  of  David's  reign  is  uncertain.  Let 
us,  therefore,  though  this  has  been  done  elsewhere 
(DAVID)  classify  and  summarise,  from 
our  present  point  of  view,  the  events 
of  David's  reign.  His  wars  were  not, 
generally,  wars  of  conquest  ;  their  aim  was  the  defence 
of  the  boundaries  of  the  kingdom,  especially  east  of  the 
Jordan.1  Before  David,  Saul  had  had  the  §ame  object. 
That  the  Moabites  should  have  been  treated  with  such 
cruelty  (2  S.  82  ;  contrast  i  S.  223  f.  )  is  surprising,  but 
may  with  some  plausibility  be  explained  (see  DAVID, 
§  8  a).  The  occasion  of  the  Ammonite  war  is  expressly 
told  us  (2  S.  10  1-5),  and  owing  to  the  connection  of 
David's  misdemeanour  with  Bathsheba  with  an  episode 
in  this  war,  the  campaigns  against  Ammon  are  described 
with  some  fulness.  The  war  was  closed  with  the  con 
quest  of  Rabbath-ammon  and  the  punishment  of  the 
people  (see  AMMON  ;  DAVID,  §  8  b).  Aramaean  tribes 
took  part  in  the  earlier  battles,  but  without  any  benefit 
to  their  Ammonite  allies.  These  were  ZOBAH,  BETH- 
REHOB,  ISH-TOB,  and  MAACHAH  i.  ;  neighbours  of  the 
Ammonites  to  the  north,  and  of  Israel  to  the  east 
(cp  DAVID,  §  8  b}.  In  connection  with  this  we  hear 
of  a  victory  over  Hadadezer,  king  of  Zobah,  at  Helam 
(2  S.  lOis-iga  83/.),  which  is  probably  not  to  be  com 
bined  with  the  encounter  described  in  the  previous 
passage.  This  lends  support  to  the  statement  in  2  S.  8  6 
that  David  levied  tribute  from  the  Aramaeans,  even 
though  we  must  admit  the  further  statement  that  the 
Aramaean  kingdom  of  Damascus  became  a  permanent 
dependency  of  Israel  to  be  open  to  grave  suspicion.  2  And 

1  On  David's  wars  as  a  whole,  cp  DAVID,  §§  6-8,  where  refer 
ences  to  recent  works  are  given. 

2  See  Budde,  fii.  Sa.  250,  and  cp  DAVID,  §  8  b,  ARAM,  §  $f. 
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it  is  probably  a  trustworthy  tradition  that  through  these 
struggles  David's  warlike  fame  spread  far  and  wide,  and 
that  king  Toi  (Tou,  i  Ch.  18)  of  Hamath  (Hamath- 
zobah,  2  Ch.  83  ;  see  HAMATH)  at  this  time  did  homage 
to  David  through  his  son  Joram  (Hadoram,  i  Ch.  18). 
Lastly,  on  the  southern  frontier,  there  was  a  long  and 
bitter  struggle  with  the  Edomites  which  ended  in  the 
reduction  of  Idumaea  to  the  condition  of  an  Israelite 
province  (see  DAVID,  §  8  c). 

As  the  land  of  Israel  received  no  additions  under  the 
reign  of  Solomon,  the  limits  of  the  kingdom  after  the 

20.  Extent  of   w,arS  °f  Dalid  ma>L  aPPr°Priately  be 
+v,«  ,.«oiw.        glanced  at  here.       The  area  occupied 
uiic  realm*       IT       i        i    T    i  i     •     •    i*         »    < 
by   Israel   and   Judah   is    indicated    in 

2  S.  24 1-9  ;  to  the  SE. ,  on  the  Moabite  side,  the  valley 
of  the  Arnon  marks  the  frontier  (Josh.  18916  Nu.  21 
13  f. ) ;  to  the  E.  the  boundary  is  vague  ;  northward  it 
extends  as  far  as  to  the  head  of  the  Jordan  at  Dan  (cp 
i  K.  1520  2  K.  1529)  ;  in  the  W.  it  is  limited  by  the 
Phoenician  territory ;  and  southward  it  reached  the 
latitude  of  Beersheba  ;  the  current  expression  is  '  from 
Dan  to  Beersheba.'  The  kingdom  of  David 

and  Solomon,  however,  certainly  extended  its  authority 
and  sphere  of  influence  considerably  beyond  these 
limits.  The  subjugation  of  Edom  opened  up  the  way 
to  the  Red  Sea  at  Elath.  Moab  was  a  tributary 
state  (28.82),  as  was  also  Ammon  (28.1727),  unless 
from  2  S.  1231  we  are  to  infer  complete  subjection.  The 
Aramceans  living  towards  the  Yarmuk,  already  put  under 
restraint  by  Saul,  became  tributary  to  David  and  were 
compelled  to  surrender  many  districts  to  Israel.  The 
boundaries  of  the  Israelite  territory  eastward  of  Jordan 
were  always  varying  ;  in  the  NE.  the  people  were 
really  of  mixed  origin.  On  the  one  hand,  it  seems 
plain  that  in  the  early  period  of  the  monarchy  there 
was  a  considerable  immigration  of  clans  belonging  to 
the  house  of  Joseph  (Nu.  8241  /.)  ;  on  the  other  hand, 
we  find  an  Aramaean  of  influence  (see  BARZILLAI,  i) 
settled  at  Mahanaim  (28.1727;  cp  19s8  [37]).  It  is 
quite  impossible  at  this  point  of  the  frontier  to  draw  the 
line  between  Israelite  territory,  properly  so  called,  and 
the  sphere  of  Israelite  influence  beyond  that  territory. 
On  the  N.  David's  rule  made  itself  felt  to  the  border  of 
the  Canaanite  kingdom  of  Hamath,  on  the  Orontes  ; 
this  appears  from  the  current  expression  '  to  (or  from) 
the  entering  in  of  Hamath'  (Am.  614  i  K.  865  2  K. 
1425  Judg.  83  Josh.  13s).  The  phrase  is  elastic,  and 
has  received  various  interpretations  ;  but  originally  it 
probably  meant  the  point  where  the  plateau  of  Ijon 
begins  to  fall  away  northwards  towards  the  open  valley 
between  Lebanon  and  Antilibanus.  The  territory 

thus  denned,  though  not  in  itself  large,  formed  a  more  im 
portant  kingdom  than  had  been  known  in  southern  Syria 
for  centuries,  and  such  as  might  fitly  be  regarded  as  a 
splendid  proof  of  the  might  of  the  God  of  Israel.  (Note 
the  enthusiasm  which  breathes  in  the  oracles  of  Balaam. ) 
Let  us  now  turn  to  David's  internal  administration. 
Some  idea  of  this  may  be  gained  from  the  two  lists  of 
his  chief  officers  (2  S.  815-18  2023-26). 
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Here  special  importance  attaches  to  certain 


features.  ( i )  The  body-guard  of  600  trained 
warriors  (see  DAVID,  §  n  a),  from  which  we  must  clearly 
distinguish  the  national  levy  which  was  placed  under  the 
command  of  Joab.  (2)  That  priests  should  be  included 
among  the  king's  officers  was  a  necessity,  as  David  from 
the  first  had  established  a  royal  sanctuary,  manifestly  with 
!  a  view  to  heightening  the  prestige  of  his  rule.  The 
relations  between  the  monarchy  and  worship  went  on 
steadily  extending  in  process  of  time  until  at  last,  under 
Josiah,  they  were  decisive  for  the  history  of  Judah  (see 
below,  §  38).  (3)  It  fell  to  the  king  to  administer  the 
sacred  law  of  Israel  (2  S.  815  152-6).  This  was  plainly 
his  holiest  duty,  apart  from  that  of  leadership  in  war  ; 
in  its  discharge  he  was  the  immediate  servant  of  God. 
For  this  function  also,  as  a  layman,  he  required  the 
continual  support  of  priests  learned  in  the  law.  Unfor- 
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tunately,  we  know  very  little  about  the  range  of  the 
king's  judicial  activities  ;  apart  from  the  legal  protection 
of  the  weak  and  needy  (2  K.  626^  83^),  he  seems, 
in  his  judicial  capacity,  to  have  occupied  himself  chiefly 
in  the  mitigation  and  restriction  of  certain  rigours  of  the 
common  law  (2  S.  14i-n  ;  cp  i  K.  20.31).  Cp  GOVERN 
MENT,  §  iKf. 

For  David  the  greatest  difficulty  unquestionably  lay 

in  resolving  the  discord  between  Israel  and  Judah.      He 

22    David's  was    Sreat'v  helped,    no    doubt,    by    his 

'..  ,    judicious    choice    of  a   capital,1   and    by 

P°  lcy  fn      t^le  fact  'hat  Saul  had  now  no  surviving 

'  arac  er>  descendant  capable  of  holding  the  reins 
of  government.  David  also  in  his  later  years  was 
careful  to  show  due  consideration  for  Israel,  just  as  at 
an  earlier  time  he  had  been  at  pains  to  figure  not  as 
the  enemy  but  as  the  heir  of  Saul.  From  the  account  of 
the  rebellion  of  his  son  ABSALOM  (2  S.  15-19)  it  is 
evident  that  the  most  important  accomplices  belonged 
to  Judah,  not  to  Israel  (cp,  e.g. ,  2  S.  19 11-15  [I2-l6D  !  and 
from  this,  as  well  as  from  i  K.  lg  (end),  it  seems  a 
legitimate  inference  that  the  interests  of  his  own  tribe 
were  subordinated  by  David  to  those  of  Israel.  For 
obvious  reasons,  the  tension  of  feeling  was  greatest  in 
Benjamin,  the  tribe  of  Saul,  as  the  narratives  of  SHIMEI 
(2  S.  165-12)  and  of  the  revolt  of  SHEBA  (2  S.  20) 
sufficiently  show.  The  accounts  of  the  successive 
rebellions  dimly  reflect  the  vicissitudes  of  the  popular 
temper,  and  if  David  contrived  to  maintain  himself  upon 
the  throne  we  may  be  sure  that  it  was  not  merely  on  the 
ground  of  legal  right,  but  mainly  by  the  force  of  his 
strong  personality.  -Marvellous  indeed  is  the  incon 
sistent  variety  of  this  great  man's  character.  The 
reader  must  have  vividly  realised  for  himself  the  simple 
and  half-savage  manners  of  the  period  in  order  even 
to  conceive  how  this  man,  whose  kingly  hand  was 
deeply  stained  by  bloody  acts  of  injustice  (not  to  speak 
of  less  grave  errors),  could  have  been  of  a  deeply 
religious  nature,  and  a  pious  Israelite.  Yet  even  the 
oldest  narratives  furnish  us  with  many  instructive  proofs 
that  this  really  was  the  case  (2  S.  9-20).  How  succeeding 
generations  idealised  him  need  not  be  retold  here.  The 
idealisation  was  by  no  means  entirely  unjustified. 

The  question  of  the  succession  was  decided  by  David 

himself  amid  peculiar  circumstances  which  have  been 

_  .  described     elsewhere    (see     ADONIJAH). 

.  bo  onion.  -pnere  were  two  partjes  at  court — that  of 

Adonijah  and  that  of  Solomon.  The  latter  obtained 
the  sanction  of  the  aged  king  by  reminding  him  of  a 
promise  which  he  had  given  to  Solomon's  mother 
Bathsheba  (i  K.  11317);  the  result  was  that  Solomon 
was  anointed  king,  by  David's  order,  amid  the  rejoic 
ings  of  the  people.  No  blood  was  shed  at  the  time, 
but  after  David's  death  several  lives  had  to  be  sacri 
ficed  in  order  to  extinguish  for  ever  all  hostile  personal 
interests.2  The  vacancies  caused  by  the  death  of 
Joab  and  the  deposition  of  Abiathar  were  filled  up 
by  the  appointment  of  BENAIAH  (i)  and  ZADOK 

(iK.23s). 

The  few,  though  doubtless  important,  facts  respecting 
Solomon  which  no  critic  can  gainsay  will  be  collected 
elsewhere  (see  SOLOMON).  We  shall  here  use  them 
with  the  special  object  of  illustrating  the  claim  now 
made  for  Israel  (unified  into  a  new  people  by  David) 
to  a  share  in  the  civilisation  of  the  neighbouring  Asiatic 
nations.  The  internal  changes  which  this  involved 
were  no  doubt  necessary,  but  were,  for  religious  reasons, 
encompassed  with  difficulty. 

Close  relations  were  maintained  by  the  new  king  with 
Egypt  and  Tyre.  Indeed,  as  far  as  the  former  country 

1  See  DAVID,  §  10,  and  cp  Sta.  GVI  \  270  f. ;  JUDAH,  §  5. 

2  The  harshness  of  Solomon's  treatment  of  Joan  was  felt  by 
the  narrator  of  i  K.  \f.  himself.     In  i  K.  2  5  y.  ff.  we  have  his 
way   of  accounting  for   it.     Better   that   Joab   should   himself 
expiate  his  deeds  of  blood  than  that  David's  posterity  should 
suffer   for    the    neglect   of   blood  •  vengeance.      See,   however, 
DAVID,  §  n,  col.  1033. 


was  concerned,  these  relations  were  to  some  extent 
„ .  p  .  forced  upon  Solomon.  The  pharaoh  him- 

'.    ,.     *^  self1  appeared  in   Palestine,  and  captured 
eiations.    the  dty  Qf  GEZER|  which  lay  not  far  from 

the  commercially  important  road  from  Egypt  to  the 
Euphrates.  He  married  his  daughter  to  Solomon,  and 
gave  her  as  a  dowry  the  city  which  he  had  conquered 
(i  K.  9i6).  The  OT  is  silent  as  to  the  obligations 
towards  Egypt  assumed  by  Solomon — for  such  there 
must  have  been.  They  would  probably  include  the 
protection  of  the  trade  route,  and  the  contribution  of 
Israelitish  troops  to  the  pharaoh's  army  (Dt.  17i6), — 
in  a  word,  the  recognition  of  Egyptian  supremacy. 

With  Hiram  I.  king  of  Tyre,  who  at  that  time 
maintained  a  certain  overlordship  over  all  Phoenician 
cities  (cp  Meyer,  GA  i,  §  283^ ),  Solomon  had  a  perma 
nent  treaty.  Whilst  the  former  supplied  materials  and 
skilled  workmen  for  Solomon's  buildings,  the  latter 
repaid  him  with  the  produce  of  his  land  and  the  cession 
to  him  of  the  district  of  CABUL  (q.v. }  (i  K.  5io  [24]^ 
9 10-14).  Moreover,  the  two  rulers  undertook  in  partner 
ship  certain  commercial  enterprises  (i  K.  1022).  To 
wards  the  NE.  of  Israel,  on  the  other  hand,  the  earlier 
struggles  with  Aram  were  renewed,  for  Rezon  b.  Eliada 
of  Aram-Zobah  founded  at  Damascus  a  new  kingdom 
which  involved  Israel  in  severe  contests.  In  the  SE. , 
the  province  of  Edom  revolted  under  the  leadership  of 
a  scion  of  its  royal  house  who  fled  to  Egypt,  though 
he  seems  to  have  had  no  lasting  success. 

Within  Israel  Solomon  destroyed  the  last  sporadic 
traces  of  Canaanite  independence  (i  K.  §2o/.).  The 
commissariat  of  the  court  and  the  army 
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was  provided    for   by   dividing  the  land 


into  twelve  departments  (i  K.  47-1927 /.  ; 
see  SOLOMON).  He  imported  war-chariots  and  horses 
from  Egypt,  and  stationed  them  in  selected  cities.2  He 
built  fortresses  which  mark  out  clearly  the  limits  of 
his  territory  and  the  routes  that  he  wished  to  protect. 
His  realm  skirted  the  Mediterranean  from  Carmel  to 
Dor  (cp  DOR,  §  2)  (i  K.  4n).  Like  other  great  kings, 
he  was  a  builder  on  a  large  scale  ;  but  he  could  only 
carry  out  his  projects  (which  included  palace  and  temple 
in  combination,  Millo,  the  walls  of  Jerusalem,  frontier 
fortifications,  and  garrison  fortresses)  by  imposing  ruth 
less  corvte  on  his  people.  The  insurrection  of  JERO 
BOAM  (q. ?'. ,  i)  was  due  to  the  popular  indignation  at 
this  forced  labour.  It  failed  ;  but  its  energetic  leader 
found  refuge,  like  other  political  offenders,  at  the  court 
of  Sheshonk,  in  Egypt  (see  SHISHAK). 

There  were  three  traditional  elements  in  Solomon's 
greatness,  each  of  which  continued  quite  late  to  be 
proverbial — wisdom,  power,  and  wealth  (i  K.  85-14). 
Of  these  the  last  can  most  readily  be  accounted  for  ;  it 
arose  out  of  Solomon's  share  in  the  commerce  of 
Western  Asia.  To  begin  with,  he  dominated  (probably 
in  concert  with  Egypt)  a  portion  of  the  maritime  route 
which  was  the  means  of  communication  between  Egypt 
and  Babylonia  (Assyria),  together  with  its  lateral 
branches  (Megiddo  ;  cp  TRADE).  He  had  in  his  power 
the  trade  which  centred  in  ELATH  (q.v. ),  and  even 
sent  ships  of  his  own  by  the  Red  Sea  to  OPHIR 
(Southern  Arabia?).  Finally,  he  appears  (i  K.  1022)  to 
have  joined  Hiram  in  sending  ships  across  the  Mediter 
ranean  to  Tarshish  (Spain).  How  much  ground  there 
may  be  for  the  other  elements  in  the  legendary  picture 
of  him  (see,  e.g.,  i  K.  815-28  10 1-13)  we  are  hardly  in  a 
position  to  say.  Even  if  we  allow  for  exaggeration,  how 
ever,  it  is  certain  that  the  splendour  of  his  reign  was 
never  matched  in  the  history  of  Israel.  He  was  not  in 
deed  such  a  king  as  the  prophetic  writers  describe  by 
the  name  of  '  Shepherd '  (e.g. ,  Jer.  23  4  Ezek.  34  23).  His 
ideal  was  that  of  the  ordinary  Oriental  monarch.  He 

1  Was  it  perhaps  Pisebha'ennu  ?     See  Meyer,  GA   331.      It 
was,  at  any  rate,  one  of  the   last   kings  of  the  2ist  (Tanitic) 
dynasty. 

2  [See  BETH-MAKCABOTH,  MARCABOTH.] 
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loved  display,  and  his  subjects  had  to  defray  the  cost. 
Hence  the  many  overseers  of  taxes  and  works  who 
appear  among  his  officers.  Under  David  we  hear 
nothing  of  them,  nor  can  the  difference  be  accidental. 

Nevertheless,  we  must  not  unduly  depreciate  what 
Solomon  contributed  towards  the  accomplishment  of  the 
task  allotted  to  Israel.  As  long  as  this  people  stood 
outside  the  civilised  world,  it  was  impossible  that  its  lofty 
faculty  should  bear  fruit  in  the  history  of  mankind.  It 
was  much  that  Solomon  by  the  material  greatness  of  his 
reign  gave  that  compactness  to  the  body  politic  which 
Israel  needed  as  a  condition  of  progress.  As  for  re 
ligion,  by  building  the  temple  at  Jerusalem,  which 
was  at  first  nothing  but  the  court  sanctuary,  Solomon 
closely  associated  together  monarchy  and  cultus,  while 
at  the  same  time  he  provided  a  sacred  place  that  became 
for  a  distant  future  the  most  precious  token  of  the 
divine  presence  and  help. 

Israel's  transition  to  civilisation  is  an  event  of 
great  importance,  the  effects  of  which  may  here  be 
Th  briefly  elucidated.  In  different  spheres 

.'  ...  , .  there  arose  the  same  question  :  What  can 
Israel  adopt  from  the  heathen  civilisation 
of  Canaan  without  impairing  or  losing  its  faith  in  God  ? 
There  were  not  lacking  indeed,  now  and  in  the  centuries 
that  followed,  some  who  clung  to  the  simple  piety  of 
the  wilderness  (shepherds,  Rechabites,  Nazirites)  ;  but 
theirs  was  a  lost  cause  ;  the  mass  of  the  people  decided 
for  civilisation.  Along  with  the  agriculture  of  the 
Canaanites,  Israel  adopted  the  cultus  of  the  land  of 
Canaan  (holy  places,  feasts,  sacrificial  customs),  and 
transferred  it  to  Yahwe.  No  doubt  there  were  priests 
who  did  the  best  they  could  to  correct  this  cultus  in 
accordance  with  later  religious  views  (Ex.  34 14  ff. 
2814-19);  but  the  superstitious  multitude  certainly 
imbibed  the  fancy  that  the  fruitfulness  of  the  soil 
depended  on  the  continuance  of  the  old  religious 
ceremonies.  Here  lay  the  root  of  that  hard  struggle 
between  Yahwe  and  the  '  Baalim '  which  even  the 
prophets  were  unable  to  end. 

There  were  two  other  influences  which  Israelitish 
religion  had  to  contend  with.  First,  political  friend 
ship  and  commercial  intercourse  with  neighbouring 
states  involved,  according  to  the  ideas  of  the  time, 
some  recognition  of  the  divinities  of  those  states 
and  of  their  cultus  ;  these  became  guests  of  Israel 
(cp  i  K.  11 7/i )  This  did  not  accord,  however,  with  the 
strict  conception  of  the  old  ordinance  of  monolatry 
(Ex.  34i4).  Next,  Israelitish  law  had  to  undergo  a 
complete  transformation  before  it  could  meet  the  require 
ments  of  a  country  of  agriculturists.  With  a  view  to 
this,  Israel  had  again  to  go  to  the  school  of  its  heathen 
neighbours,  who  alone  had  the  knowledge  and  experi 
ence  required  for  such  a  reform.  '  Criminal  law  '  was 
perhaps  less  affected  by  these  changes  ;  but  '  civil  law ' 
had  to  be  largely  modified,  in  order  to  suit  entirely  new 
conditions.  That  this  process  gradually  went  forward 
in  an  Israelitish  sense  is  vouched  for  by  the  collection 
of  laws  in  Ex.  21-23,  and  also  by  the  fact  that  the 
prophets  of  the  eighth  century  fought  for  the  law  of  Yahwe 
then  in  force  in  Canaan  as  old  and  well  known.  Israel's 
peaceful  labours  and  increasing  security  in  Canaan  pro 
duced  the  impression  that  the  '  wars  of  Yahwe '  had 
achieved  their  object.  Hence  more  and  more  Yahwe 
lost  his  significance  as  a  god  of  war,  and  the  sacred  ark 
became  a  symbol  of  divinity  in  general  (see  ARK). 

The  engrafting  of  Canaanitish  civilisation  on  the 
Israelitish  stock  produced  its  fairest  fruit  in  a  store 

27  The  °^  'eSen<^s'  large  fragments  of  which  are  still 
Patriarch  extant  (Cp  GENESIS'  §  5)-  II  was  formerly 


legends. 


supposed  that  we  had  here  a  strictly  Israelite 


heirloom.  But  how  improbable  it  is  that 
Israel  should  have  brought  with  it  from  the  desert  legends 
which  presuppose  civilised  conditions  !  Add  to  this  that 
Assyrio- Babylonian  literature  has  revealed  to  us  similar 
stories  of  such  high  antiquity  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
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of  the  dependence  of  the  biblical  narratives  (J  in  Gen.  1- 
11)  on  them.1  It  is  natural  to  suppose  that  Israel  re 
ceived  these  legends  from  the  lips  of  the  Canaanites, 
transforming  them  by  infusing  into  them  its  own  religious 
ideas.  Presumably  this  was  how  the  stories  of  the 
patriarchs  arose.  (See  ABRAHAM,  ISAAC,  JACOB.  )  It  is 
obvious  that  Abraham  is  closely  connected  with  the 
primitive  sanctuary  at  Hebron,  whilst  Isaac  belongs  to 
Beersheba,  and  Jacob  to  Bethel.  The  Canaanitish 
meaning  of  these  names  [the  original  form  of  which  is 
obscure]  must  be  very  uncertain.  It  is  clear,  however, 
that  when  Jacob  received  the  additional  name  of 
Israel,  it  was  because  this  patriarch  was  the  first  to 
be  fully  adopted  by  Israel  proper,  as  a  sign  of  which  he 
is  represented  as  father  of  the  twelve  Israelitish  tribes. 
It  is  clear,  too,  that  in  constituting  these  legendary 
figures  its  own  ancestors,  Israel  attached  to  them  all 
that  was  significant  for  its  own  individuality  and  history 
— origin,  wanderings,  fusions  and  partings,  religion  and 
cultus.  To  them  was  ascribed  the  divine  favour  and 
the  human  virtues  in  which  Israel  prided  itself.  The 
variety  in  their  treatment,  and  the  specific  individuality 
that  was  developed  for  each,  may  perhaps  be  accounted 
for  by  variety  of  origin.  Abraham  became  a  type  or 
ideal  of  Israelitish  piety  ;  Jacob  more  a  picture  of  the 
actual  Israelite  of  history.  These  transformations 

may  have  been  accomplished  between  the  tenth  and  the 
eighth  centuries  B.  c.  They  teach  us  not  only  with  what 
delight  and  ease  Israel  accommodated  itself  to  its  new 
relations,  but  also  how  strong  and  yet  assimilative  a 
faculty  was  at  the  service  of  the  religious  convictions  of 
its  leaders.  That  these  were  to  be  sought,  in  the  first 
instance,  among  the  priests  and  prophets  cannot  be 
doubted. 

With  the  death  of  Solomon,  the  unity  of  the  monarchy 
and  of  the  nation  was  at  an  end.  Popular  sentiment 
_,  m  Israel  was  against  Rehoboam  ;  Israel 
_..  '  did  not  even  come  to  Shechem  at  his 

°n'  request,  but  he  at  Israel's  ;  Israel,  not 
he,  laid  down  the  condition  ;  the  suppression  of  the 
revolt  under  Jeroboam  had  left  behind  it  angry  feelings 
towards  the  house  of  David.  The  old  men,  in  their 
mild  wisdom,  hoped  the  best  from  a  policy  of  com 
pliance.  Rehoboam,  however,  sided  with  the  younger 
men,  who  recommended  him  to  try  intimidation.  This 
was  the  signal  for  the  open  rupture.  The  excitement 
was  great.  Adoniram,  the  overseer  of  the  public 
works,  was  stoned  ;  Rehoboam  himself  had  to  seek 
safety  in  precipitate  flight.  That  Jeroboam,  the  former 
opponent  of  Solomon,  was  proclaimed  king  over  the 
northern  tribes,  including  Benjamin,  shows  clearly  the 
connection  of  the  movement  with  earlier  events  (cp 
JEROBOAM,  i). 

The  division  of  the  nation  into  two  kingdoms  was 
regarded  differently  by  the  two  parties.  The  Judnean 
view  of  it  comes  out  in  Is.  7 17  i  K.  12 19  (cp  nzq,  v.  15) ; 
the  Israelite  in  Dt.  33?,  and  in  the  Ahijah-story  (i  K. 
1129^;).  Although  the  latter  owes  its  present  form 
to  Judtean  editorial  work,  it  yields  the  very  interesting 
fact  that  an  Israelitish  prophet  took  occasion  from 
Solomon's  policy  to  condemn  in  the  name  of  Yahwe  any 
longer  domination  of  Israel  by  the  royal  family  of  Judah  : 
he  regarded,  that  is,  Solomon's  proceedings  as  a  viola 
tion  of  divine  ordinances.  But  if  the  kingship  of 
Jeroboam  was  demanded  by  Yahwe  through  his  prophets, 
it  was  legitimate  in  the  best  sense  of  the  word,  and  not 
at  all  a  revolt  against  Yahwe.  At  the  same  time  Israel 
reasserted  its  old  right  to  provide  for  its  own  government, 
which  did  not,  however,  exclude  a  willingness  to  recognise 
the  Davidic  rule  in  Judah  (i  K.  12i6) — a  remarkable  fact 
which  shows  how  quickly  and  how  deeply  this  new  tribe  of 
David's  creation  had  struck  root.  Not  even  the  well- 
earned  popularity  of  David,  however,  had  been  able  to  fill 
up  the  gulf  between  Israel  and  Judah.  By  his  magnetic 

1  [Cp  CAINITES,  CREATION,  DELUGE.] 
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personality  he  had  drawn  and  held  together  the  two 
parts  for  a  time  ;  but  there  had  been  no  real  blending. 
Whilst  Israel,  with  or  without  Judah,  felt  itself  to  be 
complete  both  in  religion  and  in  politics,  for  Judah  the 
separation  meant  a  serious  loss.  Hence  the  longing 
for  reunion  continued  to  live  in  Judah  ;  the  weaker 
part  forgot  not  the  time  of  its  splendour,  and  after 
wards  included  the  revival  of  it  among  its  hopes. 

It  is  possible  that  Jeroboam  I.  treated  the  ancient 
rights  of  the  tribes  and  clans  with  more  consideration 
than  Solomon  ;  but  evidence  is  wanting.  In  matters  of 
cultus  he  trod  in  the  footsteps  of  David  and  Solomon. 
According  to  i  K.  Ylz^ff.,  he  turned  Bethel  (and  Dan  ?) J 
into  a  royal  sanctuary  (Am.  713),  erected  two  golden 
oxen  (see  CALF,  GOLDEN)  in  honour  of  Yahwe, 
appointed  priests  as  royal  officials  in  connection  with 
them,  and  held  at  Bethel,  as  Solomon  had  held  at 
Jerusalem  (i  K.  865),  a  great  harvest  thanksgiving 
festival  for  Israel.  The  capital  of  the  new  kingdom  was 
Shechem. 

The  disagreement  between  the  two  kingdoms  made 
war  inevitable.  Rehoboam  regarded  the  Israelites  as 
rebels  ;  hence  actual  hostilities  may  have  been  opened 
by  him,  as  the  late  addition  in  i  K.  1221-24  assumes. 
The  short  statements,  i  K.  14.30  156  f.  16,  however,  are 
certainly  to  be  understood  of  a  state  of  war,  not  of  a 
series  of  important  battles  ;  and  matters  remained  in 
this  condition  under  Rehoboam's  immediate  successors, 
Abijam  and  Asa,  down  to  Jehoshaphat  (some  sixty 
years).  At  the  same  time  Rehoboam  seems  to  have 
sought  to  render  still  more  complete  the  readiness  for  war 
that  he  owed  to  Solomon  (2  Ch.  11 5-12),  and  so  to  secure 
the  existence  of  the  weaker  kingdom  of  Judah.  If, 

however,  its  position  was  not  seriously  endangered  by 
Israel  during  his  time,  this  was  probably  in  consequence 
of  Egypt's  reasserting  itself  once  more  as  overlord  in 
Southern  Syria.  Shishak  had,  according  to  i  K.  1425^: , 
laid  Judah  under  contribution  ;  according  to  his  own 
monument,  preserved  at  Karnak,  he  had  traversed  the 
whole  of  Palestine,  pillaging  and  plundering  (see 
SHISHAK).  This  marauding  expedition,  however,  had 
no  permanent  result  :  lasting  and  effective  protection  for 
Judah  could  be  found  only  in  some  greater  power  in  Syria 
itself.  Hence  the  kings  (even  Rehoboam  ?)  attached 
importance  to  inducing  the  Aramaean  kingdom  of 
Damascus  to  take  up  an  attitude  friendly  to  them  and 
hostile  to  Israel.  Physical  conditions  favoured  this 
endeavour,  as  the  Aramaeans — Israel's  enemies  from  of 
old — were  cut  off  from  the  maritime  district  by  the 
intervening  Israelitish  territory.  Besides,  the  Judaean 
king,  Asa,  appealed  ( i  K.  15 19)  to  a  treaty  already  formed 
between  his  father  Abijah  and  Tabrimmon  (Tab- 
Ramman)  of  Damascus.  These  attacks  from  the  E. 
fully  occupied  the  northern  kingdom,  and  seemed  to 
guarantee  a  quiet  life  for  Judah.  But  appearances  were 
delusive  :  the  clever  calculations  of  the  politicians  of 
Judah  proved  incorrect.  For  the  fierce  and  prolonged 
Syrian  wars  not  only  most  painfully  weakened  the 
northern  kingdom,  but  also  drew  Judah  into  the  current 
of  Israelitish  politics.  And  so  it  happened  that  the 
disruption  of  the  kingdom  is  closely  connected  with  the 
decline  of  the  power  of  Israel  as  a  whole  in  Palestine. 
The  course  of  events  in  detail  was  briefly  as  follows. 

That  Israel  kept  a  good  watch  over  its  eastern  frontier 
we  see  from  the  measures  taken  by  Baasha,  who  had 
_         .      slain  Nadab  the  son  of  Jeroboam  I.  dur- 
9.    srae  ,     .         ^     s;ege  of  the   Philistine  town   of 
Judah,  and  r,?. 


Syria. 


Gibbethon,  and  was  reigning  over  Israel 
with   TIR/.AH  \_q.v.  ]  as  his  capital.      He 


prudently  came  to  terms  with  the  Aramaeans  (i  K.  15 19), 

and  then,  taking  up  the  war  against  Judah  with  energy, 

cut  off  its  people  from  all  communication  with  the  north. 

In  this  extremity  king  ASA  (q.v. }  sent  all  the  treasure 

that  remained  in  the  royal  palace  and  temple  to  BEN- 

HADAD  I.  (q.v.},  king  of  Damascus,  with  the  petition 

1  Cp  Klo.  Sa.Kff.,  adloc. 
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that  he  would  '  break  his  league  with  Baasha  '  ( i  K. 
1619).  Benhadad  thereupon  overran  the  territory  of 
Israel  at  the  upper  Jordan  as  far  as  the  W.  shore  of  the 
lake  of  Gennesaret  (see  CHINNEROTH),  and  compelled 
Baasha  to  break  off  the  war  with  Judah.  Asa  was  thus 
enabled  to  push  forward  his  frontier  a  little  farther  N. 
(see  ASA).  Baasha  on  his  side  (we  may  suppose)  prose 
cuted  the  war  with  the  Aramaeans  (cp  i  K.  16s),  and 
thus  Judah  enjoyed  comparative  peace  (i  K.  1516-23). 

The  rise  of  the  dynasty  of  Omri  was  important  for 
Judah  as  well  as  for  Israel.  The  new  king  was  a  success 
ful  warrior,  who,  after  a  sharp  struggle  for  the  throne 
(ELAH,  2 ;  ZIMRI,  3 ;  TIBNI  ;  i  K.  168-22),  was  proclaimed 
king  by  the  army  before  Gibbethon.  The  normal 
relation  between  Israel  and  Judah  had  hitherto  been 
one  of  hostility.  But  we  find  that  when  Jehoshaphat, 
son  of  Asa  king  of  Judah,  went  to  Samaria  to  meet 
Omri's  son  Ahab  (i  K.  222^  45),  there  was  an  alliance 
presupposed  between  the  two  kingdoms,  an  alliance, 
however,  in  which  it  was  Israel's  place  to  dictate  and 
Judah's  to  yield.  This  dependence  of  Judah  is  shown 
by  the  military  service  rendered  to  Israel  on  several 
occasions  during  the  Syrian  wars  (i  K.  22  2  K.  828/1) 
and  against  Moab  (2  K.  84^);  probably  it  did  not 
extend  further.  Nor  can  it  be  decided  whether  the 
peace  between  the  two  kingdoms  was  brought  about 
by  war  or  by  negotiation,  or  whether  Omri  already 
had  views  tending  in  the  direction  of  reconciliation. 
We  know  but  too  little  about  this  king,  who  had 
the  wisdom  to  make  Samaria  his  capital,  and  also 
brought  Moab  again  under  tribute,  but  was  not, 
it  seems,  a  conspicuously  successful  king  (see  OMRI). 
Ahab,  at  any  rate,  stands  out  in  the  meagre  narratives  of 
the  Syrian  wars  as  so  strong  a  personality  that  one  feels 
inclined  to  trace  the  reconciliation  with  Judah  to  his 
firm  and  skilful  policy.  The  losses  and  concessions  of 
Omri  (i  K.  2034)  may  well  have  made  this  step  a  neces 
sity.  The  result  was  that  in  several  successful  campaigns 
Ahab  drove  the  Aramaeans  out  of  the  territory  of  Israel 
and  compelled  them  to  restore  the  cities  which  they  had 
previously  conquered  (i  K.  202-34).  He  established 
with  Benhadad  II.1  (i  K.  2034)  a  commercial  compact, 
with  equal  mutual  rights,  between  Damascus  and  Israel, 
and  formed  a  friendly  relation  with  Ethbaal  (Ithuba'al) 
of  Tyre,  whose  daughter  Jezebel  he  received  in  marriage 
(i  K.  1631).  Meantime  the  contemporary  king  of 
Judah  made  an  attempt  to  renew  the  Red  Sea  trade 
(see  JEHOSHAPHAT,  i).  Thus  for  a  time  internal  peace 
enabled  both  kingdoms  to  revive  the  famous  traditions 
of  the  days  of  Solomon. 

Then  there  rose  out  of  the  north,  more  and  more 
audibly,  the  angry  mutterings  of  a  dreadful  war  storm, 

.  w  Shalmaneser  II.,  king  of  Assvria  (860- 

30.  New  com-  8a^  f0iiowing  in  the  footsteps  of  his 

P.  |  '  father  Asur-nasir-pal,  had  reached  in 
^  '  his  victorious  career  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  middle  Orontes.  At  Karkar  (854  B.C.  )  his  course 
was  indeed  checked  by  a  large  army  of  the  allied  kingdoms 
of  middle  and  southern  Syria,  the  latter  represented  by 
Ahab  its  overlord  ;  but  the  attack  was  resumed  in  849 
and  845  (see  AHAB).  This  was  a  summons  to  union 
for  the  southern  kingdoms  of  Syria  ;  in  the  presence  of 
the  incessantly  advancing  power  from  the  north,  the  old 
distinctions  between  great  and  small  must  disappear. 
The  enmity  between  Israel  and  Aram  had  rooted  itself  too 
deeply,  however,  to  be  dispelled  forthwith  by  the  recogni 
tion  of  their  common  danger.  Boundary  disputes  raked 
up  the  embers  of  hate  and  easily  fanned  them  into  flame, 
and  in  one  of  such  the  heroic  Ahab,  who  had  gone  forth 
in  company  with  Jehoshaphat  of  Judah  to  the  reconquest 
of  the  city  of  Ramoth  in  Gilead,  met  his  death  (see 
AHAB,  RAMOTH-GILEAD).  Nevertheless,  the  friendly 
relation  between  Israel  and  Judah  continued.  It  had 
been  sealed  by  the  marriage  of  Jehoshaphat's  son 

1  Or  was  it  Benhadad  I.,  as  Winckler  supposes?  See  BEN 
HADAD,  §  3. 
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Jehoram  with  Athaliah  the  daughter  of  Ahab.  Yet 
Israel's  star  was  obviously  on  the  decline.  In  the  reign 
of  Ahaziah  the  son  of  Ahab,  MESHA  king  of  Moab  threw 
off  the  yoke  of  Israel  (cp  the  Mesha  inscription),  and  the 
attempt  made  by  Ahaziah's  successor  Joram,  with  the 
help  of  Jehoshaphat,  to  invade  and  subdue  Moab 
from  the  south,  failed  (2  K.  84-27).  Not  long  after 
wards  Edom  freed  itself  from  Judah,  and  even  the 
Canaanite  city  of  Libnah,  on  the  western  frontier  of 
Judah,  asserted  its  independence  (2  K.  820-22).  On  the 
E.  frontier  of  Israel,  however,  the  Syrians  were  unable  to 
make  any  advance,  as  the  attacks  of  Shalmaneser  II. 
were  renewed  every  three  or  four  years. 1  When  Hazael 
had  succeeded  Benhadad  at  Damascus  (844-843  B.C.), 
Joram  of  Israel  and  Ahaziah  of  Judah  encountered  him 
at  Ramoth  in  Gilead,  the  very  place  where  Ahab  had 
received  his  death-wound  from  the  Syrians.  Now,  how 
ever,  Israel  was  in  possession  of  the  city,  which  was  not 
the  case  in  the  time  of  Ahab.  Israel's  position  had, 
therefore,  improved  in  this  direction. 

The  subversion  of  the  dynasty  of  Omri  by  Jehu  ben- 
Nimshi  gave  a  severe  shock  to  the  established  order  of 

01  u«^«i,,+;«^  things.  The  story  of  this  bold  warrior's 
31.  Revolution  ,  r  v.i  j  •  »  u  i  u 

of  Teh  deeds  of  blood  is    told  elsewhere  (see 

JEHU).  'Come  with  me,'  he  said  to 
Jehonadab  ben-Rechab  (see  JONADAB,  3),  '  and  see  my 
zeal  for  Yahwe'  (2  K.  10 16).  This  self-laudation  was 
not  entirely  groundless.  An  oracle  of  Elisha  suggested 
his  revolt  (see  below),  and  the  violent  extirpation  of 
Baal-worship  is  in  the  spirit  of  a  traditional  action  of 
Elijah.  In  external  affairs  the  headstrong  usurper  had 
to  moderate  his  energy.  Hazael  of  Damascus  was 
defeated  (842  ;  cp  CHRONOLOGY,  §  28)  and  besieged  by 
Shalmaneser  II.  ;  and,  though  the  siege  failed,  Jehu 
found  it  advisable  to  buy  the  favour  of  the  Assyrian  by 
payment  of  tribute  (cp  the  '  Black  Obelisk '  of  Shal 
maneser,  KB  i).  In  Judah  too  the  sanguinary 
measures  of  Jehu  gave  the  signal  for  violent  disputes 
about  the  crown.  On  the  death  of  Ahaziah, 

Athaliah,  daughter  of  Ahab,  had  the  descendants  of 
David  slain  in  Jerusalem,  one  alone  escaping  the  hands 
of  the  assassins.  Perhaps  she  hoped,  as  queen  of 
Judah,  to  be  able  to  take  vengeance  for  her  kindred  on 
Jehu.  We  only  hear,  however,  of  the  vengeance  by 
which  she  was  herself  overtaken.  After  the  lapse  of  six 
years  the  chief  priest  Jehoiada  proclaimed  Joash,  the  one 
Davidic  prince  who  had  escaped,  king,  and  ordered 
Athaliah  to  be  slain  in  the  royal  palace.  Thus  the 
kingdom  of  Judah  was,  after  a  brief  interruption, 
recovered  for  the  family  of  David.  These  bloody 
revolutions,  however,  weakened  the  powers  of  resistance 
of  both  kingdoms,  and  loosened  the  restraints  of 
religion  and  morality  ;  and  when  Hazael  of  Damascus 
ceased  to  be  disturbed  by  Shalmaneser  (i.e.,  in  839) 
Israel  and  Judah  had  to  feel  the  full  weight  of  his 
arm.  Hazael  conquered  the  east  of  the  Jordan  (2  K. 
1032  f.'2),  and  traversed  the  west  as  far  as  Gath  ;  indeed 
he  was  restrained  from  an  attack  on  Jerusalem  only  by 
great  presents  (2  K.  12 17  [i8]/  ).  This  obsequiousness 
on  the  part  of  Joash  was  regarded,  perhaps,  as  cowardly 
and  premature,  and  he  paid  the  penalty  with  his  life 
(2  K.  1220  \2-i\f.  ;  cp  JOASH). 

Amaziah,  the  son  of  Joash,  was  indeed  admitted  to  the 
throne  ;  but  his  courage  and  daring,  although  they  prob 
ably  gained  Judah  some  advantage  over  Edom,  brought, 
later,  the  greatest  humiliation  on  his  country.  A  wanton 
challenge,  sent  to  Joash  king  of  Israel,  was  expiated  by 
the  captivity  of  the  king  and  the  occupation  of  Jerusalem 
by  the  foe.  No  wonder  that  Amaziah  fell  a  prey  to  the 
same  fate  as  his  father  (2  K.  14 19;  cp  AMAZIAH,  i). 

1  The  narrative  2  K.  624-^20,  according  to  Kuenen,  relates  to 
the  time  of  Jehoahaz,  son  of  Jehu  ;  according  to  Winckler,  how 
ever,  to  that  of  Ahab,  before  854  B.C.     See  JEHORAM,  AHAB. 

2  [These  verses  are  evidently  out  of  their  original  connection. 
Instead  of  '  to  cut  Israel  short '  (nisp^),  read  '  to  be  wroth  with 
Israel1  (tjisp1?),  with  Targ.  and  Hitz.] 
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It  is,  however,  surprising  that  the  crown  did  not  now- 
become  the  prize  of  ambitious  politicians  or  daring 
soldiers,  as  was  the  case  in  Israel.  That  the  people  of 
Judah  did  not  renounce  the  Davidic  family  throws  a 
fresh  light  on  the  popularity  of  its  founder.  Amaziah'sson, 
Azariah  or  Uzziah  (see  UZZIAH,  i),  was  raised  to  the 
throne  ;  and  through  him  a  last  period  of  quiet  and  of 
conscious  strength  was  opened  for  Judah,  as  it  had 
already  opened  for  Israel.  It  is  true,  Azariah  was 
probably  in  some  degree  dependent  on  Israel.  Still, 
we  may  infer  from  Is.  2  that  his  was  a  prosperous 
reign,  and  we  know  from  2  K.  1422  that  he  extended 
the  influence  of  Judah  once  more  to  Elath  on  the 
Red  Sea.  Of  the  Israelitish  kings  Joash  and  Jeroboam 
II.,  we  learn  that  they  obtained  fresh  successes  against 
the  Aramasans  when  the  Assyrian  kings  Ramman- 
nirari  III.  and  Asur-dan  III.  fought  against  Damascus 
in  806  (or  803)  and  773. 1  Jeroboam  II.  is  even 
eulogised  as  the  '  deliverer '  of  his  people ;  he  is 
regarded  as  having  restored  in  its  fullest  extent  the 
earlier  dominion  of  Israel  (2  K.  1822-25  1423^  ;  cp 
Am.  613). 

These  years  of  peace  and  renewed  vigour  revived  the 
pride  and  courage  of  the  northern  Israelites.      But  they 

32  Decline  were  due>  a^ter  a^'  to  t^ie  wea^ness  ar)d 
of  Israel  mertness  mto  which  the  Assyrian  kings 
had  lapsed  (772-746),  and  when  in  745 
Tiglath-pileser  III.  (on  the  question  of  his  original  name 
see  PUL)  mounted  the  throne,  the  Syrian  states  could 
see  that  a  last  life-and-death  struggle  had  begun.  The 
internal  disorganisation  was  heightened  by  dissensions 
within  the  parties  which  recommended,  now  adhesion  to 
Assyria  or  to  Egypt,  now  self-defence  in  alliance  with 
the  states  of  Syria,  as  the  one  means  of  escape  from 
the  danger  of  annihilation.  Thus  Menahem,  who  had 
marched  '  from  Tirzah '  (but  see  TAPPUAH)  against  the 
regicide  Shallum,  and  dealt  with  him  as  he  had  dealt 
with  Zechariah  (2  K.  15  8- 15),  placing  the  crown  on  his 
own  head,  sought  in  738  (on  the  date  see  CHRONO 
LOGY,  §  33)  to  prop  himself  on  Assyria  by  paying  tribute 
to  Tiglath-pileser  (2  K.  15  ig/).  On  this  occasion,  we 
are  told,  the  king  of  Assyria  '  came  into  the  land '  of 
Israel  for  the  first  time.  Menahem's  son  Pekahiah  was 
made  away  with,  however,  by  the  Israelitish- Aramaean 
party,  and  Pekah  son  of  Remaliah  put  in  his  place  (see, 
however,  PEKAHIAH).  We  learn  the  aims  of  this  party 
from  the  war  begun  by  its  leaders,  Rezon  of  Damascus 
and  Pekah  of  Israel,  against  Ahaz  of  Judah.  They  wished 
to  turn  the  ruling  dynasty  out  of  Jerusalem,  and  place  the 
son  of  Tab'el  ( probably  =  Rezon  ;  Wi.  AT  Untersuch. 
74  f. )  on  the  throne  of  David,  because  Ahaz  of  Judah  had 
shown  himself  averse  to  their  plan  of  holding  together  in 
alliance  against  Assyria  (Is.  7).  Ahaz  flung  the  warning 
of  the  prophet  Isaiah  to  the  winds  (cp  AHAZ,  §  zf. ), 
and,  like  a  clever  politician,  asked  Tiglath-pileser  III. 
to  help  him  against  his  too  powerful  enemies,  who 
were  now  joined  in  the  S.  by  the  Edomites  (2  K.  16 *,/•}. 
Tiglath-pileser  added  the  northern  and  eastern  frontiers 
of  Israel  to  his  kingdom,  sent  the  principal  inhabitants 
into  exile  in  Assyria  (2  K.  1629),  marched  into  the  S. 
of  Palestine,  appointed  Hoshea,  one  of  the  Assyrian 
party,  king  of  Israel  (2  K.  1530),  and  put  an  end  to 
the  kingdom  of  Damascus  (734-732).  Hoshea  sub 
missively  paid  tribute  for  some  years  till  he  was 
seduced  from  his  allegiance  by  the  promises  of  '  So, 
king  of  Egypt.'  Hitherto  this  king  has  been  taken 
to  be  pharaoh  Sabako,  or  some  Egyptian  petty-king. 
But  Winckler  (Mvsri,  etc.,  MVG,  '98,  i. )  finds  in  him 
an  officer  of  the  N.  Arabian  land  of  Musr,  which  was 
unwilling  to  let  itself  be  driven  by  the  Assyrians  from 
the  trade-routes  of  S.  Syria.  Shalmaneser  IV.  (727- 
722)  besieged  Hoshea  in  Samaria  for  three  years. 
It  fell  to  his  successor  Sargon,  however  (722-705),  to 
reduce  the  city  (722).  The  upper  classes  (to  the  number 
of  27,290)  were  deported  to  Mesopotamia  and  Media, 
1  [Cp  ASSYRIA,  §  32  ;  DAMASCUS,  §  9.] 
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whilst  foreigners  from  the  banks  of  the  Euphrates  were 
settled  on  the  vacant  lands.  By  this  policy  the  Assyrian 
kings  sought  not  only  to  break  the  power  of  a  subjugated 
nation,  but  also  to  secure  the  subjection  of  its  country 
by  filling  it  with  people  who  could  only  preserve  them 
selves  by  close  adherence  to  Assyria. 

Such  was  the  end  of  the  N.  Israelitish  kingdom.      It 
shared  the  fate  of  the  other  states  of  northern  and  mid 

33.  Effect  on    Sy,ria'    ru  fel1  a  prey  to  'he  Assyria" 
-    ,   ,   _         policy  of  conquest,  after  the  wars  with 

,  '.  '  ,  the  Aramaeans  had  drained  a  large 
•opnetic  and  measure  of  its  strength.  This  must  be 
'iews>  our  verdict  as  long  as  we  take  into 
account  only  the  action  and  reaction  of  ordinary  forces. 
In  Israel,  however,  there  were  not  lacking  men  who 
saw  in  the  fate  of  Israel  a  divine  judgment.  Of  such, 
we  know  the  prophets  Amos  and  Hosea.  They  and 
their  successors  have  so  much  importance  in  the 
history  of  Israel  that  we  cannot  be  Content  with  a  mere 
mention  of  their  names  ;  but,  in  order  to  do  them  justice, 
it  is  necessary  to  reserve  a  fuller  treatment  of  their  posi 
tion  and  activity  for  another  place  (see  PROPHETS). 

The  chief  point  to  notice  respecting  the  prophets  of 
the  eighth  and  seventh  centuries  is  this — -that  with  one 
accord  they  took  a  view  of  the  situation  of  Israel  which 
was  repugnant  in  the  highest  degree  to  the  mass  of  the 
people.  That  no  less  a  punishment  than  annihilation 
was  impending  over  Israel  (Am  5  if.  9 1-4  Is.  61-7)  was 
a  statement  that  could  not  be  reconciled  with  the 
popular  view  of  the  nature  of  Yahwe.  That  men  could 
be  found  to  come  forward  with  such  a  message  is  a 
phenomenon  which  is  especially  strange  in  Judah, 
because  the  expeditions  of  the  Assyrians  against  southern 
Syria,  subsequently  to  734,  were  not  dangerous  to  that 
kingdom.  It  is  true,  Assyria  had,  since  722,  become 
the  next  neighbour  of  Judah,  which  had  to  send  its 
yearly  tribute  to  Nineveh  ;  but,  for  all  that,  Ahaz  could 
boast  that  he  had  secured  his  land,  his  capital,  and  his 
throne,  whilst  his  opponents,  first  Damascus,  and  then 
Israel,  had  been  extinguished  by  Assyria.  Facts  spoke 
for  Ahaz,  not  for  Isaiah  the  prophet  (Is.7f.)',  and 
the  multitude,  as  the  fashion  then  was,  interpreted  this 
as  showing  that  Judah  had  received  a  guarantee  of  the 
divine  goodwill  towards  it,  and  a  recognition  of  its 
superior  piety.  The  proud  and  powerful  Israel  had 
fallen  ;  the  despised  Judah  had  been  delivered.  For 
the  present  and  for  the  future  Judah  had  become  heir 
to  Israel  for  good  as  well  as  for  evil.  As  people  went 
up  to  Jerusalem  from  Shechem,  from  Shiloh,  and  from 
Samaria  to  sacrifice  to  Yahwe  (Jer.  41 5),  many — such  as 
found  it  possible  to  do  so — would  remove  their  home 
from  Israel  into  Judah  on  the  conquest  of  Samaria  (722); 
for  the  hopes  of  the  whole  nation  naturally  rested  in 
the  remnant  that  had  been  found  worthy  of  obtaining 
deliverance.  All  this  raised  the  self-respect  of  the  men 
of  Judah  and  enhanced  the  importance  of  Jerusalem. 
„.  I  te  ^ut  at  l^e  same  l'me>  Just  as  before  in 
nat"  l"  tne  case  °^  Israe^  (see  above,  §  32),  there 
....  arose  political  parties,  which  by  their 
struggles  used  up  what  strength  remained 
to  the  diminished  people.  As  Hezekiah  ben  Ahaz  (from 
720  B.C.  onwards,  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  36)  was  no 
friend  of  Assyria,  we  can  understand  that  Judah  did 
not  throw  away  opportunities  of  manifesting  its  aspira 
tions  after  independence.  About  the  time  of  the  revolt 
of  Hamath,  Merodach-baladan  made  himself  master  of 
Babylon  and  sought  (circa  720  B.  c. )  to  incite  Hezekiah 
to  a  common  contest  with  Sargon  (cp  Wi.  A  T  Unter- 
such.  135^).  To  what  extent  Hezekiah  entered  into 
these  negotiations  we  are  not  told ;  but  very  soon 
Sargon  re-established  his  dominion  over  Syria,  and 
therefore  over  Judah,  after  defeating  at  Raphia  the 
Egyptians  (or,  according  to  Winckler  [see  above,  §  32] 
the  army  of  the  N.  Arabian  Musr;  720  B.C.).  The 
year  713  found  Hezekiah  negotiating  again  with  Ashdod 
and  Egypt  (again,  according  to  Winckler,  the  N. 
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Arabian  Musr),  but  the  conquest  of  Ashdod  in  711 
(Is.  20,  see  ASHDOD)  put  a  speedy  end  to  the  warlike 
programmes.  Hezekiah  no  longer  held  aloof  from  the 
mighty  movement  that  shook  the  whole  Assyrian  empire 
on  the  death  of  Sargon  in  705.  Indeed,  partly  with 
his  own  consent,  partly  against  his  will,  he  was  re 
garded  as  the  head  of  the  allied  forces  of  southern 
Syria,  which  looked  on  this  occasion  of  revolt  with  all 
the  more  confidence  in  a  successful  issue,  because 
Babylon  had  risen  once  more  in  the  East,  anoj  Egypt 
(or  rather  Musr-Meluhha  in  N.  Arabia)  too  was  taking 
an  active  interest  in  the  concert  of  nations.  In  701 
Sennacherib,  Sargon's  successor  (704-682),  having  first 
of  all  reduced  to  allegiance  the  eastern  part  of  his 
kingdom,  set  out  for  Syria.  There  his  first  step  was  to 
compel  to  submission  by  the  battle  of  Eltekeh  (cp  Josh. 
1943^  ?),  and  lay  under  tribute,  the  S.  Syrian  states 
—  among  them  Hezekiah,  whose  mercenaries  refused 
obedience  (Del.  Ass.  H\VB  171  ;  2  K.  18  14-16).  Later, 
he  sent  a  division  of  his  army  from  Lachish  against 
Jerusalem,  and  demanded  the  surrender  of  the  city,  so 
as  to  secure  his  rear.  Isaiah  exhorted  the  resourceless 
Hezekiah  to  hold  fast,  and  predicted  the  preservation  of 
Jerusalem  ;  and  in  point  of  fact,  perhaps  on  learning 
of  disturbances  in  Babylon,  Sennacherib  withdrew  (2  K. 
18  17-1990:  36^  ).  As  it  is  improbable  that  Tirhakah, 
who  apparently  did  not  complete  the  overthrow  of 
Egypt  until  691,  took  part  in  the  events  of  701,  the 
conjecture  has  been  advanced  that  on  a  later  expedition 
to  the  SW.  of  his  kingdom,  undertaken  against  Egypt, 
Sennacherib  once  more  threatened  Jerusalem  in  vain, 
being  compelled  to  retreat  by  a  severe  misfortune,  as  is 
intimated  in  2  K.  199^-35  and  Herod.  2  Hi.1 

The  preservation   of  Jerusalem   from   the  Assyrians 

made  not  the  slightest  change  in  Judah's  political  posi- 

__     ,  tion.      On   the  other  hand,  it   was  a 

success  of  the  greatest  moment  for  the 
religious  ideas:  cauge  of  y^.^  and  of  far.reaching 

importance  for  the  establishment  in 
Judah  of  the  religious  ideas  of  the  prophets.  For,  whilst 
the  prophetic  movement  came  to  an  end  in  Israel  with 
the  dissolution  of  the  state,  in  Judah  it  had  time  to 
gather  strength  and  prove  itself  in  overcoming  internal 
opposition.  Thus  there  was  formed  by  degrees  that 
'remnant,'  the  seed  of  the  future,  which  could  be 
entrusted  with  the  intelligent  guardianship  of  Israel's 
historical  inheritance.  Isaiah  was  the  originator  of 
this  movement  in  Judah.  With  enthusiasm  and  with 
finished  eloquence,  he  spoke  of  Yahwe  as  the  sovereign 
of  the  world,  and  of  the  power  of  faith  or  trust  in  him, 
also  of  the  vanity  of  the  worship  of  images  (cp  HOSEA, 
§  7)  and  the  transitory  nature  of  all  worldly  might, 
of  the  imperishable  character  of  Yahwe's  work  in 
Israel  (=  Judah,  Jerusalem),  and  the  perfection  of  the 
future  kingdom  of  David.  Nor  were  those  who 
adopted  his  ideas  few  or  lacking  in  influence.  The 
measures,  too,  of  Hezekiah,  that  aimed  at  a  purification 
of  the  cultus  (2  K.  184)  owed  their  inception  to  the  effect 
produced  by  Isaiah's  labours  ;  though  the  preference  for 
Jerusalem  as  the  only  place  of  worship  is  certainly  more 
in  accord  with  the  popular  interpretation  of  the  experi 
ences  of  the  last  generation  and  the  interests  of  the  royal 
priesthood.  On  this  question  cp  HEZEKIAH. 

The  broad   stream  of  popular   life  inclined  for  the 
present  to  the  other  or  heathen  side,  if  we  may  so  call 

n  it.      In  its  sense  of  weakness  the  people 

b.  opposite  looked  for  divine  hdp(  and  did  not  omit 

P  *"  to  propitiate  Yahwe,  as  popular  concep 
tions  of  him  required,  with  costly  sacrifices  (Mic.  66-8). 
Political  parties  demanded  close  alliance  with  Assyria 
(or  Egypt),  while  the  prophetic  party  taught  that  Assyria 
or  Egypt  was  to  be  regarded  merely  as  an  instrument 
in  the  hand  of  Yahwe.  Manasseh  b.  Hezekiah,  who 
came  to  the  throne  about  the  same  time  as  Esarhaddon 


1  Cp   Stade,    ZATU'S-iTsff.   ['86]  ;    Wi.    AT    Vntcrsuch. 
6^  ;  Che.  Intr.  Is.  mff.  ;  also  Tiele,  BAG  314^ 
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(681-668)  and  reigned  till  642,  joined  unreservedly  the 
ranks  of  the  partisans  of  Assyria,  and  was  able  to  carry 
out  to  the  full  the  policy  begun  by  his  grandfather  Ahaz. 
Perhaps  Esarhaddon's  expeditions  against  Egypt  in  674 
and  672  led  him  to  show  marked  favour  to  everything 
foreign.  In  honour  of  Assyria,  he  made  arrangements 
in  his  temple  for  the  Assyrian  star  worship  (2  K.  21s 
2812).  The  approval  of  his  people  he  hoped  to  secure 
by  once  more  permitting  and  patronising  the  traditional 
forms  of  Canaanitish-Israelitish  cultus,  the  so-called 
worship  of  the  high  places  that  Hezekiah  had  restricted. 
Even  the  Canaanitish  cult  of  Moloch  (  =  Melek,  King), 
child  sacrifice,  was  transferred  to  Israel's  god  Yahwe 
(Jer.?3i  19s  Ez.2026/:  30/1  cp  Dt.  1229-31),  and 
the  king  himself,  like  Ahaz  before  him,  set  his  people 
the  example  of  this  self-sacrificing  worship,  which  was 
supposed  to  be  well  -  pleasing  to  God  (2  K.  21616s). 
It  only  indicates  the  terrible  anxiety  that  oppressed 
the  minds  of  the  people  that  men  did  not  refuse  to 
offer  even  their  own  children  in  sacrifice  to  the  gods. 
Manasseh  further  constituted  the  temple  of  Yahwe  a 
sanctuary  for  the  most  diverse  cults,  so  as  to  accommodate 
with  his  altars  and  images  the  manifold  relations  of  the 
international  trade  into  which  Judah  was  now  led  as  a 
dependency  of  the  Assyrian  empire.  Never  had  the 
attempts  of  the  kings  of  Israel  to  initiate  the  people 
into  the  civilisation  of  W.  Asia  succeeded  as  they  did 
under  Manasseh  (2  K.  21 9) — for  a  considerable  time. 
In  religion,  however,  the  faith  and  simple  piety  of  the 
people  were  in  the  greatest  danger.  Still,  their  repre 
sentatives  knew  the  meaning  of  the  struggle,  and 
showed  themselves  ready  not  only  to  contend  but  also 
to  suffer  for  their  cause.  Neither  compulsory  measures 
nor  the  prospect  of  external  advantages  made  them 
waver.  Manasseh,  however,  persevered  in  his  policy 
throughout  his  whole  reign.  If  the  Chronicler  relates 
the  contrary  (2Ch.  SSn-iy),  he  is  only  reproducing 
the  legend  that  grew  up,  under  the  influence  of  later 
theories  of  divine  retribution,  out  of  an  incident  which 
was  probably  simply  this,  that  Manasseh  favoured  the 
revolt  of  Samas-sum-ukln  against  his  brother  Asur-bani- 
pal,  and  then  obtained  pardon  of  the  latter  at  Babylon. 
Amon  ben  Manasseh  followed  in  his  father's  footsteps  ; 
but  he  soon  fell  a  victim  (640)  to  a  court  conspiracy. 
This  was,  however,  suppressed  by  the  people,  who  came 
to  the  succour  of  the  Davidic  dynasty,  and  proclaimed 
Josiah,  Amon's  eight-years  old  son,  king. 

By  this  revolution  the  Assyrian  party  was  thrust 
aside  :  it  had  to  give  place,  in  the  government  and  at 
the  court  of  the  young  king,  to  men  of 
national  sentiment  or  prophetic  ideas. 
The  fruit  of  this  change  was  nothing  less 
than  the  laws  of  Deuteronomy  and  the  cultus  reform 
of  Josiah  (621  B.C.).  From  2  K.  22  f.  we  learn  only 
how  the  king  was  won  for  the  cause,  not  who  it  was 
that  gave  the  real  impulse  in  this  praiseworthy  enterprise  ; 
but  we  can  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  prophetic 
party,  though  it  may  seem  strange  that  we  see  them 
putting  their  own  hands  to  the  work  of  reforming  the 
existing  conditions  rather  than,  as  one  might  expect, 
enunciating  ideas  and  principles.  It  was  really  neces 
sary,  however,  for  the  prophets,  if  they  were  not  to  speak 
and  suffer  in  vain,  to  descend  from  the  bold  heights 
of  their  ideals  into  the  sphere  of  rude  reality.  In 
this  they  remained  true  to  their  old  demands  with  all 
their  rigidity.  Fighting  for  Yahwe  and  the  true  Israel, 
they  sought  to  banish  every  heathenish  element  from 
the  popular  life,  or,  where  that  was  impossible,  trans 
form  it — i.e.,  make  it  Israelitish.  From  this  point 
of  view  we  can  understand  how,  despite  previous 
procedure  and  their  own  ideas  (e.g. ,  Hos.  8 12  Is.  1 12 
Jer.  721-23),  they  made  questions  of  cultus  a  matter 
for  legislation.  The  cultus  was,  as  it  were,  the  open 
door  through  which  heathenism  was  continually  break 
ing  in  upon  Israel,  as  the  experiences  of  the  times 
of  Manasseh  just  past  had  abundantly  shown.  To 
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close  this  door  the  prophets  certainly  needed  powerful 
38.  Kings  as  Allies  -  namely  the  priesthood  of  the 
relieious  roy  temPle  at  Jerusalem  and  the  king 
leaders  h'rnsdi-  The  priests  were  needed,  be 
cause  the  future  position  of  the  temple  and 
its  officers  was  in  question  ;  and  the  king,  because 
without  him  uniform  changes  in  the  cultus  of  the  whole 
people  would  at  that  time  have  been  quite  impossible. 
Originally,  indeed,  the  position  of  prince  brought  with 
it  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  cultus  :  the  management 
(of  the  cultus)  was  the  affair  of  the  families  and  clans, 
and  later,  in  Canaan,  of  the  tribes  and  cantons.1  The 
kings,  however,  without  in  any  way  changing  the  old 
state  of  things,  had  added  royal  sanctuaries  where,  apart 
from  the  cultus  of  their  own  clan,  they  could  on  special 
occasions  assemble  the  entire  nation  to  a  great  sacrificial 
festival.  According  to  the  varying  exigencies  of  the 
political  alliances  of  the  day,  they  even  practised  the 
cult  of  foreign  deities.  Thus  it  was  that  the  kings 
acquired  a  claim  and  found  an  occasion  to  interfere  in 
matters  of  cultus  outside  the  limits  of  their  own  clan. 
(See  the  history  of  Jehu,  Joash  b.  Ahaziah,  Hezekiah, 
Manasseh. )  It  was  these  relations  that  made  it  impera 
tive  that  the  originators  of  the  reform  of  the  cultus 
should  secure  the  introduction  of  the  laws  by  the  king 
himself.  (On  the  nature  and  significance  of  the  new 
law  book,  see  DEUTERONOMY,  §  A,ff.} 

The  inception  and  execution  of  the  religious  reforms 
of  Josiah  coincided   with    occurrences    of  the   gravest 

39   Decline  of  imPort    within    the   Assyrian    empire. 
is.  uecime  oi  About  the  year  ^  B  c   Psa(m)etjk  L 

„  ^.•{L?     ' .     had     asserted     his     independence     of 
5*^  ;     Assyria    and    again    reunited    Egypt 

a  vance  0  un(jer  one  sceptre.  Soon  afterwards 
*""  '  his  army  advanced  into  Syria.  If 
Herodotus  (2 157)  is  to  be  believed,  siege  was  laid  to 
the  city  of  ASHDOD  (q.v.  col.  327)  for  twenty-nine  years 
(640-610?) — whether  the  defenders  were  Assyrians  or 
a  native  power  we  do  not  know.  It  would  not  be 
astonishing  to  find  that,  even  thus  early,  Assyria  had 
refrained  from  opposing  the  forward  movement  of 
Psa(m)etik,  for  it  was  about  this  time  that  barbarian 
hordes  of  Scythian  origin  poured  down  from  the  north 
of  Asia  into  the  Assyrian  empire  like  a  devastating 
flood  (Herod.  1 103^  4 1  ;  cp  ASSYRIA,  §  34,  EGYPT, 
§  67).  Even  if  in  doing  so  they  compelled  the  Medes, 
who  were  also  now  threatening  Assyria,  to  look  to  their 
own  safety,  these  wild  and  rapacious  invaders  must 
inevitably  have  had  the  effect  of  greatly  loosening  the 
reins  of  Assyrian  authority  in  W.  Asia,  and  probably 
also,  in  some  parts,  of  breaking  them  altogether.  It 
would  appear  that  Psa(m)elik  I.  succeeded  by  gifts  and 
entreaties  in  averting  the  Scythian  irruption  from  Egypt  ; 
but  Ashkelon  was  plundered  by  them.  They  must 
undoubtedly,  therefore,  have  at  least  touched  on  the 
borders  of  Judah  also,  but  without  penetrating  into  the 
hill-country  properly  so  called.  Under  the  awe-inspiring 
impression  produced  by  these  new  invaders — they  were 
Aryans,  not  Semites  —  the  prophets  Zephaniah  and 
Jeremiah,  about  630-626,  once  more  renewed  the  vati 
cinations  of  their  predecessors  as  to  the  coming  judg 
ments  of  Yahwe,  which,  following  the  new  development 
in  the  knowledge  of  God  and  of  the  world,  they  now 
represented  as  a  universal  assize  or  judgment  of  all 
nations.  If  the  Babylonians  found  it  possible  to  cast 
off  the  Assyrian  yoke  with  impunity  and  establish  a 
kingdom  of  their  own  under  Nabopolassar  in  625  (cp 
ASSYRIA,  §  34),  assuredly  some  increased  freedom  of 
movement  must  have  been  possible  about  the  same  time 
also  to  Syria,  which  lay  so  much  farther  off ;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  not  in  the  least  improbable  that  Josiah  was 
able  to  lay  hands  upon  parts  of  what  had  formerly  been 
the  kingdom  of  Israel  without  resistance  (cp  2  K.  2815 
19 ff.).  Everywhere  the  collapse  of  the  Assyrian  power 
began  to  be  reckoned  upon  as  certain.  As  soon  as  the 
1  Cp  GOVERNMENT,  §  17  f. 
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hordes  of  the  Scythians  had  passed,  or  had  reached 
some  point  of  rest,  Cyaxares  of  Media,  in  alliance  with 
Nabopolassar,  set  out  against  Nineveh  to  strike  the 
decisive  blow.  That  powerful  fortress  was  taken  in 
607-606  and  levelled  with  the  ground.  The  sovereigns  of 
Assyria  then  disappeared  from  history.  Not,  however, 
the  empire  over  which  they  had  ruled  ;  the  victors  took 
possession  of  their  heritage.  Egypt  also  claimed  its 
share  in  what  the  Assyrian  kings  had  been  compelled 
to  relinquish  ;  Necho  II.  (609-595)  led  an  army  against 
the  lands  bordering  on  the  Euphrates.  At  Megiddo  in 
the  plain  of  Jezreel  he  was  opposed  (608)  by  JOSIAH 
(q.v. ),  who,  we  may  be  sure,  acted  as  he  did  trusting 
in  Yahwe,  and  because  he  regarded  it  as  his  mission  to 
avert  a  renewal  of  foreign  dominion  over  Syria.  The 
Greek  and  Carian  mercenaries  of  Necho  proved,  how 
ever,  too  powerful  for  him.  He  had  to  pay  the 
penalty  for  his  bold  endeavour  with  his  life.  He  was 
deeply  mourned  by  his  people,  who  found  themselves 
misled  (2  K.  23z9/  ;  cp  2  Ch.  8620-27  i  Esd.  125-32) 
by  the  hopes  (pitched  far  too  high)  which  the  reign 
of  the  pious  Josiah  had  inspired.  (See  JOSIAH.  ) 
Jehoahaz,  son  and  successor  of  the  lost  king,  was  forced 
to  do  homage  to  the  new  master  of  S.  Syria,  whom  he 
overtook  at  RIBLAH  (q.v. )  on  the  Orontes.  Necho,  who 
was  on  his  northward  march,  sent  him  to  Egypt  as  a 
prisoner  (2  K.  2831-34  Jer.  22io  ft),  filling  his  place, 
as  tributary  king  of  Judah,  by  the  choice  of  his  more 
trustworthy  elder  brother  Jehoiakim  (Eliakim)  (2  K.  23 

34/)- 

Until  the  fall  of  Nineveh  Necho  was  left  undisturbed 

in  the  gratification  of  his  ambition  :  the  whole  of  Syria  up 

_  ,  to  the  Euphrates  became  Egyptian.      No 

y        sooner,  however,  had  Nabopolassar  seized 

supreme.  t^e  Babyionian  crown  than  he  despatched 
his  son  and  successor  Nebuchadrezzar  II.  (604-562)  to 
check  the  Egyptian  advance.  At  the  battle  of  Car- 
chemish  on  the  Euphrates  (605)  Necho  was  defeated 
and  compelled  to  abandon  Syria  (Jer.  46  2) — perhaps, 
however,  not  all  at  once,  for,  according  to  2  K.  24 1,  it 
was  not  till  about  600  B.  c.  that  Jehoiakim  acknowledged 
the  suzerainty  of  Nebuchadrezzar. 

Thus  the  result  of  these  great  changes,  as  far  as 
Judah  was  concerned,  was  disappointing  ;  in  spite  of 
the  well-meant  reforms  of  Josiah,  and  in  spite  of  the 
downfall  of  Nineveh,  it  found  itself  politically  in  no 
better  case  than  under  Hezekiah  and  Manasseh  ;  the 
only  difference  was  that  Babylon  had  stepped  into  the 
place  of  Nineveh,  and  that  the  Egyptians  had  once 
more,  and  with  emphasis,  resumed  their  old  relations 
with  Syria.  The  religious  disappointment  to  which  we 
have  referred  (§  39,  end)  was  followed,  as  might  be  ex 
pected,  by  a  strong  reaction  (Jer.  44 15-19),  which  vented 
its  rage  especially  on  the  prophets,  as  the  Book  of  Jere 
miah  repeatedly  shows.  The  policy  adopted  by  Man 
asseh,  but  consistently  opposed  by  the  prophets,  of 
friendship  with  foreigners,  seemed  only  too  clearly 
justified  by  facts.  Once  more,  therefore,  we  see  renewed 
at  the  close  of  the  history  of  Judah  the  old  coquetry  with 
two  great  foreign  powers, — with  this  difference,  that  the 
balance  of  favour  now  inclined  towards  the  newly - 
recruited  Egyptian  empire. 

Three   years    passed,    and  Jehoiakim   renounced  his 

allegiance    (598).       Nebuchadrezzar's    army   promptly 

_       .       invested  Jerusalem  ;  the  boy-king  Jehoi- 

41.  KOVOltS.  achmj    who    had    succeeded    his    father, 

quickly  surrendered  himself  and  his  officers  to  the 
Babylonians.  Nebuchadrezzar  passed  sentence  of  exile 
(i.e.,  deportation)  both  upon  him  and  upon  the  noblest 
of  the  Jews,  assigning  to  them  (among  them  to  the 
prophet  Ezekiel)  new  dwelling-places  in  Babylonia.  It 
is  from  this  event  in  the  year  597  that  Ezekiel  reckons 
the  years  of  the  '  Babylonian  captivity '  (Ez.  la  81,  etc. ; 
on  2  K.  24i-i6  cp  Klostermann). 

Nebuchadrezzar  plainly  considered  this  humiliation 
of  the  little  kingdom  enough  to  render  it  harmless  for 
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the  future.  He  handed  over  the  government  to  a  son 
of  Josiah,  a  full  brother  of  Jehoahaz  (Jer.  37  i  2  K.  2831 
24 18),  Zedekiah  by  name,  of  whom  he  exacted  a  solemn 
oath  of  fidelity  (Ez.  17 13),  at  the  same  time  causing 
the  poorer  inhabitants  to  take  the  places  of  the  richer 
owners  of  the  soil  whom  he  had  banished.  There  was 
an  error,  however,  in  his  calculations  :  the  Jews  had  a 
stubbornness  and  a  power  of  resistance  for  which  he 
had  not  allowed.  The  poorer  people  triumphantly 
took  possession  of  the  estates  of  their  exiled  country 
men  (Ez.  His),  and  many  prophets,  the  opponents  of 
Jeremiah,  foretold  a  speedy  end  for  the  foreign  supre 
macy  (Jer.27i4/  28). 

As  early  as  in  593,  plans  were  being  matured  in 
Jerusalem  for  a  general  rising  of  Judah  and  its  neigh 
bours  (Jer.  27  iff-}  ',  the  stimulus  may  have  come  from 
Egypt,  where  Psa(m)etik  II.  had  succeeded  to  the 
throne  in  594.  On  this  occasion  Zedekiah  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  better  to  prove  his  fidelity  by 
appearing  in  person  before  Nebuchadrezzar  (Jer.  51  59^. ). 
Later,  however,  he  gave  way  to  the  persuasions  of 
Hophra  (Apries,  588-570),  when  that  Pharaoh  intervened 
in  the  affairs  of  the  Phoenician  cities  (Herod.  2  161),  and 
so  this  weak  king  dealt  a  fatal  blow  to  the  independence 
of  Judah  and  to  the  house  of  David. 

In  586,  after  a  siege  of  a  year  and  a  half,  the  army 

of  Nebuchadrezzar  forced   Jerusalem  to  surrender,  the 

„     .      .  Egyptians  who  were  advancing  to  its  relief 

.  ac  0  having  meantime  been  repelled  (Jer.  37s). 
Jerusalem.  Zedekiah  sought  safety  in  flight  ;  but 
before  he  could  cross  the  Jordan  he  was  captured  near 
Jericho.  Nebuchadrezzar,  who  had  remained  in  his 
headquarters  at  Riblah,  received  his  prisoner  sternly, 
and  sent  him  in  chains  to  Babylon.  Within  a  month 
NEBUZARADAN  (q.v. )  set  fire  to  the  finest  buildings  in 
Jerusalem,  including  the  royal  palace  and  the  temple, 
made  great  breaches  in  the  city  walls,  and  sent  some 
seventy  of  the  higher  officers  and  nobility  to  Riblah, 
where  Nebuchadrezzar  caused  them  to  be  executed. 
Once  more  the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  suffered  the 
penalty  of  exile,  their  lands  being  assigned  to  those  of 
the  poorer  class  who  were  left  behind. 

The  sorely  weakened  people  received  for  their 
governor  Gedaliah,  son  of  Ahikam.  It  was  a  skilful 


_.  ..  , 
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choice,   as  Gedaliah  was  much  trusted 


from     his     father's    time     had 

been  on  terms  of  close  friendship  with  Jeremiah 
(Jer.  2624).  He  fixed  his  residence  at  MIZPAH  (q.v.}, 
and  forthwith  fugitives  from  far  and  wide  rallied  round 
him  to  strengthen  the  bonds  of  national  union.  How 
:  this  promising  attempt  was  ruined  by  a  revengeful 
j  prince  of  the  house  of  David,  who  treacherously  fell 
upon  and  murdered  both  Gedaliah  and  those  who  were 
|  about  him  (some  of  whom  were  Chaldceans),  is  told  else 
where  (see  ISHMAEL,  2).  It  is  an  episode  the  details  of 
which  well  deserve  special  study,  and  we  need  only  add 
here  that  Johanan  b.  Kareah  delivered  the  captives 
whom  Ishmael  had  carried  off  from  Mizpah,  and 
afterwards,  for  their  greater  security,  conducted  the 
trembling  Jews1  to  Egypt.  The  aged  Jeremiah  was, 
against  his  will,  a  member  of  the  party.  (See  Che. 
Jeremiah,  his  Life  and  Times,  188-200). 

Thus  came  to  pass  that  death  of  Israel  as  a  nation 
of  which  Amos  had   long  before  spoken  (Am.  5  if.  ). 


44.  Review. 


The  resistance  had  been  brave  ;  but  the 


enemy    was    not    to    be   denied.       The 
strength  and  tenacity  which  were  natural  to  it  had,  in  the 
case  of   Israel  as  distinguished  from    its  neighbouring 
i    kinsfolk,   been  intensified  by  a  faith  in  God  that  was 
I    higher  than  theirs.      It  was  not  without  reason  that  men 
in  the  olden  time  had  spoken  of  the  great  heroes  of  the 
i    '  wars  of  Yahwe. '     As  this  highly  naturalistic  form  of 
|    religious   enthusiasm    gradually   gave   way   before   the 

1  They  had  good  reason  to  tremble.  A  Chaldjean  army  was 
I  still  besieging  Tyre  (585-573),  and  in  582  there  was  a  third 
i  deportation  of  Jews  to  Babylonia. 
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influences  of  a  peaceful  civilisation,  there  grew  up  within 
Israel  itself  through  the  activity  of  the  prophets  a 
religious  opposition  which  was  highly  prejudicial  to  the 
national  well-being.  It  is  undoubtedly  correct  to  regard 
the  prophets  of  the  eighth  and  seventh  centuries  as  the 
true  heroes  of  the  Israelite  genius.  We  must  not  allow 
ourselves  to  forget,  however,  that  they  were  responsible 
for  the  destruction  of  the  nation's  old  satisfaction 
with  itself,  and  that  the  heads  of  the  people  often 
quite  honestly  regarded  them  as  troublers  of  the  public 
peace  (see,  e.g. ,  i  K.  1817  Am.  7iof.).  Upon  this  in 
ternal  malady  supervened  external  dangers  (Hos.  5 12  14), 
and  thus  the  effective  strength  of  the  nation  was 
doubly  impaired,  even  quite  apart  from  the  internal 
jealousies  and  rancours  of  the  various  tribes  and  clans  : 
Ahab,  Jehu,  the  Syrian  wars  in  the  north,  and  Manasseh 
in  the  south  are  typical  instances.  In  the  later 

history  of  Judah  the  influence  of  the  prophets  comes  into 
the  very  forefront.  What  arrests  and  almost  astonishes  is 
the  disproportion  between  the  soaring  flight  of  religious 
thought  and  its  practicable  impotency.  The  prophets 
felt  themselves  to  be  messengers  of  the  God  of  the 
whole  world  to  the  nations  (Jer.  Isio),  at  the  same 
time  that  his  people  were  going  helplessly  to  ruin. 
Faith  rebels  at  the  irksome  limitations  of  space,  and 
feels  itself  strong  enough  to  face  the  world.  Less 
attractive  to  behold  is  its  shadow-like  double, — the  blind, 
stubbornness  and  pride,  which  in  Jeremiah's  time  cannot 
conceive  the  possibility  that  Yahwe,  the  God  of  the 
world,  could  ever  cast  off  his  own.  Hence  the  strange 
juxtaposition  of  diffidence  and  boldness,  of  courage  and 
despair.  That  petty  selfishness  and  personal  hatreds 
should  be  added  to  these  at  a  time  when  '  to  be  or  not 
to  be '  was  the  question  which  let  loose  every  passion 
need  not  startle  us.  For  the  multitude  it  was  an 
unintelligible  and  depressing  destiny,  that  the  people  of 
Israel  should  on  account  of  its  faith  be  precluded  from 
taking  a  place  among  the  great  kingdoms  of  the  world. 
To  us  this  is  no  longer  a  riddle  :  we  give  our  pity  to 
the  vanquished  brave,  our  admiration  to  the  little 
flock,  helpless  and  despised,  which  recognises  an 
inward  renewal  as  the  only  way  of  healing,  accepts 
suffering  as  a  merited  chastisement,  and,  in  humble 
expectation,  waits  for  the  day  when  God  shall  bring  to 
victory  the  cause  of  his  own  in  the  sight  of  all  the  world. 
From  the  midst  of  such  a  company  a  new  Israel  did 
indeed  actually  spring  up  ;  but  it  was  not  a  new  people. 
We  must  not  allow  ourselves  to  picture  the  land  of 
Judah  after  582  as  a  mere  howling  wilderness.  Accord- 

-    CTJ.  j-  ing  to  Jer.  5228-30,  4600  men  in  all  were 

45.  State  ot         •    ,  •  •,  f  T 

carried  into  exile  out  of  Jerusalem  and 

Judah  ;  this  will  represent  a  total  of  some 
14,000-18,000  souls — certainly  but  a 
modest  fraction  of  the  entire  population,  although 
doubtless  representing  its  best  and  most  vigorous 
elements.  If  we  take  into  account  also  those  who  had 
migrated  into  Egypt,  we  may  safely  assume  that  among 
those  who  remained  behind  were  included  but  few 
persons  who  had  had  experience  in  the  conduct  of 
public  affairs.  The  necessary  consequence  was  that 
the  residents  felt  themselves  reduced  to  a  state 
of  apathy  and  helplessness.  The  establishment  of 
such  a  condition  in  the  conquered  land  was  no  doubt 
in  the  interest  of  the  conqueror  ;  but  it  was  not  a  state 
of  complete  desolation.  A  strong  Edomite  inroad  from 
the  SE.  still  further  diminished  the  territory  of 
what  had  once  been  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  and  forced 
the  Judahites  who  still  remained  into  closer  contiguity 
(see  EDOM).  The  Calebites  whom  they  drove  from 
Hebron  moved  up  into  the  neighbourhood  of  Bethlehem, 
which  at  a  later  date  was  spoken  of  as  their  native  seat 
(i  Ch.lsoff.  ;  see  CALEB,  §  4).  Jerusalem  remained 
throughout  the  centre  of  the  community,  and  sacrifice 
was  even  offered  among  the  ruins  of  the  temple  (Jer. 
41 5  ;  cp  Lam.  1 4).  As  the  resident  remnant  were  now 
without  any  natural  head — we  hear  nothing  of  any 
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Babylonian  governor — resort  was  naturally  had  to  the 
ancient  division  of  the  people  according  to  families  and 
clans,  or  even  according  to  local  communities,  and  the 
care  of  the  common  interests  was  handed  over  to  the 
heads  of  families  (elders).1  Although  no  doubt  there 
still  remained  a  few  who  continued  to  cherish  the  old 
proud  spirit  (Ez.  8824-29),  the  mood  of  the  majority  was 
humble,  anxious,  subdued  in  the  extreme.  The  com 
munity  lay  helpless,  exposed  to  the  insults  of  its  neigh 
bours  ;  men  felt  that  they  had  been  smitten  to  the  earth 
by  the  divine  anger  ;  the  proudest  hearts  were  crushed 
by  trouble  (Lam.  '2-4).  The  truth  of  the  prophet's 
predictions  as  to  the  fate  of  Israel  and  Judah  had  been 
personally  experienced  in  the  direst  measure,  and  all  that 
now  remained  was  with  shame  and  confusion  of  face 
to  answer  the  prophet's  summons  to  repentance  and 
amendment ;  the  anniversaries  of  the  sad  events  of  the 
downfall  were  observed  with  fasting  and  mourning 
(Zech.  If.}.  In  thus  turning  to  God,  hearts  gradually 
began  to  glow  again  at  thoughts  of  Yahwe's  faithfulness 
and  might.  The  rights  of  Zion  over  against  the  nations 
were  no  longer  despaired  of ;  hopes  of  a  vindication, 
of  a  day  of  vengeance,  began  to  be  cherished,  and  men 
to  wait  on  Yahwe  (Lam.  5). 

For  most  of  the  exiles  in  Babylonia,  also,  the  destruc 
tion  of  Jerusalem  was  as  startling  as  it  was  unexpected. 
_  Relying  upon  prophetic  utterances  (Jer. 

Babylonia.     27'29    £.122.1323),    they    had     from 
*  597  B.C.   onwards,   looked  forward  to  a 

speedy  release  and  return  to  Jerusalem.  They  regarded 
themselves  as  the  true  Israel,  and  proudly  looked  down 
on  those  who  had  been  left  behind  in  the  old  home 
(cp  Jer.  24  Ez.  11 1-21).  For  this  attitude  their  past 
certainly  supplied  them  with  good  reasons  ;  but  they 
did  not  in  the  least  degree  answer  the  requirements 
which  had  been  made  of  a  true  Israel  by  the  prophets. 
The  chiding  discourses  of  Ezekiel  (especially  1-24)  show 
all  too  clearly  that  as  yet  there  was  no  sign  of  a  '  new 
heart '  in  them.  The  capture  of  Jerusalem  in  586  seems 
at  last  to  have  had  this  consequence,  that  the  exiles,  as 
Jeremiah  (294-9)  had  already  counselled,  began  to 
lay  their  account  with  a  more  prolonged  sojourn  in 
foreign  parts.  To  what  degree  they  were  distributed 
over  the  country  at  large  we  do  not  know ;  in  several 
localities  (Ezek.  1381,  etc.,  Ezra  8  7)  they  were  settled  in 
considerable  numbers,  and  here  they  maintained  in  full 
force  the  old  clan  relations,  not  only  de  facto  but  also  by 
means  of  registers  (EzraSi?,  cp  Ezek.  13g).  Doubtless 
it  fared  better  on  the  whole  with  the  exiles  than  with 
those  who  had  been  allowed  to  remain  behind  in  the  old 
country.  This  holds  true  very  specially  of  those 

who  had  no  desire  to  assert  Israel's  loftier  place  among 
the  nations,  who  simply  threw  themselves  into  the 
ordinary  tasks  of  daily  life,  and  soon,  amid  the  widely 
ramified  trade  and  commerce  of  the  great  world-state, 
found  themselves  better  off  than  they  had  formerly  been 
among  the  lonely  hills  of  their  highland  home.  Most 
of  them,  it  must,  however,  be  said  further,  became  lost 
to  their  own  nation,  just  as  already  the  descendants  of 
the  exiles  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel  had  become  absorbed 
by  their  new  surroundings  in  Mesopotamia  and  Media. 
The  disadvantages  of  a  life  in  a  foreign  country  were 
felt  to  the  full,  on  the  other  hand,  by  all  those  who  were 
unable  to  forget  the  God  of  Israel  and 


47.  Religion 
and  literature. 


his   'holy  city'   (Is.  52 1).      According 


to  the  ideas  then  prevailing,  it  was  a 
literal  impossibility  to  serve  Yahwe  in  a  foreign,  unclean 
land  (Hos.  9s-s  ;  cp  Ps.  1374).  All  the  more  did  it  be 
come  incumbent  to  practise  whatever  served  to  maintain 
the  connection  with  home.  Personal  intercourse  with 
Jerusalem,  which  at  first  had  been  vigorously  maintained 
(Jer.  29 1^  256159  Ezek.  2426),  naturally  became  less 
after  the  laying  waste  of  the  city  and  the  repeated 
measures  for  reducing  its  population  ;  the  pious-minded 
found  themselves  in  the  end  restricted  to  the  memories, 
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the  cherished  customs,  and  the  writings  they  possessed. 
It  being  impossible  to  worship  Yahvve  by  sacrifice,  they 
kept  up  all  the  more  assiduously  such  customs  as  had  in 
themselves  some  sort  of  independent  existence  apart 
from  the  temple-worship  : — prayer  (in  which  the  face 
was  turned  towards  Jerusalem;  see  i  K.  848),  fasting, 
circumcision,  Sabbath  observance ;  the  last  two,  in 
particular,  came  to  be  distinguishing  marks  of  Israel 
as  opposed  to  heathendom.  At  the  same  time  this 
thought  found  entrance,  that  renunciation  of  one's 
will  and  the  surrender  of  the  heart  to  God  was  the  true 
sacrifice,  well  pleasing  to  God  (Ps.  51i6[i8]/. ). 

Special  diligence  was  devoted  to  the  preserving,  edit 
ing,  and  multiplying  of  books,  and,  consequently,  the 
calling  of  the  scribes  (cnso)  rose  to  great  importance.1 
It  was  to  the  '  law  ' — i.  e. ,  to  Deuteronomy  and  similar 
collections,  as,  for  example,  Lev.  17-26,  which  they 
edited  and  transcribed — that  their  attention  was  given  in 
the  first  instance.  Under  the  leadership  of  the  prophet 
Ezekiel,  who  in  chaps.  40jf.  of  his  book  lays  down 
specifications  for  the  building  of  the  temple,  and  prescribes 
its  services  after  the  manner  of  a  legislator,  advance 
was  steadily  made  along  the  path  indicated  in  Deuter 
onomy — that  of  imposing  a  special  stamp  upon  the 
worship  of  Israel  by  means  of  laws.  New,  but  in  full  ac 
cordance  with  the  circumstances  and  tern  per  of  the  period, 
was  the  express  enactment  of  regular  days  and  sacri 
fices  of  propitiation  (Ezek.  45 18-20).  The  editing 
of  works  of  a  historical  nature  was  carried  on  along  the 
same  lines  as  those  on  which  it  had  been  begun  in  Judah 
before  the  Exile — viz. ,  the  past  was  measured  by  the 
standard  of  the  law  which  had  been  in  force  since  621, 
and  so  was  found  to  present  little  that  was  good  (cp  the 
books  of  Kings).2  The  thoughts  were  wholly  those 
of  Judah,  though  the  name  was  that  of  Israel.  The 
conceptions  of  prophetic  circles,  as  these  had  developed 
and  taken  root  in  Judah  in  consequence  of  the  activity  of 
the  prophets  from  Isaiah  onwards,  became  victorious  in 
the  religious  field,  and  it  was  from  these  that  the  new 
post-exilic  Israel  took  its  origin.  Judaism,  it  is  true, 
developed  many  noticeable  characteristics  which  we  are 
not  as  a  rule  accustomed  to  observe  in  the  prophets  (be 
cause  they  are  there  only  in  rudiment).  The  law  in  the 
later  sense  of  the  word  has  its  roots  in  Deuteronomy  ; 
but  it  is  impossible  to  separate  Deuteronomy  from  the 
influence  of  the  prophets.  Is.  1  ig/.  already  confronts 
us  with  the  thought  that  everything  depends  on  Israel's 
obedience  or  disobedience.  The  idea  of  retributive 
justice  in  itself  is  of  venerable  antiquity,  and  not  confined 
to  the  religion  of  Israel ;  but  the  prophets  had  actually 
put  it  forward  as  the  key  to  an  understanding  of  his 
tory,  and  with  a  view  to  securing  the  freedom  and  re 
sponsibility  of  the  individual,  had  so  modified  it  (Jere 
miah  and  Ezekiel)  as  to  represent  retribution  as  visiting 
the  guilty  person  alone,  and  even  as  judging  the  in 
dividual  exclusively  according  to  what  might  be  his 
attitude  at  the  moment  of  judgment.  Out  of  this  arose 
a  new  conception  of  the  divine  precepts.  They  became 
for  Israel  the  conditions  under  which  it  was  capable  of 
receiving  the  divine  gifts  (Dt.  28^  Lev.  26)  :  by  fulfil 
ment  of  the  law  alone  could  Israel,  whether  the  nation 
or  the  individual,  receive  life  (Ezek.  20 n  Lev.  18s  Neh. 
929).  The  interest  in  worship,  which  henceforth 
has  free  scope  in  the  laws,  first  meets  us  in  the  legisla 
tion  of  Deuteronomy,  and  was  first  aroused  by  the 
prophetic  view  that  the  worship  of  Israel  ought  to  have 
its  foundation  in  the  proper  history  of  Israel.  The 
type  of  personal  piety  also  displayed  in  Judaism  had  its 
pioneers  in  the  later  prophets.  What  Jeremiah  had 
begun  in  his  touching  dialogues  with  God — the  expres 
sion  of  the  experiences  and  emotions  of  the  individual 
soul — the  Israelite,  by  nature  lyrically  disposed,  now 
took  up  with  great  warmth  as  the  motive  of  his  religious 
poetry.  Repentance,  supplication,  thanksgiving,  praise, 
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doubt,  assurance  of  faith,  now  find  their  expression  in  a 
form  that  will  continue  to  be  the  form  for  religious 
emotion  to  the  end  of  time.  A  closer  self-examination,  a 
recognition  and  confession  of  sin — manifestations  of  the 
religious  life  so  frequently  met  with  after  the  Exile — were 
demands  of  the  prophets  (Jer.  3 i^ff.  Ezek.  8631^)  with 
which  many  in  Israel  learned  in  exile  to  comply.  For 
the  exiles  were  now  actually  living  through  and  experi 
encing  the  nation's  death  in  the  land  of  the  heathen  ;  the 
pain  and  the  sorrow  of  it  was  gradually  leading  many  to 
recognise  the  full  truth  of  what  the  prophets  had  judged. 
Those  thus  disciplined  learned  to  bow  themselves  sub 
missively  under  the  hand  of  God,  and  to  bear  the  suffer 
ing  willinglyas  a  merited  punishment  (D'IJJ;,  '' 'i3y,  '"nj.'l- 
In  such  an  attitude  they  became  reconciled  to  God  ;  out 
of  the  promises  of  the  prophets  the  aspiration  after 
deliverance  drew  strength  for  hope  to  live  by  ;  and  this 
hope  became  all  the  livelier  in  proportion  as  Yahw6  came 
to  be  sincerely  acknowledged  as  the  only  God  of  heaven 
and  earth.  From  him  it  was  possible  to  expect  Israel's 
vindication  in  the  sight  of  the  heathen  nations  even 
against  the  mightiest  world-powers. 

The  first  indication  of  a  turn  of  affairs  for  the  better 
was  the  liberation  of  Jehoiachin    (Jeconiah),   and    the 
_  bestowal   on    him    of  regal    honours   by 

7  Evil-merodach  (561-560  ;  cp  2  K. 
£527-30.  Or  was  it  not  until  Neriglissar  ?).  Yet  other, 
more  weighty,  indications  kept  expectation  alive  for 
a  considerable  time.  As  there  was  now  peace  between 
Media  and  Babylon,  the  existing  relations  of  the  great 
powers  seemed  stable.  All  the  greater  was  the  tension 
when  at  last  heavy  storm-clouds  began  to  gather  over 
Babylonia.  Cyrus  II.  of  Persia  had  become  (since  550 
B.C.  ;  see  CYRUS,  §  2)  the  next  neighbour  of  Babylonia, 
and  was  too  insatiably  energetic  to  curb  himself  at  the 
frontier  of  that  empire.  The  kingdom  of  Lydia — i.e., 
all  Asia  Minor — had  been  conquered  in 
a  single  campaign,  and  as  the  conqueror 
passed  along  the  northern  border  of  Babylonia  the  author 
of  Is.  40-55  discerned  in  his  triumphant  march  a  pre 
monition  of  the  corning  vengeance  of  God  upon  proud 
Babvlon.  At  last  the  hour  for  a  message  of  peace  and 
comfort  to  suffering  Israel  seemed  to  have  come.  The 
prophet  spoke  in  soul-stirring  strains  of  the  mighty 
deeds  of  Yahw6  the  God  of  the  world — deeds  by  which 
he  was  to  free  his  people  from  servitude  to  the  heathen, 
bring  them  marvellously  back  to  their  own  land,  and 
there,  before  the  astonished  gaze  of  all  the  nations, 
make  them  great  and  glorious  as  never  heretofore.  He 
designated  Cyrus  as  the  instrument,  the  anointed,  of 
Yahwe,  through  whom  Jerusalem  and  the  temple  should 
be  again  restored  ;  he  spoke  of  the  grand  mission  of 
pious  Israel,  to  bring  to  the  heathen  the  knowledge  of 
the  one  true  God.  He  gave  exulting  expression — he,  a 
nameless  prophet — to  his  sure  confidence  in  the  victory 
of  the  monotheistic  faith  ;  he  saw  fulfilling  itself  before 
his  own  eyes  and  amid  the  forms  surrounding  him 
that  which  by  all  the  ordinary  laws  of  human  existence 
can  only  be  the  growth  of  a  long-continued  development.  * 
We  turn  now  to  the  actual  sequel.  Nabonidus  having 
proved  himself  incapable  of  defending  the  country 
against  the  invader,  the  people  of  Babylonia 


49.  II.  Isaiah. 


50.  Cyrus. 


hailed    Cyrus    as    a    welcome     deliverer. 


The  most  important  cities,  including  Babylon  itself,  fell 
into  the  hands  of  the  Persians  without  any  serious 
struggle  (538  B.C.).  Cyrus,  therefore,  had  no  occasion 
to  resort  to  the  harsher  rigours  of  war.  On  the  contrary, 
although  himself  a  follower  of  the  Zoroastrian  religion, 
he  caused  himself  to  be  credited  with  being  also  a 
favourite  and  a  worshipper  of  Merodach  (see  CYRUS, 
§  6),  his  policy  being  thus  most  favourably  distinguished 
from  the  fanatical  measures  of  Semitic  princes  against 
the  gods  and  temples  of  conquered  peoples.  The  Old 
Persian  religion  allowed  him,  and  his  successors,  not 
only  to  respect,  but  also  to  promote  the  religions  of 
1  Cp  ISAIAH  ii.,  §  i6/ 
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other  nations.  He  was  thus  in  a  position  to  respond 
to  the  religious  wishes  of  the  Jews.  He  gave  orders 
to  restore  the  temple  of  Yahwe,  '  the  God  of  heaven,' 

KI    QV.     v.     m    Jerusalem,    and    sent    SHESHBAXX.AK 

61.  Snesn-    /        >      ,     ,  ..        ,  .       ... 
,  (q.v.) — doubtless  himself  a  Jew,  and  per 

haps  even  a  descendant  of  David — with 
suitable  powers,  as  his  governor  to  Judah.  There, 
we  are  told,  he  laid  the  foundation  of  the  new  temple  ; 
but  we  learn  also  that  an  arrest  was  soon  afterwards 
laid  upon  the  enterprise  (Ezra 5 13-16).  There  can 
hardly  be  any  doubt  that  Sheshbazzar  was  accompanied 
to  Jerusalem  by  prominent  compatriots,  such  as  Zerub- 
babel,  a  descendant  of  David  and  Joshua  b.  Jozadak 
the  priest,  and  that  they  were  able  to  appeal  to  royal 
authority  in  the  prosecution  of  their  aims  (cp  Ezra6i-s). 
We  may  doubt,  however,  whether,  as  the  Chronicler 
affirms  (Ezrali-6),  Cyrus  gave  a  general  permission 
for  the  return  of  the  exiles  to  their  native  land. 

This  was  the  first  event  that  brought  some  stir  into 
the  quiet  and  secluded  life  of  the  Jewish  population  at 

52  At  Ter  Jerusalem-  The  impulse,  however,  seems 
'salem  to  ^ave  met  at  ^rst  w'tn  opposition  and 
obstruction  rather  than  support.  Al 
though  we  have  no  trustworthy  information  on  the  sub 
ject,  this  is  certainly  intelligible.  The  returned  exiles, 
with  the  powers  committed  to  them,  would  soon  be 
come  troublesome  to  the  native-born  Jews,  with  their 
rights  and  privileges.  Moreover,  it  seems  very  prob 
able  (cp  Ezra 4 1-4)  that  the  people  of  Samaria — 
among  whom,  notwithstanding  their  intermixture  with 
foreigners  (2  K.  1724  Ezra428-io),  the  worship  of 
Yahwe  survived  (2  K17 25  ff.]  and  was  later  brought 
into  connection  with  Jerusalem  (2  K.  23 15  igf.  Jer.  41s) 
—  endeavoured  at  first  to  reap  some  benefit  for  them 
selves  from  the  permission  of  Cyrus  to  rebuild  the  temple, 
by  making  common  cause  with  the  Jews.  Hence  the 
first  impulse  resulting  from  the  permission  of  Cyrus 
may  have  led  to  collisions  in  which  the  influence  of  the 
governor  and  the  goodwill  of  the  exiles  spent  themselves. 
Yet  the  event  of  538,  in  itself  unimportant,  was  like 
the  little  stone  flung  into  a  confined  sheet  of  water, 

53.  Restoration  wh'ch  Creat^.  a  l°ng-P«>tracted  dis- 

e  ,,  ,        turbance.      Nineteen  or  twenty  years 

of  the  temple.    ^    the    movement    to    bufk/  the 

temple  was  begun  again  by  the  prophets  Haggai  and 
Zechariah.  Zerubabbel,  who  now  appears  as  Persian 
governor  of  Judah,  a  man  of  Davidic  descent,  and  Joshua 
the  'high  priest,'  to  whom  Zechariah  (87)  expressly 
attributes  the  control  of  the  temple  precincts,  begin  with 
the  people  of  Judah  the  restoration  of  the  temple  in 
519.  The  inactivity  of  the  co-religionists  is  met  by  the 
prophets  with  the  promise  that  zeal  displayed  in  building 
the  temple  will  bring  down  the  blessing  of  God — i.e. ,  the 
final  realisation  of  the  prophetic  ideals  of  pre-exilic  and 
exilic  times — the  overthrow  of  the  great  heathen  empires, 
the  gatheringof  the  exiled  and  dispersed,  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  Davidic  monarchy,  and  the  recognition  of  Yahwe 
at  Jerusalem  on  the  part  of  the  heathen.  The  temple 
was  actually  completed  on  the  23rd  of  Adar  515  (with 
Ezra6is  cp  lEsd.  7s  and  Jos.  Ant.  xi.  4  7).  It  had 
been  built  by  the  people  of  Judah  without  help  from 
the  Persian  government. 

This  appears  clearly  from  Ezra  5  3-6 15,  which  refers  to  the 
latter  part  of  the  period  of  building.  According  to  Ezra68-io, 
indeed,  Darius  directs  that  the  expenditure  should  be  refunded 
out  of  the  revenues  of  the  province  of  Syria  and  Phoenicia,  and 
that  a  regular  allowance  should  be  paid  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  daily  ritual  of  the  temple.  But  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
this  order  was  really  carried  out. 

The  restoration  of  the  temple  was  an  important 
achievement.  In  spite  of  its  unpretentious  appearance, 
64.  Difficulty  of  the  femPle.  constituted  an  important 


reorganisation. 


rallying  point  for  the  native  popula 


tion,  and  exerted  a  strong  attractive 
power  on  those  who  lived  remote  from  Jerusalem  (cpZech. 
6 10).  Naturally  it  became  more  than  ever  imperative  for 
the  Jews  that  they  should  have  a  care  for  the  regular  service 
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of  the  sanctuary.  Nor  was  this,  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  time,  a  simple  or  easy  matter.  The  duty  fell  in, 
indeed,  with  the  tendency  of  religious  life  in  the  times 
immediately  preceeding  the  Exile,  as  we  know  from 
Deuteronomy  and  Ezekiel.  But  neither  was  there  any 
longer  a  king  in  Jerusalem  to  maintain  the  court 
sanctuary,  nor  can  we  find  any  trace  of  the  provision  of 
Darius  (Ezra 6 9 /. )  having  been  carried  out.  Since, 
moreover,  there  was  at  that  time,  as  Ezra  5  3  ff.  shows, 
no  real  Persian  governor  at  Jerusalem,  the  priesthood, 
with  Joshua  the  'high  priest,'  a  descendant  of  Zadok, 
at  their  head,  were  simply  dependent  on  the  good  will 
of  the  people.  But,  as  appears  from  expressions  in  Mai. 
and  Is.  56  ff. ,  this  does  not  seem  to  have  secured  them 
any  adequate  provision.  There  was  no  fixed  order  to 
unite  willing  and  unwilling  in  a  common  contribution 
with  regularity.  The  wealthy  heads  of  families  cared 
only  for  themselves  (Is.  56 10-12).  To  the  utter  absence 
of  any  spirit  of  friendly  co-operation  were  added 
calumny,  fraud,  and  violence.  The  administration  of 
justice  was  feeble  or  subservient  to  avarice.  A  large 
proportion  of  the  people  were  poor  and  suffered  actual 
distress.  The  pious,  who  anxiously  endeavoured  to  be 
obedient  to  the  word  of  Yahwe,  felt  themselves  much 
oppressed  by  these  conditions.  The  promises  of  a 
better  time  not  having  been  realised,  the  zeal  of  the 
pious  seemed  to  have  been  vain  ;  it  was  paralysed  by 
the  practices  of  those  who  would  hear  of  no  sharp  dis 
tinction  between  the  service  of  Yahwe  and  their  heathen 
surroundings.  Intermarriage  between  people  of  Judah 
and  Canaanites  was  by  no  means  rare,  and  through  the 
influence  of  the  old  family  ties  a  blending  of  religious 
cults  was  brought  about,  in  which  the  heathen  as  the 
stronger  became  victorious  (cp  Neh.  1823-27).  Of  these 
two  tendencies,  which  might  be  called  Jewish-Canaanite 
and  Jewish-prophetic  respectively,  the  former  maintained 
close  relations  with  the  people  of  Samaria — whose 
peculiar  history  had  forced  them  to  a  similar  course 
— who  now  endeavoured  to  establish  rights  in  the 
temple  at  Jerusalem.  Naturally  the  adherents  of  the 
prophets  would  acknowledge  no  such  rights  ;  but  even 
those  who  favoured  the  cultivation  of  closer  relations 
hesitated  to  change  so  radically  the  rights  of  the  temple 
(fully  recognised  as  these  were)  and  perhaps  thereby  to 
endanger  their  stability.  The  people  of  Samaria 
retorted  by  resuming  an  attitude  of  open  enmity,  making 
the  Jews  feel  their  superior  power  (Is.  628_/i).  It  is 
not  strange  that  in  these  circumstances  a  satisfactory 
ordering  of  the  temple  worship  was  not  attained. 

Even  external  peace  was  not  unbroken.  Although 
the  expeditions  of  the  Persians  against  Egypt  (517, 
485,  455)  did  not  affect  the  Judsean  highlands,  the 
revolt  of  Megabyzos,  satrap  of  Syria,  against  Artaxerxes 
I.  (465-425)  would  affect  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem. 
The  condition  of  things,  was  therefore,  deplorable  in 
Jerusalem  about  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  B.C. 
(Is.59iS/). 

It  was  by  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  that  a  deliverance  was 
effected.  In  firm  faith  in  Israel's  future,  with  great 
NT  Vi  '  Vi  dexterity  and  immovable  tenacity,  they 
05.  JNenemian.  fortified  the  defenceless  Jerusalem,  and 
established  the  temple  worship  by  the  organisation  of 
the  Jews  as  a  religious  community. 

As  to  the  chronological  order  of  the  events  that  secured  this 
result  difference  of  opinion  prevails ;  especially  marked  is  this 
in  the  case  of  the  arrival  of  Ezra  and  his  caravan  at  Jerusalem 
(Kuen.,  Ed.  Meyer,  and  others — 458  B.C.,  under  Artaxerxes  I.; 
Kosters — about  430  B.C.  under  the  same  king  ;  van  Hoonacker 
— 398-397  B.C.  under  Artaxerxes  II.,  Mnemon).  The  account 
given  in  the  following  paragraphs  agrees  in  the  main  with  the 
theory  of  Kosters  (Het  Herstel,  1894  ;  see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9). 

Nehemiah,  a  cup-bearer  of  Artaxerxes  I. ,  Longimanus 
(465-425),  learned' in  Susa  from  some  men  from  Judaea 
that 'Jerusalem  lay  in  ruins  and  its  people  were  groaning 
under  a  burden  of  wretchedness.  He  obtained  of  the 
king  leave  of  absence  and  authority,  as  governor  of  the 
district  of  Judah,  to  attend  to  the  fortification  of  Jeru 
salem.  Arrived  in  Jerusalem  in  446-445,  he  devoted 
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his  attention  in  the  first  place  to  external  relations. 
The  strenuous  efforts  of  the  people  of  Jerusalem  and 
its  neighbourhood  enabled  him  to  restore  the  walls  of 
the  city  in  fifty-two  days.  The  people  of  Samaria,  with 
Sanballat  of  Bethhoron  at  their  head,  vainly  sought  by 
open  threats  and  hidden  craft  to  put  obstacles  in  his 
way.  The  plunder  of  the  poor  by  the  rich  during  the 
building  of  the  walls  he  restrained  by  earnest  admoni 
tion  and  the  example  of  his  own  unselfish  conduct. 
He  did  not  allow  himself  to  be  intimidated  in  his  plans 
by  prophetic  threats  or  by  the  ambiguous  attitude  of 
leading  members  of  the  community  actively  allied  with 
Sanballat  and  his  dependants  (Neh.  1-6).  He  took 
systematic  measures  for  the  safety  of  Jerusalem,  and 
secured  an  increase  of  the  population  by  immigration 
from  the  surrounding  district  (Neh.  7 1-5  11 1  /.).  Of 
his  further  doings  during  the  twelve  years  of  his  first 
stay  at  Jerusalem  we  have  no  information  ;  but  he 
appears  even  then  to  have  taken  in  hand  the  regula 
tion  of  the  temple  service  (Neh.  1244,  cp  184-10).  In 
434-433  he  returned  to  the  Persian  court. 

Soon,  however,  he  came  back  to  Jerusalem.  Hence 
forth  he  devoted  his  attention  particularly  to  religious 
S  d  a^a'rs-  Arrangements  in  favour  of  the 

'  ...  priesthood  he  rescinded,  banished  from  Jeru- 
81  '  salem  even  a  member  of  the  high  priestly 
family  who  had  become  allied  by  marriage  to  Sanballat, 
provided  for  regular  payment  being  made  to  Levites  and 
singers,  insisted  on  strict  observance  of  the  Sabbath, 
and  sought  to  prevent  mixed  marriages  (Neh.  184-31). 

Many  indications  favour  the  opinion  that  the  expedi 
tion  of  Ezra  was  connected  with  Nehemiah's  second 
•p  journey  to  Jerusalem,  and  was  perhaps  even 
occasioned  by  Nehemiah.  At  the  head  of 
some  1800  men  of  Judah  (=5500-6000  souls),  Ezra, 
priest  and  scribe,  left  Babylon  with  the  two-fold  mission 
assigned  him  by  the  king — (i)  of  submitting  the  state  of 
things  in  Judah  to  the  test  of  his  lawbook,  and  regulat 
ing  it  accordingly  (Ezra?  1425 /.);  (2)  of  bringing  to 
Jerusalem  the  rich  presents  of  the  king  and  his 
retinue,  of  the  province  of  Babylonia,  and  of  the  Jews' 
co-religionists  (Ezra 7 15-19).  Ezra's  enterprise  aimed 
accordingly  at  pronouncedly  religious  ends.  In  the 
externally  mixed  and  internally  disunited  people  loosely 
congregated  round  the  temple,  Ezra's  companions  were 
to  form  the  solid  kernel  of  a  new  '  Israel '  that  should 
render  obedience  to  the  law  of  God,  and  so  could  cherish 
with  a  good  conscience  the  hope  of  being  worthy  to 
experience  the  fulfilment  of  the  divine  promises  (cp  Dt. 
281-14  Lev.  261-13).  In  fact,  a  company  of  6000  souls 
invested  with  royal  authority  might  well  seem  capable 
of  bringing  about  a  thorough-going  reform  in  Judah. 

Yet  Ezra  encountered  great  difficulties.  These  would 
spring  not  only  from  the  religious  contrast  between 
those  who  came  from  Babylon  and  those  that  were 
native  born,  but  also  from  the  sudden  increase  of 
population  produced  by  this  influx  of  families  of  the 
highest  rank.  It  is  only,  however,  of  the  religious 
movement  begun  by  Ezra  that  we  hear.  Learning 
with  horror  and  grief  of  the  mixed  marriages  that  were 
common  in  all  ranks  he  assembled  the  people  in  front 
of  the  temple  and  endeavoured  to  arouse  in  them  the 
sentiments  he  himself  felt.  His  acts  and  words  produced 
a  profound  impression.  A  resolution  was  passed  that 
a  searching  investigation  should  be  instituted  with  a 
view  to  dissolving  the  mixed  marriages  in  the  district 
of  Jerusalem.  Whether  a  real  separation,  however, 
was  made  at  this  early  time  between  '  holy'  and  unholy 
is  not  quite  clear  from  Ezra  10.  At  all  events,  Ezra 
had  by  his  religious  energy  produced  a  lasting  impres 
sion  on  the  multitude. 

His    greatest   achievement,    accomplished    with    the 

*o   im.  co-operation    of    Nehemiah,    was    the 

58.  Tne 


congregation. 


organisation  of  the    new  Jewish  com 


munity  (about  430  B.C.).     This  came 
into  existence  by  the  heads  of  families  pledging  them- 
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selves  by  lormal  subscription  (cp  Neh.  9/. )  to  the 
observance  of  the  law  (Neh.  9  38-10  31  [101-32])  and 
other  regulations  with  reference  to  the  temple  services 
(w.  32-39  [33-4°]). 

The  prescriptions  quoted  from  the  law  (v.  ^i/.)  point  to  Ex.  23 
and  Dt.  15.  The  measures  decreed  and  imposed  upon  itself  by 
the  assembly  (w.  32-39  [33-40])  aim  at  regulating  the  temple 
service  by  contributions  made  by  the  community  in  common 
(temple  tax,  firstlings,  firstborn,  tithes),  and  culminate  in  the 
concluding  assertion,  'We  will  not  neglect  the  house  of  our  God.' 

It  was  apparently  after  this  organisation  of  the 
community — not,  as  the  present  order  of  the  book  of 
TVi  Nehemiah  implies,  before  it  —  that  Ezra's 
.  law-book  was  solemnly  read  in  public  (Neh. 
' law-  81-12).  As  its  first  effect  is  mentioned  (w. 
13-18)  the  new  celebration  of  the  feast  of  'Tabernacles,' 
which  plainly  answers  to  the  prescription  now  to  be  found 
in  Lev.  2839-43.  This  leads  to  the  assumption  that 
the  law-book  of  Ezra  contained  in  the  main  the  Law 
of  Holiness  (Pj  or  H)  and  the  oldest  parts  of  the  Priestly 
Code  proper  (P2  or  PG;  see  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE, 
§  9).  The  amplification  of  this  book  and  its  combina 
tion  with  the  older  parts  of  our  Pentateuch  will  have 
followed  soon  after  (see  CANON,  §  z^,ff. ).  How  far  Ezra 
himself  had  a  share  in  this  work  we  do  not  know.  At  all 
events,  the  work  undertaken  by  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  was 
thus  completed,  inasmuch  as  the  laws  demanded  by  the 
new  conditions  of  things  were  accorded  authority  equal 
to  that  of  the  older  collections  (cp  §  61).  This  fact  is 
reflected  in  the  later  Jewish  legend  according  to  which 
the  Law  was  written  out  anew  by  Ezra  (4  Esd.  1419-22 
40-47  ;  Pirki  Abdth,  i.  1,2).  We  have  another  important 
monument  of  the  constitution  of  the  post-exilic  com 
munity  in  the  list  of  its  families  and  local  communities 
(Ezra 2  =  Neh.  7  =  i  Esd.  5)  adopted  by  the  Chronicler  as 
a  list  of  exiles  returned  in  the  time  of  Cyrus  see  EZRA 
ii. ,  §  9).  According  to  it,  the  number  of  men  in  the  com 
munity  amounted  to  42,360 — i.e. ,  some  521,000  souls. 

Before   proceeding   with    the   history  of    this   newly 

constituted  community,  we  must  briefly  set    forth   its 

_ ,         .     characteristics  and   its  relation   to  the 

pre-exilic  people  of  Israel.     The  funda- 
conKreffation.  * 

mental  idea  of  Ezra  s  new  creation  is 

clearly  dependent  on  those  by  which  it  was  preceded — 
Deuteronomy,  Ezekiel,  '  Law  of  Holiness'  (see  LEVITI 
CUS)  : — it  is  that  of  a  holy  people  in  a  holy  land.  Since 
the  predominant  conception  of  holiness  was  in  the 
ritualistic  sense  of  purity,  we  have  the  impression  of  the 
whole  community  being  regarded  precisely  as  a  sacrificial 
brotherhood  of  the  old  times.  The  stranger  (i3J"f|,  ''is:) 
is  excluded  ;  marriage  with  him  makes  unclean  ;  cir 
cumcision  and  the  Sabbath  are  the  badges  of  the  Jewish 
community,  and  serve,  along  with  the  observance  of 
other  prescriptions,  to  sanctify  the  land.  In  fact,  it 
was  the  organisation  of  the  Jewish  community  after  the 
Exile  that  for  the  first  time  completely  abolished  the 
old  sacrificial  communion  of  families  or  clans.  All  its 
members  contributed  alike  to  the  maintenance  of  one 
and  the  same  cultus  at  the  single  sanctuary.  Thus  the 
post-exilic  community  in  regulating  the  cultus  by  law 
took  up  a  position  completely  in  harmony  with  that 
sketched  by  the  last  representatives  of  prophecy  at  the 
beginning  of  the  Exile.  But,  unlike  them,  it  was  not 
content  with  expelling  from  Israel  everything  heathen. 
It  sought  in  the  institution  of  a  common  cultus  a  bond, 
firm  and  strong,  to  unite  in  a  close  fellowship  the 
individual  members — an  end  secured  formerly  by  the 
establishment  of  the  monarchy.  Hence  to  the  highest 
representative  of  the  ecclesiastically  reorganised  com 
munity — the  high  priest — were  transferred  also  badges 
of  royalty  of  many  kinds  (e.g. ,  ANOINTING  [q.v. ,  §  3]). 
The  support  and  strength  of  the  community  was  the 
new  law-book,  which  was  certainly  regarded  by  those 
in  authority  merely  as  a  seasonable 
modification  and  completion,  and 
therefore  as  the  legitimate  successor,  of  Deuteronomy. 
The  application  of  it  became  a  learned  accomplishment. 
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It  was  written  and  its  provisions  were  many  and  varied . 
Moreover — and  this  was  the  chief  difficulty — it  was  not 
enough  to  know  the  written  law.     That  contained  only 
certain    prescriptions,   namely    those   which   had    been 
regarded  as   of  special    importance  when  the   various 
collections   were  made.      The  system  as  a  whole,   the 
mode  of  procedure,  the  various  legal  precedents,  were 
unwritten.     Without  a  knowledge  of  the  latter,   how 
ever,  administration  of  justice  in  Israel  was  really  im 
possible  :  the  written  law  could  be  used  only  by  one  who 
understood  the    place  and  significance  of  the  several 
statutes  in  the  whole  body  of  law,  and  their  use  in  ac 
cordance  with  the  ancient  unwritten  law  of  established 
usage.      Hence  the  skilled  use  of  the  law  fell  more  and 
more  out  of  the  hands  of  the  priests  and  became  the 
affair  of  the  '  scribes  '  (crnso),  who,  no  doubt,  not  infre 
quently  belonged  to  the  priesthood  (cp,  e.g. ,  the  case 
of   Ezra   himself).     The   more   influential    the   scribes 
became,  the  more  would  the  priesthood  have  to  reckon 
with  them.     The  sphere  of  Jewish  law  and  Jewish  legal 
administration    cannot  be   measured  according   to   the 
modern   distinction    between    spiritual    and    temporal, 
ecclesiastical  and  political.      The  '  affairs  of  Yahwe  '  (cp 
the  antithesis  in  2  Ch.  19  n)  included  besides  the  cultus 
the  whole  realm  of  law.      In  Israel  law  had  always  been 
counted  as  a  holy  affair  of  Yahwe' s  ;  the  Jewish  com 
munity  could  not  for  a  moment  give  this  up  if  it  recog 
nised  obedience  to  the  will  of  Yahwe  as  its  mission  ; 
according  to  Ezra  7  25 / ,  the  royal  powers  vested  in  Ezra 
do  not  indicate  in  this  respect  any  restriction  of  any  kind. 
On    the    other    hand,    Nehemiah    and    Ezra   tacitly 
abandoned  political  independence,  and  in  so  doing  gave 
_       .-       up  a  vital  part  of  the  hopes  and  ideas  of 
bZ.  oacrmce  thepr0pnets      This  very  sacrifice,  sore  as 
1         it  was,  opened  to  them  a  way  of  escape 
Claims.       from  a  Desperate  position,  and  guaranteed 
them  not  only  room  for  their  undertakings,  but  also  the 
strong  support  of  the  imperial  power.     The  followers 
and  adherents  of  the  prophets,  indeed,  were  offended  ; 
and    there    must    have    been    some    deeper    influence 
at  work  than    the  mere    bribes  of  his  enemies,   when 
we    find    Nehemiah    complaining    even    of   enmity   on 
the  part  of  the  prophets  (Neh.  66-14).      The  result,  how 
ever,  confirmed  the  policy  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra  ;  and 
it  is  accordingly  no  matter  for  surprise  that  in  the  sequel 
the  position  of  the  prophets  fell  grievously  in  popular 
esteem  (Zech.  132-6).       The  abandonment  of   political 
independence,  however,  was  only  a  preliminary.      The 
coming  glorification  of   Israel  before  all    the  heathen 
was  the  goal  for  the  sake  of  which  Nehemiah  and  Ezra 
sacrificed  their  laborious  work  on  points  of  detail  and 
minor  matters.      The  old  political  programme  of   the 
prophets  was  retained  or  reconstructed  in  the  form  of 
eschatology.     The  position  accorded  to  strangers  in  the 
Jewish  community  clearly  establishes  the  character   of 
this  sacrifice  as  a  mere  preliminary.     Following  Deuter 
onomy,    the   law-book  of  the    post -exilic  community 
decides  (Ex.  1249  Lev.  24 22)  that  there  should  be  one  law 
for  native  (mix)  and  foreigner  (na) ;  indeed,  foreigners 
have  the  option  of  circumcision,  and  can  thus  become 
completely  merged  in  the  community.     This  is  a  fruit 
of   the   universalism   of  the  prophets.     On   the   other 
hand,  from    civil    qualifications   the  ger  is   excluded.1 
This  would  aim  at  keeping  the  civil   community  pure 
as  the  birthplace  of  the  future  nation,  preserving  a  true 
'  Israel '  for  the  time  of  the  great  crisis.      In  the  Jewish 
constitution  instituted  by  Nehemiah  and  Ezra,  accord 
ingly,   what  we  find  is  a  well  thought-out  attempt  to 
secure  for  the  remnant  of  Israel,  even  without  political 
independence,  the  enjoyment  of  their  religious  inherit 
ance  in  its  fullest  extent. 

Notwithstanding  the  emphasis  that  was,  especially 
in  the  beginning,  laid  on  the  community,  piety  was  a 
concern  of  the  individual.  In  this  respect  the  views 

1  Alfr.  Bertholet,  Die  Stdlung  d.  Isroeliten  it.  d.  Juden  z.  a. 
Fremden  ('96),  \doff.  See  STRANGER. 
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that  meet  us  in  the  Memoirs  of    Nehemiah  and  Ezra 

63   Practical   (see    EzRA   ""    §   s)   are  instructive- 
..    .  Every  male  member  of  the  community 

gio  .  wjlo  jja(j  passecj  j^  twentieth  year  had 
to  pay  the  temple  tax  (Neh.  1032  [33]  /.  Ex.  30n^). 
Except  where  the  nature  of  the  case  demanded  other 
wise,  it  was  the  individual  that  was  aimed  at  in  the 
provisions  of  the  law.  The  sufferings  of  nearly  200 
years  were,  indeed,  recognised  in  the  true  prophetic 
spirit  as  divine  punishment  for  the  sins  of  the  nation. 
A  thoroughgoing  reform  would,  it  was  hoped,  end 
the  long  chastisement  and  usher  in  a  time  of  grace. 
But,  although  there  was  no  doubt  about  the  common 
guilt,  everyone  was  required  to  acknowledge  and  confess 
his  sin  (cp  Ezra96  ff.  Neh.  9).  There  thus  began  to 
prevail  in  the  Jewish  community  a  constant  conscious 
ness  of  sin.  The  stiffneckedness  so  often  spoken  of 
must  give  place  to  self-abasement  and  humility  before 
God  (rmy).  As  obedience  to  God  came  to  be  obedience 
to  the  law,  to  be  solicitous  (inn)  about  the  law  was 
accounted  specially  praiseworthy.  Certainly  we  have 
coming  to  us  from  post-exilic  times  the  noblest  testimony 
to  the  supreme  blessing  of  communion  with  God  (e.g. , 
Ps.  7323j^),  and  touching  descriptions  of  a  soul's  con 
flict  with  unmerited  suffering  (Job).  They  show  us  that 
personal  piety  then  flourished  in  strength.  Still,  under 
the  dominion  of  law  religion  could  not  fail  to  become 
prevailingly  a  matter  of  form  and  outward  act.  The 
contrast  was  similar  in  another  respect.  The  mono 
theistic  attitude  of  mind  toward  God  was  assured  ;  it 
directed  men's  eyes  beyond  the  Jewish  community  on 
to  the  other  nations.  The  worship,  however,  to  which 
men  were  devoted  moved  in  narrower  bounds  on  the 
ruins  of  a  popular  religion  that  was  no  more. 

The  formation  of  the  Jewish  community  did  not  impose 
on  their  land  anew  constitution.   The  law  accommodated 
itself  to  traditional  relations,  supplementing 


64.  Political 
constitution. 


them  and  filling  them  with  the  new  spirit. 


If  no  special  governor  for  Jerusalem  were 
appointed,  the  district  was  administered  from  Samaria 
by  the  resident  Persian  officer,  who  appears  to  have 
had  an  adviser  at  Jerusalem  (Neh.  1124).  Taxation 
and  military  service  were  in  his  hands.  The  highest 
place  among  the  native  population  was  occupied  by  the 
'elders'  or  'nobles,'  the  hereditary  representatives  of 
the  families  settled  in  the  capital.  In  their  hands  was 
the  civil  and,  in  conjunction  with  special  judges,  appar 
ently  also  the  judicial  administration,  except  in  as  far 
as  these  matters  were  attended  to  locally  (cp  Ezra  63^). 
From  this,  it  seems,  arose  the  yepovcrla,  senate  or 
synedrium,  the  existence  of  which,  however,  we  are  not 
able  to  prove  till  the  Greek  age  (198  B.C.;  Jos.  Ant. 
xii.  83).  An  officer,  however,  who  at  first  ranked  along 
side  these,  soon  rose  above  them  all,  even  above  the  de 
scendants  of  David, — the  high  priest.  He  ruled  in  the 
sanctuary  and  administered  temple  dues  paid  by  all 
alike.  The  sacred  office,  therefore,  easily  became  a 
prize  for  the  ambitious  and  avaricious,  and  occasion 
ally  an  object  of  sanguinary  struggle.  As  Josephus 
says  (Ant.  xi.  48  xx.  10),  the  constitution  was  accord 
ingly  an  aristocratic  oligarchy. 

In  the  country  towns  also  there  were  'elders  and  judges,"  the 
latter  of  whom  were  probably  subject  to  appointment  (Dt.  16 18 
Ezra  725).  The  basis  for  this  new  arrangement  was  plainly 


eputies ')  were  persons  appo 
to  the  Persian  governor  (Neh.  5  17). 

Nothing   shows    more   clearly   the   deep   impression 

made  by  the  constitution  of  the  Jewish  community  than 

„  the  imitation   of  it    in   the  land  of  old 

65.  saamana.  Israel^  at  Shechem      The  anjance  Of  the 

leading  families  in  Samaria  and  Judaea  had  found  in 
Nehemiah  an  undaunted  opponent.  He  did  not  shrink 
from  expelling  from  Jerusalem  a  descendant  of  the 
high  priest  Eliashib  who  had  married  a  daughter  of 
Sanballat  (Neh.  1828),  and  all  prospect  of  nearer  rela- 
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tions  was  excluded  by  the  organisation  of  the  community. 
What  they  had  not  been  able  to  attain  in  common 
with  the  Jews,  the  Samaritans  accomplished,  however, 
for  themselves,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Jewish 
fugitives.  They  installed  the  Zadokite  from  Jerusalem 
as  their  high  priest,  built  a  temple  on  Mt.  Gerizim, 
and  adopted  the  Pentateuch,  with  certain  alterations,  as 
their  law  (see  CANON,  §  25). 

By  Josephus,  indeed  (Ant.  xi.  8),  these  events  are  brought  into 
connection  with  the  expedition  of  Alexander  the  Great ;  but, 
since  there  can  hardly  be  any  doubt  that  Josephus  has  incor 
porated  in  his  narrative  the  statements  of  Neh.  13  28,  he  must 
have  assigned  them  too  late  a  date  (see  CANON,  §  25). 

The  organisation  of  the  Samaritan  community  must 
have  been  completed  not  later  than  the  first  half  of  the 
fourth  century  B.C. 

The  history  of  the  Jewish  community  after  the  Exile 
is  known  to  us  only  in  part.  About  the  close  of  the 
Persian  and  the  beginning  of  the  Greek 


66.  Persian 
period. 


period  we  know  very  little.      During  the 
long  struggle  of  the  Egyptians  for  freedom 


fi? 


from  Persia  (408-343  B.C.)  not  only  was  Syria  often 
traversed  by  Persian  armies,  but  also  it  was  itself  the 
scene  of  battles  fought  under  Artaxerxes  III.  Ochus 
(358-338)  with  great  vigour  and  ferocity.  The  Jewish 
community  would  certainly  suffer.  It  appears,  how 
ever,  also  to  have  made  common  cause  with  the  in 
surgents  in  Egypt  and  Syria.  For,  about  351,  Ochus 
seems  to  have  had  part  of  the  populace  of  Judaea  con 
veyed,  apparently  by  Orophernes  (the  HOLOFEKNES 
[q.v.]  of  the  Book  of  Judith),  to  Hyrcania  (and 
Babylonia),  and  it  was  presumably  in  the  years  348- 
340  that  the  persecutions  inflicted  on  the  Jews  by 
Ochus's  notorious  general,  the  Egyptian  eunuch  Bagoas 
(  =  Bagoses,  Jos.  Ant.  xi.  7  i  ),  fell.1  Undoubted  allusions 
to  these  events  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  OT  ;  but 
passages  in  Is.  24-27,  also  687-6412  [n],  Pss.  44  74  79 
89,  have  lately  been  referred  to  them.2 

The  weight  of  the  intolerable  oppression  led  the 
Jewish  community  to  hail  the  wonderful  triumphal 
Pr°gress  of  Alexander  the  Great  as  a 
>  divinely  sent  deliverance  (cp  Is.  24i4-i6 
Ps.  46?).  The  change  of  rule  seems  to  have  been 
accomplished  peaceably  as  far  as  Jerusalem  was  con 
cerned,  though  hardly  with  the  special  favour  personally 
shown  by  Alexander  that  Josephus  mentions  (A  nt.  xi.  8). 
But  Alexander's  brilliant  victories  were  not  followed  by 
peace.  After  varying  contests  between  Antigonus, 
Seleucus,  and  Ptolemy,  including  even  a  conquest  of 
Jerusalem  by  the  last-mentioned  ruler,  probably  after 
the  battle  of  Gaza  312,  the  S.  part  of  Syria  was,  in 
consequence  of  the  battle  of  Ipsus  (301  B.C.),  assigned 
to  Ptolemy  I. 

Under  the  wise  and  judicious  rule  of  the  first  three 
Ptolemies  (306-221)  the  Jewish  community,  probably 
for  the  first  time,  enjoyed  a  considerable  period  of  peace 
and  quiet.  The  battles  fought  against  the  Seleucidos 
in  the  middle  of  the  third  century  (cp  Dan.  116^:)  did 
not,  it  would  seem,  affect  the  highland  district,  and  the 
religious  peculiarities  of  the  Jews  were  respected  by  the 
Ptolemies.  We  must,  accordingly,  suppose  that  at 
this  time  there  was  a  strengthening  and  extension  of 
the  community.  The  advance  of  the  Seleucidae  in 

Syria  did  not  at  first  produce  any  change  in  the  favour 
able  position  of  the  Jews.  The  victory  of  Ptolemy  IV. 
Philopator  over  Antiochus  III.  the  Great  at  Raphia  (217 
B.C.  )  was,  indeed,  hailed  by  the  Jews  with  joy.  When, 
however,  after  202,  Antiochus  III.  resumed  and  pursued 
with  better  success  his  plans  of  conquest,  the  inclinations 
of  the  Jews  were  transferred  to  him.  After  he  had 
defeated  the  Egyptian  general  at  the  sources  of  the 
Jordan  in  198,  the  Jews  made  voluntary  submission  to 
him  and  assisted  him  in  driving  out  the  Egyptian 
garrison  from  the  citadel  (Akra)  of  Jerusalem.  We  can 

1  Cp\V.  Judeich,  Klcinasiatische  Studicn^gz)^.  T-lof.i-j^f. 
[For  the  name  cp  BAGOAS,  HIGVAI.] 

2  Che.  Intr.  Is.  358^     Cp  ISAIAH  ii.,  §§  13,  21. 
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hardly  credit  all  that  Josephus  tells  of  the  consequent 
favour  shown  by  Antiochus  (Ant.  xii.  $3/. ) ;  but  we  may 
infer  from  it  that  the  Jewish  community  prospered  under 
this  representative  of  the  house  of  Seleucus.  From  that 
time  onwards  (198-7  B.C.)  Judioa  belonged  to  the 
kingdom  of  the  Seleucidoe. 

We  come  here  upon  the  surprising  phenomenon  of 
a  Syrian  party — i.e.,  one  friendly  to  the  Greeks — con- 
68  Contact  tromnS  opinion  in  Jerusalem.  The 
with  Chronicler,  who  compiled  the  books  of 
Hellenism  (-nromc'es  and  also  £zra  and  Nehemiah 
'  (see  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  15)  in 
the  first  half  of  the  third  century,  proves  beyond  a  doubt 
the  complete  victory  of  the  ideas  for  which  Nehemiah 
and  Ezra  had  fought.  The  history  of  the  past  is  there 
recast  as  if  the  standards  of  the  present  had  always 
prevailed  in  Israel.  This  directly  concerns  also  the 
estimation  in  which  foreign  innovation  was  held.  But 
it  would  be  wrong  to  conclude  that  there  were  none  but 
orthodox  (so  to  speak)  in  the  Jewish  community.  The 
Psalms  show  that  such  as  remained  true  to  the  law  had 
much  to  complain  of  in  the  way  of  calumny  and  violence 
on  the  part  of  the  'godless,'  whom,  it  was  hoped, 
Yahwe  would  sometime  cut  off  from  the  community  in 
judgment.  These  were  such  members  of  the  community 
as  favoured  the  foreigner.  According  to  the  descriptions 
in  the  Psalms,  they  were  to  be  found  in  the  more 
wealthy  classes.  Their  reliance  on  the  kingdom  of 
the  Seleucidoe  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  it  was  there 
that  Greek  life  was  able  to  get  a  hold  and  root  itself. 
The  Egyptians  were  so  set  and  fixed  in  their  way  of  life 
and  their  civilisation  that  even  the  Ptolemies  could  not 
move  them.  Alexandria,  the  creation  of  Alexander 
the  Great,  and  other  places  in  the  Delta,  became 
famous  seats  of  Greek  culture  and  commerce.  But 
it  was  otherwise  in  W.  Asia.  The  natural  boundaries 
of  the  nations  had  already  been  abolished  by  the 
Assyrians  and  Chaldeans  (Is.  10 is/. ),  and  through 
out  their  empire  there  had  been  a  blending  of  races 
and  religions.  The  equalising  influences  of  trade  and 
commerce  increased  under  the  rule  of  the  Persians, 
who  opened  new  routes.  But  the  state  created  by 
the  Asiatic  conquerors  was  only  a  loose  collection 
of  separate  groups  in  which  the  old  native  forms 
survived.  When  the  Greek  conquerors  had  forced  an 
entrance  for  themselves,  a  great  swarm  of  peaceable 
stragglers  followed  in  their  train,  and  had  no  difficulty 
in  making  their  way  into  the  loose  groups  and  forming 
alliances  with  them.  Naturally  it  was  in  the  newly- 
founded  or  newly-colonised  Greek  cities  that  this  process 
began,  and  it  was  even  later  confined  in  general  to  the 
towns  (the  settled  country  was  now  Aramaic,  the 
desert  Arabian).  Greek  education,  art,  and  trade  were 
pursued  ;  new  markets  were  opened  up  ;  luxury  and 
unstinted  self-indulgence  gave  life  a  seductive  lustre.  It 

was  the  Jews  outside  of  Jerusalem,  in 
.  {he    Diasporai    that    made    the    first 

acquaintance  with  Hellenism  (cp  DISPERSION,  HEL 
LENISM).  We  cannot  trace  with  any  certainty  the 
rise  of  Jewish  communities  in  foreign  lands.  The 
accounts  in  Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  1  84),  of  forcible  settle 
ments  in  Egypt  and  Asia  Minor  have  been  called  in 
question.  •  It  is  more  likely  that  trade  interests  led  the 
Jews  abroad,  and  that  allied  families  joined  them  in 
the  leading  commercial  towns.  Here  they  learned  to 
speak,  think,  and  live  as  Greeks.  They  were  sought 
out  by  anyone  who  came  from  Jerusalem  (Ecclus. 
Slp-ii) ;  and  they  in  their  turn  visited  Jerusalem,  their 
spiritual  mother,  and  told  how  greatly  the  world  was 
changed.  And  for  Jews  the  outer  world  had  long  ago 
come  to  have  a  two-fold  significance  :  it  was  not  only 
the  power  that  was  hostile  to  Yahwe,  who  would  yet 
break  its  strength,  but  also  the  multitude  of  those  who 
would  sometime  bow  themselves  before  him  and  bring 
offerings  to  him  at  Jerusalem.  Hence  it  was  not  simply 
a  sign  of  unbelief  or  apostacy  if  men  had  regard  for  the 
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new  forms  of  the  world,  and  did  not  forget  the  man  in 
the  Jew — and  the  man  at  that  time  was  the  Greek,  fairly 
launched  on  his  career  of  cosmopolitanism.  Writings 
such  as  Koheleth,  Jonah,  Ecclesiasticus  testify  to  this — 
each  in  its  own  way.  Ecclesiasticus  allows  even  the 
external  demands  of  Judaism  to  fall  into  the  background 
in  order  to  lay  the  emphasis  on  the  demand  for  fear  of 
God  and  moral  conduct.  Such  a  conception  of  life  ap 
proximated  to  that  of  the  Greek  popular  philosophy  of 
those  times.  In  the  far-reaching  current  of  universalism 
such  inner  relations  must  not  be  under-estimated.  In 
the  intercourse  between  Judaism  and  Hellenism  it  is 
certainly  the  lower  motives  of  conduct  that  come  more 
clearly  forward — vanity,  greed,  lust  of  power,  licentious 
ness.  For  the  men  of  distinction  and  wealth  at  Jeru 
salem  this  was  the  main  thing  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  4). 

There  were  at  this  time  two  among  the  priestly 
families  at  Jerusalem  that  contended  for  the  leadership — 

,  _  ,.  the  Oniadae  and  the  Tobiadae. J  The 

.  wo  par  les.  Qniadag  were  the  pious  guardians  of 
the  prophetic  inheritance  rescued  from  the  exile,  and 
set  their  hopes  on  the  mild  rule  of  the  Ptolemies.  The 
Tobiadas,  on  the  other  hand,  regarded  the  strict  separa 
tion  of  Israel  from  other  nations,  especially  from  the 
dominant  Greeks,  as  hurtful  ;  they  were,  therefore,  in 
favour  of  the  Seleucidre.  But  perhaps  the  question 
was  one  of  political  ascendancy  more  than  of  religious 
antagonism.  Matters  came  to  an  open  conflict  when 
Ptolemy  VI.  Philometor  planned  the  subjugation  of 
southern  Syria  (173  B.C.).  The  high  priest  Onias2 
felt  himself  so  strong  that  he  drove  the  Tobiadae  and 
their  partisans  from  Jerusalem  (Jos.  BJ  i.  li).  These 
sought  help  of  Antiochus  IV.  Epiphanes  (175-164),  who 
gladly  seized  the  opportunity  to  get  the  better  of 
Ptolemy's  friends  in  Jerusalem.  Any  compendious 
account  of  the  struggles  in  173-170  for  the  high-priest 
hood  in  Jerusalem  is  difficult  owing  to  the  frequent 
contradictions  of  our  two  sources- — -Josephus  and  2 
Maccabees.  The  course  of  events  was  perhaps  some 
what  as  follows  :  Antiochus  IV.  displaced  ONIAS  in 
favour  of  his  hellenizing  brother  JASON.  The  latter  in 
turn  had  to  make  way  for  MENELAUS  in  171.  In 
the  first  campaign  of  Antiochus  IV.  against  Ptolemy, 
Jason  came  back  and  drove  out  Menelaus,  but  was 
unable  to  retain  his  position.  He  was  perhaps  slain  by 
Onias  (1708.0.).  Onias  found  an  asylum  for  himself 
and  his  followers  in  Egypt  (cp  §  71  below).  Menelaus 
was  restored  by  Antiochus  to  the  high-priesthood,  and, 
as  years  passed,  was  the  better  able  to  ensure  the  king's 
protection  since  the  latter  had  incensed  against  himself 
all  the  more  seriously-minded  Jews. 

On  returning  from  Egypt  in  170  B.C.,  Antiochus 
made  his  way  into  the  temple  and  plundered  it.  This 

™     A«J.;_~I.,.,.  desecration   of   the   sanctuary   aroused 
70.  Antiochus  .,        ...        ,   ,.         ,.   ,      i 
Emnhanes  religious  feeling  of  the  Jews,   and 

showed  them  that  they  had  nothing 
to  expect  in  the  way  of  appreciation  of  (not  to  speak 
of  consideration  for)  their  peculiarities.  Even  the  more 
shortsighted  and  careless  recognised  the  danger  that 
threatened  the  Jewish  community  from  the  side  of 
Greek  civilisation.  Any  prospect  of  accommodation 
or  even  reconciliation  vanished.  The  tension  on  both 
sides  increased  ;  even  at  this  time  there  may  perhaps 
have  been  bloody  encounters  in  Jerusalem.  But 
Antiochus  did  not  on  this  account  give  up  his  plan 
of  getting  the  little  group  of  strange  enthusiasts  on  the 
southern  border  of  his  kingdom  out  of  his  way  ;  for 
him  Jerusalem  was  nothing  but  an  inconvenient  focus 
of  disturbance  and  insubordination.  When,  in  168  B.C., 
he  had  to  retire  before  the  Romans  from  Egypt,  he  sent 
an  officer  (Apollonius?  2  Mace.  624),  who  took  the  city 

1  Cp  H.  Willrich,  Jiiden  u.  Griechen  vor  der  ntakkabaischen 
Erhclning: (Gi.'M.  ['95]). 

2  The  Onias   II.    and  Onias  III.   of  Josephus  are  probably 
originally  one  and  the  same  person.     Cp  further  Wellh.  GGA, 
'95,  PP-  947-957- 
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by  surprise,  and  turned  the  ancient  city  of  David  into  a 
military  fort  (Acra,  i  Mace.  1 33 /  ),  the  garrison  of  which 
held  the  inhabitants  in  terrified  submission. 

Antiochus  wished  to  destroy  with  a  firm  hand  the 
real  roots  of  opposition,  and,  accordingly,  directed  his 
measures  against  the  Jewish  religion.  The  cultus  was 
suppressed  ;  the  altar  of  burnt  offering  was  changed  into 
a  place  of  sacrifice  to  Zeus  (i  Mace.  15459)  ;  the  Torah 
rolls  were  burnt  ;  Jewish  customs  (Sabbath,  circum 
cision,  etc. )  were  forbidden  ;  those  who  remained  faithful 
to  the  law  in  spite  of  the  pressure  brought  to  bear  on 
them  were  executed  (December  168  B.C.).  The  high 
priest  submitted.  He  plainly  regarded  it  as  possible  to 
retain,  as  a  Hellenistic  Jew,  the  position  of  head  of  the 
Jewish  community.  With  the  energy  which  had  been 
manifested  at  Jerusalem,  the  king's  officers  attempted 
also  in  the  country  districts  to  compel  the  Jews  to  offer 
heathen  sacrifices  and  adopt  heathen  usages.  Thus  the 
work  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra,  moderate  and  conciliatory 
as  it  was,  which  offered  a  last  retreat  for  the  religion  of 
Israel,  was  dissolved. 

The  fall  of  the  power  of  Persia  had  left  the  way  to 
the  East  open  to  Greece  and  all  that  it  brought  \vith  it, 
and  this  it  was  that  stifled  the  life  of  Judaism.  Having 
nothing  like  it  to  oppose  to  it,  Judaism  was  powerless 
against  it :  devout  persons  fled  for  their  faith  before 
it.  To  combat  this  faith  in  itself  was  not  the  inten 
tion  of  Antiochus  ;  he  did  not  understand  it  or  even 
perceive  that  it  was,  just  as  at  that  time  the  Jews  were 
nowhere  understood  by  the  Greeks.  All  that  Antiochus 
saw  in  the  Jewish  faith  was  the  source  of  passionate 
quarrels  that  he  had  to  compose.  As  the  priestly  nobility 
were  ready  to  fall  in  with  him,  we  must  not  wonder  that 
Antiochus  imagined  that  he  could  win  the  compliance 
of  the  people  also.  But  this  calculation  proved  to  be 
false  ;  the  Jews  resisted.  In  virtue  of  his  sovereign 
rights,  he  demanded  of  the  Jews  by  force  what  other 
Syrian  peoples  had  yielded  to  the  Greek  power  without 
difficulty.  And  here  we  find  his  fundamental  mistake  : 
he  saw  nothing  more  in  Yahwe  the  god  of  the  Jews 
than  in  (say)  Dagon  the  god  of  the  Philistines,  or  in 
Melkarth  the  god  of  the  Phoenicians. 

The  attitude  of  the  Jews  towards  the  violent  measures 
of  Antiochus  was  very  various.  The  priestly  aristocracy 

i  T7.tr  j.  *  m  Jerusalem  submitted  ;  for  them  prob- 
71.  Effect  of  ,  ,J  . 

.  .         ,.          ably  the  question  of  influence  and  their 
nis  policy.  .  ,-,  . 

r       J      revenue    was    all-important.      Onias    the 

high  priest,  who  had  fled  to  Egypt,  became  the  originator 
of  a  religious  schism  by  which  he  seems  to  have  meant 
to  remove  the  ground  from  under  the  feet  of  the 
Palestinian  Jews.  With  the  permission  of  Ptolemy  VI. 
Philometor  (181-146),  he  built  (in  170)  on  the  ruins  of 
an  Egyptian  sanctuary  at  Leontopolis  in  the  district  of 
Heliopolis  (  =  Tell  el-Yehudlyya)  a  Jewish  temple 
(Jos.  Ant.  xii.  9?  183,  BJ  vii.  \^fzff.,  cp  DISPERSION, 

I  §  8).  This  remarkable  undertaking  was  fitted  to  draw 
the  Jews  of  Judasa  who  had  remained  true  to  the  law  in 
the  same  direction  as  the  legitimate  high-priesthood  had 
gone — namely,  to  Egypt  (cp  Is.  19 19).  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  at  that  time  many  went  this  way  ;  it 
seemed  a  way  out  of  the  hopeless  night.  Most,  how- 

!  ever,  of  the  devout-minded  people  could  not  bring 
themselves  to  abandon  Yahwe' s  holy  city,  and  its  claim 

I  to  be  the  holy  city  for  all  nations.  They  fled  into  the 
wilderness  and  hid  themselves  in  clefts  and  caves.  If 
attacked  on  the  Sabbath  they  would  quietly  submit  to 
death  rather  than  desecrate  the  day  by  fighting. 

This  passive  resistance,  however,  was  suddenly  changed 

into  active.     An  aged  and  honoured  country  priest  at 

T?       It    M°dem>  a  place  between  Bethhoron  and 

Lydda,    slew    a   Jew    who    was    offering 

sacrifice  according  to  heathen  ritual,  killing  the  Syrian 

officer  at  the  same  time.     Fleeing  eastwards,  Mattathias 

made   his    way  in   safety  with  his  five  sons  over   the 

mountains,    and   there   in   the   wilderness   entered   into 

an    agreement   with   others   of  like   mind    to   fight,    if 
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attacked,  even  on  the  Sabbath.  This  was  the 

signal  for  a  religious  war  (167  B.C.  ).  It  was  a  desperate 
act,  the  most  foolhardy  in  the  whole  history  of  Israel. 
Faith  and  holy  indignation,  exasperation  and  burn 
ing  hate,  drove  the  Jews  to  strain  their  powers  to 
the  utmost.  They  achieved  indeed  remarkable  feats, 
aided  by  the  natural  advantages  afforded  them  by 
their  native  mountains.  The  Maccabees,  however, 
would  have  succumbed  to  the  armies  of  the  Seleucidas 
had  not  the  latter  by  their  endless  contests  for  the  throne 
themselves  provided  an  escape. 

The  example  of  Mattathias  and  his  sons  won  over 
the  adherents  of  the  Law.  Many  sufferers  from 
persecution,  along  with  the  union  of  the  Assidaeans 
(Hasidlm,  OTDn  ;  i  Mace.  242),  joined  them.  Their 
first  step  was  to  use  force  against  the  renegade  Jews, 
destroy  the  signs  of  heathenism  in  the  land,  and  restore 
the  customs  of  Israel.  Meanwhile  Mattathias  died  after 
handing  over  the  work  to  his  sons  Simon 
and  Judas.  The  latter,  Judas  '  Mac- 
cabasus'(  see  MACCABEES,  THE),  undertook  the  leadership 
in  the  war  (166  B.C. ),  and  proved  himself  a  devout  and 
courageous  man,  equal  to  the  task  he  had  undertaken. 
It  was  only  under  him  that  the  war  with  the  Syrians 
themselves  began.  He  first  defeated  Apollonius 
(i  Mace.  Siojf.  ;  cp  2  Mace.  624) ;  then,  at  Beth-horon, 
Seron  the  military  commander  of  Coele-Syria  ;  then,  at 
Emmaus  (  ='Amwds),  Gorgias,  supported  by  the  viceroy 
Lysias  ;  and  lastly,  at  Beth-zur,  Lysias  himself  ( 165  B.  C. ). 
The  generalship  as  well  as  the  success  of  Judas  reminds 
one  vividly  of  the  battles  fought  by  Saul  and  David 
against  the  Philistines  ;  faith- inspired  enthusiasm,  fool 
hardy  valour,  and  judicious  tactics,  taking  advantage  of 
the  natural  difficulties  of  the  ground,  helped  the  Jews  to 
victory.  Thus,  master  of  the  open  country  between 
Bethzur  and  Beth-horon,  Judas  determined  to  make  the 
74  P  It  capital  the  religious  centre  of  revolt. 
reorganised.  <Mizpeh'  north  of  Jerusalem  had  hitherto 
been  the  place  of  resort  for  common 
prayer  and  lamentation. )  The  temple  site  was  secured 
against  attack  from  the  Syrian  garrison  in  the  Acra  ; 
new  priests  were  installed,  upholders  of  the  law  ;  the 
signs  of  heathenism  were  removed  from  the  sacred 
precincts  ;  the  legal  cultus  was  restored  in  its  full 
extent.  On  the  25th  Kislev  (December)  165  B.C. 
(exactly  three  years  after  its  profanation)  the  temple  was 
formally  dedicated — a  ceremony  that  was  afterwards 
commemorated  by  a  yearly  feast  (rrnn  ns^n,  Ps.  30  title  I. 
For  Judas  and  his  party  these  achievements  were  very 
important.  They  not  only  dismayed  the  friends  of  the 
Greeks  and  animated  the  hopes  of  the  supporters  of  the 
law,  but  also  robbed  the  schismatic  attempt  of  Onias 
of  all  danger  as  far  as  Palestine  was  concerned.  What 
a  revolution  in  men's  frame  of  mind  had  already  occurred 
in  Judah  we  learn  from  the  Apocalypse  of  Daniel, 
which  was  written  about  this  time  (see  DANIEL,  §  8/., 
and  cp  DEDICATION,  FEAST  OF). 

The  religious  feeling  of  the  author  had  already  recovered  its 
equilibrium  ;  the  leaders  of  the  heathen  party  are  derided  ;  the 
faithful  adherents  of  Yahweare  comforted  ;  Yahwe  himself  brings 
to  an  end  the  rule  of  the  heathen  ;  his  eternal  kingship  over  the 
world  passes  to  pious  Israel ;  whoever  has  died  without  partici 
pating  in  the  divine  re  ward  will  receive  it  after  the  resurrection  ; 
the  great  distress  is  the  pledge  that  the  longed-for  time,  the 
glorification  of  Israel  in  the  eyes  of  all  nations,  is  at  hand.  The 
prophetic  picture  of  Israel's  future,  repressed  by  Nehemiah  and 
Ezra,  has  powerfully  affected  the  author's  thoughts.  The 
victories  of  Judas  count  for  little  with  him  (Dan.  11  34)  ;  it  is  not 
success  of  human  power  that  he  desires  for  Israel  ;  what  he  saw 
at  hand  is  wrought  by  God  himself — it  is  the  end,  the  consum 
mation.  The  ideas  of  the  prophets  appear  in  him  in  an  eschato- 
logical  form  ;  the  goal  of  his  hopes  is  heaven  and  earth  ;  the 
glory  of  Israel  is  the  work  and  gift  of  God,  not  the  fruit  of  the 
toil  and  labour  of  man. 

The  thoughts  of  the  Maccabees  led,  as  very  soon 
appeared,  to  a  different  goal.  The  garrison  of  the  Acra 
in  Jerusalem,  which  was  threatened  by  the  growing  power 
of  Judas,  sent  word  of  their  straits  to  King  Antiochus 
V.  Eupator  about  163  B.C.  The  regent  Lysias  ac- 
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of  a  large  army  against  the  insurgents, 
drove    them    back    from    the    south 


conflict  be- 

comes  political.    °  ^SST^S  ^          ™P  °n 
the  fortified  temple-plateau.      Matters 

threatened  to  go  hard  with  Judas,  when  unexpectedly 
an  arrangement  was  come  to,  by  which  the  king  allowed 
the  Maccabees  the  free  exercise  of  their  religion,  and 
promised  them  indemnity,  while  they  in  exchange  were 
to  hand  over  the  sanctuary, — in  addition  to  which,  how 
ever,  they  had  subsequently  to  consent  to  the  dismantling 
of  their  fortresses. 

The  occasion  for  the  religious  war  was  thus  removed, 
and  the  disastrous  step  of  Antiochus  IV.  in  168  retraced. 
In  consequence  the  question  naturally  arose  :  Ought  not 
Judas  and  his  followers  to  lay  down  their  arms  ?  Many 
thought  so  ;  in  particular  the  Assideans  ;  and  so  when 
ALCIMUS  (q.v. ),  who  was  a  priest  of  legitimate  descent 
and  had  been  nominated  by  Demetrius  I.  to  the  high- 
priesthood  in  succession  to  Menelaus,  now  at  last 
deposed  (171-164  B.C.),  was  about  to  be  brought  into 
Jerusalem  by  Bacchides  the  governor  by  military  force, 
they  declared  themselves  ready  for  peace  ( i  Mace. 
7  i*ff. ).  Following  the  example  of  Nehemiah  and  Ezra, 
they  for  the  present  asked  nothing  more  than  religious 
freedom.  Judas,  on  the  other  hand,  would  not  hear 
of  any  such  end  to  the  war  ;  for  the  sake  of  religious 
freedom,  and  in  addition  to  it,  he  was  determined  to 
achieve  political  liberty.  This  too  was  a  revival  of 
prophetic  ideas,  yet  without  any  such  eschatological 
transformation  as  is  met  with  in  Daniel.  The  antithesis 
of  the  two  tendencies,  which  was  not  at  the  outset 
absolute  and  irreconcilable,  arose  in  part  from  divergent 
views  of  the  situation  at  the  moment,  a  situation  in 
which  Judas  had  no  confidence.  However  this  may 
be,  it  is  at  this  date  (162  B.C.)  that  the  war  of  religion 
may  be  said  to  close,  and  the  Maccabean  struggles  for 
secular  power  to  begin. 

Judas' s  distrust  of  Bacchides  and  Alcimus  soon 
proved  to  have  been  justified.  The  confidence  that  had 
been  reposed  in  them  they  rewarded  with  violence  and 
blood  ;  as  ruler  of  the  capital  and  of  the  country, 
Alcimus  favoured  the  friends  of  the  Greeks,  and  the 
situation  once  more  became  similar  to  what  it  had  been 
between  173  and  168.  After  the  withdrawal  of  Bacchides, 
however,  Alcimus  was  unable  to  maintain  his  authority, 
and  Demetrius  I.  ordered  Nicanor  to  break  the  power  of 
Judas.  But  an  ineffective  campaign  ended  in  the 
defeat  and  death  of  that  general  in  a  battle  between 
Beth-horon  and  Adasa  on  the  i3th  Adar  (March)  161. 
Bacchides,  on  the  other  hand,  once  more  joined  by 
Alcimus,  had  better  success.  He  routed  the  army  of 
Judas  near  Eleasa  (?),  and  Judas  himself  fell  in  the  battle 
(161  B.C.  ). 

The  cause  of  the  insurgents  seemed  utterly  ruined 
(i  Mace.  923^);  all  they  could  do  was  to  maintain 
76  T  atl  themselves  in  the  wilderness  of  Tekoa  as 
'  '  a  party  of  freebooters.  Bacchides  mean 
while  sought  bycomprehensive  measures  togive  peace  and 
security  to  the  country  in  the  interests  of  Alcimus  and  his 
followers,  yet  without  interfering  with  religious  liberty. 
When,  however,  after  the  death  of  Alcimus  (160  B.C.), 
a  renewed  effort  to  bring  Jonathan  and  his  followers 
under  his  power  had  proved  abortive,  Bacchides  decided 
to  enter  into  the  negotiations  for  peace  that  Jonathan 
had  proposed.  In  other  words,  he  now  sought  to 
restore  order  in  the  country  by  the  help  of  the  very  man 
whom,  in  common  with  the  Grecian  party,  he  had 
regarded  as  the  arch  disturber.  The  hellenizing  priestly 
aristocracy  thus  lost  their  external  support.  Jonathan 
dispensed  justice  at  Michmash  and  cleansed  the  land  of 
Hellenisers.  Only  in  Jerusalem  and  other  strongholds  did 
the  foreign  garrisons  and  their  Jewish  supporters  retain 
command.  The  land  itself  now  finally  emerged  from  a 
state  of  war  (158  B.C.).  This  was  the  first  political 
success  of  Jonathan. 
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From  this  time  onwards  the  rule  of  the  Maccabees 
or  Hasmonseans  advanced  steadily,  as  Jonathan  was 
able  to  secure  one  advantage  after  another  for  himself 
from  the  contentions  between  the  various  claimants  for 
the  throne  of  the  Seleucidae.  Moreover,  the  majority 
of  the  people  were  manifestly  on  his  side.  When,  in 
153,  Alexander  Balas  was  set  up  as  king  in  opposition 
to  Demetrius  I. ,  the  latter  sought  the  friendship  of 
Jonathan  by  giving  him  permission  to  surround  himself 
with  an  armed  force.  Jonathan  transferred  his  abode 
to  Jerusalem,  and  fortified  the  temple  hill,  and,  except 
from  the  Acra  and  Bethzur,  the  Syrian  garrisons  were 
withdrawn.  Demetrius  was,  however,  outbidden  by 
Alexander  Balas,  who  designated  Jonathan  high  priest 
and  sent  him  a  purple  robe  and  a  crown.  Jonathan's 
ambition  was  stronger  than  his  fidelity.  At  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles  in  153  B.C.  he  assumed  the  high- priestly 
office  which  had  for  seven  years  been  vacant  (Jos.  Ant. 
xx.  10).  Since  Demetrius  1. ,  as  it  fell  out,  was  worsted, 
Jonathan  was  able  actually  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  his 
crafty  policy.  In  150  B.C.  Alexander  showed  him  great 
honour  at  Ptolemais,  and  designated  him  a  high  official 
(arpaT-rjyos  and  /n.epiddpx'ns)  of  the  kingdom  of  Syria. 
Attempts  to  bring  him  into  suspicion  failed  of  their 
object.  The  contentions  for  the  throne  between 
Demetrius  II.  (see  above,  col.  1068)  and  Alexander  Balas 
in  147  B.C.  brought  Jonathan  new  advantages  ;  defeat 
ing  Apollonius,  the  governor  of  Coele-Syria  appointed 
by  Demetrius  II.,  he  received  the  town  and  district  of 
Ekron.  After  the  death  of  Alexander  Balas  (145) 
Jonathan  bid  defiance  to  Demetrius  II.  and  besieged 
the  Acra  at  Jerusalem,  and  when  the  king  summoned 
him  to  Ptolemais  in  indignation  Jonathan  contrived  to 
turn  his  anger  into  good  will.  His  present  dignities 
were  confirmed,  and  the  province  of  Judah,  to  which 
three  districts  (Apherema,  Lydda,  and  Ramathaim)  were 
added  in  the  north,  was  declared  free  of  tribute.  What 
engagements  Jonathan  entered  into  on  his  side  we  do 
not  know  ( i  Mace.  1 1 28  ff. ).  Anyhow,  he  was  unable 
to  get  further  concessions  from  Demetrius  II.,  although 
it  was  by  his  soldiers  that  the  king  was  rescued  from 
the  insurrectionary  populace  of  his  own  capital.  It  is 
easy,  accordingly,  to  understand  Jonathan's  taking  the 
earliest  opportunity  of  joining  the  side  of  the  king's 
enemies.  A  former  officer  of  Balas,  Trypho 

(Diodotus)  of  Apamea,   came  forward  as  guardian  of 
Balas's    young    son,    still    a    minor,    and    proclaimed 
him  king  as  Antiochus  VI.  (145  B.C.).      In  return  for 
valuable  presents  and  confirmation  in  all  his  dignities, 
Jonathan  undertook,  along  with  his  brother  Simon,  to 
drive  out  the  troops  and  other  supporters  of  Demetrius    j 
II.  from  southern  and  middle  Syria,  and  assume  posses-    j 
sion  of  the  land  in  the  interest  of  Antiochus  VI.      The    j 
carrying  out  of  this   commission  meant  nothing  more    j 
than  the  stamping  out  by  force  of  any  opposition  the 
two   brothers  might    encounter.       This,    however,    did 
not  satisfy  Trypho,  who  was  aiming  at  the  crown  for 
himself.      He  decoyed  Jonathan  to  Ptolemais  and  'con- 
„.  fined  him  there.      Simon  made  his  way  to 

'  Jerusalem,  where  the  people,  supposing  that 
Jonathan  was  already  dead,  elected  him  leader.  He 
prepared  to  resist  Trypho,  who  attempted  to  force 
his  way  into  Judaea  but  had  to  withdraw  without 
success  after  pretending  to  treat  about  handing  over 
Jonathan.  The  execution  of  the  latter  at  the  command 
of  Trypho  at  Baskama  in  Gilead  left  a  free  field  to 
Simon  (142-135  K.c. ).  He  carried  on  the  measures 
for  securing  the  land,  and  concluded  formal  peace  with 
Demetrius  II.,  which  not  only  put  an  end  to  war,  but 
also  secured  absolute  freedom  from  tribute,  an  event  of 
such  importance  that  Jewish  dates  were  thenceforth 
reckoned  from  it  (Sel.  170=  143/142  B.C.  ).  Next  year, 
too,  Simon  forced  the  Syrian  garrison  to  withdraw  from 
the  Acra.  Thus  disappeared  from  Jerusalem  and 
Judasa  the  last  mark  of  foreign  supremacy.  In  141  the 
people  solemnly  conferred  on  Simon  the  hereditary  rule 
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as  high  priest,  commander-in-chief,  and  ethnarch  (cp 
i  Mace.  1425^;).  Simon  struck  the  first  Jewish  coins 
( i  Mace.  156).  Thus  out  of  the  war  against  Greek 
civilisation  there  had  arisen  a  new  Jewish  state. 

Simon  and  his  successors  not  only  maintained  the 
position  they  had  won,  but  also  extended  its  influence. 
This  was  the  easier  that  the  kingdom  of  the  Seleucidae 
was  more  and  more  falling  apart.  Simon  must  also 
be  regarded  as  the  first  of  the  Maccabees  to  gain  the 
friendship  of  the  Romans  with  a  view  to  securing  his 
position  in  Asia  (142  B.C.;  i  Mace.  142440;  Jos.  Ant. 
xiii.  7  3  ;  Justin  xxxvi.  3).  From  a  contest  with 
Antiochus  VII.  Sidetes  (of  ZLS-r)  in  Pamphylia),  who, 
after  unavailing  negotiations,  entrusted  his  general 
Cendebceus  with  the  war,  Simon  came  out  victorious. 
He  was  honoured  as  a  circumspect  and  righteous  ruler. 
His  violent  death,  however,  was  like  a  presage  of  the 
end  the  new  line  of  rulers  was  to  meet.  Along  with 
two  of  his  sons  he  was  murdered  at  the  castle  of  Dok 
(Docus),  near  Jericho,  by  his  son-in-law  Ptolemy,  who 
sought  to  make  himself  master  of  the  land.  But  John 
Hyrcanus,  Simon's  third  son,  anticipated  him  and 
secured  the  support  of  the  people  of  Jerusalem,  where 
he  ruled  from  134  to  104. 

In   the  beginning   of  his  reign  Hyrcanus  was   hard 

beset    by   Antiochus    VII.,    who    subjected   Jerusalem 

78    Tohn   to   a   lon£    s'eSe-       That    Hyrcanus    came 
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off  after  all  without  loss  of  territory  may 


be  attributed  perhaps  to  Antiochus's  policy, 
perhaps  to  the  influence  of  the  Romans  in  Hyrcanus's 
favour  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  84  92).  On  his  expedition 
against  the  Parthians  Antiochus  VII.  lost  his  life 
(128  B.C.),  and  Hyrcanus  once  more  asserted  his 
independence.  He  maintained  a  standing  army  of 
mercenaries,  built  the  so-called  Baris  on  the  NW.  of 
the  temple  site  (Ant.  xviii.  4s),  and  concluded  a  firm 
alliance  with  Rome  (Ant.  xiv.  1022).  He  extended 
by  conquest  the  narrow  limits  of  his  rule  towards  the 
E.  ,  S.  ,  and  N.  He  destroyed  the  temple  of  the 
Samaritans  on  Mt.  Gerizim,  subjugated  the  Idumaeans 
in  the  S.  ,  and  compelled  them  to  accept  the  Jewish 
Torah.  The  siege  of  the  city  of  Samaria  brought  him 
once  more,  however,  into  serious  conflict  with  the 
Seleucidse,  a  conflict  from  which  it  was  probably  the 
powerful  word  of  Rome  that  delivered  him.  Hyrcanus 
still  regarded  himself  as  in  the  first  place  high  priest, 
and  also  enjoyed  a  high  degree  of  popular  favour. 
Yet  even  in  his  time  emerged  the  opposition  of  the 
Pharisees  against  his  family,  which  was  only  furthered 
by  the  closer  connection  between  the  Hasmonaeans 
and  the  Sadducees.  Hyrcanus's  son  and  successor, 
Aristobulus  I.  (Judas),  saw  no  means  of  securing  his 
power  save  that  of  putting  out  of  the  way  several 
members  of  his  own  family.  He  subjugated  and 
made  Jews  of  the  Iturasans  at  what  had  till  then 
been  the  N.  limit  of  his  domain  (in  Galilee?),  and 
assumed  the  title  of  king.  After  a  reign  of  one 

year  <J°3  B-c-)he  was  succeeded   by 
.  his    brother    Alexander  Jannaaus    (see 

!US<  JANN^US),  who  secured  the  throne  by 
the  murder  of  a  brother  (102-76  B.C.  ).  In  his  reign  the 
complete  secularisation  and  transformation  of  the  ruling 
priestly  family  became  very  obvious.  He  had  coins 
struck,  for  example,  not  only  with  inscriptions  in 
Hebrew  characters,  but  also  with  bilingual  inscriptions  in 
Greek  characters,  in  which  he  designated  himself  simply 
king.  His  aim  was  to  extend  as  much  as  possible  the 
bounds  of  his  kingdom,  and  so  he  was  almost  constantly 
in  the  field  or  besieging  fortified  positions.  His  opera 
tions  against  Ptolemais  involved  him  in  a  disadvantage 
ous  war  with  Ptolemy  Lathyrus,  from  which  he  finally 
escaped  only  through  the  intervention  of  Ptolemy's 
mother,  queen  Cleopatra  of  Egypt.  East  of  the  Jordan, 
he  subdued  Gadara  and  Amathus  ;  on  the  coast,  Raphia, 
Anthedon,  and  Gaza. 

The   changing   fortune  of  war,    but    still    more   his 
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strained  relations  with  the  Pharisees,  deprived  him  of 
the  favour  of  the  people.  At  first  he  sought  to  quench 
in  blood  every  appearance  of  hostile  feeling.  When, 
however,  he  was  defeated  by  the  Arabian  chief  Obadas 
and  lost  his  whole  army,  the  popular  fury  broke  into 
open  revolt.  People  were  not  afraid  even  to  go  the 
length  of  rousing  against  the  Hasmonaeans  Demetrius 
Acoerus  (Eucserus),  one  of  the  last  of  the  Seleucidaj. 
Alexander  Jannreus  was  defeated  at  Shechem  and  fled  to 
the  hills.  Then  the  shame  and  regret  of  his  people 
came  to  his  succour.  A  considerable  body  of  armed 
men  gathered  about  him,  with  whom  he  cut  his  way 
through  the  opposing  forces  ;  and  he  came  to  temporary 
terms  with  Demetrius.  Blood  then  flowed  in  streams 
to  secure  peace  at  home  for  this  inhuman  high  priest. 

The  last  years  of  his  reign  Alexander  spent  once  more 
in  foreign  wars,  especially  with  the  Arabians.  These 
had  now  for  several  centuries  been  slowly  pressing 
forward  out  of  the  desert  into  the  cultivated  land,  had 
already  settled  at  certain  points  (Edom  and  Lebanon), 
and  were  now  trying,  like  the  Hebrews  more  than  a 
thousand  years  before,  to  push  forward  into  the  heart 
of  the  country.  Alexander  Jannseus  encountered  them 
repeatedly  on  his  military  expeditions — successfully  east 
of  the  Jordan,  where  he  conquered  Gerasa  (?),  Golan, 
and  Seleucia.  It  was  on  one  of  these  expeditions  that 
he  met  his  death  (76  B.C.  ).  His  career  strikes  one  as 
strange — it  is  as  if  the  Hasmonasan  had  assumed 
something  of  the  wildness  and  ferocity  of  the 
Seleucidae.  At  all  events,  the  inner  contradiction 
inherent  from  the  first  in  the  Hasmonasan  priest- 
kingship  was  now  undeniable.  If  the  advice  he  is  said 
to  have  given  his  wife  just  before  his  death  with  regard 
to  the  conduct  of  the  government  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  15s) 
be  authentic,  something  of  this  contradiction  must  have 
been  felt  by  Alexander  Jannagus  himself.  He  is  repre 
sented  as  having  advised  his  wife  Alexandra  (Hebr. 
Salom&  or  perhaps  more  correctly  Salma)  to  concede 
greater  influence  to  the  Pharisees — i.e.,  to  go  farther 
in  giving  spiritual  affairs  their  rightful  place. 

Alexandra  ruled  from  75  to  67.  She  made  over  the 
high-priesthood  to  her  oldest  son  Hyrcanus,  an  irresolute 
...  ,  indolent  man,  and  held  back  her  second 

son,  the  daring  Aristobulus,  from  any 
share  in  public  affairs.  The  power  and  extent  of 
the  kingdom  —  which  was,  roughly,  equal  to  what 
it  was  in  the  days  of  David — she  maintained  intact, 
without  entering  on  wars  of  any  seriousness.  In  internal 
affairs  the  Pharisees  were  supreme  (see  below,  §  83). 
Their  feeling  of  satisfaction  with  the  rule  of  Alexandra 
found  expression  in  edifying  fables,  in  which  they 
extolled  those  days  as  a  time  of  special  felicity.  Scarcely, 
however,  had  Alexandra  closed  her  eyes,  when  there 
broke  out  between  her  sons  that  struggle  for  the  succes 
sion  in  the  course  of  which  the  kingdom  of  the 
Maccabees  went  down.  Aristobulus  II.  defeated 
Hyrcanus  II.  at  Jericho,  and  forced  him  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  acknowledging  Aristobulus  as  king  and 
high  priest.  But  this  peace  was  short-lived. 

Soon  there  appeared  at  the  head  of  the  opposition 
to  Aristobulus  an  Idumaean  named  Antipater,  whose 
father  of  the  same  name  had  been  governor  of  Idumasa 
under  Alexander  Jannaeus.  This  man,  the  father  of 
the  future  king  Herod,  acquired  great  influence,  and 
contracted  alliances  widely,  in  particular  with  ArStas 
king  of  the  Nabatasans.  He  persuaded  Hyrcanus  to 
seek  refuge  with  him,  and  induced  ArStas,  in  con 
sideration  of  promised  cessions  of  territory,  to  make 
Hyrcanus  king  of  Judaea  by  force.  Arfitas  actually 
defeated  Aristobulus,  and  drove  him,  supported  by  the 
Jews,  to  take  refuge  in  the  temple  stronghold,  where, 
with  the  priests,  he  defended  himself  boldly. 

Such  was  the  state  of  affairs  in  the  Maccaboean 
kingdom  when  Pompey  sent  his  legate  Scaurus  to  Syria 
about  Easter  65  B.  C.  The  rival  brothers  made  him  the 
same  offer  as  the  price  of  his  support.  Scaurus  decided 
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in  favour  of  Aristobulus,  and  ordered  Argtas  to  return 
to  his  country  ;  Hyrcanus  had  to  content  himself  with 
a  diminished  territory.  But  Pompey  himself  had  not 
yet  spoken  the  final  word.  He  was  assailed  with 
presents  and  embassies,  and  finally  the  two  brothers 
themselves,  as  also  representath  es  of  the  people  who 
wished  the  ancient  priesthood  restored,  received  a  hearing 
at  Damascus  in  the  spring  of  63  B.C.  Pompey  wished 
to  defer  sentence  ;  but  when  Aristobulus  appeared  to 
be  preparing  to  resist,  Pompey  pursued  him  with  his 
army  to  his  stronghold  of  Alexandrium,  and  then 
on  by  way  of  Jericho  to  before  Jerusalem.  Aristo 
bulus  wavered,  swaying  between  defiance  and  dejection. 
Pompey  had  him  taken  prisoner.  The  party  of  Hyr 
canus  gave  over  the  city,  while  the  supporters  of 
Aristobulus  maintained  the  temple  stronghold.  Pompey 
found  himself  compelled  to  subdue  this  by  a  regular 
siege.  After  three  months  the  Romans  forced  their 
way  through  a  breach  into  the  sacred  enclosure,  where  a 
frightful  massacre  ensued,  the  Jews  even  slaughtering 
one  another.  Accompanied  by  his  followers,  Pompey 
visited  the  interior  of  the  temple,  without,  however, 
touching  the  sacred  furniture,  and  next  day  gave 
instructions  that  the  regular  sacrificial  cultus  was  to 
be  restored.  Hyrcanus  received  the  high-priestly  office 
and  with  it  a  principality  of  diminished  extent,  and 
subject  to  tribute,  while  Aristobulus  had,  with  his 
family,  including  his  two  sons  Alexander  and  Antigonus, 
to  follow  the  conqueror  to  Rome.  The  freedom  of 
the  Jews  had  lasted  but  eighty  years  (142-63  B.C.). 
Its  end  was  lamentable.  The  spirit  that  gave  it  birth 
had  long  been  gone. 

Before  investigating  the  last  fortunes  of  the  Jews  in 
Palestine  under  the  Romans,  we  have  to  notice  some 
„.  „  ,  .  internal  events  which  occurred  during 
*•  the  rule  of  the  Maccabees.  The  latter 
had  practically  changed  the  religious  community  of 
Nehemiah  and  Ezra  into  a  secular  state  ;  but  they  were 
far  from  subverting  the  institutions  which  had  arisen  out 
of  that  community.  The  high  priest  remained — they 
themselves  were  the  high  priests  ;  and  side  by  side  with 
them  there  was  still  the  college  of  elders  (yepovffia),  an 
aristocracy  in  which  the  social  organism  culminated. 

It  is  probably  to  this  body,  with  the  high  priest,  that  the 
phrase  '  community  of  the  Jews,'  DHin'.T  "on,  on  the  coins  of  the 
Maccabees  from  the  reign  of  John  Hyrcanus  onward  refers. 
At  a  later  date  the  council  usually  received  the  Greek  designa 
tion  syncdrion,  Hebraised  as  sanhedrin  (|'~n[UD). 

However,  though  this  supreme  council  remained,  the 
seats  in  it  were  filled  by  supporters  of  the  Hasmonseans. 
In  the  previous  period  (§§  76^)  the  members  had  been 
the  heads  of  the  clerical  and  the  lay  nobility  (besides  the 
high  priest)  ;  the  ruling  class  thus  formed  received  the 
name  of  Sadducee  (from  Zadok  ;  cp  Ezek.  44  is/! ).  It 
may  be  asked  whether  any  of  these  old  families  attached 
themselves  to  the  Hasmonaeans.  All  that  we  know  is 
thatt  by  the  favour  of  the  Hasmonaeans,  a  new  aris 
tocracy  arose,  and,  to  a  large  extent,  monopolised  the 
seats  in  the  Synedrium.  This  was  the  share  of  power 
accorded  to  them.  That  Alexander  Jannseus  gave  the 
council  but  little  scope  is  not  surprising.  They  had 
ample  compensation,  however,  under  his  successor 
Alexandra.  The  president  of  the  council  was  the  high 
priest,  and  Alexandra  was  a  woman.  Besides  recognis 
ing  the  independence  of  the  council,  Alexandra  gave 
seats  and  votes  in  it  to  the  long-repressed  party  of  the 
Pharisees.  Their  conceptions  of  religion  and  law  thus 
received  complete  recognition,  and  the  function  of  public 
judgment  was  transferred  to  the  so-called  Scribes,  the 
sophirlm  or  masters  of  legal  science.  This  was  no 
slight  curtailment  of  power  for  the  once  omnipotent 
lay  nobility. 

The  leadership  of  the  Synedrium  remained  with  the 
priests — in  the  last  instance  with  the  high  priest — but 
these  found  themselves  compelled  at  all  points  to  take 
account  of  the  scribes  who  enjoyed  the  popular  favour. 
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The  membership  of  the  supreme  council  reached  the 
number  of  seventy-one. 

The  two  parties  brought  into  prominence  by  the 
changes  in  the  Synedrium  under  Alexandra,  the  Pharisees 
no  «  AA  and  l^e  Sadducees,  claim  our  special 

)es>  attention.  The  Sadducees,  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  word,  indeed,  were,  as  already  stated  (§  81), 
displaced  by  the  Hasmonaeans.  As  the  name  persisted, 
however,  we  must  suppose  it  to  have  been  transferred 
to  the  new  priestly  aristocracy. and  their  followers. 

This  is  not  difficult  to  understand,  for  on  the  one  hand  the 
ascendancy  of  priestly  families  remained,  and  on  the  other  hand 
the  same  antitheses  which  had  manifested  themselves  before  the 
wars  of  religion,  reappeared  in  an  altered  form.  Before  the 
wars,  the  priestly  regime,  by  its  friendliness  to  Hellenism,  had 
imperilled  religion,  and  now  it  seemed  as  if  the  secular  rule  of 
the  Hasmonaeans  were  about  to  overwhelm  it  altogether.  Before 
the  wars  the  Assidaeans  with  the  scribes  at  their  head  had  been 
drawn  together  for  the  defence  of  the  heritage  left  by  Nehemiah 
and  Ezra  ;  now  it  was  the  Pharisees  who  came  forward  on  behalf 
of  the  law  and  against  the  national  state  which  was  breaking  up 
the  foundations  of  the  law  and  of  the  religious  community. 

'  The  Sadducees  represent  the  new  state  which  grew 
out  of  the  Maccabean  rising,  the  Pharisees,  the  com- 
8-  p.  .  munity  of  which  the  Torah  was  the  first 

and  final  cause'  (Wellhausen,  Phar.  u. 
Sadd.  24/1 ).  The  Pharisees  were  energetic  in  the 
assertion  of  their  principles  certainly ;  but  they  renounced 
all  political  aims.  They  were  not  political  like  the 
Sadducees  ;  like  the  Assidaeans,  whose  heirs  they  may 
probably  be  said  to  be,  they  held  by  the  ideals  of 
Nehemiah  and  Ezra.  The  Pharisees  were  the  '  scribes  ' 
who  in  dead  earnest  sought  to  turn  the  law  into  practice 
with  the  utmost  literality,  and  thus,  if  they  did  not 
create  a  new  type  of  piety,  they  at  least  remodelled  the 
old  on  much  sharper  lines. 

It  is  in  this  sense  that  the  name  Pharisees  ought  to  be  taken 
(see  SCRIBES  AND  PHARISEES);  whether  assumed  by  themselves 
or  bestowed  by  others  it  well  expresses  their  arrogant  claim  to 
be  the  true  Israel.  In  particular,  they  put  the  sanctity  of  the 
sabbath  upon  a  new  level,  and  exacted  an  outward  purity  by  a 
constantly  increasing  number  of  precepts,  so  that  religious  fellow 
ship  became  more  and  more  the  fellowship  of  a  school,  and  piety 
a  highly  specialised  art.  '  The  unlearned  cannot  guard  himself 
against  sin,  and  the  layman  can  never  be  truly  pious '  (Hillel). 
Ignorance  of  the  Pharisaic  teaching  was  in  itself  an  evidence  of 
want  of  righteousness ;  acquaintance  with  their  legal  precepts 
was  held  to  be  the  only  means  for  the  attainment  of  true  righteous 
ness.  Hence  it  is  written  in  the  Mishna  (Sank.  11  3)  :  '  It  is  a 
graver  sin  to  say  aught  against  the  learned  in  the  law  than  to 
say  aught  against  the  law  itself.' 

As  regarded  the  future  of  their  people  (see  the  Book  of 
Daniel,  and  cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  §§  47,  58/1 ),  the  Pharisees 
expected  to  see  the  world-supremacy  of  Israel  established 
by  the  immediate  hand  of  God  from  heaven,  and  deemed 
it  an  impertinence  to  try  human  means  of  establishing  it. 
The  foreign  rule  of  the  Greeks  (and  afterwards  of  the 
Romans)  they  also  considered  contrary  to  the  will  of 
God  ;  yet  they  held  it  more  tolerable  than  the  existence 
of  a  national  state  by  which  everything  was  secularised  ; 
in  point  of  fact  they  could  not  dispense  with  foreign 
rule,  for  its  disappearance  would  take  away  the  con 
dition  on  which  their  very  existence  depended— the  law 
of  the  post-exilic  community.  To  the  national  and 
political  questions  of  the  day  they  had  no  answer  ready  ; 
they  simply  pointed  to  the  future  which  God  was  to  give. 
That  a  party  like  this  should  have  been  able  to  acquire 
so  great  an  influence  over  the  people  is  extraordinary  ; 
it  is  only  partially  explained  by  the  secular  rule  of  the 
Maccabean  priestly  kings.  We  must  also  bear  in  mind 
that  the  people  longed  for  a  spiritual  food  which  their 
priestly  leaders  could  not  give  "them,  and  so  betook 
themselves  to  the  Pharisees  who  claimed,  not  without 
right,  to  be  champions  of  the  law. 

Besides  these  two  parties  Josephus  (Ant.  xiii.  5g) 
mentions  a  third  oifpecris  or  '  sect ' — that  of  the  ESSENES 

01    rr~~,          (<!-v-}-       In  point   of   fact  these  were  a 

o:t.  .tibsenes.  i      ^     ,       ,  i    ^     c    i_  r 

brotherhood,  somewhat  of  the  nature  of 

a  monastic  order.  Josephus  (I.e. )  introduces  them 
about  the  middle  of  the  second  century  B.C.  (cp  Ant. 
xiii.  112).  The  name  signifies  '  the  pious  ones'  (Aram. 
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NTin),  and  seems  to  point  to  an  origin  similar  to  that  of 
the  Pharisees.  The  part  they  played  in  the  history  of 
Israel  was  quite  unimportant.  One  of  the  leaders 
in  the  war  against  Rome  was  an  Essene  (Jos.  BJ  ii. 
204). 

To  return  now  to  the  narrative.  In  63  B.C.  Pompey 
constituted  Syria  a  Roman  province,  thus  establishing 
85  Hvrcanus  the  Roman  hold  uPon  tne  westera  por- 
and  Antinater  tion  of  the  kingdom  of  the  Seleucidas. 
'  The  Jewish  portion  properly  so  called 
—  Judaea,  Galilee,  and  Perasa  —  he  left  under  the  high 
priest,  Hyrcanus,  who,  however,  was  subordinate  to 
the  governor  of  the  province  and  paid  taxes  to  him.  At 
the  same  time  Pompey  '  liberated  '  from  the  Jewish  rule 
certain  towns  on  the  coast  and  in  Peraea,  which  soon 
united  themselves  into  a  league,  the  so-called  DECAPOLIS 
(q.v.  ).  Aristobulus  and  his  children  Pompey  took  with 
him  to  Rome.  These  arrangements  were  a  severe 
blow  to  the  power  of  the  Hasmonsean  dynasty  and  its 
supporters,  the  Sadducees.  It  need  not  surprise  us, 
therefore,  if  some  resistance  was  offered  ;  and  so  strong 
was  the  attachment  of  the  people  to  the  native  house 
that  in  every  attempt  at  revolt  a  native  army  was  always 
at  command.  Jewish  history  henceforward,  accordingly, 
down  to  the  accession  of  Herod,  is  mainly  a  record  of 
the  rebellions  against  the  Romans  and  of  the  disturbances 
connected  with  the  Roman  civil  wars  so  far  as  these 
affected  Syria. 

Aristobulus's  eldest  son,  Alexander,  had  escaped 
from  Pompey  and  summoned  the  Jews  to  arms  against  his 
uncle  Hyrcanus,  the  nominee  of  Rome.  The  governor 
of  Syria,  Gabinius,  however,  in  57  B.  C.  ,  shut  him  up  in 
the  stronghold  of  Alexandrium  and  compelled  him  to 
lay  down  his  arms.  In  the  revolt,  Gabinius,  plainly 
with  the  view  of  further  weakening  the  Jewish  power 
and  lessening  the  influence  of  Jerusalem,  the  capital, 
broke  up  the  Hasmonasan  territory  into  five  adminis 
trative  divisions  —  those  of  Jerusalem,  Jericho,  Gazara, 
Amathus,  and  Sepphoris.  A  second  revolt  was  headed 
by  Aristobulus  himself,  who,  with  his  younger  son 
Antigonus,  had  escaped  from  Rome  ;  but  he  was  taken 
prisoner  in  Machaerus  and  sent  back  to  the  imperial 
capital.  Whilst  Gabinius  was  engaged  on  an  Egyptian 
expedition,  a  third  rising  was  led  by  Alexander  ;  but  his 
army  was  dispersed  in  55  B.C.  by  Gabinius,  who  had 
hastened  back  and  now  rewarded  Hyrcanus  and  Anti- 
pater  for  their  fidelity  to  Rome  by  cancelling  the  arrange 
ment  made  two  years  before,  and  restoring  Hyrcanus 
to  his  former  authority.  M.  Licinius  Crassus,  the 
triumvir,  who  succeeded  Gabinius  in  the  following  year, 
seized  the  temple  treasure  of  Jerusalem  ;  and  after  his 
death  the  quaestor  Cassius  Longinus  suppressed  a  fourth 
revolt  of  the  Hasmonaean  party  which  had  broken  out, 
under  the  leadership  of  Pitholaus,  on  the  shores  of  the 
Sea  of  Galilee  (Taricheae).  Pitholaus  was  put  to  death 
and  Alexander  brought  under  pledges  to  keep  the  peace 
(cp  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  5ff.,  BJ'\.  8).  Julius  Caesar's  purpose 
of  sending  Aristobulus  against  the  followers  of  Pompey 
in  Syria  was  frustrated  by  the  poisoning  of  Aristobulus 
before  he  could  leave  Rome  (49  B.C.).  Shortly  after 
wards  Alexander  the  son  of  Aristobulus  also  was  put  to 
death,  by  Pompey  's  orders,  at  Antioch.  Antipater  was 
more  fortunate  when,  after  the  battle  of  Pharsalus  and 
the  death  of  Pompey  (48  B.C.  ),  the  victorious  Cassar  was 
pressed  hard  in  Alexandria.  So  useful  was  Antipater  to 
him  that  Caesar  acknowledged  his  debt  to  the  Idumoean 
by  the  gift  of  the  Roman  citizenship  and  immunity  from 
taxes.  At  the  same  time  he  confirmed  Hyrcanus  in  his 
high-priestly  office.  Antigonus  too,  the  son  of  Aristo 
bulus,  presented  himself  before  Coesar  in  Syria  and 
pressed  his  claims  ;  the  only  result,  however,  was  that 
Cassar  bestowed  still  more  signal  marks  of  favour  upon 
Antipater,  whom  he  appointed  '  steward  '  or  procurator 
(eTTt'rpoTros)  of  Judaea.  At  the  same  time  he  constituted 
Hyrcanus  and  his  sons  hereditary  allies  of  the  Romans, 
guaranteeing  them  immunity  from  imposts,  with  other 

2270 


ISRAEL 


ISRAEL 


86.  Herod. 


privileges,  and  granting  permission  to  rebuild  the  walls 
of  Jerusalem  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  8-10,  BJ  i.  9/. ). 

Thus  the  Jewish  aristocracy  gained  nothing  by  all  its 
scheming.  The  power  of  the  hated  Idumoean,  Anti- 
pater,  went  on  increasing,  and  although  he  was  astute 
enough  to  pose  always  as  the  faithful  servant  of  his  lord, 
in  point  of  fact,  under  the  languid  administration  of 
Hyrcanus,  he  had  a  free  hand.  He  carried  on  the 
rebuilding  of  the  walls  of  Jerusalem  and  established  good 
order  throughout  the  country,  committing  the  adminis 
tration  of  Jerusalem  and  the  south  to  his  son  Phasael, 
and  that  of  Galilee  to  his  son  Herod.  The  Jewish 
aristocracy,  from  their  own  point  of  view,  were  fully 
justified  when  they  sought  to  get  rid  of  both  him  and 
his  sons.  For  this  a  pretext  was  supplied  them  by  a 
high-handed  proceeding  of  Herod,  who,  in  Galilee,  had 
caused  to  be  executed  without  reference  to  the  council 
a  certain  Hasmonasan  commander,  Ezekias,  and  certain 
of  his  followers  who  had  sought  at  their  own  hand  to 
continue  the  opposition  against  the  Roman  supremacy. 
The  dominant  party  in  Jerusalem  persuaded  Hyrcanus 
to  call  Herod  to  account  before  the  council  in  Jerusalem. 
Herod  duly  appeared,  but  not  as  a  culprit,  and,  supported 
by  Sextus  Cossar,  the  governor  of  Syria,  succeeded  in 
overawing  the  council  so  that  no  judgment  was  given. 
Once  more  he  returned  at  the  head  of  an  army  and 
threatened  the  city  ;  but  Antipater  was  able  to  appease 
his  wrath.  The  aristocratic  party,  however,  did  not 
rest  content  with  this.  Some  years  later  when  C. 
Cassius  Longinus,  one  of  the  murderers  of  Caesar,  was 
living  in  Syria  (44-42  B.C.),  Antipater  was  poisoned, 
probably  with  the  connivance  of  Hyrcanus,  by  an  Arabian 
prince  (Malichus)  who  seems  to  have  been  in  his  service. 
Whilst  Malichus  was  still  seeking  to  gain  time,  how 
ever,  before  striking  again,  Herod  got  rid  of  him  by  an 
assassin's  hand  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  11,  BJ  \.  10 
4jf!).  Though  Antipater  had  fallen,  his 
family  retained  or  even  increased  its  power.  Herod 
earned  on  all  hands  thanks  and  praise  when,  in  42 
B.C.,  he  successfully  repelled,  on  the  borders  of  Judaea, 
an  attack  made  by  Antigonus  with  the  support  of 
Ptolemy  Mennai  of  Chalcis  (Lebanon).  Hyrcanus  hiri- 
self  publicly  showed  his  favour  for  him  by  giving  him  in 
marriage  his  granddaughter  Mariamme,  a  daughter  of 
Alexander.  By  liberal  presents  Herod  strengthened  his 
hold  on  Antony,  who  made  Syria  his  headquarters  for 
some  time  after  the  battle  of  Philippi  (42  B.C.),  in  spite 
of  adverse  deputations  from  the  hostile  party  in  Jeru 
salem.  Phasael  and  Herod  were  appointed  tetrarchs  and 
charged  with  the  government  of  the  Jewish  provinces  of 
Palestine  (41  B.C.  ;  cpjos.  Ant.  xiv.  12  -iff.}.  How 

ever,  though  all  promised  well  for  Herod,  it  was  only 
to  last  for  a  short  time.  This  was  how  the  change 
occurred.  Lysanias  of  Chalcis,  son  and  successor  of 
Ptolemy  Mennai,  had  carried  on  negotiations  between 
Antigonus  and  the  Parthians  under  Pacorus  who,  in 
40  B.  C. ,  had  pressed  into  the  province  of  Syria,  with 
the  result  that  the  conquering  invaders  were  induced  by 
great  promises  to  make  Antigonus  king  of  Judaea.  The 
stroke  succeeded  ;  Antigonus  found  a  sufficient  number 
of  anti- Roman  followers  ;  in  Jerusalem  itself  the  parties 
came  to  blows.  The  Parthians  induced  Hyrcanus  and 
Phasael  to  go  for  purposes  of  negotiation  into  the  camp 
of  the  Parthian  satrap  Barzaphranes  ;  at  his  instance 
they  were  made  prisoners  at  Ecdippon  (Achzib)  by  the 
sea-side.  Herod  escaped  the  machinations  of  his  enemies 
by  a  timely  flight  to  the  fortress  of  Masada  by  the  Dead 
Sea,  where  also  his  family  found  safety.  In  this  way 
Antigonus  (Heb.  Mattathias)  came  once  more  into  the 
heritage  of  his  ancestors  (40-37  B.C.).  Hyrcanus  and 
Phasael  were  handed  over  to  him  by  the  Parthians  ;  the 
former  he  caused  to  be  incapacitated  (by  mutilation)  for 
the  high  -  priestly  office  ;  Phasael  committed  suicide. 
The  Parthians,  after  seeking  to  compensate  themselves 
for  their  services  by  extensive  raids,  carried  Hyrcanus 
off  to  Parthia,  where,  however,  at  the  intercession  of  the 
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Jews  in  that  country  he  was  set  at  liberty  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv. 
133/:,  £/i.  13). 

Herod,  however,  did  not  give  up  his  cause  for  lost. 
His  request  for  money  being  rejected  by  Malichus  (the 
Herod  -SJa'Dataean  prince),  he  applied  to  Antony, 
'  .  '  journeying  by  Alexandria  and  Rhodus  to 
°'  Rome.  By  large  promises  he  induced 
Antony,  who  saw  how  useful  he  might  become,  to 
nominate  him  through  the  Senate  (with  the  support  of 
Octavian )  king  of  the  Jews.  After  only  seven  days  Herod 
was  able  to  set  out  for  his  new  kingdom  (40  B.C.  ).  His 
way  to  the  throne,  however,  was  not  to  be  as  smooth  as 
he  hoped.  In  39  B.C.  he  landed  at  Ptolemais.  With 
the  help  of  Ventidius,  the  governor  of  Syria,  he  first 
relieved  his  brother  Joseph  in  Masada  and  then  appeared 
with  his  army  before  Jerusalem.  Antigonus,  however, 
had  bribed  the  Roman  general  Silo,  and  Herod  was 
soon  compelled  to  retire  to  Galilee  ;  nor  did  he  again 
resume  operations  in  Galilee  and  Judaea  (where  mean 
while  his  brother  Joseph  had  fallen)  till  after  he  had 
received  fresh  encouragement  from  Antony  who  was 
hurrying  through  to  the  siege  of  Samosata  in  Comma- 
gene.  In  the  spring  of  37,  however,  Herod  again 
attacked  Jerusalem,  and  with  the  help  of  Sosius  the 
governor  captured  it  after  a  five  months'  siege.  Anti 
gonus,  who  had  surrendered  to  Sosius,  was,  at  the 
instance  of  Herod,  beheaded  in  Antioch.  Thus,  after 
three  long  years  from  his  nomination,  Herod  actually 
came  to  his  throne  (37-4  B.C.).  The  Idumaean  house 
of  Antipater  had  by  Roman  help  vanquished  the  party 
of  the  Sadducees  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  14-16,  BJ  i.  14  183). 

Two  things  Herod  considered  to  be  indispensable 
for  his  government — the  continued  friendship  of  the 
Romans  and  the  extinction  of  the  Hasmonasan  party. 
The  former  object  he  sought  to  secure  by  princely  gifts 
of  money  ;  the  latter  he  came  near  attaining  by  putting 
many  of  the  adherents  of  Antigonus  to  death  :  he  also 
lowered  the  dignity  of  the  high-priesthood  by  filling  the 
office  at  his  pleasure.  To  keep  on  good  terms  with 
Antony  was  an  anxious  task,  as  Cleopatra  of  Egypt 
coveted  southern  Syria,  and  Alexandra,  widow  of  the 
murdered  Alexander  (see  above),  found  it  to  her  interest 
to  intrigue  with  Cleopatra  against  Herod.  The  latter 
had  conferred  the  high-priesthood  upon  an  '  obscure ' 
priest  from  Babylon  named  Ananel  (Jos.  Ant.  xv.  24), 
thereby  giving  great  umbrage  to  his  mother-in-law 
Alexandra,  who  had  wished  to  secure  the  office  for  her 
son  Aristobulus.  To  avoid  losing  Antony's  favour 
through  Cleopatra,  Herod  forthwith  deposed  Ananel, 
and  appointed  the  handsome  and  popular  Aristobulus 
in  his  place.  Nevertheless  Alexandra  still  found  cause 
to  complain  of  Herod,  and  was  meditating  a  secret 
flight  to  Cleopatra  with  her  son,  when  the  scheme  was 
betrayed,  and  Aristobulus  was  put  to  death  (35  B.C.). 
The  end  of  the  long  story  is  that  Herod's  good  fortune 
did  not  desert  him  even  when  Alexandra  complained  t& 
Cleopatra :  Herod  once  more  pacified  his  patron. 
Cleopatra  made  sure  of  large  tracts  in  Palestine  ceded 
to  her  by  her  lover,  including  the  fruitful  region  of 
Jericho.  All  this  was  on  the  eve  of  the  decisive  battle 
of  Actium.  To  please  Cleopatra  Herod  had  to  take  the 
field  against  the  Arabs,  whose  tribute  he  had  to  collect 
for  the  queen.  He  succeeded  in  conquering  them  ;  but 
it  was  a  hard  struggle.  Then  came  the  fresh  difficulty 
of  winning  over  to  his  side  the  new  master  of  the  world, 
for  Antony's  cause  was  ruined.  His  cunning  suggested 
to  him  what  to  do.  First,  he  put  out  of  the  way  the 
aged  Hyrcanus  (whom  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign  he 
had  brought  back  from  Babylonia)  as  an  alleged  con 
spirator,  and  then  he  went  in  person  to  Rhodus  and  laid 
his  crown  at  the  feet  of  the  victorious  Octavian.  The 
result  was  as  he  had  calculated.  Octavian  not  only 
confirmed  him  in  his  position,  but  soon  after  the  death 
|  of  Cleopatra  bestowed  upon  him  her  domains,  as  well 
i  as  other  important  places  in  S.  Syria.  With  a  single 
i  break  (Jos.  Ant.  xvi.  9/  )  Herod  retained  the  favour  of 
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Augustus  down  to  the  end  of  his  reign ;  Josephus 
declares  that  he  '  was  beloved  by  Cassar  next  after 
Agrippa,  and  by  Agrippa  next  after  Cassar'  (Jos.  BJ 
i.204)  Some  years  later  (circa  25  B.C.)  he  removed 
the  last  danger  to  his  crown.  The  only  remaining  male 
descendants  of  the  Asmonasan  family  were  the  sons  of 
Baba  (Sabba?).  He  accused  them  of  treason  and 
caused  them  to  be  slain.1 

The  position  of  Herod  in  the  Roman  Empire  was 
that  of  a  rex  socius.  His  title  and  authority  he  held 
from  Caesar  and  the  Senate.  He  had  to  defend  the 
imperial  frontier  and  to  furnish  auxiliary  troops,  but 
was  not  allowed  to  make  treaties  or  wage  wars  at 
pleasure.  On  the  other  hand,  he  had  full  freedom  in 
the  management  of  domestic  affairs,  and  was  not  laid 
under  any  tribute,  or  made  subject  to  the  authority  of 
the  Roman  governor  of  the  province  of  Syria.  The 
confidence  placed  by  Augustus  in  his  capacities  he  fully 
justified.  The  ravages  committed  by  the  Arabs  of 
Trachonitis  had  caused  great  complaints.  With  great 
skill  Herod  penetrated  into  this  difficult  region,  and 
enforced  peace,2  receiving  from  Caesar  a  large  territory 
to  the  NE.  (Batanea,  Trachonitis,  Gaulanitis).  In 
20  B.C.  Herod  was  also  endowed  with  the  tetrarchy  of 
Zenodorus  (Ulatha  and  Panias).3 

Favoured  by  the  pax  Romana,  Herod  did  much  for 
the  cultivation  of  the  land.  He  created  magnificent 
_  ,,  cities  ( Samaria  =  Sebaste  ;  Strato's  Tower 
'  ..  =  Caesarea)  and  built  numerous  fortresses, 

policy.  temples,  theatres,  and  baths.  He  ex 
tended  and  beautified  the  temple  site  at  Jerusalem,  and 
built  anew  the  temple  itself.  He  helped  his  people  in 
many  ways  (see,  e.g. ,  the  account  of  the  famine),4  and 
yet  he  could  only  now  and  then  secure  their  full  approval. 5 
Never  did  the  Jews  feel  affection  for  his  person  ;  they 
rightly  saw  in  him  the  obedient  servant  of  Rome,  and 
were  all  the  less  ready  to  forget  that  he  was  only  a 
'  half  Jew.'  His  reign  did  nothing  to  lessen  the  tension 
between  Jew  and  Greek  ;  it  rather  increased  the  tension, 
although  he  made  extraordinary  efforts  to  introduce  the 
seductions  of  Hellenism  into  the  '  holy  mountain. '  In 
a  certain  sense  his  aims  were  those  of  Antiochus 
Epiphanes  ;  but  he  more  nearly  reached  them.  He 
knew  the  Jews  well,  and  generally  speaking  spared 
their  religious  feelings  ;  the  affair  of  the  high-priesthood 
is  an  exception.  To  Hellenise  such  a  people  as  the 
Jewish,  however,  was  no  longer  possible  ;  neither  by 
gentleness  nor  by  severity  could  the  effects  of  the  great 
Religious  War  be  obliterated.  Besides,  Herod  had 
really  no  skill  in  the  arts  of  compromise  and  concili 
ation.  He  was  too  passionate,  too  suspicious,  too 
domineering  to  be  able  to  inspire  confidence.  To  the 
end  he  never  lost  the  tyrant's  lust  for  power,  never 
enjoyed  the  settled  stability  of  a  really  strong  monarch. 
Indeed,  one  may  doubt  whether  he  had  any  wish  beyond 
keeping  his  power  over  the  Jews  ;  their  Hellenisation 
he  did  not  seriously  care  for.  His  entire  policy  can  be 
explained  from  this  point  of  view — even  to  some  extent 
his  abominable  murders,  though  it  must  be  admitted 
that  these  were  partly  stimulated  by  circumstances 
which  could  not  but  excite  his  jealousy. 

Herod's  reign  was  not  wanting  in  splendour.  His 
love  of  display  manifested  itself  in  the  magnificent 
buildings  which  he  erected  both  within  his  kingdom 
and  beyond  it  (cp  Jos.  BJ  i.  21).  He  had  connections 
with  prominent  representatives  of  the  culture  of  the 
time — notably  Nicolaus  Damascenus.  The  visit  of  M. 
Vipsanius  Agrippa  to  Jerusalem  threw  the  Jews  into 
veritable  transports  of  joy  (Ant.  xvi.  2).  The  foundation 
of  Herod's  power,  however,  was  hollow.  His  extraction 
indeed  made  him  unfit  to  be  a  national  king,  and  in 

1  On  this  period  see  Jos.  Ant.  xv.  1-6,  BJ\.  18  4-20. 

2  Note  the  story  of  the  500  Jews  from  Babylon  who  could 
shoot    arrows  when   riding   on   horseback   (Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  2  i). 
For  the  whole  episode  see  Ant.  xv.  10  i  xvi.  9  2  xvii.  2. 

3  Ib.  xv.  10  3,  BJ  i.  20  4.  *  A  nt.  xv.  9  if. 
6  Ant.  xvi.  2  5. 
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his  heart  he  was  more  Greek  than  Jew  (Ant.  xix.  7s). 
What  is  more,  a  national  kingdom  was  no  longer  what 
the  Jewish  community  desired.  Religion  had  taken  a 
new  turn  under  the  influence  of  the  Pharisees  ;  it  was 
now  much  more  supramundane ;  the  law  and  the 
monarchy  it  held  to  be  irreconcilable.  However 
zealously  Herod  may  have  sought  at  first  to  meet 
the  Pharisees'  views,  they  could  never  become  his 
friends.  They  refused  to  take  the  oath  of  allegiance, 
just  as  the  Essenes  did  (Jos.  Ant.  xv.  104  xvii.  24). 
The  old  aristocracy  he  himself  had  deprived  of  its 
influence  ;  to  support  his  rule  he  had  therefore  nothing 
to  rely  on  but  force.  He  never  shrank  from  employing 
any  means,  however  ghastly,  to  gain  this  end  (Ant.  xv. 
8  104  xvii.  6,  BJ\.  336).  Cp  further,  HEROD,  §  3  ff. 

In  his  first  will,  made  after  the  execution  of  Alexander 
and    Aristobulus,    his    two   sons    by    the    Hasmonasan 
Mariamme  (6  B.C.),  Herod  had  appointed 


89.  The 
succession. 


Antipater  his  son  by  his  first  marriage 
to  succeed  him.  Even. before  the  execu 
tion  of  Antipater  in  5  B.C.,  however,  this  arrangement 
had  been  exchanged  for  another  according  to  which 
Antipas,  his  youngest  son,  by  his  marriage  with  the 
Samaritan  Malthace,  was  to  be  his  heir.  Shortly 
before  his  death  (4  B.C.),  he  cancelled  this  settle 
ment  also,  and  designated  Archelaus1  as  king,  Antipas 
and  Philip  '2  tetrarchs  —  the  former  of  Galilee  and 
Peraga,  the  latter  of  Trachonitis,  Batanasa,  Gaulanitis 
and  Paneas.  The  validity  of  this  will  he  himself 
made  to  depend  on  its  confirmation  by  Augustus. 
Hence  his  heirs  one  after  the  other  betook  themselves  to 
Rome  to  find  safe  anchorage  for  their  ship  while  the 
storm  of  revolt  was  already  raging  at  home.  Before 
Augustus  gave  his  decision,  fresh  petitioners  arrived. 
It  was  a  deputation  of  Jews  deprecating  the  continuance 
of  the  existing  order  of  things,  and  desiring  that  the 
whole  country  might  be  brought  immediately  under  the 
Roman  sway.  Augustus,  however,  decided  in  favour  of 
Herod's  last  will.  Archelaus  as  ethnarch  became  ruler 
over  Idumasa,  Judasa,  and  Samaria,  with  the  exception 
of  the  cities  of  Gaza,  Gadara,  and  Hippus,  which  were 
incorporated  with  the  province  of  Syria ;  Antipas  became 
tetrarch  of  Galilee  and  Peraea,  and  Philip  tetrarch  of 
Trachonitis  as  far  as  the  Jordan  (Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  9-16). 

This  apportionment  of  Herod's  dominions  did  not 
last  long,  so  far  as  the  realm  of  Archelaus  was  concerned 
(4  B.C.-6  A.  D.  ).  A  deputation  of  Jews  and  Samaritans 
complained  to  Augustus  of  his  arbitrariness  and  cruelty, 
and  Augustus,  the  emperor,  summoned  him  to  Rome 
and  deposed  him,  relegating  him  to  Vienna  in  Gaul. 
His  dominions  became  part  of  Syria,  but  under  the 
special  charge  of  a  procurator  (tirlrpoiros}  of  equestrian 
rank  (6-41  A.  D. ). 

The  procurators  were  so  called,  originally,  from  the 

duty  which  fell  to  them  of  collecting  the  revenues  for  the 

_j  ,         imperial  treasury.     As  administrators 

90.  Procurator-  of  a  giyen  district  they  had  at  the  same 

snip.  time  the  military  command,  and  also 

judicial  prerogatives.  These  last  the  procurators  of 
Judasa  used  but  seldom.  The  ordinary  dispensation  of 
justice  was  left  in  the  hands  of  the  highest  native  court, 
the  Synedrium,  whose  position  received  thereby  fresh 
importance.  The  jus  gladii,  however,  remained  ex 
clusively  with  the  procurator.  For  military  purposes 
he  had  not,  like  the  legate-governor  of  Syria,  Roman 
legions  at  his  disposal,  but  only  auxiliary  troops  raised 
in  the  country  itself  ( Kattrapets  Ka.1  Se/Saimjj'ot).  The 
military  headquarters  were  at  the  residence  of  the 
procurator — Cassarea ;  but  there  were  garrisons  all 
over  the  country  ;  in  the  citadel  Antonia  at  Jerusalem, 
for  example,  a  cohort  was  stationed.  The  imperial 
taxes  the  procurator  collected  through  the  native 
authorities  ;  how  wide  were  the  ramifications  of  these 
is  shown  by  the  list  of  eleven  toparchies  enumerated  by 

1  An  elder  son  by  Malthace. 
2  Son  of  Cleopatra  of  Jerusalem. 
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Josephus  (BJm.  85).  The  local  taxes,  on  the  other 
hand,  were  farmed  out  to  contractors  (publicani, 
TeXwyai),  who,  as  a.  rule,  doubtless,  were  Jews.  The 
Jews  had  to  take  an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  emperor  ; 
and  though  worship  of  the  emperor  was  not  exacted  of 
them,  sacrifice  for  him  was  offered  in  the  temple  twice 
daily.  The  Jewish  worship  stood  under  the  protection 
of  the  Roman  state  ;  but  this  did  not  exclude  a.  certain 
amount  of  supervision  of  temple  matters  by  the  Roman 
officials.  As  a  rule  it  was  customary  to  spare  Jerusalem 
the  sight  of  the  imperial  emblems  ('  effigies  ')  carried  by 
the  troops  (cp  ENSIGN). 

Such  in  brief  were  the  arrangements  set  up  in  the 
domains  of  Archelaus  in  6  A.  D. — arrangements  which 
had  been  desired  by  the  Jews  at  the  death  of  Herod. 
The  system  conferred  upon  them  a  higher  degree  of 
self-government,  and  therefore  of  liberty  to  follow  their 
own  laws  and  customs,  than  they  had  previously 
enjoyed.  An  aristocratic  constitution  with  the  high 
priest  at  its  head  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  10)  again  came  into  being. 
The  aristocratic  families  reaped  the  chief  advantage 
from  this,  although  in  the  Synedrium  they  had  to  share 
the  power  with  the  Pharisees.  The  high  priests  were 
named,  however,  by  the  Roman  governors,  and  it  only 
too  soon  became  evident  that  the  immediate  rule  of  the 
Romans  did  not  tend  to  tone  down  but  rather  to  ex 
aggerate  points  of  difference. 

The  procurators  who  held  office  in  Judaea  from 
6  to  41  A.D.  were:  Coponius,  M.  Ambivius,  Annius 
Rufus,  Valerius  Gratus  (15-26),  Pontius  Pilate  (26-36), 
Marcellus  (36-37),  and  Marullus  (37-41)  (Jos.  Ant. 
xviii.  22  42  610).  At  first  no  doubt  unwittingly,  but 
afterwards  certainly  of  malice,  they  often  wounded  the 
religious  susceptibilities  of  the  Jews.  Pontius  Pilate 
went  so  far  in  this  that  a  complaint  laid  by  the 
Samaritans  before  the  legate  L.  Vitellius  (35-39  A.D.) 
proved  effectual ;  Vitellius  sent  Pilate  on  his  defence  to 
Rome  and  took  measures  to  quiet  the  agitated  spirits  in 
Jerusalem.  He  handed  over  to  the  priests  the  high- 
priestly  robes  which  had  been  kept  in  Baris-Antonia 
since  the  days  of  John  Hyrcanus,  and  caused  his  army 
on  its  march  against  the  Nabatasans  to  avoid  Jerusalem 
so  that  the  holy  land  of  the  Jews  might  not  be 
desecrated  by  the  imperial  emblems  (37  A.D. ,  cp  Jos. 
Ant.  xviii.  4 3  63).  These  little  courtesies,  however,  were 
wholly  inadequate  to  heal  the  ominous  breach  which 
was  daily  driving  Jews  and  Romans  farther  apart. 

With  the  first  procurator  Coponius  the  imperial 
legate  P.  Sulpicius  Quirinius  (Lk.  2 iff-)  had  come  as 
91  Ouiriniua  •  Sovernor  to  Syria,  and  in  6-7  A.D.  carried 

'^    ,   ,         '  out  the  Roman  census  in  Judaea.      This 

Zealots.  ,. 

new    method    of  taxation   excited  great 

horror  and  aversion.  The  high  priest  Joazar,  a  son  of 
Boethus  (Ant.  xv.  9s),  was  able  indeed  to  turn  aside  the 
threatened  storm  ;  but  the  proceeding  left  a  deep  mark 
behind  it  in  the  rise  of  the  Zealots — a  political  party  which 
regarded  the  payment  of  taxes  to  the  foreigner  as  the 
token  of  a  sinful  servitude  (God  alone  requiring  to  be 
honoured  as  king  and  lord),  and  therefore  advocated 
war  to  the  death  for  the  establishment  of  the  divine  king 
ship,  according  to  the  promise.  The  founders  of  the 
party  were  Sadduk  the  Pharisee  and  Judas  the  Galilasan 
(of  Gamala)  who  may  probably  be  regarded  as  son  of 
the  so-called  '  robber '  Ezekias  who  was  put  to  death 
by  Herod  (Jos.  Ant.  mil  \Q 5  xiv.  Qijf.  xviii.  1).  The 
very  designations  of  the  two  leaders  would  lead  us  to 
expect  to  find  in  this  new  party  a  combination  of  the 
doctrines  of  Pharisaism  with  the  practical  aims  of 
Hasmonaean  patriotism  ;  and  this  expectation  is  realised 
in  the  attitude  the  Zealots  actually  took.  From  the 
Pharisees  they  took  over  the  then  current  form  of 
prophetic  eschatology — the  divine  kingship,  destruction 
of  the  enemies  of  the  nation,  freedom,  the  Messiah, 
etc.  ;  from  the  Hasmonaeans,  the  precepts  which  enjoined 
a  bold  fight  for  religion  and  fatherland.  To  expect  the 
divine  kingship  yet  quietly  to  accept  the  kingship  of  the 
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godless,  they  regarded  as  a  sinful  absurdity.  The 
Pharisees  repudiated  this  departure  from  the  purity  of 
their  principles  (cp  Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  1) ;  but  the  intensified 
religious  interest  which  had  been  diffused  throughout 
the  nation  by  their  own  influence  had  prepared  the  soil 
for  the  seed  of  the  Zealots.  Between  the  Sadducean 
aristocrats  (who  had  again  come  to  the  helm  after  the 
deposition  of  Archelaus)  and  the  Zealots,  collision  was 
inevitable  ;  the  two  parties  were  mutually  irreconcilable, 
as  had  already  been  seen  at  the  census  of  Quirinius. 
The  more  the  Jews  had  experience  of  the  harshness  of 
the  Roman  rule,  the  more  numerous  did  the  Zealot 
party  become.  As  contrasted  with  the  half-hearted 
they  came  forward  as  thoroughs,  as  the  out-and-out 
party  who  not  only  taught  about  the  kingdom  of  God 
but  also  were  willing  to  put  their  lives  into  jeopardy  to 
set  it  up.  Their  immediate  result  was  to  keep  their 
own  people  and  the  Romans  in  a  state  of  unrest ;  but 
their  ultimate  aim  was  to  secure  the  mastery  of  the 
capital.  So  soon  as  they  had  reached  it,  the  hour 
would  have  struck  for  the  last  decisive  struggle  with 
the  Romans. 

In  this  position  of  parties  there  arose  once  more, 
unexpectedly,  the  prophetic  summons  :  Turn  ye  (nit?  ; 

92  T  h  fJ-fravoflre).  Since  Mai.  87  had  been 
XT.  'T,  i.  i  uttered,  it  had  fallen  into  oblivion  ;  it 

ulie  ijtllDtlSu.  ,.11 

seemed  indeed  to  have  become  unneces 
sary.  However,  John  the  Baptist  (28-29  A.D.)  with  his 
call  to  repentance  presented  a  picture  of  the  future  quite 
different  from  that  cherished  by  his  contemporaries. 
The  alternative  to  repentance  was  judgment,  and  if  he 
was  right,  it  was  on  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  that  the 
divine  judgment  would  fall  first.  His  preaching  found 
much  acceptance,  and  before  his  career  was  cut  short 
by  Herod  Antipas  (see  below,  §  95)  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
had  raised  the  same  cry,  not  in  the  wilderness,  but  in 
the  haunts  of  men. 

To  Jesus  the  right  way  to  God  was  clear  ;  he  himself 
exemplified  that  way,   and  he  so  taught  concerning  it 
_  as  to  make  it  easy  for  any  one  to  find  it. 

.  Jesus.  Hjs  ^oughts  snow  the  closest  contact  with 
the  religious  tendencies  of  the  time  ;  evidently  they 
took  shape  under  the  pressure  of  the  questions  which 
were  stirring  his  contemporaries.  They  had  their  own 
roots,  however,  in  a  supramundane  sphere,  and  there 
fore  could  not  be  confined  by  the  narrow  limits  of 
Judaism.  To  the  call  to  repentance  Jesus  added  as  a 
motive  that  the  kingdom  of  God  was  at  hand,  thereby 
characterising  the  traditional  piety  as  powerless  to  reach 
that  divine  goal.  In  his  teaching  he  used  the  same 
terms  as  the  popular  leaders  of  the  time  ;  but  he  put 
other  ideas  into  them.  Without  discarding  the  current 
conceptions  of  a  coming  judgment  and  regeneration 
of  the  world,  he  substituted  for  a  Jewish  world-theo 
cracy,  the  idea  of  a  kingdom  of  kindred  souls  bound 
together  by  their  common  faith  in  God  and  love  to 
man.  He  dissolved  the  strange  combination  of  heavenly 
and  earthly  elements  which  formed  the  latest  Jewish 
eschatology,  and  thus  cleared  away  the  last  remnants 
of  the  popular  religion, — including  of  course  the  popular 
conception  of  the  Messiah.  He  taught  men  to  appre 
hend  not  only  God  but  also  the  fellowship  of  man  with 
God  in  a  spiritual  manner.  For  him  as  for  them,  the 
kingdom  of  God  was  a  divine  institution,  a  divine  gift  ; 
but  it  was  for  men  themselves  ever  to  create  it  afresh 
and  extend  it  among  themselves  day  by  day.  All  this 
and  more  may  be  historically  said  of  the  teaching  of 
the  Master  (see  JESUS,  §  n  ff.\  who  at  length  crowned 
his  work  by  enduring  a  shameful  and  painful  death  as 
of  God's  ordering,  and  as  the  way  to  complete  ultimate 
success. 

All  this  meant  an  open  breach  with  Judaism.  The 
ruling  classes  scorned  the  means  of  raising  their  religion 
to  a  higher  plane  pointed  out  to  them  by  Jesus  of 
Nazareth.  Nay,  more  :  they  pronounced  him  a  blas 
phemer  when  in  his  appearance  before  the  high  priest 
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he  acknowledged  himself  to  be  the  Messiah  —  not  of 
course  in  the  sense  attached  to  the  word  by  current  Juda 
ism  (see  MESSIAH,  §  6),  but  in  the  sense  of  being  the 
final  exponent  of  the  full  divine  meaning  of  the  religion 
of  Israel.  This  new  forthsetting  by  his  ministry  ob 
tained  such  a  degree  of  independence  and  strength  as 
no  longer  to  require  the  shelter  of  a  nationality  or  of  a 
national  religion,  and  became  capable  of  forming  a 
society  of  its  own,  drawn  from  humanity  at  large. 
Judaism,  in  isolating  itself  from  the  course  of  this 
development,  had  to  take  the  consequences.  When 
Christianity  and  Judaism  gradually  separated,  it  was 
as  if  a  mighty  river  had  changed  its  bed  :  a  feeble 
current  still  crept  along  the  old  channel  ;  but  the  main, 
the  perennial,  stream  flowed  elsewhere. 

We  turn  now  to  the  northern  portion  of  Herod's 
divided  kingdom.  As  we  have  seen,  the  north-eastern 
_.  ...  part  had  been  assigned  to  Philip, 
, .  '  ,  v,  Herod's  son  by  Cleopatra  of  Jerusalem. 
'cn<  '  Philip '  built  himself  a  new  capital, 
Caesarea  (Philippi),  near  the  most  easterly  of  the  Jordan 
sources  on  the  site  of  the  ancient  Paneas,  and  with  the  title 
of  tetrarch  governed  the  eastward-lying  territory,  mainly 
inhabited  by  Gentiles,  as  far  as  the  mountains  of  the 
Hauran.  It  was  to  his  zeal  for  building  that  the  fishing 
village  Bethsaida  (called  by  him  Julias  after  the  daughter 
of  Augustus)  owed  its  promotion  to  the  rank  of  city. 
He  married  Salome  (see  §  95),  and  died  without  issue 
in  33-34  A- D-  Josephus  speaks  of  him  as  a  wise  and 
just  prince  (Ant.  xviii.  46).  After  his  death  his  do 
minions  were  thrown  into  the  province  of  Syria  till 
37  A. D.,  when  Caligula  bestowed  them,  with  the  tetrarchy 
of  Lysanias  (Abilene),  upon  a  grandson  of  Herod  and 
Mariamme— Agrippa  I. ,  the  son  of  Aristobulus, — with 
the  title  of  king  (Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  2i  46  610). 

The  territory  assigned  to  Herod  Antipas,  on  the 
other  hand — Galilee  and  Peraea — was  mainly  peopled 
...  by  Jews.  For  the  protection  of  the  main 
LS>  road  through  Galilee  he  fortified  Sep- 
phoris,  while  towards  the  S. ,  as  a  frontier  fortress 
against  the  Arabs,  he  built  Betharamphtha  (Beth-haran) 
which  he  named  Livias  or  Julias  ;  but  in  this  line  of 
activity  his  greatest  work  was  the  foundation  and 
adornment  of  Tiberias.  His  first  wife,  whom  he 
married  for  political  motives,  was  a  daughter  of  the 
Nabataean  King  Aretas ;  after  his  repudiation  of 
her  he  allied  himself  with  the  ambitious  Herodias  (see 
HEROD,  §  7).  Through  her  daughter  Salome  she 
procured  the  death  of  John  the  Baptist  (29  A. D.),  whom 
Herod  Antipas  had  caused  to  be  imprisoned  in  the 
fortress  of  Machaerus  (see  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST,  MACH- 
jERUs).  King  Aretas  began  hostilities  on  account  of 
the  repudiation  of  his  daughter,  and  inflicted  a  severe 
blow  upon  Herod  (36  A.  D. ).  At  the  instance  of  the 
latter,  Tiberius  ordered  his  legate  Vitellius  to  sup 
press  Aretas  ;  but  while  halting  at  Jerusalem  on  his 
way  to  Nabataea,  Vitellius  (37  A.D. )  heard  of  the  death 
of  Tiberius  and  forthwith  abandoned  the  expedition. 
The  bestowal  of  Philip's  tetrarchy  on  Agrippa  I.  by 
Caligula  led  Herodias  to  urge  her  husband  to  go  to 
Rome  for  a  royal  title  also.  At  the  same  time,  how 
ever,  Fortunatus,  an  ambassador  of  Agrippa,  arrived 
in  the  capital  with  heavy  charges  affecting  the  fidelity 
of  Antipas  ;  and  as  the  latter  was  not  able  entirely 
to  clear  himself,  he  was  deposed  by  the  emperor  and 
banished  to  Lugdunum  in  Gaul,  whither  he  was 
followed  by  Herodias,  his  territory  being  added  to  the 
dominions  of  King  Agrippa  I.  (39-40  A.D.  ;  see  HEROD, 

§12). 

Under  Caligula   (37-41   A.D.)   a  heavy  storm-cloud 
gathered  over  Jerusalem.     In  39  A.D. — thus  immediately 

96  Petronius  after  l^e  outbrea^  °f  the  bloody  per- 
secution  of  the  Jews  in  ALEXANDRIA 
(q.v. ) — a  conflict  between  the  Gentile  and  the  Jewish  in 
habitants  of  the  emperor's  city  of  Jamnia  gave  occasion 
for  a  command  by  Caligula  to  P.  Petronius,  the  governor 
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of  Syria,  to  have  the  statue  of  the  emperor  set  up  by 
force  in  the  temple  at  Jerusalem.  If  the  Jews  refused 
compliance  they  exposed  themselves  to  the  wrath  of 
the  emperor,  who  sought  the  customary  divine  worship 
for  his  own  person  in  good  earnest  ;  but  compliance 
would  involve  disloyalty  to  their  law.  They  proceeded 
accordingly  in  troops  to  Ptolemais  where  Petronius  was 
collecting  his  army,  and  laid  before  him  solemn  protests 
against  what  was  being  proposed.  In  Tiberias,  whither 
Petronius  had  betaken  himself,  the  Jews  convinced  him 
still  further  of  their  inflexibility  in  this  matter,  and  he 
accordingly  came  to  the  resolution  to  try  to  change  the 
emperor's  mind.  This  had  in  point  of  fact  already 
been  accomplished  by  Agrippa  I.  who  was  then  staying 
in  Rome ;  but  when  the  report  of  Petronius  reached 
the  emperor's  hands  he  was  thrown  into  such  a  furious 
passion  by  the  obstinacy  of  the  Jews  that  he  sentenced 
Petronius  to  death  for  disobedience.  Tidings  of  the 
murder  of  Caligula  (Jan.  41)  arrived,  however,  in  time 
to  prevent  the  execution  of  this  order.  Thus  the  storm- 
cloud  passed  away  and  the  outlook  of  Judaea  became 
brighter  than  even  the  boldest  had  ventured  to  hope 
(Phil.  Leg.  ad  Caium,  §  y>ff.  ;  Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  8). 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  emperor  Claudius  (41-54 
A.D.)  was  not  only  to  confirm  Agrippa  in  his  former 
dominions  but  also   to    add    to    them 


97.  Agrippa  I. 


Judaea  and    Samaria.       Thus  without 


once  drawing  sword  this  gay  and  showy  knight  of  fortune 
had  come  into  the  entire  kingdom  of  his  grandfather 
Herod.  He  held  it  for  three  years  (41-44  A.D. ).  He 
knew  how  to  utilise  with  skill  both  persons  and  circum 
stances  alike  in  Rome  and  in  Palestine.  In  Jerusalem 
and  elsewhere,  where  it  seemed  expedient,  he  held 
himself  up  as  the  patron  and  supporter  of  the  approved 
Pharisaic  Judaism  of  the  day.  In  Caesarea,  as  every 
where  else  among  foreigners,  he  was  the  man  of  Greek 
culture,  the  friend  of  the  Romans.  During  his  brief 
reign  the  land  had  rest.  He  even  received  the  praise 
of  the  Pharisees,  who,  we  may  be  sure,  would  hardly 
have  remained  permanently  his  supporters.  Against 
the  heads  of  the  young  and  growing  Christian  Church 
he  took  violent  measures  (Acts  121-19).  He  even  made 
faint  tentative  efforts  to  give  an  anti-Roman  character 
to  his  reign.  He  began  the  building  of  a  strong  wall 
round  the  northern  suburb  of  Jerusalem  ;  but  the  legate 
Marsus  procured  the  imperial  prohibition.  He  also 
summoned  five  Roman  vassal  princes  of  Syria  and  Asia 
Minor  to  Tiberias  ;  but  Marsus  again  ordered  them 
back  to  their  places.  Agrippa  I.  died  suddenly  in 
Caesarea ;  his  Gentile  soldiers  welcomed  the  tidings 
with  joy  (Jos.  Ant.  xix.  4-9). 

Claudius,   yielding    to    the   representations   of  those 

around    him,    decided    not    to    nominate    the    son    of 

p  ,          Agrippa  I.  (also  called  Agrippa),  now 

98.  irocura  ors.  seventeen  years  Of  age,  to  the  vacant 

throne,  but  to  place  the  whole  territory  under  procurators 
subordinate  to  the  governor  of  Syria.  Very  soon  again 
there  arose  the  strained  relations  which  had  been  found  so 
intolerable  in  Judaea  and  Samaria  under  the  previous 
procurators  from  6  A.  D.  onwards.  The  first  procurator, 
Cuspius  Fadus,  revived  the  old  controversy  as  to  the 
custody  of  the  high -priestly  vestments;  but,  by  the 
emperor's  command,  the  arrangement  arrived  at  by 
Vitellius  in  36  A.D.  was  adhered  to  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  1), 
and  the  supervision  of  the  temple,  as  well  as  the  right 
to  nominate  the  high  priest,  was  now  bestowed  upon 
Herod  of  Chalcis  (41-48  A.  D. ),  a  brother  of  the  deceased 
Agrippa.  What  the  disposition  of  the  Jews  was  is 
indicated  by  the  appearance  of  the  prophet-adventurer 
Theudas,  with  whom,  however,  Cuspius  Fadus  made 
short  work  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  5i  ;  cp  Acts  5 36).  His  suc 
cessor  Tiberius  Alexander,  of  Jewish-Alexandrian  origin, 
caused  the  sons  of  Judas  of  Gamala,  Jacob  and  Simon, 
to  be  crucified — no  doubt  as  being  prominent  among 
the  Zealots  (Ant.  xx.  5  2).  After  the  ravages  of  a  great 
famine,  the  exasperation  of  the  Jews  against  the  ad- 
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ministration  of  Ventidius  Cunmnus  (48-52)  began  to 
show  itself  in  open  insurrection.  During  the  feast  of 
the  Passover,  a  soldier  of  the  Roman  guard  had  insulted 
the  Jews  ;  their  complaints  led  the  procurator  to  take 
certain  defensive  measures  which  in  their  turn  caused 
a  great  panic  in  which  many  lives  were  lost  (Ant.  xx. 
5s).  A  Roman  soldier  seized  hold  of  a  roll  of  the 
Law  ;  the  excitement  of  the  Jews  over  this  was  so  great 
that  Cumanus  caused  the  soldier  to  be  beheaded  (Ant. 
xx.  54).  Festival  pilgrims  from  Galilee  were  attacked 
by  Samaritans,  the  Jews  retaliated,  and  when  Cumanus 
sternly  interfered,  the  leading  people  in  Jerusalem  had 
the  utmost  difficulty  in  averting  a  general  outbreak. 
The  dispute  was  referred  by  the  governor  Ummidius 
Quadratus  to  the  judgment  of  the  emperor,  who  at  the 
instance  of  young  Agrippa  sentenced  Cumanus  to  banish 
ment  (Ant.  xx.  6 1  ff.\  BJ  \\.\IT,  ff.\  otherwise  Tac. 
Ann.  1254). 

The  successor  of  Cumanus,  Antonius  Felix  (52-60  A.D., 
see  FELIX),  was  so  arbitrary  and  cruel  that  discipline 
1?T  .  broke  down  and  public  order  threatened 
to  disappear.  The  Zealots  from  their 
hiding-places  made  the  country  insecure  ; 
it  availed  little  that  Felix  effected  numerous  executions 
and  caused  their  leader  Eleazar,  who  had  been  taken 
captive,  to  be  sent  to  Rome.  They  began  to  be  looked 
upon  as  the  champions  of  liberation  from  the  Roman 
yoke  ;  their  following  increased  and  they  secretly 
leavened  the  masses  with  the  spirit  of  revolt.  They 
were  named,  from  the  weapon  (sica)  which  they  carried 
concealed  under  their  garment,  Sicarii.  They  assas 
sinated  at  their  own  choice,  but  also  at  the  instigation 
of  others ;  for  example,  at  the  instigation  of  Felix 
himself  they  murdered  Jonathan  the  high  priest,  who 
had  become  an  inconvenient  monitor.  Fanatics,  both 
honest  and  dishonest,  possessed  by  the  eschatological 
ideas  of  the  time,  were  continually  throwing  the  sparks  of 
religious  enthusiasm  among  the  excited  and  inflammable 
masses  (cp  Acts  21 38  ;  BJ  ii.  13  4/ ).  Even  the  Jewish 
governing  class,  the  priestly  and  the  lay  aristocracy, 
became  disintegrated,  each  fragment  using  such  power 
as  it  had  for  selfish  ends  (Jos.  Ant.  xx.  85-8;  BJ  ii. 
132-6).  Meanwhile,  the  oversight  of  the  temple,  and  the 
right  to  nominate  the  high  priest,  after  the  death  of 
Herod  of  Chalcis,  was  conferred  by  Claudius  upon  his 
nephew  Agrippa  II.  (about  50  A.  D. ),  who  also  received 
the  territory  of  Chalcis  and  afterwards  (about  53  A.D.  ), 
in  place  of  this,  the  former  tetrarchies  of  Philip  and 
Lysanias,  as  well  as  the  territory  of  Varus  (Noarus) 
with  the  title  of  king  (Ant.  xx.  62  7i  9?). 

The  flame  of  avowed  revolt  burst  forth  not  in  Jeru 
salem   but    in    Caesarea.       Here   in    this    half- Gentile, 
_     .        half-Jewish  city  a  dispute  for  supremacy 
.     es  us.  hacj  ar;sen  5etween  tne  two  classes.    After 

Antonius  Felix  (52-60)  had  been  recalled  by  Nero  and  a 
successor  (Porcius  Festus,  60-62)  appointed  in  his  place, 
the  Gentiles  of  Cassarea  succeeded  in  procuring  from 
Nero  a  decision  by  which  the  Jews  were  deprived  of 
their  equality  of  standing  (LaoiroXiTfia)  with  the  Gentiles. 
To  the  Jews  this  gave  occasion  for  the  great  insurrection. 
For  some  years  indeed  it  remained  confined  to  Caesarea 
and  the  surrounding  country,  and  did  not  in  the  first 
instance  spread  as  far  as  to  the  capital.  Porcius  Festus 
(see  FESTUS)  exerted  himself  in  vain,  however,  to  quell 
the  rising.  His  successors  Albinus  (62-64)  and  Gessius 
Florus  (64-66)  disregarded  all  law  and  justice  to  such 
a  degree  that  pacification  became  impossible.  The 
Sicarii  could  not  be  exterminated ;  those  who  could 
entered  into  arrangements  with  them  for  securing  life 
and  position  (so,  for  example,  the  wealthy  Ananias  of 
Jerusalem,  who  at  one  time  had  been  high  priest) ; 
other  influential  people  surrounded  themselves  with  a 
sort  of  bodyguard  so  as  not  to  be  helpless  at  a  time 
when  everyone  was  taking  the  law  into  his  own  hand. 
Albinus  indeed  took  some  trouble  to  conceal  his  mis 
doings  ;  but  Gessius  Florus  did  not  shrink  from  the 
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employment  of  open  violence  and  thus  drove  even  the 
peaceably  disposed  of  the  Jews  to  retaliation.  A  coarse 
insult  to  the  Jews  in  Caesarea  had  again  led  to  street 
riots.  As  even  the  native  soldiers  took  part  against 
the  Jews  the  latter  quitted  the  city,  taking  their  books 
of  the  Law  with  them — an  occurrence  which  for  Josephus 
marks  the  beginning  of  the  war  (BJ  ii.  144). 

The  anger  excited  in  Jerusalem  by  these  events  had 
not  yet  died  down  when  Florus  caused  seventeen  talents 
W       to  ^e  ta^en  fr°m  tne  temple  treasure,  plainly 
, ,       ' ,  because   the  Jews  had  failed  to  pay  their 

taxes  (BJ\\.  16s).  Popular  indignation  now 
expressed  itself  in  intemperate  speech  against  Florus, 
who  thereupon  appeared  in  Jerusalem  with  his  soldiers, 
would  grant  no  terms,  and  gave  orders  to  plunder  the 
Upper  City,  also  causing  many  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem 
— among  them  Roman  citizens — to  be  crucified.  Soldiers 
summoned  from  Caesarea  answered  the  friendly  greeting 
of  the  Jews,  by  his  orders,  with  coldness  and  rudeness, 
and  attempted  by  a  coup  de  main  to  seize  the  Antonia 
and  the  temple.  This  plan,  however,  was  not  success 
ful  ;  Florus  returned  to  Caeskrea  and  sought  to  stir  up 
the  Syrian  governor  Cestius  Gallus  against  the  Jews. 
The  prudent  bearing  of  Gallus  at  this  juncture,  com 
bined  with  the  appearance  of  Agrippa  II.  in  Jerusalem, 
produced  a  short  lull ;  but  when  Agrippa  spoke  not 
only  of  obedience  to  the  emperor,  but  also  of  submission 
to  Florus,  the  anger  of  the  people  burst  forth  against 
him  also,  so  that  he  had  to  leave  the  city.  A  band  of 
Zealots  established  themselves  in  the  fortress  of  Masada 
by  the  Dead  Sea.  At  the  instance  of  Eleazar,  son  of 
Ananias,  it  was  determined  that  henceforth  offerings  of 
those  who  were  not  Jews  should  no  longer  be  received 
in  the  temple— and  thus  that  the  daily  sacrifice  by  and 
for  the  Roman  emperor  should  be  discontinued. 

The  supreme  council  of  Jerusalem  exerted  itself  to  the 
utmost  against  this  rebellious  decision.  Florus  left  it 
to  itself ;  but  Agrippa  sent  to  its  aid  3000  horsemen 
with  whose  help  it  carried  on  a  struggle  for  four  weeks 
against  the  war  party  who  held  the  temple.  The  party 
of  rebellion  soon  began  to  gain  ground,  burned  the 
archives  containing  the  records  of  indebtedness,  obtained 
possession  of  the  Antonia  citadel,  and  shut  the  adversary 
up  in  the  royal  palace.  A  son  of  Judas  of  Galilee  the 
founder  of  the  Zealot  party,  Manaem  (Menahem)1  by 
name,  conducted  the  siege.  The  garrison — Roman 
and  native  alike — desired  to  capitulate  ;  but  free  exit 
was  allowed  only  to  the  natives,  among  them  the  troopers 
sent  by  Agrippa.  The  former  high  priest,  Ananias, 
was  put  to  death  and  soon  afterwards  Manaem  also, 
who  had  made  himself  hated  for  his  cruelty.  At  last 
the  Roman  garrison  also  had  to  surrender  ;  though  their 
lives  had  been  promised  them  on  oath,  all  were 
massacred,  their  captain  alone  excepted.  On  that  same 
day  the  Jews  who  had  remained  in  Caesarea  were  put 
to  death  or  thrown  into  prison  by  the  Gentile  inhabit 
ants.  In  retaliation  armed  bands  of  Jews  went  round 
the  border  places  inhabited  by  Gentiles  plundering  and 
massacring.  The  Gentiles  replied  with  a  persecution  of 
the  Jews  which  extended  as  far  as  Tyre  and  Ashkelon 
and  even  Alexandria.  As  Florus  was  helpless,  Cestius 
Gallus  now  marched  into  the  Jewish  territory  with  an 
army.  Galilee  he  soon  subdued  ;  and  during  the  feast 
of  Tabernacles  he  made  his  appearance  in  the  neigh 
bourhood  of  Jerusalem.  After  some  skirmishes  before 
the  gates  the  army  gained  possession  of  portions  of  the 
city  and  began  to  attack  the  north  side  of  the  temple. 
The  rebels  had  already  given  up  their  cause  for  lost, 
when  suddenly  Cestius  Gallus  ordered  the  retreat.  The 
Jews  followed  him  and  inflicted  heavy  losses.  Once 
more  songs  of  victory  were  sung  by  her  own  people 
within  the  capital.  This  was  the  prelude  to  the  war  of 
May -November,  66  ;  the  war  party  had  triumphed 
both  at  home  and  abroad. 

Formal  preparations  for  war  were  now  begun  on  both 
1  Cp  MANAEN. 
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sides.  In  Jerusalem  everything  had  to  bend  before  the 
_  .  zeal  of  the  war  party,  or  else  take  its 
departure.  The  aristocracy  themselves 
took  in  hand  the  defences  of  the  country. 
The  Jewish  territory  from  Lydda  to  Peraea  and  from 
Idumasa  to  Galilee  was  divided  into  seven  districts,  each 
under  its  own  commander  ;  thus  for  example  Galilee 
was  assigned  to  Josephus  the  Pharisee,  destined  after 
wards  to  become  the  friend  of  the  Romans,  and  the 
historian  of  the  war.  He  has  himself  described  the 
measures  he  took  for  the  defence  of  Galilee  (BJ  ii.  20  f.  ; 
Vit.  7  ff.}.  It  is  quite  clear  from  what  he  says  how  hard 
— even  to  impossibility — was  the  task  of  uniting  in 
common  defence  against  the  Romans  those  who  had 
been  so  long  accustomed  to  deeds  of  violence.  No 
wonder  that  the  more  thoughtful  spirits  were  filled  with 
anxiety.  Nero,  whom  Cestius  Gallus  had  betimes 
apprised  of  the  state  of  affairs,  summoned  his  proved 
general  T.  Flavius  Vespasianus  to  Achaia  and  charged 
him  with  the  conduct  of  the  war  against  the  Jews  in 
revolt.  Vespasian  caused  his  son  Titus  to  bring  the 
fifth  and  the  tenth  legions  from  Alexandria  while  he 
himself  proceeded  to  Antioch  and  took  command  of  the 
fifteenth  legion  along  with  the  auxiliary  troops  supplied 
by  three  kings  in  alliance  with  Rome — Antiochus  of 
Commagene,  Soemus  of  Emesa,  and  Agrippa  II. 
Father  and  son  met  in  Ptolemais  where  they  began 
operations. 

The  first  measures  taken  were  against  Galilee.  The 
city  of  Sepphoris  had  already  received  a  Roman  garrison 

.  _  ...  and  was  being  held  against  Josephus.  As 
soon  as  the  army  of  Vespasian  appeared 
upon  the  scene,  the  Jews  withdrew  into  the  fortified 
cities.  Of  these  the  first  to  succumb  to  the  Romans 
was  Jotapata  (i  Panemos  =  July  67).  Josephus  himself, 
who  had  already  reported  to  headquarters  the  evil  case 
of  his  army,  conducted  the  defence  and  was  seized  in  a 
hiding-place  by  the  victors.  He  ingratiated  himself 
with  Vespasian  by  the  prophecy  that  both  he  and  his 
son  were  destined  for  the  imperial  throne,  and  was 
detained  in  friendly  captivity.  After  having  advanced 
along  the  coast  as  far  as  Joppa,  Vespasian  made  his 
headquarters  with  Agrippa  II.  at  Cassarea  Philippi, 
whence  he  caused  Tiberias  and  Taricheas — both  cities 
belonging  to  Agrippa — to  be  brought  back  to  their 
obedience.  The  storming  of  the  fortress  of  Gamala  in 
Gaulanitis  proved  no  easy  task  (Sept. -Oct.  67).  But 
when  in  addition  to  this  the  garrison  of  Mount  Itabyrion 
(Tabor)  had  also  been  overcome  and  Giscala  the  home 
of  the  Zealots  had  opened  its  gates  to  Titus,  the  whole 
of  Galilee  was  at  the  feet  of  the  Romans,  though  John 
of  Giscala,  the  leader  of  the  rebels  in  the  last  named 
city,  had  indeed  eluded  Titus  by  a  ruse  and  made  his 
escape  to  Jerusalem.  Vespasian  fixed  the  winter 
quarters  of  the  fifth  and  fifteenth  legions  in  Cassarea 
Palcestinse  and  those  of  the  tenth  in  Scythopolis. 

The  tidings  of  the  unprosperous  course  of  events  in 
Galilee,  when  they  reached  Jerusalem,  where  the  high 

104  At  P"est  Ananias  and  Joseph  son  of  Gorion 
_  '  .  were  nominally  in  command,  had  the  effect 
3m-  of  letting  loose  the  full  storm  of  rage  and 
fanaticism  against  the  Romans.  The  arrival  of  John  of 
Giscala  with  his  Zealots  added  fuel  to  the  flames.  With 
the  fanatics,  to  be  old  or  prudent  was  to  be  indolent 
and  weak.  In  the  country  about  Jerusalem  the  struggle 
of  parties  came  to  bloodshed  ;  the  issue  soon  declared 
itself  in  favour  of  the  fanatics.  The  conflagration  now 
reached  Jerusalem  itself.  It  directed  itself  in  the  first 
instance  against  those  who,  there  was  some  reason  to 
fear,  might  seek  to  quench  it — against  the  high-priestly 
nobility  and  their  adherents,  and  in  particular  against 
the  Synedrium  as  it  had  hitherto  existed.  It  had 
hitherto  been  unfortunate  enough  in  its  efforts  against 
the  enemies  of  the  fatherland,  and  in  the  judgment  of 
the  excited  masses  this  constituted  a  fault  which  in 
those  stirring  times  demanded  instant  punishment.  The 
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ordinary  processes  of  law  and  justice  seemed  too  long 
or  too  uncertain,  and  the  power  of  those  who  admin 
istered  them  as  dangerous  to  the  sacred  cause.  Accord 
ingly,  no  trial  was  conceded  to  those  priestly  nobles 
who  in  the  meantime  had  been  arrested  and  cast  into 
prison  ;  they  were  put  to  death  where  they  were  and 
the  cruel  perpetrators  of  this  crime  (Ex.  222?)  were 
praised  as  deliverers  of  the  people  out  of  the  hands  of 
traitors.  Regard  for  their  own  safety  bade  the  Zealots 
take  into  their  own  hands  the  supreme  authority.  As, 
however,  the  populace,  under  the  influence  of  Ananus, 
assumed  a  threatening  attitude,  the  Zealots  withdrew 
themselves  to  the  temple  area,  the  strong  walls  of  which 
afforded  them  protection.  The  priority  of  claim  to  the 
high-priestly  office  asserted  by  certain  priestly  families 
they  declared  to  be  abolished,  and,  appealing  to  an 
ancient  custom,  they  reintroduced  election  of  the  high 
priest  by  lot. 

The  leading  members  of  the  Synedrium  showed 
unwillingness  to  accept  such  a  reversal  of  existing 
arrangements  without  a  struggle.  The  people  sided 
with  them  and  actually  forced  the  Zealots  back  from 
the  outer  temple  enclosure  into  the  sanctuary  itself.  In 
order  to  save  the  latter  from  desecration  Ananus  opened 
negotiations  and  in  doing  so  gave  his  confidence  to 
John  of  Giscala  who  already  on  previous  occasions  had 
acted  as  negotiator  for  the  Zealots  and  now  finally  went 
over  to  their  side,  accusing  Ananus  of  acting  in  pre 
arranged  concert  with  the  Romans.  He  counselled  the 
Zealots  to  call  in  the  aid  of  the  Idumagans  if  they 
wished  to  escape  certain  death  at  the  hand  of  Ananus 
or  the  enraged  people.  His  advice  was  taken  and 
soon  20,000  Idumasans,  eager  for  war,  stood  before 
the  walls  of  Jerusalem.  Ananus  sought  to  bring  them 
to  reason  ;  but  under  cover  of  a  dark  and  stormy 
night,  the  Zealots  slipped  from  the  temple  and  led  the 
Idumasans  through  the  sleeping  city  up  to  the  temple 
hill  and  into  the  inner  precincts,  whence  they  now  com 
menced  the  attack  upon  the  outer  temple  court  and  the 
city.  Ananus  and  his  associates  were  slain  and  many 
citizens  with  them  ;  others  were  thrown  into  prison. 
The  triumphant  Zealots  introduced  a  new  council 
(Synedrium)  of  70  persons,  but  again  dispersed  it  at 
the  point  of  the  sword  when  it  proved  unconformable  to 
their  wishes.  The  Idumteans  perceived  too  late  the 
real  nature  of  the  work  for  which  their  aid  had 
been  invited.  Filled  with  shame,  they  left  the  blood- 
saturated  city  in  the  hands  of  the  Zealots,  who  put  to 
the  sword  all  suspected  persons,  and  reduced  Jerusalem 
to  helpless  subjection  (Jos.  BJ\v.  3-6). 

Vespasian  watched  this  feverish  outburst  with  the 
coolness  of  a  practised  general.  He  very  well  knew 
that  the  more  the  strength  of  the  city 
was  wasted  by  this  internal  struggle, 
the  feebler  would  be  the  resistance  he  would  at  last 
have  to  overcome.  The  reports  by  numerous  deserters 
as  to  the  ambition  of  John  and  the  envy  and  ill-will  with 
which  he  was  looked  upon  by  others  confirmed  him  in 
his  watching  attitude.  The  revolution  in  the  capital 
made  itself  felt,  however,  also  in  the  surrounding 
country.  The  Sicarii  extended  their  predatory  raids  as 
far  as  from  Masada  to  Engedi.  Following  their 
example  others  also  banded  themselves  together  for 
plundering  the  cities  and  villages,  amongst  them  in 
particular  the  desperado  Simon  bar  Giora  of  Gerasa 
(BJ  \\.72  9  3).  At  last,  in  March  68,  Vespasian 
resumed  the  war.  He  reduced  Perasa  as  far  as  to 
Machasrus  and  thereafter  occupied  the  districts  of 
Thamna,  Lydda,  Jamnia,  Ammaus,  Bethneptepha l  and 
Idumasa.  Next  he  marched  by  way  of  Ammaus  (where 
the  fifth  legion  had  its  camp)  and  Neapolis  (Sichem) 
down  into  the  Jordan  valley  and  threw  a  garrison  into 
Jericho  (June  68),  thus  drawing,  however  widely,  the 
first  line  of  investiture  round  the  centre  of  the  rebellion. 

At   this  juncture,   tidings  of  the  death  of  Nero  (gth 
1  [BeeAeTrrTjc^wv,  Niese,  Jos.  BJ'iv.  8  i.] 
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June,  68)  reached  Vespasian  in  Caesarea.  He  deter 
mined  to  delay  the  siege  of  Jerusalem  and  await  the 
orders  of  the  new  Emperor,  Galba.  Thus  the  summer 
passed  away,  as  also  the  succeeding  winter,  Galba 
having  been  murdered  in  Jan.  69  and  Otho  named  as  his 
successor.  This  inaction  was,  to  the  Jews  eager  for 
battle,  hard  to  bear  ;  but  in  the  meantime  they  kept 
their  swords  in  practice  in  fratricidal  conflicts,  and 
thinned  their  own  ranks  by  all  kinds  of  jealousy,  envy, 
and  evil  passion.  Simon  bar  Giora  plundered  right 
and  left  through  the  whole  of  the  territory  still  un 
occupied  by  the  Roman  troops,  from  the  district  of 
Akrabattene  in  the  N.  down  to  Idumaea  in  the 
S. ,  drove  the  Zealots  back  to  the  shelter  of  the  walls 
of  Jerusalem  and  made  himself  master  of  Idumaea  and 
its  capital  Hebron.  In  Jerusalem  itself  a  mutiny  broke 
out  against  John  ;  his  Idumasan  soldiers  resolved  to 
call  in  the  help  of  Simon  against  the  Zealots,  who  had 
again  retreated  to  the  temple  hill.  Simon  in  this 
manner  became  master  of  the  city  in  April  69,  and 
exerted  himself  to  get  the  Zealots  expelled  from  the 
temple  also  (DJ  iv.  9i/I). 

Vespasian  now  drew  his  lines  more  closely  round  the 
city.  In  June  69  he  advanced  from  the  N.  as  far  as 
Bethel  and  EPHRAIM  (q.  v. ,  ii. ),  and  in  the  S.  his  general 
Cerealis  subjugated  Idumaea  and  held  it  in  check  by 
garrisons.  The  way  to  Jerusalem  was  now  open  ;  but 
once  more  grave  tidings  from  Rome  hindered  him  from 
taking  the  decisive  step.  Vitellius  had  taken  the  place 
of  Otho  on  the  imperial  throne.  The  news  roused  the 
disapprobation  of  the  legions  stationed  in  the  E. ,  and  in 
July  69  Vespasian  himself  was  acclaimed  emperor  from 
the  Nile  to  the  Danube,  and  hastened  to  Rome.  The 
siege  of  Jerusalem  was  thus  left  to  Vespasian's  son 
Titus,  who  had  at  his  side  Tiberius  Alexander,  formerly 
procurator  of  Judaea,  now  governor  of  Egypt,  and 
Josephus,  now  freed  from  his  captivity. 

Titus  marched  upon  Jerusalem  from  Caesarea  at  the 
head  of  the  fifteenth  and  twelfth  legions  by  way  of 
lOfi  T't  Samaria,  while  the  fifth  legion  advanced 
from  its  camp  at  Ammaus  and  the  tenth 
from  Jericho.  Titus  pitched  his  camp  one  and  a  half 
hours  northwards  of  Jerusalem  (April  70).  The  leaders 
of  the  revolt  within  the  city  had  in  the  meantime 
gone  on  with  the  building  of  the  outer  wall  which  had 
been  begun  by  Agrippa  II.  (see  §  97),  and  had  even 
sent  messengers  to  the  many  Jewish  colonies  on  the 
Euphrates  to  stir  them  to  revolt  (Z?/vi.  62).  Jerusalem 
itself  was  full  of  the  numerous  visitors  who  had  come  up 
for  the  Passover  feast,  so  that  feeling  was  highly  strung  ; 
it  expressed  itself  in  loud  shouts  of  joy  when  Titus  at  the 
head  of  a  body  of  horsemen  was  almost  surrounded  by 
a  band  of  Jews  close  by  the  northern  wall  of  the  city. 
The  Zealots  had  in  the  meantime  split  into  two  factions  : 
Eleazar  son  of  Simon  had  made  himself  master  of  the 
inner  sanctuary  and  confined  John  of  Giscala  to  the 
outer  temple  precinct  and  its  immediate  southern  neigh 
bourhood,  so  that  John  had  to  defend  himself  on  two 
sides — against  Eleazar  and  against  Simon  bar  Giora  who 
was  master  in  the  city.  When,  however,  Titus  proceeded 
to  place  the  fifteenth,  twelfth,  and  fifth  legions  on  the 
height  to  the  north  (Mt.  Scopus ;  see  NOB)  and  the  tenth 
legion  on  the  Mt.  of  Olives  to  the  east,  the  Jews  com 
bined.  A  vigorous  attack  was  made  upon  the  tenth  legion 
while  it  was  engaged  in  the  work  of  entrenchment ;  but 
it  was  repulsed  by  the  bold  intervention  of  Titus.  While 
Titus  was  making  preparations  for  the  investment 
properly  so-called,  John  succeeded  in  getting  the  better 
of  Eleazar  and  his  people  in  the  inner  sanctuary,  and 
thus  Jerusalem  no  longer  had  three  parties,  but  only 
two — John  with  8000  men  and  Simon  with  15,000. 
Titus  directed  his  first  attack,  with  embankments, 
towers,  and  battering  rams,  against  the  first  wall  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  Tower  of  Hippicus.  Not  until 
the  blows  of  the  rams  had  begun  to  fall  did  the  con 
tending  parties  within  the  city  begin  to  come  to  their 
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senses  and  think  of  uniting  in  a  common  defence.  By 
the  fifteenth  day  of  the  siege,  the  seventh  day  of 
Artemisius  (approximately  May  70),  the  Romans  had 
already  forced  their  way  into  the  northern  quarter  of 
the  city  enclosed  by  the  first  wall.  Immediately  Titus 
pushed  forward  his  camp  and  began  to  breach  the 
second  wall.  After  five  days  his  troops  were  able  to 
advance  through  it  ;  but  in  the  vigorous  street  fight 
which  ensued  they  were  repelled  by  the  Jews  and  con 
strained  to  fight  for  three  days  more  for  the  reconquest 
of  the  walls. 

Meanwhile  the  siege  operations  now  began  to  be 
directed  against  the  citadel  of  Antonia  and  the  Upper 
City.  Titus  sent  Josephus  a  second  time  to  summon  the 
Jews  to  surrender  (BJ\.  8392^).  He  knew  that 
pestilence  had  already  broken  out  in  the  overcrowded 
city,  and  also  that  famine  was  beginning  to  make  itself 
felt,  and  he  wished,  if  possible,  to  preserve  the  city 
and  especially  the  temple  from  destruction.  The  leaders, 
however,  refused  to  negotiate  ;  they  proudly  placed  their 
reliance  on  the  temple  and  the  almighty  power  of  God. 
The  inclination  of  the  people  was  in  the  other  direction  ; 
whoever  saw  a  convenient  opportunity  stole  away  from 
the  city  and  went  over  to  the  Romans.  Those  in  com 
mand  were  roused  by  this  to  all  the  greater  vigilance. 
Intimidation  was  not  spared,  and  stringent  measures 
were  taken  to  exact  provisions  for  the  soldiers  from  the 
wealthier  inhabitants.  To  add  to  these  difficulties  Titus 
now  put  into  force  with  greater  strictness  the  military 
law  regarding  deserters.  Yet  all  these  untoward  cir 
cumstances  together  could  not  break  the  spirit  of  the 
defenders.  How  great  was  their  resourcefulness  and 
how  desperate  their  courage  the  Romans  found  by  ex 
perience.  After  seventeen  days'  labour  four  embank 
ments  had  been  raised — two  against  Antonia  and  two 
against  the  Upper  City.  Those  before  Antonia  the 
Jews  undermined  and  destroyed  by  fire  ;  those  before 
the  Upper  City  with  the  machines  were  also  set  on  fire 
by  them  during  a  hard-fought  struggle. 

These  losses  had  their  effect  on  the  besiegers,  and 
raised  grave  doubts  whether  the  means  hitherto  em- 
_.  .  ,  ployed  would  suffice  for  the  reduction 
"  of  the  city.  Hence  Titus  resolved  on 
a  strict  blockade.  A  rampart — 39  stadia  in  circumfer 
ence,  with  thirteen  watch  towers — was  completed  by 
the  legions  in  three  days  (BJv.  122). 

The  position  of  affairs  in  the  city  daily  grew  worse  ; 
famine  led  to  the  most  inhuman  acts.  The  preter 
natural  suspiciousness  of  the  Zealots  was  always  dis 
covering  new  traitors  who  had  to  lay  down  their  lives 
that  the  city  might  sleep  secure.  Still,  the  hope  of  a 
divine  intervention  and  of  the  Messianic  empire  (BJ 
vi.  62 ft)  still  held  its  own  through  all  the  pangs  of 
hunger,  all  the  shouts  of  combatants,  and  all  the  blood 
thirsty  jealousy  of  opposing  parties.  What  amazing 
abysses  does  not  human  nature  here  disclose  ! 

In  twenty-one  days  the  Romans  had  raised  four  new 
embankments  which  were  watched  with  the  utmost 
vigilance.  Shaken  by  the  rams  a  part  of  the  wall  at 
the  Antonia  citadel  collapsed  ;  but  the  Jews  had  already 
erected  a  second  behind  the  breach.  This  also  the 
Romans  surmounted  on  the  5th  of  Panemos  (approx. 
July),  and  accordingly  could  assert  the  master)'  in  the 
citadel.  On  the  I5th  of  Panemos  the  daily  sacrifice  in 
the  temple  (rpn)  ceased  to  be  offered.  Well  might  the 
courage  of  many  sink.  Titus,  first  through  Josephus 
and  afterwards  personally,  pleaded  that  the  temple 
might  be  spared ;  but  all  in  vain.  Nothing  was  left  for 
it  but  that  the  struggle  should  be  carried  out  to  its  issue 
within  the  sacred  enclosure.  The  first  battle  being 
indecisive,  the  Romans  built  a  new  embankment  against 
the  wall  of  the  inner  precinct,  while  the  Jews  destroyed 
the  chambers  between  the  Antonia  and  the  inner  temple 
enclosure — partly  by  fire. 

On  the  8th  of  Lous  (ca.  August)  the  rams  were 
brought  to  bear  on  the  walls  of  the  inner  forecourt. 
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As  nothing,  however,  could  be  effected  either  by  their 
.  ....  ._  .  means  or  by  scaling  ladders,  the  gates 

f  tv  url*ln£  were  set  on  fire.  When  these  actually 
O  e  ga  es,  kegan  to  ^urn  horror  paralysed  the 
mpie,  etc.  defenders  Titus  however,  on  the 
following  day,  caused  the  flames  to  be  extinguished.  His 
sole  object  had  been  to  secure  a  freer  path  for  the 
larger  attack  which  he  had  planned  for  the  ioth  of  Lous. 
Before  this  could  quite  be  carried  out  by  the  soldiers, 
however,  one  of  the  party  tossed  a  burning  brand  into 
one  of  the  chambers  surrounding  the  temple.  The 
wildest  consternation  ensued  among  the  Jews.  Titus 
ordered  the  extinction  of  the  fire ;  but  the  Roman  soldiers 
pressed  on,  and  put  the  horror-stricken  Jews  to  the 
sword.  Scarcely  had  Titus  for  the  first  time  cast  eyes 
on  the  Holy  of  Holies  when  the  flames  were  already 
crackling  under  the  door  ;  soon  they  sprang  aloft  and 
enveloped  all.  On  this  very  day  a  prophet  had 
summoned  the  people  to  the  temple  to  see  the  fulfil 
ment  of  the  signs  of  deliverance.  The  raging  flames, 
the  infuriated  soldiers,  the  groans  of  the  wounded  and 
the  dying,  all  spoke  with  another  voice.  It  was  the 
judgment.  The  words  of  John  the  Baptist  and  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  had  come  true. 

Thousands  perished  in  the  temple  flames  ;  some  of 
the  Zealots  sought  safety  in  the  Upper  City.  The 
Romans  set  up  their  standards  in  the  sanctuary,  sacri 
ficed  before  them,  and  hailed  Titus  as  Imperator.  After 
an  ineffectual  attempt  at  an  arrangement  with  the 
authorities  he  ordered  the  city  to  be  burned.  The 
Jews  now  retired  into  the  palace  of  Herod  and  gave  up 
the  rest  of  the  city  to  the  spoiler.  Once  more  the 
legions  had  to  set  about  engineering  works,  and  on  the 
7th  of  Gorpiaius  (ca.  September)  70  A.D. ,  machines 
were  brought  to  bear.  It  was  now  plain  that  the 
powers  of  resistance  of  the  besieged  had  been  broken  at 
last ;  when  the  wall  fell  their  pride  turned  into  helpless 
ness  and  cowardice,  and  they  sought  to  hide  themselves 
in  the  subterranean  passages.  On  the  same  day  the 
Roman  soldiers  made  their  way  through  the  Upper 
City,  burning,  plundering,  and  massacring.  Of  the 
Jews  who  survived,  the  leaders  were  put  to  death,  and 
the  finest-looking  of  the  youths  were  preserved  to  grace 
the  triumph  ;  of  the  remainder,  some  were  sent  to  the 
Egyptian  mines,  many  were  sent  as  presents  into  the 
provinces  for  use  in  scenic  displays.  Death  or  captivity 
was  also  the  lot  of  those  who  had  hidden  themselves  in 
the  subterranean  passages  ;  John  of  Giscala  was  sen 
tenced  to  imprisonment  for  life,  Simon  bar  Giora  was  set 
apart  for  the  triumph.  City  and  temple  were  destroyed, 
only  the  western  portion  of  the  city  wall  with  the  three 
towers  of  the  palace  of  Herod  was  left  standing,  so  as 
to  admit  of  the  ioth  legion  and  some  auxiliary  troops 
having  their  camp  there.  Of  the  rich  plunder,  there 
were  afterwards  exhibited  to  the  Romans  in  the  joint 
triumph  of  Vespasian  and  Titus  the  Golden  Altar  of 
incense,  the  golden  candlestick,  and  also  the  book  of 
the  Law. 

Three  strongholds  still  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
Jews  ;  Herodeion  and  Masada  to  the  W. ,  Machaerus 

109  Judaea  to  the  ^'  °^  l^e  ^eac*  Sea.  Herodeion 
surrendered  to  Lucilius  Bassus,  who  now 
commanded  the  ioth  legion,  without  a  struggle ; 
Machaerus,  only  after  a  protracted  siege.  As  Bassus 
died  soon  afterwards,  the  siege  of  Masada  fell  to  the  lot 
of  his  successor,  L.  Flavius  Silva.  This  fortress  stood 
at  a  height  of  more  than  1500  ft.  above  the  level  of  the 
Dead  Sea,  on  the  almost  inaccessible  summit  of  a 
mountain  (now  es-Sebbeh),  and  since  the  commencement 
of  the  war  had  been  held  by  the  Sicarii  under  Eleazar, 
a  relation  of  Judas  of  Galilee.  After  great  exertions  the 
soldiers  of  Silva  at  last  succeeded  in  making  a  breach 
in  the  walls  ;  but  the  defenders  had  already  constructed 
behind  it  another  wall  of  timber  and  earth.  This 
withstood  the  blows  of  the  ram  better  than  the  stone 
wall  had  done  ;  but  it  was  capable  of  being  set  on 
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fire  by  the  besiegers.  Hereupon  Eleazar  persuaded  his 
band  to  a  solemn  resolution  to  commit  suicide  together. 
When,  accordingly,  on  the  I5th  of  Xanthicus  (fa. 
April)  73,  the  Romans  made  their  way  over  the  burning 
wall  into  the  fortress,  they  did  not  find  a  single  man 
alive.  Masada  was  afterwards  held  by  a  Roman 
garrison. 

Vespasian  had  already  settled  what  was  to  be  done 
with  Judasa,  by  an  order  addressed  to  L.  Bassus.     The 
whole  scene   of  the  rebellion,   as  it  had 


110.  Ves- 


been  handed  over  by  Nero  to  Vespasian 


pasians 

•  as  a  special  province,  he  now  claimed  as 

his  private  property.  Caesarea  Palaestinaa 
was  converted  into  a  Roman  colony  (Colonia  Prima 
Flavia  Augusta  Caesarea)  and  continued  to  be  the  seat 
of  a  governor  (who  at  the  same  time  commanded  the 
ioth  legion)  as  well  as  the  administrative  capital.  The 
ioth  legion  lay  for  the  most  part  at  Jerusalem.  Eight 
hundred  veterans  were  settled  at  Emmaus  near  Jeru 
salem.  All  Jews  within  the  Roman  empire  were  re 
quired  to  pay  the  traditional  temple  tax,  the  didrachma 
(Mt.  1724),  into  the  temple  of  Jupiter  Capitolinus.  This 
determination  unquestionably  was  a  very  deep  wound 
to  Jewish  susceptibilities.  As  a  general  rule,  however, 
the  position  of  the  Jewish  religion  as  a  religio  licita 
within  the  Roman  empire  was  not  assailed.  Nowhere 
except  in  Egypt  was  violence  resorted  to.  Fugitive 
Sicarii  had  fomented  disturbances  in  the  Jewish  com 
munity  in  Alexandria,  and  this  led  Vespasian  to  order 
Lupus  the  governor  to  destroy  the  Jewish  temple  founded 
by  Onias  (see  HEKES).  Lupus  and  his  successor, 
Paulinus,  plundered  the  temple  of  its  dedicated  gifts  and 
sacred  vessels,  closed  it  and  rendered  it  inaccessible. 
The  Jewish  worship  had  been  carried  on  here  for  the 
space  of  243  years  (Jos.  BJv'n.  104  has  343  years,  by  an 
error). 

It  was  but  natural  that  a  paralysing  reaction  should 

follow  the  fearful  struggle  of  the  Jews  with  the  Romans. 

_  .       Not   only  were  their   physical   forces 

3"  exhausted  ;    the    community   had— a 
citioii  of  tne  , 

T         .     T    ,  more  serious  matter — been  deprived 

injuasea.  of  ks   religious   centre.     Its  highest 

authority,  the  Synedrium,  had  even  before  the  siege  of 
Jerusalem  been  destroyed  by  the  war  party  (§  104). 
Now,  with  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  the  cultus  also 
had  been  brought  to  an  end  ;  the  priests  had  been  de 
prived  of  their  vocation,  the  community  of  its  appointed 
representation  in  the  presence  of  God.  The  mother- 
country  itself  was  now  compelled  to  live  after  the 
manner  of  the  Jewish  diaspora.  The  Pharisees,  with 
Johanan  b.  Zakkai  at  their  head,  settled  in  Jamnia  and 
addressed  themselves  to  the  task  of  once  more  rallying 
the  dispersed  of  Israel  around  the  Law.  They  revived 
the  Synedrium  into  new  life  by  the  formation  of  a  court 
of  justice  consisting  of  seventy-two  members  (DVJgl), 
which  disposed  of  civil  causes  arising  between  Jews  in 
Judoea  and,  so  far  as  was  practicable  without  conspicuous 
disregard  of  Roman  rights,  also  dealt  with  criminal 
cases.  This  court  of  justice  could  not  pretend  to  any 
legal  title  ;  it  owed  its  existence  to  the  necessities  of  the 
case  ;  but  it  seems  in  all  probability  to  have  been  ulti 
mately  recognised  by  the  Romans.  Soon  it  rose  in 
importance  to  such  a  degree  that  its  pronouncements 
were  recognised  by  the  whole  diaspora.  Its  head,  who 
bore  the  title  of  ndsf ,  ethnarch,  or  patriarch,  received 
from  every  Jewish  community  yearly  dues,  which  were 
brought  by  so-called  '  apostles. '  The  study  of  the  Law 
and  the  practice  of  Pharisaic  piety  were  also  carried  on 
with  all  the  zeal  proper  to  persecuted  causes.  What  had 
been  lost — temple  and  worship — every  effort  was  made 
to  preserve,  so  far  as  was  possible  by  means  of  writing  ; 
the  ancient  precepts  for  the  regulation  of  Jewish  social 
life  in  Judasa  were  modified  in  such  a  way  as  to  admit 
of  their  being  applied  under  the  altered  conditions. 

The  Jews  in  Palestine  adapted  themselves  to  the  new 
circumstances  with  remarkable  rapidity.     This  can  be 
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explained  to  a  great  extent  by  the  reaction  which 
followed  the  feverish  days  of  the  siege  and  destruction 
of  Jerusalem.  The  Jews  were  glad  to  take  refuge  under 
the  shelter  of  any  new  arrangement,  however  temporary 
and  inadequate.  They  sought  for  comfort  in  their 
abiding  sorrow,  certainty  in  their  doubt,  some  fixed 
point  towards  which  they  could  direct  their  thoughts 
and  hopes.  This  they  found  in  the  teachings  of  their 
rabbins,  versed  in  the  Scriptures,  from  whom  they 
learned  to  accept  their  misfortunes  submissively  as  a 
chastisement  from  God.  This  was  certainly  a  whole 
some  salve  for  broken  spirits.  Nevertheless  the  rabbins 
had  not  learned  from  the  terrible  divine  judgment  the 
thing  which  in  truth  most  concerned  their  peace.  They 
impressed  upon  the  Jews  the  old  transcendental  hope 
that  at  the  time  appointed  by  God  the  redemption  —  i.e.  , 
the  world  -  theocracy  —  would  come  (cp  Apocalypse  of 
Baruch,  and  4  Esd.  ).  It  was  the  very  depth  of  their 
unprecedented  humiliation  which  seemed  to  justify  the 
expectation  that  the  hour  of  deliverance  was  not  far 
off.  Nor  was  it  long  before  the  determination  was 
again  arrived  at  to  seek  to  hasten  the  event  by  their  own 
efforts. 

The  Emperor  Domitian  caused  the  didrachma  tax 
(which,  as  we  have  seen,  had  from  70  A.  D.  onwards  to 

now  ^e  paid  to  Jupiter  Capitolinus)  to  be  ex- 

,  '  ..  acted  with  particular  strictness,  and  for- 

'  bade  conversion  to  Judaism  (which  still 
had  its  supporters  even  within  the  precincts  of  the 
imperial  palace).  He  is  said  also  to  have  sought,  like 
Vespasian  before  him  and  Trajan  after  him,  to  exter 
minate  the  Davidic  family  by  persecution.  These 
measures  show  how  greatly  the  power  of  the  Jewish 
diaspora  was  still  felt  by  the  Roman  empire.  It  was  in 
the  places  where  the  diaspora  was  strong  that  the  first 
risings  took  place  when  Trajan  waged  war  on  the 
Parthians  on  the  eastern  frontier  of  the  empire.  Egypt, 
from  the  Thebaid  to  Alexandria,  trembled  before  the 
wild  outburst  of  Jewish  hatred  against  the  Greeks  and 
the  Romans.  In  Cyrene  also  it  burst  forth  with  blood 
thirsty  ferocity.  In  Cyprus  the  Jews  carried  out  a  fearful 
massacre  and  destroyed  the  city  of  Salamis  (circa 
116  A.D.).  Trajan  sent  one  of  his  ablest  generals, 
Marcius  Turbo,  to  Egypt  ;  but  it  was  only  by  degrees 
that  he  succeeded  in  quenching  the  fire  of  rebellion  in 
the  blood  of  its  instigators.  Even  in  Mesopotamia  the 
lews  rose  and  threatened  to  bar  the  emperor's  return 
from  Ctesiphon.  Here  it  was  Lucius  Quietus  who 
restored  order  with  remorseless  firmness.  Even  down 
to  the  first  year  of  the  emperor  Hadrian  (117-138  A.D.) 
the  agitation  seems  to  have  shown  itself  —  perhaps  even 
in  Palestine  —  in  commotions  of  diminishing  intensity. 

Towards  the  end  of  his  reign  Hadrian  unintentionally 
furnished  the  occasion  for  a  rising  of  the  Jews  in  Judaea 
itself.  Circumcision  had  beeen  for- 

bidden  by  law  in  the  Roman  empire, 

,    .        ,  J    ,  .    ., 

being  placed  in  the  same  category  with 

castration.  The  prohibition  was  regarded  by  the  Jews 
—  though  by  no  means  levelled  exclusively  at  them  —  as 
a  prohibition  of  the  exercise  of  their  religion.  Further, 
Hadrian  issued  orders  that  the  now  deserted  Jerusalem 
should  again  be  rebuilt  as  a  Roman  colony.  This 
expression  of  imperial  goodwill  towards  their  ancient 
capital  the  Jews  regarded  as  the  worst  of  injuries,  the 
deathblow  to  all  their  dearest  hopes  ;  for  the  execution 
of  the  emperor's  command  would  mean  nothing  less 
than  the  conversion  of  Jerusalem  into  a  Gentile  city. 
The  zeal  of  the  Jews  was  accordingly  kindled  once  more 
on  behalf  of  the  city  of  their  God,  and  they  flew  to  arms 
on  the  sacred  soil  of  Judasa.  Probably  the  disturbances 
first  began  about  132,  after  the  emperor's  second  visit 
to  Syria  in  131.  So  far  as  we  can  learn  from  the  scanty 
notices  preserved  to  us,  the  struggle  took  the  form  of  a 
guerilla  war  only  ;  the  insurgents  fixed  their  quarters  in 
fastnesses,  caves,  and  subterranean  dens,  and  sought  as 
best  they  could  to  expel  the  Romans  from  Judasa. 
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The  leader  was  a  certain  Simon,  better  known  by 
his  surname,  Bar  Kosiba  or  Bar  Kocheba  ;  the  first  of 

_  ..  f  these  two  forms  indicates  his  origin 
Bar  Kolneba  g^alogically  or  locally  (cp  i  Ch.  4«), 
a<  the  second  his  dignity  (see  Nu.  24 17) 
as  Messiah ;  he  was  doubtlecs  of  Davidic  descent. 
His  coins  bear  the  legend  'Simon  Prince  of  Israel.' 
The  Roman  Governor  Tineius  Rufus  was  unable  to 
quell  the  rebellion  which  burst  out  on  all  sides  and 
spread  even  beyond  the  boundaries  of  Judsea.  Jeru 
salem  was  'liberated,'  as  the  legend  on  the  coins  of 
Simon  has  it,  and  the  sacrificial  system  was  probably 
again  revived  ;  perhaps  an  attempt  was  also  made  to 
rebuild  the  temple.  The  entire  Jewish  diaspora  sup 
ported  the  movement,  so  that  '  the  whole  world  was 
thrown  into  commotion'  (Dio  Cassius  69 13).  It  seems 
probable  that  Hadrian  himself  lingered  for  a  while  near 
the  scene  of  the  struggle  ;  and  he  summoned  his  best 
generals  to  deal  with  it.  Julius  Severus,  who  came 
from  Britain,  brought  it  to  a  triumphant  end.  The 
closing  scene  took  place  not  at  Jerusalem  but  at  BETHER 
(q.v. ,  cp  Ezra 220  ©,  see  GIBBAR),  now  Bittir,  to  the 
south-west  of  Jerusalem.  In  the  eighteenth  year  of 
Hadrian  (134-5)  the  little  fortress  was  captured  after  a 
brave  resistance,  Bar  Kocheba  himself  having  already 
been  slain.  The  whole  war  probably  lasted  3^  years 
(132-135  A.D. ).  It  was  bloody  in  the  extreme,  and 
brought  Judaea  to  the  lowest  ebb.  The  captive  Jews 
were  offered  for  sale  at  nominal  prices  on  the  market 
place  beside  Abraham's  oak  at  Hebron,  or  sent  off  to 
the  slave  markets  of  Gaza  and  Egypt. 

What  the  rebellion  had  been  intended  to  prevent  now 
took  place  without  resistance.  Jerusalem  was  built  as  a 

_  .        Gentile  city  and  received  the  name  of 

115.  Jerusalem  ^.Ha  Capitolinai  with  the  rights  of  a 
oecomes  ./ilia  Roman    colony  but   without   the  jus 

uapitoima.  ltalicum  On  the  foriner  site  of  the 
temple  was  built  a  temple  of  Jupiter  Capitolinus  with  an 
equestrian  statue  of  the  emperor  Hadrian.  No  Jew 
was  permitted  to  enter  the  precincts  of  the  city ;  once 
more  it  was  to  be  the  possession  of  heathen  deities  and 
their  worshippers.  Such  was  the  end  of  the  history  of 
Israel  on  the  mountains  of  Judaea. 

I.  For    ancient    history    of   the    East    in    general: — Max 
Duncker,    Gcsch.    des    Alterthums(*),    Bd.  1  /  4(5),  '80;     Ed. 

Meyer,  Gcsch.  des  Alterthums,  Bd.  1,  '84; 

116.  Literature.  A.  Wiedemann,  Agyptische  Gesch.  von  den 

altesten  Zeiten  bis  an  Alexander  den 
Grossen,  '84  ;  Ed.  Meyer,  Gesch.  des  Alien  Agyptens,  '87  ;  Fr. 
Hommel,  Gesch.  Bab.  und  Ass.,  '85  ;  C.  P.  Tiele,  Bab.-ass. 
Gesch.,  Bd.  \f.,  '86-'87  ;  H.  Winckler,  Gesch.  Bab.  und  Ass., 
"92;  H.  Winckler,  Altorient.  Forschungen,  '93  ff. ;  J.  F. 
M 'Curdy,  History,  Prophecy,  and  the  Monuments,  \f.,  '94-'96  ; 
F.  Justi,  Gesch.  des  alien  Persiens,  '79  ;  Th.  Noldeke,  Aufsatze 
z.  pers.  Gesch.,  '87;  W.  Robertson  Smith,  The  Religion  of  the 
SeinitesW,  '94  ;  W.  Baudissin,  Studien  zur  sem.  Rel.-gesch., 
\f.,  '-]d--j%  ;  Baethgen,  Beitr.  z.  sem.  Rel.-gesch.,  '88. 

II.  For  history  of  Israel  in  general: — H.  Ewald,  Gesch.  des 
Volkes  Israel^),  Bd.  1-7,  '64-'68  ;  H.  Graetz,  Gesch.  der  Juden 
von  den  altesten  Zeiten   bis  an  die   Gegemvart,   1-13,   '53  Jf. 
English  edition  abridged  by  author,  5  vols.,  '9i-'92  ;  F.  Hitzig, 
Gesch.  des   l''otkcs  Israels,  1  f.,  '69 ;  Abr.  Kuenen,  De  Gods- 
dienst  von    Israel  tot    den    Ondergang   van    den  joodschtn 
Staat,  \f.,  '6g-'7o;  Jul.  Wellhausen,  Gesch.  Israels,  1,  '78,  from 
second  edition  onwards  entitled  Proleg.  zur  Gesch.  Israels^, 
'99 ;  Ed.  Reuss,  Gesch.  der  heil.  Schriften  des  A  Tfi),  'oo ;  B. 
Stade,  Gesch.  des  Volkes  Israel,  I/,  '87/,  ft)  '89  (1)  ;  R.  Kittel, 
Gesch.  der  Hebraer,  \f.,  '88-'92,  ET,  2  vols.,  '95-'96  ;  E.  Renan, 
Histoire  du  Peuple  d'Israel,  Bd.  1-5,  '87-'98  ;  Jul.  Wellhausen, 
IJG  (3),    '97  ;     H.    Winckler,    Gesch.    Israels    in    Einzeldar- 
stellungen,    \,    '95,    2,    1900 ;    Aug.    Klostermann,   Gesch.   des 
Volkes   Israel  bis  zur  Rcstauration   nnter  Ezra  und  Neh. 
'96  ;  Piepenbring,  Histoire  d'Israel,  '98  ;   C.  H.  Cornill,  Gesch. 
des  I'olkes  Israel,  '98,  ET,  History  of  the  People  of  Israel,  '98  ; 
H.  Guthe,  Gcsch.  des  Volkes  Israel,  '99  ;  C.  F.  Kent,  A  History 
of  the  Hebrew  People,  2  vols.,  '96-97,  and  C.  F.  Kent  and  J. 
S.  Riggs,  A  History  of  the  Jewish  People,  '99-1900. 

III.  On  special  periods  or  points :— W.  Max  Muller,  As.  unit 
Eur.  nach  altiigypt.  Denkmalem,  '93  ;  H.  Zimmern,  '  Palastina 
um  das  Jahr  1400  vor  Chr.  nach  neuen  Quellen '  mZDPl',  13 
['90]    133-147;    H.    Winckler,    Die    Thontafeln    von    Tell-el- 
Amarna{Keilschriftliche  Bibliothek,  Bd.  5,  '96);  Ed.  Meyer, 
Glossen    zu    den    Thontafeln    von    Tell    el   Amarna:    from 
Aegyptiaca   (Festschrift   fur   Georg   Ebers    zum    i   Marz,    '97, 
pp.  62-76) ;  Jul.  Wellhausen,  Comp.  des  Hex.   und  der  hist. 

2288 


ISSACHAR 

Bucher  des  A  T  (3),  '99  —  Appendices  305  ff.  \  K.  Budde, 
Die  Bucher  Richter  und  Samuel,  '90  ;  F.  Marquart,  Funtia- 
mcnte  israelit.  unit  jiid.  Gesc/i.,  '96;  G.  H.  Bateson  Wright, 
Was  Israel  ever  in  Egypt  ?  '95  ;  A.  H.  Sayce,  The  Early 
History  of  the  Hebrews,  '97  ;  Early  Israel  and  the  Surround 
ing  Nations,  '99;  Fr.  Hommel,  Ancient  Hebrew  Tradition 
Illustrated  by  the  Monuments,  '97  ;  A.  Freiherr  von  Gall, 
Altisr.  Kultstdtten,  '98;  H.  Winckler,  Alttest.  Unters.,  '92; 
E%  Archinard,  Israel  et  ses  voisins  asiatiques,  la  Phenicie, 
I  Aram,  et  CAssyrie,  de  Fepoque  de  Salomon  a  celle  de  San- 
cherib,  '90 ;  M.  Dieulafoy,  Le  roi  David,  '97  ;  H.  Winckler, 
Musri,  Meluhha  Main,  '98 ;  W.  Robertson  Smith,  The 
Prophets  of  Israel  and  their  place  in  History^},  '95  ;  Kosters, 
Het  Herstel  van  Israel  in  het  Persische  Tijdvak,  '94  ;  A.  van 
Hoonacker,  Nouvelles  Etudes  sur  la  Restauration  Juive  apres 
r  exile  de  Baby  lone,  '96  ;  A.  Kuenen,  Gesammelte  Abhandl.  z. 
bibl.  Wiss.  (from  the  Dutch  by  K.  Budde,  '94)  ;  Ed.  Meyer, 
Die  Entst.  des  Judenthums,  '96 ;  W.  Judeich,  Kleinasiat. 
Studien,  '92 ;  B.  Niese,  Gesch.  der  griech.  and  makedon. 
Staaten,  '93  ;  H.  Willrich,  Juden  u.  Gricchen  vor  der  makka- 
biiischen  Erhebung,  "95  ;  F.  P.  Mahaffy,  The  Empire  of  the 
Ptolemies,  '95  ;  E.  Schiirer,  Gesch.  des  jiid.  Volkes  im  Zeitalter 
Jesu  Christi,  Bd.  1,  '90,  Bd.  2(3),  '98  ;  O.  Holtzmann,  NT  Zeit- 
gesch.,  '95  ;  Jul.  Wellhausen,  Die PharisaerunddieSadducaer, 
74  ;  Th.  Mommsen,  Rom.  Gesch.,  Bd.  5,  '85  ;  A.  Bertholet,  Die 
Stellung  der  Israeliten  und  der  Juden  zu  den  Fremden,  '96  ; 
Cheyne,  Jewish  Religious  Life  after  the  Exile,  '98  ;  B.  Stade, 
Die  Entst.  d.  Volkes  Israel,  '99  j  K.  Budde,  The  Religion  of 
Israel  to  the  Exile,  1900 ;  U.  Wilcken,  '  Ein  Actenstuck  zum 
jiidischen  Kriege  Trajan's,'  Hermes,  27  ('87)  ;  A.  Schlatter,  '  Die 
Tage  Trajan's  und  Hadrian's,'  Beitrfige  zur  Fo'rderung  christ- 
licher  Theologie,  ed.  by  A.  Schlatter  and  H.  Cremer,  1  ('97),  3 
heft.  See  also  PROPHECY,  and  other  special  articles. 


ISSACHAR  ("DB^?:  [e]iCC<\XAp  [BAL],  some- 
times  ic&X^P  [B*bF]  ;  in  Rev.  7  7  some  MSS  ic&CX&P  '• 
Jos.  ic&x&pHC  ;  on  the  name  see  below,  §§  3,  6  end), 
apparently  the  name  borne  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  tract 
lying  between  the  highlands  of  Ephraim  on  the  S.  and 
those  of  Naphtali  on  the  N.  ;  between  the  lowlands  of 
Zebulun  on  the  NW.  and  the  deep  Jordan  valley  on 
the  E. 

Issachar  finds  prominent  mention  in  the  present  text 

of  the  battle-song  in  Judg.  5.      It  would  be  natural  that 

_        .       the  brunt  of  the  struggle  should  fall  there. 

1.  itare  y  j  ^  noteworthy,  however,  that  whilst 
mentioned.  Josh  21  ^  (l>ch.672  [57])  assigns 

Daberath  to  Issachar,  Josh.  19  12  places  it  on  the  border 
of  Zebulun.  Moreover,  in  the  passage  where  Issachar 
is  mentioned  in  Judg.  5  the  text  is  uncertain.  There  is 
no  quite  unambiguous  evidence  that  Deborah  or 
Daberath  (whether  a  person l  or  a  town) 2  or  Barak, 
belonged  to  Issachar  (see  DEBORAH,  §  2  f.).  Can 
there  have  been  a  desire  to  suppress  the  name  of 
Issachar?  It  is  not  quite  impossible.  The  writer  to 
whom  is  due  the  enumeration  of  tribes  summoned  by 
Gideon  (Judg.  6  35)  and  of  tribes  that  gathered  together 
to  pursue  Midian  (7  23),  if  rightly  represented  by  MT,3 
omits  Issachar — the  very  tribe  which,  one  would  sup 
pose,  would  be  most  intimately  concerned,  and  (if 
we  suppose  that  Purah  is  a  corruption  of  Puah;  see 
GIDEON,  §  i  n. )  may  have  supplied  Gideon  with  his 
attendant.  Similarly,  Issachar  is  allowed  no  part  in  the 
fight  described  in  Judg.  4.  Still  more  strange,  perhaps, 
is  the  omission  of  the  same  tribe  from  the  list  of  those 
summarily  told  of  in  the  latter  part  of  Judg.  I.4  More 
over  in  the  '  Blessing  of  Jacob  '  the  reference  to  Issachar 
is  rather  disparaging,  and  in  both  the  '  Blessings '  Issa 
char  yields  precedence  to  Zebulun,  although  in  Gen.  30 
Issachar  is  the  elder  of  the  brothers.  Is  all  this  acci 
dental  ?  Or  can  a  reason  be  found  ? 

Issachar's  being  a  Leah-tribe  associates  it  with 
Zebulun  (cp  the  connexion  of  the  two  in  Dt.  33i8/i), 

00  .   .    and  they  are  mentioned  together  in  the 
C  ?teC-?a     Song    °f    Deborah    (Judg.  5i4/):    their 

territories    were    contiguous.       What    is 

1  Moore,  Budde,  and  others. 

2  C.  Niebuhr;  Wi.  C/2i26. 

3  Of  course  the  text  may  be  corrupt ;  see  GIDEON,  §  i,  where 
it  is  proposed  to  read  '  Issachar '  in  the  Gideon  story  for  Asher 
(Judg.  635). 

4  We.  C//2I5  suggests  that  Issachar  may  have  been  included 
in  Joseph  ;  Bu.  (RiSa  44  Jf.)  and  Moore  (Judg.  49)  suggest  that 
it  was  omitted  through  accident  or  design  in  abridgment. 
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noteworthy,  however,  is  that  the  '  Blessing  of  Moses ' 
connects  the  tribes  not  as  comrades  in  war  (as  in  Judg. 
5)  but  as  guardians  of  a  great  religious  fair  (Dt.  33 18/.); 
as  if  they  had  formed  a  northern  confederation  like  that 
of  Shechem  which  had  its  religious  centre,  according  to 
Winckler  (GI  2 56),  on  Shechem's  sacred  mountain.  On 
what  mountain  such  a  gathering  of  northern  clans  may 
have  been  held  does  not  appear  ;  possibly  on  Tabor 
(Herder,  Graf,  Steuernagel  ?)  or  Carmel  (Knobel,  Ber- 
tholet).  Nor  have  we  any  clue  as  to  the  deity  who  was 
thus  honoured,  unless  we  can  venture  to  find  a  veiled 
hint  in  a  well-known  story  connected  with  the  birth  of 
Issachar  and  Zebulun. 

Reuben  found  duda'im  (see  MANDRAKE).  These 
naturally  belonged  to  Leah,  the  fruitful  mother  ;  but 
Rachel  bartered  for  a  share.  Issachar  and  Zebulun  were 
born  to  Leah,  Joseph  to  Rachel.  Whatever  be  the  mean 
ing  of  Reuben's  being  assigned  to  Leah  (see  REUBEN), 
the  tribe  was  mixed  up  with  GAD  [g.v.  §  3].  Now  Mesha 
tells  us  (/.  12)  that  when  he  took  Ataroth  from  Gad  he 
carried  off  mn  VNIN,  which  implies  a  cult  of  some  kind. 
The  Gadite  cult  may  have  been  shared  by  Reuben  :  un 
less,  indeed,  '  Reuben '  in  Gen.  30 14  was  originally  '  Gad, ' 
whose  birth  has  just  been  told  of  (v.  u) :  Gad  could  be 
called  Leah's  son.  If  there  underlies  the  story  of  the 
dftdatm  the  fact  of  an  old  cult,  it  is  a  little  difficult  to 
extricate  it  naturally  ;  but  it  is  noteworthy  that  the 
Issacharite  tribal  hero  Tola,  or  his  clan  Puah,  is  said 
to  be  '  son  of  Dodo '  (nn  I  the  text  of  the  passage, 
however,  is  doubtful ;  see  §  7). 

It  seems  certain  that  popular  etymology  connected  the 
name  Issachar  with  the  Hebrew  root  13:?,  '  wages '  (cp 
-,  the  gloss  6  earl  /xtcrflos  [BAL]  and  Jos.  £K 

fjLicrdov  vevo/j.evo'i)  and  in  J's  form  of  the 
theory  the  hire  had  to  do  with  the  mandrakes  (Gen. 
30  is).1  It  has  been  thought  that  religious  ideas  some 
times  led  to  the  omission  of  certain  tribe-names  (cp 
GAD,  §  2).  If  the  omission  of  Issachar  was  inten 
tional,  the  reason  may  have  been  political  (see  below, 
§4);  but  implications  involved  in  the  'Duda'  story 
might  be  enough.  Or  if  the  connection  of  the  name 
with  an  Egyptian  god  Sokar  (which  is  in  fact  one  of 
the  alternatives  proposed  by  C.  J.  Ball,  SBOT  on  Gen. 
30 18;  see  below,  §  6)  was  held  by  some  in  ancient 
times,  it  is  barely  possible  that  this  may  have  been  dis 
advantageous  to  the  tribe. 

The  first  syllable  of  Issachar  may  possibly  have  been  taken  by 
J  to  be  the  Hebrew  word  ty'N  (so  We.  TBS,  p.  v,  also  95^,  and 
Ball,  op.  cit.),  the  whole  name  being  explained  as  'man  of 
hire.'  Another  popular  explanation  may  have  been  "I3b  t?'_ 
(cp  Jer.  31 16  =  2  Ch.  15  7  Eccles.  4  9)  ;  perhaps  also  -\3\ff  ND1].2 
The  theory  that  the  name  is  compound  is  not  impossible  (cp 
§  6).  Many  modern  writers,  however,  incline  to  the  view  that 
it  is  simple.3  Thus  Ball  compares  the  Arabic  askar  ;4  Nestle 
(AJSL  13  I75./C  ['97])  seems  to  favour  Wellhausen's  comparison 
of  the  Nabataean  name  2axpt)A.-os,5  and  Cheyne  thinks  Is 
sachar  is  a  popular  corruption  of  Yizrah[el]  ([^idmr),  which  he 
has  suggested  as  perhaps  the  original  of  Israel  (^Kitr)  anc^  °f 
lezreel  (^Njnr)  (see  JACOB,  §  6)  :  Jezreel  lies  on  the  borders  of 
Issachar.  On  the  second  part  of  the  name  see  further,  below, 


1  In  E  Leah  gave  up  her  handmaid  to  Jacob  (v.  18). 

2  The   name  appears  in  the  consonantal  text   invariably  as 
nDB'C".    This  is  printed  IJtJ'D",  that  is  with  the  Kre  -|3£j"  ;  but  in 
different  authorities  occur  the  following  five  other  forms  :  "|5e'?'! 
(without  daghesli),  IDC'tr,   "OBT',  ~W?V\,  ~1??'^!  '•>    on    which 
see  Ginsburg,  Introd.  250-254  (cp  Baer-Del.  Gen.  84yC). 

3  The  view  that  the  second  &  was  meant  to  show  that  the  \y  is 
;?,  not  jjt,  is  supported  by  Nestle  (AJSL  13  175^,  Trans.  IX  Or. 
Cong.  2  62)  who,  however,  believes  that  the  &  was  really  y.     The 
double  y  may,  however,  be  due  to  '  Volksetymologie.' 

4  'Sorrel,'  or  'reddish-brown'  of  horses  (cp  Lane,  ad  voc., 
Wi.  (7/2281,  n.  i);  cp  Gen.  49  140,  and  note  the  derivation  cf 
"lirn  (see  Ass).     The  phonetic  equivalent  of  Issachar  in  Arabic 
\s~yaskur,  which  occurs  as  a  tribal  name  (see,  e.g.,  Yakut  8288 
/.  14) ;  cp  SNI^B"  in  a  Minaean  inscription  from  Mada"  in  Sft'eh 
(DHM  Ep.  Denk.  no.  xxv.  /.  4  ;  see  further  Miiller's  note,  p.  48). 

5  Heid.(l)  3,  n.  5  ;  2nd  ed.  omits. 

2290 


ISSACHAR 

If  we  judged  by  appearances  we  should  conclude  that 


4.  Share  in 
history. 


in  historical  times  Issachar  played  no  im 
portant  part.     Some  of  the  kings  of  Israel, 


however,  appear  to  have  been  men  of 
Issachar. 

There  seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  to  doubt  that 
one  of  the  older  sources  of  Kings  called  Baasha  '  son 
of  Ahijah,  of  the  house  of  Issachar'  (i  K..  ISz;).1  Of 
the  origin  of  Omri  nothing  is  said  ;  but  that  he  also  was 
of  Issachar  is  for  several  reasons  not  improbable.2  If 
then  there  is  anything  in  the  notion  that  there  was  a 
tendency  to  avoid  mentioning  Issachar  (see  above,  §§ 
1-3)  it  might  be  suggested  that  under  the  Jehu  dynasty  it 
became  the  fashion  to  disparage  the  'house  of  Issachar.' 
It  would  not  be  strange  if  this  were  so.  On  the  other 
hand  Jehu  himself  may  have  belonged  to  the  house  of 
Issachar.3 

That  would  be  the  most  natural  explanation  of  his  being 
called  in  inscriptions  of  Shalmaneser  II.  'son  of  Omri'  (fCA'f 
iSgyC  208)  ;  note  also  the  phrase  '  statutes  of  Omri '  (Mic.  6  16  ; 
see  OMRI,  i).  However  that  may  be,  Jehu  was  a  trusted  general 
of  Ahab  and  Jehoram.  The  last  king  of  the  line  was  slain 
near  Ibleam.  Jehu's  father's  name  is  given  as  Jehoshaphat, 
the  name  (not  a  common  one)  of  the  governor  of  Issachar  in  the 
list  in  i  K.  4,  wherein  MT(z;.  1 7)  he  is  said  to  be  son  of  Paruah,  but 
Paruah  should  probably  rather  be  Puah,  the  Issachar  clan.4  Jehu 
is  oftener,  however,  called  son  of  Nimshi.  This  is  obscure  ;  but 
if  we  may  explain  it  on  the  analogy  of  the  Punic  cjij  ||  to  a  WIJi 
Nimshi  would  imply  the  cult  of  a  god  ••&,  which  might  be  the 
same  as  that  referred  to  in  the  Issacharite  BAASHA  [y.v.].5 

On  the  other  hand  Jehu  may  have  been  a  southerner. 

There  are  not  lacking  features  of  his  policy  that  would  fit  in 
with  such  a  theory  (see  JEHU,  §  2),  and  Nimshi  may  have  been  a 
southern  name  (cp  Abishai,  Amasa ;  and,  for  the  first  part  of 
the  name,  Naomi  and  Elnaam  [i  Ch.  1146]). 

Whether  the  dynasties  of  Omri  and  Jehu  were  from 
Issachar  or  not — and  the  saying  in  Gen.  49  nf.  suggests 


5.  Geographical 


that   Issachar  supplied,  rather   than 


conditions  employed,  gangs  of  labourers— there 
were  not  wanting  influences  that 
might  have  enabled  men  of  that  tribe  to  take  a  leading 
place.  If  '  nature  has  manifestly  set  Esdraelon  in  the 
arms  of  Samaria,'6  it  has  also  assigned  it  a  different 
lot.  Commenting  on  the  '  Blessing'  of  Issachar  (Gen. 
49i4)  G.  A.  Smith  says  (p.  383)  'To  the  highlander 
looking  down  upon  it,  Esdraelon  is  room  to  stretch  in 
and  be  happy. '  The  most  important  point,  however, 
is  that  the  plain  of  Megiddo  is  the  natural  route  from 
Sharon  to  the  Jordan.  From  the  earliest  times  it 
contained  the  sites  of  fortress  towns  (see  ESDRAELON). 
Though  its  connection  with  Ephraim  and  with  Gilead 
was  very  close,  we  have  no  hint  how  it  became  connected 
with  Israel ;  perhaps  in  self-defence  against  the  inroads 
of  the  still  unsettled  peoples  of  the  east ;  or  in  connec 
tion  with  some  other  great  struggle.7 

1  <5A's  OIKOV  ei<ra\ap,   indeed,   may  not  be  strong  evidence 
confirmatory  of  MT  ;  but  ©B  need  not  be  opposed  really.    /SeAoai/ 
o  vios  a^eta  may  be  a  dittograph  of  /3<xa<ra  v.  a.  due  to  homoio- 
teleuton  (O.VTOV  .  .  .  OIKOV)  (the  Yap  of  <SB's  f\apa£fv  [e^apaxuxrev 
(L)]  for  TraT  of  ©A's  errara^ec  looks  oddly  like  the  end  of  icrcraxcxp). 
©L  adds  lo-cra^ap  of  MT  after  peSSa^a  (^ |3eAaa»  of  <S'*). 

2  He  was  chief  general  under  the  'house  of  Issachar,'  and  we 
are  not  told  his  origin.     It  is  plain  that  Ahab  had  a  palace  at 
Jezreel  (although  '  which  was  in  Jezreel '  in  i  K.  21  i  may  be  an 
insertion   [©   om.]),   which   continued  to  be   the  home   of  the 
family.     The  original  owner  of  the  hill  of  Samaria  may  have 
been  an  Issacharite  (cp  the  clan  of  Shimron).     It  should  not  be 
ignored  that  in  the  ChronicWs  list  of  Davidic  tribal  princes, 
the  prince  of  Issachar  is  called  Omri  (i  Ch.  27  18).     Naturally 
in  such  a  list  (cp  Gray,  HPNi%$f.  188),  no  stress  can  be  laid 
on  this  ;  but  traditional  names  do  occur  in  the  list :  see  Ephraim, 
Benjamin.     (By  a  strange  coincidence  the  plain  of  Megiddo  is 
now  called   Merj   ibn  "Amir.)     Here  might  be  mentioned  also 
the  Phoenician  policy  of  the  house  of  Omri.     Cp  Smith,  DBP) 
1487^,  Guthe,  f;^7i38. 

3  Still,  one  of  his  house  was  called  Jeroboam. 

4  The  T  may  be  from  -\y>  which  perhaps  stood  between  niB 
and  13B'C",  asin  ©B  vio«<£ovaomi6«i'i<7craxap(z.£.)  '«;ns?  WB  p)> 
and  practically  in  (SL  u.  jSapcraoux  (/.*.,  nWI^  ?2  =  1B'  WS  )3)  fv 
icrcr. 

8  If  the  Jehu  dynasty  also  belonged  to  the  house  of  Issachar 
a  political  reason  for  the  rise  of  a  fashion  of  disparaging 
Issachar  is  hard  to  find. 

6  GASm.  //C37Q. 

7  Guthe  (GVf  73),  who  accepts  i  S.  11  as  it  stands,  infers  from 
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It  appears  that  at  one  time  the  plain  of  Megiddo  was 
pretty  completely  under  the  power  of  the  Philistines.1 

6  Prehistoric  At  leastl  the  Zakkar(!)  (Ta-[k]-ka- 
ra-[y]),  who  were  associated  with  them 
une8'  had  firmly  established  themselves  at 
Dor  in  the  I2th  century.2  Who  the  people  were  who 
suffered  from  these  intruders  we  are  not  told.  It  might 
be  supposed  that  they  would  hardly  be  Israelites,  who 
probably  settled  first  in  the  highlands  ;  that  the  strangers 
would  be  interested  merely  or  mainly  in  the  trade-routes 
and  the  cities  lying  on  them,  and  that  it  was  from  them 
that  these  were  won  by  Israel.  That  may  be  so.  The 
struggle,  echoes  of  which  we  find  in  Juclg.  5,  may  con 
ceivably  have  had  this  very  result.  No  more,  however, 
can  we  be  sure  that  the  land  was  found  in  the  un 
disturbed  possession  of  '  Canaanites. '  We  hear  of 
the  district  first  in  the  time  of  Thotmes  III.  and  it 
was  thereafter  more  or  less  continually  in  the  power 
of  Egypt  or  contesting  that  power.  The  Amarna 
correspondence,  however,  shows  us  not  only  the  open 
country  but  also  the  towns  (e.g.  Megiddo  [A7?5i93]) 
threatened  by  the  Habiri.  The  one  thing  that  seems 
to  be  clear  is  that  the  population  must  have  been  even 
more  than  usually  mixed.3 

It  is  not  impossible  that  some  Egyptians  might  remain 
when  Egypt  finally  withdrew.  At  least,  there  would 
be  natives  or  settlers  who  had  been  attached  to  them 
in  one  capacity  or  another,  especially  mercenaries. 
The  Egyptian  derivation  of  the  name  Issachar  referred 
to  above  (§  3),  therefore,  is  perhaps  not  quite  impossible. 
Issachar  is  the  only  name  of  the  'twelve  tribes '  (besides 
Naphtali)  from  which  no  gentilic  is  formed  in  the  OT,* 
which  makes  it  not  improbable  that  it  is  a  compound 
name.  The  Moabites  knew  a  neighbouring  people  as 
Ish-gad  (see  GAD,  §  i).  It  may  be,  then,  that  there 
was  in  the  Gilboa  district  a  community  known  to  their 
neighbours  by  some  such  name  as  Is-sachar — i.e. ,  the 
men  of  the  god  Sakar — as  Ish-gad  were  the  men  of 
the  god  Gad  (GAD,  §  i/  ).5 

Another  theory  (Che.  Crit.  Bib.)  not  open  in  the  same  way 
to  the  objection  referred  to  below,  regards  nac'B"  as  a  popular 
euphonic  adaptation  of  a  primitive  tribal  name  Ish-heres(mnE") 
'man  of  the  sun';  cp  the  place-name  Beth-shemesh  (Josh.  19  22); 
but  the  author  of  this  theory  prefers  the  explanation  Yizrah  [el] 
mentioned  above  (§  3,  end). 

The  difficulty  (referred  to  above)  in  the  way  of  supposing 
that  '  Issachar'  contains  a  reference  to  a  god  Sokar,  is  that,  al 
though,  according  to  the  Sakkara  list,  a  king  of  the  second 
dynasty  (the  Sesokhris  of  Manetho)  bore  a  name  compounded 
with  that  of  this  deity,  and  such  compounds  were  favourites 
(Erman,  Anc.  Eg.  159)  in  the  old  empire  (cp  Seker-h'a-ba'u  ; 
Lieblein,  Diet,  de  notns  hieroglyghiqnes,  no.  1359  and  others), 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  evidence  that  the  name  of  this 
god  was  used  in  forming  proper  names  outside  of  Egypt. 

Saul's  choosing  Bezek  as  mustering  place  (iS.  118)  that  he 
counted  on  drawing  from  Issachar  and  the  northern  tribes. 
Bezek,  however,  is  just  opposite  Jabesh,  and  Winckler's  argu 
ment  ((7/2i58,  etc.),  that  Saul  was  a  Jabeshite  (cp  SAUL),  is 
certainly  plausible.  Even  if  it  were  to  be  held,  with  Cheyne, 
that  Jabesh-gilead  is  a  corruption  of  some  other  name,  Guthe's 
inference  is  not  conclusive  :  the  mention  of  Bezek  might  be  a 
consequence  of  the  corruption  (see  SAUL,  §  i,  near  end). 

1  This  statement  may  stand  even  if  it  should  be  held  that  the 
people  referred  to  in  the  original  form  of  the  story  in  Sam.  as 
holding  Israel  in  subjection  were  not  the  Philistines.     See  SAUL, 
§  4,  and  ZAREPHATH,  where  other  related  changes  in  the  reading 
of  the  traditional  story  are  proposed. 

2  WMM,  MTAG,  looo,  i. ;  cp  DOR. 

3  Guthe  thinks  that  Issachar  and  Zebulun  came  from  across 
Jordan,  and   probably  were   pushed   into   their   later  seats  by 
Joseph  when  it  followed  (frVl  50).     Cp  §  8,  end. 

4  In  the  case  of  notfts"  tf'K,  however,  in  Judg.  10,  it  is  just 
possible  that  a  final  >  has  been  lost  before  the  following  Nim. 
Otherwise  we  must  insert  D  (Moore),  or  substitute  it  for  B^N, 
before   -gw-      It  is  difficult,  at  all  events,  to  follow  Budde 
(ad  loc.)  in  regarding  the  text  as  sound.     Nu.  25s  14,  which  he 
cites,  do  not  seem  to  be  really  parallel,  the  meaning  there  is  'the 
Israelite'  ;  here  it  is  'an  Issacharite.'     See,  further,  the  article 
cited  below,  next  col.  n.  3. 

8  Of  the  Egyptian  god  Sakar  not  very  much  is  known.  His 
name  is  met  with  chiefly  in  combination,  as  Ptah-Sokar,  or 
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It  is  true  the  letters  SKR  (TDD)  occur  in  several  proper  names 
at  Carthage  :  a  god  -taJoaiBn  (CIS\  253  [254] ;  cp  -QD'D  Ian 
in  a  Maktar  inscr.,  Lidzbarski,  Ephemeris,  1  49);  n3DD~)3 
(CIS  1  267  372  ;  Eut.  152) ;  but  in  each  case  120  's  preceded  by 
O,  and  the  name  l3QO~l3y  ('n  a  Sidon  inscription  :  Rev.  if  Ass. 
II.  3,  p.  76  ['91])  seems  to  show  that  the  divine  name  is  not  12D 
but  T3DD-  Nor  is  the  name  ^jmjDi  a'so  at  Carthage  (CfS 
1  1218  1354),  decisive.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  unam 
biguous  case  of  ^jja  preceded  by  a  divine  name.  130  is  there 
fore  probably,  as  elsewhere,  for  -|jt  (so  Lidzbarski,  Ephemeris, 
1  36).  We  find  a  Sacar  (-12:?)  in  i  Ch.  11  35,  as  father  of 
David's  hero  Ahiam  the  HARARITE  (of  Arad?  Adora?);  but  in 
||  2  S.  23  33  Sacar  becomes  Sharar.  See  also  ISHSECHEL. 

In  i  Ch.  26  5  a  certain  Issachar  is  seventh  son  of  Obed-edom  ; 
but  there  may  be  dittography :  IDB'B"  'B'E'n.  Similarly  in  the 
case  of  Sacar,  the  fourth  son  (v.  4)  :  nobl  VTlbt 

The  later  history  of  Issachar  is  obscure  (cp  SCYTHIANS). 

How  few  people  are  expressly  said  to 

7.  Jj  have  belonged    to    Issachar   has   been 

noted  already  (§  4,   begin.).      For  an 

genealogies.    jnterestmg  case  see  SHUNAMITE,  SHU- 

LAMITE  ;  for  a  tradition  regarding  N.  Israel's  great 
prophet,  see  HOSEA,  §  9.  With  Belemoth,  the  name 
of  his  supposed  birthplace,  cp  ©'s  Baithemoth  men 
tioned  below,  §  8. 

On  the  Issacharite  'spy'  (Nu.  187)  see  JOSEPH!.,  gin.  On 
the  representatives  of  Issachar  in  the  list  (i  K.  4)  of  Solomon's 
prefects  and  in  the  Chronicler's  list  (i  Ch.  27)  of  David's  captains 
(lE1)  °f  tribes  (Omri)  see  above,  §  4,  with  footnote  (4). 

In  Tola  we  have  a  typical  case  of  the  equivalence  of 
'  genealogies'  and  '  annals."  According  to  Judg.  10 if. 
'  Shamir  in  Mt.  Ephraim '  boasted  that  it  was  the  resting- 
place  of  Tola,  son  of  Puah,  son  of  Dodo,  an  Issacharite 
'  judge '  of  Israel.  In  P's  '  genealogy  '  of  Issachar 
part  of  this  story  appears  as  a  simple  list  of  names.1 
For  'Tola  the  son  of  Puah  who  dwelt  (a^v)  in  Shamir' 
we  find  four  sons  of  Issachar:  Tola,  Puah,  Jashub2 
(aitit'),  Shimron. 

In  the  genealogical  lists  there  is  nothing  equivalent  to  the 
'ben  Dodo'  inserted  in  Judg.  10  i  after  Puah.  It  is  therefore 
not  improbable  that  '  ben  Dodo '  is  to  be  explained  as  a  marginal 
note,3  and  '  Mount  Ephraim  '  as  a  (perhaps  erroneous)  gloss  on 
Shamir  or  Shimron  (©BAL  Sa/ixapeia) ;  cp  Gen.  46 13  Num. 
2(i  23./C  i  Ch.  7  i.  It  is  not  likely  that  the  genealogy  contained 
a  name  K.AREAH.4 

With  regard  to  the  Issachar  clan  names  it  is  remark 
able  that  Shamir  is  a  precious  stone  (DIAMOND,  §  2), 
whilst  Tola  is  a  dye-producing  worm,  and  Puah, 
apparently,  a  dye-producing  plant.  On  this  coincidence 
see,  further,  ZEBULUN. 

To  the  four  names  given  in  P  the  Chronicler  adds  eleven  de 
scendants  of  Tola,  four  of  whom  are  '  sons '  of  Yizrah-yah  (cp 
above,  §  3,  end). 

P's  geographical  details  about  Issachar  are  not  clear. 

Instead  of  a  'boundary'  (v.  18)  we  find  a  list  of  towns  (omit 
AV  'toward,'  RV  'unto' — i.e.,  the  n  of  n^Xjnr — with  the  ver 
sions),  ending  with  a  fragment  of  boundary 

8.  P'S  boundary,  (v.    22)  — Tabor  (©B   yai6»/3o>p    ['land    of 
Tabor'?],    ©A   Oa^iaO,    (SL    6a^wp,   some 

MSS  fia.i0en<aO  :  see  below,  n.  5),  and  two  unknown  places: 
SHAHAZUMAH  and  BETH-SHEMESH.  The  (thirteen  :  so  Pesh.5) 
towns  in  the  list  are  JEZREEL  (Zer'lti)  on  a  northern  promontory 
of  Gilboa,  CHESULLOTH  (Iksal)  below  the  hills  of  en-Nasira, 
SHUNEM  (Solem)  on  the  SW.  slope  of  Nebi  Dahi,  HAPHARAIM 
perhaps  (el-Farriye?)  on  the  hills  between  Carmel  and  el-Lejjun, 
SHION  perhaps  ('Ain  ShaTn?)  across  the  plain  NW.  of  Nebi 
Dahi,  ANAHARATH  perhaps  ('Arrane?)  on  the  lower  hills  west 
of  Gilboa,  RABBITH  [y.7>.],  KISHION  (Kidshon?;  Tell  abu 
Kudes?),  EBEZ  (q.v.),  REMETH  (g.v.),  EN-GANNIM  (Jentn), 
EN-HADDAH  (for  En-harod?,  'Ain  Jaluil),  and  BETH-PAZZEZ. 
To  these  places  is  to  be  added  JARMUTH  (Josh.  21  28)  =  RAMOTH 
(i  Ch.  773  [58]),  which  is  the  third  of  the  four  Levitical  cities  in 
Issachar  :  Kishion  (Josh.)=Kedesh  (i  Ch.),  Daherath,  Jarmuth 
=  Ramoth,  and  En-gannim  (Josh.)  =  Anem  (i  Ch.). 

1  On  the  question  of  the  relative  priority  of  P's  list  and  Judg. 
10  i,  see  the  article  referred  to  in  n.  3. 

2  For  the  variants  see  JASHUB. 

3  See  an  article  on  the  genealogy  of  Issachar  and  Tola  in  the 
OLZ  3  366/1  [1900],  where,  for  example,  it  is  suggested  that 
'ben  Dodo'  possibly  means  'son  of  his  dod' — a  gloss  due  to 


'1DW  (see  preceding  col.  n.  4). 

5  <&  almost  unanimously  omits  v.  22  b.  MT  reads  'sixteen.' 
Possibly  'to  Tabor'  (TOrn)  was  read  as  a  place-name:  Beth- 
l>ar(?) ;  cp  several  of  ©'s  variants.  This  would  give  sixteen  towns. 
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According  to  Josh.  17 10  (also  P)  Issachar  bordered 
on  Manasseh  on  the  (S. )  W.  (cp  EPHRAIM,  §  6),  whilst 
according  to  vv.  11-13  (J)  the  most  important  cities  in 
Issachar  (see  §  5)  —  Beth-shean,  Ibleam,  Taanach, 
Megiddo  (with  Dor) — were,  '  with  their  districts,'  claimed 
by  Manasseh  and  eventually  made  dependent  by  Israel 
(cp  Judg.  127  i  Ch.  729).  H.  w.  H. 

ISSHIAH  (iT^'11  [once  •1!W1']  =  i;Tt^''N,  'man  of 
Jah'1;  iecc[e]lA'[BAL]). 

1.  AV  ISHIAH,  an  Issacharite  (i  Ch.  ^3,  eicria  [B],  tea-.  [A], 
two-.  [L],/^«[Vg.]). 

2.  AV  JESIAH,  a  Korahite,  one  of  David's  warriors  (i  Ch.  12  6, 
lrVB",  "jo-ou^ei  [BN],  teo-ta  [A],  leo-aove  [L],  Jesia  [Vg.]).     See 
DAVID,  §  ii  (a  iii.). 

3.  The  head  of  the  b'ne  Rehabiah  (i  Ch.  24  21  om.  B,  ie<rias 
[A],  iu)(T.  [L],  Jesias  [Vg.]) ;  in  i  Ch.  26  25  his  name  appears  as 
JESHAIAH  (iritis'',  wcraias  [BA],  iwcnje  [L]). 

4.  AV  JESIAH,  b.   Uzziel  (Jahaziel),  a   Levite  (i  Ch.  23  20, 
to-eta  [B],  Kotrias  [L],  Jesia  [Vg.]),  of  whose  sons  Zechariah  is 
alone  mentioned  (ib.  24  25,  «ria  [B],  acr.  and  i<r.  [A],  IUICTLOV  [L]). 

5.  Ishijah,   RV  Isshijah,  one  of  the  b'ne  HARIM  in  list  of 
those   with   foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,   §5,  end);  EzralOsi 
(ieo-0-ias  [L])=  i  Esd.  9  32,  ASEAS  (aaatas  [BA]). 

ISSUE  (TIT,  "tipO,  etc.),  Lev.  127  152  etc.  See 
MEDICINE. 

ISTALCURUS  ( i  CT AA  KO y  PO y  LA1 ) .  *  Esd.  8  4o.  See 
ZABUD,  2,  and  cp  UTHAI. 

ISUAH  (ni^),  i  Ch.  7so  ;  RV  ISHVAH. 
ISUI  (''W),  Gen.  46 17  ;  RV  ISHVI. 

ITALIAN  BAND  (H  crreipA  H  KAAOYMGNH 
IT&AIKH),  Acts  10 1.  See  CORNELIUS,  §  i,  and  cp 
ARMY,  §  10. 

ITALY  (  ITA.AI&)-  From  the  age  of  Augustus  the  word 
Italy  was  used  as  a  geographical  term  in  the  same  sense 
in  which  we  use  it  now.  See  further  ROME  ;  ROMANS. 

It  occurs  four  times  in  the  NT,  viz.,  Acts  10 1,  'the  Italian 
band  '(see  ARMY,  §  10,  CORNELIUS,  §  i);  Acts  182,  the  expulsion 
of  the  Jews  '  from  Italy,'  ||  'from  Rome'  ;  Acts  27  i,  Paul's  voyage 
to  Italy,  i.e.,  to  Rome;  Heb.  1824,  'those  of  Italy'  (see 
HEBREWS,  EPISTLE  TO,  §  9). 

ITCH  (D"]n),  Dt.  2827f.     See  DISEASES,  3. 

ITHAI  rrVN),  i  Ch.  11 31.     See  ITTAI. 

ITHAMAR  ("IttrVN.  derivation  uncertain,  '  father  of 
Tamar'?  '•X  being  perhaps  for  ^2N,  cp  ABIEZER  and 
I-EZER  ;  but  ""N  is  more  probably  a  fragment  of  a 
divine  name,  see  ICHABOD,  JEZEBEL;  i0A./v\Ap  [BAFL]), 
the  name  of  a  guild  of  priests  which,  to  judge  from  i  Ch. 
24 3/.,  was  of  less  importance  than  that  of  ELEAZAR 
(q.v. ).  See  GENEALOGIES,  §  7  [iv.],  ZADOK,  and  cp 
C.  Niebuhr,  Gesch.  d.  ebr.  Zeitalters,  1 280.  It  is  in 
accordance  with  this  that  in  the  priestly  genealogies 
Ithamar  appears  as  the  youngest  (4th)  son  of  Aaron, 
Eleazar  being  the  third  (Ex.  623  28 1  Nu.  32/.,  cp  Lev. 
106 1216  [P]).  In  P's  description  of  the  wanderings 
Ithamar  is  represented  as  superintending  the  Gershon- 
ites  and  Merarites  (Nu.  42833  78).  The  Kohathites 
(to  which  the  high-priestly  family  belonged)  are  not 
under  his  charge.  The  guild  is  mentioned  again  in 
the  list  of  the  returning  exiles  (Ezra82=  i  Esd.  829,  tera- 
fj.apov  [B]).  It  is  curious  to  notice  that  in  this  passage 
the  name  occurs  in  connection  with  the  b'ne  Phinehas 
and  Gershom.  The  supposition  that  Eli  was  a  member 
of  this  guild  is  manifestly  uncritical,  and  has  been 
shown  to  rest  upon  a  misunderstanding  ;  see  ELI,  §  2. 

S.  A.  c. 

ITHIEL  (7Sun\S\  perhaps  'El  is  with  me,'  cp  IM- 
MANUEL  ;  and  see  NAMES,  §  28),  in  list  of  Benjamite  in 
habitants  of  Jerusalem  (see  EZRA  ii. ,  §  5  [6],  §  15  [i]  a), 
Neh.  11 7f  (A.I0IHA  [BA],  ce0.  [N  ',  a  dittographed  c]. 
ee.  [L]). 

Although  the 
2  196),  its  mean 
whom  Bel  leads ' 
sible,  since  the  preposition  nt*  is  not  used  in  Aramaic. 

1  Quoted  by  Driver  (TBS  92)  in  connection  with  the 
mysterious  ISHVI  (g.v.). 

2294 


ITHIEL  AND  UCAL 

ITHIEL  AND  UCAL  fax]  ta'JVN^],  TOIC  nic- 
T6YOYCIN  06U)  KM  TTAYOMAI),  personal  names  in 
Prov.  30 1,  where  RV  renders  'The  words  of  Agur  the 
son  of  Jakeh  ;  the  oracle.  The  man  saith  unto  Ithiel 
and  unto  Ucal.1  It  is  usual  to  retain  'Agur  son  of 
Yakeh '  as  the  name  of  some  unknown  Jewish  or  non- 
Jewish  sage,  but  to  get  rid  of  Ithiel  and  Ucal  by 
changes  of  points  or  consonants.  Thus  Kamphausen 
(Kau.  S/S)  renders  v.  i  (after  the  heading),  '  The  man 
speaks  (saying),  I  wearied  myself  about  God,  I  wearied 
myself  about  God,  and  pined  away'  ('?*);  so  Del., 
Frank. ).  This,  however,  implies  an  unusual  construction 
of  the  verb  nx^  with  an  accusative.  Hitzig,  Delitzsch, 
Frankenberg  prefer  to  make  SK,  'God,'  a  vocative; 
but  the  context  does  not  suggest  an  address  to  God. 
'  Agur  son  of  Jakeh '  is  almost  equally  hard  to  explain. 
Toy  owns  perplexity.  <SBXAC,  however,  puts  us  on  the 
right  track.  ro<s  iricrT.  6e$  represents  ^K  'rDND1?,  all  of 
which  can  still  be  traced  in  MT,  except  that  ,\  stands 
for  the  second  D  (see  further  Crit.  Bib. ).  The  text  prob 
ably  is,  '  The  words  of  the  man  (called)  hak-koheleth, 
the  guilty  one,  to  those  who  believe  in  God. '  Cp  KOHE- 

LETH.  T.  K.  C. 

ITHLAH  (r6lT),  Josh.  19 42  RV,  AV  JETHLAH. 

ITHMAH  ( n»JV),  a  Moabite,  named  in  David's  army- 
list  (i  Ch.  H46tYe0e/v\A  [BN],  i60.  [A],  160AM  [L]). 

ITHNAN  (J3JV,  §  10),  a  town  in  the  southern  part 
of  Judah,1  mentioned  along  with  Kedesh  and  Hazor  in 
Josh.  1023  (AcoplCON&lN  K<M  MAINAM  [B]  for  Hazor 
and  Ithnan  ;  i0NAZid>  [A]  for  Ithnan,  Ziph  in  v.  24  ; 
10 NAN  [L]).  See  ETHNAN. 

ITHRA  (iOJV),  2  S.  1725f.    EVme-  JETHER  (q.v.,-$\ 

ITHRAN  (pJV,  'eminent';  cp  JETHRO).  i.  A 
Horite  clan-name,  Gen.  8626  (ledpav  [ADE],  16.  [L])  = 
i  Ch.  141  (yeffpa/j.  [B],  iedpav  [AL]).  See  DISHON. 

2.  In  a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (<?.?'.,  %  4  ii.),  i  Ch.  7  37  (Oepa  [B], 
leflep  [A],  om.  L).  In  i  Ch.  7  38  the  name  apparently  recurs  as 
JETHER  6  ("IIT,  lefljjp  [B],  leflep  [A]).  ©L  gives  eQpav  (i.e., 
Ithran?)  for  Ulla  the  father  of  Hanniel  and  Rizia  (u.  39);  see 
AKAH,  i. 

ITHREAM  (DiniV,  §  46,  cp  ABIATHAR,  JETHER, 
JETHRO,  AMMI  [NAMES  WITH],  and  see  below  ;  see 
also  Gray,  HPN  49  55  ;  ie0p&<\/V\  [B],  ie0ppAC 
[Jos.]),  the  sixth  son  of  David  by  Eglah,  2  S.  3s 
(6I60APAAM  [A],  |60pA/V\  [L])-  I  Ch.  83  (|0ApAM 
[B],  ie0pA[A]M  [AL]) ;  see  DAVID,  §  n</.  The  name 
is  miswritten  JERIMOTH  (q .v. ,  9)  in  2  Ch.  11 18,  where 
we  should  probably  read  '  Mahalath  (see  MAHALATH), 
daughter  of  Ithream  and  of  Abihail  daughter  of  Saul.' 
The  Chronicler,  who  draws  from  an  older  source,  not 
knowing  Abihail  (a  name  corrupted  elsewhere  into 
MICHAL)  as  a  daughter  of  Saul,  has  emended  SIMB' 
into  3N'll?N  (Eliab).  Accepting  the  old  view  which 
identifies  Ithream's  mother  EGLAH  (q-v.)  with  Michal, 
Klostermann  suggests  that  Ithream  (i.e. ,  'residue  of  a 
kinsfolk ' )  described  the  child  of  Michal  as  a  repre 
sentative  of  the  almost  extinct  family  of  Saul.  In  itself 
this  view  is  not  unplausible  (cp  Judg.  76),  at  least  if 
Klostermann's  explanation  of  Eglah  be  in  some  form 
accepted ;  but  it  seems  to  the  present  writer  to  be 
opposed  by  the  analogy  of  the  names  Rehoboam,  Jero 
boam.  To  explain  Rehoboam  as  '  the  people  is  wide,' 
and  Jeroboam  as  '  the  people  increases '  (see  NAMES, 
§  46)  appears  arbitrary ;  am  in  such  names  (when 
genuine)  is,  at  any  rate  in  the  older  period,  presumably 
a  divine  title  (see  AMMON,  §  i),  and  Ithream  ought  to 
mean  '  the  (divine)  kinsman  is  pre-eminence.'  T.  K.  C. 

ITHRITES,  THE  (nJVr;,  AI0AA6IM  [BA],  o  e0pi 

[L j),  a  family  of  Kirjath-jearim,  i  Ch.  2  53  (see  SHOBAL). 
In  2  S.  23  38  i  Ch.  1 1 40  Ira  and  Gareb  are  called  Ithrites  : 

1  So  Jerome  (OS  118  33,  '  Ethnan  in  tribu  Juda ')  and  Eusebius 
(Jib.  254  57,  E0ca/ii  </>uArjs  lovSa). 
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28.  (atOeipaios  [B*],  etffipcuos  [Ba-b],  eOOevaios  [B], 
fffpaios,  TfOpiTijs  [A],  lefffpei,  leffe/j.  [L]),  Ch.  (r)6r)pfL, 
io0Tjpei  [B],  ie-r]pfi,  io0rjpei  [N],  tetfe/n  [A],  ie0/n[L]).  In 
2  S.  2838  aidetpatos  [B]  seems  to  suggest  a  reading  nn>ri 
(Th.,  Klo.,  Marq.,  H.  P.  Smith)—  i.e.,  a  native  of 
JATTIR  (q.v. ),  in  the  hill  country  of  Judah  (Josh.  1548 
21 14). 

ITTAH-KAZIN  (pV[5  mjltf),  Josh.  19 13,  RV  ETH- 

KAZIN. 

ITTAI  (»flK,  e00ei  [BA],  181  [L],  eGlC  [Jos.  Ant. 
vii.  92],  fcrffaios  [/'*.  10i]).  i.  A  Gittite,  who  with  600 
Philistines  entered  into  David's  service  shortly  before 
Absalom's  rebellion  (28. 15 18/  [rrpoc]  C6006I  [B  in 
v.  19]).  So  far  as  the  text  is  intelligible,  it  would  appear 
that  Ittai — his  name  was  probably  once  in  v.  i&6,  thus  pro 
viding  a  natural  introduction  to  v.  iga — was  a  '  stranger  ' 
('133)  who  had  been  exiled  from  his  native  place  (reading 
l/yP*?1?.  (§,  Vg. ),  and  David  advises  him  to  return  and 
take  back  his  brethren  with  him,  adding  a  benediction  l 
(see  TRUTH).  In  the  fight  against  Absalom,  he  is  a 
commander  of  the  third  part  of  the  army.  The  rapidity 
with  which  Ittai,  who  when  we  first  meet  him  had  only 
been  a  short  time  with  David  (28.1520,  jjxia  Ven), 
springs  to  the  high  position  of  commander  along  with 
Joab  and  Abishai  (28.182512)  is  surprising.  It  is 
natural  to  suppose  that  he  was  one  of  David's  well-tried 
warriors,  perhaps  one  who  had  been  with  him  during 
his  residence  at  Ziklag.  It  is  hardly  safe  to  identify 
him  with  2  (below). 

2.  Ittai,  one  of  David's  heroes,  who,  probably  to  distinguish  him 
from  i  (above),  is  styled  '  b.  Ribai  from  Gibeah  of  the  children  of 
Benjamin,'  28.2829  (e<r9aci  [B],  om.  A,  «06i  [L])  =  i  Ch.  11  31 
ITHAI  ('JVK,  atpet  [B],  aiflei  [tfJ,  rjflov  [A]).  S.  A.  C. 

ITUREA — i.e. ,  the  territory  of  the  Ituraans,  which 
should  mean  especially  (see  ISHMAEL,  §  4  [7],  and  cp 
GASm.  HG  545)  the  southern  part  of  the  Antilibanus. 
It  is  mentioned  in  AV  of  Lk.  3i,  where  the  appear 
ance  of  the  new  prophet,  John  the  Baptist,  is  elabor 
ately  dated.  The  passage  which,  according  to  RV,  runs, 
'  .  .  .  and  his  brother  Philip  (being)  tetrarch  of  the 
region  of  Iturasa  and  Trachonitis,'  and  according  to  AV, 
' .  .  .of  Iturea  and  of  the  region  of  Trachonitis,'  is 
in  Greek  (Ti.  WH),  QCKiirirov  8£  rov  dde\<t>ov  aurov 
TfTpapxovvTos  TTJS  'J.TOVpalas  Kal  Tpaxwy/riSos  ^dipas. 
Which  of  the  renderings  is  correct  ?  It  is  important 
to  notice  that  in  Acts  16  6  the  AV  and  the  RV  differ  once 
more.  The  best  MSS  have  TT]V  Qpvyiav  Kal  TaXariKTjv 
•X_&pav  (so  Ti.  WH).  This,  as  appears  from  Acts  18 232 
(if  the  text  is  right),  should  mean,  in  Lk. 's  style, 
'  Phrygia  and  the  region  of  Galatia. '  Herod  Philip, 
then,  on  this  view  of  Lk.'s  meaning,  held  a  tetrarchy 
composed  of  two  districts  called  respectively  Ituraea 
and  Trachonitis  ;  but  here  two  difficulties  arise. 

a.  It  is  at  any  rate  doubtful  whether  there  is  a  single 
Greek  writer  before  Epiphanius3  (Hcer.  19)  and 
Eusebius  (OS  268  93)  who  uses  'Irovpaia.,  '  Iturasa,'  as 
the  name  of  a  country. 

Appian,  in  a  list  of  countries,  mentions  HaXauo-rivriv  icai  rrji' 
'Irovpaitav*  (Civ.  67),  and  though  in  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  1  3  Dindorf 
reads  'Irovpaiav,  Niese's  and  Naber's  reading  'Irovpatiav  is 
proved  to  be  right  by  the  following  words,  which  refer  to  the 
people  of  the  Ituraeans.5 

This,  however,  is  the  less  serious  difficulty.  In  Acts  18  23  it 
is  possible  to  read  with  (apparently)  Pesh.  •riji'  FaAaTKC))!'  (cat 
Qpvyiav  \uipaLv,  and  apart  from  Lk.'s  presumed  usage,6  it  would 
be  not  unnatural  to  understand  the  words  of  Lk.  3  i  as  implying 
that  Itursea  and  Trachonitis  were  partly  at  any  rate  the  same 
region. 

1  On  the  text  see  Dr.  ad  he. 

2  TT\V  Va\tn\.KT\v  \tapav  KO.\  •|Wytai>  [Ti.  WH]. 

3  Ramsay,  Expositor,  '94(1,  p.  52. 

4  Ramsay,  ib.  pp.  52,  146. 

*  TToAe/iTjcras  ['Iroupaiouj]  icat  TroXArjv  aiiriav  nj?  xuipas  TTJ 
'louSat'ij  Trpoo'KTT/crajaei'Of. 

6  See  Chase,  Expositor,  '93^,  p.  405.  Blass  and  Chase  are  on 
one  side,  Lightfoot  and  Ramsay  on  the  other,  in  the  interpreta 
tion  of  Acts  16  6. 
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b.  The  next  difficulty  is  geographical.  It  is  quite 
conceivable  that  a  wild,  semi-nomadic  race  like  the 
Iturasans  may,  when  their  home  on  the  Antilibanus 
was  taken  from  them,  have  migrated  into  Trachonitis 
(proper),  and  that  this  region  was  therefore  sometimes 
spoken  of  as  Ituraean.  G.  A.  Smith  very  aptly  refers 
to  the  migration  of  many  Druses  from  the  Lebanon  to 
the  Jebel  Hauran  (to  the  SE.  of  the  Hauran,  on  the 
edge  of  the  desert),  which  has  therefore  acquired  the 
second  name  Jebel  ed-Druz.  There  is,  however,  no 
historical  proof  that  the  Ituraeans  migrated  in  this  way, 
and  that  hence  their  name  attached  itself  to  this  new 
abode  ;  and  in  view  of  the  extreme  care  with  which  Lk. 
describes  the  date  of  the  Baptist's  appearance,  it  cannot 
be  thought  likely  that  Lk.  would  have  used  this  second, 
popular  name  ('the  Ituraean  region')  for  Trachonitis, 
when  there  were  other  territorial  names  which  had  so 
much  better  a  claim  to  be  referred  to  in  connection  with 
Herod  Philip. 

For  of  what  did  the  tetrarchy  of  Herod  Philip  consist  ? 
Josephus  tells  us.  It  was  Batansea,  Trachonitis, 
Auranitis,  and  certain  parts  of  the  'house  of  Zeno  (or 
Zenodorus) '  about  Paneas  (Ant.  xvii.  11  4,  Z?/ 11.63). 
Now  even  if  we  grant  (for  argument's  sake)  that  the 
latter  territory,1  not  (according  to  the  hypothesis  just 
now  rejected)  Trachonitis  proper,  may  be  intended  by 
'the  Iturasan  (region)'  in  Lk.  3i,  who  can  think  it 
likely  that  Lk.  would  mention  the  region  of  Paneas  2  in 
preference  to  the  names  of  more  important  territories  ? 
Surely  he  would  rather  have  selected  Gaulanitis  (Jos. 
Ant.  xvii.  8  i)  or  Auranitis  (xvii.  11 4).  Is  it  not  on  the 
whole  probable  that  he  actually  did  so  ?  No  names  are 
more  liable  to  corruption  than  those  of  places.  In  the 
very  passage  which  has  occasioned  this  article  ( Lk.  3 1 ) 
there  are  traces  of  the  existence  of  a  false  reading 
'I8ovfj.ci.ias  for  'Irovpaias  ;  what  if  'Irovpaias  itself  is  a 
corruption  of  avpavirtdos?  Omit  id,  which,  after  IT, 
would  be  a  natural  transcriptional  error,  and  you  have 
a  group  of  letters  which  might  easily  be  confounded 
with  iTovpcuas.  This  is  preferable,  not  only  to  the 
rather  improbable  conjectures  mentioned  above,  but 
also  to  the  suggestion  of  Holtzmann  (HClsj)  that  by 
an  anachronism  the  evangelist  assigns  to  Philip  the 
territory  afterwards  possessed  by  Agrippa. 

See  the  discussion  between  Chase  and  Ramsay,  and  between 
Ramsay  and  G.  A.  Smith  in  the  Expositor,  '93^,  '94* ;  and 
cp  Schurer,  Hist.  2,  Appendix  i.  T.  K.  C. 

IVAH  (ilW),  2  K.  1834,  RV  IVVAH.     See  AVVA. 

IVORY  (]&,  'tooth,'  implying  that  the  Hebrews 
knew  that  ivory  was  not  a  horn  ;  MT,  and  consequently 
EV,  twice  assume  that  D'SH^3  also  means  'ivory'). 

Apart  from  such  sources  as  the  tusks  of  fossil  ele 
phants  and  allied  animals,  and  of  the  narwhal,  etc., 
which  may  practically  be  neglected,  ivory  is  derived 
from  the  incisor  teeth  or  tusks  of  the  ELEPHANT  (q.v.). 
It  is  the  solid  dentine  or  central  substance  of  teeth, 

1  No  stress  can  be  laid  on   Eus.  OS  268  $3,  'Irovpaia  ^  ital 
Tpax<oi'tTis  ;  for,  though  Eusebius  was  a  native  of  Palestine,  he 
does  not  escape  geographical  mistakes,  especially  when  dealing 
with  the  E.  of  the  Jordan. 

2  G.  A.  Smith  argues  that   'if  the  name  [of  the  Ituraeans] 
spread  down  the  slopes  of  Anti-Lebanon  SW.  towards  Galilee 
[see  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  11  3],  it  is  quite  possible  that  it  also  spread 
down  the  same  slopes  SE.  upon  the  district  of  Paneas '  (Expositor, 
'940;,  p.  236).     Schurer,  too,  remarks  (Hist.  2  iiff.)  that   this 
district  formerly  belonged  to  the  Ituraean  state. 

3  Q'2iTIE>(iK.  1022  2Ch.92i,  AVmg.  'elephants' teeth, 'oSmres 
eAe^ai/Tiroi  [only  A  in  i  K.])  has  been  taken  to  mean  'tooth  of  the 
habbim'    (D'3?),  which  Schrader  (KA  TV)  187)  connects  with 
Ass.  fin  al-ab,  '  tooth  of  halab  ' ;  but  the  authority  for  this  sup 
posed   Assyrian   name   for  the  elephant   is   most   insecure  (cp 
ELEPHANT,  n.  2).    '  Ivory '  in  Ass.  is  sinni-piri,  or,  in  the  Amarna 
tablets,  Sinni-biri  (cp  Zeit.  /.  Volkerpsych.  18249),  and>  unless 
we  emend  D'SH  to  7'Brt  ('elephant,'  cp  Syr.  Jl^Q,  etc.),  it  is 

best  either  to  identify  with  the  Egypt,  ah,  ebu  (cp  Lat.  ebur), 
'  elephant '  (with  this  we  might  combine  the  theory  of  an  ultimate 
Sanskrit  original  [ibhas'i  cp  eAe'^at]),  or  to  read  'ivory  and 
ebony'  (D'33H(i)  |B')  as  proposed  elsewhere  (see  EBONY). 
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which,  alike  on  account  of  its  mass,  its  fine  elastic 
quality,  and  its  property  of  taking  a  high  polish,  has 
always  had  a  high  commercial  value. 

The  Tyrians,  it  appears,  obtained  ivory  from 
Dedanite  or  Rhodian  merchants  (Ezek.  27 15;  see 

1  Source  DoDANIM) :  tne  Israelites,  in  Solomon's 
'  time,  through  a  ship  or  ships  of  their  own, 
from  OPHIR  (q.v. ,  i  K.  1022,  cp  v.  18).  It  is  generally 
supposed  that  part  of  this  ivory  came  from  India,1 
though  the  African  elephant  has  always  been  the  main 
source  of  the  commodity  (this  on  account  of  the  large 
size  of  the  tusks,  and  because  there  are  tusks  in  both 
the  male  and  the  female).  Assyria  received  a  small 
quantity  from  Egypt  through  Phoenicia — usually  in  the 
form  of  skilfully  chiselled  plaques  or  ornaments.  Gener 
ally,  however,  it  was  imported  in  its  rough  state  ;  the 
Assyrians  themselves  worked  it  up.  This  will  account 
for  the  different  style  and  character  of  the  actual  finds  (cp 
Perrot-Chipiez,  Art  in  Chald.  2  319^).  The  Egyptians 
obtained  their  ivory  partly  from  Ethiopia,  which  was 
reputed  to  be  very  rich  in  it  (cp  Pliny,  8 10),  partly  from 
Cyprus  (Brugsch,  Gesch.  Aeg.  317  322  ;  WMM,  As.  u. 
Eur.  336,  n.  2  ;  cp  Ohnefalsch  -  Richter,  Kypros, 
1140191  ;  EGYPT,  §  33).  On  the  coast  of  Asia  Minor 
there  was  an  ivory  industry  of  great  antiquity  (cp  //. 
4141-144). 

Ivory  being  a  hard  and  durable  substance,  many 
articles,  carved  and  veneered,  have  survived  to  our 

„  ...  time  both  in  Egypt  and  (especially)  in  As 
syria.  Cant.  5 14  has  been  quoted  as  referring 
to  such  objects  ;  but  'eseth  (nery)  perhaps  rather  suggests 
a  mass  of  ivory  than  an  artistic  product  (see  Siegfried, 
ad  loc. ).  '  Vessels  of  ivory '  are  mentioned  only  in 
Rev.  18 12  ;  but  ivory  was  used  by  the  Israelites  as  well  as 
other  peoples  in  the  decoration  of  palaces  (i  K.  2239  ; 
cp  Am.  815  and,  if  correct,  Ps.  458  [9]).  The  Ninevite 
palaces  were  certainly  inlaid  with  ivory  (cp  Horn.  Oct. 
463,  chambers  of  Menelaus).  Amos  (64)  refers  in 
anger  to  the  '  beds  of  ivory '  of  the  nobles  of  N. 
Israel  (the  reference  to  Zion  in  61  can  hardly  be 
original).'2  In  Taylor's  cylinder  inscription  it  is  said 
that  in  the  tribute  of  Hezekiah  to  Sennacherib  were 
'  ivory  couches,  splendid  seats  of  ivory  '  (Schr.  KA  TW 
293  ;  cp  BED,  §  5).  Rather  strangely  we  read  in  Cant. 
M  [s]  °f  a  'tower  of  ivory.'  Some  particular  tower 
seems  to  be  meant  (cp  v.  544);  but  where  and  what  was 
it  ?  Delitzsch  thinks  that  it  was  panelled  with  ivory 
externally — a  difficult  supposition  (see  below).  Among 
the  Phoenicians  ivory  was  used  to  ornament  the  ship's 
-...  deck  (or  rudder  [?]  Ezek.  276),  just  as,  at 

references     an    early   age'    ivory   was    used    by   the 
ences.   Greeks  in  the  handles  of  keys  or  bosses 

of  shields,  etc.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  above 
list  of  references  should  be  shortened. 

Thus  in  Ps.  458  [9]  and  Cant.  7  4  [5]  ]&,  '  ivory,' only  appears 
through  a  corruption  of  the  text.  In  the  former  passage  '30  ]C' 
should  probably  be  D'3CB',  'ointments'  (Che.  Ps. (2)),  and  in  the 

latter  JSP?  should  be  TJB'n  (\Vi.)  or  Tib  (Che.).  See  Winckler 
(AOFliQzf.),  and  more  fully  Cheyne  (JQR,  Apr.  '99),  who 
takes  '  the  tower  of  Lebanon  which  looks  towards  Damascus  '  to 
be  a  variant  of  '  the  tower  of  Senir. ' 

Some  additions,  however,  may  be  made  to  the  list. 
Thus  in  i  K.  10  22  many  read  '  ivory  and  ebony  '  for  '  ivory  '  ; 
in  i  Ch.  29  2  the  same  reading  is  possibly  right  for  '  onyx  stone  '  ; 
and  in  Is.  2  i6«  '  ships  of  Tarshish '  should  not  improbably  be 
'  palaces  of  ivory. '     See  EBONY. 

A.  E.  S. — S.  A.  C. — T.  K.  C. 

IWAH  (n-W).-AV  Ivah,  2  K.  1834  19i3  Is.STist- 
See  AVVA. 

IVY  (KICCOC),  2  Mace.  67.     See  BACCHUS. 
IYE-ABARIM  (Dnn»n   «r),    Nu.  3344   RV,    AV 

IjE-ABARIM. 

1  J.  Kennedy's  article  (JRAS,  Apr.  '98,  pp.  241-288)  comes 
to  a  different  conclusion.     See  TKADE  AND  COMMENCE. 

2  Cheyne  would  change  p»Si  '  Zion,'  into  jms  (see  ZARETHAN). 
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IYIM  (WV),  Nu.  334s  RV,  AV  IIM. 

IYOB  (3'VN),  Jobli  RVmg-,  EV  JOB. 

IZHAR  pny\  '  it  (?)  shines '  or  •  oil,1  §  54  ; 
[BAFL]),  b.  Kohath,  a  Levitical  family  name  (Nu.  819, 
AV  IZEHAR;  Ex.  618,  ICCAXAP  [B]  ieccA&p  [F] ; 
**.  «.  c&Ap[F];  Nu.  18i,  IACCAAP  [F*].  P;  i  Ch. 
62  [5 28],  18  [63],  I6CCAAP  [L];  38  [623],  23i2i8f). 
In  i  Ch.  6  22  [7]  the  name  is  less  correctly  Amminadab 
(but  iffffaap  [AL]) ;  see  AMMINADAB  (3).  See  GENE 
ALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (iii.  c). 

The  gentilic  is  Izharite  ("1.^,  i  Ch.  2122,  t<r(ropei  [B],  icro-aapt 
[A],  viol  icraap  [L] ;  26  23,  icrcraap  [B],  AL  as  21  22  ;  »£.  29,  io-<rapei 
[B],  ixaapt  [A],  te<r<raapi  [L] ;  AV  once  IzeharltO,  Nu.  827,  6 
uapieis  [B*],  tcrcr.  [Bab],  traapcis  [A],  i(r<7.  [FL]). 

IZHAR,  RV;  AV  JEZOAR  ("inV\  kt.;  "IPIX1,  kre),  a 
son  of  ASHHUR  [^.T'.  ]  of  Judah  ;  i  Ch.  4?  (cA&P  [BA], 
6ICAP  [L]).  For  kre,  see  ZOHAR,  3. 


JABBOK 
IZLIAH  (nK'pr),  i  Ch.  818  RV,  AV  JKZLIAH. 

IZRAHIAH  (rvrnP,  •  Yahwe  rises,'  §§  35,  53;  cp 
ZERAHIAH)  b.  Uzzi,  an  Issacharite  :  i  Ch.  7  3  (z&peiA 
[B],  iezp&A  [A*  vid-],  iezpi&  [A1  and  A],  iezepiA 
[L]),  cp  ZEKAHIAH  b.  Uzzi  (i  Ch.  66  [632]  etc.).  The 
identical  name  appears  also  in  the  EV  under  the  form 
JEZRAHIAH  [^.^.]. 


IZRAHITE, 


.  i  Ch.  278.     See  ZERAH. 


IZRI  (v"lV  —  i-e-<  a  man  of  IV'.  I  a  Jezerite,  see 
JEZER),  a  son  of  Jeduthun  (i  Ch.  25n,  ^V'?.  iecAp[e]i 
[BA],  iez.  [L  v.  14]).  In  i  Ch.  253  ms  name  appears 
as  ZERI  ("is  ;  <roup[e]t  [BAL]). 


IZZIAH 


),  Ezral02S  RV,  AV  JEZIAH. 


JAAKAN  (liWl),  i  Ch.  I42t  RV,  AV  JAKAN  (g.v.). 

JAAKOBAH  (i"QplT,  §  73;  cp  ASHARELAH,  JESHAR- 
Ei,AH,  a  Simeonite  name  (i  Ch.  436:  ICOKA.B&  [B], 
lAK-  [A],  iCKeBA,  [I-])- 

JAALA  (N^IT  [Gi.  Ba.],  other  readings  'IP  and  H^ 
[Gi.]),  Neh.  7 58,  or  Jaalah  (r6lP,  §§  53,  68),  Ezra2T56. 
The  b'ne  Jaala,  a  group  of  children  of  '  Solomon's 
servants'  (see  NETHINIM,  and  cp  EZRA  ii. ,  §  9). 

The  readings  are  :  Neh.  7  58  (ieAr,\  [B],  leojjA   [NA],  leSoAaa 
[L])  =  Ezra2  56  (ier,A.a  [B],   leAa   [A],    i€SA.aa  [L])  =  i   Esd.  633,     I 
JEELI  (ie[t]r,\[e]t  [BA],  i*SAaa  [L]). 

JAALAM,  RV  Jalam  (D^IP,  §§  54,  64;  ierAo/v\   | 
[BADEL],  an  Edomite  clan,  '  son  '  of  Esau  (see  EDOM,    > 
§  2),  Gen. 36S  (lerAoyM  [E])  14 18  (lepAcoM  [^vid-]) ; 
i  Ch.  I3s  (ie[-A<\o/v\  [L]). 

JAANAI,  RY  Janai  ("Ol^,.  also  ^IP  [Gi.]),  a  Gadite 
(clan),  i  Ch.  5i2f  (l&NGIN  [B],  -N<M  [A],  ICOANI  [I-]  O 

^P  SHAPHAT  [4]). 

.l326RVniff-  SeeKiRjATH-jEARiM,§3. 

JAARE-OREGIM  (D^n'S  ny*).  28.  21  19;  see 
ELHANAN,  §  2. 

JAARESHIAH     (n^U1!),     i  Ch.  8  27     RV,     AV 

JARESIAH  (y.V. ). 

JAASAU,  RV  Jaasu,  RV"'g-  Jaasai  (ibr;.,  Kt. 
VP!;cp'8^^!i  §§  31-  52)'  one  of  the  b'ne BANI  in  list 
of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i. ,  §  5,  end), 
Ezra  1037  (iasi  [vg-]-  'utlli  [Pesh.],  KAI  enoiHCAN, 
i.e. ,  -V^^l  [BNA],  om.  L),  whose  name  may  be  re 
cognised  in  the  ELIASIS  of  ||  i  Esd.  934(eAlAC6iC  [BA], 
om.  L,  formation  analogous  to  nt£'l/pN). 

JAASIEL  (^Pfe^!,  §31;  'El  performs,'  one  of 
David's  heroes,  i  Ch.  11 47,  AV  JASIEL  (eccemA  [B], 
6C.  |K],  6CCIHA  [A],  iecc.  [L]).  He  is  called  n^VDH 
(6  fjLfivapfia.  [BX],  6  /j-ecrufiia  [A],  6  /aacra/3ia  [L],  DK 
MASOBIA  [Vg.]).  AV  and  RV  (by  a  virtual  emenda 
tion  of  the  text)  render  this  '  the  Mes( z )obaite. ' 

The  reading  is  conflate  ;  we  must  read  either  'Si'SH,  '  the 
Mizpahite,' or  ."13X313,  '  from  Mizpah.'  The  designation  was  no 
doubt  suggested  by  '  Igal  ben  Nathan  of  Mizpah  '  in  2  S.  2836 
(see  IGAL,  2).  jj  and  3  were  easily  confounded  (cp  the  play  on 
rnitO  and  ."iSi'D  in  Gen.  31 49  52).  Probably  Mizpah  in  Benjamin 
is  meant  by  the  Chronicler,  who  gives  the  name  Jaasiel  to  a 
Benjamite  prince,  b.  Abner,  in  i  Ch.  27 21  (a<reii;p  [BJ,  oanjA 
[A],  iao-0-.  [L],  nw/V/fVg.]). 

On  the  names  in  i  Ch.  l!4i<5-47,  see  DAVID,  §  n  (a  ii.). 

T.  K.  C. 
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JAAZANIAH  (•irPJTN?,  §  32;  'Yahwe  hears  or 
•weighs';  cp  AZANIAH  ;  rV3TN^,  Jer.  863,  Ezek.  11 1  ; 
•irVJ^,  Jer.  408;  HW,  Jer.  42 1 ;  lezONiAC  [BXALQ]). 

1.  Son  of  the  Maacathite  ;  a  captain  (2  K.  2623  ;  ofonos  [B]  ; 
Jer.  408,    JEZANIAH).      Probably    identical   with    Jezaniah    b. 
Hoshaiah,  Jer.  42  i  (afapia?  [BNAQ])— in  432  called  AZARIAH 
[y.v.,  16]  (a^aptos   [B^/AQ],  afaxapias  [N*]),   which  is  read  by 
(B  [except  Q»>g-]  in  the  former  passage.     Cp  JOHANAN  (9). 

2.  b.  Jeremiah,  a  Rechabite  head  (Jer.  863  ;  levoi'iai'  [B^A]). 

3.  b.  Shaphan,  head  of  seventy  elders  of  Israel  in  a  vision  of 
Ezekiel  (Ezek.  Sn  ;  te^ovios  [BQa]). 

4.  b.    Azzur,   a   leading    Jerusalemite    (Ezek.  11  i  ;    lexoviav 
[BAF]). 

JAAZER  P.T1P).  Nu.  21 32,  etc.     See  JAZER. 

JAAZIAH  (-in'Tl?!,  'Yahwe strengthens, 'cpj A AZIEL; 
§  29  ;  oz[e]l&  [BA],  OZI&C  [L]).  one  of  the  '  sons'  of 
Merari  (i  Ch.  24 26/. ). 

JAAZIEL  (^N11^,  'God  strengthens,'  cp  JAAZIAH  ; 
§  29),  a  Levite,  of  the  second  degree,  a  temple  musician 
(i  Ch.  15i8,  ozemA  [BN],  IHOYA  [A],  leinA  [L]). 

For  '  Zechariah,  Ben,  and  Jaaziel  we  should,  omitting  p,  read 
'  Zechariah  and  Jaaziel'  (©L  Z.  mbs  i.),  cp  Ki.  SBOT  '  Chron.,1 
adloc.  With  the  omission  of  the  initial  »  the  name  appears 
again  in  i'.  20  as  ^N'lJJ  (AziEL,  of[e]i>)A  [BXAL]).  The  proper 
vocalisation  is  undoubtedly  VN'?V,  a  reading  to  which  the 
versions  point. 

JABAL  (^T),  Gen.  4zot.     See  CAINITES.  §  n. 

JABBOK  (P3\  IABOK  [BADEFL],  but  I^BCOK  [L 
in  Josh.  122  Judg.  11 1322]  ;  i&B&KXOC  or  ioB<\KOC 

[Jos.  Ant.  i.  202]).       The    'luxuriant 
1  Course,  etc.     •  ^      •     •/= 

river     is  the  significant   name  of  the 

tortuous  stream  which  divides  the  hill-country  of  Gilead 
(see  GILEAD,  §  3),  and  finally  reaches  the  Jordan  just 
above  ed-Ddmiyeh  (see  ADAM,  i. ),  about  25  m.  in  a 
straight  line  N.  of  the  Dead  Sea.  Like  the  Arnon  it  has 
a  continuous  stream .;  the  whole  course,  not  counting  the 
windings,  is  over  60  m.  (G.  A.  Smith).  It  is  now  called 
(from  its  clear  blue  colour)  the  Nahr  ez-Zerkd.  It  is 
famous  in  Hebrew  tradition  from  its  connection  with 
Jacob's  change  of  name  (Gen.  3222  [23]),  and  also  as 
the  boundary  between  the  kingdoms  of  Sihon  and  Og. 
In  Dt.  3i6  Josh.  122  it  is  called  'the  border  of  the 
B'ne  Ammon '  ;  the  phrase  applies  to  the  upper  part  of 
the  Jabbok,  where,  circling  round,  it  passes  RABBATH- 
AMMON,  near  which  are  its  sources.  Cp  Nu.  2124 
Judg.  11 13  22.  On  the  N.  of  the  Jabbok  are  the 
ruins  of  Gerasa  (see  GILEAD,  §  7),  between  which  place 
and  Philadelphia,  Eusebius  (OS  263 78  1303o)  rightly 
places  the  river.  F.  B. 
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At  what  precise  part  of  the  Jabbok  the  ford  referred 
to  in  Gen.  3222  [23]  may  be  supposed  to  be,  is  uncertain. 

2  The  reference  The  story  containin£  the  reference 
Z~  ,     is  composite,   and   the  narrators  J 

in  Gen.  62.22   23  . 

L  JJ  and  E  appear  to  be  not  quite  con 
sistent  (see  GILEAD,  §  3).  The  Zerka  is  'always 
fordable,  except  where  it  breaks  between  steep  rocks ' 
(GASm.  HG  584).  That  there  is  any  play  on  the  word 
Jabbok,  as  if  there  were  '  some  sympathy  between  the 
two  tortuous  courses'  (ibid.),  is  scarcely  probable. 
We  have  two  explanations  of  names  in  the  narrative 
already  (Israel  and  Penuel),  and  hardly  expect  a  third. 
Besides,  there  is  the  •  possibility  that  in  the  original 
narrative  the  Yarmuk  (which  is  the  boundary  between 
Gilead  and  Bashan),  not  the  Jabbok,  was  the  river 
referred  to. 

The  word  rendered  '  wrestled '  is  another  difficulty.  Not 
improbably  p3N'1  has  become  corrupted  out  of  3^*1  (S^N'l), 
owing  to  the  vicinity  of  oa».  See  Crit.  Bib. 

F.  B. ,  §  I  ;    T.  K.  C.  ,  §  2. 

JABESH  (B»3»  or  K»T,  i.e.,  'dry';1  (e)ic\B(e)ic 
[BAL],  IA.BHCOC,  l&BlCOC,  l&BlC  [Jos-]).  or,  more 

1.  References.  Mly     Jabeih-gilead 

i<\B(e)ic  LTHC]  TA^AAA,  THC 
AAlTiAOc).  the  scene  of  Saul's  first  warlike  exploit 
(SAUL,  §  i),  and  the  place  where  his  bones  were  for  a 
time  buried  (i  S.  lli-io  31 11-13  2  S.  21 12  i  Ch. 
lOn/i).  It  is  mentioned  in  the  Am.  Tab.  (JabiSi, 
23?28).  The  importance  of  Jabesh  was  recognised  by 
David.  By  sending  presents  to  its  citizens  (2  S.  26, 
crit.  emend.  ;  see  SAUL,  §  5),  he  sought  to  counteract 
the  policy  of  Abner,  and  to  promote  his  own  candidature 
as  king  of  all  Israel.  Very  possibly,  too,  Jabesh  was 
the  birthplace  of  Shallum  and  of  Elijah  (see  SHALLUM, 

1  ;   ELIJAH,  §  i,  n.  i).      It  is,  however,  only  a  late  post- 
exilic  narrative  (Judg.  21 8-14)  which  asserts  that  in  the 
time  of  the  Judges,  by  a  combined  effort  of  all  Israel,  the 
population  of  Jabesh-gilead  was  exterminated,  with  the 
exception  of  four    hundred  virgins  who  were  married 
to    the   survivors   of   Benjamin   (see    BENJAMIN,   §  5  ; 
JUDGES,    §   13).       How   long   did    the   importance   of 
Jabesh    last  ?      Does    Josephus    mean    to    say,    in   his 
paraphrase  of  i  S.  11,  that  Jabesh  was  in  his  day  still 
the  'metropolis'  of  the  Gileadites 2  (Ant.  vi.  5i)?     At 
any  rate,  in  the  time  of  Eusebius  it  was  only  a  village 
(Kti}fj.T)),   which  is  described  by  him  as  on  the   eastern 
tableland,  six  R.m.  from  Pella,  on  the  road  to  Gerasa 
(OS  268 81  ;  cp  22698,  and  Jer.  Comm.  ad  Ji/d. ).     The 
great  city  of  Pella  had  risen  beside  it  and  been  made 
capital    of    the    province  ;    this    probably   led    to    the 
decline  of  Jabesh  and  its  final  ruin. 

The  site  is  a  matter  of  doubtful  conjecture.  Robinson 
(BK  839)  thought  that  Jabesh  might  be  on  the  site  of 

2  Site    ed"^e'r  ( ' tlle  convent '),  on  the  S.  bank  of  the 

'  wady,  about  6  miles  from  Fahl  or  Pella  ;  but 
this  place  is  perched  upon  an  eminence  difficult  of 
access,  and  quite  off  from  the  road  leading  from  Pella 
to  Jerash.3  The  ruins  of  Meriamin,  however,  which 
evidently  belong  to  a  large  and  ancient  town,  are  not 
exposed  to  this  objection  ;  they  are  at  a  distance  of  one 
hour  forty  minutes  from  Pella.  No  other  site,  according 
to  Merrill,  conies  into  competition  with  this  (see,  how 
ever,  Buhl,  259).  About  Meriamin  there  is  plenty  of 
room  for  an  army  to  operate.  Robinson  did  not 
actually  visit  ed-Deir,  which  cannot  be  the  true  site. 
At  any  rate,  the  old  name  Jabesh  still  survives  in  that 
of  the  Wady  Yabis,  which  enters  the  Jordan  valley 

1  See  NAMES,  §  100.  The  name  doubtless  belonged  first  to 
the  wady,  then  to  the  town  also  (Moore,  Judges,  447). 

a  He  says  lajSit  S'eo"rt»  airnj,  but  he  continues  in  the  historic 
present  Tj-e'/i"'"' 

3  Merrill,  East  of  the  Jordan,  439 ;  so  Oliphant,  Land  of 
Gilcatl,  174.     On  the  Roman  road  referred  to,  cp  Schumacher, 
Across  the  Jordan,  277  f.     Van  de  Velde  (2349-352)  and  Porter 
{Handbook,  317)  agree  with  Robinson  ;  Furrer(in  Riehm,  664  a) 
gives  his  weighty  authority  to  Merrill's  site. 
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about  10  m.  SSE.  from  Beisan  (Bethshan),  nearly 
opposite  Ibzik  (Bezek).  T.  K.  c. 

JABESH  (B"T),  father  of  SHALLUM  [g.v.,  i.  i],  2  K. 
15ioi3/.  (lABeiC  [BAL];  inv.  lo^B-  [A]}.      It  is  prob- 
j    able,  however,  that  '  son  of  Jabesh '  means   '  a  man  of 
Jabesh-gilead'  (so  Klo. ,  St.,  We.).      See  GINATH. 

JABEZ  (fay»,  II-&BHC,  i-A/wec  [B],  IAI-BHC, 
pMJHC^A],  IABIHC,  i&BHA,  idkBtelic  [L]).  Accord 
ing  to  the  MT  (i  Ch.  4g/. )  jabez  is  like  Melchizedek, 
'without  father  or  mother,'  and  the  place  which  bears 
his  name  (i  Ch.  2 55)  is  of  'unknown  site'  (Hastings, 
BD  25246)  ;  but  the  riddle  can  with  some  probability 
be  solved. 

3JT  in  fOJT  (i  Ch.  255)  is  a  duplication  of  [']3B»  (Kr.,  ®)  ;  v 
is  a  corruption  of  p,  the  first  letter  of  nnp  ',  m  in  mp  fell  out 
owing  to  the  following  in-  A  misplacement  of  words  followed, 
and  ~\SD  in  TflD'mp  was  mistaken  for  'iSD  (i.e.,  DHSD). 

Probably  the  true  reading  is  iBD'nnp  '3B"  ninBB'Dl, 
'  and  the  families  of  the  inhabitants  of  Kirjath-sepher ' 
(called  Beth-gader  [?]  in  v.  51  ).2  The  names  of  the 
'families'  referred  to  alsobecame  corrupted.  Tir'athaim3 
probably  conceals  c"]jv  or  D'rnjv,  men  of  JATTIR  [<?.v.  ], 
or  of  Jattirah  ;  Shim'athim  4  should  be  D'FiycPB'K,  men  of 
Eshtemoa  ;  and  Sucathim 5  should  be  Q'miB',  men  of 

.  T 

Socoh  or  Socah.6  All  the  places  referred  to  are  to  the 
SW.  of  Hebron,  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Debir  or 
Kirjath-sepher.  The  Chronicler  adopted  the  statement 
which  his  authority  gave,  but  seems  to  have  been 
puzzled  by  the  (corrupt)  word  'Jabez.'  He  probably 
supposed  that  a  person  called  Jabez  was  connected 
with  the  early  history  of  Kirjath-sepher,  and  pro 
duced  a  new  story  to  account  for  the  '  enlargement  of 
the  border '  of  Kirjath-sepher  in  connection  with  the 
supposed  derivation  of  Jabez  (from  'oseb,  '  pain').  This 
story  is  a  substitute  for  that  in  Judg.  1 14  f.  (Josh. 
15 187^)  ;  there  is  no  party  feeling  in  it  (C.  Niebuhr)  ; 
it  expresses  the  Chronicler's  perplexity,  and  also,  in  the 
prayer  of  Jabez,  his  piety.  Probably  v.  9  /.  should 
come  after  v.  13  ;  the  '  brethren '  of  '  Jabez '  should  be 
the  sons  of  Kenaz. 

This  view  of  the  passage  precludes  conjectures  as  to  the  Kenite 
'  scribes '  of  whom  MT  speaks  (cp  Bertholet,  Die  Stellung  der 
Israeliten,  etc.,  80,  n.  i).  No  'scribes'  were  referred  to  in  the 
original  text.  The  latter  part  of  i  Ch.  255  must  be  taken  by 
itself.  It  alludes  to  the  fact  that  the  Kenites  dwelt  in  the  S.  of 
Judah  ;  and  it  is  probable  that  there  is  a  lacuna  in  the  text  (cp 
HEMATH).  T.  K.  C. 

JABIN  (pT,  §53;  '  He  (God) perceives';  iAB[e]lN 
[BNARTFL]),  king  of  Hazor  (see  HAZOR,  i),  who 
warred  against  Zebulun  and  Naphtali  (Judg.  427,  ia/j.fiv 
[A]  ;  and  i  S.  12  9  [@  only]  ;  ta^iv  [L],  [eJta/Sas  [BA]). 
He  has  really  little  to  do  with  the  narrative  in 
Judg.  4,  which  in  its  present  form  has  been  shown 
to  consist  of  a  combination  of  the  story  of  Jabin  with 
that  of  SISERA  (q.  v. )  against  Israel.  By  making 
Sisera  Jabin's  general,  the  two  accounts  have  been 
made  to  harmonise  roughly,  and  it  is  difficult  to 
say  how  much  of  the  original  history  of  Jabin  has 
been  omitted  in  favour  of  that  of  Sisera.  It  may  be 
conjectured  that  at  the  tents  of  Heber,  Jabin  met  a  fate 
similar  to  Sisera's  at  the  hands  of  Jael. 

In  the  less  original  account  in  Josh.  11 1-9  (ia/3eiy 
[BA]),  due  to  £2  and  worked  over  by  D2,  the  war  of 
the  two  tribes  against  Jabin  is  characteristically  magni- 

1  ©BA'also  gives  cos  yajSr/s  in  4  10  (MT  3!?i'3  ;  «SL  iv  Siairriaati). 

2  Cp  GEDER. 

3  G'njnn,  apyaeLd^.  [BA],  0apa0«Fc  [L]. 

4  C'nypB",    ora^aSifi/n    [BA],    -6eiv   [L].       But   v.    53,     'TOC', 
j)0-dju.a0ei|U.  [B],  -v  [A],  6  cra^aSi  [L]. 

5  C'n^C',  (TtaKa.0iei.ij.  [BA],  croux^«K  [L]. 

*>  A  late  editor  may  have  supposed  a  connection  of  the 
(corrupt)  names  with  terms  connected  with  the  religious  system 
of  his  day  (rijnn,  •~t£DC',  ^JP)  ;  cp  Vg.  canentes  et  resonantes  et 
in  tabernaculis  coiitiitorantes.  See  We.  De  gent,  30  ;  and  cp 
Be.  ad  lac. 
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fied  into  the  conquest  of  all  X.  Canaan  by  Joshua  and 
all  Israel.  A  preliminary  trace  of  such  a  scheme  is  seen 
in  Judg.  42,  where  Jabin  is  already  called  'king  of 
Canaan  who  reigned  in  Hazor. '  See  Moore,  Judges 
io8/:  ;  and  JUDGES,  §  7. 

JABNEEL  (^«3!,  'God  builds';  i&BNHA  [AL]). 
i.  Shortened  into  Jabneh  (!"I3T,  '  he  [God]  builds '; 
2  Ch.  266  (apevvyp  [B],  ta/3«j  [A],  lafivr]  [L]) ;  the 
JAMNIA  and  JEMNAAN  of  a  later  day.  A  Philistian 
city  between  Ekron  and  the  sea  (Josh.  15  n  ;  Xe/wa 
[B])  ;  cp  Jabni-ilu,  the  name  of  a  prince  of  Lachish  in 
the  Amarna  tablets  (Wi. ,  2184).  According  to  Petrie, 
Thotmes  III.  mentions  two  places  called  Yehema,  one 
of  which  is  our  Jabneel,  and  the  other  is  the  mod. 
Yemma,  near  Megiddo  (Hist,  of  Eg.  2  327  ;  cp  WMM, 
As.  u.  Eur.  1 60).  The  Priestly  Writer  includes 
Jabneel  within  the  limits  of  Judah  (Josh.  15  n)  ;  but  the 
earliest  evidence  of  Jewish  occupation  is  in  2  Ch.  266, 
where  Uzziah  is  said  to  have  taken  the  city  and  de 
molished  its  fortifications.  It  is  next  mentioned  in  the 
time  of  Judas  the  Maccabee.  Two  accounts  have  come 
down  to  us — one  historical,  viz. ,  that  the  two  generals 
Joseph  and  Azarias  made  an  unsuccessful  attempt  upon 
Jamnia  (i  Mace.  555-62)  ;  and  the  other  most  probably 
a  falsification  of  history,  viz. ,  that  Judas  made  a  night 
attack  upon  'the  Jamnites,'  setting  fire  to  the  haven1 
(for  there  was  a  port  also  called  Jamnia)  together  with 
the  fleet,  '  so  that  the  glare  of  the  light  was  seen  at 
Jerusalem,  two  hundred  and  forty  furlongs  [stadia] 
distant'  (2  Mace.  128/). 

According  to  Jos.  (Ant.  xiii.  67  ;  BJ  i.  2 2)  Jamnia  was  taken 
at  last  by  Simon  the  Maccabee.  But  it  can  hardly  have  become 
part  of  the  dominions  of  the  Hasmonseans  (see  i  Mace.  lOeg, 
1040)  until  the  time  of  Alexander  Jannaeus,  who  subdued  all 
the  cities  of  the  coast  from  the  Egyptian  border  to  Carmel  with 
the  exception  of  Ashkelon  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  164).  It  became 
Roman  under  Pompey  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  44;  BJ  i.  IT),  and, 
having  apparently  become  greatly  depopulated,  was  restored 
and  repeopled  by  Gabinius  (BJ  i.  84).  It  was  given  by  Herod 
to  his  sister  Salome  (Ant.  xvii.  81),  who  in  turn  gave  it  to  the 
empress  Livia  (Ant.  xviii.  22  ;  BJ\\.  9i).  Strabo(xvi.  2  28) speaks 
of  it  as  a  village  which,  along  with  the  district  pertaining  to  it, 
had  once  been  able  to  send  40,000  men  into  the  field.  In 
Caligula's  time  its  population  was  principally  Jewish  (Philp,  De 
Leg.  ad  Caiutn),  and  when  the  heathen  section  of  the  inhabitants 
erected  an  altar  to  the  emperor  it  was  immediately  destroyed  by 
the  Jews.  This,  being  reported  to  the  emperor  by  the  procurator 
Herennius  Capito,  was  the  occasion  of  the  imperial  order  that 
the  image  of  Caligula  should  be  set  up  in  the  temple  at  Jerusalem 
(see  ISRAEL,  §  96).  In  the  Jewish  war  Jamnia  was  taken  by 
Vespasian.  It  was  to  this  place  that  Johanan  b.  Zakkai  retired, 
after  having  been,  by  a  singular  stratagem,  conveyed  out  of  the 
doomed  capital  to  the  Roman  camp.2  There  he  formed  a 
Sanhedrin,  and  so  Jamnia  became  the  religious  centre  of  the 
Jewish  people  down  to  the  collapse  of  the  revolt  of  Bar  Cochba 
(135  A. D.).  In  the  fourth  century  it  was  but  a  7roA.(.'xn)  (Onoin. 
20035) ;  but  its  bishop  took  part  in  the  Council  of  Nicaea.3  In 
the  time  of  the  Crusaders  a  castle  called  Ibelin  stood  on  the  site 
of  the  ruined  city,  which  was  supposed  to  have  been  not  Jabneel, 
but  Gath. 

The  statements  of  ancient  writers  respecting  the 
position  of  Jamnia  are  very  precise  (see,  e.g. ,  2  Mace.  129, 
quoted  above).  It  is  represented  by  the  modern  Yebna, 
a  considerable  village,  12  m.  S.  from  Joppa,  and  4  m. 
in  a  direct  line  from  the  sea.  There  are  ruins  of  the 
ancient  port  at  the  mouth  of  the  Nahr  Rubin  (see 
BAALAH,  3)  to  the  NW.  The  district  is  fertile,  and 
traces  can  still  be  seen  of  the  plantations  which  once 
adorned  the  neighbourhood  of  the  haven. 

2.  An  unidentified  site  in  the  territory  of  Naphtali 
(Josh.  1933  ie(f>9afj.a.L  [B]),  doubtless  the  'Id.fj.veia  or 
'Ia/jivei9  of  Jos.  (BJ\\.  206;  Vit.  37),  in  upper  Galilee, 
which  from  about  23  B.C.  formed  part  of  the  tetrarchy 
of  Zenodorus,  and  afterwards  of  that  of  Herod  Philip 
(Jos.  BJ  ii.  63;  Ant.  xv.  10s ;  xvii.  11 4;  BJ  i.  204). 
It  must  therefore  be  sought  somewhere  about  Lake 
Huleh  or  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Banias.  The  com- 

1  For  other  references  to  the  seaport  see  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  164  ; 
Pliny,  HNv.  1368;  Ptol.  v.  16  2  6. 

'-  Gratz,  Hist,  of  the  Jews,  2326^ 

3  At  Mahoza  (Portus)  Jamnia;  there  was  still  a  convent  of  St. 
Stephen  in  the  sixth  century. 
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bination  of  this  Jabneel  with  Kefar  Yama  (now  the 
ruins  called  Yemma,  7  m.  S.  of  Tiberias),  adopted  from 
the  Talmud  by  Conder  (PEFAJ  1 365  ;  cp  Neubauer, 
Gtogr.  225),  seems  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  true 
border  of  Naphtali  (see  BEZAANANNIM).  T.  K.  c. 

JACHAN,  RV  Jacan  (J3V\  §  54  :  XIAAA  [B],  I&XA 
[A],  i  co  AX  &  [L]).  a  Gadite  (i  Ch.  5i3t)- 

JACHIN  AND  BOAZ.  Jachin  (p» ;  |&XOYM  [BL], 
-N  [A],  I&X6IN  [Jos-  Ant.  viii.  84])  was  the  name  of  the 
right-hand  (i.e.,  southern)  pillar  '  at(Klo. ,  'before')  the 
porch  of  the  temple,'  and  Boaz  (Tl?3  ;  B&&Z  [L],  BOOC 

[A],  BAA&Z  [B],  [A]B<MZ  Uos-])  that  of  the  left-hand 
(i.e.,  northern)  pillar  (i  K.  7ai  =  2  Ch.  817);  see 
PILLAR,  and  cp  the  '  pillars  by  the  posts  '  in  Ezek.  4049 
(see  Toy's  note  SBOT  [Eng.]  Ezek.,  ad  loc.). 

The  names  are  enigmatical ;  we  cannot  evade  an 
effort  to  explain  them.  So  much  is  clear  at  the  outset 
that,  like  the  names  of  the  walls  of  Babylon  (see 
BABYLON,  §  7),  they  must  have  a  religious  significance. 
The  walls,  and  the  pillars  in  question  as  well,  have 
names  because  they  are  sacred  objects.  We  can 
advance  a  step  further  by  considering  what  these 
enormous  pillars  were.  They  seem  originally  to  have 
been  symbols  of  the  '  vast  mountain  of  the  gods '  (see 
CONGREGATION,  MOUNT  OF)  in  the  far  N.,  the 
brilliance  of  which,  faintly  suggested  by  the  burnished 
bronze  of  the  pillars,  is  described  by  Ezekiel  (28i6  ;  cp 
Herod.  244,  and  see  CHERUB,  col.  742,  n.  4).  That 
mountain  had  two  special  features — its  firm  strength  and 
the  abode  of  the  Elohim  on  its  summit.  We  may  expect 
therefore  to  find  these  two  points  expressed  in  the 
names.  Jachin  will  therefore  express  the  immovable- 
ness  of  the  symbolic  pillar  ;  cp  Ps.  656[7],  nm  j'ac. 
'  who  establishes  the  mountains. ' 

This  explanation  at  any  rate  appears  certain,  whether  or  not 
we  bring  Jachin  into  relation  to  the  name  Akna-zapn,  which 
Erman  reads  on  the  so-called  '  Stone  of  Job '  (rather,  Stone  of 
Rameses  II.)  in  Hauran  (see  EGYPT,  §  58,  n.  i). 

Boaz  ought  to  refer  to  the  mountain  dwelling- 
place  of  the  divine  beings.  It  is  difficult,  however,  to 
verify  this  assumption,  jjn  looks  like  a  mutilation  of 
a  longer  word.  The  initial  a  is  a  hindrance  to  our 
taking  y  from  the  root  tiy,  '  to  be  strong. '  ?jn  jya,  '  by 
the  strength  of  Baal,'  is  hardly  the  right  form  ;  we 
expect  a  statement  such  as  [tyjaiy,  '  strong  is  Baal. ' 
This,  however,  would  not  give  us  the  variety  which  we 
look  for  ;  such  a  name  would  be  too  nearly  synonymous 
with  Jachin,  and  the  initial  a  cannot  be  ignored.  We 
may  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  last  letter  j  is  a  frag 
ment  of  a  word  ;  the  preceding  letters  ya  are  surely  a 
mutilation  of  Sya  (cp  /3eefq3oi/\  in  NB's  text  of  the 
Gospels  ;  e.g.  in  Mt.  1024).1  Looking  next  at  the  Psalm 
which  Solomon  is  said  to  have  sung  on  the  completion  of 
the  temple,  we  notice  that  two  of  the  striking  phrases  in  it 
are  ran,  for  the  '  establishment '  of  the  sun  in  his  glorious 
mansion  in  the  sky,  and  hi]  n'3,  for  the  '  high  house ' 
or  temple  in  which  Yahwe  was  to  dwell  for  ever  (Che. 
OPs.  212).  The  word  731  in  the  latter  phrase  is  pre 
cisely  what  we  want.  Not  impossibly,  therefore,  the 
full  name  of  the  pillar  on  the  left  hand  is  Baal-zebul 
('Lord  of  the  high  house').2  The  idea  which  it  ex 
pressed  was  familiar  to  the  Phoenicians  ;  a  synonymous 
title  was  Baal  -  zaphon  (see  BAAL-ZEPHON).  It  was 
also  not  unknown  to  the  Israelites  (see  BAAL-ZEBUL). 
In  later  times,  probably,  the  name  of  the  second  pillar 
was  deliberately  mutilated,  because  of  the  new  and 
inauspicious  associations  which  had  gathered  round  it. 
It  was  after  all  a  Phoenician  (Hiram)  who  had  given 

1  Westcott  -  Hort's  unwillingness  to  suppose  an  accidental 
(Introd.  159)  error  is  surprising.  If  Beel-zebul  is  unknown 
except  from  the  NT,  Baal-beth  (Zenjirli  inscr.  of  Panammu, 
1.  22)  and  Baal-meon  are  not.  7?3)  is  the  7131  of  I  K.  8  13,, 
Ass.  Mt  zabal  (see  KA  TM  ad  loc.). 

'*  See  ZDPVllii  105  ;  Sayce,  HCM  295,  n.  i. 
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the  name  ;  a  later  age  did  not  approve  of  Solomon's 
close  connections  with  heathen  peoples. 

Subsequently  to  this  pious  alteration  of  the  name, 
one  of  the  supposed  ancestors  of  David  (see  DAVID, 
§  i,  n.  i)  was  furnished  with  the  name  Boaz  (only  found 
late),  to  indicate  that  he  was  a  pillar  of  the  Davidic 
family  (cp  Tg.  on  2  Ch.  3  17). 

A  few  other  conjectures  may,  in  conclusion,  be  mentioned. 
©  in  Chron.  renders  Jachin  <caTop0<oo-is  and  Boaz  la-\v^. 
Ephrem,  who  is  followed  among  moderns  by  Thenius,  combines 
the  two  words  (pointing  ty2)  into  a  prayer  for  the  firm  establish 
ment  of  the  temple.  EV'"g-  explains  Jachin,  '  He  shall  estab 
lish,'  and  Boaz,  '  In  it  is  strength  '  ;  more  plausibly  WRS, 
(KSft  208)  interprets  the  former  '  The  stablisher  '  ;  the  latter, 
'  In  him  is  strength.'  Klostermann  deals  more  boldly  with  MX  ; 
he  adopts  J13%  'It  shall  stand  (well),'  from  <B  ;  and  emends 
7J'3  'nto  '  V  /V3|  '  Lord  of  strength  '  =  '  the  strong  '  (cp  B's 
8aA<xf).  In  view  of  the  close  bond  which  united  Xyre  and 
Jerusalem  in  the  time  of  Solomon,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  a 
Phoenician  who  named  the  pillars,  Mr.  S.  A.  Cook  suggests 
that  JJ73  may  be  a  corruption  of  ?J?3,  '  Baal,"  and  that  }':£ 
might  have  been  understood  to  be  the  Phcen.  equivalent  of 
m,T(Ph.  p3)  'tobe'  =  Heb.  ,TH>  .11  n).1  T.  K.  C. 

JACHIN  (P^,  '  he  [God]  establishes  '  ;  cp  Jehoi- 
achin  ;  i&xeiN  [BNADL]  ;  in  Gen.  i&xeiM  [A], 

&xte]iN    [A*vid-L]  :    in    !  Ch.  9  10    ico&xeiM    [L]  ; 

i  Ch.24i7  AveiAA[B]). 

1.  A  son  of  -Simeon,  Gen.  46  10  Ex.  615  (ta^ei  [A]),  Nu.  26  12. 
In  the  parallel  text,  i  Ch.  424,  the  name  is  JAKIB(I).     Jachinlte 
('J'?^>  taxivei  [B],  -eixt  [AL])  occurs  in  Nu.  26  12. 

2.  Head  of  a  priestly  family  ;  i  Ch.  9  10  24  17  Neh.  11  10. 


JACINTH  is  given  by  RV  for 
liguriits)  in  Ex.  28  19  30  12,  where  AV  has  LIGURE  ;  also  in  EV 
of  Rev.  21  20  (vaxtvdcx;  ;  RV»'g-  '  sapphire  '),  and  in  A  V  of  Rev.  9  r7 
(ua(aV0ii>os  =  '  of  jacinth,'  RV  'of  hyacinth').  In  Ex.  2819, 
RV">s-  gives  '  amber  '  ;  cp  Enoch  71  2,  where  the  streams  of  fire 
(Dan.  7  10)  are  likened  to  '  hyacinth  '  (Di.  and  Charles). 

The  hyacinthus  of  the  ancients  (mentioned  in  Rev.) 
was  probably  our  sapphire  (see  SAPPHIRE).  It  is  now 
commonly  held  (see,  e.g.  ,  Riehm,  ffWBW)  that  the 
Heb.  Usem  (\iyvpioi>)  is  the  jacinth,  for  a  description  of 
which  see  below.  This,  however,  appears  to  be  a 
mistake.  It  is  probable  that  ow1?  is  simply  a  miswritten 
^DDn  haSmal*  (see  AMBER),  or  perhaps  rather,  tra^n 
halmis  (see  TARSHISH,  STONE  OF).  This  may  enable 
us  to  account  for  the  superfluous  /cat  apytipLov  Kal  xpv<riov 
which  comes  between  'iaffiriv  and  \iyvpiov  in  @  of 
Ezek.  2813  (where,  apart  from  this,  the  fuller  catalogue 
in  ©  is  to  be  adopted).  'JCBTI  is  in  fact  understood  by 
many  to  mean  an  alloy  of  gold  and  sih>er  ;  dpyvpiov  Kal 
Xpvcriov  seems  to  be  a  gloss  on  the  word  SBBTI  or  troSn 
(which  must  have  stood  in  the  true  text  of  Ezekiel), 
intended  to  correct  the  rendering  \iytipiov.  We  are  of 
course  not  bound  to  agree  with  this  gloss,  but  the  word 
SoK'n  or  B'D^n  (  '  white  sapphire  '  ?  but  see  AMBER)  may 
with  some  confidence  be  substituted  for  nt?1?.  Elsewhere 
(see  TARSHISH,  STONE  OF)  it  has  been  shown  that  the 
word  also  appears  disguised  as  twin,  f  arsis.  It  is  no 
objection  to  this  theory  that  tarsls  and  Ushem  both 
occur  in  the  list  of  precious  stones  in  Ex.  2817-20,  for 
this  list  comes  from  P,  who  makes  up  such  lists  as  he 
best  can,  and  does  not  mind  including  variants. 

The  true  jacinth  is  a  red-coloured  variety  of  silicate  of 
zirconium,  those  varieties  which  are  yellow  -brown  or  green 
being  distinguished,  if  transparent,  by  the  name  of  jargoon, 
while  the  dull-coloured  varieties,  more  or  less  opaque,  are 
termed  rightly  zircon.  The  true  jacinth,  when  polished,  is 
peculiarly  brilliant.  It  is  extremely  rare.  Probably  many  of  the 
antique  camei  or  intagli  reputed  to  be  jacinth  are  merely 
hyacinthine  garnets  ;  garnets,  however,  have  a  lower  specific 
gravity.  T.  K.  C. 

JACKAL.       (i)   ]F\*  tan    (perhaps  ='  howler  ')    is 

1  Such  an  interpretation  agrees  with  E's  explanation  of  the 
clivine  name  in  Ex.  814  (see  NAMES,  §  inyC). 

2  The  suggestion  of  Bondi   that  leshciii  may  be   the  Egypt. 
rcshein  is  of  course  possible  :  it  is  adopted  by  Hommel  (AHT 
283)  ;  but  it  does  not  meet  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

2305 


JACOB 

found  only  in  the  pi.  D'llFl J  (the  fem.  form 
Mai.  1 3,  is  probably  due  to  corruption;  Stade  reads  111X3, 
'  pastures '  [cp  ©  66/j.ara  [BKAQ],  perhaps  for  ddifj-ara, 
but  <S  may  have  connected  the  word  with  jnj ;  Pesh. 
'dwellings']);  AV  renders  DRAGONS  (but  'sea- 
monsters'  in  Lam.  43);  RV  JACKALS. 2  Throughout 
Palestine  the  common  jackal  is  by  far  the  most  common 
of  all  the  beasts  of  prey. 

It  is  the  same  jackal  which  is  so  well  known  elsewhere,  and 
has  spread  through  SE.  Europe  and  SW.  Asia  as  far  as 
Burmah,  as  well  as  through  N.  Africa.  As  its  name  (Canis 
aureus)  implies,  it  is  of  a  reddish-gold  colour,  darker  in  the 
upper  parts. 

Jackals  usually  hunt  in  packs,  but  at  times  are  seen 
in  pairs  or  even  alone.  They  are  comparatively  harm 
less  to  man,  and,  as  a  rule,  feed  on  carrion  ;  but  they 
also  attack  and  kill  fowls,  lambs,  kids,  etc.,  and  even 
weakly  sheep  and  goats.  They  do  not,  however,  refuse 
fruit,  and  are  especially  fond  of  sugar-cane.  The  cry 
of  the  jackal  may  be  heard  every  night  by  the  traveller 
in  Palestine  (cp  Mic.  1  8).  As  a  rule  they  are  nocturnal, 
but  not  exclusively  so  ;  they  hide  during  the  day  in 
disused  stone-quarries,  caves,  and  especially  in  deserted 
ruins  (Is.  1322  34i3  35?).  Jeremiah's  hearers,  therefore, 
knew  what  he  meant  when  he  spoke  of  Jerusalem's  be 
coming  a  '  place  of  jackals  '  (Jer.  9n  [10]  1022  ;  cp  51s? 

4933). 

(2)  In  Judg.  164  Ps.  63  10  [n]  Lam.  5  18,  RVmg.  gives  'jackal ' 
as  an  alternative  rendering  for  EV  '  fox  '  (7UW).     See  Fox  and 
cp  HAZAR-SHUAL,  SHAALBI.M. 

(3)  Whether   the   word   rendered    'doleful   creatures'   (D'HN, 
'ohtm)  in  Is.  1821  always   meant   the  jackal,   we   cannot   tell. 
Hpughton  (TSBA  6328)  well  compared  Ass.  ahu  ;  but  whether 
this  word  really  means  the  jackal  (so  Del.)  is  not  quite  certain. 
Jensen   pronounces   for   the   leopard  ;    Houghton,    improbably, 
thought  of  the  hyaena.     Cp  Del.  Hcb.  Lang.  34. 

(4)  Finally  the  iyyiin,  D"N,  of  Is.  13  22  H4  14  Jer.  50  39,  AV '  wild 
beasts  of  the  island,'  from  a  supposed  connection  with  'X,  'an 
island '  (cp   D"!»,  and  see  ISLE),  RV  WOLVES,  mg.  HOWLING 
CREATURES,    may  be    compared   with   the   Ar.    banatu    awa, 
'jackals.'     The  equiv.  Syr.  benath  away  is  used  by  Bar  Hebr. 
in  his  commentary  on  Job  30 29.  A.  E.  S. — S.  A.  C. 

JACOB  ppy;,  but  five  times  2ipj?!  ;  |AKO)B). 
Son  of  Isaac  and  Rebekah,  and  father  of  the  twelve 
reputed  ancestors  of  the  tribes  of  Israel  ;  himself  also 
called  Israel. 

The  name  is  explained  in  Gen.  25  260:  (J)  '  the  supplanter,' — 
'after  that,  his  brother  came  out,  and  his  hand  took  hold  of 

Esau's  heel ;  so  his  name  was  called  Jacob,'  as  if 
1.  Name,    'one  who  takes  hold  by  the  heel,' from  3J3^>   'a 

heel.'  In  Gen.  27  36  (J),  however,  '  Jacob  '  receives 
a  fresh  explanation — viz.,  'deceiver'  (one  who  slinks  after 
another)  ;  so  too  Hos.  12  3*1  [4*1],  where  render  '  he  deceived  his 
brother'  (see  Now.).  These,  however,  are  only  popular  etymo 
logies.  It  is  the  prevalent  critical  opinion  that  Ya'akob  (Jacob) 
is  really  a  shortened  form  of  Ya'Skob-el  (Jacob-el),  a  name 
analogous  to  Israel,  Ishmael,  Jerahmeel,  and  admitting  several 
explanations,  such  as  '  God  follows  '  or  '  God  rewards '  (both  from 
the  Arabic  ;  cp  Lag.  Ubers.  127).  This  is  thought  to  be  con 
firmed  by  the  place-name  Y-'-k-b-'a-ra,  found  in  the  Palestinian 
name-list  of  Thotmes  III.,  which  probably  corresponds  to  a 
Palestinian  Ya'akob-el  ;  see  JOSEPH  i.  and  ii.,  and  cp  Gray, 
HPN  214.7?  Pinches,  too,  has  found  on  contract-tablets  of  the 
age  of  Hammurabi  (circa  2285  n.c.  ;  see  BABYLONIA,  §  54)  the 
personal  name  Ya'kub-ilu,  and  Hommel  (AHT,  61,  96,  112) 
says  that  Yakubu  (cp  Jacob)  occurs  also.  This,  if  the  tablets 
are  genuine,  appears  to  prove  the  antiquity  of  the  name.  It 
must  not,  however,  prevent  us  from  seeking  an  underlying 
earlier  form. 

Ya'akob  is  the  name,  not  of  an  individual,  but  of  the  imagin 
ary  ancestor  of  a  tribe ;  neither  '  God  follows '  nor  '  God 
rewards '  is  the  sort  of  name  that  we  expect  as  the  condensed 
expression  of  the  religious  faith  of  the  tribe.  In  the  mouth 
of  the  people  the  original  name  would  very  likely  soon  be 
contracted  or  distorted.  We  may  plausibly  conjecture  that 
Ya'akob  is  at  once  a  contraction  and  a  distortion  of  Abi-cabod 
(i.e.,  'the  [divine]  father  is  glory'),  the  name  which  was  also 
distorted  into  ICHABOD  and  JOCHEUEU.  If  the  god  of  the  tribes 
of  Israel  was  Yahwe,  whose  'glory'  (originally  in  the  storm)  so 

1  The  plural  (once  ['iin,   Lam.  43kt.)  is  to  be  distinguished 
from   the   sing.  j"3H  (twice   in   MT  D'iiri),   of  which   the   pi.   is 
D'J'JH,  see  DRAGON  (beg.). 

2  [Aq.  has  (jetpiji'as,  Symm.,  Theod.  dceiri'/Sara  in  Mai.] 
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greatly  impressed  his  worshippers,  and  who  is  called  in  an 
archaistic  psalm  'the  God  of  glory'  (Ps.  293),  we  can  well 
understand  that  the  reputed  ancestor  of  the  tribes  might  have 
as  his  second  name  (but  cp  8  6)  Abicabod.  It  is  quite  true  that 
Ya'akob  looks  very  much  like  a  shortened  theophorous  name. 
We  are  naturally  inclined  to  regard  it  as  analogous  to  Yiphtah 
(Jephthah)for  Yiphtah-el  (Jiphthah-el);  but  popular  imagination 
was  quite  capable  of  reconstructing  names  on  a  new  model,  and 
we  have  perhaps  other  instances  of  this  close  at  hand  in  ISAAC 
and  JEKABZEEL,  both  of  which,  as  they  stand,  are  formed 
analogously  to  Ishmael,  but  are  more  probably  popular  corrup 
tions.  It  may  be  added  that  the  occurrence  of  the  names 
referred  to  above  does  not  prove  the  disappearance  of  the  form 
Abi-cabod.  This  name  (a  name  which  may  have  had  different 
independent  personal  and  local  references,  and  have  been  by  no 
means  confined  to  the  reputed  ancestor  of  the  Israelites)  may 
have  been  in  use  among  the  Israelites  subsequently  to  the  times 
of  Hammurabi  and  Thotmes  III.,  as  indeed  the  occurrence  of 
Ichabod  in  the  story  of  Eli  proves  that  it  was. 

The  story  of  Jacob  is  intertwined  at   the  beginning 
with  that  of  Isaac  and  of  Esau,  and  at  the  close  with 
that  of  Joseph.     To  the  special  articles 


2.  Underlying 


ISAAC,   ESAU,  and  JOSEPH  we  must, 


traditions  (a).  .«.__»  f 

'   therefore,    refer    the    reader    to    avoid 

repetition.  The  interesting  reference  of  Hosea  (if  it  be 
Hosea  who  writes)  to  the  story  of  the  infant  Jacob's 
strife  with  his  infant  brother  in  the  womb,  which  receives 
from  him  an  unfavourable  interpretation  (Hos.  12s  [4]), 
is  referred  to  under  JACOB,  §  i.  It  is  to  this  story  and 
to  the  narrative  of  Jacob's  deceit  towards  his  father  and 
his  brother  that  the  Second  Isaiah  is  supposed  to  refer 
in  Is.  4827.  The  difficulties  of  the  passage,  however, 
are  not  slight,  and  no  stress  can  safely  be  laid  upon  it. l 
The  traditions  are  given  with  great  vividness  in  Gen. 
2629-34  (J)  and  27  (JE),  and  deserve  an  attentive  study. 
Here,  however,  we  need  only  consider  the  composite 
narrative  in  2742-289,  which  forms  the  introduction  to 
the  story  of  Jacob's  journey  in  search  of  a  wife.  In  27 
42-45  Rebekah  is  represented  as  urging  Jacob  to  flee 
from  his  incensed  brother  for  a  few  days  to  her  brother 
Laban  in  Haran.  This  is,  undoubtedly,  the  work  of 
JE.  In  27  46  28 if.,  however,  the  visit  to  Laban  is 
put  forward  as  a  command  of  Isaac,  who,  stirred  up  by 
his  wife,  desired  to  prevent  Jacob  from  following  the 
example  of  Esau  in  marrying  a  Canaanitish — or,  more 
strictly,  a  Hittite — maiden.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  P  (who  is  the  writer  of  27  46-28  9)  gave  quite  a 
different  representation  of  the  early  life  of  Jacob  from 
that  given  by  JE,  and  though  it  is  usual  to  disparage 
P,  yet  here,  as  in  other  cases,  he  preserves  valuable 
material.  The  danger  of  a  '  Hittite'  wife  at  Beersheba 
was,  it  is  true,  small  enough  ;  but  it  has  been  maintained 
elsewhere  that  the  names  of  the  non-Israelitish  tribes 
inhabiting  Canaan  have  suffered  much  from  the  errors 
inseparable  from  transcription  of  texts,  and  that  '  Hittite' 
(>nn)  in  this  and  other  passages  is  an  error  for  'ram 
'  Rehobothite. '  It  has  been  argued  that  '  Rehoboth ' 
attached  its  name  to  a  larger  district  than  the  \Vady 
Ruhaibeh,  so  that  when  Isaac,  according  to  popular 
tradition,  left  Rehoboth  for  Beersheba,  he  may  perhaps 
still  have  been  in  Rehobothite  territory.  It  is  more 
probable,  however,  that  Beersheba  was  introduced  out 
of  regard  for  the  increased  veneration  of  Israelites  for 
the  sanctuary  of  Beersheba,  and  that  the  original  tradition 
(preserved  by  P)  represented  Isaac  as  passing  the  close 
of  his  life  either  at  Rehoboth  or  at  any  rate  at  a  spot 
almost  certainly  within  Rehobothite  limits — viz.  Khalasah 
(better  known  to  us  as  ZIKLAG).  This  view  is  con 
firmed  by  the  consideration  that  in  35  27-29  Jacob  is  said 
to  have  '  come  to  his  father  to  Mamre,  to  Kirjath-arba, 
that  is,  Hebron,'  where  his  father  Isaac  died,  and  where 
Esau  and  Jacob  buried  him.  It  seems  plausible  to 

1  '  Thy  first  father '  is  usually  explained  of  Jacob,  but  was  not 
so  understood  by  ©,  and  is  very  peculiar.  The  parallel  phrase 
1  their  interpreters,'  if  correct,  does  not  favour  this  view.  Prob 
ably,  however,  we  should  read, 

Kan1?  ;pan  UN  '  Thy  magnates  were  inclined  to  sin, 
'3  )y&S  •J'Se'DI  And  thy  rulers  rebelled  against  me.' 
The  next  line  (see  SBOTact  lac.)  probably  contains  a  reference 
to  '  thy  princes '  (T'W). 
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hold  that   '  Hebron '  here  is  miswritten  for  REHOBOTH 

(?•*•)• 

The  view,  which  was  most  probably  that  of  P  (or  at 

any  rate  of  P's  authority),  that  Isaac  lived  at  or  near 

o   TT   j     .    .        Rehoboth,   and  that  Jacob  started  on 

ying  his  quest  of  a  wife  from  the  district  of 

traditions  (*).  Rehobothi    is   not    ]ess   probably    the 

ancient  one.  We  have  now  to  see  where  Jacob  went. 
J  and  E  say  that  it  was  to  Haran  ;  P  that  it  was  to 
Paddan-aram  (Gen.  2825).  So  at  least  the  present 
text  represents  ;  but  there  is  strong  reason  to  distrust  its 
readings,  and  to  change  'Haran'  into  'Hauran,'  and 
'  Paddan-aram  '  into  'the  uplands  of  Hauran  '  (pin  nic- ; 
cp  Hos.  12  12  [13],  below).  In  Gen.  29 1,  however,  we 
learn  from  E  that  on  leaving  Bethel  Jacob  '  went  to  the 
land  of  the  Bne  Kedem.'  Probably  E  really  wrote  this, 
and  interpreted  Bne  Kedem  to  mean  '  easterns '  ;  the 
phrase  '  the  land  of  the  easterns '  might  no  doubt  be 
applied  to  the  Hauran,  where,  according  to  the  earlier 
tradition,  Laban  dwelt.  It  is  not  very  probable,  how 
ever,  that  'sons  of  the  east'  (  =  easterns)  was  really  an 
ethnographical  term  ;  where  the  phrase  appears  to  be 
so  used,  it  would  seem  that  Kedem  (east)  has  arisen  by 
an  easy  corruption  out  of  Rekem,  which  in  turn  may  be  a 
very  old  popular  corruption  of  Jerahmeel  (see  REKEM,  4). 
The  most  natural  inference  is  that  E  (or  rather  perhaps 
E's  authority)  has  preserved  a  phrase  from  a  very  early 
tradition,  according  to  which  Jacob  (or  Abi-cabod?),  on 
leaving  his  temporary  resting-place,  directed  his  steps  to 
the  '  land  of  the  Bne  Jerahmeel.'  If  so,  it  is  probable 
that  his  destination  was  not  the  Hauran  but  Hebron. 

Both  Haran  and  Hebron  are  mentioned  in  i  Ch.  (2  42  46)  as 
descendants  of  'Caleb  the  brother  of  Jerahmeel.'  Hebron  is 
probably  the  name  of  which  we  are  in  search  ;  among  the  de 
scendants  of  Hebron  appear  three  names  which  may  be  different 
corruptions  of  the  name  Jerahmeel  (see  JERAHMEEL,  §  4). 

At  Hebron  (the  well-known  Hebron)  Jacob  was, 
according  to  the  tradition,  in  the  land  of  '  the  Bne 
Jerahmeel.'  The  name  'Jerahmeel'  has,  it  is  true,  a 
fluctuating  reference.  All  that  concerns  us  here  is  the 
fact  that  Hebron  could  be  regarded  by  the  early  narrator 
(whom  we  have  no  occasion  to  place  before  the  time  of 
David)  as  Jerahmeelite.  On  his  way  thither  the  traveller 
would  naturally  halt  at  the  site  now  called  ed-Dahariyeh, 
but  in  ancient  times  probably  known  as  KIRJATH- 
SEPHER  [?.f.  ].  This  may  very  possibly  have  been 
mentioned  as  Jacob's  resting-place  in  the  earlier  form 
of  the  story.  A  glance  at  the  map  will  show  that 
from  Rehoboth  to  Hebron  the  journey  is  as  straight 
as  possible,  and  that  Khalasa,  Bir-es-Seba  (Beer 
sheba),  and  ed-Daharlyeh  are  convenient  resting-places 
on  the  road.  The  early  narrative  must  have  further 
stated  that  while  at  Hebron  Jacob  married  wives 
called  respectively  Leah  and  Rachel.  Rachel  (not 
less  than  Mahalath,1  Gen.  28g)  we  must  take  to  be  a 
popular  corruption  of  JERAHMEEL  (q.v. ,  §  4).  Leah  (as 
We.  and  Stade  have  seen)  is  the  name  whose  ethnic 
is  '  Levi '  ;  the  manifold  connections  of  the  Levites 
with  the  far  S.  have  been  shown  elsewhere  (see  LEVI). 
The  meaning  of  this  early  story  is  that  the  tribe  called 
Abi-cabod  effected  a  union  with  the  Jerahmeelite  tribe 
of  Levi.  Probably  Winckler  is  right  in  thinking  that 
the  priestly  character  of  the  tribe  of  Levi  is  earlier  than 
its  entrance  into  Canaan,  and  it  is  not  out  of  place  to 
remark  anew  (cp  ESAU)  that  in  Gen.  27 15  Jacob  seems 
to  be  represented  as  in  priestly  attire. 

As  the  text  stands,  however,  it  is  to  Haran,  or  rather 
to  Hauran,  that  Jacob's  steps  are  bent,  and  on  the  way 
_.  .  he  naturally  halts  at  the  famous  sanctuary 

4.  Visit  to  of  Bethel  The  narrator  indeed  repre- 


Haran  or 
Hauran. 


sents  him  as  having  consecrated  the  well- 
known  massebah  which  stood  there  ;  but  if 
Winckler's  explanation  of  Lux  \_<J.v.~\  be  correct 
('sanctuary'),  the  narrator  unintentionally  refutes  his 
own  statement.  The  rocky  boulders  on  the  site  of 

1  Thus  both  Jacob  and  Esau  took  Jerahmeelite  wives. 
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Bethel  must  indeed  inevitably  have  suggested  the 
erection  of  a  sacred  pillar  (see  BETHKL,  §  2),  or  indeed 
of  stone  circles,  in  primeval  times.  Both  J  and  E 
express  their  own  genuine  piety  in  the  description  of 
Jacob's  sacred  experiences.  Whether  we  should  have 
been  equally  pleased  with  the  original  story  may  be 
doubted  ;  the  description  of  28  n  suggests  the  idea  that 
the  stone  which  Jacob  took  for  his  '  pillow  '  was  a  sacred 
stone,  so  that  DipD  (as  perhaps  in  Gen.  22a)  will  have 
the  sense  of  '  sanctuary. '  If  this  view  is  correct,  it  is  E 
who  gives  a  harmless  turn  to  the  old  story  by  converting 
the  primeval  sacred  stone  into  a  massebah  (cp  IDOLATRY, 

§4). 

In  Gen.  292-30  J  and  E  describe  Jacob's  arrival  at 
Haran  (or  rather  Hauran),  his  meeting  with  Rachel  and 
then  with  Laban,  and  his  service  of  fourteen  years  for 
his  two  wives.  Whether  there  was  any  Laban  in  the 
earlier  form  of  the  story  we  cannot  tell.  The  Laban  to 
whom  we  are  introduced  by  J  and  E  is  certainly  a 
worthy  kinsman  of  Jacob.  The  narrators'  object,  how 
ever,  is  not  to  show  that  trickiness  was  a  family 
characteristic,  but  to  throw  into  relief  the  divine 
protection  which  Jacob  constantly  enjoyed,  so  that 
the  only  result  of  Laban's  craft  was  Jacob's  ever-increas 
ing  prosperity  ;  indeed,  as  Jacob  states,  the  advantages 
granted  by  Yah  we  to  Jacob  were  shared  by  Laban,  so 
that  Laban  had  absolutely  no  excuse  for  his  attempts  to 
overreach  his  nephew.  This  is  described  in  Gen. 
3025-43,  317-12.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  account 
in  ch.  31,  which  is  E's,  differs  from  the  former,  which  is 
almost  entirely  that  of  J.  See  LABAN. 

We  have  an  external  but  not  independent  refer 
ence  to  the  same  tradition  in  Hos.  12 12  [13],  where  a 
later  writer  (see  Nowack,  Wellhausen)  mentions  a 
detail  in  the  completed  story  of  Jacob  to  show  the  trials 
which  the  ancestor  of  Israel  had  undergone  of  old,  and 
the  faithful  guardianship  of  his  God. 

And  Jacob  tied  to  the  uplands  of  Aram  (D^N  rnfc' ;  see  §  3  on 
'  Paddan-Aram '),  and  Israel  served  for  a  woman,  and  kept 
sheep.'  (MT  gives  'and  for  a  woman  he  kept,"  which  is  un 
intelligible,  and  in  conjunction  with  v.  13  [14]  has  suggested  to 
Wellhausen  the  strange  idea  of  a  conflict  between  a  good  prin 
ciple  represented  by  a  prophet  and  an  evil  principle  represented 
by  a  woman.  Read  perhaps  "lOB*  D'KOD?  [or  Q'3'eol] ;  cp  ';, 
Gen.  30  32.^:) 

This  is  a  specimen  of  the  way  in  which  Jewish  piety 
nourished  itself  on  the  legends  of  the  past.  It  has  an 
interest  as  such  ;  but  it  supplies  no  confirmation  of  the 
supposed  facts  of  the  story.  It  is  with  pure  legend 
that  we  have  to  deal,  and  it  is  pure  legend  which 
asserts  that  Jacob  had  eleven  sons  (besides  daughters) 
born  to  him  in  Haran  (Hauran),  who  became  the  an 
cestors  of  as  many  Israelitish  tribes.  All  this  part  of 
the  legend  is  late  ;  it  can  have  arisen  only  when  the 
union  of  the  tribes  had,  under  David,  become  an  accom 
plished  fact,  and  when  Aramaean  influence  upon  Israel 
was  so  strong  that  the  Israelites  themselves  were  am 
bitious  of  being  thought  to  be  related  to  the  Aramaean 
race  (cp  Dt.  26s,  'a  lost  Aramaean  was  my  father'). 
One  of  the  most  interesting  points  in  the  narrative  is 
that  four  of  the  sons  —  Dan  and  Naphtali,  Gad  and 
Asher — are  said  to  have  been  the  children  of  hand 
maids,  the  two  former  of  Rachel's  handmaid  Bilhah, 
the  two  latter  of  Leah's  handmaid  Zilpah.  The  origin 
of  the  latter  name  at  any  rate  is  transparent  ;  Zilpah 
=  ZELOPHEHAD  =  Salhad.  When  the  Israelites  con 
quered  Salhad,  they  must  have  become  fused  with  the 
Aramaean  population. 

There  are,  indeed,  several  clear  indications  that  even 
such  early  writers  as  J  and  E  were  not  unconscious  of 
Jacob's  representative  character.  The  clearest  are  in 
31 22-54  (note  especially  '  brethren '  —  fellow -clansmen, 
312354).  It  is  not  unworthy  of  notice,  however,  that 
in  E's  account  of  Jacob's  second  name  (32  28  [29])  it  is 
said,  '  for  thou  hast  contended  with  a  god  and  with 
men,  and  hast  prevailed,'  where  it  is  impossible  to  put 
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the  struggle  of  wits  in  which  Laban  and  Jacob  were 
engaged  on  a  par  with  the  physical  struggle  related  in 
32  23  [24]^:  No  complete  justification  of  the  phrase 
can  be  given  but  on  the  hypothesis  that  tradition  knew 
of  a  struggle  between  the  Laban-clan  and  the  Jacob- 
clan  in  which  the  latter  represented  itself  as  having 
been  successful. 

Here  we  see  the  influence  of  later  historical  circum 
stances,  and  still  more  in  the  remarkable  narrative, 
31 18  [i9]-322  [3]  (JE,  but  chiefly  E),  to  understand  which 
aright  keen  textual  criticism  has  to  be  resorted  to. 
The  results  are  given  under  GILEAD,  nor  have  we 
space  to  repeat  them  here,  except  so  far  as  to  remind 
the  reader  that  it  is  there  maintained  that  a  later  editor, 
through  unfamiliarity  with  the  early  importance  of 
Salhad,  has  converted  it  into  Sahadutha,  Galeed,  and 
Gilead,  and  has  also  seriously  interfered  with  the  geo 
graphy  of  the  next  section  (823-31  [4-32]).  On  the 
peculiar  type  of  marriage  (the  so-called  '  beena')  repre 
sented  in  this  part  of  the  legend,  we  must  also  refer 
elsewhere  (KINSHIP,  §  8)  ;  on  the  wrestling  with  Elohim 
see  JABBOK. 

Another  clan  —  that  of  ESAU  \_q.v.~\  —  now  becomes 
dangerous  to  the  Jacobeans.  '  Behold,  Esau  came 
(from  Seir),  and  with  him  four  hundred 


5.  Danger 
from  Esau. 


men'  (Gen.  33 1;  cp326[7];  'I  fear  him, 


lest  he  come  and  smite  me,  the  mother 
with  the  children  '  (32  n  [12]).  It  is  at  present  superior 
in  strength  to  the  Jacob-clan,  — '  thus  shall  ye  speak  to 
my  lord  Esau  '  (32s  [4]).  Whether  this  narrative  fits  in 
perfectly  with  the  preceding  one  may  be  doubted,  even 
if  we  assume  that  J  made  Jacob  cross  not  the  Jabbok 
but  the  Jordan  (see  GILEAD).  If,  however,  we  may 
assume  that  according  to  the  earlier  tradition  Jacob's 
sojourn  was  not  in  Hauran  but  at  Hebron,  we  can 
understand  the  danger  to  which  he  was  eiposed  from 
the  Edomites. *  It  may  be  added  that  '  Succoth '  is 
elsewhere  (see  SALECAH,  SUCCOTH,  PENUEL)  identified 
with  Salhad.  Evidently  there  is  some  great  con 
fusion  in  this  part  of  the  record  of  tradition,  and  if  the 
same  confusion  begins  to  be  visible  even  earlier,  we 
need  not  feel  any  surprise. 

Here  is  another  proof  of  the  tribal  reference  of  the 
name  Jacob.    Were  he  an  individual,  he  would  naturally 
return  at  once  to  his  father,  at  Beersheba 


6.  Shechem 
and  Bethel. 


or   Rehoboth   (contrast   2821).       Instead 


of  this  he  goes  to  Shechem  and  purchases 
a  piece  of  land  from  the  clan  called  bne  Hamor  (33 18 
[19],  E  ;  on  4822  see  SHECHEM).  It  is  worth  noticing 
that  the  words  '  Shechem's  father,  for  a  hundred  kHsitahs' 
are  corrupt  (see  KESITAH).  Still  more  clearly  marked  is 
the  tribal  character  of  Jacob  in  the  strange  narrative  of 
Shechem's  endeavour  to  obtain  Dinah  (Jacob's  daughter) 
as  his  wife,2  of  the  amalgamation  of  the  Shechemite 
and  the  Jacobean  communities  proposed  by  Hamor, 
and  of  the  vengeance  taken  by  Simeon  and  Levi  on 
the  whole  city  for  an  act  of  shameless  impropriety  (nSa:  I 
see  FOOL)  committed  by  Shechem.  Why  does  Jacob 
acquire  rights  of  property  in  Shechem  ?  and  why  are 
the  bne  Yaakob  so  strict  in  their  requirement  of  purity 
of  blood  in  the  civic  community  ?  Because  Shechem 
became  the  centre  of  'the  confederation  of  the  northern 
Israelitish  tribes. 

It  is  remarkable,  however,  that  the  clan  does  not 
yet  receive  the  name  bne  Israel.  According  to  E  (see 
Dillmann)  Jacob's  name  was  changed  to  Israel3  when 
he  crossed  the  Jabbok  (32 27  [28]  /. ).  It  is  probable 
that  J,  as  well  as  P,  represented  the  change  as  taking 
place  at  Bethel,  whither  Jacob  repaired  after  leaving 

1  It  is  very  difficult  to  suppose  with  Winckler  (Gesch.  255, 
n.  i)  that  E   represented  Esau  as  coming  upon  Jacob  from  a 

flace  in  the  N.,  somewhere  near  Dan,  where  Abraham  and 
saac  dwelt,  and  whence  Jacob  fled  to  Laban  in  Haran. 

2  It  is  strange  that  Dinah  should  be  of  marriageable  age  ; 
but,  of  course,  the  story  once  circulated  as  an  independent  tra 
dition. 

3  The  assignment  to  E  is  not  undisputed. 
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Shechem,  because  from  this  point  in  his  narrative  he, 
like  R,  uses  the  name  Israel  instead  of  Jacob  (see  35zi/. 
37313  43  6  8  ii,  etc.  ).  How  J  explained  the  name  'Israel' 
we  are  not  told.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  us  from 
supposing  that  he  adopted  some  different  explanation 
which  did  not  please  the  redactor  as  well  as  E's.  It 
is  possible  that,  like  the  marriage  of  Abraham  and 
SARAH  [y.v.]i  the  supposed  change  of  Jacob's  name 
really  symbolises  a  fusion  of  two  tribes,  the  tribes  in 
this  case  being  an  Israel  tribe  from  the  N.  and  a  Jacob 
(Abicabod)  tribe  from  the  S. 

The  origin  of  the  ethnic  name  '  Israel  '  has  been  much  dis 
cussed.  ^K-\ef  occurs  several  times  on  the  Moabite  Stone,  and 
the  ethnic  sir-la-ai  on  the  monolith  of  Shalmaneser  II.  (KB 
liyz).  Sayce  (PSBA  2123  [1900])  cites  the  name  Isarlim 
(=  Israel)  as  king  of  Khana  (E.  frontier  of  Babylonia)  in  the 
time  of  Hammurabi.  At  least  as  old  as  Jerome  is  the  inter 
pretation  rectus  doinini  (as  if  from  12'',  cp  JASHER,  §  4  ; 
JESHURUN);  Jerome  also  gives  vir  videns  deum  (as  if  from 
7K  niO  E*'N  ;  cp  Gen.  33  10).  More  attractive  philologically, 
and  yet  not  plausible  on  other  grounds,  is  a  connection  with 
Ass.  asm,  'place,'  as  if  ='  place  of  El.'  The  favourite  modern 
explanation  is  'El  rules'  (from  TTUp  ;  cp  rnlwp,  Is.  9  sf.)', 
but  to  convey  this  idea  we  should  rather  have  expected 
'  Malchiel  ;  '  nor  is  the  root  nit?  as  well  established  as  one  could 
wish.  Gen.  3228  (cp  Hos.  12  5  [4])  suggests  'El  strives,'  or,  as 
Driver  (in  Hastings'  DB  2  5303),  on  grounds  of  Arabic  usage, 
prefers  '  El  persists  or  perseveres  (in  contending).'  This  view 
must  be  admitted  to  be  ancient  ;  but  the  sense  is  hardly  satis 
factory.  Let  us  make  a  fresh  start.  It  is  perhaps  unsafe  to 
start  from  the  traditional  form  SNTB",  there  being  no  early 
personal  or  local  names  in  the  genealogies  or  elsewhere  which 
confirm  it,  with  the  single  exception  of  nife',  which  has  presum 
ably  the  same  origin  (cp  SARAH),  and  must  therefore  be  pro 
visionally  set  on  one  side.  There  are,  however,  names  some 


what  resembling  '  Isra'el,'  which  may  help  us,  viz.  (i) 
Jizre'el  (JEZREEL),  which  is  both  a  personal  and  a  local  name, 
and  is  found  both  in  the  centre  and  in  the  S.  of  Palestine  ;  (2) 
^JOB'Xi  ASAR'EL,  the  name  of  a  son  of  Jehallelel  probably  = 
Jerahmeel  ;  (3)  rriT,  ZERAH,  which  is  given  as  a  Judahite,  a 
Simeonite,  and  an  Edomite  name.  Of  these  names  (3)  is  the  most 
helpful.  Jizrah-el  ('  God  shines  forth  ')  is  a  highly  probable  clan- 
name,  and  might  at  an  early  date  be  corrupted  popularly  both  into 
*?K$nT'i  Jizre'el,  and  into  '•'NIB'',  Jisra'el.  Turning  now  to  the 
story  of  the  change  of  Jacob's  name  to  Israel  (which  has  prob 
ably  been  altered),  we  notice  the  statement  (Gen.  32  32  [31]), 
which  in  such  a  context  cannot  be  merely  picturesque,  that  'as 
he  (Jacob)  passed  by  Penuel,  the  sun  shone  forth  upon  him' 
I1?  mn)-  A  reference  to  our  explanation  of  the  story  of 


the  covenant  between  Jacob  and  Laban  (GALEED,  i)  will 
show  that  the  place  from  which  Jacob  came  was  called, 
not  Galeed  (Gilead),  but  Salhad  or  SALECAH  (<?.v.).  The 
prominence  of  this  strong  fortress  in  Israelitish  legend  and 
history  has  been  too  long  overlooked.  To  the  other  illustrations 
of  this  fact  we  may  now  add  that  Salhad  (Salhar)  not  improb 
ably  derived  its  name  from  the  clan,  or  confederation  of  clans, 
which,  after  leaving  the  Haunln,  found  its  way  to  the  '  land  of 
the  bne  Jerahme'el'  (Gen.  29  1,  a  case  of  the  confusion  of 
legends,  see  above,  §  3)  in  the  far  S.  of  Palestine.  If  the 
transformations  of  names  that  have  elsewhere  been  assumed  be 
held  to  be  probable  it  will  not  be  thought  improbable  that  in'?!» 
(Salehad)  or  riD^D  (Salecah)  has  arisen,  partly  by  transposition, 
and  partly  by  corruption  of  letters,  from  Sttt]miM>  Jizrah-el. 
Cp  the  parallel  corruption  ''jxiE"  for  'Sjnt'i  2  S.  17  25  (see 
ITHRA).  It  need  hardly  be  said  that  there  were  in  early  times 
both  northern  (north-eastern)  and  southern  Israelites.  The 
southern  Israelites  appear  to  have  joined  the  Jerahmeelites 
at  Hebron  (or  rather  Rehoboth).  The  above  view  is  no  more 
than  a  hypothesis  ;  but  it  seems  to  be  more  in  accordance  with 
analogies  than  the  rival  theories,  and  what  appears  to  be  an 
obvious  explanation  of  a  primitive  tribal  name  noun  is  very  likely 
to  be  wrong. 

Several  details  in  chap.  35  deserve  attention.  Thus  in  w. 
2-4  Jacob's  household  give  up  all  their  heathenish  objects  (cp 
31  18  [19]  52  [53]  Josh.  242  14).  In  v.  8  Rachel's  nurse  Deborah 
receives  the  highest  funeral  honours  ;  in  reality,  however,  it  is 
'  Dinah,  Jacob's  eldest  daughter,'  who  dies  ;  the  text  needs 
criticism  (see  above,  col.  1102,  n.  i).  This  means  perhaps  that 
the  Dinah-tribe  had  perished  ;  hence  the  mourning  of  the  parent- 
stem.  In  w.  16-19  Rachel  dies  on  the  way  to  Ephrath  (but 
see  below).  Her  child  has  two  names—  BENONI  and  BENJAMIN. 

The  extracts  from  J  and  E  give  us  no  very  clear 
idea  where  Jacob  or  Israel  settled  after  the  death  of 
Rachel  ;  J  tells  us  indeed  (  35  21  )  that  Jacob  encamped 
beyond  Migdal  Eder  :  but  where  was  Migdal  Eder  ? 
Probably  it  was  not  far  from  Beeroth,  which  name 
should  probably  be  substituted  for  Ephrath  in  w.  16  19 
and  for  '  Hebron  '  in  37  14  (see  EPHRATH).  P,  however, 
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states  (v.  27)  that  Jacob  came  to  his  father  Isaac  at 
Kirjath-arba  (see  RKHOBOTH,  SODOM). 

The  remainder  of  Jacob's  life  is  inseparable  from  the 
story  of  Joseph  ;  its  events  need  not  be  recapitulated 
_.  -  here.  (See  JOSEPH  ;  ABEL  -  MIZRAIM  ; 
Vf  t  MACHPELAH-)  II  is  natural  for  modern 
'  '  readers,  approaching  the  narrative  from 
the  point  of  view  of  psychological  development,  to 
find  traces  of  a  mellowing  in  Jacob's  character.  If 
there  be  anything  in  this  supposition  it  must  be  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  narrators  have  put  more  of  themselves 
into  the  latter  part  of  Jacob's  life,  where  its  threads 
intertwined  with  those  of  Joseph's,  than  they  could 
venture  to  do  in  the  former.  It  is,  however,  to  the 
popular  traditions  that  we  must  turn  for  the  truest 
symbols  of  Israelitish  character  as  it  was  in  the  days  of 
the  two  great  narrators  J  and  E.  The  elaborate 
Blessing  ascribed  to  Jacob  cannot  be  treated  as  a  part 
of  the  biography  ;  it  is,  apart  from  later  elements,  a 
splendid  monument  of  early  Hebrew  literature  (see 
POETICAL  LITERATURE),  and  historically  too  is  of  the 
utmost  importance.  Even  though  the  text  has  suffered 
much  corruption,  in  the  special  articles  on  the  tribes 
frequent  occasion  has  been  found  to  utilize  its  details. 
See  also  ISRAEL. 

Winckler's  mythological  explanation  of  Jacob  as 
(originally)  the  moon  in  its  relation  to  the  year,  corre- 

„   lur—iv.  i  spending  to  Abraham  the  moon  in  its 

8.  Mvtnolosrv.      i    •  i_  -i 

J  OJ    relation  to   the  month,   is   ingeniously 

and  plausibly  worked  out  (Gesch.  2  57  ff.\  That  there 
are  somewhat  pale  mythological  elements  in  some  of 
the  biblical  narratives  may  be  admitted  ;  but  to  many 
minds  Winckler's  proof  of  his  hypothesis  will  seem 
almost  too  laboured  to  be  convincing.  Cp  also 
Winckler,  ib.  82 ;  and  cp  Stucken,  Astralmythen 
('  Jakob'),  whose  treatment  of  parallel  mythic  details  is 
extraordinarily  clever. 

See  further  Staerk,  Studien  zur  Religions-  und  Sprach- 
geschichte  des  AT\  77-83  2  1-13.  T.  K.  C. 

JACOB'S  WELL.     See  SYCHAR. 

JACUBUS  (i&KOyBoc  [A]),  i  Esd.  943  =  Neh.87, 
AKKUB  (q.v.,  3). 

JADA  (1?T  ;  I&A&6  [BA]),  a  name  in  the  Jerah- 
meelite  genealogy  ;  his  mother  was  Atarah  and  one  of 
his  sons  was  Jether  ;  i  Ch.  22832  (v.  32,  |AOYA<\  [B], 
ieAA&e  [A],  v.  28  om.,  v.  32  IA.AA,  [L]). 

JADAU  (1T,  Kr.  «p)p  Ezral043,  RV  'Iddo.'  RVme- 
Jaddai.  See  IDDO,  ii.  2. 

JADDUA  (WT,  §  56  ;  or  according  to  Lag.  Uebers. 
113,  INT). 

1.  Signatory    to   the   covenant  (see   EZRA  i.  §  7)  ;   Neh.  10 21 
[22]  (ifSSova  [Nc-a  L],  teSSovx  [A],  om.  BN*). 

2.  b.   Jonathan,  three   generations  below  Eliashib,  was  the 
last  of  the  high  priests  mentioned  in  the  OT  (Neh.  12 1122; 
taSov  [BKA],  ie"SSou  [L] ;  aSova  [K*  vid.]  and  ifioua  [«*?]  in  v.  22). 
According  to  Jos.  (Ant.  xi.  $4_/C  ;  taSSous),  who  adds  much  that 
is  doubtful,  he  was  in  office  at  the  time  of  Alexander's  invasion 
of  Judaea  [332  B.C.].     See  NEHEMIAH,  §  i. 

3.  See  BARZII.LAI,  3. 

JADDUS,  AV  Addus  (lAAAoyc  [B]  etc.),  i  Esd. 
538f=Ezra26irt,  BARZILLAI,  3. 

JADON  (pT,  abbreviated  form,  cp  NAMES,  §  53  ; 
BNA  om.  ;  i&pei  [L]),  the  Meronothite,  in  the  list  of 
wall-builders  (see  NEHEMIAH,  §  if.,  EZRA  ii.  §§  16 
[i],  is</),  Neh.37. 

JAEL  (TflJ,  §  68  ;  '  mountain-goat '  ;  )AHA  [BAL]  ; 
Jos.  IA.AH  ;  JAHEL).  A  Bedouin  woman,  of  whom 
Sisera,  when  flying  defeated  from  the  field  of  battle, 
asked  water,  and  by  whom,  as  he  stood  drinking  the 
refreshing  soured  milk  (Ar.  leban),  he  was  beaten  lifeless 
to  the  ground.  Upon  this  deed  a  high  encomium  is 
pronounced  by  a  contemporary  Israelitish  poet,  Judg. 
624-27  (i77\[A]).  And  rightly,  from  his  point  of  view, 
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if  Jael  was  a  Kenite  (see  below),  for  by  this  bold  deed 
she  recognised  the  sacred  bond  of  friendship  between 
the  Israelites  and  the  Kenites  (cp  Judg.  1 16  4  n). 
Sisera  was  out  of  the  pale  of  charity  for  an  Israelite  ; 
therefore  also  for  a  Kenite.  '  The  act  by  which  Jael 
gained  such  renown  was  not  the  murder  of  a  sleeping 
man,  but  the  use  of  a  daring  stratagem  which  gave  her 
a  momentary  chance  to  deliver  a  courageous  blow ' 
(WRS  OTJCW  132).  A  later  writer,  however, 
whose  version  of  the  story  of  Sisera  appears  on  the 
whole  to  be  independent  of  that  in  Deborah's  Song, 
employed  all  the  arts  of  a  graceful  style  to  represent 
Jael  as  having  killed  Sisera  in  his  sleep  (Judg.  4 18-21). 
Jael  invites  the  tired  fugitive  into  her  tent,  covers  him 
up  with  the  tent-rug,  and  then,  when  he  is  sleeping 
soundly,  takes  one  of  the  tent-pegs,  and  strikes  it  with 
a  hammer  into  his  forehead.  She  thus  violates  the 
double  sanctity  attaching  to  Sisera  as  a  guest  and  (see 
DAVID,  §  i,  col.  1023,  n.  i)  as  a  sleeper,  and  seems 
deserving  of  a  curse  (Doughty,  Arabia  Deserta,\$f>} 
rather  than  a  blessing.  The  narrator,  it  is  true,  does 
not  in  express  terms  commend  her  ;  but  a  hardly  re 
pressed  enthusiasm  is  visible  in  his  description  (vv.  2if.). 
Which  tradition  has  the  better  claim  to  be  regarded  as  his 
torical?  Obviously  not  the  second.  The  refined  treachery 
which  this  account  assumes  is  inconceivable  in  a  Bedawi,  and 
the  absurdity  of  transfixing  a  man's  skull  with  a  tent-peg  is  so 
great  that  one  is  compelled  to  conjecture  that  the  passage  of  the 
song  relative  to  Jael's  deed  (Judg.  5  26)  lay  before  the  narrator 
in  a  corrupt  form.  Moore  and  Budde  have  set  forth  the  present 
position  of  textual  criticism,  and  it  is  one  of  baffled  perplexity. 
Yet  the  remedy  is  perhaps  near  at  hand  (see  Crit.  Bib.).  The 
true  text  should  most  probably  run  thus  : — 

Her  hand  to  the  coffer  she  reaches, 
Her  right  hand  to  a  flint  of  the  rock  ; 
With  the  flint  she  strikes  his  head, 
She  smashes — she  cleaves  his  temple. 

The  bowl  in  which  Jael  presented  the  soured  milk  was  not  '  a 
bowl  of  the  mighty'  (n'TiM  hso)  t>ut  'a  bowl  of  bronze,'  Ass. 
•urudil ;  cp  COPPER,  §  2.  The  '  nail,'  or  rather  '  tent-peg '  (in')» 
should  be  the  '  coffer '  which,  as  Doughty  says,  every  Bedawi 
housewife  has,  and  which  contained  among  other  things  flints 
for  striking  fire  (WpV  or  Wp^)-  The  '  workmen's  hammer ' 
(c^DJJ  mS^n) — an  impossible  rendering — should  be  a  'flint  of 
the  rock'  (i/?D  EJ'pSn).  It  only  remains  to  remark,  after 
Moore,  that  the  words  '  in  the  days  of  Jael'  (Judg.  56),  and 
'  the  wife  of  Heber  the  Kenite  '  (5  24)  are  glosses  which  overload 
the  stichi  in  which  they  occur.  See  DEBORAH,  i  ;  HEBER,  i  ; 
JUDGES,  §  7  ;  SISERA.  T.  K.  C. 

JAGUR  0-ir  ;  ACCup  [B],  lAfOYP  tAL]>-  a  Judahite 
city  on  the  border  of  Edom  (Josh.  1 5  2if).  Cp  KABZEEL. 

JAHATH  (HIT,  cp  MAHATH,  NAHATH,  TAHATH  ; 
ie9  [BA],  I&A.9  [L]),  a  well-known  Levitical  name 
which  has  associations  with  Judah  (see  i,  below)  and 
Edom  ;  see  GENEALOGIES,  §  7  [v.]. 

1.  b.  Reaiah  b.  Shobal,  a  Judahite,  i  Ch.  42  (om.  A*,  icuaO 
[L]).     A  comparison  with  i  Ch.  252  suggests  a  possible  connec 
tion  with  Manahath  (MT  nimp).     In  view  of  the  vicissitudes 
of  this  name  (see  below)  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Shobal  is  prob 
ably  the  parent  of  the  forms  Shebuel  and  SHUBAEL  [g.v.],  and 
that  a  variant  may  plausibly  be  found  (see  Jastrow,  JBL  19  102 
[1900])  in  the  familiar  Shemu'el  (Samuel). 

2.  A  Levitical  name,  i  Ch.  620  [5]  (ief0  [B]),  43  [28]  (nx*  [B], 
i«0  [A]),  23 10  (uriijA.  [L]),  24  22  (iva.0  [BA]),  2  Ch.  34  12  (ie  [B], 
taeO  [L]).t     In  tracing  back  the  Levite  Samuel  to  Korah  (the 
Kehathite),    the   Chronicler    introduces   the   analogous    names 
Mahath,  Nahath,  and  Tahath  (i  Ch.  6  23  26  [cp  v.  34],  35  37) ; 
cp  with  these,  the  Kehathite  Jahath  (b.  Shelomoth  b.  ins')1  in 
i  Ch.  2422.     But  Shelomoth  (b.  Shimei)  is  Gershonite  in  23  9  (as 
also  is  Shebuel  [cp  i,  above],  ib.  v.  16),  and  in  agreement  with 
this  we  find  an  important  Gershonite  division,  Jahath  b.  Shimei,2 
in  v.  10.     Further,  Jahath  the  father  of  Shimei,  and  Jahath  b. 
Libni  reappear  in  the  genealogies  of  the  Gershonites  Ethan, 
Ethni,  and  Asaph  (i  Ch.  643  [28]),  and  Jeatherai  (  =  Ethni?  ib. 
v.  20  [5])  respectively.      Finally,  not  only  Jahath  (2Ch.  34  12), 
but  also  Libni  and  Shimei  (i  Ch.  6  29),  are  used  as  Merarite  names, 
to  which  division  even  Ethan  (see  ETHAN,  2,  3)  himself  is  finally 
ascribed.  S.  A.  C. 

1  We  may  perhaps  associate  ins'  with  the  name  njnx  (Zorah) 
which  is  brought  into  connection  with  Jahath,  i,  in  i  Ch.  2  52  f. 
4  2  (for  another  view  see  GENEALOGIES,  §  7  [v.],  col.  1666). 

2  Considering  the  way  in  which  genealogical  lists  are  built 
up,  it  is  possible  that  <yoty  '3  fin11  is  the  same  as  <js>oy  'a  flDD 
(iCh.  6  35  [20]   2Ch  29  12). 


JAHLBEL 

JAHAZ,  JAHAZAH,  JAHZAH  (','iT,  Is.  154  Jer. 
4834  [Mesha's  inscr.  //.  IQ/.];  nSiV  or  n¥i"P,  Nu. 
2l23  Dt.  232  Josh.  13i8  2136  Judg.  Il2o  "jer.  48  21 
i  Ch.  6  63  [78]). 

©  has  iao-0-o.  [BN*AFQL],  but  eitrcra  in  Nu.  [B*],  Patrav  in 
Josh.  13  [B],  ia£)p  [?]  in  Josh.  21  36  [BAL  ;  cp  v.  39],  lacra  [B], 
iTjA.  [A]  in  Judg.  11  20,  lao-a  [Q'n&]  in  Is.  164,  pc</>ac  [BA], 
pa<j>a6  [N*],  pao-as  [Nc.a]  in  Jer.  4821  ;  for  v.  34  see  Swete). 

Jahaz  was  the  scene  of  the  decisive  battle  between 
the  Israelites  and  Sihon,  king  of  the  Amorites  (Nu.  2123 
Dt.  232  Judg.  11  20).  It  was  assigned  to  Reuben  (Josh. 
13  18  P)  and  to  the  Levites  (Josh.  21  36  P).  Mesha,  king 
of  Moab,  refers  to  it  as  taken  by  himself  from  the  Israelites. 

The  site  is  uncertain.  It  was  near  Kedemoth  (Josh. 
13i8  21s6)  and  'the  wilderness  of  Kedemoth'  (Dt.  226, 
cp  Nu.  2123),  and  it  was  N.  of  the  Arnon.  This  points 
to  the  extreme  SE.  of  Sihon's  territory  ;  Oliphant's 
suggested  identification  with  Yajuz  is  therefore  out 
of  the  question.  Eusebius  (OS  264  94)  informs  us 
that  Jahaz  (ie<rcra)  still  existed  in  his  time,  and  that 
it  was  situated  between  Medeba  and  Dibon  (5i;/3cws). 
There  seems  to  be  some  mistake  here  ;  the  position  thus 
assigned  to  Jahaz  appears  too  central.  Possibly  MTjSa/Sa 
is  corrupt.  At  any  rate  we  may  plausibly  hold  that  the 
important  ruins  of  Umm  er-Resas  (cp  (f§Nc-a  Jer.  4821) 
are  on  the  site  either  of  Jahaz  or  of  Kedemoth.  This 
spot  is  two  hours  and  a  half  NE.  of  Dibon,  towards 
the  desert  (see  KEDEMOTH).  T.  K.  c. 

JAHAZIAH,  RV  JAHZEIAH  (nnrV,  §  32;  '  Yahwe 
sees'),  b.  Tikvah,  one  of  Ezra's  opponents  (Kosters, 
Herstel,  ngf.)  in  dealing  with  the  mixed  marriages, 
EzralOis  (A<\zeiA  [BN*],  -C  [Na]-  IAZI-  [A]  Az.  [L])  = 
i  Esd.  9  14,  EZECHIAS  (RV  Ezekias,  ezei&C  [B],  ezeKi- 
[A],  IAZIAC  [L]).  See  AHASAI. 

JAHAZIEL  (^TIT,  §  82  ;  '  God  sees,'  cp  iTJIV  and 
H^TPI,  iezmA[AL];  Pesh.  nearly  always  ^.'JjuJ).1 

1.  One  of  David's  warriors  (i  Ch.  124,  ie£»]A  [BN]). 

2.  A    priest,    temp.     David    (i    Ch.  106,    om.    N*,  of[e]ir;\ 
[BNc.amg.A]. 

3.  b.  Hebron,  a  Kehathite  Levite,  i  Ch.  23  19  (ofirjA.  [B],  in^irjA 
[AL]),  2423  (ux<nj  [B],  ia£ii)A  [AL])  for  whose  name  we  should 
possibly  read  UZZIEL  (g.v.  i). 

4.  An  Asaphite  Levite,  b.  Zechariah,  introduced  in  the  story 
of  the  Ammonite  invasion;  son  of  Zechariah,  who  rose  up  temp. 
Jehoshaphat  (2  Ch.  20  14  o£[e]oj\  [BA]).      Cp  HAZIEL,  a  Ger 
shonite  name,   and  on   the  relation  of  Asaph  to  Gershon  see 
GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (be). 

5.  The  father  of  Shechaniah  of  the  b'ne  ZATTU  (y.v.)  (Ezra 
85,  om.  B,  a£rjA  [AL]),  so  also  Pesh.  and  i  Esd.  832  QEZELUS  ; 
ieSri\ov  [B],  leiftAov  [A],  a^irjA.  [L]),  in  place  of  MT's  'of  the 
sons  of  Shechaniah,  the  son  of  Jahaziel  .  .   .  .' 

JAHDAI  C^iT  [Ba.]  or  ^!T  [Gi.],  from  v'mn  '  to 
lead,1  cp  Sab.  [DJHn?  mco^  [B].  lAA&i  [A],  -ei  [L]). 
the  head  of  a  family  of  six  abruptly  introduced  into  the 
genealogy  of  Caleb  (i  Ch.  247).  The  context  suggests 
that  a  '  concubine  '  of  Caleb  is  intended.  Perhaps  we 
should  read  nn.T,  '  Jehudijah  '  (cp  i  Ch.  4i8),  the  six 
'  sons  '  mentioned  would  then  be  half-Judahite. 

T.  K.  c. 

JAHDIEL  (bxnnV  '  El  is  glad  '  or  '  gladdens,'  §  35, 
cp  JEHDEIAH  ;  leAemA  [B  ;  A  and  A  confused],  ieAl- 
[AL]),  one  of  the  chiefs  of  Manasseh-beyond-Jordan 
(i  Ch.  524f). 

JAHDO  (HIT;  cp  JAHDIEL;  loypei  [B],  ieAA<M 
[A],  leAAco  [L]),  a  Gadite  (i  Ch.  5i4t). 

JAHLEEL  PN?!T,  probably  corrupt),  a  son,  that  is, 
family  or  clan,  of  Zebulun  ;  Gen.  46  14,  P  (<\AOHA  [A], 
€HA  [Dl  AIHA  [L]);  Nu.  2626,  P  UAAHA  [BAL]; 
ethnic  Jahleelites,  ^gn,  &AAHA[e]i 


Perhaps,  like  JAHZEEL,  a  corruption  of  ?Nit?rr,  '  God  delivers.' 

T.  K.  C. 

1  In  Syr.  3  is  the  preformative  of  the  impf.     Another  similar 
formation  is  seen  in  ^J^aj  f°r  n??!.  '  Jephthah.' 
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JAHMAI 


[B],   ie/v\oy  [Al- 


[L],  lEMAi},1  an  Issacharite  clan-name  (i  Ch.  7  2). 

Analogy  suggests  that  -an'  's  an  abbreviated  theophorous 
name  (cp  WRS  in  COT  2301),  perhaps  for  hh'Orr,  cp  Sab. 
'jxorr  6x  and  'DH').2  '•'•,  r'ocl  protects,'  or  (since  the  v/nan 
does  not  appear  to  be  used  in  Heb.)  for  [lln'^Drr,  which  has 
actually  been  found  upon  a  Heb.  seal.  S.  A.  C. 


JAHZAH 


Jer.  482,  RV.     See  JAHAZ. 


JAHZEEL  (bxyiT,  'God  halves'?  §  38;  *c[e]iH\ 
[A/JFL]),  a  son  of  Naphtali  ;  Gen.  46  24  (ia<r|3i)A  [LD;  Nu.2648 
(o-a^X  [B*],  acnjA.  [Ba.b]).  i  Ch.  7  13  has  JahZiel  [KVJ  or  rather 
jAHAZiEL(V*rV;  iet<riT)X[B],iac7-iT)A[A],ia<r(m)ML]).  Nu.2648 
has  the  patronymic  Jahzeelites  CfKXn_*ri;  o-arjAet  [B*],  aorjAfi 
[Ba-b],  a<rii)A.i  [AFL]).  Rather  a  corruption  of  TUf^i  cp 
JAHLEEL.  T.  K.  C. 

JAHZEIAH  (nnrr),  Ezra  10  15  RV,  AV  JAHAZIAH. 
JAHZERAH  (rnT.rP),   i  Ch.  9iat-     See  AHASAI. 
JAIR    (~)W.  'He  [God]  enlightens,'   §   53;    i^eip 
[HAFL]).      i.  After  the  main  body  of  the  Israelites  had 
settled    down  W.    of  Jordan   various    Manassite  clans 
migrated    to    the    E.  ,    and,    having    dispossessed    the 
Amorites,    founded    settlements    in    Bashan    and    N. 
Gilead.      Among  them   was    (the   clan    of)   Jair  :    Nu. 
324i  (iarip  [A],  Dt.  3  14  i  K.  4  13  [om.  BL]  lapeip  [A]). 
In  the  above-mentioned  passages  Jair  is  called  the  son  of 
Manasseh  ;   but  in  i  Ch.  221-23  (v.  22,   aeip  [A];  v.  23, 
ffo-fip  [B*  ;    a  a  dittograph],    iapeip  [A])   he  is   made 
to    be   of   mixed    descent,     namely    from    Hezron,    a 
Judahite,     on    his    father's     side,     and    from    Machir 
on    his    mother's    side.3       In    Judg.  103-5,    mention    is 
made  of  Jair,  a  Gileadite  (aeip  [A  in  v.   5]),   and  it  is 
very  probable  that  Jair  may  have  been  placed  by  one 
tradition  in  the  age  of  Moses  and  by  another  in  the  age 
of  the  Judges.      He   is   said  to  have  had  thirty  sons, 
who  rode  on  thirty  asses  and  had  thirty  cities  called 
HAVVOTH-JAIR  (q.v-)-     The  notice  of  the  thirty  colts 
may  be  a  gloss  based  on  12  14  and  facilitated  by  the 
similarity  of  the  words  for  cities  and  colts  (the  parono 
masia  in  any  [cities]  and  n'Tj|  [colts]  is  retained  also  in 
(5  TruXeis  .    .    •   and  wwXovs).     The  expression  in  Judg. 
10s  'and  Jair  died,  and  was  buried  in  CAMON  '  (f.v.) 
leads  one  to  suppose  that  the  seat  of  the  clan  was  at    j 
that  place.     See  JKPHTHAH,  §  zf. 

2.  The  father  of  Mordecai,  Esth.  25  (6  rov  laeipou  [BXL]  ...     I 
larpov  [A]).     In  the  Apocrypha  (Esth.  11  2)  his  name  appears 
as  JAIRUS. 

JAIR  ("VIP-  '  He  (God)  awakens,'  so  Kr.  and  Pesh.  ; 
Kt.  ,  however,  "IW,  Jer.  '  films  salt  us,'  —  i.e.  ,  TIP,  with  i 
defect.  ),  the  clan-name  or  the  name  of  an  ancestor  of 
ELHANAN  [t/.v.~\,  i  Ch.  20s  (i&eip  [BL],  dAeip  [A]). 
In  the  parallel  passage  (2  S.  21  19)  we  find  the  form 
JAARE-(ORKGIM).  See  ELHANAN,  §  2. 

JAIRITE  CnX»n),  2  S.  2026.     See  IRA,  3. 

JAIRUS  (lAeipoc  [Ti.  WH];  probably  »0/=the 
Jair  of  OT),  a  ruler  of  the  synagogue,  whose  daughter 
Jesus  restored  to  life  just  after  her  death  (Mk.  622^ 
Lk.  841  /.).  The  narrative  is  specially  important, 
because  the  restoration  to  life  to  which  it  refers  is  the 
best  attested  of  the  three  marvels  of  this  class  related 
in  the  Gospels,  being  given  in  Mt.  (9i8^),  Mk.  ,  and 
Lk.  ,  not,  however,  without  differences. 

Of  these  differences,  which  are  outweighed  by  the  points  of 
agreement,  one  is  the  non-mention  of  the  name  of  the  '  ruler  ' 
(not  'ruler  of  the  synagogue')  in  Mt.'s  account.  Indeed,  the 
Codex  Bezae  (D)  is  without  the  name  in  Mk.,  and  (originally) 
in  Lk.  also. 

1  Pesh.  v,r>ft~\  is  hardly  a  safe  support  in  favour  of  the 


reading  tOffo*aa  which  see  ELHANAN,  2. 
2  Cited  in  Ges.  Lex.W. 


.          .. 

This  post-exilic  representation  probably  means  that  there 
was  a  clan  made  up  partly  of  the  tribe  of  J  udah  and  partly  of 
that  of  Manasseh,  which  occupied  the  region  where  the  '  Havvoth- 
jair'  were  situated  (cp  Be.  Chron.,  ad  Inc.). 
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JAIRUS 

That  the  narrative  in  some  form  belongs  to  the  earliest 
stratum  of  the  Gospel  tradition  is  further  supported  ( i ) 
by  the  profound  saying  '  The  damsel  is  not  dead,  but 
sleepeth,'  which  occupies  a  central  position  and  is  quite 
in  the  manner  of  Jesus,  and  (2!  by  the  interweaving  of 
another  narrative  which  expresses  one  of  the  popular 
superstitions  so  forcibly  that  it  must  be  as  old  as  any 
in  the  Gospels. 

The  earliest  form  of  the  story  of  the  ruler  is   that 
given  in  Mt.  9i8/.  23-26.     As  Weiss  has  pointed  out, 
the  earliest  traditional  narratives  were  not  much  con 
cerned    about    details,    but    aimed    at    connecting    the 
remembered    sayings    of    Jesus   with    the    facts   which 
formed  (or,   it  was  thought,   must  have  formed)  their 
true  setting.      Whether  Weiss  is  right  in  ascribing  all 
the  picturesque  details  in  Mk.  to  a  Petrine  tradition,  is 
at  best  doubtful ;  he  is  at  any  rate  most  probably  quite 
wrong  in  adopting  Mk.  's  report  of  the  ruler's  appeal  to 
Jesus — viz. ,  '  My  little  daughter  is  at  the  point  of  death' 
(etrxaTuj  exel)-     For  this  evangelist  represents  the  feeling 
of  a  later  time  that  it  was  too  much  to  believe  that  the 
ruler  could  at  once  have  risen  to  the  height  of  faith 
implied   in  Mt.  9i8;    he  assumes  that  the  ruler    must 
at  first  have  been  afraid  of  such  a  bold  request  as  that 
Jesus  would  raise  the  dead.      Mt.'s  account,   however, 
rightly  understood,  makes  this  assumption  unnecessary. 
The  ruler's  faith,  though  great,  is  not  heroic.      He  has 
the  superstitious  idea  that  the  soul  is  still  hovering  about 
its  former  receptacle,   and  craves  of  Jesus  that  by  a 
magic  touch  of  his  hand  the  scarcely  parted  soul  and 
body  may  be  organically  reunited.     Another  point  in 
which  Mk.'s  account  is  certainly  inferior  to  Mt.'s  is  the 
injunction  to  secrecy  (Mk.  543).     This  is  in  place  in  the 
story  of  the  blind  men  which  follows  in  Mt.  (927-32), 
but  not  in  the  story  of  the  ruler,  according  to  which 
'  much  people '  had  heard  the  unhappy  father's  appeal 
to   the   Master.     Whether   even  the  words  TAI.ITHA 
CUMI  [g.v.  ]  may  be  accepted  from   Mk.   is  doubtful. 
Certainly  the  name  Jairus  is  the  spontaneous  invention 
of  a  pious  and  poetic  imagination.      Tradition  (except 
in  Mk. )  does  not  record  the  names  of  persons  in  the 
crowd  who  were  cured  by  Jesus,1  and  the  origin  of  the 
name  is    manifest,   viz.    not  TNT'   '  he   enlightens,'    but 
(Nestle,  Chajes)  TJT   '  he  will  awaken'  (from  the  sleep 

of  death). 

Whether  the  raising  of  the  dead  maiden  is  historical 
is  another  question.     That  Yahwe  was  regarded  even  in 
the  older  period  as  the  lord  of  life  and  death,  and  there 
fore  as  one  who  might  on  special  occasions  raise  the 
dead,  is  undeniable.    But  how  could  any  special  occasion 
arise,  now  that  the  belief  in  the  resurrection  had  become 
so  general  ?     For  by  this  belief  the  conception  of  death 
was  transformed  ;  men  could  not  '  sorrow  as  those  who 
had  no  hope. '     Nor  did  Jesus  himself  consider  it  to  be 
within  his  ordinary  province  to  raise  the  dead.      It  has 
indeed  been  said  (e.g. ,  by  Weiss)  that  Mt.  11  s  (Lk.  722) 
!    proves  that  more  instances  of  the  raising  of  the  dead 
occurred  than  are  reported  in  the  Gospels.      But  this 
:    implies  a  misinterpretation  of  the  message  to  John  the 
Baptist,  which  is  certainly  allegorical  ;  tha  words,  '  the 
dead  are  raised  up,'  are  explained  by  the  next  clause, 
'  and  the  poor  have  the  glad  tidings  brought  to  them.'3 
!    That  Lk.  misunderstood  the  words  (Lk.  7 21  ;  cp  NAIN) 
i    renders  it  not  improbable  that  Mk.  did  so  too,  and  that 
1    all  three  evangelists  (whose  idea  of  Jesus  was  marred  by 
recollections  of  Elijah  and  Elisha)^  misunderstood  that 
|    deep  saying  of  Jesus,    'She  is  not  dead,  but  sleepeth.' 

1  Even   Mk.'s  Bartimseus   is   perhaps  not  really  a  personal 
name ;  Timams  may  very  possibly  be  a  Greek  substitute  for  the 

;     Aram,  samyd,  '  blind.'   '  Son  of  the  blind  '  would  mean  one  of  the 
1     company  of  the  blind— a  numerous  company  in  Palestine.     Cp 
BARTIM^US.     Mary  Magdalene  is  of  course  altogether  excep- 
'     tional. 

2  See  the  forcible  argument  in  BARTIM^US,  g  i  (small  type 
paragraph).  .      , 

3  Just  as  the  idea  of  St.  Francis  soon  became  blurred  in  the 
minds  of  his  biographers. 
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They  have  at  any  rate  preserved  the  saying  for  us,  even  if 
the  setting  which  they  have  produced  is  not  the  right  one. 
See  Keim,  Jtsu  von  Nazara,  2471-475  ;  Weiss,  Das  Leben 
Jesu,  1552-565;  Reville,  Jesus  tie  Nazareth,  268/1;  Plummer, 
St.  Luke  (International  Comm.),  233^  None  of  these  writers 
gives  complete  satisfaction  ;  even  Dr.  Plummer  thinks  that  '  we 
may  be  content,  with  Hase,  to  admit  that  certainty  is  unattain 
able  as  to  whether  the  maiden  was  dead  or  in  a  trance.'  On 
the  originality  of  Mt.'s  narrative,  Badham,  St.  Mark's  Indebted 
ness  to  St.  Matthew  ('97),  47-50,  is  excellent  ;  but  it  is  a  mistake 
to  admit  that  'the  name  Jairus  looks  original.'  See,  further, 
GOSPELS.  T.  K.  C. 

JAKAN  (\\)y\  §  54;  RV  JAAKAN),  a  name  in  the 
Horite  genealogy  (i  Ch.  l42f). 

In  the  ||  list  in  Gen.  8627  it  appears  as  'and  AKAN  '  (jpyi  for 
Jpy'X  °f  which  ©B'S  reading  (icai  uivav)  in  i  Ch.  is  a  corruption. 
©L  combines  the  readings  (Gen.  KCU  lOUKa/u,  i  Ch.  xai  taaxav), 
the  latter  being  perhaps  the  original  form  in  both  cases  ;  see 
BEEROTH  ii.).  ©A's  text  is  conflate  (Gen.  itouica^  [D  has  tecou- 
leap]  <cai  OVKO.V  [AE]  ;  i  Ch.  iiaoucav  «ai  ovKa/ji  [A]). 

JAKEH  {i1i£,  some  MSS  NJ5*,  according  to  Delitzsch 
'scrupulously  pious'  —  i.e.  ,  euXa/STjs,  cp  Ar.  wakd,  viii.  ) 
father  of  AGUR  (q.v.  )  ;  Prov.  30  1. 

The  Midrash  (ad  loc.  and  elsewhere)  does  not,  as  we  might 
have  supposed,  identify  Jakeh  with  David,  but  takes  ben-Jakeh 
to  be  a  description  of  the  poet  called  Agur  (i.e.,  Solomon),  as  '  one 
who  is  free  from  all  sin  and  iniquity.  '  T.  K.  C. 

JAKIM  (D1^,  §§  86,  53;  'he  [El]  raises';  cp 
ELIAKIM,  AI.CIMUS  ;  IAKCIM  [BAL]). 

1.  The  name  of  one   of  the  twenty-four  post-exilic  priestly 
courses  :  I  Ch.  24  12  (eAiaxet/u  [A]). 

2.  b.    Shimei   (v.    13,    Shema)  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN 
(q.v.,  §  9,  ii.  jS);  i  Ch.8i9.     See/(?/v  Ilio3,  §  i. 

3.  In  AVm£-  of  Mt.  In  Jakim  represents  the  i<ocucetju.  inter 
polated  by  some  late  Gk.  and  Syr.  MSS  (apparently  also  by 
Irenaeus   and    Epiphanius  ;    see   WH)   between  the   names  of 
Josiah  and  Jechomah  in  the  genealogy  of  Jesus.     See  GENEA 
LOGIES  ii.,  §  2  and  cp  JEHOIACHIX. 


JALAM 


l),  Gen.  365  RV  ;  AV  JAALAM. 


JALON  (flA  AMCON  [B],  i^AcoN  [AL]),  b.  Ezrah 
(cp  EZER  ii.  ,  i),  one  of  the  b'ne  HUK  ;  i  Ch.  4?.  ©BAL 
suggests  pW,  AIJALON  (q.v.  ,  i,  and  note  readings 
there  cited).  This,  however,  seems  too  far  N.,  and 
considering  the  positions  of  the  other  places  mentioned, 
we  should  possibly  read  jiSa,  Gilon  =  Giloh  (on  the  form 
cp  Driver,  TBS  241). 

JAMBRES  (i<\/v\BpHC  [Ti.  WH]),  2  Tim.  38.  See 
JANNES. 

JAMBRI  (rather  JAMRI),  THE  CHILDREN  OF. 

An  Arab  clan  or  tribe,  residing  in  MEDEBA  (q.v.  ), 
which  attacked  John  the  brother  of  Jonathan  (the 
Maccabee)  as  he  was  on  his  way  to  the  NABAT^EANS, 
and  carried  him  off  with  all  that  he  had  (i  Mace.  9  35^  : 
ol  viol  ta/j.[3pet.v  [A],  .  .  .  a/u/3pei  [N],  ta/jL/ipei  [V]  ;  v.  37 
viol  ia.fj.ppu>  [A],  ia.fi.ppi  [N*V],  a/x/3pt  [JtCAC-»<»id-]). 
From  w.  38  42  it  appears  that  John  was  slain  ;  what 
happened  to  the  women  and  children  of  the  Jews  is 
not  stated.  To  avenge  his  brother's  death,  Jonathan 
and  his  brother  Simon  crossed  the  Jordan,  and  sur 
prised  and  discomfited  the  b'ne  Jamri  (Amri)  as  they 
were  escorting  a  bride  with  a  great  train  from  NADA- 
BATH  (q.v.),  ib.  v.  37.  Josephus  (Ant.  xiii.  124)  tells 
the  same  story  ;  he  calls  the  hostile  tribe  ol  '  Ap.apa.iov 
TrcuSes.  'Ajiiapcuoj,  like  'A/napivos,  in  Jos.  Ant.  viii.  12s, 
seems  to  represent  npy,  Omri  (for  the  (g  readings  of 
which  name  see  OMRI).  Since,  however,  the  name 
ncjr  has  been  found  in  an  Aramaic  inscription  at 
Umm  er-Resds,  about  12  m.  SSE.  from  Medeba  (see 
CIS  2  no.  195  /.  3),  it  seems  best  to  retain  the  form 
Jamri.  T.  K.  C. 

JAMES   (i<\KO)Boc.   Jacobus),    the   name   of  three 
persons  prominently  mentioned  in  the  NT-  —  James  the 
1    Son  of  S0n  °^  Zebedee,  James  the  son  of  Alphceus, 
_'        ,         and  James  the  brother  of  Jesus.      The  first 
two  of  these  are  included  in  the  lists  of  the 
apostles  given  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  and  Acts(Mt. 
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102/.  Mk.  3 1?/.  Lk.  6i4/.  Acts  Ii3).  The  former  of 
this  pair  was  a  brother  of  John  ;  their  father — a  Galilean 
fisherman,  probably  a  resident  of  Capernaum — is  re 
presented  in  the  first  two  Gospels  (Mt.  4 21  Mk.  120)  as 
having  been  present  when  his  two  sons  were  called  by 
Jesus  to  be  his  disciples,  although  in  the  legendary 
account  of  this  event  in  the  third  gospel  the  presence 
of  Zebedee  is  not  implied,  their  call  being  made  inci 
dental  to  that  of  Peter,  who  is  said  to  have  been  a  partner 
of  theirs.  It  is  a  usual  inference  from  Mt.  27  56  and 
Mk.  1540  that  Salome  was  their  mother,  although  this 
cannot  be  proved.  The  call  of  James  to  be  a  disciple 
was  followed  some  months  afterwards  by  his  appointment 
as  one  of  the  twelve  apostles.  His  prominence  in  this 
band  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that,  in  all  the  four  lists 
referred  to  above,  his  name  is  mentioned  among  the 
first,  along  with  Peter,  Andrew,  and  John,  who  are 
distinguished,  together  with  him,  not  only  by  the 
position  which  is  accorded  to  them  in  the  lists  (cp 
APOSTLE,  §  i,  table),  but  also  in  the  record  of  several 
important  events  (Mk.  637  183  Mt.  17i  2637,  and 
parallels). 

Mk.  [very  enigmatically]  relates  that  the  brothers, 
James  and  John,  were  designated  by  Jesus,  Boat's/ryes, 
which  is  explained  '  sons  of  thunder.' l 

That  this  name  was  bestowed  upon  them  by  Jesus  prior  to 
a  manifestation  of  certain  qualities  of  character  is  as  improbable 
as  that  it  was  given  without  a  reason.  Besides,  the  part  which 
tradition  may  have  had  in  attributing  to  them  the  name  and  to 
Jesus  the  bestowal  of  it  is  indeterminable.  We  may  conjecture 
that  they  earned  the  name,  either  from  Jesus  or  from  some 
other  source,  on  account  of  a  certain  impetuosity,  manifested, 
perhaps,  in  the  incident  referred  to  as  mentioned  in  Lk.,  and  in 
their  rash  answer  to  Jesus'  question:  'Are  ye  able  to  drink  the 
cup  that  I  drink  or  to  be  baptized  with  the  baptism  that  I  am 
baptized  with?'  The  request  which  called  forth  this  solemn 
question  may  also  be  regarded  as  indicating  qualities  of  char 
acter  which  might  have  given  rise  to  the  designation  in  question. 
[Further  than  this  on  the  track  marked  out  by  the  older  criticism 
we  cannot  go.  It  is  time,  perhaps,  to  strike  out  a  new  path, 
calling  in  the  aid  of  philological  and  textual  criticism.  Can 
lioavTjpyeg  be  right  V] 

The  last  appearance  of  James  the  son  of  Zebedee  in 
the  gospel -history  is  in  Gethsemane  at  the  agony  of 
Jesus  (Mt.  2637  Mk.  1433).  He  is  mentioned  in  Acts 
(Ii3/. )  among  the  apostles  who,  after  the  resurrection, 
remained  in  Jerusalem  continuing  'steadfastly  in  prayer." 
The  cup  which  he  had  so  impetuously  professed  himself 
able  to  drink  was  early  prepared  for  him.  At  the 
passover  of  the  year  44  he  was  distinguished  as  the  first 
martyr  among  the  apostles  by  Herod  Agrippa  I.  who, 
acting,  perhaps,  in  the  interest  of  Pharisaic  zealots, 
undertook  a  persecution  of  the  Christians.  In  the 
language  of  the  writer  of  Acts  (12  if. ),  '  Herod  the  king 
put  forth  his  hands  to  afflict  certain  of  the  church.  And 
he  killed  James  the  brother  of  John  with  the  sword.' 
The  prominent  position  of  James  in  the  church  is 
perhaps  indicated  by  his  selection  for  this  baptism  of 
blood. 

The  legend  that  he  went  as  a  missionary  to  Spain,  where  in 
829  his  wonder-working  bones  were  found,  and  where  his 
apparition  in  luminous  armour  struck  with  terror  the  infidel 
hosts  in  the  war  with  the  Saracens,  was  reconciled  with  the 
history  in  Acts  by  the  supposition  that,  returning  from  Spain 
to  Jerusalem,  he  was  slam  by  Herod,  and  his  body  carried 
back  and  buried  by  his  Spanish  travelling-companions. 

Of  James  the  son  of  Alphaeus,  called  in  Mk.  1640 
James  the  less  (6  [i.i.Kpbs,  minor,  younger)  little  is  re- 

_         ,  corded  in  the  NT.      According  to  the  same 
23    Son  of  •  • 

. ,    ,  passage,  his  mother  was  a  certain  Mary  who 

is  there  mentioned  as  a  witness  of  the  cruci 
fixion.      The  translation  of   '  Judas  of  James '  ("lot'/Sas 
'loJCtASov  I    Lk.  616  Acts  113)  as    'Judas  the  brother  of 
James '  is  of  doubtful  propriety.      The   apostle  Judas 
2A   D°  t°     t     was    P'^b-ibly    the    son    of    a    James 
from  brother    otherwise  unknown  (see  JUDE,  7).    The 
„  j  question    whether    James    the     son    of 

Alphaeus  was  identical  with  James  the 

1  [The  name  is  evidently  a  compound,  and  as  it  stands  can 
not  be  explained  with  certainty  (see  BOANEKGES).  For  a  con 
jecture  see  GIKSHITE.] 
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brother  of  Jesus  must  be  discussed  before  proceeding  to 
the  consideration  of  the  latter. 

Doubtless  in  early  times,  and  perhaps  latterly,  a  pre 
possession  in  favour  of  the  perpetual  virginity  of  Mary 
the  mother  of  Jesus  has  had  an  influence  in  determining 
some  scholars  to  maintain  the  affirmative  of  this 
question. 

It  is  argued  that  from  Mt.  27  56  Mk.  1640  and  Jn.  1825  the 
inference  may  be  drawn  that  Mary  the  mother  of  Jesus  had  a 
sister  Mary  who  was  the  wife  of  Clopas,  and  that  she  was  the 
mother  of  two  sons,  James  the  little  (6  /u.ixp6s)  and  Joses.  More 
over,  since  James,  Joses  (or  Joseph),  Judas,  and  Simon  are  men 
tioned  in  Mt.  1855  and  Mk.  63  as  brothers  of  Jesus,  and  since  in 
Lk.  6 16  and  Acts  1 13  a  James  and  a  Jude  are  included  among 
the  apostles,  it  has  been  argued  that  these  latter  were  identical 
with  the  James  and  Judas  mentioned  among  the  brothers  of 
Jesus,  yet  that  they  were  not  his  brothers,  but  his  cousins.  In 
support  of  this  hypothesis  it  is  maintained  that  the  James  called 
the  brother  of  Jesus,  mentioned  explicitly  by  Paul  in  Gal.  1 19 
as  such,  and  frequently  elsewhere  as  simply  '  James,'  and  always 
indicated  as  holding  a  prominent  place  in  the  church  at 
Jerusalem,  was  no  other  than  James  the  son  of  Alphaeus  who 
is  identified  by  the  hypothesis  with  the  Clopas  of  Jn.  1025. 
Thus  he  would  be  shown  to  have  been  a  cousin  of  Jesus,  being 
the  son  of  a  sister  of  Mary,  Jesus's  mother,  and  one  of  the 
original  apostles. 

This  argumentation  is,  however,  beset  with  insuper 
able  difficulties.  If  the  apostle  Lebbaeus  (Mt.  10 3  ; 
but  RV  and  WH  Thaddoeus)  who  is  called  Thaddreus 
in  Mk.  3 1 8,  and  who  by  the  hypothesis  was  identical 
with  the  '  Judas  of  James '  of  Lk.  and  Acts,  was  by 
the  first  evangelist  known  to  have  been  a  brother 
of  James  the  son  of  Alphaeus,  it  is  improbable  that 
this  writer  would  not  have  indicated  this  fact  after 
the  analogy  of  'Simon  and  Andrew  his  brother' 
and  '  James  and  John  his  brother.'  It  is  no  less  im 
probable  that,  if  Judas  and  Simon  were  sons  of  Alphasus 
and  the  Mary  in  question,  they  would  not  have  been 
mentioned  along  with  Joses  in  Mt.  27  56  and  Mk.  1640. 

It  is  also  evident  from  the  attitude  of  Jesus's  brothers  toward 
him  according  to  Mk.  821  31,  that  they  could  not  have  belonged 
to  the  friendly  apostolic  group.  For  they  are  here  represented 
as  '  standing  without,'  and  were  probably  of  the  '  his  friends 
(ot  Trap'  aiiroO)  who  '  went  out  to  lay  hold  on  him '  because  he 
was,  they  thought,  beside  himself.  (Cp  Jn.  7s-)  In  this  con 
nection  the  fact  is  important  that  wherever  they  are  mentioned 
in  the  NT  they  are  distinguished  from  the  apostles  (Mt.  12  46 
Lk.  819  Jn.  73  Acts  1 14  i  Cor.  95;  'the  other  apostles  [besides 
Paul]  and  the  brothers  of  the  Lord  ').  Besides,  there  is  nowhere 
an  intimation  that  any  one  of  the  apostles  was  either  a  brother 
or  a  cousin  of  Jesus.  The  attempt  to  show  from  Jn.  192$  that 
Mary,  the  so-called  '  wife '  of  Clopas  (identified  by  the  hypothesis 
with  Alphasus),  was  the  sister  of  the  mother  of  Jesus  and  that 
hence  James  the  son  of  Alphaeus  was  his  cousin  is  hazardous. 
For  it  is  doubtful  whether  Clopas  and  Alphaeus  are  the  Aramaic 
and  Greek  forms  of  the  same  name,  since  the  Syriac  version 
uniformly  transliterates  them  differently  (Cleopha  and  Halpai), 
and  whether  '  Mary  of  Clopas'  (Mapi'a  y  TOV  KAujra)  is  really 
in  apposition  with  '  the  sister  of  his  mother '  (17  a5eA<£>j)  nijs 
/u.>)Tpo«  ain-oO).  The  opinion  that  four  women  instead  of  three 
are  mentioned  here  has  the  support  of  the  Syriac  version  and 
of  many  of  the  highest  authorities  (see  Meyer  on  the  passage, 
and  Wieseler  in  St.  Kr.  '40,  p.  650).  Besides,  the  position  is 
quite  tenable  that  according  to  the  prevailing  usus  loquendi, 
'  Mary  of  Clopas '  (Mapi'a  q  TOV  KAuijra)  means  Mary  the 
daughter  of  Clopas,  in  which  case  Clopas  would  be  known  only 
as  the  father  of  the  Mary  mentioned  in  Jn.  192$  (see  CLOPAS). 
Thus  in  any  case  the  improbable  supposition  that  in  the  same 
family  there  were  two  sisters  of  the  same  name  is  obviated. 
Still,  even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  James  the  son  of  Alphseus 
was  a  cousin  of  Jesus  it  would  not  follow  that  another  James 
was  not  his  brother,  since  better  reasons  than  those  given  by 
Lange  and  Meyrick  are  required  to  justify  the  abandonment  of 
the  natural  meaning  of  afieAc^or.  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  resort 
to  the  supposition  of  step-brothers  ;  for,  according  to  the  obvious 
sense  of  'first-born'  (TTPWTOTOKOS  ;  Lk.  2  7  Mt.  125,  Sin.  Syr.), 
Mary  was  the  mother  of  other  sons  than  Jesus. 

It  is  questioned  whether  in  Gal.  1 19,  '  other  of  the 
apostles  saw  I  none,  save  James  the  Lord's  brother ' 
('^Tfpov  dt  TUV  diroffToXuv  OVK  eldov  et  fj,Tj  'laKCd/Jcw  TOV 
ddf\<j>bi>  TOV  Kvplov),  James  is  included  among  the 
apostles.  The  affirmation  is  thought  to  carry  with  it 
the  identification  of  the  apostle  James  the  son  of  Alphasus 
with  the  brother  of  |esus.  The  passage,  however,  may 
be  correctly  rendered,  'Another  of  the  apostles  [save 
Peter]  I  did  not  see,  but  only  James  the  brother  of  the 
Lord.' 

«t  fijj  ('  save ')  finding  its  exception  in  the  negative  OVK  f'Sov 
('  saw  not ')  and  'irepov  r.  a.  ('  other  of  the  apostles  ')  referring  to 

2319 


JAMES 

Peter  (v.i 8).  For  a  similar  construction  see  Rom.  14 14  i  Cor.  84 
Gal.  2  16  Mt. 124  24 36  Lk.426/:  So  interpret  Fritzsche.  Credner, 
Bleek,  Winer,  Holtzmann,  and  others. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  with  Meyer  and  Lipsius 
(who  object  to  such  an  exception  to  Paul's  use  of  el  ny 
elsewhere)  that  James  is  here  included  among  the  apostles 
'  in  the  wider  sense. '  The  conclusion  is  legitimate  that 
whenever  Paul  refers  to  James  he  has  in  mind  the  one 
mentioned  in  this  passage,  not  the  son  of  Alphoeus. 
A  James  who  is  not  called  the  brother  of  Jesus,  and  is 
not  specifically  designated,  is  conspicuous  in  Acts  ;  but 
his  identification  must  be  controlled  by  the  prominence 
given  by  Paul  to  the  'brother  of  the  Lord'  (d5eX<£ds 
TOV  Kvpiov  ;  Gal.  1 19,  cp  2912).  For  want  of  space,  dis 
cussion  of  the  patristic  and  other  early  testimony  on 
this  point  must  be  omitted.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
view  that  there  were  three  Jameses  is  supported  by 
Hegesippus,  the  pseudo- Clementine  literature  (Horn. 
1135,  Recogn.  435)  and  the  Apostolic  Constitutions 
(255.612  746  835),  whilst  Chrysostom,  Jerome,  and 
Theodoret  are  quoted  for  the  opposite  opinion. 

James,  surnamed  the  Just,  although  sharing  with  the 
brothers,  of  whom  he  was  probably  the  oldest,  in  their 
3  The  brother  °PP°sition  to  Jesus  during  his  public 
of  Jesus  ministry,  appears  to  have  been  con 
verted  to  his  cause  soon  after  the 
resurrection.  According  to  i  Cor.  15?  he  was  a  witness 
to  one  of  the  manifestations  of  the  risen  Christ, 
indeed,  to  two,  if  he  may  be  included  in  the  '  all  the 
apostles  '  (TOIS  dwcxrroXoiS  iraaiv). 

An  Ebionite  ideal  picture  of  '  James  the  brother  of  the 
Lord '  is  given  by  Hegesippus  (Eus.  HE  2  23)  who,  after 
saying  that  he  received  the  government  of  the  church  with  the 
apostles,  continues  thus  :  '  This  apostle  was  consecrated  from 
his  mother's  womb.  He  drank  neither  wine  nor  strong  drink, 
and  abstained  from  animal  food.  A  razor  never  came  upon  his 
head,  he  never  anointed  with  oil,  and  never  used  a  bath.  .  .  . 
He  was  in  the  habit  of  entering  the  temple  alone,  and  was  often 
found  upon  his  bended  knees,  ...  so  that  his  knees  became  as 
a  camel's  in  consequence  of  his  habitual  supplication.'  The 
position  assigned  to  him  in  the  church  by  Hegesippus  accords 
with  the  statement  in  the  pseudo-Clementine  writings  that  he 
was  the  bishop  of  the  holy  church,  the  bishop  of  Jerusalem, 
episcoporum  princcps,  and  archiepiscopus. 

According  to  Gal.  Ii8  2$,  Paul  finds  James  (see 
CHRONOLOGY,  §  73/1 )  holding  a  prominent  place  in  the 
Christian  community  in  Jerusalem  along  with  Peter  and 
John,  and  with  these  three,  'reputed  to  be  pillars,'  he 
came  to  an  arrangement  respecting  his  mission  to  the 
Gentiles.  So  great  was  the  influence  or  the  authority 
of  James  that  Peter  was  controlled  by  him  at  Antioch 
in  the  matter  of  eating  with  the  Gentiles.  For  when 
'  certain  from  James  came,  he  drew  back  and  separated 
himself,  fearing  them  which  were  of  the  circumcision  ' 
(Gal.  2 12).  From  this  fact  and  from  Paul's  statement 
that,  yielding  to  the  emissaries  from  James,  '  the  rest  of 
the  Jews  dissembled,'  and  'even  Barnabas  was  carried 
away  with  their  dissimulation,'  the  inference  is  obvious 
that  this  brother  of  Jesus  was  the  acknowledged  head 
of  the  Jewish-Christian  party  in  the  church  of  Jerusalem 
and  a  zealot  for  the  strict  observance  of  the  Jewish  law. 
Paul's  vehement  argument  with  Peter  at  Antioch  reveals 
no  less  clearly  the  attitude  of  James  and  his  faction,  than 
the  position  of  Paul  himself.  The  question  was  that 
of  the  validity  of  the  Jewish  law  for  Christians,  and  Paul 
exposes  the  kernel  of  the  matter  when  he  says  :  '  I  do 
not  make  void  the  grace  of  God  :  for  if  righteousness  is 
through  the  law,  then  Christ  died  for  nought'  (Gal.  2ai). 
This  is  the  historical  account  of  the  affair.  The  writer 
of  Acts,  however,  whose  aim  it  was  to  present  the 
original  apostles  and  James  in  a  favourable  light  with 
reference  to  Paulinism,  records  events  which  would 
render  the  occurrences  at  Antioch  improbable  (11 1-12 
2117-25  ;  see,  however,  ACTS,  §  3). 

The  testimony  of  antiquity  leaves  no  doubt  that  James 
died  a  violent  death  at  the  hands  of  Jewish  zealots  about 
the  year  63.  For  the  dramatic  account  of  his  martyr 
dom  given  by  Hegesippus  see  Eus.  HE  223.  Josephus 
relates  that,  during  the  interregnum  between  Festus 
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and  Albinus,  Ananias  the  high  priest  (see  ANNAS  [end]) 
called  the  Sanhedrin  together,  and  having  summoned 
James,  secured  his  condemnation  to  death  by  stoning  — 
an  act  for  which  he  suffered  the  censure  of  the  influential 
Jews,  and  was  deprived  of  his  office  by  Albinus. 

Important  discussions  of  this  subject  may  be  found  in  Mayor, 
The  Epistle  of  St.  James;  Alford,  Greek  Testament,  4; 
Davidson,  Intr.  ;  Arnaud,  Reckerches,  etc.,  '51  ;  Lightfoot, 
Essay  on  the  Brethren  of  the  Lord  ;  Lumby,  art.  'James'  in 
EBW  ;  Hilgenfeld,  Einl.,  '75;  Meyer's  Commentary,  15; 
Holtzmann,  ZWT,  '80,  and  BL  3;  Wieseler,  St.  A>.,  '42; 
Keim  in  BL  1,  art.  '  Briider  Jesu,'  '69;  Lange  in  PRE*\), 
art.  'Jakobus,'  '56;  Immer  in  NT  Thcol.  282;  and  Credner, 
Einl.  tfif.  ('36).  O.  C. 

JAMES  (EPISTLE).  The  object  of  this  writing, 
which  is  with  doubtful  propriety  called  an  epistle  (see, 
however'  EPISTOLARY  LITERATURE, 
js  to  emphasize  ^e  importance 
of  practical  Christianity  and  to  encourage  and 
strengthen  its  readers  in  their  trials. 

The  writer  exhorts  his  readers  to  receive  trials  with  joy, 
letting  patience  have  its  perfect  work,  and  asking  in  faith  for 
wisdom  of  God  who  giveth  liberally  (1  2-8).  External  conditions 
are  without  real  significance.  The  man  is  blessed  who  endures 
temptation  ;  but  temptations  are  from  within,  and  God  tempts 
no  man  (lo-is).  Every  man  should  be  swift  to  hear  and  slow 
to  speak  ;  but  the  doing  of  the  word  is  of  paramount  importance 
(1  19-27).  Distinctions  between  the  rich  and  the  poor  shown  in 
the  churches  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  poor  are  censurable. 
Love  of  the  neighbour  as  one's  self  according  to  '  the  royal  law  ' 
should  be  kept,  and  men  should  speak  and  act  as  they  who  are 
to  '  be  judged  by  a  law  of  liberty  '  (2  1-13).  Faith  without  works 
is  '  dead  '  and  can  '  save  '  no  one,  and  by  the  examples  of 
Abraham  and  Rahab  those  are  shown  to  be  in  error  who  argue 
to  the  contrary  (2  14-26).  Inquisitive  conceit  of  wisdom,  the 
unbridled  tongue,  jealousy,  and  faction,  are  severely  rebuked, 
and  '  the  wisdom  that  is  from  above  '  is  commended  (3).  The 
'  pleasures  that  war  in  the  members  '  are  condemned  as  the 
source  of  contention  in  the  churches,  together  with  adultery, 
worldliness,  and  envy  (4  i-io).  Calumny  and  censoriousness 
are  rebuked,  and  the  eager  pursuit  of  gain  is  shown  to  be  folly 
in  view  of  the  brevity  and  uncertainty  of  life,  which  should  be 
lived  in  a  constant  sense  of  dependence  upon  God  (411-17). 
The  rich  are  threatened  who  have  heaped  up  '  corrupted  '  riches, 
while  the  cry  of  the  poor  whom  they  have  oppressed  'has 
entered  into  the  ears  of  the  Lord  of  Sabaoth  '  (5  1-6).  The 
brethren  are  exhorted  to  patience  in  view  of  the  '  coming  of  the 
Lord  '  (mipovcrio.  TOV  Kvpiov)  which  is  '  at  hand  '  (5  7-11).  Swear 
ing  is  forbidden,  and  prayer  is  recommended,  which,  if  offered 
'  in  faith,'  will  save  the  sick  (5  12-18).  Finally,  he  is  felicitated 
who  '  converts  a  sinner  from  the  error  of  his  way  '  (5  *<)f.). 

The  different  parts  of  the  writing  are  without  logical 
connection,  and  it  has  been  well  characterised  as  '  for 
the  most  part  a  loose  joining  of  sayings  which  are  not 
thought  in  this  connection,  but  brought  into  it  ready 
made'  (Weizsacker). 

The  address,    '  to  the  twelve  tribes  who  are  of  the 
dispersion  '  (cp  i  Pet.  1  1  )  may  be  at  least  regarded  as  in 
Add  accord  with  the  general  Jewish-Christian 

'SS'  character  of  the  epistle,  although  its 
meaning  and  purpose  are  indeterminable.  '  The 
twelve  tribes  '  qualified  by  'of  the  dispersion'  (&/  ry 
diaffiropq.)  can  literally  mean  only  the  Jews  living  out 
side  Palestine  ;  but  that  the  writer  had  Christians,  not 
Jews,  in  mind  is  evident  (2  1  07).  Some  expositors 
have  sought  to  resolve  this  incongruity  between  the 
address  and  the  contents  of  the  epistle  by  assuming 
that  the  persons  addressed  were  Jewish  Christians,  since 
Jewish  Christians  are  called  Jews  in  Gal.  2  13  and 
Hebrews  in  the  superscription  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  and  in  patristic  literature,  just  as  Paul  (Rom. 
11  13)  designates  the  Gentile  Christians  as  i-Ovy.  Whilst, 
however,  the  Jewish-Christian  tendency  of  the  epistle  is 
unmistakable,  it  is  difficult  to  find  in  it  decisive  evidence 
that  it  was  addressed  especially  to  Jewish  Christians. 

There  is  no  probability  that  there  were  churches  composed 
wholly  of  Jewish  converts  to  Christianity  in  '  the  dispersion,' 
and  nothing  in  the  epistle  indicates  that  it  was  addressed  to  a 
faction  of  the  believers  in  general.  The  citation  of  examples 
from  the  OT  and  the  mention  of  Abraham  as  '  our  father  ' 
(2  21-25)  proves  nothing  in  view  of  Paul's  usage  (Rom.  4  i  12  16 
Gal.  3  16  29  ;  see  also  Clem.  Rom.  31  4).  The  use  of  crui'ayioyrj 
for  a  Christian  assembly  (22)  was  not  confined  to  the  Jewish 
Christians,  who,  according  to  Epiphanius(//«i?r.  30  18),  employed 
it  instead  of  €KicA.r)o-ia.  Here  it  may  mean  no  more  than 
crrtcrui'o-ywyTJ  in  Heb.  1025  (see  Harnack,  ZWT,  '76,  p.  IO4./C). 
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It  is  very  improbable,  moreover,  that  a  writer 
addressing  Jewish  Christians  should  not  only  ignore  the 
Mosaic  Law  and  ritual,  but  also  give  prominence  to 
'  the  perfect  law  of  liberty,'  evidently  contrasting  it  with 
the  former,  and  to  the  '  implanted  word  '  (1  21  25  2  12), 
without  any  attempt  to  show  the  relation  of  these  new 
conceptions  to  the  ancient  economy  (see  von  Soden, 
HCm.  2i6i), 

Another  incongruity  between  the  address  and  the 
contents  appears  in  the  fact  that  whilst  the  former  is 
general,  there  is  in  the  latter  constant  reference  to  local 
and  special  conditions,  as  if  the  writer  really  had  in 
mind  a  particular  Christian  'assembly'  (crwayuyri) 
with  whose  errors  and  needs  he  was  personally  ac 
quainted. 

The  circumstances  which  he  depicts  in  detail  cannot  be 
supposed  to  have  existed  throughout  an  extended  territory,  such 
as  is  indicated  in  the  address  (1  zff.  13  ff.  2  iff.  3  iff.  i^ff. 
\-iff.  iiff.'bT.ff.  14). 

If,  on  account  of  these  incongruities  the  address  be 
not  judged  to  be  fictitious  and  without  significance  in 
relation  to  the  contents,  it  must  be  regarded  as  including 
Christians  in  general  as  the  'true  Israel,'  as  'the  new, 
greater  people  of  God,  who  have  taken  the  place  of  the 
old'  (Gal.  616;  cp  Barn.  46  1813  2  Clem.  22).  The 
words  '  of  the  dispersion  '  may  be,  as  Pfleiderer  con 
jectures,  an  imitation  of  i  Pet.  1  1  with  the  omission  of 
the  local  limitation. 

The  relation  of  the  epistle  to  the  other  NT  writings 
and    to    early    patristic    literature    is    instructive    with 
reference  to  the  question  of  its  date  and 


r 

...  a.  The  epistle  contains  many  remini- 

**  '  scences  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus,  princi 
pally  of  those  collected  in  the  First  Gospel,  in  the 
'  Sermon  on  the  Mount.  ' 

(Ii7  Mt.  7  ii  ;  120  Mt.  622;  122^:  Mt.  72I./;  2s  Mk.l23i; 
2  13  Mt.  67;  4  12  Mt.  1028;  5  12  Mt.  634). 

The  points  of  contact  with  the  Synoptic  Gospels  do 
not  indicate  a  literary  dependence  upon  them  or  an 
accurate  knowledge  of  the  words  of  Jesus. 

If  the  author  was  acquainted  with  our  written  Gospels,  he 
cannot  be  said  to  have  quoted  from  them,  and  he  never  refers  to 
them  or  to  Jesus  as  the  source  of  the  moral  apophthegms  in  which 
his  writing  abounds.  It  is  certainly  a  very  vague  and  limited 
knowledge  of  '  the  evangelic  tradition  '  that  can  be  affirmed 
(with  Holtzmann)  on  the  ground  of  1  6  compared  with  Mk. 

11  22-24,  and  5  14  compared  with  Mk.  6  13.     The  most  that  can 
be  said  in  this  relation  is  that  the  moral  teachings  contained  in 
this  tradition  had  made  an  indistinct  impression  upon  the  mind 
of  the  writer. 

b.  That   the  writer  of  James  was   acquainted    with 
Rom.,  i  Cor.,  and  Gal.,  there  is  little  reason  to  doubt, 
though   he  makes  no  mention   of  these  writings,   and 
does  not  directly  quote  from  them. 

Acquaintance  with  them  is  shown  in  faint  reminiscences  of 
their  terminology  and  forms  of  expression  and  in  declarations 
which  are  in  apparently  intentional  opposition  to  teachings 
contained  in  them  (1  zf.  Rom.  5  •$/.  ;  1  13  i  Cor.  10  13  ;  1  21  Rom. 
13  12;  1  22  Rom.  213;  2  10  Gal.~53;  2  19  i  Cor.  84;  2  21  Gal.  36 
Rom.  43;  2  24  Rom.  3  28  Gal.  2i6;  4i  Rom.  613723;  44  Rom.  87; 
4  5  Gal.  5  17  ;  4  n/I  Rom.  2  i  144).  The  writer  shows  no  com 
prehension  of  the  leading  doctrines  of  Paul,  and  it  is  probable 
that  the  subtleties  of  the  apostle  were  so  foreign  to  his  thought, 
that  he  could  not  understand  them.  Of  the  Pauline  conception 
of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  his  atoning  sacrifice,  and  his  resur 
rection  (in  which  was  the  hope  of  the  resurrection  of  believers 
at  the  Parousia),  and  of  the  profound  Pauline  mysticism,  there 
is  no  trace  of  even  a  reminiscence  in  the  epistle.  There  is 
only  a  reference  to  the  Parousia  which  shows  a  merely  external 
apprehension  of  it  (5  7  f.). 

c.  Acquaintance  with  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is 
not  improbable. 

This  may  be  argued  on  the  ground  of  2  17  20  26  compared 
with  Heb.  6  i  9  14  (r'eKpa  '  dead  '  applied  in  the  one  case  to 
faith  and  in  the  other  to  works),  of  3  18,  compared  with  Heb. 

12  ii  (xapTrbs  Sucaioavvris  fv  eipjji/r)  'the  fruit  of  righteousness 
...  in  peace  '  and  (capTrbs  etpqi/iKos  Siicaiocrvn)?  '  the  peaceable 
fruit.  .  .  of  righteousness'),  and  of  2  25,  the  example  of  Rahab, 
compared  with  Heb.  11  31.     Other  points  of  contact  with  Heb. 
are  found  in  1  17  (cp   Heb.  12  9),  3  i   (cp  Heb.  5  12),  4  15  (cp 
Heb.  6  3),  5  10  (cp  Heb.  13  7). 

d.  The  relation  of  James  to  i  Pet.   necessitates  the 
hypothesis  of  a  literary  dependence,  and  it  is  a  disputed 
question  to  which  the  priority  should  be  accorded. 
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Cp  1  i  with  i  Pet.  1  i,  1  2/.  with  i  Pet.  1  6/.,  \  10  with  i  Pet. 
1  24,  1  18  with  i  Pet.  1  23,  1  21  with  i  Pet.  2  i  f.,  2  7  with 
i  Pet.  4  14-16,  4  6-10  with  i  Pet.  5  5-9,  5  8f.  with  i  Pet.  4  7,  5  20 
with  i  Pet.  4  g).  Expositors  have  generally  maintained  the 
dependence  of  i  Pet.  upon  James  ;  but  W.  Bruckner  has  shown 
with  probability  the  priority  of  the  former,  by  a  careful  study  of 
the  parallel  passages  (ZH'T,  '74,  p.  533  ff.),  and  has  been 
followed  by  Holtzmann,  Pfleiderer,  and  von  Soden.  (See  also 
Urimm,  St.  A'r.,  '72,  p.  692^".) 

e.   Dependence  on  the  Apocalypse  is  at  least  probable. 

Cp  2  5  with  Rev.  2  9,  1  12  with  Rev.  2  10,  5  9  with  Rev.  3  20. 
Pfleiderer  decides  for  the  priority  of  the  portion  of  the  Apocalypse 
(dating  from  the  time  of  Hadrian)  which  contains  these  passages, 
and  thinks  that  the  writer  of  James  in  appealing  to  the  divine 
promise  (1  12)  must  have  had  Rev.  2  10  in  mind  (Das  Urclirist. 
867).  Volter,  however,  reverses  the  relation  (Die  Entsteh.  d, 
Apok.  183). 

f.  The  contacts  with  i  Clem,  do  not  show  '  incon- 
testably  '  the  use  of  James  by  the  author  of  that  epistle. 

The  two  most  important  passages  are  found  in  i  Pet.  which 
may  have  been  a  common  source  for  the  writers  of  James  and 
i  Clem,  (cp  Clem.  30  2  with  i  Pet.  5  5  Jas.  46,  Clem.  49  5  with 
i  Pet.  4s  Jas.  620);  i  Clem.  10  20  (cp  Jas.  223)  is  explicable 
from  Rom.  4  3  ;  and  38  6  and  17  if.  do  not  necessarily  presuppose 
an  acquaintance  of  the  writer  with  Jas.  2  23  and  5  10.  If, 
however,  the  use  of  James  in  this  case  be  conceded,  the 
indeterminable  date  of  i  Clem,  (probably  93-125)  excludes  any 
conclusion  for  the  early  composition  of  the  former. 

g.  The  points  of  agreement  between  the  Shepherd  of 
Hernias  and  James  necessitate  the  conclusion  that  one 
of  them   is  dependent   upon   the  other  ;    but  it  is  not 
clear  to  which  the  priority  should  be  assigned. 

Pfleiderer  is  perhaps  too  positive  that  it  probably  belongs  to 
Herm.  (cp  4  7  with  Herm.  Mand.  12s;  4  12  with  Herm.  Mand. 
12  6  Sim.  9  23). 

h.  The  author  of  James  was  acquainted  with  the  LXX,  but 
not  with  the  Heb.  text  of  the  OT.  Theile  has  shown  him 
to  have  been  familiar  with  Ecclus.  and  Wisdom,  and  probable 
points  of  contact  with  Philo  have  been  pointed  out. 

The  acquaintance  of  the  author  with  some  of  the 
Pauline  epistles,  the  particulars  of  which  have  already 
_  ,  .  -  been  given,  must  be  regarded  as  in- 

contestably  established  by  the  criticism 
Justification.  of  {his  wrking)  in  regard  to  which  SQ 


regard 

many  disputed  questions  still  remain  unsettled.  The 
most  indisputable  point  of  contact  with  Paulinism 
occurs  in  the  short  section  in  which  the  writer  discusses 
the  doctrine  of  justification  (2  14-26).  The  twofold 
prepossession  against  admitting  that  the  canon  of  the 
NT  contains  pseudonymous  writings  and  contradictory 
teachings  has  led  to  the  confusion  of  a  problem  which 
would  otherwise  have  found  an  easy  solution.  For  if 
the  same  critical  method  should  be  applied  here  that  is 
employed  in  similar  cases  from  the  consideration  of 
which  such  prepossessions  are  absent,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  a  general  agreement  among  scholars  would 
result.  The  case  in  question  is  not  a  vague  allusion  to 
faith  and  works  in  general,  which  might  be  accounted 
for  on  the  ground  of  Jewish  ideas  and  terms  known  by 
the  writer  of  the  epistle  without  dependence  upon  Paul, 
but  a  pointed  reference  to  a  distinctly  Pauline  doctrine 
and  the  employment  of  the  apostle's  terminology  and 
very  words.  Paul  declares  explicitly  :  '  We  reckon 
therefore  that  a  man  is  justified  (SiKaiovcrdai)  by  faith 
apart  from  the  works  of  the  law'  (Rom.  828)  and  'a 
man  is  not  justified  by  the  works  of  the  law  .  .  .  even 
we  believed  on  Christ  Jesus,  that  we  might  be  justified 
by  faith  in  Christ,  and  not  by  the  works  of  the 
law'  (Gal.  2i6).  He  cites  the  case  of  Abraham,  and 
affirms  that  this  patriarch  was  justified  not  by  works, 
but  by  faith  (Rom.  4i  Gal.  36).  On  the  contrary,  the 
writer  of  James  declares  that  '  a  man  is  justified 
(diKaiovTai)  by  works,  and  not  by  faith  only'  (224),  and 
as  if  to  reply  to  the  advocates  of  Paulinism  by  employing 
the  very  example  adduced  by  their  master  he  affirms 
that  Abraham  was  justified  by  works  (221-23).  He 
also  turns  to  his  purpose  the  case  of  Rahab  employed 
in  an  opposite  sense  by  the  Pauline  writer  of  Heb. 
In  the  declaration  that  a  man  is  not  justified  by  faith 
only  (fi.6vov}  is  implied  the  doctrine  of  the  co-operation 
of  faith  and  works  in  justification,  which  is  expressed  in 
the  words  regarding  Abraham  ;  '  Faith  wrought  with 
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his  works,  and  by  works  was  faith  made  perfect '  (2  22). 
This  is  essentially  a  justification  t£  $pyui>  in  opposition 
to  the  Pauline  xupis  fyrycop,  according  to  the  declaration 
concluding  this  section  ;  '  For  as  the  body  apart  from 
the  spirit  is  dead,  even  so  faith  apart  from  works 
(XWP'S  i-pywv,  the  Pauline  terminology)  is  dead.'  To 
Paul,  however,  the  Gospel  was  '  the  power  of  God 
unto  salvation  o  everyone  that  believeth,'  i.e.,  faith  in 
itself  or  XUP'L*  fy>7w  had  a  saving  efficacy  (Rom.  1 16) — 
an  affirmation  which  is  pointedly  denied  in  James 
(fti)  dtivarai  -f]  TriVrtj  trcDeroi  avr6v,  214).  Paul  could 
never,  like  our  author,  as  Kern  has  pointed  out,  have 
made  salvation  depend  upon  faith  and  works,  because 
faith  in  his  sense  included  works — i.e.,  a  new  life. 

The  difference  of  the  two  points  of  view  has  been  well  stated 
by  Schwegler :  '  With  Paul  faith  because  it  justifies  is  the 
source  of  good  works  ;  with  James  faith  because  it  is  the  source 
of  good  works  and  shows  itself  alive  in  them  has  a  justifying 
efficacy.  With  Paul  justification  is  conditional  upon  faith,  or 
better,  justification  and  faith  are  present  at  the  same  time  within 
the  man,  and  works  proceed  out  of  the  justification  in  faith  ; 
with  James  justification  proceeds  from  the  works  in  which  faith 
shows  itself  to  be  alive.  With  Paul  justification  comes  between 
faith  and  works ;  with  James  works  come  between  faith  and 
justification  '  (Nachap.  Zeit.  \  429). 

Nothing  could  have  been  further  from  Paul's  thought 
than  to  depreciate  good  works  ;  but  he  did  not  think 
that  the  justifying  judgment  of  God  was  determined  by 
them,  for  as  Luther,  rightly  apprehending  the  Pauline 
thought,  says,  '  faith  lies  at  the  bottom  of  the  heart, 
and  God  looks  to  the  bottom  of  the  heart.'  (Cp 
W.  Grimm,  7,\VT,  '70,  p.  379.)  However,  the  different 
views  of  faith  and  justification  entertained  by  the  two 
men  are  not  of  special  importance  for  our  purpose. 
(An  admirable  statement  of  them  has  been  made  by 
von  Soden  in  JPT,  '84.)  Whether  the  author  of 
James  wrote  for  readers  who,  as  he  supposes,  misunder 
stood  Paul's  teachings,  or  whether,  as  is  more  probable, 
he  did  not  himself  correctly  apprehend  them,  the 
important  fact  is  that  he  betrays  unmistakably  a 
dependence  upon  Rom.  and  Gal.  Holtzmann  is  not 
too  positive  in  saying  that  '  there  is  no  more  direct  sort 
of  polemics  than  the  verbal  citation  of  a  formula 
(8iKaiov(r6cu  tK  iriaTews  /j,6vov,  2  24),  supplied  with  a 
definite  negation'  (Einl.W  509).  If  the  expedient  of 
Weiss,  adopted  from  Neander,  be  allowed,  that  the 
writer  of  James  was  in  this  section  combating  a  Jewish- 
Christian  prejudice  rather  than  a  Pauline  doctrine  (the 
epistle  being  assumed  to  have  been  written  before  the 
time  of  Paul),  the  conflict  of  teaching  would  still  remain. 
There  is,  however,  scarcely  a  probability  in  favour  of 
this  supposition  in  view  of  the  employment  in  James  of 
the  unique  Pauline  terminology. 

The  composition  of  the  epistle  in  the  apostolic  age, 

and,  as  is  generally  supposed  by  those  who  assign  it  to 

_   -.    .          ,  this    period,    by   James,    the   brother    of 

5     JJ£Lt)6  £LUd    i  .  •         « 

,.  .  .  Jesus,  is  rendered  very  improbable  by 
"'  several  internal  features,  which  have  been 
repeatedly  pointed  out.  The  legalistic  point  of  view  of 
James,  one  of  the  '  pillars '  of  the  church  in  Jerusalem, 
is  not  indicated.  The  question  of  the  relation  of  Jews 
and  Gentiles,  which  agitated  the  early  church,  is  not  re 
ferred  to.  '  The  Judaistic  controversy  seems  accordingly 
to  have  died  out  and  the  vbfjLos  r^Xeios  6  rijs  e\tv6fpia.s 
['  perfect  law  of  freedom  ']  (1  25)  to  have  been  actually 
identical  with  the  new  and  transformed  law  of  a 
Christianity  already  becoming  Catholic. '  The  lament 
able  condition  of  the  churches  which  is  depicted — too 
much  teaching,  the  unbridled  tongue,  worldliness, 
deference  to  the  rich  and  scorn  of  the  poor,  an  eager 
ness  for  trade  and  gain,  'jealousy  and  faction,'  'wars 
and  fightings,'  and  the  absence  of  the  wisdom  that  is 
from  above — is  not  by  any  means  that  of  primitive 
Christianity. 

An  indication  of  a  late  date  is  found  in  5  13-15,  where 
supernatural  healing  of  the  sick  is  effected  through  '  the 
elders,'  that  is,  the  official  body  of  presbyters  ( i  Tim. 
4x4 
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In  the  earlier  church  the  power  to  effect  'healings'  and  'the 
working  of  miracles '  pertained  to  believers  indiscriminately 
(i  Cor.  1297^).  The  embodiment  of  the  function  in  an  official 
class  indicates  a  considerable  development  of  ecclesiastical 
organisation.  Cp  SPIRITUAL  GIFTS. 

The  writer  was  not,  moreover,  familiar  with  primitive 
Christianity  on  its  doctrinal  side.  He  mentions,  indeed, 
as  before  remarked,  the  Parousia,  and  calls  Christ  '  the 
Lord  of  Glory  '  (2i).  The  Christological  question,  how 
ever,  included  much  more  than  this  in  the  early  Church 
— the  life,  the  atoning  death,  the  resurrection  of  Jesus, 
and  the  testimony  of  the  OT  to  his  Messiahship.  That 
the  '  brother  of  Jesus,1  living  at  the  time  when  these 
doctrines  were  taking  form,  should  not  have  referred  to 
them  even  in  a  hortatory  epistle  is  scarcely  probable. 
Moreover,  the  good  Greek  style  of  the  epistle,  despite 
Schleiermacher's  strictures  upon  it,  is  hardly  such  as 
could  be  expected  of  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary. 

Spitta  has  recently  undertaken  to  show  that  the  epistle  is  not 
a  Christian,  but  a  Jewish,  work  (Der  Brief  ties  Jakobus,  '96). 
The  'only  specifically  Christian'  passages,  <eai  Kvpiov  'Irjcrou 
XpioTou  ('and  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,'  1 1)  and  rifiiav  'Iijerou 
Xpicrrot/  ('our  [Lord]  Jesus  Christ,'  2i),  are  regarded  as  inter 
polations,  and  the  interpretation  of  the  entire  book  is  conducted 
with  reference  to  parallels  drawn  from  the  Jewish  literature. 
The  hypothesis  of  interpolations,  however,  is  somewhat  arbitrary ; 
the  section  on  faith  and  works  (2  14-26)  presupposes  the  Pauline 
doctrine  and  an  acquaintance  with  Paul's  writings,  as  has  been 
shown  in  the  course  of  this  article  ;  and  the  relation  of  the 
epistle  to  the  NT  literature  is  adverse  to  the  early  date  assigned 
to  it  by  Spitta.  Moreover,  the  terminology  in  reference  to 
eschatology  is  unmistakably  Christian.  See  ews  nrjs  Trapovo-t'a? 
rov  xvpiov  ('until  the  coming  of  the  Lord,'  67),  and  TJ  jrapovcria 
TOU  Kvpiov  riyyiKev  ('the  coming  of  the  Lord  is  at  hand,'  58). 
The  parallels  referred  to  in  Knoch  do  not  contain  this  terminology. 
Spitta's  hypothesis,  though  defended  with  great  learning  and 
acumen,  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  established. 

Von  Soden  (in  HC,  '98),  rejecting  Spitta's  hypothesis,  pre 
sents  a  new  one  of  his  own.  The  two  sections,  complete  in  them 
selves,  3i-i8  and  4n-56,  show  no  sort  of  accord  with  Christian 
writings  or  ideas.  The  former  might  be  regarded  as  an  essay  of 
an  Alexandrian  scribe,  and  the  latter  as  a  fragment  from  a 
Jewish  apocalypse.  Although  they  may  have  come  from  the 
same  pen,  they  betray  a  different  mind  in  tone,  language,  and 
manner  of  apprehending  things.  Other  parts  of  the  epistle  give 
the  impression  that  sayings  elsewhere  formulated  are  grouped 
on  the  ground  of  a  general  relationship  of  their  contents  or  of 
their  reference  to  that  with  which  the  author  was  occupied. 
Whilst  Christian  tones  are  wanting  in  the  sections  referred  to, 
in  the  others  notes  of  accord  with  Paul  and  i  Pet.  are  frequent 
(cp  12-4121821  215814-26  4i-6io).  Of  the  forty  words 
in  James  foreign  to  the  NT  there  are  outside  3 1-18  4n-56 
only  six  :  pvirapia.  and  e^K^uros  in  1  21  ;  xpucroSaK-rvAios,  rrpo<riu- 
7roAijjii7m)s,  aye'Aeos,  ec^ij/aepos  in  chap.  2.  It  is  probable,  there 
fore,  that  in  combating  the  improprieties  in  Christian  circles 
known  to  him,  the  writer  called  to  his  aid  reminiscences  out  of 
his  Jewish  period,  while  he  contributed  of  his  own  only  some 
thoughts  chiefly  found  in  chaps.  1  and  2,  showing  here,  how 
ever,  the  influence  of  his  Jewish  materials  in  choice  of  words, 
tone,  and  style.  Parallels  to  this  procedure  are  found  in  the 
Didache,  the  epistle  of  Barnabas,  the  reception  of  apocalyptic 
fragments  in  Rev.,  and  the  Pauline  anthologies  from  the  OT. 
From  this  point  of  view  it  is  believed  that  justice  will  more  easily 
be  done  to  the  epistle,  the  loose  connection  and  the  defective 
arrangement  will  be  less  censured,  and  the  absence  of  specifically 
Christian  expressions,  as  well  as  the  retirement  of  the  book  as 
soon  as  Greek  influence  prevailed  in  Christendom,  will  be  better 
understood. 

The  epistle  is  poor  in  doctrinal  expressions.  The 
author,  indeed,  does  not  conceal  his  repugnance  to 
doctrinal  disputations,  and  the  judgment  is  well  grounded 
which  finds  that  the  episode  regarding  faith  and  works 
was  written  not  so  much  with  a  doctrinal  purpose,  as 
to  enforce  the  fundamental  practical  object  of  the  writing 
— to  recommend  the  wisdom  that  is  from  above  as  more 
desirable  than  riches  and  earthly  knowledge.  If  the 
Christianity  which  the  author  defends  has,  as  Hilgenfeld 
maintains,  an  Essene  colouring  in  such  teachings  as 
those  regarding  mercy  (213),  the  oath  (5 12),  riches 
(lio/!  2s),  trade  (413),  and  governing  the  tongue  (lig 
%lff-},  an  Ebionite  tendency  is  more  certainly  shown 
in  his  predilection  for  the  poor  and  his  opposition  to  the 
rich,  and  in  his  disinclination  to  teaching,  worldly 
wisdom,  and  theories  of  faith.  (See  the  Ebionite  points 
of  agreement  with  the  Clem.  Horn,  in  Immer,  NT 
Theol.  428).  Whether  his  points  of  contact  with  the 
Shepherd  of  Hermas  prove  his  use  of  that  writing  or 
not,  the  similarities  of  the  two  works,  which  Pfleiderer 
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has  pointed  out,  give  great  weight  to  this  scholar's 
opinion  that  '  certain  it  is  that  both  writings  presuppose 
like  historical  circumstances,  and,  from  a  similar  point 
of  view,  direct  their  admonitions  to  their  contemporaries, 
among  whom  a  lax  worldly-mindedness  and  unfruitful 
theological  wrangling  threatened  to  destroy  the  religious 
life'  (Das  Urchrist.  868).  Holtzmann  characterises  this 
as  '  the  right  visual  angle '  for  the  judgment  of  the 
epistle  (Z  WT,  "92,  p.  66).  The  latter  scholar  concludes 
that  in  his  formulation  both  of  the  conception  of  the 
law  and  of  that  of  Christology  the  writer's  thought 
reaches  in  its  objective  points  into  Catholic  Christianity. 

It  may  be  regarded  as  far  more  probable  that  the 
epistle  is  a  product  of  the  second  century,  perhaps  later 
than  i  Peter,  than  that  it  was  written  in  the  apostolic 
age  by  the  brother  of  Jesus.  Perhaps  in  his  polemic 
against  faith  the  writer  had  in  mind  an  '  ultra-Pauline 
Gnosis '  which  he  may  or  may  not  have  discriminated 
from  genuine  Paulinism. 

The  place  from  which  the  epistle  was  written  is 
indeterminable  ;  but  the  opinion  that  it  originated  in 
Rome  has  great  probability  in  its  favour  on  account  of 
the  contacts  with  Heb. ,  Clem.  Rom. ,  and  Herm. 

The  epistle  did  not  fare  well  as  to  recognition  in  the 
earl}r  Church.  The  Canon  of  Muratori  omits  it.  The 
fi  Ca  '  "t  eai"liest  trace  of  an  acquaintance  with 
*"  it  is  found  in  Irenasus,  who  refers  to 
Abraham  as  '  the  friend  of  God  '  (Jas.  223)  ;  but  he  does 
not  mention  the  epistle.  From  Tertullian's  silence 
regarding  the  epistle  it  must  be  concluded  that  he  either 
was  unacquainted  with  it,  or  knowing  it,  regarded  it  as 
spurious.  Eusebius,  in  writing  of  it  as  an  historian, 
classifies  it  among  the  controverted  books,  and  says 
that  it  is  reckoned  spurious,  and  that  not  many  of  the 
ancients  have  mentioned  it.  Yet  in  his  commentary  on 
the  Psalms  he  quotes  it  as  '  the  holy  apostle's. '  Doubt 
ful  traces  of  its  use  by  Clem.  Alex,  are  found  in  his 
writings,  although  he  is  said  by  Eusebius  to  have 
written  commentaries  on  all  the  Catholic  epistles. 
Good  reasons,  however,  for  doubting  his  acquaintance 
with  it  are  given  by  Salmon  (Infrod.  to  AT  449). 
Origen  knew  and  quoted  an  epistle  of  which  he  spoke 
doubtfully  as  said  to  be  James's  (<pepo/jifvr]  TJ  'la*. 
€TTiffTO\ri).  Jerome,  while  acknowledging  its  genuine 
ness,  remarks  that  it  was  said  to  have  been  published 
by  another  in  the  name  of  James,  though  it  gradually 
acquired  authority.  It  is  contained  in  the  Pesh. ,  and 
Kphrem  accepted  it  as  the  work  of  James,  the  brother 
of  Jesus. 

The  most  important  commentaries  on  the  epistle  are  those  of 
Schneckenburger   ('32),  Theile  ('33),    Kern  ('38),   Ewald   ('70), 
(Erdmann  ('81),  v.  Soden  ('98),  and  Mayor 
7.  Literature.   ('92).     Special   investigations   are  contained 
in  the  Einll.  of  Credner,  De  Wette,  Holtz 
mann,  Hilgenfeld,  Zahn,  and  in  the  Introductions  of  Salmon 
and  Davidson.     Noteworthy  articles  on  the  epistle  are  those  of 
Kern  (Tub.  Z.f.   Tkeol.,  '35,  also  printed  separately),  Grimm 
(ZWT,  '70),  Hilgenfeld  (ib.,  '73),  W.  Bruckner  (ib.,  '74).  Holtz 
mann  (it.,  '82,  '92),  Klopper  (ib.,   '85),  von  Soden  (JPT,  '84), 
Haupt  (St.  A>.,  '83),  Usteri  (*5.,  '8q),  Schwartz  (ib.,  '91),  and 
\V.  C.  van  Manen,  Th.  T  28  478-496  ('94),  on  'the  age  of  the 
epistle.  o.  C. 

JAMIN  (PP^  ;  on  name  cp  BENJAMIN  ;  only  in  P 
and  post-exilic  writings  ;  I<\M[G]IN  [BADFL]). 

1.  b.  Ram,  a  Jerahmeelite (i  Ch.  227,  <,a/3e(.c  [A]).    See  JERAH- 
MEKL,  §  2. 

2.  b.  SIMEON   (Gen.  46  10    Ex.  6  15,    ta/aeifx    [L},    Nu.  26  12 
i  Ch.  424)  ;  Jaminitos,  Nu.  2612,  'rpvr ;  6  ux;u[eMe]t  [BAL]). 

3.  A  Levite(?)  present  at  the  reading  of  the  law  under  Ezra, 
Neh.  87  (om.  BNA)=i  Esd.948,  ADINUS  [q.v.}  (laSMti/os  [BA], 

UljLL))!'  [L]).1 

JAMLECH  (*$?!?!•  '  [God]  gives  dominion,'  §  53,  but 
cp  JERAHMEEL,  §  4  _/'),  a  Simeonite  chieftain,  temp. 

1  (gBAt  finds  a  place-name  'Jamin'  in  Josh.  17 7  (iaju|ju.ejii>) 
where  MT  has  J'C*!T(~I7N)>  and  inserts  it  as  a  proper-name  be 
tween  Abner  and  Abiel  in  i  S.  14  51  (vibs  [e]ia.|ueii/,  cp  the 
question  arising  out  of  Saul's  genealogy  in  i  S.  9  i).  Cp  also  (D's 
reading  for  DC'H  in  Gen.  8024  (see  ANAH,  3). 
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Hezekiah   (i  Ch.  4  34  :    le/woAox    [B],    AMA.AHK   [A], 

JAMNIA(ia,MN[e]lA[AKV];  i  Mace.  4iS,  lANNeiAC 
[A],  IA.MINCIAC  [N*];  5s8  (AMNGIAN  [N*  I  precedes]; 
106g  1540  2  Mace.  1284o;  Judith  228,  ie/v\NAA  [Nc-a], 
-N  [B]  [see  JEMNAAN]  ;  IAMNCIA,  Jos.;  cp  Jamnites, 
IA.MNITAI  [AV],  2  Mace.  128  f.),1  the  Greek  name  of 
Jabneh,  is  derived  from  the  form  H3O\  found  in  the 
Jerusalem  Talm.  (Frankel,  Yorstudien  zu  der  Sept.  104, 
108).  See  JABNEEL,  i. 

JANAI  (W),  i  Ch.  5 12  RV,  AV  JAANAI. 

JANIM  (D11^),  Josh.  15 53  RV;  AV,  following  Kt., 
JANUM. 

JANNA,  RV  JANNAI  (IANNAI  [Ti.  WH]),  an 
ancestor  of  Joseph,  Mary's  husband  (Lk.  824).  See 
GENEALOGIES  ii.  §  3. 

JANN^US,  ALEXANDER  CW  ;  also  -"N:*  1^0, 


and  on  bilingual  coins  "p^H  jnjirp,  showing  that  W* 
'  Jannai '  is  a  contraction  of  JDJV  'Jonathan').2  The 
first  Asmonaean  king  of  Judaea  recognised  on  the  coins, 
third  son  of  John  Hyrcanus,  and  successor  of  Aristobulus 
I.  (104-78  B.C.),  Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  12-15,  #/!4.  He  has 
been  supposed  by  some  to  be  referred  to  in  Pss.  2  and 
110  ;  but  the  general  impression  produced  on  the  ancients 
by  his  character  cannot  surely  have  been  very  different 
from  that  which  modern  students  receive  from  it.  He 
was  not  a  sovereign  like  Simon  the  Maccabee  or  John 
Hyrcanus,  either  of  whom  might  conceivably  have 
received  a  religious  poet's  encomium.  He  '  was  during 
his  reign  of  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  years  almost 
constantly  involved  in  foreign  or  in  civil  wars,  which  for 
the  most  part  were  provoked  by  his  own  vvilfulness, 
and  resulted  by  no  means  invariably  in  his  favour.'3 
'  It  could  only  be  with  deep-seated  resentment  that  pious 
Jews  could  look  on  and  see  a  wild  warrior  like  Alexander 
Jannasus  discharging  the  duties  of  high  priest  in  the  holy 
place,  certainly  not  with  the  conscientious  and  pains 
taking  observance  of  the  ordinances  regarded  by  the 
Pharisees  as  divine.'4 

The  bitter  spirit  of  Is.  25  io/.  may  seem  to  belong  to 
an  adherent  of  Alexander  Jannaeus  ;  but  here  again 
Duhm's  tendency  to  throw  everything  that  he  can  into 
a  very  late  period  may  lead  him  astray  (cp  Smend, 
ZATW,  '84,  pp.  209,  212).  Much  more  plausible  is  the 
view  that  there  are  veiled  references  to  Jannasus  in  parts 
of  the  book  of  Ecclesiastes  (see  KCCLESIASTES,  §  n). 
The  king  spoken  of  was  at  any  rate  not  unlike  Jannasus 
(who  was  called  Thracidas  'for  his  extreme  cruelty,' 
Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  142),  and  the  difficulty  of  placing  Ecclesi 
astes  in  the  Persian  period  is  becoming  more  generally 
felt. 

JANNES  AND  JAMBRES  (IANNHC  K<M  I&MBRHC 

[Ti.    WH  ;     var.     MAMBpHC])-       In    2  Tim.  38    two 

1   Origin  of  E£vPtian     magicians,     who     '  withstood 

the  names.   ™°ses'  (Ex- ?8/)   are   named,    though 

elsewhere    the  opponents   of   Moses    are 

anonymous.     The  author  of  2  Tim.  may,  as  Theodoret 

held,  have  derived  the  names  from  oral  tradition  ;  but  it 

is  not  improbable  that  there  existed  a  small  apocryphal 

narrative  with  a  title  corresponding  to  the  '  Jannes  et 

Mambres   liber'  mentioned   by  Origen   (Mt.  27g)  and 

the     '  Liber,     qui    appellatur     Poenitentia    Jamnis    et 

Mambre,  apocryphus'  cited  in  the  Decree  of  Gelasius 

(cp  Schiirer,    G/F3<3>292  /.  ;    Fabricius,    Cod.   Pseud- 

epigr.  VT  1  813-825  2  105-111). 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  names  given  in  these  Latin  titles 
differ  from  the  accepted  reading  in  2  Tim.  The  Codices,  how 
ever,  sometimes  offer  the  reading  Mcyi/Spjjs  for  the  second  name. 
Most  modern  authorities  accept  this  reading  and  regard  the 
name  as  equivalent  to  the  Hebrew  N"CD  (see  MAMRE);  the  0 

for  'Persia  '  in  Judith  1  7. 

"  '-  ~  on  Eccles.  9  io. 


1  <8*N  has  lafiviav  for  '  Persia  '  in  J 

2  Cp  Bdba  mcsi'a,  85  b ;  Midr.  r. 

3  Schiir.  Hist,\2t)5f. 
*  Ibid.  300. 


JANNBS  AND  JAMBRES 

aids  pronunciation  as  in  the  case  of  A/u/3pa/i  (see  AMRAM).  So 
Buxtorff,  Lex,  CliaUi.  et  Talm.  col.  945.  'lai/i/TJs  can  be  readily- 
explained  as  Hebrew,  for  'laynrjs  or  'Icoawrjs  would  correspond 
with  Johanan  (priv)-1  In  the  Hebrew  sources,  however,  the 
names  are  not  always  so  spelt.  In  Bab.  Talm.  Mtndchdth,  853,  we 
find  the  forms  N-iCOl  'jnV,  but  in  the  Jer.  Targ.  the  names  are 
more  similar  to  those  in  Timothy.  There  are  several  spellings 
even  within  the  Targum  itself.  Ex.  1  15  0130'!  D'J'i  Ex.  7  n, 
D'r  J  Nil.  lii  22,  D'lO'i  D'V-  (These  spellings  are  cited 
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from  the  editio  princeps,  Venice,  1695,  and  they  are  all  confirmed 
by  the  valuable  MS,  Brit.  Museum  Add.  27031.)  In  other 
Jewish  works  the  spelling  of  the  names  is  even  less  uniform, 
so  that  we  even  find  Joannes  and  Ambrosius  (Shalsheleth 
Hakkabbala),  and  also  three  names  instead  of  two,  Jonos, 
Juchne,  and  Mambre  (see  Schottgen,  Hone  ffebr.  on  2  Tim.  3  8). 

There  is  another  tenable  theory  as  to  the  origin  of 
the  names.  Lauth  (.Moses  der  Ebriier,  77)  held  that 
they  are  Egyptian,  Jannes  meaning  'Scribe'  and 
Mambres  'Gift  of  the  Sun  God  (Heliodorus).'  J. 
Freudenthal  (Alexander  Polyhistor,  173)  also  regards 
the  names  as  Graecised-Egyptian.  Freudenthal  indeed 
traces  the  whole  story  to  a  Hellenistic  Egyptian  source, 
though  one  of  the  names  occurs  (perhaps)  in  Pliny  (HN 
xxx.  lii),a  and  in  Apuleius  (Apol.  c.  90,  ed.  Hilde- 
brand).3  The  fullest  citation  in  a  pagan  source  is  from 
Numenius  (Eus.  Prcsp.  Ev.  98).  Freudenthal  considers 
it  probable  that  Numenius  derived  his  statement  from 
Artapanos,  a  Hellenist  who  wrote  in  Alexandria  in  the 
second  century  B.C.  (Schiirer,  however,  contests  this, 
but  on  inconclusive  grounds).  Ewald  (<7r/2l3'i28, 
£T2Sg,  n.  i)  also  treats  the  names  as  ancient,  and 
well  compares  the  Hebrew  o'Dtsin  (see  MAGIC,  §  2) 
with  Numenius's  ifpoypa.fj./j.a.TeLS.  Ewald  would  thus 
agree  with  Lauth  in  holding  that  the  names  are  the 
Egyptian  equivalents  for  '  Scribes  '  in  general. 

The  explanation  of  the  names,  apart  from  their 
etymology,  has  given  rise  to  many  conjectures,  some  of 

a  T7v»,io  „„.».,•„„  them  quite  worthless.  Iselin,  who 
2.  Explanation.  n  ...  ,,  ,  . 

agrees    with    rreudenthal    as    to    the 

origination  of  the  story  with  Artapanos,  thinks  that  the 
names  were  due  to  a  mistaken  reading  (HDNI  Nica)  in 
Gen.  14  13  (see  MAMRE).  He  cites  also  i  Mace.  636, 
01  viol  'lauPpdv  (laftppi  [N*],  'Afjippi  [Nc-a-  c-b  <vid-)]), 
£K  ~M.T)5apd,  Medeba  being  situate  in  the  old  land  of 
the  Amorites  (ZIVT,  '94,  p.  325).  See  JAMBRI. 
(Iselin  gives  a  useful  collection  of  the  Syriac  occur 
rences  of  the  names.)  Geiger  (Urschr.  474),  using 
the  same  passage  in  i  Mace.  ,  regards  the  names 
as  Maccabsean,  '  Jambres  '  alluding  to  the  '  sons  of 
Jambri  '  (but  the  reading  thus  assumed  is  very  doubtful), 
and  Jannes  the  inhabitants  of  Jamnia.  These  national 
enemies  gave  the  names  to  the  opponents  of  Moses. 
Levy  (Chald.  WB.,  s.v.  D'r)  suggests  that  John  the 
Baptist  and  Jesus  were  meant.  Kohut  (Aruch  Com- 
pletum,  s.v.  D'r  and  xjnv)  compares  the  Persian  demons, 
Janaya  and  Vyambura.  Jastrow  suggests  Januarius 
and  Janus.  Such  suggestions  are  mere  guesses.  Levy's 
theory  that  Mamre  was  chosen  because  of  its  meaning 
'Apostate,'  has,  however,  found  considerable  accept 
ance.  So  too,  it  is  easy  to  connect  o'r  with  the  Rab 
binical  »j»,  '  to  vex  or  mislead.' 

Of  the  Jewish  statements  about  Jannes  and  Jambres, 

the  only  features  that  seem  ancient  are  the  bare  names. 

„    -      .  ,       In  the  Talmud  (MSndch.  85  a]  Johanan 

References    anc*   ^arnre'    thinking    that   Moses  is  a 

'  magician  like  themselves  (so  Koran  28), 

retort,  '  Dost   thou  bring  corn  or  straw  to  Afraim  ?  '  4 

(evidently  a  city  where  corn  abounded  ;  perhaps  a  town 

in    Samaria;    Neub.     Gdogr.  155).       The    Jer.    Targ. 

makes  Jannes  and  Jambres  sons  of  Balaam,  who  advised 

the  prevention  of  the  birth  of  Moses  (Ex.  1  15),  opposed 

1  On  the  other  hand  JANN/EUS  (<f.->.),  'K3',  is  a  contraction  of 
Jonathan. 

2  [est  et  alia  magices  factio  a  Mose  et  Janne  et  Lotape  ac 
Judaiis  pendens.] 

3  [Carinondas  vel  Damigeron,  vel  is  Moses,  vel  Jannes,  vel 
Apollonius  vel  ipse  Dardanus,  vel  quicumque  alius  .  .   .  inter 
magos  celebratus  est.] 

*  [For  a  similar  proverb  cp  FISH,  §  7.] 
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him  in  Egypt  (7"),  and  accompanied  Balaam  on  his 
journey  to  Balak  (Nu.  22 22).  These  statements  are 
not  real  traditions  ;  they  are  built  up  from  words  in 
the  text,  after  the  manner  of  Midrash.  According  to 
some  Midrashim,  Jannes  and  Jambres  perished  in  the 
Red  Sea  (Mid.  Vayyoshd],  according  to  others  they 
joined  the  Israelites  among  the  '  mixed  multitude ' 
(Tanchuma  to  Ex.  32 1),  and  died  in  the  tumult  after 
the  incident  of  the  golden  calf  (  Yalkfit  Rfubeni}.  The 
Zohar  (i3th  cent.)  has  several  references  to  Jannes  and 
Jambres,  but  they  are  of  no  antiquity.  The  fullest 
consecutive  narrative  is  to  be  found  in  the  Sepher 
Hayyashar  (nth  or  I2th  cent.). 

See  I.  Abrahams,  '  The  Rod  of  Moses,'  in  '  Papers  of  Jews' 
College  Lit.  Soc.,'  1887.  For  further  Christian  references, 
which,  like  the  Jewish,  add  nothing  authentic  to  Timothy,  cp 
Schiirer,  loc.  cit.  \.  A. 

JANOAH  (niy,  'resting-place'? — but  see  below). 
i.  AV  Janohak.  A  point  on  the  eastern  border  of 
Ephraim  (Josh.  166/. ;  IO.VWKO.,  /xaxw  (?) — in  Josh.  16? 
nnii' — [B],  law  [A],  -x<*  [L]).  According  to  the  Onoma- 
sticon  (267  59  133  20)  it  lay  12  R.m.  E.  of  Neapolis, 
in  AKRABATTINE  ;  the  definition  is  almost  exact  (E. 
should  be  SE. ).  It  is  mod.  Kh.  Yanfin  (see  GueYin, 
Sam.  26  /.;  Rob.  BR  4297).  On  a  rocky  hill  to  the 
NE.  is  the  praying-place  of  Neby  Nun.  It  was  not 
uncommon  to  give  the  ancient  names  of  ruined  towns 
to  supposed  Moslem  saints  ;  in  the  present  instance, 
however,  Ydnun  has  become  the  prophet  Nun.  Here, 
no  doubt,  was  the  chief  high  place  of  Janoah. 

2.  A  town  in  N.  Israel,  depopulated  by  Tiglath- 
pileser  (2  K.  1629,  aviux  [B],  iavwx  [AL]).  It  is  men 
tioned  between  Abel-beth-maacah  and  Kedesh,  and  has 
been  identified  by  GueYin  (Gal.  2  371  f. )  with  Hunin 
(famous  for  its  old  fortress  and  for  its  view),  and  with 
more  plausibility  by  Conder  with  Ydniih,  a.  village  6  m. 
E.  of  Tyre  (P£FM  15196).  Apparently  Janoah  was  a 
frontier  city  towards  the  Tyrian  territory.  The  present 
writer  has  conjectured  (Acad.,  July  6,  '96)  that  it  is 
the  city  of  Yenu'amu,  which  is  mentioned  in  the  Israel- 
inscription  of  Merneptah  and  elsewhere  in  the  Egyptian 
records,  and  appears  in  one  of  the  Amarna  letters 
as  Yinuamma  (Wi.  1428).  In  the  letter  referred  to 
some  one  reports  to  the  king  of  Egypt  that  this  city  '  has 
fallen  away  and  barred  the  gate  behind  him. '  Yenu 
'amu  must  have  been  a  rich  town,  for  Thotmes  III. 
endowed  the  temple  of  Amun  at  Thebes  with  an  annual 
sum  to  be  paid  by  this  and  two  other  cities  (Brugsch, 
GA  329).  There  is  an  Egyptian  picture  given  by 
Rosellini  and  W.  M.  Miiller  which  shows  its  position. 
It  lay  by  a  small  lake,  and  was  surrounded  by  forests 
in  which  the  conquered  enemies  took  refuge.  It  is 
difficult  to  think  that  such  an  important  place-name  as 
Yenu'amu  or  Yinuamma  has  not  (like  other  equally 
ancient  names)  survived. 

According  to  the  theory  here  adopted,  Yenu'amu  is  not  a 
compound  of  cyj  (rjyj  »«,  Hommel  ;  cp  Yinuamma),  but  is 
equivalent  to  pymr-  In  Kings  this  name  was  shortened  into 
nir  (Janoah),  just  as  nnS'  (Jepthah)  is  shortened  from  Vx  nDD'. 
That  n  before  y  is  not  reproduced  in  the  Egyptian  form  Yenu 
'amu  need  not  surely  surprise  us  ;  it  would  have  been  very 
troublesome  to  an  Egyptian  to  pronounce  the  name  accurately. 
The  alternative  explanation  m;  riir  (E.  Meyer,  ZATW*oi)  is 
philologically  less  probable.1  Clermont-Ganneau's  identification 
of  Yenu'amu  with  the  southern  town  of  Naamah  of  Josh.  1641 
{Rev.  Arch.  29127)  's  a'so  linguistically  improbable.  Naville 
(Rec.  de  travattx,  20  ['98])  seeks  for  the  site  near  Gezer,  and 
would  even  identify  it  with  Jabneel ;  but  this,  too,  seems  un- 

likely-  T.  K.  c. 

JANUM,  RY  Janim  (Q^  Kt.,  DW  Kr.  ;  Josh. 
ISss;  leM&GIN  [B],  i&NOYM  [AL]),  an  unidentified 
locality  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah,  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  BETH-TAPPUAH.  Read  perhaps  fE>\  '  Jamin. ' 

JAPHETH(nDJ;    1^66  [BADEL]),  son  of  Noah 

1  ,113,  '  to  dwell,'  is  doubtful.  Hab.  2  5  and  Ps.  68  13  [14]  are 
corrupt. 
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(Gen.  632,  etc.;  see  HAM),  and  ancestor  of  the  peoples 

1.  References.  .?/ and,W' of  Palestine  <Gen" 102'5'  P>' 

Inat    he    was    generally   regarded    as 

Noah's  youngest  son  is  shown  by  the  constant  order 
of  the  three  brothers,  and  is  in  harmony  with  10  21, 
where  (5  is  not  to  be  followed  (see  SBOT,  and  cp  Bu. 
Urgesch.  304^).  It  is  true  that  in  924  '  his  youngest 
son'  means  Ham,  or  rather  Canaan  (see  HAM  i. ), 
and  that  the  narrative  920-27  belongs  no  doubt  to  an 
earlier  stratum  of  narrative  than  the  other  passages  ; 
but  the  narrow  sense  in  which  Shem,  Japheth,  and 
Ham  are  used  here  was  abandoned  by  later  writers, 
who  made  Japheth  the  youngest  son,  and  the  ancestor 
of  remote  northern  peoples.  In  the  early  narrative 
Japheth  (if  we  suppose  that  he  was  really  mentioned  in  it) 
may  represent  the  Phoenicians  (so  Bu. ),  who  are  to 
be  distinguished  from  the  Canaanites,  though  they 
dwelt  in  the  land  of  Canaan.  Wellhausen  (CH  15) 
less  plausibly  suggests  the  Philistines.  It  is  very  prob 
able,  however,  that  the  mention  of  Japheth  (v.  23)  and 
the  accompanying  blessing  (v.  27)  are  later  insertions. 
The  words  '  he  shall  dwell  in  the  tents  of  Shem '  may 
conceivably  allude  to  the  conquests  of  the  Greeks, 
1  Shem'  being  taken  in  the  later  enlarged  sense  (Duhm's 
suggestion,  adopted  by  Bertholet,  Die  Stellung  der 
Israelite/I,  76  f. ,  198).  The  narrative  gains  consider 
ably  by  the  omission  of  Japheth.  The  division  of  the 
world  into  three  parts  caused  the  troublesome  insertion. 
In  explaining  the  name  it  is  well  to  follow  the  analogy 
of  Shem,  which  was  doubtless  a  personal,  not  an  ethnic, 
name.  Japheth  (re',  yepheth]  is  usually 

2.  Meaning  of        ,  -     ,  •  ,  ~      n 

..  °        explained  in  accordance  with  Gen.  927, 

'  Let  God  enlarge  (ns\  yapht]  Japheth.' 
It  seems  unlikely,  however,  that  a  stem  so  unusual  in 
this  sense  as  nna  (pdthdh)  would  have  been  chosen. 
Since  the  names  Shem,  Canaan,  Japheth,  are  doubt 
less  older  than  the  poetic  oracles,  and  there  are  other 
cases  in  which  we  may  hold  that  old  names  have  become 
mutilated  (cp  SHEM,  HAM,  NOAH),  it  is  not  too  bold  to 
suppose  that  ns*  is  a  fragmentary  form  of  *?«  nrs' 
(yiphfah  'el),  'God  opens'  (cp  the  old  name  Japhti'-Addi 
in  Am.  Tab. ).  nns  (pdthah)  is  a  word  well  adapted  for 
legendary  heroes  (see  JEPHTH AH),  and  'enlargement'  is  a 
blessing  equally  fit  for  the  Phoenicians  and  for  the  father  of 
so  many  races  as  Japheth,  one  of  which  was  the  conquer 
ing  Javan.  Fiirst's  and  Budde's  explanation,  '  beauty,' 
from  nB'  (ydphdfi),  accepted  by  D.  S.  Margoliouth 
(Hastings'  DB'2.5^gb),  is  not  in  accordance  with  analogy, 
and  is  rightly  rejected  by  Dillmann. 

Of  quite  another  order  is  the  theory  of  E.  Meyer,  who 
connects  Japheth  with  the  name  Kaft,  in  hieroglyphic 
texts  =  Cilicia.  'IdTreros  is  a  Cilician  deity;  see  PHCE- 
NICIA,  and  cp  CAPHTOR,  §§  3,  4. 

Kaft  and  Asi — i.e.,  Cilicia  and  Cyprus — represented  the  western 
quarter  of  the  world  to  the  Egyptians.  But  the  mutilation  of 
Kaft  into  Yaft  is  improbable,  and  we  expect  a  purely  personal 
name.  Sanskrit  comparisons  (Lenormant,  Origines,  ii.  1  191 ./!) 
are  nowadays  discredited.  T.  K.  C. 

JAPHIA  (ITS*),  a  border  city  of  Zebulun,  mentioned 
between  Daberath  (Dabtiriyeh)  and  Gath-hepher  (el- 
.\[eshhed);  Josh.  19 12. 

(B's  readings  are  <j>a-)>yau.  [B],  ta^ayai  f  A],  icu^ue  [L] ;  Eus. 
(pnotii.)  gives  ia<j>ed  with  an  appended  8  as  in  eAtcrajSefl ;  Jer. 
lafthie  (Vg.  Iafhie\ 

The  pretty  village  of  Yd/a,  i^  m.  SW.  of  Nazareth, 
is  its  representative  ;  the  phrase  '  goeth  up  to  Japhia ' 
is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  position  of  Yd/a  on  two 
connected  ridges,  to  which  a  ravine  leads  up.  The 
one  historical  association  to  which  this  city  can  lay 
claim  is  its  siege  and  capture  by  the  Romans.  The 
name  which  Josephus  gives  it  is  Japha  (ta<£a) ;  he  calls 
it  '  a  very  great  village,  well  secured  with  walls  and 
full  of  people'  ( Vit.  45).  He  also  says  that  he  fortified 
it  with  a  double  wall,  and  for  some  time  made  it  his 
headquarters. 

That  in  one  passage  Josephus  diminishes  the  distance  between 

2330 


JAPHIA 

Japha  (Japhia)  and  Jotapata1  is  as  much  or  as  little  of  an 
objection  to  Robinson's  identification  as  his  patent  exaggeration 
of  the  number  of  the  inhabitants  of  Japha  (BJ  iii.  7  31).  Euse- 
bius  (OS  267  69 ;  cp  133  32)  appears  to  hesitate  between  the 
claims  of  an  '  ascent  (still)  called  Joppa  '  and  those  of  Sycaminon 
(r)<j>a= //a.i/a).V  Perhaps  the  village  of  Ynfa  had  almost  dis 
appeared  in  his  day.  It  was  in  Robinson's  time  but  a  small 
village  of  about  thirty  houses  (BK  3  200).  T.  K.  C. 

JAPHIA  (&•&,  §  64,  '  tall  of  stature '  ?  ;   ,A(J)ie  [A]). 

1.  King  of  Lachish,  defeated  by  Joshua  ;  Josh.  10  3  (ie<j>da  [B] 
ia<j>aie  [L]).    Cp  the  name  of  Japahi,  prince  of  Gezer,  Am.  Tab. 
204,  206  ;  also  that  of  Japhti'-Addi  (see  JAPHETH,  §  2),  also  in 
Am.  Tab. 

2.  A  son   of  David  :    2  S.  5  15  i  Ch.  87  146  (te^iej,    tavove 
-ovov    [BN],    a</>ie   [A    in  28.];     L,    lavad,    va.<f>ed   (i  S.),   a^ixa/x 
(!  i  Ch.  3  7),  vafyeK,  iaj3ey  (16.  146).    See  DAVID,  §  n  (d). 

JAPHLET  (&!?$!,  §  53  ;  '  [God]  delivers '  ;  cp 
Pelatiah  ;  i(J>A/v\HA,  &4>AAHX,  i&(pA.AHA  [B],  i&cJj&AHT 
[A],  -(J)A€T  [!-•])•  A  clan  in  a  genealogy  of  ASHER 
(q.v.,  §4,  ii.),  iCh.  l^f.\  cp  JAPHLETI. 

JAPHLETI,  RV  The  Japhletites  (*C&g»n  ;  ATTTA- 
AeiM  [B],  ie(J>*,A9l  [A],  ie4>AHTi  [L]).  a  clan  whose 
district  was  on  the  S.  border  of  Ephraim  (Josh.  163). 
There  is  thus  no  geographical  objection  to  connecting 
the  name  with  that  of  PALTI  b.  Raphu,  the  Benjamite. 
The  Asherite  clan  called  Japhlet  was,  of  course,  distinct. 

JAPHO  (13*),  2  Ch.  2i6  [15]  EV'ne-,  EV  JOPPA. 

JAR  (^J3),  Jer.  13 12  48 12,  RV™s-.    See  BOTTLE,  §  2. 

JARAH  (i"n^),  *  Ch'  942-     See  JEHOADAH. 

JAREB  (31*;  i&peiM  [BAQ*],  -PeiB  [Qa]  ;  UL- 
TOREM,  -RI],  the  name  of  an  Assyrian  (?)  king  men 
tioned  twice  in  Hosea  (5  13  106)  as  receiving  tribute  from 
Israel.  Unfortunately  there  is  no  Assyrian  king  con 
temporary  with  Hosea  whose  name  bears  even  a  distant 
resemblance  to  Jareb.  Hence  most  critics  take  Jareb  to 
be  a  nickname  =  '  the  contentious  '  (cp  Aq.  SiKaffOfj.evov, 
613,  Aq. ,  Theod. ,  diKafovn.,  Symm.  vTrepna^ovvrt,  106). 
This  would  be  plausible  only  if  Jareb  resembled  some 
Assyrian  name,  so  that  its  reference  might  at  once  be 
caught.  Hence  the  present  writer  proposed3  to  change 
3T  -j^D  into  nn  ^D.  '  the  Great  King  '  (cp  Ps.  482  [3]),  or 
m  7|ta  '  the  High  King '  (cp  ©BAQ*).  But  since  it 
has  been  shown  by  Winckler  that  references  to  the  N. 
Arabian  land  of  Musri  (see  MIZKAIM,  §  26)  underlie  the 
traditional  text  of  many  passages  in  OT,  and  that  iie-jj 
has  probably  sometimes  (by  corruption)  taken  the  place 
of  lisa  i  we  cannot  rest  satisfied  with  this  theory.  Prob 
ably  we  should  read  in  Hos.  613  and  106  respectively — 
When  Ephraim  saw  his  sickness  |  and  Israel  his  wound, 
Then  went  Ephraim  to  Musur  |  and  [Israel]  sent  to  the  Arabian 

king. 

That  too  shall  men  bring  to  Musur  |  as  a  present  to  the  Arabian 
king. 

The  substitution  of  'Israel'  for  'Judah  'need  not  be  justi 
fied  here  (cp  HOSEA,  §  4).  3Y  ~i?Q  should  probably  be 
'3J1J|  ^I?O;  3~lJJ  in  Palestine,  like  mat  Aribit  in  Assyria,  was 
coming  into  use  as  a  term  for  N.  Arabia  (cp  Schr.  KA  7T2),  414 
=  CO/' 2  107).  The  treatment  of  'Jareb'  in  A'ATW  439  (  = 
CO  T  2  1 36  f.)  may  also  be  consulted  though  it  is  necessarily 
incomplete.  For  quite  recent  views  see  note  3  below. 

T.  K.  C. 

JARED,  or,  as  AV  i  Ch.,  JEKED  (TV),  Gen.  615-20 
i  Ch.  12  Lk.  837.  See  CAINITES,  §  7  ;  SETHITES. 

On  the  meaning  of  the  name,  see  Bu.  Urgesch.  no.  The 
readings  are  :  iapeS  [BAD],  -ET  [Gen.  5  15  f.  E,  18  AE  ;  Lk.  837 
Ti.  WH] ;  fared,  cod.  Am.  -cth. 

1  His  words   in  BJ  iii.  7  13  are  iiri  TLVO.  riav  T>js  'IwroTrdn;? 
avTvyeLTOviav  iroAty,  *la.<j>a  KaAeirai.     The  order  of  the   places 
in  Vit.  37,  BJ  206,  is  in  closer  accordance  with  geographical 
tacts. 

2  So  Reland,  Pal.  826,  followed  by  Ges.  Thes.  s.v. 

3  Che.  Expos.,  'gjb,  p.  364,  and,  virtually,  M'Curdy,  Hist. 
Proph.   and  Man.  1415  ('94).      Independently  W.   M.   Miiller 
gives  the  same  view  ;  h;  prefers,  however,  31  'sSo*  tne  phrase 
being  treated  as  a   proper   name  (ZA  Tib*  334  Jf.  ['97]).     Wi. 
(Musri,  etc.,  32  ['98]),  with  great  ingenuity,  proposes   to  read 
mini'  "j'?D~'7N>  '  to  the  King  of  Jathrib  ' — i.e.,  mod.  Medina,  which 
seems  to  have  been  on  the  southern  border  of  Musri  (cp  Hommel, 
AHT  273).      An  alternative  is  to  read  11103,  'Nimrod';   see 
SBO  7"Isa.'(Heb.)  195. 
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JARESIAH,  RV  JaaresMah(iT;Bnj£.  §39;  meaning 
obscure  ;  |&C<\P<MA  KAI  C&RAI&  [B],  |<\p&CIA  K- 
CA&plA  [A],  lepClA  [L]).  b-  Jeroham  in  a  genealogy  of 
BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9,  ii.  /3),  i  Ch.  8277. 


JARHA  (yrTV,  ,coXHA  [BA],  ,epee  [L], 
[Aid.,  and  8  MSS.  in  H-P],  N!TTV  [Pesh.],  IERAA 
[Vg.  ]),  the  servant  of  SHESHAN  [q.v.},  a  Jerahmeelite, 
who  afterwards  became  his  master's  son-in-law  and  the 
head  of  a  long  genealogical  line  (  i  Ch.  2  34  f.  )  ;  see 
JERAHMEEL,  §  3.  He  is  generally  regarded  as  an 
Egyptian  (EV)1  —  the  Rabbins,  indeed,  represent  him 
as  a  proselyte.  This  view  is  of  course  legitimate,  but 
considering  the  probable  early  seat  of  the  clan  Jerah- 
meel,  it  is  perhaps  more  natural  to  treat  '-isp  as  meaning 
rather  an  inhabitant  of  the  N.  Arabian  Musri  or  Musur 
(see  MIZRAIM,  §  2*).2 

We  cannot  retain  the  present  spelling  of  the  name  ynT  I' 
would  be  plausible  to  read  NITV  or  'ITV  (the  latter  a  Palmyrene 

name),  or,  better  still,  ^NOT  (after  ©BA'S  ^ni")-  A  connection 
with  moon-worship  need  not  be  insisted  upon  ;  perhaps  the 
name  was  considered  to  be  identical  with  Jerahmeel  (as  an 
abbreviated  form).  This  would  account  for  the  presence  of  the 
ancestral  list,  i  Ch.  234-41,  in  the  genealogy  of  Jerahmeel,  since 
it  is  probable  that  Sheshan  himself  was  not  originally  Jerah 
meelite.  His  inclusion  in  v.  31  (the  details  of  which  do  not 
agree  with  v.  34  «)  may  be  later.  The  union  of  the  Musrite 
Jarha  (Jerahmeel  '!)  and  Sheshan  (cp  the  Hebronite  Sheshai?)  is 
suggestive.  See  HEBRON,  §  if.;  JEKAHMEEL,  §  zf.  ;  SHESHAN. 

S.  A.  C. 

JARIB  (T"V,  §  53;  'he  [God]  contends';  cp 
Jehoiarib,  Joiarib  ;  i&p[e]lB  [AL]). 

1.  A  son  of  Simeon,  elsewhere  called  JACHIN  (q.v.)  ',  i  Ch.  424 
(iap<HK  [B],  capetM  [L]). 

2.  Head  of  family  temp.  Ezra  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2  ;  ii.,  §  15  [i]rf); 
Ezra  S  16  (ape/3  [B])=i  Esd.  844  JORIBUS  (ivpipov  [BA  om.  L]). 
Perhaps  =  no.  3. 

3.  A  priest  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5 
end);    Ezra  10  18  (iapcc/u.  [B],   twpci/x  [N])=i  Esd.  9  19  JORIBUS 
(t(0pt/3os  [BA]). 

4.  (iu>ap[<f]i/3  [ANV]),  i  Mace.  14  29,  RV  JOARIB.    See  JEHOIA 
RIB. 

JARIMOTH  (iAp[e]iMCo9  [BAL]),  lEsd.  928  = 
Ezra  10  27,  JEREMOTH,  n. 

JARMUTH  (D-'IE'V;  cp  JEREMOTH,  iepi/v\OY9 
[AFL],  iep[ei]MOY0  [B]).  i.  A  Canaanite  city,  in  the 
Shephelah  of  Judah  (Josh.  12  n  iept.fj.ov  [A]  15  35  ;  cp  Neh. 
1129,  where  BXA  om.,  ipipovO  [Nc-am£-inf-]),  whose  king 
joined  the  coalition  under  ADONI-ZEDEK,  and  was  de 
feated  by  Joshua  (Josh.  10s  5  23  12  n).  It  is  represented 
by  the  modern  Khirbet  el-Yarmuk,  which  is  16  m.  W. 
by  S.  of  Jerusalem,  and  about  8  m.  N.  of  Beit-Jibrln. 
The  distance  from  Eleutheropolis,  which  the  Onomasticon 
(0S<2>  132si  26638)  assigns  to  ie/>/u°Xws  or  Jermucha 
(10  R.m.  NE.  ),  being  so  nearly  that  of  Yarmuk  from 
Beit-Jibrln,  we  are  justified  in  identifying  the  places. 
It  is  remarkable  that  the  closing  letter  of  the  modern 
name  should  agree  with  that  of  the  name  in  the 
Onomasticon.  Such  a  form,  however,  as  Jarmuk  cannot 
well  be  ancient  ;  Micah  already  (it  may  be)  attests 
the  final  -uth  (see  MAKOTH).  The  same  prophet,  too, 
in  Mi.  1  12,  if  we  may  read  niDT  for  nna  (see  MAROTH), 
indicates  that  Jarmuth  was  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Mareshah,  or,  at  any  rate,  the  assumption  that  a  city 
called  Jarmuth  stood  there  enables  us  to  attain  a  better 
text  for  the  passage  than  we  can  secure  in  any  other 
way.  We  have  certainly  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  Jarmuth  of  the  OT  narratives  was  the  Yarimuta  of 
the  Arnarna  Tablets  (5516,  and  often),  the  position  of 
which  is  disputed  (see  Niebuhr,  Ml'G  ^yiff.  ['96]: 
Flinders  Petrie,  Syria  and  Egypt,  i6<)f.  ).  In  Josh. 
1635  Jarmuth  is  mentioned  with  Adullam,  and  the  other 
notices  accord  with  this.  There  were  possibly  several 
Jarmuths.  Can  we  thus  account  for  the  discrepant  notice 

1  W.MM  (OLZ,  Feb.  1900,  col.  51  n.  4)  takes  the  name  to  be 
correct  Egyptian;  T  =  «W,  'great.' 

2  The  same  view  has  been  proposed  also  by  Wi.  MVG^d  ['98]. 
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(?)  =  JarmuthinOS266i  132i6?    CpBiTHiAH, 
MERED,  PIRAM. 
2.  See  RAMOTH  iii. 

JAROAH  (n'n^.  §  53  =  nVV.  '  He  enlarges  '  (?)  ;  IAAI 
[B],  &A.  [A],  &poye  [L]).  in  a  genealogy  of  GAD 
(Gilead)  (iCh.  5i4). 

JASAEL  RV  Jasaelus  (&c*HAoc  [BA]),  i  Esd.  9  30 
=  Ezra  10  29,  SHEAL. 

JASHEN  (jy^).  In  28.  £832,  in  the  list  of  David's 
thirty  heroes  we  read  (RV),  '  Eliahba  the  Shaalbonite, 
the  sons  of  Jashen,  Jonathan  '  (acrav  [BA],  Leffcrai  6  yowi 
[L],  pava.1  6  ywvvi  [243,  in  Field])  ;  in  the  parallel 
text  (i  Ch.  Il33/i),  '  .  .  .  the  sons  of  Hashem  the 
Gizonite'  ('jinn  ;  <§A  cura/i  6  yuvvi  [cp  @L  of  2  S.],  @L 
cipatrai  6  yowi).  <J3  (MT  <33,  'sons  of)  is  obviously 
wrong.  It  is  simply  dittographed  from  the  preceding 
word  (so  Driver  and  most),  or  should  je"-»33  be  viewed 
as  a  corruption  of  a  proper  name  (so  H.  P.  Smith)? 
In  the  former  case  we  might  read,  '  .  .  .  Jashen  (or 
Hashem)  the  GUNITE  '  (see  GUNI)  ;  in  the  latter  ^'riN 
would  be  a  plausible  restoration.  Jonathan  is  generally 
taken  as  a  separate  hero,  and  connected  with  Shammah 
(v.  33)  by  p  (inserted  from  Ch.  )  ;  but,  as  H.  P.  Smith 
points  out,  jmi.T  may  be  the  corruption  of  a  gentilic. 
Cp  HASHEM.  T.  K.  c. 

JASHER  RV  Jashar,  Book  of  pB>»n  1SD,  '  book  of 
the  upright'  ;  cp  EVm«-),  the  title  of  an  ancient  song- 
book  twice  quoted  in  the  OT  (Josh.  10  13:  <§BA  om.  , 
BiBAlON  Toy  eyGoyc  [L].  Liber  Justorum  [Vg.]  ; 
)^jf^-^-  •!-•  ]  ;a-oo  [Pesh.]  ;  sifr  el-mustaklm  [Ar.]  ;  2  S. 
Ii8:  BiBAiON  Toy  eyeoyc  [BA],  .  .  .  eyeecoc 
[L]  ;  »**,/  ;Q>T«  [Pesh.,  similarly  Ar.  aslr],  Vg.  id.). 

In  the  account  of  the  battle  of  Gibeon  and  its  sequel 
there  occurs  a  memorable  passage  (Josh.  1012-14)  with 


1.  Josh.  10. 


a  fragment  of  song  quoted  (most  prob 


ably  by  E)  from  the  Book  of  Jashar.1 
The  speaker  is  said  to  be  Joshua,  and  by  a  late  scribe's 
interpolation  the  song  is  invested  with  the  character  of 
a  prayer.  In  reality,  the  address  to  the  sun  and  moon 
(see  below)  is  rather  a  command,  or  perhaps  a  spell, 
than  a  prayer.  The  writer  of  the  song  no  doubt 
thought  of  the  sun  and  moon  as  taking  Joshua's  side 
against  his  (and  Yahwe's)  foes.2  But  the  interpolator 
had  a  good  intention,  and  expressed  the  devout  feeling 
of  the  later  Jews.3  The  passage  containing  the  song 
was  evidently  inserted  by  D2,  who  at  the  same  time 
introduced  the  explanatory  words,  '  In  the  day  when 
...  in  the  sight  of  Israel  '  (v.  12),  and  the  statement, 
1  So  the  sun  rested  .  .  .  for  Yahwe  fought  for  Israel  ' 
vv  .  i3/.  ).  In  the  circles  to  which  D2  belonged  the 
primitive  feeling  for  nature  had  died  out.4 

In  its  original  form,  therefore,  the  passage  ran  thus  :  — 
'  Then  spoke  Joshua, 

O  sun  !  rest  over  Gibeon  ; 

O  moon  !  stand  still  over  Aijalon. 

See  Ki.  Hist.  1302;  We.    CH  128;   Sta.  Gesch.  Iso:   Bu. 
" 


. 

2  See   Judg.  520  ;    and   cp    Horn.  //.  2413^,    18239^;    Od. 
28241^     With  a  touch  of  primitive  feeling,  Syrian  peasants 
still  cry  in  song  to  the  sun  to  hasten  his  going  down  that  they 
may  rest. 

3  Cp^  this  passage  from  Last  Journals  of  Bishop  Hannington, 
\t>\f.  ('88).     '  As  soon  as  the  sun  showed,  a  fresh  and  powerful 
band  of  warriors  came  at  once,  and  demanded  hongo.  .  .  .  How 
often  I  looked  at  the  sun  !     It  stood  still  in  the  heavens,  nor 
would  go  down.     I  agonised  in  prayer,  and  each  time  trouble 
seemed  to  be  averted.' 

4  This  is  partly  admitted  by  Kittel  (Hist.  1  304),  who  neverthe 
less  thinks  that  '  the  fact  of  a  striking  continuance  of  daylight 
remains,  though  we  may  not  know  the  natural   law  through 
which  it  was   brought   about,'  and  that  '  the  song  itself  .  .  . 
proves  Israel's  belief  that  a  miracle  was  wrought.'     The  former 
view  may  be  defended  by  Hab.  3n,    Ecclus.  464,   Jos.  Ant. 
v.  1  17,    but    seems    hardly  critical  ;    the   latter  assumes  (with 
Kau.,  but  not  with  Di.)  that  '  so  the  sun  rested,'  etc.,  forms  part 
of  the  song-fragment,  which  can  scarcely  be  admitted. 
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So  the  sun  rested,  and  the  moon  stood  still, 
Until  Yahwe  had  taken  vengeance  on  his  enemies.1 
Behold  it  is  written  in  the  Book  of  Jashar.  ' 

The  third  line,  however,  is  probably  the  insertion  of  the  early- 
narrator,  from  whom  the  passage  was  taken  by  D2,  so  that  the 
fragment  quoted  from  the  old  song  in  the  Book  of  Jashar  con 
sisted  of  the  first,  second,  and  fourth  of  the  above  lines,  and  for 
'  had  taken  vengeance  on,'  we  should  substitute  '  takes  venge 
ance.' 

The  second   quotation   is   the  lamentation    for   Saul 
I    and  Jonathan,  ascribed  to  David  (2  S.  1  17-27),  and  prob- 
„  _  .        ably  early,  though,  it  is  to  be  feared,  not 
'    '      Davidic    (see,   however,  DAVID,  §  13).  2 
According  to  a  revised  text,3  the  passage  runs  thus  :  — 
'  Of  David.     For  the  sons  of  Jeduthun.     For  the  Ezrahite. 

O  Saul  !  by  thy  death  have  I  been  slain  ; 
Alas  that  the  heroes  have  fallen  ! 

Report  it  not  in  Rehoboth  ! 

Declare  it  not  in  Halusah  ! 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  Zarephathites  rejoice, 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  Jerahmeelites  triumph. 

Be  thou  parched,  O  Jerahmeel  !  descend  not 
Dew  or  rain  upon  thee  ! 
Become  desolate,  ye  lofty  mountains  ! 
Let  the  bushes  fade,  deprived  of  fatness  ! 

The  shield  of  Saul  has  been  defiled 

With  the  blood  of  those  slain  by  the  sword  : 

Broken  is  the  bow  of  bronze, 

Shivered  is  the  well  -sharpened  sword. 

The  beloved,  the  longed-for  in  life  — 
In  death  they  were  (still)  unparted  ; 
They  (who)  were  swifter  than  eagles, 
They  (who)  were  stronger  than  lions. 

Women  of  Israel,  shed  tears 

For  Saul  .  .  . 

Who  gave  you  linen  garments, 

Who  decked  your  raiment  with  gold. 

Alas  that  the  heroes  have  fallen, 
And  the  strong  of  heart  lie  stiff! 
Jonathan  !  by  thy  death  have  I  been  slain  ; 
For  thee,  O  my  brother,  I  am  smitten  to  death  ! 

Thou  wast  very  pleasant  to  me,  my  comrade  ! 
More  was  thy  love  to  me  than  women's  love. 
Alas  that  the  heroes  have  fallen, 
And  the  strong  of  heart  lie  stiff  ! 

The  four-lined  stanzas  are  well  marked  (as  in  the  Book  of  Job). 

A  third  quotation  is  to  be  found  in  a  passage  ascribed 
to  Solomon,  and  at  any  rate  pre-exilic.  The  poetical 
f  words  assigned  to  Solomon  (i  K.  8i2/) 
'  immediately  before  a  speech  in  more 
prosaic  style,  are  given  in  another  place  with  some 
variations,  and  in  fuller  form  by  <SBAL  (v.  53  ;  GA  gives 
another  version  before  v.  14),  which  expressly  state  that 
the  words  are  written  iv  /3t/3\t'<fj  (/Si/SXy),  or  eiri  J3ij3\iov 
rrjs  ydrjs  —  i.  e.  ,  Ttpn  TSD3-  If  this  title  (  '  Book  of  Song,  ' 
or  of  'Songs')  were  correct,  it  would  suggest  that  the 
source  of  the  quotation  was  a  Psalter  ;  but  the  words 
are  almost  certainly  a  slip  for  nc^ri  nep  (note  that  Pesh. 
makes  a  similar  mistake  in  Josh.  10).  For  this  fragment 
as  emended,  see  CREATION,  §  26.4 

The  Book  of  Jashar  was,  so  far  as  we  know,  a  product 
of  the  post-Solomonic  age  (cp  St.  GV1  Iso).  It  was 
a  national  song  -book  —  the  'book  of  the 
.  righteous  (or,  possibly,  brave)  one,'  —  i.e., 
Israel  5  (as  if  =  ^K  ntr,  cp  Nu.  23  10).  Its  contents 
were  partly  secular  (in  28.  1  19  ff.  there  is  a  total 

1  In  /.  2  read  3  10S?  (as  suggested  by  Bu.  ZATWTitf  ;  cp 
the  first  correction  of  /.  i  in  ©L,  which  also  has  the  simple  intro 
duction,  KO.I  eiTrei'  TTJCTOVS. 

2  Here  again  the  quotation  is  probably  due  to  E  (or  RjE),  cp 
Cook,  '  Notes  on  the  Analysis  of  2  Sam.,'  AJSL  16  147  [1900]. 

s  For  details  of  the  restoration  see  SAUL,  §  6  ;  Che.  Crit.  Bib. 
Cp  We.,  Dr.,  HPSm.,  Bu.,  and  GASm.  HG  404^  The  title  is 
of  course  very  late  ;  but  this  does  not  involve  the  lateness  of  the 
poem. 

4  For  text  cp  Klo.,  adloc.  ;  WRS,  OTJCP)  434/  ;  We.  CHW 
269  ;  Ch.  O  Ps.  193  212  ;  Dr.  Intr.  182.       , 

5  If!.'  (?)  a  shorter  form  for  ^Nlt?'  ;    cp  JESHURUN.      Other 
theories,   for  instance,  that  "IB^n  "ISO  was  a  law-book  (Targ., 
Kim.,  etc.)  or  that  "18^  was  the  name   of  the   author,  or  the 
opening  word  ("X?'},  '  and  .  .  .  sang  '),  may  be  mentioned. 
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lack  of  religious  feeling),  partly  religious  (i  K.  8 
ia/. );  it  refers,  e.g. ,  to  the  battle  at  Gibeon  and 
the  prowess  of  Saul  and  Jonathan,  but  also  to  the 
temple.  Indeed,  we  may  presume  that  the  third  of  the 
extant  passages  belonged  to  a  hymn  to  Yahwe.  Nor 
could  we  venture  to  say  that  the  Book  of  Jashar  contained 
no  pre-Davidic  songs.  Not  impossibly  it  was  similar 
in  the  width  of  its  range  to  the  Arabian  collections  of 
El  Isfahdny  or  the  Hamasa.  Probably  the  songs  of 
which  it  was  composed  had  short  historical  introductions, 
so  that  altogether  it  may  have  almost  served  as  an 
Iliad  of  the  Israelites.  Can  we  form  a  reasonable 
conjecture  as  to  its  other  contents?  Surely  such  a 
collection  must  have  contained  David's  (?)  lament  over 
Abner  (28.  333/. ),  and  among  earlier  passages,  the  Song 
of  Deborah  (Judg.  5),  the  Song  of  the  Well  (Xu.  21 17 /. , 
see  BEER),  and  the  Song  of  Triumph  over  Sihon  (ib. 
w.  27/7  :  but  see  WARS  OF  THE  LORD,  BOOK  OF). 
One  might  even  perhaps  add  the  songs  of  the  primitive 
history,  such  as  we  find  in  Gen.  423  f.  925  2727-29  y)f. 
etc. ).  Franke  (who  ascribes  the  book  to  the  time  of 
Hezekiah1)  includes  also  Ex.  15i-i8  and  Hab.  3  ;  but 
see  EXODUS  ii. ,  §  6  ;  MOSES,  HABAKKUK,  §  8f. 

In  later  Christian  times  'the  Book  of  Jashar'  is  the  title  of  a 
ritualistic  treatise  by  Jacob  b.  Meir(died  1171),  and  of  one  or  two 
forgeries  which  are  only  remarkable  for  the  undeserved  success 
they  obtained ;  for  a  more  detailed  account  of  them  see  Kitto, 
Bib.  Cycl.,  s.v.  See  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2  ;  and 
POETICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2  (i.). 

S.  A.  C.,  §§  i,  3,  4;  T.  K.  C.,  §2. 

JASHOBEAM  (DIDC^).  i.  The  name,  not  indeed 
in  itself  impossible  but  certainly  corrupt,  borne  by  one 
of  David's  chief  warriors  in  i  Ch.  11  n  (where  he  is 
called  'ben  Hachmoni '  ;  see  HACHMONITE)  and  27  2/ 
(where  he  is  styled  'ben  Zabdiel').  The  former  pas 
sage  occurs  again  with  variations  in  2  S.  238,  where  the 
name  of  the  warrior  is  represented  in  the  Hebrew  text  by 
the  letters  abat?' — i.e.,  ISBB§  ;  the  appended  letters  na 
probably  represent  rr2,  which  should  be  connected 
with  the  following  word  Maann  (corrupt  ;  RV  '  a 
Tahchemonite'). 

For  the  JOSHEB-BASSHEBETH  of  RV(  =  AV  'that  sat  in  the 
seat '),  derived  from  the  pointed  text,  nothing  can  be  said, 
except  that  it  justifies  the  warning  in  RVmg.  that  'the  verse  is 
probably  corrupt.' 

ISBBS1  seems  to  be  incompletely  written  for  ISBBST  ; 
originally  there  may  have  been  a  mark  of  abbreviation 
after  the  s.  This  may  be  read  either  Jashibbosheth 
('  Bosheth  brings  back'),  or,  better,  if  the  second  B  be 
regarded  as  an  error,  Ishbosheth  ('man  of  Bosheth'), 
where  Bosheth  ( '  shame  ' )  is  the  well-known  substitute 
for  Baal.  The  final  Q  in  cyac"  is  either  a  corruption 
from  ^  (which  is  palaeographically  possible),  or,  as 
Marquart  (Fund.  15,  n.  i)  supposes,  an  intentional 
alteration  due  to  religious  scruple  (he  compares  ciQT, 
altered  perhaps  from  ^JDT  ;  see  JEROBOAM).  See 
ISHBAAL,  2,  and  cp  Gray,  HPN  46,  note  i. 

<S's  readings  are  :  in  2  S.  23  8  ie/3o<r0<f  [B],-0ai  [A],  io<r/3aaA  [L] ; 
in  i  Ch.  11  ii  letre/SaSa  [Bl,  iecrcrat.  [{tl,  t<r|3a.aju.  [A],  tecr<r<ff3aaA 
[L] ;  in  i  Ch.  27  2  To/3aA  [B],  JajSoa/n  [A],  iecr/3.  [L]. 

2.  Another  of  David's  warriors,  a  Korhite  (i  Ch.  12  6),  see 
ISHBAAL,  3,  and  DAVID,  §  iirt(iii.).  T.  K.  C. 


JASHUB  p-"IB,  'he  returns,'  §54;  cp  SHEAR- 
JASHUB  ;  ia<rou/3  [BAF'L]). 

1.  One  of  the  sons  of  Issachar  (Nu.  2624  pa<rov/3  [F*];  but 
I  Ch.  7  i  3'{?»  Kt.,  lacrcrovp  [B]),called  in  Gen.  40  13  (by  omission 
of  a   letter)  JOB,  RV   Ion  (a-v ;   ia<rov</>  [A],  -ou/3  [DL]) ;  see 
NAMES,  §4.    Gentilic  Jashubites ;  Nu.  21)24  ('ar^;  «io-ou/3[e]i 

[BAFL]). 

2.  One  of  the  b'ne  Bani  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives 
(KzRA  i,  §  5  end)  Ezra  10 2g-(ia<7o«5  [B],  aomia  IN])=  i  Esd.  9  30 
(JASUBUS;  iao-ov/3os  [BA]). 

JASHUBI-LEHEM  (DH^  C|3^).  a  name  of  anomal 
ous  formation  which  appears  in  i  Ch.  422  among  the 
descendants  of  the  Judahite  SHELAH  [y.v.]. 

1  Utter  Bedeutung,  Inhalt,  u.  Alter  lies  Sepher  Hnjjaschar, 
Halle,  '87. 
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Bertheau,  Kautzsch  (doubtfully),  Kittel  read  CH1?  rra  13B''i, 
'  and  they  returned  to  Bethlehem  '  ;  but  the  whole  passage  is  as 
obscure  as  the  '  records'  themselves  are  said  to  be  'ancient.' 
Provisionally  we  might  read  at  the  .beginning  of  the  verse 
Zm'lD1?  fy  1VK  .  .  .  K31D  'EOK  (for  D'p'VI)  IDlp'l.  <B  has  KO'I 
airf<TTpe\l/ev  aurovs  [BA],  icat  ive<npe\^iav  eaurois  Aee/m  [L] ;  and 
Jerome  translates  'et  qui  reversi  sunt  in  Lahem  [Bethlehem],' 
taking  the  words  as  applying  to  those  named  in  the  preceding 
clause.  s.  A.  C. 

JASIEL  pN'W),  i  Ch.  11 47,  RV  JAASIEL. 

JASON  ([e]tcurwj'  [ANV],  JASON,  a  name  of  Grecian 
origin  in  frequent  use  among  the  Jews,  by  whom  it  was 
regarded  as  equivalent  to  Joshua,  Jeshua,  Jesus  ;  cp 
the  parallel  Alcimus  from  Eliakim,  Menelaus  from 
Menahem,  Simon  from  Simeon,  and  see  NAMES,  §  86). 

1.  Of  Cyrene,  a  Hellenistic  Jew,  author  of  a  history 
of  the  times  of  the  Maccabees  down  to  the  victory  over 
Nicanor    (175-161).      Our    so-called    second    book    of 
Maccabees  is  an  eViTo/i^  of  this  larger  work,  which  is 
said  to  have  consisted  of  five  books  (2  Mace.  223,  cp  26). 
The  writer  probably  lived  in  the  second  half  of  the  second 
century  B.C.     See  further  MACCABEES,  SECOND,  §§2,  6; 
and  cp  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  18. 

2.  Second  son  of  Simon  II.,  and  brother  of  Onias 
III.,    the   high    priest,    whose  original    name   was,    as 
Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  5i)  relates,  Jesus.      He  represented 
the    Hellenizing    section,    and    was    opposed    to    the 
policy  of  an  alliance  with  Rome.      By  means  of  a  bribe 
(helped   also    doubtless   by    the   sons   of    Tobias)    he 
managed  in  175  B.C.  to  obtain  the  high-priesthood   in 
place  of  his  brother  from  Antiochus   Epiphanes    (see 
ANTIOCHUS,   2);1  and  proceeded  to  introduce  various 
practices  which  were  an  '  abomination '  to  the  Pharisaism 
of  the  time.2     Another  bribe  procured  him  permission 
to    set   up    a    gymnasium    and    ephebeum    below    the 
Acropolis  and  hard  by  Mt.   Zion,  the  consequence  of 
which  was  the  adoption  of  Greek  games  (see  Discus), 
Greek   caps    (see   CAP),    etc.     The   priests  themselves 
betook  themselves  eagerly  to  the  palestra,  and  being 
ashamed  of  their  Jewish  singularity  did  all  they  could 
to  conceal  it  (i  Mace.  1 15,  cp  Schiir.  GVI  \\y.t  n.  24, 
and  see  CIRCUMCISION,  §  8).     At  the  same  time,  Jason 
obtained    permission    to   register    (avaypd^ai)    the   in 
habitants  of  Jerusalem  among  the  citizens  of  Antioch 3 
(2  Mace.  49),  and  sent  a  contribution  to  Tyre  on  the 
occasion  of  the  festival  to  HERCULES  [<?.v.].      This, 
however,    was  so  repugnant  to  the   bearers  that  they 
used  the  money  for  the  equipment  of  the  triremes  (2  Mace. 
4 18-20).     An  obscure  account  of  a  visit  of  Antiochus  to 
Jerusalem  (ib.  21  f.}  is  all  that  is  told  us  for  the  next 
three  years,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time  Jason  was 
suddenly  supplanted  in  the  priesthood  by  MENELAUS 
[^.w.]and  forced  to  flee.      Menelaus,  however,  failed  to 
win  popularity,   and  the  appearance  of  certain  dread 
portents 4  as  well  as  a  baseless  rumour  of  the  death  of 
Antiochus  encouraged  Jason  to  emerge  from  his  asylum 
in  Ammanitis  (cp  4  26).      Helped  by  the  populace,  he 
captured  the  city  (ca.  170  B.C.).      Menelaus  was  com 
pelled  to  take  refuge  in  the  citadel.     But  his  success  was 
of  short  duration  ;  he  missed  his  great  object — the  priest 
hood — and,    having    alienated    his    supporters   by   his 
vindictiveness,    was   forced   to   flee   before   Antiochus. 
From  the  Ammonites,  he  passed  to  Aretas,  and  then  to 
Egypt  ;  finally  he  crossed  over  to  the  Lacedcemonians, 
relying,  we  are  told,  on  the  kinship  between  them  and 
the  Jews  (see  SPARTA).     An  effective  rhetorical  period 
(5gf. )  closes  his  story. 

3.  Son  of  Eleazar  (cp  'Jesus,  son  of  Sirach  Eleazar,'  Ecclus. 
5027),  sent  by  Judas  to  Rome  (i  Mace.  8  17).     He  is  probably 

1  According  to  Jos.  (Ant.  xii.  5  i)  he  was  the  natural  successor, 
Onias  having  died,  and  left  only  an  infant  son. 

2  He  is  probably  referred  to  in    Dan.  9  26  11  22,  where  see 
Bevan  ad  loc.  and  cp  We.  fJGW  245.  n.  i. 

3  Cp  the  similar  case  of  Ptolemais  (Akko),  and  see  Schiir.  op. 
cit.  28:.     Other  explanations  of  this  verse  have  been  offered; 
see  Berthplet,  Stellung  d.  Isr.  u.  Jud.  208. 

*  Warlike  troops  were  seen  in  the  sky  (2  Mace.  62);  cp  2  K. 
6  17,  Jos.  BJ  vi.  5  2  and  Tac.  Hist.  5  13. 
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the  Jason  who  is  mentioned  as  the  father  of  ANTIPATER  [q.v.\ 
(i  Mace.  12  16  1422). 

4.  Jason  of  Thessalonica,  who,  for  his  hospitality  to  Paul  and 
Silas,  was  attacked  by  the  Jewish  mob,  brought  before  the 
magistrates,  and  bound  over  to  be  loyal  (Acts  17  1-9).  For  a 
less  probable  view  of  the  object  of  the  demand  of  the  '  security  ' 
(TO  IKO.VOV)  see  Ramsay,  St.  Paul  the  Taveller,  231.  He  may 


Tarsus. 

JASPER  ( i  AC  TT  1C.  borrowed  from  Ass.  a$pA,yaspil  = 
nap»  or  nS^).  In  Rev.  21  ii  (cp  i8/.)  the  New 
Jerusalem  is  said  to  be  irradiated  by  a  luminary  '  like 
a  stone  most  precious,  as  if  a  jasper-stone,  clear  as 
crystal'  (\iQq>  Idffiridi  upwraXXifavTi). 

The  description  is  suggested  by  <S's  rendering  of  Is.  54 12  (see 
below),  '  I  will  make  thy  battlements  jasper  (iiunriv),  and  thy 
gates  stones  of  crystal  (Aiflous  (cpvo-roAAou),  and  thy  rampart 
choice  stones '  (Ai'0.  €icAeKTov«),  where  the  writer  of  Rev.  seems 
to  have  supposed  that  both  the  phrases  'stones  of  crystal'  and 
'choice  stones'  were  synonymous  with  and  explanatory  of 
'jasper'  (see,  however,  TOPAZ). 

In  Ex.282o  39 13,  nsty,  yas'pheh  (  =  ta<nris)  is 
apparently  rendered  in  @  by  t>vtiyj.ov  (but  see  below) ; 
but  the  onyx,  not  being  a  clear  stone,  cannot  be  meant 
in  Rev.  21  n.  Nor  can  our  jasper  be  intended,  as  it  is 
not  sparkling  nor  translucent,  but  '  an  opaque,  close- 
grained  variety  of  quartz,  variously  tinted,  but  generally 
either  red  or  brown.'  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the 
jasper  of  the  ancients  included  the  opal,  which,  by  its 
brilliance  and  play  of  colour,  has  always  been  one  of 
the  most  attractive  of  precious  stones,  and  in  its  choicest 
variety  (see  Plin.  HNBJ^if.)  deserves  in  the  highest 
degree  the  description  in  Rev.  21  n. 

This  is  the  view  of  O.  Fraas,  who  states  that  the  modern 
conception  of  the  jasper  first  became  general  in  the  seventeenth 
century,  and  that  in  the  Nibelungenliedfat  jasper  is  represented 
as  clear,  and  as  greener  than  grass. 

The  choice  opal  is  said  to  occur  frequently  in  ancient 
Egyptian  tombs  ;  in  particular,  a  splendid  statuette  of 
Isis,  made  of  opal,  is  referred  to.1  This  view  is  also 
favoured  by  the  description  of  the  divine  king  on  his 
throne  in  Rev.  43  as  'like  a  jasper  stone  and  a  sardius,' 
and  by  the  combination  of  '  jasper '  with  '  pure  gold  ' 
and  '  clear  glass  '  in  Rev.  21 18.  (With  the  reference  to 
'jasper'  as  garnishing  the  foundation  in  v.  19,  cp 
Sargon's  description  [Khors.  159]  of  the  foundation  of 
his  palace  on  gold,  silver,  and  aspu  stones,  etc. )  See 
PRECIOUS  STONES. 

The  Heb.  n32>'  (  =  i<wnr«)  occurs  in  Ex.  2820  39 13,  Ezek. 
28  13!.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the  order  of  the  precious  stones 
in  ©'s  text  was  different,  and  that  bvvxlov  was  intended  as  the 
equivalent  of  nSn%  yahaloin,  and  ia<nrt?  of  nSB''-  Thus  @'s 
rendering  will  become  consistent.  In  Is.  54  12  <S's  laoTrts 
(Symm.  Kap^rjSoviov)  seems  to  be  a  version  of  ~\3~\3,  kadhkodh, 
(so  Aq.,  Ezek.  27  i6),2  but  it  may  be  merely  a  guess,  for  elsewhere 
(Ezek.  27  1 6)  i5  does  not  recognise  this  word  (see  CHALCEDONY, 
i.  end).  T.  K.  C. 

JASUBUS  (IACOYBOC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  9  30  =  Ezra  10 
29,  JASHUB,  2. 

JATAL  (A.TAP  [A]),  i  Esd.  628  AV-Ezra242, 
ATER,  2. 

JATHAN(|A6AN[BA])Tob.  5i3RV.  SeeJONATHAS. 

JATHNIEL  ('PK^JT. ;  cp  NATHANAEL  ;  ieNOYHA 
[BA],  N&9&NA.HA.  [L]).  a  Korahite  doorkeeper  ( i  Ch. 
26»t). 

JATTIR  (Tl^.;  [e]ie6ep[BAL]),  a  town  in  the  hill- 
country  of  Judah,  assigned  in  P  and  Ch.  to  the  Levites 
(Josh.  1648  t0ep  [L],  21  14  cuXw/u,  [B],  i  Ch.  642 
[57  in  <S  v.  58]  ifddap  [B],  tedep  [A],  om.  L?),  and 
historically  connected  in  i  S.  8027  with  the  period  of 
David's  outlawry  (yeddop3  [B]) ;  cp  IRA,  3;  ITHRITES, 
JABEZ. 

1  See  Riehm,  HWBW  335*;  Calwer  Bib.-lex.  158  a. 

2  But  see  Field,  ad  loc. 

3  The  -yf0  in  i  S.  30  29  [B]  appears  to  be  a  duplicate  of  this 
corruption  (cp  HUMTAH,  SIPHMOTH). 
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It  is  plain  that  Jattir  must  be  the  modern  ' Attir  (Rob. 
BR  2194),  which  is  situated  on  two  knolls  'in  an 
amphitheatre  of  brown  rocky  hills,  studded  with 
natural  caves'  (Tristram,  Land  of  Israel,  388),  and  is 
13  m.  S.  by  W.  from  Hebron.  The  change  of  '  into  y 
in  the  name  is  not  incapable  of  explanation  ;  <  may  first 
have  passed  into  K,  and  then  «  into  y  (Kampffmeyer, 
ZDPVlGts).  No  doubt  this  is  the  place  intended 
(OS  11927  133  3  13424  255  78  266  42  2688?)  by  the 
'  very  large  village  Jethira,  20  R.  m.  SE.  of  Eleuthero- 
polis,  in  the  interior  of  the  Daroma  hard  by  Malatha ' 
(see  MOLADAH).  In  two  passages  (OS  119  27  255;8) 
it  is  assigned  to  Simeon,  perhaps  by  a  confusion  with 
ETHER  (q.v. ). 

JAVAN  (\£)—i.e.,  the  lonians,  or  the  Greeks. 

(a.)  In  the  Table  of  Peoples  Jayan  appears  as  one  of  the  sons 
of  Japheth,  and  father  of  Elishah,  Tarshish,  Kittim,  and 
Dodanim  or  Rodanim,  Gen.  10  2  =  1  Ch.  157  (iiavav  [BADE], 
iiavvav  Gen.,  iwavai/  Ch.  [L]).  This  statement  comes  from  P  ; 
it  is  therefore  not  pre-exilic.  There  is  in  fact  no  pre-exilic  refer 
ence  to  the  Greeks,  though  see  on  the  other  side  M  'Curdy  (Hisi. 
Proph.  Man.  1416),  who  refers  to  Zech.9i3,  Joel 3[4] 4-6,  and 
even,  for  a  'not  obscure  allusion,'  to  Hos.  11 10.  The  text  of 
Hos.  I.e.,  however,  is  not  quite  in  order  ;  instead  of  the  obscure 
D'D,  'from  the  sea,'  we  should  probably  read  G1ND.  'from 

-.'  T-:-7 

Aram '  (cp  c). 

(b)  In  Joel  3  [4]  6  '  the  sons  of  the  Javanites '  (EV  Grecians, 
TOIS  viols  Twf  "EXMjvtav  [BNAQ])  are  spoken  of  as  purchasing 
Jewish  captives  from  the   Phoenicians  and  Philistines,  but  the 
Persian  date  of  JOEL  [y.z'.]  is  not  often  disputed. 

(c)  In  Zech.9i3  Judah  and  Ephraim  are  represented  as  the 
instrument  of  Yahwe's    vengeance  against  the  '  sons  of  Javan  ' 
(TO.  TfKva.  riav  'EAAijwoi'  [BNAQr]),  who  are  contrasted  with  '  thy 
sons,  OZion.' 

It  is  hard,  however,  to  believe  that  the  author  of 
the  prophetic  composition  to  which  Zech.  9  13  belongs 
(which,  apart  from  its  references  to  Hadrach,  Hamath, 
etc. ,  would  at  once  appear  to  be  post-exilic)  would  have 
mentioned  the  Greeks  ;  this  view  seems  hardly  con 
sistent  with  the  archaising  references.  Clearly  the 
writer  wishes  to  produce  the  illusion  of  antiquity,  and 
the  name  '  Javan '  would  at  any  rate  not  be  conducive 
to  this.  The  textual  phenomena  suggest  that  jr  is  either 
a  corrupt  or  a  mutilated  name,  or  both  ;  the  author  can 
scarcely  have  written  p's  "pa  and  then,  just  after,  jr  "p3- 
The  scribe  who  wrote  the  latter  group  of  letters  must 
have  made  a  slip  of  the  pen,  and  the  true  reading 
probably  is  DIN  'J3,  'the  sons  of  Aram'  (cp  v.  i,  and 
see  HADRACH). 

(d)  In    Ezek.  27 13  ('EXXds   [BAQ];    Symm.  'luvla) 
Javan  is  described  (as  in  Joel)  as  engaged  in  slave-traffic 
in    the    market    of    Tyre ;    the   name   stands    between 
Tarshish  and  Tubal,  the  latter  in  Gen.  102  Javan's  next 
brother,  the  former  in  Gen.  104  his  second  son. 

(e)  In  Is.  6619  'Javan'  ('EXXdj  [BXAQ])  occurs  in  a 
gloss  enumerating  the   'far-off  countries'  which  will 
hear  of  Yahwe's  future  glorious  manifestation. 

(/)  In  Dan.  8  21  1020  11 2  we  hear  of  the  'king,' 
the  'prince,'  and  the  '  kingdom '  of  Javan  ("EXXrjces 
[Theod.  87]);  the  reference  is  to  the  Grasco-Macedonian 
empire — an  expansion  of  the  original  conception,  which 
identified  Javan  with  the  important  Ionian  colonies  in 
Asia  Minor. 

(g)  The  only  remaining  reference  (not  counting  the 
imaginary  one  in  Ps.  1284)  is  in  Ezek.  27 18  (/cat  olvov 
[BAQ  ;  Q  also  has  tccuijX,  whilst  Aq.  has  tevav]),  where 
Javan,  with  Dan  [AV]  or  Vedan  [RV],  appears  a  second 
time  among  Tyre's  traffickers.  'Dan'  and  'Javan,' 
however,  are  both  corrupt.  For  p<l  pi  Cornill 
ingeniously  reads  pnni,  and  the  passage  becomes, 
'wine  of  HELEON  [q. v. ],  and  Simin,  and  Arnaban  they 
furnished  for  thy  traffic.'  But  more  probably  we  should 
read,  not  'and  Simin  and  Arnaban,'  but  'and  wool  of 
Hauran '  (see  WOOL). 

The  scantiness  of  the  extant  pre-exilic  literature  does 
not  permit  us  to  deny  that  the  Israelites  may  have 
heard  of  the  lonians  from  the  Phoenicians  or  the 
Syrians  in  pre-exilic  times.  We  may  even  admit  this 
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to  be  probable.  The  fact,  however — if  it  is  a  fact — 
possesses  very  little  significance,  unless  indeed  M'Curdy's 
statement  (Hist.  Proph.  Man.  2418)  can  be  proved,  that 
'  Grecian  immigrants  had  settled  in  Philistia '  in  the 
time  of  Sargon,1  and  'formed  an  influential  class  in 
Ashdod. '  All,  however,  that  can  safely  be  said  is,  that 
the  adventurer  called  Yamani  or  Yatni,  who  displaced  the 
king  of  Ashdod  appointed  by  Sargon,  came  from  Cyprus 
(see  ASHDOD).  The  real  origin  of  the  Assyrian  name  for 
Cyprus  is  obscure  ;  it  seems  to  have  been  popularly 
explained  as  '  the  Ionian  island. '  Whether  the  upstart 
who  provoked  Sargon's  wrath  was  an  Ionian  or  a 
Phoenician  by  race,  we  cannot  tell.  Still  less  can  we 
assert  that  immigrants  of  the  same  race  as  Yamani  had 
settled  in  Philistia.  An  original  and  ingenious  view  of 
Flinders  Petrie 2  also  deserves  mention.  This  explorer 
is  of  opinion  that  between  607  and  587  B.C.  there  was 
a  constant  intercourse  between  the  men  of  Judah  and 
the  Greek  frontier  garrison  at  Tahpanhes  (Daphnae). 
They  would  thus  obtain  a  far  more  vivid  conception  of 
lonians  than  had  formerly  been  possible.  The  view 
is  not  unplausible,  even  if  we  cannot  admit  that  it 
justifies  an  early  date  for  Dan.  3. 

The  lonians  are  only  once  expressly  referred  to  in  the 
Assyrian  cuneiform  inscriptions  :  Sargon  calls  them  '  the 
Javanites  who  are  in  the  middle  of  the  sea'  (cp 
D'ri  "N),  and  says  that  he  '  drew  them  out  like  fishes  ' 
(COT163;  A7?243;  Del.  Par.  248).  It  is  in  the 
cuneiform  inscriptions  of  Darius  that  we  find  the  next 
mention  of  Javan  ;  Darius  certainly  means  by  this,  not 
Greece  proper,  but  the  Ionian  colonies  of  Asia  Minor. 
The  contact  of  Egypt  with  the  lonians  (Yevan,  Yevanu, 
etc. )  began  much  earlier.  The  lonians  are  referred  to 
by  name  in  the  epic  of  Rameses  II.  among  the  allies 
of  the  H6ta. 

See  WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  ~>f><)ff.,  and,  on  the  biblical  passages, 
Stade,  Das  Volk  Javan  ('80),  reprinted  in  Akad.  Reden  u. 
Abhandl.,  '99,  pp.  123-142.  T.  K.  C. 

JAVELIN,  i.  RV  has  improved  several  interesting 
passages  by  substituting  '  javelin  '  for  AV's  '  spear '  (e.g. , 
Josh.  8  18  26  Job  41  29  [21].  The  jira,  kiddn,  was 
shorter  than  the  rnn,  hanlth.  In  Ecclus.  46  2  RV 
keeps  '  sword '  (potato)  ;  but  a  version  based  where 
possible  on  the  Hebrew  text  would  give  'javelin'  (pTa). 
We  now  know  that  Ben  Sira  quotes  accurately  from 
Josh.  8 18.  Inconsistently  RV  gives  '  spear  '  in  Jer.  5042 ; 
see  Jer.  623  (and  cp  DAGGER,  2).  Most  lexicographers 
would  support  RV's  statement  that  Goliath  had  '  a 
javelin  of  brass  between  his  shoulders'  (i  S.  176  ;  AV 
'  shield ').  This  is  really  very  doubtful  (see  5).  In  Job 
3923,  however,  'javelin'  rightly  takes  the  place  of 
'shield'  (it  is  coupled  with  'spear'). 

2.  AV  also  renders  rnn,  hanlth  (i  S.  18ioy.  2033), 
and  nph,  romah  (Nu.  267),  'javelin'  ;  but  RV  rightly 
prefers  'spear.'  In  Ezek.  39 9  AVms-  'javelins'  for 
V(5D,  makkel,  '  staff,'  or  rather  '  stick"  (see  STAFF). 

3.  In  Job  41  2 1  [29]  AV's  'darts'  (nnln)  is  better  than  RV's 
'  clubs  '  ((r<j>vpd).    Read  rwiljl  (tarttlK),  'javelin '  =  Ass.  tartahu, 
' leichter  Wurfspeer '  (Del.  A ss.  HWB  630^).     D'tWin,  tartdhlm, 
should  also  be  read  in  Ps.  5522  [21]  and  Mic.  5s  [6],  for  ninriS, 
5'!?5?i  ar|d  nrnn  for  nino,  as  the  name  of  a  star  (Antares?)  in 
Job  38  36. 

4.  In   Ps.  353,    lip?    (iiscgdr),    'and    stop    the    way"    (EV) 
should   most    probably  be    H3E>1   (usekod),   '  and    javelin '   (cp 
RVmg-  '  battle-axe ').     Before  giving  up  a  passage  like  this  as 
hopeless,  or  venturing  on  a  mere  makeshift,  it  is  a  duty  to  refer 
to  the  Assyrian  vocabulary.     Here  we  find  sukudu,  a  synonym 
of  tartahu  (Del.  op.  cit.  630  b,  656  a).     For  a  less  plausible  view 
see  Hal.  Rev.  Sent.  847. 

5.  In  i  S.  176  Klosfermann  deserves  credit  for  showing  that 
the   brazen  piece  of  armour  (MT,  P"l'3j    0$  acm-i's3)  between 

1  It  is  interesting  in  this  connection  to  note  that  (5  substitutes 
'EAArjj/as  for  '  Philistines'  in  Is.  9 12  [n]. 

2  Nebcsheh  and  Defenneh  (Eg.  Expl.  Fund),  49^. 

3  Aquila  renders  jn'3  CIOTTI'S  in  Job  41  29  [21]  Jer.  623  ;  Sym- 
machus  in  Josh.  8 18  Jer.  C  23. 

2339 


JAZER 

Goliath's  shoulders,  which  AV  renders  '  target '  and  RV 
'javelin,'  must  have  been  for  defence,  not  for  attack.  Exegeti- 
cal  fairness  requires  us  either  to  endeavour  to  emend  W3i  or  at 
least  to  recognise  the  corruption  of  the  text  by  putting  asterisks 
instead  of  a  rendering.  But  Tl'3  (Klo.)  can  hardly  mean  an 
oval,  concave,  metal  plate.  Possibly  pT3  should  be  JT2, 
and  rendered  '  protection  '  (Ass.  kidanu,  '  protection  '  ;  see  Del. 
Ass.  HWB  318  a  ;  Muss-Arnolt,  Ass.  Diet.  373  a).1 

T.  K.  C. 

JAWBONE,  ASS'S.  One  of  the  exploits  of  Samson 
is  connected  in  legend  with  an  ass's  jawbone,  an  ex 
temporised  weapon.  Judg.  15 15  is  rendered  thus  in  RV  : 

And  he  found  a  new  jawbone  of  an  ass,  and  put  forth  his  hand, 
and  took  it,  and  smote  a  thousand  men  therewith. 

An  old  jawbone  would  have  been  too  light  and  brittle 
for  the  purpose.  Of  the  punning  poetical  speech  which 
is  attached,  the  following  is  a  plausible  rendering  : 

With  the  jawbone  of  the  red  one  (i.e.,  an  ass)  I  have  reddened 

them  ; 
With  the  jawbone  of  the  red  one  I  have  smitten  a  thousand  men. 

Hence  the  legend  explained  the  origin  of  the  name  Lehi. 
Criticism,  however,  has  to  go  behind  the  legend  and 
investigate  its  origin.  Both  LEHI  (q.v. )  and  Onugnathus 
seem  to  presuppose  a  myth  which  was  common  to 
the  Danites  and  the  Phoenicians.  This  myth  was  prob 
ably  derived  from  Babylonia.  The  mythic  weapon 
of  Marduk  (a  kind  of  spear  or  javelin — i.e. ,  lightning) 
is  described  in  Creation  Tablet,  430  (Jensen,  Kosmol. 
s8oy!)  as  kakku  id  mahra,  'peerless  weapon.'  The 
myth  containing  this  phrase  was  probably  preserved  at 
the  sanctuary  of  Samasan  (Beth-shemesh)  ;  the  popular 
speech  would  easily  convert  it  into  Ithl  hamor.  Steinthal 
has  already  noted  the  stress  laid  on  throwing  the  jaw 
bone  (cp  Ps.  18 14  [15])  in  Judg.  15 17. 

In  v.  16  read  D'FHen  linn  (so   Moore ;    cp   ©).     Doorninck 

and  Budde  connect  the  verb  ion  with  Ar.  ha»iara,  in  the  sense 
of  'shave,  flay.'  But  hamara  also  means  'to  be  red,'  and  this 
sense  is  supported  by  ~yy\  II.  (Job  16  16).  So  Zenner,  Zt.  f. 
kath.  TkeoL,  '88,  p.  257,  comparing  Arabic  poetical  passages  in 
We.  Skizzen,  144  5  and  188  13  ('84).  Moore,  however,  comparing 
ISh,  'heap,' renders  'I  have  piled  them  in  heaps,' or  (SBOT) 
'  I  availed  my  owailants.'  T.  K.  C. 

JAZEE  pIJP,  TtlP  [i  Ch.],  IAZHR),  or  Jaazer  (Nu. 
2132  3235  AV;  in  i  Mace.  58  I&ZHN  [A]  Jazar),  a 
place  E.  of  the  Jordan,  occupied  by  the  Gadites  (Nu. 
32  35  Josh.  1325  iCh.  681  [66],  rAZep  [B],  rAZHp 
[A],  |&zeip  [L]),  but  previously  by  the  Amorites  (Nu. 
2132).  It  lay  on  the  border  towards  the  land  of  the 
Ammonites  in  a  fertile  region  of  pastures  and  vineyards 
called  '  the  land  of  Jazer, '  and  had  dependent  villages 
(Nu.  2l242  [@]32  32i  Is.  168  Jer.  48323),  which,  like 
itself,  were  taken  by  Judas  the  Maccabee  (r  Mace.  5j/., 
cp  Jos.  Ant.  xii.  81).  P  idealistically  reckons  it  among 
the  Levitical  cities  (Josh.  2139  [37]),  and  the  Chronicler 
tells  of  Levites  at  Jazer  in  the  fortieth  year  of  the  reign 
of  David  (iCh.  26  31  piaftp  [B]  ;  cp  28.  24  5  eXiefe/> 
[B],  eXtofrp  [A],  tefcp  [L]). 

Eusebius  and  Jerome  (O5<2')  describe  it  as  10  R.  m. 
W.  from  Philadelphia,  15  from  Heshbon,  and  as  situated 
at  the  source  of  a  large  stream  (/u^ywroj  irora/j-os)  which 
falls  into  the  Jordan.  Elsewhere  (OS®  212 27)  Eusebius 
calls  the  city  Azer,  and  makes  it  8  R.  m.  W.  from 
Philadelphia.  A  place  with  ruins  bearing  the  name  of 
Sar  or  Sar,  which  Seetzen  discovered  in  1808, 4  is  now 
usually  connected  with  Jazer  (so,  e.g. ,  Baed.(3'  173; 
Ges.  Lex.  <13',  s.v.  -IJJT  ;  Merrill,  in  Hastings'  DD 
2ss3£;  cp  Porter,  in  Kitto's  Bib.  Cycl.).  It  is  on  the 
S.  of  the  Wady  Sir,  on  the  road  leading  westward 

1  On  the  subject  of  3-5  see  Che.  JQR  lOsSo/;  Exp.,  Aug. 
'98,  p.  83_#  ;  Exp.  TIG 522  (Aug.  '99). 

2  Reading  1TJT,  'Jazer,'  for  7J7  (which  does  not  mean  'forti 
fied  '),  with  ©. 

3  D'i  '  sea,'  has  intruded  into  MT  before  1HT>  'Jazer,'  from  the 
preceding  clause.     Seetzen  need  not  have  looked  about  for  a 

sea  of  Jazer. ' 

4  See  references  in  Ritter,  ErdkundeW ,  15  1047. 
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from 'Amman.  In  spite  of  Merrill's  enthusiastic  descrip 
tion,  however,  the  identification  is  to  be  rejected,  (i) 
because  the  sibilants  of  Sar  and  Jazer  do  not  correspond, 
and  above  all,  (2)  because  there  is  no  large  stream,  such 
as  the  statement  of  Eusebius  requires.  Hence  we  are 
led  to  suppose  that  Eusebius  has  confounded  the  Jordan 
with  the  Jabbok.  Oliphant  (Land  of  Gilead,  235 /:) 
points  out  the  ruins  of  a  populous  Roman  city  (which  no 
doubt  succeeded  earlier  cities)  in  the  WadyZorbi,  which 
falls  into  the  Wady  Zerka  (Jabbok).  The  place  would 
be  8-10  R.  m.  N.  of  Philadelphia.  It  is  called  Yajuz,  and 
is  a  little  to  the  W.  of  el-Jubeihat,  the  ancient  JOGBEHAH 
[q.  v.  ].  That  these  two  places  were  near  together  is 
evident  from  Nu.  8235.  In  the  centre  of  the  Wady 
Zorbi  is  a  copious  fountain  (the  'Ain  el-Ghazal),  soon 
after  passing  which  the  stream  becomes  large  enough 
for  irrigation,  and  so  compares  very  favourably  with  the 
Wady  Sir.  Indeed,  between  this  point  and  the  Zerka 
the  country  in  spring  is  '  an  expanse  of  waving  crops, ' 
and  the  wady  is  well  adapted  for  vine  culture  (Oliphant, 
233  236).  The  rival  combination  (E.  Pal.  Survey,  1 19) 
with  Beit  Zera',  not  far  to  the  NE.  of  Heshbon  and  a 
little  beyond  el-'Al  (ELEALEH),  is  opposed  not  only  to 
the  statement  of  Eusebius,  but  also  to  Nu.  8235  ;  nor  is 
it  really  favoured  by  Is.  168,  for  my  ny,  '  as  far  as  Jazer,' 
implies  that  Heshbon  and  Jazer  are  rather  far  apart.1 
Against  Oliphant's  alternative  theory — that  Yajuz  may 
be  Jahaz— see  JAHAZ.  T.  K.  c. 

JAZIZ  (rr),  a  '  Hagrite,'  David's  chief  flock-master 

(i  Ch.  27  31  :  lafeif  6  yapem)s  [B],  iioafi^  6  a-yapinji  [A],  tcoaf  6 
yafiapi  [L]).  See  HAGAR,  §  2. 

JEALOUSY,  ORDEAL  OF.     In  cases  of  suspected 

guilt  which  were  involved  in  uncertainty  or  were  of  ex- 

p         .  treme  gravity,  means  were  very  generally 

l.  rrevaience.  taken  in  antiquitv  to  obtain  a  direct 

decision  of  the  deity.  In  Europe,  down  to  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  Middle  Ages  the  custom  is  found  to  have 
prevailed,  and  even  at  the  present  day  the  same  thing 
is  seen  in  the  less  civilized  parts  of  the  world.  In  the 
OT  we  have  frequent  references  to  one  means  which  the 
Hebrews  adopted  for  this  purpose,  viz. ,  the  sacred  lot 
(see  URIM  AND  THUMMIM)  ;  but  we  have  only  one  clear 
record  that  they  also  adopted  another  widely-spread 
custom  —  the  ordeal.  The  common  element  in  all 
ordeals  is  one  of  risk — e.g. ,  of  being  burnt  by  walking 
over  hot  stones  or  ploughshares,  or  by  thrusting  the 
arms  into  molten  lead  or  of  receiving  injury  from  noxious 
potions — and  the  common  belief  that  underlies  them  is 
that  the  deity  will  preserve  the  innocent  from  the  in 
jurious  effects  which  will  befall  the  guilty. 

The  one  case  in  which  extant  Hebrew  law  provides 
for  a  resort  to  the  ordeal  is  that  of  a  woman  suspected 
of  unfaithfulness  to  her  husband.  This  procedure  is 
described  in  Nu.  611-31  [P].  In  spite  of  the  uniqueness 
of  the  law  and  of  the  fact  that  the  Hebrew  narratives 
record  no  instance  of  its  adoption,  there  are  indications 
that  (at  least)  in  earlier  times,  ordeals  were  more  frequent 
among  the  Hebrews.  Robertson  Smith_  (Rel.  Sem.W 
181)  accounts  for  the  origin  of  the  names  'En-Mishpat  = 
'  well  of  judgment, '  and  Me  MSribah  =  '  waters  of  contro 
versy,'  by  the  supposition  that  the  well  at  Kadesh  was 
regularly  used  for  purposes  of  the  ordeal ;  Stade  ( ZA  TIV 
15 178  [95])  adduces  reasons  for  concluding  that  the 
case  of  suspected  marital  infidelity  was  not  the  only  one 
in  which  '  the  memorial  meal  offering  bringing  guilt  to 
remembrance'  (Nu.  5 15)  was  offered.  It  has  been 
supposed  that  Ps.  109  iSi  contains  a  reference  to  the 
water  of  ordeal  ;  possibly  also  Prov.  627-29  refers  to 
other  forms  of  ordeal  (note  ngr  in  v.  29  and  cp  Nu.  5 19). 
Cp  also  Nu.  !Qi6/: 

The  points  to  be  considered  are  (i)  the  conditions 
of  the  ordeal,  (2)  the  accompanying  offering,  (3)  the 
character  of  the  ordeal  itself. 

1  The  distance  between  Yajuz  and  Elealeh  is  about  15  m. 
(Oliphant). 
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1.  The  ordeal  is  to  be  resorted  to  when  a  man  is 
jealous  of  his  wife,  but  is  unable  to  produce  either  the 
witnesses  required  for  an  ordinary  process  at  law  (Dt. 
19 15  Nu.  8630)  or  other  evidence  of  her  guilt  (cp  Ex. 
22 13  [12]  Dt.  22is)—w.  12-14. 

2.  When  the  man  brings  his  wife  to  the  priest  (v.  15) 
or  before  Yahwe  (v.  30) — i.e. ,  to  the  door  of  the  taber 
nacle  (in  the  case  of  Herod's  temple, 


2.  Accompany 
ing  offering. 


according  to  Sofa  Is,  to  the  Nikanor 


door) — he  has  to  bring  with  him  an 
offering  which  is  described  as  '  her  offering  for  her ' 
(!V^yW3Tp)i  v.  15.  This  has  been  understood  to  mean 
that  the  -woman  makes  an  offering  (of  the  nature  of  a 
trespass-offering)  of  material  provided  by  her  husband. 
This,  however,  is  unlikely,  for  the  offering  is  made 
before  the  question  of  the  woman's  guilt  or  innocence  is 
decided.  More  probably  it  is  the  man  who  offers  (in 
accordance  with  the  general  law  that  no  one  must  seek 
Yahwe's  face  'empty' — i.e. ,  without  an  offering),  and 
the  above  phrase  means  '  the  offering  which  concerns 
her,  is  on  her  account.'  To  symbolise,  however,  the 
connection  of  the  offering  with  the  woman,  it  is  placed 
in  her  hands— v.  18  (cp  Lev.  827).  The  material  of  the 
offering  is  noticeable  :  it  consists  of  one-tenth  ephah  of 
barley  meal — the  commoner  and  cheaper  flour  (2  K.  7i 
Rev.  66) — and  is  not  to  be  mingled  with  either  oil  or 
frankincense  (v.  15).  The  latter  provision  applies  like 
wise  to  the  poor  man's  sin-offering  which  also  consists 
of  the  same  small  quantity  (Lev.  5u),  but  even  in  that 
case,  as  in  the  case  of  every  other  offering  in  P,  barley 
meal  is  expressly  excluded  by  the  insistence  on  the  more 
expensive  '  fine  meal. '  Probably  this  is  merely  an 
isolated  survival  (which  is  capable  of  obvious  explana 
tion)  in  the  late  law-books  of  an  earlier  freedom  (cp 
Judg.  6 19  i  S.  1 24)  to  use  in  all  cases  any  kind  of  meal. 
At  any  rate  we  must  discard  the  explanation,  practically 
endorsed  by  many  moderns  (e.g.,  Bahr,  Keil,  Winer),  attributed 
in  the  Mishna  to  R.  Gamaliel — 'as  her  acts  had  been  bestial,  so 
her  offering  consisted  of  the  food  of  beasts  '  (Sdta,  2  i). 

One  other  element  in  the  ritual  has  been  taken,  and 

with  more  reason,  to  symbolise  the  woman's  shame — 

_, ,  viz. ,  the  loosing  of  the  hair  (v.  18).     We 

may   then    compare    the    case   cited   by 

ceremonies.  Robertson  Smith   {RSw  l8l)  from  the 

Kitdb  al-'Agdni,  i.  1563^,  where  a  suspected  wife  is 
carried  to  Mecca,  to  take  oaths  of  purgation,  seated  on 
a  camel  between  two  bags  of  dung.  According  to  Sofa  1 5 
the  upper  part  of  the  woman's  body  was  also  stripped — a 
proceeding  which  could  have  had  only  one  significance. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  mere  loosing  of  the  hair  (together 
with  the  wearing  of  black  garments)  was,  at  least  some 
what  later,  customary  on  the  part  of  persons  accused 
before  the  Sanhedrin  of  any  crime  (Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  4  9  ; 
cp  Zech.  83). 

3.   The  actual  ordeal  consisted  of  drinking  a  specially 
prepared  potion  (vv.  17  24)  ;  if  the  woman  be  innocent, 
the  potion  is  harmless,  and  thus  proves 


4.  The 


her  innocence  ;   if  she  be  guilty,  the  potion 


ordeal  itself.  causes  injury  t'0  her  thigh  and'  belly— the 
members  instrumental  to  her  act  of  sin  (2?/. ).  This 
potion  consists  of  'holy  water' — i.e. ,  water  hallowed 
from  having  been  standing  in  the  sacred  laver  (Mishna, 
Targ. ),  rather  than  '  running  water  '  (<§)  from  the  temple 
spring — with  which  is  mingled  dust  from  the  floor  of 
the  tabernacle,  and  into  which  are  washed  the  written 
words  of  the  curse.  For  the  risk  of  coming  into  contact 
with  '  holy  water '  or  receiving  it  into  one's  system,  we 
have  many  parallels  in  the  Semitic  domain  as  well  as 
elsewhere  (WRS  loc.  cit. ) ;  for  the  use  of  the  dust,  fewer ; 
but  this  also  being  taken  from  the  sanctuary  must  be 
regarded  as  holy,  and  the  fusion  of  it  with  the  water  as 
a  means  of  increasing  the  holiness  and,  consequently, 
the  efficacy  of  the  potion.  Reference  is  often  made  in 
this  connection  to  Gen.  814  Is.  4923  Mic.  7  17  Ps.  72g  ; 
but  the  parallels  are  not  obviously  to  the  point.  Prob 
ably  the  combined  use  of  water  and  dust  has  arisen  from 
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the  fusion  of  two  originally  distinct  rites  ;  and  possibly 
the  use  of  the  dust  originated  in  necromantic  customs. 
The  explanation  of  the  washing  of  the  curse  into  the 
water  must  be  sought  in  the  belief  in  the  efficacy  of  the 
oath  and  the  independent  existence  of  the  words  of  it 
(cp  OATH,  and  Goldziher,  Abh.  zur  Arab.  Phil.  26- 
41)  ;  the  connection  with  oaths  of  purgation  (Ex.  22  10 
[g]/!  )  is  also  close.  The  potion  has  to  be  mixed  in  an 
earthen-ware  vessel  (y.  17),  which  probably  had  to  be 
destroyed  immediately  after  use  (cp  Lev.  628  [21]  1133 
15  12)  ;  cp  CLEAN,  §  2. 

One  point  that  is  not  clearly  stated  in  the  OT  narrative 
is  the  time  within  which  the  potion  takes  effect  ;  prob 
ably  the  effect  was  expected  to  be  immediate  —  in  any 
case,  within  a  much  shorter  time  than  the  two  or  even 
three  years  which  the  Mishna  allows  (Sota,  84). 

The  text  of  the  section  (Nu.  5  11-31)  presents  diffi 
culties  which  Stade  (ZATW  16166-178  ['95])  has  attri- 
6  T  -jft  of  buted  to  literary  fusion  of  distinct  rituals  ; 

„'     -  but  his  analysis  is  unconvincing.     The  only 

Nu.  011-31.  t.          fj  &    ,         .     .} 

question  of  serious  importance  here  is  the 

relation  of  v.  24  to  vv.  266  27.  The  only  natural  view  of 
v.  nff.  is  that  the  woman  drinks  before  the  offering  is 
made  (v.  26)  ;  but  26^  distinctly  states  that  she  drinks 
afterwards.  Since  the  assumption  that  she  drinks  twice 
is  unnatural,  our  only  alternatives  are  to  follow  Stade 
or  to  regard  v.  24  as  textually  intrusive. 

In  their  note  on  Nu.  611-31  seen  since  the  foregoing  was 
written,  Carpenter  and  Harford  -  Battersby  (Hex.  '1  191  f.) 
adopt  Stade's  analysis  with  some  modifications.  According 
to  them  the  section,  in  which  '  it  will  be  seen  by  the  fre 
quency  of  the  harmonist's  phrases  that  the  fusion  has  been 
fairly  complete,'  results  from  the  fusion  of  (a)  a  condemnation 
(vv.  ii  12  133  ly  15  18  21  23  24  27^  256  26  31)  and  (^)  an  ordeal 
(vv.  29  13^303  14^30^  i6f.  19  f.  22  25  2&l>  27  28).  In  the  case  of 
the  condemnation,  the  woman's  '  guilt  needs  no  demonstration, 
but  only  draws  down  on  her  the  priestly  doom.'  But  (i)  ac 
cording  to  the  analysis  a  (see  i2/>  133  c)  as  well  as  />  presupposes 
an  offence  unprovable  by  ordinary  process  of  law,  that  is 
to  say,  presupposes  circumstances  such  as  those  under  which 
ordeals  are  generally  resorted  to  ;  the  crime  is  one  which  has 
been  commuted  without  the  knowledge  of  the  husband  or  any 
other  witness.  (2)  The  proceedings  with  the  waters  of  bitterness 
correspond  to  proceedings  in  the  case  of  ordeal,  but  have  no 
analogy  in  the  Hebrew  law  with  regard  to  clearly  proved  cases 
of  adultery,  for  which  an  entirely  different  punishment  was  pro 
vided  (MARRIAGE,  §  4).  Into  the  linguistic  distinctions,  admir 
ably  presented  by  Carpenter  and  Harford-Battersby  in  their 
note,  it  is  impossible  to  enter  here  ;  but  literary  analysis  in  the 
present  instance,  even  if  justifiable,  appears  too  uncertain  to  be 
of  material  importance  for  the  subject  of  this  article. 

Of  the  OT  archaeologies  see  especially  Nowack,  2249-253  ;  of 
the  Commentaries  (on  Nu.  5  uff.),  Dillmannand/«ter«<z/.  Crit. 
Com.  On  the  text,  etc.,  see  Stade's  article  cited  above.  For 
ethnic  parallels  cp  Tyler's  article  '  Ordeal  '  in  £B(ty  ;  Burckh. 
Bedouins  and  IVahtibys,  \  121  f.  G.  B.  G. 


[Ti.  \VH]),  Mt.  In/  RV, 
See  JKHOIACHIN. 


JEARIM,  MOUNT  (Dntf'nn  ;  Josh.  15io:  rroAlc 
IAR6IN  [B],  TT.  !Ap[e]lM  [AL]),  a  ridge  on  the  N. 
border  of  Judah,  identified  elsewhere  (CHESALON). 
The  name,  however  plausible,  is  scarcely  correct. 

Either  Jearim  has  grown  out  of  3H'>  Jarib  (see  KIRJATH- 
JEARIM),  or  it  is  a  corruption  of  pISJ?,  EPHRON  [g.v.],  '  Mount 
Ephron  '  being  probably  not  a  mere  mountain,  but  a  long  ridge. 

Cp  PlRATHON. 

JEATERAI,  RV  Jeatherai  ("10^),  i  Ch.  621  [6] 
=  i  Ch.  641  [26],  ETHNI. 

JEBERECHIAH  (-irVimV  §  28),  the  father  of 
ZECHARIAH  [i.,  27]  (Is.  82,  BARAXIOY  [BNAQF]).  The 
name  is  usually  abbreviated  to  BERECHIAH  [<7.z;.]. 


JEBUS  (D-in1;;  leBoyc).  Judg.  19io/;  Jebusite 
Op-U^n  ;  leBoyc,  -CAI[OC],  ceitisi])-  Gen.  10  16,  etc.  ,  but 
once  Jebusi,  Josh.  18  16  AY.  See  JERUSALEM,  §  13. 

JECAMIAH  (nnpjT),  iCh.  3i8,  RV  JEKAMIAH. 

JECHILIAH  (r$»3»,  §35),  2  Ch.  263t  Kt.  RV, 
AV  JECOLIAH. 


JEDIDIAH 

JECHONIAH 

AV  JECHONIAS. 

JECOLIAH  (IHj*.  §  35!  pointing  doubtful; 
lexeAlA  [AL]),  queen  mother  of  Azariah,  king  of  Judah 
(2K.  152,  AV  JECHOLIAH  ;  XA.AeiA  [K],  ICXEMA  [A], 
2Ch.  263;  H79J  [Kr.],  rm»[Kt],  RV  JECHILIAH. 


JECHOLIAH 

JECOLIAH. 


J»,    §35),    2  K.  152    AV,    RV 
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JECONIAH  (!T^),  i  Ch.  3i6/     See  JEHOIACHIN. 
JECONIAS(iexONiAc[BA]),  i  Esd.  19  =  2  Ch.  359. 

CONANIAH,    2. 

JEDAI  (Kt.  ^IP,  Kr.  VfJP),  2  Ch.  929  RV">e-,  EV 
IDDO  (iii.  i). 

JEDAIAH  (iVi;T,  Yeda'yah,  '  Yahwe  knows,'  §32). 
i.  A  priestly  family  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA 
ii.  ,  §  9).  Mention  is  made  of  the  '  B'ne  Jedaiah  of  the 
house  of  JESHUA'  [y.v.,  ii.,  6],  Ezra  236  (teovSa  [B], 
ifdSova  [AL])  =  Neh.  739  (ludae  [BXA],  fddova  [L])  = 
I  Esd.  624,  Jeddu  (te55ou  [B],  tddov  [A*],  teddovK  [L]). 

There  would  seem  to  have  been  two  families  of  the  name  of 
Jedaiah,  for  two  men  bear  this  name,  Neh.  126  (om.  BN*A, 
iSeias  [Nc.amg.  sup.  L]^  #_  ?  (om  BN»A,  iS«a«  [NC-amg.  sup.^ 
loSovia?  [L])  ;  and  two  '  father's  houses  '  are  referred  to  in  Neh. 
121921  (om.  BN*A,  <.5ia,V.  19;  iSeiov.T'.  21  [Nc.amg.  inf.];  lf&elq.t 
v.  19  ;  la&ovia,  v.  21  [L]).1  In  Neh.  11  10,  'Jedaiah,  son  of  Joi- 
arib'  (SaSfia  [B],  SaAeia  [«],  ta5ia  [A],  •?  [L]),  one  should 
omit  'son  of;  cp  i  Ch.  9  10  (tuSae  [BA],  uoia£e  [L]).  Jedaiah 
was  the  head  of  the  second  course,  i  Ch.  24  7  (avaiSna.  [B],  ifieia 
[AL]). 

2.  One  of  the  Babylonian  Jewish  delegates,  temp.  ZERUB- 
BABEL,  Zech.  6  10  14  (©BKArQ  do  not  recognise  a  proper 
name  :  ol  eirfyviaKOTfS  avrrjv  [avrvv  A  in  v  .  10],  Aq.  iJea). 

JEDAIAH   (fVT),  YSdayah,  §  32.      i.  Ancestor  of 
Ziza,  a  Simeonite,  Teh.  4  37  (i8ia  [B],  e«ia  [A],  ttSSaa.  [L]). 
2.  b.  HARUMAPH  (q.v.),  Neh.  3  10  (icSaia  [BA],  ie££eia  [NL]). 

JEDEUS  (leA&lOC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  830=  Ezra  1029, 
ADAIAH,  5. 

JEDIAEL  (PNy11"!^,  i.e.,  '  known  of  God,'  cp  ELIADA 

and  Palm.  ^3JPT=  leAeiBnAoc  ;   i&AmA  [AL]). 

1.  A  chief  division  of  BENJAMIN  according  to  the  list  in  i  Ch. 

I  (>ff.,  but  not  mentioned  in  the  other  lists  (cp  JEHIEL.  ^N'j;'). 
the    Gibeonite  (i  Ch.  76,   aSeujA.  [B],  v.  iof.,  aptrj\  [B],  aJirjA, 
afiir/p  [A  p  sup.  ras  Ab)  ;  leStrjA.  [L  thrice}).     See  JEIEL,  2. 

2.  b.  Shimri,  one  of  David's  heroes,  i  Ch.  11  45  (eASeiTjA  nisi 
eAeeiTjA.  vid.  Swete  [BN],  te3iT)A  [AL]).     See  DAVID,  §  na  [ii.]. 

3.  A  Manassite,  one  of  David's  warriors,  i  Ch.  12  20  (po)6ii)A 
[BN],  tefi^A  [A]).     See  DAVID,  §  na  [iii.]. 

4.  A  Korahite  door-keeper,  i  Ch.  262  (tSepr/A  [B]). 

JEDLDAH  (HIH*.  'beloved,'  cp  JEDIDIAH),  queen- 
mother  of  Josiah,  king  of  Israel  (2  K.  22  1  ;  leAeiA  [B], 
eAiA&[A],  ieAiA&[L]).  See  ADAIAH,  i. 

JEDIDIAH  (n^TT,  'beloved  of  Yahwe,'  §§  19,  27. 
so  amabilis  Domino  [Vg.  ],  ayair-^rbv  Kvpiov  [Sym.], 
cp  IUDO  ;  iSfSfi  [B],  tfSSiSia  [L],  [e]te5t5ia  [A  Aq. 
Theod.]),  as  the  text  stands,  is  the  name  given  by 
David  to  Solomon  after  a  visit  of  the  prophet  Nathan 
(28.  1225).  It  has  been  remarked  elsewhere,  however 
(see  BATHSHEBA,  col.  503,  top  ;  DAVID,  col.  1032, 
foot),  that  the  narrative  in  28.  11  1-1225  has  passed 
through  an  amplifying  process  in  the  interests  of  edifica 
tion  ;  originally  Solomon  was  not  represented  as  the 
son  of  a  penitent  reconciled  by  Nathan's  instrumentality 
to  his  offended  God. 

In  the  earlier  form  of  the  story  2  S.  12  15^  must  have  followed 

II  27  (so  Schwally).     The  original  form  of  w.  ?.i,f.,  however,  is 
still  undetermined  (see  We.,  Dr.,  Klo.,  Ki.,  Bu.,  Lohr,  H.  P. 
Smith).     Wellhausen  (cp  Lohr  and   Bu.)  thinks  it  enough  to 
read  ln?B"l  "  or  1D7B"1,  '  and  he  entrusted  him  to  the  care  of 
the   prophet  Nathan,   and   he  (David)  called   him  Jedidiah  '  ; 
while  Gratz  and   H.   P.   Smith  prefer  to  connect  the  last  two 
words  of  z>.  24  with  r».  25  —  'And  Yahwe  loved  him,  and  sent 
by  the  hand  of  the  prophet  Nathan,'  etc.     These  expedients, 

1  Possibly,  however,  Adaiah  (cp  Neh.  11  12)  should  be  read  for 
one  of  these.     See  ADAIAH,  4. 

2  So  first  Thenius  ;  cp  Vg.,  misitque  euin  in  manu. 
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however,  are  but  palliations  of  the  evil,  which  needs  a 
more  radical  cure.  The  truth  seems  to  be  that  11  27*1  was 
originally  followed  by  the  naming  of  the  son  born  to  Bath- 
sheba  after  Uriah's  death.  We  may  suppose  with  S.  A.  Cook, 
that  12241$  ('and  he  called  [tnp'1  Kt.;  hut  xipni  Kr.]  his 
name  Solomon  ')  once  followed  immediately  upon  11  27*1,  !  and 
that  Jedidiah,  the  name  given  by  Nathan  (1)  to  the  child 
Solomon,  was  the  symbolical  expression  of  the  reconciliation 
between  David  and  his  God.  It  is  equally  possible,  however, 
that  the  words  relative  to  the  naming  of  the  child  spoken  of, 
which  originally  stood  in  1127,  were,  'and  he  called  his  name 
Jedidiah.'  The  words  UHN  mm,  which  have  puzzled  critics 
not  a  little,  seem  to  be  a  first  miswritten  and  then  manipulated 
form  of  the  words  rt'TT  "1131>2  (again  miswritten  at  the  end  of 
v.  25,  as  ril.V  Tlljn).  When  the  words,  'And  he  called  his 
name  Jedidiah,'  were  transposed  to  v.  25,  they  received  the 
awkward  but  necessary  prefix,  '  And  he  sent  by  Nathan  the 
prophet,'2  the  corrupt  words  at  the  end  of  z>.  24  having 
already  been  converted  into  'and  Yahwe  loved  him.'  The 
editor  seems  to  suppose  a  second  and  more  pleasing  visit  of 
Nathan. 

If  the  last  of  the  theories  mentioned  above  be  accepted, 
the  narrative  originally  ran  thus  :  — 

'  And  when  the  mourning  was  past,  David  sent  and  fetched 
her  to  his  house,  and  she  became  his  wife,  and  bare  him  a  son, 
and  he  called  his  name  Jedidiah.  But  the  thing  that  David  had 
done  displeased  Yahwe,  and  Yahwe  struck  the  child  that 
Uriah's  wife  had  borne  to  David,  and  it  was  very  sick.  .  .  .  And 
David  comforted  his  wife  Bathsheba,  .  .  .  and  she  bore  a  son, 
and  he  called  his  name  Shillumo3  (1D?C',  i.e.,  his  compensa 
tion),  because  of  Jedidiah.' 

Now  all  becomes  clear  ;  the  corruptions  of  the  text 
are  healed  and  accounted  for,  and  an  intelligible 
narrative  is  produced.  Solomon  remains  Bathsheba'  s 
second  son.  He  lacks  the  religious  interest  attaching 
to  the  son  of  a  penitent  saint,  but  he  gains  the  human 
interest  attaching  to  the  child  of  a  deeply  afflicted 
father.  '  He  called  his  name  "  his  compensation,"  with 
reference  to  the  lost  Jedidiah.'  See  SOLOMON. 

In   2S.12  2$l>  ©L  andfTheod.    read  mmrrQ    instead   of 

niiV°113lD  which  KIo.,  and  HPSm.,  following  Cappel  (frit. 
Sac.  265),  adopt.  The  harder  reading,  however,  should  be  the 
nearer  to  the  original.  T.  K.  C. 


Kr.),  2  Ch.  929  RVme-.  EV  lDDo(iii.  i). 


JEDO 


JEDUTHUN  (nn-VT,  f-irvT  [firr-p,  Kt.,  Ps.soi 

(title)  77  1  (title),  Neh.  11  17  i  Ch.  1638],  iA[e]i9OYN. 
-00YM  [BNART],  ©L  generally  (AlGoyM  ;  i  Ch.  9  16 
IW000N  [B].  In  i  Esd.  lis  (  =  2Ch.  35is)  RV 
EDDINUS,  eAA[e]iNOYC,[BA]). 

The  Vss.  as  a  general  rule  support  the  form  |TTT.  They 
offer  as  the  vowel  of  the  second  syllable  ei  [B]  or  t  [AL],  but  cp 
iSofto/i  (2  Ch.  35  15  ©"),  iSeflui/  (i  Ch.  1638  ©N).  ov  occurs  only 
in  i&ov6<ai>  [A],  iSovffovv  [LJ  (i  Ch.  9i6).  The  renderings  for  the 
last  syllable  vary  between  -tav,  -ovv,  and  -ovja,  rarely  -<oju,. 
Possibly  pn'T  should  be  restored  for  the  surprising  jwv  in  the 
heading  of  Ps.  45.  That  the  heading  also  refers  the  psalm  to 
the  Korahites  is  no  objection  (see  PSALMS). 

The  father  of  Obed-edom  (i  Ch.1638),  and  the 
founder  of  a  company  of  door-keepers  (i  Ch.  1642; 

,    „   .  other    sons   are    mentioned   in    Neh. 

1.  References. 

11  17  om.    BN*A=  i  Ch.  9i6),    2  Ch. 

29  14  i  Ch.  25  3  ;  and  the  phrase  '  the  sons  of  Jeduthun  ' 
should  possibly  take  the  place  of  the  odd  reference  to  the 
'  sons  of  Judah  '  in  2  S.  1  18  (see  JASHER,  BOOK  OF,  §  2). 
Jeduthun  is  no  doubt  the  favourite  form  of  MT,  but 
the  versions  as  a  general  rule  favour  '  Jedithun,'  which 
may  be  correct  (see  below).  It  is  the  name  of  one 
of  the  great  guilds  of  temple  singers  ;  its  supposed 
founder  is  mentioned  with  ASAPH  (3),  and  HEMAN  in 
i  Ch.  25  1  6  2  Ch.  5  12  35  15  (where  Jeduthun  is  called  the 
'  king's  seer'),  and  with  the  latter  alone  in  i  Ch.  1641. 
It  is  remarkable  that,  so  regarded,  he  takes  the  place 
of  ETHAN  (q.v.  ).  Jeduthun  (Jedithun)  is  mentioned 

1  See  AJSL,  1900,  p.  i56f. 

2  Schwally  (pp.  cit.)  has  already  noticed  that  v.  2$a  is  not  by 
the  writer  of  12  iff.  ('  Nathan  tJu  prophet').     It  is  arbitrary  to 
insert  '  the  prophet'  in  12  i  (as  Bu.  does). 

3  A  slight  distortion  of  the  name    nb'Vc*  (cp  Shallum).     The 
above  theory  arose  independently  of  H.  P.  Smith's  remark  (p.  326 
top)  that  the  narrative  suggests  'recompense'  as  the  meaning  of 
Solomon. 
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about  twice  as  often  as  Ethan,  and  it  is  noteworthy  that 
although  the  Chronicler  numbers  him  among  the  Levites 
(i  Ch.  9i6)  he  does  not  give  his  levitical  descent. 

Jeduthun,  or  Jedithun  (Ps.39  i  [title]  77  i  Kt.  [title]), 
occurs  in  the  headings  of  Pss.  39  62  and  77.  In  39 

2.  Explanation'1^1  in  62  and  77  V^  is  the  form 

of  the  name.  °^  l^e  musica'  direction.  The  pre 
position  Vy  led  Ewald  to  suppose 
that  a  peculiar  musical  mode  was  designated  by 
Jeduthun.  Robertson  Smith,  too,  regards  the  name 
as  not  in  any  sense  personal  but  a  musical  term,  which 
by  a  strange  transformation  became  the  name  of  a  chief 
singer  (OTJC^,  143,  where  the  odd  names  given  in 
i  Ch.  254  are  adduced  as  parallels). 

It  is  natural  to  suspect  a  connection  with  rvnin  (cp  Neh.  128, 
and  see  CHOIR,  §  2),1  but  not  easy  to  suggest  a  plausible 
etymological  theory.  Or  one  might  take  Jedithun  to  be  an 
abbreviation  of  Jehudithun,  an  artificial  form  suggesting  the 
devotion  of  the  guild  of  '  Jedithun  '  to  a  specially  Jewish  type  of 
music  (cp  Gratz's  theory  of  '  Gittith '  and  see  JESHURUN). 

Lagarde's  view,  however,  is  more  plausible  than  any 
of  these  hypotheses  ;  according  to  this,  the  name  is  a 
corruption  of  Ethan,  produced  through  the  combination 
of  'T  '  hands  of '  with  the  personal  name  Ethan  ( Uebers. 
121). 

If  so,  '  Jedithun '  will  be  the  correct  form,  and  ^y  not  ^>  the 
right  preposition  in  the  musical  directions  ;  jfMT"7{?  will  be  a 
contracted  form  of  ]n'J<  *V*7j£,  '  to  be  performed  (or,  preserved) 
through  (or  by)  the  guild  of  Ethan.'  That  the  editor  of  Chron 
icles,  in  the  form  in  which  we  have  it,  regarded  Jeduthun  as  a 
synonym  of  Kthan  may  be  admitted  ;  in  other  words,  he  did  not 
understand  the  name.  T.  K.  C.  — S.  A.  C. 

JEELI  (lenAi  [A]),  i  Esd.  5 33  =  Ezra 2 56  JAALAH, 
Neh.  7  58  JAALA. 

JEELUS  deHAoy  [Bl).  i  Esd.  892  =  Ezra  10 2, 
JEHIEL  (ii.  i). 

JEEZEB,  JEEZERITE  OJJPK,  nflPK),  Nu.  263of 
AV.  See  ABIEZER. 

JEGAR-SAHADUTHA  (SH-lint?  13»),  Gen.  31 47- 
See  GALEED,  i  ;  and  cp  ISHOD. 

JEHALLELEL  (t?N&?n<l,  as  if  'God  praises,'  or 
'he  praises  God,'  §  34;  but  ?NCnv,  'JERAHMEEL'  [g.v.]  is 
surely  the  right  reading.  See  i  Ch.  2  42,  where  Ziph  is  the 
son  of  Mesha,  son  of  Caleb,  brother  of  Jerahmeel,  and  ib. 
|  6  44  [28]^  242Q,  where  Kish,  or  Kishi,  the  Merarite,  is  con 
nected  with  MAHLI  {q.v.}  and  (24  29)  with  Jerahmeel.  For  an 
analogous  corruption  see  MAHALALEEL. 

1.  AV  JEHALELEEL,  in  the  genealogies  of  Judah,  is  father  of 
Ziph,  Ziphah,  etc.  (i  Ch.  4  16  ;    (cai  vibs  O.VTOV  ye<rer)A  [B],  «ai 
viol  aiiTOv  laAAeArjA  [A],  -ijju  [A*vid-],  ical  vioi  aAAeAojA  [L]). 

2.  AV  JEHALELEL,  a  Levite  (2  Ch.  29  12  ;  TOV  «AA)j  [B],  TOV 
taAArjA  [A],    TOV  taAerjA  [L]).  T.  K.  C. 

JEHDEIAH  (-in^fV,  •  Yahwe  is  glad  '  or  '  gladdens '; 
cp  JAHDIEL). 

1.  A  Levite,  i  Ch.  24  20  (laSeio.  [B],  laSaia  [AL]). 

2.  A  Meronothite,  entrusted  with  King  David's  asses,  i  Ch. 
27  30  (cafiias  [BA],  lofiatas  [L],  JOOM  [Pesh.]). 

JEHEZEKEL  (^IT,  §§  29,  53  ;  ezeKHA  [BA], 
IGZ6KIHA  [L] ;  JEZBCEL;  RV  Jehezkel).  The  name  in 
Hebrew  is  precisely  the  same  as  that  known  to  us  as 
EZEKIEL.  In  i  Ch.  24 16  it  is  borne  by  one  of  the 
twenty-four  courses  into  which  the  priests  were  divided 
in  post-exilic  times.2 

JEHIAH  (n*ni,  '  Yahwe  lives '  ;  cp  JEHIEL),  a  door 
keeper  (with  Obed-edom)  for  the  ark,  temp.  David,  i  Ch. 
1524t(i6iA[BN1],  eiA[N*],  ieAi&[A],  iemA  [L]). 

JEHIEL  (^NTT,  §  35  ;  '  God  lives '  ;  cp  Palm. 
7NTP,  and  perhaps  Sin.  VPP  ;  [e]iemA  [BNAL]). 

1.  A  Levite  musician,  temp.  David  :  i  Ch.  15  i8(tair;A  [L]);  15 20 
(etfyA  [BN],  i0u,A  [A]);  16 s  (AV  JEIEL  ;  lafcrjA  [A],  icu>)A  [L]X 

2.  Head  of  a  family  of  Gershonite  Levites,  temp.  David  :  i  Ch. 
238(ii7A[B]);  20s(/36o-t>)A[B]).     Cp  JEHIELI  and  see  LADAN,  2. 

3.  Son  of  Hachmoni,  who  was  with  David's  sons  :  i  Ch.  27  32 
(i«7)A  [B],  iepii)A  [A],  t(u-r)A  [L]).     See  HACHMONI. 

1  See  Koberle,  Die  Tempelsdnger  im  Alien  Test.  ('99), 
66i55/ 

'2  In  ©B  he  appears  as  the  nineteenth  ;  in  ©AL  as  the  twentieth. 
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4.  Son  of  king  Jehoshaphat  :  2  Ch.  21  2  (ir)A  [B]). 

5.  RV    JEHUBL    (Kt.    "j.xirr),    a    Hemanite    Levite,    temp. 
Hezekiah  :  2  Ch.  29  14  ;  see  JEHUEL. 

6  A   Levitical   (or   priestly)  overseer   of   the   temple,   temp. 
Hezekiah  :  2  Ch.  31  13  (eir,A  [B]). 

7  '  Ruler  of  the  house  of  God,'  temp.  Tosiah  :  2  Ch.  358.     In 
i  Esd.  1  8  Tjo-urjAos  [B*A],  AV  SYELUS,  RV  ESVELUS.    _ 

8  Father  of  Obadiah  in  a  post-exilic  list  of  fathers   houses  : 
EzraS9(ie|aa[B],  te«7)A[A])=  i  Esd.835  jEZELUs(ie£]Aow[BA]). 

9.  Father  of  Shecaniah  :  Ezra  10  2  (lerjA  [B«],  teeirjA  [A]). 

10  A  priest,  son  of  Harim  :  Ezra  10  21  (ieri\  [BN])=  i  Esd.  9  21 
(lepe^A  [BA],  EV  HIEREEL). 

11  \  layman,  son  of  Elam  :  Ezra  10  26  (larjA  [B],  i<xeir)A  [N], 

OU»*HAD-  I  Esd.  9  27,  AV  HlERIELUS,  RV  jEZRIELUS(ie£pu)Aos 
[A],  ie£opiKAos  [B]). 

JEHIEL  (?8*Ityi  better   '  Jelel,'  as  generally  in  RV. 

i    One  of  the  sons  of  Elam  :  Ezra  10  2  (icrjA  [BN],  leeirjA  [A], 

leiijA  [L])=  i  Esd.  8  92  (urjAov  [B],  tojA  [A],  ieir)Aov  [L],  JEELUS). 

2.  iCh.  935  AV,  RV  JEIEI,,  2. 

3.  i  Ch.  1144  AV,  RV  JEIEL,  3. 


JEHIELI 


'n»,   §  35  :     cp    Jehiel).     The    b'ne 


Jehieli,  a  family  of  Gersrionite  Levites,  were  'over  the  treasuries 
of  the  house  of  the  Lord,'  temp.  David:  i  Ch.  26  2  1/.  (ictr/A 
[BAL],  v.  22  ier)A  [A;  om.  L]).  Cp  JEHIEL  (i.  2),  and  see 
LADAN,  2. 

JEHIZKIAH  (•in*ip?rV,  §  29  ;  the  pointing  is  strange, 
see  HEZEKIAH  ;  ezeKiAC  [BAL])'  b.  Shallum,  an 
Ephraimite  leader  (2  Ch.  2812). 

JEHOADAH  (rnirirV  ;  perhaps  corrupted  from 
Jehoiada  [see  ©A  Pesh."],  cp  §  35!  Gray,  HPN  283),  RV, 
following  MT,  Jehoaddah.  in  i  Ch.  836,  but  in  n  9  i,-2.\  rnjr,  EV 
JARAH,  a  corruption  of  T\~V£  (ia5  <cat  taSa,  laSa  [B]  ;  iwiaSa  [A  ; 
so  Pesh  ]  iiaSa  [L]),  a  descendant  of  Saul  mentioned  in  a 
genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (f.v.,  §  9.  »•  0)>  J  Ch.  836  =  942  (ia6<x 
[BA],  iwSa  [L]). 

JEHOADDAN,  RV  Jehoaddin  (JTOrV,  §§  38  57  ; 

but  nyi'T,  Kt.  in  Kings;  luaSeu/  [AL]  ;  'Yahwe  gives 
pleasure"';  Hommel,  ^//r,  321,  '.  .  .  is  pleased  ';  in  2  K.  14  2 
©  favours  the  alternative  form  pyirr,  with  which  cp  py, 
^DIN  •  ©BAL  in  2  Ch.  29  12,  however,  supports  JEHOADUAN  ; 
see  EDEN  [i.];  'JOADANUS'  in  i  Esd.  9  19  seems  to  be  due  to 
corruption),  the  queen-mother  of  Joash,  king  of  Israel  (2  K.  14  2  ; 
tuiaSeiM.  [BL],  2  Ch.  25  i  i<ovaa  [B],  iu>aSe»  [A]). 

JEHOAHAZ  (TnKfoW,  'Yahwe  holds  fast,'  §§  29 
50;  cpAhaz.Ahaziah;  ICOAXAC  [B],  -f[AL]  generally). 

1.  Father  of  Joah  the  recorder,  2  Ch.  348  (tuax  [B]). 

2.  Son  of  Jehu,  succeeded  his  father  on  the  throne  of 
Israel  in  814  B.C.   and  reigned  seventeen  years   (814- 
797  B.C.),  2K.  13i-9  (iwaxas  [A,  v.  7])  25  ("oafax  [A, 
w.  250]),    14  1    ([vltf]  aXaf  [A])  =  2Ch.25i7    (om.    B), 
v.  25    (twas    [B]).       The    Syrian    oppression    brought 
Israel's   power  very  low    in   his   time  ;    it  was  left  for 
JEROBOAM  II.  to  repair  the  mischief.     We  may  assume, 
however,    that    the    success    of    Ramman  -  nirari    III. 
against  Mari',  king  of  Damascus,  was  not  without  some 
good  result  for  Israel.     Whitehouse  (Schr.  CO7  '2324). 
M'Curdy  (Hist.  Proph.  Man.  1300),  and  Winckler  even 
think  that  Ramman-nirari  III.  is  the  'saviour'  spoken 
of  in  2  K.  13s-     See,  however,  JEROBOAM,  2. 

3.  JOACHAZ  or  JECHONIAS,  i  Esd.  1  34,  tex<""as  [B]. 
iwx«f  [A];  ZARAKES,  i  Esd.  1  38  fa/uos  [B],  fapa/c^s 
[AL]).  Jehoahaz,  son  of  Josiah,  succeeded  his  father 
on  the  throne  of  Judah  in  608  B.C.  and  reigned  for 
three  months,  2  K.  233i-33  2  Ch.  36  1-3  (twaxcw  [A  in 
2  K.  2834],  -f  [BAL  in  2  Ch.]).  In  Jer.22ii  he  is 
called  Shallum.  This  was  probably  his  birth-name, 
which  he  exchanged  for  the  name  '  Jehoahaz  '  when  he 
was  anointed.  It  is  much  less  natural  to  suppose  that 
'Shallum'  is  used  ironically  (like  'Zimri'  in  2  K.  9si), 
as  if  Jehoahaz  were  called  'the  second  Shallum,'  one 
whose  reign  was  almost  as  short  as  that  of  Shallum  l 
(z  K.  1613).  This  conclusion,  however,  will  not  justify 
us  in  following  the  MT  of  i  Ch.  3  15,  where  four  sons  are 
given  to  Josiah,  one  of  whom  is  an  otherwise  unknown 
Johanan,  and  another  is  Shallum.  The  Chronicler  who 
calls  Jehoahaz'  s  successor  Jehoiakim  (not  Eliakim  )  would 
certainly  have  called  Jehoahaz  by  his  crown-name,  not 
by  his  (supposed)  birth-name.  Shallum,  therefore,  in 
l  So  Graf. 
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i  Ch.  3 15  is  derived  from  Jer.  22n  ;  the  Chronicler 
failed  to  see  that  Shallum  and  Jehoahaz  were  the 
same  person.  Johanan  in  i  Ch.  I.e.  is  miswritten  for 
'  Jehoahaz '  (cp  <§L  and  see  JOHANAN,  10)  or  else  an 
editor  has  altered  '  Joahaz  '  into  '  Johanan  '  to  cover  over 
the  Chronicler's  mistake.  At  RIBLAH  on  the  Orontes 
Jehoahaz  was  put  in  chains  by  Necho,  and  sent  to  Egypt. 
See  Jer.  22 10-12  Ezek.  19s/,  and  cp  JEHOIAKIM. 

4.  King  of  Judah  (2  Ch.  21  17,  oXof(e)i«  [BAL],  25  23 
[BA  om.],  oxofiov  [L]).  See  AHAZIAH,  2.  T.  K.  C. 

JEHOASH  (tTXirr),  2  K.  Il2i  [12 1],  etc.  See 
JOASH  i. ,  i. 

JEHOHANAN  (ijnin11),  i  Ch.  26  3,  etc.  See  JO 
HANAN,  5. 

JEHOIACHIN  (P^T,  onceT^V,  Ezek.  1 2,  'Yahwe 
establishes,'  §  31,  cp  caco  eTOi|iiao>io«  adnot  Q""g.,  Ezek.  1  2  ; 
iwoucei/oi  [BNAQ],  -KCIV  [L  in  2  K.},  texofias  [BAL  in  2  Ch.],  by 
contraction  JECONIAH  (n;?13^ ;  Jer.  27 20,  M?n3;,  Jer.  24 1  284 
29  2  i  Ch.  3  I6/,  Miexovia?  .[BNAQL])  and  CONIAH  C'1^3,  Jer. 
22  24  28  37  i  ,iexovtas  [BNAQ],  twaicein  [A  in  2224],  cp  CHENA- 
NIAH,  CONANIAH). 

The  nineteenth  king  of  Judah.  He  succeeded  his 
father  Jehoiakim  in  597  B.C.  at  the  age  of  eighteen  (2  K. 
248  ||  i  Esd.  143  JOACIM,  RV  JOAKIM,  tuaKfifj.  [BAL]),| 
and  after  a  brief  reign  of  three  months  ( '  and  ten  days, ' 
i  Esd.  143)  surrendered  to  Nebuchadrezzar,  by  whom 
he  was  carried  captive  to  Babylon,  with  his  mother,  his 
generals,  and  his  troops,  together  with  the  artificers  and 
other  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  to  the  number  of  10,000. 
He  remained  in  confinement  there  as  long  as  Nebuchad 
rezzar  lived  ;  but  the  next  king,  Evil-merodach,  not  only 
released  him,  but  gave  him  an  honourable  seat  at  his 
own  table,  with  precedence  over  all  his  royal  companions 
in  misfortune,  and  'a  continual  provision'  (2  K.  2627-30 
Jer.  5231-34).  The  writer  of  the  pathetic  passage  at  the 
close  of  Kings  evidently  regards  Jehoiachin  as  the  legiti 
mate  king  even  in  his  exile ;  so  too  does  Ezekiel,  who 
dates  his  great  vision  with  reference  to  Jehoiachin's 
captivity  (Ezek.  1  2),  and  writes  in  moving  terms  of  this 
event  (Ezek.  19  9).  Cp  Meyer,  Entst.  78. 

See  alsoEsth.  26(BNALom.);  also  Mt.  1 11,  where  JECHONIAS 
(texoi'tas  [Ti.  WH])  is  called  the  'son  of  Josias,'  his  grandfather. 

JEHOIADA  (ITU'in1!,  'Yahwe  knows'  ;  see  JOIADA, 
and  cp  Jedaiah,  Jediel,  etc.  ;  icoAAe  [BSL],  ico&A.  [A]). 

i.  The  chief  priest2  who  (temp.  Athaliah)  by  his 
promptness  and  energy  rescued  Judah  from  becoming  a 
mere  appendage  of  the  northern  Israelitish  kingdom, 
directed  by  the  dynasty  of  Omri,  2  K.  11 4  (iwiadaf 
[A])  and  in  \17  ff.  12z  [3]^  2  Ch.  23/  (in  242  iway 
|-ga  mg.  b-j  by  confusion  with  the  preceding  name  in  the 
same  verse).  Both  our  historical  accounts  (see  JOASH 
i. ,  i)  represent  Jehoiada  as  the  soul  of  the  revolution, 
and  we  can  well  understand  that  he  was  virtually  ruler 
during  the  minority  of  Joash.  The  king  did  not,  how 
ever,  remain  the  tool  of  his  tutor  ;  in  the  twenty-third 
year  of  the  reign  of  Joash  we  find  the  king  administering 
a  rebuke  to  Jehoiada  and  the  priests  (2  K.  12?  [S],  cp 
2  Ch.  246).  According  to  the  Chronicler.  Jehoiada 
married  two  wives,  one  of  whom  was  JEHOSHABEATH, 
daughter  of  king  Jehoram,  grandfather  of  Joash  (2  Ch. 
22 1 1  iviaSa  [A],  24s). 

In  a  letter  ascribed  to  a  prophet  named  Shemaiah  we 
find  (Jer.  29 25)  Zephaniah  and  the  other  priests  at  Jeru 
salem  (temp.  Zedekiah)  represented  as  occupying  the 
place  of  'Jehoiada  the  priest,'  so  far  as  related  to  the 
supervision  of  persons  who  claimed  to  be  prophets. 
The  phrase  reminds  us  of  Mt.  23  2  ( '  the  scribes  .  . 
in  Moses'  seat');  'Jehoiada'  represents  the  principle 
of  sacerdotal  superiority  to  prophecy. 

1  On  the  singular  statement  of  MT  of  2  Ch.  36  9  cp  i  Esd. 
1  41  /.  •  but  ©AL  has  OK™  Kal  Seiea  (in  Ch.  ;  but  6«a  OKTIO  [A], 
OK™  xal  Seita  [L]  in  i  Esd.)  see  Barnes's  note  in  Cambr.  Bible. 

2  In  2  K.  12  10  [n]  Jehoiada  is  called  'high  priest,'  but  this  is 
contrary  to   usage.     The   original   document   must   have   been 
altered  (so  also  2  K.  22  8).     See  Kittel  and  Benzinger. 
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2.  Father  of  Benaiah  (io>a6  [L]),  2  S.  8  18,  IO.VO.K  [B],  iwSae  [A], 
2023,  axei\ov9  [B,  introduced  from  [^.24],  tioSae  [A],  iu>a65ai 
[L] ;  iwcaSae  [A  in  28.  23  20  22  and  i  K.lyT  except  1  26,  luiSae 
[A],  in  i  Ch.  112224  1817  27s;  on  the  error  in  i  Ch.  27  34 
see  BENAIAH,  i).  In  i  Ch.  12  27  he  is  called  '  leader  of  AARON  ' 
[q.v.,  n.  i] — i.e.,  of  the  Aaronites  (rwaSas  [B],  -Sae  [N],  «oa.  [A], 
iwaSa  [L]),  cp  DAVID,  §  n  [Hi.]. 

JEHOIAKIM1  (D^'irp,  '  Yahwe  raiseth  up,'  §  31  ; 
cp  JOIAKIM,  JOKIM  ;  iu)AK[e]iM,  [BNAQL]),  also 
ICOK6IM  [A  in  2  K.  246],  |OAK6IN  [L  in  2  K.  24ig], 
I6XONIA  [A  in  Jer.  2224]),  at  first  called  ELIAKIM 
(q.v.  2),  eighteenth  king  of  Judah,  son  of  Josiah  and 

XEBUDAH(2  K.  2336  2Ch.  864^;  JOACIM,  RVJOAKIM, 

i  Esd.  137/1  ;  JOACHIM,  RV  JOAKIM,  Bar.  13).  He 
succeeded  his  deposed  brother  Jehoahaz  as  the  nominee  of 
Pharaoh-Necho,  at  the  same  time  receiving  the  new  name 
of  Jehoiakim  (probably  suggested  by  the  priests)  from  his 
suzerain  (cp  2  K.  24  17).  Jehoiakim  showed  his  gratitude 
by  pursuing  an  Egyptian  policy  as  long  as  he  could. 
His  first  object  was  to  collect  the  tribute  imposed  by 
Necho  (2  K.  2835;  cp!52o).  The  royal  treasure  being 
probably  much  reduced,  he  had  to  '  exact  the  silver  and 
gold  of  each  one  according  to  his  taxation,'2  which 
almost  inevitably  led  to  much  oppression  of  the  poor 
(cp  HOSHEA,  i).  It  is  surprising  that  Jehoiakim 
should,  in  such  circumstances,  have  shown  a  passion 
for  regal  magnificence.  By  forced  labour,  as  Jeremiah 
tells  us  (22  137^. ),  he  built  a  spacious  house,  ceiled  with 
cedar  and  painted  with  vermilion,  thus  vying  with 
Ahaz  or  with  Ahab  (see  AHAB,  §  8),  according  to  two 
of  the  ancient  readings  of  this  difficult  passage  (v.  15). 
Of  what  use,  cries  the  prophet,  is  this  ill-gotten 
magnificence?  Will  vying  with  former  kings  be  any 
security  to  him  in  the  day  of  trouble  ?  Or  rather — for 
the  text  certainly  needs  emendation — '  wilt  thou  con 
tinue  to  reign,  because  thou  makest  a  nest  in  choice 
cedars?  3  And  then,  reverting  at  the  close  to  this  love 
of  cedar- wood,  he  cries  to  the  royal  family  in  the  palace 
(v.  23),  '  Thou  that  dwellest  in  a  Lebanon,  that  hast  a 
nest  on  the  cedars,  how  wilt  thou  groan  when  pangs 
come  upon  thee ' — the  pangs  of  those  who  are  being  led 
into  the  presence  of  a  ruthless  conqueror?  We  have 
no  document  equally  trustworthy  with  this  prophecy 
for  the  character  of  Jehoiakim.  That  the  morality  of 
the  nobles  was  on  a  par  with  that  of  the  king  appears 
from  other  prophecies  of  Jeremiah,  and  when  a  prophet 
named  URIAH  ventured  to  rebuke  Jehoiakim,  the  king 
slew  the  messenger  of  God  and  dishonoured  his  dead 
body  (Jer.  26  20).  Jeremiah  and  Baruch  narrowly  escaped 
the  same  fate  (Jer.  8626)  ;  with  horror  the  biographer 
of  the  prophet  relates  that  the  king  cut  and  burned  with 
his  own  hands  the  sacred  roll  of  prophecy  (Jer.  36  23). 4 
The  chronology  of  the  close  of  Jehoiakim's  reign  is 
uncertain.  According  to  2  K.  24 1  he  paid  tribute  to 
Nebuchadrezzar  for  three  years,  and  then  rebelled.  Since 
a  Babylonian  army  did  not  appear  before  Jerusalem  till 
after  Jehoiakim's  death,  it  has  been  supposed  that  the 
three  years  referred  to  are  the  three  last  of  Jehoiakim's 
life  and  reign — i.e. ,  600-598. 5  But  there  are  historical 
difficulties,  which  have  been  forcibly  urged  by  Winckler 
(A  T  Unters.  %iff.}.  Winckler  himself  makes  the  three 
years  of  Jehoiakim's  fidelity  to  Babylon  605-603.  The 
Chronicler  says  (2Ch.  366/. )  that  Nebuchadrezzar 
carried  Jehoiakim  to  Babylon  ;  but  according  to  2  K.  24  6 
he  died  in  peace  at  Jerusalem  and  in  the  LXX  2  Ch. 

1  In  Jer.  27  i  Jehoiakim  is  an  error  for  ZEDEKIAH  {q.v.,  i] ;  cp 
RVmg. 

2  RV  makes  the  tribute-money  exacted  '  of  (from)  the  people 
of  the  land."     But  this  gives  the  verb  tM3  a  third  accusative. 
i'~)Nn  QjrnN  is  a  gloss  on  the  expression  j^Nn  ('the  land')  in 
the  same  verse,  and  is  therefore  to  be  deleted.     Cp  Klo.,  Ki. 

s  'Because  thou  viest  with  Ahaz'  (<8BNQ),  or  'with  Ahab' 
(<5A  ;  so  Co.),  is  some  improvement  on  MT's  'because  thou 
strivest  to  excel  in  cedar'  (?)  ((pQ'nff.,  cp  Aq.,  Symm.).  A 
better  reading  (see  Crit.  Bib.)  is  suggested  by  v.  7  and  v.  23. 

*  See  Che.,/er.,  Life  and  Times,  139^ 

5  See  Tiele,  BAG  wff.\  Stade,  GVI  l67s;  Guthe,  GVI 
220. 
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368  asserts  that  he  was  buried  in  the  garden  of  UZZA 
[y.w.];  cp  2  K.  21  18  26.  The  latter  statement  is  probable, 
just  because  it  runs  counter  to  the  terms  of  denunciation 
in  Jer.  22  18/  8630.  See  ISRAEL,  §  40  /  T.  K.  c. 

nj,  '  Yahwe  contends  ';  ico«\p[e]lB 


1.  Moab. 


[ANVL];  i  Ch.  9  10,  -/*  [B]  ;  i  Ch.  2-i7,  iapei/j.  [B],  -peijS  [A]), 
also  JOIARIB  (?.z'.)>  or  JOARIU  (see  below),  the  founder  of  an 
important  priestly  family  which  was  represented  in  the  time  of 
Joiakim  the  high  priest  by  Mattenai  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §>§  66  n), 
Neh.  12  ig  («otap[e]i/3  [Nc.a  rag.  inf.  L;  B*NA  om.]),  and  from 
which  the  Maccabees  also  were  descended  (JoARin,  i  Mace.  2  i 
iwapei/u  [AN]  1429  [RV])-  I"  iCh.  9io247  Jehoiarib  has  a 
high  place  in  the  priesthood  of  David's  time  ;  according  to  Neh. 
12  6  (<.auap[e]i/3)  Joiarib  returned  with  Zerubbabel  and  Jeshua  from 
Babylon,  and  in  Ezra  8  16  (apei/3  [B],  la.  [L],  icoapeijii  [A])  he  is  one 
of  Ezra's  assistants  and  a  '  teacher  '  (|'3C).  Cp  JARIB,  JOIARIB. 

JEHONADAB  Pl^'liV),  2  K.  10  15.    See  JONADAB,  3. 

JEHONATHAN  (}n3'in^),  i  Ch.  27  25  AV,  etc.  See 
JONATHAN,  9,  n,  16. 

JEHORAM  (DTirV—  ?.<?.,  '  Yahwe  is  high,'  §§  38  44  ; 
ICORA.M  [BAL]).  The  fuller  form  of  JORAM  [^.f.]. 

i.  b.  Ahab,  king  of  Israel  after  Ahaziah  (852?-842). 
It  was  in  his  reign  that,  according  to  2  K.  3s/., 
the  Moabites  revolted  from  the  house  of 
Omri,  and  we  may  at  any  rate  infer  that 
the  Moabites  had  during  the  short  reign  of  Ahaziah 
taken  such  reprisals  on  the  Israelites  that  Jehoram 
could  not  safely  neglect  to  give  Israel's  former  vassals  a 
lesson.  Everything  seemed  to  favour  such  an  enter 
prise.  In  particular,  Israel's  most  dangerous  foes,  the 
Syrians  of  Damascus,  were  prevented  by  the  constant 
danger  of  a  fresh  Assyrian  attack  from  renewing  their 
old  hostilities  against  the  kingdom  of  Samaria.  We 
do  indeed  hear,  in  2  K.  Qf.,  of  a  siege  of  Samaria  by 
_.  .  the  Syrians,  which  the  editor  evidently 

0  -        supposes    to    have    taken    place    under 

Jehoram.  This  chronological  assign 
ment,  however,  improbable  enough  (for  the  reason 
mentioned  just  now)  in  itself,  is  probably  shown  to  be  a 
mistake  by  the  mention  of  BENHADAD  (q.v.  ,  §  2)  as 
the  besieger  of  Samaria,  and  by  the  tradition  that  the 
host  of  Benhadad  dispersed  in  a  panic  at  the  supposed 
approach  of  the  kings  of  the  Hittites  and  of  Mizraim. 

The  Hittites  are  of  course  those  of  Northern  Syria,  and  more 
especially  perhaps  of  Hamath.  '  Mizraim  '  must  either  be 
corrupt,  or  must,  although  generally  the  Hebrew  word  for 
Egypt,  be  the  name  of  some  people  and  country  not  far  removed 
from  the  Hittites.  Nor  can  we  be  long  in  doubt  which 
alternative  to  adopt.  For  '  Mizraim  '  we  should,  both  here  and 
in  i  K.  1028yC  2  Ch.  1  i6_/C,  read  Misritn,  —  i.e.,  the  Misri, 
who,  in  the  inscriptions  of  Shalmaneser  1.  and  Tiglath-pileser  I., 
are  referred  to  as  dwelling  on  the  borders  of  Northern  Syria  and 
Cappadocia,  and  in  Shalmaneser  II.'s  time  were  still  able  to 
send  1000  warriors  to  the  assistance  of  Bir'idri  (Benhadad)  at 
Karkar  (see  MIZRAIM,  %  za,  and  cp  CILICIA,  §  2,  n.  2). 

Now  the  only  time  when  these  two  kingdoms  (Hamath 
and  Musri)  would  be  dangerous  or  at  least  troublesome 
to  the  Syrians  of  Damascus  would  be  that  immediately 
preceding  854  B.C.,  while  Shalmaneser  was  still 
occupied  in  Mesopotamia.  The  normal  condition  of 
these  northern  states  was  one  of  mutual  jealousy  ;  but 
for  a  moment  the  presence  of  a  common  danger  united 
them  ;  they  combined,  as  we  have  seen,  not  without 
some  beneficial  results,  at  Karkar.1 

The  siege  of  Samaria  referred  to  in  2  K.  6/.  was 
therefore  not  an  event  of  the  reign  of  Jehoram,  nor 
(as  Kue.  Einl.  §  25,  n.  12,  and  Ki.  Hist.  2  277,  main 
tain)  of  that  of  Jehoahaz,  but  probably  of  that  of  Ahab.a 

The  narrative  itself  leaves  the  name  of  the  king  undetermined, 
though  the  mention  of  Elisha  as  contemporary  with  the  siege 
shows  that  the  circle  in  which  this  narrative  originated  did  not 

1  See  Hommel,  GBA  610,  n.  3  ;   Winckler,  A  T  Unters.  172  ; 
(7/1  151  ./C;     M  'Curdy,    Hist.    Prcph.    Man.    1409;     and   cp 
Schrader,  KGF  254  ff.     The  view  of  Wellhausen  (£7/287)  that 
the  Hittites  and  the  Egyptians  are  mentioned  by  mistake  for 
the  Assyrians,  must  therefore  be  abandoned.     (Since  this  article 
was  written  the  above  view  of  Q'isD  ^as  been  adopted  also  by 
Benz.  and  Ki.) 

2  Thus  we  have  a  duplicate  tradition  of  the  siege  (i  K.  20  1-22, 
and  2  K.  6  24-7). 
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suppose  the  king  to  have  been  Ahab.l  Such  a  mistake  would  have 
been  impossible  in  the  royal  annals,  but  was  not  so  in  a  tradition 
told  and  retold  often  before  it  was  committed  to  writing. 

We    now    return    to    Jehoram's    expedition    against 

Moab.     The  narrative  which  describes  it  is  not  taken 

_         ....        from  the  annals  ;  like  that  of  the  siege 

•    %.  TUT     v>    of  Samaria,   it  proceeds  from  popular 

against  Moat).   tradition      It  is  possible  enough  that 

Elisha  was  consulted  on  the  occasion  ;  but  some  of  the 
details  present  a  suspicious  resemblance  to  those  of  the 
departure  of  Ahab  for  Ramoth-gilead  (cp  2  K.  3ii/. 
with  i  K.  227-9),  though  at  the  same  time  there  is  a 
difference,  for  Klisha  receives  from  Jehoram  much  more 
respect  than  Micaiah  receives  from  Ahab.  There  is 
also  one  clearly  inaccurate  historical  statement.  There 
can  have  been  no  king  of  Edom  at  this  period  to 
accompany  Jehoram  and  Jehoshaphat  (see  i  K. 
22  [47]  48 /. ,  and  cp  2  K.  8  20  ;  see  also  EDOM,  §  7). 
That  the  Israelites  really  adopted  the  means  of  getting 
water  described  in  2  K.  3i6/.  20,  it  would  be  rash  to 
deny  ;  their  leaders  were  doubtless  as  well  acquainted 
with  the  ground  as  modern  travellers  (see  OTJC^  147, 
and  cp  ELISHA,  §  5). 

The  account  of  the  havoc  wrought  by  the  invaders  is 
trustworthy  (see  KIR-HARF.SETH).      Nor  is  it  clear  why 
4.    M    V>   '     Winckler  ((7/1207)  should  doubt  the  his 
toricity  of  Mesha's  sacrifice  of  his  firstborn 
ice>      (2K.  827).     The  plague  or  some  other 
physical  calamity  which  befell  Israel  at  the  close  of  the 
expedition  would  perpetuate  the  memory  of  the  awful 
sacrifice   which    preceded    it.      The    original    tradition 
appears  to  have  stated  that  this  calamity  was  caused  by 
the  wrath  of  the  god  of  Moab  at  the  invasion.2     Israel's 
courage  ebbed  away,   while  Mesha's  desperate  act  in 
spired   the   besieged  with  religious  enthusiasm.      They 
sallied  from  the  fortress  and  drove  the  Israelites  away. 
The  honour  of  Moab  and  of  Mesha  was  saved. 

The  cloud  which  hovered  over  Syria  at  this  time  was 
favourable  to  another  warlike  project  of  Jehoram — the 
_..  ,  recovery  of  the  Gileadite  cities  for  which 
i  eao.  ^nab  hacj  so  bravely,  but  so  vainly,  fought. 
So  the  king  of  Israel  summons  his  kinsman  Ahaziah  of 
Judah  to  attend  him,  as  Jehoshaphat  had  attended  him 
before,  on  the  field  of  battle.  Jehoram  is  wounded, 
and  returns  home  to  Jezreel,  and  Ahaziah  goes  to  visit 
him.  Thus  Jehu  ben  Nimshi  is  left  alone  in  command 
of  the  troops.  How  he  is  encouraged  to  seize  the 
crown,  is  told  elsewhere  (JEHU,  §  i).  Pierced  by 
Jehu's  arrow  Jehoram  falls. 

2.   Son    of  Jehoshaphat    by  Athaliah,    and  king    of 
Judah  (851-843  B.C.),  2  K.  816-24.      A  fragment  of  the 

1  There  is  apparently  a  confusion  between  Elijah  and  Elisha, 
as  in  2  K.  8  13  9  i-io.     See  ELISHA,  §  5. 

2  The  text  in  its  present  form  simply  states  that  there  was  a 
great  outbreak  of  divine  wrath  (^"IS  *]-»j3)  against  Israel.     The 
sense  of  this  is  clear,  for  except  in  Eccles.  5  17  [16]  (if  the  text  be 
correct)  and  Esth.  1 18  1^2  is  always  used  of  divine  anger  ;  but 
which  god  is  referred  to  ?    We  must  clearly  distinguish  between 
the  original  tradition  and  the  narrative  in  its  present  form.     The 
contemporary  Jews   may  possibly  enough   (cp  i  S.  26  19)  have 
said  that  Chemosh,  the  god  of  Moab,  had  hitherto  been  wroth 
with  his  people  (cp  inscription  of  Mesha,  /.  5),  but  that  now  he 
turned  Ins  indignation  against  the  invaders  of  his  land.     The 
author  of  the  narrative  in  its  present  form,  however,  certainly 
thought  that  the  God  of  Israel  had  the  supreme  power  even  in 
the  land  of  Moab  (see  2  K.  3  16-18).     His  natural  impulse  was 
to  attribute  to  Yahwe  the  calamity  which  marred  the  success  of 
the  Israelites,  and  yet  how  could  Yahwe  have  turned  suddenly 
against  Israel?     He  therefore  says  quite  vaguely  that  divine 
wrath  fell  upon  Israel,  without  mentioning  the  name  of  Yahwe. 
The  original  tradition  may  have  said  CHCD  'JsVp  fj!Jj5,  '  wrath 
from  the  presence  of  Chemosh.'     That  the  wrath  of  Chemosh 
is  meant  is  admitted  by  Berthean,  Bit. -lex.  (Schenkel),  4  231^, 
Stade,  GVI 1  430  535;  H.  Schultz,  AT  TheoH*},  174;  Smend, 
A  T  Rel.-gesch.  in.     Wellhausen  cautiously  (Prol.Pi  23^)  de 
scribes  this  view  as  'possible,'  which  points  in  the  direction  of 
such  a  theory  as  is  adopted  here.     The  language  of  the  text  is 
vague  ;  this  vagueness  has  to  be  accounted  for.     Klostermann's 
view  (Saw.  u.  KSn.  400^)  is  at  once  too  complicated  and  too 
arbitrary  to  be  discussed  here.      The  best  conservative  treat 
ment  of  the  question  is  in  Kcih.  Bibl.  Gesch.  3  335,  n.  5. 

23SI 


JBHOSHAPHAT 

royal  annals  tells  us  that  in  his  reign  the  Edomites 
revolted  from  Judah,  and  chose  themselves  a  king. 
Jehoram,  however,  seems  to  have  had  even  less  success 
against  Edom  than  his  Israelitish  namesake  had  against 
Moab.  Until  the  close  of  the  campaign  the  N.  Israelites 
appear  to  have  had  the  advantage  over  Mesha ;  but  of  the 
southern  Jehoram  we  are  told  (so  far  as  the  text  can  be 
understood)  that  he  had  the  greatest  difficulty  in  cutting 
his  way  by  night  through  the  Edomites  who  had  sur 
rounded  him,  and  saving  his  life  with  a  faithful  few.  The 
greater  part  of  his  army  ('the  people,'  as  28.  18i-8) 
had  fled.  Libnah,  probably  a  Canaanitish  city  annexed 
to  Judah,  revolted  at  the  same  time. 

Whether  any  grains  of  historical  fact  can  be  gleaned  from  the 
narrative  of  the  Chronicler  (2  Ch.  21)  is  more  than  doubtful. 
The  temptation  to  enrich  an  empty  reign  with  didactic  details 
was  especially  strong  in  the  present  instance,  Jehoram  being  the 
representative  in  Judah  of  the  dangerous  innovating  religious 
policy  of  Ahab  (2  K.  8  is).  A  writer  who  was  capable  of  invent 
ing  (or  even  of  accepting  without  criticism)  a  letter  from  Elijah 
to  Jehoram  simply  to  enhance  the  king's  guilt,  cannot  safely  be 
followed  even  in  such  comparative  trifles  as  the  illness  which, 
he  says,  preceded  Jehoram's  death.  To  accuse  Jehoram  of  open 
ing  his  reign  with  a  massacre  (cp  ATHALIAH,  i),  and  to  burden 
the  history  with  something  like  a  repetition  of  the  supposed 
invasion  of  Zerah  (so  Smith,  DBV) ;  Koh.  Bibl.  Gesch.  8339- 
344  ;  Klost.  Gl '/203)  is  therefore  scarcely  to  be  called  critical. 
See  Kue.  Einl.  §  31,  n.  3,  and  cp  Bennett,  Chronicles,  393-398. 

3.  A  priest,  temp.  Jehoshaphat,  2  Ch.  17  8  (iu>pap  [B]). 

T.  K.  C. 

JEHOSHABEATH  (Dl^'liT),  2Ch.22n.  See 
JEHOSHEBA. 

JEHOSHAPHAT  (BBtpiV,  §36,  'Yahwe  judges,' 
cp  -irVtDD^,  etc.,  and  see  JOSHAPHAT,  also  DAN  i. ,  §  i  ; 
ia>c&4>&9  or  iooc&(t>(Vr  [BAL  ;  in  2  Ch.  always  -<yr])- 

i.  King  of  Judah  (i  K.  1524  222^;  2  K.  ?>iff. 
2  Ch.  \1\ff.}.  Probably  his  accession  is  to  be  placed 
in  the  eleventh  year  of  Omri,  not  in  the  sixth  year  of 
Ahab.1  Of  the  latter  king  he  was  in  all  proba 
bility  a  vassal  (see  AHAB,  §  7,  n.  3).  Repeatedly 
(i  K.  224  2  K.  87)  he  takes  the  field  with  the  king  of 
Israel ;  his  visit  to  Ahab  in  Samaria  (i  K.  222)  is  no 
doubt  a  compulsory  one,  connected  with  the  campaign 
against  the  Aramaeans  in  the  N.  of  Gilead.  The 
marriage  of  his  heir  Jehoram  with  Ahab's  daughter 
ATHALIAH  (q.v. ),  was  also  a  political  necessity;  as  a 
vassal,  Jehoshaphat  took  this  means  of  lightening  his 
burden.  Nor  can  he  protest  when  Ahab  puts  him  in 
a  false  position  by  disguising  himself  as  a  common 
soldier  while  Jehoshaphat  retains  his  royal  insignia 
(i  K.  2230).  The  compiler  of  Kings  gives  him  a  good 
character  for  piety.  His  piety,  however,  whatever  it 
was,  did  not  blind  him  to  the  necessity  for  national 
progress  in  national  things.  His  attempt  to  open  direct 
communication  with  the  gold-country  OPHIR  (q.v. )  is 
thus  described  in  i  K.  2247-49.  (The  passage  is  not  so 
obscure  as  it  has  been  thought,  but  needs  emendation  ; 
it  is  an  old  coin  needing  to  be  purified  from  its  rust. ) 

'  And  he  had  mariners  in  Nesib-edom,  those  that  wield  the  oar 
[in]  ships  of  Tarshish,  [and  they  undertook]  to  go  to  Ophir  for  gold, 
but  they  went  not,  for  the  ships  were  wrecked  in  Nesib-edom. 
Then  Ahaziah  b.  Ahab  said  to  Jehoshaphat,  "  Let  my  servants  go 
to  sea  with  thy  servants."  But  Jehoshaphat  consented  not. '2 

How  the  Chronicler  represents  these  facts  is  told 
elsewhere  (CHRONICLES,  §  8  a).  The  same  writer 
omits  to  mention  the  war  against  Moab  in  which 
Jehoshaphat  did  vassal's  service  to  Jehoram  (2  K.  3  ; 
see  JEHORAM,  i),  and  substitutes  the  strange  narrative 

1  The    account   in   i  K.  2241-50  is   given  by   ©BL  between 
i  K.lt>28  and  29   with   some  omissions   and   with   a   different 
chronological  statement  (viz.  that  adopted  above),     ©f  (but  not 
©L)also  renders  the  full  Hebrew  text  of  i  K.  2241-46  (but  not 
47-50,  which  ©A,  however,  gives). 

2  The   received   text   is  supposed   to  state  that   although  it 
(Edom)  had  a  king,  yet  he  was  merely  a  nominee  of  the  king  of 
Judah.      This  cannot  be  right.     The  text  has,  '  There  was  no 
king  in  Edom — a  prefect  king — Jehoshaphat.'     Following  hints 
of  <B,  Stade  and  Ki.  read  thus,  '  In  Edom  there  was  (then)  no 
king,  [but]  the  prefect  (or,  officer)  of  king  Jehoshaphat  built,' 
etc.     This   is   not   at   all   natural.      The   key   is   furnished   by 
Ezek.  2729;  OilN  3"!i},lVesi6-edi>tH,  '  Column  of  (the  god)  Edom,' 
we  must  hold  to  be  the  true  name  of  the  miscalled  Ezion-geber. 
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(2  Ch.  20  ;  see  CHRONICLES,  §  8/>)  of  the  pious  king's 
deliverance  from  Moab,  Edom,  and  Ammon,  which  is  a 
romantic  version  (  but  with  much  geographical  precision  ; 
see  NEGEB)  of  the  tradition  recorded  in  2  K.  3,  and 
only  valuable  (i)  from  its  geographical  details,  and  (2) 
as  an  illustration  of  levitical  religion  in  the  third 
century  B.C.  On  the  reputed  tribute  of  the  Philistines 
and  Arabians  (2Ch.  17")  see  ARABIA,  §  3,  PHILIS 
TINES  ;  see  also  below,  JEHOSHAPHAT,  VALLEY  OF. 

2.  b.  Ahilud  or  rather  Ahimelech  (see  AHILUD),  David's  vizier 
(T31E);   28.816  (iwtrou/)  [A],  2024,  vafav  [L],    i  K.43    i  Ch. 
1815).     See  RECORDER. 

3.  b.  Paruah,  Solomon's  prefect  in  ISSACHAK  [§  4]  (i  K.  417 
[BL  oin.  ;  replaced  after  i'.  19,  where  iaxi<ra</>aT  [L]). 

4.  b.  Nimshi,  father  of  JEHU,  i.    (2  K.02  14.)    Cp  ISSACHAR, 
§  4.  T.  K.  C. 

JEHOSHAPHAT,     THE    VALLEY    OF    (pDl> 

DBt'irp),  or  rather  The  Valley  (called)  'Jehosha- 
phat,"  the  name  of  the  place  of  judgment  for  all 
nations  (Joel  3  [4]2i2f).  If  correctly  read,  it  is  the 
coinage  of  the  prophetic  writer  himself  ;  it  means 
'Yahwe  judges,'  'for  there  will  I  sit  to  judge  all  the 
nations  round  about  '  (v.  12  ;  similarly  v.  2  in  the 
Hebrew).  Had  the  writer  any  definite  geographical 
site  in  view?  Some  have  thought  of  the  valley  of 
BERACHAH  (ronapDi;,  aCh.  2026),  where  Jehoshaphat 
is  said  to  have  gained  a  victory  ;  but  surely  Jerusalem, 
not  Tekoa,  is  to  witness  the  judgment.  Others  prefer 
the  valley  of  KlDRON  (q.v.  ,  §  2),  where  there  appears  to 
have  been  a  common  graveyard  in  pre-exilic  times  (2  K. 
236),  and  where  both  Jews  and  Moslems  still  bury 
their  dead  in  anticipation  of  the  judgment.  The 
tradition,  however,  connecting  this  valley  with  Joel's 
prophecy  can  be  traced  no  earlier  than  the  fourth 
century  A.  D.  (see  Eus.  and  Jen  OSIlSZg  113  13), 
and  has  no  authority  ;  besides,  the  Kidron  valley  is 
called  ^m,  ndhal,  not  ppjj,  'emek.  In  v.  14  Joel  gives 
another  descriptive  name  —  pnnn  pDJ7.  EV  '  valley  of 
decision."  It  might  seem  that  he  was  thinking  of  Is. 
2821/1,  where  destruction  is  threatened  to  'the  whole 
earth'  (or,  land)  in  terms  reminding  us  of  Joel's 
second  phrase,  and  it  is  said  that  Yahwe  will  arise  for 
judgment  'as  on  Mt.  Perazim,'  and  'as  in  the  valley 
(pcjn)  by  Gibeon.'  Isaiah  obviously  refers  here  to  the 
valley  (ppy)  of  REPHAIM  (q.v.),  SW.  of  Jerusalem, 
which  was  for  him  the  typical  valley  of  judgment.  It 
is  not  impossible  that  Joel  refers  to  the  same  site  (but 
cp  Zech.  144).  Elsewhere,  however  (Crit.  Bib.),  it 
is  argued  that  the  same  corruption  has  occurred 
in  both  passages,  and  that  the  obscure  phrases 
'  valley  of  Jehoshaphat  '  and  '  valley  of  decision  (?)  '  (or, 
•of  threshing,'  Geneva  English  Bible,  AVm?-,  Calv.  , 
Credner)  should  be  read  'valley  of  judgment"  (BSB'SH) 
and  '  valley  of  judicial  righteousness." 

For  '  valley  of  Jehoshaphat  '  ©B^AQ  gives  •rijv  xoiAaSa  iaxra^ar, 
Theod.  TTJI>  \<apo.v  nrjs  (cptVews  ;  Tg.  w>-\  ji<?3  IB'p-  Thus 
Theod.  and  Tg.  favour  EStJ'D,"!-  For  '  valley  of  decision  (?)  '  © 
has  TJJ  KoiAaSt  [-Ajj  {<*]  Tiijs  8iK?)s  —  i.e.  ,  np~l!>n,  but  Theod.  repeats 
T^s  Kpio-ews. 

A  learned  (unpublished)  Index  of  Passages  bearing  on  the 
topography  of  Jerusalem  by  A.  B.  M'Grigor  ('96)  summarises 
the  traditional  statements  on  the  valley  of  Jehoshaphat.  The 
Pilgrim  of  Bordeaux  (333  A.D.)  believed  that  this  valley  was  '  to 
the  left  of  those  going  from  Jerusalem  to  the  gate  which  is 
against  the  E.  ,  that  they  may  ascend  Mt.  Olivet.'  Antoninus 
Martyr  uses  the  term  '  valley  of  Gethsemane  '  as  synonymous 
with  'valley  of  Jehoshaphat.'  Willibald  says  that  it  was  near 
Jerusalem  on  the  eastern  side.  Adamnan  also  knows  of  a  '  tower 
of  Jehoshaphat  '  in  the  same  valley,  not  far  from  the  Church 
of  St.  Mary.  Against  all  this,  and  much  more  of  the  same  kind, 
we  may  put  the  statement  of  Midrash  Tillim,  '  A  valley  called 
Jehoshaphat  does  not  exist"  (Neub.  Geogr.  51).  T.  K.  C. 


JEHOSHEBA  (inB>irV,  probably  for  M£>i?V,  Jeho- 
shua  ;  cp  ELISHEBA  ;  but  cp  §  33  ;  icoc&Bee  [B*AL], 
looc&BeG  [Ba'b  (6  superscr.  )])  or  JEHOSHABEATH 

(ruqenrv,  iwc&Bee  [BL],  icocABee  [A]),  appar 

ently  an  error  produced  by  the  following  J"Q  (so  also 
Gray  HPN  285;  cp  <S  Ex.  623,  where  the  same  error 
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appears,  and  ELISABETH),  daughter  of  Joram,  sister 
of  Ahaziah,  and  wife  of  Jehoiada,  who  saved  the  life 
of  her  royal  nephew  Joash  (2  K.  11 2  2  Ch.  22  n). 
See  ATHALIAH,  JOASH.  T.  K.  c. 

JEHOSHUA  (WJnrP),  Nu.  13 16,  and  Jehoshuah, 
i  Ch.  7 27,  RV  JOSHUA  [f.w.J 

JEHOVAH  (njrP),  Gen.  24,  etc.  See  NAMES,  § 
109  ff. 

JEHOVAH-JIBEH  (HKT  niiT,  Kypioc  [e]iACN 
[ADL]),  or  rather  Yahwe-yir'e,  the  name  given  by 
Abraham  to  the  place  on  which  he  had  offered  up  a 
ram  instead  of  his  son  (Gen.  22 14).  In  view  of  v.  8, 
it  should  mean  '  Yahwe  selects ' ;  but  the  next  words 
are,  according  to  the  traditional  text,  '  Hence  it  is  even 
yet  said,  In  the  mountain  where  Yahwe  appears, '  as  if 
this  were  a  popular  saying  (cp  lOg).  We  are  thus  face 
to  face  with  an  inconsistency.  Probably  the  editor  of 
JE,  who  (see  ISAAC,  §  2)  interfered  with  the  original 
story  of  the  Elohist,  vocalised  differently,  so  as  to  read 
Yahwe-yera'e,  '  Yahwe  appears '  (on  this  spot).  His 
object  is  manifest  from  2  Ch.  5  i ,  where  the  site  of 
Solomon's  temple  is  said  to  have  been  '  on  Mt.  Moriah 
(mien  ina).  where  [Yahwe]  appeared  (nN"i:)  unto  David 
his  father.'  The  Elohist,  however,  must  have  written 
El-yir'e,  and  have  explained  the  name  as  '  (the  place 
which)  God  selects,"  or  generally,  '  God  selects  (place, 
victim,  etc.,  as  it  pleases  him).'  Cp  MORIAH. 

What  the  Elohist  has  given  us  cannot,  however,  be  the 
original  story.  Using  the  reinterpreted  story  of  Beer-lahai-roi 
as  a  key  (see  ISAAC,  §  2),  we  see  that  it  is  the  same  sacred  spot, 
called  properly  Beer-Jerahmeel  (or  Jerahmeeli),  which  is  here 
referred  to.  To  suit  the  new  Hebrew  story  of  the  divine  pro 
hibition  of  human  sacrifice,  the  name  Jerahmeel  was  altered  into 
El-jireh  ('  God  provides ').  In  v.  14  we  should  probably  read,  for 
"1H3,  '  in  the  mountain,'  "1N2,  '  well ' — i.e.,  '  according  as  it  is  still 
the  custom  to  say  Beer-jireh-el.'  The  latter  name  was  an  edifying 
alteration  of  Jerahmeel.  [,iNT  Hl.T,  the  first  time  KV/HOS  e'dev, 
the  second  (ei>  T<U  opet)  Kiipios  u^iflj).  Pesh. ,  Vet.  Lat. ,  and 
(after  it)  Vg.,  represent  the  Kal  both  times,  and  agree  in  pre 
supposing  1H3.]  T.  K.  C. 

JEHOVAH-NISSI  C'DrmiT,  KYPIOC  K<yr&ct>YrH 
AAOy,  Domimts  exaltatio  mea),  the  name  given  to  the 
altar  built  after  the  defeat  of  Amalek  at  Rephidim,  Ex. 
17 15.  EV  renders  'the  Lord  (is)  my  banner,"  which 
is  in  fact  the  usual  explanation.  Most  compare  Ps. 
206  [5],  and  paraphrase,  'We  fight  in  reliance  on 
Yahwe.'  The  paraphrase,  however,  is  not  natural, 
and  Ps.  20s  [6]  is  corrupt  (see  ENSIGNS,  §  i  b,  col. 
1299). 

Vg.  imagines  a  derivation  from  NEO ;  ©  apparently  reads 
'DUO.  Probably  (@  is  right ;  the  Pasek  before  'S3  may  indicate 
that  the  text  is  doubtful.  Verse  16  is  equally  uncertain  (on  EV  see 
HAND,  V).  An  inspection  of  the  Hebrew  letters  suggests  that 
both  CD'Sy  and  ncnSo  are  probably  miswritten  for  p^oy.  When 
the  second  p^CJ?  had  become  corrupted  into  nDTPDi  pTDJD  fflit*7 
had  to  be  inserted  to  make  sense.  "Tl  T1D  ^n  unusual  phrase) 
should  probably  be  Q'TS"13>  and  T  '3  should  be  T3il  '3- 

The  whole  passage  should  probably  run  thus  : — '  And 
Moses  built  an  altar,  and  called  the  name  of  it  '  Yahwe 
is  my  refuge '  ;  he  said,  '  Yahwe  has  put  Amalek  to 
flight  in  Rephidim '  (crTETO  p^OjrnK  TJn  '3).  On  the 
name  '  Amalek  '  see  JERAHMEEL,  §  4.  T.  K.  C. 

JEHOVAH-SHALOM  (D&C;  mm,  GIRHNH  Kypioy 
[BA],  KYP-  eip.  [L]  ;  Domini  pax),  the  name  of 
Gideon's  altar  at  Ophrah,  Judg.  624.!  The  name  prob 
ably  commemorated  the  traditional  victory  of  Gideon, 
though  the  narrative  as  it  stands  seems  to  connect  it 
with  a  phrase  ascribed  to  Yahwe — 'Peace  to  thee" 
( =  '  It  is  well  with  thee  ').  Cp,  however,  Moore,  Judges, 

189.  T.  K.  C. 

JEHOZABAD  p3jirp,  '  Yahwe  gives,'  §  27  ;  ICOZA- 
BAA  [BAL]).  See  JOZABAD. 

i.  b.  Shomer,  one  of  the  murderers  of  Joash,  2  K.  12  21  [22] 
(if£0ou0  [BAL]);  in  2  Ch.  24 26/  (fo>£i0e«  [B],  iu>£x/3e6  [A],  -(9 
[L]),  where  the  text  is  otherwise  corrupt  (cp  especially  P), 
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he   is  called   b.  Shimrith   a   Moabitess  (MT,  ©L)  Or  Moabite 
(©BA). 

2.  A  Benjamite  chief  under  Jehoshaphat,  2Ch.  17  18. 

3.  b.  Obed-edom,  i  Ch.  2t>4  (tu>£aj3a0  [B]). 

JEHOZADAK  (Pl/in1;,  §§  36,  57  [but  '¥V  in  Ezra- 
N'eh.],  'God  is  righteous,'  cp  rrpns  ;  icoceAeK 
[BXAQFL]),  EV  JOZADAK  in  Ezra-Neh.  ;  AV  JOSE- 
DECH  in  Hagg.  ,  Zech.  The  father  of  JESHUA  \q.v.  ,  ii.  , 
5]  the  high  priest  (Hag.  1  i,  etc.  ,  Zech.  6  n  Ezra  3  2  5  2 
10  18  Neh.  1226,  cp  i  Esd.  5  48  56  6  2  9  19  and  Ecclus. 
49  12  [JOSEDEC,  RV  JOSEDEK]).  In  i  Ch.  6  n/.  [5  4c/ 
iw<ra5a.K,  B]  he  is  the  son  of  Seraiah  b.  Azariah  (see 
GENEALOGIES  i.  ,  §  7  [iv.])  ;  cp  i  Esd.  5s,  and  see 
SERAIAH,  7. 

JEHU  (XliT,  §  38,  perhaps  for  NirnrV,  '  Yahwe  is 
he,'  unless  we  read  [NjlilV  ;  cp  W^V,  MB"  [cp  Kon. 
Lehrg.  £3489]  ;  in  Ass.  ia-u-a,  [elioy  [BL],  [e]ioy  or 

[elmoy  [AD- 

1.  ben  Jehoshaphat   ben  Nimshi,   a  king  of  Israel, 
aK.  9/.  Hos.  I4iou5a  [BAQ],  2  Ch.  228  (841-815  B.C.  ; 

see  CHRONOLOGY,  §§  28  34  /,  and 
^  y  ^  Originally  a  member  of  Ahab's 
bodyguard,1  he  rose  to  the  position  of  general  under 
Jehoram,  and  was  entrusted  by  him  with  the  protection 
of  the  border  city  of  RAMOTH-GiLEAD  (or  rather, 
perhaps,  Ramath-Salhad),  mena'ced  by  the  Aramaean 
army.  Jehoram  was  at  the  time  away  in  Jezreel,  in 
valided,  and  Jehu  seized  the  opportunity  of  placing 
himself  on  the  throne. 

How  the  conspiracy  was  described  by  the  historian  we  cannot 
tell  ;  the  editor  has  substituted  an  account  derived  from  a  cycle 
of  narratives  shaped  by  disciples  of  Elisha.  It  is,  of  course,  not 
improbable  that  ELISHA  2  [q.v.,  §  5]  favoured  a  change  of 
dynasty  ;  the  editor  may  have  justly  preferred  the  dramatic 
scene  in  the  Elisha  narrative  to  the  briefer  account  of  the  his 
torian.  The  consequence  of  this  editorial  operation  is  that  we 
do  not  know  for  whom  Jehu's  speech  in  2  K.  i)  15/1  is  intended. 
Probably,  however,  he  addresses  his  chief  supporters  in  the 
army,  whose  existence  is  implied  by  the  word  ")B'£r)*l,  '  he  bound 
himself  (with  others)'  in  i>.  140..$ 

The  story  of  the  slaughter  of  king  Jehoram  and  his 
royal  kinsman  and  vassal  Ahaziah  need  not  be  related 
at  length.  Jehu  poses  as  the  champion  of  true  Israel- 
itish  manners,  and  justifies  his  treatment  of  Jehoram  as 
an  act  of  vengeance  for  the  judicial  murder  of  Naboth, 
contemplated  by  the  solemn  declaration  of  Elijah. 
Ahaziah's  race  for  life  is  referred  to  elsewhere  (see  BETH- 
HAGGAN  ;  GUR).  The  murder  of  JEZEBEL  [?.£'.]  was 
justified  on  similar  grounds.  That  of  the  sons  of  Ahab, 
or  rather  (see  2  K.  102/.  )  of  Jehoram,4  however,  is 
simply  the  measure  constantly  taken  by  Oriental  usurpers 
for  their  own  security. 

The  opening  words  of  2  K.  10  i,  and  also  '  seventy  persons  '  in 
v,  6b  are  incorrect  glosses  ;  the  number  seventy  in  v.  7  is  made 
up  by  including  all  the  '  sons  of  the  king  '  —  i.e.,  all  the  members 
of  the  royal  family,  as  well  as  the  young  children  of  Jpram. 
'  Seventy,'  however,  is  not  to  be  taken  literally  ;  a  similar 
massacre  of  seventy  relatives  of  the  king  is  mentioned  in  a 
north  Syrian  inscription.8 

Two  further  acts  of  butchery  are  recorded.  In  the 
first,  the  victims  are  forty-two  kinsmen  of  King  Ahaziah 

..    who  are  on  their  way  to  visit  the  Israelite 

2.  Acts  of 


cruelty. 


princes  in  Samaria(cp  10 12).    The  passage 
is,   however,   evidently   in  a  wrong  con 


nection  ; 6  the  contents  belong  to  the  revolution  period 
which  is  just  over.  The  princes  must  have  encountered 
Jehu  to  the  S.  of  Samaria,  whereas  Jehu,  according  to 
10 12,  should  be  on  his  way  from  Jezreel  in  the  N.  to 
Samaria.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the  murder  may 

1  On  the  question  of  Jehu's  origin,  see  ISSACHAK,  §  4. 

2  Another  cycle  of  stories  represented  Elijah  as  the  prophet 
who  favoured  Jehu's  insurrection  (i  K.  10  16,  TJIOU  [A]). 

'A  This  form  occurs  elsewhere  only  in  aCh.  24  25/T,  of  the 
parties  to  a  conspiracy. 

*  See  Sta.  ZATW,  '85,  p.  275.  The  '  rulers  of  Jezreel  '(v.  i) 
must  also  be  wrong.  <BL  and  Vg.  presuppose  the  reading 
SKI  Tyrt  Hj-^N,  '  to  the  officials  of  the  city,  and  to '  (Keil, 
Bahr,  Klo.,  Benz.,  Ki.).  Cp  v.  5. 

6  See  the  Zenjirli  inscription  of  Panammu,  i,  3. 

6  Sta.  ZA  TIV,  '85,  p.  276. 
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have  been  committed  within  the  border  of  Judah,  and 
stand  in  connection  with  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  Jehu 
to  incorporate  Judah,  which  in  Ahab's  time  had  already 
been  reduced  to  vassalage,  in  a  great  Israelitish  king 
dom,  the  centre  of  which  would  be  in  Samaria.1  This 
idea  is  confirmed  by  the  co-operation  which  Jehu 
appears  to  have  received  on  religious  grounds  from 
JONADAB  the  Rechabite  ;  the  seats  of  the  Rechabites 
were  surely  not  in  the  N.but  in  the  S.  of  Judah. 

It  is  not  much  help  to  say  that  '  the  story  of  Jonadab  is  in  this 
connection  improbable'  (Benz.).  That  the  account  of  Jehu's 
meeting  with  Jonadab  in  2  K.  10  15  f.  is  complete,  no  one  would 
assert ;  and  the  implied  view  of  the  editor,  that  Jonadab  rode 
with  Jehu  in  his  chariot  into  Samaria  with  the  object  of  witness 
ing  Jehu's  destruction  of  the  devotees  of  Baal  is  in  the  highest 
degree  improbable.  Such  a  course  would  have  put  all  the 
adherents  of  Baal  worship  on  their  guard,  and  nullified  Jehu's 
reputation  for  'subtilty.'2  But  we  cannot  get  rid  of  Rechabite 
co-operation  altogether. 

The  second  massacre  is  on  a  vaster  scale  ;  it  is 
nothing  less  than  the  extermination  of  the  prophets, 
priests,  and  devotees  of  Baal,  and  the  '  subtilty '  of 
Jehu  consists  in  this — that  he  makes  the  priests  and 
prophets  the  instruments  of  the  ruin  of  their  religion. 
The  persons  who  '  sanctified  a  solemn  assembly  for 
Baal'  (2  K.  1020  RV),  were  not  the  courtiers  of  Jehu 
but  Baal's  prophets  and  priests  (v.  19,  where  '  all  his 
worshippers'  is  an  interpolation).3  So  all  the  Baal 
worshippers  in  the  land  were  collected  in  the  courts,  or 
perhaps  in  the  liskah  or  hall4  of  the  temple  (presum 
ably  a  large  one)  which  Ahab  had  built  in  Samaria 
(i  K.  1632).  How  the  stern  warriors  of  Jehu  slew  the 
robed  devotees,  hurled  the  sacred  objects  to  the  ground, 
pressed  into  the  sanctuary  itself,  took  thence  the  sacred 
pillar  of  Baal  and  broke  it  in  pieces,  pulled  down  the 
altar5  (cp  i  K.  1632/1 ),  and  finally  the  temple  itself,  is 
graphically  told  in  2  K.  1018-27.  How  far  it  is  really 
historical  we  can  hardly  say.  The  fact  at  any  rate  is 
certain  that  in  the  narrator's  time  Ahab's  temple  lay  in 
ruins,  and  that  tradition  connected  this  with  the  name 
of  the  cruel  king  Jehu.  It  also  appears  likely  enough 
that  Jehu  was  not  originally  known  as  a  strict  wor 
shipper  of  Yahwe  ;  the  hypocritical  words,  '  Ahab  served 
Baal  a  little,  but  Jehu  shall  serve  him  much,'  would 
have  had  no  effect  if  Jehu  had  been  a  person  like  Jona 
dab  the  Rechabite.  It  is  perfectly  conceivable  that  a 
leading  prophet  like  Elisha  may  have  selected  Jehu  as 
the  substitute  for  the  religiously  worthless  Jehoram,6 
simply  on  the  ground  of  his  usefulness,  not  for  any 
good  moral  qualities  which  he  supposed  Jehu  to  possess 
(cp  i  K.  19 17).  Jehu,  on  his  side,  accepted  the  support 
of  Elisha,  and  adopted  the  prophetic  programme, 

1  Wi.  Gesch.  1  85  ;  cp  165,  177. 

2  The  words  '  and  Jehonadab  ben  Rechab '  in  v.  23  are,  of 
course,  a  late  insertion. 

3  So  Klostermann,  Benzinger,  Kittel. 

4  The  correction  of  'vestry'  into  'hall'  (see  VESTRY)  is  a 
great  gain  to  the  sense. 

6  The  critical  emendations  of  the  text  are  nearly  all  due  to 
Klostermann.  Thus,  for  '  to  the  city  of  the  House  of  Baal '  we 
should  read,  'even  to  the  sanctuary'  (Tin—IV,  ©L  «'<•>«  TOU 
vaoC) ;  for  '  and  the  guard  and  the  captains  cast  (them)  out, 
'  hurled  to  the  ground  the  Asherim' (°"!?:K?  'T!*  ^  •T-1-) '•  for 
'  pillars '  (HUSO),  '  pillar  '  (raifO  ;  so  (BL  ;  omit  JV3) ;  for  '  pillar ' 
(v.  27),  'altar'  (najD,  so  Benz.).  To  these  add  ™13B!;],  'and 
they  broke  it  in  pieces  '  (v.  26)  for  n^SI^'l,  '  and  they  burned  it ' 
(Che.).  Ewald  (GK/3  572,  n.  2)  seeks  to  defend  ^iQrrrra  Ti1, 
'  the  city  of  the  house  of  Baal,'  but  admits  that  the  '  Holy  of 
Holies '  is  what  is  meant.  The  '  Holy  of  Holies '  should  be  T^-  : 
-\  fell  out  owing  to  the  preceding  -|.  Benz.  and  Ki.  also  find 
VT1  attractive,  but  make  no  objection  to  rmonD  (v.  27,  EV  '  a 
draught  house  ').  If,  however,  the  emendations  of  similar  read 
ings  elsewhere  (cp  DOVE'S  DUNG)  are  in  the  highest  degree 
probable,  such  conservatism  is  injudicious.  The  present 
writer  has  proposed  n'unnc  (Ezek.  29  12).  Perhaps  the  true 
reading  was  deliberately  altered. 

6  It  is  true  that,  according  to  2  K.  32(Rt>),  Jehoram  'put 
away  the  pillar  (©BL,  Klo.  "  pillars  ")of  Baal  that  his  father  had 
made.'  But  in  v.  13  Elisha  expresses  the  utmost  contempt  for 
that  king. 
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simply  because  it  was  convenient  so  to  do.  The  great 
prophet  Hosea  saw  through  him,  and  implies  that 
many  of  his  contemporaries  passed  the  same  moral 
condemnation  on  '  the  bloodshed  of  Jezreel  '  (Hos.  14). 
Unhappily  2  K.  1630  (Ro)  expresses  a  very  different 
judgment. 

The  view  adopted  above,  that  Jehu's  main  political 
object  was  to  subjugate  Judah,  is  supported  by  a  con- 
,  TT-  ..  sideration  of  his  relation  to  Syria 
P  y*  (Damascus).  He  was  fighting  against 
the  Aramaeans  when  the  chance  was  offered  him  of 
seizing  the  crown,  and  the  history  of  the  reign  of  Ahab 
warned  him  of  his  constant  danger  from  Damascus. 
The  one  sure  date  in  his  reign  is  his  payment  of  tribute 
to  Shalmaneser  II.  in  842  B.C.,  which  we  may  probably 
place  immediately  after  the  deeds  related  in  2K..9/. 
In  this  year  Shalmaneser  once  more  attacked  Syria, 
whose  king,  Hazael,  he  ultimately  besieged  in  Damascus  ; 
Tyre  and  Sidon,  and  Yaua  (Jehu)  of  Bit-Humri  pur 
chased  the  favour  of  the  monarch  by  rich  gifts1  (see 
Ball,  Light  from  the  East,  i66/). 

The  relief  thus  gained  by  Jehu  was,  however,  only 
temporary.  Damascus  was  not  taken  by  the  Assyrians, 
and  after  839  B.C.  Syria  had  a  long  period  of  rest.  It 
immediately  resumed  the  offensive  against  Israel.  '  In 
those  days,'  says  an  extract  from  the  annals,  '  Yahwe 
began  to  loathe'2  Israel,  and  Hazael  smote  them  in  all 
Israel's  borders,  from  Aroer  which  is  by  the  valley  of 
the  Arnon  to  Gilead  and  Bashan  '  (2  K.  1032).  3  It  was, 
not  improbably,  at  this  troublous  period  that  Jericho 
was  fortified  as  a  protection  for  the  Jordan  valley. 
Jehu,  not  an  unknown  HIEL,  is  probably  the  name 
of  the  builder  of  the  fortifications,  and,  somewhat  as 
Mesha,  king  of  Moab,  sacrificed  his  first-born  son  to 
Chemosh  when  in  danger  from  the  Israelites,  he 
sacrificed  (in  a  peculiar  way)  his  eldest  son  when  he 
laid  the  foundations,  and  his  youngest  when  he  set  up 
the  gates.  This  is  no  doubt  only  a  conjecture,  but  no 
other  adequate  explanation  of  i  K.  1634  appears  to  have 
been  offered.  Jehu's  religion  is  elsewhere  represented 
by  the  historian  as  of  a  rather  low  type  (2K.  lO^id). 
See  HIEL,  where  C.  Niebuhr's  suggestion  is  adopted  — 
that  i  K.  1634  originally  stood  after  2  K.  1033. 

2.  b.    Hanani,  a  prophet,   temp.    Baasha  and   Jehoshaphat, 
who,  according  to  the  Chronicler,  wrote  a  history  of  his  time 
(i  K.  l(i  i  7  12  2  Ch.  19  2  20  34,  tijcrov  [B]). 

3.  b.  Obed,  a  Jerahmeelite  (i  Ch.  238,  ii}<rovv,  i»)(rovs4  [B]). 

4.  b.  Joshibiah,  a  Simeonite  (i  Ch.  435  bis,  icoijA  [BAL],  and 
Ko.1  OUTOS—  z.i?.,  Nini  [B*]). 

5.  An  Anathothite,  one  of  David's  warriors  (i  Ch.  12  3,  ir)ov\ 
[BNA],  irjovS  [L]).     See  DAVID,  §  n  a  (iii.).     ©'s  readings  may 
point  to  an  original  ^Nin',  '  Yah  is  El,'  cp  (4)  above  ;  or  to  -iinin'i 
CP  "lirV3N>  ar>d  see  ABIHUD.  T.  K.  C. 

JEHUBBAH  (Him  Kt.—  i.e.,  Yahbah,  §  53;  'he 
[God]  hides,'  cp  ELIAHBA,  HABAIAH  ;  rt21"P  Kr.  —  i.e.,  'and 
HUBBAH,'  cp  ABUBUS),  a  name  in  a  genealogy  of  ASHER  (y.v., 
§  4  ii.,  and  note),  i  Ch.  7  34  (icai  co/3a0  [B,  i.e.,  Hobab],  Kal  o/3a 
[A],  Kal  lajSo.  [L]). 


JEHUCAL 


,  §  35,   'Yahwe  is  mighty1   (?)  ; 


Gray,  HPN  152,  n.  i,  regards  Tfyfff  as  a  derivative  from  ^3% 
Giidemann,  Der  Ahnen-cultus,  185,  n.  2,  maintains  the  composi 
tion  with  nin'  ;  iwaxaA  [BAQ]  or,  shortened,  as  in  ch.  38,  JUCAL 
(73V),  one  of  Zedekiah's  courtiers  (Jer.  37  3  :  itaaxa-x  [N*L  "Xas 
[«c.a  AQ]  ;  38  i  :  waXaA  [B*],  auaxas  [«]). 

JEHUD    (-m»  ;    ACCOP  [B?],  loyG  [A],  -YA  [L]),  a 
city  of  Dan  mentioned  before  BENE  BERAK  (Josh.  19  45). 

1  In  the  legend  on  tne  Black  Obelisk  Jehu  is  called  '  son  of 
Humri  '  —  an  inaccuracy  which  need  not  surprise  us  ;  cp,  how 
ever,  ISSACHAR,  §  4. 

2  For  nisp?i  <5  crvy/coTrreiv,  EV  'to  cut  short',  read  probably 
Ppi?    (Vg.  to-deri),    with    KIo.,    Gra.      Tg.,    however,     ^Sp? 
(so  Hitz.,  Then.,  Kau.,  Benz.,  Ki.). 

3  A  later  scribe  has  prefixed  a  second  specificaticn  —  'from  the 
Jordan   eastward,   all   the   land   of    Gilead,    the    Gadites,    the 
Reubenites,  and  the  Manassites.'    Gilead  as  a  designation  of  the 
whole  of  the  trans-Jordanic  territory  is  late  (Benz.). 

4  The  readings  u\<rmi[y],  -ous,  are  probably  corruptions  in  the 
Greek  for  tijou. 
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[BKAQ], 


Doubtless  the  modern  Yahudiyeh,  about  three  miles  E. 
of  Ibn  Ibrak,  in  the  district  of  Lydda,  about  eight  miles 
E.  from  Jaffa. 

JEHUDI  H-liT,  §  76  ;    'Jew  '  ; 
cp  JUDITH). 

An  officer  in  close  relation  to  the  'princes'  who  took  Jeremiah's 
roll  into  consideration  before  it  was  read  (by  the  same  Jehudi)  to 
Jehoiakim  (Jer.  8614:  lovSei  [A],  BN  om.  ;  v.  23  uaSeiv  [A]; 
Vg.  ludt).  His  great-grandfather  was  named  CUSHI  [$r.p.]; 
perhaps  Jehudi  had  lately  been  admitted  as  a  naturalised  'Jew' 
on  the  principle  of  Dt.  23  8/T  (Hitzig). 

JEHUDIJAH,  or  rather,  as  in  RV,  '  the  Jewess  ' 
(rPTlTn),  apparently  one  of  the  wives  of  MERED  [^.i'.] 
(iTCh.'4i8t;  A.AeiA  [B],  iAi<\  [A],  loyA&iA  [L]). 
The  passage  relating  to  Mered  and  his  wives  (?)  is 
disfigured  by  several  corruptions.  Possibly  Ha-jehudijah 
(so  RVm£-)  is  a  faulty  reading  for  Hodiah  (cp  BITHIAH, 
JAHDAI).  The  children  of  'the  Jewess'  are  connected 
with  the  places  Gedor,  Soco,  and  Zanoah  (see  JERED, 
JEKUTHIEL,  SOCOH). 

JEHUEL  ('pfrOn1'  Kt.,  ^{On*   Kr.  ;    ,emA  [BAL]; 

JAHIEL)  ;  so  RV,  but  AV  JEHIEL.  A  Levite  of  the 
guild  of  Heman  (2  Ch.  29  ut).  The  name  reminds 
us  of  Vx'inD  (see  MEHUJAEL),  but  though  we  might  read 
Jehaw-el  —  i.e.  ,  '  God  (El)  giveth  life,'  the  name  is  more 
probably  a  corruption  of  Jerahmeel  (cp  JEHALLELEL). 

Apart  from  the  indications  of  Jerahmeelite  connections  in 
these  genealogies  we  might  compare  the  Phoenician  name 
Jehaw-melek,  'Melek  giveth  life'  C/6'l  no.  1  1.  5),  and  parallel  As 
syrian  and  Babylonian  names,  such  as  Asur-uballit  ('  Asur  giveth 
life'),  Bil-uballit,  Samas-uballit,  Sin-muballit  (KP(-)  2  206, 
4  112  f.  ;  Winckler,  GBA  59).  T.  K.  C. 

JEHUSH  (E«llty,  i  Ch.  839,  RV  JEUSH  \_q.v.,  3]. 

JEIEL  (VgTO^  ;  Kt.  ^NW  in  Nos.  2,  3,  6,  and  7  ; 
ieiHA[BNAL],  cp  JEUEL). 

1.  A  Reubenite,  i  Ch.  5  7  (tcor/A  [BAL]).     See  REUBEN. 

2.  AV  JEHIEL,  father  of  Gibeon  :    i  Ch.  935.  (ii)A  [B*],  ie>)A 
[N]).     The  name  seems  to  be  corrupt.     It  will  not  do  to  read 
?N'3N,  though  Abiel  in   i  S.  9  i   is  the  father  of  Kish  (which 
might  seem  to  suit  11.  36),  for  '  Becher  '  would  have  a  prior  claim, 
and  Gibeah  (not   Gibeon)  was  the  home  of  the   Bicrites  (see 
GIBEAH,  §  i).     Read  perhaps  7NJTT,  Jeriael,  and  supply   the 
same  name  in  i  Ch.  82g(RV  Jeiel).     JEDIAEL  \q.v.}  was  the 
brother  of  Becher.     See  GIBEON,  §  3.     (Jeriael  =  Jerahmeel.) 

3.  AV  JEHIEL,  one  of  David's  heroes:  i  Ch.  1144  (icta  [B], 
tea  [{<],  iei.V)A.  [L]). 

4.  A  doorkeeper  for  the  ark  :  i  Ch.  15  18  (ieeir)A  [B]). 

5.  Ancestor    of   Jahaziel,   an    Asaphite    Levite  :    2  Ch.  20  14 
(<fAeai)A.  [B],  eAfT)A  [A]). 

6.  One  of  Uzziah's  scribes  (TS'lDn)  ;  2  Ch.  26  n. 

7.  RV  JEUEL,  a   Levite  of  the  family  of  Elizaphan,  temp. 
Hezekiah  :  2  Ch.  29  13  (eiujA  [B]).i 

8.  A  chief  of  the  Levites,  temp.  Uzziah  :  2  Ch.  35  9  (i<or)A  [B], 
iojA  [L]).       In  i  Esd.  lg  ox»)Ao«  [BA*?]   o£o)Aos   [A»?  A*?], 

AV  OCHIEL,   RV  OCHIELUS. 

9.  RV  JEUEL,  head  of  a  father's  house  in  a  post-exilic  list: 
EzraS  13  (eueia  [B],  eu;A  [Avid.]).      In  i  Esd.  839  JEUEL  AV 
and  RV  (yeovTjA  [B],  leourjA  [A]). 

10.  A   layman    who    joined     in    the    league    against    alien 
marriages  :  Ezra  1043  («")A  [B],  teeiTjA  [A],  ecijA  [L]). 

T.  K.  C. 


JEKABZEEL 


),  Neh.  11  25.     See  KABZEEL. 


JEKAMEAM  (  Drpp\  'the  [divine]  kinsman  avenges'  ; 
see  JOKMEAM,  and  §  31.  The  vowels  are  untrustworthy.  In 
another  form  n',  ink,  takes  the  place  of  QJ;,  'dm;  see  <B,  and 
JEKAMIAH),  a  Levite,  'son'  of  Hebron  (i  Ch.  23  19  :  nce/nios 
[BA]  ;  2423,  lOKOft  [B],  KKf^ia  [A]  ;  both  places,  touca^ta?  [L]). 
See  GENEALOGIHS  i.,  §  7  [v.]. 

JEKAMIAH  (iTTpi^,  see  JEKAMEAM). 

1.  b.    Shallum,   a    descendant   of    JARHA   [y.z>.],    i   Ch.  241 
(lex^a?  [B],  ceKOiuuas  [A],  ta*e,i.  [L]). 

2.  AV  JECAMIAH,  one  of  the  sons  of  king  Jeconiah  (i  Ch.  3  18, 
tcKevia  [BAa],  -fita  [L],  and  see  Be.  ad  loc.). 

JEKUTHIEL  (Wl1p>  ;  xermA  [B],  leKGimA  [A* 
see  Sw.  ],  ie4>6iHA  [L]),  the  name  given  to  the  father, 

1  With  regard  to  nos.  4,  5,  7  it  may  be  observed  that  both 
Elizaphan  and  the  doorkeepers  were  ascribed  to  Kehath,  the 
latter  through  Korah  ;  and  that  Asaph  himself,  who  appears  as 
a  Gershonite,  seems  to  have  been  at  one  time  a  Korahite  ;  see 
further  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7. 
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JEPHTHAH 


or  founder,  of  the  town  of  Zanoah  in  the  genealogical 
lists  of  Judah  (i  Ch.  4i8).  Gesenius  explains  it  '  piety 
towards  God'  (cp  JAKEH)  ;  similarly  the  Targum  on 
Chronicles  ('trust  in  God'),  regarding  it  as  a  title  of 
Moses  ;  but  evidently  it  is  closely  related  to  JOKTHEEL 
(q.v.  ),  which  like  Zanoah  was  the  name  of  a  Judahite 
town.  Probably  both  Jekuthiel  and  Joktheel  are  mis- 
written  for  Eltekeh  nnVN.  T.  K.  c. 


JEMIMA,  RV  Jemimah  (HCW),  the  name  of  Job's 
eldest  daughter  (Job  42i4f). 

Learning  has  not  succeeded  in  accounting  for  this  name.  & 
(<jiu.e'pa)  and  Vg.  (i/i't's)  suggest  derivation  from  or,  'day,'  out  of 
which  the  rendering  Diana  has  even  blossomed;  moderns,  but  not 
Schultens,  identify  with  Ar.  yamamat  'dove,'  or  (Del.)  with 
yumSniat,  diminutive  of  yatnniat=-ya»idmat.  No  theory  is 
free  from  objection.  When  we  remember,  however,  the 
frequency  of  certain  textual  corruptions,  and  the  popularity  of 
the  Song  of  Songs,  we  cannot  hesitate  to  read  flO'Sfl,  'the 
spotless  '  (cp  'nsn,  Cant.  6269).  Observe  that  D  precedes. 

T.  K.  C. 

JEMNAAN(ie/v\Nd^Msl  [BA,  perhaps  accus.  ?],  -N&& 
[Xc-a],  &MMA  [K*]),  a  city  on  the  coast  of  Palestine, 
between  Ocina  (Acco)  and  Azotus  (Ashdod),  which  sub 
mitted  to  Holophernes  (Judith  228).  No  doubt  JAB- 
IS'  EEL  (i)  is  meant. 

When  the  author  of  Judith  wrote,  Jamnia  was  still  altogether 
a  heathen  city  (cp  368);  this  is  a  fact  of  importance  with 
reference  to  the  theory  of  Volkmar,  who  regarded  the  Book  of 
Judith  as  a  reflection  of  the  campaign  of  Trajan,  A.D.  118.  The 
book  must  be  older  than  Johanan  ben  Zakkai,  who  transferred 
the  Sanhedrin  to  Jamnia  ;  older  too  than  Philo,  who  would  not 
have  described  Jamnia  as  a  heathen  city  (see  JABNEEL  ;  and  cp 
JUDITH,  BOOK  OK). 


JEMUEL 


11),  Gen.  46  10,  EV'"ff-  NEMUEL  (q.v., 


JEPHTHAH   (nn?\    '[God]   opens   [the    womb],' 

§§  54,   6l  ;    cp  JlPHTHAH,   JlPHTHAH-EL,    PETHAH1AH  ; 

1   Critical  le4>eAe  [BALD-      As  tne  text   stands,    a 
deliverer  of  the  Israelites  of  Gilead  from 


problems. 


the    Ammonites,     and    their    sophet    (EV 


2.  New  theory. 


('judge')  or  regent  (Judg.  106-127;  cp  I  S.  12n). 
The  story  is  as  deficient  in  unity  as  that  of  Gideon, 
and  presents  similar  problems.  Only  through  criticism 
can  we  arrive  at  a  definite  view  of  what  was  really  told 
by  the  ancient  Hebrews.  The  last  narrator,  as  Kittel 
remarks  (Hist.  '2 89),  'has  no  certain  knowledge  of 
[Jephthah's]  origin  and  his  fortunes  ;  he  has  worked  up 
what  he  received,  but  does  not  understand  it  aright. ' 

The  prevalent  critical  opinion  is  that  the  story  comes 
from  a  single  traditional  narrative,  but  that  a  great  inter 
polation  has  been  made  (11 12-28  [or  29]),  compiled  from 
JE's  narrative  in  Nu.  20/^  According  to  Wellhausen 
(CffW,  228  f. ),  this  leaves  nothing  definite  to  be  told 
of  Jephthah  except  the  anecdote  of  his  sacrifice  of  his 
daughter  ;  this  critic  also  regards  12 1-6  as  a  late 
appendix,  based  on  a  part  of  the  story  of  Gideon  (81-3). 
Moore  (Judges,  283),  also  a  believer  in  one  source  (cp 
JUDGES,  §  10),  disputes  the  necessity  of  this  unfavour 
able  inference  ;  he  finds  more  substance  in  Jephthah 
than  does  the  great  German  critic.  Holzinger 

and  Budde  have  struck  out  a  new  path  for  themselves, 
which  still  more  decidedly  than  Moore's  encourages  the 
belief  in  a  historical  Jephthah.  According  to  them, 
the  existing  Jephthah-story  is  derived  from  two  in 
dependent  sources  (cp  GIDEON).  One  of  these  (E) 
stated  that  the  hero  resided  in  Mizpah,  made  war  on  a 
foreign  people  which  had  done  him  some  grievous 
injury,  and  gained  the  victory  over  them,  but  at  the 
cost  of  his  dearest  possession — his  own  flesh  and  blood  : 
the  other  (J),  that,  though  a  Gileadite,  he  had  become 
a  freebooter  on  a  foreign  soil,  and  was  commissioned  by 
the  Gileadites  to  avenge  their  wrongs  on  their  oppressors, 
which  he  accomplished,  though  denied  the  help  of  the 
tribes  W.  of  the  Jordan  (cp  122  and  1129).  12i-6  also 
l>elongs  to  this  source.  In  the  strange  mixture  of  refer 
ences  to  Moab  and  Ammon  in  11 12-28  these  critics  also 
find  evidence  that  there  were  two  traditions  respecting 
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the  people  against  which  Jephthah  waged  war,  one 
naming  the  Moabites,  the  other  the  Ammonites,  tradi 
tions  which  RJE  harmonised  by  the  substitution  of 
'  Ammon.  ' 

Our  course,  however,  in  dealing  with  the  existing 
story  of  Jephthah,  must  be  somewhat  different.  Budde, 
with  whom  we  may  couple  Frankenberg 
(Comp.  d.  dt.  Richterb.  37  ['95]),  is  no 
doubt  right  in  recognising  a  discrepancy  between  the 
Jephthah  of  Judg.  lli-n  and  the  Jephthah  of  the  anec 
dote  in  1134-40.  When,  however,  he  attempts  to  trace 
out  the  two  different  narratives,  he  fails  after  advancing 
a  few  steps.  Failure,  indeed,  as  he  himself  sees,  was 
inevitable.  Literary  criticism  cannot  solve  the  problems 
which  meet  us  here.  Even  the  steps  forward  which 
Budde  hopes  that  he  has  taken  are  by  no  means  secure. 
The  method  adopted  here  is  that  which  is  followed  in 
the  case  of  the  kindred  narratives  of  Gideon  and  of 
Laban  and  Jacob  elsewhere  (see  GIDEON,  GILEAD, 
§  4).  It  endeavours  to  win  back  some  parts  of  the  two 
earlier  stories  which  underlie  the  present  narrative,  not 
without  some  historical  gain.  The  plausibility  of  the 
following  restoration,  the  details  of  which  have  been  so 
expressed  as  to  minimise  the  need  of  a  commentary, 
will,  it  is  hoped,  be  manifest.  Should  any  reader  wish 
to  substitute  '  Jephthah  '  for  '  Jair  '  in  the  first  story,  he 
is  at  liberty  to  do  so.  He  will,  however,  lose  what  (if 
our  readings  are  correct)  appears  to  be  the  fullest  tra 
ditional  account  of  the  origin  of  the  HAVVOTH-JAIR 
\_q.v.  \ 

Not  improbably,  we  suggest,  it  is  to  JAIR  (q.v.),  as 
not  only  victorious  over  his  foes,  but  the  conqueror  of 
the  Havvoth-jair,  that  the  first  story  was  originally 
devoted.  In  Judg.  10  3-5  the  account  of  this  sephit 
is  tantalisingly  brief  ;  he  is,  what  Wellhausen  calls 
Jephthah  ,  not  a  form  but  a  shadow.  The  second  story 
brings  us  face  to  face  with  the  true  Jephthah. 

I.  Story  of  Jair.  —  It  came  to  pass  that  the  sons  of 
Hauran  made  war  against  Gilead,1  -and  though  the 

_    _     _,      .  clansmen  in  different  parts  of  the  land 
3.  J  ;  Real  • 

,  f  T  •  withstood   their  oppression,   it  availed 

story  01  Jair.  them    not      Now   there   was  at  that 

time,  in  the  land  of  Tubihi  (see  TOB),  a  valiant  man, 
a  Gileadite,  Jair  by  name.'2  For  some  forgotten  cause 
he  had  been  banished  from  his  country,  and  had  become 
renowned,  like  David  afterwards,  as  the  leader  of  a 
band  of  freebooters.  So  the  elders  of  Salhad3  (the 
border  city  of  Gilead),  in  their  despair,  went  to  this 
outlaw  at  Tubihi,  and  besought  him  to  lead  them 
against  the  men  of  Hauran,  and,  when  he  asked  for 
his  reward,  a  solemn  promise  was  made  to  him  before 
Yahwe  at  Mizpah  (the  sanctuary  of  Salhad,  see  MIZPAH) 
that  if  he  came  back  victorious  he  should  be  the  '  head  ' 
of  all  the  inhabitants  of  Gilead.  Then  Jair  sent 
messengers  to  the  king  of  Hauran,  who  said  to  him, 
Why  hast  thou  come  into  the  land  of  Israel?  [Did 
not  Laban,  son  of  Hauran,  make  a  solemn  covenant 
with  Israel,  son  of  Isaac,  not  to  pass  beyond  the  border 
cities  Salhad  and  Mizpah  ?  4]  Let  Yahwe  judge  this  day  5 
between  the  sons  of  Israel  and  the  sons  of  Hauran 
(1127$)  !  But  the  king  of  Hauran  hearkened  not  unto 
the  words  of  Jair.  And  Yahwe  delivered  the  men  of 
Hauran  into  the  hand  of  Jair,  and  he  fell  upon  city  after 
city,  from  Edrei  as  far  as  the  approach  to  Salhad,  and 
as  far  as  the  district  of  Maachah  —  twenty  cities.6  So 
the  sons  of  Hauran  became  subject  to  the  sons  of 
[Gilead].7  But  the  men  of  Ephraim  were  angry  because 

(editorial 


1  For  |ioy  (early  error)  read  pin>  a"d  for 
alteration)  read  -|j?Sj. 

-  For  rtnp1  (editorial  alteration)  read  TN'- 

3  For  ijpj  (early  error)  read  in^S  (see  GILEAU). 

4  See  Gen.  31  44-54,  and  cp  GILEAU,  §  4  ;  LABAN. 

5  Read  Ci'?   nirt'  BEE"  B'lEC>  with  Bu. 


6  Read  n:j?o      n  ijn  TV  c"\cy  ir 

(1133). 

7  Something  like  z>.  33,  but  with  iySj  for  7jnC">  nm*t  have 
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JEPHTHAH 


JERAH 


Gilead  had  set  up  an  independent  sovereignty.  In 
defence  of  the  old  tribal  constitution  they  came  to 
Mi/pah  1  (12i)  and  fought  with  Jair.  But  the  battle  went 
against  them  ;  many  of  them  fell,  others  fled  to  the 
fords  of  Jordan.  But  when  the  fugitives  sought  to  pass 
over,  their  speech  betrayed  that  they  were  of  Ephraim, 
and  their  brethren  the  men  of  Gilead  had  no  mercy  on 
them.  [And  the  cities  which  Jair  took  from  the  men  of 
Hauran  were  called  Havvoth-jair.2  Afterwards  they 
came  into  the  possession  of  Geshur  and  Aram.3]  And 
Jair  died  and  was  buried  in  Mahanaim4  (10s). 

II.    Story  of  Jeplithak.  —  Now   the    men    of    Hauran 

greatly  oppressed  the  men  of  Gilead,  [and  when  Jeph- 

_     _      .    thah,  a  valiant  Gileadite  of  Mizpah,  with 

'      '        -      his  clan,  resisted  them,   they  slew  Jeph- 

T  hi-Vi  h  thah's  own  brethren  and  many  others  also]. 
p  In  the  bitterness  of  his  heart,  and  with 

settled  purpose,  Jephthah  went  to  the  sanctuary.  There 
he  vowed  to  Yahwe  that  whoever  came  out  of  the  door 
of  his  house  to  meet  him,  when  he  returned  safely  from 
the  sons  of  Hauran,  should  be  Yahwe's,  and  that  he 
would  offer  him  up  as  a  burnt  offering.  And  Yahwe 
gave  Jephthah  the  victory,  and  he  returned  home.  But 
behold,  he  saw  coming  out  to  meet  him,  at  the  head  of 
her  maidens,  with  music  and  dancing,  his  own,  his  only 
child.  He  rent  his  garments  and  spoke,  and  the  maiden 
answered  as  became  a  maiden  of  Israel.  To  the  father 
it  was  a  stunning  blow  ;  but  his  daughter  would  not  add 
to  it  by  reproaches  or  complaints.  For  such  a  victory 
over  the  foes  of  her  house  she  was  content  to  yield  up 
her  life.  But  she  asked  and  obtained  a  respite  of  two 
months  that  she  might  go  upon  the  mountains  5  with 
her  companions  and  bewail  her  maidenhood.  After  this 
Jephthah  did  to  her  what  he  had  vowed  to  do  ;  she  died 
a  virgin.  And  it  became  the  custom  in  Israel  for  women 
to  devote  four  days  in  the  year  to  bewailing  6  Jephthah's 
daughter.  And  Jephthah  died,  and  was  buried  in  his 
city,  Salhad  (127). 

The  first  of  these  stories  (J),  like  those  of  Gideon  and 
Jerubbaal,  has  suffered  much  transformation,  owing 
to  corruption  of  the  text  partly 
to  the  editor  s  want  of  comprehension 
of  Hebrew  antiquity.  Whoever  misread  ly1?},  '  Gilead,' 
for  in1?^  '  Salhad,'  must  have  been  unaware  of  the  great 
part  played  by  this  border  city  in  early  Israelitish  history, 
or  he  would  surely  have  felt  that  a  Gilead-story  with  no 
reference  to  Salhad  could  hardly  be  right.  The  altera 
tion  of  '  Jair  into  '  Jephthah  '  was  deliberate  ;  it  is 
perhaps  a  sign  of  the  editor's  deep  interest  in  the 
fascinating  story  of  Jephthah's  daughter.  He  wanted 
to  tell  more  about  Jephthah,  and  robbed  Jair  to  fill  out 
the  meagre  tradition  of  Jephthah.  At  the  same  time  he 
filled  up  gaps  in  the  partly  illegible  narrative  which  lay 
before  him.  Thus  to  account  for  Jephthah's  (Jair's) 
outlawry  he  made  him  a  bastard  driven  from  his  home 
by  his  brothers,  and  in  lieu  of  the  illegible  account  of 
Jephthah's  (Jair's)  message  to  the  king  of  Ammon  (for 

stood  in  the  original  story,  to  express  the  full  result  of  the  great 
victory.  7N1E".  of  course  stands  in  connection  with  the  late  and 
incorrect  insertion  in  n.  29.  Jephthah  (rather,  Jair)  made  no 
attempt  to  get  a  levy  of  Manassites  or  (12  2)  of  Ephraimites. 

1  For  nrDS  read  HBS3n.     Cp  Mez,  Bibeldesjos.  17. 

2  Possibly  the  uncertainty  whether  the  HAVVOTH-JAIR  (f-v.) 
were  in  Gilead  or  in  Rashan  arose  from  the  corruption  of  Salhad 
into  Gilead.     The  cities  referred  to  became  by  conquest  cities  of 
Salhad,  and  Salhad  was  on  the  border  of  Bashan  and  Gilead. 
See  next  note. 

3  See  i  Ch.  221-23,  which  originally  stood  with  7  14-19,  where 
originally,  it  is  probable,  much  was  said  of  Salhad  (ZELOPHEH  AD). 

4  In  10  5  read  probably  D:jnC3  for  |iCjJ3.     A  Mahanaim  not 
far  to  the  SW.    of  Salhad  seems   to  be  meant  (cp   Gen.  322). 
CAMON  (q.v.)  is  unknown.     Probably  there  was  no  such  place. 

5  Budde  (after  van  Doorninck)  conjectures  that  <rrm  is  a  mis 
placed  gloss.   Certainly  EV's'  that  I  may  departandgodown  upon 
the  mountains  '  is  impossible.     The  remedy  is  not  difficult,  when 
we  remember  the  practice  of  the  scribes.      'flTTl  is  a  corruption 
of  TVjni  (end  of  verse),  written  too  soon,  and  left  uncorrected. 

6  For  ni-in1?  (11  40)  read  probably  rim1?  (Gra.). 


5.  Comments. 


so  he  misreads  pin)  he  inserts  a  tedious  historico-legal 
argument  referring  entirely  to  Moab,  and  therefore  most 
inappropriate  for  a  discussion  with  the  king  of  Ammon. 
He  also  interpolates  the  central  part  of  the  touching 
story  of  Jephthah's  daughter,  so  that  the  transition  from 
Jephthah's,  or  rather  Jair's,  conquest  of  the  twenty 
cities  and  the  Ephraimite  invasion  is  obscured.1  Cp 
JAIR. 

How  much  of  the  two  stories  is  historical  ?  The 
border  warfare  between  the  Hauranites  and  the  Gilead- 
ites.  The  temporary  subjection  of  cities  in  Hauran  to 
the  Gileadites.  The  importance  of  Salhad  and  the 
citadel  and  sanctuary  of  Mizpah  or  Penuel  (?  see 
MIZPAH).  The  invasion  of  Gilead  by  the  Ephraimites, 
which  was  an  assertion  of  the  rights  of  the  tribal  federa 
tion  (see  Wi.  G/lsi,  n.  i).  The  offering  up  of  a 
maiden  as  a  sacrifice  for  Yahwe  under  great  stress — 
perhaps  for  the  last  time.  On  the  Shibboleth  incident 
no  great  stress  can  be  laid.  It  is  plausible  in  the 
extreme  (see  SHIBBOLETH)  ;  but  a  clever  narrator  might 
easily  imagine  it. 

We  must  not,  however,  pass  over  the  annual  mourn 
ing  of  the  Israelitish  women  referred  to  in  1140.  There 
T  hth  V  's  no  occas'on  to  doubt  that  a  great 

'  ,    P  ,  .  Gileadite  once  sacrificed  his  daughter 


daughter. 


daughte 
to  Yahwe. a     There  are  good  parallels 


ra 
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for  this,  not  only  in  OT  passages  (see  SACRIFICE),  but 
especially  in  an  Arabian  tradition  mentioned  by  Lyall 
(Anc.  Arabian  Poetry,  Introd. ,  p.  xxxviii).  '  Al- 
Mundhir  had  made  a  vow  that  on  a  certain  day  in  each 
year  he  would  sacrifice  the  first  person  he  saw  ;  'Abid  [a 
poet]  came  in  sight  on  the  unlucky  day,  and  was  accord 
ingly  killed,  and  the  altar  smeared  with  his  blood. '  The 
sacrifice  of  Jephthah's  daughter,  however,  seems  to  have 
been  connected,  at  any  rate,  in  later  times,  at  Mizpah 
and  probably  elsewhe.re,  with  a  ceremony  which  consisted 
originally  in  mourning  for  the  death  of  a  virgin  goddess. 
Such  a  ceremony  (which  is  analogous  to  the  well-known 
mourning  for  TAMMUZ  [g.v.  ])  is  attested  by  Porphyry 
and  Pausanias  as  still  performed  in  their  time  at  Laodicea 
on  the  Phoenician  coast,  and  as  connected  with  the 
sacrifice  of  a  stag  (cp  ISAAC,  §  4)  which  was  a  substitute 
for  the  more  ancient  sacrifice  of  a  maiden.3  The  fact 
that  the  name  of  Jephthah's  daughter  was  associated 
with  such  a  celebration  is  of  itself  enough  to  refute 
the  idea  that  she  was  not  really  sacrificed  but  only 
dedicated  to  perpetual  virginity.  This  notion  first 
appears,  according  to  Moore,  in  the  Kimchis  (end  of 
1 2th  cent.  A.  D. );  the  older  Jewish  and  Christian  inter 
preters  all  take  the  words  of  1 1  y^a  in  their  natural  sense. 
It  may  be  noticed  that  Jephthah's  daughter  is  not  re 
ferred  to  in  the  NT  ;  Jephthah  himself,  however,  is  a 
hereof  faith  (Heb.  11 32). 

See,  besides  We.  CH,  I.e.,  and  the  commentaries  of  Moore 
and  Budde,  Sta.  GVI  lea;  Kittel,  Hist.  289-91  ;  Frankenberg, 
Die  Composition  ties  deuteron.  Richterbuches,  35-38  ('95)  ;  C. 
Niebuhr,  Studicn,  i.  222_/C  ('94)  (this  writer  transfers  the  Shib 
boleth  section  to  the  story  of  Jerubbaal):  Kohler,  Bibl.  Gesch. 
la  31,  n.  i  (on  the  mythical  theories  of  Goldziher  and  Grill). 

T.  K.  C. 

JEPHUNNEH,  once  AV  Jephunne  (n^,  '  [God]  is 
brought  back,'  §54;  cp  Palm.  "OSDX ;  ifffiovvr) 
[BAFL]). 

1.  The    father    of   CALEB  (Nu.  136  [P]  Dt.  136   [D2]  Josh. 
146  t.JE  and  Do],  i  Ch.  415  14e  Ecclus.  407,  AV  JEPHUNNE). 

2.  b.  Jether  or  Ithran  of  the  tribe  of 'Asher  (i  Ch.  738;  lAiva 
[B],  i6<H*  [A]). 

JERAH  (H"!^),  a  son  of  Joktan,  mentioned  after 
Hazarmaveth  (Gen.  1026;  IAP&A  [A],  -eA  [E],  iep&X 
[L] ;  i  Ch.  l2oom.  BA,  lApe  [L])-  Possibly,  like  some 
other  Arabian  tribes,  named  after  the  '  moon '  ( rrr  = 
moon  in  Heb. ,  Ph. ,  Eth.  ;  Sab.  nil  =  month) ;  cp  the 

1  Moore's  attempt  {Judges,  306)  to  explain  12  1-6  in  connection 
with  the  story  of  Jephthah's  daughter  had  to  be  made  that  all 
possible  devices  might  be  tried,  but  is  hardly  successful. 

-  Here  we  differ  from  Goldziher,  Hebrew  Mythology,  <)f>f. 

3  See  WRS  Rel.  Sem.V)  419  466. 
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Palmyrene  name  TIT.  Glaser  (Skiste,  2425)  identifies 
with  Mahra  and  S.  'Oman.  For  other  suggested  identi 
fications,  see  Ball,  Smith's  DB(->,  s.v. 


JERAHMEEL1  (KpnT,  'God  pities'  ['loves1  or 
'  is  friendly ' ;  cp  Ass.  rdmu  and  Dill  in  Nab.  and  Palm, 
inscr.  ],  §§  28,  53  ;  cp  perh.  Dn~lDN,  '  Assur  pities '  (?), 
CIS  2,  no.  43  A  ;  i[f]pa/uMr)\  [BAL],  also  -eij\,  -f/j.frj\ 
[BA],  -e|tt.  [A],  -eMa.  [L]).» 

i.  The  name  of  a  clan,  located  in  the  Negeb  of 
Judah,  which  had  friendly  relations  with  David  during 
-,.  ,  his  residence  at  Ziklag  (i  S.  27 10  8029, 

J°r^'  Jerahmeelite,  'Sxarirn,  ifcr/j.eya.,  iapa.T)\ 
[B],  HTpa/j.-r)\fi,  ifpafj.r)\ei  [A],  aepuwv,  icrpatj\  [L]). 
Jerahmeel  and  Caleb  are  genealogically  spoken  of  as 
brothers  (i  Ch.  2942),  a  relation  which  probably  began 
at  an  early  date  and  continued  until  both  were  finally 
reckoned  to  Israel  as  part  of  the  tribe  of  Judah  (i  Ch.  2).3 
We  must  not,  however,  infer  from  the  wording  of  i  S. 
27 10-12  that  already  in  David's  time  the  clans  formed 
part  of  Saul's  kingdom.4 

To  supplement  the  scanty  references  to  Jerahmeel  in 
the  MT  (but  see  below,  §  4)  it  would  be  reasonable  to 
assume  that  the  clan  shared  throughout  the  course  of 
its  existence  the  same  fortunes  as  CALEB  :  viz. ,  that  in 
post-exilic  times  it  was  pushed  to  the  N.  of  Judah  by 
the  advancing  Edomites  (cp  CALEB,  §4),  that  previous 
to  its  occupation  of  the  Negeb  it  had  come  from  the 
distant  S.  of  Palestine  (ib.  §  2),  and  that  together  with 
Caleb  it  had  joined  in  the  wanderings  from  Kadesh  (in 
the  N.  Arabian  Musri)  to  Hebron  (see  EXODUS  i. ,  §  4 
/~.\  HEBRON,  §  i;  KADESH  i. ,  §  3).  A  critical  inspec 
tion  of  the  Jerahmeelite  genealogical  lists  may  perhaps 
be  found  to  lend  interesting  support  to  these  assump 
tions  (which  also  receive  independent  confirmation  from 
the  inquiries  summed  up  in  NEGEB,  §  2). 

Turning  to  the  genealogies  in  i  Ch.  2  we  find  that  the 
names  in  general  betray  an  affinity  with 


2.  Genealogies. 


South  Palestine). 


The  older  divisions  of  the  tribe  (?'.  25)  are  Ram  (of  whose  off 
shoots  Jamin  is  elsewhere  the  name  of  a  Simeonite  clan  whilst 
Eker  reminds  us  of  Ekron),  Bunah  (?  ©B  (3ai/aia,  see  Ki.  SBOT),6 
Oren  (cp  Edomite  ARAN),  and  OZEM  (Davidic).<>  The  mention 
of  '  another  wife '  (z'.  26)  might  suggest  that  the  clan,  like  Caleb, 
moved  to  a  new  seat  (see  ATAKAH),  in  which  case  Atarah's  son 
Onam  (ft.)  might  remind  us  of  the  Benjamite  BEN-ONI  [y.v.]. 
Onam,  moreover,  has  Edomite  associations,  and,  looking  more 
closely  at  the  names  of  the  'sons,'  we  observe;  (a)  Shammai 
(v.  28),  also  a  Calebite  division  (v.  45) ;  (i)  Abishur  and  Abihail 
(v.  29),  names  with  distinctly  S.  Arabian  affinities ;  (c)  Zaza  (j'. 
33),  perhaps  the  same  as  the  Simeonite  ZIZA  ;  and  finally  (d)  Ism 
(v.  31),  with  Simeonite  and  Judeean  affinities. 

The  genealogy  includes  Molid  and  Jether  (vv.  29  32). 
One  is  tempted  to  connect  these  with  the  two  place- 
names,  MOLADAH  and  JATTIK,  and  to  locate  the  Jerah- 
meelites  in  the  district  of  'Attir  and  Tell  el-Milk,  to  the 
NW.  and  S.  of  Arad  respectively.  This  seems  to  be 
supported  by  Shishak's  list  (EGYPT,  §  63),  where yu-ra- 
hu-md-[el~{]  (no.  112)  follows  almost  immediately  upon 
ha-k-ru-mq  'a-ru-d-d  ru-bi-t  (nos.  107-110) — 'the  dis- 

1  For  the  late  Jewish  legends  connected  with  this  name  see 
'  Chronicles  of  Jerahmeel '  (ed.  Gaster,  1900). 

2  In  view  of  the  analogy  between  Jerahmeel  and  the  tribal 
names  Ishmael,  Israel,  etc.  (some  of  which  may  be  geographical), 
it  is  unnecessary  to  treat  Jerahmeel  as  a  compound  of  nT  and  *?K 
with   the   addition  of  Q  as   in   ABIMAEL),   nor   could   we   find 
support  for  this  in  the  name  JARHA  (for  which  ©  in  i  Ch.  234 
suggests  the  form  'Jarhel'),  since,  in  common  with  JEROHAM, 
it  is  probably  nothing  more  than  a  popular  abbreviation.     Sayce 
(who  cites  Jerahmeel   as  preserving  a  trace  of  '  mimmation ') 
points  out  that  Yarhamu  (Jeroham)  has  been  found  in  contract- 
tablets  dated  in  the  reign  of  Samsu-iluna,  and  supposes  the  name 
to  be  the  origin  of  Ovid's  Orchamus  (PSJ3A  21  23  [1900]). 

3  Cp  Meyer,  Entst.  ndff. 

4  Cp  CALEIS,  §  2.     Probably  i  S.  2V  9  n  do  not  belong  to  the 
original  narrative  (the  tenses  are  frequentative).     The  passage 
refers  to  one  expedition  (not  to  David's  custom),  and  the  sequel 
is  related  in  i  S.  30. 

5  The  name  reminds  us  of  BENAIAH  (i)  of  KABZEEL  (yy.v.), 
one  of  David's  officers. 

6  EV's  Ahijah  should  be  'his  brothers)'  ;  see  AHIJAH,  6. 
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tricts  (see  FIELD)  of  Great  Arad.' l     (For  other  indica 
tions  of  the  seats  of  this  clan,  see  NEGEB,  §  2.) 

For  the  earlier  history  of  Jerahmeel  the  unique  gene 
alogy  of  JARHA  [^.^.]  in  i  Ch.  2  is  highly  suggestive.  - 
3  Musrite  ]  he  fra£ment  (vv-  34-4')  gives  the  descend- 

0  "  ''n?    ants     °f    Yarl?a     '  the     Mu?rite     servant' 

('I3?1?  1$%)  and  the  daughter  of  Sheshan  to 
the  thirteenth  generation.  Jarha  (as  also  the  lad  in 
i  S.  30 13)  was  most  probably  a  native  of  the  near-lying 
country  of  Musri  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  26),  and  the  obscure 
name  Sheshan  reminds  us  both  of  the  Hebronite  Sheshai 
and  of  the  Egyptian  designation  fasu  (strictly  nor) 
'bedouin,'  with  which  SHESHAI  [y.v.],  has  been  con 
nected.  3 

It  is  worth  noticing  that  vv.  34-41  are  independent  of 
the  preceding  verses,  and  that  the  introduction  of  Sheshan 
in  v.  316  is  probably  secondary  (contrast  the  details  with 
v.  343).  It  is  not  certain  therefore  that  he  was  a  Jerah 
meelite.  The  name  of  the  Musrite  servant,  on  the  other 
hand,  seems  to  be  an  eponym  of  the  clan  Jerahmeel 
itself.  Possibly  the  genealogy  is  to  be  interpreted  to 
mean  that  Jerahmeel  moved  N.  from  Musri  and  settled 
in  the  vicinity  of  Hebron  (compare  Sheshan  with 
Sheshai). 

It  has  been  suggested  elsewhere  that  the  oldest 
features  of  Korah's  revolt  (Nu.  16)  belong  to  the  tradition 
of  a  journey  from  the  Musrite  Kadesh  to  Judah  (see 
EXODUS  i. ,  §  6).4  Now  Korah,  even  in  the  earlier 
strands  of  P,  is  not  a  Levite  ;  it  is  possible  that  he  was 
originally  a  Calebite  (cp  KORAH  i.  2).  It  is  tempting, 
therefore,  to  associate  Peleth  the  father  of  On  (or  Onan 
[<SAF],  cp  Onam  above)  with  the  same  name  in  the 
genealogy  of  Jerahmeel  (i  Ch.  233),5  and  to  regard  the 
clan  as  participating  in  the  revolt.  (The  significance  of 
the  clan-name  Peleth  and  the  traces  of  the  northward 
migration  or  extension  of  the  Jerahmeelites  are  con 
sidered  elsewhere.  See  NEGEB,  §  2.) 

Among  other  features  of  interest  in  the  genealogy  of 
Jarha6  are  the  two  names  Nathan  and  Zabad  (v.  36) 
who,  it  has  sometimes  been  suggested,  are  no  other  than 
the  prophet  and  officer  (see  Z  A  BUD,  i)  of  the  days  of 
David  and  Solomon.  When  we  consider  the  influence 
of  the  far  S.  of  Palestine  upon  the  worship  of  Yahwe 
this  view  cannot  be  pronounced  altogether  arbitrary. 
If,  as  has  been  indicated  elsewhere  (see  GENEALOGIES, 
§  7  [v-])>  there  is  evidence  to  show  that  the  names 
of  Yah  we' s  Levites  are  largely  derived  from  the  far  S. , 
surely  Nathan  (although  not  a  Levite)  may  well  have 
been  of  Jerahmeelite  or  even  Musrite  origin.7 

Another  well-known  figure  may  perhaps  have  had  a  similar 
origin.  Marquart  (Fund.  12)  has  already  observed  that  Samuel's 
genealogy  in  i  S.  1  i  is  two-fold,  and  that  he  is  traced  back  to 
Jerahmeel  (see  JEROH  AM,  i),  andTahath(Tohu,etc.)respectively. 
We  might  conjecture,  therefore,  that  Samuel  was  a  Jerahmeelite, 
but  at  a  later  date  was  represented  as  an  Ephraimite  (see 
TAHATH).  But  as  an  alternative  suggestion  it  is  no  less  possible 
that  the  Jerahmeelite  notices  should  belong  (as  a  marginal  note) 
to  the  name  of  Eli  who  is  introduced  suddenly  without  word  or 

1  WMM  At.  «.  Eur.  168.     Is  no.  in,  Ne-ba-ta,  the  Jerah 
meelite  Nadab  (i  Ch.  2  28)? 

2  On  the  list  cp  Gray  (HPN  234^) :  '  the  character  of  the 
thirteen  names  presents  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  genealogy 
being  genuine.' 

:{  Cp  the  Hebronite  and  Geshurite  TAI.MAI.  May  we  further 
identify  the  Jerahmeelite  name  Ahban  (see  AHBAN)  with  the 
Hebronite  Ahiman  (pnNi  £!"!«)? 

4  The   tradition  is  provisionally  called  '  Calebite '  ;   the  clan 
Caleb  seems  to  have  overshadowed  all  other  petty  S.  Juda^in 
populations  (cp  CALEB,  §  3).     A  better  designation  would  prob 
ably  be  '  Levitical ' ;  cp  the  relation  between  the  '  Levites  '  (see 
GENEALOGIES,  §  7  [esp.  v.])  and  the  S.  of  Judah.     See  also 
KADESH  i.,  §  3. 

5  See  further  AJSL  1C  177  n. 

6  See  ELISHAMA,  3,  4,  SHALLUM,  3,  SIRAMAI,  and  note  that 
Helez  (v.  39)  is  elsewhere  the  name  of  a  warrior  from  the  South 
Judsean  Beth-pelet  (but  see  PALTITE). 

7  Not   the   prophet   only ;    perhaps    also    his  king  (but   see 
JUDAH).     One  observes  how  persistently  tradition  sends  David 
to  the  S.  of  Judah,  to  wander  in  the  wilderness  of  Paran,  i  S.  •_'.">  i 
(on  the  text  see  H.  P.  Smith),  or  to  fight  against  the  inhabitants 
of  the  land  bordering  on   Mizraim  (Musri),   il>.   278;   see  the 
present  writer's  note  in  AJSL,  I.e. 

2364 


4.  Additional 
References. 


JERAHMEEL, 

comment  in  "'.  3.  This  view,  moreover,  perhaps  gains  in  proba 
bility  when  we  notice  (t)  the  un-Hebraic  character  of  the  names 
of  Eli's  descendants,  which  find  their  analogy  only  in  Egyptian 
(see  PHINEHAS)  or  South  Arabian  (cp  ELI,  HOHHNI),  and  (2) 
the  presence  of  a  tradition  (a  late  one,  it  is  true,  see  SAMUEL  ii., 
S  4)  which  would  seem  to  connect  Eli's  house  with  Moses  1  in 
Egypt,  or  perhaps,  originally,  in  Musri  (i  S.  2  27). 2 

If  the  suggestions  made  in  this  and  certain  other 
articles  with  regard  to  suspected  corruptions  of  text  in 
MT  and  in  <S  are  accepted,  the  Jerah- 
meelites  were  a  much  more  important 
tribe,  or  perhaps  collection  of  tribes, 
than  we  have  imagined.  Under  all  sorts  of  disguises, 
it  has  been  suspected,  the  name  meets  us  again  and 
again,  both  in  narratives  and  in  genealogies.  Some  of 
the  clans  or  tribes  of  Jerahmeel  evidently  suffered  the 
fate  described  in  i  S.  15,  i  Ch.  441  43  ;  others  were 
absorbed  by  Judah  or  even  by  more  northern  Israelite 
tribes.  The  following  is  a  list,  probably  incomplete, 
of  OT  names  which  may  have  been  corrupted  from 
'  Jerahmeel. ' 

(a)  Addar  and  Hakkarka,  Josh.  15  3.  Note  that  Hezron, 
Addar,  and  Hakkarka  are  mentioned  together  ;  Hakkarka  is  a 
dittographed  '  Jerahmeel.'  In  Gen.  46  12  and  parallels  Hezron, 
son  of  Perez,  is  a  brother  of  Hamul  (cp  /).  This  is  geographi 
cally  important.  See  HAZAR-ADDAR.  KARKAA,  NEGEB. 

(£>)  Amalek.  The  name  is  unintelligible  ;  the  centre  of  the 
Amalekites  must  have  been  close  to  the  JerahmeeRtes.  To 
admit  the  identity  of  Amalek  and  Jerahmeel  is  in  accordance 
with  many  similar  necessary  identifications,  and  throws  a  bright 
light  on  many  passages.  Of  course,  it  was  only  a  section  of  the 
Amalekites  that  Saul  overcame,  and  only  with  a  section  that 
David  fought.  See  (//),  and  on  '  mount  of  the  Amalekites  ' 
(Judg.  12  15),  see  PIKATHON. 

(c)  Gen.  16  14  BEER-LAHAI-ROI  (between  Kadesh  and  Bered) 
should  be  '  Beer-jerahme'eli ' — i.e.,  '  Well  of  the  Jerahmeelites.' 
The  name  '  Jerahmeel '  is  derived  from  7N  Dnv  ;  'she  called  the 
name  of  Yahwe  El-rahamim;  for  she  had  said,  Will  God  indeed 
have  compassion  ?'  (zr.  13,  DrTT  D'H^N  DJH)-  Cp  ISAAC. 

(J)  Job  32  2,  SN^ID.  like  Ram  (cp  s),  is  a  fragment  of  Sucm'- 
See  JOB,  BOOK  OF,  §  9. 

(e)  Probably  Joash  (i  K.  22  26)  as  well  as  Jerahmeel  (Jer.  36  26, 
see  3  below)  was  of  Jerahmeelite  extraction.  'Jerahmeel  ben- 
hammelech  '  is  surely  absurd  ;  '  ben-hammelech  '  itself  comes 
from  '  ben-jerahmeel.' 

(_/")  The  'Carmel'  of  Josh.  1555,  also  called  hak-Karmel  (i  S. 
15  12,  etc.),  is  no  doubt  from  'Jerahmeel.'  Was  the  'Carmel' 
of  i  S.  15  12  really  the  place  now  called  el-Kurinut?  This  is  not 
perhaps  necessary  (see  SAUL,  §  4  ad  init.  n.).  In  i  S.  15s  read 
•  cities  (©)  of  Jerahmeel ' ;  and  cp  30  29  (for  text  cp  CARMEL,  2, 
col.  706,  n.  2). 

(g)  2  Ch.  267.  See  GUR-BAAL.  (h)  i  Ch.  440,  important 
geographically  (see  NEGF.s)and  historically.  HAM  (ff.v.  i.,  end) 
is  quite  impossible.  (/)  Hamul  b.  Judah  (Gen.  46 12,  etc.). 
Cp  (a)  and  see  HAMUL,  MAHOL.  (/)  Jamlech,  a  Simeonite 


(i  Ch.  4  34).     (k)  i  Ch.  2  34^C     See  JARHA,  and  cp  above.     (/) 

1  Ch.  4  16,  2Ch.29  12.     Note  that  '  Jehaleleel'?  was  the  'father' 
of  Ziph  ;  he  is  co-ordinated  with   Caleb,      (?«)   i  S.  1  i.      See 
TEROHAM,  i,  and  cp  above,  §  3.     (»)  Josh.  15 56,  i  Ch.  244,  see 
JOKDEAM,  JORKEAM.     (i>)  2  K.  14  7  ;  see  (it). 

(/)  Kemuel,  Gen.  22  21.  Read  '  Uz  his  first-born,  and  Ahibuz, 
and  Jerahmeel,  and  Abiram,'  and  note  that  Ahibuz  (see  Am,  i) 
and  Michael  (i  Ch.  5  i3_/7)  are  brought  into  connection  respec 
tively  with  Salecah  (miswritten  Milcafi  in  Gen.  22  21),  and  with 
'  Gilead  in  Bashan  '  in  i  Ch.  5  11-16.  See  ZELOPHEHAD. 

(?)  i  K.  4  31  [5  ii].  See  MAHOL.  (r)  Michael,  i  Ch.  5  i3/ 
See  (/). 

(s)  Ram  (see  if)  was  brother  of  Jerahmeel  (i  Ch.  2  9)  ;  on  Job 
32  2,  see  Jon,  BOOK  OF,  §  g,  and  note  that  Buz  and  Aram 
(-  Ram-- Jerahmeel)  are  brothers  (Gen.  22  21). 

(f)  Raham,  i  Ch.  2  44.  Cp  («).  («)  Rekem,  i  Ch.  2  ^/.  In 
this  connection  note  that  the  Targumic  name  for  KADESH 
(DpT  or  nN'J  cpl)  must  be  a  corruption  of  '  Jerahmeel,'  and  that 
Dip  '33  in  Judg-  6  3  33  7  12  8  10  (?),  also  in  i  K.  15  10  and  Job  1  3 
should  most  probably  be  c(T1  '33.  *•*•>  SxOlTV  'J3,  'sons  of 
Jerahmeel.' 

(7t/)Salt,  city  and  valley  of  ('/rand  gi-  /laitniiela  K),  Josh. 1562  ; 

2  K.  147.     Kittel  well  points  out  the  improbability  that  Joktheel 
in  the  nSo.T  "3  is  Petra.     It  is  'Jerahmeel'  in  'the  valley  of 
Jerahmeel.'     See  SALT,  CITY  OF. 

(x)  On  the  singular  corruptions  in  the  two  similar  passages, 
Nu.  21  i  Judg.  1  16  see  NEGEIS,  §  2. 

(_)')  Last  of  all  we  mention  a  hypothesis  which  in  the  light  of 
(c)  is  so  probable  that  it  deserves  more  space  than  we  can  give 
to  it.  Ab-raham  is  not  a  dialectic  form  of  Abram  or  ABIRAM 
[7. r1.  ],  nor  yet  =  '  the  beloved  father '  (Harkavy),  but  comes  from 

1  See  also  ICHABOD. 

2  Yahwe's  appearance  to  Moses,  and  the  separation  of  the 
Levites  here  referred  to,  were  probably  located  at  Kadesh  ;  cp 
KADESH  i.,  §  3  ;  LEVITES. 
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DrP3N  '  'he  Father  loves  or  has  pity  '  (cp  Ass.  ramu,  '  to  love  '). 
Perhaps  there  was  a  second  legend  to  account  for  the  name  of  the 
Jerahmeelite  Well(seec) by  connecting  it  with  the  name  Abraham. 
See  further  KIRJATH-ARBA,  MAMRE,  MEPHIBOSHETH,  PHINK- 
HAS,  PUTIEL,  RACHEL,  RAMATHAIM-ZOI*HIM,  REKEM,  SALT 
SEA,  SAUL  (§§  i  6),  SHALISHA  [LAI?D  OF],  SHOBI,  SODOM, 
TEKOA,  and  TERAH. 

2.  A  Merarite  Levite  (i  Ch.  24  29,   see  23  21);   see  i  above, 
and  cp  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  [v.]. 

3.  b.   Hammelech  (RV  '  the  king's  son  ' ;  see  HAMMELECH, 
and  cp  above,  §  4  e),  who  was  ordered  by  Jehoiakim  to  imprison 
Jeremiah  and  Baruch  (Jer.  36  [(S  43]  26;   itpc/xiarjA  IN]).      See 
above,  §  4(e).  s.  A.  C. ,  §§  1-3  ;   T.  K.  C. ,  §  4. 
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JERECHUS   depexoy   [B*A]). 
JERECHU.     See  JERICHO. 

JERED.  i.  i  Ch.  12  EV,  etc.  ;  see  JARED.  2.  (T£  ; 
for  etymology,  cp  Ar.  wird"n,  '  a.  troop  of  people,  or 
cattle,  coming  to  a  watering-place'  ;  taped  [BAL]),  one 
of  the  sons  of  EZER  (q.  v.  ,  ii.  i)  by  '  his  wife  the  Jewess,1 
called  '  the  father  of  Gedor,'  i  Ch.  4i8  (in  v.  4  Penuel 
bears  the  same  title). 

Many  springs  in  Palestine  now  bear  the  name  of  werdeh 
(Conder,  PE1<'Q,  '78,  p.  22),  which  is  understood  by  the 
peasantry  in  the  sense  suggested  above  for  this  Jered.  Cp 
Koran  lllsg,  'We  will  drive  the  sinners  to  hell  as  herds  going 
to  water.'  T.  K.  C. 

JEREMAI  (V?"!*,  §  52  ;  abbrev.  from  JEREMIAH),  of 
the  b'ne  Hashum,  a  layman  in  the  list  of  those  with 
foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.  ,  §  5  end),  Ezra  lOsst  (  iep&M6l 
[N],  -M  [B],  iepe/v\[e]l  [AL]).  The  name  appears 
among  the  sons  of  Bani  in  i  Esd.  9  34  (JEREMIAS,  ie/>e/uas 
[BAL]).  @L,  however,  gives  the  name  again  in  v.  33. 

JEREMIAH  (•IrVD'V,  and  in  nos.  4,  5,  6,  and  8, 
!TftT,  on  the  meaning  see  below,  §  i  ;  NAMES,  §§  35, 
41,  52,  84,  andcpjEREMiEL;  lepe/wCell&tc]1  [BAL]). 

i.  The  prophet  called,  in  AV,  also  Jeremias  (Ecclus. 
496  Mt.  1614)  and  Jeremy  (Mt.  2i?  27g).  MT  has 
livpv.  but  in  Jer.  27  1  28s./  29i  in  the 

title  of  the  book,  and  in  Dan.  9a  Ezral  i 
y.  n^     In  Ecclus  496  it  is  still  written 

As  to  its  meaning,  Wellhausen  (TBS)  connected 
it  with  j^/noi!  'to  found,'  cp  '  Jeruel'  ;  so  too  Ball. 
More  probably,  however,  we  should  explain  it  in'  i"lOT, 
'Yahwe  hurls'  (so  Seb.  Schmidt);  cp  rnrr,  i  Ch.  98, 
rns-,  i  Ch.  8  25.  The  understood  object  may  be  variously 
supplied. 

According  to  1  1  Jeremiah  was  the  son  of  Hilkiah 
and  belonged  to  a  priestly  family  dwelling  at  Anathoth. 
Many  since  Clement  of  Alexandria  and  Jerome  have 
maintained  the  identity  of  his  father  with  the  Hilkiah  of 
2  K.  22  /.  ,  but  on  no  sufficient  grounds.  Whether  the 
editor  thought  of  Jeremiah's  father  as  the  high  priest, 
may  be  doubtful  ;  probably  he  drew  his  statement  from 
the  biographical  work  (see  next  article,  §  17).  According 
to  chap.  32  Jeremiah  had  an  uncle  named  Shallum  and 
a  cousin  named  Hanamel  ;  from  16  1  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  Jeremiah  was  never  married. 

The  primary  sources  of  information  respecting  the 

prophet  are  his  own  oracles.     The  biographical  sketches 

T  ,f      in  the  book  that  bears  his  name  come  from  a 

e>  work  written    a    long    time   after    his   death. 

There  is  no  testimony  outside  of  the  book  of  Jeremiah 

that  has  any  independent  value.     The  earliest  references 

to  him  (2  Ch.  3525  3620/  Ecclus.  49?)  come  from  the 

second  century  B.C.      Even  after  criticism  has  done  its 

full  work,  however,  it  remains  possible  with  some  degree 

of  certainty  to  trace  the  general  course  of  his  career. 

Jeremiah  was  born,  it  would  seem,  at  ANATHOTH 
[g.v.  ];  perhaps  about  650,  for  we  know  that  he  first 
came  forward  in  625.  At  what  time  of  life  a  man  might 
enter  the  priesthood  in  the  days  before  D  and  P,  is  not 
known.  The  event  which  gave  him  a  prophetic  impulse 
may  have  been  a  Scytho-Chaldean  invasion  of  Syria  in 

1  The  transliteration  Irjpefii'as  [B*  once,  A  often,  Sc.n  thrice] 
should  also  be  noted.  The  Latin  versions  give  Hieremias, 
leremias. 
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the  first  year  of  Nabopolassar  (4  3^).  Probably  the 
impulse  was  accelerated  by  a  vision,  though  the  story 
in  chap.  1  reflects  not  only  his  own  later  experiences, 
but  also  the  estimate  of  his  work  in  a  subsequent  age, 
based  on  oracles  not  proceeding  from  him.  It  is 
probable  that  the  reform  movement  five  years  later  en 
listed  his  efforts  (Duhm,  Cheyne)  and  that  he  proclaimed 
the  new  law  in  Anathoth  (11 iff.),  though  it  is  not  likely 
that  he  knew  how  it  originated  or  was  equally  interested 
in  all  its  injunctions.  Whether  there  was  a  local  cult  at 
Anathoth  causing  opposition  on  the  part  of  his  towns 
men  and  such  persecution  as  to  call  forth  from  him 
fierce  imprecations  (1121-23)  must  be  left  in  doubt.  He 
probably  took  up  his  abode  at  Jerusalem  after  620. 

Before  the  end  of  Josiah's  reign  Jeremiah  seems  to  have 
recognised  the  futility  of  a  reform  carried  out  by  the 
strong  arm  of  the  state  (23).  Hence  he  watched  the 
rising  Chaldean  power,  not  as  Habakkuk  in  the  hope 
of  deliverance  from  Assyrian  supremacy,  but  as  an 
instrument  in  Yahwe's  hand  to  bring  Judah  to  repent 
ance  or  to  ruin.  The  relative  weakness  of  Egypt  he 
perceived  now  as  in  the  days  of  Zedekiah,  just  as 
Isaiah  had  seen  that  of  Damascus  as  against  Assyria. 
This  explains  the  absence  of  any  encouraging  oracle 
before  the  battle  of  Megiddo  and  any  lamentation  after 
that  event,  a  lack  felt  in  later  times  and  made  good  by 
ascribing  to  him  an  anonymous  lament  over  Josiah 
(2  Ch.  3625).  The  fall  of  Nineveh  in  606  and  Nebuchad 
rezzar's  march  upon  Syria  in  605  may  have  led  Jeremiah 
to  utter  some  such  definite  prophecy  as  is  mentioned 
in  8629,  predicting  the  conquest  of  Judea  by  the  king  of 
Babylon.  Concerning  the  story  found  in  that  chapter, 
cp  the  next  article  (§  17).  Possibly  at  a  time  when  the 
defeat  of  Necho's  arms  had  driven  the  people  with 
renewed  zeal  to  the  Yahwe-cult  in  the  temple,  Jeremiah 
appeared  with  the  oracle  reported  in  1  ff.  and  26.  It 
may  have  been  in  the  years  when  Nebuchadrezzar  was 
unable  to  follow  up  his  victory  and  bring  Judah  to  sub 
jection  that  Jehoiakim  was  guilty  of  undertaking  great 
building  enterprises  without  paying  the  labourers 
engaged  (22 13  ff.  ;  on  the  text  see  JEHOIAKIM). 
Jeremiah  probably  concealed  himself  during  this  reign, 
and  there  seems  to  be  no  evidence  that  he  suffered  any 
persecution.  Even  though  his  predictions  concerning 
Jehoiakim  failed,  and  the  king  apparently  died  in  peace 
and  was  'joined  to  his  fathers,'  Jeremiah  still  looked 
for  a  Chaldean  army  and  threatened  Jehoiachin  and  his 
mother  with  exile  (2224-27  29  :  28  is  a  gloss).  The  idea 
that  at  this  time  Jeremiah  undertook  two  journeys  to 
the  Euphrates  (V&iff.)  cannot  be  seriously  entertained 
(see  EUPHRATES  ii. ).  The  word  indeed  denotes  the 
Euphrates  (cp  Gen.  214),  not  Ephratha,  or  Para;  but 
the  account  is  probably  a  dramatization  of  a  mere 
simile,  and  not  historical  in  any  sense. 

At  some  time  in  the  reign  of  Zedekiah,  when  the 
condition  of  affairs  before  the  deportation  of  597,  for 
which  the  exiled  nobility  had  once  been  held  responsible, 
had  sufficiently  receded  from  view  to  appear  good  in 
comparison  with  present  conditions,  Jeremiah  seems  to 
have  had  a  vision  of  two  baskets  of  figs  in  front  of  the 
temple,  and  explained  that  Zedekiah  and  his  princes 
and  subjects  were  like  bad  figs,  while  Jehoiachin  and 
the  exiles  were  like  good  figs  (24).  A  later  writer,  who  is 
even  familiar  with  an  Egyptian  golah  (CAPTIVITY)  (v.  8), 
has  apparently  carried  the  comparison  beyond  the  point 
intended.  Chap.  28,  which  probably  contains  a  historical 
nucleus,  is  more  likely  to  show  the  real  attitude  of  the 
prophet  at  this  time.  HANANIAH  (q.v. )  prophesies 
that  Jehoiachin  and  the  exiles  shall  return  with  the 
sacred  vessels  in  two  years.  Jeremiah  would  be  glad 
to  have  Jehoiachin  back  ;  but  he  does  not  believe  in  a 
return.  It  is  not  merely  the  short  term  set  by  Hananiah 
that  he  objects  to.  He  recognises  as  a  mark  of  the 
true  prophets  of  the  past  that  they  only  announced 
coming  judgment,  and  he  takes  his  place  with  them. 
Hence  he  makes  absolutely  no  suggestion  of  a  future 
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return  of  exiles,  but  affirms  uncompromisingly  the 
inevitable  subjection  of  all  lands  to  Nebuchadrezzar. 
Whether  he  actually  threatened  Hananiah  with  death 
within  a  year,  may  perhaps  be  questioned.  The 
doctrine  of  the  infallibility  of  prophecy  sufficiently  ex 
plains  the  account  of  Hananiah's  death.  The  alleged 
epistles  of  Jeremiah  to  Babylonian  Jews  (in  chap.  29) 
cannot  be  used  as  historical  material,  nor  the  story  of  his 
sending  bands  and  yokes  to  various  nations  in  chap.  27. 
But  289^  shows  that  the  conspiracy  in  which  Zedekiah 
became  involved  led  Jeremiah  into  sharp  conflicts  with 
prophets  whose  convictions  were  different  from  his  own. 
In  587,  when  Nebuchadrezzar  temporarily  raised  the 
siege  of  Jerusalem,  Zedekiah  sent  a  request  to  Jeremiah 
to  consult  Yahwe  as  to  the  prospect,  and  received 
pressing  advice  to  surrender  (21 1-10  37  3-10).  At  this 
time  Jeremiah's  indignation  was  aroused  by  the  reduction 
to  slavery  of  freedmen  solemnly  emancipated  at  the 
approach  of  Nebuchadrezzar  (34).  It  was  only  natural, 
after  his  advice  just  mentioned,  that  he  should  be 
arrested  when  he  attempted  to  withdraw  to  Anathoth, 
probably  with  the  intention  of  securing  for  himself  a 
piece  of  property  there  (37u-i6).  This  land  he  may 
actually  have  had  an  opportunity  of  purchasing  later 
(32).  What  became  of  the  prophet  when  the  city  was 
taken  is  not  known,  since  the  special  concern  for  his 
welfare  on  the  part  of  Nebuchadrezzar  and  Nabuzaradan 
probably  is  as  apocryphal  as  the  general's  pious  address, 
39n^  402-6.  But  a  political  prisoner  is  likely  to 
have  fared  better  than  a  rebel. 

Concerning  the  end  of  the  prophet's  life  there  are 
many  legends. 

According  to  2  Mace.  ^^ff.  Jeremiah  carried  away  in  safety  the 
tabernacle,  the  ark,  and  the  altar  of  incense,  and  concealed  them 
in  a  hollow  cave  in  the  mountain  where  Moses  died  in  Moab. 
It  is  possible  that  this  legend  found  its  supplement  in  a  story  of 
the  prophet's  translation  in  so  appropriate  a  spot.  This  would 
account  for  his  appearance  in  splendour  to  Judas  the  Maccabee 
(2  Mace.  15  12^),  his  living  with  translated  heroes  like  Enoch 
and  Elijah  (Sixtus  Sinensis  as  quoted  by  Neumann),  his  expected 
return  as  a  precursor  of  the  Messiah  (Mt.  16  13^  Jn.  1  21  "40) 
or  in  the  last  time  as  one  of  the  two  witnesses  of  Rev.  11  3 
(Victorious  ad  loc.).  Another  legend,  which  still  found  a  place 
in  an  appendix  to  the  book  of  Jeremiah,  brought  him  with  '  the 
whole  remnant  of  Judah '  to  Daphnae,  there  to  prophesy  the 
utter  destruction  of  the  Egyptian  golah,  42-44.1  When  this  addi 
tion  was  made  to  the  Book  of  Jeremiah,  the  story  of  his  being 
stoned  to  death  at  Daphnse  (Jerome,  Tert.,  Epiphanius)  by  his 
own  people  or  by  the  Egyptians  had  apparently  not  developed. 
Of  still  later  origin  are  other  stories  :  Jeremiah's  prediction  of  a 
saviour  before  whom  the  Egyptian  idols  would  fall  to  the  ground 
(leading  to  the  worship  of  the  virgin  and  the  child  :  Chron.  pasck. 
in  Fabricius),  the  burial  of  the  prophet  iv  TOTTO)  TTJS  oiioj<rea>s 
<J><xpau)  (which  seems  to  denote  a  pyramid)  because  he  saved  the 
Egyptians  from  crocodiles  and  snakes  (Epiphanius,  de  vitis 
prophetarum),  the  visit  of  Alexander  to  the  tomb  of  the  prophet 
who  had  predicted  his  victories  over  the  nations  and  the  removal 
of  the  ashes  to  Alexandria  (Ckron.  pasck.),  and  the  influence  on 
Greek  philosophers  visiting  Egypt  of  the  esoteric  wisdom  he  had 
taught  there  (Ambrosius,  Augustine,  Genebrard).  According  to 
a  legend  preserved  in  Seder  'dlam  raMa,  26  77,  Jeremiah  was 
carried  to  Babylon  with  Baruch  by  Nebuchadrezzar  after  his 
conquest  of  Egypt,  while  Rashi  seems  to  imply  only  that 
Jeremiah  and  Baruch  returned  to  Palestine  (ad  Jer.  44  14). 
Whether  in  this  mass  of  late  legends  there  is  anywhere  a  grain 
of  historic  fact,  cannot  readily  be  ascertained. 

The  prophetic  utterances  of  Jeremiah  derive  their 
character  from  his  conviction  that  he  was  inspired  by 
Yahwe  and  from  his  conception  of 
Yahwe's  nature,  purposes  and  demands. 
Like  Amos  and  Isaiah,  he  seems  to  have  been  impelled 
to  prophesy  by  a  series  of  visions.  In  a  trance  he  hears 
Yahwe's  voice  bidding  him  speak  as  a  prophet,  and  feels 
Yahwe's  hand  touching  his  lips  consecrating  them  to  the 
proclamation  of  Yahwe's  oracles.  On  two  subsequent 
occasions,  when  in  the  same  condition,  he  saw  a  rod  of 
an  almond  tree  and  a  seething  cauldron  coming  from 
the  N.  The  former  vision  he  interpretated  as  an  assur 
ance  that  Yahwe  would  '  watch  over'  (-iptr  ;  see  ALMOND) 
his  word,  consequently  as  a  pledge  that  the  oracles 
would  be  fulfilled  ;  the  latter  he  understood  as  signifying 

1  Many  scholars  consider  this  story  as  a  work  of  Baruch  and 
accord  to  it  historical  value.  But  see  next  article,  §§  6,  7,  8. 
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that  nations  from  the  N.  would  invade  Palestine.  These 
ecstatic  experiences  were  doubtless  preceded  by  eager 
observation  of  the  signs  of  the  times  and  stifled  impulses 
to  speak.  Jeremiah  had  in  waking  hours  seen  the 
movements  in  history  of  that  mysterious  hand  which  in 
the  vision  brought  the  cauldron  from  the  N.  and  dedi 
cated  him  as  a  prophet.  A  sitnilar  experience  may  have 
come  in  Zedekiah's  reign  when,  hearing  the  murmurs  of 
the  approaching  storm,  and  reflecting  upon  the  de 
generacy  of  the  present  generation,  he  had  his  vision  of 
the  figs  (24).  That  Yahwe  had  actually  revealed  himself 
to  him,  he  never  seems  to  have  questioned  ;  nor  that  the 
v.  ord  of  judgment  he  announced  was  actually  Yahwe's 
word.  The  events  justified  his  faith.  Whether  the 
Scythian  invasion  passed  so  harmlessly  by  the  territory 
over  which  Josiah  reigned  as  is  generally  supposed, 
cannot,  with  our  scanty  information,  be  determined. 
There  is  no  intimation  of  a  disenchantment  like  that  of 
Ezekiel  in  regard  to  Tyre.  The  capture  of  Jerusalem 
in  597  and  the  deportation  of  Jehoiachin  must  have  been 
understood  by  Jeremiah  as  a  vindication  of  Yahwe's 
word. 

Another  source  of  assurance  was  the  character  of  the 
oracles  he  felt  divinely  impelled  to  utter.  He  was 
impressed  by  their  similarity  to  the  oracles  of  true 
prophets  in  the  past.  Like  them  he  prophesied,  not 
smooth  things,  but  coming  judgment.  Like  theirs,  his 
oracles  were  immediate,  spontaneous  utterances.  He 
contrasted  them  with  the  oracles  also  delivered  in  the 
name  of  Yahwe  by  the  prophets  opposed  to  him,  and 
was  struck  by  the  difference  in  tone,  the  cheerful  tenor, 
the  failure  to  go  to  the  root  of  the  evil,  the  lack  of 
originality  (289^).  He  noticed  their  use  of  popular 
phrases,  and  accused  them  of  stealing  oracles  one  from 
another  (v.  30),  while  his  own  communion  with  Yahwe 
brought  him  ever  fresh  supplies  of  thought  and  speech, 
and  prevented  him  from  copying  even  the  words  of  the 
earlier  prophets  that  had  come  down  to  him.  He 
watched  their  easy  acceptance  of  the  pleasures  of  life, 
while  his  own  moral  earnestness  and  sense  of  impending 
catastrophe  enjoined  upon  him  absolute  celibacy  and 
bade  him  keep  aloof  even  from  the  ordinary  expressions 
of  sympathy,  and  he  accused  them  of  immoral  conduct. 
His  spiritual  isolation  in  such  an  environment  became 
to  him  an  evidence  of  the  genuineness  of  his  experience. 
If  he  was  right,  his  opponents  were  wrong  ;  if  he  was 
inspired,  they  put  forth  false  claims,  proclaiming  in  the 
name  of  Yahwe  oracles  that  they  had  themselves  thought 
out.  He  even  forbade  the  use  of  the  word  'oracle,' 
Nira  (2836;  see  PROPHECY).  While  all  prophethood, 
even  that  of  Jeremiah's  less  radical  colleagues,  must 
ultimately  rest  on  a  sense  of  personal  communion  with 
a  divine  being,  this  sense  seems  to  have  been  specially 
keen  in  his  case.  The  snatches  of  poetry,  elegies, 
psalms,  dialogues,  frequently  adduced  to  show  that  in 
this  respect  Jeremiah  anticipated  the  type  of  piety  that 
meets  us  in  the  Psalter,  may  indeed  be  later  additions 
to  the  book  ;  but  the  individualistic  character  of  his 
religious  life  is  abundantly  evident. 

This  prophetic  consciousness  is  influenced  by,  and  in 
turn  reacts  upon,  his  conception  of  Yahwe.  Yahwe  is 

4.  Conception  Isurael's  £od'     He  is  Israel>s  father  to 
r  Y  , e  •.       whom   the   nation  owes  its  existence, 

and  therefore  its  allegiance.  Like 
Hosea,  Jeremiah  also  conceives  of  Israel  as  Yahwe's 
wife.  But  while  Yahwe  has  remained  faithful,  the 
nation  has  broken  its  marriage  vows.  By  its  adultery 
with  strangers — i.e.,  its  worship  of  the  gods  of  other 
nations — it  has  forfeited  its  rights.  Unlike  HOSEA, 
Jeremiah  deems  it  impossible  that  the  adulterous  wife 
should  be  taken  back  again  (Ziff.).  The  noble  vine 
has  become  a  degenerate  plant  (22i).  This  abandon 
ment  of  Yahwe  is  all  the  more  amazing,  as  other  nations 
remain  faithful  to  their  gods  (2n  :  D'n^N  N1?  mm  [2  iuz] 
has  the  appearance  of  a  later  gloss),  though  these  are  but 
broken  cisterns  as  compared  with  a  fountain  of  living 
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waters  (2 13).  However  numerous  these  gods  may  be, 
they  can  give  no  aid  in  times  of  trouble  (228).  They 
are  as  impotent  as  their  sacred  symbols,  the  aleras  and 
the  massebas,  to  which  the  worshippers  address  such 
endearing  terms  as  '  my  father '  and  '  my  begetter ' 
(227).  Whether  Jeremiah  actually  identified  the  gods 
of  the  nations  with  stocks  and  stones,  may  be  doubted. 
But  it  is  possible  that  his  words  paved  the  way  for 
the  positive  and  distinct  utterances  of  2  Isaiah  (cp 
IDOLATRY). 

Yahwe  determines  what  shall  befall  his  people.  He 
has  absolute  power  over  its  destiny  (186).  He  sends 
the  northern  hordes  into  Palestine  ;  he  subdues  the 
nations  to  Nebuchadrezzar.  Yahwe  is  not  a  '  numen ' 
limited  to  the  neighbourhood  of  his  shrine,  but  a  god 
who  can  betake  himself  to  distant  places,  whether  in 
heaven  or  on  earth,  so  that  no  man  can  escape  from 
him  (2823 /.).  He  is  just  in  all  his  dealings  with  the 
nations,  treating  them  according  to  their  merits  (18?^) 

Yahwe's  purposes  are  in  harmony  with  his  nature. 
He  reveals  them  to  his  servants.  '  What  is  Yahwe 
about  to  do  ? '  is  the  question  that  bids  the  prophet's 
eyes  pierce  the  darkness  of  the  future,  and  makes  him  a 
soothsayer.  Jeremiah's  predictions  were  not  based  on 
shrewd  political  observations,  but  on  his  impressions, 
present  with  him,  whether  he  was  waking  or  sleeping, 
of  what  such  a  god  as  he  conceived  Yahwe  to  be  would 
necessarily  have  in  mind  to  do,  when  historical  circum 
stances  showed  that  he  was  ready  to  act.  That  it  was 
Yahwe's  purpose  to  put  Judah,  as  well  as  the  surround 
ing  nations,  into  the  hand  of  the  growing  Chaldean 
power,  was  the  burden  of  Jeremiah's  message  during  a 
period  of  almost  forty  years.  But  the  ulterior  divine 
motive  was  to  him  the  moral  reformation  of  the  people. 

Only  through  foreign  oppression  could  that  rebellious 
disposition  (^7  niTl!?,  724)  which  showed  itself  in  idolatry 
and  unrighteousness  be  overcome.  This  oppression 
must  last  until  the  reformation  has  taken  place.  Hence 
Jeremiah  indulges  in  no  vain  speculations  as  to  the 
length  of  the  Chaldean  suzerainty  ;  hence  he  is  abso 
lutely  convinced  of  the  impossibility  of  resistance  and 
exhorts  Zedekiah  and  his  people  to  willing  submission  ; 
hence  he  lays  down  as  a  criterion  of  true  prophethood 
the  preaching  of  judgment  to  come  with  its  tendency  to 
lead  men  away  from  their  evil  doings  (288  2822). 
Beyond  this  he  seems  to  have  had  no  eschatology.  If 
the  nation  should  repent,  Yahwe  would  also  change  his 
treatment  of  the  people  (18?^).  But  there  being  as 
yet  no  evidence  of  repentance,  the  Chaldean  yoke 
must  continue  and  should  be  quietly  carried  rather  than 
aggravated  by  rebellion.  Those  who  by  the  preaching 
of  repentance  worked  for  the  reformation  of  character, 
proved  themselves  in  the  midst  of  their  labours  to 
belong  to  the  true  prophetic  order  (288).  Like  his 
predecessors,  Jeremiah  believed  in  the  power  of  Yahwe's 
judgments  to  touch  the  springs  of  action  and  lead  to  a 
change  of  conduct.  In  this  he  differed  widely  from  the 
great  writer,  who  might  be  designated  a  Second  Jeremiah 
(Jer.  30/. ),  who  believed  that  the  grace  of  Yahwe, 
shown  in  the  restoration  of  national  independence  and 
prosperity,  could  alone  accomplish  that  thorough  re 
formation  which  foreign  oppression  and  prophetic 
preaching  had  failed  to  effect. 

Yahwe's  supreme  demand  is  purity  within,  a  circum 
cision  of  ear  and  heart,  a  removal  of  the  carnal  dis 
position  preventing  Yahwe's  voice  from  being  heard  and 
his  will  from  being  understood  and  accepted  (44  14  610). 
The  outward  forms  of  the  cult  have  not  been  ordained 
by  Yahwe.  '  I  spake  not  unto  your  fathers  nor  com 
manded  them  when  I  brought  them  up  from  the  land  of 
Egypt,  concerning  burnt-offerings  and  sacrifices'  (7 22). 
This  is  the  prophet's  declaration  of  independence.  The 
law  promulgated  in  620  commanded  in  Yahwe's  name 
numerous  burnt-offerings  and  sacrifices.  However 
favourably  Jeremiah  may  have  been  impressed  at  the 
outset  by  the  moral  tone  of  the  Deuteronomic  law,  its 
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denunciation  of  idolatry,  and  possibly  also  its  tendency 
to  render  the  sacrifices  of  animals  a  less  prominent 
feature  of  life,  he  did  not  believe  that  Yahwe  had 
ordered  such  offerings  ;  and  when  he  observed  the 
'  carnal '  confidence  in  the  possession  of  this  law,  he  had 
no  hesitation  in  openly  denouncing  it  as  a  fraud  and  a 
forgery1  (88).  Thus  the  emancipation  of  religion  from 
the  state  and  the  cult,  prepared  by  the  earlier  prophets, 
was  most  fully  carried  out  by  Jeremiah. 

The  estimate  of  Jeremiah's  character  must  necessarily 
depend    on    the   student's    critical    position.       Renan's 

_    ,          .  ,  ,     harsh  judgment  of  him  as  a  fanatic  filled 

5.  Jeremiahs        ,    ,  <•   , 

,  .  with  hatred  of  the  human  race  is  based 

solely  on  the  spurious  oracles  against 
the  foreign  nations.  Jeremiah's  real  attitude  was  one 
of  kindly  concern  for  the  welfare  of  these  nations  and 
desire  for  their  moral  reformation  through  the  pressure 
of  the  Chaldean  yoke.  The  charges  made  by  some 
writers  against  the  prophet  of  cowardice  and  untruthful- 
ness,  vanity  and  vindictiveness,  are  largely  founded  on 
the  narratives  of  a  story-book  whose  accuracy  is  too 
unquestioningly  recognised.  Our  information  is  too 
scanty  to  allow  us  to  assert  that  he  cannot  have  hurled 
intemperate  curses  at  his  opponents,  particularly  such 
prophets  as  Hananiah  ;  but  neither  can  we  confidently 
affirm  that  he  did.  As  to  the  contention  of  Maurice  Vernes 
that  a  prophet  who  gave  to  his  people  the  counsel  of  sur 
render  is  a  historically  impossible  character,  it  arises  from 
his  failure  to  recognise  the  highest  type  of  patriotism,  and 
to  take  due  account  of  the  religious  genius  who  sub 
ordinates  all  considerations  of  state  to  the  absolute 
demands  of  the  divinity.  On  the  other  hand,  the  con 
ception  of  Jeremiah  as  the  prophet  of  the  new  covenant, 
the  foreteller  of  the  restoration  of  the  monarchy  and  the 
return  of  the  exiles  after  seventy  years,  is  based  on 
oracles  wrongly  and  inconsistently  ascribed  to  him. 
The  representation  of  him  as  the  '  weeping  prophet ' 
is  derived  from  the  late  book  of  Lamentations  and  the 
similar  elegies  interspersed  by  editors  among  his  oracles. 
The  salient  features  of  Jeremiah's  character  are  his 
sternness  and  his  veracity,  his  loyalty  and  his  courage, 
his  sadness  and  his  tenderness.  A  hush  falls  on  the 
festive  assembly,  the  crowded  mart,  the  king's  court 
when  this  solemn  figure  appears.  Above  '  the  voice  of 
mirth  and  the  voice  of  gladness,  the  voice  of  the  bride 
groom  and  the  voice  of  the  bride,'  his  strident  notes  of 
warning  and  denunciation  rise  and  bring  presentiments 
of  coming  ill.  Never  a  word  of  hope  ;  ever  the  stern 
rebuke  and  the  call  to  repentance  !  But  this  sternness 
is  born  of  earnest  thought  and  of  unflinching  regard  for 
truth.  If  his  hand  seeks  to  rend  the  veil  of  the  future, 
it  is  not  to  satisfy  vain  curiosity,  but  to  ascertain  the 
truth  that  he  may  proclaim  it,  bitter  though  it  be,  for 
the  ultimate  good  of  the  people.  As  the  ambassador 
of  Yahwe,  he  has  no  fear  of  earth's  mighty  ones, 
whether  kings,  or  princes,  or  prophets,  or  priests.  Nor 
is  he  concerned  whether  his  preaching  may  '  weaken  the 
hands  of  the  men  of  war."  His  physical  courage  may 
not  always  be  equal  to  his  spiritual  intrepidity.  His 
sensitive  nature  may  shrink  from  actual  suffering,  and 
he  may  at  times  seek  his  safety  in  flight.  But  when 
the  word  of  Yahwe  comes,  he  consults  not  with  flesh 
and  blood,  but  proclaims  his  message  regardless  of  con 
sequences.  With  no  family  life  as  a  haven  of  rest  for  his 
storm-tossed  spirit,  his  lot  is  sad.  Yet  his  very  words 
of  resignation  betray  tenderness  of  heart.  Whatever 
its  end  may  have  been,  his  life  was  a  long  and  noble 
martyrdom. 

See  especially  Duhm,    Die    Theologie   tier  Prophetcn  ('75), 

Vernes,  Du  Prttendu  Polytlicisme  des  Hebretix,  '91  ;  Smend, 

Lehrbuch  d.  Alttest.  Rel.-gcsch,  ('93  ;  2nd  ed. 

6.  Literature.  '99) :  the  Histories  of  Israel  particularly  by 

Stade,  Renan,  and  Wellhausen,  and  the 
following  monographs  :  Cheyne,  Jeremiah,  His  Life  and  Times 
('88)  ;  Marti,  Der  Prophet  Jeremia  von  Anatot  (  89)  ;  Lazarus, 
Der  Prophet  Jeremias  ('94);  Ricard,  Profeten  Jcremias  ('96)  ; 

1  Cp  Wellh.  Pro!.  428,  n.  i  ;  Giesehrecht  dissents. 
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v.  Bulmerincq,  Das  Zukunftslrild  dcs  Proph.  Jeremia,  1894  ; 
Vernes  in  La  Grande  Cyclopedic.  Cp  also  JEREMIAH  ii.,  and 
PKOPHECY.  N  s 

3.  Of  Libnah,  father  of  Hamital  (2  K.  2831  lepf^iou  [KA1.]. 
24  18,  upe|U.ioii  [BL],  iripffjuov  [A],  Jer.  52  i  tepf/ouou  [BNAQ]). 

3.  Father    of   Jaazaniah    the    Rechabite    (Jer.  35    [<S  42)3, 
lept^LV  [RNQ],  icpejuiou  [A]). 

4.  A  Manassite  (i  Ch.  624  ;  iepjj.eia  [B]). 

5.  6,  7.  Three  of  David's  warriors,  the  last  two  being  Gadites 
(i  Ch.  124,  t<Wi[f]ia?  [B],  icpf/ourjas  [N*],  r>.  10,  lep/oua  [N],  v.  13, 
tep/Aia  [K],  lepajxaov  [LI).     See  DAVID,  §  n  (a  iii.). 

8.  A  priestly  signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  KZRA  i.,  §  7  ; 
Neh.  102[3],  «PM«1[BA],  •<  [L];  12i,  i*pAi[«]ia  [KKA],  tupe^os 
[LI,  34,  tep/uias  [L]);  apparently  he  gaw  his  name  to  a  priestly- 
class  (cp  Neh.  12  12,  upma  [AL]). 
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Title  and  place  in  Canon,  $  if.  Criticism  of  chaps.  40-51,  § 
Contents  and  divisions,  §  ^jff".  nff- 

Earlier  collections,  §  6.  Criticism  of  chaps.  SO/?  32,  §  15. 

Superscriptions,  §  7  Later  additions,  §  16  ff. 

Works  of  Jeremiah  and  Baruch,  Dates,  §  20 

§  8_/T  Text  and  versions,  §  21 

Later  writers,  §  10.  Bibliography,  §  22. 

In  most  MSS  and  printed  editions  of  MT  this  book 
is  called  rPKn\ 

At  the  time  of  the  Chronicler  (c.  200  B.C.)  this  form  of  the 

name  seems  to  have  been  more  common  than  the  earlier  in'DT 

(Neh.  10  3  [2]  1234  i  Ch.524  12  410   n'SlS  only 

1.   Title,     i  Ch.  12  13  in'Sv),  although   Ben-Sira  still  wrote 

irt'DT)  Ecclus.  496.     Our  oldest  MSS  of©  and  the 

versions  based  on  it  give  as  the  title  a  transliteration  that  may  re 

present   either  form  (lepe/itia?  ;   so  also  Coptic).     Melito  (Eus. 

HE  4  26)  and  Origen  refer  to  the  book  as  'lepe/uias,  ec  TU>  'lepe/ixia, 

Ep.  ad  Afr.  226).     Jerome  uses  the  same  title  (Pro!,  gal.  in 

2  Reg.),  and  ;vSV  >s  the  designation  in  Baba  bathra.  i4/>. 

The  book  seems  once  to  have  occupied  the  first  place 
among   the  prophetce  posteriores.     A  baraitha  in  Bdbd 
bathr&   M  '5*)    gives    the    following 
Qf   these    prophets  .    jeremiah, 

Ezekiel,  Isaiah,  Minor  Prophets  ;  and 
the  Talmudic  tract  explains  that  Isaiah  was  placed  after 
Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel  because  '  Kings  ends  in  desolation, 
Jeremiah  is  all  desolation,  Ezekiel  begins  with  desolation 
and  ends  with  consolation,  and  Isaiah  is  all  consolation. 
This  Talmudic  arrangement  was  followed  by  many 
copyists  (20  cited  by  Kenn.  ,  8  by  De  Rossi,  6  by  Ginsb.  ), 
and  also  by  a  MS  of  the  Masorah  in  the  Palatinate 
Library,  cp  Buxtorf,  Tiberias,  286.  The  oldest  testimony 
for  the  order,  Isaiah,  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  Minor  Prophets, 
is  Jerome  (I.e.).  In  380  A.n.  ,  he  still  adhered  to  the 
arrangement  found  in  his  copy  of  the  LXX  —  viz.,  Minor 
Prophets,  Isaiah,  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  Daniel  (Ep.  ad 
Paulinam}.  To  this  order  Codex  Alexandrinus,  Cyril 
(Cat.  4331)  and  Gregory  Naz.  (Op.  298)  bear  witness. 
That  it  was  determined  by  chronological  considerations 
is  manifest,  whilst  the  insertion  of  Daniel  shows  its  in 
dependence  of  the  Babylonian  or  Palestinian  tradition 
preserved  in  the  Talmud. 

N^o  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  the  MSS  as  to  the  original 
order  in  LXX.  Peshitta  (Poc.  Bodl.  Lee)1  presents  the  succes 
sion  :  Isaiah,  Minor  Prophets,  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  Daniel  ;  and 
the  Ethiopic  version  has  Isaiah,  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  Daniel,  Minor 
Prophets.  Origen's  arrangement  (Is.,  Jer.,  Dan.,  Ez.)  places 
Daniel  before  Ezekiel,  and  Melito's  (Is.,  Jer.,  Min.  Pr.,  Dan., 
Ez.)  indicates  another  position  for  Minor  Prophets  omitted  by 
Origen. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  book  at  one  time  contained 
some  elements  now  found  elsewhere  or  lost. 

As  Josephus  does  not  mention  separately  Lamenta 
tions  in  c.  Ap.  1  8,  he  probably  knew  it  only  as  a  part 
of  Jeremiah.  The  same  is  presum 
ably  true  of  Melito.  Origen  distinctly 
states  that  he  regarded  Lamentations  and  the  Epistle 
(Baruch  1-5  and  6?)  as  belonging  to  Jeremiah  (I.e.}. 
Later  patristic  writers,  like  Athanasius,  Augustine, 
Chrysostom,  Hilary,  and  Ambrose,  regularly  include 
Lamentations,  Baruch  and  Epistle  in  Jeremiah  (cp  Hody, 

1  [There  are  of  course  exceptions  in  other  MSS.  The  famous 
Cod.  Ambrosianus,  for  example,  gives  this  order  :  Isaiah. 
Jeremiah  (with  Lam.,  Ep.  Jer.,  and  F.pp.  of  Baruch),  Ezekiel, 
Minor  Prophets,  Daniel  (with  Bel  and  Dragon)]. 
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De  bibl.,  646^!).  In  the  Ethiopia  Bible  the  book  com 
prises  also  the  Paralipomena  Jeremiae  (Dillmann,  Chrest. 
Aeth.  1-15;  Ceriani,  Monumenta,  Ig-iS)  and  the  frag 
ment  containing  the  passage  quoted  in  Mt.  27  9.  These 
works,  having  attached  themselves  to  Jeremiah  somewhat 
after  the  fashion  of  the  additions  to  Daniel  and  Esther, 
were  gradually  provided  with  separate  headings  and 
severed  from  the  volume. 

The  same  is  possibly  the  case  in  the  seven  following 
instances  :  — 

(1)  In  2  Ch.  35  25  an  elegy  on  the  death  of  Josiah  is 
ascribed  to  Jeremiah.      It  seems  to  have  had  a  place 
at   one   time   among  the  threnodies   of   Lamentations 
(nirpn  ^y  ;  read  with  <5  nrp  and  with  ©S1  nama  mn). 
See  LAMENTATIONS,  and  cp  Schmidt,  Introd.  to  Jer. 

(2)  In  2  Ch.  8622^  and  Ezra  1  1-3,  Is.  4428  is  dis 
tinctly  quoted  as  a  word  of  Jeremiah.     The  most  natural 
explanation  is  that   Is.  40  ff.,   being  anonymous,  and 
revealing   a  marked    kinship    to   Jer.  30-33,   found   a 
temporary  home  in  our  volume  before  it  was  finally 
attached  to   Isaiah,  where  it  may  have  been   already 
established  by  180  B.C.  (cp  Ecclus.  4824/.  ). 

(3)  In  2  Mace.  2ifr,  certain  statements  are  made  on 
the  authority  of  a  work  entitled  '  Jeremiah,  the  Prophet.' 
Two  views  are  possible,      (a)  V.  2  may  be  simply  remin 
iscent  of  Jer.  10g,    and  w.  4  ff.   may  originally   have 
been  a  haggadic   annotation   to  Jer.  3i6,    intended   to 
explain   and  to   soften  the  effect  of  that  passage,   but 
afterwards  removed  from  the  text  ;  or  (b]  the  author  may 
have  had  before  him  the  biographical  work  probably 
known  by  the  same  title.     That  he  designates  his  source 
as    'scripture'    (ypa^),    would  be   natural   on    either 
hypothesis.       It   is   less  likely   that    the    Paralipomena 
Jeremise,   though   essentially  of  Jewish   origin,   already 
existed  when  2  Mace,  was  written. 

(4)  Mt.  27  9  is  quoted  from  'Jeremiah  the  Prophet,' 
the  term  being  the  same  as  that  used  in  Mt.  2  17.     This 
passage   is  not  found   in  our  present   text.       Did   the 
author  of  Mt.  read  it  in  his  copy  of  Jeremiah,  or  in  an 
Apocryphon  Jeremias?     (Cp  JUDAS  ISCARIOT,  §  8.) 

(5)  Justin,  Dial.  c.  Tryph.  7^,  charges  the  Jews  with 
having  erased  from  Jer.  a  passage  probably  of  Christian 
origin. 

(6)  Whether  Eph.  5  14  found  its  way  into  the  apocry- 
phon  from  the  margin  of  Jeremiah,  or  belonged  to  the 
Apocalypse  of  Elijah,  cannot  yet  be  determined. 

(7)  Lactantius    (48)    found    in    his    text   the   words 
'  beatus  qui  erat  antequam  nasceretur  '  in  Jer.  1  5.     How 
old  this  gloss  was   is  unknown.      In  regard  to  Justin's 
accusation  against  the  Jews  that  they  had  erased  Jer. 
11  19,  it  is  altogether  probable  that  there  was  a  basis  of 
fact  for  the  statement.      Certain  MSS  known  to  Justin 
lacked  the  passage.     But  this  may  have  been  due  in  part 
to  its  (possible)  absence  in  a  copy  older  than  that  used  by 
<§,  and  only  in   part  to  its  clumsy  yet  uncomfortable 
apologetic  use  by  Christians.      Its  occurrence  in  all  ex 
tant  MSS  simply  shows  that  it  finally  maintained  itself. 

On  the  other  hand,  MT  contains  many  elements 
that  have  been  added  even  after  the  book  assumed 
substantially  its  present  form  (see  below). 

It  has  been   maintained    that  Josephus 


4   Division 


div'ided  the  book  into  two  volumes, 


either  Jeremiah  and  Lamentations  (Ve- 
nema,  Meulenbelt)  or  Jer.  1-24  and  25-52  (Eichhorn, 
Bertholdt). 

Ordinarily  the  words  '  who  was  the  first  that  wrote 
and  left  behind  him  in  writing  two  books  concerning 
these  things  '  (6j  Trpwros  irepi  TOVTUV  5i>o  /3i'/3\ov?  ypd\j/as 
KaT^Xurev)  are  understood  as  referring  to  Ezekiel.  But 
Ez.  1-39  and  40-48  cannot  be  meant  (Stephen  Huet, 
Bertholet),  as  40-48  contains  no  prophecy  of  the  exile. 
Rather  is  it  probable  that  those  passages  quoted  from 
Ezekiel  by  Clement,  Tertullian,  and  others  (cp  Fabricius, 
Cod.  Pseudepig.  1117^)  had  at  the  time  of  our  glossator 

1  [For  the  MSS  which  seem  to  present  the  Lucianic  recension 
of  Jeremiah,  see  below,  §  21.] 

2373 


JEREMIAH  (BOOK) 

been  severed  from  the  canonical  Ezekiel  and  constituted 
an  independent  volume.  That  the  words  quoted  are  a 
later  gloss,  seems  probable  ;  fij  is  lacking  in  many 
MSS,  and  Josephus  himself  could  scarcely  have  con 
sidered  Ezekiel  as  earlier  than  Jeremiah. 

The  following  are  the  chief  schemes  that  have  been 
proposed  for  dividing  the  book  :  — 

CEcolampadius  :  (i)  1-31,  (2)  32-39,  (3)  40-52. 

Heidegger  :  (i)  1-36,  (2)  37-44,  (3)  45,  (4)  46-51,  (5)  52. 

H.  Alting,  Hottinger,  Venema,  Rosenmiiller,  De  Wette,  Payne 
Smith,  Streane  :  (i)  1-39,  (2)  40-45,  (3)  46-51,  (4)  52. 

Alpinus  :  (i)  1-20,  (2)  21-39,  (3)  40-42. 

J.  Alting:  (i)  1,  (2)  2-51,  (3)  52. 

Eichhorn  :  (i)  1-24,  (2)  25-51,  app.  52. 

Bertholdt  :  (i)  1-24,  (2)  46-51,  (3)  25-45,  app.  52. 

Stahelin,  with  (i)  and  (2)  united,  also  Havernick,  Keil  :  (i) 
1-10,  (2)  11-24,  (3)  25-29,  (4)  30-33,  (5)  34-39,  (6)  40-45,  (7)  46-51, 
app.  52. 

Movers  :  (i)  1-20  26  46-49,  (2)  SO/.  33,  (3)  50  /,  (4)  23  22  24, 
(5)  21  34  37  32  38-44,  (6)  27-29. 

Schmieder  :  (i)  1-12,  (2)  13-25,  (3)  26-33,  (4)  34-39,  (5)  40-45,  (6) 
46-51,  (7)  52. 

Neumann  :  (i)  1,  (2)  2-17,  (3)  18yC,  (4)  20-45,  (5)  46-51,  (6)  52. 

Ewald  :  (i)  1,  (2)  2-24,  (3)  46-49,  25,  app.  26-29,  (4)  30-33,  app. 
Z*f-,  (5)  36,  45,  app.  50JC  and  52. 

Hitzig  :  (i)  1-12  6,  (2)  25,  (3)  20,  (4)  35,  (5)  36,  (6)  45,  (7)  46-49 
and  (8)  12  8-24,  (9)  27-29,  (10)  30-33,  (n)  50/,  (12)  52. 

Scholz:  (i)  1-10,  (2)  11-20,  (3)  21-24,  (4)  25  1-14,  46-51,  (5)  25 
15-33,  (6)  34-44,  app.  45  and  52. 

Delitzsch  :  (i)  1-6,  (2)  7-12,  (3)  13-20,  (4)  21-25,  (5)  26-29,  (6) 
30-33,  (7)  34-38,  (8)  39-45,  (9)  46-51,  app.  52. 

The  marked  differences  between  the  various  attempts 
clearly  indicate  the  futility  of  proving  a  logical,  any 
more  than  a  chronological  arrangement,  either  in  MT 
or  in  <§.  Nevertheless,  they  have  been  of  value  in 
leading  the  way  to  a  better  understanding  of  the  com 
position  of  the  book. 

It  is  evident  that  a  chronological  arrangement  was 
once  intended,  as  the  order  in  1-20,  the  headings  and 
the  general  sequence  of  sections,  especially  in  ©, 
suggest.  It  is  equally  clear  that,  with  no  regard  to 
the  chronology,  philippics  against  the  reigning  princes 
have  been  gathered  in  21-24,  attacks  upon  rival 
prophets  in  26-29,  promises  of  restoration  in  30-33, 
and  prophecies  concerning  the  other  nations  in  46-51. 
Later  accretions  to  collections  previously  arranged 
chronologically  or  according  to  the  subject  matter, 
as  well  as  insertion  or  addition  of  later  collections, 
have  undoubtedly  contributed  to  the  present  disorder. 
This  is  probably  the  element  of  truth  in  Grafs 
supplementary  hypothesis  according  to  which  the 
book  is  '  not  a  collection,  but  rather  a  larger  whole 
arising  out  of  an  originally  complete  work  through 
addition  and  expansion.'  But  the  fruitless  endeavours 
to  find  a  rational  order  have  resulted  in  calling  renewed 
attention  to  the  headings  with  their  time-indications, 
and  to  the  groups  of  chapters  that  inevitably  point  to 
independent  collections  earlier  than  the  book  in  its 
present  form. 

Of  the  superscriptions,  which  recur  throughout  the 
book,  the  most  frequent  is  '  the  word  that  came  to 
+v,«  Jeremiah  from 


30i  32i  34i8  35  1  40i).  In  all  these  instances  the 
title  may  have  come  from  the  same  hand,  although 
it  is  also  possible  that  a  heading  used  in  an  earlier 
book  was  imitated.  That  this  was  actually  done  at  a 
late  date,  and  with  a  small  degree  of  intelligence,  is 
shown  by  40  1,  which  very  inappropriately  heads  a 
narrative,  not  a  prophecy.  Of  the  same  general 
type  a*re  the  headings  25  i  26  1  27  1.  Yet  they  bear 
marks  of  a  different  and  later  origin,  such  as  the  use 
of  'al  (hy)  for  V/  (*?n)  in  25i,  the  absence  of  'to 
Jeremiah'  (wDH*W)  in  26  1  reminding  us  of  50  1  in 
its  earliest  form,  and  rvDV  for  VTDT  in  27  1.  In  50  1 
@  read  '  the  word  of  Yahwe  which  he  spoke  con 
cerning  Babylon  '  (^33  *?y  -m  itpN  m,T  "im),  the  prophecy 
evidently  being  anonymous  at  first.  It  subsequently 
assumed  the  form  '  the  word  that  Yahwe  spake  con 
cerning  Babylon,  by  Jeremiah1  (*?N  nirp  im  ityx  lain 
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in'DV  V3  ^33),  to  which  'concerning  the  land  of  the 
Chaldeans'  was  added  as  a  gloss.  In  the  somewhat 
abbreviated  form  '  which  Yahwe  spoke  by  Jeremiah ' 
(liTDY  V3  mrrvmrx)  this  meets  us  again  in  4613  (<S). 
A  later  editor,  however,  changed  this  into  '  the  word 
that  Jeremiah  the  prophet  spoke,'  in  harmony  with  the 
then  prevailing  view  of  Jeremiah  as  '  the  prophet '  KO.T 
t$;o-)(T)v-  The  same  heading  is  found  in  45 1,  both  in 
MT  and  @.  The  name  of  the  people  referred  to  was 
deemed  sufficient  in  the  case  of  certain  anonymous 
prophecies  against  foreign  nations,  or  the  term  ma'ssa 
(xbo)  was  used  as  in  the  Book  of  Isaiah.  When  grouped 
together,  the  mention  of  Nebuchadrezzar  in  one  of  them 
would  naturally  suggest  Jeremiah  as  the  author  of  all  ; 
but  a  general  superscription  to  this  effect  was  thought 
enough  and  'of  Egypt'  (onsD1?)  462,  'concerning  the 
Philistines'  (o-nc'Sij'?)  47 1  (<5),  'of  the  children  of 
Ammon'  (poy  ':3?)  49 1,  'of  Edom '  (onxV)  49?,  'of 
Damascus  (ptrai1?)  4923,  'of  Kedar'  (vtp1?)  4928, 
'concerning  Elam '  (D?^*?)  4934  remained,  the  xtra,  if 
once  there,  disappearing  in  deference  to  the  prophet's 
views  on  this  subject,  2833^: 

The  most  remarkable  title  in  the  book  is — ^x  nin' — VJ1  n'mt?X 
in'OV-  I'  occurs  14  i  46 1  47  i  4934  and  probably  1  2  as  the 
original  heading.  In  14  i  m~l!J3  (pronounce  nns3  [cp  Pesh., 
Targ.,  Mich.  Supfil.  209],  aj3pox«i,  siccitas),  is  an  Aramaism, 
and  the  chapter  is  not  an  oracle  ;  in  46  i  x'33  has  been  added  ; 
in  47  i  CTntJ''?B  7X  's  unnatural  following  in'DV  7X,  as  is  also 
Q7'y  7X  in  49  34.  But  more  suspicious  still  is  the  phrase  itself. 
There  is  no  parallel  for  it  in  Hebrew.  Ezek.  1225  is  corrupt  (cp 
Cornill),  and  Am.  5i,  also  quoted  by  Kwald,  is  quite  regular. 
When  the  Greek  version  was  made,  14  i  read  'JN  mn' 131  'n'l 
in'DV'  46  i  was  still  lacking,  47  i  read  c>nc/'7S7>  4934  read 
Q'Un  Sy  in'DV  X33  IB'X,  'he  last  words  of  25  13  having  been  cut 
loose  from  the  nonten  regcns  and  made  a  title  of  this  prophecy. 
This  was  subsequently  altered  into  in'DV  Sx  m,V  "131  n'n  ~\y>  N, 
given  as  a  superscription  to  46  i  and  47  i,  and  substituted  for 
the  phrase  used  in  14  i.  It  was  also  employed  as  a  title  by  the 
collector  of  the  first  book. 

Chap.  1  2    probably  read    'Q'j  in'DV  ^X   m,V  T3T    n'n   I&'N 

137D7  n:t?  mt^y  pWa  mi.v  T,?D  pox  }3  in'B'X'-    The  words 

in'DV  SN  may  have  been  abbreviated  "?x  as  well  as  simply 
'7X,  and  the  former  misread  v^x-  The  reign  was  suggested  by 
36,  the  year  was  probably  taken  from  the  biographical  work. 
A  more  elaborate  heading  would  in  course  of  time  be  de 
manded,  giving  information  concerning  the  prophet.  It  read 

niruya  ne'X  D':n3n  JD  i.vp7n  [3  LVOV  W  n'n  nrx  mn'  131 

?'D'33  |™IN3-  Cp  (55.  The  omission  of  vn  can  scarcely  with 
Giesebrecht  be  regarded  as  an  infallible  sign  of  pre-exilic  author 
ship.  It  is  evident  that  the  book  while  it  had  only  this  heading 
could  not  have  contained  any  oracle  considered  by  the  editor 
to  be  later  than  the  thirteenth  year  of  Josiah.  The  addition  of 
collections  bearing  later  dates  led  to  the  penning  of  v.  3.  Even 
then  there  was  nothing  in  the  book  that  was  regarded  as  later 
than  the  fall  of  Jerusalem. 

The  time  indications  are  numerous,  but  are  of  uncer 
tain  value. 

They  are  found  in  1  2  (i3th  Jos.),  36  (Jos.),  14  i  (the  drought), 
21  i  (Zed.),  24  i  (after  Jeconiah),  25  i  (4th  Jeh.),  26 1  (beg.  Jeh.), 
27  i  (beg.  Jeh.),  28  i  (4th  Zed.),  29  i  (after  Jec.),  32  i  (loth  Zed.), 
34  i  (Zed.),  34  8  (Zed.),  35  i  (Jeh.),  36  i  (Jeh.),  37  i  (Zed.),  37  n 
(Zed.),  38  i  (Zed.),  39  i/  (gth  and  nth  Zed.),  40  i  (after  Jer.'s 
release  by  Nabuzaradan),  41 1  (yth  month),  427  (after  10  days), 
45  i  (4th  Jeh.),  46  2  (4th  Jeh.),  47  i  (defeat  of  Gaza  by  Pharaoh), 
49  34  (beg.  Zed.),  51  59  (4th  Zed.). 

The  text  is  not  always  certain. 

In  27  i  ©  has  no  superscription.  One  editor,  living 
later  than  (5,  assigned  the  prophecy  to  Jehoiakim's 
reign.  So  MT.  He  could  not  have  done  this  if  in 
the  very  first  sentence  he  had  read  '  unto  king  Zedekiah  ' 
(ivpis  I'JD  ?N)  ;  27s*  is  therefore  probably  a  later  gloss. 
Another  editor,  noticing  Zedekiah  in  v.  12,  wrote  his 
name  in  the  heading.  So  Pesh. ,  Ambrosianus,  Ar. , 
Oxon. ,  Kenn.  224, 

Some  statements  are  too  vague  to  be  of  much  value. 
We  do  not  know  the  date  of  the  particular  drought 
mentioned  in  14 1,  nor  when  Pharaoh  smote  Gaza  (47 1). 
Some  are  demonstrably  wrong,  ascribing  to  certain 
occasions  in  the  life  of  Jeremiah  oracles  not  proceeding 
from  him.  Thus  25 1  462  47 1  4934  51 59  are  manifestly 
nothing  but  conjectures  of  late  editors.  Others  are 
drawn  from  popular  story  books,  and  cannot  be  ac- 
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corded  more  probability  than  the  stories  themselves,  as 
40 1  44 1  45 1,  probably  also  32 1  and  35 1. 

The  entire  book  1-20  is  evidently  assigned  by  1 1/.  to 
the  reign  of  Josiah.  This  was  clearly  a  mistake.  The 
editor  of  26  is  probably  right  in  assigning  the  speech 
of  which  7  ff.  gives  a  more  extended  report  to  the  time 
of  Jehoiakim.  Editors  who  in  some  instances  found 
niches  in  the  life  of  Jeremiah  for  prophecies  written 
centuries  later  than  his  time,  as  easily  as  the  same 
service  was  performed  by  hymn  collectors  for  David, 
may  occasionally  have  displayed  an  admirable  critical 
instinct ;  but  their  opinions  can  have  no  binding  force. 

Various  introductory  formulas  are  used  which  often 
mark  off  smaller  independent  oracles.  Of  these  the 
most  important  are  '  and  the  word  of  Yahwe  came 
unto  Jeremiah'  (i,vav  "?x  mn'  n3T  'm),  and  'and  the 
word  of  Yahwe  came  unto  me'  (>(7x  rri.v  T3i  ',TT). 

The  former  is  peculiar  to  25-44  (29  30  32  26  33  i  19  23  35  12 
376).  The  latter  is  peculiar  to  1-24  (1  4  11  13  2  i  138  14  n  15  i 
16  i  185  24  4).  Here  again  the  text  is  frequently  uncertain.  In 
14  ©NX  read  =  v?X>  and  in'DV  7X  may  have  been  the  original, 
though  abbreviated.  In  2  i  ©  has  only  KOU  curey.  In  16  i  & 
probably  read  'jx'IB"  '.I^X  frl.V  IDX'I-  I"  244  Arm.  read  n-po? 
lepffj.ia.ir.  In  35  12  ©  read  ^n,  n-pos  f-e  (in  326  this  was  the 
reading  in  QmS-),  while  MT  has  in'DV  *?X>  ar>d  likewise  36  i. 
This  proves  beyond  doubt  that  in'DV  was  often  abbreviated 
''  or  simply  ».  This  being  the  case,  there  is  no  unmistak 
able  indication  anywhere  whether  »^u  or  in'DV  ^x  was  originally 
written.  However,  phrases  like  '9x  mn'  1CN  H3,  13 1  17  19, 
and  'jXTHi  24  t,  show  that  the  first  person  was  sometimes  used. 
From  the  use  of  the  first  person  no  conclusion  can  of  course  be 
drawn  as  to  the  Jeremianic  origin  of  a  given  oracle.  Any 
prophet  might  use  the  same  formula. 

Nevertheless  if  these  superscriptions,  as  the  work  of 

editors  living  at  different  periods  subsequent  to  the  time 

6    Earlier    °^    Jererman'    based    on    conjecture    or 

',,     ..          doubtful  tradition,  neither  indicate  unity 

collections.     r 

of  composition  or  redaction,  nor  possess 

any  intrinsic  authority,  they  have  considerable  value  as 
aids  in  recovering  earlier  collections,  and  in  exhibiting 
the  successive  stages  of  redaction. 

Chap.  1 3  furnishes  positive  evidence  that  the  book  at 
one  time  contained  no  prophecy  indicated  as  having 
been  spoken  by  Jeremiah  after  the  fifth  month  of  the 
eleventh  year  of  Zedekiah.  Consequently,  40-44  52  at 
any  rate  formed  no  part  of  the  collection.  There  is 
ground  for  supposing  that  the  three  booklets,  25  46-51, 
27-29  and  30-33,  had  as  yet  no  place  in  the  centre  of 
this  volume.  Chap.  1 2  supplies  equally  convincing 
proof  that  the  book  once  contained  no  section  in 
dicated  as  being  later  than  the  thirteenth  year  of  Josiah. 
This  title  excludes  21-24  and  26  34-39;  but  it  may  have 
served  as  sufficient  heading  for  1-20  since  no  later  king 
or  date  is  mentioned  in  these  chapters.  No  collector 
or  copyist  may  have  been  familiar  with  the  other  version 
of  7  ff.  in  26  and  the  date  there  given,  or  have  noticed 
that  11  points  to  a  time  later  than  the  discovery  of 
the  Law  in  the  eighteenth  year  of  Josiah,  or  observed 
that  in  19/i  the  relations  between  Jeremiah  and  the 
rulers  are  more  strained  than  in  If. 

By  the  aid  of  the  superscriptions  the  following 
collections  may  be  recovered,  i.  1-20;  2.  21-24; 
3.  25  46-51  ;  4.  26-'29  ;  5.  30-33  ;  6.  34-39  ;  7.  40-44. 
Whilst  13  clearly  shows  that  40-44  once  circulated 
separately,  and  the  character  of  the  narrative  con 
firms  this  observation,  the  same  cannot  be  affirmed 
concerning  34-39.  In  the  work  whence  these  chapters 
were  taken  34  37-39  on  the  one  hand,  and  (26)  35/ 
(45)  on  the  other,  would  seem  to  have  belonged  together 
(Cornill).  Not  only  by  sub-headings  and  solemn  intro 
ductory  formulas,  but  even  more  by  the  editorial  custom 
of  prefacing  an  oracle  with  appropriate  words,  or  of 
adding  at  the  end  words  mostly  of  a  consolatory  nature, 
it  is  to  a  certain  extent  possible  to  discover  the  smaller 
collections  used  in  making  these  books. 

i.  Chaps.  1-20.  In  Bk.  i  the  two  oracles,  1 4-10 
11-19  (a):  evidently  form  an  independent  section  ; 
2 1-3  5  (6)  is  shown  by  the  introduction  and  the  heading 
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36  to  be  a  separate  discourse ;  the  title,  the  non- 
Jeremianic  preface,  36-4 z,  and  the  new  superscription 
7 1  indicate  that  86-630  (^r)  once  formed  a  booklet; 
7-10  (d)  by  its  title  and  its  long  appendix,  9 22-10  25,  is 
similarly  marked  off;  II  f.  (e)  is  likewise  distinguished 
by  heading  and  appendix,  11  i8-12i7  ;  13  (/)  is  clearly 
an  independent  fragment,  15-17  and  20-27  being  probably 
later  additions;  14-17  (g)  is  shown  to  be  a  collection 
by  title,  by  prefaced  non-jeremianic  passages,  142-6  7-9, 
and  by  numerous  interpolations  and  the  appendix, 
17  19-27  ;  18-20  (A)  is  separated  from  what  precedes  by  a 
special  title,  and  from  what  follows  by  the  appended 
curse  in  imitation  of  Job  82^.  and  the  heading  of  21. 

Among  these  groups  c  and  d  make  the  strongest 
impression  of  being  direct  reports  of  oracles.  A  char 
acteristic  especially  of  g,  but  also  of  a,  e,f,  and  h,  is 
the  use  of  the  first  person.  Listening  disciples  may 
have  written  down  from  memory  what  the  prophet  related 
in  this  form.  The  ease,  however,  with  which  a  figure  of 
speech  is  transformed  into  a  narrative  of  actual  occurrence 
in  13,  and  the  manifest  later  colouring  in  1 10  and  18,  warn 
against  assuming  greater  accuracy  in  these  sections  on 
account  of  the  form.  The  editor  of  Book  i  found  these 
pericopes  without  any  indication  of  date  except  in  36. 
It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  first  book  was  compiled 
before  the  third  century.  The  editor  of  g  may  indeed 
have  been  a  contemporary  of  Nehemiah  (385-373  B.C.), 
and  the  prophet's  biography  used  to  some  extent  in  e,  f, 
g,  and  It  may  have  been  written  in  the  Persian  period  ; 
but  the  Book  of  Job  almost  certainly  belongs  to  the 
time  of  Ptolemaic  sovereignty  over  Palestine,  and  the 
language  of  the  title,  1 2,  points  to  a  comparatively  late 
date. 

2.  Chaps.  21-24.      In  Bk.  2  chaps.  22-238  (a)  form 
a  collection  of  oracles  against  the  reigning  princes,  dis 
tinguished   by  introduction,   contents,   and  consolatory 
non-jeremianic  additions,  23 1-4  $/.  j  f.  ;   289-40  (b)  is 
separated  by  its  heading  ;  24  (c)  is  of  a  totally  different 
character — reminding  us  of  1  and  13.     Stade  has  shown 
convincingly  (ZA  71  IF  12  277^)  that   21  i-io  is  an  ex 
cerpt  from    a   passage  in    the  biography   from   which 
another  excerpt,  necessary  to  supplement  it,  was  made 
in    374-10,    and   also    that    21 11-14   is   editorial    work. 
Phrases  drawn   from    488    suggest   that    21 11-14    may 
have  been   written    late  in    the  second   century.      But 
there  is  nothing  to   prevent  21i-io  from   having  been 
prefaced  and  the  collection  made  already  in  the  previous 
century. 

3.  Chaps.  25  46-51.      That    the    prophecies   against 
foreign   nations   in   Bk.    3  once  circulated  as  a  separ 
ate  collection  is  evident  from  the  different  places  they 
occupy   in    MT   and    <§.     While    in    <S    these  oracles 
occupy  a  central  position  in  the  volume,  like  the  similar 
prophecies  in  Isaiahand  Ezekiel,  they  are  in  MT  relegated 
to  the  end.      Their  place  in  ©  more  exactly  is  between 
25 1-13  and  15-38  of  the  Hebrew  text.     The  most  natural 
way  of  accounting  for  this  is  by  assuming  that  25 1-13 
once  formed  the  introduction  to  a  smaller  collection  of 
oracles  against  nations  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  northern 
invasion,  that  the  additional  introduction,  w.  15-38,  was 
demanded   by  the  accession  of  oracles    against    other 
nations,  that  @'s  copy  still  lacked  this  expansion,  and 
that    it   was   subsequently   done    into    Greek,    and    on 
account  of  its  length  appended  rather  than  inserted  in 
the  margin.     This  would  explain  how  the  corpus  could 
be  removed  in  MT  and  yet  leave  the  entire  chap.  25 
behind  in  its  old  place,   and  also  how  2515-38,  which 
naturally  should  precede  the  corpus,  is  found  after  it  in 
(55.      On  this  hypothesis  the  similarity  between  the  order 
in  MT  and  that  of  the  list,  2019-26,  likewise  finds  its 
explanation.     The  additional  names  are  probably  later 
insertions,    or    possibly   represent   oracles   removed    to 
other  collections,  or  lost.      How  extensive  the  first  col 
lection  may  have  been  is  not  easily  determined.     The 
prophecies  against   Elam  and  Babylon  are  certainly  to 
be   eliminated,    and    probably   also    those    concerning 
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Moab,  Ammon,  Damascus,  and  Kedar.  It  is  possible, 
however,  that  in  addition  to  Egypt,  Philistia,  and  Edom, 
Tyre  and  Sidon  had  a  place  in  that  collection.  If  so, 
the  first  booklet  may  have  been  produced  in  the  third 
century.  But  such  late  prophecies  as  those  against 
Babylon  and  Moab  cannot  well  have  been  written  before 
the  second  half  of  the  second  century  ;  and  the  apoca 
lyptic  language  of  the  editor  who  wrote  25 15-38  points 
to  the  same  epoch  for  the  final  redaction  of  Bk.  3. 
See  also  below,  §  n. 

4.  Chaps.  26-29.      In  Bk.  4  it  is  evident  that  27-29 
once  circulated  as  a  separate  collection.     This  is  shown 
by  the  abbreviated  form  of  names  like  ,TDV,  rrpnx,  rrjjn, 
mi3\  the  spelling  nswonj  for  ixN-naiaa.  the  addition 
of  N'33n,  and  the  many  glosses  later  than  ©  made  by 
the  same  editor.     As  a  copyist   of  the  entire  volume 
would  not  be  likely  to  select  these  chapters  as  a  special 
field  for  exhibiting  all  his  peculiarities,  it  is  most  natural 
to  suppose  that  (§  translated  an  earlier  text  of  27-29 
than  that  incorporated  in  MT,  that  in  (S's  text  27 1  was 
contiguous  with  the  end  of  the  prophecy  against  Elam, 
4939  (Movers,  Hitzig),  and  that  26  subsequently  found 
its  way  into  ©  in  the  train  of  2515-38.     The  character 
of  27  accounts  for  its  being  joined  to  the  prophecies 
against  foreign  nations  in  Bk.  3.      A  later  scribe  prob 
ably  copied  from  the  biographical  work  chap.  26  as  an 
introduction   to  show  the  wickedness   of   the    pseudo- 
prophets  and  the  divine  protection  enjoyed  by  Jeremiah, 
and  justify  his  denunciation.      It  is  reasonably  certain 
that  this  book  cannot  have  received  its  present  form 
until  the  second  half  of  the  second  century. 

5.  Chaps.  30-33.       Bk.    5   consists   of  (a)  30/,   (6) 
32 1-15,    (c)   32 16-44,    (d)   33 1-13,    (e)  33 14-26.     Only  a 
once  circulated  as  a  separate  book  ;  b  may  have  been 
drawn  from  the  biography  ;  c  is  apparently  an  interpo 
lation  in  situ  ;  d  was  probably  written  by  the  editor  of 
Bk.    5,  who  may  have  lived  in  the   latter  part  of  the 
second  century  ;  and  e  is  an  appendix  later  than  (£5. 

6.  Chaps.  34-39.      With  the  comforting  outlook  into 
the  future  presented  by  Bk.  5  the  volume  once  closed. 
But  the  same  increased  interest  in  the  prophet's  life  that 
caused   the  addition   of  chaps.  36-39   to    the   Book  of 
Isaiah  also  led  to  the  appending  of  biographical  material 
to  Jeremiah.      Bk.  6  never  had  any  separate  existence. 
Its  present  disorder  is  best  explained  by  the  different 
stories  having  been  drawn  directly  from  the  biography. 
It  is  probable  that   this  story-book  followed  a  certain 
chronological  order.      The  seeming  neglect   of  this  in 
Chronicles  and   Daniel  cannot  be  alleged  against  the 
supposition.      The  Chronicler  knows  well  the  order  of 
Jewish  kings,  and   ^hat  of  the  Persian  monarchs  was 
probably  better  known  to  him  than  has  been  supposed, 
while  the  composition  of  Daniel  may  explain  the  lack 
of  chronological  arrangement  in  that  book  (cp  Barton, 
JBLYlfo}.      It  is  not  unlikely  that  in  the  biography  26 
35   36   and    possibly   45   were   followed    by  34   21  if. 
374-10  2l3-io   37n-3828a   39i-3    14-18,    though    some 
other  sections   must   have  intervened.      From  392  the 
general  editor  of  1-39  obtained  his  last  date,  13.      The 
interpolation,  394-13,  is  later  than  (5  ;  but  the  incorpora 
tion  of  the  chapters  enumerated  in  the  volume  may  have 
followed  soon  upon  that  of  Bk.  5. 

7.  Chaps.  40-44.      Bk.  7  was  not  known  to  the  editor 
who  wrote  1  3.     This  raises  the  serious  question  whether 
Bk.  7  or  any  section  of  it  formed  a  part  of  the  bio 
graphical    work.       After    the    awkward    introduction, 
40 1 -6,  an  account  follows,  40  7-41 18,  which  can  scarcely 
have  been  drawn  from  that  source. 

Not  only  does  Jeremiah  play  no  r6le  in  the  stirring  events 
here  narrated  (it  is  Johanan  who  appears  as  Gedaliah's  adviser), 
but  neither  he  nor  Baruch  is  mentioned  among  those  who 
escaped  the  massacre.  This  strange  silence  concerning  the 
prophet  renders  it  probable  that  407-41  18  is  a  Midrash  to  the 
book  of  Kings,  brought  over  to  prepare  the  way  for  klff.  One 
is  tempted  to  suppose  that  this  section  has  taken  the  place  of  an 
oracle  to  Nabuzaradan  by  Jeremiah.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine 
that  an  editor  should  have  deliberately  introduced  a  narrative  in 
which  no  oracle  of  Jeremiah  occurs,  and,  in  fact,  the  prophet 
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does  not  figure  at  all  in  '  the  word  which  came  to  Jeremiah 
from  Yah  we. ' 

In  42-44  the  failure  to  carry  the  story  down  to  the 
prophet's  death  is  noticeable.  It  has  been  supposed 
that  the  veil  was  drawn  over  his  tragic  end  by  a  desire 
not  to  publish  the  nation's  shame.  But  there  is  no  trace 
of  such  delicacy  elsewhere  in  the  volume.  The  murder 
of  Uriah  (2623)  and  other  prophets  is  freely  recorded, 
and  the  tendency  of  this  particular  book  to  present  the 
prophet  as  faithful  even  to  the  end  and  the  people  as 
apostates  capable  of  any  wickedness  is  very  marked. 
Besides,  it  is  far  from  certain  that  Jeremiah  met  with  a 
violent  death,  or,  if  so,  at  the  hands  of  his  countrymen 
(see  JEREMIAH,  the  Prophet,  §  2).  It  is  more  likely 
that  when  this  book  was  made  it  was  not  yet  known 
what  had  become  of  the  prophet.  The  biographical 
work  naturally  grew  in  the  same  way  as  our  volume. 
When  Bk.  6  was  added  to  chaps.  1-33  this  biography 
apparently  lost  sight  of  the  prophet  at  the  fall  of  Jeru 
salem.  A  much  later  hand  probably  led  him  with  '  all 
the  remnant  of  the  people,'  not  without  violence,  into 
Egypt  to  prophesy  against  that  kingdom  and  to  predict 
the  utter  extinction  of  the  Egyptian  diaspora.  From 
Nehemiah's  memoirs  we  learn  that  in  his  time  (385-373 
B.C.  )  the  Jews  in  Palestine  were  still  regarded  as  people 
that  had  been  left  in  the  province  when  the  exiles  were 
carried  away  (cp  EZRA-NEHEMIAH).  The  idea,  dia 
metrically  opposed  to  this,  that  no  Judaeans  were 
left  behind  in  the  land,  does  not  appear  until  the 
Chronicler,  who,  however,  knows  nothing  yet  of  a  rem 
nant  escaping  to  Egypt  (2  Ch.  8620).  The  exuberant 
genealogical  interest  would  naturally  lead  the  Egyptian 
Jews  to  trace  their  pedigrees  back  to  the  exile,  and  the 
difficulty  of  accomplishing  this  feat  may  readily  have 
suggested  as  an  explanation  a  prophetic  oracle  sealing 
the  doom  of  the  entire  remnant.  In  course  of  time  the 
prophet  would  inevitably  receive  the  martyr's  crown. 
But  whether  an  account  of  this  yet  found  a  'place  in  the 
biography  is  doubtful.  The  counter-currents  of  interest 
connecting  him  with  the  Babylonian  diaspora,  where  he 
would  have  ended  his  life  in  peace,  or  with  Judaea,  may 
have  prevented  tradition  from  becoming  fixed  on  this 
point.  Nabuzaradan's  speech  reminds  one  of  utterances 
of  pagan  rulers  in  Daniel.  The  historic  substitute  may 
have  been  introduced  at  the  end  of  the  second  century 
by  the  editor  who  appended  52. 

As  chap.  45  presents  Baruch  in  a  different  role  from 
that  imputed  to  him  in  43s,  it  is  possible  that  this  para 
graph  was  taken  from  an  earlier  section  of  the  biography 
and  put  at  the  end  of  the  volume  to  show  Jeremiah's 
prophetic  insight  and  generosity,  even  as  39 15-18  was 
appended  to  Bk.  6. 

In  regard  to  the  biography  itself,  it  is  not  improbable  that  it 
bore  the  title  '  Jeremiah  the  Prophet '  and  that  it  long  had  a 
separate  existence.  If  it  was  actually  used  by  the  authors  of 
2  Mace,  and  Mt.,  it  may  even  have  been  translated  into  Greek. 
The  disappearance  of  such  a  work  involves  no  difficulty.  Nor 
is  it  impossible  that  the  original  was  still  in  existence  in  the 
days  of  Jerome.  Until  the  Hebrew  book  shown  to  him  shall 
have  been  found,  there  will  be  nothing  to  force  the  conclusion 
that  it  was  a  recent  forgery  or  to  prevent  the  assumption  that 
it  was  the  old  biography  from  which  so  many  abstracts  had 
been  made,  though  naturally  not  untouched  by  many  hands  that 
would  have  dealt  more  scrupulously  with  a  canonical  book. 

Ch.  52  seems  to  have  been  drawn  from  2  K.  25 — a 
very  late  appendix  to  K.  Verses  28-30,  not  found  in 
K.,  were  added  later  than  (&,  but  probably  from  a 
good  old  source,  as  they  contradict  the  conception 
current  at  the  time  of  the  translation.  When  that  time 
was  cannot  be  accurately  determined.  The  preface  to 
Ecclus.  only  shows  that  in  132  B.C.  prophetic  writings 
had  been  translated,  but  does  not  indicate  the  extent 
and  character  of  these  writings.  The  year  114  in  the 
epilogue  to  the  Greek  Esther  is  so  far  from  fixing  the 
lower  limit  of  <S  that  it  cannot  even  be  relied  upon  for 
determining  the  date  of  the  translation  of  that  particular 
book  (cp  Jacob,  ZATW,  1890,  p.  274^).  Nor  is  it 

2379 


JEREMIAH  (BOOK) 

likely    that    all    parts    were    translated    at    the    same 
time. 

There  appears  to  be  nothing,  however,  to  prevent  the 
view  that  the  volume  had  substantially  assumed  its 
present  form  in  the  reign  of  Alexander  Jannoeus  (102- 
76  B.C.). 

According  to  the  baraitha  preserved  in  Babd  bathra 
14^,  Jeremiah  was  the  author  of  the  book.  The  super- 
S  ner  scr'Pt'ons  m  a^  parts  of  the  volume  (except 
scrirjt  ons  ''^  would  naturally  lead  to  this  conclusion. 
'  This  was  no  doubt  the  generally  accepted 
view  in  the  time  of  the  Tannaim  (Mishnic  doctors). 
Whilst  there  is  only  one  direct  quotation  in  NT  bearing 
on  this  point — viz.  Mt.  2i8  (the  other,  27  9,  being  prob 
ably  from  the  biography) — this  shows  that  30  ft  was 
regarded  as  a  Jeremianic  production,  and  other  NT 
authors,  notably  those  of  Hebrews  and  Revelation, 
are  likely  to  have  regarded  Jeremiah  as  the  author 
on  the  strength  of  the  headings.  Strictly  speaking, 
these  titles,  with  a  single  exception,  do  not  affirm  that 
Jeremiah  was  the  writer  of  the  respective  sections. 
They  only  state  that  these  oracles  came  to  Jeremiah, 
and  it  is  implied  that  they  were  uttered  by  him,  but 
not  necessarily  that  he  wrote  them. 

In  25 13  the  editor's  meaning  is  perhaps  doubtful ;  in  29 1  the 
editor  possibly  meant  to  intimate  that  Jeremiah  wrote  the  letter 
as  well  as  sent  it  ;  in  302  the  editor  distinctly  represents  Yahwe 
as  ordering  the  prophet  to  write,  leaving  the  inference  that  he 
did  so.  It  is  significant  that  in  all  three  cases  the  contents  of 
the  '  books '  render  it  extremely  difficult  to  believe  that  they 
have  come,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  from  the  hand  of 
Jeremiah.  As  in  864  the  divine  command  given  to  Jeremiah 
(8(12)  to  write  in  a  book  is  carried  out  by  dictation  to  Baruch,  the 
writer  of  302  may  have  thought  of  the  same  method. 

Only  in  51 60  is  it  distinctly  stated  that  Jeremiah 
wrote  the  words  against  Babylon;  but  50i-51s8  is 
clearly  un-Jeremianic.  Even  through  the  mists  of 
tradition  the  fact  can  be  discerned  that  there  never  were 
any  Jeremianic  autographs.  This  prophet  was  not  a 
holy  penman,  but  a  preacher  of  righteousness  (cp 
ISAIAH  i. ). 

But  if  Jeremiah  was  not  himself  a  writer,  he  may 
be  the  real  author  of  many  an  oracle  preserved  in 
.  this  book.  That  would  be  eminently 


8.  Jeremianic 
oracles. 


true,  could  it  be  proved  that  some  of 


them  were  actually  dictated  by  him. 
But  even  though  a  closer  examination  should  render  it 
probable  that  we  possess  only  free  reproductions  of 
discourses  that  lived  in  the  memory  of  disciples,  that 
would  still  put  within  our  reach  sentiments,  thoughts, 
and  forms  of  expression  of  which  he  was  the  author. 
If  these  should  be  seen  to  reflect  historic  circumstances 
unknown  in  later  times,  religious  ideas  out  of  harmony 
with  those  prevailing  after  the  exile,  and  a  unique 
personality  not  to  be  explained  as  a  fictitious  character, 
that  would  tend  to  enhance  their  trustworthiness.  It 
would  not  be  strange,  in  view  of  methods  in  vogue 
elsewhere,  if  such  genuine  sayings  should  be  found 
chiefly  in  Bks.  i  and  2,  if  Bks.  3  and  5  should  prove  to 
be  altogether  un-Jeremianic,  and  if  the  biographical  sec 
tions,  with  all  their  long  speeches,  should  furnish  but 
scanty  material. 

Since  Spinoza  it  has  generally  been  assumed,  on  the 
basis  of  the  narrative  in  36,  that  the  roll  which  Baruch 
wrote  at  the  dictation  of  Jeremiah  in  the  fifth  year  of 
Jehoiakim  (603  B.C.)  has  been  preserved  in  some  parts 
of  our  present  volume.  Spinoza  regarded  the  '  I  ' 
sections, — i.e. ,  chiefly  1-20 — and  the  prophecies  against 
foreign  nations,  46-51,  as  giving  the  contents  of  the  roll. 
This  view  has  met  with  wide  approval.  Even  Stacle 
thinks  it  '  the  first  duty  of  criticism  to  restore  from  the 
book  this  original  roll.'  He,  indeed,  rejects  46-51  with 
its  introduction  25,  removes  all  genuine  sayings  that 
are  later  than  603,  and  eliminates  the  many  un-Jeremi 
anic  interpolations.  But  the  remainder  represents 
to  him  the  famous  roll.  We  have  no  guarantee,  how 
ever,  that  the  remnant  ever  had  a  place  on  Baruch's 
scroll.  In  fact,  there  are  considerations  that  militate 
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seriously  against  this  supposition.  The  words  directly 
quoted  from  the  roll  (8629)  are  not  to  be  found  in  these 
sections  ;  there  are  no  prophecies  against  foreign  nations 
among  them,  as  is  demanded  by  v.  2  ;  the  prophecies 
selected  do  not  make  any  such  clear  allusion  to  the 
Chaldaeans  as  would  scare  the  king  or  vex  him,  and 
they  certainly  do  not  make  the  impression  of  being 
either  '  all  the  words  that  Yahwe  had  spoken  to  him ' 
in  twenty  years  or  an  intelligently  arranged  summary 
for  a  special  purpose.  The  difficulty  of  the  assumption 
has  been  felt  by  Gra'tz1  (1874)  and  Cheyne  (art. 
'Jeremiah,'  in  EBW,  '81  ;  Comm.  '85),  who  have  there 
fore  thought  of  chap.  25  (of  course  when  purified  from 
the  most  obvious  interpolations)  as  the  roll.  But  since 
chap.  25  is  the  introduction  to  chaps.  46-51,  and  all 
these  chapters  are  almost  certainly  not  Jeremianic  in 
any  sense,  the  attempt  to  find  Baruch's  roll  must  be 
given  up.  As  Dahler  suggested,  the  '  book  '  had  clearly 
a  special  purpose.  Whether  it  was  subsequently  lost, 
or  any  part  of  it  drifted  into  our  volume,  is  not  a  matter 
of  serious  moment.  Concerning  no  portion  of  our 
present  work  is  it  affirmed,  or  even  intimated,  that  it 
was  dictated  to  Baruch.  The  use  of  the  first  person, 
if  original,  may  be  a  reminiscence  of  the  actual  language 
of  the  prophet,  or  a  literary  device. 

It  is  safe  to  assume  that  among  those  who  listened 
to  the  prophet  there  were  no  reporters  taking  down 
his  words,  pen  in  hand.  Chap.  36  gives  us  valuable 
evidence  of  what  was  deemed  sufficient  accuracy  in 
such  matters.  All  the  words  spoken  by  Yahwe  through 
his  prophet  in  twenty  years  are  put  to  writing  under  a 
sudden  impulse,  and  this  picture  of  past  prophecy  is  a 
year  later,  under  fresh  provocation,  retouched  with 
'  many  like  words. '  This  is  no  doubt  the  story  of  much 
reporting.  Freely  from  memory,  speeches  were  written 
down  that  they  might  not  be  forgotten,  still  preserving, 
in  spite  of  many  like  words  added,  somewhat  of  the 
original  flavour. 

It  is  this  breath  of  a  mighty  spirit,  felt  particularly  in 
the  earlier  parts  of  the  volume,  that  forbids  the  theory 
of  Havet  and  Vernes  according  to  which  our  book 
is  wholly  pseudcpigraphical  and  Jeremiah  a  fictitious 
character. 

It  is  natural  to  ascribe  such  knowledge  as  we  possess 

_         ,  ,     of  Jeremiah's  words  and  life  to  the  pen 

9.  jsarucn  s  of  Baruch     The  book  itself  suggests  his 

P       '         importance. 

According  to  chap.  36  Baruch  was  the  writer  of  the  book  pro 
duced  in  604  ;  he  was  the  prophet's  representative  reading  this 
book  ;  he  was  as  much  in  danger  as  Jeremiah  and  had  as  powerful 
friends  among  the  princes  ;  according  to  483  he  was  accused  by 
the  Jews  of  unduly  influencing  the  prophet  ;  according  to  45  5 
he  was  censured  by  Jeremiah  himself  for  having  cherished  lofty 
plans  contrary  to  the  prophet's  ideas.  Such  a  man  might  write, 
not  only  at  the  dictation  of  the  prophet,  but  also  in  his  name, 
and  furnish  much  information  concerning  his  life,  by  virtue  of 
intimate  acquaintance.  The  idea  of  a  close  partnership  involv 
ing  independent  work  on  Baruch's  part  is  seen  unmistakably  in 
the  addition  of  Bar.  1-5  to  Jer.  without  a  separate  title  and  in  the 
appending  of  the  Epistle  of  Jeremy  to  Bar.  ;  and  in  Baruch's 
biographical  activity  in  Paralipomena  Jer.  To  Theodoret 
Baruch  seems  to  have  been  more  than  a  mere  amanuensis. 

When,  in  modern  times,  differences  of  style  began  to 
be  observed,  the  frequent  changes  from  the  first  to  the 
third  person  were  ascribed  to  Baruch  ;  his  hand  was  dis 
covered  in  the  later  oracles  ;  the  biographical  sections 
were  assigned  to  him  as  author.  The  theory  of  two 
recensions  had  a  tendency  to  increase  his  labours  as  an 
editor  ;  he  was  charged  with  the  care  of  the  second 
improved  edition  as  well  as  with  the  editio  princeps. 

1  ['It  is  an  old  and  generally  prevalent  error  that  Jeremiah 
caused  to  be  written  dnwn  an  entire  collection  of  prophetic  dis 
courses,  and  that  Jehoiakim  destroyed  this.  .  .  It  is  to  be  shown 
here  that  Jehoiakim  only  burned  that  roll  in  which  was  con 
tained  the  prophecy  of  the  calamity  threatening  Judah  (and  the 
neighbouring  peoples)  from  the  Babylonion  invasion  (see  8629). 
.  .  .  Chaps.  3(5  and  25  belong  together  as  much  as  chaps.  1  and 
20.'  Gratz,  'Das  Datum  der  Schlacht  bei  Kharkemisch  u.  der 
Beginn  der  chald.  Herrschaft  jib.  Juda,'  Tl/fi^K/23  289^  The 
so-called  '  error '  still  holds  its  ground  in  commentaries  and 
introductions.] 
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Even  after  the  abandonment  of  the  two -recensions 
theory,  the  idea  that  large  portions  of  our  book  have 
come  from  the  pen  of  Baruch  is  still  cherished  by 
eminent  scholars.  But  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence 
that  any  part  of  the  volume  was  ever  written  by  him. 
It  does  not  contain  a  single  line  that  even  claims  to  have 
been  penned  by  him  ;  and  the  many  works  that  purport 
to  come  from  him  are  too  palpably  spurious  to  be  used 
as  touchstones.  It  remains  a  bare  possibility  that,  at 
one  time  or  another,  Baruch  wrote  down  abstracts  of 
oracles  delivered  by  Jeremiah.  Among  these  there  may 
have  been  reports  of  utterances  made  before  604  B.C.  as 
well  as  after  that  date.  But  it  is  not  likely  that  such 
memoranda  were  used  in  preparing  the  '  book '  read  to 
Jehoiakim.  The  late  origin  of  many  sections  claimed 
for  Baruch,  and  the  manifest  lack  of  order  among  the 
genuine  fragments  of  Jeremianic  oracles,  seem  to  pre 
clude  the  supposition  that  he  was  in  any  sense  the 
editor  of  the  book.1 

Note  on  Jer.  30 18. — The  sense  of  Nip  in  this  passage  (read  ? 
proclaim?)  is  uncertain.  In  v.  14  xnp  has  clearly  the  sense  of 
'  read,'  as  frequently  elsewhere,  cp  Ex.  24  7  Dt.  17  19.  The  use 
of  earlier  collections  is  not  in  itself  improbable,  as  Dahler  has 
shown.  But  the  natural  impression  of  the  text  certainly  is 
that  the  prophet  reproduces  from  memory  and  dictates  to  his 
scribe  all  the  words  that  Yahwe  has  spoken  to  him.  We  are 
not  justified  in  minimising  either  the  assumed  extent  of  the 
Megillah  or  the  miraculous  power  ascribed  to  the  prophet.  We 
may  question  the  historic  accuracy  of  the  narrative. 

The  book  appears  to  be  the  product  of  writers  un- 
__  .,  known  to  us  by  name.      They  may  be 

i,     A       S  :    divided  into  the  following  classes  :—  (a) 
collectors. 

reporters  and  collectors   of  oracles,    (l>) 

prophets,  (c)  historians,  (d)  poets,  (e)  editors  and 
annotators. 

(a)  When    sayings   of   the    prophet   were    first    put 
into  writing  we  do  not  know.     Tradition  found  it    un 
necessary  to  ascend  higher  than  the  year  604  B.  c.  ;  a 
lapse  of  twenty-two  years  was  not  regarded  as  too  long 
for  correct  reproduction.      It  is  probable,  however,  that 
the  discourses  referring  to  the  Chaldeo-Scythian  invasion 
were  drawn  from  reports  made  at  an  earlier  date.     To 
such  reports  may  be  assigned  4  3-10  12-18  28-31  5 1-17  19 
6 1-30  and  possibly  112-6  9-12  (in  9  'Sx  probably  abbrevi 
ation  of  1.TDY  *}»,  or  late,  HP  229).     Similar  memoranda 
in  Jehoiakim's  reign  may  have  contained   22-13   20-37 
3 1-5  and  73-31   81-9  14-17  9 1-21.       In  the  little  book, 
14-17,  the  genuine  Jeremianic  fragments  ]4io-i6  15 1-4 
162-13  may  have    been    written    from   memory   in    the 
prophet's    lifetime   by  some  friendly  listener  who   pre 
served  Jeremiah's  use  of  the  first  person.     The  essence 
of  1  may  have  come  down  in  the  same  manner,  while 
13  is  likely  to  be  a  late  transformation  of  a  parable  into 
a  narrative.      181-17  19i/i  io/.  may  still  be  accounted 
for  in  this  way,  and  possibly  also  the  indictments  of  the 
kings,  22,  and  the  prophets,  23  gff-<  and  the  nucleus  of 
24. 

Many  words,  no  doubt,  were  gathered  from  the  lips  of  the 
people,  by  makers  of  collections  during  the  Chaldean  period. 
But  as  such  sayings  pass  from  man  to  man,  they  grow.  In 
course  of  time  the  collectors  would  naturally  find  it  difficult  to 
determine  whether  an  oracle  was  genuine  or  not.  The  '  color 
Jeremianus '  produced  by  unconscious  or  conscious  imitation 
would  readily  deceive  even  where  a  definite  ascription  did  not 
silence  every  doubt.  On  the  other  hand,  the  collections  would 
furnish  material  for  the  enrichment  of  the  stories  concerning  the 
prophet's  life. 

(b]  In  addition  to  the  writers    who  have  given   us 
_       ...       more   or   less  correct  reports  of  the 

11.  ITopfietic     oracles  of  Jeremiah,  the  book  intro- 

writers.  cnaps.  ^^gg    us    to   a   number  Of  original 

prophetic  authors  living  in  later  times. 

Chief  among  these  are  the  writers  whose  productions 

fill  Bks.  3  and  5. 

Eichhorn  appears  to  have  been  the  first  to  perceive 
clearly  the  un-Jeremianic  character  of  46-51. 

Already  in  1777  (Kcfer(oriu»i,\ng)  he  declared   that   'he 

1  For  a  criticism  of  Giesebrecht's  view  on  the  book  written  by 
Baruch  at  Jeremiah's  dictation,  according  to  Jer.  36,  see  Introd. 
to  the  Book  of  Jeremiah,  by  the  present  writer. 
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who  finds  in  the  prophecies  against  foreign  nations  the  language 
of  Jeremiah  must  either  have  no  acquaintance  with  Jeremiah's 
style  or  no  capacity  for  distinguishing  different  modes  of 
expression.'  His  theory  then  was  that  the  works  of  earlier 
prophets  had  been  used  by  Jeremiah  in  the  fourth  year  of 
Jehoiakim,  a  somewhat  similar  procedure  to  that  often  ascribed 
to  Isaiah  in  the  case  of  chap.  V>f.  In  his  KinUitung(*)  ('24), 
Eichhorn's  assumed  that  the  chapters  were  of  later  origin  and 
not  edited  by  Jeremiah.  As  regards  60yC,  of  whose  spurious 
character  Eichhorn  was  most  fully  persuaded,  practical  una 
nimity  has  been  reached. 

The  attempt  of  Movers,  Hitzig,  Schrader,  Stahelin  to 
find  a  Jeremianic  nucleus  enlarged  in  the  exile  was  effec 
tively  disposed  of  by  Budde  in  his  excellent  monograph. 

Graf  and  Orelli  still  defended  the  authenticity,  largely  on  the 
ground  of  numerous  Jeremianic  expressions.  To  explain  these 
it  is  not  necessary  to  think,  with  Budde,  of  pseudonymity, 
which  apparently  is  precluded  by  the  fact  that  the  prophecy 
was  not  originally  assigned  to  Jeremiah  (cp  <B5) ;  extensive  use 
of  writings  ascribed  to  Jeremiah  and  a  very  small  measure  of 
originality  suffice.  Unmistakable  dependence  on  Ezekiel, 
Is.  13  40-55  3if.,  an  attitude  of  satisfaction  with  Israel  and 
of  fierce  hatred  of  Babylon,  and  an  utter  lack  of  sympathy 
with  Jeremiah's  point  of  view  and  of  intelligent  appreciation 
of  the  very  phrases  borrowed  from  him,  have  convinced  critics 
of  widely  different  schools  that  these  chapters  are  not  the  work 
of  Jeremiah.  Eichhorn's  doubts  concerning  46-49  led  Blau 
(ZD.WG  1865)  to  seek  a  later  occasion  in  Israel's  history  for 
these  chapters.  A  story  in  Mas'udi  of  the  Benu  Hadir  caused 
Eichhorn  to  assign  the  authorship  to  Berachia  b.  Zerubbabel. 
Many  acute  observations  were  made  ;  but  the  legend  is  too  late 
to  be  used  for  historical  purposes. 

It  is,  however,  the  merit  of  Schwally  to  have  been 
the  first  to  examine  with  critical  thoroughness  these 

prophecies  (chaps.  46-51). 

12.  bcnwally  S        Schwally  pointed  out  theclov:  relation  of  48 
Criticism.        to  Is.  \5f.  and  24,  and  of  49  -j  Jf.  to  Obadiah, 

the  dependence  on  parts  of  Jer.  that  are 
probably  secondary,  the  absence  of  the  call  to  repentance  so 
characteristic  of  pre-exilic  prophecy,  and  the  character  of  Yahwe 
as  a  god  of  vengeance  pouring  his  fury  upon  the  heathen.  He 
also  directed  attention  to  the  probable  identification  of  Elam 
with  Persia,  and  he  indicated  the  true  character  of  25  as  an 
introduction  to  the  book  of  oracles.  His  apparent  contention 
that  a  pre-exilic  prophet  must  have  preached  repentance  and 
cannot  have  conceived  of  Yahwe  as  a  god  taking  vengeance  on 
the  heathen  nations  for  their  treatment  of  Israel  is  not  quite 
convincing.  Habakkuk  l  and  Nahum  show  much  of  this  vin 
dictive  spirit,  and  other  prophets  may  have  excelled  them. 
Yet  so  far  as  Jeremiah  is  concerned  the  contrast  is  very  marked, 
and  the  oracles  certainly  breathe  a  spirit  most  familiar  to  us 
from  extant  writings  of  post-exilic  times. 

Bleecker  has  undertaken  to  do  for  chaps.  46-51  what 
Movers  and  Hitzig  did  for  50 /. 

He  eliminates  the  most  objectionable  features,  partly  on  the 
basis  of  <@,  partly  by  conjecture,  attempts  to  show  the  necessity 

of  assuming  a  Jeremianic  authorship  in  order 
13.  Bleecker'S.  to  justify  the  references  to  Jeremiah  as  a 

prophet  called  to  denounce  judgment  on 
many  nations,  minimises  the  objections  drawn  by  Schwally  from 
the  theology  of  the  oracles,  and  seeks  to  picture  a  suitable  his 
torical  background  in  the  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim.  Even 
Bleecker,  however,  is  forced  to  surrender  the  prophecy  against 
Elam  (4934-39),  is  extremely  doubtful  about  the  oracle  against 
Kedar  (4928  ff.),  is  obliged  to  cut  so  deeply  into  the  prophecy 
against  Moab  (48)  as  to  leave  but  a  few  verses,  removes  from  the 
prophecy  against  Edom  (497-22)  the  embarrassing  verse  49  12 
in  which  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  is  clearly  mentioned, 
and  then  bases  an  argument  for  Jeremianic  authorship  on  the 
absence  of  any  reference  to  this  event. 

Yet  even  after  the  most  radical  excision  these  oracles 
remain  in  irreconcilable  conflict  with  the  views  and 
sentiments  that  the  earlier  sections  of  the  book  allow  us 
to  ascribe  to  Jeremiah. 

In  2  10  f.  Jeremiah  looks  beyond  the  boundaries  of  Judah 
but  only  to  point  out  the  loyalty  of  other  nations  to  their  gods, 
in  contrast  with  the  faithlessness  of  Yahwe's  people.  If  in 
18  7-10  he  has  in  mind  any  other  people  and  kingdom  than 
Judah,  he  holds  out  repentance  and  restitution.  That  is  the 
sentiment  of  the  universally  acknowledged  later  additions, 
4626  4847  49639  (wanting  in  ©,  except  4939),  not  of  the  pro 
phecies  themselves.  That  chap.  1  has  been  retouched  in  view 
of  the  later  contents  of  the  volume,  and  that  27,  drawn  from  the 
biographical  work,  is  unhistorical,  seems  extremely  probable. 
Yet  even  1  5  and  10  do  not  necessarily  suggest  any  specific 
oracles  against  nations  beyond  the  terrible  announcement  in 
*3^  °f  the  subjugation  of  people  after  people  by  the  Chaldean 
power;  and  even  27  is  tinged  with  sympathy  and  concern  for 
the  nations  lest  they  be  led  astray  by  their  prophets  from  the 

1  On  the  historical  situation  in  Habakkuk  see  HABAKKUK, 
and  cp  N.  Schmidt,  New  World,  '98,  p.  585. 
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path  of  safety.  AH  references  to  Nebuchadrezzar  and  his  time 
are  editorial,  since  neither  4626  (wanting  in  ©)  nor  4930  is 
original  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  text  to  sustain  these 
editorial  conjectures. 

Whilst  rightly  insisting  upon  the  necessity  of  examin 
ing  each  oracle  by  itself,  though  unnecessarily  justify- 

14  Giese-  ing  this  by  a  reference  to  36z'  in  which 
brecht's  he  ^as  an  excess've  confidence,  .Giese- 
brecht  appreciates  morefully than  Bleecker 
the  force  of  Schwally's  arguments. 

Giesebrecht  perceives  the  impossibility  of  ascribing  the  oracles 
against  Egypt  (4t>3-i2  and  13-26)  to  Jeremiah,  and  correctly 
indicates  the  source  of  that  perplexing  confusion,  which  leaves  it 
uncertain  whether  a  past  or  a  future  defeat  is  depicted,  in  the 
dependence  on  literary  models.  If  he  still  clings  to  a  possible, 
though  indefinable,  Jeremianic  nucleus  it  is  because  of  the  know 
ledge  on  the  part  of  the  editor  of  a  battlefield  of  Carchemish 
not  known  to  Berossus.  Rather  should  the  lack  of  confirmation 
render  this  piece  of  editorial  wisdom  suspicious.  Giesebrecht 
also  recognises  the  dependence  of  48  on  Is.  \bf.  and  its  post-exilic 
character,  and  the  secondary  character  of  all  the  prophecies  in 
49  except  that  against  Edom.  Here  a  failure  to  perceive  that 
all  parts  of  Obadiah  are  post-exilic  leads  him  to  assume  a 
genuine  nucleus. 

The  only  oracle  which  Giesebrecht  would  decidedly 
claim  for  Jeremiah  is  that  against  the  Philistines  (47). 
With  Hitzig,  Kuenen,  and  others  he  sees  the  impos 
sibility  of  saving  the  heading,  but  finds  a  good  historical 
background  for  the  oracle  in  the  time  of  Jehoiakim. 
It  is  difficult,  however,  to  conceive  of  Jeremiah  selecting 
Philistia,  either  in  604,  or  in  625  (which  might  also 
be  considered),  as  the  object  of  Yahwe's  fury,  without 
indicating  any  sin  committed,  and  with  such  terrible 
emphasis.  Close  examination  only  tends  to  confirm 
the  view  of  Schwally,  also  maintained  by  Stade,  Well- 
hausen,  Smend,  Duhm,  and  Budde.  As  for  the  two 
introductions,  Cornill  sees  a  weighty  argument  in  favour 
of  the  authenticity  of  2615-29  in  the  fact  that  'the  cup 
of  the  fury  of  Yahwe  '  suddenly  becomes  a  popular 
expression  after  Jeremiah's  time,  as  in  Ezek.  2832  Lam. 
42i  Is.  51 17  Hab.  2i6  Ps.  75  9  [8],  and  therefore  must 
have  been  coined  by  Jeremiah.  But  these  passages 
written  in  different  periods  do  not  prove  a  sudden 
popularity  of  the  phrase,  nor  is  it  apparent  why 
Jeremiah  rather  than  Ezekiel  should  have  given  it  this 
form.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  probable  that  the  editor 
who  wrote  25 15  had  before  him  49 12,  and  the  thought 
there  suggested  of  Israel's  drinking  out  of  Yahwe's  cup 
of  anger,  expressed  in  Ezek.  2832,  is  likely  to  be  earlier, 
if  it  originated  at  all  with  a  prophet. 

In  the  book  of  consolation,  chaps.  SO/.,  Movers, 
De  Wette,  and  Hitzig  noticed  the  close  affinity  to  Is. 
15  Ch  30  f.  32  ^  ff-  R-  Williams  regarded  these 
chaps,  as  a  '  song  of  encouragement 
by  some  Baruch  or  later  Isaiah  far  on  in  the  exile. 
Stade  recognized  the  pseudonymity.  It  was  Smend, 
however,  who  first  clearly  set  forth  the  internal  evidence 
against  the  Jeremianic  authorship  of  both  chaps.  He 
recognised  that  the  author  lived  after  the  exile  and  also 
after  the  disenchantment  that  had  followed  the  rebuild 
ing  of  the  temple.  As  the  author  missed  a  prophecy  of 
Judah's  return,  he  assumed  that  there  had  already  been 
a  return  of  exiles.  But  the  return  under  Cyrus  is 
scarcely  historical. 

This  would  give  added  weight  to  Giesebrecht's  objection  that 
a  promise  to  Israel  alone  would  not  be  likely  in  a  late  writer, 
and  a  certain  plausibility  to  his  view  that  31  2-6  15-20  formed  a 
genuine  nucleus  afterwards  enlarged  by  30,  were  it  not  that  the 
terms  '  Jacob  '  and  '  Israel '  seem  to  have  acquired  a  wider  sense 
since  2  Isaiah,  on  whom  the  writer  so  clearly  depends,  and  that 
the  unity  of  the  book,  rightly  emphasised  by  Graf,  cannot  well 
be  questioned.  The  hope  of  political  independence  pervades 
the  book.  This  is  also  expressed  in  31  22  (where  ©  gives  the 
only  satisfactory  sense),  which  should  probably  be  emended  thus  : 
DnaJ  133D'  .13p3  pN3  Win  nirV  Nia.  J'^3  («-  <rom;pi<?) 
being  a  later  gloss  (preserved  in  (B)  to  njpj  f'TN3 1— the  sign  con 
sists  in  this,  that  men  shall  walk  about  in  a  land  freed  from 
foreign  rulers.  This  likewise  removes  every  objection  to 
31  35-40 ;  the  enlargement  of  the  capital  and  the  extension  of 

1  For  ,-rjp  in  the  sense  of  '  purchase  the  freedom  of,'  '  ransom,' 
'  deliver,' cp  Ex.  15  16  Dt.  2868  Is.  11  n  Ps.  742  Neh.58. 
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the  kingdom  by  the  return  of  exiles  are  the  signs  that  Yahwe 
has  forgiven  his  people,  and  the  love  thus  shown  will  be  more 
effective  than  the  preaching  of  prophetic  teachers  in  bringing 
about  a  willing  obedience  to  the  law.  The  author  of  the  Songs 
of  Zion,  added  in  Palestine  to  2  Isaiah,  still  has  confidence  in 
the  missionary  activity  of  the  Yahwe-disciples  ;  this  writer 
despairs  of  all  human  teaching  and  expects  reform  to  come  as  a 
consequence  of  Yahwe's  deed  of  deliverance. 

In  chap.  32,  not  only  17-23,  but  the  whole  section 
16-44  is  clearly  a  late  production,  the  author  occasionally 
falling  out  of  his  role,  as  in  37  42  ;  6-15  may  have  been 
taken  from  the  biography.  Chap.  8814-26,  not  yet 
found  by  (5,  is  quite  generally  rejected.  But  neither  is 
881-13  likely  to  be  genuine.  The  dependence  on  2  Is. 
in  v.  2,  the  extraordinary  exhortation  in  v.  3,  the  juxta 
position  of  the  captivity  of  Judah  and  of  Israel  (v.  7), 
the  feeling  of  the  heathen  concerning  restored  Jerusalem 
(v.  9),  the  actual  desolation  of  the  city  (v.  10),  the  late 
psalm-fragment  and  the  praise  offering  (v.  u),  and  the 
dependence  on  17  26  and  8124  in  vv.  12  and  13,  are 
sufficiently  convincing. 

The  speeches  in  Bks.  4,  6,  and  7  must  be  considered 
in  connection  with  the  biography  (see  §  17). 

In  Bks.  i  and  2  there  are,  in  addition  to  poetical 
and  liturgical  compositions  and  brief  annotations,  a 
series  of  more  important  insertions  of 

late  °ri?in'      2'4"9  breaks  the  natural 
connection,  presupposes  evil  treatment 

of  the  Jews  by  the  people  of  Thebes  and  Daphnse, 
breathes  the  spirit  of  2  Isaiah's  concern  about  the 
servant  of  Yahwe,  and  rebukes  immigration  to  Egypt 
and  Syria.  That  36-42  is  out  of  place  is  generally 
seen.  Stade  doubts  the  genuineness  of  3ijf.  Giese- 
brecht  rejects  814-18;  Cornill  Si?/.  4i/.  ;  Kraetz- 
schmar,  3  14-4  2.  The  whole  section  is  doubtful.  The 
looseness  of  construction  may  be  explained  by  literary 
dependence  on  Ezek.  16,  Jer.  31,  and  other  passages. 
An  invitation  to  Israel  to  return,  even  in  the  form  of 
w.  12  f.,  either  in  625  when  the  Scytho-Chaldean 
invasion  was  imminent,  or  after  the  futility  of  Josiah's 
reform  had  become  apparent  (cp  v.  10)  and  the  Chaldeans 
again  threatened  the  land,  is  difficult  to  understand. 
It  is  not  likely  that  two  minds  independently  conceived 
the  idea  of  Israel's  justification  through  Judah's  greater 
sinfulness.  The  author  sees  both  Judah  and  Israel 
coming  back  together  to  Zion  (v.  18),  and  uses  the  term 
'  house  of  Israel  '  in  a  manner  to  suggest  the  whole 
Yahwe-  worshipping  people  (vv.  19  f.  ).  924/1,  though 
brief,  is  important  as  snowing  the  sentiments  of  later 
scribes.  It  probably  read  originally  '  Behold  days  come, 
when  I  will  punish  all  who  are  circumcised  in  their 
foreskin  (i.e.,  have  the  sign  in  their  body  though  they 
fail  to  unite  with  Israel  as  proselytes)  —  viz.  Egyptians, 
Edomites,  Ammonites,  Moabites  —  and  all  the  dwellers 
in  the  desert  who  poll  their  hair,'  a  kindred  custom. 

10i-i6  is  almost  universally  rejected.  (B5  presents 
the  pericope  in  an  earlier  form  than  MT.  But  even  (55 
has  the  late  Aramaic  addition,  v.  n  (itself  the  work  of 
two  hands),  and  other  expansions.  Language  and 
thought  preclude  Jeremianic  origin.  1214-17,  like  the 
elegy  preceding  it,  is  evidently  un-Jeremianic.  The 
neighbouring  nations  have  settled  in  Israel's  land  ;  they 
will  be  plucked  up  ;  but  they  will  be  accepted  as 
proselytes,  if  they  learn  to  swear  by  Yahwe.  The 
affinity  with  Is.  569-12  57i-i3  is  marked.  1614-18  is 
clearly  a  later  prophecy  presupposing  the  exile  and 
promising  a  return,  dependent  in  its  phraseology  some 
what  on  2  Isaiah.  For  o:iy  ('their  iniquity')  read 
D3i>*D  ('their  dwelling')  in  v.  17,  a  copyist  having  mis 
understood  the  tenor  of  the  verse.  23?  f.  is  later 
than  16i4/i  Stade  and  many  others  rightly  regard 
1719-27  as  a  work  of  a  later  prophet.  The  concern 
here  expressed  for  sabbath  -  keeping  and  sacrifices, 
making  prosperity  dependent  upon  such  exercises, 
is  contrary  to  Jeremiah's  spirit  (cp  7)  and  belongs 
to  another  age.  Geiger  (Urschrift,  83)  in  1857  ex 
pressed  his  conviction  that  23  5-8  was  written  in  the 
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Hasmonean  period.  Giesebrecht  (Beitr.  z.  Jesaiakritik, 
40),  though  maintaining  the  Jeremianic  authorship,  finely 
indicated  that  even  vv.  1-3  presuppose  the  exile.  The 
entire  pericope,  23i-8,  is  in  all  probability  a  product  of 
a  later  age. 

(c)  Contemplation  of  a  prophet's  words  naturally  be 
gets  an  interest  in  the  historic  occasions  that  gave  rise 
to  his  utterances  and  the  circum 
stances  of  his  life.  Stories  concern 
ing  the  remarkable  epoch  when  Jeremiah  lived  and  his 
own  strange  career  no  doubt  passed  from  mouth  to 
mouth  for  a  long  time  before  an  attempt  was  made  to 
fix  them  in  writing.  Adversity,  repentance,  reflec 
tion  on  Israel's  sufferings  such  as  the  Servant-of- 
Yahwe  songs  reveal,  would  tend  to  bring  out  of  obscurity 
and  disgrace  the  figure  of  the  prophet  who  foresaw  the 
ruin  of  the  state,  but  also  to  shape  this  figure  according 
to  the  ideal.  Words  would  suggest  situations,  situations 
words.  Finally  the  demand  for  a  connected  biography 
would  arise.  This  work  would  follow  the  prophet's 
career  so  far  as  the  material  at  hand  permitted.  As  the 
interest  increased,  the  desire  for  more  complete  know 
ledge  would  grow  and  find  its  gratification.  It  is  possible 
that  the  biography  in  its  latest  form  contained  some  story 
of  the  prophet's  death,  though  contradictory  accounts, 
or  other  reasons,  determined  the  final  editors  of  the 
canonical  book  not  to  introduce  it. 

There  are  in  our  present  volume  historical  sections 
that  cannot  have  come  from  the  biography.  Already 
Grotius  recognised  that  52  is  an  appendix  drawn  from 
2  K.  25,  with  the  exception  of  vv.  28-30.  That  is  now 
universally  conceded.  It  has  not  yet  been  observed, 
but  appears  equally  certain,  that  407-41 18  must  have 
been  taken  from  another  source  than  the  biography  (cp 
§  6).  The  lifelikeness  of  this  story  is  much  praised, 
and  it  is  generally  used  as  an  authentic  account  by 
modern  historians.  Literary  critics  are  still  apt  to  be 
deceived  by  vividness  of  description,  local  colour,  names 
and  dates,  and  charmed  into  forgetfulness  of  the  most 
glaring  inconsistencies  and  historical  impossibilities. 
Such  inconsistencies  and  impossibilities  are  not  wanting 
in  this  story.  A  confused  memory  of  the  first  Chaldean 
governor  and  of  an  abortive  attempt  by  a  side  branch 
of  the  Davidic  family  to  overthrow  the  new  government, 
and  local  legends  clustering  about  the  cistern  of  Asa 
and  the  pool  of  Gibeon,  may  lie  at  its  foundation  ;  but  in 
its  present  form  it  cannot  well  be  earlier  than  the  second 
century. 

A.  B.  Davidson  has  recognised  that  the  passage  42 
7-22,  'on  account  of  its  rather  debased  style  and  its  other 
peculiarities,  is  probably  a  free  construction  from  the 
historian's  hand.'  But  43 1-7  presupposes  this  'free 
construction';  42i-6  is  its  necessary  introduction  ;  the 
same  '  depraved  style '  and  other  peculiarities  of  repro 
ductive  prophecy  characterise  44,  which  further  betrays 
its  late  origin  by  its  assumption  of  a  complete  depopula 
tion  of  Judaea  and  the  existence  of  Jewish  communities 
in  all  parts  of  Egypt.  43  8-13  seems  to  have  come  from 
the  pen  of  a  man  who  regarded  Nebuchadrezzar  as 
Yahwe's  servant  in  punishing  the  Egyptians  for  their 
idolatry,  and  may  have  had  some  knowledge  of  his 
expedition  against  Egypt  in  568.  Rowland  Williams, 
with  keen  insight,  hinted  at  a  later  date  for  the  '  moralis 
ing  view  of  the  conqueror  as  Yahwe's  servant. '  The 
address  of  Nabuzaradan,  402^,  in  which  he  speaks 
as  if  he  were  a  disciple  of  Jeremiah,  is,  of  course,  a  late 
production.  The  Egyptian  sojourn  of  Jeremiah  is  sub 
ject  to  grave  doubts  (cp  JEREMIAH  i. ,  §  2).  Whether 
Bk.  7  was  in  part  drawn  from  late  additions  to  the 
biography,  or  was  altogether  a  free  construction,  the 
editor  who  wrote  13  knew  nothing  about  Jeremiah's 
subsequent  fate  save  that  he  survived  the  fall  of  the  city. 

The  stories  preserved  in  Bks.  1-6,  and  in  all  prob 
ability  taken  from  the  biography,  reveal  the  workman 
ship  of  many  writers,  and  vary  greatly  in  the  degree 
of  credibility  attaching  to  them.  Bks.  3  and  5  have 
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each  one  such  story.  Ewald  suggested  and  Giesebrecht 
has  convincingly  shown  that  5159-64  (cp  SERAIAH)  is  a 
piece  of  haggadic  fiction. 

The  historicity  of  32  1-15  (cp  HANAMKL)  has  been  questioned 
by  Pierson,  who  finds  it  improbable  that  a  prisoner  should  be 
surrounded  by  people,  have  a  secretary,  and  be  able  to  make 
purchases.  Stade,  Cornill,  and  Giesebrecht  rightly  reject  1-5. 
In  behalf  of  6-15  Giesebrecht  urges  certain  points  which 
apparently  preclude  a  later  writer.  He  suggests  that  the  story 
was  told  by  Jeremiah  after  the  fall  of  the  city.  There  may  be  a 
nucleus  of  fact  in  the  story.  But  if  Jeremiah  meant  by  this  tale 
to  keep  his  people  quiet  in  the  land  under  Chaldean  sovereignty, 
rather  than  that  they  should  emigrate,  he  would  not  have  inti 
mated  (vv.  nf.)  that  after  a  long  time  they  would  again  have  a 
chance  of  buying  houses  and  fields.  The  miraculously  bestowed 
fore-knowledge  of  Hanamel's  coming,  the  outlook  into  a  future 
beyond  the  long  exile,  the  consequent  purely  symbolic  character 
of  the  act,  the  amazement,  common  in  apocalyptic  literature,  at 
the  wonderful  plan  of  future  deliverance,  and  the  vagueness  of 
the  narrative,  only  in  part  due  to  textual  corruption,  seem  to 
indicate  a  later  origin. 

In  Bk.  i,  13 1-14  may  be  an  excerpt  from  the  bio 
graphy.  The  twofold  journey  to  the  Euphrates  is  clearly 
unhistorical.  A  saying  like  that  of  vv.  12-14  has  been 
dramatised.  The  editor  of  the  book  may  also  have 
drawn  from  the  same  source  the  genuine  parts  of  18 
and  19  and  the  possibly  authentic  story  20i-6. 

In  Bk.  2,  21i-io  is  from  the  biography  (cp  above). 

The  introductory  chapter,  26,  to  Bk.  4  contains  a  briefer 
report  of  the  speech  given,  7  ff.,  and  an  apparently  trust 
worthy  account  of  the  consequences.  In  the  booklet 
27-29,  the  story  of  the  bands  and  yokes  (27),  and  that  of 
the  correspondence  with  Babylonia  (29),  are  scarcely 
historical  ;  while  the  narrative  of  the  encounter  between 
Jeremiah  and  Hananiah  sounds  plausible,  though  it  may 
have  been  retouched.  That  Hananiah  was  scared  to 
death  is  less  probable  than  that  28 17  was  added  to 
round  off  the  story. 

In  Bk.  6  there  is  no  valid  reason  to  question  the 
substantial  accuracy  of  34.  Chap.  35,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  subject  to  grave  doubts.  That  Jeremiah  should 
have  praised  for  their  loyalty  the  RECHABITES  (g.v. ) 
whose  very  presence  in  Jerusalem  constituted  the  severest 
infringement  of  the  commandment  enjoined  upon  them 
by  their  ancestor,  is  quite  incredible,  apart  from  the 
questionable  method  used  to  test  their  fidelity  to  one  of 
the  ancestral  injunctions,  and  the  scene  of  this  trial.  A 
justification  was  probably  found  in  this  story  for  the 
elevation  into  some  position  in  the  lower  clerus  (mb  icy) 
of  those  who  had  abandoned  the  nomadic  life  they  were 
solemnly  commanded  to  lead.  Against  the  historical 
trustworthiness  of  chap.  36  Pierson  adduced  twenty-one 
arguments.  Their  summary  rejection  by  Kuenen  may 
have  been  influenced  by  a  reluctance  to  surrender  a 
narrative  generally  regarded  as  furnishing  a  trustworthy 
clue  to  the  composition  of  the  book.  If  this  is  seen  to 
be  illusive,  it  may  more  readily  be  admitted  that,  whilst 
some  of  these  arguments  are  of  little  weight,  taken  as  a 
whole  they  are  not  without  a  certain  cumulative  force. 
It  is  evidently  the  author's  meaning  that  all  the  prophecies 
of  Jeremiah,  during  a  period  of  more  than  twenty  years, 
were  written  by  Baruch,  the  prophet  dictating  them  from 
memory.  He  did  not  reflect  on  the  curious  effect  of 
such  a  collection  of  miscellaneous  addresses  on  different 
subjects  and  occasions,  even  if  a  reproduction  of  that 
kind  were  a  possibility.  That  Jeremiah  should  send  his 
servant  with  so  important  a  mission  instead  of  going 
himself  is  all  the  more  strange  as  a  long  time  elapses 
between  the  writing  and  the  reading  of  the  book.  It 
does  not  seem  possible  to  refer  the  explanation  '  I  am 
restrained '  to  political  detention,  since  he  is  free  to  go 
and  hide  himself,  nor  to  ceremonial  uncleanness,  since 
the  command  to  Baruch  precedes  the  public  reading  by 
months,  nor  to  business,  since  the  fast  day  would  take 
precedence.  But  can  the  author  really  have  represented 
his  hero  as  held  back  by  cowardly  concern  for  his  own 
safety  ?  The  collusion  of  the  princes  with  Baruch  and 
Jeremiah  contrasts  with  their  eagerness  to  bring  the 
book  to  the  king's  knowledge,  and  this  with  their  neglect 
to  take  with  them  the  corpus  delicti.  Inv.  29  is  assumed 
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a  personal  interview  with  Jehoiakim  that  harmonises 
neither  with  Jeremiah's  detention  on  the  fast  day  nor 
with  his  subsequent  concealment.  A  possible  kernel  of 
fact  is  all  that  can  be  admitted.  Jeremiah's  feeling  con 
cerning  the  expected  Egyptian  relief  corps,  37i-io 
(21  i-io),  his  intended  departure  from  Jerusalem,  and  his 
imprisonment  (37n^),  may  be  historical.  38  is  mani 
festly  a  late  legend. 

The  king,  like  Daniel's  Darius,  has  no  power  to  prevent  the 
enraged  nobles  from  slaying  Jeremiah  (v.  5),  yet  in  v.  \vff.  he 
has  absolute  power  to  save  the  prophet.  That  Jeremiah  agrees 
to  tell  a  lie  is  clear  ;  but  why  it  should  be  told  and  how  it  could 
satisfy  the  princes,  is  not  apparent.  Not  only  894-13,  still  want 
ing  in  ©'s  copy,  but  also  1-3  14,  and  the  oracle,  15-18,  introduced 
as  a  supplement  to  the  legend,  38  7-13,  are  manifestly  unhistorical. 

(d)  In  Bk.  i  copyists  and  editors  have  introduced  a 
number  of  poetical  passages,  psalm  -  fragments  and 
elegies,  and  gnomic  poems.  Some  of  them 
show  striking  affinities  to  Lamentations,  also 
ascribed  to  Jeremiah.  It  is  the  merit  of  Stade  to  have 
recognised  the  secondary  character  of  many  such  poetic 
interpolations.  Had  his  reasons  been  given,  the  correct 
ness  of  his  judgment  would  no  doubt  have  been  more 
generally  seen.  Other  passages  of  the  same  nature 
should  probably  be  added. 

4 19-21  breaks  the  textual  connection,  laments  a  de- 
i  struction  that  has  been  experienced,  expresses  national 
I  grief  (cp  'my  tents,'  'my  tent  -  covers ')  and  shows 
j  a  kinship  to  psalms  in  which  the  personified  com- 
j  munity  speaks.  818-23  apparently  presupposes 

not  only  the  exile  of  the  people,  but  also  the  succes- 
j  sive  disenchanted  hopes  for  the  restoration  of  the 
monarchy.  Verse  iS6  is  a  quotation  of  Lam.  1  22  ;  read, 
with  Houbigant,  'my  consolation  is  far  from  me' 
('^yo  'n'j'Sao)-  The  aphorism,  922/1,  was  also  found 
by  (Si  in  i  S.  2 10  as  a  part  of  Hannah's  song.  It  was 
evidently  a  homeless  fragment  brought  first  into  the 
song  and  then  into  the  prophecy.  It  is  in  the  style 
of  the  later  psalms.  In  1617-25,  19-21  and  23-25 

are  clearly  the  work  of  a  poet  who  looks  back  upon 
the  exile  of  the  people,  the  cessation  of  the  monarchy, 
and  the  partial  occupation  of  the  land  by  neighbouring 
nations  as  past  facts,  and  desires  the  utter  annihila 
tion  of  the  heathen,  while  pleading  for  gentler  treat 
ment  for  Judah.  He  speaks  in  the  name  of  the  com- 
|  munity;  cp  'my  tabernacle,'  'my  tent,'  'my  chords,' 
'  my  sons,'  'my  destruction.'  Verses  17 f.  and  22  may 
be  reminiscences  from  Jeremianic  oracles  introduced 
by  an  editor.  In  11 15-17  we  have  a  poem  in  six 

double  lines  in  which  Zion  seems  to  be  exhorted  to 
remove  by  prayers  and  sacrifices  the  adversity  that  so 
long  followed  the  destruction  of  the  Judean  king 
dom.  There  is  nothing  in  12i-6  that  is  suggestive 
of  Jeremiah.  The  speaker  is  the  nation  disturbed  by  the 
continued  disfavour  of  Yahwe  as  shown  in  the  drought 
and  the  famine,  and  puzzled  by  the  prosperity  of  false 
brethren  (cp  Neh.  5).  If  this  is  the  condition  of  things 
in  times  of  comparative  ease,  what  would  it  be  if  war 
should  arise?  Such  seems  to  be  the  sense  of  the 
proverb,  v.  5.  The  elegy,  127-13,  is  clearly  non- 
Jeremianic.  Judah,  the  beloved,  has  been  put  into  the 
hands  of  her  enemies,  birds  of  prey  have  come  upon 
her,  shepherds  (foreign  rulers)  have  destroyed  the 
vineyard.  1815-17  is  a  similar  lamentation  re 
miniscent  in  part  of  late  psalms.  The  depraved  style 
suggests  to  Scholz  a  late  date  for  w.  20-27.  He  is 
probably  right.  Verses  i8/l ,  also  rejected  by  Scholz, 
may  be  genuine,  though  there  is  no  necessity  for 
thinking  of  a  particular  queen  mentioned  in  Kings. 
There  is  nothing  to  remind  us  of  Jeremiah's  language, 
style,  or  thought  in  the  exquisite  elegiac  strains  of  142-6. 
The  absence  of  any  religious  suggestion  precludes  a 
prophetic  source.  14  7-9  is  a  psalm  breathing  the 
spirit  of  2  Isaiah.  The  phrase  'because  of  thy  name,' 
the  title  '  hope  of  Israel,'  the  rebuke  to  Yahwe  for  leaving 
a  place  where  he  is  not  a  stranger  but  at  home,  and  the 
appeal  to  him  on  the  ground  that  his  name  has  been 
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called  upon  the  people,  are  not  in  harmony  with 
Jeremiah's  language  and  thought.  The  psalm 

14 19-21  is  the  expression  of  a  repentant  people,  re 
cognising  the  sin  of  their  fathers  that  brought  them  to 
ruin,  looking  apparently  in  vain  for  prosperity,  yet 
justifying  their  hope  by  Yahwe's  regard  for  his  own 
honour,  his  name,  his  pledge  (mn  ;  see  COVENANT), 
his  holy  city,  the  throne  of  his  glory.  It  is  clearly 
un-Jeremianic.  A  very  late  glossator  added  v.  22, 

introducing  the  theological  question  whether  the  gods 
of  the  heathen  can  make  rain,  or  the  heavens  perchance 
produce  it  without  the  activity  of  any  god.  After 

the  genuine  fragment,  If)  1-43,  continuing  14io-i6  that 
has  the  true  '  color  Jeremianus,'  there  follows  a  passage 
165-9  m  which  is  described  the  comfortless  condition 
of  Zion  subsequent  to  the  fall  of  the  city  and  the 
scattering  of  the  exiles.  Two  glosses,  10  and  11-14  (see 
below),  are  then  succeeded  by  the  poetic  effusion,  15-18, 
in  which  Zion  laments  her  seemingly  incurable  wound, 
and  prays  for  vengeance  on  the  enemies  that  will  give 
her  the  joy  her  piety  deserves.  (Read  with  (5  '  reproach 
from  those  who  reject  thy  words,'  TI'IDI  'stoes  nann  in 
156,  i6<r,  and  'consume  them  and  thy  word  shall  be,' 
.T.TI  D^DX,  i6«).  15  19-21  is  not  a  song  ;  but  it  is  of 

the  same  character  as  the  sections  just  considered  in  that 
apparently  it  is  the  nation  that  is  addressed.  If  the 
people  will  return  to  Palestine,  Yahwe  will  then  take 
them  back  and  allow  them  to  be  his  worshippers 
and  witnesses ;  foreign  nations  will  come  to  Zion 
(as  proselytes),  but  the  Judseans  shall  no  more  go  to 
them  (into  exile) ;  strong  enough  to  resist  an  attack 
from  without,  they  shall  be  delivered  from  all  foreign 
oppression.  16  igf.  is  clearly  a  psalm-fragment 

expressing  the  hope  of  Zion  that  the  nations  will 
become  converts  to  the  monotheistic  faith,  and  as 
proselytes  make  their  pilgrimages  to  Jerusalem  ;  v.  21 
is  a  later  gloss  expressing  Yahwe's  determination  first 
to  punish  the  heathen.  17 1-4,  still  wanting  in  <5, 

is  a  late  paraphrase  of  164.  .  The  four  passages, 
17  5-8  9-11  12  f.  14-18,  by  their  close  affinity  to  the  psalms 
and  the  proverbs,  reveal  their  late  origin.  In  the  last 
of  these,  the  nation  is  the  speaker.  The  two  poetic- 

sections  with  which  the  first  book  closes,  207-13  and  14-18, 
are  evidently  from  different  hands.  In  the  former,  the 
liturgical  formulas  in  v.  13,  the  quotation  of  Ps.  7io  and 
late  Jeremianic  passages  in  v.  12,  the  appearance  of 
Yahwe  as  a  warrior  helping  to  defeat  a  numerous  pursu 
ing  enemy  in  w.  10  f.  (read  '  let  all  of  us  who  are  his 
allies  give  him  up  [TJ:]  ' ),  the  public  praise  (v.  9  :  read 
laisix),  the  disillusioning  experience  of  violent  oppres 
sion,  spoliation,  and  ridicule  in  place  of  the  glowing 
hopes  of  prosperity  aroused  by  the  oracles  (vi>.  7-9),  re 
mind  us  of  the  Psalter  and  seem  to  point  to  the  people 
as  the  speaker.  It  is  doubted  whether  20 14-18  is  genuine, 
or  whether  the  ||  passage  in  Job  82^  is  the  original. 
The  latter  view  is  certainly  more  probable  (cp  JOB, 
BOOK  OF,  §  14,  col.  2487  f. ). 

(e)  Owners  of  MSS  containing  prophecies  ascribed  to 
Jeremiah,    or    copyists,    would    naturally    arrange    the 
.    pj-i          different  parts,  provide  them  with  suitable 
headings,  and  annotate  them.     Sometimes 
a  suggestion  in  the  text,  or  a  sub-heading,  would  furnish 
the    material    for    the   superscription  ;    at    other   times 
information   must    have  been  drawn  from  sources  un 
known  to  us.      Thus  the  general  editor  of  Bk.  3  did 
not  derive  his  knowledge  concerning  the  first  year  of 
Nebuchadrezzar  from  462  but  from  a  better  source. 

While  46  2  puts  Nebuchadrezzar's  march  against  Syria  in 
the  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim  —  i.e.,  604  B.C. — 25  i  makes  the 
fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim  =  the  first  year  of  Nebuchadrezzar. 
Hut  according  to  Berossus  (Jos.  Ant.  x.  11  i  ;  c.  Ap.  1  19)  the 
encounter  with  Necho  took  place  in  the  reign  of  Nabopolassar, 
consequently  not  later  than  605,  which  is  the  last  year  accorded  to 
him  by  Ptolemy's  canon.1  If  the  editor  of  46-51,  who  wrote 

'!•>  1-13,  in  this  case  was  better  informed  than  his  predecessors, 

1  On  the  contradiction  of  dates  see  Kohler,  Bibl.  Gesch.  ii.  2  468. 
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it  is  quite  likely  that  his  statement  concerning  the  date  of  the 
beginning  of  Jeremiah's  career,  the  thirteenth  year  of  Josiah, 
— /.t'.,  the  first  of  Nabopolassar,  or  625, — was  also  drawn  from  a 
good  source.  Both  notices  may  have  been  taken  from  th"e 
biography,  or  from  the  work  whence  52  28-30  came. 

The  following  annotations  to  Book  i  may  be  mentioned  :  4  10 
(Corn.)  na  (Ewald)  23-26  (Gieseb.)  27510^1820-22  (Stade, 
Corn.)  23-2526-29  810-12  (om.  <5)  11  ^f.  (om.  <5)  13  f.  18-23 
(rejected  by  Stade  ;  18  is  a  gloss  to  9  ;  19  is  reminiscent  of  Is.  53 
and  was  still  lacking  in  copies  known  to  Justin  ['  the  tree  with  its 
fruit'  (so  Kimchi,  Scholz)  is  the  holy  nation];  21-23  may  have 
been  taken  from  the  biography  (but  possibly  it  is  a  free  construc 
tion,  easily  accounted  for  if  Anathoth  happened  to  be  one  of  the 
towns  destroyed  by  the  Chaldeans);  14  \i  f.  an  editorial  gloss 
ending  in  a  quotation  of  a  lament  over  the  fallen  city  ;  15  4^  jo 
a  complaint  that  Israel  is  born  to  be  an  apple  of  discord  between 
contending  powers,  though  no  unrighteous  money  transactions 
justify  such  a  fate— explained  in  11-14  by  Yahwe's  inscrutable 
purpose;1  193-9  1 1/-- 13  (Gieseb.).  There  are  many  similar 
interpolations  in  the  other  books. 

The  time  when  the  genuine  Jeremianic  oracles  were 
first  uttered  can,  in  some  instances,  be  determined  with 
a  considerable  degree  of  probability ;  in 
other  cases  it  is  only  possible  to  give  an 
approximately  correct  date.  As  regards  the  later  pro 
ductions,  their  place  in  the  volume,  and  in  the  earlier 
collections,  furnishes  a  not  unimportant  means  of  fixing 
their  date  ;  yet  it  is  chiefly  their  historical  and  literary 
character  that  must  be  the  determining  factor. 

i.  Reign  of  Josiah  (637-608). — Practically  all  inter 
preters  are  agreed  that  4.3- 6  (with  the  exceptions 
noted  above)  was  spoken  by  Jeremiah  in  the  thirteenth 
year  of  Josiah — probably  625  B.C.  Whilst  the  older 
exegetes  regarded  the  address  as  a  prophecy  of  the 
Chaldean  invasion,  it  has  been  customary  in  recent 
times  to  look  upon  the  Scythian  hordes  as  the  enemy 
from  the  N.  whose  advance  filled  the  prophet  with 
evil  forebodings.  The  features  of  the  description  that 
apparently  suit  the  Chaldeans  better  are  then  explained 
as  due  to  later  retouching.  It  is  possible,  however, 
that  the  league  between  Nabopolassar  and  the  king  of 
the  Umman-manda  was  formed  already  at  the  beginning 
of  his  reign,  that  a  joint  attack  upon  Syria  was  a  part 
of  the  plan  against  the  Assyrian  empire,  that  Chaldean 
soldiers  swelled  the  ranks  of  the  'ally'  and  'helper,' 
and  that  the  conquest  of  Babylon  by  Nabopolassar  led 
Jeremiah  to  perceive  the  directing  force  behind  these 
movements  in  the  N.  (cp  SCYTHIANS).  In  the  time 
of  Sin-sar-iskun  (circa  615),  Habakkuk  looked  in  the 
same  direction,  though  in  a  different  spirit,  for  a  check 
to  the  reviving  power  of  Assyria.  112-6  may  be  the 
substance  of  an  address  made  in  620  when  the  Deutero- 
nomic  law  was  promulgated  (Che. )  ;  and  the  return 
to  ancient  cults  described  in  9-12  may  well  have  occurred 
in  the  reign  of  Josiah. 

ii.  Reign  of  Jehoiakim  (607-597).- — It  is  probable 
that  22-1320-37  and  3 1-5  belong  to  the  first  years  of 
the  reign  of  Jehoiakim  (Gieseb.).  That  7 3-9 21  (with 
some  exceptions)  was  spoken  early  in  this  reign  is  now 
generally  assumed.  The  expectation  of  another  im 
pending  northern  invasion  which  has  led  some  inter 
preters  to  think  of  the  time  of  Josiah  would  be  natural 
if  Jeremiah  had  long  watched  those  united  efforts  of 
Chaldeans  and  Umman-manda  that  led  to  the  ovfer- 
throw  of  Assyria  in  606.  222-510-1213-19  may  belong 
to  different  parts  of  this  reign,  possibly  also  181-17 
19  if.  io/.  20 1-6  (?).  Of  the  oracle  read  by  Baruch  to 
his  friends  only  36  29^  is  known  to  us. 

iii.  The  reign  of  Jehoiachin  (597).-— 2224-^7  may  have 
been  uttered  in  the  reign  of  Jehoiachin.  Some  inter 
preters  ascribe  to  this  reign  chap.  13,  or  at  least  i8/. 
(Gieseb. )  ;  but  this  is  doubtful. 

iv.   The  reign  of  Zedekiah  (596-586). — The  substance 

1  Translate  :  '  Verily,  I  shall  root  thee  out  (1'riC''1ty)  ;  verily, 
I  shall  cause  the  enemy  to  fall  upon  thee  OnyJBn,  cp  Is.  536)  in 
an  evil  time.  The  iron  will  be  broken  (jn')>  the  brazen  citadel 
(nnru  "ISIlp,  ©) ;  thy  wealth  and  treasures  I  will  give  for 
plunder  ...  I  will  cause  thee  to  serve'  (<E>,  Pesh.,  and  also 
3l£37  may  be  a  gloss  to  'nyjsri  misunderstood  ;  njni 
another  gloss. 
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of  24  belongs  to  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Zede- 
kiah.  162-13  may  have  been  spoken  before  the  siege  ; 
289^!,  and  possibly  the  substance  of  28  as  well  as  the 
original  similes  transformed  in  13i-n  12-14,  may  belong 
to  the  time  of  the  revolt.  Words  of  Jeremiah  during 
the  siege  have  probably  been  preserved  in21  i-io(37  i-io), 
when  the  siege  was  raised  ;  in  37"  ff.,  at  the  capture 
and  imprisonment  of  Jeremiah  ;  and  in  34,  on  the  oc 
casion  of  the  re-enslavement  of  solemnly  emancipated 
bondmen  ;  possibly  also  in  32 14  /.  Chap.  1  in  its 
original  form  may  also  have  been  spoken  in  this  reign. 

v.  Chaldean  period  (586-539). — The  earliest  collec 
tions  of  Jeremianic  prophecies  were  no  doubt  made  in 
the  Chaldean  period  ;  and  many  glosses  may  have  been 
added.  Some  of  the  lamentations,  like  419-21  10 19-21 
23-25  los-g,  may  have  originated  in  this  period. 

vi.  Persian  period  (538-332).  — Chaps.  30/1  were 
probably  written  on  the  eve  of  Xerxes'  expedition 
against  Greece.  The  gathering  of  tremendous  armies 
from  all  lands  for  a  decisive  combat  may  well  have 
struck  terror  into  the  hearts  of  Judaeans. 

The  very  magnitude  of  the  preparations  indicated  the  strength 
of  the  foe,  and  naturally  aroused  the  hope  that  out  of  the 
turmoil  there  might  come  to  Jacob  independence  and  with  it 
prosperity  to  woo  the  exiles  back.  Such  prosperity,  however, 
would  not  be  permanent  unless  the  restored  nation  ordered  its 
conduct  according  to  Yahwe's  will.  The  prophetic  preaching 
to  which  2  Isaiah  had  given  the  impetus  had  signally  failed  to 
bring  about  a  real  reformation.  That  could  be  effected  only  by 
Yahwe's  pardoning  grace.  But  the  evidences  of  forgiveness — • 
viz.,  cessation  of  the  Persian  authority,  restoration  of  the  native 
monarchy,  extension  of  the  kingdom  and  growth  of  its  capital — 
whilst  leading  men  to  a  glad  obedience  to  the  law,  would  un 
questionably  imply  a  new  arrangement  of  Yahwe  with  his  people, 
based,  as  exilic  historians  had  so  strongly  emphasised,  not  on 
Israel's  faithfulness,  but  on  Yahwe's  unmerited  yet  unchanging 
love  (cp  COVENANT,  §  6,  v.). 

This  work  (chaps.  30  f.)  falls  between  the  prophecies 
collected  in  Is.  40-55  and  those  found  in  Is.  56-66. 
33 1-13  may  also  belong  to  this  period. 

The  oracle  against  Elam- Persia,  4934-38,  was  prob 
ably  written  at  the  approach  of  Alexander.  Only  the 
oppressions  of  Ochus  can  account  for  the  hatred  it 
breathes.  The  prophecy  against  the  Philistines,  Tyre 
and  Sidon,  47,  probably  was  composed  at  the  same 
time,  though  the  editor  may  have  thought  of  the  con 
quest  of  Gaza  (defended  by  Demetrius)  by  Ptolemy  in 
312.  It  is  possible  that  the  two  oracles  against  Egypt 
originated  in  the  same  epoch.  The  designation  of  the 
Egyptians  as  '  the  enemies  of  Yahwe '  is  not  unnatural 
in  an  age  when  law  and  liturgy  alike  caused  the  minds 
of  men  to  dwell  upon  the  oppression  in  Egypt  and  the 
wonderful  deliverance,  before  the  gentle  rule  of  the 
Ptolemies  had  somewhat  mollified  their  feelings.  The 
conqueror  described  in  46  18  may  be  Alexander  ;  another 
reference  may  be  found  in  50 16  (read  yrt  ann,  '  the 
sword  of  the  Greek '  ;  (5  ^.a%aipas  'EXXTjptK???)  ;  '  the 
people  of  the  north'  is  a  suitable  expression,  though 
borrowed.  Both  oracles  look  for  an  Egyptian  army 
marching  into  Syria  to  oppose  the  enemy,  as  so  often 
in  the  past. 1  Literary  dependence  and  final  ascription 
to  Jeremiah  may  be  responsible  for  the  confusion  of 
tenses.  The  oracle  against  Edom,  497-22,  later  than 
Malachi  (circa  400)  and  Obadiah,  which  it  quotes,  may 
still  have  belonged  to  this  time.  Edom  would  be  in 
the  conqueror's  way. 

It  is  distinctly  probable  that  the  biographical  work 
used  in  the  historical  sections  was  a  product  of  the 
Persian  period.  Even  35,  though  scarcely  historical, 
may  hav  originated  then,  as  the  reorganisation  of  the 
clerus  would  raise  many  questions  of  eligibility.  Whether 
33  was  already  a  part  of  the  work  is  more  doubtful. 

To  this  period  many  interpolations  may  belong,  such  as  36- 
42  9  24-25**  1614-18  17  19-27,  and  the  poetical  fragments,  818-23 
11  15-17  12  r-6  7-13  14  1-67-9  19*21  20  7-13. 

1  The  nickname  given  to  the  Egyptian  king,  possibly  some 
kinglet  of  the  Delta,  may  originally  have  been  "lyisri  '3!??  Px?> 
'  VVarwhoop  and  Capture  of  the  troop.'  A  suspicion  of  gematria 
is  near  at  hand. 
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vii.  Period  of  the  Diadochi  and  the  Lagidcz  (332- 
198  B.C.). — The  oracle  against  Ammon  may  have  been 
occasioned  by  the  advance  of  the  Nabataeans,  who  in 
312  were  established  in  Idumsea  and  pushed  their  way 
into  the  trans-Jordan  country.  Although  the  prophecy 
against  Kedar  and  the  queen  of  Razor  (read  in  4928, 
with  Wi. ,  '  queen,'  n^o;  cp  ©  paffiXiffffy)  apparently  did 
not  yet  have  a  place  in  the  corpus  found  by  the  editorial 
writer  of  25  isff.,  it  may  owe  its  origin  to  the  same 
spread  of  Nabatosan  power  in  northern  Arabia.  There 
is  nothing  to  forbid  the  assumption  that  20 14-18  was 
added  at  this  time. 

viii.  Period  of  the  Seleucidce  (198-143  B.C.). — The 
oracle  against  Hamath,  Arpad,  and  Damascus,  4923-27, 
is  probably  directed  against  Seleucia,  the  seat  of  the 
foreign  oppressor  of  the  time  (cp  Zech.  9 13  and  We. 
Kl.  Proph.W  190).  It  is  likely  to  be  later  than  the  reign 
of  Antiochus  III.  The  prophecy  against  Babylon,  50- 
51 58,  may  have  been  written  in  the  reign  of  Mithridates 
I. ,  the  sixth  of  the  Arsacidas  (170-136).  Having  taken 
possession  of  Media  and  Elymais,  this  king  attacked 
and  finally  captured  Babylon  (after  162).  This  ap 
proach  of  an  enemy  from  the  N.  against  what  was  still, 
in  spite  of  Seleucia,  one  of  the  great  centres  of  the 
ernpire,  may  have  led  the  author,  who  lacks  all  origin 
ality,  to  draw  upon  the  prophetic  word  for  gruesome 
pictures  of  the  impending  destruction  of  the  hated  city. 
It  is  possible  that  the  stories  concerning  an  original 
Egyptian  golah  (CAPTIVITY)  in  the  time  of  Jeremiah  and 
his  oracles  regarding  its  future  belong  to  this  period, 
since  the  Chronicler1  as  yet  knows  nothing  about  this 
emigration.  A  passage  like  214-19  may  have  been 
written  in  the  beginning  of  the  period  of  the  Seleucidse. 

ix.  Period  of  the  Hasmonaans  (143-63  B.C.). — It  is 
probable  that  the  oracle  against  Moab,  48,  was  com 
posed  in  the  reign  of  John  Hyrcanus  (134-104). 

The  author  is  clearly  familiar  with  Is.  15_/C,  though  his 
attitude  towards  Moab  is  different  from  that  of  the  original 
writer  of  the  Isaiah  passage,  approaching  that  of  the  editor, 
16i3_/C  This  editor  seems  to  have  lived  in  the  days  of 
Alexander  Janna;us  (102-76) ;  so  Duhm,  Marti.  The  enemy 
threatening  Moab  in  Is.  15-16 12  is  apparently  the  Nabateeans. 
Cheyne  and  Marti  still  think  of  the  Persian  period ;  but  the 
kingdom  seems  to  have  been  re-established  in  Judah,  and  it  may 
therefore  be  best,  with  Duhm,  to  refer  the  poem  to  the 
Hasmonaean  age. 

In  the  time  of  John  Hyrcanus  territorial  conquests 
smothered  sympathy  and  revived  ancient  animosity. 
In  this  period  the  seven  books  received  their  final  re 
daction,  with  many  glosses  and  interpolations  like 
23i-8,  psalm -fragments  in  17,  the  prayer  32i6^, 
etc.  In  the  reign  of  Alexander  Jannagus  the  passages 
still  wanting  in  ©  may  have  been  added  to  the  volume, 
though  some  of  them  may  have  been  written  earlier. 

All  known  Hebrew  MSS  of  Jeremiah  exhibit  sub 
stantially  the  same  text.  In  its  essential  features  this 


21.  Text. 


text  may  possibly  be  traced  back  to  the  end 


of  the  first  century  A.D.  The  differences 
between  the  Pesh.  and  MT  may  be  explained  partly  by 
the  peculiarities  of  the  translator,  partly  by  the  un 
mistakable  fact  that  his  work  was  subsequently  revised 
by  one  familiar  with  the  Greek  version  then  in  use. 
Origen's  6  2i>pos  seems  to  have  been  none  else  than 
the  Pesh.  That  the  Pesh.  knew  the  Targ.  is  not  likely. 
Rather  is  the  reverse  probable.  In  its  differences  from 
the  Heb.,  the  Targ.  sometimes  goes  with  the  Pesh., 
sometimes  with  (5  where  they  differ.  This  may  point 
to  an  acquaintance  with  either  or  with  both.  The 
slight  differences  between  Jerome  and  the  Heb.  are 
accounted  for  by  the  influence  of  the  Old  Latin. 
Aquila  adheres  quite  closely  to  the  Heb.  There  are 
some  indications  that  Theodotion  was  familiar  with  a 
Greek  version  more  extensive  than  the  LXX.  The 
deviations  of  Symmachus  where  he  does  not  depend  on 

1  If  Noldeke  should  be  right  in  maintaining  that  Chronicles 
was  not  written  before  the  middle  of  the  second  century  (ZA  Til-', 
IQOO,  p.  83  jff.),  this  appendix  to  Jeremiah  is  probably  still  more 
recent. 
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the  LXX  may  be  due  to  his  own  idiosyncrasies.  It  is 
possible  that  there  was,  as  early  as  in  the  reign  of 
Domitian,  another  Greek  version  reflecting  substantially 
the  same  Hebrew  text.  See  TEXT  AND  VERSIONS. 

The  author  of  Rev.  1820  manifestly  had  in  mind  Jer.  5148,  a 
passage  not  found  in  ©,  and  imitated  it.  The  phrase  £a<riAeus 
riav  auuvtav,  Rev.  164,  is  likewise  an  imitation  of  Jer.  107,  not 
found  in  <S,  and  the  striking  expression  ©eb?  £U>VTU>I>  is  found 
nowhere  in  OT  except  in  that  verse.  The  deviation  from  © 
in  other  NT  allusions  to  or  quotations  from  Jeremiah  points 
to  the  same  conclusion.  Justin,  in  the  important  passage  926, 
as  well  as  in  other  places,  agrees  with  MT  against  (B  (en-i 
'lovSav).  His  agreement  with  the  MSS  assigned1  to  the  Lucianic 
recension  is  significant.  Two  groups  of  Greek  MSS,  one 
composed  chiefly  of  22,  23,  36,  48,  51,  231,  another  of  xii,  88 
in  Holmes-Parsons,  apparently  have  preserved  much  of  this 
translation.  With  the  former  group  goes  Theodoret,  with  the 
latter  Paul  of  Telia's  Syriac  version.  The  asterisks  in  some  of 
the  Greek  MSS  and  in  the  hexaplar  Syriac  only  indicate 
Origen's  judgment,  correct  in  itself,  as  to  the  limits  of  the 
earliest  Greek  version.  ©Band  <BN,  which  have  much  in  common 
with  xii  and  88,  may  have  been  subjected  to  a  more  thorough 
critical  process,  cutting  out  the  elements  belonging  to  the  later 
version.  The  existence  of  such  a  version  already  in  the  first 
century  is  only  natural,  since  in  Syria  and  Asia  Minor  the 
growing  regard  for  the  Hebrew  text  would  inevitably  lead  to  a 
translation  of  all  it  contained.  But  neither  the  Lucianic  MSS, 
nor  the  Eusebian,  nor  yet  the  fragments  of  Theodotion,  give  us 
the  exact  form  of  the  version  used  by  the  NT  writers,  Josephus, 
and  Justin. 

The  relation  of  the  Greek  version  to  the  Heb.  has  been 
the  subject  of  much  discussion.  There  are  marked 
differences  in  arrangement  and  in  contents.  The  book 
against  foreign  nations  is  found  between  2613  and  15  ; 
and  the  order  is  Elam,  Egypt,  Babylon,  Philistia, 
Edom,  Ammon,  Kedar,  Damascus,  Moab.  It  has 
been  estimated  that  the  version  has  about  2700  words 
less,  consequently  is  about  an  eighth  shorter,  than  the 
MT. 

This  minus  in  ©  is  made  up  in  part  of  longer  passages, 
such  as  106-sio  17i-4  291416-20  30ioyC  3814-26  394-13 
4845-47  5145-48  5228-30;  in  part  of  short  expressions,  such  as 
ni,T  DN3  (lacking  more  than  sixty  times),  ^NitS"  'n^K  ,YI,T 
or  miOi'  Tt7X  ni.V,  the  word  Jt'33n  following  the  prophet's 
name  and  other  titles  and  patronymics  and  pronouns.  On  the 
other  hand,  ©  contains  a  smaller  number  of  additions  composed 
mainly  of  pronouns,  and  words  like  ^3,  rim'  1OK  ro,  run- 
There  are  also  important  differences  in  the  division  of  words  and 
in  the  consonantal  text. 

The  defence  of  MT  at  all  hazards  by  earlier  Protestant 
scholars  was  demanded  by  dogmatic  considerations. 
Their  Roman  Catholic  opponents  (Morin,  Cappel), 
though  superior  as  textual  critics,  were  not  altogether 
free  from  attaching  a  fictitious  canonical  authority  to  the 
LXX,  and  from  charging  the  Hebrews  with  bad  faith. 
A  distinct  advance  in  scientific  method  was  made  when 
the  theory  of  two  recensions  appeared.  It  was  first 
suggested  by  Michaclis  and  elaborated  by  many  others 
from  Eichhorn  to  Workman.  It  recognised  that  the 
differences  are  connected  with  the  growth  of  the  volume, 
and  rightly  perceived  that  the  longer  text  represented 
later  expansion.  Its  chief  defect  was  that  it  assumed 
that  the  two  texts  were  the  results  of  deliberate  planning, 
of  critical  editing  and  revision  —  that  they  were 
recensions.  When  Movers  recognised  the  impossibility 
of  ascribing  the  longer  text  to  Jeremiah  or  Baruch,  as 
his  predecessors  had  done,  and  assigned  it  to  the  age  of 
Nehemiah,  he  prepared  the  way  for  a  more  correct 
appreciation.  Since  the  admission  that  MT  to  any 
extent  represented  an  expanded  text  would  naturally 
have  the  tendency  to  render  plausible  the  assumption 
that  there  were  many  later  interpolations  in  the  book, 
scholars  like  Spohn,  Kueper,  Havernick,  Wichelhaus, 
Niigelsbach,  Keil,  Orelli,  Schneedorfer,  Trochon, 
Kaulen,  with  more  or  less  erudition,  attempted  to  show 
that  (5  was  a  truncated  text,  the  translator  having 
wilfully  or  carelessly  cut  out  what  seemed  to  him 
superfluous  or  unsuitable.  The  omitted  passages 
seemed  to  them  truly  Jeremianic,  as  it  was  a  peculiarity 
of  Jeremiah  to  repeat  himself  and  to  quote  older 
prophets  such  as  Isaiah,  whose  book  was  wholly 
written  by  that  prophet.  The  growing  recognition  of 
the  late  origin  of  the  Isaianic  passages  quoted  or 
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alluded  to  would  have  prevented  this  view,  so  evidently 
born  of  dogmatic  prepossessions,  from  influencing 
scholarly  opinion,  had  not  Graf  made  a  bitter  attack 
upon  (85,  whose  work  he  declared  to  be  not  even  worthy 
of  being  called  a  translation.  Even  Graf  seems  un 
consciously  to  have  assumed  that  ©  must  have  had 
before  him  a  text  essentially  identical  with  our  MT. 
Measuring  him  with  standards  of  accuracy  that  it 
would  be  hazardous  to  apply  to  a  modern  translator 
with  the  words  properly  divided  and  duly  pointed,  he 
found  him  guilty  of  ignorance,  superficiality,  and  arbi 
trary  dealing  with  the  text.  The  reaction,  led  by 
Scholz,  has  tended  to  establish  the  good  faith  of  the 
translator. 

The  translator's  knowledge  of  Hebrew  is  not  always  adequate  ; 
his  grouping  of  letters  (written  continuously)  into  words  is  some 
times  incorrect,  though  not  so  often  as  has  been  supposed,  the 
error  being  occasionally  on  the  part  of  MT ;  he  uses  different 
words  to  render  the  same  Hebrew  term,  which  sometimes  is  a 
merit;  he  translates  according  to  the  sense  where  the  exact 
meaning  is  known ;  he  transliterates  words  known  to  him  when 
they  seem  to  him  to  be  proper  names  ;  he  follows  the  fashion  of 
selecting  a  Greek  word  of  a  similar  sound  to  the  Hebrew ;  he 
sometimesoverleapsaphrasebyhomceoteleuton.  But  the  fact  that 
through  long  sections  he  translates  word  for  word,  sometimes  even 
slavishly  following  the  text  where  he  cannot  make  out  its  sense, 
shows  his  faithfulness.  That  it  was  not  his  principle  to  leave 
passages  that  were  repeated  in  the  book  untranslated  when  they 
occurred  a  second  time  is  evident,  since  out  of  thirty  such  cases 
he  repeated  all  but  seven,  which  are  clearly  secondary.  It 
follows  still  more  manifestly  from  the  fact  that  he  translated 
passages  occurring  in  the  MT  twice  only  in  the  second  place. 

The  tendency  of  copyists,  observable  elsewhere,  is 
naturally  to  round  off  a  phrase,  to  add  a  title  or 
patronymic,  and  to  introduce  glosses  and  appendices. 
There  would  be  a  strong  presumption  in  favour  of  the 
view  that  (§'s  original  was  less  annotated  than  Heb. ,  even 
if  the  character  of  the  passages  lacking  in  ©  did  not 
positively  demand  for  them  a  later  date.  If  the  ex 
planation  given  above  (§  6)  of  the  growth  of  the  volume 
is  correct,  the  place  of  46-51  in  <§  is  likely  to  be  more 
original,  and  the  position  of  25  i^ff.  is  accounted  for, 
whilst  the  arrangement  of  the  oracles,  determined  on 
different  principles,  may  to  some  extent  be  more 
original  in  MT.1 

i.  Commentaries  (modern) :  W.  Lowth,  1718;  Venema,  1765; 

Dathe,  1779;   Blayney,  1784;  Dahler,  1825;  Rosenmiiller,  '26; 

Maurer,  '33 ;  Ewald,  '40  and  "68  ;   Hitzig, 

22.  Literature.    '41  and  '66  ;  Umbreit,  '42  ;  Henderson,  '41 ; 

Neumann,    '56-'58 ;     Graf,    '(>s ;    Keil,    '62 ; 

Nagelsbach,'63 ;  R.  Williams,  '71;  Payne  Smith,  '75;  Le  Hir, 
'77;  Scholz,  '80;  Schneedorfer,  '81  ;  Trochon,  '83;  Cheyne, 
"3''8Si  Orelli,  '87;  Knabenbauer,  '89;  Ball,  '90;  Giesebrecht, 
*94_;  Bennett,  '95;  Streane,  '95;  Myrberg,  '96. 

ii.  Criticism:  'Introductions,'  etc.  by  Cappel,  1624;  Morin, 
1633  ;  Hottinger,  1649 ;  Spinoza,  1670 ;  Simon,  1678 ;  Carpzov, 
1714-21;  Eichhorn,  1780-83 ;  Michaelis,  1787,  may  be  mentioned 
here.  Articles,  etc.,  on  Jeremiah  by  Rodiger  in  Ersch  und 
Gruber's  Enyclopadie  ;  Cheyne  in  EB(ty',  Nagelsbach  in 
PR EV) ;  Fr.  Buhl  in  PREW  ;  Graf  in  Schenkel,  BL  ;  Kleinert 
in  Riehm's  Hll'B;  A.  B.  Davidson,  in  Hastings'  DB;  J.  D. 
Michaelis,  Anmerkungen  zu  s.  Uebersetzung  d.  NT,  1790; 
C.  G.  Hensler,  Betnerkungen,  '05 ;  J.  F.  Gaab,  Erklarung 
schiverer  Stellen,  '24;  C.  W.  E.  Nagelsbach,  Der  Prophet 
Jcremias  n.  Babylon,  '50 ;  A.  Pierson,  Israels  Profeten,  "77  ; 
K.  Budde,  'Uber  Jer.  50-51, '  JDT,  '78;  B.  Stade,  in  ZATW, 
'84,  '85,  '92,  and  in  GVI,  '89;  F.  Schwally,  in  ZA  '1 IV,  '88; 
Smend,  in  AT  Rel.-gesck.  238^  ;  L.  H.  K.  Bleecker,  Jer. 
profeticen  tegen  de  volkeren,  '94 ;  A.  v.  Bulmerincq,  Das 
Zukunftsbild  d.  Propheten  Jer. ,  '94. 

iii.  Especially  on  the  text:  C.  B.  Michaelis,  Annotationes, 
1720;  J.  D.  Michaelis,  Observationes,  1743;  J.  G.  Eichhorn,  in 
Repertorium,  1777 ;  F.  A.  Stroth  in  Repertorium,  1778  ;  C.  F. 
Schnurrer,  Observationes,  1793-94;  A.  F.  G.  Leiste,  Observa 
tiones,  1794  ;  C.  L.  Spohn,  Jeremias  vates,  etc.,  I.,  1795,  II. 
(ed.  F.  A.  G.  Spohn),  1824;  T.  Roorda,  Comnt.  in  aliquot  Jer. 
loca,  '24  ;  A.  Kueper,  Jeremias  librorum  ss.  interpres,  '31 ; 
A.  Knobel,  Jeremias  clialdaizans,  '31  ;  J.  C.  Movers,  De 
utriusque  recensionis  vaticiniorum  Jer.  indole  et  origine,  '37  ; 
J.  Wichelhaus,  De  Jer.  vcrsione  Alexandrma,  '47  ;  F.  Bottcher, 
Aehrenlese,  '49,  Neue  Aehren/ese,  '64;  C.  Schulz,  Defer,  textus 
heb.  mas.  et  grieci  Alex,  discrepantia,  '61 ;  P.  F.  Frankl, 
Studien  iiber  die  LXX  u.  Pescito  zu  Jer.,  '73;  A.  Scholz, 
Der  Mas.  Text  und  die  LXX  d.  B.  Jer.,  '75;  C.  Zimmer, 
Aramaismi  Jeremiani,  '80;  E.  Kuehl,  Das  Verhdltnisd.  Mas. 

1  For  a  fuller  justification  of  the  position  taken  in  this  article, 
the  writer  may  be  permitted  to  refer  to  his  forthcoming  Intro 
duction  to  the  Book  of  Jeremiah. 
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zur  LXX  in  Jcr.,  "82;  Gratz,  Emendationes,  '83;  G.  C. 
Workman,  The  Text  of  Jer.,  '89;  H.  P.  Smith,  'The  text  of 
Jer.'  in  Hebraica,  '87,  '  Targum  to  Jer.,'  ibid.,  '88  ;  cp  also /AY,, 
'90;  E.  Coste,  Die  IVeissaguneen  wider  die  fremden  Vo'lker, 
'93  ;  H.  Cornill,  in  Haupt's  SBOT,  '95  ;  A.  W.  Streane,  The 
Double  Text  of 'Jer.,  '96.  N.  S. 

JEREMIAH,  EPISTLE  OF.  An  apocryphal  com 
position,  professing  to  have  been  written  by  Jeremiah  to 
warn  the  Jews  who  were  to  be  led  captives  to  Babylonia 
against  falling  into  idolatry.  For  this  purpose  the 
vanity  of  the  idols  of  wood,  silver,  and  gold  is  elabor 
ately  shown. 

There  is  no  logical  arrangement ;  but  we  meet  with  something 
like  a  refrain  in  m>.  16  [17],  23  [24],  29  [30],  65  [66],  and  69  [70], 
which  verses  serve  at  any  rate  as  breaks  ;  it  may  be  added  that 
another  formula  recurs  m  slightly  varied  forms  at  w.  30  [31], 
40  [41],  44,  46,  51  [52],  56. 

The  ideas  are  the  commonplaces  of  the  opponents 
of  idolatry  in  post-exilic  times  (cp  Ps.  1154-8  ;  135 15-18  ; 
15.449-19;  Jer.  103-9  ;  Wisd.  1810-19,  1513-17).  It  is 
admitted,  except  by  some  Roman  Catholic  commen 
tators,  that  the  epistle  was  written  in  Greek  ;  the  few 
Hebraisms  (e.g.  d^o/iotu^^res  d^o/ototwflTjre  \y.  4],  and 
the  use  of  the  future  for  the  present)  are  nothing  un 
common  in  Hellenistic  Greek.  The  imitation  of 
Jeremiah  is  not  very  strenuous  ;  the  author  has  studied 
this  book  as  most  of  the  later  writers  have  studied  it, 
but  in  a  very  mechanical  way.  The  statement  in  v.  2  [3] 
that  the  Babylonian  exile  is  to  last  seven  generations, 
altered  in  the  Syriac  into  'seventy  years,'  contradicts 
Jer.  29 10.  It  is  hardly  possible  to  fix  the  date  exactly, 
and  unsafe  even  to  say  that  the  epistle  was  written 
before  2  Maccabees,  the  supposed  reference  to  it  in 
2  Mace.  3  iff.  being  disputed. 

Ball  (Var.  Apocr.  200)  suggests  that  seven  generations  (  = 
280)  may  seem  to  point  to  the  removal  of  the  Jews  from 
Jerusalem  to  Alexandria  by  Ptolemy  Soter  (588-280  =  308). 

The  composition  is  not  a  mere  scholastic  exercise. 
It  is,  as  Gifford  truly  says,  '  an  earnest  appeal  to  persons 
actually  living  in  the  midst  of  heathenism,  and  needing 
to  be  warned  and  encouraged  against  temptations  to 
apostacy. '  In  this  respect  it  is  parallel  to  Is.  449-19  and 
the  other  didactic  passages  mentioned  above.  The 
author  may,  as  Fritzsche  supposes,  have  been  a  Jew  of 
Alexandria  (note  the  somewhat  turgid  style)  ;  it  is  no 
objection  to  this  view  that,  like  the  author  of  Is.  449-19, 
he  places  his  work  under  the  aegis  of  a  writer  of  earlier 
date  and  established  reputation.  In  fact,  in  Jer.  29  we 
actually  hear  of  a  letter,  traditionally  asigned  to  Jeremiah, 
which  is  adressed  to  those  whom  king  Nebuchadrezzar 
had  carried  captives  from  Jerusalem  to  Babylon. 

This  'epistle'  (on  the  use  of  the  term  see  EPISTOLARY 
LITERATURE)  is  included  in  the  Greek  canon,  and  is  found  in 
all  Greek  MSS  of  the  OT  except  70,  96,  229  [cursives].  In 
the  Old  Latin,  the  Old  Syriac,  and  some  editions  of  &,  it  is 
given  as  Baruch  6  ;  and  this  is  followed  in  Luther's  Bible  and  in 
KV  ;  but  there  is  no  plausible  justification  (see  BARUCH,  BOOK 
on1).  In  the  Syro.-Hex.  the  Epistle  follows  Lamentations. 

E.  H.  Gifford  in  Speaker  s  Apocrypha,  vol.  ii.  ;  Bissell  in  his 

Apocrypha;  Fritzsche,  Handbook  zu  den  Apokr.,  '51  ;  Reusch, 

Erklarung  des  B.  Baruch,  '53  ;  Herzfeld,  GVI, 

Literature.    1 316     ('47) ;     Nestle,     Marginalien,     42    f.  \ 

Rothstein,    in   Die   Apokryphen  u.  Pseudepi- 

graphen  dcs  A  T,  edited  by  Kautzsch,  1  226-229. 

JEREMIAH,  LAMENTATIONS  OF.  See  LAMENT 
ATIONS. 

JEREMIAS  (i)  (iepe/v\l&C  [BAL]),  i  Esd.  934,  see 
JEREMAI. 
(2)  Mt.  1614  CleptjiuW  [Ti.WH]),  RV  JEREMIAH  [?.».]. 

JEREMIEL  (HIRREMIHEL  [Lat.],  also  remihel,  cp 
Bensly,  ad  loc. ;  i.e. ,  7NDT,  '  El  hurls,'  cp  JEREMIAH), 
'the  archangel,'  4  Esd.  436  (AVme-RV),  and  hence  to 
be  kept  distinct  from  Uriel  (AV  ;  so  VRIEL,  Lat.  c.  ;  cp 
also  Ar2),  who  is  regularly  called  'angel.'  According 
to  Enoch  9  the  four  great  archangels  are  Michael, 
Uriel,  Gabriel,  and  Suriel  or  Raphael.  See  ANGEL,  §  4. 

JEREMOTH.     See  JERIMOTH. 

JEREMY  (iepe/v\lOY  [Ti.WH]),  Mt.  2 17,  etc.,  RV 
JEREMIAH  [q.v.~\. 
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),  EV  i  Ch.  23  19  24  23.     See  JERIJAH. 


JERIBAI  ('TT  ;  cp  JERUBBAAL,  and  '3n»,  CIS 
270,  a  bilingual,  where  the  parallel  Ass.  has  iriba),  a  name 
in  David's  army-list  (i  Ch.  Il46f;  i&piBei  [B],  -B&l 
[A],  ,\piBi  [N],  lApeiB  [L]).  See  RIBAI. 

JERICHO  (irTV,  uniformly  in  Pent.,  also  in  2  K.  25s 
and  [Gi.]  28.105  Jer.  39$  and  [Gi.,  Ba.]  Ezra,  Neh.,  Ch.  ; 
"in'T  in  Josh,  [uniformly,  Gi.],  also  2  K.  24  [bis]  5  15  18; 
IDT  Josh.  1821  [Ba.,  not  Gi.],  28.  10s  [Ba.]  Jer.  39s  [Ba.] 
Jer.  528;  nrTV,  iK.  1634  [Gi.,  but  Ba.  finVJ;  [e]i€p[«]ix<o,  some- 
times  with  fern,  art.,  itp«.\<av,  Josh.  21  36  [B]  ;  NT,  lepetxw  and 
icpi^u  [in  Lk.  19  1]  Tr\v  lep.  ;  Jos.  leprous  [gen.  -ourros]  or  Ifpi\io 
[gen.  -ous],  whence  Ifpi\ovvTioi  ',  Strabo,  lepifcoGs). 

A  city,  assigned  to  Benjamin  (Josh.  18  12  21),  remark 
able  alike  from  its  history  and  its  unique  position,  (a) 
-  A  plausible  view  explains  the  name  as 
Name  'the  fragrant'  Wnri);  Ges.  (The*.), 

Wetzstein  (in  Del.  JesajaW,  703),  etc., 
and  many  others  have  acquiesced  in  it.  The  allusion 
on  this  hypothesis  will  be  to  the  fragrant  balsams  and 
rose  trees  of  Jericho.  It  is  evident,  however,  that  '  the 
fragrant,'  however  suitable  as  a  title,  can  hardly  have 
been  the  primeval  name  of  such  an  important  place. 
(6)  Following  older  commentators,  Siegfr.  -Stade  (Lex.) 
and  Sayce  (Early  Hist.  250)  connect  the  name  '  Jericho  ' 
with  nv,  '  the  moon  '  ;  it  will  then  be  a  testimony  to  the 
early  prevalence  of  moon-worship,  as  BETH-SHEMESH 
[^.f.]  testifies  to  that  of  sun-worship.  (Cp  Jer.  OS  786, 
'  luna,  sive  odor  ejus.')  (c)  There  is  reason,  however,  to 
suspect  that  the  true  meaning  of  Jericho  is  neither 
'  fragrant  city  '  nor  '  moon  city.  '  We  shall  see  presently 
that  the  original  tradition  which  underlies  Josh.  2  re 
lated  to  the  conquest  of  a  different  city  from  that 
commonly  called  Jericho,  one  that  bore  the  name  of 
which  Jericho  is  a  corruption  (presumably  a  popular 
corruption),  and  that  the  true  name  of  both  places 
lies  concealed  under  the  incorrectly  transmitted  title 
(EV  'the  city  of  palm  trees'),  and  is 
vy,  'city  of  Jerahmeel.'  If  this  be  admitted  as 
probable  —  it  would  fall  into  line  with  other  mutilated 
forms  of  the  name  Jerahmeel  suggested  elsewhere  (see 
JERAHMEEL,  §  4)  —  we  must  suppose  that  in  primitive 
times  a  colony  of  Jerahmeelites  settled  in  the  rich  plain 
of  Jericho,  and  that,  as  elsewhere,  the  primitive  name, 
in  a  shortened  form,  clung  to  the  spot,  even  after  another 
race  had  taken  possession  of  it. 

The  title  oncnn  vy  occurs  in  four  passages,  but  the 

latest  of  these,   2  Ch.  28  15,   may  safely   be    neglected. 

2    Citvof      In   Dt-343   (see  JORDAN,    §   i)  it  is 

"TV  appended  to   '  Jericho  '  in  a  definition 

Falm  ITees.    Qf  {he  extem  Qf  the  ge0graphical  term 

'the  Circle  (of  Jordan).'  Judg.  1  16  gives  a  statement 
(see  HOBAB)  to  the  effect  that  the  Kenites  joined  the 
men  of  Judah  in  an  invasion  of  a  southern  district  of 
Palestine  ;  their  starting-point  was  Dncnn  Ty.  Although 
a  reference  to  the  historical  Jericho  would  accord  with 
the  present  context  of  Judg.  1  16/.  (see  Moore),  yet  a 
comparison  of  Nu.  21  1-3  makes  it  very  doubtful  whether 
the  original  tradition  did  not  mean  rather  a  place  to 
the  S.  of  Judah.1  It  is  natural  to  think  of  the  Tamar 
of  i  K.9i8  (see  TAMAR),  and  to  suppose  that  the  full 
name  of  this  place  was  'city  of  palm  trees,'  and  that 
the  title  being  so  appropriate  to  Jericho  (see  §  7), 
was  inserted  in  Dt.  34s  after  this  place-name.  But  is 
it  really  credible  that  palm  trees  anciently  grew  to  the 
S.  of  Judah?  Surely  not  (see  NEGKB).  We  must 
therefore  seek  for  some  name  or  title  which  may  have 
been  corrupted  into  G"icnn  vy,  and  can  be  reasonably 
supposed  to  have  been  suitable  both  for  '  Jericho  and 
for  the  city  to  the  S.  of  Judah,  of  which  we  are  in  quest. 
There  is  such  a  name  or  title  —  SKOITV  vy,  'city  of  Jerah- 

1  See  Steuernagel  on  Dt.  843. 
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meel,'  otherwise  in  all  probability  called  ^KCrvy  cnp, 
'  Kadesh  of  Jerahmeel '  (out  of  which  ynirsnp,  EV 
'  Kadesh- Barnea, '  probably  sprang).  This  theory  seems 
to  throw  light  on  the  third  passage  in  which  nnDnn  vy 
occurs,  viz.,  Judg.  813,  where  we  read  that  '  Eglon 
gathered  to  him  the  bne  Amalek(z.£. ,  the  bne  Jerah 
meel1),  and  went  and  smote  Israel,  and  possessed  him 
self  of  ononn  vy  (i.e. ,  Jericho,  the  city  of  Jerahmeel).' 
The'  Amalekites '  (Jerahmeelites)  naturally  supported  the 
Moabite  king  Eglon,  because  it  roused  their  indignation 
to  see  an  ancient  settlement  of  their  own  occupied  by 
the  bne  Israel. 

It  is  remarkable  that  no  name  resembling  '  Jericho ' 
should  occur  in  the  Amarna  Tablets.  In  the  Book  of 

3    Taneled     Josnua  we  ^n&  ll  mentioned  as  a  city 
Traditions  in  ™th  »  wal1  a*d  a  ^  (2  5  «s),  rich* 
Josh    2-6        '     4         ''  a        governed    by  its   own 
king  (2s).      It  will  be  seen,  however, 
that  this  tradition  is  of  doubtful  origin  ;  we  may  per 
haps  receive  further  light  from  excavations. 

The  story  of  the  capture  of  Jericho  by  the  Israelites 
is  briefly  this  3  (Josh.  2-6).  While  the  Israelites  were  en 
camped  at  SHITTIM,  on  the  other  side  of  Jordan,  Joshua 
sent  two  of  his  men  to  spy  out  the  land  and  in  the  first 
instance  Jericho.  They  found  a  lodging  at  Jericho  in 
the  house  of  one  Rahab  a  harlot.  The  king,  however, 
got  news  of  their  arrival,  and  sent  word  to  Rahab  to 
bring  out  her  guests.  But  Rahab  let  the  men  down 
through  the  window,  after  they  had  guaranteed  her  life 
and  that  of  her  family,  for  she  was  aware  that  Jericho 
was  doomed  to  fall.  They  fled  into  the  mountains.4 
Pursuers  sought  for  them  for  three  days  in  the  direction 
of  the  fords  of  the  Jordan,  and  then  gave  up  their 
search  ;  the  two  spies  returned  to  Joshua.  Thereupon 
the  Israelites  broke  up  their  camp  and  moved  to  the 
Jordan.  It  was  a  bold  step  ;  for  it  was  the  flood-time, 
when  the  Zor  or  wider  bed  of  the  river  (see  JORDAN,  §  4) 
becomes  brimful,  so  that  the  water  is  on  a  level  with 
the  banks.  But  Joshua  knew  in  whom  he  believed, 
and  bade  the  Israelites  pass  over.  In  the  van  he  placed 
twelve  men,  each  carrying  a  stone,  next  came  the  ark, 
then  the  tribes  of  Israel.  Yahwe  performed  a  wonder 
for  his  people  ;  no  sooner  did  they  prepare  to  cross, 
than  the  current  oi  the  river  was  stayed.  The  host  of 
Israel  went  over,  and  the  twelve  stones  were  set  up  as 
an  '  everlasting  memorial '  at  Gilgal,  at  the  eastern 
limit  of  Jericho  (irvv  rnip  nspa,  Josh.  4 19).  The 

first  obstacle  of  Joshua's  further  advance  was  the  strong 
city  of  Jericho.  The  '  captain  of  the  host  of  Yahwe ' 
appeared  to  Joshua  (probably  at  Gilgal,8  cp  Judg.  2i), 
to  make  known  his  participation  in  the  coming  attack 
on  Jericho,  and  (editorial  manipulation  has  obscured 
this  point)  to  give  directions  as  to  the  course  of  action 
to  be  adopted.6  What  form  the  earlier  tradition  gave 
to  these  directions  we  cannot  venture  to  say.  A  later 
writer  represents  the  capture  thus.  -Once  a  day  for  six 
days  Israel  went  round  the  city  in  procession  ;  the  van 
guard  first ;  next  the  priests  (carrying  seven  trumpets 
of  rams'  horns)  with  the  ark  ;  then  the  rear-guard  (cp 
ARK,  §  4).  On  the  seventh  day  the  procession  made 
its  round  seven  times,  and  at  the  seventh  time  the 
priests  blew  the  trumpets  and  the  people  raised  the 
battle-cry,  whereupon  the  walls  of  Jericho  fell  down. 
Then  the  conquered  city  was  made  herem — i.e.,  all 
living  things  were  killed  and  the  spoil  either  burnt  or 
dedicated  to  the  service  of  Yahwe.  A  curse  was 

1  See  JERAHMEEL,  §  4.  '  Ammon '  should  perhaps  be  omitted 
as  a  corrupt  dittogram  of '  Amalek.' 

*  O  n  the 'wedge  (?)  of  gold,  appropriated  by  Achan,  see  GOLD. 
1  Critical  results  are  assumed. 

*  Conder  (PEFQ,  April  '74,  p.  38)  suggests  that  the  caves 
and  rocky  precipices  of  Jebel  Karantel  (Quarantana)  may  be 
meant. 

5  The  text  says  irTT3>  which  probably  means  '  in  the  domain 
of  Jericho  '  ;  cp  Josh.  4 19. 

*  On  Josh.  ffjsj^,  see  JOSHUA  ii.)7)  and  cp  Oxf.  Hex.  2 328, 
and  Steuernajel  ai  loc. 
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pronounced  on   the  man   who  should   rebuild  Jericho 

(see  HIEL).      '  But  the  harlot  Rahab  and  her  family 

even  all  that  belonged  to  her — Joshua  saved  alive,  so 
that  she  dwells  in  the  midst  of  Israel  to  this  day ' 
(Josh.  625). 

In  its  present  form  the  biblical  narrative  is  composite. 
Successive  writers  have  devoted  themselves  to  the 

4.  Criticism  of  elaboration  of  the  deta"s.  Analytic 
the  text  criticism  has  been  applied  to  the 
narrative  (see  JOSHUA  ii. ,  §  7) ;  but  its 
results  seem  to  require  further  revision  in  the  light  of  a 
more  searching  criticism  of  MT.  Steuernagel  is  right 
in  assuming  the  relative  originality  of  <5  ;  but  we  can  no 
more  follow  ©  implicitly  as  a  canonical  authority  than 
MT.  The  text  in  all  its  forms  must  be  subjected  to 
a  searching  criticism.  It  will  thus,  for  instance,  be 
come  plain  that  Josh.  815-17,  which  the  Oxford  editors 
assign  to  P,  is  based  on  an  earlier  written  source. 
We  cannot,  however,  criticise  the  text  of  this  most 
interesting  and  elaborate  description  of  the  stoppage 
of  the  waters  of  the  Jordan  without  some  guidance 
from  outside. 

Such  guidance  we  receive  from  four  sources  :  (i)  From  the 
story  of  Jacob  (Israel) ;  (2)  From  the  story  of  Jerubbaal  ;  (3) 
From  Dt.  11  29.^  272;  and  (4)  From  the  various  evidences  in 
early  tradition  that  the  tribe  of  Judah  came  up  into  its  settle 
ments  through  the  Negeb,  starting  from  Kadesh-Jerahmeel 
('  Barnea'). 

i.  Any  one  who  approaches  the  story  of  Jacob  with 
a  fresh  and  open  mind  will  be  irresistibly  led  to  suspect 
that  the  crossing  of  the  Jordan  by  the  Israelites  under 
the  Ephraimite  Joshua  was,  in  its  original  form,  parallel 
to  the  migration  of  Jacob-Israel  across  the  Jordan, 
which  an  early  tradition  placed  at  the  point  where  it  is 
met  by  the  Jabbok.1  2.  The  twofold  geographical 
relation  of  Gideon-Jerubbaal  (see  GIDEON)  points  in  the 
same  direction  ;  it  is  not  accidental  that  the  name 
Zarethan  occurs  in  Josh.  3 16  and  a  parallel  form  Zererah 
(both  forms  are  corrupt)  in  Judg.  722.  3.  It  is 
appropriately  remarked  on  Dt.  27  2  by  the  Oxford 
editors,  '  The  phraseology  suggests  that  the  stones  were 
to  be  erected  on  the  actual  day  of  the  passage  of  the 
Jordan.  ...  Is  the  distance  from  the  Jordan  to  Shechem 
forgotten  ;  does  the  writer,  ' '  looking  back  to  a  distant 
past  "  (Driver),  fail  to  take  account  of  the  time  that 
must  have  elapsed  between  the  crossing  of  the  river  and 
the  arrival  at  Ebal  ;  or  is  there  a  vague  reminiscence 
in  his  mind  of  the  later  incident  when  twelve  stones  are 
taken  up  out  of  the  Jordan  and  placed  upright  in  the 
Gilgal  ?  '  Is  it  not  rather  a  reminiscence,  not  of  the 
'later  incident,'  but  of  the  original  tradition  of  the 
crossing  of  the  Jordan  at  a  more  northerly  point  than 
the  fords  of  Jericho?  On  Dt.  11 297.  see  especially 
GERIZIM.  4.  If  Judah  started  from  Kadesh-Jerahmeel 
we  may  analogously  assume  that  the  Joseph  tribes 
entered  W.  Palestine  at  a  point  on  the  Jordan  nearer  to 
their  ultimate  possessions  than  Jericho. 

The  considerations  just  stated  lead  to  the  following 
emendation  of  the  text  of  Josh.  816,  '  (it  came  to  pass) 
that  the  water  stood  still ;  that  which  came  down  from 
above  stood  as  a  heap  some  distance  (cp  Gen.  21 16) 
from  the  ford  of  Adamah  which  is  opposite  Beth-zur ' 2 
(-ns-rra  iM  IB'.N  nDTjc  rnsysD  prnn).  The  '  ford  of 
Adamah '  is  to  be  identified  with  the  ford  of  Damieh, 
which  is  at  the  confluence  of  the  Jabbok  and  the 
Jordan,  16  m.  in  a  direct  line  from  the  fords  of  Jericho. 
Beth-zur  must  be  the  name  of  the  fortress  which  already 
stood  on  the  summit  of  Karn  Sartabeh,  2227  ft.  above 

1  This  is  the  spot  assigned  to  the  crossing  by  Stade  (GVI, 
138),    C.    Niebuhr    (Gesch.   1  328),    Steuernagel    (Deut.    167). 
Against  Stade,  however,  cp  GASm.  HG  659-662. 

2  The  ,-ianxmXD  of  Kt.  represents  nD1N  [nliaj-D  ',   Ty  is  a 
corruption  of  -IB'N;  ise  (for  -nj)  arose  from  the  proximity  of  -\\s. 
frm  is  certainly  a  corruption  of  •fljrn'a  (see  ZARETAN);  ©» 
(Kapiafapeiv)  indicates  a  reading  jmp,  which,  though  defended 
by   W.    E.   Stevenson,  PEFQ,  '96,  p.  82,  is   certainly  wrong. 
Cp  Judg.  722  (emended  ;  see  ZARETAN).     See  also  ADAM. 
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the  Jordan  Valley.1  It  is  probable  that  at  the  end  of 
v.  16  the  original  narrative  had,  instead  of  inv  1JJ 
'  opposite  Jericho,"  -usvra  ~IH  'opposite  Beth-zur. '  No 
one  can  reasonably  doubt  that  this  geographical  defini 
tion,  so  inconsistent  with  the  references  to  Jericho, 
comes  from  a  relatively  early  source.  In  short,  ac 
cording  to  the  earlier  tradition,  the  crossing  of  the 
Jordan  by  the  Ephraimite  Joshua  and  his  followers 
took  place  near  the  point  where  Jacob  is  also  said  to 
have  crossed  the  Jordan — i.e. ,  near  the  ford  of  Damieh. 
Nevertheless,  the  transference  of  the  scene  to  Jericho  is 
not  purely  arbitrary.  There  is  evidence  of  a  confusion 
of  two  traditions,  one  of  which  referred  to  the  conquest 
by  the  Judahites  of  the  city  of  Jerahmeel  (probably 
Kadesh-Jerahmeel),  and  the  other  to  the  crossing  of 
the  Jordan  near  Damieh  by  the  Ephraimites.  The 
story  of  the  spies2  and  of  RAHAB  [^.v.]  belongs 
properly  to  the  former  tradition.  '  Rahab '  (am),  or 
rather  Rechab  (^DT),  or — best  of  all — Heber  (nan),  is 
certainly  the  representative  of  the  Rechabites,  or 
Heberites,  a  second  name  of  the  KENITES  [^.f.],  who, 
as  we  infer  from  Judg.  1 16,  ancietitly  dwelt  in  the  '  city 
of  Jerahmeel'  (MT  'city  of  palm  trees,'  but  see  §  2), 
though  not  themselves  Jerahmeelites  ( =  Amalekites,  cp 
i  S.  15 16).  These  Rechabites3  or  Kenites  held  the 
position  of  a  protected  tribe,  or,  putting  this  into 
symbolic  phraseology,  Rahab- Rechab  was  a  'harlot.'* 
Now  we  can  really  profess  to  understand  the  statement 
in  Josh.  2 1  that  Joshua's  two  spies  found  lodging  in  the 
house  of  a  harlot.  The  detail  was  not  suggested  by 
considerations  of  expediency, — 'for  strangers  to  turn 
into  such  a  house  would  excite  the  least  suspicion ' 
(Steuernagel)  ;  it  is  an  anticipation  of  the  historical 
relation  between  Kain  and  Israel.  As  the  narrator 
says,  '  Rahab  dwells  in  Israel  unto  this  day '  (Josh. 
625),  i.e.,  the  Kenites  still  dwelt  among  the  Judahites 
as  a  protected  tribe  in  the  narrator's  times. 

It  is  needless  to  ask  what  suggested  the  story  of  the 

falling  down  of  the  walls  of  Jericho.      As  Steuernagel 

_   _,  truly  says  (151),   the  popular  imagin- 

,     '  ation    clothed    the   conviction   that  all 

I  T  »,  «  Israel's  successes  were  due  to  Yahwe's 
help  in  the  form  of  history.  Among 
the  instances  of  this  he  mentions  the  '  drying  up  of  the 
Jordan  '  and  the  falling  down  of  the  walls  of  Jericho. 
For  the  first  of  these  reputed  wonders  Steuernagel's 
explanation  is  hardly  sufficient.  The  biblical  writers 
show  a  certain  economy  in  the  distribution  of  wonders. 
It  was  necessary  that  the  walls  of  Jericho  should  fall 
down.  Only  by  supernatural  means  could  the  untrained 
host  of  Joshua  capture  a  fortified  city  ;  G.  A.  Smith 
goes  a  little  too  far  when  he  says  (pp.  267  f.)  that  the 
statement  in  Josh.  620  is  'the  soberest  summary  of  all 
Jericho's  history.'  But  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
current  of  the  Jordan's  waters  should  be  stayed  ;  a  ford 
suited  Jacob,  and  might  as  well  have  suited  Joshua. 
There  must  have  been  some  natural  phenomenon — 
probably  one  which  had  occurred  within  the  first 
narrator's  knowledge  —which  suggested  the  story  of 
the  waters  that  stood  up  as  a  heap,  and  Clermont- 
Ganneau  has  brought  from  a  Paris  MS  an  Arabic 
historian's  account  of  just  such  a  historical  phenomenon 
as  we  require  for  our  purpose. 

The  statement  of  No  wairi  (as  reported  by  Lt. -Col.  C.  M.Watson 
in  PEFQ,  '95,  pp.  253^7)  is  that  in  66-4  A.H.  (=1266  A.D.) 
Bibars  I.,  then  Sultan  of  Egypt,  caused  a  bridge  to  be  built 
across  the  Jordan  for  strategical  purposes.  '  The  bridge  is  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Damieh,  between  it  and  Karawa,5  and 

1  The  Talmudic  N3E"1D  ar>d  the  biblical  jmx  have  the  same 
origin— HSVP2-     See  ZARETHAN. 

2  Cp  the  story  of  the  spies  in  Nu.  13. 

3  We  postpone  the  question  as  to  the  right  name  of  this  tribe. 

4  Ewald's  suggestion  (GVJ'ij.fi,  n.  i)  is  most  unjust  to  the 
people  of  Jericho,  and  finds  no  support  in  the  narrative  (see 
Josh.  3  9). 

5  The  diacritical  points  are  wanting  in  the  MS  of  Nowairi ; 
Clermont-Ganneau  reads  the  name  Karawa.     Karawa  is  almost 
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there  happened  in  connection  with  it  a  wonderful  thing,  the  like 
of  which  was  never  heard  of.'  When  the  bridge  was  completed, 
part  of  the  piers  gave  way,  and  in  the  night  preceding  the  8th 
Dec.  1267  the  waters  of  the  river  ceased  to  flow.'  The 
phenomenon  was  investigated  and  it  appeared  '  that  a  lofty 
mound  which  overlooked  the  river  on  the  west  had  fallen  into 
it  and  dammed  it  up.  .  .  .  The  water  was  held  up,  and  had 
spread  itself  over  the  valley  above  the  dam.'  It  '  was  arrested 
from  midnight  until  the  fourth  hour  of  the  day.  Then  the 
water  prevailed  over  the  dam  and  broke  it  up.'  For  Nowairi 
the  occurrence  was  extraordinary  indeed,  but  quite  a  natural 
phenomenon.  The  situation  described  can  be  sufficiently  made 
out.  Damieh  is  well  known,  and  on  the  west  bank,  just  opposite 
Damieh,  there  is  a  district  called  Karfiwu.  Formerly,  however, 
this  name  was  given  to  a  town  which  was  in  the  centre  of  a 
district  where  sugar-cane  was  cultivated.  An  examination  of 
the  ground  confirms  Clermont-Ganneau's  view  of  the  meaning, 
for  a  little  above  the  ford,  where  the  Wady  Zerka  joins  the 
Jordan,  are  the  remains  of  an  old  bridge  which  is  probably  the 
very  bridge  erected  in  1266  A.D.  by  command  of  Bibars  I. 

The  physical  character  of  this  phenomenon  forcibly 
recalls  that  described  in  Joshua.  Nowairi  states  that  it 
occurred  at  a  time  when  the  Jordan  was  in  full  flood  ; 
the  Hebrew  narrator  makes  a  similar  statement. 
Nowairi,  it  is  true,  dates  the  event  the  8th  December  ; 
the  Hebrew  narrator  specifies  the  time  of  harvest 
(March?);  but  on  the  essential  point,  as  already 
noticed,  they  agree.  The  point  where  the  landslip 
described  by  Nowairi  took  place,  is  one  where  minor 
landslips  still  occur,  and  a  large  one,  such  as  the  Arabic 
and  the  Hebrew  narrators  describe,  might  again  dam  up 
the  Jordan,  and  let  it  run  off  into  the  Dead  Sea,  leaving 
the  bed  temporarily  dry. 

We  have  thus  gained  something  for  the  traditional 
history  of  Kadesh-Jerahmeel  and  for  that  of  the  ford 
_  .  of  Adamah  ;  but  we  have  lost  our  sole 
,'..  .  authority  for  the  early  history  of  the  city 
known  as  Jericho.  Hence  the  first  trust- 
'  '  worthy  historical  notice  of  Jericho  is  in 
2  S.  10s,  where  Jericho  appears  as  a  city  of  the  realm 
of  David.  We  may  assume,  but  we  do  not  know,  that 
it  was  fortified  in  his  time.  It  was  at  any  rate  either 
fortified  or  refortified  by  HIEL  (q.v. ),  if  we  should  not 
rather  ascribe  the  act  to  Jehu,  and  regard  it  as  a 
precaution  against  Aramaean  invasion  (iK.  1634;  see 
JEHU,  §  3).  Judaea,  as  Prof.  G.  A.  Smith  remarks, 
could  never  keep  Jericho.  As  a  Benjamite  town  it  fell 
to  Northern  Israel,  while  Northern  Israel  lasted.  In 
later  times  it  fell  to  Bacchides  and  the  Syrians  ;  Bacchides 
fortified  it  against  Jonathan  the  Maccabee  (i  Mace.  9 50). 
The  cause  of  this  will  be  plain  later.  Here  we  have  to 
add  that  a  company  of  prophets  made  Jericho  their 
home  in  the  days  of  Elijah  and  Elisha  (2  K.  1*f. ),  and 
that  Elisha  was  said  to  have  healed  the  water  of  the 
chief  fountain  of  the  city  (v.  19  f.  ;  cp  Jos.  BJ  \\.  83). 
The  fountain  meant  is  no  doubt  the  'Ain  es-Sultan, 
sometimes  called  Elisha's  Fountain.  In  the  great  post- 
exilic  list  (Ezra 234  Neh.  7  36)  the  men  of  Jericho  are 
reckoned  at  345  ;  Jericho  was  also  represented  among 
Nehemiah's  builders  at  Jerusalem  (Neh.  82).  At  the 
fortress  of  Dok  ('Ain  ed-Duk;  see  Docus),  near 
Jericho,  that  noble  Maccabee,  Simon,  was  murdered  by 
his  son-in-law  Ptolemy  (i  Mace.  1615). 

See  further  GASm.  HG  267  f.  Dean  Stanley's  expression, 
'  the  key  of  Palestine,'  applied  to  Jericho,  is  hardly  accurate. 

Christian  tradition  fixed  the  site  of  the  temptation  of 
Christ  at  the  hill  Quarantana  (Jebel  Karantel}  to  the 
W.  of  the  'Ain  es-Sultdn  ;  the  reputed  scene  of  the  bap 
tism  was  also  near  Jericho  (see  JORDAN,  §  2  [7]).  The 
Gospels,  however,  have  something  much  better  to  tell 
us.  At  the  close  of  Christ's  ministry,  as  he  was  leaving 
Jericho  on  his  way  to  Jerusalem,  he  healed  a  blind  man 
called  BARTIM^US  [y.v.].  It  was  necessary,  as  Farrar 
rightly  says,  to  rest  at  Jericho  before  entering  on  the 
rough  and  rocky  gorge  which  led  up  towards  Jerusalem, 

certainly  the  Kope'ou  of  Jos.  Ant.  xiv.  84  5z;  BJ\.  65  iv.  Si.  See 
Gildemeister,  ZDPV  4  245  f.  ('81);  Schur.,  Buhl,  and  Gratz 
(MGlifJ  31  14  ff.  ['82])  assent  ;  G.  A.  Smith's  reasons  for 
doubting  (HG  353,  n.  5)  seem  insufficient.  The  present  writer 
would  further  identify  this  fertile  spot  with  the  Abel-meholah  of 
the  OT. 
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but  we  cannot  attach  weight  with  him  l  to  Macknight's 
suggestion  that  the  discrepancy  between  Mt.  and  Mk. 
on  the  one  hand  and  Lk.  on  the  other  may  be  met  by 
the  supposition  that  the  scene  of  the  occurrence  lay 
between  the  two  Jerichos — i.e. ,  that  according  to  Lk. 
Jesus  was  approaching  New  Jericho,  while  according  to 
Mt.  and  Mk.  he  was  leaving  Old  Jericho.  A  reference 
to  Old  Jericho  would  have  been  unmeaning,  for  it  was 
then  uninhabited,  nor  could  '  Jericho '  at  this  time  mean 
anything  but  the  city  which  was  given  by  Antony  to 
Cleopatra  and  redeemed  by  Herod  the  Great.  The 
narrative  is  of  the  highest  interest.  It  may  be  taken  by 
some  to  confirm  the  historicity  of  the  Messianic  entrance 
of  Jesus  into  Jerusalem,  for  cures  of  bodily  evils  were 
doubtless  considered  to  be  characteristic  acts  of  the 
Messiah,  and  the  story  of  Bartimaeus  may  suggest  that 
the  movement  of  which  we  have  the  climax  in  Mk. 
lli-io  gathered  strength  in  Jericho.  Keim  (Jesus  von 
Naz.  852  f.)  has  put  the  case  for  the  historicity  of  the 
Bartimaeus  narrative  in  a  very  attractive  way  (cp 
BARTIM^LUS,  §  i);  on  the  other  hand,  there  are 
difficulties  in  admitting  the  '  triumphal  entry '  as  a 
part  of  the  most  primitive  tradition  (see  HOSANNA) 
which  cannot  but  affect  the  historicity  of  the  story  of 
Bartimaeus.  The  narrative,  however,  must  at  any  rate 
be  very  early — so  full  is  it  of  nature  and  verisimilitude, 
and  it  is  '  by  far  the  best  attested  of  all  the  stories  of 
the  healing  of  the  blind  in  the  Gospels.'  The  story  of 
Zacchaeus  is  not  less  natural.  Not  a  few  '  publicans ' 
must  have  been  needed  to  secure  the  revenues  accruing 
from  the  traffic  in  the  famous  balsam,  and  the  mur 
muring  of  the  multitude  at  the  grace  shown  to  a 
'  sinner '  is  easily  intelligible.  Still  there  are  difficulties 
(see  ZACCHAEUS)  in  the  way  of  conceding  more  than  an 
ideal  truth  to  this  delightful  story,  of  which  Lk.  is  the 
only  narrator.  Disciples  full  of  the  spirit  of  Jesus 
might  surely  be  able  to  fill  up  the  gaps  in  tradition  by 
imagining  such  a  scene  as  that  of  the  '  conversion '  of 
Zacchseus.  Should  we  have  lost  anything  if  docu 
mentary  evidence  of  this  almost  involuntary  imaginative 
creation  could  be  produced  ?  Is  the  story  (also  only 
reported  by  Lk. )  of  the  man  who  '  went  down  from 
Jerusalem  to  Jericho  and  fell  among  thieves '  (Lk.  1030^) 
less  effective  or  less  prized  because  we  know  that  it  is 
only  ideally  true  ? 

'  No  great  man,'  says  Prof.  G.  A.  Smith,  '  was  born 
in  Jericho  ;  no  heroic  deed  was  ever  done  in  her.'  2     It 

_    _    ,        is  possible,    ndeed,  that  the  most  detested 
7.  Later 


History. 


man  in  the  history  of  Christianity  was  born 


there ;  the  name  Judas  Iscariotes  should 
perhaps  be  Judas  lerichotes — i.e.,  Judas  of  Jericho  (unless 
indeed  the  title  belongs  primarily  to  his  father  ;  see 
JUDAS  ISCARIOT).  The  chief  historical  name  closely 
connected  with  Jericho  is  that  of  Herod,  who  beautified 
the  city,  and  retired  to  it  to  die  (Jos.  Ant.  xvii.  6  5). 
The  place  is  often  mentioned  in  the  later  history.  Both 
Pompey  and  Vespasian  took  the  city  and  fortified  it, 
rather  perhaps  as  a  source  of  supplies  than  as  a  base  of 
operations.3  Its  natural  wealth,  chiefly  owing  to  the 
precious  balsam,  made  it  a  coveted  possession.  Herod's 
Roman  allies  sacked  it  (Jos.  BJ  i.  15  6),  and  Herod 
himself  was  glad  to  farm  Jericho  and  its  plain  from 
Cleopatra,  to  whom  Anthony  had  assigned  them  (Jos. 
Ant.  xv.  4.2).  Here  as  elsewhere  he  proved  himself  a 
great  builder — palaces  and  public  buildings  sprang  up 
as  by  magic  (Ant.  xvi.  5z  ;  BJ\.  2149;  cp  HEROD). 
After  his  death  Simon,  a  former  slave  of  Herod,  aspir 
ing  to  be  king,  burned  and  plundered  the  palace  (Ant. 
xvii.  106),  which,  however,  was  magnificently  rebuilt  by 
Archelaus.  Most  important  of  all,  Archelaus  diverted 
water  from  a  village  called  Neara,  to  irrigate  the  plain, 
in  which  he  had  just  planted  palm  trees  (Ant.  xvii.  13 1). 
In  the  time  of  Josephus  Jericho  was  the  seat  of  one  of 

1  Lije  of  Christ,  519,   n.    2;    cp   Plummer,  St.    Luke,   429 
(against  Macknight). 

2  GASm.  HG  268.  3  Ibid. 
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the  eleven  toparchies  or  administrative  districts  (BJ 
iii.  3s).  On  the  approach  of  Vespasian  the  inhabitants 
fled  to  the  mountains  ;  unopposed,  he  erected  a  citadel, 
and  placed  a  garrison  in  it  (BJ\\.  82  9i).  To  a  great 
extent,  says  Josephus,  the  city  had  been  destroyed  before 
the  coming  of  the  Romans  (BJ\\.  82).  But  the  damage 
must  soon  have  been  repaired.  The  notices  of  Pliny, 
subsequent  to  the  Roman  war,  leave  no  doubt  as  to 
the  prosperity  of  Jericho,  caused  by  its  fine  plant 
ations  of  palm  trees  and  balsam  trees.  It  is  also 
mentioned  by  Ptolemy  and  by  Galen  in  the  second 
century  A.D. ,  and  existed  in  the  time  of  Caracalla, 
according  to  a  statement  of  Origen  preserved  in 
Eusebius. 1  In  the  list  of  the  principal  cities  of  Judaea 
given  by  Ammianus  Marcellinus  (end  of  4th  cent. )  it  is 
conspicuous  by  its  absence.  We  may  presume  that 
some  calamity  had  happened  to  it,  and  Reinach  2  with 
much  probability  supposes  that  the  famous  passage 
of  Solinus  (ed.  Mommsen,  356)  — '  Judaeae  caput  fuit 
Hierosolyma,  sed  excisa  est  ;  successit  Hierichus,  et 
haec  desivit,  Artaxerxis  bello  subacta' — refers  to  a 
destruction  of  Jericho  (probably  by  the  Romans)  in 
connection  with  the  invasion  of  Syria  by  Ardashir  the 
founder  of  the  Persian  dynasty  of  the  Sassanidae,  who 
assumed  the  venerated  name  of  Artaxerxes  (cp  ISAIAH 
ii.  §  13,  n.  2).  If  so,  the  date  of  the  event  must  be 
placed  about  230  A.D.  It  is  probably  to  this  event  that 
Jerome  refers  in  his  treatise  on  the  Site  and  Names  of 
Hebrew  Places  ;  the  phraseology  points  very  strongly 
to  this  view.3 

Jericho  began  to  be  resorted  to  by  pilgrims  in   the 

fourth  century,  and  the  sacred  sites  sprang  into  view. 

_,    .  ,.       The   Bordeaux   Pilgrim   (333   A.D.)  saw 

'  ."  an  the  sycomore  tree  of  Zacchaeus,  and 
traditions.  t^e  jlouse  Of  Rahab  immediately  above 
Elisha's  Fountain.  In  the  time  of  Theodosius,  however 
(530  A.  D. ),  the  site  of  the  latter  had  been  shifted. 
Bishop  Arculf  (towards  700  A.D.)  found  the  whole  site 
of  the  city  covered  with  cornfields  and  vineyards,  with 
out  any  habitations,  but  the  walls  of  the  '  house  of 
Rahab '  were  still  standing,  though  without  a  roof. 
Between  the  city  and  the  Jordan  were  large  groves  of 
palm  trees,  interspersed  with  open  spaces,  in  which 
were  almost  innumerable  houses,  inhabited  by  a  diminu 
tive  sort  of  men  of  the  race  of  Canaan.  (There  are 
still  the  marks  of  degradation  in  the  Bedouins  of  Jericho. ) 
Saewulf  (1102  A.D. )  speaks  of  Jericho  as  '  the  garden  of 
Abraham '  ;  it  is  in  a  land  covered  with  trees  and  pro 
ducing  all  kinds  of  palms  and  other  fruits.  In  the 
fourteenth  century  Sir  John  Maundeville  speaks  again 
of  the  Garden  of  Abraham,  but  places  it  at  the  foot  of 
the  Quarantana.  '  Upon  that  hill  Abraham  dwelt  a 
long  while  ;  therefore  it  is  called  Abraham's  Garden.' 

The  Jericho  of  the  Bordeaux  Pilgrim  was  at  the  base 
of  the  mountains  ;  he  places  the  more  ancient  city  at 
Elisha's  Fountain.  No  doubt  this 


9.  Modern 
identifications. 


view  is  correct.      No  other  site  would 


be  at  all  probable.  '  Three  fine  springs 
are  found  within  but  a  small  distance  of  one  another, 
while  the  rest  of  the  plain  can  show  but  one,  and  that 
far  less  considerable '  (Conder).  The  chief  of  these  is 
the  'Ain  es- Sultan  —  a  beautiful  fountain  of  sweet, 
palatable  water  which  bursts  forth  at  the  E.  foot  of  a 
long  tell  or  mound,  over  1200  ft.  in  length  from  N.  to 
S. ,  and  about  50  ft.  in  height.  Superimposed  are  four 
other  mounds  (one  of  them  a  ridge)  at  the  edges,  the 
NW.  or  highest  being  some  90  ft.  above  the  fountain, 

1  Eus.  HE  6  16  ;   an  ancient  Greek   version  of  the  OT,  the 
vi.  or  vii.  in  the  Hexapla,  is  said  to  have  been  found  in  Jerusalem 
in  a  cask  in  the  time  of  Antoninus  son  of  Severus  ;  cp  Field, 
Hex.  1  45. 

2  '  La  deuxieme  ruine  de  Jericho,'  Kohut  Memorial  Volume 

097),  457^ 

3  OS  132  i.     Sed  et  haec  eo  tempore  quo  Jerusalem  oppug- 
nabatur    a    Romanis    propter    perfidiam    civium    capta    atque 
destructa  est.     Pro  qua  tertia  aedificata  est  civitas  quae  usque 
hodie  permanet,  et  ostenduntur  utriusque  urbis  vestigia  usque 
in  praesentem  diem. 
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but  not  more  than  60  or  70  ft.  above  the  ground  at  the 
W.  Dr.  Bliss 1  offers  the  opinion  that  the  tell  is  a  mass 
of  dlbris  caused  by  the  ruin  of  several  mud-brick  towns 
over  the  first  Jericho.  For  the  remains  of  the  second 
or  Herodian  city  we  must  go  to  the  S.  bank  of  the 
Wady  el- Kelt,  nearly  two  miles  W.  of  the  modern 
village.  Here  there  are  abundant  remains  of  an  ancient 
city,  and  similar  ruins  N.  of  'Ain  es-Sultan  suggest 
that  the  Herodian  Jericho  may  have  extended  in  this 
direction  also,  the  interval  between  the  sites  being  filled 
up  with  detached  villas.  According  to  Condera  the 
Byzantine  Jericho  '  is  represented  by  the  foundations 
and  fragments  of  cornice  and  capital,  over  which  the 
rider  stumbles  among  the  thorn-groves  E.  of  the  'Ain 
es-Sultan.'  The  fourth  Jericho — that  of  the  Crusaders 
— was  on  the  site  of  the  present  village.  The  square 
tower  on  the  SE.  of  Eriha  (so  the  village  is  called)  is 
'  such  a  one  as  the  Crusaders  erected  along  their 
pilgrim  roads,"  3  though  since  the  fifteenth  century  it  has 
been  said  to  occupy  the  site  of  the  House  of  Zacchaeus. 
The  ancient  road  from  Jerusalem  to  Jericho  zigzags 
down  the  bare  mountain  side,  close  to  the  S.  bank  of  the 

10  Situation  Wady  el'Kelt-  Few  mountain  gorges 
'  .  ,  in  Western  lands  can  compare  with 
oi  jericno.  it  I(.  is  Qne  of  the  most  stupencjous 

chasms  in  the  'ancient  mountains,'  so  narrow  that  one 
can  hardly  measure  twenty  yards  across  at  the  bottom, 
so  deep  that  one  can  only  just  see  the  slender  torrent 
stream  which  winds  along  amidst  canes  and  rank  rushes 
to  the  Jordan.  At  last  the  prospect  widens,  and  we  get  a 
complete  view  of  the  vast  plain  of  Jericho.  Half  a  mile 
from  the  foot  of  the  pass  we  perceive  an  ancient 
reservoir,  now  dry,  perhaps  the  remains  of  a  pool  con 
structed  by  Herod  ;  for  here  no  doubt  is  the  site  of  the 
Herodian  Jericho.  Shortly  afterwards  we  pass  under  a 
handsome  aqueduct  crossing  the  Kelt,  and  at  this  point 
we  have  our  choice  whether  to  seek  out  Elisha's  Fountain 
or  the  squalid  village  of  Eriha.  The  vegetation  now 
becomes  very  luxuriant.  Palm  groves,  balsam  trees, 
and  sugar-canes  4  have  disappeared  (see  BALSAM,  PALM 
TREE),  though  in  1874  a  solitary  palm  tree  still  grew 
close  to  the  tower  of  Eriha,  and  another  clump  in  the 
valley  N.  of  Kasr  el-Hajla.5  Yet  the  few  fields  of 
wheat  and  Indian  corn,  and  the  few  orchards  of  figs  and 
pomegranates,  give  some  idea  of  what  the  soil  would 
yield  if  properly  irrigated  and  cultivated.  Josephus's 
picture  of  Jericho  (BJ\\.  83)  well  deserves  reading. 
The  site  is  on  all  accounts  profoundly  interesting,  and 
Tell  es-Sultan  will  no  doubt  one  day  be  excavated. 
Meantime  the  Christian  traveller  will  delight  himself 
with  the  unaltered  fountain  of  ancient  Jericho  6  and  will 
walk  with  interest  on  the  S.  bank  of  the  Kelt  where  the 
feet  of  Jesus  doubtless  trod.7  Nor  will  the  tiring 
excursion  to  the  hermit's  caverns  on  the  Mountain  of 
the  Temptation  be  altogether  unrewarded. 

On  the  plants  and  birds,  and  on  the  physical  circumstances  of 
Jericho,  see  JORDAN  ;  and  on  the  site  of  Gilgal,  see  GILGAL.  Cp 
also  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST.  T.  K.  C. 

JERIEL  (?H*T.  '  El  sees,'  §  31),  in  a  genealogy  of 
ISSACHAR  (§  7):' i  Ch.  7  2  (pemA  [B],  lepenA  [A], 
lApoyHA  [L]).  A  corruption  of  'Jerahmeel';  see 
REPHAIAH. 

JERIJAH  (-inn;,  n>1*.  •  Yahwe  sees,'  §  31  ;  twpias 
[AL]),  first  of  theT'sons  of 'Hebron ':  iCh.  23ig  2423  (EV 
JERIAH)  2631  (ifiouS  [on  the  form,  see  Ki.  SBOT\,  irjSeijiou, 
rovSeias  [B],  iepia,  ie5iou  [A],  teSSi  \bis\  [L]) ;  see  HEBRON  ii.,  i. 

JERIMOTH  and  JEREMOTH  (m»*V  and  rrton* 
m?D"V;  see  NAMES,  §  75,  and  cp  the  place-name 
JARMUTH  ;  ApeiMtoG  [B],  iep[e]iM606  [AL]). 

1  PEFQ,  '94,  p.  176^  ;  cp  '  Jericho,'  in  Hastings'  DB  2  581*. 

2  Tentwork,  2  7. 

3  Tenfrvork,  2  7. 

4  See  Le  Strange,  Palestine  under  the  Moslems,  396  f. 

5  Conder,  PEFQ,  April  '74,  p.  39. 

8  For  a  charming  description  see  De  Vogue.  Syrie,  Palestine. 
Athos(%7),  156. 

7  Cp  Tristram,  Land  of  Israel,  220. 
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i,  2,  3.  Three  Benjamites,  i  Ch.  7  7  (niD'T  EV  Jerimoth, 
itpinovB  [A],  iep«jn.  [L],  v.  8  [niD'T,  AV  Jerimoth,  RV  Jeremoth, 
avprin<o8  [B],  i«p^.  [L]),  and  i  Ch.  814  (EV  Jeremoth,  niDT, 
iapeiji«e  [B],  -ifiovfl  [A]).  For  the  last  cp  JEROHAM,  2. 

4.  One  of  David's  heroes,  also  of  Benjamin,  i  Ch.  12  5  (niD'T, 
EV  Jerimoth,  opet/iov0[B],  lapiju.  [A],  apt^ov?  [N],  ipi^wfl  [L]£* 

5.  b.    Mushi,   a    Merarite    Levite,    i  Ch.  2823    (niDT,    EV 
Jeremoth,  lapipuO  [A]);  it.  24  30  (niD'T,  EV  Jerimoth).'    The 
name  should  perhaps  be  read  DHV  (a  mutilated  form  of  Jerah 
meel).     Note  the  proximity  of  Mahli  and  Jerahmeel  (Che.). 
See  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  [v.]. 

6.  AsonofHeman,  i  Ch.  264  (niD'T,  EV  Jerimoth,  ttpeniaO 
[B],  iepi/iov0  [A],  z>.  22  (niDT,   EV  JEREMOTH,  epetfiud  [B], 
tepifiovS  [L]).    The  name  should  perhaps  be  JEROHAM  (cn'T,  cp 
no.  3  above). 

7.  A    levitical   overseer,    2  Ch.  8113  (niD'T,    EV  Jerimoth, 
iep«i/i<o0  [B]). 

8.  b.  Azriel,  of  Naphtali,  i  Ch.  27i9(niD'T,  AV  Jerimoth,  RV 
Jeremoth,  «pet/oicu0  [B],  lepi^outf  [AL]). 

9.  Father  of  Mahalath,  Rehoboam's  wife,  and  son  of  David, 
2  Ch.  11 18    (niD'T,    EV   Jerimoth,    «p/uov0    [A],    tiptfi.    [BL]). 
Miswritten,  according  to  Che.,  for  ITHREAM  (q.v.). 

Among  those  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  5  end)  are  mentioned  three  of  this  name  : — 

10.  One  of  the  b'ne  Elam,  Ezra  1026  (n'lDT,   EV  Jeremoth, 
topetfiotd  [B],  ia.pifj.ta6  [N]),  in  i  Esd.92?  HIEREMOTH  (i«p«/uu)0 
[BA]). 

n.  One  of  the  b'ne  Zattu,  Ezra  1027  (ib.  a^iav  [B],  ap/i.  [K], 
ia.pij.iae  [A],  i«p.  [L]),  in  lEsd.  828  JARIMOTH  (iap[e]ificu0 
[BAL]). 

12.  _RV  following  Kt.  in  Ezral02g  reads  JEREMOTH,  one  of 
the  b'ne  Bani ;  AV,  however,  has  'and  Ramoth,'  in  accordance 
with  the  £r.  (niDT,  <ccu  it.-rHi.iav  [B]  .  .  .  /u»)(/wi/  [K],  .  .  .  prifiuO 
[A],  pT)i/u.  [L]);  in  lEsd.  830  Hieremoth  (iepe/u<u0  [BA],  apiji 

JERIOTH  (n'llPT,  §  75  ;  iep[e]ico6  [AL]),  one  of 
the  wives  of  CALEB  (q.v. ) ;  perhaps  originally  a  place- 
name,  i  Ch.  2i8  (eAioo9  [B]).  See  AZUBAH. 

JEROBOAM  (DtfTV,  '  Amm  fights'1  [see  AMMI, 
NAMES  WITH,  §  3].  More  probably  a  modification  of 
SJHT,  JERUBBAAL  [like  cjne",  JASHOBEAM,  from  Sj,*3c" 
=  Vj?3  B'-N]  ;  cp  te/>o/3aa\,  Hos.  10 14  [AQa],  where  <§BQ* 
has  tfpojBoa/j. ;  so  Klost.  \Gesch.  189]  and  Marq.  [Fund. 
15];  Gray,  HPN  59  ('96)  and  Ki.  [Kon.  '99]  adhere 
to  the  usual  Heb.  sense  of  ay.  '  people '  ;  Ki.  '  the  clan 
is  numerous '  ;  cp  the  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of 
Hammurabi  (see  HAM)  ;  a  play  on  the  name  seems  at 
any  rate  to  be  proved  [see  REHOBOAM]  ;  ifpopoa/j, 
[BAL]). 

i.  Jeroboam  I.,  the  first  king  of  N.  Israel  (circ.  930 
B.C. ).  Dean  Stanley's  sketch  of  this  king  (Smith's  DB, 
s.  v. )  was  based  on  the  separate  account  contained  in 
i  K.  1225-39  (Lag.),  or  \\^b-\1z^a-f  (Swete),  which 
is  Lucian's  text  of  @  (cp  TEXT  AND  VERSIONS,  §  52^). 
Recently  the  same  line  has  been  taken  by  some  good 
critics.  It  conduces  greatly  to  a  genuine  comprehen 
sion  of  Jeroboam,  especially  if  the  underlying  text  be  first 
of  all  carefully  purified  from  its  errors.  We  thus  arrive 
at  the  following  view  of  the  rise  of  Jeroboam.  He  was 
an  Ephraimite  of  the  clan  of  Nabat  or  Nabath  (va/3ar, 
vafia.0  ;  cp  Naboth)  ;  but  his  mother  came  from  the 
same  N.  Arabian  land  of  Musri 2  to  which  the  mother  of 
Hadad  III.  of  Edom  belonged.  This  half- Arabian 
extraction  is  of  importance  not  only  with  reference  to 
his  name  [see  above],  but  also  as  illustrating  the  second 
chapter  of  his  history.  It  did  not  lessen  his  Israelitish 
sympathy  ;  but  it  gave  him  a  second  home  to  flee  to. 
His  abilities  soon  marked  him  out  as  a  leader  of  men  ; 
Solomon,  we  are  told,  made  him  superintendent  (Apxavra. 

1  So  Neubauer,  Sayce,  Hommel  (ZDMG,  '95,  p.  526),  Che 
UQR  11  559  f'99])- 

2  See  JQR,  I.e.     In  i  K.  1126  =  1228  L,  nyrix,   Hfff*  and 
njll  (BL  n-dpiTj)  are  all,  most  probably,  corruptions  of  !"J'"}!>p.     The 
true  text  is  approached  by  ®,  o  E<j>pa&et  c/c  [TTJS]  2optipa  uio« 
yucoKcbs  xrjpas  (i  K.  11  26   BL),  i.e.,   fiytf]3  IIS  rT33   Vrr.N- 
rv^i'D.     Fora  similar  critical  conjecture,  see  HADAD,  3,  and  cp 
MIZRAIM. 
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~^>5  ~&,  i  K.  1228  BL)  of  the  corvee  imposed 
on  the  Ephraimites  (cp  DISTRICT).  Jeroboam,  no 
doubt,  felt  patriotic  or  tribal  indignation  at  Solomon's 
despotism,  and  also  saw  in  the  situation  great  possi 
bilities  for  himself.  He  fortified  his  native  city  (not 
Zereda,  but  Tirzah,  or  rather  Bethzur  ;  see  TIRZAH), 
nominally  perhaps  for  Solomon  (1229<§BL),  but  really 
for  himself,  and,  like  the  equally  ambitious  Absalom 
(if  in  28.  15 1  we  render  'chariots'  ;  see  <S)  procured 
chariots  and  horses,  a  sign  of  his  pretensions  to  the 
throne,  and  of  his  readiness  for  warlike  operations. 
(The  Greek  actually  fixes  the  number  of  the  chariots 
at  300. )  Jeroboam  had  not  sufficiently  matured  his 
plans,  however,  and  he  escaped  the  punishment  which 
Solomon  designed  for  him  only  by  a  hasty  flight  to  the 
country  of  his  mother.  There  he  enjoyed  the  protection, 
not  of  course  of  Shishak,1  but  of  Pir'u,  king  of  Musri  ; 
the  statement  that  he  married  an  Egyptian  princess 
implies  a  confusion  of  his  story  with  that  of  Hadad 
(see  HADAD,  3). 

On  the  death  of  Solomon ,  Jeroboam  returned  to  Tirzah  2 
(Bethzur),  strong  in  the  consciousness  of  his  unimpaired 
popularity.  Though  he  doubtless  knew  the  incapacity 
of  the  son  of  Solomon,  he  was  too  wise  to  commit  any 
overt  act  of  rebellion,  and  suffered  Rehoboam  to  assume 
the  crown.  If  Lucian's  text  can  be  trusted,  it  was 
during  this  period  that  his  son  Abijah  fell  sick  and" 
died  ;  it  is  not  very  likely,  however,  that  such  was  the 
meaning  of  the  original  tradition.  Another  statement 
of  Lucian's  text,  which  apparently  relates  to  this  period, 
is  that  he  fortified — i.e. ,  still  further  fortified — his  native 
city  (1239  L,  1224/.  B).  One  can  hardly  believe  even 
this.  Rehoboam  would  surely  not  have  ventured  to 
Shechem  without  a  bodyguard3  if  his  father's  old  enemy 
had  made  himself  so  strong.  At  any  rate,  Jeroboam 
must  have  arranged  the  details  of  his  plot  when,  as 
Lucian's  text  states,  he  '  went  to  Shechem  which  is  in 
Mount  Ephraim,  and  assembled  there  all  the  tribes  of 
[northern  ?]  Israel,  and  Rehoboam  (a  N.  Israelite  on 
his  mother's  side ;  see  REHOBOAM),  son  of  Solomon,  went 
up  thither'  (<5L,  i  K.  13 14,  <§B  1224n. ).  The  heads  of 
the  tribes  laid  their  wishes  before  Rehoboam ;  they  depre 
cated  a  continuance  of  the  old  despotic  policy.  Reho 
boam  acted  as  Jeroboam  foresaw  that  he  would.  By  his 
arrogant  answer  to  the  tribesmen  he  pronounced  sentence 
on  himself  and  his  dynasty. 

Of  Jeroboam's  subsequent  history  we  have  only 
fragmentary  notices.  Shishak's  predatory  invasion 
extended  to  N.  Israel  (see  EGYPT,  §  63,  and  SHISHAK)  ; 
did  the  bold  usurper  make  no  attempt  to  oppose  it? 
Had  the  fortification  of  Penuel,  a  place  on  the  E.  of  the 
Jordan,  any  connection  with  this  raid?4  That  Shechem 
also  was  fortified,  needs,  of  course,  no  explanation. 
There  was  the  possible  danger  of  an  invasion  from 
Judah.  The  narrative  in  i  K.  1221-24  may  perhaps  be 
believed  when  it  states  that  the  Judahites  on  one  great 
occasion  retreated,  though  in  its  present  form  it  is  un 
acceptable  (see  Ki. )  ;  but  there  is  no  detailed  statement 
of  successes  of  Jeroboam,  and  we  know  that  the  war 
was  handed  on  by  Rehoboam  to  his  successors.5  Jero 
boam  also  directed  his  attention  to  religion.  The 
redactor  of  Kings  had  before  him  a  record  of  certain 
important  changes  effected  by  this  king,  who  aimed,  on 
political  grounds,  at  severing  the  religious  intercourse 
between  Israel  and  Judah.  A  great  yearly  festival 
was  appointed  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  the  eighth  month, 
'like  the  festival  in  Judah,'  and  two  golden  or  gilded 
images  in  the  form  of  bulls  were  placed  in  the  sanctuaries 
of  Bethel  and  Dan  (see  CALF,  GOLDEN  ;  IDOLATRY, 
§  6).  These  images  were  in  the  eyes  of  the  redactor 

1  pwtff  in  i  K.  11 40  is  an  interpolation,  or  rather  perhaps  v.  40 
has  taken  the  place  of  some  fuller,  as  well  as  more  accurate, 
statements. 

2  So  L  at  12  39  (Lag.  =12 24.x:,  B  in  Sw.),  and  originally  MX  of 
11  40  (cp  122  MX  and  11 43  «B). 

3  i  K.  12 18  clearly  implies  this. 

«  So  Stade.  5  So  Kittel. 
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'the  sin  of  Jeroboam,  which  he  made  Israel  to  sin,'1 
and  which  ultimately  ruined,  not  only  the  house  of 
Jeroboam,  but  also  the  kingdom  of  Israel. 

Xhe  three  narratives  in  which  prophets  appear  (i  K.  11  29-39 
14  1-18  and  13  1-32)  cannot  be  treated  as  historical.  Xhe  last  of 
the  three  expresses  a  purely  mechanical  conception  of  prophecy. 
Xhe  other  two  are  the  expressions  of  a  faith  that  God  directs 
human  affairs  which  is  religiously  valuable  ;  they  are  none  the 
less  idealising  constructions  of  history.  It  is  possible,  however, 
that  Jeroboam  had  friendly  relations  with  a  prophet  residing  at 
Shiloh  named  Ahijah  (in  i  K.  11  29  for  D'Sc'lTD  read  D'lSED,2 
'from  Mizrim  (Musri).'  Xhe  northern  prophets  were  of  course 
on  Jeroboam's  side.  Possibly  too  a  son  of  Jeroboam,  named 
Abijah,  may  have  fallen  sick  and  died,  though  the  circumstance 
that  <BBL  makes  Abijah  the  son  of  Jeroboam's  Egyptian  wife, 
may  suggest  scepticism  as  to  Abijah's  existence.  Xhe  death  of 
Abijah  would  naturally  be  interpreted  as  a  sign  of  the  divine  dis 
pleasure,  at  any  rate  by  those  unfriendly  to  Jeroboam.  On  the 
criticism  of  the  Jeroboam-narratives  see  Klostermann  (especially 
on  the  text),  Winckler  (A  T  Untersuch.  1-15,  GI  2  273),  Benz. 
and  Ki.  (comm.),  and  Cheyne  (JQR  11  556.^  ['99]). 

2.  Jeroboam  II.  ben  Joash,  fourth  king  of  the  line 
of  Jehu  (782-743  B.C.).  The  fragmentary  account  in 
2  K.  1423-29  permits  us  to  see  that  the  compiler  knew 
more  about  Jeroboam  than  he  has  cared  to  communicate. 
'  The  rest  of  the  matters  of  Jeroboam,  and  his  martial 
prowess,  and  how  he  warred  ' — all  this  h^s  no  interest 
for  the  writer,  who  is  absorbed  in  the  thought  of  the 
approaching  captivity  of  Israel,  and  regards  Jeroboam's 
successes  against  foreign  foes  as  only  a  breathing-time 
granted  to  Israel  in  mercy  (2  K.  1823).  Even  what 
he  communicates  has  not  come  down  to  us  in  a  per 
fectly  intelligible  form.3  We  can  understand  the 
statement  in  2  K.  1425  that  Jeroboam  'recovered  the 
territory  of  Israel  from  the  approach  to  Hamath  (the 
old  Solomonic  northern  limit)  as  far  as  the  sea  of  the 
Arabah'  (i.e. ,  the  Dead  Sea),  and  we  can  realise  that 
this  must  have  involved  victories  over  Aram.  When 
we  are  told,  however,  that  '  he  recovered  Damascus, 
and  Hamath  [which  had  belonged]  to  Judah,  for  Israel' 
(v.  28  RV),  we  are  perplexed.  The  Assyrian  king  Ram- 
man-nirari  (see  ASSYRIA,  §  32)  would  never  have  allowed 
Jeroboam  to  conquer  Damascus,4  and,  as  for  Hamath, 
it  never  did  belong  to  Judah  —  the  supposed  Assyrio- 
logical  evidence  (see  UZZIAH)  having  proved  to  be 
illusory.  The  original  text  must  simply  have  said  that 
N.  Israelitish  regions  which  had  been  conquered  by 
Aram  were  recovered  by  Jeroboam,  and  we  may  perhaps 
discern  underneath  the  present  text  the  statement  '  and 
how  he  recovered  Manasseh  and  Ramoth-gilead  from 
the  hand  of  Benhadad  son  of  Hazael.'5  Jeroboam  II. 
was  in  fact  the  '  helper  '  or  '  saviour  '  anticipated  by  the 
prophet  JONAH  [^.^.].  Of  his  other  warlike  enterprises, 
no  information  has  reached  us.  Probably  he  continued 
to  exercise,  or  at  least  to  claim,  suzerainty  over  Judah  ; 
at  any  rate  Azariah  does  not  appear  to  have  followed 
the  bad  example  of  Amaziah  (2  K.  14  8-14).  Many 
scholars  (e.g.,  Ewald)  infer  from  z  K.  14  25  that 
Jeroboam  conquered  the  land  of  Moab.  Certainly  the 
description  does  not  absolutely  forbid  this  view,  which 
is  recommended  to  some  by  the  light  which  it  may 
seem  to  throw  on  the  '  oracle  of  Moab  '  in  Is.  15-16  12. 6 

1  Xhe   phrase  occurs  constantly  in   Kings,  but  nowhere   in 
Chronicles.     Ben-Sira  has  it  once  (Ecclus.  4723). 
a  Cp  ©BL  j  K.  11 43*.     Klo.  Dp.SSD,  '  from  Egypt.' 

3  See  Ewald,  Hist.  4 124,  n.  3  ;  and  especially  Klo.  and  Ben- 
zinger,  ad  loc. 

4  GASm.  is  content  with  supposing  that  he  '  occupied  at  least 
part  of  the  territory  of  Damascus'  (Twelve  Prophets,  1  32). 

6  Wirrp  mnf'p  TD!  ty^i  navrmi  ntnoviN.   Cp2K.  1033; 

also  i  K.  22  3  2  K.  8  28.  Xhe  latter  part  is  from  Klostermann. 
Winckler's  suggestion  (Gesch.  148)  is  too  hazardous;  Ew.'s 
(G VI  8603)  and  Schr.'s  (COT  \  208)  are  quite  inadequate. 

6  In  this  case  the  announcement  of  the  destruction  of  Moab 
in  Am.  2  2  received  a  speedy  fulfilment,  and  it  is  perhaps  not  an 
accident  that  the  earliest  OX  mention  of  the  important  Moabite 
city  Keriyy5th  (see  KERIOTH),  occurs  in  this  eighth  century 
prophet  (Am.  2  2).  On  the  other  hand,  when  some  critics  use 
Am.  6  14  ('  from  the  approach  to  Hamath  as  far  as  the  Wady  of 
the  'Arabah')  to  prove  that  Israel's  territory  extended  over 
Moab,  we  must  for  various  reasons  decline  to  follow  them.  Cp 
Wellhausen,  ad  loc.— F.B. 
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On  the  other  hand,  it  is  very  far  from  certain  that  Is. 
15-16  12  is  a  pre-exilic  work  (see  ISAIAH  ii. ,  §  9),  and 
we  may  fairly  suppose  that  if  Jeroboam  had  really 
made  such  an  important  conquest,  the  redactor  would 
have  referred  to  it  in  distinct  terms.  Enough  reason, 
however,  remains  for  regarding  Jeroboam  II.  as  the 
most  successful  of  the  N.  Israelitish  kings,  and  we  may 
be  sure  that  in  more  ideal  aspects  his  long  reign 
deserved  to  be  remembered.  It  was  probably  in  this 
period  that  the  Elohist  (E)  wrote,  and  the  prophetic 
ministry  of  Amos  and  Hosea  certainly  falls  in  Jeroboam's 
time.  The  records  of  these  prophets  supplement  to 
some  extent  the  scanty  fragments  of  contemporary 
history.  T.  K.  c. 

JEROHAM  (DITV,  '  pitied  [by  God],'  §  53  ;  iepo&M 
[AL]  ;  but  in  r. ,  at  all  events,  ©  reads  '  perhaps  rightly' 
[so  Dr.]  JERAHMEEL  [?.».];  i  S.  1 1  iepe/v\6HA  [B], 
lepeMmA  [L]>  and  i  Ch.  627  [12]  34  [19],  lepAM&HA 
[L]). 

i.  Samuel's  grandfather  (i  S.  1 1  i  Ch.  6  27  34  [12  19],  i&atp, 
ijaoA  [B],  tepo|3oa/A,  iepea/A  [Al).  The  name  is  more  probably  a 
gentilic  and  should  be  read  Jerahmeel  (cp  above)  ;  it  thus  corre 
sponds  to  the  Ephraimite  gentilic  Tohu  (=  Tahan,  or  Tahath). 
The  seer's  ancestry  appears  then  as  a  combination  of  two  separate 


see  JERAHMEEL,  §  3.  The  names  Tahan,  Tahath,  etc.  remind 
one  of  the  Judaean  Jahath  a  descendant  of  Shobal  (also  Calebite), 
which  is  possibly  the  parent  of  the  name  '  Samuel,'  see  JAHATH. 

2.  b.   Hushim  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (§  9,  ii.  /3) ;   see 
]QR  11  103,  §  i.     i  Ch.  8  27  (i/paajm  [B],  lepea/u.  [L]).     JEREMOTH 
in  v.  14  is  probably  a  corruption  of  the  name. 

3.  A  Benjamite,  father  of  Ibneiah  (i  Ch.  98,  ipaa/ix  [B]). 

4.  Father  of  Adaiah,  a  priest  of  the  b'ne  Immer  in  a  list  of 
inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (EZRA  ii.,  §  $[6],  §  15  [i]«),  i  Ch.  9  12 
(ipao.fi  [B],  lep.  [A])  =  Neh.  11  12  (om.  BK*,  ipo«.|ix  [tfC.a  mg.  inf.]). 

5.  A  Benjamite  of  Gedor,  one  of  David's  warriors  (i  Ch.  12  7, 
paap.  [BN]).     See  DAVID,  §  n,  c,  col.  1031. 
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6.  A  Danite,  father  of  Azareel  (i  Ch.  27  22,  iiopofi  [BA]). 

7.  Father  of  Azariah  (2  Ch.  23  i,  iiupan  [HAL]). 

JERUBBAAL 


iepoBA&A  [BAL]  ;  but  in 
Judg.  632  A.pB&A,A  [B],  AIK&CTHPION  TOY  B&&A  [A]  ; 
7  1  lApBAA  [B];  ipoB&^A  [A];  829  ie<\po-  [B]  ;  i  S. 
12  ii  ifpofioafj.  [B]  ;  2  S.  11  21,  JERUBBESHETH,  iepo- 
BOAM  [BA],  -<\A  [L]  ;  CP  JEROBOAM),  a  second  name  of 
Gideon,  or  perhaps  the  name  of  a  second  hero  whose 
career  has  been  fused  by  the  narrator  with  that  of 
Gideon  (Judg.  632  7  1  etc.). 

Explained  in  Judg.  632  as  if  'Let  Baal  contend,'  though  the 


is  very  doubtful,  and  Jerubbaal  may  be  =  Urubaal,  i.e.,  'city 
of  Baal,'  or  may  come  from  Jerahmeel.  Areli,  or  rather  Uriel, 
was  a  Gadite  ;  so  perhaps  was  Jerubbaal.  See  ARELI,  GIDEON, 
JERUHBKSHETH.  T.  K.  C. 

JERUBBESHETH  (HB'a^  ;  for  ©  see  JERUBBAAL), 
the  form  assumed  by  the  name  Jerubbaal  in  MT  of 
28.  11  21.  Besheth  is  usually  supposed  to  \x.  =  bosheth, 
'  shame  '  ;  Jerubbesheth,  for  Jerubbaal,  would  thus  be 
||  to  Ishbosheth  for  Ishbaal.  For  Jastrow's  divergent 
view  (Beseth  =  Bast,  a  Babylonian  deity)  see  ISH 
BOSHETH. 


JERUEL  (S-r^,  iepmA[BAL], 
reads  differently).  The  wilderness  of  Jeruel  was  the 
place  where  Jehoshaphat  was  directed  by  JAHAZIEL  to 
look  for  the  invading  army.  The  enemy  had  mounted 
the  ascent  of  Hazziz  (see  Ziz),  and  reached  a  ivddy  C?m), 
the  upper  part  of  which  was  '  before  '  l  this  wilderness 
(2  Ch.20i6). 

'  Jeruel  '  may  in  all  probability  be  emended  to  Sxjn!'  —  '•'•-, 
'Jezreel'  in  Judah  —  the  situation  of  which  (near  Cain,  Carmel, 
and  Maon)  suits  the  description  in  2  Ch.  20.  No  doubt  the 
'  watch-tower  in  the  wilderness  '  (v.  24)  was  a  well-known 
landmark.  See  JEZREEL,  2.  T.  K.  C. 
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i.  Sketch  of  site  (opposite  page). 

The  English  spelling  of  the  name  '  Jerusalem  ' — which 
is  common  to  many  modern  languages — was  derived  by 
the  AV  of  1 6 1 1,  through  the  Vulgate, 
me>  from  the  (5  lepoyC&AHM.1  and  approxi 
mates  to  what  was  probably  the  earlier  pronunciation  in 
Hebrew,  Y6rushalem.  Yet  notice,  below,  the  persist 
ence  with  which,  through  Assyrian,  Syriac,  and  Arabic, 
the  initial  syllable  is  given  as  Ur-. 

The  pronunciation  Yerushalaim  (D7Ch"Vj  in  pause  D_7.ENT)  was 
adopted  by  the  Massoretes  in  conformity  with  the  fuller  spelling 
Yerushalayim  (D''?C")T)  which  appears  in  five  passages  of  the 
OT  (or,  according  to  Baer,  in  three,  Jer.  26 18  Esth.  26  2  Ch. 
32g;  in  the  other  two,  i  Ch.  3  5  and  2  Ch.  25 1,  Baer  reads 
D^)  as  well  as  upon  some  Jewish  coins,  which  belong  either  to 
the  reign  of  Simon  the  Maccabee,  142-135  B.C.,  or  to  the  revolu 
tion  against  Rome,  66-70  A.D.  (Eckhel,  Doctr.  Nummoru>n, 
3^66^.,  Madden,  Coins  of  the  Jews,  66-71  ;  cp  Schiir.  Hist. 
2379^-)-  The  termination  D'_  has  been  variously  explained  as 
a  dual  indicative  of  the  double  city,2  or  as  a  local  termination 
(Barth,  NB  §  194  c.  n.  i).  This  fuller  spelling,  however,  occurs 
only  in  later  passage?  and  inscriptions,  and  is  probably  due  to 
the  same  attempt  as  was  made  to  convert  other  geographical 
terms  into  a  Hebrew  form  (cp  Del.  Par.  182).  The  earlier 
spelling  of  the  consonants,  the  Greek  transliteration,  Iepoi>o-aAr)fi, 
the  Aramaic  Yerushlem  (oSchT,  EzraS^Cg;  D/ffc'Fi  Ezra 

\  The  1611  version  has  lerusalem  in  the  OT  and  Apoc.,  but 
Hierusalem  in  the  NT. 
2  See  Ges.  T/ies.,  s.v. 
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2.  Contours  and  walls  of  ancient  Jerusalem,  etc.  (col.  2420). 
420  24  51  ;  cp  4  12  62  Dan.  52^C)and  the  Hebrew  contraction 
D^B*   (Ps.  763  ©    iv  eip>jvr)),2  prove   that   the   earlier   Hebrew 
pronunciation  was  Yerushalem.     Cp  SALEM. 

In  the  Tell  el-Amarna  letters,  circa  1400  B.C.,  the 
name  appears  as  U-ru  (or  Uru)-sa-lim  (Berlin  collection, 
Nos.  103,  106,  109  ;  Winckler,  Thontafeln  von  Tell  el- 
Am.,  306,  312,  314;  Sayce,  RP^,  5 60  ff.  72 /.). 

Compare  the  Syriac  Urishlem,  tt^j^JO/.  On  the 
Assyrian  monuments  the  transliteration  is  Ur-sa-li-im- 
mu  (Del.  Par.  288,  Schr.  COT  ^214).  [See  further 
Haupt,  Isaiah,  SBOT  (Heb. ),  appendix  to  note  on 
Win,  Is.  29 L] 

Various  etymologies  have  been  suggested  both  for 
the  Hebrew  and  for  the  cuneiform  forms  of  the 
name ;  but  the  original  meaning  still  remains  un 
certain. 

On  the  supposition  that  the  name  was  originally  Hebrew, 
several  derivations  (besides  the  Rabbinic  fancies,  '  sight '  or  '  fear 
of  peace ')  have  been  proposed  :  e.g.,  cSs?  B*n^,  '  possession  of 


1  Cp  CHERITH,  col.  740,  n.  3. 

2  Whether  the  narrator  of  Gen.  14 18  means  Jerusalem  by  Salem, 
the  city  of  Melchizedek,  is  still  disputed,  and  the  decision  of  the 
question  is  embarrassed  by  the  uncertainty  attaching  to  the  date 
of  his  narrative.     If  the  chapter   is   early,  Salem   can   hardly 
mean  Jerusalem  ;  but  many  critics  now  assign  to  it  a  very  late 
date  (WRS).     [Cp  MELCHIZEDEK.] 
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peace'  (Rel.  and  others),  and  oW  IV  (from  nv)  '  foundation  of 
peace  '  or  '  of  Shalem  '  (Ges.  Thes.  s.v.  ;  Buhl,  Lex.V-),  s.v.  nV  > 
Grill,  ZATIV,  li^ff.  ['84]).  Sayce  interprets  the  cuneiform 
U-ru-sa-lim  as  'city  of  (the  god)  Salim  '  (A'/>C2)  56i,  Crit.  Man. 
176);  but  his  reading  of  a  line  of  the  letter  (Berlin  Coll.  106) 
in  which  he  says  this  '  fact  is  plainly  stated  '  is  not  confirmed 
by  other  scholars,  and  Zimmern  (ZA,  '91,  p.  263)  opposes  his 
interpretation. 

Later  forms  of  the  name  are  due  to  the  fashion  which 
prevailed  in  the  Greek  period  for  Hellenising  Hebrew 
proper  names. 

This  is  responsible  for  the  initial  aspirate  in  the  ©  'lepoucroAr;^, 
and  for  such  forms  as  'IcpocroAujoia  '  the  sacred  Solyma,'  2oAt>Ma 
(probably  from  Shalem)  having  been,  according  to  Josephus 
(BJ  vi.  10  1),  the  original  name  of  the  city.1  Philo  calls  it 
'lepoTroAts.  The  NT^has  both  'lepoucraATjju.  and  T<X  'Iepoo-oA.uju.a, 
the  Vg.  in  different  codd.  Hierusalem  and  Hicrosolyma,  and 
lerusalem  and  Icrosolyma.  The  Greek  and  the  Latin  classical 
writers  use  'I<?po<roAv/«,a.  (e.g.  Polyb.  163/1),  Hierosolyma  (e.g.-, 
Pliny,  NH  5  14). 

When  Hadrian  rebuilt  the  city  after  destroying  it  in 
13:5-136  A.D.  ,  he  named  it  yElia  Capitolina  (see 
ISRAEL,  §  115). 

Hence  Ptolemy's  KaTrtroAias.  /Elia  was  for  long  the  official 
name  (so  also  with  Euseb.  'AiAia,  and  Jer.  sElia  in  the  OS)  and 

even  passed  over  into  Arabic  as  Iliya  (Yakut 

2.  Name   Of       4592).      One   of  the   Arabic   forms  of  the 

Hadrian's    city.   Hebrew  name  preserves  the  first   vowel  of 

the  cuneiform  transliteration,  Aurishalamu 
(Yakut  386)  :  other  forms  are  Shalamu,  Shallamu  (Le  Strange, 
Pal',  under  Moslems,  83).  The  Arabs,  however,  commonly 
designate  Jerusalem  by  epithets  expressive  of  its  sanctity,  Beit 
el-Makdis,  el-Mukaddas,  el  -Mukadclis  (Yakut  4590;  Taj 
el-Arus  4214),  or  in  the  modern  vernacular,  el-Kuds  esh- 
Sherif,  or  more  briefly  el-Kuds,  'the  sanctuary."  Compare  the 
full  designation  on  the  Jewish  coins  cited  above,  nCHp  DTtT  or 
rtBHpn  D'StyV)  ar>d  tne  NT  designation  TJ  ayi'a  TroAis,  Mt.  4$ 
2753.  Modern  Jews,  Levantines,  and  native  Christians  use  the 
Arabic  form  Yerusalim.2 


G.  A.  S. 


I.  SITE  AND  EXCAVATIONS 


The  history  of  Jerusalem  exploration  dates  from  the 

year  1833,  when  Bonomi,   Catherwood,   and  Arundale 

„  ,  .          succeeded  in  obtaining  admission  into 

3.  excavations.  {he  Haram  enclosure  and  made  the 

first  survey  of  its  buildings.  In  1838  and  1852  the  city 
was  visited  by  the  famous  American  traveller  Robinson, 
and  his  bold  impeachment  of  the  traditional  topography, 
whilst  raising  a  storm  of  controversy,  laid  the  founda 
tion  of  a  truer  understanding  of  the  antiquities  of 
Jerusalem. 

In  1849  Jerusalem  was  surveyed  by  Lieutenants  Aldrich  and 
Symonds  of  the  Royal  Engineers,  and  maps  by  Vandevelde, 
Thrupp,  Barclay,  and  others  were  subsequently  published.  In 
1860-63  De  Vogue  explored  the  site  of  the  temple. 

All  these  earlier  attempts  were,  however,  superseded 
in  1866  by  the  ordnance  survey  executed  by  Captain 
(now  Lieut.  -General  Sir  Charles)  Wilson,  R.E.  ,  whose 
plans  of  the  city  and  its  environs,  and  of  the  Haram 
enclosure  and  other  public  buildings  are  the  standard 
authorities  on  which  all  subsequent  work  has  been 
based.  During  the  years  1867-70  excavations  of  a 
most  adventurous  description  were  carried  on  by  Captain 
(now  Lieut.  -General  Sir  Charles)  Warren,  R.E.  The 
results,  especially  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Haram,  were 
of  primary  importance,  and  many  stoutly  contested 
theories  have  now  succumbed  to  the  testimony  of  the 
spade. 

During  1872-75  some  further  explorations  were  carried  on  by 
Lieutenant  (now  Lieut.  -Colonel)  Conder,  R.E.  [In  1874  Mr. 
Henry  Maudslay  examined  the  rock  cuttings  and  scarps  W.  of  the 
Coenaculum  above  W.  er-Rababi.  Later  Herr  Guthe  made  some 
excavations,  discovering  the  continuation  of  the  wall  partly  laid 
bare  by  Warren  to  the  S.  of  the  temple  Area  ;]3  while  for  many 
years  a  most  valuable  series  of  observations  of  the  levels  of  the 
rock  beneath  the  rubbish  on  which  the  modern  city  stands  was 
carried  out  by  Herr  C.  Schick,  architect.4  [In  1881  the  '  Siloam 

1   The  reading  'Iepo<7aAr)/otT)i'  C.  A  /.  1  22  is  suspected  :  ibid.  TO. 
oprj.     losephus  gives  a  fanciful  derivation  in  C.  Ap.  i.  34. 
,  17257. 
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inscription  '  was  accidentally  discovered  near  the  mouth  of  the 
tunnel  l 


4  See  the  results  in  the  Memoirs  of  the  Survey  of  Western 
Palestine,  Jerusalem  Volume,  1883,  and  for  further  con 
tributions  by  Herr  Baurath  Schick  to  the  exploration  of  Jeru 
salem  see  PEFQ  for  subsequent  years  to  the  present  date  ;  as 
well  as  various  volumes  of  the  ZDPV. 
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leading  from  the  '  Virgin's  Spring  '(see  CONDUITS, 
The  erection  of  many  modern  buildings  has  led  to  the  discovery 
from  year  to  year  both  of  original  levels  and  of  ancient  structures 
reared  upon  them.  Finally,  from  1894  to  1897  the  Palestine 
Exploration  Fund  conducted  a  series  of  underground  explora 
tions  to  the  S.  of  the  present  city.  Starting  from  the  end  of 
Maudslay's  excavations  at  the  Protestant  Cemetery  to  the  S.  of 
the  Coenaculum,  Mr.  F.  J.  Bliss,  assisted  by  Mr.  A.  C.  Dickie, 
laid  bare  a  line  of  walls  (of  various  dates)  round  the  S.  end  of  the 
W.  hill,  across  the  mouth  of  the  Tyroposon  and  thence  N.  along 
Ophel  above  the  Kidron  valley.  Their  work  included  also 
excavations  and  the  discovery  of  levels  within  this  area  :  the 
recovery  of  a  fifth  -century  chapel  at  Siloam,  of  the  wall  of 
Eudocia  (about  450  A.D.)  enclosing  the  Siloam  pool;  and  of 
the  Crusader's  wall  on  the  SW.  hill,  dating  1243  A.D.,  which 
enclosed  the  Church  of  the  Apostles.  Stairs  also  were  found 
leading  up  the  Tyropoeon  valley  from  Siloam  (see  Neh.  3  15)  ;  but 
the  recovery  of  any  very  ancient  walls  is  doubtful.  ]  1 

The  present  account  of  the  city  is  based  on  the  results 
which  have  thus  been  obtained  by  actual  exploration  ; 
but,  although  so  much  has  been  done  during  the  last 
thirty  years  to  clear  up  disputed  questions,  much  still 
remains  to  be  accomplished. 


The  geographical  situation  of  Jerusalem  (the  dome 
of  the  Holy  Sepulchre  church)  has  now  been  determined 
<_..  by  trigonometry  to  be  31°  46'  45"  N.  lat. 

*•  blte>       and  35°   13'  25"  long.    E.    of  Greenwich. 

i.  Situation. — The  city  stands  at  the  southern  ex 
tremity  of  a  plateau  which  shelves  down  SE.  from  the 
watershed  ridge  of  Judsea  (here  somewhat  contorted), 
between  the  ridge  and  the  chain  of  Olivet. 

About  a  mile  N.  of  the  town  the  ridge  coming  from  the  N.  is 
deflected  towards  the  W.  at  an  elevation  averaging  2600  feet 
above  the  Mediterranean,  and  thus  passes  clear  of  the  city  on 
its  W.  side.  From  this  ridge  at  the  point  of  deflexion  an 
important  spur  with  steep  and  rugged  eastern  slopes  runs  out 
SE.  for  a  mile  and  a  half,  and  thence  southwards  for  a  mile  and 
a  quarter  more.  The  spur  culminates  in  two  principal  summits, 
the  most  northerly  2725  feet  above  the  sea,  the  second  (now 
crowned  with  a  village  and  a  minaret)  2650  feet  above  the  same 
level  (there  is  a  third  summit  or  knoll  on  the  S.  terminating  the 
spur  and  rising  to  an  elevation  of  2410  feet).  To  this  chain 
(more  especially  to  the  central  summit  with  the  minaret  on  it, 
now  called  Jebcl  c t-  Tor)  applies  the  name  Olivet. 

The  plateau  N.  of  Jerusalem  between  the  Olivet 
chain  and  the  main  watershed  ridge  is  drained  by  two 

1  Yet  see  Bliss  and  Dickie,  Excavations  at  Jerusalem,  1894-97 
PEF,  Lond.,  1898. 
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flat  open  valley  heads  which  form  a  junction  about  half 
a  mile  N.  of  the  NE.  angle  of  the  modern  city. 

ii.  Boundaries  of  Site. — (a)  The  valley  thus  formed 
becomes  a  deep  ravine,  with  sides  steep  and  in  places 
precipitous,  running  immediately  beneath  and  W.  of 
Olivet  for  a  distance  of  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the 
junction  mentioned  above  (i. )  to  a  well  called  Blr 
Ryyub,  where  the  bed  is  1979  feet  above  the  Mediter 
ranean  and  430  feet  below  the  termination  of  the  Olivet 
chain.  It  is  this  valley,  the  'brook'  (ndhal  •  see 
BROOK)  Kidron,  that  bounds  the  site  of  Jerusalem  on 
the  E.  (b]  The  western  boundary  is  a  second  waterless 
valley  (W.  er-Rababi)  which  has  its  head  in  a  shallow 
depression  NW.  of  the  city  close  to  the  watershed. 
Running  first  S.  for  about  half  a  mile,  and  then — rapidly 
deepening  and  flanked  by  low  precipices — trending  E. 
for  another  half  mile,  it  joins  the  Kidron  in  an  open 
plot  close  to  the  Blr  Eyyub  mentioned  above  (a).  The 
second  valley  thus  flanking  Jerusalem  on  the  W.  and 

5.  encloses  an  area  half  a  mile  wide  and  rudely  quad 
rangular, — -the  seat  of  the  city  itself  whether  ancient  or 
modern.     The  Blr  Eyyub  is  probably  ancient.      It  was 
rediscovered  and  opened  by  the  Franks  in  1184  A.  D. 

The  site  thus  generally  described,  standing  on  spurs 
of  hill  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  valleys  300  to  400 
feet  deep,  is  a  natural  fortress.  Its  weak 
ness  is  its  imperfect  supply  of  water. 
There  is  only  one  spring  anywhere  near  the  city,  namely 
that  in  the  Kidron  valley,  about  seven  hundred  yards 
above  the  junction  with  the  western  ravine,  now  called 
the  'spring  with  steps'  ('Ain  Umm  ed-Derej),  or  the 
'Virgin's  spring'  (cp  §  12,  end).  The  scarcity  of 
springs  (see  below,  §  n)  is  explained  by  the  geological 
conformation. 

The  vicinity  of  Jerusalem  consists  of  strata  of  the 
Eocene  and  Chalk  formations,  having  a  general  dip 
down  from  the  watershed  of  about  iou  ESE. 

The  action  of  denudation  has  left  patches  of  the  various  strata  ; 
but  generally  speaking  the  oldest  are  on  the  W.  The  upper 
part  of  the  Olivet  chain  consists  of  a  soft  white  limestone,  known 
locally  as  Kakfili,  with  fossils  and  flint-bands  belonging  to  the 
Upper  Chalk;  beneath  this  are — first,  a  hard  silicious  chalk, 
Mezzeh,  with  flint  bands ;  secondly,  a  soft  white  limestone, 
Meleki,  much  used  in  the  ancient  buildings  of  the  city  ;  thirdly, 
a  hard  dolomitic  limestone,  often  pink  and  white,  and  then  known 
as  Sta.  Croce  marble.  [These  beds  account  for  the  natural 
drainage  of  the  city,  the  water  sinking  through  the  porous  Meleki, 
and  issuing  in  a  spring  only  where  the  dolomitic  limestone  comes 
towards  the  surface  m  the  Kidron  valley.]  The  underlying 
beds,  belonging  to  the  period  of  the  Greensand,  are  not  visible, 
the  lowest  strata  in  the  Kidron  precipices  belonging  to  the  Lower 
Chalk  epoch. 

The  actual  position  of  the  city  at  various  times  has 
differed  but  little  in  comparison  with  other  capitals. 

.  The  outline  of  the  small  spurs  concerning 

6.  Ancient    ,  •  , 

,        ,          which  so  many  famous  controversies  have 

levels. 

arisen  is  now  much  obscured  by  the  accumu 
lation  of  rubbish,  which  has  been  increasing  ever  since 
the  time  of  Nehemiah  (Neh.  44[io]).  There  is  an 
average  depth  of  from  30  to  40  feet  of  this  debris  through 
out  the  town,  and  the  foundations  of  the  modern  houses 
often  stand  upon  it.  In  the  valleys  there  is  a  depth  01 
70  feet,  and  E.  of  the  temple  in  one  place  shafts  were 
sunk  1 20  feet  before  the  rock  was  reached.  The 
natural  features  of  the  ground,  although  unaltered  and 
traceable  to  a  practised  eye,  are  thus  less  sharply 
accentuated  than  in  the  ancient  period  of  the  city's 
history.  As,  however,  we  have  now  several  hundred 
actual  observations  of  the  rock  levels  in  an  area  of  210 
acres,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  recovering  the  general 
features  of  the  ancient  natural  site  of  the  town. 

The  quadrangle  included  between  the  two  outer 
valleys  described  above  (§  4  ii. )  is  split  up  by  a  valley, 
7  H  '  ht  l^e  Tyropceon  °f  Josephus,  into  two  main 

'  ,    el?     !      spurs, — that  on  the  E.  being  the  temple 
'UeySl   hill,  that  on  the  W.  (divided  in  its  turn 
into  two  summits)  the  seat  of  the  upper  city. 

The  Tyropoeon  is  both  shallower  and  broader  than  the 
boundary  ravines  noticed  already  (§  4  ii.),  its  depth  averaging 
only  from  100  to  150  feet  below  the  crests  of  the  ridges.  Its  real 
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head  is  immediately  outside  the  present  Damascus  gate  and  the 
N.  wall  of  the  modern  city,  whence  it  runs  with  a  curved  course 
southwards  to  join  the  Kidron  just  above  the  junction  with  the 
western  boundary  valley  (W.  er-Rababi),  a  distance  of  about 
1600  yards.  There  is,  however,  a  second  affluent  or  head  of  the 
central  Tyropoeon  valley  on  the  W.  side  of  its  main  course — a 
kind  of  dell  or  theatre-shaped  depression  extending  westwards 
for  more  than  300  yards,  and  measuring  not  quite  200  yards  N. 
and  S. 

Thus  while  the  eastern  Jerusalem  ridge  is  unbroken, 
the  western  is  divided  into  two  summits,  joined  by  a 
narrow  saddle  which  separates  the  secondary  head  of 
the  Tyropoeon  valley  just  described  from  the  upper  part 
of  the  western  boundary  valley  (the  W.  er-Rababi ; 

§4«-)- 

Of  the  two  western  hill  tops,  that  towards  the  S.  is 

the  larger  and  more  lofty. 

It  has  a  trapezoid  shape,  and  terminates  on  all  sides  in  steep 
slopes,  sometimes  precipitous,  and  its  only  connection  with  the 
watershed  is  by  the  saddle  mentioned  above,  which  is  scarcely 
50  yards  in  width.  This  high  southern  hill  measures  2000  feet 
N.  and  S.  by  about  1300  feet  E.  and  W.  The  highest  part  is 
towards  the  W.,  where  the  level  of  the  flat  broad  summit  is 
about  2520  feet  above  the  Mediterranean.  The  smaller 

northern  knoll  or  hill  top,  bounded  on  the  E.  by  the  great 
central  (Tyropoeon)  valley  of  Jerusalem,  on  the  S.  by  the  theatre- 
shaped  (branch)  valley  which  separates  it  from  the  high  southern 
hill,  and  on  the  W.  by  a  small  subsidiary  depression  running  N. 
rises  to  a  summit  not  more  than  2490  feet  in  elevation,  or  30  feet 
below  the  flat  top  of  the  larger  southern  hill. 

The  eastern  ridge,  on  which  the  temple  stood,  has  a 
height  towards  the  N.  of  about  2500  feet  ;  it  then 
becomes  narrower,  and  is  artificially  divided  by  a  deep 
rock-cut  trench  running  E.  and  W. 

Its  original  form  within  the  temple  enclosure  was  that  of  a 
rounded  top  with  a  steep  western  slope  and  a  more  gentle 
gradient  on  the  E.,  the  level  of  the  ridge  falling  from  2^60102300 
feet  in  a  length  of  about  500  yards.  The  S.  end  of  this  ridge  is 
formed  by  a  tongue  of  ground  between  the  Kidron  and  the 
shallow  central  (Tyropoeon)  valley,  falling  rapidly  southwards 
in  400  yards  to  a  level  only  50  feet  above  the  valley  beds. 

The  identity  of  the  present   Haram   (or  sanctuary) 

with  the  ancient  temple   enclosure  is   undisputed,  the 

TVi    TT  on^  °luest'on  which  has  arisen  being 

8.  Tne  Maram.  whetjjer   the   present  boundary  walls 

coincide  with   the   outer   ramparts   of  Herod's  temple 

enclosure.     The  Haram  is  a  quadrangle  containing  35 

acres,  the   interior  surface   roughly  levelled,   partly  by 

filling   up   with   earth    the  portions  where  the  rock  is 

lowest,   partly   by   means  of  vaulted   substructures   of 

various  ages. 

The  most  important  results  of  Sir  Charles  Warren's  excava 
tions  were  those  connected  with  the  exploration  of  the  rampart 
walls,  which  measure  1601  ft.  on  the  W.,  922  on  the  8.^1530 
on  the  E.,  and  1042  ft.  on  the  N.,  the  SW.  angle  being  90°  and 
the  SE.  92°  30'.  The  height  of  the  wall  varies  from  30  to  170 
ft.  On  the  W.,  on  the  S.,  and  on  the  E.  for  probably  1090  ft. 
from  the  SE.  corner,  the  masonry  is  all  of  one  style,  the  stones 
being  of  great  size  with  a  marginal  draft, — the  imperfect  finish 
of  the  faces  in  some  of  the  lower  courses  apparently  showing 
that  the  foundation-stones  were  never  visible  above  the  surface. 
The  N.  part  of  the  E.  wall  consists,  however,  of  masonry  differ 
ing  somewhat  from  the  rest,  the  finish  being  rougher  and  the 
stone  of  inferior  quality.  It  was  found  that  this  wall  is  continued 
for  some  distance  beyond  the  NE.  corner  of  the  present  area. 
The  present  N.  wall  is  of  masonry  of  quite  a  different  kind,  and 
appears  to  be  much  more  recent,  the  substructures  immediately 
inside  being  only  as  old  as  the  twelfth  Christian  century.  The 
N  W  angle  is  formed  by  a  projecting  scarped  block  of  rock  measur 
ing  350  ft.  E.  and  W.  and  50  ft.  N.  and  S.,  the  height  above  the 
interior  court  being  about  30  ft.  On  this  scarp  stand  the  modern 
barracks,  and  a  fosse  60  ft.  deep  and  165  ft.  wide  is  still  trace 
able  outside  the  rock  on  the  N.  A  valley  bed  100  ft.  below 
the  level  of  the  Haram  court  ran  across  the  NE.  portion  of  the 
area  into  the  Kidron  ;  and  S.  of  this  the  remains  of  a  scarp 
running  E.  and  W.  have  been  discovered,  but  are  not  as  yet 
completely  explored.  The  prolongation  of  this  scarp  eastwards 
cuts  the  E.  wall  of  the  Haram  at  the  point,  1090  ft.  from  the  S. 
angle,  at  which  the  change  in  the  character  of  the  masonry 
described  above  probably  occurs. 

The  evidence  thus  obtained  seems  to  indicate  that  an 
area  of  about  seven  acres  and  a  half  has  been  added  to 
the  ancient  enclosure  on  the  NE.  to  give  it  the  present 
quadrangular  form,  and  the  rougher  masonry  on  the 
E.  appears  to  have  belonged  to  the  city  wall  constructed 
by  Agrippa,  not  to  the  older  wall  of  Herod's  temple. 

At  the  SW.  angle  of  the  Haram  enclosure  are  the  remains  of 
an  ancient  arch  (Robinson's 'arch),  42  feet  span,  belonging  to  a 
bridge  across  the  Tyroposon,  the  W.  pier  of  which  Sir  Charles 
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Warren  discovered,  as  well  as  the  fallen  voussoirs,  lying  on  a 
pavement  40  ft.  beneath  the  surface,  whilst  under  the  pavement 
20  ft.  lower  was  found  the  voussoir  of  a  former  bridge  on  the 
same  site  (cp  Jos.  BJ  i.  7  2). 

At  the  SL.  angle  of  the  enclosure  Sir  Charles  Warren  found 
beneath  the  surface  remains  of  an  ancient  wall  of  finely  drafted 
masonry  abutting  on  the  E.  rampart  of  the  Haram,  and  here 
some  unexplained  marks  in  red  paint  and  a  few  well-defined 
letters  of  a  Semitic  alphabet  were  discovered  on  the  lower  stones. 
The  buried  wall  runs  southward  for  250  yards  at  a  height  of  70 
ft.,  and  is  held  to  be  part  of  the  wall  of  Ophel  (§  3).  The  base 
of  a  great  projecting  tower  also  was  laid  bare,  and  identified  by 
the  discoverer  with  the  tower  of  Neh.  3  25.  Another  noticeable 
discovery  was  the  fact  that  an  ancient  aqueduct  is  intersected 
by  the  W.  Haram  wall,  which  must  consequently  be  more 
recent  than  the  rock  tunnel  thus  destroyed. 

The  facts  thus  ascertained  allow  of  the  identification 
of  the  great  walls  still  standing  with  those  that  sup- 

9  T  mnle   Portec^    tne   outer    cloisters    of    the    temple 

"      enclosure  when  the  edifice  was  reconstructed 
by  Herod,   who  doubled   the   area  of  the 
temple  enclosure  of  Solomon  (BJ\.  21 1). 

Herod  took  away  the  ancient  foundations  and  made  a  quad 
rangle  extending  from  the  fortress  of  .'.ntonia  (§  28)  to  the  royal 
cloister,  to  which  a  great  bridge  led  from  the  upper  city  (BJ 
vi.  6  2),  whilst  the  eastern  limit  was  formed  by  the  Kidron 
ravine,  the  Ophel  wall  joining  the  plateau  of  the  temple  at  the 
SE.  angle  (A  nt.  xv.  11 5  ;  BJ  v.  4  2). 

The  scarped  rock  at  the  NW.  angle  of  the  Haram,  with  its 
outer  fosse  dividing  the  temple  hill  from  Bezetha  (§  30),  answers 
exactly  to  Josephus's  description  of  the  tower  of  Antonia  (BJ  v. 
5g)  and  thus  serves  to  identify  the  NW.  angle  of  the  ancient 
enclosure  with  the  corresponding  angle  of  the  modern  Haram. 
The  correspondence  of  the  SW.  angles  of  the  two  areas  is 
established  by  the  discovery  of  the  great  bridge  (above,  §  8), 
and  that  of  the  SE.  angles  of  the  same  by  the  exploration  of  the 
Ophel  wall.  The  northern  boundary  of  Herod's  temple  prob 
ably  coincided  with  the  scarp  already  described  (§  8),  1090  ft. 
N.  of  the  SE.  angle. 

The  area  of  the  temple  enclosure  was  thus,  roughly, 
a  quadrangle  of  1000  feet  side,  from  which  the  citadel 
of  Antonia,  as  described  by  Josephus,  projected  on  the 
NW.  (cp  BJ  vi.  5  4). 

Outside  the  temple  area  the  lines,  natural  and  artificial, 

10  C't        alls    °^  t^le  var'ous  cllY  walls  can   now  be 
•  *****  '   traced  with  some  certainty. 

i.  Upon  the  N.  this  task  is  rendered  difficult,  partly 
by  the  facts  that  the  distinctive  natural  features  are  few, 
and  that  the  ground  is  largely  covered  by  buildings. 

(a)  The  first  of  the  three  walls  described  by  Josephus  (see 
below),  followed   in   its   northern  portion  a  line    W.  from  the 
Temple  enclosure  to  the  N.  of  the  western  hill  now  called  Zion. 
Excavations  for  the  foundations  of  houses  have  revealed  here 
more  cliffs  and  steep  slopes.     Its  NW.  angle  was  at  the  present 
citadel,  where  there  is  a  large  scarp ;   thence  it  ran  S.  along 
W.  er-Rababi. 

(b)  Of  the  second  wall  nothing  has  been  discovered — unless 
the  masonry  laid  bare  in  1883  on  the  rising  ground  to  the  W.  of 
the  Patriarch's  Pool  belonged  to  it  [see,  however,  §  32]. 

(c)  The  line  of  the  third  wall  coincided  with  certain  scarps 
and  rocks  to  the  E.  of  the  present  Damascus  gate.     Robinson 
observed  remains  of  it  which  have  disappeared. 

[ii.  We  turn  now  to  the  walls  recently  discovered  on 
the  S.  of  the  city. 

(a)  From  the  fosse  by  the  tower  base  found  just  outside  the 
English  cemetery  above  W.  er-Rababi,  Bliss  traced  a  line  of 
wall  SE.  for  150  ft.  to  a  corner  tower  and  thence  E.  to  the  Jewish 
cemetery  (see  Plan).  This  line  consists  of  a  lower  and  an  upper 
wall  of  two  distinct  periods  (§§  30,  33).  The  lower  wall  was 
recovered  emerging  from  the  E.  side  of  the  Jewish  cemetery,  and 
followed  to  a  point  S.  of  the  Pool  of  Siloam  where  it  forms  an 
angle  with  a  tower.  Near  this  angle  are  the  remains  of  a  gateway, 
displaying  proofs  of  three  periods,  with  a  drain  that  was  subse 
quently  traced  below  a  paved  street  N.  up  the  Tyropceon  Valley. 
From  the  towered  angle  the  wall — displaying  like  the  gateway 
signs  of  three  periods — was  followed  N.  across  the  mouth  of  the 
Tyropceon,  enclosing  both  the  Old  Pool  and  the  Pool  of  Siloam, 
and  up  the  ascent  of  Ophel ;  whence  it  seems  to  have  been 
carried  by  Guthe's  scarp  to  the  wall  traced  by  Warren  from  the 
SE.  corner  of  the  Temple  area. 

(i)  SW.  of  the  Old  Pool  another  line  of  wall  was  observed 
branching  NW.  to  the  inside  of  the  Old  Pool  and  the  Pool  of 
Siloam. 

(c)  A  third  line  of  wall  making  use  probably  of  Maudslay's 
scarp  and  running  thence  NE.  was  found,  enclosing  the  top  of 
the  western  hill.  For  other  discoveries  made,  see  above,  §  3. 

Bliss  dates  from  Solomon's  time  Maudslay's  scarp, 
and  the  earliest  wall  on  the  line  round  the  top  of 
the  western  hill.  The  lower  wall  on  the  long  outer 
line  from  Maudslay's  scarp  to  the  angle  at  Siloam  and 
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thence  to  the  SW.  angle  of  the  temple  area  he  assigns 
to  the  later  Jewish  kingdom.  In  Herodian  times  he 
thinks  this  wall  curved  inside  the  Old  Pool  and  the  Pool 
of  Siloam.  At  all  later  periods  the  S.  wall  of  the  city 
followed  the  line  from  Maudslay's  scarp  along  the 
western  hill — except  in  the  time  of  Eudocia,  who,  he 
thinks,  built  the  more  recent  wall  on  the  longer  line  round 
by  Siloam  and  up  Ophel  to  the  SW.  corner  of  the 
Temple  area  (Bliss  and  Dickie,  Excavations  at  Jerusalem, 
1894-97,  Pal-  Expl.  Fund,  London,  1898). J1 

The  natural  water-supply  of  Jerusalem  is  from  the 
Virgin's  Spring  mentioned  above  (§§  3,  end  ;  5),  which 
11  Water  comes  out  ^rom  Deneath  the  Ophel  ridge  in 


supply. 


a  rocky  cave  (12  feet  deep  in  the  eastern 


face  of  the  hill)  reached  by  flights  of  twenty- 
eight  steps.  The  water  flows  intermittently,  rising 
from  beneath  the  lowest  steps,  at  intervals  varying, 
according  to  the  season  and  the  rainfall,  from  a  few 
hours  to  a  day  or  even  two  days.  This  is  due  to  a 
natural  syphon  which  connects  the  spring  with  an 
underground  basin. 

From  the  Virgin's  Spring  an  aqueduct2  runs  south 
in  a  rock-cut  tunnel  1708  feet  in  length,  through  the 
Ophel  ridge  to  the  Pool  of  Siloam  3  (now  Birket  Silwan). 
The  Pool  of  Siloam  is  a  rock -cut  reservoir  with 
masonry  retaining  -  walls  measuring  52  feet  by  18 
feet  (see  below),  having  a  rock -cut  channel  leading 
from  it  southeast  wards  to  a  larger  pool  (the  '  Old 
Pool")  formed  by  damming  up  the  flat  valley -bed 
with  a  thick  wall  of  masonry  close  to  the  junction 
of  the  Kidron  and  the  Tyropceon.  A  rock-cut  passage 
leads  from  the  Virgin's  Spring  westwards  to  the  foot  of 
a  shaft  which  reaches  the  surface  of  the  ground  120 
feet  above  and  180  feet  west  of  the  spring.  The  rock 
tunnel  to  Siloam  mentioned  before  was  known  in  the 
seventeenth  century ;  but  the  shaft  (which  formed  a 
secret  entrance  to  the  one  spring  of  Jerusalem),  was  dis 
covered  by  Sir  Charles  Warren  (§  19,  last  note).  The 
water  of  Siloam  was  originally  sweet ;  but  it  has  been 
fouled  and  made  bitter  since  the  twelfth  century.  From 
the  reservoir  it  runs  southeastwards  some  450  yards  to 
the  Blr  Eyyftb*  referred  to  already  (§  4,  ii. ),  a  well  125 
feet  deep.  The  original  Pool  of  Siloam  is  now  known 
to  have  been  52  feet  square,  and  a  channel  led  from 
it  some  150  yards  to  Roman  baths  on  the  S.  W.  of  the 
temple  hill  is  an  underground  cave -well  now  called 
Hammam  esh-Shefa,  under  the  west  Haram  wall. 

The  remaining  reservoirs  of  Jerusalem  are  fed  by 
aqueducts  and  by  the  rains. 

West  of  the  city,  at  the  head  of  W.  er-Rababi,  is  the  rock-cut 
Mamilla  Pool.  Lower  down  Hinnom,  opposite  the  SW.  corner 
of  the  present  walls,  is  Birket  es-Sultan,  constructed  in  the 
twelfth  century.  Since  the  fourteenth  century  these  two  tanks 
have  been  erroneously  named  the  Upper  and  Lower  Pools  of 
Gihon  :  with  more  probability  some  have  identified  the  Mamilla 
with  the  Serpent  Pool  of  Josephus  (BJ\.  3  2)].  Inside  the  city, 
near  the  west,  is  the  Patriarch's  Pool  (the  ancient  Amygdalon 
or  'Tower  Pool,'  BJ  v.  11  4).*  Immediately  N.  of  the  Haram 
are  the  Twin  Pools  made  by  roofing  in  part  of  the  ancient  fosse, 
and  the  Birket  'Isrcfln,  measuring  360  by  130  ft.,  and  ap» 
parently  constructed  after  the  great  destruction  of  70  A.D. 

The  Twin  Pools  just  mentioned  were  identified  in  the 
fourth  century  with  Bethesda  ;  but  since  the  twelfth 
that  name  has  been  given  to  the  Birket  'Isrd'in.  The 
site  of  Bethesda  (sometimes  even  supposed  to  be  Gihon) 
is  still  doubtful. 

1  Conder  is  of  opinion  that  the  remains  of  a  wall  discovered 
by  Guthe  on  this  line  on  the  E.  of  Ophel  are  from  Byzantine 
and  crusading  periods. 

2  In  PEFO  St.,  '86,  p.  197;   '89,  pp.  -$<-,ff.  ;  'go,  p.  257,  a 
second  aqueduct  is  described.     It  is  above  ground,  a  channel 
cut  in  the  rock  of  Ophel  outside  the  eastern  line  of  the  ancient 
walls.     But  there  is  still  doubt  as  to  whether  it  was  connected 
with  the  Virgin's  Spring.     Conder  regards  it  as  modern. 

3  For  a  translation  of  the  inscription  found  here  in  June  1880, 
see  CONDUITS,  §  5. 

4  'Job's'  (but  perhaps  meant  for  Joab's)  Well,  or  EN-ROGEL. 
6  [rS~UD  J1DT3  Hellenised  by  Josephus  to  'A.fi.vySa\ov.     The 

modern  name  is  Birket  Hammam  el-Batrak;  a  tradition  without 
any  grounds  ascribes  it  to  Hezekiah.] 
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[A  little  to  the  NE.,  outside  the  city  wall  is  the  Birket  Ham- 
tndm  Sitti  Mariam,  probably  of  mediaeval  construction.] 
Another  fine  reservoir  has  been  found  N.  of  Birket  '  Isra'ln 
and  W.  of  the  Church  of  St.  Anne.  It  was  known  in  the  twelfth 
century,  when  it  was  called  the  '  Inner  Pool.' 

There  were  three  aqueducts  to  supply  the  many 
reservoirs. 

One,  constructed  by  Pilate  (Ant.  xviii.  3  2),  led  from  the  so- 
called  pools  of  Solomon,  7  m.  distant,  to  the  temple,  and  still 
conveys  water  when  in  repair ;  its  course  appears  on  the  map. 
The  second,  from  the  same  locality,  probably  fed  the  Birket 
Mamilla,  but  is  now  lost.  The  third,  from  the  N.,  collected 
surface  drainage  and  led  underground  to  the  temple  enclosure 
(a  distance  of  2000  feet).  The  great  reservoirs  in  this  enclosure, 
about  thirty  in  number,  were  capable  of  holding  a  total  supply 
often  million  gallons  of  water.  C.  R.  C. 

II.   ANCIENT   JERUSALEM 

[The  earliest  historical  notice  of  Jerusalem  appears  in 
the  Amarna  Letters,   circa    1400    B.C.   (ISRAEL,   §  6). 
Seven   of   these    (Berlin    Coll.    102-106, 


12.  Earliest 
times. 


174,    199;  Wi.   Th.onta.feln  von    Tell  el- 


Am.  179-185)  are  from  a  certain  Abd- 
hiba  (so  Winckler ;  -heba,  Zimmern  and  W.  Max 
Mtiller  ;  taba  or  tob,  Sayce  and  others),  the  ruler  of 
Jerusalem  and  vassal  of  the  king  of  Egypt.  The  de 
cipherments  by  various  Assyriologists  differ  in  details  ; 
but  with  Winckler  we  may  take  the  following  to  be  the 
substance  of  what  the  letters  say  regarding  Jerusalem. 
Abd-hiba  speaks  of  the  '  land  of  Jerusalem,'  which 
appears  to  have  stretched  S.  and  SW.  through  part  of 
what  was  afterwards  Judah. 

Abd-hiba  describes  himself  as  owing  his  position  '  to  neither 
father  nor  mother ' ;  and  the  phrase  has  been  interpreted  as 
analogous  to  '  Melchizedek,  King  of  Salem,'  in  Gen.  14  18. 
But  as  Abd-hiba  also  calls  the  territory  of  Jerusalem  his  paternal 
territory  (Berl.  Coll.  102,  /.  13,  according  to  Winckler's  transla 
tion),  his  reiterated  claim  that  not  father  or  mother,  but  the 
strong  arm  of  the  king  of  Egypt1  gave  it  to  him  is  merely  the 
protestation  of  his  subjection  to  the  latter  and  abjuring  of  all 
thoughts  of  independence. 

Like  other  Syrian  vassals  of  Egypt  Abd-hiba  had 
been  slandered  as  disloyal.  He  protests  that  all  he 
had  said  was  that  the  king's  power  was  certain  to  be 
overthrown,  unless  the  king  sent  help  to  his  vassals. 
Abd-hiba  himself  has  sent  tribute  and  begs  for  troops 
to  withstand  the  Habiri.  He  was  unable  to  assist  the 
king's  caravans  that  had  been  robbed  in  Ajalon  and  is 
innocent  in  the  case  of  certain  Kali  or  negro-troops  of 
the  king  who  have  suffered.  All  this  proves  that  by 
1400  B.C.  Jerusalem  had  already  been  for  some  time 
the  fortified  capital  of  a  small  territory  under  hereditary 
princes  :  it  was  possible  by  garrisoning  it  to  hold  that 
territory  against  invaders.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the 
garrison  deemed  necessary  appears  to  be  described  as 
very  small  (Berl.  Coll.  103,  /.  4  ;  cp  WMM  As.  u. 
Eur.  276). 

There  are  no  grounds  for  supposing  that  at  this  time 
Jerusalem  was  famous  for  a  shrine  or  oracle  (see  §  i ;  also 
below,  footnote)  ;  it  is  not  advantageously  situated  for 
trade,  nor  is  the  immediate  neighbourhood  at  all  fertile. 
In  all  these  respects  it  must  have  been  less  important  than 
its  neighbours  on  either  side, — Bethel  and  Bethlehem. 
Probably  it  was  no  more  than  a  small  mountain-fortress 
surrounded  by  a  small  village.  These  would  naturally 
be  on  the  E.  hill,  at  the  foot  of  which  (see  above,  §  5) 
is  found  the  only  spring. 

In  the  next  400  years,   between  Abd-hiba  and  the 

time   of  David,    we   have   at    the   most    one    or    two 

KT  i+     references  to  Jerusalem,   and   these  are  of 

Ann  doubtful  historical   value.     The   Yahwistic 

JO  years.  narrative_  m  judg  i  Jt  reiates  that  after  his 
defeat  and  wounding  by  Israel  (on  their  invasion  of 
Western  Palestine),  a  chief  Adoni-bezek  or  (Josh.  10 1  E) 
ADONI-ZEDEK  (q.v. )  was  brought  to  Jerusalem — presum 
ably  by  his  own  people,  for  v.  21  (from  the  same  source) 

1  Berl.  Coll.  102,  /.I2  Sayce  renders  'prophecy  of  the  mighty 
king' — i.e.,  the  god  Salim.  He  therefore  takes  Abd-hiba  to 
have  been  a  priest  appointed  by  oracle.  Both  Zimmern  and 
Winckler,  however,  read  ami :  it  is  at  least  more  natural  to 
take  '  mighty  king '  as  the  king  of  Egypt. 
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adds  that  Jerusalem  was  not  taken  by  Israel.1  One  of 
the  older  sections  of  the  Elohist  narrative,2  Judg.  19io£, 
describes  the  city  as  at  that  time  in  the  hands  of  the 
Jebusites  and  called  JEBUS  [q.v.]. 

The  Yah  wist  (Josh.  1663)  describes  the  Judahites  as  unable  to 
'dispossess  the  Jebusites  who  inhabited  Jerusalem  ;  the  Jebusites 
live  with  the  Judahites  in  Jerusalem  to  this  day.'  In  drawing  the 
boundary  between  Judah  and  Benjamin  the  priestly  writers  style 
either  the  W.  or  the  E.  hill  (according  as  we  take  the  valley  of  Hin- 
nom  to  have  been  the  W.  er-Rababi  or  the  Tyropoeon  (see  below, 
§  24)  as  '  the  shoulder  '  or  ridge  of  the  Jebusite  (Josh.  15  8  18  16), 
but  assign  Jerusalem  to  Benjamin,  in  conformity  with  which  an 
editor  of  Judg.  1  21  has  substituted  '  Benjamites  '  for  'Judahites' 
in  the  parallel  Josh.  1663  :  see  BENJAMIN,  §  8a.  The  Jebusites 
are  likewise  represented  in  the  story  of  David  (2  S.  5  6,  cp  v.  8 
and  24  16  18 :  '  Araunah  the  Jebusite  ')  as  in  possession  of  Jeru 
salem  and  some  territory  round  about — '  inhabitants  of  the  land  ' 
—till  David's  capture  of  the  city.3  When  the  Jebusites  came 
into  possession  of  Jerusalem  we  have  no  means  of  knowing.  In 
all  probability  they  were  one  of  the  Canaanite  and  therefore 
Semitic  tribes  of  Palestine.  They  appear  in  line  with  the  others 
in  the  list  of  Canaanite  tribes  (see  CANAAN,  and  Dr.  on  Dt.  7  i)  : 
JE,  Gen.  10  16  15  20,  Ex.  8817  (perhaps  Deuteronomist)  ;  33  z(?), 
34  n,  Nu.  1829  (where  they  are  assigned  with  Hittites  and 
Amorites  to  '  the  mountain,'  the  Canaanites  dwelling  by  the  sea 
and  along  Jordan);  D,  Ex.  1852323.  Dt.  7  i  20  17,  Josh.  3  10 
9i  113  12s  24n£,  Judg.Ss,  i  K.92o(  =  2  Ch.S?);  and  also  in 
Ezra 9  i,  Neh.  9s.  and  the  Apocrypha.  This  constant  association 
with  other  Semitic  tribes  (especially  in  JE,  the  writers  of  which 
lived  when  Jebusites  were  still  found  in  Jerusalem,  Josh.  1563), 
and  the  geographical  position  of  the  tribe  justify  us  in  assuming 
its  Semitic  character.  The  name  Adoni-zedek  is  also  Semitic  ; 
and  so  too  is  Abd-hiba  (see  also  ARAUNAH).  But  while  the  pre- 
Israelite  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  were  thus  certainly  called 
Jebusites,  the  testimony  that  the  city  itself  was  called  Jebus  is 
doubtful.  The  name  is  found  only  in  Judg.  19  io_/C  and  in  i  Ch. 
11  $f.  In  the  latter  passage  it  has  evidently  been  intruded. 
With  regard  to  the  former,  we  have  seen  that  the  city  was  called 
Jerusalem  at  least  from  1400  B.C.  onwards  (cp  Josh.  15  63  =  Judg. 
1721  and  2  S.  5  6) ;  it  may  have  had  two  names  ;  and  Jebus  can 
hardly  be  reckoned  a  later  insertion  in  Judg.  19  \o/.  Yet  Jebus 
may  have  been  a  geographical  designation — -i.e.  for  the  tribal 
territory — from  which  the  writer  wrongly  transferred  it  to  the 
city,  or  possibly  it  was  artificially  formed  from  Jebusite  at  a  time 
when  the  ancient  existence  of  the  name  Jerusalem  was  forgotten 
in  Israel. 

The  exact  condition  of  the  Canaanite  enclaves  in  the 
earliest  centuries  of  Israel's  occupation  of  the  land  is 
unknown  ;  but  probably  the  inhabitants  lived  in  peaceful 
intercourse  with  their  Hebrew  neighbours.  In  any  case 
the  silence  of  history  proves  that  Jerusalem  remained 
small  and  unimportant. 

Jerusalem  lay  on  the  highway  which  runs  N.  and  S. 

along  the  backbone  of  the  central  range,  but  at  some 

«st     t     '      distance  from  any  of  the  roads  crossing 

14.  btrategic  {he  range  ;n  a  comparatively  unfertile 
value.  and  badly-watered  district,  and  without 
an  important  shrine.  These  reasons  as  we  have  seen 
(§12)  account  for  its  historical  insignificance  at  a  time 
when  its  neighbours  Hebron,  Bethlehem,  Gibeah,  Bethel, 
and  Jericho,  each  of  which  possessed  one  or  other  of 
the  advantages  it  lacked,  already  played  considerable 
parts  in  the  history  of  the  land.  Probably  also  its  in 
significance  was  the  reason  of  the  willingness  of  the 
Israelites  to  leave  it  alone. 

The  one  feature  of  political  importance  possessed  by 
Jerusalem — besides  its  military  strength — was  that  it  lay 
a  neutral  spot  on  the  border  of  two  Hebrew  tribes, 
Judah  and  Benjamin,  destined  shortly  to  be  rivals. 
The  keen  eye  of  David  caught  this  feature,  and  to 
his  choice  of  a  position  so  indispensable  to  him  in 
the  political  exigencies  which  ensued  upon  his  call  to 
the  kingdom  of  all  Israel  (28.53)  (and  not  to  those 
fictitious  virtues  of  position  with  which  some  scholars 
have  invested  the  site),  Jerusalem  owes  that  sovereign 
role  which  it  has  played  in  the  history  of  Israel  and 
Christendom. 

David's  previous  capital  Hebron  lay  too  far  south  to 
be  a  centre  for  all  Israel.  The  choice  of  one  of  the 
historical  sites  in  Benjamin  or  among  the  northern  tribes 

1  Verse  8  which  contradicts  v.  21  (cp  Josh.  1663  J)  is  a  post- 
exilic  addition  to  the  narrative. 

2  So  Moore,  SBOT  'Judges,'  but  it  may  be  J.     See,  how 
ever,  BENJAMIN,  §  5. 

3  [On  the  tribal  character  of  the  population  of  old  Jerusalem 
cp  note  on  text  of  2  S.  568  in  Crit.  Bio.] 
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would  have  aroused  the  jealousy  of  Judah.  Jerusalem 
was  neutral  and  without  traditions.  It  commanded  the 
main  line  of  communication  between  N.  and  S. ,  was 
favourably  situated  for  the  immediate  military  require 
ments  of  Israel  against  Philistia,  and  offered  a  fortress 
of  considerable  strength  (cp  DAVID,  §  10,  ISRAEL,  §  17^ ). 

As  history  proved,  Jerusalem's  aloofness  and  dry 
surroundings  were  of  advantage  to  the  capital  of  a 
country  so  much  in  the  way  of  foreign  invasions 
whether  of  arms  or  of  culture.  The  whole  Judasan 
plateau  is  isolated  and  Jerusalem  commands  it  ;  army 
after  army  of  the  great  empires  crossed  the  plains  below 
and  left  this  mountain  town  alone  ;  the  narrowness  of 
the  passes  leading  to  the  plateau  and  the  scarcity  of  water 
on  it  held  back  some  invaders 1  and  probably  repelled 
at  least  one  other  after  he  had  reached  the  walls  of 
Jerusalem.2  '  It  is  very  significant  that  neither  of  the 
two  greatest  invaders  of  Judaea,  who  feared  a  real 
defence  of  her  central  plateau,  ventured  upon  this  till 
he  had  mastered  the  rest  of  Palestine  and  occupied 
strongholds  round  the  Judaean  border. '  3  Nor  was  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  desert,  the  borders  of  which  are 
hardly  an  hour  from  its  gates,  a  disadvantage  ;  a  hand 
could  be  kept  on  the  nomad  tribes,  or  in  case  of  an 
irresistible  siege  the  desert  would  be,  as  it  often  proved, 
a  refuge  to  which  the  garrison  might  cut  their  way. 
The  whole  land  of  Israel  is  small :  Jerusalem  is  distant 
from  the  sea  only  33  miles,  from  Jordan  about  18,  from 
Hebron  19,  and  from  Samaria  34  or  35. 

The  Jebusite  citadel  was  deemed  impregnable,  and 
the  garrison  at  first  laughed  at  their  assailants  (2  S.  56). 

15  David     tCp  WL  6V2l97.  and  Crit.  Bib.-}      Yet 

"  '  David  took  the  stronghold  '  or  '  hill-fort 
(i"nsp)  of  Zion '  and  dwelt  in  the  fort  and  called  it  '  the 
town  '  or  '  burgh  of  David. '  He  carried  the  fortifica 
tions  '  round  about  from  the  Millo  inwards'  (Ib.  9)  ;  the 
description  is  obscure,  but  may  refer  to  wider  walls 
thrown  round  the  town  below  the  fort. 

Within  these  walls  David  built  a  house  for  himself 
with  the  aid  of  Tyrian  craftsmen  and  materials,  and 
brought  up  the  ark  of  Yahwe  to  a  tent.  Before  his 
death,  in  order  to  build  an  altar  to  Yahwe,  he  purchased 
(25.248^:)  from  a  Jebusite  (see  ARAUNAH) — a  proof 
that  Israelites  and  Jebusites  continued  to  live  peaceably 
together — a  threshing  floor,  which  became  the  site  of 
the  temple  built  by  Solomon. 

The  site  of  the  '  City  of  David  '  forms  the  fundamental 
question  of  the  topography  of  Jerusalem. 

i.  The  view  of  Josephus  (BJv.  4 1)  which  has  been  the 
current  traditional  view,  and  prevailed  among  Christians 

16  'Citv  of     as  ear^v  as  tne  f°urth  century,4  identi- 
David '  •  Jose     ^es  ^'on  w'1^  l^e  southern  eminence 

phus's'view  "  °f  the  western  hil1  (see  above>  §  7)  and 
places  David's  city  there.  This  view, 
accepted  by  Reland  and  by  Robinson  (BR  1388^), 
was  up  to  the  time  of  the  latter  unassailed  (LBR,  206  ).5 
Since  the  detailed  English  survey  it  has  been  defended 
chiefly  by  Colonel  Conder  ( 7^ent  Work,  new.  ed.  192  ; 
PEF Mem. ,  'Jerusalem  '  95  ;  Hastings'  BD  2  591  ),6  who 
places  the  fort  which  David  took  on  the  southern  and 
higher  end  of  the  W.  hill  and  even  follows  Josephus 
in  identifying  the  Millo  with  the  lower  city  on  that  hill 
to  the  N. 

1  e.g.,  Richard  Lionheart. 
"  Cestius  Gallus  in  66  A.D. 

3  Vespasian  and  Saladin.     See  the  present  writer's  HG,  298. 

4  See  Bordeaux  Pilgrim  of  333  A.D.,  and  Eus.  and  Jer.  OS. 

5  It  was  also  accepted  by  Ritter,  Williams,  De  Vogue  and 
Stanley. 

6  Sir  Charles  Warren  also  placed  Zion  on  the  western  hill 
but  at  the  N.  end  (PEP  Mem.  '  Jerus.'  93),  yet  he  appears  now 
to  have  abandoned  this  view,  for  he  says  that  '  it  appears  that  to 
accept  the  Ophel  spur  as  the  city  of  David  or  Zion,  and  the  high 
ground  east  of  the  Holy  Sepulchre  as  the  Millo  or  citadel  of  the 
ancient   Jerusalem   will    satisfy  the   various   data  in   the    OT, 
the  books  of  Maccabees  and  Josephus  '  (Hastings'  BD  2  387)  ;  of 
recent  geographers  Henderson  {Palestine,  1884),  Stewart  {Land 
of  Israel,  1899),  and  most  maps  place  Zion  on  the  W.  hill. 

2417 


JERUSALEM 

In  1878  (PEFQ),  however,  Mr.  W.  F.  Birch 
attacked  the  traditional  view  and  reasoned  for  the 

17    Birch's   locat'011  °f  David's  town  on  the  south  end 

view         °f  the  eastern  nilL     In  l881  Stade1  pre 

sented  this  view,   and  in  the  same  year 

Robertson  Smith  argued  for  it  in  detail  and  with  great 

force.      In    1883    Sayce    supported   Birch's    opinion    in 

two  papers  in  the  PEFQ  and  affirmed  that  '  no  other 

is  now  possible.'      Since  then  it   has  commanded  the 

adherence  of  a  majority  of  experts  in  the  subject. 

See  Guthe,  ZDPV  1883  ;  Sir  Charles  Wilson  (City  and  Land, 
'92,  \f)f.  ;  Smith's  BDw,  art.  'Jerus.'  p.  1648);  Socin  and 
Benzinger  in  Baedeker's  Pal.  (3),  25  ;  Benzinger,  HA  ,  1894;  Buhl, 
Geogr.  des  Alt.  Pal.  132;  Ryle  on  N  eh.  3  1  5  (Camb.  Bible  for 
Schools);  Driver  (Hastings'  DB  2  554);  Warren  (#.  386_/:)  ;  Bliss> 
Exca-u.  at  Jerus.  1894-1897,  pp.  2*57^  ;  practically  also  David 
son,  The  Exile  and  Restoration  (Bible  Class  Primers)  ;  cp  V. 
Ryssel  in  ZDPV  23  96. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  this  view,  which  places 
the  city  of  David  on  the  southern  part  of  the  eastern 
(temple)  hill,  also  called  Ophel,  is  correct  :  for  (a)  it  suits 
the  natural  conditions  ;  (6)  it  does  most  justice  to  the 
language  of  the  historical  books  of  the  OT,  taken  along 
with  the  archaeological  discoveries  on  Ophel  ;  and  (c)  it 
is  confirmed  by  the  oldest  post-biblical  tradition. 

(a)  The  new  view  suits  the  natural  conditions.      We 
have  already  seen  (§  12,  end)  that  the  early  Canaanite 

10    o,  ,-4.      hill-fort  cannot  have  been  raised  on  the  W. 
18.  Suits    ,  .„     ,.       .,        •     r  f 

natural  1S          away  from   the   only 

onnHirirms  known  spring  of  the  district,  the  present 
conuiuioris.  17.  *  ,  ITT  11  /a  \  •  i  11  iV-i-i 

Virgin  s  Well  (§  5),  anciently  called  Gihon, 

in  the  Kidron  Valley.  The  fort  probably  rose  some 
where  above  this  spring  on  the  E.  hill  The  hill  has 
been  very  much  altered  in  shape  ;  but  there  appears  to 
have  risen  to  the  S.  of  what  afterwards  became  the 
temple  plateau,  an  independent  summit,  separated 
from  the  temple  site  by  a  natural  hollow  in  the  rock. 
The  existence  of  the  hollow  is  not  certain  ;  but  Guthe's 
excavations  have  rendered  it  probable.2  The  hollow 
seems  to  have  run  on  to  the  Kidron  Valley  not  far 
from  the  spring.  In  all  probability  the  rock  to  the 
S.  of  the  hollow  was  once  higher  than  at  present 
(see  below,  in  §  27  iii.  ,  the  probable  occasion  of  its  re 
duction)  ;  the  hill  sinks  rapidly  into  the  Tyropoeon  and 
almost  precipitously  into  the  Kidron  valley  ;  in  front 
to  the  S.  there  is  the  long  gradual  slope  to  the  Pool  of 
Siloam.3  This  height  is  by  no  means  an  unlikely  posi 
tion  for  a  fort  :  the  summit  of  the  W.  hill  (which  overtops 
the  present  summit  of  Ophel)  is  nearly  600  yards  away  ; 
but  above  all  Ophel  commands  the  spring.  The  long 
slope,  covering  some  15  or  16  acres,  may  easily  have  held 
a  large  village,  which  could  be  extended  into  the  sur 
rounding  valleys,  and  up  their  opposite  slopes. 

(b)  This  view  also  does  most  justice  to  the  language 
.    ~    .,          of  the  historical  books  of  the  OT,  taken 

K'VvV     i       A     along  with  the  archaeological  discoveries 
and         s-*.  u  i  i  /--AC 

^  *  ^eos-saiy  at  the  outset  'to'  clear 
away  the  popular  idea  that  the  capital 
of  David  was  already  a  great  town,  occupying  a  site 
comparable  in  extent  with  that  of  the  later  city. 

Certainly  if  all  the  Levites  and  sacred  ministers  mentioned  in 
Chronicles  were  actually  assembled  at  Zion  in  David's  time,  we 
might  conclude  that  the  town  was  already  a  capital  on  a  grand 
scale.  But  the  Chronicler  constantly  carries  back  later  institu 
tions  into  primitive  times,  and  the  early  history,  which  alone 
can  be  viewed  as  a  safe  guide,  gives  quite  another  picture. 
Zion  was  merely  one  of  the  '  mountain  fortresses  '  found  all  over 
Palestine  as  places  of  refuge  in  time  of  invasion,  and  was 
garrisoned  by  a  handful  of  mercenaries  (the  Gibborim).  The 
whole  levy  of  Israel  in  David's  time  was  but  30,000  men  (2  S. 
6  1  ;  cp  the  40,000  of  Judg.  58),  and  before  the  development  of 


x,,. 

3  ZDPV,  1883,  p.  271  ff.  Conder  denies  that  there  is  any 
evidence  for  the  existence  of  the  hollow. 

3  'Gradually  sloping  down  through  a  horizontal  distance  of 
2000  ft.  Its  highest  point  near  the  Triple  Gate  is  300  ft.  above 
its  foot  at  the  Siloam  Pool.  The  descent  into  the  valley  of  the 
Kidron  is  very  steep  (about  30°)  and  the  natural  surface  of  the 
rock  is  covered  with  debris  from  10  to  50  ft.  in  height.'  Warren 
PEF  Mem.  'Jerus.'  368. 
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trade  among  the  Hebrews  Jerusalem  had  not  the  natural  condi 
tions  for  the  growth  of  a  great  city.  In  the  first  instance  the 
town  doubtless  consisted  mainly  of  the  court  and  its  dependants, 
with  the  Jebusite  population,  who  must  have  been  predominantly 
agricultural  and  limited  in  number  by  the  limitation  of  their 
territory. 

Now  it  is  quite  incredible  that  the  temple  hill  was 
ever  excluded  from  Zion. 

Throughout  the  OT  Zion  appears  as  the  holy  mountain,  the 
seat  of  the  sanctuary.  It  is  true,  at  the  same  time,  that  Zion 
and  the  site  of  Jerusalem  are  interchangeable  ideas  in  Hebrew 
literature ;  but  this  only  proves  that  the  mountain  of  the 
sanctuary  was  essentially  the  mountain  on  which  the  city 
stood.1 

Further,  it  is  plear,  from  i  K.8i/.  2  S.  24 18,  that 
the  temple  stood  above  the  city  of  David,  as  elsewhere 
in  Hebrew  holy  places  the  sanctuary  crowned  the  hill 
on  whose  slopes  the  town  stood.  Moreover,  the  graves 
of  the  kings,  which  were  certainly  in  the  city  of  David, 
encroached  on  the  temple  enclosure2  (Ezek.  437/. ), 
which  indeed  at  the  time  of  the  captivity  was  closely 
built  up  (ibid.},  and  stood  in  the  middle  of  the  city 
(Ezek.  11 23).  Again,  Mi.  48  identifies  the  ancient  '  tower 
of  the  flock, '  the  original  seat  of  the  kingdom  at  Jerusalem, 
with  '  Ophel  of  the  daughter  of  Zion  ' ;  and  Ophel  is  one 
of  the  few  topographical  names  that  can  be  traced  down 
to  the  time  of  Josephus,  whose  description  shows  that  it 
lay  to  the  SE.  of  the  temple.3  Still  more  precise  is 

the  determination  given  by  references  to  the  one  fountain 
of  Jerusalem,  which,  as  we  have  seen  (§5),  springs  out 
under  the  temple  hill  on  the  E.  According  to  Neh.  3 15 
1237,  the  city  of  David  was  reached  by  a  stair  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  fountain  gate  and  the  pool  of  Shiloah.4 
This  ascent  led  up  above  David's  palace  to  the  water 
gate  (see  §  24),  where  in  Nehemiah's  time  there  was  an 
open  space  in  front  of  the  temple  (cp  Neh.  8 1  16  with 
Ezra  10g).  Thus  we  see  that  David's  palace  lay  between 
the  temple  and  the  pool  of  Shiloah  or  King's  pool  (Neh. 
2 14).  These  notices  are  the  more  important  because 

the  water  system  connected  with  the  Virgin's  spring 
forms  one  of  the  few  certain  parts  of  Jerusalem's 
topography.  The  spring  itself  is  Gihon,  which  from 
its  name  must  have  been  a  true  spring,  whilst  2  Ch. 
33 14  teaches  us  to  look  for  it  in  the  Kidron  valley  (Wu). 
The  subterranean  conduit  in  which  the  famous  inscrip 
tion  was  found  had  for  its  object  to  conduct  the  water 
inside  the  city,  and  appears  to  be  that  constructed  by 
Hezekiah  (2  K.  202o).B  In  Is.  22g  n  we  read  of  a  lower 
pool  and  an  old  pool  (no  doubt  identical  with  the  upper 
pool,  Is.  ?3;  2  K.  1817),  whose  waters  were  collected 
in  the  time  of  Hezekiah,  under  apprehension  of  siege, 
in  a  reservoir  between  the  two  walls.  From  this  passage, 
compared  with  Neh.  815,  we  gather  that  Hezekiah's  pool 
was  protected  by  an  outer  line  of  fortification,  and  here 
lay  the  gate  of  the  two  walls  (2  K.  25  4), 6  with  the  royal 

1  The  explanatory  note  of  an  editor  in  i  K.  8  i,  '  the  city  of 
David,  which  is  Zion,'   cannot  be  strained  to  mean  that  the 
removal  of  the  ark  from  the  city  of  David  to  the  temple  was  its 
removal  from  the  mountain  of  Zion  to  another  hill. 

2  [This  is  not   held  by  all  who  agree  with  Robertson  Smith 
in  placing  the  city  of  David  on  the  eastern  hill.     Sayce  supposes 
the  tombs  to  have  been  hewn  in  the  cliffs  above  the  Pool  of 
Siloam  (PEFQ,  '83,  p.  219).    Clermont  Ganneau  (Rev.  Critique, 
'83,  p.  329^,  PEf'Q,  '98,  p.   164  ff.)  thinks  that  the  southern 
curve  of  the  Siloam  tunnel  was  due  to  the  necessity  of  avoiding 
the  royal  vaults,  which  ought  to  be  found  on  the  N.  of  the 
curve.     Jewish   traditions   certainly   placed   these   tombs   near 
to  the  Kidron  and  connected  them  with  it  by  a  tunnel,  affirm 
ing  that  their   position   was   known  up  to   the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem   by  Titus.      See  PEFQ  '85,   p.    192 ./       Nehemiah 
(81516)  mentions  the  tombs  in  close  connection  with   Siloam 
and  apparently  to  the  E.  of  it.  G.  A.  s.] 

3  Whether  the  whole  of  the  southerly  slope  of  the  eastern 
hill,  or  if  not,  what  part  of  it,  was  called  Ophel  (  =  ' swelling ') 
are  questions  we  cannot  answer. 

4  The  fountain  gate  is  the  gate  beside  Shiloah,  which  is  itself 
called  the  fountain  (m)-y>j)  by  Josephus  (BJ  v.  4  i). 

6  [The  Shiloah  or  conduit  in  existence  in  the  reign  of  Ahaz 
(Is.  8  6).  may  have  been  the  conduit  above  ground  which  leads 
from  Gihon  round  the  Ophel  hill.  See  however  above,  §  n  n.] 

8  [This  is  a  much  more  probable  explanation  of  'the  two 
walls'  than  Benzinger's  (HA  50  n.  i),  that  the  W.  and  E.  hills 
had  parallel  lines  of  walls  on  either  side  of  the  Tyropoeon.  As 
we  have  seen,  no  trace  of  any  such  lines  of  wall  has  been  seen 
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gardens  beside  them.1  The  supplementary  notices  of 
the  conduit  and  the  outer  wall,  given  in  Chronicles, 
have  not  the  weight  of  contemporary  history  ;  but  they 
show  the  writer  to  have  still  possessed  the  same  tradition 
as  to  the  place  of  the  city  of  David,  for  he  describes  its 
outer  wall  as  running  along  the  Kidron  valley  W.  of 
Gihon  (i.e.,  so  as  to  leave  the  fountain  outside,  2  Ch. 
33i4;  cp  32  3/),  and  tells  us  that  Hezekiah's  conduit 
brought  the  water  of  Gihon  in  a  westerly  direction  to 
the  city  of  David  (chap.  8230). 2 

(c]  Birch's  view  is  also  confirmed  by  the  oldest  post- 
biblical   tradition.      According    to    the    First    Book    of 
,         .     Maccabees,   circa    100  B.C.    (e.g. ,437 
20.  And  early  g  J4  7    ,   zjon  was  the  temple  hill      So 

pos«-bibhcal.  a,SQ  m  ^  Esd  g8i  (probablyi  too,  Judith 
9is)  and  Ecclus.  24 10.  It  is  true  that  Josephus,  as  we 
have  seen  (§  16),  identifies  Zion  with  the  Upper  City 
of  his  time  on  the  SW.  hill ;  but  his  statements  as  to  the 
topography  of  the  city  of  David  and  Solomon  are  of  no 
independent  value  ;  he  possessed  no  sources  except  the 
OT  (§  27  i. ).  [Nor  did  the  early  Christian  tradition  alto 
gether  follow  Josephus.  Origen  (ad  Joan.  4  ig/. )  makes 
Zion  and  the  temple  hill  identical :  and  though  Eusebius 
and  Jerome  in  the  OS  place  Zion  on  the  W.  hill,  Jerome 
in  his  Comm.  in  Jes.  22 1  /. ,  seems  to  take  the  other  view. 
The  rise  of  the  prevalent  Christian  tradition  would  appear 
to  have  been  assisted  by  the  building  of  Constantine's 
Church  of  the  Resurrection  and  Basilica  on  the  NW. 
hill ;  just  as,  no  doubt,  the  anticipation  of  the  prevailing 
view  by  Josephus  was  due  to  the  rise  of  Herod's  palace 
with  the  great  towers  on  the  same  ridge  (cp  Sir  C. 
Wilson,  Smith's  DD('2\  art.  'Jerusalem'  p.  1651).] 

According  to  the  OT,  then,  the  city  of  David  lay  on 

the  southern  part  of  the  hill   which  his   son  crowned 

p        .     with  the  temple.     The  chief  feature  in  the 

?.,",?  fortifications   was   a   tower    named    '  the 

lings.    Mil]o  ,  rjK^g?i  probably  meaning  a  solid, 

not  a  hollow,  tower  ;  cp  ZPDV\22d,  but  also  MILLO)  ; 
its  site  is  quite  uncertain  :  modern  scholars  are  divided 
between  the  E.  and  the  W.  hill.  We  have  no  means  of 
determining  whether  David's  city  included  more  than  the 
E.  hill.  If  it  was  confined  to  this  then  the  wall  ran  up 
the  W.  edge  of  Ophel  above  the  Tyropoeon  valley.  It 
is  significant,  however,  that  after  careful  examination, 
Bliss  found  no  remains  of  a  city  wall,  and  such  scarps 
as  he  uncovered  appear  to  have  been  made  only  for 
dwellings  or  cisterns. 3  The  new  wall  assigned  to  David 
( i  Sam.  69)  may  have  been  built  round  an  increase  of 
his  city  in  the  Tyropoeon  and  on  the  lower  slopes  of 
the  W.  hill ; 4  yet  if  the  Tyropceon,  as  Robertson 
Smith  argues  (see  §  24),  was  the  gai  of  Hinnom  in  which 
the  heathen  sacrifices  afterwards  were  offered  and  the 
Canaanite  quarter  lay,  its  inclusion  in  the  city  in  David's 
time  would  not  be  possible.]  The  town  had  but  little 
splendour.  The  king  occupied  a  wooden  palace,  the  work 
of  foreign  craftsmen  ;  and  the  ark  still  dwelt  in  curtains. 
Under  Solomon,  who  had  the  true  Oriental  passion  for 
building  and  luxury,  and  squandered  enormous  sums 
on  his  court,  great  improvements  were  made,  especially 
by  the  erection  of  the  twin  palaces  '  the  house  of  Yahwe 
and  the  house  of  the  king,'  constructed  of  stonework 
strengthened  by  string  courses  of  wooden  beams  in  the 
still  familiar  style  of  Arabian  building.  The  palace, 
which  took  nearly  twice  as  long  to  erect  as  the  temple, 

by  Bliss,  who  has,  however,  made  clear  the  existence  of  a  wall 
outside  the  two  pools  of  Shiloah  and  probable  the  existence  of 
another  running  inside  them  in  agreement  with  the  above 
explanation  of  Robertson  Smith.] 

1  2  K.  25  4  Jer.  39  4  Neh.  3  15. 

2  [Hezekiah's  conduit  is  not  the  only  rock-cut  passage  in  Ophel 
in  connection  with  the  Virgin's  Spring.      Sir  Charles  Warren 
(see  PEF  Mem.    '  Jerus.'  366^)  discovered  at  the  end  of  the 
serpentine  tunnel  from  which  the  conduit  breaks  off,  a  perpen 
dicular  shaft  44  ft.  high,  and  above  it  a  series  of  sloping  passages 
issuing  in  a  vault  three-quarters  of  the  way  up  the  hill  and  due 
\V.  from  the  Virgin's  Spring.     See  §  n.] 

3  Excav.  at  Jerus.  '94-'97,  iTSjff-  with  plate. 
*  So  Benzinger,  HA  45. 
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____   Walls  of  Jerusalem  at  the  present  time 

__    Existing  remains  of  Ancient  Walls 

.1 .  i .    Probable  course  (with  occasional  alterations)  of  1st,  Wall 

-2-2-    Probable  course  of  2nd.  Wall 

.3.8.    Probable  course  of  3rd.  Wall 
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consisted  of  a  great  complex  of  buildings  and  porticos, 
including  the  porch  of  judgment,  an  armoury,  and  the 
palace  of  the  queen. 

The  site  of  the  palace  has  been  variously  assigned  by 
topographers.  It  lay  above  the  old  residence  of  David 1 
(i  K.  924),  and  all  the  indications  given  in  the  OT  lead 
us  to  place  it  quite  close  to  the  temple,  with  which  its 
porticos  seem  to  have  been  connected  (2  K.  16i8  23  n). 
Wellhausen  indeed,  from  an  examination  of  i  K.  6/, 
has  made  it  probable  that  the  royal  buildings  lay  within 
the  outer  court  of  the  temple  (Wellh.  C//(3'  264). 
The  clearest  details  are  connected  with  a  court  of  the 
palace  called  the  prison  court  (Jer.  322),  where  there 
was  a  gate  called  the  prison  gate,  and  a  great  project 
ing  tower  (Neh.  825-27).  This  part  of  the  building  must 
have  been  close  to  the  temple,  for  it  was  at  the  prison 
gate  that  the  second  choir  in  the  procession  of  Neh.  12 
halted  and  stood  'in  the  house  of  God,'  meeting  the 
other  choir,  which  ascended  from  Shiloah  by  the  stair 
above  David's  house  and  reached  the  temple  at  the 
water  gate.  It  appears  further  from  Neh.  827  that  the 
fortifications  of  the  prison  were  adjacent  to  Ophel,  so 
that  the  palace  seems  to  have  stood  about  the  SE. 
corner  of  the  temple  area.2  [On  the  temple  and  the 
other  buildings  of  Solomon  see  further  Stade,  GVI 
1 311  ff.t  as  well  as  Benzinger's  HA,  and  Nowack's  ;  and 
on  the  relevant  text  of  Kings,  Benzinger  in  the  KHC, 
also  Stade,  ZATW 8129-177  ('83).] 

[The  extent  of  Solomon's  Jerusalem  is  quite  uncertain. 

The   rise    of  a  considerable  foreign   trade,    the   rapid 

„  .  ,     increase    of  wealth,   the   splendour    of 

2  V  l°n  S  the  court,  the  multiplication  of  officials, 

Jerusalem.          ,  .,  ,  , 

and  the  incursion  of   many  foreigners 

must  have  greatly  enlarged  the  city ;  but  whether  the 
new  population  was  settled  in  suburbs,  or  the  walls  of  the 
city  were  extended  to  receive  them,  we  cannot  determine. 
Many  of  those  who  hold  that  David's  city  was  confined 
to  the  E.  hill  believe  that  Solomon  threw  walls  ( i  K.  3 1 
9 15)  round  the  W.  hill  (Sir  C.  Wilson,  Smith's  DBW, 
'  Jerus. ,'  1648;  Buhl,  Pal.  135).  On  this  hill  two 
divergent  lines  of  fortification  have  been  laid  bare  by 
Bliss,  following  the  excavations  of  Maudslay  and  others. 
'  'From  the  so-called  Maudslay 's  scarp  (see  plan),  which  Bliss 
takes  to  be  the  (probable)  SW.  angle  of  Solomon's  city,  a  line  of 
scarp  runs  NE.  across  the  brow  of  the  SW.  hill  towards  a  rect 
angular  line  of  wall  on  the  slope  of  the  hill  above  the  Tyropoeon. 
From  this  Bliss  infers  a  continuation  to  the  present  S.  wall  of  the 
city  at  Burj  el-Kebrft,  and  so  across  the  Tyropoeon  to  the  E. 
hill.  If  this  was  the  line  of  Solomon's  wall,  Bliss  takes  the 
lowest  strata  on  the  other  line  laid  bare  by  him  SE.  from 
Maudslay's  scarp  to  Siloam  round  the  S.  end  of  the  W.  hill  to 
be  a  farther  extension  of  the  walls  made  by  kings  after  Solomon. 
All  this  is  still  very  uncertain  ;  and  it  is  possible  that  the  \V. 
hill  was  not  inclosed  within  walls  before  the  exile  (see  below, 
§  28).  G.  A.  s.] 

After  the  division  of  the  kingdoms  Jerusalem  was 
shorn  of  its  political  glory.  The  city  itself  was  taken 

23  Pre-exilic.  by   Shishak    in    the   reiSn   of    Reh°- 
boam,  and  lost  the  riches  accumulated 

by  Solomon.  The  great  houses  of  Omri  and  Jehu 
quite  overshadowed  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  which 
forgot  its  weakness  in  the  reign  of  Amaziah  only  to 
receive  signal  chastisement  from  Jehoash,  who  took 
Jerusalem,  and  partly  levelled  the  walls  (2  K.  148^T). 
The  decline  and  fall  of  Samaria  raised  the  relative 
importance  of  the  southern  capital ;  the  writings  of  the 
prophets  show  that  wealth  had  accumulated  and  luxury 
increased,  and  so  we  find  King  Jotham  adding  an 
upper  gate  in  the  northern  or  higher  court  of  the  temple 
(2  K.  1535  Jer.  8610  Ezek.92),  whilst  Hezekiah,  as  we 
have  already  seen  (§  19),  laboured  for  the  improvement 
of  the  water  supply,  and  so  rendered  the  city  more 
capable  to  resist  siege.  [Whatever  additions  had  been 

1  So  in  Neh.  3 25  it  is  called  the  upper  palace  in  distinction 
from  the  house  of  David,  chap.  1237. 

"  Another  view  is  that  Solomon's  palace  stood  on  the  western 
hill,  and  was  connected  with  the  temple  by  a  bridge.  But  '  the 
ascent'  of  the  AV  of  i  K.  10s  is  not  in  the  original,  and 
seems  to  rest  on  a  false  reading  in  Chronicles.  In  Ezek.  44  1-3 
the  sovereign  enters  the  temple  from  the  east. 
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made  by  this  time  on  the  W.  hill,  it  is  clear  from 
Hezekiah's  conduit  in  Ophel  that  on  the  latter  lay  still 
the  citadel  and  chief  part  of  the  city. *]  The  later  history 
in  Chronicles  adds  details  of  fortifications  erected  by 
Uzziah  and  Manasseh,  which  probably  express  the  oral 
tradition  current  in  the  author's  day.  In  the  later  days 
of  the  monarchy  Jerusalem  had  so  far  increased  that  we 
read  of  a  second  town  or  quarter  (2  K.  22 14  Zeph.  1 10 
Heb.  ;  cp  Neh.  89);  see,  however,  HULDAH,  HAS- 
SENAAH,  where  the  true  title  is  represented  to  have 
been  the  '  old  city. '  There  was  also  a  trading  quarter 
called  the  Maktesh,  inhabited  by  Canaanites  or  Tyrians 
(Zeph.  In),  who  still  formed  a  large  part  of  the  mercan 
tile  population  in  post-exilic  times  (Neh.  13i6Zech.  14zi). 
Maktesh  means  mortar,  whence  we  must  suppose  that  the 
traders  lived  in  a  hollow  valley,  perhaps  the  upper  part 
of  the  Tyropoeon  (but  cp  MAKTESH).'2  The  main  part  of 
the  town,  however,  was  still  grouped  round  the  temple 
plateau,  from  which  steep  streets  ran  down  the  slope  of 
the  hill  (Lam.  4 1),  the  houses  rising  tier  above  tier,  so  that 
the  roof  tops  commanded  a  view  of  the  environs  ( Is.  22 1 ). 
According  to  Eastern  custom  the  handicrafts — e.g. ,  the 
bakers,  Jer.  37  21 — had  their  own  streets  or  bazaars. 

[Down  to  the  reign  of  Hezekiah  Jerusalem  had  been 
simply  one  of  many  sanctuaries  of  Yahwe  ;  although  in 
the  eyes  of  the  Judasan  prophets  (Am.  12  Is.  6)  Yahwe's 
dwelling-place  was  there,  Jerusalem  was  ignored  by  the 
great  prophets  of  North  Israel  and  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  a  place  of  popular  pilgrimage  (in  the  pages  of 
Amos,  Bethel,  Gilgal,  and  Beersheba  are  described  as 
such,  while  Jerusalem  is  not).  What  hope,  therefore, 
was  there  that  it  would  survive  the  fate  which  had  over 
taken  Samaria  and  all  the  other  Syrian  shrines?  (cp 
Mic.  812).  The  extraordinary  faith  of  Isaiah  in  the 
inviolableness  of  Yahwe's  'hearth,'  and  its  wonderful 
rescue  from  the  Assyrians,  at  the  time  when  the  rest  of 
Judah  with  the  local  sanctuaries  was  overrun  by  them, 
effected  a  vindication  of  the  city,  and  assisted  a  change 
in  her  religious  position  which  was  slowly  becoming 
inevitable  in  the  interests  of  the  sole  deity  of  Yahwe  and 
of  the  purity  of  his  worship  (cp  DEUTERONOMY,  §  13). 
The  other  shrines  of  Israel,  however  consecrated  by  the 
national  history,  had  all  associations  with  the  unpurified 
popular  religion  ;  and  just  as  Jerusalem's  freedom  from 
political  entanglements  in  the  time  of  David  had,  as  we 
have  seen  (§  14),  secured  the  choice  of  it  as  a  capital  for 
all  Israel,  so  now  its  freedom  from  religious  associations  of 
an  impure  kind  (Zion  had  never,  as  we  have  seen,  been 
the  shrine  of  any  god  before  it  was  the  resting-place  of 
Yahwe's  ark)  secured  the  choice  of  it  as  Israel's  one 
sanctuary  :  the  only  place  where  sacrifice  was  permitted, 
the  shrine  where  Yahwe  set  his  name  and  to  which  all 
Israel  were  commanded  to  make  pilgrimage  three  times 
a  year.  That  this  change — rendered  inevitable  both  by 
the  political  events  and  by  the  religious  interests  of  the 
eighth  and  seventh  centuries — was  codified  as  law  (in 
the  Book  of  Deuteronomy)  and  carried  into  effect  by  the 
nation  before  the  exilic  period,  was  what  prevented  the 
destruction  of  the  city  and  temple  by  Nebuchadrezzar 
in  586  B.C.  from  being  regarded  as  final,  inspired 
Jeremiah's  prophecies  of  a  return,  and  the  hopes  and 
programmes  of  reconstruction  by  Ezekiel  and  other 
priestly  writers  (see  especially  Ps.  51 18).  G.  A.  s.] 

For  the  compass  of  the  walls  of  Jerusalem  at  the 
time  of  its  capture  by  Nebuchadrezzar  the  chief 

A    vr  -u       •   i->     document    is    the    account    of    the 
24.  Nehemiah  s 


walls  and  gates. 


restoration    of  the    fortifications    by 


Nehemiah,  who  followed  the  old 
line,  and  speaks  of  the  various  gates  and  towers  by 
their  old  names.  His  description  presents  many 
difficulties,  the  most  intelligible  part  being  that  which 
deals  with  the  eastern  wall,  from  Shiloah  and  the 

_!  [But  see  below,  footnote  to  §  24,  on  the  difficulty  of  holding 
Siloam  without  fortifying  the  W.  hill.] 

2  [It  is  doubtful  which  head  of  the  Tyropoeon  should  be  pre 
ferred  ;  whether  the  hollow  between  the  NW.  and  SW.  hills  or 
the  other  head.] 
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fountain  gate  to  the  point  where  the  temple  and  the 
palace  joined  one  another.  The  western  boundary  of 
the  city  is  particularly  obscure,  and  its  position  must  be 
determined  mainly  by  reference  to  (i)  the  '  valley  gate  ' 
(Neh.  2 13  813).  The  valley  (gai)  is  used  as  a  proper 
name,  and  is  no  doubt  identical  with  the  valley  (gai)  of 
the  son  of  HINNOM  (q.v. ,  §  4),  the  Kidron  valley  being 
always  called  nd/ial  (the  Ital.  fiumara].  The  common 
opinion  makes  this  gai  the  valley  to  the  W.  of  modern 
Jerusalem  (Wady  er-Rababi),  in  which  case  the  valley  gate 
must  necessarily  have  occupied  much  the  same  position 
as  the  modern  Jaffa  ( Yd/a)  gate,  and  the  whole  of  the 
later  upper  city  on  the  SW.  hill  must  already  have 
been  included  within  the  walls.  This  view,  however, 
is  far  from  being  indisputable.1 

A  thousand  cubits  S.  of  the  valley  gate  was  (2)  the  dung 
gate,-  the  gate  before  which  lay  the  rubbish  heaps  of  the  city 
[probably  identical  with  the  gate  HARSITH].S  This,  on  the 
common  theory,  must  have  been  about  the  SW.  corner  of  the 
hill,  near  the  present  Protestant  school.4  Between  this 

point  and  (3)  the  fountain  gate6  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pool  of 
Shiloah  is  nearly  half-a-mile  in  a  straight  line,  and  the  inter 
vening  wall  must  have  been  much  longer  if  it  followed  the 
natural  line  of  defence.*'  Yet  Nehemiah  gives  no  account  of 
this  section  of  the  ramparts  (Neh.  3i4_/C).  His  record  seems  to 
imply  that  the  fountain  gate  was  near  the  dung  gate ;  and 
similarly  in  chap.  12  the  procession  which  went  southward  to 
the  dung  gate  is  immediately  afterwards  found  at  the  fountain 
gate.  It  is  hardly  possible  that  so  important  a  part  of  the 
circuit  should  be  twice  omitted,  and  in  fact  the  vast  lacuna 
disappears  at  once  if  we  suppose  that  the^az'is  the  Tyropceon, 
and  that  the  upper  city  of  Josephus  on  the  SW.  hill  was  not 
enclosed  in  the  circuit  of  Nehemiah's  walls. 

If  the  gai  is  the  Tyropoeon  the  valley  gate  lay  on  the 
Tyropceon,  somewhere  near  the  SW.  angle  of  the 
Haram  area,  and  the  wall  ran  southward  along  the  E. 
side  of  the  valley,7  till  at  the  pool  of  Shiloah  an  outwork 
was  thrown  out  to  protect  the  water-supply. 

1  [It  is  still  adhered  to  by  Benzinger,  HA  41,  and  Buhl,  Pal. 
94  132,  as  if  indisputable  ;  for  curiously  neither  of  them  even 
mentions  the  rival  view  advanced  by  Robertson  Smith.] 

2  [nsirNri  ~\yy,  Neh.  213  814  1231;   ns-.yn'e',  813,  from 
which  some  have  thought  the  name  Tyropceon  = '  cheese-making ' 
is  derived  ;  as  if  niS'w'  =  cheeses  or  curds  had  been  substituted  for 
nstyx-     But  see  also  WRS  Rel.  Setn.W  357  n.,  (2)  377  n.] 

3  Jer.  192,  according  to  which  it  lay  on  the  valley  of  Hinnom. 
See  HAKSITH. 

4  [Just  S.  of  the  Protestant  school  Bliss  uncovered  a  gate  ;  but 
it  is  over  2500  feet  from  the  Jaffa  gate.] 

5  [The gate  between  the  two  walls,  2  K.  264  Jer.  394  52  7,  is 
probably  the  same  as  the  fountain  gate  :  see  above,  §  19 ;  cp 
ZDPV  0357  8280.] 

6  [The  line  of  wall  uncovered  here  by  Bliss  measures  only 
about  1950  ft.  between  the  gate  S.  of  the  Protestant  school  and 
the  gates  at  the  SE.  corner  of  the  wall  S.  of  Siloam.  ] 

7  [The   identification   of  the   Tyropceon   with   the   valley  of 
Hinnom  is  accepted  by  Prof.  Sayce,  PEFQ,  1884,  p.  217,  also  by 
Birch,  PEFQ,  1882.  p.  55^,  and  Schwartz,  Das  Heil.  Land,  190. 
Yet  it  is  not  altogether  without  objection  or  difficulty.     In  the 
first  place,  the  border  between  Judah  and  BENJAMIN  (§  8)  ran 
along  Hinnom ;  yet  the  Tyropceon  appears  too  insignificant  a 
natural  feature,  in  comparison  with  the  valleys  on  either  side  of 
it,  to  form  so  important  a  boundary ;  especially  when  in  the 
time  of  the  Priestly  Writer,  who  draws  the  boundary  (Josh.  15s 
18  16),  Jerusalem  had  perhaps  grown  out  across  it  to  the  W.  hill. 
Again,  as  we  have  seen  (§  21),  no  line  of  wall  has  ever  been  un 
covered  on  the  W.  side  of  the  Tyropceon  or  along  the  W.  slope  of 
Ophel  (yet  cp  the  wall  described  in  §  10  \\.b~).     Moreover,  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  that  after  the  reservoirs  at  Siloam  (of  which 
we  have  evidence  in  the  time  of  Ahaz)  were  finished,  the  W.  hill 
could  have  remained  unfortified.     The  possession  of  that  by  an 
enemy  must  have  rendered  the  security  of  the  reservoirs  almost 
impossible.     Besides,  there  is  the  difficulty  of  conceiving  how 
the  population,  during  the  prosperous  times  of  Solomon  and 
Uzziah,  can  have  been  confined  to  the  E.  hill,  unless,  of  course, 
we  take  for  granted  that  there  were  large  suburbs.     Then  there 
is  the  phrase  the  Second  City  (but  cp  above,  §  23,  first  par.), 
which  is  suitable  to  a  large  extension  on  the  W.  hill  (2  K.  22  14 
Zeph.  1  10).         All  this  makes  it  probable  that  in  the  time  of  the 
later  kings  the  Tyropceon  was  inclosed  in  the  city  ;  but  if  that 
was  the  case,  would  the  burning  of  children  to  Moloch  (2  K.  23 10 
Jer.  2  23  19  4  (f.  32  35)  have  been  there  ?     Of  course,  this  difficulty 
would  not  affect   Robertson  Smith's   theory,  which  holds  that 
there  was  no  extension  of  the  city  to  the  W.  hill  till  post-exilic 
times  ;  but  in  any  case  the  buryings  may  have  been  at  the  mouth 
of  the  valley  below  Shiloah  (Jerome,  Coinni.  in  Jer.  7  31).     For 
Sir  Charles  Warren's  theory  that  Hinnom  was  neither  the  W.  er- 
Rababi  nor  the  Tyropceon,  but  a  name  given  to  the  whole  Wady 
en-Nar,  thus  including  Kidron,  see  Hastings,  BD  2385-388. 

G.  A.  S.] 
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Besides  simplifying  the  topographical  difficulties  of 
Neh.  3,  this  view  has  several  other  advantages.1 

On  the  received  view  the  Tyropoeon  is  nowhere  mentioned  in 
the  OT,  though  it  lay  in  the  heart  of  the  city.  This  difficulty  is 
removed  by  the  view  suggested  above,  and  the  third  valley 
(W.  er-Rababi)  appears  to  be  quite  out  of  relation  to  the  circuit 
of  the  biblical  Jerusalem,  so  that  one  does  not  look  for  much 
mention  of  it.  Again,  we  have  seen  that  the  Canaanite  quarter 
of  the  city  lay  in  a  hollow — presumably  in  the  Tyropceon — and 
it  is  very  natural  that  the  seat  of  Canaanite  worship  in  the 
valley  of  Hinnom  should  be  in  the  vicinity  of  this  quarter. 
Once  more,  by  placing  the  valley  gate  quite  near  the  temple,  we 
understand  how  it  was  in  this  neighbourhood  that  the  sacred 
procession  in  Neh.  12  began  its  course.  Even  at  a  much  later 
date  the  temple  hill  was  the  real  stronghold  of  Jerusalem,  which 
Judas  and  his  successors  were  concerned  to  fortify  with  walls. 
It  would  have  been  folly  in  Nehemiah  to  enclose  a  much  vaster 
and  less  defensible  circuit  when  the  inhabitants  were  so  few 
that  it  was  necessary  to  draft  one-tenth  of  the  whole  people  into 
the  capital  (Neh.  11  i). 

The  course  of  the  wall  N.  of  the  valley  gate  must 
still  have  skirted  the  base  of  the  Temple  hill  E.  of  the 
Tyroposon.  It  is  not  improbable  that  the  Maktesh 
or  Canaanite  trading  quarter  lay  outside  the  fortifica 
tions,  a  bazaar  beyond  the  gate  being  common  in 
Eastern  towns.2  From  the  tower  of  furnaces  (see 
FURNACE,  §  2,  OVEN)  the  '  broad  wall '  ran  to  the  point 
where  in  the  Persian  time  the  governor  of  the  Syrian 
provinces  had  his  throne.3  The  throne  would  stand  in 
an  open  place  by  a  gateway,  and  comparison  of  Neh.  87 
with  12s9  shows  that  the  gate  must  have  been  (4)  that 
of  Ephraim — i.e.,  the  gate  of  the  main  road  leading 
to  the  N. ,  which  then  as  now  must  almost  of  necessity 
have  followed  the  upper  course  of  the  Tyroposon,  and 
so  would  skirt  the  walls  for  some  distance  before 
entering  the  city.  In  fact  there  were  400  cubits 

between  the  gate  of  Ephraim  and  (5)  the  corner  gate 
(nssri  nyc*,  2  K.  14 13).  The  corner  gate  is  named  also 
they? rst  gate 4  (jis>tnn'B>,  Zech.  14 10),  and  so  is  prob 
ably  identical  with  the  old  gate  of  Neh.  36  1239  (cp 
HASSENAAH).  For  obvious  engineering  reasons  the 
eminence  at  the  NW.  of  the  Haram  area  must  always 
have  been  a  principal  point  in  the  fortifications,  and 
here  the  old  gate  may  very  well  be  placed.  It  is  indeed 
possible  that  this  was  the  site  of  the  ancient  bastion  of 
Millo.  From  the  corner  gate  the  N.  line  of  the 

wall  ran  by  (6)  th&Jishgate  6  to  the  towers  of  HAMMEAH 
(q.v.  on  the  reading)  and  HANANEEL,  the  latter  of 
which  appears  in  Zech.  (I.e. )  as  the  opposite  extremity 
of  the  city  from  the  royal  wine  vats  in  the  gardens  by 
Shiloah,  whilst  in  Jer.  3]  38  the  line  between  it  and  the 
corner  gate  is  named  as  the  natural  direction  of  extension 
for  the  city.  The  tower,  therefore,  must  have  stood  very 
near  the  NE.  corner  of  the  wall,  but  not  so  far  E. 
as  the  angle  of  the  Haram  area,  which  is  here  built  out, 
disguising  the  natural  line  of  the  hillside.  From 

Zech.  (I.e. )  we  see  that  (7)  the  Benjamin  gate  was 
at  the  E.  end  of  the  N.  wall.  There  was  a  road  into 
Benjamite  territory  over  the  Kidron  (i  K.  237),  and  to 
this  there  was  a  natural  descent  by  a  small  valley  now 
nearly  obliterated,  having  its  head  a  little  S.  of  the 
Birket  Isra'in.  Here  too  is  the  direct  way  to  Anathoth, 
which  was  through  the  Benjamin  gate  (Jer.  37 13)-  In 

Nehemiah's  record  (8)  the  sheep  gate  seems  to  have  the 
same  position.6  From  the  angle  near  the  tower  of 
Hananeel  and  the  Benjamin  gate  the  line  of  the  hill  ran 

1  [The  distance  from  the  SW.  angle  of  the  Haram  area  to  the 
upper  pool  of  Shiloah  in  a  straight  line,  is  about  1850  ft.,  which, 
on  WRS's  theory  that  the  valley  gate  was  near  the  former  and 
the  dung  gate  near  the  latter,  would  give  room  for  the  1000 
cubits  mentioned  by  Nehemmh  as  between  these  two  gates.] 

2  In  fact  at  the  siege  of  Titus  the  wool  and  clothes  market 
and  the  brassworkers'  bazaar  still  lay  in  much  the  same  quarter, 
in  the   new  city,  outside   the  old  line   of  fortification,  though 
within  the  second  wall  (BJ  v.  8  i). 

3  See  below,  §  32. 

4  [Or  rather  fanner  gate.     Some  would  identify  it  with  the 
gate  of  Ephraim.  1 

5  [crrn  '&,  Neh.  3  3  12  39  Zeph.  1 10  2  Ch.  33  14  ;  for  the  name 
cp  Neh.  13  16,  '  the  Tynans  brought  fish,  etc.'     A  point  on  the 
N.  wall  would  be  its  natural  position.] 

6  [jxsrr 'y,  Neh.  3  i  32  12  39  :  all  place  it  in  the  N.] 
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southwards,  trending  to  the  E.  At  the  extreme  E. 

point,  beyond  the  present  line  of  wall,  and  a  little  S.  of 
the  modern  golden  gate,  must  be  placed  (9)  the  horse 
gate  (Jer.  31 40). l  South  of  this  again  came  the  fortifica 
tions  of  Ophel  and  the  upper  palace,  and  from  this  point 
the  enceinte  swept  round  to  the  pool  of  Shiloah.  The 
lower  wall  of  Manasseh  in  2  Ch.  8814  is  described  as  an 
outwork  in  the  Kidron  valley  extending  all  along  the 
eastern  side  of  the  town  and  round  the  NE.  corner. 

[Other  city  gates  mentioned  are : — (10)  the  gate  of  the 
Miphkadh  (npBSfi  "IJW ;  miphkadli  perhaps  = '  muster ' ;  but  cp 
Ezek.  43  21  [EV,  appointed  place],  where  it  seems  to  be  some 
locality  just  outside  the  temple,  see  HAMMIPHKAD),  between 
the  horse  and  sheep  gates  according  to  Neh.  831;  (n)  the 
middle  gate  (7]in,T  iy&),  probably  on  the  N.  wall,  Jer.  39  3, 
by  some  identified  with  the  gate  of  Ephraim  (DHSN  "IJ^)  ; 
(12)  the  water-gate  (Q'Ori  "WE')  is  not  mentioned  by  Nehemiah 
on  his  circuit  of  the  walls,  but  appears  from  Neh.  12  37 
(cp  3  26  813 16)  to  have  been  an  entrance  to  the  temple 
courts.  Still  some  take  it  to  be  a  city  gate  opening  above 
Gihon.  The  other  '  gates '  mentioned  in  Kings,  Chronicles, 
Jeremiah,  and  Ezekiel  were  temple  doorways  or  approaches, 
including  those  of  Jer.  17  19  and  262  ;  with  the  exception  of  the 
two  in  2  K.  116,  Gate  of  Sur  ("UD  iyc> ;  in  2  Ch.  285,  TlDVt, 
'  the  foundation ')  and  &&  gate  of  the  couriers  (D'Siri  ~\VW),  both 
of  which  were  connected  with  the  palace. 

Nehemiah  reports  the  rebuilding  of  the  whole  city  wall,  as 
it  had  been  before  Nebuchadrezzar's  destruction  of  it.  The 
temple  was  rebuilt  before  his  time  (in  518-515).  Nehemiah 
mentions  for  the  first  time  the  castle  '  the  Birah,'2  for  whose 
gates  he  brought  timber  with  him  (2  8) ;  it  lay  on  the  N.  of 
the  temple  (see  below,  §  28).  He  also  mentions  '  the  king's 
house'  (825) — i.e.,  Solomon's  palace — but  does  not  say  what 
he  did  with  it ;  we  do  not  hear  of  it  again.  The  house  of  the 
high  priest  appears  to  have  lain  to  the  SE.  of  the  temple  (20) ; 
those  of  the  priests  to  the  E.  above  the  horse-gate  (28) ;  '  the 
Nelhinim  dwelt  on  Ophel'  (26).  David's  citadel  is  not  men 
tioned  (but  see  below  on  the  Akra,  §  27  iii.).  There  was  an 
'  upper  tower  lying  out  from  the  king's  house '  (25),  and  '  a 
great  tower  lying  out '  below  the  horse-gate  (27).  G.  A.  s.] 

The  long  blank  in  the  history  of  the  Jews  which 
follows  the  time  of  Nehemiah  makes  it  impossible  to 
25  Persian  trace  tne  Pr°gress  of  Jerusalem  in  any 
neriod  detail.  Under  the  Persian  empire  the 
Jews  enjoyed  little  prosperity.  [It  is  very 
probable  that  like  their  neighbours  they  suffered  much 
violence  ;  and  upon  certain  ancient  traditions  of  this  the 
hypothesis  has  been  raised  that  the  temple  itself  was 
destroyed.  Under  Artarxerxes  Ochus  (about  350  B.C.) 
there  was  a  widespread  rebellion  in  Phoenicia  and  other 
western  parts  of  the  empire,  which  was  put  down  with 
great  severity.  Syncellus3  records  a  battle  between 
Jews  and  Persians,  which  resulted  in  the  capture  of 
Jericho  (?)  and  the  exile  of  many  Jews  to  Hyrcania  and 
Babylonia,  whilst  Josephus  (Ant.  xi.  7i)  says  that 
Bagoses  the  general  of  'another  Artaxerxes,'  on  a 
murder  being  perpetrated  by  the  high  priest  in  the 
temple,  made  this  the  excuse  for  entering  it,  and  thereby, 
in  Jewish  opinion,  polluting  its  sanctuary.  The  revolt 
of  the  Jews,  if  it  took  place,  was  undoubtedly  a  religious 
revolt ;  and  it  is  easy  to  believe  that  Ochus  or  his 
general  Bagoas  punished  it,  as  they  punished  similar 
revolts  in  Egypt  and  Phoenicia,  by  the  devastation  of 
the  temple.  Robertson  Smith  suggested  that  the  story 
of  Josephus  about  the  minor  defilement  of  the 
temple  by  Bagoses  is  really  a  pragmatical  invention 
designed  partly  to  soften  the  catastrophe  of  the  Jews, 
and  partly  to  explain  it  by  the  sin  of  the  high 
priesf.  This  has  been  accepted  by  Cheyne,  and  both 
scholars  have  transferred  to  the  campaign  of  Bagoas 
Pss.  44,  74,  and  79,  which  describe  a  destruction  of  the 
temple  and  were  generally  regarded  as  Maccabean.4 
The  occurrence  of  such  a  catastrophe,  however,  is  by  no 

1  [Q'plDn  'tT.    According  to  Neh.  828  it  lay  on  the  SE.  corner 

of  the  temple  ;  it  had  been  connected  with  the  palace,  2  K.  11 16 
2Ch.  2815.] 

2  '"'T??-     The   name  is  in  Hebrew  only   post-exilic  and   is 
thought  to  be  borrowed  from  Assyrian,  in  which  bi>tu=^  '  castle.' 

3  Ed.  Dindorf,  1486. 

*  WRS,  077C(2)  207  438^ ;  Che.  Introd.  to  Isa.  358^! 
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means  certain,  or  accepted  by  all  authorities.1  It  is 
possible  that  the  psalms  cited  refer  to  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  by  Ptolemy  Soter  in  320  (see  next  §).  (On 
the  historical  points  involved,  and  on  the  reference  of 
these  Psalms  and  of  Is.  64io/. ,  cp  ISAIAH  ii.  §  21  ; 
PSALMS.)  G.  A.  s.] 

[The  Greek  period  of  the  history  of  Jerusalem  opens 
with  Josephus's  charming  story  (Ant.  xi.  8  3  ff.}  of 

26   Greek    Alexander's  visit  to  Jerusalem   after  the 

neriod        capture  of  Gaza,  and  of  the  sacrifice  he 

offered  in  the  temple.     There  is  nothing 

impossible  either  in  the  visit  or  (even)  in  the  sacrifice  ;a 

still   they   are   not   mentioned    by  any   ancient    Greek 

author.      Alexander  is  not   likely  to  have  turned  back 

from  Gaza  on  Jerusalem  with  Egypt  still  unsubdued  ; 

and,  as  Ewald  remarks,  the  whole  tone  of  Josephus's 

narrative  is  unhistorical  (see  ALEXANDER). 

In  320,  according  to  Appian  (Syr.  50),  Ptolemy 
Soter  'destroyed  (KaOypriKfi)'  Jerusalem.  So  tragic  an 
event  can  scarcely  have  happened  without  some  echo  in 
Jewish  literature,  and  it  is  possible  that  some  of  the 
Psalms  usually  referred  to  the  time  of  Ochus  or  Anti- 
ochus  Epiphanes  date  from  this  destruction  by  Ptolemy. 
Josephus  (Ant.  xii.  1  ;  c.  Ap.  i.  22)  quotes  a  con 
firmation  of  the  capture  of  the  city  from  Agatharchides 
of  Cnidus  (middle  of  2nd  cent.  B.C.),  who  represents  it 
as  due  to  the  unwillingness  of  the  Jews  to  fight  on  the 
Sabbath,  and  Josephus  adds  that  Ptolemy  led  a  great 
many  Jews  captive  into  Egypt  (see  PTOLEMY).  The 
subsequent  struggles  between  Ptolemy  and  Antiochus  for 
the  possession  of  Palestine  appear  to  have  been  limited 
to  the  seaboard,3  and,  for  Jerusalem,  a  long  period  of 
prosperity  followed.  Ecclus.  50  records  a  series  of 
embellishments  under  Simon  the  Just,  circa  300  :  the 
repair  of  the  temple  and  the  building  of  substructures 
and  upper  walls  around  it  ;  an  alteration  on  the  brazen 
sea  of  the  temple  ;  and  the  strengthening  of  the  city 
walls  (after  their  destruction  by  Ptolemy).  The  city's 
prosperity,  fostered  by  Ptolemy  Philadelphus,  culmin 
ated  in  the  high-priesthood  of  Simon  II.  (219-199  B.C.). 
In  203  Palestine,  passed  from  the  Ptolemies  into  the  hands 
of  the  Seleucids  ;  but  in  199  Scopas  retook  Jerusalem 
and  set  an  Egyptian  garrison  in  the  citadel.  In  1981 
the  Jews  assisted  Antiochus  to  expel  the  garrison,  and  by 
treaty  with  Egypt  in  the  following  year  the  Seleucids 
were  confirmed  in  their  possession.  On  the  accession 
of  Antiochus  IV.  Epiphanes,  vigorous  measures  were 
taken  to  Hellenize  Judasa  (ISRAEL,  §  70),  and  after  the 
struggles  of  Menelaus  and  Jason  for  the  city  Antiochus 
entered  it  (169  B.C.),  plundered  the  temple,  destroyed 
the  walls,  and  placed  a  Syrian  garrison  in  a  new  citadel, 
and  an  altar  to  Zeus  on  the  altar  of  Yahwe  (Dan.  11 31).} 

When  Judas  Maccabreus  reconstructed  the  temple 
(165)  he  also  fortified  the  holy  mountain  of  Zion  (the 
temple  hill)  with  wall  and  towers,  iMacc.  46o.  Once 
more  rased-  by  the  Greeks  (662  954),  the  walls  of 
the  city  were  renewed  with  hewn  stone  by  Jonathan, 

(io  io/:). 

It  is  plain  from  i  Mace.  46o  67  10 n  that  up  to  this; 
time  the  fortified  city  was  still  identical  with  the  temple- 

27    The  Akra  hil1  '  but  a  new  topograph^1  problem 
'  is  raised    by   what    is   related    of    the 
citadel  (Akra)  erected  by   Epiphanes  to  dominate  the- 
town. 

i.  Robertson  Smith's  view  of  site :  N.  of  temple. — The- 
Akra  is  identified  by  the  author  of  i  Mace,  with  the  city 
of  David.  It  continued  to  be  held  by  the  Greeks  after 
the  town  was  fortified  by  the  Maccabees,  and  indeed 
was  ultimately  reduced  by  the  erection  of  a  special  wall: 
cutting  off  the  Greek  garrison  from  access  to  the  city 
and  market  (12s6).  The  natural  inference  from  all  this 
is  that  the  Greek  citadel  lay  on  the  temple  hill,  and 

1  Cp  Davidson,  Crit.  Rev.,  '93,  p.   19;  A.  R.  S.  Kennedy,. 
Exp.  T,  '92,  p.  247  ;  Che.  ib.  320. 

2  Cp  Schiirer,  Hist.  1 187,  3  3or. 

3  Diod.  Sic.  xix.  ;  Pseud. -Hecat.  in  Joseph,  c.  Ap.  1  22. 
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presumably  on  the  site  of  the  later  Antonia,  N.  of  the 
temple.1  The  temple  hill  is  certainly  the  Zion  of 
i  Mace.  ;  and  the  city  of  David,  with  which  the  Akra 
is  identified,  had  always  meant  the  fortress  of  Zion. 
The  same  result  seems  to  follow  from  the  language  of 
Josephus. 

When  Josephus  lived,  Jerusalem  was  almost  a  new  town. 
Under  the  Maccabees,  and  again  under  Herod,  the  prosperity 
of  the  Jews  was  greater  than  at  any  previous  time.  The  sanctu 
ary  was  a  centre  of  pilgrimage  from  the  most  distant  lands,  and 
the  sovereigns  of  Jerusalem  had  an  empire  greater  than  any  of 
the  kings  after  Solomon.  The  growth  of  the  city  must  have  been 
enormous,  and  the  great  buildings  of  Herod  and  his  successors 
had  wholly  changed  its  aspect,  especially  in  the  quarter  of  the 
temple  and  on  the  western  hill  where  the  royal  palace  stood. 
These  changes  were  very  apt  to  mislead  an  uncritical  writer 
with  regard  to  the  ancient  topography,  and  in  fact  Josephus 
falls  into  a  radical  blunder  by  assuming  that  the  fortress  of 
David  belonged  to  the  upper  city,  like  the  royal  castle  of  his 
own  day,2  and  that  the  western  hill  had  always  been  part  of 
Jerusalem. 

Of  Jerusalem  as  he  himself  saw  it  Josephus  gives  a 
vivid  description  (BJv.  4 1).  The  city  stood  on  two  hills 
divided  by  the  Tyropoeon  valley,  into  which  the  houses 
descended  tier  beneath  tier.  The  higher  (western)  hill 
was  called  the  upper  market,  the  lower  (eastern)  hill 
across  the  Tyropceon  was  the  citadel  hill,  and  was  called 
indifferently  the  Akra  or  the  Lower  City.  That  this 
Akra  included  the  ridge  S.  of  the  temple  is  clear  from 
several  marks  :  the  hill  was  a/j.<pli<vpTos,  '  hog-backed  '  ; 
it  was  cut  off  by  ravines  on  the  outer  side,  and  had  a 
continuous  approach  to  the  temple,  which  stood  on  the 
higher  ground  ;  finally,  it  extended  to  Shiloah  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Tyropceon.3  Thus  we  see  that  though 
Josephus  himself  has  lost  the  true  tradition  as  to  the 
city  of  David,  he  furnishes  additional  proof  that  the 
citadel  hill,  still  identified  with  it  by  the  author  of 
i  Mace. ,  was  no  other  than  the  eastern  hill. 

ii.  Robinson  s  view  :  W.  of  temple.  — A  different  view 
of  the  Akra  was  maintained  by  Robinson,  and  has  been 
elaborated  by  Sir  Charles  Warren  and  Colonel  Conder  4 
in  connection  with  better  observations  as  to  the  two 
heads  of  the  Tyropoeon  valley.  It  is  maintained  that 
the  Akra  was  a  knoll,  W.  of  the  temple  hill  and  N.  of 
the  traditional  Zion,  between  the  two  heads  of  the 
Tyropoeon  (§  7).  To  gain  any  show  of  plausibility  for 
this  view,  it  is  necessary  to  lay  great  weight  on  a  state 
ment  of  Josephus  that  the  temple  hill  was  once  a  third 
eminence  lower  than  the  Akra,  and  divided  from  it  by 
a  broad  ravine,  and  that  Simon  after  taking  the  Akra 
destroyed  the  citadel,  and  laboured  for  three  years  to 
reduce  its  site  below  the  level  of  the  temple  plateau  and 
fill  up  the  intervening  hollow  (BJ\.  4  ;  Ant.  xiii.  66). 
This  story  is  probably  exaggerated,  for,  according  to  the 
early  and  trustworthy  evidence  of  i  Mace.  13,  the  Akra 
was  not  destroyed,  only  purged,  and  strengthened  by 
additional  fortifications  on  the  sacred  mountain.  In 
any  case  we  know  that  the  Akra  was  opposite  the  temple, 
and  that  in  the  time  of  Josephus  there  was  no  longer  a 
ravine  between,  whereas  the  city  opposite  the  temple  to 
the  W.  was  still  cut  off  by  the  deep  Tyropoeon  (Ant. 
xv.  11s),  except  where  a  bridge  led  to  the  palace  on  the 
western  hill.  Nor  is  it  possible  that  the  western  branch 
of  the  Tyropoeon  can  be  the  deep  ravine  which, 
according  to  Josephus,  separated  the  upper  and  the  lower 
city,  for  that  head  is  the  theatre-shaped  basin  described 
in  Ant.  xv.  11s  as  facing  the  temple  across  the  ravine. 

iii.  [Third  -view:  S.  of  temple. — Though  the  Akra 
proper  must  thus  have  lain  on  the  E.  hill  it  is  by  no 
means  certain  that  the  view  expressed  above  by 

1  [So  also  Sir  Charles  Wilson,  Smith's  BDW,  '  Jerus.'  1644. 
But  see  below,  §  27  (iii.)] 

2  A  perpetuation  of  this  blunder  gives  the  current  name  Tower 
of  David  to  the  Herodian  tower,  probably  Phasael,  which  still 
stands  by  the  Jaffa  gate.     On  this  tower  compare  a  paper  by 
Schick  in  ZDPV  vol.  i. 

3  BJ  vi.  72  ;  cp  v.  4  i  and  the  association  of  Shiloah  and  the 
Akra  in  v.  61. 

4  See  Warren,  The  Temple  or  the  Tomb,  London,  1880  ;  and 
Conder,  Tent  Work  in  Palestine,  London,   1878,  vol.  i.  ;  Has 
tings'  BD  1  594. 
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Robertson  Smith,  that  it  lay  N.  of  the  temple  on  the 
site  of  the  later  Antonia,  is  correct.  It  may  have  lain 
to  the  S.  of  the  temple,1  on  the  site  which,  as  we  have 
seen  (§  18),  must  have  been  occupied  by  the  old  Jebusite 
fortress,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  higher  ground  opposite 
the  temple  plateau,  beyond  the  deep  hollow  in  the  rock 
described  in  §  18.  If  there  be  any  truth  in  the  account 
of  Josephus,  that  Simon  reduced  the  rock  of  the  Akra 
to  a  level  lower  than  the  temple  plateau,  and  filled  up 
the  intervening  hollow,  this  would  account  for  the  dis 
appearance  of  the  conspicuous  rock  from  this  part  of  the 
hill  as  well  as  for  the  fact  stated  by  Josephus,  that  the 
hollow  was  no  more  in  his  day  (about  this  he  cannot  be 
in  error).  Further,  under  the  Akra  lay  the  gymnasium 
or  '  place  of  exercise '  which  the  high-priest  Jason  con 
structed  (2  Mace.  4 12):  for  this  a  most  likely  spot 
would  be  either  the  Tyropceon  or  the  Kidron  Valley 
below  the  S.  end  of  the  temple  plateau.  It  was 
probably  on  the  same  site  that  Herod  built  his  Hippo 
drome,  and  this,  according  to  Josephus  (Ant.  xvii.  102  ; 
Z?/ ii.  3i)  lay  to  the  S.  Finally,  notice  the  association 
of  the  Akra  with  Shiloah  in  BJ  v.  61.  G.  A.  s.  ] 

Under  the  Hasmonean  dynasty  we  meet  with  the  first 
unambiguous  evidence  that  the  city  had  extended  to 
the  loftier  western  hill,  where  a  new 
palace  was  erected  overlooking  the 
temple  (Ant.  xx.  8n).  This  con 
tinued  to  be  the  royal  quarter,  and 
was  raised  to  great  splendour  by  Herod,  who  covered  a 
vast  extent  of  ground  with  his  palace,  its  courts,  and  its 
pleasure  grounds.  The  palace  of  Herod  embraced  two 
edifices  transcending  the  temple  in  magnificence  ;  and 
the  three  enormous  adjoining  towers,  Hippicus,  Phasael, 
and  Mariamme  (Ant.  xvi.  62;  BJv.  4s),  made  the 
upper  city  the  strongest  part  of  Jerusalem.  Here  also 
in  Herod's  days  -stood  the  xystus  or  gymnasium,  be 
neath  the  Hasmonean  palace,  where  a  bridge  spanned 
the  Tyropceon.  The  bridge  was  already  there  under 
the  later  Hasmoneans,  when  the  new  quarter  had  as  yet 
minor  importance,  and  the  temple  hill  was  still  the  only 
citadel.  Here  the  warlike  high  priest  Hyrcanus  usually 
dwelt  in  the  castle  (/3ap«,  rrva  2)  which  Herod  afterwards 
converted  into  the  fortress  of  Antonia  (so  called  by  him 
after  Mark  Antony)  in  the  NW.  corner  of  the  enceinte 
of  the  temple  (Ant.  xv.  114;  BJv.  58).  Antonia  had 
the  form  of  a  square  keep,  with  loftier  towers  rising 
pinnacle-like  at  the  corners.  It  commanded  the  temple 
and  therefore  the  whole  lower  city,  and  by  its  two 
staircases  the  Roman  soldiers  descended  into  the 
porticoes  of  the  temple  to  keep  order  among  the 
worshippers  (cp  Acts2l3s).  [The  soldiers  in  Herod's 
palace  and  the  towers  would  be  only  those  which  formed 
the  guard  of  the  Roman  Procurator.3  Another  tower 
built  by  Herod  was  Psephinus,  §  32  iii.] 

When  Pompey  besieged  the  temple  hill  in  65  B.C. 
the  bridge  (§28)  was  broken  down,  and  the  Tyropoeon 
_  afforded  a  complete  defence  on  the  W. 

'  Pompey's  assault  was  made  from  the  N. , 
where  there  was  a  strong  wall  with  towers  and  a  deep 
fosse  which  was  with  difficulty  filled  up  to  permit  the 
advance  of  Pompey's  siege  train.4  This  fosse  must  be 
identified  with  the  rock-cut  trench  N.  of  the  Haram 
area,  and  from  Josephus's  description  seems  to  have 
been  still  the  northern  limit  of  the  town.  The  walls 
destroyed  by  Pompey  were  restored  by  Antipater/  [In 
40  B.C.  occurred  the  Parthian  occupation  of  Jerusalem, 
resulting  in  the  flight  of  Herod.  Three]  years  later 
the  city  yielded,  after  an  obstinate  resistance,  to  Herod 
and  the  Romans  (37  B.C.).5  Like  Pompey,  Herod 
attacked  from  the  N.  The  Baris,  occupied  by 
Antigonus,  was  not  surrendered  till  the  temple  and  the 

1  Cp  P>enzinger,  HA  \iflff-,  and  Buhl,  Pal.  142. 

2  See  8  24. 

3  Sir  C.  Wilson,  Smith's  BDW,  'Jerusalem,'  1644. 
*  Ant.  14  4;  B/\T. 

5  Ant.  xvi.  16    .5/1 18. 
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rest  of  the  city  had  been  carried  by  storm,  and  we  now 
read  of  two  walls  which  had  to  be  reduced  successively. 

[The  construction  of  the  temple  by  Herod  (18-16  B.  c.  )x 
is  considered  elsewhere  (HEROD,  §  4).  He  died  in 
4  B.C.  of  the  usual  chronology.  Under  Archelaus, 
and  afterwards  under  the  Roman  procurators,  nothing 
of  structural  or  topographical  interest  happened  at 
Jerusalem  save  the  building  by  Pilate  of  an  aqueduct 
from  the  Wady  'Arrub  to  '  Solomon's  Pools,'  and  so  to 
the  city  and  the  temple  ;  and  the  growth  of  the  northern 
suburb,  Bezetha. 

The  appearance  of  Jerusalem  in  the  Gospels  and  Acts 
repeats  some  of  the  general  impressions  of  the  city's 
TVi  MT  situati°n  which  we  have  received  from 
the  OT,  presents  several  new  features  of 
interest,  and  raises  one  or  two  topographical  problems. 
The  nearness  of  the  city  to  the  desert  is  emphasised  (Mt. 
3s  4s  Acts  2 1  38)  ;  the  mountains  are  about  it  (Mt.  24 16 
etc. ).  As  the  chief  actors  in  the  story  are  now  pro 
vincials,  Jerusalem  appears  mainly  as  a  place  of  pilgrim 
age  (the  accounts  of  the  Passover  in  all  the  gospels  ; 
also  Lk.  24  Jn.  5i  7 23  1622)  ;  it  is  '  the  holy  city  '  (Mt. 
4s  2?53).  High  over  everything  else  bulks  the  temple, 
the  wonder  and  admiration  of  all  who  visit  the  city  (Mk. 
]  1  ii  27  etc. ) ;  beside  it  neither  Herod's  buildings  nor  the 
walls  are  thought  worthy  of  notice  ;  David's  tomb  is 
mentioned  once  (Acts  229).  The  Roman  occupation  is 
in  evidence  ;  the  city  is  the  residence  of  the  Procurator 
with  his  guard  (Mk.  156  Jn.  1828),  perhaps  in  the  palace 
on  the  W.  hill  ;  but  his  judgment  seat  (Mt.  27 19  etc. )  and 
a  strong  garrison  are  in  the  Antonia  (Acts  21  34  2224,  cp 
above,  §  28)  from  which  stairs  descend  into  the  outer 
court  of  the  temple  (Acts  21 38  22 30  23 10).  As  the 
capital  and  centre  of  pilgrimage  from  all  parts  of  the 
world,  thronged  by  crowds  of  many  nationalities  (Lk. 
2826  Jn.  1220  Acts  27-11)  Jerusalem  becomes  the  head 
quarters  of  the  infant  church  (Acts  8  9  11  13 13  15 1-4 
21 17)  ;  but  its  aloofness  from  the  world  and  the  decline 
of  its  religious  supremacy  are  emphasised  by  the  gradual 
drift  of  the  story  in  the  Book  of  Acts  down  the  hills  on 
which  the  city  stood  to  the  Maritime  Plain  (826  930 
32  ff.  10  etc. ).  Even  in  the  Gospels  there  is  an  interest 
ing  foreshadowing  of  this  decentralisation.  Often  as 
Jesus  and  his  disciples  are  described  as  resorting  to  the 
temple  to  teach  the  people  (Lk.  2137  Jn.  614  7s  etc.), 
this  is  the  only  part  of  the  city  mentioned  in  connection 
with  them  (except  the  Pools  of  Siloam,  Jn.9?,  and 
Bethesda,  Jn.  5 iff.},  and  we  find  them  far  oftener 
outside  the  walls.  In  fact  almost  for  the  first  time 
the  curtain  is  lifted  on  the  environs  ;  and  we  see  especi 
ally  Olivet  (Lk.  21 37,  '  at  night  he  abode  in  the  mount 
called  of  Olives  '  ;  22 10,  '  he  came  out  and  went  as  was 
his  wont  to  the  Mt.  of  Olives'  ;  2239  Mt.  2630  Mk. 
1426  Jn.  81  18i,  'over  the  brook  Kidron'),  the  garden 
there,  Gethsemane  ;  the  villages  Bethphage,  Bethany, 
and  Siloam  (Lk.  184)  ;  the  roads  to  Jericho  (Lk.  lOso) 
and  Emmaus  (Lk.  24i3).  The  city  herself  is  hostile  to 
Jesus  (Mt.  2337  Lk.  1934),  and  the  shadow  of  her  doom 
lies  upon  her  (ibid. ,  etc. ). 

The  main  topographical  problems  are  few.  The  site  of  BETH 
ESDA  (Jn.  62,  near  the  sheep-gate;  see  above,  §  24,  col.  2424, 
end)  is  still  doubtful  (see  above,  §  n,  col.  2414,  end).2  On 
Aceldama  and  Golgotha  see  the  special  articles ;  on  Solo 
mon's  Porch  (Jn.  10  23  Acts  5  12)  and  the  high  priest's  palace 
see  TEMPLE  ;  and  on  the  site  of  GABBATHA  see  PR^ETORIUM. 

Under  Agrippa  I. ,   the  third  wall,   to  be  described 

immediately,  was  built.     Agrippa  II.  made  in  the  Upper 

31  Agrippa  City  an  addition   to   the   palace  of  the 

l'  and  II      Hasmoneans  which   commanded  a  view 
into  the  interior  of  the  temple  courts  (Ant. 
xx.  8n),  and  the  Jews  replied  by  building  higher  the 
western  wall  of  the  inner  temple  court,  which  also  inter 
cepted  the  view  into  the  outer  court    of  the   Roman 

1  The  court  and  cloisters  were  not  completed  till  9  B.C. 

2  We.  identifies  with  Be^efla  (Be0e£a,  etc.)  of  Jos.  RJ  ii.  194, 
etc.,  which  is  explained  to  mean  /ecu  POTTO  Ais,  'new  city'  (i.e., 
Xrnn    rra>   cp   also   Offerhaus :    Nrnn    ITU    \sic\,   cited   by   G. 
Boettger,  Lex.).     On  Bezetha  see  above,  §§  9,  29  (end). 
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garrison  and  led  to  difficulties  with  Festus.  Under 
Floras  the  Jews  destroyed  the  cloisters  leading  from  the 
fortress  to  the  temple  (BJ\\.  156)  ;  but  they  were  rebuilt. 
The  defeat  of  Cestius  Gallus  in  66  A.  D.  proved  the 
strength  of  the  city,  and  the  inhospitableness  of  its  sur 
roundings  to  an  invading  army.  G.  A.  s.] 

The  walls  of  the  city  as  they  stood  at  the  time  of  the 
siege  by  Titus  must  now  be  described.  They  were 
three  in  number. 

i.  The  first  wall  consisted  of  a  rampart  to  the  N.  of  Herod's 

palace,  connecting   Hippicus  in  the  citadel  of  the  upper  city 

with  the  western  porch  of  the  temple,1  and 

32.  City  Walls  of   another    line    skirting    the    face    of   the 

in  70  A.D.        western     hill    from     Hippicus     southward, 

thence   curving  round  beyond  Shiloah,  and 

joining   the   western   wall  of  the   temple   enclosure   at   Ophel. 

Several  traces  of  this  wall  survive.     [Its  course  from  Maudslay's 

scarp  round  the  SW.  hill  and  across  the  mouth  of  the  Tyropceon 

was  traced  by  Bliss  in  the  excavations  of  1894-97  ;  and  its  re 

mains,  as  he  appears  successfully  to  prove,  are  those  immediately 

under  the  debris,  which  he  assigns  to  the  long  interval  between 

the  destruction  of  the  wall  by  Titus  and  the  building  of  a  new 

wall  (the  remains  of  which  now  lie  above  the  said  debris)  on 

the  same  line  by  the  Empress  Eudocia  in  the  fifth  century.] 

ii.  The  second  wall,  connecting  a  point  in  the  northern  line 
of  the  first  wall  with  Antonia  (§  28),  enclosed  the  new  town  or 
trading  quarter.  [By  occasional  excavations  in  recent  years,  re 
corded  by  Schick,  the  general  course  of  this  wall  appears  to  be 
now  beyond  doubt.  It  must  have  started  from  Antonia,  S.  of  the 
trench  which  separated  the  latter  from  Bezetha  (BJ  v.  cp  6  §  2, 
7  §  3  and  11  §  4),  and  have  taken  at  first  a  westward  direction  ; 
but  it  was  for  long  uncertain  whether  this  direction  was  sus 
tained  to  the  N.  or  deflected  to  the  S.  of  the  site  of  the  sepulchre 
church.  Schick's  observations  appear  to  have  proved  the  latter. 
A  little  NE.  of  the  site  of  the  church  the  wall  turned  S.  at 
a  right  angle,  then  about  150  yards  farther  on  resumed  at  a 
right  angle  the  W.  direction  to  the  S.  of  the  site  of  the  Church, 
turning  once  more  S.  on  the  E.  of  the  Pool  Amygdalon,  and  so 
joining  the  first  wall  at,  or  in  the  neighbourhood  of,  Hippicus.]2 

iii.  Outside  both  these  walls,  on  the  hillside  sloping  south 
wards  towards  the  temple,  had  grown  up  a  suburb  called 
Bezetha,  which  Agrippa  I.  in  the  time  of  Claudius  Caesar  began 
to  protect  with  a  third  wall  conceived  on  a  gigantic  scale,  but 
never  altogether  finished.  The  precise  compass  of  this  wall, 
which  began  at  Hippicus  (§  28),  and  rejoined  the  first  wall  in 
the  Kidron  valley,  has  been  much  disputed,  the  great  tower  of 
Psephinus,  which  stood  on  very  high  ground,  and  formed  its 
NW.  angle,  being  supposed  by  some  to  have  stood  near  the 
modern  castle  of  Goliath  (Kasr  Jalud),  whilst  others  place  it  as 
far  N.  as  the  Russian  cathedral.  •* 

The  measurements  by  which  it  has  been  proposed  to 
decide  the  northern  limits  of  Jerusalem  are  the  distance 
of  3  stadia  from  the  city  to  the  tomb  of  Queen 
Helena  of  Adiabene  (commonly  identified  with  the 
Tombs  of  the  Kings,  Kubtir  es-Saldttn),  and  the  circuit 
of  33  stadia  assigned  by  Josephus  to  the  whole  city. 
These  measurements  would  seem  to  imply  that  the 
ancient  city  stretched  farther  N.  than  the  modern 
walls  ;  but  they  can  hardly  claim  to  be  taken  as  mathe 
matically  accurate  ;  the  estimates  of  the  compass  of 
the  city  vary,  and  Eusebius  places  it  at  27  stadia. 
This  again  would  imply  a  line  closely  coincident  with 
the  N  wall  of  the  modern  town,  agreeing  with  the 
remains  of  ancient  scarping  still  visible,  and  with  the 
express  statement  of  Josephus  that  the  line  of  the  third 
wall  passed  through  the  royal  caves  —  i.e.  ,  the  catacombs 
—  or  the  'Cotton  grotto'  and  'grotto  of  Jeremiah'  (which 
are  separated  by  a  kind  of  fosse  cut  through  the  live 
rock,  manifestly  forming  part  of  the  old  wall  line). 

In  the  siege  under  Titus  the  Romans  successively 
carried  the  third  and  second  walls.4  They  then  occu- 
33  Titus  P'ec*  Antonia,  which  was  levelled  to  facilitate 
the  approach  of  the  forces  for  the  attack  on 
the  temple  stronghold.  The  temple  was  opened  by 
fire  rather  than  force,  and,  the  Jewish  leaders  having 

1  [The  northern  line  of  this  wall  must  have  run  along  the  N. 
edge  of  the  SW.  hill;   PEP  Mem.  'Jerusalem  '  285,  ZDPV 
8279^1 

2  [Both  E.  and  S.  of  the  sepulchre  church  Schick  has  pointed 
out  the  old  ditch  of  the  wall  with  remains  of  the  latter  in  it. 
E.  of  the  church  he  has  recognised  traces  of  a  large  tower  or 
castle  which,  he  suggests,  maybe  the  site  of  the  Persian  governor's 
seat  mentioned  in  Neh.  3  7  (ZDPVZ  259  ff.  11  ibff.).    Cp  Wilson, 
Smith's  BD&),  '  Jerus.'  1646.] 

3  [PEF  Mem.  'Jerus.'  126  ./  145  264^;   PEFQ,   1889,  pp. 


'The  Camp  of  the  Assyrians,'  the  site  of  a  camp  of  Titus, 
lay  between  these  walls  towards  the  W. 
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retired  to  the  upper  city,  the  lower  town  from  the 
temple  to  Shiloah  was  burned  by  the  Romans.  The 
capture  of  the  upper  city  was  effected  by  a  regular 
approach  with  mounds  and  battering-rams  (September 
70  A.D.  ),  and  even  then  the  huge  citadel  of  Herod 
could  only  have  yielded  to  famine  had  it  not  been 
abandoned  by  the  Jewish  leaders  in  a  vain  attempt  at 
escape  (ISRAEL,  §  106).  Its  three  great  towers,  with  a 
portion  of  the  western  wall,  were  left  as  a  memorial, 
and  of  this  group  the  so-called  tower  of  David  (Phasael) 
still  stands. 

The  rebuilding  of  Jerusalem   by  Hadrian   seems  to 
have  been  conceived  in  a  spirit  friendly  to  the  Jews,  and 
_..        there    is    even    some    evidence    that    the 
_     '.,    ..         restoration  of  the  temple  was  contemplated 
Oapitoima.  Qr  commenced      After  the  great   revolt 
(132-135  A.  D. ),  however,  AL\ia.  Capitolina  was  trans 
formed  into  a  purely  pagan  town  with  seven  quarters 
and  many  buildings  of  heathen  fashion.1     [It  was  not 
nearly  so  large  as  the  Jerusalem  of  the  Herods  :    the 
SW.  hill  lay  outside  the  walls   (Jer.  Mic.  812).      'The 
S.  walls  appear  to  have  run  very  nearly  on  the  lines  of 
the  present  city  wall.'2] 

The  spread  of  Christianity  and   the  rise  of  the  practice  of 
pilgrimage  gave  a  new  importance  to  the  city  of  the  crucifixion 

and  resurrection,  and  in  the  time  of 
35.  Christianity.  Constantine  the  '  discovery '  of  the  Holy 

Sepulchre  and  the  erection  of  the  magnifi 
cent  church  of  the  Anastasis  (dedicated  336  A.U.),  made  Jerusalem 
again  a  great  religious  centre.  In  the  pagan  reaction  under 
Julian  an  attempt  was  made  to  rebuild  the  temple  ;  but  it  was 
frustrated  by  an  outburst  of  fire  from  the  foundations  (362). 
The  unfortunate  empress  Eudocia  spent  her  last  years  at 
Jerusalem  (about  450-460),  built  the  church  of  St.  Stephen, 
founded  monasteries  and  hospitals,  enriched  the  churches  [and 
above  all  rebuilt  the  walls  of  the  city  (Evagrius,  HE  20-23) 
on  the  old  and  wider  lines,  especially  on  the  S.  Thus  Siloam 
was  again  included,  and  is  so  described  by  Antoninus  Martyr 
(25),  about  560. 3  It  is  in  all  probability  the  ruin  of  Eudocia's 
wall  that  Bliss  found  in  his  '  upper  wall '  from  Maudslay's  scarp 
to  Siloam  (see  above,  §§  10  ii.  a,  30)].  The  next  great  builder 

was  Justinian,  part  of  whose  splendid  church  of  St.  Mary  perhaps 
still  remains  in,  or  to  the  E.  of,  the  mosque  el-Aksa.  In  614 
Jerusalem  was  taken  by  Chosroes,  and  the  churches  and 
sepulchre  were  burned ;  but  the  vicar  of  the  exiled  patriarch 
Modestus  began  to  restore  them  even  before  the  Persians  retired. 
In  628  Heraclius  retook  the  city ;  but  its  Christian  days  were 
numbered.  In  637  Jerusalem  capitulated  to  the  caliph  'Omar, 
who  gave  directions  for  the  erection  of  a  place  of 
36.  Islam,  worship  on  the  site  of  the  '  remotest  shrine' — i.e., 
the  temple,  to  which  Mohammed,  according  to 
Kor.  17 1,  was  transported  from  Mecca  in  his  famous  night 
journey.  From  this  verse  the  great  sanctuary  of  Jerusalem 
received  the  name  el-Aksa,  now  generally  confined  to  the 
building  at  the  S.  end  of  the  Haram.  The  original  mosque 
as  described  by  Arculphus  (670)  was  a  rude  edifice  of  wood 
capable  of  containing]  3000  worshippers  ;  but,  soon  after,  the 
sanctuary  was  reconstructed  in  a  style  of  great  magnificence  by 
the  caliph  'Abd  el-Malik,  whose  date  (72  A.H.  =691  A.D.)  is  still 
read  in  a  Cufic  inscription  on  the  Dome  of  the  Rock,  though 
the  name  of  the  caliph  seems  to  have  been  changed  to  that  of 
el-Ma'mun,  who  restored  the  buildings  after  a  great  earthquake, 
which,  according  to  Mokaddasy,  left  nothing  standing  except 
the  part  around  the  tnihrdb  or  niche  indicating  the  direction  of 
Mecca.  In  their  present  condition  the  buildings  of  the 
sanctuary  show  features  of  very  various  styles,  from  the 
Byzantine  downwards.  The  architectural  problems  which  they 
suggest  are  closely  connected  with  controversies  as  to  the 
topography  of  the  TEMPLE  (q.v.)  and  the  true  site  of  the  Holy 
Sepulchre  (see  GOLGOTHA).  Apart  from  the  question  of  the  holy 
sites,  the  later  topography  of  Jerusalem  presents  no  feature  that 
need  detain  us,  and  the  subsequent  fortunes  of  the  city  belong 
to  the  general  history  of  Palestine  and  the  crusades. 

Among  the  countless  volumes  on  the  subject  the  following  may 
be  named  as  still  of  use : — Robinson,  BR,  '38,  and  LBR,  52;  Tobler, 

Ziuei  Biicher  der  Topogr.  Jerus.  etc.,  '53- 
37.  Bibliography.  -54 .  De  Vogue,  Les  Eglises  de  la  Terre 

Sainte,  1860,  Le  Temple  de  Jerus.  suivie 

tfun  essai  sur  la.  topographie  etc.,  1864-5;  Neubauer,  Gtog.  d. 
Talmud,  68;  Guerin,  Judee,  '68-'69J  Warren,  Underground  Jeru 
salem,  '76  ;  PEFM,  vol.  on  Jerus.,  '84  ;  this  covers  the  work  to 
'83 ;  for  subsequent  work  see  the  PEFQ,  and  the  ZDPV,  '84-1900; 

1  Details  in  Chron.  Pasch.  Ol.  224  3. 

2  Bliss,  Excav.  306. 

3  The   mosaic   plan  of  Jerusalem  discovered  at  Medeba  in 
1897  omits  the  church  of  St.  Stephen  and  represents  the  W. 
wall  as  turning  NE.  after  including  the  church  of  Mt.  Zion  on 
the  site  of  the  present  Coenaculum.     Its  date  must  therefore  be 
earlier  than  Eudocia.     There  are  also  traces  upon  it  of  Hadrian's 
wall  excluding  the  church  on  Mt.  Zion. 
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and  ot  Col.  Conaer  in  Hastings  L)U,  99.  bee  also  Baedeker  s 
Pal.P)  by  Socin  and  Benzinger,  '90,  and  Murray's  by  Haskett 
Smith,  1892.  The  sources  for  the  Byzantine  and  Mediaeval 


topography  are  found  in  the  volumes  of  the  '  Palestine  Pilgrims' 
Text  Society' ;  the  Arabic  topography  in  Guy  1'Estrange,  Pal. 
under  the  Moslems,  1890,  but  its  translations,  often  freely  given, 
must  be  used  with  caution.  On  modern  Jerusalem,  besides 
notices  in  many  of  the  above-cited  works  (especially  the  two 
guide-books),  see  Jerus.  the  Holy,  by  E.  Sherman  Wallace,  U.S. 
Consul  in  the  city. 

G.  A.  S.-W.  R.  S.,1  §§  I/,    12-36  ;    C.  R.  C.,  §§  3-11. 

JERUSHA  (NKTIV  a  compound  of  -IT  and  WJ,  the 
latter  perhaps  a  divine  name  represented  by  XCJ>  in 
NE>1?3  [see  BAASHA,  n.  ij  ;  so  S.  A.  Cook,  Exp.  T 
10  526^  ('99),  lepOyCA  [AL],  ifpaffi)  [Jos.  Ant.  ix.  11  2]), 
bath  Zadok,  the  queen-mother  of  Jotham,  2  K.  1633 
(epoyc  [B],  ie-  [A])  =  a  Ch.  27 1  (where  nBTP, 
Jerushah,  lepoyCCA  [B]  ;  possibly  as  though='  pos 
sessed  ' — i.  e. ,  '  married ' ). 

JESHAIAH,  twice  AV  Jesaiah  (-liVyL'",  rV^,  §  28, 
'  Yahwe  saves,'  the  same  name  as  that  of  the  prophet 
ISAIAH  (q.v..  i.  §  i)  ;  WCAIAC  [BA],  iecc[e]iA  [NL]). 

1.  AV  JESAIAH  and  Pelatiah,  sons  of  Hananiah  b.  Zerubbabel 
(i  Ch.  821  •TyC'.',  lO-a/Sa  [B],  ie<7eia  [A],  -<ree  [L]);  according  tc 
(B,  Pesh.,  Vg.,  he  was  the  son  of  Pelatiah. 

2.  A  son  of  (the  Merarite)  Jeduthun  (i   Ch.  26315  JiTJi'lP', 
craia,  tuo-cia  [B],  leeia,  i(rias  [A],  icraia  [L])  ;  cp  3  and  5  below. 

3.  A  descendant  of  Moses  (i  Ch.  26  25  WTPC^,  ICOOTJC  [L])  who 
in  i  Ch.  242i  appears  as  ISSHIAH  (q.v.);  cp  23  15  17;  as  a  Levite 
he  is  probably  assigned  to  Merari ;  cp  24  21  with  23  17  21.     See 
2  above  and  5  below. 

4.  b.  Athaliah,  one  of  the  clan  called  B'ne  Elam  in  Ezra's 
caravan  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2;  ii.,  §  15  [i]a),  Ezra87  (.TyE?',  loo-tia 
[B],   rjtraia  [A],    ieo-erias  [L])=i  Esd.  833  JOSIAS,   RV   JESIAS 
(eaw  [B],  ie<r<r.  [AL]). 

5.  A  Merarite  Levite  in  Ezra's   caravan  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  2; 
»•,  8  IS  [i]^),  Ezra 8  19  (nW'.  icrata  [A])=i  Esd.  848,  OSAIAS 
(om.  B),  which  is  based  on  some  such  form  as  iTJfC'in  (CP  -Neh. 
12  32).     See  2  above. 

6.  AV  JESAIAH,  a  Benjamite  (Neh.  11  7    •TyB'.',  ie«  [B'vid], 
leo-ia  [Bb],  leo-oMia  [A]). 

JESHANAH  (n3B»;  THN  KANA  [B],  THN  ANA 
[A],  lecCHNA  [L],  JESANA  [Vg.]),  a  city  taken  by 
Abijah  from  Jeroboam  (2  Ch.  1819),  and  doubtless  also 
mentioned  in  i  S.  7 12  (critically  emended  text ;  see 
SHEN).  Josephus  {Ant.  viii.  11  3)  calls  it  tcravas  ;  see 
also  A nt.  xiv.  15  12,  BJ  i.  17s  (KO.VO.  ;  v.  I.  laava}.  It 
is  mod.  'Ain  Sinia,  3^  m.  N.  of  Bethel,  an  interesting 
ancient  site  (Clerm.  Ganneau,  PEFQ,  '77,  p.  206,  PEFM 
2  291  302). 

JESHARELAH  (H^N-lb"),  i  Ch.  25 14,  see  ASARE- 

LAH. 

JESHEBEAB  ptfllB*,  'he  brings  back  a  father'? 
[as  though  2N  385"],  V  62  ;  om.  B,  icBAAA  [AL], 
ISKAAB—L  [Vg.],  cp  Gray.  HPN  24  J^f^/  [Pesh.]), 
the  name  of  a  priestly  course  (i  Ch.  24 13).  The 
readings  point  to  an  original  '  Ishbaal,'  which  has  been 
adopted  by  Ki.  (SBOT) ;  but  it  is  hardly  likely  that  the 
Chronicler  would  give  a  priest  a  name  compounded  with 
that  of  the  detested  Baal.  On  the  other  hand,  the  name 
may  well  have  been  traditional,  and  perhaps  intention 
ally  disguised  by  the  Chronicler  (or  rather  by  a  later 
scribe),  with  the  above  rather  weak  result.  Cp  Oholiab 
for  Oholibaal  (see  OHOLIBAH),  and  see  ISHBAAL, 
JASHOBEAM,  MEPHIBOSHETH.  s.  A.  c. 

JESHER  (iKh  [Gi.],  ntr  [Ba.],  cp  JESHURUN  ;  CAR 
[L],  ICOAC.  [BA]),  son  of  CALEB  and  AZUBAH  [^.f.], 
i  Ch.  2  i8f. 

JESHIMON.  In  the  six  places  where  AV  has 
Jeshimon  as  a  place-name  (Xu.  21  20  2828  i  S.  281924 
2613),  RV  invariably  has  'the  desert,'  while  RV'tf- 

1  The  passages  in  square  brackets  are  by  G.A.Sm. ;  also  the 
following  sections  :  §§  if.,  12-18,  20,  22,  25/1,  27  iii.,  30. 
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retains    '  Jeshimon  ' 


[BAFL]  in  Nu.  , 


rod  [f]ifff<TaifjLOV  [BA],  [TGI)]  teorcre/uouv  [L]  in  S). 

The  vfordjeiit'ian  occurs  frequently  elsewhere  as  a  common 
noun  (Dt.  32  10  Ps.  68  7  [8]  78  40  106  14  Is.  43  19  etc.)  with  allusion 
to  the  wilderness  of  Sinai. 

The  Jeshimon  of  Nu.  ,  which  is  immediately  overlooked 
by  Pisgah,  is  the  long  tract  of  barren  land  N.  of  the 
Dead  Sea  ;  that  of  Sam.,  '  before'  which  is  the  hill  of 
Hachilah  (see  HACHILAH),  is  the  eastern  part  of  the  hill- 
country  of  Judah.  For  a  vivid  sketch  of  the  latter  see 
GASm.  HG^-izf.,  and  cp  BETH-JESHIMOTH,  DESERT, 

§   2  (2). 

JESHISHAI  CWW,  'aged'?  i[ec]cAl  [BA],  coyci 
[L],  IESESI,  om.  Pesh.  ),  in  a  genealogy  of  GAD  (§  13) 
(i  Ch.  5i4t)-  <§BA  suggests  ^\  —  i.e.,  Jesse. 

JESHOHAIAH  (  rPrT^,  §  31  ;  one  might  read 
JASHVAHIAH,  '  Yahwe  causes  to  grow,'  but  this  is  hardly  worth 
while.  The  passage  contains  three  kindred  names,  derived  from 
fliyy  and  'JN  or  .T.  First  comes  nirw,  a  corruption  of  JVcyJ/D, 
Maaseiah  ;  then  IVbi>,  Asaiah  ;  and  lastly  SlTO'D",  a  corruption 
of  7N'b'j;p,  Maaseel),  a  Simeonite,  temp.  Hezekiah  (i  Ch.  436, 
lacrovia  [BA],  lea-.  [L]).  T.  K.  C. 

JESHUA  (1MB*,  §§  28,  84;  ,HCOY  [BXA],  coyA 
[L]),  a  place  in  the  list  of  towns  of  Judah,  Neh.  1125-30 
(see  v.  26),  and  obviously  in  the  extreme  S.  towards 
Edom.  It  is  mentioned  just  before  MOLADAH  (q.v.  ), 
and  is  obviously  only  another  form  of  the  SHEMA  [i.] 
of  Josh.  1626,  and  the  SHEBA  [i.]  of  Josh.  192.1 

The  most  original  form  is  doubtless  Shema  ;  m  became  b,  and 
b  became  70  (cp  Nil  in  Jerus.  Talm.  for  N^N  >  Frankel,  Vor- 
studien,  102),  and  finally  <  was  prefixed  by  a  copyist.  The 
form  Shu'a  or  Shew'a  lies  probably  at  the  root  of  the  Ar. 
Sa-weh,  the  name  of  a  ruined  place  situated  on  a  high  hill  a 
little  more  than  half-way  between  Kh.  'Attlr  (Jattir)  and  Kh. 
el-Milh,  and  due  W.  of  Tell  'Arad.  So  Knobel  in  1861,  followed 
by  most  commentators.  Conder,  however,  limits  the  identifi 
cation  to  Jeshua  (f£fM3  409).  T.  K.  C. 

JESHUA  (1MKK  a  later  form  of  JOSHUA  [q.v.}  ;  cp 

WZKMiy&'f.  ;   mcoyc  [BKAQFL]). 

1.  b.  Nun;  Neh.  817;  see  JOSHUA. 

2.  A  family  of  the  b'ne  Pahath-Moab  in  the  great  post-exilic 
list  [see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  9,  8  c]  ;  Ezra  26  (ujo-ove  [BA])=Neh.  7n  = 
i  Esd.  5  n,  JESUS. 

3.  Father  of  Jozabad,  a  Levite,  Ezra  833  =  1  Esd.  863  ;  JESU 
RV  JESUS  (©B  reads  Jesus  Jozabad). 

4.  Father  of  EZER  (ruler  of  Mizpah);  Neh.  819. 

5.  Jeshua  b.  Jehozadak  the  high  priest,  who,  together 
with  Zerubbabel,  is  often  mentioned  in  contemporary 
writings  ;  see  Hag.  ,  and  Zech.  3-6,  where,  however,  his 
name  is  uniformly  written  JOSHUA  (j/anrr).  As  in  Ezra 
82  f.  43,  he  is  mentioned  prominently  in  connection 
with  the  building  of  the  temple  ;  but  to  other  questions 
Hag.  and  Zech.  unfortunately  give  no  answer.  Was 
he  one  of  the  leaders  in  what  is  commonly  called  '  the 
Return'  ?  (For  a  discussion  of  the  large  question  here 
suggested,  see  EZRA-NEHKMIAH,  §  7,  and  cp  ZERUB 
BABEL.  )  The  '  sons  of  Jeshua  b.  Jozadak  '  were  among 
those  who  had  taken  foreign  wives  (Ezra  10  18).  His 
descendants  are  traced  down  to  Jaddua  (351-331  B.C.) 
in  Neh.  12  iof.  In  the  Apocryphal  books  of  i  Esd. 
and  Ecclus.  (e.g.  ,  49  12)  the  name  appears  regularly  as 
JESUS. 

6.  'The  house  of  Jeshua'  was  a  priestly  family  among  whom 
were   incorporated    the    b'ne    Jedaiah    (Ezra  2  36  =  Neh.  7  39  = 
i  Esd.  624).     To  show  their  antiquity  the  Chronicler  mentions 
a  Jeshua  among  the  representatives  of  the  twenty-four  courses 
instituted  by  David  (i  Ch.  24  n  ;  AVjEsnuAH);  cp  also  2  Ch. 
31  15,  where  Jeshua  is  a  priest  of  the  time  of  Hezekiah. 

7.  The    b'ne   Jeshua   and   Kadmiel    are   names  of   levitical 
families,  Ezra  240  (ujo-ove  [B])=Neh.  743=1  Esd.  626,  JESSUE, 
RV  JESUS  (irjcroue  [A],  -ei«  [B])  ;  see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (i.), 
and   cp   HODAVIAH.     They  both  occur  together  as  individual 
names   in    Neh.  $t,f.   and   10g  [10]  (Jeshua   b.   Azaniah),  and 
Jeshua  alone  in  87.2 

1  RV  here  wrongly  gives  '  or  Sheba,'  as  if  Sheba  were  a  mere 
variant  of  Beersheba. 

2  In  the  case  of  Jeshua,  as  with  so  many  post-exilic  names, 
there  are  numerous  instances  where  identification  is  out  of  the 
question.    Indeed,  we  may  plausibly  suppose  that  such  a  common 
and  reputable  name  may  have  served  to  fill  some  of  the  gaps  in 
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JESHUAH  (IMtT1),  i  Ch.  24  n  AV,  RV  JESHUA 
(ff.v.,i.  [6]). 

JESHURUN,    in   Is.  44  2  AV  JESURUN   (J-W*.    o 

HrATTHMSNOC  [BAFL  in  Dt.],  o  Hr&TT.  ICRAHA 
[BNAQ],  or  [HP  90  144]  simply  icp&HA  [in  Is.]; 
the  other  Greek  versions  in  Dt.  eyQHC  [Symm.  , 
Theod.],  in  Is.  eyOYTATOC  or  eyOHC  [Aq.,  Symm., 
Theod.]  ;  Pesh.  ,  Tg.  '  Israel  '  ;  Vg.  ,  Dt.  32  dilectus,  Dt. 
33  and  Is.  rectissimus  ;  Ar.  Walt,  mausun,  'praised'  [Dt. 
32  33$,  but  in  8826  '  Israel'  ;  Gr.  Ven.  icpAeAiCKOC 
=  J-1?N"1^),  a  poetical  name  for  the  people  of  Israel 
(Dt.  32  15  33s  26  Is.  442).  From  the  lateness  of  the 
writings  in  which  it  occurs  Jeshurun  might  be  an 
artificial  formation,  designed  to  represent  the  ideal  of 
Yahwe's  people,  viz.,  righteousness  (from  itr,  ydsdr= 
upright).  This  view,  however,  is  not  favoured  by  the 
use  of  the  term  in  the  above  four  passages  ;  Jeshurun 
(if  the  vowels  are  right)  is  nothing  more  than  a  synonym 
for  Israel.  Late  writers  had  access  to  and  sometimes 
utilised  archaeological  facts.  It  is  possible,  therefore, 
that  there  was  a  shortened  form  of  the  ethnic  name 
Israel,  which  was  not  unknown  as  -\w\  yeser  (hence  the 
name  of  a  son  of  Caleb,  i  Ch.  2i8),  but  was  still  better 
known  as  \rw*  (vocalised  on  the  analogy  of  Zebulun, 
Siyyun  [Zion])  or  perhaps  rather  ]riw\  YifrSn. 

The  termination  is  probably  not  a  diminutive  (Ges.  , 
with  Gr.  Ven.  [above]),  but  indicates  that  the  bearer 
of  the  name  belongs  to  a  certain  category  (Kon.  Lehrgeb. 
2a  405);  Yisr6n  will  mean  one  who  belongs  to  or 
represents  the  ethnic  category  of  Yeser.  Whether 
Yeser  originally  conveyed  the  idea  of  righteousness  or 
(cp  WN)  prosperity,  we  cannot  tell.  In  later  times  it 
may  very  well  have  done  so  ;  the  name  ^Nicy,  when 
its  real  origin  (see  JACOB,  §  6)  had  been  forgotten, 
may  have  been  explained  by  'JN  -\w\  '  God's  righteous 
one.'  See  JASHAR,  BOOK  OF,  §  4,  and  cp  Bacher, 
ZATW5  ibifi  ('8s)  :  G.  Hoffmann,  ib.  16218  ('96). 

T.  K.  C. 

JESIAH  0?VB»),  i  Ch.  126  AV  ;  (H»Bty  i  Ch.  23zo 
AV  ;  RV.  IsSHiAH  [q.v.,  2  4]. 

JESIAS(eciAc[B]  etc.),  i  Esd.  833,  RV  =  Ezra  87, 
JESHAIAH,  4. 

JESIMIEL  (^Nrp^l  [Ginsb.],  or  t?N1|p<lb»  [Ba.]  ; 
the  text  seems  wrong  ;  but  see  NAMES,  §  31,  where  7ND'B"  is 
favoured  ;  cp  viov  erac^aA  [B?],  tcr/uarjA  [AL]  ;  see  JESHOHAIAH), 
a  Simeonite,  temp.  Hezekiah  (i  Ch.  436).  T.  K.  C. 


JESSE  ('£»,  §  52  ;  contracted  from  tiVVW  ?  [see 
NAMES,  §  52]  ;  or  from  ^J'2N,  ABISHAI  ?  cp  Icabod 
from  Abi-cabod  [so  Marquart,  FunJamente,  24  ;  see 
also  Exp.  T  10  526^  ('99)];  for  another  view  see 
JEZEBEL;  in  many  MSS  of  i  Ch.  213  't>"K;  iecc&i 
[BAQL],  lecrcu  [N]),  son  of  Obed  and  father  of  David 
(see  DAVID,  §  i). 

JESSUE  (iHCoyeic  [B],  mcoye  [A]),  i  Esd.  626= 
Ezra  240,  JESHUA  ii.  ,  7. 

JESU(iHCOYc[B],-OY[AL])'  J  Esd.  8  63  =  Ezra  833, 
JESHUA  ii.,  3. 

JESUI  (M^),  Nu.  2644;  Jesuite  (^H),  ibid. 
See  ISHVI. 

JESURUN  (l-WI),  Is.  442,  RV  JESHURUN  (q.v.). 

JESUS  (iHCOyc  [BAL]),  the  Greek  form  of  JOSHUA 
and  JESHUA. 

1.  See  JOSHUA  [i.]. 

2.  i  Esd.  5  11  =  Ezra  26,  JESHUAH.,  2. 

3.  i  Esd.  863  RV  =  Ezra  833,  JESHUA  ii.,  3. 

4.  Ecclus.  49  12  etc.     See  JESHUA  ii.,  5. 

name-lists  which  must  often  have  troubled  the  Chronicler.  The 
priestly  ABISHUA  (2)  is  perhaps  related  to  Jeshua  in  the  same 
way  as  Abiasaph  to  ASAPH  (q.v.,  3);  cp  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7 
(iii.  c.  n.). 
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5.  i  Esd.  524  =  Ezra236,  JESHUA  ii.,6. 

6.  i  Esd.  626  RV  =  Ezra  240,  JESHUA  ii.,  7. 

7.  Father  of  Sirach.     See  ECCLESIASTICUS,  §  2. 

8.  Son  of  Sirach.     See  ECCLESIASTICUS,  §  2. 

9.  A  name  in  the  genealogy  of  Jesus,  Lk.  3  29  (AV  JOSE). 
See  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  •$/. 

10.  See  JUSTUS. 

JESUS 


Conflicts  with  Judaism,  § 
Messianic  Ideal,  %  26  f, 
Passion  Week,  §  i&ff. 
The  Future,  §  32^ 
Literature,  §  34. 


Sources,  §§  1-4. 
Primitive  Tradition, 
Preaching  Ministry,  §  gf. 
Teaching,  §  i\ff. 
Healing  Ministry,  §  igff. 

Jesus  Christ,  the  author  and  object  of  the  Christian 

faith,  a  Jew  by  race,  was  born  in  Palestine  towards  the 

end  of  the  reign  of  Herod  the  Great 

1.  Summary.    (CHRONOLOGY>  §  $7 /.).     The  home 
of  his  childhood  was  NAZARETH,  a  town  in  the  lower 
division  of  the  province  of  GALILEE  (§  5).     The  family 
to  which  he  belonged  was  of  humble  estate.      In  early 
youth  he  worked  at  a  handicraft  (see  JOSEPH  [husband 
of  Mary],  §  9).      On  arriving  at  mature  manhood  he  be 
came  a  public  teacher,  rapidly  gained  fame,   gathered 
about  him  disciples,  offended  the  ruling  classes  by  free 
criticism  of  the  prevailing  religion,  and  ended  a  brief 
but  extraordinary  career  by  suffering  crucifixion. 

This    short    summary  of  facts    is    taken  from  those 

books  in  the  NT  which  bear  the  name  of  Gospels,  and 

are  our  main  source  of  information  for 

2.  Sources.    the  history  of  jesus       These  documents 

are  of  varying  value  from  a  historical  point  of  view. 
Critical  opinion  is  much  divided  as  to  the  fourth,  that 
which  bears  the  name  of  John,  the  judgment  of  many 
critics  being  that  it  is  the  least  trustworthy  as  a  source 
whether  for  the  words  or  for  the  acts  of  Jesus.  By 
comparison,  the  first  three,  from  their  resemblances 
called  synoptical,  are  regarded  by  many  as  possessing 
a  considerable  measure  of  historical  worth.  But  even 
these,  from  a  critical  point  of  view,  are  not  of  equal 
value,  nor  do  the  contents  of  any  one  of  them  possess  a 
uniform  degree  of  historic  probability.  They  present 
to  the  critic  a  curious,  interesting,  and  perplexing 
problem  still  far  from  final  solution.  By  their  re 
semblances  and  differences,  agreements  and  disagree 
ments,  they  raise  many  questions  as  to  origin,  relative 
dates,  and  literary  connections,  which  have  called  forth 
a  multitude  of  conflicting  hypotheses  and  a  most  ex 
tensive  critical  literature.  In  the  present  state  of  the 
inquiry  a  dogmatic  tone  is  inadmissible.  All  that  one 
may  do  with  propriety  is  to  indicate  what  he  regards 
as  the  most  plausible  opinion.  We  are  concerned  with 
the  question  here  only  in  as  far  as  is  necessary  to  explain 
and  justify  the  method  on  which  the  public  life  of  Jesus 
is  dealt  with  in  this  article. 

We  may  regard  Mk.  as  the  oldest  of  the  synoptical  Gos 
pels,  and  in  its  leading  contents  the  nearest  to  the  primitive 
tradition.      In  its  present  form,  or  in  an 


3.  Mark 


earlier  shape,  it  appears  to  have  been  the 


(and  Luke).  main  source  Of  tne  narrative  parts  of  the 
other  two  Gospels.  In  many  sections  the  style  is 
suggestive  of  an  eye-witness,  so  as  to  make  the  reader 
feel  that  he  is  in  contact  with  the  ultimate  source  of  the 
evangelic  tradition,  the  oral  narratives  of  the  companions 
of  Jesus.  As  reported  by  Eusebius  (HE  839),  Papias, 
Bishop  of  Hierapolis,  writing  about  125  A.  D. ,  described 
Mark  as  the  interpreter  (ep/i^veuri^s)  of  Peter,  which 
probably  means  that  he  helped  the  apostle  to  put  what 
he  had  to  say  into  Greek  or  Latin.1  Internal  evidence 
supports  the  hypothesis  of  such  a  connection  between 
much  of  the  material  in  the  second  Gospel  and  one  of 
the  men  who  had  been  with  Jesus,  and  with  none  of 
them  more  probably  than  with  Peter  as  he  is  represented 
in  the  evangelic  tradition.  This  Gospel  is  full  of 
realisms.  Its  graphic  style  has  often  been  remarked 
on.  But  it  is  not  a  question  of  merely  pictorial  narrative. 
The  phenomena  to  be  noted  are  descriptions  to  the  life, 

1  See  Sanday,  Hampton  Lectures  for  1893,  p.  280. 
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vivid  presentations  of  a  striking  personality,  words  and 
acts  reported  just  as  they  must  have  been  said  and 
done,  because  they  had  impressed  themselves  indelibly 
on  the  ear  and  eye  of  the  reporter.  What  specially 
makes  for  the  hypothesis  of  an  eye-witness,  and  generally 
for  the  primitive  character  of  Mk.'s  reports,  is  the 
disregard  manifest  in  them  of  conventional  considera 
tions  of  the  fitting  and  edifying.  The  influence  of  such 
considerations  is  traceable  in  the  other  two  Synoptists, 
especially  in  Lk.  In  the  third  Gospel  Jesus  is  the 
Lord  (about  a  dozen  times  so  named  in  narrative 
where  Mt.  and  Mk.  have  Jesus),  and  it  is  never  for  a 
moment  forgotten  what  religious  decorum  demands 
in  recording  the  words  and  acts  of  so  august  a  person 
age.  For  this  Lk.  may  in  part  be  personally  re 
sponsible,  but  probably  not  altogether.  The  decorum 
of  his  narrative  reflects  the  reverence  of  the  early  church 
for  its  risen  and  exalted  Head,  the  writer's  deference 
thereto  showing  itself  in  the  omission  of  some  things 
reported  in  the  primitive  tradition  and  in  the  putting 
of  other  things  in  a  modified  way.  This  reverence 
and  its  controlling  influence  would  grow  with  time. 
The  absence  of  that  influence  from  Mk.  's  narrative  as 
evinced  by  the  realism,  of  which  examples  will  be  given 
as  we  proceed,  is  an  index  at  once  of  antiquity  and 
of  first  -  hand  sources  of  information.  Peter  doubt 
less  shared  the  reverence  of  the  church  for  its  Lord. 
But  Peter  had  seen  and  heard,  and  the  vivid  sense  of 
the  unique  reality  overpowered  all  considerations  of 
what  was  becoming,  such  as  might  naturally  weigh  with 
those  who  had  not  seen  or  heard  but  drew  their  in 
formation  mainly  from  documents.  And  so  we  see  in 
Mk. ,  containing,  according  to  Papias,  the  report  of 
Peter's  recollections,  the  real  man  Jesus,  without  the 
aureole  of  faith  around  his  head,  yet  with  a  glory  of 
truth,  wisdom,  and  goodness  the  better  seen  on  that 
very  account. 

The  informant  who  tells  of  Mark's  connection  with 
Peter  says,  also,  that  Matthew  wrote  a  book  of  Logia 

4   Matthew  <™    X6<y'a   ffweypW*™>   Eus.  #-£839). 

•    \  T    7.  ^  Most  modern  critics  treat  this  statement 

(and  Lufce).  wkh  respect .  but  few  identify  the  Logia 

of  Papias,  written  (as  he  states)  in  the  Hebrew  tongue, 
with  our  Canonical  Mt. ,  even  to  the  extent  of  seeing  in 
the  latter  a  simple  translation  into  Greek  of  the  Hebrew 
original.  The  prevailing  and  intrinsically  reasonable 
opinion  is  that  the  book  of  the  publican  apostle  was 
the  source  whence  the  author  of  our  Mt.  drew  the  words 
or  discourses  of  Jesus  so  amply  reported  in  his  Gospel. 
He,  and  also  the  author  of  Lk. ;  for  in  the  didactic  ele 
ment  there  is  much  common  to  the  first  Gospel  and  the 
third,  though  the  latter  contains  a  considerable  amount 
of  peculiar  material  which  may  have  been  derived  from  a 
different  source.  The  common  matter  is  given  in  such 
varied  forms  and  connections  in  the  two  Gospels  as  to 
suggest  either  various  redactions  of  the  source  or  very 
free  use  by  one  or  both  Evangelists.  How  variations 
might  arise  is  easily  conceivable.  Collections  of  the 
words  of  Jesus  were  not  made  in  a  purely  historical  or 
antiquarian  spirit.  They  met  the  demand  of  disciples  for 
Christian  instruction,  for  words  of  the  Master  by  which 
they  might  guide  their  lives.  The  practical  aim  would 
influence  the  form  and  the  collection  of  the  Logia 
as  used  by  preachers  and  catechists.  The  words  of 
the  Lord  Jesus  would  almost  involuntarily  undergo 
modification  to  suit  actual  circumstances.  This  process 
has  gone  farthest  in  Lk.  Besides  the  influence  of 
decorum  already  touched  upon,  we  note  in  Lk. 's  report 
of  the  words  of  Jesus,  as  compared  with  Mt.  's,  a  certain 
indifference  to  the  historical  setting,  to  the  actual  cir 
cumstances  under  which  and  with  reference  to  which 
Jesus  spoke,  a  disregard  of  the  religious  antitheses  of 
the  time,  and  a  translation  of  the  sayings  into  terms, 
and  an  ideal  transposition  to  a  time,  which  fit  them  for 
the  present  use  of  the  Church.  The  '  Sermon  on  the 
Mount'  in  Lk.'s  report  is  virtually  a  discourse  of  the 
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exalted  Lord  to  a  Christian  congregation,  edited  either 
by  the  Evangelist  or  by  another  in  that  view.  Having 
regard  to  this  broad  contrast  between  the  first  Gospel 
and  the  third,  we  can  have  no  difficulty  in  giving  to 
the  former  the  preference  as  to  comparative  originality. 
Neither  may  give  the  ipsissima  verba;  but  on  the  whole 
Mt.  comes  nearer  them  than  Lk. 

From    the    foregoing   statement    it    follows    that  the 

narratives  common  to  Mt. ,  Mk. ,  and  Lk. ,  and  the  dis- 

p  .     ...       courses  common  to  Mt.   and   Lk.,    may 

'  ,.,.  with  a  considerable  measure  of  confidence 
'  be  regarded  as  a  trustworthy  tradition  con 
cerning  the  ministry  of  Jesus.  They  represent  the 
oldest,  comparatively  primitive,  tradition,  and  as  such 
must  form  the  basis  of  a  statement  concerning  that 
ministry  professing  to  be  guided  by  a  critical  method. 
They  relate  exclusively  to  the  public  life,  passing  over 
in  silence  almost  unbroken  the  childhood  and  early  youth. 

According  to  this  primitive  tradition,  the  public 
career  of  Jesus  began  when  another  remarkable  man 

T  h  th  was  Pel"f°rmmg  tne  Part  °f  a  prophet  in 
'_  ...  the  wilderness  of  Judaea  :  a  man  of  austere 
"  '  ascetic  life,  symbolising  the  severity  of  his 
attitude  as  a  moral  critic  of  his  time  ;  preaching  to  all 
classes  the  necessity  of  repentance,  and  baptizing  in  the 
Jordan  such  as  received  his  message  as  the  voice  of 
God— hence  known  as  the  '  Baptist '  (see  ISRAEL,  §  92). 
Jesus  came  from  Nazareth  (Mk.  lg)  to  see  and  hear 
John,  and,  like  the  others,  received  baptism  at  his  hands 
(see  JORDAN,  §  2),  a  fact  stated  by  Mk.  without  note  or 
comment,  by  Mt.  in  a  way  implying  that  it  needed  ex 
planation,  by  Lk.  (in  a  participial  clause)  as  a  sub 
ordinate  incident.  Expositors  and  theologians  have 
endeavoured  to  explain  the  significance  of  this  event. 
It  meant  this  at  least :  that  Jesus  felt  a  deep  sympathetic 
interest  in  John's  work.  The  visit  to  the  Jordan  helps 
us  to  look  back  into  the  silences  of  Nazareth  ;  it  is  a 
window  into  the  mind  of  Jesus.  John,  we  gather,  was 
a  great  man  for  him.  So  he  confessed  at  a  subsequent 
time  (Mt.  11  u),  and  what  he  said  then  shows  what  he 
had  thought  before  he  left  the  seclusion  of  Nazareth. 
To  be  baptized  by  such  a  man  was  a  suitable  start  for 
his  own  ministry.  It  was  a  public  intimation  of  moral 
solidarity.  How  far  his  tendencies,  methods,  and  habits 
agreed  with  or  differed  from  those  of  the  prophet  of 
the  wilderness  would  appear  in  due  course  ;  it  was 
well,  to  begin  with,  that  fundamental  sympathy  should 
be  at  once  made  manifest. 

How  long  Jesus  remained  in  the  region  environing 
the  lower  part  of  the  Jordan  and  the  Dead  Sea  is  un- 
_.  certain.       Mk.  states  that  he  returned 

'Temptation.'  ^  Galilee  after  John  had  been  'delivered 
up  (that  is,  thrown  into  prison  by 
Herod,  tetrarch  of  Galilee  :  see  Mk.  614-29).  All  three 
Synoptists  make  mention  of  a  retirement  into  the  remoter 
inhospitable  wilderness  of  Judaea,  and  of  an  experience 
of  moral  trial  there,  familiarly  known  as  the  Temptation. 
The  bare  fact  (intrinsically  credible)  is  stated  by  Mk. , 
without  the  symbolic  representation  given  in  the  parallel 
accounts ;  but  the  impulse  to  this  withdrawal  into  solitude 
is  very  realistically  described  by  him,  as  a  being  driven 
by  the  Spirit  into  the  desert  (Ii2),  which,  as  external 
force  is  not  to  be  thought  of,  speaks  of  intense  mental 
preoccupation. 

At  length  Jesus,  with  clarified  vision  and  confirmed 
will,  returned  to  Galilee,  the  main  theatre  of  his  future 
work  as  we  know  it  from  the  oldest  tradition, l 


8.  Public 
career. 


there  to  enter  on  activities  which  have  won 


for  him  a  unique   place  in   the  history  of 
the   world.       It    does    not   clearly   appear   from    Mk. 

1  We  might  say  the  exclusive  theatre,  were  it  not  for  a  few 
incidents  connected  with  the  final  journey  to  Jerusalem  through 
Peraea  (little  children  brought  to  Jesus,  man  seeking  eternal  life 
with  relative  conversation,  two  sons  of  Zebedee,  blind  man  at 
Jericho).  Mk.  makes  Jesus  teach  multitudes  in  Peraea(lOi); 
Mt.  makes  him  heal  (19  2).  There  are  rudimentary  indica 
tions  of  a  Samaritan  ministry  in  Lk.  (in  the  long  insertion 
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whether  he  chose  any  particular  spot  as  the  centre  from 
which  his  activity  was  to  radiate.  It  is  certain  that 
Nazareth  was  no  such  centre.  With  the  exception  of 
an  occasional  visit,  his  native  town  (but  see  NAZARETH) 
was  henceforth  forsaken  for  other  scenes  more  suitable 
or  more  sympathetic.  Among  these  a  prominent  place 
belongs  to  Capernaum,  a  thriving  populous  town  on  the 
shore  of  the  lake  of  Galilee. 

The  public  ministry  of  Jesus  presents  four  broad 
aspects  :  ( i )  a  preaching  ministry  among  the  people  at 
large;  (2)  a  teaching  ministry  among  disciples;  (3)  a 
healing  ministry  ;  (4)  a  prophetic  or  critical  ministry 
antagonistic  to  current  conceptions  and  embodiments  of 
righteousness. 

i.  The  chief  scene  of  the  first  form  of  ministry,  the 
Kripvy/j.a,  was  the  synagogue.  On  his  way  northwards 

9  Preachinjr  from  the  Jordan  Jesus  at  kngth  arrived 
°'  at  Capernaum,  and  '  straightway  on 
the  sabbath  day  he  entered  into  the  synagogue  and 
taught' J  (Mk.  121).  Shortly  thereafter  he  set  out  on  a 
preaching  tour  through  the  towns  of  Galilee  (139). 
Here  one  of  Mk.'s  realisms  occurs.  Jesus  appears  in 
his  narrative  making  a  flight  from  Capernaum  in  the 
grey  dawn  while  all  are  asleep,  possibly  '  a  flight  from 
the  unexpected  reality  into  which  his  ideal  conception  of 
his  calling  had  brought  him'  (Holtzmann,  Handcomm. 
zum  NT),  certainly  an  escape  from  sudden  entangling 
popularity  to  similar  service  elsewhere.  '  For  this  end 
I  left'  (Capernaum),  said  Jesus  simply,  in  self-defence, 
to  disciples  who  had  pursued  him  (Is8),  In  Lk.'s 
version  flight  is  eliminated,  and  a  reference  to  his  divine 
mission  is  substituted  for  an  apology  for  flight  (443). 

Of  this  synagogue -ministry  no  detailed  record  has 
been  preserved.  Not  a  single  specimen  of  the  brief 
striking  synagogue  addresses  of  Jesus  is  to  be  found  in 
the  Gospels — at  least  there  is  none  under  that  name  :  it 
is  possible  that  some  discourses — e.g. ,  the  beautiful 
exhortation  against  earthly  care  (Mt.  625-34  Lk.  1222-34) 
— assigned  to  other  occasions — were  really  delivered  in 
synagogues.  Lk.  has  given  us  the  text,  and  a  general 
characterisation,  of  one  synagogue  address — that  delivered 
in  Nazareth  (418-22).  If,  as  without  sufficient  reason 
some  suspect,  his  account  be  unhistorical,  it  is,  to  say  the 
least,  a  felicitous  invention.  The  text  from  the  Book 
of  Isaiah  (61  if.)  is  thoroughly  typical  of  the  religious 
attitude  and  spirit  of  Jesus,  and  the  expression  '  words  of 
grace  '  (\6yois  TTJS  xdptros)  is  doubtless  most  apt,  whether 
we  take  it  as  applying  to  the  manner  or  to  the  substance 
of  the  discourse.  Lk.'s  account  of  the  appearance  of 
Jesus  in  the  synagogue  of  Nazareth  is  meant,  and  it  is 
fit,  to  be  a  symbolic  programme  of  his  whole  preaching 
ministry.  Mk.'s  contribution  to  the  characterisation 
of  the  synagogue-tierugma  is  a  report  of  the  impression 
made  by  what  was  probably  the  first  appearance  of 
Jesus  as  a  speaker  in  a  synagogue,  that  in  Capernaum. 
They  exclaimed,  he  tells  (127),  What  is  this,  a  new 
doctrine  (StSa^T?)?  and  he  explains  that  the  novelty  was 
that  Jesus  spake  not  as  the  scribes,  who  appealed  to 
authorities,  but  as  himself  having  authority  :  with  the 
confidence  of  personal  insight  and  with  the  authority  of 
self-evidencing  truth. 

Mk.  makes  a  general  preliminary  statement  about 
the  preaching  ministry  in  Galilee  which  may  be  viewed 
as  covering  the  synagogue  preaching  :  '  Jesus  came  into 
Galilee,  preaching  the  Gospel  of  God,  and  saying,  The 
time  is  fulfilled,  and  the  kingdom  of  God  is  at  hand  :  re 
pent  ye,  and  believe  in  the  Gospel '  (1 14  f. ).  Hence  it  may 


How  long  the  ministry  lasted  we  can  only  conjecture.  There 
is  no  chronology  in  the  evangelic  tradition.  (See  further, 
CHRONOLOGY,  §  447^) 

1  f&i$a<rKev.  The  use  of  this  word  shows  that  the  evangelist 
did  not  distinguish  between  the  two  forms  of  ministry  so  sharply 
as  has  been  done  above.  Mt.  uses  both  words  (SiSa.a-K(av  Kai 
Kripvcra-uiv  423)  to  describe  the  synagogue  ministry.  So  Mk.  uses 
Ki\pva'cT<av  in  1  39. 
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be  inferred  that  the  constant  theme  of  the  kerugma  was 
the  kingdom  of  God,  that  the  kingdom  was  presented  as  a 
boon  rather  than  as  a  demand  ;  as  good  news  (euo-yy^Xioc) 
not  as  awful  news — the  aspect  under  which  it  appeared 
in  the  preaching  of  John  ;  and  that  the  summons  of  the 
preacher  was  not  merely  to  repentance,  but  above  all  to 
faith — i.e. ,  make  the  good  news  welcome.  The  statement 
is  summary,  and  its  language  may  be  secondary,  coloured 
somewhat  by  the  dialect  of  a  later  time  ;  but  even  in 
that  case  we  are  not  left  without  a  clue  to  the  general 
tenor  of  Jesus'  popular  discourses.  We  might  gather  it 
from  a  saying  whose  authenticity  is  as  certain  as  its  im 
port  is  significant :  '  I  came  not  to  call  the  righteous,  but 
sinners'  (Mk.  2 17  Mt.  9 13  Lk.  632).  The  value  of  this 
declaration  lies  in  this,  that,  whilst  spoken  with  reference 
to  a  particular  occasion,  it  indicates  a  habitual  attitude, 
a  fixed  policy.  Jesus  addressed  himself  by  preference  to 
those  who  could  not  be  regarded  as  in  the  conventional 
sense  exemplary.  The  chosen  audience  reflects  light 
on  the  nature  of  the  message.  It  was  good  tidings  even 
,to  the  ignorant,  the  erring,  the  fallen,  the  outcast,  hint 
ing  that  the  past  might  be  forgiven  and  forgotten,  and 
that  the  future  offered  great  possibilities.  What  hope- 
inspiring  ideas  of  God  and  man  and  their  relations 
underlay  such  teaching  ! l  The  occasion  on  which  the 
saying  was  uttered  also  throws  a  contributory  light  on 
the  nature  of  the  Galilean  Gospel.  Jesus  had  been  eating 
with  '  publicans  and  sinners, '  and  was  on  his  defence  for 
that  act.  In  this  connection  the  term  '  call '  must  bear 
the  special  sense  of  an  invitation  to  an  entertainment. 
Lk.'s  gloss  '  to  repentance'  restricts  and  even  obscures 
the  meaning.  The  kingdom,  as  Jesus  preached  it,  was 
a  feast,  and  his  call  was  a  generous  invitation  to  come 
and  enjoy  its  good  things. 

In  his  popular  addresses  Jesus  would  make  free  use 
of  parables.  He  spoke  in  parables  to  all  classes,  but 
_  . .  especially  to  the  people.  '  Without 
10.  raraDies.  parabie  ^e  was  not  wont  to  speak  to 
them'  (Mk.  434).  And  of  course  the  aim  of  the  para 
bolic  method  of  instruction,  in  as  far  as  it  had  a 
conscious  aim  and  was  not  the  spontaneous  outcome  of 
natural  genius,  was  to  popularise  the  truths  of  religion  : 
simplification  with  a  view  to  enlightenment.  In  the 
conversation  between  Jesus  and  his  disciples  after  the 
utterance  of  the  parable  of  the  sower,  as  reported  by  all 
the  Synoptists,  an  opposite  purpose,  that  of  keeping  the 
people  in  darkness,  seems  to  be  avowed  by  the  preacher. 
It  is  not  credible,  however,  that  Jesus  would  either 
cherish  or  avow  such  an  inhuman  intention,  though  it  is 
credible  that  in  the  bitterness  of  his  disappointment  at 
the  meagre  fruit  of  his  popular  ministry  he  might  express 
himself  in  a  way  that  might  be  misunderstood,  on  the 
principle  of  reading  intention  in  the  light  of  result.2 
None  of  the  parables  preserved  in  the  Gospels  is 
expressly  connected  with  synagogue  addresses,  with  the 
doubtful  exception  of  the  mustard  seed  and  the  leaven 
(Lk.  13i8-2i,  cp  v.  10).  The  treasure  and  the  pearl  (Mt. 
1844-46)  may  be  a  pair  of  parabolic  gems  (setting  forth 
the  absolute  worth  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven)  whose 
original  setting  was  in  such  an  address  ;  and  the  exquisite 
parables  concerning  the  pleasure  of  finding  things  lost 
(Mt.  1812-14  Lk.  15)  may  have  been  first  uttered  on 
a  similar  occasion,  unless  we  suppose  that  the  original 
place  of  these  parables  was  in  an  address  to  the  publicans 
gathered  together  in  the  house  of  Matthew  (Mk.  215-17, 
and  parallels).  The  collection  of  parabolic  utterances 
preserved  in  the  Gospels  is  so  large  and  varied  that 
there  is  little  room  for  complaint  that  it  is  not  still 
larger  ;  yet  one  cannot  but  reflect  what  a  rich  addition 
to  the  evangelic  memorabilia  a  -verbatim  report  of  the 

1  That_/Siz/4  occupied  a  prominent  place  in  the  religious  idea 
of  Jesus  appears  from  the  incidents  of  the  centurion  (Mt.  8  5-13), 
the  woman  with  an  issue  (Mk.  625-34  a"d  parallels),  and  the 
Syro-Phoenician  woman  (Mk.  724-30  Mt.  1521-28).     See  FAITH. 

2  On  this,  see  Jiilicher,  Die  Gleichnissredenjesu,  131-149  ;  also 
Einl.  i.  d.  NT,  228. 
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parables  spoken  on  the  Galilean  preaching  tour  would 
have  been. 

2.    The    teaching   (SiSa.X'h)    or    instruction   given    to 
disciples    (/Mi&r)Tai). — That    Jesus    aimed    at    gathering 
about   him  n.  circle    of   disciples  who 
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should  be  constantly,  or  at  least  much, 


in  his  company  is  one  of  the  most  certain  data  of  the 
primitive  tradition.  He  began  the  process  of  selection 
very  early  (Mk.  1 16-20  Mt.  418-22),  having  some  disciples 
to  accompany  him  on  his  first  Galilean  preaching 
tour.  He  meant  to  make  the  selected  ones — or  at 
least  the  inner  circle  of  them — in  his  own  happy,  unfor- 
getable  phrase,  '  fishers  of  men,'  a  playful  allusion  to 
the  secular  occupation  of  those  first  chosen.  The  aim 
involved,  of  course,  special  instruction,  and  that  de 
manded  leisure.  The  desire  of  Jesus  to  get  leisure 
for  uninterrupted  intercourse  with  his  disciples,  and  rnore 
particularly  with  the  body  of  twelve  which,  according  to 
the  testimony  of  all  the  evangelists,  he  formed  out  of  a 
larger  company  of  followers,  is  specially  apparent  in 
Mk.  Through  his  preaching  and  healing  ministries, 
the  fame  of  Jesus  rapidly  rose  to  such  a  pitch  that 
wherever  he  went  large  masses  of  people  gathered 
round  him,  masses  too  large  for  any  synagogue  to 
hold,  so  that  perforce  he  had  to  become  a  street  or 
field  preacher.  The  work  was  not  uncongenial  ;  but,  in 
the  tropical  climate  of  the  lake  shore,  it  was  fatiguing, 
and  withal  it  was  unsatisfactory.  Much  sowing,  little 
fruit :  such  was  the  feeling  of  the  preacher,  as  expressed 
in  the  parable  of  the  Sower,  which  is  a  critical  review 
of  the  early  Galilean  ministry.  Unwearied  in  well 
doing,  Jesus  yet  began  to  feel  with  increasing  depth  of 
conviction  that,  if  anything  was  to  come  of  his  labours, 
he  must  find  time  and  opportunity  for  careful  initiation 
of  the  few  more  intelligent  and  susceptible  hearers,  that 
continuing  in  his  word  they  might  become  disciples 
indeed,  and  by  insight  into  truth  become  enlightened, 
free,  and  apt  to  teach  others.  Mk.  more  than  any 
other  evangelist  shows  Jesus  making  repeated  earnest 
efforts  in  this  direction,  fleeing  from  the  crowd,  as  it 
were,  in  quest  of  rest  and  leisure  for  the  higher  work. 
The  ascent  to  the  hill-top  (813)  was  such  a  flight.  The 
voyage  towards  the  eastern  shore  on  the  day  of  the 
parabolic  discourse  from  a  boat  was  another.  The  un 
disguised  manner  in  which  Mk.  allows  this  to  appear 
in  his  narrative  is  a  good  instance  of  his  realism  :  '  They 
[the  disciples]  take  him  with  them,  as  he  was  in  the 
ship '  ( 4  36) ,  sine  apparatu  ( Bengel )  and  sine  mora.  Here 
was  flight  along  the  only  line  of  retreat,  the  shore  being 
besieged  by  the  vast  crowd,  and  not  easy  even  along 
that  line,  some  of  the  people  having  got  into  boats  to 
be  nearer  the  speaker  (436).  The  voyage  towards 
Bethsaida  at  the  north-western  corner  of  the  lake,  after 
the  return  of  the  twelve  from  their  apprentice  mission 
(632),  was  a  third  (unsuccessful)  attempt  at  escape. 
The  long  excursions  to  the  north,  into  the  regions  of 
Tyre  and  Sidon  and  Caesarea  Philippi  (724-37),  were 
likewise  flights,  endeavours  to  escape  both  from  friends 
and  from  foes ;  more  successful  because  taking  the 
fugitives  outside  the  boundaries  of  Israel,  or  into  a 
borderland  where  Jesus  and  his  work  were  comparatively 
unknown. 

In  connection  with  the  first  and  the  last  of  these  re 
tirements  some  of  the  most  important  parts  of  the 
didacht  of  Jesus  were  communicated  to 
his  disciples.  With  the  ascent  to  the 
—^ ,  hill  is  connected  the  great  'Sermon  on 
on  the  Hill.  the  Mount  •  unreported  by  Mk.,  pre 
served  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  in  very  diverse  forms,  yet  withal 
so  like  as  to  leave  no  reason  for  doubt  as  to  their 
identity.  Which  of  the  two  reports  comes  nearest  to 
the  original,  and  whether  both  do  not  diverge  therefrom 
widely  in  different  directions,  are  questions  which  cannot 
be  discussed  here  (see  GOSPELS).  The  two  points  which 
we  are  concerned  to  emphasise  are  :  ( i )  that  the  discourse 
was  didacht,  disciple -instruction,  possibly  with  none 

2440 


12.  The 


JESUS 

present  but  disciples,  though  that  is  not  made  clear  in 
either  narrative,  and  therefore  might  more  appropriately 
be  called  The  Teaching  on  the  Hill  than  The  Sermon  on 
the  Mount ;  and  (2)  that  this  teaching  was  given  during 
a  season  of  leisure,  probably  lasting  for  days.  The  latter 
point  has  a  most  important  bearing  on  the  question  of 
the  unity  of  the  discourse  as  given  in  Mt.  If  we 
assume  that  it  was  delivered  all  in  one  gush,  and  on 
a  single  theme — say  the  antithesis  between  Pharisaic 
righteousness  and  the  righteousness  of  the  kingdom  as 
conceived  by  Jesus — then  certain  portions  must  be 
eliminated  as  irrelevant :  e.g. ,  The  Lord's  Prayer  (69-15) 
and  the  counsel  against  care  (6  25-34). :  But  if  the  teach 
ing  on  the  hill  continued  for  days,  with  different  themes 
for  each  day,  then  the  unity  must  be  understood  in  a 
wide  sense,  and  Mt.'s  version  of  the  'sermon'  may 
be  a  substantially  correct  summary  of  what  Jesus  said 
on  various  topics  not  closely  connected  with  one  an 
other.  2 

The  teaching  on  the  hill  as  reported  in  Mt.  affords 
large  insight  into  the  thoughts  of  Jesus  on  the  essentials 
of  religion  :  God,  man,  the  kingdom  of  God,  the 
righteousness  of  God. 

Jesus  taught  no  abstract  doctrine  concerning  God,  or 
indeed  on  any  subject.      He  did  not  say,  God  must  be 
13   Id         f   Bought  °f  as  Father,  and  then  proceed  to 
'God  explain  what  the  title  meant.      He  simply 

used  the  new  name  and  defined  as  he 
went  along  by  discriminating  use.  The  title  '  Father ' 
is  applied  to  God  no  less  than  fifteen  times  in  the  sermon, 
most  suggestively,  so  as  to  ascribe  to  him  by  implication 
a  universal  and  a  special  providence  (545  632),  benignant 
and  magnanimous  in  its  action,  doing  good  even  to  the 
unthankful  and  the  evil  (645),  a  perfect  ethical  nature 
whose  perfection  consists  in  gracious  unmerited  love  (5 
46-48),  a  spirit  delighting  in  mercy  and  ready  to  forgive, 
and  desiring  the  same  spirit  to  rule  in  the  hearts  of  those 
who  have  the  supreme  honour  to  be  called  God's  children 
(614/1),  an  eye  that  carefully  notes  the  most  secret 
devout  acts  of  the  sincere  and  humble  worshipper 
(61418),  an  ear  that  hears  their  prayers,  and  a  heart 
that  is  inclined  to  grant  all  the  good  desired  or  needed 

(7")- 

That  Jesus  did  not  employ  this  new  name  for  God 
simply  under  the  instinctive  guidance  of  a  happy  religious 
genius,  but  with  full  consciousness  and  deliberate  pur 
pose,  is  intrinsically  probable,  and  is  attested  by  a 
remarkable  word  ascribed  to  him  in  the  evangelic  tra 
dition,  and  preserved  in  substantially  the  same  terms  in 
the  first  and  third  Gospels  :  '  No  one  knoweth  the  Son, 
save  the  Father ;  neither  knoweth  any  one  the  Father, 
save  the  Son,  and  he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  is  pleased 
to  reveal  him'  (Mt.  1127  Lk.  1022).  In  view  of  the 
statement  in  Lk.  's  preface  as  to  the  method  on  which 
he  compiled  his  Gospel,  a  sober  criticism  will  not  readily 
acquiesce  in  the  theory  that  the  passage  in  which  this 
text  is  embedded  is  a  free  poetical  composition  by  the 
evangelist  in  the  spirit  of  Paulinism,  and  that  it  was 
borrowed  from  him  by  the  author  of  the  canonical  Mt. 
writing  at  a  later  date.3  It  is  much  more  probable  that 
both  evangelists  found  it  in  a  common  source  containing 
a  collection  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus,  either  in  the  form 
which  it  assumes  in  extant  MSS,  or  in  that  current 
among  the  gnostics  :  '  No  one  knew  the  Father  save  the 
Son,  and  the  Son  save  the  Father  and  he  to  whom  the 
Son  shall  reveal. '  Under  either  form  the  Logion  implies 
a  peculiar  relation,  if  not  to  God,  at  least  to  the  con 
ception  of  God  as  Father,  that  of  one  who  claimed  to 
have  given  currency  to  the  name. 

1  So  Weiss  in  his  Matthaus-Evangeltum,  and  in  his  edition 
of  Meyer's  Comm.  on  Matthew. 

2  This  view    is   taken    by   Lutteroth    (Essai   d' Interpreta 
tion  de  quelques  parties  de  I ' Evangile  selon  saint  Matthieu). 
He  takes  KaSCa-avTOs  (5  i)  in  the  sense  of  camping  out  (cam/>cr), 
pointing  to  Acts  18  n  and  Lk.  24  49  as  instances  of  the  use  of  the 
word  in  a  kindred  sense. 

3  So  Pfleiderer  in  Urchristenthum. 

2441 


JESUS 

The  whole  section  Mt.  11  25-30  was  probably  a  unity  of  which 
Lk.  (102i_/C)  for  some  reason  gives  only  a  fragment.  In  favour 
of  this  view  is  the  resemblance  it  bears  to  the  prayer  of  Jesus 
the  son  of  Sirach  (Ecclus.  51),  which,  like  it,  begins  with  a  prayer 
and  ends  with  an  invitation,  in  the  name  of  wisdom,  to  come 
and  receive  instruction.  This  resemblance  has  been  used  as  an 
argument  against  the  genuineness  of  the  Logion  'come  unto 
me'  (Pfleiderer,  Urchrist.  513).  But  it  is  perfectly  conceivable 
that  Jesus  was  acquainted  with  Sirach,  and  that  his  utterance 
was  coloured  by  the  language  of  its  closing  sentences.  This 
view  meets  the  objection  taken  to  the  Logion  on  the  ground  of 
the  self-eulogy  in  some  of  its  expressions  (Martineau,  Seat  of 
Authority  in  Religion,  577-585).  When  he  says,  '  I  am  meek 
and  lowly,'  Jesus  of  Nazareth  speaks  in  the  name  of  wisdom 
(one  of  his  self-designations  according  to  Resch,  Agrapha,  273  f.), 
as  the  earlier  Jesus  had  spoken  before  him. 

Jesus  taught  his  doctrine  of  man  on  the  same  method 
of  incidental  suggestion.  He  asserted  the  worth  of 
14  Id  a  of  man  ky  comparisons  sometimes  patheti- 
'  cally  and  even  humorously  understating 

the  truth,  in  one  instance  sublimely  ade 
quate.  A  man  is  better,  greater,  of  more  worth  to  God, 
and  to  himself,  thinking  rightly,  than  a  bird  (Mt.  626), 
a  sheep  (Mt.  12  12),  yea,  than  the  whole  world  (Mk. 
836).  The  truth  implied  is  that  the  things  compared 
are  really  incommensurable.  It  is  a  Hebrew  way  of 
asserting  the  ideal,  absolute  worth  of  humanity,  a 
method  applied  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  to  Chris 
tianity,  which  is  declared  to  be  better  in  various  respects 
than  the  Levitical  religion,  when  what  is  meant  is  that 
it  is  the  absolute,  perfect,  therefore  eternal,  religion. 
Man's  incomparable  dignity  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus 
rests  on  the  fact  that  he  is  a  son  of  God,  not  merely  a 
creature,  whether  small  as  a  bird  or  great  as  a  world  ; 
a  son  indefeasibly,  whether  good  or  evil,  just  or  unjust 
(Mt.  645).  By  this  lofty  conception  of  man's  relation 
to  God,  rather  than  by  expressed  statement  or  laboured 
argument,  Jesus  brought  immortality  to  light.  '  God 
is  not  the  God  of  the  dead,  but  of  the  living,'  he  said 
(Mt.  2232).  A  fortiori  he  would  have  said:  'God  is 
not  the  Father  of  the  dead,  but  of  the  living.' 

Not  to  be^foverlooked  even  in  a  summary  statement 
of  Christ's  teaching  concerning  man  is  his  assertion  of 
tne  r'§hts  of  -woman,  in  connection  with 
married  relations  (Mt.  53i/.,  cp  19  3-9 
Mk.  102-12).  The  Jewish  doctors  of  the  time  for  the 
most  part  accepted  the  old  Hebrew  notion  of  a  wife  as 
property  bought  and  sold,  and  to  be  put  away  at  the 
pleasure  of  her  husband.  But  they  were  zealous  to  have 
the  bill  of  divorcement  (Dt.  24  1)  in  due  form,  that  the 
woman  might  be  able  to  show  that  she  was  free  to  marry 
again,  and  doubtless  they  flattered  themselves  that  they 
were  thereby  defending  the  rights  of  women.  Jesus 
asserted  a  more  radical  right  of  woman  —  not  to  be  put 
away,  except  when  she  put  herself  away  by  unfaithful 
ness.  He  thus  raised  anew  the  prophetic  cry  '  I  hate 
putting  away'  (Mai.  2i6).  It  was  an  act  of  humanity 
of  inestimable  value  to  the  highest  interests  of  the  race, 
as  well  as  an  act  of  heroic  courage. 

By  his  friendly  relations  with  the  '  publicans  and 
sinners  '  Jesus  gave  a  practical  and  impressive  expres- 

Ifi  O  t  t  s'on  °^  *"s  Doctrine  °f  man-  The 
great  social  gathering  of  the  outcasts 
in  Capernaum  (Mk.  215-17  and  parallels)  brought  together 
by  Levi  or  Matthew,  called  doubtless  for  that  immediate 
local  service,  as  well  as  for  the  ulterior  wider  service  of 
the  apostleship,  was  a  concrete  assertion  of  the  great 
truth  that  a  man  at  the  worst  is  still  a  man,  and  a  son 
of  God,  and  that  all  superficial  cleavages  of  race, 
descent,  colour,  occupation,  or  even  character,  are  of 
small  account  in  comparison  with  that  which  is  common 
to  all  humanity,  the  soul. 

The  so-called  feast  in  Levi's  house  cannot  have  been  merely 
a  private  entertainment  given  by  the  newly  called  disciple  to  as 
many  of  his  old  comrades  as  his  dining  chamber  would  accom 
modate.  All  the  evangelists  say  that  there  were  many  present. 
Lk.'s  expression  is  a  great  crowd'  (o^Aos  iroAiis).  The 
meeting  was  probably  in  the  court  around  which  the  buildings 
of  an  eastern  house  of  any  size  are  arranged,  and  of  the 
dimensions  of  a  congregation  rather  than  of  a  dinner  party. 
Jesus  was  the  prime  mover  in  the  matter,  and  Levi  merely 
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his  agent.     It  was  a  deliberate  attempt  on  Christ's  part  to  get 
into  personal  contact  with  the  social  outcasts  of  Capernaum. 

By  these  kindred  ideas  of  God  and  man  and  their 
relations  Jesus  became  inevitably  the  founder  of  a 
universal  religion,  however  narrow  the  limits  within 
which  his  own  ministry  was  restricted.  Those  who, 
like  Baur l  and  Weizsacker,  have  interpreted  his  teaching 
in  a  universal  sense  have  most  truly  divined  his  inmost 
thoughts. 

In  setting  forth  the  summurn  bonum  as  the  kingdom 
of  God  Jesus  poured  his  new  wine  into  a  very  old 
_.  .  linguistic  skin.  But  that  the  wine,  the 
17.  Jvingaom  -^^  connecte(j  wjth  the  phrase,  was  new, 
or  Uoa.  ^  parabies  Of  ^e  new  wine  and  the 
new  piece  of  cloth  (Mk.  2zi/i  and  parallels)  suffice  to 
prove.  The  kingdom  he  preached  was  ethical,  spiritual, 
(and  therefore)  universal  in  character :  not  political, 
theocratic,  national ;  at  least  national  only  to  those 
cherishing  current  Jewish  expectations.  The  Beatitudes, 
which  form  the  sublime  introduction  to  the  Teaching 
on  the  Hill,  in  either  version  of  them,  amply  bear  out 
this  assertion.  Obviously  so  in  Mt.'s  version,  really  so 
also,  though  not  so  obviously,  in  Lk.'s.  Jesus  may  have 
said  :  '  Blessed  ye  poor,'  as  Lk.  reports,  and  the  reporter 
may  have  understood  the  term  '  poor  '  chiefly  in  a  social 
sense  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  his  understanding  in 
this  case,  any  more  than  in  the  case  of  the  saying,  '  I 
came  not  to  call  the  righteous, '  exhausted  the  Teacher's 
meaning.  Jesus  used  words  in  a  pregnant  sense,  and 
in  his  mind  the  natural  and  the  spiritual  lay  close  to 
gether  :  witness  the  saying  :  '  few  things  (dishes)  are 
needful,  or  (rather)  one'  (thing) — i.e.,  the  food  that 
endures  for  ever — Lk.  ICUi/.  The  high  ideal  of  man 
links  together  in  his  thought  the  social  and  the  spiritual. 
The  poor  man  passes  into  the  blessedness  of  the  kingdom 
whenever  he  realises  what  man  is  or  may  be.  Poor  in 
purse  or  even  in  character,  no  man  is  beggared  who 
has  a  vision  of  man's  chief  end  and  good.  If  this  be 
idealism,  then  Jesus  was  an  idealist.  He  was  also  a 
poet,  and  words  were  symbols  for  him  of  thoughts  which 
no  words  could  adequately  express.  To  make  him  the 
herald  of  a  theocratic  particularistic  kingdom  of  Israel 
is  to  bring  him  down  from  these  lofty  regions  to  the 
low  level  of  dull  prosaic  commonplace. 2 

The  kingdom  of  God,  or  of  heaven,  as  it  is  usually 
designated  in  the  first  Gospel,  while  in  its  ultimate 
significance  implying  a  high  ideal  of  life,  sonship 
realised  in  a  heroic  career  rife  with  tribulation  (Mt. 
510-12),  is  in  its  initial  aspect,  as  already  indicated, 
a  boon  rather  than  a  demand.  Seek  ye  the  kingdom 
(as  the  highest  good),  said  the  Master  to  his  disciples 
(Mt.  633).  It  is  to  be  sought  as  the  sumrnum  bonum, 
in  preference  to  the  temporal  good  above  which  Pagan 
aspiration  rarely  rises  (Mt.  632).  It  is  the  bread  which 
perisheth  not,  the  raiment  which  waxeth  not  old,  the 
treasure  which  cannot  be  stolen  (Lk.  1233).  The 
quest  of  this  supreme  good,  in  singleness  of  mind,  is 
ever  successful.  'Seek,  and  ye  shall  find"  (Mt.  7?). 
And  the  quest  is  the  noblest  of  human  endeavours. 
He  who  so  seeks  the  highest  good  fulfils  at  the  same 
time  the  highest  duty  of  man.  In  this  coincidence  of 
the  chief  good  with  the  chief  end  lies  the  unique 
distinction  of  the  Christian  religion  as  expounded  by  its 
Founder. 

Jesus  carefully  explained  his  conception  of  the  ethical 

ideal,  both  by  positive  statements  and  by  keen  caustic 

_  ,  .     .    criticism   of  the  system   of  religion  and 

18.  ttnicai    morais  prevalent  among  the  Jews  in  his 

ideal.         time.     Among  the  statements  a  foremost 

1  Baur's  view  of  the  religion  of  Jesus  as  spiritual  and 
universal  is  entirely  independent  of  his  theory  as  to  the  indebted 
ness  of  Jesus  for  these  characteristics  of  his  teaching  to  Greek 
philosophy  and  Roman  world-wide  empire.  We  may  hold  aloof 
from  this  theory,  yet  accept  his  view  of  the  essential  character 
istics  of  the  Christianity  of  Christ. 

'•*  This  prosaic  view  pervades  the  treatment  of  Christ's  teaching 
in  all  the  works  of  Dr.  Bernhard  Weiss. 
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place  belongs  to  the  golden  rule  ;  '  what  you  wish  men 
to  do  to  you  do  ye  to  them'  (Mt.  7 12),  for  which 
analogies  can  be  found  in  other  religions,  but  with  this 
difference,  that,  whilst  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus  the 
rule  assumes  a  positive  form,  in  all  other  known 
instances  it  is  given  negatively.  So  in  the  saying  of 
Confucius,  '  do  not  to  others  what  you  would  not  wish 
done  to  yourself  ( Legge,  Chinese  Classics,  1 191 ).  The 
negative  confines  us  to  the  region  of  justice ;  the  positive 
takes  us  into  the  region  of  generosity ;  for  we  wish 
more  than  we  can  claim,  or  than  the  average  man  is 
willing  to  do  to  others.  Jesus  would  have  a  disciple  to 
be  not  merely  SiKaios  but  dya06s,  spontaneously  doing  to 
others  all  that  a  spirit  of  magnanimity  prompts.  The 
golden  rule  covers  only  the  duties  arising  out  of  human 
relations.  The  summary  of  duty, — Love  God  with  all 
your  heart,  and  your  neighbour  as  yourself — given  in 
answer  to  a  question  at  a  later  time  (Mk.  1228-31), 
covers  the  whole  ground  of  obligation.  Thus  we  have 
religion  and  morality  blent  in  one  ideal  as  of  co-ordinate 
importance,  a  combination  not  lying  to  the  hand  in  the 
OT — the  two  great  commandments,  though  both  in  the 
law,  are  not  given  in  one  place  (Dt.  64/.  Lev.  19 18) — 
and  still  less  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  time. 
In  Rabbinism  ritual  was  before  morality,  and  the 
tendency  was  to  sacrifice  morality  in  the  interest  of 
religion.  Jesus  said :  ethics  before  ritual — the  essentials 
of  true  religion  consist  in  morality — placability  before 
sacrifice  (Mt.  623),  mercy  before  sacrifice  (Mt.  913),  filial 
affection  before  sacrifice  (Mt.  154-6  Mk.  79-13)- 

Whilst  putting  morality  on  a  level  with,  or  even  in 
some  respects  above,  religion,  Jesus  was  careful  to 
subordinate  individual  interests  to  the  universal  claims 
of  the  kingdom  of  God  :  '  Seek  ye  his  kingdom '  said 
he  to  his  disciples  (Lk.  12 31),  implying  if  he  did  not  say 
'  first'  (Mt.  633),  food  or  raiment  being  relegated  to  the 
second  place.  The  '  Lord's  Prayer '  is  constructed  on 
the  same  principle  of  subordination.  First  God's 
glory,  kingdom,  and  will ;  then,  only  in  the  second  place, 
the  temporal  interest  (daily  bread),  and  even  the 
spiritual  interests  (pardon  and  protection  from  tempta 
tion),  of  the  worshipper.  Jesus  insisted  that  this  sub 
ordination  must  be  carried  the  length  of  willingness  to 
part  with  life  itself.  First  the  things  of  God,  then  the 
things  of  men  (Mk.  833).  True  to  his  great  principle 
that  religion  and  morality  are  one,  however,  Jesus 
gave  his  disciples  to  understand  that  the  things  of  God 
are  at  the  same  time  those  of  deepest  concern  to  man. 
They  are  the  true  life  of  the  spirit,  for  the  sake  of  which 
one  who  understands  the  philosophy  of  life  will  gladly 
part  when  needful  with  the  lower  life  of  the  body  (Mk. 

835)- 

The  antithetic  presentation  of  the  moral  ideal  was 
given  partly  in  didactic  form,  partly  in  the  way  of 
occasional  polemics.  For  the  didactic  aspect,  which 
concerns  us  here,  we  are  indebted  chiefly  to  Me,  in 
whose  version  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  the 
contrast  between  Jesus' s  interpretation  of  the  law  and 
that  current  in  the  Rabbinical  schools  is  worked  out  in 
a  series  of  examples  (Mt.  521-48).  This  section  of  the 
sermon  is  omitted  almost  entirely  by  Lk.,  whereby 
the  small  part  he  has  retained  loses  much  in  point. 
The  gist  of  the  elaborate  contrast  is :  The  law  as 
interpreted  by  the  scribes,  externalised  and  restricted 
in  scope  ;  as  interpreted  by  Jesus,  inward  and  infinite. 
Thou  shall  not  kill,  said  the  scribe  ;  thou  shall  not  hate 
or  despise,  said  Jesus.  Thou  shall  love  thy  neighbour, 
and  doing  that  thou  doesl  enough,  said  (in  effecl)  the 
scribe ;  thou  shall  love  all,  making  no  dislinclion 
between  fellow-countrymen  or  strangers,  friend  or  foe, 
except  as  to  the  form  love  takes,  said  Jesus.  The 
external  is  thai  which  is  seen  ;  hence  the  tendency  of 
an  outward  morality  to  become  a  morality  of  ostenlation. 
Jesus  used  this  morality,  much  in  vogue  in  his  time,  to 
emphasise  by  conlrasl  the  reserved  retiring  character 
of  irue  piety  (Ml.  6 1-8  16-18).  True  goodness  is  in  ihe 
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heart,  and  the  good  man  is  content  that  it  should  be 
there,  visible  only  to  the  Father  in  heaven. 

3.   The  later  teaching  of  Jesus  will  be  referred  to  in 

another    connection.       \Ve   pass,    therefore,    from    the 

,q   TT     i-        teaching   to    the   healing    ministry.       In 

.    .~^    °   doing  so  we  make  a   transition  from   a 

ministry !        ,.          *  •  ,    «         •         , , 

.  ,      J       subject  \vhich  is  universally  attractive  to 

evi  ence.  Qne  wnjcjj  js  djstasteful  to  many  because 
of  its  association  with  the  idea  of  miracle.  The  distaste 
is  felt  not  only  by  those  who  do  not  believe  in  the 
miraculous,  but  also  by  not  a  few  who,  whilst  not  ad 
herents  of  the  naturalistic  school,  have  no  sympathy  with 
the  apologetic  value  attached  to  '  miracles  '  as  credentials 
of  revelation.  The  following  statement  will  not  bring 
us  into  collision  with  this  feeling.  The  miraculousness 
of  the  healing  ministry  is  not  the  point  in  question  : 
what  we  are  concerned  with  is  the  question  of  fact. 
Now,  as  to  this,  the  healing  ministry,  judged  by 
critical  tests,  stands  on  as  firm  historical  ground  as  the 
best  accredited  parts  of  the  teaching. 

The  triple  tradition — i.e. ,  the  narrative  common  to  all 
the  three  Gospels — contains  no  less  than  nine  reports  of 
healing  acts,  including  the  cases  of  the  leper,  the 
madman  of  Gergesa,  and  the  dead  daughter  of  Jairus. 
Then,  in  most  of  the  reports  the  action  of  Jesus  is  so 
interwoven  with  unmistakably  authentic  words  (e.g. ,  in 
the  case  of  the  palsied  man)  that  the  two  elements 
cannot  be  separated  :  we  must  take  the  story  as  it 
stands  or  reject  it  entirely.  That  the  healing  ministry 
was  not  only  a  fact  but  a  great  outstanding  fact,  is 
attested  by  the  popularity  of  Jesus,  and  by  the  various 
theories  which  were  invented  to  account  for  the  remark 
able  phenomena.  Mk.  gives  a  realistic,  lifelike  descrip 
tion  of  the  connection  between  healing  acts  and  the  fame 
of  Jesus.  The  cure  of  a  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  of 
Capernaum  (Mk.  123)  creates  a  sensation  even  greater 
than  that  produced  by  the  discourse  of  the  new  preacher. 
They  remark  to  one  another  not  only  on  the  new 
doctrine,  but  also  on  the  authority  which  Jesus  wields 
over  unclean  spirits  (127).  The  result  is  that  in  the 
evening  of  the  same  Sabbath  day,  after  sunset,  the 
people  of  the  town  gather  at  the  door  of  the  house 
where  Jesus  resides,  bringing  iheir  sick  to  be  healed 
(132).  So,  again,  on  his  return  to  Capernaum,  after 
his  preaching  tour  in  Galilee,  the  report  speedily  spread 
ing  that  he  had  come  back,  a  crowd  assembles  so  large 
and  dense  as  to  make  access  to  him  impossible  except 
through  the  roof  of  the  house  (2 1-4).  Fresh  recollec 
tions  of  the  synagogue- sermon,  but  still  more  of  the 
Sabbath-evening  cures,  explain  the  popular  enthusiasm. 
The  theories  were  various  and  curious.  The  relations  of 
Jesus  had  their  theory,  not  so  much  indeed  about  the 
healing  acts  as  about  the  healer.  Mk.  reports  (it  is 
one  of  his  realisms)  that  they  thought  him  out  of  his 
senses  (821).  Much  benevolence  had  made  him  mad. 
The  beneficent  deeds  must  have  been  there,  else  the 
madness  would  not  have  been  imputed.  The  Pharisees, 
more  suo,  put  a  less  friendly  construction  on  the  puzzling 
phenomena,  seeing  in  them  not  the  acts  of  a  man  more 
endowed  with  love  and  with  power  over  diseases 
(physical  and  mental)  than  was  good  for  his  own  health 
of  body  and  mind,  but  the  acts  of  a  man  in  league  with 
the  prince  of  darkness,  an  incarnation  of  Beelzebub 
( Bee\fo3oi>\  £*«>  Mk.  822).  [See  BEELZEBUL.]  This 
was  a  very  unlikely  theory,  as  Jesus  pointed  out ;  but 
the  thing  to  be  noted  is  the  existence  of  the  theory, 
showing,  as  it  does,  that  there  were  facts  imperiously 
demanding  explanation  of  some  sort.  Yet  another 
theory,  too  curious  to  be  an  invention  of  the  evangelists 
who  report  it  (Mk.  616  Mt.  14 2),  originated  in  the  palace 
of  Herod  the  murderer  of  the  Baptist,  and  in  his  own 
guilt  -  haunted  mind.  This  Jesus  of  whose  marvellous 
works  I  hear  is  John  risen  again,  the  mysterious  powers 
of  the  other  world  manifesting  themselves  through  the 
resurrected  man.  The  theory  is  perhaps  absurd,  yet 
by  its  very  absurdity  it  witnesses  to  extraordinary  facts 
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arresting  general  attention,  and  forcing  their  way,  how 
ever  unwelcome,  into  kings'  houses. 

The  healing  ministry  of  Jesus  presents  a  problem  at 
once  for  exegesis,  for  theology,  and  for  science.  The 
20  Internre  cluest'on  *°r  exegesis  is,  What  do  the 
tation  reP°rts  necessarily  imply  ?  Was  the 
leper  cured,  or  only  pronounced  clean? 
Was  the  bread  that  fed  the  thousands  miraculously 
produced,  or  drawn  forth  by  the  bearing  of  Jesus  from 
the  stores  in  possession  of  the  crowd  ;  or  is  the  story 
merely  a  symbolic  embodiment  of  the  life-giving  power 
of  Jesus  in  the  spiritual  sphere  ?  Was  the  daughter  of 
Jairus  really  dead  ?  For  theology  the  question  is,  What 
bearing  has  the  healing  ministry  on  the  personality  of 
Jesus?  Here  is  certainly  something  to  wonder  at,  to 
start  the  inquiry  :  What  manner  of  man  is  this  ?  Is  it 
only  a  question  as  to  the  manner  of  the  man.  of  a 
man  fully  endowed  with  powers  not  unexampled 
elsewhere,  at  least  in  kind,  though  lying  dormant  in 
ordinary  men  ?  Or  do  the  phenomena  take  us  outside 
the  human  into  the  region  of  the  strictly  divine  ?  For 
science  the  question  is,  Can  the  acts  ascribed  to  Jesus 
be  accounted  for  by  any  known  laws  of  nature — e.g. ,  by 
'moral  therapeutics,'  or  the  emotional  treatment  of 
disease  ?  Care  must  be  taken  in  attempting  to  answer 
this  question  not  to  understate  the  facts.  In  the  case 
of  demoniacal  possession,  for  example,  it  is  making  the 
problem  too  easy  to  say  that  that  was  a  merely  im 
aginary  disease.  The  diseases  to  which  the  name  is 
applied  in  the  Gospels  were  in  some  cases  serious 
enough.  The  '  demoniac '  of  Gergesa  was  a  raving 
madman  ;  the  boy  at  the  foot  of  the  hill  of  Trans 
figuration  was  the  victim  of  aggravated  epilepsy.  The 
only  door  of  escape  open  for  scientific  scepticism  in 
such  cases  is  doubt  as  to  the  permanence  of  the  alleged 
cure. 

There  is  one  thing  about  which  we  may  have  com 
fortable  certainty.  Whether  miraculous  or  not,  whether 
,  the  works  of  a  mere  man,  or  of  one 

•    j-  '  A-         f  w'ho  is  a  man  and  more,  these  healing 
inciic3.tion  ot  .  f  .    «          *. « 

,          t  acts  are  a  revelation  of  the  love  of  Jesus, 

a  manifestation  of  his  '  enthusiasm  of 
humanity,'  to  be  placed  beside  the  meeting  with  the 
publicans  of  Capernaum  as  an  aid  to  the  understanding 
of  his  spirit  and  aims.  By  that  meeting  he  showed  his 
interest  in  a  despised  class  of  men ;  by  the  healing 
ministry  he  showed  his  interest  in  a  despised  part  of 
human  nature,  the  body,  and  so  evinced  the  healthy 
catholic  nature  of  his  conception  of  redemption.  He 
was  minded  to  do  all  the  good  in  the  world  he  could. 
He  was  able  to  heal  men's  bodies  as  well  as  their  souls  ; 
and  he  did  it,  thereby  protesting  against  that  pagan 
notion  of  the  body,  as  something  essentially  evil  and 
worthless,  which  underlies  all  modes  of  asceticism,  and 
against  a  false  spiritualism  which  regards  disease  of  the 
body  as  essential  to  the  health  of  the  soul.  The  heal 
ing  ministry  shows  Jesus,  not  as  a  thaumaturge  bent 
on  creating  astonishment,  but  as  in  a  large,  grand, 
human  way  the  friend  of  men,  bearing  by  sympathy 
their  sicknesses  as  well  as  their  sorrows  and  sins  as  a 
burden  in  his  heart.  * 

4.     The  conflict  u'ith  the  religious  leaders  of  Israel, 

called  in  the  Gospels  '  scribes  and  Pharisees, '  formed  a 

_,       .     .     very  essential  part  of  the  public  life  of 

\     f.^?Sai°  Jesus.      It  soon  brought  that  life  to  a 
Hostility.       tragic  end       The   Gospel   of   Lk     by 

toning  down  that  aspect,  omitting  much  of  Christ's 
polemic  against  Pharisaism,  and  mitigating  the  asperity 

1  Such  is  the  view  of  Christ's  healing  ministry  presented  in 
Mt. :  witness  the  prophetic  citation  in  8  17.  There  is  no  desire 
in  the  first  Gospel  to  magnify  the  miracle.  Peter's  mother-in- 
law  simply  suffers  from  a  feverish  attack.  The  sympathy  of 
Jesus  is  the  point  of  interest,  which  was  the  same  whether  the 
fever  was  severe  or  slight.  In  Lk.  it  is  a  rreat  fever  (4;-) 
and  throughout  this  Gospel  care  is  taken  to  magnify  the  power 
as  well  as  the  benevolence  of  Jesus.  Mk.,  on  the  other  hand, 
goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  Jesus  was  not  able  to  do  any  mighty 
works  in  Nazareth,  because  of  the  unbelief  of  the  people 
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of  what  is  retained  by  representing  it  as  uttered  under 
the  control  of  friendly  social  relations  (three  feasts  in 
Pharisees'  houses  peculiar  to  this  Gospel  736-50  1137-44 
141-24),  makes  it  impossible  to  form  a  clear  idea  of 
the  religious  environment  of  Jesus,  of  the  heroic  war 
fare  he  had  to  wage,  and  of  the  forces  that  were  at 
work,  moving  steadily  on  towards  Calvary.  For  in 
formation  on  these  points,  we  must  turn  to  the  pages 
of  Mt.  and  Mk. ,  especially  of  the  latter,  in  which  the 
course  of  the  conflict  is  vividly  depicted.  A  few  anec 
dotes  bring  before  us  realistically  Pharisaic  hostility,  in 
its  rise  and  progress,  and  prepare  us  for  the  end  (Mk. 
2-36). 

Collision  was  inevitable.  Radical  contrariety  of  view 
on  the  whole  subject  of  conduct  in  religion  and  in 
morals  was  its  deepest  cause,  and  the  popularity  of 
Jesus  as  a  preacher  and  a  healer  was  a  constant  and 
increasing  source  of  irritation. 

The  contrast  (Izi/. )  between  Jesus  and  the  scribes,  in 
their  respective  styles  of  preaching  or  teaching,  remarked 
on  by  the  second  evangelist,  was  not  unnoticed  by 
the  people.  If  they  did  not  say,  How  unlike  the 
scribes  !  they  at  least  showed  the  new  teacher  an  amount 
of  consideration  not  accorded  to  the  scribes.  Therefore, 
we  are  not  surprised  to  learn  that  when  Jesus  returned 
from  his  preaching  tour  in  Galilee  to  Capernaum  the 
scribes  were  in  a  fault-finding  mood  (26).  They  took 
care,  however,  to  conceal  the  cause  of  their  chagrin, 
selecting  as  the  point  of  assault  neither  the  preaching 
nor  the  healing,  but  the  '  blasphemous '  word  of  pardon  : 
'Son,  thy  sins  be  forgiven  thee.'  The  Capernaum 
mission  to  the  '  publicans  and  sinners  '  (215-17)  supplied 
the  next  occasion  for  offence.  These  classes  had  begun 
to  take  an  interest  in  Jesus.  '  There  were  many  (of 
them  there),  and  they  began  to  follow  him  '  (2 15).  They 
had  doubtless  heard  the  story  of  the  palsied  man,  and 
how  Jesus  had  been  sympathetic  towards  the  sinner,  and 
had  been  regarded  by  the  scribes  as  a  blasphemer.  They 
naturally  desired  to  see  and  hear  and  know  the  interest 
ing  blasphemer.  The  offence  in  this  instance  lay  in 
eating  with  such  people — i.e. ,  in  having  comrade- 
like  relations  with  them.  It  was  a  complicated  many- 
sided  offence  :  a  slight  on  the  national  feeling  of  Jews, 
who  resented  whatever  reminded  them  of  their  political 
humiliation  ;  an  indirect  slight  on  the  laws  which  the 
classes  fraternised  with  habitually  neglected  ;  it  was 
also — though  this  might  not  be  so  clearly  perceived — a 
slight  on  the  prerogative  of  Israel  as  an  elect  people,  an 
evil  omen  of  an  approaching  revolution  when  the  king 
dom  of  God  would  be  thrown  open  to  all. 

Next  come  Sabbatic  controversies  trivial  in  occasion, 
but  cutting  contemporary  Jewish  prejudice  to  the 
quick,  and  greatly  intensifying  the  ex- 


23.  Sabbath, 
etc. 


asperation   (223-28   3i-6).      These  en 


counters  revealed  a  radical  contrariety 
between  Jesus  and  the  scribes  in  their  respective  con 
ceptions  of  the  Sabbath.  Jesus  expressed  the  difference 
'in  a  saying  preserved  only  in  Mk.  (227) :  '  The  sabbath 
was  made  for  man,  and  not  man  for  the  sabbath.'  The 
remark  implied  a  manner  of  conceiving  God,  man,  and 
religion,  different  from  that  in  vogue,  and  it  is  not  sur 
prising  that  from  that  day  forth  dislike  began  to  deepen 
into  hatred,  harbouring  murderous  intentions.  The 
author  of  Mk.  winds  up  his  narrative  of  the  healing 
of  the  withered  hand  with  the  significant  statement : 
'  the  Pharisees  went  forth  and  straightway,  with  the 
Herodians,  took  counsel  against  him,  how  they  might 
destroy  him'  (36).  The  reference  to  the  HEROUIANS 
(q.v. ),  little  spoken  of  in  the  Gospels,  signifies  that  the 
Pharisees  now  began  seriously  to  aim  at  the  life  of  Jesus, 
and  naturally  felt  that  the  assistance  of  persons  having 
influence  at  the  court  would  be  valuable. 

Hereafter  the  foes  of  Jesus  come  before  us  attacking 
his  healing  ministry  on  a  side  at  which  it  appeared  to 
them  vulnerable.  The  meeting  with  the  outcasts  of 
Capernaum  had  given  a  choice  opportunity  for  a 
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calumnious  assault  upon  his  moral  character,  of  which 
they  seem  to  have  taken  advantage  to  the  full  extent 
(Mt.  11 19).  The  cures  of  demoniacs  formed  the  basis  of 
the  attempt  to  rob  him  of  the  fame  fairly  won  by  his 
wonderful  works  (Mk.  822).  The  cures  themselves 
could  not  be  denied,  nor  the  power  they  evinced  ;  but 
was  the  power  necessarily  from  heaven,  might  it  not  be 
from  an  opposite  quarter?  The  men  who  made  the 
malign  suggestion  knew  better  ;  but  it  was  enough  for 
them  that  the  suggestion  was  plausible.  Hence  the 
solemn  warning  of  Jesus  against  blasphemy — i.e. ,  speak 
ing  evil  of  that  which  is  known  to  be  good  (Mk.  829). 

The  next  encounter  had  reference  to  ritual  ablutions 
(Mk.  71-23  Mt.  ISi-zo).1    This  time,  Jesus  assumed  the 


24.  Ritual. 


offensive,  and  exposed  the  vices  inherent 


in  the  systems  represented  by  the  scribes  ; 
declaring  in  effect  that  the  hedging  of  the  Law  by  the 
multiplied  rules  of  legal  doctors  had  for  its  result  the 
setting  of  the  Law  aside,  and  giving  as  an  example  the 
doctrine  of  Corban  in  its  bearing  on  the  fifth  command 
ment.  This  was  offence  enough  ;  but  Jesus  added  to  it 
by  an  appeal  to  the  multitude,  to  whom  he  addressed 
one  of  those  great  emancipating  sayings  which  sweep 
away  the  cobwebs  of  artificial  systems  better  than 
elaborate  argument — that  which  defiles  is  not  what 
goeth  into  the  mouth  but  what  cometh  out  of  it.  It 
was  a  virtual  abrogation,  not  merely  of  the  traditions  of 
the  Elders,  but  even  of  the  ceremonial  law  of  Moses  :  a 
proclamation  of  the  great  truth  that  moral  defilement 
alone  is  of  importance. 

When   it  had  come  to  this,   a  crisis  was  at  hand. 
Jesus  knew   it,   and  retired  from  the  scenes  of  strife, 
_  partly  to  escape  for  a  while  from  the 

2°-  rJeSU£!  ®ees  malice  of  his  foes,  and  still  more  to 
prepare  his  disciples,  by  seasonable 
instructions,  for  the  inevitable  end.  The  time  of  these 
later  instructions  was  that  of  the  northerly  excursions 2 
already  referred  to,  and  their  main  theme  was  sacri 
fice.  Jesus  began  to  tell  his  disciples  plainly  that 
he  himself  must  suffer  death  at  the  hands  of  the 
religious  leaders,  and  that  they  and  all  faithful  souls 
must  be  prepared  to  endure  hardship  for  truth  and 
righteousness  (Mk.  830-34  Mt.  1621-24  Lk92i-23)  ;  and 
from  this  time  forth  he  devoted  much  attention  towards 
developing  in  the  twelve  the  heroic  temper  demanded 
by  the  situation.  It  was  no  easy  task  ;  for,  while  the 
master  was  continually  preoccupied  with  the  cross,  the 
disciples  were  often  thinking  vain  thoughts.  The 
contrast  is  depicted  in  a  realistic  manner  by  Mk. 
'  They  were  in  the  way,  going  up  to  Jerusalem  ;  and 
Jesus  was  going  before  them  :  and  they  were  amazed ' 
(1032).  They  could  not  comprehend  the  intense 
preoccupation  betrayed  in  the  master's  manner.  It 
filled  them  with  awe.  The  sequel  explains.  The 
ambitious  request  of  James  and  John  followed  soon 
after,  as  comic  scenes  succeed  tragic  ones  in  a  drama. 
Hence  the  need  for  inculcating  such  recondite  truths  of 
the  kingdom  as  that  greatness  comes  by  service  ;  that 
childlikeness  is  the  condition  of  entrance  into  the  king 
dom  ;  that  ambition  aspiring  to  greatness  and  trampling 
on  weakness  is  a  cursed  passion,  deserving  drowning, 
with  a  heavy  millstone  round  the  neck,  in  the  deepest 
part  of  the  sea  ;  and  that  only  through  brotherly  kind 
ness  and  charity  can  one  hope  to  win  the  favour  of  God 
(Mt.  18  Mk.  933-50). 

1  The  preceding  incidents  are  common  to  the  three  Synoptists. 
This  one  is  omitted  by  Lk.  along  with  a  group  of  other  narra 
tives,  including  the  second  storm  on  the  lake,  the  Syro- Phoenician 
woman,  the  second  feeding,  the  demand  for  a  sign — in  short,  the 
whole  of  Mt.  1422-1612    and    Mk.  645-821    except    that    Mk. 
815   Mt.  166  =  Lk.  12  i.      These   omissions  were    probably    in 
tentional  on  Lk.'s  part,  the  incidents  being  known  to  him,  but 
passed  over  for  various  reasons. 

2  The  Gospels  speak  of  two  excursions — one  to  the  regions  of 
Tyre   and    Sidon,   another   to   the   neighbourhood  of  Caesarea 
Philippi.     Even  so  conservative  a  critic  as  Weiss  is  inclined  to 
resolve  the  two  into  one  by  treating  the  second  feeding  as  a 
merely  literary  duplicate  of  the  first. 
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During   the  period   of  wandering   in    the   north  the 
disciple  Peter,  the  foremost  man  among  the  twelve,  and 

26.  Messiah.  USUally  thdr  spokesman  on  important 
occasions,  made  an  eventful  declaration 
concerning  the  master.  Jesus  had  himself  led  up  to  it 
by  introducing  into  their  conversation,  as  they  journeyed 
towards  Caesarea  Philippi,  the  topic  :  '  Who  do  men 
say  that  I  am?'  (Mt.  1613-20  Mk.  827-30  Lk.  9 18-21  ).1 
That  general  question  disposed  of,  there  came  a  second  : 
And  you,  who  say  you  that  I  am  ?  The  answer  of 
Peter  was:  Thou  art  the  Christ  (Mk.  829).  It  was 
apparently  the  answer  which  Jesus  anticipated  and 
wished  ;  which  would  imply  that  he  regarded  himself  as 
one  in  whom  the  Messianic  hope  of  the  Jewish  people 
was  fulfilled.  Can  this  indeed  have  been  so  ?  Can  such 
an  one  as  Jesus,  so  wise  and  good,  and  so  utterly  out  of 
sympathy  with  the  religious  spirit  of  his  time,  have 
thought  himself  the  Messiah,  or  even  taken  any  in 
terest  in  the  Messianic  idea?  It  is  evident  that  one 
occupying  the  position  of  Jesus  as  a  religious  teacher 
could  not  escape  having  some  conscious  attitude  to 
wards  that  idea,  friendly  or  indifferent  or  hostile.  And 
it  is  certain  that  he  would  be  utterly  unsympathetic 
towards  the  Messianic  ideas  current  among  the  Jews  of 
his  time.  Pharisaic  notions  of  the  Messianic  king  and 
kingdom  would  be  as  distasteful  to  him  as  Pharisaic 
notions  of  the  Law,  of  righteousness,  of  God,  and  of 
man.  His  attitude  towards  the  whole  circle  of  ideas 
associated  with  conventional  religion  was,  without  doubt, 
that  of  a  radical  sceptic.  But  he  did  not  live  in  the 
region  of  negation.  His  way  was  to  discard  unwelcome 
ideas  and  put  better  ones  in  their  place.  He  did  this  in 
connection  with  all  the  other  subjects  above  mentioned, 
and  doubtless  he  acted  on  the  same  principle  in 
connection  with  the  Messianic  hope — this  all  the  more 
decisively  because  that  hope  was  not  rabbinical  but  pro 
phetic  in  its  origin,  associated  with  some  of  the  most 
spiritual  aspirations  of  OT  saints  and  seers,  if  also  find 
ing  expression  occasionally  in  materialistic  or  political 
representations  of  the  good  time  coming.  By  elective 
affinity  Jesus  would  choose  the  purest  and  loftiest 
elements  in  prophetic  delineations,  and  out  of  these  form 
his  Messianic  idea.  From  certain  indications  in  the 
Gospels — the  voice  from  heaven  at  the  Baptism  and  the 
Transfiguration,  the  text  of  the  discourse  in  the  syna 
gogue  of  Nazareth,  the  intimate  connection  between  the 
confession  of  Peter  and  the  first  distinct  intimation  of 
the  approaching  Passion — it  may  be  inferred  that 
Deutero-Isaiah  was  the  chief  source  of  his  conception, 
and  that  his  Messiah  was  one  endowed  abundantly  with 
the  charisma  of  love  (Is.  61),  therefore  well-pleasing  to 
God  (Is.  42i),  and  destined  to  be  a  man  of  sorrow 
(Is.  53). 

Messiah  stands  for  an  ideal,  the  summum  bonum 
embodied  in  a  person.  The  Jews  believed  that  such  a 
person  would  come.  Jesus  might  very  sincerely  share 
the  expectation,  as  the  Baptist  did.  Could  he  also 
regard  himself  as  the  coming  one  ?  He  could  not,  if  a 
Messianic  consciousness  implied  self-asserting  preten 
sions,  or,  generally,  states  of  feeling  incompatible  with  a 
lowly  spirit.  He  could,  if  the  Messianic  vocation  pre 
sented  itself  to  his  mind  as  a  duty,  rather  than  as  a 
dignity,  as  a  summons  to  a  career  of  suffering,  a  tempting 
to  renunciation  rather  than  to  usurpation.  So,  in  fact, 
it  did  appear  to  him.  The  man  of  sorrow  in  Is.  53  is 
ideal  Israel  ;  the  faithful  in  Israel,  the  men  who  stand 
for  God  and  righteousness  in  an  evil  world,  conceived 
poetically  as  an  individual.  Jesus  thought  of  himself  as 
that  individual,  the  representative  of  all  who  live  sacri 
ficial  and  therefore  redemptive  lives.  See  MESSIAH. 

All  goes  to  bear  out  this  assertion—  e.g.  the  self- 
designation  '  Son  of  man,'  so  much  used  by  Jesus.  The 

1  In  consequence  of  the  long  omission,  this  section  in  Luke 
follows  immediately  after  the  first  feeding,  and  there  is  no  in 
dication  that  it  did  not  happen  at  the  same  place.  There  is  no 
trace  of  the  excursion  to  the  north  in  his  narrative. 
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meaning  of  this  title  he  never  defined  any  more 
27  '  Son  of  tllan  ^e  f°rnlal'v  defined  the  name  'Father' 
man'  applied  to  God.  It  is  doubtful  if  OT 
texts  can  give  us  much  help  towards 
fixing  its  import.  We  must  watch  the  Son  of  man  in  the 
act  of  so  designating  himself,  defining  the  name  by  dis 
criminating  use.  Doing  this,  we  receive  the  impression 
that  the  title  is  chosen  because  it  is  one  that  makes  no 
claims.  In  Aramaic  it  means  simply  'the  man.'  If  it 
be  Messianic,  through  the  use  made  of  it  in  Daniel  and 
the  Book  of  Enoch,  it  is  furtively  so,  an  incognito. 
The  admiring  people  frequently  called  Him  '  Son  of 
David,'  and  the  early  Christian  Church  laid  stress  on 
the  title  as  an  important  link  in  the  chain  of  Messianic 
proof.  Hence  the  genealogies  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  Even 
Paul  recognises  the  Davidic  descent  as  in  its  own 
place  important  (Rom.  Is).  There  is  no  evidence  that 
Jesus  repudiated  the  title  ; 1  but  the  title  '  Son  of  man  ' 
does  show  that  he  regarded  the  other  (as  implying 
physical  descent  and  therefore  regal  rights)  as  of  little 
significance.  Others  said  Son  of  David  ;  he  said  Son  of 
Man.'2'  See  SON  OF  MAN. 

The  message  from  the  imprisoned  Baptist  to  Jesus 
(Mt.  11  2/  Lk.  7  i8/)  is  not  without  significance  in  this 
connection  :  '  Art  thou  the  coming  one  ? '  By  some 
(e.g. ,  Holtzmann  in  Handcomm.)  the  question  is  viewed 
as  the  utterance  rather  of  a  budding  than  of  a  waning 
faith.  But  the  comments  of  Jesus  on  the  message  and 
on  the  man  who  sent  it,  bearing  a  stamp  of  authenticity 
upon  them  and  probably  taken  by  the  two  evangelists 
from  the  Book  of  Logia,  demand  the  latter  inter 
pretation.  '  Blessed  is  he  who  findeth  no  cause  of 
stumbling  in  me.'  John  had  found  cause  of  stumbling 
in  Jesus,  in  whom  from  the  first  his  prophetic  eye  had 
detected  an  extraordinary  person.  John's  Messiah  was 
to  be  an  iconoclast,  a  hewer  down  of  barren  trees  and 
effete  institutions,  one  coming  in  the  fury  of  the  Lord  to 
destroy  by  the  wind  and  fire  of  judgment.  Jesus 
hitherto  had  been  nothing  of  the  kind  ;  rather  a  preacher 
of  good  news,  even  to  the  immoral  ;  a  healer  of  disease, 
a  teacher  of  wisdom,  with  nothing  like  a  fan  in  his 
hand,  save  one  of  searching  moral  criticism  on  the  ways 
of  scribes  and  Pharisees.  Therefore,  John  began  to 
fear  that,  after  all,  this  was  not  the  Christ.  His  fear  is 
a  valuable  testimony  to  the  kind  of  Christ  Jesus  believed 
in  and  was  :  one  seeking  to  save  rather  than  to  judge, 
and  just  on  that  account  liable  to  be  misunderstood 
even  by  a  John,  and  to  be  despised  and  rejected  by  a 
religious  but  ungodly  world.  How  far  apart  the  two 
prophets  were  in  their  ideas  and  tendencies,  may  be 
estimated  from  the  striking  remark  made  by  Jesus 
concerning  the  Baptist  :  '  the  least  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  is  greater  than  he'  (Mt.  11  u). 

The  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem  by  Jesus  towards 
the  close  of  his  career  may  seem  to  conflict  with  the  view 
28  Entrv  into  set  ^ort^  aDOve>  an^  to  exhibit  a  Messiah 

Jerusalem  Parading  his  claims.  The  story  belongs 
to  the  triple  tradition,  and  must  be  ac 
cepted  as  historical  (Mt.  21  i-n  Mk.  11  i-n  Lk.  1929-44) ; 
but  cp  HOSANNA.  Mt. ,  after  his  usual  manner,  repre 
sents  the  whole  transaction  as  happening  in  order  that  a 
certain  prophetic  oracle  might  be  fulfilled.  So  he  viewed 
it,  and  so  he  wishes  his  readers  to  view  it  ;  but  it 
does  not  follow  that  Jesus  rode  into  the  holy  city 
on  the  foal  of  an  ass  with  conscious  intention  to  fulfil 
prophecy.  The  less  intention  on  his  part,  the  greater 
the  value  of  any  uniformity  between  prophecy  and 
fact.  Action  with  intention  might  show  that  he 

1  The  discussion  between  Jesus  and  the  scribes  in  the  temple 
on  the  relation  of  the  Christ  to  David  has  been  interpreted  in  this 
sense.     But  the  question  of  Jesus  does   not   necessarily  imply 
denial  in  toto  of  Davidic  descent,  or  more  than  a  hint  as  to  the 
comparative  unimportance  of  it.     It  meant,  in  effect  :  You  begin 
at  the  wrong  end,  physical  descent  ;  and  it  lands  you  in  an 
unspiritual  conception  of  Messiah. 

2  The  passages  in  which  the  title  is  used  in  an  apocalyptic 
sense   seem   to   breathe  a  different   spirit.       They   cannot    be 
discussed  here. 
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claimed  to  be,  not  that  he  was,  the  Messiah.  On  the 
other  hand,  his  right  to  be  regarded  as  the  Messiah 
would  have  stood  where  it  was  though  he  had  entered 
Jerusalem  on  foot.  The  actual  mode  of  entrance  could 
possess  at  most  only  the  value  of  a  symbol.  And  Jesus 
seems  to  have  been  in  the  mood  to  let  it  have  such 
value,  and  that  just  because  it  was  in  harmony  with  his 
habit  of  avoiding  display  and  discouraging  vulgar 
Messianic  hopes.  There  was  really  no  pretentiousness 
in  riding  into  Jerusalem  on  the  foal  of  an  ass.  It  was 
rather  the  meek  and  lowly  one  entering  in  character. 
The  symbolic  act  was  in  harmony  with  the  use  of  the 
title  '  Son  of  man,'  shunning  Messianic  pretensions,  yet 
showing  himself  as  the  true  Messiah  in  a  deeper  way. 
Mk.  's  narrative  of  the  incident  is  to  be  preferred  as 
preserving  most  of  the  primitive  simplicity.  It  is  only 
in  his  version  that  Jesus  instructs  his  disciples  to  tell  the 
man  from  whom  the  young  ass  is  being  borrowed  that 
it  will  be  returned  when  he  has  had  his  use  of  it  (Mk. 
11  3).  Some  modern  commentators,  influenced  by  con 
ventional  notions  of  dignity,  will  not  allow  even  Mark 
to  put  the  matter  so.  But  he  does  ;  it  is  cne  of  his 
realisms. 1 

The  thoughts  of  Jesus,  then  as  always,  were  humble  ; 
but  those  of  his  followers  were  more  ambitious,  and 
such  as  to  provoke  the  ire  of  those  who  sought  his 
undoing.  They  shouted  Hosannas  in  his  honour,  as 
to  the  Son  of  David  through  whom  the  long  hoped-for 
kingdom  was  about  to  come.  The  very  children  in  the 
streets,  according  to  Mt.  (21  15),  caught  up  the 
cry,  to  the  chagrin  of  the  guardians  of  conventional 
proprieties.  The  enthusiasm  of  the  people  who  had 
come  up  with  Jesus  to  keep  the  feast  of  the  passover — 
men  and  women  from  Galilee,  proud  of  their  prophet 
and  king — was  his  death-knell.  He  had  come  up 
to  Jerusalem  fully  convinced  that  he  was  going  to 
meet  death.  Therefore,  he  used  his  short  time 
to  bear  a  final  testimony  against  plausible  falsehood 
and  sham  holiness,  and  for  truth  and  godliness.  Many 
incidents  and  utterances  are  packed  into  that  eventful 
week — the  cleansing  of  the  Temple,  parables  of  judg 
ment  (  Two  sons,  Vinedressers,  Marriage  of  the  king's 
son),  sundry  encounters  with  captious  disputants,  and  a 
sublime  anti- Pharisaic  discourse  in  which  the  foibles 
and  vices  of  a  degenerate  piety  are  depicted  with  pro 
phetic  plainness  and  artistic  felicity  (Mt.  23).  During 
that  fatal  week  last  words  had  to  be  spoken  to  dis 
ciples,  among  which  was  a  foreboding  reference  to  the 
approaching  judgment-day  of  Israel,  accompanied  by 
useful  hints  for  their  guidance  in  a  perilous  time  (Mk.  13 
Mt.  24  Lk.  21 ).  The  tender  pathos  of  the  situation  is 
immortalised  in  the  anointing  in  Bethany  (Mt.  266-13 
Mk.  143-9),  tne  holy  supper  (Mt.  2626-29  Mk.  1422-25 
Lk.  22  17-20),  and  the  agony  in  Gethsemane  (Mt.  26  36-46 
Mk.  14  32-42  Lk.  22  39-46). 

The  story  of  the  passion  is  told  at  great  length,  with 
much  agreement,  though  also  with  many  variations,  in 
„-  p  .  all  the  four  Gospels,  a  sure  index  of  the 
intense  interest  taken  in  the  tragic  theme 
within  the  apostolic  church.  This  interest  would  not 
be  of  late  growth.  When  the  apostles  began  to  preach 
Jesus  crucified  and  risen,  they  would  encounter  the  eager 
demand,  Tell  us  how  it  happened  !  Faith  would  make 
three  demands  for  information  concerning  its  object : 
What  did  he  teach?  What  did  he  do?  What  did  he 
suffer  ?  Some  think  that  the  demand  for  information  con 
cerning  the  teaching  came  first  and  was  first  met. 
But  even  those  who,  like  Holtzmann,  take  this  view  regard 
the  history  of  the  passion  as  the  nucleus  of  the  narrative 
department  of  the  evangelic  tradition.  First  the  logia, 
then  the  passion  drama,  then  the  anecdotes  of  memorable 
acts.  Whether  this  was  the  true  genetic  order  of  the 

1  The  true  reading  is  ev0ii«  avrbv  aTrocrrf'AAei  TraAiv  where 
irdAii'  implies  that  the  reference  is  to  returning  the  colt  to  its 
owner,  not  to  the  readiness  with  which  the  owner,  after  explana 
tions,  will  send  it  to  Jesus. 
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three  masses  of  oral  tradition,  which  in  combination  make 
up  our  evangelic  records,  may  reasonably  be  doubted. 
The  passion  group  perhaps  took  shape  earliest.  The 
apostles  would  have  to  tell  at  once  what  they  knew, — the 
main  facts  of  the  case, — especially  when  preaching  outside 
Jerusalem.  Thus  began  to  form  itself  the  passion- 
chronicle  :  the  main  facts  first,  then  this  nucleus 
gradually  gathering  accretions  of  minor  incidents,  till 
by  the  time  written  records  began  to  be  compiled  the 
collection  of  passion-memorabilia  had  assumed  the  form 
which  it  bears  in,  for  example,  the  Gospel  of  Mk.  The 
presumption  is  that  the  collection  as  it  stands  there  is 
the  truth,  or  at  least  the  truth  as  far  as  it  could  be 
ascertained. 

For  modern  criticism  the  story,  even  in  its  most  historic 
version,  is  not  pure  truth,  but  truth  mixed  with  doubtful 

.     _  ...     .       legend.       Still,    even  when    it    is  ex- 
30.  Critical  •  ,         •  •    , 

.  ,  amined  with  a  critical  microscope,  as  it 

considerations.   ,  ,    ,        ,     r-.     „       ,.  , 

has  recently  been  by  Dr.  Brandt,1  not 

a  few  of  the  relative  incidents  stand  the  test.  Betrayal 
by  one  of  the  twelve,  desertion  by  all  of  them,  denial  by 
Peter,  death-sentence  under  the  joint  responsibility  of 
Jewish  rulers  and  Roman  procurator,  assistance  in 
carrying  the  cross  from  Simon  of  Cyrene,  crucifixion  on 
a  hill  called  Golgotha,  the  crime  charged  indicated  by 
the  significant  inscription  on  the  cross-beam,  '  King  of 
the  Jews,'2  death  if  not  preceded  by  a  prayer  for  the 
murderers,  or  by  the  despairing  cry  '  My  God,  my  God,' 
at  least  heralded  by  a  loud  voice.  In  these  eight 
particulars  we  have  the  skeleton  of  the  story,  all  that  is 
needful  to  give  the  passion  its  tragic  interest,  or  even  to 
form  the  basis  for  theological  constructions.  The 
details  omitted — the  process  before  the  Sanhedrin,  the 
interviews  with  Pilate  and  Herod,  the  mockery  of  the 
soldiers,  the  preferential  release  of  Barabbas,  the  sneers 
of  passers-by,  the  two  thieves,  the  parting  of  the  raiment, 
the  words  from  the  cross,  the  preternatural  concomitants 
of  death — are  more  or  less  of  the  nature  of  accessories, 
enhancing  the  impressiveness  of  the  picture,  suggesting 
additional  lessons,  but  not  changing  the  character  of  the 
event. 

Still,  even  accessories  are  not  to  be  lightly  sacrificed. 
Critical  estimates  are  to  be  received  with  caution  even 
in  a  historical  interest,  and  to  measure  their  value  it  is 
important  to  have  a  clear  idea  about  the  nature  of  the 
interest  taken  by  the  primitive  church  in  the  story  of  the 
passion.  Now,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  along  with 
sympathy  with  the  fate  of  a  beloved  Master  went  a 
theoretic  or  dogmatic  interest,  at  least  in  a  rudimentary 
form.  There  was  a  desire  to  harmonise  the  passion 
with  faith  in  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus.  This  was 
obviously  a  vital  matter  for  disciples.  They  could  not 
continue  to  believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ  unless  they 
could  satisfy  themselves  that  he  might  be  the  Christ, 
the  cross  notwithstanding ;  nor  could  their  faith  be 
triumphant  unless  they  could  further  satisfy  themselves 
that  he  was  all  the  more  certainly  the  Christ  just  because 
he  was  crucified.  The  words  of  the  Master  concerning 
suffering  as  the  appointed  lot  of  all  faithful  souls  might 
help  them  to  attain  this  insight.  With  this  doctrine  as 
a  key,  they  would  see  new  meanings  in  OT  texts,  and 
gradually  learn  from  histories,  Psalms, and  prophecies  that 
the  path  appointed  for  the  godly,  and  therefore  above  all 
for  the  Messiah,  was  a  path  of  sacrifice.  Thenceforth 
unison  between  OT  experiences  and  teaching  and 
the  incidents  of  the  passion  would  become  proofs  of 
the  Messiahship  of  Jesus.  The  offence  of  the  cross 
would  be  turned  into  an  apology  for  faith  in  the  crucified. 

1  Die  Evangelische  Geschichte  und  der  Ursprung  des  Chris- 
tenthums  aufGrund  einer  Kritik  der  Rerichte  fiber  das  Leiden 
und  die  Aitferstchting  Jesu,  1893. 

2  This  points  to  Messianic  pretensions  imputed  or  confessed. 
But  such  pretensions  had  two  aspects,  a  religious  and  a  political. 
It  was  the  religious  aspect  that  was  dealt  with  in  the  trial  before 
the  Sanhedrin  as  reported  hy  the  Synoptists ;  but  of  course  it 
would  be  the  political  aspect  that  the  Sanhedrists  brought  under 
the  notice  of  Pilate.     The  Messianic  idea  would  have  no  interest 
for  him  except  in  so  far  as  it  involved  a  claim  to  temporal  power. 
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Were  those  primitive  apologists  content  with  cor 
respondence  between  texts  and  undeniable  facts  ?  Did 
they  invent  '  facts '  to  suit  Hebrew  oracles,  so  as  to 
bring  out  correspondence  even  in  curious  details  and 
make  the  apologetic  as  convincing  as  possible  ?  There 
was  certainly  a  temptation  to  do  so,  and  we  are  not 
entitled  a  priori  to  assume  that  they  did  not  yield  to 
the  temptation  in  any  instance.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
must  be  on  our  guard  against  too  hastily  assuming  the 
contrary.  The  probability  is  that,  on  the  whole,  facts 
suggested  texts,  instead  of  texts  creating  facts.  The 
reasonableness  of  this  stalement  may  be  illustrated  by 
an  example  taken  from  the  history  of  the  infancy  in  Mt. 
The  last  of  several  prophetic  citations  in  that  chapter  is, 
'  He  shall  be  called  a  Nazarene'  (223).  See  NAZARETH. 
The  fact  that  Nazareth  was  the  home  of  Jesus  is  inde 
pendently  certain.  It  is  equally  certain  that,  but  for 
the  fact,  the  supposed  prophetic  citation  would  never 
have  occurred  to  any  one's  mind  ;  for  it  is  the  weakest 
link  in  the  chain  of  prophetic  evidence  for  the  Christ- 
hood  of  Jesus.  This  instance  suggests  that  what  faith 
was  busy  about  in  these  early  years  was  not  the  manu 
facturing  of  history,  but  the  discovering  in  evangelic  facts, 
however  minute,  the  prophetic  fulfilments  which  are 
sometimes  so  far-fetched  as  to  make  it  inconceivable  how 
they  could  ever  have  been  thought  of  unless  the  facts 
had  gone  before.  This  general  observation  may  be 
applied  to  some  of  the  most  pathetic  incidents  in  the 
passion  history — the  prayer  for  forgiveness,  the  taunts 
of  passers-by,  the  casting  of  lots  for  possession  of  the 
garments. 

If  legendary  elements  of  a  supernatural  character 
found  their  way  into  the  traditions,  it  is  not  to  be 
31  Eth'cal  wondered  at  m  connection  with  events 
significance  which  a.PPealed  so  powerfully  to  the 
'  imagination  of  believers.  The  thing  to 
be  noted  is  that  when  criticism  has  done  its  work  the 
passion  narratives  remain  in  their  main  details  history, 
not  legend.  A  history  how  profoundly  significant  as 
well  as  moving  !  With  its  theological  import  we  have 
here  no  concern  ;  but  we  may  not  leave  such  a  theme 
without  briefly  indicating  its  ethical  lessons.  The 
crucifixion  of  Jesus  exhibits  in  a  uniquely  impressive 
manner  the  destiny  of  righteousness  in  this  world.  He 
was  crucified  not  by  accident,  not  altogether  or  even 
mainly  through  misunderstanding,  but  because  his 
wisdom  and  goodness  were  inconvenient  and  trouble 
some.  The  passion  history  further  sets  before  us  a  story 
not  of  fate  merely,  but  of  love.  It  is  the  story  of  one 
who  was  willing  to  die.  He  knew  more  or  less  dis 
tinctly  what  was  to  happen,  consented  to  it,  and  was 
helped  to  do  it  by  the  thought  that  out  of  the  wrong 
and  evil  befalling  himself  good  to  others  would  come. 
In  proof  of  this  statement,  it  is  sufficient  to  point  to  the 
Lord's  supper.  The  passion-history,  finally,  encourages 
large  hope  for  the  world. 

Christianity  could  not  have  entered  on  its  victori 
ous  career  unless  the  followers  of  the  Crucified  had 
32  Words  Believed  tnat  he  not  only  died  but  also 
about  the  rose  a£am-  This  's  acknowledged  even  by 
future  th°Se  wh°'  like  Dr"  Ferdinand  Baur,  have 
themselves  no  faith  in  the  resurrection.  The 
primitive  disciples  believed  that  their  Master  rose  '  on 
the  third  day, '  and  that  he  would  soon  come  to  the  earth 
again  ;  and  this  faith  and  hope  became  the  common 
possession  of  the  apostolic  church.  The  faith  and  the 
hope  both  find  support  and  justification  in  the  words  of 
Jesus  as  reported  by  the  evangelists.  Sad  predictions  of 
approaching  doom  have  added  to  them  the  cheering 
words,  'and  shall  rise  again'  (Mk.  931  and  parallels). 
Many  sayings  promise  the  coming  of  the  Son  of  man  in 
glory,  and  that  speedily,  even  within  the  lifetime  of  the 
present  generation.  These  sayings  present  one  of  the 
hardest  problems  for  the  student  of  the  Gospels  :  on 
one  side  a  critical  problem  which  has  to  deal  with  the 
question  how  far  the  words  of  Jesus  have  been  coloured 

2453 


JETHEE 

by  the  hopes  of  the  apostolic  age  ;  on  another  side,  an 
exegetical  one  having  for  its  task  to  interpret  these 
words  in  harmony  with  others  which  seem  to  imply  not 
only  a  delayed  parousia  (parables  of  the  Ten  Virgins, 
the  Upper  Servant  playing  the  Tyrant,  and  the  Unjust 
Judge),  but  also  an  indefinitely  protracted  Christian  era 
(parables  representing  the  kingdom  as  subject  to  the 
law  of  growth — the  Sower,  the  Wheat  and  Tares,  the 
Mustard  seed,  and,  above  all,  the  Seedgrawing  gradually, 
peculiar  to  Mk.  4  26-29  and  his  most  valuable  distinctive 
contribution  to  the  stock  of  evangelic  traditions). 
Though  some  of  the  relative  logia  belong  to  the  later 
and  less  accredited  stratum  of  tradition,  there  is  no 
reason  to  doubt  their  genuineness.  Jesus  seems  to 
have  had  two  ways  of  speaking  about  the  future — 
partly  because,  as  he  himself  confessed,  he  had  no 
clear  vision  of  time's  course  (Mk.  1832)  ;  partly  owing  to 
the  purpose  his  utterances  were  meant  to  serve.  Some 
of  them  were  promises  meant  to  cheer  (Mk.  92  and 
parallels)  ;  some,  didactic  statements  bearing  on  the 
nature  of  the  kingdom  of  God  (Mk.  426-29).  In  the 
former  the  advent  is  appropriately  represented  as  near  ; 
in  the  latter  it  is  by  tacit  implication  indefinitely  remote. 
The  words  of  Jesus  concerning  the  future  show 
limitation  of  vision.  In  other  directions  we  may  dis- 
„„  _  cover  indications  that  he  was  the  child  of  his 

,'  .  time  and  people.  But  his  spiritual  intuitions 
'  are  pure  truth,  valid  for  all  ages.  God,  man, 
and  the  moral  ideal  cannot  be  more  truly  or  happily 
conceived.  Far  from  having  outgrown  his  thoughts  on 
these  themes,  we  are  only  beginning  to  perceive  their 
true  significance.  How  long  it  will  be  before  full 
effect  shall  be  given  to  his  radical  doctrine  of  the 
dignity  of  man  !  How  entirely  in  accord  with  the  moral 
order  of  the  world,  as  interpreted  by  the  whole  history 
of  mankind,  his  doctrine  of  sacrifice  as  at  once  the 
penalty  and  the  power  of  righteousness  in  an  evil  world  ! 
The  purity  of  the  doctrine  may  seem  to  be  compromised 
by  occasional  references  to  the  reward  of  sacrifice,  e.g. , 
'Great  is  your  reward  in  heaven'  (Mt.  612);  things 
renounced  are  to  be  received  back  an  hundredfold  (Mk. 
lOso).  But  the  idea  of  reward  cannot  be  eliminated 
from  ethics.  The  heroic  man  is  and  must  be  blessed. 
The  apocalyptic  presentation  of  the  reward  in  the 
Gospels  is  a  matter  of  form.  The  essential  truth  is 
that  it  is  ever  well  with  the  righteous. 

Besides  the  books  referred  to  in  the  article,  and  the  many 

Lives   of   Jesus,    the    following    works    may   be    consulted  : — 

Wendt,  Die  Lchre  Jesu ;   Weizsacker,  das 

34.  Literature.  Apostolische    Zeitalter;    Wellhausen,    Isr. 

u.  Jfid.  Gesch.  ;    Baldensperger,  das  Selbst- 

beivusstseinjesu  ini  Lichte  derftlessianischen  Hoffnungenseiner 

Zeit ;    Harnack,    Dogmengeschichte.     The   first   two   and   the 

last  of  these  works  have  been  translated. 

On  the  sources  generally,  compare  GOSPELS.  For  History 
of  Period,  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §§  43-63,  HERODIAN  FAMILY,  and 
ROME.  Contemporary  life  and  thought  are  illustrated  in  such 
articles  as  ESSENES,  HERODIANS,  PHARISEES,  SADDUCEES, 
SCRIBES,  SYNAGOGUE,  TEMPLE.  Further  details  of  life  and 
teaching  are  dealt  with  under  such  headings  as  NATIVITY, 
RESURRECTION  AND  ASCENSION  NARRATIVES,  WONDERS, 
PARABLES  (cp  FIG-TREE,  HUSKS,  LEAVEN,  SCORPION,  VIRGINS, 
and  so  forth),  LORD'S  PRAYER,  MESSIAH,  SON  OF  GOD,  SON  OF 
MAN,  ESCHATOLOGY,  §  %2ff-  On  the  names  of  persons  and 
places  mentioned  in  the  Gospels,  see  the  separate  articles 
(Places:  BETHABARA,  BETHANY,  BETHF.SDA,  BETHLEHEM, 
BETHSAIDA,  CAPERNAUM,  DAIMANUTHA,  EMMAUS,  GETH- 
SEMANE,  JERUSALEM,  OLIVES  [MT.  OF!,  NAIN,  NAZARETH, 
SALIM,  SYCHAR,  SILOAM  :  Persons :  the  several  evangelists 
and  apostles,  also  CLOPAS,  HEROD,  JOSEPH  (NT  Ol),  JOHN  THE 
BAPTIST,  LAZARUS,  LYSANIAS,  MARTHA,  MARY,  NATHANAEL, 
NICODEMUS,  PILATE,  QUIRINIUS,  and  the  like).  A.  B.  B. 

JETHEE  PJV  ;   ie0ep  [BAL]). 

1.  Ex.  4i8  EVmjr.  (toflop   [BAL]),  another  form  of  JETHRO 
[y.n.].     Sam.  and  some  MSS  have  nTT- 

2.  Gideon's  first-born  son  (Judg.  820). 

3.  The  father  of  Amasa  (i  K.  25  32  [om.  A])  by  Abigail.     In 

2  S.  17  25  (MT)  he  is  called  ITHRA  (H^  ;   ietra  ;   J  >k»_.  ;  tefyxxj 

[Jos.] ;  but  10800  [BA  ;  so  B  in  i  Ch.]),  and  described,  according 
to  the  best  reading,  as  a  Je/reelite.  In  i  Ch.  2  17,  however,  he 
appears  as  an  Ishmaelite  ;  hence  Thenius,  Wellhausen,  Driver, 
Klostermann,  Budde,  Lohr,  H.  P.  Smith  read  *7MJ!BV  'n  Sam. 
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JEWEL 


But  the  rival  reading  '^Kjnr  is  less  likely  to  be  a  conjectural 
emendation  (see  ABIGAIL,  2  ;  JEZREEL  i.,  2). 

4.  A  Jerahmeelite  (i  Ch.  232).     See  JEKAHMEEL,  g  2. 

5.  A  Judahite,  i  Ch.  4  17  (lefltpet  [B]). 

6.  An  Asherite,  i  Ch.  738(«flj)p  [B],  n6pav  [L]),  see  ITHRAN,  2. 

7.  See  JETHETH. 

JETHETH  (HIT;  Jetheth,  OS®  131  3)  one  of  the 
'dukes'  of  Edom,  Gen.  8640  (ieBep  [A],  ie6ep 

[Dsil-EL]),  i  Ch.  I5i  deeer  [B],  -€e  [A],  -ep  [L]). 

In  view  of  the  readings  of  ©  it  is  plausible  to  read  in', 
which  occurs  also  as  a  Jerahmeelite  and  Judahite  name  (see 
JETHER).  Cp  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  5.  s.  A.  C. 

JETHLAH,  RV  ITHLAH  (nfytfi  ceiA<\9*.  [B]. 
ie6A<\  [A],  16.  [L],  I66AAN  [OS  26878],  an  unidenti 
fied  site  in  Danite  territory  (Josh.  1042),  associated  with 
Zorah,  Eshtaol,  Bethshemesh,  Aijalon,  and  Timnah. 

JETHRO  ('niV,  Jithro,  §  77  ;  cp  Sab.  *?N"ini 
D"im  ;  either  shortened  from  Jithron  [see  ITHRAN  and 
cp  Ithra  in  JETHER,  3],  or  mispointed  for  Jithru  [cp 
GASHMU]  ;  io9op  [BAL]).  Father  of  Moses'  wife, 
ZIPPORAH,  Ex.  3  1  [but  ©L  does  not  give  the  priest's 
name],  4i8  [see  JETHER,  i],  18i/:  All  these  passages 
belong  to  E  ;  the  first  and  third  of  them  add  '  priest  of 
Midian.'  This  was  most  probably  interpolated  from 
Ex.  2i6  (J)  by  the  redactor  (R),  who  also  removed  the 
discrepant  name  '  Hobab  '  from  that  passage,  and  thus 
produced  a  superficial  harmony,  against  which,  however, 
Nu.  1029  and  Judg.  4n  protest  (see  HOBAB). 

The  futile  attempts  of  the  ancients  to  reconcile  the  discrep 
ancies  of  the  documents  require  no  elaborate  consideration. 
Josephus  (Ant.  ii.  12  i)  says  that  Jethro  was  a  surname  of  Reuel 
("irv,  'superiority');  this  seems  to  have  influenced  ©A  in  Ex. 
2i6i8.  Targ.  Jon.  in  Ex.  2i8  represents  REUEL  [q.v.]  as 
Zipporah's  grandfather.  In  the  former  case  Hobab,  in  the  latter 
both  Hobab  and  Jethro  are  brothers-in-law  of  Moses.  Apart 
from  other  considerations,  the  only  biblical  sense  of  |nh  is 
'father-in-law,'  though  jnn  doubtless  can  be  used  in  the  looser 
sense  of  '  wife's  relation  '.1 

There  is  no  anachronism  in  the  description  given  of 
Jethro  or  Hobab  in  Exodus  as  a  priest,  and  by  implica 
tion  as  a  sheikh  of  the  Midianites  ;  such  dignitaries 
there  must  have  been  in  ancient  Arabia.  Though  we 
cannot  adopt  Hommel's  statement  that  the  ideas  and 
language  (and  particularly  the  ritual  terms)  of  the 
Priestly  Code  (P)  are  largely  influenced  by  instruction 
which  Moses  received  from  the  '  Kohen  Midian,'  there 
need  be  no  a  priori  objection  to  the  view  that  Arabian 
culture  impressed  its  mark,  at  more  than  one  period, 
on  the  Israelites.  It  is  certainly  remarkable  that  such 
an  early  record  as  JE  represents  the  Midianite  as 
Moses'  instructor  in  the  art  of  legislation  (Ex.  18),  and 
as  having  been  asked  by  Moses  to  be  his  guide  in  the 
desert,  for  which  a  good  reward  is  held  out  to  him  in 
the  Promised  Lan(J  (Nu.  1029-32).2  As  Judg.  1  16 
represents,  Hobab  (loOop  [B])  did  actually  accompany 
Moses  ;  3  '  Hobab  '  has  evidently  dropped  out  of  the 
text  and  should  be  restored,  though  possibly  both  here 
and  in  the  other  passages  where  our  text  has  '  Hobab  ' 
we  should  change  '  Hobab'  into  '  Jonadab'  (see  HOBAB). 
The  clan  called  'b'ne  Hobab'  is  also  designated  'Kenite'; 
it  might,  however,  with  sufficient  accuracy  have  been 
called  '  Midianite,  '  the  line  of  demarcation  between  the 
tribes  in  S.  Palestine  not  being  very  definite  (see 
AMALEK,  MIDIAN).  Not  impossibly,  however,  the 
original  text  called  Jethro  or  Hobab  a  Misrite  (i.e.  , 
virtually  a  N.  Arabian)  ;  the  readings  of  MT  may  be 
corrupt  (see  KENITES).  It  should  be  observed  that 

1  So   probably  in  Ex.  4  25,   D'OT  jnn,   '  one  newly  admitted 
into  (my)  family  by  the  shedding  of  blood.' 

2  Ex.  18,  at  all  events,   is  misplaced,    Israel   having  already 
arrived  at  the  Mount  of  God  (cp  5  S).     But  the  Mount  of  God  is 
Horeb  (Sinai)  near  which  Jethro  lived  (cp  3  i),  which  makes  the 
latter's  request  to  return  to  his  own  land,  w.  6  27,  unnecessary  ; 
cp  similarly  Nu.  1030.     See  EXODUS  i.,  §  5. 

3  See  Moore  and  Budde.     This  must  have  been  expressed  in 
the    passage   which    Nu.  1029-32    represents.      The    redactor, 
to  avoid  inconsistency  with  Ex.  1827   has  stopped  abruptly  at 
z:  32. 
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according  to  the  tradition  Jethro  was  a  worshipper  of 
Yahwe_  (Ex.  189  12  [E]). 

It  is  interesting  to  notice  that  Sha'ib  occurs  as  the  name  of  a 
Wady  on  the  E.  of  the  Jordan,  opposite  Jericho  (see  Baed.l3), 
162  and  NIMKIM);  and  that  the  diminutive  Shu'aib  is  the  name 
given  by  Mohammed  to  Jethro.  But  the  name  Shu'aib  may 
after  all  be  distinct  from  Hobab,  and  in  any  case  the  Moham 
medan  legends  have  no  historical  value.  Cp  Ew.  Hist.  244,  n.  2. 

JETUE  (~r1B*,  lerrOYP  [BA£>EL]),  asonoflshmael, 
Gen.  25  15  (terovp  [A]  ;  Jethur),  i  Ch.  1  31  (terovp  [L]  ;  Jetur)  ; 
cp  i  Ch.  5  19  (roupaid  [B],  tTovpauop  [A],  KTT-  [L];  Jturaei); 
see  ISHMAEL,  g  4  (7),  ITUR-KA. 

JEUEL  (TgW?),  b.  Zerah,  a  post-exilic  (Judahite) 
inhabitant  of  Jerusalem  :  i  Ch.  96  (  enemA  [B],  ieHA 
[AL]). 

Jeuel  is  also  the  Kt.  in  i  Ch.  835  (AV  JFHIEL,  RV  JF.IIM), 

1  Ch.  ll44(AV  JEHIEL,  RV  JEIEL),  2  Ch.  26  n  (EV  JEIEL), 

2  Ch.  29  13  (AV  JEIEL),  Ezra  8  13  (AV  JEIEL).     See  JEIEL. 

JEUSH    (K'-llP,    §    53  ;    [Kr.    always  ;    so  also  Kt. 

except  Gen.  865  14  i  Ch.  7  10  &!>'.],  '  [God]  helps'?  cp  Ar.  god 
yagfith,  which  is  transliterated  teyovSo?  in  an  inscription 
from  Memphis;  see  reff.  in  Buhl,  Gesch.  d.  Edom.  49,  n.  i, 
who  opposes  the  view  ;  in  Gen.  i«ovs  [ADE]  -uA  [L]  ;  in  Ch.  irjou? 
[L]). 

1.  An  Edomite  clan,  son  of  Esau  by  his  Horite  wife  Oholi- 
bamah,   Gen.  3651418.     See  ANAH,  BASHEMATH,   EDOM,  §  3 
(Gen.  36  5,  ie<r/3ovs  [E],  v.  14  tevs  [A],  v.  18  leotiA.  [A],  leovrjA  [D], 
i  Ch  1  35  leovA.  [BA]). 

2.  b.  Bilhan  in  agenealogy  of  BENjAMlN(y.£».  §§  sandgii.a), 
I  Ch.  7  10  (»aov?  [B],    iew«  [A]). 

3.  b.  Eshek  in  a  genealogyof  BENJAMIN  (g.v.,  §  9,  ii.  0),  1  Ch. 
839  (*ai  vay  [cy  sup.  ras.   B?],   t«tas  [A];   RV,  AV  JEHUSH); 
probably  the  same  as  (2). 

4.  b.  Shimei,  a  division  of  Gershonite  Levites,  i  Ch.  23  lo^/C 
(tcoa?  [BL  ;  once  in  A]);  cp  (i)  above  and  see  GENEALOGIES  i., 
§  7  [v]. 

5.  b.  Rehoboam,  2Ch.  11  19  (iaou8  [B],  om.  A,  ieou«  [L]). 

JEUZ  (PIT,  see  Uz  ;  lAcoc  [B],  leoyc  [A],  ico&c 
[L]),  a  name  in  a  genealogy  of  Benjamin  (q.v.  ,  §  9,  ii. 
J3);  i  Ch.  8iof.  See  JQR  11  105,  §  3. 

JEW  Wt\\,  yhudi  ;  Aram.  H-liT*.  fhudai  ;  Ass. 
Ya-'u-da-ai,  'loviaios,  Jud&us),  i.e.,  a  man  of  Yehudah  —  i.e., 
JUDAH,  [q.v.}.  JEHUDI  [q.v.]  and  the  fern.  JUDITH  (JVT1.T, 
y'huditk)  are  used  as  proper  names  ;  but  the  form  Jehudijah 
(nnirp,  i  Ch.  4  isf)  cannot  be  relied  upon  (see  JEHUDIJAH). 
The  adj.  'louSaiVcos,  'Jewish,  'occurs  in  2  Mace.  8  n,  etc.,  Tit.  1  14; 
the  adv.  'lovfaiKu;  in  Gal.  2  14  ;  the  verb  'Iou8atfeii'(in  Esth.  817 
D'~irrnp>  '  became  Jews'),  Gal.  2  14  ;  the  substantive  'loviaioyios 
('religion  of  the  Jews,'  '  Jews'  religion  ')  in  2  Mace.  2  21  81  1438 
Gal.  1  13/ 

1.  A  subject  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah,  2  K.  1652625  Jer.  32  12 
8819  40i2  41  3  43  9  (Me  wish  men  '  =  men  of  Judah);  44i  5228-30. 

The   date   of   the   passages  does  not  come 

1.  Use  in  OT.    into  consideration,  for  the  Assyrian  phrase 

Ya'uhazi  Ya'udai  ('Ahaz  the  Judahite') 
in  Tiglath-pileser's  inscription  shows  that  HlfV  was  already- 
current  in  the  sense  of  '  man  of  the  land  of  Judah.'  Jer.  34  9  is 
not  included  ;  Hirp  has  grown  out  of  -\\y  (see  Giesebr.  ad  loc.). 

2.  A  Hebrew  of  the  Babylonian  or  Persian  province  of  Judah, 
or  of  the   Maccabjean   state,   Zech.  823   Neh.  1  2  4i_/C   [833^] 
4  12  [6]  i  Mace.  820  23  etc. 

3.  A  member  of  the  Jewish  race,  broadly  taken,  Ezra  4  12  23 
65  68  etc.,  Esth.  25  846  613  85  etc.,  Dan.  3s. 

The  word  is  used  in  the  NT,  chiefly  in  the  plur.  ,  to 
denote  — 

1.  Jews  as  distinct  from  Gentiles  or  proselytes,  or  Samaritans, 
Mk.?3  Jn.26i3  4922  5i   64  72  194042  Acts  2  10  2139  2424 

(Drusilla,  a  '  Jewess  ').     Similarly  of  Jewish 

2.  Use  in  NT.    Christians(Actsl6i  '  a  Jewess  who  believed  '), 

Gal.2i3cpjn.83i. 

2.  Of  '  Israelites  indeed  '  —  Jews  worthy  of  the  name,  Rom. 
228/  Rev.  2989. 

3.  Of  Jews,  as  antagonistic  to  Jesus  or  to  the  Gospel,  Mt. 
2815  Rom.  2  17  2  Cor.  11  24  i  Thess.  2  14  and  especially  Jn.  64152 
848-57  9  is  10  19  11  19313336  12911.     Cp  Zahn,  Einl.  2554. 

'Jewess'  occurs  twice,  Acts  16  1  2424. 

JEWEL,  the  rendering  of  several  Hebrew  words  (see 
below).  See  generally  ORNAMENTS,  PRECIOUS  STONES. 

(i)  D'nin,  harftzlm  ;  AV  'chains  [of  gold]'  ;  RV  'strings  [of 
jewels]';  (2)  'Vn,  Art.Zor  rrSrt,  helyah;  (3)  Dnifl,  til  rim  (Cant. 
1  10  ;  AV  '  rows  [of  jewels]/  RV  '  plaits  [of  hair]  ').  On  all 
three  see  NECKLACE,  i  and  5. 

For  (4)  DJ3,  nezem,&nd(s)  S'jy,  'agil,  see  RING,  §  i/. 

(6)  nV^D,  segullah.     See  PECULIAR  TREASURE. 

(7)  (l?3,  ketl  (Is.  61  10  ;  cp  Nu.  31  50  3H7  '3,  'jewels  of  gold,' 
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JEWRY 

2  Ch.  32  27  men  '3,  AV  '  pleasant  jewels  '  RV  '  goodly  vessels  '). 
See  ORNAMENTS  (i). 

JEWRY  p-liV),  Dan.  5i3  AV,  RV  JUDAH  [?.;•.]. 

JEWS'  LANGUAGE  (ITl-liT),  2  K.  1826,  etc.  See 
HEBREW  LANGUAGE,  §  2. 

JEZANIAH  (-in^P),  Jer.  408.     See  JAAZANIAH,  i. 

JEZEBEL   ("?aj\S  ;     iezd,BeA    [BAL].       The   two 

explanations  in  Ges.  The s.  are  'non-habitatio,'  i.e.,  'chaste'; 
and  '  island  of  habitation  '  —  perhaps  a  title  of  Tyre.  But 
(against  i)  a  negative  particle  «N  is  unprovable  [see  ICHA- 
BOD,  note,  and  cp  NAMES,  §  45],  and  (against  2)  ^31  in 
a  personal  name  will  naturally  bear  its  well-attested  sense  of 
'exaltation.'  The  first  element  'K  should  be  explained  as  in 
ICHABOD,  JEZER,  ITHAMAR.  Konig's  explanation, 'exalted  isle' 
[Exp.  T.,  10 190  (Jan.  '99)],  so  far  as  'isle'  goes,  is  surely 
wrong.  So,  too,  is  DHM's  theory  that  ^TN  is  an  intentional 
alteration  of  the  Phoen.  ^niNVyj  [Baal  exalts,  or  is  a  husband?] 
so  that  it  should  mean  '  un-exalted.'  An  artificial  etymology, 
'what  filth,'  is  implied  in  MT  of  2  K.  937  [^37  =  jDl]>  see 
below.) 

Daughter  of  Ethbaal  of  Tyre  (see  AHAB),  wife  of 
Ahab  (i  K.  163i  1841319  19i/.  1\  5  ff.  2  K. 
$lff.\  ATHALIAH  (q. v.},  queen  of  Judah,  was  her 
daughter.  Nothing  more  clearly  shows  Ahab's 
thoroughly  political  instinct  than  his  marriage  with  this 
Tyrian  princess.  It  is  not  so  clear,  however,  whether 
he  foresaw  the  religious  consequences  of  the  step. 
Solomon  had  married  foreign  women,  and  erected  special 
sanctuaries  for  them  ;  but  the  religious  influence  of  no  one 
of  these  was  supreme.  Ahab  was  perhaps  a  monogamist , 
like  Jeroboam.  At  any  rate,  Jezebel  had  too  proud  a 
nature  to  be  content  to  worship  her  own  god  with  a  few 
Tyrian  sojourners  ;  the  Tyrian  Baal-worship  must  have 
equal  rights  with  the  worship  of  Yahwe.  According  to 
the  Elijah-narratives  Jezebel  destroyed  all  the  prophets 
of  Yahwe  except  ELIJAH  [^.v.],  and  even  that  brave 
prophet  had  to  seek  refuge  from  her  in  Horeb.  She  is 
made  responsible  for  the  judicial  murder  of  NABOTH 
[^.z>.],  and  Elijah's  legendary  biographer  connects  her 
dreadful  end  with  a  curse  pronounced  on  her  by  Elijah 
on  the  occasion  of  Naboth's  death  (i  K.  2123).  The 
dramatic  tale  of  Jehu's  entrance  into  Jezreel  need  not 
be  repeated  (see  JEHU). 

It  is  worth  while,  however,  to  relieve  the  Deuteronomic  com 
piler  of  Kings  from  the  tastelessly  savage  words  of  MT  of  2  K. 
937.  The  true  reading  can  probably  be  recovered  from  ©L  (cp 
Klo.'snote),  'And  the  carcass  of  Jezebel  shall  be  like  the  carcass 
of  Naboth,  and  there  shall  be  none  to  say,  Woe  is  me." 

In  Rev.  2  20  there  seems  to  be  implied  a  misinterpreta 
tion  of  words  of  Jehu  in  2  K.  922.  The  name  'Jezebel'  is 
given  to  a  false  prophetess,1  who  had  influence  in  the 
church  of  Thyatira,  and  is  accused  of  seducing  Christians 
to  commit  fornication,  and  to  eat  things  offered  to 
idols.  '  Fornication '  is  probably  meant  literally. 
Whether  a  party  of  false  teachers  is  here  personified,  or 
whether  (as  Bousset  and  Schlirer  suppose)  an  individual 
is  meant,  is  disputed.  At  any  rate,  the  adherents  of 
Jezebel  and  the  NICOLAITANS  (q.v. )  represent  the  same 
antinomian  tendency  (cp  2  Pet.  2i  18). 

JEZELUS  dezHAoy  [BA]).  i.  1  Esd.  832  = 
Ezra  8  5,  JAHAZIEL,  5. 

2.   i  Esd.  8  36=  Ezra  8  9,  JEHIEL,  8. 

JEZER  ("IV"1  ;  leccep  [!••])>  m  genealogy  of 
NAPHTALI  (Gen.  40  24  [P],  iiro-aap  [ADL],  Nu.  2649  [PL  «<«P 
[BF],  iecrpi  [A],  i  Ch.  7 13  tcrcn-ojp  [B],  eraap  [A]),  gentilic  Jezerite 
(Nu.  2649,  'I*!?,  o  i«<rpi  [A],  6  ie<rep[e]i  [BF],  -<rcr.  [L]);  cp 
IZRI  (»ix')  in  i  Ch.  25  n. 

JEZIAH  (n»r).  RVIzziAH  (n»-r  [Ba.  Ginsb.];  a 
third  variant  is  fT7'  [Ginsb.],  i.e.,  Jeza-iah,  see  NAMES,  §  32  ; 
tafias  [L]),  b.  Parosh,  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see 
EZRA  i.,  §  5  end);  Ezra  10  25  (af[e]ia  [BA],  aS«ia  [N])=  i  Esd.  9 26 

1  AB  Vet.  Lat.,  etc.,  read  ri]V  yvvaiKa.  <rov — i.e.,  they  make 
her  the  wife  of  the  Angel  of  the  Church  (so  Lachm.,  Zahn  [Einl. 
2608])  ;  KCP  Copt.,  Vg.  TT\V  yvvalKa  (so  Tisch.,  Treg.,  WH). 
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EDDIAS,    [RV]    IEDDIAS,   [RV'ng.]    IZZIAH    or    IEZIAS 
s  [B],  ie6St.  [A]). 


[AV] 


JEZIEL         pft     Kt-  ir«     some     MSS    read 

^N)'  and  ^NV  ',  perhaps  corruption  of  Jahazi-el,  ^H'Trr,  '  God 
sees,'  see  NAMES,  §  31,  but  also,  there,  n.-2),  b.  Azmaveth,  one 
of  David's  warriors,  i  Ch.  12  3  (iiuijA.  [BN],  afiijA  [A],  «£  [L],  Jazicl, 
^^Q*  [but  in  a  different  text]).  See  DAVID,  §  n  (a,  Hi.). 

JEZLIAH,  RVIZLIAH  (nN^>r  ;  z&Pei«\  [B].  ezAi* 
[A],  iezeAl<\  [L]),  b.  Elpaal,  in  a  genealogy  of 
BENJAMIN  (q.v.  ,  §  9,  ii.  £);  i  Ch.  8  i8f. 

JEZOAR  pnyi  Kt.,  in  VI  Kr.),  iCh.  4  7  AV,  RV 
IZHAR  (q.v.  [ii.]). 

JEZRAHIAH  (iVrnr,  §  35,  '  Yahwe  rises  '),  a  Levite 
musician  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedication  of  the 
wall  (see  EZRA  ii.  ,  §  13^-),  Neh.  1242  (om.  BN*A, 
lezplAC  [Nc'a  mgr'  L]).  The  identical  Hebrew  name 
appears  elsewhere  as  IZRAHIAH. 

JEZREEL  (^Ninr;  'God  sows  '  iezpAeA  [AL],  also 
B  in  Hos.  14/T  ii  [22]  222  [24],  -a^A  [L  generally  in  Ki.]; 
lefaprjAo.  [Jos.]  ;  i<rpa7)A  [B  nearly  always;  AL  in  i  S.  29  ii  2  S. 
2944,  and  A  in  i  K.  20  [21]  23  2  K.  9  toj.  Other  forms  are  ©B's 
ecrpae  i  K.  4i2,  e<Jep«A  Judg.  633,  and  ©A's  ie£a/3«A.  i  K.  1846 
2  K.  936,  ifpaeA  i  S.  29  1,  2Ch.  226,  and  <SQ's  tecrpaeA  in  Hos. 
In  [22].  Gentilic  form  JEZREELITE  ('^KJint';  6  icrpai)A[e]injs 
[BA],  6  iefpa>)A.  [L]),  i  K.  21  1  6  etc.,  in  2  K.  9  21  o  ifpaijA.  [A], 
825  6  lafparjX.  [A]). 

i.    Originally    a    clan  -name,    analogous    to    Israel, 
Jerahmeel,    Ishmael  ;    then    the   name    of    a   city   and 
Clan  and    d'st"ct  '  lastty'  that  of  the  long,  deep 
~^  vale  dominated  by  the  city  of  Jezreel.1 

Of  the  existence  of  the  Jezreelite  clan 
in  N.  Palestine,  we  have  no  direct  biblical  evidence  ; 
but  it  may  be  surmised  that  the  fact  recorded  bom 
bastically  in  king  Merneptah's  famous  inscription  (see 
ISRAEL,  §  7,  end)  was  the  extinction  of  a  tribe  called,  not 
Israel,  but  Jezreel.  Renouf's  conjecture  that  the  stele 
actually  spoke  of  '  Jezreel  '  is  not  indeed  confirmed 
(see  Spiegelberg's  report,  and  Exoousi.  ,  §  2)  ;  but  it 
remains  possible  that  the  spelling  Isir'il  (  =  Israel)  is  due 
to  a  mistake  of  the  ear  such  as  was,  at  any  rate,  often 
made  by  Greek  scribes.  The  place  is  assigned  in 
Josh.  19  18  (tafr\  [B],  ie<7/meX  [L])  to  Issachar.  We 
know  from  Judg.  5  that  this  tribe  suffered  greatly 
from  Canaanitish  preponderance  (cp  ISSACHAR)  ;  and 
since  Taanach,  Ibleam,  and  Megiddo  on  the  one  side 
and  Beth-shean  on  the  other  are  represented  in  Judg. 
127  as  Canaanitish  enclaves,  we  may,  for  geographical 
reasons,  assume  that  Jezreel,  though  coveted  by  Issachar, 
also  long  remained  Canaanitish. 

Josh.  17  16  probably  confirms  this  view  ;  we  read  there  of  the 
Canaanites  of  Beth-shean  and  of  the  poy  ('einek)  of  Jezreel  as 
having  formidable  'chariots  of  iron.' 

It  may  be  that  one  of  the  fruits  of  the  victory  com 
memorated  in  Judg.  5  was  the  conquest  of  Jezreel 
(Budde,  Ri.-Sam.  47).  In  the  time  of  Saul,  at  any 
rate,  Jezreel  was  Israelitish  ;  not  far  from  it  (  '  by  the 
fountain  [of  Harod]  which  is  by  Jezreel')  was  the  camp 
of  the  Israelites  before  the  great  battle  in  which  Saul 
was  said  to  be  slain  (i  S.  29  1  ;  see,  however,  SAUL,  §  4). 
The  district  of  Jezreel  is  included  in  the  kingdom  of 
Ishbaal  (aS.28/.,  but  the  text  is  doubtful).2  It  was 

1  For  slightly  different  views  of  the  development  see  We.  CH 
254,  n.  2  ;  Bu.  Ri.-Sa.  46,  n.  i.     The  passages  quoted  by  We.  to 
prove  that  Jezreel  was  originally  the  name  of  a  district,  not  of  a 
city,  are  i  S.  29  i  n  28.2944.      The  inference  is  not  justifiable  ; 
the  clan  of  Jezreelites  not  merely  occupied  a  district  ;  they  must 
have  had  one  chief  settlement  called  after  their  own  name.     That 
'Jezreel'  was  the  name  of  a  city  in  David's  time  is  certain  (Bu. 
rightly  quotes  i  8.2643).     Both  We.  and  Bu.,  however,  seem  to 
misunderstand  i  S.  29  ii£,  where,  comparing  (5,  we  should  read 
Wnb^a  DnVriV  '*>3>  >(?B\  'and  the  Philistines  went  up  to  fight 
against  Israel  '  —  the  equivalent  of  the  statement  in  31  i  (cp.  the 
duplicate  statements  in  284,  29  i  ;   see  GILBOA).      In  28.29 
^Njnr'^NI  ('and   over  Jezreel')  may  be   a  corruption  of  -^NI 
'Ilirt  or  'B'lJH  ('and  over  the   Girzites,'  or   '  Girshites  ');   see 
GIRZITES.      In  2  S.  4  4  '  Jezreel  '  evidently  means  the  district  of 
Jezreel. 

2  See  preceding  note. 
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afterwards  the  residence  of  Ahab  and,  after  him,  of 
joram;  hard  by  was  the  vineyard  of  N  A  BOTH  (i  K.  21 1), 
where  Joram,  Ahab's  second  son,  was  slain  by  Jehu 
(2  K.  921^:).  It  was  at  the  palace  of  Jezreel  that  the 
usurper  had  his  famous  encounter  with  Jezebel  (2  K.  9 
30-37).  According  to  Hosea,  vengeance  would  be  taken 
on  Jehu  for  the  bloodshed  of  Jezreel,  and  where  should 
this  be  but  in  the  vale  of  Jezreel  ?  At  the  same  time — 
so  Hosea  interpreted  to  himself  the  divine  message  of 
which  he  was  conscious — the  guilt-laden  kingdom  of  N. 
Israel  would  come  to  an  end  (Hos.  \+f. ;  v.  n  [2a]  is 
much  later). 

The  next  time  the  place  is  mentioned,  it  is  called 
Esdraelon  (Judith  89  46  7 3),  and  Esdraelon  is  the  name 
given  by  Eusebius  (OS  267  52  ;  Jer.  [133  14]  omits  the 
name)  to  '  a  very  notable  village  in  the  great  plain 
between  Scythopolis  and  Legio  ' ;  the  Jerusalem  Itinerary 
locates  it  10  R.  m.  from  Scythopolis.  In  the  times  of 
the  Crusaders  the  Franks  knew  it  as  Gerin  (Gerinum  ; 
William  of  Tyre,  2226);  in  1173  the  Jewish  traveller, 
Benjamin  of  Tudela,  calls  it  Zarein.  From  Saladin's 
time  onwards  Zer'in  has  no  doubt  been  the  Arabic  name 
of  the  village  which  has  succeeded  the  ancient  Jezreel 
(Zer'm  for  Jezreel,  as  Betin  for  Bethel).  Strange 
indeed  it  is,  that  a  place  once  so  important  should  have 
such  a  miserable  modern  representative  !  The  '  tower  ' 
referred  to  in  2  K.  9 17,  which  was  a  part  of  the  citadel, 
has  long  since  disappeared.  The  ruined  tower  of  the 
squalid  modern  village  is  not  ancient ;  but  the  view 
from  it  compensates  one  to  some  extent  for  disappoint 
ments. 

'  Westward,  the  Carmel  ridge  may  be  followed  until  it 
terminates  at  the  sea;  in  the  distant  east  the  Jordan  line  is 
made  out  easily  ;  Gilboa  seems  near  enough  for  you  so  to  strike 
it  with  a  stone  that  the  missile  would  rebound  and  reach  Little 
Hermon  before  it  fell.  The  great  mountain  walls  of  Bashan  and 
of  Eglon  ['Ajlun]  rise  in  the  far  east,  and  seem  to  forbid  any 
search  beyond  them  '  (Harper,  In  Scripture  Lands,  285). 

In  fact,  Jezreel  itself  stands  high  ;  you  would  hardly 
guess  how  high,  as  you  approach  it  riding  across  the 
gently  swelling  plain  of  Esdraelon.  Looking  east 
ward,  however,  you  see  that  there  is  a  steep,  rocky 
descent  on  that  side  into  the  valley  of  Gilboa,  with  the 
remains  of  wine-presses  cut  in  the  rock,  which,  with  a 
white  marble  sarcophagus  (found  by  GueYin),  are  the 
only  relics  of  any  antiquity  at  Zer'in. 

We  noticed  just  now  (in  Josh.  17  16)  the  phrase  '  the 
'emek  (pay)  of  Jezreel '  ;  the  meaning  of  this  has  now  to 
be  stated  clearly.  An  poj;  ('emek}  is  a 
'  wide  avenue  running  up  into  a  mountainous 
country '  ;  the  'emek  of  Jezreel  ought  therefore  to  mean, 
not  the  great  central  plain  (nypa,  bik'dh}  W.  of  Jezreel, 
the  gate  of  which  is  Megiddo,  but  the  broad  deep  vale 
E.  of  Jezreel  (between  the  so-called  Little  Hermon  and 
Gilboa),  descending  to  the  Jordan,  the  gate  of  which 
is  Jezreel.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  later 
phrase  'the  plain  of  Esdraelon'  (Judith  18)  is  less 
correct  than  the  early  phrases  '  the  plain  of  MEGIDDO  ' 
[q.  v.  ]  and  '  the  Great  Plain. ' l  We  do  not  mean  that  the 
'great  plain'  could  not  be  designated  the  plain  of  Jezreel, 
for  Jezreel  looks  twoways — along  the  'emek  or  'vale'  to  the 
Jordan,  and  across  the  bik'dh  or  '  plain'  to  Mount  Carmel. 
But  if  one  place  has  more  claim  than  another  to  give  its 
name  to  the  great  central  plain,  it  is  Megiddo — at  least  if 
MEGIDDO  [^.z/.]  is  Lejjun  or  Legio,  which  looks  as  if  it 
were  set  there  for  the  very  purpose  of  guarding  the  chief 
entrance  of  the  plain  from  Sharon.  The  '  Vale  of 
Jezreel,'  then,  is  the  fit  name  for  that  broad  deep  vale 
with  its  gate  at  Jezreel,  which  '  three  miles  after  it  has 
opened  round  Gilboa  to  the  south  .  .  .  suddenly 
drops  over  a  bank  some  300  feet  high  into  the  valley  of 
the  Jordan'  (GASm.  HG -$$7}.  Near  the  edge  of  this 
bank  rises  the  mound  which  covers  the  ruins  of  Beth- 
shean,  in  a  position  not  surpassed  for  strength  by  any 
in  Palestine.  See  BKTH-SHEAN.  T.  K.  c. 

2.  A  place  in  the  hill -country  of  Judah  (Josh.  1856  iapi»)A 
1  See  GASm.  HG  384/5  Furrer  in  Schenkel, 
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[B],  lefipaeA  [A],  i«£  [p]«A  [L]),  not  far  from  Carmel,  whence 
came  Ahinoam,  David's  wife  (i  S. '.'.043,  i<rpar)A  [B],  i£ia<A  [A], 
i(fpa7)A  [L]),  and  J ether  or  Ithra,  his  brother-in-law  (28. 
17  25).  Perhaps  this  name  lies  hidden  in  the  miswritren  JERUEL 
in  2  Ch.  20.  See  ABIGAIL,  2  ;  AHINOAM  ;  AMASA,  i ;  JETHER,  3  ; 
also  SAUL,  §  4. 

JEZREEL  pKinp.)-  i.  Mentioned  in  genealogical 
connection  with  Etam  and  SHELAH  (i,  q.v.)  in  i  Ch.  43!  (afp«o;A 
[BA*],  lefriijA  [Al>?],  -peijA  [L]).  Perhaps  the  eponym  of 
JEZREEL,  2. 

2.  Name  of  a  son  of  Hosea  (Hos.  1 4  ;  te^pacA  [BAQ]),  in  allu 
sion  to  the  '  bloodshed  of  Jezreel.'  See  above,  JEZREEL  i.,  $  i. 

JEZRIELUS  dezpmAoc  [A]),  i  Esd.  927  RV  =  Ezra 
10a6,  JEHIEL,  n. 

JIBSAM,  RV  IBSAM  (D^T,  §  54,  'he  is  fra 
grant'?),  son  of  Tola  (see  ISSACHAR,  §  7),  i  Ch.  7  2 
(B&C6.N  [B],  ieB-  [A],  IA.BC&M  [L]). 

JIDLAPH  (P|STT,  §  54),  son  of  NAHOR  [y.v.]  (Gen. 
2222  [J];  leAA&cj)  [A],  ieAAM>  [L],  om.  D.).  See 
PEDAIAH,  i. 

JIMNA,  JIMNAH,  JIMNITES.     See  IMNAH. 

JIPHTAH,  RV  IPHTAH  (PiriSV  see  JIPHTAH-EL), 
an  unidentified  site  in  the  lowland  of  Judah,  mentioned  in 
the  same  group  with  Mareshah  :  Josh.  1643  (ied)6& 
[AL],  om.  B?).  See  JOTBAH. 

.JIPHTAH-EL,  RV  IPHTAH -EL,  VALLEY  OF 
ptsrnjjl^  '|,  cp  JEPHTHAH;  r<M<J>*.HA  [B],  rA) 
ie4>6<M-lA  [AL]),  a  place  on  the  N.  border  of  Zebulun 
towards  Asher,  Josh.  19i427f  (p«M  KAI  <J>6<MHA  [B], 
f<M  ecGAHA  [L])-  It  has  been  identified  with  the 
Jotapata  so  well  known  from  Josephus's  account  of 
the  siege  during  the  first  Roman  war  (BJ  iii.  7),  the 
name  of  which  in  the  Mishna  is  nsir,  Yodfiphath  (Neub. 
Gtogr.  203  ;  cp  193,  n.  6).  The  names  Iphtah  and 
Yodgphath  (for  another  form  see  JOTBAH)  may  seem 
dissimilar  ;  but  the  old  Hebrew  names  passed  through 
strange  vicissitudes  ;  the  transformation  of  Iphtah  is 
not  impossible.  Jotapata  is  no  doubt  the  modern 
Jefat,  a  little  to  the  NE.  of  Kanet  el-Jel!l,  and  due 
N.  of  Sepphoris.  To  the  NW.  of  Jefat  lies  Kabul; 
see  CABUL,  col.  615.  According  to  Robinson  (BR 
8107),  the  'valley'  of  Iphtah-el  is  the  great  Wady 
'Abillln,  which  takes  its  rise  SW.  of  Jefat  ;  but  this  is 
not  plausible.  Should  we  not  read,  for  »j,  ni?33?  The 
letters  nj?3  may  have  fallen  out  owing  to  the  proximity 
of  nB.  The  '  round  and  lofty '  Tell  Jefat,  which  '  is 
only  connected  with  the  hills  to  the  N.  of  it  by  a  low 
saddle,'  would  form  an  excellent  landmark.  For  a 
less  probable  identification  (Conder's),  see  DABBASHETH. 

T.  K.  C. 

JOAB  PSO"1,   '  Yahwe  is  father  '  ?  cp  JOAH,  ABIJAH, 

ELIAB.  A  possible  derivation  from  ;JN'  must  not  be  disregarded : 
cp  No.  ZDMG,  '88,  p.  477  ;  iua/3  [BAL]). 

i.  b.  ZERUIAH  [q. v. ],  David's  nephew  and  general 
(i  S.  266  2  S.  2 13  etc.,  i  K.  17  etc.,  i  Ch.  2i6  ;  u^3a/3 
[A,  Ps.  60  title],  iwa  [A  in  i  Ch.  11 26]).  We  do  not 
know  whether  he,  like  his  elder  brother  Abishai,1 
followed  the  fortunes  of  David  from  the  first.  We 
first  hear  of  Joab  in  connection  with  the  encounter 
between  the  men  of  Abner  and  Ishbaal  and  the 
men  of  David  at  Gibeon  (28.  2 ™ff.  ;  see  HEI.KATH- 
HAZZURIM),  and  the  vengeance  which  he  took2 
upon  ABNER  [^.w.]  for  the  violent  death  of  his 
brother  Asahel  (2  S.  222-26)  had  consequences  which 
were  helpful  to  the  claims  of  David,  though  David  him 
self  (according  to  2  S.  831-39  ;  cp  i  K.  231^)  did  not 
recognise  this.  It  was  the  exploit  of  this  warrior 
at  the  capture  of  Zion  which,  according  to  i  Ch. 
114-9,  was  rewarded  by  his  promotion  to  be  a  head 

1  So  i  Ch.  2  16  ;  in  2  S.  2  18,  however,  he  stands  first. 

2  How  long  a  time  elapsed  between  the  encounter  at  Gibeon 
and  the  events  in   chap.  8  is  unknown.     ->.  28  (cp  30x1)  of  the 
former  chapter  presupposes  a  cessation  of  the  war  ;  but  ch.  3  i 
(cp   6a)    represents    the    strife   between    the    rival    houses    as 
continuing. 
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and  commander  (iB1).1  In  2  8.2023  (cp  816) 
we  find  him  placed  '  over  all  the  host  of  Israel. '  But 
through  what  events  one  who  began  as  the  mere  leader 
of  a  band  (cp  2  S.  822)  rose  to  the  generalship  (2023  ; 
cp  816)  we  are  not  told  in  28.,  and,  unlike  Abishai, 
Joab  is  not  referred  to  in  the  scanty  notices  of  the  war 
with  the  Philistines. 

Passing  over  the  wars  of  David  and  his  complicity  in 
the  death  of  Uriah  (2  8.  11),  we  meet  with  him  next  in 
the  account  of  Absalom's  exile  and  rebellion.  Here  he 
is  represented  as  standing  on  terms  of  close  intimacy 
with  David  and  as  prevailing  on  the  king  to  recall  his 
banished  son  (14  \ff. ),  although  it  was  not  until  Absalom 
had  taken  severe  measures  that  he  was  able  to  procure 
him  an  interview  with  the  king.2  In  the  fight  against 
Absalom  (2  S.  18)  a  third  of  the  people  is  put  under  his 
charge,  although  from  v.  16  he  would  seem  to  have  been 
at  the  head  of  the  army.  That  he  was  directly  re 
sponsible  for  the  death  of  Absalom  (w.  10-14)  is 
rendered  doubtful  (i)  by  the  conflicting  statement  in  v. 
15  which  ascribes  the  deed  to  his  armour-bearers,  (2)  by 
his  retaining  influence  over  the  king,  and  (3)  by  the 
remarkable  fact  that  no  allusion  is  made  to  the  deed  in 
David's  final  charge  (i  K.  2i_^J)  or  elsewhere.  But, 
however  this  may  be,  the  king  felt  himself  obliged  to 
promise  AMASA  [y.v.  ]  the  post  which  Joab  had  held. 

On  the  occasion  of  Sheba's  revolt  (which  the  MT, 
according  to  its  present  arrangement,  places  immedi 
ately  after  Absalom's  rebellion),  the  command,  in  the 
absence  of  Amasa,  was  given  to  Abishai,  the  king  fully 
realising  that  Joab  would  naturally  follow  his  brother 
(28.20).  'The  fact  that  he  then  takes  the  leadership 
into  his  own  hands  is  so  much  a  matter  of  course  that 
it  does  not  need  to  be  mentioned.'3  Joab  finds  an 
opportunity  of  ridding  himself  of  his  rival  Amasa, 
and  successfully  quells  the  revolt. 

In  David's  frontier  wars  Joab  was  the  foremost 
figure  ;  it  is  true  he  is  unmentioned  in  the  panegyric, 
ch.  8 1-14,  but  the  account  in  ch.  10  probably  gives  a 
more  historical  view.  The  later  tradition  may  have 
deepened  the  horrors  of  his  campaign  in  Edom,4  but 
that  his  policy  was  thorough  is  shown  by  the  deadly 
hatred  which  arose  between  Edom  and  Israel.  An 
equally  successful  campaign  was  carried  out  against 
Ammon  and  the  allied  Aramaeans  (ch.  10  ;  see  DAVID, 
§  S  b],  ancl  in  the  following  year  Rabbath- Ammon,  the 
capital,  with  all  its  spoil,  fell  into  his  hands  (ch.  Hi 
1226-31). 

In  ch.  24  (a  later  but  pre-deuteronomic  narrative  ;  cp 
SAMUEL  ii.,  §  6)  Joab  is  ordered  to  number  the  people.  The  un 
willingness  he  exhibits  is  characteristically  treated  in  i  Ch. 
21 6,  '  Levi  and  Benjamin  counted  he  not  among  them,  for  the 
king's  word  was  abominable  (so  EV)  to  Joab.'5 

Finally,  at  the  close  of  David's  life,  Joab  sided  with 
Adonijah  in  his  attempt  to  gain  the  crown  (i  K.  ly  ff.), 
and  upon  the  accession  of  Solomon  was  slain  by  Benaiah 
at  the  altar-horns  and  buried  in  his  house  '  in  the  wilder 
ness  '  (i  K.  2zg_f.).  See  ZERUIAH,  ATROTH-BETH- 
JOAB. 

A  recollection  of  his  name  may  be  preserved  in  2  and  3 
below  ;  otherwise  he  passes  out  of  history.  In  the  list  given 
by  ©BAL  at  tne  c]ose  of  i  K.  2  a  certain  ajSei  (<5B,  but  eAia/3 
L,  cp  also  chap.  4  6)  son  of  Joab  is  cited  as  captain  of  the  army, 

1  The  Chronicler's  account  of  the  way  in  which  he  rose  to 
distinction  ignores  the  important  part  which  he  played  in  coun 
teracting  Abner  ;  the  Abner  episode  is,  in  fact,  omitted  in  Chron. 

2  It  is  difficult  to  place  much  confidence  in  the  notice  (14  28ff) 
that  two  years  elapsed  before  Absalom  saw  David's  face.     w. 
25-27  are  an  acknowledged  gloss  ;  but  since  v.  2&&  is  an  almost 
identical  repetition  of  v.  2\b,  it  is  probable  that  v.  28  is  also  a 
gloss,  and  v.  29  follows  immediately  upon  v.  24. 

3  So,  at  any  rate,  Bu.  (SBOT),'m  opposition  to  the  almost 
general  opinion  that  for  'Abishai'  (7>.  6)  we  should  read  'Joab' 
(so  Pesh.).     If,  as  has  been  suggested  elsewhere  (see  AJSL  16 168 
[1900]),  the  connection  between  the  revolts  of  Sheba  and  Absa 
lom  and  the  story  of  Amasa's  murder  are  both  due  to  a  redactor, 
it  is  probable  that   Pesh.    is   right,  and  that  the  alteration  to 
Abishai  occurred  after  the  two  narratives  had  been  joined,  and 
was,  indeed,  rendered  absolutely  necessary  by  19  13114]. 

*  In  i  Ch.  18  12  the  campaign  is  ascribed  to  Abishai. 

8  i  Ch.  27  24  says  that  Joab '  began  to  number,  but  finished  not.' 
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but  unfortunately  there  is  no  further  evidence  to  support  this 
statement.1 

In  reviewing  Joab's  history  it  is  difficult  to  gain  a 
clear  insight  into  his  relation  to  David.  Powerful  and 
indispensable  as  he  was,  he  was  replaced  by  Amasa  at 
the  close  of  Absalom's  rebellion,  which  throws  doubt  upon 
the  suggestion  that  the  increase  in  Joab's  influence  over 
David  dates  from  the  episode  of  Uriah.  If  David  was 
afraid  of  Joab  because  of  his  acquaintance  with  the  true 
facts  of  Uriah's  death,  he  could  certainly  have  found 
means  to  get  rid  of  him.  Joab's  treachery  to  Uriah  is 
not  too  clearly  stated  in  2  S.  11  15  ff.?  and  although 
Joab  may  have  justly  incurred  blame,  it  is  difficult  to 
see  why  his  brother  Abishai  (to  whom  David  owed  so 
much,  cp,  e.g. ,  2  S.  21 17)  should  be  included  in  the 
invectives  against  the  'sons  of  Zeruiah '  (cp  2  S.  830 
16 io/.  [seeKlo.],  19  20  [21]^). 

There  is  a  consensus  of  critics  that  the  injunction 
ascribed  to  David  in  i  K.  2s/.  was  written  after  his 
time  to  excuse  the  killing  of  Joab  and  Shimei  (see 
DAVID,  §  12).  Here,  as  in  the  section  228-34,  Joab's 
fate  is  represented  as  a  just  retribution  for  the  murder 
of  Abner,  '  captain  of  the  host  of  Israel,'  and  of  Amasa, 
'  captain  of  the  host  of  Judah. '  The  special  stress  laid 
upon  the  innocence  of  David,3  as  well  as  the  reiterated 
condemnation  of  the  'sons  of  Zeruiah,'  reveals  the 
tendency  to  idealise  the  character  of  the  great  national 
hero  which  characterised  later  ages  (cp  DAVID,  §  9). 

2.  The  father  of  Ge-harashim  (i  Ch.  4 14  ;  i<o/3a/3  [BL]).     See 
HARASHIM.     Meyer  (Entst.   147)  suggests  a  connection  with 
ATROTH-BETH-JOAB  [y.v.].     The  resemblance  between  Seraiah 
(the  name  of  his  father)  and  Zeruiah  (above)  is  superficially 
striking,  but  apparently  accidental. 

3.  One  of  the  two  families  of  PAHATH-MOAB  [q.v.]  in  the  great 
post-exilic  list  [EzRA  ii.,  §§  9,  8  c],  Ezra26=Neh.  7n  (iwjSa/3  [B 
in   both ])=  i  Esd.  5  ii   (po/3oaj3   [B],    AV  om.);   cp   Ezra  8  9  = 
iEsd.83S.  S.  A.  C. 

JOAB,  HOUSE   OF.     See  ATROTH-BETH-JOAB. 
JOACHAZ  (ICOXAZ  [A],   IOO&XAZ  [L])>   iEsd.  134- 

SeejEHOAHAZ. 

JOACHIM  (icodvKeiM  [BAQ]),  Bar.  13,  and  Joacim 
i  Esd.  Is?  43 ;  RV  Joakim.  See  JEHOIAKIM,  JEHOI- 
ACHIN.  Joakim  is  also  the  name  of  a  son  of  Zerub- 
babel  (i  Esd.  5s),  of  the  high  priest  in  Judith's  time 
(Jud.  46),  and  of  the  husband  of  Susanna  (Sus.  1 1). 

JOADANUS(|60A6.NOC[B],  IU)<\AANOC[A]),  I  Esd. 

9 19  =  Ezra  10 18,  GEDALIAH,  5. 

JOAH  (nNi\  '  Yahwe  is  brother,'  cp  -irVn^,  and  see 
NAMES,  §  44;  la)AX  [BNALOQ]). 

1.  b.  Asaph,  Hezekiah's  vizier  at  the  time  of  Sennacherib's 
invasion  (2  K.  18  18,  iiacra<j>ar  [BA,  omitting  '  b.  Asaph'],  w.  26 
37,  iwas  [B ;  in  v.  26  tioa-a^ar  A] ;  Is.  863,  i<a\  [N*],  i<oa/3  [P], 
v.  ii  itoas  [B],  om.  NT,  v.  22  iwa/3  [r]). 

2.  b.  Joahaz,  Josiah's  vizier  during  the  religious  reforms  (2  Ch. 
348,  tovax  [B],  iwas  [AL]  om.  Pesh.,  tcoaTTji/ [Jos.  Ant.  x.  4i]>. 

3.  b.  Zimmah,  a  Gershonite  Levite  (i  Ch.  621  [e]  :  iu>a/3  [B], 
icoae    [L];    2Ch.  29 12:   om.    B.,    uoa  [A],    iwSaafl   [L])-      See 
GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (iii.,  b),  and  note  that  ASAPH  (y.v.  3,  cp 
i  above)  is  also  a  Gershonite  name. 

4.  b.  OBED-EDOM  [q.v.]  (i  Ch.  26  4  :  i.iaa.6  [B],  -S  [L],  tuaa  [A]). 

JOAHAZ  (THNV,  cp  TPlKin* ;   ICOAX&Z  [BAL]). 

1.  The  father  of  JOAH  [2]  (2  Ch.  348  ;  tcoax  [B],  om.  Pesh.). 

2.  (  =  mNirr,  JEHOAHAZ),  king  of  Israel  (2  K.  14 1;   iwaxas 
[B],  aXa/[A]). 

3.  (  =  inNirp,  JEHOAHAZ),  king  of  Judah  (2  Ch.  8624). 

JOANAN.     i.   (ICO&NAN  [A],    ICON&  [B],  om.  L), 
i  Esd.  9 1  =  Ezra  106,  RV  'Jonas.'     See  JOHANAN,  2. 
2.  (naavav  [Ti.  WH]),  Lk.  3  27  RV.   See  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  3/ 

1  Joab,  according  to  Thenius,  is  a  mistake  for  Shaphat  (cp 
<Ta<t>[ar]  BA  i  K.46). 

2  David  orders  Uriah  to  be  placed  in  the  thick  of  the  battle 
and  then  left.     But  in  w.  11  f.  Uriah  appears  to  join  with  other 
heroes  in  an  onslaught  against  the  city  (no  names  of  enemy  or 
city  are  given  in  11  zjf.)  and  falls  with  them.     Nor  is  the  intro 
duction  of  Abimelech  in  v.  21  a  case  in  point,  for  how  was  a  city 
to  be  taken  without  going  up  to  the  wall  (as  in  2  S.  17  13)? 

3  i  K.  2  32  :  '  my  father  David  knew  it  not ' ;  cp  the  awkward 
expression  2  S.  3  28  J3  nrwp  in  j;D«7'1. 
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JOANES  (|U)ANOY  [WHJ,  -NNOY  [Ti-])-  Jn-  l-»2 
RVme-,  AV  'Jona,'  RV  'John.'  See  BAR-JONA,  JOHN. 

JOANNA,  or  rather,  as  in  RV  JOANAN  (IOOAN&N 
[Ti.  WH]),  eighteenth  in  the  ascending  genealogical 
series  which  begins  with  Joseph,  Mary's  husband,  in  Lk. 
823-38.  See  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  3/. 

JOANNA(icoANN<\[Ti.],  iu>6.N&[WH] ;  cp  Aram. 
JOnV,  "•jriV,  Ber.  R.  64,  b.  Sot.  22  a,  from  an  original 
Heb.  jSrW  or  nsm\  Dalm.  Jiid.-Pal.  Aram.  142, 
n.  9,  cp  BAR-JONA),  wife  of  CHUZA  (Lk.  83).  She  was 
one  of  the  pious  women  who  ministered  to  Jesus  and 
the  twelve  apostles  (airro?s  [Ti.  WH])  of  their  substance, 
and  of  those  who  went  to  the  sepulchre  to  embalm  his 
body  (Lk.  83  24iof). 

JOANNAN  (ICOANNHC  [ANY]),  i  Mace.  2 2,  RV 
'John.'  See  MACCABEES  i. ,  §§  i,  3. 

JOARIB  (i  Mace.  2i).     See  JEHOIARIB. 

JOASH  (E>Ki.T,  and,  in  an  abbreviated  form,  KW». 
Both  forms  occur  in  i  and  2,  but  in  T,ff.  the  latter  is  consistently 
found  ;  cp  yasi-ilu,  an  Arabian  tribal-name,  temp.  Sennacherib 
and  A3ur-bani-pal  [Hommel,  Exp.T.  8562^];  Sab.  QIN'JN,  Sin. 
l!?1K3Ki  etc.1  Possibly  '  Yah  gives,'  §  26,  see  Gray,  HPN 
I54./C,  but  more  probably  it  is  not  a  verbal  form  ;  twas  [BNAL]  ; 
ias[A  2  K.  148]). 

1.  b.  Ahaziah,  king  of  Judah  (B.C.  835-796),  who  was 
hidden  during  the  usurpation  of  Athaliah  and  crowned 
at  the  age  of  seven  (2  K.  12  2  Ch.  24). 

On  the  two  parallel  accounts  of  the  revolution  which 
placed  Joash  on  the  throne,  (a)  2  K.  11  1-12  18^-20,  (b)  it.  w. 
i3-i8a,  see  Stade,  ZA  TIV  5  280  jf.  ('85),  who  is  followed  by 
Benzinger  and  Kittel.  The  former,  which  emphasizes  the 
religious  motives  of  the  revolution,  may  have  come  from  a  work 
on  the  history  of  the  temple.  The  account  in  2  Ch.  22io-232i 
is  largely  recast  ;  but,  where  this  is  not  the  case,  can  be  used  as 
a  parallel  text  to  (a). 

We  know  but  little  of  Joash's  long  reign.  Somehow 
the  temple  had  been  allowed  to  get  into  disrepair,  and 
Joash  made  a  new  arrangement  for  the  due  preservation 
of  the  fabric,  the  priests  being  made  responsible  for  this. 
The  temple  is  evidently  regarded  as  a  royal  possession. 
A  statement  of  more  historical  interest  (turned  to  his  own 
account  by  the  Chronicler,  2  Ch.  24a3J)  is  concerned 
with  the  inroad  of  the  Syrians  under  Hazael,  who  only 
departed  on  receiving  a  large  tribute.  No  doubt  this 
inroad  stands  in  close  connection  with  Hazael's  successful 
wars  against  Jehu  or  Jehoahaz.  Joash  met  his  death  at 
the  hands  of  assassins,  which  was  possibly  an  act  of  private 
vengeance  for  the  cruel  murder  of  Zechariah  b.  Jehoiada, 
the  priest.  (This  is  suggested  by  the  statement  of 
2  Ch.  2425,  which  may  be  not  wholly  incorrect.)  See 
ISRAEL,  §  31;  CHRONICLES,  §  8  ;  CHRONOLOGY,  §  35. 

2.  b.  Jehoahaz  (797-783  B.C.  ?),  king  of  Israel  (2  K. 
13  io!4  2  Ch.  25).     One  of  the  greatest  of  the  Israelitish 
kings.     His  success  over  BENHADAD  [q.  v.  ]  b.  Hazael 
(which  is  said  to  have  been   foretold  by  Elisha,  2  K. 
13 14^)  and  his  victory  over  Amaziah,  followed  by  his 
breaking  down  of  the  wall  of  Jerusalem,   are  the  most 
prominent  facts  of  his  reign.      That  Judah  was  reduced 
to  vassalage  was  the  result,  according  to  the  narrative, 
of  an  audacious  challenge  of  Amaziah  b.  Joash  (i),  king 
of  Judah,   which    provoked  the  scornful  and  only  too 
prophetic  parable  of  the  '  thistle  and  the  cedar'  (2  K. 
148^).     See  AMAZIAH,  i. 

3.  Father  of  GIDEON  \q.v.}  (Judg.  6-8).     See  AMAZIAH. 

4.  A  prince  (lit.  'the  king's  son')  temp.  Ahab  (i  K.  2226  cp 
2  Ch.  1825  4<uao-a  [B]).     Either  the  title  'king's  son'  was  given 
to  officers  of  state,  or  members  of  the  royal  house  did  not  disdain 
such  an  office  as  the  governorship  of  the  prison.     Possibly  ~->Dn 
is  a  corruption  of  ^NDnT  (Che.),  see  HAMMELECH. 

5.  A  son  of  SHELAH  [y.v.],  b.  Judah,  i  Ch.  422  (iioaSa  [B]). 

6.  One  of  David's  heroes  (t  Ch.  12  3,  iwa  [B],  uopas  [A]).     See 
DAVID,  §  ii  a,  iii.  S.  A.  C. 

JOASH  (KW,  §  80,    'Yahwe  aids,'  for  CW,  cp  Ar. 

gdtha  and  Sab.  n.   pr.  fill/PX.     This,  however,  is  not 
favoured  by  the  Gk.   transcription  iwas  [BAL],  which 

1  See  Cook,  Aramaic  Glossary,  s.V.  BOX,  1BOK. 
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does  not  presuppose  the  harder  j;  [  =  £].     See  JEUSH 


i.  b.  BECHER  [q.v.]  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9, 
ii.  a),  i  Ch.  1  8,  cp  IEUSH,  v.  10,  and  i  Ch.  23  iof.  [&]. 

a.  One  of  David  s  overseers  (i  Ch.  27  28).     See  DAVID,  §  ii. 

JOATHAM  (I6GA.6&M  [Ti.  WH]).  Mt.  19,  RV 
JOTHAM  [y.v.]. 

JOAZABDUS  (itozABAoc   [A]),    i  Esd.  9  48  =  Neh. 

87,  JOSABAD. 

JOB  PV),  Gen.  4613  AV,  a  corruption  of  JASHUB 
(q.v.,  i). 

JOB  P'l'K  ;  iu>B,  fos),  the  hero  of  the  Book  of  Job 
(cp  also  Ezek.  141420  Jas.  5n,  on  which  see  below), 
M  confounded  in  the  postscript  to  <§  with 

me>  JOBAB  (q.v.  2),  king  of  Edom  (Gen.  8633). 
Though  this  confusion  is  due  to  a  late  uncritical  writer, 
probably  a  Jewish  Haggadist,1  we  must  admit  the  possi 
bility  that  there  may  be  a  connection  between  the 
names.  Eliphaz,  Bildad,  and  Zophar  all  have  points 
of  contact  with  name-lists  in  Genesis,  and  we  should 
naturally  expect  this  to  be  the  case  with  'lyyob.  It  is 
true,  most  critics  before  Dillmann  have  explained  'lyyob 
from  the  Hebrew,  as  if  the  original  framer  of  the  story 
of  Job  either  coined  the  name  or  at  least  modified  it  so 
as  to  make  it  symbolic  of  his  hero  ;  the  alternatives  are 
(  i  )  '  the  pious  '  =  Ar.  'awwdb,  '  one  who  turns  to  God  ' 
(see  Koran,  88162944)  ;  (2)  '  the  assailed,  or  persecuted 

—  i.e.  ,  by  God,  or  by  Satan.'     Neither  is   very  satis 
factory.     The  former  is  not  definite  enough  in  meaning, 
nor  is  the  root  Israelitish  ;  2   the  latter  implies  an  ex 
ceptional  use  of  the  grammatical  form  (cp  -nV'  =  "nS')- 
There  is  no  indication  that  the  writers  of  Job  thought 
of  any  meaning  for  the  name. 

Another    problem    remains  —  the   true  origin  of   the 

name.      In  Am.  Tab.  2376  13  we  find  Aiab  a  personal 

0    T,         .   .        name    in    N.    Palestine    (Che.    Expos.  , 

origin.    ig97>  ^  p_  2^  .  possibly  Aiab  =  '/X7<».3 

In  the  next  article  (JOB,  BOOK  OF,  §  4),  the  name  of 
the  hero  of  Job  (^rx  from  JTN?)  is  traced  to  Ea-bani, 
the  name  of  an  ancient  Babylonian  hero,  whose  creation 
out  of  clay  has  been  compared  with  the  narrative  in 
Gen.  27  (see  CREATION,  §  20,  n.  4).  Ea-bani  seems 
to  have  been  confounded  with  Gilgames,  who,  according 
to  the  myth,  was  attacked  by  some  sore  disease,  and 
was  supernaturally  healed.  For  other  legendary  Hebrew 
names  of  Babylonian  origin,  see  CAINITES,  §§  6-8,  10. 
On  the  land  of  Uz  see  Uz. 

The  question  whether  Job  really  lived  —  which  is 
distinct  from  the  question  whether  he  actually  said  and 
did  all  that  is  related  of  him  in  our  book 
—  can  Qnjy  ^  answere(j  jn  the  affirmative 
jj-  we  are  prepare(j  to  regard  Cain,  Enoch, 
and  Noah  as  historical  personages.  The  saying  of 
Resh  Lakish,  'Job  existed  not,  and  was  not  created, 
but  is  (only)  a  parable,'4  shows  that  great  freedom  of 
speech  upon  such  matters  was  allowed  among  Jewish 
doctors.  There  has  been  some  vagueness  in  the 
utterances  of  modern  Christian  scholars,  who  have 
not  always  considered  that  for  a  story  to  have  a  tradi 
tional  basis  is  not  equivalent  to  its  being  founded 
on  fact.  The  moral  value  of  the  story  of  Job  is  un 
impaired  by  the  denial  of  its  historicity  ;  like  the  story 
of  Jonah  it  is  a  parable,  and  the  only  question  is 

—  a  parable  of  what?     The  ancients  were  struck  by 
Job's  righteousness    (Ezek.  14  14  20    Ecclus.  49g   [Heb. 
text]),    or   by   his    patient   endurance    (Jas.  5n).      To 
Mohammed,    too,    Job    was    a    model    of   piety    and 

1  Bleek,  Dillmann,  Budde  ascribe  it  to  a  Hellenist  ;  but  the 
arguments  of  Frankel  (MGW/21  3o8/  ['72])  deserve  attention. 
See  Uz. 

'•*  Cp  Lag.  Uebers.  90. 

3  Cp  also  the  later  Heb.  U;«  Dalm.  Aram.  WB. 

4  The  saying  was,  however,  tampered  with.     See  Frankel,  i/>. 
310  ;  and  cp  Job  and  Sol.  (K>/.     On  Resh   Lakish  see  further 
Gratz,  Hist,  cfthe  Jeivs  (ET),  2500^ 
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patience  (Koran,  8840),  and  the  Mohammedans  humor 
ously  call  the  camel  abu  Eyyub,  'Job's  father.'  In 
Christian  Egypt,  too,  as  Amelineau  remarks,1  the 
story  of  Job  was  very  popular,  but  not  the  speeches. 
The  one  was  practical,  the  other  appeared  to  be  specu 
lative.  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  witnesses  to  the  same 
preference  of  the  story  to  the  speeches  in  his  time. 
For  evidence  of  the  further  legendary  development  of 
the  story  of  Job  in  the  Jewish  and  Moslem  world  see 
D.  13.  Macdonald,  AJSL 14 137-164  ['98]  ;  K.  Kohler, 
'  The  Testament  of  Job,'  Kohut  Memorial  Volume 
('97),  264-338. 

In  Ecclus.  499  <S  is  certainly  wrong  in  reading  [Q'13'N  f°r 
3VN ;  the  latter  reading  is  supported  both  by  Syr.  and  by  our 

Hebrew  text.  The  recovered  Heb.  text,  how- 
4.  References,  ever,  must  be  corrupt.  Smend  thinks  he  can 

read  N^J  in  the  MS  after  2VN  (Das  hebr. 
Fragment,  "97,  p.  32).  <&,  however,  has  fi>  o/u/Spco  =  Tye'2,  and 
this  is  what  the  copyist  of  our  MS  may  have  meant  to  give  ;  but 
the  word  we  want  is  "^"H,  and  in  b  73  7D7DDH  should  be 
7J5D<T|  and  the  ['D"l]l  of  Cowley  and  Neubauer  should  be  [H3]l. 
The  passage  then  becomes,  '  He  also  mentioned  Job  the  upright, 
who  uttered  right  words '(see  Job  42  7).  In  Jas.  5n  Zahn  (Einl. 
1  55)  may  be  right  in  preferring  the  reading  ifiere  (AB3  1331  L 
Arm.)  to  fi&fTf  (B*N  Ks.  w.).  The  verse  becomes,  '  Ye  have 
heard  of  the  patience  of  Job  and  the  end  (appointed  by)  the 
Lord.  See  (here)  that  the  Lord  is  full  of  compassion  and  pitiful.' 

T.  K.  C. 

JOB,  BOOK  OF.  The  book  stands  third  among 
the  KZthublm  or  Hagiographa,  according  to  the  Tal- 
mudic  arrangement,  but  not  always  in  the  same  place 
relatively  to  other  books  ;  in  the  Greek  Bible  too,  there 
are  variations  in  the  MSS.  On  these  points  see  Ryle, 
Canon  of  the  OT  (1892).  In  the  Syriac  Bible  Job  is 
placed  between  the  Pentateuch  and  Joshua,  because, 
according  to  the  Jews  (Babd  bathra,  I5<z),  it  was  written 
by  Moses  (cp  CANON,  §  45).  It  may  mitigate  our 
surprise  to  remember  that  one  of  the  fathers  of  modern 
criticism,  Eichhorn,  even  claimed  for  the  book  a  pre- 
Mosaic  origin.  We  need  not,  however,  any  longer 
discuss  the  possibility  of  this  view,  since  no  scholar 
could  be  found  to  defend  it.  The  most  scientific 
arrangement  is  that  which  includes  Job  in  the  group  of 
books  of  Wisdom  (Hokmah],  of  which  it  is  doubtless  the 
greatest,  and  the  most  fraught  with  suggestion  for  the 
history  of  the  Jewish  religion.  See  WISDOM  LITERA 
TURE. 

As  the  book  now  stands,  it  consists  of  five  parts. 

1.  The  Prologue,  written,  like  the  Epilogue,  in  prose  (chap. 

2.  The  Colloquies  of  Job  and  his  friends  (chaps.  3-31). 

3.  The  speeches  of  Elihu  (chaps.  32-37). 

4.  The  speeches  of  Yahwe  out  of  the  storm,  with  very  brief 
answers  of  Job  (chaps.  38-426). 

5.  The  Epilogue  (427-17). 

Thus  it  is  plain  that  the  book  of  Job  is  deficient  in 
literary  unity.  Two  literary  styles  are  represented  in  it 

1  Contents  — narrative  prose  and  didactic  poetry  ; 
and  character.  both'  howev«.  are  thoroughly  artistic 
in  character.  We  must  not  read  the 
Prologue  as  a  history  ;  this  would  be  to  do  injustice  to 
a  considerable  epic  poet.  Nor  must  we  read  the  Col 
loquies  as  mere  specimens  of  Hebrew  philosophy  in 
metre.  This  would  be  to  miss  making  the  acquaintance 
of  a  powerful  lyric  poet  who  was  also  skilled  in  the 
delineation  of  varieties  of  character.  Certainly  it  is  not 
legitimate  to  call  the  book  of  Job  a  drama  ;  a  Hebrew 
drama,  especially  in  post-exilic  times,  is  inconceivable. 
The  attitude  of  the  Priestly  Writer  (P)  in  the  Hexateuch 
towards  the  ancient  Hebrew  myths  and  legends  suf 
ficiently  shows  how  hopeless  a  dramatic  movement  would 
have  been,  even  had  it  been  initiated.  Nevertheless, 
the  idea  of  inclosing  a  poetical  debate  between  the  two 
parts  of  a  quasi-poetical  tale  is  dramatic  in  tendency, 
and  suggests  that  in  more  favourable  circumstances 
gifted  dramatists  might  have  arisen  among  the  Jews. 
In  order  that  students  may  appreciate  the  art  (not  less 

1  'Version  Thebaine  du  Livre  de  Job,'  PSBA,  '87,  p.  109. 
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than  the  meaning)  of  the  poem  and  its  different  sections, 
there  is  one  preliminary  service  which  the  textual  critic 
must  render — viz. ,  to  submit  the  text  of  Job  to  a  careful 
revision. 

_A11  that  can  be  done  for  exegesis  from  an  opposite  point  of 
view  has  been  done  by  Dillmann,  and  if  Davidson  cannot  be 
mentioned  as  Dillmann's  rival,  yet  every  one  of  the  too  few 
pages  that  Davidson  has  written  on  Job  testifies  to  familiarity 
with  the  available  exegetical  material  ;  where  either  of  these 
eminent  critics  has  failed,  it  has  been  simply  owing  to  the 
inadequacy  of  their  critical  methods.  To  Bickell,  Siegfried, 
Budde,  Beer,  and  Duhm  is  due  the  credit  of  having  perceived 
that  the  next  step  forward  in  exegesis  must  be  preceded  by  a 
purification  of  the  text.  The  labours  of  these  scholars  and  of 
others  who  have  worked  at  the  text  of  Job  on  the  same  lines, 
though  less  continuously,  cannot  be  disregarded  by  exegetical 
students,  and  any  article  like  the  present  must  constantly  refer 
not  only  to  the  Massoretic  but  also  to  an  emended  text. 

The  present  writer  is  tied  to  no  master,  and  will  give 
the  student  the  best  that  he  knows.  Nor  can  he  abstain 
from  adding  that  the  emended  text  to  which  he  will 
appeal  is  one  which  has  partly  been  produced  by  con 
siderations  of  metre.  For  the  most  necessary  informa 
tion  on  this  subject  he  would  refer  to  the  article 
POETICAL  LITERATURE  ;  it  is  enough  here  to  endorse 
the  statement  of  Duhm,  that  the  usual  poetical  form  in 
the  Colloquies  of  Job  and  his  friends  is  the  simplest 
metre  of  Hebrew  prosody — viz. ,  the  stanza  of  four 
stichi,  of  three  beats  each.1  There  are  also,  it  is  true, 
passages  of  tristichs  in  chaps.  24  and  (perhaps)  30  ;  but 
these  are  among  the  later  insertions.  One  of  the 
clearest  reasons  for  denying  these  passages  to  the  main 
author  of  the  work  is  the  difference  in  their  poetical 
form.  The  statement  of  Zenner  (Zt.  f.  Kalh.  Th.  '99, 
p.  173)  that  the  book  of  Job  contains  much  more  than 
a  hundred  tristichs  implies  far  too  conservative  an  atti 
tude  towards  the  traditional  text. 

The  object   of  the   Prologue  Is  to  show  that  disin 
terested  love  of  God  is  possible,  and  that  in  the  case  of 
such  an  one  as  Job,  or  of  that  quasi- 


2.  Prologue 
and  Epilogue. 


personal  being  whom  Job  symbolises, 


the  terrible  load  of  suffering  has  this 
one  intelligible  purpose  —  viz.,  that  the  perfection  of 
his  unbought  piety  may  be  exhibited  before  angels  and 
men.  Job  is  introduced  to  us  as  a  rich  Edomite  Emeer, 
happy  in  his  family  and  in  his  enormous  possessions. 
He  also  knows  the  true  God  under  the  name  Elohim, 
and  is  scrupulous  in  the  established  observances  of 
piety.  Heaven  is  thrown  open  to  us  that  we  may  see 
what  Yahwe  himself  thinks  of  Job,  and  how  the  Satan 
is  only  permitted  to  hurl  this  great  and  good  man  into 
an  abyss  of  misery  that  his  piety  may  come  out  as  pure 
gold.  The  deed  is  done,  and  Job,  stricken  with  a 
loathsome  sickness  (see  PESTILENCE),  withdraws  to  the 
ash-mound  (mazbala)  of  his  village  (cp  Lam.  4s). 
'  Flesh  for  flesh,'2  the  Satan  had  said  (24)  ;  '  his  dearest 
relations  are  nothing  to  a  man,  if  he  may  but  save  his 
life.'  That,  however,  was  not  the  right  reading  of 
Job's  character.  His  wife's  faith  indeed  gave  way. 
Loyal  to  her  husband,  but  faithless  to  her  God,  she 
bade  Job  be  a  man,  since  God  withheld  the  reward  of 
piety,  and  curse  his  all-powerful  enemy  before  he  died. 
To  Job,  however,  this  was  the  height  of  folly  ;  she  who 
so  spoke  had  degraded  herself- — had  become  '  one  of  the 
foolish  women '  (see  FOOL).  Not  only  did  he  '  speak 
no  rash  word3  against  God,'  he  willingly  accepted  the 

1  Jerome  states  that  the  book  is  composed  in  hexameters  with 
a  dactylic  and  spondaic  movement.     Evidently  he  means  double 
trimeters.      Duport,  Prof,   of  Greek  at  Cambridge,   translated 
Job    in    Homeric    hexameters    under    the   title   6privo6pia.nfios 
(Cambr.  1653).     Vetter  (Die  Metrik  des  B.  Job  ['97]),  and  Ley 
(articles  in  St.  Kr.  '98)  are  the  most  recent  special  monographs 
on  the  metre  of  Job. 

2  Read  probably  nb'3  nya  lb|.     MT's  my  lin  lltf,   'skin  for 
skin,'  gives  no  adequate  sense  ;  Schwally's  explanation  (ZA  TIV 
W$6f.  [1900]),  is  only  slightly  more  plausible  than  that  of  Merx 
nnd  Budde. 

3  MT   in   1  22   reads    D'nSx1?  rt7Ert  )ru  tfVli    '  and    attributed 
nothing  unsavoury  to  God,'  the  exact  sense  of  which  is  variously 
given  (see  Schultens,  Di.,Bu.).  Probably,  however,  weshould  read 
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1  evil  '  which  could  not  blot  from  his  memory  the  '  good  ' 
of  happier  days.  In  a  little  while  his  three  chief  friends 
arrive,  for  the  news  has  spread  far  and  wide  ;  they  are 
doubtless  Emeers  like  Job,  and  they  know  how  true 
sympathy  should  express  itself. 

The  prose  narrative  is  resumed  in  the  Epilogue. 
Yahwe  declares  that  his  anger  is  kindled  against  the 
friends  of  Job  because  they  have  not  said  of  him  the 
thing  that  is  right,  like  his  servant  Job  ;  he  tells  them 
to  offer  sacrifice,  and  Job  shall  intercede  for  them,  '  that 
sudden  ruin  may  not  befall  them.  '  l  So  Job  prayed  for 
them,  and,  as  a  public  act  of  justification,  God  restored 
hun  more  than  his  former  prosperity,  till  at  length  he 
died,  old  and  full  of  days. 

As  a  piece  of  narrative  the  Epilogue  compares  very 
unfavourably  with  the  Prologue.  The  idea  that  after 

_  ..  .  having  been  proved  capable  of  '  fearing 

3.  Ont  >I  Qod  for  naught(.  job  should  have  to 

llng'  spend  a  hundred  and  forty  years  in  the 
enjoyment  of  a  commonplace  prosperity  will  seem  to 
most  moderns  so  unreasonable  that  they  probably  would 
be  glad  to  have  reasons  for  cancelling  it.  It  is  not  less 
strange  that  nothing  should  be  said  in  the  Epilogue 
either  of  Satan's  loss  of  his  wager,  or  of  Job's  recovery 
from  his  leprosy.  However,  to  do  justice  to  the  writer 
we  must  view  him,  not  as  an  artist,  but  as  a  teacher. 
The  Epilogue  was  a  necessary  concession  to  the  un- 
spiritual  multitude,  who  had  been  taught  even  by 
prophets  to  look  forward  to  double  compensation  for 
Israel's  afflictions2  (Is.  61?  Jer.  1614-18  Zech.  9  12). 
Regarding  Job  as  a  symbol  of  suffering  Israel,  Jewish 
readers  could  not  but  expect  him  to  be  re-endowed  with 
sons  and  daughters,  flocks  and  herds,  and  treasures  of 
gold3  (cp  Is.  54  1  606/.  9).  Now,  too,  we  can  see 
why,  instead  of  telling  us  how  Job  recovered  from  his 
sickness,  the  narrator  uses  the  vague  expression  32* 
ruae'Tix,  which  is  so  often  used  of  the  hoped-for  restora 
tion  of  the  national  prosperity  (e.g.  ,  Ps.  14?  Joel3  [4]  i). 
He  is  thinking  here,  not  of  the  legendary  Job,  but  of 
his  people  Israel. 

We  next  consider  Prologue  and  Epilogue  together. 
Can  these  be  by  the  same  writer  as  the  Colloquies  ? 
(i)  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  Colloquies  in  general 
presuppose  the  main  facts  of  the  story  in  the  Prologue  ; 
on  the  other  hand,  in  19isi7/.  (contrast  84  29s)  we 
have  certain  statements  which  are  plainly  incon 
sistent  with  some  of  those  facts.  (2)  In  Job  42; 
Job  is  commended  for  having  spoken  rightly  of 
God  ;  obviously  this  does  not  correspond  with  the 
speeches  of  Job  in  the  Colloquies.  (3)  The  Prologue 
ascribes  the  trials  of  Job  to  the  Satan.  Nothing  is 
said  of  this  in  the  poem  ;  neither  Job  nor  his  friends 
know  anything  of  such  a  being.  (4)  In  the  Prologue 
Job  is  a  model  of  patience  ;  in  the  Colloquies  he  is 
impatient.  (5)  The  explanation  of  Job's  sufferings 
given  in  1  ioa  is  unknown  to  the  Colloquies.  (6)  Sacri 
fices  are  essential  to  piety  in  the  prose-story  of  Job  ; 
they  are  not  once  mentioned  in  the  Colloquies. 

The  necessary  inference  is  that  the  Prologue  and  the 
Epilogue  were  written  before  the  Colloquies,  and  since 


(cp    2  10,    and    especially    Ps.  10633). 

(nj  represents  ND3  !  ftsnj  comes  from  vnSEQ-  V  was  inserted 
by  the  last  editor  to  make  sense.) 

1  In42sMT  gives,  n*?a:  DDDi;  Tfl&y  vblh,  'that  I  may  not 
do  something  shameful  to  you"  —  i.e.,  give  you  an  exemplary 
punishment  (Bu.).  The  text  of  Job  is  so  far  from  immaculate 
that  it  is  better  to  emend  it  here  than  to  force  H733  in  this 

TT: 

way.  A  more  impossible  word  than  •~l^5-3  *°r  Yahwe  to  use 
could  hardly  be  imagined.  Probably  we  should  read,  'R^n? 
nn^3  crSj;  nnxn.  nWia  and  nnVa  are  both  very  liable  (as 
experience  of  Job  and  Psalms  will  show)  to  corruption. 

•  'The  exact  doubling  of  Job's  former  possessions  shows  that 
we  are  not  reading  literal  history  here  '  (Davidson,  on  42  12). 

3  On  th'e  close  of  42  it  see  KESITAH,  and  on  the  names  of 
Job's  three  daughters,  the  first  and  the  third  of  which  are 
strangely  misread,  see  JEMIMA,  KEZIA,  KEREN-HAPPUCH. 
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42?  implies  that  both  Yahsve  and  the  friends  had  held 
discourse  with  Job,  it  follows  that  the  present  Collo 
quies  (if  we  may  provisionally  regard  them  as  a  whole) 
have  been  substituted  for  speeches  of  very  different 
purport  which  came  from  the  narrator  of  the  prose- 
story,  and  were  in  perfect  harmony  with  it.1 

The  chief  value  of  the  Epilogue  for  us  moderns  (who  on 
aesthetic  and  religious  grounds  alike  are  compelled  to  take 
exception  to  its  contents)  is  that  it  enables  us  to  reconstruct 
the  main  outlines  of  the  original  colloquy  and  of  those  portions 
of  the  story  which  had  to  be  omitted  together  with  the  original 
colloquy.  Elsewhere  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  reconstruct 
what  might  conceivably  have  formed  the  omitted  portion  of  the 
earlier  book  of  Job.2  Something  of  the  sort  can  hardly  be 
dispensed  with  in  a  full  treatise  on  the  criticism  of  Job,  though 
to  economise  space  it  is  not  given  here.  The  theory  adopted 
above  enables  us  to  account  (a)  for  the  severe  blame  which 
Yahwe  gives  to  the  three  friends,  and  for  their  assumed  liability 
to  some  terrible  calamity  ;3  (6)  for  the  high  praise  awarded  to 
Job  ;  (r)  in  part  for  the  expressions  in  the  description  of  the 
suffering  Servant  of  Yahwe  in  Is.  02 13-63  12  ;  and  (d)  for  the 
early  view  of  Job,  which  persisted  for  centuries  in  many 
quarters  in  spite  of  the  later  insertions  in  the  book,  as  a  model 
of  righteousness  and  patient  endurance. 

We  must  now  ask,  Is  it  possible  to  get  behind  the 
representation  given  of  Job  and  of  his  misfortunes  in 

4  Leirendarv   the    Prolosue   and    Epilogue?     That 
•    there    is    a    legendary    basis    may   be 
aB1S<          assumed  as  on  a  priori  grounds  likely. 
Even  the  book  of  Tobit  has  its  legendary  element,   though 
the  main   current  of  the  narrative  is  unaffected  by  it.     Much 
more  may  we  expect  to  find  a  traditional  basis  for  the  story  of 
Job,  which  is  of  just  the  type  in  which  the  primitive  imagina 
tion  delighted  ;  indeed,  the  name  of  its  hero  (in  striking  contrast 
to  Tobit  =  Tobiah)  is  plainly   no   fiction,   but   a  legacy   from 
antiquity. 

The  prevalent  view  among  critics  is  that  a  wise  man 
of  poetical  gifts  in  Judaea  in  the  post-exilic  period 
adopted  a  story  which  had  been  handed  on  from  age 
to  age  in  popular  tradition,  and  adapted  it  to  his  own 
didactic  purposes.4 

One  of  the  chief  points  in  favour  of  this  view  is  the  super 
natural  machinery  of  the  Prologue,  which  has  a  strong  quasi- 
mythological  character.  In  particular,  the  humorousness5 
of  the  dialogue  between  Yahwe  and  the  Satan,  which  might  be 
abundantly  paralleled  from  Christian  hagiology,  evidently  re 
presents  the  popular,  not  the  official  religion.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  must  be  remarked  (i)  that  the  Prologue  is  evidently 
constructed  with  a  didactic  object — viz.,  to  give  an  adequate 
explanation  of  the  sufferings  of  the  righteous  ;  (2)  that  the 
Epilogue  is  not  fully  intelligible  unless  Job  be  understood  as  a 
type  of  the  people  of  Israel ;  and  (3)  that  the  Epilogue  pre 
supposes  that  Job  and  his  three  friends  have  been  conversing 
on  the  subject  of  the  divine  government  of  the  world  (Job  42  7), 
whereas  discussions  on  speculative  subjects  are  uncongenial  to 
the  popular  mind. 

How  far  can  this  view  be  endorsed?  So  much  as 
this  appears  to  be  certain — the  story  of  Job  is  based  upon 
a  popular  legend.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  some 
of  the  most  interesting  features  of  the  Prologue  are  not 
of  traditional  origin,  but  come  from  a  cultivated  wise 
man  who  knew  how  to  write  for  the  people,  but  stood 
somewhat  apart  both  from  the  popular  and  from  the 
official  religion.  This  wise  man  lived  in  the  post- 
exilic  period,  when  the  belief  in  the  Satan  was  becoming 
general.  Very  probably  the  imaginary  dialogue  between 
Yahwe  and  the  Satan  is  not  merely  humorous  but 
ironical.  The  narrator  may  wish  to  suggest  a  grave 
doubt  as  to  the  appropriateness  of  such  a  belief  in 
Judaism  ;  certainly  he  regards  the  Satan,  like  the  b'ne 
Elohim,6  as  no  more  than  a  part  of  his  poetic  machinery. 
His  main  object,  however,  is  to  show  (anticipating  much 
later  teaching)  that  the  accumulated  woes  of  Israel  are 
but  tests  of  the  disinterestedness  of  Israel's  love  for 
God.  It  is  true,  the  Epilogue  is  inconsistent  with 
this  :  this  wise  man  and  artist,  free-minded  as  he  is, 
has  to  make  concessions  to  the  multitude  (see  §  3). 

1  See  D.  B.  Macdonald,  /££  14  63-71  ('95);  Duhm,  Hio6, 
('97),  Einl.  p.  viii. 

2  Che.  fm'ish  Religious  Life,  161. 

3  fWfn  (see  preceding  col.  n.  i). 

4  See   Wellh.  JDT,  1871,  p.  555 ;   Che.  Job  and  Sol.  66; 
Budde,  pp.  viii  ff.  :  Duhm,  p.  viiyC 

6  Cpjok  and  Sol.  no  (parallel  between  Job  and  Faust). 
6  I.e.  '  members  of  the  divine  guild'  (ANGELS,  §  2). 
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Most  probably  all  that  he  adopted  from  the  legend 
was  ( i )  the  name  of  the  hero  and  of  the  land  in  which 
he  lived  ;  (2)  the  fact  of  Job's  close  intercourse  with 
God  ;  and  (3)  the  surprising  circumstance  that  this 
most  righteous  and  divinely  favoured  of  men  was 
attacked  by  some  dread  disease  such  as  leprosy,  but 
was  ultimately  healed.  So  much  as  this  was  not 
improbably  known  to  Ezekiel,  who  (14 14  20)  mentions 
three  men,  Noah,  Daniel  (or  rather  perhaps  '  Enoch ' — 
see  ENOCH),  and  Job  as  having  escaped  from  peril  of 
death  by  their  righteousness.  The  original  story  was 
probably  derived  from  Babylonia  (cp  preceding  article). 
Eabani,  the  friend  of  the  solar  hero  Gilgames  (see 
ENOCH),  himself  too  created  for  Ea  by  the  potter- 
goddess  Aruru,  was  attacked  by  a  distressing  sickness, 
apparently  the  same  from  which  Gilgames  had  for  a 
time  been  a  sufferer.  In  the  Babylonian  legend  Eabani 
dies,  whereas  Gilgames  is  healed  for  a  time  by  a  magic 
potion  and  immersion  in  the  fountain  of  life  in  the 
earthly  paradise.  It  would  seem  that  in  Palestine  one 
part  of  the  story  of  Gilgames  dropped  away  from  that 
hero  and  attached  itself  to  Eabani,  whose  name  became 
Hebraised  into  p'K,  out  of  which  arose  avx,  ' '  lyyob 
(Job).  Probably  the  story  was  brought  by  the  Israelites 
from  Hauran,  if,  as  has  been  suggested  (see  HARAN), 
the  Haran  of  Genesis  is  a  distortion  of  Hauran.  The 
'  land  of  Uz '  (see  Uz)  was  therefore  probably  in  the  NE. 
of  Palestine,  where  indeed  the  name  '  Uz'  would  naturally 
lead  us  to  place  it,  but  is  transferred  to  Edom  by  the 
author  of  the  original  Book  of  Job,  because  of  the  tra 
ditional  reputation  of  the  Edomites  for  wisdom1  (Obad.  8  ; 
cp  TEMAN).  This  new  situation  suggested  the  mention 
of  the  Sabeans  (lis),  and  the  Cushites  (li?;  read 
D"B*3  for  D^BO  ;  see  CUSH,  §  2,  i.),  also  the  designation 
of  Job  as  '  the  greatest  of  all  the  sons  of  Jerahmeel ' 
(la;  read  Worn'  ':a  for  onp  '33;  see  JERAHMEEL, 
KEDEM,  MAHOL)  and  of  the  friends  of  Job  as  a 
Temanite,  a  Zarhite,  and  a  Temanite  respectively 
(for  the  emendations  here  adopted  see  SHUHITE, 
ZOPHAR).  The  later  wise  man  (once  more  we  pro 
visionally  assume  the  unity  of  the  Colloquies)  who, 
as  we  have  seen,  discarded  the  original  Colloquies 
and  substituted  new  ones,  does  not  seem  to  have 
altered  the  Prologue  and  Epilogue.  To  his  work, 
which  from  the  very  first  impressed  thinkers  as  much 
as  the  prose  narrative  of  Job  impressed  the  multitude, 
we  now  direct  our  attention.  Evidently  he  admired 
that  narrative,  for  he  has  adopted  it ;  but  not  less 
evidently  he  was  not  satisfied  even  by  the  attractive 
theory  embodied  in  the  Prologue,  partly,  we  may 
suppose,  because  it  depended  for  its  efficacy  on  the 
opening  of  the  heavens,  and  the  admission  of  human 
listeners  to  the  council-hall  of  Elohlm.  For  the  wise 
men  sought  to  connect  religion  as  much  as  possible  with 
mother-earth. 

It  should  be  noticed  that  there  are  three  cycles  of 

„.     ,         .     speeches,    or   colloquies,    so    that   each 

'.  /        friend  speaks  nine   times   (on   Zophar's 

P  '    third  speech  see  below),  and  Job  answers 

nine  times.      Job  also  opens  the  colloquies  by  a  poetic 

complaint. 

The  friends,  who  represent  the  Jewish  theologians 
of  the  author's  time,  are  about  to  speak.  An  excuse 
for  this  had  to  be  provided.  Submission  to  the  divine 
will  was  the  fundamental  note  of  the  character  of  Job, 
according  to  the  Prologue.  In  order  to  justify  argu 
mentation,  the  sufferer  must  be  seen  to  have  lost  his 
composure.  The  word  '  God  '  occurs  but  twice  in  Job's 
complaint  (chap.  3) ;  he  murmurs,  but  without  accusing 
God  of  injustice.  All  that  he  craves  is  an  explanation 
of  this  sudden  catastrophe.  Why  was  he  suffered  to 
live  on  when  born — why  must  he  live  on,  now  that  he 
is  in  abject  misery?  Piety  does  not  forbid  him  to 

1  For  a  peculiar  view  of  the  '  Edomite  setting '  of  the  original 
poem,  see  Klostermann  on  x  K.  4  11. 
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curse  his   natal    day — the  day   which    began   with  the 
night  of  his  birth. 

Perish  the  day  on  which  I  was  to  be  born, 
And  the  night  which  said,  Behold,1  a  boy  ! 
Let  not  God  above  ask  after  it, 
Let  not  the  moon  show  her  splendour  above  it.2 

Years  and  days  are  not-  imaginary,  but  have  an 
objective  existence  in  the  unseen  world.  Job  would 
fain  revenge  himself  on  this  luckless  day.  As  Moulton 
well  says,  '  All  variations  of  darkening  that  fancy 
can  suggest  are  invoked  to  blot  out  that  day 
which  betrayed  Job  into  life. ' 3  Then  Eliphaz  the 
Temanite  comes  forward.  He  is  the  oldest  of  the 
party — older  than  Job's  father  (15 10).  It  is  char 
acteristic  of  him  that  he  appeals  to  special  revelations 
of  his  own  ;  characteristic  of  Bildad  that  he  loves  to 
appeal  to  tradition  ;  characteristic  of  the  young  and 
impetuous  Zophar  that  he  appeals  to  no  authority  but 
his  own  judgment,  and  gets  irritated  at  any  one  who 
disputes  the  correctness  of  his  theory.4  All  are  agreed 
that  the  cause  of  all  calamity  (and  therefore  of  Job's)  is 
sin,  whereas  Job  himself  from  the  first  ascribes  his 
trouble  to  some  baffling  mystery  in  God  himself.  The 
point  which  is  not  clear  to  the  friends  is,  whether  the 
calamity  which  has  befallen  Job  is  a  punishment  or 
merely  an  educational  chastisement.  They  could  not 
have  hesitated  to  adopt  the  second  view  but  for  the 
vehemence  of  Job's  complaint  which  seemed  to  them 
unbecoming  in  a  devout  man.  Eliphaz  gently  re 
monstrates  with  his  friend,  and,  if  textual  corruption  be 
removed,  his  speech  will  not  strike  us  as  either  un 
connected  or  dictatorial.  Why  should  Job  lose  heart  ? 
Who  ever  perished,  being  innocent  ?  Job  must  know 
this  ;  clearly  Eliphaz  does  not  expect  any  criticism  of 
his  statement.  There  is  one  truth,  however,  of  which 
Job  seems  to  him  not  fully  aware  ;  indeed  Eliphaz 
himself  had  needed  to  have  it  enforced  by  a  special, 
personal  revelation,  whispered  to  him  by  a  mysterious 
form  at  night  (4  17-21)  : — 

Can  mortal  man  be  righteous  before  God  ? 

Can  man  be  pure  before  his  maker  ? 

Behold,  he  trusteth  not  his  servants, 

His  holy  ones  are  unclean  before  God  ; 

How  much  more  the  dwellers  in  houses  of  clay  .  .  . 

Do  they  not  dry  up,  when  he  bloweth  upon  them? 

They  die,  but  without  wisdom.8 

What,  then,  is  man's  true  wisdom?  It  is  to 
recognise  trouble  as  the  consequence  of  sin,  and  not 
to  be  seduced  into  irritating  words  which  can  only 
lead  to  the  complete  destruction  both  of  the  fool  who 
utters  them  and  of  his  children  (524/.).  Does  Job 
think  that  there  is  anyone  of  the  celestials  who  can  be 
induced  to  help  him  ?  He  will  hardly  indulge  in  this 
fancy  after  the  revelation  which  Eliphaz  has  just 
related.  For  his  own  part,  Eliphaz  would  rather  turn 
trustfully  to  God,  whose  purposes  are  so  unsearchable, 
but,  for  the  righteous  man,  so  beneficent.  He  con 
cludes  with  an  idealistic  picture  of  the  happiness  in 
store  for  Job,  if  he  will  defer  to  the  friendly  advice 
offered  to  him  by  Eliphaz  (5 17-27). 

Job4s-n  and  5^6_f.  10  are  late  insertions  which  spoil  the 
fine  rhetoric  of  the  poet.  Chap.  5  is  also  questioned  by 
Siegfr.,  Beer,  and  Duhm,  but  seems  to  be  protected  by  4  t&b  if 
read  as  emended  above  ;  indeed,  '  call  now,'  etc.  is  much  too 
vigorous  an  address  for  an  ordinary  glossator.  Verse  7  needs 
correction  in  order  to  suit  z>.  6,  but  cannot  be  rescued  for  the 
poem,  both  v.  6  and  v.  7  being  alien  to  the  Temanite's  argu 
ment.  (Verse  7  should  probably  be  read,  '  Yea,  man  brings 
forth  misery,  and  the  sons  of  wickedness  pour  forth  iniquity ' ; 


1  nan  for  rnn  (©  iSov;  Bick.,  Bu.,  Du.). 

2  See   translation   of  four  stanzas  of  Job's  complaint,   with 
justification,  in  Exp.  T 10  38o_/C  ('99). 

3  Book  of  Job,  Introd.  p.  xix. 

4  Cp  Davidson,  Job,  z^f. 

5  In   1.  4   read    a'lW?    VEhp    ^NMl.       After  1.  5   we   have 
omitted  four  lines,  to  avoid  having  to  justify  emendations  at  too 
great  length.     When  we  follow  ©,  there  is  a  quotation  from  Is. 
40  24.     See  Beer  ad  loc. 
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|ty  W2P   yen   Vni    T^'V   tay1?    DIN   *3.     Cp    Budde,   Duhm, 
Matthes). 

Bildad's  first  speech  is  chiefly  remarkable  for  his 
respectful  .attitude  towards  tradition.  '  We  are  of 
yesterday,'  he  says,  'and  know  nothing'  (89),  whereas 
the  wisdom  of  the  past  is  centuries  old,  and  has  a 
stability  to  which  Job's  new-fangled  notions  (for  Job 
represents  a  '  new  school '  of  religious  philosophy) 
cannot  pretend.  Here  the  first  genuine  allusion  to 
Egypt  inx,  '  Nile-grass,'  8n  ;  see  REED)  should  be 
noticed  ;  also  Bildad's  cruel  reference  to  the  fate  of 
Job's  children  (84).  Zophar  gives  a  panegyric  of  the 
divine  wisdom  (11 5-8),  which,  however,  only  leads  up 
to  the  poor  inference  that  God  must  be  able  to  see 
secret  sin  (11  n),  and  which  Job  (122/1  \\f.  14-25 
13i/. )  reduces,  as  he  thinks,  to  its  just  proportions.1 

The  saying  in  l\6c,  'Know  therefore  that  God  exacteth  of 
thee  less  than  thine  iniquity  deserveth  '  (EV)  is  indeed  a 
terrible  one,  but  Zophar  is  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  it. 
It  is  not  an  interpolation,  however,  but  an  editorial  attempt  to 
make  sense  of  a  corrupt  passage.  When  duly  emended,  it  may 
assist  us  in  the  emendation  of  11  (J>,  which  should  probably  run 
thus,  'That  thou  mightest  know  that  it  (i.e.,  divine  wisdom)  is 
marvellous  in  reason ' :  ,YlW  •)*?  rig"  '3  Ijni  is  corrupted  from 
nytub  D'X^S  «3  jnm.  Chap.  12  has  been  much  misunder- 
stood.  Grill  would  excise  124-182  as  a  later  insertion.  Sieg 
fried  prints  124-6  and  127-13i  in  colours  (as  insertions):  and 
Duhm  omits  127-10  and  124-6,  and  makes  124-6  (tristichs,  he 
thinks)  parallel  to  the  cycle  of  poems  in  chaps.  24  and  302-8. 
This  is  simply  owing  to  corruptions  of  the  text  which  have 
obscured  the  meaning.  Probably  the  only  interpolations  are 
vv.  49  and  13.  The  passage  should  begin,  No  doubt  with  you 
is  discernment,  And  with  you  is  perfection  of  wisdom.  Yea,  I 
have  not  learned  wisdom,  And  your  secrets  I  know  not  (cp  1 1). 
But  ask  now  the  beasts  that  they  may  teach  thee,  etc.  (vv.  if.). 
The  wicked  man  at  the  judgment  is  confident.  At  (God's)  fixed 
time  his  foot  is  secure,  etc.  (vv.  $/•).  Doth  not  the  ear  try 
words,  etc.  (v.  n). 

The  only  result  of  these  successive  speeches  is  to 
make  the  complaints  of  the  sufferer  bolder  and  more 
startling.  But  before  he  '  gives  free  course  to  his  com 
plaint'  (10i),  he  secures  his  right  to  do  so.  The  im 
mensity  of  his  woe  is  his  justification.  All  he  asks  of 
his  friends  is — spoken  or  silent  sympathy  ;  but  he  asks 
it  in  vain,  and  this  intensifies  his  agony.  The  friends 
may  lecture  to  him  on  the  infinite  power  and  wisdom  of 
God.  Miserable  comfort !  He  knows  it  only  too  well. 
To  be  compelled  to  think  that  this  power  and  wisdom 
is  not  directed  by  morality,  and  that  he  is  worth  no 
more  to  the  Almighty  and  the  All-wise  than  the  moun 
tains  which  he  removes,  or  the  rivers  which  he  dries 
up,  is  acutely  painful.  Job  does  not  profess  to  under 
stand  God's  dealings  in  the  world  of  nature,  but  hitherto 
it  has  appeared  to  him  that  he  understood  God's  inter 
course  with  His  moral  creature — man.  He  looks  for 
consistency  in  God's  dealings  with  moral  beings.  The 
sudden  transition  from  happiness  to  misery  in  Job's 
case  can  only,  so  he  fancies,  be  ascribed  to  capricious- 
ness  in  God  ;  or,  if  we  may  express  the  underlying 
symbolic  meaning,  the  catastrophe  by  which  a  religious 
and  prosperous  people  like  Israel  was  suddenly  crushed 
by  the  iron  heel  of  a  foreign  despot,  appears  to  show 
that  Zion  has  been  forgotten  by  her  God.  As  for  the 
theory  that  calamity  is  a  chastisement,  it  will  not  apply 
to  Job's  case,  for  his  days  are  numbered,  and  even  for 
those  few  days  God,  as  if  a  wild  beast,  cannot  refrain 
from  torturing  his  prey.  Yet,  such  is  the  power  of  true 
religion,  the  man  who  utters  these  desperate  words, 
pleads  with  his  God  for  gentler  treatment !  These  three 
speeches  of  Job  (6/.  9/.  12-14)  are  rich  in  poetic 
ore  ;  but  we  have  space  here  only  for  the  wonderful 
expressions  of  an  inextinguishable  heart-religion  which 
occur  near  the  close  of  the  first  and  third  speeches 
respectively. 

1  Davidson's  remark  (p.  88)  that  in  reply  to  Zophar  Job 
shows,  by  a  brilliant  declaration  of  the  divine  wisdom  and 
power  that  he  is  a  greater  master  in  the  knowledge  of  these 
than  his  friends  are,  hardly  touches  the  main  point.  Job 
admits  that  God  is  wise  ;  but  the  result  of  his  observation  is 
that  God's  wisdom  is  mainly  devoted  to  destructive  ends. 
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It  will  be  noticed  that  in  the  first  quotation  a  supposed 
'  parody '  of  Ps.  8  5  [6]  and  an  unssthetic  phrase  which  no 
Arabic  parallel  can  make  tolerable,  have  disappeared.  If  emenda 
tion  is  permissible,  it  is  so  here.1 

What  is  man  that  thou  shouldest  spy  him  out, 
And  direct  thine  attention  to  him? 
That  thou  shouldest  try  him  (by  fire)  every  morning, 
And  test  him  every  moment? 

How  long  ere  thou  look  away  from  me, 

Ere  thou  leave  me  that  I  may  have  a  moment's  cheer? 

Why  hast  thou  set  me  as  a  target? 

Why  am  I  unto  thee  as  a  mark? 

And  why  dost  thou  not  pardon  my  transgression, 

And  cause  mine  iniquity  to  remove  ? 

For  now  I  must  lie  down  in  the  dust, 

And  when  thou  seekest  after  me,  I  shall  be  gone  (7  17-21). 

O  that  thou  wouldest  hide  me  in  SheOl, 
That  thou  wouldest  conceal  me  till  thine  anger  were  spent, 
That  thou  wouldest  appoint  me  a  set  time  and  remember  me, 
If  the  fury  of  wrath  should  come  to  an  end  ! 

All  my  days  of  anguish  I  would  wait 

Till  thy  relenting  came  ; 

Thou  wouldest  call,  and  I  would  answer  thee, 

Thou  wouldest  long  after  the  work  of  thy  hands  (14  i3-is).2 

It  will  be  plain,  even  from  these  quotations,  that  the 
first  part  of  the  discussion  has  not  been  wholly  useless. 

_          ,    It    is   true,    the   several  points   of    view 
.     econ      Qf.  jQk   an(j  Qf  t^e  fr;encjs  are  jn  some 

respects  totally  different.  Both  parties, 
however,  have  alike  become  awake  to  the  fact 
that  the  problem  before  them  has  more  than  a  merely 
personal  reference.  It  is  not  only  Job  but  a  large 
section  of  the  human  race  which  has,  apparently,  lost 
its  sense  of  union  with  God.  The  old  days  of  idyllic 
happiness  and  unquestioning  faith  have  passed  away 
not  merely  for  Job,  but  also  for  Israel,  and  for  many 
another  people,  and  '  the  earth  '  seems  to  be  '  given  over 
into  the  hands  of  the  wicked'  (924).  According  to 
the  friends,  this  was  because  of  some  sin  committed  by 
Job  (i.e. ,  by  Job's  antitypes).  Job,  however,  could  not 
accept  this,  and  went  on  piling  complaint  upon  com 
plaint.  The  friends,  he  said,  were  treacherous,  and 
God  was  inconsistent — '  He  destroys  the  perfect  and 
the  wicked'  (922).  We  might  have  supposed  that 
this  enlargement  of  the  problem  would  have  softened 
Job's  mood.3  It  does  not  soften  it ;  the  poet  fails  to 
make  the  most  of  the  psychological  situation.  There  is 
but  one  idea  which  can  at  all  comfort  Job  ;  it  is  this — 
that  God's  love  cannot  really  be  extinct — that  in  the 
depths  of  his  nature  God  cannot  be  as  hostile  to  him  as 
he  seems.  Though  slowly  dying  he  can  even  now 
imagine  God  longing  after  him  when  it  is,  humanly 
speaking,  too  late,  and  he  indulges  in  the  dream  of  a 
successful  conflict  between  God's  wrath  and  God's  love.4 
It  is  Wrath  that  hurries  Job  to  SheOl ;  Love  stands  by  sorrow 
fully  and  waits  his  time.  Thanks  to  Love,  it  will  at  length  be 
seen  that  Job's  removal  to  the  dark  underworld  was  the  best 
thing  that  could  have  happened.  No  longer  seeing  him,  God's 


1  The  readings  here  proposed  are  U3TR  (1.  i) :    '3S1SH  (1.  3  ; 

see  Exp.T  10381);  jwn  r^2*ri  (l-  6);  ™<^>  (1-8;  cp  16126; 

Beer).  The  opening  words  of  v.  20  are  omitted  as  an  interpo 
lation  (Bick.,  Du.). 

2  The  emendations  in  14  13-15  are  :— non  TTOy  DFIH  CN  0-  4)  ', 
"??y  (1.  5  I  E*P-   T,  I.e.);    in^On  (1.  6).  TQf  these,  the  most  im 
portant  is  the  first.      MT  has,  ."Pirn  133  fllD^CN ;   <B  fiv  yap 

otn-ofldi/TjacflpcoTros  <JV}creT<u,  which  Bickell,Cheyne(7f7f.  Rel.  Life, 
234),  arid  Duhm  follow  ('  if  a  man  were  to  die  and  to  live  again  '). 
This,  however,  does  not  fit  the  parallelism,  (j;  and  j,  o  and  n 
are  easily  confounded.) 

3  Cp  the  touching  apologue  of  the  mustard-seed  in  Buddha- 
ghosha's  Parables. 

4  On  this  division  of  God  into  two  parties,  cp  Davidson  on  17  3  ; 
Che.  Job  and  Sol.  31.    The  Jewish  poet  Ibn  Gabirol  finely  says, 
TpW  ?;ap  rnaK,  'I  fly  from  Thee  to  Thee';  and  our  own  in 
imitable  Crashaw  says, 

But  thou  giv'st  leave  (dread  Lord  !)  that  we 
Take  shelter  from  Thyself  in  Thee  ; 
And  with  the  wings  of  Thine  Own  dove 
Fly  to  Thy  sceptre  of  soft  love. 
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irritation  will  pass  away,  and  he  will  long  to  renew  his  inter 
course  with  him  on  earth  or  in  heaven.  Thus,  though  Job  will 
still  have  the  'anguish '*  of  being  parted  from  God,  he  will  be 
able  to  wait  patiently  for  the  reawakening  of  his  love.  Will 
Job  come  to  believe  that  this  is  no  dream?  That  is  the  impor 
tant  question  with  which  we  approach  the  second  colloquy. 

Job's  essential  devoutness  is  manifest  to  us  ;  but  it  was 
not  so  to  his  friends  (cp  15  4).  In  fact,  passages  like 
those  quoted  above  are  not  intended  for  the  ears  of  the 
friends.  They  are  lyric  monologues  which  illustrate  the 
dramatic  process  going  on  within  the  mind  of  Job  ;  they 
form  no  real  part  of  the  colloquy.  Job's  narrow- 
minded  friends  can  see  his  outward  irreverence,  but  not 
the  longing  to  be  at  peace  with  God  which  alone  made 
such  irreverence  possible.  Now,  they  think,  Job  reveals 
himself  in  his  true  character,  and,  their  gentler  treatment 
having  failed,  they  proceed  to  try  the  effect  of  lurid 
pictures  of  the  wicked  man's  fate,'2  intending  that  Job 
should  see  in  these  pictures  no  distant  resemblance  to 
himself.  This  wounding  language  Job  meets  with 
growing  dignity.  The  symptoms  of  his  sickness  are 
becoming  aggravated  ;  death,  he  feels,  cannot  be  far 
distant.  He  has  already  said,  '  Yea,  let  him  kill  me,  I 
will  not  desist.3  Surely  my  ways  I  will  defend  before 
him'  (13  15).  But  now  his  condition  appears  desperate  ;4 
and  in  his  loneliness  he  returns  to  the  idea  that  God 
cannot  be  entirely  his  enemy. 

Death,  indeed,  he  cannot  escape  ;  he  is  caught  in 
God's  net,  and  complaints  of  injustice  are  unavailing 
(196/. ).  Job  is  now  sure  that  he  has  an  avenger  of 
blood  in  heaven  (cp  Ps.  9 12  [13]);  when  he  is  dead,  his 
cry  (i.e.,  the  appeal  of  his  blood,  which  lies  on  the 
bosom  of  the  earth)  will  reach  the  ear  of  the  divine 
Love.  To  mother-earth  he  first  makes  his  appeal ; 
then  he  tells  the  universe  of  a  stupendous  fact  of  his 
consciousness. 

O  earth,  cover  not  my  blood, 

And  let  my  cry  have  no  (resting-)  place. 

Yea,  I  know  it — my  piercing  cry  is  in  heaven, 

And  my  shriek  has  entered  the  heights. 

He  will  accept  the  words  with  which  I  cry, 
My  Blood-avenger  will  hear  my  call, 
That  he  may  decide  between  a  man  and  God, 
And  between  man  and  his  fashioner  (16  i-2i).5 

But  here  Job  stops.  It  is  implied  that  reparation  will 
be  made  for  Job's  unjust  and  violent  death  ;  but  no 
surmise  is  offered  as  to  the  form  that  this  will  take. 
The  much-suffering  man  has  advanced  beyond  what  he 
said  in  9  ytf. ;  he  has  found  a  '  daysman  betwixt  us 
that  might  lay  his  hand  upon  us  both '  ;  the  daysman's 
nature,  if  not  his  name,  is  Righteous  Love.  But  he  has 
not  resumed  the  position  adopted  for  a  moment  in 

1  Read  3^y  for  K3X,  both  in  14  14  and  in  7i. 

2  There  are,  of  course,  corruptions  of  the  text  as  elsewhere. 
For   instance,   15 14-19,  as   they  stand,  are   highly  suspicious. 
It  is  not  enough  to  omit  w.  14  and  17  (Bi.)  as  interpolations.     A 
single  stanza  should  take  the  place  of  w.  14-19  ;  the  original  text 
can    easily  be  detected   under  the   present   much-edited   text. 
What  Eliphaz  really  says  is,  '  Ask  the  wise  men,  for  they  alone 
have  unerring  wisdom  ;  they  will  not  withhold  their  torah  '  (see 
Crit.  Bib.). 

3  Read  'jiriN  vh  (Exp.  T  10  382) ;  MT,    WN  N1?,  is  clearly 
wrong.     Davidson,  '  I  will  not  wait ' ;    Duhm,    '  I  cannot  hold 
out '  ;  Budde,  '  I  hope  for  nothing.' 

4  The  passage,  1622,  17  if.,  so  far  as  we  can  understand  it, 
interrupts  the  context,  and  must  surely  be  an  interpolation.  Cp. 
Siegfried's  notes. 

8  Lines  3  and  4  in  MT  run,  '  Even  now,  behold,  my  witness 
is  in  heaven,  and  my  witness  is  in  the  heights. '  But  the  context  re 
quires  more  than  a '  witness '  of  Job's  innocence,  and  v'lHB'  (Aram.) 
occurs  only  once  again  in  the  MT,  and  there  it  is  corrupt  (see 
JEGAR-SAHADUTHA).  Read  probably  D'O^Il  'HST  'Bjn^'Q? 
D'Dinsn  '"I^ZI  'flVJB'l'  Sense,  metre,  and  the  textual  phenomena 
are  thus  satisfied.  Lines  $f.  make  a  miserable  sense  in  MT  ; 
<8  represents  an  intermediate  stage  between  the  true  text  and 
MT.  The  true  text  may  be  something  like  this,  '?D  nxT 
^Xj  tfDB>;  'nVsnl  'nggs.  In  line  8,  for  ?njn  read  np  (illus 
trated  by  the  argument  in  10  8).  '  His  friend,' however  explained, 
whether  as  Job's  friends  (collectively)  or  as  a  title  for  God,  is 
intolerable.  For  a  minute,  though  not  quite  satisfactory  discus 
sion  of  the  passage,  see  Budde  ;  and  on  the  versions  see  Beer. 
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14  13-15  ;  he  does  not  on  this  occasion  specify  the  form 
which  the  expected  reparation,  or  vengeance  for  blood, 
will  take.  It  was  a  noble  idea  that  he  had  stated  ;  but, 
not  being  able  to  offer  any  tangible  proof  of  its  correct 
ness,  he  soon  falls  back  into  his  old  elegiac  strain,  and 
even  appeals  to  the  friends  for  pity  (19  21).  He  might 
as  well  have  appealed  to  icebergs.  From  their  averted 
faces  the  persecuted  heretic  sees  that  his  doom  is  sealed. 
If  God  had  not  marked  him  out  for  death,  they  might 
have  thought  to  do  God  service  (cp  13  8)  by  stoning 
him.  Job  warns  them  of  their  guilt  (cp  13  iof. ) ;  he 
does  not  threaten  them  with  'the  sword,'  as  the  faulty 
MT  represents.  First,  however,  he  revives  his  own 
courage  by  giving  for  the  third  time  a  public  expression 
to  his  unextinguished  belief  in  his  God  (19  2$f. ).  We 
cannot  indeed  venture,  in  deference  to  later  Christian 
beliefs,  to  let  the  text  of  19  25-27  pass,  and  assume  that 
the  passage  refers  either  to  the  hope  of  the  resurrection, 
or  at  least  to  the  hope  of  conscious  and  continuous 
intercourse  with  God  in  an  unbodied  state  of  existence 
cp  ESCHATOLOGY).  A  close  examination  of  the  text 
shows  that  it  has  not  only  suffered  corruption  but  also 
received  interpolations,  and  our  general  experience  with 
the  ancient  versions  (which  have  often  made  prophets 
and  poets  give  support  to  the  later  eschatology)  justifies 
us  in  dealing  with  the  MT  somewhat  freely.  The 
present  writer's  attempt  at  a  thoroughly  critical  restora 
tion  may  be  thus  rendered, — 

As  for  me,  I  know  it— my  Avenger  lives, 

And  (lying)  in  the  dust  I  shall  receive  his  pledge  ; 

Shaddai  1  will  bring  to  pass  my  desire, 

And  as  my  justifier  I  shall  see  God. 

When  ye  say,  '  We  will  pursue  him  like  a  hart, 
And  will  satisfy  ourselves  with  his  (lacerated)  flesh  ' ; 
Have  fear  for  yourselves  because  of  your  words, 
For  those  are  words  of  iniquity  (19  25-29). 

So  then  the  dream  of  a  permanent  resurrection  of  the 
old  intercourse  with  God  on  earth  or  in  heaven  is  not 
finally  ratified  by  Job's  mature  thought.  Still  he 
ventures  nearer  to  that  dream  than  when  he  uttered  the 
cry  to  mother-earth.  He  will  not  give  up  his  belief  in 
God's  righteousness,  and  therefore  declares  it  to  be 
certain  that  God  will  one  day  publicly  recognise  his 
servant's  innocence  ;  and  since  on  the  one  hand  it  is 
essential  to  the  completeness  of  this  reparation  that  Job 
should  witness  it,  and  on  the  other  it  is  inconceivable 
(14  12)  that  man  should  '  awake,  or  be  raised  out  of  his 
sleep '  to  the  old  familiar  life,  it  is  the  only  solution 
which  remains  that  the  unbodied  spirit  of  Job  should 
for  a  moment  be  transferred  to  the  upper  world  to  '  see 
God  as  his  justifier.'  On  this  view  great  stress  must 
be  laid  ;  no  other  exegesis  appears  possible,  nsjr^j;, 
'on  the  dust  (of  ShS61),'  and  'pHsD,  '  my  justifier ' 
(underlying  HBOD).  being  both  apparently  planted 
firmly  in  the  text.  That  God  can  '  both  kill  and  make 
alive '  would  no  doubt  have  been  granted  by  the  poet ; 
exceptionally  a  man  like  Enoch  or  Elijah  might  doubt 
less  be  saved  either  from  death  or  out  of  death.  But  he 
regards  his  hero  not  as  an  exceptional  person  but  as  a 
representative  of  the  class  of  righteous  sufferers,  and  as 
such  (so  the  poet  thinks)  Job  cannot  be  raised  from  the 
dead. 

Job,  then,  in  some  unimaginable  way  will  for  a 
moment  be  enabled  to  see  the  Light  of  lights — El5ah. 
His  desire  has  been  to  have  his  innocence  established 
by  the  righteous  Judge  ;  that  desire  '  Shaddai  will  bring 
to  pass. '  First,  the  Goel,  or  Vindicator  (see  GOEL),  will 
convey  to  Job  the  '  pledge  '  of  his  willingness  to  act  as 
Goel  (cp  Ruth  4  jf. ),  then  the  solemn  act  of  justification 
will  be  performed  in  the  presence  of  Job.  We  must 
not  be  '  wise  above  that  which  is  written,'  and  speculate 
with  the  help  of  later  Jewish  eschatology  on  the  change 
which,  for  Job,  must  pass  upon  Shgol  when  he  returns 
thither  at  peace  with  God.  Certain  it  is,  that  Job,  and 
therefore  also  his  poet,  has  broken  with  the  conventional 

1  Shaddai  (see  NAMES,  §  117),  occurs  31  times  in  the  MT  of 
Job. 
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doctrine  of  Sheol,  but  he  has  not  formed  a  new  and 
better  doctrine,  capable  of  being  presented  in  poetical 
form. 

The  view  that  Job  anticipates  restoration  to  health  and 
prosperity  in  this  life  still  finds  supporters  (see  Bu.,  no  ;  Laue, 
4<)f.  ;  Beer,  127).  It  appears  to  the  present  writer  to  be  con 
nected  with  an  a  priori  view  of  the  structure  of  the  Book  of 
Job,  and,  in  the  case  of  Budde  especially,  with  an  unduly 
optimistic  view  of  MT  in  this  passage.  Di.  and  Da.  both 
favour  the  view  that  Job's  justification  will  be  after  death  ;  such 
also,  in  a  form  agreeing  in  essentials  with  that  given  above,  is 
the  view  of  We.  (!JG  177),  Smend  (Kel.  Gesch.  471),  and  Du. 
104.  Of  these  critics,  Uulim  has  given  most  attention  to  the 
text ;  but  his  retention  of  nt'SD  and  his  introduction  of 
W  (which  properly  means  a  tribal  or  religious  sign  on  the 
person  [see  CROSS]),  can  by  no  means  be  justified.  The  restor 
ation  offered  above  is  the  writer's  third  experiment  ;  it  is, 
even  if  imperfect,  neither  hasty  nor  arbitrary.  A  few  notes 
appear  necessary.  In  1.  2  we  should  probably  read  'pnjn 
as  in  1?3  [Beer,  Bu.,  Du.],  a  passage  which  belongs  to  the  same 
group  as  1925-29  :  i.e.,  it  implies  the  idea  of  a  division  in  the 
divine  Being — the  God  of  love  over  against  the  God  of  wrath. 
For  the  impossible  "lEOD  read  'p'^SB  (Is.  50s) ;  this  reading 
is  practically  certain.  MT's  jnn«  is  now  generally  explained 
as  'afterman '  =  ' vindicator"  (cp  Perles,  Analekten,  74),  which 
produces  a  good  parallel  to  '?«:,  but  is  in  itself  unnatural. 
Dip'  T5J7'7j7  has  no  intelligible  meaning.  As  Eichhorn  (A I/gem. 
Bibliothek,  1388)  remarks,  ^y  Dip  always  means  'to  assail.' 
Unaware  of  Eichhorn,  We.  <J 'DT,  16  556  ['71])  makes  the  same 
observation,  and  proposes  to  render  MT,  '  will  arise  (as  witness) 
against  dust' — i.e.,  against  the  friends  (cp  Job  419)  !  Thisbein,; 
too  artificial,  either  nsy-^y  or  mp<  must  be  read,  and  con 
sidering  how  emphatically  (7zi)Job  has  mentioned  his  expec 
tation  of  '  lying  down  on  the  dust ' — i.e.,  on  the  dusty  ground  of 
SheOl  (see  17  16),  it  is  the  more  reasonable  course  to  emend  the 
latter  and  retain  "ISJT  7J7,  which  means  '  (lying)  upon  the  dust ' 
(20 1 1  2126;  cp  7  21).  npN  for  op'  is  an  easy  change;  the 
preformatives  «  and  »  are  frequently  confounded.  In  1.  3  for 
my  read  probably  "W;  iriK  is  dittographed.  For  riNT  IBp: 
read  'HIKR  J3';  '  fell  out  owing  to  '"It?;  cp  17 15  (in  b  read 
TIlNrl)'  The  much  tortured  i£jpj  is  a  mere  editorial  guess. 
'3N  ~\!tfK  's  clearly  a  corruption  of  '1BQD  (note  the  warning 
Pasek),  and  '7-  of  ni^N-  "irK?!  INT  'J'Jfl  is  a  gloss  on  ''rnTHN  ! 
'pro  'n'73  173  is  a  corruption  of  H3pB  'Jn'n?,  a  gloss  on 


Dip'  "1SV"7V  ('  God  shall  arise  .  .  .  to  revive  me  from  my 
grave ').  In  1.  $f.  the  critics  have  not  noticed  that  Job  returns 
to  his  statement  in  v.  22  ;  yet  to  a  practised  eye  131  enty  should 
reveal  its  secret.  Read  J73tPJ  nBQBl  W"lD3  13STU  'n  '3 
( 7'N  for  7K,  in  v.  22,  Reiske,  Perles,  Beer) ;  nBQDl  has  two 

beats.  In  1.  -jf.  3in  is  too  vague,  and  the  threat  of  a  violent 
death  is  not  in  character  with  the  Job  of  chaps.  3-19.  Nor  is 
there  any  allusion  to  the  threat  in  Zophar's  third  speech.  Read 
D3'131  and  rvmy  '131,  and  for  HDH  read  nan  (Ges.).  The  last 
three  words  of  v.  29  in  the  consonantal  text  (read,  with  Bu., 
['T  BV  ['3],  'that  ye  may  know  that  there  is  a  judge')  are  a 
gloss. 

Job  has  now  taken  a  long  step  forward  towards  the 
religious  solution  of  the  problem  of  the  suffering  of  the 
individual,    and    since    true    religion 


7.  Original 

close  of 
colloquies. 


is  primarily  individualistic  he  can,  if 
he  will,  afford  to  lay  the  large  problem 
of  the  suffering  of  classes  of  men  on  one 


side.  The  importance  of  the  deeply  felt  utterance  of 
Job  in  19  25/.  is  universally  admitted  ;  yet  none  perhaps 
have  realised  its  bearing  on  the  structure  of  the  poem 
except  Meinhold1  and  Laue.2  The  former  critic  makes 
a  new  part  of  the  poem  begin  at  chap.  20  ;  the  latter 
thinks  that  the  non-appearance  of  Yahwe  to  recognise 
Job's  innocence  has  produced  a  radical  transformation 
of  the  character  of  Job,  who,  aggrieved  at  his  dis 
appointment,  becomes  an  open  blasphemer,  gives  an 
unqualified  denial  to  the  divine  righteousness,  and, 
welcoming  a  temptation  which  he  has  twice  before 
(92/.  13 18^)  overcome,  challenges  God,  in  language 
full  of  Titanic  pride,  to  an  investigation  of  his  case 
(3135-37).  The  latter  view  is  certainly  inadmissible. 
Nothing  is  said  in  the  second  cycle  of  speeches  which 
leads  us  to  suppose  that  Job  had  expected  God  to 

1  Nette  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsch.  Tk.,  '92,  p.  90. 

2  Die  Cotttf.  des  B.  Hiob,  53,  77,  141. 
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appear  for  his  vindication  and  been  disappointed  ; *  the 
account  of  19  as/. ,  which  this  view  presupposes,  is  that 
which  the  best  recent  critics  of  Job  have  rejected. 
Still,  it  remains  true  that  the  Job  whom  we  meet  with 
from  chap.  20  onwards,  lacks  that  tender  religious 
undertone  which  surprises  and  delights  us  in  the  first 
colloquy,  and  we  might  be  tempted  to  suppose  with 
Meinhold  that  a  new  part  of  the  poem  begins  at  chap. 
20.  This  supposition  we  might  support  by  the 
theory  that  when  the  poet  reached  the  end  of  chap.  19, 
he  laid  his  work  aside  for  a  time,  and  that  when  he 
resumed  it  he  was  himself  in  a  less  religious  and  a 
more  definitely  critical  frame  of  mind  than  before. 
This  theory,  however,  is  by  no  means  probable.  The 
poet  would  certainly  have  corrected  his  earlier  work, 
and  not  have  allowed  such  strongly  contrasting  works 
to  stand  side  by  side.  We  cannot  help  supposing  that 
another  member  of  the  guild  of  wise  men  to  which  the 
poet  belonged,  took  up  his  work  and  continued  it,  so 
as  to  embody  a  somewhat  different  conception  of  the 
hero.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  phenomena  of 
chaps.  29-31.  Several  critics  have  noticed  that  this 
much-admired  section  is  deficient  in  unity.  Chaps.  29/. 
are  an  elegy  ;  chap.  31  is  a  proud  self-justification.  The 
present  writer  formerly  thought2  that  the  author  might 
have  written  chap.  31  some  time  after  he  wrote  chaps. 
29 /. ,  and  have  placed  it  here  by  an  afterthought, 
omitting  to  construct  a  connecting  link  with  the  preced 
ing  chapter.  But  there  is  no  necessity  for  such  an 
assumption  here.  The  elegy  in  chaps.  29/i  appears  to 
be  the  original  conclusion  of  the  colloquies — the  counter 
part  of  the  elegy  (chap.  3)  which  forms  the  opening  of 
the  poem. 

Any  one  who  will  read  chaps.  1 9  and  29/.  consecu 
tively  will  be  struck  by  the  appropriateness  of  the 
arrangement.  Chap.  19  itself  is  strongly  elegiac.  As 
Davidson  says,  '  He  realises  .  .  .  more  clearly  than 
ever  he  had  done  before,  his  dreary  isolation,  God  and 
men  being  alike  estranged  from  him,  which  he  laments 
in  most  pathetic  words. '  '  Have  pity,  have  pity  upon 
me,  O  ye  my  friends,'  is  its  central  passage,  and  when 
the  sufferer  thinks  of  the  cruel  insinuations  of  his 
friends,  he  warns — he  does  not  threaten  them.  He 
speaks  indeed  of  an  'Avenger  of  blood,  but  it  is  God, 
not  God's  misguided  advocates,  from  whom  reparation 
is  expected,  and  there  is  an  Over-God,  whose  nature  is 
Love,  and  whom  Job  longs  to  be  permitted  to  love. 
After  this  we  are  prepared  to  hear  his  sorrowful  retro 
spect  of  past  happiness  in  chap.  29,  and  the  contrasted 
contemplation  of  his  present  abject  condition  in  chap. 
30.  The  first  part  is  a  poetic  commentary  on  the 
opening  verses  of  the  prologue  (1 1-5)  : — 

O  that  I  were  as  in  months  past, 

As  in  the  days  when  God  watched  over  me  ; 

When  he  made  his  lamp  shine  above  my  head, 

By  his  light  I  went  in  darkness  ; 

According  as  I  fared  in  my  (life's)  way, 

When  God  screened  my  tent  ; 

When  mine  intimates  were  with  me, 

And  my  children  were  round  about  me  (29  2-5).  3 

It  seems  far  back — the  time  when  the  poor  and  father 
less  blessed  him,  and  when  the  great  hushed  their 
words  at  his  presence.  Now  to  those  who  once 
honoured  him  he  is  a  by- word.4  The  Providence  which 
used  to  guard  him  is  no  more  ;  God  hears  him  not. 

1  It  is  true,  2813  expresses  disappointment  at  God's  evident 

determination  not  to  hear  Job's  case,  but  this  has  no  reference 

to  the  hope  uttered  in  1925^C     Although  Job's  wish   for  an 

equitable  discussion  of  his  case  has  found  repeated  expression, 

I    he  has  never  deluded  himself  with  the  fancy  that  his  wish  will 

i    be  granted.     He  could  never  have  said,  with  reference  to  this, 

'nUT  '3N,  '  I  know,"  '  I  am  sure.' 

*  Job  and  Solomon,  39,  n.  1. 

3  Reading  lVn|  or  iVrina  (Olshausen,  Bu.,  Beer,  Du.) ; 
'rm-i33  *rr;n  13*3  (cp  ®);  'j-rp  (Ps.  8819). 

*  30i-8 should  be  omitted(see  |§  8,  n),  andf.  9  should  follow 
1    2920. 
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Life  has  ceased  to  be  a  song  of  joy  ;  he  is  perishing  by 
a  slow,  painful  death. 

My  skin  falls,  blackened,  from  me, 

My  bones  are  burned  with  heat  ; 

My  cithern  is  changed  to  mourning, 

My  pipe  to  notes  of  grief  (30  ^of.). 

So  ends  the  elegy  according  to  the  present  text.  Most 
probably,  however,  31  1-4  has  taken  the  place  of  two 
lost  stanzas  which  formed  the  real  conclusion  ;  l  after 
this  may  have  come  the  editorial  notice,  '  The  words  of 
Job  are  ended1  (31  40^).  That  the  writer  intended  it 
to  be  followed  by  the  present  epilogue  is  impossible  ; 
neither  chap.  19  nor  chap.  30  could  possibly  have  been 
followed  by  427-  "Whether  the  writer  gave  an  epilogue 
of  his  own,  or  left  his  work  a  torso,  it  is  impossible  to 
conjecture.'2 

The  skilful  writer  who,  with  an  object  that  we  shall 
see  later,  undertook  to  continue  the  earlier  poem,  had 
P  no  difficulty  in  adopting  his  pre- 
e.  decessor.s  style>  though  he  fails  very 
much  in  consistent  delineation  of  character.  Zophar 
no  doubt  is  still  the  same  blunt  person  as  before 
(though  20  70  must  not  be  quoted  as  a  proof  of  this),3 
but  Eliphaz  too  is  surely  blunt  enough  in  222-20.  .Job 
for  his  part  disdains  to  answer  such  revilings.  He  is 
absorbed  in  the  astonishing  heresy  (so  he  deems  it) 
which  he  has  to  propound.  He  shrinks  from  it  with 
horror,  and  yet  ventures  to  state  it  —  the  divine  governor 
of  the  world  is  non-moral.  The  friends  may  prescribe 
methods  of  operation  to  God  which  are  pleasing  to 
human  minds,  but  God  too  clearly  shows  that  they  are 
not  the  methods  which  he  himself  adopts. 

Not  unnaturally  chap.  21  gave  offence  to  many 
readers.  It  appears  that  w.  16-18  were  inserted  to 
conform  the  passage  to  the  prevalent  doctrine  of 
retribution.  Though  Budde  and  Duhm  still  claim  for 
it  the  authorship  of  Job,  Siegfried's  view,  which  is  here 
adopted,  seems  more  probable.  At  any  rate,  dogmatic 
corrections  have  certainly  been  made  elsewhere  in  this 
chapter.  Thus,  in  v.  13^  MT  says,  that  after  a  prosper 
ous  life  the  wicked  man  goes  down  '  in  a  moment  ' 
(yjna)  into  Shgol.  This  cannot  be  right  ;  the  true  text 
probably  had  toys,  'in  luxury.'  So  in  v.  30^  and  b 
DV1?  is  an  orthodox  correction  which  makes  Job  say  that 
the  wicked  man  is  reserved  for  the  day  of  calamity,  and 
led  forth  (?)  to  the  day  of  wrath. 

In  v.  300.  it  seems  necessary  to  read  TND  and  in  b  BVD 
(Du.).  1731'  seems  to  be  a  corruption  of  733  (l  should  also  be 
read  for  a  '"13  in  v.  28).  The  whole  description  of  the  wicked 
man's  career  in  w.  28-33  's  fu"  °f  textual  errors.  '  Know  their 
tokens'  (v.  296)  should  be  'examine  travellers'  (*OH  D'HINl 
13IJ3n).  Vv.  32  f.  are  ludicrously  wrong.  Read  probably, 
'Seeing  that  he  is  escorted  (in  honour)  to  the  citadel,  and 
diligently  seeks  the  sanctuary  of  God  '4  (vfapm  SnV  tt^f  M.11 
"int?'  7X),  '  Gold  he  amasses  like  the  sand,  and  of  his 
treasures  there  is  no  number'  (f'K  l'3SsSl  VlH3  iV  iSx'  Cn3 
"ISpp).  Perhaps  no  passage  has  given  more  useless  exercise  to 
exegetical  ingenuity  than  this. 

That  even  Eliphaz  should  follow  Zophar's  example, 
and  hurl  the  falsest  accusations  against  Job,  would  be 
indeed  a  striking  phenomenon,  if  the  original  writer 
were  responsible  for  this  speech.  'Surely,'  he  says, 
'  thy  wickedness  is  great,  and  thine  iniquities  are 
infinite'  (22s).  Job  must  be  a  practical  atheist  (w. 
21-30  appear  to  be  a  later  insertion,5  designed  to  mitigate 
the  strange  contrast  between  the  Eliphaz  of  chap.  22, 

1  31  i  looks  as  if  it  were  based  on  a  scarcely  legible  text  which 
the  editor  interpreted  according  to  his  own  fancy. 

2  In  its  sadness  the  present  conclusion  reminds  us  of  the  close 
of  Ps.  88  —  a  very  Job-like  psalm  (cp  Delitzsch). 

»  For  M33  read  ni33  (.Exp.  T  10  382). 

4  The  sanctuary  would  naturally  be  attached  to  the  citadel. 

5  Note  the  points  of  contact   between   2224  (Eliphaz)  and 
21  33  (Job  ;    emended   text).     It   is   not   likely   that   the   chief 
poet  himself  would  have  fallen  into  such  a  close  parallelism 
between  Job  and  Eliphaz. 
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and  the  kindly  speaker  who  opened  the  first  colloquy). 
Job's  next  speech,  in  its  original  form,  was  probably 
intended  to  show  that,  as  the  wicked  often  enjoy  a  long 
and  prosperous  life,  so  the  righteous  often  experience 
nothing  but  misery.1  Such  a  case  is  his  own.  God's 
commandments  have  been  his  rule  of  life.  If  he  could 
only  find  God  —  who  ever  eludes  his  search  —  and  induce 
him  to  listen  to  his  plea,  his  vindication  would  be 
certain.  True,  Job  would  have  to  make  one  condition 
with  God  (236  ;  cp  934,  132i).  In  MT  the  passage  is 
strangely  distorted  ;  most  probably  it  should  run  thus  — 

He  would  remove  the  pressure  of  his  hand  upon  me  ; 
Then  he  would  use  no  threatening  to  me.2 

But  alas  !  it  has  become  too  plain  that  God  has 
resolved  to  destroy  him  (y.  13  ;  read  ina  with  Bu.  ,  Du.  ), 
though  God  knows  full  well  that  if  he  were  to  examine 
him,  Job  would  come  forth  as  gold  (y.  10)  ;  and  feeling 
himself  to  be  the  spokesman  of  the  suffering  righteous 
everywhere,  Job  goes  on  (so  we  must  suppose)  to  pro 
duce  further  evidence  for  the  awful  theory  of  God's  non- 
moral  character.  The  true  continuation,  however,  has 
been  lost.  Chap.  24,  as  Duhm  rightly  holds,  is  not  a 
connected  discourse,  but  a  cycle  of  poems  written  in 
tristichs  instead  of  tetrastichs.  a  It  is  only  242$  that  we 
can  safely  regard  as  genuine  ;  this  is  the  true  close  of 
Job's  original  speech. 

How  Bildad  took  this  powerful  indictment  of  the 
Governor  of  the  world,  does  not  appear.  His  third 
speech  was  lost,  and  a  rhetorical  description  of  the 
power,  wisdom,  and  purity  of  God  was  inserted  as  a 
substitute.  The  second  part  of  this  description  was, 
by  a  scribe's  error,  transposed  so  as  to  sCand  after  26  1-4. 
The  latter  passage  is  properly  Job's  ironical  answer  to 
this  superfine  but  unoriginal  piece  of  rhetoric  ;  it  is 
therefore  necessarily  not  genuine.  Job's  true  answer  to 
the  (lost)  speech  of  Bildad  is  to  be  found  in  chap.  27. 
It  is,  however,  impossible  to  ascribe  the  whole  of  this 
chapter  to  Job  ;  part  of  it  in  all  probability  is  a  genuine 
fragment  of  the  third  speech  of  Zophar.4  The  calm 
ness  of  Job's  dignified  protest  in  w.  1-6  and  12  is  very 
noteworthy.  Duhm  contrasts  it  with  the  bitterness  of 
Job's  earlier  speeches,  and  ascribes  the  change  of  tone 
to  the  intuition  expressed  by  Job  in  chap.  19.  The 
observation  is  just  ;  but  the  cause  assigned  does  not 
seem  to  be  the  right  one.  As  we  have  seen,  it  is  a 
partly  new  conception  of  Job  that  underlies  these  later 
chapters.  Job  is  calm  because  that  bitter-sweet  under 
current  of  yearning  love  to  God  which  appears  again 
and  again  in  chaps.  3-19  does  not  disturb  or  distract 
him. 

If  it  is  correct  to  view  27  7-11  13-23  as  a  fragment  of 
Zophar's  last  speech,  the  latter  certainly  merited  the 
disdain  with  which  Job  treated  it.  It  is,  however,  not 
impossible  that  we  have  here  the  attempt  of  a  later 
orthodox  writer  to  make  the  sufferer  retract  his  heterodox 
statements  (cp  chap.  28).  At  any  rate  it  has  no  right 
to  appear  in  the  last  speech  of  Job,  the  true  continuation 
of  which  must  be  sought  elsewhere.  We  have  in  fact 
reached  the  great  'Oath  of  Clearing,'  6  by  which  Job 
finally  proves  his  innocence,  and  which  represents  the 

1  Cp  2815-17  with  2l6(which  precedes  the  description  of  the 
prosperity  of  the  wicked).     The  parallelism  is  pointed  out  by 
Duhm. 

2  »^JD  'IT  pnv 


In   23  6^ 


.'3  oyr  N?  tun  m 

should    be    read    thus,    etra.    diretAjj    iv    ifj 


. 

3  The  tristichs  in  w.  1-4  are  imperfectly  preserved,  and  the 
form  may  therefore  be  doubted.     It  does  not  seem  likely,  how 
ever,    that   this   member  of  the  cycle  of  poems  would  be   in 
tetrastichs  when  the  other  members  were  in  tristichs. 

4  So  Gra.   (MGIVJ,   21  241^),  Che.   (Job  and  Sol.   38),  G. 
Hoffm.,  Duhm.      Gratz   and  Hoffm.,    however,  are  wrong  in 
assigning  chap.  28  to  Zophar  (see  below).     It  is  only  27  7-11 
and    13-2^    which  can   reasonably   be  given    to   this    lover   of 
platitudes. 

6  Moulton,  p.  36. 
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high-water  mark  of  Old  Testament  morality.  His  last 
words  to  his  friends  are  — 

Behold,  ye  have  all  seen  it  ; 

Why  then  do  ye  so  vainly  rage?  (27  12).! 

Then,  in  all  probability,  followed  an  appendix,  so 
framed  as  to  form  a  parallel  to  chaps.  29  f.  The 
opening  words  were  transferred  to  the  end,  when  chaps. 
29  f.  were  removed  to  their  present  place.  Let  us 
restore  31  35-37  to  its  proper  place  at  the  head  of  the 
'  Oath  of  Clearing,  '  2  and  since  it  is  highly  corrupt,  let 
us  endeavour  to  emend  it  in  accordance  with  Job's 
aspirations  elsewhere. 

0  that  he  would  hearken  to  my  voice, 
[And  listen  to  the  words  of  my  complaint,] 

That  he  would  take  away  the  insulting  of  mine  opponent,3 
That  he  would  lay  his  hand  upon  us  both  ! 

Surely  my  concern  would  I  present, 

1  would  arrange  arguments  for  him  ; 

I  would  tell  him  the  number  of  my  steps, 

My  rising  up  and  my  lying  down  he  would  examine. 

The  usual  view  is  that  Job  imagines  himself  approaching 
the  Divine  Judge  (whom  in  v.  35^  he  is  made  to  call  '  my 
adversary  ')  with  the  proud  self-possession  of  a  '  prince  '  (vjj), 
holding  the  accusation  written  by  God  and  his  own  answer  with 


(cp  Is.  22  22),  and  (or  ?)  wear  it  as  a  diadem  on  his  brows.  All 
this  is  violently  improbable,  and  yet  this  very  passage  is 
utilised  in  the  service  of  the  theory  that  Job  fell  away  from  his 
God  (Laue,  p.  96).  Truly  Hoffmann  deserves  credit  for  his 
refusal  to  twist  the  exegesis  of  v.  36  in  order  to  soften  the 
surprising  character  of  the  passage.  It  is  God,  he  says,  whom 
Job  says  that  he  will  take  upon  his  back  and  bind  upon  himself 
as  a  coronet  —  an  '  Ungeheuerlichkeit,"  says  Budde  ;  yes,  indeed, 
but  an  inevitable  one,  if  the  present  text  is  to  be  strictly 
interpreted.  It  is  probable  that  the  passage  can  be  restored 
nearly  to  its  original  state.  The  most  important  emendations 

are  0-  3)  '3vri!'''N  ns^n  qb$n  ;  (1.  4)  U'JI^V?  iiT'  rrcn  ;  (1.  5) 
IT3N  'MtfSD  ri'rDN  ;  (1.  8)  Ypp;  'yani  'Dp.  For  the  rest,  see 
Crit.  Bib. 

Then  this  ideal  righteous  man  tells  us  how  he  would 
clear  himself  if  God  were  to  hear  his  cry,  and  investi 
gate  his  case.  He  goes  through  a  catalogue  of  evil 
deeds  and  thoughts,  and  in  the  most  solemn  manner 
imprecates  upon  himself  God's  vengeance  if  he  be  guilty. 
The  first  two  stanzas  (  =  w.  5-8)  fit  on  particularly  well 
to  the  last  stanza  of  the  introduction  (i.e.  ,  8135-37); 
they  continue  the  figure  of  the  '  way.  '  The  last  stanza 
is  by  no  means  an  equally  good  conclusion.  Doubt 
less,  like  w.  35-37  (which,  as  we  have  seen,  should  form 
the  opening  of  the  chapter),  it  has  been  misplaced,  and 
probably  the  same  fate  has  befallen  w.  29-34.*  If  so, 
the  last  extant  part  of  the  monologue  will  be  (w.  26f.  )  — 

If,  when  I  saw  how  the  sun  shone, 
Or  the  moon  walking  in  splendour, 
My  heart  was  secretly  beguiled, 
And  I  kissed  —  putting  hand  to  mouth. 

This,  however,  cannot  be  the  true  conclusion.  Un 
fortunately  that  was  lost  at  an  early  date,  and  the  two 
opening  stanzas  were  detached  so  as  to  form  a  con 
clusion. 

We  can  now  see  why  the  second  wise  man  undertook 
to  continue  the  original  colloquies.  It  was  to  complete 
the  disproof  of  the  current  theory  that  suffering  was  always 
either  disciplinary  or  educative.  This  wise  man  must 
have  agreed  with  his  predecessor  in  rejecting  the 
Epilogue,  and  he  would  certainly  not  have  sanctioned 
either  the  speeches  of  Elihu  or  even  the  grand  orations 
of  Yahwe. 


1  Read  l/VnriD;  cp  Ps.  62  1  1,  where  a  similar  emendation  is 
required. 

*  31  1-4  are  doubtless  an  editorial  insertion  (cp  v.  4  with  v. 
37<z).  They  fill  the  place  of  an  illegible  passage. 

3  'The  opponent     is  a  collective  term  for  the  friends,  who 
with  one  consent  vilify  Job  (cp  Ps.  43  i).     In  the  next  line  the 
continuator  forgets  that,  according  to  the  original  poet,  God 
is  Job's  adversary,  and  the  friends  merely  his  partial  advocates. 

4  Davidson's  view  of  w.  24-3435  the  repudiation  of  another 
class  of  secret  sins  is  hardly  quite  satisfactory. 
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To  the  speeches  of  Elihu  we  now  turn  our  attention. 
According  to  Duhm  Elihu  is  brought  before  us  as  a 

distinguished    historical    person,    and 

r  r     ... 
so   (as  a  '  man  of  family  )   contrasts 

with  Job  and  the  three  friends.  The 
truth,  however,  probably  is  that  the  prolixity  of  the 
description  of  Elihu  in  322  is  due  to  corruption  and 
interpolation  ;  Elihu  was  originally  called  simply  '  the 
son  of  Jerahmeel  '  —  i.e.  ,  the  Jerahmeelite,  with  reference 
to  a  Jerahmeelite  famous  in  legend  for  his  wisdom, 
who  appears  to  be  mentioned  in  i  K.  431  (on  the  text 
see  JERAHMEEL,  §  4).2  The  lateness  of  the  prose 
introduction  to  chaps.  32-37  is  shown  by  the  use  of  the 
ethnic  'the  Buzite,'3  which  presupposes  the  corrupt 
traditional  reading  in  Gen.  22  21,  '  and  Buz  his  brother  ' 
(instead  of  na'rwTiKi.  '  and  Ahibuz  ;  '  cp  AHi).4 
Anticipating  some  surprise  at  Elihu's  appearance,  the 
narrator  states  that  Elihu  was  angry  with  Job  because 
he  held  himself  more  righteous  than  God,  and  with 
the  friends  because  they  found  no  answer  (to  Job),  and 
so  made  God  seem  guilty  (322_/l).  He  says  himself 
that  he  had  waited  because  he  was  so  young,  and 
assuredly  he  falls  into  all  the  worst  errors  of  juvenility. 
There  is  no  intention,  however,  of  amusing  the  reader  ; 
the  faults  of  juvenility  were  also  the  faults  of  the  narrow, 
orthodox  school  to  which  the  writer  belonged.  The 
matter  of  which  Elihu  is  so  '  full  '  (32  18-20)  is  distributed 
over  four  speeches.  The  themes  of  the  first  three  are  (  i  ) 
the  ground  and  object  of  suffering  (32/.  ),  (2)  the 
righteousness  of  God  (34),  (3)  the  use  of  religion  (35). 
These  are  treated  in  relation  to  the  erroneous  utterances 
of  Job,  whom  (unlike  the  three  friends)  Elihu  constantly 
mentions  by  name.  Then,  in  his  last  and  longest 
effort,  Elihu  tmrolls  before  Job  a  picture  of  the  divine 
government,  in  its  beneficence  and  righteousness  as 
well  as  its  omnipotence,  with  the  object  of  breaking 
down  Job's  pride  (36  f.}.  It  is  in  the  second  part  of 
his  last  speech  that  Elihu  exerts  himself  most  as  a  poet, 
and  it  has  often  been  suggested  that  the  sketch  of  the 
storm  in  3629-37s,  and  the  accompanying  appeals  to 
Job,  are  preparatory  to  the  theophany  in  38  1  (so  lately 
Moulton,  xxxiii).  The  objection  is  (i)  that  the 
close  of  the  speech  of  Elihu  does  not  relate  to  the 
storm,  as  it  ought  to  do,  and  (2)  that  Yahwe  begins 
(882)  with  the  declaration  that  the  last  speaker  was  a 
darkener  of  (the  divine)  counsel.  We  shall  return  to 
the  Elihu  section  which  is  more  interesting  theologically 
than  poetically  ;  see  §  12.  There  is  much  corruption 
and  possibly  some  interpolation  in  '  Elihu.  '  But  we 
shall  not  spend  more  time  on  this  speaker,  whose 
discourses  are  but  a  foil  to  the  Colloquies,  the  speeches 
of  Yahwe,  and  the  Praise  of  Wisdom. 

We  now  pass  on  to  the  great  poetical  ornament  of 

the  book.     The  Speeches  of  Yahwe  (38-426)  serve  a 

10    Sneeches   twofold    Purpose.      They   are    a    link 

f  -rr\    *r       between    the   Colloquies    (in  their  ex- 

a  W  '      panded  form)  and   the  Epilogue,  and 

they  present,   if  not  a  solution,   yet  a  powerfully  ex 

pressed  substitute  for  a  solution  of  the  great  problem  of 

suffering.     The  writer  had  rejected  the  theory  defended 

by   the   three   friends  ;    he   also  disapproved  of  Job's 

vehement  censure  of  the  divine  government  of  the  world, 

but  not,  we  may  suppose,  of  his  intuition  of  a  justifica 

tion  of  the  righteous  after  death.      He  was  obliged  to 

make  Yahwe  intervene  in  Job's  lifetime,  because  he  felt 

it  necessary  for  the  circulation  of  the  book  (Prologue 

1  Cp  further.  §  12. 

-  '  Barachel  and  '  Ram  '  are  probably  fragments  of  '  Jerah 
meel.' 

a  '  The  Buzite  '  would  of  course  be  superfluous  after  '  son  of 
Jerahmeel.'  It  seems  to  be  due  to  a  scribe  who  had  before  him 
the  same  corrupt  text  that  we  have.  '  Buz  '  was  suggested  by 
'  Uz.' 

4  Ahibuz  was  the  true  name  of  the  brother  of  Uz  and  Jerah 
meel  (?),  according  to  Gen.  222iyC  'Jerahmeel'  should  prob 
ably  be  read  for  '  Kemuel  the  father  of  Aram,'  ib.  ;  a  late  editor 
produced  the  latter  as  an  attempt  to  make  sense  of  corrupt 
fragments  of  '  Jerahmeel.'  See  JERAHMEEL,  §  4. 
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and  Colloquies)  that  it  should  be  accompanied  by  th_ 
Epilogue,  and  he  could  not  help  making  Yahwe  pass 
a  strong  censure  on  Job's  fault-finding  propensity,  partly 
no  doubt  to  satisfy  his  own  conscience,  and  partly  also 
to  make  it  possible  for  Yahwe  in  42?  to  eulogise  Job's 
statements  respecting  God  (after  Job  had  retracted  al 
that  could  justly  be  accused  of  arrogance). 

An  editor  has  prefixed  to  these  Speeches  the  words, 
'  And  Yahwe  answered  Job  out  of  the  tempest,  and 
said'  (38 1),  but  it  would  have  been  more  in  the  spirit 
of  our  poet  to  have  quoted  i  K.  19  ul>  12  (Elijah's 
theophany),  where  it  is  distinctly  said  that  Yahwe  was 
not  present  in  the  storm-wind.  It  is  by  an  appeal  to 
the  reason,  not  by  physical  terror,  that  Yahwe  seeks  to 
work  upon  Job,  though  the  awful  mysteriousness  of  the 
universe,  as  set  forth  poetically  by  Yahwe,  forces  from 
the  lips  of  Job  the  words  : — 

I  had  heard  of  thee  by  the  ear, 
But  now  mine  eye  has  seen  thee  ; 
Therefore  I  must  pine  away, 
And  dissolve  to  dust  and  ashes.1 

What  Job  means   is  that  his  previous  notions  of  the 
divine  government  were  derived  from    mere   doctrine, 
whereas  now  he  had  obtained  a  vivid  intuition  of  God's 
working,  not  merely  among  men,  but  in  the  great  and 
complex  universe.      He  had  in  fact  seen  God's  glory, 
and  the  strain  upon  his  whole  nature  was  such  that  he 
seemed    about    to    break    down.      Of  consciousness  of 
moral  offence  on  his  part  there  is  no  trace  ;  his  error 
was  of  intellectual  origin,   and   this   certainly  did   not 
require  him  to  '  repent  in  dust  and  ashes. '     The  only 
charge  brought  against  him  is  that  he  has  '  darkened 
(God's)  counsel  by  words   without   insight'   (882;    cp 
42s).      Remonstrance   is    the   general    purport    of    the 
speeches  of  Yahwe,  and  though  the  form  of  this  may  be 
humiliating  to  Job,  yet  the  glorious  pictures  of  nature 
which  are  presented   cannot  fail  to  lighten  his  load  of 
grief  (see  Blake's  beautiful  thirteenth  illustration  of  Job). 
Unfortunately  the  text  of  the  Speeches  is  in  some  dis 
order.     As  the  text  stands,  the  D.ivine  Speaker  breaks 
off  at  40 1/.  with  a  searching  question  which  elicits  from 
Job   a    confession   of   his    ignorance.      This,    however, 
cannot  be  right.     Another  question    is    put  in  40  8/, 
and,    as    Davidson    remarks,    the    second    question    is 
implied  in  the  first.     As  Bickell  and  Duhm  have  seen, 
w.  8-12  must  originally  have  followed  v.  2  ;  the  separ 
ation  was  consequent  on  the  interpolation  of  40 15-4134 
(Behemoth    and     Leviathan).        The     Behemoth    and 
Leviathan    passages   will    be    considered    later ;    other 
insertions  are  the  passage  on  the  ostrich  (39 13-18),  and, 
according  to  G.    Hoffmann  and  Duhm,   38 13*  146  15; 
8828,   too,   should  be  omitted  as  a  tautological  prose 
version  of  v.  29.     The  poem  (for  as  such  we  may  regard 
it)  will  gain  much  by  restoration  to  its  original  form  ; 
its   splendid    imagery   will    then    be   seen    to    the  best 
advantage.2     The  earth,  the  sea,  the  world  under  the 
sea  (Sheol),  and  the  manifold  wonders  of  the  heavens 
are  successively  treated  ;  Job  is  asked  whether  perchance 
he  brought  these  into  existence,  or  knows  the  secrets 
connected  with  them.3     More  striking,  however,  are  the 
poetical    pictures    of    animals.      Nine    (excluding    the 
ostrich)    are   brought    before  us  in  Yahwe' s  searching 
interrogatory  ;  the  poet  enters  into  the  habits  of  each, 
and   conveys   to    us    the   fascination    of    which    he    is 
conscious  himself. 

Regretfully  we  abstain  from  dilating  on  these  pictures  ;  in 
special   articles    the    omission    is    partly   remedied   (see,   e.g., 

1  Rend  D&t}  Deri  (Boucher,  Beer),  and  'fljTDJ.     Job   surely 
cannot  say  that  he  is  now  ready  to  die  on  his  ash-mound,  with 
the  gladness  of  one  who  has  seen  God  (Du.). 

2  The  details  of  the  poem   are   to  some   extent   treated   in 
special  articles. 

3  There  are  Zoroastrian  parallels.     See  the  question  put  by 
Zarathustra  to  Ahura-mazda  in  the  Gathas  (Yasna  443-5  in  the 
Oxford  Zendavesta,   3irj/C);  also  the  fine  description  of  the 
divine  creative  acts  in  Bundahish  804-6  (West,  Pahlavi  Texts 

Il2l). 
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CREATION,  §  21  ;  HORSE  ;  OSTRICH  ;  MAZZAROTH  ;  STARS  §  7  • 
UNICORN).  It  may  be  that  the  pictures  were  originally  fewer 
in  number  (©  is  deficient  in  some  details)  :  if  so,  we  need  not 
regret  the  insertions. 

Duhm  hints  a  doubt  respecting  the  raven-stanza  (8841),  and 
adopts  Wright's  conjecture  (anyS  '  for  the  evening ')  ;  cp  Job 
and  Sol.  52,  n.  4.  This  can  hardly  be  right.  More"  probably 
3-wA  is  a  corruption  of  y/ffy,  '  for  the  wolf.'  The  lion  and  the 
wolf  are  naturally  mentioned  together. 

Our  survey  of  Job  would  be  most  imperfect  if  we  did 
not  mention  here  at  least  the  principal  interpolations 
11  Chief  (°P  esPeciall7  Bickell  and  Duhm). 

interpolations  (l>  The  poems  of  which  24"24  is 
composed  are  as  follows  : — (a)  w.  1-4, 
a  fragment  on  the  merciless  rapacity  of  the  wicked. 
Details  of  this  sort  are  not  characteristic  of  Job.  The 
other  poems  spoken  of  being  in  tristichs,  it  is  probable 
that  (a)  was  also  written  in  this  form.  The  text,  how 
ever,  is  in  a  bad  condition. 

For  v.  i  ©  only  gives  Sia  rt  Se  xvpiov  e\a8ov  copai,  omitting 
X1?  (the  text  was  already  corrupted,  as  in  MT)  for  dogmatic  reasons; 
v.  2,  which  is  also  omitted,  was  apparently  unintelligible.  In 
fact,  Q'nv  and  Vtr  are  obscure.  Duhm's  restoration  of  the 
imperfect  tristich  in  v.  i  is  not  quite  natural,  and  he  has  to 
change  VD'  into  mi'-  It  is  better  to  emend  in  such  a  way  as  to 
suit  the  sequel.  -,E'D  should  probably  be  D'VBH ;  for  the  rest 
see  Crit.  Bib.  The  sense  which  we  obtain  is, 

Why  do  the  wicked  prosper? 

They  grind  the  face  of  the  destitute  ; 

Bad  men  oppress  the  poor. 

(t)  Verses  s/.  (7£?)  8  10  12,  a  description  of  an  oppressed, 
pariah  race.  This  should  be  taken  with  302-8,  which 
contains  the  sequel.  Text  very  bad  ;  compare  or 
contrast  (5. 

(c)  Verses   13-180  (??),    a    sketch    of    the     •  rebels  (?) 
against  the  light ' — murderers,  thieves,  etc. 

(d)  Verses    (i8£(?)-24,    a    fragment    on    the   end    of 
tyrants.      Text  very  bad. 

(2)  302-8,    more  on    the  unhappy  pariahs  and    tro 
glodytes  ;    one  could  almost   fancy  that  it  came  from 
the  oration  of  a  democratic  leader  (cp  i^).1 

(3)  281-27.      No  earthly  treasures   lie   too  deep  for 
human  industry,  but  Wisdom  is  with  God  alone.      By 
Wisdom  the  writer  means  the  Reason  which  originated 
and  pervades  the  phenomena  of  the  world  (cp  Prov.  S). 
The  poem  cannot  have  been  written  to  stand  where  it 
does,   for  it  is  altogether   in   a   different   style,    full   of 
imagery,    and   too  rich   for   the  deep  but  simple  idea 
which  it  is  meant  to  convey  ;    it  contains  no  allusion 
whatever  to  Job's  problem.2     An  editor  of  the  Collo 
quies,   however,    seems  to  have  thought  that  it  might 
fitly   be  introduced  (cp  Job  11 5-12),  because  Job,   as  a 
censor  of  the  government  of  the  world,   had  virtually 
questioned    the    existence    of    the    Divine    Wisdom    (a 
different  view  of  Wisdom).     According  to  this  humble- 
minded    person    all   speculation   was    wrong,3   and    he 
pleased    himself  with    making    Job   anticipate    his    re 
tractation    in    404/1      Verse  28   comes    from    his    pen, 
unless,  as  the  warning  Pasek  after  -ctri  may  perhaps 
suggest,    the    interpolated    verse    is   no   longer    in    its 
original  form,  in  which  case  we  must  be  cautious  how 
far  we  accuse  the  interpolator  of  narrowness  of  mind  ; 
it  may  have  been  a  later  scribe  who  made  the  best 
substitute  he  could  for  an  indistinctly  written  passage. 

It  is  the  distinction  of  Duhm  to  have  cleared  up  the  exegetical 
problem  of  the  opening  word  ('3,  '  for ').  Verse  7  is  usually 
supposed  to  take  up  what  is  said  in  v.  6  ;  the  '  path  '  is  the  way 
to  the  place  of  '  sapphires  '  (?).  But  it  is  much  more  natural  to 
suppose  that  the  words,  '(But)  whence  doth  wisdom  come,'  etc., 
A'hich  now  appear  only  in  v.  i24  and  v.  20,  originally  stood 
Before  v.  7,  and  if  the  refrain  was  forgotten  there,5  we  may 
reasonably  explain  the  'for'  in  v.  i  as  referring  to  the  same 
refrain,  which  would  therefore  seem  to  have  opened  each  of  the 


1  For  a  seemingly  important  emendation  of  the  text  of  vv.  •$/., 
>ee  PURSLAIN. 

2  So  Studer,  Che.  (Job  and  Sol.  40  /.),  Du.,  Laue.     On  the 
other  side  see  Dillmann,  Budde,  and  Konig  (Einl.  4.14) 

3  See/«t».  Rel.  Life,  153. 

4  In  v.  12  Nsan  has  evidently  intruded  from  v.  13. 

5  As  was  the  case  in  Pss.  46  and  49. 
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four  stanzas  of  the  poem.1  Into  the  complicated  controversy 
which  has  arisen  out  of  this  little  word  'for,'  it  is  needless  to 
enter.  Budde  adheres  to  the  ingenious  but  unnatural  theory 


late  origin. '- 

281-27,  when  restored  to  its  original  strophic  form, 
is  a  beautiful  specimen  of  Hebrew  poetry.  The  cor 
ruptions  of  the  text  are  not  incurable  (see,  besides  the 
commentaries  of  Budde  and  Duhm,  the  articles  GOLD, 
LION,  MINING,  SAPPHIRE,  TOPAZ).  The  naive  delight 
which  the  author  takes  in  his  knowledge  of  mining  and 
of  gems  (cp  Dante)  is  communicated  to  the  reader. 

(4)  39 13-18.     See  OSTRICH. 

(5)  40is-24  4l9-ii  (12?)  41i-8  13-24.      The  description 
of  two  mythical  monsters  called  Behemoth  and  Leviathan; 
the  old  mythological  tradition  having  become  pale,  the 
poet  fills  up  the  gaps  in  his  supposed  knowledge  from 
what  he  had  seen  or  heard  of  the  two  Nile  monsters — 
the  hippopotamus  and  the  crocodile  (see  BEHEMOTH  AND 
LEVIATHAN,  HIPPOPOTAMUS).     If  Job  was  really  God's 
equal,   he  could  of  course   bring  even  these  wondrous 
creatures  into  subjection.     The  seeming  hyperboles  in 
the  descriptions  are  partly  due  to  corruption  of  the  text. 

Thus  in  40  17  'tail'  and  'cedar,'  in  4131  'pot  of  ointment,' 
and  in  4132  the  'hoary'  sea  should  disappear.  In  40 17  we 
should  perhaps  read  '  he  cleaveth  reeds  as  with  shears ;  the 
sinews  of  his  neck  are  intertwined  '  ;3  in  41  31^,  'he  maketh  the 
sea  like  a  caldron,'4  and  in  v.  32  'the  bottom  of  the  sea  is  his 
path;  the  dark  places  of  the  sea  are  his  road.'5  For  other 
critical  emendations,  see  HOOK,  JORDAN,  SOUL,  and  of  course 
such  writers  as  Budde,  Duhm,  Gunkel,  and  Beer  should  be 
consulted.  Budde  and  Duhm,  however,  start  with  an  incorrect 
theory  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  names  Behemoth  and  Leviathan. 
That  the  passages  which  we  have  been  considering 
really  are  interpolations,  can  hardly  be  questioned 
except  on  the  ground  of  an  a  priori  assumption  of  the 
unity  of  the  book.  They  are  interpolations  because 
their  insertion  in  the  Book  of  Job  has  involved  inter 
ference  with  the  form  of  the  context,  except  where,  as 
in  the  case  of  chap.  28  (see  v.  28),  the  interference  was 
confined  to  the  inserted  poem  itself,  and,  even  when 
beautiful  in  themselves,  they  mar  the  effect  of  the  true 
poem  of  Job. 

The  Speeches  of  Elihu  are  somewhat  differently 
circumstanced.  It  seems  best  to  call  them  (with  G. 
„..,  Hoffmann)  a  supplement  to  the  original 
12.  Elmu  poem>  rather  than  an  interpolation.  Their 
Sf  3tlolV  insertion  (if  they  were  inserted)  has  in- 
(resumedj.  volved  taking  no  liberty,  either  with  the 
text  of  the  speeches  themselves,  or  with  that  of  the 
Colloquies  of  Job  and  his  three  friends,  and  some 
writers 6  think  that  they  give  the  best  solution  of  Job's 
problem  that  was,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Hebrew 
Wisdom,  possible,  and  that  without  them  the  Speeches 
of  Yahwe  would  be  liable  to  the  charge  of  using  force 
towards  Job  instead  of  argument.  This  charge,  how 
ever,  would  be  valid  only  if  the  Speeches  of  Yahwe 
belong  to  the  author  or  authors  of  the  Colloquies.  For 
certainly  the  Speeches  of  Yahwe,  noble  as  they  are  in 
themselves,  are  not  such  as  were  adapted  to  impress 
the  supposed  auditor  (see,  e.g. ,  283-7)-  As  to  the  high 
estimate  of  the  Elihu  Speeches  in  the  writers  referred  to, 
it  may  be  enough  to  say  that  (in  spite  of  Elihu's  asser 
tion  in  32 141$)  there  is  hardly  any  argument  in  the  Elihu 
section  which  cannot  be  found  in  the  Speeches  of  the 
Friends,  while  the  description  of  God's  incomprehensible 
greatness  in  3613-8724  appears  like  an  inferior  copy  of 

1  Each  stanza  consists  of  four  tetrastichs  or  quatrains. 

2  Giesebrecht  (Der  Wendepunkt  des  B.  Hiob,  '79)  adopts  a 
point  of  view  akin  to  that  of  Budde. 

3  Read   1SJ«?3   jiOJN    3SIV,  and   in  6,  isny.    for  linS.      See 
Crit.  Bib. 

4  Read  TriXB3  D'B^  C\ 

5  Read  l'S'3E>   DirtB   "3Vn?  iaTU  lir  yjTljJ  (see    ©,   and  cp 


Am.  9  3). 

6  Among  older  scholars  Stickel  ('42),  and  among  recent 
writers  Budde,  Cornill,  and  Wildeboer  may  be  specially 
mentioned. 
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the  Speeches  of  Yahwe.  The  admiration  expressed  by 
some  critics  for  the  teaching  of  Elihu  is  certainly  much 
exaggerated,  and  would  not  have  been  shared  by  the 
poet  of  the  Colloquies,  who  rejects  the  doctrine  of  the 
Friends.  Not  to  speak  now  of  the  poverty  of  the  style, 
it  may  truly  be  said  that  the  speaker  or  writer  thinks 
far  too  much  of  his  minute  advances  in  religious  theory. 
The  only  excuse  for  him  is  his  marvellous  naivete".  Here 
is  one  of  his  self-assertive  utterances  : — 

I  will  fetch  my  knowledge  from  far, 

And  will  see  justice  done  to  my  Maker. 

For  truly  my  words  are  no  lies, 

One  perfect  in  knowledge  is  before  thee  (36  j/C). 

What  an  over-estimate  of  his  originality  !  Elihu's 
favourite  theory  of  the  disciplinary  character  of  suffering 
(8814-30  868-25)  was  fully  stated  by  Eliphaz  at  the 
outset  (58/:  T-i /.}.  H  he  ceases  to  advocate  it,  it  is 
because  Job  will  not  allow  that  it  applies  to  his  case. 
There  is  only  one  section  in  which  Elihu  may  claim 
some  originality.  He  says  (8814)  that  God  speaks  to 
sinners  in  two  ways  ;  first,  by  alarming  them  with 
dreams  (w.  15-18),  and  next  by  sending  them  sicknesses 
which  would  have  a  fatal  issue  but  for  the  intervention 
of  a  friendly  angel  (w.  19-28).  The  central  stanza  of  the 
former  passage  (33 is/-)  should  run  thus  :— 

By  a  dream,  a  vision  of  the  night, 
In  slumberings  upon  the  bed, 
He  opens  the  ears  of  men, 
And  makes  their  flesh  to  tremble.1 

Here  Elihu  differs  from  Eliphaz  his  model  by  making 
the  dream  (see  v.  17)  a  means  of  '  withholding  a  man 
from  injustice'  (nSys,  v.  17,  Bick.,  Du.,  after  @).  The 
most  important  part  of  the  second  passage  (8822-25)  is 
very  incorrectly  given  in  MT,  though  the  interpretation 
given  to  MT  by  critics  (cp  PARACLETE)  does  not 
seriously  misrepresent  the  mind  of  the  writer.  Most 
probably  we  should  read  as  follows  : — 

And  his  soul  draws  near  to  the  pit, 

And  his  life  to  the  dark  world, 

Unless  an  angel  redeem  him, 

One  who  rescues  man  from  Abaddon, 

*  *  *  *  *  *  .  * 

And  he  be  gracious  to  him,  and  say,  '  Let  him  go  ; 

I  have  found  the  ransom  of  his  soul ; 

Let  his  flesh  swell  with  youthful  strength, 

Let  him  return  to  the  days  of  his  youth.'2 

Here  Elihu  ventures  on  a  virtual  contradiction  of 
Eliphaz  who  (v.  i)  denies  that  '  holy  ones,1  i.e.,  angels, 
can  help  a  man  struck  by  deadly  sickness.  He 
positively  asserts  that  when  a  sick  man  seems  near 
his  end,  one  of  those  angels  whom  God  commissions, 
not  to  lie  in  wait  (like  the  Satan)  for  the  tripping  of  the 
righteous,  but  to  prevent  the  chastisement  of  penitent 
sinners  from  going  too  far,  rescues  him  from  the 
destroying  angel  who  has  already  grasped  him.  The 
'  ransom '  spoken  of  is  probably  the  prayer  of  penitent 
confession  (w.  26-28).  The  angelology  of  '  Elihu '  is 

1  MT,  obscurely,   DBIV  DTDD31, — i.e.,  'and  seals  their  disci 
pline'  (or,   'their  bond').     ®,  Aq.,   Pesh.  (Bick.,  G.  Hoffm., 
Bu.,  Beer,  Du.),   DBIT,  'terrifies.'     For  DTDD  Du.,   Beer  sug 
gest   D'tjniD,  'terrors'  (G$,  fv  eiSecriv  <£6/3ou  TOIOUTOIS)-      But  this 
leaves  metre   and   parallelism  imperfect.      A  close    inspection 
reveals  nSD?  DTb'3   VnnBDI  (see   4  i4/  ;    Ps.  119 120).     Writing 
the  letters  of  MT  continuously,  one  sees  how  the  error  arose. 

2  In  1.  2  for  QTIDS^,  'to  the  destroying  (angels?),'  which  is  not 
properly  ||  to  nnB'V,  'to  the  pit,'  read  rfloSj  to1?;    <B  ev  <ffirj. 
D'na  ID1?  gives  one  beat  more,  but  has  no  other  recommenda 
tion.     In  1.  3  read  ^Sp  "&*£  tt'rDN.     Note  the  Pasek  after 
1'Sy.     In  1.  4  read  JIISKD  CTtf  Wp ;  ClJt  was  perhaps  still  in 
the  text  when  the  gloss  'ui  Tjn1?  was  inserted.     jmtm,  bV  a 
little  transposition  and  corruption,  became  <]^K  'SO.     Bu.  omits 
rj'jK-'JD  -inN  T^D  as  a  gloss,  which  is  unjustifiable.     In  1.  5  read 
injre  (so    some  MSS)  with  Bottch.,   Wright,   GriL,   Hoftm. 
Bii.VDu.,   Beer.     In  1.  6  insert  te'EJ ;  Bick.ai,  Bu.,  Du.     In 
1.  7  read  pSBS  Hoffm.,  Bi.,  Bu.,  Du. 

2484 


JOB  (BOOK) 

therefore  more  developed  than  that  of  the  Colloquies 
(cp  Job  and  Sol.  44/1 ). 

We  have  on  the  one  hand  an  angel  of  Death,  and  on  the 
other  an  angelic  redeemer.  Whatever  may  have  been  popularly 
believed  at  an  earlier  date,  it  is  only  a  late  poet  (later,  it  would 
seem,  than  those  who  gave  the  tone  to  the  Psalter,  and  later 
also  than  the  poem  of  Job)  who  could  have  authoritatively 
sanctioned  this  belief.  Elihu's  minute  reproductions  of  sayings 
of  Job  (see  338_/I  3is/l  35  z_/)  also  point  to  an  author  who  had 
the  book  before  him  as  a  whole,  so  far  as  it  was  then  extant. 
What  he  gives  us  is  a  reassertion  of  the  doctrine  of  earthly 
retribution  in  what  seemed  to  him  an  improved  form,  and  he 
gives  this  reassertion  greater  force  by  leading  the  reader  to 
suppose  that  Job  was  silenced  by  it,  and  that  Yahwe  tacitly 
approved  it. 

(a)    Language. — That    there    are    many    points    of 

contact    between    Elihu    and    the    Colloquies    is    not 

denied  (cp  Bu. ,  Beitr.  92-123)  ;  but  there 

13.  Style  of  are  aiso  many  words  (e.g. ,  JH)  and  phrases 

peculiar  to  'Elihu'  (ib.  124-146),  which 
les<  would  hardly  have  been  the  case  if '  Elihu  ' 
were  written  by  the  author  of  the  Colloquies,  considering 
that  the  circle  of  ideas  in  '  Elihu'  is  not  very  different  from 
that  in  the  Colloquies.  It  may  of  course  be  answered 
that  an  interval  of  some  duration  separates  the  com 
position  of  the  two  sections,  so  that  we  are  ultimately 
thrown  back  on  the  question  whether  it  is  likely  that 
the  same  writer  would  have  worked  up  the  old  material 
again  with  the  object  of  restating  old  solutions  of  Job's 
problem.  A  good  deal  has  been  said  on  the  larger 
number  of  Aramaisms  in  '  Elihu  '  as  compared  with  the 
Colloquies,  and,  as  the  text  now  stands,  not  without 
reason.  But  the  text  of  '  Elihu '  is  in  urgent  need  of 
critical  emendation  (e.g. ,  xin  in  Job  37  6  is  certainly 
wrong).1  So  far  as  the  present  writer  can  see,  how 
ever,  the  legitimate  emendations  of  the  text  of  '  Elihu ' 
do  not  raise  the  Speeches  of  Elihu  to  the  same  plane  of 
literary  excellence  as  the  Speeches  of  Job  and  his  Friends 
(upon  which,  be  it  remembered,  the  same  beneficent  art 
of  critical  emendation  has  also  to  be  practised).  Budde, 
it  is  true,  is  of  an  opposite  opinion.  By  the  removal  of 
corruptions  and  interpolations  he  thinks  that  the  linguistic 
argument  against  the  so-called  '  genuineness '  of  the 
Elihu-section  has  lost  its  basis,  and  that  both  the  form 
and  the  contents  of  the  speeches  can  now  be  much 
better  appreciated  (Hiob,  Einl.,  p.  xx).  To  criticise 
this  statement  adequately  would  require  too  much 
space.  The  present  writer  has  no  disinclination  to 
join  in  the  effort  to  relieve  Elihu's  speeches  from  some 
of  the  rust  which  has  gathered  about  them  ;  but  he 
feels  sure  that  no  restoration  can  make  the  picture  a 
masterpiece  (cp  Driver,  Intr.W,  429). 

(6)  Non-mention  in  Prologue  and  Epilogue. — There 
certainly  ought  to  have  been  a  condemnation  of  Elihu 
in  the  Epilogue  ;  the  non-mention  of  him  in  the  Prologue 
we  can  perhaps  pass  over.  It  is  absurd  to  speak  of  the 
harmony  (?)  between  the  Speeches  of  Elihu  and  those 
of  Yahwe  as  sufficiently  indicating  Yahwe's  approval  of 
his  youthful  advocate  (Stickel).  Almost  more  reasonable 
is  the  statement  in  the  Testament  of  Job  (a  Greek  Jewish 
Midrash),  '  And  after  he  (Elihu)  had  ended,  God 
appeared  to  me  (Job)  in  a  storm  and  in  clouds,  and 
spoke,  blaming  Elihu,  and  showing  me  that  he  who 
had  spoken  was  not  a  man  but  a  wild  beast. ' 2  It 
would,  indeed,  have  been  inhuman  to  harass  a  sufferer 
like  Job  with  such  feeble  commonplaces  ! 

The  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the  Book  of  Job,  like 

Homer  and  like  the  Sagas,  has  grown  together  by  the 

_    .       combination  of  different  elements,   has  an 

important  bearing  on  the  date  of  the  Book. 

The  phrase  '  the  Book  of  Job '  may  have  two  meanings  : 

(i)   the  original   Book  of  Job,    so  far  as  it   is  extant 

(Ii-2i3;  427-17),   and   (2)   the  Book  of  Job  with  the 

latest  inserted  passages.     The  date  of  the  Book,  in  the 

second  sense,  will  be  that  of  the  latest  insertion  ;  in  the 

first  sense  it  will  be  that  of  the  writing  of  the  Prologue 

1  Perles,   .TIT];  Siegfr.,  Bu.,   'TH- 

2  Kohler,  'The  Testament  of  Job,'  Kohut  Memorial,  333. 
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and  Epilogue.  The  latter  date  can  easily  be  determined. 
A  prominent  supernatural  personage  in  the  celestial 
court  is  called  'the  Satan'  ('adversary,'  'accuser'). 
The  same  personage  appears  in  his  character  of  '  accuser  ' 
before  Yahwe  in  Zech.  3,  and  it  can  readily  be  shown 
(see  SATAN)  that  the  conception  of  the  Satan  is  more 
developed  in  Jobl  and  2  than  in  Zech.  3.1  Now  the 
date  of  Zech.  3  is  519  B.C.  ;  the  first  Book  of  Job  is 
therefore  later  than  519  B.C.  It  is  no  objection  to  this 
date  :  (a)  that  the  picture  of  the  life  of  Job  in  the 
Prologue  is  in  harmony  with  the  old  patriarchal  stories, 
or  (b)  that  the  author  shows  himself  to  be  a  gifted 
narrator.  The  Book  of  Ruth  shows  that  there  were 
highly  gifted  narrators  in  the  later  times,  and  such  a 
writer  could  easily  imitate  the  patriarchal  stories.  If 
the  ktsitah  (EV  piece  of  money)  in  42  n  is  really  copied 
from  Gen.  33  19,  the  writer  of  the  original  Job  was  only 
too  faithful  an  imitator,  for  kt'sitah  is  probably  a  corrup 
tion  of  a  much  more  intelligible  and  historical  phrase 
(see  KESITAH).  The  mention  of  the  Chaldeans  (  1  17)  as 
marauders  has  been  thought  to  point  to  the  period  before 
Nabopolassar  and  Nebuchadrezzar.  But  '  Chaldeans  ' 
should  probably  be  '  Cushites'  (see  CUSH,  §  2,  i)  ;  the 
'  Cushites  '  and  '  Sabeans  '  of  antiquity  were  remembered 
by  a  late  tradition  (cp  2  Ch.  14g). 

The  date  of  the  Prologue  and  Epilogue  is  marked 
(i)  by  the  double  restoration  of  Job's  property  (42  12  ; 
v.  io3  may  be  a  gloss),2  which  corresponds  to  a  standing 
feature  in  the  descriptions  of  glorified  Israel  (see  Is.  61?. 
Zech.  9  12,  Jer.  1614-18),  and  (2)  still  more  by  the 
parallelism  between  the  story  of  Job's  calamity  and 
restored  prosperity  and  the  figurative  description  of 
the  vicissitudes  of  the  Servant  of  Yahwe  in  Is.  52i3-53i2. 
The  latter  point  requires  some  elucidation.  Is.  53  3 
i,b  7  are  like  a  poetic  description  of  the  '  stroke  '  of  Job's 
sickness,  of  the  horror  of  his  neighbours,  and  of  his  own 
pious  resignation  ;  G.  Hoffmann  deserves  special  credit 
for  pointing  out  the  analogy  of  the  metaphorical  sickness 
of  the  Servant  to  the  actual  sickness  of  Job.  It  appears 
likely  that  Job,  who  in  the  Prologue  and  the  Epilogue  is  a 
type  of  Israel,  partly  suggested  the  figurative  description 
of  the  '  Servant  of  Yahwe  '  —  the  personification  of  the 
company  of  pious  Israelites  in  the  age  inaugurated  by 
Ezra  which  regarded  itself  as  the  true,  spiritual  Israel. 
'  Reflecting  on  the  cause  of  Job's  misery,  the  writer  (of  Is. 
53)  came  to  the  conclusion  that  God  must  have  appointed 
this  for  the  good  of  those  who,  unlike  Job,  were  trans 
gressors  (cp  428),  and  that  Job's  consciousness  of  this 
must  have  helped  him  to  bear  his  sufferings  uncom 
plainingly.'  3  And  taking  Job  to  be  a  type  of  Israel, 
he  became  assured  that  true  Israelites,  who  bore  the 
sufferings  brought  upon  them  through  the  great  national 
calamity  as  uncomplainingly  as  Job  (i.e.  ,  the  Job  of  the 
original  Book),  would  like  him  be  the  means  of  salvation 
to  others,  and  would  thus,  like  him,  demonstrate  the 
possibility  of  disinterested  piety.  It  must  surely  be 
admitted  that  the  two  writers  (of  the  original  Job  and  of 
the  'Servant'  passages)  belonged  to  the  same  period, 
and  if  so  it  is  probable  that  they  lived  subsequently  to 
the  introduction  of  Ezra's  lawbook,  for  this  is  the  period 
to  which  the  passages  on  the  Servant  of  Yahwe  may 
most  plausibly  be  assigned  (see  SERVANT  OF  THE  LORD). 
It  is,  however,  not  quite  impossible  to  give  both  Is.  53 
and  the  original  Book  of  Job  a  somewhat  earlier  date, 
viz.,  somewhere  about  500  B.C.,  which  is  the  date  to 
which  G.  Hoffmann,  Hiob,  34,  assigns  the  '  genuine 
Book  of  Job.  ' 

It  is  impossible  to  estimate  with  precision  the  amount  of  lin 
guistic  evidence  for  the  late  date  of  Prologue,  Epilogue,  and 
Colloquies,  owing  to  the  frequent  uncertainty  of  the  text.  ^For 
instance,  the  first  three  words  cited  by  Dillmann  (p.  xxxi)  as 
Aramaic  probably  do  not  belong  to  the  true  text  of  the  Colloquies. 

1  This  is  of  importance.     Dillmann  asserts,  '  In  Zech.  (1  io./ 
3  if.  65)  the  Prologue  of  Job  is  already  used  and  imitated" 
(Hioti,  Einl.  p.  xxxvi).     See,  however,  Nowack,  Kl.  Pr.  325. 

2  But  see  Budde's  note. 


3  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  162. 


2486 


JOB  (BOOK) 

173  in  16  15  and  3fl  in  8133  are  corrupt;  and  ISi/yT,  which 
contains  ran  (a  favourite  word  of  Elihu),  is  a  wretched  distich, 
which  has  no  place  in  this  fine  poem ;  'nirtK,  a  doubly 
Aramaic  form,  also  occurs  in  an  interpolated  distich  (18 17; 
see  Bick.,  Du.)-  afTk  which  Beer  (p.  83)  and  Nestle 
(ZATW1Q  172  [1900])  rightly  claim  as  an  Aram,  word  for 
aerxos  (so  @),  'skin-bottle,'  is  found  again  in  an  inserted  dis 
tich  (ISzs;  see  Du.);  "into,  <my  witness,'  1619  and  •"HBE' 
in  2613  (see  RAHAB)  are  corrupt.  There  are,  however,  un 
doubted  Aramaisms,  such  as  |D3  (622),  7^D  (82),  nVo  with 
plural  D'^D  and  J'^D  (626  12  n  1817,  and  often),  ID  (1827), 
DDJ3  (168  [?],  22  16),  Htiv  and  ntiff  (87  u  1223). 

Dillmann  accounts  for  these  partly  as  dialectal  peculiarities, 
partly  as  arising  from  a  rhythmic  need  of  variety;  but  the  former 
explanation  cannot  safely  be  pressed.  As  words,  or  senses  of  words, 
characteristic  of  later  Hebrew  (7th  or  6th  century)  he  mentions 

(a)  73p,  2  10 ;  (6)  "N3  '  to  determine '  (22  28),  an  Aramaic  usage. 
But  Dillmann's  note  on  22  28  is  most  unsatisfactory  ;  he  is  com 
pelled  to  take  the  next  word  TDK  to  mean  'a  thing' — a  purely 
imaginary  meaning,  though  one  commentator  after  another  re 
affirms  it.  The  passage  is  corrupt ;  TDNIUrn  comes  from 
Dnrtjpl  (continue  spSn  'IT) ;  the  line  is  copied  from  11 17  (on 
which  see  Exp.  T  10  381  f.  ['99]) ;  it  occurs  in  the  late  appendage 
to  the  third  speech  of  Eliphaz;  (c)  *]gn  [Aram.],  14  20  1624; 
(d)  n|D,  7  3  (a  doubtful  passage).1  (f)  "I'nn,  '  to  let  loose  (the 
hand),'  69.  Here  again  the  text  is  corrupt ;  we  can  emend  with 
more  confidence  than  in  73.  Read  'JXlH'l  "h  iny,  'that  he 
would  grant  my  prayer  and  shatter  me.'  (f)  3'"n,  'tyrant,' 
21 28,  as  in  Is.  13  2.  The  change  from  '  liberal,  noble '  to '  tyrant ' 
is  not  probable  (contrast  Is.  32  5),  and  it  is  better  to  emend  to 
113:1  in  both  passages,  (g)  fSn,  'interest,'  21  21,  22  3.  (A)  TID, 
10  22.  t  But  SheOl  was  certainly  not  D'"1"JP~X7,  '  disorderly '  ; 
'D  K7  is  based  on  a  miswritten  form  of  DID?*.2  (f)  YXJ3, 
'  branches  '(149,  etc.).  (j)  O'SV?',  4  13  20  2  (doubtful  passages). 
Ci)fflxfo,81&  (0  n^DB,  2(i  io.'  (;«)  n3^n,  21  34.  Dillmann 
also  mentions  the  use  of  7  for  the  accusative,  and  the  occasional 
use  of  the  plural  in  p-.  He  might  have  added  that  the  relative 
E>  only  occurs  once  in  the  MT  of  the  Colloquies  (19  29^  3) ;  it 
is  found,  however,  in  Lam.  %4f.  (see  LAMENTATIONS). 

On  the  whole,  Dillmann  has  not  been  able  to  indicate  many 
distinctly  late  Hebrew  words  in  the  Colloquies  ;  rare  words, 
only  to  be  explained  from  the  Arabic,  need  not  necessarily  be 
late,  though  the  possibility  of  the  late  adoption  of  Arabic  words 
in  literary  Hebrew  cannot  be  denied.4  It  would  seem  that  if  the 
writer  is  of  late  date  (and  the  other  arguments  go  far  to  prove 
that  he  is  so)  he  took  pains  to  cultivate  a  classic  Hebrew  style, 
and  his  success  shows  that  the  facilities  for  writing  such  Hebrew 
were  great  ;  there  was  probably  a  regular  school  for  the  practice 
of  classic  Hebrew  writing.  The  falling  off  in  the  Hebrew  of 
Ben  Sira  is  very  noticeable. 

To  place  the  Book  of  Job — whether  in  a  larger  or  a 
narrower  sense — in  the  age  of  Jeremiah  (Dill.,  Konig), 
or  more  precisely  not  long  before  the  siege  of  Jerusalem , 
is  becoming  more  and  more  difficult.  It  is  true,  the 
death  of  Josiah,  and  the  sad  events  which  rapidly 
followed,  must  have  prompted  the  question,  '  Wherefore 
doth  the  way  of  the  wicked  prosper '  (Jer.  12  i  ;  cp  Job 
21?)?  Moreover,  we  actually  find  Jeremiah  (20i4-i8) 
cursing  the  day  on  which  he  was  born.  It  is  true,  both 
passages  are  liable  to  grave  suspicion,  and  may  without 
arbitrariness  be  regarded  as  '  secondary' ;  even  Dillmann 
questions  20 14-18.  But  even  accepting  provisionally 
Jeremiah's  authorship  of  both  passages,  we  cannot 
draw  any  critical  inference  from  this.  Poetry  like  that 
of  Job  and  the  Psalms  represents,  not  the  scanty  band 
of  a  prophet's  disciples,  but  that  large  section  of  the 
community  which  had  at  length  absorbed  Jeremiah's 

1  The  parallelism  is  bad,  and  the  distich  does  not  fit  in  with 
the  context.     '7  13D  is  a  corruption  of  'JIN. 

T    -: 

2  The  scribe  may  have  collected  the  singular  combination  of 
corrupt  variants  in  v.  22  from  different  manuscripts. 

8  See  Konig  (£/'«/.  417),  who,  with  Dillmann,  reads  "tv. 
Probably  the  passage  is  glossatorial.  See  also  KSnig  on  the 
variation  of  usage  in  Job  between  'jx  and  ':nN- 

4  Ibn  Ezra  (on  Job  2  n)  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  Book 
of  Job  is  a  translation.  In  his  Liber  Jpbi  (1737)  Schultens 
describes  the  language  as  Hebraso-Arabic,  and  says  that  it 
expresses  the  true  genius  of  Arabic.  This  is  in  every  way  an 
exaggeration. 
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ideas.  The  probability,  therefore,  is  that  the  poems 
which  contain  parallels  to  passages  plausibly  ascribed  to 
Jeremiah  were  written  a  good  while  after  that  prophet's 
age.  It  is  true  the  language  of  Job  is  so  vigorous  and, 
comparatively  speaking,  so  pure  (especially  when  a 
methodical  textual  criticism  has  been  applied)  that 
apart  from  other  considerations  one's  first  impulse  might 
be  to  place  such  a  book  rather  early.  But  very  early  it 
is  impossible  to  place  it,  and  a  time  of  rapid  national 
decline,  like  that  of  Jeremiah,  is  really  less  suitable  for 
the  composition  of  such  a  fine  work  than  any  moderately 
quiet  part  of  the  Persian  period.  As  a  compromise  we 
might  of  course  refer  the  work  to  the  exilic  period  (see 
Davidson,1  p.  Ixvii  ;  Che.  Job  and  Sol.  74).  But  when  we 
take  the  ideas  of  the  book  into  consideration,  we  see 
that  it  is  best  understood  as  the  provisional  summing 
up  of  a  long  period  of  meditation  under  the  combination 
of  special  influences  which  existed  in  the  post-exilic  age 
and  at  no  other  period. 

How  much  later  the  existing  Colloquies  were  sub 
stituted  for  the  original  Colloquies  or  Colloquy,  is  of 
course  uncertain.  The  former  imply  a  heightened 
interest  in  the  problem  of  suffering.  The  wise  men  tell 
Job  that  he  must  have  been  a  great  sinner  to  have  been 
overtaken  by  such  a  calamity.  So  in  Is.  6817  we  find 
the  Jewish  community  asking  why  Yahwe  had  caused 
the  Jews  to  err  from  his  ways,  and  hardened  their  hearts 
so  as  not  to  fear  him  ?  The  company  of  faithful  Jews 
(  =  the  Servant  of  Yahwe)  could  not  remember  any 
transgressions  sufficient  to  account  for  the  recent  aggra 
vation  of  their  misery.  They  were  '  those  who  worked 
righteousness  and  remembered  the  ways  that  God  would 
have'  (Is.  64sa);  yet  they  were  compelled  to  suppose 
that  Israel  had  somehow  broken  faith,  and  become 
guilty  in  the  eyes  of  God,  so  that  all  their  righteous 
deeds  (which  they  could  no  more  disown  than  Job  could 
disown  his  righteousness)  were  as  a  filthy  garment  (Is. 
64s  W/).  and  consequently  they  had  to  bear  the 
weight  of  God's  unaccountable  anger.  This  is  analogous 
to  whSU  the  three  Friends  would  have  had  Job  say,  and 
what  he  stoutly  refused  to  say  ;  there  is  nothing  to 
compare  with  it  in  the  section  consisting  of  Is.  40-55 
(see  4027  49i4). 

The  later  we  bring  down  the  date  of  the  Colloquies 
the  better  we  can  understand  not  only  the  atmosphere 
of  political  and  social  unrest  (see,  e.g.,  7i)  which  seems 
to  pervade  them  (cp  1217-25,  14i/. ),  but  also  the  wide 
intellectual  interests  of  the  author.  Even  if  we  restrict 
our  view  to  Job  3-19,  the  extent  of  those  interests  is  very 
striking  ;  the  earlier  writer  apparently  had  it  in  him  to 
say  nearly  all  the  best  that  his  successors  have  said. 
Apart  from  their  particular  controversy,  both  Job  and 
the  Friends  state  much  that  is  admirable  respecting  God 
and  human  nature,  and  show  an  interest  in  the  world 
of  nature  which  can  only  be  paralleled  to  some  extent 
in  the  second  part  of  Isaiah.  The  angelology  and 
mythological  allusions,  too,  indicate  a  remarkable 
freedom  from  religious  scruple,  such  as  we  know  to 
have  characterised  the  later  period.2  Nor  must  we 
omit  to  pay  homage  to  the  purity  and  inwardness  of  the 
morality  of  Job's  great  self-justification  (chap.  31).  He 
may  seem  to  be  self-righteous  ;  but  this  is  only  due  to 
the  predominance  of  the  conception  of  God  as  a  Judge. 
He  knows  equally  well  with  the  Friends  that  essential 
purity  belongs  to  God  alone,  though  the  passage  which 
distinctly  expresses  this  truth  (144>  is  plainly  an  inter 
polation.3  Job  has  never  really  fallen  away  from  God. 
Nor  are  the  authors  of  the  Colloquies  sceptics  except  as 
regards  an  antiquated  orthodoxy.  They  are  no  doubt 

1  In  ££(9)  Professor  Davidson  places  the  Book  '  somewhere  in 
the  troubled  period  '  between  the  early  part  of  the  seventh  and 
the  fifth  centuries. 

2  See  Job  and  Sol.  wff.\  OPs.  270;  and  cp  Budde.  ffioi, 
Einl.  44y: 

3  It  interrupts  the  connection.     Budde  keeps  the  passage  in 
the  text,  but  in  the  note  inclines  to  regard  it  as  an  interpolation 
(so  Bick.,  Beer). 
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in  a  sense  cosmopolitans.  Either  by  hearsay  or  by 
travel  (cp  619  2129)  they  have  some  real  acquaintance 
with  the  world  outside  Judcea.  But  to  all  that,  from  a 
modern  Christian  point  of  view,  is  fundamental  in  the 
Jewish  religion  Job  is  as  loyal  as  Ezra  himself.  And 
what  can  be  more  truly  prophetic  than  Job's  appeal  to 
God's  love  against  his  undiscriminating  wrath  ?  All 
this  can  hardly  have  been  written  much  tjefore  the  close 
of  the  Persian  period. l 

The  Speeches  of  Yahwe  (38-426)  belong  to  a  poet  of 
the  same  school  as  the  poem  on  the  Divine  Wisdom 
(28  1-27)  ;  they  are,  however,  of  somewhat  earlier  date 
than  that  fine  poem,  which  contains  one  line  borrowed 
from  the  Speeches  (v.  266  ;  cp  38  25^).  The  writer's  in 
terest  in  the  problem  of  suffering  is  but  slight.  Nor  does 
philosophical  speculation  attract  him  :  he  is  an  observer 
— a  poetic  observer — of  nature.  Chap.  28  has  special 
affinities  with  the  eulogies  of  wisdom  in  Prov.  3 13-20  and 
8  22-31.  The  happy  tone,  the  interest  in  nature,  and 
in  the  case  of  chap.  28  (and  parallels)  the  tendency  to 
hypostatize  Wisdom,  suggest  the  bringing  down  of  all 
these  works  to  the  period  of  widened  outlook  and 
greater  freedom  from  anxiety  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Greek  rule.  We  need  not,  however,  on  this  account 
identify  roan.  '  wisdom,'  with  the  \6yos  or  the  voOs  iroi-rj- 
rt/c6?  ;  indeed,  such  a  view  would  oblige  us,  with  Duhm, 
to  bring  down  Prov.  8  22-31  and  Job  28  to  the  third 
century  B.C.  The  Zoroastrian  conception  of  the  two 
fold  wisdom2  (heavenly  and  earthly)  is  old  enough  to 
have  influenced  the  Jews  :  Persian  (and  Babylonian) 
influences  continued  to  be  felt  long  after  the  fall  of  the 
Persian  Empire. 

The  various  conflicting  theories  which  have  been 
offered  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  book  will  now  be  seen 

15.  Growth  and  S.f^S^V?8  assu™Ption' 
object  of  Job.  Th.e  bo°J  of  Jo\has  ?° llterary 
unity,  and  cannot  have  had  a  pur 
pose.  It  has  grown ;  it  has  not  been  made.  The 
different  parts  of  the  book,  however,  had  their  purpose, 
which  must  be  sought  for  by  an  exegesis  unfettered  by 
a  priori  theories.  The  earliest  writer  wished  to  suggest 
that  righteous  Israel's  sufferings  were  an  honour,  because 
they  showed  that  Israel's  service  of  God  was  disinterested. 
The  next  writer  simply  gave  expression  to  the  conflict 
ing  thoughts  of  his  time  on  the  great  problem  of  suffer 
ing  ;  he  himself  had  no  definite  solution  to  give.  A 
third  writer  could  only  offer  the  anodyne  of  the  poetic 
imaginative  observation  of  the  wonders  of  nature. 
A  fourth  sought  to  undo  the  work  of  his  predecessors 
by  restating  a  theory  which  had  not,  he  thought,  been 
adequately  represented  before.  The  present  book 
is  heterogeneous  and  amorphous  ;  it  gives  us,  however, 
a  picture  of  Jewish  religious  life  and  thought  which  is  of 
priceless  value.  For  a  subtle  and  interesting  attempt  to 
commend  a  very  different  view  see  §  4  of  the  Introduc 
tion  to  Budde's  commentary. 

The  genuine  Septuagint  text  has  been  practically 
recovered  from  the  Sahidic  Version  (Coptic  of  Upper 

16  Versions  ESyPl)  of  Job  published  by  P. 
B>  Agostino  Ciasca  in  1889;  399/M07 
is  the  only  lacuna.  It  is  shorter  than  the  Hebrew 
text  by  nearly  400  stichi.  Origen  in  his  Hexapla 
supplied  its  deficiencies  from  Theodotion,  mark 
ing  the  insertions  by  asterisks,  and  there  are  still  five 
MSS  which  give  Origen' s  marks  more  or  less  com 
pletely  (see  Hatch,  Essays  on  Biblical  Greek,  216). 
Hatch  in  1889  accepted  the  shorter  Septuagint  form  as 
that  of  the  original  Book  of  Job,  and  Bickell  (1892- 
1894),  whenever  his  metrical  theory  will  allow  it,  follows 
the  Greek.3  Dillmann,  however,  in  the  Transactions  of 
the  Royal  Prussian  Academy  (Textkritisches  zum  B. 

1  SeeKleinert, '  Das  spezifisch-hebraische  im  B.  Hiob, '*$"/.  Kr., 
'86,  p.  290  ff. 

2  See  Expositor,  '92  a,  p.  79  ;  cp  PERSIA  (Religion). 

3  See  §  17  a.      For  Bickell's  earlier  view  of  <S,  see  his  De 
indole  ac  ratione  Versionis  Alexandrincz  in  interpretando  libra 
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Ijob,  "90)  has  subjected  Hatch's  arguments  to  a  de 
tailed  consideration,  and  has  shown  that,  except  in  a 
few  cases,  the  omissions  were  arbitrarily  made  by  the 
Greek  translator,  or,  as  we  might  almost  better  call 
him,  paraphrast.  This  does  not,  of  course,  exclude  the 
possibility  that  some  of  the  omissions  may  be  justifiable 
on  grounds  of  internal  criticism,  and  that  the  translator 
may  have  been  partly  guided  by  warning  signs  (Paseks) 
in  the  Hebrew  text  indicating  the  non-originality  of 
certain  passages,  some  of  which  signs  may  easily  have 
become  misplaced.  See  further  Budde,  Hiob,  Einl. 
xlviii^  ;  Beer,  '  Textkritische  Studien  zum  B.  Job,' 
ZATW  16297^  ('96),  17  w/.  ('97),  18257  ff. T98). 
Beer's  work  deals  with  all  the  versions  ;  see  also  his  Text 
des  B.  Hiob — two  parts  ('95,  '98).  On  the  Peshitta, 
see  A.  Mandl,  Die  Peschittha  zu  Hiob,  nebst  einem. 
Anhang  jib.  ihrer  Verhaltniss  zur  LXX  u.  Targum 
('92),  andE.  Baumann,  ZATWl&ios/.  ('98),  19  288^: 
('99),  20 177 ff.  (1900).  See  also  W.  Bacher,  'Das 
Targ.  zu  Hfob,'  A1GWJ  20208-223  ('71),  and  H.  Gratz, 
'  Das  Zeitalter  der  griech.  Uebersetz.  des  B.  H.,'  MG  WJ 
2683-91  ('77)- 

(a)  Text. — Now  that  the  study  of  the  textual  criticism  of  Job 
is  entering  on  a  new  stage,  we  must  not  omit  to  trace  its  earlier 
history.  These  are  the  chief  names.  C.  F. 
17.  Literature.  Houbigant  (priest  of  the  Oratory),  Notm 
Criticce  in  universes  VT  litres  2  IS5-2I& 
(1777).  A  hundred  years  later,  A.  Merx,  Das  Gedicht  von 
Hiob  (1871),  reviewed  unfavourably  by  Ewald,  GGA,  Nov.  29, 
"71,  but  gratefully  by  H.  Schultz,  JDT  lt>  ('71)].  The  import 
ance  of  the  book  lies  in  its  treatment  of  the  text,  especially 
in  its  attempt  at  a  methodical  use  of  the  versions,  not  so  much 
in  its  use  of  a  theory  of  strophes  to  discover  interpolations  or 
lacunae.  P.  de  Lagarde,  Prophets  Chaldaice,  see  pp.  1 .  f. 
('72).  G.  Bickell,  Carmina  I/T  metrice,  150-187  ('82),  giving 
the  text  of  Job  arranged  according  to  his  metrical  theory,  marks, 
a  step  forward  ;  cp  Flunk  in  Z.KT,  '82,  p.  340^  G.  H.  Bateson 
Wright,  The  Book  of  Job,  a  new  critically  revised  translation, 
with  essays  on  scansion,  date,  etc.  ('  intended  to  follow  in  the 
wake  of  the  critical  edition  of  A.  Merx '),  a  pioneering  work, 
produced  at  Hong  Kong,  with  easily  explained  defects,  and 
strange  indications  of  a  critical  tendency  almost  new  among 
students  of  the  text  of  Job  (cp  Budde,  TLZ,  June  14,  '84 ; 
Cheyne,  Job  and  Solomon,  113  ;  JQR  9  574,  ['97]).  H.  Gratz, 
MGWJ  36  ('87),  in  a  review  of  Cheyne's  Job  and  Solomon, 
which  contains  a  conspectus  of  Gratz's  emendations  as  far  as 
chap.  29,  not  included  in  the  posthumous  Emendationes.  G. 
Hoffmann,  Hiob  ('91);  cp  Cheyne,  Crit.  Rev.  1  250-259  ('91). 
Bickell,  'Der  ursprungl.  Sept.-text  des  B.  Job,'  ZKT,  '86,  p. 
557  ft  I  '  Krit.  Bearbeitung  des  Job-dialogs,'  WZKM,  '92,  pp. 
I37  ff-  *$*ff-  327^.;  '93,  PP-  iff-  153  #•',  '94,  P-  121  ;  of  the 
highest  importance  .in  spite  of  its  too  frequent  arbitrariness, 
which  is  subjected  to  good-natured  banter  by  Budde.  Perhaps, 
however,  Budde  would  have  improved  his  own  work  by  adopting 
more  from  Bickell.  The  theory  that  the  poetical  portions  (except 
the  eight-line  speech  of  Yahwe  and  certain  passages  in  tristichs) 
are  composed  in  four-line  strophes  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
overthrown  by  Budde.  On  Bickell's  view  of  the  original  Septu 
agint,  see  C.  Siegfried  'Job'  in  SBOT  (Heb.),  '93;  cp.  R. 
Gottheil,  JQR  7  552  ff.  ('94).  Bickell's  work  was  not  in  time  to 
be  used  by  Siegfried.  J.  Ley,  '  Die  metrische  Beschaffenheit  des 
B.H.'  St.Kr.  '95,  pp.  635-692,  and  later  essays  in  St.Kr.  '99. 
G.  Beer  ('os-'gS) ;  Budde  ('96);  Duhm  ('97);  see  below.  Perles, 
Analtkten^s).  Cheyne,  'The  Text  of  Job,'JQA  9 573^ ('97); 
'  More  Critical  Gleanings  from  Job,'  Exp.  7*10  380  ft  ('99),  and 
many  scattered  notes  in  JQR,  Exp.  T,  Crit.  Bib.,  and  the 
present  work. 

(b}  Metre.—].  Ley,  as  above.  Paul  Vetter,  Die  Metrik  des 
B.  Job  ('97).  See  also  Bickell,  Budde,  Duhm,  and  cp  POETICAL 
LITERATURE,  §  8. 

(c)  Commentaries  and  Translations. — For  orientation  in  the 
work  of  the  earlier  exegesis,  see  Del.'s  indispensable  work  on 
Job,  Introduction,  §  10,  '  History  of  Exegesis  ' ;  cp  Diestel, 
Gesch.  des  A  T  in  der  christl.  Kirche.  No  other  book  was  so 
impossible  to  interpret  before  the  reawakening  of  linguistic  know 
ledge  as  that  of  Job.  In  the  i6th  century  Mercerus  (1573)  both 
for  Job  and  for  the  '  Solomonic '  writings  did  work  of  some 
icrmanent  value.  The  famous  passage,  Job  19  25,  he  explains  of 
pb's  hope  of  a  public  recognition  of  his  innocence  by  God  in 
_,is  lifetime.  The  first  strictly  philological  commentary  is  that 
of  Albert  Schultens,  Liber  Jobi,  2  vols.  Leyden,  1737 — a  magnifi 
cent  and  thorough  attempt  to  apply  the  key  of  Arabic  philology 
to  problems  which  were  often  only  created  by  corruption  of  the 
text.  Elizabeth  Smith  (d.  1805),  translation,  '10.  S.  Lee,  '37. 
H.  Ewald,  Dichter  des  Alien  BundesP),  3  ('54) ;  cp  Cheyne, 
Founders,  88  f.  J.  G.  Stickel,  '42.  K.  Schlottmann,  '51.  E. 
Renan,  Le  Livre  de  Job,  '59.  F.  Delitzsch,  '64,  (ET  '76).  A. 
Dillmann,  in  KGH,  '69,  '0,1  (valuable).  A.  Merx,  '71  (see  above). 
A.  Elzas,  '72  (Jewish).  F.  C.  Cook  (Speakers  Comm.),  '73.  F. 
Hitzig,  "74.  J.  C.  Matthes,  part  i,  '76  (philological  commentary; 
excellent).  G.  L.  Studer,  Das  B.H.fur  geistliche  u.  gebildete 
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Laien,  '81  (a  useful  companion  to  his  critical  essays  ;  see  below). 
E.  Reuss,  in  La  sainte  Bible,  Anc.  Test.  vi.  ('78),  and  Hiob 
(translation),  '88.  G.  H.  B.  Wright,  '83  (see  above).  A.  B. 
Davidson,  Commentary,  vol.  i.  '62  (philological),  '84  (in  Cam 
bridge  Bible).  W.  Volck,  in  KGK,  '89.  G.  H.  Gilbert,  The 
Poetry  of  Job,  part  i.,  a  rhythmical  translation^  in  three-toned 
lines;  part  ii.,  interpretative  essays  (Chicago,  '89).  G.  Hoff- 


Bickell,  '  Job,  in  Dichtungen  der  Hebraer,  n,  82  (translation  ; 
should  go  with  Carm.  VT  Metr. ;  see  above,  a)  ;  Das  B.  Job 
nach  Anleitung  der  Strophik  u.  der  Septuaginta,  '94  (trans 
lation  ;  should  go  with  Bi.'s  later  Heb.  edition;  see  a).  K. 
Budde,  '96.  B.  Duhm,  '97.  The  last  two  writers  seem  to  mark 
a  new  stage  in  exegetical  study. 

(<i)  Articles  and  other  contributions.—  A.  Schultens,  '  Amm- 
adversiones  philologicae  in  librum  Jobi,'  in  Opera  minora, 
9-92  (1769).  Fr.  Boucher,  in  Exeg.-krit.  Aehrenlese,  '49,  and 
Neue  exeg.-krit.  Aehrenl.  (Abthl.  3),  '65.  J.  A.  Froude,  Short 


tegntat  aer  l^ap.  27  u.  20  in  mou,  wisrr.j  -i  mj/-  v.  ryf  j- 
Wellh.  JDT,  '71,  P-  552^  A.  Kuenen,  'Job  en  de  hjdende 
knecht  van  Jahveh,'  ib.  7  492^  ('73).  Godet,  essay  in  Etudes 
Bibliques,  '74.  W.  H.  Green,  The  Argument  of  the  Book  of 
Job  unfolded,  '73.  Studer,  '  Uber  die  Integritat  des  B.H.'  JPT, 
'75  p.  668  ff.  J.  Barth,  Beitrdge  zur  Erkldrung  des  B.  Job, 
'76.  K.  Budde,  Beitrdge  zur  Krit.  des  B.H.  j6  ;  '  Die  Capp. 
27  u.  28  des  B.H.,'  ZA  TW1 193^  ('82).  Fr.  Giesebrecht,  Der 
Wendepunkt  des  B.H.,'  '79  (subtle;  obscure  in  style).  J. 
Derenbourg,  '  Reflexions  detachees,'  REJ  1  i  ff.  ('80).  T.  K. 
Cheyne,  '  Job  ">nd  the  Second  Part  of  Isaiah,'  Proph.  /*.W  2 
259^  ('84)- :  J"*  and  Solomon,  '87.  J.  Grill,  Zur  Kritik  der 
Composition  des  E.H.  '90  (original).  J.  Meinhold,  'Das 
Problem  des  B.H.'  Neue  Jahrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.,  92,  p. 
63^7;  H.  Gunkel,  SchSpfung  u.  Chaos,  36  -  38  48-70  92  '95  (im 
portant).  L.  Laue,  Die  Composition  des  B.H. ,  95.  C.  H.  H. 
Wright,  Biblical  Essays,  1-33,  '86.  G.  G.  Bradley,  Lectures 
on  Job,  '87.  Seyring,  Die  Abhdngigkeit  der  Spriiche  Sal.  Cap. 
1-9  von  Hiob  '89.  D.  B.  Macdonald,  '  The  original  form  of 
the  Legend  of  Job,'  JBL,  14 63^  ('95)-  H.  L.  Strack,  'Die 
Prioritatdes  B.H.  gegeniiberden  Einleitungsreden  z.d.  bpr.  hal. 
St.Kr.,  '96,  p.  609^  J.  Ley,  'Die  dramat.  Anlage  der  Hiob- 
dichtung,'  Neue  Jahrbb.  f.  Philos.  u.  Pddagogik,  '96(2),  T.if>ff.\ 
'  Charakteristik  der  drei  Freunde  Hiobs,'  St.Kr.,  1900,  p.  33^ 
S.  R.  Driver,  '  Sceptics  of  the  OT,'  Contemp.  Rev.,  96,  p.  257^ 
T.  K.  Cheyne,  '  The  Book  of  Job  and  its  Latest  Commentator, 
Expos.,  '97 a,  p.  401  ff.\  '976,  p.  22^;  Jew.  Rel.  Life,  '98, 
passim.  R.  G.  Moulton,  '96  (in  Modern  Reader  s  Bible). 

Among  the  Introductions  see  especially  those  of  Driver,  Cor- 
nill,  and  Wildeboer.  T.  K.  C. 

JOBAB  (33'V,  1 60 BAB  [BADFL]). 

1.  One  of  the  thirteen  tribes  called  sons  of  JOKTAN 
(Gen.  1029>  iu/3a5  [E] ;    i  Ch.  123  om.   B,   wpa/i  [A]). 
Its  precise  seat  is  unknown,  but  there  may  be  an  echo 
of  the  name  in  that  of  the    Yukaibab  (anvr),  a  tribe 
mentioned  in  two  of  Glaser's  inscriptions  (Skisse,  2303), 
which  seems  to  have  been  subject  to  the  Saboean  king. 
Cp  Di. 's  note. 

2.  b.  Zerah,  an  Edomite  king  whose  city  was  Bozrah  (Gen. 
36  33/,  ia>M  [A  in  v.  33],  iwjSax  [E] ;  i  Ch.  1  44/,  i<oa/3a/3  [B  in 
v.   44  only]) ;    identified   with   Job   in   the  appendix  to  the  ® 
version  of  that  book   (42  17^).     Cp  schol.  in   Field's  Hex.  on 
Gen.  36  I.e. 

3.  King  of  Madon,  who  joined  Jabin,  king  of  Hazor,  against 
Joshua  (Josh.  11 1,  icoa/3  [L]). 

The  name  Jobab  appears  twice  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN 
(a  v.  §  9,  ii.  |3),  4.  b.  Shaharaim  (i  Ch.  8  9)  (see  JQR  11  108,  §  6), 
and  s  b.  Elpaal  (i  Ch.  8  18,  i<oa/3  [B])  (see  JQR  11 102^,  §  i, 

Very  possibly  Jobab  is  not  always  correct.  Joab  or  Jonadab 
is  more  probable  (cp  HOBAB)  ;  «  is  often  omitted  or  misread. 

T.  K.  C. 

JOCHEBED  P?3V,  probably  '  Yahwe  is  [my  tribe's] 
glory,'  cp  §§  38,  80  ;  icox*BeA  [BAFL])  was,  according 
to  P,  the  doddh  (iTT/I)  or  aunt  of  Amram,  who  took  her 
to  wife  ;  their  children  were  Aaron,  Moses,  and  Miriam 
(Ex.  620  [P],  Nu.  2659!  [R].  -869  [A]).  The  tradition 
(a)  that  the  mother  of  Moses  was  a  '  daughter  of  Levi' 
(i.e.,  a  woman  of  the  tribe  of  Levi)  was  certainly,  and 
the  tradition  (£)  that  her  name  was  Jochebed  was  possibly, 
earlier  than  P,  because  (i)  the  phrase  '  daughter  of  Levi ' 
is  used  of  Moses'  mother  in  Ex.  2i  (E),  and  (2)  names 
compounded  with  Jeho-  (Jo-)  were  apparently  regarded 
by  P  as  of  somewhat  later  origin  (see  Nu.  13 16).  It  is 
noteworthy,  however,  that  the  narrators  nowhere  call 
Moses  and  Aaron  b'ne  Amram  ;  we  cannot  be  sure 
that  in  the  earlier  tradition  Moses  was  not  like  Mel- 
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chizedek,  dwdrup  d/ui)rw/>.  A  son  of  the  second 
Phinehas  (b.  Eli)  was  probably  called  Jochebed  (see 
ICHABOD).  This  would  hardly  have  been  so  if  tradition 
attached  the  same  name  to  Moses'  mother.  We  may 
safely  assume,  however,  that  Jochebed  was  a  name 
current  in  the  family  of  Aaron  and  Moses  from  the 
Sinaitic  period,  and  perhaps  it  is  the  long  looked-for 
key  to  the  mysterious  name  rpy  (Jacob)  which  has 
doubtless  been  worn  down  in  popular  use  from  some 
longer  name,  which  we  need  not  suppose  to  have 
included  the  divine  title  el.  Cp  JACOB,  §  i. 

On  the  name  see  Nestle,  Eig.  Tiff.  ',  Gray,  HPN  156,  and  cp 
NAMKS,  §  112.  ©'s  representation  of  Jochebed  as  Amram's 
cousin  (Ex.  620)  is  interesting;  a  doddh  could  not  marry  her 
nephew,  according  to  Lev.  18 12  20 19.  But  perhaps  (B  is 
right :  na  could  easily  disappear  after  13.  Cp  KINSHIP,  §  5, 
MARRIAGE,  §  2.  T.  K.  C. 

JODA.     i.  i  Esd.  5s8  (icoAd.  [A])  =  Ezra  89,  JUDAH 

2.  (i»8a  [Ti.  WH]),  Lk.  826  RV,  AV  JUDA.  See  GENE 
ALOGIES  ii.,  §  jf. 

JOED  ("WV  [Bit.],  "WV  [Ginsb.,  misprint?];  iu)&A 
[B,  omitting  preceding  yioc],  I60&A  [AL].  'AB  [N],  cp 
on  the  name,  Ki.'s  note  2  Ch.  929,  SBOT),  a  Benjamite 
(Neh.  11 7). 

JOEL  pKV  ;  icoHA  [BXAL]). 

1.  b.  Pethuel  (Joel  1 1),  see  next  art. 

2.  The  eldest  son  of  Samuel  the  prophet ;  see  SAMUEL.     In 
the  parallel  passage  i  Ch.  6  28  [13],  for  n'3N1  'JE'l  TOan  (AV  the 
firstborn  Vashni  and  Abiah)  we  must  read  ,T2K  '3i?'rn  7KV  TDQrt1 
(cp  RV  '  the  firstborn  Joel  and  the  second  Abiah ').     The  com 
parison  of  the  two  texts  illustrates,  in  an  interesting  manner,  the 
ways  in  which  errors  have  found  their  way  into  ST.     Accord 
ing  to  the  Chronicler  (i  Ch.  6  33  [18]  and  15  17),  Joel  is  the  father 
of  the  singer  HEMAN  (q.v.). 

3.  The  brother  of  Nathan  of  Zobah,  i  Ch.  11  38  (so  ©A*-,  but 
©B  in  both  Ch.  and  S. ,  followed  by  Bertheau,  Keil,  Gesenius,  '  the 
son  of  Nathan')  and  one  of  David's  heroes.     In  2  S.  2836  his 
name   appears  as    ^NV   (see   IGAL).      The   correct  reading   is 
doubtful,  since  in  S.  <SL  reads  t<oi)A  (©BA,  however,  read  -yooA). 
For    ZOBAH,    however,    Marquart     (Fund.    21)    would    read 
nsssn  =  n31tsn  in  Benjamin. 

4.  A  Simeonite  prince  (i  Ch.  435). 

5.  In  i  Ch.  648  Joel  would  seem  to  have  dropped  out  of  the 
preceding  verse,  or  else  we  must  insert  here  the  name  of  one  of 
the  sons  of  Reuben.     Pesh.  reads  here  CARMI,  which  is  probably 
right. 

6.  A  Gadite  chief  (i  Ch.  5  12). 

7.  A  Kehathite,  i  Ch.  6  36  [21].     In  v.  24  [9]  his  name  appears 
as  SHAUL  (q.v.\     He  is  mentioned  again  in  zCh.  2i>i2.     See 
GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (iii.,  c). 

8.  b.  IZRAHIAH  (q.v.),  i  Ch.  7  3  (par,A  [B]). 

9.  A  Gershonite  chief  (i  Ch.  16711),  descended  from  Ladan 
(iCh.  238).     Cp  10  below. 

10.  b.   Jehieli,   a  Gershonite   temple   treasurer  (iCh.  2622). 
'  Joel '  was  perhaps  looked  upon  as  a  favourite  Gershonite  name  ; 
cp  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (iii.j  b.  n.). 

11.  b.  Pedaiah,  a  Manassite  captain  (i  Ch.  27 20). 

12.  One  of  the  b'ne  NEBO  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives 
(see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end),  Ezra  1043  =  1  Esd.  935,  JUEL  (ovTjA  [B], 
iov»)A  [A]). 

13.  b.  Zichri,  in  list  of  Benjamite  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  56,  §  15  [i]a),  Neh.  11  9. 

JOEL.     The  second  book  among  the  minor  prophets 

is  entitled  '  The  word  of  Yahwe  that  came  to  Joel  the 

son  of  Pethuel,'  or,  as  the  LXX  (lu-rj\  rbv 

1.  Scarcity  TO~  pa()ovr]X  [BSAQ]),  Latin,  Syriac,  and 
Of  data.  Qther  versions  read,  '  of  Bethuel. '  No 
thing  is  recorded  as  to  the  date  or  occasion  of  the  prophecy, 
which  presents  several  peculiarities  that  aggravate  the 
difficulty  always  felt  in  interpreting  an  ancient  book 
when  the  historical  situation  of  the  author  is  obscure. 
Most  Hebrew  prophecies  contain  pointed  references  to 
the  foreign  politics  and  social  relations  of  the  nation  at 
the  time.  In  the  book  of  Joel  there  are  only  scanty 
allusions  to  Phoenicians,  Philistines,  Egypt,  and  Edom, 
couched  in  terms  applicable  to  very  different  ages,  while 
the  prophet's  own  people  are  exhorted  to  repentance 
without  specific  reference  to  any  of  those  national  sins 
of  which  other  prophets  speak.  The  occasion  of  the 
prophecy,  described  with  great  force  of  rhetoric,  is  no 

1  This  is  actually  supplied  by  ®L. 
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known  historical  event,  but  a  plague  of  locusts,  perhaps 
repeated  in  successive  seasons  ;  and  even  here  there  are 
features  in  the  description  which  have  led  many  ex 
positors  to  seek  an  allegorical  interpretation.  The  most 
remarkable  part  of  the  book  is  the  eschatological  picture 
with  which  it  closes  ;  and  the  way  in  which  the  plague 
of  locusts  appears  to  be  taken  as  foreshadowing  the 
final  judgment — the  great  day  or  assize  of  Yahwe,  in 
which  Israel's  enemies  are  destroyed — is  so  unique  as 
greatly  to  complicate  the  exegetical  problem.  It  is  not 
therefore  surprising  that  the  most  various  views  are  still 
held  as  to  the  date  and  meaning  of  the  book.  Allegorists 
and  literalists  still  contend  over  the  first  and  still  more 
over  the  second  chapter,  and  whilst  the  largest  number 
of  recent  interpreters  accept  Credner's  view  that  the 
prophecy  was  written  in  the  reign  of  Joash  of  Judah,  a 
rising  and  powerful  school  of  critics  follow  the  view 
suggested  by  Vatke  (Bib.  Theol.  462 /  ),  and  reckon  Joel 
among  the  post-exilic  prophets.  Other  scholars  give 
yet  other  dates  ;  see  the  particulars  in  the  elaborate 
work  of  Merx  (see  below,  §  8).  The  followers  of  Credner 
are  literalists  ;  the  opposite  school  of  moderns  includes 
some  literalists  (as  Duhrn),  whilst  others  (like  Hilgenfeld, 
and,  in  a  modified  sense,  Merx)  adopt  the  old  allegorical 
interpretation  which  treats  the  locusts  as  a  figure  for  the 
enemies  of  Jerusalem. 

The  reasons  for  placing  Joel  either  earlier  or  later 
than  the  great  series  of  prophets  extending  from  the 

2.  Alternative  time  whuen  ,ATS  first  Proclaimed  the 
approach  of  the  Assyrian  down  to  the 

CltlocS.  T-.    t      i  ., 

Babylonian  exile  are  cogent. 

In  Joel  the  enemies  of  Israel  are  the  nations  collectively,  and 
.among  those  specified  by  name  neither  Assyria  nor  Chaldaea 
finds  a  place.  This  circumstance  might,  if  it  stood  alone,  be 
explained  by  placing  Joel  with  Zephaniah  in  the  brief  interval 
between  the  decline  of  the  empire  of  Nineveh  and  the  advance 
of  the  Babylonians.  It  is  further  obvious,  however,  that  Joel 
has  no  part  in  the  internal  struggle  between  spiritual  Yahwe- 
worship  and  idolatry  which  occupied  all  the  prophets  from  Amos 
to  the  captivity.  He  presupposes  a  nation  of  Yahwe-worshippers, 
whose  religion  has  its  centre  in  the  temple  and  priesthood  of 
Zion,  which  is  indeed  conscious  of  sin,  and  needs  forgiveness  and 
an  outpouring  of  the  spirit,  but  is  not  visibly  divided,  as  the 
kingdom  of  Judah  was,  between  the  adherents  of  spiritual 
prophecy  and  a  party  whose  national  worship  of  Yahwe  involved 
for  them  no  fundamental  separation  from  the  surrounding  nations. 

The  book,  therefore,  must  have  been  written  before 
the  ethico-spiritual  and  the  popular  conceptions  of  Yahwe 
came  into  conscious  antagonism,  or  else  after  the  fall  of 
the  state  and  the  restoration  of  the  community  of  Jeru 
salem  to  religious  rather  than  political  existence  had  de 
cided  the  contest  in  favour  of  the  prophets,  and  of  the 
law  in  which  their  teaching  was  ultimately  crystallized. 

The  considerations  which  have  given  currency  to  an 

•early  date  for  Joel  are  of  various  kinds.     The  absence 

3    Supposed  °f  a11  mention  of  the  one  Sreat  oppres- 

early  date    sing   world "  Power   seems   most   natural 

before   the  westward    march    of  Assyria 

involved   Israel   in   the  general  politics  of  Asia.      The 

purity  of  the  style  also  is  urged,  and  a  comparison  of 

Amos  12  Joel  3  [4]  16,   and  Amos  9  13  Joel  3  [4]i8  has 

been  taken  as  proving  that  Amos  knew  our  book. 

The  last  argument  might  be  inverted  with  much  greater 
probability,  and  numerous  points  of  contact  between  Joel  and 
other  parts  of  the  OT  (e.g.,  Joel22  Exod.  10  14  Joel23  Ezek. 
8635  Joel  3  [4]  10  Mic.  43)  make  it  not  incredible  that  the 
purity  of  his  style—which  is  rather  elegant  than  original  and 
strongly  -  marked  —  is  in  large  measure  the  fruit  of  literary 
culture.  The  absence  of  allusion  to  a  hostile  or  oppressing 
empire  may_be  fairly  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  the 
prophecy  gives  no  indication  of  political  life  at  Jerusalem. 
When  the  whole  people  is  mustered  in  1 13  f.,  the  elders  or 
sheikhs  of  the  municipality  and  the  priests  of  the  temple  are 
the  most  prominent  figures.  The  king  is  not  mentioned, — which 
on  Credner's  view  is  explained  by  assuming  that  the  plague 
fell  in  the  minority  of  Joash,  when  the  priest  Jehoiada  held  the 
reins  of  power,—  and  the  princes,  councillors,  and  warriors 
necessary  to  an  independent  state,  and  so  often  referred  to  by 
the  prophets  before  the  Exile,  are  altogether  lacking.  The 
nation  has  only  a  municipal  organisation  with  a  priestly  aristo 
cracy,  precisely  the  state  of  things  that  prevailed  under  the 
Persian  empire.  That  the  Persians  do  not  appear  as  enemies 
of  Yahwe  and  his  people  is  perfectly  natural.  They  were  hard 
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masters  but  not  invaders,  and  under  them  the  enemies  of  the 
Jews  were  their  neighbours,  just  as  appears  in  Joel.1 

Those,  however,  who  place  our  prophet  in  the 
minority  of  King  Joash,  draw  a  special  argument  from 
the  mention  of  Phoenicians,  Philistines,  and  Edomites 
(3[4]4/.  19),  pointing  to  the  revolt  of  Kdom  under 
Joram  (2  K.  820),  and  the  incursion  of  the  Philistines 
in  the  same  reign  (2  Ch.  21 16  22i).  These  were 
recent  events  in  the  time  of  Joash,  and  in  like  manner 
the  Phoenician  slave  trade  in  Jewish  children  is  carried 
back  to  an  early  date  by  the  reference  in  Amos  (Ig). 

This  argument  is  specious  rather  than  sound.  Edom's 
hostility  to  Judah  was  incessant,  but  the  feud  reached  its  full 
intensity  only  after  the  time  of  Deuteronomy  (287  [8]),  when  the 
Edomites  joined  the  Chaldeans,  drew  profit  from  the  overthrow 
of  the  Jews,  whose  land  they  partly  occupied,  and  exercised 
barbarous  cruelty  towards  the  fugitives  of  Jerusalem  (Obad. 
passim,  Mai.  1  2_/I  Is.  03).  The  offence  of  shedding  innocent 
blood  charged  on  them  by  Joel,  is  natural  after  these  events, 
but  hardly  so  in  connection  with  the  revolt  against  Joram. 

As  regards  the  Philistines,  it  is  impossible  to  lay  much 
weight  on  the  statement  of  Chronicles,  unsupported  as  it  is  by 
the  older  history,  and  in  Joel  the  Philistines  plainly  stand  in 
one  category  with  the  Phcenicians,  as  slave  dealers,  not  as 
armed  foes.  Gaza  in  fact  was  a  slave  emporium  as  early  as  the 
time  of  Amos  (1 6),  and  continued  so  till  Roman  times. 

Thus,  if  any  inference  as  to  date  can  be  drawn  from 
chap.  3  [4],  it  must  rest  on  special  features  of  the  trade 
in  slaves,  which  was  always  an  important  part  of  the 
commerce  of  the  Levant. 

In  the  time  of  Amos  the  slaves  collected  by  Philistines  and 
Tyrians  were  sold  en  masse  to  Edom,  and  presumably  went  to 
Egypt  or  Arabia.  Joel  complains  that  they  were  sold  to  the 
Grecians  (Javan,  lonians).2  It  is  probable  that  some  Hebrew 
and  Syrian  slaves  were  exported  to  the  Mediterranean  coasts 
from  a  very  early  date,  and  Is.  11  n  already  speaks  of  Israelite 
captives  in  these  districts  as  well  as  in  Egypt,  Ethiopia,  and  the 
East. 

The  traffic  in  this  direction,  however,  hardly  became 
extensive  till  a  later  date. 

In  Deut.  2868  Egypt  is  still  the  chief  goal  of  the  maritime 
slave  trade,  and  in  Ezek.  27 13  Javan  exports  slaves  to  Tyre, 
not  conversely.  Thus  the  allusion  to  Javan  in  Joel  bettei 
suits  a  later  date,  when  Syrian  slaves  were  in  special  request  in 
Greece.3  The  name  of  Javan  is  not  found  in  any  part  of  the 
OT  certainly  older  than  Ezekiel.  In  Joel  it  seems  to  stand  as 
a  general  representative  of  the  distant  countries  reached  by  the 
Mediterranean  (in  contrast  with  the  southern  Arabians, 
Saberans,  chap.  3  [4]  s),  the  furthest  nation  reached  by  the 
fleets  of  the  Red  Sea.  This  is  precisely  the  geographical 
standpoint  of  the  post-exile  author  of  Gen.  10 4,  where  Javan 
includes  Carthage  and  Tartessus  ;  cp  JAVAN. 

Finally,  the  allusion  to  Egypt  in  Joel  3  [4]  19,  must 
on  Credner's  theory  be  explained  of  the  invasion  of 
Shishak  a  century  before  Joash.  From  this  time  down 
to  the  last  period  of  the  Hebrew  monarchy  Egypt  was 
not  the  enemy  of  Judah. 

If  the  arguments  chiefly  relied  on  for  an  early  date 
are  so  precarious  or  can  even  be  turned  against  their 

,    r>_  v   i-i     inventors,  there   are  others  of  an  unam- 

4.  .Probable  •  •  ,  •    ,     ,  •  , 

.    ,      ,    ,        biguous  kind  which  make  for  a  date  in 
a  e    a  e.    the    persjan    period.       It   appears   from 
chap.  3  if.  that  Joel  wrote  after  the  Exile. 

The  phrase,  '  to  bring  back  the  captivity '  (nnc'  31E>),  would 
not  alone  suffice  to  prove  this,  for  it  is  used  in  a  wide  sense, 
and  perhaps  means  rather  to  '  reverse  the  calamity ' ;  4  but  the 
dispersion  of  Israel  among  the  nations,  and  the  allotment  of  the 
Holy  Land  to  new  occupants,  cannot  fairly  be  referred  to  any 
calamity  less  than  that  of  the  captivity. 

With  this  the  whole  standpoint  of  the  prophecy 
agrees.  To  Joel  Judah  and  the  people  of  Yahwe  are 
synonyms  ;  Northern  Israel  has  disappeared. 

Now  it  is  true  that  those  who  take  their  view  of  the  history 
from  Chronicles,  where  the  kingdom  of  Ephraim  is  always 
treated  as  a  sect  outside  the  true  religion,  can  reconcile  this 


1  In  the  AV  of  217  it  appears  that  subjection  to  a  foreign 
power  is  not  a  present  fact  but  a  thing  feared.     The  parallelism, 
however,  and  v.  19  justify  the  now  prevalent  rendering,  '  that 
tiie  heathen  should  make  a  mock  of  them.' 

2  The  hypothesis  of  an  Arabian  Javan,  applied  to  Joel 3  [4] 6 
by  Credner,   Hitz.,  and  others,   may  be  viewed  as  exploded. 
See  St.  De  Populo  favan,  Giessen  Programme,  '80  (reprinted 
in  Akademische  Reden  u.  Abhandlungcn,  '99,  125^). 

3  Cp  Movers,  PhSnizisches  Alterthum,\\\.  1  ^of. 

4  See  Ewald  on  Jer.  4847,  and  Kuenen,  T/i.7\  1873,  p.  519  f. 
[Di.  on  Job42setc.]. 
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fact  with  an  early  date.  In  ancient  times,  however,  it  was  not 
so ;  and  under  Joash,  the  contemporary'  of  Elisha,  such  a 
limitation  of  the  people  of  Yahwe  is  wholly  inconceivable.  The 
earliest  prophetic  books  have  quite  a  different  standpoint  ;  other 
wise,  indeed,  the  books  of  northern  prophets  and  historians  could 
never  have  been  admitted  into  the  Jewish  canon.  Again, 

the  significant  fact  that  there  is  no  mention  of  a  king  and  princes, 
but  only  of  sheikhs  and  priests,  has  a  force  not  to  be  invalidated 
by  the  ingenious  reference  of  the  book  to  the  time  of  Joash 's 
minority  and  the  supposed  regency  of  Jehoiada.1  More 

over  the  assumption  that  there  was  a  period  before  the  pro- 
Ehetic  conflicts  of  the  eighth  century  when  spiritual  prophecy 
ad  unchallenged  sway,  when  there  was  no  gross  idolatry 
or  superstition,  when  the  priests  of  Jerusalem,  acting  in  ac 
cord  with  prophets  like  Joel,  held  the  same  place  as  heads 
of  a  pure  worship  which  they  occupied  after  the  Exile  (cp 
Ewald,  PrtJ/>/ieien,\8g),  is  not  consistent  with  history.  It  rests 
on  the  old  theory  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Levitical  legislation,  so 
that  in  fact  almost 2  all  who  place  that  legislation  later  than 
Ezekiel,  are  agreed  that  the  book  of  Joel  is  also  late.  In 

this  connection  one  point  deserves  special  notice.  The  religious 
significance  of  the  plague  of  drought  and  locusts  is  expressed  in 
chap.  1 9  in  the  observation  that  the  daily  meal-offering  and  drink- 
offering  are  cut  off,  and  the  token  of  newblessing  is  the  restoration 
of  this  service,  chap.  '2  14.  In  other  words,  the  daily  offering  is 
the  continual  symbol  of  gracious  intercourse  between  Yahwe 
and  his  people  and  the  mam  office  of  religion.  This  conception, 
which  finds  its  parallel  in  Dan.Sn  1131  12n,  is  quite  in 
accordance  with  the  later  law  (cp  the  importance  attached  to 
the  meal-offering  and  burnt-offering  in  Neh.  1033  [34]). 

Such  is  the  historical  basis  which  we  seem  to  be  able  to  lay 
for  the  study  of  the  exegetical  problems  of  the  book. 

The  style  of  Joel  is  clear,  and  his  language  presents 

little  difficulty  beyond  the  occurrence  of  several  unique 

_.     ,          ,     words,  which  in  part  may  very  well  be 

P       '   due    to  errors    of  the  text.       On    the 

other  hand,  the  structure  of  the  book,  the  symbolism, 

and  the  connection   of  the    prophet's    thoughts,    have 

given   rise   to   much   controversy.       It  seems   safest   to 

start  from  the  fact   that  the  prophecy  is  divided  into 

two  well-marked  sections  by  chap.  218190. 

According  to  the  Massoretic  vocalisation,  which  is  in  harmony 
with  the  most  ancient  exegetical  tradition  as  contained  in  ©, 
these  words  are  historical  :  '  Then  Yahwe  was  jealous  .  .  . 
and  answered  and  said  unto  his  people,  Behold,'  etc.  Such  is 
the  natural  meaning  of  the  words  as  vocalised,  and  the  proposal 
of  Merx  to  change  the  vowels  so  as  to  transform  the  perfects 
into  futures,  and  make  the  priests  pray  that  Yahwe  will  answer, 
and  deliver  the  gracious  promises  that  fill  the  rest  of  the  book, 
is  an  exegetical  monstrosity  not  likely  to  find  adherents. 

Thus  the  book  falls  into  two  parts.  In  the  first  the 
prophet  speaks  in  his  own  name,  addressing  himself  to 
the  people  in  a  lively  description  of  a  present  calamity 
caused  by  a  terrible  plague  of  locusts  which  threatens 
the  entire  destruction  of  the  country,  and  appears  to 
be  the  vehicle  of  a  final  consuming  judgment  (the  day 
of  Yahwe). 

There  is  no  hope  save  in  repentance  and  prayer ;  and  in 
chap.  2 12  the  prophet,  speaking  now  for  the  first  time  in 
Yahwe's  name,  calls  the  people  to  a  solemn  fast  at  the  sanctuary, 
and  invites  the  intercession  of  the  priests.  The  calamity  is 
described  in  the  strongest  colours  of  Hebrew  hyperbole,  and  it 
seems  arbitrary  to  seek  too  literal  an  interpretation  of  details, 
e.g.,  to  lay  weight  on  the  four  names  of  locusts  (see  LOCUST), 
or  to  take  chap.  1  20  of  a  conflagration  produced  by  drought, 
when  it  appears  from  2  3  that  the  ravages  of  the  locusts  them 
selves  are  compared  to  those  of  fire. 

When  due  allowance  is  made  for  Eastern  rhetoric, 
there  is  no  occasion  to  seek  in  this  section  anything 
else  than  literal  locusts. 

Nay,  the  allegorical  interpretation,  which  takes  the  locusts 
to  be  hostile  invaders,  breaks  through  the  laws  of  all  reasonable 
writing  ;  for  the  poetical  hyperbole  which  compares  the  invading 
swarms  to  an  army  (2^f.)  would  be  inconceivably  lame  if  a 
literal  army  were  already  concealed  under  the  figure  of  the 
locusts.  Nor  could  the  prophet  so  far  forget  himself  in  his 
allegory  as  to  speak  of  a  victorious  host  as  entering  the  con 
quered  city  like  a  thief  (2  9). 

The  second  part  of  the  book  is  Yahwe's  answer  to  the 

people's  prayer.     The  answer  begins  with  a  promise  of 

„   „          ,         ,     deliverance  from  famine,  and  of  fruit- 

:onapart.    M    seasons    compensating    for    the 

ravages  of  the  locusts. 

1  Stade    (pp.   clt.  17  \Akad.  Reden,  142])    not  unreasonably 
cjuestions  whether  2  K.  12  1-3  [2-4]  implies  the  paramount  political 
influence  of  Jehoiada. 

2  Reuss  (La  Bible,  and  Gesch.   Heil.  Schr.  A  T,  §  2io/), 
though  with  hesitation,  adhered  to  the  earlier  date. 
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In  the  new  prosperity  of  the  land  the  union  of  Yahwe  and  his 
people  shall  be  sealed  anew,  and  so  Yahwe  will  proceed  to 
pour  down  further  and  higher  blessings.  The  aspiration  of 
Moses  (Num.  1129),  and  the  hope  of  earlier  prophets  (Is.  32 15 
592i  ;  cp  Jer. 3133),  shall  be  fully  realised  in  the  outpouring  of 
the  Spirit  on  all  the  Jews  and  even  upon  their  servants  (cp  Is. 
01  5  with  566yl) ;  and  then  the  great  day  of  judgment,  which 
had  seemed  to  overshadow  Jerusalem  in  the  now  averted 
plague,  shall  draw  near  with  awful  tokens  of  blood  and  fire  and 
darkness. 

The  terrors  of  that  day  are  not  for  the  Jews  but  for 
their  enemies. 

The  worshippers  of  Yahwe  on  Zion  shall  be  delivered  (cp 
Obad.  v.  17,  whose  words  Joel  expressly  quotes  in  chap.  232 
[3  5]),  and  it  is  their  heathen  enemies,  assembled  before  Jerusalem 
to  war  against  Yahwe,  who  shall  be  mowed  down  (see  JEHOSHA- 
PHAT,  VALLEY  OF)  by  no  human  arm,  but  by  heavenly  warriors 
('  thy  mighty  ones,  O  Yahwe, '3  [4]  n).  Thus  definitely  freed  from 


the  temple,  as  Ezekiel  had  described  in  his  picture  of  the 
restored  Jerusalem  (Ezek.  47),  shall  fertilise  the  barren  Wady  of 
Acacias  (cp  AHEL-SHITTIM). 

Egypt  and  Edom,  on  the  other  hand,  shall  become 
desolate,  because  they  have  shed  the  blood  of  Yahwe's 
innocents.  Cp  the  similar  predictions  against  Edom, 
Is.  349/.  (Mai.  13),  and  against  Egypt,  Is.  19s/.  Ezek. 
29.  Joel's  eschatological  picture  appears  indeed  to  be 
largely  a  combination  of  elements  from  older  unfulfilled 
prophecies. 

The  central  feature,  the  assembling  of  the  nations  to  judgment, 
is  already  found  in  Zeph.  38,  and  in  Ezekiel's  prophecy  con 
cerning  Gog  and  Magog,  where  the  wonders  of  fire  and  blood 
named  in  Joel  2  30  [3 3]  are  also  mentioned  (Ezek.  8822).  The 
other  physical  features  of  the  great  day,  the  darkening  of  the 
lights  of  heaven,  are  a  standing  figure  of  the  prophets  from 
Amos  (5s  89)  downwards.  It  is  characteristic  of  the  prophetic 
eschatology  that  images  suggested  by  one  prophet  are  adopted 
by  his  successors,  and  gradually  become  part  of  the  permanent 
scenery  of  the  last  times ;  and  it  is  a  proof  of  the  late  date  of 
Joel  that  almost  his  whole  picture  is  made  up  of  such  features. 
In  this  respect  there  is  a  close  parallelism,  extending  to  minor 
details,  between  Joel  and  the  last  chapters  of  Zechariah. 

That  Joel's  delineation  of  the  final  deliverance  and 
glory  attaches  itself  directly  to  the  deliverance  of  the 
nation  from  a  present  calamity  is  quite  in  the  manner 
of  the  prophetic  perspective.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
fact  that  the  calamity  which  bulks  so  largely  is  natural, 
not  political,  is  characteristic  of  the  post-exile  period. 

Other  prophets  of  the  same  age  speak  much  of  dearth  and 
failure  of  crops,  which  in  Palestine,  then  as  now,  were  aggra 
vated  by  bad  government,  and  were  far  more  serious  to  a  small 
and  isolated  community  than  they  could  ever  have  been  to  th& 
old  kingdom.  It  was  indeed  by  no  means  impossible  that 
Jerusalem  might  have  been  altogether  undone  by  the  famine 
caused  by  the  locusts ;  and  so  the  conception  of  these  visitants 
as  the  destroying  army,  executing  Yahwe's  final  judgment,  is 
really  much  more  natural  than  appears  to  us  at  first  sight, 
and  does  not  need  to  be  explained  away  by  allegory. 

The  chief  argument  relied  upon  by  those  who  still 
find  allegory  at  least  in  chap.  2,  is  the  expression 
•TT  o  ':ssn,  'the  northerner,'  in  220.  In 
view  of  the  other  points  of  affinity  between 
Joel  and  Ezekiel,  this  word  inevitably  suggests  Gog  and 
Magog,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  swarm  of  locusts 
could  receive  such  a  name,  or  if  they  came  from  the 
N.  could  perish,  as  the  verse  puts  it,  in  the  desert 
between  the  Mediterranean  and  the  Dead  Sea.  The 
verse  remains  a  crux  interpretum,  and  no  exegesis 
hitherto  given  can  be  deemed  thoroughly  satisfactory  ; 1 
but  the  interpretation  of  the  whole  book  must  not  be 
made  to  hinge  on  a  single  word  in  a  verse  which  might 
be  altogether  removed  without  affecting  the  general 
course  of  the  prophet's  argument. 

The  whole  verse  is  perhaps  the  addition  of  an  allegorising 
glossator.  The  prediction  in  T.  19,  that  the  seasons  shall  hence 
forth  be  fruitful,  is  given  after  Yahwe  has  shown  his  zeal  and 
pity  for  Israel,  not  of  course  by  mere  words,  but  by  acts,  as 
appears  in  7'.  zof.,  where  the  verbs  are  properly  perfects,  re- 

1  [See  the  commentaries.  In  Critica  Biblica  it  is  proposed 
to  make  v.  25  precede  v.  20,  and  in  v.  20,  for  the  enigmatical 
'JIEi'TDKl  to  read  V39TN1  ^BD'rlNl,  'and  both  its  rear  and  its 
van'  (will  I  remove,  etc.),  referring  to  Tflj&  *?Q,  'my  great 
army,'  which  precedes.  It  is  held  that  many  examples  occur  of 
just  Mich  corruption  and  contraction,  and  just  such  misplace 
ment,  as  is  here  supposed.  The  sense  appears  good.  ED.] 
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cording  that  Yahwe  has  already  done  great  things,  and  that 
vegetation  has  already  revived.  In  other  words,  the  mercy 
already  experienced  in  the  removal  of  the  plague  is  taken  as  a 
pledge  of  future  grace  not  to  stop  short  till  all  God's  old  promises 
are  fulfilled.  In  this  context  v.  20  is  out  of  place.  Observe  also 
that  in  v.  25  the  locusts  are  spoken  of  in  the  plain  language  of 
chap.  1.  [See  PROPHETIC  LITERATURE,  and  on  the  relation 
between  passages  of  Joel  and  Amos,  see  AMOS,  §§  8,  10.  On 
the  argument  as  to  date  drawn  from  the  language  of  Joel,  see 
Holzinger's  article  cited  below.] 

Ew.    Propheten,    1;    Hitz.,    Keil,    Pusey,   v.    Orelli,    We., 
Nowack,  GASm.  ,  in  their  comm.  on  the  Minor  Prophets;  and 
0    T  -,  separate  comm.  by  Credner  ('31),   Wiinsche 

8.  Literature.  ^^  Dr  (in  Cambridge  Bible,  '97).  See  also 
Kue.  Otui.'l,  §  68f.  Merx  (Die  Prophetic  des  Joels  «.  ihre 
Auslegcr,  '79)  gives  an  elaborate  history  of  interpretation  from 
the  LXX  down  to  Calvin,  and  appends  the  Ethiopic  text  edited 
by  Di.  Of  older  comm.  the  most  valuable  is  Pococke's  (Oxford, 
1691).  Bochart's  Hieroz.  may  also  be  consulted  ;  cp  also  Dav. 
Expositor,  March  '88  ;  Gray,  ibid.,  Sept.  '93  ;  H.  T.  Fowler, 
JBL  16146-153;  Oort,  Godgeleerde  Bijdragen,  '66,  pp.  2-15, 
Th.  T,  '76,  p.  362  ff.  ;  Matthes,  ibid.,  '85  pp.  34-66  129-160  ;  '87, 
pp.  357-381;  Gratz,  Die  einheitliche  Charakter  der  Prophetic 
Joels,  '73  ;  Holzinger,  ZATW,  '89,  pp.  89-131. 

W.  R.  S.  —  S.  R.  D. 


JOELAH  (rVNl/V),  b.  JEROHAM  [5]  one  of  David's 
warriors  (i  Ch/127,  eAl<\  [BN],  I60HA&  [AL]).  See 
DAVID,  §  ii,  (a  iii.). 

j;V  appears  to  be  the  error  of  a  scribe  who  began  to  write  -ujfl' 
(see  v.  6);  read  therefore  fl^N,  Elah  (cp  98,  where  Elah  and 
Jeroham  again  occur  close  together).  Ki.,  however,  suggests 
nVy)  ;  but  this,  though  supported  by  many  MSS  (Kenn.),  and 
perhaps  by  ©B,  is  less  natural.  T.  K.  C. 

JOEZER  pUn11,  'Yahwe  is  help,'  cp  ITIT^X  Ph. 
"lTLvl'2,  and  NAMES,  §  28),  one  of  David's  warriors,  a 
Korahite  (  i  Ch.  126  icozARA  [BN],  -ZA&p  [A],  lezpAAR 
[L]).  See  DAVID,  §  n,  (a  iii.). 

JOGBEHAH  (nrnV;  Nu.  K&I  YYOOCAN  <\YT*.C 
[BAL];  Judg.  lepeB^A  [B],  el  eN&NTiAC  zeBee  [A], 
eZ  eiMANTI&C  N<\Be  [L]),  one  of  the  cities  fortified  by 
Gad  (Nu.  3235).  The  indications  given  in  the  story 
of  Gideon  (Judg.  8n)  are  sufficient  to  show  that  it  is  the 
modern  Kh.  '  Ajbehdt  (so  GASm.  HG  585  and  Baed.<3) 
172  ;  usually  el-Tubeihat),  3468  ft.  above  sea  level, 
some  6  m.  NNW.  from  'Amman  (Rabbath  Ammon) 
on  the  road  to  es-Salt. 

The  identification  is  not  Colider's.  It  had  been  critically 
defended  by  Dietrich,  '  Beitrage  zur  bibl.  Geog.  ,'  in  Merx's 
Archiv,  346-349  (1867-69),  but  even  before  him  had  been 
accepted  by  Knobel  and  Ewald  (against  Gesenius  and  Bertheau). 
Cp.  NOBAH,  KENATH.  T.  K.  c. 

JOGLI  ("^{P,  'led  into  exile'),  father  of  BUKKI 
(Nu.  3422  [P],T  erAei  [B],  eKAi  [A],  IGKAI  [F], 
iGKAei  [L]). 

JOHA  (Kni\  abbrev.  from  J3HV,  §51  ;  or  more  prob 
ably  an  error  for  TlSV  —  i.e.  ,  THNV,  Joahaz  ;  cp  some 
of  @'s  forms  below). 

1.  b.  Beriah  in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  (q.v.,  §  9  ii.   /3)  ; 
I  Ch.  8  16  (i.iaa.\a.v  [B],  iu><i\a.  KCU  te^ia  [A],  Kat  ie£ia  [L]). 

2.  One  of  David's  heroes  (i  Ch.  11  45  ;  iwa&e  [BNA],  r,\a  [L]). 
See  DAVID,  §  ii. 

JOHANAN  (|3n'V  [nos.  9-15],  a  shorter  form  of 
IjnirP  fnos.  i-8,  EV  nearly  always  TEHOHANAN!, 

C       L   , 
'  Yahwe  is  gracious  '  ;  cp  J3H  7N,    7&O3n,  etc.  ,  and  see 

NAMES,  §§  28,  84.  With  one  exception  [no.  9],  the 
name  occurs  only  in  late  writings.  iuavav  [BXAL], 
luvav  [BL]  ;  for  details  see  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBKDEE). 

1.  Priest  temp.  Joiakim  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §§  66,  ii),  Neh.  1213. 

2.  b.    Eliashib,   a  high-priest  (Ezra   106,   iiavav  [*(=•*],  AV 
JOHANAN,  cp  Neh.  12  22  f.,  l^P')-     In  i  Esd.  9  1  called  JOANAN, 
RV  JONAS  (twi/a  [B],  om.  L)  ;  perhaps  the  same  as  JONATHAN 
b.  Joiada  (Neh.  12  n  ;  but  cp  Meyer,  Entst.  91),  and  possibly 
also  the  high-priest  Johanan  who  murdered  his  '  brother  '  Jeshua 
in  the  temple  in  the  time  of  an  Artaxerxes  (Jos.  Ant.  xi.  7  i). 
If  so,  Johanan  was  the  uncle,  not  the  brother,  of  Jeshua  (so 
Marq.). 

3.  A   priest   in   procession   (see   EZRA  ii.,  §  13  g)  Neh.  1242 
(om.  BN'A). 

4.  b.  Tobiah,  the  '  Ammonite,'  who  married  the  daughter  of 
Meshullam  (Neh.  6  is  ;  ^vaQav  [*<c-aA]). 
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5.  b.  Meshelemiah,  a  porter  (i  Ch.  263  :  twi>as[B],  Koyaflai/ [L]). 

6.  A   captain,    temp.  Jehoshaphat  (2  Ch.  17 15),  perhaps  the 
one  whose  son  Ishmael  is  mentioned  in  2  Ch.  23  i. 

7.  EV  JOHANAN,  an  Ephraimite  (2  Ch.  28 12  itaavov  [B]). 

8.  One  of  the  b'ne  Bebai  in  list  of  those  witli  foreign  wives 
(see  EZRA  ^,  §  5  end),  Ezra  1028=  i  Esd.  929,  JOHANNES,  RV 
JOANNES  (tioawris  [BA]). 

9.  b.   KAKEA.-.   (q.v.),  a  captain,   who  revealed  to  Gedaliah 
Ishmael's  conspiracy.     He  took  a  leading  part  in  the  attempt 
made  to  renew  the  Jewish  commonwealth  after  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  (2  K.  2623,  Jer.  408-16  iiaavvav  [AQ  vz>.  8  13  16 ; 
A  v.  15  ;   N*  v.  16],  avvav  [j<*  v.  15],  41 11-16  iwavvav  [Q  w.  n 
13  f.  16  ;    AQ  w.    14  16   x*  -v.  14],   inwi/d  [N*]  laiaavav  [tfl]  in 
v.  16;  42  1-8  itaavvav  [Az>.  i ;  Q  w.  i  8],  432-5  UMOTW  [Q  W.  24_/]). 
In  Jer.  40s,  he  is  mentioned  along  with  his  brother  JONATHAN 
(3.11.,  no.  7). 

10.  b.   JosiAH  (i  Ch.  815).     <0L  reads    lamias,    i.e.,    inNin'i 
probably  this  is  right  (see  Hitz.  GVI  246,  and  cp  JEHOAHAZ). 

11.  b.   Elioenai   ('?),  a  descendant  of  Zerubbabel  (i   Ch.  824 
tooava^  [A]). 

12.  A  name  introduced  into  the  list  of  high  priests  in  i  Ch.  69/1 
[5 3S./]  (iwavas  [BA  ;  B  only  in  69]).     See  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7 
(iv.). 

13.  14.  A  Benjamite  (i  Ch.  124),  and  a  Gadite  (ib.  v.  12,  iiaav 
[B]),  two  of  David's  warriors  (DAVID,  §  ii). 

15.  A  representative  of  the  b'ne  Azgad  in  Ezra's  caravan  (see 
EZRA  i.  §  2,  ii.  §  15  [i]  d),  Ezra8i2=i  Esd.  838,  JOHANNES 
RV  JOANNES  (laxxi/jjs  [B]  -i/»/r)s  [A]). 

JOHANNES  (IOOANNHC  [A]),  i  Esd.  838  9 29.  See 
JOHANAN,  8  15. 

JOHN  (IGOA.NNHC  [ANY,  Ti.  WH] ;  WH  in  Jn.  142 
2lis_f.  IOOANHC;  for  details,  see  JOHN,  SON  OF 
ZEBKDEE,  §  i). 

r.   Father  of  Mattathias  (i  Mace.  2 1).       See  MACCABEES  i., 

§3- 

2.  Surnamed  Caddis  or  Gaddis,  son  of  Mattathias  (i  Mace. 
22).     See  MACCABEES  i.,  §  3. 

3.  Son   of  Acco,    father   of  EUPOLEMUS   [q.v.],    i  Mace. 817 
2  Mace.  4 1 1. 

4.  Surnamed   Hyrcanus,    son   of  Simon   (i  Mace.  13  53  etc.). 
See  MACCABEES  i.,  §  7. 

5.  An  envoy  from  the  Jews  to  Lysias  (2  Mace.  11  17). 

6.  A  member  of  the  high-priestly  family  (Acts  4  6)  otherwise  un 
known.     D  substitutes  Jonathas,  that  is,  Jonathan  (on  the  form 
of  the  name  see  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE,  §  i),  son  of  the  high 
priest  ANNAS,  and  himself  high  priest  in  36-37  A.D.  ;  he  still  held 
a  prominent  position  in  50-52  A.D.  and  was  assassinated  at  the 
instigation  of  Felix  the  Roman  procurator  (Jos.  Ant.  xviii.  63 
xx.  85;  BJ  \\.\1  f,f.  183).     Blass  gives  'Jonathan'  in  the  text 
of  Acts  4  6,  not  only  in  his  edition  based  upon  D  but  also  in  the 
other  edition  which,  according  to  him,  was  made  by  Luke.    Thus 
his  hypothesis  (Acrs,  §  17)  finds  no   confirmation  here,  for  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  Luke  would  of  his  own  proper  motion 
have  substituted  a  false  name  for  the  true.     Yet  confusion  of  the 
names  through  the  carelessness  of  copyists  is  hardly  more  prob 
able.     It  remains  for  us  to  suppose  that  perhaps  a  John  other 
wise  unknown  to  us  was  really  intended  ;  in  this  case  the  inser 
tion  of  Jonathan  in  D  rests,  like  so  much  else  in  this  codex,  on 
learned  conjecture. 

7.  Surnamed  MARK  \.q.n.\ 

8.  Father  of  Simon  Peter  (Jn.  142  2115-17  RV);  AV  Jona, 
Jonas.     See  BAR-JONA. 

9.  The  '  divine  '  ;  the  description  of  the  recipient  of  the  Reve 
lation  in  the  title  of  the   Apocalypse    in    EV,   following   TR, 
a7roKaAui//is  Iwai/i/ov  TOU  0eo\oyov.     So   14,  91.     Other  slightly 
different  short  descriptions  occur,  as  well  as  longer  ones,  e.g., 
O.TTOK.  iw.  TOU  Oeo\oyov  KOH.  eva-yycAitrrou  (Q),  and  a  very  long 
eulogistic  one  in  7.     'The  Divine,'  lit.  'The  Theologue,'  inti 
mates  that  John  was  specially  devoted  to  the  presentation  of  the 
Logos-doctrine.     This  form  of  the  title  (which  is  not  accepted 


JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE). 

10  and  ii.  John  the  Baptist  ;  and  John  the  son  of  Zebedee  ; 
see  below. 

JOHN  THE  BAPTIST  (ICOANHC  o  BATTTICTHC 
[Ti.  WH]).  The  forerunner  of  Jesus  is  only  less  in 
teresting  to  biblical  students  than  Jesus  himself.  Twice 
already  his  life  and  work  have  been  referred  to  (ISRAEL, 
§  92  ;  JESUS,  §  6)  ;  it  is  our  present  object,  to  supple 
ment  these  references  by  a  more  connected  treatment 
without  undue  repetition. 

Long  before  the  time  of  John  the  Baptist  there  was  a 
great  ascetic  prophet  who  sought  his  inspiration  in  the 
p  . ..  desert,  and  cried  '  Repent  ye'  with  fear- 
J  less  impartiality  before  kings  and  common 


appearance. 


men.       His  life   was   a    guiding    star   to 


many  in  the  days  of  John — an  age  not  unlike  his  own, 
when   alien   influences  again    threatened   to   extinguish 
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pure  Hebrew  religion.  Not  to  speak  of  the  ESSENES 
[7.^.],  there  was  the  hermit  teacher  of  Josephus 
called  Banus,  who  lived  in  the  desert,  covered  himself 
with  leaves,  sustained  life  with  fruits,  and  bathed  fre 
quently,  by  day  and  by  night,  in  cold  water  for  religious 
purity  (Jos.  I'it.  §  2).  The  same  historian  also 
mentions  'John  surnamed  the  Baptist,'  who  'was  a 
good  man,  and  commanded  the  Jews  to  exercise  virtue, 
both  as  to  justice  towards  one  another,  and  piety  towards 
God,  and  so  to  come  to  baptism  (/JaTrrtcr/zy  crvvi^vai) ; 
for  baptism  (TTJV  fiaima-iv)  would  be  acceptable  to  God, 
if  they  made  use  of  it,  not  in  order  to  expiate  some  sins, 
but  for  the  purification  of  the  body,  provided  that  the 
soul  was  thoroughly  purified  beforehand  by  righteous 
ness'  (Ant.  xviii.  62).  That  this  is  a  complete  statement, 
no  one  can  believe.  The  hostility  of  Antipas,  recorded 
by  Josephus  himself,  is  a  proof  that  something  more 
dangerous  to  established  governments  than  plain  moral 
exhortations  had  fallen  from  the  lips  of  the  desert 
preacher.  What  that  was,  may  be  learned  from  the 
synoptic  gospels. 

Shortly  before  the  beginning  of  the  public  ministry  of 
Jesus,  Johanan  (so  let  us  call  him)  appeared  in  the  wilder 
ness  of  Judcea,1  announcing  in  the  old  prophetic  phrase 
ology  the  approach  of  the  Messianic  judgment  and  the 
necessity  of  immediate  turning  to  God.  As  he  moved 
about,  the  number  of  his  followers  increased,  and  he  led 
them  to  the  Jordan  (cp  BETHABARA),  there  to  give  them 
as  representatives  of  a  regenerate  people  the  final  purifi 
cation  which  attested  the  reality  of  their  inward  change.  '2 
It  is  said  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  doctors  of  the  law 
that  the  waters  of  the  J  ordan  were  not  pure  enough  for 
sacred  uses.3  Johanan,  however,  was  not  to  be  damped 
by  this  ;  he  was  no  formalist,  or  he  would  not  have 
deserted  Jerusalem,  and  called  the  Pharisees  and  the 
Sadducees  '  broods  of  vipers. '  At  the  same  time  it  is 
worthy  of  remark  that  according  to  Jn.  1 28  823  Johanan 
had  baptised  converts  at  Bethany  or  Bethabara  beyond 
Jordan — i.e. ,  probably,  at  Beth-nimrah,  which  is  13^ 
m.  E.  of  Jordan — and  at  y£non,  '  near  Salim '  (to  be 
emended  '  Jerusalem. ' ) — i. e. ,  perhaps,  'Ain  Karim,  which 
is  a  short  distance  W.  of  Jerusalem.4 

As  regards  his  mode  of  life,  Johanan  was  an  ascetic, 
but  not  such  a  one  as  the  hermit  Banus  of  whom 

2.  Mode  of  life.  J°sePhus.  tells  «,  nor  yet  a  preacher 
of  Essenism  (as  Gratz  supposes).  His 
object  was  not  to  make  mere  ascetics,  but  to  prepare  as 
many  as  possible  for  the  Messianic  judgment,  in  which 
only  a  '  remnant '  would  escape.  His  own  asceticism 
was  a  consequence  of  his  life  in  the  desert  ;  he  was  not 
primarily  an  ascetic  but  a  prophet  after  the  manner  of 
Elijah.  Hence  'locusts'  (or  rather  '  carob-beans')8 
and  wild  honey  were  his  food,  and  a  cloak  of  '  camel's 
hair  '6  with  a  broad  leather  waist-cloth  was  his  dress. 

1  WH  read  in  Mk.  1 4  e-yeVero  'Iioarrj;  6  ficarTifiav  fv  rfj  epr/fup 
Kypviro-iav ;    Ti.    nai    KT]pv<T<T<av ;    Treg.    [KOI]    Ki)pv<r&iav.        RV 
renders  Ti.'s  text  'John  came,  who  baptised  in  the  wilderness 
and  preached.'      But  surely  the  revised  text  is  correct,     iv  rjj 
epjjjtiw  must  go  with  eyevero  (see  Mk.  933)  which  cannot  mean 
'  came '  (rropeyeVe-ro),  and  the  view  that  6  fLanrifav  is  a  synonym 
of  6  /SaTTTioTTJ?  (.Mk.  624  yC  828)  is   most   improbable.       The 
article  slipped  in  through  the  influence  of  the  familiar  phrase 
6  /3a7rTicmjs. 

2  No  other  exegesis  seems  reasonable  ;  Jos.,  as  we  have  seen, 
sanctions  it.     The  true  baptism  is  spiritual  (Ps.  Ol;^]).     But  it 
needs  an  outward  symbol,   and  Johanan,  remembering  Ezek. 
8625,  and  having  prophetic  authority,  called  those  who  would 
know  themselves  to  be  purified  to  baptism.     It  is  no  doubt  true 
that  baptism   was  regularly  required  of  Gentile  proselytes  (see 
BAPTISM,  §  i),  but  Johanan 's  baptism  had  no  connection  with 
ceremonial  uncleanness. 

3  Neub.  Geogr.  31. 

4  See  BETHANY,  2;   SALIM.       Schick  (ZDPVZito.  ff.  ['99!) 
actually  thinks  that  the  'wilderness  of  Judaea'  where  Johanan 
preached  was  the  traditional  spot,  near  the  hermit's  fountain  ('Ain 
el-Habis).     He   also  accepts  the  traditional  birthplace  of  the 
Baptist  (Mar  zakarya). 

8  See  HUSKS. 

6  Does  'camel's  hair'  mean  the  tough,  harsh  cloth  woven  from 
the  rough  hair  of  the  camel  (cp  Jerome)?  Or  does  rpi\et,  like 
(perhaps)  ~iy'y  in  2  K.  1 8,  mean  the  skin  with  the  hair  ?  D  in  Mk. 
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According  to  Lk.  ,  he  adapted,  not  indeed  his  standard, 
but  his  practical  requirements,  to  the  different  classes 
represented  in  the  multitude  before  him.  Certainly  the 
meaning  of  the  primitive  tradition  was  not  that  anyone 
who  liked  might  receive  the  symbolic  rite  ;  a  course  of 
teaching  is  presupposed  (cp  Lk.  87).  False  ideas  had 
to  be  corrected.  The  true  and  the  false  children  of 
Abraham  had  to  be  distinguished.  The  true  Messianic 
doctrine  had  to  be  made  plain.  The  relative  imperfection 
of  the  highest  spiritual  gifts  at  present  attainable  had  to 
be  inculcated. 

The  relation  of  Johanan  's  ideas  to  those  of  his  time 

is  considered  elsewhere  (see  ISRAEL,  §  92,  JESUS,  §  6). 

,    jj  j  i-Q     What  we  have  to  do  now  is  to  grasp  the 

'.  ,  peculiarity  of  this  great  teacher  and  his 

0  esus.  reiatjon  to  jesus.  Qn  both  these  subjects 
Jesus  himself  will  enlighten  us.  But  something  we  can 
gather  from  the  recorded  fragments  of  his  sermons, 
which  all  may  be,  and  of  which  the  most  important  part 
must  be,  his  own  ;  something  too  from  the  scanty  details 
of  his  history.  '  Fragments  '  is  the  word  which  criticism 
entitles  us  to  use.  The  sermon  given  in  Mt.  87-12  is 
even  more  devoid  of  unity  than  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount.  Let  us  pause  a  moment  to  see  where  we  stand. 
Exhortation,  if  not  also  individual  teaching,  must,  as 
we  have  seen,  have  preceded  the  symbolic  act  of  plung 
ing  his  converts  individually  into  the  stream  of  Jordan. 
But  if  Matthew  is  to  be  followed,  the  exhortations,  which 
follow  the  record  of  the  baptisms,  were  addressed  to 
'  many  of  the  Pharisees  and  Sadducees'  (Mt.  87)  ;  this 
however,  is  impossible. 

For  these  reasons  v.  n  (except  indeed  KOI  irupi)  is  out  of 
harmony  with  v.  7.  Verses  iijf.,  must  once  have  been  inde 
pendent  ;  Mk.  1  7  _/C  evidently  gives  a  more  original  form. 
Verses  8f.  are  also  not  free  from  difficulty.  Verse  9  must  have 
come  from  another  context  (cp  Jn.S^s/T);  in>.  -jf>  108  may  have 
stood  together  as  an  address  to  Pharisees  (cp  Mt.  12337^).  The 
difficult  icai  Trupc  in  v.  n  (not  in  Mk.  1  8  Acts  1  5)  is  evidently  due 
to  the  assimilation  of  v.  n  to  v.  10  and  v.  12  by  the  editor.1  It 
was  found  in  his  text  of  Mt.  by  Lk.  (3  16),  but  this  only  proves 
the  antiquity  of  the  alteration. 

Artless  simplicity,  then,  characterised  Johanan's 
teaching.  Jesus  too  was  simple,  but  in  another  sense  ; 
he  had  a  natural  art  in  the  expression  of  his  thoughts. 
This  simplicity  corresponded  to  the  fundamental  note  of 
Johanan's  character  ;  he  was  too  untrained  to  see  far  into 
the  complexities  of  character.  He  knew  himself  to  be 
a  '  voice  '  of  God,  and  this  was  enough  ;  but  he  did  not 
know  that  to  represent  God  fully  a  prophet  must  under 
stand  human  nature.  Easily  therefore  could  Johanan 
rise  above  the  fear  of  man.  He  does  not  hesitate  to 
exasperate  the  Pharisees  by  his  plain-speaking.  Was 
he  more  reticent  or  respectful  towards  Antipas  ?  We 
may  well  doubt  this.  That  the  tetrarch  considered  him 
a  dangerous  demagogue  (Jos.  Ant.  xiii.  62)  was  hardly 
the  whole  reason  for  Johanan's  arrest  and  subsequent 
execution  in  the  fortress  of  MACH.-KRUS  [y.w.].  There 
was  probably  some  personal  offence  as  well,  though  the 
story  told  in  the  primitive  tradition  (Mt.  and  Mk.  )2  is 
not  free  from  chronological  and  other  difficulties  (see 
CHRONOLOGY,  §  49  ;  HERODIAN  FAMILY,  2),  and  may 
be  merely  what  a  later  generation  (accustomed  to  think 
of  Johanan  as  a  second  Elijah)  substituted  for  history. 

May  we  believe  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  numbered 
among  the  disciples  of  Johanan  ?  An  affirmative  answer 
has  been  given  ;3  but  it  is  as  unlikely  as  the  connected 
view  that  the  baptisms  of  Johanan  were  private  cere 
monial  lustrations  (cp  Mk.  7i-8).  Primitive  tradition 
(Mt.  ,  Mk.  ,  Lk.  )  said  that  Jesus  came  to  Johanan  for 
baptism.  Certainly  this  appears  plausible  ;  if  Johanan 

8  6  reads  evSt&oncvos  Sepprjv  Ka^TjAov,  '  clothed  with  camel's  skin,' 
omitting  the  rest,  which  Jiilicher  and  Nestle  approve. 

1  See   Bakhuyzen,  Toepassing  van  tie  conjecturaal-kritiek, 


Mt.  14$  and  Mk.  620  differ.  The  former  passage  states  that 
Antipas  would  have  put  Johanan  to  death,  were  it  not  that 
Johanan  was  reverenced  by  the  people  as  a  prophet  ;  the  latter, 
that  Antipas  himself  reverenced  Johanan,  and  was  unwilling  to 
put  him  to  death.  Mt.  seems  to  draw  from  two  sources. 
3  Brandt,  Die  Evang.  Gesch.  458/1 
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was  a  true  prophet,  how  could  Jesus  absent  himself  from 
the  gathering  of  those  who  had  turned  to  God  and  who 
reverenced  his  messenger  ?  That  Jesus  had  seen  and 
heard  Johanan  is  probable  from  the  clear  impression 
which  he  had  of  the  great  prophet's  character  and  from 
the  prophet's  message  of  inquiry  to  Jesus.  That  Jesus, 
however,  whose  views  of  truth  were  so  much  deeper 
than  Johanan's,  gained  any  fresh  insight  into  the  will  of 
God  from  his  '  forerunner, '  is  altogether  incredible. 

At  any  rate,  Jesus  saw  in  the  Baptist  a  great  character 
and  an  unrivalled  prophet.  We  have  gained  much 

_  ,  ,  already  by  limiting  our  view  to  the 
4.  Jesussreter-  best  attested  traciitional  statements; 

'  we  may  gain  still  more  by  steeping 
ourselves  in  those  sayings  of  Jesus  which  bear  the  most 
distinct  marks  of  genuineness.  The  highest  authority 
shall  tell  us  what  Johanan  was,  and  how  he  stood 
related  to  Jesus. 

a.  Mt.  112-6  Lk.  7 17  ff.  23.      The  authenticity  of  this 
saying  of  Jesus  is  proved  by  Lk's.  failure  to  comprehend 
it  (see  NAIN).      It  is  certain  that  Jesus  claimed  to  be 
the  forerunner  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  ;  certain  too 
that  he  rested  his  claim  on  such  works  as  these — '  the 
blind  receive  their  sight,   the  lepers  are  cleansed,  the 
deaf  hear,  the  dead  are  raised  up,  and  the  poor  have 
the  glad  tidings  brought  to  them,'  and  that  he  conceived 
it  possible  that  moral  marvels  of  this  sort  would  not 
seem  to  all  to  be  adequate  credentials.      Further,  it  is 
probable  that  the  occasion  assumed  for  the  utterance  of 
this  speech  is  on  the  whole  correct ;    the  only  strong 
doubt    can    be    as    to    the    words    '  in    prison '    ( Mt. 
112),   which    imply  a  freedom  of  intercourse  between 
Johanan  and  his  disciples  not  likely  to  have  been  granted 
by  the  suspicious  Antipas.      If,  however,  we  omit  these 
words  *    (which  are    responsible    for   a   good    deal    of 
erroneous  speculation  respecting  the  weakening  effect  of 
confinement  upon  the  character),    all   is   plain.       The 
prophet  Johanan   (before  his   imprisonment)  sends  an 
embassy   to   one    in    whom    he   recognises    a   spiritual 
superior,  and  whose  answer  he  will  regard  as  final.      He 
has  heard  of  the  wonderful  works  of  Jesus,  which  mainly 
consist,  as  Jesus  himself  has  said,  in  the  conversion  of 
sinners  (Mt.  913),  and  asks,  Does  Jesus,  on  the  ground 
of  his  unparalleled  success  in  this  holy  work,  claim  to 
be  the  Messiah  ?     The  answer  virtually  is,  '  I  claim  to 
be  what  I  am  ;  and  what  I  am  my  works  show. '     Jesus 
is   more  anxious  to    '  do  the  works  of  God '   than  to 
receive  any  official  title  ;  he  lays  bare  an  infirmity  of  the 
time,  from  which  even  Johanan  has  not  escaped. 

The  difficulty  of  the  harmonistic  point  of  view  (which  recog 
nises  all  references  to  Johanan  in  our  four  Gospels  as  equally 
authoritative)  comes  out  very  clearly  in  the  following  passage 
from  Bp.  Ellicott  : — 'The  exact  purpose  of  this  mission  will 
perhaps  remain  to  the  end  of  time  a  subject  of  controversy,  but 
it  has  ever  been  fairly,  and,  as  it  would  seem,  convincingly 
urged,  that  he  whose  eyes,  scarce  sixteen  months  before,  had 
beheld  the  descending  Spirit,  whose  ears  had  heard  the  voice  of 
paternal  love  and  benediction,  and  who  now  again  had  but 
recently  been  told  of  acts  of  omnipotent  power,  could  himself 
have  never  really  doubted  the  truth  of  his  own  declaration,  that 
this  was  indeed  "the  Lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the  sin  of 
the  world  "'  (Lectures  on  the  Life  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
81837^  ['62]).  Bp.  Ellicott  agrees  with  Cyril  of  Alexandria  that 
the  primary  object  of  Johanan's  mission  was  fully  to  convince 
his  disciples  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus. 

b.  Mt.  H7-io  Lk. 724-27.     c.  Mt.  1239-42  Lk.  11 29-32. 
Among  those  who  complied  with  the  call  of  Johanan 
were    both    Pharisees    (Mt.  87)    and    common    people. 
The  former  were  repelled  by  Johanan's  teaching  and  by 
the  want  of  a  sign  in  corroboration  of  his  statement  that 
the  Messiah  was  at  hand  ;  the  latter  recognised  Johanan 
as  a  prophet.     So  '  all  the  people  that  heard  him,  and  the 
tax-collectors,  recognised  God's  claims,  being  baptized 
with   Johanan's    baptism,    whereas   the    Pharisees    and 
men  of  the  law  frustrated  the  counsel  of  God  concerning 
themselves,  being  not  baptized  by  Johanan  '  (Lk.  7  29 /. ). 

1  Why  does  not  Johanan  come  himself?  Because  he  has  no 
leisure  to  leave  his  sacred  work.  So  apparently  Schleiermacher 
and  Bleek  ;  on  the  other  side,  see  Keim,  Jesu  von  Na.zn.ra, 
2  356,  n.  3. 
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Jesus  has  a  telling  word  for  both  classes.  To  the  common 
people  he  says,  '  Yea,  verily  ;  ye  have  been  rewarded. 
The  sight  of  Johanan  was  worth  a  journey.  Not  the 
reed-like  Jonah,  but  the  thunder- prophet  Elijah  was  his 
symbol.  Yea,  he  is  the  second  Elijah,  the  messenger 
who  is  the  Lord's  pioneer'  (Mai.  3i  cp  4s  [823]).  To 
the  Pharisees,  'Have  ye,  then,  seen  no  sign?  The 
fault  is  yours  ;  the  sign,  the  only  permitted  sign,  has 
been  given.  For  as  Jonah  was  a  sign  to  the  Ninevites, 
so  shall  also  [Johanan]  be  to  this  generation  '  (Lk.  11 30, 
see  below).  '  The  Ninevites  will  prove  the  guilt  of  this 
evil  class — the  Pharisees — for  they  turned  to  God  at  the 
preaching  of  Jonah,  and  surely  a  greater  than  Jonah  is 
here.  The  queen  of  Sheba  will  prove  the  guilt  of  this 
evil  class,  for  she  came  from  afar  to  hear  the  wisdom  of 
Solomon,  and  surely  a  greater  than  Solomon  is  here. ' 
(The  reader  will  be  on  his  guard  ;  we  have  had  to  go 
behind  the  traditional  text.  But  even  the  best  of  the 
current  explanations  of  that  text  [see  JONAH,  §  8]  is 
not  perfectly  satisfactory,  and  there  is  some  probability 
that  a  testimony  to  John  has  been  converted  by  the 
reporters  of  tradition  into  a  testimony  of  Jesus  to  himself. 
That  '  Jonah '  and  '  Joannes '  or  Johanan  may  be 
identical,  is  clear  from  Mt.  1617  (see  BAR-JONA  ;  also 
JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE,  §  i). 

The  special  advantages  of  this  theory — which,  except  the 
interpretation  of  uai/a  in  Mt.  1239  Lk.  1129  is  due  to  Brandt, 
Evang.  Gesch.  459,  n.  2 — are  (i)  that  it  accounts  for  the  reference 
to  the  Queen  of  Sheba  as  well  as  to  the  Ninevites,  (2)  that  it 
makes  the  '  sign '  a  new  one,  and  (3)  that  it  relieves  Jesus  from 
the  appearance  of  self-laudation.  The  play  upon  the  names 
tonv  Johanna  and  n^V  Jonah  is  in  the  familiar  Hebrew  style. 
Note  also  that  'Jonah'  and  'Solomon'  in  (c)  correspond  to  the 
'reed'  and  'those  luxuriously  clad'  (cp  Mt.  629)  in  (6). 

d.  Mt.  11 11-15  Lk.  728  16  16.      A  still  more  decisive 
word  on  Johanan,  spoken  some  time  after  his  martyrdom. 
A  prophet  has  hitherto  been  the  highest  style  of  man,  and 
there  has  been  no  greater  prophet  than  Johanan.      Since 
his   days,    however,    a  change  has   taken   place.       The 
prophets  and  the  law  lead  up  to  the  second  Elijah — 
Johanan  ;  and  in  Johanan's  person  the  old  order  of  things 
passes  away.      Then  comes  a  difficult  saying — especially 
difficult   in   Mt. 's   form.      Already  for  some   time   the 
'  kingdom  of  heaven  '  has  been  the  prize  of  spiritual 
athletes  ;  the  '  violent  take  it  by  force. ' 

But  can  Jesus  have  meant  this?  Surely  not.  Nor  can  he 
refer  to  blameworthy  acts  of  zealots.  The  passage  can  be 
emended  with  certainty  by  the  aid  of  Lk.  Read,  evayyeAuJeTcu 
for  jSid^erai,  and  continue,  K<X!  Trai/res  eis  avrriv  f\wi^ov(ni>  (in 
Lk.,  (cat  n-as  ets  ain-jjy  eATn'fei).  How  the  scribe's  errors  arose  is 
obvious.  The  sense  is,  '  Every  one  hopes  for  a  share  in  the 
Messianic  blessings,  but  without  having  listened  to  John's  call 
to  repentance,  no  one  will  be  admitted  to  it.' 

Resch  supposes  that  the  original  word  was  pis,  but  if  so, 

/SiaoTcu  should  correspond  to  Q'sns,  and  so  we  arrive  at  the  sense 
'the  law-breakers  take  it  by  force.'  Marshall  (Crit.  Rev.  648 
['96])  accepts  this  (only  Aramaizing  the  passage),  but  is  it  at  all 
likely  that  Jesus  would  have  been  understood  to  mean  the 
publicans  and  harlots? 

e.  Mt.  IliSf.   Lk.  7s3/.     Johanan  kept  a  perpetual 
fast  (cp  Mt.  9 14  Mk.  2 18)  ;  Jesus  abstained  from  fasting. 
It  was  said  of  Johanan  that  he  had  a   daifioviov   (see 
DEMON),  i.e. ,  that  his  inspiration  was  of  questionable 
origin,  that  he  was  a  false  prophet. 

f.  Mt.  17 12    Mk.  9 13.       After    Jesus    had    definitely 
assumed  the  Messianic  title,  he  threw  a  fresh  light  on 
the  prophecy  in  Mai.  4s  by  explaining  Elijah  to  be  a 
symbolic  term  for  Johanan.      Nor  need  any  wonder  at 
the  abrupt  termination  of  the  second  Elijah's  ministry. 
If  the  '  Son  of  man  '  must  suffer  many  things,  '  as  it  is 
written  of  him,'  the  forerunner  could  not  hope  for  a 
better  fate.      But  his  work  is  not  yet  finished.      Before 
the  '  Son  of  man  '  comes  again,  '  Elijah  verily  will  come, 
and  will  restore  all  things. '    Which  Elijah  ?   Or  shall  it  be 
a  greater  incarnation  of  zeal  and  spiritual  energy  than 
either  the  first  or  the  second?     Cp  Rev.  113  (the  'two 
witnesses  '). 

g.  Mt.  21  si/  (not  in  Mk.  or  Lk. ).      The  Pharisees 
paid  no  heed  to  Johanan's  insistence  on  righteousness 
of  life,  but  the  tax-collectors  and  harlots  turned  to  God 
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and  will  enter  his  kingdom  (cp  HARLOT).  Cp  Lk. 
729/.  (quoted  already). 

It  is  plain  that  Jesus  felt  a  greater  sympathy  with 
Johanan  than  with  any  other  of  his  contemporaries.  The 
5  C  a  '  on  Pr°kat>i'ity  is  that  the  latter  was  much 

'  ...  ?  the  older  ;  it  was  therefore  too  much 

'  Jesus>  to  expect  that  within  the  narrow  limits 
allotted  to  the  activity  of  each,  Johanan  should  come 
over  to  the  side  of  Jesus.  For  both,  a  martyr's  death 
was  indicated  by  circumstances.  Though  neither  of 
them  favoured  the  violent  plans  of  zealots  and  revolu 
tionists,  secular  rulers  could  not  help  suspecting  them, 
and  the  spiritual  rulers  hated  them  for  their  hostility  to 
formalism.1  It  was  to  each  doubtless  a  comfort  to 
know  that  the  other  existed  and  was  doing  the  '  works 
of  God.'  Primitive  tradition  rightly  accentuates  the 
inferiority  of  Johanan  to  Jesus,  and  the  later  Johannine 
recast  of  tradition  still  further  emphasises  it.  Between 
these  two  versions  of  tradition  stands  the  beautiful 
narrative  of  Lk.  1 5-80,  which  honours  the  forerunner 
only  less  than  the  Saviour  himself  is  honoured  in  the 
still  more  exquisite  and  infinitely  suggestive  story  that 
follows  it. 

The  study  of  the  non-primitive  traditions  of  the  life  of 
Johanan  belongs  to  another  department  (cp  JOHN,  SON 
OF  ZEBEDEE,  §  17).  We  should  do  a  great  injustice  to 
the  idealising  historian  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  if  we 
separated  his  statements  respecting  the  forerunner  from 
the  rest  of  his  gospel,  and  contrasted  them  with  earlier 
traditions.  An  idealised  picture  may  give  much  food 
for  thought,  and  only  the  coldest  of  rationalists  could 
disparage  it  ;  nor  need  we  admit  any  idealisation  in  the 
words  of  Jn.  635  '  He  was  a  burning  and  a  shining 
lamp. '  See  JESUS,  §  27. 

We  hear  of  disciples  of  John  in  Mt.  9  14  (Mk.  2  18 
Lk.  5  33),  11  2  (Lk.  7i8/),  14  12  (Mk.  629),  Jn.  825. 
_..  .  .  They  seem  to  have  followed  his  strict 
f  jC?  mode  of  life,  and  to  have  been  his  faithful 
assistants,  as  Elisha  was  to  Elijah.  Ac 
cording  to  Jn.  825  RV,  '  there  arose  a  questioning  on  the 
part  of  John's  disciples  with  a  Jew  about  purifying'; 
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but  the  statement  is  very  obscure,  and  the  text  seems  to 
be  in  confusion. 

Bentley  proposed  to  emend  'with  a  Jew'  (jifra  'lou&u'ov)  into 
'  with  [those]  of  Jesus  '  (/icrd  [TUP]  'Irjo-ou).  But  '  of  Jesus  '  may 
BK>n  easily  be  obtained  from  'purification'  ([<coSap]io>iov). 
'A  Jew  about  purif  [  ]  '(tou5aiou  ir«pt  KaSap)  is  perhaps  a  corrup 
tion  of  'beyond  the  Jordan  '  (ircpav  rov  'lop&avov),  words  which 
intruded  by  accident  from  it.  26.  If  so,  we  should  read  simply, 
There  arose  a  dispute  between  John's  disciple  and  those  of 
'Jesus.1  (Transposition  and  corruption  of  letters  go  together.) 

In  Acts  1 8  25  19  2/.  we  also  appear  to  meet  with  disciples 
of  John  ;  but  they  are  there  represented  as  having 
become  believers  in  Jesus  the  Messiah  (note  ^aO^rai 
and  TriffTfiLiffavTfs).  One  of  them  is  the  Alexandrian 
Jew  Apollos,  and  one  may  assume  that  their  presence 
at  Ephesus  was  connected  with  the  arrival  of  Apollos  at 
the  same  city.  We  are  not  told  that  Apollos  was 
rebaptized  by  Paul's  companions  ;  but  we  may  infer 
this  from  the  fact  of  the  rebaptism  of  the  other 
Johannine  Christians  (if  we  may  call  them  so)  related  in 
Acts  19s-  What  can  have  led  Paul  to  ask  the  strange 
question,  '  Did  ye  receive  the  holy  spirit  when  ye 
believed  ? '  which  drew  the  not  less  strange  answer, 
1  Nay,  we  did  not  even  hear  that  there  is  a  "  holy  spirit "  '  ? 
That  disciples  of  John  knew  nothing  of  the  '  holy  spirit,' 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  is  of  course  impossible 
(see  Mt.  3  n).  '  Holy  spirit '  (irv€v/j,a  &JLOV)  must  here 
be  used  in  a  '  pregnant  sense,'  as  in  Jn.  7  39  ;  it  means 
the  abiding  presence  of  the  Spirit,  which  was  accom 
panied  by  special  gifts  for  the  individual,  and  the 
mediation  of  which  was  an  apostolic  privilege  (Acts 
8  14-16).  It  is  difficult  not  to  see  here  a  disposition  on 
the  part  of  the  author  of  Acts  to  magnify  Paul  at  the 
expense  of  Apollos  and  his  companions.  The  original 
report  respecting  Apollos  which  was  used  in  Acts  1 8  24-28 
may  have  been  without  the  closing  words  of  Acts  18  25 
( '  knowing  only  the  baptism  of  John  ').  See  APOLLOS. 
A  reference  to  the  later  sect  of  disciples  of  John  is 
quite  out  of  place. 

Cp  Volter,  'Die  Apokalypse  des  Zacharias,'  Th.T 
3°  t'96].  PP-  244/r-  T-  K-  c. 


JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE 


CONTENTS 


Name,  §  i. 

A. — THE  APOSTLE  AND  THE  PRESBYTER. 

John,  son  of  Zebedee,  in  NT,  §  2. 

The  Presbyter  John,  not  the  Apostle  John,  in  Ephesus,  §§  3-7. 

Other  later  traditions,  §  ?>f. 

B. — THE  APOCALYPSE. 

a.  Authorship  of  the  book  as  a  whole,  §  10. 

b.  Authorship  of  single  parts,  §  n. 

Relation  to  Fourth  Gospel  and  Johannine  Epistles,  §§  12-15. 

C. — FOURTH  GOSPEL. 

Method  of  enquiry,  §  16. 
I.  Comparison  with  Synoptists,  §§  17-37. 

a.  Narrative,  §§  17-26. 

The  Baptist,  §  17. 

Scene  of  public  life  of  Jesus,  §  18. 

Order  of  principal  events,  §  19. 

Miracles,  §  20. 

Date  of  crucifixion,  §§  21-24. 

Character  of  discourses  of  Jesus,  §  25. 

Figure  of  Jesus  (apart  from  Prologue),  §  26. 

b.  Teaching  of  Jesus,  §§  27-30. 

Universality  of  salvation,  §  27. 

Eschatology,  §  28. 

Dualism,  §  29. 

Utterances  regarding  himself,  §  30. 

c.  Other  points  of  comparison,  §§  31-37. 

The  Logos,  §  31. 
Purpose  of  Prologue,  §  32. 
Divisions  into  triads,  §  33. 
Credibility  of  certain  details,  §  34. 


1  A  report  appears  to  have  been  current  that  the  Baptist  had 
risen  from  the  dead  in  the  person  of  Jesus  (Mt.142  1614).  The 
people  therefore  were  more  struck  by  the  resemblances  of  the 
two  than  by  their  differences. 

2503 


'Johannine'  tradition,  §  35. 
Dependence  on  Synoptists,  §  36. 
Concluding  comparison,  §  37. 

II.  Other  questions  bearing  on  authorship,  §§  38-55. 
Geographical  and  historical  accuracy,  §  38. 
Nationality  of  author,  §  39. 
Chap.  21,  §  40. 

Personal  testimony  of  author  of  chaps.  1-20,  §  41. 
External  evidences,  §§  42-49. 
Gnosticism  and  Fourth  Gospel,  §  50. 
Relation  to  Montanism,  §  51. 
Jn.  643  as  an  indication  of  date,  §  52. 
Place  of  writing,  §  53. 
The  Paschal  controversy,  §  54. 
Conclusion  as  to  authorship,  §  55. 

III.  Partition-hypotheses  §  56. 

IV.  Permanent  value  of  Gospel,  §  62. 

D. — FIRST  EPISTLE. 

Polemic  against  false  doctrine,  §  57. 

Contact  with  Gnosis,  §  58. 

Author  not  the  same  as  author  of  Fourth  Gospel,  §  59. 

Priority  in  time,  §  60. 

Character  of  polemic  of  Epistle,  §  61. 

Permanent  value  of  Gospel  and  Epistle,  §  62. 

E. — SECOND  AND  THIRD  EPISTLES. 

Address,  §  63. 
Purpose,  §  64. 
Authors  and  dates,  §  65. 

Literature,  §  66. 

Instead   of  the  form    ICO&NNHC    WH    everywhere, 

,    M-arn-    except  in  Acts  4  61 3  5  Rev.  228, give  ito&NHC. 

Besides  the  MSS,  especially  B,  WH   rely  on 
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against  these,  however,  we  can  cite,  at  least,  one  inscription 
from  Harran  of  568  A.D.  which  has  'I<advvi)s  (Le  Bas-Wad- 
dington,  Voyage  Arckeol.1-$  [Asie  Mineure,  etc.],  no.  2464).! 
The  Hebrew  name  is  pn'V  (see  JOHANAN)  or,  as  the  case  may 
be,  Ijnin', — a  spelling  which  makes  no  difference  for  the  Greek 
transliteration.  The  LXX  with  literal  fidelity,  sometimes  in  all 
the  MSS,  sometimes  in  at  least  several  good  MSS,  and  rarely 
in  L  alone,  gives  'luai/ai/  (2  K.  25  23 ;  also  6  times  in  Ch.,  8 
times  in  Ezra-Neh.,  and  14  times  in  Jer.  40-43  (LXX  47-50). 

As  variants  we  find  :  in  2  K.  Iwca  [B],  Icovai/  [L] ;  in  i  Ch. 
6gf.  Ia>ai>a?  [BA  :  liaavav  in  69  A  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
accusative];  in  i  Ch.324  Itaavap  [A:  cp  NaSa/u.,  Kaii/ap,  Lk. 
83137,  etc.,  see  Winerl8),  §5  27^],  Iioi/ai/ [L];  in  2Ch.  28  12  Iwacas 
[B  :  or  more  probably  Iwai^js  :  what  we  have  is  the  gen. 
Itaavov] ;  in  i  Ch.  12  12  Itavav  [A],  Itaav  [B  :  defective] ;  in  Ezra 
812  Neh.  6  18  Itavav  [BL],  in  EzralOe  Itavav  [{<c.a  L] ;  in  I  Esd. 
9i  (  =  EzralOe)  Iwi/as  [B] ;  in  iEsd.838[4i]  (  =  Ezra  8  12) 
Iu>acK>)$  [A],  Ia>air]s  [B].  In  Jer.  in  all  14  places,  especially  in 
A  and  Q,  sometimes  also  in  N*,  \taavvav,  as  also  47  [40]  15  Itoavvas 
[Q],  47  [40]  8  Itavav  [B],  50  [43]  4  Itavav  [N*].  In  t  Ch.  26  3  alone 
liaavav  does  not  occur  at  all,  but  only  Itavav  [A]  or  Itavas  [B] ; 
in  like  manner  in  i  Esd.  9  29  (  =  Ezra  1028)  only  Iioai/nj?  [BA], 
\<avav  [L].  In  i  and  2  Mace.  Iioai/njs  is  invariably  found  (not 
Iwavrjs,  as  in  B  these  two  books  are  wanting). 

In  the  NT  Iiaavav  is  found  in  Lk.  3  27.  The  same  name 
(pnv),  however,  underlies  not  only  the  NT  ltaa.v(v)i)f,  but  certainly 
also  the  lui/a?  of  Mt.  16 17,  since  in  Jn.  1  42  (or  in  another 
numeration  1  43),  21  15-17  we  find  Iu>ai>(v)r)s  for  the  same  person 
— the  father  of  Simon  Peter. 

Of  the  various  equivalents  Itavav  comes  nearest  the  most 
original  form  (Itaavav)  so  far  as  the  consonants,  Itoavas  so  far  as 
the  vowels  are  concerned,  whilst  the  second  v  has  disappeared 
in  the  Graecising  of  the  termination.  The  same  thing  has 
happened  also  in  the  forms  liavas  and  luiva,  in  which,  moreover, 
by  the  coalescence  of  the  vowels  the  distinction  between  this 
name  and  that  of  'I»»«as=  HjV,  Jonah,  has  disappeared.  The 
variant  'Itavd9a<;  for  'Icuai/(i')»)s  in  D  (Acts  4  e)  is  a  transliteration 
of  JnJV :  Josephus  gives  the  same  name  as  'ItavaB^  (Ant, 
xiii.  1  2,  and  often ;  cp  JOHN,  6,  col.  2498.  Iwainjt  is  in  strict 
analogy  and  the  form  is  therefore  possible. 

Joanes  is,  however,  but  an  artificial  Grcecism,  and  we 
have  various  indications  that  the  Jews  inclined  to  retain 
the  doubled  n  in  names  derived  from  the  root  pn.  So, 
especially,  in  the  feminine "  Avva,  (i  S.  12  etc.),  and  also 
in  the  masculine "Avvas  (Lk.  82  Jn.  1813  24  Acts  46),  for 
which  Josephus  gives  "Avavos  ;  also  in  the  variants 
luawav  and  luavvas  in  Jer.  (the  last  also  in  TR  of 
Lk.  827  and  in  the  marginal  reading  of  TR  to  Jn.  21 
15-17)  ;  again,  in  the  variant  Avvav  which  i  Ch.  ll43[N] 
Jer.  42  [35]  4  [N]  and  i  Esd.  5  30  [A]  (||  Ezra  2  46  Neh. 
749)  give  for  Avav  (pn),  and  i  Ch.  19 1  4  [NL]  2/.  [L]  for 
A.VO.V  (pan)  ;  and,  lastly,  in  the  variant  Avvuv  which  B 
gives  in  28. 10 1-4  for  Hanun  (Avwv,  A,  in  mi.  if.).  It 
is  thus,  to  begin  with,  extremely  improbable  that  the 
feminine  Tuaavva.  of  Lk.  83  24 10  ought  to  be  written 
with  a  single  v  as  is  done  by  WH,  for  the  biblical 
nan  is  an  abbreviation  of  this  name  (Dahnan,  Gramm. 
142,  n.  9).  This  consideration  gives  a  corresponding 
probability  to  the  spelling  luavvqs,  which  is  found  also 
in  Jos.  (Ant.  x.  94,  §  168,  and  often). 

Dalman  (I.e.)  conjectures  even  that  pnv  had  already  come  to 
be  pronounced  'Ita^avvav,  Joliannan  (cp  Jerome  in  Jes.  8  14  : 
Joannan).  Of  the  shortened  Aramaic  form  N:ni'  adduced  by 
Kautzsch  (Bibl.-arani.  Gra»nn.  10)  Dalman  tells  us  that  it 
occurs  only  in  the  Babylonian  Talmud. 

A.  —JOHN  THE  APOSTLE  AND  JOHN  THE 
ELDER  IN   HISTORY  AND  IN  LEGEND 

The  call  of  the  two  sons  of  Zebedee  to  the  discipleship 
is  related  in  Mk.  lig/  Mt.  42i/.  Lk.  5io/.  (GOSPELS, 

2.  John,  son  of  §  lVa} '  !n  the/°urthT  ?°spel  h  is 
Zebedee  in  NT  usuallv  conjectured  that  John  is  meant 
*  by  the  unnamed  companion  of  Andrew 
who  from  being  a  disciple  of  the  Baptist  joins  the  com 
pany  of  Jesus  (135-4°)-  In  the  Synoptics  John  (with  his 

1  According  to  Blass  (Philol.  of  the  Gospels,  75-77)  D  gives 
to  'I<ua»'p>)s  in  Mt.,  Jn.,  and  Mk.  the  same  degree  of  preference 
which  it  accords  to  'Iwavr/s  in  Lk.  and  Acts,  although  in  D  Mk. 
stands  between  Lk.  and  Acts.  The  exemplar  he  used  for  the 
writings  of  Lk.  must  therefore  have  been  different  from  that 
which  lay  before  him  when  he  copied  Mt.,  Jn.  and  Mk. 
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brother  James)  takes  next  to  Peter  the  place  of  greatest 
prominence  among  the  disciples. 

These  three  alone  are  witnesses  of  the  transfiguration  of  Jesus 
(Mk.92  =  Mt.  17i  =  Lk.928).  According  to  Mk.  5  37  =  Lk.  8 51  at 
least,  they  alone  were  present  at  the  raising  of  Jairus'  daughter  ; 
according  to  Mk.  14  33  =  Mt.  2637,  also,  they  alone  were  in  close 
touch  with  Jesus  at  Gethsemane.  It  is  only  Mk.  (129  13 3)  who 
tells  us  that  these  three  were  present  along  with  Andrew  at  the 
healing  of  Peter's  mother-in-law,  and  that  it  was  they  who,  as 
they  looked  at  Jerusalem  from  the  Mount  of  Olives,  asked  Jesus 
the  question  as  to  the  time  of  the  destruction  of  the  temple.  It  is 
Lk.  only  (22  8)  who  relates  that  the  arrangements  for  the  Last 
Supper  were  entrusted  to  Peter  and  John.  Mk.  10  35-41  records 
that  the  two  brothers  asked  of  Jesus  that  they  might  sit,  one  on 
his  right  hand  and  the  other  on  his  left  hand,  in  his  glory.  In 
Mt.  20  20  this  request  is  attributed  to  their  mother,  who  is 
conjecturally  identified  with  the  Salome  named  in  Mk.  1640  16  i 
(see  CLOPAS,  §  2).  In  Mt.  2024,  however,  the  indignation  of  the 
ten  is  against  (vrepi)  the  two  brothers  ;  the  mother  would  seem 
therefore  to  have  been  introduced  by  Mt.  to  exonerate  them. 
According  to  Mk.  938  =  Lk.  949  it  is  John  who  reports  to  Jesus 
the  attempt  of  the  disciples  to  forbid  the  man  who  was  casting 
out  devils  in  the  name  of  Jesus  without  being  a  follower.  With 
James,  according  to  Lk.  854,  John  would  fain  have  called  down 
fire  from  heaven  upon  the  Samaritan  village  which  would  not 
receive  Jesus  as  he  was  journeying  to  Jerusalem. 

Interpreters  are  very  ready  to  bring  into  connection 
with  the  incident  in  Lk.  954,  just  referred  to,  the  name 
'  Sons  of  thunder. '  According  to  Mk.  3 17,  this  name 
had  already  been  given  to  the  two  brothers  on  their  call 
to  the  discipleship.  In  that  case,  however,  the  bestowal 
of  the  designayon  would  have  been  anticipatory,  just  as 
Simon  in  like  manner,  according  to  Mk.  3i6,  received 
the  name  of  Peter  at  his  call,  although  his  confession  at 
Caesarea  Philippi  offers  a  more  fitting  occasion.  Mt. 
(16i8)  alone,  however,  transfers  it  to  this  period,  con 
necting  it  with  an  incident  that  is  certainly  unhistorical 
(GOSPELS,  §  136).  On  the  real  obscurity  of  the 
designation  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee  see  BOANERGES. 

Of  all  the  incidents  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  enumer 
ated  above,  only  the  last  three  (brothers'  request ;  man 
casting  out  devils  ;  fire  from  heaven )  can  be  regarded  as 
throwing  light  on  the  character  of  John  ;  and  the  third 
of  these  is  recorded  only  by  Lk. ,  in  whom  some  critics 
have  been  disposed  to  see  a  certain  prejudice  against 
the  original  apostles  (GOSPELS,  §  114).  None  of  the 
three  traits  can  be  said,  however,  to  be  inconsistent  with 
the  most  trustworthy  of  all  the  references  to  John  which 
we  possess.  According  to  Gal.  2 9,  John  was  one  of 
the  three  '  pillars  '  of  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  Peter  and 
James  the  brother  of  Jesus  being  the  other  two.  John 
must  thus  in  any  case  be  reckoned  as  supporting  the 
Jewish-Christian  view  of  things,  although  we  have  no 
means  of  knowing  whether  he  was  of  the  stricter  school 
of  James  or  of  the  milder  one  of  Peter  (see  COUNCIL, 
§  3).  According  to  Acts3i-n  he  and  Peter  healed  a 
lame  man,  according  to  4 13  19  the  same  two  made  their 
defence  before  the  synedrium,  according  to  814  they 
both  went  to  Samaria  to  put  the  apostolic  seal  upon  the 
mission  work  of  Philip  here.  This  last  statement, 
however,  as  well  as  the  healing  of  the  lame  man,  is  not 
without  its  difficulties  (see  ACTS,  §§  4,  16). 

Since  the  time  of  Irenaeus  ecclesiastical  tradition  has 
been  unanimous  in  holding  that  after  Paul's  departure 
from  Asia  Minor  John  the  apostle  took 
up  his  abode  in  Ephesus,  where  he  held 
a  leading  position  throughout  the  whole 
church  of  Asia  Minor.  Irenaeus  himself  vouches  for  this  in 
many  places:  ii.  883  [22s]  I1  iii.  1 2  [i]  84;  v.  30 1  883/1 
fragm.  nos.  2  and  3  ;  to  be  found  also  in  Eus.  HE  iii.  23  3 ; 
v.  84-6;  iv.  143-7;  v.  24 12-17  204-8.  In  the  last-cited  pas 
sage  (the  letter  to  Florinus)  Irenosus  appeals  expressly 
to  the  fact  that  in  his  youth  (as  TTCUS  ;  in  his  early  youth, 
irptJbTT)  ijXiKia,  according  to  iii.  3  4)  he  had  heard  his  teacher 
Polycarp  in  Smyrna  tell  much  about  the  apostle  John 
who  in  turn  had  been  Polycarp's  teacher.  Besides 
Polycarp  he  names  also  Papias  the  companion  (eraTpos) 
of  Polycarp  as  having  been  a  hearer  of  the  apostle. 

1  The  references  to  Irenaeus  in  this  article  are,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  Harvey ;  those  in  square  brackets  are  to  Massuet, 
the  edition  current  in  Germany. 
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The  same  apostle  is  intended  also  by  Polycrates  of 
Ephesuswhenin  his  letter  to  Victor,  bishopof  Rome,  about 
196  A.  D.  (Eus.  HE  iii.  31s  v.  24s)  he  relates  of  John  who 
lay  on  the  bosom  of  the  Lord,  and  wore  the  high-priestly 
petalon,  that  he  was  buried  in  Ephesus.  Even  Justin  - 
must  have  held  the  Ephesian  John  to  lie  the  apostle  of 
that  name  if  he  assumed,  or  remembered,  that  the 
Apocalypse  (which  he  ascribes  to  the  apostle),  must,  on 
account  of  the  authority  over  the  churches  of  Asia 
Minor  claimed  by  its  author,  have  been  written  by  a 
distinguished  church-leader  of  that  province.  Yet  the 
Trap'  T]/MI>  au-qp  TLS  (Dial.  81)  with  which  he  introduces 
the  apostle  John  designates  him  merely  as  a  Christian  — 
the  contrast  being  with  a  psalmist  —  and  implies  nothing 
as  to  the  place  of  his  residence. 

The  testimony  of  Papias   (see  GOSPELS,   §§  67  ff.}, 
bishop  of  Hierapolis  in  Asia  is,  as  we  understand  it, 
lll's  :    '  ^ut  as  manv  tmngs  also  as  I.  once 


well    learned    from    the    mouths    of   the 

i  j 

elders  and  well  committed  to  memory  I 


4    Cou  ter 

6V1Q611C6 

.          p      . 

om  apias.  ^^  not  hesitate  to  set  down  [or  commit 
to  writing]  for  thee,  together  with  the  interpreta 
tions  [appropriate  to  them],  guaranteeing  their  truth. 
For  I  took  pleasure  not,  as  the  many  do,  in  those 
who  speak  much,  but  in  those  that  teach  the  things  that 
are  true  ;  nor  in  those  who  bring  to  remembrance  the 
foreign  commandments,  but  in  those  who  bring  to 
remembrance  the  commandments  that  were  given  by 
the  Lord  to  faith  and  have  come  to  us  from  the  truth 
itself.  But  if  anywhere  anyone  also  should  come  who 
had  companied  with  the  elders  I  ascertained  [first  of  all] 
the  sayings  of  the  elders  ['as  to  this'  :  not,  '  to  wit'] 
what  Andrew  or  what  Peter  had  said,  or  what  Philip  or 
what  Thomas  or  James  or  what  John  or  Matthew  or 
any  other  of  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  [had  said]  and 
[secondly]  what  Aristion  and  John  the  Elder  the  disciples 
of  the  Lord  say.  For  I  supposed  that  the  things  [to  be 
derived]  from  books  were  not  of  such  profit  to  me  as 
the  things  [derived]  from  the  living  and  abiding  utter 
ance.  ' 

(a)  According  to  this  declaration  Papias  himself  had 
once  spoken  with  the  '  elders.  '  Otherwise  the  third 
sentence  (  '  But  if  anywhere,  '  etc.  )  would  only  be  an 
otiose  repetition  of  the  first  ;  moreover  the  '  from  the 
mouths  of  (irapd)  in  the  first  sentence  denotes  direct 
intercourse.  Besides  speaking  with  them  he  spoke  also 
with  their  disciples  (or  the  disciples  of  others)  —  at  a 
later  period,  of  course,  when  he  was  separated  by 
distance  from  the  elders  themselves. 

(6)  The  elders  may  indeed  be  officials  of  the  church  ; 
but  if  they  are,  it  is  not  in  virtue  of  this  attribute  that 
they  come  into  Papias's  consideration  ;  for  their  official 
position  does  not  as  such  in  any  way  qualify  them  to 
make  valuable  communications  relating  to  events  of  the 
life  of  Jesus.  For  this  function  the  persons  best  qualified 
would  be  apostles  ;  but  these  are  excluded.  It  would 
be  arrogance  on  the  part  of  Papias  were  he  to  undertake 
to  guarantee  the  truth  of  any  communications  of  theirs. 
It  will  be  necessary,  furthermore,  to  pay  due  attention 
to  the  distinction  implied  by  Papias  when  he  used  '  he 
had  said  '  (elwfv)  in  the  one  case  and  '  they  say'  (\tyovffiv) 
in  the  other.  He  means  by  it  that  of  the  nine  persons 
named  only  the  last  two  were  still  alive,  the  first  seven, 
namely  the  apostles,  were  not,  and  this  applies  not  merely 
to  the  time  of  his  writing,  but  also  to  the  time  when  he 
was  collecting  his  notes  (cp  '  I  ascertained  ').  Lastly,  we 
have  in  Irenoeus  a  very  close  analogy  to  guide  us  to  what 
we  ought  here  to  understand  by  elders.  Irenoeus  says 
(v.  883):  quemadmodum  presbyteri  meminerunt  qui 
Johannem  discipulum  domini  viderunt  ;  l  v.  5  1  ol  irpecr- 
pvrepoi  TWI>  diro<TTo\iav  fj.a.6-rjrai  ;  2  v.  36  1  :  presbyteri, 
apostolorum  discipuli  ;  2  iv.  42  2  [27  1]  even:  quemad 
modum  audivi  a  quodam  presbytero,  qui  audierat  ab 

1  '  As  the  elders  recalled,  who  saw  John  the  disciple  of  the 
Lord.' 

2  '  The  elders  who  were  disciples  of  the  apostles.' 
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his  qui  apostolos  viderant  et  ab  his  qui  didicerant.1 
Thus  '  elders '  must  be  taken  to  mean  persons  of 
advanced  age  who  may  or  may  not  have  been  elders  of 
the  church,  but  in  no  case  were  apostles,  and  who  were 
a  guarantee  for  correct  tradition  only  in  virtue  of  their 
years.  Cp  GOSPELS,  §  71. 

(c)  From  this  it  follows  that  the  third  sentence  of  the 
fragment  under  discussion  must  not  be  interpreted  as  if 
it  meant  '  I  asked  the  companions  of  the  ciders  as  to 
the  words  of  the  elders,  to  wit  what  Andrew,  etc. ,  had 
said  ; '  but  :    '  I  inquired  of  them  about  the  sayings  of 
the  elders  as  to  what  Andrew,  etc.,  had  said.'     Thus 
we  have  to  distinguish    four  steps :    the  apostles,   the 
elders,  the  companions  of  the  elders,  Papias. 

(d)  John  the  Elder  is  distinguished  by  Papias  from 
John  the  Apostle,  to  whom,  if  we  are  to  judge  by  the 
place  assigned  to  him  in  the  narrative,  Papias  cannot 
have  attributed  any  special  importance.      It  is  difficult 
to  understand  how  any  person  can  be  bold  enough  to 
deny  this  distinction.      Some  indeed  who  formerly  did  so 
are  now  in  point  of  fact  beginning  to  see  how  impossible 
it  is,  but  as  a  consequence  allow  themselves  to  be  led 
to  a  step   which  is  just  as  audacious, — the  deletion, 
namely,  of  the  words  'or  what  John'  (ff  rl  '\udvv^). 
So  Haussleiter  (Theol.  Lit.-Blatt,  '96,  465-468),  on  the 
ground  of  a  casual  conjecture  of  Renan's  (/.' Antechrist, 
562) ;  Zahn  (Forsch.  6  MS/.  )  is  almost  inclined  to  agree. 
No  plausible  ground  whatever  can  be  alleged  for  such 
a  step. 

It  is  said  that  the  three  words  destroy  the  symmetrical 
enumeration  of  the  apostles  in  pairs.  But  there  are  only  two 
pairs  ;  at  the  beginning  Andrew  and  Peter  as  being  brothers, 
andat  the  end  precisely  John  and  Matthew,  the  '  what  '(TI)  being 
repeated  before  'lutdvi^y  while  it  is  omitted  before  'Iai«o/3os. 
Were  this  not  so,  James  and  John  would,  as  being  brothers, 
constitute  a  pair,  and  this  would  be  again  a  reason  why  'Iiodvt^s 
should  not  be  regarded  as  breaking  the  symmetry.  Over  and 
above  all  this,  however,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  whether  Papias 
intended  to  give  the  names  in  pairs  at  all. 

(e)  It  is  difficult  to  come  to  any  satisfactory  conclusion 
regarding  this  John  the  Elder.      If  '  elder '  as  applied  to 
him  has  the  same  meaning  as  elsewhere,  we  should  be 
compelled  to  say  that  he  had  enjoyed  no  personal  ac 
quaintance  with  Jesus  ;  so  also  of  Aristion,  who  stands 
in    the    same    category   with    him ;    but    this    personal 
acquaintance  is  claimed  for  them  by  the  added  words 
'the  disciples  of  the   Lord'   (ol  rov  Kvpiov  fia.6ijra.L}. 
This  expression  has  been  used  immediately  before,  in  the 
stricter  sense,  of  the  apostles  ;  in  the  case  of  Aristion 
and  John  the  Elder   it   is  clearly  used  in  a  somewhat 
wider  meaning,  yet  by  no  means  so  widely  as  in  Acts 
9 1,  where  all  Christians  are  so  called  ;  for  in  that  case 
it   would  be    quite   superfluous  here.     A  personal   yet 
not  long-continued  acquaintance  with  Jesus,  therefore, 
will  be  what  is  meant.      Such  acquaintance  would  seem 
to  be  excluded  if  Papias  as  late  as  140  or  145-160  A.D. 
(at  which  date  according  to  Harnack  he  wrote  his  book  ; 
cp  §  48  e)  had  spoken  with  both.     This,  however,  he 
does  not  say ;  his  expression  may  quite  well  be  taken 
as  referring  to  an  earlier  time.     This  is  not  precluded 
by  the  fact   that  he  inquires  of  other  men  as  to  the 
utterances  of  these  two  also  ;  this  was  only  to  be  ex 
pected  if  he  was  no  longer  able  to  meet  them  personally 
at  the  later  date  even   if  he  had    heard  them    at    the 
earlier. 

It  would  effectually  simplify  matters  if  we  might  with  Edwin 
Abbott  (Exp.  '95,  1333-346',  previously,  Renan,  Antcchr.  345, 
n.  2)  read  'the  disciples  of  the  Lord's  disciples'  (oi  n>v  rov 
Kvpiov  fiaOyriav  jiaflijTai)  or  with  Bacon  (JfiL,  '§8,  176-183), 
'  the  disciples  of  these  (oi  TOVTWV  /aa^jrai)  or  if,  as  in  GOSPELS, 
8  7°  (3)1  we  were  to  delete  oi  TOV  Kvpiov  ^tatfijTat.  Such  a  course, 
however,  must  be  admitted  to  be  bold,  and  it  does  not  seem 
too  difficult  to  suppose  that  Papias  in  his  youth  had  spoken  with 
two  personal  disciples  of  Jesus  and  yet,  even  while  they  were 
still  alive,  had  received  further  utterances  of  theirs  from  their 
disciples.  By  this  supposition  we  avoid  conflict  with  the  state 
ment  of  Eusebius(//^iii.  S'.l;)  that  Papias  called  himself  a  hearer 

1  '  As  I  have  heard  from  a  certain  elder  who  had  heard  it  from 
those  who  had  seen  the  apostles  and  from  those  who  had  learned 
from  them'. — '  Those  who  had  seen '  and  '  those  who  had  learned  ' 
denote  the  same  persons. 
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of  Aristion  and  John  the  Elder,  although  it  is  permissible  to 
doubt  whether  Eusebius  took  this  piece  of  information  from  any 
words  of  Papias  other  than  those  already  quoted  above  (Gosi'ELS, 
§7°). 

(/)  On  the  other  hand,  owing  to  this  difficulty  it 
seems  preferable  to  take  the  words  a  re  '  Apiffriuv  .  .  . 
X^yovcriv  as  directly  dependent  on  av^Kpivov,  so  that 
they  do  not  mean  '  I  sought  to  learn  of  the  disciples  of 
the  elders  the  words  of  the  elders  as  to  what  Aristion 
and  John  the  Elder  said.'  On  this  last  construction  we 
should  have  two  intermediate  links  between  these  two 
men  and  Papias,  as  between  the  apostles  and  Papias. 
The  other  interpretation  is  therefore  preferable  :  '  I 
sought  to  learn  of  the  disciples  of  the  elders  the  sayings 
of  Aristion  and  of  John  the  Elder  which  they  had 
personally  received  from  them.' 

(g)  At  this  point  the  assumption,  that  Papias  in  his 
youth  knew  the  apostles  also,  as  well  as  Aristion  and 
John  the  Elder,  becomes  tempting.  In  that  case,  how 
ever,  he  would  have  referred  expressly  to  them  and  not 
have  spoken  thus  vaguely  about  '  elders. ' 

(h]  In  a  MS  of  the  Chronicle  of  George  the  Monk 
(  =Georgios  Hamartolos)  iii.  134 1  it  is  stated  that  '  John 
the  apostle  after  he  had  written  his  gospel  suffered 
martyrdom,  for  Papias  in  the  second  book  of  the  \6yia. 
KvpMicd  says  that  he  was  put  to  death  by  the  Jews,  thus 
plainly  fulfilling  along  with  his  brother  the  prophecy 
of  Christ  regarding  them  and  their  own  confession  and 
common  agreement  concerning  him.'1  Mk.  1038/1  is 
here  intended  ;  it  is  in  fact  cited  immediately  afterwards 
in  the  MS,  which  proceeds  to  state  that  Origen  also  in  his 
commentary  on  Matthew  says  he  has  learned  from  the 
successors  of  the  apostles  that  John  had  been  a  martyr. 
When  this  passage  was  first  brought  into  notice  by 
de  Muralt  in  his  edition  of  Georgios  ('59,  p.  xvii /". ) 
and  afterwards  more  widely  by  Nolle  (  Tiib.  Quartalschr. , 
'62,  p.  466),  critics  were  severely  censured  for  accepting 
as  true  a  statement  coming  from  the  ninth  century 
while  they  rejected  so  many  that  came  from  the 
second.  The  statement  in  the  Georgios  Hamartolos 
MS,  however,  found  some  confirmation  when  the 
following  words  from  an  epitome,  dating  from  the 
seventh  or  the  eighth  century  and  probably  based  on 
the  Chronicle  of  Philip  of  Side  (circa  430  A.  D. ),  were 
published  by  de  Boor  (Texte  u.  Untersuchungen, 
v.  2,  '88,  p.  170) :  '  Papias  says  in  his  second  book  that 
John  the  Divine  [-i.e.,  the  apostle]  and  his  brother 
James  were  slain  by  the  Jews'  (IlaTri'as  iv  T£  Seurepy 
\6yif)  A^-yet,  6Vt  'ludvvrjs  6  6eo\oyos  Kal  'Id/cw/3os  6 
d5e\<pos  avrov  VTTO  'lovdaluv  dvypedricrav). 

(i)  It  has  been  attempted  in  a  great  variety  of  ways 
to  weaken  the  force  of  this  passage. 

Lightfoot  (Ess.  on  Supernat.  Rel.  2ii_/I)  supposed  that  what 
Georgios  actually  wrote  may  have  run  in  the  original  some 
what  in  this  way  :  '  Papias  says  that  John  [was  condemned  by  the 
Roman  emperor  (and  sent)  to  Patmos,  for  bearing  witness  (to  the 
truth)  while  James]  was  slain  by  the  Jews.'  Harnack  (Gesch. 
d.  altchr.  Lift.  ii.  [  =  Chronologic}  \  665-667)  concurs  :  the  words 
interpolated  by  Lightfoot  must  have  been  omitted  by  an  over 
sight,  and  the  mention  in  Georgios  of  the  brother  of  John 
rightly  suggested  to  some  later  copyist  that  something  was 
missing,  but  he  wrongly  supplied  the  omission  in  the  way  we 
read  in  de  Boor.  Zahn  (Forsch.  6147-151),  on  the  other  hand, 
points  out  that  in  Georgios  the  complete  passage  on  John's 
martyrdom  and  on  Papias  occurs  only  in  a  single  MS  :  in  twenty- 
six  others  its  place,  from  the  words  naprupiov  K<rn)£iu>T<u,  is 
taken  by  the  expression  ev  eipjji/r)  a.i>ena.v<ra.TO.  He  regards  it 
therefore  as  an  interpolation.  Whether  written  by  Georgios  or 
by  an  interpolator,  however,  the  exact  citation  of  the  second 
Book  of  Papias  shows  that  there  was  at  least  some  warrant  in 
Papias  for  the  statement.  So  far  as  Origen  is  concerned,  the 

Passage,  it  is  true,  is  incorrect.  Origen  (tout,  in  Mt.\ti6,  ed. 
)elarue,  8719^)  does  not  say  he  has  derived  his  information 
from  the  successors  of  the  apostles,  but  only  that  "tradition 
teaches,"  and  does  not  speak  of  the  martyrdom  of  death  but  only 
of  that  of  banishment.  What  follows  from  this,  however,  is  only 
that  this  excerptor  of  Origen  has  not  read  accurately,  not  that  he 


1  ...  /uaprupiou  Karqfitarat.  TTaTTi'as  yap  6  'lepan-dAews 
eTTt'cTKOTro?  avTOTTTTj?  TOVTOu  *ye^o/ie?'0?  fv  ria  Sevrepta  Adyto  TCOI' 
Kvpia.KU>v  \oyiiav  $acncei  ort  VTTO  'lovSauov  acrjpe'STj,  irAijpuia-as 
6ryAa6i7  ju-era  TOU  a5eA<^>ov  TJF^V  TOU  XptaroO  Trepi  avTa>y  Trpdp- 
pr]<Tiv  /cai  Tr\v  eavrtav  b/j.o\oyiat>  Trepl  TOVTOV  KO.I  <rvyKaTddeinv. 

2509 


on  his  own  part  cannot  possibly  have  written  anything  about 
John's  death  by  martyrdom.  Zahn  expressly  concedes  that  the 
excerptors  (or,  if  one  made  use  of  the  other,  the  older  excerptor) 
had  found  in  Papias  that  John  was  put  to  death  by  the  Jews  ; 
but  maintains  that  Papias  was  here  certainly  referring  to  the 
Baptist.  It  must  be  admitted  that  Papias  would  not  have  used 
the  expression  '  the  divine  '  (o  SeoAoyos)  here  ;  according  to  Zahn 
it  was  not  applied  to  the  apostle  earlier  than  the  fourth  century. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  hardly  conceivable  that  in  Papias  the 
expression  could  have  allowed  a  confusion  of  the  Baptist  with 
the  apostle. 

(k)  A  more  serious  question  is  this — whether  Papias 
was  speaking  of  John  of  Asia  Minor  or  of  John  the 
apostle  (if  we  assume  the  two  to  be  distinct).  Now, 
the  tradition  that  John  of  Asia  Minor  did  not  suffer 
death  by  martyrdom  becomes  so  firmly  established 
soon  after  the  time  of  Papias  (§  3)  that  it  is  difficult  to 
believe  Papias  himself  can  have  said  the  opposite. 
Moreover,  in  Ephesus  the  Jews  could  hardly  have  had 
the  power  and  the  courage  to  put  to  death  a  Christian 
bishop.  It  is  quite  another  matter,  however,  if  what 
Papias  meant  to  say  was  that  John  the  apostle,  as  distinct 
from  the  Ephesian  John,  was  put  to  death  by  the  Jews 
somewhere  else — say,  for  example,  in  Palestine,  where 
this  would  have  been  least  difficult  of  accomplishment. 

That  the  saying  does  not  refer  merely  to  John's  brother 
James  is  made  probable  also  by  the  vague  expression  '  by  Jews  ' 
(iijrb  'lovSaiiav).  If  James  alone  had  been  in  question  it  would 
more  naturally  have  run  that  he  was  put  to  death  by  Herod 
Agrippa,  as  of  the  Baptist  it  would  have  been  said  that  Herod 
Antipas  had  caused  him  to  be  put  to  death.  The  vagueness  is 
most  easily  accounted  for  if  John  met  his  death  at  the  hands  of 
other  Jews  who  could  not  be  further  specified.  Papias  need  not 
have  meant,  of  course,  that  John's  death  happened  at  the  same 
time  with  that  of  his  brother  James. 

(/)  It  must  be  conceded  that  the  unacquaintance 
shown  by  all  church  fathers  down  to  the  time  of  Philip 
of  Side  (or  his  excerptors)  with  the  statement  of  Papias 
now  in  question  is  very  remarkable.  Eusebius,  how 
ever,  who  had  read  Papias  with  great  care,  may  easily 
have  set  it  down  among  the  '  things  strange '  (or  '  para 
doxical,  wcLpado^a)  and  'partaking  of  the  legendary' 
(/uLvdiKurepa)  which  according  to  HEm.  39  8  n  he  had 
often  discovered  in  him. 

According  to  Zahn,  Eusebius  would  hardly  have  allowed  it  to 
escape  him,  as  it  was  fitted  to  be  of  service  to  him  in  connection 
with  his  view  that  the  Apocalypse  was  written  not  by  John  the 
apostle  but  by  John  the  Elder.  But  Eusebius  referred  the 
Fourth  Gospel  and  the  First  Johannine  Epistle  also  to  the 
Ephesian  John,  and  thus  the  statement  in  question  would  have 
been  a  very  two-edged  one  if  he  had  employed  it  against  the 
apostolic  origin  of  the  Apocalypse. 

Irenseus,  moreover,  and  others  were  already  so  deeply 
imbued  with  the  belief  that  the  Ephesian  John  was  the 
apostle  that  we  may  with  most  probability  suppose  them 
to  have  regarded  as  a  mere  oversight,  and  therefore  to 
have  passed  over  in  silence,  a  contrary  allegation  in 
Papias  whom  they  in  other  things  valued  highly. 

For  the  same  reason,  we  cannot  follow  Zahn  in  the  further 
argument  against  the  existence  in  Papias  of  the  statement  as 
to  the  death  of  the  apostle — that  as  early  as  the  second  century 
the  fables  about  the  cup  of  poison  and  the  bath  of  boiling  oil 
(§  8yi)  had  already  been  invented  in  crder  to  supply  a  fulfilment 
of  the  prophecy  in  Mklt)38_/?  These  fables  were  current  con 
cerning  the  Ephesian  John,  whose  peaceful  death  had  long  been 
accepted  ;  it  was  therefore  necessary  that  those  martyrdoms  by 
which  Mk.  IQjSf.  might  seem  to  have  been  fulfilled  should  not 
be  represented  as  martyrdoms  to  the  death.  Thus  they  could 
not  in  any  way  have  been  rendered  superfluous  by  the  statement 
of  Papias;  at  most,  the  rise  of  the  legends  might  have  been 
checked  by  it  —  only  however,  as  has  been  shown,  on  the 
assumption,  which  will  not  work,  that  finding  them  in  Papias 
led  to  the  abandonment  of  the  belief  in  the  peaceful  death  of 
John  the  apostle  who  was  identified  with  the  Ephesian  John. 

(#z)  Lastly,  the  most  serious  difficulty  of  all  is  found 
in  Jn.  21.  Here  in  v.  23  it  is  presupposed  that  John, 
unlike  Peter,  is  not  to  die  a  martyr's  death.  But  again 
the  question  comes  to  be,  which  John  is  intended.  If 
it  be  the  case  that  the  Ephesian  John  constituted  the 
centre  of  the  circle  from  which  the  Fourth  Gospel 
emanated,  it  is  only  natural  that  in  the  appendix,  chap. 
21 ,  his  end  should  be  referred  to.  What  we  have  to  ask 
here  is  merely  how  it  could  have  come  about  that  the 
apostle  John  should  have  been  indicated  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  as  its  guarantor.  On  this  point  see  §  41. 

The  result  obtained  from  Papias  is  strongly  supported 
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by  the    fact   that,    apart   from    the    writers    named    in 

_    _..  *    11  §    3.    no   ecclesiastical  writer  of  the 

5  Silence  of  all 
othfir  ppoleai      second  century  betrays  any  knowledge 

astical  writers   of  a  residence   of  the  apostle  John 
B>   in  Ephesus.       Ignatius  in  his  epistle 

to  the  Romans  (4  3)  mentions  the  apostles  who  had  for 
them  a  special  importance,  viz.  Peter  and  Paul  ;  in  that 
to  the  Ephesians  (12z)  he  names  only  Paul,  not  John. 
Polycarp  (3z  9i  11s)  speaks  to  the  Philippians  only  of 
Paul  and  the  '  other  apostles,'  not  of  his  teacher  John. 
Justin  and  Hegesippus  in  like  manner  tell  nothing  about 
John.  In  the  Muratorian  fragment,  lines  9-16,  John  is 
found  in  the  company  of  his  fellow-disciples  (and 
bishops)  in  writing  his  gospel.  He  thus  seems  to  be 
thought  of  as  still  living  in  Jerusalem.  In  Acts  20  29  f. 
those  who  were  to  come  into  the  church  of  Ephesus 
after  Paul's  departure  would  assuredly  not  have  been 
designated  as  evil  wolves  if  the  apostle  John  had  been 
his  successor  there.  The  passage  may  with  confidence 
be  taken  to  be  a  vaticinium  ex  eventu,  and  even  were  it 
not  so,  the  author  of  Acts  would,  in  his  great  regard  for  the 
original  apostles,  certainly  have  toned  it  down  if  he  had 
known  that  one  of  them  had  succeeded  Paul.  Since 
the  epistle  to  the  Ephesians  does  not  come  from  the  pen 
of  Paul,  it  is  also  important  to  notice  that  only  Paul  is 
mentioned  while  yet  in  2  20  the  apostles  and  prophets  as 
a  whole  are  designated  as  forming  the  foundation  of 
the  church.  So  also  with  the  Pastoral  Epistles,  where 
Ephesus  is  touched  on  in  i  Tim.  13  2Tim.li8,  and 
with  the  epistles  of  Peter,  of  which  the  first  is  addressed 
to  Asia  Minor  (li)  and  the  second  to  the  readers  of  the 
first  (3i).  Special  mention  is  due  to  the  Gnostic 
Heracleon  cited  by  Clement  of  Alexandria  (Strom. 
iv.  9  71,  p.  59.S)-  He  says  that  Matthew,  Philip, 
Thomas,  Levi,  and  many  others  do  not  belong  to  the 
number  of  those  who  for  their  open  profession  of  the 
Christian  faith  had  suffered  the  martyr's  death.  The 
apostle  John  is  not  named  here,  and  yet  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  first  place  in  the  list  had  Heracleon 
knowii  the  tradition  as  to  his  peaceful  end. 

Identity  of  name  has  led  to  confusion  in  other  well- 
known  cases  also,  with  the  regular  result — in  accordance 
_.     ..        with  the  tendencies  of  that  age — that  a 

'    -     .          non-apostolic  person,  held  in  high  esteem 
confusions   . 


of  persons. 


in  some  particular  locality,   came  to  be 
regarded  as  an  apostle.     The  Philip  who 


had  four  virgin  daughters  endowed  with  the  gift  of 
prophecy  is  expressly  designated  in  Acts  21 8  f.  as  an 
evangelist  and  as  one  of  the  Seven  (deacons)  of  Acts  65. 
Polycrates  of  Ephesus  (circa  196  A.D.  )  holds  him  for 
the  apostle  of  that  name  and  states  that  he  was  buried 
in  Hierapolis  (ap.  Eus.  HEm.  31 3,  v.  24  2).  Clement  of 
Alexandria  falls  into  the  same  confusion  (Strom,  iii.  652, 
p.  535),  only  adding  that  Philip  gave  his  daughters  in 
marriage.  Even  Eusebius,  who  yet  himself  clears  away 
the  error  of  Irenasus  that  Papias  had  personally  known 
John  and  other  apostles  (HE\\\.  39 5-7),  affirms  in  the 
very  same  chapter  (§9)  not  only  that  this  Philip  was 
the  apostle  (so  also  iii.  31 2)  but  also,  further,  that 
Papias  knew  him  personally  (for  another  view  see 
GOSPELS,  §  72,  n.  i).  The  elder  whom  in  iv.  422  [27 1] 
Irenaeus  has  designated  as  a  disciple  of  the  disciples 
of  the  apostles  (for  the  text,  see  §  4  b)  he  soon  afterwards 
(iv.  49 1  [32 1])  calls  a  senior,  apostolorum  discipulus. 
The  James  who  in  Actsl5i3  takes  part  in  the  Council 
of  Jerusalem  he  takes  to  be  (iii.  12 18  [15])  the  same  as 
the  son  of  Zebedee  whose  death  has  been  already 
recorded  in  Acts  12  2.  For  further  instances  of  the 
same  sort,  see  §  49  b. 

In  view  of  such  gross  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the 

leading  authorities  for  ecclesiastical  tradition,   the  less 

_,       .     .        hesitation   need    be  felt   in   giving  ex- 

'  ~"     _  ,        ,  pression  to  the  result  which  has  been 
as  to  John  of      • 

.    .     -_.  gained    with    ever-increasing    security 

Asia  minor.  ,  ,  — ,  * 


from    the    continued    examination    of 


their  utterances. 
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When  set  forth  in  1840  by  Liitzelberger  (Die  kirchliche 
Tradition  fiber  den  Apostel  Johannes),  and  even  at  a  later 
date  by  Keim  and  Scholten,  it  was  treated  as  hypercriticism 
and  was  resisted  even  by  such  critics  as  Hilgenfeld  and  Krenkel 
(Der  Apostel  Johannes,  '71,  133-178).  It  is  now  maintained  by 
Bousset  (see  APOCALYPSE,  §  I5_/^,  and  cp  .Meyer's  Komin.  zur 
Af>ocalypsc(b\  '96,  pp.  34-48)  and  by  Harnack  (Gesc/i.  der 
altchrist.  Lift.  li.  \,  —  Chronologie\  1  ['97]  659-662),  who  yet  are 
so  conservative  as  to  attribute  the  contents  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel,  at  least  in  part,  to  reports  of  an  eye-witness,  or  even 
of  the  apostle  John  himself  (§  55 be). 

(a)  There  were  two  Johns — the  apostle  and  the  Elder. 
The  name  '  elder '  attached  to  the  person  of  the  latter  in 
a  pre-eminent  degree.  In  the  circle  of  his  adherents  he 
was  named  '  the  Elder,'  KO.T'  f^ox~n",  perhaps  so  much 
so  that  his  proper  name,  John,  was  even  found  super 
fluous.  He  was  a  '  disciple  of  the  Lord  '  (yuaffyrTjs  rov 
Kvpiov)  in  the  wider  sense  of  the  word  (§  4  e).  It  was 
he  who,  towards  the  end  of  the  first  century,  acquired 
the  leading  position  in  Ephesus  of  which  we  read,  and 
he  it  was  that  was  heard  by  Polycarp,  who  spoke  of  him 
to  the  youthful  Irenaeus.  In  speaking  of  him  Polycarp 
was  wont  to  call  him  a  '  disciple  of  the  Lord. '  This  is  the 
expression  which  is  responsible  for  the  misunderstanding 
of  Irenaeus  that  he  was  an  apostle.1  This  conjecture, 
however  bold  it  may  appear,  is  confirmed  by  the  fact, 
also  established  by  Zahn,  that  Irenaeus  regularly  calls 
this  John  '  disciple  of  the  Lord '  while  yet  he  always 
applies  the  word  '  apostle '  to  Paul.  Similarly  Poly- 
crates,  the  other  chief  witness  for  the  Ephesian  residence 
of  the  apostle  John,  designates  the  latter  not  as  '  apostle  ' 
but  only  as  'witness  and  teacher'  (/jAprvs  nai  5t5a<r/ca\os) 
(cp  the  passages  of  Eusebius  cited  in  §  3). 

Eusebius  in  his  Chronicle  (ad  annum  Abrah.  2114;  ed. 
Schone,  ii.  p.  162)  still  copied  the  error  of  Irenasus,  that  Papias 
had  been  a  disciple  of  the  apostle  John.  Had  he  not  subse 
quently  noticed  it  as  he  was  composing  his  Ecclesiastical 
History  and  preserved  for  us  the  most  important  words  of 
Papias,  we  should  have  been  for  ever  condemned  to  remain 
under  the  dominion  of  this  mistake. 

(6)  Eusebius,  however,  did  not  draw  the  further  con 
sequence  which  follows  for  Polycarp  also,  from  his 
discovery  of  the  error  of  Irenasus.  Irenasus  calls  Papias 
the  hearer  of  John  and  companion  of  Polycarp.  Now, 
as  he  regards  Polycarp  also  as  a  hearer  of  the  apostle, 
it  cannot  be  open  to  doubt  that  he  regards  the  two  as 
companions  for  the  reason  that  both  were  hearers  of 
one  and  the  same  master.  What  has  now  been  ascer 
tained  as  regards  Papias  will  in  that  case  hold  good  for 
Polycarp  also ;  his  master  was  not  the  apostle,  as 
Eusebius  still  (HE iii.  36 1)  assumes,  but  the  Elder. 

(c)  Confusion  was  introduced  into  the  question  by 
Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  who  (in  Eus.  HE  vii.  25 16) 
took  the  statement  that  two  graves  of  '  John '  at 
Ephesus  were  spoken  of  as  basis  for  the  conjecture  that 
therefore  two  prominent  men  of  the  name  of  John  had 
been  contemporaries  in  that  city  (in  reality  of  course 
there  may  very  readily  have  been  two  places  to  which, 
according  to  different  traditions,  the  grave  of  the  one 
John  was  conjecturally  assigned).  By  the  one  John  he 
understood  the  apostle,  by  the  other  some  John  of  Asia 
Minor.  Eusebius  (HE  iii.  39$  f. )  carried  the  hypothesis 
further,  that  this  second  John  was  John  the  Elder. 
The  conservative  theologians,  also,  are  rightly  agreed 
in  pronouncing  against  the  contemporary  presence  of 
two  Johns  in  Ephesus,  inasmuch  as  the  contemporary 
activity  of  two  men  of  such  outstanding  rank  is  nowhere 
affirmed,  and  indeed  is  excluded  by  the  universal  tradition 
of  one  Ephesian  John.  All  the  more  remarkable  is  their 
error  in  declaring  the  one  Ephesian  John  to  have  been 
the  apostle,  and  in  eliminating  the  Elder  alike  from  the 
words  of  Papias  and  from  history.  Both  Johns  existed ; 
but  this  established  fact  can  be  harmonised  with  the 
leading  position  of  the  one  in  Ephesus  where  he  brooks 
no  rival  only  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  apostle  carried 

1  How  little  need  there  is  for  scruple  in  attributing  to  Irenasus 
a  misunderstanding  even  of  the  words  of  Polycarp  is  taught  by 
the  following  circumstance  :  the  one  detail  which  he  gives  as 
from  the  mouth  of  Polycarp  about  John  (the  encounter  of  John 
with  Cerinthus,  see  §  8),  Irenaeus  on  his  own  showing  had  not 
himself  heard,  but  had  come  to  know  it  indirectly. 
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8.  Other  later 
traditions. 


on  his  labours,  and  closed  his  life,  elsewhere.  But  in 
this  case  it  is  by  no  means  difficult  to  suppose  that  he 
died  a  martyr's  death.  As  regards  most  of  the  apostles, 
we  know  nothing  either  of  their  later  activities,  or  of 
the  manner  in  which  they  came  by  their  death.  The 
sooner  the  veneration  of  the  church  concentrated  itself 
upon  the  John  of  Asia  Minor,  all  the  more  readily 
could  the  son  of  Zebedee  pass  into  oblivion. 

In    proportion    as    this    confusion    gained    currency 
does  it  become  easy  to  understand  how  an  abundance 
of  tradition  should  gather  around  the 
name   of  John,    by   which   essentially 
the  John  of  Ephesus  was  understood. 

(a)  Irenjeus  is  our  earliest  authority  for  the  statement  that 
John  lived  in  Ephesus  down  to  the  reign  of  Trajan  (§  3).     He 
further  records  (iii.34[3],  a/>.   Eus.   HEm.  286  =  iv.  14e)   that 
John,    when   he   went   to   take   a  bath   in   Ephesus,    and   saw 
Cerinthus  within,  rushed  away  from  the  room  without  bathing, 
uttering  the  words  '  Let  us  flee,  lest  the  room  should  indeed  fall 
in,  for  Cerinthus,  the  enemy  of  the  truth,  is  within.'     Clement 
of  Alexandria  (Qitis  div.  salv.  42959/1  ;  also  ap.  Eus.  H 'Em. 
285-19)  is  our  authority  for  the  pretty  story  that  John  had  con 
verted  a  certain  youth,  and,  after  he  had  relapsed  and  become  a 
robber,  won  him  back  by  allowing  himself  to  be  made  a  captive 
by  the  robber-band  and  thus  coming  into  touch  with  him  again. 
We  owe  to  Jerome  (on  Gal.  (5io)  the  story  that  in  advanced  age 
John  was  still  able  once  and  again  in  the  congregation  to  say, 
'filioli,  diligite  alterutrum.' 

(b)  The  most  important  of  the  remaining  traditions  are  these  : 
John    remained   a  virgin   till   his   death  ;     when    he    intended 
marrying,  or  when   his  father  wished  him   to   marry,   he  was 
warned  against  it  by  a  divine  voice.     He  was   compelled   to 
drink  a  cup  of  poison,  and  was  plunged  into  a  cauldron   of 
boiling   oil,   but   in   both   cases   passed  the   ordeal    unharmed. 
After   one   or  other  of  these   experiences   he  was  banished  in 
the  reign  of  Domitian  to  the  isle  of  Patmos ;   under  Nerva  he 
was  allowed  to  return  to  Ephesus.     A  large  number  of  miracles 
of  most  various  kinds  are  ascribed  to  him.     At  last  he  caused  a 

S-ave  to  be  dug  for  himself,  laid  himself  down  in  it  and  died, 
n  the  following  day  his  body  was  no  longer  to  be  found. 
Lipsius  (Apocr.  Apostelgesch.  1348-542,  '83,  and  else 
where)  refers  all  the  traditions  enumerated  in  §  8  b  to  a 
p     ,.,...,      work  that  still  survives  in  fragments  (or 
fth  catholic  redactions),1  the  Acta  Johannis 

..  ?  which  formed   a  part  of  the  irepiodoi 

traditions.     ^v  ^wo(rT^\wv   ( <  Wanderings  of  the 

apostles')  ascribed  to  Leucius  (Charinus),  of  Gnostic 
origin,  and  dating  from  somewhere  between  160  and 
170  A.D.  Zahn,  who  in  his  edition  of  the  Acta  Johannis 
in  1880  had  sought  to  establish  the  year  130  A.D.  as 
its  date,  had  already  in  his  Gesch.  d.  Kanons,  2856-865, 
'92,  accepted  the  view  of  Lipsius  as  to  the  date,  and 
after  the  publication  of  further  portions  of  this  text 2  has 
also  conceded  that  it  had  its  origin  in  the  school  of  the 
Gnostic  Valentinus  (Forsch.  6  14-18,  and  already  in  Neue 
kirchl.  Ztschr.,  '99,  pp.  191-218). 

For  the  spirit  in  which  this  work  is  conceived  we  may  perhaps 
point  to  the  story  to  the  effect  that  John  once  in  an  inn  found 
his  bed  swarming  with  vermin.  He  ordered  them  out  of  the 
chamber  for  the  night.  To  the  great  astonishment  of  his 
companions,  who  had  ridiculed  him,  on  the  following  morning 
they  saw  the  whole  band  of  banished  inmates  waiting  before 
the  chamber  door  till  John  should  allow  them  to  return. 

In  the  case  of  several  of  the  other  stories  the  manner 
of  their  origin  is  very  transparent.  Lifelong  virginity 
is  the  ideal  of  manhood  in  the  Apocalypse  (Rev.  144), 
of  which  '  John '  is  the  author.  A  martyrdom  was 
foretold  for  him  as  well  as  for  his  brother  James  by 
Jesus  according  to  Mk.  lOsS/  =  Mt.  2022/.  To  the 
figurative  '  baptism '  of  which  Jesus  here  speaks  the 
baptism  in  boiling  oil  corresponds  in  a  literal  sense  as 
exactly  as  possible,  just  as  the  '  cup '  corresponds  to  the 
draught  of  poison.  Of  John's  drinking  of  that  cup 
without  harm  tradition  preserved  a  precedent  in  what 
was  related  of  Justus  Barsabbas,  regarding  whom 
Papias  told  a  like  story  (ap.  Eus.  HE  iii.  399).  The 
banishment  to  Patmos  is  open  to  very  grave  suspicion 

1  In  the  ecclesiastical  redaction,  the  miracle  of  the  boiling 
oil  was,  according  to  Lipsius,  transferred  from  Ephesus  to 
Rome  ;  that  of  the  cup  of  poison,  on  the  other  hand,  from  Rome 
to  Ephesus. 
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2  James,  Texts  and  Studies,  v.  1,  '97,  pp.  1-25  ;  cp  144-154,  as 
Iso  Acta  apost.   apocr.  ed.  Lipsius  et  Bonnet,  ii.  1,  '98,  pp. 


that  it  arose  out  of  a  misunderstanding  of  Rev.  1  9. 
The  words  '  I  was  on  the  isle  of  Patmos  for  the  word 
of  God  and  the  testimony  of  Jesus  '  by  no  means 
necessarily  imply  a  banishment  ;  it  is  also  possible  that 
they  may  be  intended  to  describe  a  voluntary  journey 
either  in  flight  after  having  freely  declared  the  word 
of  God  and  the  testimony  concerning  Jesus,  or  for 
missionary  purposes. 

B.—  AUTHORSHIP  OF  THE  APOCALYPSE 

Coming   now  to    the    question   whether   the   apostle 
John  (or,  on  the  other  assumption,  the  Elder)  was  the 
author    of  all    the    five  NT    writings 

ascribed  to  John'  as  regards  the  AP°- 
calypse  we  must  in  the  first  instance 

proceed  on  the  assumption  that  the  book  is  a  unit}'. 

(a)  On  this  assumption  the  spirit  of  the  entire  book  can 
be  urged  as  an  argument  for  the  apostle's  authorship  :  its 
eschatological  contents,   its  Jewish-Christian  character, 
its  view  of  the  Gentiles  who  are  becoming  Christians  as 
proselytes  who  are  being  added  to  the  twelve  tribes  of 
Israel  (7  9-17)  while  yet  the  whole  people  of  God  continues 
to    be  represented  as    numbering   twelve  times  twelve 
thousand  (14i),  its  violent  irreconcilable  hostility  to  the 
enemies  in  the  outside  world  (11  18  148-n  166  186-8)  as 
well  as  to  the  false  teachers  within  the  churches  (26  14  /. 
20-22).      The  fiery  prophetic  utterance  which  the  writer 
employs  need  not  surprise  us  even  in  advanced  old  age, 
in  a  man  who,  we  are  to  suppose,  had  cherished  thoughts 
like  these  all  his  life  long.      Nor  need  we  wonder  at  his 
calling  himself  not  an  apostle  but  only  a  minister  of 
Christ  and  a  prophet  (li  22  9)  ;  for  an  apocalypse,  it  is 
only  these  last  two  attributes  that  come  into  account. 

(b)  On  the  other  hand,  the  reference  to  the  sojourn  in 
Patmos  (lg)  must  not  be  taken  as  positive  evidence  for 
the  apostle's  authorship  (§  9).     The  technical  erudition 
manifested  not  only  in  an  intimate  acquaintance  with 
the  contents  of  the  OT,  but  also  in  bold  applications  of 
these  to  new  conditions,  and  in  an  arrangement  of  the 
entire  apocalyptic  material  in  a  manner  which  may  not 
indeed  be  exempt  from  criticism,   but  yet   certainly  is 
everywhere  skilful,    is   not  easily  accounted  for  in  the 
case  of  one  who  had  formerly  been  a  fisherman,  and 
who  in  Acts  4  13  is  described  —  and  certainly  correctly  — 
as  '  an  unlearned  and  ignorant  man  '  (frvdpuiros  dypdfj.- 
fj.a.ro's  KO.I  idid)Ti)s). 

(c)  But,  above  all,  in  the  case  of  an  eye-witness  of 
the  life  of  Jesus   one  would    have  expected  a  livelier 
image  of  the  personality  of  Christ  than  the  Apocalypse 
offers. 

•  The  Apocalypse  designates  Jesus  on  the  one  hand,  it  must  be 
conceded,  in  the  genuine  manner  of  primitive  Christianity,  as 
the  faithful  witness  (15  814),  which,  in  accordance  with  2  13 
176,  we  may  interpret  as  referring  to  his  martyr-death  (cp  821), 
although  it  also  remains  possible  that  the  word  denotes  his 
witness  to  truth  by  oral  revelation  ;  it  calls  him  the  Holy  and 
True  (3  7  14  19  n)  ;  it  alludes  to  his  Judsean  origin  and  Davidic 
descent  (65  22  16)  ;  it  claims  for  him  that  he  has  the  Holy 
Spirit,  only  in  the  form  that  he  possesses  the  seven  spirits 
of  God  (3  i  5  6)  into  which  the  spirit  of  God  is  divided  according 
to  14  45  56;  and  in  14  it,/,  it  represents  him  in  his  exalted 
-  state  as  an  angel,  not  as  any  higher  being.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  not  only  ascribes  divine  honours  to  him  after  his  exaltation 
(1  5  6814,  etc.)  —  which  need  not  surprise  us  ;  —  not  only  praises 
him  in  a  doxology  which  is  comparable  to  those  given  to  God 
(1  6  5  i2_/I  7  10  12)  ;  it  also  assumes  his  pre-existence  as  a  matter 
of  course  and  in  that  pre-existence  it  gives  him  the  predicate,  A 
and  n,  which  is  given  to  God  himself  (22  13,  cp  1  17  28  as 
also  18  21  6);  indeed  in  the  very  same  verse  (3  14)  in  which  it 
assignes  to  him  the  humblest  attribute,  it  also  gives  him_  the 
highest  —  that  of  '  the  beginning  of  the  creation  of  God  '  (ip^rj 
rrjs  (CTt'crews  ToC  0eou).  Even  if  this  is  to  be  taken  passively,  in 
the  sense  that  he  is  the  first  creature  created  by  God,  it  represents 
a  high  claim  ;  but  it  can  also  be  meant  in  the  active  sense,  thus 
designating  him  as  a  self  -active  principle  in  the  creation  of 
the  world,  as  in  i  Cor.  8  6  Col.  1  16-18  Heb.  1  2  and  elsewhere. 
The  figures  under  which  the  author  represents  the  appearance 
of  Christ  are  partly  taken  from  the  OT  (as  1  13-20),  and  partly 
dependent  on  NT  theological  theories  (as  56).  In  order  to 
realise  how  little  the  author  was  in  possession  of  any  concrete 
living  image  of  the  personality  of  Jesus  we  have  only  to  look  at 
any  picture  professedly  based  on  1  13-20,  or  try  to  visualise  to 
our  own  imaginations  what  is  described  in  5  6/1  §iff.  —  how  a 
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lamb  standing  as  though  it  had  been  slain,  having  seven  horns 
and  seven  eyes,  comes  and  takes  out  of  the  hand  of  God  a.  book 
and  opens  the  seals  thereof. 

(d]  Finally,  the  Apocalypse  speaks  (18  20)  of  the  twelve 
apostles  in  a  quite  objective  way,  without  any  hint  that 
the  author  himself  is  one  of  them,  and  in  '21  14  it  describes 
them  as  the  foundations  of  the  Church  of  the  latter  days 
in  a  way  which  does  not  speak  for  the  modesty  of  the 
author  if  he  himself  was  of  their  number. 

(e)  Most  of  these  difficulties,  however,  disappear  as  soon 
as  we  think  of  the  Elder,  not  of  the  apostle,  as  the  author 
of  the  book  ;  and  the  attitude  of  authority  towards  the 
churches  of  Asia  Minor  assumed  in  2f.  also  speaks  for 
the  former  —  always  on  the  assumption  that  it  was  he, 
not  the  apostle,  who  held  this  position  there. 

If,  however,  it  has  to  be  conceded  that  the  Apocalypse 
is  not  a  unity  —  and  it  is  hardly  likely  that  it  will  long  be 
11  Of  rt  possible  to  resist  this  conclusion  —  then 
11.  UI  parts.  the  quest;on  aiters  itself  to  this  ;  whether 
the  apostle  or  the  Elder  was  the  last  editor  of  the  whole 
book  or  the  original  author  of  any  portion  of  it.  Here 
all  that  can  be  said  is  that  the  John  of  Asia  Minor,  by 
whom,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  easier  to  suppose  the  Elder 
than  the  apostle  to  be  meant,  comes  into  consideration 
first  of  all  as  possible  author  of  the  Epistles  to  the  Seven 
Churches  in  2f.  These,  however,  have  only  a  loose  con 
nection  with  what  properly  forms  the  body  of  the  book 
which  contains  the  prophecies  concerning  the  last  times 
(4  1-22  5);  it  is  only  with  21  i-22s  that  they  show  observable 
contact  in  some  isolated  expressions.  That  they  should 
have  arisen  separately  is  hardly  likely,  for  in  that  case  all 
the  seven  would  not  have  been  written  —  as  we  must  never 
theless  suppose  them  to  havebeen  —  in  one  corpus,  buteach 
one  would  have  been  addressed  to  its  proper  destina 
tion.  They  become  more  intelligible  when  regarded  as 
a  preliminary  writing  prefixed  to  the  rest  of  the  book 
after  it  had  been  completed,  and  designed  to  introduce 
to  a  particular  circle  of  readers  the  more  strictly 
apocalyptic  book.  If  this  be  so,  we  do  best  in  assign 
ing  them  to  the  redactor  of  the  whole  ;  but  in  that  case 
we  must  be  all  the  more  cautious  how  we  attribute  to  him 
definite  portions  of  the  rest  of  the  book  —  to  attempt 
which,  moreover,  we  have  no  means  at  our  disposal. 
But,  further,  not  even  the  Epistles  to  the  Seven 
Churches  can  with  certainty  be  ascribed  to  the  Elder  ; 
they  may  have  been  written  by  another  in  his  name. 

The  one  question  left,  if  we  take  into  account  what  is 

said  under  APOCALYPSE,  is  as  to  whether  the  author 

...          -  of  the  Apocalypse  mav  be  identical  with 

A  oc  also      the  author  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  and 
,."     'fp          of  the  Johannine  Epistles.     The  answer 
to    l^s    question    becomes    important 


,.          fp 
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in  our  investigation  of  the  Apocalypse 
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ral-  if  the  authorship  of  the  Gospel  and 
Epistles  is  more  easily  determined  than  that  of  the 
Apocalypse,  and  vice  versa.  A  glance  at  the  four 
possibilities  here  will  be  instructive.  Apart  from  theo 
logians  who  feel  themselves  bound  to  the  strictest 
conservatism,  B.  Weiss  stands  alone  in  attributing  the 
Gospel  and  the  Epistles  as  well  as  the  Apocalypse  to 
the  apostle  ;  the  Gospel  and  the  Epistles,  or  at  least 
the  First  Epistle,  but  not  the  Apocalypse,  are  attributed 
to  the  apostle  by  the  '  mediating '  school,  as  they  formerly 
were  by  the  rationalists  ;  the  Apocalypse,  but  not  the 
Gospel  and  the  Epistles,  by  the  earlier  representatives 
of  the  Tubingen  school  down  to  Hilgenfeld  and  Krenkel 
(Der  Apostel  Johannes,  '71)  ;  by  all  the  later  critics  not 
one  of  the  Johannine  writings  is  given  to  the  apostle, 
the  Apocalypse  even  having  been  already  assigned 
to  another  author  before  its  unity  had  been  given  up. 
We  find  a  critic  of  so  early  a  date  as  De  Wette  writing 
"  In  NT  criticism  nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  the 
apostle  John,  if  he  was  author  of  the  Gospel  and  the 
Epistles,  did  not  write  the  Apocalypse,  and  conversely." 
The  same  thing  had  already  been  argued  by  Dionysius 
of  Alexandria  (ap.  Eus.  HE  7 25)  in  a  manner  that, 


when  we  consider  his  time,  must  be  regarded  as  notably 
scientific.  The  authorship  of  the  Apocalypse  is  in  this 
case,  however,  prejudged  to  a  certain  extent  only  when 
the  Gospel  and  the  Epistli-s  arc  attributed  to  the  apostle, 
and  conversely. 

The   difference    between    the   Apocalypse    and    the 

//^Laneria?e    I'ourln  Gospel    so  far   as   language 
id.  (D)  .Language.  and  style  afe  concernecj  can  hardly 

be  stated  too  strongly. 

Grammatically,  tho  Greek  of  the  Gospel,  if  not  particularly 
good,  is  at  least  from  the  point  of  view  of  that  period  not 
open  to  positive  objection  ;  the  Apocalypse  on  the  other  hand 
exhibits  the  most  flagrant  solecisms.  For  example,  the  apposition 
to  any  case  whatever  is  given  in  the  nominative,1  and  there  is  no 
hesitation  in  adding  the  article  to  a  verbal  form  or  in  making  a 
nominative  dependent  on  the  preposition  O.TTO  (irrb  o  uv  »cai  6 
>)f  »tai  o  ip\6fjievof,  1  4).  The  Gospel  displays  a  Hebraizing 
character  only  in  the  syntax  of  its  sentences  (simple  co-ordina 
tion),  the  Apocalypse  to  a  very  much  greater  extent.  As  for 
the  vocabulary  we  single  out  only  a  few  expressions  :  the  Gospel 
has  i//eii<7TTj5,  the  Apocalypse  i^«u5>j;  ;  similarly  the  Gospel  and 
Apocalypse  have,  respectively,  i6e,  iSov  ',  <co<r/xos,  oiKOUfteVr;  ;  the 
Gospel  has  a.p\tav  TOV  KoV/iOu  or  Tronjpos  for  the  devil,  while  from 
the  detailed  enumeration  of  all  the  predicates  of  the  devil  in 
Rev.  12g,  these  two  expressions  are  absent;  the  Gospel  has 
iTicrTeveiv  (almost  100  times)  and  ofioAoyeii/,  the  Apocalypse  i^fiv 
•fr\v  fLaprupiav  'Irjo-ou.  Equally  worthy  of  notice  is  the  absence 
in  the  Apocalypse  of  certain  particles  which  are  of  very  frequent 
occurrence  in  the  Gospel :  KaSias,  /u.eV,  jucVroi,  wan-ore,  nuiiroTf, 
a>s  in  the  temporal  sense,  iVo.  referring  back  to  a  demon 
strative  (as  Jn.  I")i2).  Withal,  the  difference  between  the 
spheres  of  thought  in  the  two  writings  is  vividly  illustrated 
when  it  is  noted  how  favourite  ideas  in  the  one  are  totally  absent 
from  the  other — such  ideas  as  '  Lord  God  Almighty '  (wv'pios.o  Sebs 
6  navTOKpariap),  or  '  patience '  (yTro^ovrj)  in  the  Gospel,  </>u>s  in  a 
secondary  meaning,  tncoria.,  <Joji)  atajnos,  pri/j.ara,  8ea<r0a.i,  fiii>eiv 
iv  TIVL,  ajroMu<70ai  (said  of  men)  in  the  Apocalypse. 

This  observation,  however,  must  be  extended  much 
.     ,  .  _   -          more   widely.       Even  where  it  cannot 

f  Tho  eht  be  traced  in  the  mere  vocabulary,  the 
*>  '  thought-substance  in  the  two  writings 
is  in  many  ways  fundamentally  different. 

(<z)  So,  for  example,  in  what  is  the  main  thing  so 
far  as  the  Apocalypse  is  concerned — the  eschatology. 
It  is  only  in  isolated  passages,  and  these  moreover  not 
free  from  the  suspicion  of  interpolation,  that  the  Gospel 
still  shows  the  conception — so  familiar  to  the  Apoca 
lypse  as  to  the  whole  of  primitive  Christendom — of  a 
general  Judgment  at  the  end  of  time,  and  a  bodily 
resurrection  (§  28  b}.  On  the  other  hand,  special 
features  of  the  Apocalypse,  such  as  those  of  the  detailed 
events  before  the  end  of  the  world  and  those  of  the  millen 
nium,  are  in  the  same  degree  foreign  to  the  Gospel  as  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  return  of  Christ  with  a  heavenly  host 
for  the  destruction  of  his  enemies  in  battle  (19n-2i), 
and  the  presupposition  that  the  state  of  blessedness 
will  be  established  upon  earth — -if  even  upon  a  renewed 
earth  (Rev.  204-6  21 1  10) — which  is  directly  contradicted 
by  Jn.  14  z/. ,  where  this  state  is  to  be  looked  for  in  heaven. 
The  First  Epistle  comes  a  degree  nearer  to  the  expecta 
tions  of  primitive  Christendom  (§  59);  but  the  main 
idea  of  the  Apocalypse,  that  a  definite  personality  will 
come  forward  as  Antichrist,  is  even  there  ( i  Jn.  2  18  22 
43)  mentioned  only  for  the  purpose  of  saying  that  the 
prediction  has  been  fulfilled  by  the  rise  of  gnosticism, 
in  other  words  the  idea  is  gently  set  aside. 

(b)  The  Universality  of  salvation  is  for  the  Gospel  a 
matter  of  course   (§27).      In  the  Apocalypse,   on  the 
other   hand,    one   can    still    clearly   perceive   how    the 
Jewish  people  continues  to  be  regarded  as  the  chosen 
race,  and  the  believing  Gentiles  are  ranked  with  it,  not 
on  principle  but  only  in  consequence  of  their  having 
acquitted    themselves    also    as    good    Christians    under 
persecution  (7i4/.  §  loa).      'Jew'  in  Rev.  2  9  89  is  a 
name  of  honour,  in  the  Gospel  it  carries  some  note  of 
depreciation  (§  iq). 

(c)  As  regards  the  Person  of  Christ  the  metaphysical 
expressions  cited  in  §  loc  approximate  the  point  of  view 
of  the  Fourth  Gospel ;    but  this  approximation  is  not 

1  E.g.  2  20  3  12  014  14  12.  By  this  the  'Airiira  of  2i-j 
instead  of  'AvriVas  is  shown  to  be  the  correct  reading.  Cp 
WH,  App. 
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nearly  so  great  as  to  amount  to  equivalence.  The 
difference  lies  not  merely,  as  might  perhaps  be  sug 
gested,  in  this — that  the  Gospel  has  to  speak  for  the 
most  part  of  Christ  on  the  earth  whereas  the  Apocalypse 
is  speaking  of  him  as  exalted  in  heaven.  Even  as 
regards  the  pre-existence  of  which  both  speak  it  has  to 
be  remarked  that  the  Apocalypse  has  here  only  adopted 
certain  expressions  without  allowing  them  to  have  any 
very  noticeable  effect  upon  the  general  view  of  things, 
whilst  the  Gospel  is  completely  dominated  by  the  idea  of 
the  Logos. 

Great  importance  has  been  attached  to  the  fact  that  in  Rev. 
19 13  Christ  is  expressly  called  '  the  word  of  God '  (6  Adyos  TOV 
Oeov).  Even  if  this  fact  is  to  be  recognised  we  must  not  forget 
that  it  by  no  means  necessarily  involves  full  coincidence  with 
the  thought  of  the  Gospel.  Such  coincidence  would  even  in 
fact  be  very  unlikely,  since  elsewhere  in  the  Apocalypse  we  do 
not  find  the  faintest  trace  of  Alexandrian  ideas.  Here  accord 
ingly  it  might  seem  necessary  to  resort  in  the  first  instance  to  the 
explanation  which  we  are  constrained  to  reject  in  the  case  of 
the  Gospel  (§  31)— namely  that  the  expression  'the  word  of 
God  '  is  taken  from  the  O T  or  the  Palestinian  theology.  Only, 
even  where  they  were  not  prepared  to  give  up  the  unity  of  the 
Apocalypse  altogether  scholars  ought  long  ago  to  have  per 
ceived  that  19  136  'and  his  name  is  called  The  Word  of  God  '  is 
a  gloss.  Immediately  before  we  are  told  (19  12)  that  no  one 
knoweth  his  name  but  he  himself.  How  could  the  author 
proceed  immediately  to  give  his  name?  But  nothing  could 
have  been  more  natural  than  that  an  old  reader  who  believed 
himself  to  be  in  possession  of  the  name  (possibly  from  the 
Fourth  Gospel)  should  have  written  the  answer  to  the  riddle  on 
the  margin  ;  the  next  copyist  took  it  for  an  integral  part  of  the 
text  that  had  been  accidentally  omitted  and  accordingly  inserted 
it.  Indeed,  we  must  perhaps  go  even  further.  In  19  n  also  we 
find  a  name  of  Christ  :  '  the  Faithful  and  True,"  in  19  16  another  : 
'  King  of  kings  and  Lord  of  lords  ' ;  of  this  last  we  are  expressly 
told  that  it  was  written  upon  his  mantle  and  upon  his  thigh. 
This  does  not  harmonise  with  ».  12  and  must  probably  also  be 
regarded  as  an  interpolation. 

(d)  Among  the  various  points  of  connection,  there 
fore,  which  in  spite  of  all  differences  we  are  able  to 
trace  between  the  Apocalypse  and  the  Gospel  the  use  of 
the  name  '  logos '  cannot  be  reckoned  as  one.  Nor  do 
those  which  are  left  by  any  means  amount  to  a  proof 
of  identity  of  authorship.  In  both  writings  Christ 
appears  as  the  lamb  ;  but  the  Apocalypse  invariably 
uses  apvlov,  the  Gospel  invariably  (except  in  21 15) 
d/j.v6s.  In  the  New  Jerusalem  ( Rev.  21 24  22if.  5)  bread, 
water,  and  light  are  mentioned  as  the  highest  blessings  ; 
in  the  Gospel  (Jn.  648  414812)  Christ  himself  is  repre 
sented  as  bread,  water,  and  light ;  and  so  far  as  light 
is  concerned  Rev.  21 23  has  already  led  the  way  in  this. 
Baur  found  himself  able  to  speak  of  the  Gospel  as  the 
spiritualised  Apocalypse.  Thoma  could  call  it  the 
Anti-Apocalypse  ('/AVT'TJ,  pp.  289-341).  By  this 
is  not  meant  that  the  two  writings  as  regards  their  inner 
substance  are  actually  very  near  one  another  ;  the  long 
journey  that  has  to  be  travelled  in  clearing  up  the  lines 
of  connection  and  effecting  this  spiritualisation  of  ideas 
shows  only  how  far  apart  the  two  really  are. 

The  attempt  even  to  carry  the  Gospel  and  the 
Apocalypse  back  to  one  and  the  same  circle  or  one  and 

IK  r^r.,,1,,0  ,  tne  same  school,  though  suggested 
15.  Conclusion.  fay  the  tradidon  which  5assigns5them 

to  one  and  the  same  author,  is  therefore  a  bold  one. 
It  will  be  much  more  correct  to  say  that  the  author  of 
the  Gospel  was  acquainted  with  the  Apocalypse  and 
took  help  from  it  so  far  as  was  compatible  with  the 
fundamental  differences  in  their  points  of  view.  On 
account  of  the  dependence  thus  indicated  it  will  be  safe 
to  assume  that  the  Apocalypse  was  a  valued  book  in 
the  circles  in  which  the  author  of  the  Gospel  moved, 
and  that  he  arose  in  that  environment  and  atmosphere. 
So  far  therefore  it  is  possible  for  criticism  to  recognise 
in  a  qualified  way  the  justice  of  the  tradition  as  to  the 
origin  of  the  two  writings  in  a  common  source  ;  but  the 
complete  difference  in  trend  of  thought  must  on  no 
acount  be  lost  sight  of. 

Of  those  who  still  maintain  oneness  of  authorship  for  the  two, 
the  least  favourable  position  is  taken  by  those  who  hold  them  to 
have  been  written  more  or  less  contemporaneously ;  but  hardly 
less  favourable  is  that  of  those  who,  in  order  to  be  able  to  maintain 
the  date  95-96  A.  u. ,  assigned  by  Irenajus  to  the  Apocalypse, 
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think  of  the  Gospel  as  the  earlier  of  the  two.  The  only  rela 
tively  conceivable  hypothesis  is  that  which  postulates  the  other 
order  and  a  transition  from  the  ideas  of  the  Apocalypse  to  those 
of  the  Gospel.  As,  however,  it  is  impossible  to  assign  the  Apoca 
lypse  to  any  date  earlier  than  68,  the  Gospel  must  on  the  assump 
tion  of  apostolic  authorship  belong  to  a  period  after  the  author's 
sixtieth  year — a  period  within  which  the  acquirement  of  un 
objectionable  Greek,  not  to  speak  of  so  revolutionary  a  change 
in  the  whole  world  of  ideas,  even  if  conceivable  in  his  earlier 
years,  becomes  a  psychological  impossibility. 

C.—  THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL 

The  question  whether  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  written 
by  John  the  apostle,  which  we  shall  here,  for  convenience 

,  „    -n/r^j.,,   j  sake,   in    accordance   with    the   accepted 

16.  Method     , 

of  enouirv  Phraseolo£y'  cal1  the  question  of  its 
^  •"  genuineness  (although  the  apostle's 
authorship  is  claimed  for  it  only  by  tradition),  cannot 
be  determined  apart  from  the  question  of  its  historicity. 
It  would  be  utterly  unscientific  to  begin  by  confining 
ourselves  to  a  proof  that  the  tradition  of  the  Johannine 
authorship  was  not  open  to  fatal  objection  and  then 
—supposing  this  to  be  made  out — forthwith  to  claim 
for  the  contents  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  a  strictly  historical 
character  throughout  without  further  question.  Even 
defenders  of  the  genuineness  have  conceded  the  pos 
sibility  of  more  or  less  serious  lapses  of  memory  in  the 
aged  apostle  (§  55  d}.  The  question  of  the  historicity, 
therefore,  is  ultimately  the  more  important  of  the  two, 
if  we  bear  in  mind  what  must  be  the  final  object  of  all 
enquiry  into  the  gospels,  namely  the  elucidation  of  the 
life  of  Jesus.  As  a  matter  of  fact  there  have  been 
scholars  who  have  maintained  that  the  Fourth  Gospel 
was  not  the  work  of  the  apostle  and  yet  is  trustworthy 
throughout,  or  that  it  rests  upon  communications  re 
ceived  from  the  apostle  or  some  other  eye-witness 
and  therefore  is  partly  trustworthy  partly  not  (§  55  b  c}. 
The  question  of  historicity  becomes,  on  any  such 
hypotheses  as  these  last,  not  merely  an  end  in  itself  but 
also  a  means  of  determining  the  authorship.  The  same 
remark  applies  when  the  complete  genuineness  is  under 
consideration.  Unimportant  deviations  from  historicity, 
on  the  view  just  mentioned,  do  not  make  belief  in  the 
genuineness  impossible  ;  but  serious  deviations  do. 

As  regards  the  historicity,  our  most  important  line 
of  research  is  that  of  comparison  with  the  synoptists. 
In  proportion  as  tradition  concerning  the  authorship  is 
uncertain,  must  we  rely  all  the  more  upon  this  means 
of  arriving  at  knowledge.  Of  course  we  must  not 
begin  by  postulating  for  the  synoptists  the  higher  degree 
of  historicity  any  more  than  by  making  a  similar 
claim  for  the  Fourth  Gospel.  The  immediate  object  of 
the  comparison  must  be  to  ascertain  what  the  differences 
are  ;  if  any  of  these  are  found  to  be  irreconcilable,  we 
shall  then  have  to  ask,  in  the  first  place,  which  of  the 
two  representations  deserves  the  preference,  and  then, 
next,  whether  the  less  preferable  can  have  come  from 
an  eye-witness.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  comparison  must  not  in  the  main  deal  with  details 
merely,  for  in  every  single  detail  some  error  may  well 
be  regarded  as  excusable  ;  rather  must  it  pass  in  review 
the  plan  and  character  of  the  two  sets  of  writings  viewed 
broadly  and  as  a  whole. 

Such  a  comparison  will,  at  the  very  outset,  disclose  a 

fundamental  divergence  in  the  picture  presented  of  one 

TVi       °^  tne  most  prominent  subordinate  figures 

_  '  .  .  in  the  gospel  narrative.  In  the  synoptists 
aP  1S  •  j0hn  t]le  Baptist  is  a  personality  of  real 
interest  even  quite  apart  from  his  relation  to  Jesus. 
Brief  as  are  the  synoptists'  notices  concerning  John, 
they  still  contain  a  complete  life-history  full  of  dramatic 
crises.  It  is  not  his  tragical  death  alone  that  compels 
the  reader's  sympathy ;  we  are  interested  in  him  quite 
as  much  by  reason  of  his  uncertainty  as  to  whether  or 
not  he  ought  to  recognise  in  Jesus  the  Messiah  (Mt. 
11  a/.).  See  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST.  That  he  was  re 
luctant  to  baptise  Jesus  is  plainly  an  addition  of  Mt. 
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(3 14/-)  ;  Mk.  and  Lk.  know  nothing  of  it.  According 
to  Mk. ,  John  did  not,  even  in  the  very  act  of  baptising, 
receive  any  revelation  of  the  exalted  dignity  of  Jesus 
(GOSPELS,  §  I37«,  end);  and  this  is  undoubtedly  the 
true  state  of  the  case,  for  no  one  would  have  invented 
such  a  representation,  if  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  the  heavenly  voice  as  described  in  Lk.  and  even 
in  Mt.  had  been  noticeable  to  every  one. 

In  the  Fourth  Gospel,  however,  it  is  precisely  the 
representation  of  Mt.  that  is  fundamental  ;  in  fact  it  is 
essentially  heightened.  From  the  very  first  John  knows 
not  only  the  high  dignity  of  Jesus  and  his  destiny  to 
become  the  redeemer  of  the  whole  world  (12729),  but 
even  his  pre-existence  (11530).  The  title  of  Messiah 
is  implicitly  offered  to  him,  in  order  that  he  may  refuse 
it  in  the  most  categorical  manner  (119-23  828).  The 
effect  is  a  diminution  of  John's  personal  significance  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  only  function  left  him  is  that  of 
bearing  testimony  to  Jesus  ( 1 6-8  15  23).  Even  his  baptis 
ing  work  is  felt  to  be  important,  not  as  being  of  value  to 
those  who  sought  baptism,  but  as  being  a  means  of 
making  Jesus  known  (12631).  Of  his  preaching  of  re 
pentance  absolutely  no  mention  at  all  is  made.  Yet  in 
his  baptism  Jesus  receives  nothing  which  he  did  not 
previously  possess  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  not  related  at 
all,  and  there  is  a  good  reason  for  the  omission  (§  26). 
The  descent  of  the  Spirit  is  alone  mentioned,  yet  not 
as  a  divine  gift  bestowed  on  Jesus  but  only  as  a  token 
for  the  Baptist  whereby  he  is  able  to  recognise  Jesus  as 
the  Messiah  (132 /. ).  His  question  at  a  later  date, 
whether  Jesus  really  be  the  Messiah  (Mt.  11 2/. ),  is  in 
the  Fourth  Gospel  impossible.  In  short,  in  place  of 
the  personality — powerful,  yet  limited  in  its  horizon  and 
therefore  exposed  to  tragic  conflicts  (and  in  all  these 
respects  a  personality  that  cannot  have  been  invented) — 
whom  we  have  in  the  synoptists,  we  find  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  nothing  more  than  a  subsidiary  figure  introduced 
to  make  known  the  majesty  of  Jesus — a  figure  endowed 
with  supernatural  knowledge  indeed,  but  always  mono 
tonously  the  same  and  historically  quite  colourless. 

Turning  now  to  what  we  are  told  concerning  Jesus 
himself,   we  are  struck  first  by  the  difference  between 
.  the  synoptists  and  the  Fourth  Gospel  as 
to    the  scene    of  Jesus'    public   activity. 


hr 
PUDII 


Whilst  in  the  syn0ptists  jesus  does  not 
come  to  Judaea  save  for  the  Passover  at 
which  he  suffered,  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  Judaea  is  the 
scene  of  by  far  the  greater  part  of  his  ministry.  Into 
Galilee  he  makes  only  comparatively  brief  excursions 
(2i-i2  4  43-5  1  6  1-7  14).  Indeed,  according  to  444,  when 
fairly  interpreted,  Judaea,  not  Galilee,  is  represented  as 
his  home.  If  indeed,  especially  in  view  of  Mt.  2837 
Lk.  1834,  it  cannot  be  definitely  said  that  the  synoptists 
leave  no  room  for  earlier  visits  of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem,  what 
has  just  been  stated  seems  to  admit  of  the  explanation 
that  the  Fourth  Gospel  is  designed  as  a  supplement 
to  the  synoptists.  This  view,  however,  cannot  be 
carried  out.  To  begin  with,  the  Fourth  Gospel  does 
not  confine  itself  to  giving  supplementary  matter  ;  it 
repeats  synoptic  narratives  such  as  those  of  the  Feeding 
of  the  Multitudes,  the  Walking  on  the  Sea,  and 
the  Healing  of  the  Nobleman's  Son  (another  version 
of  that  of  the  servant  [or  son]  of  the  centurion  at 
Capernaum  [§  20  c]).  Further,  so  long  a  sojourn  of 
of  Jesus  in  Judaea  as  is  depicted  in  the  Fourth  Gospel 
is  in  no  way  reconcilable  with  the  representation  of 
the  synoptists,  and  still  less  is  the  representation  that 
before  his  last  passover  Jesus  had  stayed  in  Jerusalem 
at  least  from  the  preceding  winter  onwards  (1622). 

No   less   divergent    are    the    representations   of    the 

1Q   O  H        f  syn°Pt'sts  and  the   Fourth  Gospel  as  to 

er  .°    the  order  of  the  principal  events  in  the 

principal     pub]ic  ]ife  of  Jesus       The  cleansing  of 

6^?1     Vf*     tne    temP'e'    which,     according    to    the 

e'    synoptists,  was   in    his    closing   days,    is 

placed  in  Jn.  (2  13-22)  at  the  beginning  of  his  ministry.     It 
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is  thus  quite  divested  of  the  importance  it  has  in  the  other 
account  as  bringing  the  hatred  of  the  authorities  to  the 
explosive  point ;  it  has  no  outward  consequences. 
Nor  is  the  harmonistic  expedient  of  any  avail — that  the 
cleansing  happened  twice  and  with  quite  opposite 
results  on  the  two  occasions.  The  conflict  of  Jesus 
with  the  Jews  arises,  it  is  true,  in  Jn.  at  the  very 
beginning  of  his  ministry  ;  but  all  attempts  to  lay  hold 
of  him  prove  failures,  without  any  explanation  being 
given  beyond  the  very  vague  and  general  one  that  his 
hour  was  not  yet  come  (73044  82059  1039  12s6).  The 
representation,  however,  that  thus  between  Jesus  and 
the  Jews — i.e.,  not  only  the  ruling  classes  but  also  his 
ordinary  Jewish  audiences — a  relation  of  complete  anti 
pathy  subsisted  from  the  outset,  does  not  harmonise 
with  what  we  gather  from  the  synoptists.  Jn.  alludes 
to  the  hearers  of  Jesus  as  'the  Jews'  (2 1820  5  16  641 
and  often)  as  if  Jesus  were  not  himself  one  sprung  from 
their  midst ;  he  speaks  of  feasts  of  the  Jews  (2 13  5  i  64 
7 2  11 55)  ;  he  represents  Jesus  as  saying  'your  law' 
(817  1034,  cp  1625),  as  if  Jesus  had  nothing  to  do  with 
either  feast  or  law  ;  and  as  early  as  lu  the  full  con 
demnation  of  the  entire  people  is  already  pronounced, 
and  so  again  82124  1238-40.  Nor  is  this  cancelled, 
though  it  is  repeatedly  said  that  many  believed  in  him  ; 
Jesus  could  not  otherwise  have  found  opportunity  to 
carry  on  and  develop  his  message. 

As  regards  Jesus'  relations  with  his  disciples,  the  con 
fession  of  Peter  (Jn.  668  f.  Mk.  829)  is  wholly  deprived 
of  its  importance  as  a  new  discovery  and  as  an  achieve 
ment  if  Jesus  already  at  the  calling  of  the  first  disciples 
(1414549)  or  even  earlier  still  by  the  Baptist  himself 
(16-815232629-34)  had  been  acknowledged  as  Son  of 
God.  Finally — to  confine  ourselves  only  to  points  of 
first  importance — the  Raising  of  Lazarus  brings  into 
the  narrative  of  John,  as  compared  with  that  of  the 
synoptists,  not  only  a  wholly  new  event,  but  also  a 
wholly  new  reason  for  the  persecution  of  Jesus  (1145-53) 
which  resulted  in  his  death.  In  the  synoptists  the 
immediate  cause  of  his  arrest  and  condemnation  was 
his  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem  and  his  cleansing  of 
the  temple. 

(a)  As  compared  with  the  miracle  narratives  of  the 

synoptists,    those    of  the    Fourth   Gospel    are   essenti- 

TYi      °^y  enhanced.     None  of  the  sick  mentioned 

lv-.  '     .        by  the  synoptists  as  having  been  healed  by 

'  Jesus   is  recorded   to  have  lain   under   his 

infirmity  for  thirty-eight  years  (Jn.  65).     The  blind  man 

who  is  healed  has  been  blind  from  his  birth  (9i).     Jesus 

walks  across  the  whole  lake,  not  over  a  portion  of  it 

only  (621).      Lazarus   is  not  raised  on  the  day  of  his 

death,   like  the  daughter  of  Jairus  or  the  son  of  the 

widow  of  Nain,  but  after  four  days  have  elapsed. 

This  last  point  has  a  special  significance.  According  to 
Jewish  belief  (Lightfoot,  Hor.  Hebr.  and  Wettstein  [both  on  Jn. 
1X39])  the  soul  of  the  departed  lingers  about  the  body  for  three 
days,  ready  to  return  into  it  if  possible ;  on  the  fourth  day  it 
definitively  takes  its  departure  because  it  sees  that  the  counten 
ance  has  wholly  changed.  For  the  same  reason  the  identification 
of  the  body  of  a  person  whom  one  has  known  in  life  is  held  to 
be  possible  only  for  the  first  three  days ;  after  that  the  change 
is  too  great  to  admit  of  it.  A  further  testimony  to  the  prevalence 
of  this  view  coming  from  a  time  very  near  that  of  Jesus,  but 
unknown  to  the  scholars  mentioned  above,  will  be  found  in  the 
Rest  of  the  Words  of  Baruch,  g.1  This  is  also  the  reason  why 

1  87-13  :  'As  Jeremiah  was  standing  in  the  temple  he  became 
as  one  that  gives  up  the  ghost.  Baruch  and  Abimelech  (his 
companions)  wept .  .  .  and  the  people  saw  him  lying  dead  .  .  .  and 
wept  bitterly.  Thereupon  they  would  have  him  buried,  when, 
behold,  a  voice  was  heard,  '  Bury  not  him  who  is  yet  alive,  for 
his  soul  will  again  enter  into  his  body.  And  .  .  .  they  remained 
near  his  body  for  three  days  while  they  spake  of  this  thing,  and 
remained  in  uncertainty  as  to  the  hour  at  which  he  should  arise. 
But  after  three  days  his  soul  came  into  his  body  and  he  lifted 
up  his  voice  in  the  midst  of  them  all  and  said  '  Praise  ye  God,' 
etc.  Thus  the  Greek  text  in  Harris  (Rest  of  Words  of  Baruch, 
'89).  The  Ethiopic  text  (Dillm.  Chrtst.  aeth.,  '66,  German  by 
Pratorius  \Z\VT,  '72,  pp.  230-247],  and  by  Konig  [St.  u.  Kr.  '77, 
318-338])  concludes  more  briefly  :  '  they  remained  about  him  for 
three  days  until  his  soul  returned  (or,  should  return)  into  his 
body.  And  a  voice  was  heard  in  the  midst  of  them  all  "  Praise 
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Jesus  on  receiving  word  of  the  sickness  of  Lazarus  does  not 
hurry  to  his  side  at  once,  but  lingers  for  two  whole  days.  Thus 
his  love  for  Lazarus  and  the  sisters  of  Lazarus  is  displayed  not 
by  the  speed  with  which  Jesus  hastens  to  their  relief,  but  con 
trariwise  by  the  delay  which  gives  room  for  the  working  of  a 
special  and  seemingly  impossible  miracle. 

(6)  No  satisfactory  explanation  can  ever  be  given  as 
to  why  the  synoptists  should  have  nothing  to  say  con 
cerning  this  greatest  of  all  miracles  (§  370),  or  yet  of  that 
which  is  expressly  described  as  the  first  of  his  miracles 
at  Cana,  or  of  the  healing  of  the  man  born  blind,  or 
of  the  miracle  at  Bethesda.  The  presence  of  all  the 
disciples  is  expressly  mentioned,  both  at  Bethany  and 
at  Cana.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  quite  easy  to  under 
stand  why  many  miracles  related  by  the  synoptists  are 
absent  from  the  Fourth  Gospel.  The  latter  offers  only 
one  example  of  each  class  of  miracle  ;  its  aim  is  accord 
ingly  directed  towards  a  careful  selection.  Healings  of 
demoniacs,  however,  are  wholly  left  out — in  other 
words,  precisely  the  kind  of  miracle  which,  according 
to  GOSPELS  (§  144),  could  most  confidently  be  ascribed 
to  Jesus  and  which  in  point  of  fact  are  alone  ascribed 
to  him  by  criticism. 

(c )  The  selection  of  miracles,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  Jesus  is  stated  in  223  62  731  11 47  20  30  to  have 
wrought  very  many  miracles,  becomes  intelligible  most 
easily  if  each  of  the  miracles  particularised  be  held  to 
have  a  symbolical  meaning.  Such  a  meaning  is  ex 
pressly  assigned  to  the  raising  of  Lazarus  (112s/. ),  to 
the  healing  of  the  man  born  blind  (9539),  ar>d  to  the 
feeding  of  the  five  thousand  in  the  elucidation  in  626  f. 
30-63,  where  it  is  interpreted  as  having  a  veiled  reference 
to  the  eucharist.  With  this  clue  it  is  no  longer  difficult 
to  see  that  the  miracle  of  walking  upon  the  water  which 
comes  immediately  afterwards  is  intended  to  signify 
that  exaltation  of  Jesus  above  the  limitations  of  space 
which  is  necessary  in  order  to  render  possible  the 
presence  of  his  glorified  body  at  every  celebration  of  the 
eucharist.  That  the  wine  of  Cana  as  compared  with 
the  water  is  intended  to  symbolise  the  superiority  of  the 
new  religion  over  the  old  is  equally  plain.  The  thirty- 
eight  years  of  the  sick  man  at  Bethesda  show  that  he  is 
an  emblem  of  the  Jewish  people  who  had  to  wander  for 
thirty-eight  years  in  the  wilderness  (Dt.  214)  ;  the  five 
porches  can  without  difficulty  be  interpreted  as  meaning 
the  five  books  of  Moses.  Cp  §  35  b-e.  Lastly,  in  the 
case  of  the  nobleman  (446-54)  the  symbolical  meaning 
of  the  narrative  becomes  evident  as  soon  as  attention  is 
directed  to  its  divergences  from  the  story  of  the  centurion 
of  Capernaum  in  Mt.  (85-13)  and  Lk.  (7i-io),  which  by 
almost  universal  agreement  lies  at  its  foundation  (see 
GOSPELS,  §  17/3). 

The  centurion  of  the  synoptists  is  a  Gentile  who  excels,  and 
puts  to  shame,  the  Jews  by  his  faith.  The  nobleman  of  Jn.  is 

ye  God,"'  etc.  Jeremiah's  return  to  life  is,  it  will  be  seen,  not 
directly  stated  here  ;  the  words  'Praise  ye  God,'  etc.,  are  not, 
according  to  this  account,  attributed  to  Jeremiah  but  to  a  'voice.' 
It  is  not  till  §  19  that  the  Ethiopic  text,  in  agreement  with  the 
Greek,  names  Jeremiah  as  the  speaker.  Which  of  the  two  texts 
is  the  more  original  it  is  not  quite  easy  to  determine,  because 
the  passage  beginning  with  the  words  '  Praise  ye  God '  is,  or  at 
least  contains,  a  Christian  interpolation,  whilst  the  rest  of  the 
book,  containing  as  it  does  no  Christian  ideas  of  any  kind,  but 
on  the  other  hand  laying  stress  on  such  Judaic  conceptions  as 
the  removal  of  non-Jewish  women,  and  that  of  the  sacrifice  at 
Jerusalem,  must  be  held  to  be  Jewish.  Yet  it  will  not  be  too 
bold  to  conjecture  that  the  Ethiopic  translator  would  hardly 
have  passed  over  the  bringing  back  to  life  of  Jeremiah  if  he  had 
found  it  in  the  text  before  him,  and  thus  we  may  venture  to 
hold  that  here,  as  in  other  places  also  (Harris,  2g_/T),  he  repre 
sents  the  more  original  form.  We  find  him,  then,  giving  quite 
explicit  expression  to  the  belief  that  for  the  space  of  three  days 
the  return  of  the  soul  to  the  body  was  considered  possible.  But 
even  the  Greek  text  does  not  bear  the  interpretation  that  this 
limit  can  be  exceeded.  '  After  three  days '  merely  indicates  the 
extreme  limit  within  which  the  return  to  life  could  possibly  be 
expected. 

Those  critics  who  do  not  regard  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  as 
an  actual  fact  cite  2  K.  20  5  Hos.  6  2  Jon.  2  i  [1  17]  as  explaining 
why  the  resurrection  was  assigned  to  precisely  the  third  day 
after  the  death  of  Jesus.  It  is  not  impossible  that  these  passages 
may  have  had  their  influence  also  on  the  Jewish  belief  with 
which  we  are  now  dealing. 
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in  the  service  of  Herod  Antipas,  and  must  therefore  be  regarded 
as  a  Jew,  since  the  contrary  is  not  stated.  He  also  is  distin 
guished  by  his  faith,  not,  however,  as  being  a  heathen,  but  as 
being  one  who  trusts  the  word  of  Jesus  without  looking  for  signs 
and  wonders.  At  the  outset,  even  he  is  reproached  by  Jesus  as 
unable  to  believe  without  these.  He  has  given  no  occasion  for 
such  a  reproach.  If,  therefore,  the  reproach  is  not  to  be  held  to 
be  unjust  he  must  be  taken  as  representing  the  Jewish  people, 
who  really  deserve  it.  He  clears  himself,  however,  of  the 
reproach.  This  being  so,  he  represents,  not  the  entire  nation, 
but  only  those  better  members  of  the  nation  who  intercede  for 
the  (spiritually)  diseased  portion  of  their  people.  In  the  days 
of  the  fourth  evangelist,  in  which  it  was  no  longer  possible  with 
one's  own  eyes  to  see  miracles  wrought  by  Jesus,  belief  in  the 
bare  word  of  the  Christian  preacher  came  to  be  of  the  greatest 
importance,  and  an  example  of  such  belief  is  therefore  here  put 
forth.  By  the  son  of  the  centurion,  then,  we  are  to  understand 
the  spiritually  and  religiously  diseased  part  of  the  nation.  This 
is  the  reason  why  the  sufferer  is  not  as  in  Lk.  called  the  servant 
(SovAos)  of  the  intercessor,  but  his  son— a  point  which  had  been 
left  doubtful  by  the  ambiguous  expression  (TTOUS)  of  Mt. 

(d)  The  individual  miracles  (2n  454  6214  9  16  12i8), 
and  indeed  the  miracles  of  Jesus  as  a  whole  (223  82 
7si  1147  1237),  are  expressly  spoken  of  as  'signs' 
(cr^/uLfla),  though  the  Jesus  of  the  synoptists  is  repre 
sented  as  having  declined  on  principle  to  work  '  signs  ' 
(GOSPELS,  §  1407.).  In  Jn.  2i8  630  Jesus  is  asked,  as 
in  Mk.  8  ii  and  parallels,  to  work  miracles  to  attest  his 
mission  ;  in  Jn. ,  however,  he  does  not  decline  as  in  the 
other  case,  but  on  the  contrary  promises  (2 19)  precisely 
the  miracle  of  his  resurrection.  Belief  that  rests  on 
mere  miracles  he  often  depreciates  (448,  etc.);  but  in 
636  626  102538  14 ii  he  actually  attaches  to  them  a 
decisive  importance. 

One  of  the  most  important  differences  between  the 
synoptists  and  Jn.  is  that  relating  to  the  date  of  the 
crucifixion. 

(a)  According  to  Mk.  14 12-16  Mt.  2617-19  Lk.  227-15 

the  Last  Supper  of  Jesus  was  the  Jewish  Passover  meal 

21    n  t       f  w^'c^  was   partaken    of  on   the  evening 

r,  '    -c    •        of  the  i4th  of  Nisan.      In  strict  Jewish 

Crucifixion.       ,      •        .,  •  ,, 

reckoning    this    evening   belongs    to    the 

1 5th  of  Nisan  with  which  the  Feast  of  Unleavened 
Bread  began.  Since,  however,  the  leaven  was  removed 
from  Jewish  houses  during  the  day-time  of  the  I4th  of 
Nisan,  we  can  easily  understand  how  it  is  that  Mk.  14 12 
Mt.  2617  (cp  Lk.  22 1  7)  have  come  to  speak  of  the  I4th 
Nisan  as  being  the  first  of  the  days  of  unleavened  bread. 
It  is  equally  certain  that,  according  to  Jn. ,  the  Last 
Supper  was  on  the  i3th  of  Nisan  (13i  29  1828  19i4  31). 
If  the  synoptists  are  to  be  brought  into  harmony  with 
the  Johannine  reckoning,  the  day  on  which  the  paschal 
lamb  was  wont  to  be  slaughtered  (Mk.  14 12  Lk.  22?) 
must  have  been  the  i3th,  not  the  I4th  of  Nisan.  If  on 
the  other  hand  Jn.  is  to  be  brought  into  harmony  with 
the  synoptists,  then  at  the  eating  of  the  Paschal  lamb 
the  feast  can  not  yet  have  begun  (13i  29)  and  '  to  eat 
the  passover '  (1828)  must  be  taken  as  meaning  the 
meals  taken  during  the  seven  days  to  the  exclusion  of 
that  at  which  the  paschal  lamb  was  eaten.  The  in 
credibly  violent  attempts  that  used  to  be  made  to  bring 
about  a  reconciliation  between  the  two  representations 
no  longer  call  for  serious  argument. 

(l>)  Some  notice,  however,  must  be  taken  of  two 
attempts  still  made  by  scholars  of  repute  to  maintain 
the  Johannine  reckoning  while  conceding  its  incon 
sistency  with  that  of  the  synoptists. 

According  to  B.  Weiss  and  Beyschlag  the  date  of  the  Last 
Supper  was  on  the  i3th  of  Nisan,  but  nevertheless  it  was  held 
as  a  passover  meal.  It  is  argued  that  since  the  afternoon  of  the 
I4th  of  Nisan  did  not  give  time  enough  for  the  slaughter  of  the 
many  lambs  (in  65  A.D.,  according  to  Jos.  BJ  vi.  9  3,  §  424,  there 
were  256,500  of  them),  some  portion  of  them  were  slaughtered 
on  the  afternoon  of  the  i3th,  and  thus  it  was  possible  for  Jesus  to 
keep  the  passover  a  day  before  the  regular  time.  This  theory, 
however,  about  the  slaughtering  of  the  lambs  is  not  only  in 
flattest  contradiction  to  the  express  words  of  Mk.  14  12  Lk.  :>'2  7, 
according  to  which  there  was  only  one  day  on  which  the 
lambs  were  slaughtered,  but  also  rests  upon  pure  imagination. 
The  slaughtering  of  the  Iambs  was  not  the  business  of  the 
priests  ;  it  was  the  duty  of  the  representative  of  each  passover- 
guild  (Philo,  Vil.  Mos.Zvq,  and  Decal.  30,  ap.  Mangey,  2169 
and  206).  Each  such  representative  had  thus  only  one  lamb  to 
slaughter,  and  all  that  the  priests  had  to  do  was  to  receive  the 
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blood  in  a  bowl  and  pour  it  out  by  the  altar.  Moreover,  time 
enough  was  secured  on  I4th  Nisan  by  beginning  the  work  of 
slaughtering,  not  towards  sundown  as  Dt.  It) 6  enjoined,  but  in 
the  afternoon — about  2  or  3  o'clock  according  to  Jubil. 

49  10  f. ig,  Jos.  SJ  \i.  93,   §  423,   cp  Ant.  xiv.   4  3,  §  65,   or, 
according   to  later  Jewish  authorities,  even  so  early  as  from 
12.30   or    1.30.      Apart    from    this,    however,    an   anticipatory- 
participation   in  the  passover  meal  would  have  been  a  direct 
violation  of  the  law  according  to  which  any  one  who  was  unable 
to   take    part   in   the  feast  on  the  appointed  day  was  bidden 
postpone  it  till  the  following  month  (Nu.  9  10-13,  cp2  Ch.  30 1-22). 

50  far,  moreover,  as  Jesus  is  concerned,  such  an  anticipation 
would  be   intelligible   only  on    the   assumption    that   he   knew 
beforehand  quite  definitely  that  he  would  not  live  to  see  the 
legally  appointed    evening  (cp   Prot.  Monatshefte,    1899,   pp. 
140-143). 

(c)  According  to  Spitta  (JJ rchristenthum  1221-228)  the 
passage  of  Mk.  on  which  the  reckoning  of  the  synoptists  is 
based  (14  12-16)  is  a  later  interpolation.  According  to  142,  he 
contends,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  authorities  that  Jesus 
should  be  made  away  with  before  the  feast.  As  we  are  not 
told  that  this  scheme  failed,  Mk.  must  have  followed  the 
Johannine  chronology.  It  is,  however,  quite  sufficient  that 

Mk.,  in  fact,  informs  us  that  nevertheless  Jesus  was  not  put 
to  death  before  the  feast.  This  tells  us  really  all  that  Spitta 
finds  lacking.  Nor  is  Spitta  on  better  ground  when  he 

urges  that  Mk.  14  17  does  not  connect  itself  with  v.  16 — that 
Jesus  could  not  come  with  the  twelve  if  two  of  them  had  been 
sent  on  before  to  make  ready  the  passover.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
we  cannot  avoid  supposing  that  the  two  had  in  the  interval 
returned  to  report  that  the  preparations  had  been  made.  Over 
and  above  this,  Spitta  has  to  assume  that  the  interpolation  in 
Mk.  already  lay  before  Mt.  and  Lk.,  and  further  that  there 
must  have  dropped  out  from  Jn.  a  leaf  in  which  the  Last  Supper 
of  Jesus  was  described  in  agreement  with  the  synoptic  account 
(§  23^),  and,  conversely,  Spitta  has  to  set  down  Jn.  651-59  as  a 
later  insertion.  So  many  are  the  changes  required  in  order  to 
make  his  hypothesis  work. 

As  the  discrepant  accounts  do  not  admit  of  recon 
ciliation,    it   remains  that    we  should   choose    between 

22   Difficulties  them'      Now'  according  to  the  synop- 

'  lists    the  crucifixion    occurred    on    the 

of  synoptic     ,-    .  ,      ,  r 

,     *    -r          first  day  of  the  seven-days    feast,  and 

c  rono  ogy.     ^^  ^rgt  ^^  was  jn  sanct,ty  aimost 

equal  to  a  Sabbath. 

(a)  A  judicial   process   in  solemn   form    involving  a 
capital  charge  could  not,  according  to  the  Mishna,  be 
begun  on  a  day  before  a  Sabbath,  and  thus  also  could 
not  have  been  begun  on  the  I4th  of  Nisan,  for  between 
the  first  and  the  second  sitting,  if  a  condemnation  was 
to  be  arrived  at,  a  night  had  to  intervene.     Any  formal 
sentence  of  death,  however,  was  beyond  the  competency 
of  the  synedrium,  as  the  power  of  life  and  death  lay  in 
the  hands  of  the  Roman  procurator.      Brandt,  one  of 
the  most  acute  and  the  most  learned  of  the  opponents 
of  the  synoptic  (and  the  Johannine)  chronology,   who 
admits  as   historical   nothing  more  than  the  bare  fact 
that  Jesus  was  crucified  about  the  passover  season,  has 
conceded  in  his  Evangelische  Geschichte  (pp.  55,  303,  '93) 
that,    legally   considered,    the    proceedings    before   the 
synedrium    would    be    unexceptionable    if    they   were 
regarded  merely  as   a  preliminary  enquiry  to  prepare 
the    case   for   Pilate's   hearing.       And   it   must  further 
be  taken  into  account  here  how  urgently  time  pressed. 
The  project  to  make  away  with  Jesus  before  the  feast 
having  failed,  it  was  all  the  more  necessary  to  get  rid 
of  him  at  the  beginning  of  the  feast  before  the  people 
should  have  had  time  and  opportunity  to  declare  in  his 
favour.      Of  Pilate  one  could  rest  assured  that  even  on 
the    feast-day  he   would    not    hesitate   to    repress   any 
tumult.      If  he  desecrated  the  day  by  an  execution,  the 
responsibility  would  not  lie  on  the  synedrium. 

(b)  That  Simon  of  Cyrene  came  'from  -the  country' 
(air  aypou,  Mk.  1621  Lk.  2826)  by  no  means  implies  that 
he  had  been  working  there.      Many  passover  pilgrims, 
to  the  number  of  whom  he  would,  as  a  Cyrenian,  appear 
to  have  belonged,  spent  the  night  outside  the  city  and 
simply  came  into  it  '  from  the  country.' 

(c)  The  burial  of  Jesus  would  always  have  been  more 
lawful  on    the  isth   of   Nisan    than  on    the  following 
Sabbath,   which  was  held  to  be  of  superior  sanctity  ; 
but  in  any  case  it  was  unavoidable,  in  accordance  with 

Dt.  2122/ 

(d)  The  prohibition  against  leaving  the  festal  chamber 
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on  the  night  of  the  passover  (Ex.  1222)  was,  from  all 
that  we  can  gather  (see  Keim,  Gesch.  Jesu  -von  Nazara, 
82917!)  no  longer  observed  in  Jesus'  time.  Very  many 
pilgrims  had  their  lodging  during  the  feast  outside  the 
walls  of  Jerusalem.  The  prohibition  in  question  there 
fore  could  no  longer  be  enforced.  With  reference  to 
certain  other  inconvenient  passover  precepts  also  the 
rabbins  found  a  way  of  escape  by  deciding  that  they 
were  enjoined  only  for  the  passover  in  Egypt,  not  for 
that  in  Palestine. 

(«)  That  the  women  prepared  ointments  is  stated 
only  by  Lk.  (23 56)  ;  according  to  Mk.  (16 1)  they  bought 
ointments  only  after  the  Sabbath  was  ended.  Joseph, 
it  is  true,  according  to  Mk.  1646,  bought  a  linen  cloth. 
What  we  have  to  ask,  however,  in  case  such  a  pur 
chase  was  forbidden  by  traditional  prescription,  is 
whether  in  the  synoptic  tradition  recollection  must  on 
this  account  have  gone  wrong  altogether  as  to  the  day 
of  the  death  of  Jesus,  or  whether  it  is  not  easier  to 
suppose  that  a  narrator  who  was  no  longer  acquainted 
with  the  enactments  of  the  law  on  the  subject,  fell  into 
error  on  a  single  point — that  of  the  purchase  effected 
on  a  feast  day. 

(f)  The  question  as  regards  the  swords  carried  by  the 
company  who  arrested  Jesus  is  similar  (Mk.  144348  Mt. 
2647  55  Lk.  2252).     According  to  the  Mishna  (Shabbdth 
624)  it  was  unlawful  to  carry  on  the  Sabbath  day  (and 
therefore,  also,  certainly,  on  the  day  of  the  passover) 
breastplate,  helmet,  greaves,  sword,  bow,  shield  (sling  ?) 
or   lance.       It    is   equally   certain,    however,    that    the 
exercise   of    police    functions   on    Sabbath,    especially 
among  the  crowds  present  at   the  passover,   was  not 
allowed  to  be  suspended  by  any  such  prohibition.      It  is 
not  said  that  no  kind  of  weapon  whatever  was  to  be 
allowed.      Here    also,   no  doubt,    Rabbinical  casuistry 
was  equal  to  the  occasion.      Is  it  then  imperative  that 
we  should  suppose  the  statement  about  the  swords  to  be 
correct  and  therefore  that  about  the  day  to  be  incorrect  ? 
Or  is  it  not,  in  point  of  fact,  quite  easy  to  imagine  that 
a  narrator  who  was  not  accurately  acquainted  with  the 
precepts  of  the  Jewish  law  inadvertently  gave  to  his  true 
account  of  an  armed  company  having  been  sent  such  a 
turn  as  implied  that  they  were  armed  with  swords  ? 

(g]  It  is  directly  attested  that  the  disciples  of  Jesus 
had   swords  among  them   (Mk.  144?   Mt.  26  si/".    Lk. 
2249/1).     We  may  venture  to  suppose  that  they  had 
provided  themselves  with  these  on  the  preceding  days, 
already  seeing  cause  to  fear  danger  for  Jesus  and  them 
selves.      It  was  certainly  not  without  reason  that  Jesus 
according  to  Mk.  11 19   Mt.  21 17   Lk.  2137  passed  his 
nights,    not    in    the  city,    but  (presumably)  in  various 
places  outside  its  walls — for  otherwise  his  betrayal  by 
Judas  would   hardly  have   been   necessary.      There  is 
nothing  to  surprise  us  if  the  disciples  did  not  lay  their 
swords  aside  on  the  day  when  the  danger  was  greatest. 
After  having  learned  in  so  many  other  points  to  claim 
emancipation  from  the  law,   they  can  hardly  have  felt 
themselves    bound    to   follow  it  with   slavish    literality 
precisely  on  this  particular  occasion. 

In  the  case  of  the  Johannine  date  of  the  crucifixion 

we    are  in  a  position   to  give  the  unifying  conception 

which  underlies  it.      It  is   indicated 

23;  • Explanation  .    Jn   .     lf 

of  the  Johannine      (a)  ,n  ^  u  is  said  that  the 

reason  why  the  bones  were  not  broken 
was  in  order  that  a  scripture  might  be  fulfilled.  The 
scripture  in  question  (Ex.  1246  Nu.  9 12)  has  reference  to 
the  paschal  lamb.  Jesus  then  is  presented  as  the  anti 
type  to  the  paschal  lamb  in  such  a  manner  that  this 
precept  finds  literal  fulfilment  in  him. 

(3)  But  not  this  precept  ouly.  According  to  19 14 
Jesus  is  at  midday  still  before  Pilate  ;  his  death  thus 
takes  place  in  the  afternoon,  exactly  at  the  time 
when  (see  §  21  t>)  the  paschal  lambs  were  wont  to  be 
slaughtered.  However  tempting  it  may  be  to  suppose 
that  the  discrepancy  with  Mk.  1625  arises  from  a  mere 
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oversight,  the  F  of  Mk. ,  which  denoted  the  third  hour, 
being  misread  by  Jn.  for  a  F  representing  the  number 
six,  or  conversely  (GOSPELS,  §140:),  it  loses,  when 
taken  in  connection  with  the  other  divergences  of  Jn. 
from  the  synoptists,  all  its  attractiveness. 

(c)  The  anointing  of  Jesus  happened,   according  to 
Jn.  12 1,  six  days  before  the  passover,  according  to  Mk. 
14i  =  Mt.  262  at   most  two  days  before  it.     This  dis 
crepancy  also  is  significant.      According  to  Ex.  12s  the 
paschal   lamb  must   be  chosen  on  the  loth  of  Nisan. 
The  evening  on  which  it  is  eaten  belongs,  according  to 
Jewish  reckoning,  to  the  I5th  of  Nisan.      The  loth  of 
Nisan  is  thus  the  fifth  day  before  the  passover.      Now, 
the  turn  of  expression  in  Jn.  12 1  (EV,  'six  days  before 
the  passover ' )  is    Roman  :    irpb   ££  i]/j.ep<Zi>  TOV  irda'xa 
according  to  the  analogy  of  ante  diem  tertium  Calendas 
Maias.     The  Latin  phrase  of  course  denotes  the  2gth 
of  April,  both  the  first  and  the  last  days  being  included 
according  to  the  Roman  mode  of  reckoning.     Applying 
the  same  principle  to  Jn.  12 1  we  find  that  the  loth  of 
Nisan  is  indicated.      Here  again,  accordingly,  Jesus  is 
seen    to   be    the   antitype  of  the    paschal    lamb.      For 
Greek  examples  see  Winer,  §  61 5  end. 

(d)  The  synoptists  do  not  mention  the  lance-thrust, 
just  as  they  pass  over  the  omission  to  break  the  bones 
of  the  crucified  Jesus.      In  Jn.  (193437)  the  lance  thrust 
also  is  mentioned  as  a  fulfilment  of  a  scripture  :    '  they 
shall  look  on  him  whom  they  have  pierced. '     The  mean 
ing  of  the  quotation  is  not  at  first  sight  plain,  nor  yet  its 
connection  with  the  statement  that  blood  and  water  flowed 
from  the  wound.      In  spite  of  all  efforts,  no  one  has  yet 
been  able  to  show  that  blood  and  water  actually  do  flow 
from  a  wound  of  this  kind.      But  blood  and  water  are 
mentioned  together  also  in  i  Jn.  56,  where  it  is  said  that 
Jesus  Christ  came  by  water  and  blood.      By  the  water 
here,  so  far  as  the  person  of  Jesus  is  concerned,  we  can 
hardly  understand  anything  else  than  his  baptism  ;  by 
the  blood  the  atoning  blood  which  he  shed  on  the  cross. 
The   sequel    in   w.  7-9   shows,   however,   that  what    is 
being  spoken  of  is  not  merely  the  experience  of  his  own 
life,  but  also  that  which  he  brings  to  believers.      In  that 
case  the  water  denotes  their  baptism,  and  the  meaning 
of  the  blood  is    best  found   in  Jn.  653-56.       It   is   the 
eucharistic  blood.     Jesus  comes  (i  Jn.  56)  by  the  two 
sacraments    which    signify,    partly   reception    into    the 
Christian    church,    partly    the    continual    renewal  of  a 
Christian  standing.      Now,  the  reference  to  water  does 
not  come  into  connection  with  the  idea  of  the  paschal 
lamb  ;  but  that  to  blood  does.      The  reference  to  water 
thus  carries  us  beyond  the  suggestions  connected  with 
the  paschal  lamb,  indeed,  but  only  shows  all  the  more 
clearly  that  the  account  of  the  history  is  here  dominated 
throughout  by  ideas. 

(e)  That  the  Last  Supper  as  related  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel  cannot  have  been  a  paschal  meal  is  self-evident, 
and  would   not  of  itself  give  occasion   to  any  doubts 
regarding  Jn.'s  chronology.       Serious  doubts,  however, 
must   arise    when    it    is    observed    how   the   evangelist 
connects   the    interpretation   of    the   Supper    with    his 
narrative  of  the  Feeding  of  the  Five  Thousand  (61-63) 
and  thus  makes  it  to  have  been  given  a  year  earlier  than 
the  date  at  which  the  event  happened  according  to  the 
synoptists. 

How  impossible  this  version  of  the  facts  is  can  best  be  seen 
from  the  attempts  to  render  it  harmless.  Many  deny  that  the 
eucharist  is  intended  at  all  in  chap.  6 ;  but  in  view  of  the 
words  in  vv.  51^-56,  and  of  the  allusion,  otherwise  quite  point 
less,  to  thirst  as  well  as  hunger  in  i>,  35,  such  a  denial  is  quite 
useless.  Spitta,  accordingly,  would  delete  vy.  51-59  (§  21  c) ; 
but  v.  35,  which  he  leaves  untouched,  raises  its  protest  against 
such  a  critical  proceeding.  Arthur  Wright  (A  Synopsis  of  the 
Gospels  in  Greek,  '96)  assumes  that  Jesus  instituted  the  ordin 
ance  of  the  Supper  as  early  as  the  first  passover  of  his  ministry, 
at  the  second  gave  the  exposition  now  found  in  Jn.  6,  and  at 
the  third  and  last  only  added  perhaps  the  command  to  continue 
its  celebration.  This  is  logical  enough,  but  so  gratuitous  as  to 
require  no  refutation. 

The  next  surprising  thing  in  this  connection  is  that 
Jn.  reports  absolutely  nothing  regarding  the  celebration 
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at  the  last  supper.  Spitta  supposes  the  dropping  out 
of  a  leaf  which  contained  the  missing  account  so  exactly 
— neither  more  nor  less — that  the  hiatus  arising  from 
want  of  connection  remained  unperceived.  Not  only 
is  this  hypothesis  very  bold  ;  it  wholly  fails  to  meet 
the  case.  One  must  go  further,  and  confess  that  it 
is  impossible  to  point  to  the  place  where  the  missing 
leaf  ought  to  have  come  in.  Jn.  introduces  in 
place  of  the  celebration  something  quite  new,  namely 
the  foot-washing.  This  is  not  accidental ;  it  is  a 
manifestation  of  love,  and  the  action  takes  place  in  the 
course  of  the  meal.  The  meal  thus  takes  the  character 
of  a  love-feast,  an  agapt,  and  thereby  becomes  an 
excellent  substitute  for  the  supper ;  in  the  primitive 
church,  it  is  well  known,  agap6  and  Eucharist  went 
together.  When  the  matter  is  viewed  in  this  light  there 
is  no  further  occasion  to  seek  for  a  place  in  the  gospel 
where  the  account  of  the  institution  of  the  Eucharist 
may  originally  have  stood. 

(/)  Thus  we  may  take  as  lying  at  the  foundation  of 
the  whole  representation  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  idea 
which  is  thrown  out  by  Paul  only  casually  (i  Cor. 
67)  :  'as  our  passover  Christ  was  sacrificed,'  rb  Trdcrxa 
7//au)f  M9-r]  XptcjTos.  Jn.  carries  it  out  in  all  its  details. 
The  more  completely  the  precepts  relating  to  the 
paschal  lamb  could  be  shown  to  have  been  fulfilled  in 
Jesus,  the  more  perfectly  could  it  be  held  to  have  been 
demonstrated  that  the  religion  which  rested  on  the  pass- 
over  as  its  foundation  had  been,  by  the  will  of  God,  set 
aside  and  its  place  taken  by  another. 

It  may  perhaps  be  matter  of  surprise  that  the  '  pneumatic ' 
evangelist  should  attach  weight  to  so  literal  a  fulfilment  of  the 
Old  Testament.  Yet  this  is  what  he  does  also  elsewhere.  From 
Ps.  22  19  we  find  that  Mk.  1624  Mt.  2735  Lk.  23  34  have  taken 
only  the  one  detail  that  the  soldiers  divided  the  raiment  of  Jesus 
amongst  themselves  by  lot.  It  is  only  Jn.  (19  23^)  who  not 
only  cites  the  passage  verbatim,  but  also  finds  in  the  two 
members  of  the  verse  two  separate  facts, — viz.,  the  dividing  of  the 
upper  garment,  and  the  casting  of  lots  over  the  seamless  under 
garment.  So  also  it  is  he  who  brings  Ps.  69  22  into  connection 
with  the  fact  stated  by  the  synoptists  (Mk.  1636  Mt.  2748  Lk. 
23  36)  that  .they  gave  Jesus  to  drink  on  the  cross,  and  who  ex 
pressly  signalises  the  act  as  a  fulfilment  of  a  scripture  (1928). 

It  is  he  too  (2  17)  who  quotes  from  the  same  Psalm — the  6gth 
— a  citation  not  found  in  any  of  the  synoptists,  claiming  that  it 
found  its  fulfilment  in  Jesus,  and  gives  four  other  citations,  also 
not  met  with  in  the  synoptists — in  each  case,  moreover,  with 
Mt.'s  formula,  'that  it  might  be  fulfilled,'  etc.,  'Lva.  ir\r)pta9fj 
K.T.A.  (1238  13 18  1625  17 12),  as  in  102428.  It  is  he,  too,  who 
(without  having  been  preceded  by  the  synoptists)  sees  a  type  of 
Christ  in  the  Serpent  in  the  wilderness  (3 14),  a  type  of  the 
Eucharist  in  the  manna  (6 31^  49  f.  58),  as  also  indeed  he  finds  a 
type  in  Siloah  (97),  translating  it  by  an-eoTaA/iieVos  (cp  GOSPELS, 


24.  The  synoptic 
and  Johannine 
date  confronted. 


The  position  of  the  question,  then,  is  this.  In  the 
case  of  the  synoptists  no  one  has  ever  yet  been  able  to 
suggest  any  reason  why  they  should 
have  wished  to  change  the  date  of 
the  death  of  Jesus.  The  utmost 
that  has  been  said  has  been  this — 
that  the  disciples  had  no  longer  retained  a  precise  re 
collection  of  the  day.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how 
any  one  who  adopts  such  a  view  can  possibly  attach 
any  credence  whatever  to  anything  the  synoptists 
say.  This  view,  so  damaging  to  the  synoptists,  is 
not  at  all  the  result,  as  such  a  view  ought  to  be,  of 
careful  examination  of  their  work  or  of  appreciative 
consideration  of  the  position  of  the  authorities  on 
whom  they  relied — on  whose  memories  nothing  surely 
could  have  imprinted  itself  so  indelibly  as  the  events 
of  those  last  days.  It  owes  its  origin  simply  and 
solely  to  preference  for  the  Fourth  Gospel.  Only  in 
one  case  would  it  be  compulsory  to  adopt  it  —  if  the 
synoptic  date  were  proved  to  be  impossible.  But  this 
it  is  far  from  being  ;  the  difficulties  on  which  emphasis 
is  laid  are  in  part  only  seeming,  and  in  part  admit 
of  explanation  by  a  very  excusable  error  of  tradition 
(§  22).  In  the  Fourth  Gospel  on  the  other  hand  it  can 
be  shown,  point  by  point,  that  the  representation  of  the 
history  had  to  be  given  exactly  as  we  find  it  there  if  it  was 
to  serve  to  set  forth  the  given  ideas.  The  sole  question, 
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therefore  is  whether  we  shall  make  up  our  minds  to 
recognise  that  this  is  what  the  Fourth  Gospel  does. 
This  decision  we  must,  however,  make,  unless  the 
synoptic  representation  is  to  remain  an  insoluble  riddle. 
Nor  is  such  a  decision,  in  view  of  the  entire  character 
of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  in  the  least  difficult.  Elsewhere 
also  it  devotes  itself  to  the  representation  of  ideas  (see 
§  20  c),  and  as  regards  the  date  of  the  crucifixion  the 
coincidences  with  the  precepts  regarding  the  paschal  lamb 
are  so  strong  that  on  the  assumption  of  literal  historicity 
the  position  of  Hengstenberg  is  inevitable — that  God, 
or  Jesus,  with  conscious  intention,  so  ordered  the  events 
as  to  make  them  literally  correspond  to  those  precepts. 

The  difference  in  character  between  the  synoptic  and 
the  Johannine  discourses  of  Jesus  can  hardly  be  over 
stated. 

(a)  As  regards  style— the  synoptists  give  short  say 
ings,  the  Fourth  Gospel  long  expositions.  The  Fourth 

Gospel   has  no  parables — not  even  in 
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of  discourses 
of  Jesus. 


Jesus  is  called,  not  a  '  parable  '  (irapa.- 
),  but  a  '  proverb'  (Tra.poifj.la  :  see 
PARABLE).  This  is  very  appropriate.  That  Jesus 
should  be  a  '  door  '  is  an  idea  that  it  is  impossible  to 
visualise.  By  it  is  expressed — not  by  means  of  an 
image  drawn  from  life,  but  by  means  of  an  artificial 
thought-allegory — the  conception  that  Jesus,  or,  more 
strictly  speaking,  faith  in  Jesus,  is  the  only  means  where 
by  one  can  enter  into  the  Church  and  so  into  blessed 
ness.  In  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  discourses  of  Jesus 
are  distinguished  so  little  from  those  of  the  Baptist  or 
from  those  of  the  evangelist  himself  that  commentators  on 
such  a  passage,  for  example,  as  827-36  are  utterly  at  vari 
ance  on  the  question  as  to  where  the  one  ends  and  the 
other  begins. 

(£)  In  the  synoptics  the  main  subject  of  the  discourses 
of  Jesus  is  furnished  by  the  question  how  the  kingdom 
of  God  can  be  entered  ;  in  Jn. ,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
leading  theme  is  Jesus  himself — his  person  and  his 
dignity,  on  which  in  the  synoptists  he  has  extra 
ordinarily  little  to  say.  Accordingly,  in  Jn. ,  the  ex 
pression  'kingdom  of  God'  occurs  only  twice  (83  5). 
In  Mt.  1 1 25-30,  it  is  true,  it  has  been  thought  by  scholars 
that  we  have  one  passage  which  partakes  of  the  char 
acter  of  the  Johannine  discourses  of  Jesus,  and  thus 
guarantees  the  authenticity  of  these  throughout.  This, 
however,  considering  its  isolated  character,  the  passage 
in  question  could  not  be  held  to  do,  even  if  it  really 
were  Johannine  in  character.  Moreover,  such  a  char 
acter  does  not  in  point  of  fact  belong  to  it,  as  becomes 
apparent  as  soon  as  the  most  ancient  reading  is  taken 
into  account. 

All  the  church-fathers  and  heretics  of  the  second  century,  of 
whose  reading  of  this  passage  we  have  any  knowledge  at  all, 
bear  witness  wholly  or  in  part  to  the  following  text :  '  All  things 
have  been  delivered  to  me  by  my  father,  a,nd  no  one  hath  known 
(tyvia)  the  father  but  the  son.  nor  the  son  but  the  father  and  he 
to  whomsoever  the  son  will  reveal  it."  Even  Irensus,  who 
severely  censures  the  sect  of  the  Marcosians  on  account  of  this 
reading,  himself  adopts  it  twice  or  (according  to  the  Syriac 
translation)  thrice ;  we  must  therefore  suppose  that  so  it  stood 
written  in  his  bible. 

According  to  the  text  just  quoted  the  knowledge  of  the  Father 
by  the  Son  is  not  something  which  is  spoken  of  in  the  present  tense 
only,  so  that  according  to  the  Johannine  manner  of  thinking  it 
could  be  regarded  as  having  existed  from  all  eternity;  it  is  some 
thing  that,  as  the  aorist  indicates,  came  into  being  at  a  definite 
moment  of  time,  and  before  this  particular  moment  did  not  as 
yet  exist.  This  moment  of  time  is  of  course  to  be  sought  for 
within  the  period  of  the  earthly  life  of  Jesus.  Further,  in  the 
true  text  the  first  place  is  not  assigned  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Son  by  the  Father  which  again  in  the  Johannine  theology  could  be 
regarded  as  existing  from  all  eternity  ;  the  first  in  order  is  this — 
that  Jesus  has  recognised  the  Father  in  God,  on  which  follows 
the  second  that  the  Father  has  recognised  the  Son.  Of  course, 
however,  this  does  not  mean  here  that  mysterious  interpene 
trative  knowledge  which  dogmatic  theology  ascribes  to  the 
first  person  of  the  Trinity  in  relation  to  the  second  ;  what  it 
means  is  simply  this  :  '  No  one  except  God  has  hitherto  known 
that  I  am  the  Messiah  ;  you  all  have  not  as  yet  perceived  it.' 
The  same  thing  is  very  fitly  expressed  in  the  parallel  text  Lk. 
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1022,  in  the  words  'No  one  knoweth  [better:  'hath  known'] 
•who  the  Son  is,'  that  is,  that  I  am  the  Son.  And  the  final  clause 
in  Mt.  and  Lk.  fits  the  same  sense  admirably,  '  and  he  to  whom 
the  Son  will  reveal  it.'  What  the  Son  will  reveal  is,  according 
to  the  true  reading,  not  at  all  the  essence  of  the  Father,  nor  yet 
so  to  say  his  own  essence,  which  might  again  bring  us  back  to 
the  Johannine  theology,  but  simply  the  knowledge  that  he  is 
the  Messiah. 

Peter's  confession  and  the  answer  of  Jesus  to  it  (Mt.  16  16./C 
and  ||s)  do  not  come  into  conflict  with  this  as  one  might  be  apt 
to  suppose.  Altogether  unassisted  and  out  of  his  own  inner 
consciousness  merely,  Peter  could  never  have  reached  the 
intuition  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah  ;  some  hints  he  must  have 
received  from  Jesus  himself.  Or,  since  Jesus  forbade  his 
disciples  to  make  known  the  confession  of  Peter,  it  is  open  to  us 
to  suppose  that  he  uttered  the  words  of  Mt.  11  27  somewhat  later 
and  in  presence  of  another  audience  to  which  Peter  did  not 
belong. 

Taken  in  this  sense  the  passage  not  only  does  not  contain  the 
Johannine  Christology ;  it  is  simply  a  purely  synoptist  repre 
sentation  of  the  rise  of  the  Messianic  consciousness  of  Jesus  :  in 
the  course  of  his  earthly  development  he  arrived  at  the  knowledge 
that  God  is  not  the  austere  god  of  the  Old  Testament  law  but  a 
father  such  as  is  presented  to  us  in  the  prophets  (Is.  63  16),  the 
psalms  (Ps.  686  10813),  and  other  later  writings  (Fcclus.  23  i  4 
Wisd.  2  16  11  10  143  etc.).  In  his  relation  to  the  divine  Father 
Jesus  feels  himself  to  be  a  son  of  God, — in  the  first  instance  in 
the  Old  Testament  ethical  sense,  inasmuch  as  he  submits  his 
will  in  all  things  to  that  of  the  Father.  But  in  this  respect  he 
found  himself  so  isolated  in  the  circle  of  his  contemporaries  that 
he  saw  himself  to  be  called  to  the  responsibility  of  leadership. 
Thus  it  was  that  he  felt  himself  to  be  the  son  KO.T  f£o\riv, 

As  for  the  text  itself,  no  codex,  however  old  and  good,  can 
be  a  sufficient  witness  against  the  extra-canonical  reading,  since 
even  the  oldest  of  them  is  some  two  centuries  younger  than  it. 
The  attempt  has  been  made  to  discredit  the  reading  as  being 
a  falsification  of  the  Gnostics,  who  denied  that  under  the  Old 
Testament  men  had  possessed  any  true  knowledge  of  God.  This 
is  certainly  the  view  of  Irenaeus.  That  very  fact,  however, 
serves  to  make  it  intelligible  how  churchmen  should  have  altered 
the  extra-canonical  reading,  as  seeming  to  favour  heresy,  into 
the  canonical, — an  alteration  which  seemed  to  them  in  point  of 
fact  to  have  its  full  warrant  in  the  Johannine  parallels  and 
particularly  in  10  15.  That  orthodox  persons  deliberately  altered 
the  NT  text  is  expressly  attested  by  one  of  the  most  orthodox  of 
them  all — I£,p{pha.mus(.-lnc0ratus,  31) — who  tells  us  that,  dread 
ing  a  too  human  view  of  Jesus,  they  deleted  Lk.  2243_/  The 
converse  possibility  is  all  the  more  improbable  in  proportion  as 
the  uncanonical  text  is  seen  to  befit  the  Jesus  of  the  synoptists 
better  and  in  proportion  as  it  does  not  deny  to  the  men  of  the 
Old  Testament  all  knowledge  of  God  as  the  Father.  For  it 
was  not  in  their  case  that  Jesus  was  at  all  concerned  to  deny 
such  knowledge  ;  it  was  in  the  case  of  his  contemporaries  that 
he  did  so  ;  this  was  sufficient  foundation  for  the  unique  claim  he 
made. 

Finally,  we  must  point  out  that  the  opening  words  of  Mt.  11 
27  =  Lk.  1022  'All  things  .  .  .  father"  must  not  be  explained 
according  to  Mt.  28 18.  There  stands  expressly  the  word 
'power.'  In  our  present  context,  however,  pou<er  would  be 
quite  unsuitable,  for  we  are  concerned  only  with  the  knowledge 
that  God  is  a  father.  The  yoke  of  Jesus  in  Mt.  11  29^  is  _con- 
trasted  with  the  yoke  of  the  Law,  the  yoke  of  the  Pharisees 
(cp  Mt.  23  4  and  the  expression/«<£-K>«  legis  in  the  Apoc.  Bar.  41  3); 
they  are  the  '  wise  and  prudent '  from  whom  according  to 
1125  God  has  hidden  what  he  has  through  Jesus  revealed  to 
infants,  namely,  the  fatherhood  of  God.  Now  the  doctrine  of 
the  Pharisees  is  called  '  tradition  of  the  elders  '  (n-apoioo-is  tStv 
Trpea'ftvTfpuii')  in  Mk.  "48  13  etc.,  and  in  this  we  have  explained 
how  anything  that  Jesus  taught  was  said  to  be  delivered  to 
him.  In  this  way  vanishes  the  last  appearance  of  there  being 
in  our  passage  Johannine  ideas. 

(c)  The  occasion  which  leads  to  the  prolongation  of 
the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  is  often 
some  misunderstanding  of  his  words  on  the  part  of  the 
listeners.  Such  misunderstanding  may  sometimes  seem 
intelligible  in  some  degree — as  for  example  when  Jesus 
speaks  of  himself  as  the  bread  which  came  down  from 
heaven  (64i/. ),  or  says  that  he  will  give  them  his  flesh 
to  eat  (652),  that  Abraham  had  already  seen  him  (856/1 ), 
and  the  like.  But  it  would  be  difficult  to  understand 
how  Jesus  by  such  disquisitions  can  have  won  over  to 
himself  the  lowly  ones  among  the  people  or  comforted 
the  weary  and  heavy-laden.  This  he  did  by  preaching 
(according  to  the  synoptics)  that  the  divine  compassion 
is  great  and  that  all  that  God  demands  is  a  pure  heart, 
not  by  disquisitions  of  the  kind  referred  to  or  meta 
physical  questions  in  a  language  that  cannot  be  called 
popular.  In  other  places  the  misunderstandings  of  the 
hearers  are  hardly  comprehensible  (see,  for  example, 
8192227).  It  may,  in  fact,  be  almost  generalised  as  a 
prevailing  law  for  the  Fourth  Gospel  that  at  the  begin- 
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ning  of  a  discourse  or  a  portion  of  a  discourse  Jesus 
utters  a  saying  meant  to  be  taken  in  a  spiritual  sense 
but  expressed  in  an  intentionally  ambiguous  form  which 
is  understood  by  the  hearers  in  the  physical  and  so 
made  unintelligible  (e.g.  2 19  83  4  10  13  f.  32  ?33/.  11 23 
[§  56 £]  36  [§  26  rf]  1232  147).  But  it  is  not  easy  to 
suppose  that  this  was  invariably  what  actually  happened. 

(d)  Nor  is  there  any  help  in  the  conjecture  that  the 
Fourth  Gospel  reproduces  the  style  of  the  discourses  of 
Jesus  as  they  were  during  the  later  period  of  his  ministry, 
the  synoptics  that  of  his  earlier  ones.      Not  only  does 
such  a    theory   directly    conflict  with    the  actual  text, 
where   in  Jn.   we  have  characteristic   discourses  which 
are  assigned  to  his  earliest  period  and  in  the  synoptic 
discourses  equally  characteristic  belonging  to  his  latest ; 
the  discrepancy  in  character  between  the  two  kinds  of 
discourse  is  so  great,  that  a  transition  from  the  one  to 
the  other  by  the  same  speaker  is  psychologically  un 
thinkable.      A  consciousness  of  approaching  departure 
may  very  well  have  influenced  the  tone  and  character 
of  the  discourses  of  the  last  days  ;  but  if  that  had  led  to 
a  sudden  communication  of  things  never  treated  before, 
surely  this  would  at  least  have  been  made  in  the  hearing 
of  the  disciples  alone,  and  not,  as  we  are  expressly  told, 
in  the  Fourth  Gospel,  in  the  presence  of  the  people. 

(e)  One  of  the  most  striking  phenomena  of  the  dis 
courses  of  Jesus   in  the    Fourth   Gospel  is  that   their 
themes,  which  are  few  to  begin  with,  are  repeated  on 
the   most  diverse  occasions    to    the    point    of  tedium. 
The  monotony  is  probably  felt  by  every  reader.      It  is 
carried  so  far  that  a  discourse  which  had  been  left  un 
finished  on  a  certain  occasion  is  continued  on  another 
to    other  hearers.      In  721-24  Jesus  justifies  himself  at 
the  Feast  of  Tabernacles,   in  the  autumn,   for  having 
healed  on  the  Sabbath-day  the  sick  man  at  the  pool  of 
Bethesda  (5 9  16)  more  than    half  a  year  before,   at  a 
feast   before   the    preceding   passover  (5i  64).      In  10 
26-28  at  the  Feast  of  Dedication  he  continues  the  dis 
course  about  his  sheep  which  he  had  begun  at  another 
time  in  10i-i6. 

The  attempt  has  been  made  to  account  for  such  phenomena 
by  supposing  that  the  order  of  the  several  parts  of  the  gospel 
Lad  been  lost  by  copyists  ;  cp  for  example  Bacon,  JBL,  '94,  pp. 
64-76,  Strayer  and  Turner,  JTh.  Studies,  1900,  pp.  137-140  and 
141  f.  Such  attempts  have  a  certain  justification  when  they  seek 
to  remove  the  difficulty  that  after  the  charge  (1431)  'Arise,  let  us 
go  hence '  Jesus  utters  the  discourses  that  fill  chaps.  15-17 ;  but  even 
here  the  attempts  at  rearrangement  are  by  no  means  convincing. 

Much  more  hopeless  are  such  attempts  elsewhere.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  7  15-24  should  follow  directly  on  647.  Butat  647 
the  subject  of  the  Sabbath  has  been  dropped  for  some  time  ;  at 
5i7./C  it  is  passed  from  with  a  clearly  marked  transition('  not  only 
.  .  .  but  also')-  I mmediately after 5  16,  therefore,  would  be  the 
place  for  the  passage  from  chap.  7,  and  the  passage  must  be  not 
715-24  but  only  719-24(50  Bertling,  St.  Kr.,  '80,  pp.  351-353). 
Even,  however,  if  a  better  order  were  obtained  at  one  place  by 
transpositions  we  should  furthermore  have  to  inquire  how  the 
original  order  came  to  be  disturbed.  If  one  could  venture  to 
suppose  that  a  leaf  which  accidentally  began  and  ended  exactly 
with  a  complete  sentence  became  detached  from  the  papyrus  roll 
to  which  it  had  been  fastened  and  was  then  inserted  at  a  wrong 
place,  the  hypothesis  becomes  of  course  impossible  as  soon  as  it 
is  found  necessary  to  apply  it  to  a  series  of  cases.  To  obtain  a 
better  order,  however,  7 3$f.,  e.g.,  should  be  contiguous  with 
183336,  or  737/1  with  4ioi4/:,  or  812  with  1246,  or  815  with 
1247,  whilst  the  intervening  verses  8  iT,f.  are  the  continuation  of 
&31./-  These  are  but  a  few  examples  out  of  an  almost  endless 
mass.  There  hardly  remains  anything,  therefore,  but  to  attri 
bute  this  state  of  things  to  a  peculiarity  in  the  author. 

The  representation  of  Jesus  throughout  the  entire 
Fourth  Gospel  is  in  harmony  with  the  utterances  of 
26  The  figure  the  Johannine  Christ  regarding  his 
of  Jesus,  apart  heavenly  origin  (§25  b}. 

from  the  \a>  HlsbaPtlsmisn°trelated(l32/), 

Prolo      e          because  it  seemed  to  interfere  with  his 

dignity  ;  so  also  his  temptation  in  the 

wilderness,  his  prayer  in  Gethsemane,  and  his  forsaken 

cry  on  the  cross  are  passed  over  in  silence.     The  place 

of  the  prayer  in  Gethsemane  is  taken  by  the  words  spoken 

at  a  much  earlier  period  (1227),  which,  however,  cannot 

be  worse  misinterpreted  than  they  are  when  punctuated 

(as  in  Ti. ,  Treg. ,  and  WH)  :  '  Now  is  my  soul  troubled, 
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and  what  shall  I  say  ?  Father,  save  me  from  this  hour. ' 
To  the  Johannine  Christ  the  thought  of  asking  the 
father  for  deliverance  from  death  could  never  have 
suggested  itself ;  his  surrender  of  his  life  is  in  fact 
voluntary  (10 17 /. ).  The  meaning  accordingly  is  :  '  Shall 
I,  peradventure,  say  :  Father,  save  me  from  this  hour? ' 
It  is  only  thus  that  the  sequel  comes  in  with  any  ap 
propriateness  :  '  Nay,  for  this  cause  came  I  unto  this 
hour,  therefore  will  I  rather  say  :  Father,  glorify  thy 
name ' — by  this,  that  thou  sufferest  me  to  go  to  my 
death.  Cp  18  n.  Some  trace  of  a  weakness  in  the 
crucified  one  might  perhaps  be  discerned  in  the  words 
(1928)  '  I  thirst'  ;  but  it  is  expressly  observed  that  they 
were  spoken  only  that  a  scripture  might  be  fulfilled. 
His  prayer  at  the  grave  of  Lazarus  is  uttered,  accord 
ing  to  1142,  only  on  the  people's  account.  He  shows 
his  omniscience  in  148  224/1  4i6-i8  664  71  11 11-14  13 
ii  18.  Jesus  addresses  to  Philip  the  question,  'Whence 
shall  we  buy  bread  ?  '  (65  f. )  only  to  try  him. 

(b)  His  enemies  cannot  lay  hands  on  him  ;  as  often  as 
they  set  about  his  arrest  (73044  82059  10391236)  or  seek 
to  slay  him  (016-18  725  32  10  31,  cp  7 19  83740),  the  attempt 
fails.     The  expression  (eKpv^rj)  which  we  read  in  859 
1236  must,  in  view  of  his  dignity,  be  interpreted  not  as 
meaning  that   '  he  hid  himself,'  but  as  meaning  that  he 
became  invisible  in  a  supernatural  way  (cp  GOSPELS, 
§  56,  n.  i).      At  his  arrest  the  entire  Roman  cohort  falls 
to  the  ground  (186).     Of  his  own   initiative  he  gives 
himself  up.     Judas  has  no  need  to  betray  him  with  a 
kiss,  and  stands  doing  nothing.      Of  his  own  initiative, 
by  dipping  the  sop  and  giving  it  to  Judas,  Jesus  had 
already  brought  it  about  that  Satan  entered  into  Judas, 
and  had  charged   him    to   hasten   his  work  (1326/. ). 
Jesus  acknowledged  to  Pilate  that  he  was  King,  not  of 
the  Jews,  but  of  something  higher,   of  Truth  (1837). 
There  is  no  need  for  Simon   of  Cyrene  to  carry  the 
cross  ;  Jesus  carries  it  himself  (19  17). 

(c)  Immediately  after  his  resurrection  Jesus  will  not 
allow  Mary  Magdalene  to  touch  him  (2017)  as  she  and 
the  other  Mary  touch  his  feet  in  Mt.  28  9  ;  he  does  not 
taste  food  as  in  Lk.  2442/.  (nor  yet  in  Jn.  21  iz/.  )  ;  on 
the  contrary,   he  enters  by  closed  doors  (20 19  26)  and 
imparts  the  Holy  Spirit   (2022),    which    according    to 
Acts   2 1-13  was  first  poured  out    on    the    disciples    at 
Pentecost.     According  to  the  Fourth  Gospel,  Jesus  can 
impart  the  Holy  Spirit  because  he  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
are  one,   because  his  second    coming  is  identical  with 
the  coming  of  the  Holy  Spirit   (§  28  a),  and  because 
that  coming  became  possible  at  the  moment  of  Jesus' 
glorification    (739).       In    short,    to  the    Christ    of   the 
Fourth  Gospel  the  saying  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews 
(58),    that  he  learned    obedience    through    the    things 
that  he  suffered,  has  become  inapplicable  ;  so  even  that 
of  the  Epistle  to  the  Philippians  (2  7),  that  he  emptied 
himself  of  the  divine  ;  what  applies  to  him  is  the  say 
ing  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Colossians  (2g),  that  in  him 
dwelt  the  whole  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily. 

(</)  Over  against  this  we  find  hardly  any  really  human 
traits,  and  such  as  do  manifest  themselves  are  intended 
in  another  sense  than  at  first  sight  appears. 

What  is  principally  relied  on  as  evidence  of  truly  human 
characteristics  in  the  Johannine  Christ  is  his  weeping  at  the 
grave  of  Lazarus  ^11  35).  From  the  very  fact  that  the  Jews  are 
said  to  have  seen  in  his  tears  a  proof  of  his  love  for  Lazarus,  the 
reader  might  have  been  led  to  conjecture  that  this  is  not  the 
author's  view  of  them,  for  the  Jews  are  always  represented  as 
understanding  Jesus  wrongly  (§  25  c).  The  evangelist  has  taken 
further  measures,  however,  to  obviate  any  such  misunderstanding. 
Even  in  v.  33  he  tells  us  that  Jesus  was  moved  with  indignation 
in  the  spirit  because  he  saw  Mary  weeping  and  the  Jews  also 
weeping  with  her.  And  again  in  v.  38  Jesus  is  moved  with  in 
dignation  in  himself  at  the  words  of  the  Jews,  'Could  this  man 
not  have  caused  that  Lazarus  also  should  not  die?'  It  is  clear, 
then,  that  the  tears  of  Jesus  as  well  as  his  anger  were  caused  by 
the  unbelief  in  his  miraculous  power. 

We  turn  now  to  some  leading  points  in  the  doctrine 
of  Jesus  as  recorded  in  Jn. ,  with  a  view  to  comparison 
with  the  synoptists.  Salvation  is  spoken  of  as  destined 
for  all  men  (10 16  11 52,  cp  3  16,  /c6o>ios).  In  the 
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synoptists    this    doctrine    is    brought    into    the    mouth 
°^  Jesus  on^y  ky  later  insertions  (see 

JSS.IZ'Adll  IS 

eyen  Pau,  had  tQ  devote  the  whole  of 

his  converted  life.  In  the  Fourth  Gospel,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  presents  itself  as  a  matter  settled  from  the  very 
beginning  without  possibility  of  dispute.  Lk.  had  made 
use  of  the  Samaritans  in  order  to  set  forth  the  relations 
of  Jesus  with  non-Jews,  or,  in  other  words  (according  to 
his  view),  with  heathen  (GOSPELS,  §  109  a).  Jn.  not 
only  does  the  like  (41-42;  in  particular,  35-38  are  not 
confined  to  Samaria)  ;  he  goes  farther,  representing 
Greeks  also  as  coming  to  Jesus  (1220-32).  He  does  not 
state  what  passed  at  the  interview,  or  what  the  result 
was  ;  the  narrative  closes  abruptly.  This  makes  it  all 
the  more  clear  that  the  interview  is  simply  to  show  that 
Greeks  had  so  come  ;  the  passage  thus  may  be  regarded 
as  pointing  to  the  spread  of  the  gospel  among  the 
Gentiles.  The  counterpart  of  this  is  that  Jesus  hardly 
at  all  comes  into  conflict  with  his  opponents  as  regards 
the  validity  of  the  Mosaic  law  in  any  of  its  precepts. 
To  him  it  is  simply  the  law  of  the  Jews  (§  19).  All 
this  shows  to  what  a  height  the  Johannine  Christ  has 
risen  above  those  difficulties  with  which  Jesus,  Paul, 
and  even  the  synoptists  had  still  to  contend. 

(a)  The  Christ  of  the  synoptists  speaks  of  the  final  judg 
ment  as  one  completed  act  to  take  place  at  the  end  of 

no    p    >i        the  present  dispensation  ;  the  Johannine 

tolo     E"   Christ  says   (524^:    'he  that  believeth 
°-''        .  .  .  shall  not  come  into  judgment.  '     He 

regards  the  judgment,  where  he  really  speaks  of  it,  as  a 
process  which  is  accomplished  in  the  course  of  man's 
life  on  earth  ;  he  takes  the  word  'judgment'  (/cpiVts)  in 
an  etymological  sense,  according  to  which  on  the  one 
hand  it  means  a  decision  by  which  the  individual  makes 
his  choice  whether  he  is  to  choose  Christ  or  turn  away 
from  him  (819);  on  the  other  hand,  as  a  separation 
between  men  who  do  the  one  thing  and  those  who  do 
the  other  (1231;  cp  substantially,  In/).  Whilst  the 
Christ  of  the  synoptists,  moreover,  announces  in  a  quite 
literal  sense  his  coming  again  with  the  clouds  of  heaven, 
the  Johannine  Christ  identifies  his  second  advent  with 
the  coming  of  the  Holy  Spirit  into  the  hearts  of  believers 
(14i6-i8  16713). 

(b)  It    must   not    be   overlooked    that   alongside   of 
this  the  synoptic  view  also  is  met  with.      Passages  like 
14321  16  16-22  are  capable  of  being  so  taken;  and  so 
also  as  regards   the   final  judgment   the    synoptic  re 
presentation  is  quite  clearly  expressed  in  628  f.  ;  only 
we  must  not  regard  such  expressions  as  the  decisive 
ones,   since   they  can  easily  be  merely  the  prolonged 
effect  of  the  older  view.      So  much  is  certain  —  -that  the 
spiritualised  representation  which  is  characteristic  of  the 
Fourth   Gospel  could    not    have   been   possible   to   the 
Jesus  of  the  synoptists.      So  strong  is  the  contradiction 
between  the  two  that  many  find  the  only  possible  solu 
tion  in  the  supposition  that  628  f.  is  a  gloss. 

A  like  supposition  can  hardly  be  upheld  with  regard  to  those 
passages  in  which  the  second  advent  is  described  in  synoptical 
terms.  Here  the  only  supposition  open  to  us  is  that  the  evan 
gelist  has  retained  the  old  form  of  expression  but  imported  a 
new  meaning  into  it,  and  made  the  new  meaning  secure  against 
misunderstanding  by  means  of  a  variety  of  expressions  in  which 
he  formulates  his  own  view.  As  regards  the  resurrection  of 
believers,  we  find  it  expressed  in  6(25?)  28yC  639^  40^  44^  54^ 
quite  in  the  manner  with  which  the  synoptists  have  made 
us  familiar.  These  passages,  however,  admit  with  particular 
facility  the  assumption  that  they  are  glosses.  In  their  present 
connection  they  are  in  part  superfluous,  in  part  even  disturbing 
to  the  sense,  being  attached  to  sentences  that  state  the  very 
opposite. 

(c)  Alongside    of  the   second   advent    passages  just 
referred  to  we  find  a  spiritualised  view,   according  to 
which  resurrection   is  an   event   happening  within  the 
earthly  life  of    the  believer:    'he  who  beh'eveth   .   .   . 
hath  already   passed    (^era/J^Kec  )    from   death    unto 
life'  (624,  cp  8  si/.  ).     The  same  view  is  met  with  also 
among    the  gnostics.      In   2  Tim.  2i8  we  find   quoted 
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as  theirs  the  declaration  that  the  resurrection  is  past 
already.  By  this  they  meant  that  the  resurrection  in 
the  case  of  each  individual  is  when  by  the  revelation 
of  which  Christ  is  the  means  he  reaches  the  intuition 
that  his  soul  is  of  divine  origin  and  his  body  only 
a  prison  of  the  soul,  and  when,  in  accordance  with 
this,  as  a  true  gnostic,  he  despises  what  is  earthly  and 
cherishes  the  consciousness  of  his  divine  origin.  Jn. 
has  given  no  specially  gnostic  expression  to  his  view  of 
the  resurrection,  and  in  the  other  leading  passage 
(11 2s/. )  it  is  possible  that  there  is  nothing  more  than  an 
expression  of  the  doctrine  of  immortality  :  '  He  that 
believeth  on  me,  even  though  he  die,  shall  yet  live,  and 
whosoever  liveth  and  believeth  on  me  shall  never  die." 
Only,  in  this  utterance,  the  last  words  have  already 
ceased  to  speak  of  the  physical  death  which  is  the  sub 
ject  of  the  first.  That  any  one  would  escape  physical 
death  the  author  could  not  possibly  affirm.  Nor  would 
the  proposition  have  had  any  interest  for  him.  What 
is  important  for  him  is  the  conception  of  a  life  which 
begins  already  upon  this  earth  and  is  endowed  with 
such  intensity  that  it  cannot  be  interrupted  by  the  cir 
cumstance  of  physical  death.  If  he  calls  it  '  eternal '  he 
means  by  that  word  not  merely  its  endless  duration,  but 
before  and  above  all,  its  inextinguishable  power  even 
already  upon  earth.  Its  opposite  is  a  condition  of  the 
soul  which  is  also  to  be  met  with  in  the  course  of  man's 
earthly  life — that  of  spiritual  death.  This  idea  of  life 
is  quite  remote  from  the  sphere  of  thought  of  the  Christ 
of  the  synoptists. 

(it)  The  fact,  however,  that  in  order  to  set  forth  the  Johannine 
idea  of  '  eternal  life  '  the  raising  of  Lazarus  from  a  physical 
death  is  used,  was  fitted  to  conceal  the  novelty  of  the  idea  from 
theologians.  In  reality  the  raising  of  Lazarus  is  quite  unsuited 
to  express  that  idea.  It  is  not  Lazarus's  faith  on  Jesus  which 
gives  him  the  inward  strength  to  continue  his  life  in  fellowship 
with  God  and  with  Christ ;  on  the  contrary,  for  his  resurrection 
one  of  the  most  stupendous  of  physical  miracles  is  required  ; 
and  this  resurrection  itself  does  not  guarantee  to  him  an  endless 
continuance  of  his  physical  life,  but  sooner  or  later  he  must, 
it  need  hardly  be  said,  die  a  second  time  without  the  prospect 
of  a  new  miraculous  raising  by  Jesus. 

(a)  The  Christ  of  the  synoptists  has  already  placed 
Satan  over  against  God  ;  but  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  this 

29.  Dualism.  antithesis  «  made  nuich  sharper  (844). 
Moreover,  it  is  of  much  wider  reach. 
Over  against  one  another  stand  the  things  that  are 
above  and  the  things  that  are  beneath  (ret  &vu  and 
TO.  Kdrw,  823),  in  other  words,  heaven  and  earth  (777, 
831,  or  /c6(7/iios  823  15i9  17i4i6).  The  same  antithesis 
is  denoted  by  that  between  light  and  darkness  (Is 
3i9/.),  truth  and  error  (14i7),  life  and  death  (651  sa/). 
It  subsists  accordingly,  not  between  two  personalities 
merely,  God  and  the  devil,  but  between  two  worlds,  the 
higher  and  the  lower,  and  in  the  passages  quoted  it  is 
conceived  as  absolute.  It  recurs  again  in  the  world  of 
men  as  the  antithesis  between  'spirit'  (Trvevfj,a)  and 
'flesh'  (trapi;)  (36).  The  important  point  to  notice  is 
that  in  a  number  of  passages  one  class  of  men  is  re 
garded  as  belonging  to  the  one  order  and  the  other 
class  to  the  other,  and  a  transition  from  the  one  to  the 
other  seems  to  be  excluded.  Chap.  3  6  has  no  meaning 
unless  it  is  intended  to  convey  that  what  is  born  of  the 
flesh  is  and  remains  flesh,  and  what  is  born  of  the  spirit 
is  and  remains  spirit.  In  accordance  with  this  view  are 
the  extraordinarily  blunt  sentences  (843),  'Ye  cannot 
hear  my  word  '  (because  ye  are  of  your  father  the  devil)  ; 
cp  827  64465  1237-40,  as  also  17  9  :  'I  pray  not  for  the 
world.'  If  only  such  sentences  as  these  were  met  with 
in  the  Fourth  Gospel,  it  would  be  a  gnostic  book  ;  for 
they  embody  the  separation  of  mankind  into  two  classes 
— the  '  pneumatic  '  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  '  psychic ' 
on  the  other — and  the  declaration,  made  only  by  the 
gnostics,  that  none  but  the  pneumatic  can  attain  to 
salvation.  This  view,  had  it  gained  the  upper 
hand,  would  have  been  the  death  of  the  Christian 
church,  for  it  excludes  from  her  pale  all  the  intel 
lectually  weak. 
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(6)  In  the  Fourth  Gospel  it  is  not  carried  out  with 
thoroughness.  Side  by  side  with  it  stand  such  utterances 
of  a  universal  Christianity  as  (lg)  'the  light  lighteth 
every  man'  ;  cp  1?  3 15 f.  or  129  633  1247  817,  accord 
ing  to  which  Christ's  mission  is  to  save  the  world,  or 
1231  16 n,  according  to  which  he  is  to  overcome  Satan. 
It  is  nevertheless  not  conceivable  that  such  universal  ideas 
embody  the  original  meaning  of  the  Johannine  doctrine 
of  Jesus.  For  in  that  case  it  would  be  incompre 
hensible  how  Jn.  should  ever  have  attributed  the  op 
posite  ideas  also  to  Jesus.  The  actual  state  of  the  case 
can  only  be  stated  thus  :  the  gnostic  ideas  were  the 
starting-point,  but  were  not  held  with  rigorous  strict 
ness,  and  were  allowed  to  become  toned  down  by  asso 
ciation  with  those  of  universal  Christianity.  This  is 
shown  often  even  by  the  very  language  employed  ;  for 
example,  in  15 19  :  '  because  ye  are  not  of  the  world,  but 
I  have  chosen  you  out  of  the  world,  therefore  the  world 
hateth  you. '  If  the  disciples  are  not  of  the  world  then 
they  are,  according  to  the  antithesis  strictly  taken, 
already  of  God  and  need  not,  nay,  cannot,  be  chosen 
out  of  the  world.  If,  however,  they  can,  then  in  the 
second  clause  we  find  no  longer  the  mutually  exclusive 
antithesis  between  God  and  the  world,  but  rather  the 
idea  of  the  world  as  denoting  the  sum -total  of  all 
humanity,  and  that  a  certain  number  out  of  the  total 
are  capable  of  arriving  at  eternal  blessedness. 

Jesus  attributes  to  himself  pre-existence  in  the  most 
comprehensive  manner  (858):  'before  Abraham  came 

.     ~      .  ,.  into  being,  I  am.'     The  present  tense 

30.  Savinars  of 

_  A     exPresses  not  only  a  priority  to  Abra- 

!Sar  -    ham  ;n  tjmei  but  also  the  further  idea 


ing  himself. 


that  the  condition  of  Jesus  was  at  no 


time  any  other  than  it  is  at  the  moment  of  speaking — in 
other  words,  that  he  has  existed  from  all  eternity.  Cp 
further,  17  5.  In  view  of  these  utterances  it  is  quite 
pointless  to  interpret  the  oneness  with  the  Father  which 
Jesus  attributes  to  himself  in  103038  Mg-n  1245  17 21 
and  often,  as  purely  a  moral  oneness,  that  is  to  say  as 
depending  merely  on  the  determination  of  Jesus  to 
submit  his  own  will  entirely  to  the  will  of  God.  A  pre- 
existent  person  has  clearly  come  into  being  in  a  way 
which  fundamentally  distinguishes  him  from  all  merely 
human  persons.  The  expression  '  only  begotten '  (fj.ovo- 
yev-fis)  applies  to  him  in  the  quite  literal  sense  that  he  is 
the  only  Son  of  God,  begotten  by  God,  while  all  men 
have  been  created  not  begotten  by  him,  and  therefore 
it  must  be  understood  in  this  meaning,  not  in  the 
weakened  sense  in  which  a  son  of  a  human  father  can 
be  called  '  only  begotten  '  if  he  has  no  brother.  Herein, 
further,  lies  the  reason  why  Jn.  never,  like  Jesus  (e.g. , 
Mt.  6945)  and  Paul  (e.g. ,  Rom.  814),  speaks  of  men  as 
'sons'  (viol),  but  always  only  as  'children'  (T£KVO.)  of 
God,  as  in  Rom.  8i6/. ,  and  knows  of  but  one  'son' 
(wos)  of  God.  'Only  begotten'  (povoyevris)  thus  ex 
presses  more  than  '  own  son '  (tStos  1/165)  by  which 
expression  Paul  (Rom.  832)  distinguishes  Jesus  from  all 
men,  or  '  the  son  of  his  love'  (6  vlbs  rrjs  ay&wris  avrov) 
(Col.  1 13),  and  more  than  the  simple  '  son  '  (vl6s)  which 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  applies,  both  with  and  with 
out  the  article,  to  Jesus  (128  etc.)  ;  for  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews  does  not  hesitate  also  at  the  same  time 
to  speak  of  men  as  'sons'  (viol)  of  God  (2io  12s-8). 
Jesus'  oneness  with  God  would  remain  firmly  established 
in  virtue  of  his  mode  of  origin,  quite  apart  from  the 
question  whether  he  realises  this  oneness  in  the  moral 
sphere  by  any  determination  of  his  own.  It  accords 
moreover  with  this  view  of  his  origin,  that  in  his  person 
upon  earth  God  can  be  seen  (12 45  14g).  According  to 
3 13  he  is  even  continually  at  the  same  time  in  heaven  and 
on  earth.  It  is  in  harmony  too  with  the  same  view  that 
the  only  demand  made  upon  men  is  that  they  should 
believe  in  Jesus,  and  that  it  is  declared  that  no  man 
can  come  to  the  father  but  through  him  (146).  The 
Christ  of  the  synoptists  never  speaks  thus  of  his  own 
person  ;  on  the  contrary,  we  find  him  declaring  that 

2533 


blasphemy  against  himself  can  be  forgiven  (Mt.  123i/. 
Lk.  12 10  ;  see  GOSPELS,  §  n6d). 

In  the  Prologue  Jesus  is  identified  with  the  Logos. 
(a)  Formerly  scholars  used  to  be  generally  agreed  that  the 
ui  Tfca  T  ntrna  Logos-idea  had  been  taken  over  from 
J°S°S-  Philo.  It  was  not  until  the  Tubingen 
school  had  begun  to  draw  from  this  inferences  unfavour 
able  to  the  genuineness  of  the  gospel  that  this  conces 
sion  was  withdrawn.  It  is  correct  to  say  that  in  the 
OT  we  can  observe  some  tendencies  to  ascribe  to  a 
second  divine  being  side  by  side  with  the  supreme  God 
a  certain  independent  existence.  To  the  category  in 
dicated  belong  the  angel  of  Yahwe  (Gen.  167-13  22 
11-18  31 11-13  Ex.  32-614/1  Judg.  611-23  Zech.l  11-13  3 
i/),  the  spirit  of  God  (Gen.  12  Is.  11 2  Joel3i  [228]), 
the  face  of  God  (Ex.  8814  01.437),  the  name  of  God 
(Ex.232i  Nu.  627  Ps.  54s  Prov.  18io  Is.  30 27),  the  glory 
(IUD)  of  Yahwe  (Ex.  24 16/.  i  K.  8n),  and  the  wisdom 
of  God  (Job  28 12-28;  Prov.  822-31;  Bar.  828-38;  Ecclus. 
Ii-io24i-i2;  Wisd.  722-85  949)  ;  also  (but  least  of  all) 
the  very  word  of  God  (Gen.  136  etc.,  Ps.  336  Wisd. 
18  is/. ).  In  the  Targums  the  'Word  of  God,'  in  par 
ticular  (mem'ra),  is  often  substituted  where  the  original 
has  Yahwe.  All  this,  however,  is  very  far  indeed  from 
sufficing  really  to  explain  the  Logos-idea  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel.  Its  foundation  lies  in  the  idea  that  God  is  un 
known  and  must  remain  unknown  if  he  is  not  revealed. 
The  OT  nowhere  goes  so  far.  The  idea  rests  rather  upon 
the  dualism  between  God  and  matter  which  we  find  in 
Plato.  The  Stoics  added  to  this  the  idea  that  the  Logos, 
as  having  proceeded  from  God,  while  at  the  same  time  not 
in  the  fullest  sense  of  the  word  a  divine  being,  has  for 
its  function  to  exercise  upon  the  world  that  operation  of 
God  which,  strictly  speaking,  was  impossible  to  God  as 
the  absolute  good  over  against  the  world  as  the  absolute 
evil.  Philo  appropriated  this  Stoical  idea,  and  brought 
it  into  connection  with  some  ideas  of  the  OT.  Thereby 
he  gave  it  a  development  which,  as  an  intermediate 
stage,  prepared  the  way  directly  for  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

(b)  If  Philo  had  not  existed,  we  should  have  been  com 
pelled  to  trace  the  Logos-idea  of  Jn.  to  the  other  sources 
we  have  named.      In  that  case,  however,  we  should  have 
been  constrained  to  ascribe  to  the  evangelist  a  very  large 

-measure  of  independence.  As,  however,  Philo  was 
some  twenty-five  years  older  than  Jesus,  and  his  writings 
were  already  known  to  the  author  of  Hebrews,  if  not 
even  to  Paul,1  it  is  nothing  less  than  wilful  blindness  to 
facts  to  deny  the  derivation  of  the  Johannine  Logos-idea 
from  Philo,  and  to  refuse  to  admit  anything  save  an  OT 
origin.  Apart  from  this,  the  object  in  view — to  avoid 
the  necessity  of  deriving  an  idea  of  such  importance  in 
the  NT  from  an  extra-canonical  source — is  attained 
only  if  the  OT  Apocrypha  are  shut  out  as  well  as  Philo  ; 
but  these  are  precisely  the  writings  that  contain  far 
more  important  and  exact  anticipations  of  the  Logos- 
idea  than  any  in  the  OT. 

(c)  A  more  serious  consideration  is  demanded  by  the 
fact  that  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  theview  of  the  universe  from 
which  the  Logos-idea  proceeds  is  not  quite  consistently 
carried  out.     According  to  that  view  God  himself  should 
never  at  all  come  into  relations  with  the  world  without 
mediation  of  the  Logos.      Instead  of  this,  we  read  for 
example  in  816  that  he  loves  the  world  ;  cp  640  1627  176. 
This  position,  however,  is  nothing  more  than  a  mitiga 
tion  of  strict  philosophical  dualism  such  as  is  inevitable 
in  thought  that  is  based  at  one  and  the  same  time  on 
the  OT  and  on  Christianity  ;  but,  had  it  been  the  start 
ing-point,  it  would  be  impossible  to  see  how  the  author 
could  ever  have  come  to  think  of  a  Logos  as  needful 
in  order  to  mediate  between  God  and  the  world. 

(d)  It  is  quite  a  mistake  to  argue  that  the  Fourth  Gospel 
cannot  have  drawn  from  Philo  because  it  represents  the 
Logos  as  having  been  made  flesh  (114).      It  is  indeed 
true  that  the  Philonic  Logos  can  never  be  made  flesh  ; 

1  Cp  Vollmer,  Die  alttestamentl.  Citate  bei  Paulus,  1895, 
pp.  83-98. 

2534 


JOHN,  SON  OP  ZEBEDEE 


it  is  superfluous  to  ask  whether  it  be  a  person  at  all,  for 
it  belongs  to  the  essence  of  the  Logos  that  at  one  and 
the  same  time  as  a  power  working  on  the  world  it 
possesses  a  distinct  existence  over  against  God  and  yet 
in  accordance  with  its  original  meaning  it  remains  an 
impersonal  idea  of  God.  When,  however,  the  Logos- 
idea  came  to  be  brought  into  connection  with  Christianity 
it  was  inevitable  that  Jesus  should  be  identified  with  the 
Logos  ;  for  in  Christianity  Jesus  has  the  position  of  a 
revealer  of  God,  the  position  which  in  Philo  is  assigned 
to  the  Logos.  In  this  a  quite  fundamental  modification 
of  the  Logos-idea  is  involved.  But  from  this  fact  the 
proper  conclusion  is,  not  that  the  earlier  form  does  not 
lie  at  the  foundation  of  the  later,  but  rather  that  there 
is  all  the  less  reason  why  we  should  not  recognise  the 
fact  in  proportion  as  the  modification  which  Christianity 
has  wrought  upon  the  Logos-idea  has  been  profound. 

One  might  suppose  it  to    be   self-evident    that   the 

evangelist   in  his   prologue  had   the  intention  of  pro- 

„   p  pounding  the  fundamental  thoughts  which 

, '       ,  P         he  was  about  to  develop  in  the  subsequent 

01  prologue.  course  of  his  g0spel      The  view  of  Har. 

nack  (Ztschr.  f.  Theol.  u.  Kirche,  1892,  pp.  189-231) 
— that  the  prologue  is  not  the  expression  of  the  evangel 
ist's  own  view  but  is  designed  merely  to  produce  a 
favourable  prepossession  on  behalf  of  the  book  in  the 
mindsof  educated  readers — is  in  itself  remarkable  enough. 
But,  apart  from  this,  Harnack,  in  working  it  out,  has  to 
interpret  the  Gospel  itself,  apart  from  the  prologue,  in 
a  way  which  does  not  correspond  with  the  facts.  Thus, 
he  maintains  that  Jesus  is  presented  in  the  gospel  as 
mainly  ideally,  not  really  pre-existent  ;  that  in  so  far  as 
he  is  presented  as  really  pre-existent,  it  is  on  the  ground 
not  of  his  being  son  of  God  but  of  his  being  Messiah  ; 
that  Jesus  is  son  of  God  only  in  the  ethical,  not  in  the 
metaphysical  sense  ;  the  figure  of  Jesus  presented  is  an 
expressly  human.one  and  shows  at  no  point  divine  features 
inconsistent  with  this  character  (see,  as  against  this,  §§ 
26  30).  Further,  he  draws  from  the  facts  unsound 
conclusions. 

Harnack  rightly  holds  that  where  Jesus  is  represented  as  son 
of  God  he  is  not  only  one  with  God,  but  also  subordinated  to 
him  (e.g.,  1428),  but  he  infers  from  this  that  his  sonship  is  to  be 
understood  in  the  ethical,  not  the  metaphysical  sense.  To  this  it 
must  be  replied  that  even  a  son  of  God  who  from  all  eternity  has 
been  begotten  in  a  supernatural  way  remains  from  the  very  nature 
of  the  case  subordinate  to  the  father.  Precisely  this  generation 
before  all  time  is  held  by  Harnack,  it  is  true,  to  be  excluded  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  it  is  the  earthly  Christ  who  is  called  '  only 
begotten '  (noi/oyenjs)  (11418816  18).  It  is  self-evident,  however, 
that  this  title  could  not  be  withheld  from  the  earthly  Christ  if  it 
had  belonged  to  him  already  before  his  earthly  existence  ;  for  the 
earthly  Christ  shows  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  the  same  attributes 
of  Godhead  as  we  should  ascribe  to  him  in  his  pre-existent  state 
(see  §  26). 

Nor  is  it  any  more  to  the  point  to  say  that  the  pro 
logue,  for  its  part,  does  not  intend  to  describe  the  essence 
of  Jesus  in  his  pre-existence,  because  at  its  conclusion  it 
makes  the  transition  to  something  lower,  namely,  to  the 
historical  person  of  the  '  only  begotten '  (fj.ovoyevris). 
It  is  only  on  the  assumption  of  Harnack  alluded  to 
above  that  '  only  begotten '  (fiovoyevf^s)  is  something 
lower  than  '  word  '  (Xi/yos).1  Lastly,  it  is  in  appearance 

1  Still  less  would  this  be  the  case  if  in  1 18  'an  only  begotten 
God '  (fiovoyevys  Oeos)  were  to  be  read,  as  in  fact  Harnack  him 
self  would  read.  The  external  testimony  is  indecisive  as  between 
this  reading  and  '  the  only  begotten  son  '  (6  /uo>'cryei>)js  tnos).  On 
philological  grounds  the  first  reading  would  require  at  least  to 
have  the  article  prefixed,  as  indeed  it  has  in  extracts  from 
Theodotus  in  Clem.Al.  p.  968  in  a  statement  about  the  Valen- 
tinians,  in  «c  and  in  the  minuscule  codex  33,  further  in  many 

S  though  not  in  all)  places  in  Clem.Al.  (p.  695,  ed.  Potter),  Orig. 
489438,  ed.  de  la  Rue),  Dionys.  Alex,  (qu  10  contra  Paul. 
Sainosat.  in  Bibliotlucee  Bignianie  auctarium,  ed.  Fronto 
Ducaeus,  I,  Paris,  1624,  p.  301),  Didymus  (de  trinit.  1262s), 
Epiphan.  (pp.  612  817^  ed.  Petav.),  Gregor.  Nyss.  (de  trinit., 
end,  ed.  Morell,  Paris,  1618,  2447,  and  in  Migne's  Patrol, 
grifca,  vol.  44,  pp.  336 a  1045  d,  vol.  45,  pp.  469 d  493* 
54oc  581  b  T2gd  TJI.C  Some  841  d),  Basil  (de  sfir.  sancto, 
§15,  p.  12,  ed.  Garner.),  Cyril.  Alex.  (comm.  in  Jo/i.,  pp.  104  c 
107^,  ed.  Aubert,  Paris,  1638,  cp  p.  103  c  in  Pusey'sed. ;  tfiesaur. 
p.  137  £;  dial,  quod  unus,  p.  768  e  ;  adv.  Nestariuiit,  p.  god,  a 
fioi'oyeio);  fobs  Aoyos  ;  and  in  Const,  apost.  iii.  17  vii.  43  i  (in  the 
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merely  that  1 14  '  the  Logos  was  made  flesh '  seems  to 
have  little  importance  for  the  author  since  the  thought 
never  recurs,  and  that  the  prologue  thus  stands  apart 
and  aloof  from  the  proper  contents  of  the  gospel  itself. 
The  entire  gospel  is  nothing  else  but  an  elaboration  of 
the  thought,  '  we  saw  his  glory.'  Thus  the  incarnation 
of  the  Logos  must  be  one  of  its  weightiest  thoughts  if 
we  are  not  to  deny  the  doctrine  of  the  pre-existence  of 
Christ  to  the  gospel  altogether. 

The  only  fact  worth  noting  is  that  pointed  out  by  Harnack 
that  apart  from  the  prologue  the  word  logos  occurs  in  its  quite 
usual  sense,  eight  times  of  the  speech  of  other  speakers,  nine 
times  of  an  individual  utterance  of  Jesus,  eleven  times  of  his 
preaching  as  a  whole,  in  addition  to  the  seven  times  where  it  is 
used  in  the  expression  '  word  of  God  '  (Aoyos  TOU  6eov)  meaning 
the  tidings  of  salvation.  This  also,  however,  admits  of  explana 
tion.  As  soon  as  the  narrative  passes  over  from  the  pre-existent 
to  the  earthly  life  of  Jesus  the  place  of  the  title  logos  must  be 
taken  by  those  designations  (Jesus,  6  'Irjaovs,  and  the  like)  which 
are  fitted  to  express  his  human  manifestation.  In  this  part  of 
the  book,  therefore,  it  can  cause  but  little  confusion  if  the  word 
logos  is  used  in  its  ordinary  meaning.  We  too  are  in  the  habit 
of  continually  using  one  and  the  same  word,  now  in  its  ordinary 
and  now  in  its  technical  sense,  as  soon  as  we  are  sure  we  shall  be 
understood.  In  the  Fourth  Gospel  no  passage  can  be  pointed 
to  where  uncertainty  as  to  the  sense  in  which  logos  is  used  is 
possible ;  everywhere  it  is  made  clear  by  some  addition  such  as 
this  '  word,  '  my '  word,  '  his  '  word,  or  the  like. 

The  perception  that  the  prologue  is  deliberately  in 
tended  as  a  preparation  for  the  entire  contents  of  the 
33  Divisions  SosPel  has  reached  its  ultimate  logical 

.  .  ,  result  in  the  proposition  that  the  entire 

na  S>  gospel  is  a  conception  at  the  root  of 
which  lies  neither  history  nor  even  tradition  of  another 
kind,  but  solely  the  ideas  of  the  prologue.  Upon  this 
proposition  rests  the  brilliant  analysis  of  the  gospel 
by  Baur,  with  which,  significantly  enough,  theologians 
so  strictly  dogmatic  as  Luthardt  and  Hengsten- 
berg  find  themselves  in  accord  —  these  two,  however, 
we  must  hasten  to  add,  in  the  belief  that  the  artificial 
arrangement  which  is  rendered  necessary  by  the  carrying 
out  of  that  central  thought  is  at  the  same  time  in  accord 
ance  with  history, — God,  or  Christ,  having  so  ordered 
the  history  that  it  should  subserve  the  expression  of 
those  ideas.  In  setting  forth  these  ideas  the  division 
into  triads  is  used  as  a  principal  means.  It  manifests 
itself  partly  in  single  sentences  such  as  1 1  or  1 20 
(GOSPELS,  §  49),  partly  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
various  parts  of  the  book  are  grouped  as  a  whole. 
Already,  however,  it  has  come  to  be  very  generally 

latter  place  twice).  Hort(  7  a/0 /?/«.,  '76) has  laid  no  weight  upon 
this  question  ;  nor  yet  has  Harnack.  It  is  nevertheless  a  very 
important  one.  Hort  (p.  18)  renders  :  'An  only-begotten  who  is 
God,  even  He  who,"  etc. ;  Harnack  ( Theol.  Lt.-Ztg.,  '76,  p.  545) 
has  'einen  Gott  hat  Niemand  je  gesehen  ;  ein  eingeborner  Gott 
.  .  .  hat  Kunde  gebracht.'  It  is  not  permissible,  however,  to 
supply  the  indefinite  article  to  Seoc  here  (a  god),  if  it  is  re 
membered  how  often  elsewhere  the  word,  in  spite  of  the  absence 
of  the  definite  article,  denotes  the  One  God.  It  would  in  the 
present  case  be  equivalent  to  denying  altogether  the  author's 
possession  of  the  Christian  belief  in  God,  if  we  held  that  he 
admitted  even  in  thought  the  possibility  of  there  being  other 
gods,  and  that  he  placed  them  on  a  level  with  the  true  God 
with  reference  to  their  invisibility.  But  even  apart  from  this, 
from  a  linguistic  point  of  view  also,  the  antithesis  between  Oeo? 
without  qualification  and  popoycvr)?  0eos  is  quite  inappropriate 
and  unintelligible.  Instead  of  the  #eos  without  qualification 
some  more  precise  designation  was  needed.  Such  designation, 
however,  is  not  met  with  anywhere  in  the  Johannine  writings. 

The  final  determination  lies  in  the  consideration  that  the  thought 
of  'an  only  begotten  God'  (jiOfoyecrjs  fleos)  is  not  Johannine, 
and  that  whether  with  or  without  the  article.  In  1  Jn.  620  we 
find  '  the  true  God,'  6  aArjSii'bs  0eo?,  as  a  designation  of  God  (not 
of  Christ ;  the  meaning  is  :  being  in  his  son  Jesus  Christ,  we  are 
in  the  True  ;  this  [last]  is  the  true  God,  etc.).  To  designate 
God,  however,  in  contradistinction  to  this  designation  of  Christ, 
'  the  true  God  '  (6  a\r)9ivbs  Oeos,  i  Jn.  5  20)  would  not  be  at  all  a 
good  antithesis.  Jn.  20  28  ought  not  to  be  referred  to  in  this 
connection,  for  the  reason  that  when  Thomas  there  addresses 
Jesus  with  the  possessive  pronoun  as  'My  Lord  and  my  God' 
the  expression  says  much  less  than  it  would  without  the  pronoun. 
Thus  the  highest  utterance  regarding  Jesus  to  which  the  Fourth 
Gospel  anywhere  rises  is  in  1  if  '  the  word  was  God '  (Oebs  3p>  o 
Aoyos).  But  this  does  not  mean  more  than  that  the  Logos  was 
of  divine  essence;  the  passage,  therefore,  gives  no  warrant  for 
designating  Jesus  as  'only  begotten  God'  (novoyei'^s  fleos),  by 
which  designation  he  would  become  a  'second  God'  (Sevrepos 
Seos)  in  the  sense  of  the  Alexandrian  church-fathers. 
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acknowledged  that   it   is   impossible   to  explain  in  this 
way  the  arrangement  of  the  entire  gospel. 

It  may  perhaps  be  enough  to  point  out  that  chaps.  2-6  are 
arranged  according  to  the  following  scheme  :  —  chap.  2,  two  narra 
tives  (the  miracle  at  Cana  and  the  cleansing  of  the  temple)  ;  3  i- 
442,  discourses  of  Jesus  which  serve  to  interpret  these  narratives; 
443-616,  two  miracles  of  healing;  617-47,  a  discourse  of  Jesus 
on  the  healing  of  the  Jewish  people  ;  6  1-21,  the  feeding  of  the 
five  thousand  and  the  walking  upon  the  water  (on  the  connection 
see  §  20  c)  ',  622-71,  the  discourse  relative  to  this  on  Jesus  as 
the  bread  of  life.  In  7  28-11  44  the  arrangement  is  in  two  respects 
the  opposite  of  this  ;  we  have  always  one  narrative,  not  two,  and 
the  interpretative  discourse  precedes  instead  of  following.  Thus 
8  12-59  treats  of  Jesus  as  the  light  of  the  world,  in  chap.  9  the 
narrative  of  the  healing  of  the  man  born  blind  follows  ;  10  22-42 
treats  of  Jesus  as  the  life  of  the  world  (cp  v.  28);  in  11  1-44  the 
raising  of  Lazarus  follows.  If  we  could  regard  as  well-founded 
Hausrath's  conjecture  (NTliche  Zeitgesch.  iii.  603  f.  2nd  ed.  iv. 
424),  that  in  the  place  where  we  now  find  the  story  of  the  woman 
taken  in  adultery  there  originally  stood  a  miraculous  narrative, 
similar  to  those  in  chaps.  9  and  11,  to  which  728-52  was  the 
introductory  interpretation,  then  we  should  have  in  chaps.  7-11 
a  triad  of  narratives  associated  with  interpretative  discourses. 
We  cannot,  however,  be  sure  of  this. 

Moreover,  it  has  to  be  pointed  out  that  chaps.  1  7  1-27 
10i-2i  do  not  admit  of  being  taken  up  into  this  scheme, 
and  that  a  similar  method  of  grouping  is  still  less  applic 
able  to  the  other  parts  of  the  gospel.  The  evangelist, 
therefore,  has  at  many  points  been  working  with  material 
laid  to  his  hand,  and  has  utilised  it  to  give  expression  to 
his  ideas,  but  has  not  been  purely  creative. 

A  perception  of  this  fact  leads  to  the  question  how 
far  the  material  which  lay  before  the  evangelist  goes 
back   to  authentic    tradition.       If   one 
cannot  claim  this  for  the  whole  of  the 

material  <see  §§  35   37)-   the  next  ex 
pedient    is   to   search   for   details   that 
are  trustworthy. 

(a)  Sayings  of  Jesus  such  as  those  in  7  17  or  13  17 
would  cause  no  difficulty  if  we  read  them  in  the  synoptic 
gospels.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  from  this,  how 
ever,  that  they  are  authentic.  They  might  also  con 
ceivably  be  summings  up,  by  which  the  evangelist  attri 
butes  to  Jesus  that  which  in  reality  is  for  himself  the 
product  of  his  own  reflection  absorbed  in  the  contempla 
tion  of  Jesus.  In  other  passages  an  explanation  of  this 
kind  is  at  once  suggested  by  the  Johannine  phraseology. 
The  Jesus  of  the  synoptists,  instead  of  14  15  2123  15  10, 
would  be  much  more  likely  to  have  said  '  if  ye  love  me, 
keep  God's  commandments,'  or  perhaps  even  '  if  ye  love 
the  father,  keep  his  commandments.'  It  might  be 
regarded  as  a  real  word  of  Jesus  when  he  is  made  to  say 
(630)  that  he  can  do  nothing  of  himself  or  (835  620)  that 
he  has  nothing  save  what  the  father  has  first  given  or 
shown  him.  This,  however,  can  equally  well  be  merely 
an  expression  for  the  metaphysical  oneness  between  God 
and  the  Logos,  and  indeed  the  expression  '  show  ' 
points  directly  to  this.  It  is  very  conceivable  that  in 
actual  fact  there  arrived  in  the  life  of  Jesus  such  a 
moment  as  that  described  in  chap.  8,  when  he  became 
convinced  that  Jerusalem  had  no  response  to  make  to 
his  demand  for  faith.  This  same  thought,  however,  is 
equally  inevitable  if  the  history  of  Jesus  be  conceived  of 
purely  in  accordance  with  Johannine  ideas,  for  it  simply 
carries  out  what  is  said  in  1  n,  and  Jerusalem  is  of  course 
the  central  point  at  which  it  had  to  be  decided  whether 
Jesus  was  to  find  faith  or  not. 

(6)  The  supposition  that  precise  statements  about 
some  particular  event  having  occurred  or  some  particular 
discourse  having  been  pronounced  on  a  definite  day 
(1  29  35  43  2  1  44043  622  7  14  37  12  12)  or  even  at  a  definite 
hour  (139  46)  could  only  have  come  from  an  eye-witness 
is  very  tempting.  Many  scholars,  therefore,  give  pre 
cedence  to  such  passages  in  their  consideration,  and  then 
propose  to  extend  to  the  whole  gospel  the  conclusion 
based  upon  these  —  that  it  is  an  eye-witness  who  is  speak 
ing  throughout.  After  what  has  been  said  in  preceding 
sections  this  is,  however,  indefensible.  It  has  also  to  be 
observed,  further,  that  the  evangelist  himself  will  some 
times  be  found  in  one  place  to  contradict  his  own  quite 
precise  statements.  According  to  7  27  the  people  know 
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whence  Jesus  is,  according  to  929  they  do  not.  In  631 
Jesus  says  that  if  he  bear  witness  of  himself  his  witness 
is  not  true;  in  814  he  says  the  opposite.  In  826  we 
read  that  all  the  people  flocked  to  Jesus,  in  832  that  no 
one  received  his  testimony.  According  to  3  22  26  4 1  Jesus 
baptizes;  according  to  42  only  his  disciples  do  so.  In 
the  instances  just  cited  we  learn  something  of  the  evange 
list's  method  of  composition.  What  would  we  expect 
of  an  ordinary  author  who  wished  to  avoid  saying  any 
thing  out  of  place  if,  when  he  came  to  write  (say)  42, 
he  found  that  in  3  22  26  he  had  erroneously  stated  that 
Jesus  himself  had  baptized  ?  Unquestionably  he  would 
go  back  upon  these  passages  and  alter  them.  This  is 
not  what  Jn.  does.  Thus  he  does  not  attach  importance 
to  the  literal  exactness  of  what  he  says.  In  order  to  be 
able  to  contrast  Jesus  and  John  and  compare  the  waxing 
influence  of  the  one  with  the  waning  influence  of  the 
other  he  thought  it  fitting  in  822-26  to  represent  both  as 
baptizing. 

(c)  In  12935/1  the  mention  of  a  particular  day  is 
coupled  with  the  statement  that  the  Baptist  declared 
Jesus  to  be  the  Lamb  of  God  that  bears  the  sin  of  the 
world,  in  135-42  it  is  coupled  further  with  the  three 
other  statements  that  Andrew  and  another  unnamed 
person  had  transferred  themselves  from  the  discipleship 
of  John  to  become  disciples  of  Jesus,  that  Simon  was  led 
by  Andrew  to  Jesus,  and  that  he  forthwith  received  from 
Jesus  the  name  of  Peter.  All  four  statements  are  irre 
concilable  with  what  we  read  in  the  synoptists  (§  2,  Mk. 
1 16-20).  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  be  too  bold  a 
conjecture  if  we  suppose  that  these  precise  statements 
of  day  and  hour  were  for  the  evangelist  only  a  mode  of 
representation,  adopted  in  order  to  break  up  a  narrative 
or  discourse  into  connected  parts,  the  individual  parts 
being  attached  to  different  points  of  time  (so,  especially, 
1293543  2 1  622  12 12  139).  The  sixth  hour  in  46  has 
perhaps  a  symbolical  meaning  (GOSPELS,  §  54  7).  The 
statement  that  at  the  time  of  the  feeding  of  the  five  thou 
sand  the  passover  was  at  hand  (04)  was  necessary  in 
order  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  interpretation 
of  the  eucharist  was  to  be  connected  with  this  narrative. 
The  view,  therefore,  that  this  verse  is  a  gloss  is  just  as 
mistaken  as  the  other  view  that  it  contains  an  authentic 
statement  of  historical  fact. 

(</)  How  little  importance  the  evangelist  attaches  to  details  of 
the  sort  is  shown  for  example  also  in  such  a  matter  as  this,  that 
in  615  Jesus  again  goes  up  into  the  mountain  which  he  has  not 
left  since  6  3  (the  first  verse  corresponds  to  the  beginning  of 
Mt.'s  second  narrative  of  feeding,  the  second  to  the  close  of  his 
first  [1629  1423  =  Mk.646]),  or  this,  that  at  the  close  of  a  dis 
course  which,  according  to  (i  24yC,  was  begun  by  the  seashore 
(perhaps  in  Capernaum)  and  not  interrupted,  we  are  told  in  0  59 
that  it  was  spoken  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum. 

Even  if  such  detailed  statements  as  we  have  had 
under  consideration  fail  us  on  examination,  it  is  yet  held 
,  to  be  possible  to  discover  true  his 
torical  data  in  other  portions,  which, 
as  compared  with  the  synoptists,  are 
either  new  or  (even)  deliberately  at  variance  with  the 
synoptical  account. 

(a)  The  attempt  to  do  so  may  well  be  made,  for  the 
entire  contents  of  the  gospel  do   not  admit  of  being 
derived  from  ideas  alone.      In  that  case,  however,  we 
must  be  specially  on  our   guard  against  the  error  of 
supposing  that  a  tradition,  because  different  from  that 
of  the  synoptists,  is  eo  ipso  historical.     The  true  use  of 
a  recourse  to  Johannine  tradition  lies  rather  in  this, 
that  it  may  enable  us  to  see  how  in  the  course  of  oral 
transmission    the    mistaken    statements    found    in    the 
Fourth  Gospel  could  have  arisen. 

(b]  Should,  for  example — to  take  the  most  pregnant 
instance — the  evangelist  have  freely  invented  the  whole 
narrative  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus  in  order  to  give  ex 
pression  to  his  idea  of  the  life-giving  power  of  Jesus, 
he  is  by  no  means  open  indeed  to  the  charge  of  unver- 
acity  in  the  moral  sense  of  the  expression  (for  his  right  to 
use  an  allegorical  method   of  expressing   his   thoughts 
cannot  be  gainsaid  when  we  remember  the  character  of 
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his  writing),  but  certainly  his  procedure  in  this  direction 
cannot  but  seem  very  bold.  The  difficulties  which  this 
view  might  suggest  are  almost  completely  obviated  if  we 
suppose  that  the  story  of  Lazarus  had  taken  shape  in 
successive  stages  so  that  the  evangelist  himself  had 
only  a  few  touches  left  to  add. 

Bruno  Bauer  long  ago  perceived  that  the  story  is  a  develop 
ment  of  the  parable  of  Lazarus  in  Lk.  16  19-31.  Following  this 
clue  we  can  imagine  that  some  preacher,  after  relating  that 
parable,  in  order  to  open  it  up  to  his  hearers,  may  have  added 
the  remark  :  '  This  Lazarus  actually  did  rise  from  the  dead ' 
(cp  GOSPELS,  §  109  b).  A  hearer  of  this  sermon — so  let  us  further 
suppose — gave  the  notes  of  it  in  a  shorter  form  to  a  third  person, 
who  gathered  from  it  as  a  statement  of  historical  fact  that 
Lazarus  had  risen.  Cp  LAZARUS.  And  so  in  further  transmis 
sion  piece  after  piece  might  be  added  to  the  narrative,  until  at 
last  hut  little  remained  for  the  evangelist  to  do.  Cp  GOSPELS, 
§  59- 

(f)  In  somewhat  similar  fashion  we  picture  to  ourselves  the 
rise  of  the  story  of  the  sick  man  of  Bethesda.  Some  preacher 
or  other  likened  the  Jewish  people  to  a  man  who  had  been  sick 
for  thirty-eight  years  (the  duration  of  the  wandering  in  the 
wilderness,  Dt.  '2  14).  The  house  in  which  he  lay,  he  might  add, 
had  five  '  porches ' — the  live  books  of  Moses — but  healing,  never 
theless,  he  was  not  able  to  find.  As  often  as  the  water  which 
possessed  the  healing  virtue  began  to  move,  there  was  no  one 
by  to  help  him  to  go  down  to  it,  till  Jesus  came  and  asked  : 
'  Wilt  thou  be  made  whole?' 

(d)  If,  further,  a  preacher  was  discoursing  upon  a  healing  of 
the  blind  recorded  in  the  synoptists,  and  interpreted  the  blind 
as  representing  the  Jewish  nation,  it  could  easily  occur  to  him 
to  say:  this  blind  man  was  blind  from  his  birth.     In  this  very 
manner  the  discourse  of  Stephen  in  Acts  7  seeks  to  show  that 
the  Jewish  nation  from  the  first  had  misknown  the  will  of  God. 
A  slightly  inattentive  hearer  might  readily  infer  from  such  a 
mode  of  speaking  that  Jesus  had  on  some  occasion    literally 
healed   a  man   born   blind.      Now,   in  Mk.  8  23-25  we  have  a 
narrative  which  tells  us  how  a  blind  man  was  made  to  see  by 
Jesus,  not  all  at  once,  but  gradually.     In  expounding  this,  a 
preacher  might  easily  say :  those  who  are  spiritually  blind  come 
only  gradually  to  a  recognition  of  Jesus   their  healer.     This 
thought  finds  its  expression  in  Jn.  9  17  31-33  38  in  this  form  :  he 
who  has  been  made  whole   in   the  first   instance   takes  Jesus 
merely  for  a  prophet  and  a  good  man  sent  from  God,  and  only 
in  the  end  does  he  reach  the  intuition   that  he  is  the  Son  of 
Man.     A  further  point  of  connection  with  the  narrative  of  Mk. 
8  23-25  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  in  Jn.  96  Jesus  makes  use 
of  saliva.     All  that  is  new  is  found  in  the  use  made  of  the 
saliva,  and  in  the  washing  in  the  pool  of  Siloam. 

(e)  The   synoptics  supply  us  with  no   parallel   that   can   be 
immediately  taken  as  foundation  for  the  narrative  of  the  mar 
riage  at  Cana.     If,  however,  the  view  set  forth  under  GOSPELS 
(§  142)  be  upheld,  that  synoptical  miracles  can  sometimes  have 
originated   in  parables  misunderstood,  the  same  can,  without 
any  difficulty  whatever,  be  also  maintained  here.     The  time  of 
the   Messiah's  coming  resembles  a  wedding  (Mk.  2  19  Jn.  829 
Rev.  19  7).     At  such  a  time  there  is  no  fasting  ;   the  Messiah 
brings  wine  instead  of  water  (Mk.  14  25).      By  the  wine  was 
understood  the  new  religion  which  he  substituted  for  the  old. 
Already  in   Mk.  222  we  find  it  likened  to  new  wine.      Here, 
again,  Philo  (Leg:  Alleg.  826;  ed.  Mangey,  1103)  presents  himself 
most  appropriately.     The  Logos  which  appears  under  the  form 
of  Melchizedek  brings  wine  instead  of  water,  and  gives  drink 
to  souls  so  that  a  divine  intoxication  befalls  them.      By  the 
mother  of  Jesus,  on  this  interpretation,  we  may  understand  (in 
accordance  with  Rev.  12 1-5)  the  community  of  the  people  of 
God.     It  recognises  that  in  the  old  religion  it  finds  no  wine ; 
that  is  to  say,  that  it  fails  in  spiritual  power,  and,  if  unable 
itself  to  remedy  matters,  it  knows  at  least  thus  much,  that  in 
such  a  situation  it  must  turn  to  Jesus. 

(f)  Let  us  take  one  other  example — that  of  the  foot-washing.    In 
Lk.  22  26  f.  we  read  that  Jesus  immediately  after  the  last  supper 
said  to  his  disciples,  '  I  am  among  you  as  he  that  serves.'     This 
a  preacher  could  very  easily  amplify  to  some  such  effect  as  this  : 
1  Yes,  Jesus  did  actually  wait  upon  his  disciples ;    instead  of 
remaining  at  table  as  would  have  befitted  his  exalted  dignity  he 
arose  and  washed  their  feet.'     The  expression  in  such  a  case 
was   meant  figuratively ;    but  the  figure   was  particularly  apt 
because  the  washing  of  the  feet  is  the  lowliest  service.     This 
made  it  all  the  more  fitted  to  edify,  and  made  it  all  the  more 
easy  to  believe  as  a  literal  fact  when  someone  thought  he  was  to 
understand  it  so. 

(g)  In  other  cases  the  author  must  be  assigned  a 
larger  share  in  the  construction  of  his  narratives  (cp, 
e.g. ,  §  20  c ,  end).  It  must  not  be  forgotten,  however, 
that  even  in  the  cases  discussed  in  the  preceding  para 
graphs  the  author  of  the  gospel,  even  when  a  narrative 
of  the  kind  had  reached  him  in  almost  a  finished  state, 
always  gave  it  its  last  touches  and  adapted  it  so  as  to 
subserve  the  expression  of  his  thought.  It  will  never  be 
possible  to  learn  with  absolute  certainty  how  far  he  treated 
materials  presented  to  him  with  freedom,  and  how  far  he 
himself  framed  narratives  or  portions  of  narratives  in 
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order  to  give  his  thoughts  pictorial  expression.  The 
interpretation  attempted  above  must,  however,  in  any 
case,  be  welcomed,  if  the  desire  is  felt  to  avoid  imputing 
to  the  author  any  larger  degree  of  arbitrariness  in  free 
invention  than  is  absolutely  necessary.  Do  what  we 
will  it  will  never  be  possible  to  say  these  narratives  were 
to  the  author  not  vehicles  for  conveying  spiritual  truth 
but  unadulterated  histories  ;  indeed,  how  far  he  himself 
may  have  regarded  them  as  narratives  of  actual  occur 
rences  remains  one  of  the  most  difficult  of  questions,  in 
fact,  strictly  speaking,  insoluble. 

(h)  There  remain  some  Johannine  narratives  for 
which  we  cannot  indicate  any  basis  in  the  synoptics. 
The  Nathanael  incident  (145-51),  that  of  Nicodemus 
(81-21),  of  the  Samaritan  woman  (4 1-42),  of  the  Greeks 
at  the  feast  (122o/i),  of  the  beloved  disciple  and  Jesus' 
mother  at  the  cross  (1926/1),  of  the  beloved  disciple 
and  Peter  at  the  grave  (202-io),  not  to  mention  less 
important  points,  are  by  many  regarded  as  historical. 

After  so  many  things  peculiar  to  the  Fourth  Gospel  have 
been  found  to  be  untrustworthy,  however,  one  should  really 
hesitate  to  maintain  the  narratives  just  enumerated,  all  the 
more  when  they  fall  in  with  a  tendency  that  could  easily  have 
led  to  their  rise.  Now  the  story  about  the  Greeks  not  only 
contains  no  concrete  touches,  but  also  serves  a  purpose  that 
can  be  recognised  with  great  clearness.  Such  a  purpose  can 
be  recognised  also  in  the  story  of  the  Samaritan  woman  in  as 
far  as  the  Samaritans  represent  the  Gentiles  (§  27).  In  con- 
creteness,  on  the  other  hand,  the  story  of  the  Samaritan  woman 
is  as  far  from  being  lacking  as,  for  example,  that  of  the  raising 
of  Lazarus.  It  would  be  a  great  mistake,  however,  to  see  in 
that  a  guarantee  of  historicity.  A  painter  who  sets  himself  to 
give  expression  to  an  idea  by  depicting  an  event  is  not  blamed 
but  praised  when  his  lively  imagination  lays  on  the  colours  as 
strongly  as  possible.  A  writer  who  does  the  same  will  be  praised 
in  like  manner ;  but  his  narrative  will  not  on  that  account  be 
regarded  as  historical.  Nicodemus  is  a  representative  of  a  very 
large  class  of  men.  They  are  interested  in  Jesus  ;  but  their 
belief  in  him  rests  mainly  on  his  wonderful  works  ;  for  the 
deeper  things  he  has  to  offer  they  have  very  little  understanding. 
The  preference  given  to  the  beloved  disciple  over  Peter  at  the 
grave  corresponds  exactly  with  the  tendency  that  finds  further 
expression  in  21  15-23  (§  40).  Jesus'  committing  to  him  the  care 
of  his  mother  serves  the  same  purpose.  The  attempt  to  identify 
Nathanael  with  one  of  the  twelve  disciples  is  hardly  likely  to 
succeed.  It  has  even  been  thought  to  find  in  him  a  veiled 
representation  of  the  apostle  Paul.1  In  that  case  proof  that 
he  is  not  historical  would  be  needless.  However  that  may  be 
(see  NATHANAEL),  it  is  further  to  be  considered  that  the  story 
of  Nathanael  is  connected  with  an  account  of  the  call  of  the 
first  disciples  which  cannot  be  harmonised  with  that  of  the 
synoptists  (§  34  c) ;  and  for  all  the  narratives  mentioned  above 
it  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the  significance  of  the  silence  of 
the  synoptists.  That  silence  will  occupy  our  attention  in  a  two 
fold  respect  (§§  36-37). 

The  evangelist's  acquaintance  with  the  synoptists, 
here  presupposed,  needs  no  proof  here.  Illustrative 
instances  are  given  in  §  34  a,  d,  and 
in  abundance  in  GOSPELS,  §§  20,  32, 
36,  44. 2  It  is  also  conceded  on  all 
hands,  even  by  the  most  conservative 
theologians,  who  further  declare  that  John's  intention 
was  to  supplement  the  synoptists.  It  will  be  enough 
here  to  say  in  a  single  word  how  impossible  it  is  to 
take  the  matter  the  other  way.  A  story  like  that  of 
the  sick  man  at  Bethesda,  or  that  of  the  man  born 
blind,  or  that  of  Lazarus,  going  so  far  beyond  the 
synoptists  in  respect  of  the  greatness  of  the  miracle 
involved,  those  writers  could  by  no  possibility  have 
passed  over ;  just  as  little  could  they  have  passed 
over  such  an  incident  as  that  of  the  foot-washing,  the 
theme  of  which  is  actually  touched  on  in  Lk.  2227 
(§  35  [/])>  or  lhe  scene  at  the  cross  between  the 

1  The  arguments  that  can  be  adduced  in  support  of  this  are 
the  following  :    Like  Nathanael  Paul  refuses  to  believe  in  Jesus 
till  he  is  convinced  miraculously.     Paul  was  an  Israelite  in  the 
fullest  sense  (Gal.  1 13  f.).     He  disclaims  guile,  for  example,  in 
2  Cor.  12  16-18  and  in  i  Thess.  2  3  even  with  the  word  SdAps  itself. 
He  was  marked  out  to  be  an  apostle  from  the  mother's  womb 
(Gal.  115).     The  name  Nathanael  (  =  'God  has  given')  is  ex 
plained  as  the  counterpart  of  Saul  (=  '  asked  '). 

2  See,  further,  especially,  Holtzmann,  Ztschr.f.  tviss.  Theol., 
'69,  pp.  62-85,  'SS-'yS,  446-456  ;  Weizsacker,  Untersuch.  fiber  die 
E-uane;.  Gesc/t.,  '64,  pp.  278-284  ;  Thoma,  Genesis  des  Joh.-Evang., 
'82;  Jacobsen,  Untersuch.  fiber  das  J oh.- Evang.,  '84;  Wernle, 
Synoptische  Frage,  '99,  pp.  234-248  and  253-256. 
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beloved  disciple  and  the  mother  of  Jesus,  or  that  at  the 
grave  between  the  beloved  disciple  and  Peter  and 
between  Jesus  and  Mary  Magdalene.  That  Jesus,  too, 
from  the  very  outset  had  been  recognised  as  the  Messiah 
would  have  been  exactly  what,  in  their  veneration  for 
Jesus,  they  would  have  wished  to  be  able  to  say.  The 
first  step  in  this  direction  is,  in  fact,  taken  by  Mt.  him 
self,  when  he  makes  Jesus  appear  as  the  Messiah  even 
before  the  confession  of  Peter  (GOSPELS,  §  145  A). 

The  considerations  just  mentioned,  however,  carry 
us  still  further. 

(a)  We   shall  be   safe    in    asserting    not    only    that 

._  .         the   synoptists  cannot  have  been    ac- 

37.  Comparison       inted    wkh    thfe   Founh    Go    el 

with  synoptics  bm  also  {hat  they  were  not  aware  of 
summed  up.      {he  ex]-stence  Of  other  SOUrces,  written 
or  oral,  containing  all  these  divergences  from  their  own 
account  which  are  exhibited  in  this  gospel. 

In  the  case  of  the  Lazarus-narrative,  to  confine  ourselves  here 
to  a  single  instance,  among  the  explanations  of  the  silence  of  the 
synoptists  which  have  been  boldly  offered  are  the  following  :  that 
among  the  multitude  of  the  other  raisings  from  the  dead  they 
could  easily  have  forgotten  this  one,  or  that  they  were  not  acute 
enough  to  perceive  its  outstanding  importance  in  its  bearing 
upon  the  life  of  Jesus,  that  they  felt  themselves  wanting  in  the 
delicacy  and  keenness  of  feeling  that  were  required  for  the  right 
telling  of  it  or  that  they  felt  themselves  insufficiently  informed 
on  the  details,  that  they  kept  silence  out  of  regard  to  the 
still  surviving  relatives  of  Lazarus,  that,  as  having  happened 
before  the  arrival  of  the  Galitean  pilgrims  to  the  feast,  or  as 
having  already  become  in  Jerusalem  so  well  known  as  no  longer 
to  be  talked  about,  they  had  never  heard  of  it,  that  their  plan 
of  writing,  apart  from  the  events  of  the  week  of  the  crucifixion, 
allowed  them  to  include  only  Galilaean  incidents,  or  even  that 
in  view  of  a  later  gospel  to  be  written  by  another  evangelist 
(John)  they  confined  themselves  to  these.  A  glance  at  this 
series  of  explanations  is  sufficient  to  show  how  hopeless  is  the 
task  of  those  who  seek  to  establish  the  superiority  of  the  Johan- 
nine  gospel  to  those  of  the  synoptists  in  historical  accuracy. 

(#)  In  all  points,  then,  which  in  substance  are 
common  to  all  the  four  gospels,  the  synoptists  every 
where  excel  in  simplicity,  naturalness,  intelligibility. 
Although  one  might  be  tempted  to  give  the  preference 
to  the  fourth  as  regards  the  scene  of  the  activity  of 
Jesus,  one  is  precluded  from  doing  so  as  soon  as  it  is 
perceived  how  by  the  action  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem  the 
conflict  with  the  Jewish  authorities  is  brought  on  at  a 
much  earlier  period  than  is  historically  conceivable. 
Although,  as  regards  the  miracle-narratives,  one  might 
say  on  the  authority  of  20  30  f.  that  Jn.  seeks  only  to 
supplement  those  given  by  the  synoptists,  it  must  still 
be  conceded  that  the  relations  of  Jesus  with  the  demoni 
acally-possessed — relations  nowhere  touched  on  in  Jn. 
— are  yet,  historically,  the  best-attested  of  all,  and  enable 
us  best  to  conceive  how  actual  wonders  of  healing  sick 
persons  might  be  wrought  by  Jesus.  Beyond  all  doubt, 
the  character  in  which  the  Johannine  miracles  are  brought 
forward— as  signs  (§  20  d ) — would  render  quite  impossible, 
if  the  miracles  were  historical,  the  rise  of  a  tradition  that 
Jesus  had  expressly  refused  to  work  any  signs,  and  that 
he  had  forbidden  the  miracles  he  actually  wrought  to  be 
made  known  (GOSPELS,  §§  140*7,  141,  133^).  Had 
Jesus  really  possessed  that  exalted  consciousness  of 
his  pre-existence  and  divine  dignity  which  is  attributed 
to  him  in  the  Fourth  Gospel,  the  declaration  that 
blasphemy  against  him  was  capable  of  forgiveness  (Mt. 
12si/  Lk.  12 10)  could  never  have  been  attributed 
to  him. 

(c)  As  regards  Jesus'  discourses,  nothing  is  more 
natural  than  that  their  popular  character,  often  taking 
concrete  shape  in  the  form  of  parables,  should  have  won 
for  him  the  love  of  the  people  ;  on  the  other  hand,  the 
constant  repetition  of  metaphysical  propositions  con 
cerning  his  own  person,  of  imperious  demands  for  the 
faith  of  his  hearers  could  never  have  done  so,  and  in 
point  of  fact,  according  to  the  Fourth  Gospel,  they 
actually  had  the  opposite  effect,  so  that  one  is  really  at 
a  loss  to  understand  how,  in  spite  of  it  all,  so  many 
should  have  turned  to  him  —  which  nevertheless  is 
certainly  historically  true,  as  the  triumphal  entry  into 
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Jerusalem  proves.  If  Jesus  had  actually  proclaimed  the 
universality  of  salvation  as  we  find  it  in  Jn.  3  16  f.  10  16, 
it  would  be  an  insoluble  mystery  how  any  could  be 
regarded  as  disciples  of  his  who  affirmed  they  had 
been  forbidden  by  Jesus  to  go  in  the  way  of  the 
Gentiles  or  enter  a  city  of  the  Samaritans  (Mt.  10s), 
and  who  persisted  in  raising  such  formidable  opposition 
to  the  mission  of  Paul  to  the  Gentiles.  If  Jesus  ex 
pressed  himself  in  such  highly  spiritualised  terms  as  we 
have  seen  (§  28  a  c)  regarding  the  final  judgment,  his  own 
second  coming,  and  the  resurrection  of  his  followers, 
we  should  be  irresistibly  forced  to  treat  as  grave 
errors  those  reports  by  the  synoptists  according  to  which 
he  predicted  all  these  things  in  their  literal  sense.  So 
far  as  the  date  of  the  crucifixion  is  concerned,  Jn.  by 
reason  of  the  inherent  probability  of  his  date  seems  to 
come  into  consideration  as  a  witness  of  equal  or  even 
higher  authority  than  the  synoptists  ;  yet  even  here  the 
date  he  gives  is  explicable  only  as  a  deliberate  diver 
gence  from  that  of  the  synoptists,  not  conversely. 

But  we  have  said  enough  and  more  than  enough.  A 
book  which  begins  by  declaring  Jesus  to  be  the  logos  of 
God  and  ends  by  representing  a  cohort  of  Roman  soldiers 
as  falling  to  the  ground  at  the  majesty  of  his  appearance 
(186),  and  by  representing  100  pounds  of  ointment  as 
having  been  used  at  his  embalming  (1939),  ought  by 
these  facts  alone  to  be  spared  such  a.misunderstanding 
of  its  true  character,  as  would  be  implied  in  supposing 
that  it  meant  to  be  a  historical  work. 

If  ^Enon,  Salim  (823),  Sychar  (4s),  Bethesda  (5  2), 
Bethany  beyond  Jordan  (IzS),  etc.,  have  never  yet  been 
satisfactorily  identified  (see  special 

articles)'  the  fact  ough<  not  '°  be 
urged  as  necessarily  proving  defective 

ectness.  information  on  the  part  of  the  author. 
Neither  ought  exception  to  be  taken  to  the  nameGabbatha 
(19  13).  The  evangelist,  too,  has  unquestionably  given 
correctly  (18  1)  the  name  of  the  ndhal  between  Jerusalem 
and  the  Mt.  of  Olives  (  '  brook  Kidron  '  ;  ^et/iappos  TOU 
KeSpcii')  in  spite  of  his  copyists  and  the  whole  body  of 
approved  modern  editors  (see  KIDRON).  The  forty  and 
six  years  of  2  20  rest  upon  sound  reckoning  inasmuch 
as  the  building  was  begun  by  Herod  the  Great  in  20-19 
B.C.  There  are  therefore  nineteen  years  before  and 
twenty  -seven  years  after  the  beginning  of  our  era. 
The  passover  at  which  Jesus  is  represented  to  have 
uttered  the  words  in  question  will  be,  if  the  forty-sixth  year 
was  not  yet  ended,  that  of  27  A.  D.  ;  if  it  was  ended,  which 
suits  the  expression  better,  that  of  28  A.D.  ,  and  Jesus' 
death,  since  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  two  passovers  follow 
(64  12  1),  at  passover  in  30  A.D.  —  a  date  by  many  supposed 
to  be  correct.  Also  the  statement  that  during  forty-six 
years  the  building  continued  in  process  can  be  justified.1 
All  this,  however,  weighs  but  little  against  the  serious 
mistake  by  which  in  1149  1813  Caiaphas  is  called 
the  '  high  -priest  of  that  year'  (GOSPELS,  §  132).  This 
of  itself  betrays  unfamiliarity  on  the  part  of  the  evan 
gelist  with  the  conditions  subsisting  in  Palestine  in  the 
time  of  Jesus  (cp  §  53  ;  also  GOSPELS,  §  46). 

Notwithstanding  this,  the  writer  may  still  have  been 
a   Jew.      He  alone  makes  use  of  the  Aramaic  names 
Mecroias,    Tafipada,   etc.  ,   and  rightly 
39.  Nationality  explains   SiXua/i   (a  distortion  of  the 
01  the  Heb.  niS'c>)  as  meaning  d.Trto'TaX/j^i'os. 


„ 


evangelist. 


However  small  the  weight  he  attaches 


to  the  Mosaic  law  on  its  enacting  side,  and  however 
depreciatory  the  words  he  attributes  to  Jesus  in  this 
regard  (§  19),  all  the  more  noteworthy  is  the  deference 
with  which  he  regards  it  as  a  book  of  prophecy.  It  is 
in  this  aspect  that  he  says  of  it  (10 35)  that  the  scripture 
cannot  be  broken  ;  on  this  view  of  it  depends  his 
citation  of  predictions  and  types — even  of  such  as  he 
did  not  find  in  the  synoptists  (§  23  [/]) — and  his  declara- 

1  Cp  the  passages  in  Jos.  collected  by  E.  A.  Abbott  (Class. 
Rev.,  '94,  pp.  89-93),  who,  however,  prefers  to  explain  them  of 
the  temple  of  Zerubbabel. 
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tion  (039)  that  the  scriptures  testify  of  Jesus  whilst  the 
Jews  diligently  search  them  (tptwarf  is  indicative)  in  the 
belief  that  in  them,  if  understood  in  the  Jewish  way, 
eternal  life  is  to  be  found.  From  the  historical  point  of 
view,  he  recognises  also  that  salvation  comes  from  the 
Jews  (422).  In  this  attitude — partly  of  acceptance, 
partly  of  rejection — towards  the  OT,  the  evangelist 
occupies  much  the  same  position  as  that  of  Paul  or  of 
the  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews.  A  born 
Gentile  would  not  easily  have  attached  so  great  a  value 
to  the  prophetic  significance  of  the  OT.  This  considera 
tion,  taken  in  combination  with  the  author's  defective 
acquaintance  with  the  conditions  in  Palestine  in  the 
time  of  Jesus,  points  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was  by 
birth  a  Jew  of  the  Dispersion  or  the  son  of  Christian 
parents  who  had  been  Jews  of  the  Dispersion. 

Before  passing  on  to  the  direct  utterances  of  the  author 

regarding  himself,  it  will  be  necessary  to  take  account 

_,  of  chap.  21.      As  20  30  f.  constitutes  a 

"'       '    formal  and   solemn   conclusion,    21    is 

beyond  question  a  later  appendix.      We  may  go  on  to 

add  that  it  does  not  come  from  the  same  author  with  the 

rest  of  the  book. 

The  appearance  of  the  risen  Jesus  is  the  third  (21  14)  only  if 
that  to  Mary  Magdalene  (20  11-17)  is  not  included  in  the  reckon 
ing  ;  but  originally  it  was  certainly  meant  to  be  included,  the 
number  three  playing  a  great  part  in  the  Fourth  Gospel.  Further, 
the  narrative  of  21  1-14  is  governed  by  the  intention  to  do  justice 
to  what  is  said  in  Mt.  and  Mk.,  according  to  which  the  appear 
ances  of  the  risen  Jesus  were  in  Galilee.  The  writer  of  chap.  20 
on  the  other  hand  is  plainly,  with  deliberate  purpose,  following 
Lk.,  who  restricts  those  appearances  to  Jerusalem.  The  phrase 
ology  indeed  shows  dependence  on  that  of  chaps.  1-20  at  many 
points  (as,  for  example,  by  ovv  and  the  asyndeta) ;  but  it 
shows  divergences  also,  such  as  virdyeiv  with  the  infinitive  and 
epxeir#ju  <rvv  instead  of  a.KO\ovOeiv  and  other  alternative  syno 
nyms  (v.  3)  ;  npiaia  instead  of  -rrptat  (v.  4)  ;  iratSia  for  rexvia  (v.  5) ; 
(craven/  for  Svva<r6a.i  (v.  6);  eferaijeii/  for  epcu-ai'  (v.  12);  eyepSet's 
for  ai'tttrrds  (v.  14)  ;  <^>e'peii>  for  ayeiv  (v.  is),  and  the  like.  Peter 
appears  in  the  character  of  a  fisherman,  as  in  the  synoptists ;  in 
1  35  40  he  is  a  disciple  of  John.  Among  the  seven  disciples  who 
are  present  (v.  2)  are  numbered  '  the  (sons)  of  Zebedee ' — an 
expression  that  never  occurs  elsewhere  in  the  gospel.  The 

farousia  of  Jesus  is  expected  in  v.  22  in  a  literal  sense  (as  against 
28«).  That  Nathanael  belonged  to  Cana  (21  2)  is  certainly  the 
result  of  a  false  combination  of  1  46  and  2  i.  The  purpose  of  the 
second  half  of  the  chapter  is  to  bring  the  dignity  of  Peter  into 
somewhat  greater  prominence  than  it  had  received  in  the  gospel. 
The  unnamed  disciple  indeed  is  always  placed  even  higher  than 
he  ;  but  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  Peter  is  plain.  This 
circumstance  also  makes  against  the  identity  of  the  author  of 
this  chapter  with  the  author  of  the  rest  of  the  book. 

The  second  half  of  the  chapter  has,  however,  a  second 
main  purpose — that,  namely,  of  accrediting  the  gospel 
by  v.  24/.  This  cannot  be  an  independent  appendix  to 
rv.  1-23,  else  these  verses,  until  they  had  received  this 
addition,  would  have  been  without  any  proper  close. 
Now  the  testimony  is  given  by  more  than  one  person, 
and  must,  in  the  eyes  of  the  critic,  for  that  very  reason 
lose  the  importance  which  in  the  intention  of  its  writer 
it  is  designed  to  have.  A  witness  whose  testimony  in 
turn  requires  to  be  attested  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  very 
authoritative  person.1  The  fact  is  here  betrayed  that 
doubt  has  been  thrown  on  his  testimony.  The  same 
thing  is  betrayed  also  in  the  Muratorian  fragment 
(/.  14  f. ),  where  it  is  said  that,  after  consultation  on 
the  part  of  John  with  his  fellow-disciples  and  bishops, 
and  after  a  three  days'  fast  together,  it  was  revealed  to 
Andrew  that  John  should  write  the  whole  '  recogno- 
scentibus  cunctis  suo  nomine.' 

Chap.  21 24 /  points  back  (a)  to  1935.  The  elaborate 
investigations  that  have  been  made  on  the  question 

41.  Testimony  whether  any  one  can  des'gnate  himself 
of  author  of 
1-20  regard 
ing  himself.    , 

the  question  at  all. 

Once  it  has  been  said,  '  he  who  saw  has  testified  and  his  testi 
mony  is  true,'  there  is  nothing  surprising  when  the  sequel  runs 
'and  that  one  knows  that  he  speaks  true '  even  when  in  all  these 

1  Although  the  phrase  in  3  Jn.  12  is  almost  identical  it  is  there 
not  open  to  criticism. 
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( '  that ' )  are  not  only  inde 
cisive  as  regards  any  secure  grammatical 
result ;  they  do  not  touch  the  kernel  of 


words  the  author  is  meaning  himself.  The  question  that  ought 
to  have  been  discussed  is  not  as  to  whether  the  author  could  (or 
would)  intend  to  denote  himself  or  another  by  ixdvos,  but  as  to 
the  person  whom  he  intended  by  '  lie  who  saw '  (6  eupcucois).  If 
he  meant  himself,  then  the  present  tense  would  have  been  more 
appropriate  than  the  perfect  '  has  testified  '  (jiefxaprvp»)ice),  in  the 
sense,  '  I  who  saw  it  now  bear  witness  to  it  hereby,  that  I  write 
it.'  Yet  also  the  perfect  is  defensible  in  the  meaning  '  he  (i.e.,  I) 
has  testified  it,  and  with  this  you  must  rest  satisfied.'  It  would 
have  been  appropriate  also  to  say  '  he  who  witnesses  has  seen  ' 
(6  fj.aprvpu>v  eoupaxec) ;  but  this  was  not  necessary  in  order  to 
express  the  meaning  that  the  writer  was  an  eye-witness.  The 
'  knows '  (olS(v)  seems  to  indicate  that  the  author  really  wishes 
to  be  regarded  as  an  eye-witness,  otherwise  the  preferable  phrase 
would  be  'and  that  man  assures  that  he  speaks  true.'  At  the 
same  time,  such  a  mode  of  expression  would  be  too  tautological 
or  even  too  obviously  a  weakening  when  coming  immediately 
after  the  words  'and  his  testimony  is  true.' 

Thus  we  obtain  nothing  from  this  central  passage 
except  this,  that  we  must  leave  quite  undecided  the 
question  whether  the  writer  is  intending  to  present  him 
self  or  some  other  person  as  the  eye-witness.  Indeed, 
this  very  vagueness  seems  to  be  intentional  on  the 
author's  part.  We  must  seek  to  arrive  at  a  definite 
conclusion  by  some  other  road.  Here  is  one.  For 
every  one  who  grants  that  at  the  spear-thrust  blood 
certainly  but  not  water  could  have  flowed  from  the 
pierced  side,  it  is  also  firmly  established  that  no  eye 
witness  could  actually  have  seen  the  circumstance 
attested.  If,  therefore,  the  author's  intention  is  to 
point  to  himself  as  such  a  witness,  he  presents  himself 
in  a  much  less  favourable  light  than  if  he  were  merely 
reproducing  information  derived  from  another  which  he 
had  received  in  good  faith.  He  is  therefore  spared  a 
reproach  if  he  is  supposed  to  be  reproducing.  Such  a 
reproach  need  not  in  itself  hinder  us  from  supposing  him 
to  present  himself  as  an  eye-witness  ;  in  view  of  the 
mysteriously  allusive  character  of  the  entire  book 
absolute  freedom  must  be  allowed  the  writer  in  this 
matter,  especially  as  we  are  dealing  with  a  point  the 
central  importance  of  which,  in  the  eyes  of  its  author, 
is  evident  from  the  very  circumstance  of  his  offering  a 
special  attestation  of  it  at  all. 

(b]  But  the  supposed  other  testimony  to  himself — the 
designation  of  the  unnamed  disciple  as  the  disciple  whom 
Jesus  loved  (1823  1926  202  ;  cp  21 7  2024) — speaks  quite 
decisively  against  the  view  that  it  was  written  by  the 
person  who  is  intended  by  that  expression.     One  can 
hardly  understand  how  it  is  possible  to  have  sympathy 
for  a  writer  who  claims  for  himself  such  a  degree  of 
superiority  as  is  implied  in  this  designation.     The  desig 
nation  is  quite  intelligible  on  the  other  hand  when  coming 
from  the  pen  of  one  of  his  admirers.     Our  research  then 
has  brought  us  thus  far  at  least  that  there  are  great  dis 
advantages  in  regarding  the  apostle  as  the  author  of  the 
gospel.     On  the  other  hand,  so  far  as  it  has  gone,  it  has 
given  us  no  assurance  as  to  whether  the  actual  writer 
intends  to  inform  us  regarding  the  beloved  disciple  and 
the  eye-witness  as  if  he  were  a  third  person,  or  whether 
he  does  not  desire  to  produce  the  appearance  that  he 
himself  is  the  person. 

(c)  Should   this  last  be  the  actual  fact,  no  charge  of  moral 
obliquity  is  involved,  such  as  might  seem  to  be  implied  if  the 
principles  of  modern  law  as  to  intellectual  and  literary  property 
were  to  be  invoked.     Classical  antiquity  furnishes  us  with   a 
great  number  of  examples  of  cases  in  which  a  pupil  published 
his  works  not  in  his  own  name  but  in  that  of  nis  master,  and 
the  neo  -  Pythagorean    lamblichus  (circa   300  A.D.),   to   cite  a 
single    instance,   expressly   commends    the    Pythagoreans  —  of 
whose  writings  some  sixty  are  still  known  which  were  falsely 
attributed  to  Pythagoras  and   other  ancient   masters  of  that 
school — in  that,  renouncing  the  desire  for  personal  fame,  they 
were  willing  that  all  the  praise  of  their  work  should  go  to  their 
master.     The  presbyter  of  Asia  Minor  who  in  the  second  century 
had  composed  the  Acts  of  Paul  and  Thecla  in  Paul's  name, 
when  he  was  challenged  for  this  explained  that  his  motive  was 
his  regard  for  Paul  (id  se  amore  Paulifecisse)  ;  and  Tertullian's 
remark  (tie  Baft.  17)  implies  depreciation  indeed  yet  no  moral 
censure  :  '  quasi  titulo  Paul!  de  suo  cumulans ' — the  reason  he 
gives  for  the  deposition  of  the  author  being  his  contradiction 
of  i  Cor.  1434  in  having  introduced  Thecla  as   teaching  and 
baptizing. 

(d)  A  definite  reason,  however,  for  assuming  the  same 
thing  for  the  Fourth  Gospel  would  be  found  only  if  21 24/1 
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had  come  from  the  author  of  the  rest  of  the  book.  As 
we  have  not  to  suppose  this,  it  remains  open  to  suggest 
that  the  author  of  the  appendix  by  this  addition  intended 
to  go  yet  one  step  further  than  the  author  of  chaps.  1-20 
himself  had  gone.  At  the  same  time  the  vagueness 
with  which  the  author  has  expressed  himself  in  19 35  is 
worthy  of  remark.  It  can  very  well  be  due  to  the 
purpose  of  saying  what  was  capable  of  more  than  one 
meaning,  so  that  one  reader  might  believe  that  the 
author  was  speaking  of  the  eye-witness  as  a  third  person, 
whilst  another  might  believe  he  had  himself  in  his  mind. 
The  fact  that  the  name  of  the  beloved  disciple  and  eye-witness 
is  not  mentioned  anywhere  throughout  the  entire  gospel  is,  on 
the  other  hand,  not  decisive.  The  suppression  of  his  name 
would  be  just  as  natural  as  a  consequence  of  the  delicacy  due 
to  his  person  if  the  author,  distinct  from  him,  introduced  him  as 
a  mysterious  magnitude,  as  it  would  have  been  if  he  himself 
had  written  the  book. 

The  external  evidences  for  the  Fourth  Gospel  consti 
tute  that  portion  of  the  field  in  which  conservative 

AC,   f^+    ^oi    theology  has  hitherto  believed  itself  to 

*±^.  jjXieinai    ,  ,  . 

evidences  for        e  §ained  lts  securest  successes.     It 

erenuineness  has  deemed  il  practicable  to  preclude 
all  discussion  of  internal  reasons  against 
the  genuineness  merely  by  showing  how  early  an  attesta 
tion  the  gospel  received.  Careful  examination  shows 
how  mistaken  this  belief  is.  As,  however,  a  full  dis 
cussion  of  the  leading  passages  would  carry  us  too  far 
into  detail,  we  must  content  ourselves  here  with  merely 
giving  results,  on  all  points  upon  which  some  measure 
of  agreement  has  been  attained. 

We  must  make  a  strict  distinction  between  testimonies 
expressly  favourable  to  the  apostolic  authorship  and 
those  which  only  vouch  for  the  existence  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  without  conveying  any  judgment  as  to  its  author 
ship.  The  only  authors  belonging  to  the  first  category 
(apostolic  authorship)  down  to  the  end  of  the  second 
century  (in  the  third  century  this  view  becomes  a  matter  of 
course)  are  Irenasus,  Clement  of  Alexandria  (who,  more 
over,  appeals  to  ot  aveKadev  TT  pea  pure  pot),  Tertullian, 
Theophilus  ad  Autolycum,  and  the  Muratorian  frag 
ment  (which  still,  however,  deems  it  necessary  to  give  a 
circumstantial  justification  for  its  recognition  of  the 
gospel  ;  see  §  40).  Earlier  than  any  of  these  church 
fathers,  namely  about  170  A.  u. ,  we  must  place  the 
expresssion  of  Claudius  Apollinaris  in  the  Chronicon 
Paschale,  crracriafeii'  doitei  ra  evayye\ia  ('the  gospels 
seem  to  contradict  one  another '  ;  the  reference  is  to 
the  date  of  the  crucifixion  ;  see  §  54  b}.  Here,  although 
the  name  of  John  is  not  mentioned,  we  may  presume 
that  there  is  implied  a  recognition  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 
as  being  on  a  level  with  the  synoptics  with  which  it  is 
not  in  agreement  about  the  date  in  question,  and  thus 
as  being  genuine. 

Coming  now  to  testimonies  to  recognition  of  the 
gospel,  though  the  author  is  not  named,  we  find  the 

43  Accented    ^<ourtn  Gospel   taken  into  account   in 
biit  author  '  ^atian's  Diatessaron  (roughly,  between 

not  named      l6°  and  l8°  A-D'*  as  on  a  level  with 
the  synoptists.      Yet  this  very  attempt 

to  bring  together  all  the  four  gospels  into  a  single  whole 
even  of  itself  shows  to  how  small  an  extent  each  in 
dividual  gospel  was  regarded  by  this  author  as  authorita 
tive.  So  also  when  gnostics  make  use  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel.  Moreover,  it  cannot  be  asserted  of  Valentinus 
himself  (who  flourished  from  135  to  160)  that  he  does 
so,  but  only  of  his  school  (so  Irenaeus,  iii.  lliof?]). 
In  the  Philosophoumena  the  citation-formula  is  often 
'[he]  says'  (<f>ii<rl  ;  so,  e.g. ,  6s4/.  ?2$/  alongside 
5 16  629  89)  ;  but  it  has  been  shown  that  this  expression 
has  the  collective  meaning  and  has  no  different  force 
from  '[they]  say'  (<f>afft).1  Athenagoras,  the  epistle  to 
the  church  of  Lugdunum  (ap.  Eus.  HE  v.  1 15)  (both 
about  178),  the  epistle  to  Diognetus  (later),  go,  in  like 
manner,  no  further.  In  2  Pet.  1 14  Jn.  21  is  already 

1  Cp  Tiib.  Theol.  fahrb.,  1853,  pp.  148-151  ;  JBL,  1892,  pp. 
I33-'S9  '.  Bentley  on  Hor.  Sat.  i.  4  -,%f. 
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presupposed  ;  but  2  Pet.  cannot  be  dated  earlier  than 
the  close  of  the  second  century,  since  it  already  reckons 
the  Pauline  Epistles  as  part  of  holy  scripture  (3 is/), 
and  has  no  testimony  to  its  own  existence  earlier  than 
in  the  third  century. 

As  for  evidence  to  the  existence  of  Jn. ,  without  any 

further  judgment  being  pronounced,  mere  quotations  from 

44  For  exist    the  Fourth  GosPel  are  enough,   if  the 

ence  without  PassaSes  are  such  as  cannot  possibly 

further        ^ave    1)een    der'ved    ^ronl    some    other 

.    j_Tnen+       source.      But  the  two  cases,   in  which 

J      S"1  !     •      tne  b00k    is  cited    as  an  authoritative 

writing,   as    in  §  43,  and    in  which    it    is  not  cited  as 

such,  are  very  different.      In  the  latter  case,   it  is  not 

only  possible  but  probable  that  the  author  making  the 

quotation   did    not  regard    the  book  as    authoritative. 

The  ecclesiastical  writers   incorporate  in  their  writings 

passages  from  a  multitude  of  works  which  never  gained 

ecclesiastical  recognition.     Thus,  even  those  works  which 

ultimately  did  gain  this  recognition  need  not  necessarily 

have  already  been  in  enjoyment  of  it  at  the  time  at  which 

they  were  used  by  the  writers  in  question. 

This  remark  applies,  according  to  a  now  fairly  general  con 
sensus  of  opinion,  to  the  case  of  J  ustin  (circa  152).  Alongside  of 
more  than  one  hundred  quotations  from  the  synoptists,  he  has  only 
three  which  offer  points  of  contact  with  the  Fourth  Gospel  (for 
the  actual  words,  see  GOSPELS,  §§  101-104).  But  in  no  case  is  the 
verbal  coincidence  with  it  so  exact  as  to  exclude  the  possibility 
of  their  having  emanated  from  another  source,  which,  if  we 
choose,  we  may  suppose  to  have  been  accessible  to  the  evangelist 
also.  Yet,  even  apart  from  this,  we  cannot  fail  to  recognise  that 
the  Fourth  Gospel  was  by  no  means  on  the  same  plane  with  the 
synoptics  in  Justin's  eyes,  and  that  his  employment  of  it  is  not 
only  more  sparing  but  also  more  circumspect.  This  is  all  the 
more  remarkable  since  Justin  certainly  champions  one  of  its 
leading  conceptions  (the  Logos-idea),  lays  great  weight  upon  the 
'Memorabilia  of  the  Apostles,'  and  expressly  designates  the 
Apocalypse  as  a  work  of  the  apostle  (Dial.  81,  Apol.  \t&f.  etc.). 
So  also  with  the  Ada  Jokannis  referable  to  Leucius  (§  8_/I), 
Corssen  1  sought  to  show  that  the  Acta  did  not  make  use  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  gospel  made  use  of 
the  Acta  or  at  least  was  acquainted  with  the  traditions  contained 
in  it;  and  Hilgenfeld2  inclines  substantially  to  the  same  view 
even  after  James3  had  published  new  fragments  and  sought  to 
prove  from  these  the  acquaintance  of  the  author  of  the  Acta 
with  the  Fourth  Gospel.  Even  if  we  grant  this,  Corssen  still  will 
be  right  in  his  assertion  that  the  Acta  diverge  from  the  Fourth 
Gospel  in  the  freest  and  most  far-reaching  manner,  and  thus  by 
no  means  give  it  a  position  of  authority. 

Here  also  belong  the  Pseudo-Clementine  Homilies  (end  of  2nd 
cent.),  and  Celsus  (circa  178). 

Most  of  the  early  Christian  writings  which  were  held 
to  bear  testimony  to  the  Fourth  Gospel — and  of  these 
precisely  the  oldest  and  therefore  most  important — in 
reality  do  not  justify  the  claim  based  upon  them. 

(a)  They  show  manifold  agreements  with  Jn.  ;  but 
these  consist  only  of  single,  more  or  less  characteristic 
words  or  formulas,  or  other  coinci 
dences  which  might  equally  well  have 
passed  into  currency  by  the  channel 
of  oral  tradition.  The  great  number 
of  such  agreements  does  in  very  deed 
prove  that  the  Johannine  formulas  and  catch-words 
were  very  widely  diffused,  and  that  the  Johannine  ideas 
had  been,  so  to  speak,  for  decennia  in  the  air.  We 
run  great  danger  of  allowing  ourselves  to  be  misled  if, 
however,  merely  because  it  so  happens  that  such  phrases 
and  turns  of  expression  first  became  known  and  familiar 
to  ourselves  through  the  Fourth  Gospel,  we  were  at 
once  to  conclude  that  the  writers  in  question  can  have 
taken  them  from  that  source  alone.  The  true  state  of 
the  case  may  very  easily  be  quite  the  opposite  ;  the 
words  and  phrases  circulated  orally  ;  as  they  circulated 
they  received  an  ever  more  pregnant,  pointed,  memorable 
form,  and  the  writer  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  not  as  the 
first  but  as  the  last  in  the  series  of  transmitters,  set 
them  down  in  a  form  and  in  a  connection  which  excelled 

1  Monarchianische  Prologe  zu  den  4  Evangelien  (  =  Texte  it, 
Untersuch.  xv.  1),  117-134. 

2  ZIVT,  1900,  pp.  1-61. 

3  Texts  and  Studies,  v.  1,  '97,  1-25,  cp  144-154  and  ix.-xxviii. ; 
cp  Acta  apost.  apocr.  edd.   Lipsius  et  Bonnet,   II.  i,  '98,  pp. 
160-216. 
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that  of  the  others,  and  thus  his  work  came  to  appear  as 
if  it  were  the  source  of  the  others. 

(6)  To  the  class  of  early  Christian  writings  here  referred 
to  belong  the  two  epistles  of  Clement  of  Rome  (the  first 
probably  93-97  A.D.  ,  perhaps  not  till  112-117,  at  the 
latest  120-125  I  the  second,  roughly,  160-180),  the 
Epistle  of  Barnabas  (130  or  131  ;  see  ACTS,  §  16),  the 
Shepherd  of  Hernias  (about  140),  the  Teaching  of  the 
Twelve  Apostles  (between  130  and  160),  the  Apology 
of  Aristides  (probably  under  Antoninus  Pius,  138-161 
A.  D.  ),  as  also  the  so-called  Oxyrhynchus  Logia,  the 
Coptic  Gospel-fragment  discussed  by  Jacobi  (GOSPELS, 
§  156,  a  and  i>),  and  the  Gospel  of  Peter  (see  PETER). 

(c)  Also  the  seven  epistles  of  Ignatius.     The  question 
as  to  the  genuineness  of  these  need  not  be  gone  into 
here  since  even  Harnack  (op.  cit.,  p.  396,  n.  3)  does  not 
regard  it  as  probable  that  Ignatius  had  read  the  Johan- 
nine  writings  even  though,  in  itself  considered,  the  thing 
seems  to  him  very  easily  possible. 

(d)  A   single  word  of  comment   is  required   only  in 
connection  with  the  saying  of  the  elders  cited  in  Iren. 
v.  36  1  :    'it  was  on  this  account  that  the  Lord  declared, 
"  In  my  Father's  (domains)  are  many  places  of  abode  "  ' 
(dia  TOJTO  elp-rj^vaL  rbv  Kvpiov,  iv  rots  TOV  Trarpfc  /JLOV 
fj.ovas    flvai    TroXXds).        Even    if   we  abstain    from    re 
marking   that    here   the  saying    is    quoted    in  proof  of 
the  doctrine  that  in  the  state  of  blessedness  there  will 
be  various  degrees,  it  has  at  any  rate  to  be  observed 
that  it  by  no  means  coincides  verbally  so  closely  with 
Jn.  14a  as  necessarily  to  be  a  quotation.      But  what  is 
chiefly  to  be  noted  is  that  in  its  substance  it  is  so  well 
adapted  as  a   '  winged  word  '   to  pass  from   mouth  to 
mouth  that  we  cannot  refrain  from  thinking  Harnack  far 
too  precipitate  in  basing  upon  this  word  alone  (no  other 
can  be  pointed  to)  the  proof,  regarded  by  him  as  secure, 
that  these  elders  were  acquainted  with  the  Fourth  Gospel 
(see  §  48  [/]).     As  to  who  these  elders  were,  see  ibidem. 

How  doubtful  was  the  recognition  of  the  Fourth 
Gospel  is  shown  with  most  clearness  by  the  fact  that 
46  Denials  of  w'tm'n  the  cnurch  an  entire  school 
genuineness  cou'd  regard  it  as  not  genuine  and 
even  attribute  it  to  Cerinthus.  Two 
theologians  in  so  many  other  respects  so  divergent 
in  their  views  as  Zahn  and  Harnack  are  agreed  that 
the  'Alogi,'  who  assigned  the  work  to  Cerinthus 
from  1  60  or  170  onwards  are  identical  with  the  un 
named  gainsayers  of  the  genuineness  who  are  mentioned 
in  Iren.  iii.  11  12  [9],  and  that  in  other  respects  their 
standpoint  was  a  correct  churchly  and  catholic  one.  On 
the  similar  attitude  of  Gaius  of  Rome  as  late  as  the  begin 
ning  of  the  third  century  see  GOSPELS,  §  82,  last  footnote. 
For  those  who  hold  i  Jn.  to  be  later  than  Jn.  an 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  gospel  is  found  where- 
ev  er  tlle  ex'stence  °f  tne  epistle  can  be 
shown-  This  appears  to  be  the  case 
witness  in  the  EPistle  of  Polycarp  (7i):  'For 
every  one  who  does  not  confess  that 
Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh  is  an  antichrist  '  (TTOS 
yap,  5s  av  fj.rj  6,1*0X0777  'I-rjcrouv  Xpt0Td>  £v  (rapid  £\r]\v- 
(tevai,  avrlxpiffTos  fffnv).  This  has  points  of  contact 
with  i  Jn.  42/i,  as  also  with  2  Jn.  7  ;  in  neither  case, 
however,  is  the  verbal  coincidence  so  close  that  the 
passage  can  be  regarded  as  an  actual  quotation.  Im 
mediately  after  the  words  quoted  Polycarp  adds  two 
parallel  sentences  of  his  own.  Here  again,  moreover, 
the  expression  partakes  so  largely  of  the  nature  of  a 
1  winged  word  '  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  regarding 
it  as  having  been  taken  from  a  written  source  at  all,  not 
to  speak  of  the  Johannine  epistles.  It  is  certainly  very 
significant  that  Eusebius  notes  indeed  of  the  Epistle  of 
Polycarp  that  it  contains  quotations  from  the  First 
Epistle  of  Peter,  but  makes  no  similar  statement  regard 
ing  the  Johannine  epistles.  This  makes  it  all  the  more 
strange  that  Harnack  (op.  cit.  658),  relying  upon  the 
fact  we  have  mentioned,  makes  the  claim  that  thereby 
the  existence  of  the  epistle  can  be  securely  established. 
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He  even  goes  so  far  as  to  say  '  securely  even  for  the 
close  of  the  reign  of  Trajan.'  In  fact  he  assigns  the 
epistle  of  Polycarp  approximately  to  the  year  115  A.D. 
Even  should  the  seven  Ignatian  Epistles  be  genuine  and 
of  this  date,  it  would  by  no  means  be  thereby  proved  that 
the  Epistle  of  Polycarp  must  have  been  written  so  early. 
According  to  a  very  probable  reckoning  Polycarp  died 
on  23rd  Feb.  155.  Moreover  the  meagre,  mainly 
ethical,  character  of  the  contents  of  the  Epistle  of 
Polycarp  is  so  little  in  harmony  with  the  central 
thought  of  the  Ignatian  Epistles — directed  as  these 
are  to  the  glorification  of  martyrdom  and  of  the 
episcopate,  as  also  to  the  elaboration  of  christological 
ideas — that  the  separation  of  those  parts  of  the  Epistle 
of  Polycarp  in  which  the  Ignatian  epistles  are  recom 
mended  (chaps.  913  along  with  a  few  other  sentences) 
— a  separation  which  has  been  proposed  from  the  most 
various  quarters — seems  to  be  in  the  highest  degree 
plausible. 

Here   also    Papias   stands   on    the   same   level   with 

Polycarp.      (a)  According  to   Eusebius   (HE  iii.  39i7> 

48    Panias    PaP'as  '  ma^e  use  of  testimonies  from  the 

u  wIfaMM    First  EPistle  of  John,  and  likewise  from 

d&     W1U11CDO.      .  i  -     r  i  tit  *',\ 

that  of  reter  (Kexp^Tai  5  avrds  /jLaprvpiais 
a7r6  T?}?  'ludvvov  irportpas  e7no"roX??y  Kal  airb  Trjs  Iltrpov 
6/j.otus).  We  know  what  '  made  use  of  testimonies  ' 
(xtxpyTai  fiapTvpiais)  in  Eusebius  means.  He  uses 
the  same  expression  in  iv.  14p  with  reference  to  Poly- 
carp's  quotations  from  i  Pet.  In  the  Epistle  of  Poly 
carp  we  can  control  the  statement  by  observing  that 
the  name  of  Peter  is  not  mentioned  there.  We  have 
therefore  no  ground  for  supposing  that  Papias  used  the 
name  of  John  either.  Moreover,  we  can  hardly  set  aside 
the  doubt  whether  in  Papias  we  have  to  do  with  real 
quotations  at  all  and  not  rather  again  with  '  winged 
words,'  such  as  have  been  spoken  of  in  §§  45 </  46, 
which  prove  nothing  so  far  as  the  present  question  is 
concerned.  Cp  GOSPELS,  §  72,  n.  2. 

Even  assuming,  however,  that  they  prove  Papias's  acquaint 
ance  with  i  Jn.,  we  must  all  the  more  on  that  account  take 
exception  to  the  proposition  of  Harnack  (op.  cit.  658),  that 
'  Papias's  acquaintance  with  the  Fourth  Gospel  must  be  clear  to 
every  one  who  looks  upon  i  Jn.  and  the  gospel  as  a  unity.'  Such 
a  statement  would  he  justified  only  if  the  two  writings  in  question 
had  constituted  a  single  book.  The  theory,  however,  that  the 
epistle  was  written  at  the  same  time  as  the  gospel  and  was 
incorporated  with  it  as  an  appendix,  has  long  since  been 
abandoned.  If  the  two  existed  only  in  a  separate  state,  ac 
quaintance  with  the  one  is  no  proof  at  all  of  acquaintance  with 
the  other. 

(<?)  We  have,  moreover,  the  strongest  evidence  to 
show  that  Papias  never  wrote  in  his  work  anything  with 
reference  to  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

Eusebius  (HE  iii.  3  3)  pledges  himself  in  his  history  to  mention 
without  fail  which  of  the  disputed  biblical  writings  the  ecclesi 
astical  authors  of  each  period  had  made  use  of  and  what  they 
said  about  the  acknowledged  writings  and  all  that  they  said 
about  those  which  were  not  such  (Tor  the  original  text,  see 
GOSPELS,  §  66).  As  regards  the  acknowledged  writings— among 
which  he  reckoned  the  Fourth  Gospel— he  dispenses  himself 
accordingly  merely  from  the  duty  of  collecting  the  quotations 
from  them,  not  from  that  of  collecting  the  sayings  of  the  church 
fathers  concerning  them.  This  programme  he  has  carried  out 
with  great  care.  In  Papias,  whom  he  read  with  special  attention, 
he  did  not  find  any  saying  of  the  kind  indicated  either  regarding 
Lk.  or  regarding  Jn.  But  as  Papias  did  make  such  a  statement 
regarding  Mt.  and  Mk.,  and  as  he  made  use  of  the  gospels  as 
well  as  of  oral  communications  for  the  preparation  of  his  work, 
it  would  be  exceedingly  remarkable  if  he  had  made  use  of  Lk. 
and  Jn.  and  yet  nowhere  expressed  himself  regarding  their 
character  (cp  GOSPELS,  §§  67,  74,  82  [i]). 

(c)  The  case  would  be  different,  it  is  true,  if  a  Latin 
prologue  in  Wordsworth,  N  T  Latine,  1491,  were  cor 
rect  : 

Evangelium  Johannis  manifestatum  et  datum  est  ecclesiis  :Jt 
Johanne  adhuc  in  corpore  constitute ;  sicut  Papias  nomine, 
Hierapolitanus,  discipulus  Johannis  carus,  in  exotericis,  id  e-.t 
in  extremis  quinque  libris  retulit. 

We  may  rest  assured,  however,  that  this  mention  of 
Papias  proceeds  upon  an  error  ;  for  otherwise  Euse 
bius  would  certainly  have  told  us  of  it. 

Moreover  there  would  still  remain  the  question  whether  by  the 
John  whom  he  would  thus  have  designated  as  the  writer  of  the 
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gospel  we  should  understand  John  the  apostle,  which  for  the 
writer  of  the  prologue  was  a  matter  of  course,  or  the  John  of 
Asia  Minor — in  that  case  certainly  John  the  Elder. 

(d)  A  similar  question  must  be  raised  in  connection 
with  the  statements  of  Armenian  writers  to  the  effect 
that  Papias  was  acquainted  with  the  Fourth  Gospel. 

In  what  Conybeare  cites  in  The  Guardian  of  i8th  July  1894 
(p.  1123),  Papias  is  expressing  himself  regarding  the  nature  of 
the  aloe  ;  but  that  he  is  here  dealing  with  the  aloe  met  with  in 
Jn.  1939  does  not  appear  from  the  words  of  the  Armenian  writer. 

(c)  Even  if  all  that  has  been  alleged  as  to  Papias's 
acquaintance  with  the  Fourth  Gospel  were  indisputable, 
his  testimony  would  not  carry  us  beyond  what  has 
already  been  long  known  and  recognised  from  other 
sources.  According  to  a  fragment  published  by  De 
Boor  (§  4  A),  the  work  of  Papias  contained  the  statement 
that  the  individuals  who  had  been  raised  from  the  dead 
by  Christ  survived  till  the  reign  of  Hadrian  (?ws 
'Adpiavov  Zfav,  I.e.  170).  As  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  attribution  of  this  statement  to  Papias  should  be 
disputed,  Papias  must  have  written  it  not  earlier  than 
between  140-160  (Harnack,  op.  cit.  357).  At  that  date, 
however,  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  known  to  other  writers 
also,  and  Papias's  acquaintance  with  it  would  add 
nothing  to  what  we  previously  knew. 

(/)  The  case  would  be  otherwise  only  if  Harnack 
were  right  in  what  he  says  about  the  '  elders  '  of  Irenseus 
(op.  cit.  333-340). 

Harnack  (i)  asserts  that  Irenaeus  had  not  personally  heard 
the  elders  whose  sayings  he  quotes,  and  (2)  conjectures  that 
Irenaeus  had  taken  all  of  these  sayings  from  the  writing  of 
Papias.  The  first  assertion  has  a  certain  probability  by  reason  of 
the  vagueness  with  which  Irenaeus  speaks  of  those  'elders'  ;  the 
conjecture,  on  the  other  hand,  is  mere  hypothesis.  The  sole 
passage  which  we  can  control  even  speaks  to  the  contrary  effect. 
In  v.  333/1  Irenaeus  first  introduces  the  saying  about  the  great 
grape-cluster  of  the  blessed  days  to  come  in  the  following  terms  : 
'  quemadmodum  presbyteri  meminerunt  qui  Joannem  discipulum 
Domini  viderunt,  audisse  se  ab  eo,  quemadmodum  de  temporibus 
illis  docebat  dominus  et  dicebat.'  After  telling  what  they  had 
said,  he  proceeds,  '  these  things,  moreover,  Papias  also,  who  was 
a  hearer  of  John  and  a  companion  of  Polycarp,  a  man  of  the  older 
time,  testifies  in  writing  in  the  fourth  of  his  books '  (ravra  6e  /cat 
llama?  o  'Ia>ai/i>ou  juey  aKOva'Tys,  Ho\vKa.prrov  6e  eratpo?  ytyovws, 
apxaios  avrjp,  eyypd^u?  eTrijUapTvpet  ei/  TT;  TerapTT)  rtav  ai/rov 
£t£AiW).  Harnack  is  of  opinion  that  the  KOLI  here  and  the  «7n- 
in  €7ri|xapTvpet  '  certainly  ought  not  to  be  pressed  ' ;  but  it  is  not 
permissible,  in  favour  of  an  hypothesis,  to  ignore  the  force  of 
these  words  which  plainly  distinguish  the  written  communication 
of  Papias  from  an  oral  communication  that  had  reached  Ireneeus. 
Harnack,  however,  pursues  this  forbidden  path  still  further,  and 
asserts  that  Irenaeus  had  taken  the  formulae  which  he  uses  in 
citing  the  elders  z'ertatii/i  from  the  work  of  Papias.  By  this 
means  Harnack  arrives  at  the  result  that  these  elders  had 
already  presented  themselves  to  the  mind  of  Papias  as  invested 
with  those  dignified  attitudes  of  venerable  antiquity  which  they 
undoubtedly  had  to  judge  by  his  language,  for  Irenaeus.  Accord 
ing  to  this,  we  should  have  to  carry  their  date  as  far  back  before 
140-160,  the  time  at  which  Papias  lived,  as  we  should  have  to 
carry  them  back,  according  to  the  text  of  Irenaeus,  before  185, 
the  approximate  date  of  Irenasus's  work. 

This  supposition,  however,  of  a  borrowing  by  Irenaeus 
from  Papias  verbatim  is  a  mere  hypothesis  :  and  yet 
this  supposition,  and  its  application  to  the  presumed 
quotation  from  Jn.  142  (§  45^),  is,  along  with  what 
has  been  adduced  (§  47)  from  Polycarp,  the  sole  basis 
on  which  Harnack  rests  his  proposition  (op.  cit.  680) 
'that  the  gospel  was  not  written  later  than  circa  no, 
is  an  assured  historical  truth.' 

(a)  If  we  were  dealing  with  a  book  attributed  to  an 

undistinguished  man,  such  as,  for  example,  the  epistle  of 

49    Estin    t     Juc^e'  'l  c°uld  not  be  held  to  be  very 

of  external     surPr'smg  tnat  proofs  of  acquaintance 
•  j  with  it  do  not  emerge  until  some  con 

siderable  time  after  its  production. 
The  case  is  very  different,  however,  with  a  gospel 
written  by  an  eye-witness.  Papias  noticed  defects  in 
the  gospel  of  Mk.  ;  the  third  evangelist  noticed  them  in 
the  writings  of  all  his  predecessors  (cp  GOSPELS,  §§  65, 
153).  The  writing  of  an  eye-witness  would  immediately 
on  its  publication  have  been  received  with  the  keenest 
interest,  however  violently  it  may  have  conflicted  with 
the  gospels  hitherto  known.  It  would  at  least  by  these 
contradictions  have  attracted  attention  and  necessarily 
have  given  occasion  to  such  remarks  as  that  '  the  gospels 
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seem  to  contradict  one  another  '  of  Claudius  Apollinaris 
(aTa.<na^eLv  doKfi  TO.  evayytXia)  (§  42  and  54^).  No 
mention  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  which  we  can  recognise 
as  such  carries  us  back  further  than  to  140  A.D.  As 
late  as  152  (Acad.  ist  Feb.  1896,  p.  98),  Justin,  who 
nevertheless  lays  so  great  value  upon  the  '  Memorabilia 
of  the  Apostles,'  regards  Jn. — if  indeed  he  knows  it  at 
all — with  distrust  and  appropriates  from  it  but  a  very 
few  sayings.  Therefore,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
conservative  theology  still  cherishes  the  belief  that  the 
external  evidence  supplies  the  best  possible  guarantee 
for  the  genuineness  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  we  find  our 
selves  compelled  not  only  to  recognise  the  justice  of 
the  remark  of  Reuss  that  '  the  incredible  trouble  which 
has  been  taken  to  collect  external  evidences  only  serves 
to  show  that  there  are  really  none  of  the  sort  which  were 
really  wanted,'  but  also  to  set  it  up  even  as  a  funda 
mental  principle  of  criticism  that  the  production  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel  must  be  assigned  to  the  shortest  possible 
date  before  the  time  at  which  traces  of  acquaintance 
with  it  begin  to  appear.  Distinct  declarations  as  to  its 
genuineness  begin  certainly  not  earlier  than  about  170 
A.D.  (§42). 

(b]  Furthermore,  it  is  not  usually  remembered  how 
small  is  the  value  which  all  such  testimonies  possess. 

According  to  Irenaeus  (ii.  33  3  [22s])  'the  gospel  and  all  the 
elders  personally  acquainted  with  John  in  Asia  '  bore  witness  that 
Jesus,  at  the  time  of  his  teaching,  was  more  than  forty  years  old 
— and  this  as  a  tradition  from  John,  some  of  them  also  giving  it 
as  a  tradition  from  other  apostles.  This  can  rest  only  on  Jn.  8  57. 
It  is  irreconcilable  with  Lk.  823.  In  iii.  32(3],  Irenaeus  asserts 
that  Clement  of  Rome  had  enjoyed  personal  intercourse  with  the 
apostles,  although  he  might  have  learned  from  Clement's  own 
(first)  epistle  (44  zf.)  that  the  opposite  was  the  case.  In  iii.  11  n 
[8]  Irenaeus,  too,  finds  the  rationale  for  the  'four'  gospels  in  the 
fact  that  there  are  four  quarters  of  the  globe  and  four  winds 
(n-i/evjuara)  ;  since,  further,  the  church  extends  over  all  the  world, 
while  its  '  pillars  and  grounds  '  and  spirit  of  life  (irvevfj.a  £a>ijs)  are 
the  gospel,  it  is  fitting  that  she  should  have  four  pillars,  breathing 
out  (TiWoi/ras)  immortality  on  every  side,  and  vivifying  men  afresh. 
Such  is  the  sort  of  verbal  trifling  with  which  he  favours  his  readers 
in  place  of  history.  The  Muratorian  fragment  calls  the  book  of 
Acts  '  Acta  omnium  apostolorum,'  and  John,  in  respect  of  his 
seven  epistles  (Rev.  2  f.),  the  '  predecessor  Pauli '  (//.  34,  48). 
Clement  of  Alexandria  (Strain,  vi.  5  43,  p.  761  f.)  quotes  the 
apostle  Paul  as  saying  :  '  Take  also  the  Greek  books,  read  the 
Sibyl  as  she  reveals  one  God  and  the  future ;  and,  taking 
Hystaspes,  read  and  ye  will  find  the  son  of  God  much  more 
clearly  described.'  In  Strom,  v.  14  104,  p.  711,  Clement  cites  with 
entire  belief  the  book  of  Zoroaster,  in  which,  after  his  resurrec 
tion  from  the  dead,  he  reports  what  he  had  learned  in  the  under 
world  from  the  gods.  Justin  (Apol.  i.  35  48)  is  able  to  tell  his 
readers  that  the  Acta  Pilati  contained  the  partition  of  the 
garment  of  Jesus,  his  healings,  and  his  raisings  of  the  dead. 
Tertullian  (Apol.  21)  adds  to  these  the  eclipse  of  the  sun,  the 
watch  at  the  grave,  the  resurrection,  the  forty  days  in  Galilee, 
and  the  ascension,  and  closes  with  these  words  :  '  ea  omnia  super 
Christp  Pilatus,  et  ipse  jam  pro  sua  conscientia  Christianus, 
Caesari  turn  Tiberio  nuntiavit.'  Compare  §  6. 

It  is  surely  unnecessary  to  multiply  examples.  When 
the  church  fathers  bring  before  us  such  statements  as 
these,  no  one  believes  them  ;  but  when  they  '  attest '  the 
genuineness  of  a  book  of  the  Bible,  then  the  conservative 
theologians  regard  the  fact  as  enough  to  silence  all 
criticism.  This  cannot  go  on  for  ever.  Instead  of  the 
constantly  repeated  formula  that  an  ancient  writing  is 
'  attested  '  as  early  as  by  (let  us  say)  Irenaeus,  Tertullian, 
or  Clement  of  Alexandria,  there  will  have  to  be  substi 
tuted  the  much  more  modest  statement  that  its  existence 
(not  genuineness)  is  attested  only  as  late  as  by  the 
writers  named,  and  even  this  only  if  the  quotations  are 
undeniable  or  the  title  expressly  mentioned. 

If  no  trace  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  can  be  found  earlier 

than  140  A.  D. ,  there  cannot  be  the  slightest  difficulty  in 

.     _,        ...         doing   justice    to    its    relations    with 

50.  Gnosticism  Gno*icJism.      According  to    Hege- 

Fourth  Gospel   sippus  (ap-  Eus"  ff£"L  327/)  pr°- 
^       found    peace   reigned    in    the  entire 

church  till  the  reign  of  Trajan  ;  but  after  the  sacred 
choir  of  the  apostles  had  died  out  and  the  race  of  the 
immediate  hearers  of  Christ  had  passed  away,  the  god 
less  corruption  began  through  the  deception  of  false 
teachers  who  now  with  unabashed  countenance  dared 
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to  set  up  against  the  preaching  of  truth  the  doctrines 
of  gnosis  falsely  so  called.  There  is  no  reason  for  dis 
puting  the  date  here  given.  A  personal  disciple  of 
lesus  certainly  can  hardly  have  survived  to  see  it.  But 
the  gospel  shows  clearly  how  profoundly  the  gnostic 
ideas  had  influenced  its  author.  Neither  is  the  position 
of  the  case  as  if  he  had  started  from  the  churchly  point 
of  view  and  then  found  himself  on  the  road  to  the 
gnostic  ;  on  the  contrary,  we  find  him  on  the  return 
path  from  gnosticism  to  the  churchly  view.  Cp  §  29  b. 
In  addition  to  what  is  said  there,  attention  may  be  called 
to  the  high  value  Jn.  places  on  knowledge  (17s). 

It  might  at  first  appear  as  if  Jn.  were  not  yet  in  open  antagon 
ism  against  gnosis  and  thus  that  gnosticism  has  not  yet  attained 
any  great  development.  If,  however,  we  view  the  matter  so, 
we  shall  mistake  the  task  which  was  set  before  him.  The  first 
epistle  gave  room  for  direct  polemic  against  gnosis,  and  he  uses 
his  opportunity  in  the  most  distinct  manner.  But  when  a 
gospel  had  to  be  written,  polemic  methods  could  be  employed 
only  under  some  disguise.  Nevertheless  they  are  recognisable 
enough.  Against  the  gnostic  division  between  pneumatic  and 
psychical  persons  are  levelled  such  sentences  as  3  i6_/C  ;  so  also 
against  the  dualism  between  God  and  the  world  ;  against  the 
one-sided  emphasis  laid  by  gnosticism  on  the  importance  of 
knowledge  is  directed  the  insistence  upon  faith  ;  and  against 
the  docetic  view  that  Christ  was  man  only  in  appearance  stress 
is  laid  (1 14)  on  the  doctrine  that  the  Logos  was  made  flesh  and 
that  his  glory  could  be  beheld.  Indeed,  the  great  importance 
given  in  IS* 35  to  the  attestation  of  the  flowing  of  water  and  blood 
from  the  wounded  side  appears — although  the  water  and  blood 
have  also  a  symbolical  meaning  (§  23  d) — at  the  same  time  and 
indeed  primarily  to  have  its  reason  in  the  desire  to  combat  the 
view  that  Jesus  did  not  suffer  really  but  only  seemingly. 

All  that  must  be  conceded  is  that  no  traces  can  as 
yet  be  found  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  of  the  great  and 
elaborated  systems  such  as  were  developed  by  Valentinus 
and  others  after  140  A.  D.  The  ideas  of  light,  and  the 
like,  out  of  which  those  later  gnostics  formed  their  pairs 
and  their  ogdoads  of  aeons  are  still  touched  upon  in  the 
gospel  only  comparatively  lightly.  Ch.  8  44  does  not 
speak  of  the  father  of  the  devil,  but  only  says,  by  a  some 
what  lax  construction,  that  the  devil  is  a  liar  and  the 
father  of  (the)  lie  (Winer(8>,  §  18,  n.  30  ;  229</). 

With  Montanism  the  case  is  otherwise.      The  Fourth 

Gospel  shows  an  indubitable  contact  with  it  in  the  idea 

_   .     .         of  the  Paraclete.      Here,  however,  the 

M  t  .  priority  must  be  assigned  to  the  gospel, 
'  since  Montanism,  according  to  one 
ancient  source,  first  came  to  manifestation  about  156  or 
157,  according  to  the  other  even  as  late  as  172  (cp 
Harnack,  op.  cit.  363-379).  In  actuality  the  idea  of 
the  paraclete  is  further  developed  in  Montanism  than  in 
the  Fourth  Gospel.  In  the  latter  the  ruling  conception 
is  that  Jesus  is  identical  with  the  Paraclete,  that  is  to 
say  that  his  second  coming  consists  in  nothing  other 
than  the  coming  of  the  Holy  Spirit  into  the  hearts  of 
believers  (§  26  c).  In  Montanism,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  sharp  distinction  is  drawn  between  the  age  of  Christ 
and  the  age  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  a  much  higher 
value  is  given  to  the  latter. 

If  on  independent  grounds  some  period  shortly  before 

140  A.  D.  can  be  set  down  as  the  approximate  date  of 

the  production  of  the  gospel,  then  new 

B2      >  .n  £LS  R 

.'  '  * 6  ,  *  importance  attaches  to  one  particular 
guide  to  c  e.  passage  Up0n  which,  apart  from  this, 
we  could  not  venture  to  base  any  hypothesis  as  to  date. 
In  643  Jesus  says  :  '  I  am  come  in  the  name  of  my 
father  and  ye  receive  me  not ;  if  another  will  come  in 
his  own  name,  him  ye  will  receive. '  This  prophecy  of 
another  Messiah  was  fulfilled  when  in  132  A.D.  Bar- 
chochba  arose  and  incited  the  Jews  to  the  great  revolt 
which  in  135  ended  in  the  complete  extinction  of  the 
Jewish  state.  It  is  very  tempting  to  think  that  643 
contains  an  allusion  to  this.  At  all  events,  as  compared 
with  this  supposition  the  hypothesis  of  Bousset  (Antichr. , 
1895,  108)  has  no  superior  claims — that  by  the  pseudo- 
Messiah  here  predicted  the  Antichrist  is  meant,  and 
this  because  '  thus  almost  all  the  church  fathers  interpret, 
and  in  this  region  these  are  the  authorities  from  whom 
we  have  to  learn.1  Bousset,  in  conformity  with  this 


interpretation,  supposes  that  such  apocalyptic  ideas  had 
great  importance  for  the  evangelist,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  his  entire  book  shows  no  trace  of  this,  but 
rather  the  opposite  (§  28).  Compare  further,  §  65,  end. 
Asia  Minor  is  almost  universally  regarded  as  the 
Fourth  Gospel's  place  of  origin.  It  is  on  this  assump- 
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tion   that  we  can  most  easily  explain 


_  how  the  Gospel  could  be  ascribed  to 

composition.  the  john  livjng  there    to  whom  the 

Apocalypse,  or  at  least  the  seven  epistles  therein  con 
tained,  are  assigned  with  still  greater  probability. 
Alexandrian  as  well  as  gnostic  ideas  can  without 
difficulty  be  traced  in  those  regions.  It  has  even  been 
attempted  to  account  for  the  mistake  by  which  Caiaphas 
is  called  'high  priest  for  that  year"  (§  38)  by  the  fact 
that  in  Asia  there  was  a  high  priest  (dpxitpfvs)  for  the 
whole  province  who  changed  from  year  to  year  (Momm- 
sen,  Rom.  Gesch.  5  318  ;  ET  Provinces,  1345).  It  must, 
however,  be  affirmed  once  for  all  that  these  proofs  have 
no  decisive  value  ;  but  neither  does  the  question  as  to 
place  of  origin  possess  any  fundamental  importance. 

Very  important  inferences,   however,   can  be  drawn 

from  the  paschal  controversies  of  the  second  century.1 

.   mi.    T>       i-i  (a)  In  Asia  Minor  the  celebration  was 

•£3£S?  ^ hdd  - thc 


of   Nisan 
by  those  who  afterwards  were  called 


Quartodecimans  ;  elsewhere  it  was  celebrated  on  the 
first  Sunday  after  the  Spring  equinox.  The  difference 
of  usage  first  came  to  light  on  the  occasion  of  a  visit  of 
Polycarp  of  Smyrna  to  Rome  during  the  bishopric  of 
Anicetus  (therefore  in  154  A.D. ).  On  that  occasion 
Polycarp,  according  to  the  report  of  Irenaeus  (fragm.  3, 
cp  Eus.  HE  v.  24 16),  appealed  on  behalf  of  the  Asiatic 
celebration  to  the  authority  of  John  the  disciple  of  the 
Lord,  and  of  the  other  apostles.  Similarly,  in  the  third 
stage  of  the  controversy,  Polycrates  of  Ephesus  in  his 
letter  to  the  Roman  bishop  Victor  about  196  A.L>.  (ibid. 
v.  242-8)  made  a  like  appeal  to  the  authority  of  Philip, 
John,  Polycarp,  Melito,  and  a  large  number  of  famous 
names.  Of  the  reasons  for  this  usage  \ve  become 

apprised  in  the  second  stage  of  the  controversy,  about 
170  A.D. ,  in  which  its  supporters  came  into  conflict  not 
with  Rome  but  with  men  in  Asia  Minor  itself. 

(b}  In  order  to  escape  the  conclusion  that  the  John 
appealed  to  by  the  Quartodecimans  could  not  have 
been  the  writer  of  the  Gospel,  some  theologians  assert 
that  the  men  of  Asia  Minor,  and  John  among  them, 
had  observed  the  I4th  of  Nisan  in  commemoration  of 
the  death  of  Jesus.  This  would  fit  in  with  the  Fourth 
Gospel  admirably,  only  it  is  opposed  to  the  express 
statements  of  Hippolytus  and  Apollinaris  (Chron.  Pasch. , 
ed.  Paris,  p.  6abd;  ed.  Dindorf,  pp.  i2/.  and  14), 
according  to  whom  the  commemoration  intended  was 
that  of  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  Supper  by  Jesusr 
That  this  was  only  the  opinion  of  a  minority  cannot 
be  maintained. 

(c )  Others  sought  to  attain  the  same  result  by  supposing 
that  the  Quartodecimans  without  any  reference  at  all  to 
events  in  the  life  of  Jesus  had  simply,  in  accordance  with 
the  Jewish  calendar,  observed  the  day  upon  which  the 
Jewish  passover  fell.  Such  a  mechanical  conformity 
with  the  Jewish  law,  and  such  a  degree  of  indifference 
towards  reminiscences  of  occurrences  in  the  life  of  Jesus, 
would  be  very  remarkable  if  observable  in  any  Christians, 
and  most  of  all  if  observable  in  one  who  had  actually 
been  an  eye-witness  of  the  last  days  of  Jesus.  It  is, 
however,  expressly  set  aside  by  the  statement  of  Apol 
linaris  (I.e. )  that  the  Quartodecimans  claimed  Mt. 
as  on  their  side, — on  the  point,  namely,  that  Jesus  had 
eaten  the  paschal  lamb  with  his  disciples  on  141(1  Nisan 
and  had  suffered  on  the  I5th.  Apollinaris  infers  from 
this  that  in  their  view  the  gospels  seem  to  be  at  variance 

1  The  most  thorough  discussions  are  those  of  Hilgenfeld,  Der 
Paschastrcit,  1860,  and  of  Schiirer.  De  controversies paschalilnis, 
Leipsic,  1869;  in  German  in  Ztschr.  /.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1870, 
pp.  182-284. 

2552 


JOHN,   SON  OP  ZEBBDEE 


as  to  this  (§  42).  He  himself  is  on  the  side  of  the 
Fourth  Gospel,  and  thus,  as  he  himself  admits  no 
variance,  interprets  the  First  Gospel  wrongly  in  the 
actual  sense  of  the  Fourth  ;  the  Quartodecimans,  how 
ever,  appealed  not  simply  to  the  Jewish  calendar  but 
also  to  Mt. ,  and  that  too  to  Mt.  properly  understood. 

(d)  A   last   resort   remains,  —  that   of  Schiirer,   who 
thinks  they  did  this  only  in  a  late  stage  of  the  con 
troversy.       This    also,    however,    is    very    improbable. 
We  shall  do  well  to  attribute  to  them  at  least  enough 
continuity  of  view  for  them  to  be  always  aware  what  it 
was  that  they  were  maintaining. 

(e)  In  this  failure,  then,  of  all  the  suggested  views  we 
have  no  alternative  left  but   to  acknowledge  that  the 
John   to   whose   authority  the  Quartodecimans   appeal 
cannot  have  been  the  author  of  the  gospel.      If  then 
this  John  of  Asia  Minor  was  the  Elder,   the  apostle's 
authorship  of  the  gospel  remains,  so  far  as  the  paschal 
controversy  is  concerned,  a  possibility.     The  assump 
tion,  then,  must  be  that  the  gospel  was  written  by  the 
apostle,   though  at  the  same  time  he  was  not  head  of 
the    church  at   Ephesus.     This    assumption,    however, 
is  one  that  has  been  resorted  to  by  but  few,   for  the 
tradition  says  only  of  the  Ephesian  John  that  he  wrote 
the  gospel. 

After  what  has  been  said,  only  a  very  brief  recapitu 
lation   as  regards  the   '  genuineness '  will   be  required. 

55.  Conclusion  KEv™  when  *e  Apocalypse  has  been 
„_  .     _-.iv,__    assigned  to  another  writer,  the  apostolic 

tiS    uO   dlluHOl.  .1  i   «  c    ^,  .  . 

authorship  of  the  gospel  remains  im 
possible,  and  that  not  merely  from  the  consideration 
that  it  cannot  be  the  son  of  Zebedee  who  has  introduced 
himself  as  writer  in  so  remarkable  a  fashion  (§41),  but 
also  from  the  consideration  that  it  cannot  be  an  eye 
witness  of  the  facts  of  the  life  of  Jesus  who  has  presented, 
as  against  the  synoptists,  an  account  so  much  less 
credible,  nor  an  original  apostle  who  has  shown  himself 
so  easily  accessible  to  Alexandrian  and  Gnostic  ideas, 
nor  a  contemporary  of  Jesus  who  survived  so  late  into 
the  second  century  and  yet  was  capable  of  composing 
so  profound  a  work.  On  this  ground  are  excluded  not 
only  the  son  of  Zebedee  but  also  every  non-apostolic 
eye-witness,  including  even  John  the  Elder,  although 
the  last-named  seems  to  be  recommended  by  the  Asian 
tradition  so  far  as  this  does  not  make  for  the  apostle. 

(6)  Harnack,  who  holds  the  Elder  to  be  the  author — with  in 
corporation  also  of  reminiscences  of  theson  of  Zebedee  in  his  work, 
so  that  the  gospel  might  appropriately  enough  be  called  '  Gospel 
of  John  the  Elder  according  to  John  the  son  of  Zebedee '  (evay- 
ye'Atoi'  'liaavvov  TOV  jrpe<T/3uTe'pov  Kara  'laxxi/i/rji/  TOV  Ze/3eSai'ov) — 
is  compelled  not  only  to  place  the  date  at  a  much  earlier  period 
than  is  justified  by  the  evidence  (§  48  [/"],  but  also,  notwithstand 
ing  this,  to  understand  by  a  '  disciple  of  the  Lord  '  (which  the 
Elder  was)  one  who  perhaps  had  seen  Jesus  only  once  in  earliest 
childhood  without  really  entering  into  personal  relations  with 
him  ;  and  all  this  over  and  above  the  further  necessity  for  im 
puting  so  many  incredibilities  to  the  author,  if  the  credibility  of 
the  synoptists  is  not  to  be  reduced  to  zero.  Further,  Harnack's 
hypothesis  must  be  characterised  as  incapable  of  being  discussed 
so  long  as  the  continuation  of  his  work  gives  him  no  occasion  to 
state  quite  frankly  whether  he  regards  as  historical  such  state 
ments  for  example  as  those  regarding  the  foot-washing,  the 
spear-thrust,  the  falling  to  the  ground  of  the  Roman  cohort  in 
Gethsemane,  and  the  100  pounds  of  ointment  at  the  embalming 
of  Jesus.  1 

(c)  The  same  remark  holds  good  as  regards  Bousset  who  (Apoca- 
Ivpse  in  Meyer's  Kommgntar.  sth  ed.  1896,  p.  33-51)  maintains 
that  the  Ephesian  John,  that  is  to  say,  the  Elder,  in  his  youth 
belonged  to  the  train  of  Jesus  at  such  times  as  Jesus  was  in 
Jerusalem,  and  that  from  his  mouth  one  of  his  scholars  has  given 
us,  so  far  as  the  activity  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem  is  concerned,  'an 


Fourth  Gospel  which  does  not  come  from  the  apostle  John,  and 
does  not  profess  to  do  so,  cannot  be  used  as  a  historical  source  in 
the  ordinary  [i.e.,  customary]  sense  of  those  words.  The  author 
acted  with  autocratic  freedom,  transposed  events  and  placed 
them  in  an  unwonted  light,  composed  discourses  at  his  own 
will  and  illustrated  lofty  thoughts  by  imagined  situations. 
Hence  his  work  though  not  wholly  wanting  in  the  elements  of 
a  genuine  if  hardly  recognisable  tradition,  can  hardly  at  any 
point  be  taken  into  account  as  a  source  for  the  history  of  Jesus ; 
it  is  but  little  that  we  can  take  over  from  him  and  even  that 
only  with  circumspection.' 
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account  that,  as  compared  with  the  synoptists,  is  independent 
and  in  many  points  to  be  preferred.' 

(d)  To  what  degree  the  thesis  of  the  authorship  of  the  gospel 
by  a  son  of  Zebedee  (or  indeed  any  eye-witness)  can  be  maintained 
only  at  the  cost  of  the  very  credibility  which  yet  it  is  proposed 
to  support  by  this  assumption,  is  well  seen  in  what  B.  Weiss 
has  to  say  regarding  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  Fourth 
Gospel.1  He  grants  that  the  misunderstandings  of  these  dis 
courses  by  the  hearers  are  '  often  in  reality  merely  attempts  on 
the  part  of  the  evangelist  to  account  for  the  continuance  of  the 
discussion,'  that  the  evangelist  '  is  well  aware  that  he  is  not 
giving  his  readers  the  discourses  and  conversations  with  literal 
accuracy,'  that  '  not  only  the  original  words,  but  also  the 
concrete  historical  context  of  the  words  of  Jesus  are  often 
obliterated,  the  evangelist  concerning  himself  only  for  the  endur 
ing  significance  of  these  and  their  value  for  edification  in  the 
sense  of  his  own  conception  of  the  person  of  Christ,'  that  even 
in  the  narrative  parts  'the  connections  in  detail  have  often  dis 
appeared,  the  historical  colouring  has  been  lost  and  the  repre 
sentation  of  occurrences  has  been  manipulated  in  accordance 
with  the  meaning  w_hich  they  had  acquired  to  the  mind  of  this 
narrator.'  No  critic,'  however  severe,  could  express  himself 
much  more  unfavourably  with  regard  to  the  Fourth  Gospel  than 
this  defender  of  its  genuineness  has  done. 

(e)  As  compared  with  such  a  line  of  defence,  there  is 
a  positive  relief  from  an  intolerable  burden  as  soon  as 
the  student  has  made  up  his  mind  to  give  up  any  such 
theory  as  that  of  the  'genuineness'  of  the  gospel,  as 
also  of  its  authenticity  in  the  sense  of  its  being  the  work 
of  an  eye-witness  who  meant  to  record  actual  history. 
Whoever  shrinks  from  the  surrender  can,  in  spite  of  all 
the  veneration  for  the  book  which  constrains  him  to  take 
this  course,  have  little  joy  in  his  choice.  Instead  of 
being  able  to  profit  by  the  elucidations  regarding  the 
nature  and  the  history  of  Jesus  promised  him  by  the 
'  genuineness  '  theory,  he  finds  himself  at  every  turn  laid 
under  the  necessity  of  meeting  objections  on  the  score 
of  historicity,  and  if  he  has  laboriously  succeeded  (he 
thinks)  in  silencing  these,  others  and  yet  others  arise 
tenfold  increased,  and  in  his  refutation  of  these,  even 
when  he  carries  it  through  —  and  that  too  even,  it  may 
be,  with  a  tone  of  great  assurance  —  he  yet  cannot  in 
conscientious  self-examination  feel  any  true  confidence 
in  his  work. 

(/)  With  the  other  view  the  case  is  quite  different. 
We  have  to  deal  with  a  writer  from  whom  we  neither 
can  demand  strict  historical  accuracy,  nor  have  any 
occasion  to  do  so.  Just  in  proportion  as  this  is  frankly 
recognised,  however,  we  find  in  him  a  great  and  eminent 
soul,  a  man  in  whom  all  the  ruling  tendencies  of  his 
time  meet  and  are  brought  together  to  a  common  focus. 
A  philosophical  book,  indeed,  would  not  have  been 
difficult  for  him  to  write,  yet  would  have  received  but 
little  attention  ;  for  all  that  at  that  time  was  recognised 
as  divine  was  held  to  be  seen  in  the  person  of  Jesus. 
Thus  the  task  this  man  deemed  to  be  laid  upon  him  by 
the  nature  of  the  circumstances  was  that  of  giving  ex 
pression  to  his  deep  ideas  in  the  form  of  a  life  of  Jesus. 
We  become  aware  that  this  implied  many  restrictions 
upon  his  freedom,  and  one  is  astonished  all  the  more  at 
the  ease  of  movement  with  which  he  has  carried  out  his 
work.  In  short,  one  discerns  in  the  gospel  the  ripest 
fruit  of  primitive  Christianity  —  the  ripest,  if  also  at  the 
same  time  the  furthest  removed  from  the  original  form. 
We  shall  return  to  a  consideration  of  this  subject  with 
somewhat  greater  detail  (§  62)  after  we  have  glanced  at 
the  First  Epistle  which  in  this  respect  is  closely  related 
to  the  gospel. 

Before  proceeding  to  this,  however,  a  word  must  be 
given  to  the  '  partition  '-hypotheses,      (a)  We  have  post- 
poned  notice  of  them  until  now  because 

to  have  brou&ht  them  UP  at  an  earlier 
point  would   have  tended  only  to  ob 

scure  the  issues.     A  whole  series  of  earlier  '  partition  '- 

hypotheses    have   shared    the   common    fate    of    being 

withdrawn    by    their    own    promulgators.  Least 

hopeful    of  all   is  a  hypothesis  of  interpolations.      Not 

that  the  existence  of  interpolations  in  Jn.  is  impossible  ; 

on  the  contrary,  it  is  affirmed  even  by  the  most  out 

spoken  critical  theologians  (§  28  b}.      But  if  it  is  proposed 

1  Lehrb.  der  Einleitung  in  das  NT,  §  51  7. 
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to  eliminate  every  difficult  passage  as  having  been 
interpolated,  very  little  indeed  of  the  gospel  will  be  left 
at  the  end  of  the  process.  Theoretically,  the  case  is 
somewhat  better  with  a  '  sources  '-hypothesis,  which 
should  maintain  that  the  last  author  did  not  introduce 
mere  interpolations  into  the  exemplar  before  him  without 
touching  the  text  itself,  that  he  dealt  with  it  very  much 
as  the  synoptists  dealt  with  their  sources.  Even  so, 
however,  no  great  advantage  is  gained. 

(6)  To  mention  only  the  latest  advocate  of  a  hypothesis 
of  this  sort,  Wendt 1  holds  most  of  the  miracle  narratives, 
and  some  of  the  elaborations  of  the  discourses  as  well  as 
of  the  occasions  assigned  to  them,  to  be  additions  of  the 
last  author.  The  main  point,  however,  is  that  his  funda 
mental  principle — in  itself  worthy  of  all  acceptance — is 
that  passages  are  to  be  held  to  be  later  insertions,  not 
on  account  of  their  contents,  but  only  when  they  break 
the  connection.  There  is  much  reason  to  fear,  however, 
that  distrust  of  the  authenticity  of  the  substance  often 
causes  an  interruption  of  the  connection  to  be  imagined 
where  in  reality  there  is  none.  Many  passages  of  the 
same  sort  as  others  which  give  Wendt  occasion  for  the 
separating  process,  are  left  by  him  untouched,  when  the 
result  would  not  be  removal  of  some  piece  held  to  be 
open  to  exception  in  respect  of  its  contents  ;  the  ground 
for  exception  which  he  actually  takes,  on  the  other  hand, 
is  often  altogether  non-existent. 

Thus,  for  example,  it  ought  not  by  any  means  to  be  regarded 
as  betokening  a  broken  connection  when  (11  16),  at  the  words  of 
Jesus,  '  Let  us  go  unto  him  [Lazarus],'  Thomas  says  to  his 
fellow-disciples:  '  Let  us  also  go  that  we  may  die  with  him.' 
That  the  sequence  of  these  sentences  does  not  demand  the 
interpretation  that  Thomas  wishes  to  die  with  Lazarus  is  self- 
evident,  for  Thomas  is  speaking  to  his  fellow-disciples  about  a 
word  of  Jesus  in  which  he  had  implicitly  said  that  he  was  going 
to  his  death.  It  is  therefore  not  permissible  to  conclude  that, 
in  the  source,  v.  16  followed  immediately  upon  v.  10,  and  that 
accordingly  the  announcement  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus  con 
tained  in  vv.  11-15  is  an  addition  by  the  evangelist.  Moreover, 
v.  16  in  strictness  fits  on  to  v.  10  no  better  than  it  does  to  v.  15. 
In  7'.  40  where  Jesus  says  to  Martha,  '  Said  I  not  unto  thee  that 
if  thou  wouldest  believe  thou  shouldest  see  the  glory  of  God?' 
Wendt  with  justice  finds  a  reference  back  to  ?rv.  23  2$f.,  but 
considers  that  they  rest  upon  a  misinterpretation  of  these  verses 
which  speak,  not  of  a  bodily  resurrection,  but  of  the  imparting 
by  Jesus  of  an  inward  eternal  life  even  here  in  this  temporal 
sphere.  This  is  essentially  correct ;  but  it  presents  only  one 
side  of  the  matter.  The  word  is  purposely  ambiguous  (§  25  c), 
and  in  its  literal  sense  is  fulfilled  by  the  raising  of  Lazarus, 
which  nevertheless  is  itself  only  a  figure  for  the  impartation  of 
that  inward  eternal  life.  Wendt  proceeds  therefore  upon  a  mis 
apprehension  of  the  distinctive  character  of  the  Fourth  Gospel 
when  he  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  in  the  source  all  that  was 
related  was  this  : — Jesus  heard  of  the  sickness  of  Lazarus,  but, 
although  no  delay  in  his  journey  occurred,  did  not  arrive  until 
after  his  death  ;  on  his  arrival  he  comforted  Martha  by  pointing 
to  that  inward  eternal  life  which  can  be  lived  in  the  temporal, 
went  with  her  to  the  grave,  and  wept  there.  What  availed 
Martha  this  pointing  to  the  inward  eternal  life  when  her  brother 
had  just  quitted  this  temporal,  and  what  point  has  it  in  presence 
of  the  assurance  of  Jesus  (z>.  23),  '  thy  brother  shall  rise  again  '? 
It  cannot  be  a  continuation  of  this  assurance, — neither  if  with 
Martha  we  understand  v.  23  to  refer  to  the  last  day,  nor  if  we  inter 
pret  it  in  a  spiritual  sense  ;  for  resurrection  and  continuance  in  life 
are  different  things.  That  it  was,  on  the  other  hand,  anything 
higher  than  what  is  said  in  v.  23  is  excluded  by  the  simple  fact 
that  after  the  apparent  death  of  Lazarus  it  was  not  practicable. 

(c)  Wendt  attributes  his  assumed  source  to  the  apostle 
John.  The  eye-witness  Peter,  on  whose  communica 
tions  in  Wendt's  view  the  gospel  of  Mk.  rests,  knows 
that  on  his  last  evening  Jesus  held  the  sacrament  of  the 
Supper  with  his  disciples  ;  John  the  eye-witness  that  he 
washed  his  disciples'  feet.  Peter  the  eye-witness  knows 
concerning  Jesus  that  he  expected  the  Final  Judgment 
on  a  definite  day  at  the  end  of  the  present  world,  John 
the  eye-witness  knows  that  he  spoke  the  words  contained 
in  11 25/1  and  5  24,  and  proves  by  this  that  the  representa 
tions  which  agree  with  the  report  of  Peter  (e.g. ,  5  28  f.  and 
the  closing  words  of  639  40  44  54  1248)  were  added  by  the 
evangelist  in  contradiction  of  the  source  written  by  the 
eye-witness  John.  The  eye-witness  Peter  transmits  an 
account  according  to  which  Jesus  had  not  any  con 
sciousness  of  his  pre-existence,  the  eye-witness  John 

*  Das  Johannes- Evangelium,  1900,  and  previously  in  Die 
Lchre  Jesu,  1,  1886,  pp.  215-342. 
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knows  that  he  spoke  the  words,  '  Before  Abraham  came 
into  being,  I  am,'  '  glorify  me  with  the  glory  which  1  had 
with  thee  before  the  world  was'  (858175),  and  he 
wrote  the  prologue  with  exception  of  the  verses  (6-8  15) 
about  the  Baptist. 

(d)  As  for  the  miracle-narratives,  according  to  Wendt  Jesus, 
e.g.,  did  not  heal  the  man  born  blind  but  only  beheld  him  and 
took  him  as  text  of  his  discourse  on  the  healing  of  the  spiritual 
blindness  of  the  world  ;  in  the  case  of  the  sick  man  at  Bethesda 
Jesus  in  healing  him  laid  his  hand  upon  him  somewhat  in  the 
manner  indicated  in  Mk.  7  33  8  23-25,  so  that  the  action  could 
be  regarded  by  the  Jews  as  a  violation  of  the  Sabbath-law. 

(e)  What  has  been  said  mayperhaps  suffice  to  show  how 
little  fitted  is  this  latest  attempt  at  separation  of  sources 
— however  superior  to  kindred  efforts  of  the  same  sort — 
to  supply  '  a  really  satisfactory  solution  of  ...  the 
Johannine  problem.'  Its  indications  of  difficulties  in 
the  connection  are  valuable  ;  but  these  will  have  to  be 
explained  by  the  writer's  carelessness  about  the  matter 
(as  has  been  done  in  §  34  b,  c).  In  the  end  we  shall  have 
to  concur  in  the  judgment  of  Strauss,  that  the  Fourth 
Gospel  is  like  the  seamless  coat,  not  to  be  divided  but 
to  be  taken  as  it  is. 

D.—  FIRST    EPISTLE 

What  distinguishes  the  First  Epistle  from  the  gospel 
most  obviously  is  its  express  polemic  against  false 

57  Polemic  teachers-  These-  to  sPeak  generally, 
aeainst  false  are  gnostics  =  this  appears  (2 4)  in  the 
tea  hers  expression  'he  that  saith,  I  know  him 
(6  \tyuv  Sri  lyvuKa  avr6i>)'  as  also  in 
that  terminus  technicus  of  gnosis  '  seed  '  (ffirtpfjLO. :  89), 
which  signifies  the  individual  seed-grains  of  divine 
origin  scattered  throughout  the  world  of  matter,  to  wit 
the  souls  of  gnostic  persons,  and  in  the  declaration  of 
these  persons  that  they  have  no  sin  (18  10).  More 

precisely,  the  false  teachers  disclose  themselves  to  be 
docetics.  Their  assertion  (222)  that  Jesus  is  not  the 
Messiah  finds  its  explanation  in  iaf.  (cp  2  Jn.  7),  accord 
ing  to  which  they  deny  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the 
flesh,  and  in  56  ('this  is  he  that  came  by  water  and 
blood  ' ).  While  holding  this  teaching  they  give  them 
selves  over  to  libertinism,  according  to  24is/.  8410  5iy, 
which  passages  must  certainly  be  taken  as  referring  to 
them.  The  case  is  not  met  by  supposing  the  reference 
to  be  to  Cerinthus,  the  oldest  of  the  gnostics,  who  with 
all  his  gnosticism  was  still  a  Jewish  Christian  ;  later 
forms  must  be  intended  even  although  we  are  not  in  a 
position  to  state  more  precisely  what  they  were.  The 
purpose  of  the  epistle,  then,  is  to  combat  this  tendency 
with  as  much  directness  (226  87)  as  it  is  combated 
indirectly  in  the  gospel  (§  50).  The  writing  can  be 
called  a  letter  only  in  a  remote  sense  (cp  EPISTOLARY 
LITERATURE,  §  9).  The  writer  addresses  his  readers 
as  little  children,  or  beloved,  or  brethren  ;  but  in  these 
expressions  he  is  addressing  all  Christendom. 

In  all  his  controversy  with  gnosis  the  author  is  at  the 
same  time  strongly  influenced  by  its  ideas.  Like  that 

RS   P     t     t          l^e  SosPe^'  ms  thought  is  dominated 

08.       n  act    ky  the  great  antithesis    between   God 

witn  gnosis.  and  thg  wor]d  (2i6  4s/),  or  God  and 
the  devil  (38  10  44),  or  truth  and  falsehood  (22i  46) ;  in 
analogy  with  Jn.  36  843,  etc. ,  in  i  Jn.  619  also  we  find 
the  mutually  exclusive  alternatives  that  one  must  either 
be  of  God  or  of  the  world  which  '  lieth  in  the  wicked 
[one] '  (£v  T(f5  irovr)p<jj  /cetrat).  The  claim  to  know,  or 
to  have  known,  all  things  is  made  by  the  writer  for 
himself  and  for  his  readers  (2 13/1  20  f.  27  4?)  as  positively 
as  any  gnostic  could  make  it  ;  the  expression  '  seed ' 
(ffTrtpii.0.)  he  applies  in  similar  manner  to  himself  and  to 
them,  and  asserts  sinlessness  for  both  (896  5i8). 

In  the  ideas  just  indicated,  as  well  as  in  respect  of 
A  fh  language,  the  agreement  with  the  gospel 

d'ffr     t     seerns    S0    stron&    that    the    identity    of 

.  ,.       authorship  of  both   writings   is  often  re- 

om  au     or  garcjed  as  self-evident.     Holtzmann,  how- 

0      n<        ever  (Einl.  in's  NT),  enumerates  fifteen 

German  theologians  by  whom  it  is  denied,  and  he  him- 
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self  has  elaborated  the  same  view  with  the  utmost  care 
in  Jahrbb.  f.  pi-ot.  Thcol.  1881,690-712;  1882,  128-152, 
316-342,  460-485. 

To  begin  with  the  vocabulary  :  ayyeAia,  eTrayyeAia,  Sidvoia, 
-rrapovcria.,  eATri's,  ai/o/nt'a,  etc.,  are  found  only  in  tne  epistle,  not 
in  the  gospel.  Moreover,  a  somehat  different  field  of  thought 
is  disclosed  by  the  use  of  iAaoyio?  (2  2  4  10)  and  also  of  ^pioyx-a 
(2  20  27)  which  characterises  the  epistle.  On  the  whole  it  is  seen 
that  the  thoughts  of  the  epistle  in  many  ways  follow  the  ordin 
ary  lines,  above  which  the  gospel  has  risen  to  purely  spiritual 
conceptions.  The  second  coming  of  Christ  is  still  spoken  of  in 
ijn.  228  as  a  visible  individual  occurrence  in  time;  the 
resurrection  is  (3  2)  looked  for  simply  after  death ;  the  final 
judgment  is  relegated  to  a  particular  day  (4  17).  The  more 
spiritual  apprehension  is  not  wholly  wanting  (see  3  14  24  5  11-13); 
but  it  is  not  prominent.  In  2  i  Christ  appears  as  the  Paraclete, 
which  finds  an  analogy  in  the  gospel  only  in  the  expression 
another  Paraclete  '  (14  16),  spoken  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Redemp 
tion  is  wrought  by  Christ  by  means  of  his  death  (1  7  2  2  4  10), — 
a  conception  which  in  the  gospel  finds  its  parallel  only  in  1  2936 
and  perhaps  11  50-52  17  19  whilst  everywhere  else  in  the  gospel 
his  redeeming  activity  is  for  the  most  part  sought  in  his  mes 
sage  (1  9-13  8  12  174-8),  to  which,  in  the  epistle,  allusion  is  made 
only  in  4  9. 

Above  all,  in  the  epistle  Christ  is  represented  much 
less  than  he  is  in  the  gospel  as  intervening  between  God 
and  men.  The  conception,  based  on  the  Logos-idea 
that  it  is  Christ  alone,  not  God,  who  can  come  into  direct 
relation  with  the  world,  is  absent.  In  the  gospel  the 
relation  of  God  to  Christ  is  like  that  of  Christ  to 
believers  (10i4/  142ol5g/);  God  gives  salvation  to 
him,  he  imparts  it  to  them  (178  etc.  ;  the  only  exceptions 
are3i6  640  1421-23  1626/.  17  6  23).  Christ  alone  is  the 
way  to  God  (146  10?  9  15s),  while  in  the  epistle  (821)  we 
can  have  boldness  directly  toward  God  ;  in  the  gospel  it  is 
Christ  who  is  the  light  (14  812),  in  the  epistle  it  is  God 
(Is)  ;  in  the  one  it  is  Christ  who  is  the  law-giver  (1834 
15 12),  in  the  other  it  is  God  (823)  ;  in  the  one  it  is  Christ 
who  is  the  hearer  of  prayer  (14  is/,  cp  15i6  1623  /  26), 
in  the  other  it  is  God  (3  22  5  14  /  ).  These  divergences 
are  explained  much  more  easily  on  the  assumption  that 
the  two  writings  come  from  different  writers  though 
belonging  to  one  and  the  same  school  of  thought. 

Which  of  the  two  writings  was  the  earlier  cannot  be 
decided  on  general  grounds.  In  itself  considered,  the 
60  Priority  more  ordinary  and  commonplace  way  of 

in  time  looking  at  things  may  very  well  be 
regarded  as  the  earlier,  the  more  spiritual 
ised  as  the  later  ;  indeed  on  this  supposition  the  growth 
of  one  and  the  same  author  out  of  the  one  into  the 
other  would  become  in  some  measure  intelligible.  We 
could,  however,  equally  well  imagine  that  the  gospel 
had  come  into  existence  first,  and  that  later  when, 
from  the  novelty  of  its  ideas,  it  met  with  but  little 
approval  and  much  opposition,  another  hand  belonging 
to  the  same  circle  as  the  evangelist  had  made  the 
attempt  to  give  currency  to  the  newer  ideas  with  closer 
adherence  to  the  current  theological  conceptions.  The 
undertaking  in  this  case  would  be  analogous  to  the  con 
jectured  attempt  mentioned  in  §  28,  by  means  of  later 
interpolations  of  passages  implying  a  resurrection  at  a 
definite  point  in  time,  to  avert  the  objections  likely  to 
be  raised  by  the  more  spiritualised  statement  of  the 
resurrection-idea.  In  imputing  some  such  intention  to 
the  writer  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  to  assume  that  he 
set  about  his  task  merely  by  way  of  accommodation,  at 
a  sacrifice  of  his  own  convictions.  It  is  precisely  when 
we  distinguish  the  author  of  the  epistle  from  the  author 
of  the  gospel  that  it  becomes  possible  for  us  to  suppose 
that  in  it  he  was  giving  expression  solely  to  his  own 
personal  view. 

A  date  later  than  that  of  the  gospel  is  very  strongly  suggested 
by  the  only  passage  which  directly  indicates  any  time  relation 
at  all,  namely  212-14.  The  three  things  of  which  the  writer 
here  begins  by  saying,  '  I  write  them  unto  you,'  he  repeats  with 
the  words,  '  I  have  written  unto  you.'  Here  he  seems  to  be 
referring  to  the  gospel.  If  in  doing  so  he  identifies  himself 
with  the  author  of  the  gospel,  we  must  not  judge  of  the  fact 
otherwise  than  we  do  when  we  find  the  evangelist  writing  in 
the  name  of  the  apostle  ;  fiction  of  this  kind  was  regarded  as 
perfectly  permissible  (§41  c).  As  to  the  bearing  of  this  question 
of  date  upon  the  question  of  attestation,  see  §  47.  External 
evidence  does  not  forbid  the  supposition  that  the  first  epistle 
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was  written  after  the  gospel  (and  that  in  turn  after  132),  provided 
that  the  epistle  was  written  not  later  than  about  140. 

What  the  author  seeks  to  establish  against  the  false 
teachers  is,  viewed  in  one  aspect,  the  creed  of  the 
churcn>  Everyone  who  does  not  hold 
il  Passes  with  him  for  Antichrist.  On 
%*  he  is  decided,—  indeed,  stern. 
Only,  as  a  gnostic  he  is  far  too  much 
imbued  with  a  feeling  of  the  necessity  for  working  on 
the  convictions  of  his  readers  to  be  able  to  avoid 
attempting  to  make  plain  from  the  evidence  of  the  facts 
themselves  the  truth  of  his  theses.  This,  however,  he 
does  not  by  any  means  attempt  in  the  form  of  proofs 
properly  so  called  ;  rather  does  he  express  his  convic 
tion  in  a  simple  propositional  manner,  in  the  confident 
expectation  that  it  will  make  an  impression  by  its  own 
inherent  force.  As  compared  with  the  other  NT  writers 
who  engage  in  polemic  against  false  teachers,  and 
especially  the  authors  of  the  Pastoral  Epistles,  the 
Epistle  of  Jude,  and  the  second  Epistle  of  Peter—  nor 
even  to  the  exclusion  of  Paul  —  he  must  be  credited 
with  a  high  degree  of  moderation  in  his  polemic,  and 
avoidance  of  personalities  in  speaking  of  his  opponents. 
Moreover,  alongside  of  the  church  creed  on  which  he 
lays  weight,  he  also  elaborates  a  practical  Christianity. 
But  here  we  reach  a  point  at  which  the  gospel  and 
the  epistle  can  be  considered  together. 

If  the  worth  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  does  not  lie  in  the 

62.  Permanent  accurac3'  of  its  separate  details  regard- 

value  of        ln^  Jesus,   nor  yet  in  the 

gospel  and     character.of  the  total   picture  it  pre- 

enistle          sents,   it  is  the  more    to  be  found    in 

the  ideas   by  which  in    common  with 

the  epistle  it  is  dominated. 

(a)  Both  writings  rendered  an  extraordinary  service 
to  their  time  by  absorbing  into  Christianity,  as  they 
did,  every  element  in  the  great  spiritual  tendencies 
of  the  age  that  was  capable  of  being  assimilated,  and 
thus  disarming  their  possible  antagonism.  While  the 
oldest  Christianity  might  seem  to  be  a  religion  for  the 
uncultured  merely,  the  Johannine  theology  made  it 
possible  for  educated  persons  also  to  attach  themselves 
to  it  without  renouncing  the  rest  of  their  spiritual 
heritage.  If  the  Jesus  of  literal  history  might  seem  to 
an  educated  Gentile  merely  as  an  individual  member 
of  the  despised  Jewish  race,  the  impression  must  neces 
sarily  have  been  very  different  when,  as  now,  he  was 
presented  as  the  Logos  of  God,  as  the  world-principle 
which  had  existed  long  before  Judaism  came  into  being, 
and  even  upon  earth  was  far  exalted  above  everything 
Jewish.  If  Paul  with  deliberate  intention  had  proclaimed 
the  Gospel  to  be  to  the  Gentiles  foolishness  (i  Cor.  123), 
the  Johannine  theology  took  account  of  the  strivings  of 
Gnosticism  after  knowledge  and  brought  this  into  its 
own  service.  That  between  God  and  the  world  there 
is  fixed  a  great  gulf  which  strictly  speaking  cannot  be 
bridged  over,  it  frankly  recognised,  in  order  in  the  next 
place  to  provide  a  bridge  in  the  Logos-idea  —  itself  bor 
rowed  from  the  Greek  philosophy  —  and,  in  doing  so, 
at  the  same  time  to  avoid  the  separation  (so  dangerous 
to  the  existence  of  the  Christian  Church)  of  mankind 
into  two  eternally  distinct  classes.  It  also  even  pre 
pared  the  way  for  Montanism,  at  least  in  so  far  as  it 
recognised  the  coming  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  mankind 
as  the  greatest  thing  of  all. 

(&)  Of  supreme  value,  not  only  for  that  age  but  for 
all  time,  is  the  full  assurance  of  its  faith  in  the  truth 
of  Christianity  (4  14  831  /  51  1633  i  Jn.  64).  The  idea 
of  God  is  apprehended  with  a  depth  that  is  nowhere 
approached  elsewhere  in  the  NT.  A  philosopher  may 
dispute  the  propositions  both  that  God  is  spirit  and 
that  God  is  love  (Jn.  421-24  i  Jn.  48i6),  but  he  cannot 
surpass  them  in  simplicity  of  scientific  expression.  The 
first  basis  of  the  religious  life,  the  feeling  of  dependence, 
cannot  be  expressed  with  greater  depth  than  in  the 
gospel  (3  27),  the  essence  of  sin  with  greater  depth  than 
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in  i  Jn.  1  8  10  2  9,  prayer  with  greater  depth  than  when 
it  is  represented  as  an  asking  in  the  name  of  Jesus 
(15  j6),  —  which  again  in  turn  cannot  be  better  ex 
pounded  than  it  is  in  i  Jn.  5  14  as  an  asking  according 
to  God's  will.  All  objections  based  upon  pernicious 
results  which  might  be  supposed  to  follow  from  the 
prominence  given  to  knowledge  are  disarmed  at  the 
outset  by  the  declaration,  i  Jn.  2  3,  that  the  verification 
of  knowledge  lies  in  the  keeping,  of  the  commandments 
of  God.  Truth  is  not  only  seen  ;  it  is  done  (Jn.  3  21 
i  Jn.  1  6)  ;  and  this  doing  of  the  truth  is  again  made 
equivalent  to  the  doing  of  righteousness  ( i  Jn.  2  29). 
Any  one-sidedness  of  mere  intellectualism  is  guarded 
against  from  the  outset  by  the  depth  of  the  mysticism 
which  comes  to  its  fairest  expression  in  the  Johannine 
theology  (1423  154-7  1X23),  without,  however,  leading 
to  any  vague  idea  that  man  must  be  absorbed  in  the 
divine  essence.  If  we  discern  in  Christ  not  only  the 
historical  individual  but  also  at  the  same  time  that 
summing-up  of  all  that  is  divine  which  the  author  of 
the  gospel  saw  in  his  individuality,  in  a  word,  the  ideal 
of  a  child  of  God,  then,  in  spite  of  all  that  criticism 
has  to  say  in  the  exercise  of  its  own  proper  functions, 
we  can  still  echo  with  full  conviction  the  words  in  which 
the  author  has  expressed  his  unique  appreciation  of 
Jesus,  as  in  15s  146  836  or  668  / 

(c)  The  spiritualisation  of  the  concrete  conceptions 
of  primitive  Christianity  has  led  to  ideas  such  as  it 
would  be  impossible  to  express  in  a  more  modern  way. 
The  person  who  finds  himself  no  longer  able  to  believe 
that  the  redemptive  significance  of  Jesus  lies  only  in 
the  fact  of  his  death  finds  the  opposite  view — according 
to  which  his  work  of  redemption  was  achieved  by  his 
message  and  only  confirmed  by  his  death — already 
laid  down  for  him  in  the  prologue  to  the  gospel  19-13 
and  also  in  812  174-8,  etc. 

So  far  as  this  is  concerned,  the  gospel,  in  virtue,  so  to  say,  of 
the  principle  that  extremes  meet,  even  comes  round  again  to 
the  original  historical  point  of  view  such  as  we  find  it  in  the 
synoptists.  Paul  had  transferred  the  redeeming  significance 
of  Jesus  from  his  life  to  his  death.  But  at  the  same  time  he 
had  also  thought  of  him  as  pre-existent.  When  John  developed 
this  latter  thought  into  the  Logos -idea  he  was  compelled  by 
the  nature  of  it  to  place  the  redeeming  work  wrought  by  Jesus 
not  any  longer  in  his  death,  which  for  the  Logos  would  only 
mean  a  return  to  his  previous  condition,  and  thus  have  value 
only  for  himself  and  not  for  mankind  ;  he  had  therefore  to  seek 
it  in  the  revealing  work  of  Jesus,  and  this  work  Jesus  could 
perform  upon  earth  only  by  declaration  of  his  peculiar  message. 
Any  one  who  finds  himself  unable  to  accept  the  dogma 
of  the  Trinity  here  finds  that  which  can  justify  him  in 
his  attitude  in  the  declaration  (739)  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
had  no  existence  before  the  exaltation  of  Christ,  being 
in  fact  according  to  2  Cor.  3 17  identical  with  the  exalted 
Christ  (§  26  c).  Any  one  who  finds  himself  unable  to  be 
lieve  that  Jesus  needed  to  legitimise  his  claims  by  means  of 
miracle  has  only  to  take  his  stand  on  2029,  '  Blessed 
are  they  who  have  not  seen  and  yet  have  believed.' 
Any  one  who  finds  himself  no  longer  able  to  think  of 
the  second  coming  of  Christ  as  destined  to  happen  in 
bodily  form  finds  opened  for  him  in  14i6-i8  the  way 
by  which  he  may  think  of  it  as  spiritual.  Any  one 
who  finds  himself  unable  to  think  of  a  bodily  resurrec 
tion  and  a  final  judgment  once  for  all  on  the  last  day 
has  only  to  take  his  stand  on  11  26  5  24.  Any  one  who 
finds  himself  unable  to  regard  the  value  of  the  sacra 
ment  of  the  Eucharist  as  an  absolute  one  has  on  his 
side  the  express  utterance  of  Jesus  (663):  '  it  is  the  spirit 
that  maketh  alive ;  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing,'  —  a 
principle  which  Paul  in  2  Cor.  36  had  made  use  of  with 
reference  to  the  OT  religion,  but  not  as  yet  with  refer 
ence  to  any  of  the  positive  institutions  of  Christianity. 
Indeed  this  fundamental  principle,  taken  along  with  13 15 
and  834^,  is  in  itself  a  sufficient  counteractive  against 
any  one-sided  or  exaggerated  exaltation  of  the  figure 
of  Christ  as  pourtrayed  in  John.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  Johannine  theology  can  claim  the  most  unreserved 
and  absolute  acceptance  for  the  highest  which  it  has 
to  offer,  the  place  which  it  assigns  to  love.  This  is 
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the  central  idea  of  the  first  epistle  (27/.  823  47-21),  and 
equally  central  is  the  saying  in  the  gospel  in  13  34/1  15  12. 
It  has  indeed  been  the  achievement  of  Christ  to  bring 
this  new  commandment  of  love  into  the  world  and  to 
give  the  world  his  own  example  in  this  (1815)  —  even 
if  the  foot-washing  never  occurred  in  a  literal  sense. 

£.—  SECOND  AND  THIRD  EPISTLES 


The  'elect  lady'  (e/cXeKTTj  Kvpia)  in  2  Jn.  i  is,  especi 
ally  in  view  of  v.  13  and  of  the  change  between  '  thy 

children'  and  'thee'  in  A/.,  a  church.     It 
63.  Address. 

is  designated  as     lady    perhaps  because 

(Eph.  53i/.  )  of  the  marriage  relation  with  Christ  the 
'lord'  (KVPLOS)  ;  the  predicate  'elect  together'  (ffweic- 
Xe/cTij),  only  with  the  substantive  'church'  (fKK\7)ffia) 
understood,  is  applied  also  to  the  church  in  Babylon  in 
i  Pet.  5  13.  This  interpretation  of  '  lady  '  (Kvpia)  becomes 
quite  obvious  if  3  Jn.  9  refers  back  to  the  second  letter, 
which  is  not  improbable.  Now,  in  2  Jn.  13  the  church  ad 
dressed  is  greeted  by  a  sister  church.  This  sister  church 
is,  we  may  be  sure,  that  to  which  the  writer  belongs. 
The  church  addressed  need  not,  however,  on  this  account 
be  also  an  individual  church  ;  there  is  a  possibility 
that  any  church  whatever  may  be  intended.  In  this 
case  the  second  epistle,  though  individual  in  form,  will 
be  in  reality  as  catholic  as  the  first. 

The  case  of  the  third  epistle  is  different.  Gaius  is 
an  individual,  and  neither  can  Diotrephes  and  Demetrius 
(vv.  9  12)  be  divested  of  their  individual  character. 
One  Gaius  is  named  in  Acts  1929,  a  second  in  204,  a 
third  in  i  Cor.  1  14  Rom.  1623.  The  last-named  has 
affinity  with  the  Gaius  of  this  epistle  in  so  far  as  hospi 
tality  is  predicated  of  both.  That  the  two  are  identical 
there  is  nothing  further  to  show.  We  may  perhaps 
rather  assume  the  name  to  have  been  chosen  in  order 
to  recall  the  other  hospitable  Gaius. 

If  we  direct  our  attention  to  what  is  most  distinctively 

peculiar  to  the  two  epistles  we  shall  have  to  say  that 

p  their    purpose,    first   and    foremost,    had 

.  ui  >se.  reference  to  church  -polity.  The  new 
thing  in  the  second  epistle  is  not  a  theoretical  refuta 
tion  of  false  teachers  but  the  exhortation  (v.  10  f.  )  not 
to  receive  such  persons  under  one's  roof  and  not  even  to 
salute  them.  Although  this  does  not  refer  to  the  case 
of  persons  living  in  the  same  place,  but  only  to  that  of 
passing  travellers,  it  in  any  case  represents  an  effectual 
step  in  the  direction  of  the  exclusion  from  church  fellow 
ship  of  these  adversaries  who  in  v.  9  are  designated  as 
'  progressives'  (6  wpodyuv),  in  v.  7  as  docetics. 

The  stringency  with  which  this  is  demanded  seems  to  find  its 
explanation  in  3  Jn.  9  f.,  according  to  which  Diotrephes,  an 
opponent  of  the  writer,  refuses  to  receive  not  only  his  letters 
but  also  the  brethren  who  adhere  to  him,  and  expels  from  his 
own  community  those  members  who  are  willing  to  receive  these 
i  brethren.  At  the  same  time  it  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  cause 
of  this  reciprocal  excommunication  is  in  the  third  epistle  differ 
ent  from  what  it  is  in  the  second.  In  the  third  there  is  no 
word  of  false  doctrine  ;  but  great  emphasis  is  laid  upon  the 
personal  ambition  of  the  adversary  and  upon  the  claim  on 
the  part  of  the  writer  to  unconditional  authority.  The  fact 
that  travelling  brethren  are  spoken  of  in  both  letters  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  to  disguise  this  difference.  Now  the  directly  expressed 
purpose  of  the  third  epistle  is  that  Gaius  should  give  a  friendly 
reception  to  the  adherents  of  the  writer  on  their  travels.  As 
Demetrius  is  mentioned  immediately  before  the  close  of  the 
epistle,  and  a  good  testimony  is  expressly  given  with  regard 
to  him,  he  has  been  regarded  as  the  bearer  of  the  epistle,  which 
thus  was  at  the  same  time  a  letter  of  introduction  (cp  Rom. 
16  if.).  The  interesting  hypothesis,  as  to  an  important  turning- 
point  in  the  history  of  the  most  ancient  form  of  ecclesiastical  or 
ganisation,  which  Harnack  (  Texte  u.  Untersuch.  15  3,  '97)  has 
connected  with  the  the  third  epistle,  will  on  account  of  its  wide 
scope  be  most  conveniently  considered  under  MINISTRY  (?.r.). 

In  this  place,  on  the  other  hand,  a  word  is  still  de 
manded  by  the  second  purpose  which,  over  and  above 
that  of  church  -polity,  underlies  at  least  the  second 
epistle.  This  epistle  combines  with  its  polemic  against 
false  teachers  a  recommendation  of  the  ideas  of  the 
'  gospel  and  of  the  first  epistle,  and  in  this  respect  stands 
on  the  same  level  with  the  first  epistle  itself,  whether 
it  be  that  the  second  epistle  is  later  than  the  first  and 

2560 


JOHN,   SON  OF  ZEBEDEB 


the  gospel,  or  whether  it  be  that  it  preceded  them.  If 
the  second  epistle  preceded,  the  second  (and  also  the 
third  epistle,  in  case  it  was  contemporary  with  the 
second)  would  be  a  first  attempt  at  giving  literary  cur 
rency  to  those  ideas  under  the  name  of  a  known  church 
authority  ;  the  gospel  would  then  exemplify  a  further 
step  in  that  it  claimed  to  be  by  a  still  higher  authority, 
namely  the  son  of  Zebedee. 

In  the  second  epistle  the  coincidence  in  language  with 
the  gospel  and  the  first  epistle  is  fairly  strong  ;  in  the 
65.  Authors,  fhird  U  *  c°nfif  d  <°  a  few  expressions 

and  dates    m  vv'  3f'   6  "/•     The   contents   fall  in 

profundity   far    behind    both   the   larger 

writings.      For  neither  of  the  two  smaller  writings  can 

we  assert  more  than  that  they  move  in  the  same  spiritual 

sphere  with  the  larger. 

In  both  the  author  calls  himself  '  the  Elder  '  (6  irpeff- 
/3irre/)os).  By  this  expression  the  authorship  of  an  apostle 
is  as  good  as  excluded,  unless  it  so  happened  that  within 
the  circle  of  his  followers  he  had  borne  this  name  as  one 
of  special  distinction.  This,  however,  according  to  §  7  a, 
holds  good  rather  of  John  the  Elder,  who  is  distinct  from 
the  apostle.  The  Elder  seems  to  many  to  be  expressly 
shown  by  the  designation  to  have  been  the  author.  He 
was,  however,  a  chief  authority  with  Papias,  and  Papias 
was  strongly  inclined  to  chiliasm  ;  but  of  chiliasm  we  find 
no  trace  in  the  epistles  before  us.  '  The  Elder '  might 
indeed  be  the  designation  of  a  person  quite  unknown  to 
us,  if  only  it  was  understood  in  the  circle  of  the  recipients 
who  was  meant  by  it.  If,  however,  we  are  right  in  hold 
ing  that  at  least  the  second  epistle  is  for  the  entire  church, 
then  the  designation  of  the  writer  will  also  be  intended  for 
it,  in  other  words  it  will  denote  the  famous  Elder— not 
indeed  in  the  sense  of  his  being  the  actual  author,  but  in 
that  of  his  being  the  author  in  whose  name  it  was  to  run. 

That  both  epistles  are  from  the  same  hand  need  not  be 
doubted,  yet  neither  is  it  absolutely  certain.  If  we  must 
suppose  from  the  outset,  on  account  of  the  other  Johannine 
writings,  that  there  was  a  whole  group  of  men  who  laboured  in 
one  and  the  same  spirit,  then  there  can  always  have  been  two 
different  members  of  the  group  to  whom  we  are  indebted  for 
these  two  writings  which  do  not  absolutely  coincide  either  in 
language  or  in  intention.  The  reference  back  from  3  Jn.  9  to 
the  second  epistle  is  by  no  means  a  conclusive  proof  of  unity  of 
authorship,  nor  yet  are  the  limited  number  of  expressions  in 
which^  both  agree,  such  as  '  walking  in  truth '  (Trepi.wa.Tfiv  ev 
tiArjSeia),  2  Jn.  4  3  Jn.  -$f.,  or  '  love  and  truth  '  in  2  Jn.  3  3  Jn.  i. 

It  will  be  seen  from  what  has  already  been  said  how 
difficult  it  is  to  say  almost  anything  as  to  the  date  of 
composition.  The  answer  to  the  question  depends  on 
the  hypotheses  adopted  as  to  purpose  and  author.  The 
external  attestation  for  the  second  epistle  and  still  more 
for  the  third  is  much  weaker  than  for  the  first.  Even 
though  this  is  intelligible  enough  in  view  of  their  brevity 
and  of  their  designation  of  their  author  as  Elder,  it  yet 
permits  any  view  which  may  be  required  by  the 
hypotheses  mentioned  above,  especially  the  view  which 
relegates  them  to  a  date  appreciably  later  than  the  first. 

SOME  PASSAGES  REFERRED  TO 


Ludemann  (JPT,  1879,  PP-  565-576)  has  even  sought 
to  establish  a  probability  that  the  two  minor  epistles, 
which  he  assigns  to  a  date  earlier  than  that  of  the  first 
epistle  or  of  the  gospel,  presuppose  the  work  of  Papias 
and  subserve  the  intention  of  substituting  a  different 
picture  of  John  for  that  drawn  by  Papias. 

We  may  conclude,  then,  by  pointing  out  briefly  that  the  first 
half  of  the  second  century  suits  all  the  references  to  the  condi 
tions  of  a  later  time  (less  precisely  determinate)  which  we  have 
found  in  the  second  and  third  epistles  and  in  the  gospel.  In 
the  second  and  third  epistles  the  most  important  trace  of  this 
kind  js  the  excommunication  of  one  another  by  Christians  and 
the  rise  of  a  hierarchy.  In  the  gospel  we  have,  corresponding 
to  this,  on  the  one  hand,  the  idea  of  the  unity  of  the  church 
(here  expressed  quite  ideally,  without  any  hierarchical  flavour  : 
10 16  17  ii  12-23  etc-)j  on  the  other  hand,  the  expulsion  of 
Christians  from  the  synagogue,  which  Barcochba  carried  out. 
The  assigning  of  this  in  9  22  to  the  lifetime  of  Jesus  is  certainly 
not  historical  (see  GOSPELS,  §  136).  It  is  significant  that  162 
announces  it  for  a  future  time.  The  same  period  fits  also  the 
tendency  to  detach  the  responsiblity  for  the  condemnation  of 
Jesus  as  much  as  possible  from  the  Roman  government  and  to 
roll  it  on  to  the  Jews,  a  tendency  even  more  marked  in  Jn.  18  26- 
19  16  than  in  the  synoptics  (cp  GOSPELS,  §  108).  Jesus  acknow 
ledges  himself  not  as  Messiah  of  the  Jews,  but  as  King  of  Truth  ; 
politically,  therefore — this  is  the  political  aspect  of  the  narrative 
— Christianity  is  not  dangerous. 

Of  conservative   works   on   the   Johannine   question  that  of 

Luthardt  (Der  joh.    Urspr.   des  4.  Ev.,  '74 ;    ET  by  C.   R. 

Gregory,  St.  John  the  author  of  the  Fourth 

66.  Literature.    Gospel,    '75>     with    copious     bibliography) 

deserves   special    mention  ;    of    '  mediating ' 

works,  that  of  Beyschlag  (Die  Joh.  Frage,  '76,  previously  in 

St.  Kr.  '74  f.).     The  most  important  critical  works  are  :  Bret- 

schneider,  Probabilia,  '20  ;  Baur,  Tiibinger  theolog.  Jahrbb.  '44, 

I'I9It  397"475i  615-700  and  Die  kanonischcn  Evangelien,  '47  ; 

Hilgenfeld,     Das  Ev.   u.  die  Briefe  Johannis,    '49,   and   Die 


ungen  iiber  das  Joh.-Ev,  '84  ;  Oscar  Holtzmann,  Joh.-Eva.ng:, 
'87.  Baldensperger,  Prolog  des  4.  Evang.,  '98  (regards  polemic 
and  apologetic  against  the  sect  of  the  Disciples  of  John  as  the 
aim  of  almost  the  whole  gospel).  Too  late  to  be  used  in  the 
above  article  appeared  Kreyenbiihl,  Das  Evangelium  der 
Wahrheit,  \.  (1900).  The  Johannine  question  enters  here 
quite  a  new  stage.  Kreyenbiihl  regards  the  Fourth  Gospel  as 
a  Gnostic  work,  and  seeks  to  ascribe  it  to  Menander  of  Antioch, 
a  pupil  of  Simon  Magus. 

[The  English  literature  on  the  subject  is  mainly  '  conservative ' ; 


Rcl.  to  Fourth  Gospel  ('90) ;  Gloag,  Introd.  to  Joh.  Writings 
('91);  Lightfopt,  Essays  on  the  Work  entitled  '  Supernatural 
Religion'  (orig.  in  Cont.  Rev.  '74- '77)  and  'on  the  Internal 
Evidence  for  the  Authenticity  and  Genuineness  of  St.  John's 


cott,  '  Gosp.  of  St.  John,'  in  Speaker's  Commentary,  and  Epp.  of 
St.  John,  3rd  ed.  ('85)  and  Plummer,  St.  John's  Gospel  aiid 
Epistles  ('96).  The  critical  view  is  represented  by  J.  J.  Tayler, 
An  Attempt  to  Ascertain  the  Character  of  the  Fourth  Gospel, 
especially  in  its  relation  to  the  first  three  ('67) ;  by  the  anony 
mous  author  of  Supernatural  Religion :  an  Enquiry  into  the 
Reality  of  Divine  Revelation  (vol.  ii.,  '74)1  by  E.  A.  Abbott, 
art.  '  Gospels '  in  Ency.  Brit.  ('79'!  see  a'so  GOSPELS,  above,  §§ 
8-107)  i  a"d  by  B.  \V.  Bacon,  Introd.  to  NT  (1900),  pp.  230- 
279-l  P.  W.  S. 

IN  THE  PRECEDING 
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JOIADA 

JOIADA  (0"$*i    '  Yah  knows  '  ;  an  abbreviation  of 
rT'liV  :  see  JEHOIADA). 

1.  (AV  JEHOIADA)  b.  Paseah,   in  list  of  wall  -builders  (see 
NEHEMIAH,  §  \f.  ;  EZRA  ii.,  §§  16  [i],  15  [i  (</)]),  Neh.  36  (iociaa 
[B],  IMOi  <f«a  [X],  toeiSa  [A],  iu)«ae  [L]). 

2.  Son   of  Eliashib   the   high   priest,  in  pedigree  of  Jaddua 
(EZRA  ii.,  §  6ff)',  contemporary  with  Nehemiah  ;  Neh.  l'2iof. 
(ituSa,  [B   and    in    v.    n    N1*],  icoiae  [R],  uaa&a  [A],  lunaSa  [L]), 
22  (iwaSa  [BM*A]),  13z8  (tcoaSa  [BX],  tuuaSa  [AL]). 

JOIAKIM   (D'pT,    cp   JEHOIAKIM),    ben   Jeshua  ; 
high  priest  ;  Neh.  12  10  12  26(ioo6.K6IM  [BNAL]). 
JOIARIB  (TT'V;    icopeiB  [BN=->  vid.],  ,W|*p[e]iB 


JONADAB 


1.  Neh.  11  10  (twpi/3  [A])  126  (BX*A  om.)  12ig  (BX*A  om. 
iwapi/3  [Kc.a  m£.  inf.]).     See  JEHOIARIB. 

2.  A  Judahite,  temp.  Nehemiah  (Neh.  lls,  i<">p«i«.  [***])• 

JOKDEAM  (DlTfi^.  lApeiKAM  [B],  leKAA&M  [A], 
I6KN-  [L]),  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah,  mentioned 
with  Juttah  and  Jezreel  (Josh.  15s6f).  The  name  is 
probably  a  corruption  of  JORKEAM,  a  clan-name  or 
place-name  in  i  Ch.  244,  belonging  to  the  SW.  of 
Hebron,  and  to  be  identified  with  REKEM.  The  place 
intended  by  Jorkeam  and  Rekem  is  probably  the 
Judahite  CAKMEL  (Vcro),  and  the  common  original  of 
all  these  forms  is  probably  Jerahmeel  (^Nam').  The 
Jerahmeelites  did  not  confine  themselves  to  the  Negeb. 
See  JERAHMEEL,  §  4.  T.  K.  c. 

JOKIM  (D'pV,  §  31),  a  descendant  of  SHELAH 
(i  Ch.  422).  The  name  might  conceivably  be  mis-spelt 
for  JEHOIAKIM  (so  <SliAL,  iua.Kei/j.)  ;  but  cp  JASHUBI- 
LEHEM. 

JOKMEAM  (DlJPi^  as  if=  '  let  the  [divine]  Kinsman 
arise';  rather,  perhaps,  DIJDp*,  '  the  Kinsman  (?)  takes 
vengeance,'  cp  (5),  a  '  Levitical  '  city  in  Ephraim 
(i  Ch.  668  [53],  IKA&M  [B],  I6KM&AN  [A],  -M  [L]), 
mentioned  with  Shechem,  Gezer,  and  Beth-horon.  In 
the  parallel  list  of  Levitical  cities  in  Josh.  21,  KIBZAIM 
is  the  name  given  (v.  22,  /ca/Jcraet/u.  [A],  om.  B,  Kaftaefj. 
[L]).  This  form,  however,  seems  to  be  an  old  corrup 
tion  of  Jokmeam  (D'S2p  from  DJ/Dp['])-  Jokmeam  is  also 
mentioned  in  i  K.  4  12  (\OVKO,/J.  [B  ;  S  precedes],  e« 
/j.aai>  [A],  ovKa/jL  [L]),  but  the  reading  rendered  '  as  far 
as  beyond  Jokmeam'  (so  RV,  and  similarly  the  Geneva 
Bible,  but  AV,  by  a  printer's  error,  substitutes  Jok- 
neam  )  is  probably  corrupt  ;  substitute  '  as  far  as  the 
ford  of  Meholah'  (nViDD  13J7D  ij/).  See  ZARETHAN. 

T    K    C 

JOKNEAM  (DW|T,  rather  DWp\  'Jikneam,'  as 
if  '  the  (divine)  Kinsman  (?)  makes,  or  acquires  '  ;  We. 
HeiJ.W  4,  compares  eKNlB&Aoc>  the  name  of  a  king 
of  Tyre,  Jos.  c.  Ap.  I2i  ;  (6KN&M  [AL]).1 

i.  A  town  of  Zebulun  (Josh.  19  n,  teK/J-av  [B]), 
reckoned  by  P  as  Levitical  (Josh.  21  34,  ^aav  [B],  eKva/j. 
[A]).  It  was  also  a  royal  city  of  the  Canaanites  (1222, 
ifKOyU.  [B],  -fj./jiafj.  [L],  isKovafj.  [A])  ;  Thotmes  III. 
claims  to  have  taken  it  in  his  victorious  campaign 
against  the  'upper  Rutennu'  (WMM  As.  u.  Eur.  393). 
The  city  was  situated  in  the  Carmel  district  (1222),  to 
the  E.  of  a  torrent  -valley  (Sm  ;  19u).  We  may 
probably  identify  it  with  the  CYAMON  \_q.v.~\  of  Judith  7s, 
and  both  with  the  Tell  Kaimtin,  on  the  E.  side  of  the 
Wady  el-Milh,  at  its  mouth  as  it  enters  the  plain  of  Es- 
draelon,  to  which  Eusebius  and  Jerome  refer  as  Kafj.fji,uva, 
Cimona  (see  CAMON).  '  The  position  is  conspicuous 
and  important,  commanding  the  main  pass  from  the 
western  portion  of  Esdraelon  to  the  more  southern 
plain'  (Rob.).  On  '  Jokneam  '  in  i  K.  4  12,  AV,  see 
JOKMEAM. 

2.  The  Jokneam  referred  to  above  is  called  by  way  of  distinc 
tion,  '  Jokneam  in  Carmel  '  (Josh.  1222).  It  follows  that  another 
Jokneam  must  have  existed  elsewhere.  Probably  it  lay  in  the 
hill  country  of  Judah,  JOKDEAM  (q.v.)  in  Josh.  1656  (letcvaan 
[L])  being  wrong  in  the  third  letter. 

1  On  the  forms  cp  Rob.  BR,  4  115. 
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JOKSHAN  (]'J'|V;  leiAN,  BD  and  in  i  Ch.  L  ;  in 
Gen.  252  A  (see  Swete)  ;  in  v.  3  Ab  D  (iez*.N  [A*]); 
I6KC&N  [A  in  i  Ch.],  ieKTAN  [E  and  L  in  Gen.]),  a 
son  of  Abraham  by  Keturah  (Gen.  25  2/.  [J],  i  Ch.  132). 
Interpreted  of  a  tribe  J  'tikis  in  Yemen  by  Arabian  genealo 
gists  (see  Osiander,  ZDMG  1031).  Glaser  (Skizze,  2453) 
compares  names  like  Wakasa  in  S.  Arabia.  Tuch's  identification 
with  Joktan  (Gen.  1026)  is  attractive,  but  the  change  of  B  into 
y  is  hard  to  explain.  p.  jj 


JOKTAN  (JDj£;  ieKTAN  [AEL]=|OJ5J),  younger 
son  of  Eber,  and  father  of  thirteen  sons  or  peoples,  —  Almodad, 
Sheleph,  Hazarmaveth,  Jerah,  Hadoram,  Uzal,  Diklah,  Obal  or 
Ebal,  Abimael,  Sheba,  Ophir,  Havilah,  and  Jobab  (Gen.  10  25-50 
=  i  Ch.  1  19-23).  Probably  there  were  originally  only  twelve  in 
the  list  (cp  Israel,  Ishmael,  and  see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  col.  1661, 
n.  2).! 

Joktan  is  the  assumed  ancestor  of  the  older  Arabian 
tribes  as  distinguished  from  those  later  tribes  which 
were  more  closely  related  by  origin  and  perhaps  by 
language  to  the  Israelites.  The  Arab  genealogists 
identify  the  name  with  that  of  Kahtan,  an  ancient 
southern  Arabian  tribe  well  known  to  themselves  (see 
GENEALOGIES  i.  ,  §  2).  But  this  identification  has  no 
historical  value.  The  name  Joktan  may  indeed  be 
simply  an  artificial  name,  devised  for  the  younger  son 
of  Eber.  When  we  look  at  the  names  of  the  Joktanites, 
we  notice  that  two  of  them  (Sheba  and  Havilah)  occur 
in  the  list  of  Cushites.  This  simply  arises  from  the  fact 
that  the  names  of  the  Cushites  and  the  Joktanites  come 
from  different  documents  (P  and  J  respectively),  re 
flecting,  perhaps,  different  political  circumstances  and 
tribal  relations.  It  is  difficult  to  explain  all  the  Joktanite 
names.  The  very  first  (ALMODAD)  is  among  the  most 
obscure  ;  the  name  seems  Sabsean.  The  limits  of  the 
Joktanites  (Gen.  10  30)  are  also  matter  for  discussion 
(see  MESHA,  SEPHAR). 


JOKTHEEL  PNO|T  ;  for  attempted  explanations  see 
Wetzstein  in  Del.  JesaiaW,  703  ;  Olsh.  LB  624). 

1.  A  city  in  the  lowland  of  Judah,  mentioned  between   Mizpeh 
and  Lachish,  Josh.  15  38  ;  either  miswritten  for  Eltekeh,  or  a 
corruption  of  Jerahmeel,  from  which  indeed  Eltekeh  may  also 
come  (cp  ia/cape>)A  [B],  but  AL  iex^«")^)-     Cp  JEKUTHIEL. 

2.  The  name  given  by  AMAZIAH  (y.v.)  to  a  place  in  Edom 
called   'the  Cliff'  (y^Dn)  which  he   had   captured,   2  K.  14? 
(<ca0or)A  [BL],  ieK0o»)A.  [A])  ;  it  is  the  rock,  or  cliff,  of  Kadesh- 
'  barnea  '   which   is   meant.      Hale>y  seeks  to  illustrate  it  by 
2  Ch.  25  14,  where  Amaziah  is  accused  of  having  bowed  down 
before   the   gods  of  Edom,  and  extracts  from  it  the  meaning 
'  Yakt  is  God  '  (Etutfes  dedifes  a  M.  le  Dr.   Leemans,   134). 
No  such  Edomite   deity  as   Yakt    is,  however,  known.      The 
name  is  corrupt.     'Joktheel'  should  probably  be  'Jerahmeel,' 
for  the  battle  was  in  the  valley  called  Itaintnelah.,  or  rather 
Jerahmeel  (see  SALT,  VALLEY  OF).     On  the  'ragged  spur  of  the 
north-easterly   mountain  -range,'   from   underneath   which   the 
fountain  of  Kadesh  issues,  there  must  have  been  a  fort.     This 
fort  Amaziah  captured  and  named  Jerahmeel,  because  of  the 
'  crowning  mercy  '  which  he  had  received.     It  is  true,  the  place 
is  commonly  (see  e.g.  Kittel,  Hist.  2289),  identified  with  Petra  ; 
but  this  must  be  an  error,  as  Ki.  in  his  commentary  has  shown. 
See  SELA.  T.  K.  C. 

JONA  (IOJANOY  [WH],  -NNOY  [Ti.]),  Jn.l42  ;  RV 
•John.'  See  JOHN,  SON  OF  ZEBEDEE,  §  i,  and  cp 
BAK-JONA. 

JONADABPW,  §§  27  44  46;  icoNAAAB  [BNAQL], 
abbrev.  from^'TjirP  'Yahwe  is  munificent,  'cp  Nedabiah, 
Abinadab,  Amminadab). 

1.  Son   of  Shammah    and   nephew   of   David,    who 
displayed  his  '  subtlety  '  in  advising  his  cousin  Amnon 
how  to  entrap  his  half-sister  Tamar  ;    2  S.  13s  ff.   (in 
v.  5  MT  gives   '  Jehonadab  '  ;    iwifadajS  [Ba|vid-lb],   -aft. 
[B*b  v.   3,    B  v.   5],    in    w.    3   5,   luvadav    [L]).     See 
JONATHAN  (4). 

2.  Son  of  Rechab  and  presumed  author  of  the  rules 
which  bound  the  Rechabites,  Jer.  3568^:  (luvadav  [X] 
in  v.  8  ;  luvad  [Q*]  in  v.  16).      '  Jonadab  '  in  MT  only  in 
w.   61019;    elsewhere    'Jehonadab.'       It    is    usual   to 

1  ©  as  represented  by  some  MSS  restored  the  normal  number 
by  leaving  out  Obal  in  Gen.  and  Jerah  in  Ch.  The  former 
omission  has  some  plausibility  (see  EBAL,  2). 
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identify  this  Jonadab  with  3.      The  true  '  father '  of  the 
Rechabites,  however,  was  of  older  date.      See  RECHAB- 

ITES. 

3.  EV  JEHONADAB,  b.   Rechab,  an  abettor  of  Jehu 
in  his  '  zeal  for  Yahwe,'  2  K.  10  15  23.      The  clasping  of 
hands    in    v.    15    implies    partnership   in   the    measures 
which  followed   (see   HAND,  b),   though  there  are  dif 
ficulties  in  the  narrative.      See  JEHU  ;  ISRAEL,  §  31  ; 
RECHABITES. 

4.  The  name  of  Saul's  second  son,  according  to  (SB, 
i  S.  31 2  (see  ABINADAB).     There  is  a  similar  confusion 
in  ©'s  title  of  Ps.  71  [<5  70]  (iuvada/3  [BN]  a/Mvada/j. 
[R]).     See  JONATHAN,  i. 

JONAH  (n3i\  §  68,  'dove';  originally,  according 
to  Robertson  Smith  [/.  Phil. ,  9  85],  connected  with  totem- 
ism  ;  but  many  such  names  in  modern  Syria,  at  all  events, 
are  certainly  due  to  fancy,  and  early  corruption  from 
jnji.T  is  possible  ;  ICON  A  [BAL],  [in  the  title]  ICONAC)- 

i.  A  prophet,  son  of  Amittai,1  of  GATH-HEPHEK  (q.v. ), 
who  prophesied  the  deliverance  of  Israel  from  the 
Syrian  oppression  (2  K.  1425).  The  reference  to  Jonah 
in  Tob.  1448  (BA,  followed  by  EV)  is  probably  due  to 
a  scribe's  error  ;  X  reads  Naoi>jU  (Nahum)  in  v.  4.  When 
we  compare  2  K.  13  $f.  it  seems  probable  that  Jonah 
delivered  his  prophecy  in  the  time  of  Jehoahaz,  the  father 
of  Jeroboam  II.  (Klost. ).  Jonah  seems  to  have  spoken  of 
a  deliverer  who  would  bring  the  Israelites  out  of  the  grasp 
of  Aram  (@L  /ecu  e^riyayev  avrotis),  so  that  they  would 
dwell  in  their  tents  as  beforetime.  The  '  deliverer '  is 
not  the  Assyrian  king  Ramman-nirari  III.  (Duncker  ; 
Whitehouse  in  COT  2  324  ;  Wi.  GI 1 154) — though  as  a 
matter  of  history  the  victory  of  that  king  over  Syria 
must  have  been  a  great  relief  to  Israel — but  Jeroboam 
II.  There  is  no  probability  that  the  Deuteronomistic 
writers  of  2  K.  184-6,  14  25-27  knew  any  thing  of  Ramman- 
nirari  ;  but  it  is  beyond  doubt  that  they  wished  to  do 
honour  to  Jeroboam.  Cp  Stade  ZATIV,  '85,  p.  296. 
Hitzig  and  Renan  think  that  the  prophecy  of  Jonah  is 
still  extant  in  Is.  15  f. ,  but  this  is  most  improbable. 
See  also  JONAH  [BOOK].  T.  K.  c. 

2.  Mt.  16  17.     See  BAR-JONA. 

JONAH  [BOOK].  It  is  by  a  strange  inconsistency 
that  the  Book  of  Jonah  ranks  among  the  records  of  the 
1  Po  t  "V  Twelve  Prophets,  for  the  only  oracle  of 
'  Jonah  which  it  professes  to  give  is 
comprised  in  five  words  (Jon.  84,  Heb. ).  Obviously  it 
must  be  compared,  not  with  the  accompanying  prophetic 
books,  but  with  narratives  of  episodes  in  the  lives  of 
prophets,  such  as  are  found  in  i  K.  17-19,  2  K.  4-6, 
and  Is.  7  1-16,  20  36-39.  The  narratives  referred  to  are 
based  on  traditional  material,  sometimes  oral,  sometimes 
written.  Can  we  hope  to  find  such  in  the  Book  of 
Jonah  ?  Unfortunately  we  cannot.  The  leading  fact 
of  the  story — the  journey  of  an  Israelite  prophet  to 
Nineveh — is  so  surprising  that  only  on  good  pre-exilic 
testimony  could  we  be  excused  for  receiving  it.  Such 
testimony,  however,  is  wanting.  No  part  of  the  book  is 
pre-exilic  ;  indeed,  except  in  glosses  and  in  the  psalm 
ascribed  to  Jonah  there  is  no  trace  of  more  than  one 
hand.2 

1  Winckler  AOF   2262   has  suggested  that  the  words  'ben 
Amittai '  in  2  K.  are  an  interpolation   from  Jon.  1 1  ;   but   the 
double  description  is  unobjectionable  (see  i  K.  19 16). 

2  Linguistic  and  other  arguments  have  convinced  an  American 
Rabbi  that  the  original  Book  of  Jonah,  which  he  thinks  that  he 
has  disengaged  from  the  additional  matter,  was  much  shorter 
than  the  present  one,  and  that  it  may  have  been  of  the  age  of 
Jeremiah  (Kohler,  Theol.  Rev.  '79,  pp.  139-144).     His  method, 
however,  is  arbitrary,  and  linguistically  there  is  no  distinction 
between  the  original  Book  and  the  inserted  matter.     W.  Bohme 
also  denies  the  unity  of  authorship  (ZA  T\V   7  224-284  ['87]). 
He  presents  us  with  two  distinct  works  on  the  story  of  ^Jonah, 
which  have  been  combined  by  an  editor ;  he  further  recognises  the 
hands  of  a  supplementer  and  of  a  glossator.     Bohme's  argument 
is  much  more  elaborate  than  Kohler's,  but  is  hypercritical.     He 
greatly  exaggerates  the  critical  importance  of  the  inconsistencies, 
which   permit   us   to   speak   of  glosses,  but   not  of  composite 
authorship  (so  Kue.,  Einl.,  2426,  §  86).     For  an  earlier  attempt 
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i.  It  is  certain  that,  though  the  diction  of  Jonah  is  purer 
than  that  of  Esther,  Chronicles,  and  Daniel,  it  has  some  striking 
Aramaisms  and  other  late  words  or  forms.  Pusey,  it  is  true, 
has  endeavoured  to  refute  this  argument  ;  but  his  opposition  to 
the  criticism  of  the  other  OT  books  prevents  him  from  forming 
a  just  idea  of  the  phases  of  linguistic  development.  '  The  phase 
of  Hebrew  which  meets  us  in  the  book  of  Jonah  is  not  that  of 
the  eighth  century'  (Konig)  —  not  that  of  Amos  and  Hosea. 
One  need  not  lay  any  stress  on  '"I^'ED,  which,  though  more 
Aramaic  than  Hebrew,  might  perhaps  have  been  used  by  the 
non-maritime  Israelites  before  the  Exile  ;1  but  such  words  and 
forms  as  these  are  conclusive  as  to  the  post-exilic  date  of  the 

Book  ;  —  pnv  (ii2);  nxnp  (32);  cj/a  (37);  hoy,  'to  labour1 
(4io);   '13-1  (4  1  1);    njD(2i  46^);  'pVra  (17);    '^3(1  12); 


•|3t?  (4  10).   nBtyJV  (1  e)  and  ITBJ'in  (4  8)  are  designedly  omitted.2 

2.  The  writer's  conception  of  pre-exilic  prophecy  is  opposed 
to   the  facts   of  prophecy   gathered  from  the    works  of  Amos, 
Hosea,   and   Isaiah.      He   imagines   that  revelations   were,   to 
prophets  of  the  eighth  century,  as  objective,  as  external,  as  they 
were  to  Zechariah.     Doubtless  it  suited  his  purpose  (which  we 
shall  study  presently)  to  represent  Jonah  as  seeking  to  evade 
his  mission  ;  but  he  could  not  have  done  this  had  he  lived  in  the 
age   of  Amos    and    Hosea.      (The    story   of    the   disobedient 
prophet  in  i  K.  13  is  also  too  peculiar   to  be   pre-exilic.)     He 
assumes  too  that  Jonah  would  have  been  surprised  at  the  non- 
fulfilment  of  a  prediction  —  a  surprise  which  there  is  no  reason 
to  suppose  such  a  result  would  have  awakened  in  Hosea,  though 
certainly  that  prophet  would  have  been  very  much  surprised  at 
the  conversion  of  the  arrogant  Assyrians. 

3.  The  writer's  explicitly  universalistic  conception  of  religion 
and    morality   (cp  4n    with  Ps.  ZQ6[j]b)   is    not    in    harmony 
with  the  prophecy  of  the  eighth  century. 

4.  His   imitativeness  is  equally  striking;    cp   e.g.,  3  9   with 
Joel  214;   42  with  Joel  2  13   and    Ex.  34  6;   and   the   story  of 
Jonah  under  the  klkayon  (see  below,  §  5)  with  that  of  Elijah 
under  the  broom-plant  in  the  desert  (i  K.  19  $ff.). 

5.  The  mention  of  Nineveh  as  a  city  of  the  past  (nrrrr  fnTJlt 
3  3),  with  details  implying  that  the  readers  did  not  know  much 
about  it,  is  significant. 

6.  Note  also   the   patent    improbabilities   of  the   story.      A 

Crophet  of  the  time  of  Jehoahaz  banishes  himself  from  Yahwe  's 
ind  in  order  to  divest  himself  of  his  prophetic  character  (contrast 
Am.  3  8).  In  order  to  go  to  Tarshish  he  proceeds,  not  to  Tyre, 
but  to  the  comparatively  unimportant  seaport  of  Joppa.  He  is 
swallowed  up  by  a  great  'fish,  'and  remains  three  days  in  the 
fish's  belly.  He  comes  out  alive  (we  are  not  told  the  place  of  his 
landing),  and  ventures  among  the  fierce  Ninevites  without  a 
companion  or  interpreter,  believing  that  he  will  have  more  influ 
ence  on  them  than  their  own  prophets  and  teachers.  We  are 
not  informed  what  the  offence  of  the  Ninevites  was,  nor  as  to 
the  name  of  their  king.  The  narrator  assures  us,  however,  that 
king  and  people  turned  to  God  (contrast  Nah.  3  1  4),  and  so 
escaped  the  threatened  destruction.  Last,  not  least,  we  have 
the  singular  episode  of  the  plant  which  '  came  up  in  a  night  and 
vanished  in  a  night  '  (lit.  '  son  of  a  night  '). 

The  Book  of  Jonah,  then,  being  post-exilic,  to  what 
class   of  literature  does   it  belong?     Obviously  it  is  a 
-,.  -    Midrash,  —  i.e.  ,  '  an  imaginative  develop- 

...  a£!S  °  ment  of  a  thought  or  theme  suggested 
by  Scripture,  especially  a  didactic  or 
homiletic  exposition,  or  an  edifying  religious  story.'3 
Tobit  and  Susanna  are  universally  admitted  to  be  such 
Midrashim  ;  Jonah  should  be  added  to  the  list.  As 
such  it  is  not  deprived  of  value  for  historical  purposes. 
For,  as  Kuenen  long  ago  pointed  out,4  the  Books  of 
Jonah  and  Ruth  are  records  of  a  current  of  thought 
among  the  Jews  opposed  to  that  identified  with  the 
name  of  Ezra.  That  great  reformer,  and  the  men  of 
his  school,  based  their  system  on  the  recognition  of  a 
real  and  permanent  difference  between  Israel  and  the 
heathen,  and  even  psalmists  of  the  post-exilic  period 
spoke  sometimes  as  if  the  '  nations  '  were  necessarily 
wicked  because  non-Israelites.  Against  this  the  author 
of  Jonah  enters  a  protest.  The  scene  of  the  prophet 
under  the  kikdvoii  is  specially  introduced  to  check  Jewish 

(by  Nachtigall)  to  dissect  the  Book  of  Jonah,  see  Eichhorn's 
Allgemeine  Bibliothek,  9  2,  221-273  ;  Bertholdt,  Einl.  2407-2412  ; 
and  cp  Kleinert  (Comm.  19),  who  is  willing  to  admit  that  a 
later  writer  (temp.  Ezekiel)  may  have  based  his  account  on  two 
distinct  traditional  narratives. 

1  SS   read   nij'BD  for  niob'   in  Is.  2  16  ;   but  this  is  hardly 
the  best  critical  emendation. 

2  Both  words  are  plainly  corrupt.     Read  for  the  former  atJ'nn' 
(or  3B>rr),   and  for  the  latter  "ins'S  ('  it  came  to  pass  at  dawn, 
when  the  sun  rose  '). 

3  Dr.  Introd.  497  ;  cp  We.  ProL(^  227  /.  (chap.  6,  end). 

4  Rel.  Isr.  2243/;  Ond.P)  2  412. 
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arrogance,  and  the  whole  course  of  the  previous  story 
leads  to  a  fairer  view  of  'the  nations.'  Indeed,  the 
writer  partly  explains  the  non-fulfilment  of  prophecies 
against  the  heathen  (which  doubtless  puzzled  some  of 
his  contemporaries)  by  the  readiness  of  the  heathen  to 
repent.  One  might  even  infer  from  the  story  that  he 
placed  the  heathen  morally  and  religiously  above  his 
own  people.  Jonah  begins  by  stifling  the  voice  of 
conscience,  and  afterwards  both  expects  and  desires 
Nineveh's  destruction.  No  epilogue  tells  us  of  any 
change  in  the  prophet's  feelings  towards  the  heathen.1 
The  Phoenician  mariners,  on  the  other  hand,  fear  the 
great  God  of  the  Hebrews  (Jon.  \gf. ),  and  the  people 
of  Nineveh  at  once  repent  on  hearing  the  prophetic 
announcements  (Jon.  86-9).  We  are  reminded  of 
Lessing's  Nathan  the  Wise,  and  of  a  more  ancient  and 
venerable  story  (the  Good  Samaritan). 

This  theory  has  excellent  points  ;  but  it  does  not  do 
justice  to  the  entire  problem.      If  the  hero  of  the  story 
p     , .  -is  merely  a  type  of  the  too  exclusive 

contemporaries  of  the  writer,  why  is 
he  called  Jonah  ?  why  is  he  made  a 
prophet  ?  and  why  is  he  swallowed  up  by  a  fish  ? 
These  questions  are  to  a  large  extent  answered  by  the 
symbolic  theory. 

1.  The  hero  of  the  story  is  called  Jonah,  not  primarily  because 
an  early  narrative  mentions  a  person  of  this  name,  but  because 
a  custom  was  springing  up  of  calling  Israel,   symbolically,  a 
dove.     The   earliest   trace   of  this   is   in  Ps.  68 13   [14],    where 
the   people  of  Israel,  delivered  by  its  God  from  the  powerful 
kings  of  Caanan,  and  enriched  with  their  spoil,  is  called  a  dove2 
'  whose   wings   [God]  will  cover  with  silver   and  her  feathers 
with    gold.'S       Elsewhere    the    faithful    community    personi 
fied  wishes  for  itself  the  wings  of  a  dove,  not  for  their  beauty, 
but  for  their  swiftness  and  for  the  unerring  instinct  which  leads 
the  doves  to  their  retreats  (Ps.  556-8  [7-9]). 

2.  Jonah  is  made  a  prophet,  because  Israel  was  called  upon 
to  prophesy. *    The  Prophecy  of  Restoration  said  that  all  Zion's 
children  would   be  Yahwe's  disciples — i.e.  prophets  (Is.  54  13  ; 
cp  50  4) — and  tnat  the  duty  of  the  prophetic    Servant  of  Yah  we ' 
was   to   make  known  the  true  religion  to  the  nations  (Is.  424 
49  6),  for  which  purpose  he  was  specially  endowed  (Is.  49  3;  cp5(>4). 
It  is  true,  there  was  a  historical  Jonah  who  prophesied,  and  who, 
by  an   interesting    coincidence,    is    called    '  Yahwe's    servant ' 
('~3J?,  2  K.  1425;   cp  Jon.  1  9  ©,  oouXos  Kvpc'ou  e-yw  et/ou)  ;  but 
this  was  not  the  fundamental  point  with  the  late  narrator,  whose 
mind  was  absorbed  in  symbolism.     It  is  also  to  be  observed  that, 
according  to  II.  Isaiah,  the  '  servant  of  Yahwe '  would  not  '  draw 
back '  from  his  work  (Is.  50  5).     The  psalmists,  too,  bring  Israel's 
deliverance  into  connection  with  the  spread  of  true  religion  (see 
Ps.  2226  [27]  f.  96-100),  and  one  of  them  makes  the  true  Israelite 
promise  to  speak  of  God's  precepts  (like  Jonah)  before  kings 
(Ps.  119  46).  _ 

3.  Jonah   is  swallowed   up  by   the  sea  because   this  was  a 
common  poetical  phrase   for   the  danger  of  destruction  which 
repeatedly   beset    Israel  (see   Is.  432,  Ps.18  15  [16]  326  42  7  [8] 
6612  69  i  [z\f.  14  [13]  f.  1244y;  Lam.  854).     And  the  purpose 
of  the  whole  story,  according  to  the  symbolic  theory,  is,  that 
Israel,  called  to  preach  to  the  nations  (a  touching  antedating  of 
II.   Isaiah's  revelation),   evaded  its  duty,  that   God   punished 
Israel  by  exile,  but  turned  the  punishment  to  Israel's  good,  and 
that   Israel  afterwards  took   up  its  neglected  duty,  but  in  an 
unloving  spirit  which  grieved  its  patient  teacher,  the  all-merciful 
God  of  the  whole  human  race. 

The  theory  here  described  is  a  great  advance  upon 

the  preceding  one,  and  much  credit  is  due  to  Kleinert 

.     (1868)    and    J.    S.    Bloch    (1876)    for 

4    Th.6  £T6£Lu 

„  , °  applying  the  key  of  symbolism  to  the 

narrative  more  fully  than  any  previous 

writers.     But  the  hesitation  of  critics  to  adopt  it  indicates 

that  there  is  some  serious  defect  in  it.     Where  it  fails  is 

1  The  omission  of  an  epilogue  was  every  way  advisable,     (i) 
If  Jonah  was  symbolical,  it  remained  to  be  seen  whether  those 
who   were   symbolised   would   amend   their   ways  or   not.     (2) 
Kpilogues  are  apt  to  weaken  the  effect  of  a  work  of  art  (as  in  the 
case  of  Job). 

2  Symbolical  designations  of  peoples  are  in  the  manner  of  this 
psalmist  (see  Ps.  68  30  [31]). 

3  Point  nsrp,  and  for  pin  p^TS  read  simply  pina  (Che. 

PS.  (2i). 

4  In  later  times  Jonah  or  '  Dove'  became  a  standing  title  for 
Israel.    Both  (5  and  Tg.  recognise  the  people  or  the  congregation 
in  the  n:V  of  Ps.  56  i.     Cp  Talm.  Bab.  Gittin,  453,  etc.,  and 
the  Midrash  on  Cant.  2  14  4  i  ;  also  the  Piiittm  in  the  Jewish 
Passover  Service,  based   on  the  midrashic  explanation   of  the 
Song  of  Songs  (especially  the  first,  Festival  Prayers,  de  Sola's 
ed.,  197). 
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in  its  treatment  of  the  story  of  the  great  fish.  It  is  a 
mistake  to  say  that  '  Jonah's  adventure  in  the  sea  is  but  a 
very  subordinate  feature'  (Kalisch,  Bible  Studies,  2209). 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  the  turning  point  of  the  whole 
narrative  ;  Yahwe  '  prepared '  the  great  fish  to  be  an 
instrument  not  only  of  preservation  but  also  of  moral 
discipline  to  the  disobedient  prophet.  We  must  there 
fore  supplement  the  key  of  symbolism  by  that  of 
mythology. 

The  earlier  critics  (e.g.,  Eichhorn)  were  not  wrong  in  seeking 
for  parallels  where  they  could  at  the  time  most  easily  be  found, 
viz.  in  Greek  mythology.  That  Andromeda  was  in  peril  from 
a  sea-monster  on  the  rocks  of  Joppa,  gives,  however,  no- real 
help  ;  the  myth  may  rather  be  regarded  as  an  aetiological  one  for 
Joppa  (Joi'HA,  §  3);  and  only  very  moderate  requirements  can 
be  satisfied  with  the  parallel  of  the  story  of  Hesione.  F.  C. 
Baur  went  to  the  right  quarter  when  he  took  a  hint  from 
Berossus  (Cannes) ;  but  Jonah  neither  was,  according  to  the 
story,  nor  could  conceivably  have  l.een,  represented  as  a  fish- 
god,  which  is  also  an  objection  to  Trumbull's  original  use  of 
DAGON  [?.v.]  and  Cannes  in  JBL  11  ('92),  Pt.  i.  Quite  recently 
Ball  (PSSA),  Konig  (Hastings'  DB  2747/5),  and  some  less 
accredited  writers,  have  supposed  a  connection  between  the 
mention  of  the  '  great  fish  '  and  the  fact  that  the  Assyrian 
ideogram  for  Nineveh  implies  the  explanation  'fish-dwelling' 
(Sayce,  Hibb.  Lect.  57  ;  but  cp  Hommel,  PSBA,  '99,  '  Assyrio- 
logical  Notes,'  §  42). 

Apart  from  other  objections,  however,  (i)  there  is  no  trace  of 
the  writer  of  Jonah  having  been  a  man  of  learning,  and  (2)  criti 
cism  should  group,  not  isolate,  narratives,  phrases,  or  other  data 
which  may  refer  to  folklore.  We  have  many  references  to  the 
dragon-myth  in  the  OT,  and  it  is  quite  easy  to  regard  the  '  great 
fish  '  as  a  degenerate  dragon  ;  whereas  fish-myths  are,  naturally 
enough,  unrepresented.  K6nig  even  illustrates  the  sojourn  of 
Jonah  in  'the  belly  of  the  fish'  by  the  descent  of  the  'dove' 
Semiramis  from  the  '  fish-woman  '  Atargatis  or  Derceto. 

That  critics  should  look  everywhere  except  in  the  right  place 
for  the  origin  of  the  Jonah  story  is  one  of  the  many  proofs  that 
the  reproaches  addressed  to  us  by  Winckler  are  not  wholly 
unjustified. 

Tylor  saw  much  more  clearly  than  most  contemporary 
critics  when  he  pointed  out  that  the  widely-spread 
nature-myth,  of  the  dragon  lies  at  the  root  of  the 
apologue  of  Jonah.1  But  it  was  left  for  the  present 
writer,  in  1877,  to  combine  the  theory  of  Bloch  with 
that  of  Tylor,  and  to  show  how  indispensable  each 
was  to  a  due  comprehension  of  the  narrative.  In 
details  both  theories  admitted  of  improvement,  by  the 
help  partly  of  biblical  exegesis,  partly  of  Assyriology. 
The  writer  also  pointed  out  that  the  myth  of  the  dragon 
or  sea-monster  is  preserved,  not  only  in  the  story  of 
Jonah,  but  also  in  fragmentary  allusions  to  Kahab,  the 
leviathan,  and  the  tannin  in  the  Books  of  Job  and  the 
Second  Isaiah  (cp  DRAGON).  The  only  error  (an 
•error  into  which  G.  A.  Smith  seems  to  have  fallen 
in  Twelve  Prophets,  2524)  was  in  not  distinguishing 
sufficiently  between  the  dragon  of  the  subterranean  and 
the  dragon  of  the  heavenly  ocean.  It  is  the  dragon  of 
the  subterranean  ocean  which  (at  Yahwe's  command 
— for  he  has  been  subjugated  by  Yahwe)  swallowed  up 
Jonah  ;  or,  to  pass  from  the  myth  to  its  application,  it 
is  the  all-absorbing  empire  of  Babylon  which  swallowed 
up  Israel — not,  however,  to  destroy  it,  but  to  preserve  it 
and  to  give  it  room  for  repentance. 

The  present  writer  also  indicated  the  link  between 
the  story  of  Jonah  and  the  original  myth. 

That  link  is  to  be  found  in  Jer.  51  34  44, — '  Nebuchadrezzar 
king  of  Babylon  has  eaten  and  discomfited  me  (i.e.,  Israel);  he 
has  set  me  as  an  empty  vessel,  he  has  swallowed  me  up  as  the 
Dragon  2(|'3B3),  he  has  filled  his  belly  with  my  dainties  ;  he  has 
cast  me  out.'  'And  I  will  punish  Bel  in  Babylon,  and  bring 
forth  that  which  he  has  swallowed  out  of  his  mouth.'  Of  course, 
it  is  only  a  shrivelled-up  myth  that  we  have  before  us.  Bel, 
who  in  the  Babylonian  story  is  the  opponent  of  the  dragon,  has 
now  become  identified  with  that  monster,  and  (as  the  destroying 
drag-on)  is  for  a  time  successful.  Bel,  or  the  dragon,  has  in  fact, 
as  we  have  seen  already,  become  a  symbol  of  the  Babylonian 

1  Primitive   Culture,  1  306  ;    cp  Early  Hist,  of  Mankind, 
336 f.\    Waitz,    Anthrop.,   6670;    de    Gubernatis,    Zoological 
Mythology,  2390. 

2  Or  'as  a  dragon.'      Mythical  dragons  (plur.)  are  referred 
to  in  Ps.  74 136  Job9i3:   'helpers  of  Rahab.'     The  singular, 
however,  is  more  obvious.     tyi3,  '  belly '  occurs  only  in  Jer.  51 34 ; 
cp  karXds'it,  '  her  (Tiamat's)  belly,'  in  the  account  of  the  fight 
between  Tiamat  and  Marduk  (Del.  WtUtcktff.  44  106). 
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empire  and  of  its  head  Nebuchadrezzar,  who  thought  to  bring 
Israel  under  his  own  power,  but  whom  Jeremiah  (27  6)  distinctly 
calls  Yah  we 's  '  servant '  (i.e. ,  commissioned  agent).  For  another 
instance  of  a  story  ultimately  based  on  mythology,  we  may 
venture  to  refer  to  ESTHER  (q.v.). 

It  is  strange  that  Simpson  (The  Jonah  Legend,  '99),  though 
he  refers  once  to  the  Babylonian  Tiamat  legend,  should  so 
completely  miss  its  significance  as  to  make  the  stretching  out 
of  the  slain  monster's  skin  support  his  theory  that  the  story  of 
Jonah  sprang  out  of  a  ceremony  which  was  acted  at  a  rite  of 
initiation  (perhaps  into  a  priesthood).  Criticism  and  archaeology 
seem  here  to  be  parted. 

The  story  of  the  wonderful  plant,  which  contrasts 
with  Elijah's  perfectly  natural  desert  plant  in  i  K.  194, 

E    mu       i      L    has  quite  a  different  oricrin,  being  ob- 

5.  Tne  plant.     •      ,    .,  ,  ^    ,        &, 

viously  the  product  of  the  fancy  of  an 

individual.  The  name  jvp'p  is  probably  connected  with 
the  Assyr.  kukkdnitum  ( ^pj)  ;  this  designates  some 
garden-plant,  the  precise  nature  of  which  is  unknown 
(for  another  such  Assyr.  plant-name  in  Hebrew  see 
HABAKKUK).  If  the  mention  of  the  'booth'  (4s) 
belongs  (as  it  probably  does)  to  the  original  narrative, 
we  can  hardly  help  agreeing  with  Tristram  that  some 
kind  of  gourd  is  meant,  gourds  being  commonly 
used  for  shading  arbours.  If,  however,  the  narrator 
mentioned  only  the  plant,  we  may  not  unreasonably  fix 
upon  the  Ricinus  communis,  L.  (see  GOURD).  In 
either  case,  the  growth  of  the  plant  has  been  super  - 
naturally  fostered. 

We  may  compare  the  plant  with  the  carob-tree  (see  HUSKS) 
which  bore  no  fruit  for  seventy  years  as  a  sign  to  Honi  Hame'agel 
that  he  had  really  slept  seventy  years,  and  which  so  proved  to 
him  the  credibility  of  Ps.  126  i  (see  Talm.  Bab.  Ta'dnlth,  230). 

On  the  other  hand,  folklore  is  certainly  present  in  the 
story  of  the  voyage. 

Jonah,  revealed  by  the  lot  as  the  guilty  cause  of  the  ship's 
danger,  and  thereupon  thrown  into  the  sea,  is  the  counterpart  of 
Mittavindaka,  the  son  of  a  merchant  of  Benares,  who  is  put  out 
of  the  ship  in  which  he  has  embarked  as  the  spoiler  of  its  luck, 
but  not  so  roughly  as  Jonah.1  He  answers  equally  to  the 
merchant  in  the  Roman  folk-tale  of  the  Pot  of  Rue, 2  and  the 
same  traditional  idea  is  at  any  rate  presupposed  in  the  classical 
passages  (e.g.,  Horat.  Od.  826-30)  quoted  by  Kalisch  (Bib.  St. 
2  162,  n.  d).  Primitive  superstition  has  also  supplied  a  detail  to 
chap.  3.  The  Persians  are  said  to  have  made  their  horses  and 
draught-beasts  join  with  them  in  the  rites  of  mourning  for 
Masistius  (Herod.  9  24).  But  the  Assyrians  in  Jonah  go  beyond 
the  Persians ;  they  make  their  animals  abstajn  from  food  like 
themselves  to  propitiate  Yahwe.  This  may  imply  the  Jewish 
idea  of  the  depravation  of  animal  nature  (Gen.  6  if,  ;  cp  Is.  11  6-8). 
For  this  Whitley  Stokes  has  produced  a  parallel  in  mediaeval 
Irish  literature.3 

Into  the  question  of  editorial  alterations  we  cannot 
enter  at  length.  The  attempt  of  Bohme  to  distinguish 
four  strata  in  the  Book  of  Jonah  has  been  already  referred 
to  (col.  2561,  n.  2)  ;  it  carries  us  beyond  the  evidence. 
But  a  few  minor  interpolations  or  insertions  may  safely  be 
allowed,  in  addition  to  the  great  one  in  2 1-9. 

That    chap.  4   has   been    touched   by    scribes   or   editors,   is 

obvious    (see   especially    Wi.    AOF2  z^f.).*      It   is   not   im- 

possible  that   the  detail  of  the  booth  (v.  5)  is 

6.  State  Of    an  addition,  and  that  it  is  connected  with  an 
the  text.       alteration   in  the   prophetic   announcement   of 

Jonah  (so  K.  Kohler).  According  to  the  MT 
of  3  4  Jonah  '  cried  and  said  Yet  forty  days,  and  Nineveh 
shall  be  overthrown.'  (0,  however,  gives  three  days  instead 
of  forty  as  the  interval  allowed,  and  though  this  reading  may 
conceivably  be  an  error  produced  by  the  mention  of  '  three 
days'  journey '  in  v.  3,  it  is  also  possible  that  it  may  be  correct. 
The  story  is  constructed  for  effect,  and  the  wonder  of  the  re 
pentance  of  the  heathen  Ninevites  would  be  still  greater  if  only 
three  days  were  allowed  as  an  interval  than  if  there  were  forty.5 


1  '  Jona  c.  i  u.  Jak.  43  9,'  by  E.  Hardy  (ZDMG  50  153).     In 
the  Buddhist  story  it  was  not  a  storm,  but  another  unknown 
power  which  hindered  the  progress  of  the  ship.      The  guilt  of 
Mittavindaka  was  caused  by  his  disobedience  to  his  mother.     In 
almost  the  same  words  as  those  of  Jon.  1 8,  the  mariners  obeyed 
the  law  of  self-preservation.     Mittavindaka  was  put  out  upon 
a  raft,  and  the  ship  pursued  its  course. 

2  See  Miss  Busk's  Folklore  of  Rome,  57-62.     In  this  case  the 
hero  of  the  story  is  not  actually  thrown  overboard. 

3  Lebar  Brecc,  259,  cited  in  Acad.,  isth  Aug.  '96,  p.  155. 

*  The  compound  divine  name  Yahwe  Elohim  (4  6)  is  due  to  an 
editor.  His  object  was  to  show  that  the  Yahwe  who  prepared 
the  'gourd'  was  the  Elohim  who  prepared  the  worm  (4 7).  It  is 
true,  this  was  very  unnecessary  with  the  clear  statement  of  1  ic. 
Cp  Gen.  24-8  as  we  now  have  it. 

5  Kohler,  Theol.  Rev.,  '79,  pp.  140  143. 
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A  later  editor,  however,  might  prefer  forty  days,  and  alter  the 
text  accordingly,  at  the  same  time  introducing  the  booth  (see 
BOOTH)  as  a  shelter  for  Jonah  for  the  remainder  of  his  time. 
This  suggestion  will  seem  to  most  not  very  probable.  It  was  at 
any  rate  an  editor  that  inserted  the  psalm  in  chap.  2,  which  is 
largely  composed  of  reminiscences  of  the  canonical  psalms  (31  42 
88  107  115/:  120  142).  It  is,  if  faithfully  interpreted,  not  more 
connected  with  the  story  of  the  prophet  Jonah  than  the  psalm 
of  Hannah  is  with  that  of  Hannah ;  for  it  describes  how  pious 
Israel,  when  in  danger  of  extinction,  struggled  with  its  des 
pondency.  Not  improbably  the  editor  found  a  connection, 
apart  from  the  purely  external  one,  in  the  phraseology  of  v.  2& 
(out  of  the  belly  of  Sheol,'  etc.).  He  may  also  have  known  that 
the  Jonah  of  the  book  was,  like  JOB  (q.v.),  a  7WD  or  similitude.* 

Three  questions  now  occur.      ( i )  Why  was  the  book 

placed  in  the  '  Twelve'  (5w5e/ca7rpo07?ro^)  ?     (2)  Was  it 

7   Other      Previ°usly  an  independent  literary  work  ? 

m-oblems  anc*  ^  What  is  its  date?  A  brief  answer 
must  suffice.  ( i )  The  probability  is  that 
the  closing  words,  assigned  to  God  himself,  brought  the 
book  into  the  prophetic  canon.  (2)  Budde  (ZATW 
12  40-43,  ['92])  conjectures  that  the  Book  of  Jonah  was 
originally  a  part  of  the  Midrash  (RV  '  commentary')  of 
the  Book  of  Kings,  on  which  Chronicles  is  based  (2  Ch. 
2427).  The  introductory  'And  it  came  to  pass'  (\vi), 
and  the  absence  of  the  descriptive  statement  '  who  was  of 
Gath-hepher  '  (v.  i),  appeared  at  first  sight  to  favour  this. 
But  the  difficulty  of  imagining  a  reference  to  Assyria 
and  still  more  to  the  destruction  of  Nineveh,  has  been 
well  pointed  out  by  Winckler  (AOf'226i),  who  would 
prefer  to  give  the  Book  of  Jonah  a  place  in  that 
Midrash  where  the  reign  of  Manasseh  was  treated. 
The  Midrashic  narrative  of  Jonah  explained,  according 
to  Wi. ,  why  the  prophecy  of  Nahum  was  not  strictly 
fulfilled.  Wi.  also  thinks  that  the  Jonah  of  the  apologue 
is  not  the  Jonah  of  Gath-hepher  (see  JONAH  i.  n. ).  (Cp 
Smend,  AT  Rel.-gesch.  409  ;  Konig,  Einl.  §77,  p.  379.) 
(3)  The  book  is  apparently  referred  to  in  Tobit  (1448; 
but  see  JONAH,  i),  and  earlier  still  its  existence  is 
presupposed  by  the  mention  of  the  Twelve  Prophets  in 
Ecclus.  49 10  (see  the  Hebrew  text).  The  considerations 
mentioned  above  justify  us  in  assigning  the  narrative, 
without  the  psalm,  to  the  half-century  which  followed  the 
arrival  of  Ezra.  The  psalm,  however,  was  probably 
written  much  later— as  late  perhaps  as  the  n^Bn 
('prayer')  in  the  appendix  to  Ecclesiasticus  (51 1-12). 
If  so,  it  is  an  interesting  fact  that  the  symbolic  interpre 
tation  of  the  book  should  have  held  its  ground  so  long. 

Of  later  references  to  the  book  three  have  a  special 
claim  to  be  mentioned,  viz.,  two  passages  in  the  Talm. 
and  one  in  the  NT. 

In  Ta'dnlth,  15,7,  we  are  told  that,  in  times  of  drought,  it  was 
usual  for  one  of  the  leaders  of  the  congregation  to  expound  the 

teaching  of  Jonah,  and  in  Meg.  loa,  that  Jonah 

8.  Late        was  used  as  a  lesson  for  the  Day  of  Atonement 

references.    (a  usage  which  still  obtains  in  the  liturgy  of  the 

synagogue).2  The  growing  importance  of  the 
doctrine  of  repentance  naturally  sent  Jewish  teachers  in  search 
of  illustrations  to  the  Book  of  Jonah  (see  Briill,  Jahrbb.f.  jiid. 
Gesch.  u.  Lit.  3  158).  The  third  passage  is  Mt.  12  39-41,  which 
occurs  again  in  a  simpler  and  more  probable  form3  in  Lk. 
11  2g_/C  32.  '  The  sign  of  the  prophet  Jonah  '  means  the  striking 
fact  that  an  Israelitish  prophet  proclaimed  the  purpose  of  God 
in  a  heathen  city,  and  Jesus'  statement  is  that  the  men  of 
Nineveh  will  '  rise  up '  as  witnesses  (cp  acaorrai'Tes  fiaprvpfs, 
Ps.  35  1 1,  ®)  against  his  own  'generation'  and  prove  them 
guilty  (KaTaxpi.vovcri.v  looks  like  an  inaccurate  rendering  of  the 
Aramaic  equivalent  of  y'K>T  ;  cp  Is.  54  17,  where  '  condemn  '  is 
an  impossible  rendering).  What  the  Ninevites  testify  is  that  they 
had  not  been  repelled  by  the  foreign  garb  and  manners  of  Jonah 
but  had  believed  him  and  turned  to  God.  The  divine  Judge  will 
then  condemn  the  Jewish  contemporaries  of  Jesus  because  they 

1  So  OPs.  127. 

2  Jonah  himself  too  is  treated  in  this  liturgy  with  a  view  to 
edification.     His  prayer  '  out  of  the  belly  of  the  fish '  makes  him 
an  example  of  faith  (Festival  Prayers,  de  Sola,  5  168). 

3  It  may  be  regarded  as  critically  certain  that  Mt.  1240  is  a 
later  insertion.     It  is  the  explanatory  comment  of  an  editor  who 
required  a  'sign  of  Jonah'  more  marvellous,  more  overwhelming, 
than   that   which  Jesus  actually  offered.      The   true   'sign  of 
Jonah'  must  have  been  one  which  the  Ninevites  at  once  re 
cognised.     Cp  Sanday,  Batnpton  Lect.  on  Inspiration,  419^ 
435  >  G.  A.  Smith,  op.  cit.  2  507^ 

2570 


[B])    lEsd.  9i 


=  Ezral06, 
See  EI.I- 


JONAS  (i] 

JOHANAN,  2. 

2.  (iwa>/as  [B],  iiocos  [A]),  i  Esd.  923  =  Ezra  1023. 

3.  (twVa  [Ti.  WH]),  Mt.  123o,  RV  JONAH,  q.v. 

4.  («oai/i/ou  [Ti.],  -a.vm,  [WH])  Jn.  21 15-17,  RV  John.      See 
BARJONA,  SIMON  PETER,  JOHN  [Sox  OF  ZEBEDEE]. 

JONATHAN  Oni'-liT1  and  in  7,  8,  12-15,  *7  jrOV  ; 
'  Yahwe  gives,'  §  27  ;   iooN&6&N.  I60N&6&C)- 

1.  Eldest  son  of  Saul,  with  whom  he  fell  on  Gilboa  ; 
according  to  tradition,  David's  sworn  brother,  i  S.  14  6 
and    often  ;    2  S.  1  12  17  23  25  f.    441  Ch.  8  33  f.    9  40 
[-fj.,  N]  (in  a  genealogy  of  BENJAMIN  [q.  v. ,  §  9,  ii. 
J3]  ;    see  JQR  11 110-113).     There  is  a  possibility  that 
Jonathan  and  Abinadab,  or  Jonadab  (see  JONADAB,  3), 
are  really  the  same  person,  '  Jonathan  '  and  '  Jonadab  ' 
being  liable  to   confusion  (cp  Marq.  Fund.  25).      Cp, 
however,   MALCHISHUA.      For    the   romantic    story  of 
Jonathan,  see  DAVID,  SAUL;  and  on  2  S.  \^  ff.  see 
JASHER,  BOOK  OF.     See  also  MEPHIBOSHETH.'-* 

2.  b.  Gershom  b.  Moses,3  head  of  the  priesthood  at  Dan 
(Judg.  1830  -fji  [B])  ;    Dan  was  one  of  the  places  (Abel 
being  the  other)  proverbially  renowned  for  the  retention 
of  old  customs  (2  S.  20 18,  (5),  and  that  the  priests  of 
Dan  traced  their  descent  from  Moses  is  a  fact  of  great 
interest.      For  Mosaic  priestly  families  see  GERSHOM, 
ELEAZAK,  MUSHI. 

3.  b.   Abiathar,   mentioned   along  with  Ahimaaz  b. 
Zadok  as  David's  messenger  and  spy  during  his  contests 
with  Absalom  (2  S.  162736  171720).      He  was  the  person 
who  announced  to  Adonijah  and  Joab  the  tidings  that 
Solomon  had  been  anointed  ( i  K.  1 42^ ,  MT  jruv ;  twaca- 
Bav  [A]  in  v.  42). 

4.  b.  Shimei,  the  brother  of  David  who  slew  Goliath 
(2  S.  21 21  =  i  Ch.  20y).      He  is  apparently  the  same  as 
Jonadab  ( i ).     See  GOLIATH. 

5.  b.    Shage,  the  HARARITE  \ij.v.~\,   is  enumerated 


was  a     escendant  ot  the  idolatrous  king  ftlanas 
Bab.,  Baba  bathra,  109  b  ;  on  &  see  Moore's  note. 


JONAN 

did  not  repent  at  a  still  greater  '  sign ' — the  appearance  among 
them  of  a  more  exalted  personage  than  Jonah.  It  may  be  safely 
assumed  that  by  the  tune  of  Jesus  the  symbolic  character  of 
Jonah  had  been  as  completely  forgotten  as  that  of  the  good 
Samaritan  must  have  been  by  those  who  first  pointed  out  the 
traditional  site  of  the  '  inn  '  of  Lk.  10  34.! 

The  post-biblical  legends  respecting  Jonah  are  uninteresting 

(see    ps.-Epiphanius,    DC     I 'it.    Proph.  10,    and    cp    Kaiisrh, 

Bib.    St.  2287-290).      It   was,    however,    an 

9.  Literature,   appropriate    fancy    to    place    the    tomb    of 

etc.  Jonah     on    the     hill    called    the     'mound 

of  repentance,'   from   which,   the    Moslems 

believe,  Jonah  delivered  addresses  to  the  people  of  Nineveh, 

to  the  E.  of  the  probable  site  of  that  city.     Nor  must  we  omit 

to  notice  that  Jonah  and  a  fantastic  monster  (not  a  whale)  occur 

several  times  m  early  Christian  paintings  in  the  catacombs  at 

Rome. 

For  a  full  conspectus  of  works  on  Jonah  see  Kalisch,  Bib. 
Si.  2,  '  The  Book  of  Jonah,'  '78  ;  Chapman,  '  Jonah,'  Smith's 
DBP) ;  or  Konig,  'Jonah,'  Hastings'  DB,  vol.  2.  Pusey's 
comm.  should  be  read  on  the  conservative  side — a  side  which 
is  now  seldom  represented.  Konig,  Einl.,  §  77,  is  of  use  for 
the  linguistic  argument,  and  his  article,  just  referred  to, 
comprises  a  rich  collection  of  facts,  though  condensation  would 
greatly  have  improved  it.  G.  A.  Smith,  on  the  other  hand 
(Twelve  Prophets,  2  493^)  gives  much  in  a  small  compass,  and 
is  very  judicious.  On  *5's  text  see  Vollers,  ZATIV  3  219^ 
4  'iff.  Kleinert's  contribution  to  Lange's  /yz'<W«w,£('Obadiah,' 
'Jonah,' etc.,  '68)  has  an  interesting  introduction.  J.  S.  Bloch, 
St.  2.  Gesch.  tier  Sammlung  der  Alt.  Heb.  Lit.,  '7 5,  and  Che. 
'Jonah,  A  Study  in  Jewish  Folklore  and  Religion,'  in  Th.  : 
Rev.,  211-219  ('77),  are  referred  to  above.  C.  H.  H.  Wright, 
Biblical  Studies,  '86,  argues  very  ably  for  the  symbolic  apart 
from  the  mythical  theory.  Nowack,  Die  kl.  Proph.,  '97,  gives 
a  thorough  exegesis,  but  is  most  unsatisfactory  in  his  treat 
ment  of  the  affinities  of  the  story  (175).  Winckler,  A  OF  2  -zbojff.  j 
(critically  helpful,  see  above).  On  the  plant  called  klkayon  see  I 
Tristram  in  Smith,  DB,  and  cp  GOURD.  T.  K.  C. 

JONAN,  RV  Jonam  (ICON AM  [Ti.  WH]),  a  name  in 
the  genealogy  of  Jesus;  Lk.  830.       See  GENEALOGIES    ! 


JONATH-ELEM-RECHOKIM 

among  David's  thirty  in  i  Ch.  1134  (jruv).  In  28. 
2832  the  name  of  Jonathan,  without  a  patronymic,  is 
immediately  followed  by  that  of  Shammah  the  Ilararite. 
But  as  '  Shammah  the  Hararite '  has  already  been 
enumerated  (2  S.  23  n  :  see  SHAMMAH),  there  can  be 
little  doubt  (i)  that  in  S.  immediately  after  Jonathan's 
name  the  word  -73  ought  (with  L)  to  be  restored  from 
Ch.  ;  (2)  that  in  Ch.  net?  ought  (with  L.  aa^aio.)  to 
be  read  for  nio  (Bii.  for  the  common  <jc>,  ffay-r}  [A],  awXa 
[BX]).  Thus  in  both  places  'Jonathan  the  son  of 
Shammah  the  Hararite '  ought  to  be  read.  Marqunrt 
(Fund.  20  f. )  goes  further  in  reading  N^N  in  place  of  ncv 
(<5  [(r]o>Xa  =  Nl?K).  Jonathan  was  the  brother  of 
Shammah  in  2  S.  23  n. 

6.  A  scribe,  temp.  Zedekiah  (Jer.  37  [<B,  44]  15  20  38  26,  -ft  [B 
everywhere]). 

7.  b.   Kareah,  a  Judahite  captain  (Jer.  40s,  (5  om.  with  some 
Heb.  MSS). 

8.  b.  Jada,  the  father  of  Peleth  and  Zaza  (i  C\\.Z^/.). 

9.  Av    JKHONATHAN,  b.  UZZIAH,  one  of  David's  overseers 
(iCh.  2725). 

10.  The  kinsman   (TH)  of  David,  a  counsellor  (iCh.  2732). 
He  is  possibly  to  be  identified  with  4. 

n.  EV  JEHONATHAN,  a  Levite,  temp.  Jehoshaphat  (2Ch. 
17s). 

12.  Father  of  Ebed  (2),  Ezra  86=1  Esd. 832. 

13-  b.  Asahel,  one  of  Ezra's  opponents  (cp  Kosters,  Het 
Herstel,  119  f.)  in  the  putting  down  of  the  foreign  marriages, 
Ezra  10  15  =  i  Esd.  914. 

14.  b.  Joiada  and  father  of  Jaddua  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  6b),  Neh. 
12  ii  (iuiavada.  [nc-a]).  See  JOHANAN  (2). 

Two  priests,  temp.  Joiakim  (EZRA  ii.,  §§  6  i,  ii),  viz: — (15) 
Head  of  the  Family  of  Malluchi,  Neh.  12 14  (om.  BK*A).  (16) 
EV  JEHONATHAN,  head  of  the  family  of  Shemaiah  (Neh.  12 is; 
om.  BN*A). 

17.  Father  of  Zechariah,  a  priest  in  the  procession  at  the  dedi 
cation  of  wall  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  13^),  Neh.  1235  (iwavav  [BK*]). 

18.  The    Maccabee,  son  of  Mattathias  (i  Mace.  2s,  noi/afty? 
[«*]  9 19  etc.,  ia>i/a0T)s  [A  10 59,  2  Mace.  8 22  (A)],  ivaQav  [V*ll37] 
see    MACCABEES    i.,    §   5.       In    i    Mace.  25   he   is  surnamed 

APPHUS  (aan-^ous  [KV],  crayons  [A],  apphus  [Vg.],  t-qnciOi.. 
[Syr.]) — i.e.,  C13n,  'dissimulator.' 

19.  Son  of  Absalom,  sent  by  Simon  the  Maccabee  to  seize 
Joppa(i  Mace.  13n);  he  is  perhaps  the  brother  of  the  Mattathias 
in  11  70. 

20.  The  priest  by  whom  the  prayer  was  led  when  the  first 
sacrifice  was  offered  up  after  the  return  from  the  Exile  (2  Mace. 
1 23,  itavaOos  [Va]).     See  NAPHTHAR. 

21.  A  member  of  the  high-priestly  family  who  sat  in  judgment 
on  Peter  and  John  (Acts  46).     So  D  and  other  ancient  authori 
ties  (see  Blass,  and  cp  Nestle,  Einfiihrung,  205).     Cp  Jos.  Ant. 
viii.  4363,  BJ  ii.  12  s_/C  and  see  ANNAS.      Most  MSS,  how 
ever,  have  '  John  '  (so  RV).     See  JOHN,  6. 

JONATHAS,  RV  Jathan(i&6AN  [BA],  NAGAN  [N]). 
brother  of  the  Ananias,  Tobit's  kinsman,  whose  son 
the  archangel  Raphael,  when  in  disguise,  claims  to  be 
(Tob.5i3). 

JONATH-ELEM-RECHOKIM,  UPON  (D^S  n:'V^ 

D  prn ;  vn-ep  rov  Aaov  rov  ano  TUV  ayiiav  fxe/uaxpvfX/xcVou 
[BXRT] ;  '  Of  the  congregation  of  Israel  which  is  like  a  mute 
dove  '  [Tg.] ;  vurep  TrepitTTepo?  aXaAou  jj.a.Kpv<TfLiav  [Aq.],  vjrep  TTJJ 
Trep.  iurep  TOV  <f>\i\ov  auroO  dmoa^ieVov  [oym.  ap.  Eus. ;  but  see 
Field];  un-ep  rrjs  Trepio-rfpas?  [Theod.];  it.  T.  n.  TTJS  fioyiAaAov 
KfKpvmt-tvtav  [ed.  quinta] ;  '  pro  columba  muta,  eo  quod  procul 
abierit  David,'  etc.  [J]). 

A  phrase  in  the  heading  of  Ps.  56,  still  defended  by 
Konig,1  but  most  probably  corrupt.  Emending  as  in 
analogous  cases  we  may  read:  '  for  the  Sabbath ';  'for  the 
sacrifices. ' 

rul"1?!!'  AV  '  upon  Jonath,'  is  probably  a  corruption  of 
njtrtrtl-^y  ('for  the  Sabbath'),  or  more  strictly  of  the  inter 
mediate  reading  riirar^V (EV  'upon  Neginoth  ' ;  cpPs.  54yi); 
and  D'pm  D*?N  (RV  Elem - rehokim),  of  D'rnirr1?^  ('for  the 
sacrifices').  That  n^D1?  (EV  'for  the  chief  musician')  also  = 
DTQlS,  is  no  objection  to  this  theory  ;  in  the  headings,  as  else 
where,  dittography  comes  into  play.  The  favourite  modern 
view,  however,  is  that  C ? X  should  be  pointed  C7K  (so  Bochart), 


2.571 


1  K.  would  explain,  'Columba  (silentii  =  )silens  peregrinorum 
locorum  =  inter  et  propter  peregrines'  (Hastings'  DB  2  7476). 
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JOPPA 

difficult.  Ba.  refers  to  Lev.  1821,  where  '  the  name  of  thy  God' 
becomes  in  ©  TO  ovofj-a.  TO  ayiov;  Neubauer,  more  plausibly, 
thinks  that  ©  read  C^X,  'porch';  cp  2  Ch.158,  'the  porch  of 
Yahwe.'  More  probably  &  read  CtfS  'people,'  and  took  it  for 
an  explanation  of  DJV.  Cp,  however,  Staerk,  2 A  77K12 136  ['92]. 

1.  K.  C. 

JOPPA  (IS*  or  Nia;  ;  lOTTTTH  [BAL  ;  Ti.  WH  ;  Jos. 
IOTTH]  ;  Phoen.  ''S'1  ;  Egypt.  lapu  [Maspero],  Yepu 
[Vv'MM]  ;  Am.  Tab.  Ya-a-pu,  Ya-pu  ;  \s&.  Yappu, 
Yapu}.  The  name  and  site  of  Joppa  have  never  changed. 

The  biblical  passages  are  : 

Josh.  1946  [AV  JAPHO],  2  Ch.  2  16  [15]  Jon.  1  3  [urmji/  N*] ; 
Ezra  87;  JOPPE  AV,  lEsd.  655;  i  Mace.  10  75^  [iwTnrr),  V 
z:  75  and  Va  in  v.  76]  11'6  [ICOTTTTT)  Va]  1233  13  n  145  [ITTTTOC 
N*j  34  15  28  35  2  Mace.  4  21  [irnnriv  A]  12  3  7  fi07nr(e)tTcu  A,  -TJTCH 
V  in  v.  3,  V*  in  v.  7,  'men  of  Joppa'],  Acts  9  36  38  42  f.  1658 
2332115  i3f. 

There  is  no  reference  to  Joppa  in  any  early  biblical 
writing ;  but  we  know  (Am.  Tab.  21 4  32/1 ;  cp  178  20)  that 
1  Earlier  an  Egyptian  officer  guarded  '  the  gate 
historv  °^  Gaza  and  the  gate  of  Joppa '  for 
™'  Amen-hotep  IV.  The  place  occurs 
in  the  list  of  cities  in  Syria  and  Palestine  conquered  by 
Thotmes  III.  (RFC1)  647,  no.  62),  and  in  the  papyrus 
Anastasi  I. ,  where  its  gardens  with  their  blooming  date- 
palms  are  specially  mentioned. 1  The  ruse,  exactly  like 
that  of  Ali  Baba  in  the  Thousand  and  One  Nights,  by 
which  an  Egyptian  officer  was  said  to  have  taken 
Joppa,  forms  the  theme  of  an  Egyptian  folk-story.2 
It  is  no  sport  of  the  fancy,  however,  when  Sennacherib 
tells  us  that  he  besieged  and  took  Joppa,  then  a  part  of 
the  dominion  of  Ashkelon  (AT?  2  93).  The  notice  is  im 
portant.  It  is  the  only  hint  we  have  of  the  political 
connection  of  Joppa  during  any  part  of  the  pre-exilic 
period  of  the  history  of  Israel.  We  may  assume  that 
throughout  that  period  it  was  either  Philistine  or 
Phoenician.  The  circumstance  that  Joppa  is  nowhere 
mentioned  in  the  pre-exilic  biblical  writings  where  the 
Philistines  are  referred  to  seems  to  justify  us  in  suppos 
ing  that  during  the  nourishing  period  of  the  Phoenician 
cities  its  political  connection  was  Phoenician,  not  Philis 
tine.3  That  it  was  ever  in  Israelitish  hands,  is  not 
suggested  even  by  P  (Josh.  1946)  ;  it  was  Jonathan,  or 
rather  Simon  the  Maccabee,  who  first  incorporated  Joppa 
into  the  Jewish  territory.  In  the  meantime,  however, 
had  the  Israelites  no  access  to  the  sea  by  Joppa  ?  Did 
not  Jonah,  son  of  Amittai,  go  down  to  Joppa  and  find 
a  ship  going  to  Tarshish  (Jon.  13)?  The  reason  why 
pre-exilic  Israelites  did  not  '  go  down '  to  Joppa  (cp 
JONAH,  BOOK  OF)  is  that  there  was  Philistine  territory 
to  be  traversed  before  getting  to  Joppa.  In  post-exilic 
times,  however,  we  do  hear  of  timber  being  brought  to 
Jerusalem  from  the  Lebanon  by  ships  which  discharged 
their  cargo  at  Joppa  (Ezra  87),  and  accordingly  the 
Chronicler  (2  Ch.  2i6[is])  changes  the  indefinite  ex 
pression  (i  K.  5 9 [23]),  'to  the  place  that  thou  shalt 
appoint  me,'  into  'to  Joppa.'4  What  the  place  re 
ferred  to  indefinitely  by  the  older  writer  was,  is  un 
certain  ;  it  may  have  been  DOR  [g.v.~\. 

In    148   B.C.   Joppa   was   captured  by  Jonathan  the 

Maccabee  (i  Mace.  1076).      To  keep  a  coast-town  like 

2   Later    t'1'S|   nowever>   was   difficult,   owing   to  the 

Historv     m'xed    character    of    the    population,    and 

™'    Jonathan's  brother  Simon  had  to  recapture 

it  about  six  years  later  (1233/. ).      It  was  felt  to  be  an 

important  event,  for  never  before  had  the  Jews  possessed 

a   harbour    on    the    Great    Sea.      'And    together   with 

all  his  (other)  glory,'  says  the  historian  (i  Mace.  14s), 

'  he  took  Joppa  for  a  haven,  and  made  it  an  entrance 

for  the  isles  of  the  sea,' — i.e.,  he  opened  the  door  for 

commerce,   and  perhaps  (as  G.  A.   Smith  thinks5)  for 

1  Chabas,   Voyage  cfun  Egypticn,  v-,of.  ;   Brugsch,   Gesc/i. 
Aeg.  558. 

2  Maspero,  Contes  populaires  de  lEgypte  ancicnne,  149-160. 

3  So  Budde,  Urgesch.  336,  n.  2. 

*  So  RV,  Ezra  and  Chronicles ;  also  Kau.  HS.      AV,  less 
correctly,  renders  '  to  the  sea  of  Toppa.' 
5  HG  137. 
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the  propagation  of  the  Jewish  religion.  Simon  himself 
took  a  pride  in  his  achievement,  for  he  caused  ships  to 
be  represented  on  the  family  monument  at  Modin 
(13  «,/.). 

For  other  references  to  Joppa,  see  2  Mace.  12  3-7  i  Mace. 
13  n.  Pompey,  after  capturing  Jerusalem  (63  B.C.),  refortified 
Joppa,  and  annexed  it  to  the  province  of  Syria  (Jos.  Ant. 
xiv.  4  4).  Sixteen  years  later  it  was  restored  to  Hyrcanus  (ib. 
xiv.  10  6);  next,  it  was  united  to  the  kingdom  of  Herod  the 
Great  (ib.  xv.  7  3),  upon  whose  death  it  passed  to  Archelaus 
(ib.  xvii.  114).  On  the  deposition  of  Archelaus  (6  A.D.)  it  was 
annexed,  with  the  rest  of  Palestine,  to  the  Roman  province  of 
Syria. 

Joppa  is  mentioned  several  times  in  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles  (936-43,  see  DORCAS;  16523  11s,  see 
CORNELIUS).  No  better  place  could  be  imagined  for 
the  vision  assigned  by  the  historian,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
to  Peter,  which  showed  that  Jews  and  Gentiles  alike 
were  admissible  into  the  fold  of  Christ.  The  city, 
now  fanatically  Jewish,  suffered  terribly  during  the 
Roman  war.  It  was  surprised  by  Cestius  Gallus,  who 
massacred  8400  of  its  inhabitants  (BJ  ii.  18 10).  Some 
what  later,  it  was  repaired  by  enemies  of  the  Romans, 
and  became  a  nest  of  pirates.  Vespasian  quickly  took 
action,  and  captured  and  destroyed  the  city.  The 
people  had  fled  to  their  ships,  but  a  '  black  north  wind ' 
(jU,eXa.//,/3<5p«o* ;  cp  WIND)  arose,  and  the  ships  were 
dashed  to  pieces  on  the  rocks  (ib.  iii.  9  2-4). 

Later  Joppa  rose  from  its  ashes.  In  the  fourth  century  it 
became  the  seat  of  a  bishopric.  During  the  Crusades  it  was 
taken  and  retaken  by  Franks  and  Saracens,  and  fell  into  a  state 
of  ruin.  According  to  Badeker  (/W.(3),  8)  the  construction 
of  the  stone  quay  dates  from  the  end  of  the  seventeenth  century. 
That  may  be ;  but  Hasselquist,  in  1751,  found  that  it  had  lately 
been  rebuilt  by  an  Armenian  from  Constantinople,  who  also 
'erected  some  stone  houses  and  magazines  on  the  shore. '1 
These,  he  adds,  '  give  the  place  an  appearance  from  the  seaside, 
much  preferable  to  the  miserable  prospect  it  formerly  afforded.1 
In  1799  it  was  taken  by  the  French  under  Kleber.  It  had 
already  been  surrounded  by  walls.2  Fortifications  were  erected 
by  the  English,  and  afterwards  extended  by  the  Turks.  Under 
the  name  of  Yafa.  (Jaffa)  it  is  now  an  important  town,  partly 
from  its  trade,  but  still  more  from  the  large  number  of  pilgrims 
passing  through  every  year  to  Jerusalem  ;  the  population  is 
estimated  (1897)  at  over  35,000. 

Joppa  is  built  on  a  rocky  eminence  116  feet  high, 
and  its  name  probably  means  'the  conspicuous'3  (cp 

3   S'tuat'o     JAPHIA)  I    on    such    a    level    beach    the 
,  '  smallest    eminence   is    noticeable.      It   is 

only  with  qualifications  that  Jaffa  can  be 
called  a  seaport.  Josephus  (Z?/iii.  9s)  remarks  that  '  by 
nature  Joppa  is  harbourless,  for  it  ends  in  a  rough 
beach,  straight  for  the  most  part,  but  the  two  extremities 
nearly  converge,  and  here  there  are  steep  crags  and 
rocks  that  jut  out  into  the  sea. '  In  fact,  the  harbour  is 
formed  by  a  ridge  of  low  and  partly  sunken  rocks  which 
run  out  at  a  sharp  angle  towards  the  NW.  from  the  S. 
end  of  the  town.  Boats  can  enter  it  either  by  rounding 
the  point  or  by  a  narrow  break  in  the  ledge,  and  even 
this  by  no  means  pleasurable  entrance  is  often  impos 
sible,  '  the  haven  being  (with  some  winds)  more 
dangerous  than  the  open  sea.'  So  Josephus  truly 
states,  adding  that  on  the  rocks  of  which  he  has  spoken 
'  the  chains  wherewith  Andromeda  was  bound  are  still 
shown,  attesting  the  antiquity  of  that  mythus. '  Pliny 
also  states  that  '  in  front  of  the  city  lies  a  rock  upon 
which  they  point  out  the  vestiges  of  the  chains  by 
which  Andromeda  was  bound  '  (f/N5n)  ;  the  skeleton 
of  some  marine  monster  was  also  shown  (see 
JONAH  ii. ,  §  4).  Certainly  it  is  probable  that 
the  dangerous  character  of  the  haven  of  Joppa 
was  accounted  for  in  olden  times  by  the  presence 
of  a  dragon,  just  as  a  tawny  fountain  near  Joppa  was 
thought  to  derive  its  hue  from  the  blood  of  the  monster 
slain  by  Perseus.4  The  sea  seemed  more  alive  near 
Joppa  than  elsewhere  (cp  Jos.  BJ  I.e.],  and  the  living 
power  in  certain  waters  was  frequently  held  to  be  de 
rived  from  serpents  or  dragons.  Some  may  have  said 

1  Voyages  and  Travels  in  the  Levant  (1766),  116  118. 

2  These  have  since  been  razed. 

3  '  Beauty '  is  not  equally  plausible  (cp  JAPHETH). 

4  WRSXel.  Seta.P),  174. 
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that  the  dragon  was  actually  slain,  others  that  he  was 
merely  confined  below  the  sea  (cp  DRAGON,  §  4). 

Jaffa  is  beautiful  when  viewed  from  the  sea,  beautiful 
also  in  its  surroundings.  The  orange  gardens  are 
modern  ;  but  fruit  has  always  been  grown  in  abundance 
on  this  rich  soil.  All  the  Jaffa  fruit  has  a  high  reputa 
tion,  and,  as  agriculture  and  viticulture  spread,  other 
parts  of  SW.  Palestine  will  vie  with  Jaffa.  Antiquities 
are  wanting.  Dean  Stanley's  defence  of  the  supposed 
house  of  Simon  the  Tanner  (Sinai  and  Pal,,  277 /)  is 
at  least  eloquent  and  chivalrous.  T.  K.  C. 

JORAH  (i"W;  Furst,  '  harvest-born, '  cp  iTlV,  'early 
(i.e.,  autumn)  rain  '  ;  but  see  below  ;  oyRA  [B],  ICORA 
[A],  -pne  [L]),  a  family  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §  9,  §  8c),  Ezra2i8  =  Neh.  7  24  (HARIPH)  = 
i  Esd.  5i6  (AZEPHURITH,  RV  ARSIPHURITH). 

'  Harvest-born  '  (cp  «]nh,  '  autumn  ')  for  Jorah  and  Hariph  is 
certainly  wrong.  The  forms  are  parallel  to  Haroeh  and  Hareph 
in  i  Ch.  2$if.,  both  of  which  (like  REAIAH  and  possibly  EI.I- 
HOREPH)  come  from  Jerahme'el.  In  ap<ret<j>ovp(i9  [B]  of  i  Esd. 
5 16  (see  HARIPH)  apo<ejt(|>  =  Hariph,  and  oup(e)t0  probably  = 
Hurith,  a  variant  to  Hariph.  See,  however,  Guthe  (on  Ezra- 
Neh.) ;  E.  Meyer,  Entst.  144.  X.  K.  C. 

JORAI  (nV),  a  Gadite;  iCh.5i3  (icopee  [B], 
icopec  [A],  ico&peiM  [L]).  'Jorai'  qpcurs  among 
other  corruptions  of  tribal  names.  See  JORAH. 

JORAM  (D^T1,  shortened  from  JEHORAM,  g.v. 
Pinches  and  Hommel,  however,  compare  Ai-rammu, 
an  Edomite  royal  name  read  by  Schrader  and  Bezold 
Malik- ram mu  [Taylor  Cyl.  254],  Ai  being  viewed  by 
them  as  =  Ya ;  cp  Del.  Par.  163  f.  It  is  a  question 
whether  all  these  three  names  have  not  arisen  out  of 
Jerahme'el). 

1.  SonofAhab;  see  JEHORAM,  i. 

2.  Son  of  Jehoshaphat ;  see  JEHORAM,  2. 

3.  A  Levite,  i  Ch.  2625  (DT,  iwpofi  [BAL]). 

4.  A  doubtful  reading  in  28.  Sio;  see  HADORAM,  Toi. 

5.  One  of  the  '  captains  of  thousands '  in    i  Esd.  1 9  (napa/j. 
[BA],  iu)£aj3a£[L]),  corresponding  to  JOZABAD  (y.v.,  5),  'chief  of 
the  Levites,' in  2(jh.  869.  T   K   C 

JORDAN  (|T)!.  for  JTl!  [Olsh.  §  215-],  ,OpA&NHC 
[<&  ;  also  -avv-qs,  -acos],  -HC  -QC  [Jos.]),  the  chief  river 
of  Palestine.  (See  maps  to  GILEAD  and  EPHRAIM.  ) 

The  name  was  felt  by  the  Hebrews  to  be  an  appella 
tive  ;  hence  in  prose  it  almost  always  has  the  article. 
1  Name  ^  's  most  probably  of  Semitic  origin  (though 
Wi.  dissents),  and  may  be  connected  with 
Syr.  yardd  '  a  lake, '  Ar.  warada  '  to  go  down  to  water  ' 
(of  cattle),  ivird"'1  '  watering-place '  ;  and  hence  we 
may  explain  pr  as  '  watering-place,'  '  ford. ' x  lapSavos 
was  a  river  in  Crete  (Horn.  //.  7136,  Od.  8392). 

See  further  Ew.  Hist.  1  245  267;  Wi.  AT  Unters.  186, 
AOF  422.  Of  the  two  traditional  explanations,  one — that 
from  TV. i  'to  descend'  (cp  OS  169  81  203  98) — has  found 
much  acceptance,  but  we  should  expect  rather  the  '  swift '  or 
'  sinuous '  stream  to  be  the  title  of  the  Jordan.  The  other,  from 
IX'  and  jl,  as  if  pT  =  JYlN'  meant  either 'river  of  Dan '  or 'the 
river  which  has  two  sources,  Jor  and  Dan'  (Jer.  on  Mt.  1613; 
cp  DAN  ii.,  §  2),  needs  no  refutation,  though  it  is  perhaps 
implied  by  <5's  iopSar»);.  By  a  coincidence  the  current  Arabic 
name  of  the  Jordan  (es-Seri'a)  means  'the  watering-place,"  or 
'  the  ford  '  (another  &erta,  from  which  the  Jordan  is  sometimes 
distinguished  by  the  addition  of  el-Kebira  '  the  great,'  is  the 
Yarmuk,  see  §  6).  The  name  al-'Urdunn,  however,  is  also 
known  (see  KampfTmeyer,  ZDPV,  '92,  p.  27). 

i.  We  now  understand  how  P  can  use  the  expression 
'inr  jrv,  '  the  Jordan  of  Jericho'2  (Nu.  22  i  £63  34 15 

2.  References.  Josh' 13s2'    etcf).'    aPPa™11/  with   a 
reminiscence  of  its  original  use  as  an 

appellative  ('ford').       Probably  the  famous   fords  im- 

1  Since  the  above  was  written,  the  author  has  found  that  this 
explanation  was  first  proposed  by  Seybold,  MDPV,  '96,  p.  loyC 
261. 

2  AV  gives  '  Jordan  by  (also,  near)  Jericho  ' ;  RV  '  the  Jordan 
at   Jericho '  (cp  ©  Kara.    lepei^w).       Kautzsch   (ffS)   supplies 
'  gegeniiber '  (opposite).      But  in  Gramm.  125  h  he  recognises 
that  the  genitive  (irrr)  is  added  to  indicate  a  particular  part  of 
the  Jordan.      Dillmann  paraphrases   '  that  part  of  the  Jordan 
which  touches  the  domain  of  Jericho.' 
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mediately  opposite  Tell  es-Sultan  are  meant.  In  adopt 
ing  the  expression  once,  and  once  only,  the  Chronicler 
(i  Ch.  6  63  [78])  is  conscious  that  it  needs  a  paraphrase  ; 
he  therefore  adds  '  on  the  E.  of  Jordan.' 

2.  Another  expression  which  may  now  become  plainer 
is  IT)!?  133'  EV  ' the  plain  (lit.  circle)  of  Jordan,'  Gen. 
13io/.  (see  LOT),   i  K.  7  46  (see  ADAM,  ZARETHAN). 
2  Ch.  417,  or  simply  133:,,  EV   'the  plain'  (Gen.  13i2 
19  17  25  28/.    Dt.  34s  28.1823),   to  which  corresponds 
the  phrase  rj  ireplx<»>pos  rov  'lopSdvov  in  the  LXX  and  in 
Mt.  3s  Lk.  83.    The  Hebrew  phrase  means,  according  to 
Buhl  (Pal.  112),  '  the  middle  and  broader  part  of  the 
Jordan  valley  from  the  S.  end  of  the  Dead  Sea  to  about 
the  Wady  'Ajlun '   (see  GILEAD).     This  view  is  based 
on  a  comparison  of  Dt.  34s  ('  the  circle,  even  the  Plain 
of  Jericho  [the  city  of  palm-trees],  as  far  as  Zoar')  with 
2  S.  1823,  i  K.  746.      In  Dt.  34s,  however,  the  phrase 
1  the  Circle '  (nssn  ;  cp  PLAIN,  4)  certainly  appears  to 
have  a  narrower  reference,  and  the  words  133:1  in  2  S. 
1823  and  pT,Ti333  in  i  K.  746  are  with  good  reason 
suspected   of  corruption    (see    MAHANAIM,    TEBAH). 
The    primary  meaning    of  the   phrase    '  the   Circle   of 
Jordan '  was  probably  the  district  between  Jericho  and 
ZOAR  [g.v.].      This  suits  not  only  Dt.  34s   but  also 
Mt.  3s,  where  the  phrase  'all  the  region  round  about 
Jordan  '  (iracra.  i)  irepix-  T-  'lopd. )  seems  to  mean  '  the 
country  near  Jericho  and  the  Jordan.'  1 

3.  In  Job  4023  '  Jordan  '  has  been  thought  to  be  used 
as  an  appellative.      Most  critics  (e.g. ,  Dillmann,  David 
son,   Duhm)  render,  'He  is  careless  though  a  Jordan 
break  forth  upon  his  mouth,'  explaining  'a  Jordan  '  to 
mean  '  a  violent  outbreak  of  water. '    Considering  that  the 
context  points  to  the  Nile,  this  is  hard  doctrine,  and  if 
1  Jordan '  were  used  as  an  appellative,  it  should  mean 
'  ford. '     Hence  Ley  and  Budde  propose  to  omit  JIT  as 
a  gloss,   and  Winckler  emends  it  into  -IN'  '  Nile '   (but 
whence    comes    p?).        Certainly   the    Nile,    not    the 
Jordan,  is  to  be  expected,  and  perhaps  we  should  read 
thus,  jirn  13^  '3  naa\    '  he  is  careless  though  GIHON 
(i.e. ,  the  Nile,  ||  in:,  i.e. ,  the  Euphrates)  overflow'  ;  for 
v.  24  see  Crit.  Bib. ). 

4.  In  Ps.  426(7)  'from  the  land  of  Jordan  and  the 
Hermonites '  is  commonly  thought  to  mean  '  the  neigh 
bourhood  of  Dan  (Tell  el-Kadi)  or  Caesarea   Philippi 
(Banias),    where   the   Jordan  rises    from  the   roots    of 
Hermon  '  (Kirkpatrick).     This  view  of  the  text  places 
v.  6  (7)  in  a  very  pleasing  light,  and  adds  a  fresh  and 
interesting  association  to  the  picturesque  scenery  of  the 
Upper  Jordan  ;    but  it   is  of  very  doubtful   accuracy. 
See  HERMONITES,  MIZAR. 

5.  On  Jer.  12s  'the  swelling'  (AV  RVme-,  Ew. )  ;  or 
'  the  pride  (RV)  of  Jordan,1  see  §  6  and  cp  FOREST,  3  (c). 

6.  Josh.  3  15.     Whether  the  passage  of  the  Jordan 
was  represented  in  the  earlier  form  of  the  tradition  as 
having  occurred  opposite  Jericho,  or  at  a  point  farther  N. , 
such  as  the  ford  ed-Ddmieh  (some  16  m.  above  the  ford 
near  Jericho),  need  not  be  discussed  again  (see  JERICHO, 
§4,  i).     The  latter  view  fits  in  better  with  the  story  of 
Jacob's  migration   as   it  now  stands  (Gen.  32  f. )  and 
with  the  direction  given   to  Moses  in   Dt.  11 29 /.  (see 
GERIZIM,   §  if.).     Still,  whichever  theory  we  adopt, 
it  remains  true  that,    if  the  reported   passage   of  the 
Israelites    occurred    'at    harvest-time,'    it    must    have 
synchronised  with  the  overflow  of  the  Jordan.       The 
circumstance  that  this  river  overflows  the  narrow  strip 
of  vegetation  on  each  side  of  its  channel  at  harvest  time 
(i.e.,  at  the  latter  end  of  March,  cp  i  Ch.  12 15.  Ecclus. 
2426),  is  recalled  to  the  mind  of  the  reader  that  he  may 
duly  estimate  the  marvel  which  tradition  has  reported.2 

7.  Passing  over  the  references  in  the  lives  of  GIDEON. 
DAVID  (cp  FORD),  ELIJAH,  and  ELISHA,  we  pause  at 

1  See  Keim,  Jesu  von  Naz.  1494  (ET2z3i^).      In  Lk.  83, 
however,  a  wider  reference  is  possible. 

2  On  the  legendary  character  of  the  narrative  cp  Wi.,  Gesch. 
2io6f- 
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the  deeply  interesting  scene  of  the  baptisms  of  John  in 
Jordan.  It  was  to  the  reed-covered  banks  of  this  river 
that  the  one  religious  teacher  of  his  time  whom  none, 
as  Jesus  implies  (Mt.  11?),  could  compare  to  a  reed, 
summoned  his  penitents.  To  a  modern  observer, 
indeed,  the  scenery  of  the  Jordan  near  Jericho  seems 
the  most  appropriate  that  could  have  been  chosen  for 
those  solemn  events. 

At  the  same  time  we  must  not  be  too  sure  that  Jesus' 
baptism  occurred  there.  That  John  baptized  at  the  great  ford 
near  Jericho,  is  likely  enough.  But  that  he  also  baptized  at 
Beth-nimrah  (the  probable  original  of  the  readings  'Bethany' 
and  '  Bethabara  '  in  Jn.  1  28  ;  see  BETHANY,  §  2),  and  'at  JEnon, 
near  Salim  '  (Jn.  3  23,  see  SALIM),  are  facts  by  no  means  difficult 
to  accept,  considering  that  the  new  Elijah  must  have  travelled 
about  like  the  old.  And  we  may  reasonably  suppose  that  the 
scene  of  Jesus'  baptism  was  in  some  district  more  convenient 
than  that  of  Jericho  for  Galilasan  pilgrims. 

Without  such  inquiries  as  these,  a  critical  geography 
of  Palestine  is  impossible  ;  but  the  historical  interest  of 
the  Jordan  (in  spite  of  the  want  of  great  events  in 
political  history  connected  with  it)  is  not  seriously 
affected  by  them.  To  us,  as  well  as  to  Elisha,  the 
Jordan  is  far  more  than  '  Abana  and  Pharpar,  rivers  of 
Damascus,'  more  even  than  'the  great  river,  the  river 
Euphrates.'  T.  K.  C. 

The  physical  interest  of  the  Jordan  is  hardly  inferior 
to  the  historical.  It  has  been  well  said,  '  There  may 

3  Physical  'De  sometmnS  on  tne  surface  of  another 
features      Planet  to  match  the  Jordan  Valley  :  there 

is  nothing  on  this.  No  other  part  of  our 
earth,  uncovered  by  water,  sinks  to  300  ft.  below  the 
level  of  the  ocean.  But  here  we  have  a  rift  more  than 
1 60  m.  long,  and  from  2  to  15  broad,  which  falls 
from  the  sea-level  to  as  deep  as  1292  ft.  below  it  at  the 
coast  of  the  Dead  Sea,  while  the  bottom  of  the  latter  is 
1300  feet  deeper  still. ' 1  It  was  supposed  by  Burckhardt 
that  the  waters  of  the  Jordan  originally  flowed  down 
the  whole  course  of  the  depression  from  the  Lebanon 
to  the  Gulf  of  'Akaba.  This  view,  however,  has  been 
rejected  by  Lartet  and  disproved  by  Prof.  Hull  (see 
P£FQ,  '86,  pp.  145/0- 

'  I  am  disposed  to  think,'  says  this  eminent  geologist,  '  that 
the  fracture  of  the  Jordan-Arabah  valley  and  the  elevation  of 
the  tableland  of  Edom  and  Moab  on  the  E.  were  all  the  outcome 
of  simultaneous  operations  and  due  to  similar  causes,  namely, 
the  tangential  pressure  of  the  earth's  crust  due  to  contraction — 
the  contraction  being  in  its  turn  due  to  the  secular  cooling  of  the 
crust.'  'As  the  land  area  was  gradually  rising  out  of  the  sea 
[at  the  close  of  the  Eocene  period],  the  table-lands  of  Judjea 
and  Arabia  were  more  and  more  elevated,  while  the  crust  fell  in 
along  the  western  side  of  the  Jordan-Arabah  fault ;  and  this 
seems  to  have  been  accompanied  by  much  crumpling  and 
fissuring  of  the  strata.'2  From  this  time  the  basin  of  the  Dead 
Sea  must  have  been  a  salt  lake,  the  level  of  which,  however,  must 
have  varied  greatly  at  different  times.  In  evidence  of  this  we 
find  a  succession  of  terraces  of  Dead  Sea  deposits  extending 
around  the  basin  of  the  sea  and  far  up  the  Jordan  valley.3  The 
present  level  of  the  waters  of  the  Dead  Sea  having  been  reached 
at  the  close  of  the  Miocene  or  the  commencement  of  the  Pliocene 
period,  no  material  change  can  have  occurred  in  the  course  of 
the  Jordan  during  historical  times.  Cp  DEAD  SEA,  §  2. 

The  valley  of  the  Jordan  may  be  naturally  divided 
into  three  parts  :  (a)  the  Upper  Jordan  from  the 

4  Tinner  ^a?banl  to    Lake    Huleh  ;    (6)   from   Lake 

Jordan  I;lQleh  to  the  Sea  of  Galilee  :  and  (c)  from 
the  Sea  of  Galilee  to  the  Dead  Sea. 

(a)  The  reputed  sources  of  great  rivers  in  antiquity 
were  often  not  the  real  ones.  Though  supposed  to  take 
its  rise  at  Tell-el-Kadi4  (see  DAN)  and  Banias  5  (see 
CESAREA,  §  7),  the  highest  perennial  source  of  the 
Jordan  is  in  the  bottom  of  a  valley  at  the  W.  base  of 
Hermon,  a  short  distance  from  the  small  town  of 
Hasbeya  (2295  ft.)  and  12  m.  N.  of  Tell-el-Kadi. 

The  fountain  is  in  a  pool  at   the  foot  of  a  basalt  cliff;  the 

1  GASm.  HG  468. 

2  PEFM  '  Geology,'  loS/T 

3  Dawson,  Egypt  and  Syria,  106. 

4  The  source  at  Dan  is  mentioned  by  Jos.  (Ant.  v.  3i,  viii.  84) 
as  being  that  of  the   Little  Jordan,   eAao-o-oi/os  'lopSdvov,  TOV 
juuxpoC  'lopSavov. 

6  For  the  source  of  the  Jordan  at  Banias,  cp  Tos.  Ant  xv  10  ^ 
BJ  i.  21  3,  iii.  10  7. 
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stream  from  it,  called  Hastiini,  flows  through  a  narrow  glen 
into  the  plain,  and  falls  into  the  main  stream  about  a  mile  S.  of 
the  junction  of  the  Leddan  and  Baniasi.  The  relative  size  of 
the  three  streams  Robinson  thus  estimates—'  That  from  Banias 
is  twice  as  large  as  the  Hasbani  ;  while  the  Leddan  ...  is  twice 
if  not  three  times  the  size  of  that  from  Banias '  (BR  3  395). 

The  river  then  flows  southward  through  the  marshy 
plain  for  6  m.,  and  then  into  Lake  Huleh. 

Besides  the  streams  mentioned  a  considerable  stream  comes 
down  from  the  plain  of  Ijon,  W.  of  the  Hasbani ;  and  two  large 
fountains  (called  Balat,  and  Mellaha),  burst  forth  from  the  base 
of  the  mountain-chain  of  Naphtali.  The  Birket  er-Ram  (i.e., 
the  ancient  Phiala),  which  Josephus  (2?/iii.  10  7)  asserts  1  to  be 
the  source  of  the  Jordan,  is  at  the  bottom  of  a  deep  basin 
resembling  an  extinct  crater.  According  to  local  tradition,  it 
occupies  the  site  of  a  village  which  was  submerged  to  punish 
the  inhabitants  for  their  inhospitality  to  travellers  (cp  SODOM 
AND  GOMORRAH).  With  regard  to  the  morass  above  Lake 
Huleh  it  is  enough  to  refer  to  J.  Macgregor's  entertaining 
narrative,  Rob  Roy  on  the  Jordan.  That  the  Lake  is  not  the 
Me-Merom  (Josh.  11  5  7),  as  used  to  be  supposed,  may  be  taken 
as  almost  certain  (see  ZDPV  9  252  348  f.  ;  and  cp  MEROM, 
WATERS  OF). 

(b]  On  issuing  from  Lake  Huleh  the  river  flows  in  a 
moderate  current  for  about  2  m.  On  passing  through 

K    TVT-JJI    Jisr    Bendt     Yakub    ('bridge    of    Jacob's 

o.   Middle    ,       ,  .        ,  „•      ,   V 

Jordan  dau»nters>  see  §  7).  however,  the  banks 
suddenly  contract  and  become  steep.  The 
river  now  dashes  along  over  a  rocky  bed  in  sheets  of  foam. 
Here  and  there  the  retreating  banks  have  a  little  green 
meadow,  with  its  fringe  of  oleanders  (a  characteristic 
plant)  all  wet  and  glistening  with  spray.  Thus  it 
rushes  on,  in  its  serpentine  course,  till,  breaking  from 
its  rocky  barriers,  it  enters  the  rich  plain  of  Batiha, 
where  on  the  left  bank  stand  the  ruins  of  Bethsaida 
[BETHSAIDA].  The  river  now  expands,  averaging  some 
20  yards  in  width.  Across  its  channel  here  and  there 
extend  bars  of  sand,  at  which  it  is  easily  forded.  At 
length  the  turbid  stream  reaches  the  still  bosom  of  the 
Sea  of  Galilee,  where,  for  a  considerable  distance,  it 
is  still  visible.  This  gave  rise  to  the  Jewish  legend 
(Ber.  rabba,  4)  that  its  waters  and  those  of  the  lake  do 
not  intermingle.  The  fall  of  the  river  between  Jisr 
Benat  Ja'kub  and  the  lake  (a  distance  of  only  7  m. ) 
is  not  less  than  689  feet.  The  total  length  of  the 
section  between  the  two  lakes  is  about  n  m.  as  the 
crow  flies. 

(f)  The  Jordan  between  the  Sea  of  Galilee  and  the 
Dead  Sea  flows  through  a  deep  depression  (65  m.  long) 

6    Lower  called  m  Arabic  the   Ghor  (i.e.,    'bottom, 

Jordan  depth,  cavity,  valley '),  the  ARABAH  [q.v.~\, 
'  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  and  the  ai/Xuv  of 
Greek  writers  (e.g.,  Diod.  Sic.  ii.  48  9).  The  Ghor  is  3 
m.  wide  at  its  northern  end,  but  gradually  expands 
till  it  attains  a  width  of  upwards  of  12  m.  at  Jericho. 
Down  this  broad  valley  the  Jordan  has  worked  out  for 
itself  a  bed  about  20  ft.  deeper  at  the  northern  end, 
and  200  ft.  towards  the  Dead  Sea  ;  this  bed  varies  from 
a  quarter  of  a  mile  to  two  miles  in  breadth,  and  is  known 
as  the  Z5r.  Along  its  banks  is  that  jungle  of  semi- 
tropical  trees  known  in  the  OT  as  the  '  Pride  of  Jordan. ' 
The  Ghor  itself  is  to  a  large  extent  of  exuberant 
fertility. 

On  the  E.  side,  N.  of  the  Zerkn.  (see  JABBOK),  where 
streams  abound,  the  productivity  is  great,  and  the  traces  of 
ancient  canals  S.  of  that  river  show  that  the  land  was  in  ancient 
times  well  cultivated.  And  why  should  not  the  desert  once 
more  '  blossom  as  the  rose '  ?  A  number  of  the  affluents  of  the 
Jordan  would  lend  themselves  admirably  to  the  purposes  of 
irrigation.2  It  is  only  at  the  southern  end  of  the  Ghor,  for  a 
few  miles  N.  of  the  Dead  Sea,  that  the  soil  is  really  sterile, 
being  covered  with  a  white  nitrous  crust,  like  hoar  frost,  through 
which  not  a  blade  of  grass  can  possibly  spring. 

The  Jordan  issues  from  the  Sea  of  Galilee,  close  to 
the  hills  on  the  western  side  of  the  plain,  sweeping 
round  the  little  peninsula.  The  fall  of  the  river  is  at 
first  40  ft.  per  m. ;  but  on  entering  the  plain  of  Beisan 
it  becomes  only  10  or  12  ft.  per  m.  ;  and  farther  S. 
only  4  or  5  ft.  A  short  distance  down  are  the  remains 

1  The  statement  is  quite  groundless. 

2  See  GASm.  HG  483.     '  The  Jordan  itself  runs  in  too  deep  a 
channel  to  be  easily  useful   for  irrigation.'      But   cp   Merrill, 
PEFQ,  '79,  p.  140. 
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of  a  Roman  bridge,  whose  fallen  arches  obstruct  the 
stream,  and  make  it  dash  through  in  sheets  of  foam. 
Below  this,  says  Molyneux,  who  surveyed  the  Jordan  in 
a  boat  in  1847,  are  several  weirs,  constructed  of  rough 
stones,  and  intended  to  raise  the  water,  and  turn  it  into 
canals,  so  as  to  irrigate  the  neighbouring  plain.  Five 
miles  from  the^  lake  the  Jordan  receives  its  largest 
tributary,  the  Serl'at  el-Menddireh 1  (the  Hieromices 
of  Pliny,  the  Yarmuk  of  the  Talmud),  which  drains  a 
large  section  of  Bashan  and  Gilead.  This  stream  is 
130  ft.  wide  at  its  mouth.  Two  miles  farther  is  the 
quaint  structure  (Saracenic,  according  to  Porter)  of  the 
bridge  of  el-Mujami'a.  Here  Molyneux  found  the  river 
upwards  of  100  ft.  broad  and  4  to  6  ft.  deep. 

As  described  by  Porter,  the  ravine  now  inclines  east 
ward  to  the  centre  of  the  plain,  and  its  banks  contract. 
Its  sides  are  bare  and  white,  and  the  chalky  strata 
are  deeply  furrowed.  The  margin  of  the  river  has  still 
its  beautiful  fringe  of  foliage,  and  the  little  islets  which 
occur  here  and  there  are  covered  with  shrubbery. 
Fifteen  miles  S.  of  the  bridge  the  Wady  Yabis  (see 
JABESH-GILEAD)  falls  in  from  the  E.  A  short  distance 
above  it  a  barren  sandy  island  divides  the  channel,  and 
with  its  bars  on  each  side  forms  a  ford  ;  on  the  western 
bank,  in  a  well- watered  neighbourhood,  the  site  of 
SUCCOTH  \_q.v, ]  has  been  placed. 

About  9  m.  lower  down,  and  about  half-way  between 
the  lakes,  the  JABBOK  [^.v.],  the  only  other  considerable 
tributary,  falls  into  the  Jordan,  coming  down  through  a 
deep  wild  glen  in  the  mountains  of  Gilead.  After  this 
the  jungle  of  cane,  willow,  and  tamarisk  along  the 
banks  grows  denser,  and  the  plain  above  more  dreary 
and  desolate. 

As  the  river  approaches  the  Dead  Sea,  the  mountain 
ranges  on  each  side  rise  to  a  greater  height,  and  become 
more  rugged  and  desolate.  The  glen  winds  like  a  serpent 
through  the  centre,  between  two  tiers  of  banks.  The 
bottom  is  smooth,  and  sprinkled  on  the  outside  with 
stunted  shrubs.  The  river  winds  in  endless  coils  along 
the  bottom,  now  touching  one  side  and  now  another, 
with  its  beautiful  border  of  green  foliage,  looking  all 
the  greener  from  contrast  with  the  desert  above.  The 
banks  are  of  soft  clay,  in  places  10  ft.  high  ;  the  stream 
varies  from  80  to  150  ft.  in  breadth,  and  from  5  to  12 
in  depth.  Near  its  mouth  the  current  becomes  more 
sluggish  and  the  stream  expands.  Where  the  Wady 
Hesban  falls  in,  Lynch2  in  1848  found  the  river  150 
ft.  wide  and  n  deep,  '  the  current  four  knots. '  Farther 
down  the  banks  are  low  and  sedgy  ;  the  width  gradually 
increases  to  180  yards  at  its  mouth  ;  but  the  depth  is 
only  3  ft.  Lynch  adds  that  the  extraordinary  fall  in 
the  Jordan  is  accounted  for  by  its  tortuous  course.  '  In 
a  space  of  60  m.  of  latitude,  and  4  or  5  m.  of  longitude, 
the  Jordan  traverses  at  least  200  m.  .  .  .  We  have 
plunged  down  twenty-seven  threatening  rapids,  besides 
a  great  many  of  lesser  magnitude. ' 

The  four  main  affluents  are  the  Yarmuk  and  the  Jabbok  on 

the  E.,  and  on  the  W.  the  Jalud  passing  Beisan,  and  the  Fari'a 

rising  not  far  from  Shechem.      The  supply  of 

7.   Affluents  these  and   other  perennial   streams,   however, 

and  fords,  scarcely  balances  the  loss  from  evaporation  of 
the  river.  It  is  difficult  to  compute  the  total 
number  of  the  fords.  According  to  PEFM  279225385  8170 
there  are  50  fords  in  the  42  m.  of  stream  above  Jisr  Damieh,  and 
only  5  in  the  25  m.  below.  Some  of  them  have  been  historically 
important,  e.g.,  'Abara  near  Beisan  (according  to  Conder,  the 
Bethabara  of  Origen),  Damieh  on  the  road  from  Shechem  to 
Gilead,  and  the  ford  of  el-Hajla  (see  below).  The  bridge  called 
Jisr  Bennt  Ya'kftb  may  also  "be  mentioned  (see  §  5)  ;  it  was  long 
the  leading  pass  from  Western  Palestine  to  Damascus.3  It  is 
first  referred  to  in  1450  A.D.,  but  as  early  as  the  Crusades  a 

1  '  Its  name   is  derived  from   the  Bedawln  tribe  called  el- 
Menadireh— Sari  a  being  the  Arabic  word  for  ford  or  watering- 
place,  etc. — who  graze  their  flocks  in  its  valley  and  cultivate  its 
slopes'  (Schumacher,  Across  the  Jordan,  8). 

2  Lieutenant  Lynch  made  an  adventurous  boat-voyage  in  1848 
to  survey  the  Jordan  from  the  Sea  of  Galilee  to  the  Dead  Sea. 

3  Robinson,  BRI^i  ;  GASm.   HG  427  429.     The  origin  of 
the  name  is  unknown  (but  see  Ritter,  Pal.  u.  Syr.  zbg/.).     Not 
far  off  is  a  khan  now  n&med  after  the  pit  of  Joseph. 
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'Ford  of  Jacob'  (I'adum  Jacob,  Will.  Tyr.  /to/.  18  13)  is 
mentioned.  The  bridge  was  probably  built  during  the  fifteenth 
century,  when  the  caravan  road  was  constructed  from  Damascus 
to  Egypt.  At  Makhadet  el-Hajla,  opposite  the  Roman  Jericho, 
the  annual  bathing  of  the  pilgrims  takes  place  (see  BETH- 
HOGLAH  and  cp  Stanley,  Sin.  and  Pal.  314^).  There  are 
two  fords,  one  above  and  one  below  the  bathing-place.  They 
are  much  deeper  than  those  higher  up,  and  when  the  river  is 
swollen  they  become  impassable.  On  the  bridges,  see  Merrill, 
PEFQ,  '79,  P-  I38/ 

The  Jordan  valley  is  a  tropical  oasis  sunk  in  the 
temperate  zone.  It  is  possible  to  pass  in  the  depth  of 

.    _,.  winter    from    sleet    and    cold    winds    at 

8.  Climate.   •,         ,  ,  ,  •  ,    ,-  , 

Jerusalem  to  a  delightful  summer  atmo 
sphere  (6o°-8o"  Fahrenheit)  at  Jericho.  In  summer  the 
heat  is  equatorial.  The  climate  of  the  shores  of  the  Sea 
of  Galilee,  though  enervating,  is  less  trying  ;  Josephus's 
panegyric  of  the  natural  products  of  Gennesaret  is  well 
known  (see  GALILEE  i.,  §  4,  end). 

Josephus,  however,  does  not  mention  the  graceful  papyrus 
(Cyperus  papyrus)  which  flourishes,  not  only  in  the  marshes  of 
the  Hiileh,  butalso  on  the  W.  shore  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee.  Here 
too  we  find  the  nabk  or  dom  tree  (Zisyphus  spina  cliristi),  a 
tropical  tree,  which  abounds  all  along  the  lower  course  of  the 
Jordan.  Below  the  Sea  of  Galilee  indigo  is  grown,  and  many 
trees  unknown  elsewhere  in  Palestine  crowd  the  river-banks. 
In  the  five  oases  of  the  Dead  Sea  region  many  products  of  the 
tropic  zone,  including  the  zakkfitn,  or  false  balm  of  Gilead 
(Balanites  SEgyptiaca),  the  gorgeous  scarlet  Loranthus,  the 
henna  (see  CAMPHIRE),  and  the  Salpadora  persica  abound. 
Balsam  (see  BALSAM,  §  2)  has  long  since  disappeared  ;  but  in 
the  crusading  age  sugar  was  still  grown  at  Jericho.  On  the 
'rose  of  Jericho'  (Anastatica)  see  Tristram,  NHB  477.  The 
plane  does  not  grow  any  longer  at  Jericho,  but  is  found  at 
Masada. 

To  boat  voyagers  the  jungle  of  the  Jordan  affords  a 
delightful  spectacle  of  luxuriant  vegetation  (see  FOREST, 
and  cp  Lynch,  Narrative,  211-215),  varied  not  seldom 
by  tokens  of  the  presence  of  wild  animals. 

'At  one  place,'  says  Lynch,  '  we  saw  the  fresh  track  of  a  tiger 
on  the  low  clayey  margin  (of  Jordan),  where  he  had  come  to 
drink.  At  another  time  a  wild  boar  started  with  a  savage  grunt 
and  dashed  into  the  thicket  ;  but  for  some  moments  we  traced 
his  pathway  by  the  shaking  cane  and  the  crashing  sound  of 
breaking  branches.1  Evidently,  however,  it  was  a  cheetah,  not 
a  tiger,  that  the  voyager  observed.  The  jackal,  fox,  hyaena, 
boar,  ibex,  leopard,  and  cheetah  (the  two  latter  both  probably- 
called  naj,  see  LEOPARD)  may  in  fact  easily  be  met  with  in  the 
Jordan  Valley. 

How  wonderful,  too,  is  the  bird-life  of  the  Jordan 
Valley !  One  often  notices  there  Indian,  and  still 
oftener  Ethiopian  species.  The  butterflies,  too,  which 
hover  over  the  flowers  in  winter  are,  like  the  flowers 
themselves,  many  of  them  of  Nubian  and  Abyssinian 
types.  What  a  garden  all  this  favoured  land  must  have 
been  not  merely  in  the  time  of  Jesus  but  in  the  more 
remote  age  when  the  Yahwist  (J)  wrote  the  eulogistic 
description  in  Gen.  13  10  ! 

Literature.  See  Survey  of  Western  Palestine,  '  Flora  and 
Fauna '  (Tristram,  '89),  Molyneux,  Narrative  and  Official 
Reports  ('47)  ;  Lynch,  Narrative  of  the  U.S.  Expedition  ('49)  ; 
J.  Macgregor,  Rob  Roy  on  the  Jordan  ('70) ;  Neubauer, 
Geogr.  29-31  ;  Warren  in  Hastings'  DB  ii.  ;  works  of  Robinson, 
Porter,  Tristram,  G.  A.  Smith.  §  I  /.  T.  K.  C. 

JORIBAS  (itopiBoc  [BA]),  i  Esd.  8 44  =  Ezra  8 16 
JAKIB,  2.  RV  has  Joribus  (so  EV  in  i  Esd.  9ig  = 
Ezra  10 18  JARIB,  3). 

JORIM  ( i  oo  pel  M  [Ti.  WH]),  a  name  in  the  genealogy 
of  Jesus,  Lk.  829.  See  GENEALOGIES  ii. ,  §  3/. 

JORKOAM,  or  rather,  as  in  RV,  JORKEAM  (D^T), 
grandson  of  SHEMA  (q.v. ),  one  of  the  sons  of  Hebron 
(i  Ch.  244,  in  b  MT  Dj^Pl  see  REKEM,  3).  The 
readings  of  @  (lAKA&N,  I6K.  [B],  lepKAAN  [A], 
lepeK&M  [L]  suggest  that  this  is  the  same  name  as 
that  which  MT  of  Josh.  15  56  (cp  €5B)  gives  as  JOKDEAM 
(q.v. ).  There  is  no  satisfactory  explanation  of  Jorkeam 
('  pallor  populi,'  Ges.  Thes. ,  may  serve  as  a  warning  to 
etymologists) ;  and  the  name  is  most  probably  a  cor 
ruption  of  ^NDrrv  (see  JERAHMEEL,  §  4).  T.  K.  c. 

JOSABAD.  i.  i  Ch.  124p3TV)  AV.  See  JOZA- 
BAD,  I. 

2.  i  Esd.  863  (i<oera|3Sos  [A]).     See  JOZABAD,  6. 

3.  i  Esd.  929  (<ofa/3aSos  [A]).     See  ZABBAI,  i. 
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JOSAPHAT  (io>cM>AT  [Ti.WH]).  Mt.  18,  RV 
JEHOSHAPHAT  [q,  v. ]. 

JOSAPHIAS  (itoc&<t>iAC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  8 36  =  Ezra 
8 10,  JOSIPHIAH. 

JOSE(iHCOYtTi-WH]),  Lk.  829,  AV,  RV  JESUS,  8. 
See  GENEALOGIES  ii. ,  §  3/ 

JOSECHdooCHX  [Ti.WH])  ,Lk.  326RV,  the  reading 
to  be  preferred  to  AV,  JOSEPH  (q.v.}.  See  GENEA 
LOGIES  ii.,  §  3/. 

JOSEDECH  (pnyirV),  Hag.  1 1  (etc. ) ;  AV,  RV 
JEHOZADAK;  Josedec  (icoceAeK),  i  Esd.  5s  (  =  Ezra 
82),  etc.,  AV  ;  RV  JOSEDEK.  See  JEHOZADAK. 

JOSEPH  [TRIBE]  (SlpV  ;  on  name  see  next  article, 

§  i ),  one  of  the  constituent  parts  of  Israel  in  its  wide  sense. 

_,     . .  If  Joseph  was  really  called  a  tribe  ( Nu. 

i.  tarnei        lg     f  p          ,  j  h    differed  consider- 

trace  of  name. 

ably  from  the  rest  of  the  tribes.      He 

ranked  not  only  with  Gad  and  Zebulun,  but  also  with 
Jacob  and  the  other  ancestral  heroes  of  Israel  ;  indeed 
he  even  stands  apart  from  them.  As  a  legendary  hero, 
mainly,  he  is  considered  in  the  next  article.  Here 
Joseph  is  dealt  with  as  a  community. 

With  regard  to  the  name  something  must  be  said 
on  the  theory  of  a  connection  with  the  place-name 
Y-Sa-p-a-ra?  no.  78  in  Thotmes  III.'s  Rtnu  list. 
The  question  is,  Can  the  interpretation  of  this  as  a 
transcription  of  7NBD',  first  brought  prominently  for 
ward  by  Edward  Meyer  in  1886  (ZATW  Gift  ;  cp 
841  ff.)  and  by  Groff  (Rev.  Egypt.  4  98  150  /.),3  be 
regarded  as  made  out?  That  'a-ra  may  be  7^  is 
admitted  :  it  is  a  regular  and  recurrent  equation  (e.g. , 
no.  no  ;  Bai-ti-Ha- -ra).  The  difficulty,  as  Meyer 
admitted,  is  in  the  sibilant. 

Egyptian  5  usually  represents  jy  (e.g.,  no.  38;  Sa-na-ma.= 
Shunem).  The  Semitic  name  would  therefore  be  ^K'SB"  rather 
than  7XSD'-  Noldeke,  accordingly,  has  suggested  (ZA  TW 
8  45  n.  3  ['88])  that  the  Hebrew  name  to  be  compared  is  rather 
Ishpah  (n£jt?',  i  Ch.  8  16)  which  occurs  in  a  genealogy  of  Ben 
jamin.4 

There  has  been  a  temptation  to  save  the  original 
hypothesis  by  adopting  some  conjectural  explanation 
implying  differences  of  pronunciation.6 

W.  Max  Muller6  thinks  it  certain  that  the  Rtnu  list  embodies 
names  which  the  scribe  had  before  him  in  cuneiform,  and 
suggests  that  although  he  accommodated  his  transcription  to 
Canaanite  pronunciation  where  the  word  or  its  etymology  was 
known  to  him,  elsewhere  he  wrote  s  for  iy  and  /  for  Q,  following 
(probably)  a  northern  (Mesopotamian)  usage.  The  name  we  are 
considering  might,  on  this  theory,  have  been  written  in  the 
source  employed  approximately  Ya-a-si-pi-i-li. 

Notwithstanding  the  prevailing  tendency  in  the  con 
trary  direction 7  it  seems  for  the  present  more  prudent 

1  The  late  passage  where  the  word  tribe  is  applied  to  Joseph 
is  evidently  out  of  order.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the 
clue  is  to  be  found  in  the  name  Joseph  in  f.  7.  '  Igal,  son  of 
Joseph'  (tpv  p  7j<;p)  should  be  '  Iga  ...  Of  the  sons  of 
Joseph'  (rjD'  'J37  •  •  •  XJS  cp  the  suggestions  of  Di.  ad  loc.) ; 
v-  7  f-  perhaps  represents  a  MS  which  gave  the  tribes  in  the 
order  Zebulun,  Issachar,  Joseph,— i.e.,  Ephraim  and  Manasseh, 
— Benjamin  ;  whilst  71.  iof.  represents  a  MS  that  gave  them  in 
the  order  Issachar,  Zebulun,  Joseph— i.e.,  Manasseh,  Ephraim. 
It  is  not  unlikely  therefore  that  'tribe  of  Joseph  '  ought  to  be 
'sons  of  Joseph.'  In  Dt.  27  12,  however,  Joseph  and  Levi  are 
treated  as  two  of  twelve  tribes.  See  later. 

^=> 

I 

_  3  See  also  de  Roug£,  Rev.  archeol.,  nouv.  sir.,  4355-372 
('61).  Valdemar  Schmidt,  Assyriens  og  Aegyptens  gamle  His- 
torie,  2  535  ('77),  rejects  without  discussion  any  connection  with 
the  patriarch  Joseph. 

4  On  the  view  of  Petrie,  who  adheres  to  t>i,  see  next  article,  §  i. 

5  Such  as  that  at  the  time  of  Thotmes  III.  the  name  was  pro 
nounced  with  jy  and  that  the  Q  of  the  Hebrew  nor  is  due  to  a 
later  peculiarity  of  Ephraimite  pronunciation  aided  perhaps  by 
the  explanation  from  fp'i  f]CN  (see  next  article,  §  i).     See,  how 
ever,  SHIBBOLETH. 


7  Driver,  for   example,    passes   over    the    phonetic    difficulty 
(Hastings,  DB  2  526*). 
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to  abstain  from   making  any  use  of  the   Meyer-Groff 
hypothesis.1 

The  next  question  is,  To  what  sections  of  the  com 
munity  was  the  name  Joseph  applied,  and  when  ?     That 

2    Arnilipatinn    il  included  Ephraim  and  Manasseh  is 
2.  Application.  dear      p  teUs  ug  that  , 


Joseph  were  two  tribes  (JYIBD),  Manasseh  and  Ephraim  ' 
(Josh.  144)  ;  and  a  gloss  (see  below)  says  the  same  in 
17  17-  That  this  was  not  merely  a  late  notion  is  shown 
by  its  being  assumed  in  the  genealogies  of  J  and  E. 
The  case  of  Benjamin  is  more  ambiguous.  P  excludes 
Benjamin  formally  :  the  children  of  Benjamin  settled 
between  the  children  of  Judah  and  the  children  of 
Joseph  (Josh.  18  n),  with  which  agrees  the  southern 
border  assigned  to  the  '  sons  of  Joseph  '  (16  1-3  P),  which 
is  repeated  (with  modifications)  as  the  northern  border 
of  Benjamin  (I8i2/.,  P).  That  Benjamin  was  some 
times,  however,  definitely  included  in  Joseph  there  can 
be  no  doubt  (see  BENJAMIN,  §  i)  ;  and  that  some  of 
the  ambiguous  cases  also  may  have  been  meant  to 
include  it  is  possible. 

In  Josh.  2432  we  should  probably  (Kue.,  Di.)  read  not  '  sons 
of  Joseph'  (MT)  but,  with  ©,  'Joseph'  [Bab  (mg.)  AL],—  i.e., 
the  hero  himself.  In  Josh.  17  14-18  '  house  of  Joseph  '  (read  so 
also  in  v.  14,  with  Di.)  is  not  improbably  correctly  interpreted 
by  the  interpolated  gloss  in  v.  17  (om.  ©BA)  of  Ephraim  and 
Manasseh.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Judg.  1  22_/C  35  there  can  be 
little  doubt  that  '  house  of  Joseph  '  includes  Benjamin,  as  it 
certainly  does  in  2  S.  19  20  [21]  ;  and  here  perhaps  would  belong 
the  '  Blessing  of  Jacob  '  if  we  should  adopt  the  restoration  of 
Gen.  4922  proposed  by  Cheyne  (PSBA  21  242  ['99])  :— 
'  Ephraim  is  an  ornament  for  Joseph, 

Manasseh  a  bracelet  for  Israel  '  ; 

for  in  v.  26  Joseph  seems  to  be  less  than  Israel  —  i.e.,  probably, 
N.  Israel. 

It  was  natural,  however,  that  Joseph  should  give  its 
name  to  the  whole  of  the  N.  kingdom,  as  England  often 
does  to  Great  Britain  :  in  Amos  56  'house  of  Joseph' 
is  the  N.  kingdom,  and  so  in  66  'Joseph.'  Perhaps 
i  K.  1128  is  similar. 

In  Josh.  185  'house  of  Joseph"  and  'Judah'  seem  between 
them  to  represent  the  whole  of  western  Palestine.  Similarly, 
in  Ob.  18  'house  of  Joseph  '  is  parallel  to  'house  of  Jacob,' 
and  in  Zech.  106  to  'house  of  Judah';  compare  Ps.  7867, 
where  Joseph  =  Ephraim  —  i  e.,  Israel.  In  the  other  passages  in 
the  Psalms  the  text  has  been  questioned.2  '  Remnant  of  Joseph  ' 
in  Amos  5  15  (on  the  late  date  of  which  see 


Nowack,  ad  Hoc.)  reminds  one  of  the  still  later  idea  of  a  Messiah 
ben  Joseph  alongside  of  the  Messiah  ben  David  (see  EPHRAIM 
§  10,  end,  and  reff.  there). 

There  is  clearly  a  tendency  to  apply  the  name  Joseph 
to  the  whole  of  the  northern  kingdom.  Winckler  goes 
further.  He  holds  ((7/267-77)  that  Joseph  is  not  really 
a  tribal  name  at  all,  in  which  capacity  Joseph  is  repre 
sented  by  his  son  Ephraim.  Joseph  is  a  genealogical 
creation,  a  personification  of  the  northern  kingdom,  and 
therefore  older  than  'Israel,'  the  personification  of 
David's  kingdom  of  '  the  twelve  tribes'  (p.  68).  3  How- 

1  This  is  probably  now  the  attitude  of  Meyer  himself  (ZA  TW 
845  n.  3  ['88];  cp  also  W.  E.  Crum  in  Hastings,  DB  \  6650), 
who  mentions  with  approval  Noldeke's  remark  that  there  is  a 
further  difficulty  in  the  [probable]  fact  that  p,ov  would  be  pro 
nounced  Yausif  with  tiu  for  o.  WMM,  however,  cites  against 
this  (in  a  private  letter)  the  Canaanitish  gloss  Ya  //  ini  in  the 
Amarna  letters.  He  winds  up  his  recent  discussion  of  the  ques 
tion  (I.e.)  by  saying  that  the  equation  y-sa-p-a-ra  =  ^xspv 
is  not  proved,  but  'probable.'  He  now  says  'possible,'  describ 
ing  as  better  Winckler's  identification  with  the  old  Canaanite 
name  Ya-su-ub-ilu  (see  next  art.,  §  i),  which  Winckler  writes 
i.  <7/268n.  3). 


2  '  Three  times  in  the  Psalms  (post-exilic)  we  apparently  find 
Joseph  as  a  designation  of  the  entire  people  of  Israel,  side  by 
side  with  Jacob  or  Israel.     It  is  highly  probable,  however,  that 
all    these   passages    (Pss.  77  15  [16]     80  1   [2]   81  4  [5]  f.)  are 
corrupt.     Beyond  the  shadow  of  a  doubt  this  is  the  case  with 
Ps.  814  [s\f.,  where  MT  gives  the  resolved  form    D1.T-     None 
of  the  examples  of  such  forms  adduced  by  the  grammarians  will 
bear  examination   (Che.  JBL   18210  f.    ['99]).      In    Ps.    I.e., 
>]Din'3  is  preceded  by  a  warning  Pasek  ;   most   probably  the 
right  reading  is  ncto  '  T2  '  (Cheyne,  MS  note). 

3  Like  Jacob,  Joseph  has  also  a  mythological  significance.    As 
hero  of  Shechem  he  is  the  Baal-berith  of  the  northern  confedera 
tion,  and  represents  the  sun-god  to  whom  the  moon  and  the 
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ever  that  may  be,  there  is  certainly  a  tendency  to  equate 
Joseph  and  the  Ephraimite  kingdom.  The  case  of 
Benjamin,  however,  requires  special  study  (cp  BEN 
JAMIN,  MANASSEH).  Whatever  may  be  the  real  facts 
of  the  earlier  history  of  that  tribe,1  it  appears  that  in  later 
times  it  seemed  unnatural  to  regard  it  as  forming  part  of 
the  same  whole  as  Ephraim  and  Manasseh. 

If,  as  is  frequently  supposed,  Joseph  was  an  old  name 
for  all  the  clans  that  settled  in  EPHRAIM  [q.v.  .  i.  ,  §  i], 
this  will  account  for  its  not  being  mentioned  in  the  '  Song 
of  Deborah  '  :  it  is  represented  by  its  constituent  parts. 
It  seems  not  improbable  that  Joseph  and  Ephraim  are 
simply  two  names,  older  and  younger,  tribal  and  geo 
graphical  (see  EPHRAIM,  §  i),  for  the  same  thing  (cp 
also  RACHEL). 

We  have  suggested  that  Ephraim  was  a  younger 
name  than  Joseph  ;  but  only  as  the  name  of  a  people. 
3.  Other  points.  ^  geographical  name  it  may  have 
been  much  older.  The  question  arises 
accordingly,  Were  there  Israelites  in  Ephraim  before 
Joseph  settled  there  ?  We  are  hardly  entitled  to  find  a 
hint  of  a  theory  that  this  was  so  in  the  story  of  the  sons 
of  Leah  -  dwelling  by  Shechem  (Gen.  37  14^,  J  )  or  tend 
ing  their  flocks  in  the  plain  of  Dothan  (v.  i-jb,  E)  before 
Joseph  joined  them  ;  this  may  as  easily  belong  to  the 
Joseph-/a/f.  There  is  more  chance  of  there  being  a 
legendary  trace  of  such  a  theory  in  the  story  of  Gen.  34 
(see  DINAH,  SIMEON,  LEVI,  EPHRAIM,  §  7  n.  ;  cp  Wi. 


Nor  would  it  be  safe  to  interpret  of  the  tribe  what  we 
are  told  in  J  of  Joseph's  having  an  Egyptian  wife.3  In 
this  respect  Joseph  stands  with  Jacob  and  the  other 
heroes  of  legend,  in  whose  case  also  the  name  of  the 
wife  is  given.  This  is  so  even  if  we  should  incline  to 
follow  Marquart  in  finding  traces  of  Egyptian  names  in 
Josephite  clans.  The  point  that  the  names  of  Joseph's 
sons  are  bestowed  not  by  his  wife,  as  is  the  custom  in  the 
patriarch  stories  of  J  and  E,  but  by  himself  (Gen.  41  51 
f.,  E),  may  be  taken  direct  from  the  source  that  both  E 
and  J  used  (see  next  article,  §  4). 

On  the  notions  about  the  mutual  relations  as  to 
dignity  and  status  of  Reuben,  Joseph,  and  Judah  (2  S.  • 
1943  [44]  :  with  Thenius,  read  maa  for  -ma,  with  ©BAL  ; 
and  i  Ch.  5i/)  see  REUBEN.  H.  \v.  H. 

JOSEPH  [in  OT]  (S)DV,  §§53,  79,  84,  'he  [i.e.,  the 
tribal  god]  increases,  'cp  the  fuller  form  !T2pi\  itoCHCp 
passim). 

i.   Son  of  Jacob  and  Rachel  and  brother  of  Benjamin 
(Gen.  3022-24),    the   eponym    of  the    tribe    of   Joseph 
_    .,  (  =  Manasseh    and    Ephraim).       Tradition 

connected  the  name  variously  with  the  '  re 
moving  '  (rptt)  of  Rachel's  childlessness  (so  E;  cp 
Abiasaph,  Eliasaph,  Asaph),  and  with  her  longing  for 
the  '  addition  '  (rg'  '  let  him  add  ')  of  another  son  (so  J).4 
If  '  Joseph  '  contains  an  utterance  respecting  God,  the 
latter  explanation  approaches  the  truth.  The  multi 
plication  will  refer  to  all  the  blessings  poetically 
described  in  Gen.  4925.  Names  like  Joseph,  however, 
are  generally  shortened  from  theophoric  names.  The 
analogy  of  Ishmael  and  Jerahmeel  suggests  that  'Joseph  ' 

eleven  stars  bow  down.  On  Winckler's  explanation  (from  the 
calendar)  of  the  two  sons  and  the  advancement  of  the  younger, 
see  MANASSEH. 

1  For  a  brilliant  discussion  of  the  whole  question  see  Winckler 
Gl  ii.  (Rossini),  where  it  is  argued  that  Saul,  a  Gileadite,  made 
himself  ruler  of  Benjamin,  which  he  transformed  into  a  state 
representing  roughly  what  was  later  the  Ephraimite  kingdom 
(but  stretching  southwards  beyond  Ephraim).    Cp  SAUL,  JUDAH, 
and  articles  referred  to  there. 

2  The  mention  of  the  sons  of  Bilhah  and  Zilpah  as  being  not 
with  the  sons  of  Leah  (?),  but  with  Joseph,  seems  to  be  due  to  a 
late  hand  (Gen.  37  2).      The   Test.  xii.   Pair,   makes  Gad  in 
particular  take  great  blame  to  himself  for  ill  will  to  Joseph. 

3  For  Winckler's  mythological  explanation,  see  GI  272. 

4  Cp    Milki-asapa    (Melki-asaph  ?)    and    Raal-iasupu  (Baal- 
yasaph'?),  the  one,  the  name  of  a  king  of  Gebal,  in  the  time  of 
Esar-haddon  and  Asur-bani-pal  {KB  2149  241);  the  other,  of  an 
Arvadite  prince,  in  the  time  of  Asur-bani-pal  {KB  2  173). 
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was  originally  Josiph-el  (cp  Josiphiah).  There  is  a 
Palestinian  place-name  in  the  Karnak  list  of  Thotmes 
III.  (i6th  cent.  B.C.)  which  in  Hebrew  letters  might 
stand  as  SKBB"  (popularly,  Joseph-el),  and  which,  if 
rightly  so  read  (see  JOSEPH  i. ,  §  i ),  may  have  been  first 
of  all  a  clan-name  (see  RP&  448).  Pinches  too  has  dis 
covered  on  a  very  ancient  Babylonian  contract-tablet  the 
personal  name  Yasup-ilu  (rather  Yasup-ilu),  which  has 
some  resemblance  to  Joseph-el.1 

As  to  Joseph-el,  a  final  decision  seems  far  off.  See  JOSEPH, 
L,  §  i,  and  note  that  Flinders  Petrie  reads  Yeshephar,  and 
identifies  the  place  with  es-Sawafir,  SE.  of  Ashdod  (see  SAPHIR), 
while  Tomkins  (.Life  of  Joseph,  98)  identifies  Joseph-el  with 
Yasiif,  in  a  wady  E.  of  Kefr  Harith  and  Nebi  Nun  (see 
TIMNATH-SERAH).  All  most  uncertain. 

On  the  ethnic  use  of  the  name  which  in  pre-exilic 
prose  means  the  same  as  '  Ephraim '  in  prophetic 
language — i.e. ,  the  tribes  of  N.  Israel2  (2  S.  19zo  [21]  ; 
i  K.  1128),  see  JOSEPH  i. ,  §  2. 

In  Jos.  c.  Ap.  132  (290)  Chaeremon,  an  Egyptian 
Greek  writer,  is  said  to  have  spoken  of  Joseph  under 
the  name  IleTeoTj^,  and  it  is  plausible  to  hold  that 
Manetho  simply  distorts  the  name  '  Joseph '  when  he 
speaks  (Jos.  c.  Ap.  126  [238])  of  the  leader  of  the  lepers 
(see  §  u)  as  OffapfftiQos  or  Oo-a/wi^.3  The  name 
Osarsiph  is  properly  a  divine  name  (=Osar-sapi)  ;  it 
denotes  Osiris  as  god  of  the  underworld.4  It  is  possible 
to  interpret  Peteseph  '  he  whom  the  god  Seph  has  given,' 
and  to  suppose  another  distortion  of  Joseph.  Still  it  is 
very  possible  that  IIere(r7j</>  may  be  a  mere  clerical  error 
for  n.fT€<t>pt)s,  the  Grascised  form  of  the  name  of  Joseph's 
father-in-law. 

The  traditional  story  of  Joseph  in  Genesis  (we  omit 
the  meagre  post-exilic  abstract  of  P)  presents  a  very 

o   T~  j-4.-          different  aspect  from  that  of  Abraham. 
2i.  i  men  Lions.   T  .   T      ,        . , ,      , 

Isaac,    and  Jacob.       The   hero  is    no 

doubt  idealised  ;  but  the  details  of  his  life  are  such  as, 
in  a  more  recent  biography,  we  might  accept  as  to  some 
extent  an  approach  to  truth  ;  even  in  such  a  point  as 
the  age  of  Joseph  at  his  death  (Gen.  5026)  the  biographer 
does  not  overstep  the  bounds  of  possibility.  How 
Joseph  came  to  be  regarded  as  the  '  son  '  of  Jacob,  and 
how  it  was  that  the  stream  of  tradition  flowed  so  much 
more  abundantly  for  biographers  of  Joseph  than  for 
those  of  the  first  three  patriarchs,  we  must  consider 
later  (§  4). 

It  is  evident,  however,  that,  though  more  credible  in 
its  details,  the  story  of  Joseph  cannot  be  accepted  as 
genuinely  historical,  since  it  comes  to  us  in  two  forms 
which  do  not  altogether  agree,  and  neither  of  the  two 
narratives  can  be  presumed  to  be  on  the  whole  earlier 
than  the  ninth  or  eighth  century  B.C.  It  was  the  life 
of  the  founder  of  his  people  that  the  Israelite  writer  or 
writers  called  E  had  to  relate  ;  how  could  we  expect 
even  a  moderate  degree  of  what  moderns  are  pleased  to 
call  historical  impartiality?  It  would  be  hardly  less 
absurd  to  expect  a  narrative  of  well-sifted  facts  from  the 
Judahite  writer  or  writers  known  as  J.  The  working  of 
popular  prejudices,  and  the  plastic  influence  of  the 
popular  imagination,  which  delights  to  find  anticipations 
of  later  historical  facts,  can  readily  be  discerned,  and 
who  that  has  any  sympathy  with  antique  modes  of 
thought  could  desire  it  to  be  otherwise? 

In  fitting  the  Joseph-traditions  into  the  general  narra 
tive,  it  was  necessary  to  give  some  idea  of  the  relative 
,     _       ,  _    ages  of  Joseph  and  his  brethren.     Two 

'   different  views  were  taken. 

It  follows  from  E's  account  of  the  births  that  Joseph  was  born 
not  long  after  the  sons  of  Leah,  and  at  most  only  twelve  years 
after  Reuben  (Gen.  31  17  41).  The  fragments  of  J  in  Gen.  30, 
however,  leave  it  open  to  us  to  suppose  that  the  interval  between 

1  Cp  Sayce,  Pat.  Pal.,  Pref.  :  Hommel,  AHTg6.  Elsewhere 
(op.  cit.  112)  Hommel  compares  the  name  Yasup-ilu  with  the 
S.  Arabian  name  Yasupu  (from  Yasupu-ilu),  which  he  explains 
(p.  84)  as  '  He  (God)  regards.' 

-  Cp  Staerk,  5" tudien  zti>- R el.-  u.  Spr.-gesc hickte,  etc.,1  %T  ff- 

3  As  if  Joseph  were  a  syncretistic  name  '  Yahwe-Seph.' 

4  Ebers,  Durch  Goscn  zum  Sinai(-',  561  ;  Tomkins,  Acati., 
Sept.  i,  1883. 
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the  births  of  Joseph  and  Zebulun  was  longer  than  the  fragments 
of  E  would  incline  us  to  suppose.     At  any  rate,  the  extracts 


is  due  to  learned  but  not  authoritative  calculation. 

This  difference  of  view  helps  to  explain  the  first 
chapter  in  Joseph's  composite  biography.  The  two 
narrators  agree  that  Joseph's  brethren  conspired  together 
to  kill  him  ;  but  the  reason  for  this  step  given  by  E 
(372^  5-11)  is  the  more  intelligible  the  older  we  suppose 
Joseph  to  be.  J  simply  states  that  the  brethren  of 
Joseph  hated  him  because  of  the  partiality  for  him  shown 
by  his  father  Israel,  who  had  provided  him  with  a 
'  long  tunic  with  sleeves '  (see  TUNIC),  such  as  befitted 
one  born  to  greatness  and  not  to  hard  toil  (37  3.  J  )•  Thus 
the  mischief  is  traced  in  J  to  an  act  of  Jacob  ;  but  in  E 
we  find  it  accounted  for  by  an  act  of  Joseph,  viz. ,  his 
communication  of  ominous  dreams.  In  neither  case  is 
the  act  blameworthy  according  to  the  writer  ;  it  con 
duces  to  the  accomplishment  of  Yah  we' s  great  purpose, 
which  is  the  exaltation  of  Joseph  for  the  good  of  his 
whole  family  and  for  that  of  the  country  where  the 
Israelites  are  to  sojourn. 

The  other  differences  between  the  two  narratives  in 
chap.  37  need  not  long  detain  us.  That  according  to 
J  Joseph  is  sent  from  Jacob's  abode  to  Shechem  is 
merely  a  consequence l  of  the  statement  in  Gen.  35 16  21 
(J)  that  Jacob  had  settled  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Ephrath  (or  perhaps  Beeroth  ;  see  EPHRATH)  ;  '  the  vale 
of  Hebron  '  (plan)  37 14,  should  be  '  the  vale  (or  plain) 
of  Beeroth.'  Of  course,  E's  account  is  the  more 
accurate  ;  but  J  does  not  alter  the  tradition  that  the 
brothers  were  at  DOTHAN  [y.v.],  N.  of  Shechem,  on 
the  caravan-route  from  Gilead  to  Egypt,  when  they  got 
rid  of  their  ambitious  brother.  Nor  is  the  discrepancy 
between  J  and  E  as  to  the  ethnic  designation  of  the 
merchants  who  convey  Joseph  to  Egypt  (Ishmaelites 
from  Gilead,  J  ;  Midianites,  E)  as  important  as  two 
other  differences:  (i)  that  the  spokesman  of  Joseph's 
brethren  and  the  averter  of  Joseph's  death  is  Reuben  in 
E,  but  Judah  in  J  ; 2  and  (2)  that,  according  to  E, 
Joseph  was  stolen  (by  the  Midianites)  out  of  the  water 
less  cistern  into  which  he  had  been  cast,  whilst,  according 
to  J,  he  was  sold  to  the  merchants  (Ishmaelites)  by  his 
brethren.  The  difference  as  to  the  spokesman  is  of 
interest  as  suggesting  the  N.  Israelitish  origin  of  the 
story  as  given  by  E  ;  J's  version  is,  in  its  present  form, 
not  less  distinctly  of  southern  origin.  The  difference 
as  to  how  the  passing  caravan  obtained  Joseph  shows 
the  superior  skill  of  E  as  a  narrator.  It  was  important, 
he  considered,  to  show  that  Joseph  was  not  rightfully 
used  as  a  slave. 

Chap.  39  is  mostly  due  to  J. 

Joseph  is  sold  as  a  slave  to  an  Egyptian,3  who  perceives  his 
worth  and  places  him  over  his  household  ;  but  his  master's  wife 
casts  her  eyes  upon  the  young  man,  and  makes  proposals  from 
which  he  can  escape  only  by  flight.  Falsely  accused  to  his 
master,  he  is  cast  into  prison.  Yahwe,  however,  gives  him 
favour  with  the  governor,  who  in  his  turn  sets  Joseph  over  his 
house. 

This  plain  story,  however,  is  complicated  by  being 
interwoven  with  passages  from  E.  According  to  these, 
Joseph  was  bought  by  a  saris  (see  EUNUCH)  named 
Potiphar,  the  captain  of  Pharaoh's  bodyguard,  who 
entrusted  him  with  the  care  of  all  that  he  had.  A 
subsequent  passage  of  E  refers  to  Joseph  as  being  in 
the  prison,  not  for  any  real  or  supposed  offence,  but  to 
attend  on  two  high  officers  of  the  Pharaoh  who  had 
been  confined  for  some  fault  in  the  prison  in  Potiphar's 
house. 

Chaps.  40-42  are  mainly  from  E.  The  chief  butler 
and  the  chief  baker  in  their  imprisonment  have  strange 
dreams  which  only  Joseph  can  interpret.  Two  years 

1  Cp  C.  Niebuhr,  Gesch.  des  Ebr.  Zeit.  1  159. 

2  In  37  21  [J]  'Reuben'  should  of  course  be  'Judah.'      The 
alteration  was  made  by  the  editor.     See  Oxf.  Hex.  2  50. 

3  The  words  '  Potiphar,  a  saris  of  Pharaoh,  captain  of  the 
bodyguard  '  (39  i),  are  a  harmonistic  insertion  of  R. 
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later  the  Pharaoh  himself  has  dreams  which,  by  divine 
favour,  Joseph  succeeds  in  explaining.  (Dreams  are 
frequently  introduced  by  E,  though  it  happens  that  a 
belief  in  the  significance  of  dreams  was  particularly 
characteristic  of  Egypt. ) l  Seven  years  of  great  plenty 
are  at  hand,  which  will  be  followed  by  seven  years  of 
famine.  Joseph  counsels  that  during  the  years  of 
abundance  a  fifth  part  of  the  grain  should  be  exacted 
from  the  agriculturists  and  laid  up  in  storehouses. 
The  Pharaoh  perceives  that  a  divine  spirit  is  in  Joseph, 
makes  him  high  steward  and  grand  vizier,2  and,  among 
other  honours,  introduces  him  by  marriage  into  a  grand 
sacerdotal  family.  Joseph  also  receives  an  Egyptian 
name  (41.45,  J).  and  we  shall  see  later  (§  n)  that  the 
three  Egyptian  names  in  41 45  have  an  important  bearing 
on  criticism.  To  the  two  sons  of  Joseph,  however, 
born  before  the  famine,  pure  Hebrew  names  are  given 
(Gen.  4150-52). 

Soon  the  evil  years  arrive.  Joseph's  counsel  has  been 
carried  out,  and  the  Egyptians  come  to  the  Semitic 
grand  vizier  to  buy  grain,  till  their  money  is  exhausted 
(41 56  47 15,  J).  By  a  clever  contrivance  (the  narrative 
is  J's)  Joseph  obtains  for  the  Pharaoh  the  proprietorship 
of  the  whole  land  of  Egypt,  except  that  which  belongs 
to  the  priests.  Of  this,  more  hereafter  (see  §  10). 
Suffice  it  to  remark  that  though  the  story  in  47 13-26 3 
can  be  fitted  fairly  well  into  the  general  narrative  (by 
making  it  the  sequel  of  the  description  in  41  55^ ),  it 
shows  a  new  side  to  Joseph's  character  which  is  not 
altogether  pleasing,4  and  contrasts  with  the  spirit  of  the 
fine  passage,  '  God  sent  me  before  you  to  preserve  life ' 
(455£,  E). 

Now  comes  the  true  turning-point  in  Joseph's  life. 
His  honours  were  not  for  himself  alone  ;  they  were  to 
prepare  the  way  for  the  friendly  reception  of  his  entire 
family  in  Egypt.  Driven  by  hunger,  all  Joseph's 
brethren  except  Benjamin  come  to  Egypt  to  buy  corn, 
and  do  obeisance  to  the  grand  vizier  (42  5-7  ;  E,  but  J 
at  end  of  v.  7). 

Joseph  recognizes  them,  and  remembers  the  dreams  of  his 
youth.  He  affects  to  regard  them  as  spies.  To  prove  the  truth 
of  their  story,  they  must  fetch  their  youngest  brother  to  see  him, 
Simeon  remaining  in  bonds  as  surety  with  Joseph.  They  return 
home  sadly,  admitting  the  justice  of  their  fate  (v.  21),  and  with 
additional  anxiety  because  the  corn  and  the  purchase-money 
were  both,  unaccountably,  in  their  sacks.  They  bring  the  bad 
news  to  their  father,  who  querulously  answers,  '  Joseph  is  no 
more  :  Simeon  is  no  more  :  it  is  I  (not  you)  who  suffer  from 
these  things '  (42  36,  E).  Reuben,  however,  who  has  already 
deserved  well  by  admonishing  his  brethren  (42  22,  E),  pledges  his 
word  that  he  will  bring  Benjamin  back  in  safety  (v.  37,  E). 

It  is  only  from  a  few  interwoven  passages  in  chap.  42 
that  we  gather  that  J  also  gave  a  version  of  the  same 
events.  Nothing  was  said  in  this  of  the  captivity  of 
Simeon,  for,  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  long  passage 
from  J  (481-13),  it  is  implied  that  the  only  fresh  trouble 
of  which  Jacob  is  aware  is  the  necessity  for  parting  with 
his  darling  Benjamin. 

From, 42 38-44  all  but  a  few  lines  from  E  referring  to 
Simeon  belongs  to  J,  whose  dramatic  presentation  of 
facts  attracted  the  editor.  In  a  family  council  respecting 
the  famine,  Judah  (as  before)  becomes  the  spokesman 
of  the  brothers.  Like  Reuben  at  an  earlier  point  in  E's 
account  he  pledges  his  word  to  his  father  Israel  for  the 
safety  of  Benjamin  (438).  Jacob  gives  way  with  an 
effort,  and  Benjamin  accompanies  the  others  to  Egypt. 

They  bring  double  money,  and  a  present  for  the  grand  vizier, 
who,  frugally  as  he  lived  in  general  (see  43  16),  ordered  them  to 

1  Cp  especially  the  story  of  the  Possessed  Princess  of  Bakhtan 
(Maspero,  Contes  populaires  de  I  Eg.    anc.   209-224 ;   cp   RP 
4  53-60 ;  Brugsch,  Gesch.  Ag.  627-641 ;  Erman,  ZA ,  '83,  pp.  54-60). 

2  Gen.  41  40  (E)  should  certainly  run,  '  Thou  shall  be  over 
my  house,  and  unto  thee  shall  all  my  people  hearken'  ('""," 

•ay1?!  a'irp:). 

3  On  the  analysis  of  the  section  see  Holzinger,  251  f.,  who 
finds  traces  of  both  J  and  E,  and  holds  that  the  passage  has  also 
received  later  interpolations. 

4  It  may  of  course  be  replied  that  Joseph  felt  as  a  Hebrew, 
and  expended  all  his  generosity  on  his  brethren. 
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be  received  hospitably.  So  three  tables  are  placed,  one  for 
Joseph,  one  for  his  brethren,  and  one  for  his  Egyptian  guests, 
who  must  not  eat  with  Hebrews  (v.  32).  Joseph  lavishes  atten 
tions  on  Benjamin,  his  mother's  son.  Then  he  deliberately 
subjects  his  brethren  to  a  fresh  trial,  though  it  is  as  much  as  he 
can  do  to  restrain  his  emotion.  To  some  extent  indeed  he  has 
prepared  them  for  it.  For  the  mysterious  return  of  the  corn 
money  on  their  former  visit,  which  so  much  perplexed  and 
affrighted  them,  was  due  to  an  order  of  Joseph.  Once  more  the 
astute  Hebrew  vizier  causes  the  money  to  be  replaced  in  the 
sacks,  and  in  Benjamin's  sack  he  has  his  own  silver  divining- 
cup  1  deposited  ;  by  this  means  he  seeks  to  awaken  their  con 
sciousness  of  guilt  (44  if.,  J).  Then  he  sends  after  them,  and 
on  their  return  accuses  them  by  his  steward  of  theft.  The 
riddle  has  now  become  harder  than  ever.  Not  many  hours  ago 
they  had  been  assured  by  the  steward  that  the  money  restored 
on  the  former  occasion  was  a  gift  ;  indeed,  even  now  no  difficulty 
arises  out  of  the  replaced  money,  but  only  out  of  the  cup.  Judah, 
the  chief  of  the  brothers,  makes  no  attempt  at  justification. 
'  God,'  he  says,  '  has  found  out  the  guilt  of  thy  servants  '  ;2  but 
he  tells  Joseph  how  their  father's  life  is  bound  up  with  Benjamin's, 
and  how  certainly  he  will  die  if  his  child  does  not  return,  and 
offers  himself  as  a  bondsman  in  place  of  Benjamin. 

The  recognition  scene  (45  1-15),  to  which  E  is  a  large 
contributor,  need  not  be  repeated  here.  Jacob  is  invited 
to  come  with  his  family  and  his  flocks  and  herds  to 
the  province  of  GOSHEN  [?.v.].  His  sons,  including 
Simeon  and  Benjamin,  return  to  Canaan  with  rich 
presents,  and  Israel  (J)  at  once  resolves  to  accept  the 
invitation.  E,  however,  gives  us  a  remarkable  detail 
which  is  passed  over  by  J.  The  road  from  S.  Palestine 
to  Egypt  started  from  Beersheba,  so  closely  connected 
with  memories  of  Isaac.  There,  E  tells  us,  Jacob 
offered  sacrifices,  not  to  Isaac  himself,3  but  to  '  the  God 
(elohim)  of  his  father  Isaac'  (46  1).  For  the  present 
nothing  more  is  drawn  from  this  writer. 

Naturally  enough,  it  is  J  who  tells  that  Judah  was 
sent  on  in  advance  to  give  Joseph  notice  of  the  approach 
of  his  father.  The  Hebrew  text  of  Gen.  46  28  is  not,  as 
it  stands,  quite  intelligible  ;  but  with  the  help  of  ©  we 
can  with  some  probability  restore  the  text  thus  :  '  And 
he  sent  Judah  before  him  to  Joseph  to  the  land  of 
Jarmuth.  '  4  Jarmuth  (see  §  n)  is  mentioned  repeatedly 
in  the  Amarna  letters  ;  it  was  apparently  a  district  in 
Lower  Egypt,  either  in  the  Fayyum  or  more  probably  in 
the  E.  part  of  the  Delta,  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Goshen.  Here  Judah  found  the  grand  vizier,  who  lost 
no  time  in  preparing  his  chariot  and  going  up  to  meet 

1  Apparently  J  does  not  conceive  divination  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  worship  of  Yahwe.     B'flJ,  '  to  divine,'  is  used  again  by  J 
in  Gen.  30  27  (a  speech  of  Laban).     See  DIVINATION,  §  3  [3]. 

2  We  are  not  to  compare  Ps.  90s  [9].     The  early  sin  against 
Joseph  presses  on  Judah's  conscience. 

3  In  31  53  we  may  perhaps  trace  the  earlier  form  of  the  tradi 
tion,  according  to  which  the  hero  Isaac  was  himself  worshipped 
(cp  Holzinger,  ad^  loc.).     In  46  I  E  carefully  adjusts  the  tradition 
to  later  religious  ideas. 

*  MT  has  rMcfo  V:B^>  Klin1?  »]DvW  VJB"?  rhv  mi,v-nNi  ;  but, 

T:  1       I 

as  Lagarde,  Kautzsch,  Socin,  and  Ball  have  seen,  V3S7  min?,  to 
point  out  before  him,'  cannot  be  correct.  Ball  ('96)  would  read 
V3B1?  rn^n'?  (<5  a-uvav-rfia-ai.  atiTco);  but  the  sentence  does  not  tell 
us  whom  Judah  was  to  meet,  nor  does  H3^3,  '  to  Goshen,'  follow 
naturally.  Lagarde  (GGN,  'go,  p.  119)  and,  independently,  the 
present  writer  (in  '80)  thought  that  instead  of  V3B1?  Tfffh  ®  reac' 
j%i?2(?)  tin1?  or  the  like  —  i.e.,  'to  Heroopolis.'  Heroopolis,  as 
Naville  has  shown,  is  PITHOM  [q.v.Y,  'Heroo'  may  perhaps 
come  from  the  Egyptian  ar  (  =  »?p)  'storehouse'  (Store  city  of 
Pithom,  7).  Lagarde  accepts  this  as  the  true  reading  ;  but  too 
hastily.  (S's  version  needs  a  more  thorough  inspection.  It  runs 
thus  in  A,  rov  &k  'lovSav  an-eVTCiAff  HfiTrpotrdev  avT<oi>  jrpbs  'Ico<rr)$ 
<ruva.vTr\(ra>.  ai/rui  Ka.6'  'Hpwiui'  TroAti/  cis  yffv  'Pa/ueoxn).  What  is 
eis  yf)V  'Pa^ecroT}?  It  represents  nytf}  i"  MT.  Jtyj,  however, 
is  nowhere  else  rendered  yf)  'Pap.  In  spite  of  Naville's  plausible 
theory  (Goshen,  17)  that  yrj  'Pafi.  may  mean  a  larger  district  than 
Goshen,  the  present  writer  holds  that  <B  must  have  read  some 
thing  rather  different  from  MT,  viz.,  nCTT?  TYI^  V3p>  Here 
nCT?  is  to  be  taken  as  a  correction  of  nn1?  (a  miswritten  frag 
ment),  the  right  reading  and  the  wrong  being  preserved,  as  often, 
sidebyside.  (B,  however,  supposed  vin?  to  mean  'toEro'  —  t'.e.,'to 
Heroopolis'  —  and  nCT1?  to  be  miswritten  for  DDOjnS  —  *•'•»  '  to 
(the  land  of)  Rameses.'  The  tme  reading  of  v.  28  probably  is 

WOT  ns-iN  IDV-^X  ras^  nW  rnirrvmi.     ruth  raw  is  a  gloss 


(<pD  omits  eis  yrjt'  'P.  both  in  4628  and  in  47  n). 

and  jt>'3  at  the  end  of  v.  28  and  in  -v.  29  are  also  insertions.     In 

47  ii  '  the  land  of  Rameses  '  should  be  '  the  land  of  Jarmuth.' 
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his  father.  The  meeting  is  described  in  few  but  appro 
priate  words  (4629/. ,  J),  such  as  that  colourless  writer 
P  could  never  have  found.  If  we  may.  give  way  to  the 
spell  of  the  narrator,  and  treat  the  events  narrated  as 
historical,  we  may  suppose  the  meeting  to  have  taken 
place  near  one  of  the  Egyptian  fortresses  on  the  border 
of  the  desert.1  After  this,  according  to  J,  the  whole 
party  went  up  to  the  court,  and  Jacob  and  five  of  his 
brethren  were  presented  to  the  Pharaoh  2  (Gen.  47  2-4,  J ). 
A  remarkable  honour,  for  we  have  just  been  told  (4634) 
that  'every shepherd  isan abomination  to  the  Egyptians.'3 
The  Priestly  Writer,  generally  so  concise,  even  gives  us 
a  conversation  held  by  Jacob  with  the  Pharaoh  (Gen. 
467-10).  The  patriarch  speaks  in  the  tone  of  Ps. 
90 10  [n],4  and  as  Jacob  goes  out,  like  a  superior  being, 
he  blesses  the  Egyptian  king. 

Both  J  and  E  described  the  last  meeting  of  Joseph 
and  his  father.  It  was  specially  important  to  record 
the  blessing  of  Joseph's  two  sons  (488-19,  JE)  and  the 
oath  exacted  by  Jacob  from  Joseph  (cp  STAFF)  that  he 
would  bury  him,  not  in  Egypt,  but  in  the  grave  which 
he  (Jacob)  had  digged  for  himself  in  the  land  of  Canaan  5 
(50s).  Jacob  on  his  side  promised  that  Joseph  should 
return  to  Canaan  and  occupy  the  finely-situated  hill  of 
SHECHEM  (4822,  E).  Upon  Jacob's  death  his  son  per 
formed  all  the  requisite  funeral  rites  (see  ABEL-MIZRAIM), 
both  Egyptian  and  Hebrew,  and  then  returned  with  his 
brethren,  whom  he  continued  to  treat  magnanimously 
till  he  died  at  the  ideal  age  of  no  (see  §  10). 

We  have  seen  that  the  pre-exilic  story  of  Joseph  is 
made  up  of  portions  of  two  distinct  biographies  which 
have  been  skilfully  welded  together  by  a 


4.  Common 
source. 


redactor.      This  is  a  fact  of  much  im 


portance.  Since  there  are  two  records, 
and  these  (as  will  appear)  are  equally  accurate  in  their 
Egyptian  colouring,  we  may  assume  that  there  was  a 
still  earlier  document  from  which  both  J  and  E  drew. 

It  may  be  asked,  Can  we  fix  the  dates  of  J  and  E, 
looking  simply  at  their  respective  lives  of  Joseph  ?  (By 
J  and  E  we  mean  here  members  of  the  schools  of  writing 
denoted  respectively  by  the  letters  J  and  E. )  We  may 
presume  that  J  (or  better  J2)  lived  after  the  fall  of 
Samaria  (722  B.C.),  for  otherwise,  being  a  Judahite 
writer,  he  would  not  have  felt  free  to  treat  so  elaborately 
a  northern  legend  aiming  at  the  glorification  of  Joseph. 
For  the  date  of  E  (or  E2)  we  have  perhaps  a  clue  in  the 
name  Asenath,  and  at  any  rate  in  the  name  Potiphera 
in  4X45.  Though  a  name  of  the  type  Potiphera  has 
been  shown  to  occur  close  upon  the  Hyksos  period,6  the 
name  referred  to  ( Petu-baal,  '  gift  of  Baal ' )  is  only  half 
Egyptian,  and  the  type  first  becomes  frequently  repre 
sented  in  the  2&th  dynasty.7  The  name  Asenath  may 
also  be  explained  as  a  specimen  of  a  late  type  of  name. 
It  is  generally  held  to  be  a  Hebraised  form  of  Egyptian 
ns-ni — i.e. ,  '  belonging  to  [the  Saite  goddess]  Keith  '  — 
and  if  so  may  indicate  that  the  editor  lived  in,  or  shortly 
before,  the  period  of  the  26th  or  Saite  dynasty.8  The 
name,  however,  is  not  doubly  attested  like  that  of 
Potiphera  (cp  'Potiphar,'  37  36,  E),  and  may  not  be 
the  form  which  E2  wrote.  Let  us  not  neglect  to  be 

1  So  Tomkins,  Life  of  Joseph,  75. 

2  On  Gen.  47  ^f.,  where  the  text  of  (5  is  clearly  preferable,  ree 
We.  CH  53,  and  cp  Bacon,  Gen.  212  ;  Ball,  Gen.  io$f. 

•*  Herdsmen  are  caricatured  on  the  monuments  as  ugly  and 
deformed.  A  reference  to  Gen.  12  10-20  does  not  lighten  the 
inconsistency,  for  that  narrative  has  reached  its  present  form  by 
a  misunderstanding  (see  MIZRAIM,  §  2  />). 

4  Lady  Duff  Gordon  (Letters  from  Egypt)  thinks  that  Gen. 
47  9  is  just  the  hollow  speech  that  a  Fellah  would  make  to-day 
to  a  Pasha.     The  remark  does  not  at  all  hit  the  intention  of  P. 

5  Not  necessarily  MACHTELAH  [ff.z/.];  47  30  seems  to  have  been 
touched  by  R,  to  harmonise  it  with  P  (4929-32). 

8  See  Brugsch,  Gcsch.  197,  cp  239 ;  and  especially  Tomkins, 
Acad.,  3ist  Jan.  1891  ;  Life  of  Joseph,  183. 

7  Steindorff,  ZAWiif.  ('So),  8850-52  ('92);  cp  T.a.c.  Mitt. 
3  226-229  and  282-286 ;  Brugsch,  Deutsche  Rundschau,  'co,  p. 
245;  Cornill,  F.inl.$\  41. 

^  So  Steindorff,  I.e.  Names  of  this  type  occur  now  and  then 
earlier,  aod  are  frequent  in  the  2ist  (Theban)  dynasty. 
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warned  by  the  wrongly  read  '  Egyptian '  names,  Ano  in 
©,  i  K.  1224*  (Swete),  and  Tahpenes  in  MT  of  i  K. 
11 19  (see  HADAD). 

If  so,  we  have  nothing  to  depend  upon  but  the  name 
Potiphera,  and  this  is  a  very  weak  basis  for  a  theory. 
There  were  learned  scribes  before  as  well  as  after  the 
exile,  and  such  an  one  may  possibly  have  changed  the 
original  name  given  to  Joseph's  father-in-law  by  E2  into 
a  name  of  the  type  which  in  his  own  time  was  more 
fashionable  in  Egypt ;  or  perhaps  the  text  may  have 
become  indistinct,  and  the  scribe  may  have  corrected 
the  older  name  in  accordance  with  the  fashion  of  the 
time. 

Next,  assuming  (as  we  must)  that  J  and  E  drew  from 
an  earlier  Hebrew  story,  can  we  form  an  opinion  as  to 
its  probable  period  ?  This  Hebrew  story  was  certainly 
no  mere  romance,  the  scene  of  which  was  laid  in  Egypt. 
The  Egyptian  colouring  is  too  profuse,  and  the  details 
too  peculiar,  to  be  altogether  ascribed  to  a  Hebrew 
narrator.  We  can  imagine  that  a  romantic  story  of  the 
Egyptian  sojourn  of  a  Joseph  who  was  merely  the 
eponym  of  the  Hebrew  tribe  of  that  name  would  have 
presented  some  Egyptian  features.  Such  a  story,  how 
ever,  being  mainly  a  reflection  of  the  fortunes  of  a  tribe, 
could  not  have  been  so  deeply  infused  with  Egyptian 
elements  as  the  existing  Joseph-story.  It  is  therefore  a 
reasonable  conjecture  that  that  earlier  Hebrew  story  of 
which  we  have  spoken  was  based  on  a  still  more  ancient 
Hebrew  narrative  which  had  no  elements  of  tribal  legend 
and  related  entirely  to  an  individual,  and  that  those 
elements  in  our  existing  Joseph-story  which  are  most 
undeniably  personal,  and  by  which  this  story  contrasts 
most  strongly  with  the  unhistorical  tribal  legends  of 
Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  were  present  in  a  purer 
and  of  course  a  more  complete  form  in  that  ancient 
Hebrew  narrative. 

To  what  extent  this  most  ancient  Hebrew  tale  may 
have  suffered  alteration  in  the  course  of  centuries,  it  is 
impossible  to  say.  We  may  conjecture,  however,  that 
it  was  really  based  upon  facts  which,  however  idealised, 
were  yet  truly  historical,  that  it  was  written  not  many 
generations  after  the  events  to  which  it  referred,  and 
even  that  it  was  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from  an 
Egyptian  source.  The  number  of  Semites  in  the  eastern 
provinces  of  Egypt  was  so  large  that  this  Egyptian  origin 
is  far  from  being  an  extravagant  hypothesis.  The  upper 
limit  of  the  period  within  which  the  Hebrew  stories, 
which  seem  to  have  preceded  J  and  E,  have  to  be  placed, 
depends  on  the  date  or  dates  of  the  events  recorded 
idealistically  by  the  earliest  of  them.1 

Let  us  first  consider  some  of  the  most  remarkable 
6  EffVDtian.  Pllenomena  m   the   Joseph -story   (corn- 
parallels      Pleteness   cannot    be  aimed    at)    in  con 
nection  with  Egyptian  parallels. 

a.  The  close  parallelism  between  Gen.  39  7-20  and 
the  Egyptian  tale  of  Two  Brothers  has  often  been 
remarked.  The  Egyptian  tale  is  extant  in  a  copy  which 
belonged  to  Seti  II.  (rgth  dynasty),  and  was  probably 
written  early  in  the  i8th  dynasty.  That  such  a  story 
could  have  arisen  only  in  Egypt,  it  would  be  too  much 
to  assert ;  in  fact,  similar  stories  have  been  found  in 
perfectly  unrelated  literatures.2  Still,  considering  that 
the  scene  of  the  tale  of  Joseph  and  Potiphar's  wife  is 
laid  in  Egypt,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  story  of  Joseph 
in  Egypt  is  strongly  Egyptian  in  colouring,  it  is  most 
plausible  to  hold  that  Gen.  397-20  is  based  upon  a  par 
allel  Egyptian  story,  though  hardly  upon  the  tale  of  the 
Two  Brothers,  for  that  has  to  do  with  peasant  life.  Such 
a  borrowing  would  certainly  be  less  surprising  than  the 
undoubted  fact  that  in  early  Christian  times  an  Egyptian 
monk  named  Visa,  in  writing  the  life  of  his  father  Shnudl, 

1  See,  e.g.,  Brugsch,  Gesch.  Aeg.  249-251  ;   E.  Meyer,  GA 
1  285  ;  Sayce,  Crit.  Man.  209.     For^translations,  see  Renouf, 
RP  2  137^  ;  Maspero,  Conies  de  I' Kgypte  anc.  3-32  ;  Flinders 
Petrie,  Anc.  Eg.  Tales,  lTf>ff.  ;  cp  Erman,  3787: 

2  See  A.  Lang,  Myth,  Ritual,  and  Religion,  1  303-308. 
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twice  imitates  the  story  of  the  Two  Brothers  in  some  one 
of  its  forms. 

b.  The  rise  of  Joseph  the  Hebrew  from  low  estate  to 
the  second  position  in  the  kingdom  has  many  parallels. 
Semitic  slaves  were  common  at  all  times   in  the  Nile 
Valley.1     Often,    for    their   capacity  and   fidelity,    they 
were  raised  to  high  positions,  and  became  naturalised 
Egyptians.      Meri-Re',    the  armour-bearer  of  Thotmes 
III.,  and  his  brother  the  priest  User-Min,  were  the  sons 
of  an  Amorite.     We  do  not  hear  that  they  had  been 
slaves  ;  but  there  is  nothing  to  prohibit  the  idea  ;  and 
the  chief  point  to  notice  in  the  rise  of  Joseph  is  not  his 
having  been  a  slave  but  his  Hebrew  origin.      So,  too, 
under  the  Pharaoh  Merenptah  the  office  of  '  first  speaker 
of  His  Majesty  '  was  held  by  a  Canaanite  named  Ben 
Mat'ana,  and  in  the  Amarna  Tablets  we  meet  with  two 
Egyptian  officials  who  appear  from  their  names  Dudu 
(in)  and  Yanhamu  (cp')  to  be  of  Semitic  origin. 

c.  That  the  honours   conferred  upon  Joseph   (Gen. 
41  42/1 )  are  such  as  a  newly  appointed  vizier  might  well 
have  received,  is  undeniable.      The  royal  '  seal-bearer ' 
was  the  chief  government  official  ;  he  was  the  deputy  of 
the  Pharaoh.2     The  '  garments  of  linen  '  (plural),  if  the 
story  is  of  Egyptian  origin,  cannot  be  right ;  the  first 
narrator  may  have  referred  to  the  royal  apron-garment 
(the  so-called  shendi-i]  which  was  worn  by  others  as  well 
as  by  the  king  under  the  Middle  and  the  New  Empires.3 
'  Garments  of  byssus '   (\yy,    see   LINEN,   7)   were  not 
exceptional  enough  ;  all  Egyptians  of  rank  had  to  wear 
them.       The    '  golden    collar '    was    a    highly    prized 
Egyptian  decoration  ;  Ahmes,  the  conqueror  of  Avaris, 
won  it  seven  times  by  special  acts  of  valour.4 

In  the  Louvre  there  is  a  stele  on  which  the  investiture  of  a 
grandee  with  a  golden  collar  is  represented  to  the  life.  Seti  I. 
presides  over  the  ceremony,  and  while  he  makes  a  speech  two 
officers  put  a  magnificent  collar  round  the  neck  of  Hor-hem, 
who  lifts  his  arms  in  token  of  joy  (De  Rouge,  Notice  sommaire, 
49;  cp  Pierret,  RP  2  105  /.).  See  also  tirugsch,  Gesch.  Aeg. 
426. 

Still  we  cannot  lay  too  much  stress  even  upon  this 

decoration  ;  at  any  Eastern  court  such  an  honour  would 

6    Joaenh'a  ^ave  been  prized  (cp  Dan.  6729  and  see 

viziersh'n     NECKLACE)-     What  the  meaning  of  '  he 

made  him  ride  in  the  second  chariot  that 

he  had'  (Gen.  41 43)  can  be,  no  one  has  explained. 

The  text  has  been  injured  ;  we  may  with  some  probability 
restore  D'pbriErt  roD~IS3>  '  i"  a  chariot  drawn  by  choice  young 
steeds.'  To  both  words  in  this  phrase  there  may  have  been 
corresponding  Egyptian  terms  ;  to  the  first  there  certainly  was 
(ina-ra-ka-bu-ti)',  but  both  were  originally  Semitic  (see  CHARIOT, 
§  i,  and  cp  HORSE,  §  i  [5]). 

It  is  more  important,  however,  to  note  the  titles  of 
Joseph's  office.  '  They  cried  before  him,  Abrech  '  (Gen. 
4143,  J).  '  He  has  made  me  an  ab  to  Pharaoh,  and  adon 
of  all  his  house '  (45  8,  J).  Abrech,  if  the  reading  is  cor 
rect,  is  possibly  the  Ass.  abarakku,  a  title  of  a  very  high 
dignitary,  which  like  so  many  other  Asiatic  words  may 
have  passed  into  Egypt  (see  ABRECH).  More  prob 
ably,  however,  the  first  three  letters  represent  an 
Egyptian  title — viz.,  friend  (inn) — and  in  458  'an  ab  to 
Pharaoh '  should  probably  be  '  a  friend  of  Pharaoh. ' 
Brugsch,  it  is  true,  points  out  that  the  Egyptian  ab  meant 
a  person  who  gave  orders  in  the  name  of  the  Pharaoh.5 
A  lower  dignitary  would  be  called  adon,  though  Brugsch 
has  once  found  the  the  title  of  '  an  adon  over  the  whole 
land  '  (in  connection,  with  the  early  life  of  Haremhib, 
afterwards  king).6  In  any  case,  however,  we  could 
not  press  this.  Adon,  if  not  also  ab,  is  possibly  a 
Semitic  loan-word.  Adon  is  the  natural  Hebrew  word 

1  Ebers,  Aegypten  u.  die  Biicher  Mose's,  294  ;  Erman,  105, 

5'Z' 

'*  Flinders  Petrie,  Tell  Nebesheh,  16 ;  Ten  Years'  Digging, 
66  ;  Ebers,  Smith's  DB$]  1797  ;  Tomkins,  Life  of  Joseph,  47. 

•'  Erman,  Anc.  Eg.  62,  206,  210. 

4  Renouf,  RP^j-io;  Petrie,  Hist.  221-23. 

5  Gesch.  A  eg.  207,  248,  592. 
0  Gesch.  Aeg.  252. 
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for   '  lord '  ;    so  also,  according  to  the  lexicons,   is  ab 
for  '  vizier. ' l 

For  the  extent  of  Joseph's  newly  given  authority  we 
may  refer  to  the  descriptions  of  the  two  Egyptian  feudal 
lords,  Ptah-hotep  and  Rehmere'. 

'  If  Rehmere'  does  not,  like  Ptah-hotep,  bear  the  title  of  royal 
prince,  he  was  perhaps  of  even  higher  rank,  since  he  is  called 
the  double  of  the  Pharaoh,'  animated  by  his  spirit,  taking  his 
place  in  his  absence,  governing  all  Egypt  like  him,  addressed 
by  the  same  titles,  and  saluted  like  him  by  the  courtiers.  We 
must  not  be  surprised,  therefore,  at  the  royal  title  given  to 
Ptah-hotep ;  the  prefect  of  the  capital  was  next  to  the  king 
the  first  person  in  the  kingdom.'2 

Not  less  remarkable  is  the  abject  servility  of  the 
letters  addressed  to  Dudu,  a  high  officer  of  Amen-hotep 
IV.,  by  Aziri,  prefect  of  the  land  of  the  Amorites  ;  it 
is  not  easy  to  decide  which  is  greater,  '  the  king,  my 
lord,"  or  'my  lord,  my  father.'3  Aziri  even  refers  to 
the  king  and  the  grandees  collectively  as  '  my  gods ' 
(ildniya).  Does  not  this  remind  us  of  Gen.  41  40, 
'  Only  in  the  throne  will  I  be  greater  than  thou '  ?  4 

d.  With  the  viziership  Joseph  combined  the  office 
of  director  of  the  granaries  (Gen.  \\$  f. ).  This  was 
usually  distinct.  It  was  held,  e.g. ,  by 
Beka  (ipth  or  2oth  dynasty),  whose 
sepulchral  stele  is  now  preserved  at  Turin.5  Kings' 
sons  did  not  disdain  to  hold  it.6  We  know,  how 
ever,  that  Rehmere'  (see  c),  who  was  a  vizier,  was 
superintendent  of  the  storehouses,  which  from  time  to 
time  he  had  inspected.  This  constant  supervision  is 
insisted  upon  by  the  real  or  imaginary  princely  sage, 
Ptah-hotep,  in  his  famous  collection  of  precepts.  So, 
too,  a  chief  overseer  of  the  granaries,  named  Am-n-teh, 
tells  us  that  he  never  took  rest  from  his  responsibilities. 
Such  at  least  was  the  ideal.  The  magazines  had  to  be 
carefully  guarded  and  replenished,  for  on  this  the  life 
of  thousands  might  depend.7  This  duty,  according 
to  Gen.  41.48/. ,  Joseph,  as  an  ideal  vizier,  discharged 
in  person.  The  scene  of  Joseph's  brethren  presenting 
themselves  at  the  granaries  may  be  illustrated  by  a 
wall-painting  in  the  tomb  of  Rehmere'  already  referred 
to.8 

We  now  come  to  the  seven  years  of  famine  (Gen. 
41  54^).  Famines  were  sometimes  confined  to  Egypt. 
_  .  On  one  such  occasion,  as  the  decree  of 
mme'  Canopus  mentions,  the  reigning  Ptolemy 
imported  grain  from  Syria  and  Phoenicia.  The  story 
of  Joseph,  however,  refers  to  one  which  extended  to 
all  the  neighbouring  lands,  natives  of  which  came  into 
Egypt  to  Joseph  to  buy  corn  (Gen.  4157).  It  used  to 
be  thought  that  a  pictorial  record  of  this  event  was 
still  extant.  On  the  N.  wall  of  the  tomb  of  prince 
Chnemhotep  on  the  steep  height  of  Beni  Hasan  can 
still  be  seen  depicted  the  meeting  of  thirty-seven  Asiatics 
with  the  Egyptian  prince-governor.  It  is  not,  how 
ever,  a  famine  but  trade  that  brings  them  to  Egypt, 
and  they  are  nomads  from  Arabia,  headed  by  their 
prince  Abesha  (see  ABISHAI,  n.  2),  bringing  stibium  or 
eye-paint  (see  PAINT).9 

In  another  of  the  Beni-Hasan  caves  is  the  tomb  of  Ameni, 
one  of  the  feudal  princes  of  the  Middle  Empire.  This  magnate 


1  But  this  is  extremely  doubtful.     In  Is.  9  6  [5]  and  22  21  we 
should  almost  certainly  read  Y3N  (strong  one,  protector).     See 
Crit.  Bib. 

2  Virey,  RPP\  84;  cp  4  3. 

3  Am.  Tab.  44/ 

*  Flinders  Petrie  (Tell  Nebesheh,  16  ;  Ten  Years  Digging, 
66)  suggests  a  further  comparison  with  the  '  chief  of  the  chan 
cellors,'  or  'royal  seal  -  bearer,'  who  stood  at  the  head  of  the 
bureaucracy  under  the  Hyksos  kings.  We  must  not,  however, 
base  an  argument  upon  this  for  placing  Joseph  in  the  Hyksos 
period,  for  the  officials  at  that  period  were  not  Semites  but 
chosen  from  among  the  native  Egyptians. 

5  Chabas,  TSBA  6459-465. 

6  Maspero,  Daiun  ofCiz:  286. 

7  Virey,  XPP)  3  ^  f.  (see  n.  2,  p.  7). 

8  RPV)  3  10. 

9  See  Bent-Hasan  (Arcka-ol.  Survey  of  Egypf),  Part  I.,  p.  69, 
and  cp  EGYPT,  §  50;   Music,  §  8.     The  tombs  are  of  the  izth 
dynasty. 
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is  made  to  relate  the  chief  events  of  his  life,  and  speaks  thus  in, 
the  conclusion. 

'  (When)  there  became  years  of  famine  ...  I  made  to  live 
its  inhabitants,  making  its  provision  ;  not  became  a  hungry 
man  in  it.  ...  When  thereafter  great  rises  of  the  Nile  took 
place,  producing  wheat  and  barley,  .  .  .  not  did  I  exact  the 
arrears  of  the  farm.'1  A  similar  statement  is  made  by  a  governor 
named  Baba  in  his  sepulchral  inscriptions  at  el-Kub  (end  of 
I7th  dyn.);  Baba  speaks  of  'a  famine  lasting  many  years,'  and 
Brugsch  has  recorded  his  conviction  2  that  the  inscription  refers 
to  the  identical  famine  of  the  Joseph-story.  Baba  at  el-Kab 
was  under  the  native  kinjj  SaknCinri  III.,  while  Joseph  lived 
and  worked,  as  Brugsch  thinks,  under  one  of  the  Hyksos  kings. 
Of  a  third  famine  which  has  been  brought  into  connection  with 
Joseph  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  style  of  the  monument  proves 
it  to  be  not  earlier  than  the  Ptolemies.  See  Wiedemann,  Gtsch. 
des  Alt.  Aegyptcns,  68. 

Wre  now  pass  on  to  the  policy  of  Joseph  (Gen.  47 13-26, 

composite).      The   statements  in  w.  20-26  have  some 

_         .  ,     affinity  to  those  of  Herodotus  (2109)  and 

».  josepns  Diodorus  (l73)_  and   the   probability  is 
P°  1C7-        that  an  these  stories  are  the  attempts  of 
later  generations  to  account  for  the  fact  that  the  Egyp 
tians  handed  over  a  fixed  proportion  of  the  harvest  to 
the  king.      Erman  writes  thus  : — 

'  Whatever  the  details  may  have  been,  we  may  accept  as  a 
general  fact  that  Ta'a  and  A'hmose  exterminated  the  old  nobility 
very  much  as  the  Mamluks  were  exterminated  by  Mehemed 
AH,  and  as  the  latter  obtained  the  greater  part  of  all  the 
property  in  the  kingdom  by  the  confiscation  of  the  estates  of 
the  Mamluks,  so  the  former  absorbed  the  property  of  the  small 
princedoms.  Thus  arose  those  abnormal  agrarian  conditions 
found  in  later  Egypt,  by  which  all  property,  with  the  exception 
of  the  priests' fields,  belonged  to  the  Pharaoh,  and  was  rented  from 
the  crown  by  a  payment  of  20  per  cent.  In  Gen.  47  these  con 
ditions  are  declared  to  be  due  to  the  clever  policy  of  Joseph.'3 

The  narrator  in  Gen.  47  is  certainly  accurate  in  one 
part  of  his  statement.  The  land  of  the  priests  was 
exempt  from  taxation  ;  no  '  inspector  of  the  palace ' 
could  enter  the  sacred  domains.4  We  do  not  hear, 
however,  that  the  priests  received  special  '  portions '  of 
provisions  from  the  king  ;  this  statement  is  not  con 
firmed. 

One  small  point  alone  remains  —  the  age  ascribed  to 
Joseph  at  his  death.  'Joseph  died,  being  no  years 
,,  old'  (Gen.  5026,  J).  No  Hebrew  tale- 
osepn  s  wr jter  wouid  have  written  thus.  To 
°  reach  the  age  of  no  years  was  every 

good  Egyptian's  prayer  ;  it  was  the  favour  desired  by 
the  high  priest  Bak-en-Honsu  (igth  dynasty)  when 
he  was  86  years  of  age.8  Ptah-hotep,  whose  collec 
tion  of  maxims  has  been  called  (with  doubtful  justice) 
the  most  ancient  of  books,  says  that  his  virtue  has 
brought  him  to  this  advanced  age,  which  few  were 
privileged  to  exceed,6  and  a  strange  reminiscence  of 
this  Egyptian  belief  meets  us  in  the  life  of  another 
Joseph  (see  JOSEPH  iii. ,  §  10). 

What  historical  elements  are  there  in  the  Joseph 
story  ?  We  are  prepared  by  the  preceding  inquiry  to 

.     .find   that   there  are  some,   and  it  will 
11.  Historical 


elements. 


be  best  to  go  at  once  into  the  heart  of 


the  question.  Let  us  notice,  then, 
(i)  that  several  names  possibly  of  Egyptian  origin 
occur  in  the  families  of  Moses  and  Aaron  and  of  Joseph. 
The  name  of  Moses  may  possibly  be  analogous  to  Ra- 
messu,  'child  of  Ra  (Re')'  ;  the  son  of  Eleazar,  com 
monly  called  PHINEHAS  (q.v. ),  and  a  son  of  Eli  bear, 
according  to  the  prevalent  opinion,  the  same  well-known 
Egyptian  name,  of  which  HOPHNI  (q.v. )  may  be  a 
corrupt  variation.  Eleazar's  father,  PUTIEL  (q.v. ),  and 
the  Korahite  clan  called  Osir  (MT  ASSIR)  also  have  been 
thought  to  bear,  the  one  a  partly  disfigured,  the  other 
a  still  completely  Egyptian  name.  HUR,  too,  the 
companion  of  Moses  and  Aaron,  may  also  possibly  be 
added  to  the  list.  The  present  writer  probably  stands 
nearly  alone  in  looking  elsewhere  for  the  true  explana 
tions  of  these  names.  But  with  such  an  eminent 

1  It.  27. 

2  Gesch.  Aeg.  i&ff.',  cp  Tomkins,  Joseph,  56. 

3  Life  in  Ancient  Egypt,  103. 

*  Naville,  The  Festrval  Hall  c/Osorkon  II.  ('92),  8. 
8  De  Horrack,  RP  12  118  122. 

Cp  also  Flinders  Petrie,  Anc.  Eg.  Talcs,  1  25. 
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authority  as  W.  Max  Mtiller  on  the  other  side,  he  will 
not  be  so  discourteous  as  to  call  the  above  explanations 
impossible.  Certainly,  if  correct,  they  tend  to  justify 
the  theory  that  the  tribe  of  Joseph  and  some  part  of 
the  tribe  of  Levi  once  sojourned  in  Egypt.  Whether 
the  story  of  the  selling  of  Joseph  for  a  slave  may  be 
best  regarded  as  an  antedating  of  the  reported  subse 
quent  oppression,  or  as  a  feature  of  a  once  extant 
biography  of  a  Hebrew  vizier,  is  an  open  question. 
It  should  be  noticed  that  from  Am.  Tab.  55  115  it 
appears  that  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  Syrians 
were  sometimes  sent  to  Jarimuta  to  be  sold  for  corn.1 
Not  only  Joseph,  but  in  an  earlier  form  of  the  story  also 
Simeon  and  Benjamin  seem  to  have  been  represented  as 
sold  into  slavery  in  Egypt,  and  it  has  been  already 
noted  as  perhaps  significant  that  the  name  of  a  tradi 
tional  grandson  of  Joseph  means  '  sold  '  (see  EPHRAIM 
i. ,  §  i  ;  cp,  however,  MACHIR). 

Passing  now  to  Joseph  himself,  we  find  that  in 
ManStho's  story  of  the  expulsion  of  the  '  lepers '  (Jos. 
c.  A  p.  128),  the  leader  of  the  'lepers'  is  said  to  be  a 
priest  of  Heliopolis  named  Osarsiph  (see  §  i).  The 
kernel  of  this  story,  according  to  E.  Meyer  (GA  1270) 
and  Marquart  (Chronolog.  Unters.),  is  the  virtually 
monotheistic  reform  of  Ahu-n-aten  (Amen-hotep  IV.). 
A  similar  story  is  given  by  Chaeremon  (Jos.  c.  Ap.  132), 
who  gives  the  names  of  the  leaders  of  the  '  unclean ' 
as  Tisithen  and  Peteseph.  The  latter  name,  in  one 
way  or  another,  may  fairly  be  brought  into  connection 
with  Joseph  (see  §  i),  and  it  should  be  added  that 
Chaeremon  too  connects  the  story  with  Amenophis 
(Amen-hotep). 

It  becomes  natural,  therefore,  to  look  for  light  to  the 
Amarna  tablets  which  are  concerned  with  the  period 
of  Amen-hotep  III.  and  Amen-hotep  IV.;  and  we  are 
not  disappointed.  We  find  there  an  important  Egyp 
tian  functionary,  whose  name  is  apparently  Semitic, 
Yanhamu  (i.e.,  according  to  Marq.  cyy).  He  is  a 
rabisu  or  '  general  (?) '  who  has  the  control  of  the 
magazines  of  grain  in  the  land  of  Jarimuta  (see  §  3), 
and  superintends  the  affairs  of  the  Egyptian  dominion 
in  Palestine. 

When  the  Syrian  chieftains  and  governors  have  a  request  to 
make  of  the  Egyptian  king  they  often  add  that  he  need  only 
ask  Yanhamu,  who  knows  the  circumstances  well.  When  Rib- 
Addi  of  Gebal  has  grievances  against  Abd-Asirti  of  Amurru, 
he  refers  them  to  Yanhamu  (as  one  of  three,  84  34  f.),  and  he 
asks  the  king  to  say  to  Yanhamu,  '  Behold,  Rib-Addi  is  in  thy 
power,  and  anything  which  happens  to  him  touches  thee  '  (61 40- 
42).  Another  time  Rib-Addi  asks  the  king  to  bid  Yanhamu 
take  the  field  at  once  with  troops  ("559-64  87  173). 

These  are  by  no  means  all  the  references.  Notice 
too  that  Yabitiri,  commandant  of  Gaza  and  Joppa, 
speaks  of  having  been  brought  by  Yanhamu  to  the 
Egyptian  court  while  still  small  (214  24-26).  Yabitiri 
seems  to  have  been  a  countryman  of  Yanhamu ;  but  his 
name,  which  looks  Egyptian  (Ra-hotep?),  may  have 
been  given  to  him  in  Egypt. 

The  latter  circumstance  is  interesting  because  Joseph 
too  is  said  to  have  received  an  Egyptian  name  in 
Egypt ;  Marquart  thinks  (677)  that  the  name  intended 
is  Zaphtan  (jnsi),  and  that  |n  represents  Aten,  the 
name  of  the  god  of  the  solar  disk,  worshipped  by 
Mya-n-aten.  This  is  not  the  present  writer's  view 
(see  ZAPHNATH-PAANEAH)  ;  but  the  theory  from 
which  it  springs  seems  to  him  likely  to  be  correct. 
Joseph  (whose  Egyptian  name  was  perhaps  Pa-'anh, 
or  Pi-anhi,2  indicating  that  '  life  ' — 'ank — centred  in  the 
bearer  of  the  name)  is  probably  an  imaginative 
version  of  some  Semitic  courtier  of  the  reforming  king 
Amen-hotep  IV.  The  untranslatable  passage  in  Gen. 
4143,  irix  firm  -pax,  should  perhaps  be  read  priNM  nan, 
'  friend  of  Khu-en-aten  '  (Che.  OLZ,  April  1900  ;  cp  §  4), 
and  the  nameof  Joseph's  wife  may  perhaps  have  been  'Anh- 

1  This  is  Marquart's  pertinent  observation  (678). 
-  Pianhi  was  a  priestly  name  ;  it  was  current  in  the  family  of 
the  priest-king  Hn-hor. 
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;  nes-aten  (so  Marq.  677).  A  daughter  of  Ahu-n-aten,  who 
had  this  name,  was  married  to  Tut-'anh-Amun,  the 

i  next  king  but  one  after  Khu-en-aten.  '  Potiphera,' 
too,  should  probably  be  corrected  into  Meri-Re'  ;  this 

i  was  the  name  of  the  high  priest  of  Aten  at  the  king's 
new  capital  of  Aht-aten  (el-Amarna).  We  have  also 

I    found   reason    to   suspect    the    occurrence   of    another 

'  ancient  Egyptian  name  in  Genesis,  viz.,  Jarimuta  (in 
Gen.  4628,  see  §  3).  Marquart's  theory  that  Jarimuta 
was  in  the  province  now  called  the  Fayyum  —  a  natural 
depression  in  the  Libyan  hills,  far  more  fertile  anciently 
even  than  it  is  now  —  seems  not  quite  so  natural  as  the 
view  which  places  it  nearer  to  Palestine,  in  the  East  of 
the  Delta.1 

Some  such  conjectures  as  the  above  seem  forced  upon  us  in 
the  light  of  Egyptian  history.  As  to  the  names,  we  must  not 
expect  too  great  exactness.  W.  Max  Muller  {OLZ,  Oct.  1900) 
objects  to  3  as  the  representative  of  Kh.  But  the  confusion 
of  3  and  n  is  to°  common  in  Hebrew  to  surprise  us.  The  inK 
after  jin  is  but  a  scribe's  second  attempt  to  write  Aten.  As  to 
the  impoliteness  of  choosing  the  name  Ahu-n-aten,  the  objection 
would  have  more  force  if  an  Egyptian  story  were  in  question. 

The  ordinary  view  that  Joseph,  if  historical,  is  to 
be  placed  in  the  Hyksos  period,  is  acquiesced  in  by 
Flinders  Petrie.  Ebers,  however,  who  is  in  agreement 
with  Lepsius,  says,  '  In  the  whole  section  there  is 

j  nothing  which  does  not  exactly  fit  a  Pharaonic  court 
in  the  best  periods  of  the  kingdom,  while  there  is 
much  which  can  never  be  reconciled  with  a  Hyksos 
court,  however  much  Egyptianised.'  2  A  later  date, 
too,  makes  it  easier  to  believe  in  the  existence  of  a 
true  tradition  as  the  kernel  of  the  story.  Following 
Marquart,  whose  brilliant  research  3  has  poured  a  flood 
of  light  on  the  Joseph-story,  the  present  writer  places 
the  great  Hebrew  vizier  now  called  Joseph  in  the 
reign  of  Khu-en-aten  or  Amen-hotep  IV. 

We  may  now  perhaps  venture  on  the  statement  that 
there  are  five  distinct  elements  in  our  present  Joseph- 
story  :  —  (i  )  the  transformed  tradition  of  a  sojourn  of  the 
tribe  of  Joseph  in  Egypt  ;  (2)  the  tradition,  true  in 
essentials,  of  a  Hebrew  vizier  under  Khu-en-aten  ; 
(3)  the  story  of  Joseph  and  Potiphar's  wife,  etc.  (an 
imaginative  appendage)  ;  (4)  the  narrative  (not  historical) 
connecting  the  changed  agrarian  law  of  Egypt  with 
Khu-en-aten's  vizier  ;  (5)  the  narrative  (also  unhistorical) 
of  the  sojourn  of  the  other  '  sons  '  of  Israel  in  Egypt. 
All  these  have  been  skilfully  woven  together  by  several 
Hebrew  writers.  There  is  something  more,  however, 
to  be  mentioned  —  it  is  the  ideality  of  the  whole  narra 
tive.  None  of  the  Old  Testament  biographies  attracts 
such  universal  admiration  as  the  story  of  Joseph. 

See,  in  addition  to  the  books  cited  already,  F.  Vigouroux, 
La  Bible  et  les  decouvertes  modernes$)  ,  1896,  torn.  ii.  (for 
archaeology),  and  the  vastly  superior  article  of  Driver  in 
Hastings'  DB  2  767-775,  the  archaeological  exactness  of  which 
is  not  less  than  its  careful  treatment  of  the  Hebrew  text.  _  What 
has  been  omitted  here  for  want  of  space  will  be  found  in  this 
very  useful  article.  That  there  is  room  for  considerable  difference 
of  opinion  on  the  difficult  textual  and  historical  questions  in 
volved  will  be  readily  imagined.  T.  K.  C. 

2.  In  MT,  father  of  IGAL  (Nu.  187  [P]);  but  the  real  name 
seems  to  have  dropped  out  :  see  JOSEPH  i.,  §  i  n. 

3.  One  of  the  b'ne  Asaph  (i  Ch.  25  2  9). 

4.  One  of  the  b'ne   Bani  in   the   list  of  those  with  foreign 
wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end)  Ezra  1042  =  1  Esd.  834,  JOSEPHUS 

(<#>OOT)7TOS  [B],    ta)<7T)(j!>OS  [A]). 

5.  A  priest,  head  of  the  b'ne  Shebaniah,  temp.  Joiakim  (see 
EZRA  ii.,  §§  66  n),  Neh.  12  14  [om.  BN*A]. 

6.  b.  Zacharias,  a  Jewish  officer  defeated  by  GORGIAS  (i  Mace. 


7.  The  Maccabee  (2  Mace.  8  22  10  19  i<ooTjjroi>  [A],  -<j>ov  [V], 
an  ancient  false  reading  for  iiuarirji-)  ;  see  MACCABEES  i.,  §  2, 
ad  fin. 

8.  Ancestor  of  Judith  (Jud.  81). 

1  It  depends  on  the  reading  and  translation  of  an  imperfect 
passage  of  one  of  the  Amarna  tablets  (101  46).  To  place 
Jarimuta  so  far  away  as  the  Syrian  Laodicea  (Flinders  Petrie, 
Syria  and  Egypt,  186)  is  hardly  desirable.  The  view  that  it  is 
in  the  Nile  delta  is  due  to  the  sagacity  of  C.  Niebuhr  (MVG 
1  208-2  1  2  ['96]). 

'-  Aegypten  u.  die  Backer  Moses,  295. 

3  Chronologische  Untersuchungen  (1000),  reprinted  from  the 
seventh  supplementary  volume  of  Philologvs,  637-720. 
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JOSEPH  [in  NT]  (icocHcb  [Ti.  \VH]).  i.  Joseph 
of  Arimathsea.  The  passages  relative  to  this  Joseph 
should  first  be  compared. 

As  to  his  description.  Matthew  says  (27  57),  '  a  rich  man  of 
(airo,  belonging  to)  Arimath;ea,  named  Joseph,  who  himself 

had  become  a  disciple  of  Jesus  (tfi.a8r]revdri 
1.  Description.  T?  Ir^ou).'  Mark  (15  43),  'Joseph  of  Ari- 

mathaea  (6  OTTO  'Ap.),  a  noble  councillor 

MvjnfjMMi  /Joi/Aeunk),  who  also  himself  was  expecting  the 
kingdom  of  God.'  Luke  {'23  50),  'a  man  named  Joseph,  who 
was  a  councillor  (/SovAevrjjs  virdpxtav),  a  good  and  righteous  man 
(he  had  not  given  his  vote — OVK  jfv  a-uvKaTaTi0f^evot — for 
their  counsel  and  deed)  of  Arimathaea  a  city  of  the  Jews,  who 
was  expecting  the  kingdom  of  God.'  John  (1938),  Joseph  of 
Arimathcea  (6  an-b  'Ap.),  being  a  disciple  of  Jesus,  but  a  secret 
one  for  fear  of  the  Jews.'  The  Petrine  Gospel  (3),  'Joseph  the 
friend  of  Pilate  and  of  the  Lord.'  Tradition  therefore  is  not 
entirely  unanimous  as  to  the  description  of  Joseph. 

In  some  respects  the  simplest  accounts  in  our  Gospels 
are  those  of  Mt.  and  Jn.  Both  agree  that  Joseph 
belonged  to  the  wider  circle  of  Jesus'  disciples,  and 
Peter  probably  means  the  same  thing  by  the  peculiar 
phrase  quoted  above ;  and  neither  Mt.  nor  Jn.  is 
aware  that  he  belonged  to  any  Jewish  council. 
Mt.  indeed  says  that  he  was  a  rich  man,  whilst 
Jn.  is  silent  on  this  point ;  but  the  fact  that,  ac 
cording  to  Jn. ,  Joseph  in  the  first  instance  under 
took  the  whole  of  the  arrangements  for  burial,  and 
was  afraid  of  the  consequences  to  himself  if  he 
avowed  his  discipleship,  proves  that  Jn.,  too,  must 
have  regarded  Joseph  as  a  rich  man.  The  account 
in  Jn.  194i/i,  however,  presents  one  apparent  dis 
crepancy  from  that  in  Mt.  27  60.  Apparent  we  call 
it,  because  it  only  rests  on  an  inference  ;  but  that 
inference  is  certainly  a  very  natural  one.  It  appears 
from  Jn.  194i/.  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  laid  in  the 
sepulchre  adjoining  the  place  of  crucifixion  only  because 
it  was  '  nigh  at  hand '  ;  that  Joseph  happened  to  be  the 
owner,  would  be  so  remarkable  a  coincidence  that  the 
evangelist  would  surely  have  stated  it.  It  is  true, 
Mk.  and  Lk. ,  as  well  as  Jn. ,  are  silent  as  to 
Joseph's  proprietorship  of  the  tomb ;  but  the  pre 
sumption  is  that  Joseph,  who  was  evidently,  according 
to  them,  a  man  of  social  standing,  and  would  there 
fore  certainly  have  prepared  his  own  'long  home,'  is 
to  be  supposed  to  have  taken  the  body  of  Jesus  to  his 
own  new  tomb,  which  was  somewhere  near  Jerusalem. 

Is  there  also  a  discrepancy  between  Mk.  (and 
Lk. )  and  Mt.  as  regards  Joseph's  discipleship?  Ac- 

2  Discinleshin    cording  to  B-  Weiss  (Das  Leben  Jesu< 
!mp>   2592;     Das    Matthdusevang.      574) 

there  is.  Mk.  1643  accurately,  though  indirectly, 
states  that  hitherto  Joseph,  who  was  a  councillor,  had 
kept  aloof  from  the  circle  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus, 
whereas  Mt.  27s/  expressly  affirms  that  he  had  become 
a  disciple.  Weiss  also  thinks  that  Mt. 's  description 
of  Joseph  as  a  rich  man  was  due  to  his  desire  for 
a  fresh  fulfilment  of  prophecy  (Is.  589).  Here,  how 
ever,  there  appear  to  be  several  misunderstandings. 

1 i )  Joseph  was  of  course  not  a  close   '  adherent '   of 
Jesus  ;  but  he  belonged  to  that  wider  circle  of  disciples 
which    Mt. ,     though    less    distinctly    than    Mk.     and 
Lk. ,  presupposes  (see   Keim,  Jesu  von  Naz.  2,222  f.). 

(2)  Joseph   was   scarcely   a   'councillor'    in   the  sense 
supposed    by    Weiss.        (3)     Neither     Mt.    nor    any 
other  early  Christian   writer  thought   of  Is.  689  as  a 
prediction  of  Christ's  burial. 

Let  us  pause  here  and 'ask  if  thus  far  the  accounts  are 
historical.  The  statements  that  the  person  who  arranged 
,  TJ.  .  ...  for  the  burial  of  the  body  of  Jesus  was 
101  *"  a  member  of  the  wider  circle  of  dis 
ciples,  a  rich  man  of  Arimathsea  (see  below,  §  5), 
named  Joseph,  and  that  the  tomb  in  which  he  placed 
the  body  of  Jesus  was  his  own,  is  questioned  by  few 
critics.  These  were  points  which  tradition  was  not 
likely  to  have  invented.  The  notion  of  Strauss  that 
the  story  of  the  tomb  was  suggested  by  Is.  689  is 
refuted  by  the  circumstance  that  none  of  the  Gospels, 
nor  any  subsequent  work  of  the  early  Christian  period, 
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refers  to  that  passage,  the  obscurity  of  which  evidently 
caused  great  difficulty  to  the  ancient  translators. '  We 
may  at  any  rate  accept  as  a  historical  certainty  the 
^ra.<jyrj  ('  he  was  buried')  of  i  Cor.  15  4. 

We  now  pass  on  to  the  statement  of  Mk.  and  Lk. 
that  Joseph  was  a  '  councillor. '  If  by  '  councillor '  they 
4  Meanine  of  k°th  mean  '  member  of  the  Sanhedrin,' 

'  coun<  llor  '  we  are  involvcd  in  hopeless  perplexity. 
That  Joseph  was  not  deficient  in  courage, 
is  shown  by  his  application  to  Pilate,  for  the  notion  of 
E-vang.  ret.  3  that  he  was  a  friend  of  Pilate  is  clearly 
a  late  fancy.  If  a  member  of  the  Sanhedrin,  he  must 
have  attended  on  such  an  important  occasion  as  the  trial 
of  Jesus,  and  must  have  spoken  for  him,  and  have  trans 
mitted  the  knowledge  of  this  fact  and  of  much  more 
important  facts  to  subsequent  generations  of  Christians. 
The  inevitable  inference  from  Mk.  1464,  however,  is  that 
no  member  of  the  council  was  absent,  and  certainly  no 
one  can  say  that  the  evangelical  tradition  of  the  trial  of 
Jesus  has  the  appearance  of  exactness.  Does  it  not  seem 
to  follow  from  this  that  Mk.  did  not,  any  more  than 
Mt. ,  suppose  Joseph  to  have  belonged  to  the' Sanhedrin 
— in  short,  that  Lk.  must  have  misunderstood  the 
meaning  of  /3oiiXeurifc  ?  No  one  can  say  that  the 
epithet  evcrxrifj.(i>t>  —  i.e.,  'noble'2 — as  applied  to  a 
member  of  the  Sanhedrin,  is  at  all  natural.  If,  how 
ever,  we  interpret  etVx-  /SouXetwiJj  from  a  Greek  or 
a  Roman  point  of  view,  it  becomes  equivalent  to  '  a 
man  of  high  social  rank'  (  =  a  noble  senator),  and  is 
quite  in  place  in  a  work  intended  mainly  for  Gentile 
Christians.  Lk.  and  Jn. ,  however,  may  easily  have 
misunderstood  it.3  John  shows  special  thoughtfulness 
in  dealing  with  it.  He  considered,  apparently,  that  he 
had  before  him  a  twofold  tradition.  According  to  one 
version,  Joseph  of  Arimathaea,  a  rich  disciple  of  Jesus, 
paid  his  Master's  body  the  last  sad  honours  ;  according 
to  another,  it  was  a  councillor  named  Joseph  of 
Arimathaea  who  did  this.  He  therefore  combined  the 
two  traditions,  only  substituting  '  Nicodemus '  for 
'  Joseph '  as  the  name  of  the  councillor,  for  which  he 
had  prepared  the  way  by  the  statement  respecting  a 
speech  of  Nicodemus  in  the  council  apparently  suggested 
by  the  parenthetical  remark  about  Joseph  in  Lk.  23  51. 
See  NICODEMUS. 

Opinions  differ  (see  Keim,  Jesus  von  Naz.  8513/1) 
as  to  the  place  intended  by  Arimathaea.  Most  prob- 
K  A  '  fh  &bty  '*  's  tne  Ramathaim  mentioned 
Ba"  in  i  Mace.  11 34  beside  Lydda.  See 
OS  225 12  (ap/j-aOe/j,  ffei<pa)  and  RAMAH,  2.  From  the 
fact  that  Joseph  possessed  a  rock-tomb  near  Jerusalem, 
we  may  assume  that  he  had  taken  up  his  abode  at  any 
rate  for  a  time  in  the  Holy  City,  and  the  fact  that 
nothing  is  heard  of  him  afterwards  justifies  the  supposi 
tion  that  he  may  afterwards  have  left  Palestine  ;  possibly 
he  was  a  merchant.  It  is  a  weakness,  however,  in  our 
position,  that  we  are  compelled  to  speculate. 

As  to  the  deed  of  Joseph.     As  far  as  regards  the 

entombment  itself,   not  much  need  be  added  to  what 

_         .  ,     has  incidentally  been  said  already.     The 

6.  JosePn  *   simplest    statement    is    that   of   Mt.  ;    it 

is    difficult    to    think    that    the   earliest 

tradition    referred    to    Joseph's    purchase    of    '  linen ' 

(dyopdeas   ffiv86va  ;    see    LINEN)    for    the  purpose   of 

enwrapping  the  body.     The  mention   of  a  garden  in 

Jn.  1941  may  also  be  mere  amplification  ;    the  Petrine 

Gospel  (24)  says  that  Joseph's  'own  tomb'  was  called 

'  Joseph's  garden ' — apparently  the  name  of  a  well-known 

locality  in  the  time  of  the  writer.4     The  story  of  Joseph's 

interview  with  Pilate  is  given  very  simply  by  Mt. ,  Lk. ,  and 

Jn.      Mk. ,  in  his  graphic  way,  lays  stress  on  the  '  cour- 

1  On  the  text  see  SBOT,  'Isa.'Heb.,  150,  and  cp  201,  Ad 
denda  ;  cp  also  Marti,  ad  loc. 

2  See  Acts  1850  17  12.      'Of  noble   bearing'  (Edersheirr.)   is 
surely  impossible. 

3  So  Brandt,  Evang.  Gesch.  79. 

4  H.  v.  Schubert,  Die  Contp.  ties  J-s.  Petr.  Evang.  62. 
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age  '  required  for  Joseph's  act  (roX/^Vas).  and  adds  that 
'  Pilate  marvelled  if  he  were  already  dead,  and  calling 
the  centurion,  he  asked  if  he  had  been  any  while 
dead  ;  and  when  he  knew  it,  he  gave  the  body  to 
Joseph'  (Mk.  1644  /".  ).  None  of  the  Synoptics  makes 
any  reference  to  the  fact  stated  in  Jn.  19  31  that  the 
Jews  had  already  asked  Pilate  that  the  crurifragium 
might  be  performed  (see  CROSS,  §§  4,  6),  and  that  the 
bodies  of  the  crucified  might  then  be  removed.  Yet 
this  certainly  makes  the  whole  occurrence  more  intel 
ligible  (cp  Evang.  Petr.  5).  It  was  not  usual,  according 
to  Roman  law,  to  grant  burial  for  the  bodies  of  the 
crucified  ;  hence  the  need  of  '  courage  '  on  Joseph's 
part.  That  Pilate  first  of  all  asked  Herod  for  the  body 
(Evang.  Petr.  3-5)  is  an  unplausible  fancy  ;  and  the 
elaborate  tale  of  the  imprisonment  of  Joseph,  of  his 
miraculous  release  and  of  his  baptism  by  Jesus,  after 
which  he  is  taken  by  the  Lord  to  Arimathsea,  are 
specimens  of  the  inventions  of  the  Acts  of  Pilate  (12  15). 
For  the  English  legends  on  which  the  abbey  of  Glastonbury 
is  founded,  see  William  of  Malmesbury,  '  De  Antiq.  Glastom- 
ensis  Ecclesiie  '  in  Rev.  Angl,  Script.  Vet.  1  ('84),  and  elsewhere  ; 
and  cp  Nutt,  Studies  on  the  Legend  of  the  Holy  Grail  with 
Especial  Reference  to  the  Hypothesis  of  its  Celtic  Origin,  1888. 

2.  Husband  of  Mary.  —  The  references  in  the  Gospels  l 
must  be  carefully  considered,      (a)  Seven  occur  in  Mt.  , 
_  f  but  all  in  chaps.  1  /.  ,  a  section  which 

S>  stands  apart  from  the  rest  of  Mt.'s 
Gospel,  and  has  nothing  answering  to  it  in  Mk.  or  Jn. 
The  most  important  is  that  in  1  16,  because  it  refers  to 
Joseph  as  a  person  well  known  by  name  to  the  reader 
as  'the  husband  of  Mary.'  In  1246  (  =  Mk.  831)  Mt. 
mentions  the  mother  of  Jesus,  but  not  his  father.  (6) 
Mk.  nowhere,  directly  or  indirectly,  refers  to  Joseph. 
(c)  Lk.  also  mentions  Joseph  seven  times,  but  only  in 
chaps.  1-4.  It  is  true  that  one  of  these  references  is 
outside  chaps.  1-3,  a  section  which  (if  we  put  aside 
221-38  and  40-52,  which  are  unique,  and  81-22,  which 
corresponds  to  Mt.  3,  and  is  properly  speaking  outside 
the  prelude  of  the  fuller  traditional  Gospel)  is  in  the 
main  parallel  to  Mt.  I/.  In  the  two  narratives  which 
are  here  called  unique,  however,  the  father  of  Jesus  is 
twice  referred  to,  without  being  named  (233,  6  irarrip 
avrov,  and  243  ol  yoveis  avrov  [WH,  followed  by  RV]). 
The  last  reference  (Lk.  422)  occurs  in  a  narrative  which 
has  evidently  been  expanded  and  is  less  accurate  than 
the  tradition  given  in  Mk.  61-6  Mt.  1854-58,  and  may 
perhaps  be  ascribed  to  the  influence  of  chaps.  1-3  in 
which  Joseph  is  referred  to  by  name.  '  Is  not  this  the 
son  of  Joseph  '  in  Lk.  corresponds  to  '  Is  not  this  the 
carpenter  '  in  Mk.  ,  and  '  Is  not  this  the  carpenter's  son  ' 
in  Mt.  (d)  In  Jn.  ,  Jesus  is  twice  referred  to  as  the  son 
of  Joseph  (145  642),  in  the  latter  case  with  the  addition, 
'  whose  father  and  mother  we  know.  ' 

Thus  the  evidence  that  primitive  Christian  tradition 
knew  anything  about  the  father  of  Jesus  is  very  slight, 
and  considering  the  high  probability  that  the  narratives 
respecting  the  birth  of  Jesus  in  Mt.  I/  Lk.  1  21-39 
3  23-38  are  partly  Haggadic  or  edifying  tales  like  those 
in  the  Protevangelium  Jacobi  (upon  which,  indeed,  L. 
Conrady  thinks  that  the  infancy  narratives  are  based), 
partly  the  offspring  of  the  keen  interest  which  post-exilic 
Judaism  displayed  in  real  and  imaginary  genealogies  (this 
applies  to  Mt.  1  1-17  Lk.  823-38),  it  becomes  the  historical 
student  to  confess  that  the  name  of  the  father  of  Jesus 
is,  to  say  the  least,  extremely  uncertain. 

It  would,  however,  be  hasty  to  assert  that  there  was 

no  element  of  truth    in    the    expression,    '  Joseph   the 

R    Posaihlfl   husband   of   Mary,    of   whom  was    born 

meanfngof  JAes"s'  who  is  called  Christ>  <Mt"  ll6)'2 

Joseon  may  PerhaPs  be  gamed  from  the 

two  references  in  Jn.      The  writer  of  this 

Gospel  says  nothing  of  the  birth  of  Jesus  at  Bethlehem- 

1  Cp.  GOSPELS,  §  22. 

2  The   Syriac    of   the    Sinaitic    Palimpsest,   however,   gives 
'Joseph,    to   whom  was    betrothed    Mary    the  Virgin."      Cp. 
GOSPELS,  §  22. 
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judah,  and  apparently  does  not  accept  this  particular 
tradition.  He  cannot,  however  (if  we  regard  the  gospel 
as  a  whole),  have  been  indifferent  to  the  earthly  origin 
of  Jesus.  Though  Jesus  was  fj.ovoytvf)s  (God's  only  be 
gotten  one),  yet  he  '  abode  among  us,'  and  the  evangelist 
makes  Jesus  invite  inquirers  to  '  come  and  see  where  he 
dwelt'  (Jn.  138/).  One  of  these  inquirers  (Philip  of 
Bethsaida)  seeks  out  (tbplfKtl,  i.e.,  finds  after  seeking) 
Nathanael,  and  says,  'We  have  found  him,  of  whom 
Moses  in  the  law,  and  the  prophets,  did  write,  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  the  son  of  Joseph.'  Elsewhere  (641/1)  a 
Galilaean  multitude  is  represented  as  murmuring  at  the 
great  '  Rabbi '  (v.  25)  because  he  said  that  he  had  '  come 
down  from  heaven,  and  gave  life  to  the  world  '  (vv.  33  35), 
although  he  was  '  Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph,  whose  father 
and  mother  we  know'  (v.  42).  Both  these  passages 
suggest  that  '  Jesus  bar  Joseph '  was  a  common  phrase 
in  some  forms  of  the  primitive  Christian  tradition,  and  the 
latter  passage  suggests  the  inquiry  whether  there  is  not  a 
sense  in  which  Jesus  could  have  been  the  son  of  Joseph, 
although  the  name  of  the  husband  of  Mary  was  unknown. 
The  phrase  '  the  sons  of  Jacob  and  Joseph '  ( Ps. 
77is[i6])  does  not  mean  the  men  called  Reuben, 
Simeon,  Manasseh,  Ephraim,  etc.,  nor  does  '  Shallum 
the  son  of  Jabesh  '  (2  K.  15io)  probably  mean  'Shallum, 
whose  father,  in  the  strictest  sense,  was  called  Jabesh.' 
On  the  analogy  of  such  passages  '  Jesus  the  son  of 
Joseph  '  may  mean  '  Jesus  a  member  of  the  house  of 
Joseph'  (Zech.  106).  It  is  true  that  the  Jewish  belief 
in  a  Messiah  ben- Joseph,  the  forerunner  of  the  Messiah 
ben-David,  did  not  exist  as  a  developed  scholastic 
doctrine  in  the  time  of  Jesus  (see  MESSIAH),  but  some 
of  the  germs  of  it  may  have  appeared  even  then.  The 
primitive  Christians  certainly  seem  to  have  traced  Christ's 
origin  to  Galilee  (see  NAZARETH),  and  to  have  quoted 
Is.  9 1  [823]  as  a  prophecy  of  his  Galilasan  birth  (Mt.  223 
4 14^).  Even  in  the  latest  of  our  Gospels  we  seem  to 
find  traces  of  a  division  among  the  Jews  in  this  respect, 
some  affirming  that  '  the  holy  one  '  and  '  the  prophet ' 
(par  excellence]  could  not  proceed  from  Galilee  (Jn.  1  46 
7521)  ;  others  that  Jesus  -was  '  the  Holy  One,'  and  was 
spoken  of  in  the  law  and  the  prophets,  although  he  was 
w6s  TOV  Iw<rr7<£,  6  dirc>  Nafaper  (Jn.  145,  and  cp  7  52). 

According  to  Mt.  13  55  Jesus,  when  on  a  visit  to  his 
irarpis  or  fatherland  (but  Syr.  Cur.  and  Lewis,  '  his 

9.  A  carpenter?  cit£ ')'  was  cal!ed  &*™  ™KTOVO<!  vl6*> 
'  the  carpenter  s  son.       It  is  true  that 

this  was  early  understood  to  mean  '  the  son  of  Joseph. ' 
Not  only  does  Lk.  substitute  this  phrase  in  422,  but 
the  Sinaitic  Palimpsest  does  the  same  in  Mt.  1855.  The 
phrase  135  13,  however  (Bdbd  Bathra,  73^),  simply 
means  '  a  carpenter '  =  pna:  na,  and,  as  Mr.  N.  Herz 
has  already  suggested,  the  phrase,  as  used  in  the 
tradition,  may  have  meant  no  more  than  this  (cp  SON). 
In  this  case,  Jesus  himself  is  the  carpenter,  a  result 
which  agrees  with  the  statement  in  Mk.  63,  and  is  in 
accordance  with  what  we  should  expect  and  desire. 
The  possibility  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  there 
has  been  a  confusion  between  two  Semitic  roots  is:  and 
ID:.  Elsewhere  (see  GENNESARET,  NAZARETH)  it  has 
been  shown  that  a  name  for  Galilee,  or  for  a  district  in 
Galilee,  was  IKJ  or  rm:,  but  that  this  was  also  written 
no:  or  moa-  Now  the  Aram,  no:  n'sar  (Heb.  ibj*  I  cp 
nibD,  'a  saw')  means  'to  saw,'  so  that  'Jesus  the 
Nazarene '  (Nasarene?)  might  be  taken  to  mean  '  Jesus, 
the  carpenter."  Possibly,  or  probably,  there  was  a 
play  upon  words.  A  mere  carpenter,  said  the  Jews  ; 
yes,  a  carpenter — one  of  ourselves,  said  Christ's  poor. 
...  ,  ,  The  usual  opinion  that  Joseph  died  before 

Jesus'  ministry  began  seems  to  be  based  on 
Mk.  63  ;  cp  831  and  parallels. 
The  accounts  in  the  Apocryphal  Gospels  and  similar  writings 

1  In  Jn.  1  46,  for  SvvaraC  TI  ayadov  read  SVVO.TO.I  6  ayioy,  and 
in  Jn. 752,  for  jrpo^ijn)?  read  6  jrpo^nis.  See  NAZARETH; 
GALILEE,  §  5,  n.  2. 
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(e.g.,  the  Death  of  Joseph;  see  Forbes  Robinson's  Coptic  Apo 
cryphal  Gospels,  1896)  are  not  historical  traditions  at  all.  See 
(for  dates)  Lipsius,  Diet.  Christ.  Biog.  2700.  In  the  Sahidic 
apocryphal  Life  of  Joseph,  which  is  strongly  impregnated  with 
Egyptian  ideas,  the  age  of  Joseph  at  his  death  is  fixed  at  in 
years.  The  ideal  age  for  the  close  of  life  in  Egypt  was  no 
years  (see  JOSEPH  ii.,  g  10).  T.  K.  C. 

3-6.  Lk.  830  Lk.  826  RV  JOSECH  [y.v.],  and  Lk.  824,  names 
of  individuals  in  the  genealogy  of  Jesus  ;  see  GENEALOGIES  ii., 
§  3/- 

7.  Joseph  (Jos.  Ant.  x%iii.  22  4  3)  called  CAIAPHAS  [g.v.]. 

8.  Joseph  (Acts  123)  called  BARSABAS  [f.v.]. 

9.  Joseph  whose  mother  was  Mary  ;   brother  of  James  (Mt. 
13  55,  AV  JOSES,  Mk.  63,   EV  /*.)•      The   reading  Joseph  is 
supported  by  N*BC  in  Mt.,  and  by  n  in  Mk.     See  CLOPAS,  §  4. 

10.  Acts  436,  RV  ;  see  BARNABAS. 

JOSEPHUS  (  i  o>CH(}>OC  [A]},  i  Esd.  934  =  Ezra  1042, 
JOSEPH,  4. 

JOSES,  RV  JOSEPH.   (i)Mt.l8s5(ittCH<|>[Ti.WH]), 

Mk.  63  (IWOTJTOS  [Ti.  WH]);  see  CLOPAS  §4,  JOSEPH  iii.,  9. 
(2)  Acts  4  36  (iu><7T)<j>  [Ti.WH]);  see  BARNABAS. 

JOSHAH  (ilCJT,  §  31  ;  probably  a  corruption  of 
JOSHIBIAH),  aSimeonite  '  prince,'  i  Ch.  4  34!  (ia)C[e]lA 
[B],  -CIAC  [A],  ICOAC  [L]). 

JOSHAPHAT  (IDGW,  abbrev.  from  JEHOSHAPHAT 
T 


-.       i606,>AT  . 

1.  One  of  David's  heroes,  probably  from  TIMNAH  [y.V.],(pt 
we  can  hardly  help  assuming  a  slight   error   in   the   gentilic, 
'JrlSrr,   'the  Mithnite,'  which  should  be  'JDnri,  'the  Timnite,' 
i  Ch.  Il43t  (i.  6.  /3ac0ai/ei  [B],  iwcra<£as  [N*]  [i<o<r<wf>ar,   Kc'a]  6. 
/Seeacei  [X],  1.6.  ^a00ai'i  [A],  1.6.  /naTflai/i  [L]>  ;  see  DAVID,  §  ii  a. 

2.  AV   JEHOSHAPHAT,   a   Levite,   temp.    David,    i  Ch.  1624 
(uaa<u$>a.r).  T.  K.  C. 

JOSHAVIAH  (njJJWi  §  31  ;  probably  a  corruption 
of  JOSHIBIAH),  a  name  in  David's  army-list  (DAVID, 
§n[aii.]),  iCh.  H46t(iu>c[e]iA[BNA],  ccociA[L]). 

©BNA  favour  the  reading,  '  Joshaviah  his  son  '  (133)  instead 
MT  '  Jeshaviah,  the  sons  ['33]  of  Elnaam.'  Cp  ELNAAM. 


JOSHBEKASHAH    (riBI),     according    to    the 
Chronicler  a  son  of  Heman,  i  Ch.  26424 
B&KATA.  [B],  ceB&  KMT&N,  iecB&K(Vr&N  [A], 
[L],  fESBACASSA  [Vg.  ])  ;    but  SCC  HEMAN. 

JOSHEB-BASSHEBETH  (ratJ>It  1W),  2  Sam.  23  8 
RV.  See  JASHOBEAM. 

JOSHIBIAH  (H^V),  'God  enthrones  '[?],  §  31), 
a  Simeonite  (iCh.  435;  AV  JOSIBIAH,  ic&Bi6.  [BA], 
icoc.  [L]).  Cp  JOSHAH,  JOSHAVIAH. 

JOSHUA  and  (NU.  13  16)  Jehoshua  (i^i;v  [iwjnrp 

Dt.  3  21  Judg.  27],  ojcrovij;1  usually  explained  '  Yah  we  is 
deliverance  '  ;  cp  NAMES,  §§  27,  84,  86  ;  but  see  below.  In 
Nu.  138  16  Dt.  3244  we  find  SOW  [see  HOSHEA]  ;  but  we  cannot 
venture  to  assume  that  ygftfl  >s  really  a  traditional  form,  Nu. 
23  8  16  proceeding  from  P,  and  Dt.  32  44  being  incorrectly  read 
[see  Driver,  ad  loc.f). 

i.  Son  of  NUN  [q.v.~\,  'attendant  of  Moses,  and  one 
of  his  young  men'  (Nu.  1128  ;  cp  Josh.  Ii),  traditional 
leader  of  Israel  in  the  conquest  of  Canaan.  He  is  said 
to  have  died  at  the  same  age  as  the  tribal  hero  Joseph 
(no),  and  to  have  been  buried  in  his  inheritance  at 

TlMNATH-SERAH    (Josh.  2429/.  )—  Or    TlMNATH-  HERES 

(Judg.  28/)  —  in  the  hill-country  of  Ephraim.  In  Nu. 
138i6  he  js  said  to  have  belonged  to  the  tribe  of 
Ephraim,  and  to  have  been  called  Hoshea  (see  above), 
until  Moses,  on  sending  forth  Hoshea  among  the  other 
'spies,1  changed  his  name  to  Jehoshua.  According  to 
Budde,  Judg.  1  22  states  that  Joshua  accompanied  the 
1  house  of  Joseph  '  in  its  invasion  of  Mt.  Ephraim. 
Verse  190,  however,  favours  MT's  reading  'Yahwe,' 
out  of  which  the  reading  '  Judah  '  (touSas  <SAL,  etc.) 
would  easily  arise.  At  any  rate,  'Joshua,'  if  correct, 
ought  in  this  context  to  be  a  clan-name. 

1  Whence  the  name  JESUS  [t?.v.].  From  the  time  of  the 
Maccabees  onwards  the  purely  Greek  name  JASON  [y.v.]  was 
commonly  regarded  by  Hellenizing  Jews  as  an  equivalent  of 
Joshua. 
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Perhaps  Joshua  is  another  form  of  AHISHUA,  which  in  i  Ch- 
64  Ezra  7  5  is  the  name  of  the  son  of  Eleazar,  b.  Aaron. 
Eleazar  and  Joshua  are  associated  in  assigning  the  lands  of  the 
Israelites  (Josh.  1951),  and  the  burial-places  of  the  two  are 
mentioned  in  the  same  narrative  (Josh.  2429-33),  are  both  in 
Mt.  Ephraim,  and  both  probably  contain  the  name  Jerahmeel 
(see  TIMNAI  H-HKKKS  ;  PHINKHAS).  If  so,  it  was  originally  the 
iriestly  and  warlike  tribe  of  Levi  that  was  represented  by 
oshua.  His  name  is  a  clan-name,  and  should  perhaps  be  read 
osheba  or  Abi-sheba  (cp  Elishua  and  Elisheba),  where  Sheba 
Is  probably  an  obscure  divine  name  (see  SHF.DA).  This  suggests 
a  probable  explanation  of  Joshua's  patronymic,  nj  (NuN)  may 
be  an  abridged  way  of  writing  peru  (NAHSHON),  which  is  a 
Jerahmeelite  name  (cp  Timnath-heres). 

Even  apart  from  these  considerations  the  historical  character 
of  Joshua  as  an  individual  is  doubtful.  It  was  natural  to 
provide  Moses  with  attendants,  and  to  give  a  name  to  the  chief 
of  these  (Nu.  1128),  who  was  in  training  to  become  Moses" 
successor.  Nor  could  such  a  successor  have  a  more  suitable 
name  than  '  Jehoshua  '—  cp  Eliezer  (Ex.  18  4),  Eleazar  (Ex.  6  23 
Josh.  2433),  the  names  of  a  son  of  Moses  and  of  a  son  of  Aaron 
respectively.  Naturally  too  he  would  be  assigned  to  the  tribe 
which  had  the  leadership  in  early  times,  and  if  Joseph  was 
originally  (as  Wi.  maintains)  a  solar  hero,  it  would  not  be 
surprising  if  details  of  solar-mythical  origin  attached  themselves 
to  the  Joshua  tradition  ;  note  in  this  connection  the  name  of 
Joshua's  'inheritance'  (see  above),  if  this  really  means  'portion 
of  the  sun. 

At  any  rate,  whether  the  name  '  Joshua  '  is  a  pure 
invention  or  has  its  origin  in  a  clan-name,  the  actions 
ascribed  to  Joshua  are  purely  legendary,  unless  indeed 
the  work  of  critics  on  the  narratives  which  relate  them 
is  a  failure,  cp,  St.  GVI\i^;  We.  CHii6f.,  n.  i  ; 
Wi.  67/296-122.  See  ISRAEL,  §  7;  ELDAD  ;  EPHRAIM, 
§  6  ;  JABIN  ;  JERICHO  ;  JOSHUA  ii. 

2.  High-priest,  Hag.  1  1  Zech.  3  if.  ;  see  JESHUA,  5. 

3.  A  man  of  Beth-shemesh  ('  house  of  the  sun,'  cp  '  Timnath- 
serah  '  above),  in  whose  field  the  ark  rested,  i  S.  61418  (worje 
[B],  «o<n,e  [L]). 

4.  Governor  of  Jerusalem,  temp.  Josiah,  2  K.  238  (tcuoTje  [L]). 
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Name,  etc.  (§  if.).  Accounts  of  settlement  (§§  12-14). 

Sources  (§§  3-6).  Ultimate  sources  (§  is./). 

Analysis  (§§  7-10).  Chronology  (§  17). 

Redaction  (§  n).  Text  (§  i8/). 

Literature  (§  20). 

In  the  Hebrew  Bible,  Joshua  is  the  first  of  the  four 
historical  books  (Josh.  ,  Judg.  ,  S.  ,  K.  )  which  make  up  the 
_.         .      first  half  of  the  canon  of  the  Prophets, 
Ce  m  and  are  hence  called  the  Former  Prophets 


In  Greek  manuscripts,  Josh.,  Judg.,  and  Ruth  are  frequently 
included  with  the  Pentateuch  in  a  codex  (Octateuch)  ;  in  the 
Latin  Church  the  same  books,  with  the  omission  of  Ruth,  are 
often  similarly  united  (Heptateuch).  In  all  these  Josh,  immedi 
ately  follows  the  Pentateuch  ;  but  in  the  Bible  of  the  Syrian 
Church  this  place  is  given  to  Job  (as  the  work  of  Moses),  and 
Josh,  stands  next  in  order. 

The  book  of  Joshua,  in  narrating  the  conquest  and 
settlement  of  Canaan,  records  the  fulfilment  of  the 
promises  to  the  patriarchs  and  the  completion  of 
the  great  movement  of  which  the  Exodus  is  the 
beginning  ;  it  is  thus  the  necessary  continuation  of  the 
Pentateuch,  and  must  once  have  formed  part  of  the 
same  historical  work  with  the  preceding  five  books.  In 
recent  critical  investigations,  therefore,  the  first  six  books 
of  the  OT  (Hexateuch)  are  usually  taken  together  :  the 
separation  of  Josh,  from  the  Pentateuch  in  the  Jewish 
canon  was  due  to  the  predominance  of  the  legal  point 
of  view  ;  the  books  of  Moses  were  law  (Torah),  while 
Josh,  was  only  history.  It  need  not  be  assumed,  how 
ever,  that  the  Hexateuch  ever  formed  by  itself  a  com 
plete  historical  work  ending  with  the  death  of  Joshua  ; 
we  know  it  only  as  part  of  a  more  comprehensive  history 
extending  from  the  creation  of  the  world  to  the  destruc 
tion  of  Jerusalem  (Gen.-2  K.  ),  in  which  Josh,  is  hardly 
more  closely  connected  with  the  Pentateuch  than  with 
the  following  books  ;  and  the  similarity  of  the  redactional 
phenomena  in  Dt.  ,  Josh.  ,  and  Judg.  shows  that  this 
connection  is  not  one  of  mere  sequence. 

1  See  CANON,  §6. 
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The  book  takes  its  title  (ypiir,  iHCOyc[BF]or  mcoyC 
N&YH  [A],1  Liber  Jos  ue)  from  the  name  of  the  great 
qi-j-l         j  leader  whose  achievements  it  relates  (cp 

contents     the  books  of  Samue1)- 2    The  °Pinion  that 
Joshua  is  not  only  the  hero  but  the  author 

of  the  book  3 — if  not  merely  an  inference  from  the  title — 
rests,  presumably,  upon  a  theory  of  Hebrew  historio 
graphy  like  that  set  forth  by  Josephus  (c.  Ap.  18).4 
The  book  of  Joshua  begins,  immediately  after  the  death 
of  Moses  (Dt.  34),  with  the  command  of  God  to  Joshua, 
who  had  already  been  appointed  Moses'  successor 
(Dt.  31),  to  cross  the  Jordan;  it  relates  the  conquest 
and  division  of  Canaan,  and  ends  with  the  death  of 
Joshua.  The  book  falls  naturally  into  two  parts  :  the 
invasion  and  conquest  (1-12),  and  the  allotment  of  the 
land  to  the  several  tribes  (13-24).  The  first  part  closes 
with  a  recapitulation  of  the  Israelite  conquests  E.  and 
W.  of  the  Jordan  (12) ;  the  second,  with  Joshua's  parting 
charges  and  admonitions  (23  f. ). 

The  contents  of  the  book  may  be  summarised  thus  :  crossing 
of  the  Jordan  ;  capture  of  Jericho  (1-6);  operations  against  Ai 
(7_/I)  ;  successful  ruse  of  the  Gibeonites  (9)  ;  victory  over  the 
coalition  of  Canaanite  kings,  subjugation  of  the  South  (10)  ;  cam 
paign  against  the  king  of  Hazor  and  his  allies,  subjugation  of 
the  North  (11) ;  recapitulation  (12).  Division  of  the  land  ;  the 
trans-Jordanic  tribes  (13),  Caleb  (14),  Judah  (15),  Ephraim  and 
Manasseh  (16  /.);  survey  and  allotment  of  the  remaining 
territory  to  the  other  tribes,  Joshua's  own  inheritance  (18  /) ; 
designation  of  cities  of  refuge  (20) ;  levitical  cities  (21)  ;  dismissal 
of  the  trans-Jordanic  contingent  (22)  ;  last  exhortations  of  Joshua 
(23) ;  assembly  at  Shechem,  and  covenant  there ;  death  and 
burial  of  Joshua  (24). 

Throughout  the  Pentateuch — from  the  first  promise 
to  Abraham  down  to  the  vision  of  the  dying  Moses  on 
3  Sources  Mt'  ^Te^° — l^e  possession  of  the  land  of 
Canaan  is  kept  steadily  in  view  as  the  goal 
to  which  the  history  is  moving.  The  critical  analysis 
shows  that  this  is  true  not  only  of  the  actual  Pentateuch, 
but  also  of  all  its  sources,  and  of  every  stage  in  the 
redaction. 

Thus,  in  JE  (J,  E,  and  RJE  are  all  represented),  Gen.  13  14-17 


484)  Ex.  6  2-8  Nu.  27 18-23  33  50-54  34/i  Dt.  34  9. 

It  is  not  conceivable  that  any  of  these  sources  broke 
off  with  the  death  of  Moses,  at  the  very  moment  when 
the  fulfilment  of  these  promises  and  commands  was 
about  to  begin  ;  the  conquest  and  settlement  of  Canaan 
must  have  been  more  or  less  fully  narrated  in  all  of 
them.  On  the  other  hand,  the  book  of  Joshua  is  con 
nected  in  the  closest  way,  both  materially  and  formally, 
with  the  Pentateuch. 

Cp  Josh.  1 1-9  with  Dt.  31  i-s  23  ;  Josh.  1 12-15  with  (Nu.  32) 
Dt.  3  18-20  ;  Josh.  8  30-35  with  Dt.  11  29  27 1-8  11-14  I  Josh.  13  ff. 
with  Nu.34;  Josh.  14  6-15  with  Nu.  14  24  Dt.  1  36  ;  Josh.l7i-6 
with  Nu.  27  i-n  861-12 ;  Josh.  20yC  with  Nu.  35  (Di.). 

Since,  furthermore,  the  book  is  obviously  composite, 
it  is  a  natural  inference  that  Josh,  was  compiled  (in 
the  main)  from  the  same  sources  as  the  five  preceding 
books  ;  and  the  critical  analysis  accordingly  set  itself  to 
distinguish  these  sources.6  The  problem  has  proved, 
however,  more  difficult  than  might  have  been  anticipated, 
and  upon  some  important  points  opinion  is  still  much 
divided. 

The  book  opens  with  a  deuteronomic  introduction  (1), 
and  has  a  similar  close  (2X43  [4i]-226  23)  ;  evidence  of 
4.  D's  share  deuteronomic  redaction  is  found  in  both 
partsof  the  book — much  moreabundantly, 
as  would  be  expected,  in  the  narrative  chapters  (1-12) 
than  in  the  statistical  account  of  the  possessions  of  the 

1  On  the  origin  of  this  form  see  NUN. 

2  [Athanas.]  Synopsis  script,  sacr. ;  so  Theodoret  and  others. 

3  Bdba  bathrn,  14  6,  and  many. 

4  Confirmation  of  the  opinion,  which  has  been  maintained  in 
recent  times  by  some  Roman  Catholic  scholars  (J.  L.  Konig 
Kaulen),  is  sought  in  i  K.  16  34  ;  cp  also  Josh.  24  26. 

5  De  Wette  (Rinl.P)  '45)  was  the  first  to  extend  the  analysis 
to  Josh.;    see    Hollenberg,    St.    Kr.    47 462  ff.    ('74),    Albers 
Quellenberichte,  -$ff.     Geddes  and  others  had  seen  that  Josh.' 
was  put  together  m  the  same  way  as  the  Pentateuch. 
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tribes  (IS^T).1  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  basis  of 
our  book  is  a  deuteronomic  history  of  Joshua,  as  that  of 
the  following  book  is  a  deuteronomic  history  of  the  Judges 
(originally  including  Eli  and  Samuel).2  Indeed,  the 
two  books  are  connected  in  such  a  way  as  to  suggest 
that,  at  one  stage  of  the  redaction,  at  least,  they  were 
united  in  a  single  work  —  a  deuteronomic  history  of  Israel 
from  the  invasion  of  Palestine  to  the  establishment  of 
the  kingdom. 

Josh.  1-12  has  come  down  to  us  substantially  as  it 
was  in  the  deuteronomic  book  ;  the  work  of  the  priestly 

6  P'a  share  editors   is   here  limited   to   some  minor 

'  changes  in  phraseology  and  the  insertion 
of  a  few  verses  (4  13  19  54-7  10-12  7i  9  156  17-21),  some 
of  which  may  be  derived  from  P  (so  probably  5  10-12 
9is<J  17-21),  whilst  others  are  additions  of  RP  or  later 
diaskeuasts.  In  13-24  the  share  of  P  is  much  larger  ; 
the  description  of  the  territories  of  the  several  tribes  in 
13-19  is  in  great  part  from  this  source,  as  are  also  the 
cities  of  refuge  (20)  and  the  catalogue  of  levitical  cities 
(21  1-42  [40])  ;  229-34  is  of  still  later  origin.3 

The  narrative  in  the  deuteronomic  book  is  not  itself 
deuteronomic.      As  in  Judg.  ,    it    is  taken   from   older 

6   Older    sources'  tne  hand  of  the  compiler  or  editor 

sources  aPPearmg-  aside  from  the  introduction  and 
close,  chiefly  in  a  consistent  heightening 
of  the  colours,  and  in  enlargements  on  the  moral 
and  religious  aspects  of  the  history.4  The  materials 
incorporated  by  the  deuteronomic  historian  are  not 
homogeneous  ;  in  13-19  there  are  considerable  fragments 
of  an  account  of  the  conquest  which,  like  Judg.  1,  repre 
sented  it,  not  as  the  work  of  Joshua  at  the  head  of  all 
Israel,  but  as  slowly  and  incompletely  achieved  by  the 
several  tribes  ;  and  in  1-12  (particularly  in  1-9)  it  is 
possible  to  distinguish  an  older  and  simpler  account  of 
the  invasion  from  a  later  version  of  the  same  story  in 
which  a  tendency  to  magnify  the  events  and  exaggerate 
the  miraculous  character  of  the  history  is  conspicuous. 
Since  there  is  a  similar  relation  between  J  and  E  in  the 
history  of  the  exodus,5  and  since,  as  we  have  seen  above, 
both  J  and  E  must  have  included  the  conquest  of  Canaan, 
the  natural  hypothesis  is  that  in  Josh,  also  the  older 
version  of  the  story  is  derived  from  J,  the  younger  from 
E.6 

To  some  critics,  however,  this  presumption  appears  to  be 
refuted  by  other  considerations  ;7  E.  Meyer  8  and  Stade,9  hold 
ing  that  J  knew  nothing  of  Joshua,  must  for  this  reason  regard 
J  as  excluded  from  the  greater  part  of  Josh.  1-12.  Kuenen,  on 
the  contrary,  maintains  that  the  representation  of  the  conquest 
in  Josh.  24  11-13  (E)  differs  so  radically  from  that  in  1-12  as  to 
prevent  our  ascribing  any  considerable  part  of  these  chapters  to 
that  source.10  Kuenen  also  thinks  that  the  diverse  materials 
have  been  more  completely  fused  than  is  common  in  the  Penta 
teuch  ;  in  2-5  they  can  in  part  be  distinguished,  but  in  6-11  they 
are  inseparable. 

The  reasons  urged  for  the  exclusion  of  J  or  E  from 
the  analysis  do  not  outweigh  the  strong  antecedent 
probability  created  by  the  relation  of  Josh,  to  the  Penta 
teuch,  and  the  impression  which  the  composition  of 
Josh,  itself  makes.  It  is  no  more  improbable  that  the 
Judasan  historians  (J)  should  have  adopted  Ephraimite 
traditions  about  Joshua  than  that  they  should  have  incor- 

1  On  the  deuteronomic  element  in  Josh,  see  Hollenberg,  I.e. 
462-506,  with  whom  the  modern  period  of  investigation  begins 
(cp  also  TLZ,  '91,  p.  278./C)  ;  Kue.  Hex.  §  7,  n.  24-31  ;  Di.,  Albers. 
On   the   deuteronomistic  phraseology,  Kue.  He.r.  §  7,  n.  26  (cp 
nn.  4  10  16)  ;  Holzinger,  Hex.  §  34  ;  "Dr.  in  Smith's  DBC^}  1  i8nf. 

2  See  JUDGES,  §  14. 

3  On  P  in  Josh,  see  Nold.  Unters.  g$ff.  ;  Kue.  Hex.  §  6,  n. 
48-53,  cp  >5  16,  n.  12  ;  Di.  NDJ  440^ 

4  See  below,  §  u. 

5  See  EXODUS,  §  3. 

P  J  and  E  are  recognised  in  Josh,  by  Schr.,  Di.,  Vatke,  Co., 
Ki.,  Albers,  Dr.,  Bennett,  and  others. 

7  See  Holz.  Hex.  8i/f. 


9  ib.  147,  GVm  1  136  161.     Cp  also  We.  CffW  nS/, 
35^     Against  this  view  see  Bu.  Ri.  Sa.  y)ff.\  Kue.  Hex.  §  13, 
n.  14  ;  Ki.  Gesch.  1  247^;  Albers. 

I"  Hex.  §  8,  n.  16  ;  cp  n.  20,  §  13,  n.  29.  See  also  Bu.  Ri.  Sa. 
T*/.,  who  finds  in  the  chapters  only  J,  epigoni  of  the  Yahwistic 
school,  and  RJE. 
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porated  the  legends  of  the  Ephraimite  holy  places  in  the 
patriarchal  story.1  Even  if  we  should  admit  that  the 
contradiction  between  Josh.  24  11-13  ^nd  the  representa 
tion  in  1-12  is  as  irreconcilable  as  Kuenen  thinks,  E 
is  not  such  a  homogeneous  and  consistent  work 
that  such  a  discrepancy  is  inconceivable  in  it.  The 
question  can  be  decided  only  by  the  analysis  itself.  The 
difficulty  of  the  analysis  arises  not  so  much  from  the 
intimate  fusion  of  the  sources,  which  are  not  more  closely 
united  than  in  many  parts  of  the  Pentateuch,  —  the 
accounts  of  the  exodus,  for  example, — but  from  the  fact 
that  the  two  narratives  were  originally  so  much  alike, 
and  that  the  younger  version  of  the  story  is  here  de 
pendent  on  the  older. 

In  chap.  1,  the  deuterpnomic  introduction  to  the  book,  a  kernel 

of  older  narrative  (E)  is  contained  in  if.  lof.       The  deutero- 

nomistic  element  is  not  all  from  one  hand  ; 

7.   Analysis —  Albers  ascribes  7 /.  176  i&6  to  Drs  (the  author 

Chaps.  1-7.       °f  E*t.  4  29  f.),  the  rest  to  DA  (author  of  Dt. 

81 1-8).2        The    dependence    of    the    latter 

element  on  Dt.  is  to  be  noted  ;  3-53  =  Dt.  11  24  f.  ;  5/569*  dep. 

on  Dt.  31  1-8  esp.  if.  \  12-16  conn,  with  Dt.  3  18-20  (not  Nu.  32 

JE),  cp  also  Josh.  23. 

In  2,  the  story  of  the  spies,  the  words  of  Rahab  gfi-ii  are  a 
deuteronomistic  expansion,  with  reminiscences  of  Dt.  439  (cp  Ex. 
15)  and  of  Dt.  231-810,  cp  also  Josh.  5 1  ;  24  is  also  deuterono 
mistic.  The  main  narrative  (1-5  in  part,  6  S-ga  12-14  18-21)  comes 
from  the  older  source  (J)  ;  with  this  is  combined  a  second  account 
(1-5  in  part,  ^  15  f.  22_/C  [E]);  17  is  editorial  (?  RJE). 

82  seems  to  connect  immediately  with  1  lof.  (E) ;  the 
sending  of  the  spies  stood  in  an  earlier  place,  perhaps  before  „ 
1  ib  (Albers),  or  before  1  iof.  In  the  account  of  the  crossing  of 
the  Jordan  (3f),  87  41421-246  i  are  deuteronomistic  ;  46  f.  seems 
to  be  later  ;  a  connected  deuteronomic  narrative  (Di.)  is  not  to  be 
recognised.  The  conflation  of  two  sources  is  apparent  :  at  3 17 
the  crossing  is  completed,  in  4n  the  narrative  has  only  reached 
the  same  point;  in  4s(cp  20)  the  stones  are  erected  at  Gilgal, 
whilst  according  to  4  9  they  were  piled  up  in  the  middle  of  the 
river.  The  fuller  narrative  is  here  from  E  ;  remains  of  the 
briefer  account  of  J  are  found  in  3i*  5  loa  n*  13*  14  15^  i6aa 
b  17*  ;  43«*  b  (6a  -ja  1  RJE),  Sao.  b  (?  17  18  20*?).  Additions  to 
both  sources  and  harmonistic  modifications  may  be  recognised  ; 
42  i,aa.  seem  to  be  displaced,  the  words  would  naturally  stand 
(in  E)  after  3s. 

5  if.  sb  9  contain  an  account  (probably  from  E)  of  the 
circumcision  of  the  Israelites  ;3  4-7  8a  are  an  editorial  amplifica 
tion  (later  than  ©),  designed  to  remove  the  natural  impression 
of  the  original  narrative,  that  this  was  the  introduction  of  the 
rite  ;  10-12  is  from  P ;  ijf.  from  J  (the  sequel,  a  plan  for  the 
capture  of  Jericho,  is  to  be  sought  in  6)  ;  15  was  introduced  by 
an  editor  (?  RJE  RD)  from  Ex.  85,  in  conformity  with  the 
tendency  at  a  certain  stage  of  the  redaction  to  make  Joshua 
the  double  of  Moses. 

In  6,  the  taking  of  Jericho,  Wellhausen's  analysis,  with  slight 
modifications,  is  generally  adopted  ;  the  shorter  and  simpler 
narrative,  rightly  ascribed  by  most  critics  to  J,  is  found  in  (2*) 
3*  4*7  in  part,  io  n*  14*  150.  166  t-ja  19  200.206  from  ^yr\  21  24 
26.*  The  other  version  (E)  has  been  heightened  and  embellished 
by  later  hands  ;  to  Eo  may  be  attributed  5  -;a  8aa  zoifl  (Albers)  ; 
RJE  apears  in  15^,  also  (?  or  RD)  in  17^  18  246 ;  Rp  in  27  ;  the 
untimely  horn-blowing  in  &f.  13  is  probably  still  later,  cp 
Judg.  7. 

Traces  of  post -exilic  hands  are  found  in  7  i  iS6  2560.  (probably 
not  from  P,  but  merely  late  variants  to  JE).  The  remainder  of 
the  chapter,  which  comes  from  J,  exhibits  some  redundancies 
(esp.  in  15  f.  24-26,  cp  <S)  ;  but  these  are  probably  due  to  repeated 
redaction  rather  than  to  the  conflation  of  parallel  narratives ; 
the  expansion  of  Joshua's  prayer  and  the  answer  (7-12)  is  also 
to  be  ascribed  to  an  editor. 

In  8-11  the  views  of  critics  diverge  even  more  widely 
than  in  the  preceding  chapters ;  whilst  Hollenberg, 
8  Ghana  8  12  Wellhausen,  Meyer,  and  Stade  make 
'  the  narrative  dependent  on  E,  nearly 
or  quite  to  the  exclusion  of  J,  Kuenen  and  Budde 
derive  it  mainly  from  J  (and  J2S),  and  Dillmann,  Albers, 
and  Kittel  trace  both  sources  through  the  chapters. 

In  8  1-29  the  analysis  has  very  slight  clues  to  work  with,  and 
the  results  are  correspondingly  uncertain.  The  chief  source 
seems  to  be  J  ;  the  other  (E)  may  be  recognised  in  io  (traces) 
n*  12  i4d!/3  i6a  i7«  18*  ioa|3  2ob  24*  25  26  28.5  The  work  of  re 
dactors  is  seen  in  i  f.  (chiefly  deuteronomistic,  but  not  homo- 

1  See  below.  §  15. 

2  On  the  evidence  of  a  double  deuteronomistic  redaction  see  at 
the  end  of  §  io,  and  §  n. 

3  See  Sta.  ZA  TWbi^ff.  ('86).     [The  references  to  previ- 
ous  circumcision,  '  again,'  '  the  second  time,'  are  probably  due 
to  Rn.] 

4  Note  the  variations  of  ©  in  this  chapter,  esp.  in  w.  3-5. 

5  Budde  ascribes  this  strand  in  a  somewhat  different  analysis 
toj. 
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geneous),  ^b&apb  22624(16*  27  (RjE  Ru),  33  Rp.l  The  erection 
of  the  altar  on  Mt.  Ebal,  830-35,  stands  in  an  impossible  place  ; 
©B,  etc.,  introduce  the  passage  after  82,  but  with  no  better 
connection  ;  Josephus  and  the  Samaritan  Joshua  (chap.  21)  put 
this  ceremony  where  alone  it  is  historically  conceivable,  after  the 
completed  conquest.  The  verses  are  a  comparatively  recent 
deuteronomistic  addition  to  the  book  ;  they  have  been  enlarged 
and  retouched  by  still  later  hands  (33  ;  '  the  blessing  and  the 
curse,'  34).  2 

In  9,  the  ruse  of  the  Gibeonites,  iy  17-21  are  of  priestly 
character  ;  a  deuteronomistic  hand  is  seen  in  if.  9  (except  the  first 
words),  io  24  f.  27  in  part.  There  is  general  agreement  that  the 
chief  source  is  J  ;3note  the  resemblance  to  Gen.  1930^!  38  (ob 
serve  esp.  Josh.  9  20-27),  and  the  relation  to  i  Sam.  21  #.  (J). 
From  10  it  appears  that  E  also  related  that  the  Gibeonites  made 
peace  with  Israel ;  traces  of  this  source  are,  therefore,  perhaps 
to  be  recognised  in  9  (if.)  3*  8  n*  i$a  27*,  though  in  themselves 
these  verses  might  be  editorial  glosses  to  J. 

In  the  history  of  the  war  in  the  South  (chap.  10),  verses  laft 
8  izafiba.  io/0  25  40-43  are  deuteronomistic  ;  slight  traces  of  the 
priestly  redaction  are  also  discernible.  Since  in  15  the  Israelite 
army  returns  to  Gilgal,  most  critics  ascribe  16-27  to  another  hand  ; 
Kittel  and  others  assign  i-n  15  to  E  (slight  contamination  in 
i  f.  106),  16-27  to  J  ;  but  the  obvious  dependence  of  16-27  on 
i-n  makes  strongly  against  this  partition.  Wellhausen  regards 
16-27  as  secondary  in  JE,  Budde  as  tertiary  in  J  (later  than 
28-39  43)-  It  >s  a  simpler  hypothesis  that  15,  which  should 
stand  after  27,  has  been  misplaced  (Masius),  presumably  in 
connection  with  the  intrusion  of  12-14. 4  Nothing  then  stands 
in  the  way  of  attributing  16-27  to  the  author  of  i-n  (E).  The 
poetical  prayer  of  Joshua  in  12^  i3a  is  quoted  from  the  old  book 
of  songs  ;6  the  setting  in  which  the  lines  Inow  stand  is  given 
them  by  RD,  or  perhaps  E%,  whose  fondness  for  poetical  pieces 
justificativcs  has  often  been  remarked  ;  nothing  points  to  J. 
l'i>.  28-39,  describing  Joshua's  further  conquests  in  the  South,  are 
obviously  secondary,  and  are  usually  ascribed  to  RD,  though 
there  are  no  decisive  indications  of  authorship  —  Ej  or  RJE 
would  be  possible  ;  an  underlying  source  (Jo)  is  surmised  by 
Kittel  and  others  ;  40-42  are  a  deuteronomistic  general  summary. 
J's  parallel  to  the  war  with  Adonizedek  and  his  allies  is  preserved 
in  an  abridged  form  in  Judg.  1  4-8  (cp  also  9-15). 

Chap.  11,  a  counterpart  in  contents  and  form  to  10,  relates  the 
conquest  of  Northern  Palestine.  To  the  deuteronomistic  author 
are  attributed  zf.  12  14  f.,  perhaps  also  6,  and  touches  in  8f.  ;  21- 
23  are  of  later  origin.  The  chief  source  in  1-9  is  E  ;  fragments 
of  J's  parallel  to  the  war  with  Jabin  -are  combined  with  the 
history  of  the  struggle  with  Sisera  in  Judg.  4.  Vv.  10-20  seem 
to  be  a  secondary  addition  to  i-p  (as  1028-39  's  to  101-27),  prob 
ably  by  £2  or  RJE,  subsequently  worked  over,  with  the  rest  of 
the  chapter,  by  RD. 

Chap.  12  is  a  rtsumt  of  the  conquests  E.  and  W. 
of  the  Jordan;  2-6  depend  on  Dt.  89-12  14-17  (cpls); 
cp  Josh.  138-12  ;  the  superscription  of  the  following 
catalogue  of  cities  resembles  11 17.  Both  parts  of  the 
chapter  are  late  and  without  historical  value. 

In  13-19  we  find  some  fragments  of  J  ;   13 13  15 13- 

1963  16io  1711-1314-18  1947  (©)•       These  are  plainly 

9   Chan      taken   from  a  context  similar  to  Judg.  1, 

'l3  19  '  anc*  were  inserted  in  their  present  connection 
by  a  late  redactor. 

13 1  was  the  introduction  in  JE  to  an  allotment  such  as 
in  twice  redacted  form  we  have  in  182^;  ;  8-1214  (cp  Dt.  18 1) 
are  deuteronomistic,  cp  Dt.  3  Josh.  12  i-e ;  the  description  of  the 
unconquered  territory  in  2-6  is  also  apparently  deuteronomistic, 
whether  by  the  same  hand  as  "&ff.  or  not  (cp  Judg.  83)  ;  so  prob 
ably  7  (cp  <S).  Verses  15-32  (with  the  title  146  ©)  are  from  P 
and  Rp ;  21-31  has  been  worked  over.  14 1-5  is  from 

P  (cp  Nu.  34,  esp.  13-17),  probably  preceded  by  a  general  title 
which  now  stands  in  18 1  ;  the  corresponding  subscription  is  19 
51,  cp  13  14^  (©)  32  ;  6-15,  in  its  present  form  deuteronomistic, 
and  related  to  Dt.  1 19-36,  has  perhaps  a  basis  of  E  ;  cp  1613-19 

15 1-12  defines  the  boundaries  of  the  tribe  of  Judah,  20-62 
enumerates  the  cities  and  towns  in  its  several  regions ;  the 
list  is  probably  based  on  an  older  (JE)  list,  traces  of  which  still 
appear  here  and  there. 

In  16yC6(the  territories  of  Joseph),  16  io  17  11-13  14-18  are  from 
T  ;  16  1-3  IV '  \b  2  8  9«|S  are  at  variance  with  the  presumptions  of 
P,  and  must  in  substance  be  derived  from  JE  (E) ;  the  re 
mainder  is  from  P,  with  additions  by  Rp  (164  1"!  $f.). 

The  incompleteness  and  confusion  of  chaps.  16 f. 
compared  with  15  (Judah)  and  18  (Benjamin),  or  even 
with  the  description  of  the  territories  of  the  Northern 
Tribes  (note  the  absence  of  the  list  of  cities  in  Ephraim 
and  Manasseh),  must  be  attributed  to  late  abridgment  ; 

1  Note  in  this  chapter  also  the  variations  of  <S. 

2  See  Hollenberg,  St.  A'r.  47  478-481  ('74);  Kue.  Th.T  12315- 
322  ('78),  Hex.  §  7,  n.  30  f.,  §  14,  n.  n. 

3  Di.  is  an  exception. 

*  y.  15  is  repeated  in  43  ;  it  was  originally  lacking  in  both 
places  in  05  ',  hexaplar  MSS  introduce  it  sub  ast. 

5  See  JASHER  [BooK  OF],  §  i. 

6  Onl7see  Kue.  Th.  7-11484  .^('77);  I.  Sack,^£7276i-69('93). 
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similar  abridgment  may  with  good  reason  be  suspected 
in  the  account  of  the  conquest  (2-11),  where  we  now 
find  nothing  about  the  conquest  of  Central  Palestine.1 

Chap.  18/.  contain  a  survey  of  the  land  and  allot 
ments  to  the  remaining  tribes. 

18  i  (P  or  RP)  originally  stood  before  14  i  (see  above) ;  2-10(31$  7 
secondary)  conflict  with  the  presumptions  of  P  ;  the  obviously  un- 
historical  character  of  the  transaction  has  led  some  critics  to  ascribe 
the  verses  as  a  whole  to  RJE  (Kuenen)  or  DA  (Albers)  ;  but  the 
representation  is  not  D's,  more  probably  the  passage  is  derived 
substantially  from  E  (Dillmann,  Kittel,  etc.)  ;  the  original  scene 
of  the  transaction  was  Shechem,  which  has  been  supplanted  in 
i  by  P's  Shiloh  (cp  <&  in  24 1).  The  idea  of  a  division  of  land  by 
lot  (before  the  conquest)  comes  from  J  (Judg.  1,  see  below,  §  13), 
and  is  successively  heightened  by  E  and  P ;  it  may  even  be 
conjectured  that  traces  of  J's  representation  have  been  pre 
served  in  18  5^  ;  in  the  present  form  of  the  verses  both  RJE  and 
Ro  may  have  had  a  hand.  In  what  follows  (18n-195i),  the 
older  source  (E)  may  be  recognised,  especially  in  the  titles 
(18n6  19ii7,  and  others),  further,  in  19g  and  IQ^gf.  ;  but  it 
is  not  possible  to  partition  the  material  in  the  lists  between  E 
and  P,  probably  because  P  is  here  directly  dependent  upon  E  ; 
it  can  only  be  said  that  E's  description  of  the  territories  of  the 
several  tribes  was  in  the  form  of  a  catalogue  of  cities  (18  9 
DTk?S)-  ^-  51  is  P's  closing  formula  for  the  whole,  corresponding 
to  18 1. 

Chaps.  20-22  are  composite. 

The   appointment   of  the  cities  of  refuge  in  20  is  from  P, 

supplemented  in  3*  ^f.  60. 8  by  a  very  late  hand  from  Dt.  441^ 

19  ;  cp  <S.2  Chap.  21 1-42  [40],  cities  as- 

10.  Chaps,   signed  to  the  priests  and   Levites,  is  also  from 
20-24.        -P  !  20  and  21 1-42  [40]  correspond  to  the  two  parts 

of  Nu.  35,  cp  Josh.  144.  Vv.  43-45  [41-43],  D's 
conclusion  to  the  occupation  of  the  land,  originally  followed  19 
49yC  ;  22i-6,  also  deuteronomistic,  and  dependent  on  Dt.  818-20 
(cp  Josh.  112-15),  's  tne  continuation  of  2143-45  [41-43], 
perhaps  not  wholly  by  the  same  hand  ;  7  f.  is  of  much  later 
origin.3  Chap.  229-34  belongs  to  the  most  recent  stratum 

in  the  Hexateuch ;  its  resemblance  to  P%  in  Nu.  31  826-15  and 
to  Judg.  20  has  often  been  pointed  out ;  cp  also  the  late  work 
ing  over  of  Gen.  34  and  Ex.  16. 

Chap.  23  is  the  close  of  the  deuteronomic  book  of 
Joshua,  and  originally  followed  immediately  on  2143 
[4i]-226.  It  not  only  corresponds  in  position  to  the 
parting  exhortations  of  Moses,  Dt.  4  29 /. ,  but  so  closely 
resembles  them  in  thought  and  diction  as  to  raise  the 
question  whether  they  are  not  by  the  same  author  ;  4 
cp  also  the  farewell  address  of  Samuel  (i  S.  12). 

Chap.  24  contains  the  similar  conclusion  to  E's 
history  of  Joshua. 

This  conclusion  has  reached  us  only  in  deuteronomic  redac 
tion,  which  may  most  certainly  be  recognised  in  il>a  (cp  282), 
13  (cp  Dt.  6 10),  and  31  (cp  Dt.  11),  and  in  slighter  touches  of 
deuteronomistic  colour  in  several  other  verses  ;  the  seven  nations 
in  ii  are  editorial  (?RjEor  RD)  ;  2«£  260.  are  later  glosses;  g& 
loa  to.  are  perhaps  also  secondary.^ 

The  chapter  must  have  been  omitted  by  the  author 
of  23,  and  restored  by  a  later  deuteronomistic  editor 
(cp  the  case  of  Judg.  1  9  17-21).  Its  rtsumt  of  the 
Elohistic  history  is  of  great  value.  V.  29 /.  concludes 
E's  narrative;  32  f.,  from  the  same  source,  is  a 
natural  appendix.  (§  contains  further  additions  ;  see 
below,  §  1 8. 

J  and  E  appear  in  Josh.  1-12  to  have  been  united, 
not  by  the  deuteronomistic  author  (RD)  himself,  but, 

11.  Redaction.  as   in   ihe,    Pentateuch,   b7  an   earlier 

redactor  (RJE)  ;  it  is  not  improbable, 
however,  that  RD,  like  the  author  of  the  introduction  to 
Dt. ,  had  E  separately,  and  used  it,  to  the  exclusion  of 
J,  in  10-12  13j/T  As  in  the  other  deuteronomistic 
histories,  the  religious  comment  and  pragmatism  which 
RD  introduced  invited  expansion  by  similarly-minded 
editors  or  scribes  ;  and  the  presence  of  a  secondary 
deuteronomistic  element  in  the  book  is  generally  recog 
nised,  though  it  is  not  always  possible  to  distinguish 

1  We.  (CH(-)  133)  with  much  probability  conjectures  that  this 
mutilation  had  its  motive  in  hostility   to   the   Samaritans  ;   CD 
Kue.  Hex.  §  16,  n.  12. 

2  On  20  see  Kue.    Tk.  7-11467-478  ('77);  cp  We. 


5  Mention  should  be  made  of  Holzinger's  conjecture,  that  the 
covenant  referred  to  in  24 25  (cp  26  f.)  was  made  upon   the 
Book  of  the  Covenant,'  Ex.  21-23  (in  its  original   form)  ;  see 
Hex.  179. 
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it  with  certainty.  This  secondary  stratum  is  akin  to 
the  younger  parts  of  Dt.  (esp.  4  29 /. ).  A  peculiar 
deuteronomistic  colour  belongs  also  to  the  very  latest 
redaction  of  Josh.  The  union  of  the  deuteronomistic 
Josh,  with  P  was  the  work  of  RP  ;  nothing  in  the 
method  of  combination  militates  against  the  supposition 
that  it  was  effected  by  the  same  hand  as  in  Nu. ,  though 
this  can  hardly  be  proved.  A  late  addition  of  haggadic 
character  cognate  to  Nu.  32 /.  etc.  is  found  in  Josh. 
22 9-34  ;  cp  20.  Still  more  recent,  probably,  is  the 
mutilation  of  16/".  To  what  stage  in  the  redaction  the 
restoration  of  24  and  the  interpolation  of  the  fragments 
of  J  in  13-19  belong  cannot  be  determined.  Slight 
additions  and  changes  in  the  text  continued  to  be  made 
even  after  the  time  of  the  Greek  translation. 

The  small  fragments  of  P  preserved  in  Josh.  1-12 
lead  us  to  suppose  that  in  P  the  conquest  of  Western 

„  _.  ,  •  p  Palestine  was  narrated  summarily 
12.  History  in  e.  without  detail|  as  was  that  of  Eastern 

Palestine  (P  in  Nu.  21  ff. — the  war  with  the  Midianites 
in  Nu.  31 /.  is  later  than  P)  ;  as  in  the  history  of 
the  exodus,  P  supposes  readers  familiar  with  the  older 
narratives.  From  18 1  we  see  that  the  whole  land  has 
been  subdued.  The  congregation  (my)  then  assembles 
at  Shiloh,  and  sets  up  the  tabernacle  ;  Eleazar  and 
Joshua,  with  the  heads  of  families,  divide  the  land  by 
lot  to  the  nine  tribes  and  a  half  (14 1).  The  boundaries 
of  the  tribal  territories,  beginning  with  Judah,  are 
minutely  defined,  in  dependence  on  an  older  description 
with  which  P  is  here  combined.  P's  doomsday  book  has 
not  been  preserved  intact  ;  for  Ephraim  and  Manasseh 
little  more  than  the  skeleton  remains  (see  above,  §  9). 
It  is  characteristic  that  the  priest  Eleazar  everywhere 
takes  precedence  of  Joshua. 

The  older  of  the  two  chief  sources  of  the  deuterono 
mistic  history  of  the  conquest  (in  our  analysis,  J)  gives 
.       _     _     substantially   the   following  representation. 
.     nj.    prom    shittim,    E.    of  the   Jordan,   Joshua 
sends  spies  to  Jericho. 

The  spies  take  lodging  with  Rahab,  who  saves  their  lives  and 
receives  in  return  a  pledge  of  protection  when  the  city  is  taken. 
The  Israelites  encamp  on  the  banks  of  the  Jordan  ;  Joshua 
orders  them  to  purify  themselves  for  the  holy  war,  and  predicts 
that  Yahwe  will  work  wonders  for  them.  They  cross  the  river, 
the  waters  being  miraculously  stayed  in  their  course,  so  that  they 
pass  over  on  dry  ground.  See  JERICHO,  §  4.  At  Joshua's 
command  they  take  twelve  stones  from  the  midst  of  the  river 
and  set  them  up  at  their  first  halting-place  (Gilgal).  Joshua 
has  a  vision  of  the  '  Captain  of  Yahwe's  host,'  who  reveals  to 
him  a  plan  for  the  capture  of  Jericho.  The  fighting  men  march 
round  the  city  without  any  demonstration,  and  return  to  camp  ; 
this  manoeuvre  is  repeated  for  six  days  ;  on  the  seventh,  Joshua 
gives  the  signal  for  assault. 

The  Israelites  storm  the  city,  which  is  taken  by 
surprise  and  falls  into  their  hands  ; l  they  slaughter  the 
inhabitants — sparing  only  RAHAB  (q.v. )  and  her  house 
hold — and  burn  the  city. 

Spies  sent  to  Ai  report  that  it  will  be  easy  to  take  the  place ; 
but  the  division  sent  against  it  is  badly  defeated  ;  Yahwe's 
anger  has  been  provoked  by  the  Judaean  Achan's  appropriation 
of  part  of  the  spoils  of  Jericho,  the  contagious  herein  has 
infected  the  whole  people  ;  the  guilty  man  is  discovered  by  lot 
and  put  to  death. 

Ai  is  then  taken  by  a  familiar  stratagem  (cp  Judg.  20). 
The  Gibeonites  deceive  the  Israelites  by  pretending  to 
come  from  a  great  distance,  and  secure  the  protection 
of  a  treaty. 

Thus  far,  in  this  source,  as  in  later  representations, 
Israel  acts  as  one  body,  under  the  leadership  of  Joshua  ; 
after  the  destruction  of  Ai  the  army  returns  to  Gilgal, 
which  is  the  scene  of  chap.  9.  The  remains  of  J  in 
Judg.  1  (and  parallels  in  Josh.  13^)  represent  the 
conquest  of  Canaan  as  the  work  of  the  several  tribes 
independently — Judah  and  Simeon  in  the  S. ,  Joseph  in 
the  central  highlands.  There  also,  however,  the  tribes 
set  out  for  the  subjugation  of  the  interior  from  the  same 
point  in  the  Jordan  valley  (Gilgal,  Judg.  2 1  ;  cp  Jericho, 

1  Precisely  the  same  stratagem  is  said  to  have  been  employed 
by  the  Roman  general  Domitius  Calvinus  at  the  siege  of  Luna, 
a  fortified  town  of  the  Ligurians  ;  see  Frontinus,  Stratagemata, 

321. 
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1 16)  ;  it  is  assumed  that  the  region  which  each  is  to 
subdue  has  previously  been  determined  by  lot  (Judg.  1 3), 
and  the  order  in  which  they  shall  invade  their  several 
territories  is  decided  by  the  oracle  (Judg.  li  f. ). 
Judg.  1  must,  therefore,  have  been  preceded  by  an 
account  of  the  crossing  of  the  Jordan  by  the 'united 
tribes  and  the  taking  of  Jericho,  and  there  is  thus  no 
conflict  between  the  oldest  narrative  in  Josh.  1-6  and 
Judg.  1.  The  operations  against  Ai  (7f.)  present 
greater  difficulty  ;  for,  as  that  city  was  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood  of  Bethel,  the  war  against  it  would  seem 
properly  to  belong  to  the  particular  history  of  the 
conquests  of  Joseph  (cp  Judg.  122  ff.].  Although, 
however,  the  historical  probability  that  the  taking  of  Ai 
was  accomplished  by  Joseph  alone  must  be  conceded, 
it  is  a  hazardous  inference  that  our  oldest  source  must 
have  so  narrated  it ;  in  fact,  both  7  and  9  show  that 
J  represented  it  as  the  work  of  all  Israel. 

As  has  been  already  noted,  J  in  Judg.  1  supposes 
that  their  territories  had  been  assigned  to  Judah  and 
Joseph,  at  least,  before  the  invasion  ;  it  is  possible  that 
this  source  originally  contained  a  brief  description  of 
these  territories ;  the  enumeration  in  Judg.  1  (and 
parallels  in  Josh. )  of  the  cities  which  the  several  tribes 
were  unable  to  reduce  may  be  thought  to  presume  such 
a  description.  Fragments  of  J's  account  of  the  war  (of 
Judah  and  Simeon)  with  the  king  of  Jerusalem  and  of 
the  war  (of  Zebulun  and  Naphtali  ?)  with  the  king  of 
Hazor  are  preserved  in  Judg.  1  and  4  ;  the  conquests 
and  settlements  of  Caleb,  Simeon,  and  the  Kenites 
in  the  S. ,  and  the  taking  of  Bethel  by  Joseph,  are 
related  in  Judg.  1  (cp  Josh.  17 14-18)  ;  and  it  can 
scarcely  be  doubted  that  this  source  also  contained  at 
least  brief  and  summary  accounts  of  the  movements  of 
the  northern  tribes  (cp  Judg.  130  ff.}.  The  narrative 
may  have  closed  with  a  general  statement  of  the 
incompleteness  of  the  conquest  such  as  underlies  Judg. 
223  82  (see  JUDGES,  §  5). 

In  Joshua,  as  frequently,  the  earliest  written  account 
has  determined  all  the  subsequent  representations. 
14  In  E  ^e  seconc'  chief  source  of  the  deuteronomistic 
'  history  of  Joshua  is  manifestly  dependent  on 
the  older  narrative,  whose  representation  it  consistently 
heightens.1  Thus,  the  conquests  of  Judah  and  the 
kindred  clans,  and  of  the  Galilsean  tribes,  are  ascribed 
to  all  Israel  in  two  great  campaigns  ;  the  gradual  sub 
jugation  of  the  Canaanites  by  the  several  tribes  as  it 
appears  in  J  becomes  the  complete  conquest  of  Western 
Palestine  by  Joshua  (corresponding  to  that  of  Eastern 
Palestine  by  Moses  in  the  same  source),  and — at  least 
in  the  later  strata  of  E — the  annihilation  of  the  whole 
native  population.  For  the  determination  by  lot,  at 
Gilgal,  of  the  region  to  be  invaded  by  the  several  tribes  (J), 
we  have  a  formal  survey,  and  division  of  the  conquered 
land,  at  Shechem,  to  the  seven  tribes  and  a  half.2  The 
miraculous  element  in  the  history  is  exaggerated,  and 
takes  on  a  more  magical  form,  as  in  the  crossing  of  the 
Jordan  (cp  JORDAN,  §2  [6]),  and  especially  in  the  account 
of  the  taking  of  Jericho,  where  a  military  stratagem  is 
transformed  into  a  religious  procession,  and  the  walls  of 
the  doomed  city  crumble  into  dust  at  the  blast  of  the 
sacred  trumpets  and  the  shouts  of  the  people  (see 
JERICHO,  §  3).  The  relation  of  the  younger  narrative  to 
the  older  one  here  is  entirely  similar  to  that  which  we 
find  in  the  history  of  the  Egyptian  plagues  and  the 
crossing  of  the  Red  Sea  (see  EXODUS  ii.,  §  3  [ii.  iv.]) ; 
and  this  fact  strengthens  the  presumption  that  the 
secondary  version  in  Joshua  also  comes  from  E. 
Elements  of  independent  historical  value,  derived  from 
sources  other  than  J,  are  not  to  be  discovered  in  the 
younger  narrative.  The  special  Ephraimite  interest 
appears  in  the  increased  prominence  given  to  Joshua. 

1  From  the  point  of  view  of  historical  criticism,  it  is  therefore 
of  no  consequence  whether  the  second  source  be  E  or  J->. 

2  It  is  possible  that  for  this  last  also  there  was  some  point  of 
connection  in  J.  « 
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The  redactors  naturally  adopt  E's  conception  of  the 
history,  and  exaggerate  its  unhistorical  features,  the 
deuteronomistic  author  in  particular  never  failing  to 
emphasise  the  unsparing  thoroughness  with  which 
Joshua  obeys  the  command  to  extirpate  the  Canaanites. 
The  disposition  to  make  Joshua  a  double  of  Moses  has 
also  been  noted. 

Behind  the  oldest  account  of  the  conquest  (J)  lies,  as 
in  Gen.  and  in  Ex. -Nu. ,  not  a  specifically  Judaean 
tradition,  but  the  common  Israelite  tradi- 


15.  Ultimate 
sources. 


tion,    the    product    of    a    fusion    which 


doubtless  began  in  the  time  of  the  united 
kingdom,  in  which  the  Ephraimite  element  naturally 
preponderates  over  that  which  is  distinctively  of  Southern 
origin.  In  Josh.  2-9  the  ultimate  basis  is  probably  in 
large  part  the  local  tradition  of  Gilgal  (Stade).  (The 
particular  Judaean  interest  is  only  occasionally  to  be 
discerned,  as,  e.g. ,  in  1513-19).  In  this  tradition  the 
Ephraimite  hero  Joshua  is  the  successor  of  Moses  and 
the  leader  of  Israel  in  the  first  period  of  the  invasion  ; 
all  the  tribes  cross  the  Jordan  at  one  time  and  place  ; l 
Judah  and  the  allied  clans  enter  their  territory  from  the 
NE. ;  the  Galilasan  tribes  were  perhaps  thought  of  as 
following  in  the  wake  of  Joseph  and  reaching  their  seats 
through  the  highlands  of  Ephraim. 

The  question  how  far  this  representation  corresponds 
to  the  actual  facts  is  one  for  historical  criticism.  It  is 
not  only  antecedently  more  probable  that  Caleb  and  its 
kindred  clans,  as  well  as  the  Kenites,  entered  the 
country  from  the  S.  ;  traces  of  such  a  tradition  seem  to 
be  preserved,  e.g. ,  in  Nu.  13  f.  Whether  the  same  is 
true  of  Judah  and  Simeon  (Graf,  Kue. ,  Land,  Tiele, 
Doom. ,  and  others)  is  more  doubtful.  The  lower  fords 
of  the  Jordan,  opposite  Jericho,  may  have  been  the 
place  of  some  memorable  passage  by  Israelite  tribes  ; 
but  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  that  they  all 
crossed  there.  The  invasion  was  not  even  in  its  first 
stage  a  concerted  movement  ;  it  was  a  series  of  irrup 
tions,  with  varying  success,  as  the  catastrophe  which 
befell  Simeon  and  Levi  in  their  attempt  on  Shechem 
(Gen.  34  49 5-7)  proves. 

Thus  even  the  oldest  account  of  the  invasion  cannot 
be  accepted  without  question  as  embodying  a  sound 
historical  tradition  ;  it  shows  very  plainly  the  working 
of  that  process  of  '  concentration  '  which  is  observed  in 
all  legend,  the  tendency  to  ascribe  to  one  man,  one 
generation,  one  stroke  of  arms  what  was  in  fact  the 
result  of  a  long  development.2 

Of  the  age  of  J  there  are  few  definite  indications  in 
Josh.  The  curse  laid  by  Joshua  on  the  site  of  Jericho 
_  ,  ,_  (626)  is  connected  with  something  which 
0  happened  (see  HIEL)  in  the  reign  of 
Ahab  (circa  875-851  B.C.  ;  i  K.  1634)  ;  the  treaty  with 
the  Gibeonites  is  older  than  the  time  of  Saul  (2  S.  21), 
and  may  be  probably  referred  to  the  period  of  the  south 
ward  expansion  of  Joseph  (formation  of  Benjamin)  in 
the  preceding  century  ;  the  imposing  upon  Gibeon  of 
the  supply  of  wood  for  the  temple — which  was,  we  may 
surmise,  the  original  meaning  of  923,  cp  27 — would  be 
long  to  the  time  of  Solomon,  who  imposed  various 
charges  upon  the  subject  Canaanites  (i  K.  920-22) ;  cp 
Judg.  128  30  33  35,  and  see  GIBEON. 

In  striking  contrast  to  Judg.  the  Book  of  Joshua 
has  no  chronological  scheme. 

We  are  not  told  how  many  years  were  consumed  in  the  sub- 

jugation  of  the  land,  nor  how  long  Joshua  lived  after  the  end  of 

the  wars  ;  in  Doth  cases  we  read  only  that  it 

17.  Chronology,  was  '  a  long  time  '  (11 18  23  i).     From  14  7  yf. 

it  may  be  calculated  that  from  the  crossing 

of  the  Jordan  to  the  assignment  of  Hebron  to  Caleb  (after  the 

conquest  was  completed)  there  had  elapsed  seven  years ;  or  if, 

with  Josephus,  following  ©  in  Josh.  65,  we  allow  forty  full  years 

1  This,  it  should  be  observed,  was  a  necessary  consequence 
of  the  representation  in  the  Pentateuch,  in  which  Moses  leads 
all  Israel  to  the  plains  of  Moab. 

2  An    instructive    parallel   to   Josh,  is   found   in   the  Greek 
legends  of  the  Dorian  invasion  of  the  Peloponnesus  ('  return  of 
the  Heracleidffi '),  partition  of  the  land  by  lot,  etc. 
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from  the  sending  out  of  the  spies  from  Kadesh-barnea  to  the 
crossing  of  the  Jordan,  five  years.  Other  computations  are  based 
upon  i  K.  6 1  (480  years  from  the  exodus  to  the  building  of  the 
temple) ;  in  this  way  there  were  reckoned  out  for  Joshua  by 
the  early  Christian  chronologists  27  years  ;  in  Seder  'Oldm,  28  ; 
by  Josephus,  25  ;  by  Eupolemus,  followed  by  Africanus,  30. 
More  probably  the  author  of  i  K.  <>  i  allowed  Joshua  40  years  ; 
but  there  is  no  trace  of  this  system  in  Josh. 

The  Hebrew  text  of  Josh,  is  fairly  well  preserved. 
Certain  consistent  variations  in  its  orthography  (inn;, 
T  .  Pent,  irry  ;  N'.i  fern. ,  Pent,  xirt) J  show  that 
the  text  of  Josh,  was  edited  by  different 
hands  from  the  Pentateuch.  The  Greek  version  of 
Josh,  was  not  made  by  the  translators  of  the  Pentateuch ; 2 
it  is  not  conspicuously  inferior  to  that  of  the  Pentateuch 
either  in  knowledge  of  Hebrew  or  in  fidelity  of  render 
ing.  The  Hebrew  text  from  which  <@  was  made  was 
not  very  different  from  MT ;  but  it  was  free  from  some  of 
the  latest  glosses  in  MT  (cp  64-7  63-5  204-6),  and  some 
times  had  an  intact  text  where  there  is  now  a  lacuna  in 
Hebrew  (e.g.,  in  1659,  where  the  names  of  eleven  cities 
have  fallen  out  from  Hebrew,  and  21 36^  [MT  between 
35  and  36]  where  many  Hebrew  codd.  and  edd.  also 
insert  the  missing  levitical  cities  in  Reuben)  ;  in  varia 
tions  (5  not  infrequently  exhibits  the  better  reading. 
<@'s  additions  at  the  end  of  chap.  24  are  of  some 
interest,  especially  the  last,  which  seems  to  show  that 
the  author  had  a  book  of  Judges  which  began  with  the 
story  of  Ehud  (the  same  connection  is  made  in  the 
Samaritan  Josh.  chap.  39 ).3 

The  Samaritans  possess  an  uncanonical  Book  of 
Joshua  in  Arabic,  professedly  translated  from  a  Hebrew 
original.4 

It  begins  with  the  consecration  of  Joshua  as  Moses'  successor 

(Dt.  31),  after  which  is  narrated  (from  Numbers)  the  story  of 

Balaam  and  the  war   upon  the   Midianites 

19.  Samaritan  (in  which  Joshua  is  the  commander  of  the 

Josh.  Israelite    army).      Then,    with    a   new   title 

('  Here  begins  the  Book  of  Joshua  the  son  of 
Nun  '),  it  relates  in  its  own  way  the  conquest  and  division  of 
the  land,  to  the  death  of  Joshua,  and  continues  to  the  death  of 
Eli.  Setting  aside  the  great  interpolation  (Shobek,  chaps.  26-37), 
and  the  appended  chapters  45-47  (Nebuchadrezzar,  Alexander, 
Adrian),  the  chronicle  is  based  solely  on  the  biblical  narrative, 
which  it  sometimes  reproduces  verbally,  often  freely  embellishes, 
and  occasionally — especially  in  the  history  of  Eli  and  Samuel, 
whom  it  makes  the  arch-apostates — wholly  distorts. 

This  Joshua  is  a  mediaeval  production  and  its  only 
value  is  to  the  student  of  the  Samaritan  sect  under 
Moslem  rule. 

For  the  titles  of  works  on  Introduction,  see  DEUTER 
ONOMY,  §  33.  For  the  history  of  criticism  see 
HEXATEUCH. 

i.  Commentaries. — Andreas  Masius,  1574,  reprinted  in  Critici 

Sacri;  Jo.  Clericus,  1708;  Maurer,  1831 ;  Kn.,  '61  (KGff),V),  by 

Di.  Deut.  Nu.  u.  Jos.,  '86;  Ke.,  '63,  (2),  '74, 

20.  Literature.  ET    by  J.    Martin,    '68 ;    F.    R.    Fay,    '7° 

(Lange's  Bibelwerk),  ET  by  G.  R.  Bliss, 
'72;  T.  E.  Espin,  '72  (Speaker's  Co»i»i.)',  E.  Reuss,  La  Bible,  3, 
L'histoire  sainte  et  la  loi,  '79  ;  Das  alte  Testament,  3  ('93) ; 
J.  J.  Lias,  '81  (Pulpit  Comm.) ;  J.  Lloyd,  '86;  S.  Oettli,  '93 
(KGK). 

•2.  Criticism.— C.  H.  van  Herwerden,  Disputatio  tie  libri 
Josute  auctore,  '26  (fragment  hypothesis) ;  L.  Konig,  A  Tliche 
Studien,  1,  Authentie  des  Buches  Josua,  '36  (the  book  a  unit ; 
Joshua  its  author)  ;  Himpel,  '  Einheit  und  Glaubwiirdigkeit  des 
Buches  Josua,'  in  Theol.  Quartalschrift,  '64  f.\  Kn.  Comm., 
'61  ;  Ew.  GVI  2323  ff.  ('65);  E.  Schrader  in  De  Wette, 
£inl.(8)  '69;  No.  AT  Unters,,  '69;  Colenso,  Pentateuch 
and  Book  of  Joshua,  6258-297  343-360  ('72);  Joh.  Hollenberg, 
'  Die  deuteronomischen  Bestandtheiledes  Buches  Josua, 'St.  Kr. 
47462-506  ('74);  A.  Kayser,  Das  vorexilische  Buch  u.  s.  w., 
102  ff.  ('74);  We.  C77(2)  118-136  ('&<)=JPT,  '76);  A.  Kue. 
Th.T  114-57-478  ('77),  12  315-323  ('78);  Bu.  Ri.  Sa.  1-83  ('90  = 
ZATW,  "&Tf.);  Ki.  Geschichte  der  Hebrcier,  1238-281,  esp. 
2517?-  ('88);  ET  History  of  the  Hebrews,  1262-311  ;  E.  Albers, 
Die  Quellenberichte  in  Josua,  1-12  ('91);  Spcin  and  Kautzsch  in 
Kautzsch,  HS,  '94  (analysis  in  the  margin) ;  W.  H.  Bennett, 

1  See  Di.  NDJ  439  ;  Konig,  Rinl.  250. 

2  See  Egli,  ZWT  676-96  287-321  ('62). 

3  On  the  Greek  version  of  Josh,  see  Hollenberg,  C/tarakter 
der  alexandrinischen  Uebersetzung  des  Buches  Josua  und  ihr 
textkritischer    Werth   (Programm),    Moers,    "76  ;    cp  ZA  TIf 


Chronicon  Samantanuiti  .  .  .  cm  titulus  est  Liber  Josua. 
Ed.  Juynboll   '48. 
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'The  Book  of  Joshua  in  Hebrew,'  '95  (SBOT;  analysis  in 
colours),  'The  Book  of  Josh,  and  the  Pentateuch,'  JQK,  10 
649^  ('98);  G.  A.  Smith,  art.  'Joshua'  in  Hastings'  DB 
2  779-788  ('99) ;  J.  E.  Carpenter  and  G.  Harford-Battersby,  The 
Hexateuch,  1900.  Q_  p  M 

JOSIAH  (•irWiO  [n»K>N\Zech.  610],  '  God  supports ' 
[Ges.  ]  ;  [for  another  derivation  see  Hommel,  AHTK-i,  ; 
cp  Exp.T%&  (May  '97)];  iooc[e]lAC).  The  last 
king  of  Judah  (639-608)  before  the  rapid  decline  and 
fall  of  the  state  (2  K.  22-2330  2  Ch.  34/. ).  If  the 
numbers  in  21 19  and  22 1  are  correct,  he  was  only  a 
boy  of  eight  when  'the  people  of  the  land'  (i.e. , 
perhaps  the  men  capable  of  bearing  arms) !  placed  him 
on  the  throne  in  succession  to  his  father  Amon. 

Of  the  first  years  of  his  reign  we  know  nothing. 
Probably  the  earlier  events  recorded  in  the  annals  did 
.  «  j  not,  from  the  redactor's  point  of  view, 

administration,  deserve  to  be  remembered.  Of  course 
Assyria  was  no  longer  troublesome  ; 
but  we  should  like  to  have  been  informed  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  cultus  in  the  temple,  and  as  to  the 
Scythian  invasion  referred  to  by  Herodotus2  (1103-106). 
In  the  eighteenth  year  of  Josiah's  reign,  however, 
something  occurred  which  affected  the  redactor  very 
deeply  :  it  was  not  so  much  the  attention  given  by  the 
king  to  the  fabric  of  the  temple  (the  royal  sanctuary  ; 
cp  Am.  713),  as  the  '  finding '  of  a  book  called  rrnnn  1ED 
( '  the  book  of  direction  ' )  in  the  house  of  Yahwe.  See 
DEUTERONOMY,  §  2/ 

The  account  of  this  '  finding  '  and  of  the  effect  it  produced  on 
Josiah  is  very  disappointing.  The  section,  2  K.  223-20,  contains 
some  passages  which  were  certainly  not,  as  they  now  stand,  in  the 
original  narrative  ;  also,  it  is  silent  as  to  various  points  about 
which  we  feel  a  legitimate  curiosity.  The  next  section  (23 1-25), 
which  describes  the  details  of  the  reformation,  is  much  fuller, 
but  by  no  means  free  from  difficulty.  Without  an  elaborate 
investigation,  we  could  not  adopt  from  either  section  more  than 
this — that  long  after  Josiah's  accession  a  recast  and  development 
of  Yahwistic  laws  was  brought  from  the  temple  to  Josiah,  and 
that  the  king  adopted  it  and  imposed  it  by  force  upon  his  people, 
having  first  of  all  pbtained  an  endorsement  of  the  authority 
of  the  book  by  a  prophetess  of  high  repute  (see  HILKIAH,  i  ; 
HULDAH). 

The  thirteen  years  which  followed  the  reformation 
were  monotonously  peaceful.  No  foreign  exactions 
hampered  the  industry  of  the  subjects,  and  the  king 
won  the  highest  praise  as  a  just  and  God-fearing  ruler 
(Jer.22i5/). 

This  prosperity,  however,  arose  from  circumstances 
which  could  not  last,  and  in  608  a  storm  burst  upon 
„  _,  .  the  little  kingdom.  It  was  the  imminent 
..  °  partition  of  the  Assyrian  empire  that 
"  *"  was  the  cause.  Neco  II.,  the  young  and 
enterprising  king  of  Egypt,  had  not  forgotten  the 
glories  of  Thotmes  and  Rameses,  and  started  soon 
after  his  accession  to  reconquer  Canaan,  Phoenicia,  and 
Syria.  His  first  object  was  to  lay  his  hand  on  the 
northern  territories ;  the  strong  southern  fortress  of 
Jerusalem  he  meant  to  leave  till  his  return.  Josiah 
also,  however,  appears  to  have  had  political  plans  of  a 
far-reaching  character  ;  he  was  probably  not  such  a 
pure  enthusiast  as  he  is  represented  in  the  Old  Testa 
ment.  The  mortal  sickness  of  Assyria  may  have  given 
him  hopes  of  restoring  the  old  Davidic  kingdom  ;  it  is 
said  that  at  the  time  of  the  reformation  he  exercised 
sovereign  rights  in  Bethel  and  the  cities  of  Samaria 
(2  K.  23 15-20).  This  is  not  impossible,  though  fuller 
evidence  would  be  desirable.  We  may  also  presume 
that  he  was  subject  to  a  sad  illusion  relative  to  the 
earthly  rewards  of  righteousness.  He  had  the  courage 
(alone  or  with  allies)  to  meet  the  Egyptian  king,  and 
we  have  two  accounts  of  what  took  place. 

1  Kittel,   however  (Hist.  2379),   explains,    'the  party  of  the 
country  people ' ;   he  supposes  that  the  murder  of  Amon  was 
committed  by  friends  of  the  reform  movement,  which  ultimately 
produced  the  original  Deuteronomy. 

2  On  this  subject  and  on  the  possible  allusions  to  the  Scythians 
in  the  Books  of  Jeremiah,  Zephaniah,  and  Ezekiel,  see  JEREMIAH 
ii.,  §  20  (i.) ;   SCYTHIANS;  and  cp  Che.  Jeremiah's  Life  and 
Times,  30-38  ;  Guthe,  GVI  215-217. 
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The  '  father  of  history  '  tells  us  (from  Hecatzus)  that  Neco 
'  made  war  by  land  on  the  Syrians  and  defeated  them  in  a 
pitched  battle  at  MayioAov  or  Ma-ySajAoi/,  after  which  he  took 
Kadytis,  a  large  city  of  Syria  '  (Herod.  2  159).  Herodotus  must, 
however,  have  misunderstood  his  informants,  for  Magdolos  is 
obviously  the  Egyptian  MIGDOL  [q.v.],  whither  Josiah  is  not  at 
all  likely  to  have  gone  to  seek  Neco.  Apparently  Herodotus 
confounds  Megiddo  with  Magdolon,  just  as  he  confounds 
Cadytis-Gaza  with  the  Syrian  Cadytis-Kadesh. 

The  earliest  Hebrew  account  is  in  2  K.  23  zg/  It 
states  that  Neco  was  on  his  way  to  meet  '  the  king  of 
Assyria'  (see  Schr.  CI  l^ff.}  at  the  Euphrates  when 
Josiah  went  to  meet  him  and  fell  in  battle  at  Megiddo. 
The  account  is  strangely  short,  and  is  unfortunately 
not  free  from  corruption.1  A  later  writer  (2  Ch.  8620-25), 
however,  gives  a  fuller  narrative.  Neco,  it  is  said, 
sent  an  embassy  to  Josiah,  explaining  that  he  had  no 
quarrel  with  Josiah,  and  that  he  had  been  directed  by 
an  oracle  to  go  to  the  Euphrates  to  battle  ;  Josiah'  s 
fate,  if  he  makes  opposition,  will  be  due  to  his  own 
folly.  Josiah,  however,  was  bent  on  war,  and  though 
Neco's  words  were  dictated  by  the  true  God,  he  hearkened 
not  to  them.  A  battle  ensued  in  the  plain  of  Megiddo 
(Jos.  Ant.  x.  5  1,  says  uevd-q  [>./.,  ^S^]).2  The  archers 
shot  at  Josiah,  and  wounded  him  fatally.  He  was 
brought  in  his  second  chariot  to  Jerusalem. 

An  inspection  of  this  narrative  of  the  Chronicler  shows  that 

v.  2iyC  (down  to  'from  the  mouth  of  God')  are  parenthetical, 

o    TVio  ,+   and  the  analogy  of  similar  passages  suggests 

«.   me  maamua   that   they   must   have  been   inserted   from 

In  2  Ch.  3520-25.   another  source.     Was  that  source  a  trust 

worthy  one  ?    No  ;  it  is  too  clear  that  the 

insertion  is  midrashic  and  imaginative.  The  idea  of  the 
embassy  of  deprecation  is  taken  from  2  K.  Ugf.  ;  that  of  the 
oracle  is  characteristic  of  the  Chronicler  and  his  circle  ;  that 
Neco  should  be  represented  as  in  communication  with  God 
would  not  be  strange  in  an  age  which  nourished  itself  on  Jeremiah 
(cp  Jer.  276);  but  more  probably  Neco  is  supposed  to  have 
heard  of  a  prophecy  of  Jeremiah  (see  3  Esd.  1  28),  just  as  Cyrus  is 
supposed  to  have  done  in  2  Ch.  3t>  23.  The  speech  ascribed  to  the 
wounded  king  is  modelled  on  i  K.  2234  (see  CHRONICLES,  §  8).3 

What  were  the  exact  circumstances  which  seemed  to 
justify  Josiah  in  encountering  the  Egyptian  army,  we  do 
not  know. 

W.  M.  Miiller  .ventures  on  the  conjecture  that  the  "Assyrian 
prefect  of  Phoenicia  and  Palestine  summoned  Josiah  and  other 
vassal  princes  to  unite  their  contingents,  and  meet  the  Pharaoh 
(who  had  reached  Philistia)  N.  of  Carmel.  But  was  Assyria 
strong  enough  to  give  such  an  order?  It  would  be  safer  to 
suppose  that  independently  several  Syrian  and  Palestinian 
princes  combined  against  Neco  under  the  leadership  of  Josiah, 
and  that  on  the  plain  of  Megiddo  or  Esdraelon  they  tried  their 
fortune.  The  bare  possibility  must,  however,  be  allowed  for, 
that  the  armies  clashed  at  a  spot  nearer  to  Mujedil  (one  of  the 
Migdals,  SW.  of  Yafa  and  Nazareth),  on  the  N.  of  Esdraelon, 
than  to  Lejjun  (Megiddo)  on  the  S.  ;  Lejjun  may  have  been  the 
place  where  the  hapless  king  died.  This  allows  us  to  suppose 
that  Herodotus  was  correctly  informed  as  to  the  name  of  the 
place  of  the  encounter.  Reinach's  view  (Rev.  arch.  27366)  that 
the  battle  of  Magdolon  was  a  slightly  earlier  one  (the  opponents 
of  the  Egyptians  being  neither  the  Jews  nor  the  Philistines,  but 
the  Svpoi  [Assyrians]),  which  transferred  the  western  Asiatic 
Empire  to  Egypt,  and  Winckler's  defence  (Of  1  103,  n.  2)  of  the 
statement  of  Herodotus,'4  are  on  different  grounds  highly  improb 
able.5  Whether  Neco  went  by  land  or  by  sea  to  the  neighbour 
hood  of  Carmel  is  disputed  :  the  latter  alternative  has  been 
generally  adopted,  but  unwisely.8  Why  Josiah  encountered 
Neco  at  Megiddo  also  is  doubtful.  Probably  it  was  because  of 
the  rapidity  of  Neco's  movements,  and  because  he  had  effected 
a  junction  with  N.  Palestinian  allies. 


l.  1 


1  irm  inina  'O3  ?™rp;i  is  evidently  wrong,     inx  at  the  end 
has  been  written  twice  over.      We  may  conjecturally  restore 
1,TB7K'VV1  'B3  D'JS  INTTl'l,  'and  they  looked  each  other  in  the 
face  (2K.  14  1  1)  by  Megiddo;   and   they  shot  at  Josiah'  .  .  . 
The  corrupt  inrTDv)  is  partly  produced  by  the  neighbourhood  of 
no  (v-  30). 

2  fievSri   of  course  =  -|3D  =  n:D-      Josephus,   therefore,   had 
before  him  an  incorrect  Hebrew  text.    Cp  WMM  '  Studien  z.  vor- 
derasiat.  Gesch.'  54,  n.  i  in  Ml/G,  '98,  3. 

3  A  scribe  has  already  indicated  this  by  the  substitution  of 
'disguised  himself  for  'encouraged  himself  in  2Ch.  8622  (cp 
2  Ch.  18  29).     See  <B,  and  i  Esd.  1  28. 

4  So,  too,  Hound,  Gesch.  des  alien  Mfirgcnl.  152. 

6  Against  Winckler,  see  WMM  Studien  zur  vorderasiat. 
Gfsch.  5=yC  ('98)  ;  against  the  latter,  PraSek,  Forsch.  zur  Gesch. 
des  Alt.'i-t,/. 

8  On  one  side,  see  GASm.  (HG  405,  n.  2)  ;  on  the  other,  Che. 
Jeremiah,  96  ('88)  (who  mentions  the  other  alternative,  however, 
and  supports  it  by  the  historical  parallel  of  the  inarch  of  Thotmes 
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The  scantiness  of  our  information  is  to  be  regretted.  Fe 
equally  tragic  events  are  recorded  in  the  history  of  Israel. 
Probably  there  were  circumstances  (not  those  which  Josephus 
\_Ant.K.  5  i]  imagines)  which  it  cut  the  ancient  historian  to  the 
heart  to  mention.  Whether  the  'mourning  of  HAIJADKIMMON 
(g.v.)  in  the  valley  of  Megiddo'  (Zech.  12  n)  refers  to  the 
lamentation  for  the  death  of  Josiah  is  disputed.  At  any  rate 
the  Chronicler's  statement  that  lamentations  were  held  every 
year  for  Josiah  seems  to  be  trustworthy  (cp  the  contrast  in 
Jer.  22  10  18),  even  if  we  hesitate  to  believe  that  Jeremiah 
composed  the  first  funeral  dirge.  See  LAMENTATIONS,  §  12. 

2.  b.  Zephaniah,  one  of  the  representatives  of  the 
Babylonian  Jewish  communities  who  brought  silver  and 
gold  to  Jerusalem,  temp.  Zerubbabel  (Zech.  61014, 
according  to  necessary  emendations  of  those  texts).  On 
the  whole  passage  (Zech.  69-15)  see  ZERUBBABEL. 

The  words,  '  and  come  thou  the  same  day,  and  go  into  the 

use  of  have  grown  out  of  a  single  corrupt  or  illegible  word, 


ho  , 

the  original  of  which  was  doubtless  nKDV  Several  attempts 
were  made  to  read  this  corrupt  word  ;  these  were  put  together 
by  an  editor,  and  some  apparent  sense  made  by  the  insertion  of 
'  the  same  day,  and.'  So  first  Wellhausen,  who  in  A7.  Proph.W 
further  tacitly  emends  the  name  'Josiah'  into  'Joshua.'  His 
reason  must  be  that  ben  Zephaniah  is  obviously  added  to 
distinguish  the  person  intended  from  some  well-known  living 
personage  of  the  same  name  (presumably  the  high  priest  Joshua). 

T.  K.  C. 

JOSIAS  (i)  (eciAC  [B]).  i  Esd.  833  AV=Ezra  87, 
JESHAIAH,  4.  (2)  (io><r[e]ias  [BAL]),  i  Esd.  li,  etc.,  Mt.  lio 
RV  JOSIAH  [?.».]. 

JOSIBIAH 


i  Ch.  43st,  RV  JOSHIBIAH. 
JOSIPHIAH  (H^pr,  §§  27  53,  '  Yahwe  increases'  ; 
!60Ce4>[e]iA  [BA],  iecce<}>l6.  [L]),  a  name  in  one  of 
the  post-exilic  lists  (EZRA  i.  §  2,  ii.  §  15  [i]  d),  Ezra 

8jo=lEsd.  836jOSAPHIAS(|COCA(t>IAC[BA],  |OGCed>l6. 

[L]). 

JOTBAH  (nnt?;,  leceBAA  [B],  IGTAXAA  [A],  |£Te- 
B&6&  [L]),  the  native  place  of  Haruz,  father  of  Meshul- 
lemeth  ;  2  K.  21  19.  On  the  analogy  of  Jotapata  (once 
nnG"1,  see  Jastrow,  Lex.)  we  may  safely  regard  Jotbah 
as  a  popular  corruption  of  Jiphtah  '  (God)  opens  (the 
womb).'  JIPHTAH  [g.v.~\  was  a  place  in  the  Shephelah, 
Josh.  1643.  T.  K.  C. 

JOTBATHAH  (nrQtp^  ;  cp  JOTBAH),  a  stage  in  the 
wanderings  in  the  wilderness  (Nu.  8833^  ;  eTeBA.0& 
[BabL],  ereB.  and  £TAB.  [F],  cereB.  [B*].  I6TABA9AN 
[A];  Dt.  107,  AV  JOTBATH  ;  TAIBA0&  [B],  I6T6.B. 
[A],  ireB.  [F],  ereB.  [L]).  See  WANDERINGS, 
WILDERNESS  OF. 

JOTHAM  (Dfl'V,  perhaps  'Yahwe  is  perfect  (sincere),' 
§  38  ;  cp  Gray,  *HPN  154  ;  icoAGAM  [BKAQFL]). 

i.  (iwadav  [B],  ia.6a/j.  [A  in  v.  5],  iwda/j.  [A  in  v.  21, 
L  v.  57]).  The  sole  survivor  of  the  massacre  of  Jerubbaal's 
(or  rather  Gideon's)  sons  —  of  whom  he  was  the  youngest 
—  at  Ophrah  (see  GIDEON,  §  i)  ;  author  of  a  fable 
(Judg.  9s-2i).  Strictly,  however,  the  author  of  the 
fable  of  the  trees  who  sought  for  a  king  and  the  sole 
survivor  of  the  house  of  Gideon  are  different  persons, 
the  former  (of  whose  name  we  are  ignorant)  being 
more  historical  than  the  latter.  The  writer  who  first 
collected  the  historical  tales  about  Abimelech,  king  of 
Shechem,  probably  knew  nothing  about  Jotham.  A 
subsequent  editor,  however,  wishing  to  account  for  the 
calamities  which  befel  both  the  people  of  Shechem  and 
their  king  Abimelech,  represented  one  of  Gideon's  sons 
as  having  escaped,  and  as  proclaiming  a  parable  in  the 
hearing  of  the  Shechemites  (see  GKRIZIM,  §  2),  who 
had  assembled  to  make  Abimelech  king.  To  this  editor 
v.  5^  (escape  of  Jotham),  6  (popular  choice  of  Abimelech  ; 
superfluous  after  vv.  4  512)  7-16^  19^  20  f.  most  probably 
belong.2  His  object  was  to  impress  upon  his  readers 
that  the  calamities  of  Abimelech  and  the  Shechemites 
were  a  divine  retribution,  and  this  he  makes  still  more 
evident  by  putting  into  the  mouth  of  Jotham  a  curse 

1  Cp  Che.  Jeremiah,  wjff. 

~  That  irv.-idb  ig«  are  a  late  amplification,  is  pointed  out  by 
Frankenb.  (Co»tf.  des  dcut.  Richterbuches,  27)  and  Bu. 
(Richter,  72). 
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upon  both  the  guilty  parties  (v.  20).  This  done,  he 
gets  rid  of  Jotham  by  making  him  flee  to  Beer  (an 
unknown  locality)  'for  fear  of  his  (half-)brother 
Abimelech '  (v.  21). 

It  is  the  fable  which  interests  us  ;  Jotham  is  a  mere 
shadow.  Some  scholars  (e.g. ,  Moore)  think  that  it  was 
written  by  the  author  of  vv.  7-21,  with  reference  to  the 
circumstances  of  Abimelech.  The  fable,  however,  is 
applicable  to  Abimelech  only  in  so  far  as  such  a  bad 
man  was  sure  to  bring  misery  on  himself  and  on  his 
subjects.  To  do  it  justice  we  must  regard  it  as  an 
independent  production,  and  disengage  it  from  its 
setting.  It  is  no  objection  to  this  that  v.  15^  forms  a 
somewhat  abrupt  conclusion  (Moore).  We  must  not 
expect  too  much  harmony  in  a  Hebrew  apologue  ; 
besides,  the  true  closing  words  may  have  been  omitted. 
The  proof,  however,  that  the  fable  is  not  by  the  author 
of  its  setting  is  in  the  imperfect  parallelism  between 
v.  -is>b  and  the  application  in  w.  i6<z  19^  20.  '  If  in 
good  faith  you  anoint  me  to  be  king  over  you,  come 
and  enjoy  my  protection  ;  but  if  not,  beware  of  the 
ruin  which  I  shall  cause  you'  ;  this  is  the  (present) 
close  of  the  fable.  '  If  you  have  acted  in  good  faith 
and  integrity,  making  Abimelech  your  king,  much  joy 
may  you  have  from  your  compact ;  but  if  not,  then 
beware  of  the  ruin  which  Abimelech  will  cause  you,  and 
let  him  beware  of  the  ruin  which  you  will  cause  him.' 
The  bramble-king  is  self-deceived  ;  he  thinks  that  he 
can  protect  others,  and  threatens  traitors  with  punish 
ment.  Jotham,  however,  speaks  at  first  ironically.  He 
affects  to  believe  that  the  Shechemites  really  trust 
Abimelech,  and  wishes  them  joy  of  their  bargain.  Then 
he  changes  his  tone.  He  foresees  that  they  will  soon 
become  disloyal,  and  threatens  them  with  punishment, 
not,  however,  for  their  disloyalty,  but  because  they  con 
spired  with  Abimelech  to  commit  murder.  That  the 
fable,  moreover,  is  inconsistent  both  with  823  andwith  92, 
is  also  manifest.  The  idea  of  823  is  that  Yahwe's  king 
ship  makes  any  human  sovereign  superfluous  ;  that  of 
9 2,  that  the  practical  alternatives  are  oligarchy  and 
monarchy,  and  that  monarchy  is  better.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  idea  of  the  fable  is  that  kingship  is  a  burden 
which  no  noble-minded  man  will  accept,  because  it 
destroys  individuality.  Each  noble-minded  man  is 
either  a  cedar,  or  a  fig-tree,  or  a  vine.  By  developing 
his  natural  powers  in  his  allotted  sphere  he  pleases 
'  gods  and  men  '  ;  it  is  alien  to  him  to  interfere  with 
others.1  Compare  this  fable  with  that  of  King  Jehoash 
in  2  K.  14g.  See  ABIMELECH,  2. 

2.  b.   Azariah,   first  regent    (see    UZZIAH)  and    then 
king  of  Judah  (2K.  15s  tuadav   [A  and  v.   32],   32-38 
iwvaSav  [B  and  v.  32],  luvadav  [A  v.  30],  2  Ch.  2621  23 
luvadav  [A],  27).       The    only  facts    derived  from  the 
annals  are  that  he  built  the  upper  gate  of  the  temple — 
i.e.,  perhaps,  the  upper  gate  of  Benjamin  (cpjer.  202 
Ezek.  92) — and    that    in    his    time    '  Yah  we    began    to 
despatch  against  Judah  Rezin  king  of  Aram  and  Pekah 
son  of  Remaliah  '   (cp  ISRAEL,   §3i/,   ISAIAH,  §3). 
The  Chronicler  states  that   Jotham  fortified  cities   and 
built  castles  (see   FOREST),   and,   as   a  reward  for  his 
piety,  makes  him  fight  with  success  against  the  Ammon 
ites    (cp   AMMON,    §5).       In    i  Ch.  812   iua6ai>    [B], 
luvadav    [A],    iw0a/u.    [L].       On    the    chronology    of 
Jotham's  reign,  see  CHRONOLOGY,  §  35. 

3.  One  of  the  b'ne  Jahdai,  belonging  to  Caleb  (i  Ch. 
247).  T.  K.  c. 

JOZABAD  ("QTV,  i.q. ,  JEHOZABAD  [y.v.];  icoz&B&A 
[BXAL]). 

1-3.  The  name  of  a  Gederathite  (see  GEDERAH),  and  two 
Manassites,  warriors  of  David;  i  Ch.  124  (JosABAD  [AV], 
Haafrpap  [BN]) ;  v.  20  (riofa/Safl  [BN],  and  i<o<ra/3at0  [B],  -j3e0 
ful,  uo£a)3eS  [A])  ;  see  DAVID,  §  it  fa  iii.]. 

4.  An  overseer  in  the  temple  :   2  Ch.  31  13  (c£a/3a0  [B],  i<o£. 
[A],  iu>a£a/3aS  [L])  ;  perhaps  the  same  as 


1  See  Smend,  A  T  Rel.-gesch.V}  64. 
2613 


JUBILEE 

5.  A  chief  of  the  Levites  :  2  Ch.  35  9  («oafa|3a6  [L])  ;  in  i  Esd. 
1  9  JORAM  (icopafx  [BA]). 

6.  b.Jeshua,  a  Levite,  temp.  Ezra  (see  EZRA  i.  §  2,  ii.  §  15 
\i\<?),  Ezra833  =  i  Esd.  863  JOSABAD,  RV  JOSABDUS  (&  v.  62 
i<uo-a/3ees  IB],  -/3Sos  [A]). 

7.  One  of  the  b'ne  Pashhur,  a  priest  in  the  list  of  those  with 
foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end),  Ezra  1022  (i£x/3afi  [L])= 
i  Esd.  9  22  OCIDELUS  (ajKcuA^Sos  [B],  a>Kei6»)A.os  [A]). 

8.  A  Levite  in  the  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i., 
§  send),  Ezra  10  23  =  i  Esd.  923  (JOZABDUS,  iw£a/35os  [B  A])  per 
haps  identical  with  (6)  and  the  two  following. 

9.  Expounder  of  law  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  13  [f.]  ;   cp  i.,  §  8,  ii., 
§  16  [5],  §  15  [i]  c),  Neh.  87  (tw£aj3eS  [L],  om.  BNA)=i  Esd. 

948  (JOZABDUS,  3). 

10.  Neh.  11  16  in  the  list  of  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (EZRA  ii., 
§  5  [*],  §  15  Ma)  (t<o£o;8a5  tKc-am2-  SUP-1,  om.  BN*A). 

JOZABDUS  (|60ZABAOC  [BA]  ;  see  above). 

1.  i  Esd.  923  RV  =  Esra  1023,  JOZABAD,  8. 

2.  i  Esd.  9  29  (£ct/3Sos  [B],  a>faj3a6o«  [A]),  RV  ;  AV  JOSABAD  = 
Ezra  1028,  ZABBAI,  i. 

3.  i  Esd.  948  RV,  AV  JoAZABDU3  =  Neh.  87,  JOZABAD,  9. 


JOZACHAR,     RV    JOZACAR    pDTr,     '  Yahwe    re 
members  '  ;     cp    Zechariah  ;     "I2ji\     Jozabar    [Ginsb. 

following  some  MSS  and  edd.]  ;  iezei\&P  [B]  ; 
IOGZ&X&P  [AL])  b.  Shimeath,  one  of  the  murderers  of 
joash  (2  K.  122i  [22]).  In  2  Ch.  2426  (ZABAD  ; 
131,  perhaps  for  ZACHAR,  137  ;  cp  Ki.  SBOT  '  ;  z<\BeA 
[B,  cp  ZABAD,  5,  ©],  -Be6  [A],  -B<\0  [L])  ;  ©BA 
makes  Jozachar  himself,  not  his  mother,  an  Ammonite 
(see  SHIMEATH).  See  JEHOZABAD. 

JOZADAK  (p*JVV),  Ezra  82  8  etc.    See  JEHOZADAK. 


JUBAL 


,  Gen.  421.  f     See  CAINITES,  §  ii. 


JUBILEE,  or  JUBILE,  THE  YEAR  OF.     Accord- 
ing  to  Lev.  25  8-55,  at  the  completion  of  seven  sabbaths 
of  years,   the    trumpet    of  the  jubilee 

is    to    be    sounded 


'throughout  the  land,'  on  the  tenth 
day  of  the  seventh  month  —  i.  e.  ,  on  the  great  day  of 
atonement.  The  fiftieth  year  thus  announced  is  to  be 
'hallowed,'  —  i.e.  ,  liberty  (TITI)  is  to  be  proclaimed  every 
where  to  every  one,  and  the  people  are  to  return  '  every 
man  unto  his  possession  and  unto  his  family.'  The 
year  in  other  respects  is  to  resemble  the  sabbatical 
year  ;  there  is  to  be  no  sowing,  nor  reaping  that  which 
grows  of  itself,  nor  gathering  of  grapes  (Lev.  258-12). 
To  come  to  fuller  detail,  —  as  regards  real  property 
(Lev.  2613-34),  the  law  is  that  if  any  Hebrew  under 
pressure  of  necessity  shall  alienate  his  property  he  is  to 
get  for  it  a  sum  of  money  reckoned  according  to  the 
number  of  harvests  to  be  reaped  between  the  date  of 
alienation  and  the  first  jubilee  year  ;  should  he  or  any 
relation  desire  to  redeem  the  property  before  the  jubilee, 
this  can  always  be  done  by  repaying  the  value  of  the 
harvests  between  the  redemption  and  the  jubilee.  The 
fundamental  principle  is  that  '  the  land  shall  not  be  sold 
so  as  to  be  quite  cut  off,  for  it  is  mine,  and  ye  are 
strangers  and  sojourners  with  me.'  The  same  rule 
applies  to  dwelling-houses  of  unwalled  villages.  The 
case  is  different,  however,  as  regards  dwelling-houses 
in  walled  cities.  These  may  be  redeemed  within  a  year 
after  transfer  ;  but  if  not  redeemed  within  that  period 
they  continue  permanently  in  possession  of  the  purchaser. 
An  exception  to  this  last  rule  is  made  for  the  houses  of 
the  Levites  in  the  Levitical  cities.  As  regards  property 
in  slaves  (Lev.  2539-55),  the  Hebrew  whom  necessity 
has  compelled  to  sell  himself  into  the  service  of  his 
brother  Hebrew  is  to  be  treated  as  a  hired  servant  and 
a  sojourner,  and  to  be  released  absolutely  at  the  jubilee 
(vv.  39-43)  ;  non-Hebrew  bondmen  on  the  other  hand 
are  to  be  bondmen  for  ever  (vv.  44-46).  The  Hebrew, 
however,  who  has  sold  himself  to  a  stranger  or  sojourner 
is  entitled  to  freedom  at  the  year  of  jubilee,  and  further 
is  at  any  time  redeemable  by  any  of  his  kindred,  —  the 
redemption  price  being  regulated  by  the  number  of 
years  to  run  between  the  redemption  and  the  jubilee, 
according  to  the  ordinary  wage  of  hired  servants  (vv. 
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47-55).  In  addition  to  these  enactments  Lev.  27 17-25 
gives  a  supplementary  law  regulating  the  price  of  a 
piece  of  land  that  has  been  dedicated  to  God  according 
to  the  distance  in  time  between  the  date  of  the  dedica 
tion  and  the  jubilee  year,  and  also  denning  the  circum 
stances  in  which  such  a  piece  of  land  in  the  jubilee 
year  either  reverts  to  the  original  owner  or  permanently 
belongs  to  Yahwe.  One  further  reference  to  the  year 
of  jubilee  occurs  in  Nu.  864  in  the  law  as  to  inherit 
ance  by  daughters. 

As  to  origin,  the  law  is  plainly  a  growth  out  of  the 
law  of  the  Sabbath.  The  foundations  of  Lev.  25  are 

n   r\  •   •      laid  in  the  ancient  provisions  of  the  Book 
2*  of  the  Covenant  (Ex.  21 2/.  23 ioff.)  and  in 

date,  etc.  Deuteronomy.     The  Book  of  the  Covenant 

enjoined  that  the  land  should  lie  fallow  and  Hebrew 
slaves  be  liberated  in  the  seventh  year  ;  Dt.  required  in 
addition  the  remission  of  debts  (see  SABBATICAL  YEAR). 
These  regulations  are  in  Lev.  25  carried  over  to  the 
fiftieth  year  and  amplified.  The  choice  of  the  fiftieth 
to  be  the  sacred  year  is  evidently  in  parallelism  with 
the  feast  of  Pentecost  which  is  the  closing  day  after  the 
seven  weeks  of  harvest. 

As  to  the  date  of  the  law,  this  much  at  least  has  to 
be  observed,  that  no  evidence  of  its  existence  has 
reached  us  from  pre-exilic  times.  Certainly  in 
Jeremiah's  time  the  law  acknowledged  by  the  prophets 
was  that  described  in  Deut.  15,  according  to  which  the 
rights  of  Hebrew  slave-holders  over  their  compatriots 
were  invariably  to  cease  seven  years  after  they  had 
been  acquired.  This  appears  to  follow  from  Jer.  34 14  ; 
where  note  that  Jeremiah  uses  the  term  TITI  (w.  15  17, 
cp  v.  8).  Another  important  passage  is  Ezek.  46 16  f., 
where  there  is  indication  of  a  law  according  to  which 
'  the  prince '  is  at  liberty  to  alienate  in  perpetuity  any 
portion  of  his  inheritance  to  his  sons  ;  but  if  he  give  a 
gift  of  his  inheritance  to  any  other  of  his  subjects,  then 
the  change  of  ownership  holds  good  only  till  '  the  year 
of  liberty  '  (li-pin  rnty),  after  which  the  alienated  property 
returns  to  its  original  possessor,  the  prince.  Now  since 
Jeremiah  makes  use  of  the  same  expression  (i'rn)  with 
reference  to  the  liberation  of  the  slaves  in  the  seventh  year 
it  is  exceedingly  probable  that  Ezekiel  also  by  -ii"nn  ruiy 
means  the  seventh  year. 

This  view  of  the  case  gives  additional  probability  to  the 
conjecture  of  Kuenen  (Hex,  §  6,  n.  28  d]  and  Wellhau- 
sen  that  originally  Lev.  258^  also  had  reference  to  the 
seventh  year.  For  the  law  in  its  present  form  proves  (cp 
Kue.  I.e. )  on  careful  examination  to  be  a  revision  of  an 
older  form  which  probably  belonged  to  H.  Thus  this 
last,  besides  the  injunction  about  the  year  of  fallow 
(Lev.  25 1-7),  contained  also  a  precept  about  the  year  of 
liberation  (TITI.}  rutf,  Lev.  258^:),  by  which  it  under 
stood  the  seventh  year  as  Jeremiah  had  done.  That  in 
the  year  of  jubilee  in  its  present  form  we  are  dealing 
with  a  purely  theoretical  development  of  the  sabbath 
idea  which  was  incapable  of  being  reduced  to  practice 
becomes  evident  from  the  simple  reflection  that  in  the 
event  of  such  a  year  being  observed  there  would  occur 
two  consecutive  years  (the  49th  and  the  soth)  in  which 
absolutely  nothing  could  be  reaped,  and  a  third  (the 
Sist)  in  which  only  some  summer  fruits  could  be  ob 
tained,  sowing  being  prohibited  in  the  fiftieth.  This 
difficulty,  which  was  perceived  even  by  the  author  of 
Leviticus  25  himself  (cp  v.  22),  has  led  many  scholars 
to  make  the  impossible  assumption  that  the  forty-ninth 
year  is  the  year  of  jubilee  (so,  e.g. ,  Ew.  Ant.  Isr.  375, 
and  Saalschiitz,  Arch,  2229,  following  older  writers  such 
as  Scaliger,  Petavius,  and  others).  In  order  to  meet 
the  difficulty  Riehm  (HWB®,  1 75  iff.)  regards  the  com 
mand  about  the  land  lying  fallow  as  one  that  was 
originally  foreign  to  the  law  of  the  year  of  Jubilee  and 
one  that  was  never  in  force.  This  last  character,  how 
ever,  belongs  to  the  whole  institution,  not  merely  to 
this  particular  part  of  it.  For  the  post -exilic  period 
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also  we  have  evidence  of  the  non-observance  of  the 
law.  The  Talmudists  and  Rabbins  are  unanimous  that 
although  the  jubilee-years  were  reckoned  they  were  not 
observed. 

As  regards  the  meaning  of  the  name  'jubilee'  (Sai'.l  rUC*, 
or  simply  73V,  cviavrbf  a</>«Vea>?  or  d^eais,  annus  jubiliei  or 
jubilcfus),  authorities  are  not  agreed.  According  to  Josephus 
(A  nt.  iii.  12  3),  it  means  cAeu0epi'a  ;  but  the  use  of  the  word  'ja1, 
in  Ex.  19  13  Josh.  6  5,  makes  it  probable  that  the  name  is  de 
rived  from  the  trumpet  sound  with  which  the  jubilee  was  to  be 
proclaimed  ;  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  old  Jewish  tradi 
tional  view  is  right  when  it  says  that  ^y  means  a  ram — for  which 
there  is  a  probable  confirmation  in  Phcenicinn — and  then,  by 
abbreviation  for  ^y  pp,  a  trumpet  of  ram's  horn.  See  Dillmann 
on  Ex.  19  13.  /3Vn  rue*  would  thus  mean  the  year  that  is 
ushered  in  by  the  blowing  of  the  ram's  horn  (Lev.  -'•""..). 

For  the  earlier  literature  see  Dillm.  Ex.  u.  Lev.ft)  603; 
Winer,  RWB,  art.  'Jubeljahr';  and  PRE,zrl.  '  Sabbatjahr.' 
Recent  authorities  are  Saalschiitz,  Arch.  2224^;  Bahr, 
Synth.  1y>r)ff.  boiff.;  Ew.,  Ant.  of  Isr.  372  ff.  ;  De  Wette, 
Artt.Gf'iS;  Keil,  Bibl.  Arch.V)  ('75);  Welih.  Prol.M  116 
y:('95);  Oehler,  art.  '  Sabbatjahr,' in  PRE;  Riehm,  HWBV), 
art.  'Jobeljahr';  Benzinger  HA  474  ['94];  Nowack,  HA  2165- 
172  ['94]-  W.R.S. — I.E. 

JUCAL  (S?-V),  Jer.  38 1.     See  JEHUCAL. 

JUDA,  RV  Judah,  City  of  (Lk.  1 39).  See  JUTTAH  ; 
ZACHARIAS,  10. 

JUDA  doyAA  [Ti.  WH]),  i.  Mk.  63,  RV  JUDAS 
(q.v.). 

2.  (I<uSa  [Ti.  WH])  Lk.  3  26,  RV  JODA. 

3.  Lk.  3  30,  RV  JUDAS  (q.v.). 

4.  Lk.  833,  RV  JUDAH.     See  GENEALOGIES  ii.,  §  •$/. 

JUD^IA  (lOYA&lA  [BNA,  etc.,  cod.  87  V;  Ti. 
WH^nn-liT1  in  Ezra  1 2  ©AL  ;  "I-IJT  in  Ezra  and 
in  Dan.  [<§]  and  Dan.  [Theod.]  ;  in  Mace,  as  well  as 
in  Ezra-Neh.  we  find  both  ioyA<M<\  and  loyAdi)-  The 
name  of  the  region  occupied  by  the  reorganized  Jewish 
community  in  the  Persian,  Greek,  and  Roman  periods, 
but  extended  by  Lk.  to  the  whole  of  W.  Palestine  (Lk. 

4  44  [?]  23  5  Acts  2  9  10  37  etc. ). 

The  limits  of  Judaea  as  a  province  varied  at  different 
periods.  In  the  time  of  Jonathan  the  Maccabee  (145 
B.  C. )  three  tetrarchies  of  Samaria  ( Aphaerema  [see 
EPHRAIM,  ii.],  LYDDA,  and  RAMATHAIM)  were  added  to 
Judaea  (i  Mace.  163038  1134);  Judas  himself  had 
already  expelled  the  Edomites  from  Hebron  ( i  Mace. 

5  65).     According  to  Josephus  (BJ  iii.  3  5),  Judaea  ex 
tended  from  Anuath-Borkaeos  (AvovaOov  Bop/ccuos,  now 
Berkit  ;  PEFQ,  '81,  p.  48)  in  the  N.  to  a  village  called 
Jordas  (Tell  'Arddl)  near  Arabia  on  the  S. ,  and  from 
Joppa  on  the  W.  to  the  Jordan  on  the  E.     The  sea-coast, 
as  far  as  Ptolemais  (Acre],  with  the  exception  of  Jamnia 
and  Joppa,  belonged  to  Judaea,  and  according  to  Ptolemy 
(v.  16  9)    some   districts   beyond   Jordan.       The   latter 
statement,  however,  is  not  to  be  adduced  in  illustration 
of  Mt.  19  i  ('  the  borders  of  Judaea  beyond  Jordan  '),J 
because  here  Mk.  10  i  (Ti.  WH)  contains  the  obviously 
correct    reading,    Ko.1    irtpav    rov    'lopSdvov,    '  that    is, 
[first  of  all]  the  region  beyond  Jordan'  (cp  Mk.  11 1, 
'unto  Jerusalem  and  unto   Bethany').      It   should   be 
noticed,  too,  that  Josephus  mentions  no  trans-Jordanic 
toparchy.       On    the    death    of    Herod,    Judaea,    with 
Samaria  and  Idumasa,  fell  to  the  lot  of  Archelaus,  as 
ethnarch  ;  but  on  Archelaus'  deposition  his  territory  was 
annexed  to  the  Roman  Province  of  Syria  (see  ISRAEL, 
§  89).      In  the  fifth  century  Judaea  became  part  of  the 
division  called  Palcrstina  Prima. 

Four  of  the  eleven  Judfean  toparchies  mentioned  by  Josephus 
and  Eusebiusare  referred  to  in  the  Talmud, — Daroma,  Geraritica, 
Gabalena,  and  Sarona.2  Daroma,  which  corresponds  to  the 
biblical  Negeb  (see  Onk.  Dt.  34  3),  had  for  its  centre  Lod  or 
Lydda,  so  that  the  name  Daroma  is  often  used  in  the  Talmud 
instead  of  Lod.  The  Arabs  limited  the  application  to  a  place 
near  GAZA  \q.v.}— the  Daroma  of  the  Crusaders.  The  meaning 
of  the  other  names  is  clear. 

The  Judaean  table-land  is  otherwise  known  as  the 
'  hill-country  of  Judah '  ;  but  Judaea  is  not  confined  to 

1  As  in  Hastings'  DB  2  792  a. 

2  Neub.  Gfogr.  du  Talm.  62  ff. 
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this  high  region  ;  there  are  districts  outside  of  it  which 
can  boast  of  more  varied  scenery  and  of  hardly  less 
historical  interest.1  There  is  first  that  wonderful  de 
pression  which  bounds  Judaea  on  the  E.  —  the  lower 
Jordan  valley  and  the  Dead  Sea,  beyond  which  rises 
the  precipitous  wall  of  the  mountains  of  Moab.  The 
three  roads  into  Judaea  on  this  side  start  from  the  three 
oases,  Jericho,  'Ain  Fesha,  and  'Ain  Jidi. 

Next,  the  southern  border  must  be  studied,  not, 
however,  here,  but  in  dealing  with  that  extensive  and 
but  lately  explored  region—  the  NEGEB  (q.v.  ).  Then, 
for  the  western  boundary  we  have  —  ideally  the  Mediter 
ranean  —  but  really,  except  at  intervals,  the  edge  of  the 
great  plateau  itself.  The  low  hills  of  the  ShSphelah  [low 
land]  are  separated  from  the  compact  range  to  the  E.  by  a 
long  series  of  valleys  running  S.  from  Aijalon.  This  is 
the  western  barrier  of  the  hill-country.  It  is  penetrated 
by  a  number  of  defiles,  which  provide  excellent  cover 
for  defenders,  and  opportunity  for  ambushes  and  sur 
prises.  The  importance  of  Beth-zur  (cp  BETH-ZUR, 
KIRJATH-SEPHER)  arises  from  the  fact  that  it  is  the  one 
fortress  on  the  W.  flank  of  Judaea,  S.  of  Aijalon, 
which  the  physical  conditions  make  possible.  In 
conclusion,  the  last  ten  miles  of  the  Judaean  plateau  on 
the  north  form  a  frontier  which  was  the  most  accessible 
side  of  the  Judasan  territory,  but  was  well  protected  by 
the  fortresses  of  Benjamin.  See  further,  JUDAH  ; 
JUDAH,  HILL  COUNTRY  OF  ;  BENJAMIN,  JORDAN, 
NEGEB,  SHEPHELAH,  PALESTINE. 


JUDAH  (irPirV;  ioYA&(c)  [BADEL]  ;  Ass. 
la-'u-du).  For  the  gentilic  see  JEW. 

i.  Judah  (Yghudah),  the  eponym  of  the  tribe  of 
Judah,  is  represented  as  the  fourth  son  of  Jacob  by 

1  Name    keah,   born  at  Haran  (Gen.  29ss).      J  ex 

plains  the  meaning  thus,  '  And  she  said, 
"  Now  will  I  praise  Yahwe"  ;  therefore  she  called  his 
name  Judah  (Yehudah)  '  ;  the  saying  in  Gen.  498  starts 
from  the  same  favourite  Volksetymologie.  We  may 
presume,  however,  that  the  name  (like  Isaac,  Jacob, 
and  Israel)  is  a  popular  adaptation  of  some  fuller  form, 
perhaps  Abihud  or  Ahihud  (whence  Ehud).  It  does 
not,  so  far  as  we  know,  occur  in  the  Amarna  tablets. 
Tiele,  indeed,  thought  we  might  read  it  in  a  letter  of 
Rib-addi  of  Gebal2  (Am.  Tab.  no.  8642)  ;  but  Winckler 
reads  here  Jada. 

One  of  the  most  striking  characteristics  of  J  is  the 
interest  which  this  writer,  or  school  of  writers,  takes  in 

2  Lea-ends   Juda^-     That  in  J  Judah  takes  the  place 
in  Genesis    ass'Sned  to  his  brother   Reuben  (closely 

connected  with  Judah,  see  §  3)  in  E  in 
the  Joseph  -story,  has  been  noticed  elsewhere  (see 
JOSEPH  ii.  ,  §  3).  According  to  Gen.  38,  Judah  went  to 
Adullam  (?)  and  married  the  daughter  of  a  Canaanite  (?) 
named  Shua  (  =  Sheba)  ;  his  three  sons  were  called,  Er, 
Onan,  and  Shelah.  The  first-born  was  married  by  Judah 
to  Tamar  (?)  ;  but  Er  and  Onan  were  wicked,  and  were 
slain  by  Yahwe.  As  Tamar  was  not  given  to  the  third 
son  Shelah,  she  found  an  expedient  to  become  the 
mother  of  two  sons,  Peres  (?)  and  Zerah,  by  Judah. 
The  other  legends  relative  to  Judah  (Judges,  Samuel) 
will  be  most  conveniently  referred  to  in  §  3.  The 
genealogies  of  Judah  in  i  Ch.  4  1-23  will  not  be  con 
sidered  here.  There  is  indeed  much  to  reward  a  critical 
examination  of  the  puzzles  which  they  contain  ;  but  to 
condense  the  results  of  the  special  articles  in  a  really 
fruitful  way  would  occupy  too  much  space.  See  as 
specimens,  BITHIAH,  CHARASHIM,  HAZELELPONI, 
JABEZ,  JASHUBI-LEHEM,  SHOBAL. 

It  is  usually  thought  that  by  a  special  piece  of  good 

3   Oriain     ^ortune  we  nave  'n  tne  legend  of  Gen.  38, 

and  history    ^USt  n°W  described'  a  tradition  respecting 

•'   the   early    development    of   the    tribe   of 

Judah.      '  Reading  the  passage  ethnologically  we  learn 

1  See  GASm.  HG  chap.  13. 

2  Wildeboer,  Theol.  Studien,  1900,  pp.  26i./I 
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that  Judah  had  established  itself  on  the  W.  side  of  the 
' '  Hill  Country  of  Judah  "  in  the  district  of  Timnah  and 
Adullam,  that  the  tribe  allied  itself  to  the  Canaanites,  but 
did  not  nourish  till  it  united  with  the  tribe  of  Tamar,  which 
dwelt  more  to  the  south.' J  According  to  Winckler, a 
however,  the  story  records  in  legendary  form  the  con 
quest  of  Baal-tamar,  where  was  the  sanctuary  of  the 
original  tribe  of  Benjamin,  by  David,  the  leader  of  the 
Judahites.  Baal-tamar,  he  thinks,  was  the  place 
afterwards  called,  by  a  strange  distortion  of  the  name, 
Kirjath-jearim.  This  brings  us  face  to  face  with  more 
than  one  deep  and  difficult  problem  which  this  scholar 
has  treated  in  a  strikingly  original  manner  (see  KIRJATH- 
JEARIM,  SAUL,  TAMAR).  We  shall  return  to  Gen.  38 
later  (§  4,  end)  ;  it  is  enough  here  to  repeat  that  Tamar 
(ion,  a  word  which  in  some  other  passages  too  has  arisen 
through  textual  corruption)  as  a  woman's  name  is  most 
probably  a  corruption  of  some  popular  shortened  form 
of  JerahmS'ellth,  just  as  'Ir  hat-tSmarim  (EV  'the  city 
of  palm-trees  ' )  in  Judg.  1 16  is  probably  a  corruption  of 
'Ir  jerahme'el  (see  JERICHO,  §  2).  It  was  union  with 
the  Jerhameelites  (a  tribe  of  Edomitish  affinities)  that 
gave  vigour  to  the  clan  or  tribe  of  Judah  ;  a  similar 
cause  seems  to  be  assigned  for  the  expansion  of  the 
Jacob-tribe  (see  JACOB,  §  3),  and  also  for  the  growth 
of  the  Isaac-tribe,  Abraham  representing  the  Jerah- 
meelites  of  Rehoboth,  Sarah  the  Israelites  or  perhaps 
Jizrahelites  (see  JACOB,  §  6).  In  the  earliest  times 
indeed  Judah,  Jerahmeel,  Caleb,  Kain  (Kenites),  and 
Simeon  must  have  closely  resembled  each  other,  and 
probably  we  should  add  to  the  list  Reuben,  which  (cp 
Gen.  46912  iCh.  4i  63)  had  clans  closely  connected 
with  those  of  Judah.  It  was  not  therefore  altogether 
unnatural  for  the  editor  of  Judg.  1  io/.  to  ascribe  to 
Judah  the  conquest  of  '  Hebron'  or  rather  RKHOBOTH 
[q.v. ]  and  of  '  Debir'  or  rather  Beth-zur  (see  KIRJATH- 
SEPHER)  ;  in  reality  these  were  the  achievements  of 
CALEB  [q.v. ],  which  did  not  become  one  with  Judah 
till  the  time  of  David.  (On  Judg.  1 16  see  KENITES.  ) 
All  the  tribes  mentioned,  including  Judah,  seem  to  have 
adhered  for  a  long  time  to  a  nomadic  or  semi-nomadic 
mode  of  life  ;  a  large  part  of  the  Jerahmeelites  remained 
nomads  quite  late  (see  AMALEK,  HAM  ii. ,  JERAHMEEL, 
SAUL).  It  may  be  remarked  here  that  Reuben  (Reubel? 
see  REUBEN)  very  possibly  derives  its  name  from 
Jerahme'el. 

The  leader  who  brought  about,  at  least  to  a  consider 
able  extent,  the  union  of  these  different  clans  (so  far  as 
they  were  in  his  neighbourhood  at  the  time 
of  his  operations)  all  of  which  were  outside 
the  Israelitish  territory,  was  David.  The  steps  by 
which  he  reached  his  proud  position  at  the  head  of  a 
great  inland  Palestinian  kingdom  require  renewed  in 
vestigation.  He  was  himself  probably  a  Calebite  of 
Bethuel  or  Beth-zur — i.e. ,  'Debir'  or  KIRJATH- 
SEPHER  [q. v.~\.  His  sister  Abigail  bears  the  same 
name  as  the  former  wife  of  Nabal,  which  probably  is 
really  a  tribal  name  ;  this  might  suggest  that  David's 
family  was  aware  of  a  connection  with  another  family 
called  Abigail  (or  Abihail)  settled  near  Carmel  (  = 
Jerahmeel)  and  Jezreel  (cp  DAVID,  §  i,  n.  2,  SAUL, 
§  4,  and  see  below),  though  it  is  true  that  Abigail  and 
Abihail  are  ultimately  traceable  to  Jerahmeel.  If  so, 
like  his  sister,  David  strengthened  the  connection  with 
Jezreel  by  marriage  (see  NABAL).  In  spite  of  all  this 
neither  Caleb  nor  Jerahmeel  supplied  the  name  of  the 
great  tribe  produced  by  a  combination  of  smaller  tribes 
— -but  Judah.  No  doubt  Judah  had  already  been 
extending  its  influence  (cp  Gen.  38),  so  that  David  only 
recognised  and  acted  upon  accomplished  facts.  But  it 
was  at  first  only  a  small  Judah  that  accepted  David  as 
its  leader  and  prince  (cp  18.3026-31,  where  note  that 
the  conquest  of  '  Hebron '  or  rather  REHOBOTH  is 
presupposed),  nor  can  we  say  with  documentary  pre- 

1  Cp  Wildeboer,  2597: 

2  C/2io4. 

2618 


4.  David. 


JUDAH 


JUDAH 


cision  how  David  became  possessed  of  the  •  territory 
between  the  original  southern  border  of  Benjamin  and 
the  northern  limit  of  the  Negeb  (see  N£GEB).  We 
need  not  therefore  hesitate  to  accept  Winckler's  very 
plausible  view  that  the  present  narrative  of  David's 
adventures  during  his  '  outlaw  period '  is  based  upon 
earlier  traditions  of  a  struggle  on  David's  part  for  the 
possession  of  the  later  Judahite  territory.  Winckler's 
interpretation  of  the  details  will  of  course  be  liable  to 
criticism,  partly  from  the  inherent  difficulty  of  the 
historical  problems,  but  chiefly  from  the  fact  that  his 
textual  criticism  is  not  as  thorough  and  methodical  as 
could  be  wished. 

According  to  Winckler  the  '  Cherethites 'and  '  Pelethites'  are 
those  semi-nomad  gentcs  of  the  Negeb  to  which  David  by  his 
origin  belonged  ;  their  chief  town  was  Ziklag,  from  which  as  a 
centre  they  went  about  making  raids  under  David's  leadership. 
This  can  hardly  be  accepted.  Though  temporarily  on  friendly 
terms  with  the  '  Cherethites '  and  '  Pelethites  '  David  (a  searching 
textual  criticism  suggests)  was  afterwards  at  war  with  these  tribes 
(i.e.,  confederations  of  clans);  at  a  later  time  again  he  made 
friends  with  them  (see  PELKTHITES).  Nor  does  the  text  we  adopt 
favour  the  view  that  '  Ziklag '  was  the  chief  town  either  of  the 
'  Cherethites '  or  of  the  '  Pelethites.'  Winckler  is  also  of  opinion 
that  in  the  present  narrative  of  David's  earlier  career  (which  is 
admittedly  of  composite  origin)  there  have  been  brought  together 
two  widely  different  legends,  one  of  which  gave  Adullam  (a  place 
in  the  later  Judahite  territory)  as  David's  original  base  of 
operations,  and  the  other  'Ziklag'  in  the  land  of  Musri  (see 
MIZRAIM,  §  2/;),  to  which  region  Achish  (who  is  represented  as 
having  been  for  a  time  David's  liege  lord)  must  also  have 
belonged.  Of  these  two  traditions  the  latter,  Winckler  thinks, 
is  the  original  and  sole  authentic  one.  Independently,  the 

present  writer  has  arrived  at  similar  but  much  more  definite 
conclusions  on  certain  points,  and  the  same  method  which  has 
enabled  him  to  reach  greater  definiteness  on  these  points  has 
led  him  to  conclusions  on  points  of  detail  which  seem  adverse  to 
other  parts  of  Winckler's  theory. 

As  we  have  said,  David  was  probably  not  (as  Winckler 
represents)  a  Musrite,  but  a  Calebite  ;  not  'Ziklag' 
(Halusah),  but  '  Debir '  (see  above)  was  his  home.  We 
cannot  put  on  one  side  the  Bethlehem-tradition  quite  as 
readily  as  Winckler  does.  '  Beth-lehem '  must  spring 
from  some  more  possible  name  ;  that  name  is  found — 
it  is  Bethuel. 

It  may  be  left  an  open  question,  however,  whether  both  Beth 
lehem  and  Bethuel  (or  Bethel)  are  not  broken  down  forms  of  a 
primitive  Beth-Jerahmeel.  This  would  account  for  '  Ephrathite  ' 
in  i  S.  17  12,  on  which  name  (  =  Jerahmeelite)  see  RAMATHAIM- 
ZOPHIM. 

Similarly,  though  '  Adullam  '  is  certainly  not  David's 
true  starting-point,  the  name  did  not  spring  from  the 
brain  of  a  tradition-monger;  ch~\y,  'Adullam,'  may 
be  a  corruption  of  ^cro,  'Carmel.'  Carmel  was  in  a 
region  friendly  to  David's  family  ;  it  is  surely  a  plausible 
view,  that  David,  if  he  was  a  native  of  '  Debir '  (Kirjath- 
sepher),  and  closely  allied  with  the  clans  of  Jezreel  and 
Carmel,  took  Carmel  as  his  earliest  base  of  operations. 
Nor  is  there  any  inconsistency  between  this  tradition 
and  the  '  Ziklag '  tradition.  Until  David  gave  practical 
effect  to  his  aspiration  after  the  imperial  throne  of  an 
expanded  Israel  there  was  no  reason  why  he  should  not 
be  on  the  most  friendly  terms  with  the  chieftains  of 
Musrite  tribes  like  the  'Cherethites'  and  'Pelethites.' 
There  is  a  striking  little  narrative  in  i  S.  22 3-5  which 
throws  some  light  on  this  (and  so  indeed,  rightly  under 
stood,  does  the  story  in  Gen.  38).  From  the  fort  (not 
cave)  of  Carmel  (not  Adullam)  David,  we  are  told,  took 
his  father  and  mother  to  '  Mizpeh  of  Moab '  (rather  to 
Misrephath  of  Musur,  see  ZAREPHATH),  and  confided 
them  to  the  care  of  the  king  or,  as  we  might  say, 
chieftain  (see  KING).  There  his  parents  found  a  safe 
asylum,  all  the  time  that  he  was  in  the  fort  of  Carmel. 
It  should  be  noticed  that  Carmel  is  already  a  Judahite 
place.  '  Abide  not  in  Misrephath '  (read,  not  mixD, 
but  nBixD)  ;  '  depart,  and  get  thee  into  the  land  of 
Judah,'  says  Gad  the  'prophet'  (see  GAD  ii. ).  So 
David  leaves  Musur,  and  proceeds  to  the  fort  of  Carmel 
( '  Adullam ') ;  see  HARETH. 

We  must  now  return  to  Gen.  38,  assuming  here  the 
corruptions  of  the  text  mentioned  under  TAMAR.  A 

2619 


Judahite  family  settles  at  Carmel1  (not  Adullam).  A 
fusion  with  the  Maonites  was  attempted,  but  had  less 
prosperous  results  than  a  Jernhmeelite  alliance.  The 
two  clans  which  arose  in  consequence  were  called 
respectively  Sarfiphath  and  Zerah.  This  seems  to  be  a 
record  of  the  friendly  intercourse  between  David  when 
at  Carmel  and  the  Musrites  of  Sarephath. 

We  conclude  then  that  David  made  Carmel  his  base 
of  operations  for  the  conquest  of  territory  for  an 

_  .  ,,  enlarged  tribe  of  Judah.  He  established 
himself  for  a  time  in  Ke'ilah,  but  found  it 
"  °^  '  necessary  to  retire,  first  to  the  wilderness  of 
Ziph,  and  then  to  that  of  En-kadesh  (not  En-gedi  ;  see 
KADESH),  where  he  was  certainly  in  the  land  of  Musri. 
From  Kadesh  we  may  presume  that  he  made  his  way 
to  REHOBOTH  \g.v.~\,  by  favour  of  whose  chieftain 
Achish,  or  perhaps  rather  Nahash  (who,  be  it  noted, 
worships  Yahwe,  i  S.  296),  he  found  new  headquarters 
at  Halusah  (see  ZIKLAG).  It  was  fr.om  this  place  that 
he  obtained  his  great  warrior  Benaiah  (see  JEKABZEEL) 
and  raided  those  parts  of  the  Negeb  which  did  not 
belong  to  the  Rehobothites  and  Zarephathites.  Mean 
time  the  Zarephathites  were  doing  great  mischief  to 
Saul's  kingdom  by  their  incursions  (cp  especially  i  S. 
2828  28 1/  ),  and,  if  our  treatment  of  the  text  is  sound, 
Saul  met  his  death  bravely  struggling  with  them  on  the 
ridge  of  hills  near  Carmel  or  Jerahmeel  (see  SAUL,  §  4). 
It  is  possibly  to  the  following  period  that  David's  acquisi 
tion  of  a  chieftainship  in  the  Carmelite  district 2  is  to  be 
assigned  ;  this  helps  to  account  for  his  elevation  to  a 
greater  position  at  Hebron 3  (the  reading  '  Hebron ' 
may  be  safely  accepted).  This,  however,  was  not 
agreeable  to  the  Zarephathites,  and  a  fierce  conflict 
broke  out  between  them  and  the  new-made  king. 
David,  however,  became  the  victor,4  '  Gob  '  and  '  Gath  ' 
in  2  S.  21 15-22  being  corrupt  fragments  of  '  Rehoboth,'  5 
and  '  Rephaim  '  and  '  Baalperasim  '  in  2  S.  5 18  20  22 
of  Jerahme'elim  and  Baal  -  Sarephathim  respectively; 
see  also  Judg.  1 10.  After  this,  the  Rehobothites  and 
the  Sarephathites  became  David's  faithful  servants  ;  in 
this  character  their  names  have  come  down  to  us  as 
'Cherethites'  and  'Pelethites.'  See  PELETHITES, 
REHOBOTH,  ZAREPHATH. 

It  required  doubtless  a  harder  struggle  to  overcome 
the  resistance  of  Abner,  the  general  of  Ishbosheth  (or 
rather  perhaps  Mahriel ;  see  MEPHIBOSHETH,  §  i), 
whom  Winckler,  perhaps  rightly,  regards  as  having 
been  in  the  first  instance  king  of  'all  Israel'  (28.29). 
The  conquest  of  JERUSALEM  [y.v.  ,  §  13^!]  was  the  neces 
sary  preliminary  of  this.  Being  taken  by  David  himself 
from  the  Jebusites,  it  formed  originally  no  part  of  the  tribe 
of  Judah  ;  but  its  possession  secured  the  continuance  of 
the  family  of  David  on  the  throne  of  Judah,  and  in 
Josh.  1563  (RJE)  it  is  represented  as  half-Judahite, 
half-Jebusite.  On  Solomon's  supposed  exclusion  of 
Judah  from  the  departmental  division  of  his  kingdom 
see  SOLOMON,  TAXATION,  and  cp  Kittel  on  i  K.  4g/. 

The  tribe  of  Judah  is  referred  to  twice  in  the  NT 
(Heb.  7 14  Rev.  7s);  but  the  references  require  no 
comment. 

The  isolation  of  Judah  is  its  most  notable  geographical 

1  Note  that  Timnah  (v.  12)  is  mentioned  in  Josh.  1655-57  'n 
the  same  group  with  Maon,   Carmel,  and  Ziph  (which  name 
underlies  '  Chezib  '  in  Gen.  38  5). 

2  He  was  probably  '  prince  of  Abihail '  (i  S.  263,  crit.  emend.). 
See  NABAL. 

3  The  supposed  reference  to  David  as  '  head  of  Caleb '  after 
he  had   removed   to   Hebron   can   hardly   be    maintained   (see 
NABAL).     Tradition  rightly  describes  him  as  a  tneUk  ('king,' 
'  chieftain '). 

4  This  may  be  implied  too  in  the  story  of  PEREZ-UZZAH  and 
OBED-EDOM  the  '  Gittite  '  (Rehobothite)  in  2  S.  6.     Perhaps  too 
the   '  Rabbath-bne-Ammon'  of  28.1226^  should  rather  be 
'  Rehoboth-bne-Jerahmeel '  (cp  REHOBOTH,  and  see  Crit.  Bib.). 

6  In  this  connection  it  may  be  noted  that  in  the  earlier  and 
much  briefer  story  on  which  i  S.  17  is  probably  based,  '  Goliath 
of  Gath'  was  probably  'Goliath  of  Rehoboth,'  'the  valley  of 
Elah  '  (nSxri)  was  'the  valley  of  Jerahmeel,' and  '  Bethlehem- 
judah  '  was  '  Bethel-judah.' 
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JUDAH 

characteristic.      Its  boundaries  are  given  in  Josh.  15  1-12 


6'  '• 

The  N.  boundary  coincides  with 

the  S.  boundary  of  Benjamin  ;  only  it  is  given  with 
greater  fulness.  On  the  E.  the  boundary  is  the  Dead 
Sea  ;  on  the  W.  the  Mediterranean  ;  on  the  S.  a  line 
drawn  from  the  southern  tongue  of  the  Dead  Sea  to  the 
Nahal  Misraim  (rather  Misrim  ;  see  EGYPT,  BROOK 
OF),  and  passing  by  the  ascent  of  Akrabbim,  Zin, 
Kadesh-barnea,  and  other  places  (consult  HAZAR- 
ADDAR,  HEZRON,  KARKAA).  The  idealizing  tendency 
of  P  comes  out  in  his  inclusion  of  Philistia  within  Judahite 
territory.  There  is  an  inconsistency  with  regard  to 
Kirjath-jearim,  which  Judg.  18  12  and  Josh.  15  60  make 
Judahite,  whilst  Josh  18  28  apparently  assigns  it  to 
Benjamin  (cp  KIRJATH-JEARIM)  ;  also  with  regard  to 
JERUSALEM  [q.v.,  §  13].  It  should  be  noticed  that  in 
the  earlier  narratives  we  hear  of  LEHI  (Judg.  15  9)  and 
ADULLAM  (i  8.22$,  see  above),  or  rather  Carmel,  as 
.  belonging  to  Judah  ;  we  also  read  of  a  Negeb  of  Judah 
(i  S.  27io;  see  NKGEB).  The  natural  divisions  of  the 
territory  are  —  the  NEGEB,  the  SHEPHELAH,  and  the 
Wilderness  of  Judah  (see  DESERT,  §  2  [3]  and  §  3  [3]).  It 
is  urgently  necessary  to  get  a  clear  idea  of  each  of  these 
without  which  the  full  significance  of  many  OT  passages 
will  be  missed.  As  to  the  names  in  Josh.  15  20-62  reference 
must  also  be  made  to  special  articles.  Some  progress 
has  doubtless  been  made  in  settling  the  readings  (which 
in  MT  are  often  incorrect),  and  consequently  many 
current  identifications  have  not  improbably  been  criticised 
in  the  present  work  with  effect  ;  but  much  uncertainty 
still  attaches  to  many  of  the  details  (see  e.g.  the  names 
of  places  on  the  S.  boundary). 

Judah  is  not  to  be  blamed  for  indifference  to  the 
great  struggle  celebrated  in  Judg.  5  ;  a  tribe  of  Judah 
_  .  .  did  not  at  that  time  exist.  In  Dt.  887  (in 
'  the  '  Blessing  of  Moses  '),  however,  we  meet 
with  a  prayer  that  Yahwe  would  bring  Judah  '  to  his 
people,'  —  i.e.,  that  the  great  schism  might  be  healed, 
and  Judah  reincorporated  into  the  people  of  Israel  ;  it 
is  the  saying  of  a  N.  Israelite.  The  '  Blessing  of  Jacob  ' 
(Gen.  49  9  ii1)  celebrates  the  fierceness  and  victorious 
might  of  Judah  and  at  the  same  time  its  appreciation 
of  the  natural  advantages  of  its  land  (Judah  was  a 
vine-country;  cp  Joel  \T  ff.,  3  [4]  18  2  Ch.  26  10,  and 
HEBRON,  §  3).  Later  history  exhibits  this  tribe  as 
tenacious,  conservative,  and  even  fanatical  —  character 
istics  perhaps  not  wholly  unconnected  with  its  Edomitish 
and  N.  Arabian  affinities. 

The  two  '  Blessings  '  just  referred  to  are  the  only 
pre-exilic  poetical  passages  in  which  the  name  Yghudah 
occurs  ;  even  in  the  exilic  and  post- 


exilic   poetry  it  is  very  rare.     Among  the 


8.  Use  of 

prophets  it  is  Jeremiah  who  uses  the  term 
most  frequently,  though  the  abundance  of  interpolations 
in  his  book  makes  it  difficult  to  estimate  the  exact 
numbers.  The  examination  of  the  historical  books 
leads  to  some  interesting  results.  The  phrase  bne 
Yehudah  occurs  in  Judg.  18/  16  2  S.  1 18  21 2  i  Ch. 
12s6  2Ch.  10i7  25i2  28 10  316  Neh.  11425  13i6  Dan. 
16;  also  in  Jer.  730  823032  [L.  433],  Joel3[4]68i9 
Ob.  12.  But  some  of  these  occurrences  are  of  small 
account,  being  due  to  glosses,  and  2  S.  1 18  is  strongly 
corrupt  (see  JASHER,  BOOK  OF,  §  2).  The  phrase  beth 
Yehudah  is  not  much  commoner.  Yehudah  is,  of 
course,  frequent.  According  to  Staerk,2  it  may  be 
inferred  from  the  use  of  '  Israel  and  Judah  '  in  passages 
like  2  S.  3 10  11  ii  and  i  K.  232  that  there  was  a  sense  of 
the  inner  opposition  between  north  and  south  before  the 
separation  of  the  kingdoms. 

The  above  article  on  a  subject  of  great  difficulty  sums  up 
some  of  the  chief  results  of  special  articles.     The  reader  will,  of 

1  On  v.    10,   which  seems  to   interrupt   the   connection,   see 
SHII.OH. 

2  Studien  zur  Relig.  u.  Sprachgesch,  des  AltenTcst.  ('99),  90. 
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course,  consult  the  histories  of  Israel,  not  forgetting  the  most 
recent — that  of  Winckler,  to  some  of  whose  conclusions  the 
above  article  gives  an  independent  support. 

2.  b.  Senuah,  Neh.  11  9,  doubtless  the  same  as  HODAVIAH,  2 

3.  A   Levitical   family,   according  to   the   MT  of  Ezra  3  9  = 
i  Esd.  5  58  (JODA,  iiaSa  [A]).     Here,  as  in  Neh.  l'2s(uaSae  [«*A]), 
some  would  read   HODAVIAH  \q.i>.,  no.  4] ;  possibly,  however, 
the   original   name  was  %11")n  (2  Sam.  2825,  HARODITE).      See 
GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  [i]. 

4.  A  Levite  (the  above  clan  individualised?),  Ezra  1023  (1060^1 
[B],  teSoju.  [NAL])=i  Esd. 9  23  (JuDAS,  o>oi/6as  [BA]). 

5.  A  priest's  son,  Neh.  12  36  (om.  BNA).  T.  K.  C. 

JUDAH,  HILL-COUNTRY  OF  (PHI  IT  in;fy>oj 
Ioi;5a),  RV  Josh.  11  21  20  7  21  n  2  Ch.  274,  and  virtu 
ally  Josh.  1548  18  12  Judg.  Igig  Jer.  3244  8813,  or, 
OF  JUDAEA  (Lk.  1  65,  rj  dpeivr)  rrjs  'lovdaias),  is  the 
special  term  for  a  well-defined  region  to  the  north  of 
what  was  called  the  NEGEB  [g.v.],  some  25  miles  long  by 
12  to  17  broad,  and  from  2000  to  3000  feet  above  the 
sea.  Under  the  title  of  Orine  it  forms  the  ninth  of 
Pliny's  Judaean  toparchies. l  It  has  for  its  centre  the 
ancient  city  of  HEBRON,  between  which  and  the  Negeb 
there  is  a  fertile  plateau,  9  miles  by  3,  which  forms 
a  strong  and  agreeable  contrast  to  the  Judcean  table 
land  in  the  north.  It  is  of  this  table -land  that 
travellers  think  when  they  speak  of  Judaea  as  a  stony 
desolate  region.  Apart  from  some  breaks  in  the 
plateau,  which  enjoy  a  rich  vegetation,  such  as  Bethany, 
the  Valley  of  Hinnom,  'Ain  Karim,  the  Wady  Artas 
(see  CONDUITS,  §  3),  the  valleys  near  Bethlehem,  and 
especially  Hebron,  the  thinly  covered  limestone  pro 
duces  a  very  dreary  effect  ;  one  cannot  help  pitying  the 
few  dwarf  trees  which  wage  a  doubtful  struggle  for  exist 
ence  with  the  boulders  around  them. 

Nevertheless  the  austerity  of  this  region  was  not  always 
nearly  so  unmitigated  ;  it  did  but  call  out  the  art  and  energy  of 
man  to  counteract  it.  By  a  trained  historic  imagination  we  can 
recall  some  of  the  vanished  glory,  the  traces  of  which,  indeed, 
are  multitudinous.  One  may  wander  for  many  miles  in  perfect 
solitude  in  a  country  of  sheep  and  goats.  But  the  hills  are 
crowned  with  ruins,  and  the  sides  of  the  hills  are  terraced,  and 
by  the  fountains  are  fragments  of  walls  and  heaps  of  stones  which 
indicate  the  ancient  homes  of  men. 

The  greatest  elevation  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah  is 
attained  by  the  Si  ret  el-bella  a  (3370  ft.),  which  ter 
minates  a  mountain-ridge  between  Halhul  and  Hebron. 
The  chief  valleys  are  the  Wady  Halil,  which  is  joined 
by  the  valley  of  Hebron,  and  beginning  NE.  of 
Hebron,  runs  first  southward,  then  south-westward,  and 
finally  unites  with  the  Wady  el-Milh  (coming  from  the 
east),  forming  the  Wady  es-Seba.  WNW.  from 
Hebron  begins  the  Wady  el-Afranj,  which  runs  NW. 
to  join  the  Wady  es-Sant  at  Ashdod.  This  is  probably 
the  'valley  (ira)  northward  from  Mareshah'  (2  Ch. 
14  10  ;  see  ZEPHATHAH)  where  Asa  is  said  to  have 
defeated  the  '  Cushite '  invaders.  Farther  south  is  the 
broad  and  fruitful  Wady  es-Sur,  which  first  of  all  runs 
north,  then  turns  westward,  and  under  the  name  of  the 
Wady  es-Sant  (see  ELAH,  VALLEY  OF)  cuts  through 
the  Shephelah.  At  Shuwekeh  (Socoh)  is  the  point  of 
junction  of  the  Wady  es-Sur  and  the  Wady  en-NajIl. 
This  and  other  wadies  issue  in  a  remarkable  basin  about 
30  miles  long,  which  divides  the  mountains  of  Judah 
from  the  lower  hills  of  the  Shephelah.  Towards  the 
NW.  this  basin  is  drained  by  the  broad  and  fertile 
Wady  Sarar,  which  near  the  coast  assumes  the  name 
Nahr  Rubin  (see  JABNEEL).  Not  far  from  Tekoa  is 
the  great  Wady  'Arrub,  where  is  the  ruin  called 
Bereikut,  in  the  name  of  which  some  find  an  echo  of 
the  Berachah  of  i  Ch.  2026  (see  BERACHAH,  VALLEY 
OF). 

The  Hebrew  text  of  Josh.  1048-60  reckons  as  belonging  to 
this  region  thirty-eight  cities,  some  of  which  can  be  identified 
with  obvious  certainty,  such  as  Eshtemoh,  Beth  -  Tappuah, 
Hebron,  Maon,  Carmel,  Ziph,  Juttah,  Zanoah,  Halhul,  Beth- 

1  7W/9i5;  in  the  list  of  Jos.  (/?/  iii.  85),  En-gaddi  is  the 
corresponding  name.  Schick  (ZDPV  22  83  ['99])  ventures 
to  suppose  a  confusion  between  En-gedi  and  'Ain  Karim. 
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zur.  There  are  also,  however,  places  which  are  omitted  in 
MT,  but  have  an  undeniable  claim  to  be  included  in  the  list  ; 
and  <B,  after  Josh.  15  59,  actually  gives  eleven  names  which  (see 
Di.)  must  have  belonged  to  the  original  list.  All  the  cities 
mentioned  here  by  ®  lay,  no  doubt,  immediately  south  of 
Jerusalem;  among  them  are  the  well-known  places  Tekoa, 
Bethlehem,  'Am  Karim  (see  BETH-HACCERE.M)  and  Bittir  (see 
BETHER). 

JUDAH,  KINGDOM  OF.     See  ISRAEL,  §§  28-45. 


JUDAH,   THE    PROVINCE   OF 
Ezra  58  RV,  AV  .  .  .  JUDEA.     See  JUD/EA. 

JUDAH  UPON  [RV  AT]  JORDAN  (]TPn 
the  eastern  limit  of  the  territory  of  Naphtali  (Josh.  19  34  ; 
<§BA  simply  p  lOpA&NHC,  <8L  lOY^A  O  I-)'  suggestin§ 
that  a  district  in  the  N.  by  the  Jordan  belonged  to 
Judah.  Evidently  the  text  is  corrupt.  Read  jTvai,  '  and 
(reaches)  to  the  Jordan  '  (Gra.  ).  This  was  written  twice, 
and  one  of  the  'Jordans'  was  wrongly  emended  into 
'  Judah.  '  For  a  similar  case  in  the  Gk.  of  Jn.  3  25  see 
JOHN  THE  BAPTIST,  §  6. 

Ewald  (Hist.  2291)  would  read  |T1»n  TTI332,  '(reaches)  to 
Chinneroth  of  Jordan,'  and  interpret  this  phrase  on  the  analogy 
of  the  phrase  'all  Chinneroth'  in  i  K.  15  20  as  meaning  the  W. 
shore  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee  (see  CHINNEROTH).  Another  sug 
gestion  is  to  emend  rmrt'3  'nto,  T3  '(to)  tne  s'de  (of)';  cp 
Neub.  Geogr.  224.  Neither  is  satisfactory-  T.  K.  C. 

JUDAS  (loyA&c1  [ASVL],  the  Gk.  form  of  the  Heb. 
JUDAH  fo.v.]). 

1.  i  Esd.  9  23  (ujovSay  [BA])  ;  see  JUDAH,  4. 

2.  The  third  son  of  Mattathias,  called  fi.ajcKafia.ios  (i   Mace. 
2  4),  see  MACCABEES  i.,  §  4  ;  called  iouAos  [A  in  i  Mace.  4  13]. 

3.  Son  of  Chalphi,  called  iiaoas  [A.  in  i  Mace.  138],  a  Jewish 
general  under  Jonathan  (i  Mace.  11  70). 

4.  Son  of  Simon  (i  Mace.  16  2  ff.~).     See  MACCABEES  i.,  §  6. 

5.  One,  evidently  holding  a  high  position  in  Jerusalem,  who 
took  part  in  sending  a  letter  to  ARISTOBULUS  (ff.~'.)  (2  Mace. 
1  10).     Though  identified  with  the  Essene  (cp  Jos.  BJ  i.  3  5)  he 
is  more  probably  the  same  as  no.  2. 

6.  Lk.  3  30,  Mt.  lz/  [RV  Judah]  ;  see  JUDAH,  i. 

7.  Judas  of  James  (t'oi/Sos  ia/ctu/Soi')  [Ti.  WH],  one 
of  th-2  twelve  apostles  according  to  Lk.  6  16  and  Acts  1  13, 
though  not  according  to  the  lists  in  Mt.  and  Mk.  ,  where 
his  place  is  taken  by  Thaddasus.      He  is,  without  doubt, 
the  '  Judas  not  Iscariot  '  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  (Jn.  1422), 
who  asked  Jesus  the  question  :    '  Lord,  what  is  come  to 
pass  that  thou  wilt  manifest  thyself  unto  us,  and   not 
unto  the  world  ?  '     The  expression  '  Judas  of  James  '  is 
most  naturally  and  usually  understood  as  meaning  '  son 
of  James'  ;  but  it  can  be  interpreted  as  meaning  '  brother 
of  James,'  and  this  is  the  sense  in  which  it  has  been 
taken  by  the  author  of  the  epistle  of  JUDE  (g.v.  ). 

Ecclesiastical  tradition  very  early  began  its  attempts  to 
harmonise  the  four  lists  of  the  twelve  apostles,  and  one  of  the 
results  (since  Origen)  was  the  identification  of  '  Judas  of  James  ' 
with  ThaddcEus  ;  in  late  Syriac  legend  he  appears  as  Judas 
Thaddzus  and  is  the  apostle  of  Syria  and  Mesopotamia,  ulti 
mately  suffering  martyrdom  by  stoning  at  Berytus  or  Aradus. 
The  similar  Armenian  legend  claims  him  also  for  Armenia.  In 
the  Roman  Breviary  (Oct.  28),  '  Thaddseus,  qui  et  Judas  Jacobi 
appellatur  in  Evangelic,  unius  ex  Catholicis  Epistolis  scriptor' 
is  said  to  have  evangelized  Mesopotamia  and  afterwards  to  have 
accompanied  Simon  the  Cananaean  into  Persia  where  they 
crowned  a  successful  ministry'  by  suffering  a  glorious  martyrdom 
together.  It  is  worthy  of  particular  notice,  however,  that  the 
oldest  Syrian  (Edessene)  legend,  which  goes  back  to  the 
second  (?)  century,  identifies  Judas  Jacobi  with  Thomas  (see 
Eus.  HE  113;'  After  Jesus  was  ascended,  Judas  Thomas  sent 
to  him  [Abgarus]  Thaddasus  the  apostle,  one  of  the  Seventy  '). 

8.  Judas,  Mk.  63,  see  CLOPAS. 

9.  Judas  Iscariot  (IOY^AC  o  ICKAPICOTHC  [Mt- 

104],    IOV&.    l(TK.   [Mt.  26l4],    lOvS.    O   KaXovpevOS    KTKOip.   [Lk.  223], 

tovS.  icncapiwd  [Mk.  3  19  14  10  Lk.  6  16],  [6]  LOV&.  o-ijiioi-os 
uncapiiaTOv  [Jn.  671  13  26],  tovS.  trifLiavof  Kncapiorrjs  [Jn.  182; 
not  124,  as  TR],  iovS.  b  IO-K.  [Jn.124;  cp!422,  tovS.,  ov\  o 
icrKap.].  In  Jn.  671  N  gives  O.TTO  (capuiorov  ;  so  D  in  Jn.  1^4 
13225,  but  in  1422  o  airo  (cap.  In  Mt.  1042014  Mk.  14  10  D 
gives  <r/ca.piu)7T);  ;  in  Lk.  22  3  icr<capiu>(5  ;  in  Mk.  3  19  Lk.  6  16 
J  n.  6  7  CTKapuuO). 

Thrice  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  (Jn.  671  182  26)  Judas  is 

,    „  called  the  son  of  Simon,  which  may  well  be 

1.  Name.  ,-  • 

a  genuine  tradition. 

1  Also  iia&as  i  Mace.  13s  [A],  and  IOUAOS  i  Mace.  4  13  [A],  the 
latter  a  corruption  in  the  Gk. 

2623 


JUDAS 

As  for  the  name  '  Iscariot '  (twice  applied  to  the  father  of 
Judas,  Jn.  671  1325),  there  is  a  well-supported  reading  in  Jn., 
<iiro  xapviarov,  which,  according  to  Zahn  and  Nestle,1  confirms 
the  view  that  icncopiiod  and  io-<capi<onj«  proceed  from  the  Hebrew 
designation  ni'"1p  57'K,  'a  man  of  Kerioth ' ;  cp  'loro/Sos,  Jos. 
Ant.  vii.  6 1  =  31B  ff'N,  2  S.  1068  (©B  et<7T<u/3).  We  should, 
however,  have  expected  airo  Kepita6 ;  -<arov  suggests  that  the 
phrase  in  D  is  derived  from  icncapicoTou.  Not  understanding 
xapiior,  the  scribe  thought  of  Kapvuiros  (^oii'if),  'a  palm  tree 
which  bears  dates  resembling  a  walnut.'2  Apart  from  this,  it  is 
a  plausible  view  that  io-<capiu»Trjs  is  derived  from  Ish-kerioth,  '  a 
man  of  Kerioth.'  Such  formations  of  names  continued  to  be 
used,  as  Dalman  shows,  in  spite  of  the  predominance  of  Aramaic. 
Most  scholars  consider  Judas  to  have  been  a  native  of  the 
Kerioth  mentioned  in  Josh.  15  25  ;  but  rtlHp,  kiriyyoth,  in  this 
passage  means  '  group  of  places '  (see  HAZOR,  4),  and  the  spot  or 
district  intended  did  not  belong  to  Judaea.3  Keim  and  \Vell- 
hausen  therefore  prefer  the  Korea  (Kerioth)  of  Jos.  Ant. 
xiv.  3  4,  etc.,  which  was  a  beautifully  situated  place  N.  of  Karn 
Sartabeh  (see  ZARETH  AN).  Since,  however,  the  evangelists  them 
selves  find  the  name  so  unintelligible,  how  much  more  natural 
is  it  to  suspect  that  it  may  have  been  incorrectly  transmitted 
(cp  Boanerges,  Kananaios  (?),  Bar-jona)  !  If  so,  we  may  not  un 
reasonably  conjecture  that  the  true  name  is  'lepi^wr^s,  '  a  man 
of  Jericho.'  It  would  readily  be  remembered  that  one  of  the 
disciples  came  from  Jericho.  Cp  JERICHO,  §  7. 

Of  the  early  history  of  Judas  nothing  is  told  us.  We 
know,  however,  that  he  was  one  of  those  whom  the 

.,  . .  Preacher  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  drew 

2.  Notices  in  to  himsdf  b    the         er  of  his  win  , 


Synoptics. 


to  be 

his  companions  and  assistants.  '  And  he 
goes  up  into  the  mountain  (ei's  TO  6/>os),  and  calls  to 
him  whom  he  himself  would,  and  they  went  unto  him ' 
(Mk.  813)  ;  the  oOj  tf0e\ei>  avrbs  assures  us  that  every 
one  of  the  persons  named  was  specially  chosen  by  Jesus. 
Twelve  are  named  ;  three  lists  of  the  twelve  are  given, 
and  in  each  of  the  three  Judas  stands  last  (Mt.  104  Mk. 
819  Lk.  616;  see  APOSTLE,  §  i).  Mt.  and  Mk.  add, 
'  who  also  betrayed  him ' ;  Lk.  adds,  '  who  became 
traitor'  (5s  eyevero  irpodar^).  In  the  lists  of  Mt.  and 
of  Mk.  the  eleventh,  and  in  that  of  Lk.  the  tenth,  is 
Simon  called  6  Kavavalos  or  ffyXwnjj.  Farrar  has 
offered  the  conjecture  that  this  Simon  was  the  father  of 
Judas  Iscariot,  and  it  is  certain  that  in  Jn.  (see  §  i) 
Judas  Iscariot  is  called  the  son  of  Simon.  It  is  not 
likely,  however,  that  both  father  and  son  would  belong 
to  the  Twelve,  and  Simon  was  a  very  common  name, 
whilst  Kavavaios  is  very  possibly  a  corruption  of  Kavaios 
('a  man  of  Cana'),  which  would  make  this  Simon  a 
Galilaean.  All  that  we  can  say  is  that  Simon  and 
Judas  were  probably  companions  whenever  the  Twelve 
were  sent  out  '  by  two  and  two '  (Mk.  67). 

There  is  no  list  of  the  Twelve  in  the  Fourth  Gospel. 
In  Jn.  671,  however,  we  receive  early  notice  that  Judas 

.     _     Iscariot  was  one  of  the  Twelve,  and 
3.  Notice  in  jn.  that  k  was  he  who  was  destined  to 

deliver  up  Jesus  (Jn.  671). 

The  notice  (o5ros  yap  ejieAAev  atiTOf  irapaoiSovai,  els  wv  «  T<av 
ota&eKo)  is  suggested  by  a  saying  ascribed  to  Jesus  (v.  70); 
'  Have  not  I  chosen  you  twelve,  and  one  of  you  is  a  devil 
(Sia/3oAos)? '  It  adds  but  little,  however,  to  the  historical  weight 
of  the  Synoptic  tradition,  and  the  saying  in  z>.  70  appears  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  equal  confidence  in  all  the  disciples  shown 
by  Jesus  according  to  the  Synoptic  tradition  —  a  confidence 
which  is  maintained  unbroken  till  the  last  paschal  meal. 

The  Fourth  Evangelist  further  tells  us  (Jn.  124-6)  that 
the  destined  traitor  murmured  at  Mary's  costly  gift  of 
love  at  Bethany,  when  she  took  a  pound  of  SPIKENARD 
[y.f.]  and  anointed  the  feet  of  Jesus  ;  he  also  mentions 
as  the  secret  cause  of  this  murmuring  of  Judas  that  he 
'  was  a  thief,  and  having  the  box  took  away  what  was 
put  therein.' 

So  at  least  the  traditional  text  must  be  interpreted  (on 
KXe'nrnjs  r\v  KO\  TO  y\u><T<TOKOiiov  Ixiov4  Ta  /SaAAo^iera  tfia.<rra$ev)  ; 
but  the  phraseology  is  very  awkward,  and  it  is  strange  that 
this  habit  of  pilfering  should  be  mentioned  unless  it  were  to 

1  Zahn,  Einl.  1  561  ;  Nestle,  Phiiologica  Sacra,  14.     Cp  the 
controversy  between  Nestle  and  Chase,  Exp.  T  (9  140  189  240 
285^:),  Pec.  '97  ;  Jan.,  Feb.,  Mar.  '98. 

2  Cp  Dalman,  Worte  /fsu,  1  41. 

3  Wellh.  Phar.  u.  Sadd.  152  ;  Keim,  Jesu  von  Naz.  1  225. 

*  So  BDQL,  etc. ;  «x«"  «<"  (TR)>  AIIX>  a  P"re'y  literary 
correction,  cp  Jn.  13  29.  The  conjecture  of  Peerlkamp  (?)  and 
Bakhuizen,  e\ov,  is  not  satisfactory. 
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account  for  the  smallness  of  the  sum  which  (Mt.  at  least  says) 
tempted  Judas  to  betray  his  master.  It  would  seem  that  here  there 
is  a  clear  case  of  corruption,  and  that  a  very  early  editor  of  the 
text  may  have  miscorrected  the  corrupt  passage  before  him. 
Very  possibly  we  should  read,  on  xa^€7!'<)«  ^"  *<"  T°  icotvbv 
/SoAAai'Tioi'  ejSaoTcuJe,1  '  because  he  was  a  harsh  man,  and  used 
to  carry  the  common  purse"  (KOII/.  /SoA.  as  <S,  Prov.  1 14).  The 
statement  about  Judas  is  therefore  worthy  of  more  credit  than  it 
has  sometimes  received  from  advanced  critics.  It  may  be 
nearer  to  the  oldest  tradition  than  the  vaguer  statement  of 
Mt.  '2t>8  Mk.  14 4. 2 

Weiss  (Leben  Jesu,  2  443)  cannot  account  for  the  imputation  of 
thievish  intentions  to  Judas  in  Jn.  except  on  the  theory  that  the 
apostle  John  had  found  out  thefts  committed  by  the  greedy 
Judas,  and  Godet  speaks  of  some  one  who  has  accused  John  of 
a  personal  hatred  to  Judas.  The  difficulties  disappear  if  the 
reading  proposed  above  is  accepted. 

According    to    Mt.  26  14-16    Mk.  14io /. ,    after    the 

anointing  in  Bethany  '  one  of  the  twelve  called  Judas 

_,.         Iscariot'  (Mt.  ;  nearly  so  Mk. )  went  to  the 

_  '  .  chief  priests  and  offered  to  betray  Jesus  to 
^  '  them.  On  receiving  their  promise  of 
'money'  (dpyvpiov,  Mk. )  or  'thirty  pieces  of  silver 
[shekels] '  (rpidKovra.  dpyvpia,  Mt. ),  Judas  sought  for 
an  opportunity  to  betray  him.  Lk.  (22 3-6)  altogether 
disconnects  the  transaction  from  the  scene  of  the 
anointing.  After  noticing  that  every  night  Jesus  camped 
out  (ijflMfeTo)  on  the  Mount  of  Olives  (2137),  which 
prepares  the  way  for  the  notable  statement  in  2239, 
Lk.  mentions  that  the  passover  was  drawing  near,  and 
that  the  chief  priests  and  scribes  were  seeking  for  a  way 
to  effect  the  destruction  of  Jesus.  Then  '  Satan  entered 
into  Judas,  called  Iscariot,  of  the  number  of  the  twelve' ; 
the  rest  of  the  notice  agrees  with  that  of  Mt.  and  Mk. 
Evidently  the  assumption  that  Satan  had  entered  into 
Judas  is  a  humane  one :  treason  against  the  Holy 
One  was  too  foul  a  crime  for  a  disciple  in  his  right 
mind  to  have  committed.  It  should  also  be  noticed 
that  all  the  Synoptists  (Mt.  1722  Mk.  931  Lk.  944) 
mention  that  after  Peter's  confession  of  Jesus'  Messiah- 
ship,  Jesus  spoke  of  his  being  '  delivered  up  into  the 
hands  of  men.'  Mt.  says  that  the  disciples  were  'very 
sorry '  ;  Mk.  and  Lk.  that  they  '  understood  not  the 
saying.'  We  should  never  have  guessed  (nor  did  the 
apostles  guess)  that  one  of  them  was  capable  of  com 
mitting  treason. 

Quite  a  different  account  is  given  in  Jn.  (18218  21-30). 
Nothing  is  said  of  the  visit  of  Judas  to  the  chief  priests 

_    Accoun4.    ar)d   of   the    promised    payment    of    his 
.,  treason,  nor  of  his  deliberate  search  for 

an  opportunity  to  betray  Jesus.  It  was 
at  the  Last  Supper  that  the  hateful  idea  occurred  to 
Judas,  and  it  was  inspired  by  the  devil  (18227).  Jesus 
openly  declared  (w.  1018)  that  one  of  his  chosen  ones 
would  '  lift  up  his  heel '  against  him,  to  fulfil  the  old 
scripture  (Ps.  41 9).  Yet  he  gave  one  more  special 
proof  of  love  to  the  traitor,  and  it  was  after  this  that 
Satan  took  full  possession  of  his  captive.  '  Therefore 
Jesus  says  to  him,  That  thou  doest,  do  quickly '  ;  Judas 
went  out,  '  and  it  was  night. '  It  is  a  modification  of 
the  Synoptic  tradition  that  we  have  here,  though  Lk. 
has  already  suggested  it  by  his  reference  to  Satan.  It 
was  not  to  any  common  temptation  that  at  last  Judas 
fell  victim  ;  he  was  taken  by  storm.  How,  according 
to  Jn. ,  the  original  suggestion  of  treason  (Jn.  182)  was 
made  plausible,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  to  show. 
From  Jn.  660-65,  however,  we  infer  that,  according  to 
the  evangelist,  Judas  was  one  of  those  who  entertained 
unspiritual  views  of  Messiahship.  When  the  last  hope 

1  Both  icAejrTTjs  and  icou  yAwcrcro  are  based  upon  a  miswritten 
XoAeiros ;  KO/JLOI'  and  ex&n'  have  come  out  of  KOIVOV,  and  /3oA- 
\0fifva  out  of  /SoAAaiTioi'.  •yAu><7<ro<cofiOi'  was  suggested  by 
Jn.  13  29.  /3oA.  is  one  of  Lk.'s  words. 

a  Mt.  assigns  the  niggardly  question,  '  To  what  purpose,'  etc., 
to  the  disciples  ;  Mk.  to  '  some '  (of  the  guests).  Mt.  is  evidently 
right.  In  Lk.  7  36  Jf.  no  mention  is  made  of  a  murmuring 
against  the  lavishness  of  the  gift  of  love.  Certainly  it  would 
have  spoiled  Lk.'s  narrative  to  have  referred  to  this  detail.  Zahn 
(Einl.  2  517)  thinks  the  view  that  there  were  two  anointings  not 
impossible.  It  is,  at  any  rate,  more  in  accordance  with  our 
experience  elsewhere  to  suppose  that  two  divergent  forms  of  the 
same  tradition  were  in  circulation. 
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that  Jesus  would  make  himself  king  of  Israel  by  force 
had  vanished,  the  evangelist  possibly  considered  that 
the  love  which  Judas  must  formerly  have  had  for  Jesus 
diminished,  and  that  finally  under  Satanic  influence  it 
turned  into  its  opposite  —  hate.  Godet  regards  the  Johan- 
nine  picture  as  more  truly  historical  than  that  given  by  the 
Synoptists,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  former  the  relations 
between  Jesus  and  Judas  '  form  an  organic  part  of  the 
description  of  the  repast,  and  are  presented  under  the 
form  of  a  series  of  historical  shades  and  gradations.'1  A 
very  different  view  is  taken  by  Keim,  and  a  critical  student 
cannot  fail  to  admit  the  force  of  Keim's  arguments. 

What,  then,  is  the  Synoptic  description  of  the  repast? 
It  is  the   Paschal  Supper   that   Jesus   and  the  Twelve 

6  The  naschal  are  *******  Jesus  has  seen  through 
Dt>e  Judas  before  this  solemn  evening,  but 

has  made  no  change  in  his  demeanour 
towards  him.  Now,  however,  he  announces  the  fact, 
'  One  of  you  will  betray  me,  even  he  that  eats  with  me.  ' 
'  Is  it  I  ?  '  asks  each  man  sorrowfully.  '  It  is  one  of  the 
twelve,  he  that  dips  with  me  in  the  dish  .  .  .  Good 
were  it  for  that  man  if  he  had  not  been  born'  (Mk. 
14i7-2i;  cp  Mt.  2620-24  Lk.  2221-23).  The  accounts 
do  not  entirely  agree.  It  is  only  Mt.  who  expressly 
states  that  Judas  the  traitor  also  put  the  question,  '  Is 
it  I  ?  '  —  and  the  way  in  which  the  statement  is  introduced 
suggests  that  it  is  an  addition  to  the  earlier  story 
(Mt.  2625).  Jn.  ,  as  we  have  seen,  diverges  most 
widely  from  the  simple  form  of  the  Synoptic  narrative. 

The  account  of  the  betrayal  itself  also  is  very  variously 

given.     All  the  Gospels  agree  that  it  was  by  an  armed 

.          .    band    that   Jesus    was    arrested,    and    that 

'.  ,  Judas  was  its  guide.  Both  the  scene  of  the 

arrest,  however,  and  the  circumstances  are 
different  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  and  in  Jn.  respectively, 
and  it  is  for  our  present  purpose  especially  noteworthy 
that  nothing  is  said  in  Jn.  of  the  kiss  with  which 
according  to  the  Synoptists  Judas  ventured  to  greet 
Jesus.  Mk.  and  Lk.  give  the  simplest  narrative  ;  Mt. 
(2650)  makes  Jesus  answer  the  traitor  with  'Ercupe,  i<f>  6 
•jrdpei,  'Amice,  ad  quod  venisti  '  (Vg.  ),  an  untranslat 
able  phrase,  while  Lk.  gives,  '  Judas,  betrayest  thou 
the  Son  of  Man  with  a  kiss,'  suggesting  what  is  prob 
ably  the  true  reading  in  Mt.  ,  viroKpivei,  'Thou  feignest,' 
'Thou  actest  a  part,'  'Thou  art  no  friend  of  mine.'2 
To  Jn.  the  outward  details  of  the  act  of  Satanic 
treachery  are  indifferent. 

The  end  of  the  traitor  is  told  in  Mt.  27  3-10  Acts  1  18-20. 

The  discrepancies  between  the  two  accounts  are  remark- 

_      ,  ,     able,  and  the  silence  of  Mk.  and  Jn.  is  also 

'     e^        noteworthy.       Mt.    states    that    Judas,    on 
0      U  as. 


tnat  jesus  %vas  condemned,  was 
struck  with  remorse,  and  brought  back  the  thirty  shekels 
to  the  chief  priests,  confessing  that  he  had  '  betrayed 
innocent  blood.'  Then  he  hurled  the  'pieces  of  silver 
into  the  sanctuary  (ei's  rbv  vaov),  and  departed  '  ;  tc  this 
is  added  a  further  statement,  complete  in  itself,  '  and 
he  went  away  and  hanged  himself  (a.Trriy^a.To)  —  where, 
we  are  not  told.  The  chief  priests,  however,  with 
characteristic  scrupulosity,  would  not  put  the  money 
into  the  sacred  treasury  (Kopf3avas),  but  bought  with  it 
the  potter's  field  to  bury  strangers  in.  This  field 

1  Commentary  on  St.  John  ('87),  3  121. 

2  Hpltzmann's  criticism  that    Lk.'s   form   of   the    speech   of 
Jesus  is  rhetorical,  does  not  go  to  the  heart  of  the  matter.     The 
form  may  be  rhetorical  ;  but   the   idea   is  appropriate   to   the 
occasion.     '  Friend,  (do)  that  for  which  thou  art  come,'  RV's 
rendering  of  e<£>'  o  jropet,  is  most  unnatural  ;  Judas  had  done  his 
work  ;    the  underlings  of  the  chief  priests  had  to  do  the  rest. 
Vet  most  moderns  agree  with  RV,  and  if  anything  had  preceded 
which  made  such  an  aposiopesis  natural  (e.g.  ,'and  Judas  said, 
"What  shall  I  do?'"),  it  would  be  right  to  follow  RV.     AV's 
rendering,  '  Friend,  wherefore  art   thou  come,'  is  much  more 
natural,  but  it  is  ungrammatical.     There  must  be  an  error  in 
the   text.      Eroupe  (an   unsuitable   word,    whether    we    render 
'  Comrade  '  or  '  Good    Friend  ')  should  come   after  «j>  o  irapei 
(so  D  a  c  f  Syr  *ch  L  c  i  f)-     It  is  a  corruption  of  a  dittogiaphed 
o  naptt,   D  in  fact  gives  erepai.     E<£  o  iropei  can  hardly  have 
come  out  of  any  other  word  than  viroicpivei. 
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received  the  name,  '  Field  of  blood,'  and  so  a  prophecy 
of  Jeremiah  (or  rather  Zechariah)  was  fulfilled.1  Here 
we  have  Iscariot  represented  as  a  second  Ahithophel, 
who,  so  far  as  intention  went,  betrayed  David  to  his 
enemy,  and  hanged  himself  (2  S.  1723). 

The  account  in  Acts  can  be  separated,  with  advantage 
to  the  sense,  from  the  speech  of  Peter  in  which  it  occurs, 
and  may  perhaps  be  a  later  insertion.  It  is,  however,  at 
any  rate  of  early  date.  It  states  that,  so  far  from 
restoring  the  money,  Judas  '  acquired  a  field  (xupiov, 
see  FIELD,  9)  with  his  unrighteous  reward  ;  and  falling 
headlong  (on  the  field)2  he  burst  asunder  in  the  midst, 
and  all  his  bowels  gushed  out.'  Hence  that  field  was 
called  Akeldama,  or  'The  field  of  blood'  (see 
ACELDAMA).  So,  it  is  added,  the  prophecies  in  Ps. 
6925  and  1098  were  fulfilled.  Clearly  here  is  a  mere 
popular  explanation  of  '  Akeldama,  '  and  not  less 
evidently  here  is  the  expression  of  the  popular  sense  of 
justice  as  regards  the  end  of  the  traitor. 

A  more  elaborate  and  tasteless  story  is  given  by  Papias 
(Fragm.  III.);  it  seems  to  be  an  independent  version  of  the 
popular  legend,  reminding  us  partly  of  Acts  1  18,  partly  of  the 
legend  of  the  end  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes  in  2  Mace.  9$ff. 

Returning  to  the  two  biblical  accounts,  we  note  that 
De  Quincey  (  Works,  6  21-25)  endeavours  to  remove  the 
discrepancies,  but  by  purely  arbitrary  means.  This  is 
quite  needless.  Both  the  modes  of  death  assigned  to 
Judas  were  conventionally  assigned  to  traitors  and 
enemies  of  God,  and  more  especially  that  given  in  Acts  3 
to  which  there  is  a  striking  parallel  in  the  story  of  the 
death  of  the  traitor  Nadan  in  the  tale  of  Ahikar.  Mr. 
Rendel  Harris  suggests  that  the  original  reading  in  Acts 
1  18  may  have  been,  not  Trprjvr]s  yevofj.evos,  but  irprio'6eis, 
'  having  swollen  out  '  ;  the  existing  reading  he  accounts 
for  by  a  tradition  which  identified  Judas  with  a  poisonous 
serpent,  and  he  illustrates  by  '  upon  thy  belly  shall  thou 
go'  in  Gen.  3  14.  See  'Did  Judas  commit  suicide?' 
Arner.  /.  of  Theol.,  July  1900. 

The  psychological  attempts  to  explain  the  character 
of  Judas  so  as  to  comprehend  the  crime  ascribed  to  him 


9   Character 


are  numerous-      His  despair  has  been 


regarded  as  a  proof  of  original  nobility 
of  character  (Hase)  ;  he  has  even  been  regarded  as 
having  sought  the  attainment  of  a  good  object  by  evil 
means  (Paulus).  Neander  too  was  touched  by  the 
same  generous  anxiety  for  the  misguided  apostle. 

'  If  Jesus  is  the  Messiah,'  so  he  considers  Judas  to  have 
reasoned,  '  it  will  not  injure  him  to  deliver  him  up  to  his 
enemies,  for  legions  of  angels  will  come  to  his  rescue,  while  if 
he  is  not  the  Messiah,  he  deserves  destruction.' 

Thus  the  betrayal  was  merely  a  test,  intended  to 
clear  up  all  doubt.  Volkmar  thinks  that  '  in  the  heart 
of  the  zealot  who  hoped  to  draw  Jesus  to  battle  and  to 
victory,  the  greeting,  so  fearful  to  us,  "  Hail,  Master," 
must  have  meant,  "  I  greet  thee,  O  king  of  Israel  :  now 
show  thy  power"'  (Jesus  Nazarenus  ['82],  121).  De 
Quincey  considers  that  the  object  of  Judas  was  — 
'audacious  in  a  high  degree,  but  for  that  very  reason  not 
treacherous  at  all.  His  hope  was  that,  when  at  length  actually 
arrested  by  the  Jewish  authorities,  Christ  would  no  longer 
vacillate  ;  he  would  be  forced  into  giving  the  signal  to  the 
populace  of  Jerusalem,  who  would  then  rise  unanimously,  for 
the  double  purpose  of  placing  Christ  at  the  head  of  an  insur 
rectionary  movement,  and  of  throwing  off  the  Roman  yoke.1 

All  these  theories  are  entirely  contrary  to  the  evangelic 
narratives.  If  we  accept  the  tradition  that  Judas 
betrayed  his  Master,  we  cannot  separate  it  from  the 
statement  that  he  did  it  either  out  of  Satanic  wickedness 
or  for  money. 

Are  critical  students,  then,  really  bound  to  accept  the 
tradition  as  historical? 

1  The  passage,  Mt.  27  o/.,  which  shows  evidence  of  Christian 
modification,  has  probably  come  from  a  collection  of  Messianic 
passages  of  the   OT   prophets   in   use   among   the   Christians. 
(This  also  accounts  for  Sia  TUIV  irpo^riav,  Mt.  223  ;  cp  NAZA 
RETH.)     On  Zech.  11  izf.,  see  GASm.  Twelve  Prophets,  2  475, 
and  cp  POTTER. 

2  But  cp  J.  R.  Harris  (below).     Papias  :  ei>  ISita  <j>aa-l  XWP'V 
TeAeimjaai/Ta. 

3  Cp  Zeller,  Die  Apostelgeschichte,  81. 
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'  The   fact   of  the   treason   of  Judas   is   so    unexpected,   so 

incredible,  so  terrible  ;   it  jeopardises  so  painfully  our  faith  not 

only  in  human  fidelity  but  also  in  the  dignity 

10.  The  story  and  greatness  of  Jesus,   in   his  knowledge, 

of  JlldaS.         his  judgment,  his  keenness  of  vision,  and 

above  all,  the  weight  of  his  influence  and  of 

that  love  of  his  which  could  melt  even  ice,  and  it  is  such  a  mark 

for  the  scoffing  of  enemies,  beginning  with  the  venomous  CeUus,! 

that  we  should  have  to  greet  it  as  the  removal  of  a  hundred 

pound  weight  from  the  heart  of  Christendom,  if  the  treason  of 

Judas  could  be  proved  to  have  had  no  existence.'2 

The  growth  of  the  story  of  Judas  can  also  be  ade 
quately  explained.  Supposing  that  the  original  tradi 
tion  left  the  ease  with  which  the  capture  of  Jesus  was 
effected  unaccounted  for,  Christian  ingenuity  would 
exert  itself  to  find  an  explanation.  Passages  in  the 
Psalms  which  spoke  of  the  Righteous  Man  as  treated 
with  brutal  insolence  by  his  own  familiar  friend  (Ps.  41 9 
5612-14)  would  suggest  the  originator  of  the  outrage; 
the  betrayer  of  Jesus  must  have  been  a  faithless  friend. 
And  if  an  apostle,  who  could  he  have  been  but  Judas 
Iscariot?  For  Iscariot  was  not  a  Galilean  like  the 
other  apostles  ;  he  had  a  harsh,  crabbed  temper 
(xaXeT^s),  and  he  carried  the  purse  of  the  little  company. 
The  last  circumstance  suggested  a  reminiscence  of 
Zech.  11 12 /. — a  mysterious  passage  which  seemed  to 
become  intelligible  for  the  first  time  if  applied  to  Jesus. 
This  view  is  not  altogether  new  ;  in  its  earlier  forms  it 
has  found  little  favour,3  but  it  may  nevertheless  in 
essentials  be  true. 

The  objections  to  it  are  (i)  that  the  story  of  Judas's  treason 
has  fixed  itself  firmly  in  our  oldest  documents,  and  (2)  that  in 
Acts  1  we  have  an  account  of  the  appointment  of  Matthias  to 
the  vacant  apostleship.  It  cannot,  however,  be  proved  that 
Judas's  treason  formed  part  of  the  oldest  tradition  ;  it  is  separ 
able  from  the  surest  traditions  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  and  the 
appointment  of  Matthias  may  perfectly  well  have  taken  place, 
even  if  Judas  did  not  betray  Jesus.  The  probability  is  that  no 
one  knew  how  the  emissaries  of  the  Pharisees  found  Jesus  so 
easily,  and  that  the  story  of  Judas's  treason  was  a  very  early 
attempt  to  imagine  an  explanation.  Probably  Judas  did  dis 
appear  from  view.  We  know  that  all  the  disciples  '  forsook 
Jesus  and  fled' (Mt.  2656  Mk,145o);  Judas  probably  returned 
to  his  home,  and  never  again  joined  the  Galilean  disciples,  with 
whom  he  may  have  felt  little  sympathy.  This  view  has  the 
advantage  over  that  still  prevalent,  because  it  does  not  force  us 
to  think  that  Jesus  treated  Judas  worse  than  Peter,  for  whom 
he  prayed  when  Satan  '  had  obtained  him  by  asking,  in  order  to 
sift  him  as  wheat'  (Lk.  2231),  or  that  the  prayer  Trpocrfles  T]\iiv 
vCa-Tiv  (Lk.  17  5)  was  unanswered  in  the  case  of  Judas.  That 
popular  mythology  gladly  releases  the  traitor  Judas  from  hell 
once  in  the  year  (cp  Matthew  Arnold,  Saint  Brandan),  should 
perhaps  stir  the  critical  conscience  to  examine  more  fully  into 
the  grounds  of  the  received  opinion. 

A  wild  Gnostic  fancy  may  be  mentioned,  as  a  singular 
specimen  of  early  speculations  about  Judas. 

Epiphan.  38  3.  Some  Cainites  say  that  Judas  delivered  up 
Jesus  because  he  regarded  him  as  a  wicked  man  (ironjpop), 
who  meant  to  destroy  the  good  law.  Others  say  that  he  gave 
Jesus  up  just  because  he  was  a  good  man.  The  rulers  knew 
that  if  Jesus  were  crucified,  their  ineffectual  power  would  be 
brought  to  nought.  Judas  therefore  made  a  mighty  effort  to 
deliver  him  up  for  the  salvation  of  mankind,  and  deserves  praise 
as  an  '  agent '  in  the  events  which  have  led  to  our  salvation  and 
enlightenment  (dAAoc.  Se  r<av  aurair,  ov^t,  <$>a.cr\v,  aAAa  ayaOov 
avrbv  ovra  Trapf&iaxe  Kara  TTJV  fwovpaviov  •yi'uxrir.  eyi'taaav 
yap,  <j>r)(rtv,  oi  apxavrei;,  OTI,  eav  6  xptcrrbs  na.pa.So9r)  oraupw, 
KevovTa.i  avTa>i>i7  atrdci'ris  fiuyajuis,  icat  TOVTO,  <}>T)tTi,  yvovs  o  'louSay, 
eoTreva*  »cal  TTO.VTO.  e<«Vi)crei',  ware  irapaSovvai  avrbv,  ayadov 
fpyov  7roi7J<7as  *l^v  ei?  crwnjpi'af.  Kal  Sei  rj^ia?  enaiveiv  KO.I 

rov  oravpov  (rionjpi'a  Kal  17  Sia.  TTJS  Totaurrjs  vTroffe'crews  rail'  avia 
a;roKaAvi/<i«).  T.  K.  C. 

10.  Judas  of  Galilee  (ioyA<\c  o  r^AiA&ioc  [Ti. 

WH]),  in  association  with  a  Pharisee  named  Sadduk, 
was  leader  of  an  agitation  which  arose  in  Judaea  (on  the 
death  of  Archelaus),  when  that  part  of  Palestine  in  6  or 
7  A.  D.  was  brought  under  Roman  administration,  and 

1  Orig.  c.  Cels-lnf.     Celsus,   in  the  character   of  a  Jew, 
scoffed  at  Jesus  for  being  betrayed  by  one  of  those  whom   he 
called   disciples — a  proof  that  he  was  less  able   to  attach  his 
followers  to  himself  than  every  general  or  brigand-chief. 

2  Keim,  Jesu  von  Nazara,  3  242. 

3  Proposed  by  Bruno  Bauer  (Kritik  der  evangel.  Geschichte 
der  Synoptiker  tmci  des  Johannes,  3  ['42],  235^)  and  again  by 
Volkmar  (Die  Religion  Jesu,  260  jf.  t'syl),  it  has  been  rejected 
by  Keim  (Jesu  von  Naz.  3  242^)  and   Brandt  (Die  evangel. 
Gesch.,  11-18). 
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Sulpicius  Quirinius,  the  governor  of  Syria,  instituted  a 
census  of  the  newly  annexed  district.  In  Gamaliel's 
speech  in  Acts  5  37  it  is  rightly  stated  that  he  '  rose  up 
in  the  days  of  the  enrolment  (diroypcKprj) ' — the  only 
enrolment  known  to  Lk. — which  had  already  been 
mentioned  in  the  Third  Gospel  (2if.  ;  see  QUIKINIUS). 
Josephus  speaks  of  Judas  at  some  length  in  BJ  ii.  81,  Ant. 
.\\iii.li6,  and  also  makes  brief  reference  to  him  in  BJ  \\.  178, 
vii.  8 1,  Ant.  xx.  02.  The  epithet  (6  [xaAovju-efos]  TaAiAaios  or 
ai>r)p  raAiAaio?)  which  he  bestows  on  him,  expresses  clearly  that 
he  was  of  Galitean  origin,  and  had  received  from  this  circum 
stance  the  standing  addition  to  his  proper  name  (which  was  a 
very  common  one)  ;  it  would  be  given  all  the  more  readily  if  his 
first  public  appearance  was  in  Judaea,  outside  of  his  native  land. 
Josephus  (Ant.  xviii.li)  calls  him,  more  precisely,  a  man  of 
Gaulanitis  (r<xuAa>>i-n)s  ai^jp),  and  says  that  he  came  from 
Gamala.  Gamala  was  in  Gaulanitis  not  far  from  the  eastern 
shore  of  the  Lake  of  Gennesareth,  and  Gaulanitis  could  be 
reckoned  as  belonging  to  Galilee  in  the  broader  meaning  of  that 
word. 

What  Judas  actually  did  is  not  quite  clear  from  the 
account  of  Josephus.  According  to  BJ  ii.  178  he  merely 
reproached  the  Jews  with  their  subjection  to  the  Romans ; 
according  to  BJ  ii.  8 1  he  instigated  them  to  revolt  (els 
a.irt)aTa.(nv  tvrjye)  by  his  reproaches  ;  according  to  BJ 
vii.  8 1  he  persuaded  '  not  a  few '  (  OVK  6\iyous)  to  make 
no  returns  (/xr;  troifiadai  rets  d.Troypa.(f>a.s)  ;  according  to 
Ant.  xx.  62  he  actually  caused  the  people  to  revolt 
against  the  Romans  (.  .  .  rov  rbv  \abv  atrb  "Pu^a-lav 
diroffr^fravTos).  The  expression  last  quoted  goes  too 
far  if  we  take  as  our  basis  the  chief  passage  in  Josephus 
(Ant.  xviii.  1 1).  In  that  passage  he  introduces  his  refer 
ence  to  Judas  only  after  explaining  how  the  Jews,  yield 
ing  to  the  persuasions  of  Joazar  the  high  priest,  had 
submitted  to  the  census.  Judas  indeed,  he  says,  was 
urgent  for  revolt  (rj-jreiyeTo  tirl  d.iro<rr<i(rfi)  and  the 
movement  went  far  ;  but  he  does  not  expressly  mention 
any  noteworthy  occurrence,  passing  on  merely  to  a  long 
and  vague  list  of  evils  extending  in  the  course  of  time 
to  the  final  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  that  had  been 
brought  upon  the  nation  by  the  followers  of  Judas  : 
wars,  robberies,  seditions,  murders  of  principal  men, 
famines,  and  the  like. 

In  particular  he  designates  Judas  and  Sadduk  as 
the  originators  among  the  Jews  of  a  '  fourth  philosophy  ' 
(Ter6.prr]v  <f>i\ocro^>iav),  as  he  does  also  in  the  other 
leading  passage  (5/ii.  81),  where  he  calls  Judas  a 
'  sophist  of  a  sect  of  his  own  '  (O-CK/HOTT/S  Idias  aipecrews  ; 
cp  ii.  1 7  8  '  a  most  cunning  sophist , '  O-O^ICTTTJS  SeivoTaTos ) ; 
in  both  places  he  takes  occasion  to  characterise  the 
three  previously  existing  '  philosophies '  oi  the  Jews — 
those,  namely,  of  the  Sadducees,  the  Pharisees,  and 
the  Essenes — but  it  is  only  in  Ant.  xviii.  16  that  he  goes 
into  the  '  philosophy '  of  Judas  and  his  companions. 
There  he  says  that  in  every  other  respect  the  followers 
of  Judas  agree  with  the  Pharisees,  but  they  are  dis 
tinguished  by  an  unquenchable  love  of  liberty — holding 
God  alone  to  be  ruler  and  lord — and  by  indifference  to 
death.  The  party  of  the  ZEALOTS  (D'wg,  Aram.  K'JN:,}  ; 
see  CANAN^AN)  is  intended,  from  which  party  arose  at 
a  later  date  the  Sicarii  or  ASSASSINS,  who  not  only 
did  not  shrink  from  violence  and  rebellion  against  their 
enemies,  but  also  did  not  scruple  to  exercise  a  reign  of 
terror  over  their  co-religionists  by  secret  assassination. 

It  is  certainly  no  mere  coincidence  that  one  of  their  most 
determined  leaders — he  who  held  the  fortress  of  Masada  even 
after  Jerusalem  had  fallen,  and  with  all  his  companions  com 
mitted  suicide  when  no  longer  able  to  keep  the  enemy  at  bay 
(73  A.D.  ;  see  ISRAEL,  §  109)— Eleazar,  son  of  Jairus,  was  a 
descendant  of  Judas  of  Galilee  and  a  relation  of  his  son  Manaim 
(=Menahem),  a  ringleader  at  the  beginning  of  the  revolt  in  66 
A.D.  who  himself  in  turn  fell  a  victim  to  the  fanaticism  of  the 
Zealots  in  the  same  year(/?/  ii.  llsf.,  vii.  8  i ;  cp  ISRAEL,  §  101). 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  Josephus  no  word  is  found  of 
what  is  stated  in  Acts  637,  that  Judas  perished  and  all,  as 
many  as  obeyed  him,  were  scattered  abroad.  On  the 
other  hand,  Josephus  tells  us  (Ant.  xx.  62)  that  the  sons 
of  Judas  (i.e. ,  two  of  them),  Jacob  and  Simon,  were  put 
to  death  by  the  procurator  Alexander  of  Judsea  (there 
fore  about  46-48).  In  Lk.  there  is  another  noticeable 
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circumstance,  the  fact,  namely,  that  Judas,  notwith 
standing  the  express  mention  of  the  census  of  6-7  A.  D. , 
is  nevertheless  represented  as  coming  upon  the  scene 
after  Theudas,  whose  insurrection  was  under  the 
procuratorship  of  Cuspius  Fadus  (i.e. ,  about  44-46). 
At  the  same  time  it  has  to  be  remarked  that,  as  the 
mention  of  the  census  shows,  Lk.  was  not  in  error 
about  the  period  of  Judas  so  much  as  about  that  of 
Theudas  ;  whether  this  error  justifies  the  conjecture 
that  Lk.  was  acquainted  with  Josephus  will  be  con 
sidered  therefore  under  the  latter  name  (see  THEUDAS). 

The  other  conjecture,  that  Lk.  confused  Judas,  so 
far  as  his  end  was  concerned,  with  his  two  sons,  is 
certainly  forcibly  suggested  by  the  fact  that  his  fate  is 
mentioned  after  that  of  Theudas.  Krenkel  (Josephus  u. 
Lucas,  '94,  168-170)  has  pointed  out  an  analogous 
case  ;  in  i  S.  17  Goliath  is  represented  as  having  been 
slain  by  David,  but  in  the  older  account  (2  S.  21 15-22) 
this  feat  is  given  to  Elhanan,  while  it  is  another  giant 
that  is  encountered  by  David  (cp  ELHANAN,  GOLIATH). 
He  instances  similar  slips  of  memory  in  Livy  (xxi.  46g/. ), 
in  Cicero  (Cato  Major,  23,  §  83),  and  in  Josephus  him 
self;  Josephus  (Bf  \\.1\j],  among  the  four  men  who  were 
sent  to  Jerusalem  to  stir  up  the  people  against  himself, 
names  Judas  the  son  of  Jonathes,  whereas  in  Vit.  §  39 
he  names  Jonathes  himself,  thus  (after  an  interval  of 
25  years,  it  is  true)  making  a  mistake  as  to  the  name 
of  a  person  with  whom  he  had  been  personally  in 
strenuous  conflict.  Krenkel  himself  adds,  however,  that 
even  without  confounding  Judas  with  his  sons,  it  was 
not  unnatural  that  Lk.  should  assign  to  him  the  fate 
which,  practically  speaking,  befell  all  the  leaders  of 
insurrection  in  those  days.  In  any  case  Lk.  found  no 
warrant  in  Josephus  for  his  statement  that  all  the 
followers  of  Judas  were  scattered  abroad. 

Schiirer,  GJVC^i  \^o6f.  (ET,  Div.  i.  vol.  ii.  p.  81),  confidently 
identifies  Judas  of  Galilee  with  the  Judas,  son  of  Ezekias,  who 
after  the  death  of  Herod  the  Great  in  4  B.C.  gathered  a  follow 
ing  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Sepphoris  and  rendered  all  Galilee 
insecure,  aiming,  indeed,  it  would  seem,  even  at  the  crown 
itself  (BJ  ii.  4  i,  Ant.  xvii.  10s).  Krenkel,  however  (p.  163), 
rightly  doubts  this  identification,  inasmuch  as  Josephus  does 
not  give  to  this  Judas  the  epithet  of  Galilean,  but  designates 
him  simply  as  son  of  Ezekias,  and  moreover  expressly  records 
the  execution  of  this  robber-chief  Ezekias  by  Herod  the  Great. 

11.  Judas  called  Barsabbas  (Acts  1622).    See  BARSABAS,  2. 

12.  Of  Damascus,   with   whom  Saul   stayed   in   the    'Street 
which  is  called  Straight '  (see  DAMASCUS,  §  3),  Acts  9  ii. 

P.  W.  S. 

JUDE,  THE  GENERAL  EPISTLE  OF.  The  author 
designates  himself  as  Judas  '  a  servant  of  Jesus  Christ, 
1  Ge  eral  an<^  brother  of  James,'  and  evidently 
character  wislleci  to  Pass  f°r  a  brother  of  Jesus  (see 
'  JUDAS,  7;  JAMES).  It  has  been  conjectured 
that  he  was  restrained  from  so  calling  himself  outright 
by  an  exalted  idea  of  Jesus,  which  did  not  admit  of  his 
having  a  human  brother.  He  addresses  his  writing  to 
'  those  that  are  called,  beloved  in  God  the  Father,  and 
kept  for  Jesus  Christ,'  thus  evidently  intending  it  for  an 
extended  circle  of  readers  rather  than  for  a  single  church. 
The  object  of  the  epistle  is  declared  to  be  an  exhorta 
tion  to  the  readers  to  '  contend  earnestly  for  the  faith ' 
on  account  of  certain  ungodly  men  whose  lives  are 
reprehensible,  and  whose  teaching  is  a  denial  of  '  the 
only  Ruler  and  our  Lord,  Jesus  Christ.'  Examples  of 
the  destruction  by  divine  judgment  of  those  whose 
belief  and  life  were  false  are  adduced  from  the  OT  and 
Jewish  apocalyptic,  and  directions  are  given  as  to  the 
proper  deportment  of  believers  toward  such  persons. 
The  epistle  closes  with  a  doxology. 

The  point  of  view  of  the  writer  is  indicated  in  v.  17,  as  that  of 
one  who  looked  back  upon  the  apostolic  age  ('  Remember  ye  the 
words  which  have  been  spoken  before  by  the  apostles  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ '),  and  the  prophecies  referred  to  in  v.  18  have 
so  close  a  resemblance  to  the  post-apostolic  i  Tim.  4 1  and 
2  Tim.  3  if.  4  3  as  to  favour  the  hypothesis  of  a  dependence 
upon  these  epistles.  Accords  with  the  Pauline  writings  are  at 
least  probable  in  v.  12  (cp  i  Cor.  11  20),  v.  20  (cp  Rom.  8  26),  m. 
10  and  19  (cp  i  Cor.  2  it,/.*),  and  v.  22  (cp  i  Cor.  3  15). 

The  occasion  of  the  epistle  was  evidently  the  author's 
2630 


JUDE  (EPISTLE) 

lively  concern  about  certain  ungodly  men  (d(re/3eis,  v.  4) 

2  Occasion  %vh°  hac*  '  sto'en  m'  (ira-pewtdvaav),  and 
who  were  '  turning  the  grace  of  our  God 
into  lasciviousness,  and  denying  the  only  Ruler  and  our 
Lord,  Jesus  Christ. '  He  regards  their  influence  both  in 
doctrine  and  in  practice  as  a  menace  to  the  well-being 
of  the  church,  and  he  not  only  sounds  a  note  of  warning 
against  them,  but  also  points  out  the  punishment  re 
served  for  such  as  they. 

Not  only  did  they  deny  Christ  and  God  as  the  only  Ruler 
(TOV  ii6vov  SecrTTOTTjr)  and  thus  act  the  part  of  '  liars '  according  to 
i  Jn.  2  22  (cp  Enoch  48 10),  but  they  '  set  at  nought  dominion 
(/cvpioTTjTa),  and  railed  at  dignities  (Sofas,  v.  &).'  They  are 
licentious  revellers,  stains  (cririAdSes,  v.  12)  in  the  Christian  love- 
feasts,  and  mockers  at  sacred  things. 

Although  the  examples  of  divine  judgment  relate  to 
wrong  conduct,  these  dangerous  persons  are  not  simply 
men  of  loose  morals  whose  life  is  a  peril  to  the  church — 
according  to  Schwegler's  opinion  (Nachap.  Zeitalter, 
IjiS/!)  and  Ritschl's  ingenious  argument  marred  by  a 
somewhat  strained  grammatical  interpretation  (St.  Kr., 
'61,  p.  103  f. ) — but  also  false  teachers,  as  is  evident 
from  their  'denying,'  from  the  reference  to  the  divine 
judgment  on  those  who  'believed  not,'  and  from  the 
exhortation  to  '  contend  earnestly  for  the  faith'  (v.  3). 

The  data  for  a  precise  determination  of  their  doctrines 
amidst  the  many  so-called  heresies  of  the  early  church 
are  wanting,  and  expositors  differ  widely  upon  the 
matter.  Renan  stands  alone  in  the  opinion  that  the 
epistle  was  directed  against  Paul.  Other  scholars  are 
divided  as  to  whether  it  assails  Jewish  false  teachers, 
hyper-Paulinians,  Nicolaitans,  Gnostics  of  the  second 
century  in  general,  or  the  Carpocratian  Gnosticism  of 
Alexandria  in  particular. 

The  character  and  practices  of  the  persons  in  question  resemble 
very  closely  those  of  the  Gnostics  as  described  by  Epiphanius 
(Ha-r.  26  1 1).  We  know  that  these  denied  that  God  was  the 
'  only  Ruler ' — that  is,  the  creator  and  governor  of  the  world — 
and  held  very  lax  views  as  to  the  divinity  of  Christ  (Iren.  H&r. 

1  25  f.).     Out  of  the  dualism  of  their  system  naturally  sprang  an 
indifference  to  all  relations  to  the  flesh  ;  and  hence  such  moral 
looseness    as   is    described   in   the   Epistle  appeared   in    some 
quarters. 

So  close  is  the  resemblance  of  the  persons  here 
censured  to  the  Carpocratians  who  flourished  in 
Alexandria  toward  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
that  Clement  believed  Jude  to  have  written  prophetically 
of  them  (Strom.  32/. ).  It  is,  accordingly,  not  improb 
able  that  the  writer  had  them  in  mind  as  his  contem 
poraries.  His  denunciations  are  quite  applicable  to  a 
sect  who  had  established  upon  lust  a  '  cult  of  righteous 
ness.  '  With  the  late  date  of  the  epistle  which  must  be 
assumed  from  this  point  of  view  corresponds  the  author's 
apprehension  of  Christian  '  faith '  as  a  system  of  doctrine 
or  a  fixed  confession  (v.  3). 

The  writer  uses  apocryphal  apocalyptic  works  such  as  the 

Ascensio  Mosis  in  which  Origen  (De  Princip.  3  2)  found  the 

legend  concerning  Michael  (see  APOCALYPTIC, 

3.  Allusions.    §  59),  and  the  book  of  Enoch  (6  and  10),  from 

which  he  doubtless  derived  the   story  of  the 

fallen  angels  substantially  in   the  form  in  which  he  gives  it. 

With  reference   to  v.  14  see  also  Enoch  60  (cp  APOCALYPTIC, 

§  19).     No  certain  conclusion  as  to  the  date  of  the  Epistle  can, 

however,  be  drawn  from  the  citation  of  these  writings. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  author  was  an  Alexandrian 
Jewish  Christian  from  the  fact  that  he  attaches  to  the 
apocryphal  books  referred  to,  an  equal  authority  with 
the  OT — that  is,  regards  them  as  belonging  to  the  later 
additions  to  the  canon. 

The   epistle    was    probably   used    by   the   writer   of 

2  Peter,  though  opinions  are  divided  as  to  priority.      It 
4    Fortunes    's  not  surPr's'nS  that,  on  account  of  its 

'  brevity  and  the  fact  that  it  is  not  of 
doctrinal  importance,  to  say  nothing  of  its  making  no 
claim  to  apostolical  authorship,  it  did  not  receive  early 
recognition. 

Jude  is  referred  to  by  Clement  of  Alexandria  (Strom.  82  n) 
as  a 'catholic  Epistle'  written  by  Jude,  'frater  filiorum  Joseph 
exstans.'  Origen  (/«  Mt.  10  17  23  27)  mentions  it  as  the  work  of 
Judas  the  brother  of  James ;  but  except  in  the  parts  of  his 
works  which  survive  only  in  a  Latin  translation  he  does  not 
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designate  the  author  as  an  'apostle.'  Tertullian,  on  the  other 
hand,  calls  the  writer  '  Jude  the  apostle '  (De  cult.  fern.  1 3). 
The  Muratorian  fragment  makes  mention  of  it  in  a  somewhat 
doubtful  text  as  the  work  of  Jude  without  designating  him 


calls  the  author  of  the  epistle  '  the  brother  of  James,'  and 
attributes  its  rejection  by  many  to  its  citation  of  Enoch. 
Epiphanius  (Htzr.  76)  speaks  of  its  author  as  6  a&e\<j>b<;  'Iajcu/3ov 
KO.L  Kvpi'ov,  but  according  to  the  Canon  of  Athanasius  all  the  seven 
catholic  epistles  were  written  by  'apostles.'  The  wavering  and 
uncertain  character  of  all  this  'testimony'  is  evident.  The 
epistle  is  not  _  included  in  the  Peshitta,  although  Ephrem 
acknowledged  it  as  apostolic.  It  is  not  mentioned  by  Justin, 
Theophilus,  and  Irenaeus.  [The  text  of  the  Epistle  of  Jude,  like 
that  of  2  Peter,  has  more  than  probably  suffered  in  transmission, 
as  the  variant  readings  sufficiently  warn  us.  See  Hort's  remarks 
in  Notes  on  Select  Passages,  NT  2  106.  There  are,  no  doubt, 
more  discoveries  to  be  made  by  a  practised  critic.  Even  Hort, 
for  example,  has  not  said  all  that  might  be  said  on  the  corrup 
tions  of  v.  5.  Probably  we  should  read,  not  eiioras  ar-af  ndvra 
OTI  Kvpios  Aabi/  (t.T.A.  but  eiSdra?  jrdrras  ort  'Irjo-ous  ajra£  \abv 
K.T.A. — the  position  of  a7ra£  in  accordance  with  N  and  several 
Church  Fathers  and  Versions  ;  Ii)<rous  (a  corruption  ace.  to  WH), 
with  AB  minusc.  Copt.  Vg.  etc.,  Lachm.,  Zahn (Einl.  288),  Nestle 
(Einf.  261).  On  the  relation  of  Jude  to  Jewish  apocalyptic 
writers  cp  ESCHATOLOGY,  especially  §  90,  and  for  a  list  of  co 
incidences  cp  Chase,  art.  'Jude,  Epistle  of,'  in  Hastings'  DB 
28oi/] 

Besides  the  well-known  English  and  German  Introductions 

the  following  works  and  articles  may  be  consulted  :  Arnaud, 

Reckcrches  crit.   sur  t  f:p.   de  Jv.de  ('51); 

5.  Literature.   Keil,  Pet.  «.  Jud.  ('53)  ;  Schott,  Pet.u.Jud. 

('63) ;  Spitta,  Der  2  Br.  d.  Pet.  u.  der  Br. 

des  Jud.  ('85) ;   Ritschl,  St.  Kr.  ('61) ;   v.    Soden   in  ffCj  6 ; 

Schenkel   in  Bib.  Lex.  3  433  /.   ('71);   Pfleiderer,    Urchristen- 

thumW  ('87).  0.  c 


JUDEA  (lOYAAlA  [Aid.]),  in  Judith  3  9,  a  false 
reading  for  DOTAEA  (AooTAi&c  [BN],  -T6AC  [A]). 
See  DOTHAN. 

Dota^a  is  defined  as  situated  over  against  the  great  strait  (RV 

ridge ')  of  Judea   (ib.  TOV  irpCovos  TOV  fieyoAou    -rijt   lov&aias  ', 

similarly  Syr.) :  the  Gr.  translator  read  "ite'D,  '  a  saw,"  instead 

of  "liif'VD,  '  plain '  (Reland).     This  same  plain  is  referred  to  in 

46(om.  N). 

JUDGE.  The  words  for  '  judge '  will  reward  in 
vestigation. 

1.  BBS?,  sophet  (Phcen.  &S&,  Lat.  sufetes  [pi.] ;  Ass.  sapatu; 
Kpmjs,  Si.Ka.<rrrjs).    See  below  (JuDGES,  BOOK  OF,  §  i)  ;  also  LAW 
AND  JUSTICE,  §  9_/C,  GOVERNMENT,  §    17,  ISRAEL,   §  Zf.,  and 
cp  COVENANT,  §  4.     Other  words  rendered  'judge '  are  : — 

2.  p,  dayydn,  i  S.  24  15  [16],  Ps.  685  [6]  (?),  Ezra  T  25!  (||  i  Esd. 
823,  (cpiras  icai  SiKCKrras,  EV  'judges  and  justices'). 

3-  T'Sfc/'fl/i  Ex.  2122  Dt.  3231  Job  31  n  (all  these  passages 
are  insecure  ;  see  Ges.-Buhl). 

4-  0\T*?K,     eldhlm,     Ex.  21 6    22  8  [7]f-  28127],     where     AV 
'  the  judges '  (mg.  of  22  28) ;   i  S.  2  25,  where  AV  '  the  judge ' ; 
in   all   these   cases   RV    'God.'1     Other   passages    have    been 
similarly  interpreted;    e.g.,   Judg.  58  (EV    'new  gods');    Ps. 
82  i  [2].     The  explanation  is  old  (cp  ©  Ex.  21 6,  TO  KpiTqpiov  TOV 
0eou;   so  Pesh.).      Dillmann  (Ex.,  ad  loc.)  thinks  that  judges 
were  called  Elohim,  because  they  gave  sentence  at  holy  places  ; 
but  Samaritan  Tg.  and  Pent.,  Jerome,  and  probably  Vet.  Lat. 
(Ex.  228  \i\f-),  followed  by  Graf  and  Kuenen,  think  that  one 
of  the  sanctuaries  of  Yahwe  is  meant,  where  the  priests  gave 
divinely  sanctioned  judgments.      Eerdmans  (Th.T,  '94,  p.  283) 
and  Marti  (Gesch.  29)  think  that  the  household  god  is  referred  to 
as  Elohim  ;  and  this  view  is  archaeologically  the  most  probable. 
On  Ps.  82  i  see  ANGELS,  §  4. 

5-  p;?,  kasln,  Prov.  67  RVmg.  (AV  'Guide,'  RV  'Chief'). 
In  spite  of  Toy's  defence,  Bickell's  objections  to  the  passage 

appear  to  be  valid.  It  is  unmetrical,  and  does  not  fit  in  well 
with  what  follows.  It  is  probably  an  editor's  attempt  to  make 
sense  of  a  variant  form  of  v.  6  which  had  became  indistinct. 
The  absence  of  any  reference  to  Prov.  67  in  ANT  (y.v.)  is  fully 
justified. 

6.  The  N'lUTIN  of  Dan.  3 zf.  (EV  'judges')  is  rendered  in 
RVmgr. '  chief  soothsayer ' ;  but  it  is  '  probably  the  Pers.  endarzgar, 
"counsellor,"  a  title  which  was  still  in  use  under  the  Sasanians 
(Nold.   Tabari,  462  n.),  and  the  resemblance  with  piu[227]is 
therefore  accidental'  (Bevan,  ad  loc.;   cp  Marti's  Aram.  Gr. 
[Glossary]). 

7.  8.   In   NT  Kpinj?  (Mt.  625),   St<ca<rT7J«  (Lk.  12  14,  see  Ti.). 
Perfectly  synonymous  (see  ©,  i  S.  24  15  [16]).  T.  K.  C. 

1  Cp  DEPOSIT,  n.  2. 
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Title  and  place  in  Canon  (§  i).  Redaction  (§  14). 

Contents  (§  2).  Chronology  (§  15). 

Sources  (§  3).  Ultimate  sources  (g  16). 

Analysis  (§§  4-13).  Historical  value  (§  17). 

Minor  Judges  (§  9).  Text  (§  18). 

Literature  (§  19). 

The  title  Judges  is  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  name  of 

the  book,  D''OD1K>l(KpiT<M,  H  TOON  KPITCON  BiBAoc;2 

1   Title  and  ^iber  Judicum),    which    is    given    to    it 

because  it  contains  the  history  of  certain 

pltiCc  111  ull6    ,  1-1       i        i  11 

Canon        Israelite  leaders  and   champions  who   in 
the   book    itself  (e.g.,   2 16-18)  and  else 
where  in  the  OT  (2  S.  7?  ii   2  K.  2822  Ecclus.  46  n, 
etc. )  are  called  '  Judges  '  (soph^tim}. 

Those  who  gave  the  book  this  title  probably  thought  of  the 
Judges  as  divinely  appointed  rulers,  forming  a  continuous 
succession,  and  wielding  over  all  Israel  an  authority  which 
differed  from  that  of  the  kings  who  followed  them  chiefly  in 
that  it  was  not  hereditary  (see  Judg.  10  2/.  IZjf.  n  13  1620 

1  S.  4 18  7  is).3      The   word   sophet  sometimes   occurs   in  syn 
onymous   parallelism   with   melek,'  'king'   (Hos.  7  7   Ps.  2  10)  ; 
among  the  Phoenicians  in  an  interregnum  the  supreme  power 
was  committed   to  a  Sucao-njs  (doubtless  &ser,    snphet) ;  *   in 
Carthage  and   other   Punic  cities   the   sufetes   were  the   chief 
magistrates,  corresponding  to  the  Roman  consuls. 

The  verb  BSE/,  however,  means  also  '  vindicate, '  and 
thus  '  champion,  deliverer, '  synonymous  with  yenn  (Judg. 
2i6i8  Bgf.  cp  i  8.820  Neh.  927);  and  the  title 
could  therefore  be  interpreted,  Book  of  the  Deliverers 
of  Israel  (Ephr.  Syrus). 

In  the  Hebrew  Canon,  Judges  is  the  second  of  the 
Former  Prophets,  standing  between  Joshua  and  Samuel ; 
in  @  (followed  by  Vg.  and  modern  versions),  Ruth,  a 
story  of  the  times  of  the  judges  (1 1),  is  appended  to 
Judges  and  sometimes  reckoned  part  of  it.5 

The  Book  begins  with  a  brief  account  of  the  invasion 
of  the  interior  of  Western  Palestine  by  the  several 

2  Contents   tr'lDeS|    t^ie'r  conquests  and   settlements, 

the  names  of  the  cities  which  remained  in 
the  hands  of  their  old  inhabitants  ( 1 )  ;  the  disobedience 
of  the  Israelites  in  making  peace  with  the  Canaanites  is 
rebuked  by  the  Messenger  of  Yahwe  (2  1-5).  Ch.  2  6-10 
takes  up  the  narrative  at  the  point  which  has  been 
reached  in  Jos.  24  27 ;  the  verses  are  substantially 
identical  with  Jos.  24  28-31.  This  introduces  a  general 
description  of  the  period  of  the  judges  as  a  recurring 
cycle  of  apostasy  from  the  religion  of  Yahwe  to 
Canaanite  heathenism,  divine  judgment  inflicted  by  the 
hand  of  the  neighbouring  peoples,  and  signal  deliver 
ance  by  a  champion  whom  Yahwe  raised  up  to  save 
them  from  their  enemies  ;  closing  with  a  catalogue  of 
the  nations  of  Palestine  whom  Yahwe,  for  the  sins  of 
Israel  (or  as  a  test  of  its  loyalty),  left  unsubdued  (2  n- 
3  6).  The  history  of  the  several  judges  is  presented  in 
a  scheme  corresponding  to  2  11-19. 

Thus  87-11:  'The  Israelites  offended  Yahwe  .  .  .  and  he 
was  incensed  against  Israel  and  sold  them  into  the  power  of 
Cushan-rishathaim,  king  of  Syria,  .  .  .  for  eight  years.  Then 
the  Israelites  cried  for  help  to  Yahwe,  and  he  raised  them  up  a 
deliverer,  Othniel  ben-Kenaz.  (Here  follows  the  account  of  the 
judge's  exploits.)  And  the  land  enjoyed  security  for  forty 
years." 

With  other  names  and  numbers,  and  variations  of 
phraseology,  a  similar  setting  is  given  to  the  stories  of 
the  succeeding  judges. 

Israel  is  oppressed  by  the  Moabites ;  Ehud  kills  the  king  of 
Moab,  Eglon,  and  sets  his  country  free  (3  12-30) ;  Shamgar 
makes  a  slaughter  among  the  Philistines  (3  31) ;  the  Canaanites 
under  their  king,  Jabin  of  Hazor,  and  his  general  Sisera, 
oppress  Israel ;  at  the  instance  of  the  prophetess  Deborah,  Barak 
raises  the  tribes,  defeats  Sisera,  and  delivers  Israel  (4) ;  the 
victory  is  celebrated  in  a  triumphal  ode  (5) ;  the  Midianites 
and  their  Bedawin  allies  harry  and  devastate  the  land  ;  Gideon 


1  Baba  bathra,  146. 

2  See  Moore,  Judges,  p.  xiii.     Philo  (De  con/us,  ling.,  §  26) 
cites  it  as  17  n>v  <pi.iia.rtav  ai/a-ypa^o/xe'i/T)  /3t'/3Ao;  (D'ESP  ;  Orig. 
2a<£areifi)  ;  cp  the  (5  title  of  Kings,  0acrtActu»-. 

*  So  the  name  is  understood  by  Josephus. 
4  Menander  of  Ephesus  (in  Jos.  c.  Ap.  1  21). 
8  See  CANON,  §§  6  10,  and  RUTH. 
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by  a  stratagem  throws  their  camp  into  a  panic,  pursues,  and 
destroys  them  (ti-S) ;  Abimelech,  a  son  of  Gideon,  becomes  king 
of  Shechem  ;  the  Shechemites  revolt  and  are  punished  ;  Abime 
lech  is  killed  while  besieging  Thebez  (9) ;  Tola  and  Jair  judge 
Israel  (10  1-5)  ;  the  Ammonites  oppress  the  Israelites  in  Gilead  ; 
Jephthah  conquers  them  (106-127);  Ibzan,  Elon,  and  Abdon 
judge  Israel  (1^8-15)  ;  the  Philistines  are  the  masters  of  Israel ; 
Samson  inflicts  many  injuries  upon  them  (13-16). 

Chapters  17-21  contain  two  stories  of  the  times  of 
the  judges  :  the  first  (17/ )  tells  of  the  migration  of  the 
Danites  and  the  establishment  of  the  sanctuary  at  Dan  ; 
the  second  (19-21),  of  an  outrage  committed  upon  a 
traveller  by  the  Benjamites  of  Gibeah  and  of  the  san 
guinary  vengeance  taken  upon  the  tribe. 

The  preceding  synopsis  of  its  contents  shows  that 

3.  Sources     the  book  in  its  Present  form  consists  of 
three  parts  : 

1.  1 1-2  5,  a  brief  history  of  the  conquest  and  settlement  of 
Canaan  in  some  way  parallel  to  Josh. 

2.  26-1631,  the  history  of  Israel  in  Canaan  from  the  death  of 
Joshua   to   the  death  of  Samson,   set   in   the  framework  of  a 
consistent  religious  interpretation  and  a  continuous  chronology. 

3.  17-21,   an   appendix   narrating   other  events  of  the  same 
period,  but  containing  the  name  of  no  judge  and  exhibiting  no 
trace  of  the  distinctive  religious  point  of  view  observed  in  the 
preceding  chapters. 

A.  Deuteronomistic  Book  of  Judges. — Our  inquiry 
must  begin  with  the  body  of  the  book,  26-16  31. 

The  introduction  (26-36)  as  a  whole  is  unmistakably 
deuteronomistic. 

The  sweeping  condemnation  of  the  whole  period  —  Israel 
forsook  its  own  God,  Yahwe,  and  worshipped  the  Baals  and 
Astartes  of  Canaan — and  the  religious  pragmatism  which  makes 
unfaithfulness  to  Yahwe  the  one  unfailing  cause  of  national 
calamity  and  return  to  him  the  signal  for  deliverance,  are 
characteristic  of  the  historiography  of  the  end  of  the  seventh 
century  and  in  still  more  marked  degree  of  the  sixth  century, 
under  the  influence  of  Deuteronomy,  the  prophets  Jeremiah  and 
Ezekiel,  and  the  Exile  itself.1 

The  same  pragmatism  appears,  as  we  have  noted 
above,  in  the  short  particular  introductions  to  the 
stories  of  the  several  judges  (812-15  4i^  13  i  ;  more 
fully  in  87-11  6  i-io  106-i6),  but  not  in  chap.  1  nor  in 
17-21.  Judg.  26-1631  may  therefore  properly  be 
called  the  Deuteronomistic  Book  of  Judges. 

The  deuteronomistic  element  is  confined,  however, 
to  the  introduction  and  the  setting  of  the  stories  ;  the 
stories  themselves  (except  that  of  Othniel,  87-11)  are 
not  of  deuteronomistic  conception,  and,  except  on  the 
margins  where  they  are  joined  to  the  pragmatic  intro 
ductions  and  conclusions,  show  no  signs  of  deuterono 
mistic  redaction. 

ii.  Pre-deuteronomic  editor. — As  in  Josh.  1-12,  the 
deuteronomistic  author  manifestly  took  his  narrative 
material  from  an  older  written  source  without  to  any 
considerable  extent  recasting  it. 

In  the  history  of  Gideon  (6-S)  and  Abimelech  (9)  it  is  plain 
that  two  accounts  have  been  combined  in  the  same  way  in  which 
parallel  narratives  are  so  often  united  in  the  Pentateuch  and 
Joshua.  More  or  less  convincing  evidence  of  the  composite 
character  of  the  text  is  discovered  in  other  stories  also  (Ehud, 
Deborah  and  Barak,  Jephthah  ;  see  below,  §  4  Jf?\.  The 
history  of  the  judges  was,  therefore,  related  in  at  least  two 
older  books. 

These  sources  were  united,  not  by  the  deuteronomistic 
author  of  Judg.  26-1631,  but  by  an  earlier  compiler.2 
as  is  evident  from  the  following  considerations  : — 

First,  in  the  seams  of  the  composite  narrative  no  trace  of  the 
distinctive  deuteronomistic  manner  can  be  detected. 

Second,  the  union  of  the  two  strands  in  9  and  in  17  f.  (10-21), 
which  chapters  were  not  included  in  the  deuteronomistic  Judges 
(see  below,  §  14),  is  entirely  similar  to  that  in  6-8. 

Third,  in  the  introductions  and  conclusions  of  the  stories 
there  are  indications  of  an  underlying  editorial  schematism 
different  from  that  of  RD. 

iii.  His  (wo  sources. — The  pre-deuteronomic  history 
from  which  the  deuteronomistic  author  took  his  material 
was  itself  made  up  of  two  main  strands  of  narrative 
united  by  a  redactor.  The  case  is  thus  precisely 
similar  to  that  in  Josh.  1-12  (see  JOSHUA,  §  6)  ;  and 
since  in  Josh,  we  have  found  reason  to  believe  that 
the  two  sources  are  the  continuations  respectively  of 

1  See  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  6. 
2  The  opposite  opinion  is  maintained  by  Kittel,  almost  alone. 
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those  which  in  the  Pentateuch  are  distinguished  by  the 
symbols  J  and  E,  and  that  they  were  united  by  a  pre- 
deuteronomic  redactor  (Rje),1  a  presumption  arises  that 
this  is  true  in  Judges  also,  and  this  presumption  has 
furnished  the  working  hypothesis  of  recent  criticism. 

It  is  indeed  true  that  the  history  of  the  period  of  the  judges 
is  not  the  necessary  sequel  of  Josh,  in  the  same  way  that  the 
history  of  the  conquest  and  settlement  of  Canaan  is  the  necessary 
sequel  of  the  promises  to  the  patriarchs  and  the  history  of  the 
exodus  in  J  and  E  ;  it  is  conceivable  that  an  historian  should 
close  a  work  with  the  occupation  of  the  promised  land,  as  P 
seems  to  have  done.a  This  is  hardly  probable,  however,  in 
early  historians,  who  commonly  propose  to  bring  the  history 
down  to  their  own  time  ;  and,  antecedent  probability  aside,  it 
can  be  shown  that  neither  I  nor  E  comes  to  an  end  in  Joshua.  8 
In  Josh.  24,  E  not  only  glances  back  over  the  preceding  history 
(idolatry  of  the  forefathers  ;  God's  deliverance),  but  by  its 
earnest  warnings  of  the  consequences  of  falling  away  from 
Vahwe  and  worshipping  other  gods  (ig/l  22)  looks  forward  to 
the  subsequent  narration  of  such  apostasy  and  its  results,  just  as 
i  S.  12  looks  back  over  the  period  of  the  judges  and  forward 
over  that  of  the  kings.  The  suitable  sequel  of  these  verses  in 
Josh.  24  is  Judg.  2  13  2O_/C  (cp  7  =  Josh.  2431  D),  which  in  turn 
lead  over  to  the  stories  in  Judg.  J  also,  whose  account  of  the 
conquest  is  preserved  in  fragmentary  form  in  Judg.  1  i-2s  (with 
parallels  in  Joshua),  cannot  have  ended  his  history  with  this 
incomplete  occupation  of  the  land  of  promise  :  the  very  form  of 
the  chapter  fairly  presumes  the  intention  to  tell  how  in  after 
times  these  cities  came  into  the  hands  of  the  Israelites  ;  and 
Judg.  2  2ja,  8  2rt,  which  are  recognised  by  most  recent  critics  as 
the  continuation  of  J  in  Judg.  1,  actually  lead  over  to  the 
relation  of  the  wars  which  Israel  had  to  wage  with  these  nations 
in  the  period  of  the  judges. 

The  affinity  of  parts  of  Judg.  to  E  and  J  respectively 
has  long  been  observed. 

Stade  found  E,  not  only  (with  E.  Meyer,  I.e.)  in  parts  of  2  6- 
86,  but  also  in  106-i6,  which  is  clearly  dependent  on  Josh.  24  ;•* 
Bohme  pointed  out  the  striking  resemblances  to  J  in  6  11-24  ar>d 
182-24  >s  Budde  carried  the  analysis  through  the  entire  book." 
Winckler,  Holzinger,  and  Moore  have  worked  upon  the  same 
hypothesis.7 

Other  scholars,  while  not  denying  the  existence  of 
more  than  one  source  in  Judges,  think  that  there  are 
not  sufficient  grounds  for  identifying  these  sources  with 
the  J  and  E  of  the  Hexateuch.8  For  this  division  of 
opinion  a  different  definition  of  the  problem  and  a 
different  approach  to  it  are  in  part  responsible. 

Kittel  and  those  who  occupy  his  position  frame  the  question 
in  some  such  way  as  this  :  Did  the  author  who  wrote  the 
Yahwistic  part  of  the  primaeval  history  and  the  patriarchal 
stories  in  Genesis  also  write,  say,  the  stories  of  Samson, 
or  the  part  of  the  story  of  Gideon  ascribed  by  Budde  and 
others  to  J  ?  and  they  find  the  resemblance  in  style  and  diction 
insufficient  to  establish  identity  of  authorship  in  this  sense.  But 
the  unity  of  I  in  this  sense  is  not  affirmed  by  the  critics  on  the 
other  side.  Believing  that  the  writing  of  history  began  in  Israel 
in  the  days  of  David  or  Solomon  with  the  recent  past,  the  events 
which  led  to  the  founding  of  the  kingdom,  and  ascended  thence 
to  remoter  times,  they  recognise  that  in  the  first  comprehensive 
history  of  Israel  from  the  earliest  times  to  the  days  of  the 
kingdom  there  were  included  not  only  materials  of  very  diverse 
character,  but  materials  which  had  been  previously  reduced 
to  writing  by  different  hands.9  The  existence  of  different 
elements  of  this  kind  in  J  even  in  Genesis  itself  is  generally 
recognised. 

What  the  critics  mean,  who  ascribe  portions  of 
Judges  or  Samuel  to  J  is,  not  that  these  portions 
necessarily  received  their  literary  form  from  the  same 
hand  as  the  stories  of  the  patriarchs  or  the  narrative  of 
the  exodus,  but  that  they  formed  part  of  the  same 
comprehensive  historical  work  in  which  the  Yahwistic 
parts  of  Genesis  and  Exodus  were  included  ;  and  that 
they  were  written  in  general  in  the  same  age  and 
surroundings,  and  in  the  same  spirit. 

1  In  using  the  word  '  pre-deuteronomic  '  to  designate  this 
redaction,  it  is  not  meant  to  imply  that  it  was  earlier  than 
621  B.C.,  but  only  that  it  preceded  the  deuteronomistic  edition 
of  Joshua  and  Judges. 

'-  P,  however,  it  is  to  be  observed,  is  an  archaeology  rather 
than  a  history. 

3  First  demonstrated  by  E.  Meyer,  ZATW\  mf.  ('81). 


8  Ki.  Sa.  ('90).      For  an  earlier  attempt  see  Schrader  in  De 
Wette,  EM.  (8)  ('69). 

7  See  Budde,  Ricttter(KHC),  x\L  tf.  ('97). 

8  Kue.  OnJ.(")  l355/;   Ki.  St.  A'r.  ti544  ff.  ('92);   Gesch. 
2i$ff.;  Frankenberg,  Comp.  d.  deut.  Richter/>uckes('gs);  Ko. 
Einl.  252-254,  and  in  Hastings'  DB  28n^  ('99). 

»  See  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  if. 
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It  is  manifest  also  that  the  problem  should  methodic 
ally  be  approached,  not,  as  is  generally  done,  from 
the  analysis  of  Genesis,  but  from  that  of  Josh.  1-12, 
where  the  nature  of  the  sources  is  more  nearly  the  same 
and  their  relation  to  the  deuteronomistic  element 
similar.  When  we  come  at  it  from  this  side,  there 
appears  to  be  no  greater  difficulty  in  the  discrimination 
and  identification  of  the  sources  in  Judges  than  in 
Joshua,  where  J  and  E  are  generally  recognised. 
There  is  general  agreement  that  Judg.  1  gives  us  J's 
account  of  the  conquest,  much  abridged  and  glossed  by 
later  hands. 

B.  Additional  chapters. — Ch.  17/.  and  19-21  contain 
no  deuteronomistic  element.  In  both,  two  strands  of 
narrative  seem  to  be  combined  ;  the  character  of  the 
two  versions  and  the  nature  of  the  composition  make  it 
a  reasonable  presumption  that  the  sources  are  the  same 
as  in  the  preceding  chapters  ;  in  19-21,  the  presence 
of  a  third  element  complicates  the  problem  (see  below, 
§13). 

Chap.  li-2s  is  in  the  main  from  J,  and  contains  an 
abridgment  or  epitome  of  the  oldest  account  of  the 
conquest. 

ia  (corresponding  to  Josh.  1  in)  was  added  by  the  last  editor, 
making  the  only  possible  connection — though  a  false  one — with 
.  .  ,  the  preceding  book.  The  hand  of  the  post- 
4.  Analysis,  exilic  editor  is  to  be  recognised  also  in  4  8  g/. 
Chap.  li-2s.  (ascribing  to  Judah  the  conquests  of  Caleb, 
cp  2o_/:)  18,  and  in  various  minor  glosses  ;  2  la 
connects  with  5^,  the  intervening  verses,  containing  the  reproof 
administered  by  the  Messenger  of  Yahwe  to  Israel  for  making 
peace  with  the  Canaanites,  are  the  addition  of  a  redactor, 
probably  Rp  ;  the  passage  is  a  cento  of  reminiscences  from  the 
Pentateuch. 

In  26-36,  the  Introduction    to    the  Book  of  Judges 

5  Chat)   263        proper,  the  text  is  plainly  not  homo 

geneous  ;  but  repeated  redaction 
has  made  the  problem  presented  to  criticism  very 
difficult. 

Vti.  6-10,  which  connect  immediately  with  Josh.  242;  and 
continue  the  history  from  that  point  (=Josh.  2428-31),  are  from 
E  ;  only  7  (  =  Josh.  2431,  cp  (B)  is  from  a  deuteronomistic  hand. 
The  sequel  to  this  appears  to  be  1320^,  and  perhaps  84.1  The 
introduction  of  the  deuteronomistic  author  is  contained  in  \\  f. 
14-19;  but  1 7  and  perhaps  16  also  is  a  later  addition  (Rp).  V.  3$a 
and  perhaps  23^  (reading  Israel  instead  of  Joshua)  is  from  J,  to 
which  also  Sza  belongs,  the  original  continuation  of  the  account 
of  the  conquest  in  ch.  1  ;  3  la  3,  and  perhaps  4,  are  from  a 
deuteronomistic  hand  ;  5  is  probably  wholly  redactional  (?  RJE)  ; 
the  provenience  of  2  22  is  not  clear ;  the  glosses  in  3  i3  26  are 
late.- 

Chap.  87-11  (Othniel)  is  deuteronomistic  throughout,  a 
typical  example  of  the  historical  scheme  set  forth  in 

6  Chan  S  2n_^       The   story   of  Ehud   has  a 

deuteronomistic  introduction  (12-15) — 
the  concrete  facts  in  which,  such  as  the  Moabite  occupa 
tion  of  Jericho  (136),  the  sending  of  tribute  (15^),  etc. 
are  of  course  derived  from  the  original  beginning  of  the 
narrative — and  a  deuteronomistic  close  (29^). 

In  the  story  itself  are  some  doublets ;  most  clearly  in  the 
account  of  the  audience  (19:20),  perhaps  also  in  that  of  the 
escape  (26(1  : 26^),  and  the  Israelite  attack  on  the  Moabites 
(27_$).  The  attempt  of  Winckler  to  separate  two  strands  in  the 
narrative  is  not  convincing.3  Perhaps  the  doublets  should  be 
regarded  as  evidence,  not  of  the  existence  of  a  second  source, 
but  of  the  conflation  of  variants  in  the  same  source.  The  story 
(or  the  main  narrative)  comes  from  the  oldest  collection.  Ch.  831 
(Shamgar)  must  have  been  introduced  here  by  a  very  late  hand  ; 
at  an  earlier  stage  in  the  redaction  it  stood  after  1631,  where  it 
is  still  found  in  several  recensions  of  (B.4 

The  deuteronomistic  introduction  is  easily  recognised 
in  4 1-4;  the  corresponding  close  is  divided  between 

_  -,,  .  423/1  and  5  31  b  \  materials  from  the 

and  5  :  Deborah  St°7  ^  T  incorP°/ated' specially 

a  d  B  k  m  4  3/-  -  and  traces  of  an  older  setting 
seem  to  be  preserved.  The  main 

1  The  verses  might  in  themselves  be  deuteronomistic  and  are 
nowascribed  by  Budde  to  Di,an  earlier  deuteronomistic  redaction 
than  ii  ff.  (Do). 

2  For    different   attempts  to   analyse  this   introduction,   see 
Moore,  Judges  ('95),  and  SBO  T,  '  Judges '  ('97),  and  Budde,  Jit. 
(KHC,  '97). 

3  A  Tliche  Unters.  ssjff'-  ('92). 
*  See  §  14. 
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narrative  relates  a  conflict  with  Sisera,  his  defeat  and 
death  ;  as  in  5,  Sisera  appears  in  it  as  an  independent 
and  powerful  prince.  A  pre-deuteronomic  redactor, 
for  reasons  which  can  only  be  uncertainly  conjectured, 
connected  this  story  with  the  account  of  an  Israelite 
victory  over  Jabin,  king  of  Hazor,  superficially  harmon 
ising  the  two  by  making  Sisera  Jabin's  general  (2  7  ;  ijb 
also  is  harmonistic). 

The  account  of  the  war  (?  of  Zebulun  and  Naphtali)  with 
Jabin,  which  is  the  basis  of  Josh.  11  'iff.  also,  seems  to  be  derived 
from  the  same  source  as  the  victory  of  Judah  and  Simeon  over 
Adonibezek  (Judg.  ~i$ft,  cp  Josh.  10),  i.e.,  J  ;  in  that  case  it 
was  probably  quite  brief.  Contamination  from  the  story  of 
Jabin  may  be  suspected  in  the  mention  of  Kedesh  of  Naphtali 
as  the  home  of  Barak  and  the  rendezvous  of  the  tribes  (6  10), 
and  the  locating  of  Jael's  tent  in  tHe  same  vicinity  (n  17),  far 
away  from  the  field  of  battle  in  the  Great  Plain ;  but  the 
premises  of  this  story  are  so  imperfectly  preserved  that  we  can 
not  be  certain.  The  story  of  Sisera  is  not  improbably  from  E  ; 
but  there  are  no  decisive  grounds  for  the  attribution,  v.  ijb 
is  at  least  redactional  ;  5  is  a  late  addition  (Rp). 

Chap.  5  is  a  triumphal  ode,  celebrating  the  victory  over 
Sisera.  The  title  (i)  was  probably  prefixed  by  the 
editor  who  introduced  the  poem  into  the  historical 
context  (cp  Ex.  15 1)  ;  31^  is  D's  standing  formula  ;  2  is 
thought  by  some  to  be  misplaced  or  editorial  ;  to  others 
2/.  appears  to  be  an  invitatory  in  the  manner  of  the 
liturgical  psalms  ;  3112  is  also  questioned  (see  Budde 
Ri. ).  Whether  the  ode  was  included  in  one  of  the 
collections  of  old  Hebrew  poetry  such  as  the  Book  of 
Jashar,  and  whether  it  was  found  in  one  of  the  sources 
of  Judges  (?  J),  are  questions  which  can  hardly  be 
answered  with  any  confidence.  See  further,  DEBORAH, 

§3- 

The  usual  deuteronomistic  introduction  is  found  in 
6  1-6,  embodying  material  from  JE,  and  glossed  by  later 
«  PV,ai  c.  c  a  a  hands  :  the  dose  in  828  I  833-35  is  a 

todeon  brief  substitute  for  9'  which  was  not 

...       .    V         included  in  the  deuteronomistic  Judges. 

lCn-  The  composite  character  of  6-8  was 
early  recognised  (Studer) — 84  ff.  cannot  be  the  sequel  of 
722-83  ;  but  the  problem  in  Qf.  is  extremely  complicated, 
and  a  complete  solution  is  scarcely  to  be  expected.  See 
GIDEON. 

Judg.  68-10,  the  prophet's  reproof,  is  akin  to  Josh.  24  i  S.  7 
10  \T  ff.  12  ;  the  resemblance  may  point  to  identity  of  source  or 
to  dependence,  and  the  verses  may  be  ascribed  accordingly  to  £2  or 
to  a  late  editor  J1  the  fact  that  the  speech  is  broken  off  may  be 
urged  for  the  former  hypothesis  (Budde).  The  call  of  Gideon, 
11-24,  's  from  J  (Bohme  and  most  recent  critics)  ;  many  glosses, 
probably  by  more  than  one  hand,  in  13$  14  16  17^  180,  20  2ii 
anticipate  Gideon's  recognition  of  his  visitor,  and  convert  his 
hospitality  into  a  sacrifice  :  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  con 
tamination  from  a  second  source  ;  25-32  is  cognate  to  7-11,  and 
presumably  from  the  same  source  (£2)  ;  late  glosses  in  28^  310: ft 
326  33 ;  36-40  are  with  much  probability  ascribed  to  E  ;  34  is 
from  J;  35<r  72-8  is  an  addition  attributed  to  RJE  (Moore, 
S£OT)  or  to  a  post-exilic  hand  (Budde);  635^  is  a  still  later 
exaggeration. 

Chap.  79-15  is  ascribed  by  Budde  to  E,  by  Moore  and  Holzinger 
to  J.  In  the  description  of  the  night  attack  on  the  Midianite 
camp  (16-22)  two  stratagems  have  been  combined  —  a  clear 
analysis  is  impossible.  The  horns  are  probably  from  E  (cp 
Josh.  6),  the  jars  and  torches  then  from  J  ;  Winckler  with  con 
siderable  probability  surmises  that  the  latter  originally  belonged 
to  the  account  of  the  attack  E.  of  the  Jordan  (8n);2  it  would 
follow  that  §^ff.  was  omitted  by  the  redactor  who  fused  the  two 
versions  in  7  \6ff.  Chap.  1-za,f.  8  1-3,  form  the  conclusion  of  E's 
narrative  (harmonistic  gloss  in  7  256). 

Chap.  84-21,  with  the  exception  of  glosses  and  retouches  in  io/' 
16,  is  from  the  oldest  source  (J) ;  it  presumes  a  personal  griev 
ance  which  is  not  mentioned  in  (5 1-83.  Chap.  §22  f.,  the  rejection 
of  the  kingdom,  stands  on  the  same  plane  with  i  S.  8  10 17  ff.  12  ; 
the  question  whether  we  have  to  do  with  a  late  addition  to  E  or 
with  a  deuteronomistic  hand  is  of  import  chiefly  for  the  history 
of  the  redaction.  The  setting  up  of  the  '  Ephod '  at  Ophrah 
(24-27*1)  is  from  J  (glosses  in  26),  the  comment  thereupon  (27^) 
deuteronomistic  ;  28  33-35  is  RD'S  close  ;  30-32  were  inserted  by 
Rp  (cp  112)  when  he  restored  9  to  its  original  place  in  the  book.3 

Chap.  9,  Abimelech.  The  chapter  exhibits  no  trace 
of  deuteronomistic  redaction  ;  but  it  is  plainly  composite. 
Two  accounts  of  the  discomfiture  of  the  Shechemites 
stand  side  by  side  in  34^  and  42^  ;  the  antecedents  of 
both  may  be  traced  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  chapter. 

1  Hardly  to  RD  (Frankenberg). 

2  So  Holzinger  and  Budde  ;  cp  Frankenberg. 

3  See  §  14. 
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Both  sources  must  have  narrated  how  Abimelech  became  king  ; 
but  1-6  seems  to  be  homogeneous.  The  story  of  Gaal  (26-40  [41]) 
is,  in  the  main,  from  J  ;1  Jotham's  apologue  (7-21)  from  E 
(idb-igo.  not  improbably  secondary)  ;  22-25  E  (+RJE),  from 
which  42-45  also  are  derived  ;  46-55  are  ascribed  by  Moore  to  E 
(cp  41),  by  Budde  to  J  (41  =  RJE)  ;  $6/1  may  be  from  E  or  RJE. 

The  brief  notices  of  the  '  minor  judges '  differ  in  both 
form  and  content  from  the  stories  in  the  midst  of  which 
they  stand. 

They  speak  neither  of  oppression  nor  of  deliverance  ;  the 
/»  m.  irv  stereotyped  formula  is,  After  him  NN  judged 

9.  Chaps.  10 1-5,   Israel  .  .  .  years  ...  And    NN  died  and 
128-is  :   Minor    was  buried  in  such  and  such  a  place.     The 

Judges.  years  of  rule  (23,  22,  7,  io,  8)  differ  notice 

ably  from  the  symmetrical  numbers  of  RD'S 
chronology  (40,  20,  80). 

The  names  of  several  of  these  '  judges  '  are  otherwise 
known  as  names  of  clans,  and  what  is  told  of  their 
numerous  posterity,  possessions,  and  matrimonial 
alliances  seems  to  be  the  legendary  reflection  of  clan 
history. 

Many  scholars  therefore  think  that  these  notices  were  made  up 
by  a  late  redactor  to  round  out  the  number  of  twelve  judges.2 
In  confirmation  of  this  view  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  sum  of  the 
years  of  their  rule  (70)  is  almost  exactly  that  of  the  periods  of 
oppression  (71)  in  RD'S  introductions  to  the  stories  of  the  judges  ; 
the  post-exilic  editor  made  the  succession  continuous,  reckoning 
the  years  of  foreign  domination  (in  the  intention  of  RD,  inter 
regna)  in  the  rule  of  the  succeeding  judge.3  The  framework 
in  which  these  names  and  numbers  are  set  is  an  imitation  of  RD. 
Others,  observing  that  the  formula  of  the  minor  judges  occurs 
also  at  the  close  of  the  story  of  Jephthah  (127,  note  also  the  six 
years  of  his  rule  cp  1620  iS.  4i87i5),  believe  that  the  minor 
judges  were  contained  in  JE,  and  were  taken  thence  without 
change  by  RD  ;  the  set  phrases  of  RD  are  an  amplification  of 
those  of  his  predecessor.4 

The  arguments  from  the  number  twelve  and  from  the 
chronology  are  not  conclusive,  and  even  if  it  were 
certain  that  the  minor  judges  were  not  contained  in  the 
deuteronomistic  book,  it  would  still  be  possible  that  RP 
did  not  invent  them,  but  simply  restored  them  from  JE; 
that  the  names  are  really  those  of  clans  is  not  proof  of 
late  origin,  as  we  may  see  from  Gen.  38,  for  example. 

The  introduction  to  the  story  of  Jephthah,  106-i6,  is 
much  longer  than  usual,  and  appears  on  close  examina 
tion  not  to  be  homogeneous. 

In  6-9  the  set  formulas  of  RD  have  been  expanded  by  subsequent 

editors  (especially  in  (>a$  %l>  go) ',  10-16  is  cognate  with  68-10; 

it  looks  as  if  a  redactor   had   combined  an 

10.  Chap.  106-   introduction  to  the  Philistine  oppression  in 
127:  Jephthah.  the  days  of  Eli  with  that  to  the  Ammonite 

oppression  (cp  7) ;  17  f.  belongs  to  the  deuter 
onomistic  introduction,  the  material  being  taken  from  the  following 
story  ;  the  closing  formulas  are  found  in  11  33  127  (perhaps  pre- 
deuteronomistic)  ;  in  \\f.  we  have  editorial  amplification 

In  10 17-12  7,  the  long  diplomatic  representation  to 
the  king  of  Ammon,  11 12-28,  is  foreign  to  the  main 
narrative ;  it  has  in  reality  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Ammonites  ;  the  argument  is  drawn  entirely  from  the 
history  of  Israel's  relations  to  Moab.  The  passage  is 
therefore  generally  regarded  as  an  editorial  addition 

(?  RJE). 

Holzinger,  followed  by  Budde  (KHC,  Richter,  80-82),  con 
jectures  that  two  stories  (J  and  E)  about  Jephthah  have  been 
combined,  much  as  are  the  two  stories  about  Gideon  in  6-8.  An 
outlawed  freebooter  recalled  from  banishment  by  the  Gileadites 
(11  i-io  in  the  main  ;  2  is  a  late  interpolation)  ;  after  seeking  aid 
in  vain  from  the  tribes  west  of  the  Jordan  (cp  122,  and  11  29),  he 
marches  against  the  Ammonites  and  defeats  them  ;  the  Ephraim- 
ites  who  come  against  him  seeking  trouble  are  severely  punished 
(12 1-6).  In  the  other  (E)  he  was  represented  as  dwelling  at 
Mizpah  :  the  enemy  is  Moab  (11 12  Jf.,  harmonised  by  RJE  by  the 
substitution  of  the  name  Ammon) ;  the  victory  is  purchased  by  the 
vow  which  cost  the  life  of  the  hero's  daughter  (11  3o-4o).5 

In  the  story  of  Samson  the  brief  deuteronomistic 
11  rvi  15  formulas  are  found  in  13i  1520  1631. 

16      S  The   stories'    which  are  not  a11  of  the 

amson.   same  antjquity,  were  in  all  probability 

found  in  J  ;   composition  or  contamination  from  E  is  not 

1  Budde  suspects  considerable  contamination  from  the  other 
source. 

2  N6ldeke,  A  Tliche  Unters.  190. 

3  See  We.  C//(2)  2i6/  cp  356  ;  Stade,  ZA  TlVl™/.  ('Si) ; 
Budde,  Ki.Sa.  134^,  Ri.  \xf.  xvii/  ;  Cornill,  Einl.P*). 

*  Both  Kuenen  (Ond.ft)  135I./,  cp  342,  354)  and  Kittel  (Hist. 
83./C)  regard  the  list  of  minor  judges  as  pre-deuteronomic. 
5  See  further,  JEPHTHAH. 
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demonstrable  ;  in  some  cases  a  later  Yahwistic  variant 
has  been  united  with  the  older  story  (Budde) ;  in  14  an 
editor  has  made  numerous  changes,  the  tendency  of 
which  is  to  remove  the  offence  of  Samson's  marriage  into 
a  Philistine  family.1 

As  has  been  noted  above  (§  3,  ii. ),  chaps.  17 /.  exhibit 

no  signs  of  deuteronomistic  redaction.     The  repetitions 

_,,  -   which  abound  in  the  story  have  been 

l^r-       ?•  '       f     ascribed  to  interpolation  by  an  editor 

-°     .,      2         whose   aim  was  to  throw  contumely 

on  the   famous  sanctuary  at    Dan  ; 3 

more  probably  they  are  due  to  the  union  of  two  closely 

parallel  versions.4 

The  main  narrative  is  from  J  ;  the  second  version  may  be 
traced  in  172-4  7*  **&  I2a  ^83  4*>  m  one  strand  running  through 
187-10  15  31  (or  30).  The  hands  of  both  RJE  and  Rp  may  be 
recognised  ;  the  former  in  harmonistic  adjustments,  the  latter 
chiefly  in  archaeological  notes. 

In   chapters   19-21   there   is  a  stratum  which   in  spirit   and 

language  is  akin  to  the  youngest  additions  to  the  Hexateuch 

and  to  the  historical  midrash  in  Chron.    To 

13.  Chaps.  19-21:  the  late  stratum  belong  20i  2*9-48  (remains 
Outrage  at         of  the  older  text  in  14  19  29,  considerable 

Gibeah  part  of  36-41,  44^1  47),  212-14  'n  the  main, 

16  i<)b  2oa  22*  24.     The  older  narrative  was 

itself  composite,  as  appears  most  clearly  in  19.  The  main  source 
is  J,  contamination  from  a  second  version  is  to  be  recognised 
especially  in  196^-8  10*  13  150;;  a  complete  separation  of  the 
two  closely  parallel  and  intimately  welded  accounts  is  not 
feasible.  In  21  the  rape  of  the  Shilonite  maidens  (15 
ij-iga  21-23,  excluding  glosses  in  22)  comes  from  the  oldest 
source  ;  the  remainder  is  not  homogeneous ;  Budde  finds  (in  i 
6-8  loo.  12*  13  14*  24*5)  E's  account  of  the  expedition  to  Jabesh 
combined  with  the  post-exilic  version  of  the  same  ;  others  ascribe 
the  repetition  and  confusion  to  very  late  interpolation  (especially 
in  4/.),  evidence  of  which  is  found  in  20  also  (n  18  •z'sf.  IT  f. 
etc.).  The  midrash  seems  to  have  been  united  to  JE  by  a 
redactor  ;  see  §  14. 

Redaction — i.  Pre-deutcronomistic  (Rjn)- — As  m  Josh. 

1-12,  the  deuteronomistic  author  of  Judg.  found  J  and 

_    ,       .         E  already  united  by  an  earlier  redactor 

14.  Redaction.  |R^  .  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  had 

J  or  E  separately.  The  earlier  redaction  was  primarily 
harmonistic  ;  it  laboured  with  more  or  less  skill  to  make 
one  continuous  narrative  out  of  two.  Its  religious  stand 
point  was  that  of  the  prophetic  period  ;  the  moral  and 
religious  lessons  of  the  history  are  emphasised,  as  they 
were  also  in  the  younger  stratum  of  E  ;  it  is  not  improb 
able  that  the  beginnings  of  a  pragmatism  akin  to  that 
of  RD  were  found  in  RJH-  The  historical  standpoint  is 
that  of  a  united  nation,  and  it  was  natural  that  the 
redactor  should  see  in  the  invasions  of  particular  regions 
and  the  deliverances  wrought  by  local  champions  the 
oppression  and  liberation  of  all  Israel,  thus  also  prepar 
ing  the  way  for  RD. 

ii.  Deuteronomistic  (RD)- — The  aim  of  the  deuterono 
mistic  author,  as  has  been  observed  above,  was  religious 
rather  than  historical ;  the  experience  of  Israel  in  the 
days  of  the  judges  is  used  to  enforce  for  his  own 
generation  the  lesson  that  unfaithfulness  to  Yahwe  is 
always  punished  by  national  calamity,  but  that  repent 
ance  brings  deliverance.  This  lesson  is  set  forth  in  the 
introductions  to  the  whole  book,  and  to  the  history  of  the 
several  judges  ;  the  redactor  hardly  touched  the  stories 
themselves.  He  freely  omitted,  however,  what  did  not 
readily  lend  itself  to  his  purpose  ;  chaps.  1  9  (for  which 
833-35  is  a  substitute)  11  f.  19-21,  and  perhaps  the  end 
of  Samson's  career,  16  (note  the  close  15  20).  Later 
deuteronomistic  editors  may  have  added  some  verses, 
especially  in  the  longer  introductions  (26-36  61-10 
106-i8).5 

It  is  not  probable  that  the  deuteronomistic  Book  of 
Judges  ended  with  1631  (or  1620)  ;  the  Philistine  oppres 
sion  was  not  at  an  end  with  the  death  of  Samson.  We 
should  expect  the  author  to  include  the  whole  period  of  the 
judges  down  to  the  establishment  of  the  kingdom,  and, 


32 


1  See  Stade,  Z/J7W4  250-256  ('84);  v.  Doorninck,  Th.  Tl^ii,- 
('94>- 

2  Oort,  Th.  T  1  285-294  ('67)  ;  Halevy,  REJ  21  207-217  ('90). 
8  Oort,  We.  (formerly),  Kue.,  and  others. 

4  Vatke,  Be.,  Bu.,  Moore  ;  see  now  We.  C//P)  363.^  ('99). 
8  Budde  (Ri.)  finds  evidence  of  two  deuteronomistic  redactions. 

2639 


JUDGES  (BOOK) 

at  least,  he  can  hardly  have  failed  to  record  the  deliver 
ance  from  the  Philistines.  Confirmation  of  this  ante 
cedent  probability  is  found  in  i  S.  1-12. 

At  the  close  of  the  life  of  Eli  (i  S.  4 18)  we  read  the  formula, 
'  He  judged  Israel  forty  years,'  precisely  corresponding  to 
Judg.  1631  (cp!27  102y:  1291114);  Samuel  also  is  represented 
as  a  great  deliverer,  under  whom  the  Philistines  suffered  such 
a  repulse  '  that  they  were  subdued  and  no  more  invaded  the 
territory  of  Israel ;  the  hand  of  Yahwe  was  against  the  Philis 
tines  as  long  as  Samuel  lived  '  (i  S.  713;  cp  Judg.  2  18  Josh.  15 
Judg.  831  423  /.  828  1133)  :  of  Samuel  also  it  is  said,  'He 
judged  Israel  as  long  as  he  lived  '  (i  S.  7  15). 

We  should  expect  also  that  the  author  of  the  deuter 
onomistic  Judges  would  bring  his  book  to  a  close  by 
repeating  and  enforcing  the  religious  lessons  he  had  so 
much  at  heart,  justas  the  deuteronomistic  history  of  Moses 
closes  with  his  solemn  parting  admonitions  (Dt.  4  29  f.), 
and  the  deuteronomistic  history  of  Joshua  with  similar 
exhortations  from  the  leader  of  the  conquest  (Josh.  23). 
The  farewell  address  of  Samuel,  the  last  of  the  judges, 
in  i  S.  12,  with  its  historical  retrospect  and  its  solemn 
warnings  for  the  future,  so  evidently  marking  the  bound 
ary  between  the  history  of  the  judges  and  the  kings,  is 
just  such  a  close  as  we  should  look  for  from  the  author 
of  Judg.  26-36  (or  2n  ff.}.  The  alternative  is  to  sup 
pose  that  the  passages  cited  from  Samuel  belong  ex 
clusively  to  a  pre-deuteronomic  editor  ;  which  would 
compel  us  to  suppose  (with  Budde)  that  the  original 
conclusion  of  the  deuteronomistic  Judges  was  omitted 
by  the  post-exilic  redaction  (Rp). 

iii.  Post-exilic  (Rp). — In  Judg.,  as  in  Josh.  IZff.,  it 
seems  that  JE  was  in  the  hands  of  the  post-exilic  redactor, 
who  restored  from  it  the  chapters  which  RD  omitted 
(1  9  17-21).  The  splitting  of  the  deuteronomistic  formula 
in  424  and  631^,  suggests  the  possibility  that  5  also  was 
inserted  by  a  post-exilic  hand.  The  last  redactor  also 
introduced  the  midrashic  version  of  the  war  on  Benjamin 
in  19-21  ;  many  minor  additions  and  changes  in  the 
text  of  other  chapters  are  to  be  ascribed  to  this  redactor 
or  to  still  later  editors  and  scribes.  To  RP  many 
scholars  attribute  also  the  'minor  judges'  (10i-5l28-is) ; 
see  above,  §  9.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  Shamgar  in 
831  belongs  to  one  of  the  latest  stages  of  the  redaction. 
The  history  of  the  text  shows  that  the  verse  once  stood 
after  1631  (following  Samson),  where  the  Philistine 
slayer  is  in  place,  and  was  introduced  by  the  usual 
formula  of  the  minor  judges.  The  character  and  form 
of  the  notice  remind  us  strongly  of  the  exploits  of 
David's  heroes  (2  S.  23,  cp  especially  Shammah  ben 
Agee,  1 1  f. ).  Corruption  of  the  name  to  Shamgar  ( 5  6) 
led  to  the  insertion  of  the  verse  before  4/.1  It  is  quite 
possible  that  the  verse  in  its  original  form  stood  in  JE 
after  Samson. 

In  i  K.  6 1  the  deuteronomistic  author  makes  the  time 
from  the  Exodus  to  the  founding  of  the  temple  in  the 
2  fourth  year  of  Solomon  480  years. 
This  is  manifestly  computed  on  the 
basis  of  twelve  generations  of  forty  years.3 

The  chronology  of  R,,  in  Judg.  belongs  to  the  same  system. 
Othniel's  victory  secured  peace  for  40  years  ;  Ehud's,  80 ; 
Barak's,  40 ;  Gideon's,  40 ;  Samson  judged  Israel  20  years. 
By  the  side  of  these  round  numbers  appear  others  which  do  not 
seem  to  be  systematic ;  for  the  rule  of  the  '  minor  judges '  (23, 
22,  7,  10,  8),  Jephthah  (6),  Abimelech  (3),  and  for  most  of  the 
periods  of  oppression  (8,  18,  20,  7,  18,  40).  The  sum  of  all  these 
numbers,  together  with  the  times  of  Moses  (40),  Joshua,  Eli 
(40,  (S  20),  Samuel,  Saul,  David  (40),  greatly  exceeds  480,  and 
various  hypotheses  have  been  proposed  to  bring  the  data  into 
agreement.  The  most  probable  is  that  the  years  of  foreign 
domination  are  not  to  be  counted  separately,  but  to  be  included 
in  the  rule  of  the  judges,  which  are  thus  continuous.  We  thus 
obtain  :  Moses,  40;  Joshua,  x ;  Othniel,  40;  Ehud,  80  ;  Barak, 
40  ;  Gideon,  40;  Minor  Judges  with  Jephthah,  76  ;  Samson,  20; 
Eli,  40;  Samuel,  y;  Saul,  z;  David,  40;  Solomon  (to  the 
founding  of  the  temple),  4  ;  total  420+jr-r-y+s,  which  leaves  us 
60  (or  if  with  (5  we  give  only  20  years  to  Eli,  80)  years  for 

1  See  Budde,  Ri.  x  ;  and  Moore,  SBOT,  'Judges,'  on  1631. 

2  See   Nsldeke,   ATliche   Unters.  173  ff.\  Moore,  Judges, 
Introd.  §  7;    Budde.  Ri.  xvii_^;  also  Bousset,  'Das  chrono- 
logische  System  d.   biblischen  Geschichtsbucher,'  ZA  TW  20 

i-jfrff-  (1900). 

3  See  CHRONOLOGY,  §  5. 
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Joshua,  Samuel,  and  Saul.  Substantially  the  same  result  is 
reached  by  those  who  reckon  in  the  periods  of  oppression  and 
exclude  the  '  minor  judges  '  as  a  later  addition  (see  §  9). 

The  oldest  written  history  of  the  period  of  the  judges 
drew  its  materials  from  the  local  traditions  ;  the  story 
of    Ehud     is     connected     with     Gilgal  ; 


Gideon    and    Abimelech    with     Ophrah 


16.  Ultimate 

sources.  ~  * 

and    Shechem  ;    Jephthah    with    Mizpeh 

in  Gilead  ;  Deborah  and  Barak  belong  apparently  to 
the  tribes  N.  of  the  Great  Plain  (though  Deborah  may 
have  been  early  appropriated  by  Ephraim).  The 
subject  of  these  traditions  was  naturally  the  daring 
deed  by  which  an  Israelite  hero  discomfited  the  enemy 
and  delivered  his  countrymen  ;  of  the  situation  only 
enough  was  recalled  to  make  the  achievement  the  more 
glorious  ;  there  was  no  motive  for  preserving  the 
memory  of  the  misfortunes  of  the  Israelites  in  war,  or 
the  way  in  which  their  neighbours  got  the  upper  hand 
of  them.  We  may  be  sure  that  if  the  deuteronomistic 
author  had  found  any  such  details  in  his  sources  he 
would  have  made  the  most  of  them. 

Chaps.  13-16  are  of  a  different  character.  They  con 
tain  a  life  of  Samson  from  the  announcement  of  his  birth 
to  his  death,  and  narrate,  not  one  signal  act  of  deliver 
ance,  but  a  series  of  exploits  in  which  the  hero,  a  man 
of  gigantic  strength,  in  his  own  cause,  single-handed, 
inflicts  many  injuries  upon  the  Philistines.  The  stories 
may  reflect  a  historical  situation,  the  Danite  Hercules 
may  have  been  a  historical  person  ;  but  it  is  evident 
that  we  have  in  these  chapters  not  historical  traditions, 
in  the  sense  in  which  we  may  use  those  words  of  the 
stories  of  Ehud,  Gideon,  Abimelech,  and  others,  but 
popular  tales,  in  which,  as  usual,  elements  of  widely 
diverse  origin— in  part,  perhaps,  mythical— have  been 
united  in  the  imagination  of  the  people.1  It  is  note 
worthy,  and  not  without  historical  significance,  that 
these  are  the  only  stories  in  the  book  which  come  from 
the  south. 

Chapters  1 7/ ,  which  have  for  subject  the  migration 
of  the  Danites,  the  origin  of  the  idol  and  the  priesthood 
at  Dan,  are  probably  derived  from  the  traditions  of 
that  sanctuary.  Of  the  history  of  the  war  over  Gibeah 
(chap.  19^;),  we  can  only  say  that  it  seems  to  be  from 
an  Ephraimite  source. 

In  estimating  the  historical  value  of  the  Book  of 
Judges,  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  the  stories  of  the 

17.  Historical  deliverers     of    Israel    represent     only 
value.          certam  glorious  moments  in  the  history 

of  these  centuries  ;  of  their  manifold 
vicissitudes  of  fortune  tradition  has  preserved  but 
fragmentary  memories,  and  of  the  long,  slow  process 
by  which  the  nomadic  Israelite  tribes  established  them 
selves  in  Canaan  and  adopted  the  agriculture  and  arts  of 
the  older  inhabitants,  we  learn  only  from  the  glimpses 
which  the  stories  incidentally  afford  us. 

The  chronological  scheme  of  RD  is  late  and  system 
atic  ;  we  cannot  be  sure  that  the  order  in  which  the 
stories  were  arranged  in  JE  was  chronological.  In  the 
stories  themselves  a  legendary  admixture  cannot  be 
denied  ;  this  has  been  successively  heightened  by  later 
authors  and  editors  ;  the  union  of  parallel  accounts  by 
RJE  has,  in  more  than  one  case,  wrought  an  intricate 
confusion  which  baffles  the  keenest  analytic  criticism. 

When  all  this  is  recognised,  however,  it  remains  true 
that  the  picture  which  the  book  gives  us  of  the  social 
and  religious  conditions  of  the  period  which  preceded 
the  establishment  of  the  kingdom  is  of  the  highest 
historical  value.  It  is  manifest  that  the  traditions  con 
tained  in  it  were  fixed  in  writing  before  the  momentous 
changes  which  the  kingdom  wrought  had  had  time  to 
make  such  a  state  of  things  as  is  represented  in  Judg. 
unintelligible  or  unsympathetic. 

We  fortunately  possess  one  contemporary  monument, 
the  Song  of  Deborah  ; 2  and  its  description  of  the  great 

1  See  SAMSON,  g  2. 

2  See  DEBORAH,  and  POETICAL  LITERATURE,  §  3  (ii.). 
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struggle  with  the  Canaanites  confirms  the  impression 
that  the  picture  of  the  times  which  the  stories  draw  fet 
us  is  as  faithful  as  it  is  vivid.  l 

The  Hebrew  text  of  Judges  is  unusually  well  pre 
served.  Only  in  parts  of  the  Song  of  Deborah  does 
18  Text  any.  considerable  passage  seem  to  be  beyond 
critical  remedy.  In  other  difficult  places  un 
skilful  redaction,  rather  than  faulty  transmission,  seems 
to  be  responsible  for  the  obscurity. 
^  There  are  two  distinct,  if  not  wholly  independent, 
Greek  translations  of  the  book  ;  one  found  in  the  great 
mass  of  manuscripts  (A,  etc.),  and  rendered  by  most 
of  the  secondary  versions,  of  which  Lagarde's  edition 
may  be  taken  as  a  fair  representative  ;  the  other  in 
B,  a  group  of  minuscules,  and  the  Sahidic  version. 
The  latter,  which  is  the  younger  of  the  two,  adheres 
closely  to  MT,  and  is  consequently  of  relatively  little 
value  for  the  emendation  of  the  text.2 

A.  Commentaries.—  Sebastian  Schmid,   1684  ;    Jo.   Clericus 
1708  ;    G.    L.    Studer,    Richter,    '35  ;    second    (title)   ed.    '42  • 

Bertheau,  '45,   (-V83   (KGH)  ;   C.    F.   Keil, 

19.  Literature.  '63,  (2)  '74,  ET,  '68  ;  P.  Cassel,  '65,  «  '87 

(Lange's  Blbehverk),  ET,  '72  ;  J.  Bachmann, 
68  (unfinished  ;  chaps.  1-5)  ;  Hervey,  '72  (Speaker's  Commen 

tary)  ;  E.  Reuss,  La  Bible,  1,  '77  ;  Das  Alte  Testament,  1,  '92  ; 

S.  Oettli,  '93  (KGK)  ;  G.  F.  Moore,  '95  (Internal.  Crit.  Comm.), 
98  (S£O7\-  translation  and  brief  notes)  ;  K.  Budde,  '97  (KHC). 

B.  Criticism.  —  Noldeke,  Untersuclnmgenzur  Kritikdes  A  T, 
173-198  ('69);    Schrader,  in   De  Wette,  Eint.P)  327-333;    We. 
C//(2)    213-238,    cp   353-357;    v.    Doorninck,    Bijarage   tot  de 
tekstkritiekvan  Richteren,  1-16,  123-128  ('79)  ;  E.  Meyer,  '  Kritik 
der  Berichte  iiber  die  Eroberung  Palaestinas,'  ZA  T  W\  117-146 
('81)  ;  B.  Stade,   '  Zur  Entstehungsgesch.  des  vordeut.  Richter- 
buches,'  ZA  TIV  1339-343  ('Si);  J.  C.  Matthes,  Th.  T  15  593  ff. 
('81)  ;  W.  Boehme,  ZA  TW  5251-274  ('85)  ;  K.  Budde,  ZA  TW 
793-i66  ('87);    Ri.Sa.   166-1  ('90);    Kuenen,    Ond.W   1338-367; 
S.  R.  Driver,  JQR  1258-270  ('89),   Introd.P)  (97);  R.  Kittel, 

Die  pentateuch.  Urkunden  in  den  BB  Richter  u.  Samuel,'  St. 
Kr.bo^ff.  ('92),  Hist.  i.  ;  also  in  Kautzsch,  HS,  '94  (analysis 
in  the  margin);  G.  Kalkoff,  Zur  Quellenkritik  des  Richter- 
buches,  '93  (Gymnas.  Progr.)  ;  Frankenberg,  Die  Composition 
des  deuteronomischen  Richterbuches,  '95  ;  Konig  in  Hastings' 
DB,  art.  '  Judges  '  ('99).  See  also  the  commentaries  of  Studer, 
Bertheau,  Moore,  and  Budde  (using  valuable  unpublished 
investigations  of  Holzinger),  and  the  Polychrome  Bible  (analysis 
in  colours).  G.  F.  M. 

JUDGMENT,  DAY  OF  (HMGRA  KRicecoc),  2  Pet. 
87.  See  ESCHATOLOGY,  §§  3,4,  ff. 

JUDGMENT  HALL  (npAircopiON),  Jn.  182833 
19g  Acts  2835  ;  RV  'palace,'  RV'nK-  PRJETORIUM 
(q.v.}. 


JUDITH 


,   §  76;    fern,    of  JEHUDI,    q.v.}. 


i.  Daughter  of  Beeri  the  '  Hittite  '  (or  rather  '  Rehobothite,'  see 
REHOBOTH),  and  one  of  the  wives  of  Esau  ;  Gen.  2634  [P] 
(LovS[t]iv  [A/)EL]).  See  BASEMATH.  A  Jewish  clan  as 
'  daughter  '  of  a  Rehobothite,  is  not  likely.  Perhaps  '  Judith  ' 
is  a  corruption  of  Horith  (D'Tin). 

2.   See  below.  T    K    C 

JUDITH,  THE  BOOK  OF  (loyAeie  [BN'A],  i.e., 
nHirP),  one  of  the  Books  of  the  APOCRYPHA  [§5,4],  has 

1.  Two  versions   fome  down  to  us  in  a  shorter  and  a 
of  story.  'nger   form-    and   the   text  of  the 

latter  in  a  variety  of  recensions. 

The  various  texts  belonging  to  the  longer  (the  canonical) 
recension  show  much  more  pronounced  differences  than  are 
found  in  those  belonging  to  the  other.  Even  Jerome  speaks  of 
the  number  and  variety  of  the  MSS  of  the  Judith  legend  which 
had  been  seen  by  him. 

The  two  forms  of  the  story  are  quite  different  in 
tendency  and  in  historical  background.  The  contents, 
which  though  similar  are  not  absolutely  identical,  are 
therefore  summarised  here  separately,  as  comparison  of 
the  two  forms  of  the  story  may  enable  us  to  arrive  at 
sure  conclusions  as  to  the  date  and  origin  of  the  book.3 

1  On  the  historical  character  of  Judg.  1,  see  JOSHUA,  §§  n  j,  • 
also  HISTORICAL  LITERATURE,  §  2. 

2  On  the  text  see  Moore,  Judges,  xliii^,  and  in  addition  to 
the  authors  there  cited,  Mez,  Die  Bibel  des  Josephus,  '95  ;  cp 
Moore  s  critical  edition  of  the  text  in  SBOT  Heb.,  1900. 

*  The  line  here  taken  renders  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  other 
critical  theories,  which,  resting  on  mere  conjecture,  were  only 
provisionally  useful.  They  are  briefly  referred  to  by  Koni"  in 
riS  ,,  £  '  a?d  discussed  at  length  by  Ball  in  his  commentary. 
[Ball  himself  refers  Judith  to  the  time  of  queen  Salome- 
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The  longer  form  of  the  story  is  as  follows : — Arphaxad, 

king  of  Ecbatana,  fortifies  his  city.      Nabuchodonosor 

2   Longer  (Nebuchadrezzar),    king   of   the    Assyrians 

storv  (A)    m    Nineveh,    makes  war  against  him  and 

ry  \    I-  summons    the   dwellers    in    all    the    lands 

between  Persia  and  Memphis  to  his  aid.      They  refuse. 

Vowing  vengeance  against  them,  he  marches  alone  to 

battle  with  ARPHAXAD   (q.v. ,  2),    and   destroys   him. 

After  an  interval  he  appoints  Holofernes  general  over 

his  army,  and  sends  him  against  those  nations  which 

had  refused  their  aid,   with  orders  to  spare  none  who 

should  offer  resistance,  or  should  refuse  to  recognise  and 

worship  Nebuchadrezzar  as  a  god. 

Holofernes  occupies  all  the  places  along  the  sea  coast, 
and  destroys  all  their  gods  so  that  '  all  the  nations 
should  worship  Nabuchodonosor  only,  and  that  all  their 
tongues  and  their  tribes  should  call  upon  him  as  god'(38). 
The  'children  of  Israel  that  dwelt  in  Judaea,' terrified 
at  his  approach,  fortify  their  hills.  Joakim  the  high 
priest  charges  the  people  of  Bethulia  and  Betomesthaim 
to  guard  the  passes  to  the  hill-country,  while  all  the 
inhabitants  of  Judcea  and  Jerusalem  betake  themselves 
to  fasting  and  prayer. 

Achior,  the  leader  of  the  children  of  Ammon,  tells  Holofernes 
who  the  Jews  are  and  warns  him  not  to  attack  them,  for  if  there 
is  no  iniquity  among  them  their  Lord  will  defend  them  and  their 
God  be  for  them.  Holofernes  and  his  followers  are  incensed 
against  Achior,  and  rebuke  him,  telling  him  that  there  is  no 
God  but  Nabuchodonosor,  who  has  decreed  the  utter  de 
struction  of  the  Jews.  Achior  will  be  destroyed  with  them. 
Having  thus  spoken  Holofernes  causes  Achior  to  be  cast 
down  and  left  at  the  foot  of  the  hill  near  Bethulia.  He  is 
rescued  by  the  Jews,  who,  after  the  words  of  Holofernes  have 
been  reported  to  them,  fall  down  and  worship  God,  saying : 
'  O  Lord  God  of  heaven,  behold  their  arrogance,  and  pity  the 
low  estate  of  our  race,  and  look  upon  the  face  of  those  that  are 
sanctified  unto  thee  (or,  thy  sanctuary  [Syr.])  this  day'  (0  19). 

Holofernes  lays  siege  to  Bethulia  and  stops  the  water 
supply.  The  people  lose  heart  and  press  Ozias  and 
the  rulers  to  give  way  ;  these  promise  to  do  so,  if  no 
help  arise  before  five  days  have  passed.  Now  in  those 
days  there  lived  a  widow,  named  Judith,  of  rare  piety 
and  beauty.  She  fasted  all  the  days  of  her  widowhood 
save  the  eves  of  the  Sabbath,  and  the  Sabbaths,  the 
eves  of  the  new  moons  and  the  new  moons,  and  the 
feasts  and  solemn  days  of  the  house  of  Israel.  She 
blames  Ozias  and  the  rulers  for  thinking  of  submission, 
and  points  out  to  them  that  as  they  are  now  worshipping 
none  other  but  the  true  God — and  no  one  among  them 
worships  gods  made  with  hands  as  had  aforetime  been 
the  case — they  may  safely  put  their  trust  in  God  that 
he  will  not  despise  them  nor  any  of  their  race.  The 
rulers  excuse  themselves,  and  Judith  promises  to  do  for 
them  something  that  shall  go  down  to  all  generations. 
When  left  alone  she  falls  on  her  face,  and  at  the  time 
when  incense  is  being  offered  in  the  temple  in  Jerusalem 
she  prays  God  to  help  her  in  her  undertaking,  recalling 
the  deliverances  wrought  in  the  time  of  the  Maccabasan 
revolt  and  on  other  occasions  when  God  had  signally 
discomfited  the  plans  of  their  enemies  for  the  destruction 
of  the  Jewish  nation.  She  then  decks  herself  bravely 
and  goes  to  the  camp  of  Holofernes  accompanied  by  her 
maid,  who  carries  a  bottle  of  wine,  a  cruse  of  oil,  a  bag 
filled  with  parched  corn  and  fine  bread  (and  cheese 
[It.  Syr.  Vg.  ]).  Arrived  at  the  camp,  she  is  brought 
before  Holofernes,  who  asks  her  wherefore  she  has 
come. 

She  tells  him  that  her  nation  cannot  be  punished,  neither 
can  the  sword  prevail  against  them,  except  they  sin  against 
their  God,  but  that  now  they  are  about  to  eat  all  those  things 
which  God  charged  them  by  his  laws  that  they  should  not  eat, 
and  that  they  will  therefore  be  delivered  into  his  hands.  She 
will  show  him  the  way  to  the  town,  and  will  lead  him  until  he 
comes  to  Jerusalem.  Holofernes  is  highly  pleased,  and  bids 
that  his  people  should  prepare  for  her  of  his  own  meats  and 
that  she  should  drink  of  his  own  wine.  This  she  refuses ;  but 
in  the  morning  she  asks  and  receives  permission  to  go  forth  into 

Alexandra  (79-70  B.C.),  and  G.  Klein  (Actcs  du  VIII'.  congres 
internal,  des  Orientalistes,  sect,  s^mit.  287-105,  Leyden,  '93), 
reviving  a  theory  of  Hitzig,  to  the  period  of  the  revolt  of  Bar- 
Cochba  (131-135  A.D.).] 
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the  valley  of  Bethulia  for  prayer  ;  on  three  successive  nights 
accordingly  she  goes  forth  and  washes  herself  in  a  fountain  by 
the  camp. 

On  the  fourth  day  Holofernes  who  wishes  to  '  deceive ' 
Judith  sends  BAGOAS  (g.v.)  the  eunuch  to  invite  her  to 
a  banquet.  She  accepts.  He  drinks  deeply  and  is  left 
alone  with  her.  Praying  God  for  strength  she  smites 
off,  with  his  own  scimitar,  the  head  of  Holofernes,  and 
putting  it  into  her  bag  of  victuals,  hastens  to  Bethulia. 
All  the  people  run  together  on  hearing  her  voice,  and 
seeing  the  head  of  Holofernes,  give  praise  to  God,  who 
has  not  taken  away  his  mercy  from  Israel.  The  next 
morning  they  fall  upon  the  besiegers,  who,  finding  their 
leader  dead,  lose  heart  and  flee  in  wild  disorder. 

The  Jews  spoil  the  camp  for  thirty  days,  and  Judith  after 
singing  a  song  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  to  God  accompanies 
the  victors  to  Jerusalem,  where  the  rejoicings  before  the 
sanctuary  continue  for  the  space  of  three  months.  After  a 
great  and  glorious  life  she  dies  at  the  age  of  one  hundred  and 
five  years,  and  is  buried  in  Bethulia  in  the  cave  of  her  husband 
Manasseh.  '  And  there  was  none  that  made  the  children  of 


the  holy  days,   and  is  observed  by  the  Jews   from   that  time 
unto  the  present  day.') 

The  shorter  form  is  as  follows  : — Seleucus  besieged 
Jerusalem.  The  Israelites  were  fasting  and  praying. 
3  Shorter  AmonS  them  was  a  beautiful  maiden, 


story  (B). 


Judith  the  daughter  of  Ahitob.      God  in 


spired  her  with  the  thought  that  a  miracle 
would  be  wrought  through  her.  So  she  set  out  from 
Jerusalem  with  her  maid  and  went  to  the  camp  of 
Seleucus,  where  she  told  the  king  that  having  heard 
that  the  town  was  sure  to  fall  into  his  hands,  she  had 
come  out  first  that  she  might  find  favour  in  his  eyes. 
The  king,  struck  by  her  beauty,  desired  to  have  her 
company.  She  declared  herself  willing  to  satisfy  him, 
but  as  she  was  in  her  impurity,  so  she  told  him,  she 
asked  his  permission  to  go  out  unmolested  in  the 
middle  of  the  night  to  the  fountain  of  water  to 
make  her  ablutions.  The  king  granted  her  request. 
At  the  banquet  he  drank  much  wine  and  was  afterwards 
left  alone  with  her.  Taking  his  falchion  she  cut  off  his 
head  and  hastened  with  it  to  Jerusalem,  passing  un 
molested  through  the  camp.  The  Israelites  seeing  this 
unexpected  deliverance  rejoiced  greatly,  and  going 
forth  routed  their  enemies.  They  established  this 
day  as  a  day  of  feasting.  It  fell  on  the  eighteenth 
day  of  Adar,  and  was  observed  as  a  day  on  which 
mourning  and  fasting  were  forbidden. 

Of  the  two  tales  the  shorter  seems  to  retain  the  true 
original  character  most.  There  is  nothing  improbable 

4  Date  of  B  m  a  story  °^  tne  kind.  The  names  are 
historical,  and  the  besieged  place  is 
Jerusalem.  The  mention  of  the  day  on  which  the 
memory  of  the  achievement  was  celebrated  points  to  the 
fact  that  we  have  here  a  fragment  of  the  Maccabaean 
calendar,  which  was  abrogated  officially  in  the  middle 
of  the  third  century  of  our  era,  but  had  fallen  into 
desuetude  long  before.  The  narrative  is  probably  the 
record  of  an  occurrence  during  the  wars  of  the  Macca 
bees.  There  is  not  a  single  reference  in  it  to  cere 
monial  observances,  nor  any  allusion  to  sin  and  its 
consequences  for  the  political  future  of  the  nation, 
through  forfeiture  of  the  grace  and  mercy  of  God  by 
transgression,  and  by  the  worship  of  false  gods.  The 
reason  for  the  visit  to  the  fountain  is  made  perfectly 
obvious,  whilst  in  the  other  recension  it  is  anything  but 
clear. 

The  longer  tale  differs  completely  in  style,  tendency, 
and  conception.  A  simple  incident  in  a  war  of  antiquity 

K   r\~4.     „*  A     and  tne  heroism  of  a  Jewish  maiden  are 
5.  Date  of  A. 

only  the  warp  upon  %vhich  a  later  writer 

has  woven  his  richly  embroidered  tale.      He  has  trans 
formed  it  into  a  tale  of  comfort  and  encouragement. 

From  the  leading  features  of  the  story  as  epitomised  above,  it 
is  evident  that  the  author  of  the  romance  laid  the  greatest 
possible  stress  upon  strict  observance  of  all  the  religious  cere 
monial  in  vogue  in  his  time.  He  manifests  his  strong  belief  that 
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God  is  sure  to  grant  his  aid  to  those  who  have  not  sinned.  He 
takes  the  greatest  care  to  emphasise  the  ruin  that  is  sure  to 
follow  upon  any  meddling  with  the  tithes  or  other  sacred 
things,  he  abhors  all  ceremonial  defilement,  and  dwells  upon 
the  efficacy  of  prayer  ;  the  prayer  of  the  righteous  and  pure 
widow  is  sure  to  be  heard,  and  her  intercession  saves  the  Jewish 
race.  Judith  scrupulously  abstains  from  touching  any  of  the 
food  of  the  heathen.  She  fasts  all  the  days  of  her  widowhood, 
except  on  certain  feast  days  and  their  eves. 

All  these  details  show  that  the  author  of  the  longer 
story  was  a  Pharisee.  One  might  feel  inclined  to  think 
of  him  as  one  of  the  ASSID/EANS  (q.v. )  from  the  very 
great  stress  he  lays  on  the  regular  ablution  before 
prayer,  which  is  nowhere  else  heard  of. 

A  reminiscence  of  the  old  original  survives  in  12  9  where  we 
read  that  '  She  came  in  clean,'  but  in  what  respect  is  not 
mentioned.  We  are  to  understand  that  the  whole  rabbinical 
ceremonial  law  has  been  observed  with  great  minuteness  by 
Judith,  in  full  agreement  with  the  decisions  arrived  at  in  the 
controversy  between  the  school  of  Shammai  and  that  of  Hillel. 
This  is  equally  clear  in  the  matter  of  food  (wine,  oil,  and  bread) 
and  in  that  of  the  tithes  which  it  is  not  lawful  for  any  of  the 
people  so  much  as  to  touch  with  their  hands  (11  13). 

These  rigorous  prescriptions  point  to  the  end  of  the 
first  century  B.C. 

A  further  study  of  the  additional  elements  in  the 
longer  version  (A)  may  enable  us  to  fix  its  date  with 
still  greater  precision.  The  chief  ruler  of  the  nation  is 
the  high  priest  ;  no  mention  is  made  of  a  king. 
Nebuchadrezzar  has  killed  Arphaxad. 

It  is  easily  seen  that  these  names,  borrowed  from  ancient 
history,  stand  for  more  modern  ones,  and  have  been  chosen 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  book  an  air  of  antiquity,  since 
otherwise  it  would  defeat  its  own  ends.  Unless  put  forth  as 
a  tale  of  ancient  deliverance  it  would  miss  the  popular  effect  it 
was  intended  to  have  in  times  of  danger  and  distress. 

The  book  also  mentions  Achior,  the  chief  of  the 
house  of  Ammon,  as  friendly  to  the  Jews  (65  62 ff.}. 
A  great  danger  threatens  the  people. 

They  are  uncertain  of  the  issue,  but  are  convinced  that  God 
will  not  deliver  them  into  the  hands  of  their  enemies  if  only 
they  do  what  is  right  and  live  piously.  It  appears  that  they 
are  suffering  from  great  drought  or  scarcity  of  water. 

Taking  these  and  other  data  (see,  e.g. ,  JEMNAAN) 
together,  we  shall  find  but  one  period  which  the  author 
can  have  had  before  him— the  time,  namely,  of  the 
approach  of  Pompey  to  Jerusalem  (B.C.  63). 

Aristobulus  II.  had  commenced  a  war  against  his  brother 
Hyrcanus  II.  Scaurus  (Holofernes),  the  Roman  general  in 
Syria,  took  the  part  of  Aristobulus.1  Pompey,  before  coming 
to  Palestine,  had  a  war  with  Mithridates,  whom  he  overthrew 
and  slew,  exactly  as  Nabuchodonosor  smote  Arphaxad.  Aretas, 
king  of  the  Nabataeans,  assisted  Hyrcanus  at  the  instigation  of 
Antipater  the  Idumzan.  When  hostilities  commenced  between 
Hyrcanus  and  Aristobulus,  a  certain  holy  man,  Onias  by  name 
(  =  Joakim),  prayed  that  the  great  drought  might  cease  (Jos. 
stnt.xiv.  2i).  Pompey,  taking  the  side  of  Hyrcanus,  deposed 
Aristobulus  and  appointed  Hyrcanus  high  priest. 

Here  we  find  all  the  leading  elements  in  the  tale  in 
correspondence  with  the  historical  events.  BETHULIA 
(q.v. )  is  thus  seen  to  be  equivalent  to  ^jwra  :  the  House 
of  God,  Jerusalem.  This  hypothesis  is  corroborated 
and  strengthened  if  we  compare  the  book  with  another 
product  of  exactly  the  same  period,  viz. ,  the  Psalms 
of  Solomon,  written  shortly  after  this  date,  when 
Pompey  had  already  met  his  death  in  Egypt. 

The  situation  as  viewed  by  the  two  authors  is  almost 
identical,  and  the  Psalms  furnish  a  number  of  parallels  to 
the  leading  views  expressed  by  the  author  of  Judith.  He  too 
knows  of  a  high  priest  only.  He  too  lays  preponderant  stress 
on  the  observance  of  ceremonial  law  (3s-io)  and  on  prayer 
(224  etc.);  the  prayer  of  the  righteous  is  heard  (15  i).  He  too 
dwells  on  ceremonial  pollution  and  its  purification  (V?_f.  8i2./I 
1725-33);  God  blesses  pious  conduct  (1 2  87)  (see  Ryle  and 
James,  Psahtrs  of  the  Pharisees,  xlviii  f.  ['91]).  Besides, 
.the  tone  which  pervades  the  prayers  of  Judith  and  her  last  song 
finds  its  absolute  counterpart  in  those  Psalms.  Both  reflect  the 
same  period,  viz.,  circa  50  B.C. 

The  ceremonial  prescriptions  mentioned  in  Judith 
render  any  earlier  date  impossible  ;  and  at  any  later 
date  the  book  would  have  lost  its  value  and  importance, 
as  being  too  transparent  a  fiction. 

Winckler  has  given  an  analysis  of  the  sources  with  new  views 
on  Holofernes  and  Judith  (A  F 2  266  _^).  He  derives  the  name 
Judith  from  the  Babylonian  Htar. 

1  See  Schurer,  Hist.  I  318. 
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According  to  Willrich  (Judaica,  33  [1900]),  the  book  was 
written  in  the  quiet  period  between  157  and  153  B.C.  The  author 
is  one  of  the  Assidaeans  (hasidiin)  who  welcomed  Alcimus.  He 
holds  that  it  was  not  the  Maccabees  who  rescued  the  Jewish 
people,  but  Yahwe  alone  and  his  instrument  Judith.  Ozias(  = 
Jonathan)  plays  quite  a  secondary  role.  The  name  Holofernes 
is  suggested  by  Odoarres,  Arphaxad  by  Artaxias,  Bethulia  by 
Bethalagan  (see,  however,  HOLOFERNES,  BETHULIA,  BETH- 
BASI). 

If  the  book  was  meant  to  be  accepted  as  an  old  book, 

and  if  it  was  the  work  of  a  Pharisee  or  Assidsean,   it 

6  Original   could    onty    have    been   wri"en   in    the 

laneuaee  lanSuaSe  of  the  Pe°Ple — viz.,  either  in 
°^  °  '  Aramaic  or  (what  is  more  probable1)  in 
Hebrew.  Jerome  mentions  Hebrew  MSS,  and  the 
addition  which  appears  at  the  end  of  his  translation 
only  proves  him  to  have  had  access  to  a  text  which 
stood  in  some  relation  to  the  more  complete  Hebrew 
text  of  what  is  now  the  short  recension  (B).  In  these 
alone  do  we  find  an  allusion  to  the  observance  of  the 
day  as  a  festival. 

1.  Of  the  long  recension  (A)  no  old  Hebrew  text  has,  thus  far, 
been  critically  edited.     Jellinek  has  merely  reprinted  a  later 

version  Hemdath  ha-yamim,  If.  62b-6$c  (Con- 
7.  Editions,    stantinople,   ijn)  =  Bet  ha-mictrasch,   212-22). 

A  better  text  is  one  that  has  hitherto  remained 
unnoticed  (Ozar  ha-Kodesh,  66-120.;  Lemberg  [Amsterdam], 
'51).  A  very  old  version,  older  at  least  than  the  twelfth  century 
if  not  of  even  much  greater  antiquity,  has  been  discovered  by 
Dr.  Gaster  in  the  Chronicle  of  Jerahmeel  (see  The  Chronicles 
ofjerahmeel,  '99).  Both  of  these  agree  with  Jerome  and  have 
the  same  ending.  For  other  allusions  to  the  story  of  Judith  in 
Hebrew  literature  see  Zunz  (Gottesdienstl.  Vortr.1^)  131,  n.  d). 
The  relation  between  these  texts  and  that  of  Jerome  requires 
further  study. 

The  Greek  versions  have  come  down  in  three  recensions,  one 
of  which  forms  the  LXX  text  (best  ed.,  O.  F.  Fritzsche,  Lib, 
Apocr.  Vet.  Test.  Grace,  165-203).  The  second,  more  akin 
to  the  Lat.  and  Syr.,  is  found  in  a  MS  (cod.  58  Holmes  and 
Parsons),  and  a  third  in  a  group  of  MSS  not  very  different 
from  the  latter.  The  Latin  versions  are  :  (a)  I'etus,  ed. 
Sabatier,  Bibl.  sac.  Lat.  verss.  antiq.  1  744-790  (1743),  from 
five  codices  ;  (b)  Jerome's  Vulgata.  The  Syriac  is  given  in 
Lagarde,  Lib.  vet.  Test,  apocr.  Syriace,  104-126  ('61).  For 
further  bibliography  (Gr.,  Lat.,  and  Syr.  versions,  etc.)  see 
Schiirer,  GJVi  599-603.  See  also  Wi.  API  266_^ 

Commentaries. — The  best  thus  far  is  that  of  O.  F.  Fritzsche 
in  the  Exeg.  Handb.  '2  111-211  ('53).  For  other  literature  see 
Schurer  (as  above  ;  ET,  603),  and  C.  J.  Ball,  Speaker  s  Cotnnt.: 
Apocrypha,  vol.  i,  to  whose  lists  add  A.  Scholz,  Com 
mentary"},  '96,  and  Lohr  in  Kau.  Apokr. 

2.  Of  the  short  recension  (B)  only  the  Hebrew  text  has  come 
down  to  us  ;  see  '  The  oldest  text  with  introduction  and  trans 
lation '  by  M.  Gaster  in  PSBA,  '94,  pp.  156-163  ;  where  further 
bibliography  is  given.  M.  G. 

JUEL  (loyHA  [L]).     i.  i  Esd.  934=Ezral034UEL. 
2.  (tovijA  [A],  icoTjA.  [L]),  i  Esd.  9  35  =  Ezra  1043,  JOEL  (14). 

JULIA  doyAlA  tTi-  WHJ).  is  saluted  in  Rom.  16 15 
in  conjunction  with  PHILOLOGUS  (q.v. ),  who  was  doubt 
less  her  husband  (cp  ROMANS,  §§  4  10).  She  may 
have  been  a  freedwoman  of  some  member  of  the  gens 
Julia;  the  name  is,  at  all  events,  exceedingly  common. 

JULIUS  (loyAlOC  [Ti.  WH]),  the  centurion  of  the 
Augustan  band  (see  ARMY,  §  10),  who  had  charge  of 
Paul  when  he  was  sent  to  Rome  (Acts  27 1  3). 

JUNIAS  (so  RV,  but  RVra£-  and  AV  have  Junia, 
assuming  with  Chrysostom  and  other  ancient  interpreters 
a  feminine  nominative  for  loyNl&N  [Ti.  WH],  which, 
however,  more  probably  represents  a  nominative 
IOYNIAC.  an  abbreviated  form  of  Junianus)  is  mentioned 
in  Rom.  167  along  with  Andronicus  as  being  an  apostle, 
as  a  kinsman  and  fellow-prisoner  of  Paul,  and  as  having 
been  '  in  Christ '  before  him  (cp  ROMANS,  §§  4  10).  It 
has  been  conjectured  from  the  name  that  he  may  have 
been  originally  a  slave  ;  the  word  '  kinsman  '  seems  to 
suggest  that  he  was  of  Jewish  birth. 

See,  further,  ANDRONICUS.  In  the  list  of  the  seventy  by 
Pseudo-Dorotheus  (A)  Junias  figures  as  bishop  of  Apamea  in 
Syria. 

JUNIPER  (Drh,  rothem,  i  K.  19  4/  Job  304  Ps. 
1204t)  should  be  'broom'  (so  Job  304  RV,  i  K.  194 

i  [Cp  Ball,  1244.] 
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RVme-,    Ps.    1204  RVme-),  except,   probably,   in  i   K. 

19  4. l 

The  Heb.  word  puzzled  the  LXX  translators,  who  render  by 
fyvTov  in  i  K.  19  5  and  by  epTj/a'neois  in  Ps.  1204,  while  in  Job  304 
the  translator  shortens  his  text  (Bab  mg.  inf.j^A  have  fvAioi/). 
Pesh.  has  'terebinth'  in  i  K.  19,  and  'oak'  in  Ps.  120.  Aq. 
rendered  'juniper'  (apxevdia,  apKevOtvais,  pa.6a.niv)  in  I  K.  and 
in  the  Psalm  ;  this  is  also  in  Vg.,  which  as  usual  follows  Jewish 
tradition.  Symm.  has  (TKc'mjs,  eaTOi/Saa/u.eVwi',  fvAioi/,  aypiiav. 

In  spite  of  the  versions  Ar.  ratam  certainly  means 
'  broom  '  (cp  Low,  366).  The  particular  species  is 
probably  Genista  Rcctam,  Forsk. ,  which,  according  to 
Robinson  (BR  1 203),  is  '  the  largest  and  most  conspicuous 
shrub '  in  the  deserts  S.  of  Palestine. 

a.  i  K.  19  5  can  be  explained  by  another  quotation  from  the 
same  source.     'Our  Arabs  always  selected  the  place  of  encamp 
ment  (if  possible)  in  a  spot  where  it  grew,  in  order  to  be  sheltered 
by  it  at  night  from  the  wind  ;  and  during  the  day,  when  they 
often  went  on  in  advance  of  the  camels,  we  found  them  not  un- 
frequently  sitting  or  sleeping  under  a  bush  of  Retem  to  protect 
them  from  the  sun.' 

b.  Ps.  1204  is  a  more  doubtful  passage.     RV  renders  thus, 
'  What  shall  be  given  unto  thee  .  .  .   thou  deceitful  tongue  ? 
Sharp  arrows  of  the  mighty,  with  coals  of  juniper.'     The  mode 
of  expression,    however,    is    '  somewhat   artificial,    not   to    say 
affected'  (Duhm).     The  tongue  is  itself  an  'arrow';  how  can 
'  arrows '  be  given  to  it,  and  how  can  arrows  be  united  with 
'coals'?     Travellers  tell  us,  no  doubt,  that  'coals  of  broom ' 
emit  an  intense  heat  (see  COAL,  §  2,  col.  854).     This  illustrates 
the  phrase,  but  not  its  figurative  application  in  this  context. 
Hupfeld  has  already  seen  that  '  coals '  ('^>ru)  should  be  'tents' 
C'^nx)-     This  at  once  gives  a  new  aspect  to  the  passage  ;  but  it 
creates  a  new  riddle  which  only  a  more  thorough  investigation 
of  the  text  can  solve.      Probably,  for  Q'orn,  we  should  read 
D'"1SD,    and   render  v.  $b  (emended  text)  thus,   '  Arrows  of  a 
warrior  are  the  tongues  of  the  people  of  the  tents  of  Misrim ' 
(see  MIZRAIM,  §  •z  [/>]). 

c.  Job  SO 4  RV,  'and  the  roots  of  the  broom  are  their  meat' 
(CDrp),   supposing  that   these  roots  were  sometimes  eaten  by 
famine-stricken   men.      Many  critics,   however,   find   this  sup 
position  difficult,  and  propose  to  read  CSn?  or  D2n/   assuming 
that  fires  of  rothem  branches  are  referred  to  (so  RVmg.  '  to  warm 
them  ').     Both  C3rP  and  CSn?  are  unsatisfactory.2    It  must  be 
TVOjri,    '  purslain '  (see   PURSLAIN),   that  is  referred  to ;    cni? 
D'Om  should  be  DOT  G'fnyn  ;  v.  3  is  a  collection  of  misread  dup 
lications  and  the  last  two  words  a  glossatorial  comment  on  the 
corrupt  n'S.     Light  and  sense  are  thus  restored  to  an  almost 
desperate  passage.     Read — 

'  Who  pluck  mallow  and  the  leaves  Oyl'l,  G.  Beer)  of  the  sta/t, 
Who  gnaw  the  broom-plant  and  the  purslain.' 
Thus  only  two  passages  with  Qrn  can  be  vindicated.      But  we 
need  not  doubt  the  word  on  this  account.  Cp  RITHMAH. 

T.  K.  C. 

JUPITER  (Greek  Zeyc  TTATHp  =  Sanscr.  Djaus 
pitdr ;  from  VAl  F  '  shining,'  seen  in  dies),  the  supreme 
deity  of  the  Greeks,  the  conception  of  whom  arose  from 
the  contemplation  of  the  clear  sky  (cp  Holm,  Greek 
Hist.,  ET\i-nf.}.  In  ActslQss,  therefore,  the  words 
TOV  SioTreroOs  ( '  the  image  which  fell  down  from  Jupiter,' 
AV  ;  so  also  R  V,  with  marg.  '  heaven ' )  should  be 
rendered  '  the  image  that  fell  from  the  bright  sky. ' 

So  Euripides  rightly  explains  the  same  epithet  in  speaking  of 
the  image  of  the  Tauric  Artemis  (!fh.  T.  977,  fiioTreres  ayoA/u.a  : 
cp  v.  1384,  ovpavov  n-eVr/jua).  [For  parallels  in  Hebrew  cp  Gen. 
1924,  'brimstone  and  fire  from  Yahwe,  from  heaven'  (mn'riND 
D'DBTlo)  ;  Mic.  5 7  [6]  'a  dew  from  Yahwe  '  (nilV  DND  "?n)-] 

The  title  Olympian  ('OXy/uTrtos)  was  in  general  use 
throughout  Greece  as  marking  the  supremacy  of  Zeus, 
owing  to  the  influence  of  the  Homeric  poems,  in  which 
the  abode  of  the  gods  was  localised  upon  the  summit  of 
Mt.  Olympus  (cp  Farnell,  Cults  of  the  Greek  States,  I.  iv. ). 

As  the  god  of  hospitality  and  the  protector  of  strangers 
he  was  everywhere  worshipped  as  Zeus  Xenios.  In 

1  Here,  as  (5  (pa0/j.tv  [B],  or  pajtto.0  [A],  or  paOa^eiv  [L])  inz>.  4 
suggests,  cm  conceals  the  name,  or  part  of  the  name,  of  some 
locality  ;  otherwise  we  do  not  know  where  Elijah  halted.     For 

nriN  cm  nnn  we  should  probably  read  ni3rn  'jma,  '  in  the 

valley  of  Rehoboth'  (Klo.,  however,  D'ni'D,  'Egypt').  See 
CHERITH.  To  take  -«c  in  pa.8ti.tv  [B]  as  a  misplaced  numeral 
would  be  unwise,  since  <B  passes  over  inN  in  v.  5. 

2  The    use    of  rothem  -branches   for   fuel   would   hardly  be 
characteristic  of  the  poorest  class. 
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168  B.C.  Antiochus  Epiphanes  (see  ANTIOCHUS  2) 
established  the  worship  of  the  Olympian  Zeus  in  the 
Temple  at  Jerusalem  (2  Mace.  62 ;  on  the  Syriac 
equivalent  of  Atoj  'OXvfjuriov,  see  col.  23  top,  and  on 
Dan.  1131  and  12  n  see  col.  22),  and  that  of  Zeus  Xenios 
on  Mt.  Gerizim.  It  was  this  Antiochus  who  resumed 
the  building  of  the  greatest  temple  of  Olympian  Zeus, 
that  at  Athens,  fifteen  columns  of  which  still  remain : 
Peisistratos  had  laid  the  foundations ;  but  the  completion 
of  the  work  was  reserved  for  Hadrian  (130  A.D.  ). 

The  Jupiter  of  Lystra  (Acts  14 12)  is  not  the  Greek 
Zeus,  but  the  native  Lycaonian  deity  identified  by  the 
Greek  -  speaking  section  of  the  population  with  the 
supreme  god  of  the  Greek  pantheon  ;  but  we  have  no 
right  to  draw  inferences  as  to  the  character  of  the  cult 
from  such  identification,  for  identity  of  name  by  no 
means  implied  identity  in  character  (e.g.  the  Artemis 
of  Ephesus  was  very  different  from  the  Artemis  of 
Delos).  This  caution  applies  also  to  the  use  of  the 
name  Hermes  in  this  passage  of  Acts.  Ramsay 
(Church  in  R.  Emp.W  57,  n. )  acutely  remarks 
that  '  true  to  the  Oriental  character,  the  Lycaonians 
regarded  the  active  and  energetic  preacher  (Paul)  as 
the  inferior,  and  the  more  silent  and  statuesque  figure 
(Barnabas)  as  the  leader  and  principal.' l  The  idea  that 
the  deities  manifested  themselves  on  earth  seems  to 
have  been  prominent  in  central  Asia  Minor.  Ovid 
(Metam.  8621)  relates  the  Phrygian  legend  of  the  enter 
tainment  unawares  of  Zeus  and  Hermes  by  the  poor 
couple  Baucis  and  Philemon2  (the  legend  was  local 
ised  perhaps  near  Tyriaion,  near  Iconium  :  see  Ramsay, 
Church  in  R.  Emp.  58  n. ,  and  Comm.  on  Gal.  225, 
where  he  refers  also  to  Phrygian  inscriptions  with  the 
words  rbv  iiri(f>avfffTa.Tov  Oeov,  "the  most  manifest 
god").1 

In  Acts  14 13  (TOV  Aibs  TOV  OVTOS  npb  TTJS  TrdAews,  'Jupiter, 
which  was  before  their  city,'  AV  ;  '  whose  temple  was  before 
the  city,'  RV),  Codex  Bez«e  reads  TOV  OI'TOS  Aibs  irpb  iroAeu? 
(or  better  npoTroAetos,  as  one  word),  '  of  Zeus  who  is  (called) 
Zeus-before-the-City,'  i.e.,  Zeus  Propoleos.  This  is  preferable.'1 
Ramsay  (Church  in  R.  Emp.  51)  compares  an  inscription  of 
Claudiopolis  of  Isauria,  to  the  SE.  of  Lystra,  recording  a 
dedication  Ait  Ilpoaori'oi,  'to  Zeus -before -the -Town.'  In 
dependent  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  temple  would  probably 
be  the  first-fruits  of  excavation  on  the  site  of  Lystra. 

W.  J.  W. 

JURISDICTION  (eSoycieO.  Lk.  237(cp202o).  See 
GOVERNMENT,  §  sof. 

JUSHAB-HESED  pOn  HCT-V,  'kindness  is  requited,' 
§  23  ;  APOBACOK  [B],  AcoB&ecA  [A],  io>c&Bee  [L]). 
a  son  of  Zerubbabel  (i  Ch.  32of).  The  name  seems 
improbable  ;  it  follows  Hasadiah,  and  is  of  a  type 
which  is  unusual  in  Hebrew  proper  names. 

©L  suggests  jnc'irp  Jehosheba,  of  which  '  Jushab '  would  be 
a  corrupt  fragment,  and  '  hesed '  a  fragment  of  a  duplicated 
Hasadiah.  Cp  the  corrupt  names  Giddalti,  Romanti-ezer,  etc. 
(see  HEMAN,  TOB-ADONIJAH).  T.  K.  C. 

JUSTICE  (Administration  of).  See  LAW  AND 
JUSTICE. 

JUSTUS  (loycroc).  under  the  form  Justa,  Justi, 
was  a  common  name  among  the  Jews.  Josephus  men 
tions  three  persons  of  the  name,  including  a  son  of  his 
own.  Bar-Kappara,  denouncing  the  practice  of  taking 
Roman  names,  says,  '  They  did  not  call  Reuben  Rufus, 
Judah  Julianus,  Benjamin  Alexander,  Joseph  Justus.'4 
We  need  hardly  suppose  that  he  is  attacking  the 

1  [In   Acts  14 12   in   its   present    form,   two    reasons   for   the 
prominence  of  Barnabas  seem  to  be  combined  :  (i)  that  he  was 
of  imposing  stature  (contrast  Paul,  Ada  Pauli  et  Theclir,  3), 
and  (2)  that  he  was  not  forward  to  speak,  like  Paul.     'Ejr«t6.) 
K.r.A.  ('  because  he  was  the  chief  speaker,'  EV)  may  perhaps  be 
an  early  addition  (the  Fleury  palimpsest  omits).     On  the  source 
of  ActslBy:  cp  ACTS,  §  10.— !•'.».] 

2  Cp  SODOM  AND  GOMORRAH. 

3  [If  conjectures  are  permissible  should  we  not  read,   with 
Valckenar,  o  tt  iepeiis  TOV  TOV  Aib<r  iepoO  TOV  OI'TOS  K.T.A. ,  'and 
the  priest  of  the  temple  of  Zeus  which  was '  etc.  ? — ED.] 

4  li'ayyikra  Katba,  32.     See  Nestle,  Exp.  T 10,  527(1  ('99); 
Chajes,  Markus-studien  ('99),  78. 
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Alexander  and  Rufus  of  Mk.  152i,  and  the  Joseph- 
Justus  of  Acts  123,  but  the  coincidence  of  the  names  is 
remarkable. 

1.  Joseph  Barsabas,  '  surnamed  Justus,'  Acts  1  23  ;  see  BAR- 
SABAS,  §  2. 

2.  Jesus,  Justus,  a  Jewish  Christian  who,  unlike  most  who 
were   'of  the  circumcision,'  was  a  comfort  to  Paul,  Col.  4n. 
Theophylact  identifies  him  with  3  below.     According  to  a  late 
tradition  he  became  bishop  of  Eleutheropolis. 

3.  Titius  Justus,  see  below. 

JUSTUS  (AB3D*.  etc.),  or  (RV)  TITUS  JUSTUS 
(NE)  or  Titius  Justus  (TITIOC  loyCTOC  [Ti.  WH],  B*, 
Vg. ,  Memph. ,  Arm.),  a  proselyte  (ceBOMGNOC  TON 
66ON).  whose  house  adjoined  the  synagogue,  and  who 
received  the  apostle  Paul  at  a  critical  period  during  his 
first  visit  to  Corinth  (Acts  18?).  As  Ramsay  points  out,1 
he  was  evidently  one  of  the  coloni  of  the  colony  Corinth  ; 
the  adhesion  of  a  Roman  citizen  would  be  a  great  help  to 
a  Christian  missionary.  When  the  Christians  left  the 
synagogue,  the  house  of  Justus  provided  a  convenient 
meeting-place.  The  exact  name  of  Paul's  friend,  how 
ever,  is  disputed.  Tregelles  inclined  to  '  Justus '  (AV)  ; 
Ti. ,  WH,  and  Blass  adopt  '  Titius  Justus'  ;  Wieseler, 
on  doubtful  grounds,  prefers  '  Titus  Justus  '  (RV).  The 
decision  may  perhaps  be  given  by  Paul  himself,  who, 
as  Weizsacker  notes,  (in  the  present  text)  makes 
no  reference  to  his  Corinthian  entertainer.  Probably 
not  one  of  the  forms  given  above,  to  which  may 
be  added  the  bare  Titus  (Pesh. ,  Theb. ),  is  correct. 
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Probably  the  true  name  is  Tertius  Justus,  '  Titius  '  being 
a  corruption  of  '  Tertius. '  The  Roman  Christian  who 
had  received  Paul  during  his  first  visit  to  Corinth  was 
of  course  still  his  intimate  friend  during  his  second  visit, 
and  as  such  was  proud  to  discharge  the  important 
duties  of  a  secretary.  '  1,  Tertius,  who  write  this 
epistle  ..."  (Rom.  1622).  T.  K.  c. 

JUTTAH  (r\W;  Josh.  21 16:  TANY  [B],  om.  A, 
leTTA  [L];  IETA),  or  Jutah  (HDV  ;  Josh.  15  55  RV ; 
ITAN  [B],  leTTA  [AL]),  a  place  in  the  hill-country  of 
Judah,  a  Levitical  city  according  to  the  Priestly  Writer. 

By  mistake  (notice  the  number  in  v.  60)  Juttah  is  omitted  in 
MT  of  i  Ch.  059  [44];  it  is  restored  by  Be.  and  Ki.,  who 
have  not  noticed,  however,  that  (Bu  (array,  Iota)  had  preceded 
them.1 

Eusebius  and  Jerome  describe  Juttah  as  a  large 
village,  1 8  R.  m.  to  the  S.  of  Eleutheropolis  (Onom. 
26649;  133 10).  This  exactly  agrees  with  the  distance 
to  the  SE.  from  Beit  Jibrin  of  the  modern  Yattd, 
which  lies  very  high  on  the  S.  slopes  of  a  mountain, 
5^  m.  S.  by  W.  from  Hebron  (Rob.  BR  2  628  :  Guerin, 
J-udtet  8205  ;  PEFM  3  310). 

Reland,  Robinson,  Renan,  and  Smend  have  identified  it  with 
the  city  referred  to  in  Lk.  1  39  (eis  rrdAii/  lovSa  [Ti.  WH]),  but 
'  Judah '  there  seems  to  be  parallel  to  '  the  hill-country '  (cp  v. 
65),  so  that  no  particular  city  is  specified,  and,  as  Guenn  points 
out  {Judee,  1 88),  the  attested  Greek  form  of  Juttah  has  a  T  not  a 
S.  See  also  Schick,  ZDPV  1l9,T._ff.  (99).  On  the  transition 
from  the  Hebrew  to  the  Arabic  form,  see  Kampffmeyer,  ZDPV 
16421-  T.  K.  C. 


K 


KAB  pp),  2  K.  625  RV,  AV  CAB  (q.v.). 


KABZEEL  jyfl?,  '[whom]  God  collects'),  a  city 
of  Judah  on  the  border  of  Edom,  the  native  town  of 
BENAIAH  (i). 

Josh.  15  21  (KO.\  j3<u<reAer)A  [B],  icatrfleTjA  [A],  Ka/3(n)A  [L])  ;  2  S. 
2320  ((cajSeo-erjA  [B*A],  Karapecr8r)\  [B^mg.],  ya£acr<n)A  [L])  ; 
i  Ch.  1122  (»ca|3ao-ai]A  [BA],  j3a<7aj)A  [Nvid-],  (ca/3<r<:7)A  [L]). 

In  Neh.  1125  the  name  appears  as  JEKABZEEL 
N  om-  BN*A>  /ca/3<re7?\  [Nc-a  m*f-L].  ^ost  probably 
it  is  a  corruption  of  Jehallese'el  (^KxWr).  Hallese'el 
(SNsVn)  —  i-e.  the  important  town  elsewhere  miscalled 
Ziklag,  on  the  site  of  Halasa,  SW.  of  Beersheba,  towards 
Ruheibeh  (Rehoboth).  David's  close  connection,  prob 
ably  by  birth  and  certainly  by  fortunes,  with  the  Negeb, 
and  the  fact  that  Benaiah  was  the  commander  of  the 
Cherethites  (  Rehobothites)  and  Pelethites  (Zarephathites)  , 
strongly  favours  this  view.  See  JUDAH. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  Jekabzeel,  Kabzeel  are  in  themselves 
likely  forms  ;  the  present  writer  has  therefore  been  reluctant  to 
resort  to  emendation.  Winckler's  treatment  of  the  Kerethi  and 
Pelethi  (GI  ii.  184^),  however,  so  nearly  approaches  that 
proposed  in  this  and  other  articles  (especially  PELETHITES, 
REHOBOTH,  ZAREPHATH),  and  adds  so  much  force  to  the 
argument  for  deriving  David's  bodyguard  from  the  Negeb  (see 
NEGEB),  that  it  would  be  misplaced  hesitation  to  withhold  this 
conjecture,  which  is  in  fact  not  very  much  less  probable  than 
the  restoration  of  Halusah  for  Ziklag.  See  ZIKLAG,  and  cp 
HAZELKLPONI.  T.  K.  c. 

KADESH  (BHJ5,  '  holy,'  §  98  ;   K<\AHC  [BAL]). 

i.  Also  called  Kadesh  -  Barnea  (W")3  'p,  peculiar 
to  D  (RD)  and  P,  K.  papy?)  [BAFL],  once  K.  rov  p.  Num. 
1  Situation  3  4  4  [BAFL],  on  the  Targ.  Dpn  for  Kadesh 
see  JERAHMEEL,  §  4),  one  of  the  most 
important  places  in  the  history  of  Israel  previous  to 
the  'conquest,'  is  now  identified  with  'Ain-Kadis, 
50  m.  S.  of  Beersheba.  From  its  situation  it  is  plain 
that  it  must  always  have  been  a  central  spot,  and  Trum- 
bull,  with  whomGuthe(ZZ?PF8  iSa/:)  in  all  essentials 
agrees,  has  shown  that  the  biblical  references  to  Kadesh 
are  best  satisfied  by  identifying  it  with  'Ain  Kadis  (see 

1  Si.  Paul  the  Traveller,  256. 
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NEGEB,  and  [on  the  confusion  between  Kadesh  and 
Petra]  SELA).  In  the  OT  it  appears  as  the  frontier- 
city  of  Edom  (Nu.  20  16),  and  in  P  and  Ezek.  as 
part  of  the  southernmost  border  of  Palestine  (Nu.  344 
Ezek.  47  19  [KaS-rj/j.  B]  48  28).  The  surrounding  district 
is  once  called  '  the  desert  of  Kadesh  '  (Ps.  29  8),  and  was 
perhaps  identical  with  that  of  Beersheba  (Gen.  21  14).  2 
Its  name,  however,  is  given  by  P  as  PARAN  (Nu. 
183  26),  and  by  another  writer  of  the  same  age  as  Sin 
(EV  ZIN).S  It  is  by  no  means  improbable  that  the 
district  coincided  with  the  N.  Arabian  Musri  mentioned 
in  Assyrian  inscriptions,  see  MIZRAIM,  §  2  b. 

The  significance  of  the  name  Kadesh  fully  accords 
with  all  we  know  of  the  whole  district.  In  the  old 
patriarchal  legends  the  district  of  Kadesh 
.  |see  BERED,  BEER-LAHAI-ROI,  SHUR), 
enters  into  the  stories  of  ABRAHAM,  HAGAR,  and 
IsHMAEL,4  its  prominence  being  no  doubt  derived  from 
its  association  with  the  early  life  of  Israel  after  the 
Exodus,  the  old  accounts  (JE)  of  which  make  Kadesh 
the  goal  on  leaving  Egypt,  and  the  centre  of  the  forty 
years'  wanderings  ;  see  WANDERINGS,  §§  3  ff.  The 
events  related  of  Meribath-Kadesh  (see  MASSAH  AND 
MEKIBAH),  and  the  evidence  of  the  name  'Well  of 
Judgment'  as  applied  to  Kadesh  (csrp  py,  Gen.  14y  ;5  cp 
Nu.  8836  [L]),  suggest  that  Kadesh  was  renowned  both 

1  It  is  doubtful  whether  AL  omit  ;  j3ai#(%>  [A],  |3cu0ovp  [L] 
may  represent  this  name  or  possibly  Bethzur,  cp  /Seflcroup  (Aid. 
and  121  HF  'ad  loc.). 

2  According  to  Eusebius  the   'desert  of  Kadesh'  extends  to 
Petra,  and  includes  Hazazon-Tamar,   Hormah,  and  evva  (see 
ZIN)  ;  but  the  statement  requires  criticism. 

3  Cp  the  variation  in  Nu.  8836  where  after  'Zin'  ®HAF  reads 
'and  they  departed   from  Zin,  and  came  to  the  wilderness  of 
Paran,  which  is  Kadesh';  <5L  has  the  interesting  reading  'to 
the  Well  of  Judgment,  which  is  Kadesh.' 

4  The  instances  where  '  Mizraim  '  in  these  narratives  refers  to 
the  N.  Arabian  Mu.sri  are  to  be  specially  noted  (see  MIZRAIM, 
tag. 

8  According  to  Wi.  (GI  2  33)  '  En-mishpat  '  is  localised  in  Gen. 
14  7  by  an  arbitrary  conjecture,  and  the  Kadesh  originally  meant 
by  the  gloss  was  Kedesh-Naphtali  (see  SODOM).  Possibly,  how 
ever,  '  En-mishpat  '  is  a  scribe's  error  for  '  Ir-misrephath,'  i.e.  Ir 
Sarefath,  '  the  city  of  Zarephath  '  (Che.).  See  SODOM,  ZAKE- 

PHATH,  and  cp  MlSREPHOTH-MAIM. 
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for  a  theophany  (cp  also  Gen.  16?^)  and  for  some 
divinely  given  decision  or  legislation.1  These,  un 
fortunately,  are  not  directly  mentioned  ;  but  it  is  not 
impossible  that  they  may  be  found  buried  away  under  a 
mass  of  redactional  matter  in  Ex.  33/!,2  the  antiquity 
of  the  main  part  of  which  chapters  is  generally  admitted  ; 
see  EXODUS  i.  ,  §  6. 

The   covenant   in    Ex.  34  is  admittedly    older  than 

either  the  Decalogue,   or  the  code  in  20  ff.  ;   and  the 

'Exodus'   tne°Pnany  (33  &/.  34s)  in  which  Yahwe 


tradition. 


reveals    his     name    and     manifests    his 


. 
presence    is    not    only    superfluous   after 

the  preceding  history  of  the  Exodus  given  by  J,  but  is 
in  a  marked  degree  cruder  and  more  anthropomorphic 
than  the  similar  theophany  in  Ex.  3/.  (seeesp.  33  20-23  ).3 
The  conjecture  that  Kadesh  was  the  scene  of  what 
might  appear  to  be  the  first  manifestation  of  Yahwe  to 
Moses,  explains  the  words  of  Hobab  in  Nu.  10  30  ('I 
will  depart  to  my  own  land  and  to  my  kindred  '  )  which, 
on  the  usual  assumption  that  the  scene  is  laid  in  Horeb, 
hard  by  Hobab's  home  (Ex.  3i),  are  somewhat  un 
natural.  Moreover,  this  new  importance  of  Kadesh 
makes  it  probable  that  it  is  to  be  connected  with  a 
specific  tradition,  certain  traces  of  which  are  to  be  found 
imbedded  in  JE's  account  of  the  wanderings.  It  has 
been  shown  elsewhere  that  the  details  of  the  journey 
from  Egypt  to  Sinai  are  borrowed  from  a  later  stage  of 
the  wanderings  (Exoous  i.  ,  §§  5  ff.}.  Traces  of  a 
similar  tradition  following  the  departure  from  Kadesh 
may  perhaps  be  discovered  in  Nu.  21  1-3,  where  the 
wanderers  have  proceeded  N.  to  HORMAH  (q.v.  ),  and 
the  continuation  of  the  march  (in  the  same  direction) 
finds  them  in  Beer  (21i6-i8a,  i.e.  Beersheba  to  the  N. 
of  Hormah,  or  Beer-lahai-roi  ?).  4  The  rest  of  this  narra 
tive  is  not  directly  recoverable  ;  its  historical  value  will 
depend  upon  the  view  taken  of  the  origin  of  the  tribe  of 
JUDAH  (q.v.  ). 

Accepting  Schiele's  view  that  the  'city  of  palm  trees'  (Judg. 
1  16)  is  to  be  located  in  the  extreme  S.  of  Judah  (cp  the  name 
TAMAR)  —  its  identification  with  Jericho  being  due  to  mistaken 
glosses  —  we  may  be  justified  in  emending  the  unknown  -rn 
0"inNn  ('  way  of  Atharim,'  Nu.  21  1),  on  the  road  to  Hormah,  into 
D'IDnn  TJ?  ('  'he  city  of  palm  trees  ').5  To  the  journeying 
referred  to  above,  which  started  from  Kadesh,  we  may  possibly 
assign  the  capture  and  occupation  of  Hebron  and  the  sur 
rounding  districts  (see  HEBRON,  §  i,  JERAHMEEL,  §  2).  It 
may  be  conjectured  further  that  the  journey  from  Kadesh  north 
wards  to  Judah  is  a  '  levitical  '  tradition.  In  support  of  this  it 
may  be  noticed  that  tradition  seems  to  associate  the  '  Levites  ' 
with  Kadesh  (see  LEVITES),  and  a  close  inspection  of  their 
name-lists  makes  it  highly  probable  that  previous  to  their  diffu 
sion  throughout  Israel  they  had  come  from  the  south.  The  same 
evidences  show  that  '  Levite  '  is  no  ethnic,  but  a  class-name 
(Hommel  perhaps  correctly  connects  with  the  S.  Arab,  labiw, 
'temple-servant,'  AffT  z-j^f.)  applied  to  special  members  of 
several  closely  related  clans  and  families.  See  GENEALOGIES 
i.,  §  7  [v.]. 

In  view  of  this  relation  between  Kadesh  and  Judah,  it  may 
be  noticed  that  tradition  sends  David  himself  to  the  wilderness 
of  Paran  (i  S.  25  1,  see  PARAN),  perhaps  his  original  home,  and 
that,  as  Prof.  Cheyne  suggests,  '  En-gedi  '  (nj-py),  in  i  S.  23  29 
24  i,  as  well  as  in  Josh.  15  62,  2  Ch.  20  2,  should,  under  the 
circumstances,  probably  be  emended  to  B'li^'py,  CP  En-mishpat 
(§  2  above);  see  also  AJSL,  1900,  p.  177  n.  [See  further 
JERICHO,  JUDAH,  §  5,  NEGEB,  PARAN,  SODOM,  ZAREPHATH.] 

2.  Kadesh,  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Orontes.  The 
most  southern  city  of  the  Hittites,  situated  on  an  emin 
ence  about  5  m.  from  the  lake  called  in  the  middle  ages 
Buheiret  el-Kades.6  Representations  of  it  are  given  on 

1  See  also  JEALOUSY,  TRIAL  OF,  §  i.     The  budding  of  Aaron's 
rod  in  token  of  the  pre-eminence  of  the  Levites  is  placed  at 
Kadesh  by  P  in  Nu.  \6f.     Cp  LEVITES. 

2  The  necessity  for  any  renewal  of  the  covenant  (as  these 
chapters  have  been  at  times  explained)  disappears  when  it  is 
realised  that  the  story  of  the  calf-worship  belongs  to  £2. 

3  Verse  20  can  scarcely  be  explained  after  such  passages  as 
24  io/.,  etc. 

4  The  wilderness  in  v.  i8£  19  is  that  of  Arnon  in  w.  13.     Verse 
iS6  follows  immediately  upon  v.  15. 

6  Or,  better  still,  into  <-)CN  in  "pi,  '  the  way  of  the  mountain- 
land  of  the  Amorite  '  (Che.).  Kadesh  was  in  fact  close  to  the 
Amorite  mountain-region  (Dt.  1  20). 

8  See  Maspero,  Struggle  of  the  Nations.  140  ff.  301  ff.  ; 
WMM  As.  u.Eur.  212  j£ 
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the  walls  of  the  Ramesseum  at  Thebes,  and  the  heroic 
deeds  of  Rameses  II.  before  the  city  form  the  subject  of 
a  well-known  epic.1  No  reference  to  it  occurs  in  the 
Assyrian  inscriptions  ;  apparently  it  had  been  destroyed 
by  the  Syrians  of  Damascus.  According  to  some  critics 
it  is  mentioned  in  the  OT,  in  the  account  of  David's 
numbering  of  the  people,  2  S.  246  (see  TAHTIM- 
HODSHI).  If  this  view  were  correct,  it  would  show 
that  the  Hittites  still  held  Kadesh  in  the  time  of  David. 
It  has  also  been  found  by  critical  conjecture  in  Judg. 
42  13  16  (see  HAROSHETH),  and  in  Judg.  52i/.  ,  under 
lying  the  corrupt  text  of  which  we  may  probably  detect 
something  like  this  :  — 

Then  fought  the  KidSonim  ; 

KidSon  —  its  mighty  ones  were  stunned. 

The  KidSonim  dyed  the  torrent  Kishon, 

The  Hadrakkim  dyed  it  like  wool.2 

The  form  Gadasuna  may  have  belonged  properly  to  the 
people  of  Kadesh  ;  it  occurs  in  a  corrupt  form  in  the 
epic  of  Pentaur  and  in  the  treaty  between  Rameses  II. 
and  the  Hittites.3  The  men  of  Kadesh  (the  place  of 
residence  of  Sisera,  Judg.  4)  and  of  Hadrach  fought  in 
the  army  of  Sisera  against  the  Israelites.  For  another 
Kidshon,  see  BEZAANANNIM,  KISHION.  Cp  SISERA. 
(i)  s.  A.  c.,  (2)  T.  K.  c. 

KADMIEL  ('pNVp'lp,  'God  is  in  front,'  as  leader, 
K&AMIHA  [BNA],  K6A-  [L]).  a  Levitical  name  men 
tioned  with  JESHUA  (7)  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (EZRA 
»-.  §§  9.  13^)-  Ezra24o=Neh.  7  43  (KABAlHA  [B], 
AGKMIHA  [L])  =  i  Esd.  526  (AV  CADMIEL,  KoAonAoy 
[B],  KA.AMIHAOY  [A])  :  also  among  those  officiating  at 
the  constitution  of  the  '  congregation  '  (see  EZRA  ii.  ,  §§ 
12  and  13  /.  ),  Neh.  94/.  (see  BANI,  3)  ;  also  amongst 
the  signatories  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.  ,  §  7),  Neh. 
109  [io]. 

See  also  Ezra3g(on  which  see  EZRA),  and  Neh.  12824.  In 
the  last-cited  passage,  '  the  son  of  Kadmiel  '  should  be  '  Binnui 
(or  Bani)  Kadmiel  '  (see  BINNUI,  2).  The  name  should  perhaps 
be  read  in  i  Ch.  27i7  for  KEMUEL  (3);  see  GENEALOGIES  i., 
§  7  [i.]  n.  Both  names  may  come  from  Jerahme'el  (Che.). 

KADMONITES  COblpri—  i.e.,  'men  of  the  east,1 
KeAMCON.  [?ic  D],  KeAMCONAlOYC  [L]).  Inhabitants 
of  the  Syrian  desert,  like  the  b'ne  Kedem  (see  EAST, 
CHILDREN  OF  THE),  Gen.  ISigt,  R-  Cp  KEDEMAH 
(riDip),  a  '  son  '  of  Ishmael. 

Not  improbably,  however,  '  Kadmonite  '  is  a  corruption  of 
Jerahmeehte  (cp  REKEM).  This  suits  their  position  next  to  the 
Kenizzites,  and,  if  correct,  favours  the  view  that  the  '  Hittites' 
of  Palestine  are  the  '  Rehobothites  '  (a  textual  corruption  ;  see  . 
REHOBOTH). 

KAIN  (PJ?J,  Nu.  2422  RV  ;  RVmK-  and  AV,  'the 
Kenite(s).'  See  AMALEK,  §6/;  CAIN,  §  5;  KENITES. 

KALLAI  ("'pi?;  K^AA&i  [K""«-i»f-],  BN*A  om.( 
KA.A/v\ei  [L]),  a  priest  in  Joiakim's  time  (see  EZRA  ii.  , 
§§  6b  u),  Neh.  12  20.  Cp  SALLAI. 

KAMON  (|i»f>).  Judg.  10S  RV  ;  AV  CAMON. 

KANAH  (HJI?  ;  KAN9AN  [B]-  K&NA  [A],  KAN&6I 
[L]),  a  place  on  the  boundary  of  Asher  (Josh.  19  28). 
At  first  sight  it  appears  as  if  Kanah  should  be  near 
Zidon,  but  the  description  probably  means  only  that 
from  the  former  place  the  border  stretches  northward  to 
Zidon  ;  and  that  no  places  requiring  to  be  mentioned  in 

1  See  Erman,  Life  in  Ancient  Egypt,  393,  n.  i. 

2  See  Che.  JQR  10536  ('98).    w.2i  and  22  are  transposed.    Read 
IDrta  for  ID1?."!-     DID  '3py  's  a  scribe's  attempt  to  make  sense  of 
D'JIDIJ  (  =  D'31CHp)-      The  above  is  a  modification  of  Ruben's 
very  acute  restoration   in  JQR  10552  f.  ('98).      Ruben  reads 
O'Cnp,  '  men  of  Kadesh,'  in  /.  3  above,  but  misses  the  point  in 
lines  i  and  2.     He  detected  '37in,  '  the  Hadrakkite  '  in  'DVin, 
and  B*'DB3,  'like  wool'  (Ass.  nat>dsif,  Mike  red-coloured  wool,' 
Del.  Ass.  HWB  4451}  ;  cp  ASUR-BANI-PAL,  §  6,  n.  2),  in  jy  <rSJ  '. 
CS"U  (rather  CETls)  he  explained  from  the  Ass.  inscriptions  as 
meaning  'dyed  it'  (D",  suff.  of  3rd  sing.  masc.).     The  poem  was 
written  by  some  one  who  had  Babylonian  culture.     Note  ^BO 
TIN.  perhaps  '  a  bowl  of  bronze  '  (Ass.  urudii),  v.  i^b.     See  JAEL. 

3  See  At.  u.  Eur.  335,  cp  94  104  (cited  by  Ruben). 
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this  part  of  the  border  occur  to  the  writer  (so  Di.  ). 
Kanah  may  therefore  be  the  modern  village  of  Kana, 
7  m.  SE.  of  Tyre. 

Kanah  was  identified  by  Eus.  and  Jer.  (OS)  with  CANA  OF 
GALILEE. 


KANAH  (nj£,  '  reeds  '  ?),  the  name  of  a  torrent  and 
wady  (?rO,  AV  'river,'  RV  'brook')  mentioned  in  the 
definition  of  the  borders  of  Ephraim  and  Manasseh 
(Josh.  168  ITg).  The  same  form  Kanu  appears  as  that 
of  a  principality  in  the  Am.  Tab.  251. 

<B's  readings  are,  eiri  xf^Kavat  'Irt  Qdpayya  xapava  [B],  CTTI 
Xf-nappovv  Kava,  eir*i  <f>dpayya  Kavai  [A],  ttii  xeifidppov  Kara,  evri 
<t>dpayya  [enrl  At'/3a  icard  fydpayya.  lacip]  [L],  in  valient  arundineti. 

The  border  of  Ephraim  '  goes  out  from  Tappuah 
westward  to  the  torrent  Kanah,  and  ends  at  the  sea' 
(168),  while  that  of  Manasseh  'descends  to  the  torrent 
Kanah,  southward  of  the  torrent'  (1?9).  Similarity  of 
sound  at  once  suggests  that  the  torrent  Kanah  may  be 
the  Wddy  Kanah,  SW.  of  Shechem,  which,  passing 
into  the  W.  Ishkar,  joins  the  'Auja,  and  so  reaches  the 
sea.  There  is  indeed  one  phonetic  difficulty  (k  is  distinct 
from  k)  ;  but  on  the  whole  this  theory  (which  has  been 
adopted  by  Conder)  suits  the  other  topographical 
indications  best.  On  the  other  hand,  apart  from  these 
indications,  a  plausible  case  is  made  out  by  Guerin  for 
the  Nahr  el-Falik,  a  little  to  the  N.  of  Arsuf,  the  Roche- 
taillie  beside  which  the  English  crusaders  under  Richard  I. 
tarried  on  6th  September  1191.  '  It  is  bordered,'  Gueiin 
says,  '  and  even  filled  with  a  forest  of  reeds  of  different 
kinds,'  and  he  goes  on  to  identify  this  river  with  the 
Nahr  el-Kasab  ('stream  of  reeds')  of  the  Moslem 
historian  Baha  ed-Dln.  The  latter  river,  however,  is 
rather  that  now  known  as  the  Nahr  el-Mefjir,  which 
reaches  the  sea  about  13  m.  N.  of  the  Nahr  el-Falik  , 
and  therefore  cannot  be  the  torrent  Kanah.  And 
even  the  Nahr  el-Falik  can  be  identified  with  the  torrent 
Kanah  only  if  En-tappuah  is  placed  where  Guerin  places 
it,  to  the  NE.  of  Shechem. 

KAREAH  (rn£,  'bald,'  §  66  ;  cp  KORAH),  father  of 
JOHANAN  (q.v.,  9);  Jer.  40  8_^  41  -n  /.  42i8  4324/. 
(KARH6  [BKAQ])  ;  also  2  K.  25  23  (AV  CAREAH  ; 
KARH6  [BA],  KAPHG  [L]). 

For  another  possible  Kareah,  restored  in  Judg.  10  1  by  Hoi- 
lenberg,  see  Moore's  noteadloc.  Cp  ISSACHAR,  col.  2293,  n.  4. 

KAREM  (  KApeM  [BAL]),  in  the  hill-country  of  Judah, 
mentioned  only  by  (@  (Josh.  15  59).  It  is  no  doubt  the 
modern  'Ain  Karim,  W.  of  Jerusalem,  identified  else 
where  with  ^Enon  (see  SALIM),  BETH-CAR,  BETH- 
HACCEREM.  Its  ancient  name  ('  Vineyard  ')  was  well 
justified. 

KARIATHIARIUS  (KApiAGlARlOC  [A]),  i  Esd.  5  19 

RV,  AV  KlRIATHIARIUS. 

KARKAA,  or  (RV)  Karka  (ny\r$n,  with  art.  and 
the  locative  ending;  THN  KATA  AyCMAC  KAAHC 
[BAL]),  apparently  a  place  on  the  S.  border  of  Judah 
(Josh.  153).  According  to  Wetzstein  (Del.  Gen.W  586) 
the  Makrah-plateau  is  meant  (see  NEGEB).  The  fact, 
however,  that  the  ||  passage  (Nu.  34  4)  says  nothing  of  '  the 
Karka','  and  the  oddness  of  the  expression  (yjTip  means 
•ground,"  'pavement,'  'bottom')  provokes  criticism. 
For  a  probable  emendation  see  HAZAR-ADDAR,  JERAH- 

MEEL,  §  4.  T.  K.  C. 

KARKOR  O'pli?;  KARKA  [A],  -p  [BL]),  the  place 
to  which  Zebah  and  Zalmunna  had  fled  from  Gideon, 
and  where  they  were  surprised  by  him  (Judg.  8iof).  It 
is  the  Karkar,  S.  of  Hamath,  mentioned  by  Shalman- 
eser  II.  (KB  1  173).  See  GIDEON,  §  2,  and  cp  Niebuhr, 
Studien,  120.  T.  K.  c. 


KARTAH  (nrnp),  given  as  a  levitical  city  in 
Zebulun,  Josh.  2134,  but  according  to  most  only  a 
variant  of  KATTATH  (q.v.).  Kartah,  however,  may  be 
another  form  of  KARTAN  (q.v.}.  <SB  reads  /coS^s  — 
i.e.  ,  Kadesh  (Kapoa  [A],  Kapida,  [L]). 
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KARTAN  (jrni?),  a  city  in  Naphtali  (Josh.  21 32!; 
GeMMcoN  [B*],  Te-  [Ba'b  «<»•],  THN  Noe  j-A]f  THN 
KApGAN  [L]),  called  Kiriathaim  in  iCh.  676[6i].  It 
has  been  overlooked  that  both  names  may  be  and 
probably  are  corruptions  of  rn|3 — i.e. ,  the  ancient  city 
of  CHINNERETH  [q.v.~\,  perhaps  the  later  Chorazin  (see 
GENNESARET).  The  name  Kartan  does  not  occur  in 
the  list  of  Naphtalite  cities  in  Josh.  1932-38,  where 
Chinnereth  is  found.  See  KARTAH.  T.  K.  c. 

KATTATH  (n^j?;  KATANAG  [B],  KATTAG  [A], 
KOT.  [L]),  a  town  in  Zebulun  (Josh.  19 15). 

A  Talmudic  statement  (Talm.  T.  Meg.  1 1)  identifies  it  with  the 
later  Ketunith,  which  is  probably  the  modern  Kuteineh,  W.  of 
the  Merj-ibn-'Amir.  This  identification,  however,  does  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  list  in  Joshua.  Kattath  should  be  near 
Shimron  (SemuntyeK).  Judg.  1 30  suggests  that  Kattath  = 
KITRON  (q.v.).  T.  K.  C. 

KEDAR  (Tip  ;  KHAAp  [BNADL]),  a  son  of  Ishmael 
(Gen.  25 13  iCh.  129),  appears  as  a  representative 
Eastern  people,  Jer.  2io  (opposed  to  Chittim),  as  flock- 
owning,  Is.  60?  (||  Nebaioth),  Ezek.  2?2i  (||  TTtf),  and 
tent -dwelling,  Jer.  4928  (cp  v.  29)  ;  hence  its  D'lVH' 
Is.  42  ii,  are  probably  encampments  ;  the  tents  of  Kedar 
are  used  in  figures,  Ps.  120s  (with  Meshech)  Cant.  Is. 
Only  in  Is.  21 16/.  (see  ISAIAH  ii. ,  §  8  [7]  ;  a  fragment 
of  doubtful  date)  are  the  men  of  Kedar  spoken  of  as 
warriors  ;  here,  too,  the  tribe  of  Dedan,  in  contrast  to 
Gen.  lO?  and  25  3,  is  reckoned  as  part  of  Kedar.  In 
later  times  the  name  seems  to  have  been  used  so  as  to 
include  all  the  wild  tribes  of  the  desert,  who  were 
naturally  disliked  by  the  peace-loving  Judaeans,  and 
thus  Kedar  quite  usurped  the  place  of  Ishmael.  See 
further  ISHMAEL,  §  4  (2).  F.  B. 

KEDEMAH  (nO*]j5,  'east';  KeAMA  [BAL]),  an 
Ishmaelite  tribal  name,  Gen.  25 15  [P]  (KeAMAN  \_D\, 
KeAeMA  [L])-  iCh.  131  (KeAAM  [A]).  Possibly  a 
corruption.  Cp  KADMONITES. 

To  compare  the  Kdm  or  Kdma  of  the  story  of  Sanehat  with 
Maspero  (PSBA  18io6  ['96]),  is  rash,  for  Kdm,  whither  the 
wandering  Egyptian  betakes  himself,  is  clearly  a  general  term 
for  the  region  in  the  SE.  or  E.  of  the  Dead  Sea.  T.  K.  C. 

KEDEMOTH  (Jt\D1jp),  a  town  which  gave  its  name 
to  the  wilderness  whence  Israel  sent  messengers  to 
Sihon,  king  of  Heshbon  (Dt.  226  KeA[A]MCo6  [BAFL]). 
It  was  probably  situated  on  the  upper  Arnon  at  the 
northern  extremity  of  the  wilderness,  a  more  westerly 
position  being  unsuitable  since  Israel  did  not  enter 
Moab  (cp  Nu.  21  13,  Dr.  Deut.,  ad  loc.). 

The  account  of  the  sending  of  the  messengers  in  Nu.  21  nf. 
finds  a  close  parallel  in  the  embassy  to  Edom,  Nu.  20  14^, 
where  the  scene  is  laid  at  Kadesh.  Are  the  two  accounts 
derived  from  one  (o  and  y;  are  easily  confused)?  Elsewhere 
Kedemoth  is  found  only  in  P,  as  a  city  given  to  the  Reubenites 
(Josh.  13  18,  flaKfSfuod  [B],  Kf8r)fj.<a0  [A],  KO..  [L]),  and  as  a  levitical 
city  (Josh.  21  37,  Se<c/uwi'  [B],  •yeSercov  [A],  K.  [L]=  i  Ch.  tj  79  [64], 
Ka.Sapiof  [B],  Kap.T)S<o6  [A],  Ka.6r]fi<a6  [L]).  It  has  been  conjectur- 
ally  identified  with  Umm-er-resas,  whose  ruins  prove  it  to  have 
been  at  one  time  a  place  of  some  importance  (cp  Baed.(3)  177). 
See  JAHAZ.  s.  A.  C. 

KEDESH  (Bnj5  ;  for  meaning  cp  KADESH). 

1.  (icafiTjs  [B],  Kefief   [AL]),  a  city  on   the  extreme   southern 
border   of   Judah   (Josh.  1623).      It    is    perhaps    the   same   as 
Kadesh-barnea  *   (see  WANDERINGS,  WILDERNESS   OF),  which 
will   otherwise   have   been   omitted   from   the   list.      Dillmann, 
however,  identifies  it  with  the  Ktldiis  of  Mukaddasi,  one  day 
S.  of  Hebron.     Hebron,  Kadus,  and  Zoar  were,  in  Mukaddasi's 
time,  stations  on  the  S.  caravan-route.     Wetzstein  (Del.  Gett.W 
574_^-)  wrongly  identified  Kadus  with  Kadesh-Barnea. 

2.  (iceSe?  [BL],  KeSee  [A])  in  i  Ch.  672(57],  a  levitical  city  in 
Issachar.     The  parallel  passage   in  Josh.  2128  (cp  Josh.  19 20) 
has  Kishion  ;  the  napie  Kidsun  (if  the  view  taken  in  KISHION  is 
correct)  accounts  for  both'  forms.     Conder  identifies  this  Kedesh 
with  Tell  Abu  Kuiies,  near  LejjQn  (P£FM26g),  and  a  critical 
conjecture    of   Wellhausen's    depends    on    its    existence    (see 
DEBORAH,  §  2). 

3.   (Kadrj^  [B],   /ce5ej  [AVL]),  an   ancient  sanctuary 

1.  References.  which  Presei7edD  its  rig^  of  asylum 

even  under  the  Priestly  Code  ;  it  is  the 

Kidsi,  Ki-id-sa,  Ki-id-si,  Gi-id-si,   Gid-si  of  Am.  Tab. 

1  See  also  CHADIASAI. 
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(see  AT?  5  40*  [Index] ;  and  cp  Pap.  Anast.  i.  10 1  ;  J?P 
lioo  ;  As.  u.  Bur.  213  n. ). 

It  is  usually  called  simply  '  Kedesh '  (Josh.  1222  '  the  king  of 
Kedesh,'  1937  icaSe«[BJ,  Judg.  49Kei4es[A],  icaSrjs  [L],  4io)«i£es 
[A],4n»ce5es[B],  2  K.  152g  xe^fBAL],  i  Mace.  Il63  KT)6es  [AN] 
73),  but  occasionally  also  Kedesh-Naphtali  (Judg.  46  KaSr)? 
[L],  Tob.  1 2  (tvSuo?  [BN],  KV$HOV  [A]),  or  Kedesh  in  Galilee 

(Josh.  21  32  <ca5es  [B],  I  Ch.  661  [76]  ice6es  [B]  <ca8»js  [L],  and  once 
'  Kadesh  in  Galilee,  in  the  hill-country  of  Naphtali '(Josh.  207). 
On  the  geographical  definition  in  Judg.  4n,  see  BEZAANANNIM. 

It  was  the  home  of  Barak  (see  DEBORAH,  §  2),  and 
apparently  the  rallying -place  from  which  the  war  of 
liberation  was  fought.  Lying  as  it  did  on  the  northern 
frontier  of  Palestine  (cp  TAHTIM-HODSHI),  it  had  to  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  first  incursion  of  the  Assyrians,  and 
with  other  neighbouring  places(see  ABEL-BETH-MAACAH, 
etc. )  it  was  in  734  B.  C.  captured  by  Tiglath-pileser,  its 
inhabitants  being  carried  away  to  Assyria  (2  K.  15zp). 
It  is  twice  mentioned  ( i  Mace.  11 63  73)  in  connection  with 
the  defeat  of  Jonathan  the  Maccabee  near  Hazor,  and 
Josephus,  who  calls  it  /caSacra,  Kfdacra,  Kedeaa,  KvSacra, 
KvSia-a,  describes  it  as  '  between  the  land  of  the 
Tyrians  and  Galilee'  (,  4  nt.  xiii.  56),  as  'belonging  to 
the  Tyrians'  (B/ ii.  18 1),  or  as  'a  populous  and  welU 
fortified  inland  village  of  the  Tyrians'  (BJ\\.  23)  which 
was  the  scene  of  various  warlike  incidents  in  his  own  time. 
Eus.  (OS  271 55)  describes  Kv5i<T<ros  as  situated  20  in. 
from  Tyre,  near  Paneas.  In  the  twelfth  century  Benjamin 
of  Tudela  visited  Kedesh,  and  found  there  the  tomb  of 
Barak  and  several  Jewish  saints  (Early  Travels  in 
Pal.  89). 

Kedesh  still  retains  its  ancient  name  (Kades).  J.  L. 
Porter  (Kitto,  Bib.  Cycl.  s.v.)  well  describes  it  :  '  High 

_.,      . .         up  among  the  mountains  of  Naphtali  is  a 

Situation.  j-ttje  green  piain>  embosomed  in  wooded 

hill-tops.  On  its  western  side  is  a  rounded  tell,  on  which 
the  modern  village  stands.  From  the  tell  a  low,  narrow 
ridge  projects  into  the  plain,  with  flat  top  and  steep  sides, 
covered  with  rank  vegetation.  Both  ridge  and  tell  are 
strewn  with  ruins.  In  the  plain,  at  the  northern  base  of 
the  ridge,  round  a  little  fountain,  lie  the  most  interesting 
remains  of  Kedesh.  A  number  of  sarcophagi  serve  the 
purpose  of  water-troughs.  Near  these  are  the  ruins  of 
two  beautiful  buildings,  but  whether  mausoleums,  temples, 
or  synagogues,  it  is  difficult  to  determine.  Between  them 
is  a  very  remarkable  group  of  sarcophagi  standing  on  a 
massive  platform  of  solid  masonry.  These  are  doubtless 
the  tombs  of  which  Benjamin  of  Tudela  and  Brocardus 
speak  (chap.  7 173) ;  and  they  show  that  down  to  a  com 
paratively  late  period  the  Jews  still  regarded  Kedesh 
as  a  sanctuary.  The  plain  beside  Kedes  and  the 
surrounding  hills  is  thkkly  covered  with  terebinth  and  oak 
forests,  among  which  the  writer  saw  at  several  places  the 
black  tents  of  a  nomad  tribe  which  frequents  this  region.' 
See  Rob.  BR  8367-369  ;  Stanley,  S  and  P  332,  282  ;  Lectures 
on  Jewish  Church,  317  ;  Baed.  /W.P)  298  ;  Buhl,  Pal.  2357: 

KEDESHAH  (H^IP),  RV"'«-  Gen.  38  22  Dt.  23  17  ; 
also  KADESH  (£>!£)  RVm«-  Dt.  23  17.  See  CLEAN. 
§  i,  col.  837,  DOG,  §  3  (end),  HIGH  PLACES,  §  4, 
IDOLATRY,  §  6,  and  cp  ASHTORETH,  RITUAL,  SACRI 
FICE. 

KEHELATHAH  (finSnp;  MAKeAA&e  [B],  -e\*Q 
[AF],  -AA.  [L]  ;  Nu/3322/).  See  WANDERINGS, 
WILDERNESS  OF. 

KEILAH  (PlWip;  KeeiA*  [BNA],  KeiA&  [L]:  but 
KeeiAAM  in  Josh.  [B],  KAteiA*  in  Neh.  817  [N]),  one 
of  the  towns  'in  the  Shephelah '  of  Judah  (Josh.  1644). 
It  was  an  important  place  in  the  fifteenth  century  B.C., 
being  several  times  mentioned  as  Kilti  in  the  Amarna 
tablets.  David  found  a  temporary  shelter  within  its 
'gates  and  bars'  (i  S.  23 1  /.}.  After  the  Exile  it 
gave  its  name  to  an  administrative  district  mentioned 
after  Beth-zur  (Neh.  Si?/).  The  Chronicler,  after  his 
fashion,  introduces  the  '  father  of  Keilah '  (whom  he 
connects  with  the  clan  called  the  GARMITE)  into  a 
genealogy  in  conjunction  with  Eshtemoa  (i  Ch.  4 19). 
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Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  27033  109  19)  identity 
Keilah  with  the  village  of  Kela,  situated  8  (the  Greek 
text  by  an  error  has  17)  m.  from  Eleutheropolis,  on  the 
road  to  Hebron,  which  is  no  doubt  the  modern  Beit 
Kahll,  about  4  m.  NNE.  of  Halhul.  This  place, 
however,  is  situated  on  a  steep  mountain,  where  there 
is  no  arable  land,  and  so  cannot  be  the  Keilah  of  i  S.  23. 
There  is  also  a  ruined  village  called  Kild  (cp  the  KlXXa, 
of  Jos.  Ant.  vi.  13i),  7  m.  E.  of  Beit  Jibrln  and 
about  7  m.  NE.  of  Halhul,  which  is  not  quite  so  deep 
in  the  mountains  as  Beit  Kahil  and  is  identified  with 
Keilah  by  GueYin  (Judte,  8351).  The  only  objection  to 
it  is  drawn  from  Josh.  1544,  where  Keilah  stands  almost 
at  the  end  of  a  long  list  of  '  cities  '  in  the  Shgphdah. 
Dillmann  and  Miihlau  consider  this  so  serious  that  they 
are  led  to  reject  this  identification.  It  is  to  be  noted, 
however,  that  not  far  from  Kild  we  find  Beit  Nasib, 
which  must  be  the  ancient  Nezib,  and  Mareshah 
(Merash]  is  already  pretty  far  to  the  E.  Evidently  the 
Shephelah  is  to  be  distinguished  from  the  maritime 
plain  which  it  adjoined  (GASm.  HG  202).  This  is  one  of 
the  cases  in  which  travel  appears  to  throw  great  light 
on  the  old  Hebrew  narratives.  The  terraced  sides  of 
the  hill  of  Kila  are  even  to-day  covered  with  corn,  and 
their  luxuriance  must  have  been  greater  still  when  the 
terraces  were  cared  for.  No  wonder  that  the  Philistine 
raiders  (or,  as  we  should  perhaps  read,  '  the  Pelethites  ' 
—  i.e.  ,  the  Zarephathites  ;  see  ZAREPHATH)  swarmed 
up  the  Wady  es-Sur  to  rob  the  threshing-floor's.  The 
citizens  of  Keilah  were  powerless  to  drive  them  away, 
and  were  even  poor-spirited  enough  to  plan  the  sur 
render  of  David,  their  deliverer,  to  Saul.  Ahithophel 
(Ahipelet?)  may  perhaps  have  been  the  man  who  facili 
tated  David's  escape.  See  GILOH,  DAVID,  §  4,  JUDAH. 

It  is  doubtful  whether  the  'springs  of  water,'  etc.,  of  Josh. 
15  19  Judg.  1  15  are  really  proper  names  (see  GOLATH-MAIM). 
Since  the  names  cannot  properly  be  translated  as  Hebrew,  they 
are  supposed  to  be  pre-Israelitish.  More  probably  the  text  is 
corrupt.  The  passage  contains  a  statement  that  the  land 
of  the  Achsah  clan  being  barren  (11073),  Caleb  granted  it 
msrrn'3  nxi  njryp  rm,  'Keilah  and  Beth-Tappuah.'  DEBIR 
probably  lay  between  these  two  places,  which  were  subject  to  it. 
See  Che.  Crit.  Bib. 

'Golath'  (sing.)  is  attested  by  Pesh.,  by  yoAafyia  of  Eus. 
(OSV)  24634),  Golathamaim  of  Jer.  (ib.  12727),  and  ©  in  Josh. 
yta\a6fj.ai.fji  .  .  .  yiakaO  Tt)v  xdrta  [A],  y<a\a.6/jLO.ifj.  .  .  .  y<a\a.8fiat/j, 
T1)VcUviK.  -n\v  ycoAafyxatiu.  T.K.  [L]  ;  rr)v  /SoSflai/ets  .  .  .  yovad\a.v 
.  .  .  yova.ie\av  T.K.  [B]).l  T.  K.  C. 

KELAIAH  (n£p,  §  33,  cp  KOLAIAH  [©  readings])  is 
mentioned,  with  the  note  'the  same  is  Kelita,'  among  the 
Levites  in  list  of  those  with  foreign  wives  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  5  end), 
Ezra  10  23  (xwAeia  aurbs  KujAteu  [BN*],  icajAaa  aiirbs  (cioAira? 
[A],  faoAcia  aurbs  (twAirau  [tf3  vid-],  KwAtas  avrbs  (twAeiTa  [L])  = 
lEsd.  923,  'CoLius  who  was  called  CALITAS'  (KUIVOS  ojrof 
KoAeirais  [Bl,  KtoAios  o£.  ecmi/  (caAiras  [A],  KcoAias  OUTOS  icaA- 
Airas  [L]).  See  KELITA. 


KELITA 


'dwarf?;    KAAAiTAC   [L]),    a 


Levite  signatory  to  the  covenant  (see  EZRA  i.,  §  7),  Neh. 
10  to[n]  ((tai/TafB],  Ka.v0av  [{<*],  (taAira  [nc-a],  -v  [A]),  mentioned 
also  in  MT  among  the  expounders  of  the  law  (see  EZRA  ii., 

§  n  t/1;  cp  i-  §  8,  ii.  8  16  [5],  §  is  [il  c)  Neh.  87;  BNA  om.= 
lEsd.  048,  CALITAS  (KoAeira?  [BA]).  In  Ezra  10  23  Kelita 
(  =  Calitas,  i  Esd.923)  is  identified  with  KELAIAH. 

KEMUEL  (TOO?  ;  KAMOYHA  [BAFL]). 

1.  Son  of  Nahor  by  Milcah,  and  father  of  Aram  (Gen.022i, 
J),  a  statement  at  variance  with  that  in  10  22/T  (P),  and  in  itself 
most  improbable.     Di.  is  content  with  pointing  out  that  Aram 
seems  to  have  a  narrower  reference  here.     Gen.  22  21,  however, 
is  corrupt  and  should  run,  '  Uz  his  firstborn  and  Ahibuz,  and 
Jerahmeel,  and  Abiram.'     See  JERAHMEEL,  §  4,  and  note  that 
Ahibuz  (see  Am,  i.)  and  Michael  (a  corruption  of  'Jerahmeel  '> 
are  brought  into  connection  with  Salecah  (miswritten  'Milcah  ' 
in  Gen.  22  20),  and  with   '  Gilead  in   Bashan  '  (  =  Salhad  ;    see 
MILCAH,  SALECAH)  in  i  Ch.  5  n  16.     Observe,  too,  that  Abiram 
is  a  Reubenite  name  (Nu.  1(5  1),  and  that  Reuben  was  a  trans- 
Jordanic  tribe. 

2.  '  Prince'  of  the  tribe  of  Ephraim,  temp.  Moses  ;  Nu.3424 
[P]. 

1  ©A  of  Josh,  omits  the  first  name.     In  Judg.  ©HAL  hasAvT- 
p<oo-ii>  V&ITOS  (thus  associating  riSj  with  .r^N'j)  followed  by  AVT- 
piacriv  fieretapiav  Ka.1  A.  (TTJI'  A.  [A])  nuTMMM>< 
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3.  Father  of  Hashabiah  who  was  over  the  tribe  of  Levi,  temp. 
David;  i  Ch.27  17  (o-a^ovrjA  [B],  Ke/oi.[L],^.{aiaSO  [Pesh.]). 
See  KADMIEL  (end).  T.  K.  C. 

KENAN  (j^p),  i  Ch.  12;  also  Gen.  59,  RV  ;  AV 
CAIMAN. 


KENATH  (JUjp,  K&&NA.9  [A];  inCh.,  KANA&9  [B], 
KA.N&9  [AL];  in  Nu.  K&&9  [B],  KAN&&9  [L])-  A 
place  on  the  other  side  of  the  Jordan,  also  called 
NOBAH  (q.v.)  after  the  clan  so  named  (Nu.  8242). 
In  i  Ch.  223f  it  is  stated  ]  that  '  Geshur  and  Aram  took 
the  Havvoth-Jair  with  Kenath  and  its  dependencies' 
from  the  Israelites.  Eusebius  and  Jerome  (OS  269  15 
109i)  identify  Kenath  with  Canatha  (Ka.va.6a),  which  is 
described  by  them  as  a  still  existing  '  village  '  of  Arabia 
in  Trachonitis,  not  far  from  Bostra,  and  probably  this 
place  is  meant  when  the  Talmud  includes  Kenath  among 
the  frontier  cities  of  Palestine.2 

In  Jos.  BJ'i.  192  Kenath  is  reckoned  to  Coelesyria,  while  Ptol. 
(v.  1623)  and  Plin.  (HN  v.  1874)  reckon  it  to  the  DECAPOLIS 
(ff.v.,  §  2).  For  its  history,  see  Schiirer  (6/^295-97). 

Canatha  is  the  modern  Kanaivat,  on  the  W.  slope  of 
the  Jebel  Hauran,  4068  ft.  above  the  sea-level,  and  16 
or  17  m.  NNE.  from  Bostra  on  the  Roman  road  to 
Damascus.  The  ruins  are  among  the  most  important 
in  Eastern  Palestine  (see  plan  in  Baed.  Pal.W  194). 
From  the  point  of  view  adopted  in  JAIR,  JEPHTHAH, 
NOBAH,  there  is  no  hindrance  to  identifying  this  inter 
esting  spot  with  the  biblical  Kenath.3  See,  however, 
G.  F.  Moore  on  Judg.  8u.  T.  K.  C. 

KENAZ  (T3J5  ;  K6N6Z  [BADEL],  the  original  pro 
nunciation  being  probably  Kiniz)  figures  in  the  genealogy 
of  the  Edomites  as  a  clan  belonging  to  them  —  Gen.  36  n 
{GN6Z  [D])  =  iCh.  l36(KezeztA])i542(K6NeC  [L]) 
=  i  Ch.  1  53.  On  the  other  hand  the  Judsean  hero 
Caleb,  who  is  said  to  have  obtained  possession  of 
Hebron  the  capital  of  Judah  but  in  reality  is  the  per 
sonification  of  a  family  originally  distinct  from  the 
Judasans  (see  i  S.  30i4  Josh.  15i3,  and  cp  i  S.  25s), 
appears  as  a  Kenizzite  (RV,  AV  Kenezite;  'Mjsri,  6 
Kfve£cuos  [BAL];  Nu.  32  12  6  Sia.Kex^pto'fj^vos  [BAL], 
Josh.  14614).  Moreover,  Caleb's  mythical  son-in-law 
OTHNIEL  (g.v.  )  is  a  son  of  Kenaz  :  Josh.  15  17  (  — 
Judg.  1  13  Kevex  [A])  Judg.  89  ii  i  Ch.  413.  Again, 
in  i  Ch.  4  15  Kenaz  is  apparently  a  grandson  of  Caleb. 
From  all  this  we  may  conclude  either  that  Kenaz 
was  originally  an  independent  tribe,  of  which  one 
portion  became  incorporated  with  the  Edomites  and 
another  portion  with  the  neighbouring  Judasans,  or  else 
that  a  part  of  the  old  Edomite  tribe  Kenaz  settled  among 
the  Judseans  at  a  very  early  period.  In  any  case  it  is 
tolerably  clear  that  Kenaz  and  Caleb  were  at  first 
strangers  in  Judah,  afterwards  became  close  allies,  and 
finally  were  absorbed  in  the  surrounding  population. 
Such  changes  have  been  by  no  means  rare  (see  EDOM, 

§3)- 

In  Gen.  1619-21  an  attempt  is  made  to  enumerate  the 
various  peoples  who  inhabited  Palestine  before  the 
Israelite  invasion  ;  that  the  Kenizzites  are  included  in 
the  list  serves  to  show  that  their  foreign  origin  had  not 
yet  been  forgotten.  Cp  CALEB,  §  2.  T.  N. 

KENITES  (^j?n,  oi  K[e]iNAioi  or  o  -oc  [BAL])  ; 
Gen.  1619  (oi  Keraioi  [D],  Kaiv.  [L]),  Nu.  242i  (6  Kevaios  [B], 
o  Kou»eos  [A],  -<uos  [L]),  i  S.  I56a  (£?);  but  »Jj3n  in  I  S.  27  10  (6 
/oji/et  [A])  should  perhaps  be  '«j3n  (6  K<:vf£[e]i.  [BL]);  'JQI 
'rp,  Judg.  1  16,  should  be  '3'J3i1  aaim  followed  by  il^y  (see 
JETHRO)  ;  pi.  D»rj3rr,  i  Ch.  255  (oi  Kivaloi).  Also  ]-p_,  Nu.  2422, 
and  perhaps  i  S.  15&5  [We.,  crit.  emend.]. 

A  nomadic  tribe,  allied  to  the  Kenizzites  (Gen.  15  19) 

1  The  treatment  of  this  passage  by  Bertheau,  Chron.^}  ('73)1 
is  very  unsatisfactory. 

2  Neubauer,  Geogr.  20. 

3  So  Dietrich,  Di.,  Strack,  Stade  (Gesck.  1  149^),  Smend  in 
Riehm  (HWBP)),  GASm.  (HG  560,  n.  3  ;  579,  n.  3).     On  the 
other  side  see  Sejourne,  Rev.  bibl.,  '98,  p.  604  ff. 
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and  to  Amalek  —  i.e.,  JERAHMEEL  (i  S.  156),  and  per 
sonified  as  Kain  (cp  CAIN,  §  5).  They  entered  Canaan 
(more  strictly,  the  Negeb)  with  the  men  of  Judah  (see 
JERICHO,  §  2).  In  all  probability  they  have  left  a  trace 
of  their  name  in  KINAH  (q.v.  ). 

See  Judg.  1  16,  where  MT  wrongly  states  that  the  Kenites 
'went  and  dwelt  among  the  people,'  as  if  the  Israelitish  people 
were  meant  —  an  impossible  view  doubtless.  An  important  group 
of  the  MSS  of  ©  (Moore's  N),  with  the  Sahidic  version,  adds 
afj.a\rjx  ;  probably,  therefore,  we  should  read  '  among  the 
Amalekites.'1  See  also  Nu.  242i_/C,  where  the  Kenites  appear 
in  close  proximity  to  the  Amalekites  (Jerahmeelites). 

Against  the  supposed  connection  of  the  Kenites  and  the 
Midianites,  see  Moore,  Judges,  34,  note.  It  may  be  noted, 
however,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  present  writer  pio  (Midian), 
in  Ex.2i5_/I  3i  18  i,  should  most  probably  be  f>nD  =  ll!iD, 
and  »JHD  in  Nu.  1029  should  probably  be  'isD  ;  in  other 
words,  Hobab  was  at  once  a  Kenite  and  a  Musrite  (cp  Miz- 
RAIM,  §  26). 

Residing  between  the  Judahite  and  the  Jerahmeelite 
portions  of  the  Negeb,  the  Kenites  are  equally  in  touch  with 
the  bne  Judah  and  with  the  Jerahmeelites  (see  NEGEB). 
It  is  strange,  therefore,  to  find  them,  in  Judg.  4  n,  in 
the  N.  of  Canaan  ;  cp,  however,  Judg.  12  15  (?),  and 
observe  that  Musur  (the  region  of  Kadesh  ?)  is  cursed  in 
Judg.  5  23  (read,  not  ma,  but  -USD  ;  see  MEROZ)  for 
not  helping  the  Israelites.  W.  M.  Miiller's  explanation 
of  '  Heber  the  Kenite'  (6  Kfivalos,  L  om.  )  is  plausible, 
but  no  more.  We  must  at  any  rate  admit  that  the 
narrative  as  it  stands  assumes  that  Heber  was  not  a 
town-dweller,  but  a  nomad  (see  HEBER,  i). 

Another  explanation  is  that  of  Sayce  —  that  the  Kenites  were 
a  tribe  of  wandering  smiths,  who  were  chiefly  in  the  S.  of 
Palestine,  but  might  be  led  by  their  art  into  northern  regions 
(against  this  view,  repeated  in  Hastings'  £>£2s^i,  see  AMALEK, 
§7). 

Saul's  relation  to  the  Kenites  is  interesting.  He 
recognises  the  old  bond  between  them  and  Israel,  and 
therefore  is  not  offended  at  their  relation  to  the  Jerah 
meelites  ;  but  he  wishes  them  to  remove  from  that  section 
of  the  Jerahmeelites  which  was  hostile  to  Israel  (see 
SAUL).  From  i  Ch.  2  55  (see  HEMATH)  it  appears  that 
either  a  section  of  the  Kenites  or  the  Kenite  tribe  as  a 
whole  also  bore  the  name  of  RECHABITES  (q.v.;  if  we 
should  not  rather  read  '  Heberites  ').2  It  is  at  any 
rate  possible  that  '  Jonadab  '  should  be  read  instead  of 
'  HOBAB'  [<?.v.]  as  the  name  of  the  ancestor  of  the 
Kenites  whose  connection  with  Moses  is  asserted  by  a 
trustworthy  tradition  (Judg.  1  16,  cp  Nu.  1029).  In  Nu. 
242i  a  Hebrew  poet  plays  on  the  name  of  '  Kenite  ' 
(Kain)  which  he  connects  with  |jj,  '  nest.' 

Apparently  he  anticipates  their  destruction  by  the  Assyrians, 
for  in  v.  22  (RV)  he  continues, 

Nevertheless,  Kain  shall  be  wasted, 
Until  Asshur  shall  carry  thee  away  captive. 

The  marg.  of  RV,  however,  warns  us  that  the  text  is  grammati 
cally  obscure.  Besides,  Assyria  had  nobler  prey  to  clutch  than 
the  Kenites.  Hence  the  couplet  needs  some  emendation.3 

It  was  pointed  out  above  that  in  the  Song  of  Deborah 
the  Musrites,  with  whom  the  Kenites  were  closely 
linked,  are  '  cursed  '  for  not  coming  to  the  help  of 
Yahwe's  worshippers  the  Israelites  (Judg.  523).  This 
confirms  a  view  which  has  long  been  considered  criti 
cally  probable  that  the  Kenites  and  the  Israelites  were 
conscious  of  the  identity  of  their  early  religion,  and  that 
the  Kenites  were  indirectly  at  least  the  teachers  of  the 
Israelites.  So,  before  Stade,  Tiele  maintained  (  Vergel. 
Geschied.  559  ['72];  cp  Che.  EB^  790  ['76]).*  The 
progress  of  critical  study  of  the  documents  since  1872 
has  in  fact  added  considerably  to  the  probability  of  this 


(Budde,  Moore,  Driver  [TBS  93]);  'p?  fell  out 

owing  to  Wl  which  follows. 

2  According  to  Meyer  (Ent.   117)  we  have  in  i  Ch.  255^  the 
remains  of  a  genealogy  of  Kain  (the  Kenites)  similar  to  the 
preceding    genealogy  of   Caleb.      On    a   connection    between 

Salma  '  and  the  Kenites  see  SALMAH,  2. 

3  Che.  Exp.  T  10  399  (June,  '99)  ;  Hommel  (AHT  245). 

*  Robertson  {Early  Rel.  of  Isr.  274)  represents  Ghillany  as 
the  authority  for  this  opinion;  but  the  view  ascribed  by  Robertson 
to  Ghillany  is  decidedly  less  sober  than  that  of  Tiele  and  his 
followers. 
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view,  which  has  been  lately  reasserted  by  Budde  (Re I. 
of  Isr.  to  the  Exile,  21).  See  ISRAEL,  §  if.,  AMALEK, 
§  6.  T.  K.  c. 

KERAS  (KHRAC  [BA]),  i  Esd.  529  RV=Neh.  74?  = 
Ezra  244,  KEROS. 

KERCHIEFS  (ninSpp,  Ezek.  13i82i  EV) ;  see 
DRESS,  §  8,  col.  1141. 

KEREN-HAPPUCH  (^-ISH  \~$),  the  name  of  one 
of  Job's  daughters  (Job42i4;  &M&A6[e]iAC  K6R&C 
[BXlvid-C],  adnot.  eYOYMCoN  Yf'A  [B»vid-mK-].  AMA- 

GlAC   K.   [K*].   MAAee&C   K-   [A],   CORNUSTIBU  [Vg.}). 

Can  one  of  Job's  ideal  daughters  really  be  named  '  Box  of 
eye  -  paint '  1  Or  can  we  attach  the  least  importance  to 
©?  Cant.  7  8  [9]  25  suggests  an  emendation.  Read  pro 
bably  Q'n'BH  nH,  Reah-tappuhim,  '  scent  of  apples.'  <B  may 
have  read  runs  J^p.  Cp  JEMIMA,  and  see  Crit.  Bib. 

T.  K.  C. 


KERIOTH.  i.  A  Moabite  city  (nnjp,  Jer.  4824 
KARI6G9  [BKAQ];  'pH,  Jer.  48 41  AKKAROGN  [BN], 
-piooe  [A],  KApicoe  [Q] ;  Am.  22  AV  KIRIOTH,  TOON 
noAecoN  AYTHC  [BAQ],  THC  K&pitoG  [Qmg-]),  also 
mentioned  in  Mesha's  inscription,  line  13  (mp), 
as  a  sanctuary  of  Chemosh.  Identified  by  Seetzen  with 
Kuraiyat,  at  the  W.  end  of  Mt.  Ataroth  ('Attarus). 
Eusebius  and  Jerome  (Onom.  269 10  10827)  call  this 
place  Ka.pia.6a.,  Coraitha,  and  place  it  10  R.  m.  from 
Medeba,  but  identify  it  wrongly  with  KIRJATHAIM 
[q.v. ,  ij.  See  Noldeke  (Inschr.  Mesa,  25).  Others 
(cp  Driver  on  Am.  2  2)  think  that  AR-MOAB  and  Kerioth 
were  two  names  for  the  same  city.  More  plausibly 
Buhl  (Pal.  270)  identifies  Kerioth  with  Kir  of  Moab 
(i.e. ,  Kerak] ;  indeed,  if  Kir-heres  (undeniably  =  Kir  of 
Moab)  was  really  named  Kiriath-hadashath  (see  KIR- 
HERES)  this  appears  a  still  more  probable  view.  Cp 

KlRJATH-HUZOTH. 

2.  A  city  of  Judah  (Josh.  15  25,  RV  Kerioth-hezron,  rvnjp 
|i")xn),  often,  but  wrongly,  supposed  to  be  the  birthplace  of 
JUDAS  ISCARIOT.  See  HAZOR,  4.  T.  K.  C. 

KEROS  (DTJ?,  D'-lp;  Kopec  [L]),  a  family  of 
NETHINIM  in  the  great  post-exilic  list  (see  EZRA  ii.,  §  9),  Ezra 
244  (<caS>js  [B],  KTjpaos  [A])  =  Neh.  "47  (icetpa  [B],  -s  [NA])  = 
i  Esd.  629,  CERAS,  RV  KERAS  (icrjpas  [BA]). 

KESITAH  (ntp^p),  a  word  recorded  in  RVme-,  of 
Gen.  33  19  [Josh.  24  32],  Job42  n  ;  EV  '  piece  of  money.' 
<@  Onk.  Vg.  render  'lambs,'  'a  lamb'  (Tg.  Jon. 
1  pearls').  It  has  been  suggested  that  fKa.rbv  afivCov  in 
©  of  Gen.  33  19  was  originally  e/c.  fj.vC}v  (100  minze). 
But  since  <§  gives  &fj.vddwt>  in  Josh.  24  32,  and  a/j.vdda 
in  Job  42  ii,  Schleusner  (Lex.  in  Vet.  Test,  ligi)  feels 
obliged  to  reject  the  hypothesis.  Nevertheless  it 
appears  that  <S  is  nearer  the  truth  than  the  critics  who 
adhere  to  MT.  In  Gen.  31  41  <5's  5<?Kct  d.(J.va.ffiv  corre 
sponds  to  D':b  iritj'j? ;  surely  @  read  D'JO.  '  minas. ' 
Possibly,  too,  in  Gen.  33  19  pv&v  stood  in  the  original 
<S  as  the  equivalent  of  Q-:D.  Looking  closely  at  33 19 
we  can  divine  that  the  text  originally  ran,  -non  '33  Tip 
p'Oans  ftJD3i  '  at  the  hand  of  the  sons  of  Hamor  for  a 
mina  of  Carchemish,"  and  so  too  in  23  15,  where 
Abraham's  purchase  of  Machpelah  is  described,  we 
should  read  tf'ran?  rmD1  jn-w,  '  four  Carchemish 
minse,'  and  in  v.  16  the  same  once  more  with  the  ad 
dition  of  pin  '  (in)  gold.' 

In  33  19  D3&  '3N  and  nB'bj?  are  both  misreadings  of  WQ3~a 
and  in  23  16  Tay  rps  SptT  are,  all  of  them,  attempts  to  make 
sense  of  dislocated  fragments  of  ty'DSID  ;  inD?  comes  from  pin- 

The  same  emendation  is  to  be  made  in  Josh.  24s 
(harmonised  in  the  received  text  with  Gen.  33 19). 
Probably  also  in  Job  42  n  irtN  3nT  Di:  trxi  nnx  na'C'p  has 
taken  the  place  of  inx  ty'DSn?  n:o,  '  one  Carchemish 

1  Comparing  2  Ch.  9 16  (on  text,  see  top  of  next  col.). 
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mina  of  gold. '  Duhm  truly  remarks  that  a  little  piece  of 
money  and  a  nose-ring  or  ear-ring  from  each  of  Job's 
friends  would  not  do  much  to  restore  his  fortune.  Yet 
the  context  (see  v.  12)  is  most  intelligible  if  we  suppose 
that  they  did  each  make  a  considerable  present ;  the 
ring  (QU)  can  well  be  spared  ! 

Note  that  2  Ch.  9i6  gives  niNO  (read  n'lJB)  where  i  K.  10 
17  has  O'jo.  This  supplies  an  analogy  for  the  emendation  of 
niNO  in  Gen.  33 19  into  ni3D.  We  are  thus  relieved  from  the 
necessity  of  connecting  HB'B'p  with  AT.  Kist,  'a  balance,' 
which  is  unknown  in  N.  Semitic,1  and  forcing  a  sense  out  of 

~\nth  ^y. 

On  the  commercial  importance  of  the  maneh  of  Car 
chemish,  see  CARCHEMISH,  §.2,  and  cp  SHEKEL. 

T.  K.  c. 

KETAB  (KHTAB  [BA]),  i  Esd.53o  RV,  AV  CETAB 

(q.v.). 

KETTLE  O-Tl),  i  S.  2 14;  elsewhere  'basket,' 
'  caldron,'  '  pot.'  See  COOKING  UTENSILS,  §  5  (i. ). 

KETURAH  (!TVlt3jp,  as  if  'incense';  xeTTOYRA 
[BADEL]),  Abraham's  second  wife  (Gen.  25 14  i  Ch. 

la*/)-2 

She  is,  in  J,  the  ancestress  of  no  fewer  than  sixteen  (Arabian) 
tribes  (six  directly  and  ten  at  one  or  two  removes),  on  which  see 
the  special  articles.  A  tribe  called  Katura  which  dwelt  near 
Mecca,  with  the  tribe  Jurhum,  is  mentioned  by  Ibn  Koteiba 
(see  Ritter,  Erdkunde,  12 19  ff.~).  Glaser  (Skizze,  2  450) 
maintains  that  the  Keturah  tribes  are  the  remains  of  the  old 
Minaean  people  (see  MEUNIM,  and  cp  Sayce,  Crit.  Man.  42). 

F.  B. 

KEY  (nn?»).  Is.  2222  Judg.  825.-    See  DOOR. 

KEZIA,  RV  Keziah  (H^Vp,  §  71  'cassia'; 
KACIAN  [BXC],  KACC-  [A]),  the  name  of  one  of  Job's 
daughters  (Job  42i4f). 

See  CASSIA,  2,  and  cp  KEREN-HAPPUCH  (the  emended  form  of 
the  name  is  strictly  parallel  to  Keziah). 

KEZIZ,  VALLEY  OF  (fVi?  P9#)>  Josh-  1821  AV- 
RV  EMEK-KEZIZ  (q.v. ). 

KIBROTH-HATTAAVAH  (HINFin  n'TQp  ;  EVm£-' 
'the  graves  of  lust';  MNHMATA  [THC]  eTTi9YMlAC 
[BAL],  SEPULCHRA  CONCUPISCENTISE),  &  stage  in  the 
wilderness  wanderings,  for  the  name  of  which  an 
Eetiological  legend  was  provided  (see  QUAIL),  Nu.  11 34/. 
33 16/.  Dt.  922.  It  has  already  been  noticed  that 
Taberah  (Nu.  11 1-3)  does  not  occur  in  the  list  of  stations 
in  Nu.  33,  and  Dillmann  rightly  holds  that  the  account 
of  Taberah  in  E's  narrative  corresponded  to  the  account 
of  Kibroth-hattaavah  in  J's.  We  must,  however,  go 
further.  Taberah  (mjnn)  and  Hattaavah  (rrmnn)  pre 
sumably  represent  the  same  word  in  the  original  story, 
and  the  real  name  of  the  locality  referred  to  was  probably 
Kibroth-tab'erah— i.e. ,  Graves  of  Taberah.  Taberah 
(of  which  Hattaavah  will  be  a  corruption)  is  probably 
the  name  of  a  hill  or  mountain,  and  the  graves  are  pre- 
Israelitish  cairns  or  stone  circles,  which  either  had,  or 
were  supposed  to  have,  a  sepulchral  purpose.  In 
the  Desert  of  the  Tih  such  primitive  stone  monuments 
abound  on  the  hill-sides. 

They  are  sometimes  called  nawdmls,  and  the  current  story  is 
that  they  were  built  by  the  Israelites  as  a  protection  against  a 
plague  of  mosquitoes  (E.  H.  Palmer).  See  NEGEB,  §  6  : 
WANDERINGS.  T.  K.  C. 

KIBZAIM  (D*V?i?:  CP*  if  the  reading  is  correct, 
JEKABZEEL,  KABZEEL,  and  on  the  form  see  NAMES, 
§  107;  KABCA6IM  [A],  -C€M  [L]-  B  om.),  a  levitical 
city  in  the  territory  of  Ephraim,  Josh.  21 22!=  i  Ch. 
668  [53],  JOKMEAM. 

1  Such   a  connection    would   suggest  nn'B'p,  kesitii,    which 
Ball  actually  substitutes  for  nB^-p. 

2  [In  the  Midr.  Ber.  rabba  (61)  Keturah  is   identified  with 
Hagar  ;  so  too  the  Targums  (Jon.  and  Jer.),  which  explain  the 
name  '  bound  one '  (Aram.  nB^IB'g).    Cp  Jer.  Quasi,  in  Gen. 
25 1).] 
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KID  (H|,  etc.),  Gen.  38  17  etc.     See  GOAT,  §  i. 

KIDNEYS  (nV^|).  See  REINS.  On  'kidney  fat 
of  wheat,'  Dt.  32  14,  or  'fat  of  wheat,'  Ps.  81  16  [17],  147  14, 
see  Foou,  §  i  b. 

KIDEON,  THE  BROOK,  once  in  AV  CEDRON  [Jn. 
18  i]  ;  RVmg.  '  of  the  Cedars'  QiTlp  *?m  ;  [6]  x«'M«PPoi;s  [TUV] 


Ke&piav  [BAL]  ;  in  Jer.  31  40  vaxaX  <c.  [BN],    \.    Ke6p<av    [AQ]  ; 
Vg.  torrens  Ctdron  (but  convallis  in  2  K.  186). 

NT,  Jn.  18  if  6  x*'/""*-  ™v  tiSpiav  (Xc  BCLY,  Treg.,  WH), 
TOU  Kc5po)c(AA  ;  Vg.  TOU  ice'Spou  [D  Tisch.l  ;  Cedri  a.b.  ;  Theb., 
Memph.  ;  Lachm.,  Lightf.,  Weiss).  Probably  TOU  xeSptav  is  the 
correct  reading  ;  being  misunderstood,  it  would  easily  be  cor 
rected  into  TOU  KeSpov  or  TU>I>  KeSpiav. 

Gesenius  derives  from  rip,  '  black,  turbid,'  cp  Job  6  16. 
But  ^nj  and  [lYIp  are  certainly  in  apposition  ;  it  is  the  ravine 
which  is  called  Kitiron.  '  Black  ravine  ' 
1.  Etymology,  would  not  be  a  probable  explanation  ;  hence 
Hort  ('  Notes  on  Select  Readings,'  NT  2  90) 
suggests  'ravine  of  the  dark  [trees],'  taking  JITlp  to  be  '  an 
archaic  (?  Canaanite)  plural  of  Yip-'  He  even  suggests  that 
iceSpos  may  be  of  Phoenician  origin  —  comparing  DlTlp  in 
Buxtorf,  1976  —  and  adds  (cp  Plummer,  St.  John,  318),  that 
'patches  of  cedar-forest  may  have  survived  from  prehistoric 
times  in  sheltered  spots.'  This  is  most  improbable.  Even 
in  a  ravine  which  is  quite  dry  in  summer  we  do  not  ex 
pect  to  hear  of  cedars  ;  the  cedars  on  the  Mount  of  Olives 
(Ta'dnlth,  44)  give  no  support  to  the  theory.  The  form 
too  is  perfectly  good  Hebrew  ;  it  describes  that  which 
belongs  to  or  is  connected  with  Yip  (whatever  Yip  may  be). 
More  probably  jmp  is  a  phonetic  variation  of  |VVl:l,  '  a  spot 
with  enclosures  for  cattle  '  ;  cp  GEDERAH,  i,  where  it  is  sug 
gested  that  tteSptav  in  i  Mace,  corresponds  to  the  nTljl  of  Josh. 
15  36  and  to  the  modern  Katra.  It  will  be  noticed  that  there  is 
at  one  point  of  the  Kidron  valley  (where  it  joins  the  valley  of 
Hinnom)  a  level  tract  now  devoted  to  the  cultivation  of  fruit 
and  vegetables.  Here  we  can  imagine  that  in  remote  times 
there  were  enclosures  for  cattle.  May  not  Kedar  (VIJ3,  Ass. 
kidri)  have  a  similar  origin  ? 

The  remarkable  depression  on  the  E.  of  Jerusalem  (see 

JERUSALEM,  §  3)  is  referred  to  in  2  S.  15z3  i  K.  237  1613 

2  K.  23  4  6  12   Jer.  31  40  2  Ch.  15  16   29  16 

2.  Bit  ical   30  14    and  twice  in  the   short  title  i,^ 

5-  'the  ravine,1  2  Ch.  33  14  Neh.  2i"s. 
Josephus  twice  calls  it  ij  <f>dpay^  Kfdpuv  (Ant.  ix.  7  3 
BJ  v.  6  1  )  ;  in  BJ  v.  2  3  he  refers  to  its  great  depth. 

In  2  K.  284  Jer.  3140  (Kr.)  we  hear,  according  to  the 
ordinary  view,  of  the  'fields'  (nlDIt?  !  ©B  a-a\ijfjLia&,  <@A 
cra8>)ju.cu0,  in  Jer.  ©  follows  Ktb)  of  Kidron,  which  might 
refer  to  the  fertile  tract  in  the  S.  of  the  valley  (see  below),  where 
of  old  was  the  '  King's  garden  '  (Neh.  3  15).  But  the  word 
mot;?  being  most  probably  corrupt  elsewhere  (see  GRAPE,  3),  it 
seems  better  to  read  niBlbD  (fB^ev  TCO  efj.Trupi(rnij>  TOU  x«nappou 
KeSpiav)  —  i.e.,  furnaces  for  making  lime,  or  for  smelting 
(Klo.).  '  The  fields  of  Kidron,'  is,  in  fact,  hardly  a  sufficiently 
clear  phrase  to  have  been  used,  especially  in  this  context. 

It  is  in  the  touching  account  of  David's  flight  that 
we  are  first  introduced  to  the  '  Brook  Kidron  '  ;  and  we 
hear  of  it  for  the  last  time  in  a  still  more  pathetic  NT 
narrative.  King  David  '  stood  (read  npy  with  We.  , 
H.  P.  Smith,  and  most  critics)  by  the  ravine  Kidron, 
while  all  the  people  passed  over  before  him  '  (2  S.  15  23)  ; 
and  Jesus  '  went  forth  with  his  disciples  over  the  ravine 
(RVme-)  Kidron,  where  was  a  garden'  (Jn.  18  i  ;  but 
see  §  3).  The  other  references  to  Kidron  (except  those 
in  the  topographical  passages,  2  Ch.  33  14  Neh.  2  15) 
occur  in  accounts  of  the  destruction  of  idolatrous  objects 
at  the  mouth  of  Hinnom  (see  history  of  Asa,  Hezekiah, 
Josiah),  and  i  K.  237,  where  Shimei,  that  violent  partisan 
of  Saul's  house,  is  forbidden  by  Solomon  (as  the  text 
now  stands)  to  cross  Kidron.  This  is  one  of  the  many 
cases  where  commentators  have  been  satisfied  with  a 
plausible  but  not  quite  satisfactory  explanation,  instead 
of  questioning  the  correctness  of  the  text.  It  is  said, 
e.g.  ,  by  Benzinger,  that  Kidron  is  mentioned  because 
Solomon  thinks  it  most  probable  that  Shimei  would 
seek  to  cross  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  city  on  a  visit 
to  his  home  at  Bahurim.  But  something  more  would 
certainly  have  been  added  to  make  this  clear,  and,  just 
before,  the  phrase  used  is  perfectly  vague,  ,-I:NI  riax, 
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'  any  whither.'  The  true  reading  is  surely  srvr^aa,  '  by 
any  road.  'J 

The  designation  •  Valley  of  Jehoshaphat '  dates  back 
to  the  fourth  century  A.D.  It  also  appears  in  OS 
27389  Illi3.  It  is  based  on  Joel3[4]2i2,  but  the 
expression  poy  (which  means  a  deep  but  broad  valley, 
like  those  of  Rephaim  and  Elah,  see  VALE,  i),  is 
sufficient  proof  that  the  interpretation  of  that  difficult 
passage  (see  JEHOSHAPHAT,  VALLEY  OF)  is  erroneous. 
The  constant  term  for  the  Kidron  valley  in  the  OT 
is  "?m,  a  wady  or  ravine.  Popular  tradition,  however, 
takes  no  account  of  such  minor  matters.  It  is  the 
greatest  boon  that  a  dying  Jew  can  ask  to  be  buried  in 
the  Valley  of  Jehoshaphat — i.e. ,  of  Kidron,  because  he 
believes  that  this  ravine  will  be  the  scene  of  the  great 
judgment.  The  whole  of  the  left  bank  of  the  Kidron 
opposite  the  Haram,  far  up  the  W.  side  of  the  Mount 
of  Olives,  is  covered  with  the  white  tombstones  of  the 
Jews  ;  the  burial-place  of  the  Moslems  is  on  the  E. 
side  of  the  mount.  At  the  resurrection,  the  valley  is 
expected  to  receive  an  expansion  by  the  moving  farther 
apart  of  the  opposite  sides. 

The  Vglley  of  Kidron  is  now  called  Wddy  Sitti 
Maryam,  or  Wady  of  the  Lady  Mary.  It  contains  the 

3.  Topography.  bevd,of  a  streamlet :  but  durini  the 
whole  summer  and  most  of  the 
winter,  it  is  perfectly  dry  ;  in  fact,  no  water  runs  in  it 
except  when  heavy  rains  are  falling  on  the  mountains 
round  Jerusalem. 

On  the  broad  summit  of  the  mountain  ridge  of  Judasa, 
a  mile  and  a  quarter  NW.  of  Jerusalem,  is  a  slight 
depression  ;  this  is  the  head  of  the  wady,  which  runs 
on  for  about  half  a  mile  towards  the  city.  It  then 
bends  eastward,  and  in  another  half-mile  is  crossed  by 
the  great  northern  road  coming  down  from  the  hill 
Scopus.  On  the  E.  side  of  the  road,  and  the  S.  bank  of 
the  wady,  are  the  celebrated  '  Tombs  of  the  Kings. '  The 
channel  is  here  about  half  a  mile  due  N.  of  the  city 
gate.  It  continues  in  the  same  course  about  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  farther,  and  then,  turning  S. ,  opens  into  a 
wide  basin  containing  cultivated  fields  and  olives. 
Here  it  is  crossed  diagonally  by  the  road  from  Jerusalem 
to  Anathoth.  As  it  advances  southward,  the  right 
bank,  forming  the  side  of  the  hill  Bezetha,  becomes 
higher  and  steeper,  with  occasional  precipices  of  rock, 
on  which  may  be  seen  a  few  fragments  of  the  ancient 
city  wall ;  while,  on  the  left,  the  base  of  Olivet  projects, 
greatly  narrowing  the  valley.  Opposite  St.  Stephen's 
gate  the  depth  is  fully  100  feet,  and  the  breadth  not 
more  than  400  feet.  The  olive  trees  in  the  bottom  are 
so  thickly  clustered  as  to  form  a  shady  grove  ;  and 
their  massive  trunks  and  gnarled  boughs  give  evidence 
of  great  age.  This  spot  is  shut  out  from  the  city,  from 
the  view  of  public  roads,  and  from  the  notice  and 
interruptions  of  wayfarers.  If  Gethsemane  was  really 
in  the  wady,  it  would  be  better  to  place  it  here  than  on 
the  more  public  traditional  site  some  distance  farther 
down.  From  Mk.  1432,  however,  compared  with  v. 
26,  we  should  rather  suppose  that  it  was  somewhere  on 
the  W.  slope  of  the  Mount  of  Olives.  (See  Keim,  Jesu 
von  Naz.  8299,  but  cp  Weiss,  note  on  John  18  i,  and  see 
GETHSEMANE,  §  2. )  But  we  must  not  linger  on  this  dis 
puted  point.  A  zigzag  path  descends  the  steep  bank 
from  St.  Stephen's  gate,  crosses  the  bed  of  the  valley 
by  an  old  bridge,  and  then  divides.  One  branch  leads 
direct  over  the  top  of  Olivet  (cp  2  S.  15  23).  See 
OLIVES,  MOUNT  OF.  Another  branch  runs  round 
the  southern  shoulder  of  the  hill  to  Bethany,  and  has 
a  deep  and  sacred  interest,  for  it  is  the  road  of  Jesus 
Christ's  last  entry  (Mt.  21  iff.  Lk.  1937).  Below 
the  bridge  the  wady  becomes  still  narrower,  and 

1  Pasek  after  n'.Yi  indicates  a  doubtful  text.  -(-\-\  was  first  of 
all  corrupted  into  'Yip  ;  then  ^33  easily  became  ^>nj  [flNl-  The 
best  part  of  the  emendation  belongs  to  Klo.,  who  suggests 
D'3Y1  ^DO  nriNi  'anyone  of  all  the  roads' — a  needlessly  elaborate 
phrase. 
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here  traces  of  a  torrent  bed  first  begin  to  appear. 
Three  hundred  yards  farther  down,  the  hills  on 
each  side  rise  precipitously  from  the  torrent  bed,  which 
is  spanned  by  a  single  arch.  On  the  left  bank  is 
a  singular  group  of  tombs,  comprising  those  of 
Absalom,  Jehoshaphat,  and  St.  James  (now  so  called)  ; 
whilst  on  the  right,  150  feet  overhead,  towers  the  south 
eastern  angle  of  the  temple  wall.  The  ravine  runs  on, 
narrow  and  rocky,  for  500  yards  more  ;  there,  on  its 
right  bank,  in  a  cave,  is  the  fountain  of  the  Virgin  ; 
and  higher  up  on  the  left,  perched  on  the  side  of  the 
naked  cliffs,  the  ancient  village  of  Siloam.  A  short 
distance  farther  down,  the  valley  of  the  Tyropoeon  falls 
in  from  the  right,  descending  in  terraced  slopes,  fresh 
and  green,  from  the  waters  of  the  Pool  of  Siloam. 
The  ravine  of  Kidron  here  expands,  affording  a  level 
tract  for  cultivation  (see  above),  which  extends  down  to 
the  mouth  of  Hinnom,  and  is  about  200  yards  wide. 
A  short  distance  below  the  junction  of  Hinnom  and  the 
Kidron  is  the  fountain  of  Bir  Eyyub,  '  the  Well  of 
Job  '  (see  EN-ROGEL).  The  length  of  the  valley  from 
its  head  to  En-rogel  is  af  m.  ,  and  here  the  historic 
Kidron  may  be  said  to  terminate. 

The  Kidron  Valley  was  first  described  accurately  by 
Robinson  ;  but  in  recent  years  fresh  points  of  interest 
have  come  to  light.  Such,  for  instance,  are  the  true 
bed  of  the  Kidron  (38^  ft.  below  the  present  channel), 
and  the  great  rock-cut  aqueduct  in  the  Kidron-valley, 
south  of  Bir  Eyyub,  both  found  in  '68-'6g  by  Sir  C. 
Warren  (Recovery  of  Jerusalem,  135^  25^  ff-}- 

See  JERUSALEM,  §§  T,ff.  37  and  cp  Porter's  art.  in  Kitto's 
Bibl.  Cycl.  from  which  some  descriptive  passages  of  the  above 
have  been  adapted.  T.  K.  C 

KIDRON  (KeApcoN  [ANY])  i  Mace.  15  39  41-  RV. 
See  GEDEROTH. 

KILAN    («[e]lAAN    [BA]),     iEsd.5iS,     RV,    AV 

CEILAN. 


KINAH  (rwp;  IKAM  [B],  K[e]iN&  [AL]),  a 
Judahite  city  on  the  border  of  Edom  (Josh.  15  22f). 
The  name  appears  in  i  Ch.  4  iz  in  the  corrupt  form 
TEHINNAH.  See  KENITES,  NEGEB,  §  2  (b)  n. 

KING  ("SJ7D,  B&ClAeyc)-  The  term  mlkk  'king' 
has  a  somewhat  wide  range  of  meaning.  We  find  it  in 
the  description  of  the  old  condition  of  things  in  Canaan, 
when  many  of  the  cities  were  in  the  enjoyment  of 
relative  independence  under  '  kings  '  or  princes  of  their 
own  (see,  e.g.  ,  Gen.  142  20  2  Josh.  10  i  11  1  Judg.  5  19). 
Winckler  has  pointed  out  that  in  Tiglath-pileser's  time 
the  Syrian  '  kingdoms  '  were  more  like  German  Graf- 
schaften  (AOF  1  19)  ;  we  might  also  compare  the  petty 
Syrian  kings  with  the  Indian  rajas  or  the  Italian  dukes 
of  the  Middle  Ages.  This  remark  may  illustrate  Is.  108, 
where  the  king  of  Assyria  ironically  asks,  '  Are  not  my 
generals  (vnfc>)  altogether  kings  (o'afe).1  perhaps  alluding 
partly  to  the  fact  that  many  petty  vassal  kings  served 
under  his  orders  at  the  head  of  their  respective  con 
tingents.  As  late  as  the  Book  of  Job  we  find  7^0  used 
in  the  limited  sense  of  '  chieftain  '  (Job  19  25,  but  hardly 
1524  [©  arpa.TTiyb'i]  which  seems  to  be  corrupt).  From 
the  etymology  of  the  term  (Ass.  and  Aram.  ,  '  to  counsel, 
decree')  we  may  infer  that  the  king  was  originally  the 
most  gifted  and  powerful  member  of  a  council  of  chiefs 
or  elders  (cp  Mic.  49  '  king  '  ||  '  counsellor  ').  The  term 
preferred  by  the  Babylonians  and  Assyrians  was  sarru 
(  =  Heb.  -\y},  which  is  used  both  for  the  divine  'king  of 
the  gods,1  and  for  the  'great  king'  of  Assyria  (or 
Babylon)  ;  see  PRINCE,  3.  Possibly  this  term  (  *]  sara.ru 
'  to  be  radiant,'  like  a  star)  was  chosen  in  preference  to 
maliku  or  malku  (  =  Heb.  TjSc,  Ar.  malik"")  to  indicate 
pre-eminence  among  kings,  though  maliku  is  explained 
in  the  syllabaries  by  larru.  It  is  worth  noticing  that 
'princes  ("itr)  of  Midian  '  in  Judg.  725  and  83,  cor 
responds  to  '  kings  ('D^O)  of  Midian'  in  Judg.  85  (cp 
GIDEON).  On  the  history  of  Hebrew  royalty  see 
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AKIMELECH;  GOVERNMENT, §§16-22;  ISRAEL, §§13-44; 
TAXATION  ;  and  on  the  religious  use  of  rjSp  see  MOLECH, 
MESSIAH. 

It  is  unfortunately  doubtful  whether  the  poetical  phrase 
nirr?3  TjSn,  EV  'king  of  terrors,'  in  Job  18  14  is  correct.  The 
supposed  biblical  parallels  will  hardly  bear  pressing,  the  text 
being  very  uncertain.  On  Ps.  49  17  see  Che.  Ps.ft) ;  on  Rev.  9n 
see  LOCUSTS,  §  3.  T.  K  C. 

KINGDOM  OF  GOD.  See  ESCHATOLOGY,  Index 
(col.  1389),  s.v.  'kingdom'  ;  MESSIAH. 

KINGS  (BOOK) 

General  structure  (§  i).  Divisions  (§  {>/.). 

Redactions,  etc.  (§  2/.).  Prophetic  narrative  (8  8). 

Chronology  (§  4).  Judaean  narrative  (§  9). 

Religious  principle  (§  5  a).  Literature  (§  n). 
Later  insertions  (§  5  b). 

The  books  of  Kings,  which  form  the  last  part  of  the 

i    r-«~  >.«i    series  of  OT  histories  known  as  the  Earlier 

1.  General    r>      ,    .  •  •     ,, 

structure        roPnets-    were  originally  reckoned   as  a 

single  book  (cp  CANON,  §  13). 

Modern  Hebrew  Bibles  follow  the  bipartition  which  we  have 
derived  from  <B,  where  they  are  called  the  third  and  the  fourth 
books  of  kingdoms  (jSaeriAeiuj'),  the  first  and  the  second  being 
our  books  of  Samuel. 

The  division  into  two  books  is  not  felicitous.  Even 
the  old  Hebrew  separation  between  Kings  and  Samuel 
must  not  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  history  from  the 
birth  of  Samuel  to  the  Exile  was  treated  by  two  distinct 
authors  in  independent  volumes.  We  cannot  speak  of 
the  author  of  Kings  or  of  Samuel,  but  only  of  an  editor 
or  successive  editors  whose  main  work  was  to  arrange  in 
a  continuous  form  extracts  or  abstracts  from  earlier 
books.  The  introduction  of  a  chronological  scheme 
and  a  series  of  editorial  comments  and  additions,  chiefly 
designed  to  enforce  the  religious  meaning  of  the  history, 
gives  to  the  book  of  Kings  as  we  now  read  it  a  kind  of 
unity  ;  but  beneath  this  we  can  still  distinguish  a  variety 
of  documents,  which,  though  sometimes  mutilated  in 
the  process  of  piecing  them  together,  retain  sufficient 
individuality  of  style  and  colour  to  prove  their  original 
independence.  Of  these  documents  one  of  the  best 
defined  is  the  vivid  and  exact  picture  of  David's  court 
at  Jerusalem  (2  S.  9-20),  of  which  the  first  two  chapters 
of  i  K.  are  manifestly  an  integral  part.1  As  it  would 
be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  editor  of  the  history 
of  David  closed  his  work  abruptly  before  the  death  of 
the  king,  breaking  off  in  the  middle  of  a  valuable 
memoir  which  lay  before  him,  this  observation  leads  us 
to  conclude  that  the  books  of  Samuel  and  of  Kings  are 
not  independent  histories.  They  have  at  least  one 
source  in  common,  and  a  single  editorial  hand  was  at 
work  on  both.  The  division,  however,  which  makes 
the  commencement  of  Solomon's  reign  the  beginning  of 
a  new  book  is  certainly  ancient  ;  it  must  be  older  than 
the  insertion  of  the  appendix  2  S.  21-24,  which  now 
breaks  the  continuity  of  the  original  history  of  David's 
court. 

From  a  historical  point  of  view  the  division  is  very 
convenient.  The  subject  of  the  book  of  Samuel  is  the 
creation  of  a  united  Israel  by  Samuel,  Saul,  and  David. 
Under  Solomon  the  creative  impulse  has  already  died 
away ;  the  kingship  is  divorced  from  the  sympathies  of 
the  nation  ;  and  the  way  is  prepared  for  the  formation 
of  the  two  kingdoms  of  Ephraim  and  Judah,  the  fortunes 
of  which,  down  to  their  extinction  by  the  great  empires 
of  the  East,  form  the  main  subject  of  the  book  of  Kings. 

It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  editor  who  made 
the  division  had  another  reason  for  disconnecting 

„  .        Solomon  from   David  and   treating  his 

,UC<?essrre  reign   as  a  new  departure.     The  most 

in8'     notable  feature  in  the  extant  redaction 

of  the  book  is  the  strong  interest  shown  in  the  deutero- 

1  See  the  arguments  in  detail,  We.  C//(2)  260.  The  verses 
i  K.  2  i- 12  27  have  no  connection  with  the  rest  of  the  chapter, 
and  are  due  to  a  later  hand.  [But  cp  Bu.  Ri.  Sa.  263  ;  Ki. 
Kffn.  i3/] 
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nomic  '  Law  of  Moses,'  and  especially  in  the  centrali 
zation  of  worship  in  the  temple  on  Zion  as  prescribed  in 
Deuteronomy  and  enforced  by  Josiah.  This  interest 
was  unknown  to  ancient  Israel,  and  is  quite  foreign  to 
the  older  memoirs  incorporated  in  the  book  ;  amidst  the 
great  variety  in  style  and  manner  which  marks  the 
several  parts  of  the  history  the  interest  in  question  is 
expressed  always  in  the  same  stereotyped  phrases  and 
unvarying  style  ;  in  brief,  it  belongs  to  the  editorial  com 
ments,  not  to  the  original  sources  of  the  history.  To 
the  deuteronomistic  editor,  then,  the  foundation  of  the 
temple,  which  is  treated  as  the  central  event  of  Solomon's 
reign,  is  a  religious  epoch  of  prime  importance  (see 
especially  his  remarks  in  i  K.  3  a/. ),  and  on  this  ground 
alone  he  would  naturally  make  Solomon's  reign  com 
mence  a  new  book — the  history  of  Israel  under  the  one 
true  sanctuary.1  [Burney  (Hastings'  DB  2859^)  gives 
a  careful  list  of  deuteronomic  phrases  and  expressions 
wholly  or  nearly  peculiar  to  the  editor  of  Kings.] 

When  we  say  in  general  that  the  book  of  Kings  was 
thrown  into  its  present  form  by  a  deuteronomistic 
redactor  we  do  not  affirm  that  he  was  the  first  who 
digested  the  sources  of  the  history  into  a  continuous 
work.  Indeed  the  selection  of  materials,  especially  in 
the  earlier  parts  of  the  narrative,  has  been  thought  to 
point  to  an  opposite  conclusion.  Nor,  on  the  other 
hand,  must  we  ascribe  absolute  finality  to  his  work. 
He  gave  the  book  a  definite  shape  and  character  ;  but 
the  recognized  methods  of  Hebrew  literature  left  it  open 
to  additions  and  modifications  by  later  hands.  Even 
the  redaction  in  the  spirit  of  Deuteronomy  seems  itself 
to  have  had  more  than  one  stage,  as  Ewald  and  other 
critics  recognize.  The  book  was  not  closed  till  far  on  in 
the  Exile,  after  the  death  of  Nebuchadrezzar  and  Jehoia- 
chin  (2  K.  2527^.").  The  fact  that  it  closes  with 
the  pardon,  not  with  the  death,  of  Jehoiachin  is  very 
well  explained  by  Meyer  (Entst.  78)  as  being  due 
to  the  narrator's  looking  upon  the  king's  elevation 
as  the  first  step  towards  the  realization  of  the  Messianic 
hopes  ;  and  the  fall  of  the  kingdom  of  Judah  is  presup 
posed  in  such  passages  as  i  K.  844  51  9i-g  2  K.  Yligf. 
[21.7-15  22i5-2o]2  2326/.  These  passages,  however,  are 
mere  interjected  remarks,  which  seem  to  be  added  to 
adapt  the  context  to  the  situation  of  the  Jews  in  captivity. 
The  main  redaction,  though  subsequent  to  the  reform 
ation  of  Josiah,  which  supplied  the  standard  applied  to 
all  previous  kings  ( '  the  high  places  were  not  removed  '), 
does  not  point  to  the  time  of  the  captivity.  Thus,  for 
example,  the  words  'unto  this  day'  in  2  K.  822  14? 
166  are  part  of  the  'epitome'  composed  by  the  main 
redactor  (see  below,  §  7),  and  imply  that  he  wrote 
before  the  destruction  of  the  Judaean  state. 

Even  the  second  redaction  (see  §  2)  did  not  absolutely 
_. _         .   fix  a  single  authoritative  recension  of  the 
book,    as  appears  in  detail  from  a  com- 
recensions.  parison  of  @  wkh  the  Hebrew  text 

The  LXX— i.e.,  @BL  (©A  follows  MT  closely,  and  is 
perhaps  based  upon  Origen's  recension  [so  Silberstein, 
ZATW  13 1/.  14 1  /])— of  Kings  is  not  a  corrupt 
reproduction  of  the  Hebrew  receptus ;  it  represents 
another  recension.  Neither  recension  can  claim  absolute 
superiority.  The  defects  of  <©  lie  on  the  surface,  and 
are  greatly  aggravated  by  the  condition  of  the  Greek 
text,  which  has  suffered  much  in  transmission,  and 
particularly  has  in  many  places  been  corrected  after  the 
later  Greek  versions  that  express  the  Hebrew  receptus  of 
the  second  century  of  our  era.  Still  (51  not  only  preserves 
many  good  readings  in  detail,  but  also  throws  much 

1  With  this  it  agrees  that  the  later  appendix  2  S.  21-24  does 
not  seem  to  have  passed  under  the  hand  of  the  deuteronomic 
redaction.     See  We.  CWC2)  302. 

2  [The  following  passages  also  may  safely  be  assigned  to  the 
second— i.e.  to  the  exilic  or  post-exilic— deuteronomist  (  =  D2) : 
i  K.  3  315  64  [i8]/  6 1    11  Q*  10   16  i2/  2  K.  17  7-17  29-34* 
24  2-12  15-25  ;  perhaps  too  all  those  chronological  notices  which 
aim  at  establishing  a  synchronism  between  the  kings  of  Judah 
and  those  of  Israel.] 
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light  on  the  long-continued  process  of  redaction  (at  the 
hand  of  successive  editors  or  copyists)  of  which  the 
extant  Hebrew  of  Kings  is  the  outcome.  Even  the  false 
readings  of  the  Greek  are  instructive,  for  both  recensions 
were  exposed  to  corrupting  influences  of  precisely  the 
same  kind.  The  following  examples  will  serve  to 
illustrate  the  treatment  through  which  the  book  has 
passed. 

1.  Minor  detached  notices  such  as  we  should  put  in 
foot-notes  or  appendices  are  inserted  so  as  to  disturb  the 
natural  context. 

Thus  i  K.  4  27  [5  7]  must  be  taken  continuously  with  4 19,  and 
so  ©BL  (inserting  between  them  v.  17)  actually  reads.  In  like 
manner  ©BL  omits  i  K.  611-14,  which  breaks  the  context  of  the 
description  of  the  temple.  Again,  in  ©BL,  j  K.926  follows  on 
v.  14,  so  that  Solomon's  dealings  with  Hiram  are  recorded  con 
tinuously.  The  notices  intervening  in  w.  15-25  (in  a  very 
unnatural  order)  belong  to  a  class  of  floating  notes  about 
Solomon  and  his  kingdom  which  seem  to  have  got  stranded 
almost  by  chance  at  different  points  in  the  two  recensions. 

2.  There  are  direct  or  indirect  indications  of  trans 
positions  and  insertions  on  a  larger  scale. 

Thus  in  ©BL  the  history  of  Naboth  (i  K.  21)  precedes  chap. 
20,  and  in  fact  chaps.  20  and  22  are  parts  of  one  narrative, 
obviously  quite  distinct  from  the  history  of  Elijah.  Again,  the 
story  of  Abijah's  sickness  and  Ahijah's  prophecy  is  not  found  in 
©Bi.  at  i  K.  14i-2o1;at  1224  appears  another  version  of  the 
same  narrative,  in  which  there  is  no  reference  to  a  previous 
promise  to  Jeroboam  through  Ahijah,  and  the  prophet  is  intro 
duced  as  a  new  character.  This  version  (1224),  which  places  the 
prophecy  of  the  destruction  of  Jeroboam's  house  between  his 
return  from  Egypt  and  his  elevation  to  the  throne,  is  no  doubt 
a  mere  legend  ;  but  it  goes  to  prove  that  there  was  once  a 
version  of  the  history  of  Jeroboam  in  which  11  29-39  had  no  place. 
In  truth,  after  1126-28  there  must  once  have  stood  some  account 
of  a  rebellion  in  which  Jeroboam  '  lifted  up  his  hand '  against 
king  Solomon.  To  such  an  account  (not  to  the  incident  of 
Ahijah  and  the  cloak  related  in  z>v.  29-39),  v-  4°  's  tne  natural 
sequel.  Thus  all  that  is  related  of  Ahijah  falls  under  suspicion 
of  being  foreign  to  the  original  history.  Compare  JEROBOAM  i. 
It  is  noteworthy  that  in  a  passage  peculiar  to  ©BL  [in  the  ed.  of 
Swete  i  K.  1224  a-z]  the  incident  of  the  tearing  of  the  cloak  is 
related  of  Shemaiah  and  placed  at  the  convention  at  Shechem, 
showing  how  much  fluctuation  there  was  in  the  tradition.  In 
2  K.  1322  ©'-  has  an  addition  which  affects  both  history  and 
geography  (see  APHKK,  §  3  a,  HAZAEL)  on  the  conquests  of 
Hazael.  According  to  Kittel  (A'<)'«.  p.  vi)  such  passages  have 
been  inserted  by  later  editors  from  older  sources  which  were  still 
accessible  to  them  in  their  completeness. 

These  instances  show  that  there  was  a  certain  want  of 
definiteness  about  the  redaction.  The  mass  of  disjointed 
materials,  not  always  free  from  inconsistencies,  which  lay 
before  the  editor  in  separate  documents  or  in  excerpts 
already  partially  arranged  by  an  earlier  hand,  could  not 
have  been  reduced  to  real  unity  without  critical  sifting, 
and  an  entire  recasting  of  the  narrative,  in  a  way  foreign 
to  the  ideas  and  literary  habits  of  the  Hebrews.  The 
unity  which  the  editor  aimed  at  was  limited  to  chrono 
logical  continuity  in  the  events  recorded,  and  a  certain 
uniformity  in  the  treatment  of  the  religious  meaning  of 
the  narrative.  Even  this  could  not  be  perfectly  attained 
in  the  circumstances,  and  the  links  of  the  history 
were  not  firmly  enough  riveted  to  prevent  disarrange 
ment  or  rearrangement  of  details  by  later  scribes. 

The  continued  efforts  of  successive  redactors  can  be 

traced  in  the  chronology  of  the  book.     The  chronological 

.     .    method  of  the  narrative  appears  most 

t-   i  hrol!01°si~  clearly  in   the    history  after  Solomon, 
cal  methods.    where  the  events  of  each  king's  reign 

are  thrown  into  n  kind  of  stereotyped  framework  of  this 
type  :— 

'  In  the  twentieth  year  of  Jeroboam,  king  of  Israel,  Asa  began 
to  reign  over  Judah,  and  reigned  in  Jerusalem  forty-one  years.' 
.  .  .  'In  the  third  year  of  Asa,  king  of  Judah,  Baasha  began  to 
reign  over  Israel,  and  he  reigned  in  Tirzah  twenty -four  years.' 

The  history  moves  between  Judah  and  Israel  accord 
ing  to  the  date  of  each  accession  ;  as  soon  as  a  new 
king  has  been  introduced  everything  that  happened  in 
his  reign  is  discussed,  and  wound  up  by  another  stereo 
typed  formula  as  to  the  death  and  burial  of  the  sovereign  ; 
and  to  this  mechanical  arrangement  the  natural  con 
nection  of  events  is  often  sacrificed.  In  this  scheme  the 
elaborate  synchronisms  between  contemporary  monarchs 

1  In  ©A  etc.,  it  is  added  from  the  version  of  Aquila. 
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of  the  N.  and  S.  give  an  aspect  of  great  precision  to 
the  chronology. 

In  reality,  however,  the  data  for  Judah  and  Israel  do  not  agree 
[260  years  of  the  kings  of  Judah  correspond  to  241  years,  7 
months,  7  days,  of  the  kings  of  Israel],  and  Wellhausen,  follow 
ing  Ewald,  has  shown  that  the  synchronisms  were  not  in  the 
sources,  but  were  calculated  from  the  list  of  the  years  of  each 
reign  (JDT6os/.  ['75]).  Cp  CHRONOLOGY,  §  6f.  It  appears 
further  that  these  years  of  reign  are  not  all  derived  from  historical 
tradition,  but  are  in  part  due  to  conjectural  subdivision  of  a 
cycle  480  (twelve  generations  of  forty  years)  assigned  in  i  K. 
6 1  to  the  period  from  the  'exodus'  to  the  foundation  of  the 
temple,  and  (according  to  the  Jud;ean  list  of  kings)  to  the  period 
from  the  foundation  of  the  temple  to  the  end  of  the  captivity 
(536  B.C.).1  In  the  early  part  of  the  Judaean  history  the  first 
dates  not  accessions  are  connected  with  the  temple,  and  appar 
ently  derived  from  temple  records.  Of  these  the  most  important 
is  the  twenty-third  year  of  Joash,  which  the  chronological  scheme 
makes  the  one  hundred  and  sixty-first  year  of  the  temple, 
trisecting  the  four  hundred  and  eighty  years  cycle.  Other  one 
hundred  and  sixty  years  bring  us  to  the  death  of  Hezekiah,  and 
the  last  third  of  the  cycle  begins  with  the  accession  of  Manasseh, 
whose  sins  are  treated  as  the  decisive  cause  of  the  Exile.  Within 
these  limits  a  few  dates  were  given  by  the  sources  ;  the  rest,  as 
can  easily  be  shown,  were  filled  in  with  reference  to  a  unit  of 
forty  years.2  Again,  the  duration  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel, 
according  to  the  northern  lists,  was  two  hundred  and  forty  com 
pleted  years — viz.,  eighty  years  before  the  first  expedition  of 
Benhadad,  eighty  years  of  Syrian  wars,  forty  of  prosperity  under 
the  victorious  Jeroboam  II.,  whose  first  year  belongs  to  the 
period  of  war,  and  forty  years  of  decline.  The  trisections  in 
each  case  and  the  round  numbers  of  480  and  240  point  strongly 
to  a  systematization  of  the  chronology  on  the  basis  of  a  small 
number  of  given  dates,  and  the  proof  that  it  is  so  is  completed 
when  we  learn  from  the  exactly  kept  lists  of  Assyrian  chronology 
that  the  siege  of  Samaria  fell  in  722,  whereas  the  system  dates 
the  captivity  from  737  (535+480-37-241).  Cp  CHRONOLOGY, 
§  n. 

The  key  to  the  chronology  is  i  K.  6 1  which,  as  Well 
hausen  has  shown,  was  not  found  in  the  original  @,  and 
contains  internal  evidence  of  post-Babylonian  date.  In 
fact  the  system  as  a  whole  is  necessarily  later  than  535 
B.C.,  the  fixed  point  from  which  it  counts  back. 

Another  aspect  in  the  redaction  may  be  called 
theological.  Its  characteristic  is  the  application  to 
53.  Religious  the  °ld  history  of  a  standard  belonging 
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principle. 


to  later  developments  of  the  OT  religion. 


Thus,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  re 
dactor  in  i  K.  3  regards  worship  in  high  places  as  sinful 
after  the  building  of  the  temple,  though  he  knows  that 
the  best  kings  before  Hezekiah  made  no  attempt  to 
suppress  these  shrines.  So,  too,  his  unfavourable 
judgment  on  the  whole  religion  of  the  northern  kingdom 
was  manifestly  not  shared  by  Elijah  and  Elisha,  nor  by 
the  original  narrator  of  the  history  of  those  prophets. 
This  feature  in  the  redaction  displays  itself,  not  only  in 
occasional  comments  or  homiletical  excursuses,  but 
also  in  that  part  of  the  narrative  in  which  all  ancient 
historians  allowed  themselves  free  scope  for  the  develop 
ment  of  their  reflexions — the  speeches  placed  in  the 
mouths  of  actors  in  the  history.  Here  also  there  is 
textual  evidence  that  the  theological  element  is  somewhat 
loosely  attached  to  the  earlier  narrative,  and  underwent 
successive  additions. 

We  have  seen  that  ©BL  omits  i  K.  611-14,  and  that  both 
prophecies  of  Ahijah  belong  to  the  least  certain  part  of  the  textual 
tradition.  So,  too,  an  indication  that  the  long  prayer  of 
Solomon  (i  K.  8  14-53),  tne  deuteronomistic  colour  of  which  is 
recognized  by  all  critics,  did  not  stand  in  the  oldest  account  of 
the  dedication  of  the  temple  is  preserved  in  the  fact  that  the 
ancient  fragment,  v.  12 /.,  which  in  the  Hebrew  text  is  imperfect, 
appears  in  ©UAL  after  v.  53  in  completer  form  and  with  a  refer- 

1  Compare  Krey's  investigations  in  ZWT,  '77,  p.  404  f. 

2  See  the  details  in  an  article  by  WRS /.  Phil.,  vol.  x.  no.  20 
[cpalso  Stade,CK/l 88^.;   Kamphausen .(ZA  W&  193^  ['83],  and 
Chron.  der  hebr.  Kdnige,  '83)  ;  and  Konig  ('  Beitr.  z.  bibl.  Chron.' 
in  ZK\V,  '83    Heft  6,  8,  9,  12)  are  more  conservative.        Riihl 
('  Chron.  der  Konige  von  Israel  u.  Juda'  in  Deutsche  Zeitschr. 

f.  Geschichtsiuissensck.  xii.  1  +$/.  ['94])  adduces  weighty  reasons 
for  the  view  that  we  have  here  not  the  so-called  Babylonian 
method  (so  We.  ;  cp  CHRONOLOGY,  §  9),  but  the  reckoning 
according  to  which  the  last  year  of  each  king  was  counted  also 
as  the  first  of  his  successor;  in  this  way  the  above-mentioned 
inconsistencies  are  to  an  important  extent  diminished.]  Cp 


ence  to  the  book  of  Jashar  as  its  source  (fii.fi\Lov  TTJS  (jlSrjs  =  i<e>n  -125 
=  1E".1  TDD  :  cp  JASHAR,  BOOK  OF,  §  3).  The  redactional  inser 
tion  displaced  it  in  one  recension  and  led  to  its  mutilation  in  the 
other.  The  older  parts  of  this  chapter  have  also  been  retouched  in 
conformity  with  later  (even  post -exilic)  ritual  and  law.  The  Levites 
who  appear  at  7'.  4  in  contrast  to  the  priests,  in  a  way  unknown  to 
the  pre-exile  history,  are  not  named  in  ©HL,  and  the  post -exilic 
'  congregation '  ('eda.h)  at  v.  5  is  also  wanting.  The  processes 
illustrated  by  these  examples  were  doubtless  at  work  in  many 
places  where  external  evidence  fails  us,  and  may  often  be 
detected  by  a  careful  use  of  internal  evidence  alone.  See 
especially  Wellhausen's  detailed  analysis  (CH  26gjf.). 

The  insertions  due  to  later  editors  and  copyists  are 
many  and  not  all  of  the  same  kind. 

For    insertions    made   subsequently   to    the   deuteronomistic 

redaction  see  i  K.  4^6  13  (from  Din  to  17),  65  (the  words  3'3D 

JV3n  'p'TltO,  616  (the  last  two  words),  724  ('D   DMTIN  D'Bpc). 

,     _     .  42<r  (from  niD3l?  onwards),  47-5081  (from  DK1 

O''.   J-icLuGl* 

insertions. 


2«  (as  far  as     tnir),  4  (beginning  at 


)i  S/-  Cpn  'p'H),  also  probably  w.  y/.  65 
(from  '»  nyaE'l  onwards).  Add  to  these  922  11  24  (oriK  '-\  31,13), 
12  3«  12(1  OV3T),  17  21-24  27C  (from  M&1  onwards),  32-13  33*1 
1431  (from  QB»I  to  'oyn,  cp  21),  15  %b  (from  pi  onwards),  6  (cp 
1430)  16  1-4  (?),  ii  ('3  'D  1*7  TNS?,-ri<S,  cp  14  10),  176  (read  :  Drr> 


3ijn  icoi  ip33>>  1819  ('D  jmx  'urt 


cp  22  40),  31  - 


cp  20124),  35  (from  pSM  onwards),  38  2  K.  19-17  7  17^-20  106^ 
(?)  11  10  12i7  (?),  1734/-40  21  3-6  224<5-Sa  (,/.  g  (beginning  at 
in:m),  284  (beginning  at  N'xi.lS),  5  7*  14  16-18  24i3_/: 

The  latest  glosses  in  2  K.  are  :  1  16  (from  '^ann  to  11313,  cp 

6)  2  15  CI^IB'N),  3  19  ('D  TjrSsi),  522  /  ('33  '^n  'pen),  81 
<X3-DJi),  84  (N'3jrr  lyjrr),  10  19  (vi3j;-73,  cp  21),  11  (,/.  (-pen-hid, 
"^  13  (D'sin),  15  Con  'ity-rm  and  '&  rr3D-7N),  19  (cjr1^  rmi 
N,I),  13  i2/  (cp  14  15  f.)  18  17  (i  'o-31-nNi  jrnn-nN,  cp  Is.  862), 
I9ioa(to  miiv),  20tl  (HIT  'K  niVyea,  cpls.  38s),  ^(-p^in  '«), 

22  4  8  and  23  4  del.  ^njn  (cp  22  10  12),  23  33  ('1-3  -J^OD,  cp  2Ch. 
863). 

Of  quite  another  sort  and  sometimes  of  great  historic  value 
are  a  series  of  notices  and  parallel  accounts,  derived  from  other 
sources,  and  worked  into  the  principal  narrative  to  the  best  of 
the  editor's  ability.  To  this  class  belong  —  i  K.  923  2  K.  11  i3-i8a 
1814-16  19  10-35  (a  parallel  to  1813  17-199*1  which,  as  Stade  has 
recognized,  is  artificially  united  to  the  preceding  narrative  by 


To  gain  an  exacter  idea  of  the  main   redaction  of 
Kings  and  of  the  nature  of  the  original  sources,  we  may 
divide  the  history  into  three  sections  :  — 


6.  Divisions : 
IK.  3-11. 


(i )  the  conclusion  of  the  '  court  history,' 
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i  K.I/.,  the  further  consideration  of 
which  belongs  to  the  criticism  of  SAMUEL  (q. v. ,  ii.  §  6) ; 
(2)  Solomon,  i  K.  3-11  ;  (3)  the  kingdoms  of  Ephraim 
and  Judah. 

(2)  The  main  source  of  this  section,  as  we  learn  from 
i  K.  11 41,  was  a  book  called  Acts  of  Solomon.  This  work 
can  hardly  have  been  a  regular  chronicle,  for  the  history 
founded  on  it  contains  no  continuous  narrative.  All 
that  is  related  of  Solomon's  reign  is  grouped  round  the 
description  of  the  royal  buildings,  particularly  of  the 
temple,  and  the  account  of  the  dedication  of  the  house 
(chaps.  G-Qg)  ;  and  the  greater  part  of  the  latter  account 
is  either  due  to  the  redactor  or  largely  rewritten.  The 
whole  section  is  descriptive  rather  than  narrative,  and  the 
accurate  details  might  have  been  arrived  at  by  actual 
observation  of  the  temple  at  a  date  long  subsequent  to 
Solomon.  In  fact,  they  are  not  all  due  to  a  single  hand. 
Thus  we  can  still  reconstruct  a  shorter  text  of  617-21, 
which  says  only  that  '  the  house  before  the  oracle  was 
forty  cubits  long,  and  the  oracle  in  the  midst  of  the 
house  within  where  the  ark  of  Yahwe's  covenant  was  to 
be  placed  was  twenty  cubits  in  length,  in  breadth,  and 
in  height  ;  and  he  overlaid  it  with  gold  and  made  an 
altar  of  cedar  [the  table  of  shewbread]  before  the  oracle 
and  overlaid  it  with  gold. '  The  original  author  used  the 
BOOK  OF  JASHAR  (q.v.  §  3)  for  the  account  of  the  dedi 
cation,  and  had  access  to  some  exact  particulars  as  to 
dates,  the  artist  Hiram,  and  so  forth,  which  may  have 
been  contained  in  the  temple  records.  The  immediate 
environment  of  this  section,  if  we  set  aside  the  floating 
elements  in  chap.  9  already  referred  to,  is  occupied  with 
Solomon's  dealings  with  King  Hiram,  who  aided  him 
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in  his  architectural  schemes  and  in  the  commercial 
enterprises  which  procured  the  funds  for  such  costly 
works  (chap.  5  [515-32]  and  chap.  9iof.).  On  each 
side  of  this  context  lies  a  complex  of  various  narratives 
and  notices  illustrating  Solomon's  wisdom  and  greatness, 
but  also,  in  chap.  11,  his  weakness  and  the  incipient 
decay  of  his  kingdom.  It  is  evident  that  the  rise  of  the 
adversaries  who,  according  to  1125,  troubled  Solomon 
through  all  his  reign  cannot  originally  have  been  related 
as  the  punishment  of  the  sjns  of  his  old  age.  The 
pragmatism  as  usual  belongs  to  the  redactor  (11 4). 
We  have  seen  that  there  was  once  another  version  of 
the  history  of  Jeroboam.  On  i  K.  lli-8,  cp  further 
SOLOMON,  §  8,  and  see  the  commentaries  of  Benzinger 
and  Kittel. 

(3)   For    the    history   of   the   divided    kingdom    the 

redactor,    as   we  have   seen,    follows    a   fixed    scheme 

K    1 9     K    Determined  by  the  order  of  accessions, 

;.       '  .    ~2     '  and  gives  a  short  epitome  of  the  chief 
the  epitome.    r       ° , 

facts  about  each  king,  with  an  estimate 

of  his  religious  character,  which  for  the  schismatic  north 
is  always  unfavourable.  The  epitome,  as  the  religious 
standpoint  shows,  belongs  to  the  same  hand  through 
out — i.  e.,  to  D ;  but  so  much  of  it  as  relates  to  Judah 
is  plainly  based  on  good  written  sources,  which  from 
the  nature  of  the  particulars  recorded  may  be  identified 
with  the  book  of  Royal  Chronicles  referred  to  under 
each  reign,  which  seems  to  have  been  a  digest  of  official 
notices.  [A  reference  to  the  '  Book  of  the  History  of 
the  Kings  of  Judah '  (or,  Israel)  is  wanting  only  in  the 
cases  of  Ahaziah,  of  Jehoahaz,  of  Jehoiachin,  and  of 
Zedekiah  among  the  kings  of  Judah,  and  in  that  of  Joram 
and  Hoshea  among  those  of  Israel.  Both  the  Judahite 
and  the  Israelite  work  (unless  with  Reuss  we  are  to 
suppose  a  single  work,  cited  by  different  titles)  were 
evidently  compilations  of  private  origin,  prepared  shortly 
before  the  exile  on  the  basis  of  older  chronicles  and 
special  treatises.] 

If  the  chronicle  named  for  the  kings  of  Israel  actually 
lay  before  the  editor  he  at  least  did  not  make  such  ex 
cerpts  from  it  as  we  find  in  the  Judaean  history,  for  the 
epitome  for  Ephraim  is  very  bare  of  concrete  details. 

Besides  the  epitome  and  the  short  excerpts  from  the 
Judaean  chronicles  which  go  with  it,  the  history  includes 

_  ...  a  variety  of  longer  narratives,  which  alike 
P .  in  their  subject-matter  and  in  their  treat - 
'  ment  are  plainly  distinct  from  the  some 
what  dry  bones  of  the  properly  historical  records.  The 
northern  narratives  are  all  distinguished  in  a  greater  or 
less  degree  by  the  prominence  assigned  to  prophets. 
In  the  southern  kingdom  we  hear  less  of  the  prophets, 
with  the  great  exception  of  Isaiah ;  but  the  temple 
occupies  a  very  prominent  place. 

The  narrative  of  the  man  of  God  from  Judah  (i  K.  13) 
is  indubitably  of  Judasan  origin.  Its  attitude  to  the 
altar  at  Bethel — the  golden  calf  does  not  appear  as  the 
ground  of  offence- — is  diverse  not  only  from  that  of 
Elijah  and  Elisha,  but  even  from  that  of  Hosea.1  The 
other  narratives  that  deal  with  the  history  of  Ephraim 
are  all  by  northern  authors  (see,  for  example,  i  K.  193 
2  K.  96),  and  have  their  centre  in  the  events  of  the 
Syrian  wars  and  in  the  persons  of  Elijah  and  Elisha. 
They  are  not  all,  however,  of  one  origin,  as  appears 
most  clearly  by  comparing  the  account  of  the  death 
of  Naboth  in  the  history  of  Elijah,  i  K.  21,  and  in  the 
history  of  Elisha  and  Jehu,  2  K.  9.  In  the  latter  narra 
tive  Naboth' s  '  field '  lies  a  little  way  from  Jezreel,  in 
the  former  it  is  close  to  Ahab's  palace  (?  in  Samaria, 
see  v.  1 8  and  variants  of  <S  in  v.  i),  and  is  described  as 

1  The  expression  'cities  of  Samaria'  (z>.  32)  appears  elsewhere 
only  after  the  deportation  of  Ephraim  (2  K.  1726),  and  seems  to 
have  come  in  here  from  2  K.  23  19.  Even  in  this  passage  the 
last  clause  of  v.  18,  which  alone  refers  to  details  of  the  history 
of  i  K.  13,  is  clearly  erroneous ;  the  old  prophet  did  not  come 
from  Samaria.  [The  passage  must  be  of  late  origin  (see  Kuenen, 
Ond.p)  '2  §  25,  n.  4);  it  seems  not  unconnected  with  the  history 
of  Amos  ;  see  AMOS,  §  3.] 

2669 


KINGS  (BOOK) 


a  vineyard.  The  '  burden '  quoted  by  Jehu  is  not  in 
the  words  of  i  K.  21,  and  mentions  the  additional  fact 
that  Naboth's  sons  were  killed.1  In  other  words,  the 
history  of  Jehu  presupposes  events  recorded  in  the  extant 
accounts  of  Elijah,  but  not  these  accounts  themselves. 
Moreover,  the  narrative  in  2  K.  seems  to  be  the  more 
accurate ;  it  contains  precise  details  lacking  in  the 
other. 

Now  it  is  plain  that  i  K.  21  belongs  to  the  same 
history  of  Elijah  with  chaps.  17-19.  The  figure  of  the 
prophet  is  displayed  in  the  same  weird  grandeur,  and 
his  words  (with  the  omission  of  the  addition  already 
noted  in  w.  206  21)  have  the  same  original  and  impres 
sive  force.  This  history,  a  work  of  the  highest  literary 
art,  has  come  down  to  us  as  a  fragment.  For  in  i  K. 
19 15  Elijah  is  commanded  to  take  the  desert  route  to 
Damascus — i.  e. ,  the  route  E.  of  the  Jordan.  He  could 
not,  therefore,  reach  Abel  -  meholah  in  the  Jordan 
valley,  near  Bethshean,  when  he  '  departed  thence ' 
(v.  19),  if  '  thence '  means  from  Horeb.  The  journey 
to  Damascus,  the  anointing  of  Hazael  and  Jehu,  must 
once  have  intervened  ;  but  they  have  been  omitted  be 
cause  another  account  ascribed  these  acts  to  Elisha  (2  K. 
87/9).  Cp  SHAPHAT.  Now  there  is  no  question  that 
we  possess  an  accurate  historical  account  of  the  anoint 
ing  of  Jehu.  Elisha,  long  in  opposition  to  the  reigning 
dynasty  (2  K.  3 13),  and  always  keeping  alive  the  remem 
brance  of  the  murder  of  Naboth  and  his  sons  (632), 
waited  his  moment  to  effect  a  revolution.  It  is  true  that 
the  prime  impulse  in  this  revolution  came  from  Elijah  ; 
but,  when  the  history  in  i  K.  represents  Elijah  as 
personally  commissioned  to  inaugurate  it  by  anointing 
Jehu  and  Hazael  as  well  as  Elisha,  we  see  that  the 
author's  design  is  to  gather  up  the  whole  contest  between 
Yahwe  and  Baal  in  an  ideal  picture  of  Elijah  and  his  work. 
No  doubt  this  record  is  of  younger  date  than  the  more 
photographic  picture  of  the  accession  of  Jehu,  though 
prior  to  the  rise  of  the  new  prophecy  under  Amos  and 
Hosea.2  [For  the  later  criticism  of  the  Elijah-narratives, 
see  ELIJAH,  §  4,  also  Ki.  Kbn.  159-162,  appendix 
on  chaps.  17-19  21.] 

The  episode  of  Elijah  and  Ahaziah,  2  K.  1,  is  certainly 
by  a  different  hand,  as  is  seen  even  from  the  new  feature 
of  revelation  through  an  angel ;  and  the  ascension  of 
Elijah,  2  K.  2,  is  related  as  the  introduction  to  the 
prophetic  work  of  Elisha. 

The  narratives  about  Elisha  are  not  all  by  one  hand  ; 
for  example,  4 1-7  is  separated  from  the  immediately 
subsequent  history  by  a  sharply  marked  grammatical 
peculiarity  (the  suffix  '3)  ;  moreover,  the  order  is  not 
chronological,  for  624  cannot  be  the  sequel  to  623  ;  and 
in  general  those  narratives  in  which  the  prophet  appears 
as  on  friendly  terms  with  the  king,  and  possessed  of 
influence  at  court  (e.g. ,  4 13  69  621  compared  with  1814), 
plainly  belong  to  the  time  of  Jehu's  dynasty,  though 
they  are  related  before  the  fall  of  the  house  of  Omri. 
In  this  disorder  we  can  distinguish  portions  of  an 
historical  narrative  which  speaks  of  Elisha  in  connection 
with  events  of  public  interest,  without  making  him  the 
central  figure,  and  a  series  of  anecdotes  of  properly 
biographical  character.  The  historical  narrative  em 
braced  2K.  3624-72o9i-10z8 — in  fact,  the  whole  account 
of  the  reign  of  Joram  and  the  revolution  under  Jehu  ; 
and,  as  2  K.  3  has  much  affinity  to  the  history  of  Ahab 
and  Jehoshaphat  in  i  K.  22,  we  may  add  the  earlier 
history  of  the  Syrian  wars  (i  K.  20  22)  to  the  series. 
The  evidence  of  style  is  hardly  sufficient  to  assign  all 

1  The  standing  phrases  common  to  i  K.  21  20^  21  2K.  97-io# 
belong  to  the  redaction,  as  is  plain  in  the  latter  case  from  9  3. 

2  Some  expressions  that  point  to  a  later  date  are  certainly 
added  by  another  hand  —  e.g.,   the  last  part  of  18 18.     In  old 
Israel,  up  to  the  time  of  Hosea,  the  Baalim  (pi.)  are  the  golden 
calves,  which  have  no  place  in  this  context.     A  late  insertion 
also   is  the   definition   of  time   by  the   stated   oblation   in  the 
temple  at  Jerusalem,  1829  36.     At  v.  36  this  is  lacking  in  ©; 
at  v.  29  the  insertion  of  <B  reveals  the  motive  for  the  interpola 
tion — vjz.,  to  assimilate  Elijah's  sacrifice  to  the  legal  service. 
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these  chapters  to  a  single  hand  (for  example,  331  is  a 
single  chariot  in  the  history  of  Jehu,  but  in  i  K.  20  a 
collective,  the  single  chariot  being  raDic)  ;  but  they  are 
all  full  of  fresh  detail  and  vivid  description,  and  their 
sympathy  with  the  prophets  of  the  opposition,  Micaiah 
and  Elisha,  and  with  the  king  of  Judah,  who  takes  the 
prophets'  part,  does  not  exclude  a  genuine  interest  in 
Ahab  and  Joram,  who  are  painted  in  very  human 
colours,  and  excite  our  pity  and  respect.  To  the 
historian  these  chapters  are  the  most  valuable  part  of 
the  northern  history. 

In  the  more  biographical  narratives  about  Elisha  we 
may  distinguish  one  circle  connected  with  Gilgal, 
Jericho,  and  the  Jordan  valley  to  which  Abel-meholah 
belongs  (41-7738-44;  chap.  5  ?  61-7).  Here  Elisha 
appears  as  the  head  of  the  prophetic  guilds,  having  his 
fixed  residence  at  Gilgal.  Another  circle,  which  pre 
supposes  the  accession  of  the  house  of  Jehu,  places  him 
at  Dothan  or  Carmel,  and  represents  him  as  a  personage 
of  almost  superhuman  dignity.  Here  there  is  an  obvious 
parallelism  with  the  history  of  Elijah,  especially  with 
his  ascension  (compare  2  K.  6  17  with  2  n,  13 14  with  2  12) ; 
and  it  is  to  this  group  of  narratives  that  the  ascension  of 
Elijah  forms  the  introduction. 

Of  the  Judoean  narratives  there  is  none  to  rival  the 
northern  histories  in  picturesque  and  popular  power. 

<)  Tudsean  The  historv  of  Joash'  2K.  ll/,  of 
s.  juosean  Ahaz's  innovations>  I6i0/.,  and  of 
narrative.  josiah's  reformation,  22 3-2825,  have  their 
common  centre  in  the  temple  on  Zion,  and  may  with 
great  probability  be  referred  to  a  single  source.  The 
details  suggest  that  this  source  was  based  on  official 
documents.  Besides  these  we  have  a  full  history  of 
Hezekiah  and  Sennacherib  and  of  Hezekiah's  sickness, 
18 13-20 19,  repeated  in  a  somewhat  varying  text  in  Is. 
36-39  (cp  ISAIAH  i.  §  6,  ii.  §  15).  The  history  of 
Amaziah  and  Joash  in  2  K.  14  8-14  with  the  characteristic 
parable  from  vegetable  life,  may  possibly  be  of  northern 
origin.1 

When  we  survey  these  narratives  as  a  whole  we 
receive  an  increased  impression  of  the  merely  mechanical 

10  Advantage  chamcter    of   the  redaction    by  which 
rjff  they  are  united.      Though  editors  have 
of  mechanical     , ; \   ,  . 

,     i-o_       added  something  of  their  own  in  almost 

every  chapter,  generally  from  the  stand 
point  of  religious  pragmatism,  there  is  not  the  least 
attempt  to  work  the  materials  into  a  history  in  our  sense 
of  the  word ;  and  in  particular  the  northern  and  southern 
histories  are  practically  independent,  being  merely 
pieced  together  in  a  sort  of  mosaic  in  consonance  with 
the  chronological  system,  which  we  have  seen  to  be 
really  later  than  the  main  redaction.  It  is  very  possible 
that  the  order  of  the  pieces  was  considerably  readjusted 
by  the  author  of  the  chronology  ;  of  this  indeed  @  still 
shows  traces.  With  all  its  imperfections,  however,  as 
judged  from  a  modern  standpoint,  the  redaction  has 
the  great  merit  of  preserving  the  older  narratives  in 
their  original  colour,  and  bringing  us  much  nearer  to 
the  actual  life  of  the  old  kingdom  than  any  history 
written  throughout  from  the  standpoint  of  the  exile 
could  possibly  have  done. 

Since  Ewald's  History,  vols.  1  and  3,  and  Kuenen's  Ond.ft} 

1  332yT,  the  most  thorough  and  original  investigation  of  the 
structure  of  the  book  is  that  in  Wellhausen's  fourth  (not  in  the 

fifth  and  sixth)  edition  of  Bleek's  Einl.  ('78) 
11.  Literature,  (reprinted  in  CV/(2)  266-302),  with  which  the 

corresponding  section  of  his  Proi.W  (275^) 
should  be  compared.  Stade  (SROT;  cp  Cesch.  \T$f.)  must, 
however,  be  compared.  Cp  also  Kittel,  Hist.'i^ff.  207^; 
Driver,  Introd.$)  i85-,2O3  ;  KSnig,  EM.  263  ff.  ('93);  Holzhey, 
Das  Buck  der  KSnige  ('99).  On  the  text-criticism  cp  especially 
Stade,  ZATIV,  '83,  p.  I23/  (on  i  K.  5-7),  '85,  p.  27s/  (on 

2  K.  10-14),   and   '86,   p.    IDO/  (on   2  K.  15-21);   Klostermann, 
Sam.  u.  KS.  ('87) ;  F.  C.  Burkitt,  Fragments  of  the  Books  of 
A'infs  according  to  the  translation  of  A qui la  front  a  Cairo 
JfS  ('97} ;  and  Crit.  Bib.     Among  commentaries,  see  those  of 
Thenius    ('49 ;  (2),    '73),    C.    F.    Keil    ('64;  (2),   '76;    ET,    '72); 

1  Note,  in  v.  n,  'in  Beth-shemesh  which  (belongs)  to  Judah.' 
Cp  the  similar  phrase  in  i  K.  10  3. 
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Bahr   in    Lange's  Bibehverk  ('68 ;    ET,    '77) ;    Rawlinson    in 


art.  '  Kings'  in  Hastings'  DB  2.  vv.  R.  S. — E.  K. 

KING'S  GARDEN  (^Bn  ja,  o  KHTTOC  TOY 
BAClAeooc),  2  K.  254  Jer.  394  (<S  om. )  52  7  Neh.  815 

(@BKA  TH  KOYP&  T-  B-)-  A  plantation  between  the  two 
walls  of  Jerusalem,  close  to  the  pool  of  Shiloah  ;  see 
KING'S  POOL. 

KING'S  POOL  C!jbBn  n?-)?,[H]KO\YMBHepA  TOY 
BAClAecoc).  Neh.  2 14,  possibly  the  same  as  the  pool 
of  Siloam  ;  it  may  have  been  so  called  on  account  of  its 
proximity  to  the  KING'S  GARDEN.  Cp  POOL. 

KING'S  VALE  (RV),  or  King's  Dale  (AV),  (-per 
TO?n),  Gen.l4i7  ([TO]  neAiON  B&ciAecoc  [ADL]) 
28.1818  (TH  KOiA&Ai  TOY  B&ciAecoc  [BAL]);  cp. 
Jos.  Ant.  vii.  10  3.  See  SHAVEH  [VALE  OF]  ;  MEL- 
CHIZEDEK,  §  3  ;  ABSALOM,  col.  31. 

KINSHIP.      The    bond    by   which   the   social   and 

political  units  of  the   Hebrews — their  clans   and  their 

1   Feelins1  of  trit:)es — were  ^eld  together  in  the  older 

'      .     ,  ?        historical  period  was    neither  more   nor 

"'      less  than  a  genuine  and  operative  feeling 

of  kinship  (see  GOVERNMENT,  §  z/. ).     Hebrew  theorists, 

like  Arab  genealogists,  understood  this  kinship  in  the 

same  sense  as  we  understand  it, — as  due  to  derivation 

from  a  common  ancestor  ;    a  tribe  consisted  entirely  of 

blood  relations  (see  GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  2). 

At  the  very  outset  this  theory  requires  at  least  some 
modification  ;  for  even  in  historical  times  physical 
descent  was  not  the  only  way  in  which  blood  relation 
ship  could  be  constituted.  Adoption  was  equally 
effective.  So  also  was  the  method  of  blood  covenant. 
Not  individuals  only,  but  whole  clans  could  in  this  way 
enter  into  a  lasting  union  and  become  fused  into  a 
single  community.  The  various  ceremonies  observed 
in  making  such  a  covenant  (cp  COVENANT,  §  3,  and 
Robertson  Smith's  excellent  exposition  in  Kin.  47  ff, 
261/1,  Rel.  Sem.W  314  /.)  have  all  one  meaning; 
they  were  originally  intended  to  create  a  physical  and 
literal  community  of  blood,  or,  in  accordance  with  later 
ideas,  they  were  intended,  at  least  symbolically,  to 
represent  the  creation  of  such  a  bond.  This  shows 
itself  with  unmistakable  clearness  when,  for  example, 
two  men  actually  open  their  veins  and  mix  their  blood, 
or  when  the  protected  smears  with  his  blood  the  tent- 
pole  of  his  protector  ;  but  it  is  still  discernible,  though 
in  a  more  disguised  form,  in  the  rule  of  hospitality  by 
which  even  now  the  person  of  the  guest  who  has  eaten 
with  a  host  remains  inviolable  for  at  least  a  certain 
time — the  time,  to  wit,  during  which  the  meal  of  which 
they  have  together  partaken  is  supposed  to  be  still 
sustaining  them.  In  the  Hebrew  domain  compare  the 
covenant  described  in  Ex.  24,  where  the  people  and  the 
altar  of  Yahwe  are  sprinkled  with  the  same  blood. 

There  is  another  point  in  which  the  old  Semitic 
conceptions  of  blood  relationship  differ  from  those  of 

_   _,          .      modern  times  :    there  was  no  gradation 
o   Idea,  of 
'  *         ..      of  relationship.     We  take  account  of  the 

1  1P'  degrees  by  which  relations  are  removed 
from  the  common  ancestor  ;  in  the  Semitic  field  relation 
ship  is  absolute  :  a  man  either  belongs  to -a  given  family 
circle,  or  he  does  not.  Relationship  is  participation  in 
the  common  blood  which  flows  with  equal  fulness  in 
the  veins  of  every  member  of  that  circle  ;  on  this  idea 
rest  all  the  rights  and  obligations  between  the  individual 
and  his  clansmen.  There  can  therefore  be  no  such 
thing  as  aristocracy  of  birth  in  our  sense  of  the  expres 
sion.  Within  the  gens  none  are  high-born,  none  are 
low-born  ;  there  is  no  blue  blood.  This  is  clearly  shown 
in  the  law  of  blood  revenge  (WRS  Kin.  22 /.,  and 
elsewhere).  The  duty  falls  on  every  member  of  the 
clan  to  which  the  murdered  person  belonged,  and  their 
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vengeance  seeks  every  member  alike  of  the  murderer's 
clan. 

This  said,  it  must  not  be  denied  that  a  feeling  of 
relationship  in  our  closer  sense  of  the  word  also  began  to 
show  itself  from  a  comparatively  early  period.  Indeed, 
the  Hebrews  from  the  earliest  times  to  which  our 
historical  records  carry  us  may  be  said  to  have  been 
distinguished  by  the  energy  of  their  '  family '  feeling. 
As  the  limits  of  society  extended,  the  primitive  concep 
tion  of  blood-kinship  described  above  would  naturally 
grow  weaker  ;  that  of  near  kinship  in  our  sense  of  the 
word  can  retain  its  vigour  and  efficiency  only  within  the 
narrower  circle.  Within  the  larger  federation  of  tribes 
(the  people  or  nation  of  Israel)  the  feeling  was  never 
very  strong  ;  bloody  wars  between  individual  tribes 
were  not  unknown,  and  it  was  long  before  the  sense  of 
oneness  had  thoroughly  pervaded  all  portions  of  the 
body  politic.  In  the  end  it  was  not  by  the  conception 
of  blood  kinship  but  by  the  political  organisation  of  the 
monarchy  that  this  sense  was  called  into  being  and 
maintained. 

The  question  as  to  what  constituted  national  kinship 
was  answered  by  the  genealogists.  Each  individual 

o   XT  x-        i    tribe   was   held    to  be  derived   from    an 
3.  National 
.  .     ,  .          ancestor    whose    descendants    bore    his 

P'  name  as  their  tribal  name  ;  the  mutual 
relations  of  the  tribe  and  the  various  clans  comprising 
it  were  determined  by  the  relationship  of  the  ancestor 
of  each  clan  to  the  patriarch  from  whom  all  alike 
claimed  descent.  In  other  words,  the  formation  and 
development  of  tribes  were  held  to  have  taken  place 
under  the  dominion  of  the  patriarchal  system  (GENE 
ALOGIES  i. ,  §  2).  Moreover,  it  is  an  actual  fact  that 
so  far  as  our  knowledge  goes  the  patriarchal  system 
was  prevalent  among  the  Hebrews  from  the  earliest 
historical  times.  The  head  of  the  family  is  the  man  ; 
the  woman  passes  over  to  the  clan  and  tribe  of  her 
husband,  who  is  master  both  of  herself  and  of  her 
children  (FAMILY,  §  3^;  MARRIAGE,  §  ^ff.}.  Kinship, 
tribe-connection,  inheritance,  are  determined  by  the 
man. 

Robertson  Smith  (Kinship,  passim],  however,  has  in- 
controvertibly  shown  that  among  the  Semites  as  well  as 
many  other  widely  separated  peoples 
matriarchy  must  at  one  time  have 
prevailed.  By  this  expression,  as  distinguished  from 
patriarchy,  is  meant  not  the  dominion  of  the  woman  in 
the  household,  but  rather  that  arrangement  of  family- 
and  clan-relations  in  accordance  with  which  the  relation 
of  the  children  to  the  mother  was  regarded  as  by  far 
the  more  important,  that  to  the  father  being  of  quite 
subordinate  moment.  It  is  the  mother  who  determines 
the  kinship.  The  children  belong  to  the  mother's  clan, 
not  to  the  father's.  The  wife  is  not  under  the  power 
of  the  husband,  but  under  the  guardianship  of  her  male 
relations.  The  head  of  the  family  is  not  the  father  but 
the  maternal  uncle,  who  has  supreme  authority  over  the 
mother  and  her  children.  Inheritance  is  not  from 
father  to  son,  but  from  brother  to  brother,  from 
(maternal)  uncle  to  nephew. 

The  existence  of  this  matriarchy  among  the  Semites  is  shown 
(among  other  proofs)  by  the  existence  of  ancient  words,  common 
to  various  branches  of  the  Semitic  family,  denoting  relationship 
derived  from  the  mother.  In  like  manner  there  are  feminine 
tribal  names,  and  tribal  heroines  pointing  to  the  same  inference. 
With  the  Arabs  down  even  to  the  days  of  Mohammed  a  kind  of 
marriage  (see  below)  was  still  kept  up  which  entirely  belonged 
to  the  matriarchal  system. 

For  details  as  to  matriarchy  among  the  Semites  in 
general  the  discussions  of  Robertson  Smith,1  Wellhausen,2 
and  Wilken  3  must  be  referred  to.  What  specially  in 
terests  us  here  is  the  fact  that  in  the  OT  also  traces  of 
the  existence  of  this  institution  among  the  Hebrews  can 
still  be  found.  Even  if  these  were  not  absolutely 

1  Ut  supra. 

2  '  Die  Ehe  bei  den  Arabern  '  in  Gott.gel.  Nachr.  \T,iff.  ('93). 

3  '  Het    Matriarchaat    bij    de   oude   Arabieren '    in    Oester. 
Monatsschriftf.  d.  Orient,  1884. 
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convincing  in  themselves,  they  would  become  so  after 
the  demonstration  of  the  existence  of  the  institution 
among  the  Arabs  and  other  Semitic  peoples.  Alongside 
of  the  masculine  tribal  names  we  have  a  series  of 
feminine  ones  : — Hagar,  Keturah,  Leah,  Rachel,  Bilhah, 
Zilpah.  Stade  conjectures  that  at  one  time  there  was  a 
genealogical  system  according  to  which  the  tribes  were 
all  of  them  wives  of  Jacob  (G/li46).  Such  feminine 
names  at  all  events  cannot  be  regarded  as  mere  poetical 
adornments  of  the  legends  to  which  they  belong  ;  they 
must  originally  have  been  integral  parts  of  the  genea 
logical  system. 

Marriages  of  brother  and  sister,  that  is  to  say  between 
children  of  different  mothers,  had  nothing  offensive  to 


5.  Marriage 


the  moral  sense  of  the  older  period  (see 


'between  MARRIAGE-  §  2).=  il  «  a  relic  of  the 
.  ,.  times  when  relationship  was  determined 

1  not  by  the  blood  of  the  father  but  by  that 
of  the  mother,  and  when  accordingly  community  of 
descent  on  the  mother's  side  was  the  only  bar  to 
marriage.  This  explains  also  the  possibility  of  the 
custom  according  to  which  the  son  could  marry  the 
stepmother,  the  father  the  daughter-in-law  (see  MAR 
RIAGE,  §  2).  Notwithstanding  the  express  prohibition  of 
such  unions  they  seem  to  have  been  not  unknown  down 
to  a  time  as  late  as  that  of  Ezekiel,  although,  on  the 
other  hand,  marriages  between  maternal  relations, 
between  father  and  stepdaughter,  father  and  daughter, 
mother  and  son  were  from  the  first  regarded  with  horror 
(cp  Gen.  1930^);  in  D  express  prohibition  is  not 
deemed  necessary. 

How  deeply  rooted  was  the  view  that  relationship 
was  constituted  through  the  mother  is  shown  by  passages 

6  Meanine  of  such  ^   <"ien'  42  3S  ^  2g  44  20  2y  &' 

' '  brother '      Judg"  8  I9  9  3l  where  the  desienation 
of  brother    in    the   full    sense    of   the 

word  is  reserved  for  sons  of  the  same  mother ;  as 
also  by  such  narratives  as  that  of  Judg.  9  2/. ,  where 
Abimelech  is  regarded  by  his  mother's  relations,  the 
Shechemites,  as  one  of  themselves,  and  his  maternal 
uncles  are  his  natural  allies.  The  prevalence  of  the 
same  view  is  seen  also  in  the  practice  of  adoption  by 
the  mother  (not  the  father)  (Gen.  30  3),  in  the  right  of 
inheritance  through  the  mother,  as  implied  in  Gen.  21 10 
( '  the  son  of  this  handmaid  shall  not  inherit  with  my 
son'),  in  the  right  of  the  mother  to  give  the  name  as 
shown  in  the  older  sources  of  the  Pentateuch,  though 
in  P  it  is  always  the  father  who  does  so.  In  Eliezer's 
negotiations  for  Rebekah  it  is  not  her  father  Bethuel 
( '  and  Bethuel, '  Gen.  24  50,  is  a  late  redactional  insertion ) 
but  her  brother  who  is  her  guardian  and  carries  on  the 
transaction. 

Another  characteristic  feature  of  matriarchal  marriage 

is  that  it  is  not  the  woman  who  enters  the  man's  tribe 

_  .,    .   but  the  man  who  enters  the  woman's  ;  she 

',    ,.  continues  to  belong  to  her  own  tribe.      This 

relations.     , 

also  can  be  shown  to  have  been  the  case  in 

the  Hebrew  domain.  Too  much  stress  indeed  must 
not  be  laid  on  the  expression  rwtrVlt  Ni3,  ' to  g°  in  unto,' 
the  usual  phrase  in  Hebrew  and  Arabic  for  the  con 
summation  of  a  marriage ;  but  it  is  certain  that 
among  the  Hebrews,  as  with  the  Arabs,  the  woman 
always  figures  in  particularly  close  connection  with  the 
tent,  and  frequently  as  its  mistress.  In  such  cases  as 
Gen.  2467,  indeed,  we  may  be  in  the  presence  only  of 
a  custom  which,  in  the  case  of  wealthy  people,  allowed 
each  wife  (as  with  a  rich  sheikh  at  present)  to  have  a 
separate  tent.  The  narrative  of  Judg.  4  iiff.  (cp524^), 
however,  is  clear  enough  ;  it  is  Jael  who  owns  the  tent, 
who  receives  the  fugitive  into  it,  and  who  accords  to 
him  its  protection.  This  is  in  exact  accord  with  the 
present  rights  of  Arab  women  as  regards  fugitives 
seeking  protection.  The  story  of  Eliezer's  wooing  of 
Rebekah  also  assumes  the  possibility  that  the  girl  may 
not  consent  to  leave  her  home,  but  may  insist  that  her 
future  husband  should  marry  into  her  own  tribe  and 
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clan  (Gen.  24  5).  Similarly  Jacob  fears  lest  Laban 
should  refuse  to  let  his  daughters  go,  but  should  insist — 
in  accordance  with  his  undoubted  right — on  their  staying 
at  home;  hence  his  secret  flight  (Gen.  3 131).  The 
phrase,  '  shall  leave  his  father  and  mother  and  cleave  to 
his  wife,'  in  Gen.  224  may  be  an  old  saying  dating  from 
remote  times  when  the  husband  went  to  the  house  (tent) 
of  the  wife,  and  joined  her  clan.  Still  the  passage  may 
be  merely  the  narrator's  remark,  and  even  if  it  be  an 
old  proverb,  we  cannot  be  sure  that  it  really  carries'  us 
so  far  back  in  antiquity. 

Another  instance  of  a  matriarchal  marriage  requires 

notice:     that    of  Samson    (Judg.  14).       The    case    is 

,  _          ,    thoroughly  exceptional  ;    it  is   exogamy, 

but  reversing  the  relations.     The  husband 
marriage.  •  •      ,•       -f 

°       is    the    alien,    and    visits    his   wife,    who 

remains  in  her  own  home,  and  it  is  in  the  house  of 
her  relations  that  the  marriage  feast  is  held.  Samson 
himself  indeed  does  not  become  a  Philistine ;  but 
neither  does  his  wife  become  Israelite  ;  the  intention  is 
that  they  shall  meet  only  from  time  to  time.  Parallels 
are  not  wanting  in  pre-Islamic  Arab  history  ;  as  already 
said,  such  marriages  were  nothing  out  of  the  common 
up  to  the  period  immediately  preceding  that  of 
Mohammed.  The  important  point  lies  here  : — the  wife 
continues  to  belong  to  her  own  tribe,  and  the  children, 
naturally,  so  belong  also.  It  is  thus  the-  mother's 
blood  that  is  the  determining  factor.  This  kind  of 
marriage,  it  is  plain,  could  originally  have  arisen  only 
under  the  influence  of  matriarchal  institutions. 

From  the  facts  adduced  Robertson  Smith  draws 
the  conclusion  that  this  kind  of  marriage — which  (after 
J.  F.  M'Lennan)  he  proposes  to  call  beena- marriage 
(from  the  Singhalese) — had  been  the  form  universally 
prevalent  among  the  Semites  in  the  period  before  the 
separation  of  the  tribes.  After  the  separation,  the 
Hebrews  from  the  same  starting-point  arrived  at 
monandrous  baal-marriage  (cp  MARRIAGE,  §  2)  long 
before  the  Arabs  did. 

Such  an  inference,  however,  would  be  too  sweeping. 

Robertson  Smith  himself  regarded  it  as  not  improbable 

( _      . ,      that   patriarchy  can   be  carried  back  to 

primitive  Semitic  times  (Kin.  178);    and 

•lage.    Wellhausen  ^Op  cit   4?9)  has  proved  it. 

The  existence  of  such  old  Semitic  words  as  ham  for 
wife's  father-in-law  (see  HAMU,  NAMES  WITH)  and 
kalla  for  the  daughter-in-law  is,  with  other  cases  that 
might  be  adduced,  conclusive.  Wellhausen  calls  special 
attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  word  'amm,  Arab., 
Heb. ,  Syr. ,  and  Sab. ,  unite  the  senses  of  '  people  '  and 
'  relations  on  the  father's  side '  (seeAMMi,  NAMES  WITH). 
'  Whatever  the  time  and  place  of  origin  of  this  mode  of 
speech,  the  father's  relations  must  also  have  been  the 
political  ones  when  it  arose.' 

Robertson  Smith's  concession,  it  is  true,  is  limited  to 
polyandrous  baal-marriage  —  a  form  of  patriarchal 
marriage  which  is  well  attested  for  the  old  Arabians 
(Strab.  xvi.  4  25  ;  cp  WRS  Kin.  1337.,  We.  op.  cit. 
460  ff.}.  In  this  description  of  marriage  a  group  of 
brothers  or  nearly  related  men  had  the  wife  in  common  ; 
the  children  belonged  to  the  tribe  of  the  fathers.  Smith 
finds  a  trace  of  this  form  of  polyandry 
still  surviving  in  the  levirate  marriage  of 
the  Hebrews  (see  MARRIAGE,  §  7  / ).  The  duty  of 
inheriting  the  wife  is  originally  a  right,  which,  as 
Smith  thinks,  must  have  had  its  origin  in  an  original 
community  of  possession.  Wellhausen  (op.  cit.  461) 
remarks  further  that  the  beginning  of  the  law  on  the 
subject  in  D  ( Dt.  25  5  '  if  brethren  dwell  together ' )  finds 
no  explanation  in  the  present  context,  but  would  fit  in 
well  with  the  explanation  suggested  by  Smith.  Hebrew 
levirate  marriage,  however,  admits  of  sufficient  explana 
tion  from  the  simple  fact  that  in  Hebrew  baal-marriage 
wives  in  general  are  property  that  can  be  inherited. 
The  right  of  inheriting  became  a  duty  in  this  one 
special  case  as  soon  as  the  first  son  of  such  a  marriage 
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came  to  be  regarded  as  son  of  the  deceased  husband, 
and  this  last  finds  its  explanation  in  the  Hebrew  view 
of  the  evils  of  childlessness  (cp  MARRIAGE,  §  $ff.}. 

Obviously  the  form  of  marriage  just  described  must 
be  older  than  monandrous  baal-marriage  ;  indeed  there 
_  ..  ,  is  not  in  the  nature  of  things  any  reason 
. .  for  regarding  it  as  more  recent  than  even 

the  earliest  form  of  matriarchal  marriage. 
Baal-polyandry  was  originally  in  any  case  marriage  by 
capture.  As  such  it  is  hardly  likely  to  have  been  a 
development  of  a  form  of  marriage  in  which  the  husband 
married  as  an  alien  into  the  tribe  of  the  wife.  It  may 
therefore  be  best  to  abandon  all  attempt  to  make  out  a 
genetic  connection  or  evolutionary  relation  between  the 
various  kinds  of  marriage,  and  to  concede  that  marriage 
by  capture  as  well  as  matriarchal  polyandry  (which, 
strictly  speaking,  cannot  be  'distinguished  from  absolute 
promiscuity)  may  date  from  the  most  remote  times. 
One  tribe  might  count  kin  from  the  mother,  being 
endogamous,  or  else  marrying  its  young  women  to  men 
of  alien  tribe  only  when  the  men  consented  to  join  the 
tribe  of  the  wife  and  the  children  remained  with  the 
mother.  Another  tribe  counted  kin  from  the  father 
and  therefore  sought  for  its  wives,  so  far  as  these  could 
not  be  found  within  the  tribe,  by  capture  of  such 
welcome  additions  from  other  tribes. 

For  literature,  see  FAMILY,  §  15.  I.  u. 

KIR  ("Vp;  KYRHNH  etc.,  see  below;  CYRENE;  t*j:) 
is  mentioned  in  Am.  9  7  (e«  Bo6poy  [BAQ])  as  the 
primitive  home  of  the  Aramaeans,  and  warriors  from 
Kir  are  introduced  in  the  description  of  an  Assyrian 
army  threatening  Jerusalem  in  Is.  226  (om.  BXAQF ; 
parietem  ;  |JQJW)- 

The  name  also  appears  in  Am.  1  5  (ejri'<cAi7Tos  [BAQF],  i.e.,  ,-pp 
=  N"l|3  ;  Kvprjv^v  [Aq.] ;  2  K.  16g  (om.  B  ;  Kvpqvqvit  [A  and 
Aq.],  -rr}v  iro\Lv  [L]),  where  it  may  possibly  have  been  intro 
duced  from  Am.  1  5,  which  contains  a  prophecy  of  the  deporta 
tions  of  the  Aramaeans  to  Kir. 

Winckler  (AFIi^ff.}  has  given  reason  to  think  that 
'  Kir'  should  rather  be  '  Kor '  (lip),  and  identified  with 
the  Karians  mentioned  by  Arrian  (iii.  85)  with  the 
Sittakenians  ;  see  also  SB&T,  '  Isa.'  (Heb.),  197,  and 
cp  KoA.  This  people  seems  to  have  dwelt  in  the  land 
of  Jatbur,  the  plain  between  the  Tigris  and  the 
mountains  towards  Elam  (cp  Sargon's  Khorsabad 
inscr. ,  B.  153,  5).  For  other  views  see  Furrer,  BL 
3  534,  who  thinks  of  Cyrrhestica,  between  the  Orontes 
and  the  Euphrates  (refuted  by  Schr.  HWB^  845),  and 
Hale'vy,  REJ\\(K>f.t  who  prefers  S.  Babylonia. 

KIRAMA  Ueip&MAC  [B],  KIRAMA  [A]),  i  Esd.  520 
RV=Ezra226,  RAMAH. 

KIR-HERES  (tTjn  -Pp,   Is.  16  n,  AV  Kir-haresh  ; 

b-jn  'p  Jer.  48  31  36),TKir-hareseth  (nBHTj  'p,  see  col. 

2677,  n.  2)  2  K.  825,  AV  Kir-haraseth  ; 

1.  OT        n^-,n  'p  [var.  JlfcTin  'P]  Is.  16  7)  or  Kir 

rences.  of>  ^ab  p^D-,»p  .  Is.  15lt)t      The 

name  is  generally  supposed  to  mean  '  city  of  the  sun ' 
(iy  for  o) ;  see  NAMES,  §  95.  When,  however,  we 
consider  (i)  that  this  explanation  is  unknown  to  the 
ancients  ;  (2)  that  Kir  is  nowhere  supposed  to  mean 
'city'  except  in  the  compound  names  Kir-heres,  Kir- 
hareseth,  and  Kir-Moab ;  (3)  that  Din,  'sun,'  nowhere 
has  a  fern,  ending  ;  and  (4)  that  in  Is.  167  <S  and  Aq. 
indicate  d,  not  r,  in  the  second  part  of  the  name,  the 
question  arises  whether  we  should  not  emend  the  text 
and  read  ncnn  rnp,  '  new  city'  (cp  HADASHAH). 

Vg.  gives  murus  fictilis  (Jer.),  murus  cacti  lateris  (Is.  16), 
and  murus  Moot  (Is.  15);  <8,  TO  ret^os  TTJS  Mo>a/3[e]iTi£os  in  Is. 
15  ;  Seo-efll  (?  ««<>•<  [Nc-a-])[BKAQr]  in  Is.  167  ;  T«XO«O  [om.  B.] 
e«KaiVieras  [BNAQT]  it.  V.  II  ;  (teipaSfS  [icijapas,  KeiSapeis, 

1  Aq.,  TOI'X<J>  oarpcucou ;  Sym.,  rei'xfi  TCJ>  cxrrpaKt'ixu ;  see 
Field,  Swete.  Deseth,  quod  Aquila  transtulit  parietem,  Sym- 
machus  murum  (OS  116  18  26179).  Apparently  the  only  refer- 
ence  to  Kir  in  Onotn. 
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etc.]  avxMOv  in  Jer.  In  2  K.  <S  does  not  recognize  any  place- 
name  (see  note  2).  Tg.,  Is.  15  1,  renders  Kir-Moab,  ^XIOT  N;n3, 
Kerakka  of  Moab,  and  Kir-hareseth,  pnspin  "P3>  '  their  strong 
city  '  ;  _Ptolemy  (v.  17  5)  has  xaPaKUJ^a  >  Steph.  Byzant. 
KapaK/uu>/3a. 

That  the  three  names  given  above  (to  which  we  may 
perhaps  add  KERIOTH,  KIRJATH-HUZOTH)  represent  the 
same  place,  is  undeniable.  When  Jehoram  of  Israel 
invaded  Moab,  Kir-haresheth  (so  MT)  was  the  only 
city  which  held  out  against  the  Israelites  (2  K.  825-27)  ; 
obviously  it  was  the  capital,  i.e.  ,  Kjr  Moab.1  It  was 
famous  for  its  vines.  In  Is.  16  7  mourning  is  anticipated 
'  for  the  grape-clusters  of  Kir-hareseth  '  (see  FLAGON, 
§  3);  and  in  2  K.  825,  after  the  description  of  the 
stopping  up  of  the  fountains  and  the  felling  of  the  fruit 
trees,  we  should  probably  read,  '  until  there  remained 
not  a  cluster  of  its  grapes  in  Kir-hareseth  '  2  (see  Crit. 
Bib.),  or,  if  the  above  reading  of  the  name  is  correct, 

o    cst,,.,*;™     '  in  Kiriath  Hadashath.'     It  stood  near 
2.  situation.  .  3 


the  s  fronder  Qf 

geographers  knew  it  under  the  name  Kerak.  Com 
manding  as  it  did  the  caravan  route  from  Syria  to 
Egypt  and  Arabia,  its  possession  was  hotly  disputed  by 
the  Franks  and  the  Saracens.  The  former  held  it 
from  1167  to  1  1  88,  when  Saladin  became  master  of 
both  Kerak  and  Shobek  (6^  hrs.  from  Petra).  They 
mistook  Kerak  for  Petra,  and  established  a  bishop's  see 
there  under  the  title  of  'Petra  deserti.'  At  an  earlier 
time  Kerak  had  been  the  seat  of  a  bishopric  in  the 
province  of  Palcestina  Tertia  (Reland,  705). 

El-Kerak  (see  fig.  in  SBOT  '  Isa.  ,'  169)  is  placed 
on  an  extremely  steep  rocky  hill,  surrounded  on  all 
sides  by  deep  ravines.  It  is  about  ten  miles  from  the 
south-east  corner  of  the  Dead  Sea,  and  some  3370 
feet  above  sea-level.  To  the  N.  and  S.  it  is  protected 
by  the  mountains,  which  are  passable  only  on  the  N. 
by  descending  the  Mojib  (the  great  gorge  of  the 
Arnon),  which  runs  E.  and  W.  ,  and  on  the  S.  by  the 
wild  gorge  called  the  Wady  Kerak.  To  the  W.  there  is 
the  Dead  Sea,  since  1897  navigated  by  a  mail  steamer 
which  plies  from  the  N.  bank  to  el-Lisan  (see  DEAD 
SEA,  §  5),  whence  a  carriage  road  is  to  be  constructed 
(1897)  to  Kerak.  The  city  is  still  partly  enclosed  by  a 
wall  with  five  towers.  Originally  there  were  but  two 
entrances,  both  consisting  of  tunnels  in  the  rock.  On 
the  southern  side  stands  the  citadel,  a  strong  building 
separated  from  the  adjoining  hill  by  a  deep  moat  hewn 
in  the  rock.  It  is  a  fine  specimen  of  a  Crusader's 
castle.  Beneath  it  is  a  chapel,  with  traces  of  rude 
frescoes.  The  present  population  of  Kerak  numbers 
from  20,000  to  22,000,  of  whom  about  one-fourth  are 
Greek  Christians.  Their  strong  position,  numbers, 
and  daring  character  made  them  till  a  few  years  ago 
practically  independent  of  the  Turkish  government. 
Here  Burckhardt  was  plundered,  De  Saulcy  held  to 
ransom,  and  Tristram  greatly  harassed  ;  Gray  Hill's 
account  of  his  own  detention  is  vivid. 

See  Burckhardt,  Syria,  387  ;  De  Saulcy,  Journey  round  the 
Dead  Sea,  1  366-98  ;  Lynch,  Expedition,  263^7,  English  ed.  ; 
Tristram,  Land  of  Moab,  -joff.  ;  Gray  Hill,  With  the  Bfduins, 
193-231  ;  Porter,  'Handbook,  1  59^  ;  Baed.  Pal.  (3)  i7Zf. 

T.  K.  C. 

1  The  statement  of  E.  H.  Palmer  (quoted  in  Che.  Proph.  Is. 
1  102)  that  the  eminences  on  which  the  old  Moabite  towns  stand 
are  '  invariably  called  Hariths  by  the  Arabs  '  does  not  help  us. 
Even  if  we  substitute  ip  for   j->,  some  distinctive  name  is  re 
quired  for  the  capital  city. 

2  Read    nenn    Vp_3    n'33#   S3EW  1NB;rt  vh  ~iy  (N1?  1J7  with 
<BL  and  Tg.  Jon.).     Klo.  suggests  'p  'B'pK  DN  '3,  a  weak  read 
ing,  nor  could  MT's  'n  'pa  rpJ3N  easily  have  arisen  out  of  it. 
MT  gives  Minn  vp_3  5'^K  -pNtfrnj?—  i.e.,  'until  one.  left  its 

stones  in  the  wall  as  potsherds'  (Gi.  has  riEhn  I  hut  what  could 
this  mean?).  ©B  '^^  roij  KaTa\nrfiv  TOUS  Ai'Sous  TOW  TOI'^OV 
Ka07]pneVov9  [<SA  reads  KaraAetTreii',  KaOyfievow;]  ',  (P1-  «os  T.  /U.TJ 
KaToAiTreri/  \iSov  fv  TCH'X<J>  TeKTOi/tKrjs.  Vg.  ,  ita  ut  tiiuri  tantum 
Jictiles  remanerent  —  i.e.,  ncnn- 

3  That  there  is  no  connection  between  Kir  Hareseth  and  the 
nmp   of  Mesha's   inscription  (//.   3,  21,    24)  was   pointed  out 
long  ago  by  Noldeke  (Inschr.  des  KSn.  Mesa  ['70],  8/1). 
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KIRIATH  (nnp),  Josh.  1828  RV.  See  KIRJATH, 
KIRJATH-JEARIM,  §  i  (a). 

KIRIATHAIM  (Djnnp),   Nu.3237  RV,  AV  KIR- 

JATHAIM. 

KIRIATH-ARIM  (Dn»  JTlp),   Ezra225    RV   (AV 

KlRJATH-ARIM)  =  Neh.  7  29  KlRJATH-JEARIM  (AV). 

KIRIATH-BAAL   fa3rn*£)   RV,  AV   KIRJATH- 
BAAL,  Josh.  156o  1814.     See  KIRJATH-JEARIM,  §  i. 
KIRIATH  -HUZOTH  (niXPI  nnp),  Nu.2239,   AV 

KlRJATH-HUZOTH. 

KIRIATHIARIUS,  RV  KARIATHIARIUS  (i  Esd.  5 

*9t  :  KApTd!k6ei<\peiOC  [B],  KAplAGlAplOC  [A],  -peiM 
[L])  =  Neh.  729  KIRJATH-JEARIM. 

KIRIATH  -  JEARIM  (D'nir'-rTnp),  Xeh.  7  29  RV, 
AV  KIRJATH-JEARIM. 

KIRIOTH  (nVnp),  Am.  22,  RV  KERIOTH  (y.v.). 

KIRJATH,  RV  KIRIATH  (TV-jp),  an  imperfect  place- 
name  in  Josh.  1828.  Di.  reads  Qny'mp.  Kirjath-j'earim  (tapeifi 
[B],  <cat  TroAis  tap[e]iji  [AL])  ;  but  see  KIRJATH-JEARIM,  §  i  (a). 

KIRJATHAIM,1  RV  KIRIATHAIM  (D'JYHp),  'two 
cities,'  or  'place  of  a  city1  ;  on  form  of  name  see 
NAMES,  §  107  ;  K6.piA9A.iM  [BAFQL]). 

i.  A  town  on  the  Moabite  plateau  mentioned  in 
Nu.  32  37  (Ka.pia.iBa.fi,  [B],  -iaOe/j.  [L])  and  Josh. 
13  19,  as  having  lain  within  the  former  dominions  of 
Sihon,  and  as  having  been  assigned  by  Moses  to 
Reuben.  Mesha,  in  his  inscription  (/.  10),  calls  it  imp, 
and  says  that  he  '  built  '  or  fortified  it  ;  it  is  represented 
as  Moabite  also  in  Jer.  48  (Jer.  48  1  Ka.pa.6a.ifj.  [N*], 
Ka.pia.0at.fj.  [Xc-a-  (*'],  23  Ka.pia.dfv  [N])  and  by  Ezekiel  (Ezek. 
25  9,  TToXecos  ira.pa.ea.\aff<ria,s  [BAQ]).  In  OS  (10827, 
269  10)  it  is  described  as  a  Christian  village  called 
Coraitha  or  Ka.pia.6a.  10  R.  m.  W.  of  Madeba.  This 
is  no  doubt  the  modern  Kuraiyat,  but  whether  Coraitha 
is  not  rather  KERIOTH  (q.v.  )  is  disputed.  Kiriathaim 
gave  its  name  to  Shaveh-kirjathaim  or  the  '  plain  of 
Kiriathaim'  (Gen.  14s).  See  MOAB. 
2.  See  KARTAN. 

KIRJATH  -AREA  (UiriX  nnp),  RV  KIRIATH- 
ARBA,  Josh.  14is  etc.,  an  earlier  name  of  HEBRON  (q.v., 

§!)• 

According  to  Winckler  (GI  ii.  39),  Kirjath-arba  means  'city 
of  the  god  Arba'  '  ;  some  god  is  intended  whose  name  was 
written  with  the  cuneiform  sign  for  '  four  '  (analogously  Beer- 
sheba  =  '  well  of  the  god  Sheba'  ').  Long  before  him,  Tomkins 
had  proposed  the  same  view  (Life  of  Abraham).  Winckler 
brings  these  names  into  connection  with  a  lunar  myth  of  Abraham 
and  Jacob  (GI  2  48  57).  The  original  Kirjath-arba,  according 
to  him,  was  not  Hebron,  but  at  or  near  Dan  —  i.e.,  in  the  far 
north  (41,  49).  If,  however,  p-uri  in  Gen.  37  14  is  an  error  for 
ni1N3,  jnan  in  Gen.  23  2  may  be  an  error  (of  P?)  for  rriarn.  It 
was  probably  Rehoboth  that  was  the  'city  of  four'  (see  REHO- 
BOTH),  at  least  if  y:nN,  'four,'  is  correct  and  is  not  really  a 
corruption  of  ninni,  'REHOBOTH.'  T.  K.  C. 

KIRJATH-HUZOTH,  RV  KIRIATH-HUZOTH  (nnp 
ni^n  ;  TTOAeiC  eTT&Y^eWN  [BAFL]  —  i.e.,  Kerioth 
Hazeroth,  'cities  of  villages'),  the  place  to  which 
Balak  took  Balaam  first  of  all  on  his  arrival  in  Moab, 
according  to  the  Yahwist  (J),  and  where  this  writer 
probably  made  him  deliver  his  first  prophecy,  Nu.  2239 
(with  which  v.  40  [E]  plainly  conflicts). 

The  name  ('  city  of  streets  '  or  of  '  bazaars  '),  if  correctly  read 
in  MT,  indicates  a  place  of  importance.  Very  possibly  the 
Yahwist  means  the  city  called  in  Am.  22  Jer.  4824  41  Kerioth. 
Note  that  Amos  speaks  of  the  '  palaces  '  of  Kerioth.  The  Elohist 
has  instead  '  the  city  of  Moab,  at  the  farthest  border  '  (v.  36). 


KIRJATH-JEARIM  (Dnirnnp,  'city  of  dense 
copse'?—  KApl&9l<\p[e]lM  [BAL]),  a  city  of  Judah, 
in  the  Gibeonite  group  (Josh.  9  17). 

1  In  the  list  of  towns  in  Palestine  against  which  SoSenk 
(Shishak)  warred,  occurs  the  name  Kadtm.  Miiller  (As.  v. 
Eur.  166  n.  3)  would  emend  this  to  Kartm  (T  and  -\  beng  as 
easily  interchanged  in  Eg.  as  in  Heb.),  and  identify  -with  the 
Moabite  Kirjathaim. 
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The  earliest  record  of  the  name  (if  we  suppose  it  to  have  been 

correctly  transmitted)  is  probably  Judg.  IS  12.      See  also  Jer. 

26zo  (Ka.lpia.6eiapei.il.  [N]),  Josh.  9  17  (n-oAeis  lapeiv 

1.  Names.  [H],  JT.-/U.  [AKL]18i4/:  (v.   14   Kap<.a.e<.a.peiv  [15]), 

I  Ch.  250  $if.  (v.  53  iroAtis  iaxip  [B],  Ka.pia6ia.eip 

[A],  om.  L)  13s  (rroAis  tap«/i  [BNAL]),  2  Ch.l4  Ezra  2  25  .  .  . 

(KlRJATH-ARIM    [RV  KlRIATH  -  AR1M,    KapnaOiapOfi    (B)]  should 

be  '  Kirjath-jearim')  ;  Neh.  "29  (xapiOiapeifi.  [B]).  Kirjath- 
Baal  ("?J73-nnp  ;  Kapio«/3aaA  [BAL]),  and  Baalah,  with  the  ex 
planation,  '  that  is,  Kirjath-jearim,'  occur  in  Josh.  18  14  ;  Josh. 
16960  ;  i  Ch.  136  (ets  ITO\IV  SaveiS,  BNA).  Baalah  alone  in  Josh. 
15  10  (here  and  in  v.  9,  <B  has  'Baal'  except  in  v.  10  (SB 
ie0aaA).  '  Baale-Judah,'  without  explanation,  occurs  in  2  S.  02 
(on  ©  see  below);  but  Dozy,  Kuenen,  We.,  Dr.,  Ki.  read 
•Baal-';  Klo.,  Bu.  '  Baalath-'. 

Evidently  the  earliest  name  of  the  place  included  the 
divine  name  Baal  ;  but  how  came  the  same  place  to  be 
afterwards  called  Kirjath-jearim?  It  is  not  a  super 
fluous  inquiry.  The  most  obvious  explanation  —  viz.  , 
that,  in  the  course  of  religious  progress,  '  Baal  '  came 
to  be  discredited  as  a  divine  name  —  is  insufficient.  We 
should  have  expected  some  better  divine  name  to  be 
substituted  for  'Baal,'  not  the  reconstruction  of  the 
place-name  on  an  entirely  different  plan.  Moreover, 
we  do  not  find  that  Baal  was  entirely  removed  from 
the  southern  place-names  (Baalah,  Josh.  1529  ;  Bealoth, 
Josh.  1624,  both  in  P).  The  first  step  towards  a 
solution  of  the  problem  is  to  show  (a)  that  the  original 
name  of  the  place  was  Baal-  or  Baalath-  (hag)  gibeah  — 
i.e.  ,  '  Baal  of  the  hill,'  —  and  (b)  that  the  full  name  under 
which  the  Deity  was  worshipped  in  this  Gibeah  (  '  hill  '  ) 
may  have  been  Baal-yarib  (  '  Baal  contends  '  ). 

(a)  In  i  S.  7  1  (EV)  the  ark  is  said  to  have  been  brought  into 
'  the  house  of  Abinadab  in  the  hill  '  (nj73a3)  ;  cp  the  same  phrase 
in  2  8.63  RV  (AVRVmg.  have  '  in  Gibeah  ').     It  looks  as  if, 
in  the  original  writing,   nyaj,    '  Gibeah,'  was  the  name  of  the 
town  where  Abinadab  lived  ;   that  the  description  '  on  the  hill  ' 
refers  to   '  the  hill  on  which  the  town  was  built  '  (H.   P.  Smith), 
is  surely  improbable.     Near  the  latter  of  these  passages  (2  S.  62) 
©  has   the  strange   rendering  OTTO  Ttav  apx^vrtav  lovSa  ei>  [rfi] 
acaj3a<rei    [TOV    fiovvov]  ;    two    readings    are    combined,    viz., 
.Tfln;  'SySD    and   njn-m  [nlnSjn,  the  latter  of  which  is  mis- 
rendered,  and  really  means  '  to  Baalath  of  the  hill."     Probably 
the    latter   reading   is  the    original   one  (see    Klo.  on  2  S.  62)  ; 
observe  the  Pasek  after  Qp<i,  which  warns  us  that  the  text  is 
doubtful.     Nor  must  we  overlook  the  close  of  the  list  of  the 
cities  of  Judah  in  Josh.  1828,   which   runs  thus   in  AV,    'and 
Jebusi,   which    is    Jerusalem,     Gibeath,    (and)    Kirjath     [RV 
KIRIATH].'      The   current    opinion    is   that   'Gibeath'    means 
'Gibeah  of  Saul,  'and  that  'Kirjath'  is  an  error  for   'Kirjath- 
jearim.'      But    it  is  more    in  accordance  with  the    analogy  of 
textual  errors  elsewhere  to  suppose  that  '  Kirjath  '  is  an  editor's 
correction  of  Gibeath,  and  that  the  original  reading  was  '  Gibeath- 
jearim,'  though  '-jearim  '  itself  may  turn  out  to  be  incorrect. 

(b)  We  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  an  early  name  for 
the  place  afterwards  called  (at  any  rate  by  scribes)  Kirjath- 
jearim  was  'Baal  of  the  hill.'     Analogy  entitles  us  to  assume 
that   the   local    Baal    had   a  fuller   title   describing    his    chief 
attribute  ;  cp  Baal-hanan,  El-iashib,  etc.     The  second  part  of 
this  title  ought  to  underlie  the  second  part  of  the  name  Kirjath- 
jearim,  for  of  course  such  a  name  as  Baal-jearim  (Baal  of  the 
woods)  would  be  contrary  to  analogy.     We  can  hardly  doubt 
what  that  second  part  was  ;    it  was  either  jarim  (yilrlm)  or 
(more  probably)  jarib  (yarib).     b  and  m  are  interchangeable  ; 
cp  lapeifi  (©B  Hos.  5  13  106)  for  the   Heb.   3T,  yareb.     'Baal 
contends'  was  the  name;  cp  3'T'lJV,    Jehojarib,     and  12  3T 
7j?3ri,  '  Let  the  Baal  contend  with  him,'  Judg.  632.    Our  further 
conclusion  is  that  Kirjath-jearim  is  a  late  distortion  of  an  older 
name,  Gibeath-baal-yarib,  which  was  current  side  by  side  with 
Baal  hag-gibeah.     It  is  hardly  necessary  to  suppose  that  Har- 
jearim  (Josh.  15  10)  is  a  distortion  of  Har-baal-jarib  ;   but  this 
is  of  course  a  possible  view. 

According  to  Winckler  (Gf  2  104),  'Kirjath-jearim,'  or  'city 
of  forests,'  is  'nothing  but  a  half-suggesting,  half-concealing  re 
production'  of  the  name  Baal-Tamar  (Judg.  2033),  which  name 
(of  mythological  origin)  was,  he  thinks,  converted  into  Baal(e)- 
judah  (2  S.  0  2)  in  the  time  of  David,  when  this  locality  ceased 
to  be  Benjamitish,  and  became  Judahite.  See,  however,  JUDAH, 
§  3,  TAMAR. 

In  identifying  the  place  which  we  may  conventionally 
call  Kirjath-jearim,  we  must  be  careful  not  to  lay  equal 

o   TJ      *•<;          stress   on   all   the   biblical    data.      We 
2.  Identmca-  .  „  . 

tions  m  '        instance,  be  too  confident 

that  Kirjath-jearim  and  Beth-shemesh 


Jn  was  corrupted  into  nain.  the  y  having  dropped  out  ; 
this  became  indistinct,  and  was  misread  mi.1i  to  which  '  was 
prefixed  by  conjecture. 
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were  near  one  another.  The  description  of  Jos.  (Ant. 
vi.  1  4,  Niese),  ydrova  Tr6\iv  T-T}S  Br]dt)s  Kwfj.rjs  (Naber, 
TOIJ  BTjdffafjLiTais),  appears  to  be  suggested  by  the 
narrative  in  i  S.  6/. ,  as  it  now  stands,  and  cannot 
be  treated  as  authoritative ;  Josephus  was  not  writ 
ing  a  handbook  of  geography.  Nor  is  it  at  all 
necessary  that  the  site  of  Kirjath-jearim  should  be 
in  a  wooded  or  bushy  neighbourhood,  jearim  being 
probably  only  an  artificial  distortion  of  '  jarib. '  The 
clearest  and  most  certain  of  all  the  data  is  the  statement 
in  Josh.  9  17,  that  the  dependent  cities  of  the  Gibeonites 
were  Chephirah,  Beeroth,  and  Kirjath-jearim.  Now 
GIBEON,  CHEPHIRAH,  and  BEEROTH  (gy.v.)  are 
securely  identified,  and  Kirjath-jearim  must  not  be 
placed  too  far  off  from  the  other  members  of  the  group. 
If  in  addition  to  this  we  require  a  city  on  the  border  of 
Judah  and  Benjamin,  there  is,  it  would  seem,  only  one 
site  which  is  available,  and  that  is  el-Karya  or  Karyet 
el-Enab*  (city  of  grapes).  Eusebius  places  Kapiad- 
tapeifj.  at  the  ninth  milestone  from  Jerusalem  towards 
Diospolis  or  Lydda.  This  suits  the  position  of  Karyet 
el-'Enab,  which  is  about  three  hours  from  Lydda.  The 
high  authority  of  Robinson  supports  this  view.  The 
nearness  of  the  mountain  Neby  Samwil  (see  MIZPEH), 
which  Eusebius  expressly  states  (OSW  27896;  cp 
18813)  to  be  near  Kirjath-jearim,  is  no  slight  con 
firmation.  The  village  of  el-Karya  is  but  a  poor  one  ; 
there  is  a  Latin  church  of  great  interest  dedicated 
originally  to  St.  Jeremiah,  owing  to  a  mistaken  identi 
fication  of  the  place  with  Anathoth.  Prof.  G.  A.  Smith 
(HG  225  /. )  speaks  with  somewhat  more  hesitation 
than  the  present  writer  thinks  necessary.  For  the 
rival  site  (Kh.  'Erma]  near  Bet  'Atab,  the  principal 
argument  is  its  greater  nearness  to  Beth-shemesh 
('Erma  is  about  4  miles  E.  of  'Ain  Shems).  This, 
however,  is  hardly  an  argument  for  critics  to  use  (see 
ARK,  §5),  and,  on  the  other  hand,  Kh.  'Erma  is  too 
near  Zorah  and  Eshtaol  to  suit  the  narrative  in  Judg. 
18n_/i  ,2  and  also  in  the  wrong  direction  (S.  of  Kesla). 
Moreover,  for  el-Karya  it  may  be  urged  (but  with 
out  laying  much  stress  upon  it)  that  this  village 
marks  the  point  of  departure  of  the  rough  bushy 
country3  (IJT,  see  FOREST,  3);  hence  the  later  name, 
'city  of  dense  copse,'  was  not  an  inappropriate  one. 
That  it  fits  the  position  of  Kirjath-jearim  on  the  N. 
border  of  Judah  and  Benjamin,  is  also  beyond  refuta 
tion,  though  different  views  as  to  the  line  of  demarca 
tion  are  no  doubt  tenable. 

The  following  is  Conder's  description  of  the  new  site  at 
Kh.  'Erma. 

'  The  surrounding  hills  are  more  thickly  clothed,  even  at  the 
present  day,  with  dense  copse,  than  is  any  part  of  the  district  in 
which  the  town  can  be  sought.  The  ruin  is  situate  on  the  southern 
brink  of  the  great  valley  which  broadens  into  the  valley  of 
Sorek,  and  it  is  about  four  miles  E.  of  the  site  of  Beth-shemesh, 
thus  agreeing  with  the  words  of  Josephus.'  According  to 
Conder  {he  boundary  line  W.  of  'Erma  can  be  drawn  in  a 
satisfactory  manner  (see  PEFQ,  '79,  p.  98^,  and  cp  Henderson, 
'78,  p.  K)6^.). 

Cp  H.  A.  Poels,  Le  sanctuaire  de  Kiriath-jearim  (Louvain, 
'94).     Kirjath-jearim  and  Gibeon  are  here  thought  to  have  been 
on  opposite  sides  of  the  same  hill  ;   their  common  sanctuary 
being  on  the  summit  of  the  hill- 
When   Kirjath-jearim  became  an   Israelitish  city  is 
uncertain.      It  must,  however,  have  been  at  least  partly 
_....     .    inhabited    by   Judahites  in    the    time   of 
reference    David  (2  S.  62^  ;   cpARK,§5).     In  later 
'    times  it  produced  a  prophet  in  the  style 
of  Jeremiah,  who  fell  a  victim  to  Jehoiakim's  tyranny 

1  The  latter  name  is  said  to  occur,  first  in  the  fifteenth  century. 
A  still  more  modern  name  is  Abu  Gosh  (from  a  sheikh  so  called, 
who  lived  at  the  beginning  of  this  century,  and  left  a  name  of 
fear).  In  support  of  this  identification  cp  Clermont-Ganneau, 
A  rchirologicai  Researches,  ii.  ('99). 

-    <'l>   M  AHANEH-DAN. 

3  '  There  are  ivaars  on  every  side  almost,  and  some  very 
impracticable  ones  N.  and  SW.  of  it'  (Thomson,  /./?,  ed. 
'94,  p.  666).  '  Aujourd'hui  encore  on  est  frappe  de  1'aspect 
different  des  deux  versants  ;  k  ce  point  precis  de  maigres  taillis 
commencent,  qtii  ne  demanderaient  qu'a  grandir'  (Lagrange, 
Revue  bibliquc,  '94,  p.  140). 
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(Jer.  2620-24  ;  see  URJJAH).  One  can  imagine  that  the 
name  of  the  city  (was  it  Kirjath-jarib,  '  city  of  the 
[divine]  adversary '  ?)  was  not  without  its  influence  on 
Urijah's  sensitive  mind.  Another  apparent  reference  is 
a  purely  imaginary  one.  Though  Wellhausen  and 
Duhm  render,  in  Ps.  1326— 

We  have  heard  that  it  is  in  Ephrathah, 
In  the  Field  of  Jaar  we  found  it, — 

and  explain  the  '  Field  of  Jaar '  as  '  the  country  district 
near  Kirjath-jearim '  (We. ),  or  as  a  synonym  for  that  place- 
name  (Du. ),  a  close  examination  of  the  text  shows  that 
this  interpretation  is  improbable  (see  Che.  Ps.(->).  It  is 
true,  however,  that  a  recollection  of  the  story  of  the 
fortunes  of  the  ark,  and  of  a  passage  in  Chronicles 
(i  Ch.  2  50),  according  to  which  that  town  was  founded 
by  descendants  of  Ephrathah,  the  wife  of  Caleb,  enabled 
a  late  editor  to  draw  a  semblance  of  meaning  from  an 
indistinctly  written  and  corrupt  passage.  On  the 
obscure  notice  of  Kirjath-jearim  in  i  Ch.  25052 /.,  see 
SHOBAL.  T.  K.  c. 

KIRJATH-SANNAH  (napVTlp;  rroAic  TPAM- 
MATCON  [BAL] ;  Jj^flD^.*  Jac ;  CARIATHSENXA), 
called  also  Debir  (Josh.  15 49),  is  a  most  problematical 
name. 

There  is  no  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  name  n3D,  and 
no  apparent  reason  why  an  old  Canaanite  name  distinct  from 
Kirjath-sepher  should  be  mentioned  in  the  list.  Since  J\y\ 
precedes  it  is  natural  to  suppose  that  n:D  is  a  scribal  error  for 
"ISDi  and  'hat  we  should  restore  KIKJATH-SEPHER  (cp  <P  Pesh.). 

Sayce  explains  '  city  of  instruction, '  and  identifies 
with  Bit'sani,  said  to  be  mentioned  on  the  Amarna 
tablets  (Sayce,  RPW  673,  Crit.  Mon.  54  n. ),  and  situ 
ated  W.  of  Gath.  Wi. ,  however,  gives  blt(?)-sa-a-ni,  and 
leaves  it  untranslated.  See  EPHRAIM,  §  7,  n.  4. 

T.  K.  c. 

KIRJATH-SEPHER  pBCrnnj?,  as  if  'house  of 
books';  m>Ais  [TWI']  •ypaju.jtio.Tu>>'  [BAL]  Josh. 15 15/1 ;  xapiacr- 
criaijiap,  7roA.ts-ypajU//.aT(oi'[B],7roA..  yp-  [AL],  Judg.  1  n  ;  also  called 
KIRJATH-SANNAH  (nJO'IVlp,  TTOA.IS  ypa.[ifj.a.r(av  [BAL]),  Josh. 
1649!,  and  DEBIR  (VTH  [Judg.  i  Ch.],  -\YI,  Saftetp  [BAL]),  Josh. 
161549. 

A  place  in  the  hill -country  of  Judah,  mentioned 
between  Dannah  and  Anab  (Josh.  1649),  formerly  in 
habited  by  Anakim  (Josh.  11 21),  and  the  seat  of  a  king 
(Josh.  1039  1213).  In  Josh.  15 17  and  Judg.  Ii3  its 
conquest  is  ascribed  to  OTHNIEL  [q.v.  ],  in  Josh.  lO^Bf. 
to  Joshua.  P  includes  it  among  the  cities  of  refuge 
(Josh.  21 15  iCh.  658). 

It  has  often  been  assumed  (f.g.,  by  Quatremere,  1842)  that  the 
name  implies  the  presence  of  a  library  of  some  kind  in  the  place 
(cp  the  Babylonian  city  Sipparal  [''])•  According  to  Sayce,  it 
was  '  the  literary  centre  of  the  Canaanites  in  the  S.  of  Palestine,' 
whilst  Debir, — i.e.,  'the  sanctuary,'  was  'the  temple  wherein  its 
library  was  established '  (Pat.  Pal.  220 f.*).  As  Sayce  himself, 
however,  following  Max  M tiller  (As.  u.  Eur.  174),  records,  the 
form  attested  by  the  Papyrus  Anastasi  I.  is  Bai-ti-£u-pa-£ra, 
perhaps  =nBb~n"lp,  i.e.,  'House  of  the  scribe.'  That  the 
Canaanitish  archives  were  centralized  at  Debir  is  most  im 
probable.  If  this  were  the  case,  Debir  must  have  been  the 
religious  capital  of  Canaan ;  but  of  this  we  have  no  evidence 
whatever.  Its  name  may  be  wrongly  vocalized  ;'2  'sanctuary'  is 
not  a  probable  name  for  a  city.  Kirjath-sepher  may  be  an 
alteration  of  some  half-Hebrew  name,  such  as  Kirjatk  sephfir, 
'enclosed  city'3  (cp  ERECH). 

Various  identifications  have  been  proposed,  but  only 
one  has  much  plausibility.  First  proposed  by  Knobel 
(note  on  Josh.  161549),  it  has  been  warmly  advocated 
by  Conder  (PEFQ,  '75,  p.  53),  who  says  that  the  modern 
ed-Doherlyeh  (or  rather  ed-Daharlyeh),  a  village  four 
or  five  hours  SW.  of  Hebron,  is  the  only  site  which 
fulfils  all  the  biblical  requirements.  The  objections 
are  three  in  number,  (i)  Petrie  (according  to  Sayce, 

1  According  to  a  popular  etymology,  see  Sayce,  Hibb.  Lect. 
168  n.  ;  Del.  Par.  210. 

2  Moore  (Proc.    Am.   Or.  Soc.,  Oct.  '90,  p.   Ixx)  proposed 
"ISDTlHp,    'frontier -town,"    but    he   has    now   withdrawn   this 
(Jrtdg.  27).     Geographically,  such  a  name  would  have  been  very 
suitable. 

3  Ass.  sit/»lru  =  '  an  enclosure  with  walls.' 
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in  Hastings'  DB\^Za)  found  no  traces  at  ed-Dahariyeh 
of  anything  older  than  the  Roman  period.  (2)  The 
equivalence  of  the  names  Dahariyeh  and  Debir  (as  if 
•the  back  side')  supposed  by  Knobel  and  Conder  is 
fanciful  in  the  extreme.  (3)  The  passage  (Judg.  1 11-15 
Josh.  1515-19)  on  which  most  reliance  is  placed,  because 
it  may  seem  to  point  to  the  beautiful  springs  about 
7  miles  N.  of  ed-Dahariyeh  (see  ACHSAH),  is  partly 
corrupt.  See  KKILAH. 

The  question  now  presents  itself  whether  not  only 
Kirjath-sepher  but  also  Debir  may  not  be  incorrect. 
Place-names  are  liable  to  suffer  both  by  corruption  and 
by  abbreviation.  May  not  r:n,  Debir,  be  a  corruption 
of  TOD  '  Tabor,'  *  and  this,  like  the  same  word  in  Judg. 
818  (cp  also  THEBEZ  in  Judg.  9so),  be  a  corruption  of 
Beth-sur?  That  such  an  important  city  as  '  Debir, 
that  is,  Kirjath-sepher,'  must  have  been,  should  be  no 
where  referred  to  in  subsequent  history,  is  scarcely 
credible.  We  know  that  it  was  situated  in  a  dry  spot, 
and  that  it  was  not  far  from  Hebron.  This  description 
applies  to  the  famous  city  of  BETH-ZUR  [q.v.~\  which 
occupies  an  impregnable  position  on  a  Tell  4^  m.  N. 
from  Hebron.  It  is  also  in  favour  of  Beth-zur  that  it 
stands  between  Keilah  and  Beth-tappuah,  the  two 
places  which  (if  the  suggestion  made  under  KEILAH 
is  correct)  Caleb  presented  to  his  daughter-in-law 
Achsah.  That  Kirjath-sepher  is  the  true  name  of 
the  city  so-called  is  difficult  to  believe.  It  is  possible, 
however,  that  Debir,  or  perhaps  rather  Beth-zur,  had 
an  additional  descriptive  title,  Kirjath-sephur,  '  inclosed 
city.'  It  is  no  objection  to  this  theory  that  the  names 
Debir  and  Beth-zur  both  occur  in  the  list  in  Josh.  15  ; 
such  double  mentions  occur  elsewhere  in  P's  geographical 
lists.  See  also  JABEZ. 

The  Anab  of  Josh.  1649  now  becomes  more  uncertain. 
W.  M.  Miiller's  suggestion  of  'Annabeh,  SW.  of  Lydda,  the 
Betoannabe  of  the  Onont.,  deserves  consideration.  T.  K.  C. 

KISH  (W\>,  '  lord,  husband1?'2  cp  KISHON,  KUSHA- 
IAH;  K(e)ic  [BAL]). 

1.  b.  Abiel,  a  Benjamite  of  the  clan  of  Becher  (i  S. 
102i,  crit.  emend.,  see  BECHER,  MATRI,  and  cp  BEN 
JAMIN,  §  9,  ii.   [B]),  the  father  of  Saul  (i  S.  9i.  etc., 
in    i  Ch.    936  N  reads  Kip;    Acts  1821,   AV  Cis).       In 
MT  of  2  S.  21 14  his  home  is  placed  at  ZELA,  but  the 
text  is  plainly  corrupt.     The  clan  of  Becher  (the  Bicrites) 
appear  to   have   lived  at    Gibeah    of    Benjamin    (see 
GIBEAH  i. ,  2).     Kish's  brother,  Ner,  the  father  of  Abner 
(i  S.  14 so/.,  but  see  NER)  is  strangely  represented  in 
i  Ch.  833  (=939)  as   his  father,  but  the  text  is  in  dis 
order  ;   '  Ner  '  should  probably  be  '  Nadab '  =  Abinadab, 
which  appears   to   be  a  second  name  of  the  father  of 
Kish,    a   rival    of    'Abiel'  or    '  Abibaal ' 3   (see  NER). 
The  names  may  have  been  already  mutilated  and  cor 
rupt   in  the  (late)  document  upon  which  the  Chronicler 
is  dependent.      We  meet  with  Saul's  father  again  in 
the   fictitious  genealogy  of    the    Benjamite    Mordecai, 
Esth.  2s  (4e]ur<uoi;  [BNA])  11 2  (CiSAi,  RV  KISEUS  ; 
id.  BNALa/3).     See  GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  6 ;  MORDECAI  ; 
and  cp  ESTHER,  §  i,  end. 

2.  The  occurrence  of  the  name  in  Levitical  genealogies  is  of 
no  historical  interest.      Kish  b.  Mahli  represents  an  important 
subdivisionoftheMerariteLevites(i  Ch.  23  zi/  2429);  Kishib. 
Abdi  is  the  father  of  the  famous  Merarite  ETHAN  (i  Ch.  644 
[29] ;  see  also  KUSHAIAH),  and  the  same  designation  attaches  to 

1  The  phonetic  interchange  of  -\  and  n  is  not  unexampled  ;  cp 
the  variant  readings  -\y  and  ny  in  Ezek.  224,  inx  and  nnx  '" 
Is.  6617. 

2  [The  interpretation   suggested  follows  JtSC-)  170,  n.  4,  Bad 
Wi.  AFP)  62,  n.  i.     The  name  is  probably  the  same  as  the  old 
Ar.  divine  name   Kais  (Nab.  wp,  nts-'p).  which   is  found  in 
Ar.  proper  names,  either  alone  (cp  We.  t/euLPI  67,  also  bin. 
Wp)  or  'n  compounds  (e.g.,  the  well-known  Imrau'lkais).     It 
is  plausible  to  connect  the  name  with  the  first  element  of_  the 
Ass.    compound  Ku-ii-su-ia-da'  on   a  contract  tablet   (Peiser, 
ZA  77K17  348./C  ['97]),  perhaps  also  with  the  Edomite  A'aus,  c(l)p 
(see  EDOM,  §  12).     Peiser  (I.e.)  identifies  wp  (mp)  w'tn  tne 
second  element  in  Elkosh  (see  ELKOSHITE).  S.  A.  C.  ] 

3  That  Abiel  (i  S.  9  i)  is  an  alteration  of  Abibaal  is  pointed 
out  by  Marq.  (Fnn<i.  15),  who  refers  to  the  fragmentary  name 
'  Baal '  in  i  Ch.  8  30  (9  36).     Cp  BF.ELIADA,  ELIADA. 
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a  prominent  Merarite  of  the  time  of  Hezekiah  (2  Ch.  2il  12). 
Evidently  the  names  Kish  and  Abdi  are  derived  from  names 
in  i  Ch.  8  30  (9  36).  We  need  not  correct  Abdi  into  Abinadab  ; 
the  Chronicler  may  already  have  found  the  corrupt  form  Abdon, 
whence  Abdi,  in  his  document  (see  above).  T.  K.  C. 

KISHI  (^p),  i  Ch.  644  [29]-  see  KISH,  2;  KUSH- 

AIAH. 

KISHION  (fvpfo  cp  ptJ"p,  and  see  KISHON,  end  ; 

KGICCON  [B],  KeCICON,  KICIU)N  [A],  K6CICON  [L]), 
a  Levitical  city  in  the  territory  of  Issachar  (Josh.  19 20 
2128  [where  AV  '  Kishon ']).  The  parallel  passage 
i  Ch.  657  [72]  has  KEDESH  (ehg),  which  most  critics 
(e.g. ,  Kittel)  treat  as  a  corruption  of  Kishion. 

The  true  reading,  however,  in  Josh,  and  Ch.  must  surely  be 
ptSHp.  Whether  this  KiclSun  is  an  echo  of  Gadasuna,  which  is 
the  name  of  a  principality  mentioned  in  Am.  Tab.  267,  and 
therefore  of  the  Kitsuna  of  the  Palestinian  name-list  of  Thotmes 
III.,1  may  be  left  open. 

Miihlau  identifies  Kishion  (Kidsun)  with  Tell  Keisan, 
6  m.  SE.  of  Acre.  Kishion  being  in  Issachar,  we 
shall  do  better  to  adopt  Conder's  identification  of  Kedesh 
(Kidsun)  with  Tell  Abu  Kudes  (see  KEDESH,  2). 

T.  K.  c. 

KISHON  (jte»p  ;  K6[l]ctON  [BNARTL]),  a  torrent 
famous  as  the  scene  of  the  overthrow  of  the  Canaanite 
coalition  under  Sisera  (Judg.  4?  621  ;2  cp  Ps.  889  [10], 
AV  Kison. ;  K:CCCO  [A]),  and  also  of  the  destruction 
of  the  prophets  of  Baal  by  Elijah  (i  K.  1840).  It  is 
also  called  the  '  waters  of  Megiddo  '  (Judg.  5 19). 

The  Kishon  (mod.  el-Mukatta,  'cut')  flows  through 
the  plain  of  Jezreel,  nearly  due  NW.  between  Samaria 
and  Galilee,  and  enters  the  Mediterranean  in  the  lower 
extremity  of  the  bay  of  Akka,  on  the  E.  of  Haifa.  It 
is  fed  by  the  waters  coming  from  Carmel,  Gilboa, 
Hermon,  and  Tabor.  Its  exact  source  is  uncertain  ; 
according  to  some  it  rises  on  the  W.  side  of  Mt.  Tabor 
(cp  Jer.  OSW  110  22,  who  speaks  of  its  being  near 
Tabor),  whilst  others  prefer  to  place  it  near  Jenin  (see 

ENGANNIM). 

The  battle  in  which  Sisera  was'  defeated  must  have 
taken  place  in  the  winter.  In  summer  the  Kishon  is 
a  diminutive  and  insignificant  stream,  but  in  winter  it 
overflows,  and  floods  the  surrounding  country,  turning 
it  into  a  morass.  The  fate  of  Sisera's  army  finds  a 
parallel  in  the  battle  between  the  French  and  Turks 
near  Tabor  on  April  i6th,  1799,  when  many  of  the 
latter  were  drowned  while  attempting  to  pass  the 
morass  in  their  flight  (cp  Burck.  Syr.  339). 

The  district  of  the  Kishon  in  olden  times  enjoyed  an 
especial  reputation  for  sanctity.  North  of  it  flowed  the 
rivers  Adonis  (Nahr  Ibrahim)  and  Belus  (Nahr  Na'man), 
both  famous  for  their  sacred  character  ;  and  Mt.  Carmel 
itself  was  a  sacred  mountain.  Hence,  just  as  the  above- 
mentioned  rivers  are  named  after  gods,  it  is  very  probably 
that  the  Kishon  may  derive  its  name,  not  from  its 

1  These  two  names  are  identified   by  W.  M.  Miiller,  Sayce, 
and  Flinders  Petrie  (Hist,  of  Eg.  2  323). 

2  In  Judg.  621  the  phrase 'the  torrent  Kishon'  is  followed 
immediately  by  the  difficult  words  D'O^p   /TO.     According  to 
an  improbable,  but  well -supported,  ancient  view,   it  was  the 
name  of  a  torrent  distinct  from  the  Kishon  (\ei/nappovs  Ka£r)(r[e]i/ot 
[A  Theod.,  perhaps  thinking  of  Kedesh  in  Issachar,  cp  'waters 
of  Megiddo,'  v.  19;  so  Klo.  Gesch.  123,  adopts  C'CHp,  i.e.,  the 


holy  (i.e.,  divine  ones)'  (Klost.,  Marq.,  cp.  Symm.  ayiiav 
<f>dpay).  For  a  fifth  view,  for  which  ©A  /caSijo-ei/u.  may  also  be 
referred  to,  see  KADESH,  2.  Of  these  (i),  (3),  and  (5)  may  be 
classed  as  historical,  the  plain  of  the  Kishon  having  been  a 
great  battlefield,  from  the  time  of  Thotmes  III.  onwards,  whilst 
(2)  and  (5)  have  such  appropriateness  as  is  involved  in  a  refer 
ence  to  the  circumstances  of  this  battle,  in  the  one  case  to  the 
swollen  condition  of  the  torrent,  in  the  other  to  the  bloodshed 
which  dyed  the  waters. 
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'bending'  course  (Ar.  histi),  but  from  the  old  god  trp 
(Kish?)  =  Ar.  Knis.  So  WHS  Rcl.  Sem.W  170,  n.  4  ; 
see  KISH,  n. 

2.  (Josh.  21  28),  RV  KISHION  (q.v.).  s.  A.  C. 

KISS  (p£'3  ;  (J»Aeoo.  KATAcJjiAeoo,  4>iAH/v\&). 
See  SALUTATIONS. 

KITE.  i.  (i"PX,  'ayydh;  perhaps  onomatopoetic, 
cp  Di.  Lev.  ad  loc.  ;  IKTII>,  yvty),  Lev.  11  i^l>  I)t.  1413;  and 
Job  287!,  where  AV  renders  by  VULTURE,  RV  always  FALCON 
(g.v.). 

2.  (rtN^,  ditah;  i.e.,  n"l;  yui^;  Lev.  11  i4«t),  AV  VULTURE. 
The  Red  Kite,  Mihus  ictinus,  is  common  in  Palestine  in  winter, 
but  during  the  summer  mainly  gives  place  to  the   Black  Kite 
M.  migrans  (M.  ater),  which  returns  from  the  S.  ;    this  spei  ies 
is  less  harmful  to  poultry,  etc.,  lives  more  on  garbage  and  fish, 
and  is  a  welcome  guest,     jlf.  eegyftiits,  the  Egyptian  kite,  also 
occurs,  but   less  abundantly  ;   as  does  Elanus  cacrulrus,   the 
black-  winged  kite,  a  singularly  beautiful  bird  which  strays  from 
Africa. 

3.  (rn,  dayy&h;   rrn,  dayyoth;    Dt.  14  13     Is.  34i5t),  AV 
VULTURE,  VULTURES.     See  above  (2).  A.  E.  S 

KITHLISH,  RV  CHITHLISH  (B^fl?  ;  MAAXCOC 
[BA],  K&O&AeiC  [L])i  apparently  a  place  in  the  low 
land  of  Juclah  (Josh.  1040). 

Probably  the  name  is  a  corruption  of  DCnS  LAHMAS  (q.v.), 
which  precedes.  The  geographical  lists  of  P  are  sometimes 
expanded  by  the  insertion  of  variants  or  corruptions. 

KITRON  (I'npp;  KeAPcoN  [BI4  XeB-  [A]).  'an 
unidentified  place  in  the  nominal  territory  of  Zebulun, 
tributary  to  Israel  (Judg.  130).  From  a  comparison  with 
Josh.  19  15,  it  appears  that  KATTATH  (rather  perhaps 
Katrath)  was  the  same  place  as  Kitron.  See  KARTAH. 

A  Talmudic  doctor  (.If  eg.  6  a)  identifies  Kitron  with  Zippori, 
i.e.,  Sepphoris  (the  modern  Safffiriyeh  ?),  and  the  etymological 
Mid  rash  attached  to  the  latter  name  gives  no  adequate  reason 
for  rejecting  this  view,  which  may  be  correct.  At  any  rate, 
there  is  no  finer  site  than  Sepphoris  in  the  neighbourhood 
marked  out  by  the  context  (see  Rob.  BR  8201  ;  I'aed.l3)  276). 

KITTIM,  AV  except  in  Gen.  and  Chron.  ;  less 
correctly  CHITTIM  (D'B3,  so  usually,  but  O'|n3  in  Jer.  2  10  in 
Bab.  MSS  and  Kt.  Palest,  of  Is.  23  12,  and  in  Bab.  MSS  of 
Ezek.  27  6,  in  which  last  the  Palestinian  reading  is  C'riS  ;  © 
reads  x6TTe"'>  Ezek.  276  [B]  ;  but  xernefi,  ib.  [AQ],  cp  Jer.  2  10 
[BAQ],  i  Ch.  1  7  [L],  i  Mace.  1  i  [A*V]  ;  -v,  Jer.  I.e.  [K]  ;  IOJTKK, 
<len.  10  4  [A],  i  Ch.  17  [A*vid.]  ;  KITIOI,  Gen.  I.e.  [DEL],  i  Ch. 
I.e.  [BA«],  cp  [for  )OjT-  KIT-,  with  various  terminations]  Is. 
23  1  12  [KT)Ti«ni,  A],  Dan.  11  30  [Theod.  BAQ?,  Q*  prefixes  x"- 
rieiju,  for  87  see  below],  Num.  2424  i  Mace.  85.  The  Phoen. 
form  is  nD  or  -ro). 

One  of  the  sons  of  Javan  (Gen.  104  i  Ch.  1  7).  Also 
in  six  other  passages  —  none  of  them  very  early  (on 
Is.  23  1  12  see  GEOGRAPHY,  §  14).  In  Ezek.  276  we  find 
0"Pi3  "N  —  i.e.,  Cyprus  and  other  islands  of  the  Mediter 
ranean,  among  the  traders  of  Tyre.  The  identification 
with  Cyprus  in  all  these  is  satisfactory  (see  CYPRUS). 
The  name  Kittim  is  usually  derived  from  the  Phoenician 
city  Kltlon  (Larnaka),  on  the  SE.  shore  of  the  island. 
According  to  Max  Miiller,  however  (As.  u.  Eur.  345), 
it  is  a  loan-word,  originally  =  Ghattites,  Khattites  =  Hdt/f, 
Hittites.  From  this  the  city  Kit(t)ion  is  supposed  to 
have  derived  its  name  ;  this  implies  that  Kit(t)ion  was 
not  a  Phoenician  city. 

There  is  a  strange  reference  to  Kittim  in  Nu.  24  24  (not  very 
early  ;  see  BALAAM,  §  6).  In  Jer.  2  10  0"F\3  "N  is  used  for  the 
western  regions  in  general  (opposed  to  Kedar  the  East),  and 
GVjlS  in  Dan.  11  30  (see  Bevan)  has  a  specific  reference  to  the 
Romans  (©  KCU  rjfovcri  poj^oioi.  [87]),  as  in  i  Mace.  1  1  (AV 
CHETTIIM,  RV  CHITTIM)  Ss(AV  CITIMS)  it  is  explicitly  used 
of  the  Macedonians.  F.  B. 


KNEADING-TROUGH  (n>S^;p  ;  miftreth;  cp 
rnb>D,  '  pan  '  ?  ;  Ex.  8  3  [7  28]  12  34,  also  Dt.  28  5  i7t  RV  ;  (&BFL 
<j>vpaij.a  in  Ex.  [for  8  3  [7  28]  see  Field],  e'yKaTaA(e)in/aa  [BAF], 
KaraA.  [L]  in  Dt.).  See  BREAD,  §  i  ;  COOKING  UTENSILS,  §  2. 

KNEELING  (^"Q  ;  roNyneTeco).  See  SALUTA 
TIONS. 

KNIFE.      Five  words  are  rendered  '  knife    in  EV  : 
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TO/HI'?  [BC],  O-TO/IXI'S  [HA]),  (Jon.  •_'•_> 6  10  Jiulg.  11*29  Prov.  30  14!, 
in  Gen.  and  Judg.  in  the  special  sense  of  a  sacrificial  knife. 
The  root  ^3  jt  means  not  only  '  to  eat, '  but  '  to  tear  in  pieces ' ;  1 
cp  Ass.  akalu,  whence  ittakaltu,  'an  instrument  chiefly  used  by 
Magians'  (Del.  Ass.  HWB  560). 

2.  2~in,  hcrcb,  so  in   Josh.  62  i  K.  1828,  where  implements 
of  cutting  are  meant.     SWORD  [</."'.  ]  or  '  dagger  '  is  the  usual 
rendering.     Cp  WEAPONS. 

3.  "1JW,   td'ar  (Jer.  30  23).      The  ta'ar  (gvpov)  of  the  scribe 
here  spoken  of  is  elsewhere  rendered  '  razor '  (see  BEAKD). 

4.  psi^,  sakk'm  (an  Aramaic  word),  Prov.  23  2<t,  but  the  text 
is  corrupt.     Read  probably  17032  |3DB  |3Drj"3,  '  for  thou  wilt 
endanger  thyself  by  thy  folly  '  (Che.). 

5.  D'37nD,  maliiilapliiin  (Ezra  1  gt).     The  traditional  Jewish 

interpretation  is  'knives'  (so  Middoth,  4  7;  Rashi ;  Saadia,  so 
Vg.).  This  is  suggested  by  Syr.  lielapha,  '  knife,'  but  is  un 
known  to  <B  (mxpTjAAay/afVa  [AJ,  -/uerat  [L],  irapr]yij.fi/a  [B])  and 
to  i  Esd.  2  13  (flut'cricai  =  rnnrp ;  EV  'censers'),  and  is  against 
the  context.  The  true  reading  must  be  rrirTO,  '  dishes '  (Che. ; 
cp  2  Ch.  35  13) ;  the  corruption  was  produced  by  assimilation 
to  the  preceding  n^x,  cp  Syr.  of  i  Esd. 

Thus,  of  the  above  words,  two  are  corruptions,  one 
(3)  refers  to  the  sharp  cutting  instrument  of  the  barber 
or  the  writer,  and  one  (2)  is  confined  to  ritual  (and  to 
warlike)  uses.  The  remaining  word  (i)  may  be  used 
either  generally  or  in  a  special  sense.  The  ritual  knives 
spoken  of  in  Josh.  62  were  '  knives  of  flint '  (ons  n'i3in, 
see  AVme-  and  RV,  and  cp  is,  '  the  flint,'  Ex.  425),  and 
knowing  how  conservative  of  old  forms  ritual  is,  we 
may  safely  assume  that  the  flint  or  other  hard  mineral 
(obsidian  perhaps'2)  used  for  ritual  purposes  was  in 
more  remote  ages  in  general  use  for  cutting.  To  have 
used  metal  knives,  in  sacred  functions,  would  have 
seemed  irreverent  (cp  HANDICRAFTS,  §  2).  It  is  note 
worthy,  however,  that,  from  motives  of  ceremony, 
flint  knives  continued  to  be  used  in  daily  life  in  Egypt 
long  after  2000  B.C.  (see  EGYPT,  §  36). 

Some  idea  of  the  various  forms  of  knives  used  by 
the  Hebrews  may  be  gathered  from  Bliss's  sketches 
of  the  flint  implements  found  at  Tell  el-Hesy  (Mound 
of  Many  Cities,  37,  124)  and  from  the  specimens  of 
cutting  instruments  of  the  ancients  which  are  still  pre 
served,  or  are  figured  on  the  monuments.  See  the 
Roman  and  Egyptian  instruments  in  Kitto  (s.v.  '  Knife,' 
nos.  i  and  2),  and  Rich,  Diet.,  .\:v.  'culler,'  '  cultellus,' 
and  cp  SICKLE,  PRUNING  HOOK. 

That  knives  were  used  by  the  Hebrews  during  a 
meal  has  been  inferred  from  Prov.  282  (cp  MEALS,  §  10) ; 
but  this  passage,  being  very  probably  corrupt  (see 
above,  4),  cannot  safely  be  appealed  to.  The  food 
perhaps  was  brought  to  table  already  cut  up  ;  the  flat 
cakes  of  bread  were  not  cut  but  broken  (Is.  58  7,  etc. ). 
Herod,  however,  we  are  told,  was  wont  to  use  a  knife 
to  pare  an  apple  (Jos.  BJ  i.  887  ;  Ant.  xvii.  7i). 

KNOP.  For  kaphtor  ("linB3),  Ex.  2631,  etc.,  see 
CANDLESTICK,  §  2  ;  for  the  p'kaim  (DTpQ)  of  i  K. 
6  18  7  24, t  see  GOURD  (end),  TEMPLE,  SEA  (BRAZEN). 

KOA(lVIp;  YX°Y£  [B>  symm-.  Theod. ;  1  precedes], 
AOyA  [A],  KOye  [Q]  '•  ^>><xo :  VS-  principes  [cp  Aq. 
Kopv<pa.iov~\),  a  people  mentioned  with  Pekod  and 
Shoa  as  contributing  warriors  to  the  Babylonian  army 
(Ezek.  2823).  Identified  by  Delitzsch  (Par.  236)  with 
the  Kutu  (or  Ku,  whence  the  Hebrew  form),  a  nomadic 
people  E.  of  the  Tigris  but  N.  of  Elam.  Very  early  men 
tion  occurs  of  a  '  mighty  king  of  Guti '  (see  TIDAL),  and 
some  scholars  think  that  Guti  or  Gutium  (which  represents 
the  same  name)  has  found  its  way  in  a  mutilated  form 
into  Gen.  14 1  (see  GOIIM,  but  cp  SODOM).  T.  K.  c. 

KOHATH  (nnp — i.e.,  Kehath  ;  meaning  unknown  ; 
cp,  perhaps,  Ar.  ivakiha  'to  obey,'  Ass.  akul  KAA.9 
[BXADFL]  but  K&AA  Nu.  817  [A],  Ka.0  Nu.  4  a),  the 
largest  and  most  important  of  the  triple  division  of 

1  Hence  in  2  S.  2  26  Dt.  82  42   EV's  '  devour '  (^H)  should 
rather  be  '  tear  in  pieces,'  which  suits  the  sword  better. 

2  See  knives  of  obsidian  figured  in  Schliemann,  Tiryns,  174. 
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Levites  (Gen.  46 n  Ex.  Gig  etc.  ;  only  in  P  and  <"h.)  ; 
see  GKRSHON,  MI.KAKI.  To  the  KOHATHITF.S  (<nrtpn, 
6/caa0[e]i  [BAFL]  Xu.  2^57)  belonged  Aaron,  and  hence 
the  Kohathites  are  sometimes  subdivided  into  'the 
children  of  Aaron  the  priest,1  and  '  the  rest  of  the  children 
of  Kohath'  (cp  Josh.  21 4/).  They  were  intrusted 
with  the  care  of  the  sanctuary  during  the  wanderings 
in  the  wilderness  (Nu.  4 15  7g),  and  their  cities  are  placed 
in  Ephraim,  Dan,  and  half  Manasseh  (Josh.  I.e.  20-26). 
The  Korahites  (see  KORAH,  i.  3)  were  also  reckoned  in 
this  division.  See  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7  (iii.  c). 

KOHELETH,  the  Hebrew  title  of  Ecclesiastes,  and 
according  to  MT  the  name  of  the  supposed  speaker  of 
the  monologues  in  that  book.  Elsewhere  (see  ECCLESI- 
ASTES,  §  i)  the  word  is  treated  on  the  assumption  that 
MT  is  correct.  The  word,  however,  is  admittedly  so 
difficult,  and  so  very  unlikely  as  a  designation  of  a 
king  of  Israel,  and  the  textual  errors  in  Ecclesiastes  are 
so  serious,  that  the  time  seems  to  have  come  for  raising 
the  question  whether  the  reading  is  correct.  Must  it 
not  be  due  to  an  early  editor's  attempt  to  extract  some 
meaning  out  of  a  corrupt  text  ? 

fftnptl  (hak-kdlicleth)—{w  this  (see  727  [crit.  emend.]  12s), 
not  kohclcth,  is  the  earlier  form  of  the  wrong  reading  of  MT— 
may  be  the  result  of  a  series  of  changes  ;  it  is  plausible  to  hold 
that  ultimately  it  springs  from  the  faulty  repetition  of  four  words 
in  1  2.  The  book  originally  began  thus, — '  Vanity  of  vanities, 
all  is  vanity  (^rt  ^H  C'San  ^3rr)  I  the  two  last  Hebrew  words 
^3,1  SD.T  were  miswritten  by  the  next  scribe  in  such  a  way  as  to 
suggest  nVnpn.  To  this  the  editor  prefixed  1CK,  'saith.'  In 
terpolation  propagated  the  error  (1  12  727  12s,  but  in  1  12  n  fell 
off);  then  the  writer  of  12 o_/;  in  the  Epilogue,  and  the  scribe 
who  prefixed  the  title,  adopted  it  (without  initial  ,-j).  It  is  an 
extremely  plausible  view  that  hak-koheleth  was  also  adopted  by 
the  editor  who  prefixed  the  title  to  the  strange  little  poem  in 
Prov.  30  i<£-4,  which  title  must  originally  have  run  thus — or  very 
nearly  thus, — 

'  The  words  of  the  guilty  man  Hak-kohelctli  1   to  those 

that  believe  in  God.' 

That  the  poem  which  follows  is  controverted  in  i>v.  $f.  is  an  old 
and  reasonable  opinion. 

Thus  the  mysterious  '  Agur,  son  of  Jakeh,'  and  '  Ithiel  and 
Ucal '  disappear,  nor  can  we  lift  up  a  lamentation  for  them.  See 
Critica  Biblica.  T.  K.  C. 

KOLAIAH  (iTJjip,  §  33  ;  cp  KELAIAH). 

1.  Father  of  the  prophet  AHAB  ;  Jer.  29  21  (BNAQom.;  KOI/AIOU 
[Qmg.,  but  attributed  to  Aq  ,  Theod.]). 

2.  In  list  of  Benjamite  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  (see  EZRA  ii., 
§  Sf',  §  15  [i]  «),  Neh.  11  7  Ocofiia  [B],  KoAeta  [XL],  «w.  [A]). 

KONJE  (K60NA  [B],  -C  [NC-»A],  KU>A&  [N*]). 
substituted  by  RV  for  AV's  'the  villages'  (KCOM&C 
[243,  248,  249  ;  Compl.  Aid.];  r&C  KOiMAC  [58].  in 
castella  et  vicos  [Vet.  Lat.]),  in  the  description  of  the 
defensive  measures  of  the  Jews  against  Holofernes 

(Judith  4  4). 

Kun'cts  and  xiojuas  must  be  corrupt  ;  two  MSS  (19  108)  read 
(cei'Aa,  which  is  but  a  poor  conjecture.  Almost  certainly  the 

correct  reading  is  Kiava  [Bl,  =  K(ui'a  =  Kvaficui/a.  Cyamon  occurs 
again  in  "3,  together  with  Bel-men  =  Belmaim.  (Syr.  reads 
'and  to  the  towns  of  Bethhoron,'  omitting  the  second  'and' 
against  almost  all  the  Greek  MSS.)  T.  K.  C. 

KORAH  (ITlp,  hardly  'ice';  cp  rather  KAREAH 
and  Sin.  nrnp,  imp ;  Kope  [BAL]). 

i.  An  Edomite  clan  (so  in  Gen.  36  5  14  18,  which  belong  to 
one  of  the  latest  sections  of  the  Pentateuch) ;  in  i  Ch.  1  35 
their  ancestor  is  said  to  have  been  a  son  of  Esau,  or,  in  Gen.  36 16, 
a  son  of  Eliphaz,  son  of  Esau,  though  this  last  passage  is  wanting 
in  the  Samaritan  text. 

2  The  '  son  '  of  Hebron,  i  Ch.  243  (icopee  [B],  icapjje  [t]).  The 
clan  claimed  descent  from  Caleb,  who  in  turn  belonged  to  the 
Edomite  clan  Kenaz  (Judg.  1  13  etc.),  and  is  incorporated  with 
Judah. 

3.  The  legendary  progenitor  of  a  levitical  guild,  the  KORAH 
ITES    (O'lTTan,  i  Ch.  01931  126[AV  KORHITES];    oil  Kop[e]crai 

[BXA],  oi  KOPECK  [L]),  employed  as  door-keepers  or  porters  in 
the  temple  (Ex.  »i  21  24  i  Ch.  622  [7]  9  19).  Probably  the  b'ne 
Korah,  a  guild  of  singers  or  musicians  mentioned  in  the  titles  of 
Pss.  4-J  44-49  84y:  87/,  were  a  subdivision  of  this  guild.  See 
WRS  OTJCV1  2047:  ;  Meyer,  Entst.  162  181. 

There  is  no  reason  for  separating  the  above  three  names.     Not 

1  -nSnpn  CP'NH  133.7 
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only  do  we  find  that  the  evidence  of  the  levitical  names  points 
to  a  S.  Palestinian  origin,  and  that  a  close  relationship  subsisted 
between  Kdom,  Judah,  and  other  tribes  and  clans  of  the  S., 
but  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  levitizing  of  the  clan  of 
Korah,  and  its  enrolment  in  the  great  levitical  division  of  Kehath, 
represent  later  stages  in  the  history  of  the  clan  (see  GENEALOGIES 
i-,  §§5  [cp  n.],  7  [li.  v]).1  See  art.  below. 

KORAH,  REVOLT  OF.  In  the  preceding  article  it  has 
been  seen  that  the  Korahites,  as  known  in  the  history  of 
Israel,  were  either  Edomites  incorporated  with  Judah  or  a 
division  of  the  Levites.  This  double  use  of  the  name 
has  an  important  bearing  on  the  story  of  Korah's 
rebellion  as  told  in  Nu.  16  f. ,  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  present  article. 

This  story  comes,  at  least  in  the  main,  from  the 
school  of  the  priestly  writer  (P),  though,  as  has  been 

1  Present  text  shown  in  a  Preyi°us  article  (see 
DATHAN  AND  ABIRAM),  the  account 
of  Korah's  rebellion  against  the  priestly  prerogative  of 
the  Levites  has  been  mixed  up  with  an  older  and  quite 
independent  account  of  the  resistance  made  by  Dathan 
and  Abiram  to  the  civil  authority  of  Moses.  Here, 
however,  an  important  question  arises.  P  is  not  an 
inventive  or  original  writer  so  far  as  historical  incidents 
are  concerned.  Legislation  is  the  sphere  in  which  he 
finds  himself  at  home,  and  with  regard  to  narrative  he 
is  usually  content  to  borrow  and  modify  the  material 
supplied  by  his  predecessors.  It  is  not  therefore 
unreasonable  to  ask  whether  P  did  not  adapt  the  story 
of  Korah's  revolt  from  some  older  source,  and  whether 
any  fragments  of  the  story  in  this  primitive  form  remain 
in  Nu.  16.  Bacon  (Triple  Tradition  of  Exodus,  190), 
developing  a  hint  of  Dillmann's,  has  contended  with  no 
small  ingenuity  but  hardly  with  success  that  we  have 
before  us  the  fragments  of  such  a  narrative  by  the  Yahwist. 
He  attributes  to  him  a  few  words  in  16  1-3,  the  whole  of  13-15 
27^-31  33<z,  so  producing  the  simple  story  that  when  Kprah  the 
Edomite  and  On  the  Philistine  would  fain  intrude  into  the 
sanctuary,  Moses  withstood  them,  and  the  earth  swallowed  them 
up.  Apart  from  other  equally  decisive  arguments,  it  cannot  be 
regarded  as  certain  or  even  probable  that  PELETH  (y.v.)  has 
any  connection  with  the  Philistines. 

We  may  now  give  the  substance  of  the  priestly  nar 
rative  in  its  original  form.  It  is  contained  in  IQiazi- 

2   P'a  original  7<z  l8"24  2?a  3zd  3S  4I"5°  t17  6'15^    l7 

form  and  runs  thus-     Korah  at  the  head  of 

250  princes  of  the  congregation  pro 
tested  against  the  exclusive  rights  of  the  Levitical  tribe 
as  represented  by  Moses  and  Aaron,  and  declared  that 
the  whole  congregation  was  holy.  It  is  quite  possible 
that  Korah,  in  the  intention  of  the  priestly  writer, 
belonged  to  the  tribe  of  Judah,  and  it  is  certain  that  his 
confederates  were  by  no  means  exclusively  Levites. 
They  were  '  princes  of  the  congregation '  as  a  whole, 
and  in  27  3  (P)  it  is  clearly  implied  that,  e.g. ,  Manassites 
might  be  found  in  his  company.  Moses  invites  them 
to  establish  their  claim  by  taking  their  censers  and 
offering  incense  at  the  sanctuary.  This  they  do  :  the 
people  are  warned  to  withdraw  from  the  tabernacle,3 
and  the  rebels  are  consumed  by  fire  from  Yahwe. 
Next  day  the  people  murmur  because  the  '  people  of 
Yahwe  '  (not,  observe,  '  our  brethren  the  Levites  ')  have 
been  destroyed.  But  for  the  intercession  of  Moses, 
and  the  fact  that  Aaron  stands  with  his  censer  '  between 
the  living  and  the  dead,'  Israel  would  have  been  swept 
away  by  the  divine  wrath.  Even  as  it  is,  14,700  perish 
by  the  plague.  Afterwards  rods  inscribed  with  the 
names  of  princes  representing  each  tribe  are  laid  in 
the  sanctuary.  The  rod  inscribed  with  the  name  of 
Aaron,  and  that  alone,  buds  and  bears  ripe  almonds. 

1  By  the   Korahites  of  i  Ch.  126  it  is  uncertain  whether  the 
Chronicler  is  referring  to  Levites  or  to  Edomites  who  had  be 
come  incorporated  in  the  tribe  of  Judah  ;  cp  DAVID,  §  n  [a  ii.]. 

2  The  word  ptyo  is  never  used  in  prose  of  a  human  habitation, 
and,  in  w.  24  27,  the  original  reading  seems  to  have  been  '  the 
tabernacle  of  Yahwe.'     See  Dr.  Introd.di. 
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The  account  which  we  have  examined  hitherto,  comes 

from  the  priestly  legislator,  as  is  plain  from  its  literary 

_    ,        style.      True,   it   does  not  confirm  the  fav- 

'     a  e.r    ourite  and  characteristic  point  of  the  priestly 

accoun  .  iegjsiat;oni — vjz  _  tne  essential  difference 
between  the  priests,  the  sons  of  Aaron,  and  mere 
Levites.  But  of  course  the  priestly  code  also  emphasises 
the  general  distinction  between  the  clergy  of  whatever 
rank  on  the  one  hand  and  the  laity  on  the  other.  Here 
the  priestly  legislator  is  content  to  advocate  the  claims 
of  the  levitical  tribe  as  a  whole.  However,  a  later 
writer  of  the  same  school  was  not  satisfied  to  stop  here. 
Moved,  perhaps,  by  the  remembrance  that  there  was  a 
levitical  guild  known  as  'sons  of  Korah,'  he  made 
various  alterations  in  the  text  and  added  76-11  i6/.  36-40 
f  17  1-5].  In  this  second  stratum  Korah  is  unmistakeably 
a  Levite,  and  not  only  so,  his  whole  company  are 
Levites,  and  their  sin  consists  in  a  sacrilegious  claim  to 
act  as  priests.  The  censers  of  these  '  sinners  against 
their  own  lives '  are  by  divine  command  beaten  into 
plates  and  used  as  a  covering  for  the  altar.  They  are 
to  be  a  perpetual  memorial  that  no  one  who  is  not  of 
Aaron's  seed  may  dare  to  offer  incense.  In  269-11,  a 
very  late  passage — for  it  must  have  been  added  by  some 
one  who  had  read  16  and  17  as  they  stand  in  our  present 
Hebrew  text — we  are  told  that  the  '  sons  of  Korah '  did 
not  perish  with  their  father  and  his  band.  The  author 
felt  that  he  had  to  explain  the  continued  existence  of 
the  Kohathite  guild  in  the  temple. 

The  NT  mentions  Korah  only  once,  viz.  in  Jude  n 
where  Korah  is  the  type  of  Gnostic  heretics  who  '  set  at 
nought  dominion,  and  rail  at  dignities.'  The  author  of 
2  Tim.  2  i6/.  had  Korah  in  view  ;  at  least  v.  19  is 
derived  from  Num.  16526  in  (55. 

The  division  of  documents  advocated  in  this  article  is  that  of 
Kue.  Th.  T  12  139,  and  Hex.  §§  6  n.  37,  16  n.  12,  to  which  Well- 
hausen  now  adheres.  It  is  also  adopted  by  Kittel  (with  a  little 
hesitation),  by  Baudissin  (Priesterthunt),  and  by  Dr.,  Introd.^ 
65.  Nor  does  the  view  of  Dillmann  differ  materially  here, 
except  with  regard  to  the  point  mentioned  at  the  end  of  the 
article  DATHAN  AND  ABIRAM.  w.  E.  A. 

KORE  ({Op ;  KCORH  [BA],  KOpe  [L])-  A  door 
keeper,  or  guild  of  doorkeepers,  of  the  b'ne  Asaph, 
assigned  to  the  Korahites  (see  GENEALOGIES  i. ,  §  7,  ii. ). 

The  name  is  given  to  the  father  of  Shallum  (i  Ch.  !'  19,  xiopr)/3 
[B],  x">P>?  [A]),  or  Meshelemiah  (i  Ch.  26  i,  ica)p»)e  [A]).  In 
2  Ch.  31  14  Kore  (xtopj)  [L])  appears  as  the  son  of  Imnah  (n:S'). 
but  the  latter  may  be  nothing  more  than  a  slip  for  Heman 
(|D*n ;  cp  ©B),  who  was  actually  associated  with  Korahites 
and  doorkeepers  ;  see  GENEALOGIES  i.,  §  7,  iii.  c. 

S.  A.  C. 

KORE,  THE  SONS  OF  (TV^n  *J5  ;  01  yioi  KOpe 
[AL],  .  .  .  K<\&0  [B]),  i  Ch.  26^9,  RV  THE  SONS  OF 
THE  KORAHITES.  See  KORAH  i. 

KOZ  (fipH),  Ezra26i  Neh.  8421  7 63  AY,  RY 
HAKKOZ. 

KULON  (KOYAON  [BA],  -AM  [L]).  a  city  in  the 
hill  country  of  Judah  mentioned  by(§  only  (Josh.  1059). 
An  identification  with  Kuloniyeh,  NW.  of  Jerusalem  (see 
EMMAUS,  2),  is  inadmissible,  since  this  name  is  derived 
from  '  colonia  '  (cp  Buhl,  Pal.  166). 

KUSHAIAH  (-irrt^-lp,  §  27  ;  hardly  'Yahwe's  bow'; 
Peiser  [ZA  TW  17  348^7  ('97)],  explains  '  Ku$  is  Yahwe ' ;  cp 
Edomite  divine  name  Kaus,  and  Gottheil,  JBL  17  199-202  ('98), 
but  is  there  a  parallel  for  such  a  name  in  the  OT?),'  father  of 
Ethan,  a  Merarite  ;  i  Ch.  If.  17  (K[€]i(roiou  [B»AL].  The 
readings  of  ©  presuppose  l.Vtrp  Orvirp?  Ki.  SBO'l"),  with 
which  agrees  the  other  form  of  the  name,  viz.  KISHI  ('t^'p  j  Ch. 
644  [29],  Ketcrtu  [B],  -<ra.v  [A],  icoverei  [L],  i.e.,  perhaps  "^'p). 
The  form  Kishi,  which  Gray  (///'JV  297)  prefers,  is,  according 
to  Gottheil,  an  abbreviated  form  (  X"p>  *'•'•  l.TC"p)-  See  Kisn. 

1  For  another  suggested  etymology,  see  NAMES,  §  27  n. 
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Prof.  E.  P.  Gould. 
Prof.  A.  R.  S.  Kennedy. 
Prof.  O.  C.  Whitehouse. 
Prof.  A.  R.  S.  Kennedy. 
N.  M'Lean. 
Dr.  I.  Benzinger. 
Prof.  A.  R.  S.  Kennedy. 
H.  W.  Hogg. 
W.    J.     Woodhouse    and 

Prof.  P.  W.  Schmiedel. 
Prof.  P.  W.  Schmiedel. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
W.  J.  Woodhouse. 
Prof.  O.  C.  Whitehouse. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  Ndldeke. 
S.  A.  Cook. 
Prof.  Baron  von  Soden. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Prof.  W.  H.  Bennett. 
Prof.  Francis  Brown. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  G.  A.  Smith. 
Prof.  A.  Tulicher. 
Prof.  S.  R.  Driver. 
M.  A.  Canney  and  Prof. 

G.  A.  Smith. 
Prof.  W.  M.  Muller. 
Rev.  Dr.  E.  A.  Abbott  and 

Prof.  P.  W.  Schmiedel. 


GOVERNMENT  . 

HABAKKUK 

HAGAR    .... 

HAGGAI  .... 

HAIR       .... 
HANES     . 

HEBREW  LANGUAGE 
HEBREWS,  EPISTLE  TO    . 


HELLENISM,  HERESY 
HKKOD  (FAMILY  OK) 
HEXATEUCH  .... 

HlDDEKEI 

HIGH-PLACE    .... 
HISTORICAL  LITERATURE 
HITTITES         .... 

HOPHRA   ..... 

HORSE 

HOSANNA            .... 
HOSEA 

HOUSE 

HYMNS 

ICONIUM 

IDOL 

IDOLATRY      AND      PRIMITIVE 

RELIGION 

ILLYRICUM       .... 
IMMANUEL       .... 

INCENSE  

ISAAC 

ISAIAH 

ISHMAEL  , 

ISRAEL     .        .     •   . 

ISSACHAK         .... 

JACOB       

JAIRUS 

JAMES 

'JANNES  AND  JAMBRES 
JEALOUSY,  TRIAL  OF 

JEHU 

JEPHTHAH   .... 
[ERAHMKEI 


JEREMIAH 

j> 
JERUSALEM 


BOOK  OF 


JESUS       . 

JOB 

JOEL        .        .        .        . 

JOHN  (SON  OF  ZEBEDF.K) 
JONAH     . 
JOSEPH     . 

JOSHUA,  BOOK  OF   . 
JUBILEK  .        .        .        . 

JUDAH        . 

JUDGES    . 

JUDITH  .  .  .  . 
JUPITER  .  .  .  . 
"KADESH  . 

KK.NITES  . 

KIDRON   .        .        .        . 

KINGS,  BOOK  OK 


KINSHIP  . 

KiRJATH-jEARIM 

KORAH,  REVOLT  OF 


Dr.  I.  Benzinger. 

Prof.  Karl  Budde. 

Prof.  Noldeke. 

The  late  Prof.  W.R.  Smith 

and  Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  W.    M.  Muller  and 

Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
The  late  Prof.  W.  R.  Smith 

and  Prof.  A.  A.  Bevan. 
The  late  Prof.  Robertson 

Smith  and  Prof.  Baron 

von  Soden. 
Prof.  A.  Jiilicher. 
W.  J.  Woodhouse. 
Prof.  Wcllhausen. 
Rev.  C.  H.  W.  Johns. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Prof.  M.  Jastrow,  Jun. 
Prof.  W.  M.  Muller. 
A.  E.  Shipley,  S.  A.  Cook. 

and  Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
The  late  Prof.W.  R.  Smith 

and  Prof.  Karl  Marti. 
S.  A.  Cook. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
W.  J.  Woodhouse. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 

W.  J.  Woodhouse. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  Noldeke. 
Prof.  H.  Guthe. 
H.  W.  Hogg. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Dr.  Orello  Cone. 
I.  Abrahams. 
G.  B.  Gray. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
S.    A.    Cook    and     Prof. 

T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  N.  Schmidt. 
Prof.  N.  Schmidt. 
The  late  Prof.  W.R.  Smith, 

Prof.  G.  A.  Smith,  and 

Col.  C.  R.  Conder. 
The  late  Prof.  A.  B.  Bruce. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
The  late  Prof.   Robertson 

Smith  and  Prof.  Driver. 
Prof.  Schmiedel. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
The  late  Prof.W.  R.  Smitl. 

and  Dr.  I.  Benzinger. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  G.  F.  Moore. 
Dr.  M.  Gaster. 
W.  J.  Woodhouse. 
Prof.  T.   K.    Cheyne  and 

S.  A.  Cook. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
The  late  Prof.   Robertson 

Smith     and     Prof.     E. 

Kautzsch. 
Dr.  I.  Benzinger. 
Prof.  T.  K.  Cheyne. 
K<-v.  W.  E.  Addis. 
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